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Prejudice and Discrimination

Module Learning Objectives

| Define prejudice, and identify its social and emotional roots.

| Identify the cognitive roots of prejudice.

prejudice an unjustifiable and
usually negative attitude toward a
group and its members. Prejudice
generally involves stereotyped beliefs,
negative feelings, and a predisposition
to discriminatory action.

stereotype a generalized
(sometimes accurate but often
overgeneralized) belief about a

group of people.

discrimination unjustifiable
negative behavior toward a group
and its members.

Percentage of 2010 American
marriages to someone whose
race or ethnicity differed from
one’s own:

Whites 9%

Blacks 17%

Hispanics  26%

Asians 28%

Source: Wang, 2012

e have sampled how we think about and influence

one another. Now we come to social psychology’s

third focus—how we relate to one another. What
causes us to harm or to help or to fall in love? How can we move a
destructive conflict toward a just peace? We will ponder the bad and the good:
from prejudice and aggression to attraction, altruism, and peacemaking.

Prejudice
| What is prejudice? What are its social and emotional roots?

Prejudice means “prejudgment.” It is an unjustifiable and usually negative attitude toward
a group—often a different cultural, ethnic, or gender group. Like all attitudes, prejudice is a
three-part mixture of

e Dbeliefs (in this case, called stereotypes).
e emotions (for example, hostility or fear).

e predispositions to action (to discriminate).

Ethnocentrism—assuming the superiority of one’s ethnic group—is one example of preju-
dice. To believe that a person of another ethnicity is somehow inferior or threatening, to feel
dislike for that person, and to be hesitant to hire or date that person is to be prejudiced.
Prejudice is a negative attitude. Discrimination is a negative behavior.

How Prejudiced Are People?

To assess prejudice, we can observe what people say and what they do. Americans’ ex-
pressed gender and racial attitudes have changed dramatically in the last half-century.
The one-third of Americans who in 1937 told Gallup pollsters that they would vote for a
qualified woman whom their party nominated for president soared to 89 percent in 2007
(Gallup Brain, 2008; Jones & Moore, 2003). Nearly everyone now agrees that women and
men should receive the same pay for the same job, and that children of all races should
attend the same schools.
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Support for all forms of racial contact, including interracial dating (FIGURE 77.1), has
also dramatically increased. Among 18- to 29-year old Americans, 9 in 10 now say they
would be fine with a family member marrying someone of a different race (Pew, 2010).

Yet as overt prejudice wanes, subtle prejudice lingers. Despite increased verbal support
for interracial marriage, many people admit that in socially intimate settings (dating, danc-
ing, marrying) they would feel uncomfortable with someone of another race. And many
people who say they would feel upset with someone making racist slurs actually, when hear-
ing such racism, respond indifferently (Kawakami et al., 2009). In Western Europe, where
many “guest workers” and refugees settled at the end of the twentieth century, “modern
prejudice”—rejecting immigrant minorities as job applicants for supposedly nonracial rea-
sons—has been replacing blatant prejudice (Jackson et al., 2001; Lester, 2004; Pettigrew,
1998, 2006). A slew of recent experiments illustrates that prejudice can be not only subtle
but also automatic and unconscious (see Close-up: Automatic Prejudice on the next page).

Nevertheless, overt prejudice persists in many places. Just ask Italy’s AC Milan soc-
cer star Kevin-Prince Boateng (pictured at the beginning of this module), of Ghanaian
descent, who strode off the field in protest after being subjected to racial taunts from
spectators. And in the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks and the Iraq and Afghanistan
wars, 4 in 10 Americans acknowledged “some feelings of prejudice against Muslims,” and
about half of non-Muslims in Western Europe and the United States perceived Muslims
as “violent” (Saad, 2006; Wike & Grim, 2007). With Americans feeling threatened by Ar-
abs, and as opposition to Islamic mosques and immigration flared in 2010, one national
observer noted that “Muslims are one of the last minorities in the United States that it
is still possible to demean openly” (Kristof, 2010; Lyons et al., 2010). Muslims recipro-
cated the negativity, with most in Jordan, Egypt, Turkey, and Britain seeing Westerners as
“greedy” and “immoral.”

In most places in the world, gays and lesbians cannot comfortably acknowledge who
they are and whom they love. Gender prejudice and discrimination persist, too. Despite
gender equality in intelligence scores, people have tended to perceive their fathers as
more intelligent than their mothers (Furnham & Rawles, 1995). In Saudi Arabia, women
are not allowed to drive. In Western countries, we pay more to those (usually men) who
care for our streets than to those (usually women) who care for our children. Worldwide,
women are more likely to live in poverty (Lipps, 1999), and two-thirds of illiterate adults
are women (CIA, 2010).

Unwanted female infants are no longer left out on a hillside to die of exposure, as
was the practice in ancient Greece. Yet natural female mortality and the normal male-
to-female newborn ratio (105-to-100) hardly explain the world’s estimated 163 million
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AP® Exam Tip

It's worth spending a little time
focusing on the distinction

between discrimination and
prejudice. They are related, but
different. The most important

thing to note is that prejudice is
cognitive in nature. Discrimination,
on the other hand, is behavior
motivated by prejudice. /

“Unhappily, the world has yet to
learn how to live with diversity.”
-Pore JoHN PauL Il, ADDRESS TO THE
Unitep NaTions, 1995
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Figure 77.1

Prejudice over time Americans’
approval of interracial dating has
soared over the past quarter-century
(Pew, 2010).
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Automatic Prejudice

As we have seen throughout this book, the human mind pro-
cesses thoughts, memories, and attitudes on two different tracks.
Sometimes that processing is explicit—on the radar screen of our
awareness. To an even greater extent, it is implicit—below the
radar, leaving us unaware of how our attitudes are influencing our
behavior. Modern studies indicate that prejudice is often implicit,
an automatic attitude that is an unthinking knee-jerk response.
Consider these findings:

Implicit Racial Associations Using Implicit Association Tests,
researchers have demonstrated that even people who deny harbor-
ing racial prejudice may carry negative associations (Greenwald et
al.,, 1998, 2009). By 2011, nearly 5 milion people had taken the
Implicit Association Test, as you can at www.implicit.harvard.edu.)
For example, 9 in 10 White respondents took longer to identify pleas-
ant words (such as peace and paradise) as “good” when presented
with Black-sounding names (such as Latisha and Darnell) rather than
White-sounding names (such as Katie and /an). Moreover, people
who more quickly associate good things with White names or faces
also are the quickest to perceive anger and apparent threat in Black
faces (Hugenberg & Bodenhausen, 2003).

Although the test is useful for studying automatic prejudice,
critics caution against using it to assess or label individuals (Blan-
ton et al., 2006, 2007, 2009). Defenders counter that implicit
biases predict behaviors that range from simple acts of friendli-
ness to the evaluation of work quality (Greenwald et al., 2009).
In the 2008 U.S. presidential election, implicit as well as explicit
prejudice predicted voters’ support for candidate Barack Obama,
whose election in turn served to reduce implicit prejudice (Bern-
stein et al., 2010; Payne et al., 2010).

Unconscious Patronization \When White university women
evaluated a flawed essay said to be written by a Black fellow stu-
dent, they gave markedly higher ratings and never expressed the
harsh criticisms they assigned to flawed essays supposedly writ-
ten by White students (Harber, 1998). Did the evaluators calibrate
their evaluations to their racial stereotypes, leading to less exact-
ing standards and a patronizing attitude? In real-world evalua-
tions, such low expectations and the resulting “inflated praise and
insufficient criticism” could hinder minority student achievement,
the researcher noted. (To preclude such bias, many teachers read
essays while “blind” to their authors.)

Race-Influenced Perceptions Our expectations influence
our perceptions. In 1999, Amadou Diallo was accosted as he ap-
proached his apartment house doorway by police officers looking
for a rapist. When he pulled out his wallet, the officers, perceiving a
gun, riddled his body with 19 bullets from 41 shots. Curious about

this killing of an unarmed man, two research teams reenacted the
situation (Correll et al., 2002, 2007; Greenwald et al., 2003). They
asked viewers to press buttons quickly to “shoot” or not shoot men
who suddenly appeared on screen. Some of the on-screen men
held a gun. Others held a harmless object, such as a flashlight or
bottle. People (both Blacks and Whites, in one study) more often
shot Black men holding the harmless objects. Priming people with
a flashed Black rather than White face also makes them more likely
to misperceive a flashed tool as a gun (FIGURE 77.2).

Reflexive Bodily Responses Even people who consciously
express little prejudice may give off telltale signals as their body
responds selectively to another’s race. Neuroscientists can detect
these signals when people look at White and Black faces. The
viewers’ implicit prejudice may show up in facial-muscle respons-
es and in the activation of their emotion-processing amygdala
(Cunningham et al., 2004; Eberhardt, 2005; Stanley et al., 2008).

If your own gut check reveals you sometimes have feelings you
would rather not have about other people, remember this: It is what
we do with our feelings that matters. By monitoring our feelings and
actions, and by replacing old habits with new ones based on new
friendships, we can work to free ourselves from prejudice.

Inti St Clair/Blend Images/Corbis

Visual Mask

Stanislav Popov/Shutterstock
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Figure 77.2 Race primes perceptions In experiments by Keith
Payne (20086), people viewed (a) a White or Black face, immediately
followed by (b) a gun or hand tool, which was then followed by (c) a
visual mask. Participants were more likely to misperceive a tool as a
gun when it was preceded by a Black rather than White face.

/

(say that number slowly) “missing women” (Hvistendahl, 2011). In many places, sons
are valued more than daughters. With testing that enables sex-selective abortions, several
Asian countries have experienced a shortfall in female births (FIGURE 77.3). Although
China has declared that sex-selective abortions—gender genocide—are now a criminal
offense, the country’s newborn sex ratio is still 118 boys for every 100 girls (Hvistendahl,
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Figure 77.3
Missing girls In several Asian
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2009, 2010, 2011), and 95 percent of the children in Chinese orphanages are girls (Webley,
2009). With males under age 20 exceeding females by 32 million, many Chinese bachelors
will be unable to find mates (Zhu et al., 2009).

In the United States, a striking sex-ratio bias appears among Chinese, Korean, and
Asian Indian parents with a third child. Sons outnumber daughters by 50 percent after two
previous girl births. Given a previous boy birth, or given Caucasian parents, there is no sex-
ratio bias (Almond & Edlund, 2008).

Studies have shown, however, that most people feel more positively about women
in general than they do about men (Eagly, 1994; Haddock & Zanna, 1994). Worldwide,
people see women as having some traits (such as nurturance, sensitivity, and less aggres-
siveness) that most people prefer (Glick et al., 2004; Swim, 1994). That may explain why
women tend to like women more than men like men (Rudman & Goodwin, 2004). And
perhaps that is also why people prefer slightly feminized computer-generated faces—
men’s and women’s—to slightly masculinized faces. Researcher David Perrett and his
colleagues (1998) have speculated that a slightly feminized male face connotes kindness,
cooperativeness, and other traits of a good father. When the British Broadcasting Corpo-
ration invited 18,000 women to guess which of the men in FIGURE 77.4 was most likely
to place a personal ad seeking a “special lady to love and cherish forever,” which one do
you think they picked?

Figure 77.4

Who do you like best? Which
one placed an ad seeking “a special
lady to love and cherish forever”?
(See answer below.)
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countries, especially in China, which
has mandated one-child families, boy
babies are overrepresented (Abrevaya,
2009). In China, this overrepresentation
still occurred in 2009: 54.5 percent

53 of babies were boys and only 45.5
India percent were girls (Hvistendahl, 2010).
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just-world phenomenon

the tendency for people to believe
the world is just and that people
therefore get what they deserve and
deserve what they get.
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: “If the King destroys a man,

: that’s proof to the King it must

1 have been a bad man.” -THomas

: CROMWELL, IN RoBERT BoLT's A Man
! For ALL SEasons, 1960

ingroup “Us”—people with
whom we share a common identity.

outgroup “Them”—those
perceived as different or apart from
our ingroup.

ingroup bias the tendency to
favor our own group.

The ingroup Basketball fans, shown
here from my own college during a
game against their archrival, share a
social identity that defines “us” (the
ingroup) and “them” (the outgroup).
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Social Roots of Prejudice

Why does prejudice arise? Social inequalities and divisions are partly responsible.

SOCIAL INEQUALITIES

When some people have money, power, and prestige and others do not, the “haves” usually
develop attitudes that justify things as they are. The just-world phenomenon reflects an
e idea we commonly teach our children—that good is rewarded
. N and evil is punished. From this it is but a short leap to assume
) ) that those who succeed must be good and those who suffer
must be bad. Such reasoning enables the rich to see both their

own wealth and the poor’s misfortune as justly deserved.

Are women naturally unassertive and sensitive? This com-
mon perception suggests that women are well-suited for the
caretaking tasks they have traditionally performed (Hoffman
& Hurst, 1990). In an extreme case, slave “owners” perceived
slaves as innately lazy, ignorant, and irresponsible—as having
the very traits that justified enslaving them. Stereotypes ratio-
nalize inequalities.

Victims of discrimination may react with either self-blame or anger (Allport, 1954). Ei-
ther reaction can feed prejudice through the classic blame-the-victim dynamic. Do the cir-
cumstances of poverty breed a higher crime rate? If so, that higher crime rate can be used to
justify discrimination against those who live in poverty.

US AND THEM: INGROUP AND OUTGROUP

We have inherited our Stone Age ancestors’'need to belong, to live and love in groups. There
was safety in solidarity (those who didn’t band together left fewer descendants). Whether
hunting, defending, or attacking, 10 hands were better than 2. Dividing the world into “us”
and “them” entails racism and war, but it also provides the benefits of communal solidar-
ity. Thus we cheer for our groups, kill for them, die for them. Indeed, we define who we are
partly in terms of our groups. Through our social identities we associate ourselves with cer-
tain groups and contrast ourselves with others (Hogg, 1996, 2006; Turner, 1987, 2007). When
Ian identifies himself as a man, an Aussie, a University of Sydney student, a Catholic, and a
MacGregor, he knows who he is, and so do we.

Evolution prepared us, when encountering strangers, to make instant judgments: friend
or foe? Those from our group, those who look like us, and also those who sound like us—
with accents like our own—we instantly tend to like, from childhood onward (Gluszek &
Dovidio, 2010; Kinzler et al., 2009). Mentally drawing a circle defines “us,” the ingroup. But
the social definition of who you are also states who you are
not. People outside that circle are “them,” the outgroup. An
ingroup bias—a favoring of our own group—soon follows.
Even arbitrarily creating us-them groups by tossing a coin cre-
ates this bias. In experiments, people have favored their own
group when dividing any rewards (Tajfel, 1982; Wilder, 1981).

The urge to distinguish enemies from friends predis-
poses prejudice against strangers (Whitley, 1999). To Greeks
of the classical era, all non-Greeks were “barbarians.” In our
own era, most students believe their school is better than
all other schools in town. Perhaps you can recall being most
conscious of your school identity when competing with an
archrival school. Many high school students form cliques—
jocks, gamers, stoners, theater types, LGBT supporters—and
disparage those outside their own group. Even chimpanzees
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have been seen to wipe clean the spot where they were touched by a chimpanzee from
another group (Goodall, 1986). They also display ingroup empathy, by yawning more after
seeing ingroup (rather than outgroup) members yawn (Campbell & de Waal, 2011).

Ingroup bias explains the cognitive power of partisanship (Cooper, 2010; Douthat,
2010). In the United States in the late 1980s, most Democrats believed inflation had risen
under Republican president Ronald Reagan (it had dropped). In 2010, most Republicans
believed that taxes had increased under Democrat president Barack Obama (for most, they
had decreased).

Emotional Roots of Prejudice

Prejudice springs not only from the divisions of society but also from the passions of the
heart. Scapegoat theory notes that when things go wrong, finding someone to blame can
provide a target for anger. Following 9/11, some outraged people lashed out at innocent
Arab-Americans. Others called for eliminating Saddam Hussein, the Iraqi leader whom
Americans had been grudgingly tolerating. “Fear and anger create aggression, and aggres-
sion against citizens of different ethnicity or race creates racism and, in turn, new forms of
terrorism,” noted Philip Zimbardo (2001). A decade after 9/11, anti-Muslim animosities still
flared, with mosque burnings and efforts to block an Islamic community center near New
York City’s Ground Zero.

Evidence for the scapegoat theory of prejudice comes from high prejudice levels among
economically frustrated people, and from experiments in which a temporary frustration in-
tensifies prejudice. Students who experience failure or are made to feel insecure often restore
their self-esteem by disparaging a rival school or another person (Cialdini & Richardson,
1980; Crocker et al., 1987). To boost our own sense of status, it helps to have others to deni-
grate. That is why a rival’s misfortune sometimes provides a twinge of pleasure. By contrast,
those made to feel loved and supported become more open to and accepting of others who
differ (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001).

Negative emotions nourish prejudice. When facing death, fearing threats, or experiencing
frustration, people cling more tightly to their ingroup and their friends. As the terror of death
heightens patriotism, it also produces loathing and aggression toward “them”—those who
threaten our world (Pyszczynski et al., 2002, 2008). The few individuals who lack fear and
its associated amygdala activity—such as children with the genetic disorder Williams syn-
drome—also display a notable lack of racial stereotypes and prejudice (Santos et al., 2010).

Cognitive Roots of Prejudice

What are the cognitive roots of prejudice?

Prejudice springs from a culture’s divisions, the heart’s passions, and also from the mind’s nat-
ural workings. Stereotyped beliefs are a by-product of how we cognitively simplify the world.

FORMING CATEGORIES

One way we simplify our world is to categorize. A chemist categorizes molecules as organic
and inorganic. A football coach categorizes offensive players as quarterbacks, running
backs, and wide receivers. Therapists categorize psychological disorders. Human beings
categorize people by race, with mixed-race people often assigned to their minority iden-
tity. Despite his mixed-race background and being raised by a White mother and White
grandparents, Barack Obama has been perceived by White Americans as Black. Research-
ers believe this happens because, after learning the features of a familiar racial group,
the observer’s selective attention is drawn to the distinctive features of the less-familiar
minority. Jamin Halberstadt and his colleagues (2011) illustrated this learned-association
effect by showing New Zealanders blended Chinese-Caucasian faces. Compared with

“For if [people were] to choose 1
out of all the customs in the world :
[they would] end by preferring :
their own.” -GREEK HISTORIAN !
HeropoTus, 440 B.C.E. :

scapegoat theory the theory that
prejudice offers an outlet for anger
by providing someone to blame.

“If the Tiber reaches the walls, !
if the Nile does not rise to the :
fields, if the sky doesn’t move or :
the Earth does, if there is famine, |
if there is plague, the cry is at |
once: ‘The Christians to the lion!”” :
-TERTULLIAN, APOLOGETICUS, 197 C.E. |

“The misfortunes of others are the
taste of honey.” -JAPANESE SAYING

AP°® Exam Tip

Pause for a minute and try to
identify examples of the just-world
phenomenon, ingroup bias, and
scapegoating in your own school.
Are there a few or a lot?
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Sherman, and Gillian Rhodes

Dr. Jamin Halberstadt, Steven J. Sherman, Jeff

100% Chinese 80% Chinese 60% Chinese 40% Chinese 20% Chinese 100% Caucasian
20% Caucasian 40% Caucasian 60% Caucasian 80% Caucasian
Figure 77.5
Categorizing mixed-race participants of Chinese descent, European-descent New Zealanders more readily classi-
people When New Zealanders fied ambiguous faces as Chinese (see FIGURE 77.5).

quickly classified 104 photos by race, In categorizing people into groups, however, we often stereotype them. We recognize how
those of European descent more & & peop Eroups, g P s

often than those of Chinese descent  greatly we differ from other individuals in our groups. But we overestimate the homogeneity of
classified the ambiguous middie two  other groups (we perceive outgroup homogeneity). “They”—the members of some other group—
as Chinese (Halberstadt etal., 2011).  seem to look and act alike, while “we” are more diverse (Bothwell et al., 1989). To those in one
ethnic group, members of another often seem more alike than they really are in attitudes, per-
sonality, and appearance. Our greater recognition for faces of our own race—called the other-
race effect (also called the cross-race effect or own-race bias)—emerges during infancy,

T = between 3 and 9 months of age (Gross, 2009; Kelly et al., 2007).

— With effort and with experience, people get better at recognizing individual
faces from another group (Hugenberg et al., 2010). People of European descent, for
example, more accurately identify individual African faces if they have watched a
great deal of basketball on television, exposing them to many African-heritage faces
(Li et al., 1996). And the longer Chinese people have resided in a Western country,
the less they exhibit the other-race effect (Hancock & Rhodes, 2008).

You've 0BT CORRY,

ou RESEARCIERS

ALL LODK ALK
T .

REMEMBERING VIVID CASES

As we saw in Module 35’s discussion of the availability heuristic, we often judge the
frequency of events by instances that readily come to mind. In a classic experiment,
researchers showed two groups of University of Oregon students lists containing
information about 50 men (Rothbart et al.,, 1978). The first group’s list included 10
men arrested for nonviolent crimes, such as forgery. The second group’s list included
10 men arrested for violent crimes, such as assault. Later, both groups were asked
how many men on their list had committed any sort of crime. The second group
overestimated the number. Vivid (violent) cases are more readily available to our memory
and feed our stereotypes (FIGURE 77.6).

© Dave Coverly

other-race effect the tendency
to recall faces of one’s own race BELIEVING THE WORLD IS JUST
more accurately than faces of other
races. Also called the cross-race effect
or the own-race bias.

As we noted earlier, people often justify their prejudices by blaming victims. If the world is
just, “people must get what they deserve.” As one German civilian is said to have remarked
when visiting the Bergen-Belsen concentration camp shortly after World War II, “What ter-
rible criminals these prisoners must have been to receive such treatment.”

Figure 77.6

Vivid cases feed stereotypes The 9/11 Muslim

terrorists created, in many minds, an exaggerated

stereotype of Muslims as terrorism prone. Actually,

reported a U.S. National Research Council panel on ‘w
terrorism, when offering this inexact illustration, most

terrorists are not Muslim and “the vast majority of

Islamic people have no connection with and do not
sympathize with terrorism” (Smelser & Mitchell, 2002).
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Hindsight bias is also at work here (Carli & Leonard, 1989). Have you ever heard people
say that rape victims, abused spouses, or people with AIDS got what they deserved? In some
countries, such as Pakistan, women who have been raped have sometimes been sentenced
to severe punishment for having violated a law against adultery (Mydans, 2002). In one
experiment illustrating the blame-the-victim phenomenon, people were given a detailed
account of a date that ended with the woman being raped (Janoff-Bulman et al., 1985). They
perceived the woman’s behavior as at least partly to blame, and in hindsight, they thought,
“She should have known better.” (Blaming the victim also serves to reassure people that it
couldn’t happen to them.) Others, given the same account with the rape ending deleted, did
not perceive the woman’s behavior as inviting rape.
People also have a basic tendency to justify their culture’s social systems (Jost et al.,
2009; Kay et al, 2009). We're inclined to see the way things are as the way they ought to be.
This natural conservatism makes it difficult to legislate major social changes, such as health
care or climate-change policies. Once such policies are in place, our “system justification”
tends to preserve them.

Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF

What are some examples of ingroup bias in your community?

» TEST YOURSELF

What is the difference between prejudice and discrimination?

Module 77 Review

| What is prejudice? What are its social and

“& emotional roots?

Prejudice is an unjustifiable, usually negative attitude
toward a group and its members.

Prejudice’s three components are beliefs (often stereotypes),
emotions, and predispositions to action (discrimination).

Overt prejudice in North America has decreased over
time, but implicit prejudice—an automatic, unthinking
attitude—continues.

The social roots of prejudice include social inequalities

and divisions.

e Higher-status groups often justify their privileged
position with the just-world phenomenon.

e We tend to favor our own group (ingroup bias) as we
divide ourselves into“us” (the ingroup) and“them” (the

outgroup).
Prejudice can also be a tool for protecting our emotional

well-being, as when we focus our anger by blaming
events on a scapegoat.

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.

What are the cognitive roots of prejudice?

The cognitive roots of prejudice grow from our natural
ways of processing information: forming categories,
remembering vivid cases, and believing that the world is
just and our own and our culture’s ways of doing things
are the right ways.
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Multiple-Choice Questions

1. Which of the following is the primary distinction
between prejudice and discrimination?

a.

b.

Prejudice is cognitive and discrimination is
behavioral.

Prejudice is based on anger and discrimination is
based on fear.

Prejudice is a legal term and discrimination is a
psychological term.

. Discrimination typically develops in infancy and

prejudice typically develops in adolescence.
Discrimination is primarily caused by nature and
prejudice is primarily caused by nurture.

2. Which of the following is true of prejudice in recent years?

a.

b.

Both overt and subtle prejudice have shown steady
and equal increases.

Subtle prejudice has been decreasing more than
overt prejudice.

Both overt and subtle prejudice have been increasing,
but overt prejudice is increasing at a faster rate.

Both overt and subtle prejudice have been increasing,
but subtle prejudice is increasing at a faster rate.
Overt prejudice has been decreasing more than
subtle prejudice.

3. Which of the following accurately describes the just-
world phenomenon?

a.

b.

It’s the reduction in prejudice that has resulted from
improvements in our laws and judicial system.

It’s the reduction in discrimination that has resulted
from improvements in our laws and judicial system.
It’s the belief that most people get what they deserve
and deserve what they get.

. It’s the tendency of people to deny that prejudice is

still a problem.
It's our mind’s desire to categorize daily events as
either “fair” or “unfair.”

Practice FRQs

1. Describe the three major components of prejudice.

Answer

1 point: Stereotyped judgments, which are generalized,
negative beliefs about a group of people.

1 point: Negative emotions, such as hostility or fear, toward
the members of a group.

1 point: A predisposition to discriminate against members

of a group.

4. Which of the following is an example of ingroup bias?

a.

b.

Hinata talked only to her five best friends when she
was in ninth grade.

Sabrina has been a New York Yankee fan since she
was in fourth grade.

Kimia believes she is the best student in her AP®
Psychology class, but her grades are not as good as
several students.

Francisco believes he is the best student in his AP®
Psychology class, and in fact he has the highest test
average.

Derek believes his t-ball team is the best in the
league.

5. A member of one racial group viciously beats someone
from a different racial group. The incident is widely
publicized in the local media. Which of the following
terms best describes this incident?

a.

o oo

Scapegoat theory

Vivid case

Just-world phenomenon
Other-race effect
Ingroup bias

2. Describe an example of a social root of prejudice, an
emotional root of prejudice, and a cognitive root of
prejudice.

(3 points)
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Aggression

g
Module Learning Objectives E
I Explain how psychology’s definition of aggression differs from

everyday usage, and identify the biological factors that make us
more prone to hurt one another.

| Outline psychological and social-cultural triggers of aggression.

I How does psychology’s definition of aggression differ from everyday
usage? What biological factors make us more prone to hurt one
another?

Prejudice hurts, but aggression often hurts more. In psychology, aggression is any physical
or verbal behavior intended to hurt or destroy, whether done out of hostility or as a calcu-
lated means to an end. The assertive, persistent salesperson is not aggressive. Nor is the
dentist who makes you wince with pain. But the person who passes along a vicious rumor
about you, the person who verbally assaults you, and the attacker who mugs you for your
money are aggressive.

Aggressive behavior emerges from the interaction of biology and experience. For a
gun to fire, the trigger must be pulled; with some people, as with hair-trigger guns, it
doesn’t take much to trip an explosion. Let’s look first at some biological factors that in-

fluence our thresholds for aggressive behavior, then at the psychological factors that pull
the trigger.

The Biology of Aggression

Aggression varies too widely from culture to culture, era to era, and person to person to be
considered an unlearned instinct. But biology does influence aggression. We can look for
biological influences at three levels—genetic, neural, and biochemical.

Genetic Influences

Genes influence aggression. We know this because animals have been bred for aggres-
siveness—sometimes for sport, sometimes for research. The effect of genes also appears in
human twin studies (Miles & Carey, 1997; Rowe et al., 1999). If one identical twin admits
to “having a violent temper,” the other twin will often independently admit the same.
Fraternal twins are much less likely to respond similarly. Researchers continue to search
for genetic markers in those who commit the most violence. (One is already well known
and is carried by half the human race: theY chromosome.)

aggression any physical or verbal
behavior intended to hurt or destroy.

In the last 40 years in the United
States, well over 1 million
people—more than all deaths in
all wars in American history—have
been killed by firearms in nonwar
settings. Compared with people
of the same sex, race, age, and
neighborhood, those who keep a
gun in the home (ironically, often
for protection) are almost three
times more likely to be murdered
in the home —nearly always

by a family member or close
acquaintance. For every self-
defense use of a gun in the home,
there have been 4 unintentional
shootings, 7 criminal assaults or
homicides, and 11 attempted or
completed suicides (Kellermann
et al.,, 1993, 1997, 1998; see also
Branas et al., 2009).

AP® Exam Tip

Notice that you’re back to a nature
and nurture analysis again. The
biology section is, of course, the
nature component. When you get to
the psychological and social-cultural
factors coming up, that’s nurture.
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“It’s a guy thing.”

“We could avoid two-thirds of all
crime simply by putting all able-
bodied young men in cryogenic
sleep from the age of 12 through
28.” -Davip T. LYKKEN, THE
ANTISOCIAL PERSONALITIES, 1995

A lean, mean fighting machine—
the testosterone-laden female
hyena The hyena’s unusual
embryology pumps testosterone into
female fetuses. The result is revved-up
young female hyenas who seem born

to fight.

Neural Influences

There is no one spot in the brain that controls aggression. Aggression is a complex behavior,
and it occurs in particular contexts. But animal and human brains have neural systems that,
given provocation, will either inhibit or facilitate aggressive behavior (Denson, 2011; Moyer,
1983). Consider:

®  Researchers implanted a radio-controlled electrode in the brain of the domineering leader
of a caged monkey colony. The electrode was in an area that, when stimulated, inhibits
aggression. When researchers placed the control button for the electrode in the colony’s
cage, one small monkey learned to push it every time the boss became threatening.

¢ A neurosurgeon, seeking to diagnose a disorder, implanted an electrode in the
amygdala of a mild-mannered woman. Because the brain has no sensory receptors,
she was unable to feel the stimulation. But at the flick of a switch she snarled, “Take
my blood pressure. Take it now,” then stood up and began to strike the doctor.

e Studies of violent criminals have revealed diminished activity in the frontal lobes,
which play an important role in controlling impulses. If the frontal lobes are damaged,
inactive, disconnected, or not yet fully mature, aggression may be more likely (Amen
et al., 1996; Davidson et al., 2000; Raine, 1999, 2005).

Biochemical Influences

Our genes engineer our individual nervous systems, which operate electrochemically. The
hormone testosterone, for example, circulates in the bloodstream and influences the neural
systems that control aggression. A raging bull will become a gentle Ferdinand when castra-
tion reduces its testosterone level. The same is true of mice. When injected with testoster-
one, gentle, castrated mice once again become aggressive.

Humans are less sensitive to hormonal changes. But as men age, their testosterone
levels—and their aggressiveness—diminish. Hormonally charged, aggressive 17-year-olds
mature into hormonally quieter and gentler 70-year-olds. Also, violent criminals tend to be
muscular young males with higher-than-average testosterone levels, lower-than-average
intelligence scores, and low levels of the neurotransmitter serotonin (Dabbs et al., 2001a;
Pendick, 1994). Men more than women tend to have wide faces, a testosterone-linked trait,
rather than roundish or long faces. And men’s facial width is a predictor of their aggressive-
ness (Carré et al., 2009; Stirrat & Perrett, 2010).

High testosterone correlates with irritability, assertiveness, impulsiveness, and low tolerance
for frustration—qualities that predispose somewhat more aggressive responses to provocation
or competition for status (Dabbs et al., 2001b; Harris, 1999; McAndrew, 2009). Among both teen-
age boys and adult men, high testosterone levels correlate with delinquency, hard drug use, and
aggressive-bullying responses to frustration (Berman et al., 1993; Dabbs & Morris, 1990; Olweus
et al., 1988). Drugs that sharply reduce testosterone levels subdue men’s aggressive tendencies.

2
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Another drug that sometimes circulates in the bloodstream—alcohol—unleashes
aggressive responses to frustration. In police data and prison surveys, as in experiments,
aggression-prone people are more likely to drink, and they are more likely to become violent
when intoxicated (White et al., 1993). People who have been drinking commit 4 in 10 violent
crimes and 3 in 4 acts of spousal abuse (Karberg & James, 2005). Alcohol’s effects are both
biological and psychological (Bushman, 1993; Ito et al., 1996; Taylor & Chermack, 1993).Those
who only think they’ve imbibed alcohol will be somewhat affected, but so, too, will those
who have had alcohol unknowingly slipped into a drink. Unless people are distracted, alcohol
tends to focus their attention on a provocation rather than on inhibitory cues (Giancola &
Corman, 2007). Alcohol also inclines people to interpret ambiguous acts (such as a bump in a
crowd) as provocations (Begue et al., 2010).

Psychological and Social-Cultural Factors
in Aggression

What psychological and social-cultural factors may trigger aggressive
behavior?

Biological factors influence the ease with which aggression is triggered. But what psycho-
logical and social-cultural factors pull the trigger?

Aversive Events

Suffering sometimes builds character. In laboratory experiments, however, those made miser-
able have often made others miserable (Berkowitz, 1983, 1989). This phenomenon is called the
frustration-aggression principle: Frustration creates anger, which can spark aggression.
One analysis of 27,667 hit-by-pitch Major League Baseball incidents between 1960 and 2004
revealed this link (Timmerman, 2007). Pitchers were most likely to hit batters when

e they had been frustrated by the previous batter hitting a home run.
e the current batter had hit a home run the last time at bat.
e ateammate had been hit by a pitch in the previous half-inning.

Other aversive stimuli—hot temperatures, physical pain, personal insults, foul odors,
cigarette smoke, crowding, and a host of others—can also evoke hostility. In laboratory
experiments, when people get overheated, they think, feel, and act more aggressively. In
baseball games, the number of hit batters rises with the temperature (Reifman et al., 1991;

see FIGURE 78.1). And in the wider world, violent crime and spousal abuse rates have
been higher during hotter years, seasons, months, and days (Anderson & Anderson, 1984).

frustration-aggression principle
the principle that frustration—the
blocking of an attempt to achieve
some goal—creates anger, which
can generate aggression.
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Figure 78.1

Temperature and retaliation
Richard Larrick and his
colleagues (2011) looked for
occurrences of batters hit by
pitchers during 4,566,468
pitcher-batter matchups
across 57,293 Major League
Baseball games since 1952.
The probability of a hit batter
increased if one or more of the
pitcher’s teammates had been
hit, and also with temperature.
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AP°® Exam Tip

David Myers points out that

this section is an application of
material that was introduced in
Unit VI. You should go back there
for a quick review if you don’t
recognize the basic components
of operant conditioning and
observational learning in this

material.
J

social script culturally modeled
guide for how to act in various
situations.

Unit XIV  Social Psychology

From the available data, Craig Anderson and his colleagues (2000; 2011) have projected
that, other things being equal, global warming of 4 degrees Fahrenheit (about 2 degrees
centigrade) would induce tens of thousands of additional assaults and murders—and that’s
before the added violence inducement from climate-change-related drought, poverty, food
insecurity, and migration.

Reinforcement and Modeling

Aggression may be a natural response to aversive events, but learning can alter natural
reactions. As Unit VI explained, we learn when our behavior is reinforced, and we learn by
watching others.

In situations where experience has taught us that aggression pays, we are likely to act ag-
gressively again. Children whose aggression has successtully intimidated other children may
become bullies. Animals that have successfully fought to get food or mates become increasingly
ferocious. To foster a kinder, gentler world we had best model and reward sensitivity and coop-
eration from an early age, perhaps by training parents to discipline without modeling violence.

Parents of delinquent youth frequently cave in to (reward) their children’s tears and tem-
per tantrums. Then, exasperated, they discipline with beatings (Patterson et al., 1982, 1992).

Parent-training programs often advise parents to avoid modeling violence by scream-
ing and hitting. Instead, parents should reinforce desirable behaviors and frame statements
positively. (“When you finish loading the dishwasher you can go play,” rather than “If you
don’t load the dishwasher, there’ll be no playing.”)

One aggression-replacement program worked with juvenile offenders and gang members
and their parents. It taught both generations new ways to control anger, and more thought-
ful approaches to moral reasoning (Goldstein et al., 1998). The result? The youths’re-arrest
rates dropped.

Different cultures model, reinforce, and evoke different tendencies toward violence. For ex-
ample, crime rates are higher (and average happiness is lower) in countries marked by a great
disparity between rich and poor (Triandis, 1994). In the United States, cultures and families that
experience minimal father care also have high violence rates (Triandis, 1994). Even after control-
ling for parental education, race, income, and teen motherhood, American male youths from
father-absent homes have double their peers’ incarceration rate (Harper & McLanahan, 2004).

Violence can also vary by culture within a country. Richard Nisbett and Dov Cohen
(1996) analyzed violence among White Americans in southern towns settled by Scots-Irish
herders whose tradition emphasized “manly honor,” the use of arms to protect one’s flock,
and a history of coercive slavery. Compared with their White counterparts in New England
towns settled by the more traditionally peaceful Puritan, Quaker, and Dutch farmer-artisans,
the cultural descendants of those herders have triple the homicide rates and are more sup-
portive of physically punishing children, of warfare initiatives, and of uncontrolled gun
ownership. “Culture-of-honor” states also have higher rates of students bringing weapons
to school and of school shootings (Brown et al., 2009).

Media Models for Violence

Parents are hardly the only aggression models. In the United States and elsewhere, TV
shows, films, video games, and YouTube offer supersized portions of violence. Repeatedly
viewing on-screen violence teaches us social scripts—culturally provided mental files for
how to act. When we find ourselves in new situations, uncertain how to behave, we rely on
social scripts. After so many action films, teens may acquire a script that plays in their head
when they face real-life conflicts. Challenged, they may “act like a man” by intimidating
or eliminating the threat. Likewise, after viewing the multiple sexual innuendoes and acts
found in most prime-time TV shows—often involving impulsive or short-term relation-
ships—youths may acquire sexual scripts they later enact in real-life relationships (Kunkel
et al, 2001; Sapolsky & Tabarlet, 1991).
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Music lyrics also write social scripts. In one set of experiments, German university
men administered hotter chili sauce to a woman and recalled more negative feelings
and beliefs about women after listening to woman-hating song lyrics. Man-hating song
lyrics had a similar effect on the aggressive behavior of women listeners (Fischer &
Greitemeyer, 2006).

Sexual aggression is sometimes modeled in X-rated films and pornography. Content
analyses have revealed that most X-rated films depict quick, casual sex between strangers,
but sometimes also provide scenes of rape and sexual exploitation of women by men (Cow-
an et al., 1988; NCTV, 1987; Yang & Linz, 1990). These scenes often include enactments of
the rape myth—the idea that some women invite or enjoy rape and get “swept away” while
being “taken.” (In actuality, rape is traumatic, and it frequently harms women’s reproductive
and psychological health [Golding, 1996].) Most rapists accept this myth (Brinson, 1992). So
do many men and women who watch a great deal of TV: Compared with those who watch
little television, heavy viewers are more accepting of the rape myth (Kahlor & Morrison,
2007). Might sexually explicit media models in the $97 billion global pornography business
contribute to sexually aggressive tendencies (D’Orlando, 2011)?

Most consumers of child and adult pornography commit no known sexual crimes (Seto,
2009). But they are more likely to accept the rape myth as reality (Kingston et al., 2009).
Canadian and U.S. sex offenders acknowledge a greater-than-usual appetite for sexually ex-
plicit and sexually violent materials—materials typically labeled as pornography (Kingston
et al., 2009; Marshall, 1989, 2000; Oddone-Paolucci et al., 2000). The Los Angeles Police De-
partment, for example, reported that pornography was “conspicuously present” in 62 per-
cent of its extrafamilial child sexual abuse cases during the 1980s (Bennett, 1991). High por-
nography consumption also has predicted greater sexual aggressiveness among university
men, even after controlling for other predictors of antisocial behavior (Vega & Malamuth,
2007). But critics object. Since 1990, the reported U.S. rape rate has declined while pornog-
raphy consumption has increased (Ferguson & Hartley, 2009). And aren’t many sexual ag-
gressors merely, as sex researcher John Money (1988) suspected, using pornography “as an
alibi to explain to themselves what otherwise is inexplicable”?

People heavily exposed to televised crime see the world as more dangerous. People
heavily exposed to pornography see the world as more sexual. Repeatedly watching X-rated
films, even nonviolent films, has many effects (Kingston et al., 2009). One’s own partner
seems less attractive (Module 39). Extramarital sex seems less troubling (Zillmann, 1989).
A woman'’s friendliness seems more sexual. Sexual aggression seems less serious (Harris,
1994; Zillmann, 1989). These effects feed the ingredients of coercion against women.

In one experiment, undergraduates viewed six brief, sexually explicit films each week
for six weeks (Zillmann & Bryant, 1984). A control group viewed nonerotic films during the
same six-week period. Three weeks later, both groups read a newspaper report about a man
convicted but not yet sentenced for raping a hitchhiker. When asked to suggest an appropri-
ate prison term, viewers of the sexually explicit films recommended sentences half as long
as those recommended by the control group.

Experiments cannot elicit actual sexual violence, but they can assess a man’s willingness
to hurt a woman. Often the research gauges the effect of violent versus nonviolent erotic
films on men’s willingness to deliver supposed electric shocks to women who had earlier
provoked them. These experiments suggest that it’s less the eroticism than the depictions of
sexual violence (whether in R-rated slasher films or X-rated films) that most directly affect
men’s acceptance and performance of aggression against women.

To a lesser extent, nonviolent pornography can also influence aggression. In a series of
studies, Nathaniel Lambert and his colleagues (2011) used various methods to explore por-
nography’s effects on aggression against relationship partners. They found that pornography
consumption predicted both self-reported aggression and laboratory noise blasts to their
partner, and that abstaining from customary pornography consumption decreased aggression
(while abstaining from their favorite food did not).

AP°® Exam Tip

In the experiment described here,
can you identify the independent
and dependent variables?

It's great practice to do this

every time you read about an
experiment.
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Sexual
promiscuity

Coerciveness
against
women

Hostile
masculinity

Figure 78.2

Men who sexually coerce
women The recipe for coercion
against women combines an
impersonal approach to sex with a
hostile masculinity. (Adapted from
Malamuth, 1996.)
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Coincidence or cause? In 2011,
Norwegian Anders Behring Breivik
bombed government buildings in Oslo,
and then went to a youth camp where
he shot and killed 69 people, mostly
teens. As a player of first-person shooter
games, Breivik stirred debate when he
commented that “l see MW2 [Modern
Warfare 2] more as a part of my training-
simulation than anything else.” Did his
violent game playing contribute to his
violence, or was it a mere coincidental
association? To explore such questions,
psychologists experiment.
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Neil Malamuth (1996) has shown that sexually coercive men typically are sexually pro-
miscuous and hostile in their relationships with women (FIGURE 78.2). Several factors can
create a predisposition to sexual violence (Malamuth et al., 1991, 1995). They include me-
dia influences but also dominance motives, disinhibition by alcohol, and a history of child
abuse. Still, media depictions of violence can disinhibit and desensitize; viewing sexual vio-
lence fosters hostile, domineering attitudes and behaviors; and viewing pornography leads
viewers to trivialize rape, devalue their partners, and engage in uncommitted sex. Media
influence is not a minor issue.

Might public consciousness be raised by making people aware of the information you
have just been reading? In the 1940s, movies often depicted African-Americans as childlike,
superstitious buffoons, images we would not tolerate today. Many hope that entertainers,
producers, and audiences might someday look back with embarrassment on the days when
movies “entertained” us with scenes of sexual coercion, torture, and mutilation.

Do Violent Video Games Teach Social Scripts for Violence?

Violent video games became an issue for public debate after teenagers in more than a doz-
en places seemed to mimic the carnage in the shooter games they had so often played
(Anderson, 2004a). In 2002, two Grand Rapids, Michigan, teens and a man in his early twen-
ties spent part of a night drinking beer and playing Grand Theft Auto III. Using simulated cars,
they ran down pedestrians, then beat them with fists, leaving a bloody body behind (Kolker,
2002). The same teens and man then went out for a real drive. Spotting a 38-year-old man on
a bicycle, they ran him down with their car, got out, stomped and punched him, and returned
home to play the game some more. (The victim, a father of three, died six days later.)

As we noted in Module 30, observing media violence tends to desensitize people to
cruelty and prime them to respond aggressively when provoked. Does this violence-viewing
effect extend to playing violent video games? Should parents worry about the ways actively
role-playing aggression will affect their children? Experiments indicate that playing positive
games has positive effects. For example, playing Lemmings, where a goal is to help others,
increases real-life helping (Greitemeyer & Osswald, 2010). So, might a parallel effect occur
after playing games that enact violence?

When combining data from 400 studies with 130,296 participants, Craig Anderson and his
colleagues (2010) found such an effect: Playing violent video games increased aggression. The
tinding held for youth and for young adults; in North America, Japan, and Western Europe;
and with each of three major research designs (correlational, experimental, and longitudinal).
In a 2010 statement submitted for a U.S. Supreme Court case, Anderson was joined by more
than 100 social scientists in explaining that “the psychological processes underlying such ef-

fects are well understood and include: imitation; observational learning; priming of cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral scripts; physiological arousal; and emotional desensitization.”
Consider some evidence:

University men who spent the most hours playing violent video games tended to be
the most physically aggressive (for example, more likely to acknowledge having hit or
attacked someone else) (Anderson & Dill, 2000).

* People randomly assigned to play a game involving bloody murders with groaning
victims (rather than to play nonviolent Myst) became more hostile. On a follow-up
task, they also were more likely to blast intense noise at a fellow student.

¢ People with extensive experience in violent video gaming display desensitization to
violence, as shown by blunted brain responses; they also are less likely to help an
injured victim (Bartholow et al., 2006; Bushman & Anderson, 2009).

e After playing a violent rather than a neutral or prosocial video game, people
become more likely to express dehumanized perceptions of immigrant outgroups
(Greitemeyer & McLatchie, 2011).
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Young adolescents who play a lot of violent video games see the world as more hostile.
Compared with nongaming kids, they get into more arguments and fights and get worse
grades (Gentile, 2009). Ah, but is this merely because naturally hostile kids are drawn to
such games? Apparently not. Comparisons of gamers and nongamers who scored low in
hostility revealed a difference in the number of reported fights: 38 percent of the violent-
game players had been in fights, versus only 4 percent of the nongamers. Over time, the
nongamers became more likely to have fights only if they started playing the violent games
(Anderson, 2004a). Another study, with German adolescents, found that today’s violent
game playing predicts future aggression, but today’s aggression does not predict future
game playing (Moller & Krahé, 2008). Some researchers believe that, due partly to the more
active participation and rewarded violence of game play, violent video games have even
greater effects on aggressive behavior and cognition than do violent TV shows and movies
(Anderson et al., 2007). The effects of violent gaming, some say, are comparable to the toxic
effects of asbestos or second-hand smoke exposure (Bushman et al., 2010). “Playing violent
video games probably will not turn your child into a psychopathic killer,” acknowledges
researcher Brad Bushman (2011), “but I would want to know how the child treats his or her
parents, how they treat their siblings, how much compassion they have.”

Others are unimpressed by violent-game-effect findings (Ferguson & Kilburn, 2010).
They note that from 1996 to 2006, youth violence was declining while video game sales
were increasing. Moreover, some point out that avid game players are quick and sharp: they
develop speedy reaction times and enhanced visual skills (Dye et al.,, 2009; Green et al.,
2010). The focused fun of game playing can satisfy basic needs for a sense of competence,
control, and social connection (Przbylski et al., 2010). That helps explain why, in one experi-
ment, elementary school boys randomly selected to receive a game system spent enormous
amounts of time on it over the next four months, with diminished time spent on schoolwork
and with more academic problems (Weis & Cerankosky, 2010).

This much seems clear. Aggressive thoughts can lead to violent behavior and role play-
ing can increase aggressive thoughts and emotions. As the Greek philosopher Aristotle ob-
served, “We are what we repeatedly do.”

Nevertheless, a 2011 Supreme Court decision overturned a California state law that
banned violent video game sales to children (much like the ban on sales of sexually ex-
plicit materials to children). The First Amendment’s free speech guarantee protects even
offensive games, said the court’s majority,
which was unpersuaded by the evidence of

" Biological infl B
harm. But the debate goes on. “What sense s traetriiassont

o genetic influences

does it make to forbid selling to a 13-year- * biochemical influences, such as
: . . testosterone and alcohol
old a magazine with an image of a nude e neural influences, such as a severe

woman,” wrote Justice Stephen Breyer, in head injury
a dissenting opinion, “while protecting the

sale to that 13-year-old of an interactive vid-

eo game in which he actively, but virtually,

binds and gags the woman, then tortures and

kills her?”

* % %

To sum up, significant behaviors, such as violence, usually have

Figure 78.3

Biopsychosocial understanding
of aggression Because many
factors contribute to aggressive
behavior, there are many ways to
change such behavior, including
learning anger management and
communication skills, and avoiding
violent media and video games.

Psychological influences:

¢ dominating behavior (which boosts
testosterone levels in the blood)

e believing the alcohol’s been drunk
(whether it actually has or not)

o frustration

 aggressive role models

 rewards for aggressive behavior

o low self-control

Aggressive behavior

many determinants, making any single explanation an oversim- Social-cultural influences:

e . . . . . e deindividuation from being in a crowd
plification. Asking what causes violence is therefore like asking « challenging environmental factors, such
what causes cancer. Asbestos exposure, for example, is indeed a as crowding, heat, and direct provocations

. o parental models of aggression
cancer cause, albeit only one among many. Research reveals many o Giftiitl CTer e
different biological, psychological, and social-cultural influences e being rejected from a group

on aggressive behavior. Like so much else, aggression is a bio-

e exposure to violent media

psychosocial phenomenon (FIGURE 78.3).




796 Unit XIV  Social Psychology

It is also important to note that many people are leading gentle, even heroic lives amid
personal and social stresses, reminding us again that individuals differ. The person matters.
That people vary over time and place reminds us that environments also differ. Yesterday’s
plundering Vikings have become today’s peace-promoting Scandinavians. Situations mat-
ter. Like all behavior, aggression arises from the interaction of persons and situations.

Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF
Do you think there should be laws to prevent children’s exposure to violent media? Why or
why not?

» TEST YOURSELF

What psychological, biological, and social-cultural influences interact to produce aggressive
behaviors?

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.

Module 78 Review

How does psychology’s definition of . What psychological and social-cultural
= aggression differ from everyday usage? “& factors may trigger aggressive behavior?
What biological factors make us more prone
to hurt one another? e Frustration (frustration-aggression principle), previous
reinforcement for aggressive behavior, and observing an
e In psychology, aggression is any physical or verbal behavior aggressive role model can all contribute to aggression.
intended to hurt or destroy. » Media portrayals of violence provide social scripts that

children learn to follow.

+ Viewing sexual violence contributes to greater
aggression toward women.

 Playing violent video games increases aggressive
thoughts, emotions, and behaviors.

e Biology influences our threshold for aggressive behaviors
at three levels: genetic (inherited traits), neural (activity
in key brain areas), and biochemical (such as alcohol or
excess testosterone in the bloodstream).

e Aggression is a complex behavior resulting from the
interaction of biology and experience.



Multiple-Choice Questions

1. A friend fails to meet an achievement goal. As a result,
he gets angry and behaves aggressively. Which of the
following terms best identifies this chain of events?

a. Aggression

Fundamental attribution error
Frustration-aggression principle
Social scripts

Biopsychosocial hypothesis

o o0 o

2. What do we call culturally modeled guides for how to act
in various situations?

a. Aggressive behavior
Cultures of honor
Reinforcement modeling
Social scripts
Social-cultural influences

P oan o

Practice FRQs

1. Using the biopsychosocial model, give a biological
influence, social-cultural influence, and a psychological
influence on aggressive behavior.

Answer

1 point: Biological: genetics, biochemicals (for example,
testosterone), or neural (for example, severe frontal lobe
injury).

1 point: Social-cultural: exposure to violent media, rejection
from a group, or parental models of aggression.

1 point: Psychological: frustration, aggressive role models, or
rewards for aggressive behavior.

Aggression  Module 78 797

3. Which of the following is an example of a social-cultural
influence on aggressive behavior?

a. Exposure to violent media
Frustration

Testosterone

Believing you've drunk alcohol
Genetics

oo o

2. Define social scripts and the frustration-aggression
principle. Then, provide an example of each.

(4 points)
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Attraction

Module Learning Objectives

I Explain why we befriend or fall in love with some people but not
others.

| Describe how romantic love typically changes as time passes. .

mere expostire effect ause a moment and think about your relationships with two people—a close friend,

the phenomenon that repeated and someone who has stirred your feelings of romantic love. What psychological
exposure to novel stimuli increases chemistry binds us together in these special sorts of attachments that help us cope
liking of them. with all other relationships? Social psychology suggests some answers.

AP® Exam Tip The Psychology of Attraction

Can you remember the other use
of the term proximity earlier in the
course? It’s one of the Gestalt

principles from Unit IV, Sensation We endlessly wonder how we can win others”affection and what makes our own affections

and Perception. flourish or fade. Does familiarity breed contempt, or does it intensify affection? Do birds of
a feather flock together, or do opposites attract? Is beauty only skin deep, or does attractive-
ness matter greatly? To explore these questions, let’s consider three ingredients of our liking
for one another: proximity, attractiveness, and similarity.

| Why do we befriend or fall in love with some people but not others?

Rex USA

Proximity

Before friendships become close, they must begin. Proximity—geographic nearness—is
friendship’s most powerful predictor. Proximity provides opportunities for aggression, but
much more often it breeds liking. Study after study reveals that people are most inclined to
like, and even to marry, those who live in the same neighborhood, who sit nearby in class,
who work in the same office, who share the same parking lot, who eat in the same cafeteria.
Look around. Mating starts with meeting. (For more on modern ways to connect people, see
Close-up: Online Matchmaking and Speed Dating.)
Proximity breeds liking partly because of the mere exposure effect. Repeated ex-
o posure to novel stimuli increases our liking for them. This applies to nonsense syllables,
Famlllalrlty bregds accgptance musical selections, geometric figures, Chinese characters, human faces, and the letters of
When this rare white penguin was ¢ R .
born in the Sydney, Australia, zoo, our own name (Moreland & Zajonc, 1982; Nuttin, 1987; Zajonc, 2001). We are even some-

his tuxedoed peers ostracized him. what more likely to marry someone whose first or last name resembles our own (Jones et
Zookeepers thought they would need al 2004)

to dye him black to gain acceptance. v S e e .

Butéﬂer three Weefs of contsct, the So, within certain limits, familiarity breeds fondness (Bornstein, 1989, 1999). Re-

other penguins came to accept him. searchers demonstrated this by having four equally attractive women silently attend a
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Online Matchmaking and Speed Dating

Those who have not found a romantic
partner in their immediate proximity may
cast a wider net by joining the estimated
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people meet a succession of prospec-
tive partners, either in person or via
webcam (Bower, 2009). After a 3- to

30 million people who each year try one
of the some 1500 online dating services A
(Ellin, 2009). Online matchmaking works
mostly by expanding the pool of potential
mates (Finkel et al., 2012a,b).

Although published research on the
effectiveness of Internet matchmaking
services is sparse, this much seems
well established: Some people, includ-
ing occasional predators, dishonestly
represent their age, attractiveness, oc-
cupation, or other details, and thus are
not who they seem to be. Nevertheless,
Katelyn McKenna and John Bargh and their colleagues have
offered a surprising finding: Compared with relationships
formed in person, Internet-formed friendships and romantic
relationships have been, on average, more likely to last be-
yond two years (Bargh et al. 2002, 2004; McKenna & Bargh,
1998, 2000; McKenna et al., 2002). In one of their studies,
people disclosed more, with less posturing, to those whom
they met online. When conversing online with someone for 20
minutes, they felt more liking for that person than they did for
someone they had met and talked with face to face. This was
true even when (unknown to them) it was the same person!
Internet friendships often feel as real and important to people
as in-person relationships. That helps explain why one-third of
American marriages occur among partners who met online,
and why those marriages are slightly more stable and satisfy-
ing than marriages that began offline (Cacioppo et al., 2013).

Speed dating pushes the search for romance into high
gear. In a process pioneered by a matchmaking Jewish rabbi,
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8-minute conversation, people move
on to the next person. (In an in-per-
son meeting, one partner—usually the
woman—remains seated and the oth-
er circulates.) Those who want to meet
again can arrange for future contacts.
For many participants, 4 minutes is
enough time to form a feeling about a
conversational partner and to register
whether the partner likes them (East-
wick & Finkel, 2008a,b).

Researchers have quickly realized
that speed dating offers a unique op-
portunity for studying influences on our first impressions of
potential romantic partners. Among recent findings are these:
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e Men are more transparent. Observers (male or female)
watching videos of speed-dating encounters can read a
man’s level of romantic interest more accurately than a
woman’s (Place et al., 2009).

e Given more options, people’s choices become more
superficial. Meeting lots of potential partners leads people
to focus on more easily assessed characteristics, such as
height and weight (Lenton & Francesconi, 2010). This was
true even when researchers controlled for time spent with
each partner.

e Men wish for future contact with more of their speed
dates; women tend to be more choosy. But this gender
difference disappears if the conventional roles are
reversed, so that men stay seated while women circulate
(Finkel & Eastwick, 2009).

/

200-student class for zero, 5, 10, or 15 class sessions (Moreland & Beach, 1992). At the end
of the course, students were shown slides of each woman and asked to rate her attrac-

tiveness. The most attractive? The ones
they'd seen most often. The phenom-
enon would come as no surprise to the
young Taiwanese man who wrote more
than 700 letters to his girlfriend, urging
her to marry him. She did marry—the
mail carrier (Steinberg, 1993).

No face is more familiar than your
own. And that helps explain an inter-
esting finding by Lisa DeBruine (2004):
We like other people when their faces
incorporate some morphed features of
our own. When DeBruine (2002) had

Ben Pruchnie/Getty Images

The mere exposure effect

The mere exposure effect applies
even to ourselves. Because

the human face is not perfectly
symmetrical, the face we see in

the mirror is not the same face our
friends see. Most of us prefer the
familiar mirror image, while our
friends like the reverse (Mita et al.,
1977). The Maggie Smith (actor)
known to her fans is at left. The
person she sees in the mirror each
morning is shown at right, and that’s
the photo she would probably prefer.
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Beauty grows with mere
exposure Herman Miller, Inc.’s
famed Aeron chair initially received high
comfort ratings but abysmal beauty
ratings. To some it looked like “lawn
furniture” or “a giant prehistoric insect”
(Gladwell, 2005). But then, with design
awards, media visibility, and imitators,
the ugly duckling came to be the
company’s best-selling chair ever and
to be seen as beautiful. With people,
too, beauty lies partly in the beholder’s
eye and can grow with exposure.

“Personal beauty is a greater
recommendation than any letter
of introduction.” -ARISTOTLE,
AproTHEGEMS, 330 B.C.E.

Percentage of Men and Women
Who “Constantly Think About
Their Looks”

Men  Women
Canada 18% 20%
United States 17 27
Mexico 40 45
Venezuela 47 65

From Roper Starch survey,
reported by McCool (1999).

Unit XIV  Social Psychology

McMaster University students (both men and women) play a game with a supposed other
player, they were more trusting and cooperative when the other person’s image had some
of their own facial features morphed into it. In me I trust.

For our ancestors, the mere exposure effect had survival value. What was familiar was
generally safe and approachable. What was unfamiliar was more often dangerous and
threatening. Evolution may therefore have hard-wired into us the tendency to bond with
those who are familiar and to be wary of those who are unfamiliar (Zajonc, 1998). If so,
gut-level prejudice against those who are culturally different could be a primitive, automatic
emotional response (Devine, 1995). It's what we do with our knee-jerk prejudice that mat-
ters, say researchers. Do we let those feelings control our behavior? Or do we monitor our
feelings and act in ways that reflect our conscious valuing of human equality?

Physical Attractiveness

Once proximity affords us contact, what most affects our first impressions? The person’s sin-
cerity? Intelligence? Personality? Hundreds of experiments reveal that it is something far more
superficial: physical appearance. This finding is unnerving for most of us who were taught that
“beauty is only skin deep” and that “appearances can be deceiving.”

In one early study, researchers randomly matched new University of Minnesota students
for a Welcome Week dance (Walster et al., 1966). Before the dance, the researchers gave each
student a battery of personality and aptitude tests, and they rated each student’s level of physi-
cal attractiveness. On the night of the blind date, the couples danced and talked for more than
two hours and then took a brief intermission to rate their dates. What determined whether
they liked each other? Only one thing seemed to matter: appearance. Both the men and the
women liked good-looking dates best. Women are more likely than men to say that another’s
looks don't affect them (Lippa, 2007). But studies show that a man’s looks do affect women’s
behavior (Feingold, 1990; Sprecher, 1989; Woll, 1986). Speed-dating experiments confirm that
attractiveness influences first impressions for both sexes (Belot & Francesconi, 2006; Finkel &
Eastwick, 2008).

Physical attractiveness also predicts how often people date and how popular they feel.
It affects initial impressions of people’s personalities. We don’t assume that attractive people
are more compassionate, but we do perceive them as healthier, happier, more sensitive,
more successful, and more socially skilled (Eagly et al., 1991; Feingold, 1992; Hatfield &
Sprecher, 1986). Attractive, well-dressed people are more likely to make a favorable im-
pression on potential employers, and they tend to be more successful in their jobs (Cash
& Janda, 1984; Langlois et al., 2000; Solomon, 1987). Income analyses show a penalty for
plainness or obesity and a premium for beauty (Engemann & Owyang, 2005).

An analysis of 100 top-grossing films since 1940 found that attractive characters were
portrayed as morally superior to unattractive characters (Smith et al., 1999). But Hollywood
modeling doesn’t explain why, to judge from their gazing times, even babies prefer attractive
over unattractive faces (Langlois et al., 1987). So do some blind people, as University of Bir-
mingham professor John Hull (1990, p. 23) discovered after going blind. A colleague’s remarks
on a woman’s beauty would strangely affect his feelings. He found this “deplorable. . .. What
can it matter to me what sighted men think of women . ... yet I do care what sighted men think,
and I do not seem able to throw off this prejudice.”

For those who find importance of looks unfair and unenlightened, two attractiveness
findings may be reassuring. First, people’s attractiveness is surprisingly unrelated to their
self-esteem and happiness (Diener et al.,, 1995; Major et al., 1984). Unless we have just
compared ourselves with superattractive people, few of us (thanks, perhaps, to the mere
exposure effect) view ourselves as unattractive (Thornton & Moore, 1993). Second, strik-
ingly attractive people are sometimes suspicious that praise for their work may simply be
a reaction to their looks. Less attractive people are more likely to accept praise as sincere
(Berscheid, 1981).
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Beauty is in the eye of the culture. Hoping to look attractive, people across the globe
have pierced their noses, lengthened their necks, bound their feet, and dyed or painted
their skin and hair. They have gorged themselves to achieve a full figure or liposuctioned
fat to achieve a slim one, applied chemicals hoping to rid themselves of unwanted hair or
to regrow wanted hair, strapped on leather garments to make their breasts seem smaller or
surgically filled their breasts with silicone and put on Wonderbras to make them look bigger.
Cultural ideals also change over time. For women in North America, the ultra-thin ideal of
the Roaring Twenties gave way to the soft, voluptuous Marilyn Monroe ideal of the 1950s,
only to be replaced by today’s lean yet busty ideal.

If we're not born attractive, we may try to buy beauty. Americans now spend more on
beauty supplies than on education and social services combined. Still not satistied, millions
undergo plastic surgery, teeth capping and whitening, Botox skin smoothing, and laser hair
removal (ASPS, 2010).

Some aspects of attractiveness, however, do cross place and time (Cunningham et al.,
2005; Langlois et al., 2000). By providing reproductive clues, bodies influence sexual attrac-
tion. As evolutionary psychologists explain (Module 15), men in many cultures, from Aus-
tralia to Zambia, judge women as more attractive if they have a youthful, fertile appearance,
suggested by a low waist-to-hip ratio (Karremans et al., 2010; Perilloux et al., 2010; Platek &
Singh, 2010). Women feel attracted to healthy-looking men, but especially—and the more
so when ovulating—to those who seem mature, dominant, masculine, and affluent (Gallup
& Frederick, 2010; Gangestad et al., 2010). But faces matter, too. When people separately
rate opposite-sex faces and bodies, the face tends to be the better predictor of overall physi-
cal attractiveness (Currie & Little, 2009; Peters et al., 2007).

People everywhere also seem to prefer physical features—noses, legs, physiques—
that are neither unusually large nor small. An averaged face is attractive (FIGURE 79.1).
In one clever demonstration, researchers digitized the faces of up to 32 college stu-
dents and used a computer to average them (Langlois & Roggman, 1990). Students
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In the eye of the beholder
Conceptions of attractiveness
vary by culture. Yet some adult
physical features, such as a
youthful form and face, seem
attractive everywhere.

New York Times columnist
Maureen Dowd on liposuction
(January 19, 2000): “Women
in the 50’s vacuumed. Women
in the 00’s are vacuumed. Our
Hoovers have turned on us!”

Women have 91 percent of
cosmetic procedures (ASPS,
2010). Women also recall others’
appearance better than do men
(Mast & Hall, 2006).
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Figure 79.1

Average is attractive Which of
these faces offered by University

of St. Andrews psychologist

David Perrett (2002, 2010) is most
attractive? Most people say it’s the
face on the right—of a nonexistent
person that is the average composite
of these 3 plus 57 other actual faces.

University of St. Andrews
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Extreme makeover Greater wealth
and concerns about appearance in
China have led to increasing numbers
of women seeking to alter their
appearance. This woman underwent
six months of grueling plastic surgery to
transform her eyes, nose, chin, breasts,
abdomen, bottom, legs, and skin in
hopes of obtaining a career in film.

judged the averaged, composite
faces as more attractive than 96
percent of the individual faces.
One reason is that averaged faces
are symmetrical, and people with
symmetrical faces and bodies are
more sexually attractive (Rhodes
etal., 1999; Singh, 1995; Thornhill
& Gangestad, 1994). Merge either
half of your face with its mirror
image and your symmetrical new
face would boost your attractive-
ness a notch.

Our feelings also influence our attractiveness judgments. Imagine two people. The
first is honest, humorous, and polite. The second is rude, unfair, and abusive. Which one
is more attractive? Most people perceive the person with the appealing traits as also more
physically attractive (Lewandowski et al., 2007). Those we like we find attractive. In a
Rodgers and Hammerstein musical, Prince Charming asks Cinderella, “Do I love you be-
cause you're beautiful, or are you beautiful because I love you?” Chances are it’s both. As
we see our loved ones again and again, their physical imperfections grow less noticeable
and their attractiveness grows more apparent (Beaman & Klentz, 1983; Gross & Crofton,
1977). Shakespeare said it in A Midsummer Night's Dream: “Love looks not with the eyes,
but with the mind.” Come to love someone and watch beauty grow.

PhotoTex/EyePress; EyePress/Newscom

Similarity

So proximity has brought you into contact with someone, and your appearance has made
an acceptable first impression. What now influences whether you will become friends? As
you get to know each other better, will the chemistry be better if you are opposites or if you
are alike?

It makes a good story—extremely different types living in harmonious union: Rat, Mole,
and Badger in The Wind in the Willows, Frog and Toad in Arnold Lobel’s books. The sto-
ries delight us by expressing what we seldom experience, for in real life, opposites retract
(Rosenbaum, 1986). Compared with randomly paired people, friends and couples are far
more likely to share common attitudes, beliefs, and interests (and, for that matter, age, reli-
gion, race, education, intelligence, smoking behavior, and economic status).

Moreover, the more alike people are, the more their liking endures (Byrne, 1971).
Journalist Walter Lippmann was right to suppose that love lasts “when the lovers love
many things together, and not merely each other.” Similarity breeds content. Dissimi-
larity often fosters disfavor, which helps explain many straight men'’s disapproval of gay
men who are doubly dissimilar from themselves in sexual orientation and gender roles
(Lehavot & Lambert, 2007).

Proximity, attractiveness, and similarity are not the only determinants of attraction. We
also like those who like us. This is especially so when our self-image is low. When we believe
someone likes us, we feel good and respond to them warmly, which leads them to like us
even more (Curtis & Miller, 1986). To be liked is powerfully rewarding.

Indeed, all the findings we have considered so far can be explained by a simple re-
ward theory of attraction: We will like those whose behavior is rewarding to us, and we will
continue relationships that offer more rewards than costs. When people live or work in
close proximity with us, it costs less time and effort to develop the friendship and enjoy its
benefits. When people are attractive, they are aesthetically pleasing, and associating with
them can be socially rewarding. When people share our views, they reward us by validat-
ing our own.
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Romantic Love Snapshots « ssoreiecom

How does romantic love typically change as time passes?

Sometimes people move quickly from initial impressions, to friendship, to the more
intense, complex, and mysterious state of romantic love. If love endures, temporary
passionate love will mellow into a lingering companionate love (Hatfield, 1988).

Passionate Love

A key ingredient of passionate love is arousal. The two-factor theory of emotion
(Module 41) can help us understand this intense positive absorption in another (Hat-

field, 1988). That theory assumes that:

* Emotions have two ingredients—physical arousal plus cognitive appraisal.

e Arousal from any source can enhance one emotion or another, depending on
how we interpret and label the arousal.

In tests of the two-factor theory, college men have been aroused by fright, by
running in place, by viewing erotic materials, or by listening to humorous or repulsive
monologues. They were then introduced to an attractive woman and asked to rate her (or
their girlfriend). Unlike unaroused men, the stirred-up men attributed some of their arousal
to the woman or girlfriend, and felt more attracted to her (Carducci et al.,, 1978; Dermer &
Pyszczynski, 1978; White & Kight, 1984).

A sample experiment: Researchers studied people crossing two bridges above British
Columbia’s rocky Capilano River (Dutton & Aron, 1974, 1989). One, a swaying footbridge,
was 230 feet above the rocks; the other was low and solid. The researchers had an attractive
young woman intercept men coming off each bridge, and ask their help in filling out a short
questionnaire. She then offered her phone number in case they wanted to hear more about
her project. Far more of those who had just crossed the high bridge—which left their hearts
pounding—accepted the number and later called the woman. To be revved up and to as-
sociate some of that arousal with a desirable person is to feel the pull of passion. Adrenaline
makes the heart grow fonder. And when sexual desire is supplemented by a growing attach-
ment, the result is the passion of romantic love (Berscheid, 2010).

Companionate Love

Although the desire and attachment of romantic love often endure, the intense absorption in
the other, the thrill of the romance, the giddy “floating on a cloud” feelings typically fade. Does
this mean the French are correct in saying that “love makes the time pass and time makes love
pass”? Or can friendship and commitment keep a relationship going after the passion cools?

The evidence indicates that, as love matures, it becomes a steadier companionate
love—a deep, affectionate attachment (Hatfield, 1988). The flood of passion-facilitating
hormones (testosterone, dopamine, adrenaline) subsides and another hormone, oxytocin,
supports feelings of trust, calmness, and bonding with the mate. In the most satisfying of
marriages, attraction and sexual desire endure, minus the obsession of early stage romance
(Acevedo & Aron, 2009).

There may be adaptive wisdom to the shift from passion to attachment (Reis & Aron,
2008). Passionate love often produces children, whose survival is aided by the parents’wan-
ing obsession with each other. Failure to appreciate passionate love’s limited half-life can
doom a relationship (Berscheid et al., 1984). Indeed, recognizing the short duration of ob-
sessive passionate love, some societies deem such feelings to be an irrational reason for
marrying. Better, they say, to choose (or have someone choose for you) a partner with a
compatible background and interests. Non-Western cultures, where people rate love less
important for marriage, do have lower divorce rates (Levine et al., 1995).

Bill looked at Susan, Susan at Bill. Suddenly
death didn't seem like an option. This was
love at first sight.

Note the difference between lust
(immediate desire) and romantic
love (desire + attachment).

passionate love an aroused
state of intense positive absorption
in another, usually present at the
beginning of a love relationship.

companionate love the deep
affectionate attachment we feel
for those with whom our lives are
intertwined.

“When two people are under the
influence of the most violent, most
insane, most delusive, and most
transient of passions, they are
required to swear that they will
remain in that excited, abnormal,
and exhausting condition
continuously until death do them
part.” -GEORGE BERNARD SHAW,
“GETTING MARRIED,” 1908

Snapshots at jasonlove.com
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equity a condition in which
people receive from a relationship
in proportion to what they give to it.

self-disclosure revealing intimate
aspects of oneself to others.

Love is an ancient
thing In 2007, a 5000- to
6000-year-old “Romeo
and Juliet” young couple
was unearthed locked in
embrace, near Rome.

HI &LOIS © 1990 by King Features
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One key to a gratifying and enduring relationship is equity. When equity exists—when
both partners receive in proportion to what they give—their chances for sustained and sat-
isfying companionate love are good (Gray-Little & Burks, 1983; VanYperen & Buunk, 1990).
In one national survey, “sharing household chores” ranked third, after “faithfulness” and a
“happy sexual relationship,” on a list of nine things people associated with successful mar-
riages. “I like hugs. I like kisses. But what I really love is help with the dishes,” summarized
the Pew Research Center (2007).

Equity’s importance extends beyond marriage. Mutually sharing self and possessions,
making decisions together, giving and getting emotional support, promoting and caring
about each other’s welfare—all of these acts are at the core of every type of loving relation-
ship (Sternberg & Grajek, 1984). It’s true for lovers, for parent and child, and for intimate
friends.

Another vital ingredient of loving relationships is self-disclosure, the revealing of
intimate details about ourselves—our likes and dislikes, our dreams and worries, our proud
and shameful moments. “When I am with my friend,” noted the Roman statesman Sen-
eca, “me thinks I am alone, and as much at liberty to speak anything as to think it.” Self-
disclosure breeds liking, and liking breeds self-disclosure (Collins & Miller, 1994). As one
person reveals a little, the other reciprocates, the first then reveals more, and on and on, as
friends or lovers move to deeper and deeper intimacy (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999).

One experiment marched student pairs through 45 minutes of increasingly self-
disclosing conversation—from “When did you last sing to yourself?” to “When did you last
cry in front of another person? By yourself?” Others spent the time with small-talk ques-
tions, such as “What was your high school like?” (Aron et al., 1997). By the experiment’s
end, those experiencing the escalating intimacy felt remarkably close to their conversation
partner, much closer than did the small-talkers.

Intimacy can also grow from pausing to ponder and
write our feelings. In another study, researchers invited
one person from each of 86 dating couples to spend 20
minutes a day over three days either writing their deep-
est thoughts and feelings about the relationship or writing
merely about their daily activities (Slatcher & Pennebaker,
2006). Those who had written about their feelings ex-
pressed more emotion in their instant messages with their
partners in the days following, and 77 percent were still
dating three months later (compared with 52 percent of
those who had written about their activities).

In addition to equity and self-disclosure, a third key
to enduring love is positive support. While relationship
conflicts are inevitable, we can ask ourselves whether our
communications more often express sarcasm or support,
scorn or sympathy, sneers or smiles. For unhappy couples,

AP Photo/Archaeological Society SAP, ho
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disagreements, criticisms, and put downs are routine. For happy couples in enduring rela-
tionships, positive interactions (compliments, touches, laughing) outnumber negative in-
teractions (sarcasm, disapproval, insults) by at least 5 to 1 (Gottman, 2007; see also Sullivan
et al., 2010).
In the mathematics of love, self-disclosing intimacy + mutually supportive equity =
enduring companionate love.

Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF

When you think of some of the older couples you know, which ones seem to experience

companionate love? How do you think they’ve achieved it?

» TEST YOURSELF

How does being physically attractive influence others’ perceptions?

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.

Module 79 Review

1791

Why do we befriend or fall in love with some
people but not others?

Proximity (geographical nearness) increases liking, in part
because of the mere exposure effect—exposure to novel
stimuli increases liking of those stimuli.

Physical attractiveness increases social opportunities and
improves the way we are perceived.

Similarity of attitudes and interests greatly increases
liking, especially as relationships develop. We also like
those who like us.

How does romantic love typically change as

“ time passes?

Intimate love relationships start with passionate love—an
intensely aroused state.

Over time, the strong affection of companionate love may
develop, especially if enhanced by an equitable relationship
and by intimate self-disclosure.
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Multiple-Choice Questions

1. Which of the following terms describes our geographic
nearness to another person?

a.

b
C.
d.
e

Mere exposure effect

. Proximity

Similarity
Ingroup bias
Symmetry

2. Which of the following is an example of the mere
exposure effect?

a.

Adrianna has started arriving tardy to her second
period class to avoid a group of kids in the hall who
constantly tease her.

Abe has biked the same route to school so many times
that he no longer has to think about where to turn.
Daiyu has seen the same toothpaste ad on television
a hundred times. Each time she sees it she hates it
more.

Abdul has always loved dogs, so he adopted one
from the local shelter.

Guiren didn't like sushi the first couple times he tried
it, but his friend encouraged him to keep eating it
and now it’s one of his favorite foods.

Practice FRQs

1. List the three major factors that influence attraction.

Answer

1 point: Proximity, which is geographic nearness.

1 point: Physical attractiveness.

1 point: Similarity.

3. Which of the following is an aspect of physical
attractiveness that appears to be true across cultures?

a.

® o0 o

Indications of reproductive health
Height

Weight

Size of the ears

Shape of the chin

4. Over time, which of the following is typically true of the
relationship between passionate love and companionate

love?

a. Passionate and companionate love both decrease.

b. Passionate love increases and companionate love
decreases.

c. Passionate and companionate love both increase.

d. Passionate love decreases and companionate love
increases.

e. There is no consistent relationship between the levels

of passionate love and companionate love.

2. Describe one key factor present in passionate love and
two key factors present in companionate love.

(3 points)
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Module Learning Objectives

| Identify the times when people are most—and least—likely to help.

| Discuss how social exchange theory and social norms explain
helping behavior.

| Explain how social traps and mirror-image perceptions fuel social
conflict.

| Discuss how we can transform feelings of prejudice, aggression, and
conflict into attitudes that promote peace.

Altruism
| When are people most—and least—likely to help?

Altruism is an unselfish concern for the welfare of others. In rescuing his jailer, Dirk
Willems exemplified altruism (Unit XIV opener). So also did Carl Wilkens and Paul
Rusesabagina in Kigali, Rwanda. Wilkens, a Seventh Day Adventist missionary, was liv-
ing there in 1994 with his family when Hutu militia began to slaughter the Tutsi. The U.S.
government, church leaders, and friends all implored Wilkens to leave. He refused. After
evacuating his family, and even after every other American had left Kigali, he alone stayed
and contested the 800,000-person genocide. When the militia came to kill him and his Tutsi
servants, Wilkens’ Hutu neighbors deterred them. Despite repeated death threats, he spent
his days running roadblocks to take food and water to orphanages and to negotiate, plead,
and bully his way through the bloodshed, saving lives time and again. “It just seemed the
right thing to do,” he later explained (Kristof, 2004).

Elsewhere in Kigali, Rusesabagina, a Hutu married to a Tutsi and the acting manager
of a luxury hotel, was sheltering more than 1200 terrified Tutsis and moderate Hutus. When
international peacekeepers abandoned the city and hostile militia threatened his guests in
the “Hotel Rwanda” (as it came to be called in a 2004 movie), the courageous Rusesabagina
began cashing in past favors. He bribed the militia and telephoned influential people abroad
to exert pressure on local authorities, thereby sparing the lives of the hotel’s occupants from =~ ,----=-cccccecccooooo. N
the surrounding chaos.

Both Wilkens and Rusesabagina were displaying altruism. Altruism became a major
concern of social psychologists after an especially vile act of sexual violence. On March social behavior as Kitty Genovese's
13, 1964, a stalker repeatedly stabbed Kitty Genovese, then raped her as she lay dying murder.” -R. LANGE SHoTLAND (1984)
outside her Queens, New York, apartment at 3:30 a.M. “Oh, my God, he stabbed me!” N oo ;

altruism unselfish regard for the
welfare of others.

“Probably no single incident has |
caused social psychologists to pay :
as much attention to an aspect of :
}
}
}



Genovese screamed into the early morning stillness. “Please help me!” Windows opened
and lights went on as neighbors (38 of them, said an initial New York Times report, though
that number was later contested) heard her screams. Her attacker fled and then returned
to stab and rape her again. Not until he had fled for good did anyone so much as call the
police, at 3:50 A.M.

Bystander Intervention

Reflecting on initial reports of the Genovese murder and other such tragedies, most com-
mentators were outraged by the bystanders” “apathy” and “indifference.” Rather than
blaming the onlookers, social psychologists John Darley and Bibb Latané (1968b) attributed
their inaction to an important situational factor—the presence of others. Given certain cir-
cumstances, they suspected, most of us might behave similarly.

After staging emergencies under various conditions, Darley and Latané assembled their
findings into a decision scheme: We will help only if the situation enables us first to notice
the incident, then to interpret it as an emergency, and finally to assume responsibility for help-
ing (FIGURE 80.1). At each step, the presence of others can turn us away from the path
that leads to helping.
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Yes Interprets Yes

808 Unit XIV  Social Psychology
Figure 80.1
The decision- Notices

incident?

making process
for bystander
intervention Before

helping, one must first lNO
notice an emergency,

then correctly interpret

it, and then feel No
responsible. (From help
Darley & Latané,

1968b.)

bystander effect the tendency
for any given bystander to be less
likely to give aid if other bystanders
are present.

AP® Exam Tip

Common sense suggests that you
would be more likely to get help

if there are more people around,
but research on the bystander
effect has in fact shown just the
opposite is true. This concept
often shows up on the AP® exam,

so be sure you understand it. /

R Assumes Yes Attempts
—>  incidentas responsibility to help
emergency?
lNa lNa
g
No No g
help help §

Darley and Latané reached their conclusions after interpreting the results of a series of
experiments. For example, they simulated a physical emergency in their laboratory as stu-
dents participated in a discussion over an intercom. Each student was in a separate cubicle,
and only the person whose microphone was switched on could be heard. When his turn
came, one student (an accomplice of the experimenters) made sounds as though he were
having an epileptic seizure, and he called for help (Darley & Latané, 1968a).

How did the other students react? As FIGURE 80.2 shows, those who believed only
they could hear the victim—and therefore thought they alone were responsible for helping
him—usually went to his aid. Students who thought others also could hear the victim’s cries
were more likely to ignore the victim. When more people shared responsibility for help-
ing—when there was a diffusion of responsibility—any single listener was less likely to help.

Hundreds of additional experiments have confirmed this bystander effect. For ex-
ample, researchers and their assistants took 1497 elevator rides in three cities and “acciden-
tally” dropped coins or pencils in front of 4813 fellow passengers (Latané & Dabbs, 1975).
When alone with the person in need, 40 percent helped; in the presence of 5 other bystand-
ers, only 20 percent helped.

Observations of behavior in thousands of such situations—relaying an emergency
phone call, aiding a stranded motorist, donating blood, picking up dropped books, con-
tributing money, giving time—show that the best odds of our helping someone occur when

¢ the person appears to need and deserve help.
¢ the person is in some way similar to us.
¢ the person is a woman.
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we have just observed someone
else being helpful.

Percentage o, Fewer people help

Figure 80.2

Responses to a simulated
physical emergency When
people thought they alone heard

the calls for help from a person they

believed to be having an epileptic
seizure, they usually helped. But
when they thought four others were
also hearing the calls, fewer than
one-third responded. (From Darley &

Latané, 1968a.)

® we are not in a hurry. attempting if others seem
e we are in a small town or rural tohelp g9 available
area. 70
* we are feeling guilty.
60
* we are focused on others and not
preoccupied. 50
* we are in a good mood. 40
This last result, that happy people are helpful 3,
people, is one of the most consistent findings in
all of psychology. As poet Robert Browning (1868)  2°
observed, “Oh, make us happy and you make 14
us good!” It doesn’t matter how we are cheered.
0

Whether by being made to feel successful and in-
telligent, by thinking happy thoughts, by finding
money, or even by receiving a posthypnotic sug-
gestion, we become more generous and more ea-
ger to help (Carlson et al., 1988). And given a feeling of elevation after witnessing or learn-
ing of someone else’s self-giving deed, our helping will become even more pronounced
(Schnall et al., 2010).

So happiness breeds helpfulness. But it’s also true that helpfulness breeds happi-
ness. Making charitable donations activates brain areas associated with reward (Har-
baugh et al., 2007). That helps explain a curious finding: People who give money away
are happier than those who spend it almost entirely on themselves. In one experiment,
researchers gave people an envelope with cash and instructions either to spend it on
themselves or to spend it on others (Dunn et al., 2008). Which group was happiest at the
day’s end? It was, indeed, those assigned to the spend-it-on-others condition.

1 2
Number of others

presumed available to help

3

The Norms for Helping

How do social exchange theory and social norms explain helping
behavior?

—_—

Why do we help? One widely held view is that self-interest underlies all human interac-
tions, that our constant goal is to maximize rewards and minimize costs. Accountants call
it cost-benefit analysis. Philosophers call it utilitarianism. Social psychologists call it social
exchange theory. If you are pondering whether to donate blood, you may weigh the costs
of doing so (time, discomfort, and anxiety) against the benefits (reduced guilt, social approval,
and good feelings). If the rewards exceed the costs, you will help.

Others believe that we help because we have been socialized to do so, through norms
that prescribe how we ought to behave. Through socialization, we learn the reciprocity
norm, the expectation that we should return help, not harm, to those who have helped us.
In our relations with others of similar status, the reciprocity norm compels us to give (in
favors, gifts, or social invitations) about as much as we receive.

The reciprocity norm kicked in after Dave Tally, a Tempe, Arizona, homeless man, found
$3300 in a backpack that had been lost by an Arizona State University student headed to
buy a used car (Lacey, 2010). Instead of using the cash for much-needed bike repairs, food,
and shelter, Tally turned the backpack in to the social service agency where he volunteered.
To reciprocate Tally’s help, the student thanked him with a reward. Hearing about Tally’s
self-giving deeds, dozens of others also sent him money and job offers.

social exchange theory

the theory that our social behavior
is an exchange process, the aim of
which is to maximize benefits and
minimize costs.

reciprocity norm an expectation
that people will help, not hurt,
those who have helped them.
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Subway hero Wesley Autrey

“| don’t feel like | did something
spectacular; | just saw someone who
needed help.”

social-responsibility norm
an expectation that people will help
those needing their help.

conflict a perceived
incompatibility of actions, goals, or
ideas.

social trap a situation in which
the conflicting parties, by each
rationally pursuing their self-
interest rather than the good of the
group, become caught in mutually
destructive behavior.
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We also learn a social-responsibility norm: that we should help those who
need our help—young children and others who cannot give as much as they re-
ceive—even if the costs outweigh the benefits. Construction worker Wesley Autrey
exemplified the social-responsibility norm on January 2, 2007. He and his 6- and
4-year-old daughters were awaiting a NewYork City subway train when, before them,
a man collapsed in a seizure, got up, then stumbled to the platform’s edge and fell
onto the tracks. With train headlights approaching, “I had to make a split decision,”
Autrey later recalled (Buckley, 2007). His decision, as his girls looked on in horror,
was to leap from the platform, push the man off the tracks and into a foot-deep space
between them, and lay atop him. As the train screeched to a halt, five cars traveled
just above his head, leaving grease on his knit cap. When Autrey cried out, “I've got
two daughters up there. Let them know their father is okay,” the onlookers erupted
into applause.

People who attend weekly religious services often are admonished to practice the
social-responsibility norm, and sometimes they do. In American surveys, they have
reported twice as many volunteer hours spent helping the poor and infirm, compared
with those who rarely or never attend religious services (Hodgkinson & Weitzman,
1992; Independent Sector, 2002). Between 2006 and 2008, Gallup polls sampled more
than 300,000 people across 140 countries, comparing those “highly religious” (who said
religion was important to them and who had attended a religious service in the prior week)
with those less religious. The highly religious, despite being poorer, were about 50 percent
more likely to report having “donated money to a charity in the last month” and to have
volunteered time to an organization (Pelham & Crabtree, 2008). Although positive social
norms encourage generosity and enable group living, conflicts often divide us.

Conflict and Peacemaking

We live in surprising times. With astonishing speed, recent democratic movements swept
away totalitarian rule in Eastern European and Arab countries, and hopes for a new world
order displaced the Cold War chill. And yet, the twenty-first century began with terrorist
acts and war. Every day, the world has continued to spend more than $3 billion for arms and
armies—money that could have been used for housing, nutrition, education, and health
care. Knowing that wars begin in human minds, psychologists have wondered: What in the
human mind causes destructive conflict? How might the perceived threats of social diversity
be replaced by a spirit of cooperation?

Elements of Conflict
I How do social traps and mirror-image perceptions fuel social

conflict?
To a social psychologist, a conflict is a perceived incompatibility of actions, goals, or ideas.
The elements of conflict are much the same, whether we are speaking of nations at war, cul-
tural groups feuding within a society, or partners sparring in a relationship. In each situation,
people become enmeshed in potentially destructive processes that can produce results no
one wants. Among these processes are social traps and distorted perceptions.

SOCIAL TRAPS

In some situations, we support our collective well-being by pursuing our personal inter-
ests. As capitalist Adam Smith wrote in The Wealth of Nations (1776), “It is not from the
benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from
their regard to their own interest.” In other situations, we harm our collective well-being by
pursuing our personal interests. Such situations are social traps.



AP Photo/Lisa Poole

Altruism, Conflict, and Peacemaking Mo dule 80

Person 1 Figure 80.3
Choose A Choose B Social-trap game matrix By pursuing our
self-interest and not trusting others, we can end
Optimal +510 up losers. To illustrate this, imagine playing the
< outcome S5 game on the left. The light-orange triangles show
§ the outcomes for Person 1, which depend on the
§ + 5 choices made by both players. If you were Person
n 5 1, would you choose A or B? (This game is called
g a non-zero-sum game because the outcomes
g need not add up to zero; both sides can win or
= —$5 Probable both can lose.)
@ outcome
@
0
o
o
=
o o
+S10

Consider the simple game matrix in FIGURE 80.3, which is similar to those used in ex-
periments with countless thousands of people. Both sides can win or both can lose, depend-
ing on the players’individual choices. Pretend you are Person 1, and that you and Person 2
will each receive the amount shown after you separately choose either A or B. (You might
invite someone to look at the matrix with you and take the role of Person 2.) Which do you
choose—A or B?

You and Person 2 are caught in a dilemma. If you both choose A, you both benefit, mak-
ing $5 each. Neither of you benefits if you both choose B, for neither of you makes anything.
Nevertheless, on any single trial you serve your own interests if you choose B:You can't lose,
and you might make $10. But the same is true for the other person. Hence, the social trap:
As long as you both pursue your own immediate best interest and choose B, you will both
end up with nothing—the typical result—when you could have made $5.

Many real-life situations similarly pit our individual interests against our communal
well-being. Individual whalers reasoned that the few whales they took would not threaten
the species and that if they didn't take them others would anyway. The result: Some species
of whales became endangered. Ditto for the buffalo hunters of yesterday and the elephant-
tusk poachers of today. Individual car owners and home owners reason, “It would cost me
comfort or money to buy a more fuel-efficient car and furnace. Besides, the fossil fuels I burn
don’t noticeably add to the greenhouse gases.” When enough others reason similarly, the
collective result threatens disaster—climate change, rising seas, and more extreme weather.

81

Not in my ocean! Many people
support alternative energy sources,
including wind turbines. But proposals
to construct wind farms in real-world
neighborhoods elicit less support.

One such proposal, for locating wind
turbines off the coast of Massachusetts’
Nantucket Island, produced heated
debate over the future benefits of clean
energy versus the costs of altering
treasured ocean views and, possibly,
migratory bird routes.
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mirror-image perceptions
mutual views often held by
conflicting people, as when each
side sees itself as ethical and
peaceful and views the other side as
evil and aggressive.

self-fulfilling prophecy a belief
that leads to its own fulfillment.

Social traps challenge us to find ways of reconciling our right to pursue our personal
well-being with our responsibility for the well-being of all. Psychologists have therefore ex-
plored ways to convince people to cooperate for their mutual betterment—through agreed-
upon regulations, through better communication, and through promoting awareness of our re-
sponsibilities toward community, nation, and the whole of humanity (Dawes, 1980; Linder,
1982; Sato, 1987). Given effective regulations, communication, and awareness, people more
often cooperate, whether it be in playing a laboratory game or the real game of life.

ENEMY PERCEPTIONS

Psychologists have noted that those in conflict have a curious tendency to form diabolical
images of one another. These distorted images are, ironically, so similar that we call them
mirror-image perceptions: As we see “them”—as untrustworthy, with evil intentions—
so “they” see us. Each demonizes the other.

Mirror-image perceptions can often feed a vicious cycle of hostility. If Juan believes
Maria is annoyed with him, he may snub her, causing her to act in ways that justify his
perception. As with individuals, so with countries. Perceptions can become self-fulfilling
prophecies. They may confirm themselves by influencing the other country to react in
ways that seem to justify them.

Participants tend to see their own actions as responses to provocation, not as the causes
of what happens next. Perceiving themselves as returning tit for tat, they often hit back
harder, as University College London volunteers did in one experiment (Shergill et al.,
2003). Their task: After feeling pressure on their own finger, they were to use a mechanical
device to press on another volunteer’s finger. Although told to reciprocate with the same
amount of pressure, they typically responded with about 40 percent more force than they
had just experienced. Despite seeking only to respond in kind, their touches soon escalated
to hard presses, much as when each child after a fight claims that “I just poked him, but he
hit me harder.”

Perceived provocations feed similar cycles of hostility on the world stage. In 2001, newly
elected U.S. President George W. Bush spoke of Saddam Hussein: “Some of today’s tyrants
are gripped by an implacable hatred of the United States of America. They hate our friends,
they hate our values, they hate democracy and freedom and individual liberty. Many care
little for the lives of their own people.” Hussein reciprocated the perception in 2002. The
United States, he said, is “an evil tyrant,” with Satan as its protector. It lusts for oil and ag-
gressively attacks those who “defend what is right.”

The point is not that truth must lie midway between two such views (one may be more
accurate). The point is that enemy perceptions often form mirror images. Moreover, as en-
emies change, so do perceptions. In American minds and media, the “bloodthirsty, cruel,
treacherous” Japanese of World War II later became our “intelligent, hardworking, self-
disciplined, resourceful allies” (Gallup, 1972).

Promoting Peace

How can we transform feelings of prejudice, aggression, and conflict
“ into attitudes that promote peace?

How can we make peace? Can contact, cooperation, communication, and conciliation
transform the antagonisms fed by prejudice and conflicts into attitudes that promote peace?
Research indicates that, in some cases, they can.

CONTACT

Does it help to put two conflicting parties into close contact? It depends. When contact is
noncompetitive and between parties of equal status, such as fellow store clerks, it typically
helps. Initially prejudiced co-workers of different races have, in such circumstances, usually
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come to accept one another. This finding is confirmed by a statistical digest of more than 500
studies of face-to-face contact with outgroups (such as ethnic minorities, the elderly, and
those with disabilities). Among the quarter-million people studied across 38 nations, con-
tact has been correlated with, or in experimental studies has led to, more positive attitudes
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). Some examples:

e  With interracial contact, South African Whites” and Blacks’ “attitudes [have
moved] into closer alignment” (Dixon et al, 2007; Finchilescu & Tredoux, 2010).
In South Africa, as elsewhere, the contact effect is somewhat less for lower-status
ethnic groups’views of higher-status groups (Durrheim & Dixon, 2010; Gibson &
Claassen, 2010).

e Heterosexuals’attitudes toward gay people are influenced not only by what they know
but also by whom they know (Smith et al., 2009). In surveys, the reason people most
often give for becoming more supportive of same-sex marriage is “having friends,
family or acquaintances who are gay or lesbian” (Pew, 2013).

e Friendly contact, say between Blacks and Whites, improves attitudes not only toward
one another, but also toward other outgroups, such as Hispanics (Tausch et al., 2010).

e Even indirect contact with an outgroup member (via story reading or through a friend
who has an outgroup friend) has reduced prejudice (Cameron & Rutland, 2006;
Pettigrew et al., 2007).

However, contact is not always enough. In most desegregated schools, ethnic groups
resegregate themselves in the lunchrooms and classrooms, and on the school grounds (Al-
exander & Tredoux, 2010; Clack et al., 2005; Schofield, 1986). People in each group often
think that they would welcome more contact with the other group, but they assume the
other group does not reciprocate the wish (Richeson & Shelton, 2007). “I don't reach out to
them, because I don’t want to be rebuffed; they don’t reach out to me, because they’re just
not interested.” When such mirror-image misperceptions are corrected, friendships may
then form and prejudices melt.

COOPERATION

To see if enemies could overcome their differences, researcher Muzafer Sherif (1966) set
a conflict in motion. He separated 22 Oklahoma City boys into two separate camp ar-
eas. Then he had the two groups compete for prizes in a series of activities. Before long,
each group became intensely proud of itself and hostile to the other group’s “sneaky,”
“smart-alecky stinkers.” Food wars broke out. Cabins were ransacked. Fisttights had to
be broken up by camp counselors. Brought together, the two groups avoided each other,
except to taunt and threaten. Little did they know that within a few days, they would
be friends.

Sherif accomplished this by giving them superordinate goals—shared goals that
could be achieved only through cooperation. When he arranged for the camp water sup-
ply to “fail,” all 22 boys had to work together to restore water. To rent a movie in those
pre-DVD days, they all had to pool their resources. To move a stalled truck, the boys
needed to combine their strength, pulling and pushing together. Having used isolation
and competition to make strangers into enemies, Sherif used shared predicaments and
goals to turn enemies into friends. What reduced conflict was not mere contact, but
cooperative contact.

A shared predicament likewise had a powerfully unifying effect in the weeks after 9/11.
Patriotism soared as Americans felt “we” were under attack. Gallup-surveyed approval of
“our President” shot up from 51 percent the week before the attack to a highest-ever 90
percent level 10 days after (Newport, 2002). In chat groups and everyday speech, even the
word we (relative to I) surged in the immediate aftermath (Pennebaker, 2002).

“You cannot shake hands with
a clenched fist.” -INDIRA GANDHI,
1971

superordinate goals shared
goals that override differences
among people and require their
cooperation.
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Striving for peace The road to
reconciliation in the Middle East

may be arduous, but as former U.N.
Secretary-General Kofi Annan noted

in his Nobel lecture, “Most of us have
overlapping identities which unite us
with very different groups. We can love
what we are, without hating what—and
who—we are not. We can thrive in

our own tradition, even as we learn
from others” (2001). Pictured here

are Palestinian statesman Mahmoud
Abbas, Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu, and U. S. President Barack
Obama.

Superordinate goals override
differences Cooperative efforts to
achieve shared goals are an effective
way to break down social barriers.
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At such times, cooperation can lead people to define
a new, inclusive group that dissolves their former sub-
groups (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1999). To accomplish this,
you might seat members of two groups not on opposite
sides, but alternately around a table. Give them a new,
shared name. Have them work together. Then watch “us”
and “them” become “we.” After 9/11, one 18-year-old
New Jersey man described this shift in his own social
identity: “I just thought of myself as Black. But now I feel
like I'm an American, more than ever” (Sengupta, 2001).
In a real experiment, White Americans who read a news-
paper article about a terrorist threat against all Americans
subsequently expressed reduced prejudice against Black
Americans (Dovidio et al., 2004).

If cooperative contact between rival group members
encourages positive attitudes, might this principle bring
people together in multicultural schools? Could interracial friendships replace competitive
classroom situations with cooperative ones? Could cooperative learning maintain or even
enhance student achievement? Experiments with adolescents from 11 countries confirm
that, in each case, the answer is Yes (Roseth et al., 2008). In the classroom as in the sports
arena, members of interracial groups who work together on projects typically come to feel
friendly toward one another. Knowing this, thousands of teachers have made interracial
cooperative learning part of their classroom experience.

The power of cooperative activity to make friends of former enemies has led psycholo-
gists to urge increased international exchange and cooperation. As we engage in mutually
beneficial trade, as we work to protect our common destiny on this fragile planet, and as we
become more aware that our hopes and fears are shared, we can transform misperceptions
that feed conflict into feelings of solidarity based on common interests.

COMMUNICATION

When real-life conflicts become intense, a third-party mediator—a marriage counselor,
labor mediator, diplomat, community volunteer—may facilitate much-needed communi-
cation (Rubin et al., 1994). Mediators help each party to voice its viewpoint and to un-
derstand the other’s needs and goals. If successful, mediators can replace a competitive
win-lose orientation with a cooperative win-win orientation that leads to a mutually ben-
eficial resolution. A classic example: Two friends, after quarreling over an orange, agreed to

AP Photo/Grant Hindsley
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split it. One squeezed his half for juice. The other used the peel
from her half to flavor a cake. If only the two had understood
each other’s motives, they could have hit on the win-win solution
of one having all the juice, the other all the peel.

CONCILIATION

Understanding and cooperative resolution are most needed, yet
least likely, in times of anger or crisis (Bodenhausen et al., 1994;
Tetlock, 1988). When conflicts intensify, images become more ste-
reotyped, judgments more rigid, and communication more diffi-
cult, or even impossible. Each party is likely to threaten, coerce, or
retaliate. In the weeks before the Persian Gulf war, the first Presi-

© The New Yorker Collection, 1983, W. Miller from

cartoonbank.com. All Rights Reserved.

dent George Bush threatened, in the full glare of publicity, to “kick ~ “T, begin with, I would like to express my sincere thanks and
Saddam’s ass.” Saddam Hussein communicated in kind, threat- deep appreciation for the opportunity to meet with you. While

ening to make Americans “swim in their own blood.”

Under such conditions, is there an alternative to war or sur-
render? Social psychologist Charles Osgood (1962, 1980) advo-
cated a strategy of Graduated and Reciprocated Initiatives in Tension-Reduction, nicknamed
GRIT. In applying GRIT, one side first announces its recognition of mutual interests and
its intent to reduce tensions. It then initiates one or more small, conciliatory acts. Without
weakening one’s retaliatory capability, this modest beginning opens the door for reciprocity
by the other party. Should the enemy respond with hostility, one reciprocates in kind. But
so, too, with any conciliatory response.

In laboratory experiments, small conciliatory gestures—a smile, a touch, a word of
apology—have allowed both parties to begin edging down the tension ladder to a safer
rung where communication and mutual understanding can begin (Lindskold et al., 1978,
1988). In a real-world international conflict, U.S. President John F. Kennedy’s gesture of
stopping atmospheric nuclear tests began a series of reciprocated conciliatory acts that
culminated in the 1963 atmospheric test-ban treaty.

As working toward shared goals reminds us, we are more alike than different. Civili-
zation advances not by conflict and cultural isolation, but by tapping the knowledge, the
skills, and the arts that are each culture’s legacy to the whole human race. Thanks to cultural
sharing, every modern society is enriched by a cultural mix (Sowell, 1991). We have China to
thank for paper and printing and for the magnetic compass that opened the great explora-
tions. We have Egypt to thank for trigonometry. We have the Islamic world and India’s Hin-
dus to thank for our Arabic numerals. While celebrating and claiming these diverse cultural
legacies, we can also welcome the enrichment of today’s social diversity. We can view our-
selves as instruments in a human orchestra. And we—this book’s worldwide readers—can
therefore each affirm our own culture’s heritage while building bridges of communication,
understanding, and cooperation across our cultural traditions.

Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF
Do you regret not getting along with some friend or family member? How might you go
about reconciling that relationship?

» TEST YOURSELF
Why didn’t anybody help Kitty Genovese? What social relations principle did this incident
illustrate?

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.

there are still profound differences between us, I think the very
fact of my presence here today is a major breakthrough.”

GRIT Graduated and Reciprocated
Initiatives in Tension-Reduction—a
strategy designed to decrease
international tensions.



816 Unit XIV  Social Psychology

* % %

If you just finished reading this book, your introduction to psychological science is com-
pleted. Our tour of psychological science has taught me much—and you, too?—about our
moods and memories, about the reach of our unconscious, about how we flourish and
struggle, about how we perceive our physical and social worlds, and about how our biology
and culture in turn shape us. My hope, as your guide on this tour, is that you have shared
some of my fascination, grown in your understanding and compassion, and sharpened your
critical thinking. I also hope you enjoyed the ride.
With every good wish in your future endeavors (including the AP® exam!),

David G. Myers

www.davidmyers.org

Module 80 Review

When are people most—and least—likely to
i help?

How do social traps and mirror-image
~= perceptions fuel social conflict?
o  Altruism is unselfish regard for the well-being of others. o A conflict is a perceived incompatibility of actions, goals, or

e  We are most likely to help when we (a) notice an ideas.

incident, (b) interpret it as an emergency, and (c) assume ®  Social traps are situations in which people in conflict
responsibility for helping. Other factors, including our pursue their own individual self-interest, harming the
mood and our similarity to the victim, also affect our collective well-being.

willingness to help. e Individuals and cultures in conflict also tend to

® We are least likely to help if other bystanders are present
(the bystander effect).

. How do social exchange theory and social

form mirror-image perceptions that may become self-
fulfilling prophecies: Each party views the opponent as
untrustworthy and evil-intentioned, and itself as an
ethical, peaceful victim.

“& norms explain helping behavior?
How can we transform feelings of prejudice,

o  Social exchange theory is the view that we help others @ aggression, and conflict into attitudes that

because it is in our own self-interest; in this view, the goal
of social behavior is maximizing personal benefits and

promote peace?

minimizing costs. ® Peace can result when individuals or groups work together
e Others believe that helping results from socialization, in to achieve superordinate (shared) goals.
which we are taught guidelines for expected behaviors ® Research indicates that four processes—contact,
in social situations, such as the reciprocity norm and the cooperation, communication, and conciliation—help
social-responsibility norm. promote peace.
Multiple-Choice Questions
1. Which of the following is the best term or phrase for the 2. Which of the following maintains that our social

unselfish concern for the welfare of others?

a. Assuming responsibility
b. Bystander intervention

c. Altruism

d. Bystander effect

e. Diffusion of responsibility

behavior is an exchange process that minimizes costs?

a. Social-responsibility norm
b. Bystander apathy

c. Reciprocity norm

d. Social exchange theory

e. Biopsychosocial hypothesis



3. What do we call a situation in which the conflicting
parties, by rationally pursuing their self-interest, become
caught in mutually destructive behavior?

a. Social trap

Conflict

Bystander intervention
Diffusion of responsibility
Social-responsibility norm

o Q0o

Practice FRQs

1. According to Darley and Latané, what three things must
happen for a bystander to intervene?

Answer

P aon o

Review Unit XIV

4. What do we call a belief that leads to its own fulfillment?

Superordinate goal
Mirror-image perception
Enemy perception

Social trap

Self-fulfilling prophecy

2. The author identifies two”enemy perceptions.” Name

and describe both.

(4 points)

1 point: The bystander must notice the event.

1 point: The bystander must interpret the incident as an

emergency.

1 point: The bystander must assume responsibility.

Unit XIV Review

Key Terms and Concepts to Remember

social psychology, p. 754

attribution theory, p. 754
fundamental attribution error, p. 754
attitude, p. 756

peripheral route persuasion, p. 756
central route persuasion, p. 756
foot-in-the-door phenomenon, p. 757
role, p. 758

cognitive dissonance theory, p. 759
conformity, p. 763

normative social influence, p. 764
informational social influence, p. 764
social facilitation, p. 771

social loafing, p. 773
deindividuation, p. 773

group polarization, p. 774

groupthink, p. 775

culture, p. 776

norm, p. 777

prejudice, p. 780

stereotype, p. 780
discrimination, p. 780
just-world phenomenon, p. 784
ingroup, p. 784

outgroup, p. 784

ingroup bias, p. 784

scapegoat theory, p. 785
other-race effect, p. 786
aggression, p. 789
frustration-aggression principle, p. 791
social script, p. 792

mere exposure effect, p. 798

passionate love, p. 803
companionate love, p. 803
equity, p. 804

self-disclosure, p. 804

altruism, p. 807

bystander effect, p. 808

social exchange theory, p. 809
reciprocity norm, p. 809
social-responsibility norm, p. 810
conflict, p. 810

social trap, p. 810

mirror-image perceptions, p. 812
self-fulfilling prophecy, p. 812
superordinate goals, p. 813
GRIT, p. 815



