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Exam tips


Advice on key points in the text to help you learn and recall content, avoid pitfalls, and polish your exam technique in order to boost your grade.
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Knowledge check


Rapid-fire questions throughout the Content Guidance section to check your understanding.
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Knowledge check answers


Turn to the back of the book for the Knowledge check answers.
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Summaries





•  Each core topic is rounded off by a bullet-list summary for quick-check reference of what you need to know.
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About this book


This guide covers the four Paper 1 topic areas of the Pearson Edexcel A-level Psychology specification: Social psychology, Cognitive psychology, Biological psychology and Learning theories.


Aims


This guide is not a textbook — there is no substitute for reading the required material and taking notes. The aim of this guide is to provide you with a clear understanding of the requirements of A-level Paper 1, and to advise you on how best to meet these requirements. This guide looks at:





•  the psychology you need to know about



•  what you need to be able to do and what skills you need



•  how you could go about learning the necessary material



•  what is being examined, including mathematical skills



•  what you should expect in the examination



•  how you could tackle the different styles of exam question



•  the format of the exam, including what questions might look like



•  how questions might be marked, including examples of answers, with exam advice





How to use this guide


A good way of using this guide is to read it through in the order in which it is presented. Alternatively, you can consider each topic in the Content Guidance section, and then turn to a relevant question in the Questions & Answers section. You could go through the Knowledge checks to check your learning and read all the Exam tips to find out more about revision and examination requirements. Check yourself on key terms using the definitions — these can be found nearby in the margin or within the text. Such definitions can help your revision. Whichever way you use the guide, try some of the questions yourself to test your learning.
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Note that the Content Guidance section gives cross-references to questions in the Questions & Answers section, which provide more information on a particular area of content.


[image: ]








Content Guidance



Social psychology


This section covers the six parts in your course relating to social psychology. In some places in your course you can choose what you study. Suitable material is presented, but you might be better advised to revise the material you chose for your course if it is different (this is indicated).


The social approach relates to people as individuals and as part of a group(s), how they live together comfortably — and when they do not.
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Knowledge check 1


Define social psychology, including two examples.
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Social psychology, Q1 (see page 71)
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Exam tip


‘Definition’ questions can be asked in the exam, usually for 2 or 3 marks. You get 1 mark for a basic definition and additional marks for elaborating or providing an example, so make sure to practise this approach.
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Content: obedience


Obedience means to follow a direct order given by an authority figure, even when obeying means going against one’s own moral code, for example a soldier obeying orders. Milgram is a key figure in the study of obedience. You need to know his basic study and three specified variations of that study.
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Exam tip


Create your own glossary using index cards (term on one side and a definition with an example on the other).
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Milgram’s 1963 basic study


Milgram aimed to test the idea that ‘Germans are different’ when they carried out orders to persecute Jews and others during the Second World War. He asked how far ‘ordinary people’ (the ‘teacher’ in the study) would go if ordered to administer what they thought were electric shocks to another person (the ‘learner’). Use your textbook and/or another source to revise his study.


Results


Learners protested, but each time they did, the teacher followed the experimenter’s script by increasing the voltage. Each teacher (100%) escalated the shock to 300 volts and 26 of the 40 men (65%) carried on to the end, or 450 volts. Many participants became extremely distressed during the study, one even having a ‘full-blown seizure’.
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Exam tip


In a question about results, refer to figures. In the Questions & Answers section, Cognitive psychology, Q5 (see page 84) asks you to describe some results and you can see there how figures are required.


[image: ]





Conclusions


Milgram concluded that an ordinary person would obey orders from an authority figure to an extreme extent, even when they were uncomfortable doing so.


Evaluation


Strengths: good controls and replicability. Weaknesses: low validity experiment and ethical pressures.


There are several issues with Milgram’s procedure:





•  It used volunteers, possibly making the sample biased.



•  It was held at Yale University, Connecticut, USA, a learning institution held in extremely high regard.



•  Volunteers may have felt obliged to continue because the experimenter was present, and supposedly ensuring no harm would befall the ‘accomplice’.






Three variations of Milgram’s 1963 study


Experiment 7: experimenter absent


In Experiment 7 the experimenter is out of sight and giving orders over the telephone. Nine obeyed — 22.5% compared with 65% in the main study. The conclusion is: in order to get someone to obey it is better to be face-to-face with them rather than giving orders from a distance.


Evaluation


Strengths: comparable with the main study and supported by other variations with differences in experimenter presence. Weaknesses: a low validity experiment and the well-known setting creates trust, so there is ‘helping’ behaviour, not obedience.


Experiment 10: institutional context


Milgram wondered whether the well-regarded setting of Yale University affected results. He moved the study to a run-down office block, during which he found 47.5% of teachers escalated to maximum voltage. It seems there were factors at work relating to obedience to authority over and above the university setting.


Evaluation


Strengths: comparable with other variations and a more valid setting. Weaknesses: Milgram thought the difference was small and the laboratory setup creates trust, so there is ‘helping’ behaviour, not obedience.


Experiment 13: ordinary man gives orders


Milgram set up a variation where the experimenter leaves the room and another person in the room takes over, giving orders — in charge but without the grey coat. In this variation, 20% of teachers escalated to maximum shock level (16 out of 20 did not). It appeared that uniforms (the grey coat) and/or the authority role (see Table 1) seem to generate obedience.


Evaluation


Strengths: comparable with other variations and a more valid situation. Weaknesses: unlikely setup, as no authority figure, so teachers might not go along with it. Also authority still present in the study.






	
Table 1 Some of Milgram’s variations






	Situation/procedures

	Result






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

	All participants stopped






	Two confederates: one confederate-teacher stops at 150 volts and the other at 210 volts (Experiment 17)

	Only 10% of participants continued to the end






	The participant held the victim’s hand down to receive the shock (Experiment 4)

	12 of the 40 participants obeyed (30%)






	The participants were women (Experiment 8)

	26 of the 40 obeyed (65%) (although higher stress)
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Knowledge check 2


Give the results from the three specified variations to Milgram’s study and explain for each what conclusion can be drawn.
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Exam tip


Prepare more than you think you’ll need to answer a question, as you’re unlikely to remember everything you revise.
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Ethical issues arising from obedience studies


Ethical issues can be used in evaluation.





•  Milgram’s participants gave consent to a study about learning, but not to a study about obedience nor to administer what they thought were strong electric shocks to another participant. Additionally, the participants were paid, creating a contract that they may not have felt able to break.



•  However, if a participant became distressed, as one did, observers stepped in to stop the study and participants were fully debriefed. Milgram also consulted psychiatrists, students and other adults who didn’t think there would be such a high level of obedience. He didn’t intend the study to be stressful.





Agency theory


Agency theory suggests that people obey because of being in an agentic state. They may feel moral strain. When acting as an individual, a person is in an autonomous state, the opposite of ‘agentic’.


Evaluation of agency theory, including evidence


Strengths: backs Milgram’s findings, and the less they were agents of authority (e.g. experimenter not in room), the less they obeyed. Helps to explain real-life behaviour (e.g. Holocaust). Weaknesses: social power is an alternative explanation (expert power, legitimate power). It is not really an explanation — people obey because they are agents of an authority figure, and obedience means obeying authority.


Being an agent for society (e.g. a soldier) might bring feelings of responsibility and the expectation to obey coercive orders. Caspar, Cleeremans and Haggard (2018) found participants being ordered to act and those coerced to give orders both reported lower responsibility than when they had free choice regarding their actions.


However, Caspar et al. (2018) wondered whether commanders free to command know they should feel responsibility, therefore, they report such feelings, and findings are down to social desirability, thus questioning the validity of experiments.
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Knowledge check 3


Give two weaknesses and two strengths of agency theory as an explanation of obedience.
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Social impact theory


Social impact theory refers to the way people act in the presence of others, including being obedient. The opinions of others can affect us. Latané and Wolf (1981) suggested the size and status of the group affects an individual’s attitudes.


Milgram found that when someone else disobeyed, a participant was also more likely to disobey, which suggests the presence of others has influence (Experiment 17, see page 7).


The impact of others on someone’s attitudes depends on the:





•  number of people in the environment



•  immediacy of the impact (e.g. whether the message is given by people you know)



•  strength of the impact (e.g. the persuasion power of those giving the message)





More people giving a strong message (e.g. experts) creates greater impact. This fits with Milgram’s findings — obedience increases when the experimenter is an authority figure rather than an ‘ordinary man’ (Experiment 13, see page 7).
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Social psychology, Q2c (see page 72) and Q7 (see page 78)
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Evaluation of social impact theory, including evidence


Strengths: the theory’s formula can be applied to all social situations and there is real-life applicability too. Weaknesses: groups impact on individuals but also vice versa (two-way) and individual differences mean some might be more persuadable, which is not taken into account.


Chang et al. (2016) used the theory when looking at how political attitudes change on social media. They showed the real-life impact of both the message and supportiveness on voting behaviour in the Taiwan 2016 presidential elections. Immediacy did not affect attitude change.
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Exam tip


When you need to learn two or more theories as explanations for something, as you do for obedience, it is useful to be able to compare them in terms of their similarities and differences.
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Comparing social impact theory and agency theory as explanations of obedience





•  Social impact theory is not a theory of obedience alone, whereas agency theory explains obedient behaviour more directly.



•  Social impact theory is more of an explanation than agency theory as it involves a formula that can work in all group situations. Agency theory is about ‘authority’ situations.
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Knowledge check 4


How does social impact theory explain the obedience that Milgram found in his work?
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Factors affecting obedience and dissenting


Milgram’s work shows that the situation affects obedience. We can also examine other factors, including personality, gender and culture.


Personality


In Milgram’s 1963 study, 35% of participants did not fully obey. Perhaps personality explains this.


There is some evidence that personality can affect whether or not someone is obedient.





•  Using Milgram’s data, two groups were examined — an obedient group (those who obeyed to the maximum) and a defiant/dissenting group (those who did not). It was found that the defiant group showed more social responsibility, which might have been a personality trait.



•  Bègue et al. (2015) found that conscientiousness and agreeableness (personality traits) appeared to link with willingness to administer higher intensity shocks.



•  Blass (1995) asked people to watch a video of participants escalating to 180 volts. The more authoritarian (personality trait) the viewer, the less he/she attributed responsibility to the participant for delivering punishment to the learner.



•  Elms and Milgram (1966) linked higher obedience with the F scale (authoritarian personality).
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Link: individual differences


Personality might affect obedience. For example, someone displaying conscientiousness and agreeableness might be more obedient (Bègue et al., 2015).
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There are arguments that obedience does not stem only from personality.





•  There might be individual differences (e.g. personality) in determining obedience levels, however social psychology focuses on universal laws, which can be helpful in explaining behaviour. Social impact theory is an example.



•  Milgram used many participants and found obedience levels changed as the situation changed. It is unlikely that personality factors alone led to obedience.



•  Bègue et al. (2015) found that political variables also had an impact, such as left-wing political views (supporting equality) linking to decreased obedience (dissent).
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Exam tip


Use evidence relating to the issues and debates from anywhere in your course, including the idea for the nature-nurture debate, that obedience to those in authority might be part of human nature and evolved, as agency theory might predict.
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Culture


If people in different cultures show difference in obedience levels, it is possible that obedience stems from upbringing. However, if obedience is similar across cultures, then perhaps it is in our nature (or, a different explanation, it’s in every culture but learned).


Studies suggesting cultural factors do not affect obedience:





•  Blass (2012) reviewed studies of obedience, finding overall 60.94% obedience in the USA compared with 65.94% average obedience in studies from other countries. Blass showed a strong similarity (no significant difference) between US obedience and that in other countries, so culture did not seem to be a cause.



•  Bègue et al. (2017) emphasised that overall obedience is ‘an essential component for cultural systems’, suggesting there would not be cultural differences in obedience and all would show it.
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Exam tip


When discussing issues in psychology, such as factors affecting obedience, include evidence from studies, using the name and year where possible.
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Some evidence for cultural factors affecting obedience:





•  Some of Milgram’s participants had tried to emphasise the right answer to the ‘victim’ (cheating while still obeying). Bègue et al. (2017) found a link between conservative values and using non-compliant techniques (dissenting by cheating). They found conformity values led to less cheating. Cultures emphasising conservative values might show more obedience.
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Link: developmental psychology


Obedience appears to be found across cultures, suggesting it is not developed through interaction with the environment, but is ‘universal’ behaviour and possibly an evolved trait. Perhaps some behaviour comes from our genes (possibly a tendency to obey) and some from our environment.
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Gender


Evidence that there are gender differences in obedience:





•  Kilham and Mann (Australia, 1974) found gender differences in administering shocks. 16% of females obeyed to the maximum voltage compared with 40% of males. Blass (2012) states this is just one of two studies using both genders that showed women to be less obedient than men.



•  Blass (2012) mentions Gupta’s (1983) doctoral study in India — in 6 out of 7 conditions, females were found to be less obedient than men. None of five US studies that involved both male and female participants showed any sex differences. Out of 12 studies using both genders just two found gender differences.



•  Nicholson (2011) suggests that Milgram’s study related to the masculinity of Cold War America and was about male feebleness, anxiety and performance. Nicholson also mentions Baumrind’s ‘female’ criticisms of Milgram’s study.



•  When the reactions of participants are reported in a study (and that is not always the case) gender differences are found in the reactions, with females feeling more anxiety and tension. Females may obey to the same extent but maybe they feel worse about it.





Evidence that gender is not a factor in obedience:





•  Milgram conducted a variation using females (Experiment 8) and found the same level of obedience in females (65%) as in the males in his 1963 study. It seems there are no gender differences, although this was just one study.



•  Burger (2009) (see page 22) used both males and females and found similar obedience to Milgram’s when he replicated variations.
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Social psychology, Q1 (see page 71)


[image: ]







[image: ]


Exam tip


When presenting an argument, instead of writing ‘some evidence suggests…’, say what that evidence is.
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Link: developmental psychology


We can include development when we discuss whether or not gender affects obedience. Gender is both innate, in that genes dictate our sex, and learned, in that culture ‘trains’ us to behave in gendered ways. Some evidence suggests that gender may not affect obedience, which seems to be both down to situation and universal factors. However, some evidence suggests gender affects our reaction to opposing our morals. Perhaps females learn to react with more distress in this instance.
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Situation


In Milgram’s 1963 study all participants escalated to 300 volts. It is unlikely that personality was responsible for this obedience, as the sample probably included different personalities (see Table 2).






	
Table 2 Situational factors as an explanation of obedience






	Might be situational differences in obedience

	Probably not situational differences in obedience






	Milgram undertook many variations and as the situation changed so too did the obedience level, evidence that the change was down to the situation (all else remained the same).

	The problem with experiments is that they can lack ecological validity — findings may not ‘fit’ real-life situations.






	Burger (2009) (see page 22) replicated Milgram’s variations and found similar results, with obedience dropping as the situation changed.

	It is possible that personality and not situational factors created the changing obedience (e.g. authoritarian personalities were more obedient).







Dissent and resistance to obedience


Obedience can be useful for society (e.g. soldiers obeying orders). However, society might also need people to be autonomous (i.e. to disobey ‘bad’ orders). There is interest in resistance to obedience: 14 out of 40 participants in Milgram’s basic study resisted orders.


People resist more when:





•  they can see the ‘victim’ (e.g. the victim is in the same room)



•  they must be involved directly in the punishment (e.g. holding hands down for a shock)



•  the person giving the orders is remote (e.g. giving orders over the phone)



•  someone else is seen to resist (e.g. peers rebel)



•  they are left-wing (e.g. supporting social equality) or more socially responsible (e.g. focused on actions benefiting society)






Content: prejudice


You need to know two theories of prejudice. Factors affecting prejudice and discrimination (personality, situation and culture) are also considered.





•  Prejudice involves developing an idea about someone and applying that idea to everyone in that person’s group.



•  Discrimination is behaviour arising from prejudice.





Social identity theory


Tajfel and Turner (1979) suggest that when there are two groups, the in-group becomes hostile to the out-group to protect its own self-esteem. Just having two groups creates prejudice. Social identity theory (SIT) is how people see themselves in relation to membership of their social groups.





•  Social categorisation: seeing oneself as a member of the group.



•  Social identification: identifying with the group, taking on its attitudes.



•  Social comparison: seeing one’s own group as better than an out-group, so maintaining self-esteem.





These processes lead to in-group favouritism and hostility (prejudice) towards the out-group.
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Exam tip


When a theory has parts to it, as SIT does, learn the parts and be ready to describe each, as well as to elaborate each with an example.
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In 1986 Tajfel and Turner discussed social identity theory and conflict between groups. They say it is the casual categorisation into a group that leads to in-group favouritism and discrimination against the out-group. According to them, realistic conflict theory (RCT) (see page 13) ignores processes underlying the formation of group identity and how just being in an in-group explains behaviour. Being part of a group gives people self-worth and a sense of social belonging, making them compare their own group favourably with the out-group. This comparison is the source of intergroup conflict.





•  Tajfel et al. (1970) carried out experiments to test SIT. They showed that people reward their in-group members more than out-group members, providing evidence for their theory.



•  Crocker and Luhtanen (1990) found that people who think highly of the group they are in have high self-esteem as a group (‘collective self-esteem’) and show loyalty to their group, denigrating the out-group.



•  Lalonde (1992) found that a hockey team who knew that another hockey team was doing better nevertheless did not admit the other team was better. They said that the other team used ‘dirtier’ tactics and so showed in-group distinctiveness.



•  Ferguson (2011) summarises the work of Tafjel et al. (1971) as showing that doing better than an out-group is more important to people than doing as well as possible as an individual.







[image: ]


Knowledge check 5


How would you explain prejudice between two sports teams using SIT?
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Evaluation of SIT including evidence


Strengths: evidence supports it and the theory can be applied (see the Key question, page 22). Weaknesses: RCT suggests there must be conflict, not just two groups, and that in-group favouritism leading to hostility does not take complexity into account.


De Morais Ribeiro et al. (Brazil, 2015) used social identity theory to discuss elderly people. The theory explains the impact on someone of placing themselves (or being placed) into a social category, like ‘old age’, which includes giving feelings of being unproductive. However, if society thinks about ‘work capacity’ rather than paid work, then older people, who can do paid work and can play new social roles, can categorise themselves as contributing, placing them in a more accepted group.


Kuo and Hou (Taiwan, 2014) showed that people who identify with others (online) having the same brand car develop brand commitment, a connection to the brand and negative views about rival brands. Here SIT can explain brand loyalty.
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Social psychology, Q4 (see page 75)
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Realistic conflict theory


Realistic conflict theory (RCT), also known as realistic group conflict theory (RGCT), is another theory of prejudice. Sherif (1966) is a key figure in the study of RCT and his book about the social psychology of intergroup conflict and cooperation uses his 1954/1961 study (see page 21) and other evidence.


RCT suggests that whenever there is more than one group in competition for resources (e.g. water, jobs, territory, friends), there will be prejudice and discrimination. When resources are limited, there will be competition, with winners and losers.


Using RCT ideas can help reduce prejudice, such as if the competition over the resources stops, and groups work together to achieve a common overarching (superordinate) goal.
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Exam tip


Use Sherif et al.’s (1954/1961) Robbers Cave study to help explain RCT. This is the classic study for social psychology in your course.
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Evaluation of RCT including evidence


Strengths: Sherif et al.’s (1954/1961) Robbers Cave study (see page 21) had good controls and validity, and RCT can be applied to real-life situations. Weaknesses: the Robbers Cave study started with two groups showing prejudice, evidence for SIT instead. Real situations (e.g. the Israeli–Palestinian conflict) tend to involve conflict over more than just one resource and involve other issues (e.g. religion).


Filindra and Pearson-Merkowitz (2013) found competition over scarce resources in times of hardship means a dominant group shows prejudice towards a weaker group (e.g. a perceived increase in immigration and pessimism over the economy leading to support for policies to restrict immigration).


Wocke, Grosse, Stacey and Brits (2017) observed a Spanish multinational, multilingual corporation, with English as the predominant language. They found Spanish speakers (in-group) had the advantage of more resources relative to non-Spanish speakers (out-group), showing in-group favouritism.


Factors affecting prejudice


A weakness of both theories is that prejudice is complex, and can involve personality, situation and culture.


Personality


The ‘Big Five’ personality dimensions used in social psychology are: neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experiences, and agreeableness.





•  Openness to experiences and agreeableness seem to show a negative relationship to prejudice — the more open and the more agreeable, the less prejudiced.



•  Conscientiousness can link to right-wing authoritarianism and prejudice.
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Exam tip


Use mnemonics to help you learn lists. For example, you can remember ‘agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, neuroticism and extraversion’ as ‘A CONE’. You could picture a traffic cone to remind yourself.
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Right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social dominance orientation (SDO) have both been linked to prejudice.





•  SDO means someone who believes in social hierarchy and wants their own group to dominate others. Pelletier-Dumas et al. (2017) and Guimond et al. (2003) give evidence (see below).



•  Authoritarian personalities are rigid thinkers, obedient to authority, and stick to social rules. RWA means following rules and obeying orders to get social control.



•  A study by Adorno et al. (1950) linked an authoritarian personality with fascism, which is considered an extreme form of prejudice. The study found that those with an authoritarian outlook were more likely to be prejudiced and to show discrimination, especially to those in low-status groups.



•  Cohrs et al. (2012), one of three contemporary studies in your course, found right-wing authoritarianism showed a relationship with prejudice, agreeing with Adorno et al. (1950). They found openness to experience related to RWA, giving a negative correlation (the more open, the less authoritarian).





Evidence in evaluation


Beck and Plant (2018) found that hostility (in this case anti-Muslim antipathy) relates to RWA. People high in RWA tend to be aggressive towards a ‘threatening’ group, particularly if authority figures (e.g. the US government during the War on Terror) support such aggression.
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Link: individual differences


There seems to be evidence linking personality, which relates to individual differences, to prejudice. An authoritarian personality seems to link to being more prejudiced, as does SDO. Openness and agreeableness (two of the Big Five) both relate to prejudice in a negative way — the more open and agreeable, the less prejudiced.
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Exam tip


If you use acronyms in your writing, write the full phrase with letters in brackets the first time (e.g. right-wing authoritarianism (RWA)), then use just the letters thereafter.
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Situation


Guimond et al. (2003) suggested a dominant social position (someone’s situation) increased prejudice in those with SDO, which brings in situation as a factor relating to prejudice.


Akrami et al. (2009) found situation at the time affects the level of prejudice, whereas personality and prejudice relate in a more stable way over time. The idea of prejudice coming from a scarcity of resources fits into this idea, as that would be the current situation at the time.





•  Richard et al. (2003, cited in Akrami et al., 2009) looked at 322 meta-analyses. They concluded that both situational and personality effects contributed reasonably equally to prejudice.



•  Akrami et al. (2009) found that the situational factor (changing the social norm) affected the level of prejudice, suggesting that situation affects prejudice. They found personality related to prejudice too.





Application: reducing prejudice


Allport (1954) suggested that contact, such as between two groups, can reduce prejudice. Groups must be of equal status, work towards a common goal in cooperation and harmony, must meet one another, the contact should be often with the support of authorities, and the minority group members must be seen as typical of their group. There are many situation factors in this list — evidence that situation can lead to prejudice.


Situational factors do seem to be involved in prejudice, but personality factors are found as well.


Evidence in evaluation


When showing that Beck and Plant (2018) found hostility linked to personality (see earlier), it should be noted that they highlighted the impact of the US government during the War on Terror — a feature of the situation.


Paolini, Harwood, Hewstone and Neumann (2018) confirm Allport’s ideas about face-to-face meetings between hostile groups reducing prejudice. However, groups tend not to meet. They looked at what factors, including situational ones, help engagement in intergroup contact, therefore confirming the view that situation, among other things, does affect prejudice.


Culture


Evidence that culture relates to prejudice:





•  Guimond et al. (2013) thought that cultures with social norms of multiculturalism (high pro-diversity) or assimilation (low in pro-diversity) would show different levels of prejudice. The lowest level of prejudice was found in Canada and the highest in Germany, which had the lowest level of multiculturalism norms.



•  Elischberger et al. (2017) compared attitudes in the US and India towards transgender young people, finding mostly positive attitudes in the US and moderately negative ones in India. There were cross-cultural differences in prejudice and different reasons for prejudice.
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Exam tip


When studies performed in different countries show similar findings, this suggests that ‘universal laws’ have been uncovered, which is a useful discussion in the ‘nature-nurture’ issue and debate part of your course.
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Evidence that prejudice does not have cultural causes:





•  Cohrs et al. (2012) gathered data in Germany, Akrami et al. (2009) worked in Sweden, and Beck and Plant (2018) were referring to the US. Each of these studies examined RWA, SDO and the Big Five personality dimensions with respect to prejudice and found similar results, suggesting culture does not affect prejudice as much as personality.



•  Pettigrew (1997) found diverse intergroup friendships reduced prejudice and there are universals regarding what affects prejudice in the different cultures studied, which included the Netherlands, Great Britain, France and the former West Germany.
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Link: developmental psychology


Culture is learned (relates to our development) in that people pick up on social norms and ideas and these affect the individual’s behaviour and attitudes. For example, if a country is multicultural, its citizens will pick up norms like pro-diversity (low prejudice). When Guimond et al. (2013) found that multicultural norms gave less prejudice, it related to society’s norms, learned from the environment (e.g. media, school). This shows that prejudice and discrimination (or a lack of) can develop through learning, corresponding to developmental psychology.
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Knowledge check 6


Explain two pieces of evidence that show culture is a factor in prejudice and discrimination.
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Links





•  Find the links to both individual differences (see pages 9 and 14) and developmental issues (see pages 10, 11 and 15) in this section so you know you are covering this element of your course.
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Methods


The study of method concerns how psychology is carried out — mainly to ensure that results and conclusions are secure (see Table 3). To get ‘secure’ data, a study’s methodology is planned carefully.






	
Table 3 Key methodology evaluation terms




OEBPS/OEBPS/images/tp.gif
A-LEVEL
STUDENT GUIDE

Psychology

Foundations in psychology

Christine Brain

& HOPoR

AN HACHETTE UK COMPANY





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
NEW EDITION

exam-style
questions

A - and model
answers
@

Christine Brain (» HODDER

LEARN MORE





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/rules.jpg





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/4-1.gif
BCognitive psychology

- i Overview
Exam-style questions — SN

Commentary on the =
questions
Tips on what you need to do

T

et
L

S

to gain full marks.

Sample student answers

Practise the questions, then
look at the student answers
that follow.

ey o Tt i
e R R

PR ———

Commentary on sample
student answers

Read the comments showing
how many marks each answer
would be awarded in the
exam and exactly where
marks are gained or lost.





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/2-1.gif
MIX
Paper from

responsible sources
F.

wwiscon  FSC™ C104740






