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Goals for today’s class…
· Chapter 13: Social Psychology
Social Thinking
Attributions & Attribution Errors
Social Perception, Presentation & Comparison
Attitudes & Behaviour, Attitude Change
Social Influence
Conformity 
Obedience
Group Influence
Group Identity
Intergroup Relations
Stereotypes & Prejudice
Stereotype Threat
Social Psychology
· The scientific study of how people think about, influence, and relate to one another.
Thinking – self & other
Influence – situations & roles
Groups – Ingroup vs. Outgroup
Personality – person vs. situation
· Connecting all of these factors to behaviour.
Attribution Theory
· Attribution theory can be used to understand other people’s behaviour (why they are doing what they are doing), and can also be used to predict how they might behave in the future (understanding their attributions helps us understand how they might think about behaving in future similar circumstances).
The attributions that they make for events will shape their future behaviour.
· But we can also use Attribution theory to help us understand our own emotions/actions toward other people.
The ways we attribute (explain) other people’s behaviour shapes the way to feel/act toward them.
Attribution Theory
· Every attribution can be classified along several dimensions (Weiner)
Locus of Causality: Internal vs. External
(originally, Rotter’s Locus of Controllability)
Stability: Stable vs. Unstable
Controllability: Controllable vs. Uncontrollable
Globality: Global vs. Specific
Intentionality: Intentional vs. Unintentional
· Our attributions have behavioural & psychological consequences (self-esteem, guilt, shame, anger, sympathy)
Belief in a Just World
· When we make an attribution for someone’s behaviour (explain their behaviour) – our attribution is grounded in our belief that the world is fair (the world is “just”).
· Belief in a Just World (Learner & colleagues)
We have a need to believe that “I am a just person living in a just world, a world where people get what they deserve”
As children, we are taught that good is rewarded and evil is punished
Thus, we feel that those who are successful (or fortunate) must be good people (and vice-versa)
Belief in a Just World
Isabel Correia, Jorge Vala & Patricia Aguiar (2007). Victim’s innocence, social categorization, and the threat to the belief in a just world

Belief in a Just World
· Study One
Participants watched a 5 minute video – child who lost both arms in an accident
Two conditions – innocent vs. not innocent (warned)
DV = Stroop Task (response times)
10 justice-related words (right, fair) and 10 neutral words (telephone, wood, glass)
· Results
Latencies were greater for justice-related words in the innocent condition than in the not innocent condition
· Thus, our belief in a just world is threatened when bad things happen to innocent people
Belief in a Just World
· Study Two
· Same as study one – except that the social categorization of the child was manipulated
Ingroup (Portuguese) vs. Outgroup (Gypsy)
· Hypothesis – a victim from “our group” is more threatening than a victim from an outgroup
· A 2 (innocence) by 2 (group) design
· Results
Latencies were greater for justice-related words in the Ingroup condition than in the Outgroup condition
· The salience of the victim (innocent or not) as an ingroup child produced a greater association between the participant and the child, and thus attenuated the psychological impact of the degree of the ingroup victim’s innocence
Attribution Errors & Biases
· Explaining other people’s behaviour
Explanations can be dispositional or situational
· Fundamental Attribution Error
Observers overestimate the importance of traits and underestimate the importance of situations when they seek explanations of an actor's behaviour.
Attribution Errors & Biases
· Jones & Harris (1967)
· Participants read a speech written by a student.  The speech was either pro-Castro or anti-Castro.
· Participants were told that the student had either, (1) freely chosen to write from this position, or (2) been assigned to write from this position
Attribution Errors & Biases
· Jones & Harris (1967)
· Results
Participants were more likely to infer that the paper reflected the student’s true attitude when the position had been freely chosen
Even when participants thought the student had no choice, they still used the speech to infer attitude.
· Thus, we fall prey to the fundamental attribution error even when we are fully aware of the situation’s impact.
Attribution Errors & Biases
· Self-serving bias – the tendency to perceive oneself favourably (correlated with self-esteem).
· False Consensus & False Uniqueness
We further enhance our self-image by over/under-estimating the extent to which others think/act like us.
Opinions
Undesirable behaviours
Desirable behaviours
Social Perception
· Comparing ourselves with others 
Social comparison theory
Festinger (1954)
Without any objective ways of evaluating our performance, we compare ourselves with others, but not just any others, those who are similar or worse off
Social Perception
· Social comparison theory
· Miller & McFarland (1987)
Participants (in a group with other participants) read an incomprehensible passage.
Were instructed to “seek help if they ran into any serious problems in understanding the paper”
None of the subjects sought help.  They assumed that other subjects would not be similarly restrained by fear of embarrassment.
They wrongfully inferred that people who did not seek help did not need any.
Social Perception
· Presenting ourselves to others
Impression management
Nonverbal cues
Conforming to situational norms
Showing appreciation of others
Behavioural matching
Social Perception
· Self-Monitoring (Mark Snyder, 1974, 1979, 1987)
· Individuals vary in the extent to which they strategically cultivate public appearances  (impression management)
· People differ meaningfully in the extent to which they can and do engage in expressive control
Self-Monitors 
· High Self-Monitors
Are particularly sensitive to the ways they express and present themselves in social situations 
· Low Self-Monitors
Tend to express what they feel, rather than mold and tailor their behaviour to fit the situation 
Self-Monitoring 
· Not related to being highly anxious, to being extraverted, or to having a high need for approval 
· High S-M do not necessarily have high scores on a scale of Machiavellianism
· “In their relationships with friends and acquaintances, high S-M individuals are eager to use their self-monitoring abilities to promote smooth social interactions.” (Snyder, 1980)
Applications for the real world 
· DeBono and colleagues (1985, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 95) 
Explorations of consumer attitudes and behaviour 
Applications for the real world
· High s-m value consumer products for their strategic value in cultivating social images and public appearances.  
· They react positively to advertising appeals that associate products with status.
Applications for the real world
· Low s-m judge consumer products in terms of the quality of the products stripped of their image-creating and status-enhancing veneer.  
· They chose products that they could trust to perform their intended functions well.
Attitudes
· Attitudes – beliefs or opinions about people, objects, or ideas
· Can attitudes predict behaviour?
When attitudes are strong
When one has strong awareness of one’s attitudes
When attitudes are relevant to the behaviour
Attitudes
· Changes in behaviour can precede changes in attitudes
Cognitive Dissonance Theory
Festinger (1957) - refers to an individual's motivation to reduce the discomfort (dissonance) caused by two inconsistent thoughts.
Motivated toward consistency
Example: 
(attitude) I am generally a pretty relaxed and easy-going person.  
(behaviour) However, I just shouted at the driver who just cut me off.  
(attitude change) Maybe I am not a relaxed and easy-going driver.
Attitudes
· Changes in behaviour can precede changes in attitudes
Self-Perception Theory
Bem (1967) - theory about the connection between attitudes and behaviour; it stresses that individuals make inferences about their attitudes by perceiving their behaviour. 
 Inference about self

Example: “I notice that I am spending a lot of time wandering around the common areas of residence, therefore, I must be lonely.”
Attitudes
· Which is correct?  Cognitive Dissonance or Self-Perception?
· Research supports:
Cognitive dissonance theory when the person has a pre-existing attitude/belief, and then does a contrary behaviour where they then feel cheap, stupid, or guilty about their behaviour
Self-perception theory when people are not strongly committed to an attitude or when they strengthen their attitude after acting consistent with their attitude
How are Attitudes Changed?
· The Communicator
· The Message
Elaboration likelihood model
Central route versus peripheral route to persuasion
· The Medium
· The Target
How are Attitudes Changed?
· Subject motivation
Level of processing motivation
Low motivation = persuasion more likely to be determined by heuristics
High motivation = persuasion more likely to be determined by systematic processing (scrutinize the claims in greater detail)
· Message framing valence
Negative (loss framed) vs. Positive (gain framed)
· Results?
Social Influence
· Conformity  
Involves a change in a person's behaviour to coincide more with a group standard (as a result of real or imagined group pressure).
· Asch’s (1951, 1955) conformity experiments
Which line is the same length as a standard line?
Conformed to wrong answer 35% of time
Conformity
· Factors that contribute to conformity
Normative social influence
Informational social influence
Unanimity of the group
Prior commitment
Personal characteristics
Group member characteristics
Cultural values
Conforming to Social Norms
· Sociocultural Perspective:
Views abnormal behavior as the product of broad social forces
Situational forces (social pressures) can exert pressure on individuals to behave ways they might not otherwise behave
Zimbardo’s Prison Study
Obedience
· “Ordinary people, simply doing their jobs, and without any particular hostility on their part, can become agents in a terrible destructive process. Moreover, even when the destructive effects of their work become patently clear, and they are asked to carry out actions incompatible with fundamental standards of morality, relatively few people have the resources needed to resist authority.” (Milgram, 1974)
Obedience
· Milgram’s (1965) obedience study
Participants were males, age 20-50
Two people “taking part” at one time
One real participant, and one confederate
“Psychologists have developed several theories to explain how people learn.  One theory is that people learn things correctly whenever they get punished for every mistake.”
Milgram handed each person a sealed envelope, and asked them to open it up to see which “part” they would be playing (teacher or learner) – but this was fixed.
Obedience
· Milgram’s (1965) obedience study
“Learner” strapped into a chair
“Teacher” delivers a shock for each wrong answer
Shock ranged from 15 volts to 450 volts (“xxx”)
Milgram’s Obedience Study
· After “learner” is hooked up…
Milgram & the Teacher (participant) go into the other room
Learner sets up a tape player (pre-recorded responses)
75 volts – “Ugh!”
125 volts – “Ugh! Hey, this really hurts!”
150 volts – “Ugh! Experimenter! That’s all. Get me out of here. I told you I had heart trouble. My heart’s starting to bother me now. Get me out…”
180 volts – “Ugh! I can’t stand the pain. Let me out of here!”
270 volts – agonized scream…
After 330 volts – only silence
Milgram’s Obedience Study
· Milgram
Obedience is essential in order for society to function.
However, Milgram focused on the dark side of obedience
To some extent, his research was a response to, and a way of discovering more about, the war crimes committed by the followers of the Nazi movement in WWII.  
How could so many people just follow orders?
Milgram’s Obedience Study
· In subsequent research, Milgram was able to identify some factors that promote disobedience
When subjects are given the opportunity to see others disobey
When the authority figure is not seen as legitimate or is not close by
When the victim is made to seem more human
Group Influence
· What is a group?
Two or more people who, for longer than a few moments, interact with and influence one another and perceive one another as “us.”
Culture, nation, city, tribe, family, friends, coworkers, class, lineup, etc.
· What is the purpose of joining a group?
Protection, information, rewards & punishments, self-esteem, identity, etc.
Group Influence
· Social Norms
Rules of conduct for group members.  May be formal (written) or informal.  Apply to all members.
· Social Roles
Each person in the group will have a role (may not be unique) that will define their position relative to others and dictate their behaviour.  May be formal (designated by a title) or informal.
· Roles and Norms help organize our social world.
· They provide us with useful heuristics for determining how we and others should act in certain situations – and help us to interpret the actions of others (normative social information).
· What happens when Norms are violated?
Group Influence
· Social Facilitation
A process whereby the presence of others enhances performance on easy tasks, but impairs performance on difficult tasks.
The presence of others generates physiological arousal
Increased arousal enhances the individual’s tendency to perform the dominant response
Quality of performance varies according to the type of task.  
On an Easy task (simple, or well learned) the dominant response is usually correct/successful.  
On a difficult task (complex or unfamiliar) the dominant response is usually incorrect/unsuccessful.
Group Influence
· Social Loafing
A group-produced reduction in individual output on easy tasks where contributions are pooled and when individual effort cannot be detected.
Group vs. Individual – clapping & cheering
Cultural Differences in Loafing
Greater endorsement of collectivist values is correlated with a reversed effect (as group size increases, group members contribute more, not less)
Group Identity
· Social Identity Theory
Tajfel and Turner (1986; Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1982) developed Social Identity Theory as a means of understanding social influences on the individual in the context of their group memberships 
Human Identity, Social Identity, Personal Identity
Personal identity denotes more idiosyncratic characteristics that are unique to the individual, 
Social identity refers to self-definitions in terms of one’s social category memberships.
Group Identity
· Social Identity
A result of this social categorization is a perception of the social world as distinct classes or categories 
In-group (“us”) vs. Out-group (“them”)
Not only does the individual perceive distinct social categories, there is a tendency to “accentuate similarities between objects within the same category and differences between stimuli in different categories” 
In addition to organizing the social environment into categories, social groups also provide a “system of orientation for self-reference” 
·  Schmader & Major (1999)
We use our group’s performance (relative to other groups) as a means of self-appraisal
When our group does poorly on some task or scores low on some attribute, we will devalue that task or attribute as a self-protective strategy
Intergroup Relations
· Prejudice  
An unjustified negative attitude toward an individual based on the individual's membership in a group.
· Stereotype  
A generalization about a group’s characteristics that does not consider any variation from one individual to another.
Intergroup Relations
· Mark Zanna & Victoria Esses & Geoffrey Haddock (1993, 1994, 1997)
Measured Canadian university students’ attitudes, opinions and evaluations of an number of minority groups (French Canadians, Aboriginal Canadians, Pakistanis, Gay men & Lesbian women)
Results: Prejudice arises from four interrelated factors
A cognitive component: Stereotypes & Symbolic beliefs
An affective component: Emotions
Past experience
Why Prejudice?
· Fein & Spencer (1997)
When a person has an opportunity to have their self-image bolstered (through a self-affirmation procedure), they were less likely to provide a negative evaluation of a member of a stereotyped group (a minority group member)
When a person has had their self-image threatened by negative feedback, they were more likely to provide a negative evaluation of a stereotyped group member
Among those individuals whose self-image had been threatened, derogating a stereotyped target led to an increase in their self-esteem
Thus, stereotyping and prejudice may be a common means to maintain one’s self-image
Stereotype Threat
· The experience of being in a situation where one faces judgment based on societal stereotypes about one’s group.  
· In situations where the stereotype applies, they face the implication that anything they do will be evaluated based on the stereotype.
(Spencer, Steele & Quinn, 1997)

Stereotype Threat
· Women’s awareness of gender stereotypes impacts their performance in specific testing situations.
· The threat is believed to inhibit the individual’s ability to perform up to their potential
(Schmader, Johns & Barquissau, 2004)

Spencer, Steele & Quinn (1997)
· Tested the effects of stereotype threat on the math performance of female participants
· Ran female and male participants
· Three conditions
Control (no mention of stereotype threat)
Gender bias (the test’s bias made explicit)
No gender bias (the test’s non-bias made explicit) 
· Conclusions
· Explicitly nullifying the stereotype removed any effects of the stereotype threat – thereby eliminating any gender differences.
· Without the culturally constructed stereotype threat, women performed at the same level as men on a test of math ability. 
Where does this come from?
· Jacobs & Eccles (1992)
Examined the influences of the Mother’s endorsement of gendered stereotypes on the child’s self-perception of ability (math, sports, and social abilities)
The extent to which the Mother endorsed gendered stereotypes influenced the Mother’s perceptions of the child’s ability
And this influenced the child’s perception of their own ability
Not just the one stereotype…
· Blascovich, Spencer, Quinn & Steele (2001)
· Examined the effects of the stereotype threat that accompanies the use of standardized intelligence tests (historically, culturally biased)
· Participants – African-American & European-American university students
· Participants watched a video (university professor explaining the development of a “new” standardized intelligence test)
High Stereotype-threat condition
Low Stereotype-threat condition
· Results
African-Americans in the High Stereotype-threat condition performed more poorly on the difficult items than the other three groups
No difference on the moderate or easy items
Also examined the effects of threat on blood pressure…
How do you beat the stereotype?
· Knowing is half the battle!
· (Johns, Schmader & Martens, 2005)
Teaching stereotype threat!  
Allowed female participants to attribute anxiety on a math test to gender stereotypes – and as a result, gender difference disappeared.
