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How to use this book


This book will help you revise for your AQA A-level Psychology specification. It is designed so that you can use it alongside any appropriate textbook, including AQA Psychology for A-level 1 and 2, by Jean-Marc Lawton and Eleanor Willard. We have included page references to appropriate material in these books on each spread.
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Each spread covers a different topic, outlining the headline factual knowledge you need, as well as providing evaluation material to help you aim for those top marks.
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Research methods and techniques are also covered in an interesting way to help you retain and recall the information.
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At the end of the book you will find guidance on making sure you are ready to tackle the exams!
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1 Social influence



Types of conformity
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Description


Conformity occurs when a majority of people influence the beliefs and/or behaviour of a minority. There are 3 types, differing in terms of how much they affect individuals’ belief systems.




1  Compliance involves public, but not private, agreement with a group’s beliefs and behaviour, in order to gain acceptance or avoid disapproval. It is fairly temporary and weak, and only occurs within the presence of the group. For example, an individual claims allegiance to the local football team in order to fit in and be accepted, but in reality has little if any allegiance to the team.


2  Identification involves public and private agreement with a group’s beliefs and behaviour, because membership of that group is beneficial. A stronger type than compliance, it is still fairly temporary and weak, as it is not retained when an individual leaves the group. For instance, a soldier adopts the beliefs and behaviour of fellow soldiers while in the army, but adopts new beliefs and behaviour on returning to civilian life.


3  Internalisation involves public and private agreement and is not dependent on group membership. It is the strongest form of conformity. For instance, beliefs in a religious faith are not dependent on group members being present.
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Fig 1.1 A religious conversion would be an example of internalisation
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Focal study


Asch (1955) investigated whether individuals would conform to an obviously wrong answer. 123 American male student volunteers, having been told that it was a study into visual perception, were tested in groups of between 8 and 10. The participants sat in a line or around a table. A stimulus line was presented with 3 comparison lines, 1 clearly matching the stimulus line while the other 2 did not. Participants had to say out loud which comparison line matched the stimulus. In each group there was in fact only 1 real participant, who answered either last or next to last – the other group members were all confederates (pseudo-participants). From 18 trials, confederates gave identical wrong answers on 12 occasions. There was a 32 per cent overall conformity rate to the wrong answers, 75 per cent conforming at least once, 25 per cent never conforming, while 5 per cent conformed all the time. It was also found that most participants conformed publicly, but not privately, a form of compliance, in order to avoid rejection.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Mori & Arai (2010) replicated Asch’s study (though using females as well as males), giving filter goggles to participants, so that one participant perceived a different comparison line to all the others. This meant demand characteristics (where participants attempt to guess the aim of a study and act accordingly) could not occur, unlike in Asch’s study where the participant might realise the confederates were lying and so just pretended to conform. Females conformed similarly to Asch’s participants, but the males a lot less. The study was unethical, as participants thought the goggles were to prevent glare.


•  Bogdonoff et al. (1961) measured the stress levels encountered by participants on an Asch-type task, by recording galvanic skin responses – a measurement of electrical conductivity. High stress levels were found when participants gave true answers that went against the majority, but lower levels when individuals complied with obviously wrong answers, implying compliance to be a healthy response.





[image: ]







[image: ]


Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Mann (1969) believed internalisation to be true conformity, as it is the only type of majority influence where participants are actually converted to other people’s belief systems.



[image: ]   Internalisation relates to minority influence (see page 20), which allows carefully considered social change (see page 22) to occur.



[image: ]   Compliance allows individuals to conduct meaningful social interactions by constantly fitting in with and adapting to different groups’ social norms.



[image: ]   Compliance relates more to normative social influence, where individuals conform to fit in, while identification and internalisation relate more to informational social influence, as individuals genuinely agree with the behaviour they are conforming to.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   There are other reported reasons for why people conform in Asch’s study, such as having doubts about individual perceptual ability and the accuracy of individual judgements. Therefore, it may not just be compliance that is occurring.



[image: ]   Most studies of types of conformity, such as Asch’s and Mori & Arai’s, are unethical and arguably should not be performed, as they involve deceit and therefore a lack of informed consent, as well as possibly causing distress through elevating stress levels.



[image: ]   Asch’s study was time-consuming, with only 1 participant being tested at a time. As 123 participants performed 18 trials each, the experiment was conducted 2,214 times.
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Practical application


Compliance helps to maintain social order, through majority influence allowing people to unthinkingly know what behaviour and attitudes are expected of them and stick to them. Internalisation meanwhile converts people’s belief systems, so that social change occurs through innovative behaviours becoming accepted as mainstream.
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Explanations for conformity
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Description


Deutsch & Gerard (1955) suggested 2 explanations of conformity, informational social influence (ISI) and normative social influence (NSI).


Underlying ISI is a need for certainty that brings a sense of control. ISI occurs in ambiguous situations with no clear ‘correct’ way of behaving, as well as in novel situations not experienced before. In such situations individuals look to the majority for information on how to behave. This involves social comparison with others in order to reduce uncertainty. For instance, when eating in a restaurant for the first time you may look to others for which cutlery, glasses etc. to use. ISI therefore involves stronger types of conformity, such as identification and internalisation, where public and private agreement with a majority occurs.


Underlying NSI is a need to belong, by being accepted and avoiding rejection and ridicule. Individuals agree with others because of their power to reward and punish – for instance, giving in to peer pressure to smoke, even though you may not wish to, in order to be accepted by the group. NSI therefore tends to involve a weaker form of conformity, compliance, where public, but not private, agreement occurs.
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Fig 1.2 How many jellybeans are in the jar?
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Focal study


Jenness (1932) investigated the effect of group influence on individual judgements, by getting participants to estimate the number of jellybeans in a jar, first as individuals, then in a large group or several small groups, and finally as individuals again. It was found that participants’ second individual estimates moved closer to their group estimates than their first individual estimates, with a greater effect seen among females than males. This suggests that ISI occurs in ambiguous and new situations where there is no clear correct answer. This study is more ethical than most conformity studies, as there is no deliberate deceit involved. However, like Asch’s study, it was a laboratory-based experiment using an artificial and non-lifelike situation and as such lacks realism. There may also be an element of NSI, with some participants conforming due to a desire for acceptance and not just to be correct.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Sherif (1935) used the autokinetic effect, a visual illusion, to find participants’ second individual estimates – of how far a dot of light in a dark room appeared to move – converged towards a group norm after participants heard the estimates of others. This supports ISI and suggests that participants internalised others’ judgements and made them their own.


•  Bogdonoff et al. (1961) measured the stress levels encountered by participants on an Asch-type task, by recording galvanic skin responses – a measurement of electrical conductivity. High stress levels were found when participants gave true answers that went against the majority, but lower levels when individuals complied with obviously wrong answers, which suggests that NSI not only involves compliance, but is also a healthy thing to do.


•  Eagli & Carli (1981) found in a meta-analysis of 48 studies that females conform more in public situations, suggesting that females’ more nurturing, co-operative nature causes them to have a greater need for social agreement.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   As well as having research support, both NSI and ISI can be used to explain and understand real-life examples of conformist behaviour, giving them additional support as explanations.



[image: ]   Asch initially criticised Jenness’ earlier study as inferior due to having no obvious wrong answer to conform to. However, both studies are equally effective in helping to highlight explanations for conformity: ISI in Jenness’ case and NSI in Asch’s case.



[image: ]   NSI and ISI should not be seen as opposing explanations; they can be combined together to give an overall explanation of conformity. Different individuals in the same situation may be conforming for reasons of NSI or ISI.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   ISI can have harmful consequences in crisis situations, where negative emotions and panic can spread quickly. Jones et al. (2000) reported that psychogenic illnesses, such as mass hysteria, can occur in crisis situations through individuals having little time to think and so looking to others for cues as to how to behave.



[image: ]   NSI can also have harmful consequences. Jordan (1996) reported that due to ridicule, punishment and rejection of non-conforming group members, 12 teenage victims of such bullying killed themselves in 1 year in Japan. NSI can also lead to destructive inter-group violence.
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Practical application


To help create group cohesion (unity) in sports teams, ambiguous tasks with no correct answer/behaviour could be set, so that team members are drawn closer together through ISI.
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Variables affecting conformity
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Description


Asch conducted variations of his study to identify situational variables, aspects of the environment that influence levels of conformity. These included:





•  Group size, which showed that as a majority’s size increased, so did the level of conformity, up to a maximum level, after which increases in group size did not lead to any further rise in conformity levels



•  Unanimity, which showed that conformity rates decreased when majority influence became less unanimous, with group members dissenting against other group members’ behaviour



•  Task difficulty, which showed that greater conformity occurred when task difficulty increased, as the correct answer was less obvious and so individuals increasingly looked to others for guidance as to the correct answer.





Research has also identified individual variables, characteristics of people that influence conformity levels. Important variables here include:





•  Gender, with females conforming more, possibly due to females being socialised to be more submissive to social influence



•  Mood, with individuals seen to conform more when in happy moods and when moving to more relaxed emotional states, possibly because they are then more amenable to majority influence



•  Culture, with some cultures conforming more, as they possess shared values and uniformity, thus making agreement with others easier.
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Fig 1.3 Norwegians are conformist as they share cultural values and norms
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Focal study


Asch’s variations (1956)




1  With 1 participant and 1 confederate, conformity was very low, rising to 13 per cent with 1 participant and 2 confederates, and up to 32 per cent with 1 participant and 3 confederates. Increasing confederate numbers (up to as high as 15) produced no further increases in conformity.


2  If 1 confederate sided with the real participant by giving the correct answer, conformity dropped from 32 per cent to just 5.5 per cent. More interestingly, if a confederate went against the group but gave a different wrong answer, conformity still dropped, down to 9 per cent. This suggests that the important factor is the reduction in the majority’s level of agreement, rather than an individual being given support for their private opinion.


3  When task difficulty was increased, by having comparison lines more similar to each other, conformity to wrong answers increased, demonstrating the effect of task difficulty on conformity.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Maslach et al. (1987) found males conform less, as they are more independent and competitive, while females conform more, as they are sensitive to others’ needs and like to maintain harmony, thus explaining gender differences in conformity levels.


•  Tong et al. (2008) found participants were more likely to conform to wrong answers to maths questions given by confederates when they were in a positive mood rather than in a negative or neutral one, demonstrating the effect of mood on conformity levels.


•  Milgram (1961) found that Norwegians conformed more than French participants to obviously wrong answers. Avant & Knudson (1993) believe this occurs as Norway has shared cultural values, a dislike of individualism and fewer ethnic minorities with different cultural norms than France, suggesting a cultural basis for differences in conformity levels.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Pike & Laland (2010) found that stickleback fish show increased imitation of ‘demonstrator’ fish eating at food-rich sites, but that the rate of such conformity declines as the number of demonstrator fish increases, suggesting an evolutionary survival value to conformity.



[image: ]   Asch’s study became a paradigm study, the accepted method of investigating conformity. Indeed it is still relevant, as it forms the basis of Mori & Arai’s (2010) study (see page 2).



[image: ]   Probably the best way to understand conformity is to see situational and individual variables as acting together to determine overall levels of conformity, rather than them acting on their own.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Higher female conformity may actually result from poor methodology. Eagly & Carli (1981) reported that male researchers find females conform more, possibly because they use experimental materials more familiar to men, thus creating an artificial form of ISI for females to conform to.



[image: ]   Even if females do conform more, it may not be because women are socialised by society, but instead because evolution has acted upon women to be more co-operative with others.



[image: ]   There are studies that cast doubt on Asch’s findings. Gerard et al. (1968) found conformity rates do rise as more confederates are added (though at an increasingly smaller rate).
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Practical application


Advertisers focus on the unanimity of majority influence to sell products. This relates to the ‘bandwagon effect’, where if individuals believe all members of a group have a product, like a certain mobile phone, then purchase of that phone will allow them to be accepted into the group.
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Conformity to social roles
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Description


Social roles are the actions that people are expected to display in social situations. They involve the behaviours and attitudes which individuals should adopt as members of different social groups in order to fit in with, and meet the requirements of, those social situations. An individual has first to perceive what role they are expected to play within a given social situation, and then meet the expectation by ‘playing the part’. Different social situations have different social roles to adopt – for example, there is an expectation that someone will be outgoing and playful at a party, but reserved and serious at a funeral. People learn social roles from experience and they become internal mental scripts, which individuals select from in order to behave appropriately in different social settings. Conformity to social roles involves identification (see page 2), which is stronger than compliance, as it involves public and private acceptance of the behaviour and attitudes adopted. Conformity to social roles is not as strong as internalisation, which is a more permanent form of conformity, as individuals only conform to specific social roles while in particular social situations. They change their behaviour to suit new social norms when they move to new social situations.
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Fig 1.4 Zimbardo’s study showed how people conform readily to social roles
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Focal study


Zimbardo (1973) investigated the extent to which people would conform to the roles of guard and prisoner in a simulation of prison life. The participants were 21 students, who were selected for their physical and mental stability and lack of criminal history. A realistic mock prison was set up and the prisoners dehumanised (their individual identity was removed) by being made to wear prison uniforms and referred to by numbers instead of names. The uniformed guards’ role was to keep order, though physical punishment was banned. Over the course of the experiment, the guards became increasingly abusive and most prisoners increasingly submissive. Four prisoners were released due to their poor mental state. Scheduled to run for 2 weeks, the study was stopped after 6 days when Zimbardo realised the extent of the harm that was occurring. The study illustrated that individuals conform readily to the social roles expected in a situation, even when such roles override individuals’ moral beliefs.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Haslam & Reicher (2002) replicated Zimbardo’s study, aiming to investigate the behaviour of groups that were unequal in terms of power and status. Participants were randomly selected as guards or prisoners, with the guards constructing prison rules and punishments for breaking them. The prisoners increasingly developed a group identity, but the guards did not and were reluctant to impose authority. They were overcome by the prisoners. The participants then set up an equal social system, but this proved unsustainable and attempts to impose a harsher regime met with weak resistance, at which point the study ended. It was concluded that powerlessness and the failure of groups allows cruel domination to occur.


•  Snyder (1974) found that high self-monitors (people who are able to respond to social cues and adjust their behaviour accordingly) were able to adapt their behaviour to fit the needs of different social situations, while the behaviour of low self-monitors (people who are less able to respond to social cues and adjust their behaviour accordingly) was more fixed due to innate personality traits. This suggests that some individuals are more able to conform to social roles than others.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Conformity to different social roles in different social situations may have an evolutionary survival value, as it allows us to understand and adapt to the requirements of different situations and thus fit in. Social order is thereby created and maintained, permitting a safe, predictable world for individuals to interact within.



[image: ]   Research into social roles suggests that behaviour in brutalising institutions, such as prisons, can be improved by the provision of less dehumanising environments.



[image: ]   The fact that social roles are not permanent means people can adapt successfully to changing environments and therefore have the flexibility to meet the needs of a diverse range of social situations.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Zimbardo hoped his research would lead to beneficial changes in the prison system, but he concluded that, as such, his research was a failure because if anything prison conditions have got worse.



[image: ]   Zimbardo’s study was unethical: fully informed consent was not given, there were elements of deceit, the right to withdraw was not made clear and, probably most importantly, high levels of both physical and psychological harm occurred.



[image: ]   There seem to be large individual differences in the ability to identify and adopt required social roles. Therefore, some people are less able to successfully adapt to different environments.
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Practical application


The move to all-seater football grounds following the Taylor Report (1992) saw a huge reduction in acts of hooliganism, arguably because the less brutal environments thus created led to less aggressive social roles for supporters to conform to.
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Obedience and the work of Milgram
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Description


Obedience is defined as ‘complying with the demands of an authority figure’. Milgram, from a New York Jewish family that fled Europe before the Holocaust, and a student of Asch’s, was interested in understanding how 10 million Jews and Gypsies were exterminated on the orders of the Nazis during the Holocaust. He set out to test the ‘Germans are different’ hypothesis, which argued that the Holocaust occurred because Germans blindly obey authority figures. Milgram showed that people are more obedient than they realise, getting participants to apparently carry out painful acts against an unobjectionable stranger purely because a researcher ordered them to. Many objected to the researcher’s commands, but obeyed them to the end, showing that individuals do not necessarily agree with orders that they obediently carry out.
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Fig 1.5 The Milgram experiment set up
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Focal study


Milgram (1963) tested 40 American male volunteers, aged between 20 and 50 years, on their willingness to obey increasingly destructive orders. Believing it a study of memory and learning, volunteers drew lots with a second participant, actually a confederate (see page 2), to see who would be the ‘teacher’ and who the ‘learner’. This was rigged; the real participant was always the teacher. The learner was strapped into a chair in an adjacent room with electrodes attached to him. It was explained by a confederate researcher wearing a laboratory coat (that gave him legitimate authority) that every time the learner got a question wrong the teacher should shock him by pressing a switch on a (fake) shock machine. If the teacher refused, the researcher ordered him to carry on with a series of verbal ‘prods’ (such as ‘the experiment requires you continue’). The shocks went up in 15-volt increments to 450 volts, which was given 3 times per teacher. Initially happy to take part, the learner then began to protest and at 300 volts refused to answer more questions. At 315 volts he screamed loudly and was not heard from again. 100 per cent of participants obeyed up to 300 volts and 62.5 per cent went to 450 volts, even though some wept, some argued, and 3 had seizures. It was concluded that obeying authority figures is usual in a hierarchically arranged society, even when orders violate moral codes.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Sheridan & King (1972), by using a puppy receiving real electric shocks, tested the idea that Milgram’s participants obeyed because they knew the procedure was false. 53 per cent of male participants and 100 per cent of female participants obeyed to the maximum voltage, suggesting that Milgram’s results were valid and that females are more obedient.


•  Burger (2009) developed an ethically acceptable variation of Milgram’s study, with participants explicitly given the right to withdraw. Using males and females, an obedience rate of 70 per cent was found, suggesting that Milgram’s study can be conducted ethically and that obedience rates have not changed in the 50 years since Milgram’s study.


•  Hofling et al. (1966) tested obedience in the real world, getting a pretend doctor to order real nurses to give an apparent overdose to a patient. 21 out of 22 obeyed, suggesting that obedience to destructive orders from a legitimate authority does occur in the real world.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Milgram’s is a paradigm study (the accepted method of researching obedience), which has allowed comparison of obedience rates in different countries, between genders, ages and occupations.



[image: ]   Valuable knowledge about obedience was gained; 74 per cent of Milgram’s participants said they learned something useful about themselves. Only 2 per cent regretted being involved.



[image: ]   Over 50 years later, Milgram’s study continues to fascinate new generations of psychology students, illustrating its long-lasting impact.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Milgram’s study is unethical. It involves: (1) deceit through confederates believing the shocks were real and that the study involved learning and memory; (2) a lack of informed consent, as deceit was used; (3) no right of withdrawal; (4) psychological harm. Milgram argued that participants could withdraw, as 37.5 per cent of them did; also that the harm was only short-term, was reduced by debriefing and made justifiable by the valuable findings.



[image: ]   Orne & Holland (1968) believed that Milgram’s study lacked internal validity, as participants knew the shocks were fake. However, 80 per cent of participants had ‘no doubts’ about the authenticity of the study.



[image: ]   Rank & Jacobsen (1977) argued that Hofling et al.’s study lacks external validity. Their more realistic replication, which allowed nurses to consult each other and used Valium, a familiar drug, saw only an 11 per cent obedience rate.
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Practical application


The knowledge gained from Milgram’s study is used to teach people to recognise and resist attempts to get them to obey destructive orders. Trainee aeroplane pilots undergo simulations where captains give wrongful orders so that they learn how to resist such potentially destructive commands.
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Explanations for obedience
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Description


Situational explanations focus on environmental factors associated with obedience.


The agentic state (part of the agency theory) is one such explanation, which sees humans as socialised from an early age to learn that obedience is necessary to maintain social order. This involves individuals seeing themselves as agents of an authority figure and thus giving up and transferring personal responsibility onto that authority figure. (The opposite state in the agency theory is the autonomous state, where individuals see themselves as personally responsible for their actions.) The agentic state occurs in hierarchical social systems (where people are in ranks), with people obeying those of perceived higher ranks.


The legitimacy of authority is another situational explanation, where individuals accept the power and status of authority figures to give orders, which should be obeyed, as such figures are seen as being ‘in charge’. This links to the agency theory, as individuals are again seen as being socialised to accept that obedience to authority helps maintain social order. Individuals learn from experience examples of social roles relating to ‘master and servant’ relationships, such as parent–child, worker–boss etc., which involve accepting that we have a ‘duty’ to obey those higher in a social hierarchy.
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Fig 1.6 Wayne Jowett died after a junior doctor unquestioningly obeyed the wrongful orders of a more senior colleague
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Focal study


Milgram (1974) reported on several variations of his study that were designed to identify important variables associated with obedience. In a remote authority variation, where the confederate researcher was not in the same room as the real participant, but gave his orders over a telephone, obedience declined from the 62.5 per cent seen in the original study to 20.5 per cent. This suggests that participants were in the autonomous state (the opposite end of the agentic state) and saw themselves as responsible for their actions. In his original 1963 study, Milgram argued that many participants showed moral strain, for example 3 had seizures, but continued to obey, which suggests they were in an agentic state and felt they had to keep obeying the higher-ranked authority figure. Some participants showed no harm themselves, ignored the learner’s distress and concentrated on ‘doing their duty’, thus seemingly recognising the legitimate authority of the researcher.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Tarnow (2000) found that a major contributory factor to 80 per cent of aeroplane accidents was co-pilots feeling that they could not challenge wrong decisions by the captain, due to the perceived power and legitimacy of his authority. This suggests that the perception of legitimate authority helps explain obedient behaviour.


•  Hamilton (1978), in a replication of Milgram’s study, found that when participants were told they were responsible for what happened, their obedience reduced. This suggests that an increase in personal responsibility and the autonomous state leads to a reduction in obedience.


•  The Centre of Risk (2000) reported on how 18-year-old Wayne Jowett, on remission for leukaemia, died when a doctor wrongly ordered a toxic drug to be injected into his spine and a junior doctor obeyed, even though he knew the order to be wrong. This illustrates the strength of the legitimacy of authority.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   The socialisation process – whereby people learn to obey legitimate authority figures with higher perceived status – can have a beneficial effect, as it enables hierarchical groups to function effectively. This allows meaningful social life within and between groups to occur.



[image: ]   Milgram’s variations allowed explanations for obedience to be highlighted, thereby identifying the reasons why people obey and allowing a deeper understanding of the phenomenon.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   The agentic state involves individuals giving up some of their free will (their conscious control over their thoughts and actions) and therefore their behaviour becomes determined by unconscious forces outside their control. Milgram commented that when his students watched a film of his study they said they would never follow such orders and yet a few months later some of them enlisted in the army to serve in the Vietnam War and follow orders to kill people.



[image: ]   Being in the agentic state and following the orders of a legitimate authority involves being deindividuated, that is losing self-awareness, which can result in individuals performing actions with negative consequences that go against their moral code.



[image: ]   As well as situational explanations, there are dispositional explanations, such as gender and culture, which focus on personality characteristics that influence obedience.
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Practical application


Due to cases such as that of Wayne Jowett (see page 12), staff in institutions like hospitals are now trained to follow official procedures and to have the confidence to challenge wrongful orders from legitimate authority figures, so that similar tragic events do not occur again.
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Situational variables affecting obedience
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Description


Situational variables form an external explanation of obedience, where aspects of the environment are seen as affecting obedience. Milgram’s variations (see Other studies) identified several important situational variables. One such variable is proximity, which concerns how aware individuals are of the consequences of obedient behaviour. The closer the proximity individuals have to the consequences of obedient behaviour that has a negative outcome, the less able they are to separate themselves from such consequences and the more likely it is that obedience rates will be lower. For example, most people find it easier to obey an order to press a button that releases a missile that kills people hundreds of miles away, than obey an order to shoot someone, as the proximity from the consequences of such behaviour would be much closer when shooting someone up close. Another such variable is location, with people likely to be more obedient in environments/situations that add to the level of perceived legitimacy that an authority figure issuing orders has. For example, obedience will be higher in institutional rather than non-institutional settings, as with a teacher in a school. An additional variable is uniforms, as the wearing of uniforms gives an impression of increased legitimacy to an authority figure issuing orders, as with an army officer.
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Fig 1.7 Uniforms give a sense of legitimacy to authority
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Focal study


Bickman (1974) investigated the effect uniforms have on obedience. In his study, a researcher, dressed either in civilian clothes, as a milkman, or as a security guard, ordered people in the street to pick up rubbish that they had not dropped, loan a coin to a stranger, or to move away from a bus stop. Overall, he found 14 per cent of participants obeyed when the researcher dressed as a milkman, 19 per cent when he dressed in civilian clothes and 38 per cent when he dressed as a security guard. This supports the idea that people obey those in uniform, as it gives them an increased sense of legitimate authority. In a variation of the study, Bickman found that people still obeyed the researcher when dressed as a security guard, even if he walked away after giving the order. This further illustrates the power of uniforms in increasing a sense of legitimate authority.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Milgram (1974) reported that in a variation of his study, when the teacher and learner were in the same room so that the teacher could see the learner’s distress, obedience declined from the 62.5 per cent seen in the original study to 40 per cent. When the teacher had to force the learner’s hand onto a pretend shock-plate, obedience declined further to 30 per cent. This illustrates the effect of proximity on obedience levels.


•  Milgram (1974) reported that another variation, performed in a run-down office, saw obedience fall from 62.5 per cent down to 47.5 per cent when performed in high-status Yale University. This illustrates how location can affect the degree of legitimacy that an authority figure has to deliver orders.


•  In Milgram’s (1963) study the confederate researcher wore a laboratory coat, which gave him a sense of increased legitimacy of authority and is assumed to have contributed to the high overall obedience rate.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Bickman’s 1974 study occurred in a real-life setting and so is high in ecological validity. Participants did not even know they were in a study, which implies their actions were not artificial.



[image: ]   Milgram’s variations turn each study into an experiment (something the original study is not) as they create independent variables (IVs) through comparison with the findings from his standard procedure. For example, when the learner is in the same room as the teacher, it creates an IV of whether the learner was visually present or not.



[image: ]   Milgram’s variations isolate individual situational variables, allowing us to see their specific effects on obedience levels.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Orne & Holland (1968) argued that Milgram’s studies lacked internal validity, because participants knew the shocks were fake. However, 80 per cent said they had ‘no doubts’ about the authenticity of the study.



[image: ]   Other situational variables exist too, like entrapment, where participants were increasingly ‘sucked into’ the study by being told to give shocks of ever-increasing voltages. As the voltage of the shocks they gave increased, not obeying became increasingly difficult.



[image: ]   Participants may also have obeyed due to dehumanisation (degrading people by lessening their human qualities). Milgram (1963) reported that some participants made comments like ‘that guy in there was so stupid he deserved to be shocked’.
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Practical application


The knowledge gained from studying situational variables has helped psychologists to form methods and strategies for resisting obedience (and conformity), such as the provision of social support.
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The dispositional explanation of the authoritarian personality (AP)
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Description


The dispositional explanation is an internal explanation, as it centres on the idea that certain internal personality characteristics are associated with high levels of obedience (as opposed to the situational explanation, which believes external situational factors determine obedience levels). The authoritarian personality (AP) was proposed by Fromm (1941) as an attempt to categorise individuals who held right-wing, conservative views. He saw such individuals as having a belief in unquestioning obedience, submission to authority and domination of minorities. Adorno et al. (1950) additionally saw such individuals as having insecurities, formed in childhood through having domineering, authoritarian (controlling) parents, which led them to be hostile to non-conventional people and to have a belief in the need for power and toughness that made them very obedient to authority figures. In order to measure an individual’s level of AP, Adorno created the F-scale questionnaire (the ‘F’ stands for fascist). It has 30 questions that assess 9 personality dimensions. More recently, Jost et al. (2003) suggested a more cognitive explanation of AP. They saw it as being motivated by thought processes that underpin a desire to reduce the anxieties and fears that social change brings – obedience is seen to help prevent such disruptive social change.
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Focal study


Adorno et al. (1950) designed a questionnaire to measure levels of AP. Nine personality dimensions were assessed: conventionalism, authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, superstition, power and toughness, stereotyping, destructiveness and cynicism, anti-intraception, and sexuality. The questionnaire was given to 2,000 Americans, with 30 questions in total, such as ‘Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should learn’. The degree to which individuals agreed with such statements was measured, so that individuals’ attitudes towards religious and ethnic minorities, as well as political, economic and moral views, could be determined. A sub-sample of 1 in 10 participants, comprising the most and least prejudiced, with an equal number of males and females, was compared in order to identify factors that gave rise to an AP. These proved to be: a strong belief in absolute obedience, submitting to authority figures, and a mistrust of minorities – supporting the idea that certain personality characteristics are associated with high obedience.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Zillmer et al. (1995) examined the personality characteristics of 16 Nazi war criminals (comprising both high-ranking officers and lower-ranking soldiers), who were tried at the Nuremberg trials after the Second World War, to ascertain whether a ‘Nazi personality’ existed – similar to Fromm’s idea of the AP. The Nazis scored high on 3 of the 9 F-scale dimensions, but not on all 9 as expected, giving limited support for the concept of an AP.


•  Elms & Milgram (1966) found that highly obedient participants in Milgram’s study scored significantly higher for authoritarianism on the F-scale than participants who disobeyed and refused to deliver shocks. These findings give stronger support for the idea of an AP that makes people more unquestioningly obedient.


•  Altemeyer (1988) found that participants who scored high on the F-scale, who were ordered to give themselves shocks, gave stronger shocks than those who scored low on the F-scale, providing additional support to the existence of an AP type.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Supporting research for the AP shows that dispositional factors (personality) affect obedience levels, as well as situational factors. However, for the best understanding of obedience behaviour, dispositional and situational factors should be considered together.



[image: ]   Milgram found situational factors were stronger than dispositional ones, which led him to conclude that the ‘Germans are different’ hypothesis was wrong (that Germans have personality traits that make them highly obedient to destructive orders – see page 10). However, research into the AP suggests that some people might be more naturally obedient than others, though whether this can be generalised to all people of a certain culture is debatable.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Hyman & Sheatsley (1954) found that lower educational level was a better explanation of high F-scale scores than an authoritarian personality. Cultural and social norms have also been shown to be better predictors of prejudice than personality variables.



[image: ]   Authoritarian individuals do not always score high on F-scale dimensions, while domineering parents do not always produce children with an AP. Nor can the AP explain why individuals may be prejudiced against some minorities, but not others. This lowers support for the concept.



[image: ]   The theory is also politically biased, as it has a negative viewpoint of individuals who hold right-wing, conservative views.
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Practical application


If the concept of the AP being a negative personality type formed in childhood is valid, then promoting less domineering and controlling parenting styles should result in fewer people developing the personality type. This in turn should result in the creation of more individuals able to resist orders with potentially negative consequences.
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Explanations of resistance to social influence
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Description


The consequences of conforming and obeying, although often positive for society, can sometimes be negative. Therefore, it is important that psychologists, as well as understanding why people conform and obey, also know how such social influences can be resisted. Effective strategies for resistance can then be formulated.


One important explanation of resistance is that of social support, which involves the perception of assistance and solidarity being available from others. If dissenters (people who go against the attitudes and behaviour of the group) are present in a social group, they break up the unanimity of the group, making it easier for individuals to resist social influence to conform and obey. This works even if a dissenter displays a different attitude or behaviour to one preferred by a given individual who also privately disagrees with the group.


Another important explanation is that of locus of control (LoC), which involves the extent to which things happen as a result of an individual’s choices and decisions. Internal LoC involves the belief that things happen due to internally controlled factors, such as effort, while external LoC involves the belief that things happen as a result of fate and other uncontrollable external forces. Rotter (1966) argued that a high internal LoC made individuals more resistant to social influence, as such individuals see themselves as having a free choice over whether to conform or obey.
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Fig 1.8 Whistle-blowers who report illegal activities within institutions tend to have a high internal LoC
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Focal study


Avtgis (1998) conducted a meta-analysis of studies involving LoC and conformity, in which the average effect size for internal and external LoC was measured. Earlier research had indicated that those scoring high on internal LoC are less easily persuadable, less socially influenced and less conformist than those who score high on external LoC. After subjecting the data to statistical analysis, it was found that these predictions were generally true, with participants who displayed an internal LoC being less easily influenced and therefore more able to resist conformity. These results support the idea that differences in conformist behaviour are related to differences in measures of LoC, which suggests that differences in LoC are linked to differences in the ability to resist social influence.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Asch (1956) (see page 6) found that if a confederate dissenter answered correctly from the start of his study, conformity dropped from the usual 32 per cent to 5.5 per cent, but if the confederate only dissented later in the study conformity only dropped to 8.5 per cent. This suggests social support received earlier is more effective than that received later.


•  Milgram (1974) in a variation of his study found that when 2 confederate teachers refused to obey and left the study, only 10 per cent of participants gave the maximum shocks, which suggests that disobedient models are a powerful source of social support, as they reduce the unanimity of a situation. This makes it easier for an individual to act independently.


•  Shute (1975) found that students with an internal LoC, exposed to peers expressing pro-drug attitudes, conformed less to such pro-drug attitudes than students with an external LoC. This supports the idea that having an internal LoC increases resistance to social influence.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Many studies into social support – such as Asch’s variations that concentrated specifically on the role of dissent – are experiments, which isolate and rigorously test individual variables. This demonstrates such variables’ specific effects – in Asch’s studies, on the ability to resist social influences of conformity and obedience.



[image: ]   The extensive knowledge gained from research into conformity and obedience can be used to formulate and teach effective strategies to help individuals to resist social pressures to conform and obey in situations with potentially negative consequences. Even just being taught about studies like Asch’s and Milgram’s can help people recognise and therefore resist similar attempts to manipulate their social behaviour.
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Most research into LoC involves correlations, which do not show causality. Therefore, the direction of the relationship is not known (for example, resisting social influence may create a higher internal LoC, rather than a high internal LoC, making people able to resist social influence). Other non-measured variables may be involved too.



[image: ]   Asch (1956) found that even if a dissenter gave a different wrong answer to other confederates, conformity dropped from 32 per cent to 9 per cent, which suggests it is the reduction in the majority’s agreement, rather than the social support given by the dissenter, which is the important factor in resisting social influence.
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Practical application


Chui (2004) reports that ‘whistle-blowers’ (people within institutions who report illegal activities) have a high internal LoC. Therefore, it would be useful for institutions to appoint such people to investigate possible instances of corporate fraud, like paying bribes, money laundering and covering up institutional abuses, such as avoidable hospital deaths.
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Minority influence
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Description


Minority influence is a type of social influence that motivates individuals to reject established majority group norms. This is achieved through conversion, where individuals become gradually won over to a minority viewpoint. Conversion requires a permanent change in an individual’s belief system and a new belief/behaviour being accepted both privately and publicly. This involves internalisation (see page 3) and as such is a strong, true form of conformity. Conversion generally occurs through informational social influence, where a minority exposes the majority to new information and ideas. This is a gradual process, where individuals rethink their belief systems in regard to such new information and ideas. It is known as social cryptoamnesia, where initial converts are few, but then there are more and more converts as the minority gets bigger, acquiring more status, power and acceptability. Minority influence is most persuasive if the minority has a behavioural style that is: (1) consistent, as this suggests the minority has confidence in its beliefs; (2) committed, as this shows the minority may have resisted social pressures, ridicule and abuse against their beliefs; (3) flexible, as this suggests the minority can be moderate, co-operative and reasonable enough to show some compromise.
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Fig 1.9 Bar chart showing conformity to inconsistent and consistent minority influence
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Focal study


Moscovici et al. (1969) investigated the role of a consistent minority upon the opinions of a majority in an unambiguous situation. Female participants were placed into 32 groups of 6, with 4 real participants and 2 confederates in each group. Each group was shown 36 blue slides, with filters used to vary the intensity of the colour. Participants had to say aloud what colour they thought the slides were. In the consistent condition, confederates answered wrongly that the slides were green, while in the inconsistent condition, confederates said that 24 of the slides were green and 12 of them were blue. 8.2 per cent of participants agreed with the minorities’ wrong answers in the consistent condition, while only 1.25 per cent agreed in the inconsistent condition. This suggests that although minority influence is relatively small, consistency is the important factor. Consistency is even more influential on private attitudes, as was shown in a variation where, when answers were given privately, there was greater agreement.
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OTHER STUDIES




•  Nemeth (1986) had groups of three participants and one confederate, who were asked to consider how much compensation to pay to an accident victim. When confederates consistently argued for a low amount, they had no effect on the majority, but when they compromised and offered a slightly higher amount, the majority changed their opinion and lowered their original amount. This suggests flexibility is more important than consistency in minority influence.


•  Mugny & Papastamou (1982) found that minorities who refused to budge on opinions about controlling pollution, were not persuasive, but flexible minorities were. This supports the idea that flexibility is more influential than consistency.


•  Smith et al. (1996) found that if a minority could get a majority to consider an issue in terms of the arguments for and against the issue, then the minority became more influential. This suggests that systematic processing (thinking deeply about something) is also an important factor in minority influence.
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Positive evaluation





[image: ]   Moscovici et al.’s findings that consistent minorities have greater social influence on majorities than inconsistent minorities have been shown to be valid, as they have support from other studies. For example, Meyers et al. (2000) found that minority groups successful in affecting minorities were more consistent than inconsistent minority groups.



[image: ]   Minority influence has an important role to play in social influence. Without minority influence, important social change, innovation and the introduction of new ideas and practices cannot occur (see page 22).
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Negative evaluation





[image: ]   Moscovici et al.’s study lacks external validity, as asking participants to identify the colour of slides is artificial and not true to life. Moscovici et al. also only used females as participants in their study, so findings cannot be generalised to males.



[image: ]   Studies into minority influence that use confederates pretending to be minorities are unethical. They involve deceit, which means it is not possible for participants to give informed consent. Participants may also experience mild stress in such studies.



[image: ]   Studies into minority influence also often fail to identify important variables like group size, status and the minority group’s degree of organisation.
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Practical application


Because minority influence needs careful consideration and changes in beliefs and behaviour occur over time, new, innovative practices can be road-tested for suitability. This means that any unforeseen dangers of a new practice should emerge before it becomes a mainstream practice, for example, the adoption of euthanasia (voluntary ending of life) as an accepted practice.
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The role of social influence processes in social change
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Description


Social change is the process by which society changes beliefs, attitudes and behaviour to create new social norms (expected ways of behaviour and thinking).


Minority influence is the main force for social change, with minority viewpoints slowly winning the majority over to accept new social norms. Minority influence acts slowly, involving systematic processing (thought processes) that changes belief systems. It is therefore resistant to change.


Majority influence is more immediate and unthinking. Its main role is to help maintain social order by getting people to conform to social norms which have already been established through minority influence.


During the process of social change comes a moment of critical mass, whereby the minority viewpoint becomes that of the mainstream and the majority begin to conform to the new viewpoint through compliance (see page 2). This involves only public (not private) agreement, with individuals still holding their original beliefs. More permanent social change requires conformity through identification, where belief systems are changed.


Obedience serves like majority influence to help oversee and maintain existing social orders. Individuals who show high levels of resistance to social influence are more likely to become agents for social change by modelling the attitudes and behaviour necessary for such change to occur.
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