	Social Influence

	social influence and norms
	human behaviour is almost always influenced by “social norms”; a generally accepted way of behaving/feeling/thinking shared by members of a group: they are endorsed and expected by others

	conformity
	Conformity: a change of opinion/action in order to fit in with either a membership or reference group. 

	reasons for conformity
	Normative influence: fear of rejection, wanting approval, identification as part of a group and loyalty (Asch)

Informational influence: fear of looking unintelligent and believing others know better Jenness; number of beans in a jar = ambiguous, 3 groups, independent and group-discussed estimates. group norms emerged and remained through independent estimates

Compliance: outward conformity to authority

Identification: conforming to given social role

Internalization: complete acceptance of views of majority

	minority influence
	Moscovici; “stooge minority”, green slides – others conformed (compliance and conversion) to minority if they were consistent – 8% influenced. Nemeth; follow-up; when confederates varied responses with intensity, 21% influenced. ev: lacks ecological validity, deception (unethical), only a small conversion rate (8%), not actual conformity, but compliance

Consistency, flexibility, commitment and relevance

	conformity studies
	Asch; unambiguous situation, lines, 6 confederates and 1 true participant. Naïve participant conformed using the wrong answer 37% of the time in relation to a 0.7% error rate. one confederate giving the correct answer was enough to reduce conformity levels dramatically ev: 1950s America = very conformist (culture-bound), embarrassing situation with strangers, artificial, trivial situation, sample all male students, payment = social contract (demand characteristics), ethics, no explanation for minority influences [Crutchfield; conformity within opinions also, variation with nature of task, Smith et al; cross-cultural, collectivist cultures conform more]

	
	Sherif; autokinetic effect, individual estimates, then individuals with v. different estimates were asked together, then vice-versa. First group developed a group norm, second group norm influenced independent estimates afterwards ev: little ecological validity, ambiguous situation, more direct assessment through confederates, ethics


Psychology Revision

	
	Zimbardo; prison situation of 25 male students, allocated positions of guards and prisoners. Guards became v. authoritative, some sadistic, and the prisoners were submissive + weak (had been deindividuated). Everyone adopted their roles; the greater the gap of power, the more tendency to dominate ev: v. ecologically valid, payment = demand characteristics, psychologically damaging, deception, all male students

	obedience
	Compliance with explicit instructions from a person with social authority 

	
	Milgram (agentic theory – people who are obeying see themselves as agents of authority); “punishment in learning” experiment, met confederate “Mr Wallace”, allocated roles, Mr Wallace said he was a “learner”, participant was instructed to “administer” electric shocks if answer incorrect, played tape of actor screaming, begging to be freed, and then falling silent (as if dead). 2/3 of participants obeyed ‘till 450V (labeled “lethal”), participants sweated, complained, swore, seizures, trembled, clenched fists. The experimenter insisted they continue. ev: payment, all male, unethical (deception, stress, right to withdraw), little ecological validity, attracted sadists

Follow-up: more obeyed if: they did not have to throw the switches, less obeyed if: the situation was less professional, they had to physically participate, they could see the actor, or they were given a model for disobedience

Why? Experimenter took responsibility - participant is an agent. Obedience = good as more acceptance, less aggravation, more social order But, less control of self, no pressure for social change

	
	Hofling et al; field study, nurses received telephone instructions to administer overdose of medicine without a signed order. 95% obeyed. Ev: not representative; nurses have to be obedient, could lead to future problems, deception, guilt, very ecologically valid

	
	Meeus + Raaijmakers; cross-cultural study about “stress in interviews”, participant = interviewer, confederate (thought was really attending an interview) = interviewee, given negative remarks to say, actors became very distressed, pleaded to participant to listen, refused to answer etc. 22 out of 24 delivered all 15 remarks, attempted to hide stress. Distant attitude to other citizens, obedience in social institutions ev: ethics, deception, situation not unreasonable/stressful enough to be useful

	Independent behaviour
	Gamson et al; 29 out of 33 did not sign contract for people to use their video as evidence, spontaneous rebellion was followed ev: culture-bound, ethics (cancelled experiment)

- wanting to prove intelligence – models for non-conformity – lack of physical authority – low scores for conformity = high scores for ego, leadership + intelligence – desire to maintain control and be individual – moral thoughts, conscience – those who have been subject to obedience (e.g German Jews) refuse to obey – low sores on fascism scale = less likely to conform – parenting received, authoritarian personalities 

	Critical issue: ethical guidelines
	Consideration, consent, deception, debriefing, right to withdraw, confidentiality, protection, expected observations, giving advice, colleagues

Does the end justify the means?

	Ethics in Milgram
	84% glad they participated, would we question the ethics if people had not obeyed? Baumrind: insufficient respect, lack of informed consent, deception, not given right to withdraw expressly, good debriefing (Ring et al, information + reassurance) Kelman; loss of trust in future experiments

	Ethics in Zimbardo
	Payment = social contract, no informed consent, good debriefing, right to withdraw was misinterpreted by one prisoner, lot of suffering, serious psychological illness, experiment terminated after 5th day, tests to ensure participants were stable, did ask colleagues about ethics but no-one replied Savin; did not look after psychological health of participants


