Social Psychology

# Social Thinking : OBjecTive 2. | Describe the three main focuses of social psychology.
Attributing Behavior to Persoris '
or to Situations | . On September 11,.2001, shortly after terrorists flew hijacked planes into the World
Attitudes and Actions ’ Trade Center, I spoke by phone with my daughter, Laura, She was on the street in her -
Close-Up: Abu Ghraib Prison: Manhattan neighborhood, describing the tumultuous scene, when suddenly she
An “Atrocity-Producing : yelied, “Oh my gosh! Oh my gosh!” as the second massive tower collapsed before her
Situgtion”? eyes. By almost anyone’s definition, this ‘catastrophic violence—accomplished by a

mere 19 men with box cutters—was an evil act, to which the communal response was

e Social Influence fear mixed with anger, A bully’s single kick that collapses a nearly finished sandcastle

Conformity and Obedience , triggers both fright and outrage, Likewise, for millions of stunned Americans, 9/11
Group Influence evoked anxiety about what might come next and a lust for revenge.
s Social Relations . But the cataclysm also triggered an outpouring of love and compassion. From

around the country and the world, money and countless truckloads of food, clothing,
and teddy bears—more than New Yorkers could possibly use—poured in. People in
Toledo, Fargo, and’Stockholm wept for those who wept. There on 6th Avenue-and

Prejudice
Close-Up: Autematic Prejudice

Aggression 24th Street, strangers hugged and talked, trying to make sense of senseless destruc-
Close-Up: Parallels Between tion, Although few transfusions would be needed, willing donors formed long lines at
Smoking Effects and Media blood banks. “Everywhere I'go I see @oncern,” Laura wrote that evening.

Violence Effects . . L ) , .
Conflict I see compassion. Isee people with many differences united. 1 don’t see vio-

lence. I don’t see impatiénce. T don't see cruelty. Except when [ look at that

Attraction cloud of smoke, a constant backdrop all day. People are helping each other.
Altruism People are desperate to do whatever they can,
Peacemaking ) In the midst of this nightmare, I am utterly filled with love for the people of

this city. It is incredible to witness their response. [ am covered in goose bumps.
My faith in humanity rises over that cloud and I see goodness and respect.

We watch and we wonder; What drives people to feel such hatred and to destroy so
many innocent lives? And what motivates the heroic altruism of those who died try-
ing to save others and of the many more who reached out to those coping with loss?

As the 9/11 horror so compellingly demonstrates, we are social animals. Depend-
ing on who or what influences our thinking, we may assume the best or the worst in
others. And depending on our attitudes, we may approach them with closed fists or
open arms. :

< “We cannot live for ourselves alone,” remarked the novelist Herman Melville.
“Our lives are connected by a thousand invisible threads.” Social psychologists ex-
plore these connections by scientifically studying how we think about, influence, and
relate to one another.

Social Thinking

Especially when the unexpected occurs, we analyze why people act as they do. Does

e A her warmth reflect romantic interest, or is that how she relates to everyone? Does his
. social psychalogy the scientific study :

of how we think about, influence, and absenteeism signify illness? Laziness? A stressful work atmosphere? Was the horror of
relate to one anether, 9/11 the work of crazed evil people, or of ordinary people corrupted by life events?
723
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724 CHAPTER 18 : SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

2 attribution theovy suggests how we
explain someone’s behavior—by crediting
either the situation or the person’s
disposition.

= fundamental attribution errer the ten-
dency for obsarvers, when analyzing anoth-
er's behavior, to underestimate the impact of
the situation and to overestimate the impact
of personal disposition.

The fundamental attribution error

If our new colleague at work acts grouchy, we
may infer that she's' a grouchy person, dis-
counting her having lost sleep over a family
worry, having a flat tire on the way to work,
and being unable to find a parking place,

Attributing Behavior to Persons or to Situations

OBJECTIVE = I Contrast dispositional and situational attributions, and explain how
the fundamental attribution error can affect our analyses of beha\nor

After studying how people explain others’ behavior, Fritz Heider (1958) proposed an
attribution theory., Heider noted that people usually attribute others’ behavior ei-
ther to their internal dispositions or to their external situations. A teacher, for exam-
ple, may wonder whether a child's hostility reflects an aggressive personality (a
dispositional attribution) or a reaction to stress or abuse {a situational attribution),

In class, we notice that Juliette seldom talks; over coffee, Jack talks nonstop. At-
tributing their behaviors to their personal dispositions, we decide Juliette is shy and
Jack is outgoing. Because people do have enduring personality traits, such attriby-
tions are sometimes valid. However, we often fall prey to the fundamental attribu-
tion error, by overestimating the influence of personality and underestimating the
influence of situations. In class, Jack may be as guiet as Juliette. Catch Juliette at a
party and you may hardly recognize your quiet classmate, B

An experiment by David Napolitan and George Goethals (1979) illustrates the
phenomenon. They had Williams College students talk, one at-a time, with a young
woman who acted either aloof and critical or warm and friendly. Beforehand, they
told half the students the woman's behavior would be spontaneous. They told the
other half the truth—that she had been instructed to act friendly (or unfriendly).
What do you suppose was the effect of being told the fruth?

There was no effect. The students dlsrega,_rded the information. If the woman acted
friendly, they inferred she really was a warm person. If she acted unfriendly, they in-
ferred she really was a cold person. In other words, they attributed her behavior to her
personal disposition: even when told that her behavior was situational—that she was
merely acting that way for the purposes of the experiment. Although the fundamen-
tal attribution error occurs in all cultures studied, this tendency to attribute behavior
0 people’s dispositions runs especially strong in individualistic Western countries. In
East Asian cultures, for example, people are more sensitive to the power of the situa-
tion (Masuda & Kitayama, 2004).

As with other biases (such as the self-serving bias discussed in Chapter 15), people
see themselves as less susceptible than others to the phenomenon (Pronin & others,
2004). The fundamental attribution error is almost irresistible, though. In a high
school play, [ saw a talented 16-year-old convincingly play the part of a bitter old
woman—so convincingly that, although I reminded myself of the fundamental attri-
bution error, 1 still assumed that the young actress was typecast because she was well-
suited for the part. Meeting her later at a cast party, I discovered she actually had a
very pleasant disposition. I then remembered that several months earlier I had seen
her play the part of a charming 10-year-old in The Sound of Music.

You, too, have surely committed the fundamental attribution
error. In judging whether your psychology instructor is shy or out-
going, you have perhaps by now inferred that he or she has an out-
going personality. But you know your instructor only from the
classroom, a situation that demands outgoing behavior. Catch the
instructor in a different situation and you might be surprised (as
some of my students have been when confronting me in a pick-up
basketball game). Outside their assigned roles, professors seem less
professorial, presidents less presidential, servants less servile.

The instructor, on the other hand, observes his or her own be-
havior in many different situations—in the classroom, in meetings,
at home—and so might say, “Me, outgoing? It all depends on the

situation. In class or with good friends, ves, P'm outgoing. But at




conventions I'm really rather shy.” So, when explaining eur own behavior, or the be-
havior of those we know well and see in varied situations, we are sensitive to how be-
havior changes with the situations (Idson & Mischel, 2001).

When explaining others’ behavior, particularly the behavior of strangers we have ob-
served in only one type of situation, we often commit the fundamental atiribution error:
We disregard the situation and leap to unwarranted conclusions about their personality
traits. Many people initially assumed that Nazi death camp commanders exhibited con-

sistently vile behavior. Actually, many were unremarkable men who went home after the _

day’s brutality and relaxed with a good book and the strains of classical music. Many of
us initially assumed the 9/11 terrorists were obviously crazy, when actually they went
unnoticed in their neighborhoods, health clubs, and favorite restaurants.

Researchers who have reversed the perspectives of actor and observer—by having
each view a videotape replay of the situation from the other’s perspective—have also
reversed the attributions (Lassiter & Irvine, 1986; Storms, 1973). Seeing the woxld
from the actor's perspective, the observers better appreciate the situation. Taking the
observer’s point of view, the actors better appreciate their own personal style.

The Effects of Atiribution

In everyday life we often struggle to explain others’ actions. A jury must decide
whether a shooting was malicious or in self-defense. An interviewer must judge
whether the applicant’s geniality is genuine, When we make such judgments, our at-
tributions—either to the person or to the situation—have important consequences
(Fincham & Bradbury, 1993; Fletcher & others, 1990). Happily married couples at-
tribute a spouse’s tart-tongued remark to a temporary situation (“She must have had
a bad day at work™). Unhappily married persons attribute the same remark to a mean
disposition (“Why did I marry such a hostile person?”). , '

Or consider the political effects of attribution: How do you explain poverty or unem-
ployment? Researchers in Britain, India, Au.éj:ralia, and the United States (Furnham,
1982; Pandey & others, 1982; Wagstaff, 1982; Zucker & Weiner, 1993) report that po-
litical conservatives tend to attribute such social problems to the personal dispositions
of the poorand unemployed themselves: “People generally get what they deserve.
Those who don’t work are often freeloaders. Anybody who takes the initiative can
still get ahead.” “Society is not to blame for crime, criminals are,” said one con-
servative U.S. presidential candidate (Dole, 1996}, Political liberals (and social
scientists) are more likely to blame past and present situations: “If you or I had to live
with the same poor education, lack of opportunity, and discrimination, would we be
any better off?” To understand and prevent terrorism, they say, consider the situations
that breed terrorists. Better to drain the swamps than swat the mosquitoes.

Paul Buck/EPAfLandov
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- Recall from Chapter a5 that personality

psychologists study the enduring, inner
determinants of behavior that help to
explain why different peaple act
differently in a given situation. Social
psychologists study the social influences
that help explain why the same person
will act differently in different sftuations,

Calling [9/11] senseless, mindless,
insane, or the work of madmen is wrong . ..
{it] fails to adopt the perspective of the
perpetrators, as an act with a clearly
defined purpose that we must understand
in order to challenge it most effectively.”

-Psychologist Philip G. Zimbardo, “Fighting

Terrarism by Understanding Man's Capacity for
Evil,” September 16, 2001

© The New Yorker Collection, 1980, . B. Handelsman fram

cartoonbank.com. All Rights Reserved,

“Otis, shout at that man to pull himself together,”

An attribution question

Some people blamed the New Orleans resi-
dents for not evacuating before the predict-
ed Hurricane Katrina. Others attributed their
inaction to the situation—to their not having
cars or not being offered bus transportation,
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FIGURE 18.1
Attributions and
reactions

How we explain someone’s
behavior affects how we
react to it.

# attitude feelings, often based on our
beliefs, that predispose us to respond in a
particular way to objects, people, and
events,

« {oot-in-the-door phenomenan the ten-
dency for people who have first agreed to a
small request to comply later with a larger
request.

Negative behavior

Tolerant reaction
Situational attribution (proceed cautiousty, aliow driver
"Maybe that driver is ifi." awide berth)

Dispositional attributian Unfavorable reaction
"Crazy driver!” {speed up and race past the other
driver, craning to give a dirty look)

Managers also have to make attributions. In evaluating employees, they are likely
to attribute poor performance to personal factors, such as low ability or lack of moti-
vation. But remember the actor’s viewpoint: Workers doing poorly on a job recognize
situational influenices, such as inadequate supplies, poor working conditions, diffi-
cult co-workers, or impossible demands (Rigg 1985).

The point to remember: Our attributions—to individuals’ dispositions or to their sit-
uations—have real consequences (FIGURE 18.1).

Attitudes and Actions

Define attitude.

Attitudes are feelings, based on our beliefs, that predispose our reactions to objects,
people, and events. If we believe someone is mean, we may feel dislike for the person and
act unfriendly. “Change the way people think,” said South African civil rights martyr
Steve Biko, “and things will never be the same.” Such is the power of persuasion.

Attitudes Can Affect Actions |

Descrlbe the conditions under which attltudes can affect actions.

Our attltudes predict our behavior 1rnperfect1y because other factors, 1nciudmg the
external situation, also influence behavior. Strong social pressures can weaken the
attitude-behavior connection (Wallace & others, 2005). For example, the American
p‘ubhc s overwhelming support for President George W. Bush's preparation to attack
Iraq motivated Democratic leaders to vote to support Bush’s war plan, despite their
private reservations (Nagourney, 2002). Nevertheless, attitudes may indeed affect be-
havior when other influences are minimal, when the attitude is specific to the behav-
ior, and when we are keenly aware of our attitudes.

*

Actions Can Affect Attitudes -

OjscTIVE &y | Explain how the foot-in-the-door phenomenon, role-playing, and
cognitive dissonance illustrate the influence of actions on attitudes.

Now consider a more surprising principle: Not only will people sometines stand up
for what they believe, they will also come to believe in what they have stood up for.
Many streams of evidence confirm that attitudes follow behavior (FIGURE 18.2).
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The Foot-in-the-Door Phenomenon Convincing people to act against
their beliefs can affect their atfitude. During the Korean War, many cap-
tured U.S. soldiers were imprisoned in war camps run by Chinese commu-
nists. Without using brutality, the captors secured the collaboration of
hundreds of their prisoners in various activities. Some merely ran errands
or accepted favors. Others made radio appeals’and false confessions, Still
others informed on fellow prisoners and divulged military information.
When the war ended, 21 prisoners chose to stay with the communists.
More returned home “brainwashed” —convinced that communism was a
good thing for Asia. .

A key ingredient of the Chinese “thought-control” program was its ef-
fective use of the foot-in-the-door phenomenon—a tendency for people-
who agree to a small action to comply later with a larger one. The Chinese:
began with harmless requests but gradually escalated their demands on the
prisoners (Schein, 1956). Having “rrained” the prisoners to speak or write
trivial statements, the communists then asked them to copy or create Attitudes
something rmore important, noting, perhaps, the flaws of capitalism. Then,
perhaps to gain privileges, the prisoners participated in group discussions,
wrote selficriticisms, or uttered public confessions. After doing so, they
often adjusted their beliefs toward consistency with their public acts. . .

L . Cooperative actions, such as those per-

The point is simple, says Robert Cialdini (1993): To get people to agree to some- formed by people on sports teams, feed
thing big, “start small and build.” And be wary of those who would exploit you with mutual liking. Such attitudes, in turn, pro-
the tactic. This chicken-and-egg spiral, of actions-feeding-attitudes-feeding-actions, mote positive behavior.
enables behavior to escalate. A trivial act makes the next act easier. Succumb to a .
temptation and you wil! find the next temptation harder to resist. =

Dozens of experiments have simulated part of the war prisoners’ experience by
coaxing people into acting against their attitudes or violating their moral standards.

The nearly inevitable result: Doing becomes believing. When people are induced to
harm ar: innocent victim—by making rasty comments or delivering electric shocks—
they then begin to disparage their victim. If induced to speak or write on behalfofa ~ Ifthe King destroys a man, that's proof

Actions

FIGURE 18.2
Aititudes follow behavier

position they hive gualms about, they begin to believe their own words. to the King it must have been a bad man.”
Fortunately, the attitudes-follow-behavior principle works as well for good deeds as Thomas Cromweli, in Robert Bolt's A Man for Al
for bad. The foot-in-the-door tactic has helped boost charitable contributions, blood Seasans, 1960

donations, and product sales. In one experiment, researchers posing as safe-driving -

volunteers asked Californians to permit the installation of a large, poorly lettered

“Drive Carefully” sign in their front yards. Only 17 percent consented. They ap- .
proacliqd other home owners with a small request first: Would they display a 3-inch-
high “Be a Safe Driver” sign? Nearly all readily agreed. When reapproached two weeks
later to allow the large, ugly sign in their front yards, 76 percent consented (Freed-
man & Fraser, 1966). '

Racial attitudes likewise follow behavior. In the years immediately following the
introduction of school desegregation in the United States and the passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, white Americans expressed diminishing racial prejudice. And as
Americans in different regions came to act more alike—thanks to more uniform na-
tional standards against discrimination—they began to think more alike, Experiments
confirm the observation: Moral action strengthens moral convictions.

Role-Playing Affects Attitudes When you adopt a new role—when you become
a college student, marry, or begin a new job—you strive to follow the social prescrip-
tions. At first, your behaviors may feel phony, because you are acting a role. The first
weeks in the military feel artificial-—as if one is pretending to be a soldier. The first
weeks of a marriage may feel like “playing house.” Before long, however, what began
as play-acting in the theater of life becomes you. ,
Researchers have confirmed this effect by assessing people’s attitudes before and
after they adopt a new role, sometimes in laboratory situations, sometimes in every-
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The power of the situation

In Philip Zimbardo’s Stanford Prison
simulation, a toxic situation triggered
degrading behaviors among those assigned
to the guard role.

Fake it until you make it.”
Alcoholics Anonymous saying

that we act to reduce the discoemfort (disso-
nance) we feel when two of our thoughts
(cognitions) are inconsistent. For example,
when our awarensss of our attitudes and of
our actions clash, we can reduce the result-
ing dissonance by changing our attitudes.

Philip &. Zimbarda, inc.

day situations, such as before and after taking a job. In one well-known laboratory
study, male college students volunteered to spend time in a simulated prison devised-
by psychologist Philip Zimbardo (1972). Some he randomly designated as guards; he
gave them uniforms, billy clubs, and whistles and instructed them to enforce certain
rules. The remainder became prisoners; they were locked in barren cells and forced
to wear humiliating outfits. After a day or two in which the volunteers seif-
consciously “played” their roles, the simulation became real—too real. Most of the
guards developed disparaging attitudes, and some devised cruel and degrading rou-
tines. One by one, the prisoners broke down, rebelled, or became passively resigned,
causing Zimbardo to call off the study after only six days. More recently, similar sit-
uations have played themselves out in the real world—as in Irag at-the Abu Ghraib
Prison (see Close-Up).

Greece’s military junta during the early 1970s took advantage of the effects of role
playing to train men to become torturers (Staub, 1989). The men's indoctrination
into their roles occurred in small steps. First, the trainee stood guard outside the in-
terrogation cells—the “foot in the door.” Next, he stood guard inside. Only then was
he ready to become actively involved in the guestioning and torture. As the
nineteenth-century writer Nathaniel Hawthome noted, “No man, for any consider-
able period, can wear one face to himself and another to the multitude without fi-
naily getting bewildered as to which may be true.” What we do, we gradually become.

Cognitive Dissanance: Retief from Tension So far we have seen that actions
can affect attitudes, sometimes turning prisoners into collaborators, doubters into
believers, mere acquaintances into friends, and compliant guards into abusers, But
why? Orie explanation is that when we become aware that our attitudes and actions
don't coincide, we experienice tension, or cognitive dissonance. To relieve this tension,
according to the cognitive dissonance theory proposed by Leon Festinger, we often
bring our attitudes into line with our actions. It is as if we rationalize, “If I chose to
do it (or say it), I must believe in it.” The less coerced and more responsible we feel
for a troubling act, the more dissonance we feel. The more dissonance we feel, the
more motivated we are to find congistency, such as changing our attitudes to help
justify the act. -

The U.S. invasion of Iraq was mainly premised on the presumed threat of Sad-
dam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD). As the war began, only 38
percent of Americans surveyed said the war was justified even if Iraq did not have
WMD (Gallup, 2003), and nearly 80 percent believed such weapons would be
fournd (Duffy, 2003; Newport & others, 2003). When no WMD were found, many

"



CLOSE-UP:

Ay GHrRAIB PrisonN: AN YATnociTY-
PRODUCING SITUARATION"?

As the first photos emerged in 2004
from Iraq's Abu Ghraib Prison, the
civilized world was shocked. The pho-
tos showed U.S. military guards strip-
ping prisoners naked, placing hoods
on them, stacking them in piles,
prodding them with -eleciricity,
taunting them with attack dogs, and
subjecting them to sleep deprivation,
humiliation, and extreme stress. Was
the problem, as so many people ini-
tially supposed, a few bad apples—ir-
responsible or even sadistic guards?
That was the U.S. Army's seeming
verdict when it court-martialed and
imprisoned some of the guards, and
then cleared four of the five top com-
manding officers responsible for Abu
Ghraib’s policies and operations. The
lower-level military guards were “sick
bastards,” explained the defense at-
torney for one of the commanding
officers (Tarbert, 2004).

Many social psychologists, however,
reminded us that a foxic situation can

N
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Bad apples or bad barrels?

Both the Stanford Prison Experiment in 1972
and the real-life Abu Ghraib Prison fiasco in
2004 were powerfully toxic situations, con-
tends social psychologist Philip Zimbardo.

others, 2004). “When ordinary people
are put in a novel, evil place, such as
most prisons, Situations Win, People

make even good apples go bad (Fiske &

Lose,” offered Philip Zimbardo (2004),
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adding, “That is true for the majority
of people in all the relevant social psy-
chological research done over the past
40 years.”

Consider the situation, explains
Zimbardo. The guards, some of them
model soldier-reservists with no prior
criminal or sadistic history, were ex-
hausted from working 12-hour shifts,
seven days a week, for more than a
month at a time. They were dealing
with an enemy, and their prejudices
were heightened by fears of lethal at-
tacks and by the violent deaths of
many fellow soldiers. They were put
in an understaffed guard role, given
minimal training and oversight, and
encouraged to “soften up” for inter-
rogation detainees who had been de-
nied access to the Red Cross. “When
you put that set of horrendous work
conditions and external factors to-
gether, it creates an evil barrel. You
could put virtually anybody in it and
you're going to get this kind of evil
behavior” {Zimbardo, 2005).

#

Americans felt dissonance, which was heightened by their awareness of the war’s fi-
nancial and human costs, by scenes of chaos in Irag, and by inflamed anti-

American and pro-terrorist sentiments in some parts of the world.

To reduce dissonance, some people revised their
memories of the main rationale for going to war,
which now became Hberating an oppressed peopie
and promoting democracy in the Middle East, Before
long, the once-minoerity opinion became the majority
view: 58 percent of Americans said they supported
the war even if there were no WMD (Gallup, 2003).
“Whether or not they find weapons of mass destruc-
tion doesn’t matter,” explained Republican pollster
Frank Luntz (2003), “because the rationale for the
war changed.” It was not until late 2004, when hopes
for a flourishing peace waned, that Americans’ sup-
port for the war dropped below 50 percent.

Dozens of experiments have explored cognitive dis-
sonance by making people feel responsible {for behav-
ior that is inconsistent with their attitudes and that
has foreseeable consequences. As a subject in one of
these experiments, you might agree for a measly $2 to

“Lock, | have my misgivings, teo, but what choice do we have except stay the course?”

© The New Yorker Collection, zoos, Robert Mankoff from cartoonhank.com. All Rights Rasetvad.
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Sit all day in a moping posture, sigh, and
reply to everything with a dismal voice,
and your melancholy lingers. . .. if we wish
to conguer undesirable emotionat tenden-
cies in ourselves, we must . . . go through
the cutward movements of those contrary
dispositions which we prefer to cultivate.”

William James, Principles of Psychology, 18g0

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

help a researcher by writing an essay that supports something you don't believe in (per-
haps = tuition increase). Feeling responsible for the statements (which are not consis.
tent with your attitudes), you would probably feel dissonance, especially if you thought
an administrator would be reading your essay, How could you reduce the uncomfort-
able dissonance? One way would be to start believing your phony werds. Your pretense
would become your reatity.

The attitudes-follow-behavior principle has another heartening implication; Al-
though we cannot directly control all our feelings, we can influence them by altering
our behavior. (Recall from Chapter 13 the emotional effects of facial expressions and
of body postures.) If we are down in the dumps, we can do as éogni’tive therapists ad-
vise and talk in more positive, self-accepting ways with fewer self-put-downs. If we
are unloving, we can become more loving by behaving as if we were so—by doing
thoughtful things, expressing affection, giving affirmation. “Assume a virtue, if you
have it not,” says Hamlet to his mother. “For use can almost change the stamp of na-
ture.” The point to remember: Evil acts shape the self. But se do acts of good will. Act as
though you like someone, and you soon will. Changing our behavior can change how
we think about others and how we feel about ourselves.

LEARRNING OUTCOMES

Social Thinking

OejecTive & | Describe the three main focuses of sociat

psychology.

Social psychology focuses on three broad topics: how people
think about, influence, and relate to one another,

and exp[am how the fundamental attribution error can affect our

analyses of behavior.

Describe the conditions under which attitudes can

OBJECTIVE
affect actions.

7

Our attitudes are most likely to affect our behavior when so-
cial influences are minimal, the attitude is specific to the be-
havior, and we are very aware of the attitude.

osjecTive 5 | Explain how the foot-in-the-door phenomenon, role-
playing, and cognitive dissonance illustrate the influence of actions

We usually rely on situational attributions, stressing the influ-
ence of external events, to explain our own behavior (and
often the behavior of those we know well and see in many
different contexts). But in expiaining the actions of people we
do not know well, we often resort to dispositional attributions,
assuming they behave as they do because of their personal
traits. This fundamental attribution error {overestimating the
influence of personal factors and underestimating the. effect
of context) can introduce inaccuracies into judgments we
make about others.

OBJECTIVE = '“ . | Define attitude.

Attitudes are positive, negative, or mixed feehngs based on
our beliefs, that predispose us to respond i a particular way
to objects, people, and events.

on attitudes.

The foot-in-the-door phenomenon describes people’s willing-
ness to agree to a large request after having agreed to a related
small request. In role-playing studies, such as Philip Zim-
bardo’s prison experiment, people who behaved in certain
ways in scripted scenarios have adopted attitudes in keeping
with those roles. Leon Festinger’s cognitive dissonance theory
proposes that we feel uncomfortable when we act in ways
that conflict with our feelings and beliefs, and we reduce this
discomfort by revising our attitudes to align them more
closely with our behavior. In all three instances, attitudes
adapt to behavior, rather than drive it.

ASK YOURSELF: Do you have an attitude or tendency you would
lile to change? Using the attitudes-foliow-behavior principle, how
might you go about changing that attitude?

Social Influence

Social psychology's great lesson is the enormous power of social influence. This influ-
ence can be seen in our conformity, our compliance, and our group behavior. Sui-
cides, bomb threats, airplane hijackings, and UFO sightings all have a curious
tendency to come in clusters. On campus, blue jeans are the dress code; on New
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York's"Wall Street or London’s Bond Street, dress suits are the norm. When we know
how to act, how to groom, how to talk, life functions smoothly. Armed with princi-
ples of social influence, advertisers, fund-raisers, and campaign workers aim to sway
our decisions to buy, to donate, to vote. Isolated with others who share their griev-
ances, dissenters may gradually become rebels, and rebels may become terrorists. Let’s
examine the pull of these social strings. How strong are they? How do they operate?

Conformity and Obedience -

QBJECTIVE £ | Describe the chameleon effect, and give an example of it.

Behavior is contagious. .
e One person laughs, coughs, or yawns, and others in the group soon do the same..
Chimps, too, are more likely to yawn after observing another chimp yawn (An-

derson & others, 2004) :

o A cluster of people stand gazing upward, and passersby pause to do likewise.

e Bartenders and street musicians know to “seed” their tip containers with money
to suggest that others have given.

» “Sickness” can also be psychologically contagious. In the anxious /11 after-
math, more than two dozen elementary and middie schools had outbreaks of
children reporting red rashes, sometimes causing parents to wonder whether bio-
logical terrorism was at work (Talbot, 2002). Some cases may have been stress-
related, but mostly, said health experts, people were just nioticing normal early
acne, insect bites, eczema, and dry skin from overheated classrooms.

We are natural mimics—an effect Tanya Chartrand and John Bargh (1999) cali the
chameleon effect. Unconsciously mimicking others’ expressions, postures, and veice
tones helps us feel what they are feel%:f;g. This helps explain why we feel happier around
happy people than around depressed ones, and why studies of groups of British nurses
and accountants reveal mood linkage—sharing up and down moqds (Totterdell & others, ,
1998). Just hearing someone reading a neutral text in either a happy- or sad-sounding
voice creates “mood contagion” in listeners (Neumann & Strack, 2000).

Chartrand and Bargh demonstrated the chameleon effect when they had students
work in a room alongside a confederate working for the experimenter. Sometimes the
confederates rubbed their face; on other occasions, they shook their foot. Sure
engugh, participants tended to rub their own face when they were with the face-
rubbing person and shake their own foot when they were with the foot-shaking per-
son. Such automatic mimicry is part of empathy. The most empathic people
mimic—and are liked—the most. Andithose most eager to fit in with a group seem in-
tuitively to know this, for they are especially prone to nonconscious mimicry {Lakin
& Chartrand, 2003).
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Niche conformity

Are these students asserting their individual-
ity or identifying themselves with others of
the same microculture? '
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= conformity adjusting one’s behavior or
thinking to coincide with a group standard.

i normative social influence influence
resulting from a person’s desire to gain
approva! or aveid disapproval.

1 informational secial influence influence

resulting from one’s willingness o accept
others’ opinions about reality.

FIGURE 18.3

Asch’s conformity experiments

Which of the three comparison lines is equat
to the standard line? What do you suppose
most people would say after hearing five
others say, “Line 3”7 In this photo from one
of Asch’s experiments, the student in the
center shows the severe discomfort that
comes from disagreeing with the responses
of other group members (in this case, con-
federates of the experimenter).

1 2 3

Standard line Comparison lines

o
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Sometimes the effects of suggestibility are more serious. In the eight days following
the 1999 shooting rampage at Colorado’s Columbine High School, every U.S. state
except Vermont experienced threats of copycat violence. Pennsylvania alone recorded
60 such threats (Cooper, 1999). Sociologist David Phillips and his colleagues (1985,
1989) found that suicides, too, sometimes increase following a highly publicized sui-
cide. In the wake of Marilyn Monroe's suicide on August 6, 1962, the number of sui-
cides in the United States exceeded the usual August count by 200, Although not all
studies have confirmed the copycat suicide phenomenon, suicides have sometimes
occurred in local clusters. Within an 18-day span, one 1500-student high school

_recorded 2 completed suicides, 7 attempted suicides, and 23 students with séicidal

thoughts. Within a one-year period, one London psychiatric unit experienced 14 pa-
tient suicides (Joiner, 1999).

What causes suicide clusters? Do people act similatly because of their influence on
one another? Or because they are simultangousiy exposed to the same events and
conditions? Seeking answers, social psychologists have conducted experiments on
group pressure and conformity.

Group Pressure and Conformity

normative and informational social influence.

Suggestibility is a subtle type of conformity-adjusting our behavior or thinking to-
ward some group standard. To study conformity, Solomon Asch (1955) devised a sim-
ple test. As a participant in the study, you arrive at the experiment location in time to
take a seat at a table where five people are already seated. The experimenter asks which
of three comparison lines is identical to a standard line (FIGURE 18.3). You see clearly
that the answer is Line 2 and await your turn to say so after the others. Your boredom
with this experiment begins to show when the next set of lines proves equally easy.

Now cormes the third trial, and the correct answer seems just as clear-cut, but the
first person gives what strikes you as a wrong answer: “Line 3.” When the second per-
son and then the third and fourth give the same wrong answer, you sit up straight
and squint. When the fifth person agrees with the first four, you feel your heart begin
to pound. The experimenter then looks to you for your answer. Torn between the
unanimity of your five fellow respondents and the evidence of your own eyes, you feel
tense and much less sure of yourself than you were moments ago. You hesitate before
answering, wondering whether you should suffer the discomfort of being the oddball.
What answer do you give?

In the experiments conducted by Asch and others after him, thousands of college
students have experienced this conflict. Answering such questions alone, they erred
less than 1 percent of the time. But the odds were quite different when several others—
confederates working for the experimenter—answered incorrectly. Asch reports that

Willfam Vandivert/ Sclentific American




more than one-third of the time, these “intelligent and weil-meaning” college-student
participants were then “willing to call white black” by going along with the group.

Conditions That Strengthen Conformity Asch’s procedure became the model
for later investigations. Although experiments have not always found so much con-
formity, they do reveal that conformity increases when

@ one is made to feel incompetent or insecure,

e the group has at least three people.

e the group is unanimous. (The dissent of just one other person greatly increases
social courage.) .

ong admires the group’s status and attractiveness. "
one has made no prior commitment to any response,
others in the group observe one’s behavior.

one’s culture strongly encourages respect for social standards.

® ® ¢ @

Thus, we might predict the behavior of Austin, an enthusiastic but insecure new
fraternity member; Noting that the 40 other members appear unanimous in their
plans for a fund-raiser, Austin is unlikely to voice his dissent.

Reasons for Conforming Fish swim in schools. Birds fly in flocks. And humans,
too, tend to go with their group, to think what it thinks and do what it does. But
why? Why de we clap when others clap, eat as others eat, believe what others believe,
even see what others see? Frequently, it is to avoid rejection or to gain social approval.
In such cases, we are responding to what social psychologists call mormative social
influence. We are sensitive to soclal norms—understood rules for accepted and ex-
pected behavior—because the price we pay for being different may be severe,

Marco Lokar knows. During the 1991 Persian Gulf War, Lokar, an Italian, was the
only Seton Hall University basketball player who chose not to display an American
flag on his uniform. As the team traveled, the fans’ abusive responses to his noncon-
forming behavior became unbearable, so he left the team and returned to Italy. Tony
Smith also knows. In 2003, when the Kanhattanville College basketball player like-
wise dissented from the impending war with Irag—by turning sideways and not look-
ing at the flag during the pregame national anthem—similar outrage resulted. In one
game at another college, students stood and chanted “Leave the country!”

Respecting norms is not the only reason we conform: Groups may provide valuable
information, and only an uncommonly stubborn person will never listen to others.
When we accept others' opinions about reality, we are responding to informational
social influence. “Those who never retract their opinions love themselves more than
they love truth,” observed the eighteenth-century French essayist, Joseph Joubert. As
Rebecca Denton demonstrated in 2004, sometimes it pays to assume others are right
and to follow their lead. Denton set a record for the furthest distance driven on the
wrong side of a British divided highway—éo miles, with only one minor sideswipe, be-
fore the Welsh motorway ran out and police were able to puncture her tires. Denton
later explained that she thought the hundreds of other drivers coming at her were all
on the wrong side of the road (Woolcock, 2004).

Robert Baron and his colléagues {1996) cleverly demonstrated our openness to in-
formational nfluence on tough, important judgments. They modernized the Asch ex-
periment by showing University of lowa students a slide of a stimulus person, followed
by a slide of a four-person lineup (FIGURE 18.4, page 734). Their experiment made the
task either easy (viewing the lineup for five seconds) or difficult {(viewing the lineup for
but half a second). It also led them to think their judgments as either unimpertant
(just a preliminary test of some eyewitness identification procedures) or as important
(establishing norms for an actual police procedure, with a U.S. $20 award to the most
accurate participants)., When the accuracy of their judgments seemed important, peo-
ple rarely conformed when the task was easy, but they conformed half the time when
the task was difficult. If we are unsure of what is right, and if being right matters, we
are receptive to others’ opinions.
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Have you ever noticed how one exam-
ple—good or bad—can prompt others to
foliow? How one illegally parked car can
give permission for others to do likewise?
How one racial joke can fuel another?”

Marian Wright Edelman, The Measure of Our
Success, 1992

-~
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Our view of social influence as bad or good depends on our values. When influ-
ence supports what we approve, we applaud those who are “open-minded” and “sen-
sitive” enough to be “responsive.” When influence supports what we disapprove, we
scorn the “submissive conformity” of those who comply with others’ wishes. As we
saw in Chapter 3, cultures vary in the extent to which they value individualism or
collectivismz, Western Europeans and people in most English-speaking countries tend

#  to prize individualism more than conformity and cbedience. These values are re-
flected in social influence experiments that have been conducted in 17 countyies: In
individualist cultures, conformity rates are lower {Bond & Smith, 19%6).

Cbedience

OBJECTIVE %3 | Describe Milgram’s experiments on obedience, and outline the
conditions in which obedience was highest,

Social psychologist Stanley Milgram (1963, 1974) knew that people often comply
with social pressures. But how would they respond to outright commands? To find
out, he undertook what have become social psychology’s most famous and controver-
sial experiments. Imagine yourself as one of the nearly 1000 participants in Mil-
gram’s 20 experiments. )
Stantey Mifgram (1933-1984) Responding to an advertisement, you come to Yale University's psychology depart-
The late social psychologist’s obedience ment to participate in an experiment. Professor Milgram's assistant explains that the
experiments now “helong to the self- study concerns the effect of punishment on learning. You and another person draw slips
:n:fr(sst::grf ng;terate people in our from a hat to see who will be the “teacher” (which your slip says) and who will be the
§ 1000 “learner.” The learner is then led to an adjoining room and strapped into a chair that is
wired through the wall to an electric shock machine. You sit in front of the machine,
which has switches labeled with voltages. Your task: to teach and then test the learner on
a list of word pairs. You are to punish the learner for wrong answers by delivering brief
electric shocks, beginning with a switch labeled “15 Volts—Slight Shock.” After each of
the learner’s errors, you are to move up to the next higher voltage. With each flick of a
switch, lights flash, relay switches click on, and an electric buzzing fills the air.

If you comply with the experimenter’s instructions, you hear the learner grunt when
you flick the third, fourth, and fifth switches. After you activate the eighth switch (la-
beled “120 Volts—Moderate Shock”), the learner shouts that the shocks are painful.
After the tenth switch (“150 Volts—Strong Shock”), he cries, “Get me out of herel [
won't be in the experiment anymore! [ refuse to go on!” When you hear these pleas,
you draw back. But the experimenter prods you: “Please continue—the experiment
requires that you continue.” If you still resist, he insists, “It is absolutely essential that |
you continue,” or “You have no other choice, you must go on.”

Center
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If you obey, you hear the learner’s protests escalate to shrieks of agony as you con-
tinue to raise the shock level with each succeeding error, After the 330-volt level, the
tearner refuses to answer and scon falls silent. Still, the experimenter pushes you to-
ward the final, 450-volt switch, ordering you to ask the questions and, if no correct
answer is given, to administer the next shock level,

How far do you think you would follow the experimenter’s commmands? Iz a sur-
vey Milgram conducted before the experiment, most people declared they would
stop playing such a sadistic-seeming role soon after the learner first indicated pain
and certainly before he shrieked in agony. This also was the prediction made by
each of 40 psychiatrists whom Milgram asked to guess the outcome. When Mil-
gram actually conducted the experiment with men aged 20 to 50, he was aston-
ished to find that 63 percent complied fully—right up to the last switch. Ten later
studies that included women found women's compliance rates were similar to
men'’s (Blass, 1999).

Did the “teachers” figure out the hoax—that no shock was being delivered? Did
they correctly guess the learner was a confederate who only pretended to feel the
shocks? Did they realize the experiment was really testing their witlingness to comply
with commands to inflict punishment? No, the teachers typically displayed genuine
distress: They perspired, trembled, laughed nervously, and bit theix lips.

Milgram's use of deception and stress triggered a debate over his research ethics. In
his own defense, Milgram pointed out that, after the participants learned of the de-
ception and actual research purposes, virtually none regretted taking part (though
perhaps by then the participants had reduced their dissonance). When 40 of the
“teachers” who had agonized most were later interviewed by a psychiatrist, none ap-
peared to be suffering emotional aftereffects. All in all, said Milgram, the experi-
ments provoked less enduring stress than university students experience when facing
and failing big exams (Blass, 1996).

Wondering whether the participants obeyed because the learners’ protests were
not convincing, Milgram repeated the experiment, with 40 new teachers. This time
his confederate mentioned a “slight heart condition” while being strapped into the
chair, ‘and then he complained and screamed more intensely as the shocks became
more punishing. Still, 65 percent of the new teachers complied fully (FIGURE 18.5).

L
&3

Percentage 100% |z
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FIGURE 18.5
Milgram’s follow-up obedience experi-
ment
In a repeat of the eatlier experiment, é5 per-
cent of the adult male “teachers” futly

P obeyed the experimenter's commands to

" continue. They did so despite the “learner’s”
eartier mention of a heart condition and
despite hearing cries of protest after 150
volts ahd agonized protests after 330 volts.
(Data from Milgram, 1974.}
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“Drive off the cliff, james, | want to commit
suicide.”

Standing up for democracy

Some individuals—roughly one in three in
Milgram’s experiments—resist social coer-
cion, as did this unarmed man in Beijing, by
single-handedly challenging an advancing
ine of tanks the day after the 1989 Tiananmen
Square student uprising was suppressed.

In later experiments, Milgram discovered that subtle details of a situation power-
fully influence people. When he varied the social conditions, the proportion of fully
compliant participants varied from 0 to 93 percent. Obedience was highest when

& the person giving the orders was close at hand and was perceived to be a legiti-
mate authority figure. (Such was the case in 2005 when Temple University's bas-
ketball coach sent a 250-pound bench player, Nehemiah Ingram, into a game
with instructions to commit “hard fouls.” Following orders, Ingram fouled out in
four minutes after breaking an opposing player’s right arm.)

e the authority figure was supported by a prestigious institution. Compliance was
somewhat lower when Milgram dissociated his experiments from Yale University.

e the victim was depersonalized or at a distance, even in another room. (Similarly,
in combat with an enemy they can see, many soldiers either do not fire their ri-
fles or do not aim them properly. Such refusals to kill are rare among those whao
operate the more distant weapons of artillery or afrcraft [Padgett, 198971.)

e there were no role models for defiance; that is, no other participants were seen
disobeying the experimenter.

The power of legitimate, close-at~hand authorities is dramatically apparent in sto-
ries of those who complied with orders to carry out the atrocities of the Holocaust,
and those who didn’t. Obedience alone does not explain the Holocaust; anti-Semitic
ideclogy produced eager killers as well (Mastroianni, 2002). But obedience was a fac-
tor. In the summer of 1942 nearly 500 middle-aged German reserve police officers

~Were dispatched to Jozefow, Poland, in German-occupied territory, On July 13, the
group's visibly upset commander informed his r%grults mostly family men, that they
had been ordered to round up the village’s Jews, who were said to be aiding the enemy.
Able-bodied men were to be sent to work camps, and all the rest were to be shot on the
spot. Given a chance o refuse participation in the executions, only about a dozen im-
mediately did so. Within 17 hours, the remaining 485 officers killed 1500 helpless
women, children, and elderly by shoeoting them in the back of the head as they lay face
down. Hearing the pleadings of the victims, and seeing the gruesome results, some 20
percent of the officers did eventually dissent, managing either to miss their victims or
to wander away and hide until the slaughter was over (Browning, 1992). But in real
life, as in Milgram's experiments, the disobedient were the minority.

Another story was being played out in the French village of Le Chambon, where
French Jews destined for deportation to Germany were being sheltered by viliagers
who openly defied orders to cooperate with the “New Order.” The villagers’ ancestors
had themseives been persecuted and their pastors had been teaching them to “resist
whenever our adversaries will demand of us obedience contrary to the orders of the




Gospel” (Rochat, 1993). Ordered by police to give a list of sheltered Jews, the head
pastor modeled defiance: “I don’t know of Jews, I only know of human beings.”
Without realizing how long and terrible the war would be, or how much punishment
and poverty they would suffer, the resisters made an initial commitment to resist.
Supported by their beliefs, their role models, their, interaction with one another, and
their own initial acts, they remained defiant to the war's end.

Lessons From the Conformity and Obedience Studies )

OBJECTIVE rf | Explain how the conformity and obedience studies can help us
understand our susceptibility to social infiuence.

What do the Asch and Milgram experiments teach us about ourselves? How does
judging the length of a line or flicking a shock switch relate to everyday social behav-
tor? Recall from Chapter 1 that psychological experiments aim not to re-create the
literal behaviors of everyday life but to capture and explore the underlying processes
that shape those behaviors. Asch and Milgram devised experiments in which the par-
ticipants had to choose between adhering to their own standards and being respon-
sive to others, a dilemma we all face frequently.

In Milgram’s experiments, participants were also torn between what they should
respond to—the pleas of the victim or the orders of the experimenter. Their moral
sense warned them not to harm another, yet it also prompted them to obey the exper-
imenter and to be a good research participant. With kindness and obedience on a col-
lision course, obedience usually won.

Such experiments demonstrate that strong secial influences can make people con-
form to falsehoods or capitulate to cruelty. “The most fundamental lesson of our
study,” Milgram noted, is that “ordinary people, simply doing their jobs, and without
any particular hostility on their part, can become agents in a terrible destructive
process” (1974, p. 6). Milgram did not enfrap his “teachers” by asking them first to
zap “learners” with enough electricity to make their hair stand on end, Rather, he ex-
ploited the foot-in-the-door effect, beginning with a little tickle of electricity and es-
calating step by step. In the minds of those throwing the switches, the small action
became justified, making the next act tolerable. In Jozefow, in Le Chambon, and in
Milgram’s experiments, those who resisted usually did so eatly, After £he first acts of
compliance or resistance, attitudes began to follow and justify behavior.

So it happens when people succumb, gradually, to evil. In any society, great evils
sometimesigrow out of people’s compliance with lesser evils. The Nazi leaders sus-
pected that most German civil servants wotld resist shooting or gassing Jews directly,
but they found them surprisingly wiliing to handle the paperwork of the Holocaust
(Silver & Geller, 1978). Likewise, when Milgram asked 40 men to administer the
learning test while someone else did the shocking, 93 percent complied. Contrary to
images of devilish villains, evil does not require monstrous characters; all it takes is or-
dinary people corrupted by an evil situation—ordinary soldiers who follow orders to
torture prisoners, ordinary students who follow orders to haze initiates into their
group, ordinary employees who follow orders to produce and market harmful prod-
ucts. Before leading the 9/11 attacks, Mohamed Atta reportedly was a sane, rational
person who had been a “good boy” and an excellent student from a close-knit family—
not someone who fits our image of evil monster.

Group Influence

How do groups affect our behavior? To find out, social psychologists study the various
influences that operate in the simplest of groups—one person in the presence of an-
other—and those that operate in more complex groups, such as families, teams, and
committees.
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[ was only following orders.”

Adalf Eichmann, Director of Nazi deportation of
Jews to concentration camps

The normal reaction to an abnormat
situation is abnarmat behavior.”

james Waller, Becoming Evil: How Ordinary People
Commit Genocide and Mass Killing, 2002
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Social facilitation

Skitled athletes often find they are “on™
before an audience, What they do well, they
do even better when people are watching.

TABLE 18.1

HOME ADVANTAGE IN MiAJOR
TEAM SPORTS

Home Team
Games Winning
Sport Studied Percentage
Baseball 23,034 53.5%
Footbatf 2,592 573
lce hockey 4322 61.1
Basketball 13,506 64.4
Soccer 37,202 69.0

From Courneya & Carron, 199z

individual Behavior in the Presence of Others

OBJECTIVE | Describe the conditions in which the presence of others is likely
to resulf in social facilitation, social loafing, or deindividuation.

Appropriately, social psychology's first experiments focused on the simplest of 3
guestions about social behavior: How are we influenced by the mere presence of oth-
ers—by people watching us or joining us in various activities?

Social Facilitation Having noticed that cyclists’ racing times were faster when

_they competed against each other than when they competed with a clock, Nérman

Tripiett (1898) hypothesized that the presence of others boosts performance. To test
his hypothesis, Triplett had adelescents wind a fishing reel as rapidly as peossible, He
discovered that they wound the reel faster in the presence of someone doing the same
thing. This phenomenon of stronger performance in others’ presence is called social
facilitation. For example, after a light turns green, drivers take about 15 percent less
time to travel the first 100 yards when another car is beside them at the intersection
than when they are alone (Towler, 1986).

But now things get tricky. On tougher tasks (learning nonsense syllables or
solving complex multiplication problems), people perform less well when observers
or others working on the same task are present. Further studies revealed why the
presence of others sometimes helps and sometimes hinders performance (Guerin,
1986; Zajonc, 1965). When others observe us, we become aroused. This arousal
strengthens the most likely response—the correct one on an easy task, an incorrect
one on a difficult task, Thus, when we are bejng observed, we perform well-learned
tasks more quickly and accurately, and unmastered tasks less quickly and accu-
rately. James Michaels and his associates (1982) found that expert pool players
who made 71 percent of their shots when alone made 80 percent when four people
came to watch them. Poor shooters, who made 36 percent of their shots when
alone, made only 25 percent when watched. The energizing effect of an enthusias-
tic audience probably contributes to the home advantage enjoyed by various sports
teams. Studies of more than 80,000 college and professional athletic events in
Canada, the United States, and England reveal that home teams win about 6 in 10
games {somewhat fewer for baseball and football, somewhat more for basketball
and soccer—see TABLE 18.1).

The point to remember: What you do well, you are likely to do even better in front of
an audience, especially a friendly audience; what you normally find difficuit may
seem all but impossible when you are being watched. '

Social facilitation also helps explain a funny effect of crowding: Comedy records
that are mildly amusing to people in an uncrowded room seem funnier in a densely
packed room (Aiello & others, 1983; Freedman & Perlick, 1979). As comedians and
actors know, a “good house” is a full one. The arousal triggered by crowding amplifies
othér reactions, too. If sitting close to one another, participants in experiments Hke a
friendly person even more, an unfriendly person even less (Schiffenbauer & Schiavo,
1976; Storms & Thomas, 1977). The practical lesson: If choosing a room for a class or
setting up chairs for a gathering, have barely enough seating.

Social Loafing Social facilitation experiments test the effect of others’ presence on
performance on an individual task, such as shooting pool. But what happens to per-
formance when people perform the task as a group? In a team tug-of-war, for exam-
ple, do you suppose the effort a person puts forth would be more than, less than, or
the same as the effort he or she would exert in a one-on-one tug-of-war? To find out,
Alan Ingham and his fellow researchers (1974) asked blindfolded University of Mass-
achusetts students to “pull as hard as you can” on a rope. When Ingham fooled the
students into believing three others were also pulling behind them, they exerted only
82 percent as much effort as when they knew they were pulling alone.
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To describe this diminished effort, Bibb Latané (1981; Jackson & Williams, 1988)
coined the term social loafing. In 78 experiments conducted in the United States,
India, Thailand, Japan, China, and Taiwan, social Joafing occurred on various tasks,
though it was especially common among men in individualistic cultures (Karau &
Williams, 1993). In one of Latané’s experiments, blindfolded people seated in a
group clapped or shouted as loud as they could ‘while listening through headphones
to the sound of loud clapping or shouting. When told they were doing it with the
others, the participants produced about one-third less noise than when they thought
their individual efforts were identifiable.

Why this social loafing? First, people acting as part of a group feel less accountable
and therefore worry less about what others think. Second, they may view their contriz
bution as dispensable (Harkins & Szymanski, 1989; Kerr & Bruun, 1983). As many
leaders of organizations know—and as you have perhaps observed on student group
assignments—if group members share equally in the benefits regardless of how much
they contribute, some may slack off. Unless highly motivated and identified with
their group, they may free-ride on the other group members’ efforts.

Deindividuation So, the presence of others can arouse people (as in the social fa-
cilitation experiments) or can diminish their feelings of responsibility (as in the so-
cial loafing experiments). But sometimes the presence of others both arouses people
and diminishes their sense of responsibility. The result can be uninhibited behavior
ranging from a food fight in the dining hall or screaming at a basketball referee to
vandalism or tioting. Abandoning normal restraints to the power of the group is
termed deindividuation. To be deindividuated is fo be less self-conscious and less re-
strained when in a group situation.

Deindividuation often occurs when group participation makes people feel aroused
and anonymous. In one experiment, New York University women dressed in deperson-

 alizing Ku Khx Klan-style hoods delivered twice as much electric shock to a victim as did

identifiable women (Zimbardo, 1970). (As in all stich experiments, the “victim” did not
actually receive the shocks,) Similarly, trlb’"ajxl warriors who depersonalize themselves with
face paints or masks are more likely than those with exposed faces, to kill, torture, or
mutilate captured enemies (Watson, 1973). Whether in a mob, at a rock concert, at a
ballgame, or at worship, to lose self-consciousness (to become deindividuated) is to be-
come more responsive to the group expetience.

Effects of Group Interaction

OBJECTIVE | Discuss how group interaction can facilitate group pofarization
and gsoupthmk

We have examined the condltlons under which being in the presence of others can

& motivate people to exert themselves of tempt them to free-ride on the efforts of
others.

e make easy tasks easier and difficult tasks harder.

® enhance humor or fuel mob violence.

Research shows that interacting with others can similarly have both bad and goed effects.

Group Polatization Educational researchers have noted that, over time, initial dif-
ferences between groups of college students tend to grow. If the first-year students at
College X tend to be more intellectually oriented than those at College Y, that differ-
ence will probably be amplified by the time they are seniors. Similarly, if the political
conservatism of students who join fraternities and sororities is greater than that of
students who do not, the gap in the political attitudes of the two groups will probably
widen as they progress through college (Wilson & others, 1975). Likewise, notes
Eleanor Maccoby (2002) from her decades of observing gender development, girls
talk more intimately than boys do and play and fantasize less aggressively—and these
gender differences widen over time as they interact mostly with their own gender.
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= sociat facilitation stronger responses cn
simple or well-learned tasks in the presence
of others.

«: socizl loafing the tendency for people in
a grotp to exert tess effort when pooling
their efforts toward attaining a common
goal than when individually accountable.

i deindividuation the loss of self-
awareness and self-restraint occutring in
group situatfons that foster arousal and
anonyimity.

rad
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FIGURE 18.6
Group pelarization
If a group is like-minded, discussion

strengthens its prevailing opinions. Talking

over racial issues increased prejudice in a
high-prejudice group of high scheol students
and decreased it in a low-prejudice group
(Myers & Bishop, 1970).

One’s impulse to blow the whistle on
this nonsense was simply undone by the
circumstances of the discussion.”

Arthur M. Schiesinger, Ir., A Thousand Days, 1965

After discussion
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This enhancement of a group’s prevailing tendencies—called group
polarization—occurs when people within 2 group discuss an idea that
most of them either favor or oppose. Group polarization can have beneficiz)
results, as when it amplifies a sought-after spiritual awareness or reinforces
the resolve of those in a self-help group, or strengthens feelings of tolerance
in a low-prejudice group. But it can also have dire consequences. George
Bishop and I discovered that when high-prejudice students discussed racia]
issues, they became more prejudiced (FIGURE 18.6). (Low-prejudice students
became even more accepting.) The experiment’s ideological separation and
polarization finds a seeming parallel in the growing polarization of Ameri-

i can politics. The percentage of landslide counties—voting 60 percent or

; more for one presidential candidate—increased from 26 percent in 1976 to
48 percent in 2004 (Bishop, 2004) More and more, people are living near
and learning from others who think as they do.

The polarizing effect of interaction among the like-minded applies not
only to U.S. “red” and “blue” states, but also to suicide terrorists. After an-
alyzing terrorist organizations around the world, psychologists Clark Mc-
Cauley and Mary Segal (1987; McCauley, 2002} noted that the terrorist
mentality does not erupt suddenly. Rather, it usually arises among people

who get together because of a grievance and then become more and more extreme as
they interact in isolation from any moderating influences. Increasingly, group mem-
bers (who may be isolated with other “brothers” and “sisters” in camps) categorize
the world as “us” dnd “them” (Moghaddam, 2005; Qirko, 2004). Suicide terrorism
virtually never is done cn a personal whim, rgports researcher Ariel Merari (2002).

The Internet provides a medium for group polarization, Its tens of thousands of
virtual groups enable bereaved parents, peacemakers, and teachers to find solace and
support from kindred spirits, But the Internet also enables people who share interests
in government cover-ups, extraterrestrial visitors, white supremacy, or citizen militias
to find one another and to find support for their shared suspicions (McKenna &
Bargh, 1998).

Groupthink Does group interaction ever distort important decisions? Social psy-
chologist Irving Janis began to think so as he read historian Arthur M. Schiesinger,
Jr.'s account of how President John F. Kennedy and his advisers blundered into an iil-
fated plan to invade Cuba with 1400 CiA-trained Cuban exiles. When the invaders
weére easily captured and soon linked to the U.S. government, Kennedy wondered in
hindsight, “How could we have been so stupid?”

To find out; Janis (1982) studied the decision-making procedures that led to the
fiasco. He discovered that the soaring morale of the recently elected president and his
advisers fostered undue confidence in the plan. To preserve the good group feeling,
any dissenting views were suppressed or self-censored, especially after President
Kennedy voiced his enthusiasm for the scheme. Since no one spoke strongly against
tht idea, everyone assumed consensus support. To describe this harmenious but un-
realistic group thinking, Janis coined the term groupthink. :

Janis and others then examined other historical fiascos—the failure to anticipate
the 1941 Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the escalation of the Vietnam War, the
.8, Watergate cover-up, the Chernobyl nuclear reactor accident {Reason, 1987), and
the U.S. space shuttle Challenger explesion (Esser & Lindoerfer, 1989). They discov-
ered that in these cases, too, groupthink was fed by overconfidence, conformity, self-
justification, and group polarization.

Groupthink surfaced again, reported the U.S. Senate Intelligence Committee
(2004), when “personnel involved in the Irag WMD issue demonstrated several
aspects of groupthink: examining few alternatives, selective gathering of informa-
tion, pressure to conform within the group or withhold criticism, and collective
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rationalization.” This groupthink led analysts to “interpret ambiguous evidence as
conclusively indicative of a WMD program as well as ignore or minimize evidence
that iraq did not have [WMD] programs.”

Despite such fiascos and tragedies, two heads are better than one in solving some
types of problems. Knowing this, Janis also studied instances in which U.S. presidents
and their advisers collectively made good decistons, such as when the Truman admin-
istration formulated the Marshall Plan, which offered assistance to Europe after
World War II, and when the Kennedy administration worked to keep the Soviets from
installing missiles in Cuba. In such instances—and in the business world, too, Janis-
believed—groupthink is prevented when a leader welcomes various opinions, invites
experts’ critiques of developing plans, and assigns people to identify possible prob- =
lems. Just as the suppression of dissent bends a group toward bad decisions, so open
debate often shapes good ones, None of us is as smart as all of us. ’ -

- The Power of Individuals

OBIECTIVE | 1dentify the characteristic common to minority positions that
sway majorities.

In affirming the power of social influence, we must not overlook our power as indi-
viduals. Social control (the power of the situation} and personal control (the power of
the individual) interact. People aren’t billiard balls. When feeling pressured, we may
react by doing the opposite of what is expected, thereby reasserting our sense of free-
dom (Brehm & Brehm, 1981).

Such was the experience of three individual soldiers at the Abu Ghraib prison (O
Connor, 2004), Lt. David Sutton put an end to one incident, which he reported to his
commanders. Navy dog-handler William Kimbro refused pressure to participate in im-
proper interrogations using his attack dogs. Specialist Joseph Darby brought visual im-
ages of the horrors into the light of day, providing incontestable evidence of the
atrocities. Each risked ridicule or even cour'%fmartial for not following orders.

As these three soldiers discovered, committed individuals can sway the majority
and make social history. Were this not so, communism would have remained an ob-
scure theory, Christianity would be a small Middle Eastern sect, and Rosa Parks’ re-
fusal to sit at the back of the bus would not have ignited the civil rights movement.
Technological history, too, is often made by innovative minorities who overcome the
majority’s resistance to change. To many, the railroad was a nonsensical idea; some
farmers eveh feared that train noise would prevent hens from laying eggs. People de~
rided Robert Fulton's steamboat as “Fulton’s Folly.” As Fulton later said, “Never did a
single encouraging remark, a bright hope, a warm wish, cross my path.” Much the
same reaction greeted the printing press, the telegraph; the incandescent lamp, and
the typewriter (Cantril & Bumstead, 1960).

.European social psychologists have sought to better understand minority
influence—the power of one or two individuals to sway majorities (Mescovici, 1985).
They investigated groups in which one or two individuals consistently expressed a
controversial attitude or an unusual perceptual judgment. They repeatedly found that
a minority that unswervingly holds to its position is far move successful in swaying
the majority than is a minority that waffles. Holding consistently to a minority opin-
ton will not make you populay, but it may make you influential. This is especially so if
your self-confidence stimulates others to consider why you react as you do. Although
people often follow the majority view publicly, they may privately develop sympathy
for the minority view. Even when a minority's influence is not yet visible, it may be
persuading some members of the majority to rethink their views (Wood & others,
1994). The powers of social influence are enormous, but so are the powers of the
" committed individual.
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= group polarizatien the enhancement of a
group’s prevailing inclinations through dis-
cussion within the group.

= greupthink the mode of thinking that
oceurs when the desire for harmeny ina
decision-making group overrides a realistic
appraisal of alternatives.

Truth springs from argument among
friends.”
Philosopher David Hume, 1711~1776

Gandhi

As the life of Mahatma Gandhi powerfuily
testifies, a consistent and persistent minarity
voice can sometimes sway the majority. The
nonviolent appeals and fasts of the Hindu
nationalist and spiritual leader were instru-
mental in winning India's independence from
Britain in 1947.
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Social Influence

The chameleon effect is our tendency to unconsciously mimic
those around us, as when we yawn when others yawn, or pick
up the mood of a happy or sad person. Autormatic mimicry is
an ingredient in the ability to empathize with others.

OBJECTIVE ; | Discuss Asch’s experiments.on conformity, and dis-
tinguish between normative and informational social influence.
Solomon Asch found that people will conform to a group’s
judgment even when it is clearly incorrect. Conformity in-
creases when we feel incompetent or insecure, admire the
group’s status and attractiveness, have made no prior com-
mitment to a response, are being observed by members of the
group, come from a culture that strongly encourages respect
for group standards, and are in a group with at least three
members, all unanimous in their decision. We may conform
either to gain social approval {normative social influénce) or
because we welcome the information that others provide (in-
formational social influence). We are most open to informa-
tional social influence if we are unsure of what is right and
being right matters.

)

OBJECTIVE | Describe Milgram’s experiments on obedience, and
outline the conditions in which obedience was highest.

In Stanley Milgram’s experiments, people torn between obey-
ing an experimenter and responding to another’s pleas to
stop the shocks usually chose to obey orders, even though
obedience supposedly meant harming the other person. Peo-
ple were most likely to obey when the person giving orders
was nearby and was perceived as a legitimate authority figure;
when the person giving orders was supported by a prestigious
institution; when the victim was depersonalized or at a dis-
tance; and when no other person modeled defiance by dis-
obeying, ‘

OBJECTIVE 7?3 | Explain how the conformity and obedience studies
can help us understand our susceptibility to social influence.

In the conformity studies, randomly chosen ordinary,people’

conformed in spite of their own beliefs. Ingthe obedience

LEARNING OUTCOMES =

. OBJECTIVE

studies, randomly chosen ordinary people obeyed instruc-
tions te deliver punishments that, if real, would have harmed
total strangers. People who resisted instructions did so early;
after that, attitudes followed behavior. If we learns-from these
experiments the underlying processes that can shape our be-
havior, we may be less susceptible to powerful social’infiu-
ences in real-life situations in which we must choose between -
adhering to our own standargis ot being responsive to others.

5 | Describe the conditions in which the presence of
others is likely to result in social facilitation, social leafing, or
deindividuation. )

The presence of either observers or co-actors boosts arousal,
strengthening our most likely response. This social facilitation
tends to increase performance on easy or well-learned tasks
but decrease it on difficult or newly learned ones. The pres-
ence of others pooling their efforts toward a group goal can
decrease performance when social loafing occurs, as some in-
dividuals ride free on the efforts of others. Deindividuation, a
psychological state in which people become less self-aware
and self-restrained, nfay result when a group experience
arouses people and makes them feel anonymous.

Discuss how group interaction can facilitate group
polarization and groupthinlk.

Within groups, discussionns among like-minded members
often produce group polarization, an enhancement of the
group’s prevailing opinions. This process fosters groupthink,
as groups pressure members to conform, suppress dissenting
information, and fail to consider alternatives. To prevent
groupthink, leaders can welcome a variety of opinions, invite
experis’ critiques, and assign people to identify possible prob-
lems in developing plans.

osjective 1.2 | Identify the characteristic common to minority
positions that sway majorities.

Minorities that successfully sway group opinions usually ex-
press their views consistently.

ASK YOURSELF:; What two examples of social influence have you
experienced this week? (Remember, influence may be informational.)

Social Relations

We have sampled how we think about and influence one another. Now we come to so-
cial psychology’s third focus—how we relate to one another. What causes us to harm
or to help or to fali in love? How can we transform the closed fists of aggression into
the open arms of compassion? We will ponder the bad and the good: from prejudice
and aggression to attraction, altruism, and peacemaking.
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Prejudice

Osjective < | Identify the three components of prejudice.

Prejudice means “prejudgment.” It is an unjustifiable and usually negative attitude to-
ward a group—often a different cultural; ethnic, gr gender group. Like all attitudes,
prejudice is a mixture of beliefs (called stereotypes), emotions (hostility, envy, or
fear), and predispositions to action (to discriminate}. To believe that overweight peo-
ple are gluttonous, to feel antipathy for an overweight person, and to be hesitant to
hire or date an overweight person is to be prejudiced. Prejudice is a negative attitude;
discrimination is a negative behavior. '

Like other forms of prejudgment, prejudices are schemas that influence how we notice #

and interpret events. In one 1970s study, most white participants perceived.a white man
shoving a black man as “horsing around.” When they saw a black man shove 2 white
man, they interpreted the act as “violent” (Duncan, 1976). Our preconceived ideas about
people bias our impressions of their behavior. Prejudgments color perceptions.

How Prejudiced Are People?

OBJECTIVE ” [ Contrast overt and subtle forms of prejudice, and give examples
of each.

To learn zbout levels of prejudice, we can assess what people say and what they do. To
judge by what Americans say, gender and racial attitudes have changed dramatically
in the last half-century. The one-third of Americans who in 1937 said they would
vote for a qualified woman whom their party nominated for president soared to 87
percent in 2003 (Jones & Moore, 2003). Support for all forms of racial contact, in-
cluding interracial marriage (FIGURE 18.7), has also dramatically increased. Nearly
everyone agrees that children of all races should attend the same schools and that
women and men should receive the same pay for the same job.

Yet as overt prejudice wanes, subtle prej‘ﬁdice lingers. Despite increased verbal sup-
port for interracial marriage, many people admit that in socially intimate settings
(dating, dancing, marrying) they would feel uncomfortable with someone of another
race. And in Western Europe, where many “guest workers” and refugees settied at the
end of the twentieth century, “modern prejudice” —rejecting immigrant minorities as
job applicants for supposedly nonracial reasons—has been replacing blatant prejudice
(Jackson & others, 2001; Pettigrew, 1998). A slew of recent experiments illustrate
that pre}udtce can be not only subtle but also automatic and unconscicus (see Close-
Up: Automatlc Prejudice, page 744).

Percent
approving. 100%
of marriage
between
blacks and
whites

1958 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 20063
Year '

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

= stereotype a generalized (sometimes
accurate but often overgeneralized) belief
about a group of people.

= discrimination unjustifiable negative
behavior toward a group or its members,

e

FIGURE 18.7

Prejudice over time

Americans’ approval of interracial marriage
has soared over the past half-century.
(Gallup surveys reported by Ludwig, 2004.}
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BuToMaTIC PREJUDICE

As we have seen throughout this
book, we process information on two
levels: conscious and unconscious.
To some extent, our thinking, our
memories, and our attifudes are ex-
plicit—on the radar screen of our
awareness. And to an even greater
extent, today’s researchers believe,
they are implicit—below the radar,
out-of-sight, Modern studies of im-
plicit, automatic attitudes indicate
that prejudice is often more of an
unthinking knee-jerk response than
a decision. Consider these findings
on U.S. racial prejudice:

Implicit racial associations An-
thony Greenwald and his colleagues
(1998) showed that even people who
deny harboring racial prejudice may
carry negative associations. For ex-
ample, 9 in 10 white respondents
took longer to identify pleasant
words (such as peace and paradise) as
“pood” when good was presented
with black rather than white faces.
Moreover, report Kurt Hugenberg
and Galen Bodenhausen (2003),
people who displayed the most im-
plicit prejudice on this test also were
the quickest to perceive anger and ap-
parent threat in black faces.

Unconscious patronization Kent
Harber (1998) asked white univer-
sity women to evaluate a flawed
essay said to be written by a black or
a white fellow student. When they

~

believed the writer was black, the
women gave markedly higher ratings
and never expressed the harsh criti-
cisms they assigned to white-
authored essays, such as “When I
read college work this bad I just want
to lay my head down on the table
and cry.” Did the evaluators calibrate
their evaluations to their racial
stereotypes, Harber wondered, lead-
ing them to patronize the black writ-
ers with less exacting standards? If
used in real-world evaluations, such
low expectations and the resulting
“inflated praise and insufficient crit-
icism” could hinder minority stu-
dent achievement. {To preclude such
bias, many teachers read essays while
“blind" to their authors.)
Race-influenced perceptions Two
research teams were curious about
the shooting of an unarmed man in
the doorway of his Bronx apartment
building by officers who mistook his
wallet for a gun. Each research team
reenacted the situation, asking peo-
ple to press buttons quickly to
“shoot” or not shoot men who sud-
denly appeared on screen holding
either a gun or a harmless object
such as a flashlight or bottle (Cor-
rell & others, 2002; Greenwald &

others, 2003). People (both Blacks.

and Whites, ir one of the studies)
more often mistakenly shot targeis
who were black.

Seeing black Several studies show
that the more a person's features
are perceived as typical of their
ractal category, the more likely they
are to elicit race-based responding
(Maddox, 2004}. In one study of
182 police officers, Jennifer Eber-
hardt and her collaborators {2004)
found that “black faces looked more
criminal to police officers; the more

#black, the more criminal.”

Reflexive bodily vesponses Today's
biopsychosocial approach has stimu-
lated neunroscience studies that mea-
sure people’s instant responses to
viewing white and black faces. These
studies have detected implicit preju-
dice in people's facial-muscle re-
sponses and in the activation of their
amygdala, an emotion-processing
center (Cunningham & others,

#2004; Eberhardt, 2005; Vanman &
others, 2004). Even people who con-
sciously express little prejudice may
give off telltale signals as their body
responds selectively to another’s
Tace.

If your own gut check sometimes
reveals feelings you would rather not
have about other people, be assured
that you are not alone. It is what we
do with our feelings that matters. By
monitoring our feelings and actions,
and by replacing old habits with new

_ones based on new friendships, we

can free ourselves from prejudice.

But prejudice still surfaces in public settings. In a 2004 survey of Europeans, 6 in
10 people in both Britain and Germany said immigrants are a bad influence on their
country (Lester, 2004). In most places in the world, gays and lesbians cannot com-
fortably acknowledge who they are and whom they love. In several U.S. states where
black motorists are a minority of the drivers and speeders on interstate highways,
they have been the majority of those stopped and searched by state police {Lamberth,
1998; Staples, 199%a,b). In one New Jersey turnpike study, African-Americans were
13.5 percent of the car occupants, 15 percent of the speeders, and 35 percent of the
drivers stopped. Eimo Randolph, a New Jersey dentist, knew it all along. After being
stopped more than 100 times over four years while driving his gold BMW from his
home to his office, Dr. Randolph, guilty of nothing more than “driving while black,”
s50ld the car.

Unhappily the world has yet to learn how

to live with diversity.”
Pope John Paul i, Address to the United Nations,
1995
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Gender prejudice and discrimination persist, too. Despite gender equality in intel-
ligence scores, people tend to perceive their fathers as more intelligent than their
mothers (Furnham & Rawles, 1995). In Saudi Arabia, women are not allowed to
drive. In Western countries, we pay more to those (usually men} who drive machines
that take care of our streets than to those (usually-women) who take care of our chil-
dren. Worldwide, women are more likely to live in poverty (Lipps, 1999), and their 69
percent literacy rate is well below men’s 83 percent (PRB, 2002).

Female infants are no longer left out on a hillside to die of exposure, as was the
practice in ancient Greece. Yet even today boys are often valued more than their sis-.
ters: During the 1970s Bangladesh famine, preschool gitls were more malnourished
than boys were, and in many developing countries death rates are higher for girls ..
than for boys (Bairagi, 1987). With testing that enables sex-selective abortions, sev- ’
eral south Asian countries, including certain regions of China and India, have experi-
enced a shortfall in female births. Natural female mortality and the normal
105-to-100 male-to-female birth ratio hardly explains the world’s estimated 101 mmil-
lion (say that number slowly) “missing women” (Sen, 2003}). In 2005, China an-
nounced that the newborn sex ratio had reached 119 boys for every 100 pirls (Yardley,
2005). With demographic predictions of 40 million Chinese bachelors unable to find
mates, China has declared that sex-selective abortions—gender genocide—are now a
criminal offense.

Suppose that you could only have one child. Would you prefer that it be a boy or
a girl? When Gallup asked that question of Americans, two-thirds expressed a gen- FIGURE 18.8
der preference, and for two-thirds of those—in 2003 as in 1941—it was for a boy Who do you like best?
(Lyons, 2003). But the news isn't all bad for girls and women. Most people feel  which one placed an ad seeking a special lady
more positively about women in general than they do about men {Eagly, 19%4; to love and cherish forever? {See page 748.)
Haddock & Zanna, 1994). People worldwide see women as having
some traits, such as nurturance, sensitivity, and less aggressiveness,
that most people prefer {Glick & others, 2004; Swim, 1994). That
may explain why women tend to like women more than men like
men (Rudman & Goodwin, 2004). And perhaps that is also why peo-
ple prefer slightly feminized computer-generated faces—men’s ahd
women's—to slightly masculinized faces. Researcher David Perrett
and his colleagues (1998) speculate that a slightly feminized male
face connotes kindness, cooperativeness, and other traits of a good
father. When the British Broadcasting Company invited 18,000
women to guess which of the men in FIGURE 18.8 was most likely to
place a prsonal ad seeking a “special lady to love and cherish for- o B
ever,” 66 percent guessed the slightly feminized face (b). {a) : (b}

Professor Dave Perrett, 5t. Andrews University

IS

Social Roots of Prejudice g

osjecrive L5 | Discuss the social factors that contribute to prejudice.

Why doesgprejudice arise? Inequalities, social divistons, and emotional scapegoating
are partly responsible.

Social lneqﬁi—xlities When some people have money, power, and prestige and oth-
ers do not, the “haves” usually develop attitudes that justify things as they are. In the
extreme case, slave owners perceived slaves as innately lazy, ignorant, and irresponsi-
ble—as having the very traits that “justified” enslaving them. More commonly,
women are perceived as unassertive but sensitive and therefore suited for the caretak-
ing tasks they have traditionally performed (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990). In short, prej-
udice rationalizes inequalities.

Discrimination also increases prejudice through the reactions it provokes in is
victims. In his classic 1954 book, The Nature of Prejudice, Gordon Allport noted
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The ingroup

Scotland’s famed “Tartan Army” football
fans, shown here during a match against
archrival England, share a social identity
that defines “us” {the Scottish ingroup) and
“them™ {the English outgroup).

You cannet oppress people for over
three centuries and then say it is ali aver
and expect them to put on suits and ties
and {be] atiaché-carrying citizens and go to
work on Wall Street.”

Shelby Steete, “The New Segregation,” 1992

French fury

Members of France’s marginalized ethnic
groups reached the tipping point for
tolerance in 2005, when they began
destructive rioting.

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

that being a victim of discrimination can produce either self-blame or anger. Both
reactions may create new grounds for prejudice through the classic blame-the-
victim dynamic. If the circumstances of poverty breed a higher crime rate, someone
can then use the higher crime rate to justify continuing the discrimination against
those who live in-poverty. 7 '

Us and Them: Ingroup and Outgroup_Thanks to our ancestral need to belong,
we are a group-bound species. We cheer fot our groups, kill for them, die for them.
Indeed, we define who we are—our identities—partly in terms of our groups. Aus-
tralian psychologists John Turner (1987) and Michael Hogg (1996) note that
through our social identities we associate ourselves with certain groups and confrast
ourselves with others. When lan identifies himself as a man, an Aussie; a Labourite,
a University of Sydney student, a Catholic, and a MacGregor, he knows who he is,
and sc do we.

The social definition of who you are also implies who you are not. Mentally draw-
ing a circle that defines “us” (the ingroup) excludes “them” (the outgroup). Such
group identifications typically promote an ingroup bias—a favoring of one's own
group. Even arbitrarily creating an us-them distinction—by grouping people with the
toss of a coin—leads people to show faveritism to their own group when dividing any
rewards (Tajfel, 1982; Wilder, 1981},

Eric Travers/EPA/Landov

Mike Hewltt/Getty Images
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The urge to distinguish enemies from friends and to have one’s group be dominant
predisposes prejudice against strangers (Whitley, 1999). To Greeks of the classical
era, all non-Greeks were “barbarians.” Most children believe their own school is bet-
ter than the other schools in town. Many high school students form cliques—jocks,
goths, skaters, gangsters, freaks, geeks—and disparage those outside their group. Even
chimpanzees have been seen to wipe clean the spot where they were touched by a
chimp from another group (Goodall, 1986).

Emotional Roots of Prejudice

OBJECTIVE
prejudice,

1 Explain how scapegoating illustrates the emotional compaonent of

Prejudice springs not only from the divisions of society but also from the passions of
the heart. Facing the terror of death tends to heighten patriotism and produce
loathing and aggression toward “them”—those who threaten one's worldview
(Pyszczynski & others, 2002). Recalling such terror may alter attitudes, as happened
to participants when Mark Landau and eight others (2004) reminded them of their
own mortality or of the terror of 9/11. This reminder of terror led to their expressing
increased support for President Bush (2 phenomenon harnessed by the president’s
2004 campaign).

Prejudice may also express anger: When things go wrong, finding someone to
blame can provide a target, a scapegoat, for one's anger. In the late 1600s, New
England settlers, after suffering devastating losses at the hands of Native Americans
and their French allies, lashed out by hanging people as supposed witches (Norton,
2002). Following 9/11, some outraged people lashed out at innocent Arab-
Americans, about whom negative stereotypes blossomed. Calls to eliminate Saddam
Hussein, whom Americans had been grudgingly tolerating, also increased. “Fear
and anger create aggression, and aggression against citizens of different ethnicity or
race creates racism and, in turn, newgforms of terrorism,” noted Philip Zimbardo
(2001).

Evigience for.this scapegoat theory of prejudice comes from High prejudice levels
among economically frustrated people and from experiments in which a temporary
frustration intensifies prejudice. In experiments, students who experience failure or
are made to feel insecure will often restore their self-esteem by disparaging a rival
school or another person (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980; Crocker & others, 1987). To
boost our own sense of status, it helps to have others to denigrate. That is why a
rival's‘thisfortune sometimes provides a twinge of pleasure. By contrast, those made
to feel Toved and supported become more open to and accepting of others who differ
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001).

"

Cognitive Roots of Prejudice

OBJECTIVE - Cite four ways that cognitive processes
help create and maintain prejudice.

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

Categorization One way we simplify our
world is to categorize. A chemist categorizes mole-
cules as organic and inorganic. A mental health
professional categorizes psychologicai disorders by
types. In categorizing people into groups, how-
ever, we often stereotype them, biasing our per-
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All good people agree,
And all good people say
All nice peopte, iike us, are We
And everyone else is They.
But if you cross over the sea
Instead of over the way
You may end by {think of it)
Looking on We
As only a sort of They.”
Rudyard Kipling, “We and They,” 1926

If the Tiber reaches the walls, if the Nile
does not rise to the fields, if the sky
doesn’t move or the Earth does, if there is
famine, if there is plague, the cry is at
once: ‘The Christians to the lion?”

Tertullian, Apolegeticus, A.D. 197

P
= ngroup “Us"—people with whom one
shares a common identity.
# putgroup “Them” —those perceived as
different or apart from one’s ingroup.
% ingreup bias the tendency to faver one’s
own group,
 seapegoat theory the theory that preju-
dice offers an outlet for anger by providing
someone to hiame.

Do people of another
race look althe?

Foreign sunbathers on Bali's
beaches may think they de.
Balinese masseuses wear
identifying numbers on their
hats, enabling visitors to
recognize them easily.
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Answars to guastions tn Figure 18.8: ceptions of their diversity. We recognize how greatly we differ from other individuals
Research suggests thal subtly feminized in our groups. But we overestimate the similarity of those within other groups,
features convey a likeabie iimage, which “They”—the members of some other group—seem to look and act alike, but “we” are
people tend to associate more with diverse (Bothwell & others, 1989). To those in one ethnic group, members of another

committed dads than weth.pmmescums often seem more alike in appearance, personality, and attitudes than they are. With
cads, Thus, most women pickad

computer-generated face b in response to experience, however, people get better at recognizing individual faces from another

both questions. group. For example, people of European descent more accurately identify individual
African faces if they have watched a great deal of basketball on television, exposing
them to many African-heritage faces (Li & others, 1996). o

Vivid Cases As we saw in Chapter 10, we often judge the frequency ofevents by
instances that readily come to mind. In a classic experiment, Myrori Rothbart and
his colleagues (1978) demonstrated this ability to overgeneralize from vivid, mem-
orable cases. They divided University of Oregon student volunteers into two
groups, then showed them informatior? about 50 men. The first group’s list in-
cluded 10 men arrested for nonviolent crimes, such as forgery. The second group’s

FIGURE 18.9 iist included 10 men arrested for v1olent crimes,

Vivid cases feed stereotypes such as assault. Later when both

The g/11 Musiim terrorists created, In many groups recalled how many men on
minds, an exaggerated stereotype of their list had committed any
Mustims as terror-prone. Actually, reported a sort of crime, the second group
National Research Council panel on terror- .w overestimated the number.

ism, when offering the inexact illustration at
right, most terrorists are not Muslim ang

“the vast majority of Islamic people have no N av?llable ffo our memfiry and
connection with and do not sympathize with theretore influence our judgments

terrorism” (Smelser & Mitchell, 2002). 6fa group (FIGURE 18.9).

The Just-World Phenomenon As we noted carlier, people often justify their
prejudice by blaming its victims. Bystanders, too, may blame victims by assurming
the world is just and therefore “people get what they deserve,” In experiments,
merely observing someone receive painful shocks has led many people £o think less
of the victim (Lerner, 1980). This just-world phenomenon reflects an idea we
commonly teach our children—that good is rewarded and evil is punished. From
this it is but a short leap to assume that those who succeed must be good and those
who suffer must be bad. Such reasoning enables the rich to see both their own
wealth and the poor’s misfortune as justly deserved. As one German civilian is said
to have remarked when visiting the Bergen-Belsen concentration camp shortly after
World War II, “What terrible criminals these prisoners must have been to receive
such treatment,”

Hindsight bias is also at work here (Carli & Leonard, 1989). Have you ever heard
people say that rape victims, abused spouses, or people with AIDS got what they
deserved? In some countries, women who have been raped have been sentenced to
severe punishment for having violated a law against adultery (Mydans, 2002). An
¢xperiment by Ronnie Janoff-Bulman and her collaborators (1985) illustrates this
phenomenon of blaming the victim. When given a detailed account of a date that

Vivid (violent) cases aré readily

T -ended with the woman’s being raped,

T -~ \‘\ people perceived the woman’s behav-

.='/m,lE - (’we WoRLD 18 SUST. ) ior as at least partly to blame, In hind-

. ( TUSTIEE 1N THE WORLD “\ sight, they thought, “She should have
< R / known better.” (Blaming the victim

/ swang 18 MO § Ty .
{ JUSHCE [N THE ': N

K WORLD . ./' <a
RN o o { o
v X, =

also serves to reassure people that it
couldn't happen to them.) Others,
given the same account with the rape

® The New Yorker Collection, 1684, Rabert Mankaff from

cartoonbank.com. All Rights Reserved.
L
.

o 3
.,
<3 {}%’3 {_,,_/‘ {Em < . 5, ending deleted, did not perceive the
e 2 woman’s behavior as inviting rape.
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CHAPTER 18

Aggression

OBJECTIVE &
everyday usage.

| Explain how psychology’s definition of aggression differs from

The most destructive force in our soc1ai relatlons is aggression. In psychology, aggression
has a more precise meaning than it does in everyday usage. The assertive, persistent
salesperson is not aggressive. Nor is the dentist who makes you wince with pain. But
the person who passes along a viclous rumor about you, the person who verbally as-
saults you, and the attacker who mugs you are aggressive. In psychology, aggression is
any physical or verbal behavior intended to hurt or destroy, whether done reactively out
of hostility or proactively as a calculated means to an end. Thus, murders and assaults
that occurred as hostile outbursts are aggression. So were the 110 miliion war~zelated
deaths that took place during the last century, many of which were cool and calculated.

Aggression research affirms that behavior emerges from the interaction of biology
and experience. For a gun to fire, the trigger must be pulled; with some people, as
with hair-trigger guns, it doesn’t take much to trip an explosion. Let us lock first at
biological factors that influence our thresholds for aggressive behavior, then at the
psychological factors that pull the trigger.

The Biology of Aggression

OBJECTIVE ' | Describe three levels of biological influences on aggression.

Aggression varies too widely from culture to culture, era to era, and person to person
to be considered an unlearned instinct. But biology does influence aggression. Stimuli
that trigger aggressive behavior operate through our biological system. We can look
for biological influences at three levels—genetic, neural, and biochemical. Our genes
engineer our individual nervous systems, which operate electrochemically.

Genetic Influences Animals have féen bred for aggressiveness—sometimes for
sport, sometimes for research. Twin studies suggest that genes influence human ag-
gression as well (Miles & Carey, 1997; Rowe & others, 1999). If one identical twin ad-
mits to “having a violent temper,” the other twin will often independently admit the
same. Fraternal twins are much less likely to respond similarly. Researchers are now
searching for genetic markers found in those who commit the most violence. (One is
already well known and is carried by half the human race: the Y chromosome, )

Neuraliinfluences Animal and human brains have neural systems that, when
stimulated, either inhibit or produce aggressive behavior (Moyer, 1983). Consider:

e The domineering leader of a caged monkey colony had a radio-controlled elec-
trode implanted in a brain area that, when stimulated, inhibits aggression. When
researchers placed the button that activated the electrode in the colony’s cage,
one small monkey learned to push it every time the boss became threatening.

2 A mgld—mannered woman had an electrode implanted in her brain’s limbic sys-
tem (in the amygdala) by neurosurgeons seeking to diagnose a disorder. Because
the brains has no sensory receptors, she was unable to feel the stimulation. But at
the flick of a switch she snarled, “Take my blood pressure. Take it now,” then
stood up and began to strike the doctor.

» Intensive evaluation of 15 death-row inmates revealed that all 15 had suffered a
severe head injury. Although most neurologically impaired people are not violent,
researcher Dorothy Lewis and her colleagues (1986) inferred that unrecognized
neurological disorders may be one ingredient in the violence recipe. Other stud-
ies of violent criminals have revealed diminished activity in the frontal lobes,
which play an important role in controlling impulses (Amen & others, 1996;
Davidson & others, 2000; Raine, 1999).
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in the last 25 y=ars in the United States,
guns have caused some 800,000 suicidat,
homicidal, znd accidental daaths.
Comparad with people of the same sex,
race, age, and neighborhoed, those whe
keep 2 gun in the home {(ronically, often
for protection) are nearly three times
more tilely to be murdered in the home—
nearly always by a family member or
close acguaintance. For every self-
defense use of & gun in the home, there
are 4 upintentional shootings, 7 criminal
assaults o homicides, and 11 aitempiad
ar completed suicides {Kellermann &
others, 1963, 1697, 19081

ra

7 just-world phenemenen the tendency of
‘people to believe the world is just and that
people therefore get what they deserve and
deserve what they get.

= aggression any physical or verbal behav-
ior intended to hurt or destroy.
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k.com. All Rights R

@ The New Yorker Collectich, 1995, D. Reilly from car

“it’s a guy thing.”

We could aveid two-thirds of all crime
simply by putting all able-badied young
men in cryogenic sleep from the age of 12
through 28.”

David T. Lykken, The Antisocial Personalities, 1995

“

A lean, mean fighting machine —the
testosierone-laden female hyena

The hyena’s unusual embryclogy pumps
testosterone into female fetuses, The resutt
is revved-up young female hyenas who seem
born to fight.

S0CIAL PSYCHOLOGY

So, does the brain have a “violence center” that produces aggression when stimy.-
lated? Actually, no one spot in the brain controls aggression, because aggression is 3
complex behavior that oceurs in particular contexts. Rathey, the brain has neural §ys-
tems that facilitate aggression, given provocation. And it has a frontal lobe system for
inhibiting aggression, making aggression more likely if this system is damaged, inac-
tive, disconnected, or not yet fully mature.

Biochemical Influences Hormones, alcohol, and other substances in the blood

influence the neural systems that control aggression. A raging bull will become a gen-

tle Ferdinand when castration reduces its testosterone level, The same is true of cas-

trated mice. When injected with testosterone, the castrated mice once again bécome

agpressive,

Although humans are less sensitive to hormonal changes, violent criminals tend
to be muscular young males with lower~than—§verage‘intelligence scores, low levels of
the neurotransmitter serotonin, and higher—ﬁ}an—average testosterone levels (Dabbs
& others, 2001a; Pendick, 1994). Drugs that sharply reduce their testosterone levels
also subdue their aggressive tendencies. High testosterone correlates with irritability,
low tolerance for frustration, assertiveness, and impulsiveness—qualities that predis-
pose somewhat more aggressive responses to provocation (Dabbs & others, 2001b;
Harris, 1999). Among both teenage boys and adult men, high testosterone levels cor-
relate with delinquency, hard drug use, and aggressive-bullying responses to frustra-
tion (Berman & others, 1993; Dabbs & Morris, 1990; Olweus & others, 1988). With
age, testosterone levels—and aggressiveness—diminish. :

The traffic betweén hormones and behavior is two-way. Testosterone heightens
dominance and aggressiveness. But dominating}behavior also boosts testosterone lev-
els (Mazur & Booth, 1998). One study measured testosterone levels in the saliva of
male college basketball fans before and after a big game. Testosterone levels swelled
among the victorious fans and sank among the dejected ones (Bernhardt & others,
1998).

For both biological and psychological reasons, alcohol unleashes aggressive re-
sponses to frustration (Bushman, 1993; Ito & others, 1996; Taylor & Chermack,
1993). (Just thinking you've imbibed alcohol has some effect; but so, too, does un-
knowingly ingesting alcohol slipped into 2 drink.) Police data and prison surveys re-
inforce conclusions drawn from experiments on alcohol and aggression.
Aggression-prone people are more likely to drink and to become violent when intoxi-
cated (White & others, 1993). People who have been drinking commit 4 in 10 violent
crimes and 3 in 4 acts of spousal abuse (Greenfeld, 1998).

Misuaki iwago/Minden Pictures




The Psychology of Aggression

OBJECTIVE =
of aggression.

[ Outline four psychological triggers

Biological factors influence the ease with which
aggression is triggered. But what psychological’
factors pull the trigger?

Aversive Events Although suffering some-
times builds character, it may also bring out the
worst in us. Studies in which animals or hu-
mans experience unpleasant events reveal that
those made miserable often make others miser-
able (Berkowitz, 1983, 1989).

Being blocked short of a goal also increases
people's readiness to aggress. This phenomenon
is called the frustration-aggression principle: Frustration creates anger, which
may in some people generate aggression, especially in the presence of an aggressive
cue, such as a gun. Recall that otganisms often respond to stress with a fight-or-flight
reaction. After the frustration and stress of 9/11, Americans responded with a readi-
ness to fight. Terrorism similarly may spring from a desire for revenge, sometimes
after a friend or family member has been kiiled or injured.

Like frustratién, other aversive stimuli—physical pain, personal insults, foul edors,
hot temperatures, cigarette smoke, and a host of others—can also evoke hostility. For
example, violent crime and spousal abuse rates are higher during hotter years, sea-
sons, months, and days (FIGURE 18,10), When people are hotter than usual, they
think, feel, and act more aggressively. From the available data, Craig Anderson and
his colleagues (2000) project that, other things being equal, global warming of 4 de-
grees Fahrenheit (about 2 degrees centigrade) would induce more than 50,000 addi-
tional assaults and murders in the Unit&d States alone.

Ostracism, as we noted in Chapter 12, can also be a real pain. In a series of studies,
Jean Twenge and her collaborators (2001, 2002, 2003) told some people that others
whom they had met didn’t want them in their group, or that a personality test indi-
cated they “were likely to end up alone later in life.” Those led to feel socially ex-
cluded were later more likely to disparage or even deliver a blast of noise to someone
who insulted them. This rejection-induced aggression brings to mind various North
Americah and European school shootings, committed by youtk who had been
shunnéc} and mocked by peers. Other studies confirm that rejection often intensifies
aggression (Catanese & Tice, 2005; Gaertner & luzzini, 2005);

5‘
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Recipe for aggression
When Indiana Pacers’ Ron
Artest attacked Detroit Pistons
basketball fans, many influ-
ences appeared to create the
perfect storm for aggression.
The young male Pacer players,
who were dominating the
Pistons, were likely flush with
testosterone, The Pistons’
frustration had led one of its
players to aggressively shove
Artest. The high arousal level
of the players and of the frus-
trated fans (many of whom
were disinhibited by alcohol
consumption) was easily chan-
neled into aggression when
one deindividuated fan threw
a cup of beer at Artest.

re

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

FIGURE 18.10

Uncomfortably hot weather and
aggressive reactions

Between 1980 and 1982 in Houston, murders
and rapes were more common on days over
g1 degrees Fahrenheit (33 degrees centi-
grade), as shown in the graph. This finding is
consistent with those from laboratory exper-
iments in which people working in a hot
room react to provocations with greater hos-
tility. (From Andersan & Anderson, 1584.)
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Why do we kill people who kill peaple to

show that killing people is wrang?”
National Coalition to Abotish the Death Penalty,
1992

r

Learning That Aggression Is Rewarding Aggression may be a natural response
to aversive events, but learning can alter natural reactions. Animals naturally eat
when they are hungry. But if appropriately rewarded or punished, they can be taught
either to overeat or to starve.

Cur reactions are more likely to be aggressive in situations where experience has
taught us that aggression pays. Children whose aggression successfully intimidates
other children may become more aggressive. Animals that have successfully fought to
get food or mates become increasingly ferocicus. .

Different cultures model, reinforce, and evoke different tendencies toward vio-
lence. For example, crime rates are higher (and average happiness is lower) in coun-
tries marked by a great disparity between rich and poor (Triandis, 1994). Richard
Nisbett and Dov Cohen {1996) show how viclence can vary by culture within a
country. They analyzed violence among white Americans in southern U.S. towns set-
tled by Scots-Irish herders whose traditionf emphasized “manly honor,” the use of
arms to protect one's flock, and a history of coercive slavery. Their cultura] descen-
dants have triple the homicide rates and are more supportive of physically punishing
children, of warfare initiatives, and of uncontrolled gun ownership than dre their
white counterparts in New Fngland towns settled by Puritan, Quaker, and Dutch
farmer-artisans.

Sacial influence also appears in high violence rates among cultures and families
that experience minimal father care (Triandis, 1994). For example, the U.S. Bureay of
Justice Statistics has reported that 70 percent of imprisoned juveniles.did not grow up
with two parents (Beck & others, 1988). {(An absent parent is usually a father.) The
correlation between father absence and violgnce in the United States holds for all
races, income levels, and locations (Myers, 2"600).

It is important, however, to note how many individuals are leading gentle, even
heroic lives amid social stresses, reminding us again that individuals differ, The per-
son matters. That people differ over time and place reminds us that environments
differ. Yesterday’s plundering Vikings have become today’'s peace-promoting Scandi-
navians. Situations matter, Like all behavior, aggression arises from the interaction: of
persons and situations, '

Once established, however, aggressive behavior patterns are difficult o change, To
foster a kinder, gentler world we had best model and reward sensitivity and cooperation
from an early age, perhaps by training parents to discipline without modeling violence.
Modeling violence—screaming and hitting—is precisely what exasperated parents often
do. Parents of delinquent youngsters typically discipline with beatings, thus modeling
aggression as a method of dealing with problems (Patterson & others, 1982, 1992).
They also frequently cave into (reward) their children’s tears and temper tantrums.

Parent-training programs advise a more positive approach. They encourage parents
to reinforce desirable behaviors and to frame statements positively (“When you fin-
ish loading the dishwasher you can go play,” rather than “If you don’t load the dish-
washer, there'll be no playing”). One aggression-replacement program that brought
down re-arrest rates of juvenile offenders and gang members taught the youths and
their parents communication skills, trained them in how to control anger, and en-
couraged more thoughtful moral reasoning (Goldstein & others, 1998).

Observing Models of Aggression Parents are hardly the only aggression mod-
els. As we noted in Chapter 8, observ:ing TV violence tends to desensitize peopie to
cruelty and prime them to respond aggressively when provoked, Does this media ef-
fect extend to sexual violence?

A woman's risk of rape has varied across cultures and times and was gréater at the
last century’s end than half a century previous {Koss & others, 1994; Tjaden &
Thoennes, 2000). In surveys, about one-fifth of women have reported that a man has
forced them to do something sexuaily, about one-half have reported some form of
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unwanted sexual coercion, and most have reported experiencing verbal sexual harass-
ment (Craig & others, 1989; Laumann & others, 19%4; Sandberg & others, 1985).
Similar levels of sexual coercion have been found in Canadian, Australian, and New
Zealand surveys (Koss & others, 1994; Patton & Mannison, 1995).

What factors might explain this increased sexual aggression:? Alcohol consumption—
often linked with aggression—has not increased. We do know that sexually coercive men
typically are sexually promiscuous and hostile in their relationships with women
(FIGURE 18.11). Might changes in the media have contributed to such tendencies?

Coinciding with the increase in sexual aggression was the rise of the home video
business, giving easier access to R-rated “slasher films” and X-rated fiims. Content
analyses reveal that most X-rated films depict quick, casual sex between strangers, but
that scenes of rape and sexual exploitation of women by men are also ‘common
(Cowan & others, 1988; NCTV, 1987; Yang & Linz, 1990). In just the United States,
video, pay-per-view, and Internet pornography have combined to create a $10 billion-
to $14-billion business—a bigger business than professional football, basketball, and
baseball, put together,” noted the New York Times (Rich, 2001). In one survey of col-
legians, 10 percent of women and 28.4 percent of men acknowledged accessing sexu-
ally explicit material on the Internet more often than “rarely” (Goodson & others,
2001). Although the explosion in Internet pornography has not been accompanied
by a further increase in reported rapes, researchers nevertheless wonder whether im-
ages of sexual exploitation influence sexual aggression.

Rape scenes often portray the victim at first fleeing and resisting her attacker, but
then becoming aroused and finally driven to ecstasy, In less graphic form, the same
unrealistic script—she resists, he persists, she melts—is commonplace on TV and in
romance novels. In Gone With the Wind, Scariett O'Hara is carried to bed screaming
and wakes up singing. Most rapists accept this rape myth—the idea that some women
invite or enjoy rape and get “swept away” while being “taken” (Brinson, 1992). (In
actuality, rape is traumatic, and it frequently harms women’s repreductive and sexual
health [Golding, 1996].) &

When interviewed, Canadian and U.S. sex offenders (rapists, child molesters, and
serial killers) do'report a greater-than-usual appetite for sexually explicit and sexually
violent materials—tmaterials typically labeled as pornography (Marshall, 1989; Ressler
& others, 1988; Oddone-Paolucci & others, 2000). For example, the Los Angeles Po-
lice Department has reported that pornography was “conspicuously present” in 62
percent of its extrafamilial child sexual abuse cases during the 1980s (Bennett,
1991). But are the sexual offenders merely, as sex researcher John Money (1988) sus-
pected usmg pornography “as an alibi to explain to themselves and their captors
what otherwise is inexplicable”?

Laboratory experiments reveal that repeated}y watching X-rated films (even if
nonviolent) later makes one’s own partner seem less attractive (page 484), makes a
woman's friendliness seem more sexual, and makes sexual aggression seem less seri-
ous (Harris, 1994). In one such experiment, Dolf Zillmann and Jennings Bryant
(1984}4showed undergraduates six brief, sexually explicit films each week for six
weeks. A control group viewed nonerotic films during the same six-week period.
Three weeks later, both groups read a newspaper report about a man convicted but
not yet sentenced for raping a hitchhiker. When asked to suggest an appropriate
prison term, those who had viewed sexually explicit films recommended sentences
half as long as those recommended by the control group.

Experiments cannot elicit actual sexual violence, but they can assess 2 man's will-
ingness to hurt a woman. Often the research gauges the effect of violent versus non-
violent erotic films on men’s willingness to deliver supposed electric shocks fo
women who had earlier provoked the men. These experiments suggest that it’s not
the eroticism but rather the depictions of sexual violence (whether in R-rated slasher
films or X-rated films) that most directly affect men’s acceptance and performance of
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Sexual
promiscuity
LCoerciveness
against
women
Hostile
masculinity

FIGURE 18.11

Men whe sexually coerce women

The recipe for coercion against women com-
bines an impersonal approach to sex with a
hostite masculinity. (Adapted from
Malamuth, 1996.)
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Pornography weans different things to
different people. Following Websters
dictionary, some define pornography a5
erotic depictions intonded to exciie
sexual arousal, Gthers define it a5 sexual
materials that explolt, degrade, or
subordinate wamen,

in foliow-up studies, Zilimann (2989)

" {ound that afier massive edposure to X-

rated sexual films, men and women
became more accepting of extramarital
sex, of women’s sexual submission to
men, and of a man's seducing a 12-vear-
old girl. As people heavily exposed (o
televised crime percaive the world a3
more dangerous, 5o people heavily
exposed 1o pornography see the world as
more sexual,
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As 0.5, First Lady, Hillary Rodkam Clinton
vidced concems shared by many when
she worried about media models of an
“impulsive sexdality” that encouvrage
uncommitted sex {a predictor of sexual
violence) and father-ahsent families (a
predictor of juvenils violence).

What we're trying to do Is raise the level of
awareness of violence against women and
pormography to at least the level of aware-
ness of racist and Ku Klux Ktan literature.”

Gloria Steinem {1588)

Pensensitizing people to vielence

s

aggression against women. A conference of 21 social scientists, including many of the
researchers who conducted these experiments, produced a consensus (Surgeon Gen-
eral, 1986}: “Pornography that portrays sexual aggression as pleasurable for the vic-
tim increases the acceptance of the use of coercion in sexual relations.” Contrary to
much popular opinion, Viewing such depictions does not provide an outlet for
bottled-up impulses. Rather, “in laboratory studies measuring short-term effects ex-
posure to violent pornography increases punitive behavior toward women.,”

Acquiring Social Scripts Significant behaviors, such as violence, usually have
many determinants, making any single explanation an oversimplification. Asking
what causes violence is therefore like asking what causes cancer. Those who study
the effects of asbestos exposure on cancer rates may remind us that asbestos is in-
deed a cancer cause, albeit only one among many. Likewise, report Neil Malamuth
and his colleagues (1991, 1995), several factors can create a predisposition to sex-
ual violence. They include the media but also dominance motives, disinhibition by
alcohol, and a history of child abuse. Still, if media depictions of violence.can dis-
inhibit and desensitize; if viewing sexual violence fosters hostile, domineering atti-
tudes and behaviors; and if viewing pornography leads viewers to trivialize rape,
devalue their partners, and engage in uncommitted sex, then media influence is
not a minor issue,

Social psychologists attribute the media’s influence partly to the social scripts
(mental tapes for how to act, provided by our culture) they portray. When we find
ourselves in new situations, uncertain how to act, we rely on social scripts. After so
many action films, youngsters may acquire a script that gets played when they face
real-life conflicts. Challenged, they may act%rke aman” by intimidating or eliminat-
ing the threat. Likewise, after viewing mul‘ﬂple sexual innuendoes and acts in most
prime-time TV hours—often involving impulsive or short-term relationships—youths
may acquire sexual scripts they later enact in real-life relationships (Kunkel & others,
2001; Sapolsky & Tabarlet, 1991).

Might public consciousness be raised by making people aware of the information
you have just been reading (see Close-Up: Parallels Between Smoking Effects and
Media Violence Effects)? In the 1940s, movies often depicted African-Americans as
childlike superstitious buffoons. Today, we would not tolerate such images. In the
1960s and 1970s, some rock music and movies glamorized drug use. Responding to a
tidal change in cultural attitudes, the entertainment industry now more often por-
trays the dark side of drug use. In response to growing public concern about violence
in the media, television violence levels declined in the early 1990s (Gerbner & others,
1993). The growing sensitivity to violence has raised hopes that entertainers, produc-
ers, and audiences might someday look back with embarrassment on the days when
movies “entertained” people with scenes of torture, mutilation, and sexual coercion.

Do Video Games Teach or Release Violence?

7}>\

OBJECTIVE - 4
behavior,

Discuss the effects of violent video games on social attitudes and

Violent video games became an issue for public debate after teen assassins in Padu-
cah, Kentucky; Littleton, Colorade; and more than a dozen other places seemed to
mimic the carnage in the splatter games they had so often played (Anderson, 2004a).
In 2002, two Grand Rapids, Michigan, teens and a man in his early twenties spent
part of a night drinking beer and playing Grand Theft Auto III, using cars to run
down simulated pedestrians, then beating them with fists, leaving a bloody body be-
hind (Kolker, 2002). Then they went driving on a real drive, spotted a 38-year-old
marn on a bicycle, ran him down with their car, got out, stomped and punched him,
and returned home to play the game some more. (The man, a father of three, died six
days later.)




PopnliEls BETWEEN SMOKING EFFECTS aND \\
MeEpim VIOLENCE EFFECTS

Researchers Brad Bushman and Craig Anderson (2001) note that the corre-
lation between viewing violence and behaving aggressively nearly equals the
correlation between smoking and lung cancer. They also note other parallels:

1. Not everyone who smokes gets 1. Not everyone who watches
lung cancery. violence becomes aggressive,

2. Smoking is only one cause of 2. Viewing violence is only one
lung cancer, although an impor- cause of aggression, although an
tant one. important one. ’

3. The first cigarette can nauseate, 3. The first violence exposure cars
but the sickening effect lessens upset, but the upset lessens with
with repetition. repetition, '

4. The short-term effect of one ciga- 4. One violent TV program can
rette is minor and dissipates prime aggressive thoughts and
within an hour or so. behaviors, but the effect dissi-

pates within an hour or so.
5. The long-term, cumulative effect 5. The long-term, cumulative effect

of smoking can be severe. of viewing violence is increased
likelihood of habitual aggression.
6. Corporate interests have denied 6. Corporate interests have denied
the smoking-lung cancer link. the viewing violence-aggression
link.
A A

When youths play such games, do they learn social scripts? Interactive games trans-
port the player into their own vivid reality. When youths play Grand Theft Auto: San
Andreas, they can carjack vehicles; run dcgn pedestrians; do drive-by shootings; pick
up a prostitute, have sex with her, and then kill her. What scripts are being learned?

Most abused children don’t become abusive adults. And most youths who spend
hundreds’ of hours in these mass murder simulators won't become teen asgsassins.
Still, we wonder: If passively viewing violence elevates aggressive responses to provo-
cation and lowers sensitivity to cruelty, what will be the effect of actively role-playing
aggression? Although very few will commit slaughter, how many will become desensi-
tized to violence and more open to viclent acts?

Thirty—éi';ght recent studies of more than 7000 people offer some answers (Anderson
& others, 2004). Mary Ballard and Rose Wiest (1998) observed a rising level of arousal
and feelings of hostility in college men as they played Mortal Kombat. Other studies
have found that video games can prime aggressive thoughts and increase aggression.
Consider this report from Craig Andérsen and Karen Dilf (2000): University men who
have spent the most hours playing violent video games tend to be the most physically
aggressive &gfor example, to acknowledge having hit or attacked someone else). In one
experiment, people randomly assigned to play a game involving bloody murders with
groaning victims {rather than to play nonviolent Myst) became more hostile, On a
follow-up task, they also were more likely to blast intense noise at a fellow student.

Studies of young adolescents by Douglas Gentile and his co-researchers (2004) fur-
ther reveal that kids who piay a lot of viclent video games see the world as more hostile,
get into more arguments and fights, and get worse grades (those hours aren’t spent
reading or studying). Ah, but is this merely because naturally hostile kids are drawn to
such games? No, says Gentile, Even among violent-game players who scored low in hos-
tility, the 38 percent who had been in fights was nearly 10 times the 4 percent involved
in fights among their nongaming counterparts. Moreover, over time, the nongamers be-
come more likely to have fights only if they start playing the violent games, Anderson
(2004a) believes that, due partly to the more repetitive and active participation of game

CHAPTER 18 : SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 755

It'll be like the LA riots, the Oklahoma
bambing, WWI, vietnam, Duke, and Doom
almixed together.”

iournal entry by Columbine killer Eric Harris, 1998

We are what we repeatedly do.”
Aristotie

. Absent the combination of extremely
violent video games and these boys’
incredibly deep involvement . . . this mas.
sacre would not have occurred.”

Lawsuit against videc game makers by Columbine
victims’ families, 2001
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w== - play, violent video games have even greater ef.

Bidiogical inﬁuén.cé.s.: S Psychologica‘rlﬁirrrzﬁﬂuences: :

« genetic influences » dominating behavior (which boosts : fects “than the well-documented effects of ex-

» biochemical inftuences, such as testosterone levels in the blood) : posure to violent television and movies.”
testosterone and alcohol » believing you've drunk alcohot (whether .

» neural jnfluences, such as severe head you actually have or not) : AlthOU'g_h muclh rtj,mams' to be 1Ca1'ned_,
Injuries : + frustration these studies again disconfirm the catharsis

« aggressive role models

: ronrds for aggressive behavior hypothesis—~the idea that we feel better if we

“blow off steam” by venting our emotions
(Chapter 13). Playing violent video-games in-
creases aggressive thoughts, emotions, and be-
haviors. One video game company's CEQ
rationalizes that we are “vielent by nature
[and] need release valves.” “It's a way to
T st  processvioent fclings and amicis throug

» challenging environmental factors, such j a fantasy medium,” adds a prominent civil lib-

as crowding, heat, and direct provocations erties lawyer in explaining her hunch that
:rpnai;?:nt:ll;:&dei!isnzg?viﬂi?tm" ‘ - playing violent games calms viclent tenden-

« being rejected from a group i cles (Heins, 2004). Actually, expressing anger

* exposure to violent media ‘ breeds more anger, and practicing violence
T breeds more violence. Tomorrow’s games may
FIGURE 1812 have even greater effects. Social psychologists

.. Aggressive behavior

Biopsychosecial understanding of Susan Persky and Jim Blascovich (2005) created a violent video game for students to
aggression . play on either a desktop computer or by putting on a headset and stepping into a vir-
Many factors contribute to aggressive tual reality. As they predicted, the virtual reality more dramatically heightened aggres-

behavior, but there are many ways to combat sive feelings and behavior during and after thefglay.
these influences, including learning anger To sum uyp, research reveals biological, psychological, and social influences on ag-

Zlir;daiienl‘?": a:'inczr?:;j?i;f: S::;l:'sa“d gressive behavior. Like so much else, aggression is a biopsychosocial phenomenon
olen £ .
§ & (FIGURE 18.12).

Conflict

OBJECTIVE 4
social conflict,

| £xplain how social traps and mirror-image perceptions fuet

We live in surprising times. With astonishing speed, late-twentieth-century democra-
tic movements swept away totalitarian rule in Eastern Furopean countries, and hopes
for a new world order displaced the Cold War chill. And yet, the twenty-first century
began with terrorist acts and war, and the world continued to spend $2 billion every
day for arms and armies—money that could have been used for housing, nutrition,
education, and health. Knowing that wars begin in human minds, psychologists have
wondered: What in the human mind causes destructive conflict? How might the per-
ceived threats of social diversity be replaced by a spirit of cooperation?

Té a social psychologist, a conflict is a seeming incompatibility of actions, goals,
or ideas. The elements of conflict are much the same at all levels, from nations at
war, to cultural disputes within a society, to individuals in a marital dispute. In each
situation, people become enmeshed in a potentially destructive social process that
can produce results no one wants. Among the destructive processes are social traps
and distorted perceptions. .

Social Traps

In some situations, we support our collective well-being by pursuing our personal in-
terests. As capitalist Adam Smith wrote in The Wealth of Nations (1776), “It is not
from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our din-

# conflict a perceived incompatibility of
actions, goals, orideas.

5z social trap a situation in which the con-
flicting parties, by each rationally pursuing

their self-interest, become caught in mutu- ner, but from their regard to their own interest.” In other situations, we harm our col-
ally destructive behavior. lective well-being by pursuing our personal interests, Such situations are social traps.
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Consider the simple game matrix
in FIGURE 18.13, which is similar to
those used in experiments with
countless thousands of people, In
this game, both sides can win or
both can lose, depending on the
players’ individual choices, Pretend
you are Person 1, and that you and
Person 2 will each receive the
amount shown after you separately
choose either A or B. (You might in-
vite someone to lock at the matrix
with you and take the role of Person
2.y Which do you choose—A or B? -

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

Many real-life situations similatly pit our individual interests against our commu-
nal well-being. Individual whalers reasoned that the few whales they took would not
threaten the species and that if they didn’t take them other whalers would anyway.
The result: Some species ‘of whales became endangered. The individual car owner and
home owner reasons, “It would cost me comfert or money to buy a more fuel-
efficient car and furnace. Besides, the fossil fuels Fburn don't noticeably add to the
greenhouse gases.” When enough othegs reason similarly, the collective result threat-
ens disaster—global warming and the threat of rising seas and more extreme weather.

Social traps chalienge us to find ways of reconciling our right to pursue our per-
sonal ‘well-being with our responsibility for the well-being of all. Psychologists are
therefore exploring ways to convince people to cooperate for their mutual better-
ment—through agreed-upon regulations, through better communication, and through
promoting awareness of our responsibilities toward community, nation, and the
whole of humanity {Dawes, 1980, Linder, 1982, Sato, 1987), Under such conditions,
people:‘-‘iilore often cooperate, whether it be in playing a laboratory game or the real
game of life,

Optimal

+510
outcome $

+55 - -55

RS

55 Probable
' outcome

+$10 N . Sl

o
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FIGURE 18.13

Social-trap game matrix

By pursuing our self-interest and not trust-
ing others, we can end up losers, To illus-
trate this, imagine playing the garﬁe to the
left. The pink triangles show the outcomes
for Person 1, which depend on the choices
made by both players. If you were Person 1,
would you choose A or B? (This game is
called a non-zero-sum game because the
outcomes need not add up to zero; both
sides can win or both can lose.)

#

Mot in my ocean!

Many peaple support alternative energy
sources, including windmills. But proposals
to construct windmill farms in real-world
neighborhoods elicit fess support. One such
proposal, for locating windmills off the coast
of Massachusetts’ Nantucket Istand, has
produced heated debate over the future
benefits of clean energy versus the costs of
altering treasured ocean views and, possi-
bly, migratory bird routes.



758 CHAPTER 18 : SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

= mere exposure effect the phenomenon
that repeated exposure to novel stimuli
increases tiking of them.

o

Enemy Perceptions

Psychologists have noted that those in conflict have a curious tendency to form dia-
bolical images of one another. These distorted images are ironically simiiar, so similar
in fact that we call them mirror-fmage perceptions: As we see “them” —as untrustwor-
thy and evil intentioned--so “they” see us. Each demonizes the other,

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

* to react in ways that seem to justify them.

In the early twenty-first century, many Americans came to loathe Saddam Hus-
sein. Like the “evil” Saddam Husseln, declared George W. Bush {2001), “some of
today's tyrants are gripped by an implacable-hatred of the United States of America.
They hate our friends, they hate our values, they hate democracy and freedom and in-
dividual liberty. Many care little for the lives of their own people.” Hussein (2002)
reciprocated the perception, seeing the United States as “an evil tyrant” that with
Satan as its protector, lusted for oil and aggressively attacked those who “defend what

 1s right.”

Th.e‘_";ioint is not that truth must lie midway between two such views (one may be
more accurate}. The point is that enemy perceptions often form mirror images.
Moreover, as enemies change, so do perceptions. In American minds and media, the
“bloodthirsty, cruel, treacherous” Japanese of World War II later became our “intelli-

gent, hardworking, self-disciplined, rasourceﬁg? allies” (Gallup, 1972).

TF

Attraction

Pause a moment and think about your relationships with two people—a close friend,
and someone whe stirs in you feelings of romantic love. What is the psychological
chemistry that binds us together in these special sorts of attachments that help us
cope with all other relationships? Soctal psychology suggests some answers.

The Psychology of Attraction -

OBJECTIVE = Describe the influence of proximity, physical attractiveness, and
simitarity on interpersonal attraction.

We endlessly wonder how we can win others’ affection and what makes our own af-
fections flourish or fade. Does familiarity breed contempt, or does it intensify our af-
fection? Do birds of a feather flock together, or do opposites attract? Is beauty only
skin deep, or does attractiveness matter greatly? Consider three ingredients of our k-
ing for one'another: proximity, physical attractiveness, and similarity.

Prgximity‘ Before friendships become close, they must begin. Proximity—geographic
NEaATNESS~i5 friendship’s most powerful predictor. Proximity provides opportunities
for aggression, but much more often it breeds liking, Study after study reveals that
peopie are most likely to like, and even to marxy, those whe live in the same neigh-
borhood, who sit nearby in class, who work in the same office, who share the same
parking lot, who eat in the same dining hall. Lock around,

Why is proximity so conducive to liking? Obvicusly, part of the answer is the
greater availability of those we often meet. But there is more to it than that, For one
thing, repeated exposure to novel stimuli—be they nonsense syilables, musical selec-
tions, geometric figures, Chinese characters, human faces, or the letters of our own
name—increases our liking for them (Moreland & Zajonc, 1982; Zajone, 2001; Nut-
tin, 1987}, People are even somewhat more likely to marry someone whose first or
iast name resembles their own {Jones & others, 2004).




This phenomenon, exploited by adver-
tisers, we call the mere exposure effect.
Within certain limits (Bornstein, 1989,
1999), familiarity breeds fondness.
Richard Moreland and Scott Beach
(1992) demonstrated this by having four
equally attractive women silently attend a
200-student class for zero, 5, 10, or 15
class sessions. At the end of the course,
students were shown slides of each
woman and asked to rate each one's at-
tractiveness. The most atiractive? The
ones they'd seen most often. The phe-
nomenon will come as no surprise o the
young Taiwanese man who wrote more than 700 letters to his girlfriend, urging her
to marry him. She did marry—the mail carrier (Steinberg, 1993).

No face is more familiar than
one's own. And that explains
why, when Lisa DeBruine (2002)
had McMaster University stu-
dents play a social trap-type
game with a supposed other
player, they were more trusting
and cooperative when the other
person’s image had some fea-
tures of their own face morphed
into it. In me I trust. In a follow-
up study, DeBruine (2004} found
that men also liked other men
(and women liked other women)
whose faces incorporated some
morphed features of their own.

For our ancestors, the mere exposure phenomenon was adaptive. What was famil-
iar was g_énerally safe and approachable. What was unfamiliar was more often dan-
gerous and threatening, Robert Zajonc (1998) concludes that evolution has
hard-wirediinto us the tendency to bond with those who are familiar and to be wary
of those who are unfamiliar. Gut-level prejudice against those culturally different
may thus be a primitive, automatic emoticnal response (Devine, 19%5).

Physical Attractiveness Once proximity affords you contact, what most affects
your first impressions: The person’s sincerity? Intelligence? Personality? Hundreds of
experiments reveal that it is something far more superficial: Appearance, For people
taught that “beauty is only skin deep” and that “appearances can be deceiving,” the
power of physical attractiveness is unnerving. In one early study, Elaine Hatfield and
her co-workerss(Walster & others, 1966) randomly matched new University of Min-
nesota students for a Welcome Week dance. Before the dance, each student took a
battery of personality and aptitude tests. On the night of the blind date, the couples
danced and talked for more than two hours and then took a brief intermission to rate
their dates. What determined whether they liked each other? As far as the researchers
could determine, only one thing mattered: Physical attractiveness {which had been
rated by the researchers beforehand). Both the men and the women liked good-
looking dates best. Although women are more likely than men to say that another’s
looks don't affect them, a man's looks do affect women's behavior (Feingold, 1990;
Sprecher, 1989; Woll, 1986).

s e
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Familiarity breeds acceptance

When this rare white penguin was born in
the Sydney, Australia, zoo, his tuxedoed
peers ostracized him. Zookeepers thought
they would need to dye him black to gain
acceptance. But after three weeks of contact,
the other penguins came to accept him,

The mere exposure effect

The mere exposure effect applies
even to ourselves, Because the
human face is not perfectly symmetri-
cal, the face we see in the mitroris
not the same as the one our friends
see, Most of us prefer the familiar
mirror image, while our friends like
the reverse (Mita & others, 1977). The
Prime Minister junichiro Koizumi
known to the jJapanese people is
shown at left. The person Koizumi
sees in the mirror each morningis

#  shown at right, and that’s the photo
he would probably prefer.

© The New Yorker Collection, 2004, Mike Twohy from )

zartoonhank.com. Al Rights Reserved.

“I'm going to have to recuse myself.”

Personal beauty is a greater recommen-
dation than any letter of introduction.”
Aristotie, Apothegems, 330 B.C.

Love comes in at the eye.”
William Butler Yeats, “A Drinking Song,” 1509
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Good looks help pesple gef goed jobs
In the 2004 presidential election, many
Americans found the face on the left more
likeable and trustworthy.

Percentage of Mes and Women Who
“Constantly Think About Thelr Looks”

Mien Women
Canads 12% 26%
United States 7 7
Mexicy £0 45
VYenszuela 47 65

From Roper Starch suivey, roparied by McCool (1999).

a7 LooK AT How
HE SEOPS OVER...AND
THE ADORABLE

When Neanderthals fatl in love.

]

New York Times columnist Maureen Dowd
or Hpasuction (January 1g, 2000k

© 1999 by Leigh Robin, Creators Syndicate, Inc,

“Women in the 5o's vacuumed. Women in

the an’s gre vacuumed. Qur Hoovers have

turned on usl™
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People’s physical attractiveness has wide-ranging effects. It predicts their frequency
of dating, their feelings of popularity, and others’ initial impressions of their person-
alities. We perceive attractive people to be healthier, happier, more sensitive, more
successful, and more sodally skiiled, though not more honest or compassionate
(Eagly & others, 1991; Feingold, 1992; Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986). Attractive, well-
dressed people are more likely to make a favorable impression on potential employers
and to enjoy ogcupational success (Cash & }anda, 1984; Langlois & others, 2000;
Sclomor, 1987). Income analyses show a penalty for plainness or obesity and a pre-
mium for beauty (Engemann & OwyanggZ005).

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

The importance of looks seems unfair and unenlightened. Why should it matter?
Two thousand years ago the Roman statesman Cicero felt the same way: “The final
good and the supreme duty of the wise person s to resist appearance.” Cicero might
be reassured by two other findings about attractiveness.

First, people’s attractiveness is surprisingly unrelated to their self-esteem and hap-
piness {Diener & others, 1995; Major & others, 1984). One reason may be that, ex-
cept after comparing themselves with superattractive people, few people (thanks,
perhaps, to the mere exposure effect) view themselves as unattractive (Thornton &

+ Moore, 1993). Another reason is that strikingly attractive people are sometimes sus-

picious that praise for their work may simply be a reaction to their looks. When less

.attractive people are praised, they are more likely to accept it as sincere (Berscheid,

1981).

Cicero might also find comfort in knowing that attractiveness judgments are rela-
tive. The standards by which judges crown Miss Universe hardly apply to the whole
planet. Rather, beauty is in the eye of the culture—beauty standards reflect one’s place
and time, Hoping to look attractive, people in different cultures have pierced their
noses, lengthened their necks, bound their feet, and dyed or painted their skin and
hair. They have gorged themselves to achieve a full figure or liposuctioned fat to
achieve a slim one, applied chemicals hoping to rid themselves of unwanted hair or to
regrow wanted hair, strapped on leather garments to make their breasts seem smalier
or surgically filled their breasts with silicone and put on Wender Bras to make them

s
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look bigger. In- North America, the ultra-thin ideal of the Roaring
Twenties gave way to the soft, veluptuous Marilyn Monroe ideal of
the 1950s, only to be replaced by today's lean yet busty ideal. Ameri-
cans now spend more on beauty supplies than on education and so-
cial services combined and, when still not satisfied, undergo millions
of cosmetic medical treatments each year, including plastic surgery,
Botox skin smoothing, teeth-capping or whitening, and laser hair re-
moval (Wall, 2002). But the beauty race is like the arms race, with
the result that since 1970 more and more women have become un-
happy with their appearance (Feingold & Mazella, 1998).

Some aspects of attractiveness, however, do cross place and time
(Cunningham & others, 1995; Langlais & others, 2000). As we
noted in Chapter 3, men in 37 cultures, from Australia to Zambia,
judge women as more attractive if they 1}3\/& a youthful appearance.
Women feel attracted to healthy-looking men, but especially to those
who seem mature, dominant, and affluent. .

People everywhere also seem to prefer physical features—noses,
legs, physiques—that are neither unusually large nor small. An aver-
aged face is attractive (FIGURE 18.14). In one clever demonstration
of this, Judith Langlois and Lori Roggman (1990) digitized the faces
of up to 32 college students and used a computer to average them.
Studentstfudged the averaged, composite faces as more attractive than 96 percent of
the individual faces. One reason is that averaged faces are symmetrical, and pecple
with symmetrical faces and bodies are more sexually attractive (Rhodes & others,
1999; Singh, 1995; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1994). Merge either half of your face
with its mirror image and your symmetrical new face would boost your attractive-
ness a notch.

b

Extreme makeover

in affluent, beauty-conscious cultures,
increasing numbers of people, such as
this woman from the American TV show
Extreme Makeover, have turned to cos-
metic surgery to improve their looks. If
money were no concern, might you ever
do the same?

in the eye of the beholder
Conceptions of attractiveness
vary by culture. Moreover, the
current concept of attractive-
ness in Kenya, Morocco, and
Scandinavia may weil change
in the future.

Nancy Brown/The Image Bank

FIGURE 18.14

Average is attractive

Which of these faces offered by University of
St. Andrews psychologist David Perreft
(2002) is most attractive? Most people say
it's.the face on the right—of a nonexistent
person that is the average composite of

" these three plus 57 other actual faces,

Victor Englebert/Photo Researchars

David PerrettfUniversity of 51 Andrews
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Beauty grows with mere exposure
Herman Miller, Inc.’s famed Aeron chalr ini-
tially received high comfort ratings but
abysmal beauty ratings. To some it looked
like “lawn furniture” or “a glant prehistoric
insect” (Gladwell, zo05). But then, with
design awards, media visibility, and imita-
tors, the ugly duckling came to be the com-
pany’'s hest-selling chair ever and to be seen
as beautiful. With pecple, too, beauty lies
partly in the beholder’s eye and can grow
with exposure.

®

Love has ever in view the absolute
loveliness of that which it beholds.”
George MacDonaid, Unspoken Sermons, 1867

e

© The New Yorker Collectlon, 2004, Paul Noth fram carteonbank.com.

All Rights Reserved.

“1 can’t wait to see what you’re like online.”
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Cultural standaxds aside, attractiveness also de-
pends on our feelings about the person. In 3
Rodgers and Hammersteln musical, Prince
Charming asks Cinderellz, “Do I love you because
youw're beautiful, or are you beautiful because I love
you?” Chances are it's both, As we see our loved
ones again and again, their physical imperfections
grow less noticeable and their attractiveness grows
more apparent {Beaman & Klentz, 1983; Gross &
Crofton, 1977). Shakespeare said it in A Midsum-
mer Night’s Dream: “Love looks not with the eyes,
but with the mind.” Come to love someone and
watch beauty grow.

Similarity Let's say that proximity has brought
you into contact with someone and that your ap-
pearance has made a favorabie first impression,
What now influences whether acquaintances develop into friends? For example, as you
get to know someone better, is the chemistry better if you are opposites or if you are alike?

It makes a good story—extremely different types living in harmonious union: Rat,
Mole, and Badger in The Wind in the Willows, Frog and Toad in Arnold Lobel’s books.
The stories delight us by expressing what we seldom experience, for we tend not to like
dissimilar people (Rosenbaum, 1986). In real life, opposites retract. Birds that flock
together usually are of a feather, Friends and couples are far more likely to share com-
mon attitudes, beliefs, and interests (and,‘?ﬁ)r that matter, age, religion, race, educa-
tion, intelligence, smoking behavior, and economic status) than are randomly paired
people. Much as you and [ may dismiss such differences, seeing ourselves as one
human family in a global village, we can't hang out with 6 billion people. Moreover,
the more alike people are, the more their liking endures (Byrne, 1971). Journalist
Walter Lippmann was right to suppose that love is best sustained “when the lovers
love many things together, and not merely each other.” That is also the assumption of
one psychologist-founded Internet dating site, which claims to use the similarities

AP Photo/ Herman miller Inc.

" that mark happy couples to match singles, some 10,000 of whom are known to have

married (Carter & Snow, 2004; Warren, 2005). Similarity breeds content.

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

Indeed, a simple reward theory of attraction—that we will like those whose behavior
is rewarding to us and that we will continue relationships that offer more rewards
than coéts—can explain all the findings we have considered so far. When a petson
lives or works in close proximity with someone else, it costs less time and effort to de-
“Velop the friendship and enjoy its benefits. Attractive people are aesthetically pleas-
ing, and associating with them can be socially rewarding. Those with similar views
reward us by validating our own.,

Romantic Love

*
OBJECTIVE i} | Describe the effect of physical arousal on passionate love, and
identify two predictors of enduring companionate love.

Occasionally, people move quickly from initial impressions, to friendship, to the
more intense, complex, and mysterious state of romantic love, Elaine Hatfield (1988)
distinguishes two types of love: temporary passionate love and a more enduring com-
panionate love,
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Passionate Love thing that arousal is a key ingredient of passionate love, Hat-
field suggests that the two-factor theory of emotion (page 513) can help us under-
stand this intense positive absorption in another. The theory assumes that (1)
emotions have two ingredients—physical arousal plus cognitive appraisal—and that
(2) arousal from any source can enhance one emotion or another, dependmg on how
we interpret and label the arousal.

In tests of this theory, college men have been aroused by fright, by running in
place, by viewing erotic materials, or by listening to humorous or repulsive mono-
logues. They were then introduced to an attractive woman and asked to rate her (or
their girlfriend). Unlike unaroused men, those who were stirred up attributed some
of their arousal to the woman or girifriend and felt more attracted to her {Carducci &
others, 1978; Dermer & Pyszczymski, 1978; White & Kight, 1984).

QOutside the laboratory, Donald Dutton and Arthur Aron (1974, 1989) went to
two bridges across British Columbia’s rocky Capilano River. One, a swaying foot-
bridge, was 230 feet above the rocks; the other was low and solid. An attractive young

" fernale accomplice intercepted men coming off each bridge, sought their help in fill-
ing out a short questionnaire, and then offered her phone number in case they
wanted to hear more about her pm]ect Far more of those who had just crossed the
high bridge—which leit their hearts pouﬁdlng—accepted the number and later called
the woman. To be revved up and to associate some of that a.rousgl with a desirable
person is to feel the pull of passion. Adrenaline makes the heart grow fonder.

Companionate Love Although the spark of romantic love often endures, the in-
tense absorption in the other, the thrill of the romance, the giddy “floating on a
cloud” feeling typically fades. Does this mean the French are correct in saying that
“love makes the time pass and time makes love pass”? Or can friendship and com-
mitmengtkeep a relationship going after the passion cools? In Leo Tolstoy's Family
Happmess, a young woman walks with a man she loves and realizes “that from that
day he was mine, and I should never lose him now.” Later, after their marriage, she
reflects while sitting at home that theirromantic courtship has been replaced by
something quieter and more secure. “That day ended the romance of our marriage,”
she explains. “The old feeling became a precious irrecoverable remembrance; but a
new feeling of love for my children and the father of my children laid the foundation

‘ofa new life and a qu;te different happiness; and that life and happiness have lasted
to the present time.”

Hatfield agrees, noting that as love matures it becomes a steadier companionate
love—a deep, affectionate attachment. There may be adaptive wisdom to this change
from passion to affection. Passionate love often produces children, whose survival is
aided by the parents’ waning obsession with one another. Social psychologist Ellen
Berscheid and her colleagues (1984) noted that the failure to appreciate passionate
love’s limited half-life can doom a relationship: “If the inevitable odds against eter-
nal passionate love in a relationship were better understood, more people might
choose to be satisfied with the quieter feelings of satisfaction and contentment.” in-
deed, recognizing the short duration of passionate love, some societies have deemed
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e

When two pecple are under the influ-
ence of the most violent, most insane,
maost delusive, and most transient of pas-
sions, they are required to swear that they
will remain in that excited, abnormal, and
exhausting condition continuously until
death do them part.”

&eorge Bernard Shaw, “Getting Married,” 1908

:: passionate love an aroused state of
intense positive absorption in another, usu-
atly present at the beginning of a love rela-
tionship.

= companionate love the deep affectionate
attachment we feel for those with whom our
lives are intertwined.
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Sometimes passionate
{ove becomes enduring
companionate love,
sometimes not (invert
the picture)

What, in addition to similar
attitudes and interests,
predicts tong-term loving
attachment?

When a match has equal pariners then |
fear not.”

Aeschylus, Prometheiis Bound, 478 B.C.

= eguity a condition in which people A
receive from a relationship in preportion to
what they give to it.

5 self-disclosure revealing intimate
aspects of oneself to others.

i altruism unselfish regard for the welfare
of others.
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such feelings an irrational reason for
marrying. Better, such cultures say, to
choose (or have someone choose for
you) a partner with a compatible
background and interests. Non-
Western culiures, where people rate
love less important for marriage, do
have lower divorce rates_(Levine &
others, 1995). ‘

One key to a gratifying and endur-
ing relationship is equity: Both part-
ners receive in proportion to what
they ‘give. When equity exists—when
both pariners freely glve and receive,
when they share décision making—
their chances for sustained and satis-
fying companionate love aré good
(Gray-Little & Burks, 1983; Van
Yperen & Buunk, 1990). Mutually sharing self and passessions, giving and getting
emotional support, promoting and caring about one another's welfare are at the core
of every type of loving relationship (Sternberg & Grajek, 1984). It's true for lovers for
parent and child, and for intimate friends.

Ancther vital ingtedient of loving relationships is self-disclosure, the revealing of
intimate details about ourselves—our likes an§d15hkes our dreams and worries, our
proud and shameful moments. “When 1 am with my friend,” noted the Roman
statesman Seneca, “me thinks I am alone, and as much at liberty to speak anything as
to think it.” Self-disclosure breeds liking, and liking breeds self-disclosure (Collins &
Miller, 1994). As one person reveals a little, the other reciprocates, the first then re-
veals more, and on and on, as friends or lovers move to deeper intimacy. Each in-
crease in intimacy rekindles passion (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999).

One experiment marched pairs of volunteer students through 45 minutes of in-
creasingly seif-disclosing conversation—from “When did you last sing to yourself” fo
“When did you last cry in front of another person? By yourself?” By the experiment’s
end, those experiencing the escalating intimacy felt remarkably close to their conver-
sation partner, much closer than others who had spent the time with small-talk
questions, such as “What was your high school like?” (Aron & others, 1997). Given
self-disclosing intimacy plus mutually supportive equality, the odds favor enduring
companionate love.

COURTSHIP

Altruism

OBjECTIVE -

| Define aitruism, and give an example.

Carl Wilkens, a Seventh Day Adventlst missionary, was living with his famﬂy in Klgah,
Rwanda, when Hufu militia began to slaughter the Tutsi in 1994. The U.S. govern-
ment, church leaders, and friends all implored Wilkens to leave. He refused. After
evacuating his family, and even after every other American had left Kigali, he alone
stayed and contested the 800,000-person genocide. When the militia came to kill him
and his Tutsi servants, his Hutu neighbors deterred them. Despite repeated death
threats, he spent his days risking roadblocks to take food and water to orphanages and
to negotiate, plead, and bully his way through the bloodshed, saving lives time and
again. “It just seemed the right thing to do,” he later explained (Kristof, 2004). Else-
where in Kigali, Paul Rusesabagina, a Hutu married to a Tutsi and the acting manager
of a luxury hotel, was sheltering more than 1200 terrified Tutsis and moderate Hutus.
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When international peacemakers abandoned the city and hostile militia threatened
his guests in the “Hotel Rwanda” (as it became calied in a 2004 movie), the coura-
geous Rusesabagina began cashing in past favors, bribing the militia, and telephoning
influential persons abroad to bring pressure on local authorities, thereby sparing the
iives of the hotel's occupants from the surrounding chaos.

Such seifless goodness exemplifies altruism—the unselfish regard for the welfare of
others. Altruism became & major concern of social psychologists after an especially vile
act of sexual violence. On March 13, 1964, a stalker repeatedly stabbed Kitty Genovese,
then raped her as she lay dying outside her Queens, New York, apartment at 3:30 A.M.
“Oh, my God, he stabbed me!l” Genovese screamed into the early merning stillness.
“Please help mel” Windows opened and lights went on as 38 of her neighbors heard hef
screams. Her attacker fled and then returned to stab her eight more times and-rape her
again. Not until he had fled for good did anyone so much as call the police, at 3:50 A.M.

Bystander Intervention

OBJECTIVE | Describe the steps in the decision- makmg process involved in
bystander intervention.

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

After staging emergencies under various conditions, Darley and Latané assembled
their findings into a decision scheme: We will help only if the situation enables us
first to notice the incident, then to interpret it as an emergency, and finally to assume
responsibility for helping (FIGURE 18.15). At each step, the presence of other by-
standers turns people away from the path that leads to heiping. In the laboratory and
on the street, people in a group of strangérs are more likely than solitary individuals
to keep their eyes focused on what they themselves are doing or Where they are going.
If they notice an unusual situation, they may infer from the blasé reactions of the
other passersby that the situation is not an emergency. “The person lying on the side-
walk must be drunk,” they think, and move on.

But sometimes, as with the Genovese murder, the emergency is unambiguous and
people still fail to help. The witnesses looking out through their windows noticed the
incident, correctiy interpreted the emergency, and yet failed to assume responsibility.
Why? To'find out, Darley and Latané (1968a) simulated a-physical emergency in
their labératory. University students participated in a discussion over an intercom.
Each student-was in a separate cubicle, and enly the person whose microphone was
switched on could be heard. One of the students was an accomplice of the experi-
menters. When his turn came, he made sounds as though he were having an epileptic
seizure and called for help.

&
i

. interprets
Notices Yes ok Yes Asstmes Yes Attempts
incident? A incident 357 responsibility ’ to help
emergency?
lNo lNo : lf\io
Ne No Ko
help help help

Probably no single incident has caused
social psychologists to pay as much atten-
tion to an aspect of social behavior as Kitty
Genovese's murder.”

R. Lance Shotland {(1984)

e

FIGURE 18.15

The decision-making process foy
bystander intervention

Before helping, one must first notice an
emergency, then correctly interpret it, and
then feel responsible. (From Datley &
Latané, 1968b.}

Akos SzilvasifStock, Boston



786 CHAPTER 18 ¢ SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY
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FIGURE 18.16
Responses to a simulated physicat
emergency -

When people thought they alore heard the
calls for help from a person they believed to
be having an epileptic selzure, they usually
helped. But when they thought four others
were also hearing the calls, fewer than a third
responded. (From Darley & Latané, 1968a.)

Oh, make us happy and you make us
good!” ‘
Rebert Browning, The Ring and the Book, 1868

How did the other students react? As FIGURE 18.16 shows, those who
believed only they could hear the victim—and therefore thought they
bore total responsibility for helping him—usually went to his aid. Those
who thought others also could hear were more likely to react as did Kitty
Genovese’s neighbors. When more people shared responsibility for help-
ing—when there was diffusion of responsibility—any single listener was
less likely to help.

In hundreds of additional experiments, psychologists have studied the
factors that influence bystanders’ willingness to relay an emergency
phone call, aid a stranded motoerist, donate blood, pick up dropped books,
contribute money, and give time. For example, Latané, James Dabbs
(1975), and 145 collaborators tock 1497 elevator rides in three cities and
*accidentally” dropped coins or pencils in front of 4813 fellow passengers,
The women coin droppers were more likely to receive help than were the
men—a gender difference often reported by other researchers (Fagly &

. Crowley, 1986). But the major finding was the bystander effect—any

4 . vparticular bystander was less likely to give aid with other *fﬁystanders

present, When zlone with the person in need, 40 percent helped; in the
presence of five other bystanders, only 20 percent helped.

From their observations of behavior in tens of thousands of such

“emergencies,” altruism researchers have discerned some additional patterns. The
best odds of our helping someone occur when !

& the victim agpears to need and deserve help.

the victim is in some way simiiar to usg%"

we have just observed someone else being helpful.
we are not in a hurry.

we are in a small town or rural area,

we are feeling guilty.

we are focused on others and not preoccupied.
we are in a good mooed.

e & ¢ ¢ €& ° &

This last result, that happy people are helpful people, is one of the most consistent
findings in all of psychology. No matter how pecple are cheered—whether by being
made to feel successful and intelligent, by thinking happy thoughts, by finding
money, or even by recelving a posthypnotic suggestion—they become more generous
and more eager to help {(Carlson & others, 1988).

The Norms for Helping

Osjective =~ 7 | Explain altruistic behavior from the perspective of social
exchange theory and social norms.

Why do we help? One widely held view is that self-interest underlies all human interac-

{tions, that our constant goal is to maximize rewards and minimize costs. Accountants
call it cost-beriefit analysis. Philosophers call it utilitarianism. Social psychologists call
it social exchange theory. If you are pondering whether to donate blood, you may
weigh the costs of doing so (time, discomfort, and anxiety) against the benefits (re-
duced guilt, social approval, good feelings). If you anticipate rewards from helping that
exceed the costs, you help. . '

But why do we leave tips for people we will never see again and give directions to
strangers? In part because we have been socizalized to do so, through norms that pre-
scribe how we ought to behave, often to our mutual benefit, Through socialization, we
learn the reciprocity norm, the expectation that we should return help, not harm,
to those who have helped us. In our relations with others of similar status, the reci-
procity norm compels us to give (in favors, gifts, or social invitations) about as much
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as we receive. We also learn a social-responsibility norm: that we should help
those who need our help—young children and others who cannot give as much as
they receive—even if the costs outweigh the benefits. In repeated Gallup surveys, peo-
ple who each week attend religious services often exhibit the social responsibility
norm: They report volunteering more than twice as many hours in helping the poor
and infirm than do those who rarely or never attend religious services (Hodgkinson
& Weitzman, 1992; Independent Sector, 2002). They also give away three times as
much money.

-

Peacemaking

OBJECHVE - -+ | Discuss effective ways of encouraging peaceful cooperation and
reducing social conflict.

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

Cooperation
Does it help to put two conflicting parties into close contact? It depends. When such
contact is noncompetitive and between parties with equal status, such as fellow store

clerks, it may help. Initially prejudiced co-workers of different races have, in such cir-

cumstances, usually come to accept one another. Among North Americans and Euro-
peans, friendly contact with ethnic minorities has led to less prejudice {Pettigrew,
1969, 2004). However, mere contact is not always enough. In most desegregated
schools, ethnic groups resegregate themselves in the lunchrooms and on the school
grounds (Clack & others, 2005; Schofield, 1986). People in each group often think
that they would welcome more conta%uwith the other group, but they assume the
other group does not reciprocate the wish (Shelton & Richeson, 2005). “I don’t reach
out to them, because I don't want to be rebuffed; they don't reachsout to me, because
they're’ just not interested.” When such mirror-image misperceptions are corrected,
friendships may then form and prejudices melt.

To see if enemies could overcome their differences, researcher Muzafer Sherif
(1966) first instigated conflict. He placed 22 Oklahoma City boys in two separate
areas of a Boy Scout camp. He then put the two groups through a series of competi-
tive activities, with prizes going to the victors, Betore long, each group became in-
tensely proud of itself and hostile to the other group's “sneaky,” “smart-alecky
stinkers.” Food wars broke out during meals. Cabins were ransacked. Fistfights had to
be broken up by members of the camp stiff. When Sherif brought the two groups to-
gether, they avoided one another, ‘except to taunt and threaten.

Nevertheless, within a few days Sherif transformed these young enemies info
jovial comrades. He gave them superordinate goals—shared goals. that overrode
their differences and that could be achieved only through cooperation. A planned dis-
ruption of the camp water supply necessitated that all 22 boys work together to re-
store water. Renting a movie in those pre-VCR days required their pooled resources. A
stalled truck needed the combined force of all the boys pulling and pushing together
to get it moving. Having used isolation and competition to make strangers into ene-
mies, Sherif used shared predicaments and goals to teconcile the enemies and make
them friends. What reduced conflict was not mere contact, but cooperative contact.

A shared predicament—a fearsome external threat and a supercrdinate desire to
overcome it—likewise had a powerfully unifying effect in the weeks after 9/11. Nothing
breeds solidarity quite Iike 2 common enemy. As suicide attacks in Israel can unify par-
tisan Jews, and as Israeli military attacks on Palestinians can unify diverse Muslims, so

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

= social exchange theery the theovy that
our social behavior is an exchange process,
the aim of which is te maximize benefits and
minimize cosis.

= reciprocity porm  an expectation that
people will help, net hurt, those who have
helped them,

s social-responsibility norm an expecta-
tion that people will help those dependent
upen them.

= superordinate goals shared goals that
override differences among people and
require their cooperation.

You cannot shake hands with a clenched
fist.”
Indira Gandhi, 1971
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Most of us have overlapping identities
which unite us with very different groups. ’
We can love what we are, without hating
what—and who—we are not. We can
thrive in our own tradition, even as we
tearn from others.”

U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan, Nobel Prize
Lecture, zo01

i am prepared this day to declare myself
a citizen of the world, and to invite every-
one everywhere to embrace this broader
vision of our interdependent world, our
common quest for justice, and ultimately
for Peace on Earth.” .
) Father Theodore Hesburgh, The Human Imperative,

1974

Superordinate goals
govervide differences

Cooperative efforts fo
achieve shared goats are
an effective way to break

down social barriers.

¥ SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

Americans immediately felt that “we” were under attack. Gallup-surveyed approval of
“our President” shot up from 51 percent the week before the attack to a highest-ever
level of 90 percent 10 days after, just surpassing the previous approval-rating record of
89 percent enjoyed by his father, George Bush, at the climax of the 1991 Persian Gui¢
War (Newport, 2002). In chat groups and everyday speech, even the word we (relative
to I} surged in the immediate aftermath (Pennebaker, 2002).

John Dovidic and Samuel Gaertner (1999) report that cooperation has especially
positive effects when it leads people to define a new, inclusive group that dissolves
their former subgroups. Seat the members of two groups not on opposite sides, but al-

. ternately around the table. Give them a new, shared name. Have them work togethey.

Such egperiences change “us and them” into “we.” Those once perceived as being in
another group now are seen as part of one’s own group. One 18-year-old New Jersey
man would not be surprised. After 9/11, he explainéd a shift in his social identity; “]
just thought of myself as black. But now I fegl like I'm an American, more than ever”
(Sengupta, 2001). In one experiment by Dovidio and his colleagues (2004), white
Americans who read a newspaper article about a terrorist threat against all Amencans
subsequently expressed reduced prejudice against African-Americans.

During the 1970s, several teams of educational researchers simultaneously won-
dered: If cooperative contacts between members of rival groups encourage positive atti-
tudes, could we apply this principle in multicultural schools? Could we promote
interracial friendships by replacing competitive classroom situations with cooperative
ones? And could cooperative learning maintain or even enhance student achievement?
Many experiments confirm that in all three cases, the answer is yes (Johnson & John-
son, 1989, 1994; Slavin & others, 2003). Metgbers of interracial groups who work to-
gether on projects and play together on athletic teams typically come to feel friendly
toward those of the other race. So do those who engage in cooperative classroom learn-
ing. So encouraging are these resuits that thousands of teachers have introduced inter-
racial cooperative learning into their classrooms. Working with fellow students in alt
their diversity sets the stage, declared the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Develop-
ment (1989), for “adult work life and for citizenship in a muiticuitural society.”

The power of cooperative activity to make friends of former enemies has led psy-
chologists to urge increased international exchange and cooperation (Klineberg,
1984}, As we engage in mutually beneficial trade, as we work to protect our common
destiny on this fragile planet, and as we become more aware that our hopes and fears
are shared, we can change misperceptions that lead to fragmentation and conflict
into a solidarity based on: common interests.

Working toward shared goals enables diverse peoples to discover unity in their
commeon values and superordinate identity. “Common values,” are what we need, de-
clared the chair of Britain's Commission for Racial Equality as ethnic tensions re-
cently flared (Phillips, 2004). And today’s Rwandan government policy proclaims,
“There is no ethnicity here, We are all Rwandan,”
as it seeks to resolve historic animosities between
Tutsis and Hutus {Lacey, 2004). Western democra-
cies have largely been spared ethnic tribal warfare
because their different racial groups share so many
of the very same goals, notes soclologist Amitai Et-
zioni, (1999). In the United States, these shared
goals include fair treatment for all, higher moral
standards, and a wish that all high school gradu-
ates “understand the common history and ideas
that tie all Americans together.” Although diversity
commands attention, we are—as working toward
shared goals reminds us—more alike than different.

Syracuse Newspapers/ The image Warks
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Communication 7 GRIT Graduated and Reciprocated
In the social-trap game we considered earlier, distrusting people pursue their individ- Initiatives in Tensm"';?ed"diu.n_a strategy
. ] o ) designed to decrease International tensions,
ual interests as a defense against exploitation. But when they are allowed to discuss
the dilemma and negotiate, cooperation increases (Jorgenson & Papciak, 1981).
When real-life conflicts become intense, a third-party mediator—a marriage coun-
selor, labor mediator, diplomat, community volunteer—may likewise facilitate much-
needed communication (Rubin & others, 1994). Mediators help each party to voice
its viewpoint and to understand the other's. By leading each side to think about the
other's underlying needs and goals, the mediator aims to replace a competitive
win-lose orientation with a cooperative win-win orientation that aims at a mutually ,
beneficial resolution. A classic example: Two friends, after quarreling over an orange, *
agreed to split it. One squeezed his half for juice. The other used the peel friérn her
half to make a cake. If only the two had understood each other’s motives, they could
have hit on the win-win solution of one having all the juice, the other all the peel.
Such understanding and cooperative resolution is most needed, yet least likely, in
times of anger or crisis (Bodenhausen & others, 1994; Tetlock, 1988). When conflicts
intensify, images become more stereotyped, communication more difficult, and judg-
ments more rigid.

Conciliation

When tension and suspicion peak, cooperation and communication may become im-
possible. Each party is likely to threaten, coerce, or retaliate. In the weeks before the
Persian Gulf War, President George Bush threatened, in the full glare of publicity, to
“Yick Saddam’s ass.” Saddam Hussein communicated in kind, threatening to make
Americans “swim in their own blood.”

Under such conditions, is there an alternative to war or surrender? Social psychol-
ogist Charles Osgood (1962, 1980) has advocated a strategy of “Graduated and Reci-
procated Initiatives in Tension-Reduction,”..nicknamed GRIT. In applying GRIT, one
side first announces its recognition: of mﬁﬁai interests and its intent to reduce ten-
sions. [t then initiates one or more small, conciliatory acts. Without weakening one’s ”
retaliatory capability, this modest beginning opens the door for reciprocation by the
other party. Should the enemy respond with hostility, one reciprocates in kind. But
so, too, with any conciliatory response. Thus, President Kennedy's gesture of stopping
atmospheric nuclear tests began a series of reciprocated conciliatory acts that culmi-

nated in the 1993 atmospheric test-ban treaty.

In laboratory experiments, GRIT has been the most effective strategy known for increas-
ing trust and coopexation (Lindskold, 1978; Lindskold & Hans, 1988). Even during intense
personal conflict, when communication has been nonexistent, a
small conciliatory gesture—a smile, a touch, a word of apology—-
may work wonders. Conciliations allow both parties to begin
edging down the tension ladder to a safer rung where communi-
cation and mutual understanding can begin.

And how good that such can happen, for civilization
advances not by cultural isolation—maintaining walls
around ethnic enclaves—but by tapping the knowledge,
the skills, and the arts that are each culture's legacy to
the whole human race. Thomas Sowell (1991) observed
that, thanks to cuitural sharing, every modern society
is enriched by a cultural mix. We have China to thank
for paper and printing, and for the magnetic compass  “To begin with, | would like to express my sincere thanks and
tht opeced th great exploratons. W bav Byt fo b RIS L 1 v
thank for trigonometry. We have the Islamic worid and the very fact of my presence here today is 2 major
India's Hindus-to thank for our Arabic numerals. breakthrough.”

© The New Yarker Collection, 1983, W, Miller from

cartoenbank.com. All Rights Reserved,
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While celebrating and claiming these diverse cultural legacies, we can also welcome
the enrichment of today’s social diversity. We can view ourselves as instruments in a
human orchestra. And we can therefore affirm cur own culture's heritage while build-
ing bridges of communication, understanding, and cooperation across cultural tradi-
tions as we think about, influence, and relate to one another.

LEARNING OUTCOMES

Social Relations

OBJECTIVE Identify the three components of prejudice.
Prejudice is an attitude composed of beliefs, emotions, and pre-
dispositions to action. The beliefs are frequently stereotypes
{sometimes accurate but often overgeneralized beliefs). The
emotions are most often negative, and the action is usually
discrimination (unjustifiable negative behavior).

OejecTive 472 | Contrast overt and subtte forms of prejudice, and
give examples of each.

Overt prejudice, such as denying a particular ethnic group the
right to vote, is discrimination that explicitly (openly and
consciously) expresses negative beliefs“and emctions. Subtle
prejudice, such as feeling fearful in the presence of a stranger
with a particular ethnic background, is an implicit {often un-
conscious) expression of negative beliefs and emotions.

OBJECTIV
prejudice.

Omne social factor contributing to prejudice is inequality (un-
equal distribution of money, power, and prestige) within a
group; in such conditions, the “haves” usually develop nega-
tive attitudes toward the “have-nots” to justify their more
privileged positions. Definitions of social identity {“we” the
ingroup versus “they” the outgroup) are another source of
prejudice because they promote ingroup bias (a tendency to
favor one’s own group) and discrimination.

-, | Discuss the social factors that contribute to

OBJECTIVE - | Explain how scapegoating illustrates the emotion-
al component of prejudice.

Troubled times, especially those that remind us of our own
mortality, produce feelings of fear and anger. As in-group loy-
alty and out-group prejudice intensify, people may search for
a scapegoat—someone to blame for the troabﬁmg event. Such
denigrating of despised others can boost in-group members’
self-esteern, -

4.7 | Cite four ways that cognitive processes help create
and maintain prejudice,

We simplify the world around us by creating categories, but
when we categorize people, we often stereotype them, over-
generalizing their characteristics and underestimating their
differences. We also tend to judge the frequency of events by
vivid cases (violence, for example) that come to mind more
readily than the long string of less vivid events invelving the

same group. We may justify péople’s less-privileged or pun-
ished position by the just-world phenomenon, assuming that
the world is just and people get what they deserve. Hindsight
bius (the tendency to believe, after learning an outcorhe, that
we would have predicted it beforehand) may contnbute to
this tendency to blame the victim,

OejecTIvE 5.2 | Explain how psychology’s definition of aggression
differs from everyday usage.

Psychology’s definition of aggression is “any physical or verbal
behavior intended to harm or destroy.” This is more precise
than the everyday definition of aggression and includes be-
haviors (such as k1lilg,g in combat) that might not be in-
cluded in everyday usage

OBJECTIVE
aggression,

Psychologists dismiss the idea that aggression is instinctual
and confirm that it results from an interaction between biol-
ogy and experience. Genes influence aggression, for example
by influencing our temperament. Experiments stimuiating
portions of the brain (such as the amygdala and froatal
lobes) demonstrate that the brain has neural systems that fa-
cilitate or inhibit aggression. Studies of the effect of hor-
mones {such as testosterone), alcohol {which releases
inhibitions), and other substances show that biochemical in-
fluences also contribute to aggression.

[ Describe three levels of biological influences on

OBJECTIVE .54 | Outline four psychotogical triggers of aggression.
Biological conditions set the threshold for aggressiveness,
but psychological factors trigger aggressive behaviors. Aver-
stve events (such as environmental conditions or social rejec-
tion) can create frustration, leading to feelings of anger and
hostility. Reinforcement for aggressive behavior (such as gain-
ing a treat from another student by bullying) can establish
fearned patterns of aggression that are difficult to change.
People can also learn aggression and become desensitized to
violence by obstrving models act aggressively in person {watch-
ing violence within the family or neighborhood, for exam-
ple) or in the media (watching violence or sexual aggression
en TV or in movies)}. Media depictions of violence can trigger
aggression in another way: by providing social scripts (cultur-
ally sanctioned ways of acting in a given situation).




OBJECTIVE = - | Discuss the effects of violent video games on
sacial attitudes and behavior,

Violent video games can heighten aggressive behavior by pro-
viding social scripts and opportunities to observe modeled ag-
gression and to role-play aggression. Playing these games can
increase arousal and feelings of hostility; primé aggressive
thoughts and increase aggression; and (in adolescents) lead
to increased participation in arguments and fights and falling
grades. Virtual reality games may heighten these effects.
OBjECTIVE <. | Explain how social traps and mirror-image
perceptions fuel social conflict.

Social conflicts are situations in which people perceive their
actions, goals, or ideas to be incompatible. In social traps, two
or more individuals engage in mutually destructive behavior
by rationally pursuing their own personal interests without
regard for the well-being of others. Helping people to agree
on regulations, communicate better, and be more aware of re-
sponsibilities toward others can foster cooperation and avoid
social traps. People in conflict tend to perceive the worst in
each other, producing ‘mirror-images of identical demons.
The perceptions can become self-fulfilling prophecies, trigger-
ing reactions that confirm the images.

OBJECTIVE Describe the influence of proximity, physical
attractiveness, and similarity on interpersonal attraction.

Proximity—geographical nearness—promotes attraction, in
part because it increases the opportunities for interaction and
in part because of the mere exposure effect (repeated expo-
sure to novel stimuli enhances liking). Bliysical attractiveness
also increases opportunities for interaction. People prefer
being with attractive people and perceive them as healthter,
happier, more sensitive, more successful, and more socially
skilled. Judgments of attractiveness vary by culture, and as
time goes by we find those we care about to be more attrac-
tive, Similarity of attitudes and interests greatly increases liking
after people make it past the first impression. The reward the-
ory of atffaction states that we tend to like people whose be-
havior is rewarding to us, and we will continue relationships
that offer more rewards than costs.

o

- =
OBJECTIVE =245 | Describe the effect of physical arousal on
passionate love, and identify two predictors of enduring
companionate love.

Associating arousal with a desirable person is a key ingredient
of passionate love, the intense absorption we cognitively label
as love. Passionate love often matures into the deep affection-
ate attachment of companionate love. This transition is most
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likely in relationships characterized by eguality and intimate
self-disclosure.

OBJECTIVE = * | Define aftruism, and give an example,

Altruism is the unselfish regard for the welfare of others. Ex-
amples of altruism include helping victims of a natural disas-
ter, giving blood, or donating to local food pantries with no
expectation of personal reward.

OBJECTIVE : | Describe the steps in the decision-making process
involved in bystander intervention.

The bystander effect.is the tendency, identified by John Darley
and Bibb Latané, for any given observer to be less likely to
help if others are present. To offer help, a person must notice
the incident, interpret it as an emergency, and assume re-
sponsibility for offering help. Diffusion of responsibility low-
ers the likelihood of helping. Odds of helping are highest
when the vicdim is similar to us and appears to need and de-
serve help, and when we observe others helping, are feeling
guilty, are not in a hurry or preoccupied, are in a small town
or rural area, and are in a good mood.

Ty, W

OBJECTIVE < | Explain altruistic behavior from the perspective of
social exchange theory and sociat norms.

Social exchange theory proposes that our social behaviors—
even altruistic, helpful acts—are based on self-interest: maxi-
mizing our benefits (which may include our own good
feelings) and minimizing our costs. Social norms influence al-
truistic behaviors by telling us how we should behave. The rec-
iprocity norm is the expectation that we will help those who
help us, and the social-responsibility norm is the expectation
that we will help those who are dependent on us.

0OBJEECTIVE | Discuss effective ways of encouraging peacefut
cooperation and reducing social conflict.

Friendly contact between prejudiced people can change atti-
tudes. But social conflict is most likely to be reduced when
the circumstances favor cooperation to achieve superordinate
goals (especially if subgroups disappear), understanding
through communication {(sometimes with the help of a third
party), and reciprocated conciliatory gestures (such as the
GRIT strategy).

ASK YOURSELF: Do you regret not getting along with some
friend or famity members? How might you go about reconciling that
relationship?
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REVIEW CHAPTER ..ii: Social Psychology

Test Yourself
1. Driving to school one wintry day, Marco narrowly misses a have suggested handing out masks of the candidates’ faces
car that slides through a red light, “Slow down! What a ter- for supporters to wear. What phencmenon might these
rible driver,” he thinks to himself. Moments [ater, Marco masks engage?
himself slips through an intersection and yeips, “Wow! 3. Why didn’t anybody help Kitty Genovese? What sogial rela-

These roads are awful, The city snow plows need to get out

tions principle did this incident illustrate?
here.” What social psychology principle has Marco just Priicipie dia this Hic

demonstrated? Explain. Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix B at the end of
- . . the book. .
2. You are organizing a Town Hali-style meeting of fiercely e hoe .
competitive political candidates. To add to the fun, friends ke
3.0
&

Terms and Concepts to Remember

social psychology, p. 723 groupthink, p. 740 mere exposure effect, p. 759
attribution theory, p. 724 prejudice, p. 743 passionate love, p. 763
fundamental attribution error, p. 724 stereotype, p. 743 companionate love, p. 763
attitude, p. 726 discrimination, p. 743 equity, p. 764
foot-in-the-door phenomenon, p. 727 ingroup, p. 746 ° self-disclosure, p. 764
cognitive dissonance theory, p. 728 outgroup, p. 746 . ﬁaltruism, p. 765

conformity, p. 732 ingroup bias, p. 746 bystander effect, p. 766
normative social influence, p. 733 scapegoat theory, p. 747 : social exchange theory, p. 766
informational social influence, p. 733 just-world phenomenon, p. 748 reciprocity norm, p. 766
social facilitation, p. 738 aggression, p. 749 ' social-responsibility nerm, p. 767
.social loafing, p. 739 frustration-aggression principle, p,. 751 superordinate goals, p. 767
deindividuation, p. 739 conflict, p. 756 GRIT, p. 769

group polarization, p. 740 social trap, p. 756
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To continue your study and review of So-
cial Psychology, visit this book’s Web site
at www.worthpublishers.com/myers. You
will find practice tests, review activities,
and many interesting articles and Web
tinks for more information on topics re-
lated to Social Psychology.
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