Chapter 8
 Group Processes: Influence in Social Groups

I. WHAT IS A GROUP?
· Definition:
· a group is defined as a collection of two or more people who interact with each other and are interdependent, in the sense that their needs and goals cause them to rely on one another
· Groups are people who have assembled together for a common purpose
· Why do people join groups?
· Forming relationships with other people fulfills a number of basic human needs
· Other people can be an important source of information
· Groups are also an important part of our identity
· help us define who we are
· are a source of social norms, the explicit or implicit rules defining what is acceptable behaviour
· Social norms: are a powerful determinant of our behaviour
· Social roles: shared expectations by group members about how particular people in the group are supposed to behave
· Drawback of social roles
· People can get so into a role that their personal identity and personality are lost
· There is a costs to acting inconsistently with the expectations associated with those roles
· Haney, Banks & Zimbardo (1973), “Stanford Prison Study”, pp. 234-235  (shown video clip in class)
· Hypothesis: social roles can be so powerful that they can take over our personal identities, and we become the role we are playing
· Half of participants (students) were assigned to play the role of guard and the other half (students) to play the role of prisoners. The role was determined by the flip of a coin
· The researchers planned to observe the students for 2 weeks to see whether they began to act like real prison guards and prisoners. As it turned out, the students quickly assumed these roles so much soo that the researchers had to end the experiment after only six days
· Many guards became quite abusive, thinking of creative ways to verbally harass and humiliate the prisoners. Some prisoners became so anxious and depressed that they had to be released from the study earlier than others
· The lesson learned from this study is that most of us would be unable to resist the social influences in these powerful situations, and perhaps would perform acts we thought we were incapable of performing
· Group cohesiveness: refers to qualities of a group that bind members together and promote liking among them.
· the more cohesive a group is, the more its members are likely to stay in the group, take part in group activities, and try to recruit like minded members
· Drawback:
· the group members’ concern with maintaining good relations can get in the way of finding good solutions to problems
II. HOW DO GROUPS INFLUENCE THE BEHAVIOUR OF INDIVIDUALS?
· Social facilitation: is the tendency for people to do better on simple tasks, but worse on complex tasks, when they are in the presence of others ad their individual performance can be evaluated (Triplett’s view and Zajonc’s theory)
· Triplett (1898), “Children Reel-turning study”, discussed in class
· Zajonc, Heingartner & Herman (1969), “Cockroaches and social facilitation study”, pp. 238-240
· These researchers built a contraption to see how cockroaches ‘behaviour was influenced by the presence of their peers
· They placed a bright light (which cockroaches dislike) at the end of a runway and timed how long it took a roach to escape the light by running to the other end, where it could scurry into a darkened box
· The question was: did roaches perform this simple feat faster when they were by themselves or when they were in the presence of other cockroaches?
· Result: the individual cockroaches performed the task faster when they were in the presence of other roaches than when they were by themselves
· Michaels et al. (1982), “Pool hall study”, p. 240
· A team of 4 students observed several different players from a distance, until they found ones who were experienced (defined as those who made at least two-thirds of their shots) or novices (defined as those who made no more than one-third of their shots). They then casually approached the table and watched people play
· Result: the novices made significantly fewer of their shots when they were observed, whereas the experts made significantly more of their shots
· Why do people engage in social facilitation? 
· Drive theory: the presence of other people make us more alert. This alertness or vigilance causes mild arousal.
· Evaluation apprehension theory: this theory focuses on the fact that peope frequently concerned about how other people are evaluating them. When other people can see how you are doing the stakes are raised. You feel as if the other people are evaluating you, and you will feel embarrassed if you do poorly and pleased if you do well
· Distraction-conflict theory: it focuses on the idea that any source of distraction-be it the presence of other people or noise from the party going on in the apartment upstairs-will put us in a state of conflict, because it is difficult to concentrate on what we are doing. trying to pay attention to two things at once produces arousal.
· Social loafing: is the tendency for people to do worse on simple tasks, but better on complex tasks, when they are in the presence of others and their individual performance cannot be evaluated
· Ringelmann (1913), “Tug of War study”, discussed in class
· Latane, Williams, and Harkins (1979), “Shout as loud as you can study”, discussed in class

· gender and cultural differences, p. 243
· the tendency to loaf is stronger in men than in women because women tend to be higher than men in relational interdependence, which is the tendency to focus on and care about personal relationships with others
· the tendency to load is stronger in western cultures than in Asian cultures, which may be due to the different self-definitions prevalent in these cultures. Asians are more likely to have interdependent view of the self, which is a way of defining oneself in relation to other people. this self definition may reduce the tendency toward social loafing when in groups
· women and members of Asian cultures do engage in social loafing when in groups; they are just less likely to do so than men or members of Western cultures
· Differences between social facilitation and social loafing, p. 241
	Social facilitation
	Social loafing

	Presence of others
	Presence of others

	Individual efforts can be evaluated
	Individual efforts cannot be evaluated

	Alterness
evaluation apprehension
distraction-conflict
	No evaluation apprehension

	Arousal
	Relaxation

	Enhanced performance on simple tasks
Impaired performance on complex tasks
	Impaired performance on simple tasks
Enhanced performance on complex tasks



·  Deindividuation: is the loosening of normal constraints on behaviour when people are in a group, leading to an increase in impulsive and deviant acts
· Why does deindividuation lead to impulsive acts?
· The presence of others makes people feel less accountable for their actions because it reduces the likelihood that any individual will be singled out and blamed
· The presence of others lowers self-awareness, thereby shifting people’s attention way from their moral standards
· Deindividuation also increases the extent to which people obey the group’s norms
· Rehm, Steinleitner, & Lilli (1987), “Handball uniform study”, p. 245
· Does wearing a uniform, such as on a sports team, actually increase aggressiveness?
· Rehm and his colleagues randomly assigned fifth graders in German schools to various five-person teams, then watched the teams play handball against each other. All of the members of one team wore orange shirts and all of the members of the other team wore their normal 
· Result: the children who wore the orange shirts and who were therefore harder to tell apart played the game significantly more aggressively than did the children who wore their everyday clothing-who were easier to identidy
III. Group Decisions: Are Two (or More) Heads Better than One?
· Why do groups have the potential to make better decisions? discussed in class
· Larger pool of information
· Exchanging information, helps to cue memories, stirs up new ideas
· Analyze each other’s ideas and make corrections, critically evaluating ideas
· Encourage each other
· Transactive memory (this is one example of a benefit) : the combined memory of two people that is more efficient than the memory of either individual
· What problems get in the way of groups making good decisions? 
· The problem that gets in the way of groups making good decisions is Process loss (higher order category).
· Process loss refers to any aspect of group interaction that inhibits good problem solving
· Reasons for the occurrence of process loss:
· Groups might not try hard enough to find out who the most competent member is and instead rely on somebody who really doesn’t know what he or she is talking about
· The most competent member might find it difficult to disagree with everyone else in the group
· Communication problem within the group
· What are specific examples of process loss?  What can cause these forms of process loss?
· Shared information bias: 
· Is the tendency for groups to spend more time discussing information that all members know and less time examining information that only a few members know. 
· What cause Shared information bias:
· Desire to fit in to group, discuss agreement to make a good impression
· When goal of group is to reach agreement
· If group members come in with a clear opinion they will argue in favour of their preference. 
· Stasser & Titus (1985), “Candidate for student body president study”, p. 247
· Participants met in groups of four to discuss which candidate for student body president was the most qualified
· In shared information condition, each participant was given the same packet of information to read: data indicating that candidate A was the best choice for office. All participants in this condition knew that candidate A had height positive qualities and four negative qualities, making him superior to the other candidates. When this group met to discuss the candidates, almost all of the members chose candidate A
· In the unshared information condition, each participant received a different packet of information. Each person knew that candidate A had two positive qualities and four negative qualities. However, the two positive qualities cited in each person’s packet were unique, different from those listed in other participants’ packets. Everyone learned that candidate A had the same four negative qualities; thus, if the participants shared the information in their packets, they would learn that candidate A had a total of eight positive qualities and four negatives qualities-just as people in the shared information condition knew. Most of groups in the unshared information condition never realized that candidate A had more good than bad qualities, because they focused on the information they shared rather than on the information they did not share. As a result, few of these groups chose candidate A
· Group polarization:
· is the tendency for members of a deliberating group to move to a more extreme position, with the direction of the shift determined by the majority or average of the members’ pre-deliberation preferences
· If initially have more cautious view before deliberation, after the group meeting, the views will be more cautious
· If initially have more risky view before deliberation, after the group meeting, the views will be more risky
· What causes Group polarization
· Social comparison
· use others as reference points to evaluate their own preferences.
· A person discovers the group norm and then stakes a claim to a position that exceeds that norm in whatever direction the majority of the members endorse
· Persuasive arguments theory
· Adopting the position favoured by the majority of members because the group can generate more arguments favouring that position
· Group think: 
· A mode of thinking that people engage in when they are deeply involved in a cohesive in-group
·  when the members’ strivings  for unanimity override their motivation to realistically appraise alternative courses of actions 
· Causes: 
· Cohesive group, structural issues of group that prevent flow of information, high stakes decisions
·   Leadership in Groups
a. Great person theory
· The theory that certain key personality traits make a person a good leader, regardless of the nature of the situation facing the leader
b. Contingency theory of leadership (Fiedler), p. 254
· Is the theory that leadership effectiveness depends both on how task-oriented or relationship-oriented the leader is, and on the amount of control and influence the leader has over the group
· According to Fiedler, there are two kinds of leaders:
i. Task-oriented leader: is a leader who is concerned more with getting the job done than with the feelings of and relationships among the workers.
· Task oriented leaders do well in high control work situations-situations in which the leader has excellent interpersonal relationships with subordinates, his or her position in the company is clearly perceived as powerful, and the work to be done by the group is structured and well defined
· They also do well in low control work situations-situations in which the leader has poor relationships with subordinates and the work to be done is not clearly defined
ii. Relationship-oriented leader: is a leader who is concerned primarily with the feelings of and relationships among the workers
· Relationship-oriented leaders, are most effective in situations that are moderate control work situations
Gender and leadership
· if a woman’s style of leadership is stereotypically “masculine” (autocratic, bossy, and task-oriented), she is evaluated more negatively than are men who have the same style. This especially true if men are doing the evaluating
Butler & Geis (1990), “Gender and leadership styles study”, p. 254
· Researchers instructed male and female accomplices to assume leadership roles in groups of students attempting to solve a business problem
· Both male and female leaders were assertive but cordial, taking charge of the group discussion
· How did the other members of the group react to these assertive leaders?
· The results were discouraging. When a man took charge of the group and acted assertively, the group members reacted favourably. When a woman acted in the same fashing, the group members- especially the males-reacted much more negatively. It appears that many men are uncomfortable with women who use the leardership techniques that men typically use
IV. CONFLICT AND COOPERATION
· Aside from shared information bias, group polarization, and groupthink, individuals may have incompatible goals that leads to conflict 
· What are sources of conflict?  discussed in class
a) Power struggles: one person or 2 person wants to be the leader
b) Decisions: : not everybody in the group agrees with decision
c) Personal conflict: you don’t like some group members
d) Competition
· Is a performance situation that is structured in such a way that success depends on performing better than others
· Example: winning a tennis match
    	    two coworkers up for the same promotion
· Competition can be described in comparison to cooperation
· Cooperation
· Is a performance situation that is structured in such a way that the success of any one member of the group improves the chances of other members succeeding
· Downside with competition it is that it can lead to conflict
e) Distribution of resources
· Conflicts can arise when individualistic motives trump group-oriented motives
· Social dilemma
· Is an interpersonal situation where individuals choose between maximizing their personal outcomes or maximizing their group’s outcomes
· One type of social dilemma is the Commons dilemma
· Individuals can maximize their outcomes by seeking personal goals  rather than collective goals, but if too many individuals act selfishly then all members of the collective will experience substantial long term losses

·  Mixed motive situation, discussed in class
· Few situations involve pure cooperation or competition
· Mixed-motive situation
· A performance setting in which the interdependence among interactants involves both competitive and cooperative goal structures
· E.g., tempted to compete and cooperate at the same time
· In order to study the mixed-motive situation researchers use a technique called the prisoner’s dilemma game
· Prisoner’s dilemma game
· a simulation of social interaction in which players must make either cooperative or competitive choices in order to win; used in the study of cooperation, competition, and the development of mutual trust.
· if two prisoners cooperate and decide to remain silent they will receive 1 year sentence
·  if one prisoner confess and one remain silent, the one who confessed will be set free
· How do people react when asked to make a choice in the prisoner’s dilemma game?
· Some cooperate, some compete
· players want to maximize earnings so they are tempted to defect but most realize that others want to maximize as well and so are drawn to cooperate
· Depends on  relationships between members, their expectations, personalities and a variety of other factors
· Social dilemma
· Seijts & Latham (2000), “Investing money in a personal or a joint account”, p. 258
· Even playing the game with a small, rather than a large, group increases the chances of cooperation, as demonstrated in this study
· Participants in this study were told that they could invest money in either a personal account or a joint account
· Any money placed in the joint account would be doubled and divided equally among the group members
· This is a classic dilemma because you make the most money if you put your money a personal account and then benefit from the money others have put into the joint account
· However if everyone in the group adopts this strategy, it will not be profitable
· The greatest earnings result when the group adopts a cooperative strategy and everyone invests all of their money in the joint account
· Result: researchers found that participants in the three person groups were more cooperative than participants in seven-person groups, and as a result, made more money. Members of seven-person groups were more likely to focus on maximizing their own gains rather than those of the group
· Tit-for-tat strategy:
A means of encouraging cooperation by at first acting cooperatively but then always responding the way your opponent did on the previous trial (i.e., cooperatively or competitively)
· Using threats to resolve conflict
a. Deutsch & Krauss (1960, 1962), “Trucking game study”, pp. 259-260
· This study indicates that threats are not an effective means of reducing conflict
· These researchers developed a game in which two participants imagined they were in charge of trucking companies, one name Acme and one name Bold
· The goal of each company was to transport merchandise as quickly as possible to a destination
· The participants were paid 60 cents for each “trip” but had 1 cent subtracted for every second it took them to make the trip
· The most direct route for each company was over a one-lane road, on which only one truck could travel at a time. This placed the two companies in direct conflict
· If Acme and Bold both tried to take one-lane road, neither truck could pass and both would lose money
· Each company could take an alternative route, but this was much longer, guaranteeing that they would lose at least 10 cents on each trial. The game lasted until each side had made 20 trips
· How did the participants respond to this dilemma?
· After a while, most of them worked out a solution that allowed both trucks to make a modest amount of money. They took turns, one waiting until the other person crossed the one-lane road; then they would take that route as well
b. In another version of the study: 
· Morton Deutsch and Robert Kraus, gave Acme a gate that could be lowered over one-lane road, thereby blocking Bolt from using that route with a unilateral threat condition.
· When one side had the gate, both participants lost more than when neither side had the gate
· The Acme participants won slightly more than the Bolt participants when they had the gate but won substantially more when neither side had a gate
· The Bolt participants did not like to be threatened and often retaliated by parking their truck on the one-lane road, blocking the other truck’s progress. Meanwhile, the seconds ticked away and both sides lost money
· What would happen if the situation were more equitable, with both sides having a gate?
· Both sides, lost more money in the bilateral threat condition than in any of the other conditions
· The owners of the trucking companies both threatened to use their gate and did so with great frequency
· Once Acme used the gate to block Bolt, Bolt retaliated and blocked Acme the time its truck came down the road-producing a stalemate that was not in either of their interests
· Negotiation: is a form of communication between opposing sides in a conflict, in which offers and counteroffers are made and a solution occurs only when both parties agree
· Integrative solution: is a solution to a conflict whereby the parties make trade-offs on issues according to their different interests; each side concedes the most on issues that are unimportant to it but important to the other side
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