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Introduction


This textbook is written for students following the Edexcel GCE 2015 AS and A level Psychology specifications. This book focuses on Year 1 of the A level and on the AS course, with Book 2 covering Year 2.


The A level course:





•  All exams are at the end of the course.



•  Three exam papers – covering Paper 1: four topic areas; Paper 2: two applications; Paper 3: psychological skills.



•  Year 1 focuses on four topic areas – social, cognitive and biological psychology, and learning theories.



•  Year 2 focuses on two applications – clinical and one from criminological, child and health psychology, as well as on psychological skills.



•  ‘Psychological skills’ is a ‘revision’ paper, covering three sections: methodology in the whole course; a review of studies in psychology; issues and debates in psychology.



•  Each topic area and application has some content, method, studies, a key question and a practical investigation.





The AS course:





•  The AS course comprises Year 1 of the A level, with two exceptions:







    •  Issues and debates, found at the end of each topic area, are not required in the AS exams.


    •  Some of the ‘maths’ is not required for AS level (this book explains the exceptions).








•  However, it is a good approach to cover the whole of Year 1.



•  The AS course marks and results do not count towards the A level. They are separate examinations.





Year 1/AS – a summary


Year 1/AS covers social, cognitive, biological psychology and learning theories (topic areas).


Social psychology looks at obedience and prejudice. Methods covered are interview and questionnaire, as well as issues like sampling and ethics. The mathematical element focuses on descriptive statistics. There is one classic study, one contemporary study from a choice of three, one key question and one practical investigation. Studies, key question and practical all focus on obedience and/or prejudice.


Cognitive psychology looks at four theories of memory. Methods covered are experiments, as well as issues around doing experiments. The mathematical element includes descriptive and inferential statistics. There is one classic study, one contemporary study from a choice of three, one key question and one practical investigation. Studies, key question and practical all focus on memory.


Biological psychology looks at brain structure and functioning, evolution and hormones, largely focusing on aggression. Methods include gathering correlation data, twin and adoption studies and scanning. The mathematical element includes inferential and descriptive statistics. There is one classic study, one contemporary study from a choice of three, one key question and one practical, linking to the content.


Learning theories include classical and operant conditioning, and social learning. Methods include observation and content analysis, as well as the use of animals in experiments and related ethics. The mathematical element includes inferential and descriptive statistics. There is one classic study, one contemporary study from a choice of three, one key question and one practical, linking to the content.


Structure of each topic area


Each approach follows the same structure:





•  some content in the area of focus, involving theories and studies



•  methodology, to see how psychology works



•  studies – one classic and one contemporary



•  a key question in the area of focus



•  a practical investigation to carry out in the area of focus



•  issues and debates.





Issues and debates


Issues and debates allow discussion of different aspects of psychology, from how it has changed and developed over time to the ethics of dealing with both human and animal participants. In Paper 3, at the end of your course, you have to consider such issues and debates. In order to highlight such issues and debates throughout the course, they feature as part of the structure of each topic area. AS students do not need to investigate issues and debates in detail, but A level students do. You can choose to look at them throughout your course or study them at the end. In this book, issues and debates are briefly summarised in Chapter 8 and are examined in detail in Book 2. Issues and debates questions can be found in any of the three A level papers, but not in the AS papers. However, they are useful for AS students to add depth to discussion.


The exam papers


A level


Paper 1: 90 marks, two hours, covers the four foundation topic areas – social, cognitive and biological psychology, and learning theories. It is worth 35 per cent of your A level.


Paper 2: 90 marks, two hours, covers two applications – clinical psychology and a choice of one from criminological, child and health psychology. Paper 2 is part of Year 2 and is worth 35 per cent of the A level.


Paper 3: 80 marks, two hours, covers ‘psychological skills’. The paper covers all the methodology in your course as Section A, a review of your classic studies and what you know about studies as Section B and an ‘issues and debates’ section in Section C. It is worth 30 per cent of the A level.


AS level


Paper 1: 70 marks, 1.5 hours, covers two foundation topic areas in your course – social and cognitive psychology. It is worth 50 per cent of the AS level.


Paper 2: 70 marks, 1.5 hours, covers two foundation topic areas in your course – biological psychology and learning theories. It is worth 50 per cent of the AS level.


Note: Papers 1 and 2 for the AS are completely different from those for the A level.



Types of questions



All exams have some short-answer questions and some open-response extended writing. The short-answer questions range from 1 mark (e.g. for giving the mean average of a set of data) to 4–6 marks (e.g. for describing a theory or explaining ethics in a study). Open-response extended writing questions range from 8 marks to 20 marks. 16–20-mark questions are likely to be reserved for Paper 2 and Paper 3. There are no multiple-choice sections in any of the papers.


In your specification (pp. 77–78), you will find a taxonomy. This is a list of injunctions – words that tell you what to do in an answer. Be sure to read through the taxonomy so that you know what each ‘command word’ requires you to do. For example:





•  ‘calculate’: show your working



•  ‘analyse’: examine parts of something to uncover the meaning or essential features



•  ‘assess’: come to a conclusion after weighing up evidence



•  ‘compare’: look at similarities and differences but not needing conclusion/judgement



•  ‘describe’: give an account but not needing justification



•  ‘explain’: requires points with justifications



•  ‘discuss’: explore different views but not needing judgement/conclusion



•  ‘evaluate’: requires you ‘to come to a supported judgement of a subject’s qualities and relation to its context’ (p. 78)



•  ‘to what extent’: look at information, give a balanced and reasoned argument and a judgement/conclusion.





Remember: ‘assess’, ‘evaluate’ and ‘to what extent’ require you to come to a judgement or conclusion.


See the specification for a full list.


Writing an answer


Your writing needs to be concise, clear and effective. Points should be made clearly, showing knowledge, and also understanding of that knowledge. It is useful to make a point and then think of an elaboration on that point, i.e. give your answer and then consider writing something else. Essays (open-response extended writing) should be written logically, with a conclusion if required (depending on the injunction). For example, if you are asked to consider something about psychology in relation to two theories, you could deal with one theory at a time, which might be logical (depending on the exact question). Always answer the question in full and tailor your answer to the question. To show your focus is on the question, refer back to it in your answer.


Assessment objectives


You will be assessed on assessment objectives (AO), which are given in full in the specification (p. 4):





•  AO1 – demonstrate knowledge and understanding of scientific ideas, processes, techniques and procedures.



•  AO2 – apply knowledge and understanding of scientific ideas, processes, techniques and procedures (in various contexts).



•  AO3 – analyse, interpret and evaluate scientific information, ideas and evidence, including in relation to issues, to make judgements and reach conclusions and to develop and refine practical design and procedures.






The structure of this book






•  Chapters 1–4 cover one of the topic areas in the order of the specification. Each of these four chapters is divided into the relevant areas, following the specification.



•  Chapter 5 covers the methodology in those chapters and is presented in order of the four topic areas.



•  Chapter 6 covers the maths in Year 1/AS and is presented in order of the four topic areas.



•  Chapter 7 covers the practical investigations, giving an example of one for each topic area.



•  Chapter 8 looks briefly at the issues and debates that relate to the four Year 1 topic areas.



•  Progress check answers and the Glossary follow.





Throughout the chapters, there are features to guide you:





•  Explanation/definition boxes provide further details on emboldened key terms in the text and can be used to build a glossary to help understanding.



•  Explore boxes enhance your learning.



•  Individual differences and Developmental psychology icons can be used to track such issues through your Year 1/AS course.



•  Method links provide cross-references to the relevant pages in the method chapter (Chapter 5). Maths links provide cross-references to the relevant pages in the maths chapter (Chapter 6). Practical links provide cross-references to the relevant pages in the practical chapter (Chapter 7).



•  Practical boxes help with the required practical for each topic area.



•  Progress checks test your understanding (suggested answers are given at the back of the book).



•  Study hints advise you on exam techniques and processes, as well as giving tips for learning.



•  Study of interest sections bring in additional aspects for interest and can be used in discussion.



•  Test yourself questions enable you to check what you have learned and practise writing exam-style answers.



•  You need to know about tables are given at the start of each chapter – you can use them to check your learning after you have read the material.





Individual differences and developmental links


Individual differences and development psychology are important parts of your course.


In all the topic areas, there is focus on individual differences. In psychology, much focus is on how people are the same, such as how the brain works (biological psychology) and aspects of memory (cognitive psychology). Alongside these similarities, however, there are differences in individuals, such as intelligence and personality. Gender can also give people ‘individual differences’. Even identical twins, who share 100 per cent of their genes, exhibit individual differences. In your course, you need to be aware of individual differences, alongside all the similarities. In this textbook, the ‘individual differences’ icon alerts you when material relates to this area of interest.


Developmental psychology follows someone’s development from conception to adulthood and into older age. Areas within developmental psychology include learning theories – from our learning comes our gender behaviour and cultural norms and beliefs. Within the nature–nurture debate, you can think about developmental psychology, not only the nurture element (how we are brought up affects our development), but also our nature as issues about our biology can also affect development. For example, maturation processes (in-built processes that change us as we grow, such as puberty) affect our development. You need to be ready to discuss developmental issues in all four topic areas. In this textbook, the ‘developmental psychology’ icon alerts you when material relates to this area of interest.


How to use this book


In each topic area in the main chapters (Chapters 1–4), the sections follow those in the specification. However, the method, maths and practical sections are found, in topic area order, in separate chapters (Chapter 5–7). You might prefer to read topic area by topic area, which would mean reading the relevant main chapter and then reading the relevant method, maths and practical sections from Chapters 5–7.


Active learning is best


You are advised to read through each chapter without taking notes, and then go back through each section and make your own notes. Focus on terminology; making your own definitions for each term can be useful. Use headings in your notes and make your notes as clear as possible. For example, each study, theory or concept could have its own heading and summary. When carrying out your practical, keep a separate folder for your notes. Your teacher might be able to give you a proforma for keeping notes about practical investigations.


How psychology works


Throughout the Year 1/AS course (and indeed in Year 2), there is strong emphasis on how psychology works, referring to the ‘study’ of mind and behaviour. Chapters 5 and 6 focus on method and maths. You could read through those chapters as whole chapters, rather than splitting the method and maths into the topic areas as you come to them. That would give you a good picture of how psychology works. If you then read Chapter 7, which is about you doing psychology, this will help your understanding of the method and mathematical elements.


Studies in psychology


Each of the main chapters (Chapter 1–4) has a section on studies (one classic study and three contemporary studies). You might like to read through all the studies in those sections, to get a good picture of how studies are written up, what they entail and similar research methods, with similar evaluation points about them.


Working through the complexity


This book has a lot of detail, not only because there is a lot to learn but also because it helps to really understand the material you need to learn. Be ready to work through the complexity so that you have a good understanding. A way of doing this is to read through once, or more, for interest, without worrying about remembering it all. Then, when you go back to take notes, you will already be familiar with the material. Ebbinghaus, in the late 1800s, found that he could learn material again and again and, as he relearned the same material, each time he did better. There were ‘relearning savings’. Be encouraged by this and persevere. You will get there.


About practical investigations


For each topic area, you will carry out a practical investigation to practise the skills you have learnt in the methodology and content sections. The research method is specified for each topic area and there is guidance for each practical investigation. You have a choice with regard to the specific practical investigation you undertake.


Psychology is a science, and science involves:





•  putting forward a theory



•  developing a hypothesis (a statement) of what might be expected from the theory



•  testing the hypothesis.





Each practical investigation you carry out should come from a theory and be planned to test that theory. Check that you understand the theory that your practical is testing. This will make for a more interesting investigation and will mean that you have a better understanding of the issues.


Choices in your Year 1/AS course


You have the following choices:





•  There are three contemporary studies listed for each topic area and you choose one of these. In this book, all three studies are explained for your interest.



•  You have a choice of a key question in each topic area. Two are given in this book, from which you can choose one, or you can choose a different one. Whatever you chose, you might like to read the ones offered here, to help your learning of the concepts and ideas in the topic area.



•  You have a choice about the focus of your practical investigations, though some of what you have to do is given in the specification. In this book, one practical investigation for each topic area is worked through in Chapter 7. However, you will have carried out your own practical investigations, so you need to use those in the exams. You might like to read through the examples in Chapter 7 to help your learning.





Year 2 of your A level course


Book 2 covers Year 2 of your course. There will be chapters on the applications, which include clinical psychology as a compulsory section and one application from criminological, child or health psychology. Book 2 will also cover psychological skills, which is ‘revision’ and takes you back through all the methodology you will have covered here, including the maths element. The psychological skills section will also take you back through the classic studies you covered, and issues about studies. Finally, psychological skills covers issues and debates. Your Year 1 learning will underpin a lot of Year 2 requirements, both the content and the methods.



The Edexcel website



The Edexcel website (www.edexcel.com) has a section on psychology. Use it to find out more about your course, including the specification. The specification outlines everything you need to know for your course, and this textbook follows every aspect of Year 1/AS. Use the sample assessment materials (SAMs), which include sample exam papers and mark schemes. The mark schemes will help you to see how to answer the questions and score marks. Take charge of your own learning and you will do very well.


Maintaining your interest in psychology


You will have clear reasons for studying A level or AS psychology. Remember those reasons and make sure you get what you want out of your studying. Use websites and other sources, such as books and magazines, to maintain your interest. Treat your studies separately from your interest and then, from time to time, try to bring the two together. This takes time and practice – you won’t become a psychologist in your Year 1/AS course – but it is worth being patient. If you joined the course because you want to know what makes people do certain things or what makes us like we are, then you will find the answers by studying psychology. The material at first might not seem to answer your questions, but its relevance will become more obvious as you move through the course.
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Chapter One: Social Psychology





[image: ]


Overview


This chapter is about the social approach to explaining human behaviour. It is about the effects of people, society and culture and how behaviour is guided by such effects. For example, according to social identity theory, people belong to groups (‘in-groups’); rival groups become ‘out-groups’. You could belong to several in-groups – for example, a gender group, an interest group, a psychology group, a family group, a race group or a work group. There are many others. Social psychology suggests that you will be prejudiced towards your in-groups and against your out-groups. ‘Realistic group conflict theory’ suggests that, if there is competition for scarce resources, prejudice can arise.
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Explore


Consider the two pictures above and write a paragraph on each. Think about how you ‘knew’ anything about the people. An exercise like this can show us how we think about and have preconceived ideas about others. Do this task with someone else, and compare your answers to see if your ideas and beliefs about other people are similar. Maybe this is because you come from a similar background or culture?
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Another example of social psychology is how people obey others, and in what circumstances. You might think that you would never give strong electric shocks to another person if put into a position to do so, but social psychology holds that it is quite likely that you would if ordered to by someone in authority. Factors affecting whether you would obey include personality or gender. Therefore, as with a lot of psychology, links are not as straightforward as they may first appear. This chapter also considers how psychology investigates issues such as obedience and prejudice, including use of questionnaires and interviews when researching in psychology.


Study of interest


Salvatore and Shelton (2007) studied the effect of racism on the individual. They asked 250 Princeton University undergraduates to read some fictitious CVs and fictitious employer comments. In some cases, there was blatant racism – for example, a white employer ‘rejected’ a well-qualified black applicant in favour of a white applicant, saying that they had too many employees from ethnic minorities. In some cases, there was ambiguous racism – for example, a white employer accepted a white applicant in favour of a better-qualified black applicant, without giving a reason. The undergraduates then carried out a task to test their cognitive (mental) abilities. It was found that the black undergraduates were more affected (when doing the task) by ambiguous racism than blatant racism; the white undergraduates were more affected by blatant racism. It was thought that black people are used to blatant racism and have strategies to cope with it, whereas white people are not used to it and have no such strategies. The study highlighted the effect of racism on cognitive abilities and the seriousness of such issues for the individual.
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Explore


Use a search engine to look for and explore a study on prejudice, perhaps using the key terms ‘prejudice’, ‘study’ and ‘psychology’. One example is Adorno et al. (1950), a study that looks at personality and fascism.
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STUDY HINT


You will often see a name, ‘et al.’ and a date when studies are mentioned, as with Adorno et al. (1950). The date is when the study was published; the name(s) identifies the researcher(s). The first name might be the main researcher or it might be that the names are in alphabetical order (as with Adorno). ‘Et al.’ is short for ‘et alia’, meaning ‘and others’ in Latin, and it is used as a short form when three or more researchers have worked on a study (in this example, the researchers are Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson and Sanford).
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Summary of learning objectives


Content


You need to learn about theories of obedience, including agency theory and social impact theory. You also need to learn about Milgram’s (1963) basic study, as well as three variations of the study, in order to consider situational factors that encourage dissent (what makes us ‘not obey’). Factors that affect obedience and resistance to obedience are then covered, including personality, gender and culture, as well as features of the situation itself.


The other topic in social psychology is prejudice, including realistic group conflict theory (also called ‘realistic conflict theory’) and social identity theory of prejudice. You are asked to consider factors that affect prejudice, including personality and culture, as well as the situation itself.
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Explanation


When terms are emboldened, this means they are defined in the glossary.
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Individual differences and developmental psychology


In all topic areas, you need to consider two issues in psychology: individual differences and developmental psychology.


Individual differences


In social psychology, you will learn about the following links:




•  Obedience is affected by personality, as well as by gender and our individual differences.


•  Prejudice has explanations that link to personality, such as having a right-wing authoritarian personality (RWA).





Developmental psychology


In social psychology, you will learn about the following links:




•  Obedience is affected by gender and culture, which come from environmental effects that we experience through our upbringing.


•  Prejudice, similarly, is affected by our culture and we learn cultural norms as we grow up.





Methods


Chapter 5 covers the methodology you will need for Year 1 of your course (and the AS, with some exceptions). See Table 5.1 for a summary of which methods you need to know for this chapter. Chapter 6 covers the mathematical elements you need for your course. See Table 6.2 for a summary of the mathematical skills you need to know for this chapter.


Studies


The classic study you will be learning about in social psychology is Sherif et al. (1954/1961) ‘Intergroup conflict and cooperation: The Robbers Cave Experiment’.


You will choose one contemporary study from:





•  Burger (2009) ‘Replicating Milgram: would people still obey today?’



•  Cohrs et al. (2012) ‘Individual differences in ideological attitudes and prejudice: evidence from peer-report data’



•  Reicher and Haslam (2006) ‘Rethinking the psychology of tyranny’.





Key questions


You have a choice of key questions to study. Focusing on how social psychology can help to explain or deal with a contemporary issue, suitable examples include using social psychology to reduce problem behaviour in situations such as football hooliganism or rioting, or using social psychology to explain heroism. However, you can choose any issue.


Practical investigation


Chapter 7 covers the skills you need for conducting a practical investigation, including worked-through examples. Chapter 6 covers the mathematical elements for your course, which also links to your practical investigation.
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STUDY HINT


Your learning of the methodology for social psychology links closely to the practical investigation you will carry out, so you do not have to learn this twice. The practical investigation is about putting your learning of the methodology into practice.
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Issues and debates



Issues and debates are in the A level course but not the AS, so if you are doing the AS, you do not need to study issues and debates, although they are interesting and will extend your understanding of psychology. The 11 issues and debates are: ethics; practical issues in research design; reductionism; comparing explanations; psychology as a science; culture and gender; nature–nurture; how psychology has developed over time; issues of social control; using psychology in society; and issues around socially sensitive research.


Chapter 8 summarises the issues and debates and how the four topic areas for your Year 1 course inform each of these. Book 2 will explain these in more detail.
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STUDY HINT


Issues and debates appear in each topic area for Year 1 (and Year 2), in the same order, in the specification. For each topic area, you can use the examples against each of the issues and debates to learn how the material for that topic area illustrates that issue or debate. See Chapter 8 for more detail. Make a summary of learning objectives into a checklist, such as the one in Table 1.1. However, you could add more detail to help your learning.
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Table 1.1 What you need to know for social psychology






	You need to know about:






	Milgram’s (1963) study of obedience

	Questionnaires to gather self-report data, and social desirability/researcher bias issues






	Agency theory, including agentic state, autonomous state and moral strain

	Open/closed-ended questions, including ranked-data questions






	Social impact theory (Latané, 1981) and dynamic social impact theory

	Interviews to gather self-report data (structured, unstructured, semi-structured)






	Issues of individual differences (personality), and gender and culture in obedience and dissent to authority; the role of the situation and factors that encourage dissent /disobedience

	Qualitative and quantitative data and strengths and weaknesses of qualitative and quantitative data






	Three of Milgram’s variations: rundown office block (experiment 10), telephonic instructions (experiment 7), ordinary man gives orders (experiment 13)

	BPS ethical guidelines and code of ethics and conduct (2009)






	Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979), including social categorisation, social identification, social comparison, and in-group/out-group ideas

	Alternate hypotheses






	Realistic group conflict theory (Sherif) and superordinate goals

	Analysis of quantitative data/mathematical issues in psychology, including measures of central tendency, frequency tables and graphs, graphical presentation using a bar chart, measures of dispersion (range and standard deviation)






	Issues of individual differences (personality), situation and culture in prejudice

	Analysis of qualitative data, including thematic analysis






	A classic study in detail: Sherif et al. (1954/1961), The Robbers Cave Experiment

	One key question that suits what you have covered in social psychology






	One contemporary study in detail from Reicher and Haslam (2006), Burger (2009), or Cohrs et al. (2012)

	One practical investigation you have carried out to put what you have learned in social psychology into practice






	Individual differences and developmental psychology and links to obedience and prejudice






	Issues and debates (not for AS)








An introduction to social psychology



Social psychology examines human behaviour – the role of the individual’s relationships with other people and groups, and how culture and society affect behaviour. This is a large field and the Year 1/AS course covers only obedience, social impact theory and prejudice.


Social psychology examines how individuals interact with one another and how people behave in groups. When people are studied as social beings, the social approach is involved. Areas of psychology, such as social psychology, have basic assumptions about human nature and human behaviour, such as thinking of humans as being social, interacting with others and being affected by others.
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Definition


Assumptions are the underpinning beliefs and ideas that support an area of psychology, such as social psychology focusing on the ‘social’ aspect of humans.
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The effect of interaction between individuals


Individuals interact with others and affect one another’s behaviour. Agency theory suggests that people are agents for society and behave in such a way as to benefit society. People help other people, they send signals to other people by the way they look and behave and they obey certain people and not others. Helping behaviour, body language, the impact of others and issues around obedience fit within the social approach. Just the last two are included in the social psychology section of your course.


The effect of being in groups within society


The social approach assumes that people live within a culture and society and that their behaviour is affected by their experiences within society, where they are members of certain groups. For example, a child is a girl or boy, a sister or brother perhaps, a daughter or son, a friend, a school pupil, maybe a member of a club. Individuals describe themselves in these ways. Social identity theory suggests that, by identifying oneself as being a member of a group, a person can become prejudiced against members of a rival group. Groups are prejudiced against each other, members of a peer group copy one another and crowds can become unruly. Prejudice, peer-group pressure and crowd behaviour are studied within the social approach.
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Explore


Try asking a few people to describe themselves briefly, in writing. They may describe themselves in terms of personality, such as generous, happy or quiet; they will probably also give their social roles. They may refer to groups they feel part of. People describe themselves according to how others see them and how they fit into their social world.
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The effect of the social situation


It is not just people and groups that affect behaviour, but the social situation itself. For example, when out for an evening with friends, you might not worry about expressing your views on religion; in a business meeting in another country, you would probably not comment.
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Explore


The theory of social constructionism holds that what we do and say is set within a particular society or culture and that we represent the world to ourselves through our experiences. It is claimed that there are no general laws to discover and that knowledge is relative. This goes against the idea of a scientific approach to studying human behaviour. Use the internet or some other source to research the theory of social constructionism.
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Social roles


In society, people have social roles and those roles have expectations attached to them. People tend to act in accordance with their social role. Reicher and Haslam (2006) investigated the social roles of prisoner and guard and gave some evidence that people behave according to social roles. Milgram’s work also involved social roles, finding that authority figures are obeyed more than ‘ordinary’ people – the social role determines obedience. Both these studies will be examined in depth later in this chapter.
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Progress check 1.1


Explain three ways in which being ‘social’ influences people (this will help you to summarise what social psychology is about).
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STUDY HINT


Your course covers a general overview of what ‘social psychology’ entails, so make some notes on this aspect.
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Test yourself


Give a definition of the social approach, drawing on two of its main assumptions. (6 marks)
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Content in social psychology


The course content for social psychology focuses on obedience and prejudice. With regard to obedience, the work of well-known researcher Milgram is examined, including his agency theory explanation of obedience. Social impact theory is also examined, looking at how others impact individuals’ behaviour and how this can explain obedience. Two other studies into obedience, Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) and Slater et al. (2006), add depth to the discussion. We also look at ethical issues in obedience work. With regard to prejudice, two main theories – social identity theory and realistic group conflict theory – are covered, as well as issues that affect prejudice, such as personality, situation and culture.


What is meant by obedience?


Obedience means obeying direct orders from someone in authority. This is not the same as conforming to the behaviour of others. Conforming is doing something which is against the individual’s own inclinations, but not doing it with the intention of matching the behaviour of the majority. Compliance means going along with what someone says, while not necessarily agreeing with it; often compliance will be to peers rather than those in positions of authority. Internalising is obeying with agreement.


Compliance is, therefore, part of obedience and is referred to as such by Milgram. His research into obedience focused on issues such as why Nazi soldiers obeyed orders to perpetrate genocide on the Jewish race. He wanted to know if all people would obey in similar circumstances, or whether there was something different about those soldiers. At the time when Milgram was focusing on obedience, Adolf Eichmann was being tried in Jerusalem for crimes committed against Jews in the Holocaust.
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Definition


The Holocaust was the slaughter of millions of Jews, gypsies, homosexuals and others by the Nazis during the Second World War.
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Eichmann was one of the major organisers of the Holocaust. He did not appear to be evil; he was mild and ordinary looking. During his trial, he repeatedly stated that he did it because he was ordered to. This was frightening because people wondered if they would have done the same.
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Explore


Investigate the Holocaust and subsequent trials of those involved. Do you think they were evil people? Or do you think they were ‘just obeying orders’?
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Progress check 1.2


Using other sources if you wish, fill in the table below to explain the four terms:






	Obedience

	Conformity






	Compliance

	Internalisation
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Theories of obedience are covered later in this chapter (pp. 19–24) as they are better understood if Milgram’s work is considered first.


The study of obedience by Milgram


In 1963, Milgram carried out what is now a well-known experiment. Subsequently, he carried out variations of that study. You have to know the basic study and three specific variations.


Milgram’s (1963) basic study


Milgram wanted to see if people would obey orders when the consequences were severe. In this study, he let people think that they were giving another person an electric shock to see how far they would go.





[image: ]




Aim


The aim of this study was to test the idea that the Germans were somehow different from other people, in that they were able to carry out barbaric acts against Jews and other minority groups. Milgram wanted to see if volunteer participants would obey orders to give electric shocks to someone they thought was just another participant. He wanted to answer the question ‘How far would they go?’


Procedure


Milgram advertised for participants and told them that they were taking part in an experiment on human learning. He had a helper – called a confederate or accomplice – who was the learner and would ‘receive’ the (fake) shocks. There was one real shock of 45 volts, which the participants received to convince them that the shock generator was real. The confederate-learner, who was middle-aged and pleasant looking, was primed. The study took place at Yale University and the participants took part one at a time. In the account of the study, Milgram is treated as being the experimenter, but in fact someone else took that role.
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Definitions


A confederate is someone ‘in on’ a study, part of the study team, but who the participant thinks is also a participant. Yale is a prestigious university in the USA.
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Each participant arrived at the laboratory and waited in a room with the confederate. The participant was led to believe that the confederate was also a participant. They drew lots to decide who would be the learner. However, this was rigged so that the confederate was always the learner and the participant was always the teacher. Milgram reassured participants that the shocks would be painful but that there would be no permanent tissue damage.


The participant-teacher watched the confederate-learner being strapped into a chair and wired up so that the ‘shocks’ could be felt. Milgram then took the participant-teacher into another room where there was a long counter in front of an array of switches and an impressive-looking machine – the generator. The switches were in a row and labelled as running from 15 volts to 450 volts. Above the switches, there were comments such as ‘slight shock’ and ‘danger’. This left the participant in no doubt that the shocks would be increasingly painful and dangerous as the voltage increased. The participant sat in front of the 15-volt switch and began the experiment, having been given instructions by Milgram. The participant was to move up one switch each time the learner gave a wrong answer.


The task required the participant to read out word pairs such as blue–box, nice–day and wild–duck. They then read out the key word and four possible pairs. For example, he might read out blue–sky, –ink, –box and –lamp. The confederate-learner had four buttons and had to press the correct one. In this example, the correct response is ‘box’. An incorrect response resulted in a 15-volt ‘shock’; each successive wrong answer resulted in a shock 15 volts higher – 30 volts, 45 volts and so on.


At first the learner gave correct responses, then a few wrong responses. The responses were pre-set and the same each time, with there being about three wrong answers to every one correct answer. There was no sign of protest up to 300 volts in the basic study. At 300 volts, the learner bangs on the wall and after that the learner’s answers stop appearing for the participant to see. At this stage, the participant tended to look to the experimenter for guidance and was told to treat the absence of a response as no response and to go on with the shocks. If 450 volts was reached, participants were to continue with that switch. The experimenter was in the room with the participant, so the participant would think that no one was with the learner – who was now silent and could be in a bad way. It was pointless to continue with the study because the learner was not responding – no learning would take place. Would participants continue just because they were ordered to? They were, after all, free to leave.


It is worth noting that the experimenter had a script. On occasion, he prompted the participant to continue, by saying such things as ‘You must continue’, or ‘It is absolutely essential that you continue’. These prompts are called verbal prods, and may have affected the outcome. They are shown in Table 1.2.


Table 1.2 Milgram’s planned prompts to participants if they refused to continue






	Order of prompt

	Verbal prod






	1

	‘Please continue’/’Please go on’






	2

	‘The experiment requires that you continue’






	3

	‘It is absolutely essential that you continue’






	4

	‘You have no other choice – you must go on’






	If the participant was still refusing, then the study was stopped.
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Milgram thought the participants would refuse to go up to 450 volts. He expected to have to modify the pattern of responses and banging on the wall because participants would not agree to continue. Before carrying out the study, he asked students and colleagues what they thought; the opinion was that 2 or 3 per cent would continue to the end. When people were asked what they would do, none said they would continue to the end.


One more aspect of the study is important: at the end of the experiment, the participants were interviewed using open questions and attitude scales. Steps were taken to make sure that each participant would leave the laboratory feeling all right. For example, the victim and the participant met up, to show the victim was not hurt, and there was work to reduce any tensions that had built up from taking part.
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Progress check 1.3


Decide whether the following statements are true or false:






	Statement

	True 

	False 






	The participants knew that the ‘learner’ was a confederate.

	  

	  






	People Milgram asked beforehand thought that there would be a lot of obedience.

	  

	  






	The verbal prods were pre-set and remained the same for every participant.

	  

	  






	Milgram’s participants volunteered to take part by responding to an advert.

	  

	  






	There was just one actual shock, received by the participant.
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Results


The results showed that 26 of the 40 men who took part in the study (and, interestingly, 26 of the 40 women who were tested in a separate study) continued to the end. In the basic study, which used male participants, 14 participants stopped before 450 volts (see Table 1.3). Sixty-five per cent obeyed to 450 volts; 100 per cent obeyed to 300 volts.


Table 1.3 The number of participants who stopped at different voltages






	Voltage

	Number that stopped






	Up to 300

	0






	300

	5






	315

	4






	330

	2






	345

	1






	360

	1






	375

	1






	Total

	14 (out of 40)







Most participants thought that the experiment was real. After the study, they were asked to rate the shocks on a scale; most rated them as 14 (extremely painful). The average rating was 13.42. Many participants showed signs of nervousness, especially when ‘giving’ the most painful shocks. Participants were seen to sweat, tremble, stutter, groan and dig their fingernails into their flesh. Fourteen of the 40 showed nervous laughter and smiling (though after the study they made it clear that they did not think it was funny). Participants often heaved a sigh of relief when the study was ended.
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Explore


Consider the results of Milgram’s study. Data can be quantitative (given as numbers) or qualitative (given as quality of response) and, as such, have depth and detail. Milgram’s basic study uses quantitative data, such as the voltage at which the participant stopped, or how many went to 450 volts. However, there are also qualitative data, in the form of the participants’ reactions during the study.


Write a short account of how Milgram’s experiment gathers both qualitative and quantitative data and consider the strengths and weaknesses of using both. Qualitative and quantitative data are explained on pp. 287–288.
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Conclusions


Social influence is strong and people obey orders even when this causes them distress. It was not thought that people would obey; such obedience is surprising. Milgram summarised the features that led to obedience:





•  Yale University is a prestigious institution and unlikely to allow anything unethical to occur.



•  The study seemed to have a worthy cause – to learn about memory.



•  The victim was not unwilling and had agreed to take part.



•  The participant had volunteered and had made a commitment.



•  The participant was paid and so felt an obligation.



•  The learner was there by chance – he or she could have been the participant (so the participant thought).



•  This was a new situation for the participant, who had no idea of what was suitable behaviour.



•  It was thought that the shocks were painful, but not dangerous.



•  Up to 300 volts, the learner plays the game and seems willing.
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Progress check 1.4


In one paragraph, summarise Milgram’s basic study. Give the aim, a short account of the procedure, a statement of the results and a few conclusion points.
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Evaluation of Milgram’s (1963) basic study


Strengths





•  Milgram carried out a very well-controlled procedure. He had set prompts, in a set order, and had prepared the victim’s responses carefully. He made every effort to make the experience of each participant the same, to avoid any bias. This lack of bias means that the conclusion – that obedience was due to a response to an authority figure – was firm. It was unlikely that other factors led to the results. This meant that cause-and-effect conclusions could be drawn.



•  The controlled procedures meant that the study was replicable and so could be tested for reliability. The precise procedure could not be repeated for ethical reasons. However, there have been replications using the same idea, but with a different ‘punishment’, or with a different, more ethical, procedure. One replication was by Burger (2009) and is a study you can choose for your course (pp. 49–54). These studies have also shown that people obey those in authority, even when it goes against their own moral code.





Weaknesses





•  There are ethical problems with regard to repeating the study. Milgram was aware of the ethical implications. He asked colleagues and others if they thought that the participants would obey, and it was generally thought they would not – certainly not to the level that they did. So he did not expect such levels of anxiety and stress. He debriefed the participants carefully and introduced them to his accomplice, as well as checking on their well-being. However, he described shaking, trembling, sweating and seizures, so it cannot be denied that the study was unethical. In theory, he gave the right to withdraw because participants could leave at any time (some did). However, he pressurised participants to stay by using prompts, making withdrawal from the study difficult. He deceived participants by saying that the study was about learning and by pretending that the shocks were real. He gained consent and asked for volunteers. He pointed out that they could keep their payments even if they did not continue with the study. However, the consent he obtained was not fully informed because of the deceit. More discussion about the ethics of obedience studies can be found on pp. 30–32.
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STUDY HINT


When you are studying ethical issues in research, use the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2009) and apply the ethical issues in the Code to Milgram’s work to aid your learning, as well as to help you evaluate Milgram’s work.
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Explanation


The BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2009) emphasises the importance of ‘respect’, which includes getting informed consent and giving the right to withdraw. The Code also includes ‘responsibility’, which explains the need for a debrief. Other issues covered by the Code come under the headings ‘competence’ and ‘integrity’.
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•  The basic study lacked validity. For example, the participants trusted that what happened at Yale University would be acceptable (they were right – the shocks were not real; though Milgram says in the study that most were convinced the experiment was ‘real’). It could be argued that in a more realistic situation they would not have continued, although that is speculation.







[image: ]


Explanation


Psychological knowledge is really only as good as the studies that produce the knowledge. By evaluating a study, you are considering how good the knowledge is. Evaluation using two strengths and two weaknesses might not have sufficient depth in all situations, but it is a useful way to consider how good the findings of a study are and, therefore, how good the knowledge is. ‘Sound’ knowledge can be used for the good of society and for the good of individuals. Less sound knowledge is less useful. These are the principles behind considering strengths and weaknesses of studies (and the same can be said of theories) in this book.
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STUDY HINT


Learn evaluation points, and also extend the ideas, to add more strengths or weaknesses that you see elsewhere or that you develop yourself. Remember to learn material and balance that with noting down and learning commentary.
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Explore


Explore some of the ideas on the following website about Milgram and his work: www.simplypsychology.org/milgram.html. Explore Thomas Blass’s research into Milgram’s work, for example, on the following website: www.psychologytoday.com/articles/200203/the-man-who-shocked-the-world.
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Test yourself





1  Explain Milgram’s reasons for carrying out his study into obedience. (3 marks)




2  List four features of Milgram’s (1963) procedure. (4 marks)




3  Discuss what was remarkable about Milgram’s (1963) basic study. (8 marks)
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Variations of Milgram’s 1963 procedure


Milgram carried out variations on his original study. General issues about some of these will be explained before looking in more detail at three variations: Experiment 10 (Rundown office block), Experiment 7 (Telephonic instructions/closeness of authority) and Experiment 13 (Ordinary man giving orders). The variations use the procedure from the basic study to a large extent and so are not explained in detail again here.


Aims, procedures and results


Milgram considered what might have affected the participants in his basic study and then altered the situation to see the effect. For example, he thought that obedience might have been because the study was at Yale University, so he repeated it in an office (Experiment 10, institutional context). He wondered if having the experimenter in the room affected the level of obedience, so he carried out the study with the experimenter in touch by telephone (Experiment 7, experimenter absent). In another variation, he used two other ‘teachers’ (both confederates) who stopped before the 300-volt level (the level reached by all his initial participants). Milgram kept everything else constant so that he could make comparisons. The procedures and results of some of the variations (there were 19) are shown in Table 1.4.


Table 1.4 Milgram’s variations on his basic study






	Situation/procedure

	Result






	Original study

	26 out of 40 participants (65 per cent) continued to the end






	Two experimenters; at 110 volts, one tells the participant to stop and the other tells the participant to continue (Experiment 15)

	All participants stopped






	Three teachers (two were confederates); one confederate-teacher stops at 150 volts and the other at 210 volts (Experiment 17)

	Only 10 per cent of participants continued to the end






	Experimenter’s instructions are given by tape and the participant can speak to the experimenter (who is not in the room) by phone (Experiment 7)

	9 out of 40 participants (22.5 per cent) continued to the end






	Moving the victim closer until the participant held the victim’s hand down to receive the shock (Experiment 4)

	12 of the 40 participants (30 per cent) obeyed






	Held in Research Associates of Bridgeport offices, in a fairly rundown office building (Experiment 10)

	19 of the 40 participants (47.5 per cent) obeyed






	The participants were women (Experiment 8)

	26 of the 40 (65 per cent) obeyed






	Participant chooses the shock level (Experiment 11)

	1 obeyed (2.5 per cent)








Conclusions


The level of obedience was highest in the basic experiment; all the variations led to a lower level. The setting had the least effect; the orders of the experimenter had the most effect. This suggests that the conclusion that obedience results from orders given by an authority figure is correct.


Telephonic instructions/closeness of authority/experimenter absent (Experiment 7)


An important part of Milgram’s main study was said to be that the participants responded to an advertisement from the experimenter and it was the experimenter that they formed a relationship with, not the victim or others in the study. It was thought (e.g. Milgram, 1974) that one reason for the participants not yielding to the apparent distress of the ‘victim’ was that they were bound to the experimenter and trying to help a scientific study. Therefore, one set of variations varied the distance between the participant and the experimenter to see the effect on obedience. In Experiment 5, for example, the experimenter was just feet away from the participant. In Experiment 7, the one of interest here, the experimenter was away from the participants, out of sight, and gave instructions over the telephone. The experimenter gave the instructions the participants needed at the start, in the same room, but then left the laboratory and communicated only by telephone. The obedience dropped sharply when orders were given by telephone. Instead of 26 obeying the orders of the experimenter, 9 obeyed (22.5 per cent) – a significant drop.


It was concluded that, when the experimenter is not face-to-face with the participant, it is easier to not obey. Furthermore, a few participants gave lower shocks than they should have done, thinking they were not being observed. Over the phone, these participants said they were raising the shock levels, as requested, but in reality they were not, and they did not confess. It was interesting that, even though they were disobeying the orders, they found it easier to let the experimenter think they were obeying.


This suggests that the physical presence of the experimenter is a force when it comes to obedience. If someone wants obedience, they should plan to be present rather than giving orders from a distance, such as over a telephone.


Strengths





•  Milgram used the same procedure in all his studies, which helps with comparisons. If everything is the same, except the one variation (such as whether the experimenter is present or giving orders over the phone), any difference in results (in this case, obedience) can be said to be caused by the one variation (the independent variable).



•  When Milgram varied the physical presence of the experimenter in other variations, he found that physical presence of the person giving orders did affect obedience, which backs up his claim in Experiment 7.





Weaknesses





•  This is not a natural situation. Milgram (1974) says that participants seemed to have a relationship with the experimenter in wanting to help him to find scientific evidence, so they were in the role of ‘helper’. This meant they were not in an autonomous state because of the experiment itself, which means that there is a question over the validity of the results.



•  Not only were the participants perhaps trying to help the experimenter, but they may not have believed there were real shocks. The experiment took place in a prestigious building and the study was clearly set up in a scientific way. Possibly participants trusted the situation and the researchers to have regard for the victim. If this was the case, and they did not believe the shocks were real, validity is under question.





Rundown office block/institutional context (Experiment 10)


Milgram moved the study to a rundown office block in order to see whether the power of the institution (Yale University in his main study) affected the results. Milgram (1974) suggests that, in experiments with animals, the location of the study will have no bearing on results; however, with human participants the setting might affect behaviour. The institutional context may have affected the obedience to commands. Milgram says that people regard Yale University with ‘awe’ and ‘respect’ (Milgram, 1974, p. 67). In the post-experiment interviews, people commented on where the study took place as well as who was running the study. Participants said they were given confidence that the study would be done with integrity and competence because of the setting. Milgram uses examples to show that location is important in real life: for example, we expose our throats to a man with a razor in a barber’s shop, but would not do so elsewhere.


The study was, therefore, moved to Bridgeport, an industrial city near Yale, and all links to a university were removed. The question was whether obedience would drop if the setting were not so prestigious.


The same procedure was used, including asking for volunteers and paying them $4.50 dollars for attending. The same personnel were used and the same age and occupation details for the participants. The study was said to be conducted by Research Associates of Bridgeport. The building chosen was run down and opposite some shops. Three rooms were used. The lab was clean but without much furniture. The researchers said they were from a private firm.
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Participants appeared to have more doubts about this study. One participant made notes and asked himself a lot of questions about the legitimacy of the study and another questioned his own judgement and thought the study was ‘heartless’. The participants seemed just as tense in this study as in the Yale one.


Milgram thought that if obedience dropped when the study moved to the rundown office, this might suggest that using Yale and its reputation had at least partly caused the obedience in the main study. However, the findings showed otherwise; obedience did not drop that much. Of the Bridgeport participants, 47.5 per cent obeyed to the maximum voltage level compared with 65 per cent in the original study at Yale. This was a lower level of obedience but Milgram thought it was not a significant difference.


Since there was a relatively high level of obedience in the office block, then the idea of having a legitimate setting does not seem to be backed by evidence. Milgram wondered whether it was the category of place that led to obedience. He gives as an example that people deposit money in prestigious-looking banks and ‘seedy’ ones, so perhaps people obey in a scientific experiment regardless of where the laboratory is. He wondered whether trying the study somewhere with no suggestion of science or a laboratory would lead to there being less obedience.


Strengths





•  Using an office block added to the validity of the study in that the study took place in the real world, at least to an extent; perhaps it was seen as more real than a prestigious university. Two participants were quoted by Milgram as questioning the legitimacy of the study and competence of the researchers, so perhaps using this more naturalistic setting did add to the validity of the findings.



•  The controls used – keeping the study in Bridgeport identical to the one at Yale, with just the setting moved – meant that cause-and-effect conclusions could be drawn to show that obedience in the office setting was not that much lower than obedience in the prestigious setting.





Weaknesses





•  Obedience did not fall that much, so the validity might still be questioned. The study was still clearly in a laboratory, even if a ‘private’ one in an office block, so this might still be seen as a scientific experiment requiring co-operation from the participants, which suggests findings might lack validity. Or it could be said that obedience is more likely to take place if the setting is not natural but ‘scientific’.



•  By taking the study into the participants’ real world, this should measure ‘real’ obedience, but the controls in the study, the generator and the controlled verbal prods are all likely to show participants that the task is far from real, which too questions validity.



•  Nineteen participants obeyed in the office setting and 26 in the Yale setting, which Milgram claimed was not that different. However, there is still less obedience, and 47.5 per cent compared with 65 per cent is worth pursuing. Contrary to Milgram’s view, some people might think it is enough to claim that using Yale meant the findings lacked validity.





Ordinary man giving orders (Experiment 13, including 13a)


Not only did Milgram query whether the prestigious setting of Yale University led to obedience, but he also wondered whether the appearance of the experimenter led to obedience. Is a command obeyed, or is it a command only if from someone of perceived authority? A way to test this question is to retain the command but remove it from someone of perceived authority. Milgram set up a variation where an ‘ordinary man’ gave the orders.


The experiment is set up in the same way as the original study. The experimenter gives the instructions to the point about administering shocks but, before he can explain further, gets ‘called away’ and leaves the room. There is an accomplice in the room who was initially given the task of recording times and who the participant thinks is another participant, just like him and the victim. When the experimenter leaves the room, the accomplice suggests a new way of doing the study, going up the shock levels one at a time in response to the victim making a mistake. Of course, this is the usual procedure, but the participant does not know that; the participant sees this as a suggestion from an ‘ordinary man’ who has the role of ‘writing down the times’ through the draw that was done at the start. The ‘ordinary man’ insists throughout that the procedure to follow is to move up one step on the generator each time there is a mistake.


Milgram notes that the experimenter leaving did create an awkward atmosphere and tended to undermine the credibility of this variation. Even when the experimenter was not present, there were other features of a controlled and authority situation, such as the generator, the participant being the one to read the word pairs and administer the shocks, and so on. It was just the actual shocks to be administered that were given by the ordinary man. The basic situation had been created by authority.


Sixteen out of 20 participants broke away from the ordinary man’s instructions, even though the accomplice constantly urged the participant to continue. Four of the participants (20 per cent) went to the maximum shock level.
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Experiment 13a


When a participant refused the orders of the ‘ordinary man’, the accomplice then said the participant should take over the recording of the shocks given and the accomplice would do the participant role, giving the shocks. This happened to 16 participants out of the 20, and they had to watch a distressing scene where the accomplice pushed through with his scheme, despite cries from the ‘victim’. The 16 participants had become bystanders. They almost all protested; some tried to disconnect the power from the generator; some tried to physically restrain the accomplice. Participants set about defending and protecting the ‘victim’ in the situation.


Strengths





•  Keeping the procedure the same for this variation meant that comparisons could be made directly. The controls and the setup of the apparatus were the same. As in the main study, the participant thinks the victim is another participant. The experiment was done at Yale University. There is reliability in the procedure because it was used in the different variations and still mainly showed obedience, even though there were different levels of obedience in the different variations. If all is constant except the one variation, then that variation can be claimed to have caused any change in results.



•  The participant saw the accomplice draw lots, just as the victim did, so the participant believed that the accomplice was another participant – an ordinary man just like himself. This helped to reduce authority in the situation as an accomplice who was already there might have been seen as part of the authority.






Weaknesses





•  Milgram (1974) admitted that there was still a lot of authority in the situation, such as the scientific-looking apparatus and the obvious approval from Yale in the setting up of the experiment. Just having another apparent participant might not be enough to remove the power differential in the situation, with the actual participant seeing authority in the whole situation.



•  Any experiment can be said to lack validity because of the artificial surroundings. Another issue around validity in this study is that the participant might realistically expect that a study at Yale University, for which he has been paid and which involves strong and painful shocks, would have been carefully set up and could be trusted. So the findings that the person makes their own decisions are not valid – they might have trusted the experiment and the experimenter (which of course they were right to do). The study is not then about obedience to authority, as it claims to be, but is about trust. Another validity issue is that obedience falls when an ordinary man gives orders, which supports the idea that the study was seen by the participant as obeying an authority figure. A fourth validity issue is that being told to punish someone in a lab-type setting is valid – that is, where such punishment might take place ‘in the real world’.
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Explore


Milgram’s 1974 book called Obedience to Authority (now with a foreword by Philip Zimbardo, well-known in the field of issues around obedience) is worth reading. Perhaps you can get one through inter-library loan. The book explains all the variations as well as more about the main study.
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Evaluation of variations of Milgram’s (1963) main study


The strengths and weaknesses of Milgram’s variations are similar to those of his basic procedure:





•  The strong controls avoid bias and make the experience the same for all participants, so cause-and-effect conclusions can be drawn.



•  Because of the clear procedures and controls, the studies are replicable and so can be tested for reliability. The findings from the studies with variations are different from each other and from the basic study, but they show obedience in similar situations and back up Milgram’s conclusions.



•  The studies are not ethical because they put pressure on the participants, they deceive the participants and they do not give the full right to withdraw.



•  The studies lack validity because the situations are artificial.
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Progress check 1.5


Using the three specific variations from your course (Experiments 7, 10 and 13), explain how situation affects obedience.
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STUDY HINT


You will need to know the results of the studies listed in your course, so note down the percentage of obedience in the basic study and in the three required variations.
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Milgram’s variations showing situational factors that encourage dissent


How situational factors encourage dissent are examined later when issues around dissent and resistance to obedience are discussed (pp. 29–30).
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Progress check 1.6


Why did Milgram carry on with the main procedure and introduce the variations?
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Test yourself





1  Using Milgram’s basic study and the variations, explain situational factors that reduce obedience. (6 marks)




2  Evaluate three of Milgram’s variation studies. (8 marks)
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Two studies of obedience, building on Milgram’s work


There have been studies in other countries that have partly replicated Milgram’s procedures. To an extent, they have obtained different results, although still finding a level of obedience to authority that reinforces Milgram’s findings.


One such study was by Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) into administrative obedience. Their study can be used to evaluate Milgram’s work and also consider issues of culture. However, as shown in other studies, cultural issues are not thought to have affected the results (see pp. 25–26); it was more about situation, as Milgram found.


Slater et al. (2006) used a virtual situation when replicating Milgram’s work. They wanted to look at people’s obedience if the ‘victim’ were a virtual one.


Burger (2009) is also a replication of Milgram’s work and is one of the studies that you need to know in detail, so is given in a later section (pp. 49–54).



A study into administrative obedience (Meeus and Raaijmakers, 1986)



Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) wanted to replicate Milgram’s baseline condition (his basic study) focusing on what they saw as ambiguities in the study. One such ambiguity was that some levels of shock appeared to be dangerous but the participants were told that there would be no permanent damage. Another problem they saw was that the punishment was old-fashioned: people in 1986 were unlikely to receive shocks – psychological punishment was more likely.


Aim


Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) aimed to make the situation more real by using psychological violence. The second part of their study aimed to see if two variations would reduce obedience, as Milgram’s variations did. The two variations were:





•  a study with the experimenter absent



•  a study with two peer-confederates present, i.e. three people administering the punishment.





General procedure


Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) used a university researcher, the participant and someone ‘applying for a job’, so there were three people, as in Milgram’s study. The applicant was a trained accomplice who seemingly had come to the laboratory to take a test – if he ‘passed’ the test, he got the job. The participant had to interrupt the applicant by making negative (stress) remarks. The applicant objected to the interruptions. The participants were told to ignore these objections, which increased as the procedure continued. Due to the stress remarks, the applicant ‘failed’ the test and ‘did not get the job’. The dilemma here for the participant was whether scientific research should affect someone’s job and career. The question was whether the participants would co-operate.


The test questions were given in four sets. The first set was undertaken by the applicant without any stress comments from the participant. This gave a baseline measure against which to compare the other sets. For the next three sets, there were five stress comments for each set.
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STUDY HINT


When learning about studies, look for aspects of methodology to use as examples when answering questions. The study by Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) can be used as an example of the use of a baseline measure – ‘normal’ achievement is measured. Achievement within the experimental conditions is compared with this, to see how it differs. This study can also be used as an example of the use of a control group. The control group did not take part in all the parts of the experiment. A control group is used as a baseline measure, so that it is clear what would have happened without the experimental intervention.
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The applicant protested at the negative remarks – for example, by saying ‘But surely…’ and ‘My answer wasn’t wrong was it?’ If the participant refused to continue making stress remarks, the experimenter gave four consecutive verbal prods, just as Milgram did.


There was a control group in which the participants could choose when to make the negative remarks and could stop making them at any time during the test.


Results of experiment 1





•  Almost all (91.7 per cent) of the participants were obedient and made all the stress remarks; the average number of stress remarks given was 14.81.



•  Twenty-two of the 24 participants in the experimental group obeyed to the end.



•  In the control group, no participant made the stress remarks.



•  There was no real opposition from the participants in the experimental condition. Almost all had some discussion with the experimenter, but continued when ordered to do so.








•  Follow-up questionnaires showed that participants did not like the experiment, so they were clearly upset by the procedure.



•  Seventy-three per cent believed in the experiment, 23 per cent were not sure and 4 per cent thought it was a hoax.



•  Participants were aloof with the applicant and shifted blame, acting as agents of the experimenter.



•  In the experimental group, 45 per cent blamed the experimenter, 33 per cent thought they were to blame and 22 per cent blamed the applicant.



•  In the control group, 41 per cent blamed the experimenter, 41 per cent thought they were to blame and 18 per cent blamed the applicant.





So in the control group, they felt that they and the experimenter were equally to blame; in the experimental group, they felt the experimenter was more to blame (though perhaps not by much). This could be evidence for the agency theory explanation of obedience, which is explored later (pp. 19–21).


The level of obedience in this study is much higher than in Milgram’s study. Therefore, it seems that, when obeying orders, it is easier to administer psychological violence than physical harm.


Procedure for experiment 2


Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) wanted to look at variations on their experiment to compare with Milgram’s variations. They carried out a second study with two conditions. In one condition, the experimenter was absent from the room; in the other, there were two peers who rebelled. Milgram (1974) found 22.5 per cent obedience when the experimenter was absent and 10 per cent obedience when two peers rebelled. Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) wanted to see if their study found a similar drop in obedience.


‘Experimenter absent’ meant that the experimenter ordered the stress remarks to be made and then left the room. The procedure was then the same as for experiment 1.


‘Two peers rebel’ meant the real participant was in a group with what he/she thought were two other participants (actually confederates) and they were all instructed together. Thereafter, the procedure was similar to experiment 1, except that after stress remark 8, both peer-confederates started protesting. The experimenter gave them the usual prods. After stress remark 10, when the applicant withdrew his consent to the experiment, the first confederate ignored all the experimenter’s prods. The second confederate then did the same. The experimenter ordered the participant to continue on his own. The procedure was subsequently the same as for experiment 1.


Results of experiment 2


In both variations, obedience dropped from the baseline. A chi-squared test was carried out (see Chapter 6, pp. 412–416) and the difference in the level of obedience was found to be significant.


The results are summarised in Table 1.6, in which the stress remark number is the position of that stress remark and N is the number of participants.


Table 1.6 Results of the two variations






	Stress remark number

	Number of participants who stopped in the experimenter-absent condition (N = 22)

	Number of participants who stopped in the two-peers-rebel condition (N = 19)






	8

	5

	2






	9

	4

	1






	10

	3

	9






	11

	0

	3






	12

	2

	1






	13

	0

	0






	14

	0

	0






	15

	8

	3










•  In the experimenter-absent condition, 36.4 per cent were fully obedient.



•  In the two-peers-rebel condition, 15.8 per cent were fully obedient.





Table 1.7 Percentage of participants who believed in the experiment






	Belief level

	Experimenter absent (%)

	Two peers rebel (%)






	Believed in the experiment

	81

	84






	Had some doubts

	14

	16






	Thought it was a hoax

	5

	0







Conclusions of experiments 1 and 2


The Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) study, as in Milgram (1963/74), found that obedience dropped when variations were introduced. In all cases, obedience in Meeus and Raaijmakers’ Dutch study was higher than in Milgram’s USA study, in which participants thought that they were giving electric shocks to another person. It seems that administering psychological violence is easier than administering physical punishment. However, the different cultures, rather than the type of punishment, could have led to the difference in obedience.
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STUDY HINT


The idea of differences in culture causing differences in obedience is not explored here because it is returned to in a later section (pp. 25–26). When you give ideas like this, however, always explore them fully to show understanding.
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Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) gave three explanations for the high levels of obedience in their studies:





•  They considered the type of violence and concluded that psychological violence is different from physical violence. With psychological violence, the psychological distance is greater because the misfortune comes later and, although participants were aware that psychological harm is real, they were distanced from it and so found it easier to obey.



•  They considered the legitimacy of the contract between the experimenter and the participant. In the Dutch study, the participants knew that they were going to harm the applicant and they consented to this, so the consent carried more weight. In the Milgram studies, the participants did not agree to administer harm.



•  They pointed to the difference in dependency of the victim. In the Dutch study, the applicant had to continue in order to get the job so could object to the stress remarks but could not refuse to complete the test. In Milgram’s study, the victim could refuse to answer because there was no gain from continuing.





Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) concluded that levels of obedience are as high as ever ‘even in the Netherlands in the 1980s’.


Evaluation of Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986)


Strengths





•  The study builds on Milgram’s. Their study, therefore, is all the more useful because the findings can be compared with those of Milgram.



•  Due to the attention to detail, the study is replicable and can be tested for reliability. There are controls, which means that the details are clear and the study can be judged carefully. A study with good controls makes it easier to draw cause-and-effect conclusions.





Weaknesses





•  The study is an experiment and is, therefore, artificial. The need for controls, such as an applicant taking a test in a laboratory, means that the findings may not be valid. The situation is not very realistic and this might have affected the results.



•  Although the findings were compared with Milgram’s, which is useful, there are differences between the two studies that make such comparisons difficult. One difference is that the studies were in different cultures (even though both are ‘Western’); another is that the studies were 20 years apart, which could have affected obedience levels.







[image: ]


Definitions


Reliability is when the same results are found when a study is repeated – the results are consistent. A study that is well controlled can more easily be replicated because the controls can be implemented again, so experiments, for example, with their good controls, tend to be reliable because they are replicable and controlled. Validity refers to the ‘reality’ of results, and whether what is claimed to be measured has actually been measured. Obedience is represented in Milgram’s study as a willingness to give what is thought to be electric shocks, but it can be argued that this is a representation of obedience rather than ‘real’ obedience. Note though that giving electric shocks in a laboratory setting is perhaps not as ‘unreal’ as all that. Issues of reliability and validity are useful for evaluating any study, so you need to understand them fully.
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STUDY HINT


Make separate notes for the list of evaluation points that you have to cover (validity, reliability, generalisability, credibility, objectivity, subjectivity and ethics). Consider having a file with separate pages for each evaluation point. Each time you come across the issue (e.g. reliability), make a note in your file. Then, you will have a thorough account of each evaluation issue when you revise.
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Progress check 1.7


Explain how Meeus and Raaijmakers’ (1986) study replicated Milgram’s study and give two ways in which it was different.
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A comparison of the obedience studies by Milgram (1963, 1974) and Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986)


Percentage data for the three studies are shown in Table 1.8.


Table 1.8 A comparison of the results from Milgram (1963 and 1974) and Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986)






	Type of study

	Percentage of people obeying (Milgram 1963 and 1974)

	Percentage of people obeying (Meeus and Raaijmakers 1986)






	Basic study

	65.0

	91.7






	Experimenter-absent condition

	22.5

	36.4






	Two-peers-rebel condition

	10.0

	15.8







Milgram (1963) found a disturbingly high level of obedience in his basic study – 65 per cent giving a ‘shock’ of up to 450 volts to a victim for answering questions incorrectly or failing to answer. Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) found an even higher level of obedience.


Milgram proposed the agency theory as an explanation for the levels of obedience (pp. 19–21). The agency theory suggests that people act as agents to those in authority and are not always in an autonomous state, meaning they are not always acting under their own judgements. Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) accept the agency theory and explain their finding of reduced obedience when the experimenter is absent by referring to Milgram’s theory. They say that with the experimenter present the participants can transfer responsibility for harm to the experimenter and act as his agents, whereas when the experimenter is absent they have to take responsibility for themselves.


Drawing cross-cultural conclusions


Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) did not suggest that cultural differences would lead to a different level of obedience. They agreed with the agency theory explanation and did not aim to study whether Dutch participants would show a different level of obedience from American participants. They concluded that obedience was found in both the studies and was just as prevalent in the 1980s as in the 1960s. They refer to Western societies when talking about type of punishment, so they appear to think that Dutch and US cultures are similar enough to have similar obedience levels. Therefore, it is concluded that cultural differences were not responsible for the higher level of obedience in the Dutch study. Factors affecting obedience, including culture, are returned to later (pp. 25–26).


A study of obedience in a virtual setting (Slater et al., 2006)
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Explore


To read Slater et al.’s study in full, go to: www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0000039.
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Slater et al.’s (2006) study is called ‘A virtual reprise of the Stanley Milgram obedience experiments’, which shows that this is a deliberate replication but using a different procedure.


Aims


A main aim was to replicate Milgram’s work in an ethical way. One aim of the study was to look at obedience in an extreme social situation – but a virtual one. A main aim was to find out if experiments in a virtual environment could be useful when studying areas where it was not possible to use direct experiments.
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STUDY HINT


It is easy to think of Slater et al.’s (2006) study as looking at obedience but in fact that was not their main aim. Be sure to be accurate when discussing theories or studies in psychology.
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Procedure


Slater et al. (2006) called the ‘setting’ for their study an immersive virtual environment: this was the key difference between this study and Milgram’s – the setting was a virtual one. An immersive virtual environment is achieved by setting up a computer-generated display of ‘virtual sensory data’ so that there was a life-sized virtual reality for the participant. There were back-projected virtual screens and a floor screen, so the participant was not just looking at one computer screen. The researchers wondered how much a participant would be immersed in the situation and whether it would be enough to refuse to give electric shocks, for example. Participants had been told they could withdraw from the study. Would the participants stop because of the distress of a virtual person? There were some different conditions and the main hypothesis (the statement of what the researchers expected to find) was that there would be more stress if the learner (the virtual person) could be seen and heard than if the learner communicated with the participant (the teacher) using text.


The experiment was modelled on Milgram’s. There was a test of learning like Milgram’s and, if the learner was wrong, shocks were given. The learner gave the wrong answer on 20 out of the 32 trials and more wrong answers later in the test. The teacher was told to turn a voltage dial up one unit of voltage for each wrong answer, thus giving a ‘shock’. Each ‘shock’ also gave an audible ‘buzz’.


The experiment had two conditions. In one condition, the learner was seen and heard: the ‘visible’ condition. The learner protested and showed discomfort, eventually saying she had never agreed to this and wanted to stop; indeed, just before the end, her head slumped forward and she ‘went quiet’. In the other condition, apart from brief introductions at the start, the learner was not seen or heard (the ‘hidden’ condition). In this condition, there were no protests and answers were sent by text. At the end of each trial, there was an interview, as in Milgram’s study. There was also a questionnaire administered beforehand and afterwards, to measure how participants felt about their anxiety levels (physiological levels such as perspiration or trembling). Skin conductance was also measured to test for physiological arousal.


There were 34 participants: 23 in the ‘visible’ condition and 11 in the ‘hidden’ condition.


Results


Number of shocks given


All participants in the ‘hidden’ condition gave all 20 shocks. In the ‘visible’ condition, 17 gave the 20 shocks, 3 gave 19 shocks, 1 gave 18 shocks, 1 gave 16 shocks and 1 gave 9 shocks.


Thoughts of stopping, yes or no


Twelve of the 23 in the ‘visible’ condition said they had wanted to stop and one of the 11 in the ‘hidden’ condition said they had thought of stopping, all saying that this was because they felt bad about what was going on.


How much the learner was talked to


Participants in the ‘visible’ condition talked to the learner, such as emphasising the right answer, or making comments to her. The participants in the ‘hidden’ condition did not communicate with the learner.
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Explanation


Slater et al.’s study used a chi-squared test to check the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ responses to whether the participant thought about stopping against the two conditions and against whether a participant knew about Milgram’s study or not. The study also used a Wilcoxon test for another part of the results. It is useful to make notes about examples of tests being used, as you will be using these two tests (and others) in your course. Chapter 6 covers this in more details. If you are starting your studies with social psychology, you will not have come across a statistical test yet, but this will mean more later in your course.
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Skin conductance measure of arousal


Skin conductance is a physiological measure rather than a self-assessment one. In both conditions, there was arousal in the participants, as might be expected. In the ‘visible’ condition, there was significantly higher arousal than in the ‘hidden’ condition.


The researchers conclude that the higher level of arousal is because of the visible presence of the learner.


Conclusions


Giving shocks to a virtual human was stressful and caused more arousal in participants who could see and hear the learner, and hear their protests, than in participants who had no communication with the learner, except for receiving their answers. The participants reacted to a virtual human as if they were real, even though they knew that the learner was not real. One result of Slater et al.’s study was that if the learner was more distant (in the ‘hidden’ condition) then obedience was greater. This links with Milgram’s variation where the participant had to hold the learner’s hand down to receive the shock – obedience was reduced. When the experimenter is in another room and gives orders over the phone in Milgram’s study, obedience is reduced, which is again about distance. This matches the idea that in the ‘visible’ condition participants showed more reluctance and more said they thought of withdrawing. The researchers concluded that using an immersive virtual environment was a suitable way of replacing laboratory experiments, with improved ethics.
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Evaluation of Slater et al. (2006)


Strengths





•  From an ethical point of view, Slater et al.’s study avoided the deception that Milgram had to use. The participants knew for certain that no electric shocks were given and they knew that there was no harm done to the learner.



•  Much of the procedure from Milgram’s work was replicated in the study, which meant that some comparisons could be made, such as the effect of distance from a ‘victim’.





Weaknesses





•  Though ethically there were improvements compared with Milgram’s work, the participants were still put under pressure. The study was presented to them very seriously and there were a lot of different measures, including skin-resistance testing. The participants were distressed by the learner’s own distress and they were given the impression that what they were doing was causing distress to ‘someone’ else, which has ethical implications.



•  The participants complied with the study but maybe this was not obedience as such. They knew they were not giving shocks. Possibly they continued because they were putting up with their own discomfort for the sake of scientific study, which is not the same perhaps as blind obedience as studied by Milgram. They may have complied to be polite.
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Progress check 1.8


What are the problems in using the virtual setting and virtual person rather than a laboratory setting and a real learner?
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Theories of obedience


A main theory of obedience is agency theory. Another theory that links to whether people obey, because it is about how others influence the individual, is social impact theory. Social impact theory suggests that the strength of the impact of something on someone, the number of forces involved and whether the impact is near (immediate) or further away all affect how people behave. This theory can be applied to people obeying others in authority. This section covers both these theories.


The agency theory of obedience (Milgram 1973, 1974)


In Milgram’s studies of obedience, participants who obeyed to the end tended to say that they were just doing what they were told and would not have done it otherwise. They knew that what they were doing was wrong. The participants showed moral strain, in that they knew that obeying the order was wrong, but they felt unable to disobey. Moral strain – when people become uncomfortable with their behaviour because they feel that it is wrong and goes against their values – comes from various sources. In Milgram’s basic study:





•  the participants heard the cries of the victim



•  they might have feared retaliation from the victim



•  they had to go against their own moral values



•  there was a conflict between the needs of the victim and the needs of the authority figure



•  the participants would not want to harm someone because this would go against their opinion of themselves.





Having agreed to take part, all participants in the basic study obeyed until the ‘shock level’ reached 300 volts. It was as if, having agreed to take part, they were in an agentic state. This means that they were agents of the experimenter and so obeyed his orders. The agentic state is the opposite of autonomy. Autonomy is being under one’s own control and having the power to make one’s own decisions. The participants were not simply agents of the experimenter – the grey technician’s coat that the experimenter wore and the Yale University setting added to the power of the experimenter and to the role of the participants as agents.


Milgram (1973, 1974) used the idea of being in an agentic state to put forward his agency theory.


This is the idea that our social system leads to obedience. If people see themselves as individuals, they will respond as individuals and will be autonomous in a situation. For example, in a threatening situation, many people avoid aggression and turn away. This is likely to happen because avoiding aggression means avoiding getting hurt and aids survival. Evolution theory suggests that avoiding aggression is a good survival strategy.
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Definition


Evolution theory is the idea of natural selection – any tendency that aids survival would lead to the gene or gene combination for that tendency being passed on.
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Early humans had a better chance of survival if they lived in social groups, with leaders and followers. A tendency to have leaders and followers may also have been passed on genetically. A hierarchical social system, such as the one that Milgram’s participants were used to, requires a system in which some people act as agents for those ‘above’ them. According to the agency theory, the agentic state is what led the participants in Milgram’s basic study to obey. An agentic state involves a shift in responsibility from the person carrying out an order to the person in authority giving the order – the responsibility is ‘given’ to the one doing the ordering.


There is some evidence for this shift in responsibility. Gupta (1983) studied obedience in India, with a procedure modelling Milgram’s. After the experiment, she asked her participants to allocate responsibility. She used both male and female participants. The males who were obedient in her study accepted 27.6 per cent of the responsibility and those who were defiant (did not obey) accepted 49.4 per cent of the responsibility. The obedient male participants gave 52 per cent responsibility to the experimenter and the defiant male participants gave 39.2 per cent to the experimenter. These findings are reported in Blass (2012), who discussed Milgram’s work and the idea of an agentic state.


In an autonomous state:





•  individuals see themselves as having power



•  they see their actions as being voluntary.





In an agentic state:





•  individuals act as agents for others



•  their own consciences are not in control.
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STUDY HINT


One way of learning a theory is to learn the terms, because understanding the terms (such as ‘autonomous’ and ‘agentic’ state) explains the theory. Also being able to define terms is necessary in itself. Draw up glossaries of your own, if you haven’t already done so, with one ‘method’ glossary and one ‘theory’ glossary.
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Milgram thought that, as well as the agentic state being a survival strategy, people learn it from their parents. In families, there are hierarchies. In schools, there are hierarchies too – it is clear who has the power, so children learn the same lesson there. In the agentic state, people do not feel responsible for their actions. They feel that they have no power, so they might well act against their own moral code, as happened in Milgram’s basic study. In Milgram’s variation in which the victim was nearer to the teacher, and the teacher had to hold the victim’s hand on the plate to receive the ‘shock’, there was less obedience. This suggests that the learners felt that they had to take greater responsibility for what they were doing. In a variation in which another experimenter ordered the participants to stop, they all stopped. This reinforces the idea that they were agents of the experimenter because they obeyed and stopped when they could.


People are in an agentic state when they see the person giving an order as having legitimate authority and when they see that person as taking responsibility for them following the order.


Evaluation of the agency theory of obedience


Strengths





•  The agency theory explains the different levels of obedience found in the variations to the basic study. In the basic study, the participants did not take responsibility and said that they were just doing what they were told. However, as they were made to take more responsibility because they had, for example, to hold the victim’s hand down, the obedience level decreased. As they moved away from being in an agentic state, such as when in a less prestigious setting, fewer participants obeyed up to the ‘shock level’ of 450 volts. Evidence from the different studies reinforces the agency theory explanation of obedience.



•  The theory helps to explain the issue that triggered Milgram’s research into obedience – the Holocaust, where so many Jews and members of other minority groups were slaughtered. Eichmann said that he was just obeying orders; agency theory helps to explain why he (and others) would obey to such a degree. Agency theory, which is rooted in the theory of natural selection, helps to explain seemingly inexplicable actions like the Holocaust and other atrocities, such as the My Lai massacre, which was where US soldiers obeyed an order to kill women and children in a village, when this was clearly not something soldiers should do.





Weaknesses





•  There are other possible explanations for obedience, such as social power. French and Raven (1959) proposed five different kinds of power:







    •  Legitimate power is held by those in certain roles; Milgram’s role would have had legitimate power.


    •  Reward power is held by those with certain resources; Milgram may have held reward power because he paid the participants.


    •  Coercive power is held by those who can punish another; Milgram gave the participants a small shock, so they may have felt that he could punish them. However, he did say that they could keep the money whatever the outcome, so they would not have thought he could punish them by taking the money away.


    •  Expert power is held by those with knowledge; the participants would see Milgram as an expert.


    •  Referent power is held by those who can win people over; the participants would probably not have seen Milgram in this light.







    The obedience shown by the participants could be explained by social power theory. When another explanation is equally possible, this makes a theory less powerful as an explanation.



•  Agency theory is more a description of how society works than an explanation. It suggests that the participants obeyed because they were agents of authority. However, obedience is defined as obeying authority figures, so agency theory does not explain in more detail why obedience occurs. The theory says that people are agents of others in society because that is the way society works, and natural selection means that people have evolved to obey those in ‘higher’ positions. There is no evidence for this, other than it is a claim that makes sense.
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Test yourself





1  What is meant by the terms ‘agentic state’ and ‘autonomous state’? (4 marks)




2  Explain Milgram’s agency theory of obedience. (4 marks)




3  Evaluate the agency theory of obedience. (8 marks)
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Progress check 1.9


Explain the idea that agency theory is more a description than an explanation so it is not useful as a theory.
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The social impact theory of behaviour (Latané, 1981)


What is social impact theory?


Social impact theory can be applied to obedience but is not, as such, a theory of obedience. Social impact theory looks at the functioning of individuals in the presence of others. Latané, a main name in social impact theory, looks at attitudes and the impact of others on an individual’s attitudes. Social impact theory is about how we are affected by our social environment and the variety of opinions we encounter as social beings. Social impact is ‘any individual feelings, thoughts, or behaviour that is exerted by the real, implied, or imagined presence or actions of others’ (Nowak et al., 1990, p. 363).


Social functioning, according to social impact theory, can be partly explained by looking at the functioning of individuals; however, the functioning of individuals can be seen as affected by their social group. Individuals functioning socially may behave differently from their behaviour as individuals. It is concluded that there are probably laws about individuals functioning in a social context that laws about individual functioning cannot explain (these ideas are from Nowak et al. (1990), who discussed and built on social impact theory).


Studies looking at how individuals change their attitudes have found that persuasive argument can work to change an individual’s beliefs. Even just knowing that others have a certain opinion can change beliefs. Usually attitudes change to be closer to those of the source of influence, such as the group’s attitudes, although minority influence, when a few people change the attitudes of the majority, can happen, as may be seen in jury decision-making. Generally, according to Latané and Wolf (1981), the size and status of the group will affect when an individual’s attitudes are influenced. However, the main point here is that others and ‘group influence’ can affect an individual’s behaviour.
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STUDY HINT


Social identity theory reflects the same idea as social impact theory – that people move towards their group’s norms and attitudes. You should note down links between theories to aid your understanding.
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One aspect of social impact (the effects of a group on individual attitudes) can be group polarisation. Group polarisation is the term for a group tending to have more extreme ideas and attitudes than the individuals in the group. This might be to give a group identity or to make the group seem important. This is an example of how attitudes of a group are different from the attitudes of the individuals within the group.


Linking to Milgram’s work on obedience


There is a link to Milgram’s work on obedience. Milgram looked at the behaviour of individuals in his experimental situation and then derived from that how people behave socially (such as people being agents to those in authority). However, in his variations he brought in the presence of others, such as his ‘two peers rebel’ condition, which Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) replicated. To an extent, Milgram found that an individual’s behaviour in a group was different from their behaviour when on their own, a finding supported by social impact theory. Others ‘impacted’ on the individual’s behaviour. Perhaps the presence of others had backed the individual’s attitudes and feelings of reluctance to obey, and that was the reason for reduced obedience if other ‘peers rebelled’.


Milgram’s studies into obedience were about behaviour, not attitudes, though he did measure the feelings and emotions of the participants when carrying out his orders (or not). This can be seen as being about attitude as the participant’s distress at having to administer punishment does suggest that their attitude did not match their behaviour.


Looking for laws of behaviour


Latané claimed that it is not difficult to study group influence when considering small-group behaviour, but as the complexity of behaviour increases, studying laws of how individuals function socially becomes harder. Nowak et al. (1990) considered how to get to laws of such behaviour in a mathematical way. They used computer simulation, working towards developing a computer program using rules that govern how individuals react to their social environment. If predictions can be made from such a program, this could be useful for predicting the behaviour of members of society. Predictions could be made about behaviour at a group level and a system could perhaps provide rules that are more than the total of rules about individual behaviour. A society could use such rules to predict public opinion, for example.
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Explanation


Nowak et al. call such a system ‘reductive simulation’, which is interesting when considering ideas around reductionism. Reductionism is the study of something by breaking it down into parts. For example, Milgram studied obedience by putting together a situation where people were told to obey and he looked at parts of the obedience in his variations, such as when the experimenter was out of the room. Milgram measured the parts too, such as how far up the generator a participant went, or whether participants seemed upset. It can be said that reductionism is limiting as findings are not going to ‘see’ the whole picture. If rules for behaviour are developed, in a mathematical way, this is likely to reduce behaviour to certain actions and situations. On the other hand, scientific study reduces the object of study into parts, to enable experiments to be carried out, so reductionism can be useful when looking for laws, such as laws of behaviour.
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Issues and debates


Reductionism is one of the 11 issues and debates for the A level course. It is worth taking notes on each of the issues and debates and keeping these notes together. Start here with a section on reductionism.


Social impact theory can generate laws of behaviour by considering the effects of time and space on how individuals affect one another and also, importantly, on how the impact of others is affected by:





•  the number of other people in the environment



•  the immediacy of the impact



•  the strength of the impact.





The strength of the message or influence is greater if there are a lot of people in agreement – change in attitude by an individual hearing that message is more likely. The strength of the message is also stronger if it is given by someone the individual sees as an expert. This suits Milgram’s finding that obedience was greater if the orders were given by someone dressed in a lab coat, seeming to have authority, than if given by an ‘ordinary man’. A message is also stronger if there is immediacy, such as the message being given by friends rather than a stranger.


A mathematical model


The theory is formulated as a mathematical model:
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where i is the magnitude of impact, f is a function, S is the strength of the sources (their powers of persuasion, for example), I is the immediacy of the sources (how close they are, for example, in time and space) and N is the number of sources. Sources are one or more people, or groups. So the impact of others is a function of the strength of the others, in terms of their authority perhaps, how close they are to the individual and how many there are in the group. Another issue that affects the impact is how many people are being impacted upon, not the size of the group doing the impacting but the number of people being affected. It can be the effects of others on an individual or group that makes a difference. This might account for Milgram’s finding that an individual alone as the ‘teacher’ is more likely to show obedience than when that individual is joined by what they think of as another ‘teacher’.


Evaluation of social impact theory


Strengths





•  Using a mathematical formula, predictions can be made to help society in the control of its members, which can mean controlling obedience that is to the detriment of a society. As long as the factors can be measured, such as the size of social influence (the size of the group), the immediacy of the influence (how close they are) and their powers of persuasion, the likely influence on individuals can be estimated. The theory has useful predictive power.



•  There is reliability in a theory that is set out so clearly, and if the same measurements about groups and individuals are put into the formula, the same predictions will emerge.



•  In theory, the formula should be generalisable to different cultures as social impact theory claims that the features they highlight are present in all groups.





As a theory of obedience:





•  Milgram’s results showed that when the participant had what they thought was peer support, there was less obedience. Social impact theory acknowledges that the impact is affected by the number of people being influenced as much as by the number doing the influencing, so can explain this result.



•  Social impact theory acknowledges strength as a feature of groups, which includes their power of persuasion, as well as how much authority they have, which suits the idea that people obey those in authority.





Weaknesses





•  Social impact theory is a static theory: it does not take into account the reciprocal effects of the individual on their social environment, alongside the effects of others on the individual. The individual and the group interact – the group is not acting on a passive individual, but one who is active in the interaction.



•  The impact of others involves so many different factors about the social situation, such as measuring powers of persuasion, or nearness, or even size of a group, that it does not seem that such a wealth of factors can be reduced to a mathematical formula.



•  Features of the individual are not taken into account, such as that some people are more easily persuaded than others. These are likely to affect the impact of others on an individual.



•  The theory discusses social influence in general rather than specifically looking at obedience or issues around group behaviour, such as social loafing. Social loafing is a term for people who are in a group but do not contribute to the group’s decisions or actions.





As a theory of obedience:





•  Social impact theory looks at social impact in general and not obedience in particular. For example, it can help to explain why the presence of others affects obedience levels, but it cannot explain why the change of setting affects obedience.



•  Obedience is a behaviour by someone in response to someone else in a specific situation and is not about the influence of groups on behaviour, so only the features of obedience that involve groups are addressed.
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Progress check 1.10


Consider two individuals. The first is with five friends having an enjoyable day out. The group is discussing the merits of two football teams and advocate strongly that one is better than the other. Three of the friends watch a lot of football and are very knowledgeable about the game. This individual thinks football is a waste of time but, after listening to the arguments of the friends, decides that the favoured football team may be worth watching and agrees to attend a game.


The second individual is attending a meeting at work, where training is being carried out by a group of people from a different place of work, focusing on working as a team. This individual prefers to work on their own. They are a software engineer developing computer software. They listen to the training, without taking much in. A week later they are asked to put some of the ideas into practice, but they cannot remember the ideas and they are unwilling to action them.


Explain why the first individual chose to change their attitude towards football and the second chose not to change their attitude towards team working.
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Comparing social impact theory and agency theory as an explanation of obedience



Agency theory is about obedience specifically and explains that people are agents of those in authority in a society, partly because that might be a natural response since it has been an advantage to people in the past so the response has survived. People are also agents of society because of their upbringing, where they learn to obey those in authority, such as in the family or at school.


However, agency theory describes obedience rather than explaining it – it says that we obey those in authority because we are agents of those in authority, and ‘being agents’ means we obey them. This is a circular argument so possibly not useful.


Social impact theory is a good theory to apply to obedience as it incorporates various factors about obedience, such as why people might obey group orders more than orders from an individual and why their obedience might be affected if they have someone else ‘on their side’.


However, social impact theory does not relate to individual factors of obedience, such as the effect of situation or personality.


On balance, social impact theory is less useful as a theory of obedience as it was not designed to explain obedience specifically, but rather to explain how people are affected by the influence of others. Agency theory arose from work on obedience, so is more focused on obedience. Both can offer an understanding of why people obey others in a society.
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STUDY HINT


When asked to compare two theories, briefly describe them first. Also describe the theories’ strengths and weaknesses, which should lead you to some good comparison points. Comparing means giving both similarities and differences.
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Test yourself





1  Explain how social impact theory can explain some of Milgram’s results. (6 marks)




2  Evaluate social impact theory as an explanation of obedience. (8 marks)
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Factors affecting obedience


The factors to consider that affect obedience are the effects of the situation, the effects of personality, issues of culture and issues of gender.


The effects of the situation on obedience
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Milgram’s work suggests that situation affects obedience rather than obedience being due to individual differences. One by one the participants mainly obeyed (for example, they all went up to 300 volts in his basic study), even though they were often very distressed, so it seemed that this was because of the situation (the experimental procedure) rather than differences in individuals.


In Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986), the control group did not continue to give verbal comments to the ‘job applicant’ because they had the choice of whether to give the remarks or not, whereas the experimental group, not given a choice, showed 91.7 per cent obedience and gave all 15 stress remarks to the job applicant. This suggests that the situation led to obedience. The participants in the experimental group had agreed to take part, were paid and thought they were helping in a study about stress and test achievement. They were told to give the stress remarks, so they did, even though they were distressed when they ‘saw’ the distress of the ‘applicant’. It is unlikely that the control group and the experimental group were different in personality, so it is thought that the situation affected obedience.


Slater et al. (2006) also found obedience in a study using a procedure like Milgram’s, even though the victim was ‘virtual’.


Milgram varied the situation to see if it was the ‘cause’ of the obedience. His variations show that less pressure from authority resulted in lower obedience. As the situation changes, so does the obedience level. For example, carrying out the same procedure in a less prestigious setting led to reduced obedience. When the participant had to hold the victim’s hand on a plate to receive a shock, there was less obedience – the situation had changed. When orders were given over the phone by the experimenter, obedience dropped, and when the ‘experimenter’ appeared as an ‘ordinary man’, again obedience dropped. In each case, the situation had changed so it is concluded that obedience dropped because of the changes in situation.


Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) found that when others showed dissent (not obeying), the obedience of the participant fell. Obedience also fell when the experimenter was absent. Again this shows how changing the situation affected obedience.


Effects of situation on obedience: evaluation





•  As the situation changed in Milgram’s variations, so did the obedience level, even though the procedure remained the same.



•  In two variations, Meeus and Raaijmakers found similar effects – changing the situation lowered obedience. The findings from this study and Milgram’s work provide strong evidence for there being situational effects on obedience.



•  These studies were experiments, carried out in an artificial setting, so lacked ecological validity. Validity is about getting results that apply in real life; ecological validity is the validity of the setting. If the situation is not natural, then perhaps the conclusions regarding the effect of situation are not sound.



•  The participants might have been different in terms of personality, as there was variation in obedience, with some going to 450 volts in Milgram’s basic study and others stopping earlier. Personality as a factor in obedience is discussed later (pp. 26–28).
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Progress check 1.11


List three pieces of evidence that suggest obedience is due to situation.
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The effects of culture on obedience


Milgram’s work stimulated interest in different cultures. Researchers wanted to see whether such shocking findings would be replicated in different cultures. There is a nature–nurture theme running through psychology, and the idea of looking at culture is to see how far a behaviour (like obedience) might be due to someone’s personality or due to their upbringing or the culture they are in. Milgram initially wanted to see whether people in the US would obey in a way that was similar to those in Germany during World War II. He found that his participants were more obedient than was expected, so he did not find that ‘Germans are different’. His agency theory suggests that it is a feature of all societies that some are in authority and others are agents. Such explanations seem to be about ‘nature’ – it is in the nature of humans to obey those in authority. Though the findings suggested that it was the situation that led to the obedience (which sounds like ‘nurture’), it was concluded that it was in human nature to obey in certain situations: our nature is to obey and the situation affects the level of obedience. So the question was whether such obedience would be found in all cultures when there were orders from an authority figure.


Issues and debates


Nature–nurture is one of the ‘issues and debates’ that you need to explore (but not for the AS course). Make some notes about how Milgram’s work fits into a nature–nurture discussion. Bring in Meeus and Raaijmakers’ findings too, showing obedience but in a different culture.


One way to confirm Milgram’s ideas about obedience being down to situation rather than the individual is to repeat the study in different countries. To address the ethical issues of Milgram’s study, Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) use a less extreme ‘punishment’ (though it is still upsetting for the participants). Burger’s (2009) partial replication of Milgram’s study (pp. 49–54) uses the same idea as Milgram but all participants were stopped at 150 volts, so again this reduces the amount of distress. It has not been possible on ethical grounds to replicate Milgram’s study completely but there have been studies in other cultures, albeit with some differences in procedures.


Slater et al.’s (2006) study (pp. 17–19) was set in the UK and involved similar cultural experiences to Milgram’s. Burger’s (2009) study was in the US, so again not different culturally. However, there are other cross-cultural studies of obedience, many of which show a higher level of obedience than Milgram’s study:





•  Shanab and Yahya (1977) asked children, aged 6–16, in Jordan to give ‘shocks’ to other children. The experimenter was female. Seventy-three per cent gave the maximum shock to same-gender peers (higher than in Milgram’s basic study but lower than in Meeus and Raijmaakers’). It was concluded that children are obedient, although it was mentioned that there might be cultural differences between Jordan and the USA.



•  Kilham and Mann (1974) asked first-year Australian psychology students both to order pain to be administered and to administer pain. They found there was a higher level of obedience when ordering pain than when administering it. They also found gender differences in obedience. When administering the shocks, obedience was 40 per cent for males and 16 per cent for females (28 per cent overall). When the participant gave the order to administer the shock, obedience was 68 per cent for males and 40 per cent for females (54 per cent overall). In the control group, obedience was 0 per cent. Kilham and Mann talk about a ‘decade of campus unrest’ and anti-war demonstrations at the time, which suggests that they felt local circumstances affected obedience levels. This could be seen as more evidence that it is the situation that gives obedience, and not just the situation in a study, but the situation at the time for the people of that place.



•  Schurz (1985) carried out a study in Austria and found 80 per cent baseline obedience. Schurz asked participants to give bursts of ultrasound rather than electric shocks to a learner. The participants were told that the bursts were painful and could damage the skin.



•  Mantell and Panzarella (1976) in Germany found 85 per cent obedience. They used a control group, which Milgram did not, and found that if the participants could choose the level of ‘shock’ to administer, none obeyed to the end. This was similar to Meeus and Raaijmakers, who also used a control group.





Blass (2012) reviewed studies done in the US and elsewhere and arrived at an average percentage of obedience in the US of 60.94 per cent and in other countries of 65.94 per cent. Despite a large variation of obedience levels in the studies, the average figures are very similar, and very similar to Milgram’s result in his basic study. Blass (2012) suggests that, even if obedience had been found to differ between cultures, there were other differences such as age and gender of the participants, as well as differences in the procedures, that could have caused differences in obedience. Blass concludes that the similarity of findings in different cultures shows that people have a powerful tendency to obey authority and this may be ‘one of the universals of social behaviour’ (Blass, 2012, p. 203).


Issues and debates


The comment from Blass (2012) about the ‘universals of social behaviour’ is part of the nature–nurture debate. A behaviour that is found in all societies and appears to be universal (in this case, obedience to authority) can be said to be in our nature. Make notes about issues and debates separately, such as this one on nature, ready for Year 2 of your course.


When issues like gender are discussed to see if they affect behaviour like obedience, this is considering development, to see if girls are brought up to be more obedient perhaps, or if biologically females are more empathetic (so less likely to be obedient in Milgram’s study). In fact, studies looking at obedience, as shown here, do not find gender differences in obedience as such, though there tend to be gender differences in the reaction to being part of such studies. Culture too seems not to have too strong an influence on obedience and this adds to the conclusion that obedience comes from the situation and this is a universal conclusion.
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STUDY HINT


Be sure to make a note when you see the ‘developmental psychology’ icon so that you have these ready to revise when developmental psychology is touched upon in your course.
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Effects of culture on obedience: evaluation





•  If a conclusion is to be drawn about the effects of culture, then studies in different cultures need to have the same procedure, including controls, otherwise it is not possible to tell whether any differences (in this case, obedience) are down to culture or other differences in the studies.



•  The obedience studies in different cultures all had differences in procedure, so we can’t be sure that culture has an effect on obedience.



•  Looking at the findings of other studies, which showed high levels of obedience, despite the differences in procedure, it seems likely that culture does not affect obedience.







[image: ]


STUDY HINT


Expect questions that ask you to compare studies and to compare theories. When preparing for such questions, look for similarities and differences to use as evaluation points. For questions about cultural differences in obedience, be ready to compare studies.
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Explore


Look up studies of obedience in other cultures. Consider whether differences in obedience are due to cultural differences or to other differences between the studies.
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Progress check 1.12


Explain evidence for and against cultural differences in obedience.
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The effects of individual differences (personality) on obedience


Studies of obedience tend to conclude that it is the situation that gives obedience rather than individual differences (personality). Even though the situation does seem to be important, there were some participants who obeyed and some who did not (e.g. in Milgram’s basic study, 35 per cent did not go to the highest shock level), so the question of whether personality is a factor in obedience is worth addressing.


Personality is about someone’s unique and stable responses to specific situations. If someone reacts in a specific way to a situation and always reacts in that way, that is seen as their personality. We might say that, in some situations, everyone would react in a similar way – for example, a pressured situation might make people short-tempered. However, that might not be their personality but because of the pressure in the situation. Personality is about responding to a situation in a unique way, in a way that others might not. For example, some people are short-tempered each time they go shopping.
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STUDY HINT


As your course requires you to discuss personality, with regard to both obedience and prejudice, note down a definition in your glossary of terms.


[image: ]






Authoritarian personality – evidence from interviews with Milgram’s participants


Milgram’s participants were interviewed straight after the experiments (exit interviews) and were asked questions to see if it was personality that led to the obedience/dissent. Elms (1998) discusses these ideas. Elms, who was one of Milgram’s assistants, noted from the exit interviews that those in ‘caring’ jobs, such as teachers, showed less obedience than those in technical jobs, such as engineers. Catholics showed more obedience than those in other religious groups, and those with more years in education tended to obey less. People who had been in the armed forces longer showed more obedience, but ex-officers showed less obedience than non-officers. Occupation might be linked to personality, as people might choose an occupation that suits their personality, but the links that Elms pointed to were not strong. Also it is not certain that occupation links to personality, so there was further investigation using the interview material.


Two groups were examined, an ‘obedient group’ and a ‘defiant group’ – 20 participants in each group were chosen from the studies, with their responses used to group them. If personality was involved in obedient or dissenting behaviour, then looking at these two different groups should uncover such a link.
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Definitions


Defiance is disobedience and dissent is not agreeing so not obeying the order. Your course uses the term ‘dissent’ and also ‘resistance to obedience’; Elms uses ‘defiant’. All of these terms are treated as sharing the same idea.
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It was found that the defiant group showed more social responsibility. However, social responsibility might have a) led to obedience in that they obeyed those in authority for the sake of society, or b) led to defiance, in that they would not be responsible for another’s pain. So the concept of social responsibility was not that useful as a personality trait that might lead to defiance as it seemed to be a trait that could lead to either obedience or resistance to obedience.





•  The obedient group found the experimenter as ‘more admirable’ and the learner as ‘less admirable’, whereas the defiant group did not respond to the experimenter or learner in these ways. So perhaps the people seen as ‘admirable’ might be those that are obeyed.



•  The ‘defiant’ group also reported receiving more punishment when they were young, and the ‘obedience’ group reported a more negative and distant relationship with their father. So it seemed that parenting might be a factor in whether people obey or not.



•  It was found that the defiant group, when considering their military service, had never fired at ‘the enemy’, whereas the obedience group had ‘fired at the enemy’, but this was a situational issue rather than one of personality.





From the findings listed here, Milgram and Elms (1966) thought that those who were obedient fitted more into an authoritarian personality. Those with an authoritarian personality are said to admire rules, be distant from their fathers and be more likely to be in a military role, among other things. Cohrs et al. (2012), one of the ‘studies in detail’ for your course, looks at right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and prejudice – this will add detail to your understanding of the authoritarian personality later (pp. 59–66).


It seems that Milgram did consider there might be a personality of obedience in some way, but it was not as straightforward as linking obedience to an authoritarian approach to life. Blass did some work on personality and obedience, and carried out a study that did link obedience to an authoritarian approach. People high in ‘authoritarian submission’ (giving in to authority) were more likely to obey, according to Blass. Also when Blass studied people watching film of the Milgram study, those with a high level of authoritarianism were less likely to blame those punishing the learner than those without that high level of authoritarianism. So there is some evidence that those with a so-called ‘authoritarian personality’ are those more likely to obey.


Internal/external locus of control


One factor that might link to whether someone resists obedience or obeys is whether they have an internal or external locus of control. This can be said to be a type of personality. The locus of control is about the reasons people give for what happens to them. Someone with an internal locus of control thinks that they are in control of their own actions and believes that what happens is something they have caused. Someone with an external locus of control believes that what happens to them comes from outside their control and so if they were in a stressful situation they would feel helpless to do anything about it.


Holland (1967) looked at Milgram’s ideas on obedience to see if they linked to a person’s locus of control, and found no link. But Blass (1991) looked at the data Holland used again and found a link between internal locus of control and resistance to obedience. Schurz (1985) carried out a study in Austria looking at obedience (see p. 26) and found that those with an internal locus of control felt more responsible for their actions. Blass (1991) has looked at the evidence to link locus of control to obedience and the link is not clear. There is some evidence that an internal locus of control links to being more resistant to obedience.


Effects of personality on obedience: evaluation





•  Milgram used many participants in his studies and found a great deal of obedience. It is unlikely that there are just personality factors at work with so many individuals obeying orders (65 per cent in the basic study).



•  Elms looked at the interviews after Milgram’s study to see if he could find evidence of personality at work. There was some evidence that a more authoritarian personality was more obedient.



•  Those with an internal locus of control are perhaps more likely to resist obeying, though there is not strong evidence for this.



•  Milgram’s study did not directly control for, or focus on, personality. More research is needed to link personality to obedience.
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Progress check 1.13


What evidence is there that obedience links to an authoritarian personality and what evidence is there that it is about having an internal locus of control?
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The effects of gender on obedience


We have already introduced ideas about whether there are gender differences in obedience and in general it is thought that there are no differences. For example, the one study in which Milgram used female participants found 65 per cent obedience, the same as for the basic study using male participants. However, this was just one study, and the female participants seemed to show more distress, so that does suggest some differences.


Kilham and Mann (1974) did find some gender differences. When administering the shocks, obedience was 40 per cent for males and 16 per cent for the females (28 per cent overall). When the participant gave the order to someone else to administer the shock, obedience was 68 per cent for males and 40 per cent for females (54 per cent overall). This suggests that the females were less obedient than the males.


Blass (1991) carried out a meta-analysis, which is a study that uses findings from a number of different studies, to come up with an overall set of results. The studies used in a meta-analysis have to be very similar in procedure and focus, so that the findings can be usefully put together. Blass (1991) used nine studies and found that only Kilham and Mann (174) showed gender differences, so the general conclusion is that there are no gender differences in obedience.
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STUDY HINT


Meta-analysis is a method that takes the results of many studies in one area of research and examines the results to look for overall conclusions about that area of study. Add this term to your glossary of terms. Blass (1991) is an example of a meta-analysis that can be used when discussing this method in your Year 2 work, so worth noting down in your notes on methodology. You could make a list of research methods as you come to them and note down names of researchers who have used that method.
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However, Blass (2012) in a later review, reports a study in India by Gupta (1983, an unpublished study) that used seven conditions, and in six of those seven conditions she found females to be less obedient than males, so here is some evidence to support the idea that gender is a factor in obedience.


When the responses of the participants are reported, such as their emotional reactions, there do seem to be gender differences. Milgram (1974), as reported in Blass (2012), found that females reported more tension than males when taking part in the study. Shanab and Yahya (1977) also found females were more visibly anxious, and Gupta found females reported more tension than males.


The evidence presented here shows that there might be gender differences in obedience. However, the large number of studies that found no differences must be taken into account when examining the effects of gender on obedience.
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Explanation


In psychology, there is often evidence for more than one viewpoint or theory, as is the case here with gender effects on obedience. Think of doing psychology as raising the questions as much as giving the answers, and when discussing issues with more than one viewpoint, weigh up the evidence and come to a tentative conclusion. Precise and definite answers are unlikely.
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Effects of gender on obedience: evaluation





•  The one study that Milgram carried out with female participants is probably not enough to test gender as a factor in obedience.



•  Other studies have used both males and females, such as Burger (2009), and in so many studies gender differences were not found. This supports Milgram’s idea that gender is not a factor in obedience.



•  Blass (2012) suggests that out of 12 studies across cultures where gender is reported, ten show no gender differences and just Kilham and Mann (1974) and Gupta (1983) show some differences, with female participants being less obedient than males.



•  Not all studies looked at gender when considering the emotional reaction of participants, but when such reactions are considered, females seem to show and feel more anxiety and tension.



•  The studies are experiments, in artificial settings, so the findings may lack validity, which may make them less applicable to real-world settings and events.



•  It could be claimed that the experiments, with strong controls over variables, especially as findings were very similar between different experiments, are reliable and give firm results.





Dissent and resistance to obedience


Although in society obedience can be helpful, such as ensuring that soldiers always obey orders in defence of their country, there are times when a society might prefer an individual to be in an autonomous state. For example, some situations in war time have led soldiers to obey ‘bad’ orders. One example was in the 1970s in My Lai in Vietnam, where US soldiers were ordered to kill unarmed civilians in a Vietnamese village, and did so. This was seen as a ‘massacre’. Orders originally seem to have been to kill anyone running away but on the day the villagers did not run, they were herded. Nevertheless, on the day the order was to kill them, and that is what was done. Why would the soldiers have obeyed such an order? There was interest too in those who refused to obey. Why did they dissent? Some soldiers did not obey the order to kill and there was someone who landed in a helicopter and began a rescue mission. There is an account of a soldier who did carry out the order and was then seen head in hands, clearly very upset. When reading such an account, it is not as if there are ‘bad soldiers’ who obeyed and ‘good soldiers’ who did not, though those not obeying can be seen more as heroes, as they went against their training.
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Explore


You can read an account of the My Lai massacre here: http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/mylai/myl_intro.html. It is hard to get an exact account as there was natural confusion at the time, but it is clear that there were some soldiers who did not obey.


[image: ]





By looking at factors that affect obedience, ideas about dissent and resistance to obedience can be uncovered. For example, those who are not so led by a situation (such as the 14 who did not obey to the end in Milgram’s basic study) are more likely to resist obedience and dissent. In obedience studies, there is never 100 per cent obedience when people are asked to do something against their moral code and something that distresses them, so there must be factors that lead people to disobey.


Milgram’s variations point to factors that are likely to give resistance to obedience and give dissent. These include whether the authority figure is near or not (e.g. if they give orders over the telephone, then there is less obedience) and whether the individual is faced with the ‘victim’ or not (e.g. if they have to hold the hand on the plate to give the shock, there is less obedience). Other factors include whether someone else is around and is dissenting (e.g. with someone else dissenting, it is more likely that the individual will dissent too).


Situations where someone might be more resistant to orders from an authority figure to do something against their moral code:





•  when someone can see the ‘victim’ (victim in same room)



•  when someone has to be involved directly in the punishment (holds hand down for a shock)



•  when someone is not in a setting that supports authority (in an office block)



•  when the one giving the orders is remote (gives orders over the phone)



•  when someone else is seen to resist (peers rebel)



•  when there is confusion in the orders, perhaps someone else gives different orders (more than one experimenter, and one says ‘stop’).





There are situations when knowing about obedience can be useful for society. For example:





•  Members of the armed forces who apparently obey orders and then subsequently have to stand trial to see if they were personally responsible for their actions – a defence can be that they were in an agentic state and gave responsibility to the one giving orders.



•  People in authority, such as prison guards, may be seen by others as having overstepped the mark with regard to brutality – their defence could be that they were fulfilling their role, a role that society thinks of as a ‘strong’ one.



•  In a trial, psychologists can use results from studies to show that some actions that go against society’s moral code might still be carried out by someone under similar circumstances – the defence could be that they were in an agentic state and others would be likely to have done the same.
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Explore


Using the internet or other sources, find out how Philip Zimbardo has been involved in such issues, using his understanding of the psychology of obedience, brutality and tyranny in defence of actions by an individual.
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Progress check 1.14


Consider someone in authority, perhaps a police officer, and write down advice you would give to this person in order to get obedience from others. Add your reasons by relating the advice to Milgram’s findings.


  


Progress check 1.15


Consider you are training people to be autonomous and not in an agentic state. Write down advice you would give people to help them to resist blind obedience to someone in authority and instead to follow their own moral code.


[image: ]







[image: ]


Test yourself


Discuss how far obedience can be explained by personality, culture, gender or situation. (16 marks)
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Ethical issues arising from obedience research


One criticism of Milgram’s studies is that the procedure was not ethical for participants. There are also moral issues with regard to society.


Method link: Chapter 5 covers ethical issues in research in more detail.


Ethics covers three areas: the ethics of practising psychology (being a practitioner), the ethics of carrying out studies in psychology (doing psychology) and the ethics of using findings from studies in psychology (applying psychology).


In this section, two of these areas are covered, the ethics of doing psychology and the ethics of applying psychology.
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STUDY HINT


When an issue links to one of the other chapters, as in the case of methodology, maths and practical investigations, it is useful to note the general material in the topic area (Chapters 1–4) and then to turn to the link chapter (Chapters 5–8) to find out more information.
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Ethical issues for participants in Milgram’s studies


In the basic study, the participants showed distress – for example, sweating and shaking. Many showed signs of nervousness, including nervous laughter. Three participants had full-blown seizures, one of which was so convulsive that the experiment had to be stopped. One of the ethical guidelines, part of the ethical principle of responsibility, is that participants should not be distressed: the researcher must do no harm.


As part of the principle of respect, participants should be given the right to withdraw, which, in theory, Milgram’s participants were. In practice, this was made difficult, which is against the guidelines. They should be reminded that they can withdraw, and this was not done. In fact, when they protested, verbal prods were used to encourage them to continue. Also as part of ‘respect’, there should have been informed consent. Participants gave consent by volunteering for the study, but they did not know what it would entail, so their consent was not informed.


Milgram deceived the participants in a number of ways. He let them think that:





•  the victim was receiving real shocks



•  the experiment was about memory and learning, rather than about obedience



•  the victim was also a participant



•  they could have been victims.





However, there were ways in which Milgram was ethical:





•  He debriefed all the participants. Debriefing is part of the ethical principle of competence. He let them meet the victim to see that no harm had been done. As far as possible, he made sure that the participants left the situation in a reasonable frame of mind. He gave them a questionnaire to complete so that he could judge their reactions to the study. In the main, the participants said that they were pleased to have taken part.



•  He gave them the right to withdraw – if they objected after the fourth verbal prompt, he ended the study. They were then able to leave.



•  He observed the participants, as did others, through a mirror. If the participant became unduly distressed, as one did, then the study was terminated.



•  Milgram thought beforehand that the obedience levels were not likely to be high enough for the participants to become distressed. He asked colleagues and he also asked other people. Nobody thought the participants would go as far as they did, so the ethical issues were not anticipated. By asking colleagues, Milgram was checking his own competence, so he adhered to that principle.
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Explanation


The British Psychological Society’s (BPS) Code of Ethics and Conduct has four main principles and within them many guidelines. The four main principles are responsibility, respect, integrity and competence. These principles are fully explained in Chapter 5 (pp. 304–314).
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Progress check 1.16


Write out four ways in which Milgram’s work might be said to be unethical and four ways it might be said to be ethical.
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Ethical issues for participants in Meeus and Raaijmakers’ study


Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) carried out a similar study to Milgram, and similar ethical issues apply:





•  Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) put their participants under stress because the participants did not like making negative remarks when a job applicant was taking a written test. They thought that the applicant might fail the test and they protested. They became distressed, which is against the principle of responsibility.



•  Meeus and Raaijmakers did not give the right to withdraw until the participant had resisted their verbal prompts, which were designed to make the participant continue. This is not reminding participants of the right to withdraw, which is against the ethical principle of respect.



•  The participants were deceived into thinking that the applicant was applying for a job, whereas he was an accomplice of the researchers, which is against the ethical principle of competence.





Other studies of obedience have similar problems regarding ethics. It is difficult to set up a situation in which someone has to obey an order that will ‘harm’ another person unless there is some deception, because researchers do not want to actually harm anyone.
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STUDY HINT


When comparing studies and focusing on issues in order to make comparisons, it is useful to consider when the study was carried out. Milgram worked in the 1960s, Meeus and Raaijmakers in the 1980s and Slater et al. in 2006. Ethical principles have been developed over that time. Perhaps studies should only be evaluated using the ethical principles of the time.
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Explore


Consider Slater et al.’s (2006) study (pp. 17–19) and Burger’s (2009) study (pp. 49–54) and compare them with Milgram’s work in terms of ethical issues. What was ethically better with these two, more modern, studies and what was still a problem?
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Ethical issues of using findings from obedience studies


Not only are ethical issues important when carrying out research, but ethical issues can also arise in how the results of studies are used. They can be used ‘against’ a society and they can be used ‘for’ a society. There are ethical and moral issues in these uses.
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STUDY HINT


It is useful to split these two ‘sides’ to ethics: ethics when doing studies in psychology and ethics when using findings from studies in psychology. When making notes, consider which ‘side’ you are thinking about and make your notes accordingly. There is a third ‘side’ that ethics relates to: being a practitioner in psychology – when you study treatments and therapies, that ‘side’ will be important too.
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Milgram (1974, explored in De Vos, 2009) argued that it is important to carry out such studies, even though they involve deception. There is the issue of society needing to know about obedience. For example, if it is known that the Nazis obeyed orders and that anyone is likely to do the same, then maybe society could take steps to try to make sure that this cannot happen. Milgram also felt that his participants gained from the knowledge they had about themselves from the study.


It is also useful to consider issues such as whether certain societies have different obedience issues from others. So when Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986) concluded that people in the Netherlands in the 1980s were as obedient as people in the 1960s in the USA (and possibly Germany in the 1930s), then this is useful information. Meeus and Raaijmakers suggested that their study and the studies of Milgram were carried out within Western society ideas, which helps people to appreciate that there might be different levels of obedience in a different social structure.


Ideas about resistance to obedience and about dissent can be useful for society too (pp. 29–30). If those who have to follow orders may do so blindly, as research into obedience suggests, then it can be useful to highlight when resistance to obedience might be important, such as when orders go against a society’s values.


Issues and debates


How psychology is used in society is an issue that you need to explore (not for the AS course, though it can be useful, such as in evaluating studies for their usefulness). Make a section in your notes on issues and debates for ‘how psychology is used in society’, and include how understanding obedience through studies in psychology can be used in society.
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Test yourself





1  Evaluate Milgram’s (1963) study in terms of its ethics. (6 marks)




2  Discuss the value for society of research into obedience. (16 marks)






Extension question:





3  Discuss why Milgram carried out his basic study of obedience and also his variations. In your answer, consider issues such as why he set up the studies in the first place and why he made the methodological decisions that he did. (16 marks)
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Theories of prejudice


Two theories of prejudice are social identity theory (SIT) and realistic group conflict theory (RCT), also called ‘realistic conflict theory’. Both theories are covered in this section. Factors affecting prejudice and discrimination include individual differences (personality), situation and culture, and these are considered later in this section.


What is meant by prejudice and discrimination?


Stereotyping means developing an idea about someone and carrying that idea forward to apply it to other similar people – for example, someone might see a woman as weak and then stereotype all women as weak. Stereotypes are common traits attributed to a large human group. Often the original idea comes from something read or heard, rather than from first-hand experience. Stereotyping leads to prejudice when it affects attitude – for example, not only saying that all women are weak but thinking badly (or well) of women because of this. Prejudice leads to discrimination, which is an act carried out because of prejudice.
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Definitions


Prejudice is an attitude (usually negative); discrimination is an action that occurs because of prejudice.
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STUDY HINT


Terms that feature in the specification, such as prejudice, must be fully understood, so keep your own glossary, perhaps adding an example to help your understanding of each term. It is useful to have one glossary for ‘content’ and one for ‘method’.
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Explore


There are often different meanings for one term so use an online dictionary, such as www.thefreedictionary.com, to explore the meaning in the context of your course.


www.understandingprejudice.org explores prejudice in many ways, including theory around prejudice and examples of prejudice. Be sure to focus on the two theories in your course when you are learning and revising theories. You will find social identity theory on this site as ‘in-group favouritism’. When exploring, remember to come back to the ‘basics’ of what your course requires.
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STUDY HINT


Keep a copy of the course specification, or find it online (www.edexcel.com/quals), and check regularly that you know what is required.
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Social identity theory as an explanation of prejudice



What is social identity theory?


There are several theories of how prejudice develops. You are required to study social identity theory. This is a good explanation of how prejudice can come about and is helpful as an explanation of human behaviour in general.


Tajfel and Turner (1979) suggest that prejudice comes from the formation of two groups, without any other factor being present. The mere existence of two groups causes conflict. Tajfel carried out studies of minimal groups in the early 1970s in Bristol, and the studies show clearly that the creation of two groups leads to prejudicial attitudes.


Social identity theory suggests that a person has several personal ‘selves’ and that these ‘selves’ link in with group membership. Different social situations might trigger an individual to act in different ways, perhaps linked to his or her person, family or national membership. An individual also has several social identities (self-concepts).


Social identity comes from how people see themselves in relation to membership of their social groups. Belonging to a group creates in-group self-categorisation, which leads to in-group favouritism and hostility towards the out-group. To enhance self-esteem, people perceive their in-groups as better.
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Definition


Social identity is an individual’s self-concept.
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There are three processes involved in becoming prejudiced against out-group members:





•  Social categorisation is seeing oneself as part of a group. Any group will do, and there does not have to be conflict with other groups.



•  Social identification is the process of moving from categorising oneself as part of the in-group to identifying with the group more overtly. An individual is likely to take on the norms and attitudes of group members.



•  Social comparison with the out-group occurs when the individual’s self-concept becomes wrapped up with the in-group. People start to see their in-group as better than the out-group, which enhances their self-esteem. To see their in-group as better, there has to be comparison with the out-group.





There are three variables that contribute to in-group favouritism. These are:





•  the extent to which the individuals identify with the in-group



•  the extent to which there are grounds for making comparisons with the out-group



•  the relevance of the comparison group in relation to the in-group.





If an in-group is central to the individual’s self-definition and it is meaningful to make comparisons with the out-group, then there is more likely to be in-group favouritism (which leads to prejudice against the out-group).


Therefore, the idea is that one group for a person is the in-group and that makes other groups out-groups. Tajfel et al. (1970, 1971) showed that there is in-group favouritism and that people identify with their in-group. They want to promote their in-group because it enhances their self-esteem.
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An example of Tajfel and Turner’s theory of in-group behaviour relating to out-group prejudice is perhaps a teenager obsessed with comics – a comic geek. First, the teenager collects comics, finds a group of comic geeks on the internet and categorises themselves as part of that group. Then they pick up on group behaviour and identify with the group, such as maintaining their obsession or becoming more obsessive about collecting comics. Then there is comparison with other groups, and the comic geeks are seen as ‘right’ and ‘knowledgeable’, with non-comic collectors as outside the group. Hostility can occur towards the out-group and the comic geeks maintain their self-esteem by being in that group and by raising the status of their group.



Tajfel et al. (1970): the study of minimal groups



Tajfel did many studies developing and testing social identity theory. The 1970 study was outlined in another of his articles, and both are explained here as their findings help to explain one another.


Aims


Tajfel et al. (1970) wanted to test the idea that prejudice and discrimination can occur between groups even when there is no history between the groups and without any element of competition. Having found such prejudice and discrimination between minimal groups (groups where there is no history or competition), Tajfel et al. (1970) wanted to look at factors that might cause such prejudice and discrimination. In order to study discrimination as well as prejudice, it was important to have an experimental situation where actual behaviour was involved, so they aimed to generate a situation where group members had to act in relation to another group.


Procedures


Tajfel carried out two experiments – one created groups from judgements about how many dots were in a scene and the other created groups from an apparent preference for the artists Klee and Kandinsky.


Procedure for the study estimating number of dots


The participants were 64 boys aged 14–15 years from a comprehensive school in Bristol. They were tested in a laboratory in eight separate groups of eight boys. All boys were from the same form and house at school so they knew one another well. First, there was a need to establish in-group categorisation (the formation of the groups) and, second, they wanted to assess the effect of group formation on the behaviour of the boys between the two groups. The boys were taken into a lecture room and told the study was about visual judgements. Forty clusters of a varying number of dots were flashed onto a screen and the boys had to estimate the number of dots and record their estimate on a score sheet. In condition one, after they had estimated the number of dots, they were told that people constantly overestimate or underestimate the number. In condition two, they were told some people are more accurate than others. Then the judgements were ‘scored’ by one of the experimenters and the boys were told they could help the researchers with something else.


The boys were told that for this other task they would be put into groups according to the judgements they made about the number of dots and that this was just to make it easy to put them into groups. The boys were allocated randomly to the groups. In condition one, they were said to be ‘overestimators’ or ‘underestimators’. In condition two, they were either better at making the judgements or worse.


The boys were told the task was about giving rewards and punishments in real money. They would have to allocate money and they would know the code number allocated to the boy receiving the reward or punishment, and the group he was in. They were shown matrices (Table 1.9). Each matrix had two rows of 14 numbers. The number given was the amount to be allocated to that person. Some numbers had minus signs, which meant that amount of money would be taken away from that person. The boys could not allocate money to themselves, but at the end they would receive the money allocated to them by the other boys. They worked through a booklet of matrices and each time were told ‘these are rewards and punishments for member X of your group’ or ‘these are rewards and punishments for member X of the other group’.
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The important part of the study was that the boys had to make decisions about what rewards/punishments they would impose, and they were faced with three types of decision: ‘in-group/in-group’ decisions, ‘in-group/out-group’ decisions or ‘out-group/out-group’ decisions. If they allocated as much as possible to one boy, this was given a score of 14, because there were 14 decisions for each row of the matrix. If they allocated as little as possible for a boy, this was given a score of 1. For each decision, they were allocating to two boys, so a fair (equal) score would be 7 to each boy.


Results of experiment one


When decisions involved an ‘in-group/out-group’ decision (one boy from each group), the average score was 9 out of 14. When boys were making in-group/in-group’ or ‘out-group/out-group’ decisions, the average score was 7.5. It seemed that decisions about boys in the same groups were fairer than decisions about boys from different groups. A large majority gave more money to their own group and showed in-group favouritism. This was found in all trials in the study, and there were eight trials involving eight boys each.


Procedure for the Klee and Kandinsky study


The second experiment involved three new groups of 16 boys each. The boys were shown 12 slides, six showing Klee paintings and six showing Kandinsky paintings. The boys had to express a preference for one of the ‘foreign painters’. The paintings did not have the painter’s signature so half of the boys could be randomly assigned to ‘Klee’ and half to ‘Kandinsky’.
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Explore


If you would like to see the types of paintings used in this study, type ‘Klee painting’ or ‘Kandinsky painting’ into a search engine.
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Different matrices were used so the experimenters could look at factors that led to the boys making their decisions. From the first experiment, the researchers had found that forming into groups led to in-group favouritism. In this experiment, they looked at:





•  maximum joint profit – what was the most the two ‘boys’ represented by each matrix would ‘receive’ from the boys?



•  maximum in-group profit – what was the most the boys would give to their in-group members?



•  maximum difference – what was the most difference between an in-group and out-group member, benefitting the in-group member?





As before, there were three conditions – the ‘in-group/in-group’ condition, the ‘out-group/out-group’ condition and the ‘in-group/out-group’ condition.


Results of the Klee and Kandinsky study


Maximum joint profit did not seem to guide the boys’ choices. Maximum in-group profit and maximum difference in favour of the in-group worked against maximum joint profit. If the boys had a choice between maximum joint profit for all and maximum profit for their in-group, they acted on behalf of their own group. Even if giving more to the other group did not mean giving less to their own, they still gave more to their own.


Conclusions of the studies





•  Out-group discrimination is present and is easily triggered.



•  There is no need for groups to be in intense competition, which goes against what Sherif said when putting forward realistic conflict theory (see pp. 37–38).



•  In these experiments, all they needed was to see themselves in an in-group/out-group situation and discrimination ensued.



•  People act according to the social norms they have learnt, such as favouring the in-group.



•  The boys responded to the social norms of ‘groupness’ and fairness and they kept a balance between the two.



•  In real life, ‘groupness’ may over-ride fairness – for example, if the group is more important than Klee/Kandinsky or counting numbers of dots.



•  Teams in schools may not be such a good idea given the side effects of discrimination that were found in these experiments.





Evaluation of Tajfel et al. (1970)


Strengths





•  The study used controls, which means cause-and-effect conclusions can be drawn. The boys were put into groups – these were randomly assigned but made some sense to the boys. There were other controls, such as the number of matrices used and the balance of rewards and punishments to be allocated.



•  The study used a fairly large number of boys and it was run more than once with the same findings, so the findings are reliable. All eight trials in the first experiment found in-group favouritism and out-group discrimination, as did the trials in the second study.





Weaknesses





•  These were minimal groups. Although this was a strength, as it helped to show that discrimination can occur even from minimal groups, it is possible that the boys did not see the importance of the task because they were already a group. They may not have taken the task of rewarding and punishing seriously. This means the study lacks validity with regard to the task itself.



•  The study took place in a laboratory setting, which means that the task and the setting were unnatural for the boys, so the study lacks ecological validity.





Other studies looking at in-group favouritism and out-group prejudice


Other studies have confirmed in-group favouritism and out-group prejudice. Crocker and Luhtanen (1990) showed that people who think highly of their in-group have a high collective self-esteem and show loyalty to their group. Even when a group is not performing well, there is strong group loyalty. Lalonde (1992) studied a hockey team that was performing badly. The team members knew that other teams were doing better than them, but said they were ‘dirtier’ in their tactics. Thus, they claimed moral superiority, which was in-group favouritism. When Lalonde watched the matches, he decided that the other teams were not ‘dirtier’. Therefore, he had found in-group bias.


There are different causes of prejudice – for example, race in the USA, religion in Northern Ireland and linguistic differences in Belgium. However, Tajfel suggested that there are two features of prejudice that are the same:





•  attitudes of prejudice towards an out-group



•  discriminatory behaviour towards the out-group.





These are the features that Tajfel focuses on. He says that prejudice and discrimination can arise from genuine competition or can be to release emotional tensions. A vicious circle may be generated.
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Children also learn such attitudes, so they may be perpetuated even without personal contact. In order to give society order, groups are classified into ‘us’ and ‘them’. There is often competition between in-groups and out-groups and usually people act to benefit their in-group and act against their out-group. Prejudice can arise even without competition between the groups.
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Progress check 1.17


Outline the three stages in social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) and give a real-life example to explain the three stages.
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Evaluation of social identity theory as an explanation of prejudice


Strengths





•  There is much evidence that shows in-group favouritism (Crocker and Luhtanen, 1990; Lalonde, 1992; Tajfel et al., 1970, 1971). When there are different studies in different scenarios supporting a theory, it suggests that the theory has merit. The above studies looked at different groups, and found in-group identification and prejudice towards the out-group.
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Explore


Search for more studies that find prejudice towards an out-group. Use these as examples when answering exam questions. What sorts of groups are studied? Can you find any evidence to say that there is more prejudice and discrimination in certain in-group/out-group situations than in others?
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•  The theory has a useful practical application. There are many in-groups in society, from football teams to racial groups. Sometimes, problems that arise can be traced back to the existence of two opposing groups, perhaps two religions in a particular country. People identify with the in-group and are prejudiced towards the out-group, sometimes to the extent of being violent against another group of people, such as when genocide occurs. When a theory can explain real-life events, it is particularly useful because it can suggest ways of solving social problems.



•  Willetts and Clarke (2013) discuss problems with nursing professional identity. Nurses have many different social identities and emphasising their interrelatedness and group belongingness can help nurses to develop a professional identity. Willetts and Clarke (2013) suggest that it would be advantageous to use social identity theory to help nurses and their professional identity as this is something that nurses have struggled with, given the diversity in their profession.





Weaknesses





•  Social identity theory can be seen as a part of realistic group conflict theory, another theory that attempts to explain prejudice. Rather than just the creation of two groups leading to prejudice, realistic conflict theory says that the two groups are competing in some way. For example, the hockey teams (Lalonde, 1992) were competing to win the tournament. Realistic conflict theory claims that two groups are prejudiced towards one another when there is a goal in sight or when there is the possibility of material gain.
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Explanation


It is often the case that two groups live side by side in reasonable harmony until there is competition for resources. This goes against social identity theory as an explanation of prejudice.
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•  By focusing only on groups, no other factors are taken into account. The theory does not measure how much prejudice there is, such as whether there are some situations in which there is greater prejudice against the out-group. In practice, there are often a number of factors involved (as social impact theory suggests; see pp. 21–24). So having one theory to explain something as complex as prejudice is unlikely to be satisfactory.
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Explore


Look at the situation in Nigeria (e.g. www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-africa-28019433) and see how one group has turned against another. There is some distressing material, so do this task only if you wish to. You might want to do this task after learning about realistic group conflict theory. Is the fighting in Nigeria over competition for resources, as realistic conflict theory suggests? Or is it an in-group turning against an out-group, as social identity theory suggests? Boko Haram in Nigeria opposes anything Western, such as Western education, which the government backs.


Look at the situation in Rwanda, and the fighting between the Hutu and Tutsi peoples. The fighting there is over power and resources, as well as memories of past events between the two peoples. What can you find in the situation to relate to social identity theory or realistic group conflict theory? Do you feel the two theories help to explain real-world events?
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STUDY HINT


One way of illustrating weakness in a theory is to show how another theory can explain the same events as well as, or better than, the theory being evaluated. Only do this once, because putting forward an alternative theory when evaluating is a single weakness, however many alternatives you mention.
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Test yourself





1  Explain how social identity theory explains prejudice. (6 marks)




2  Evaluate social identity theory as an explanation of prejudice. (8 marks)
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Realistic group conflict theory as an explanation of prejudice


A theory of prejudice that was put forward by Sherif (1966), using a study he carried out and wrote about over more than one year, is realistic group conflict theory, also termed ‘realistic conflict theory’.
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STUDY HINT


Although the content part of each topic area comes first and the studies (a classic study and a contemporary study) come later, the separate sections are often joined. The classic study by Sherif et al. (1954/1961) explains realistic conflict and should be used in conjunction with the content about that theory.
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What is realistic conflict theory?


The idea is that, when there is conflict between groups, there is prejudice. It is not the case that artificially created groups, which Tajfel called ‘minimal groups’, lead to prejudice immediately; there must be some sort of competition between groups to cause conflict. Whenever two or more groups are in competition for the same resources, conflict will occur and prejudice follows. There will be negative stereotyping against the ‘other’ group and discrimination can occur too. Discrimination is prejudice in action, behaviour that comes from prejudiced beliefs. Any groups competing for the same resources will tend to be in-group and out-group (with the out-group threatening the in-group for resources) so the theory does link to social identity theory, though they are seen as two separate theories.


Realistic conflict is thought to arise between two groups only when they are of equal status, but Duckitt (1994) thought that conflict and prejudice would arise even if groups are of unequal status. He thought that realistic conflict explained prejudice that arises through competition over scarce resources when groups have equal status. He thought that when groups do not have equal status, prejudice comes more from in-group and out-group behaviour, with one group dominant over the other group.


Filindra and Pearson-Merkowitz (2013) carried out an examination of data in New England to see if, when a dominant white majority perceives a threat, there is more prejudice and discrimination. They found that a perceived increase in the presence of immigrants in the community did correlate with an immigration policy with more restrictions (as measured by support for Arizona’s anti-immigration policy). However, importantly, this was only the case in times of economic hardship and it was not the case at other times. This is as realistic group conflict theory would predict, as this would be about perceived competition for resources.
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Explore


You can find Sherif’s work on the internet: http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Sherif/.
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Scarce resources may be water and food, or they may be jobs if unemployment is high. They may be territory, financial resources, military resources or social resources (such as friends). In times of scarcity of any resource, prejudice can arise.


Prejudice is more likely if the resource is finite, such as territory. This is called ‘zero-sum’, where there is one winner and one loser. It may be that some resources are such that one side can ‘win’ some of the resource and the other lose some – conflict will then be less fierce. How long a conflict over resources lasts can depend on the scarcity of the resource. If it is a finite amount of territory, the conflict can go on for a very long time.
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Progress check 1.18


Explain what is meant by ‘realistic group conflict theory’.


[image: ]





An example of prejudice arising from realistic group conflict is in the US when a policy was introduced that led to children being transported in buses to different schools to mix the white and black populations. This was very much resisted by the white population and it seemed this was because they feared that their resources would be depleted by the black population. Their prejudice arose through what they saw as competition for scarce resources. The data for this conclusion came from the Michigan National Elections Survey.


When feelings in a group intensify and prejudice arises as the group fights for what they see as scarce resources, this can become ethnocentrism, which is defined as a focus on one’s own in-group and hostility towards any out-group.


A real-life example of prejudice arising from competition over scarce resources


There are many reasons for the current conflict between Ukraine and Russian forces. One reason is the history over the transportation of gas through Ukraine to Europe by Russia. Russia supplies about 25 per cent of the natural gas consumed in Europe and about 80 per cent of that gas goes through Ukraine to get to Europe. In around 2005, there was a dispute over whether Ukraine was taking some of the gas going through the country, to use for themselves, and this followed an argument about the price of gas and the cost of transporting it through Ukraine. In 2006, the gas was shut off and not sent through Ukraine, who did admit to using some of it. Various agreements followed about gas transportation. Later in 2006, gas was transported again after agreements, but the recession affected Ukraine and left them with gas debts, which they disputed. Ukraine had agreed to take some gas from Russia, paying for it, but they found they did not need as much, though Russia refused to reduce the amount agreed. In 2014, there was more conflict, again about gas, the gas debt and issues around the nationalised gas company.


Russia and Ukraine, in 2015, are fighting, amidst failed ceasefire packages. It is suggested here that at least some of the conflict is about resources, in the form of gas and also territory, over which Russia exports its gas to Europe. Prejudice here seems to stem from competition over resources, although there are also territorial issues. It is rare to find conflict at national level that is explained ‘simply’ by reference to a shortage of resources, but realistic conflict does seem to fit some, at least, of this conflict.


How realistic conflict ideas can help to reduce prejudice


If competition for scarce resources can lead to prejudice and discrimination, it follows that if people are in the group that is defending or aiming to get these resources, they will work together to achieve their aim. They will be prejudiced against any other group trying to get the same resources. If the groups work together as one group with the shared goal of achieving the resources, and also increasing the likelihood of the resources being achieved, there will be no competition and that will reduce prejudice. To reduce prejudice, superordinate goals can be set up, where the goal can only be achieved by people working together. This is what Sherif et al. (1954/1961) did and they did find prejudice reduced. An example of how superordinate goals can reduce prejudice is when workers’ unions began – people from diverse groups joined together in a common goal, such as around getting fair pay.
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Progress check 1.19


How can pursuit of superordinate goals help to reduce prejudice?
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Test yourself


Compare the social identity theory of prejudice with the realistic group conflict theory as explanations of prejudice. (16 marks)
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Factors affecting prejudice (and discrimination)


One theory of prejudice is that it comes from cognition, being about stereotypes, which are stored in memory and trigger prejudice. Other theories are social ones, looking at prejudice coming from group interactions. The two theories explained in this chapter are social ones. A final focus is on personality causing prejudice. An integrative model suggests that prejudice comes from stereotypes being triggered, issues around group interaction and personality characteristics.


This section focuses mainly on prejudice with the assumption that someone who is prejudiced will act in a prejudiced way and, therefore, there will be discrimination.


There are different factors affecting prejudice when looking at both social identity theory and the theory of realistic conflict. Factors that were identified in social identity theory included being part of an in-group, identifying with that group, categorising oneself as part of the group and experiencing hostility towards an out-group to raise self-esteem by raising the esteem of the in-group. Factors identified in realistic group conflict theory included being in competition for resources, such as food and water, political power, jobs and territory. Other issues include conflict over religious beliefs, conflict over previous agreements that put pressure on groups, linking to conflict over resources and conflict over money.


Other factors that can affect prejudice include individual differences, situation and cultural issues, which we turn to now.


The effects of individual differences (personality) on prejudice and discrimination


The personality characteristics most focused on in relation to prejudice are social dominance orientation (SDO) and right-wing authoritarianism (RWA). Cohrs et al. (2012), one of the contemporary studies for your course, looks at the effects of individual differences on prejudice and finds that there are relationships between some aspects of personality, right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and prejudice (pp. 59–66).


Personality dimensions and prejudice


Personality dimensions include the ‘Big Five’: neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience and agreeableness. There are many different theories about personality types and personality traits. This section considers the link between personality and prejudice.
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STUDY HINT


Mnemonics are useful when revising – these are memory cues. A mnemonic for the Big Five personality dimensions is ‘a cone’ (visualise a traffic cone) – agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, neuroticism, extraversion.
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Explore


You could try a personality test online. The test on www.outofservice.com/bigfive links to the Big Five and also offers you the chance to rate someone else, which is interesting as it suits Cohrs et al. (2012), who gathered both self-report data and peer-report data.
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Openness to experience shows a negative relationship to prejudice – the more someone is open to experience, the less they are likely to be prejudiced against others. Agreeableness too has a negative relationship with prejudice. Conscientiousness, however, can link to right-wing authoritarianism and prejudice. Recent studies such as Cohrs et al. (2012) show that it is not so much that personality dimensions link directly with prejudice, but they underpin ideological attitudes, such as right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation, and these ideological attitudes underpin prejudice, although in Cohrs et al.’s study, they show that personality dimensions can link directly with prejudice.
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Definition


Ideological attitudes focus on social needs and wishes of a group or a society, or indeed an individual. They link to political ideas and refer to someone’s outlook on how a society should be and can function.
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Adorno et al. (1950)


Adorno et al. (1950) focused on personality and fascism, which involves prejudice. They used questionnaires that used a ‘fascism scale’ and measured people’s responses to find out about a tendency to fascism. This study came after the end of the Second World War when people were trying to make sense of the horrific acts involved. The researchers uncovered what they called an authoritarian personality, which related to being prejudiced. They also interviewed some of the respondents to dig deeper about what contributed to prejudice. This use of multi-methods was a strength of their work. Adorno et al. described people with an authoritarian personality as being rigid in their thinking, obedient to authority, seeing the world in black and white, and adhering to social hierarchy and social rules. Already you can see that an authoritarian outlook is likely to lead to obedience, as discussed earlier in this chapter.


Adorno et al. thought that those with an authoritarian outlook were those likely to be prejudiced and to show discrimination, especially to low-status groups, reflecting ideas of hierarchy in a society.


Right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and prejudice


Later studies continued to look at dimensions of personality, how such dimensions link with authoritarianism and what ‘authoritarianism’ is. There is a strand of authoritarianism that links to a political focus, called ‘right-wing authoritarianism’. This is often looked at currently as predicting prejudice and discrimination. It has been found that right-wing authoritarianism does correlate with prejudiced attitudes (e.g. Altemeyer, 1996, and other studies).




[image: ]


Definition


Right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) refers to someone who has rigid thinking and likes society to have rules, which people must stick to, so that society can function. Someone with such an ideological attitude will obey the rules and obey those in authority – they will also want to punish anyone who does not obey the rules. They prefer it that everyone agrees to submit to authority rather than having to force people.
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Social dominance orientation (SDO) and prejudice


Those who believe in social hierarchy are more likely than others to be prejudiced towards low-status groups and, in particular, they want their own group to dominate over other groups (this is called ‘social dominance orientation’) (e.g. Pratto et al., 1994). Rigid thinking also correlates with prejudice. Later studies supported the findings of Adorno et al. (1950).
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Definition


Social dominance orientation (SDO) refers to an ideological attitude and someone who sees society as hierarchical with themselves in a position of dominance over those of lower status. People with this ideological attitude are not egalitarian – they do not believe in equality in a society.
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RWA, SDO and personality dimensions, and prejudice


Cohrs et al. (2012) carried out a study looking at relationships between a) right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social dominance orientation (SDO), which they called ‘ideological attitudes’, b) the Big Five personality dimensions (neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience and agreeableness), and c) prejudice (for full details of this study, see pp. 59–66). Their findings included that right-wing authoritarianism correlated with prejudice, which supports Adorno et al. They also found that openness to experience correlated with right-wing authoritarianism, though negatively, so the more open someone is the less they show such authoritarianism. They also discussed the findings of other studies showing links between personality dimensions, ideological attitudes and prejudice. The links do seem to be very strong, even though there are subtleties in the findings.




[image: ]


STUDY HINT


The classic and contemporary studies are in your course so that you can read about areas in more depth. You should use Cohrs et al. (2012) to consider how personality might affect prejudice and discrimination.
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Progress check 1.20


Explain the idea that ideological attitudes mediate (come between) personality characteristics and prejudice.
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The effects of situation on prejudice and discrimination


Both the situation and personality are involved in prejudice


Personality is often examined in relation to prejudice, as your studies in Year 1 will show you. However, social psychology also looks at how the situation can lead to prejudice. Guimond et al. (2003) discuss whether the power of the situation can over-ride personality when it comes to prejudice. They suggest that the way prejudice can rise and fall over time, such as a high level of prejudice in Germany during the Second World War, suggests that prejudice cannot be down to personality alone as that would not explain such variations (e.g. Brown, 1995, cited in Akrami et al., 2009). Personality is seen as stable and enduring, so sudden changes in prejudice must be affected by the situation.


Akrami et al. (2009) suggest that personality characteristics are present in situations where there is prejudice, even if it seems they do not totally account for such prejudice. They point out that not all Germans were anti-semitic during the Second World War and not all the US soldiers attacked Iraqi prisoners at Abu Ghraib. There can be strong influence from situational factors; however, this does not mean that personality factors do not affect prejudice and discrimination.
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Explanation


Abu Ghraib was a place where Iraqis were kept prisoner, guarded by US soldiers, and it is well-documented that there was abuse by US soldier guards. The abuse was revealed in 2003, in a report by Amnesty International.
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Richard et al. (2003, cited in Akrami et al., 2009) looked at 322 studies and concluded that both situational effects and personality effects contribute to prejudice, perhaps in equal measure. Cooper and Whitney (2009) also consider the balance of situational and personality effects on prejudice and suggest that, in examples of strong prejudice, situational factors seem strong. However, where prejudice is less strong, personality factors might account for more of the prejudice.



Changing social norms or perceived threat can led to prejudice


Situational factors affecting prejudice can link to social norms as social norms in a society tend to work against prejudice, so it will be failure in social norms or changing social norms that will lead to prejudice in a society, and these are considered situational factors. Social threat can also lead to prejudice, and is also a situational factor. Threat in fact links to personality in that right-wing authoritarianism means threat is feared and so actions that mitigate threat will be supported. Such responses, to allay fear, can be discrimination and prejudice.


Akrami et al. (2009) manipulated a social norm and then tested for prejudice. Their hypothesis was that a manipulated social norm would affect prejudice, and is a situational factor, but that personality factors would remain the same. This would show that situation affected prejudice. Their manipulation of the social norm was focused on sexism and they set up a situation on a university campus where there was a focus on prejudice (sexism) being reduced and against the norm – this was the experimental condition. In the control group, there was no experience of this changed norm. The experimental group, focusing on the ‘no prejudice’ norm, should display less prejudice than the control group if the situation (the changed norm) affected prejudice. They used an independent groups design, where half were randomly allocated to the ‘changed norm’ group and half to the control condition, with equal numbers of males and females in each group. This was random sampling but within a ‘sex-stratified’ design.
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STUDY HINT


Note Akrami et al.’s (2009) sampling techniques as they can be useful as evidence when you are discussing sampling techniques in studies in psychology.
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What was measured in Akrami et al. (2009) was similar to Cohrs et al. (2012). Scales were used to measure SDO, RWA, the Big Five and prejudice (which was about sexism – attitudes to women). The study had each participant sitting at a computer completing the scales. The difference in the ‘changed norm’ condition was that, as part of the sexism questionnaire, there was a comment about discrimination of women no longer being a problem. In the ‘no change of norm’ condition this comment was not found. They found that both situational factors (in this case, the changed norm) and personality factors (such as SDO, RWA and openness to experience, which was negatively correlated with prejudice) linked to prejudice.


Issues and debates


Akrami et al. (2009) comment that their results confirmed those of Pettigrew (1958). Pettigrew found that levels of prejudice might be affected by situational factors but the underlying personality traits remained. You could use past prejudice research to show similarities in psychology findings over time, which is one of the issues and debates in your course.


Some situational factors have been explored here, including changing social norms, which can affect prejudice in a society, and also level of perceived or actual threat. Situational factors include whether there is conflict, as realistic conflict theory suggests. Situational factors also relate to in-group and out-group situations, as social identity theory suggests.


One other way of looking at the effects of situation on prejudice and discrimination is to consider in what situations prejudice can occur and, importantly, how the situation can be used to reduce prejudice.


The contact hypothesis – to reduce prejudice


Allport (1954) discussed inter-group contact theory: if the situation is set up so that people in different groups have contact with one another, this can help to reduce prejudice and discrimination. This can be called the ‘contact hypothesis’. This works with minority groups in that a majority group can then meet members of the minority group and find out more about them and their views, helping reduce prejudice in certain circumstances. In order for contact to work in reducing prejudice:





•  there must be equal status between the people making contact – if they do not have equal status, the situation should be manipulated so that differences are minimised



•  the groups should be working towards a common goal/s



•  contact should be harmonious and there should be co-operation to meet the common goal



•  both groups need to acknowledge the authority of the people that have brought them together



•  all participants should feel comfortable in the situation



•  there should be personal interaction between the people making contact, so that they can learn about one another and hear each other’s views.





Additional ideas are:





•  the minority group should behave in a way that does not fit the stereotype the majority group have of them



•  the contact should occur often and not just in one social situation



•  the minority group members should be seen as typical of their group, not atypical.





The above situational factors can help to reduce prejudice. Conversely, Table 1.10 outlines situations where prejudice might arise.
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Conclusion


It seems clear that situations lead to prejudice, from changing norms, to times of threat, to the formation of in-groups and out-groups, to competition over scarce resources. These factors can be affected as well by whether the groups talk to each other or meet, whether they are of different status and whether they have common goals.


However, even when situations lead to prejudice, studies find that there are stable personality characteristics that ‘go with’ prejudice and discrimination. These are having a right-wing authoritarian outlook, an ideology of social dominance and conscientiousness. Characteristics that ‘go away’ from prejudice are agreeableness and openness to experience.


The effects of culture on prejudice and discrimination


Theories of prejudice can be ‘universal’ and apply to all cultures


Social identity theory, realistic conflict theory and social dominance orientation are all theories that can account for prejudice, regardless of culture. It is claimed by social identity theory that all cultures would be seen to have in-groups and out-groups and inter-group conflict is found in those countries. Realistic conflict theory too can be applied in different countries and cultures, as, according to the theory, where there is competition for resources, there is prejudice. Social dominance orientation (SDO) is the attitude that societies are hierarchical, which leads to prejudice and discrimination against those of lower status. SDO, as with social identity theory and realistic conflict theory, can be found in different cultures. These three theories look for universal laws about prejudice.


Another factor that might affect prejudice and discrimination is culture. There might be across-culture similarities, such as those outlined above, but there can be between-culture differences, as discussed below.
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Definition


Across-culture means something is found in all cultures (or many cultures) and is perhaps universal, which means it is found in all human societies. It is found ‘across all cultures’. This is known as ‘emic’. Between-culture means there are differences between cultures and so it is not universal. This is known as ‘etic’.
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Ideological attitudes may differ between cultures


It might be thought that different cultural attitudes would affect levels of prejudice and discrimination, but the ideological attitudes looked at in studies, like right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation, tend to be stable across cultures. Adorno et al. (1950) gathered data from the Americas, Cohrs et al. (2012) gathered data in Germany, Akrami et al. (2009) worked in Sweden, and Duckitt and Sibley (2010) worked in Australia. Pettigrew (1998) looked at whether factors that affect prejudice differed in different countries (Netherlands, the UK, France and West Germany) and found that there were universals with regard to what affects prejudice – more accurately, he found similarities in these four countries.


Issues and debates


It might not always be the case, but often when universal laws are claimed, this might be because the feature is in our nature. If something is different between cultures, and is not universal, that might be down to nurture because what differs between cultures is environment and effects of the environment. This argument relates to the nature–nurture debate. However, be aware that something can be found in many cultures because it is useful for a society’s functioning rather than because it is innate.


Cultural norms and prejudice


Different cultures have different cultural norms (including how cultures are treated in a society) and these can affect levels of prejudice. Guimond et al. (2013) thought that cultures where there was multiculturalism (MC) would show less prejudice than those featuring assimilation (AS) in their culture. They looked at the pro-diversity policy of four Western countries. Multiculturalism would be pro-diversity, in that different cultures would live together, and assimilation would be less pro-diversity as the idea would be that cultures are incorporated into one country. The researchers used countries that had a low, medium or high pro-diversity policy. They found that anti-Muslim attitudes were reduced when the pro-diversity policy was high. They also found that countries had different views about multiculturalism and assimilation and that these views went along with the actual policies of the countries, regardless of individual attitudes.
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STUDY HINT


Cultural norms can affect someone’s beliefs and attitudes, which can be said to show that we develop under the influence of our environment, perhaps interacting with our personality. You need to be aware when developmental issues are raised, so when you see the developmental psychology icon, make notes accordingly. Or you can go back through this book to make notes about development, by looking for the icon.
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Matusmoto (2007, cited in Guimond et al., 2013) suggests that cultures are different because of different issues and problems they have had to (or have to) deal with, so they develop different ways of living. Countries with immigration have had political discussion about such issues, coming up with the idea either of multiculturalism, where all cultures are accepted and one is not ‘right’, or assimilation, where a main culture takes other cultures in and they accept the main norms.
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In assimilation, the incoming culture or group must adopt the language and ways of the ‘receiving’ culture, the dominant group. Countries that favour assimilation are not wanting diversity and are categorised as low in pro-diversity (e.g. Meuleman and Reeskens, 2008, cited in Guimond et al., 2013). Guimond et al. (2013) say that multiculturalism as an alternative to assimilation became popular in the 1970s, seeing acceptance of other cultures as positive. Multiculturalism supports diversity and is categorised as high in pro-diversity. Assimilation as an ideology (which means a way of seeing how society can fulfil its needs) links to prejudiced attitudes, whereas multiculturalism is more positive with regard to how groups interact with one another.
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Guimond et al. (2013) make the point that studies linking policies like multiculturalism to a reduction in prejudice and stereotyping tend to take place only in one country, and what is needed is to study different countries to see how the country’s diversity policy affects prejudice and discrimination in the country. Looking at prejudice and comparing countries with different diversity policies would be useful. Their hypothesis was that the stronger the pro-diversity policy in a country, the lower the prejudice. They felt that, for example, multiculturalism would show less prejudice (e.g. Verkuyten, 2005, cited in Guimond et al., 2013). If different countries with different pro-diversity policies show different levels of prejudice, this does suggest that there are cultural influences when it comes to prejudice.


Personality dimensions are not likely to differ between all countries (they are said to be stable and enduring characteristics in general) and RWA and SDO have been found in different cultures, so it would be the different diversity policies and different norms that are likely to give differences in prejudice between countries.


Guimond et al. (2013) concluded that, although all countries to an extent are multicultural, they do not all have that policy explicitly and when the policy of a country is multiculturalism as opposed to assimilation, then there is reduced prejudice in relations between groups. The lowest level of prejudice in their study was found in Canada and the highest was found in Germany. Levels in the US and the UK were somewhere in between. Canada and the US, and to an extent the UK, according to Guimond et al., have stronger norms relating to multiculturalism, and more focus on cultural diversity, than Germany. The study did not ask about personal support for either multiculturalism or assimilation; the questions were about the norms of the country, which were the cultural norms around integration. The researchers cite Becker et al. (2012), who looked at data from 21 cultural groups and found that there were effects of cultural norms with regard to prejudice that were over and above personal beliefs and attitudes.
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Progress check 1.21


Give three pieces of evidence that suggest that cultural norms can affect prejudice.
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Test yourself


Evaluate two factors that might affect prejudice. (12 marks)
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Methods in social psychology


What is required and how this book covers that requirement


In all the topic areas, there is a section on methods. In your course, you need to cover certain methods and issues around methods, and these are spread through the Year 1/AS topic areas (and there is method material in Year 2 as well). In social psychology, the research methods covered are questionnaire and interview. As has been seen, social psychology research does also use experiments, but interviews and questionnaires are the chosen research methods for this part of the course. Chapter 5 presents ‘method’ material for all the Year 1/AS topic areas and Chapter 6 gives ‘maths’ material for all the Year 1/AS topic areas. The maths material is part of the method in your course; however, having a separate chapter will help you to focus on the maths and the other method issues you need. There follows a brief list of what you need to know within social psychology. For more detail, read Chapters 5 and 6.


In social psychology, you will need to know about:





•  designing and conducting questionnaires to gather self-report data, including issues around open and closed questions and ranked-scale questions





Method link: for more on designing and conducting questionnaires, go to Chapter 5 (pp. 283–294).


Practical link: in social psychology, you are asked to design and carry out a questionnaire study, which will help you put what you learn into practice. Chapter 7 explores more about practical investigations. A social psychology practical can be found on pp. 417–430.
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STUDY HINT


Some of the ‘maths’ element in your psychology course is in GCSE Maths, so you should have already learned about it, such as measures of central tendency, graphs and measures of dispersion. Be ready to ‘transfer’ learning from GCSE Maths to AS and A level Psychology. However, there is full guidance throughout the course if you are not sure.
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•  designing and conducting interviews to gather self-report data, including issues around how structured an interview is, including knowing there are structured, semi-structured and unstructured forms of interviewing
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Explore


The following link gives an account of using interviews to gather qualitative data, in a specific area of research (for your interest): www.nature.com/bdj/journal/v204/n6/full/bdj.2008.192.html. Read it and relate what is in this article to what is outlined in this section. Consider some of the strengths and weaknesses of using such a method when studying psychology.
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•  general issues of methodology – in this case, knowing about the alternate hypothesis



•  sampling techniques, including the four sampling techniques of random, stratified, volunteer and opportunity





Method link: Chapter 5 explains more about hypotheses (pp. 318–319) and sampling and sampling techniques (pp. 299–304).
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STUDY HINT


In other subjects, such as at GCSE, you have probably come across different sampling techniques, so draw on that understanding as much as you can, as that will help your learning.
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•  analysing quantitative data, including being able to work out measures of central tendency (mean, median, mode as appropriate) and how to draw frequency tables and graphs, and bar charts. You also need to know about measures of dispersion (the range and the standard deviation of a set of scores)





Maths link: Chapter 6 explains the maths element that you need for your course. Descriptive statistics can be found on pp. 387–396.





•  analysis of qualitative data using thematic analysis



•  research method issues around bias, including researcher bias, social desirability and demand characteristics



•  issues of reliability, validity, generalisability, credibility and objectivity





Method link: Chapter 5 explains more about analysis of qualitative data, including using thematic analysis (pp. 290–292); issues of bias when carrying out a study (pp. 285 and 288) and issues of validity, reliability, generalisability, credibility and objectivity (p. 379).





•  ethical guidelines in psychology, including the British Psychological Society’s Code of Ethics and Conduct (2009), and principles of respect, responsibility, integrity and competence; also risk management issues when researching in psychology.





Method link: Chapter 5 explains more about ethical issues in psychology (pp. 304–314).
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Progress check 1.22


List the three main types of interview, four sampling techniques you need to know and the four main ethical principles in the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct.


[image: ]





Studies in social psychology


For each topic area, you need to cover one classic study and one contemporary study. With regard to the contemporary study, you will choose one from three named studies. This book covers all three contemporary studies so you can choose the one that you are using in your course.


For social psychology, the classic study is Sherif et al. (1954/1961), an experiment on prejudice using boys in a summer camp. The contemporary studies are Burger (2009), who did a replication of Milgram’s study, Reicher and Haslam (2006), who did an experiment/case study to look at prisoner and guard behaviour, and Cohrs et al. (2012), who considered personality issues with regard to prejudice.


Classic study: Sherif et al. (1954/1961)


Sherif carried out research into groups, leadership and the effect of groups on attitudes and behaviour. The Robbers Cave study – so-called because it took place at a camp in Robbers Cave State Park, Oklahoma – built on his previous work and there were later records of the study too (that is why two dates are given for this study). He thought that social behaviour could not be studied by looking at individuals in isolation. He recognised that social organisation differs between cultures and affects group practices, citing, for example, that in America discussion is seen as a useful learning method but that this is not the case in India, where dependence on authority is more valued. So, he claimed that groups have to be understood as part of a social structure. The Robbers Cave study involved setting up two groups of similar participants (11-year-old boys) to find out:





•  how the groups developed



•  if and how conflict between the groups arose



•  how to reduce any such friction.
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STUDY HINT


The Robbers Cave study is an example of how the social approach focuses on interactions between people, rather than on individuals. It is also useful for answering questions about prejudice.
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The conflict could be seen as prejudice; reduction of friction would be reducing prejudice. Therefore, the study has a practical application.


Three terms defined according to Sherif are:





•  small group – individuals share a common goal that fosters interaction; individuals are affected differently by being in a group; an in-group develops with its own hierarchy and a set of norms is standardised



•  norm – a product of group interaction that regulates the behaviour of members in terms of the expected or ideal behaviour



•  group – a social unit with a number of individuals who are interdependent and have a set of norms and values for self-regulation; individuals have roles within the unit.
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STUDY HINT


The definitions of small groups, norm and group are useful when answering questions about explanations of terms. They could be added to your glossary of terms (theory, not method).
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Aims


The aims of the Robbers Cave study were to use a field experiment to produce group norms and to measure their effects on the perceptions and judgements of those involved. The plan was to use a real-life situation to lead to group norms and values. The researchers wanted to see how in-group behaviour developed to include related out-group hostility and to see how such friction could be reduced. The study looked at relationships within each group and at how the two groups related to one another. It was a study of inter-group relations.


The researchers aimed to trace the formation and functioning of negative and positive attitudes of members of one group towards members of another group. They examined how attitudes and behaviours developed and changed as a result of controlled alterations in conditions.
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Definition


Inter-group means between two (or more) groups;


intra-group means relations within a single group.
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Procedure


Participants


The participants were 22 boys, aged 11 years, who did not know each other before the study. The boys were matched as far as possible and split into two groups of 11. They were all from Protestant families in Oklahoma and were screened to eliminate problems at home or other difficulties that might account for individual attitudes and behaviour. As part of the matching process, the boys were rated (including IQ) by teachers. When the boys were divided into two groups, they were reassessed and also matched for the split, including issues such as sporting ability. In order to produce ‘natural’ groups, participants were not informed that they were part of a study and were kept unaware of the aims of the camp. A nominal fee was charged for the camp and parents were asked not to visit, ostensibly because it might make the boys homesick.
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STUDY HINT


Learning a study involves knowing evaluation points about it as well as description points. In the description of the participants, there are issues you can consider for evaluation, such as the ethical issue of deception, and the control element, such as the matching of the boys in the two groups. Think about such issues as you read a description of a study and perhaps make notes, ready for your own evaluation of the study.
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Data collection


One important feature of the study was the range of data collection methods:





•  Observation – a participant observer was allocated to each group for 12 hours a day.



•  Sociometric analysis – issues such as friendship patterns were noted and studied.



•  Experiment – e.g. the boys had to collect beans and estimate how many each boy had collected.



•  Tape recordings – adjectives and phrases used to refer to their own group members and to out-group members were examined.





The participant observers were trained not to influence the boys’ decision-making, but to help them once decisions had been reached. The researchers claimed that using different data-gathering methods, with similar results, meant that their results were valid.


The camp


The location was a 200-acre Boy Scouts of America camp, completely surrounded by Robbers Cave State Park. The site was isolated and keeping the two groups of boys apart at first was easy because of the layout of the site.
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The three stages of the study





•  Stage 1: the two groups were formed and set up norms and hierarchies (to see how they became in-groups).



•  Stage 2: the two groups were introduced and competition was set up in the form of a tournament (to see if this led to friction, name-calling and hostility to the out-group).



•  Stage 3: the two groups were set goals that they needed each other to achieve (to see if superordinate goals led to the reduction of friction).
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Definition


Superordinate goals are goals in which the resources and energies of either single group are not adequate for the attainment of the goal. To achieve the goal, two groups have to work together.
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Stage 1: in-group formation


The two groups were kept apart for one week to help the formation of group norms and relations. They had to work as a group to achieve common goals that required co-operation. Data were gathered by observation, including rating of emerging relationships, sociometric measures and experimental judgements. Status positions and roles in the groups were studied. There is much detail about how hierarchies within each group developed. The measurements were thought to be both valid and reliable because different data collection methods produced similar results. For example, in the bean-collecting task, the boys tended to overestimate the number of beans their own group members had collected and underestimate the number collected by the other group (the number of beans was, in fact, the same). During Stage 1, two boys were allowed to go home from one of the groups as they were homesick – this left 11 in one group and nine in the other.


Stage 2: inter-group relations, the friction phase


After the first week, the two groups were told about one another and a tournament was set up with competitive activities. Points could be earned for the group and there were rewards. As soon as they heard about each other, the two groups became hostile. They wanted to play each other at baseball, so they effectively set up their own tournament, which was what the researchers wanted.


The aim behind the competition was to make one group frustrated because of the other group, to see if negative attitudes developed. Adjectives and phrases were recorded to see if they were derogatory and behaviour was observed as previously. The researchers introduced the ‘collecting beans’ experiment. The boys had to collect beans and then judge how many each boy had collected. This was to see if the boys overestimated the abilities of the in-group members and minimised the abilities of the out-group members.
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STUDY HINT


Tajfel et al. (1970, 1971) used similar tasks to the bean task. He also found that members of the in-group talked up the abilities of their group members at the expense of the out-group members. The findings of Sherif et al. can be used when discussing social identity theory.
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Table 1.5 Stress remarks, apparent stress levels and the number of errors made by the applicant

Set 1 n/a 0
Set 2 29 0
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Set3 41 2
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10 52 6
Set4 11 52 7
12 53 7
13 58 8
14 60 9
15 65 10
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Table 1.9 Example of the matrices in Tajfel et al. (1970)
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