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Social Psychology:
WHAT? HOW? WHY?

The discipline that studies...

WHAT: Individual behaviors (thoughts, feelings, actions)
in social situations (actual, imagined, or implied
presence of other human beings)

HOW: using scientific methods (determinism,
objective, empirical, data-driven)

WHY: to describe, predict, explain,
and control those behaviors

Distal Evolution Culture
Demographics Social structure
Personality Social norms
Attitudes <::> Social influence
Traits (Chronic) (from actual,
State (Temporal) implied, & imagined
e.g., Moods presence of others)
Proximal Physiological arousal Other triggers
P = Person E = Environment
(disposition) (social situations)
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Cognitive Processes
(Automatic vs. Controlled)

U

B=fP,E B = Behaviors
(Kurt Lewin, 1935) (thoughts, feelings, actions)




Today’s plan

¢ Conformity, Obedience, & Compliance
¢ Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition
¢ Social Loafing

¢ Self-awareness vs. Deindividuation

¢ Group Polarization

Conformity, Obedience, and Compliance

¢ Conformity: Changing one’s behavior or beliefs in
response to explicit or implicit pressure (whether
real or imagined) from others

¢ Obedience: In an unequal power relationship,
submitting to the demands of the more powerful
person

¢ Compliance: Responding favorably to an explicit
request by another person

Conformity:
Informational Social Influence

Informational Social Influence: The influence of other
people that results from taking their comments or
actions as a source of information about what is
correct, proper, or effective (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955)

e.g
Sherif’s (1936) Conformity Experiment

Participants estimated . . . and then when they were in the
how far the point of light presence of one another. Together,
appeared to move, first their estimates converged.
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FIGURE 8.3 Informational Social Influence Sherif’s conformity experiment used the
autokinetic effect to assess group influence. (Source: Sherif, 1936.)




Conformity:
Normative Social Influence

Normative Social Influence: The influence of other
people that comes from the individual’s desire to - S
avoid their disapproval, harsh judgments, and other | | |

social sanctions (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955)

e.g
Asch’s (1956) Conformity Experiment
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Asch’s (1956) Conformity Experiment

Conformity: Obedience
Factors Affecting Social Influence

é Group Size

¢ Group Unanimity

¢ Expertise and Status

¢ Culture

¢ Tight & Loose Cultures

¢ Gender

¢ Difficulty/Ambiguity of the task

é Anonymity

¢ The Interpretive Context of Disagreement

¢ Milgram’s (1965) Obedience Experiments




Studem

Obedience:
Milgram’s (1965) Obedience Experiments

¢ Opposing Forces:

é The desire to complete the experiment to avoid
upsetting the experimenter

¢ The desire to terminate the experiment to stop
hurting the learner and other possible negative
consequences that may follows

Obedience:
Milgram’s (1965) Obedience Experiments

¢ Variations: Increasing the forces that compelled
people to terminate the experiment
¢ Tuning in the learner:

¢ Tuning out the experimenter:
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FIGURE 8.7 Tuning in the Learner The effect of experimental manipulations that make the learner more and more salient on
(A) the mean level of shock participants delivered and (B) the percentage of participants who delivered the maximum amount of
shock. (Source: Milgram, 1965.)
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FIGURE 8.8 Tuning out the Experimenter The effect of experimental manipulations that make the experimenter less and
less salient on (A) mean level of shock participants delivered and (B) the percentage of participants who delivered the maximum
amount of shock. (Source: Milgram, 1965.)

Obedience:
Milgram’s (1965) Obedience Experiments

¢ WHY did people obey to authority?
¢ Attempted to resisted, but fail
¢ Release from responsibility

é Step-by-step involvement

Compliance:
Reason-Based Approaches

¢ The Door-in-the-face Can I borrow
Technique (Reciprocal #2007 o
. . . . on't have
Concessions Technique): Asking Rtk

someone for a very large favor N
that he or she will cert:fnnly CanT Borow $107
refuse and then following that -

-—-"/ °
request with one for a smaller ~ ey

favor. Yeah, sure.

Door-in-the-face Technique:
Following up an extravagant
request with a reasonable one such
that the (guilty) subject complies.




Compliance:
Reason-Based Approaches

¢ That’s-Not-All Technique:
Adding something to an
orginal offer, thus creating
some pressure to reciprocate

Compliance:
Reason-Based Approaches

é The-Foot-in-the-Door
Technique: Making an e

initial small request with

which nearly everyone
complies followed by a
larger request involving
the real behavior of
interest

http://cdn.sheknows.com/articles/crave/flirt.jpg

Compliance:
Emotion-Based Approaches

oge .
Positive Mood: Happy people are more likely to comply ©
= Respondents were more likely to
" comply with the request after
100+ receiving a gift. This effect
diminished with time, as their
80 good mood presumably wore off
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FIGURE 8.9 Positive Mood and Compliance Percentage of respondents who agreed to

help a stranger by making a telephone call and relaying a message 1 to 20 minutes after
receiving a small gift. (Source: Isen, Clark, & Schwartz, 1976.)

Compliance:
Emotion-Based Approaches

Positive Mood: Happy people are more likely to comply ©

* did well on a test
* think happy thoughts
* given cookies

* play cheerful music

* Donate to charity
* Help with experiments
* Give blood

* Tutor students

(Carlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1988; Isen, 1999)




Compliance: Compliance:

Emotion-Based Approaches Emotion-Based Approaches
Positive Mood: Happy people are more likely to comply © Negative Mood:
Some types of negative mood
WHY? INCREASE compliance
¢ Positive mood colors the way we interpret an event: The WHY?

requests seem less intrusive, less threatening ¢ Negative State Relief

Hypothesis: The idea that

¢ Mood Maintenance hypothesis: It feels good to feel good, so people engage in certain
we want that feeling to last as long as possible. Helping actions, such as agreeing to
(rather than hurting) people makes us feels good © a request, to relieve their

negative feelings and feel
better about themselves

Compliance: Compliance:
Emotion-Based Approaches Norm-Based Approaches
5-
4.54 Participants complied most strongly
if ll"l_e;.r felt quilty and their negative . .
4 e L0t Ul DY ¢ Descriptive Norms: People’s perception of how most
positive experiences.
i - people behave in a given context
o _
Number of

phone calls 257

¢ Prescriptive (Injunctive) Norms: People’s perception of
what behaviors are generally approved of or frowned on by
other.

o=
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FIGURE 8.10 Test of the Negative State Relief Hypothesis Number of phone calls
participants agreed to make, depending on experimental condition. (Source: Cialdini,
Darby, & Vincent, 1973.)




Compliance:
Norm-Based Approaches

(Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius 2007)

— h= 1.5
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Compliance:
Norm-Based Approaches

(Cialdini, Demaine, Sagarin, Barrett, Rhoads, & Winters, 2006)

*_PETRIFIED FOREST

NATIONJ__AL' PARK

The vast majority of past
visitors have left the
petrified wood in the park,
Preserving the natural state
of the Petrified Forest.

Many past visitors have
removed petrified wood
from the park, changing the
state of the Petrified Forest.

Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition

\

¢ Social Facilitation: The presence of W P\\" : \?
others appeared to facilitate human EP\\,\— *
performance (Triplett, 1898) R

¢ Coacting and mere presence
(Gates, 1924; Travis, 1925)
é Human and animals:
¢ ants (Chen, 1937)
¢ frogs (Boice et al, 1974),
¢ fruit flies (Connolly, 1968), ;
¢ centipedes (Horsey et al, 1985) ZAZZ

Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition

é BUT NOT IN THESE STUDIES

¢ Generating arguments/refutations (Allport, 1920)
¢ Solving arithmetic problems (Dashiell, 1930)

é Memory tasks (Pessin, 1933)

¢ Maze learning (Pessin & Husband, 1933)

é NOT IN THESE STUDIES WITH ANIMALS

¢ Allee & Masure (1936), Shelley (1965), & Strobel (1972)




Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition

On simple or

well-learned tasks,

the dominant response

is the correct response.

= Performance facilitated

é Zajonc’s Explanation

Increase in
Mere presence :
Arousal dominant response
of others .
tendencies

On difficult / novel tasks,
the dominant response

is an incorrect response.
= Performance Impaired

FIGURE 14.2 Scientific Method: Social Facilitation on Simple and Complex Tasks

Hypothesis: The presence of other members of the same species—even for cockroaches—will facilitate performance on an easy task and hinder
performance on a difficult task.

Research Method:
i) Researchers placed cockroaches in the start box of two mazes and shone a light that caused the cockroaches to head toward a dark area

{the goal box).
Simple maze Complex maze
= > B == =
Caik Start Goal
=
In the simple maze, the cockroach need only follow its dominant In the complex maze, the cockroach's dominant response does not

response and run directly away from the light to get to the goal. easily lead it to the goal. The cockroach must execute a tumn.

3 The cockroaches ran one of these two mazes either alone, with another k h, or with an audi of L hes behind a sparent wall.
Audience __
box - “ ’
- IF> B == =
) w
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Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition

é Zajonc’s Explanation

Results: The cockroaches take less time to run simple mazes when they are in the presence of others but more time to run complex mazes with
others present.

120 j ._———~—‘___'__Fq Complex 300 g Complex

| maze e maze

| o
Running 80 j 200
time :

404 Simple 100 Simple
| maze maze
09 1 1 1 0 1 I 1
Alone Coaction Alone Audience

Average time (in seconds) taken by cockroaches to negotiate simple Average time to negotiate simple or complex mazes when alone or in

or complex mazes when alone or alongside another cockroach. the presence of an audience.

Conclusion: Social facilitation effects can be observed widely in the animal kingdom. For cockroaches, as for humans, the presence of others
mcreases domunanl response tendencies, leading to better performance on easy tasks and worse performance on difficult tasks.

Source: Zajonc, Heingartner, & Herman (1969).

Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition

On simple or

¢ Zajonc’s Explanation
well-learned tasks,

SR ;
M the dominant response
er:ca p:ﬁsence is the correct response.
ot others = Performance facilitated
f . ) Increase in
Evaluation .
. Arousal dominant response
Apprehension .
) tendencies

On difficult / novel tasks,
the dominant response

is an incorrect response.
= Performance Impaired

Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter, & Salomon (1999)
Cottrell, Wack, Sekerek, & Rittle (1968)




Only an evaluative audience affected
the dominant response rate.

“

Responses in front of a blindfolded
audience were comparable to those
when the participant was alone.

Number of
dominant 8-
responses

Evaluative
audience

Blindfolded
audience

A

Alone

FIGURE 14.3 Evaluation Apprehension and Social Facilitation Average number
of dominant responses made by participants who were responding alone, next to a blind-
folded audience (who therefore couldn’t monitor or evaluate their performance), or next
to an attentive audience (who could evaluate their performance). (Source: Cottrell, Wack,

Sekerak, & Rittle, 1968.)

Social Facilitation vs. Social Inhibition

¢ Zajonc’s Explanation

On simple or
well-learned tasks,

R ;
M the dominant response
er;: pr;:sence is the correct response.
ot others = Performance facilitated
( . ) Increase in
Evaluation .
. Arousal dominant response
Apprehension .
tendencies
. . On difficult / novel tasks,
Distraction- .
. the dominant response
conflict Baron (1986) . .
is an incorrect response.
Baron, Moore, & Sanders (1978) A
= Performance Impaired

Social Loafing

¢ Social Loafing: The tendency
to exert less effort when
working on a group task in
which individual contributions
cannot be monitored

¢ Ringlemann Effect
(Ringlemann, 1913)

N of Total Performance
Workers Performance Per Worker
1 1.00 1.00
2 1.86 .93
3 2.55 .85
4 3.08 a7
5 3.50 .70
6 3.78 .63
7 3.92 .56
8 3.92 49

Social Loafing

—&— Expected performance
—@— Actual performance

Performance

L T L . T = W B+ < Yo ]
|

Number of workers




Social Loafing Social Loafing

Potential
600 /" | Productivity

100 % compared to working alone
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Self-awareness vs. Deindividuation

¢ Self-Awareness Theory: When people focus their
attention inward on themselves, they become concernd with
self-evaluation and how their current behavior conforms to
their internal standards and values (Duval & Wicklund, 1972)

¢ Individuation: An enhanced sense of individual identity
produced by focusing attention on the self, which generally
leads people to act carefully and deliberately and in
accordance with their sense of prepriety and values (Gilovich
et al, 2013)

Self-awareness vs. Deindividuation

¢ Spotlight effect: People’s conviction
that other people are attending to their
appearance and behavior more than is
actually the case (Gilovich, Medvec, &
Savitsky, 2000)

Self-awareness vs. Deindividuation

Deindividuation:

¢ Loss of self-awareness and evaluation apprehension; occurs
in group situation that foster responsiveness to group
norms. (Myers, 2005)

¢ Thereduced sense of individual identity accompanied by
diminished self-regulation that comes over people when
they are in a large group (Gilovich et al., 2013)

Self-awareness vs. Deindividuation

A Model of Deindividuation:

ANTECEDENT INTERNAL STATE BEHAVIORAL
CONDITIONS (DEINDIVIDUATION) EFFECTS

* Anonymity « Lessened self-observation

e Diiision of ibility and self-evaluation « Irationality
e » Lessened concern with the

« Energizing effect of others fatiors of oihera + Emotionality

« Stimulus overload ﬁ + Antisocial activity

+ Weakening of internal
controls (lessened concern
with shame, guilt, fear,
commitment)

FIGURE 14 .4 A Theoretical Model of Deindividuation Certain antecedent conditions lead to an internal state of deindivid-
uation, which in turn leads to behavioral effects that in other situations would be kept under control. (Source: Zimbardg, 1970.)




Self-awareness vs. Deindividuation

The Halloween Candy Study (Diener et al., 1976):

70+

[ Individuated

B Anonymous
60 57.2%
50+
40+

Percent
transgressing
30+
21.4% 20.8%
20+ 7
10+ 7.5%
0 I
Alone In groups

FIGURE 14.6 Deindividuation and Transgression The percentage of trick-or-treaters
who transgressed was affected by whether they had been asked to give their name (individ-
uated condition) or not (anonymous condition) and whether they were alone or in a group.
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I | know why you come off as an obnoxious disrespectful turd its because you are in fact al
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you r a fucking bastard .you keep on saying fuck word publicly on oyur fucking videos !
respect it

Reply - oy ' B

Mexicano Pride
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Group Polarization

Risky Shift Phenomenon:

¢ The tendency for groups to make riskier decisions than
individuals would (Stoner, 1961)

Group Polarization:

¢ The tendency for group decision to be more extreme than
those made by individuals. Whatever way the individuals are
leaning, group discussion tends to make them lean further
in that direction. (Moscovici & Zavalloni, 1969)




Group Polarization Group Polarization

Democrats and Republicans More Ideologically Divided than in the Past

Distribution of Democrats and Republicans on a 10-item scale of political values

1994 2004 2014
Attitude towards Black people Myers & Bishop (1970) MEDIAN  MEDIAN MEDIAN MEDIAN MEDIAN MEDIAN
4 Democrat |Rapuhlican Democrat Republican Democrat Republican
+3 —
+2 with non-prejudiced
+1 attitude
0
1 With prejudiced
2 — attitudes
_3 \
" 'Before discussion After Discussion

The EU referendum debate in the UK
Mapping polarization on social media

Semantic network analysis of 13,310 co-occurring hashtags on Instagram
related to the UK’'s EU referendum debate
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Source: Data visualisation and analysis provided by Vyacheslav Polonski, a Global Shaper from the Oxford Hub




