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Why I Wrrote
This Book

In 1970-71, I was invited to spend the year in Stanford, Califor-
nia, at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences.
During that year, I was given all the support, encouragement, and
freedom to do whatever I wanted, and I was assured that [ was
not responsible to anyone for anything. There, on a beautiful hill,
roughly 30 miles from San Francisco (my favorite city), with a
whole year in which to do anything my heart desired, I chose to
write this book. Surrounded as I was by the beauty of the coun-
tryside, and close as I was to the excitement of San Francisco,

why did I lock myseff in a cubicle and write a book? It’s not that

Pm crazy and it’s not that I needed the money. If there’s any sin-

gle reason why I wrote this book, it’s that I once heard myself tell

a large class of sophomores that social psychology is a young

science~and it made me feel like 2 coward.
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Let me explain: We social psychologists are fond of saying
that social psychology is a young science—and it 15 a young sci-
ence. Of course, astute observers have been making interesting
pronouncements and proposing exciting hypotheses about social
phenomena at least since the time of Aristotle, but these pro-
nouncements and hypotheses were not seriously tested until well
into the twentieth century. The first social psychological experi-
menr (to my knowledge) was conducted by Triplett in 1897 (he
measured the effect of competition on performance), but it wasn’t
until the late 1930s that experimental social psychology really
took off, primarily under the inspiration of Kurt Lewin and his
talented students. By the sarue token, it’s interesting to note that,
although Auistotle first asserted some of the basic principles of
social influence and persuasion around 350 B, it wasn't until the
middle of the twentieth century that those principles were put to
the experimental test by Carl Hovland and his associates.

In an(?ther sense, however, to claim that social psychology is a
young science is to be guilty of a gigantic cop-out: It's a way of
pleading with people not to expect too much from us. Specifical-
ly, it can be our way of dodging the responsibility for, and avoid-

ing the risks inl}erent in, applying our findings to the problems of
the world we live in. In this sense, protesting that social psychol-
0gy 15 2 young science is akin to claiming that we’re not yet ready
to say anything important, useful, or (if the reader will forgive
me for using an overused word) relevant,

The purpose of this volume is unashamedly (but with some

trepidatiqn) to spell out the relevance that sociopsychological re-
search mighe have for some of the problems besetting contem-
porary society, Most of the data discussed in this velume are
based on experiments; most of the illustrations and examples,
hov‘vev.er, are derived from current social problems—-including
prejudice, propaganda, war, alienation, aggression, unrest, and
political upheaval. This duality reflects two of my,own biases—
biases that I cherish. The first is that the experimental method is
the best way to understand a complex p

e b henomenon. It is a truism
of science that the only way to really know the world is to re-
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construct it that 1s, n order to truly understand what causes
what, we must do more than simply observe—rather, we must be
responsible for producmg the first “what” so that we can be sure
that 1t really caused the second “what ” My second buas 1s that the
only way to be certmn that the causal relations uncovered m
experiments are vahd 1s to bring them out of the laboratory and
mnto the real world Thus, as a scienust, I like to work 111 a lIabora-
tory, as a citizen, however, I like to have windows through which
1 can look out upon the world Windows, of course, work in both
directions we often dertve hypotheses from everyday life We
can best test these hypotheses under the sterile conditions of the
laboratory, and m order to try to keep our tdeas from becommng
sterile, we attempt to take our laboratory findings back out
through the window to see if they hold up 1n the real world
Implicit 1n all this 15 my belief that social psychology s ex-
tremely important—that social psychologists can play a vital role
n making the world a better place i which to live Indeed, m my
more grandiose moments, I nurse the secret belief that social psy-
chologists are 1n a unique posttion to have a profound and benefi-
c1al impact on our lives by providing an increased understanding
of such important phenomena as conformity, persuasion, preju-
dice, love, and aggression Now that my secret belief 1s no longer
a secret, I can promuse only to try not to force 1t down the read-
er’s throat on the following pages Rather, I'll leave 1t to the
reader to decide, after he has finished this volume, whether social
psychologists have discovered, or can ever discover, anything
useful—much less anything uniquely important
This 1s 2 shm volume, and purposely so It 1s meant to be a
brief imtroduction to the world of social psychology, not an
encyclopedic catalogue of research and theory Because I opted
to male 1t brief, I had to be selectve This means both that there
are some traditional topics that 1 chose not to cover, and that I
have not gone nto exhaustive detail wath those topics that I did
choose to cover Because of this, it was a difficult book to write I
have had to be more 2 “news analyst” than a “reporter ” For ex-
ample, there are many controversies that I did not fully descnibe
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Rather, I exercised my own judgment; made an educated (and, T
hope, honest) assessment of what is the most accurate description
of the field, as of 1972; and stated it as clearly as I could. .

This decision was made with the student in mind—this book
was ‘written for students, not for my colleagues. If I've learned
nothing else in fifteen years of teaching, I have learned that, al-
though a detailed presentation of all positions is useful (and some-
times even fascinating) to one’s colleagues, it tends to leave
students cold. Students, in effect, ask us what time it is, and we, in
effect, present them with a chart showing the various time zones
around the world, a history of time-telling from the sun dial to
the Bulova Accutron, and a detailed description of the anatomy
of the wrist watch, By the time we've finished, they’ve lost inter-
est in the question. Nothing is safer than to state all sides of all
Issues, but few things are more boring. Although I have discussed
controversial issues, I have not hesitated to draw conclusions. In
short, I have attempted to be brief without being unfair, and I
have ?ned.to‘present complex material simply and clearly without
oversimplifying. Qnly the reader can determine how successful I
have been in accomplishing either of these goals.
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What is
Social Psychology?

As far as we know, Aristotle was the first person to formulate
basic principles of social influence and persuasion. He was prob-
ably not the first person to observe that man is a social animal,
however, nor the first to marvel at the truth of that statement
while simultaneously puzzling over its triteness and insubstantial-
ity. Although it is certainly true that man is a social animal, so are
a host of other animals, from ants and bees to monkeys and apes.
‘What does it mean to say that man is a “social animal”’? Let’s look
at some concrete examples:

A college student named Sam and four of his acquaintances 21¢
watching a presidential candidate make a speech on television.
Sam is favorably impressed; he likes him betrer than the oppos;
ing candidate because of his sincerity. After the speech, one o
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the other students asserts that he was turned off by the candi-
date~that he considered him to be a complete phony~—and that
he prefers the opposing candidate All of the others are quick to
agree with hum Sam looks puzzled and a trifle distressed Final-
ly, he mumbles to his acquaintances, “I guess he didn’t come
across as sincere as one mught hope for him to be ”

A second grade teacher stands before her class and asks, “What
1s the sum of six, nme, four, and eleven®” A girl n the
third row puzzles over the question for several seconds, hesi-
tates, raises her hand tentatively, and, when called on, halungly
answers, “Thirty>” The teacher nods, smules at her, says, “Nice
work, Peggy,” and pastes a gold star on her forehead She then
asks the class, “What 1s the sum of seven, four, eight, three, and

ten>” Without wasting a moment, Peggy leaps to her feet and
shouts, * Thirty-two!”

A four-year old boy 1s given a toy drum for his birthday After
pounding on 1t for a few minutes, he casts 1t aside and studious-
ly ignores 1t for the next several weeks One day, a friend comes
to visit, picks up the drum, and 1s about to play with it Sudden-
ly the young “owner” tears the drum from his friend’s grasp

:‘1:;,1 proceeds to play with 1t as if 1t had always been his favorite

en y avidly consumes two bowls of Wheattes

aily because an Olympic decathalon champion endorses the
product and implies that he owes hug athletic prowess, n part, to
the consumption of that particular brand of cereal '

A housewife who has Iy
Montana has never had a
but she “hnows”

ved her entire Iife 1n a small town 1n
Ny contact with real, live black people,
that they are shuftless, lazy, and over-se:]:ed P

Fnllo“mg the 1970 tra

gedy at Kent State Unyver:
four students were sh o Gode

ot and Lailled by Ohio National Guards-
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men, a hugh-school teacher from Kent, Ohio, asserted that the
slain students deserved to die—even though she was well aware
of the fact that at least two of the vicums were not participating
mn the demonstration but were peacefully walking across cam-
pus at the time of the shooting Indeed, she went on to say,
“Anyone who appears on the streets of a city like Kent with
long hair, dirty clothes or barefooted deserves to be shot ™

Mary has just turned mine For her birthday, she received a
Suzie Homemaker baking and cooking set—complete with “her
own lirtle oven” Her parents chose this present because she
seems very 1nterested m culinary things and 1s forever helping
mommy set the table, prepare the meals, and clean the house
“Isn’t 1t wonderful,” says Mary'’s father, “how at age mne she 1s
already interested 1n being a housewife? Little girls must have
housewifery built into their genes Those women’s liberation
people don’t know what they're talking about ”

But things do change George Woods 1s black, and when he
and I were growing up together n Massachusetts some 35 years
ago, he considered lumself a “colored boy” and felt inferior to his
white friends There were many reasons for this feeling That
George was treated like an inferior by the white community had
a direct nfluence upon him, of course, and a number of other
forces mfluenced him less directly In those days, Georgi could
entertam humself by turning on the radio and hstening to "Amos
'n Andy,” a radio show 1n which black adults were portrayed as
nawe children, as stupid, lazy, and illiterate, but rather cute—not
unhke friendly domesticated anumals The black characters wex}'le,
of course, played by whte actors In films, George could secdt1 trt
stereotyped “colored man,” usually a chl:‘luffcur or some 0 e-
ment1l A standard plot would have the colored man z}(cic;éralr
pany the white hero 1mto a haunted house, where they h“ ou g
a strange and ominous noise ‘The camera pans 1 on t c.. I?cct .

man’s” face, lus eyes grow large with fright, he screams, »
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your stuff"” and dashes through the door, not taking the tme to
open 1t first We can only guess what George experienced while
viewing these films in the company of hus white friends
Most of George's adult acquaintances were blacks who “knew
their place " They were obsequious to whites, used hair straight-
cner 1 an attempt to look less black, and cared lietle about their
Afncan hentage The 1dea was to be white, a goal which, of
course, was unattanable I would be amazed 1f this chimate did
not lower George's self-concept because such changes n self-
concept are not atypical A famous study of black children n the
forues by Kenneth and Mamie Clark showed that, as early as age
three, many of the children had learned to feel inferior to whites ?
Although discrmination and unfairness are sull very much a
part of our society, George Woods' chuldren, growing up 1n the
ses enties, need not face quite the same prospect as George himself
did the mass media now depict blacks n roles that are not excla-
suely menial, anew pride in blachness 1s emerging, along with an
interest in, and enthusiasm about, Afro American history and
culture, and sales of hair straightener are down The society 1s

mfluencing George's children 1n 2 much different way than 1t
influenced George

Although things do change,

we should not b 1 tn
thebelief that all chingesareina won On Aur

humanisuc direction On August
30, 1936, duning the Spamsh Ciil War, o single phine bonﬁ)ucd
Madnd There were several casualties, but no one was llled The
world was profoundly shocked by the 1dea of a congested city
being attached from ‘the air Newspaper editoruls around the
wortld expressed the general horror and ndignation of the cin-
zenry * Only mine years later, Amencan planes dropped atomic
bombs on Hiroshuma and Nagasahi More than one hundred thou-
sand people were hilled and countless thousands suffered severe
mjuries. Shortly thereafter, a poll indicated thatonly 4 5 percent
of the Amencan population felr that we should not have used
those weapons,and an astonsshing 22 7 percent felt that w e should
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have used many more of them before Japan had a chance to sur-
render. Clearly, something had happened during those nine years
to influence opinion.

A Definition

‘What is social psychology? There are almost as many definitions
of social psychology as there are social psychologists. Instead of
listing some of these definitions, it might be more informative to
et the subject matter define the field. The examples presented in
the preceding pages are all illustrations of sociopsychological situ-
ations. As diverse as these situations may be, they do contain
one common factor: social influence, The opinion of Sam’s friends
on the merits of the presidential candidate influenced sam‘s judg-
“ment (or at least his public statement regarding that judgment).
The rewards emanating from the teacher influenced the speed
and vigor of Peggy’s classroom responses. The four-year-old
seemed to find his toy drom more attractive because of the mad,-
vertent influence of his friend’s interest. The Olympic athlete’s
influence on our Wheaties-cating youngster, on the other hand,
was far from inadvertent; rather, it was intentionally designed to
make him convince his mother to buy Wheaties. The Montana
housewife was certainly not born with an unflattering ste.reo'zype
of black people in her head—somebody, somehow, put it there.
Exactly how the high-school teacher in Kent, Ohio, came tg
believe that innocent people deserved to dieis 2 f'asc1]natm'g ta}:la :
frighteningly current question; for now, let us simply S'ayd' "
this belief was almost certainly influenced by her own in “:le
complicity in the tragic events on the campus. Iris clc;nrcz‘;: pou
as Mary’s father says, that “housewifery” 1s genetic, Zrded 'm&
more likely that, from infancy onward, Mary was rcs‘:ch “femi-
encouraged every time she e)fpressed an interest mreater Jo
nine” things as cooking, sewing, and dolls—to a g 3 chemistry.
than if she expressed an interest in football, boxing, an
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It is also reasonable to assume that, if Mary’s kid brothe}' had
shown an interest in “housewifery,” he would not have received a
Suzie Homemaker set for bis birthday. Also, as with young
George Woods, who felt inferior to his playm;‘ltes, Mary’s self-
image could have been shaped by the mass media, which tend to
depict women in roles that the culture encourages them to play:
housewife, secretary, nurse, school teacher—the mass media rarely
depict women as biochemists, college professors, or business
exccutives. If we compare the young George Woods with™ his
children, we will see that the self-images of minority-group mem-
bers can change, and these changes can influence and be influ-
enced by changes in the mass media and changes in the attitudes
of the general population. This, of course, is graphically illus-
trated by the opinions of Americans about the use of the atomic
bomb in 1945,

The key phrase in the preceding paragraph is “social influ-
ence.” And this becomes our working definition of social
psychology: the influences that people have upon the beliefs or
behavior of others. Using this as our definition,
understand many of the phenomena describe.
illustrations. How is a person influenced?
influence—or, put another way,
the variables that increase or de
influence® Does such influence
merely transitory? What are t
crease the permanence of the e

we will attempt to
d in the preceding
Why does he accept
what’s in it for him? What are
crease the effectiveness of social
have a permanent effect, or is it
he variables that increase or de-
e flects of social influence? Can the
same principles be applied equally to the attitudes of the high-
school teacher in Kent, Ohio, and to the toy preferences of young
children® How does one person come to like another person? Isit
through these same processes that he comes to like his new sports
car or his box of Wheaties® How does o person develop preju-
dices against an ethnic or racial group? Is it akin to liking—but in
reverse—or does it involve an entirely different set of psychologi-
cal processes®

Most people are interested in questions of this sort; in a sense,
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therefore, most people are social psychologists Because most of
us spend a good deal of our ume interacting with other people—
being influenced by them, influencing them, beng delighted,
amused, and angered by them—1t 1s natural that most of us develop
hypotheses about socal behavior Although most amateur social
psychologists test these hypotheses to their own satisfaction, these
“rests” lack the nigor and impartiality of careful scienufic nvesti-
gation Often, the results of scientific research are identical with
what most people “know” to be true This 1s not surprising, con-
ventional wisdom 1s usually based upon shrewd observation that
has stood the test of tme But 1t 1s important that social psycholo-
gists conduct research to test hypotheses—even those hypotheses
that we all know are obviously true—because many things that we
“know” to be true turn out to be false when carefully mnvestigat-
ed Although 1t seems reasonable, for example, to assume that
people who are threatened with severe punishment for engaging
n a certain behavior might eventually learn to despise that be-
havior, 1t turns out that when this question 1s studied scientifically
we find that just the reverse 1s true people who are threatened
with mild pumishment develop a dishke for the forbidden be-
havior, people who are severely threatened show, if anytliung, a
shght smcrease i hking for the forbidden behavior Li e;wse,
most of us, from our own experience, would guess that, if we
overheard someone saying nice things about us (behmi our
backs), we would tend to Iike that person—all other things elhr;gt
equal Ths turns out to be true But what 15 equally true lls(s[\ve
we tend to like that person even more 1f some of the remar e
overhear him make about us are anything but nice More w1
said about these phenomena the following chﬂp}ters the pro
In hus attempt to understand human social be avx;)i;l e 1}:m_
fessional social psychologist has a great advantage ozi e cally
teur social psychologists Although, hike the am;tc S d that He
begins with careful observation, he can go far e{ el
does not need to wait for things to happen so tha; ¢ Cﬂn T,
how people respond, he can, mn fact, make things happe
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he can conduct an experiment in which scores of people are sub-
jected to particular conditions (for example, a severe threat or a
mild threat; overhearing nice things or overhearing a combination
of nice and nasty things). Moreover, he can do this in situations in
which everything can be held constant except for the particular
conditions being investigated. He can, therefore, draw conclu-
sions based on data far more precise and numerous than those
available to the amateur social psychologist, who must depend
upon observations of events that occur randomly and under com-
plex circumstances.

Virtually all of the data presented in this book are based upon
experimental evidence. It is important, for this reason, that the
reader understand what constitutes an experiment in social psy-
chology and that he understand the advantages, disadvantages,
ethical problems, excitements, headaches, and heartaches that are
associated with this kind of enterprise. Although an understand-
ing of the experimental method is important,
essential to an understanding of the substantive
here. Therefore, the chapter
the final one in this book.
before reading on (if he p
before delving into the su
any point on his
is piqued.

it is by no means
material presented
“Social Psychology as a Science” is
The reader may peruse this chapter
refers to understand the technicalities
! bstantive material), or he can read it at
journey through the book—whenever his interest

People Who Do Crazy Things
Are Not Necessarily Crazy

Th:: social psychologist studies social siruations that affect peo-
ple’s behavior. Occasionally, these natural situations become
focused into pressures so great that they cause people to behave in
ways thar can easily be classified as abnormal, When I say “peo-
ple” Tmean very large numbers of People. To my mind, it does
not increase our understanding of human behavior to classify



W hat 15 Social Psychology? 9

these people as psychotic It 1s much more useful to try to under-
stand the nature of the situation and the processes that were
operating to produce the behavior This leads us to Aronson’s
first law “People who do crazy things are not necessarily crazy ”
Let us take, as an illustration, the Ohio schoolteacher who
asserted that the four Kent Srate students deserved to die I don’t
think that she was alone 1n this belief—and, although all the people
who hold this belief 72ay be psychotc, I seriously doubt 1t and 1
doubr that so classifying them does much to extend our knowl-
edge Similarly, 1n the aftermath of the Kent slayings, the rumor
spread that the slain girls were pregnant anyway—so that it was 2
blessing that they died—and that all four of the students were
filthy and so covered with lice that the mortuary attendants be-
came nauseated while exammmng the bodies These rumors, of
course, were totally false But according to James Michener,* they
spread like wild fire Were all the people who believed and spread
these rumors insane® Later 1n this book, we wll examine the proc-
esses that produced this knd of behavior—processes to which
most of us are susceptible, under the nght socxopsychologlcal
conditions
Ellen Bersched® has observed that people have a tendency to
explamn unpleasant behavior by artaching a label to the perpetrator
(“crazy,” “sadistic,” or whatever), thereby excluding him from
the rest of “us mice people ” In that way, we no longer have to
worry about his behavior, because 1t has nothing to do with nice
folks According to Berscherd, the danger n this kind of thinking
1s that 1t tends to make us smug about our own susceptibility to
the situational pressures that produce unpleasant behavtor, and x;
leads to a rather simple minded approach to the solution of socia
problems Specifically, such a simple mimnded solution might me
clude the development of a set of diagnostic tests to determint
who 1s a lar, who 15 a sadist, who 15 corrupt who 15 2 mamatii,
social action mught then consist of 1dentifying these PCOPl:n:‘S"ls
relegatng them to the approprate mstitution Of z]:ourz:,Shoum
not to say that psychosis does not exist of that psychott
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not be insttutionalized Neither am T saying that all people are
the same and respond exactly as crazily to the same intense social
pressures To repeat, what I am saying 15 that some situational
variables can move a great proportion of us “normal” adults to
behave in very unappetizing ways It 1s of paramount importance
that we attempt to understand these variables and the processes
that produce unpleasant behavior

An illustration mighe be useful Think of a prison Consider
the guards What are they like> Chances are, most people would
magine prison guards to be tongh, callous, unfeeling people
Some might even consider them to be cruel, tyrannical, and sadis-
tic, People who take this kind of dispositronal view of the world
might suggest that the reason people become guards 1s to have an
opportunity to exercise their cruelty with relative impunity
Picture the prisoners What are they like® Rebellious® Docile?
No matter what specific pictures exist mside our heads, the pomt
15 that there are pictures there—and most of us beheve that the
prisoners and the guards are quite different from us 1n character
and personality

This 7nay be true, but don’t be too sure In a dramatic prece of
research, Philip Zimbardo created a simulated prison 1n the base-
ment of the"Psychology Department at Stanford Unwversity Into
this “prison” he brought a group of normal, mature, stable, intell-
gent young men By flipping a com, Zimbardo designated one-
half of them prisoners and one-half of them guards, and they

lived as such for six days What happened® Let’s allow Zimbardo
to tell us 1n hus own words

At the end of only six days we had to close down our mock
prison because what we saw was fnghtemng It was no longer
apparent to us or most of the subjects where they ended and
thc’.l.. roles began The majority had indeed become “prisoners’
or “guards,” no longer able to clearly differentiate between
role playing and self There were dramatic changes in virtually
every aspect of their behavior, thinking and feeling In less than
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a week, the experience of imprisonment undid (temporarily) a
lifetime of learning; human values were suspended, self-con-
cepts were challenged, and the ugliest, most base, pathological
side of human nature surfaced. We were horrified because we
saw some boys (“guards”) treat other boys as if they were
despicable animals, taking pleasure in cruelty, while other boys
(“prisoners”) became servile, dehumanized robots who thoughe
only of escape, of their own individual survival, and of their
mounting hatred of the guards.®
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Conformity

One consequence of the fact that
lives 1n a state of tension between v:
ality and values associated with confor:
captured the flavor of one kind of con

man 1s a social animal 18 that he
alues associated with individu-
muty James Thurber has
formuty 1n the following

description

run It may be that he had simply

remembered, all of a moment, an engagement t0 meet his wife,
for which he was now fnghtfully late Whatever 1t Was, he ran
east on Broad Street (Probab]y toward the Maramor Restaurant,
afavorite place fora man tomeet tuswife) Somebody else began
to run, perhaps 2 newsboy 1n tugh spirtts Another man, 2 port
ly gentlemnan of affarrs, broke into a trot Inside of ten minutes,
everybody on High Street, from the Union Depot to the Court-
house was running A Joud mumble gradually crysmhzed mto

Suddenly somebody began to
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the dread word “dam " “The dam has broke!” The fear was put
into words by a liztle old lady 1n an electric, or by a traffic cop,
or by a small boy nobody knows who, nor does 1t now really
matter Two thousand people were abruptly in full fight “Go
cast!” was the cry that arose—east away from the river, east to
safety “Go east! Go east!”

A tall spare woman with grim eyes and a determined
chim ran past me down the middle of the street I was stll un-
certain as to what was the matter, in spite of all the shouting 1
drew up alongside the woman with some effort, for although
she was 1n her late fifties, she had a beaut:iful easy runmng form
and seemed to be tn excellent condition “What 1s 12" [ puffed
She gave me a quick glance and then looked ahead again, step-
ping up her pace a trifle ‘ Don’t ask me, ask God"” she said *

Thus passage from Thurber, although comical, 1s an apt 1llus-
traton of people conformmg One or two mdividuals began run-
ning for their own reasons, before long, everyone was running
Why> Because others were running  According to Thurber’s
story, when the running people realized that the dam hadn’t given
way after all, they felt pretty foolish And yet, how much more
foolish would they have felt of they hadn’t conformed, and the
dam had, mn fact, burse? Is conformity good or bad? In 1ts simplest
sense, this 15 an absurd question But words do carry evaluative
meaning—thus, to be called an individualise or a nonconformust 1s
1o be designated, by connotation, as a “good” person the label
evokes an 1mage of Daniel Boone standing on a mountain top with
a oifle slung over his shoulder, the breeze blowing through his
har, as the sun sets in the background To be called a conformist
1s somehow to be designated as an “madequate” person 1t evokes
an mmage of 2 row of Madison Avenue admen with grey flannel
suits, porkpie hats, and attache cases, loolung as though they had
Eeen,created by a cookie cutter, and all saying simultaneously,

Let’s run 1t up the flagpole and see »f anyone salutes

But we can use synonymous words that convey very different

images lior m?}vxduahst” or “nonconformust,” we can substitute
deviate”, ‘f‘or conformist,” we can substitute “ceam player ”
Somehow, “deviate” does not evoke Danzel Boone on the moun-
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tan top, and “team player” does not evohe the cookie-cutter-
produced Madison Avenue adman
‘When we look a httle closer, we see an inconsistency 1n the
way our society seems to feel about conformity (team playing)
and nonconformty (deviance) For example, one of the great
best sellers of the 1950s was a book by John F Kennedy called
Profiles in Courage, wherein the author prassed several politicians
for their courage 1n resisting great pressure and refusing to con-
form To put 1t another way, Kennedy was praising people who
refused to be good team players, people who refused to vote or
act as their parties or constituents expected them to Although
their actions earned Kennedy's prasse long after the deeds were
done, the 1mmediate reactions of their colleagues were generally
far from posituve The nonconformist may be prased by histo-
nans or 1dolized 1 films or hterature long after the fact of his
nonconformuty, but he’s usually not held m high esteem, at the
time, by those people to whose demands he refuses to conform
This observation receves strong support from a number of ex-
periments 1n social psychology, most notably from one by Stanle{
Schachter,? 1n which several groups of students participated Eac
group met for a discussion of the case history of a juventle delin-
quent named Johnny Rocco, which each member was given 1o
read After reading the case, each group was asked to d1sc1fxss it
and to suggest a treatment for Johnny ona scale that ranged Yx;om
“very lemient treatment” on one end to “‘very hard treatment” on
the other A typical group consisted of approximately nine P“:;
tictpants, six of whom were real students and three of whom weo I
Pad confederates of the experimenter The confederat]es ;:;eci
turns playig one of three roles that they had carefully re;;rme
n advance the zodal person, who took a position that co‘r;h0 ek
to the average position of the real students, the d‘""”“’e’n‘on of the
a posttion diametrically opposed to the general orienta lar to the
group, and the shder, whose minial position was Slg" Iy “shd
deviate’s bue who, 1n the course of the discussion, g‘ia “la {ho“ od
nto a modal, conforming positton The resulis : Tare)l"son who
that the person who was lthed most was the H]ll;\ ﬂd l}e,nst
conformed to the group norm, the deviate was&i €
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Thus, the data indicate that the “establishment” or modal
group tends to like conformusts better than nonconformists By
reporting these results, we do not mntend to suggest that con-
formuty 1s always adapuve and nonconformity 1s always maladap-
uve Clearly, there are sttuations wherein conformuty 1s hughly
desirable and nonconformity would consticute an unmitigated
disaster Suppose, for example, that T were suddenly to decide that
T'was fed up with being a conformist So T hop m my car and start
dniving down the left-hand side of the road—as a way of display-
ing my rugged mdividualism not very adapuve, and not very fair
to you, if you happen to be driving toward me (conformist-style)
on the same street
On the other hand, there are equally compelling situations n
which conformity can be just as disastrous and just as tragic One
such example can be found i the memonrs of Albert Speer Speer
was one of Adolf Hitler’s top advisors In s memorrs, he de-
scribes the circle around Hutler as one of total conformity devia-
ton was not permitted In such an atmosphere, even the most
barbarous activities seemed reasonable, because the absence of
dissent, which conveyed the illusion of unanimity, prevented any

mdlyldual from entertaming the possibility that other options
might exist

In normal circumstances people who turn their backs on reality
are soon set straight by the mocker:

dth y and cnticism of those
around them In the Third Reich there were not such correc-
tives On the contrary,

every self deception was multiphed as 1n
a hall of distorting murrors, becommg a repeatedly confirmed
preture of a fantastical dream world which no Tonger bore any
relationship to the grim outside wotld In those merrors I could
see nothing but my own face reproduced many times over

What 15 C onformity?
Conformity can be defined as 2 change 1 a person’s behavior or

OpIn1ons as a result of real or imagined pressure from a person or
group of people Most situations are not as extreme as the exam-
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ples cited above We will attempt to zero i on the phenomenon
of conformity by beginning with a less extreme (and perhaps
simpler) 1illustration Let’s return to our friend Sam, the hypo
thetscal college student we first encountered i Chapter 1 Recall
that Sam watched a presidentzal candidate on television and was
favorably impressed by his sincerity However, n the face of the
unammous opnton of his friends that the candidate was nsmcere,
Sam acceded—verbally, at least—to their opimon

Several questions can be asked about this kind of situation (1)
What causes people to conform to group pressure? Speaifically,
what was m 1t for Sam® (2) What was the nature of the group
pressure® Specifically, what were Sam’s acquatntances domng to
mduce conformity® (3) Did Sam revise his option of the can
didate during that brief but hornfymng pertod when he learned
that al! of his fellow students disagreed with him? Or was it the
case that Sam marntained his onigmal opnton, but only modified
what he sad about the candidate? If there was a change m opin
10n, was 1t permanent or merely transient?

Unfortunately, we cannot say precisely and definitely what
was going on 1n Sam’s mind at the ume, because there are many
factors 1n the situaron thar we don’t know about For example,
we don’t know how confident Sam was i his mueral opinion, we
don’t know how much he liked the people with whom hs
watched the candidate, we don’t know whether Sam consxgered
himself to be a good judge of sincenty or wheth,er he cons}x1 i;ir
the others to be good judges of simcenty, we don’t know warid .
Sam 1s generally a strong person of 2 wishy washy person, hatis
on What we can do 1s construct an expenmemal situation tha
somewhat like the one m which Sam found umself and ‘::tacx‘::
control and vary the factors that we think might b‘: 1mp elassic
Such a basic situation was devised by Solomon Asch u;( f:) e
set of expermments Put yourself 1n the following sce(I: ual judg
volunteered to participate m an experiment on pt‘::S ’lla‘he expert
ment You enter a room with four other Pam)c(l ;aglmultaneousbn
menter shows all of you a straight ine (line (mes A B, and
he shows you three other lines for comP““sml ;S " closest 10
C) Your job 1s to judge which of the three Iin
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X A B

length to lne X The judgment strikes you as being a very easy
one Itss perfectly clear to you that hine B 15 the COIrect answer,
and when your turn comes, you will clear]y say that B 1s the one
But 1t’s not your turn to respond The person whose turn 1t 1s
looks carefully at the lines and says “Line 4 ” Your mouth drops
open and you look at him quizically “How can he believe 1t’s 4
when any fool can see that it’s B> you ask yourself *“He must be
erther blind or crazy ” Now 1t's the second person’s turn to re-
spond He also chooses lne 4 You begin to feel hike Alice 1
Wonderland *How can 1t be>” you ask yourself. “Are both of
these people blind or crazy®” But then the next person responds,
and he also says “Line 4 ” Yon tale another look at those lines
“Maybe P the only one who’s losing his mind,” you murtter
maudibly Now 1’s the fourth person’s turn, and he also judges
the correct line to be line 4 Youbreak out i a cold sweat Final-

Iy, 1t's your e “Why, 1¢'s line 4, of course,” you declare “I
knew 1t all the time

This 15 the kind of conflict that the college students in Asch’s

&xperiment went through As yoy might imagune, the individuals
who answered first and 8ave the incorrect answer were 1 the
employ of the expenimenter and were istructed to agree on an
ncorrect answer The perceptual yudgment ieself was an meredi-
bly easy one Tt was so casy that when individuals were not sub-
Jected to group pressure, but were allowed 1o make a series of
Judgments of various sizes of hnes while alone, there was almost a
complete absence of errors Indeed, the task was so easy, and
physical reality was so clear-cut, that Asch himself firmly be-
lieved that there would be little, sf any, yielding to group pressure
But he was wrong When faced watly a majority of their fellow



Conformity 19

ii:’xglir;tsi Sgéﬁ:lgtsor; th;:oiazzitn;correct responses in a seric.:s of
conformed at leas,t oﬁ}c)e by r o (:Ir'le_q}]arter e
look at the entire spectrum yf 'esgon o I a sverane
of 35 porcent of th}; ¢ of judgments, we find that an average
¢ verall responses conformed to the incorrect
]udgment§ rendered by Asch’s accomplices.

The situation in the Asch experiment is intriguing inasmuch
as, unlike many situations in which we may tend to conform,
there were no explicit constraints against individuality. That is,
the sanctions against nonconformity in many situations are clear
and ur}cqmvocal. For example, I hate to wear a tie, and under
most circumstances I can get away with this minor idiosyncracy.
On occasion, however, I can't: I often find myself stopped at the
entrance to a restaurant and politely (but firmly) informed that
lf.I l‘?fUSC to don the tie offered me by the headwaiter, I cannot
dine in that restaurant. I can either put on the de and eat in the
restaurant, or leave, open-necked and comfortable, but hungry.
The. negative consequences of nonconformity are made very
explicit.

But in Asch’s experiment (and in the hyp
Sam watching the candidate on television),
much more subtle. In these situations, there
wards for conformity and no explicit punishments for deviance.
Why, then, did Sam and Asch’s subjects conform? There seem to
be two major possibilities; either they became convinced,_in the
face of the judgment of the unanimous majority, that their own
opinions were wrong, or they “went along with the .crowt‘!
(while inwardly knowing that their judgments were n_ght) in
order to be liked by the majority or to avoid being disliked by
them for disagreeing.

In short, what we are sug|
two important goals: the goal of being
staying in the good graces of other pcop
eX{?ecmtions. In many circumstances, bot
satisfied by a simple action. Driving on the
road is the correct thing to do and it satisfies other people
tations, So, too, is sending flowers to your Mother on &

othetical example of
the situations were
were no explicit re-

gesting is that these individuals had
correct and the goal ©
le by living up r0 their
h of these goals cande
right-hand side of the

’s expec-
fother's
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Day, giving proper directions to a visitor in_ town, and smdylpg
hard to perform well on an exam. Similarly, if others agl:eed with
your judgment of the lengths of the lines, you could satylsfy both
goals by being true to your own estimate, But in Asch’s experi-
ment, these two goals were placed in conflict. If you were a sub-
ject in that experiment, and you initially believed that tht? correct
answer was line B, then saying so might satisfy your desire to be
correct—but it might also violate the expectations of your peers,
and they might think you to be somewhat queer. On the other
hand, choosing line 4 might win you the acceptance of the
others, but unless you became convinced that they were correct,
it would violate your desire to be right. .
Was Sam convinced by his fellow college students that his
preferred presidential candidate was 2 phony, or did he simply go
along with their judgment in order to be accepted, while con-
tinuing to believe in the sincerity of the candidate? Again, I don’t
know; because Sam is a hypothetical person, we cannot answer
that question definitively, Were the yielders in Asch’s experiment
convinced that their initial judgment was incorrect and the unani-
mous judgment of the others was right? We could ask them; in-
deed, in Asch’s experiment, the yielders were asked afterward
whether they really saw the lines diﬂeremly or whether they
merely said so. A few of the subjects insisted thae they really saw
it that way. But how can we be certain that the subjects were
being truthful? Put yourself in g subject’s place. Suppose you
bowec.l t0 group pressure, even though you remained certain that
your initial judgment was correct, This might be embarrassing
fo; you to admit, because it would make you appear weak and
wishy-washy. Moreover, you would be admitting that you were
not following the experimenter’s instruction to present your own
judgment. Thus, it is quite possible that subjects who said they
actually saw it the way the group saw jt might have been deceiv-
ing the experimenter in order to save face,
How, then, can we determine whether
actually affects perceptual judgment? Ley”
ment. Suppose we were to re
though we would allow the

Or not group pressure
s speculate for a mo-
peat the Asch experiment, but, al-
real subjects to see the responses of
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the accomplices as before, we would zor require them to make
their judgments in the presence of the others. If the subjects’
private choices were identical with their public ones, then we
would see that the responses of the others in the original experi-
ment actually did convince the subjects that their initial judg-
ments were wrong. If, on the other hand, the subjects were going
against their own best judgment only in order to mollify the
group, then there would be significantly less yielding to the judg-
ments of others in decisions made in private. This proposition has
been tested experimentally on several occasions. The results are
consistent: although assurance of total privacy has not been
achieved in any of these studies, the greater the privacy, the less
the conformity. This finding has consistently held up, whether
the subjects were judging lengths of lines,® the numbers of metro-
nome clicks,? or the esthetic value of a piece of modern art.” Thus,
it appears that pressure to conform to the judgments of others has

lietle (if any) effect on the private judgments of experimental
subjects.

Variables that Increase or
Decrease Conformity

In sitnations like the one investigated by Asch, one of the cx:u?xal
factors that determines the likelihood that the subject’s opinion
Wwill conform to that of the majority is whether or not the major-
1ty opinion is unanimous. If the subject is presented with only one
ally, his tendency to conform ta an erroneous judgment by the
majority is reduced sharply.® Moreover, if there is unanimity, th'e
actual size of the majority need not be very great in order for it
to elicie maximum conformity from a person. In fact, the tend-
ency for someone to conform to group pressure is about as great
W}!‘"} the unanimous majority consists of only three other people
351tis when the unanimous majority is sixteen.

. Another important pair of factors is the kind of person the
Individual is and who constitutes the group. Individl{als who h'nve
2 generally low opinion of themselves are far more likely to yield
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Day, giving proper directions to a visitor in town, and studyi}lg
hard to perform well on an exam. Similarly, if others agreed with
your judgment of the lengths of the lines, you could satisfy both
goals by being true to your own estimate. But in Asch’s experi-
ment, these two goals were placed in conflict. If you were a sub-
ject in that experiment, and you initially believed that the correct
answer was line B, then saying so might satisfy your desire to be
correct—bu it might also violate the expectations of your peers,
and they might think you to be somewhar queer. On the other
hand, choosing line 4 might win you the acceptance of the
others, but unless you became convinced that they were correct,
it would violate your desire to be right.

Was Sam convinced by his fellow college students that his
preferred presidential candidate was a phony, or did he simply go
along with their judgment in order to be accepted, while con-
tinuing to believe in the sincerity of the candidate? Again, I don’t
know; because Sam is a hypothetical person, we cannot answer
that question definitively. Were the yielders in Asch’s experiment
convir}ced that their initial judgment was incorrect and the unani-
mous judgment of the others was right? We could ask them; in-
deed, in Asch’s experiment, the yielders were asked afterward
whether they really saw the lines differently or whether they
merely said so, A few of the subjects insisted that they really saw
it _that way. But how can we be certain that the subjects were
being truthful? Pue yourself in a subject’s place. Suppose you
bowec.l to group pressure, even though you remained certain that
¥our initial ludgment Was correct. This might be embarrassing
‘3i1; g;gl‘xv:ghndxx;t, because it would make you appear weak and

Y. Moreover, you would be admitting that you were
not following the eXperimenter’s instruction to present your own
judgment, Thus, it is quite possible that subjects who said they
‘_‘c“‘““y saw it the way the group saw it might have been deceiv-
ing the experimenter in order to save face,
actul;ll(l)w’ glen, can we dete'rmine whether or not group pressure

¥ afiects perceptual judgment? Let's speculate for a mo-
ment. Suppose we were to repeat the Asch experiment, but, al-
though we would allow the real subjects to see the responses of
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to group pressure than those with high self-esteem. Furthermore,
task-specific self-esteem can be influenced within a given situa-
tion. Thus, individuals who are allowed to have prior successes
with such a task as judging the lengths of lines are far less likely
to conform than those who walk into the situation cold. By the
same token, if an individual believes that he has little or no ability
for the task at hand, his tendency to conform increases.®
The other side of that coin, of course, has to do with the
makeup of the group exerting the pressure, A group is more effec-
tive at inducing conformity if (1) it consists of experts, (2) the
members (individually or collectively) are important to the indi-
vidual, or (3) the members (individually or collectively) are
comparable to the individual in some way. Thus, to go back to
Sam, our hypothetical college student, I would speculate that it is
more likely that Sam would conform to the pressure exerted by
his acquaintances if he thought they were expert in politics and in
makmg judgments about human relations. Similarly, he would be
more likely to yield to those people if they were important poten-
tial friends than if they were of no consequence to him. And
ﬁnal,ly. their being fellow college students gives the judgment of
Sam’s acquaintances more impact on his behavior than, say, the
judgment of a group of ten-year-old children, a group of hard-
hats, or a group of Portuguese biochemists,

] A' related issue is how secure th
situation. If Sam felt sure that he was liked and accepted by his
dcquaintances, he would be more likely to voice disagreement
t!\:ln if hf: felt insecure in his relationship with them. This asser-
tion receives strong support from an experiment by James Dittes
:'m'd Harold K.cllcy,“’ in which college students were invited to
jom an attractive and prestigious group and were' subsequently
given mforrpatmn about how sccure their position was in that
group. Specifically, all members of the group were informed that,
at any point during the lifetime of the group, the members could
Temove any member in the intercsts of efficiency. The group then
engaged in a discussion of juvenile delinquency. Periodically, the
discussion was Interrupted and cach member was asked to rate
cvery other member on his value to the group. After the discus-

¢ individual feels in a given
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sion, each member was shown how the others rated him; in actual-
ity, the members were given prearranged false feedback. Some
members were led to believe that they were well-accepted, and
others were led to believe that they were not terribly popular.
Each member’s conformity was measured by the opinions he sub-
Sequ?mly expressed in the discussion of juvenile delinquency, and
by. his vulnerability to group pressure during the performance of
2 simple perceptual task. The results showed that, for the individ-
uals who valued their membership in the group, those who were
led to feel only moderately accepted were more likely to conform
to the norms and standards set by the group than were those who
f"f"e lf:d to feel that they were totally accepted. In other words,
it’s casier for an individual who is securely esconced in a group to
deviate from that group.

Rewards and Punishments
wersus Information

S there are two possible reasons why a person
ﬂ}lght conform. One is that the behavior of others might convince
him that his initial judgment was crroncous. The other is that he
may wish to avoid punishmcnt (such as rejection or ridicule) or
to gain a reward (such as love or ncccpmncc) from the group.
Furthermore, the behavior of the individuals in Asch’s experi-
ment and in similar other experiments scemed to be largely a mat-
ter of attempting to obtain a reward or to avoid punishment. This
can be inferred from the face that there was very little conformity
when subjects were allowed to respond privately.

At the same time, there are many situations in which we con-
form to the behavior of others because their behavior is our only
guide to appropriate action. In short, we often rely on other peo-
ple as a means of determining reality. The quotation from Thur-
ber at the beginning of this chapter gives an example of this type
of conformity. According to Leon Festinger,"* when physical
reality becomes increasingly uncerrain, people rely more and

more on “social reality"—that is, they are more likely to conform

As I suggested earlier,
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to what other people are doing, not because they fear punishment
from the group, but because the group’s behavior supplies them
with valuable information about what is expected of them. An
example should help clarify this distinction: Suppose that you
need to use the toilet in an unfamiliar classroom building. Under
the sign “Rest Rooms” there are two doors, but, unfortunately, a
vandal has removed the specific designations from the doors—that
is, you cannot be certain which is the Men’s room and which is
the Women’s room. Quite a dilemma—you are afraid to open
cither door for fear of being embarrassed or embarrassing others.
As you stand there in dismay and discomfort, hopping from one
foot to the other, the door on the left opens and out strolls a dis-
tinguished-looking gentleman. With a sigh of relief, you are now
willing to forge ahead, reasonably secure in the knowledge that
left is for men and right is for women, ‘Why are you so confident?
A.s we have seen, research has shown that, the more faith an indi-
vidual has in the expertise and trustworthiness of the other person,
the greater the tendency to follow his lead and conform to his
behavior., Thus, the distinguished—looking gentleman would al-
most certainly be followed, to a greater extent, than, say, a seedy-
lOOkng. fellow with wildly staring eyes.
Similarly, it is alleged tha, in Turkey, it is considered gracious
fora guest to belch after a meal as a way of showing his host that
he enjoyed the meal, Suppose you didn’t know this, and you were
visiting the home of a Turkish dignitary in the company of some
diplomats from the U.S, State Department. If, after the meal,
these gentlemen began to belch, chances ase you would belch
also. They are providing you with valuable information. On the
other hand, if you were in the same home in the company of 2
crew of behemoths from the Bulgarian Olympic wrestling team
and these s.tnlwarts.bclched after their meal, my guess is that you
would avoid belching. That s, you would likely consider this an
act of bad manners. However, if they glared at you for your
f:ulurc. to fOUOfV suit, you might indeed belch, too—not because
of the information they supplied, but because you feared rejection

or reprisals for refusing to be a good i i
their boorish behavior. oo sport by going along with
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tionI:fK:)lgi s;lfgogre:}tl that conformity that results from the observa-
NN }elpurpose of gaining mforr.nano.n about proper
fomity in the inte ave more powerful ramifications than con-

rest of being accepted or of avoiding punish-
ment. wm?ld argue that, if an individual finds himself in an
ambiguous situation wherein he must use the behavior of other
people as a template for his own behavior, it is likely he will repeat
his ne.wly learned behavior, without cue, on subsequent similar
occasions. This would be the case unless, of course, he later re-
ceived clear evidence that his actions were inappropriate of incor-
rect. Thus, to go back to our example, suppose you aré reinvited
to the home of the Turkish dignitary for dinner. But this time
you are the only guest. The question is: Do you or don’t you
belch after the meal? A moment’s reflection should make the
answer perfectly clear: If you had belched after the first meal at
his home because you realized that it was the proper thing to do
(as would have been the case had you dined in the company of
the diplomats), you would be quite likely to belch when dining
a}one with the dignitary. However, if you had belched the first
time out of fear of rejection or punishment (as would have been
the case had you dined in the company of the Bulgarian wres-
tlers), you would almost certainly 7ot belch when you were the
lone guest. To go back to Sam and the political candidate on tele-
vision, you can now readily understand one of the major reasons
why it would be so difficult for us t0 predict how Sam would
actually vote in the election. If he had been merely going along
with the group to avoid punishment or to gain acceptance, 1€
would be likely, in the privacy of the polling booth, to vote n
opposition to the view expressed by his acquaintances. If, on the
other hand, Sam had been using the group as a source of informa-
tion, he would almost certainly vote against the candidate that he
had initially preferred.

To repeat: when reality is unclear,
major source of information. The generality ©
is nicely illustrated by some research pcrformc
Schachter and his students, who demonstrated that P
form to others even in assessing something as persond

other peoplc become 2
f this phenomenon
d by Stanley
cople con-
| and idio-
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syncratic as the quality of their own emotions 2 Before describing
this research, we must first clanfy what we mean by “emotions ”
According to Willam James,™® an emotion has both a “feeling”
content and a cognitve content Specifically, if we are walking in
the forest and bump nto a hungry and ferocious bear, we under-
go a physiological change This change produces excitement—
physiologically, this 15 a response of the sympathetic nervous
system that 1s stmilar to one that might be produced by coming
across a person with whom we are angry We interpret this re-
sponse as fear (rather than anger, say, or euphoria) only when we
cogmtively become aware that we are in the presence of a fear-
producing sumulus (a ferocious bear) But what of we expert-
enced physiological arousal 1n the absence of an appropriate
sumulus® For example, what 1f someone surreptitiously slipped
mnto our drink a chemical that produced the same phystological
response® Would we expenence fear® William James would

probably say that we wouldn’t—not unless there was an appropri-
ate sumulus around

Here 1s where Schachter enters the picture In one expen-

ment, subjects were 1njected either with epinephrine—a synthenc
form of adrenalin, which causes physiological excitatton—or with
a harmless placebo All the subjects were told that this chemical
Was a vitamin supplement called “suproxin ” Some of the subjects
who received epiephrine were informed that there would be side
cffects, meluding Palpitation of the heart and hand tremors
These, indeed, are some of the effects of epmephrine Accord-
mgly, when these subjects expenienced the epinephrine symp-
toms, they had an appropriate explanation In effect, when the
Sy mptoms appeared, they would say to themselves, “I’VIy heart 1s
pounding and my hands are shaking because of tius mjection [
recenved and for no other reason But other subjects \,vcre not
forewarned about these symptoms Thus, when thgxr hearts start-
cd pounding and thesr hands stareed trembling, w hat were they to
make of 1t> The answer 1s that they made of 1; whatever the peo-
ple around them made of it Speaifically, a stooge was introduced
o the situation and the subjects were informed that he had also
recenved an mjection of “suproxin” In one situarion, the stooge
was programmed to behave in a cuphoric manner, i another, he
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was pro
int }Es S%t?:i:‘;-d\[? express 2 great deal of anger. Picture yourself
supposedly has ou are ?lgne mn this room with a person who
reoed }Iile ;O‘)ll;s‘: been injected with the same drug you had
paper into ball ande; ar‘ound energetically, and happily wads up
P His ounhor § egins sinking hook shots 1nto the waste bas-
grven begi g? oria is obvious Gradually, the chemical you were
poundin gins to take effect, and you begmn to feel your heart
you feelg; R’/lour hands tre‘mblmg, and so on. What emotion do
tuphori—an gs; ;ub;ects in this situation reported a feehng of
rread of bet c! 1nch happily. On the other hand, imagmne that
placed n 2 ng place in a room with a euphoric stooge you were
angey mann r(-)OIIIn with a stooge programmed to behave 1n an
filling out aeg e complains about 2 questionnatre you both are
the questionn .eventually, m a‘ﬁt of extreme annoyance, he £1ps
Moaiiile nﬁlre up and angrily hurls it into the waste basket
ent, you fe,e lt ¢ symptoms of epinephrine are becoming appar-
tl'el”nble H y(‘;ur own heart poundmg, and your hands begin to
the subrect o;vl o you feel® In this situatton, the vast majority 0
Tes l)1 oulsd (t:) tangry and behaved in an angry fashion
5,20 fme ¢ noted that, if subjects were given 2 placebo (that
ot g ction of a bemgn solution that produces no symptoms),
they hadybwere forewarned about the symptoms of the drug that
of he oo een given, they were relauvely unaffected by the antics
o Ogg To sum up this experiment when physxcal reality
influcnoe c;"t‘) explamnable, the subjects’ emotions were not greatly
cxpenene y the behavior of other people—-but when they were
wore pot lr;g a strong physnologlcal response, the orgins of which
or eumt clear, they interpreted their own feelings as either anger
phorta, depending on the behavior of other people who sup-
posedly were 1n the same chemical boat.

Responses to Soctal Influence

wo kinds of conformity mn
This disunction was base

motivated by rewards
d on (2) the relatve

;{12;1: f;r,l we have been describing €

upon (1) cs}s‘ commeonsensical terms

o whether the individual was being
punishments or lLanecd to know, an
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permanence of the conforming behavior Let us move beyorf)id
this simple distinction to a more complex and more useful classifi-
cation that applies not only to conformuty, but to the entire
spectrum of social fluence Instead of using the simple (;errr;
conformuty, T would like to disunguish between three kinds o

responses to social mfluence comphance, identification, and
mternalization

Comphance This term best describes the mode of behavior of
a person who 15 motvated by a desire to gamn reward or avoid
punsshment Typically, his behavior 1s only as long-lived as 1s the
promuse of the reward or the threat of punishment Thus, one can
induce a rat to run a maze efficiently by making hum hungry and
placing food at the end of the maze One can also get a South
Vietnamese peasant to recite the pledge of alleglance to the
American flag by threatenmg bim with pamn if he doesn’t comply
or by promising to feed and enrich him if he does Remove the
food from the goal box and the ra will eventually stop running,
remove the food or the threat of purushment and the Vietnamese
will cease reciting the pledge of allegiance

ldentsfication This s o
about by an individual's des
fication, as compliance,
particular way because suc
rather, he adopts a particu
satsfying self-defining rela

response to social influence brought
re to be hike the influencer In identi-
the individual does not behave 1n a
h behavior 15 mtrinsically satsfying,
lar behavior because 1t puts him mn a
tonship to the person or persons with

nomenon Suppose you have an uncle
to be a warm, dynamic, exciting per-



Conformty 29

son, and ever

2nd wanted tOSIgr;f):vy;)u w;re a young child, you loved him a lot
o e B p to be like him Uncle Charlie 1s a corpora-
deep antpathy to as a number of strong opinions, including a
e ny onesot}:]lal-we]fare legislation—that 15, he 1s con-
that, by handufg mow:e o really tries can earn 2 decent wage, and
in ehmnating ther d y to people, the government only succeeds
Unclo Chag e esire to work As a young child, you heard
has become part 0?\mce this postrion on several occasions, and 1t
thought 1t thoough y:i)ur system of beliefs—neither because you
Chast rewardeg and 1t seemed night to you, nor because Uncle
for not adoptng) y}:)u for adopung (or threatened to punish you
system becausegoft 15 position Rather, 1t has become part of your
duced i you st (}i’our Iiking for Uncle Charlte, which has pro-
s hie endency to mcorporate Into your Iife that which

Inter

most Pef’::grf::::nm Th; internalization of 2 value or belief 1s the
“The motwation to ost deeply rooted response to social influence
nght Thus, the ¢ emter‘;lafhze a parucular belief 15 the desire to be
who Pr0v1d:=, . ward for the belief 1s mtrnsic If the person
s the influence 1s percetved to be trustworthy and of

ood
good judgment, we accept the belicf he advocates and we 1nt¢

grate 1t into
our own system of values Once 1t 1s part of our ownt
1ts source and will become

Systi
e)}'mem, 1t becomes ndependent of
emely resistant to change

guishing character
nce Compliance 1S
the mdividual, be
to avord punish

lStchs‘e;fu:hde]:cui‘s some of the important distin
the Teast end‘e; three responses to social influe
o ring and has the least effect on

people comply merely to gt reward or

ment T
and ecan h: CIO mplier understands the force of the circumstance
asily change his behavior when the circumstance 10
uld be made to s2y most any-

lt‘})l!l!fer l;)n'evmls At gunpoint, Ico
Shmgg' Of;lthwuh the threat of death removed, T could quickly
and gene those statements and their imphicattons 1f 2 child 1s hind
from h rous to s younger brother 1n order 1@ obtam a coohie

1s mother, he will not necessarly become 2 generous persont
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because of 1t He has not learned that generosity 1s a good thing i
and of 1tself--what he has learned 1s that generosity 1s a good way
to get cooktes When the cookie supply 1s exhausted, his generous
behavior will eventually cease, unless that behavior 1s bolstered by
some other reward (or punishment) Rewards and purushments
are very important means, then, to get people to learn and to per-
form specific acuvities, but are very limited as techmques of social
mfluence because they must be ever present to be effective—unless
the individual discovers some additional reason for continuing to
perform the rewarded behavior Ths last point will be discussed
shortly

Contmuous reward or punishment 1s not necessary for the
response to social influence that we call idenufication The person
with whom the mdividual idenufies need not be present at all,
What 1s needed 15 only the individual’s desire to be like that person
For example, 1f Uncle Charlie moves to a different city, and
months (or even years) go by without your seemng hum, you will
conunue to hold beliefs similar to his as long as (1) he remains
lmportant to you, (2) he stll holds the same beliefs, and (3) these
beliefs are not challenged by counteropinions that are more con-
vineing But, by the same token, these beliefs can be changed 1f
Uncle Charlie has 2 change of hearr, or if your love for Uncle
Charlie begins 1o fade They can also change if a person or group
of people who are more Important to you than Uncle Charlie
profess a different set of beliefs For example, suppose you are
away at college and you find yourself a group of new, exciting
friends who, unlike Uncle Charlse, are strongly 1n favor of social
welfare If you admure them as much (or more than) your uncle,

youm1y change your beliefs in order to be more like them Thus,

4 more important 1dentsfication may supersede a previous 1dent-
fication

The effect of social influence through idennfication can also
be dissipated by a person’s desire to be right If a person has taken
on a belief through wdenufication, and s subsequently presented
with a counterargument by an expert and trustworthy person, he
will probably change his belief Internalizanon 15 the most perma-
nent response to socual mfluence precisely because a person's
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motwvation to be nght 1s a powerful and self-sustaining force that
does not depend upon constant surveillance 1n the form of agents
of reward or punishment, as does complance, or on his continued
esteem for another person or group, s does 1dentification
It ss important to realtze that any specific action may be dueto
either complance, 1denufication, or internalization For example,
let us look at a simple piece of behavior obedience of the laws
pertaing to fast driving Society pays a group of people called
highway patrolmen to enforce these laws, and, as we all know,
people tend to drive within the speed limt if they are forewarned
that a certain stretch of highway 1s being carefully scrutinized by
these patrolmen This 15 compliance It 1s 2 clear case of people
obeying the law 1n order to avoid paying penalty Suppose you
were to remove the patrolmen As soonas people found out about
1t, many would increase their speed But some people might con-
tinue to obey the speed himut, a person might contnue to obey
because hus father (or his Uncle Charlie) always obeyed speed
lumits or always stressed the sjmportance of obeying traffic laws
Tthus, of course, 1s idenafication Fnally, a person might conform
to the speed limit because he’s convinced that speed laws are good,
that obedience of such laws helps to prevent accrdents, and that
driving at moderate speed 1s a sane and reasonable form of be
havior This 1s mternalizaton And with internalization, you
would observe more flexibiliry 1n the behavior For example,
under certan conditions—at 6 00 AM, say, on 2 clear day with
perfect visibility and waith no traffic for miles around—the indt
vidual might exceed the speed limit The comphant indiwdual,
however, might fear a radar trap, and the 1dentifying individual
mght be 1denufyimng to a very ngid model—thus, both would be
less responsive to important changes 10 the environment '
Lert us look at the major component in each response to soc;a
nfluence In comphance, the important component 15 pouer—the
power of the mfluencer to dole out the reward for comphnce
and the punishment for noncompliance Parents have the pow ;r
to praise, give love, provxde cookies, scream, give spankmgs- wit
hold allowances, and so on, teachers have the power 10 paste g0
stars on our foreheads or flunk us out of college, and employers
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have the power to praise, promote, humiliate, or discharge us. The
United States government has the power to increase or withhold
economic and military aid from 2 dependent nation. Thus, our
government can use this technique to influence, say, some country
in Southeast Asa to hold a more or less democratic election, Re-
wards and punishments are effective means for producing this
kind of compliance, but we might ask whether or not mere com-
pliance is desirable: to induce a nation to hold a democratic elec-
tion is easier than to induce the rulers of that nation to think and
rule democratically.

In identification, the crucial component is attractiveness—the
attractiveness of the person with whom the individual identifies.
Because the individual identifies with the model, he wants to hold
the same opinions that the model holds. Suppose you admire 2
person, and he takes a particular stand on an issue. Unless you
have strong feelings or solid information to the contrary, there
}v1ll bea tendency for you to adopt this position. Incidentally, it is
Interesting to note that the reverse is also true: If a person or
group that you dislike announces g position, there will be a tend-
ency foryou to reject that position or adopt the opposite position.
S“PPOS?, for example, that you dislike some particular group (the
John Birch Society, say, or the Weathermen) and that group
comes out against the draft, If you know nothing about the issue,
yourl tendency will be to favor the draft—all other things being
equal,

In internalization, the important component is credibility—the

credibility of the person who supplies the information. For ex-

'i"flféf.]:},l if Yyou read a statement by a person who is highly credi-

at i, someone who is both expert and truthful—you would
tend to be influenced by it, because of your desire to be correct.
Recall our carlier example of the diplomats at the Turkish dinner
party. .Your acceptance of their expertise made their behavior
‘(bclchmg after the meal) seem kike the right thing to do. Accord-
ingly, my guess is tha this behavior (your tendency to belch
after a meal at the home of a Turkish dignitary) would become

internalized~you would do it, thereafter, because you believed it
to be right.
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Recall the experiment on conformity performed by Selomon
Asch, in which social pressure induced many subjects to conform
to the erroneous statements of a group. Recall further that when
the subjects were allowed to respond in private, the incidence of
conformity dropped considerably. Clearly, then, internalization
or identification was not involved. It seems obvious that the sub-
jects were complying to the unanimous opinion of the group in
order to avoid the punishment of ridicule or rejection. If either
}dentiﬁcation or internalization had been involved, the conform-
Ing behavior would have persisted in private.

. The trichotomy of compliance, identification, and internaliza-
tion is a useful one. At the same time, it should be made clear that,
like most ways of classifying the world, it is not perfect; there are
some places where the categories overlap. Specifically, although it
Is true that compliance and identification are generally more
temporary than internalization, there are circumstances that can
Increase their permanence. For example, permanence can be in-
creased if an individual makes a firm commitment to continue to
Interact with the person or group of people that induced the
original act of compliance. Thus, in an experiment by Charles
Kl'esler and his associates,* when subjects believed that they were
going to continue interacting with an unattractive discussion
group, they not only complied publicly, but they also s_eemc;d to
internalize their conformity: that is, they changed their private
Opinions as well as their public behavior. This kind of situation
will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4. .

. Permanence can also result if, while complying, an individual
discovers something about his actions, or about the conse_quences
of his actions, that makes it worthwhile for him to continue the
behavior even after the reason for his original compliance (the
reward or punishment) is no longer forthcoming. This is borne
out by some of the research done on that aspect of so.cm] learning
known as bebavior modification. Typically, in behavior modxﬁ_ca'-
tion, an attempt is made to eliminate unwanted or maladaptive
behavior by systematically punishing that behavior, by rcwardm'g
alternative behaviors, or both. For example, various att¢mpts have
been made to use this technique as a way of getting people to stop
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smoking cigarettes** An individual might be given a series of
panful electric shocks while performing the usual rituals of
smohng—that 15, while highting a cigarette, bringing 1t up toward
his lips, inhaling, and so on After several trals, the individual will
refuse to smoke Unfortunately, it 1s fairly easy for a person to
notice that there 15 a difference between the experimental sttua
tion and the world outside He realizes that he will not be shocked
when he 15 smoking outside of the experimental situation Conse-
quently, he may later experience a little residual anxiety when he
begins to hight a cigarette, but because electric shocks are clearly
not forthcoming, his anxiety eventually fades Thus, many people
who temporarily cease smoking after this form of behavior modi-
fication will eventually return to cigarettes after electric shock 1s
no longer a threat How about those who stay off of cigarettes
after behavior modification® Here 15 the point Once an mndividual
has been induced to comply, and therefore does not smoke for
several days, 1t 15 possible for him to make a discovery over the
years, he may have come to believe that 1t was mevitable that his
mouth feel hot, dry, and unpleasant upon waking every morning,
but after refruning from cigarettes for a few days, he may dis
'CI?}:fsrd*:s?(‘)/y grehghtfu:) 1t feels to have a fresh, unparched mouth
Thus, althou )}’]mny ¢ enough to Leep hum from smoking agan
) gh complance, i and of uself, usually does not pro

duce long lasting behavior, 1t might ser the stage for events that
will lead to more permanent effects

Obedience as a Form of C omphance

We have indicated that acts of compliance are,
eril This does not mean that they are tr:vml Impermanent
behmor c1n be extremely tmportant Thus fact has been demon-
strared dramaucally by Stanley Milgram 1 s studies of obed:-
ence ** Prcture the scene Subjects volunteer for an experniment
They are told that the eperiment 15 2 study of the effects of
punishment on memory, but this 15 a he Actually, 1t 15 a study of

1 general, cphem-
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the extent 1o which people will obey authority. In each trial, the
experiment has two participants, one of whom is assigned the role
of teacher, and the other, the role of learner. The :enchcr is in-
struct_ed to present the learner with a series of stimuli. The learner,
who is strapped to an electrified chair in a separate room, is sup-
posed to respond appropriately to each stimulus by pressing onc
of fou'r levers in front of him; this response activates one of the
lights in front of the teacher. To assist in the learning process, the
feacher‘ is informed that he must deliver an clecxiic shock, of
mcreasmg'mtensity, each time the learner responds incorrectly,
gr.ea‘ch time he fails to respond. In actuality, the learner or

victim,” is an accomplice of the experimenter’;, and is not really

wired to the electricity, but the teacher (who is a real subject)

firmly believes that the victim in the next room i wired to the

elec;riciry. Tach time the victim fails to respond correctly, the
subject is supposed to increase the voltage on the generator ad
press the shock button. The generator is calibrated from a low
point of 15 volts to a high of 450 volts. At 75 volts, the victim
begins to grunt and moan; at 150 volts, he asks to be let out of the
experiment. At 180 volts, he cries out that he cannot stand the
pain. The pointer moves beyond a place on the generator clearly
labeled “Extreme Shock” and begins t0 approach a point Labeled
“Danger: Scvere Shock.” As the shock bccomes more SEVCre,
the victim, instead of responding, begins to pound the wall and
beg to be let out of the room. But this, of course, docs not con-
stitute a correct response, so the subject is instructed to increase
the volrage and press the shock button again. A few trinls later,
the “learning” stimulus is prcscntcd to the victim, but nothing
emanates from the room save an ominous silence. Of course, ths
does not constitute 2 correct response, so, once ﬂg.lin. the expen-
menter instructs the subject O increase the voltage and press the
shock button.

The participants in this experiment were 3 random sample of

businessmen, mecssional men, white-collar workers and blue-
collar workers. What percentage of these people conunued to
administer shocks to the very end of the ::'(pcmm:m= THow long
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would you have continued” Every year 1n my social psychology
class, I pose these quesuons, and every year, some 99 percent of
the four hundred students 1n the class indicate that they would
not continue to admimster shocks after the learners began to
pound on the wall The guesses made by my students are consist-
ent with the results of Milgram’s survey of forty psychiatrists at
a leading medical school The psychiatnsts predicted that most
subjects would quit at 150 volts, when the victim first asks to be
freed These psychatnists also predicted that only about 4 per-
cent of the subjects would continue to shock the victim after he
refused to respond (at 300 volts), and that less than 1 percent
would admimister the highest shock on the generator
How do subjects respond when they are actually 1n the situa-
uon® Interestingly enough, Milgram found that, 1n the typical
study as described above, the great majority of his subjects—
more than 62 percent—continued to admimster shocks to the very
end of the experiment—although some of them required a degree
of prodding from the experimenter
Milgram’s results are provocauve and somewhat dismayng 1n
their implications an astonishingly large proportion of people
will cause pain to others 1n obedience to authority The research
may have smportant counterparts 1n the world outside of the
expertmental laboratory For example, 1t 1s difficult to read these
studies without notieng a loose kind of similanity between the
behavior of Milgram's subjects and the blind obedience expressed
by Adolf Lichmann, who attributed his responsibility for the
murder of hundreds of thousands of mnocent cwvilians to the fact
that he was a good bureaucrat merely obeying orders 1ssued by
lus superiors 1 the Nazt regime Similaly, mn our own decade,
Licutenant Wilham Calley, who was convicted of the deliberate
and unprovoled murder of women and children 1 My L, free-
ly admutred to these acts, but sard that he felt that this was,]usu-
fiable obedience to the authority of his superior officers
As provocative as these compansons are, we should be cau
tious lest we ovennterpret Milgram’s results Given the fact that
62 percent of the subjects in Milgram’s experiment comphed
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::;};)i\; :;i}s)srm;ent;r’s cor;]]mand, some commentators have been
ke Adolf Eigﬁ st that perhaps most people 'would have behaved
el in 3 & C_lmaqn or Lieutenant Calley if they found them-
o imilar situation. This may be true; -but it shou!d be
phasized that there are, in fact, some real and important differ-
ences between the situations encountered by Eichmann, by Cal-
ley, an.d by Milgram’s subjects. In most of Milgram’s studies, the
authority figure issuing the orders was a scientist in a prestigious
lii'bpratory at Yale University. In this society, we have been con-
ditioned to believe that scientists tend to be responsible, benevo-
lent people of high integrity. This s especially true if the scientist
15 affiliated with a well-known and highly respected institution
hk_e Y‘ﬁle- The subjects might reasonably assume, then, that no
scientist would issue orders that would result in the death or in-
jury .Of a human as part of his experiment. This was clearly not
true in cither the Eichmann or the Calley examples.
Some evidence in support of this conjecture comes from fur-
ther research by Milgram. He conducted a separat¢ study™® com-
pating the obedience of subjects to the commands of a scientist at
Yale University with the obedience of subjects to the commands
of a scientist working in a suite of offices in 2 rather rundown
commercial building in the downtown shoppir.lg area of the in-
dustrial city of Bridgeport, Connecticut. In this study, the Yale
scientist achieved an obedience rate of 65 percent, while only 48
percent of the subjects in Bridgeport were obedient. 'I;hus, r}::-
moving the prestige of Yale University did seem to £€ .uce.ltl e
degree of obedience somewhat. Of course, 48 pereent 15 s dn
high figure. My guess is that, if the person conducting the study

were not a scientist, even fewer people would have been obcsixcrlllt.

Another factor that reduces the extent of Ode;’mccd’slt :
physical absence of the authority figure. Milgram do;:'n ! r(dl:rs'
when the experimenter was out of the room and .xssucd is s
by telephone, the number of fully obedient sx{b;ccts‘h n:ing d 0
below 25 percent. Morcover, several of the .sub);;c.ts!\l:c ?n :i d oo
tinue with the experiment acheated”; 5chl'ﬁCﬂ ys osi i
tered shocks of lower intensity than they were supp
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never bothered to tell the experimenter that they had deviated
from the proper procedure Thus last datum, I feel, represents a
touching attempt by some mdividuals to be responsive to the
demands of leginmate authority while, at the same time, mini-
muzing the pain that they inflict on others It 1s somewhat remt-
miscent of the behavior of Yossarian, the hero of Joseph Heller’s
novel Catch 22, who “accidentally” dropped huis bombs over an
empty field adjacent to the Italian village designated as his target

The “Uninvolved” Bystander as Conformust

Several years ago, a young woman named Kitty Genovese was
stabbed to death n New York City Thus was a tragic event—but
not, 1n uself, a particularly novel occurrence After all, n 2 major
population center, brutal murders are not uncommon What was
mteresting about this event 15 the fact that no less than thirty-
eight of her neighbors came to therr windows at 3 00 AM 1n
response to her screams of terror—and remaimed at their windows
watching i helpless fascination for the 30 minutes 1t took her
attacker to complete his grisly deed Not one came to her assist-
ance, not one so much as Lifted the phone to call the police Why?

Well, perhaps the onlookers were sleepy or dazed After all,
one 1s hardly in full control of hus mental faculties at three o’clock
in the morming Perhaps But 1t was in broad dayhght that Eleanor
Bradley, while shopping on Fifth Avenue 1n New York, mpped'
fell, and broke her leg She lay there for 40 minutes m a state of
shock, while literally hundreds of passersby, mn turn, paused
momentarily to gawk at her, and then kept on walking

Why did these bystanders fail to help> Are people 1n big cities
impervious to the distress of others® Have they become so accus
tored to disaster that they can be nonchalant 1n the face of pamn
and violence® Were the bystanders 1n these situations different
from you or me n some w ay? The answer to all of these
questions appears to be “No " Interviews conducted with the
bystanders 1n the Genovese murder revealed that they were any-
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thing but nonchalane—they were hornified Why, then didn’t
lthey mtervene® This 1s a difficult question to answer, subs::quent
y, however, some clues about the reason these bystanders did
nothing were suggested by the results of a scries of ingentous
expeniments conducted by John Darley, Bibb Latane, and their
colleagues ** These investigators hypothesized that the very num-
ber of people witnessing these tragedies mingated agamst anyone
helping—that 15, 2 victum 15 less likely to get help 1f there are a
large number of people watching his distress Thus, nonnter-
vention can be viewed as an act of conformity In this case, it
appears that, for each individual, the other people were defining
the approprateness and reasonableness of supportive or helpmg
behavior As we have seen, 1t 1s often reasonable to take one’s cue
from others Occasionally, however, 1t can be musleading, and 1t
tends to be parucularly misleading m critical siuations In our
society, 1t 15 considered gauche and uncool to reveal strong emo

uons 1n public When we are not alone, most of us try to appear
less fearful, less worried, less anxious, OF less sexually aroused than
we really are For example, from the blase looks on the faces of
patrons of topless restaurants and strp joints, one W ould never

guess that they were sexually aroused Sumilarly, the proy erbual

visitor from Mars would never guess the fate 1n store for the

patients n a denust’s waiung room by merely observing the

impassive looks on their faces

With these things m mmnd, let us consider the case of the

woman who fell and broke her legonF' 1fth Avenue Suppose jou

arrived at the scene 10 minutes fter she fell You see a womin
discomfort What clse do you

lying on the ground 1n 1pparent
see® You sce scores of people w alking past the woman, glancing

at her, and continuing on ther way What v 1'll you conclude? Ie
1s concetvable that you may conclude that 1t's inapproprite for
you to intervene Perhaps 10's not serious, perhaps she's intovt

cated, perhaps she 15 play 1c0ngs perhaps the \lv;]ho]fc tllunfg ts bcm%'
staged by Allen Funt, and you will ""‘f a public foolol 4 oursel

on “Candid Camera’ 1f you intervene “After all,” y ou ash your-
self, “If 1’s so damn mportant, ¥ hy are none of these other



Conformity 41

was calling the police or that it was someone else’s duty to do s0.
To test tl_us 1de?, Darley and Latané* arranged an experimental
situation in which subjects were placed in separate rooms, but
were able to communicate with each other by means of micro-
phones and earphones. Thus, the subjects could hear one another
but couldn’t see one another. The investigators then staged a
simulated epileptic attack: they played a tape recording that
imitated an epileptic seizure on the part of one of the partcipants.
In one experimental condition, each subject was led to believe
that‘ he was the only person whose microphone was tuned in
d“{mg the seizure; in other conditions, each subject was led to
believe that one or more people were cuned in also. The results
showed that if the subject thought that he was the only listener,
he was far more likely to leave his room and try to help than he
was if he thought that others were listening, t00. The greater the
number of people he thought were listening, the less likely was
he to help.
The behavior of the onlookers in the Genovese murder case
and of the subjects in the Darley—Latané experiments projects 2
rather grim picture of the human condition. Is it true that people
avoid helping each other if at 2ll possible—that is, if someone
provides a bad example by not intervening, or if the responsibility
for action seems the Jeast bit diffuse? Perhaps not- Perhaps there
are situations in which peaple are inspired to come t0 the aid o
their fellows. An incident in my own experience may shed some
light on this issue. I was camping in Yosemite National Park
recently. It was late at night, and I was Just dropping off to sleep
when I heard a man’s voice cry out: 1 couldn’t be certain whether
it was a ery of pain, surprise, or joy- I had no idea whether some
people were just horsing around or whether onc of my fellow
campers was being artacked by a bear. 1 crawled out of my slccp;_
ing bag and looked around, trying to shake the cobwebs out od
my head and trying to ascertain from where the scream h;
come, when I noticed a strange phenomenon. From all overt ]z
area, a myriad of flickering lights were converging o :ldSl"S
point. These were lanterns and flashlights being carricd by dozens
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people domng anything about 1t>” Thus, the fact that there are a
lot of people around, rather than ncreasing the likelihood that
somteone will help, actually decreases the likelihood that any one
of them will help

This 15 an 1nteresting conjecture, but 151t true® To find out,
Latane and Rodin® conducted an experiment constructed around
“a lady 1 distress” In this experiment, a female experimenter
asked college students to fill out a questionnaire The exper-
menter then retired to the next room through an unlocked col-
lapsible curtain, saying she would return when they fimished the
questionnarre A few munutes later, she staged an “accident”
‘What the students actually heard was the sound (from a hidden
tape recording) of the young woman climbing a char, followed
by aloud scream and a crash, as if the charr had collapsed and she
had fallen ro the floor They then heard moaning and crymg and
the anguished statement, “Oh, my God, my foor 1
cantmovert Oh  myankle I can’t get this thing off me”
The cries continued for about a minute and gradually subsided

The experimenters were interested m determining whether or
not the subjects would come to the young woman’s md The
important vanable 1 the experiment was whether or not the
subjects were alone 1n the room Of those who were alone, 70
percent offered to help the young woman, of those who were
participating n pairs, only 20 percent offered help Thus, 1t 15
clear that the presence of another bystander tends to mhibit
action When 1nterviewed subsequently, each of the unhelpful
subjects who had been m the room with another subject had

concluded that 1t probably wasn’ sersous, partially because of the
mactvity of their parener

In the Genovese murder, there was probably an addinonal

{)Cas(l:n w};y the bystanders did not help Insuch asituation, 1t may
cht at, 1f people are aware that an event 1s bemng witnessed by
others (as were the bystanders 1n the Genovese case), there 15 2

diffusion of responsibility That is, each bystander may have felt

)
that 1t wasn't solely his responsibility—others were watching, too

Accordingly, each bystander might have felt that someone else
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cause it was not part of a controlled experiment. One of the major
problems with observational data like these is that the observer
hgs no control over who the people in his situation are. Thus,
differences between people always loom as a possible explanation
for the differences in their behavior. For example, one might
argue that individuals who go camping are—by nature or experi-
ence~kinder, gentler, more thoughtful, and more humane than
Nsw Yorkers. Perhaps they were Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts as
children—hence the interest in camping—-and, in scouting, they
were taught to be helpful to other people. One of the reasons for
doing experiments is to control this kind of uncerrainty. Indeed, 2
Tecent experiment lends support to my speculation about my
campground experience. This was an experiment performed by
Irving Piliavin and his associates” in one of the cars of a train in
the New York subway system. In this experiment, an accomplice
of the experimenters staggered and collapsed in the presence of
several individuals riding the subway. The “victim” remainec
stretched out on the floor of the train, staring at the ceiling: This
scene was repeated one hundred and three times under a variety
of conditions. The most striking result was that, a large part o’f
Ehe,“mm people spontaneously rushed to the aid of the “stricken
individual, This was especially true when the victim was made to
seem obviously ill; in more than 95 percent of the trials, someone
offered help immediately. Even when the “yictim” had been
Biven a liquor bottle to carry and was made to reek of alcohol.. he
reccived immediate help from someone on 50 percent of the trials.
Uplike the behavior of the subjects that Darley and Latan¢ dealt
With, the helping behavior of the people on the subway train was
nat affected by the number of bystanders. People helped just ";
often and just as speedily on crowded trains (where there cout
be 2 diffusion of responsibility) as they did on virtually C”LPty
trains. Although the people doing the helping were New YOI'l Cfs
(as in the Genovese case, the Fifth Avenuc €ast, nr_nd the Darl }3 :
Latané experiments), they were also in an environment ¢ 2
although very much unlike Yoscmite National Park, d.ld. have “hc
things in common with the campground: (1) people riding on t
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of campers running to the aid of the mndwidual who had
screamed It turned out that his scream had been one of surprise
caused by a relauively harmless flare-up n his gasoline stove The
other campers seemed almost disappomnted when they learned
that there was no help needed Unfortunately, I had difficulty
getting back to sleep because, as a social psychologist with a great
deal of farth 1n scienufic data, I spent the mght puzzling over the
fact that my fellow campers had behaved m a totally different
manner than the subjects i the Darley-~Latané experiments

Why had the campers behaved so differently? In what way
were the situations different® There were at least two factors
operating in the campground that were esther not present or were
present only to a very small degree n the situations previously
discussed One of these factors 1s reflected 1n my use, m the pre-
ceding paragraph, of the term “my fellow campers ” Specifically, 2
feeling of “common fate” or mutuality may be engendered among
people sharing the same interests, pleasures, hardships, and envi-
ronmental coriditions of a closed environment like a campground,
a feeling of mutuality that 1s stronger than among people who
are merely residents of the same planet, county, or city A second,
somew hat related factor 15 that there was no escape from the face-
to face aspect of the situation the onlookers 1n the Genovese case
could walk away from therr windows 1nto the relative protection
and 1solation of their own homes, the people on Fifth Avenue
could walk past the woman lymg on the sidewalk and keep on
going, nght out of her environment, the subjects in the Darley-
Latane experiments were not 1n 2 face-to face relationship with
the vicum, and they hnew thar they could escape from the ¢n-
vironment 1n 1 very short ttme In the campground, the events
were occurning 1n a relatsely restricted environment, whatever
the campers allowed to happen that mght they were going to
have to face squarcly the next mormng Tt seems that, under these
circumstances, individuals are more willing to tahe responsibihity
for each other

Of course, this 1s mere speculauon The behavior of the
campers at Yosermite—while provocative—is not conclusive, be-
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a dilemma when his general ethical responsibility to SOTIRL QA
flicts with his more specific ethical responsibility to e Tl
vidual subject in his experiment; and to compound the swana,
the conflict is greatest when he is investigating such Tnpsse
issues as conformity, obedicnce, helping, and the like hooau, ¥a
general, the more important the issue, (1) the greawe IS
tial benefit for society, and (2) the more likely it is that A
vidual subject will experience discomfort, andietyy O TPNS
Again, for a2 more complete treatment of this topie, the s &
directed to Chapter 9.
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same subway car do have the feeling of sharing a common fate,
and (2) they were in a face-to-face situation with the victim
from which there was no immediate escape.

A Note on Ethics

In their quest for knowledge, experimental social psychologists
occasionally subject people to some fairly intense experiences. In
this chapter alone we have discussed experiments in which people
have been led into conflict between the evidence of their own
eyes and the unanimous judgments of other people; in which they
have been ordered to deliver intense electric shock to an appar-
ently suffering victim; in which scores of innocent people riding
a subway train have been forced to witness the apparent agony of
a person in distress.

These procedures may raise serious ethical questions. A more
complete treatment of ethics is presented in Chapter 9; here, let
it suffice to make two general points: First, it is the responsibility
of all experimenters in this field to protect the experimental sub-
ject frqm harm. The experimenter must take steps to insure that
his subjects leave the experimental situation in a frame of mind
that is at least as sound as it was when they entered the experi-
mental situation. This frequently requires postexperimental “de-
briefing” procedures that require more time and effort than the
main body of the experiment.

Given the c.thical thin ice that experimenters must skate upon,
why bother with these kinds of experiments at alt? This brings
me to the second point of ethics that I want to emphasize at this
time: For a social psychologist, the ethical issue is not a one-sided
affair. In a real sense, he is obligated to use his skills as 2 researcher
to advance our knowledge and underst:mding of human behavior
for the ultimate aim of human betterment, In short, the social
psychologist has an ethical responsibility to the society as 2
whole; he would be remiss in fulfilling this responsibility if he
failed to carry on his research to the best of his ability. He faces



Mass Communication,
Propaganda,
and Persuasion

!t isa truism to say that we live in an age of mass communi.catlon;
indeed, i can even be said that we live in an age characterized by
tempts at mass persuasion. Every time we turn on the radio or

set, every time we open a book, a magazine or a newspaper,
sameone is trying to educate us, to convince us to buy his prod-
Uct, to get us to vote for his candidate, or to subscribe to his
version of what is right, true, or beautiful. This is most obvious In
advertising: manufacturers of nearly identical products (aspirins,
for cxample, or toothpastes, or detergents) spend vast amounts of
money to persuade us to buy the product in their package. Influ-
¢nee through mass communication need not be blatant—it can be
Vvery subtle indecd. Even when communicators arc not r.mkmg a
Cirect attempt to sell us something, they can succeed in influenc-
Ing the way we look at the world.
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nerSilrlch:vl}):iis;d li:overag.e was dramatically ill}lstrated by the man-
o the media handled the non-riot that occurred in
ustin, Texas, during the first week in May, 1970. The back-
%found of the story is a familiar one. Tensions were running
1(1)%‘},1. between Umve'rsity of T_exas students and local police fol-
ing a confrontation ar an impromptu student demonstration
::lgamst the invasion of Cambodia by U.S. troops. During the
emonstration, some 6000 students marched on the state capitol,
broke a few windows, and skirmished with police; the students
were t(?ar-gassed and several policemen and students were injured.
But this was a mere preface—a minor event compared to what
seemed to be coming. A few days later, in protest against the Kent
State killings, the students planned a gigantic march into down-
town Austin—20,000 students were expected to turn out. The
Austin City Council, however, refused to issue a parade permit.
In frustration and anger, the students decided to march anyway;
their leaders decided to confine the march to the sidewalks, where
1t Wf)uld not be illegal. Rumors spread that hundreds of armed
hooligans were descending on Austin from all over the state with
the intention of assaulting the students. Other rumors abounded
to the effect that state troopers and Texas Rangers (not known
for their friendliness to students) had been called in and were
determined to take strong and violent action against anyone dis-

obeying the law by straying or falling off the sidewalk. In retro-
spect, it appears that these rumors were almost certainly untruc,
but the important point is that they were widely believed. Be-
cause the probability of keeping a crowd of 20,000 people from
pushing itself off the sidewalk was remote, the sitvation secmed
certain to be a prelude to extreme violence. Sniffing an exciting
story, news teams affiliated with the major networks were alerted.
As it turned out, however, the exp]osive situation was defused at
the eleventh hour: a team of university psychologists, law profes-
sors, and law students succe

eded, at the Jast moment, in convinc-
ing a federal judge to jssue a temporary restraining order t0
prevent the city from enforcing the anti-

parade ordinance. More-
over, it quickly became known that the testimony of several
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Let's look at something supposedly objective—like the news
Are the newsmen trymg to sell us anything® Probably not But
here, the mass media can exert a subtle influence on our opimions
sumply by determining which events are given exposure Take
televiston newscasts, for example It has been said by no less an
expert than the director of the British Broadcasting Corporation
that television news 15 2 form of emtertamment Accordingly,
when those 1n charge of news programming make decisions about
which news event to cover and which fraction of the mules of
video tape and film that they use 1n a day 15 presented to the pub-
lie, they make their decisions, at least 1n part, on the basis of the
entertainment value of their matertal Film footage of a flooded
metropobis has much more entertamment value than footage de-
voted to a dam that was built 1n order to prevent such flooding 1t
1s simply not very exciting to see a non-flood m action And yet,
the non-flood may be more important news Just as such action
events as football games are more entertaining on TV than such
quiet events as chess matches, 1t 15 more likely that riots, bomb-
ings, earthquakes, massacres, and other violent acts will get more
arrtime than stories about people helping each other, people work-
ing to prevent violence, and so on Thus, news telecasts tend to
focus on the violent behavior of mdividuals—college students,
black militants, policemen—because “action” makes for more excit-
ing viewing than does a portrayal of people behaving m a peace-
ful, orderly manner This coverage does not present a balanced
picture of what 1s happening 1n the nation—not because the people
who run the news media are evil men who are trying to manipu-
late us, but stmply because they are trying to entertain us Andm
trying to entertam us, they may, unwittingly, be influencing us
toward the belief that most people behave violently, and that
human behavior 1s different now than 1t was twenty years ago
This may cause us to be unhappy, and even depressed, about the
temper of the imes or the state of the nation Ultmately, 1t might
affect our vote, our tendency to contribute money to our alma
mater, our desire to visit major urban centers, and so on As we
shall see, 1t may actually cause people to behave violently
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prised at the bags under his eyes and at how ured and old he looks
Sometimes, on these occasions, he has difficulty finding the nght
word, he hems and haws and sounds marticulate
His opponent with the well stocked campaign chest does not
need to appear on this kind of program Instead, he spends vast
amounts of money video taping spot commereials Because he
pays the cameramen and the director, his countenance 1s captured
only from the most flattering angles His own personal make-~up
man works extra hard to remove the bags from under his eyes 1nd
to make hun appear young and dynamic His wife, wacching ac
home, never saw him looking so well The mterviewer ashs him
questions that have been prepared and rehearsed 1n advance, <o
that his answers are reasonable, concise, and articulate If the can-
didate does happen to stumble over 4 word or to draw a blnl, the
cameras are stopped and the scene 1s shot over and over agun
unul 1t 1s Jetter-perfect
The situatien outlined abos e 15 no mightmansh projection mto

the future, but an approximation of what actually occurred dur-
ng the 1968 presidential election In a startling, behind the scenes
account of Richard Nixon’s campugn, journalist Joc McGinniss
reported on the adeptness with which Nison’s aduisors controlled
the mmage of the candidate that was projected to the American
people In reporung these events, McGinuiss suggests that TV
may be a pow erful means of seducing voters to vote for an mrige
of a candidate rather than the candidate lumself Or, as one Nrxon
staffer put 1c “Thus 1s the begmnmg of a whole new concept
This 15 the way they’ll be elected forevermore The nese guys up
w1l have to be performers ™ Speaifically, what the staffer was
refernng to was a TV program m w hich the situation was
arranged so that it loohed as though candidate Nivon w15 sponta-

answ ering questions phoned in by voters In reality  hewas
fus staff and carcfully rehearsed
ron's staff

neously
answ erning questions prepared by )
W\ hien a vorter ashed a quesuon on the telephone, N !
simply reworded 1t 1n the form of the prepred question, atn

and allowed candidate Nivon to

uted the question to the voten,
recite hs prepared answer
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members of the police force, m favor of allowing the students to
snarch, was mstrumental 1w the judge’s decision This event—
especially because of the role played m 1t by the police—resulted
not only m the total absence of violence, but in a genume explo-
ston of good will and sohidarity among various diverse elements
of the commumty Twenty thousand students did march, but
they marched i a spirit of harmony Co-eds offered cold drinks
to the police officers who were diverting traffic away from the
parade route, students and policemen exchanged friendly greet-
ings, shook hands warmly, and so on Interestingly enough, the
nauonal TV networks completely ignored this encouraging turn
of events Because most of us were aware of the fact that teams of
nationally prominent newsmen from a variety of news media had
descended on the city duning the week, the lack of coverage
seemed puzzhing indeed An unsettling explanation was provided
by Phibip Mann and Ira Iscoe who stated “Since there was no
violence, news media teams left town and there was no national
publicity, a commentary whose implications are by now sadly
self-cvident
As we have said, this form of influence 1s probably uninten-
tional, the networks are not #rymg to create the illusion that most
people are violent Let us look at a more conscious, more direct
attempt to persuade people by the judicious selection of material
to be presented in the media Imagme the following situation
Two individuals are running for President of the United States
One of the candidates has far less money to spend on his campaign
than the other Accordingly, in order to get maximum “free”
exposure, he appears on many panel type programs on television,
such as “Meet the Press” or “Face the Nation ” The mterviewers
on these panels are seasoned reporters who are not always sympa-
theue to the candidate Frequently, they ask hum difficult ques-
tions—occasionally, they ask him questions that are downnight
hostile The candidate finds himself forever on the defensive
Sometimes, the camera catches hum at an unflattering angle, or 10
the act of scratching his nosc, or with his mouth hanging open, or
yawning, or fidgeung While viewing ar home, his wife 1s sur-
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necessarily mean that he 15 immune to persuasion In the case of
many consumer products, the public will tend to buy a speaifie
brand for no other reason than the fact that 1t 1s heavily adver-
tised
Let’s look at the headache-remedy business Daryl Bem,® a
soctal psychologist, provides us wath an mreresung analysis of
our susceptibility to TV commercials even when we know that
they are biased According to Bem, 2 well known brand of aspirin
(which we'll call “Brand A”) advertises itself as 100 percent pure
aspirin, the commercial goes on to say that government tests have
shown that no other pamn remedy 1s stronger or more effective
than Brand A What the mahers didn’t bother to mention 15 that
the government test actually showed that no brand was any
weaker or less effective than any of the others In other words, all
tested brands were equal—except in price, that 1s For the privilege
of gulping down Brand A, the buyer pays nearly $1 00 for one
hundred tablets According to Consumers Union, equally effec-
tive aspinn 1s available in some places for one-fifth the price (one
hundred tablets for 19 cents) Or perhaps you prefer a buffered
aspirn that “works twice as fast as regular aspirm,” buffered so
that it won’t upset your stomach, as you’ve heard that plam aspi-
rm may do The same government test showed that this brand
works no faster than regular aspirin, nor s there any difference
between the two m the frequency of stomach upset This well-
known brand sells for around $1 50 for one hundred tablets A
lesser known buffered aspirin costs roughly 25 cents for the same
quantity Which brand sells better> Guess
Two other major brands of pamn rehiever of a kind known
genencally as APC tablets have combmed the mamn ingredient
(aspirn) wath phenacetin and caffene The worth of these ex-
pensive additives® Apparently nothing postuve, and phenacc}t}m{ n:
large doses 1s suspected as a cause of serious kidney damage ubl
sounds great n the adverusing “Not one,,t,wt two, bUtla Comreld
nation of medically proven ingredients” Though ¢ 1ef tes "
effectiveness of these products was not greater than that of sump.
ng from $140 to §1 60 for
aspinn, the price certamly was, ranging o et
one hundred tablets The only bonus the consumer might &
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Many readers of McGmmiss' book declared that such practices
were unethical Others staunchly mamntained that it was ssmply
good polisics The question that concerns us here 15 not the hon-
esty of the procedure, but whether or not 1t was effectuve It s
tempting to believe that, especially 1n a close election, such gim-
mickry could play a decisive factor On the other hand, at least
one astute observer, John Kenneth Galbraith, has commented that
Nixon may have won 1 spite of these devices Unfortunately,
there 15 no way to assess how well this strategy actually worked
mn this specific campaign No one studied 1t at the ime 'What we
can do 1s look at thus and other 1ssuesin 2 more general way Furse,
let us ook at the broad issue of persuasion through the mass
media Subsequently, we will look at specific techmiques of per-
suasion
The broad question 15 thus How credible and effective are
obvious attempts to package and sell products (toothpaste, aspirin,
presidential candidates) through the mass media® The prima facie
evidence appears to suggest that 1t’s extremely effecave Why
else would corporations spend hundreds of millions of dollars a
year trumpeting their products® We have all seen children bemg
seduced by toy commercnls that artfully depict the most drab
toys m such a way that they are irresistible The aim 15 to get kids
to demand that therr parents buy them the flashy looking toys
they’ve seen on TV, and 1t seems to work for a while But kids
catch on after a time, I've seen my own children, after several
disappointments, develop a healthy skepuicism (alas, even a cer-
tain degree of cynicism) about the truthfulness of these commer-
cials This kund of skepticism 15 commion 1n adults A recent
public opinion poll showed that 75 percent of the respondents
behieved that TV commercials contan untruthful arguments
Moreover, the results indicate that the more educated the person,
the more sheptical he 15, and that people who are skeptical be-
hieve that their shepticism males them immune to persuasion This
nught lead us to conclude that the mere fact of knowing that a
communicator 1s biased serves to protect us from bemng influenced
by his message This 1s probably not true, however Sunply be-
cause a person thinks that he 15 immune to persuasion does not
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gnda” as “che systemanc propagation of a given doctrime  »
and “education” as “the act or process of imparting knowledge or
shall” Agun, we could all agree that aspirin ads are propaganda,
but what abour the Amenican film and television ndustries,
which, unul recently, depicted blacks i almost exclusively stere-
oty ped roles® Or, more subely, what about textbooks 1n Ameri-
can history that ignore the contribution of blacks and Jews to the
Ameriean scene? Is ths merely imparting hnowledge?

The problem of differentting education and propaganda can
be more subtle sull Let us look at anthmeric as taught in the pub
tie schools VWhat could be more educational® By that I mean,
what could be more pure, objectine, factual, untunted by doc-
tnine® Warch our Think bach to your elementary school days
Do you remember the examples used m your anthmenc text®
Most of the examples dealt with buying, selling, renting, working
for wages, and computing mnterest As Zimbardo and Ebbeson®
potnt out, these examples do more than simply reflect the capital
1stic system in which the education 1s occurring  they system
aucally endorse the system, legiimize 1t, and, by mmplication,
suggest that 1t 15 the natural and normal way As a way of illus
trating multiplication and percentages, the textbook has Mr Jones
borrowing $1000 1t 8 percent interest from a bank in order to
purchase a new car Would this example be used n a society that
felt that 1t wassinful to charge interest, as early Christian socreties
believed? Would this example be used 1n 2 soctety that believed
that a person shouldn’t seek possesstons that he can’t afford> Iam
not suggesting that 1t’s wrong or evil to use these kinds of dllustra
tions in arsthmetic books, I am merely pomnung out that they areha
form of propaganda, and that we should recognize them as suci "

In pracuce, whether a person regards 2 parncular course o
mstruction as educatonal or propagmdxsnc depends, to a large
extent, on his values Reflect, for a moment, on a film 3b°“f:r“1g
abuse thar my children were required to see i therr high schoo
the film mentioned the fact that many hard core

T’m certan that most school
prece of factual

at one pomnt,
addicts began by sampling maryjuana
officials would regard the presentation of this proce of facue
information as a case of “imparting knowledge,” and that m
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with erther of these brands 1s a greater frequency of stomach
upsets (according to the same government sponsored study)
Such blatant attempts at mass persuasion seem pinrfully obvi-
ous Yet the cash regsters ring, and tremendous numbers of con-
sumers apparently set aside their skepticism even though they
know that the message 15 an obvious attempt to sell a product Of
course, there may be a basic difference between a person’s sus-
cepuibility to aspinin commercials and is suscepubility to com-
mercuals for presidentral candidates When we are dealing with
products that are 1dentical or very similar, 1t may be that mere
famihanty with the brand name makes a huge difference Robert
Zajonce* has shown that, all other things bemng equal, the more
familiar an 1tem 15, the more attractive 1t 15 Suppose I walk into
a grocery store looking for a laundry detergent 1 go to the deter-
gent section and T am staggered by the wide array of brand names
Because 1t doesn’t matter too much to me which one I buy, I may
simply reach for one that 1s most familiar—and chances are 1t 1s
familiar because I've heard and seen the name on TV commercials
over and over and over agam My guess 1s that the nfluence due
merely to familiarity becomes less important as issues become
more important Thus, it may be fallacious to assume that people
voted for Nixon because he became a household word like

“Tide,” ¢ Gleem,” and ‘Bayer ” We will say more about this
nerr the end of this chapter

Education or Propaganda

Aspinn commercials are obvious attempts to sell something at a
high price by mtentionally misleading the audience They can be
considered propaganda * Selling” a presidentral candidate, how-
ever, 1s much more complicated It could be considered an at-
tempt to educate the public on the polities and virtues of the
candidate by allowing hum to present his views as clearly, effic1-
ently, and arnculately as possible What 1s the dufference between
propaganda and education® My dictionary (The American Hers-
tage Dictionary of the Enghsh Language, 1969) dcfines “propa-
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Pprying you loose from your money? Let’s turn the clock back a
few munutes You open your door 1 response to the ringing of
the doorbell, and standing there 1s 2 middle-aged man 1n a con-
servative busmess suit, well-tailored and well-pressed He looks
you squarely m the eye, mntroduces humself as a vice-president of
the City National Bank, and asks you if you would contribute 2
few dollars to a charttable organtzation (that you've never heard
of), using exactly the same words as the fellow 1n the loud, check-
ered jacker Would you be more Iikely to contribute some
money?

I was struck by this phenomenon a few years ago when I saw
the poet Allen Ginsberg on one of the late-night talk shows Gins-
berg was among the most popular of the poets of the so called
beat generation, his poem “Howl” had shocked and sumulated
the literary establishment i the fifttes On the talk show, Ginsberg
was at it again_having just fimshed boasting about his homosexu-
ality, he was talking about the generatongap The camera panned
in He was fat, bearded, and looked a trifle wild eyed (was he
stoned?), long hair grew 1n unruly patches from the sides of s
otherwise bald head, he was wearing a nie-dyed T-shurt with a
hole 1n 1t, and a few strands of beads Although he was talking
earnestly—and, i my opinion, very sensibly—about the problems
of the young, the studio audience was laughing They seemedbto
be treating hum like a clown It dawned on me that, i all prob aci
bility, the vast majority of the peaple at home, lying 1 bT
watching the poet from between their feet, could not pos;x y
take him seriously—no matter how sensible hus message, an ;10
matter how earnestly he delvered st His appearance and s
reputation were, in all probability, overdetermining the audience’s
reaction Thesciennist in me longed to subsutute the conservamlr(ei-
looking banker m the neatly pressed business swt for the (‘jw: h;
eyed poet and have him move his lips while Gnsberg sas e
same words off camera My guess 15 thar, under these ;m

stances, Gansberg’s message would have been well receweI deed

No need Sumlar experiments have already been done :n m;

speculatsons about the effects of prestge on persuast
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marijuana enthusiasts would probably regard it as “the systematic
propagation of a given doctrine”—that s, the implication that
marijuana leads to the use of addictive drugs. By the same token,
the reader might reflect on sex education in the schools as viewed
by a member of the John Birch Society or by the editor of Play-
boy magazine; or he might recall that a process that the Chinese
communists call re-education would be referred to as “brainwash-
ing” by most Americans. This is not to say that all communica-
tions are drastically slanted and one-sided. Rather, when we are
dealing with an emotionally charged issue about which people’s
opinions differ greatly, it is probably impossible to construct a
communication that people on both sides of the issue would agree
was fair and impartial. We will present a more detailed discussion
pf communication as viewed through “the eye of the beholder”
in the next chapter. For now, it is important to note that, whether
we call it propaganda or education, persuasion is a reality. It won't
go away if we ignore it. We should therefore attempt to under-
stand it by analyzing the experimental literature on persuasion.
What factors increase the effectiveness of a communication?
Basically, there are three classes of variables that are important:
(1) the source of the communication (who says it), (2) the

nature 9f the communication (how he says it), and (3) the char-
acteristics of the audience (to whom he saysit).

The Source of the Communication

Credibility. Picture the following scene: Your doorbell rings,
and when you answer it, you find a middle-aged man in a rather
lqud, checkere‘d sports jacker. His tie is loose, his collar is frayed,
his pants nc-cd ironing, he needs a shave, and his eyes keep looking
Pﬁ' to the side and over your head as he talks to you. He is carry-
ing asmall can in his hand with a slot on the top and he’s trying to
convince you to contribute a few dollars to a charitable organiza-
tion that you've never heard of. Although his actual pitch sounds
fairly reasonable, what are the possibilities of his succeeding in
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Tlus same phenomenon has recewved repeated confirmations
by several different mvestigators using a wide variety of topics
and attributing the communications to a wide variety of com-
municators Careful experiments have shown that a judge of the
juvenile court 1s better than most people at swaying opimion about
juvenile delinquency, that the Surgeon General of the United
States can sway opinion about health insurance, and that a medcal
journal can sway opinion about whether or not antihistamimnes
should be dispensed without a prescription ‘What do Robert
Oppenheimer, the judge, the Surgeon General, and the medical
journal have that Pravds doesn’t have? That 15, what 1s the differ-
ence that makes the difference in therr effectiveness? Arstotle
said that we believe “good” men, by which he meant men of high
moral calibre Hovland and Weiss use the term “credible,” which
removes the moral connotations that are present in the Arnstote-
Lian defimtion Oppenheimer, a juvenile court judge, and the Sur-
geon General are all credible—that 1s not to say that they are nec-
essanly “good,” but that they are both expert and trustworthy Tt
makes sense to allow yourself to be influenced by someone who 1s
trustworthy and who knows what he’s tallong about It makes
sense for people to be influenced by J Robert Oppenhetmer when
he 1s voicing an opinion about atomic pOWer, and 1t makes sense
for people to be influenced by the Surgeon General when he 1s
talking about health nsurance These are expert, trustworthy
men But not all people are equally nfluenced by the same com-
mumcator Indeed, the same communicator may be regarded by
some members of an audience as poSSESSINg high Crcdlbl‘l‘lty, and
by others as possessing low credibility Moreover, certamn pcrxph-
eral” attributes of the communicator may loom large for some
members of the audience, such attributes can serve to makela
given commumcator erther remarkably effecuve or remarkably
meffective
This phenomenon was forcefully demonstrated mG n(: ;:np‘c::
ment that I performed m collaboration with Burton h

use-
which we presented sixth graders witha speech extolling the
hmenc The communicator ¥ as

fulness and mportance of artt
ced e neer from a presugious

introduced etther as a prize-winmiag engl
i 3
r
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ancient More than 300 years before Christ, Anistotle, the world’s
first published social psychologist, wrote

We believe good men more fully and more readily than others
this 1s true generally whatever the question 15, and absolutely
true where exact certamnty 15 impossible and opimons are divid-
ed  Ttis not true, as some writers assume 1n their treatises on
rhetoric, that the personal goodness revealed by the speaker
contributes nothing to lis power of persuasion, on the contrary,
his character may almost be called the most effective means of
persuasion he possesses ®

It required some 2300 years for Aristotle’s observation to be put
to 2 nigorous scientific test This was accomplished by Carl Hov-
land and Walter Weiss 7 What these mvestigators did was very
simple They presented large numbers of people with a communt-
cation that argued a parucular pomt of view—for example, that
building atomic-powered submarines was a feasible undertaking
(thus experiment was performed 1n 1951, when harnessing atomic
energy for such purposes was merely a dream) Some of the peo-
ple were informed that the argument was made by a person pos-
sessing a great deal of credibility, for others, the same argument
was attributed to a source with low credibility Specifically, the
argument that atomic powered submaries could be buile in the
near future was attributed to either J Robert Oppenhemmer, a
mtomlly hnown and highly respected atomic physicist, or to
Prarda, the official newspaper of the Communist Party in the
Soviet Union—a publication not famous in the United States for
1ts objeetivity and truthfulness Before reading the arguments,
the members of the audience were asked to fill out some ratng
scales that revealed thar opinions on the topic They then read
the commumication A large percentage of those people who be-
licved that the communication came from J Robert Openheimer
changed their opinions—they then beliet ed more strongly 1n the
feasibihity of atomic submarines Very few of those who read an

1dentical communication attnbuted to Pravda shufted their opin-
1ons 1 the dircction of the communication
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use? Most often, it's some mountainous professional football
player who must squint hard at the cue-card in order to make out
the name of the sponsor’s product. For the past several years, one
of the most persistent peddlers of breakfast food has been a former
Olympic decathlon champion, who is probably far more effective
at selling “Wheaties” than some learned professor of nutrition
would be, even if the professor were acknowledged to be far more
expert on the subject. Why are athletes so effective as pitchmen?
It may be simply that many people in the audience like them and
want to identify with them. In fact, it has been shown in a con-
trolled laboratory experiment that a beantiful woman—simply
because she was beautiful—could have a major jmpact on the
opinions of an audience on 2 topic wholly irrelevant to her beau-
ty, and that, furthermore, her impact was greatest when she open-
ly expressed 2 desire to influence the audience.” Thus, we scem to
be influenced by people we like—and when we like someone, we
are more influenced when he or she wants usto change our opin-
jons. Tt's almost as though we change our opinions in order to “do
a favor” for a person—simply because we find him attractive—
even though that person has no chance of finding out about it. By
the same token, we seem to resist being persuaded by someone we
don’t like, even if he is an expert. Why should this be so?

Increasing Trustworthiness. Let’s take a closer Iook.'What
does attractiveness or unattractiveness do for a commumc?tor?
For one thing, they can iricrease or decrease his trustworthiness.
Following this line of argument, one might suggest that the reason
that some of us are influenced by professional football players1s
that, because we like them, we therefore trust them. By the same
token, it may be that the reason why the relatively more prc];cl;
diced sixth graders in the Aronson-Golden experiment were es
influenced by the black engineer than by the \Yhue cng;:ncc;{\wc
that they simply did not trust blacks. If this is true, then 1 e
could offer the audience clear indepcndcnt evxdcnce. that a pers n
is trustworthy, that person should be a very effective communt
cator, even though he is disliked by the audience. corthy 10

How does a person make himself seem clearly trusTworsh
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university, or as a man who 1 bne
mught expec, the engineer wa v sunUencIng
the kids’ opinions about arithmeuc than the dishwasher But, in
addinon, we varied the race of the communicator 1n some of the
trials, he was white,and 1n others, black Several weeks prior to the
experiment, the children had filled out a questionnaire designed to
measure the degree of their prejudice agamst black people The
results were striking Among those children who were most
prejudiced against blacks, the black engineer was Jess influental
than the white engineer, although both men delivered the same
speech  Moreover, among those children who were the least
prejudiced against blacks, the black engineer was #ore mfluential
than the white engineer It seems unreasonable that such a periph-
eral attribute as skin color would affect a man'’s credibihity to his
audience It might be argued that, m a purely rational world, a
prestigious engineer should be able to influence sixth graders
about the 1mportance of anthmeuc regardless of the color of his
skin, but apparently thisis not a purely rational world depending
upon the individual histener’s attitude toward blacks, he was erther
more influenced or Jess influenced by a black communicator than
by an otherwise 1dentical white communicator
This Lind of behavior 1s not very adaptive If the quality of
your life depended on the extent to which you were to allow a
communication about anthmetic to influence your opinion, the
expertise and trustworthiness of the communicator would seem to
be the most reasonable factors to heed To the extent that other
factors (such as skin color) decrease or increase your susceptibil-
Ity to persuasion on an ssue irrelevant to such factors, you are
behming ina maladaptive manner But, although such behavior 15
maladaptive, 1t should not be very astomishing to anyone who has
cver watched commercrals on TV Here, not only are various
peripheral aspects of the communicator emphasized, but fre-
quently, the only aspects of the communicator that the viewer 1s
able to perceive are totally peripheral and irrelevant to the com-
munication Who 15 an expert on the topic of razor blades or
shaving cream® Well, perhaps a barber, maybe a dermatologist or
a chemist Who 15 1t that tells us what blades or lather we should
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he 15 not trymg to influence them Suppose a stockbroker calls
you up and gives you a hot up on a particular stock Wil you
buy? It’s hard to be sure On the one hand, the broker 1s probably
an expert, and this mght nfluence you to buy On the other
hand, the stockbroker has something to gam by giving you this
tp (a commussion), and this could lower his effectiveness But
suppose you happened to overhear him telling hus wafe that a par-
nicular stock was about to rise Because he was obviously not
trymg to fluence you, you might be more readily influenced
Thus 15 exactly what was discovered i ar: experiment by Elame
Walster and Leon Fesunger ** In this study, a conversation was
staged between two graduate students 1n which one of them ex-
pressed hus opinion on an issue The situation was arranged so that
an undergraduate subject was allowed to overhear this conversa-
tion In one experimental condition, 1t was clear to the subject that
the graduate students were well aware of his presence 1n the next
room, therefore, the subject knew that anything being said could
concervably be directed at hum with the mtention of influencing
his opihion In the other condition, the situation was arranged so
that the subject believed that the graduate students were unaware
of hus presence 1n the next room In this condition, the subject’s
opmion changed sigmficantly more n the direction of the opinon
expressed by the graduate students
‘Where do these findings leave
holding up his can of shaving cream?® Clearly he 1s trymg“to ;ln;
fluence us—the “Foamy” company 1s not paymg him all tha
money 7ot to sell shaving cream Moreover, he seems t0 b]c opchr;
ating m his own self-interest, 1f we were to takea good l,oo N 1;] t he
situation, 1t would be clear to us that the only reason h}f s u¥ tc tz p
with the shaving cream 1s to make a buck Shouldn't these ; R
make him less trustworthy and therefore less effectiv ch N
Where our kg for a communicator 1S imvolved (rathert n{!casc
expertise), we seem to behave as though we were (ryxn’g'n Lon{)mwt
him Accordingly, as we have seen, the more that com:

hem—but
wants us to change our opinions, the more we chnng‘;‘;i football
only about trivial 1ssues That 1s,

our friend the football player

1t scems to be true t
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us 1n spite of the fact that we don’t like him?® One way 1s for hum
to argue aganst his own self-mnterest If a person has nothing to
gan (and perhaps something to lose) by convincing us, we will
trust him and he will be more effective An illustration may be
helpful Suppose that Joe “The Shoulder” Napolitano, a habirual
criminal recently convicted as a smuggler and peddler of heroin,
was delivering a communication on the abuses of the American
judiciary system Would he nfluence you? Probably not Most
people would probably regard him as unattractive and untrust-
worthy he seems to fit clearly outside of the Aristotelian defini-
ton of a “good man " But suppose he was arguing that criminal
Justice was too Jement—that a criminal could almost always beat
the rap 1f he had a smart lawyer, and that even 1f a crimnal were
convicted, the sentences normally meted out are too soft Would
he influence you> Pm quite certam he would, in fact, Flamne Wal-
ster, Darcy Abrahams and I*® performed that experiment a few
years ago and confirmed that hypothesis In the actual experiment,
we presented our subjects with a newspaper chpping of an mnter-
view between a news reporter and Joe “The Shoulder” Napoli-
tano, who was identified yust as I have 1denufied him here In one
expenimental condition, Joe “The Shoulder” argued for stricter
courts and more severe sentences In another condition, he argued
that the courts should be more lemient and the sentences less
sesere. We also ran a parallel sct of conditions m which the same
statements were attributed to a respected public offical When
Joe “The Shoulder” argued for more lenient courts, he was total-
ly meffective, indeed, he actually caused the subjects’ opimons to
change shghtly in the opposite direction But when he was argu-
ing for stricter, more powerful courts, he was extremely effec-
tive—as effectuve as the respected public official delivering the
same argument This study demonstrates that Amstotle was not
completely correct—a commumcator can be an unattractive, 1m-
moral person and stll be cffecuve, as long as 1t 1s clear that he has
nothing to gun (and perhaps something to lose) by persurding us
The trustw orthiness of a person who 15 not particularly attrac-
tve can also be increased 1f his audience 35 absolutely certan that
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are presented affect the relatve impact on exther side? (4) What 1s
the relationship between the effectiveness of the communication
and the discrepancy that exists between the audience’s orignal
oprmion and the optron advocated by the communication®

Logical versus Emotional Appeals Several years ago, I was
living 1n a community that was about to vote on whether or not to
fluoridate the water supply as a means of combating tooth decay
An mformation campaign that seemed quite logical and reason-
able was launched by the proponents of fluoridation It consisted
largely of statements by noted dentists describing the benefits of
fluorides and discussing the evidence on the reduction of tooth
decay n areas with fluoridated water, as well as statements by
physicians and other health authorities to the effect that fluorda
tion has no harmful effects The opponents used an appeal that
was much more emotional 1n flavor For example, one leaflet con-
sisted of a huge picture of a rather ugly rat, along with the -
scription “Don’t let them put rat-poison in your dninking water
The referendum to fluondate the water supply was soundly de-
feated Of course, this incident doesn’t prove conclusively that
emotional appeals are superior, mainly because the mcident was
not a scientifically controlled study, we have no 1dea how the
people would have voted on fuoridation 1f 7o publicity were
circulated, nor do we know whether the antifluoridation arcular
reached more people, whether 1t was easier to read than the ;;lro
ponents’ literature, and so forth Although the actual researcn 1n
this area 1s far from conclusive, there does appear to be some €v1

dence favoring an appeal that1s prlmanly emotional Inone early

the

study, for example, George W Hartmann®? tried to measure
ople to vote for 2 pamcular
extent to which he could induce pe Eat o el he o

political candidate as a function of W
age that was
He demonstrated that mndividuals who recerved a messag

db
primarily emotional 1n tenor voted for the candldate; eni(::?:/ 4 );
the message to a greater extent than did people who

message that was primarily logical

—1t seems to
The word primarily 1s stalicized for a good reason—it$ e
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players can get us to use “Foamy” and beaunful women can get
us to agree with them on an abstract topic, but 1t seems unlikely
that they could influence us to vote for their presidential candi-
date, or to adopt their position on the legalization of maryjuana

To summarize this section we might list these phenomena

1 Our opinions are nfluenced by individuals who are both
expert and trustworthy

2 A communicators trustworthiness (and effectiveness) can
be increased if he argues a position apparently opposed to his
own self interest

3 A communicator s trustworthiness (and effectiveness) can
be increased 1f he does not seem to be tryng to influence our
optnton

4 At least where trivial opimons and behaviors are concerned,
if we like a person and can wdentify with hum, his opimons and
behaviors will be more mfluential upon our own than thetr con-
tent would ordinarily warrant

5 Agan, where trivial opintons and behaviors are concerned, 1if
we like a person, we will tend be influenced by him evenif it 1s

clear that he 1s trying to influence us and that he stands to profit
by doing so

The Nature of the Commumcation

The manner 1n which a communication 1s stated plays an impor-
tant role n determmmg 1ts effectiveness There are several ways
mn which communicationg can differ from one another I have
selected four that I consider to be among the most important (1)
Is a communication more persuasive if 1t 15 designed to appeal to
the audience’s reasoming ability, or 1s 1t more persuastve 1f 1t 1s
aimed at arousing the audience’s emouons? (2) Should the com-
munication present only one side of the argument, or should 1t
also mnclude an attempt to refute the opposing view?> (3) If two
sides are presented, as 1n a debate, does the order in which they
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great that we try not to think about them Thus, 1t has been
argued that, 1f a communication arouses a great deal of fear, we
tend 720t to pay close attention to 1t
What does the evidence tell us> The overwhelming weight of
experimental dara suggests that, all other things being equal, the
more frightened a person 1s by a commumnication the more likely
he 15 to take posiuve preventive action The most prolfic re-
searchers n this area have been Howard Leventhal and his asso-
cates ** In one expenment, they tried to mduce people to stop
smoking and to take chest X-rays Some subjects were exposed to
alow-fear treatment they were simply presented with the recom-
mendation to stop smoking and get their chests X-rayed Others
were subjected to moderate fear they were shown a film depict-
g a young man whose chest X-rays revealed that he had lung
cancer The people subjected to the high-fear condition saw the
same film that the “moderate-fear” people saw—and, 1 addition,
they were treated to a rather gory color film of a lung-cancer
operation The results showed that those people who were most
frightened were also most eager to stop smolang and most likely

to take chest X-rays

Is this true for all people? Itis not There 15 a reason why c?m—
mon sense leads some people to believe that a great deal of fear
leads to maction 1t does—for certamn people, under certain condi-
tions What Leventhal discovered 1s that people who have a re}:]t-
sonably good opinion of themselves (high self esteem) arfef[eaf‘
ones who are most likely to be moved by high degreesho Jear
arousal People with low opinions of themselves wel:-e t (:'n et
likely to take immediate action when confronted Wl‘ti ha co e
nication that aroused a great deal of fear—but (an ;ri l:c e
nteresting part) after a delay, they behaved vergr rtr::uzcnon he
subjects with high self esteem That 15, 1if immedia e
not required, but action could be taken later, peoﬁ ¢ e
self-esteem were more likely to take that action (;f t1 e{fcar he
posed to a communication that aroused a great ?a 00 o o
reason for this may be that people who have 2 o\!‘;1 tl}:e won
themselves have a great deal of difficulty coping W!
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define the major problem with research 1n this area Namely,
there are no foolproof, mutually exclusive defimtions of “emo-
tiomil” and “rational ” In the fluoridation 1llustration, for example,
most people would probably agree that the anttfluonidation pam-
phlet was designed to arouse fear, yet, 1t 15 not entirely logical,
because 1t 15 1ndeed true that the fluoride that 1s used 1n minute
concentrations to prevent tooth decay 1s used n masstve concen-
trations as a rat poison On the other side, to present the views of
professional men 1s not entirely free from emotional appeal 1t may
be comforting (on an emotional level) to know that physicians
and denusts endorse the use of fluorides
Because, in practice, operational distnctons between “logtcal”
and “emotional” are difficult to draw, some researchers have
turned to an equally interesting and far more researchable prob-
lem the problem of the effect of various levels of a speaific emo-
tion on opinion change Supposc you wish to arouse fear m the
hearts of your audience as a way of inducing opinion change
Would 1t be more effective to arouse just a little fear, or should
you try to scare the hell out of them® For example, 1if your goal 1s
to convinee people to drive more carefully, would you be more
effective if you showed them gory technicolor films of the broken
and bloody bodies of the victims of highway aceidents, or would
you be more effectve 1f you soft-pedaled your communication—
showing crumpled fenders, discussing increased nsurance rates
duc to carcless driving, and pomnting out the possibility that peo-
ple who drnve carelessly may have therr driver’s heenses suspcnd-
cd®> Common sense argues on both sides of this street On the one
hand, 1t suggests that a good scare will motivate people to action,
on the other hand, 1t argues that too much fear can be debilitat-
mng—that s, 1t might interfere with 2 person’s ability to pay atten-
tion to the message, to comprehend 1t, and to act upon it We've
all believed, at one tme or another, that “it only happens to the
other guy ~it can’t happen to me ” Thus, people continue to drive
at very Iigh specds, and to 1nsist on driving after theyve had 2
few drinks, even though they should know beteer Perhaps this 1s
because the possible neganse consequences of these actions are so
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recommendations that do not mnclude such mstructons For ex-
ample, 2 campaign conducted on a college campus urging stu-
dents to tahe tetanus shots included specific mnstructions about
where and when they were available The campaign matersals
included a map showing the location of the student health service
and a suggestion that each student set aside a convenient ume to
stop by. The results showed that high-fear appeals were more
effective than low-fear appeals n producing favorable attitudes
toward tetanus shots among the students, and that they also -
creased the students’ stated tntentions to take the shots The high-
ly specific mstructions about how to go about getting the shots
did not 1n any way effect these opinions and intentions, but the
instructions did have 2 big effect on the actual bebavior Of those
subjects who were instructed about how to proceed, 28 percent
actually got the tetanus shots, but of those who received no spe
cific instructions, only 3 percent actually went down to get them
In a control group exposed only to the action nstructions—no
fear-arousing message—there was no shot taking Thus, specific
mnstructions alone are not enough to produce action—fear 15 2
necessary component for action m such situations
Very sumilar results were uncovered 1n Leventhal’s cigarette
experiment In attempting to help people give up smoking c1ga&
rettes, Leventhal found thata hugh fear communicatton produce
a much greater mtention to stop smoking Unless 1t was accon;
panted by recommendations for speaific behavior, how‘e‘\éer, .
produced httle results Simlarly, specific nstructions (f uyter
magazne mstead of a pack of cigaretics, drnk plenty o V;:ar-
when you have the urge to smoke,” and so on) Wlt*’}?}:“ a el
arousing communication were relanvely meffective de }CIO el
nation of fear arousal and specific istructions produce lt ef -
results, the students 1n this condition were still smol\llng eSeSd 1(1)re
months after they were sub]ected to the expenimenta proc

_cwded Arguments Suppose yoU are
that caprtal purshment s neces-

people if you sumply stated your

One-sided versus Two
trying to persuade your audience
sary Would you persuade more
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A high-fear communication overwhelms them and makes them
feel hke crawling mto bed and pulling the covers up over their
heads Low or moderate fear 1s something that they can more
easily deal with at the moment they experience 1t But if given
time—that 15, 1f 1t’s not essential that they act immediately—they
will be more likely to act 1f the message truly scared the hell out
of them
Subsequent research by Leventhal and his co-workers lends
support to this analysis In one study, subjects were shown films
of serious automobule accidents Some subjects watched the films
on 2 large screen from up close, others watched them from far
away on a much smaller screen Among those subjects with high
or moderate self esteem, the ones who saw the films on the large
screen were much more likely to take protective action, subse-
quently, than were the ones who saw the films on the small screen
Subjects with low self-esteem were more likely to take acuon
when they saw the films on a small screen, those subjects with
low self esteem who saw the films on a large screen reported a
great deal of faugue and stated that they had a great deal of diffi-
culty even thinking of themselves as victims of automobile acct-
dents Thus, 1t does seem that people with low self-esteem are
overwhelmed by fear, 1f an immediate response 1s necessary
It should be relauvely easy to make a person with high self-
esteem behave like a person with low self esteem We can over-
whelm hum by making him feel that there 15 nothing he can do to
prevent or discover a threatening situation This wall lead most
people to bury their heads in the sand—even those who have high
self esteem Conversely, suppose you wanted to reduce the auto-
mobule acardent rate, or to help people give up smoking, and you
were faced with low self-esteem people How would you pro-
ceed? If you construct a message that contains clear, specific, and
opumistic nstructions, 1t might increase the fecling among the
members of your audience that they can cope with the danger
Lxpeniments by Leventhal and his associates show that fear-
arousng messages that contam specific mstructions about how,
when, and where to take action are much more effecuve than
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‘When talking to the party faithful, they almost mvaruably delver
a hell-raising sct of arguments favoring their own party platform
and candidacy. If they do mention the opposition, 1t 15 10 2 den-
sive, mocking tone. On the other hand, when appearing on net-
work TV or when speakig to any audience of mixed loyalties,
they tend to take a more statesmanhhe posttion, grving the oppos-
ing view a reasonably accurate ainng before proceeding to de-
mobish it.

The Order of Presentatton. Imagmne that you are running for
the city council. You and your opponent are mvited to address a
large audience at the local high school Itisa close elecion—many
members of the audience are as yet undecided—and the outcome
may hinge on your specch You have worked hard on wrniting and
rehearsing it As you take your seat on the stage, the master of
ceremonies asks you whether you would prefer to lead off or
speak last. You ponder this for a moment You think, Speakmg
first may bave an advantage, because first umpressions are lartmg}
if I can get the audience on my side early, them my opponent 'ujizl
not only have to sell bmself, but be'll also bave to unsell the audi-
ence on me—be'll be bucking a rend On the other band, zfll
speak last, 1 may bave an advantage, because when the peobp e
leave the auditormum, they may remember the last thing tiey
beard The early statements made by my opponent, nobmatltlf:
how powerful, will be buried by my rhetoric snply ;15: I
bemng last my speech will be more wvwd, more 1;1}e]mar(zir o
confusion, you race off the stage, find a phone bootk, an {:/hxch
your friend, the soctal psychologist Surely, he must know

order has an advantage
I'm afraid that 1f you expect
for a disappomntment Moreover, if you
soctal psychologist’s elaborations and qua
might miss the opportunity ofh evelr tileé:/?trsl‘;% y
Indeed, you might even muss the elec n
Neec}irless (ogsay, the 1ssue 15 2 complex one mvz?s:‘r)llg(,’: l’)I?}ie
learning and retention Tl try to state 1£35 simply as P

2 one word answer, you are n
wait to hear all of the
lifying remarhs, you
our speech at all
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view and ignored the arguments agamst caprtal punushment, or
would you be more persuasive if you discussed the opposing argu-
ments and attempted to refute them? Before trying to answer this
question, let us try to understand what 1s involved If a communi-
cator mentions the opposition’s arguments, 1t might mdicate that
he 15 an objective, fair minded person, this could enhance hts
effectiveness On the other hand, 1f a2 commumcator so much as
mentions the arguments on the other side of the 1ssue, 1t might
suggest to the audience that the issue 1s a controversial one, this
could confuse the audience, make them equivocate, and 1t might
ultmately reduce the persuasiveness of the communication With
these possibilities in mind, 1t should not come as a surpnse to the
reader that there 1s no simple relation between one sided argu-
ments and the effectiveness of the communication It depends to
some extent upon the mtelligence of the audience the more 1n-
telligent the members of the audience are, the less likely they are
1o be persuaded by a one sided argument and the more likely they
are to be persuaded by an argument that brings out the important
opposing arguments and then proceeds to refute them This
makes sense an intelligent person 1s more likely to know some of
the counterarguments—when the communicator avoids mention-
ng these, the mtelligent members of the audience are likely to
conclude that the communicator 15 esther unfair or 15 unable to
refute such arguments On the other hand, an umntelligent person
15 less apt to know of the existence of opposing arguments If the
counterirgument 15 ignored, he 1s persuaded, 1f the counterargu-
ment 15 presented, he may get confused
Another factor that plays a vital role 1s the mtial posttion of
the audience As we mught expect, 1f a member of the audience 1s
already predisposed to believe the communicator’s argument, 2
one sided presentation has a greater impact on his opimion than a
two sided presentation If, however, a member of the audience 1§
leaming 1n the opposite direction, then a two sided refutational
argument 1s more persuasive * Most politicians seem to be wll
aware of this phenomenon, they tend to present vastly different
kinds of speeches, depending upon who constitutes the audience
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to back, and if the election 1s stll several days away, you should
speak first The primacy of your speech will mterfere with the
audience’s ability to learn your opponent’s arguments, with the
election several days away, differential effects due to memory are
neghgible But if the election 1s going to be held immedately
after the second speech, and there 15 gomng to be a prolonged
coffee break between the two speeches, you would do well to
speak last Because of the coffee break between speeches, the
mterference of the first speech with the learning of the second
speech will be mimimal, because the audience must make up 1ts
mind right after the second speech, the second speaker has reten-
tion working for lum Therefore, the recency effect would pre-
dominate all other things bemg equal, the last speech will be the
more persuasive

These speculations were confirmed 1n a clever experiment by
Norman Miller and Donald Campbell** In this experiment, 2
sunulated jury trial was arranged, 1n which the subjects were pre-
sented with a condensed version of the transcript of an actual jury
trial of a smt for damages brought against the manufacturers of
an allegedly defective vaporizer The pro side of the afrfgument
consisted of the testimony of witnesses for the plamuff, cross-

examination of defense witnesses by the plamu’ﬁ’s Ia\vyerﬁ:)ed ;2;
opening and closing speeches of the plamuff’s lawyer -
e testimony of witnesses for

side of the argument consisted of th 1 his
the defense, the defense fawyer'’s cross examinations, ::mf e
opening and closing statements The condensed versnc;x‘:t: rere
transcript was arranged so that all of the pro argum o ed 10
placed 1 one block and all of the con arguments were }zervcncd
another block The mvestigators varied the tme that mthe e
between the reading of the two arguments and betfwf]:r:,erdlct A
ing of the last argument and the announcemcnlt of t S petween
recency effect was obtaned when there wasa arge g: ltJhe - cond
the first and second arguments and a small gap betwf(:med when
argument and the verdict A prumacy effect wasd(:\r uments and
there was a small gap berween the first and secgnthe gerdxct The
2 large gap between the second argument 20
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1ssues are stmilar to the common-sense 1ssues that you, as our
hypothetical politician, pondered alone It 1s true that, all other
things bemng equal, the audience’s memory should be better for
the speech that was made last, ssmply because 115 closer in time to
the election On the other hand, the actual learning of the second
material will not be as thorough as the learming of the first mate-
rial, simply because the very existence of the first material inhibits
the learning process Thus, from our knowledge of the phenom-
ena of learning, 1t would appear that, all other things being equal,
the first argument will be more effective, we’ll call this the pr-
macy effect But from our knowledge of the phenomena of reten-
tion, on the other hand, 1t would appear that, all other things
being equal, the last argument will be more effectve, we'll call
this the recency effect
The fact that these two approaches seemingly make for op-
posite predictions does not mean that it doesn’t matter which
argument comes first, nor does 1t mean that 1t 15 hopeless to at-
tempt to make a defimtive predicion What 1t does mean 1s that,
by knowing something about the way both mhibition and reten-
tion work, we can predict the conditions under which erther the
primacy effect or the recency effect will prevail The crucual
variable 15 time—that 15, the amount of ume that separates the
events in the sitwation (1) the amount of tme between the first
communication and the second communication, and (2) the
amount of time between the end of the second communication
and the moment when the members of the audience must finally
make up their minds Here are the crucial pomnts (1) Inhibition
(interference) 1s greatest 1f very little time elapses between the
two communications, here, the first communication produces
mavmum interference with the learning of the second communi-
cauon, and a primacy effect will occur—the first speaker will have
the advantage (2) Retention 1 greatest, and recency effects will
therefore prevail, when the audience must make up 1ts mind 1m-
medrately after hearing the second communication
O'l\ay Is the candidate for city council still on the phone?

Here’s the plan If the two speakers present their arguments back
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ton change indeed, several mvestgators have found that this
“linear” relation holds true A good example of this relation was
provided by an experiment by Philip Zimbardo ** Each of the
college women recrusted for the experiment was asked to bring 2
close friend with her to the laboratory Each pair of friends was
then presented wath a case study of juvemile delinquency, and
then each of the subjects was asked, separately and 1n private, to
indicate her recommendations on the matter Each subject wasled
to believe that her close friend disagreed with her—either by 2
small margin or by an extremely Jarge margin Zimbardo found
that the greater the apparent margmn between the friends’ judg-
ments, the more they changed their opmions toward what they
supposed were the opimons of their friends
However, a close scrutiny of the research lierature also turns
up several experiments that disconfirm the line of reasoning pre
sented above For example, Carl Hovland, O ] Harvey, and
Muzafer Sherif*” argued that, 1f 2 particular communication df-
fers considerably from a person’s own position, 1t 15, 1n effect, out-
side of his “lanitude of acceptance,” and he will no? be much
mfluenced by 1t They conducted an experiment and found 2
curvilmear relation between discrepancy and opinton change By
“curvilinear,” I mean that, as 2 small discrepancy increased some-
what, so did the degree of opinion change, but as the dISC‘CPancg
conunued to mcrease, opmion change began to slacken, ann
finally, as the discrepancy became large, the amrount of OPl":_’Oc
change became very small When the discrepancy % as icr)’ c?ofc;
almost no opinton change was observed at all Let’s tade a o
look at this experiment The communication was base (l)xn 1:hexr
hot 1ssue—one that the subjects felt strongly about W heth cf ot
state should remain “dry”—that 15, continue to prohibi ¢ c;; dis-
liquor—or whether it should change the law prohibiting [c were
tribution of alcohol and “go wet ™ The voters of t;w S::f“ s
virtually equally divided on this 1s5u€ and the subjee

ongly that the
representative sample some of the Sublcct; f;l:tslt:rshcﬁll)d goweh

state should remain dry, others felt strongl b ke then
and yet others took 2 moderate position The subj



74 The Social Annmal

topic of this experiment (a jury trial) serves to underscore the
immense practical significance that these phenomena may have If
1t 1s true that the order of presentation has an effect on such things
as whether a jury finds a defendant guilty or innocent, then our
trial procedures should be examined and steps should be taken to
prevent any possible miscarriages of justice due to primacy or
recency effects

The Size of the Discrepancy If a commumicator 1s talking to
an audience that strongly disagrees with his point of view, will
presenting his position 1n 1ts most extreme form be more effective,
or will medulating hus postion by presenting 1t i such a way that
1t does not seem terribly different from the audience’s position®
For example, suppose you believe that, 1n order to stay healthy,
people should exercise vigorously every day, any vigorous exer-
cise would be helpful, but an hour’s worth would be preferable
Your audience consists of a group of college professors who seem
to believe that turning the pages of a book 1s sufficient exercise for
the average person Would you change their opinion to a greater
extent by argumng that people should exercise for a full hour every
day, or by suggesting a briefer, less taxing regimen? In short, what
1s the most effecuve level of discrepancy between the opimon of
the audience and the recommendation of the communicator® This
15 2 vital sssue for any propagandist or educator

Let us look at this situaton from the pomt of view of the
audience As I mentioned 1n Chapter 2, most of us have a strong
desire to be correct—to have “correct” opinons and to perform
reasonable actions When someone comes along and disagrees
with us 1t makes us feel uncomfortble because 1t suggests that
our opinions or actions may be wrong or based on misinforma-
tion The greater the disagreement, the greater 1s our discomfort
How can we reduce this discomfore? Simply by changing our
opimions or actions The greater the disagreement, the greater our
opinton change will be Ths line of reasoning, then, would sug-
gest that the communicator should argue for one hour per day of
nigorous exercise, the greater the discrepancy, the more the opin-
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My own personal preference 1s for the second mode Accord-
mgly, with two of my students—] Merrill Carlsmith and Judith
Turner—I began to speculate about what factor or factors mght
make such 2 difference We began by accepting the notion dis-
cussed above the greater the discrepancy, the greater the dis-
comfort for 2 member of the audience But we reasoned that this
does not necessarily mean that he will change hus opinion There
are at least four ways i which he can reduce this discomfort (1)
he can change his opmuon, (2) he can induce the communicator
to change bis opinion, (3) he can seek support for hus ongmal
opinon by finding other people who share his views, 1n spite of
what the commumcator says, or (4) he can derogate the com-
municator—convince himself that the communicator 15 stupid, or
immoral, or a Commie—and thereby invalidate that person’s
opinion

In a great many communica
that pertain 1n these experiments, th
as a written statement (as a newspaper or magazine artcle, for
example) or by a communicator who 1s not approachable by the
audience (as on TV, on the lecture platform, and so on) Also,
the subject 1s often alone, or part of an audience whose memb;rs
have no opportunity to imteract with each other Thus, un C;
these circumstances, 1t 1s virtually 1mpossxble for the recipient 0.
the communtcation etther to have mmediate 1mpact on the c’iz_hm-
municator’s opimon or to seek 1mmediate social support f ’_S

leaves the recipient two major ways of reducing this discom o:;r
he can change his optnion, or he can derogate the communica

Under what circumstances would an mndividual find 1:;?5)’ ‘;:
difficult to derogate the commumcator® It w ouldbe v er);d llsgl:)c
to derogate a lihed and respccted personal friend, 1t W ouh :: o
difficult to derogate someone Who 15 Inghly trustworeny dpbnl
on the 1ssue under discussion Bue if the commumca(;or s 2:: ;“m
ity were ambiguous, 1t would 70t be difficult to fczoci e -
Following this line of reasoning, %€ suggested that,1 o cen
cator's credibility were high, the greater the dxscrcpf;lnqm act he

hus views and the audience’s views, the greater the 1mp

tion situations, including those
¢ message 15 delivered either
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divided into groups in which all three opinions were represented.
Each group was presented with a different communication, so
that in each group, there were subjects who found the communi-
cation close to their own position, some who found it moderately
discrepant from their own position and some who found it ex-
tremely discrepant from their own position. Specifically, one
group was presented with a “wet” message, which argued for the
unlimited and unrestricted sale of liquor; another group was pre-
sented with a “dry” message, which argued for complete prohibi-
tion; and a third group was presented with a moderately “wet”
message, which argued to allow some drinking but with certain
controls and restrictions. The greatest opinion changes occurred
when there was a moderate discrepancy between the actual mes-
sage and the opinions of individual members of the audience.
What an exciting state of affairs! When there exist a substan-
tial number of research findings that point in one direction and a
similarly substantial number of research findings that point in a
different direction, it doesn’t necessarily mean that someone has to
be wrong; rather, it suggests that there is a significant factor that
hasn t_bee31 accounted for—and this is indeed exciting, for it gives
the scientist an opportunity to play detective. I beg the readers’
indulgence here, for I would like to dwell on this issue—not only
for its substantive value, bur also because it provides us with an
opportunity to analyze one of the more adventurous aspects of
social psychology as a science. Basically, there are two ways of
pr.ocecdmg with this game of detective, We can begin by assem-
bling all of the experiments that show one resule and all of those
that sho“.r the other result and (imaginary magnifying glass in
hand) painstakingly scrutinize them, locking for the one factor
common to the experiments in group A and lacking in those in
group B; then we can try to determine, conceptually, why this
factor s}}ould make a difference. Or, conversely, we can begin by
speculating conceptually about what factor or factors might make
a fhﬂcrt':nce; then we can glance through the existing literature,
with this conceptual lantern in hand, to see if the experiments in
group A differ from the experiments in group B in this dimension.
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bility But we didn’t stop there we constructed an experiment 1n
which we systemancally investigated the size of the discrepancy
and the credibility of the communicator in one research design ™
In this experiment, college women were asked to read several
stanzas from obscure modern poetry and to rank them n terms of
how good they were Then each woman was given an essay to
read purporting to be a criticism of modern poetry that specifi-
cally mentioned a stanza that she had rated poorly For some sub-
jects, the essayist described this particular stanza 1n glowing
terms—this created a large discrepancy between the opimon of the
communicator and the opmton voiced by the students this
experimental condition For some subjects, the essay1st was only
mildly favorable in the way that he described the stanza—this set
up 2 moderate discrepancy between the essayust and the students
1 this condition In a third condition, the essay1st was mldly
scornful 1n his treatment of the stanza—which placed the recipt-
ents of this commumcation m a “mild discrepancy” situation
Finally, to one-half of the women in the experiment, the writer of
the essay was sdentified as the poet T S Eliot, a highly credible
communicator, to the rest of the subjects, the essay witer was
1dentified as a college student The subjects were subsequently
allowed to re-rank the stanzas When T S Tlhot was ostenstbly
the communycator, the essay had the most influence on the stu-
dents when 1ts evaluation of the stanza was most discrepant frofg
theirs, when a fellow student of medium credibility was xdcnlnﬂc !
as the essayist, the essay produced a liztle opinton ch;ngc " ‘cr'; ;t
was shightly discrepant from the opmion of the stu cm;, a r{];l .
deal of change when 1t was moderately discrepant, on’
httle opinion change when 1t was extremely discrepant -
To sum up this section, the confhictng results sccnlﬂ e
accounted for when a communicator has hugh credby ;Il[ri‘d the
greater the discrepancy between the view he ads obc“czrsu'ldcd.
view of the audience, the more the audience will be p bl
on the other hand, whena COmMMUNICALOL’S credibility lsmodcmxc
or shim, he will produce mavmum opinion change at
discrepancies
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would have on the opimions of the audience However, if the
communicator’s credibility were not very high, he would be, by
definition, subject to derogation This 1s not to say that he could-
't influence the opimions of the audience He probably would be
able to influence people to change their opinions, if his opnions
were not too different from thewrs But the more discrepant sucha
communicator’s position 1s from those of his audience, the more
the audience might begm to question his wisdom, intelligence, and
samty The more they question his wisdom, mtelligence, and
sanity, the less likely they are to be mfluenced by him Let’s
return to our example mvolving physical exercise Imagine a 73-
year old man, with the body of a man half his age, who had just
won the 26 mile Boston Marathon If he told me that a good way
to stay n condiion and lve a long healthy life was to exercise
vigorously for one hour every day, I would believe lnm Boy,
would I believe him' He would get much more exercise out of me
than if he suggested that [ should exercise for only ten minutes a
day But suppose that a person somewhat less credible, such as a
high school track coach, were delwering the communication If
he suggested that I exercise ten minutes a day, his suggestion
would be within my own lantude of acceprance, and he might
mfluence my opinton and behavior But if he advised me to exer
cise vigorously for an hour a day, I would be inclined to write
hum off as a quack, a health freak, a monomantac—and I could
comfortably continue bemng mdolent Thus, T would agree with
Hoviand, Harvey, and Shenf a person will consider an extremely
discrepant communication to be outside of his latitude of accept-
ance—but only 1f the communicator 1s not highly credible
Armed with these speculations, my colleagues and I scrutt-
nized the exisung experiments on this 1ssue, paying special atten-
tion to the ways in which the communicator was described Lo
and behold, we discovered that each of the expertments that
showed a direct hinear relation between discrepancy and opinion
change happened to describe the source of the communication as
more credible than did those w hose results showed a curvilinear
relaton This confirmed our speculations about the role of creds-
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does’t think very highly of himself, he probably believes that he
stands a better chance of being nght if he goes along with the
recommendations of the communicator

Prior Experience of the Audience Another audience-related
factor of considerable importance 1s the frame of mind that the
audience 15 1n just prior to the communication An audience can
be made receptive to a communication if 1t has been well fed and
is relaxed and happy Conversely, members of an audience can be
made less receptive and less persuasable if they are forewarned
that an attempt 15 gomng to be made to persuade them Thus 1s
especrally true 1f the content of the message differs from their
own beliefs I would argue that the phrase, “And now, a message
from our sponsor " renders that message less persuastve than 1t
would have been 1f the communicator had simply ghded nto 1t
without prologue The forewarning seems to s2y “Watch out, I'm
gong to try to persuade you 7 and people tend to respond by
marshalling defenses agamst the message This phenomenon wa;
demonstrated 1n an experiment by Jonathan Freedman and Davt
Sears # Teenagers were told that they would be hearing 2 talk
entitled “Why Teenagers Should Not Be Allowed to Dnive ” Ten
munutes later, the speaker presented them with his commumc}z:—
tion In a control condition, the same talk was given without the
ten minute forewarning The subjects 1n the control condlz::
were more thoroughly convinced by the commurucation t
were those who had been forewarned peen
A more elaborate audience-preparation phenomenoz ]i:as b::n
developed by Willam McGuire and his associates, and alsrca i
approprately dubbed the moculaton effect We have ;ecuvz
seen that a two-sided (refutational) presentation 1 more € e
for convineing most audiences than a one sided Pres‘“;r:“ or-
Expanding on this phenomenon, McGuire suggested thatt l:at if)e .
0N receives prior exposure to 2 br‘l‘ef Comm“(;“f:“;::st 2 subse
then able to refute, he tends to be “mmmunize ngr e ich the
quent full-blown presentatton of the same argument, e anizes 2
same way that a small amount of an attenuated virus’
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Characteristics of the Audience

Sex and Self-esteen  All listeners, readers, or viewers are not
ahke Some people are more difficult to persuade In addition, as
we have seen, the kind of communication that appeals to one per-
son may not appeal to another For example, the intelligence of a
member of the audience and his prior opinion will play major
roles in determining whether a two-sided communication will be
more effective thana one-sided communication

There are several other factors that play important roles For
example, 1t seems that women can be more easily persuaded than
men ** This 1s probably because, m our society, women are social-
1zed to be more submussive and less skeptical than men, and are
rewarded for submissiveness rather than assertiveness If this 15
true, we may soon witness a change, as women are now freemng
themselves from their traditional passive role *

What effect does an mdividual’s personality have on his per-
suasability> The one personality variable that 1s most consistently
related to persuasability 1s self-esteem An ndividual who feels
madequate as a person 15 more easily mnfluenced by a persuasive
communication than an individual who thinks highly of himself
This seems reasonable enough, after all, 1f a person doesn’t ike

tumself, then 1t follows that he doesn’t place a very high premium
on his ow n 1deas Consequently, 1f his 1deas are challenged, he may
not be very reluctant to gnve them up Recall that people want to
be nghe If a person who has high self-esteemn listens to 2 commu-
nicaton that 1s at vanance with his own opinion, he must make up
tis mind whether he stands a better chance of being nght if he
changes his opinton or if he stands pat A person with high self-
cesteem may expenience some conflict when he finds himself 1n
disagreement with a highly credible communicator For a person
with low self-esteem, there 15 little or no conflict—because he

—_—

.
It mav be erroncous to conclude that women are more casily persuad

ed than men Such a concluston may be an example of non conscious male
chauwvanism See pp 177-178
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build resistance to pro Communise propaganda would be to teach
courses on Communism, presenting both sides of the argument
Ten years ago, such 2 suggestion would have met with derision
Twenty years ago, Senator Joseph McCarthy would have con-
sidered this a Communist inspired 1dea Tr1s hoped that the day of
the ostrich 15 over, we cannot resist propaganda by burymg our
heads n the sand The person who 1s eastest to ¢ bramwash’ s the
person whose 1deas about Americanism are based upon slogans
that have never been seriously challenged

How Well Do the Principles Work?

Suppose you mherted a television statton Here 1s a golden
opportunity to change people’s opimions on important 1ssues You
have just finished reading this chapter (so you know how to do
1) and you’re m control of a very powerful medum of commu
mcation You choose your favorite issue, let’s say that you are m
favor of free health care, and you would jike to persuade others to
agree with you How do you set about domng 16> That's simple
You choose a ume slot followmng a highly mtellectual program
(in order to be certam that mtelligent people are watching) and
accordingly, you present a two sided argument (because two
sided arguments work best on mtelligent people) You arr:mg;f:
your arguments m such a manner thar the argument m favor 1(:
free medical care 15 stronger and appears first (1n order to take
advantage of the pumacy effect) You describe the phght lof the
poor, how they get sich and die for lackof adequate m;dxca c:u}'lc
and you do 1t i a manner that mspares a great deal of fear, at tb e
same time you offer a specific plan of action because this com ]ln
nauon produces the most opimon change and the most acnor:) m
the most people You present some of the arguments agmrisr );'ou
position and offer strong refutation of these argumen ; You
arrange things so that the speaker 1s an expert, 15 trustw or(l y o
1s extremely likeable You make your argument as stmni gn;:ecn
tive as you are able, 1n order to maxumize the discrepancy
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person agamnst a full blown attack by that virus In an experiment
by William McGuire and Dumitr1 Papageorgis,” a group of peo-
ple stated their opinions, these opintons were then subjected to 2
mild attack—and the attack was refuted These people were sub-
sequently subjected to a powerful argument agamst thei wutial
opintons Members of this group showed a much smaller tendency
to change their opiruons than did the members of a control group
whose opinions had not been previously subjected to the mild
attack In effect, they had been inoculated against opinion change
and made relatively immune ‘Thus, not only 1s 1t often more
effective as a propaganda techmque to use a two sided refutational
presentation, bur, 1f 1t 15 used skillfully, such a presentation tends
to increase the audience’s resistance to subsequent counterpropa-
ganda
How does the moculation effect work? Prior exposure, in the
form of a watered down attack on a person’s beliefs, produces
resistance to later persuasion because (1) the person becomes
motvated to defend his beliefs, and (2) he gains some practice 1n
doing so Often, beliefs that we hold are never called nto ques
uon, when they are not, 1t 15 relatvely easy for us to lose sight of
why we hold them Thus, 1f subjected to a severe attack, such
beliefs my crumble In order to motivate a person to bolster his
beliefs, he must be made aware of their vulnerability, and the best
way to do this 1s to attack them mildly The person 1s then better
equipped to resist a more serious gftack
This 15 1n important pomt that 1s frequently 1gnored or mis
understood by people who nnle important decisions For exam-
ple. mn the aftermath of the Korcan War, when several of our
prisoners of war were supposedly brunwashed by the Chinese
Commumsts 1 Senate committee recommended that, n order to
build resistance among the people to brunwashing and other
forms of Communist propaganda, courses on “patriousm and
Amencinsm” should be msututed 1n our public school system
Bur William McGuire’s results suggest that the best way to help
our GIs resist 1nu American propaganda would be to challenge
therr behief 1n the Amernican w ay of Ife, and that the best way to
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they attempted to prevent members of their audience from -
venung arguments i refutation of the message bemng presented to
them This was accomplished by sumply distracting the audrence
somewhat while the communicanon was being presented Two
groups of students who belonged to a college fratermty were
required to listen to a tape-recorded argument about the evils of
college fratermities The argument was erudite, powerful, and, as
you mught imagine, widely discrepant from the beliefs of the
members of the audience During the presentation of the commu-
nication, one of the groups was distracted Speaifically, they were
shown a highly entertaming silent film Festinger and Maccoby
reasoned that, because this group was engaged in two tasks simul-
taneously—listening to the tape-recorded argument against frater-
nittes and watching an entertainmng film—their minds would be so
occupied that they would have little or no opportumty to think
up arguments in refutation of the tape-recorded message The
members of the control group, on the other hand, were not dis-
tracted by a film, therefore, they would be better able to devote
some of their thoughts to resisting the communication by think-
g up counterarguments The results of the experiment con-
firmed this reasoning The students who were distracted by
watching the film underwent substantially more opmion change
agawnst fratermnes than did the students who were not dustracted
Although tlus experrment suggests one way of overcoming
audience resistance, the effects of such techniques are of short
duration and, hence, of limited value In general, behefs that peo-
ple hold important are difficult to change through direct commu-
nication On the face of 1t, there appedrs to be a basic difference
between an ssue like free medical care, on the one hand, and
1ssues like the feasibility of atormnic-powered submarines, whether
antihustimines should be sold without a prescrlptlm’;» and tﬁe
practical importance of arithmetic, on the other What 1s the

e
difference? One difference 1s that the medical care 1ssue 1s mor
submarines, any-

smportant Who cares about atomxc~poweredh anines, any’
way? It’s of trivial importance But what are the comp

s 1 €, 1y
important” or “trivial .
In order to provide an answer to this question, we must fir
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the argument presented and the 1mtal atttude of the audience
And then you sit back, relax, and wait for those opinions to start
changing
It’s not that simple Imagine a typical viewer Let’s say that
she 15 a 45-year-old middle class housewife who 1s strongly op-
posed to government intervention She feels that any form of
social legislation 15 a plot to undermne the democratic way She
stumbles across your program while looking for an evening’s
entertanment  She begins to hear your arguments n favor of free
health care As she listens, she becomes shightly less confident 1n
her original convictions She 1s not quite as certain as she had been
that the government shouldn’t intervene in matters of health
What does she do® If she 1s anything like the subjects 1n Lance
Canon’s®? experiment, she would reach over, twist the dial on her
TV set, and begin to watch * Laugh 1n ” Canon found that, as a
person’s confidence 1s weakened, he becomes less prone to hsten
to arguments against his own beliefs Thus, the very people who
might be most suscepuble to having their opinions changed are
the ones least likely to continue to expose themselves to a com-
munication designed for that purpose
Suppose you can get a captive audience and force them to
Iisten That’s not as difficult as 1t scems, for example, you may be
able to get permussion to show your TV program to 2 classroom
full of hugh-school students or army recruits In such situations,
the viewers cannot walk over and change the channel Will your
progrim have an effect on the opinions of your audience? Not
necessanly ' We can force people to listen to a communication,
we can even force people to pay close attention to the content
(by giving an exam afterwards 1n a classroom situation, for exam-
ple, offenng high rewards for good performance and severe
punishments for poor performance), but we cannot be certain
that their opinions will chainge When faced with informauon
that runs counter to their beliefs, people have a tendency either to
distort 1ts meatung or to invent counterarguments on the spot In
this way, they are able to 13 01d changing their opinions
Tt 15 possible to overcome some of this resistance Leon Fes-
unger and Nathin Maccoby™ conducted an experiment in which
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Nader would not influence Sam as easily or as thoroughly as a
statement by Nader about cars, sealing wax, cabbages, or kings
Individuals resist having their atutudes changed, thus, direct com-
municattons that challenge existing attitudes tend to be less nflu-
enual In order to change attitudes, we must first understand what
motwvates this resistance Why do people distort messages that
differ from their own attitudes® Why do they mvent counter-
arguments® Why 1s 1t important for them to avoid changing their
attitudes® These are important and complex questions, and T will
attempt to answer them i the next chapter
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examine what we mean by the term “opinion,” which we've been
using throughout this chapter On the simplest level, an opinion 1s
what a person believes to be factually true Thus, 1t 15 my opimton
that there are more than 40,000 students enrolled at The Univer-
sity of Texas, that wearing seat belts reduces traffic fatalities, and
that New York City 1s hot i the summer Such opintons are
primarily cogmuve—that s, they are unemotional, they take place
1 the head rather than in the gut They are also transient—that 1s,
they can be changed by good, clear evidence to the contrary
Thus, if Ralph Nader (whom I regard as a ughly credible source
on the traffic 1ssue) presented me with data indicating that seat
belts, as they are currently constructed, do not reduce fatalines
significantly, I would change my opinion on that 1ssue
On the other hand, suppose that a person holds the opmion
that Jews engage 1n “sharp” business practices, or that Orentals
are sneaky, or that people under twenty-five have a special wis-
dom, or that the United States of America ts the greatest (or most
awful) country i the lustory of the world, or that New York
City 1sa jungle How do these opinions differ from the ones stated
in the preceding paragraph® For one thing, they are evaluative—
that 1, they mmply likes or dislikes For a person to believe that
Orientals are sneaky 1mplies strongly that he doesn’t hike Orien-
tals The opinion that New York City 1s a jungle 1s different from
the opmion that New York City 1s hot 1n the summer The
opinion that New York City 15 a jungle 1s not simply cognitive—it
15 also hughly evaluative and highly emotional An opinon that
includes an evaluative and an emotsonal component 1s called an
attinde Compared to opintons, atutudes are extremely difficult
to change
Suppose that Sam 1s2n extremely liberal person who swears by
RY:llph Nader Accordingly, Sam 1s{nﬂuenc§d by everything that
Nader uncovers about cars, safety, government abuse, the mihi-
tary industrial complex, and so on’ But suppose, for example, that
Nader conducted an exhausuve study that indicated that, in terms
of intelligence, blacks were genetically mferior to whites Would
this be likely to affect Sam’s opinion® Because the ssue 1s rooted
in an emouonal complex, 1t 1s likely that such a statement by
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Picture the following scene A young mar 1S bemng hypnotized
The hypnoust places him under a posthypnotic suggeston an
tells him that, when the clock strikes four, he will (1) go to the
closet, get his raincoat and galoshes, and put them on, (2) grab 83
umbrella, (3) walk eight blocks to the A&P supermarkr:[t_I an
purchase six cartons of cigarettes, and (4) return }ll(ome e x;
told that as soon as he reenters hus apartment, he will “snap out ©
1t” and will be himself again

‘When the clock stikes four, the young man xmmedmt;ly
heads for the closet, dons fus ramncoat and galoshes, grabs his

ettes
umbrella, and trudges out the door on his quest for cigar

ear.
There are a few strange things about his errand (1) 1r1s a clear,

sunshiny day—there 1sn't a cloud m the sky, (2) there s a:cr:g;
store half a block away that sells cigarettes for the sams Pd joacs
the A&P eight blochs away, and (3) the young ma

smoke
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terms. Recall that these investigators injected people with epi-
nephrine. Those who were forewarned about the symptoms
caused by this drug (palpitations of the heart, sweaty palms, and
hand tremors) had a sensible explanation for the symptoms when
they appeared: “Oh, yeah, that’s just the drug affecting me.”
Those who were misled about the aftereffects of the drug, how-
ever, had no such handy, logical explanation for their symptoms.
But they couldn’t leave the symptoms unjustified—they tried to
account for them by convincing themselves that they were either
deliriously happy or angry, depending upon the social stimuli in
the environment.

“The concept of self-justification can be applied more broadly

still. Suppose you are in the midst of a great natural disaster, such
as an earthquake. All around you, buildings are toppling and
people are getting killed and injured. Needless to say, you are
frightened. Is there any need to seek justification ff)r this fear?
Certainly not, the evidence is all around you: t.he injured people
and the devastated buildings are ample justifications for your fear.
But suppose, instead, that there is an earthquake ina neighboring
town. You can feel the tremors, and you hear stories of the dam-
age done to the other town. You are terribly frighrened—-but you
ate not in the midst of the devastated area: neither you nor the
people around you have been hurt, and no b.uilt:.lings in yOUl;IOY‘V"
have been damaged. ‘Would you need to )usnfy d.us fear es.
Much like the people in the Schac_ter—Smger .expen'mentb expeﬂ;
ending strong physiological reactions to. epme.phrén'e. hmm?s-
knowing why, and much like our i.xyp{lonzed t:ner}f m't e waine
coat and galoshes, you would be inclined to justt y')oll'" o
actions or feelings. In this sitnation, you would'be :‘IC l:zrc o
justify the fact that you're scared out of your wits, but t o
nothing to be afraid of immediately. These disaster sm‘mn? sare
not hypothetical cxamples—they actually occur.rcd sev m::) rs}col-
ago in India. In the aftermath of an earthquake, mvcsngad ot
lected and analyzed the rumors that were being SS’,C“‘H' Indian
they discovered was rather smrtling:_]nmunn Pms:ld,i :n neigh
psychologist, found that, whcn'thc disaster OCS;llrmc e eon
boring town such that the residents of the village 11 @
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He arrives home, opens the door, reenters his apartment,
snaps out of his “trance,” and discovers himself standing there 1n
tis ramcoat and galoshes, with his umbrella 1n one hand and a
huge sack of cigarette cartons in the other He looks momentarily
confused His friend, the hypnotist, says,

“Hey, Sam, where’ve you been?”

“Oh, just down to the store ”

“What did you buy?>”

“Um  um  itseems that I bought these cigarettes ”

“But you don’t smoke, do you?”

“No,but um um Pm gomng to do alot of entertain-
ing during the next several weeks, and some of my friends
smoke ”

“How come you’re wearing all that rain gear on such a sunny
day>”

“Well actually, the weather 1s quite changeable this tme
of year, and I didn’t want to take any chances "

“But there 15n’t a cloud 1 the sky

“Well, you never can tell

:By the way, where did you buy the cigarettes®”

Oh, heh, heh Well, um  down at the A&P ”

“How come you went that far>”

“Well, um ~ um 1t was such a nice day, I thought 1t
might be fun to take a long walk

Most people are motivated to justify their own actions, be-
liefs, and feclings When a person does something, he will try, of
at 1l possible, to convince himself (and others) that 1t was a
logical, reasonable thing to do There was a good reason why Sam
pcrf?rmcd those silly actions—he was hynotized But becuse Sam
didn’t know that he had been hypnotized, and because 1t was
1pparently difficult for hum to accept the fact that he was capable
of bchumg In a totally nonsensical manner, he went to great
lengths to convince himself (and his friend) that there was 1
method to his madness, that hns actions were actually quite
sensible

The experiment by Stwley Schichter wnd Jerry Singer dis-
cussed i Chapeer 2 (pp 25-27) can also be understood m these
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sistent Stated differently, two cogmitions are dissonant 1f, con-
sidering these two cogmtions alone, the opposite of one follows
from the other Because the occurrence of cogmuve dissonance 1s
unpleasant, people are motwvated to reduce 1t, this 1s roughly
analagous to the processes mvolved mn the mduction and reduc-
tion of such drives as hunger or thurst—except that, here, the
driving force 1s cognitive discomfort rather than physiological
discomfort To hold two 1deas that contradict each other 1s to flrt
with absurdity, and—as Albert Camus, the existentialist philoso
pher, has observed—man 1s a creature who spends hus entire life
an attempt to convince himself that hus exsstence s not absurd
How do we convince ourselves that our lives are not absurd—
that 15, how do we reduce cogmtive dissonance? By changing one
or both cogmtions 1n such a way so as to render them more com-
patible (more consonant) with each other, or by z2dding new
cogmiuions that help bridge the gap between the oniginal cogni-
tions Let us cite an example that 1s, alas, all too familiar to many
people Suppose a person smokes cigarettes and then reads the
Surgeon General's report linking cigarette smoking to lung can-
cer and other respratory diseases He experiences dissonance His
cogmition “I smoke cigarettes” 15 dissonant with his cogmtion
“cigarette smoking produces cancer » Clearly, the most eﬂicxell:t
way to reduce dissonance 1n such a siuation 1s to give Up smgn:
mg The cognition “cigarette smoking pr(,)’duces cancer” 15 € "
sonant with the cogmtion “I do not smoke " But, for mos; peo;:o 3
1t 15 not easy to gwve up smoking Suppose 2 person mecct;)I; aﬁ
smoking and faled What does he do to reduce dlssoxl'f‘nn ¢ Ciga-
probability, he will try to work on the other cognm::n e lxgght
rette smoking produces cancer » He might attemptt}? e
of the evadence linking cigarette smolang to cancer oxl' evxdeﬁcé
he might try to convince humself that the experimentd

ntelligent people
addition, he might seek out 1
oo, b ) & ce humself, 1n effect, that, 1

who smoke and, by so doing, convin!

Sam, Jack, and Hery smoke, 1t can’t be all thatdda:g;rszilfs m“‘)’
might switch to a filter tipped brand and del(;.‘l e lma[enﬂls
believing that the filter traps the cancer pro “C":f[ h smohing
Finally, he might add cognitions that are consonant ¥
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could feel the tremors but were not in immediate danger, there
was an abundance of rumors forecasting impending doom. Spe-
cifically, the residents of this village believed and helped spread
rumors to the effect that (1) a flood was rushing toward them;
(2) February 26 would be a day of deluge and destruction; (3)
there would be another severe earthquake on the day of the lunar
eclipse; (4) there would be a cyclone within a few days; and (5)
unforeseeable calamities were on the horizon.

Why in the world would people invent, believe, and commu-
nicate such stories> Were these people masochists? Certainly,
these rumors would not help the people to feel calm and serene.
One rather compelling explanation for this phenomenon is that
the people were terribly frightened and, because there was not
ample justification for this fear, they invented their own. Thus,
they were not compelled to feel foolish. After all, if a cyclone is
on the way, isn’t it perfectly reasonable that I be wild-eyed with
fear? This explanation is bolstered by Durganand Sinha’s study
of rumors.? Sinha investigated the rumors being spread in an
Indian village following a disaster of similar magnitude. The ma-
jor (.iiﬁerence between the situation in Prasad’s study and the one
in Sinha’s study was that the people being investigated by Sinha
had actually suffered the destruction and witnessed the damage.
They were scared, but they had good reasons to be scared—they
had. no need to seek additional justification for their fears. Thus,
their fumors contained no prediction of impending disaster and
no serious exaggeration. Indeed, if anything, the rumors were
comforting, For example, one rumor predicted (falsely) that the
water sup]_)ly would be restored within a very short time.

The kind of Pprocess we have been discussing here has been
e_ncapsulated into a theory of human cognition by Leon Fes-
tlngfer," and called the theory of cognitive dissonance. As theories
B9 1t is a remarkably simple one, but—as we shall sce—the range
of its application is enormous. First, we will discuss the formal
aspects of the theory, and then we will discuss its ramifications.
Basically, cognitive dissonance is a state of tension that occurs
whenever‘ an individual simultancously holds two cognitions
(ideas, attitudes, beliefs, opinions) that are psychologically incon-
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to reduce dissonance (the need to convince oneself that one 15
right) leads to behavior that 1s maladapuve and therefore 1rra
tional For example, psychologists who have tried to help people
gwe up smoking have reported the maidental finding that people
who try to give up smoking and fa:/ come, in time, o develop a
Jess ntense atutude toward the dangers of smoking than those
who have not yet made a concerted effort to give it up The key
to thus apparent paradox 1s a person’s degree of commtment to a
particular action The more a person 1s commutted to an action or
belief, the more resistant he will be to information that threatens
that behief, and the more he will attempt to bolster his action or
belief If he has tried to quit smoking and has failed, he 1s com
mutted to smoke Thus, he becomes less intense 1n his belef that
smoking 1s dangerous By the same token, I would argue that 2
person who had recently built a magmficent new $100,000 house
smack on the San Andreas fault near San Francisco would be less
receptive to the arguments predicung an smminent earthquake
than would a person who was only rentng the house for a few
months The new homeowner 15 commutted, he doesn’t want to
believe that he has done an absurd thing

Let us stay with cigarette smoking for a moment and presc;nt
an extreme example Suppose you were the vice president of 3
major cigarette company—you are 11l a situation of maximurm
commutment to the 1dea of cigarette smoking Your job consists
of producing, adverusing, and selling cigarettes to ml“ll);ll of }::loa
ple If 1t’s true that cigarette smoking causes cance:;, 5 etr;; e
sense, you are partially responsible for the 1llness ag ; f)af o
great many people This would produce 2 great bea ol
nance Your cogmition “lama decent, kind human emgthe ey
be dissonant with your cogniton “I am contrlbugﬂg 0 s disso
death of a great many people” In order to reduce (_fausal el
nance, you must refute the evidence that SUggest;; o urther
between cigarettes and cancer Moreover, 1 0r o vou mxght
convince yourself that you are 2 good, moral sels:hey v); the €1
go so far as to demonstrate how much you lsr oed 15 great
dence by smoking 2 great deal yourself If you
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1n an attempt to make his behavior less absurd 1n spite of 1ts dan-
ger Thus, he might enhance the value he places on smoking, that
15, he might come to beheve that smoking 15 an smportant and
highly enjoyable activity that 1s essential to his samty “I may
lead a shorter life, but 1t will be a more enjoyable one ”” Similarly,
he might actually try to make a virtue out of smoking by devel-
oping a romantic, devil may-care 1mage of himself, flouting dan-
ger by smoking cigarettes All such behavior reduces dissonance
by reducing the absurdity of the notion of going out of one’s way
to contract cancer The individual jusufies his behavior by cog-
muvely mimmizing the danger, or by exaggeraung the mmpor-
tance of the action In effect, the mdividual has succeeded either
m building himself an atatude or 1n changing an exisng attitude
Imagine a 16 year-old girl who has not begun to smoke After
reading the Surgeon General’s report, 1s she apt to beleve 1t? Of
course The evidence 1s objecuvely sound, the source 1s expert
and trustworthy, and there 1s no reason not to believe the report
And this 15 the crux of the matter Earlier i this book, I made
the point that people strive to be night, and that values and belefs
become internalized when they appear to be correct It 1s this
striving to be right that motivates people to pay close atrention to
what other people are dong and to heed the advice of expert,
Elxlustworthy communicators This 1s extremely rational behavior
R k}l]ere are forces, however, that can work aganst this rational
mea :vxor The theory of cognitive dissonance does not picture
as a rational ammal, rather, 1t pictures man as a rationalizing
ammal Accordmg to the underlying assumptions of the theory,
man 1s motvated not so much to Fe right—rather, he 1s motivated
tSo believe that he s nght (and wise, and decent, and good)
bzhltzf;“:;? ahperson’s motivation to be right and his motivation to
t he 1s right are working in the same direction This 15
what 15 happenung with the young lady who doesn’t smoke and,
therefore, finds 1t easy 1o accept the notton that smoking causes
lung cancer This would also be truc for a smoker who encoun-
ters the evidence linking cigarette smoking to cancer and does
succeed 1n gving up cigarettes Occasionally, however, the need
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Do you think that any amount of ratonal evidence or argu-
ment could induce Mr Landry to believe that cigarette smoking
causes cancer® At the close of the preceding chapter, we dis-
cussed the fact that nformation campaigns are relatively mneffec-
tive when they attempt to change deep-seated aturudes We can
now see precisely why mformation campaigns are of lmited
effectiveness If people are commutted to an attizude, the informa-
tion that the communicator presents arouses dissonance, fre-
quently, the best way to reduce the dissonance 15 to reject or to
distort the evidence The deeper 2 person’s commitment to an
attitude, the greater his tendency to reject dissonant evidence

The reader may or may not be convinced by the case of Mr
Landry It 1s always possible that Landry believed that cigarettes
were good for people even before he began to peddle them
Obviously, if this were true, his excitement about the benefits of
cigarette smoking could hardly be ateributed to dissonance Much
more convincmng would be a demonstration of a clear case of
attitudinal distortion 1n a unique event Such 2 demonstration was
provided several years ago by (of all things) a football game 1
the Ivy League It was an umportant game between Princeton

and Dartmouth It was billed as a grudge match, and this sootl
became evident on the field the game earned the reputation of
being one of the roughest and dirnest i1 the history of either
school On the Princeton team was an All-American named Dich
Kagmaer, as the game progressed, 1t became increasimgly clc;]z:
that the Dartmouth players were out to get him \Vhen]exdt:rlr{e
carried the ball, he was gang-tackled, piled on, and mau C\I -
was finally forced to leave the game with 2 broken nose | ef "
while, the Princeton team was not exactly mactne ;‘00}? ﬂﬁ :’d
Kazmater’s mjury, a Dartmouth player was carried oﬁ l[d fn e
with a broken leg Several fistfights brohe out on the deb and
course of the game, and many injuries were suffered by
stdes

Sometime after the game,
Hastorf of Dartmouth and Hadley Cantrl of
both campuses with ther 16-mm movie proj
films of the game to the students on each campu

¢ —Albert
a couple of psy chologmss Al g
Princeton®~31site

ector and show cd
s The students
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enough, you might even succeed 1n convincing yourself that
cigarettes are good for people Thus, 1n order to convince your-
self that you are wise, good, and right, you take action that 1
stupid and detrimental to your health” This analysis 1s so fantastic
that 1t’s almost beyond belief—almost The following 1s a ver-
bauim account of the first part of a news tem released in Novem-
ber, 1971, by the Washington Post News Service

Jack Landry pulls what must be his 30th Marlboro of the day
out of one of the two packs on his desk, lights a match to 1t and
tells how he doesn’t believe all those reports about smoking and
cancer and emphysema

He has just begun to market yet another cigarette for Philip
Morrns US A and 1s brimming with satisfaction over 1ts pros-
pects

But how does he square with his conscience the spending of
$10 million 1n these Umted States over the next year to lure
people into smolang his new brand>

“It’s not a matter of that,” says Landry, Phiip Mornis” vice
president for marketing “Nearly half the adults m this country
smoke It’s a basic commodity for them I'm serving a need

‘ There are studies by pretty emient medical and scientific
authorities one on a theory of stress, on how a heck of a lot of
people, if they didn ¢ have cigarette smoking to relieve stress,
would be one hell of 3 ot worse off And there are plenty of
valid studses that indicate that cigrette smoking and all those
diseases are not related

His satisfaction, says Landry, comes from being very good
at his job 1n 2 Very competitive business, and he will pomt out
that Philip Morris and 1es big-seling Marlboro has just passed
American Tobacco as the No 2 cigarette seller in America
(R} Reynolds 15 snll No 1)

hy anew cxgarette now?

Because 1t 15 there to be sold, says Landry

And theremn les the inspiration of the marketing of a new
American cigarette, which Landry predicts confidently will
have a 1 percent share of the American market within 12
months That 1 percent will equal about five billion cigarettes
and a healthy profit for Philip Mornis US A ¢
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were extremely sensible and plausible, and others were so 1m-
plausible that they bordered on the nidiculous Jones and Kohler
were mnterested in determning which of the arguments the people
would remember best If people were purely rational, we would
expect them to remember the plausible arguments best and the
implausible arguments least why in the world would a person
want to keep implausible arguments 1n his head? Accordingly,
the rational man would rehearse and remember all the arguments
that made sense and would slough off all ndiculous arguments
What does the theory of cognitive dissonance predict® It 1s com-~
forting to have all the wise men on your side and all the fools on
the other side When a person reads or hears a silly argument 1n
favor of his own position, 1t arouses some dissonance, because 1t
rasses some doubts about the wisdom of his position or the mtell-
gence of the people who agree with him Likewise, every ume he
hears a plausible argument on the other side of the 1ssue, 1t also
arouses some dissonance, because 1t suggests the possibility that
the other side may be night Because these arguments arouse dis-
sonance, he will try not to think about them~—that 15, he might r;]ot
learn them very well, or he might sumply forget about them dT 15
1s exactly what Jones and Kohler found Their subjects did not
remember 1n a rational-functional manner They tended to re};
member the plaustble arguments that were in agreement w1tn
therr own posttron, and the wmplausible arguments that were 1
agreement with the opposing posizon
Those of us who have worked w1 | bebavior
dissonance do not deny that man 15 capable of ratxonab hea ;or .
The theory merely suggests that 2 good deal of our be o
not rational—although, from inside, 1t may seemhverﬁ’e wore
mdeed If you ask the hypnotized young man W hy ¢ he feels 1s
ramcont on a sunny day, he’ll give you wer tha

an answ cle
sensible, 1f you ask the vice-president of Philip Morns Wiy
smokes, he’ll give you a reason that makes sense t

o im—he’ll teg
an,
you how good 1t 1s for everyone’s health, if you]a:l;e{o&ezrgu
Kohler’s subjects why they remembered a par}:ncura o O ey
ments rather than others, they’ll mnsist that the argu
remembered were a fair and representative samp

th the theory of cogmuve

le of those that
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were mstructed to be completely objective and, while watching
the film, to take notes of each infraction of the rules, how 1t
started, and who was responsible As you might imagine, there
was 2 huge difference 1 the way this game was viewed by the
students at each university There was a strong tendency for the
students to see their own fellow students as victims of 1llegal ag-
gression, rather than as perpetrators of tlegal aggression More-
over, this was no mnor distortion 1t was found that Princeton
students saw fully twice as many violations on the part of the
Dartmouth players as the Dartmouth students saw Agan, people
are not passive receptacles for the deposition of information The
manner 1n which they view and mterpret information depends
upon how deeply they are commutted to a particular belief or
course of action Indwiduals will distort the objective world 1
order to reduce dissonance The manner 1n which they will dis-
tort and the mntensity of their distortion are highly predictable

Dissonance-reduction and Rational Bebavior

I have referred to dissonance reducing behavior as “irrational ”
By this T mean that 1t 15 often maladapuve, 1 that 1t can prevent a
person from learming tmportant facts or from finding real solu

tons to his problems On the other hand, 1t does serve a purpose

Dissonance reducing behavior 15 ego defensive behavior, by re-
ducing dissonance, we maintan a positive mmage of ourselves—an
tmage that depicts us as good, or smart, or worthwhile Agan,
although this ego defensive behavior can be considered useful, 1t
can have disastrous consequences In the laboratory, the irration

ality of dissonance reducing behavior has been amply demon

strated 1n a number of experiments A parucularly mteresting
example 1s provided 1n a study by Edward Jones and Rika
Kohler ¢ These nvestigators selected individuals who were deep

ly commutted to 4 position on the 1ssue of ractal segregation—some
of the subjects were n favor of segregation, and others were
opposed to 1t These individuals were then allowed to read a series
of arguments on both sides of the 1ssue Some of these arguments
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of this predecision behavior is perfectly rational. Let us assume
you make 2 decision—you buy a VW Microbus. What happens
next? Your behavior will begin to change: No longer will you
seek objective information about all makes of cars. Chances are
you may begin to spend more time talking to VW owners. You
will begin to talk about the number of miles to the gallon as
though it were the most important thing in the world. My guess
is that you will not be prone to spend much time thinking about
the fact that the wind can make driving a Microbus in windy
mountain passes particularly hazardous: your failure to attend to
this shortcoming could conceivably cost you your life.

How does this sort of situation come about? Followfing.r a de-
cision—especially a difficult one, or one that involves a significant
commitment in time, effort, or money—people almost always ex-
perience dissonance. This is so because the chosen alternative is
seldom entirely positive and the rejected alternatives are seldom
entirely negative. In this example, your cognition that you
bought a Microbus is dissonant with your cognition about.a.ny
deficiencies that the car may have. Similarly, all the positive
aspects of each car that you considered buying but did not buy
are dissonant with your cognition that you did not buy that Cﬂlf-
A good way to reduce such dissonance is to seek out f:xclusm.c y
positive information about the car you chose and nvgld negative
information about it. One source of safe information is advertise-
ménts: it is a safe bet that an ad will not run down its o;lvn
product. Accordingly, one might predi'ct that a person }Vhocnrtli
recently purchased a new car will begin to read advertisem s
selectively—he will read more ads about his own car after ¢
purchase than people who have 7ot reccx:lt]y purchased th;: s':n;f
model; moreover, owners of new cars will tend to steer € c.‘é :
ads for other makes of cars. This is exactly what was fou'n ! o);
Danuta Ehrlich and her colleagues” in 2 well-known S}ur: cgﬂ”

advertising readership. In short, Ehtlich’s data sug_gczt !"s:ilr;n was
a decision, a person trics to gain reassurance that his 3;1"
wise by seeking information that is certain to bcd reass e cgr;uc 0
People do not always nced help from Ma |}s’onf reassuring
gain reassurance; they can do a pretty good job ©
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they read Tt 1s important to note that the world 1s not divided
wmto rational people on the one side and dissonance-reducers on
the other Although 1t 15 undoubtedly true that people are not all
the same—and, accordingly, that some people are able to tolerate
dissonance better than others—bastcally, we are all capable of
rational behavior and we are all capable of dissonance-reducing
behavior, depending wpon the circumstances Occastonally, the
same person can mamfest both behaviors in rapid succession

The ratonality and 1irrauonality of human behavior will be
illustrated over and over again during the next several pages, as
we list and discuss some of the wide ramifications of man’s need
for self-justificarion These ramifications run virtually the enure
gamut of human behavior, bur for the sake of conserving time
and space, we will sample only a few of these Let us begin with
the decision making process—a process that shows man at his
most rational and hs most 1rrational 1n quick successton

Dissonance as o Consequence of Making a Decision

Suppose you are about to make a deciston—about the purchase of
a new car, for example This involves a significant amount of
money, 5o 1t 1s, by defimtion, an important decision Your famly
1S growing, so you've decided on a statton wagon But what Lind?
Should 1t be 3 VW Microbus, a compact foreign model, or 2
large, cxpensive one from General Motors® There are vartous
advantages and disadvantages to each The Microbus gets good
muleage, 15 roomy, and 1s “in,” but you’ve heard that 1t’s not very
safe ',I‘he large GM car 1s safe, has plenty of room and power,
but 1’s expensive to buy and operate The more compact car 1§
1Ot as Toomy, but you've heard that 1t has an excellent repair
record My guess 15 that, before you make the deciston, you will
seek as much information as you can Chances are you will read
Consumer Reports to find out what this expert, unbrased source
has to say Perhaps youll confer with some friends who own the
various cars under consideration You'll probably wisit the auto-
mobile dealers to test-drrve the cars to sce how each one fecls All
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camps What do you do® You could try to flee from your coun-
try, you could try to pass as a member of a different religious
group, or you could sit tight and hope for the best Each of these
options 1s extremely dangerous It 1s very difficult to escape or to
pass and go undetected, and 1f you are caught trymng to flee or
pass, the penalty 15 immedrate execution On the other hand, de-
ciding to sit tight could be a disastrous decision, if 1t turns out
that your religious group 1s bemng systemanically anmihilated Let
us suppose that you decide to sit ight That 1s an important de-
cision—and, naturally, 1t produces a great deal of dissonance In
order to reduce dissonance, you convince yourself that you made
a wise decision—that 1s, you convince yourself that, although peo-
ple of your religious sect are made to move and are being treated
unfairly, they are not being killed unless they break the law
Suppose that, months later, a respected man from your town
tells you that he has witnessed all the men, women, and children
who had recently been deported from the town bemg butchered
meratlessly 1 would predict that you would try to dismiss this
nformation as untrue—that you would attempt to convince your-
self that the reporter was lying or hallucinating Accordingly—
although, 1f you had listened to the man who tried to warn yo}l\l,
you mght have been able to escape—you end up being slaugh-
tered “
Fantastc® Impossible? How could anyone not tahe the “re-
spected man” sertously? The events desenbed above are an accu-
rate account of exactly what happened, 1n 1944, to the Jewsn
Sighet, 2 small town 1n Hungary *°
The processes of cognitive distortio
to information may have been an impor!
tion of the war i Viernam In a thought-
the Pentagon Papers, Ralph White suggeste o
blinded our leaders to information that was mcomp:mblc_r\l‘lrc
the decisions they had already made As White put "'d ‘;m'
was a tendency, when actions were out of line \\lthnl _Ic_‘ls.nkc
decision-makhers to align therr 1deas with ther actions = 10 |
ue to cscl atc
Just one of many examples, the decision to contin! ® enonn
the bombing of North Victnam was made at the price oL 1ENOHEE

n and selectve exposure
rant factor n the escala
pros ohing amly s1s of
d that dissonnce
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themselves An eaperiment by Jach Brehm® demonstrates how
this can come about Posing as a marketing researcher, Brehm
showed each of several women eight different applances (a
toaster, an electric coffee maker, a sandwich gnill, and the like)
and asked that she rate them i terms of how attractive each ap-
pliance was to her As a reward, each woman was told that she
could have one of the apphances as a gift—and she was given a
choice between two of the products she had rated as being attrac-
tive After she chose one, 1t was wrapped up and given to her
Several minutes later, she was asked to rate the products agam
Tt was found that after receiving the appliance of her chorce, each
woman rated the attractiveness of that appliance somewhat high-
er, and decreased the rating of the appliance that she had a chance
to own but decided aganst Agam, malung a deciston produces
dissonance cognitions about any negatve aspects of the pre-
ferred object are dissonant with having chosen 1t, and cognitions
about the posiuve aspects of the unchosen object are dissonant
with not having chosen 1t To reduce dissonance, people cogni-
tively spread apart the alternatives That s, after the decision,
they emphasized the posiave attributes of the applance they de-
cided to own while de-emphasizing 1ts negauve attributes, for
the applince they decided #ot to own, they emphasized 1ts nega-
tve attnbutes and de emphasized 1ts positive attributes This

basic phenomenon has been extended and further clanfied by a
number of different mvestigators °

Some Historcal Examples of the Consequences of Decisions
Te 1s impossible to overstate the potential importance of this phe-
nomenon When I mentioned that ignoning danger 1n order to
reduce dissonance could concetvably lead to a person’s death, I
meant that hterally Suppose a madman has taken over your
country and has dectded to eradicate all members of your reli-
gtous group But you don’t know that for sure What you do
know 15 that your country 1s being occupied, that the leader of
the occupation forces does not Iike your religious group very
much, and that, occasionally, members of your rehgious group
are forced to move from their homes and are kept 1n detention
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and Scott Fraser ** These experimenters attempted to induce each
of several homeowners to put up a huge, ugly sign m his front
yard that read “Drive Carefully ” Because this sign would have
uglhified hus property, the typical homeowner refused to do 1t

only 17 percent complied However, each subject in a different
group of homeowners was first “softened up” by an experimenter
who “put his foot i the door” by getting um to sign 1 pention
favoring safe dniving Because the signing of a peution 1s an casy
thing, virtually all of them complied A few wecks later, a dif-
ferent experimenter went to each homeowner with a huge, ugly
sign reading “Drive Carefully ” More than 55 percent of these
homeowners allowed the sign to be put up on their property

Thus, when a person commuts himself 1n a small way, 1t increases
the probability that he will commt himself further mn that direc-
tion Tthis phenomenon 1s known as escalation

The Importance of Irrevocability One of the key determi-
nants of whether or not a person engages 1n distorrion and re-
evaluation after 2 decision 15 the 1rrevocability of the decision
This needs some explaming Occasionally, we make tenmmlr)e dc;
astons For example, of you had indicared that you might ﬂuy |
$100,000 house near San Francisco, but the dectsion was not final-
1zed, chances are you would not expend any effort rying to c}t]):&
vince yourself of the wisdom of the deciston, but onlcg )'OU‘:t N
put your money down and you hnew that you couldnt ogf the
back, you would probably start mmmizing the importance he
drmpness 1n the basement, the crachs 1n the foundar;on‘. Osl‘Omc
fact thae 1t happened to be bult on the San Andreas fau ;'rom :
evidence for the importance of 1rrevocability comes e
clever study of the cogmitnve gyrations of gamblers n:Cd o
traick Robert Knox and James Inhster™* stmply m(cr;cg nlrcpad)
ple who were on therr way to place $2 bers They :i, ts when
decided on their horses 1nd were about to place their ;:nst their
the v esugators ashed them how certamn they ® crc}: l57 win-
horses would win Because they were on their way tot c(n;s col-
dow, their decisions were not \rrevocable The m L‘S(l%ao“ after
lred other bettors just as they were Jeaving the $2 windows
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crucial evidence from the CIA and other sources that made 1t
clear that bombing would not break the will of the North Viet-
namese people, but, quite the contrary, would only strengthen
their resolve

It 1s nstructive, for nstance, to compare McNamara’s highly
factual evidence-oniented summary of the case against bombing
1n 1966 (pages 555-563 of the Pentagon Papers) with the Jomnt
Chief’s memorandum that disputed his conclusion and called
the bombing one of our two trump cards, while 1t apparently
1gnored all of the facts that showed the opposite Yer 1t was the
Joint Chiefs who prevailed 11

White surmuses that the reason that they prevailed was that their
advice was consonant with decisions that had already been made
and with certain key assumptions that proved to be erroneous
Escalation 15 a process that continues to feed on itself Oncea
small commitment 1s made, 1t sets the stage for ever mncreasing
commitments The flavor of this kind of cognitive escalation 1s

nicely captured 1n an analys:s of the Pentagon Papers by the news
magazine Tune

Yet the bureaucracy, the Pentagon Papers indicate, always de-
manded new options, each option was to apply more force
Each tightening of the screw created a position that must be

defended, once commutted, the military pressure must be mamn-
tained 12

This process has been vestigated under controlled experi-
mental conditions Suppose you would like to enlist someone’s ad
m a massive undertakmg, but you know that the job you have m
mind for him 15 so difficult, and wil! require so much tme or
effort, that the person will surely decline What should you do?
One possibility 1s to get him 1nvolved i a much smaller aspect of
the job—one that 15 so easy that he wouldn’t dream of turning it
down This action serves to commit him to “the cause ” Once he
1s thus commutted, the likelihood of his complyimng with the larger
request increases This was demonstrated by Jonathan Freedmin
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the positive aspects)—much the same way the women did after
choosing an apphiance i Jack Brehm’s expertment In this n-
stance, an efficacious path of dissonance reduction would entail 2
change i your attitude about cheatng In short, yon will adopt a
more lement atutude Your reasoning might go something lihe
this “Cheanng 1sn’t so bad, under some circumstances Aslong as
nobody gets hurt, 1t’s really not very immoral—anybody would
do 1t—therefore, 1t’s part of human nature  so how could 1t be
bad> If anyone gets caught cheatng, he should not be severely
punished, but should be treated with understanding ”

Suppose that, after 2 difficult struggle, you decide mot to
chear How would you reduce dissonance® Once again, you
could change your attitude about the morality of the act—but 1n
the opposite direction That 15, 1n order to justfy the fact that
you gave up a good grade, you must convince yourself that
cheatng 15 a hemnous sin, that1t’s one of the lowest things a person
can do, and that cheaters should be found out and severely
punished

The interestng and mmportant thing to remember, here, 15
that the mitial attitudes of the people hypotheucally described
above could have been virtually dentical It could be that their
decistons were a hair’s breadth apart—that one came within an ace
of resisting, but decided to cheat, while the other came within an
ace of cheating, but decided to resist Once the decisions have
been made, however, their attitudes roward cheatng will dnerge
sharply as a consequence of their decisions

’})'g’ese speculagons were put to the test by Judson Mills” :ln
an expeniment with sixth graders Mlls first measured their at
tudes toward cheating He then had them parucipate 10 2 C_(;_r;c
petiive exam with prizes being offered to the \unr;ers Ihe
Situation was arranged so that 1t was almost 1mpossible tohc“
without cheating, and so that 1t was ¢asy for the childrento € . "
thinking 1t would go undetected As on¢ might expect, som h
the students cheated and others did notr The next day , the slmu_
graders were agam allowed to ndicate how they feltabout ¢ x:xcorc
mg In general, those children who had cheated became
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having placed their bets, and asked them how certain they were
that their horses would win. Typically, an individual who had
just placed his bet gave his horse a better chance of winning than
did one who was about to place his bet. In short, when the deci-
sion is irrevocable, more dissonance gets reduced; people are
more certain they are right after there is nothing they can do
about it.

The Decision to Bebave Inmmorally. How can we corrupt an
honest person® Conversely, how can we get a person to be more
honest? One way is to capitalize on the dissonance that results
from making a difficult decision. Suppose you are a college stu-
dent enrolled in a biology course. Your grade will hinge on the
final exam that you are now taking. The key question on the
exam involves some material that you know fairly well—but, be-
cause of anxiety, you draw a blank. You are sitting there in a
nervous sweat. You look up and, lo and behold, you happeri to be
sitting behind the smartest guy in the class (who also happens,
fortunately, to be the guy with the most legible handwriting in
the Flass). You glance down and you notice that he is just com-
pleting his answer to the crucial question. You know that you
could easily_ read his answer if you chose to. What do you do?
Your conscience tells you that it’s wrong to cheat—and yet; if
you don’t cheat, you are certain to get a poor grade. You wrestle
with your conscience. Regardless of whether you decide to cheat
or not to cheat; you are doomed to experience dissonance. If you
ch.eat, your cognition “I am a decent moral person” is dissonant
with your cognition “I have just committed an immoral act.” If
you decide to resist temptation, your cognition “I want to get 2
good grade” is dissonant with your cognition “I could have acted
in such 2 way that would have insured that T got a good grade,
but I chose not t0.”

Suppose that, after a difficult struggle, you decide to cheat.
How do you reduce dissonance? Before you read on, think about
it for a moment. One way to reduce dissonance is to minimize the
negarive aspects of the action you have chosen (and to maximize
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The Psychology of Inadequate Justification

Atnrude change as a means of reducing dissonance 1s not, of
course, limuted to post-decision situations This can occur 1n
countless other situations, including every tume a person says
something he doesn’t believe, or does something stupid or 1m-
moral The effects can be extremely powerful Let us look at
some of them
In a complex society, we occasionally find ourselves saying or
domg things that we don’t completely believe For example, Sam
Businessman enters the office and sees his secretary wearng 2
perfectly atrocious outfit with pink stripes and orange polka dots
“How do you like my new dress®” she asks umidly “Very pret-
ty,” he answers Theoreucally, Sam’s cognition “I am a truthful
person” 1s dissonant with his cognition “I'said that dress was very
pretty, although I believe 1t to be a disaster » Whatever disso-
nance my be aroused by this inconsistency can be easily and
quickly reduced by Sam’s cogmition that 1t’s important not to
hurt people “I hied so as not to hurt her, why should I tell her
that 1t’s an ugly dress? It serves no useful purpose” Ths 15 an
effective way of reducing dissonance, because 1t completely Justt-
fies the action Sam took In effect, the jusufication 1s situation-
determmed We will call this external qustification
But what happens if there 15 not ample external justification 1n
the situation 1tself> For example, imagine that Sam Businessman,
who 15 a rather conservauve person, finds tumself at a cochtail
party with many people whom he doesn’t know very well The
conversation turns to pohtics The people are talking with horror
about the fact that the United States seems to be mahing friendly
overtures toward the People’s Republic of China Sam’s belief 152
complicated one, he has mixed feelings about 1t, bue generally he
s opposed to our dealing with the Chinese Communists bccaus;:
he feels thar they are evl and we should not compromise wud
euil Partly because Sam’s companions are sounding so pious, an
Partly as a lark, he gradually finds fumself taking a much more
liberal-radical position than the one he seally holds As a matter
of fact, Sam even goes so far as to assert that Mao Tse tung 1S
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lenent toward cheating, and those who resisted the temptation to
cheat adopted a harsher attitude toward cheating
The data from Mills’ experiment are provocauve indeed One
thing they suggest 15 that the most zealous opponents of a given
position are not those who have always been distant from that
positon For example, one might hazard a guess that the people
who are most angry at the apparent sexual promiscuty assoctated
with the luppie subculture may oz be those who have never been
tempted to be sexually promiscuous themselves Indeed, Mills’
data suggest the possibility that the people who have the strongest
need to crack down hard on this sort of behavior are those who
have been sorely tempted, who came dangerously close to giving
1 to this temptation, but who finally resisted People who almost
decide to live 1n glass houses are frequently the ones who are most
prone to throw stones

Early 1n this chapter, I discussed the fact that the desire for
self-jusufication 15 an important reason why people who are
strongly commutted to an attitude on an 1ssue tend to resist any
direct attempts to change that attirude In effect, such people are
mvulnerable to the propaganda or education in question We can
now see that the same mechanusm that enables a person to cling to
an attitude can induce him to change an atutude It depends on
which course of action will serve most to reduce dissonance
under the circumstances A person who understands the theory
can set up the proper conditions to mduce atticude change 1
other people by making them vulnerable to certamn kinds of
beliefs For example, 1f a modern Machiavelll were advising 2
contemporary ruler, he might suggest the following strategtes
based upon the theory and data on the consequences of decisions

! If you want someone to form more positive attitudes toward
an object get him to commut himself to own that object

2 1f you want someone to soften his moral attirude toward
some misdeed tempt him so that he performs that deed, con
versely, if you want someone to harden his moral attitudes
toward a misdeed tempt him—but not enough to mduce him to
commit the deed
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also begin to be more receptive to information that ndicates the
extent of the corrupuion and brutality of Chiang Kai shek’s gov-
ernment To repeat 1f an individual makes a statement of belief
that 15 difficult to jusufy externally, he will attempt to justify 1t
mternally by making his attitudes more consistent with the state-
ment
We have mentioned a couple of forms of external justfica-
tion One 1s the 1dea that st’s all right to tell a harmless he n order
to avoid hurting a person’s feelings—as n the case of Sam and his
secretary’s unattractive dress Another 15 when a person 1s drunk
and, therefore, not responsible for his own actions Sull another
form of external justification 1s reward Put yourself 1 Sam’s
shoes for 2 moment, and suppose that you and I both were at that
cockeail party, as the conversation turned to Red China, T pull
you aside and say “Hey, I would like you to come out strongly
mn favor of Mao Tse-tung and Chinesc communism » What's
more, suppose I handed you $5000 for doing 1t After counting
the money, you gasp, put the $5000 m your pocket, return to the
discussion, and defend Mao T'se-tung to the hult The next morn-
g when you wake up 1n bed, would you experience any disso-
nance® I don’t think so Your cognition 1 said some things abgut
Mao Tse-tung and Chinese commumnism that T don’t beheve™ 3
dissonant with the cogmtion “lama truthful and decent person
But, at the same ume, you have adequate external jusuficition for
having made that statement T said those favorable things nbou,t’
Chinese communism 1n order to earn $5000—and 1t’s worth 1t
In effect, you have 5000 cogmtions that are consonant ¥ ith hav-
mg made that statement You don’t have to soften your atatude
toward Mao i order to justify that statement—you hnow ¥ hy
you made the statement you made 1t 70f because you think xtls
true, but in order to get the $5000 You're left with the Lm;\\
cdge that you sold your soul for §5000—and that 1t was worth xtc
Saying 15 believing, that 1s, dissonance theory predicts th'x; “ ¢
begin to believe our own hes—but only 1if there 15 not an abun
dance of external jusuficinon for making the statements ;l\!‘:f :ﬂ“{:
counter to our ongnal atutude Ve can now begin to ¢l o
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a better leader than Chiang Kai-shek and that the Chinese people
are better off under commumnism than they’ve been in hundreds of
years Somebody counters Sam's argument by talking about the
mullions of people that Mao supposedly murdered n order to
achieve 2 umfied government In the heat of the situation, Sam
replies that those figures are grossly exaggerated Quite a per-
formance for a man who does, n fact, believe that Mao lilled
millions of mnocent people during his rise to power
When Sam awakes the next morming and thinks back on the
evening’s events, he gasps m horror “Oh, my God, what have [
done®” he says He 1s intensely uncomfortable Another way of
putting 1t 15 that he 15 experiencing a great deal of dissonance His
cognition “I musled a bunch of people, I told them a lot of things
about Red China that I don’t really believe” 1s dissonant with his
cogmtion “I am a reasonable, decent, and truthful person * What
does he do to reduce dissonance® He searches around for external
justificanions Furst, 1t occurs to Sam that he might have bewn
drunk, and therefore not responsible for what he said But he
remembers that he only had one or two martims—no external
justfication there Because Sam cannot find sufficient external
Justification for his behavior, 1t 1s necessary for him to attempt to
jusufy his behavior mternally—by changing his atutude m the
direction of his statements That 15, 1f Sam can succeed 1n con
vincing lumself that his statements were not so very far from the
truth, then he will have reduced dissonance—that 1s fus behavior
of the preceding night will no longer be absurd 1n his own view
I do not mean to mmply that Sam would suddenly become an
avowed Maoist What I do mean 15 that he might begm to feel 1
Iittle Tess harshly about the Chinese Commuumsts than he had felt
before he made those statements Most events of this world are
butle m such a way that they are nesther completely black nor
completely white, there are many griy areas Thus, Sam might
begin to take a different look ar some of the events thit have
tiken plice in China during the past fifey years He might start
by looling nto some of Mao’s wnrngs and beng disposed
toward sceing wisdom there that he hadn’t seen before’ He might
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dollar for telling the lie After the experiment was over, an mter-
viewer ashed the “he-tellers” how they had enjoyed the tasks that
they had performed earlier m the experiment The results were
clearcut Those students who had previously been paid twenty
dollars for lying—that 1s, for saying that the spool packing had
been enjoyable—actually rated 1t as beng dull This 15 not sur
prising—1t was dull But what about the students who had been
pad only one dollar for telling their fellow student that the task
was enjoyable> They did, mdeed, rate the task as an enjoyable
one In other words, people who recerved an abundance of exter
nal justification for lying told the lie but didn’t beheve 1t, whereas
those who told the lie 1 the absence of a great deal of external
Justification did, mndeed, move 1n the direction of beheving that
what they sard was true
Research support for the “saymng 1s believing” phenomenont
has extended beyond relatvely ummportant atticudes like the
dullness of 2 monotonous task Atutude change has been shown
on such important 1ssues as police brutahty and the legalization 0
maruana In one experiment, for example, Arthur R Cohen”
induced Yale students to engage m a particularly difficult form
of counterattitudinal behavior Cohen conducted hus experiment
immedately after a student riot 1n which the New Haven pohce
had behaved 1n  rather bratal manner toward the students The
students (who strongly believed that the police had behued
badly) were ashed to write an essay 11l support of the acuons
taken by the police Students were urged to writ¢ the strongest
most forceful defense of the police actions they could muster
Before wniting the essay, students were pad for their cfforts
There were four conditions some students ® cre pad ten dollars,
others, five dollars, sull others, one dollar, and 1 fourth group
the paltry sum of fifty cents After each student wrote fass €551) «
he was ashed to indicate hus own prate atutudes about the police
acuons The results are perfectly lnear the smaller the reward.
the greater the atutude change Thus, people who ¥ m‘? n scl:‘r:s
port of the New Haven police for the meager sum of fi Kf\ f)lu:c
developed a more favorable aturude toward the actions of P
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on our earlier discussion of conformity Recall that 1n Chapter 2
we found that, 1n order to get overt compliance, the greater the
reward, the greater the probability that a person would comply
But now we can go one step further 1n order to produce an
actual change 1 attitudes, the greater the reward, the Jess likely 1t
15 that any attitude change will occur If all I want you to dosto
recite a speech favoring Mao Tse tung, Richard Nixon, or any
one, the most efficient thing for me to do would be to give you
the largest possible reward This would mcrease the probability
that you will comply by making that speech But suppose I have
amore ambitious goal suppose I want to effect a lasting change m
your attitudes and beliefs In that case, just the reverse 1s true The
smaller the external reward that I give you to nduce you to re
ate the speech, the more likely 1t 1s that you will be forced to
seek additional justification, 1’ the form of convincing yourself
that the things you said were actually true This would result m
an actual change of attitude, rather than mere comphance The
mmportance of this techmque cannot be overstated If a person
changes his attitude because he makes a public statement for mum
mal external justification, that atutude change will be relatively
permanent, the person 1s not changing his attitudes because of the
reward (compliance) or because an attractive person fluenced
him (identtfication) He’s changing his attitudes because he has
succeeded in convincing bimself that his previous attirudes were
wncorrect This 1s a very powerful form of aturude change

Thus far, we have been deahing with highly speculauive ma
tertal These speculauions have been mnvestigated scientifically 1n
several experiments Among these 15 a classic study by Leon
Festinger and | Mernll Carlsmuth * Festinger and Carlsmth
asked college students to perform a very boring and repeutive
sertes of tasks—packing spools, turning screws, and so on The
experimenter then mnduced them to ke about the task, spectfically,
he employed them to tell 2 co ed (who was waiting to participate
m the experiment) that the task she would be performing was
Interesting and enjoyable Some of the students were offered
twenty dollars for telling the lie, others were offered only one
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this reasoning Those who cheated 1n order to obtamn a small
reward tended to soften their attitudes about cheating more than
those who cheated 1n order to obtan 2 large reward Moreover,
those who resisted temptation 1 the face of a large reward tended
to harden their attitudes about cheating to a greater extent than
those who resisted 1 the face of a small reward—just as onc might
expect

Dissonance and the Self-concept The analysis of the disso-
nance phenomenon presented in this section requires a departure
from Festinger’s origal theory In the experiment by Fesunger
and Carlsmuth, for example, the onignal statement of dissonance
went like this the cognition “I believe the task 1s dull” 1s disso-
nant with the cogmtion “I saud the task was mteresung ” A few
years ago, [ reformulated the theory m a way that focuses more
attention on the individual’s conception of himself  Basically,
thus reformulation suggests that dissonance 15 MOSt powerful
stituations where the self-concept1s threatened Thus, for me, the
important aspect of dissonance 1n the situation described above 15
not that the cognition “I said ‘X’ 718 dissonant with the cogmaon
“I believe ‘not X’ " Rather, the crucal fact 1s that I have misled
people the cognitzon I have said somethm’g 1 don’t believe and 1t
could have bad consequences for people” 15 dissonant W‘l‘[h my
self-concept, that 15,115 dissonant with my cogmtion that “Tama
decent, reasonable, cruthful person ”

This formulation 1s based upon the assumption that most mdf-

vidluals like to think of themselves as decent people wha wouldn’t
ordinarily mislead someone unless there was good reason ffor }:;
especially if, 1n misleading that person, the consequcnctl:s or hum
could be disastrous For example, consider S1m, who believ CT d
marijuana s dangerous and should definitely not be ll;g:lslzcof
Suppose he 1s induced to make 2 speech advocating tcm e
maryuana  Suppose further that he mahes the statcmbc o
audience consisung of individuals whom he Lnows to

the use of maryjuand
cably commutted to a position opposxr:ig‘ the b ohvers e

(for example, members of a vice squt
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than did the people who wrote the essay for one dollar, the peo
ple who wrote the essay for one dollar developed a more favor-
able atutude toward the actions of the police than did the people
who wrote the essay for ten dollars, and so on The less the exter-
nal jusufication m terms of money, the greater the atutude
change *

What 15 Inadequate Justification? Throughout this section,
we have been refering to “inadequate” external justification and
“an abundnce” of external jusufication These terms require
some additional clanification In the Festinger-Carlsmith experi-
ment, 2l of the subjects did, 1n fact, agree to tell the lie—nclud
g all of those paid only one dollar In a sense then, one dollar
was adequate—adequate to induce the subjects to tell the lie, but,
as 1t turns out, 1t wasn't sufficient to keep them from feeling
foolish In order to reduce their feelings of foolishness, they had
to reduce the dissonance that resulted from telling a lie for so
paltry a sum Ths entaled additional bolstering 1 the form of
convincing themselves that 1t wasn’t completely a he, and that the
task wasn'’t quite as dull as 1t seemed at first—as a matter of fact,
when looked at 1n a certamn w ay, 1t was actually quite interesting

It would be frutful to compare these results wicth Judson
Mills’ data on the effects of cheating among sixth graders ** Recall
that in Mulls’ experiment, the decision about whether or not to
cheat was almost certunly a difficult one for most of the chuldren
Thus 15 why they experienced dissonince regardless of whether
they cheated or resisted temptation One could speculate about
what would happen if the rewards to be gamned by cheating were
very large For one thing, 1t would be more tempting to cheat—
therefore, more people would nctually cheat But, more 1mpor-
tng, if the guns for cheating were astronomucal, those who
cheated would undergo very lutle atutude change Much like the
college students who lied 1n Testinger and Carlsmith’s twenty
dollar condition, those who cheated for a great rewvard would
have less need to reduce dissonince In fact, Mills did include this
refinement 1n his experimment, and his results are consistent with
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tential harm, the greater the dissonance, the greater the disso-
nance, the greater the aturude change *

Inadequate Rewards as Apphed to Educanon A great deal of
research has shown that the msufficient-reward phenomenon ap-
plies to all forms of behavior—not simply the making of counter-
artitudinal statements For example, 1t fas been shown that, 1f a
person actually perforsns a rather dull task for very hetle external
justification, he rates the task as more enjoyable than 1f he had a
great deal of external justfication for performing 1t * Thus does
not mean that people would rather receve low pay than high pay
for domg a job People prefer to receive high pay—and they often
work harder for high pay But if they are offered low pay for
doing a job, and still they agree to do 1t, there 15 dissonance be-
tween the dullness of the task and the low pay To reduce the

dissonance, they attribute good qualmes to the job and, hence,

come more to enjoy the mechanics of the job with a low salary
r-reaching

than with a hugh salary This phenomenon may have fai
consequences For example, let’s look at the elementary-school
classroom If you want Johnny to recite 2 foreign-language

vocabulary, then you should reward hum, gold stars, praise, high
grades, presents, and the like are good external justifications will

Johnny recite the foreign words, just for the fun of 11, long aftl::r
the rewards are no longer forthcoming® In other words, will the
high rewards mahe hum enjoy the task> 1 doubr 1t But 1f the e;i(-
ternil rewards are not too high, Johnny will add his own justfi-
cauon for performing the foreign language dnill, he may even
make a game of 1t In short, he 15 more likely to conum:ie }t‘o
memonze the foreign vocabulary long after school 15 out and the
rewards have been withdrawn

—_

o]t should be mentioned that, 1 this as ll as n the other "g:?,?ﬂ;ts
discussed here, each subject was complerel) debriefed as smoggc o
finsshed his role 1 the experiment Every atterpt “bﬂsects It 1s always
causing a permanent change the atotudes of the .fi:l lns v ecrlly trie
wmportant to debrief subjects after an experiment, U [lsatnlll N
when the experiment induces 3 change m an 1mportan
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American Revolution, or prohibitionists) In this case, there are
no dangerous consequences for the audience, because they are
unlikely to be changed by Sam’s communication That 15, the
commurucator 1s i Little danger of doing anyone any real harm
According to our view of dissonance theory, Sam would not
change his attitude, because he 15 not doing anyone any harm
Simularly, 1f Sam were asked to make the same statement to a
group of mndividuals whom he knows to be 1rrevocably commit-
ted to the use of maryuana, there would be no possibility of 2
negative behavioral change 1n the audience Agarn, he stands little
chance of doing harm, because the members of his audience al-
ready believe what he ss telling them On the other hand, if Sam
were induced to make the 1dentical speech to a group of mdivid-
uals who have no prior information about marijuana, we expect
that he would expertence much more dissonance than in the other
situations His cognition that he 15 2 good and decent person 1s
dissonant with his cognition that he has said something he doesn’t
believe, moreover, hus statement 15 likely to have serious belsef or
bebavioral consequences for hus audience To reduce dissonance,
he should convince humself that the position he advocated 15 cor-
rect This would allow him to believe that he has not harmed
anyone Moreover, 1n this situation, the smaller the ncentive he
recewves for advocating the position, the greater the attitude
change Irecently tested and confirmed this hypothesis in collab-
oration with Ehzabeth Nel and Robert Helmreich #* We found
an enormous change m attitudes toward martjuana when subjects
were offered a small reward for making a video tape recording of
aspeech favoring the use of marijuana—but only when they were
led to believe that the tape would be shown to an audience that
was uncommuntted on the 1ssue On the other hand, when subjects
were told that the tape would be played to people who were
wrrevocably commutted on the subject of maryjuana (one way of
another), there was relatively little attitude change on the part of
the speaker Thus, lying produces a greater attitude change i the
liar when he 1s undercompensated for lying, especially when the
lie 15 1pt t0 cause another person some harm the greater the po-
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ing those things that contribute to their own health and welfare—
and to the health and welfare of others If children would enjoy
ot beating up smaller kids or enjoy 70t cheating or not stealing
from others, then soclety could relax 1ts migilance and curtul 1ts
punitiveness It 15 extremely difficult to persuade people (espe-
cially young children) that 1t’s not enjoyable to beat up smaller
people Butitis concetvable that, under certam conditions, they
will persuade themselves that such behavior 18 unenjoyable

Let’s take a closer look Picture the scene You are the parent
of a five-year-old child who enjoys beating up on his three yeir-
old brother You've tried to reason with him, but to no avail So,
1n order to protect the welfare of the younger child, and (1t 1s
hoped) 1 order to make 2 “nicer” person out of the older broth-
er, you begin to punish the five-year-old for his aggresstveness
Fach parent has at his disposal a number of pumshments that
range from the extremely mild (a stern Jook) to the extremely
severe (a hard spanking, forcing the child to stand 1n a corner for
two hours, and depriving hum of TV privileges for a month)
The more scvere the threat, the greater the likehhood that the
youngster will mend his ways while you are apatchmg b But
he may very well hut his brother agam as soon as you turn your
back

Suppose mstead, that you threaten him with a very mild pun

sshment In etther case (under threat of severe punishment or of
mild pumshment), the child experiences dissonance Hes 2\\ al:'e
that he 1s not beaung up hus litdle brother—and also awall;ie lr 3f[h§
would very much Jike to beat hum up When the chu mfsfecr
urge to hit his brother and doesn’t, he asks h"ﬂself (;n ; cré
“How come I'm not beatng up my Iittle brother? Under Sti\;nzll
threat, he has a ready answer i1l the form of sufﬁ(cinent c‘fq:her
justification “I'm not beating hum up becau®e, lde kO‘ mmyc from
1s going to spank me, stand me 1 the corner, an ;Cfs’ e aded
watching television for a month ” The severe threat :; pbrothcr
the child ample external justificationt for not hitung s

while he’s being watched periences dissonance,

The chuld in the mild threat situation €Y o
too But when he asks humself, “How come I'm not beanng Up
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For certain rote tasks, we, as educators, probably do not care
whether Johnny enjoys them or not, as long as he masters them
On the other hand, 1f Johnny can learn to enjoy them, he will
perform them outside of the educational situanion Consequently,
with such ncreased practice, he may come to gan greater mas-
tery over the procedure—and he may retain 1t indefinitely Thus,
at least under some conditions, 1t may be a mustake to dole out
extensive rewards as an educational device If a student 1s provid
ed with just barely enough incentive to perform the task, we may
succeed 1 allowing hum to maximize his enjoyment of the task
This may serve to mcrease his long-range retention and perform-
ance I am not suggesting that madequate rewards are the only
way that people can be taught to enjoy matersal that lacks inher-
ent attractiveness What I am saying 1s that piling on excessive
external justification may inhibit one of the processes that can
help set the stage for ncreased enjoyment

Insufficient Pumsbment Thus far, we have been discussing
what happens when a person’s rewards for saying something are
meager The same process works for pumshment In our every-
day lives, we are continually faced with situations wherem those
who are charged with the duty of mamtamning law and order are
threatening to punsh us if we do not comply with the demands
of society As adults, we know that 1f we exceed the speed limit
(and get caught), we will end up paying a substantial fine If it
happens too often, we lose our license So we learn to obey the
speed limit when there are patrol cars in the vicimty Youngsters
1 school know that, 1f they cheat on an exam and get caught,
they could be humiliared by the teacher and severely punished
So they learn not to cheat while the teacher 15 n the room watch-
ing them But does harsh pumshment teach them that it’s wrong
to cheat® I don’t think so I think that 1t teaches them to try to
avoid getting caughe In short, the use of threats of harsh punish-
ment as 2 means of getting someone to refran from doing some-
thing that he enjoys dotng necessitates constant harassment and
vigilance It would be much more efficient and would require
much less noxious restraint 1f, somehow, people could enjoy do
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less ateractve than before In short, lacking adequate external
justification for reframng from playmng with the toy, they suc-
ceeded m convineing themselves that they hadn’ played with 1t
because they didn’t really like 1t On the other hand, the toy did
not become less attractive for those who were severely threat-
ened These children continued to rate the forbidden toy as hugh-
ly desirable—indeed, some even found 1t more desirable than they
had before the threat The children in the severe threat condition
had good external reasons for not playmg with the toy—they
therefore had no need to find additional Treasons—and consequent-
ly, they contmnued to like the toy

Jonathan Freedman® extended our findings and dramatically
Mlustrated the permanence of the phenomenon He used as his
“crucal toy” an extremely attractive battery-powered robot that
scurries around hurling objects at 2 child’s enemies The other
toys were sickly by companson Naturally, all of the children
preferred the robot He then ashed them not to play with that
toy, threatening some children with mild punushment and others
with severe purushment He then left the school and neverlre-
turned Several weeks later, a young lady came to the schoohtlo
admuster some paper and pencil tests to the children The ¢ ld -
dren were unaware of the fact that she was workmg for Freed-
man or that her presence was 11 a1ty way related to the todyshor
the threats that had occurred earlier But 1t just so happene that

dman
she was administering her test 10 ¢he same room that Free man
ent—the room where the same toys ¥

had used for his experim
casually scattered I:;bouc After she adminstered thedpa%ffeas;e
pencil test to each child, she ashed hum to hang amunh:““ ant to
scored 1t—and suggested, offhandedly, that he r?lg he room
amuse himself with those toys that someone had lefrin t " The
Freedman's results are tughly consistent \Vlt}f];gu;e(;:: ldly
overwhelming majority O
threatened \\;geeks ]earh};r refused to play with t}l:e l;iOI)t(l)Itc, {;F:n):
played with the other toys instead On the olhler t}::ea'tcncd id,
majonty of the children who had evere! y“ s a5 not effec
1n fact, play with the robot Insum, ¢ onc mnld
tve n inhihting subsequent bchavior—

been s
a severe thre
but the effect ©
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my little brother>” he doesn’t have a good answer, because the
threat 1s so mild that 1t does not provide a superabundance of
justification The child 1s #of doing something that he wants to
do—and whle he does have some justification for not domng it, he
lacks complete jusufication In this situation, he continues to ex-
pertence dissonance He 1s unable simply to reduce the disso-
nance by blaming his inaction on a severe threat The child must
find a way to justfy the fact that he 1s not aggressing agamnst his
little brother The best way 1s to try to convince himself that he
really doesn’t like to beat his brother up, that he didn’t want to do
1t 1n the first place, that beating up lietle kids 1s not fun The less
severe the threat, the less the external justification, the less the
external justification, the greater the need for internal justifica-
tion Allowing people the opportunity to construct their own
mternl justification can be a long step toward helpimg them
develop a permanent set of values
To test this 1dea, I performed an experiment at the Harvard
Lmversuy nursery school 1n collaboration with J Mernll
Carlsmuth ** For ethical reasons, we did not try to change basic
values hke aggression—parents, understandably, might not ap-
prove of our changing important values Instead, we chose a
trivial aspect of behavior—toy preference
We first asked five-year old children to rate the attractiveness
of several toys, then we chose one toy that a child considered to
be quite attractive, and we told hum he couldn’t play with 1t We
threatened half of the children with mild pumishment for trans
gression—"1 would be a httle angry”, we threatened the other
half with more severe punishment—“I would be very angry, I
would have to take all of the toys and go home and never come
back agan, I would think you were just a baby ” After that, we
left the room and allowed the children to play with the other
toys—mnd to resict the temptaton of playing with the forbidden
ones All of the children resisted the temptation—none played
with the forbidden toy
On returning to the room, we remeasured the attracuveness
of all of the toys Our results were both strihing and exciting
Those children who underwent a mild threat now found the toy
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no matter how much pan and effort you went through, there 15
no way that an inconsiderate slob can be made to look much lihe
Prince Charming—but with 2 Little mgenuity, you can convince
yourself that hesn’t so bad What some people mught call sloppy,
for example, you mght consider casual Thus, his playing the
radio loudly at mght and his leaving Ius dirty laundry around
only serves to demonstrate what an easy going fellow he 1s—and
because he’s so mice and casual about material things, 1t’s certanly
understandable that he would forget about the money he owes
you
A Prince Charming he 1s0’t, but he’s certamly tolerable Con-
trast this with what your atttude would have been had you made
no investment of effort Suppose you had moved into a dormitory
and encountered the same roommate Because there was no 10~
vestment of effort, there 15 no dissonance, because there 15 N0
dissonance, there 1s no need for you to se¢ your roommate 1 a
good light My guess 1s that you ‘would quickly wnite tum off as
an 1mconsiderate slob and try to make arrangements to move t0 a
different location

These speculations were tested 10 an expermment by Judson
Mills and me ** In this study, college women volunteered to jout
a group that would be meeting regularly to discuss \ano;lshns
pects of the psychology of sex The women were told that1f they
wanted to jomn, they would first have to g0 through 2 screemr;g
test designed to msure that all people admirted to the group couhe
discuss sex freely and openly This instruction served to s¢t te he
stage for the imuiauon procedure One third of the W or(;le;: \[‘;‘ iy
assigned to a severe imtianon procedure, which required ¢ lcst of
recite aloud (1in the presence of the male evpcnmentcr) al .
obscenc words and a few rather lurid sevual pass1ges from rfwnr
temporary novels (It should be mentioned that the e\sf:c e
was performed 1n the late fiftes, when this hind of procc

today )
far more embarrassing for most women than 1t # ould be : h?c )
ent a muld procedure, 18

One-third of the students underw

bscene 1he
they recited a hist of words that were sexual but n(l’t o roup with-
final one-third of the subjects ® cre admutted to ‘l‘if allowed 10
out undergomng an mmtiation Lach subject was &
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threat inhibited behavior as much as nine weeks later Agam, the
power of this phenomenon rests on the fact that the child did not
come to devalue this behavior (playing with the toy) because
some adult told him 1t was undesirable, he convinced bunself that
1t was undesirable

My guess 1s that this process may well apply beyond mere toy
preference to more basic and important areas, such as the control
of aggression Partual support for this guess can be denived from
some correlational studies performed 1n the area of chuld develop-
ment that indicate that parents who u . severe pumshment to
stop a child’s aggression tend to have children who, while not
very aggressive at home, display a great deal of aggression at
school and at play away from home? This 1s what we would
expect from the compliance model discussed n Chapter 2

The Justification of Effort

Dissonance theory leads to the prediction that, if 2 person worhs
hard to atrain a goal, that goal will be more attractive to him than
to someone who achieves the same goal with little or no effort
An illustration might be useful Suppose you are a college student
who decides to jom a fratermty In order to be admtted, you
IMust pass an mtiation, let us assume that 1t 15 a rather severe one
that involves a great deal of effort, pan, or embarrassment After
successfully completing the ordeal, you are admtted to the fra

termty When you move nto the fraternity house, you find that
your new roommate has some peculiar habits for example, he
plays his radio loudly after midmight, borrows money waithout re-
turming 1t, and occasionally leaves his dirty Jaundry on your bed

In short, an objective person mught regard him as an mconsiderate
slob But you are not an objective person any longer your cog

nitton that you went through hell and high water to get into the
fraternity 1s dissonant with any cognitions about your hife in the
fratermty that are negauve, unpleasant, or undesirable In order
to reduce dissonance, yeu will try to see your roommate 11 the
most favorable light possible Again, there are reality constraints—
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more than one way to reduce dissonance In the initiation expert-
ment, for example, we found that people who go through a great
deal of effort to get 1nto a dull group convince themselves that
the group 15 more mnteresting Is this the only way that they could
have reduced dissonance® No They could have convinced them-
selves that their effort wasn't so great Indeed, they might have
used both strategies simultaneously This presents an interesting
practical problem To the extent that all of 2 subject’s energes
are not aimed 1n one direction, the potency of any one pamcular
effect 1s dimmshed Thus, suppose you are 2 basketball coach
and you want your team t0 have a great deal of team spirit, €O~
hestveness, and camaraderie You mught put each player through
a rugged mbation In order to joun the team Naturally, you
would want all of the dissonance produced by the 1nation to be
reduced by each player’s deciding that he Jikes his teammates
more If a player chooses, mstead, to convince tumself that, “Ah,
it wasn’t such a tough imiation,” he reduces dissonance without
increasing his esteem for lus teammates As 2 coach, you might
succeed 1 channelling the dissonance-reducing energy 1n the
direction of intragroup cohestveness by making the jnitiation SO

severe that a person would be unable to consider 1t 2 lark You

might bolster this “channelling” by verbally emphasizing how
severe the smitiation 15, 1 order to make 1t even more difficult for

a player to think of 1t as easy

The Justification of Cruelty

¢ have made the pomnt that we have 2 n‘e‘e’d
hat we are decents reasonable people MVE
s to change our attirudes on 1SSU€S

, for example, that 1f a per-

Over and over again Wi
to convince ourselves t
have seen how this can cause U
that are important to us We have seen dlegal-
son makes a counterattitudinal speech favormng the use a0 !Cpms
1zation of martjuana for little external ]uStlﬁCﬂ(lon, and he ica "
that the video tape of that speech will be shown to 2 group

hat mart-
persuasable youngsters, he tends to convince h;fn;'Sdlles‘s ik an
juana 1sn’t so bad—as 2 e

means of mahing himsel
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listen 1 on a discussion bemg conducted by the members of the
group she had just jomed Although the women were led to
believe that the discussion was a “live,” ongoing one, what they
actually heard was a prerecorded tape This was done so that each
of the women, regardless of what kind of mitiation she went
through, would be heanng exactly the same discussion The
taped discussion was arranged so that 1t was as dull and as turgid
as possible After it was over, each subject was asked to rate the
discussion mn terms of how much she hked 1t, how mteresting it
was, how intelligent the participants were, and so forth
The results supported the predicuions Those subjects who
underwent little or no effort to get mto the group did not enjoy
the discussion very much They were able to see 1t as 1t was—a
dull and boring waste of ime Those subjects who went through
a scvere mmtiation, however, succeeded 1n convincing themselves
that the same discussion was rather nteresting and worthwlhle
The sume pattern of results has been shown by other mvestt-
gators using different kinds of unpleasant imtiations For example,
Harold Gerard and Grover Mathewson®" conducted an experi-
ment similar 1 concept to the Aronson—Mills study, except for
the fact that subjects in the severe-imitiation condition were gven
panful electric shocks mstead of a list of obscene words to read
aloud The results paralleled those of Aronson and Mills subjects
who underwent 1 sertes of severe electric shocks m order to be-
come members of 2 group Iiked that group better than subjects
who underwent a series of mild electric shocks
It should be clear that we are 20t asserting that people enjoy
panful expenences—they do not—nor are we asserting that
people enjoy things that are merely associated with pamnful ex-
periences What we are stating 1s that, 1f a person goes through 2
panful experience m order to attam some goal or object, that
goal or object becomes more attractive Thus,1f on your way to 2
discussion group you got hit on the head by a brick, you would
not Iile that group any better, but if you volunteered to get hit
on the head by a brick m order o jomn the discussion group, you
would definttely like 1t better

It should be noted that, 1n most dissonant situations, there 15
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more than they deserved In such circumstances, any informa-
tion that put the victms m a bad light helped to reduce disso
nance by mplymg that it w1s, 1 fact, a good thing that they
died In addition, this eagerness to believe that the victims were
sinful and deserved their fate was expressed mn ways that were
more direct several members of the Ohio National Guard main-
tamed stoutly that the vicums deserved to die, and a Kent high-
school teacher, whom Jimes Michener mterviewed, even went
so far as to state that, “Anyone who appears on the streets of 2
city like Kent with long hair, dirty clothes or barefooted de-
serves to be shot” She went on to say that this dictum apphed
even to her own chuldren **
It 15 tempting sumply to write such people off as crazy—but
we should not make such judgments lightly Although 1ts cer
tunly true that all people are not a8 extreme as the high school
teacher, 1t 15 also true that just about everyone can be mfluenced
1n this direction To illustrate this point, Jet us take a look at the
behavior of Nikita Khrushchev, just before he became Premier
of the Soviet Unton In his memoirs, Khrushchev described him
self as a tough and skepucal person who certamly doesa’t believe
everything he's told He cuted several examples of hus own skeptt
cism and reluctance to believe scandalous stories about peopies
and compared himself favorably, 1n this regard, with Stalin But
let’s look 1t Khrushchev’s credulity when 1t smted hus own needs
Soon after Stalin’s death, Berra was on the verge of assuming
leadership, but Khrushchev convinced the other members of the
Presidium that Berta was a dangerous man Bera was then a}ll'rest-
ed, mprisoned, and eventually executed Dissonance 160131’
would lead to the prediction that because of his central ro'e a-
Beria’s downfall, Khrushchev might be willing to believe nﬁg‘ Y
twve things about him—no matter how absurd But Jet’s 2
Khrushchev to tell 1t n his own words

After 1t was all over {Bena’s arrest]s

and smd ¢ Listen to what my © Iy just
man came over to me and sad, I have only }
Beria has been arrested Twant to inform

stepdaughter, 2 seventh grader A year or 50 2
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evil person In this section, we will discuss a vanation on this
theme Suppose you performed an action that caused a great deal
of harm to an mnocent person Let us suppose further that the
harm was real and unambiguous Your cognition “I am a decent,
fair, and reasonable person” would be dissonant with your cogni-
tion “I have hurt another person ” If the harm done 1s clear an1
real, then you cannot reduce the dissonance by changng your
opinion on an 1ssue, like the people i the marijuana experiment
did In this situation, an effective way to reduce dissonance would
be to maximze the culpability of the vicum of your action—to
convince yourself that the vicnm deserved what he got, either
because he did something to bring 1t on himself, or because he
was a bad, evil, dirty, reprehensible person

This mechamsm might even operate 1f you did not directly
cause the harm that befell the victm, if you only dishked him
(prior to his vicumization) and were hoping that harm would
befall tum For example, after four students at Kent State Untver-
sity were shot and killed by members of the Ohio National
Guard, several ramors quickly spread to the effect that (1) both
of the slun gurls were pregnant and, therefore, 1t was a fortunate
thing that they were killed, because 1t protected them and their
parents from shame and humilation, (2) the bodies of all four
kids were craywhng with lice, and (3) the vicums were so ridden
with syphilis that they would have been dead m two weeks
anyway **

These rumors were totally untrue It wwas true that the slan
students were all clean, decent, bright kids Indeed, two of them
were not even involved 1n the demonstration that resulted m the
tragedy, but were peacefully walking across campus when they
were gunned down Why were the townspeople so eager to be-
lieve and spread these rumors® It 1s impossible to know for sure,
but my guess 1s that 1t was for reasons similar to the reasons that
rumors were spread among the people m India studied by Prasad
and Sinbn (see pp 91-92)—that 15, because the rumors were com-
forting Picture the situation Kent 1s a conservative town Many
of the townspeople were mfuriated at the radical behavior of
some of the students Some probably were hoping that the stu-
dents would get their comeuppance, but death was, perhaps,
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mother died and my wife had to go to the hospital, leaving the
gl at home alone One evening she went out to buy some
bread near the building where Beria lives There she came
across an old man who watched her mtently She was fright-
ened Someone came and took her to Bera’s home Beria had
her sit down with him for supper She drank something, fell
asleep, and he raped her”  Later, we were given a list of more
than a hundred girls and women who had been raped by Beria
He had used the same routine on all of them He gave them
some dwnner and offered them wine with a sleepmg potion
m 1t 30

Tt seems fantastic that anyone would believe that Beria actually
perpetrated this deed on more than one hundred women And
yet, Khrushchev apparently beheved it—perhaps because he had
a strong need to believe 1t

These examples seem to fit an analysis based on dissonance
theory, but they do not offer defimitive proof For example, 1t
might be the case that the National Guardsmen at Kent State be-
lieved that the students deserved to die even before they fired on
them, or that Khrushchev would have been prone to believe those
fantasuc stories about Beria even before he had caused Berra's
demise Tt might even be true that Khrushchev didn’t believe
those stories, but merely pretended that he believed them n
order to discredit Beria

In order to be more certamn that this process really exists, 1t 1s
essential for the social psychologist to remove himself from the
helter skelter of the real world (temporarily) and test his predic-
uons 1n the more controlled world of the expertmental labora
tory Ideally, 1if we want to measure attitude change as a result of
dissonant cogutions, 1t 15 important to know what the attitudes
were before the dissonance arousing event occurred Such a situ-
ation was produced m an experiment performed by Keith Davis
and Edward Jones They persuaded students to volunteer to
help with an experiment each student’s participation consisted of
watching another student bemng interviewed and then, on the
basis of this observation, teling that other student that he be-
lieved hum to be a shallow, untrustworthy, and dull fellow The
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major finding in this experiment was that subjects who volun-
teered for this assignment succeeded in convincing themselves
that they didn’t like the victim of their cruelty. In short, after
saying things that were certain to hurt the other stadent, they
convinced themselves that he deserved it—that is, they found him
less attractive than they did before they hurt him. A similar result
stems from an experiment by David Glass.” In this study, indi-
viduals who considered themselves to be good and decent people,
when induced to deliver a series of electric shocks to other peo-
ple, came to derogate their victims. It is interesting to note that
this result is clearest among people who held high self-esteem. IfI
consider myself to bea scoundrel, then causing another person to
suffer does not introduce as much dissonance; therefore, I have
less of a need to convince myself that he deserved his fate. This
leads to the rather ironic result that it is precisely because I think
I am such a nice person that, if T do something that causes you
pain, T must convince myself that you ar¢ 2 rat, In other words,
because nice guys like me don’t go around hurting innocent peo-
ple, you must have deserved every nasty thing [ ddtoyou- .
There are circumstances that lmit the generality of this
phenomenon. One of those was mentioned above. namely, Peqple
with low self-esteem have less need to derogate their victis-
Another factor that limits the derogation phenomenon 1f the
capacity of the victim to retaliate. If the victim is able 2

nd willing

16 retaliate at some future time, then 2 harm-doer.feels‘that _equxl:y
will be restored, and he thus has no need to justify his actiof y
i by Ellen Ber-

derogating his victim. In an ingenious experiment
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mother died and my wife had to go to the hospital, leaving the
girl at home alone One eveming she went out to buy some
bread near the bulding where Beria lives There she came
across an old man who watched her itently She was fright-
ened Someone came and took her to Bera’s home Bera had
her sit down with him for supper She drank something, fell
asleep and he raped her”  Later, we were givena Tist of more
than a hundred girls and women who had been raped by Bena
He had used the same routine on all of them He gave them

some dinner and offered them wime with a sleeping potion
miat e

It seems fantastic that anyone would believe that Bera actually
perpetrated this deed on more than one hundred women And

yet, Khrushchev apparently believed 1t—perhaps because he had
a strong need to believe 1t

These examples seem to fit an analysis based on dissonance

theory, but they do not offer defimtive proof For example’

might be the case that the National Guardsmen at Kent Srare
lieved that the students deserved to die even before they ©
them, or that Khrushchev would have been prone to believ
fantastic stories about Bernia even before he had caused
demise Tt mught even be true that Khrushchev didn't
those stories, but merely pretended that he believed
order to discredit Berra

In order to be more certamn that this process really
essential for the social psychologist to remove himself
helter skelter of the real world (temporarily) and test
uons 1 the more controlled world of the experm
tory Ideally, af we want to measure attitude change as
dissonant cogmitions, 1t 1 important to know what !
were before the dissonance arousing event occurred <
ation was produced mn an expenment performed by K
and Edward Jones* They persuaded students to ve
help with an experiment each student’s participation
watching another student bemng interviewed and
basis of this observation, telling that other student
lieved him to be a shallow, untrustworthy, and dull
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major finding n this experiment was that subjects who volun
teered for this assignment succeeded m convmemg themselves
that they didn’t like the victm of thewr cruelty In short, after
saying things that were certain to hurt the other student, they
convinced themselves that he deserved 1t—that 15, they found him
less attractive than they did before they hurt lum A sumilar result
stems from an experiment by Davd Glass * In this study, nd:-
viduals who constdered themselves to be good and decent people,
when nduced to deliver a series of electric shocks to ather peo-
ple, came to derogate therr victms It 1s interesung to note that
thus result 1s clearest among people who held high self esteem IfI
consider myself to bea scoundrel, then causing another person to
suffer does not introduce as much dissonance, therefore, I have
less of a need to convince myself that he deserved hus fate This
leads to the rather iromc result that st s precnsely because I think
1 am such a nice person that, £ 1 do something that causes you
pam, T must convince myself that you are 3 rat In other words,
because nice guys like me don’t go around hurung wnocent peo
ple, you must have deserved every nasty thing I did to you
There are circumstances that hmit the generality of this
phenomenon One of those was mentioned above namely, people
with low self esteem have less need to derogate therr victims
Another factor thar limits the derogation phenomenon s the
capacity of the victim to retaliate 1f the vicum 1sable and ¥ ling
to retaliate at some future ime, then a harm doer feels that cquity
will be restored, and he thus has no need to jusufy his acuon by
derogating hus vicum In 2 ingentous expenment by Lllen Ber
scherd and her associates,™ college students voluntcered for an
experiment 1n which each of them delit cred a punful dcsl(r(s:
shock to a fellow student, 1§ cxpccrcd, each subject dcrog;‘cf tl‘\lc
vietm 4s a result of having deln cred the shock But hlf o he
students were told that there W ould be a turn:xbou(—th'atllS Il:;:r
the other students w ould be given the opportumt) to shoc! ; e to
Those w ho were led to believe that therr victims ¥ ould beable €

s W ere
retaliate did not derogate them Inshort because the Vit

rs had no
able to retalite, dissonance was reduced The hﬂm;]ig;h s that
need to belitte their victums in order to convincet

the vienms deserved it
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These results suggest that, during a war, soldiers might havea
greater need to derogate cvilian victims (because they can’t re
taltate) than military vicims During Lt Calley’s court martsal
for hus role m the slaughter of innocent civibans at My Lai, hus
psychiatrist reported that the Lieutenant came to regard the
Vietnamese people as less than human Perhaps the research
reported 1n this section helps to shed some light on this phenome
non Social psychologists have learned that people do not per-
form acts of cruelty and come out unscathed I do not know for
sure how Lt Calley (and thousands of others) came to regard
the Vietnamese as subhuman, but 1t seems reasonable to assume
that when we are engaged 1n a war 1 which, through our actions,
a great number of inocent people are being killed, we might try
to derogate the victims, n order to justify our compheity 1n the
outcome We might poke fun at them, refer to them as “gooks,"
dehumanize them, but once we have succeeded m doing that,
watch out—because 1t becomes easter to hure and kil “sub-
humans” than to hurt and lull fellow human beings Thus, reduc-
ing dissonance 1n this way has terrible future consequences—It
wmncreases the likelthood that the atrocities we are willing to com-
mit will become greater and greater We wall elaborate on this
theme 1n the next chapter For now, I would like to enlarge on a
pomnt I made 1n Chapter 1 In the final analysts, each person 15
accountable for his own actions Not everyone behaved s Lt
Calley behaved, but many did Therefore, before we write off
their behavior as merely bizarre, or merely crazy, or merely vil
Jamous, 1t would be wise to examune the situation that sets up the
mechamsm for this kind of behavior We can then begin to
understand the terrible price we are paying for allowing certain
conditions to exist Perhaps, eventually, we can do something to
avoid these conditions Dissonance theory helps to shed some
light on this mechamsm

Of course, this kund of situation 1s not hmited to wars A great
number of violent acts can be perpetrated on nnocent victums
that can lead to jusufications, which, 1 turn, can produce more
violence Imagine that you live 1n a society that 1s unfatr to minor-
1ty groups like blacks and Chicanos Just to take a wild example,
let us pretend that the whites were not allowing the blacks and
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(;hx'mnos to attend first-rate public schools, but instead were pro-
viding them with a sccond-rate and stultifying cducation. As a
consequence, after several years of schooling, the average black
ch!lfi and the average Chicano child arc less well educated and less
motivated than the average white child. They demonstrate this
by ggncmlly doing poorly on achievement tests. Such a situation
provides a golden opportunity for civic leaders to justify their
discriminatory behavior and, hence, to reduce dissonance. “You
see,” they might say, “colored people arc stupid (because they
perform poorly on the achicvement test); sec how clever we
were when we decided against \wasting our resources by trying to
provide them with a high-quality education. These people are
unteachable.” This is what sociologists refer to asa self-fulfilling
prophecy. It provides a perfect justification for cruelty and neg-
lect. So, too, is the attribution of moral inferiority to blacks and
Chicanos. We imprison these people in overcrowded ghettos; and
we set up a situation in which the color of a person’s skin almost
inevitably unleashes forces that prevent him from participatmg.m
the opportunities for growth and success that exist for white
Americans. Through the magic of celevision, he sces people suc-
ceeding and living in the luxury of middle-class respectability.
He becomes painfully aware of the opportunitics, comforts, and
luxuries that are unavailable to him. If his frustration‘leads him to
violence or if his despair leads him to drugs, it is f_zurly easy for
his swhite brother to sit back complacently, shake his head know-
ingly, and attribute this behavior to some kind of rpdral inferior-
ity.'As Edward Jones and Richard Nisbett®* point out, when
some misfortune befalls us, we tend to attribute the cause t0
something in the environment; the Sﬂ}:n y n::sse_
fortune befalling another person, ¢ the €@
to something inherent in his personality.

but when we s€€
we tend to attribut

The Psychology of Inevitability

. 0 ism, but
George Bernard Shaw was hard e by his father's alcohnogltsrt[ r}’
he tried to make light of it. Fle once wrote: “If you g‘mce 2 Ina
of the family skeleton, you may a5 well make it dance:
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sense, dissonance theory describes the ways that people have of
making their skeletons dance—of trymg to live with unpleasant
outcomes Thus 1s particularly true when a situation arises that 1s
both negauve and mevitable Here, people attempt to mahe the
best of things by cogmitvely mimmizing the unpleasantness of the
situation In one experiment, Jack Brehm® got children to volun-
teer to eat a vegetable that they had previously said they dishked a
lot After they had eaten the vegetable, the experimenter indscated
to one-half of the luds that they could expect to eat much more
of that vegetable 1n the future, the remarming kids were not so 1n-
formed The kids who were led to belteve that 1t was mevitable
that they would be eatng the vegetable 1n the future succeeded
1 convincing themselves that that parucular vegetable was not so
very bad In short, the cognition “I dishike that vegetable” 1s dis-
sonant with the cognition “I will be eatng that vegetable in the
future ” In order to reduce the dissonance, the children came to
believe that the vegetable was really not as noxious as they hd
previously thought John Darley and Lllen Berscheid® showed
that the same phenomenon works with people as well as with
vegetables In their experiment, college women volunteered to
participate 1n a sertes of meetings i which each co-ed would be
discussing her sexual behavior and sexual standards with another
co ed whom she didn’t know Before beginning these discusston
sessions, each woman was given two folders Fach of the folders
contained a personality descrxptlon of a young woman who had
supposedly volunteered for the same experience, the descriptions
contaned a mixture of pleasant and unpleasant characteristics
Half of the subjects were led to believe that they were gomng to
mteract with the young woman described 1n folder 4, and the
remaiing subjects were led to believe that they were going to
mteract with the one described 1n folder B Before actually meet-
ing these co eds, the subjects were asked to evaluate each of them
on the basis of the personality descriptions that they had read
Those subjects who felt that it was mnevitable that they were
gomng to be sharing thewr intmate secrets with the young woman
described in folder A found her much more appealing as a person
than the one described 1n folder B, whereas those who believed
that they were going to have to mnteract with the young woman
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described 1n folder B found ber much more appealing Just as
with vegetables, nevitabihty males the heart grow fonder The
Lknowledge that one 1s mevitably going to be spending time with
another person increases the positive aspects of that person—or, at
least, decreases his negatn e aspects In short, people tend to make
the best of somethung that they know 15 bound to occur

The Importance of Self-esteem

Throughout this chapter, we have seen how a person’s commit-
ment to a parucular course of action can freeze or change s
atutudes, distort hus perception, and determine the kind of nfor-
matton he seeks out In addition, we have seen that a person ¢an
become commutted to 2 situation m a number of different ways—
by making a decision, by worhing hard 1n order to attamn a goal,
by believing that something 15 inevitable, by engaging m any ac-
tion that has serious consequences {such as hurting someone)s and
soon Aswe have mentioned before, the deepest form of commut
ment takes place i those situations 1n which a persons self-
esteem 1s at stake Thus, if 1 perform 2 cruel or a stupid action,
this threatens my self-esteem, because 1t turns my mmnd to the
possibility that T am a cruel or stupid person In the hundreds of
experiments that were mspired by the theory of cogmtive disso-
nance, the clearest results were obtamed 1n those siuations mn
which a person’s self esteem was nvolved Moreover, 25 one
mught expect, we have seen that those individuals with the high-
est self esteermn experence the most dissonance when they behave
in a stupid or cruel manner
‘What happens when a person has low self esteem? Theoret1-
cally, 1f he were to commit 2 stupid or an ammoral action he
would not experience much dissonance His cognition ‘I have
done an immoral thing” 1s consonant with his cognition Jam 2
schiunk * In short, 2 person who beheves humself to bea schlunk
expects to do schlunky things Another way of puting it 15 thﬂtlﬂ
person who has low self esteem will not find 1t rernbly difficalt
to commut an 1mmoral action—because computting an ummoral
action 15 not dissonant with his self concept On the other hand,
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if 2 person has high self-esteem, he 15 more likely to resist the
temptation to commut an immoral action, because to behave im-
morally would produce a great deal of dissonance

I tested this proposttion 1n collaboration with David Mettee **
We predicted that individuals who had a Jow opmion of them-
selves would be more likely to cheat (if given the opportuniy)
than individuals who had a hugh opinton of themselves It should
be made clear that we were not making the simple prediction that
people who beheve themselves to be dishonest will cheat more
than people who believe themselves to be honest Our prediction
was a hirtle more daring, 1t was based on the assumption that, 1f 2
normal person recetves a temporary blow to his self-esteem (for
example, 1f he 1s jilted by his girl friend or flunks an exam) and
thus feels low and worthless, he 1s more likely to cheat at cards,
kick his dog, wear muismatched pajamas, or do any number of
things consistent with his having a low opinion of himself Asa
function of feeling that they are low people, individuals will
commiut low acts

In our experiment, we modified students’ self esteem (tem-
poranly) by giving them false nformation about their personali-
ties After taking a personality test, one third of the students
were given posiuve feedback, specifically, they were told that
the test indicated that they were mature, interesting, deep, and so
forth Another one-third of the students were given negative
feedback, they were told that the test indicated that they were
relauvely immature, umnteresting, rather shallow, and the ke
The remamng one-third of the students were not given any
nformation about the results of the test

Immeduately afterwards, the students were scheduled to par-
ticipate tn an experiment, conducted by a different pSyChOIOEISt’
that had no apparent relation to the personality inventory As2
part of this second experiment, the subjects parucipated 1n 2
game of cards aganst some of their fellow students This was a
gambling game 1n which the students were allowed to bet money
and were told that they could keep whatever money they won
In the course of the game, the subjects were presented with 2 few
opportunities to cheat mn a situation where 1t seemed 1mpossible
that they could be detected The situation was arranged so that, if
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a student decrded 70t to cheat, he would certainly lose, whereas,
if he decided to chear, he would be certamn to win a sizeable sum
of money

The results clearly showed that those students who had previ-
ously recerved information designed to lower their self-esteem
cheated to a far greater extent than those who had receved the
high self-esteem mnformation The control group—those that re-
cewved no mformation—fell exactly m between These findings
suggest that 1t would be well worth the effort of parents and
teachers to alert themselves to what could be the far reaching
consequences of their own behavior as 1t affects the self-esteem
of their children and students Specifically, of 1t 15 true that low
self esteem 15 an important antecedent of eriminal or cruel be-
havior, then we might want to do everything possible to help
mdividuals learn to respect and love themselves

Physiological and Motwational Effects of Dissonance

How far can the effects of dissonance extend® In the past
several years, researchers have shown that it can go beyond atu-
tudes, 1t can modify the way we experience basic physwloglcal
drives Under certamn well specified condittons, dissonance reduc-
tion can lead hungry people to experience less hunger, thirsty
people to experience less thirst, and people undergoing mtensive
electric shock to experience less pan Here's how 1t works If 1
person 1s induced to commut bunself to a siruation in which he
will be deprived of food or water for a long ume, or 1 which he
will experience electric shock, and has low external qustification
for domng this, he will experience dissonance His cogmtions con-
cerning his hunger pangs, his parched throat, or the pun of elec-
trical shock are each dissonant with his cognitionl that he volun-
teered to go through these experiences and 15 not getung eIy
much sn return In order to reduce this dissonnce he convinces
himself that the hunger 1sn’t so 1ntense, of that the thirst 1sn°t SO
bad, or the pan 't so great This should not be astomshung
Although hunger, thirst, and pun all have phy siological bases, 1;
15 2 well documented fact that they have a strong psy chologica
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component For example through suggestion, mediation, hypno-
sis, placebo pulls, the bedside manner of a slallful physician, or
some combination of these, percerved pam can be reduced Ex-
perimental soctal psychologists have shown that, under conditions
of high dissonance arousal, ordinary people, without any SpeClﬂl
skills :n hypnosts or meditition, can accomplish the same ends for
themselves
Thus, Phulip Zimbardo and lis colleagues®™ have sub]ected
many people to mtense electric shocks one-half of these people
were 1n a high dissonance condition—that 15, they were mduced
to commmt themselves to volunteer for the expertence and were
given very lttle external justification—and the other half were m
a low-dissonance condition—that 1s, they had no choice 1n the
matter and had a great deal of external justification The results
showed that those people in the high-dissonance condition tended
to report that they expertenced less pain than people 1n the low-
dissonance condition Moreover, this phenomenon extended be-
yond their subjective reports there 1s some evidence to mdicate
that the physiological response to pain (as measured by the
galvanic skin response) was somewhat less intense 1 the high-
dissonance condition In addition, the pamn of subjects m the
high dissonance condition interfered less with the tasks they
were performing Thus, not only was their pan reported as less
mtense, but st also affected thewr behavior less intensely
Sumilar results have been shown for hunger and thrst Jack
Brehm* reported a series of experiments in which people were
deprived of erther food or water for long periods of ume In addi-
uon to experiencing hunger or thurst, these indiiduals were
experiencing ether hugh or low dissonance for much the same
reasons that Zimbardo’s subjects were experiencing high or low
dissonance Specxﬁcally, some of the subjects had low external
Jusufication for undergoing the hunger or thirst, while others had
high external justufication For the dissonant subjects, the best
available way to reduce the dissonince was to mumimize the ex
pertence of hunger or thirst In separate experiments on hunger
and thirst, Brehm reported that the subjects n the high-disso-
nance condiion said they were less hungry (or thirsty) than
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low dissonance subjects who were deprived of food (or galter)
for the same length of ume Again, this was no mere ver“a ree&
port—after the experiment, when all of the subjects were a owll

to eat (or drink) freely, the high-dissonance subjects at;)tua y
consumed less food (or water) than the low-dissonance subjects

A Look at the Theory as Theory

It 15 evadent that the theory of cogmtive dissonance has been 2}
very useful theory Indeed, in the fifteen years since 1tsd11:§zfr>e
tion, 1t has generated far more research and uncov;re e
knowledge about human social behavior than any other th et 131’
m psychology At the same tume, 1t should be pointed Omttsiv’uh
ormal terms, 1t lacks the elegance that one usually associate e
nigorous scientific statements Conceptually, the major wiamxte d
1 the theory stems from the fact that its application 1s not lR th-
to situations that are mconsistent on Jogzeal grounds alof;fl azcal
er, the nconsistencies that produce dissonance are psycio ?g o
mconsistencies This 1s what makes the theory excing Un (s): It
nately, 1t also renders the theory less than perfectly pgeclln the
would be relatively easy to make a precise statem(e]nt al Zmnces
domam of the theory if 1ts predictions were Limute 50 mmmmg
of logical inconsistency There are precise rules for deter the
whether conclusions do or do not follow from Pfemises (:rrl]
basss of formal logic For example, tahe the famous syllogis

All men are mortal
Socrates 15 2 man
Therefore, Socrates 15 mortal

accept
¥f someone believed that Socrates was not mortal, while P!

of disso-
g the first two premuses, this would be a clear case
nance

1on
By contrast, let us take the typlcal dissonance situat!

Tbeheve that smohing cigarettes causes cancer
Tsmoke cigarettes
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all of hns tme protecting his ego, he will never grow In order to
grow, we must learn from our mustakes Butif a person 1s intent
on reducing dissonance, he will not admit to huis mistakes Instead,
he will sweep his mistakes under the rug, or, worse stll, he will
turn them into virtues The autobrographical memonrs of former
presidents are full of the kind of self-serving, self-justifying state-
ments that can best be summanized as “if 1 had 1t all to do over
agan, I would not change a thing”

On the other hand, people do frequently grow—people do
frequently profit from their mistahes How® Under what condi-
tions® Ideally, it would be useful for a person to be able to bring
umself to say, 1n effect, “O K, I blew 1t What can I learn from
the expertence so that I will not end up i this posiion agamn®”
Ths can come about in several ways

1 Through an understanding of our own defensiveness and
dissonance-reducing tendencies

2 Through the realization that performing a stupid or immoral
action does not necessanly mean that we are irrevocably stupid
or smmoral people

3 Through the development of enough ego strength to toler-
ate errors in Ol]l'SeIVCS

4 Through increasing our ability to recognize the utility of
admitting error

Of course, 1t 15 far easier to list these procedures than 1t 1s to
accomphish them How does a person get in touch with his own
defensiveness and dissonance-reducing tendencies® How can we
come to realize that bright, moral people like ourselves can occa-
sionally perform a stupid or immoral action® It 1s not enough to
know 1t superficially, 1n order to untlize this know ledge, a person
may need to experience 1t and pracuce 1t A siturtion that encour-
ages this land of pracuce will be discussed m Chapter 8
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The cognition “I smoke cigarettes” 1s not mnconsistent with the
cogmition “cigarette smoking causes cancer” on formal logical
grounds It 1s mconsistent on psychological grounds, that 1s, the
mplications of the two statements are dissonant because we know
that most people do not want to die But 1t 1s sometimes difficult
to be certan what will be psychologically mnconsistent for any
one person For example, suppose you have great admiration for
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, then you learn that, throughout hus
marniage, he was carrying on a clandestine love affur Will that
cause dissonance® It s difficult to know If you place 2 high
value on mantal fidelity and you also believe that great men
should not violate this sanction, then you will indeed experience
some dissonance To reduce 1t you will either change your att-
tudes about Roosevelt or soften your atutudes about marital
infidehty Because a large number of people probably do not hold
both of these values simultaneously, however, they will not ex-
perience dissonance Moreover (and most mportant), the degree
of dissonance 1s certain to be small compared to what 1t would be
if you had violated your own values—as was true m Judson Mlls'
experiment with the youngsters who cheated on their test This1s
the point as I mentioned previously, dissonance theory makes 1ts
clearest and strongest predictions 1 those sttuations 1n which the
dissonance 1s a function of a person’s behavior that violates his
own self concept If you think of yourself as intellgent and you
do something stupid, 1f you think of yourself as moral and you
do something 1mmoral, if you think of yourself as kind and you
do something unkind—these are the situations m which disso-
nance theory makes its strongest and most unambiguous state

ment, and these are the situations that we have emphasnzed 1 this
chapter

Man Cannot Live by Consonance Alone

Near the beginning of this chapter, I made the pomt that people
are capable of rational, adaptive behavior as well as dissonance-
teducing behavior Let’s return to that 1ssue If a person spends
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possessions against the encroachment of others, and the child who
goes out of his way to clobber his brother, are both constdered
aggressive On a more subtle level, if a neglected wife sulks in the
corner during a party, this may be an act of “passive aggression "
Also, a child who wets his bed, a yilted boy friend who threatens
suicide, or a student who doggedly attempts to master a difficult
mathematical problem could concewvably be labeled as 1llustra-
tons of an aggressive tendency 1n man And what of the violence
exerted by the state 1n 1ts attempt to mamntamn law and order—an

the less direct forms of aggression through which people of one
race or religion humiliate and degrade people of different races of
religions® If all of these behaviors are to be called by the blanket

«
term “aggression,” the situation 15 indeed confused Asa way of

1ncreasing our understanding of aggression, we must cut through
s of the popular

this morass and separate the “ygsertive” aspect

definition from the destructive aspects That 35, a disuncrion ¢an
be made between behavior that harms others and behavior that
does not harm others The outcome 1S mportant Thus, accord
mng to this distinction, the go getung salesman or the student

doggedly sucking to his mathemancal problem would not be
he Boston Strangler,

considered aggressive, but the behavior of t
the clobbering child, the smeidal boy friend, and cven the sulb-
g, neglected wife would all be considered as aggresst+€

Bur this distnction 1s not altogether sanisfactory, becauses by
coneentratng on outcome alone, Xt ignores the intention of (he
person perpetrating the act, and this 15 the cructal aspect of the
defininon of aggression I would define an act of aggression 5 a
behavior aimed at causing harm or pai Thus, by this defimuon:
the football player 1s 70¢ considered to be performing 11 ot T
aggression 1f his mm 15 sumply to bring dow n his mn 38 cmacc::ls)c
as possible—but he 15 behaving aggressnvely if hus lsdm g s0
pain or mjury to his man, whether or not he succeeds 1 fo:;::r ;
To 1llustrate, suppose a threc year old child staps at lus c:usc Pl
anger The shp may be totally ineffectual—1t M3 et cns ey
father to lugh Buticss, nonetheless, 10 2ggressh© o lb" W m:r;
the same chuld may, m total 1nnocences ¢chrust a sharp © ::s This
s father's ey ¢, causing sev erc pain and cotorful contusto
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Looking at my son, I became dismayed and upser as I began to
think about what had happened to me Had I become so brutal-
1zed that I could answer such a question so matter-of-factly—as
»f my son had asked me how a baseball 1s made or how a leaf
functions® Had I gotten so accustomed to human brutality?

We're hving m an era of unspeakable horror—of Brafra, of
Tast Pakistan, of My Lai Of course, events of this lund are not
peculiar to the present decade A friend once showed me a very
thin book—only ten or fifteen pages long—that purported to be 2
capsule history of the world It was a chronological histing of the
important events m recorded history Can you guess how 1t read?
Of course—one war after another, mnterrupted every now and
then by a few other events, such as the birth of Jesus and the
mvention of the prnting press What kind of species 1 man if the
most 1mportant events 1n his brief history are situations 1n which
people kull each other en masse?

Man 1s an aggressive ammal With the exception of certamn
rodents, no other vertebrate so consistently and wantonly lalls
members of his own species We have defined social psychology
as socal influence—that 15, one person’s (or group’s) nfluence on
another The most extreme form of aggression (physical destruc-
tion) can be considered to be the ulumate degree of social mflu-
ence Is aggression part of the nature of man® Can 1t be modified”

What are the social and situational factors that mcrease and
decrease 1ggression?

Aggression Defined

It 1s difficult to present a clear definition of “aggresslon" because,
1n the popular vernacular, the term 1s used 1n so many different
ways Clearly, the Boston Strangler, who made a hobby of stran-
ghng women 1n their apartments, was performing acts of aggres-
sion But a football player making a drving tackle 1s also
considered aggressive A tenmis player who charges the net 1
called aggressive So, too, 1s a successful mnsurance salesman who
1s “a real go getter ” The child who staunchly defends his own
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when turned

which, i th;‘;“‘";re?; ft:hanzltos manifests itself in self-punishment,
ward, this wmstmet m cafse, becomes suictde, when turned out—y
and murder Freud t;“i‘ ests 1tself 1n hostility, destructiveness,
come out somehow. lee teved that this aggressive energy must
ness This notion c;n ts)t 1t continue to buld up and produce ill-
15, the analogue 15 0 e described as a “hydraulic” theory—that
tamer unless ag resne of water pressure building up m a con-
some sort of an %x 1S jon 15 allowed to dram off, 1t will produce
tial as a means of fCOSllo n According to Freud, society 1s essen-
sublimate 1t—that 15 l%:l a::rl‘ng this instinct and of helpmng men to

)
acc?;i?}le, 0; even usef}:ﬂ’gb rer}llzr‘xl loturrn the destructive energy into
further, tge:eea rnotlon of man’s natural aggresstvencss one step
state 15 not onlye :01?111‘13 scholars who feel that man 1 hus natural
unique among animals er, but that his wanton destructiveness 1s
to call man’s behavlor’ bconsiquently, these scholars suggest that
point of view has b cutal 1 to libel nonhuman SPecies his
een expressed eloquently by Anthony Storr

We

cruel%;n:?gg;;lcscn\;e the most repulsive examples of man’s
such Debm ot 15 0‘11‘ estial, 1mplymg by these adjectives that
Then ouredlyes T charactenstic of less hlghly dcve]oped antmals
haviour are con ; n(—iuth, how ever, the extremes of brutal be-
0 our Savase tre:{e to man, and there 15 nO parallel 1n nature
we are thcg e ment of each other The sombre fact 15 that
walled the eame1 estdand most ruthless species that has ever
when e read 1 , and that although we m1y recoil 1n horror
commted b mn newspaper of history book of the atrocities
one of us ha}:bo an upon man, we hnow 1n our hearts that each
b lead urs within imself those same $1418€ impulses

ead to murder, to torture, and to war 3

even clear evidence on the sub-
nstnctive 1m man 1 suppose

Much of theet 1dence, such

]ect'l;}}e‘ie}:s a lack of defimitive or
that 1s wh cr:er or not aggression 15 1
asit s, Ste}r,nts fe‘ controversy still rages
cies other tha,:o: observauon of, and expenimentation with, spe-
Kuo* at an In one such studys for example, Zing Yang

empted to explode the fayth that cats will insuncusely
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would not be defined as an act of aggression, because its pamnful
consequences were unintended

It rmght be useful to make one additional distinction withmn
the category of intentional aggression, namely, a distinction be-
tween aggression that 15 an end 1n 1tself and aggresston that 15
mstrumental i achieving some goal Thus, a football player
mught ntentionally nflict an 1njury on the opposing quarterback
n order to put him out of the game and thus increase hus own
team’s probabihity of winning This would be 1nstrumental ag-
gresston On the other hand, he might perform this action on the
Tast play of the last game of the season to “pay back” the quarter-
back for some real or imagined nsult or humiliation, here, the
aggressive act would be an end i utself Stmularly, dropping 2
bomb on a ball bearing factory i Munich during World War Il
can be considered an act of mstrumental aggression, while shoot-
g down some defenseless women and children can be consid-
ered an act of aggression as an end 1 atself The “button man”
who, working for the Mafia, guns down a designated vicum 15

probably behaving mstrumentally, thrll Lallers like Leopold and
Loeb probably weren’t

Is Aggressiveness Instinctive?

Psychologxsts, physxologxsts. ethologsts, and phxlosophers are 1n
disagreement over whether aggressiveness 1s an nnate, mstinctve
phenomenon or whether such behavior has to be learned This s
not a new controversy 1t has been raging for centurtes For ex-
ample, Jean Jacques Rousseau’s concept of the noble savage'
(first published n 1762) suggested that man, 1n his natural state,
1s a bemgn, happy, and good creature, and that a restnctive
society forces aggressiveness and depravity upon hmm Others
have taken the view that man 1n his natural state 1s a brute, and
that only by enforcing the law and order of society can we curb
or sublimate his natural msunces toward aggression Sigmund
Freud’ 1s 2 good example of a proponent of this general position

Freud suggested that man 1s born with a death instinct, thanatos
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from an aquarium, leaving only one male alonc with no appro
priate sparring partner? According to the hydraulic theory of
mstinet, the need to aggress will build up to the pomnt w here the
cichhd will attack a fish that doesn’t usually serve asan appropri-
ate sumulus for attack, and that 1s eactly what happens In the
absence of s fellow male cichlids, he attacks males of other
species—males that he had previously ignored Moreover, if all
males are removed, the male cichid will eventually attach and
kill females
And the controversy continues Leonard Berhowitz,* one of
our nation’s leading experts on human aggression, believes that
humans are essenually different from nonhumans n that learming
plays a more important role 1 their aggressne behavior In
humans, aggressiveness 15 2 function of 2 complex nterplay be-
tween mnate propensities and learned responses Thus, although
1t 15 true that many ammals from nsects to apes will attach an
ammal who mvades his territory, 1t 1 2 gross ov ersimplification to
mmply, as some popular writers have, that man 1s lihewise pro-
grammed to protect his terntory and behave aggressnely 1n re-
sponse to specific sumuli There 15 much evidence to support
Berl.owitz’s contenton that man’s nnate pateerns of behavior are
nfinitely modifiable and flenble Indeed, thercisevena good deal
of evidence for such fleubility among nonhumans F'or evample,
by electrically sumulating a certain area of a monkey's bram, olr:c
can ey ohe an aggressive response 1n the monkey This area can be
constdered to be the neural center of aggression, but thar does not
mean that, when this area 1s sumulated, the monhey will i‘,‘“ s
attach If a monkey 1s 1n the presence of other monkeys who ﬂf;
less dominant than he mn therr social hierarchy, he will mdccd
atrach them when the appropriate area of tis bram 1s sumulate :
but 1f the same arca 1s sumulated w tule he 1s 1 the presence rl:
monheys who are more dominant than he, he will not :lxl:;l
rather, he will tend to flec the scen¢ Thus, the same ph:j Slﬂcziilni!
sumulation can produce widely different r(c{sp(}nsrcls‘.u r:ﬂ}:“ Our
upon learming This appears to be true m spa lcsl ° h azgressi €
conclusion from reviewing these datas that, alt mu;nhc ;;xpnﬂlnl
ness may have an mstinctn ¢ component 1n man,



146 The Soctal Animal

stalk and kill rats His experiment was a very simple one He
raised a kitten n the same cage with a rac Not only did the
cat refrun from attaching the rat, but the rwo became close com-
panions Moreover, the cat refused erther to chase or to kil other
rats It should be noted, however, that this experiment does not
prove that aggressive behavior 1s not istincuve, 1t merely
demonstrates that aggressive behavior can be mhibited by early
experience Thus, in an experiment reported by Irenaus Labl
Tabesfeldt,® 1t was shown that rats raised in 1solation (that 1s,
without any experience 1n fighting other rats) will attack 2 fellow
rat when one 1s introduced nto the cage, moreover, the ssolated
rat uses the same pattern of threat and attack that experienced
rats use Thus, although aggressive behavior can be modified by
experience (as shown by Kuo’s experiment), Libl Fibesfeldt
showed that aggression apparently does not need to be learned
On the other hand one should not conclude from this study that
aggressiveness 15 necessarily insunctive, for 1s John Paul Scott®
has pointed out, 1n order to draw this conclusion, there must be
phystological evidence of a spontaneous stmulation for fighting
that anises from within the body alone The sumulus n the above
experiment came from the outside—that 1s, the sight of the new
rat stmulated the 1solated rat to fight Scott concluded from his
survey of the evidence that there 15 no mborn need for fightung
if a0 organism can arrange 1ts ife 1n such a way that there 1s no
outside sumulation to fight then he will not experience any
phystological or mentl damage as a result of not expressing ag
gresston This view contradicts Freud s contention and, 1n effect,
asserts that there 1s no mstinct of aggression
The argument goes back and forth Scott’s conclusion his
been ealled nto question by the distinguished ethologist Konrad
Lorenz * Lorenz observed the behavior of certam cichhids which
are hughly aggressive tropical fish Male cichlids wall attack other
males of the syme species apparently as an aspect of territorial
behavior—that 1s to defend their territory In 1ts natural environ
ment, the male cichlid does not attack female cichlids, nor docs
he attack males of a different species—he only attacks males of his
own species What happens if all other male cichlids are remoy ed
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from an aquarium, leaving only one male alone with no appro
priate sparring partner? According to the hydraulic theory of
mstmct, the need to aggress will build up to the pomt where the
cichhid will attach a fish that doesn’t usually serve as an appropxi-
ate sumulus for attack, and that 15 exactly what happens In the
absence of his fellow male cichlids, he attachs males of other
species—males thar he had previously ignored Moreover, 1f all
males are removed, the male cichlid will eventually attach and
kall females

And the controversy continues Leonard Berkownz,® one of
our nation’s Jeading experts on human aggression, believes that
humans are essentially different from nonhumans 1n that learmng
plays a more smportant role their aggressive behavior In
humans, aggresstveness is a function of a complex mterplay be-
tween 1nnate propensities and learned responses Thus, although
1t 15 true that many ammmals from msects to apes will attack an
ammal who mvades his territory, 1t 1s a gross oversimplification to
mply, as some popular writers have, that man 1s likewse pro
grammed to protect his ternrory and behave aggressvely n re-
sponse to specific stumuli There 1s much evidence to support
Berkowitz’s contention that man’s innate patterns of behavior are
mfinitely modifiable and flexible Indeed, theresevena good deal
of evidence for such flexibility among nonhumans F’or example,
by electrically sumulating a certain area of 2 monhey’s bramn, or;e
can ey oke an aggressive response in the monhey Tlhus area can b€
considered to be the neural center of aggression, but that does not
mean that, when this area 1s sumulated, the monhey will alway s
attack If 2 monkey 1s 1n the presence of other monheys whe ars
less dommant than he n their social erarchy, he wall indee
attack them when the appropriate ared of his brain 1s snmulatcdé
but 1f the same arca 15 snmulated & hile he 1s 1n the presence O

monkeys who are 7072 dominant than he, he will not :;ttﬂalt;];i
rather, he will tend to flee the scen® Thus, the same Ph{j sxoc:):‘,i <
stmulation can produce widely different rcsponsc;. mca[; ” Ou%
upon learmng This appears to be true n spades for hu S e
conclusion from review:ng these datas that, :ﬂrhougl ag‘% e
ness may have an msunctive component 10 man, the 1mp
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stalk and kill rats His experiment was a very simple one He
rased a kitten n the same cage with a rit Not only did the
cat refrun from attacking the rat, but the two became close com-
panions Moreover, the cat refused exther to chase or to kill other
rats It should be noted, however, that this experiment does not
prove that aggressive bchavior 1s not insuncuve, 1t merely
demonstrates that aggressive behavior can be ihibited by exrly
experience Thus, i an experiment reported by Irenaus Libl
Tabesfelde,® 1t was shown that rats rused 1n 1solation (that 15,
without any experience 1n fighting other rats) will attack 1 fellow
rat when one 1s introduced nto the cage, moreover, the 1solated
rat uses the same pattern of threat and attack that experienced
rats use Thus, although aggressive behavior can be modified by
expenience (as shown by Kuo's expeniment), Libl-Eibesfelde
showed that aggression apparently docs not need to be learned
On the other hand, one should not conclude from this study that
aggressiveness 15 necessarily wnstinctive, for as John Paul Scott®
has ponted out, 1n order to draw this conclusion, there must be
phystological evidence of a spontancous sumulation for fighting
that arises from within the body alone The sumulus 1 the above
experiment came from the outside—that 1s, the sight of the new
rat sumultted the 1solated rat to fight Scott concluded from his
survey of the evidence that there 1s no iborn need for fighting
if an organism can arrange 1ts life in such a way that there 1s no
outside sumulation to fight, then he will not experience any
phystological or ment1l damage as a result of not expressing g
gression This view contradicts Freud’s contention and, n effect,
asserts that there 1s no nstinet of aggression
The argument goes back and forth Scott’s conclusion has
been called into question by the distinguished ethologist Konrid
Lorenz * Lorenz observed the behavior of certun cichlids, which
are highly aggressive tropical fish Male cichhids will attack other
males of the sume species apparently as an 1spect of ternitortl
behavior—that 15, to defend their territory Inits natural environ
ment, the male cichlid does not attack female cichlids, nor does
he attack males of 1 different species—he only attacks males of his
own spectes What happens if all other male cichlids are removed
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toys who expertenced frustration when this expectancy was
thwarted, this thwarting was what caused the children to behave
destructively In accord with this distinction, the psychiatrist
Jerome Frank has pointed out that the twp most serious riots by
blacks 1n recent years did noz take place the geographical
areas of greatest poverty, rather, they took place m Watts and
Detroit, where things aren’t nearly as bad for blacks as they are
1n some other sections of the country The pomt 15, things are
bad, relatve to what “Whitey” has Revolutions usually are not
started by people whose faces are the mud They are most
frequently started by people who have recently Iifted theur faces
out of the mud, looked around, and noticed that other people are
domg better than they are, and that the system 1s treating them
unfarly Thus, frustration 1s not simply the result of deprivation,
1t 1 the result of relatwe deprivation Suppose I choose not to be
educated and you choose to be educated, if you have 2 better job
than I do, I will not experience frustratton when I think about
that But if we’ve both been educated, and you have 2 white col
lar job and I (because I'm black, or 2 Chicano, or a woman) am
handed a broom, I wil feel frustrated, or, if you find 1t easy @
get an education, but an education 15 demed me, 1 will also feel
frustrated Ttus frustration will be exacerbated every ume I turn
on the TV and see all those beautiful houses that Wwhite people
hive 1n, and all those lovely appliances for sale to other PcoP]e'ymd
all of that gracious hving and leisure that [ cannot share1n ¥ hen
you consider all of the economic and socral frustrations faced by
munority groups 1n this affluent soctety, 1t 1S surprising that there
are so few riots As long as there 1s hope that 1s unsausl o
;;Vlll be aggression Aggressio duced by eliminating
ope—or by sausfying 1t
pA hope}l,ess peZplg 1s an apathetic people The South Afncracn
blacks and the Haitians will not revolt as long as they 3¢ fp the
vented from hoping for anythmg beteer The saving graclc od ne
United States 15 that—theorencallys at Jeast—this 15 3 13 orl
promise We teach our children to hope, to €\P ect, and t(s)o‘r::lblc
to improve their hves But unless this hope stands :;)lrcc;l
chance of being fulfilled, some curmonl will be nevied

n can be re
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pomt for the social psychologist s that it 25 modifiable by situa-
tonal factors How can 1t be modified> How much can 1t be
modified> Should 1t be modified® Before getting to these ques-
tions, we must first understand what the situational factors are
and how they operate

Frustration

Aggression can be caused by any unpleasant or aversive situation,
such as pain, boredom, and the like Of these aversive situations,
the major instigator of aggression 1s frustration If an individual 15
thwarted on lis way to a goal, the resulung frustration will in-
crease the probability of an aggressive response This does not
mean that frustration always leads to aggression or that frustra-
tion 15 the only cause of aggression There are other factors that
will determmne whether or not a frustrated ndividual will ag-
gress—and there are other causes of aggression

A clear picture of the relation between frustration and
aggression emerges from a well known experiment by Roger
Barker, Tamara Dembo and Kurt Lewn ® These psychologists
frustrated young children by showing them a roomful of very
attractive toys, which they were then not allowed to play with
The children stood outside a wire screen looking at the toys, hop
ing to play with them—even expecting to play with them—but
were unable to reach them After a panfully long wart, the chil-
dren were finally allowed to play with the toys In this experi-
ment, a separate group of children were allowed to play with the
toys directly without first beng frustrated Thus second group of
children played joyfully with the toys But the frustrated group,
when finally given access to the toys, were extremely destructive
they tended to smash the toys, throw them agamst the wall, step
on them, and so forth Thus, frustration can lead to aggression

It 1s important to distinguish between frustration and depriva-
tion Cluldren who simply don’t have toys do not necessarily
aggress Rather, the research with children indicates that it was
those children who have every reason to expect to play with the
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be frustrated In a classic series of experiments, Albert Bandura,
and his assocrates™ demonstrated that ssmply seeing another per-
son behave aggressively can mncrease the aggressive behavior of
young children The basic procedure in these studies was to have
an adult knock around a plistic, air filled ‘ Bobo ’ doll (the lund
that bounces back after 1t s been knocked down) Sometmes the
adult would accompany his physical aggression with verbal abuse
agamnst the doll The kids were then allowed to play wth the doll
In these experments, not only did the children imtate the aggres
sive models, they also engaged 1n other forms of aggressive
behavior after having witnessed the aggressive behavior of the
adult In short, the children copted the behavior of an adult, see
mg someone else behave aggressively served as an impetus for
them to behave aggressively It s important to note, howeter, the
children did not confine their behavior to mere jmitation but
mvented new and creauve forms of aggression This ndicates
that the effect of a model gencralizes—it s not stmply a matter of
the children downg exactly what adults re domg—w hich means
that children can be sumulated to commit 2 range of aggressive
actions Bandura and his co workers have also demonstrated that
the outcome was important if the aggressive model was rewrd
ed for his aggressive behavior the children who “ImCSSCd[“
wete subsequently 1nore 1ggressive than those who witnessed the
model being punished for aggressing

Carrymgg F;hns one step E;Erther, Leonard Berhowitz and hus
associates™ have shown that, if an indivadual 18 frustrated or
angered, the mere presence of an object associted W 1ith 1g%rcc:c
ston will sncrease his aggressiyeness In one experiment, €O mva
students were made angry some of them werc made 'm‘gr\thCrS
room m which a gun was left casu lly Iy g wround 'ml( . w1s
in 1 room m which a neutral object (4 badminton ¢ ct) or
substituted for the gun The subjects were then gnen the :(l:lil’cﬂc
tunity to dmunister some clectric shocks to 2 fcllu\\I ik
student Those mdnidunls who nhad been made ngrd in £ lclcc
ence of the amgresss ¢ sumulus (the gun) admimseered nl()\'Cgcn‘c
tric shocks tf\:n did those who were made ngry W the p;C are
of the badminton racher In other » ords, certamn cues that
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Social Learnmg and Aggression

Although frustration and pun can be considered the major causes
of ggression, there are many factors that can intervene, erther to
nduce aggressiv e behavior n 4 person who 1s suffering very lietle
pun or frustrinon, or, conversely, to inhibit an aggressive re-
sponse n 1 person who 1s frustrated These factors are the result
of socil learning We have 1lready seen how social learning can
inhibit an aggressive response recall that, when we sumulate the
are1 of a monhey’s brun that charictenstically produces aggres-
sive behavior, the monhey will not 1ggress if he 15 1n the presence
of a monley whom be bas learned to fear Another qualification
based upon social learning 1s the ntention attributed to an agent
of pun or frustrition One aspect of behavsor that scems to dis-
tinguish man from other ammnls 1s man’s ability to take the
mtentions of others into consideration Consider the following
sitnations (1) a considerate person accidentally steps on your
toe, or (2) a thoughtless person that you know doesn’t care about
you steps on vour toe Let us assume that the amount of pressure
and pam 1s exactly the sume m both cases My guess 15 that the
latrer siturtion would evole an aggressive response, but the
former would produce little or no aggression Thus, T am suggest-
ing that frustration and pamn do not nexorably produce aggres-
sion The response can be modified—and one of the primary
things that can modify ggression 1s the mntention attributed to
the frustrator This phenomenon was demonstrated m an expert
ment by Shabaz Mallick and Boyd McCandless,™ in which they
frustrated third grade school children by having another child’s
clumsiness prevent them from 1chieving a goal that would have
resulted 1n a cash prize Some of these children were subsequently
provided with a reasonable and “unspiteful” explanation for the
behavior of the chuld w ho fouled them up Specifically, they were
told that he had been “sleepy 1nd upset” The children n thlf
condiion directed much less aggression agunst the “thwarung
chuld than did children who were not given this explwation

On the other side of the con, certun stmuli can evoke ag-
gressive behavior on the part of individuals who do not appear to
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But this 15 probably not true Overt aggression 1s 10 longer
necessary for human survival Moreover, to equate creatve ac-
uvity and high achievement with hostility and aggression 1s t0
confuse the 1ssue It 1s possible to achieve mastery of a problem or
a skill wathout hurting another person or even without attempt-
1ng to conquer It 1s possible to reduce violence without reducing
man’s curosity or his destre to solve problems Thisisa difficult
distinction for us to grasp, because the western mind—and per-
haps the American mind in parcular—has been tramned to equate
success with victory, to equate doing well with beating someone
M F Ashley Montagu*® feels that an oversimplification and mis-
interpretation of Darwin’s theory has provided the average man
with the mistaken 1dea that conflict s necessarily the law of hfe
Ashley Montagu states that 1t was conventent, durmg the mdus-
trial revolution, for the top dogs, who were exploiting the work-
ers, to jusufy ther exploitation by talking about life bemng 2
struggle for survival, and about 1t's being natural for the fiteest
(and only the fittest) to survive The danger, here, 15 that this
kind of reasonmng becomes a self fulfilling prophecy and can
cause us to 1gnore or play down the survival value of nonaggres-
swve and noncompetitive behavior for man and other ammals For
example, Peter Kropothn'’ concluded 1 1902 that cooperative
behavior and mutual aid have great survival value for many fo{_':s
of hfe There is ample evidence to support this conclusion 1he
cooperative behavior of certan socal insects, such as termites,
ants, and bees, 15 well known Perhaps not 0 W ell known : a
form of behavior 1n the chimpanzee ¢hat can only be descnibed 25
“altrmstic ” It goes something lihe this Two chimpan?ecs '\l:;_] 1:
adjomning cages One chimp has food and the other docst rhh he
foodless chimpanzee begins t0 beg Reluctantly, the ‘; cann)cc
chimp hands o er some of lus food Inasensc, the very reluc .
swith which he does so makes the gift all the more significtnt
indicates that he likes the food and ¥ ould dearly emoy ::,Ctsglir:%
1t for himself Accordingly, 1t suggests that the urngrc‘\ has not
may have deep roots, indeed ** But Kropothin's “l \onored—
been given much attention—indeed, 1t has been largely 15
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associated with aggression will 1ncrease a person’s tendency to
aggress As Berkowitz puts 1t, “An angry person can pull the
trigger of his gun 1f he wants to commut violence, but the trigger
[that 15, the sight of the gun] can also pull the finger or otherwise
elicit aggressive reactions from him, 1f he 1s ready to aggress and
does not have strong nhibitions against such behavior "

Is Aggression Necessary?

Survival of the Fittest Some scholars have suggested that cer-
tam kinds of aggression are useful and, perhaps, even essential
Konrad Lorenz,* for example, has argued that aggression 1s “an
essential part of the Lfe-preserving organization of mstncts”
Basing us argument on his observation of nonhumans, he sees
aggressiveness as being of prime evolutionary importance, allow-
ing the young animals to have the strongest and wisest mothers
and fathers and enabling the group to be led by the best possible
leaders From their study of Old World monkeys, the anthropol-
ogist Sherwood Washburn and the psychiatrist David Ham-
burg™ concur They find that aggression within the same group
of monkeys plays an important role in feeding, reproduction, and
in determimng dominance patterns The strongest and most ag-
gressive male 1n a colony will assume a dominant position through
an imtial display of aggressiveness Thus serves to reduce subse-
quent sertous fighting within the colony (the other males know
who's boss) Furthermore, because the dominant male domimates
reproduction, the colony increases 1ts chances of survival as the
strong male passes on his vigor to subsequent generations

With these data in mind, many observers urge caution i at-
tempting to control aggression in man, suggestng that, as n
lower ammals, aggression 1s necessary for survival This reasoning
15 based, 1n part, on the assumption that the same mechanism that
drives one man to kill his neighbor drives another to “conquer”
outer space, “sink his teeth” into a difficult mathematical equa-
uon, “attack” a logical problem, or “master” the universe



Human Aggression 155

Catharsis There 1s another sense 1 which 1t sometmes has
been argued that aggressiveness serves 2 useful and perhaps a nec
essary function I refer here to the psychoanalytic position Spe
ofically, as mentioned earlier, Freud believed that, unless man
were allowed to express himself aggressively, the aggressive en-
ergy would be dammed up and would eventually explode, exther
1n the form of extreme violence or m mental iliness Is there any
evidence to support this contention® The evidence, such as 1t 15,
suggests that conflict about aggression can lead to a state of high
emotional tension n humans This has led some Investigtors o
the faulty conclusion that the mhibition of an aggressive response
mn humans produces either sertous symptoms of mtensely aggres-
stve behavior But there 1s no direct evidence for this conclusion

“But, stll,” one mught ask, “s the expression of aggression
beneficial?” There are at least three ways in which aggressive
energy can be discharged (1) by expending 1t 1m the form of
phystcal activity, such as games, running jumping, punching 4
bag, and so on, (2) by engagmng in 2 nondestructive form of
fantasy aggression—like dreaming bout hitting someone, Of ¥ nt
ing a violent story, and (3) by engaging 1n direct aggression—
lashing out at the frustrator, hurting fum, getung tum 1nto
trouble, saying nasty things about hum, and the like

Let us take the first one—engagng In socrally acceptable 18
gressive behavior There 15 widespread belief that this Pr"“durg
works, and 1t 1s amply promoted by psychonnalyncally or;cmc
therapists For example, the dxstmgulshed psy chiatrist W ylllam
Menninger has asserted that “competitive games provde an U2
usually sausfactory outlet for the mstnctrs ¢ aggressie dnve
1t would seem reasonable to ash of thereisany ¢t 1dence that cmln
petitive games reduce aggress1vencss In his careful analy s1s lof t “f
exisung data, Berhowiz™ could find no smple, unequt oe ‘:,c-
ings to support the contention chat ntense physical 1Ct;”;)llcz:c
duces aggressiveness Similarly, 1n an exhaustiv e study of € s
athletes, Warren Johnson® found no consistent cvidence :0 15[:(
port the notion of catharsts He concluded ¢hat, not o0y

f
absurd to arguc that wars have been won on the playng fields o
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perhaps because 1t did not fit in with the temper of the times or
with the needs of those who were profiung from the mdustrial
revolution
Let us look at our own society As a culture, we Americans
seem to thrive on competition, we reward winners and turn away
from losers For two centuries, our educational system has been
based upon competitiveness and the laws of survival Wath very
few exceptions, we do not teach our kids to love learning—we
teach them to strive for high grades When sportswriter Grant-
land Rice said that what’s important 1s not whether you win or
lose, but how you play the game, he was not describmg the domi-
nant theme m American life, he was prescribing a cure for our
over concern with winning From the Little League ball player
who bursts mto tears after his team loses, to the college students
m the football stadum chanting “We're number one'”, from
Lyndon Johnson, who's judgment was almost certanly distorted
by his oft stated desire not to be the first American President to
lose a war, to the third grader who despises hus classmate for 2
superior performance on an arithmetic test, we mamifest a stag-
gering cultural obsession with victory Vince Lombardy, a very
successful professional football coach, may have summed 1t all up
with the simple statement “Winning 1sn’t everything, 1t's the only
thing ” What 1s frightening about the acceptance of this philoso
phy 15 that 1t implies that the goal of victory yustifies whatever
means we use to win, even 1f 1t’s only a football gamc—whlch.
after all, was first conceved as a recreational acuvity
It 1s certaly true that, 1n the early history of man’s evelu-
ton, a great deal of aggressive behavior was adaptive But as we
look about and see a world full of strafe, of international and
nterracial hatred and distrust, of senseless slwughter and political
assassination, we feel justfied i questioning the survaval value of
this behavior The biologist Loren Eisley paid tribute to our an
cient ancestors, but warned agamnst imitatng them, when he
wrote “The need 15 now for a gentler, a more tolerant people

than those who won for us agamst the ice, the uger, and the
bear
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tension, a good deal of anger, and hostile feelings toward the
technician, while the group that expressed their feelings would
feel relieved, relaxed, and not as hostile toward the technician. In
short, expressing hostility would serve as a catharsis—that is, it
would purge the insulted subjects of their hostile feelings. Being 2
good Freudian, Kahn expected these results. He was surprised
and (to his credit) excited to find some evidence to the contrary.
Specifically, those who were allowed to express the aggression
subsequently felr greater dislike and hostility for the technician
Kban did those who were inhibited from expressing the aggres-
sion. In other words, expressing aggression did not inhibit the
tendency to aggress, it tended to increase it! The astute reader
will have already derived this prediction from the theory ©

cognitive dissonance: making aggressive statements may require
additional justification. In short, if Isay T hatea particular person,
or do harm to him in some way, the cognition that I have done s0
VYOllld be dissonant with my cognitions about any good or posi-
tive aspects of that person. Hence, if I have aggressed against 2
person, I will try to play down all of his good points and accen-
tuate all of his bad characteristics as 2 Way of reduciqg d‘5§°'
nance. 1 will also try to find additional reasons for hating him-
Once 1 have shot some dissenting students at Kent State, I w'xl

convince myself that they really Jeserved it, and [ will hate dis-
senting students even more than 1 did before I shot th_em; once I
have slaughtered some women and children at My Lai I will be
even more convinced that Orie y human than 1

ntals aren’t reall
was before 1 slaughtered them; once I have denied black people 2
decent education, I will becom

e even more convinced that they
are stupid and couldn’t have profited from a good education ©
begin with. Violence does 707 reduce the rendency towar
violence: violence breeds more violence- . -

This is not to say that some people do not enjoy cngﬂglnacss
violence. Neither is it to deny that they oftcn.fecl pctt;{m o
tense) after hitting someone, screaming 2t him, msulpng i <{on
throwing dishes at him. These acts frequently do rchcvlccr;r:msé
They also provide an opportunity for people to assert ¥ 1rl‘e.long
of power. But they also set the stage for MoT€ violencen t-
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Tton, 1t 15 even more absurd to hope that we can prevent them
there This 1s not to say that people do not get pleasure out of
these games They do But engaging in these games does not
decrease aggressiveness
Let us look at the second form of aggression—fantasy There
1s some evidence that engaging 1n a fantasy of aggression can
make people feel better, and can even result 1n a temporary re-
duction 1 aggressiveness In an imteresting expersment by Sey-
mour Feshbach,? students were insulted by their mstructor, then,
one half of the students were given the opportumty to write
imagnative stories about aggression, while the other half were
not gwven this opportunity There was also a control group of
students who were not insulted Feshbach’s results showed that,
immediately afterward, the people who had been gven the
opportunity to write stories about aggresston were shightly less
aggressive than were those who were not given this opportunity
It should be pomnted out that both of these groups of msulted
students were constderably more aggressive than a group of stu
dents who were not msulted at all Thus, the unlity of fantasy
aggression was limited 1t did not reduce a great deal of aggressive
energy It 1s also important to emphasize that, 1n fantasy aggres-
ston, no one actually gets hurt
The fact that no one actually gets hurt i a fantasy assumes
great importance when we look at the effects of actual aggression
Does an overt act of aggression reduce the need for further ag-
gression® No As a matter of fact, the bulk of the evidence indi-
cates that just the opposite 15 true—that s, hurting another person
actually increases the aggressor’s negative feelings toward the
victim and, accordingly, may result in greater future aggression
Paramount among this research 1s a study by Michael Kahn ** In
Kahn’s experiment, a technician taking some phystological meas-
urements from the subjects proceeded to insult and humiliate
them In one expermmental condition, the subjects were allowed
to vent their hostility by expressing their feelngs about the tech
mican In another condition, they were inhibited from expressing
this aggression  What would psychoanalyuc theory predict
would occur® That’s easy the mnhibited group would experience
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children And what do we sce on TV? In the fall of 1969, George
Gerbner and his associates conducted an evhaustive survey of
television programmmng during prime time and on Saturday
mornings He found that violence prevailed in eight out of every
ten plays Moreover, the rate of violent epsodes was eight per
program hour Cartoons—w hich are the favorite viewing matter
of most young children—contain the most violence Of the
ninety-five cartoon plays analyzed i this study, only one did not
contain violence
Spokesmen for the major TV networks have attempted to
shrug off the Bandura experiments because they do not mvolve
aggression agamst people After all, who cares about what 2 kid
does to a “Bobo” doll? Recent experimental evidence demon-
strates, however, that the effects of watching violence are 120t
hmited to walloping a “Bobo” doll 1t induces luds to wallop each
other as well In one study, Liebert and Baron® exposed a group
of subjects to a TV production of “The Untouchables,” an x-
tremely violent cops and-robbers type of program Ina control
condition, a similar group of children were exposed toa TV pro-
duction of a hughly action ortented sporting event for the same
length of nme The children were then allowed to playn another
room with a group of other children Those who had watched
the violent TV program showed far more aggression against the
other children than those who had watched the sporting event
Finally, back i the real world, several scudies show that those
children who watch more aggresstve programs on TV show
more evidence of turning to aggressiveness as a solution tO their
problems ?* It should be noted that these correlational studies aré
not conclusive by themselves—that 1s, they do not prove tfllﬂt
watching violence on TV causes Juds to choose aggressive SO u
tions Tt may be that kids who happen t0 like aggression ( for some
other reason) watch a lot of TV aggression and also chot;]se a]%c
gressive ways to solve their problems This 18 precxsely why :he
evidence from controlled expersments 15 SO ymportant "‘I‘Tle
Liebert and Baron study, we Enow that 1t Was watching :c
Untouchables,” and nothmg else, that produced the aggresst
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run Perhaps 1t would be more adaptive for people to smply ex-
press their anger with the simple statement “I am feeling angry at
you because of what you did ” This migh relieve the tension, and
1t seems to provide an opportumty for self-assertion At the same
time, because there 1s no damage, no name-calling, and no one
gets hurt, 1t does not lead to an increase in aggression

To sum up this section, I would say that expressing aggres-
sion n fantasy does seem to produce some munor relief from
anger or frustration, and 1t also seems to make people feel a httle
more comfortable, but the overwhelming evidence runs counter
to the catharsis noton Basically, expressing aggression tends to
reduce the attractiveness of the targer and increases the probabil-
1ty of aggressive behavior

Catharsis and Public Policy What does all of this tell us about
public policy® In spite of the evidence agamnst the catharsis hy-
pothests, 1t sull seems to be widely believed by most average peo-
ple—mcluding those people who make mmportant decisions that
affect all of us Thus, 1t 15 frequently argued that playmg foot-
ball** or watching people getting murdered on the TV screen
serves a valuable function m draining off aggressive energy As
we have seen, neither seems to be true Recall that Albert Ban-
dura and hus assocuates found consistent evidence to support the
notion that children use adule aggressors as models for therr own
behavior They beat the hell out of a “Bobo” doll after watching
an adult hit the doll This phenomenon 1s not himited to preschool
children several 1nvestigators have shown that seemng films of a
vicious fight increased the aggressive behavior of a wide range of
subjects, mcluding juvenile delinquents, normal female adults,
hospital attendants, and high school boys ** Indeed, after survey-
ing the evidence in their report to the Surgeon General, psychol-
ogists Robert Licbert and Robert Baron state that, of exghteen
studies on this 1ssue, sixteen support the notion that watching
violence ncreases subsequent aggression among the observers

The evidence suggests that violence on TV 1s potentally
dangerous, n that 1t serves as a model for behavior—especially for
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tion of the conditions thar brought it about. Violence breeds
violence—not only in the simple scnse of the victim striking back
against his enemy, but also in the infinitely more complex and
more insidious sense of the attacker secking to justify his violence
})y exaggerating the cvil that exists in his enemy and thereby
increasing the probability that he will attack him again (and
agai, and again ., .). There never was a war to end all wars—
quite the contrary: bellicose behavior strengtheas bellicose atti-
tudes, which increase the probability of bellicose behavior. We
must search for alternative solutions. A milder form of instrumen-
tal i‘lggression might serve to redress social ills without producing
an irreconcilable cycle of conflict. The strike, the boycott, the
nonviolent sit-in have all been used effectively in this decade to
awaken this nation to real grievances. Accordingly, I would echo
Loren Eisley’s call for a gentler people and for a people more
tolerant of differences between one another—but not a people
tolerant of injustice: a people who will love and trust one another,
but who will yell, scream, strike, boycott, march, sit-in (and even
vote) to eliminate injustice and cruelty. Again, as we have seen in
countless experiments, violence cannot be turned on and off like
a faucet. Research has shown over and over again that the only
solution is to find ways of reducing violence as we continue 10

reduce the injustice that produces the frustrations that frequently

erupt in violent aggression.

Toward the Reduction of Violence

If we assume, then, that the reduction of man’s propensity
toward aggressiveness is a worthwhile goal, how should we pro-
ceed® Tt 15 tempting to search for simple solutions. No less an
expert than the president of the American Psycholog:cal Asso-
clation has suggested, in his presidential address, that we develop
an anticruelty drug to be fed o peop]e (especially national lead-
ers) as a way of reducing violence on a universal scale.s* The
quest for such a solution is understandable and even somewhat
touching, but it is extremely unlikely that a drug could be
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behavior in the kids—because a similar group of kids that watched
a sports event behaved less aggressively than those who watched
“The Untouchables ”

In sum, there is farrly clear evidence that watching violent
behavior on TV will ncrease the aggressive behavior of ctuldren
But children do tend to find such fair enterraining  Accordingly,
because this kind of programming 15 probably a good way to sell
“Barbie” and “Ken” dolls, the networks will not curtail it—unless
there 15 a public outery Indeed, m the face of mounting evidence
from psychological laboratories that links viewing of aggressive
behavior with performing aggressive behavior, the amount of
violence on NBC mcreased between 1968 and 1969

How knowledgeable are those who produce, package and
distribute violence on TV and n films® They tend to view them-
selves as hard working men who are merely responding to a need
Recently, Samuel Arkoff, board chairman of American Inter-
national Pictures (one of our leading manufacturers of violent
films), sad “Maybe the need to view violence will someday be
reduced to watching pro football ”*° Unfortunately, the data
mdicate that this need 15 bemng increased, not sauated, by people
hke Mr Arkoff How responsible are these people? “The effects
on society?” asks Joe Wizan, the producer of “Kansas City

Prime ” “ don’t give 1t a thought Psychiatrists don’t have the
answers, so why should [>”

Aggression to Attract Public Attention There 1s sull another
function that violent aggression might serve In a complex and
apathetic society like ours, 1t might be the most dramatic way for
an oppressed minority to attract the attention of the silent ma-
jority No one can deny that the effects of the Watts and Detroit
riots served to alert a large number of decent but apathetic peo-
ple to the phght of black people in America, and no one cin
doubt that the bloodshed at the state prison at Attica, New York,
has led to increased attempts at prison reform Are such outcomes
worth the dreadful price m human lives® I cannot answer that
question But, as a social psychologist, what T can say (again and
agam) 15 that violence almost never ends ssmply with a rectifica-
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Punishment. To the average citizen, an obvious way of re-
ducing aggression is to punish it. If one man robs, hits, or kills
another, the simple solution is to put him in prison or, in extreme
cases, to kill him. If a child aggresses against his parents, siblings,
Or peers, we can spank him, scream at him, remove his privileges,
or make him feel guilty. The assumption here is that this punish-
ment “will teach him a lesson,” that he will “think twice” before
he performs that activity again, and thar the more severe the pun-
ishment, the betcer. But it is not that simple. Severe punishment
has been shown to be effective temporarily, but, unless used with
extreme caution, it can have the opposite effect in the long run.
Observatlops of parents and children in the real world have dem-
;’e‘:;fit;d tm(;e and again that parents who use severe p.unishmeqt
ﬂggressivi::’ uce children who are extremely aggressive.** This
o dis:ss u:ually takes p}a}r{e outside the home, where't}}e
ctudies o iant r?m_ the pumshmg, agent. Bqt these naturalistic
Rt £ :conc usive. They dop t necessarily prove tl}at pun-
dren, Paremsgg;lessxon, in and of 1tself,. produces aggressive chil-
of other thiy \SV 0 reslort to harsh punishment probably do a lot
gresive peo i az\ve I—that is, they are probably harsh and ag-
Simply o I;n 3 thccordmgly, it may be tha_t their chllldren are
Tndeed. it l)llasgb e g}e\neral aggre.sswe_behavmr of tht.nr parents.
ished by an 2‘duelen sh own that, {f children are physx'cally pun-
and natrurans mt who had previously treated thf:m in a warm
Wishes when thean; elr, they tend to comply with the adult’s
and, children o l:\io uat is }zibst_‘.nt from the scene. On the other
cold ‘adult gug o lesngi kll 1ysxcally plimsh?d by an 1m?er39nal,
once the adult hog left the };om co’rIr‘lk? Y “;:th t'h ¢ adults wishes

clieve that Ppunishment ¢ bom. f L. Ticre I8 some reason to

the context of Jpvliing lan_ e useful if it is applied judicially in
.. One other facy fr © ationship.
ishment is jeg S‘cv;;irto great significance to the efficacy of pun-
Punishment can pe c}"(:;;:lsmfcnvene.ss. A\ Severe or restrfctiv‘e
one of the primary ';;mses }f’ rustrating; because frustration is
void using § ol aggression,

) it would seem wise to
rustrating tactics when tryi

ng to curb aggression.
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developed that would reduce cruelty without completely tran-
quilizing the motivational systems of 1ts uscrs Chemicals cannot
make the fine distinction that psychological processes can Thus,
we can concenve of a gentle, peace-loving man like Albert Lin
stemn, who 1s simultancously a fountunhead of creative energy,
cournge, ind resourcefulness Such men are produced by a subtle
combination of physiological and psychological forces, of mher-
1ted caprcities and learned values Tt 1s difficult to concenve of a
chemicl that could perform as subtly Moreover, chermcal
control of human behavior has the quality of an Orwellun might-
mare W\ hom would we trust to use such methods?

There probably are no sumple foolproof solutions But let’s
speculate about some complex and less foolproof possibilities
based upon what we've learned so far

Pure Reason 1 am certan that we could construct a logical,
reasonible set of arguments depicting the dangers of aggression
and the musery produced (not only in victims butin '1ggressors)
by aggressive acts I'm even farly certan that we could convince
most people that the arguments were sound, clearly, most pCoPle
would gree that war 1s hell and that violence 1n the streets 1s un-
desirable Bur such arguments probably would not significmntly
curtul aggressiv e behavior no matter how sound, no matter how
comvincing The mdividutl—even if he 1s convinced that 1ggres-
ston, 1 generil 1s undesirable—wll behave 'lgngSSWCI}’v unless he
firmly believes that 1ggressiveness 15 undesirable for him As
Arstotle obseryed more than 2000 years 1go, mny people €10
not be persuided by ritional argument alone—cspeenlly when
the 1ssue concerns their own personal behavior * For argument
bascd on knowledge implies s -uction, and there are people
whom one cinnot instruct 3 Moreover, because the problem of
the control of aggression 1s one that first occurs n early child-
hood—that 1s 1t a ume when the indivadual 15 too young to be
rewsoned with—logical arguments are of httle value Te1s for these
reasons that sounl poychologists have searched for alterntuve
techmiques of persuiston Many of these have been developed
with young children 1n mind, but are adaprable to adults 15 well
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he’s not hitting his brother. In other words, his external justifica-
tion (in terms of the severity of the threat) is minimal; therefore,
he must add his own justification in order to justify his restraint.
He might, for example, convince himself that he no longer enjoys
hitting his little brother. This would not only explain, justify, and
make sensible his momentary peaceful behavior, but, more im-
portant, it would decrease the probability of bis hitting bis little
brother in the future. In shore, a counteraggiessive value would
have been irternalized: he would have convinced himsself that, for
bim, hitting someone is not a good or fun thing to do.

Although this process has been shown to work in several
highly controlled laboratory experiments, it has one major prac-
tical drawback: before it can be applied, it is essential for the
parent to know, for each child, exactly what sort of threat to use.
It is important thar it not be too severe, or else the child will have
no need to seck additional justification for his lack of aggression.
On the other hand, it must be severe enough for him to refrain
from aggressing momentarily. This is crucial, for if a parent
administers a threat or a punishment that is not quite severe
enough to get the child to desist momentarily, the entire process
will backfire: the child will consciously decide not to stop his
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Hamblin and his colleagues.®® In this study, hyperaggressive boys
were punished by their teacher by having privileges taken away
from them. Specifically, the boys had earned some tokens that
were exchangeable for a wide variety of fun things; but each time
a boy aggressed, he was deprived of some of the tokens. During
and ‘after the application of this technique, the frequency of
aggressive actions among these boys practically doubled. It is
reasonable to assume that this was the result of an increase in
frustration,
Severe punishment frequently results in compliance, but it
rarely produces internalization. In order to establish long term
nonaggressive behavior patterns, it is important to induce a child
to int.emalize a set of values that denigrates aggressiveness. In
experiments discussed more fully in Chapter 4, both Merrill Carl-
smith and I and Jonathan Freedman®® demonstrated that, with
young children, threats of mild punishments are far more effec-
tive than threats of severe punishments, Although these investiga-
tions dealt with toy preference in children, I would speculate
that threats of mild punishment would curb aggression in the
same way. Suppose a mother threatens to punish her child in
order to induce him to refrain, momentarily, from aggressing
against his little brother. If she is successful, the child will ex-
perience dissonance. The cognition “I like to wallop my little
brothe;” is dissonant with the cognition “I am refraining from
walloping my little brother.” If he were severely threatened, he
would have an abundantly good reason for refraining: he would
bfe gble to reduce dissonance by saying, “The reason that I'm not
!’llttmg my brother is that T'd get the daylights beaten out of me
if I did—but I sure would like to.” However, suppose his mother
thre?tens to use a punishment that is mild rather than severe—2
punishment just barely strong enough to get the child to stop his
aggression. In this instance, when he asks himself why he’s not
hitting his infinitely hittable little brother at the moment, he can’t
use the threat as a way of reducing dissonance—that is, he can’t
easily convince himself that he would be walloped if he hit the
kid, simply because it’s not true—yet he must justify the fact that
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he’s not hitting hus brother In other words, his external justifica
tion (1n terms of the severity of the threat) 1s minimal, therefore,
he must add his own justification i order to justify his restramnt
He mght, for example, convince humself that he no longer enjoys
hutting his itele brother This would not only explam, justfy, and
make sensible his momentary peaccful behavior, but, more 1m-
portant, 1t would decrease the probability of his bitting bis bittle
brother mn the future In short, a counteraggtessive value would
have been srternahzed he would have convinced hmself that, for
b, hitung someone 1s not a good or fun thing to do
Although this process has been shown to work 1 several
highly controlled laboratory experiments, 1t has one major prac-
ucal drawback before it can be apphed, 1t 15 essential for the
parent to know, for each child, exactly what sort of threat to use
It 15 important that it not be too severe, o else the child will have
no need to seek additional justfication for tus lack of aggression
On the other hand, 1t must be severe enough for um to refram
from aggressing momentarily Thus 15 crucual, for of a parent
administers a threat or a pumshment that 1s not quite severe
enough to get the child to desist momentarily, the entire process
will backfire the child will consciously decide not to stop s
aggression, even though he knows that he will be pumshed for 1t
This child experiences dissonance, t00 the cogniton T am 3g-
gressing” 1s dissonant with the cogmition «[ yll be punished for
1t” How does the child reduce dissonance® He does s0 by con
vincing himself that 1t’s worth 1t—that 1t’s S0 en]oyable to hut his
little brother that he’s willing even to be pumshed for 1t This
reasoning serves to INCrease the long term atrractiveness of ag-
gressive behavior Thus, although threats of mild punishment 21
be an effective means of helping 2 child to become less aggressnf'ei
the techmque cannot be used Lightly or thoughtlessly Caretu
consideration must be given to the precise level of mtensity © e
threat to be admumstered This, of course: will vary somew 2
from child to child For some cluldren, a stony stare from fa[hc:
may be too severe, for others, 2 hard spanking may nor be sever

enough Agamn, the proper Jevel can be found—but not easily
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The mmportant pomt 1s that a threat that 1s not severe enough to
bring bout a2 momentary change in behavior will actually
mcrease the attractveness of the unwanted behavior

Pumshment of Aggressive Models A vanation on the theme
of punishment 1nvolves pumishing someone else Specifically, 1t
has been argued that 1t might be possible to reduce aggression by
presenung the child with the sight of an aggressive model who
comes to a bad end Che implicit theory here 1s that the mdividual
who 15 exposed to this sight will, 1n effect, be vicariously pun
1shed for his own aggression and, accordingly, will become less
aggressive It 1s probable that, in our nation’s past, public hang-
ings and floggings were arranged oy people who held this theory
Does 1t work® Gross data from the real world does not support
the theory For example, according to the President’s Commus
sion on Law Enforcement,” the existence and use of the death
penalty does not decrease the homicide rate Moreover, on the
level of casual data, the mass media frequently depict aggressive
people as highly attracuve (Bonmue and Clyde, for example, or
Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid), even though they are
eventually punished This tends to induce mdividuals to dentify
with these violent characters

The evidence from controlled experiments presents a more
precise picture: Typically, m these expeniments, children watch
a film of an aggressive person who, subsequently, 1s either re
warded or punished for hus aggressiveness Later, the chuldren are
given an opportunity to be aggresstve under circumstances sim
lar to the ones shown 1n the film The consistent finding 1s that
the children who watched the film 1n which the aggressive person
was punished disply significantly less aggressive behavior than
the cluldren whowatched the film of the person being rew arded *
As mentioned previously, there 1s also some evidence to indicate
that the kids who watched the aggressive film character being
punished dispiyed Iess ggressive behavior than did children who
watched 1n aggressive film character who was nesther rewarded
nor pumshed On the other hand—and this 15 most crucial to our
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discussion—seeing a model being punished for aggression did not
decrease the general level of aggression below that of a group of
children who were never exposed to an aggressive model In
other words, the major thrust of the research seems to mdicate
that scemg an aggressor rewarded will increase aggressive be-
havior 1n a child, and that seeing him punished will 7ot ncrease
the cluld’s aggresstve behavior (but 1t’s not clear that seeing an
aggressor punshed wall decrease Ius aggressive behavior) It
might be just as effective not to expose the child to aggressive
models at all The implications of this research for the portrayal
of violence n the mass media have already been discussed

Rewarding Alternative Bebavior Patterns Another possibil-
1ty that has been investigated 1s to 1gnore 2 child when he behaves
ﬂggresswely and to reward him for nonaggressive behavior This
strategy 1s based, 1n part, upon the assumption that young chil-
dren (and perhaps adults as well) frequently behave aggresst cy
2 2 way of attracting attention For them, bemg pumshed 15
preferable to bemng 1gnored Paradoxically, then, punishing ag-
gressive behavior may actually be mterpreted as a reward— Hey,
loo,, gang' Mommy pays attention to me every ume I slug my
Iittle brother I think I'li do 1t agamn ” This 1dea was tested m an
experiment conducted at a nursery school by Paul Brown nd
Rogers Elliot ** The nursery school teachers were mstructed 10
ignore all aggressive behavior on the part of the luds At the sume
time, the teachers were asked to be very attentive to the chuldren,
and especially to give them 2 lot of attention When they were
doing things incompatble with aggrcssmn—such as ph)mg\’{"c‘:
friendly manner, sharing toys, and cooperaung W ich others 2 ¢
a few weeks, there was a notceable dechine 1 fnggrﬁs“c
behavior In a more claborate expenment, Joel Daviz demon-
strated that frustration need not necessily result 1ggrcssm|n—
rather, 1t can lead to constructive behavior, if such bch:\‘;ortllnnl:
been made attractne and appetling by Prot mmmgs :,c of

study, children were allowed to play i1 groups of four 0“ hile
these groups were rewarded for constructivé behaviory
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others were rewarded for aggressive or competitive behavior
Then the kids were deliberately frustrated This was accom-
plished by building up the expectation that they would be shown
a sertes of entertammng movies and be allowed to have fun In-
deed, the experimenters went so far as to begin to show a movie
and to hand out candy bars to be eaten later But then the frustra-
tion was admimstered the experimenter abruptly termmnated the
movie at the pomt of highest interest and took the candy bars
away The children were then allowed to play freely Those chil-
dren who had been tramed for constructive behavior displayed
far more constructive actvity and far less aggressive activity than
those 1n the other group

Thus research 1s encouraging indeed It 1s unlikely that parents
can ever succeed in bulding an environment for their children
that 15 totally free of frustranons Even were this possible, 1t
would not be desirable, because the world outside 1s full of frus-
trating situations, and a child who 1s sheltered from frustrauon
will experience greater pam and turmoil when he 1s finally ex-
posed to frustrating events But 1t 15 possible to tran children to
respond to frustrating events 1n ways that are constructive and
satisfying, rather than in ways that are violent and destructive

Building Empathy Toward Others Seymour Feshbach notes
that most people find 1t difficult to purposely inflict pan on
another human being, unless they can find some way of de-
humamzing their vicim “Thus the policeman becomes a ‘pgy’
and the student a ‘hippie * The Asiatic becomes a ‘Gook,’ ‘yellow
people are treacherous,” and besides, ‘we all know that life 1s
cheap 1 the orient’ " As I have noted ume and agan m this
book, the kind of rationalization that Feshbach ponts out not
only makes 1t possible for us to aggress agamnst another persor, but
1t also guarantees that we will continue to aggress 1gainst him
Recall the example of the schoolteacher hving i Kent, Ohio,
who, after the Tulling of four Kent State students by Ohio Na
tional Guardsmen, told author James Michener® that anyone
who walks on the street barefoot deserves to die This kind of
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statement is understandable only if we assume that it was made
b){ someone who had succeeded in dehumanizing the victims of
this tragedy. We can deplore the process of dehumanization, but
at the same time, an understanding of the process can help us to
teverse it. Specifically, if it is true that most individuals must
dehumanize their victims in order to commit an extreme act of
aggression, then, by building empathy among people, aggressive
acts will become more difficult to commit. Indeed, Norma and
Seymour Feshbach** have demonstrated a negative correlation
between empathy and aggressiveness in children: the more em-
pathy a person has, the less he resorts to aggressive actions.
Exactly how empathy among people can be fostered is a com-
plex 'Pl'oblem. ‘We are not quite ready to discuss it, at this point;
but in Chapters 7 and 8, we will suggest how it might be nur-
tared. First, however, we must take a closer look at the other side
of the coin: dehumanization; the kind of dehumanization that
occurs in prejudice; the kind of dehumanization that not only
h}lrts the victim, but hurts the oppressor as well. Read the first
paragraph of the next chapter and you'll see what I mean.
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ply slunk away, humihated—or, 1n his own words,“psycholog:-
cally castrated " The feeling of helplessness and powerlessness
that 1s the harvest of the oppressed almost incvitably leads to a
diminution of self-esteem that begins even 1 early childhood
Many years ago, Kenneth and Mamie Clark® demonstrated that
black cluldren, some of whom were only three years old, were
already convinced that being black was not a good thing—they
rejected black dolls, feeling that white dolls were pretuer and
generally superior This experiment suggests that educational
facilities that are “separate but equal” are never equal because
they 1mply to the minority child that he 1s being segregated be-
cause there 1s something wrong with him Indeed, this experiment
played a major role in the Supreme Court decision (Brown v
Board of Education) that declared segregated schools to be
unconstituttonal
This duminution of self-esteem 1s not Iimited to blacks 1t
affects other oppressed groups as well In a study similar to the
Clark and Clark experiment, Philip Goldberg® demonstrated that
women have been taught to consider themselves the intellectual
mferiors of men In his experiment, Goldberg asked a number of
female college students to read several scholarly articles, and to
evaluate them 1n terms of their competence, style, and so on For
some students, specific articles were attributed to male authors
(for example, John T McKay), for others, the same articles were
attributed to female authors {for example, Joan T McKay) The
female students rated the articles much higher if they were attnib
uted 10 a male author than if they were attributed to a female
author This was true even when the articles dealt with topics
that are typically regarded as the province of women, such as
elementary education and dietetics In other words, these women
had “learned their place”~they regarded their own output as
necessarily inferior to that of males, just as the black youngsters
learned to regard black dolls as mferior to white dolls This 1s the
legacy of a prejudiced society
Social scientists have defined “prejudice” 1 a variety of ways

Technically, there are positive and negative prejudices, T can be
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In such cases, stercotyping 15, indecd, 1busive It should be plam,
moreover, that stercoty ping can be pamful to the target, even if
the stereotype would seem to be neutral or positive For example,
1t 15 not necessarily negatin e to attnbute “ambiuousness” to Jews
or “a natural sense of rhythm” to blacks, but 1t 1s abustve, 1f only
because 1t robs the individual Jew or blick person of his right to
be treated as an individual with his own mdividual traits, be they
positive or negative

In thus chapter, we will not be discussing situations thit con-
cern prejudice “in favor of” people, accordingly, the working
defimtion of prejudice that we will employ will be limited to
negative atutudes We will define prejudice as a hostile or nega-
e attitude toward a distinguishable group based on generali7a-
tions derived from faulty or mcomplete information Thus, when
we say that an individual 15 prejudiced agamst blacks, we mean
that he 1s ortented toward behaving with hostlity toward blacks,
he feels that, with perhaps one or two exceptions, all blacks are
pretty much the same, the characteristics he attributes to blacks
are erther totally accurate or, at best, bised upon a germ of
truth that he zcalously applies to the group as a whole

Prejudiced people sce the world 1n ways that are consistent
with their prejudice If Mr Bigot sees a well-dressed, white,
Anglo Saxon Protestant sitting on 1 park bench sunning humself
at threc o’clock on a chnesd'\y afternoon, he thinks nothing of
1t If he sees a well dressed black man doing the s1me thing, he 15
Inble to lep to the conclusion that the person 1s unemployed—
and he becomes infuriated, becwuse he assumes thar hus hrd-
earned taxes are paymng thae shiftless good-for-nothmg enough 1n
wlfire subsidies to keep him 1n good clothes If Mr Bigot passes
AMr Anglos house wnd notices that 1 trash ¢ 1s oy ercarned and
some girbage 1s strewn bout, he 15 1pt to conclude that 1 sty
dog h1s been searching for food If he passes Mr Garcn’s house
and notices the same thing he 15 inclined to become annoy ¢d, and
to assert that “ those people Ine ke pigs ” Not only does preju
dice influence his conclusions, his erroncous conclisions justify
and ntensify his neginve fechings Thus, negatve stercotypes do
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not simply lie there m a dormant state, rather, they form part of
a person’s atnibution process When we sec a person doing a rela-
uvely reasonable thing, we will attnibute motives and causes to
his behavior that are consistent wath our stereotypes

In hus classic book The Nature of Prejudice, the late Gordon

Allport reported the following dialogue

Mr X The trouble with the Jews 1s that they only take care of
their own group

Mr Y But the record of the Commumty Chest campaign
shows that they gave more generously, i proportion to thetr
numbers, to the general chanties of the commumty, than do
non-Jews

Mr X That shows they are always trying to buy faver and
mtrude mnto Christian affars They think of nothing but mon-
ey, that 1s why there are so many Jewish bankers

Mr ¥ Bur a recent study shows that the percentage of Jews
m the banking busmess 15 neghgible, far smaller than the
percentage of non Jews

Mr X That’s just 1t, they don’t go m for respectable busi-
ness, they are only i the movie business or run mght clubs ¢

This dralogue iflustrates the msidious nature of prejudice far
better than a mountamn of defimtions In effect, the prejudiced
Mr X s saying “Don’t trouble me with facts, my mind 15 made
up ” He makes no attempt to dispute the data as presented by Mr
Y He erther proceeds to distort the facts in order to mahe them
support his hatred of Jews, or he bounces off them, undaunted,
to a new area of attack A deeply prejudiced person 1s virtually
immune to mformation It 1s reasonably safe to assume that il of
us are pre;udlced—-\vhether 1t 1s agamnst an cthaie, nauonal, or
racial group, agunst spec;ﬁc gcogmp'hlcal areas as places to Ine,
or agunst certun Linds of food Let's tahe foad as an example
In ths culcure, we tend not to cat msects Suppose someone (ke
Mr Y) were to tell you that caterpillars, grasshoppers, or ants
were a grear source ol protin and, when carefully prcparc({.
were extremely tasty Would thar comvnee you to car them?
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Probably not Like Mr X, you’d probably find some other reason
for your prejudice, such as the fact that insects are ugly After
all, i this culture, we eat only aesthetically beautiful creatures—
like lobsters!

The Prejudiced “Liberal”

Not all prejudiced thinking 1s as blatant as that of Allport’s Mr
X Many individuals who regard themselves as farr-minded,
decent people are capable of a more subtle form of prejudice For
the relauvely secure member of the dommant majomnty, it 1s
somenmes difficult to empathize with the plight of the vicum of
prejudice He may sympathize, and wish that 1t weren’t so, occa-
stonally, however, a little hint of self-nighteousness may creep mnto
hus attitude, a slight tendency to lay part of the blame on the vic-
um This may take the form of the “well-deserved reputation”
It goes something like this “If the Jews have been victimized
throughout their history, they must have been doing somethmg
wrong” Or “If those people don’t want to get into trouble,
why don’t they just (stay out of the headlines, keep their
mouths shut, don’t go where they’re not wanted, or whatever)
Such a suggestion consututes a demand that the outgroup con-
form to standards that are more stringent than those that are set
for the majority

Ironcally, this tendency to blame the victim for his vicum-
1zation 1s motivated by a destre to see the world as a just place As
Melvin Lerner and his colleagues have shown,® people tend to
assign responsibility for any mnequitable outcome that 1s other-
wise difficult to account for For example, 1f two people work
equally hard on the same task, and, by a flip of a con, one re-
cewves a sizeable reward and the other receives nothing, observers
show a strong tendency to rate the unlucky person as having
worked less hard Apparently, people find 1t scary to think about
living 1n a world where hard workers can get no pay—therefore,
they decide that the unpaid worker must not have worked very
hard, even though they saw that the reward was determined by a
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mere flip of a com By the same token, 1f six million Jews get
butchered for no apparent reason, 1t 1s somehow comforung to
believe that they must have done something to deserve 1t *

Confessions of a Male Chauvimst Many lberals are too
soplusticated to blame the victim for hus plight We ger so sophts
ucated that we know, for example, that IQ tests are prejudiced
mstruments that untentionally discriminate n favor of whte,
middie class suburbanites by staung their examples i terms and
phrases that are more familar to children reared in the suburbs
than to children reared in the ghetto or on the farm Thus, before
we conclude that 1t was stupidity that caused a black person, a
Chucano, or the resident of a rural community to do poorly on an
IQ test, we demand to know whether or not the IQ test was
culture-frec But we are not sophisticated enough to escape com
pletely from certain kinds of prejudice Let me state a personal
example In Chapter 3, while discussing mndividual differences n
persuasability, I made the point that women are more persuasable
than men This s based upon a well known study by Irving Jams
and Peter Tield A close inspection of this expeniment, however,
suggests that 1t 1s heavily weighted against women in much the
same way that IQ tests are weighted agamnst rural and ghetto
residents The topics of the persnasive arguments included civil
defense cancer research, von Hindenberg, and so on—topics m
which men are probably more nterested and more expert than
women Thus, the results may smply mdicate that people are
more persuasable on topics that they don’t care about or don’t
know about If someone were to perform a sumilar expersment
using topics that women tend to know more about the chances
are that men would end up looking more persuasable than

women

[
«The astute reader may have noticed that this 15 a milder form of our

tendency to derogate a person that we have vicumized In Chapter 4 we
- that 1f X hurts ¥ he tends to derogate ¥ turn him into 2 non person
sa?i hure lum agam Now we see that 1f X notices that ¥ has gotten the
a}r':crt end of the stick, he somehow feels that ¥ must have done something
s

to deserve 1t
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T hadn’t realized this Tt was pointed out to me (1in no uncer-
tain terms) by a female social psychologist The lesson to be
gamed from this example 15 a clear one When we are reared n a
prejudiced society, we often accept those prejudices uncriucally
It 15 easy to believe that women are gullible, because that 1s the
stereotype that 1s held by the society Thus, we tend not to look
at supporting scientific data critically and, without realizing 1t,
we use the data as scientific support for our own prejudice

Carrymng this one step further, Daryl and Sandra Bem® sug-
gested that the prejudice against women that exists 1 our society
1s an example of a non conscious 1deology—that 1s, a set of belefs
that we accept implicitly but of which we are unaware, because
we cannot even concerve of alternatve conceptions of the world
In this culture, for example, we are socialized 1n such a way that
We cinnot even imagine 2 woman gomg out to work as a physi-
cist or a crane operator while her husband stays home vacuuming
the floor and taking care of the kids If we were to hear of such
a siuation, we would leap to the conclusion that something was
wrong with the husband Why> Because such an arrangement ss
not held to be a real option 1n our society Much as 2 fish 1s un-
aware that his environment 15 wet, we don’t even notice the

custence of this 1deology because 1t 15 s0 totally prevalent

Recall the example in Chapter 1 1n which hetle Mary recewved
a Suzic Homemaler set (“complete with her own httle oven”)
for her birthday By the time she was nine, she was conditioned
to know that her place was in the hitchen This was done so thor-
oughly that her father was convinced that “housewifery” was
genenc in origin This 15 no mere fantasy Studies by Ruth Hart-
ley” indicate that, by age five, children have already developed
clearly defined nouions of what constitutes appropriate behavior
for women and men Thus non conscious 1deology can have vast
consequences for soctety Tor example, Jean Lipman Blumen®
reports that the vast majority of women w ho, i early childhood,
acquired a traditional view of therr sex role (that 15, “a woman’s
place 1s i the home™) opt nor to seel, advanced education, on the
other hand, those women who had acquired a more egalitarian
view of sex roles show a much stronger tendency to asprre to
advanced education
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Causes of Prejudice

As we have seen, one determinane of prejudice 1n a person 15 a
need for self-justificanion In the last two chapters, for example,
we have shown that, 1f we have done something cruel to a person
or a group of people, we derogate that person or group m order
to jusafy our cruelty If we can convince ourselves that a group
is unworthy, subhuman, stupid, or immoral, 1t helps s to keep
from feeling ymmoral 1f we enslave them, deprive them of a
decent education, or murder them We can then continue to go
to church and to feel like good Christians, because it 1sn’t a fellow
human that we've hure Indeed, 1f we're skatiful enough, we can
even convince ourselves that the barbaric slaying of women and
children 1s a Christian virtue—as the crusaders did when, on their
way to the holy land, they butchered European Jews mn the
name of the Prince of Peace Again, as we have seen, this act of
self-jusufication serves to intensify subsequent brutaliry
Of course, there are other human needs 1n addition to self-
jusuficanon For example, there are status and power needs
Thus, an mdvidual who 15 low on the socioeconomic hierarchy
may need the presence of a downtrodden minoriey group n order
to be able to feel superior to somebody Several studies have
shown that a good predictor of a person’s degree of prejudice 1s
whether or not his social status 1s low or dechming Regardless of
whether 1t 15 prejudice agamst blacks® or agamnst Jews,™ sf a per-
sart’s socval seaeas 15 Jow or daclineng, he a5 apr 10 be more preju
diced than someone whose socal status 1s high or rising It has
been found that people who are at or near the bottom n terms of
education, 1ncome, and occupation are not only highest in their
dislike of blacks, but they are also the ones most Iikely to resort to
violence 1n order to prevent the desegregation of the schools ™
These findings raisc some nteresting questions Are people of
low socioeconomic and educational status more prejudiced be-
cause (1) they need someone to feel superior to, (2) they most
keenly feel competitton for jobs from munority group mem?ers,
(3) they are more frustrated than most people and, therefore,
(4) therr lack of education increases the prob-~

more aggressive, or e
abilicy of therr taking 2 ssmphstic, stereotypic view of the worl
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It 1s difficult to disentangle these variables, but 1t appears to be
true that each of these phenomena contributes to prejudice
Indeed, 1t should be clear that there 1s no single cause of preju-
dice Prejudice 15 determined by a great many factors Let’s take
a look at the major determinants of prejudice

In this chapter, we will discuss four basic causes of prejudice
(1) economic and political competition or conflict, (2) displaced
aggression, (3) personality needs, and (4) conformuty to existing
social norms These four causes are not mutually exclusive—in-
deed, they may all operate at once~but 1t would be helpful to
determie how important each cause 1s, because any action we
are apt to recommend 1n an attempt to reduce prejudice will
depend on what we believe to be the major cause of prejudice
Thus, for example, 1f I believe that bigotry 1s deeply ingramned m
the human personality, I might throw my hands up 1n desparr and
conclude that, 1n the absence of deep psychotherapy, the major-
1y of prejudiced people will always be prejudiced This would
lead me to scoff at attempts to reduce prejudice by reducing

competiuveness or by attempting to counteract the pressures of
conformity

Econome and Poltscal Contpetstion  Prejudice can be con-
sidered to be the result of economic and politrcal forces Accord-
ng to this view, given that resources are hmited, the dominant
group might attempt to exploit or derogate a mmority group m
order to gan some matersal advantage Prejudiced atttudes tend
to increase when times are tense and there 1s 2 conflict over
mutually exclusive goals Ths 1s true whether the goals are eco-
nomic, political, or 1deological Thus, prejudice has existed be-
tween Anglo and Mexican-American migrant workers as a
function of a hmited number of jobs, between Arabs and Israelss
over disputed territory, and between Northerners and Southern-
ers over the abolition of slavery The economic advantages of
discimination are all too clear when one looks at the success
certain craft umons have had denying membership to
blacks and, thus, n keeping them out of the relatively high pay-
1ng occupations they control For example, 1n a recent study, 1t
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was found thar only 2 7 percent of unson controfled apprentice-
ships were filled by blacks as of 1966—an mncrease of only 1 per-
cent over the previous ten years Moreover, 1n the mid sixties,
the US Department of Labor surveyed four major cities tn
search of mmority-group members serving as apprentices among
unton plumbers, steamfitters, sheetmetal workers, stone masons,
lathers, panters, glazers, and operatng engineers In the four
cities, they failed to find 2 single black person thus employed
Clearly, prejudice pays off for some people **

It has also been shown that disciminatron, prejudice, and
negatve stereotyping mcrease sharply as competinion for scarce
jobs mcreases Thus, 1n one of hus classic early studies of preju-
dice 1 a small industrial town, John Dollard documented the fact
that, although there was mitially no discernible prejudice against
Germans in the town, 1t came about as jobs became scarce

Local whites largely drawn from the surrounding farms mami-
fested considerable direct aggression toward the newcomers
Scornful and derogatory opintons were expressed about these
Germans, and the native whites had 2 sansfying sense of supen-
ority toward them  The chief element in the permission to
be aggressive aganst the Germans was nvalry for jobs and
status sn the local woodenware plants The nauve whites felt
defimtely crowded for thewr jobs by the entering German
groups and m case of bad times had 2 chance to blame the
Germans who by their presence provided more compeutors for
the scarcer jobs There seemed to be no traditronal pattern of
prejudice agamnst Germans unless the skeletal suspictont of all
out groupers {always present) be mvoked 1n this place

Stmularly, Americans harbored hitle or no neganve feehng
toward the Chinese mmigrants who were working on the con-
struction of the transcontimental ratlroad during the middle of the
mineteenth century At that time, jobs were pIentx{uI and the
Chinese were performing an arduous job for very hidle pay

lly regarded as sober, industrious, and law-
R i railroad, however, jobs be~

abiding After the completion of the
came more scarce, moreover, when the Crval War ended, there
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was an 1nflux of former soldiers mto this already ught job market
This was immediately followed by a dramatic increase n nega-
tive attitudes toward the Chinese the stereotype changed to
“criminal,” “conmving,” “crafty,” and “stupid ” A recent poll
conducted by the National Opimnion Research Center indicates
that this tendency s still wath us In 1971, most antt black preju-
dice was found m groups that were just one rung above the
blacks socioeconomically Moreover, this tendency 1s most pro-
nounced 1n sitvations 1 which the two were 1n close competition
for jobs
These data appear to indicate that competition and conflict
breed prejudice At the same time, there 15 some ambiguity mn
nterpreting the data, because, m some nstances, the varmables of
competition are mtertwined with such other vanables as educa-
tional level and family background In order to determine wheth-
er competition causes prejudice m and of 1tself, an experiment 1s
needed But how can we proceed® Well, 1f conflict and compe-
tition lead to prejudice, 1t should be possible to produce prejudice
mn the Jaboratory Thus can be done by the simple device of (1)
randomly assigming people of differmg backgrounds to one of
two groups, (2) making those groups disunguishable 1n some
arbitrary way, (3) putung those groups nto a situation where
they are m competiion with each other, and (4) lookmng for
evidence of prejudice Such an experiment was conducted by
Muzafer Shenif and lus colleagues® in the natural environment of
a Boy Scout camp The subjects were normal, well adjusted,
twelve year-old boys who were randomly assigned to one of two
groups, the Red Deuils and the Bulldogs Within each group, the
kuds were taught to cooperate This was done largely through
arranging activities that made each group highly ntradependent
For example, withmn each group, ndividuals cooperated 1n bwld-
g a diving board for the swimming facility, preparing group
meals, building a rope bridge, and so on
After a strong fecling of cohesiveness developed within each
group, the stage was set for the conflict The researchers ar-
ranged this by setting up a series of competitive activities In
which the two groups were pitted against each other m such
games as football, baseball, and tug of-war In order to mncrease
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the tension, prizes were awarded to the winning team This re-
sulted m some hostility and 1l will during the games In addition,
the mvestigators devised rather diabolical devices for putting the
groups 1nto situations specifically designed to promote conflict
In one such situation, a camp party was arranged The mvesu
gators set 1t up so that the Red Deuils were allowed to arnive a
good deal carlier than the Bulldogs In addition, the refreshments
conststed of two vastly different hinds of food about half of the
food was fresh, appealing, and appetzing, the other half was
squashed, ugly, and unappetzing Perhaps because of the general
compeuaveness that already existed, the early arnivers confiscated
most of the appealing refreshments, leaving only the less inter-
esting, less appetizing, squashed, and damaged food for ther
adversaries When the Bulldogs finally arnived and saw how they
had been taken advantage of, they were understandably an

noyed—so annoyed that they began to call the exploitive group

rather uncomphmentary names Because the Red Devils believed

that they deserved what they got (fixst come, first served), they
d Name calling

resented this treatment and responded m kin
escalated mto food throwmg and, withm a very short time, a
full scale riot was 1n progress

Following this mcident, competitt ed
and a great deal of social contact was mtiated Once hostility ha

been aroused, however, simply ¢hmmnatng the competition did
not elminate the hosulity Indeed hostility continued to escalate,
even when the two groups were engaged m such benign activities
as sitng around watching movies Eventually, the mnvesugators
succeeded m reducing the hostility Exactly how this was accom-

phshed will be discussed later n this chaper

ve games Werc elimmated

The “Scapegoat” Theory of Prequdice In the precedxlr:g
chapter, we made the pont that aggression 1S caused, par;,s a);
frustration and such other unpleasant of aversive sxtu:m;)n’ong
pamn or boredom In that chapter, we lsa\}\‘/ that ti:;x: cx:u:e o
t at
ustrated individual to Jash ou
A frue he cause of 2 person’s frustra-

frustration Frequently, however, t
or ex-
tion 1s etther too big or too vague for direct retaltation F

her, how
ample, if a six year old child s humiliated by Ius reacher,
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can he fight back? The teacher has too much power But this
frustration may merease the probability of his aggressing agamst
a less powerful bystander—even if the bystander had nothing to
do with his pain By the same token, if there 15 mass unemploy-
ment, who 1s the frustrated, unemployed worker going to strike
out agamnst—the economic system® The system 1s much too big
and much too vague It would be more convement if he could
find something or someone less vague and more concrete to blame
for hus unemployment The President> He's concrete, all nght,
bur also much too powerful to strike at with impumty
The ancient Hebrews had a custom that 15 noteworthy 1n this
context During the days of atonement, a priest placed his hands
on the head of a goat while reciting the sins of the people This
symbolically transferred the sm and evil from the people to the
goat The goat was then allowed to escape mnto the wilderness,
thus clearing the commumty of sin The animal was called a
scapegoat In modern times the term “scapegoat” has been used to
describe a relatvely powerless mnocent who 1s made to take the
blame for something that 1s not his fault Unfortunately, he 1s not
allowed to escape wnto the wilderness, but 15 usually subjected to
cruelty or even death Thus, if an individual 1s unemployed, or
if nflation has depleted his savings, he can’t very easily beat up on
the economic system, but he can find a scapegoat In Naz Ger-
many, 1t was the Jews, in the rural South, 1t was black people
Several years ago, Carl Hovland and Robert Sears®® found that, 1n
the period between 1882 and 1930, they could predict the num-
ber of lynchings 1 the South n a given year from a knowledge
of the price of cotton during that year "As the price of cotton
dropped, the number of lynchings increased In short, as people
experienced an economic depression, they probably cxpenenced
a great many frustrations These frustrations apparently resulted
1n an mncrease n lynchings and other crimes of violence
It 1s difficult to be certain whether these lynchings were mou-
vated by the psychological aspects of frustration or whether they
were partly due to the kind of economic competition that we
discussed eatlier As for the persecution of the Jews in Nazi Ger-
many, the zeal with which the Nazs carried out therr attempt to
erase all members of the Jewish ethnic group (regardless of eco-
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nomic status) strongly suggests that the phenomenon was not
exclusively economic or political, but was (at least in part) psy-
chological.'” Solider evidence comes from a well-controlled ex-
periment by Neal Miller and Richard Bugelski*® Individuals
were asked to state their feelings about various minority groups.
Some of the subjects were then frustrated by being deprived of
an opportunity to attend a film, and were given an arduous and
difficult series of tests instead. They were then asked to restate
their feelings about the minority groups. These subjects showed
some evidence of increased prejudicial responses following the
frustrating experience. A control group that did not go.throu'gh
the frustrating experience did not undergo any change in preju-
dice.
Additional research has helped to pin down the phenomenon
even more precisely. In one experiment, Donald Wearherlcy"
subjected college students to a great deal of frustration. Some of
these students were highly anti-Semitic; others were not. The
subjects were then asked to write stories l{ased upon pictures that
they were shown. For some of the subjects, the characters in
these pictures were assigned Jewish names; for the oth;rs, they
were not. There were two major ﬂndings: (N aftgr being frus-
trated, anti-Semitic subjects wrote stories that 'dlreth? m?lfg
aggression toward the Jewish characters than did peog e \" o
were not anti-Semitic; and (2) there was no difference betwee
the anti-Semitic students and the others when the characters fthcy
were writing about were not ideptiﬁed as Je}vxsh. In shox(')tr,n cx;u;;
tration leads to a specific aggressxon—aggressxon against §
you hate.

The general picture of sca
viduals tend to displace aggre

pegoating that emerges is that 1.ndx-
ssion onto groups that are "I\S\]'ti)tl}f'
that are relatively powerless, anfi that are ,dlﬂg‘cd ;gsb:r?:'hnr b
Moreover, the form the aggr'csstvencs.? takes ‘zf:] I "
allowed or approved by the ingroup i qu]es; ﬂ;c )Y e
pogroms are not frequent occurrences, unle y

appropriate by the dominant culture of subculture.

The Prejudiced Personality. As We hl:;::
ment of aggression onto scapegoats My

e seen, the displace
2 human tendeacys
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but 1t 15 not true that all people do 1t to a hike degree We have
already 1dennified soctoeconomic status as a cause of prejudice
Also, we have seen that people who dishike Jews are more apt to
displace aggression onto them than are people who do not dislike
Jews We can now carry this one step further There 1s some
evidence to support the notion of mndividual differences n a
general tendency to hate In other words, there are people who
are predisposed toward being prejudiced, not solely because of
tmmediate external influences, but because of the kind of people
that they are Theodor Adorno and his associates® refer to these
mdividuals as “authontarian personalities ” Basically, the authori-
tarian personality has the following characteristics he tends to be
rigid 1n hus beliefs, he tends to possess “conventional” values, he
1s intolerant of weakness (in humself as well as 1n others), he tends
to be highly punitive, he 1s suspicious, and he 15 respectful of
authority to an unusual degree The nstrument developed to
determine authorstarianism (called the F scale) measures the ex-

tent to which each person agrees or disagrees with such items as
these

1 Sex crumes such as rape and attacks on children deserve more
than mere imprisonment, such crimmals ought to be publicly
whipped or worse

2 Most people don t realize how much our lives are controlled
by plots hatched 1n secret places

3 Obedience and respect for authonty are the most important
virtues children should learn

A lugh degree of agreement with such 1tems indicates authortar-
amsm The major finding 15 that people who are high on author-
rarranism do not sumply duslike Jews or dislike blacks, but, rather,
they show a consistently high degree of prejudice agamst all
minority groups

Through an mtensive chimeal mterview of people high and
low on the F scale, Adorno and his colleagues have traced the
development of this cluster of attitudes and values to early child-
hood experiences m families that are characterized by harsh and
threatening parental discipline Moreover, people high on the F
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scale tend to have parents who use love and 1ts withdraw al as their
major way of producing obedience In general, the authoritarian
personality, as a child, tends to be very msecure and highly de-
pendent on his parents, he fears us parents and feels unconscious
hostility against them This combmnation sets the stage for the
emergence of an adult with a hugh degree of anger, which, be-
cause of fear and msecunty, takes the form of displaced aggres
sion agamnst powerless groups, while the individual maintains an
outward respect for authonty
Although research on the authoritarian personality has added
to our understanding of the possible dynamics of prejudice, 1t
should be noted that the bulk of the data are correlational thats,
we know only that two vanables are related—we cannot be cer-
tan what causes what Consider, for example, the correlation
between a person’s score on the F scale and the specific so(:nahza-
tion practices he was subjected to as a child Although 1t’s true
that adults who are authoritarian and highly pre]udlced had par-
ents who tended to be harsh and to use “conditional love” as 2
soctalization techmique, 1t 15 not necessarily true that this 1s w:at
caused them to develop mto pre]udxccd pcople It turns out that
the parents of these people tend, themselves, to be hlghlyhpre):;
diced agamnst mnornty groups Accordingly, 1t maydbe t 3[6:)“_
development of prejudice 1 some people may be due tged "
formity through the process of 1dennification, as CSCIII e
Chapter 2 That s, 1t may be true that a child conscxot;se);d[: o
up hts beliefs about minoriues from hus parents because e
fies with them This 1s quite different from, and muc p
Adorno and his colleagues,
than, the explanation offered by L repressed
which 15 based on the child’s unconscious hostility and rep
fear of his parents .
This 15 not to imply that, for some P“’S &
deeply rooted 1n unconscious childhood confhicts

d a wide array of preju-

dices on Mommy's or Daddy’s 1 4
conform to pre{udxccs that are Jimited and hlgl}lzripf::f:.ldkc
pending upon the norms that exist m their subcu tm L con-
a closer look at the phenomenon of prc;udxcc as

formity

pre]udlcc 15 not
Rather, 1t 15 0
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Prequdice Through Conformuty It 1s frequently observed
that there 1s more prejudice agamst blacks i the South than
the North This often manifests 1tself in stronger attitudes agamnst
racial mtegration For example, ;n 1942, only 4 percent of all
Southerners were 1 favor of the desegregation of transportation
facilities, while 56 percent of all Northerners were in favor of 1t *
‘Why? Was 1t because of economic competition® Probably net,
there 1s more prejudice agamst blacks i those southern commu-
nities in which economic competition 1s low than 1n those north-
ern communities 1n which economic competition 1s great Are
there relatively more authoritarian personalities in the South than
1 the North?® No Thomas Pettigrew?* admistered the F scale
widely m the North and 1n the South, and found that the scores
are about equal for Northerners and Southerners In addition,
although there 1s more prejudice agamst blacks in the South, there
15 less prejudice aganst Jews in the South than there 1s in the
nation as a whole, the prejudiced personality should be preju-
diced agamst everybody—the Southerner 1sn’t
How, then, do we account for the animosity toward blacks
that exists 1 the South? It could be due to historical causes the
blacks were slaves, the Civil War was fought over the 1ssue of
slavery, and so on This could have created the climate for great-
er prejudice Bur what sustamns this chimate® One possible clue
comes from the observation of some rather strange patterns of
ractal segregation 1 the South One example, that of a group of
coal miners 1n a small mming town 1n West Virgima, should suf-
fice the black muners and the white mimers developed a pattern
of living that consisted of total and complete integration while
they were under the ground, and total and complete segregation
while they were above the ground How can we account for this
inconsistency® If you truly hate someone, you want to keep away
from him—why associate with lim below the ground and not
above the ground®
Pettigrew has suggested that the explanation for these phe-
nomena 1s conforrmty In this case, people are sstmply conforming
to the norms that exist in their society (above the ground') The
historical events of the South set the stage for greater prejudice
against blacks, but 1t 15 conformity that keeps 1t gong Indeed,
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Ifettigrew believes that, although economic competition, frustra-
tion, and personality needs account for some prejudice, the
greatest proportion of prejudiced behavior is 2 function of slavish
conformity to social norms.

How can we be certain that conformity is responsible? One
way is to determine the relation between a person’s prejudice and
his general pattern of conformity. For example, a study of inter-
racial tension in South Africa® showed that those individuals
who were most likely to conform to a great variety of social
norms also showed a higher degree of prejudice against blacks.
In other words, if conformists are more prejudiced, it suggests
that prejudice may be just another thing to conform to. Another
way to determine the role of conformity is to see what happens
to a person’s prejudice when he moves to a different area of the
country. If conformity is 2 factor in prejudice, we »You_]d expect
individuals to show dramatic increases in their pre).udxlce' when
they move into areas in which the norm is more prejudicial, and
to show dramatic decreases when they are affected by a less
prejudicial norm. And that is what happens. In one study, Jeanne
Watson® found that people who had recently x'noved‘to New
York City and had come into direct contact with anu—Semtinc
people became more anti-Semitic themselves. In another studys
Pettigrew found that, 2s Southerners entered the army and came
into contact with a less discriminatory set of social norms, they
became less prejudiced against blacks. . © the

The pressure to conform can be relatively overt 2 lg'cial
Asch experiment. On the other hand, conformity t0 2 Pl'e}‘:e levi-
norm might simply be due to the una\{allaplhty of .accu’;ahis o
dence and a preponderance of ml_sleadmg 1nforx‘1)13t}0r(17-f hearsay.
lead people to adopt negative attltu'dcs on the asif  on the
Examples of this kind of stercotyping behavior abou! e Jew
literature. For example, consider Christopher Marlowe sf Ll
of Maita or William Shakespeare’s The Merchant O

Both of these works depict the Jew as a c'tmni;iﬂtgémm;’:;{;
hungry, bloodthirsty, cringing coward. We mlggt t;-n " ur}:furtu-
conclude that Marlowe and Shakespeare had had s0

. . o
i i h resulted in these bi
nate experiences with unsavory Jewss whicl ok

15— except for one tUg:

ter and unflattering porerai
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been expelled from Lngland some 300 years before these works
were written Thus, 1t would seem that the cnly thing withw hich
Marlowe and Shakespeare came 1nto contact was a lingering
stereotype Unfortunately, their works not only reflected the
stereotype, but undoubtedly contributed to 1t as well
Bigoted atttudes can also be fostered mntentionally by a bigot-
ed society For example, one mnvestigator®® interviewed white
South Africans in an attempt to find reasons for their negauve
attitudes toward blacks What he found was that the typical
white South African was convinced that the great majority of
crimes were commutted by blacks This was erroneous How did
such a musconception develop® The individuals reported that
they saw a great many black convicts working 1n public places—
they never saw any white convicts Doesn’t this prove that blacks
are convicted of more crimes than whites® No In this case, 1t was
mercly a reflection of the fact that the rules forbade white con
victs from working m public places! In short, 2 society can create
prejudiced beliefs by law or by custom In our own society, until
very recently, newspapers tended to 1dentify the race of a cim
nal or suspect if he was nonwhite, but never bothered to mention
the wrong doer’s race if he happened to be white This has
undoubtedly contributed to a distorted picture of the amount of
crime commutted by nonwhites Agan, unul very recently, 1t
was rare to see a black face on television 1n a nonstereotypic role
or in a commercial This created the illusion that blachs are mn-
conscquential members of our society~people who don't use
aspinn or shaving cream, who don’t have real problems or real
emouions Moreover, 1f the participation of blacks 1s Iimired to
stereoty pic roles Iihe the characters in “Amos n Andy” or the
song and dance man on 1 variety show, this strengthens the stere-
orype that blicks are stupid, shuftless, lazy, and have a natural
sense of rhythm In the past scveral years, black athletes have
been appearing on TV screens with greater frequency, I w ould
guess that whites from rural northern towns who do not have
much direct contact with blachs would be surprised to learn that
there actually are blacks who are unable to run the 100 yard dash
i less than 10 scconds!
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As we have seen, prejudiced attitudes can be changed. This
can occur when a person comes into contact with different social
norms—for example, when he moves to a more liberal section of
the country, and perhaps begins to identify with people who
hold less prejudiced opinions. But such changes are experienced
by relatively few people. Is it possible to reduce prejudice on 2
large scale?

Stateways Can Change Folkways

In 1954, the United States Supreme Court declared that separate

but equal schools were, by definition, uncqt'lal. In the words of
Chief Justice Earl Warren, when black children are separated
from white children on the basis of race alone, it “‘generates a
feeling of inferiority as to their status in the .commumty that may
affect their hearts and minds in a way unhkc:ly ever to be un-
done.” Without our quite realizing it, this decision laupchcd our
nation into one of the most exciting, large-scale social experi-

ments ever conducted. i .

In the aftermath of this historic decision, many pﬁoplc “Cd':
opposed to integrating the schools on “humnmmr:l:m n%xr:ul: -
They predicted a holocaust if the races were force IF e rgmn-
schools. They argued that you cannot lchs]:mi] n}]‘ora ]r;)c hool.
ing that, although you can force people to atrend t ;:l S:th ;
you cannot force people to like and respect €181 G liam
echoed the sentiments of the distinguished sociologist, reways
Graham Sumner, who, years earlier had smc‘ii (hatcs;::ion l))c
don’t change folkways.” (;Iglcyh urgeg that desegregs
delayed until attitudes could be changeg. . ved that the

Syocial psychologists at that time, of course, _[I’%:;“;‘fl you can

\ < to change attitudes: 1 "
way to change behavior Is to g diced against blacks, then
d school with

et bizoted adults to become less prejt
ghcy \%ill not hesitate to allow their children t% 3‘::: many soci?
blacks. Although they should have known c‘]d change bigot-
scientists were relatively confident t}ut they c‘,’uns‘ Thc}' took 2
¢d attitudes by launching information campig
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“J6-millimeter” approach to the reduction of prejudice: If preju-
diced people believe that blacks are shiftless and lazy, then all you
have to do is show them a movie—a movie depicting blacks as
industrious, decent people. The idea is that you can combat mis-
information with information. If Shakespeare believes that Jews
are conniving bloodsuckers because he has been exposed to mis-
information about Jews, tell him the truth, and his prejudice will
fade away. If 2 white South African believes that blacks commit
most of the crimes, show him the white convicts, and he’ll change
his beliefs. Unfortunately, it is not quite that simple. Whether
prejudice is largely a function of economic conflict, conformity
to social norms, or deeply rooted personality needs, it is not easily
changed by an information campaign. Over the years, most peo-
ple become deeply committed to their prejudicial behavior. To
develop a liberal attitude to blacks when all of your friends and
associates are still prejudiced is no easy task. A mere movie can-
not undo a way of thinking and a way of behaving that has per-
sisted over the years.

As the reader of this book has learned, where important issues
are involved, information campaigns fail, because people are in-
clined not to sit still and take in information that is dissonant with
their beliefs. Paul Lazarsfeld,”s for example, described a series of
radio broadcasts presented in the early forties that were designed
to reduc_e ethnic prejudice by presenting information about vari-
ous ethnic groups in a warm and sympathetic manner. One pro-
gram was devoted to a description of Polish-Americans, another
was devoted to Italian-Americans, and so forth. Who was listen-
ing> The major part of the audience for the program about
Polish-Americans consisted of Polish-Americans. And guess who
mzu.ie up the major part of the a.dience for the program on
Tralian-Americans® Right. Moreover, as we've seen, if people are
compelled to listen to information that is uncongenial, they will
reject it, distort it, or ignore jt—in much the same way that Mr. X
mnmt:u'ncd his negative attitude against Jews despite Mr. Y’s in-
formation campaign, and in much the same way that the Dart-
mouth and Princeton students distorted the film of the football
game they watched. For most people, prejudice is too deeply
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rooted 1n their own belief systems, 1s too consistent with their
day-to day behavior, and receives too much support and encour-
agement from the people around them to be reduced by a book, 2
film, or a radio broadcast

The Effects of Equal-status Contact Although changes m
atatude will affect changes m behavior, as we have seen, 1t 18
often difficult to change atutudes through education ‘What social
psychologists have long known, but have only recently begun to
understand, 15 that changes m bebavior can affect changes
attitudes On the simplest level, 1t has been argued that, +f blacks
and whites could be brought into direct contact, pre;udlced md
viduals would come 1nto contact with the realty of their own
experience, not simply a stereotype, eventually, this would lead
to greater understanding The contact must take place n 2 situa-
tion 1 which blacks and whites have equal status, of course,
many whites have always had a great deal of contact with blacksi
but typically in situations 1 which the blacks played such menia
roles as slaves, porters, dishwashers, shoe shine boys, washroom
attendants, and domestics Ths kind of contact serves only to
ncrease stereotyping by whites and, thus, therr prejudice against

r o
blacks It also serves to increase the resentment an ar:gebmh
blacks Unul recently, equal status contact has been raré,

ciety

because of educational and occupational nequinies In our 50
t
and because of residential segregation The 1954 Supreme Cour
decision changed all that 1
Occasionally, even before 1954, isolated 1nstances of equal

1s tended to support
status integration had taken place The effect
y h oduce attitude change In

the notion that behavior change will pr o ex
a typical study, Morton Dentsch and Mary Ellen bolo‘l;h}r:zusmg
amned the atutudes of whites roward blachs "t])lP:k ; " white
projects Specifically, 1 one housing project Smanner—t at
families were assigned to pwldings 1n 2 segfegaf; qame project
15, they were assigned to separate buildings m € :ed—blacls and
In another project, the assignment was mtelgrﬂ Resdents 1n
whute families were assigned to the same buwlding

change 1t therr
the ntegrated project reported a greater posine &
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attitudes towards blacks subsequent to theirr moving mnto the
project than did residents of the segregated project From these
findings, 1t would appear that stateways can change folkways,
that you can legislate morality—not directly, of course, but
through the medium of equal status contact It seems clear that tf
diverse racial groups can be brought together under conditions of
equal status, they stand a chance of getting to know each other
better This can increase understanding and decrease tension, all
other things bemng equal *

The Vicarsous Effects of Desegregation It wasn’t unul much
later that social psychologists began to entertain the notion that
desegregation can affect the values of people who do not even
have the opportunity to have direct contact with munority
groups This can occur through the mechamsms that we have
referred to i Chapter 4 as the psychology of mewitability Spe-
cifically, 1f I know that you and I will 1nevitably be m close con-
tact, and I don’t like you, I will experience dissonance In order
to reduce dissonance, I will try to convince myself that you are
not as bad as I had previously thought Twill set about looking for
your posiuve characterisucs, and will try to 1gnore, Or MINMIZE
the importance of, your negauve charactersstics Accordingly,
the mere fact that I know that T must at some pomt be 1n close
contact with you will force me to change my prejudiced attitudes
about you, all other things being equal Laboratory experiments
have confirmed this prediction For example, children who be-
lieved that they must inevitably eat a previously dishiked vegeta-
ble began to convince themselves that the vegetable wasn’t 50
bad ** Similarly, college women who hnew they were going to
have to work mtimately with 2 woman who had several positive
and negauve qualities developed a great fondness for that woman
before they even met her, this did not occur when they were 7ot
led to anucipate working with her n the future 2

*It should be noted that the study alluded to 1n this paragraph took
%!ac: n public housmg projects rather than in private residential areas.
hus 15 a crucial factor that will be discussed 1n 2 moment
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Admttedly, 1t's a far cry from a bowl of vegetables to rela-
tions between blachs and whites Tew social psychologists are so
nawe as to believe that racial intolerance, which 15 deep scated,
can be elmnated by people reducing their dissonance through
coming to terms with what they beheve to be mnevitable events I
would suggest that, under 1deal conditions, such events can pro-
duce a dummution of hosule feelings 1n 705t mdividuals T will
discuss what 1 mean by “1ideal condrtions” n 2 moment, but first,
let us put a little more meat on those theoretical bones How
might the process of dissonance reduction take place? Imagine a
45-year-old white Southerner w hose 16 year-old daughter at-
tends a segregated school in the Deep South Let us assume that
he has a negative attitude toward blacks, based 1n part on his
belief that blacks are shiftless and lazy and that all black males are
oversexed and potential rapists Suddenly, the edict 15 handed
down by the Justice Department the following autumn, his fair-
haired, nubile daughter must go to an integrated school All of
the state and local officials, while perhaps ot liking the 1ded,
clearly convey the fact that there’s nothing that can be done 10
prevent 1t—1t’s the law of the Jand and 1t must be obeyed The
father might, of course, refuse to allow his child to obtam an edu-
cation, or he could send her to an expenstve private school But
such measures are either ternbly drastic of ternbly costly So he
decides that he must send her to an integrated school His cogm
tion that hs fair-haired young daughter must evitably attend
the same school with blacks 1s dissonant with his cognition [hl?t
blacks are shuftless rapists What does he do? My guess 15 that”c
will begin to re-examine hus beliefs about blacks Are they T:’ﬂ y
all that shiftless® Do they really g0 around rapmng people? Hi¢
may take another look—this time, with a strong inclination 10
look for the good quahties i blacks rather than o concotc)t Tllle

exaggerate bad, unaccepmble quahties 1 would guess thln\t, “);ul
time September rolls around, his atntude toward blachs o
have shifted 1n a positive direction Agam, this mﬂl)zs y \‘cr 321]
oversimplified But look at the advantages this process ﬂi eod That
mformation campaign A mechamsm has been tnggef ks
motvates the individual to alter his negauve stereotype ?
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This analysis strongly suggests that a particular kind of public
policy would be most potentially beneficial to society—a policy
that is the exact opposite of what has been generally recommend-
ed. As mentioned previously, following the 1954 Supreme Court
decision, there was a general feeling that integration must pro-
ceed slowly. Most public officials and many social scientists
believed that, in order to achieve harmonious racial relations, inte-
gration should be delayed until people could be re-educated to
become less prejudiced. In short, the general belief in 1954 was
that the behavior (integration) must follow a cognitive change.
My analysis suggests that the best way to produce eventual inter-
racial harmony would be to launch into behavioral change. More-
over, and most important, the sooner the individuals are made to
realize that integration is inevitable, the sooner their prejudiced
attitudes will begin to change. On the other hand, this process
can be (and has been) sabotaged by public officials through
fostering the belief that integration can be circumvented or de-
layed. This serves to create the illusion that the event is not in-
cvitable. In such circumstances, there will be no attitude change;
the result will be an increase in turmoil and disharmony. Let’s go
back to our previous example: if the father of the fair-haired
daughter is led (by the statements and tactics of a governor, a
mayor, a school-board chairman, or a local sheriff) to believe that
there’s a way out of integration, it is clear that he will feel no
need to re-examine his negative beliefs about blacks, The result is
apt to be violent opposition to integration.

] Consistent with this reasoning 1s the fact that, as desegrega-
tion has spread, favorable attitudes toward desegregation have
increased- in 1942, only 30 percent of the whites in this country
favored desegregated schools; by 1956, the figure rose to 49 per-
cent; finally, in 1970, as it became increasingly clear that school
descgregation was inevitable, fully 75 percent of the white popu-
lation was in favor of it. The change in the South (taken by it-
self) is even more dramatic: in 1942, only 2 percent of the whites
in the South favored integrated schools; in 1956, while most
southerners still believed that the ruling could be circumvented,
only 14 percent favored desegregation; but by 1970, as desegre-
gation continued, just under 50 percent favored it. Of course,
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:};i 3216:;1?0 lp;:ve that the reason people change their attitudes
segregation 1s that they are coming to terms with
what 15 inevitable—but 1t 5 highly suggesuve
In a careful analysss of the process and effects of school de-
segregation, Thomas Pettigrew raised the question of why vio
lence occurred during the desegregation of some communties,
such as Little Rock and Clnton, and not m others, such as Nor-
foll and Winston-Salem His conclusion, which lends further
support to our reasoning, was that wgolence has generally result-
ed 1n localities where at least some of the authorities give prior
hints that they would gladly return to segregation 1f disturbances
occurred, peaceful mtegration has generally followed firm and
forceful leadership ™ In other words, 1f people were not given
the opporturity to reduce dissonance, there was violence AS
early as 1953, Kenneth B Clark™ noticed the same phenomenon
during the desegregation n some of the border states He dis-
covered that immediate desegregation was far more effectve than
gradual desegregation Moreover, violence occurred 1n those
places where ambiguous or inconsistent policies Were emp]oyed
or where communuty leaders rended to vascilate The same hind
of thing happened when military units began to desegregate dur-
mng World War II trouble was greatest where policies were
ambiguous **

Jways Equal In the pre-

But All Other Things Are Not A4
Lified view of a very com”

ceding section, I presented an oversimp
plex phenomenon I did this mntentionally as 2 Way of ndicaung
how things can proceed theoretically undet 1deal conditions But
conditions are seldom 1deal There are almost always some com-
phcatng circumstances Let us now look at some of the complt-
cations, and then proceed to discuss how these complications
might be elimmated or reduced dman
‘When 1 discussed the fact that pre]udlce was rcd?ce (;:[ "
mntegrated housing project, 1 note of the a[crto e
was a public housing projec nsate 00 ong
1f 1t involves privately owne there 1sb:l hood
belief among whtes that when blachs ghbo! con:
real-estate values decrease This behef mie

d houses Pamanily,
move 1nto a net

introduces econo
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flict and competition, which mitigate against the reduction of
prejudiced attitudes. Indeed, systematic investigations of inte-
grated private housing shows an increase in prejudiced attitudes
among the white residents.*

Moreover, as I mentioned, the experiments on the psychology

of inevitability were done in the laboratory where the dislikes
involved were almost certainly not as intense as racial prejudice.
Although it is encouraging to note that these findings were paral-
leled by the data from desegregation in the real world, it would
be naive and misleading to conclude that the way to desegrega-
tion will always be smooth as long as individuals are given the
opportunity to come to terms with inevitability. Frequently,
trouble begins once desegregation starts. This is due, in part, to
the fact that the contact between black and white children (es-
pecially if it is begun in high school) is usually not equal-status
contact. Picture the scene: A 16-year-old black from a poor
family, after being subjected to 2 second-rate education, is sud-
denly dropped into a learning situation in 2 predominately white
middle-class school taught by white middle-class teachers, where
he finds he must compete with middle-class whites who have
been reared to hold middle-class values. In effect, he is thrust into
a highly competitive situation for which he is unprepared, a situ-
ation in which the rules are not his rules and the payoffs are made
ff)r al?ilities that he has not yet developed. He is competing in a
situation that, psychologically, is far removed from his home turf.
Ix:omcally enough, these factors tend to produce a diminution of
his -self-csteem~the very factor that led to the Supreme Court
decision in the first place.*

Thus, 2 newly desegregated high school is typically a tense
place. It is natural for black students to attempt to raise their self-
esteem. One way of raising self-esteem is to stick together, lash
out at whites, assert their individuality, reject white values and
white leadership, and so on.®*

Let me sum np the discussion thus far: (1) Equal status con-
tact under the ideal conditions of no economic conflict can and
does produce increased understanding and a diminution of preju-
dice.® (2) The psychology of inevitability can and does sct up
pressurcs to reduce prejudiced attitudes, and can set the stage for
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smooth, nonviolent school desegregation, under deal conditions
(3) Where economic conflict 1s present (as in integrated neigh-
borhoods of private domiciles) there 15 an increase in prejudiced
attitudes (4) Where school desegregation results in a compet-
tve situation 1nvolving serious mequities for blacks, there 1s often
an ncrease m hosulity of blacks toward whites that 15 at least
partally due to an artempt to regain some lost self esteem
Interdependence—A Possible Solution The tension that 15
frequently the mital result of school desegregation reminds me
somewhat of the behavior of the children in the experiment by
Muzafer Shenf and hus colleagues ™' Recall that tension and hos-
tility were produced between two groups by placing them 11
situations of conflict and competition Once the hosulity was
established, 1t could no longer be reduced smply by removing
the conflicts and the competition As a matter of fact, once dis-
trust was firmly established, bringing the groups together
equal status, noncompetittve situations served to increase the hos-
tlity and distrust For example, the children in these groups had
trouble with each other even when they were simply situng near
each other watching a movie
How did Shenf eventually succeed 1n reducing the hostility ?
By placing these groups of children 1n situations 10 W hich they
were mutually mterdependent—s1tuations un which they had 1
cooperate with each other 1 order to accomplish therr goal For
example, the investigators set up 0 emergency siuation by dam
aging the water supply system The only way that the sy ng“
could be repured wasif the children coopcr:m:d immedntely On
another occasion, the camp truch broke down whi
:: i;cn(c):c:s:: A In order t0 B (Ihcllt{lll‘zll\s%(:uﬁl n:nl} be
y to pullitup a rather steep 1t
accomplished if all of the luds pulled together—Tc§
whether they w ere Bulldogs or Red De.ils Ly entually,
1 diminution of hosule feelngs and negative stereoty Pl?{l!)cncr
boz1 s }r‘mdc fricnds 1cross grou'ps, they bclgan to gee along .
and they began to cooperate spontancousty
Thc)kc}'gf ctor scc;r)ns to br; et mterdepe ”‘”"rc_:i::; l11:1\
tion wherein the mdiiduals need one 100t her an "lf? “Cfm]"h ;
one another 1 order to accomplish tharr goal Lnfornt
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this kind of situation is not characteristic of most classrooms.
Typically, children in a classroom are isolated entities, competing
with each other during class or on exams for the respect and at-
tention of the teacher. Because historical forces have made the
classroom a laboratory for desegregation effects, the atmosphere
of intense competitiveness is unfortunate—especially when the
groups concerned tend to be competing on unequal terms.
Although competitiveness in the classroom is typical, it is not
inevitable. Many classrooms are conducted in a more cooperative
vein, and more could be conducted in that manner. In a recent
study, my colleagues and I observed both the performance of
children and their mutual attraction in a cooperative classroom
atmosphere.* Specifically, in two fifth-grade classrooms, children
were divided into five-member learning groups. A few of the
groups were taught some material (biographies of famous Ameri-
cans) in the traditional manner—a teacher communicated the
material, drilled her students, posed questions, and so on. A few
of the groups learned the material without a teacher in an inter-
dependent manner. In this situation, each child was given one
paragraph of the biography to study. He then tried to communi-
cate it to his learning group. This is analogous to giving each per-
son a piece of a jig-saw puzzle. There was no opportunity to
compete and there was no teacher to please—rather, each child
depended upon all of the others in order to learn the material.
The results showed that the mutually interdependent group
learned the material as well as the more traditional (competitive)
group; but the children in the interdependent group increased
their liking for each other to a greater extent than the children in
ﬂ}c more tra_dmonal learning group. In a similar vein, Dorothy
Singer® studied several integrated fifth-grade classrooms in which
a cooperative atmosphere had been initiated. She found that
white children in these classrooms were less prejudiced against
blacks than were children in segregated fifth-grade classrooms.
Although interdependence is certainly a promising strategy,
it should be clear to the reader that the problem of prejudice is 2
complex one, and that there are no cheap solutions. We once felt
that prejudice could be reduced through mass education or mere-
ly by increasing contact between ethnic groups. These tech-
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miques, taken by themselves, are not very effecive And yet,
prejudice 1s on the wane, this 1s encouraging Recall that, at one
time, 1t was argued that desegregation would be mmpossible, 1t
was once believed that a good deal of prejudice 1s generally the
the result of a deeply rooted personality disorder that must be
cured before desegregation can proceed The evidence indicates
that, for the vast majonity of individuals, this has not been true
the first wedge 1 the diminution of prejudice 15 desegregation
In the words of Thomas Pettigrew, one of our most tireless 1n-
vestigators 1n this area,

Some cynics have argued that successful racial desegregation 1n
the South will require an importation of tens of thousands of
psychotherapists and therapy for milhions of blgoted southern-
ers Fortunately for desegregation, psychotherapxsts, and south-
erners, this will not be necessary, 2 thorough repatterning of
southern 1nterracial behavior will be sufficient therapy 1n
1self 4

Altho“gh Petugrew may have been overly opumistic, 1t seems as
though we are begimming to learn how prejudice can be reduced

In the next two chapters, we will broaden the base of our dis-
cussion on prejudice and prejudice reduction In Chapter 7, ¥ ::
will look at the positive or negauve feelings that a person cah
have for another, and mvestigate why some ndividuals ike ;ack
other and some dislike cach other In Chapter 8 W< will do:
at a techmque aimed at mcreasing interpersonal understanding
through honest face-to-face communication
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Attraction: Why People
Like Each Other

Tarly in thus book I described several situations, 1n the Jaboratory
and 1n the real world, 1n which people turned their bachs on the
needs of therr fellow human beings 1 mentoned cidents 11
which people watched someone being Lilled without attempting
to help, in which people walked casually by, around, and overd
woman with a broken leg lying on 3 Fifth Avenuc adewalk, 1
which people, hearing a woman 1 the next room apparently fall
off a step ladder and injure herself, did not s0 much as 2
needed assistance 1 also described 2 situation 10 W hich peo
went a step further by nppnrently causing a person to suffer
severe pamn a large number of individuals, blind obedience 0
the commands of an authority figures contnued t0 adminuster
ses ere electric shocks to another human betng cven after the per-
son screamed in pan, pounded on the door, begged 1o be releaseds
and then fell into an ominous silence Fnally,

sk af she
plC

= saw how people:
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through fear, hate, and prejudice, can deprive one another of
thewr civil nights, rob one another of their freedom, and even
destroy one another
‘With all of these events sn mind, I asked if there 1s any way
to duminish aggression and to encourage people to take responsi-
bility for the welfare of their fellow human bemngs In this chap-
ter, I will ask this question 1n a more formal manner what do we
know about the factors that cause one person to like another?
The question 1s almost certamly an ancient one The first
amateur soctal psychologist, who must have lived 1n a cave, un-
doubtedly wondered what he could do to make the fellow m 2
nearby cave like him more or dislike him less—or, at least, to make
him refram from clubbing him on the head Perhaps he bared his
teeth as 2 means of showing his neighbor that he was tough and
might bite a chunk out of the latter’s leg, if the nexghbor behaved
aggressively As luck would have 1t, this simple gesture worked,
and the baring of teeth, now called a smle, gradually evolved 1nto
a social convention—a way of getung people not to hurt us and
perhaps even to like us Charles Darwin presents an mteresting
discusston of this phenomenon 1 a kittle book called The Express-
sion of Emotions mn Man and Animals *

After several thousand years, people are still speculating about
the antecedents of attraction—how to get the guy at the next
desk, 1n the next house, or 1n the next country to like us more, of
at least to refrain from puttng us down or trymg to destroy us
What do we know about the causes of attraction® When I ask
my friends why they Iike some of thetr acquaintances better than
others, I get a wide variety of responses The most typical re-
sponses are that people like most (1) those whose beliefs and
mterests are similar to their own, (2) those who have some skills,
abilities, or competencies, (3) those with some pleasant or “ad
mirble” qualities, such as loyalty, reasonableness, honesty, and
Lindness, and (4) those who Iike them 1n return

These reasons make good sense They are also consistent with
the advice given by Dale Carnegie 1n a book with the chillingly
mantpulative utle How to Win Friends and Infuence People*
Manipulauve utle notwithstanding, this interpersonal recipe book



Attraction Why People Like Each Other 20§

seems to have been exactly what people were looking for 1t
proved to be one of the best sellers of all ume And 1t wasn't
simply conforming Amenicans who were looking for stmple for-
mulae for pleasing people the book was translated mto thirty-
five different languages and was avidly read around the globe
Carnegie’s advice 15 decepuvely sunple of you want someone to
like you, be pleasant, pretend that you Iike him, feign an 1nterest
n things that he’s nterested 1n, “dole out praise lavishly,” and be
agreeable

Is 1t true® Are these tactics effectiv
are effective There are data from well controlled laboratory
experiments that indicate that we like people with pleasant char-
acteristics more than those with unpleasant characteristics®, W€
like people who agree with us more than people who disagree
with us, we like people who like us more than people who dis-
like us, we like people who cooperate with us more than people
who compete with us, we ltke people who praise us mor¢ than
people who criticize us, and so on These aspects of interpersonal
attraction can be gathered under one sweepIng generalizanion
we like people whose behavior provides us with maximum rew ard
at minimum cost *

It should be readily apparent that a general reward theory of
attraction covers a great deal of ground For example, 1t ¥ oul
allow us to explamn the fact that we like people ¥ ho are pretty
more than people who are homely, because pretty people brag us

‘aesthetic” rewards ® At the same time, 16 ¥ ould allow ustopre
dict that we will like people with opinion® simlar® 0 OUrS
because, when we run nto such pcoplc. they rew ard us by Pr[:"
viding us with consensual validation for our bcllcfs‘—th:t 15, by
helping us to believe that our opintons are “correct’ Morco(;ccl:
as we Iearned 1n the preceding chapter, 01 way that prel¥ :m
and hostility can be reduced 1s by mampulating the c:m.xmrm:hcr
m such 1 way that indi1duals cooperate with cach other 7 il
than compete Another way of staung tht s that COOP<
ation leads to attraction Thus, whether the cn:lYOH’“‘"
cnts,
:IIT;::S):\C;[S“}:\' :l:nc;\ furafer Shlfng,snc;;}::nmd by Aronson €
N pcnmcnts Yy 5

&> To a imsted extent they



206 The Social Animal

there is an increase in mutual attraction if people spend some time
cooperating with each other. Cooperative behavior is clearly re-
warding by definition—a person who cooperates with us is giving
us aid, listening to our ideas, making suggestions, and sharing our
load.

A general reward-cost theory can explain a great deal of
human attraction, but not all of it—the world is not that simple.
For example, a reward-cost theory of attraction would lead us to
suspect that, all other things being equal, we would like people
who live in close proximity to us, because we can get the same
reward at less cost by traveling a short distance than we can by
traveling a great distance. Indeed, it does tend to be true that peo-
ple do seem to have more friends who live close by than friends
who live far away; but this does not necessarily mean that it is
their physical proximity that makes them attractive: their physi-
cal proximity may simply make it easier to get to know them, and
once we get to know them, we tend to like them. Moreover, a5
we pointed out earlier in this book, individuals also like things or
people for which or for whom they have suffered. For example,
in an experiment by Judson Mills and me,*® we saw that people
who went through an unpleasant initiation in order to become
members of a group liked that group better than did those who
became members by paying a smaller price in terms of time and
effort. Where is the reward? The reduction of suffering? The

reduction of dissonance? How does the reward become attached
to the group? It is not clear.

Moreover, simply knowing that something is rewarding does
not'necessarily help us to predict or understand a person’s be-
havior. For example, recall that, in Chapters 2, 3 and 4, we ana-
lyzed why a person conforms and why he changes his attitudes,
and we discussed several reasons: out of a desire to win praise, to
be liked, to avoid ridicule; out of a desire to identify with some-
one whom he respects or admires; out of a desire to be right; or
out of a desire to justify his own behavior. In some way, all of
these behaviors make sense, or feel good, or both, and therefore
can be considered rewards. But simply to label them as rewards
tends to obscure the fact that there are important differences in
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land among them Although both the desire to be right and the
desire to avoid nidicule, when graufied, produce a state of sats-
facuon, 1t 1s frequently the case that the behaviors a person must
employ to graufy these needs are opposite 1n kind For example,
m judging the size of a line, a person might conform to group
pressure out of a desire to avord ridicule, but he might deviate
from the unammous opimion of the other group members out of
a desire to be nght Lattle understanding 1s gamed by covering
both behaviors with the blanket phrase “reward " For the social
psychologst, a far more important task 1s to attempt to determ ne
the conditions under which one or the other course of acton wall
be taken This point will become clearer as we begin to discuss
some of the research on interpersonal attraction

The Effects of Praise and Favors

»
Recall that Dale Carnegie advised us to “dole out prasse lavishly
That makes sense surely, we can “win friends” by praising our
teachers’ 1deas or our employees’ efforts But does 1t nh}:ﬂ)’f
work® Let’s take a closer look Common sense suggests that there
are situations m which criicism mighe be more useful than pr:us:r
For example, suppose you are a brand new college mstrunct "
lecturing to a class full of graduate students and prescntrln %rc
theory that you are developing In the rear of the c]nssrloo o
two students One of these fellows 15 nodding and smt m[%tlon
looks as though he 15 1n rapture At the close of your p(;eS}C\:[ oul:
he comes up and tells you tha you are a gerius an td )hcar
1deas are the most brilliant he’s ever heard It feels goo dw wis
that, of course But the other fellow shahes his hcr‘dd:mhc s;(;)mcs
occasionilly during your presentation and af(fcr“ :_ ;hcof) that
up and tells you that there are several aspects 0 ) ° me detat
don’t make sense Morcover, he pomts these out xs soou realize
That evening, while rummnaung on what was " )h basically
that tne remarks made by the second person. nlth(;ugccd you to
tncorrect, contamed a few worthw hule points and : ; sigmficant
rethin a few of your assumptions Ths lcads you t
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modification of your theory. Which of these two people will you
like better? T don’t know. Although praise is clearly rewarding,
disagreement that leads to improvement may carry its own re-
wards. Because 1 am, at this point, unable to predict, in advance,
which of these behaviors is more rewarding, it is impossible to be
sure which of the two students you will like better.

Let us take a different example, one that involves the attribu-
tion of ulterior motives to the praiser. Suppose that Sam is a
draftsman, and that he produces an excellent set of blueprints. His
boss says, “Nice work, Sam.” That phrase will almost certainly
function as a reward, and Sam’s liking for his boss will probably
increase. But suppose Sam is having an off day and produces a
sloppy set of blueprints—and knows it. The boss comes along and
emits the exact same phrase in exactly the same tone of voice.
Will that phrase function as a reward in this situation? I am not
sure. Sam sy interpret the statement as his boss’s attempt to be
encouraging and nice, even in the face of a poor performance;
and because of the boss’s display of considerateness, Sam may
come to like him even more than he would have had he, in fact,
done a good job. On the other hand, Sam may attribute all kinds
of ulteriqr motives to his boss: he may leap to the conclusion that
his boss is being sarcastic, manipulative, dishonest, nondiscrimi-
nating, patronizing, or stupid—any one of which could reduce
Sam’s lll.ung for him. A general reward-cost theory loses a good
deal of its value if our definition of what constitutes a reward is
not clear. As situations become complex, we find that such gen-
eral noti9ns decrease in value, because a slight change in the social
context in which the reward is provided can change a “reward”

into a punishment.

_Rcsenrch in this area indicates that, although people like to be
pr:us.ed and tend to like the praiser,’* they also dislike being
manipulated. If the praise is too lavish, if it seems unwarranted, or
(most important) if the praiser is in a position to benefit from
ingratiating himself, then he is not liked very much, Edward E.
Jones and his students'? have carried our a great deal of research
on this problem. In a typical experiment, an accomplice watched
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4 young woman being interviewed, and then proceeded to evalu-
ate her. The evaluations were prearranged so that some women
heard a positive evaluation, some heard a negative evaluation, and
some heard a neutral evaluation. In one experimental condition,
the evaluator was supplied with an ulterior motive: in this condi-
tion, the subjects were informed in advance that the evaluator
was a graduate student who needed subjects for her own experi-
ment, and would be asking her (the subject) to volunteer. The
results showed that subjects liked those evaluators who praised
them better than those who provided them with a negative evalu-
ation—but there was a sharp drop in how much they liked tl}e
praiser with the ulterior motive. As Jones puts it, “flattery will
get you somewbere.”
By the same token, we like people who do us favors. Favors
can be considered rewards, and we do tend to like people wlgo
provide us with this kind of reward. For example, in 2 (Elnssllc
study by Helen Hall Jennings,® it was shown that, among girls in
a reformatory, the most popular were those who p'er.ff)rmed the
most services for others—specifically, those who initiated new
and interesting activities and helped other gitls become a part of
these activities. Our liking for people who do us favors extends
even to situations in which these favors are not intentional. This
was demonstrated by Albert and Bernice Lott* 1n an f:xpcrxn}cnt
on young children, The researchers organized children _mtg
groups of three for the purpose of playing a game that con]sxst;:
of choosing various pathways on a board. Those who were uch);
enough to choose the safe pathways won the game; mal\mg' t]k
wrong choice led to disaster. The children were, m'Cff ect, wa &
ing single file in an imaginary mine field, whose mines r?mf::f)f
active even after they were exploded. If the child at the rof e
the line chose the wrong path, he was “blown up (out 0 &f-
game), and the child next in line would, of course, choose :i x;w
ferent path. Leaders who happened to choose corrcctlyl]" indi-
others to a successful completion of the game. The results ]f o
cated that those children who were rewarded (by nm‘qng'lﬁ‘ Co)t'
at the goal) showed a greater liking for their teammates (who,
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course, had been instrumental in helping them achieve the re-
ward) than did those children who did not reach the final goal.
In short, we like people who contribute to our victory more than
those who do not—even if they had no intention of doing us a
favor.

But, as with those who praise us, we do not always like people

who do favors for us; specifically, we do not like people whose
favors seem as though they may have some strings attached to
them. Such strings constitute a threat to the freedom of the re-
ceiver, People do nor like to receive gifts, if a gift is expected in
return; moreover, people do not like to receive favors from indi-
viduals who are in a position to benefit from that favor. Let’s take
an example: If you were 2 teacher, you might enjoy receiving
gifts from your students. On the other hand, you might be made
pretty uncomfortable if a borderline student presented you with
an expensive gift just before you were about to grade his term
paper. Strong support for this reasoning comes from an experi-
ment by Jack Brehm and Ann Cole.” In this experiment, college
students were asked to participate in a study (which the experi-
menter characterized as important) in which they would be giv-
ing their first impressions of another person. As each subject was
waiting for the experiment to begin, the “other person™ (actually
a stooge) asked permission to leave the room for a few moments.
Ix} one condition, he simply returned after a while and resumed
his seat. In the other condition, he returned carrying two cokes—
one for himself and one for the subject. Subsequently, each sub-
ject was asked to help the stooge perform a dull task. Interesting-
ly enough, those students who had not been given the coke by the
stooge were more likely to help him than those who had been
given the coke.

_The upshot of this research is that favors and praise are not
universal rewards. For a starving rat or a starving person, a bowl
of dry cereal is 2 reward—it is a reward during the day or during
the nigh, in winter or in summer, if offered by a male or by 2
female, and so on. Simiilarly, for a drowning man, a rescue launch
is a reward under all circumstances. That is, such rewards are
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“erans-situational ” But praise, favors, and the like are not trans
situational  whether or not they function as rewards depends
upon minor situational variatons, some of which can be extreme-
ly subtle Indeed, as we have seen, praise and favors can even
function to make the prasser or the favor doer less attractive than
he would have been had he kept lus mouth shut or kept hus hands
1n his pockets Thus, Dale Carnegie’s advice 1s not always sound
If you want someone to like you, doing him a favor as a tech-
nique of mngratiation 1 indeed risky
Getung someone to do you a favor 1s 2 more certam way of
using favors to increase your attractiveness Recall that, m Chap
ter 4, 1 described a phenomenon that we called “the justification
of cruelty ” Briefly, [ pomted out that, if a person causes harm to
another, he will attempt to justify his behavior by derogaung the
vicim We are now prepared to take a look at the other stde of
that com 1f we do someone a favor, we must justify this action
by convincing ourselves that the recipient of this favor 1s an at
tractive, likeable, deserving sort of fellow In effect, we will say
to ourselves, “Why 1 the world did I go to all of thus effort '(or
spend all of this money, or whatever) for Sam? Because Sam’s 2

hell of a nice guy, that’s why!”

This 1dea was put 10 the expert
Dawid Landy * In this expeniment, ted
concept formation task that enabled ¢hem to win a rathel e
stantial sum of money After the experiment was over, om;l e
of the subjects were approached by the €xperimenter, wn;)md
plamed that he was using his own funds for the etpherllr]nefor“d
was running short—which would mean that he nught be

¢ As a special favor to me,

to stop the expenment He asked, p et one
would you mind returning the money you won

hed, not b, the expcnmcmcr,
O s dopa mentaL s aPPmﬂC‘:ho asked{hem of they would

but by the departmental secretarys lory depart-
return the money as 2 special favor to the psyc}_}_oh:gr); m:ul:nng

ment's research fund, which Wos r‘ll\m:i“tlg r]e(’::/m thetr wInmngs
were not ashe!
one thied of the subjects the subjects were ashed to

as a special favor to anyone Frnally,

mental test by Jon Jecker and
students pamcnpated mn a2
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fill out a questionnaire in which they got a chance to rate the
experimenter. Those subjects who had been cajoled into doing a
special favor for the experimenter found him most attractive—
they had convinced themselves that he was a decent, deserving
fellow.

Similar results were obtained in an experiment by Melvin
Lerner and Carolyn Simmons, in which groups of subjects were
allowed to observe a student who appeared to be receiving a series
of electric shocks as part of an experiment in learning. After
watching for a while, some groups of subjects were allowed to
vote (by private ballot) on whether or not the “victim” should
continue to receive electric shocks. Other groups of subjects
were not allowed to vote on this procedure. All subjects who
were allowed to vote did, indeed, vote for the termination of the
shock§; but some groups of voting subjects were successful in
effecting a termination of the shocks, while others were not. It
turned out that the subjects who were successful at stopping the
shocks rated the victim as significantly more attractive than did
Fhose who were not allowed to vote, or those whose vote was
ineffective. Thus, doing a favor for someone will increase your

liking for him, but only if the effort that you expend results in a
successful outcome.

Personal Attributes

As T have already mentioned, there are several personal character-
istics that play an important role in determining the extent to
which a person will be liked. In this section, we will examine two
of the most important: competence and physical attractiveness.

. Competence. It would seem obvious that, all other things
b.emg.equnl, the more competent a person is, the more we will
like him. This is probably because people have a need to be right;
we stand a better chance of being right if we surround ourselves
with highly able, highly competent people. But, as we continue
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to learn m this chapter, factors that determme interpersonal at-
traction are often complex, they cannot always be spelled out
simple terms As for competence, there 15 a great deal of appar-
ently paradoxical evidence 1 the research literature that demon-
strates that, i problem-solving groups, the participants who are
considered to be the most competent and the best 1dea men tend
1ot to be the ones who are best liked ** How can we explain this
apparent paradox® One possibility 15 that, although we like to be
around competent people, a person who has a great deal of ability
may make us uncomfortable He may seem unapproachable, dis-
tant, superhuman If this were true, we might like him more were
he to show some evidence of fallibility For example, 1f a person
were a briliant mathematician as well as a great basketball player
and a fastidious dresser, [ might Jike hum better if, every oncema
while, he misadded a column of numbers, blew an easy layup, or
appeared i public with a gravy stain on his tie
Several years ago, I was speculatng about this phenomenon
when 1 chanced upon some starthng data from a Gallup poll
when John Kennedy was President, his personal popularity acrg-
ally increased immeduately after his abortive attempt €0 m}fﬂhc
Cuba at the Bay of Pigs n 1961 Thus was starthing, 1n vxewlo (ti e
fact that this attempted mvasion was sucha phenomenal blun e;'
that 1t was immediately dubbed (and ssstll commonl>y kr}:own asa
“the Bay of Pigs fiasco ™ What can we make of 1t This was :
situation 1n which a nauonal leader comml;ltetd 0)!“';l :df f::lt;rc);s
truly great blunders (v until that ume, that 1S N i
lous>l’y,g people came to 11}17<e um l:norcbfmr‘l l‘t‘[(:zll;z:fg:e possibil
1ty 15 that John Kennedy may have be€
yZung. hm;]dsome, brlghz thi,y, charming, and athlettc, hewasa

wvar hero, nd an
T Olltlcﬂl s(mtegxst, aw
racious reader, a maste P r o

| pan
uncomplaining endurer of physical pain, o one bo
(who spoke several foreign languages), TWO cute k:: :w(dcncc oy

and one girl), and 2 talented, close knit famxlglusn%x:r) T bave

fallibility (like being res onsible for a major ‘
szr\lrezllt):) Enlake hmi; mo};e human n the public eye and, hence

more likeable
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Alas, this is only one of several possible explanations, and (as
the reader knows all too well by now) the real world is no place
to test such a hypothesis. In the real world, there are too many
things happening simultaneously, any one of which could have
increased Kennedy’s popularity. For example, after the fiasco
occurred, President Kennedy did not try to make excuses or to
pass the buck; rather, he manfully accepted full responsibility for
the blunder. This selfless action could have done much to make
him more attractive in the eyes of the populace. In order to test
the proposition that evidence of fallibility in a highly competent
person may make him better liked, an experiment was needed.
One of the great advantages of an experiment is that it eliminates
or controls extraneous variables (such as the selfless assumption of
responsibility) and allows us, therefore, to assess the effect of one
variable on another more accurately.

1 performed such an experiment in collaboration with Ben
Willerman and Joanne Floyd.** Each subject listened to a simple
tape recording featuring one of four stimulus persons: (1) a
nearly perfect person; (2) a nearly perfect person who commits
a clumsy blunder; (3) a mediocre person; and (4) a mediocre
person who commits a clumsy blunder. In preparation, each sub-
ject was told that he would be listening to a person who was a
candidate for the “College Quiz Bowl],” and that he would be
asked to rate the candidate by the kind of impression he made, by
how likeable he seemed, and so forth. Fach tape consisted of an
interview between the candidate (stimulus person) and an inter-
viewer, and contained a set of extremely difficult questions posed
by the interviewer; the questions were of the kind that are gen-
erally asked on the “College Quiz Bowl.” On one tape, the stimu-
lus person showed a high degree of competence—indeed, he
seemed to be virtually perfect, answering 92 percent of the ques-
tions correctly—and, in the body of the interview, when asked
about his activities in high school, he modestly admitted that he
had been an honor student, the editor of the yearbook, and a
member of the track team. On another tape, the stimulus person
(actually the same actor using the same tone of voice) was pre-
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sented as a person of average ability: he answered only 30 percent
of the questions correctly and, during the interview, he admitted
that he had received average grades in high school, had been a
proofreader on the yearbook staff, and that he had tried out for
the track team but had failed to make it. On the other two
recordings (one of the “superior” person and one of the “aver-
age” person), the stimulus person committed an embarrassing
blunder: near the end of the interview, he clumsily spilled a cup
of coffee all over himself. This “pratfall” was created by making
a tape recording that included sounds of commotion and clatter,
the scraping of a chair, and the anguished voice of the stimulus
person saying, “Oh my goodness, T've spilled coffee all over my
new suic.” To achieve maximum control, this tape was repro-
duced, and one copy was spliced onto 2 copy of the tape of the
superior person, while the other copy was spliced onto a copy ©
the tape of the average person. This gave us four experxmenta(;
conditions: (1) a person of superior ability who blundefed, an
(2) one who did not; and (3) a person of average abulity who
blundered, and (4) one who did not. 4
The superior person who committed a l_)lunder was rat{;l mgst
attractive; the average person who committed the same blunt 'er
was rated least attractive. The perfect person (no blunder) was
second in attractiveness, and the mediocre person (no bl““d?l")
finished third. Clearly, there was nothing inherently at;r:}Ct(li\ig
about the simple act of spilling 3 cup of coffee: althoug l;[mk-
serve to 2dd an endearing dimension to the perfect person],{c the
ing him more attractive, the same action seryed to ma
i diocre and, hence,
mediocre person appear that much more mc e 10
less attractive. This experiment presents .Stro‘rilgcr :‘of ompe-
support our contention that, alth?ugh a high _ngrtcof falbbiley
wence dOES make a Person attractive, some evl enl
increases his attractiveness still further.
Physical Attractiveness. Ask a teacheroran employer ¥ heth

; effect in
er a man’s handsomeness or 2 woman’s beauty hﬁ:ﬂ;‘c‘} S most
determining his or her advancement, salary, o BFCE
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Alas, this 1s only one of several possible explanations, and (as
the reader knows all too well by now) the real world 1s no place
to test such a hypothesis In the real world, there are too many
things happening simultaneously, any one of which could have
mcreased Kennedy’s popularity For example, after the fiasco
occurred, President Kennedy did not try to make excuses or to
pass the buck, rather, he manfully accepted full responstbihity for
the blunder Thus selfless action could have done much to make
him more attractive 1n the eyes of the populace In order to test
the proposttion that evidence of fallibility 1n 2 highly cempetent
person may make him better liked, an experiment was nceded
One of the great advantages of an experiment 1s that 1t ehminates
or controls extraneous variables (such as the selfless assumption of
responsibility) and allows us, therefore, to assess the effect of one
varable on another more accurately

1 performed such an experiment n collaboration with Ben
Willerman and Joanne Floyd ** Fach subject Listened to a simple
tape recording featuring one of four sumulus persons (1) 2
nearly perfece person, (2) a nearly perfect person who commuts
a clumsy blunder, (3) a mediocre person, and (4) a mediocre
person who commits a clumsy blunder In preparation, each sub-
ject was told that he would be hstening to a person who was a
candidate for the “College Quiz Bowl,” and that he would be
asked to rate the candidate by the kind of impression he made, by
how likeable he seemed, and so forth Fach tape consisted of an
mnterview between the candidate (sumulus person) and an inter-
viewer, and contained a set of extremely difficult questions posed
by the iterviewer, the questions were of the kind that are gen-
erally asked on the “College Quiz Bowl ” On one tape, the stimu-
lus person showed a high degree of competence—mdeed, he
seemed to be virtually perfect, answering 92 percent of the ques-
tions correctly—and, in the body of the mnterview, when asked
about his activities 1n hugh school, he modestly admitted that he
had been an honor student, the edtor of the yearbook, and 2
member of the track team On another tape, the sumulus person
(actually the same actor using the same tone of voice) was pre-
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Iiked whom among the children themselves The clearest results
were obtaned for the males the physically attractve boys were
liked better than the physically unattractive boys Moreover, un
attractive boys were considered to be more aggressive than their
attractive counterparts, and, when the children were asked to
name the classmates that “scared them,” they tended to nommate
the unattractive children Of course, 1t may be that the homely
boys were more aggressive and did behave 1 a more scary man
ner The researchers did not observe the actual behavior of the
children 1 the nursery school At the same ume, there 15 inde
pendent evidence that people do tend to attribute less blame to
physically attractve kuds, regardless of the facts This datum
emerges from another study by Karen Dion * Women were
asked to examine reports of rather severe classroom disturbances,
apparently written by 2 ceacher Attached to each report wasa
photo of the child who was sard to have minated the disturbance
In some mstances, the photo was that of an attractive boy or gul,
1 others, the photo was that of an anattractive boy or gul The
women tended to place more blame on the unattractive children,
and to leap to the conclusion that this was part of their everyday
behavior When the child was pretured as phystcally artractive,
however, adults tended to excuse their disruptive behavior .ﬁs
one woman put 1t, ¢ she plays well with everyone, but bee
anyone else, a bad day can occur Her cruelty ~ need nlot :
taken too seriously ” ‘When a physlcally unattractive gut') :iwn
pictured as the culpnt 1n exactly the same situation disclrll Zhlid
exactly the same way, a typical respondent sad Ithlm c: eteach
would be quite bratty and ‘would probably bea probl ﬁm Ohll dren
ers She would probably try to pick @ fight with other ©
her ownage  Allwnall she would be 2 real problem 4 looking
Finally, Harold Sigall and I#* demonstrated that goo for better
women have more 1mpact on us than homely womeg—to ocar
or for worse In this experyment, a woman wg;hma‘sas ac}::};m
either physically attractive or unattractive 15 d, m the un
plished by taking a naturally beautiful Womfi;‘1 E‘:ﬂ; clothings
attractive condition, provxdmg her with loose, 2 g
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will laugh and indicate that the question 1s absurd, but ask um
whether he’s aware of the physical attractiveness of his students
or employees and (1f he’s honest) he'll probably admt that he 1s
Chances are that their physical attractiveness will affect hus judg-
ment of them, whether he realizes 1t or not Several experiments
have underscored what many of us have long suspected 1f you
want people to ike you and treat you well, it pays to be beautiful
‘We like beautiful and handsome people better than homely peo-
ple, and we attribute all kinds of good characterstics to them
In one study by Elaine Walster and her assoctates,? students
at the University of Mimnesota were randomly matched by com-
puter for blind dates They had previously been given a battery of
personality tests Which of their many charactenstics determined
whether or not they liked each other® Was 1t thewr mascu-
himty, femimty, dommance, submusston, dependence, independ-
ence, mtelligence, or attitude similariy? It was none of these
things The one determinant of whether or not 2 couple hiked
each other and actually repeated their date was ther physwal
attracuveness If a handsome man was paired with a bewnful
woman, they were most likely to desire to see each other again
In another study, Karen Dion and her colleagues® showed
college students photographs of three other college age p60p1€v
one was physically attractive, one was average, and the third was
unattractive The subjects were asked to rate each of the people
deprcted on these photographs on twenty-seven different person-
ality traus, and were asked to rate their future happmess The
physically attractive people were assigned by far the most desir-
able trauts and the greatest prognosis for happiness This was true
whether it was men raung men, men rating women, women rat-
mg men, or women ratmg women
Thus 15 not stmply a concert held by college students Karen
Dion and Ellen Berscheid®? found that, even as early as nursery
school, children are responsive to the physical attractiveness of
their peers In their study, Dion 1nd Berscheid first had several
independent judges (graduate students) rate the physical attrac-
tiveness of nursery-school students Then they determined who
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Please note that, thus far, our discussion of beauty has been
limited to “visual” beauty. But there are other kinds of beauty. It
turns out that our visual perception exercises a terribly conserva-
tive influcnce on our feclings and behavior, We are wedded to
our eyes—especially as a means of determining physical attrac-
tiveness. And as we have seen, once we have categorized a person
as pretty or homely, we tend to attribute other qualities to that
person—for example, pretty people are likely to strike us as being
more warm, sexy, exciting, and delightful than hom?l)'r people. In
the next chapter, I will be discussing sensitivity-training groups.
Some of these groups allow people to engage in nonvisual sensory
expcricnccs. For cxample. one such experiencz.e enables pcople to
“turn off their eyes” and become acquainted with each other sole-
ly through the sensc of touch. After participating in one of these
exercises, group members typically report 2 dramatic diminution
of their prior stereotypes. Basically, individuals find that there is
litle “homeliness” in a nonvisual situation. Moreover, particl-
pants are frequently astonished to learn that, for elemhpilci)te ;
incredibly warm, gentle, and sensitivq:: person thflt t’*}e)’ 3 p € 3
having a nonvisual encounter with is, “in reality,” the ““;‘Zh
looking guy with the pimples. I doubr that, after even oné shim
nonvisual encounter with him, a person could ever rela;e t:xtent
again as merely 2 funny-looking guy with pxmples. Tot : e
that such experiences can enable people to become a\x;ar o the
nonvisual aspects of beauty, some of the unfalrn;ss el:i?scuSSEd
inequitable distribution of physical beauty that we hav

may be reduced.

Similarity and Attraction

.- . While
Sam goes to a cockeail party and is W“Oduced tot}z(tﬂi;{y agree
they chat for only 2 few moments, it turns 03; of the income
completely on several issues, including the m;q iny\vorld historys
tax structure, the status of Douglas MacArt “tl"] rning homes Sam
and the superiority of Beefeater gin. Upon £€ deal and that he
announces to his wife that he likes Marty a great



218 The Social Anmmal

fiting her with a frizzy blond wig that did not quite match her
skin coloring, and making her complexion look olly and unwhole-
some Then, posing as a graduate student 1n clinical psychology,
she interviewed several college males At the close of the inter-
view, she gave each subject her own personal, chmcal evaluation
of lum Half of the subjects received evaluations that were highly
favorable, and the other half evaluations that were very unfavor-
able We found that, when she was homely, the men didn’t scem
to care much whether they received a good evaluation or a poor
evaluation from her in both situauons, they liked her a far
amount When she was beautiful, however they liked her a great
deal when she gave them a favorable evaluation, but, when she
gave them an unfavorable evaluation, they dishked her more than
m any of the other conditions Interestngly enough, although
the men who were evaluated negauvely by the attractive woman
sud that they didn’t hike her, they did express a great desire to
return 10 order to interact with her in a future experiment These
data seem to indicate that the negative evaluations from the beau-
tful woman were so important to the subjects that they wanted
the opportunity to return so as to induce her to change her evalu-
auons of them
Taking all of thus research mto consideration, 1t appears to be
true that physical beauty 1s more than skin deep We are more
affected by physically attractve people than by physically un-
attractive people, and unless we are specifically abused by them,
we tend to like them better Moreover, in situntions nvolving
trouble and turmonl, berutiful people tend to be given the benefit
of the doubt—they receive more favorable treatment than homely
people This begins at a very young age The disconcerting aspect
of these data 1s that there 1s 2 strong possibility that such prefer-
entinl treatment contains the seeds of a self fulfilling prophecy
we know that, 1f people are treated poorly (or well), it affects the
way they come to think of themselves Thus, homely children
may come to think of themselves as ‘ bad” or unloveable, if they
are continully ereated that way Ultumately, they may begimn to
behave 1 a way that 1s consistent with this self concept, a Way
that 1s consistent with how they were treated to begin with
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competence that a person feels when he nduces someone to con-
vert overcomes any tendency that he might have to acty ely dis-
like the other person for bemng the sort who would hold an
“awful” opinion to begin with

Liking Leads to Liking

There 15 stll another reason why we tend to like people who hold
opmions that are simlar to ours It may be that, all other things
being equal, if we learn that a person’s opinion 15 similar to our
own, we might be prone to believe that he will really Iihe us, if
and when he gets to know us This can be very important be;
cause, as 1t turns out, the single most powerful determimant 0
whether one person will like another 1s whether the other hikes
that person

Slzveral nvestigators have demonstrated that being lll\e% mn-
deed does make the heart grow fonder *" Furthermore, 1t hﬂ; i;]:
shown that the greater a person’s insecunty and self-dou dt. s
fonder he will grow of the person who Iikes hum In 2 stu g’('c lﬁ
Elaine Walster,? untversity co eds, while waiting © parnc:iploo‘\-
an experiment, were approached bya rather smooth, cgo(:: hee m
g, well-dressed young man who was, mn fact, anac manps{ruc
the employ of the experimenter The smooth y(}Jllmg}z1 T her,
up a conversation with the subject, sndicated that

enimenter
and proceeded to mahe 2 date At this pou;{. thet izgm mente?
entered and led the young woman mt0 2 differen m for &
oman was told that the purp

expenment 1tself The young W! tests
thg study was to comg;rc the results of V“"?us ]E): rcsg:::z)‘ this
that she (the subject) had prcvxous[y taken In :a e evalution
procedure, the young woman was allowed 10 rd Cenpions 0
of her own personality Half of the gils rf;l <pressly fo T3¢
themselves that were highly posiusé: design cl cc:?d desenptions
ther sclf-esteem temporarily The other gir! Sc; 1o lower ther
that were quite negat ¢, these were dcsxgrslc herr feelings ©
self-csteem temporanly and, thus, €© mnere3



220 The Social Animal

considers him to be a wonderful and intelligent person. Literally
dozens of tightly controlled experiments by Donn Byrne and his
associates™ have shown over and over again that, if all you know
about a person are his opinions on several issues, the more similar
his opinions are to yours, the more you like him. -

Why is agreement important? There are at least two possibili-

ties: (1) The person who shares our opinion on an issue provides
us with a kind of social validation for our beliefs—that is, he pro-
vides us with the feeling that we are right. This is rewarding;
hence, we like those who agree with us. If a person disagrees wit.h
us, this suggests the possibility that we may be wrong. This is
punishing; hence, we don’t like people who disagree with us. (2)
It is likely that we make certain negative inferences about the
character of a person who disagrees with us on a substantive issue,
not simply because his disagreement indicates that we may be
wrong, but rather, because we suspect that his opinion on that
issue indicates that he is the kind of person we have found in the
past to be unpleasant, immoral or stupid. For example, suppose
you believe that the penalties for smoking marijuana are t00
severe. You then meet a man who tells you that he believes that
martjuana smokers should be put away for several years. I then
come along, ask you if you liked that man, and you say “No.”
A.m I to conclude that (1) you didn’t like him because hearing
him state his belief suggested 1o you that your belief might be
wrong, or (2) you didn’t like him because, in your experience,
people who favor harsh punishments for marijuana users tend to
b.e unpleasant, immoral, inhuman, bigoted, harsh, cruel, conven-
tional, punitive, and stupid?

) Both of these factors undoubtedly play a role. There is some
evidence to suggest that the second factor may be of less impor-
tance. This stems from Harold Sigall’s brilliant investigation of
the psychological effects of conversion. Sigall showed that, if

people are highly involved with an issue, they prefer a “disagreer”
to an “agreer,” if they can succeed in converting him to their
way of thinking. In short, Sigall demonstrated that people like
converts better than loyal members of the flock. Apparently, the
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differ, we are inclined to infer that there must be something spe-
cial and unique about us that he finds attractive In short, people
tend to suspect that, where opinions differ, “He likes me for my-
self—not for my options ” Because this realization 1s especially
gratifymng, we tend to like that person most

And Opposites Do Attract—Sometinnes The old adage seems
to be right birds of 2 feather do tend to flock together—that s,
people who share opinions that are similar tend to Iike each other
As we have just learned, however, \’s far more complicated than
that 1f someone likes us, we like him better :f he 1s different from
us These data are consistent with some of the findings of mvesti
gators who have studied relationships that are more endurning than
those that can be produced m the sociopsychological laboratory
Robert Winch,® for example, who has done exhaustive studies o0
the personality characteristics of several engaged and married cou
ples, finds that, under certain conditions OpposItes attract—that
15, people tend to choose people who have needs and character
sstics that complement (rather than comaide with) their own
needs and characteristics

The reader will note that I used the term “under some con-
ditions,” because 1t turns out that there are contradictory data1n
this research area some investigators find that married couples
tend to have complementary need systems, others find that mar
ried couples tend to have similar need systems My guess 15 that
whether birds of a feather flock together or whether opposites
attract depends on which personality characteristics are um er
constderation Imagine a person who values neatness and udiness
such a person would be Qisinclined to marry someone who was
casual to the point of slovenhiness Symilarly, the slob would not
be too happy with an overly neat person 1t would seem reason
able to assume that neat birds ¥ ould floch with other neat

bards
and slobs would flock with slobs By the same tohet 7 Pﬂs‘:)n
who was extroverted rmght not get along t00 well with an ntf
verted person whose 1dea of a good ume was (o §
g TV On the other hand, f we look at 2 di
charactenistics—say, nurtumnce-dcpendc:ncy—-then a

fferent set ©
different
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wmsecurity Fmally, as part of the expenment, the girls were asked
to rate how much they hked a wide varety of people—a teacher,
a friend, “ .. and since we have one space left, why don’t you
also rate that fellow whom you were waiting with?” Those wom-
en who received unfavorable information about themselves (from
the personality test) showed far more liking for thewr male ad-
murer than did those who received favorable information about
themselves In short, we like to be liked—and the more insecure
we feel, the more we appreciate being liked and, consequently,
the more we like someone who hkes us

The Relation Between Symlarity and Bemng Liked. We have
already seen that the factors that determine whether or not a
person will be liked are not as simple as Dale Carnegle would
have us believe Let’s push this further by taking a look at the two
vanables that we have recently discussed similanity and being
liked Because we like people who hold opinions that are similar
to ours, and because we like people who like us, shouldn’t 1t follow
that we will like a person a great deal if we learn that he 15 both
simular and that he likes us> No The evidence suggests that thesc
two factors are not additive Edward Jones and his colleagues™
have demonstrated that, although 1t’s nice to be hiked by someone
who shares our opinions and values, 1t’s apparently far more €x-
citing to be hiked by someone who doesn’t Each of the college
women 1n this experiment had a brief conversanon with another
woman m which she discovered exther that they were n agree-
ment or i disagreement on a number of 1ssues After the conver-
sation, the subject was allowed to eavesdrop on a conversation
that the other woman (actually a stooge) was having with 2 third
person During this conversation, the other woman discussed her
feelings about the subject 1 one condition, she indicated that she
liked her, 1n another condition, she indicated that she disliked her
How did this affect the subject’s feelings about the stooge? The
subjects tended to have the greatest Lking for people with dis-
smmlar attitudes who hked them Thus, although we generally
Iihe people who have attitudes simlar to our own, 1f we encoun-
ter someone who ltkes us 1n spite of the fact that our opintons
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After a while, you excuse yourself to refill your glass You return
and find him with tus back turned to you, deep 1n conversation
with another person—and he’s talking about you So, naturally,
you pause to hsten Clearly, the things he says about you will
have an impact upon how you feel about lum It 15 obvious that
he has no ulterior motives, ndeed, he doesn’t even know that you
are eavesdropping Thus, 1f he tells his partner that he was 1im-
pressed by you, that he liked you, that he found you bnght,
witty, charming, gracious, honest, and exciting, my guess 1S that
this would have a posiive effect on your hking for um On the
other hand, if he indicates that he was ummpressed, that he dis-
liked you, that he found you to be dull, boring, dishonest, stupd,
and vulgar, my guess 1s that this would have a negative effect on
your hiking for him
So far so good But I'm sure that’s not very nteresting to you,
you've always known that Everyone and his grandmother
knows that the more good things we hear about ourselves, the
better we like the speaker (unless he’s tryimng to con us) and the
more bad things we hear about ourselves, the more we dislike the
person who says them Everybody knows 1t—but 1t happens to 13;8
untrue Imagine this You have attended seven consecutive co; -
tail parties and, miracle of miracles, the same general event has
occurred each ime you chat with a man for several minutes, yOl:
leave, and when you come back, you overhear hum talking abou
you It's the same man each tme His responses might renl:am
constant throughout his seven encounters with you, 101' | t l‘;}_'
might vary There are four possibilities that are particu f:sl);ely
teresting to me (1) you overhear the person sayng ngu e
posiive things about you on all seven occasions, ( ) Yu on al
hear hum saying exclusively negative things about yo Justvely
seven occasions, (3) his first couple of evaluauons are excve o
negative, but they gradually become mcreasingly Pos;trllon and
they equal his statements m the exclusively positive sttt " e;cclu-
then level off, and (4) his first couple of evaluatons au‘e -l
sively posiuve, but they gradually become more netgu:ia e and
they equal his statements in the exclusively negauve o rachve
then level off Which situation would render him most 3
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picture emerges: 2 person who is very nurturant might be miser-
able if he found himself in a relationship with a highly independ-
ent person. By the same token, what could be better for a
dependent individual than to live out his life with his head on the
bosom of someone who really enjoyed being nurturant? The
same holds true for masculinity—feminity, assertiveness-passivity,
and dominance-submissiveness. And, in a somewhat more face-
tious vein, what union could be happier than that of a sadist with
a masochist?

In long-term relationships, sociological factors also combine
with need-complementarity to play a sizeable role in determining
the extent to which two people will be attracted to each other
and stay together. Society sets forth certain “role norms” for
married couples: for example, society expects husbands to be rela-
tively dominant and wives to be relatively submissive, If the com-
plimentarity of the needs of a couple coincide with the role
norms set forth by society, it increases the chances of marital
happiness. It should also be noted that, although the notion of
need-complimentarity and the notion of opinion similarity fre-
quently lead to opposite predictions about attraction, this is not
necessarily true. People with certain complementary personality
n_eeds can be in complete agreement in their opinions about 2
given issue. To use an example just mentioned, it seems likely
that a dominant male and a submissive female will share the same
opinions concerning sex roles in marriage—that a man should be
dominant and a woman submissive. It should be obvious to the
reader that these role norms are continually in flux; my own guess
(“.“q hOPff) is that the nineteenth-century role norm of the sub-
missive wife is currently in the process of being changed.

T'he Gain and Loss of Esteem

We have seen that our being liked by a person increases the like-
hhoo_d that we will like him. Let us take a closer look at this
relation: Imagine that, at a cockrail party, you meet a young man
for the first time and have an animated conversation with him.
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problem 1n devising a way to perform the experiment was one of
credibiity How do we provide a behevable situation 1n which,
1n a relatively brief period of tme, the subject (1) interacts with
a preprogrammed confederate, (2) eavesdrops while the pre-
programmed confederate evaluates him to a third party, (3)
engages 1n another conversation with the confederate, “@
eavesdrops again, (5) converses agamn, (6) eavesdrops again—and
so on, through several pairs of trials To provide any kind of a
cover story would indeed be difficult, to provide a sensible cover
story that would prevent subjects from becoming suspictous
would seem 1mpossible But, m collaboration with Darwyn Lin-
der, T did devise such a situation ** The devices we used to solve
these problems are intricate, and they prov1de a unique opportu-
ity to look behund the scenes of an unusually fascinating socto-
psychological procedure Accordingly, T would like to describe
this experiment 1 some detail, 1n the hope that 1t will provide the
reader with an understanding of some of the difficulties and
excitements mvolved in conducting expeniments 1 social psy-
chology

When the subject arnived for the experiment, the experimenter
greeted her and led her to an observation room that was con-
nected to the main experimental room by a one-way window
and an audio-amplification system The experimenter told tllx;
subject that two girls were scheduled for this hour one wou

be the subject and the other would help perform the expert-
ment—and that because she had arrived first, she would be the
helper The experimenter asked her to wait while he left the
room to see 1f the other girl had arrned yet A few minutes
later, through the one-way window, the subject was able to 'sci
the experimenter enter the cxpenmcntal room with anot 1]ed
female student (the paid confederate) The expenimenter mld
the confederate to be seated for a moment and that he wou d
return shortly to explan the expenment to her He then ‘l:c
entered the observation room and began the nstructions (o_n <
real subject (who beheved herself to be the confederate) c:"-
expenimenter told her that she was gong to assist fum mdpm

forming a verbal condinoming expertment on the other student,

\
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1o you> Which situation would render hum least attractive to
you?

According to a smple rew ard-cost 1dea of liking, you should
hike him most 1n the first situation, in which he says exclusively
posive things, and you should like him least (or dishike him
most) m the second situation, 1n which he says exclusively nega-
tive things This seems obvious Because positive statements are
rewarding, the more the better, because negative statements are
punishing, the more the worse

A few years ago, I developed a gan-loss theory of mnter-
personal attraction that makes a rather different prediction My
1dea 15 2 very simple one It suggests that increases in positive, re-
warding behavior from another person have more 1mpact on an
indrvidual than constant, nvariant reward from that person
Thus, 1f we take beng hiked as a reward, a person whose liking

for us mncreases over time will be liked better than one who has
alwaysliked us This would be true even if the zumber of rewards
were greater from the latter person Smilarly, losses in rewarding
behavior have more mmpact than constant punitive behavior from
nother person Thus, a person whose esteem for us decreases
over time will be dishked more than someone who has atways dis-
lihed us~even 1f the number of purushments were greater from
the Itter person To return to the cockeail party for a moment, I
would predice that you would like the individual most in the gam
situaion (where he begins by dislihing you and gradually 1n
creases hus lihing) and that you would hike him least in the loss
condition (w here he begins by liking you and gradually decreascs
his liking for y ou)
In order to test my thcory, I necded an evpcrxmcntal analogue
of the cochtail party situation—but for reasons of control, I felt
that 1t would be essenual to collapse the several cvents mto 2
single long session In such an evperiment, 1t 1s smportant that the
subject be absolutely certam that hus evaluator 1s totally unaware
that he (the es 1luator) 1s being overheard this ehiminates the pos-
sibility of the subject’s suspecting that the cvaluator 1s mtention-
ally flattering bum when he says positve things This sieuation
presents a difficule challenge for the experimentalist The central
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story” would enable the expenimenter and the subject to pe~
form their expenment on erbal behavior, becwse 1t proviad
the other girl with a credible eplanation for the provad.o
they would follow
The major varmble was introduced duning the seven mezt-

ings that the expenimenter had with the confederate Du=-z
their meetings, the subject was the observation room, e~
ing to the conyersaton and dunfully counting the number of
plural nouns used by the confederate Because she had been 1ad
to beliey ¢ that the confederate thought that the evpeniment i
vohed impressions of people, 1t was quite natural for the ex-
perimenter to ash the confederate to express her fechngs about
the subject Thus, the subject heard herself being evaluated by

a fellow student on sev en SUCCESsIve 0CCaAsIONs

Note how, by using a cover story that contans a COVEr Stony
involving “interpersonal attraction,” we were able to accomplnh
our aim without arousing suspicton—only four of eghty-four
subjects were suspiclous of this procedure

There were four major cwpcnmcnta] conditions (1) pos-
tive—the successive evaluations of the subject made by the con-
federate were all hughly posine, (2) negaty e—the successine

valu-
evaluations were all very negatve, (3) gan—the first few ¢
came more posiune,

h radually be
ations were negauve, but they g y oevel of the posian ¢

reaching an asymptote at a level equal to the e fen
cvaluations 1n the posiuve condition, and {4) loss—the

evaluations were posiuve, but they gradually bc?mc ::%; ":htc'
levehng off at a pomt equal to the negamc evaluano
negauve condiuon
gI'hc T’csﬁhs confirmed our predicaions the subjects 10 x:xc sg?ll:
condinion lihed the confederate sngmﬁcaml) l;‘cucr;lcus:tl’ l:w "
jects mn the positive condition By the same (O~ ‘f:-dcrl‘lc o
the loss condinon had a tendency to dishihe :lllc f;‘(::”d e stres
than the subjects n the RegIUNe condmm& l( Sdl o a st
that a general reward-cost theord “oull CJrs and, accond 2=
algebraic summation of rew ards and puns ‘mf!:‘ctmm'ﬂ" resatos
1y, would have led to somew hat different pre
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that 15, he was gomng to reward the other student for certan
words she used 1n conversation He told the subject that these
rewards would ncrease the frequency with which the other
girl would use these words He went on to say that his particu-
lar interest was “not simply in mncreasing the output of those
words that I reward, that's already been done In this expen-
ment, we want to see 1f the use of rewarded words generalizes
to a new situatton from the person giving the reward when the
other girl 15 ralking to a different person who does not reward
those specific words ” Specifically, the experimenter explained
that he would try to condition the other girl to increase her
output of plural nouns by subtly rewarding her with an “mmm
hmmm” every time she said 2 plural noun “The important
question 15 will she continue to use an abundance of plural
nouns when she talks to you, even though you will not be
rewarding her®” The subject was then told that her tasks were
(1) to listen 1n and record the number of plural nouns used by
the other girl while the latter was talking to the experimenter,
and (2) to engage the other girl in a series of conversattons (1n
which the use of plural nouns would not be rewarded) so that
the experimenter could listen and determine whether general-
1zation occurred The experimenter told the subject that they
would alternate 1n talking to the girl (first the subject, then the
experimenter, then the subject) until each had spent seven ses-
sions with her
The experimenter made 1t clear to the subject that the other
gul must not know the purpose of the experiment, lest the
results be contaminated He explamned that, n order to accom-
plish this, some deception must be used The experimenter said
that, as much as he regretted the use of deception, 1t would be
necessary for him to tell the girl that the experiment was about
interpersonal attraction (“Don't laugh, some psychologssts are
actually interested in that stuff ") He said that the other gul
would be told that she was to carry on a series of seven short
conversations with the subject and that, between each of these
conversations, both she and the subject would be interviewed—
the other girl by the experimenter and the subject by an assist-
ant 1n another room—to find out what impressions they had
formed The experimenter told the subject that this “cover
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they may not fill her with delight She already hnows that her
husband thinks she’s attractive, she will not turn cartwheels at
hearing about 1t for the thousandth ume On the other hand, of
the doting husband (who 1n the past was always full of compli-
meats) were to tell hus wife that he had decided that she was
losing her looks and that he found her quite unattracuive, this
would cause her a great deal of pam, because 1t represents 4 dis
tinct loss of esteem
Is she doomed to experience either boredom or pam?® No, be-
cause there are other people m the world Mr and Mrs Doting
arnve at the party and a total stranger engages Mrs Dotng 1n
conversation After a while, he says, with great sincerity, that he
finds her very attractive My guess1s that she would not find this
at all bormg It represents a disunct gain for her, 1t makes her feel
good, and 1t increases the attractiveness of the stranger
This reasoning 1s consistent with previous experlmental find
ings O J Harvey™ found a tendency for subjects to react more
posiively to strangers than to friends, when each were designated
as the sources of relatively positive evaluations of the subjects
Moreover, subjects tended to react more negatively to friends
than to strangers, when each were designated as the sources of
negauve evaluations of the subjects Similarly, several CXPC“memz
have shown that strangers have more 1mpact ont the bchqv::); [
young children than erther parents or other familar adules * It 1s
reasonable to assume that children are accustomed to receving
approval from parents and other adults with whom they art_f
familar Therefore, additional approval from them does not rlespa
resent much of a gam However, approval from 2 strangerrc ol
gam and, according to gan-loss theory, should result na g
mprovement 1n erformance
pThese resultspand speculations suggest 4 rather bleakfplc‘r“ ’r:
of the human condition—we seem to be forever seehing ;IV:JI by
the eyes of strangers while, at the same tume, weare bemgh‘: con-
friends and other famliar people Before we jump to‘; ]look at
clusion, however, let us take a few steps backward :mr of mdt
the impact that gain or loss of esteem has on the behavio O aness
viduals—quite astde from 1ts effect on the percerved 3t
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are in line with our general theoretical position: a gain has more
impact on liking thai a set of events that are all positive and a loss
tends to have more impact on liking than a set of events that are
all negative. Spinoza may have had something like this in mind
when, nearly 300 years ago, he observed:

Hatred which is completely vanquished by love passes into
love, and love is thereupon greater than if hatred had not pre-
ceded it. For he who begins to love a thing which he was wont
to hate or regard with pain, from the very fact of loving, feels
pleasure. To this pleasure involved in love is added the pleasure
arising from aid given to the endeavor to remove the pain
involved in hatred accompanied by the idea of the former
object of hatred as cause.®*

The Care and Feeding of Friendship

One of the implications of gain-loss theory is that, in the words
of the well-known ballad, “You always hurt the one you love.”
That is, once we have grown certain of the rewarding behavior
of a person, that person may become less potent as a source of
reward than a stranger. We have demonstrated that a gain in
!kag is a more potent reward than the absolute level of the lik-
ing; accordingly, it is likely that a close friend (or 2 mother, 2
brother, or a mate) is behaving near ceiling level and, therefore,
cannot provide us with a gain. To put it another way, because we
have l§ar13ed to expect love, favors, and praise from a friend, such
behavior is not likely to represent a gain in his esteem for us. By
the same token, the good friend has great potential as a punisher.
The closer the friend and the greater his past history of invariant
esteem and reward, the more devastating is the withdrawal of his
esteem. In effect, then, he has power to hure the one he Joves—
but very little power to reward him.

An §xamp1e may help to clarify this point. After fifteen years
of marriage, a doting husband and his wife are getting dressed to
attend a formal dinner party. He compliments her on her appear-
ance—*“Gee, honey, you look great.”” She hears his words, but
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close friends and marriage partuers are the ones that are least
likely to provide us with gamns in esteem is most characteristic of
relationships in which people are not open or honest with each
other. In a closed relationship, people tend to suppress their minor
annoyances and to keep their negative feclings to themselves This
results 1n a fragile plateau that appears positive but that can be
devastated by a sudden shift in sentiment. But 1n an open, honest,
“authentic” relationship, one i which people are better able to
share their true feelings and impressions (even thewr negatve
ones), no such plateau is reached Rather, there 15 2 contnuous
zigzagging of sentiment around a pomt of relatively high esteem

In a relationship of this sort, the partners are reasonably close to
the gain condition of the gain-loss experiment. In this light, Dale
Carnegie’s advice can be seen to be madequate If two people are
genumely fond of each other, they will have a more satisfying
and exciting relationship over a longer penod of ume if they are

able to express whatever negative feelings they may have than of

they are completely “nice” to each other at all nmes.

In the next chapter, T will discuss the advantages of authen-
ticity in human relations i greater detail.
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of the evaluator One study 15 lughly pertinent in this respect
Joanne Floyd* divided a group of young children into pairs, so
that each child was either tith a close friend or with a stranger
One chuld 1 each pair was then allowed to play 2 game in which
he earned several trinkets He was then mstructed to share these
with his partner The perceved sunginess of the sharer was
manipulated by the experimenter some subjects were led to
believe that the friend (or stranger) was treating them generous-
ly, and others were led to believe that the friend (or stranger)
was treaung them mn a stingy manner Each subject was then
allowed to earn several trinkets of his own, and was mstructed to
share them with his partner As expected, the subjects showed
the most generosity 1 the gam and the loss conditions—that 15,
they gave most trinkets to generous strangers and stingy friends
In short, they were relatively stngy to stingy strangers (and why
not? the strangers behaved as they might have been expected to
behave), and to generous friends (“Ho hum, my friend Lihes
me—so what else 15 new>”) But when 1t looked as though they
might be ganing a friend (the generous stranger), they reacted
with generosity, likewise, when 1t looked as though they might
be Josmg one (the sungy friend), they also responded with gen-
erosity Although it appears to be true that “you always hurt the
one you love,” the hurt person appears to be mspired to react
landly—rather than “in kind”—in an attempt to re-establish the
positive mtensity of the relanonshlp This suggests the comfort-
ing possibility that mndividuals are inclimed to behave 1n a way
that will preserve stability 1n their relations with others
Let us rerarn to Mr and Mrs Doung for a moment Al-
though Mr Doting has great power to hurt his wife (by telling
her that he thinks she’s losing her looks), Mrs Dotng 1s apt to be
very responsive to such cnticism, and will hikely strive to win
back what she has lost by trying once more to make herself at-
tractive 1n the eyes of her husband Carrying this speculation a
step further, I would suggest that the more honest and “authen-
ne” a relationshup, the less the possibility of reaching the lund of
dull and deadenmg plateau on which the Dotings appear to be
stuck What I am suggesting 15 that an analysis that suggests that
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Communication in
Sensitivity-1raining
Groups

In Chapter 2, we came upon a scene 10 which a group of people
were sitting around 1n a circle passing judgments on the size of 2
line This was the setung of Solomon Asch’s classic experiment
on conformity As you recall, the behavior of most of the people
m that circle was inauthentic—that 1s, they were mahing state-
ments that were quite different from their real perceptions They
had an agenda 1n mind, and 1t was hidden from one of the indt-
viduals 1n the group their agendn was to attempt to influence or

A great deal of my thinking about sensitivity tramng grouﬁ:::’;b::'d‘

mfluenced by Michael Kahn, a highly mnovatne T group ¢

traner lndc)ed, much of what 1s %ngmnl i this chapter can be s:fc:‘)
attributed to hum 1 am also indebted to David Bradford, many sdeas co
taned 1n this chapter emerged during a series of endless cont ersation AN
‘;rg\Jmcms we had while we were in the process of collaboraing
onhcommg book on sensitiv ity tramung
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oiﬁcers, hippies, members of the State Department, or delin-
(Clozn;s, there have been groups for married couples, unmarried
ples, and famihes, there have been confrontation groups, with
hippies and cops 1n one, blacks and whites n another, and,man—
agers and their employees i another But most groups have been
heterogeneous—the same group mmght contain a lawyer, a laborer,
a nun, a divorcee, a happily married woman, a banker, a student,
T-groups have become a phenomenon of the sixties and seven-
ties—they have recerved wide (and often sensational) publicity
they have been treated with an uncritical, culush, almost rellgxous'
zeal by some of their proponents, and they have been castigated
by the night wing as an nstrument of the devil, as a subversive
form of brainwashing that 1s eating away at the fabric and soul of
the nation In my judgment, sensinvIty-tratming groups are nerth-
er the panacea nor the menace that they frequently are made out
to be When properly used, they can be enormously useful as a
means of increasmng 2 person’s self-awareness and enriching

human relattons When abused, they can be a waste of tume—or,
1n extreme cases, they might even provide people with some very
an persist long beyond the

pamnful experences whose effects ¢

termination of the group
The prmary focus 1 this chapter will be on the sensitvity-
tramning group a$ an instrument of communication Although
1 will discuss only the traditional

there are all kinds of groups,
T-groups 1 will attempt t0 describe them from ithin and from

without, to discuss what happens 1 & group: what gets learned,
and what the mherent problems and dangers are

What 15 a T-group?

1 will attempt tO P
nd what 1t 10’
verview Let us begin by
1t 15 not a therapy group—that 15, 1t 15
1 illness, indeed, people with serious
ged from attending It 1s not 2

rovide 2 general statement of

t Subsequently, 1 will elabo-

In this section
describing what 2

what a T-group s 4
rate on this general [}
T-group sn't Typxcally,
ot designed to cure mental
emotional problems are discourd,
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manipulate that person’s behavior, What I would like to describe
for you in this chapter is quite a different kind of group. In this
group, from ten to twenty people are sitting around in a circle.
Unlike the group in the line-judging experiment, this group has
no specific task agenda. Typically, the members have no inten-
tion of solving any specific problem. The intent of the group is
not to manipulate anyone. Quite the contrary—the intent is to be
authentic and to talk straight. The group I am describing is usual-
ly referred to as an encounter group, sensitivity-training group,
or human-relations training group (T-group for short). The
various terms are often used interchangeably but, in fact, they do
connote differences in orientation and technique.

Broadly speaking, the term “T-group” refers to the more
cons;rvative, more traditional group, in which the primary em-
phasis is on verbal behavior and the group discussions are almost
exclusively confined to the here and now. It is associated with
.East Coast centers, principally the National Training Laboratories
in Bethel, Maine. The term “encounter group” is most often asso-
ciated with the more radical wing of the human-potential move-
ment; the activities of such groups often include a heavy dose of
such nonverbal procedures as touching, body movement, dance,
massage, and so on. Although they tend to be associated with
such West Coast centers as Esalen Institute, encounter groups
may be found throughout the United States. In recent years,
many of the more traditional T-groups have incorporated some
of these nonverbal procedures, but they still remain relatively
conservative. I will use the term “T-group” throughout this
Cha[{tf?f ; the groups that T will be describing are more toward the
traditional end of the spectrum, although they may make use of
some of the more recent innovations usually associated with the
term “‘encounter group.”

Although these groups have been in existence since just after
World War I, they have burgeoned and proliferated dramatical-
ly in the past ten years. They are held in all sections of the coun-
try and their members include individuals from all walks of life.
There have been specialized groups consisting solely of college
students, high-school teachers, corporation presidents, police
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(or my employees, or women)?” “Why do other people make
friends easily, while T tend to be alone?” “Why do I have diffi-
culty in opening up to people?” “What is there about people that
makes them so untrustworthy?” “How can I handle my anger?”
“Am I really the bitch that my ex-husband says Iam?” “What do
I do that turns people off?” *Why is it that, when I meet a guy,
all he wants to do is take me to bed?”

. In addition to allowing g person the opportunity to achieve
highly personal and individual goals, most groups attempt to
provide an atmosphere wherein the participants can attempt to
achieve a number of genera] goals:

L. To develop a spirit of inquiry, a willingness to examine one’s
own behavior and to experiment with one’s role in the world.
2. To develop an awareness of more things about more pe(?ple.
3. To develop greater authenticity in interpersonal relations;
to feel freer to be oneself and par feel compelled to play a role.
4. To develop the ability to act in a collaborative and mu'tually
dependent manner with peers, superiors, and subordinates,
rather than in an authoritative or submissive manner.

5. To develop the ability to resolve conflicts and disputes
through problem solving, rather than through cocrcion or
manipulation.

The Process: How Things are Learned. The single most 1m(;
portant distinguishing characteristic of a T-group is the metho
by which people lcarn. Again, a T-group is not a seminar o7 4
lecture course. Although a great deal of learning does occur, u ]
not the kind of learning that can be easily tmnsmmcq verbally 1
2 traditional teacher-student relationship. It is learning chroog®
doing, learning through experience. In a T-groups people Icn;n
by trying things out, by getting in touch with their f?CI;“%T :‘lm

by expressing those feelings to other people, cither ver ;J."!ml
nonverbally, “Trying things out” not only helps the indiva iy
understand his own feclings, it also allows him the OPpnrmnlx y
of benefitting from learning about how his behavior affeets n; rer
people. If T want to know whether or not people find me to ":1::
manipulative person, 1 simply behave—and then Jllow others
the group to tell me how my behavior makes them feel.
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seminar—that 1s, 1t 1s not a group n which members communicate
facts and abstract concepts about the world It 1s not a group 1n
which the leader 1s a traditional teacher, who tries to impart
knowledge by lecturing to the members as though they were an
audience Nerther 15 1t a commateee that performs tasks or solves
problems that have onginated outside the group atself

A T-group expenence 1s educational—but educational 1 2
way that 15 different from what we are accustomed to It1s differ-
ent both in the content of the material that 1s learned and m the
process by which the learning takes place

The Content What Gets Learned Generally, a person in 2
T-group learns things about humself and his relations wich other
people It can be said that, 1n a college psychology course, Ilearn
how people behave, in a T-group, I learn how I behave But I
learn much more than that [ also learn how others see me, how
my behavior affects them, and how I am affected by other people

Historseally, T-groups began as a means of teaching people
“interpersonal skills ™ For example, a business executive, 2 minis-
ter, a labor leader, or a school teacher might come to learn things
about being a skillful leader—how to get the best out of people,
how to give orders without infuriating the recipient, or how to
negouate a contract without coming to blows While these skills
are still bemng learned 1n T-groups, the emphasis has begun t©
shuft 1n recent years toward more personal goals, such as learmng
to understand one's own feelings and those of other people Thus,
many people are mouvated to participate 1n a T group because
they believe that there may be something missing 1n their lives A
person may feel alienated from other people, he may feel that life
15 going by too quickly, he may feel that he wants something
more out of ife than waking up 1n the morning, eatng breakfast,
gomng to work, comng home, watching television, and going t0
sleep In short, many people are searching for greater understand-
ing and greater enrichment of their lives through these groups
This does not mean that a person has to be m the muddle of an
exsstential crisis in order to jomn a group, many people jomn be-

cause they have specific confusions and are searching for speaific
answers “Why do I have trouble getting along with my children
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An imphcit assumption underlying these groups 1s that very
Iittle can be gained if someone tells us how we are supposed 10
feel, how we are supposed to behave, or what we are supposed to
do with our lives A parallel assumption 15 that 2 great deal can be
gamed if we understand whar we're feeling, 1f we understand the
kinds of mterpersonal events that trigger varous kinds of feel-
ings, 1f we understand how our behavior 15 read and understood
by other people, and 1f we understand the wide variety of options
available to us The role of the T-group leader is not to present us
with answers, but simply to help establish an atmosphere of trust
and of mtensive mquiry m which we are willing to look closely
at our own behavior and the behavior of others
It 15 1n thus sense that a T-group 1s not a therapy group The
leader does not attempt to interpret our motives or probe mnto
our expertences outside of the group, in addition, he tends to dis-
courage other group members from doing this Instead, he simply
encourages us to behave and to react to the behavior of others

The Cultural Islind  As we race through life, we are fre-
quently distracted Thoughts about the work we must do
compete for our attention with the person we are supposedly lis-
tening to now, thoughts about the person we must see during the
#ext hour distract us from the work we are trying to do now, as
we stand at the cocktarl party, balancing a drink 1n one hand and
holding a cigarette i the other, “histeming™ to the pompous fel-
low 1n the flashy suit, we glance over his shoulder to see who else
1s at the party, and we begin to wonder why we didn’t go to that
other party instead This kind of distraction 15 mummized 1n 2
T group, because there 15 literally no alternative to paywng atten-
tion Here, we are 1n a room—on a “cultural 1sland”—with several
other people for two weeks (or ten days, or a weekend) with
nothing to do, no agenda to work, and no one directing us toward
any specific acion We are meeting for twelve to sixteen hours a
day—there’s nothing else happerung Intually, this can be some-
what frightening As we learn to pay attention to others, to bisten,
to look, we begin to pick up nuances of speech and behavior that
we didn’t think we were capable of noticing We also begin 10
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listen to ourselves more, to pay attention to those rumblings 1n
our gut and to try to make sense out of them 1n the context of
what 15 going on 1 the room, outside of our gut
Okay, but what happens® How do people get started® What

is there to talk about? Typically, the group begins with the leader
(tramer) outlining the “housekeeping” schedule when meals wall
be served, how long each session wall Jast before 1t breaks, and so
on He may or may not proceed to outlne hus philosophy of
groups and the limsts of his own parucipation He may or may
not discuss the “contract”—what the participants do 7ot have to
do In any case, he soon falls into silence Minutes pass They
seem hke hours The group members may Jook at each other or
out the window Typically, the parucipants will look at the
tramer for gmdance or direction None 1 forthcoming After
several minutes, someone might express his discomfort This may
or may not be responded to Eventually,na typical group, some-
one will express some annoyance at the leader ‘I'm getting sick
of this This 1s a waste of nme How come you're not doing your
19b> What the hell are we paymg you for® Why don't you tell

s what we're supposed to do?” There may be a npple of ap-

Plause 1n the background But someone else might jump 111 and

ask the first person why he’s so bothered by 2 lack of dircction—

does he need someone to tell him what to do> And the T group1s

off and running

Learning From Each Other

How docs learning occur> How can we learn from people “:‘10
are not experts® We learn through commumicating But ¥€ ar

now how to communicate—or do We Ocaasionally mh(x)m!
vreryday lives, when we think we are communicanng 53“{‘;:“”;
10 2 person, that person 1s heanng something enurcly ICL but.
Suppose, for example, that Fred has warm fechngs oréh" diffi-
out of shyncss or out of a fear of beng rejected, he fin :ﬂ 1
cult to express these feclings directly e may choost ":mc Land
micate those warm feelings by engaging in? teasing
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An mplicit assumption underlymng these groups 1s that very
lirde can be gamed if someone tells us how we are supposed t0
feel, how we are supposed to behave, ot what we are supposed t0
do with our lives A parallel assamption 15 that a great deal can be
gamed 1f we understand what we're feelng, +f we understand the
Tands of interpersonal events that tnigger various Lunds of feel-
mgs, 1f we understand how our behavior is read and understood
by other people, and 1f we understand the wide vaniety of options
available to us The role of the T-group leader 15 noOt to present us
with answers, but simply to help establish an atmosphere of trust
and of ntensive mquiry 1mn which we are willing to Jook closely
at our own behavior and the behavior of others
Tt 1s 10 this sense that a T-group 1s not 2 therapy group The
leader does not attempt to interpret our motives o probe mnto
our expertences outside of the group, m addition, he tends to dis-
courage other group members from domng this Instead, he suply
encourages us to behave and to react to the behavior of others

The Cultural Island As we race through hfe, we are fre-
quently distracted Thoughts about the work we must €O
compete for our attention with the person Wwe ar¢ supposedly lis-
tenng to now, thoughts about the person we must sec durmng the
next hour distract us from the work we are trying to do now, as
we stand at the cockrail party, balancing 2 drink 1n one hand and
holding 2 cigarette n the other, “hstemng”” to the pompous fel-
low in the flashy suit, we glance over tus shoulder to se¢ who else
15 at the party, and we begin to wonder why we didn’t go to that
other party mstead This kind of distraction 15 minmized 10 2
T group, because there 15 literally no alternative to paying atten
won Here, we are 1n a room—on a “‘cultural ssland "—with several
other people for two weeks (or ten days, or a weekend) with
nothing to do no agenda to work, and no one directing us roward
any specific acuion We are meetng for twelve to sixteen hours 2
day—there’s nothing else happening Tnitally, this can be some-
what frightening A's we learn to pay attention 1o others, to listem
to look, we begin to pick up nuances of speech and behavior that
we didn’t think we were capable of noucmg We also begn to



Connnunscation Senstivity-Trammg Groups 241

listen to ourselves more, to pay attenton to those rumblings m
our gut and to try to make sense out of them 1 the context of
what 1s gotng on 1 the room, outside of our gut
Olay, but what happens® How do people ger started> What
15 there to talk about® Typically, the group begins with the leader
(traaer) outlining the “housekeeping™ schedule when meals will
be served, how long each session will last before 1t breaks, and so
on He may or may not proceed to outlne fus philosophy of
groups and the limits of his own participation He may or may
not discuss the “contract”—what the participants do ot have to
do In any case, he soon falls nto sifence Minutes pass They
seem like hours The group members may look at each other or
out the window Typically, the particspants will look at the
tramer for gmdance or direction None 15 forthcoming After
several minutes, someone mught express his discomfort This may
or may not be responded to Eventually, in a typical group, some-
one will express some annoyance at the leader “I'm getting sick
of this This 15 2 waste of ume How come you're not doing your
job® What the hell are we paying you for> Why don’t you tell
us what we’re supposed to do?” There may be a ripple of ap-
plause 1 the background But someone else might jump 1n and
ask the first person why he's so bothered by a lack of direction—
does he need someone to tell him what to do> And the T group1s

off and runming

Learming From Each Other

How does learning occur®> How can we learn from people who
are not experts® We learn through communicating Buc we all
know how to communicate—or do we® Occasionally, in our
everyday hves, when we think we are communicaung something
to a person, that person 1s hearing something enurely different
Suppose, for example, that Fred has warm feelings for Jack but,
out of shyness or out of 2 fear of bemg rejected, he finds it diffi-
cult to express these feehings directly He may choose to commu-

nicate those warm feelings by engaging in a teasing, sarcastic hind
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of banter. Jack may not understand this as warmth, however; in-
deed, the sarcasm might hurt him. Furthermore, in our culture, it
is difficult to communicate hurt feelings, because it indicates
weakness and vulnerability. So Jack keeps quiet, Thus, Fred,
oblivious to the fact that his behavior is disturbing to Jack, con-
tinues to express his warmth via sarcastic jocularity—continuing
to hurt the person he likes—until he succeeds in driving him away.
Not only does Fred lose out on what could have been a warm
relationship, but, also, to the extent that this is his common modus
operandi, Fred has failed to learn from this experience, and may
continue to alienate the very people toward whom he feels most
warmly.,

It may be useful to view the interaction between two people
as a chain of events, as illustrated in the following figure.

The World of the The World of the
PERSON RECIPILNT
P, Behowor—
verbiland R
nonverbal— 1
Pz as percenved
Behavior— R2
P verbat and
3 nonverbal—

as exhubited

Interpretation

of P's mrennion
Evaluation of R4
Pasapenson

jl'hc Person (P) has some feelings about the Recipient (R). He
intends to communicate a particular feeling. This manifests itself
in some kind of behavior—some words, a gesture, a smile, a look,
or whatever. The Recipient perceives this behavior in his own
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way, bised upon his own needs, feelings, past history, opmions
about P, and so on Thys perception of P's behavior evokes a feel-
Ing mt R (warmth, anger, annoyance, love, fear, or whatever)
—I:hlS feeling 15 quickly translated nto an nterpretation of what
P’s intentions were, which, m turn, flows into an evaluatuon of
what kind of a person P 1s

There are possibilies for error along any pomnt in the links
of this chain Thus, to return to our example, Fred (P) has some
warm, loving feelings (P.) toward Jack He intends to commu-
nicate these (P:)—but he does 1t mn an oblique, noncommuttal,
self-protective way he teases Jack, makes fun of his clothes, 1s
jocular and sarcastic (Ps) Jack perceives this sarcasm and teasing
(R1), 1t causes him pam (R:), and he decides that Fred was try-
ing to put hum down (R:) He concludes, therefore, that Fred 1s
a cruel, aggressive, unfriendly person (R.)

Error can occur m a different part of the chain Imagme 2
totally new situation tn which Fred is completely direct and hon-
est, but Jack 1s suspicious Suppose that Fred expresses his warmth
directly—by putting his arm around Jack’s shoulder, by telling
Jack how much he likes hum, and so on But 1n this case, such
behavior may be too fast for Jack Accordingly, Jack may feel
uncomfortable, and, mstead of simply admitung his discomfort,
he may mterpret Ired’s behavior as manipulatve m 1ts intent he
may evaluate Fred as an insmcere, poliucal, mampulauve person

The process described above may be famibiar to readers of
this book 1t has been discussed mn Chapter 6 under the term
attribution 1f we see a person behaving mn a partcular way, we
have a strong tendency to attribute some motive or personality
disposition to him on the basis of his behavior If this process can
be explored and examined, there 1s a great deal of potenual learn-
g n the encounter for both Fred and Jack Is Fred too scared to
display his warm feclings openly?® Is Jack too suspicious to accept

genuine warmth withoue villifymng Fred® These are ymportant
duce a lot of msight, but the

questions whose answers can pro s 1
opportumty for gamng this msight rarely occurs m e ; 2
avorld This learning can occur only 1f Fred and Jach share their
fechngs with exch other The T group provides an ntmosp{]xcf;;n
which these feelings can be expressed and w orhed throug he
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group accomplishes this by encouraging the participants to stay
with their feelings and to avoid “short-ciremting™ the process by
skipping from Fred's behavior (P4) all the way to Jack’s attribu-
uon (Rs), and, ultmately, to Jack's evaluation of Fred (Rd),
without explonng the intervening events

Openness and the Need for Privacy

Basically, then, a T-group 1s a seting mn which people are
provided with the opportunity to “talk straight” to each other—
and to “histen straight ” The emphasis 1s on the bere and now,
rather than on past history Thus, a participant 1s not encouraged
to explain to everyone the kind of person he 1s, nor 1s he encour-
aged to reveal hus chuldhood experiences, hus job anxieties, or the
mtricacies of his sex Ife He 7ay talk about these things if he
chooses, but he usually learns more 1f he simply allows events to
happen, reacts to the events openly as he experiences them, and
allows others to respond to him as he s rather than as he describes
himself to be “Openness” 15 the key aspect of behavior m 2
T-group Many critics of T-groups have reacted against the em-
phass on openness, because they believe that 1t violates the dig-
nity of the mdividual and his need for privacy But, in this
context, openness does not mean detailed self-revelation, it simply
means straighe talk between two or more people In a competent-
ly conducted T group, a norm 1s established that provides each
member with the right to as much physical and emotional privacy
as he desires Participants are encouraged to resist any pressure to
make them reveal things that they would rather hold private But
if a member does wish to express something m a group, he 1s
helped to learn how to express 1t directly, rather than obhiquely
For example, 1f Bill 15 angry at Ralph, 1t 1s his right to heep that
anger to imself, 1f he so chooses But 1f he chooses to express his
anger, 1t 1 much more useful (for Bill, for Ralph, and for every-
one clse concerned) of he expresses it directly by telling Ralph
about his feelings than 1t 151f he expresses 1t by any one of a num-
ber of indirece means—such as making smde remarks or sarcastic
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statements, grunting whenever Ralph talks, making fun of Ralph
covertly, or lifung his eyes toward the cetling, so that everyone
can feel his contempr for Ralph If Bill makes a smde remark,
someone in the group will almost mvariably ask him it he has any
feelings about Ralph that he wants to share with the group Heis
not forced to share his feelings—but he'’s discouraged from talking
m riddles and encouraged to translate the muddy language of
sarcasm 1mnto straight talk

Thss 15 not to deny that, 1n some groups, a great deal of co-
ercton 1s used to make people reveal things that they might prefer
not to reveal Sigmund Koch, a vocal and erudite critic of the
human-potential movement, provides a graphic description of
some of the more lurid and extreme examples of coercive groups
But he goes beyond that and asserts that all T-groups constitute a
threat to human dignity and “a challenge to any conception of
the person that would make life worth living * Koch has sound-
ed a warming siren that 1s well worth heeding Personally, I would
prefer not to participate m a group that mvaded my privacy and
pressured me to make self-revealing statements agamnst my better
judgment, but I beheve that Koch’s condemnation of all T-
groups on these grounds 15 based upon a misunderstanding of the
term “openness” and an overgeneralization of his Iimited ex-
posure to the gomgs on 1 “far out” groups At the same time,
would agree with Koch to the extent of advising people ro steer
clear of encounter groups, unless they are competently conduct-
ed and unless they practice the value that no one has to do any-
thing that he doesn’t want to do More will be said about this

near the end of the chapter

Characterstics of Effective Feedback

The Importance of Mmwmeduacy As 1 mentioned previously,
members of T-groups are encouraged to express their feelx;\]gs
directly and openly ‘When the participants abide by ths, c:lch 1s
able to receive immediate feedback on how people mterpret ;t
he says and does In this way, a participant 1s able to gamn msight
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into the impact that his actions and statements have on other peo-
ple. Once he gains this insight, he is free to do whatever he wants
with it: that is, people are not advised to perform only those
actions that no one finds objectionable; rather, they are allowed
to see the consequences of their behavior and to decide whether
the price they are paying is worth it. They are also given the
apportunity of finding out that there may be more options open
to them than they may have realized. To illustrate, suppose I per-
form an action that angers my wife. If she doesn’t express this
anger, T may never become aware of the fact that the action I've
performed makes her angry. On the other hand, suppose she
gives me immediate fecdback; suppose she tells me how these
actions on my part make her feel angry. Then, T have at least two
options: I can continue to behave in that way, or I can stop be-
having in that way—the choice is mine. The behavior may be so
important that T don’t want to give it up. Conversely, my wife’s
feelings may be so important that I choose to give up the be-
havior. In the absence of any knowledge of how my behavior
makes her feel, I don’t have 2 choice. Moreover, knowing exactly
how she feels about a particular set of actions may allow me to
explore 2 different set of actions that may satisfy my needs as well
as her needs.

The value of feedback is not limited to the recipient. Fre-
quently, in providing feedback, a person discovers something
about himself and his own needs. If a petson feels, for example,
that it's “wrong” to experience anger, he may block out his
awareness of this fecling. When the expression of such feelings is
legitimized, he has a chance to bring them out in the open, ook
at thum, and to become aware that his expression of anger has not
caused the world to come to an end. Moreover, the direct expres-
sion of 2 fecling keeps the encounter on the up-an-up and, thus,
helps to prevent the escalation of negative feelings. For example,
if my wife has Jearned to express her anger directly, it keeps our
dISCUSSKm_on the issue at hand. If she suppresses the anger, but it
1_ans out in other ways—at different times and in different situa-
tion—I do not know where her hostility is coming from. I may
gee self-righteous about being abused for no apparent reason.
This makes me angry, and the escalation is on.
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Feelngs versus Evaluations Peovl fi
ple often need some coachs
1 how to provide feedback We often do 1t 1n 2 way that anger:rg
Orl UPSCIKS the recipiene, thereby causing more problems than we
?r) V; ndee;, one of the aspects of T-groups that sometimes
1ghtens and confuses people who have never been 1n a properly
conducted group 1s that their prior expenences with providing
and receiving feedback have not always been pleasant This 15 one
of the reasons why 1t 15 so difficult to communicate what happens
m a T-group to people who have never expenienced one Speaifi-
cally, when we describe this aspect of a T-group, we are de-
scribing behavior of a sort that all of us have had experience
with—much of 1t unpleasant And yet, we're trying to say that
such behavior can be productive m a T-group To say ths, how-
ever, may make the group seem to be a magical, mystical thing,
which 1t’s not The way this can happen 1s better tHlustrated than
described in the abstract Iwill do this by providing an example of
“unproper” feedback, and of how people can be taught to modify
therr method of providing feedback (without modifying 1ts qual
ity) i order to maximize commumcation and understanding
This example 15 an event that occurred in an actual group sesston
In the course of the group meenng, one of the members
(Sam) looked squarely at another member (Harry) and sud,
“Harry, I've been listening to you and watching you for a day
and a half, and I think you're 2 phoney ” Now, that’s quite an
accusanon How can Harry respond?® Another way of ashing the
question 1s What are Harry’s options® He hasseveral he can (1)
agree with Sam, (2) deny the accusaton and say that he’s not a
phoney, (3) say, “Gee, Sam, I'm sorry that you feel that way”,
(4) get angry and call Sam some names, or (5) feel sorry for
humself and go into a sulk Taken by themselses, none of these
responses 1s particularly productve In the “real world,” 1t 1s un-
Iikely that Sam would have come out with this statement, if he
had come out with 1t, there almost certamnly would have been
trouble But doesn’t Sam have the right to express this judgment?
After 1ll, he's only betng open
This seems to be 2 dilemma T groups encourage openncss,

le The solution to this dilemma 1s

but openness can hurt peop
the same ume, to

rather simple It s possible to be open and, at
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express oneself in 2 manner that causes 2 minimum of pain. The
key rests in the term “feeling™: Sam was not expressing a feeling,
he was expressing a judgment. As I mentioned previously, open-
ness in a T-group means the open expression of feelings. By
“feeling,” | mean, specifically, anger or joy, sadness or happiness,
annoyance, fear, discomfort, warmth, and the like. In the terms
of the figure on page 242, Sam has leapt to R, instead of sharing
R: and R..
How was this encounter handled in the T-group? In this situ-
ation, the group leader intervened by asking Sam if he had any
feelings about Harry. In our society, people are not accustomed
to expressing feelings. It is not surprising, then, that Sam thought
for a moment and then said,” Well, I feel that Harry is a phoney.”
Of course, this is not a feeling, as defined above. This is an opin-
ion or a judgment expressed in the terminology of feelings. A
judgment is nothing more or less than a feeling that is inadequate-
ly understood or inadequately expressed. Accordingly, the leader
probed further by asking Sam what his feelings were. Sam still
insisted that he felt that Harry was a phoney. “And what does
that do 10 you?” asked the Jeader. “It annoys the hell out of me,”
answered Sam. Here, another member of the group intervened
and asked for data: “Whar kinds of things has Harry done that
annoyed you, Sam?” Sam, after several minutes of probing by
various members of the group, admitted that he got annoyed
whenever Harry showed affection to some of the women in the
group. On further probing, it turned out thar Sam perceived
Harry as being very successful with women. What eventually
emerged was that Sam owned up to a feeling of jealousy and
cnvy—that Sam wished thar he had Harry’s smoothness and suc-
cess with women. Note that Sam had initially masked this fecling
of envy; rather, he had discharged his feelings by expressing dis-
fiam. by saying that Harry wasa phoney. This kind of expression
1s ego-protecting: because we live in 2 comperitive society, if Sam
had admitted to feeling envious, it would have put him “one
down” and put Harry “one up.” This would have made Sam
vulnerable—that is, it would have made him feel weak in relation
to Harry. By expressing disdain, however, Sam succeeded in put-
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ung huuself “one up ” Although his behavior was successful asan
ego-protecting device, 1t didn’t contribute to Sam’s understand-
g of his own feelings and of the kinds of events thar caused
those feelngs, and 1t certanly didn’t contribute to Sam’s under-
standing of Harry or to Harry’s understanding of Sam (or, for
that matter, to Harry’s understanding of humself) In short, Sam
was communicaung meffectuvely As an ego-defensive measure,
his behavior was adaptive, as a form of communication, 1t was
extremely maladaptive Thus, although 1t made Sam vulnerable to
admut that he envied Harry, 1t opened the door to communica-
uon, eventually, 1t helped them to understand each other More-
over, a few other men also admitted that they felt some jealousy
about Harry’s behavior with women This was useful mforma-
tont for Harry, mn that 1t enabled him to understand the effects his
behavior had on other people

As we know, Harry has several options he can continue to
behave as he always has, and ler other people continue to be
jealous and, perhaps, to express their jealousy in terms of hosulity,
or he can modify his behavior mn any one of a number of ways n
order to cause other people (and, ultmately, himself) less dlfﬁ,-
culty The deciston 1s brs Should he decide that hus “enviable”
behavior 1s too important to give up, he has still gamned enormous-
ly from his encounter with Sam in the T-group Specifically, 1f a
stmilar response occurs in the real world, Harry, who now knows
the effect his behavior may have on other men, will niot be sur~
prised by their responses, will be more understanding, will be less

likely to overreact, and so forth

But who needs 2 group> Couldn’t Sam and Harry have don;
just as well by themselves® No They almost certunly woul
have ended simply by calling each other names, hurtng each
other’s feelings, and making each other angry But suppose they
had the benefit of a traned counselor i human relations—would-
't that be a5 good as a group? Probably not One of the great
nts about the T-group 1 d;:t I:W don ht

I with expert opinton (in the traditional sense) Rather, eac
Sz:son 15 COI}I)SIdCI‘fd an expert on his owa feelings By sham;g
their feelings, the other members of the group can be cnormously

advantages and exciteme
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helpful to Sam and Harry Specifically, the other group members
contributed to the data Harry was gathering by expressing their
own feelings about Harry’s behavior
Indeed, 1f the other members of the group do not spontane-
ously express their feelings, the group leader might specifically
ask them to do so Why 15 thisimportant® Let’s take two opposite
cases Furst, let us assume that Sam was the only person in the
room who felt envious In that case, 1t would .iave been relatively
safe to conclude that the situation was largely Sam’s problem, and
he could then work on 1t Sam would have ganed the under-
standing that he 1s mordinately jealous or envious of people who
do particular things, as evidenced by the fact that no one clse ex-
perienced such feelings toward Harry On the other hand, if 1t
came out (as 1t did 1n reality) that several people also felt envious
of Harry, 1t would be clear that the problem was one that Harry
himself might want to face up to
This 15 another reason why 1t 15 important for the group that
each member be honest and open 1n expressing his feelings If all
of the members of the group actually experienced envy of Harry,
but (out of kindness, or fear, or shyness) none of them admitted
to 1t, then 1t would have left Sam with the feeling that he was an
extraordmanly envious person If, on the other hand, very few of
the other members felt this envy, but they wanted to support Sam
and did so by claiming this fecling of enviousness, then this would
have left Harry with the feeling that he was causing a ot of nega-
uve feelings 1n other people by lus behavior when, m fact, he
wasn’t It would also leave Sam ‘with the feeling that his behavior
was not extraordinary Thus, a desire to protect Sam would cer-
tunly not be doing um any good—it would be protecting him
from an understanding of himself
Of course, the preceding example was 1 relatively easy one to
deal with It ended up with Sam feehng admiration and envy for
Harry But what 1f Sam hates Harry—should he express his ha-
tred® What if Sam beliey es that Harry s an evil person—should he
express that belief> Here 1gaimn, we can see the difference between
a feehing and an cvaluation Tt would be useful 1f Sam would
express the feelings underlying his judgments and evaluations
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Did Harry do something that hurt Sam and made him angry? Is
this why Sam hates Harry and thinks he’s an evil person® Sam
will not get very far by discussing Harry's evilness Sam ‘1 hate
you, Harry, you are evil” Harry “No, I'm not » Sam ¢ Well,
that 1s the way I see 1, I'm just giving you feedback like we're
supposed to do i here ” Harry “That’s your problem—besides,
you’re not so great yourself ” By calling Harry names, Sam sets
up the situation 10 a way that Inviees Harry to defend humself and
counterattack, rather than to histen But 1f Sam were to lead with
tis own feelngs (“I am hurt and angry”’), 1t would mvite Harry
1nto 2 discussion about what he (Harry) did to hurt and anger
Sam This 1s not to say that 1t1s pleasant to hear someone say that
he 1s angry at us or hurt by us—1t's not But 1t helps us to pay at
tention and to try to deal with the problem at hand
‘Why 15 it tempting for Sam to call Harry evil, rather than to
talk about his own hurt® The reasons for this behavior should be
clear by now Being hurt puts us ¢ one down”—1t makes us vul
nerable In this society, we tend to ghde through Iife protectng
ourselves, 1n effect, each of us wears a suit of behavioral armor, 50
that other people can’t hurt us This results mn a lot of nauthentic
behavior—that 1s, we mask our tru¢ feelings from other people
This 15 often accomplished through the process of short circuit-
ing Sometumes, we are so successful at 1t that we mask our
feelings from ourselves as well
In summary, then, feedback expresse

a lot easter for the recipient €0 listen to an
back n the form of judgments and evaluations bout
two major reasons Furst, a person’s optnions and )udg’rrn;nts 'é ?n’s
another person are purely 2 matter of con]ectureH us, me
opnions about Harry's being 2 phoney and about nlni\y ls o [g
an evil person may reflect reality, or they may; Just Iﬂ; the i Lo
they are merely Sam’s theories about Harry Only Harry o
for sure whether he’s being 2 phoney, Sam 15 only guessing
Sam’s statement that he 15 feeling enyious or angry 15 nosJ a glli-’?:
or a theory—it 1s an absolute fact Sam 1 not guessing ﬂn Ox:fd“c
feelings—he knows them, mdeed, he 18 the only perso cwre
world who knows them ‘tor sure Harry may of may not

d 1n terms of feehngs s
d deal with than feed
This 1s true for
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about Sam’s intellectual theories or pontifical judgments, but, if
he is desirous of interacting with Sam, he is probably very inter-
ested in knowing about Sam’s feelings and what role he (Harry)
plays in triggering those feelings.

The second major reason why feedback expressed in terms of
feclings is preferable to feedback expressed in terms of judgments
is that, when Sam states an opinion or a judgment about Harry,
he is saying something about Harry only, but when he states a
feeling about Harry, he is also talking about himself. Thus, the
statement of feeling is a gift: metaphorically, it is Sam opening
the door to his home and letting Harry in. When Sam  states 2
judgment about Harry, however, he is storming Harry’s barri-
cades and laying something on him. Harry has good reason to
resist this, because Sam has no right to be in his home without an
invitation. Harry can let him in by telling him what his feelings

are; likewise, Sam can let Harry in by telling him what his
feclings are.

Feelings and Intentions. Frequently, in a T-group (or in the
“real world”), one person will say or do something that hurts
ar_xother. If the recipient (R) does get to the point of expressing
h.lS hurt., t.hc person (P) may insist that hurting wasn’t his inten-
tion. Tt is important that he expresses this; but, in a T-group, it is
important to move beyond this. If P says, “Oh, I'm sorry, I didn’t
Tcan to hurt you—I really like you,” and R answers by saying

Oh, tha's fine, 1 feel better about it now,” that may smooth
thmgs' over and make things tolerable, Much of the time, all we're
after is interpersonal relations that are tolerable. But sometimes
we want more than that—~we want to learn something about our-
selves and the other person. We accomplish this by moving be-
yond our tendency to paper over events such as this—by moving
toward an exploration of the process. “Why is it that T hurt peo-
ple when I don’t intend to?” or, “Why am I so casily hure?”

If P does not intend to hurt R, there is often a tendency for him
to deny the legitimacy of R’s hurt, saying, in effect, “What right
do you have to be hurt, now that you know thac I didn’t intend
to hurt you?” Again, this kind of attitude does not increase P's
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learning If I spilled a cup of hot tea on my friend’s lap, the fact
that I did not mtend to does not completely remove the hurt 1
may want to reach out tomy friend and express concern that he’s
hurt—and then examine my own clumsiness, to try to learn from
1t, so that the probability of my domng 1t mn the furure will be
reduced At the same time, 1t may be that the tea wasn’t all that
hot The group may be useful helping my friend and me €x

plore the ins and outs of this complex relationship—not to decide
who 15 right and who 1s wrong, but to help vs understand our-
selves, each other, and the nature of our relationshup In a T-
group, people do not attempt to decide who 1s right and who 15
wrong, rather, an attempt 15 made to determine what can be
learned If a person 1s msunderstood, 1t 1s not enough for hum to
sulk and say, “Alas, nobody understands me ” It can be far more
productive 1f he tries to find out why 1t 15 that people don’t
understand him, and what he can do to mncrease the probabulity
that he will be understood i the future In order to accomphish
this, each ndividual must assume some part of the responslblhty

for what happens to him

The Role of the Group Leader

The leader* or “tramer” of a T group s not a therapist or 2
teacher, and he does not function as one Typxcally, he doe; n}«l)t
offer depth nterpretations of the behavior of memb;;s o ﬁt i
group, nor does he dehwer Jectures to the paruicipants Fie 1s,f r;
and foremost, a member of the group That means that hus fee
ings are as much a part of the group process 25 the feelings ;)§ anglr
other member of the group He does not hold himself aloof £r0

e the behavior of a compe

hat there are many vana

+In this sectson T am attempting to describ
much more

tent T group tramner 1 should acknowledge €
tions 1n style among €O
readily than others some
so on Thus 1n a sens¢ there 1s nO such thing as 2 typ!
the same time I would 1magine
fault with the behavior of the tramne
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the group, and his feelings are not hidden from the group Un-
like a therapist, he 15 not 1 any assymetrical relatonship to the
group, domng all the listening and none of the disclosing As 2
member, 1t 15 also appropriate for him to receive feedback from
the participants This can be an extremely important funcuon, for
the manner in which he gives and receives feedback serves as a
model for the other participants If he gives feedback openly and
without evaluation and receives feedback without bemng defen-
sve, his group will learn faster
But, of course, he 15 also a professional who has had more
experience m such matters than the other participants, although
he will disclose his own feelings, he does other things as well He
may underscore what 1s going on so that important events do not
slide by He may occasionally make a “group-level” mntervention,
describing where the group seems to be headed, 1n terms of 1ts
own dynamics He will help individuals work through their en
counters, helping the participants to discuss their feelings (rather
than their judgments), unul such time as the group members
themselves learn to do this for one another Agan, this learning 1s
facilitated by the way he discusses his own feelings He also lends
support to those group members who are taking risks and making
themselves vulnerable, until the participants learn to support one
another Ttus 1s an extremely important function of the tramer
It 15 through tis atutude and behavior that a general atmosphere
of caring and supportiveness develops Thus, 2 well-run T-group
1s not run 1n an atmosphere of tugging and shouting (as 1s fre-
quently implied by the mass media), sather, 1t 15 the atmosphere
of care and support, encouraged and modeled by the tramer, that
makes 1t possible for the people i the group to try things out and,
ultimately, to learn
Oceasionally, the leader must step m to prevent a group mem-
ber from getung hure Thus, if a person 1s being unfarrly cnt-
cized or* blindsided,” the leader should intervene When 1 use the
term “blindsided,” T am referring to a situatton lihe the one that
developed between Sam and Harry When Sam called Harry a
phoney, Harry was left in a very difficult and panful position
He was beng nailed, but, because he didn’t know what he had
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done to ehicit the attack, he didn’t know “where 1t was coming
from ” How could Harry defend himself> Recall that the leader
intervened by tahing the spothght (momentarily) off of Harry
and focusing 1t on Sam—where it properly belonged Thus mter-
vention served to protect Harry from the pam and embarrass-
ment of an unjust attack, without protecting him from learning
something of mmportance from Sam, once Sam was able to re
phrase his statement m a more fair and more useful manner
“There are some situations m which 1t 15 ymperauve, n my
opinion, for a tramner to ntervene (as n the above example) But
the tramer should not do all of the work maximal learning occurs
when the group has learned to do 1ts own work Thus, from the

tramer’s perspective, 1 many situations, an act of nonmterven-
tion can be more helpful than an act of ntervention—no matter
The purpose of 2

how brithiant that act of intervention mught be
group 1s not for the tramner to show the participants how brllant
he 1s Experience helps a tramer to determine when and how to

wtervene 1n 2 wide vanety of situations It also helps lum decide

when not to intervene The more expenenced the tramer, the less

likely 15 he to commit 2 sertous blunder In addition, everything
1s gnist for the mill, n 2 T-group—even the tramer’s blunders
The more eVPerlenccd the tramer, the more able he will be to
help convert a blunder of his own mto 2 learning experience for
the group It 15 a truism that, because of the very nature of the
T-group, anything that happens can be useful, as long as xélgcts
properly processed The expertenced tramer may not be able t0
avord error, but he 1s able to help process that error and, thus, ©

contribute to the learnng of the parucipants
The tramer attempts to facihitate the workings of the group,
her than domnat-

helping the group to anfold 1n 1ts own way, rat

ame tohen, he
ing 1t or forcing 1t Into 'S ccific mold By the s
3 d o of the members, mvitng

attempts to hold the door open t© all

them pto participate without forcing them to Occa;::m:(l)ys,n;
participant \will be hurting badly, because he has somet 5 A
but 15 afraid to tahe the nish of leaping onto center Stage e
expertenced tramner often becomes awarc of this and may, Wit

word, a look, 2 nod, or a gesture, mnvite imin



256 The Social Animal

Although not a therapist, the trainer is in a unique and power-
ful position in the group. This means that he sometimes must use
caution, lest he have too ##uch impact on the group members. For
example, even when he has strong feclings about an event, he will
often refrain from jumping in with an expression of those feelings
until after others have had the opportunity to express theirs. In
addition, because of his role and power, it is likely that some
members of the group will be reminded of their relations with
other powerful figures in their lives; because of the permissive
atmosphere of the group, they may choose the leader as the target
of some of their hostile feelings toward others in positions of
authority. This is a tricky situation; but, if it is useful, the leader
may allow it to happen. Subsequently, he may want to explore
with the group, and with the particular member, the extent to
which the Jeader’s behavior may have elicited the hostility, and
the extent to which the hostility may have been a response to his
role. In any event, the leader must learn to come to terms with his
own power; for him to ignore it, or to pretend that it isn’t there,
could be malfunctional for the group.

The Application of T-group Learning
to the World Outside

Throughout this chapter we have made a distinction between the
T-group and the “real world.” This can be misleading. In most
respects, the T-group is 2 real-world situation. The people in
these groups do not play games with each other; their interactions
are real, their emotions are real, the difficulties they get into with
other people are real. There is one major difference berween
human interactions in the T-group and human interactions else-
\Vl\c}'e_. In the T-group, the norm is openness; accordingly, the
participants are oriented toward making themselves vulnerable
:md. are set 70t to take advantage of one another’s vulnerability.
This is not true outside the T-group; we cannot expect others to

be vulnerable, nor can we be certain that others will not take
advantage of our vulnerability.
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Let me tllustrate. When two or more people are engiged m
some sort of relationship, whether 1t be m a T group or i the
outside world, they usually have some feelings about each other
If these feelings are not understood, they can get n the way of
the task at hand But let us take the situation outside of the T-
group Suppose that you and I are members of a six member com-
mittee to raise funds for underprivileged children Suppose that
you are intelligent, creatve, athletic, wealthy, and personable I'm
really feeling competitive with you, I want the other commuttee
members to Jike and admire me more than they like and admure
you Because of those feelings, 1f you propose an 1dea for raising
funds, T will be prone to find fault with 1t, to ndicule 1t, to argue
1t down, even 1f 1t’s a good 1dea—espectally 1f 1t's 2 good idea

But suppose I've just come back from a T-gronp How does
that help me> Would I mmedhately stand up, cross over to w{l‘le’re
you are sitting, put my hand on your shoulder and say, dIm
really feeling jealous and competitive, but you ha\:f: great 1deas
and are a ternfic guy—I want to support your 1deas™ 1 doubt ;]t
Turst of all, 'd be frightened to do that Because we are notin tbe
relatively protected environment of a T group, you may “0; ©
inclned to nteract according to the norm of openness fou
might take advantage of the vulnerable position that my con es0
sion has left me m, and proceed to put me down ’Ehere lisorllxr
group of people to rally round us and help us work throug -
confrontation There isn’t an expenenced tramer present to nte

vene 1n order to help me salvage the preces of my shattered eg{_)_

Furthermore, because you have not agreed to be xr; ;;?'C g
group, I have no business using my openness s z;] mea?; ; b
you to play my game with me If thereisonet ing

nsicve to you and
ave taught me, 1t 15 t0 be se
lty tralnlng ShOUId h g ; 1ng more open th:m yOU

ur style, so as not to coerce you nto be!
ze(:l lflt{i:, bemng An excellentyexample of half balkedB;ebnsg::g
traming on the rampage was portraycd 1n the film \,chcnd,
Ted and Alice In one scene, the heroine, fresh from a ‘]ea\e d
encounter and feeling self-righteously opem 15 abouth tocn o
restaurant when the headwaiter says that he hopes she €njoy

the meal “Do you really meant that?” she asks
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Well, then, if these specific techniques are not transferable to
the outside world, 1s T group traimung of any value® Yes the 1m
portant learning 1s more than mere techniques—and such learmng
is transferable Specifically, I can apply any msights I may have
had about myself 1n the T group and any communication skills
(talking and bstening) that I learned in the T-group To illus-
trate, let us go back to the committee meeting When you pro
pose a good 1dea, I feel awful I also feel a compulsion to find
fault with your 1dea Butif, 1n the T group, T had learned to con-
front my feelings of envy and competitiveness, I may stop and
think 2bout whether your 1dea was really a bad one, or whether
I’'m just being competitive again If I can be aware of my jealousy
and my need to compete, perhaps I can curb them and, thereby,
become a more productive committee member Subsequently, 1f
I get to know you better and begin to trust you, I may decide to
share with you (in private) my prior feelings of competitiveness
Perhaps I can do 1t 1n a way that will serve to mvite you mto 2

closer, more honest relationship, without attempting to force you
nto one

Research on T-groups Do They Really Work?

Most people who have participated in a competently conducted
T group Anow that something important happens there They
know 1t because they have expertenced 1mportant changes 1n
themselves 1nd have seen others change Moreover, nearly all T-
group leaders can show you a great many letters from “sausfied
customers * Carl Rogers, one of the better known group leaders,
has published a typical response from a participant

I am more open spontancous 1 express myself more freely I
am more sy mpathetic, empathic and tolerant I am more confi-
dent T un more rehigious 11 my own w ay My relations with
my family, friends and co workers are more honest and I
express my likes and dishihes and true feelings more openly I

adnut 1gnorance more readily T am more cheerful I want to
help others more $
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Although 1t 15 encouraging and granfymng to know that md:-
viduals feel better about themselves and therr relations with
others, these spontancous testimonals do not, of course, constt-
tute scienufic data The problem s that only a small percentage
of the participants send spontaneous letters What about the
others? It 1s possible that liztle of importance happened to them

One step beyond letters, 1n terms of scientific rigor, are ques-
tionnaires With a questionnasre study, we can get responses from
a random sample of participants and not simply from those who
choose to write letters Several studies have been done 1n which
questionnaures were matled to the mdividuals after their partict-
pation in a T-group Almost all of these studies show that the vast
majority of participants feel that they've benefitted a great deal
from their expenence But suill, this 15 not totally sausfying
Somehow, the self-report of a participant does not seem Very
objective It would be helpful to know several additional things
What were the specific events that occarred n the T group that

produced the specific outcomes® 1f some of those events had been
changed, would the same results have occurred’ Unless he knows
for sure “what causes what,” the hard-headed scientist {f:mam,s,
somewhat skepucal—and with good reason After all, the gogd]
outcome reported by a person may be nothing more thana Sfl; tle
bit of self-deception The participants spent a lot of tme, € ;rt,
and money 1m that group, of the experience Were worthless, t e);
would feel absurd Perhaps they convinced themselves th:;t :it :ivfn
an mmportant event, 1 much the same way that the C(ile s dl e
the 1niniation expeniment conducted by Judson Mills an

(pp 123-124)

On the other hand, 1t 15 not my ntention to min: : -
ss of his own feehngs If 2 pers

ortance of a person’s awarene
If)eels better abg)ut himself because he has gone througha T Esrc (;:,}::
this 1s not to be brushed off ssmply because the data m:;;elnce re-
ufic Indeed, 1n my opinton, if a single T-group e‘(scrsmndmg-
sults n a person’s feeling more sensitves morcd ‘;’n the partict-
more tolerant, and all those other things reporte ﬁz,anon for the
pant m Carl Rogers’ groups then that 1s ample just!

rsist for sev-
existence of T-groups Moreover,

smize the mm-

of these effects pe
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eral months (as reported by many participants), then it is hard to
argue against its being a real and significant event in the individ-
ual’s life—regardless of whether we, as scientists, fully understand
the phenomenon.

These two sides of the question do not exclude each other.
The humanist can continue to revel in the impact that group ex-
periences have on participants, without necessarily denigrating
the scientist who is trying to determine whether the effects ex-
tend beyond the self-reports of the participants; the scientist can
continue to try to find out “if” and “why” in precise ways,
without disparaging T-groups simply because the phenomenon
is difficult to investigate in as precise a manner as he would like.

Why are T-groups so hard to investigate? Basically, because
it's difficult for the scientist to control and manipulate the vari-
ables th.at supposedly produce the outcomes. So many things are
happening at once in a T-group that, after it is over, it is im-
possible to know what factors were crucial in making a person
feel good. Ideally, the hard-headed scientist is tempted to plant a
couple of stooges in a T-group, have them behave in a well con-
trolled, predetermined manner, and measure the effects this
would have on the other participants. Such a procedure would

encompass the controls and the impact that constitute the kind of
experiment that has played such a major role in increasing our
understanding of the social animal. But this kind of procedure is
simply not feasible. The T-group is one of the few sanctuaries of
honesty left on this planet. The implicit (and often explicit)
assumption of the participants is that people are at least trying to
be honest. For the experimental social psychologist to bring in his

apparatus of deception would be a serious violation of this
contract.”

What we are left with

is some kind of compromise. Most of
the research done on T-

. 1-groups lacks the control and precision of
the laboratory experiments that we've been discussing through-
out this volume. Tt remains diffieult to be certain aboutr what
causes what. At the same time, after surveying the research liter-
ature, I am compelled to draw the conclusion, albeit tentatively,
that important changes do take place in T-groups, and that these
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group expertence He then remeasured the ethnic prejudice of
all of the mdividuals Those who had gone through the T-group
showed a sharp reduction m ethnie prejudice, those who had not
gone through the T-group showed no sizeable change
Two recent experiments have shown conclusively that, after
participating 1n a sensiuvity-traiung group, people become more
hypnotizable ? Now, it may scem that susceptibiity to hypno-
tism 1s not a very desirable outcome—~but consider what it means
Several researchers have demonstrated that people who are less
suspicious and more trusting than others are more easily hypno-
tized The fact that participating m a T-group ncreases the ease
with which a person can be hypnotized suggests strongly that
T-groups foster a sense of trust in their participants These are
exciting findings for two reasons (1) generally, 1t 1s not easy to
help people to learn to trust each other using other techmques,
and (2) from a scientific point of view, suscepubility to hypno-
sts, because 1t 1s mvoluntary m nature, 1s a very convincing out-
come—far more convincing than a person’s own self-assessment
of lus mcrease n trust
In another experiment, Marvin Dunnette® organized and set
up ten separate T-groups Some of these groups were led by well-
truned, highly competent traners, others were led by tramers
having only a httle prior expertence In additton, three groups of
a different sort were set up these were run as discusston groups m
which the participants talked about current events, played games,
solved puzzles, 1nd so on Before the groups started, and agamn
after several sessions, the members were measured for their em-
pathy with other people n their group—specifically, on how well
they could predict the preferences of the members of their own
group for vanous activines, occupations, and the ike The mem-
bers of the T groups showed 1 greater mcrease 1n empathy than
the members of the other groups Morcover, withm the T-groups
themselves, the greatest eventual empathy occurred i those
groups hwing the more competent leaders and showing more
member interaction
Thus Iast experiment 1s of interest not only for 1ts results and
for its methodological soundness but, 1n 1ddition, because 1t was
conducted by an experimenter who was seriously shepuical about
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'é‘-groups Just a year earlier, Marvin Dunnette (along with John
ampbell) wrote a highly cniucal review of rescarch on T-
groups After performmg his own experiment, Dunnette wrote

These results scem to me to be firm evidence that T groups
may be accomplishing what their advocates claim for them

Tt appears from these meager but provocative results that T-
groups may truly be 2 medm for getung to hnow others
Better—that the Quest for Love may properly be sharpened,
focused, and guided by the T-group experience o

W hat Constitutes a Good or a Bad Outcome?

T-groups have been criticized because occastonally, following 2
group experience, an individual may seek psychologlcal counsel
g What does this mean® Is 1t a good outcome of 2 bad out-
come? It’s hard to be certan It could be that the indnvidual was
hurt by the T-group experience Te mighe also mdicate that, s 2
result of the T-group experience, certain emotional problems th1t
always were there came Into clear focus, and the sndrs idual w1s
able to see for the first time that he was1n need of therapy Alter-
natively, 1t might mean that the group provided fum with the
courage to seek out the therapy that he already hnew he needed
Or, 1t might sumply mean that he wanted ther1py, and thought he
could get 1t cheaply mna T group, when this failed, he sought the
therapy from a more appropriatc source Virth thism mnd 1015
mstructive to compare two recent arncles on T groups by psy-
chiatrists In one, Ralph Cranshaw ** cied threc cases of indinad

uals who nceded psychiatric hospitahization followmng therr
expericnces 1n scnsitivity tramng groups e considered this a
tragic outcome, mnd laid the blame for 1con the groups wmphy ing
that the sensitvity-training mod ement Was 1rrcsponsxb|\ cypert

menting with human beings In another arucle 10 ¢he same jour-
nal, James Cadden and s associates reported on sensiiv Ity

program for incoming medical students These myesuaatons
found that the program had a beneficil effect=1t helped some ©

yeelm
therr students become aware of 3 necd for psy dmm?ﬁﬂl’"‘g
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Moreover, the number of serious psychuatric crises among these
students was lower than that for stmilar groups n previous years
This was attributed to the fact that the T-group enabled the
individuals to handle their crises more effectvely.

Some Dangers of Group Encounter—
Let the Buyer Beware

The dynamucs of a T group are powerful This means that a
group encounter can be an excitng, exhilarating, enriching ex-
pertence 1n which a great many emouons are felt and 1n which a
lot of learming takes place But, as with any powerful situation,
there are some dangers Indivaduals frequently experience anger
and frustranion, physical or emotional attraction for another
member of the group, and imtense joy or sadness These expert-
ences can produce understanding and growth, if they are dis-
cussed and worked through However, if they are ygnored or are
mishandled by the group, they can produce upset, pamn, humiha-
ton, and loss of dignity, which could persist long after the group
encounter has terminated
Suppose you are a person who 1s mterested 1n joining a group

Has the preceding paragraph frightened you® Good' Has 1t
scared you out of considering a group experience® I hope not

The occurrence of serious disturbances mn groups run by well-
trained professional leaders 1s extremely small After 2 thorough
study of groups conducted under the auspices of the National
Traming Laboratories, Charles Seashore stated “The mcidence
of serious stress and mental disturbance during sensiuvity traming

15 difficult to measure but 1t 15 estumated to be less than one per-

cent of participants and 1 almost all cases occurs 1n persons with

a history of prior disturbances 2

The question to be asked 15 “How do I maximize the proba-

bility of having 1 good experience and nummize the probability

of having a bad one>” Basically, there are two ways first, make

certan you do not jomn a group unless 1t 1s being conducted by 2

shilled, experienced, competent tramner, and second, make certain
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that the philosophy and techniques of the group are consistent
with your own values. T will address the remainder of this section
to those readers who are thinking about joining 2 group. The rest
of you can skip to the next section, “The T-group and Empathy
Formation.”

The Competency of the Trainer. In recent years, with the
burgeoning of interest in group encounter, the demand for
groups has exceeded the supply of competent trainers. Into this
breech has Jeapt the well-meaning individual who, fresh from an
‘c‘xcmng experience as a participant in a T-group, has decided to

turn on” his friends by setting himself up as a group leader.
Stay Away! No matter how good his intentions may be, he is
’fﬂn}Ost certainly not equipped to handle a group. The vast ma-
jority of “bad trips” we hear and read about have occurred in
Just §uch groups. Leading a group is a very subtle business that
requires 2 great deal of training, experience, and sensitivity, as
well as a strong sense of responsibility. Don't trust it to amateurs!
Moreover, even a psychologist with 2 Ph.D., though he may be
licensed and accredited to do therapy, may not be an appropriate
group leader if he has not had the requisite training. There are 2
few centers in the country that offer training and internships in
group leadership to qualified individuals. “The most well estab-
lished is the National Training Laboratory (NTL) in Bethel,
Maine. There is one (and only one) organization that has !)gcn
formed for the primary purpose of examining and accrediting
trainers—the International Association of Applied Social Science
(IAASS). Its procedures for accreditation are extremely rigor-
ous. Accordingly, the only sure-fire way of bcing certain that
your leader is competent and well-trained is to writc 10 AASS,
at 1755 Massachusetes Ave. NW, ‘Washington, DC 20036, for 2
list of its accredited members.
¢ have been describing
ich there is 3 mav-
and few “far-out”
hat I am most

Types of Groups. In this chapter, W!
relatively conservative groups—groups in whi
mum of frecdom, a minimum of cocrcion,
procedures. This happens to be the kind of group ¢
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comfortable with But, as we have indicated, there are all kinds of
groups Let’s look at a couple of extreme examples some groups
are conducted in the nude There 1s a lot of learning that can take
place m such a group—for example, people have a chance to over-
come excessive modesty, hangups about their bodes, and so on
It can be a freeing experience But if you don't feel ready for
such an experience, you should make certan that you don’t wan-
der 1nto this kind of group by accident There are also groups in
which a great deal of screaming, yelling, and physical violence 15
encouraged This may have some value for some people, 1f you're
not one of these people, however, you shouldn’t stumble into
such a group In short, you should do everything you can to
mform yourself of the nature of the group before agreemg to
partcipate
In general, you might want to steer clear of groups that do
not allow you to say “no” As Michael Kahn™ puts 1t, no one
should be forced to do something he doesn’t want tordo Recog
nizing that coercion can be very subtle, Kahn suggests that the
word “no” should be actively supported by the leader—m tlus
way, the freedom n0t to comply becomes a norm This does not
mean that 1t's always good for group members to avoid situations
that look frightening or painful—sometimes, important growth 15
possible 1n those situations—but the individual himself should be
the one to make the decision He should be encouraged to try if
he feels ready—and equally encouraged to decline 1f he does not
Growth s an exciting (and often punful) experience—but no one
person can “grow” another A person indicatces that he’s ready to

grow when he takes that leap on bis own, and not because he 1s
being coerced

The T-group and Emparby Formation

In the chapters devoted to aggression and prejudice, the point
was made that 1t 1s 2 lot easier to hure or kill another person 1f he
has first been dehumamized When we think of a South Viet
namesc peasant as a “gook,” we feel less guilty about putung the
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torch to hus house or killing his wife and children When we
think of a police officer as a “pig” or a student as 2 “long haired
weirdo,” 1t heeps us from hurting as we proceed to hurt him One
of the aspects of T groups that 15 most exciuing 15 the potential to
reverse this process As the research lirerature mdicates, when
individuals are m a situation n which they are talking straight
and hsteming to each other, they begmn to gain mutual under
standing Understanding does not always lead to attracuon I
may understand you and decide that you are not #7y kmd of per
son, but T would have difficulty concluding that you are not 2
person Accordingly, I might choose not to be your friend or
never to associate with you, but it would be very difficult for me
to choose to hurt or to kil you without experiencing great deal
of guilt and emotional pan
In my expertence with groups, I have seen this happen on
countless occastons 1 have seen blacks and whites (or members
of the Fstablishment and rebellious youngsters) enter with some
sullen suspicton, gradually bring some of their feelings of animos
sty and distrust out 1 the open, and occasionally yell at each
other 1 exasperation, frustration, and anger But, 1n most cases,
they eventually begin to listen to each other and to process their
own fechngs honestly and openly Rarely do they end up by
flinging themselves nte each other’s arms, but rarely do they
leave without some awareness of the other person as a person At
the begnnng of this chapter, 1 sad that T groups were not the
panacea that their extreme advocates occastonally make them out
to be T repeat that statement here T groups probably ;anl:not
save the world all by themselves, but: when propetly useds ‘dc)’
offer a viable techmque for increasing self awareness and under-

standing among people
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Social Psychology
as a Science

T hologist Pavel Semonov once ob-
I Lt nowledge m two ways

served that man satisfies his hunger for k
(1) he observes his environment and tries to orgamze the u:&
known i a sensible and meamngful way (this 15 science), :ate
(2) he reorgamzes the known environment 10 order t(I) ‘f; "
something new (this 15 art) From my own xperience, often
add the observation that, 1 social psy' chology, the two are]n this
blended the experimentalist uses art t0 enrich his science
chapter, 1 will try to communucate how this happens
- ¥
Many of the 1deas contamned 1n this ch:}pter first g;;;;“fﬂgg :;’ ?S'fagxgl
several years ago in an arucle 1 wrote for T’J]? h I am plcascd to
Psychology 1 collaboration with J Merrill Car sm“m my thinhing o7
acknowledge Dr Carlsmuth’s important contriburion y
this topic
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In Chapter 2, I described an mcident at Yosemite Natonal
Park Bricfly, what happened was this when awakened by sounds
of distress, a great many campers rushed to the aid of the person
who needed help Because the behavior of these campers was
decidedly different from the behavior of witnesses to the
Genovese murder (thirty eight people watched 2 woman being
stabbed to death without attempting to help in any way), I spec-
ulated about what may have caused this difference 1n behavior 1
the two situations But no matter how clever or adroit my specu-
lations might have been, no amount of thinking and cogtation
could make us certan that these speculattons were correct The
reason for this 15 that there are literally dozens of differences be-
tween the Yosermte campground situation and the Genovese
murder case How can we be certain that the factor that I men
tioned constitutes a cructal difference~the difference that made
the difference?

We ran nto a similar problem in Chapter 7 In that chapter,
we mentioned the almost unbelievable fact that, while John
Kennedy was president, his personal populanity underwent an
ncreasc immediately after he commutted a great blunder That1s,
after Kennedy’s tragic miscalculation known as the Bay of Pigs

fiasco, a Gallup poll showed that people liked him better than
they had just before that incident We speculated about what
could have caused that shift toward greater popularity, and sug-
gested that 1t might have been because commuttung a blunder
served to mihe Kennedy seem more human, thus making people
feel closer to um But because there were many factors mvolved
1 Kennedy’s behavior, 1t 1s impossible to be certain that my spec-
ultion was accurate In order to get some definitive evidence 1n
support of the proposition that blunders can humanize people
w ly\o appear perfect, 1t was necessary to go beyond observation
We had to design an experiment that allowed us to control for
extrancous varmables and test the effects of a blunder on attraction
n a less comple situation

This 1s why social psy chologsts perform expeniments Al-
though some cxperiments 1 social psychology arc excrung and
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mteresting 1n form and content, the process of designing and
conducting expeniments 1n socal psychology 1s not fun and
games It 15 ume-consuming and laborious work, and 1t almost
always puts the experimenter in an ethical bind Moreover, m
strving for control, the expenimenter must often concoct a situa
tion that bears little resemblance to the real-world situation from
which he got his onginal 1dea In fact, 2 frequent criticism 18 that
laboratory experiments are unrealistic and contrived imitations of
human mteraction that don’t reflect the “real world” atall Butis
this true?

Perhaps the best way to answer this question 15 to examine
one laboratory experiment closely, considering 1ts advantages and
disadvantages, as well as an alternative, more realistic approach
that might havc been used to study the same issuc An experiment
performed by Judson Mills and me’ suits our purpose The reader
may recill that, 1n this experiment, we showed that people who
evpended great effore (by undergoing a severe imtiation) to galln
membership into a group lihed the group more than did people
who became members with Little or no effort

Here’s how the experiment was performed Stty three COli

lege women who miially volunteered to participate 11 sevc;jra
discussions on the psychology of sex were subjects of the S[futg,e
Each person was tested ndividually At the begm“‘”gh:ud iy
study, the experimenter explamed that h’e was studimg l:e acm); |
namics of the group discussion process » He smd ¢ atht e had
topic of the discussion wasn’t mportant to hum, but t ﬂf vl
selected “sex” 1n order to be certam of having plentyho ﬁz; ex-
Ppants, because most people are interested 1n seX Bl;: because he
plamned that he had encountered a major dra\vbach Css many
had chosen sex as the toptc spec1ﬁcally, because of s yr;e }Z:eczuse
people found 1t difficult to discuss sex 1m 2 group SEISIIZID seriously
any impairment of the fow of the discussion C{: ects felt any
mvalidate his results, he needed to Lnow if the ;u Jthe subjects
thltanCy to enter a discusston about sex “l/; e‘r:ould have no
heard this, each and every one indicated that s 3 set the st1ge
difficulty These elaborate mstructions were used t0
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for the imporrtant event to follow The reader should note how
the experimenter’s statements tend to make the following materal
believable
Up to this pomnt, the mstructions had been the same for each
subject Now 1t was time to give each of the people in the various
expenimental conditions a different experience—an experience
that the experimenters beheved would make a difference This1s
called the mdependent variable
Subjects were randomly assigned 1 advance to one of three
conditons 2 conditton m which one-third of them would go
through a severe mtiation, one 1n which one-third would go
through a mild mitiation, and one 1n which one-third would not
go through any imtiation at all For the no-mnitiation condition,
subjects were simply told that they could now jom the discusston
group For the severe- and mild initiation conditions, however,
the experimenter told each subject that, because he needed to be
positve that she could discuss sex openly, he had developed 2
screening device, a test for embarrassment, which he then asked
her to take This test constiruted the imtianon For the severe-
iitiation condution, the test was highly embarrassing 1t required
the subject to read aloud, to the male experimenter, a list of
twelve obscene words and two detailed descriptions of sexual
actvity taken from current novels (This may not seem terribly
embarrassing to today’s reader, but remember, this was i 1959")
The muld mitiation subjects had only to read aloud a list of words
related to sex that were not obscene
After the imination, each subject was allowed to eavesdrop on
a group discusston bemng conducted by members of the group
that she had just jomed In order to control the content of this
materal, it was actually a tape recording, but the subjects were
led to believe that 1t was 2 live discussion Thus, all subjects—
regardless of whether they had gone through a severe imitiation, 2
mild mitiation, or no intiation—listened to the same group dis-
cusston The group discussion was about as dull and as boring as
possible, st imvolved a halting, marticulate analysis of the second-
ary sex charactensues of Jower anmmals—changes m plumage
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among birds, intricacies of the mating dance of certain spiders,
and the like. The tape contained long pauses, a great deal of hem-
ming and hawing, interruptions, incomplete sentences, and so on,
all designed to make it boring.

At the end of the discussion, the experimenter returned with
a set of rating scales on which the subject was to rate how inter-
esting and worthwhile the discussion had been. This is called
the dependent wvariable, because, quite literally, the response is
assumed to be “dependent” upon which of the experimental con-
ditions the subject had been assigned to.

The results supported the hypothesis: Women who went
through a mild initiation, or no initiation at all, saw the group
discussion as relatively dull. But those who suffered in orderto be
admitted to the group thought it was really an exciting discussion.
Remember, it was exactly the samte discussion that all the students
were rating. .

Judson Mills and T spent several hundred hours in des.lgn}ng
this experiment, creating a credible situ;guon, writing 2 Shcrlpt 05
the tape recording of the group discussion, rehearsing the ‘,*C,t:i’;_
who played the roles of group members, constructing the mlllln-
tion procedures and the measuring instruments, recruiing ":10 the
teers to serve as subjects, pilot-testing the p'rqcedure, runm“ l‘g e
subjects through the experiment, and explaining the m:ie Pe Fion
of the experiment to each subject (the reason for the dec E thaty
what it all meant, and so forth). What we found out ‘fvaentry
people who go through a severe initiation in order to lgesl:/ o g0
into a group tend to like that group better than Peé’P b there
through a mild initiation (or no initiation at all). Sur ())’t,ice .
must be a much simpler way! The reader may h“X;H'; and me
vague resemblance between the procedure U ed by ln—ibes an
and other initiations, such as those used by anmviusive clubs
those used by some college frater'niti,es and th‘;\z;ﬁ?and I take
or organizations. Why, then, didn’t Judson only easier {0
advantage of the real-life situation, Whld} 15 ;th’ja's l)zl)ok at the
study but also far more dramatic and realistic: S o (chat 5,
advantages: real-life initiations would be more sev!
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they would have more mpact on the members), we would not
have had to go to such lengths to design a group setung that the
participants would find convineing, the soctal iteractions would
mvolve real people, rather than mere voices from a tape record
1ng, we would have elimmated the ethical problem created by the
use of deception and the use of a difficult and unpleasant experi-
ence m the name of science, and finally, 1t could all have been
accomphshed n a fraction of the ume that the experiment
consumed
Thus, when we take a superficial look at the advantages ofa
natural situation, 1t appears that Mills and T would have had 2
much simpler job 1f we had studied existng fratermuies Here’s
how we might have done 1t We could have rated each group’s
mtiation for severity, and later interviewed the members to de-
termime how much they liked their group If the members who
had undergone a severe mtiation hked their fratermues more
than the mild or no imtiation fratermty members, the hypothe
sis would be supported Or would 1t> Let’s take a closer look at
why people bother to do experiments
If we were to ask the man on the street to name the most
mportant charactenssuic of a laboratory experiment, he would
probably say “control” And this 25 a major advantage Lxpen
ments have the advantage of controlling the environment and the
variables so that the effects of each variable can be precisely
studied By taking our hypothesss to the laboratory, Mills and I
climmnated a lot of the extrancous variation that exists in the real
world The severe mtatons were all equal 1n ntensity, but this
would have been difficult to match, had we used several “severe
imtiation” fraternities Further, the group discussion was 1identical
for Al subjects, 1n the real world, however, fratermty members
would have been rating fratermties that were, in fact, different
from cach other Assuming we had been able to find a difference
bct\\“ccn the “severe imtaton” fratermues and the “mild miua-
von” fratermitics, how would we have known whether this wasa
function of the imnation rather than of the differential likability
that already cvsted 1n the fratcrmty members themselves® In the
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experiment, the only difference was the sevenity of the mitiation,
so we know that any difference was due to that procedure

The Iinportance of Random Assigniment

Control 55 a very important aspect of the laboratory experiment,
but 1t’s not the major advantage of this procedure A sull more
mportant advantage 1s that subjects can be randomly assigned to
the different experimental conditions This means that each sub-
ject has an equal chance to be n any condition 1n the study In-
deed, the random assignment of subjects to conditions 1s the
crucial difference between the experimental method and non-
experimental approaches And the great advantage of the random
assignment of people to conditions 15 this any variables that
haven’t been thoroughly controlled are almost certamn 1o be dis-
tributed randomly across the various condiuons This means that
1t 15 extremely unlikely that such variables would affect mllr rfe-
sults 1n a systematic fashion An example mght help to ¢ ""}"):
this point Suppose you are a scienust and you have the lgpovt dCO
sis that marrying beaunful women makes men happ):i Of;nd 0
you test this hypothesis® Let us say that you proceed [0 e
thousand men who are marred to beautiful women and :;1 t 01!]l
sand men who are married to ugly women, and yougnet een(]i 20
a “happiness” questionnaire Lo and behold, the g‘e“ m:llrr:‘ om-
beaunful women are happier than the men married to ;lg[ )"‘ o
en Does this mean that beng married to 2 beautt rl(l: e
makes you happy? No It may be that happy mhcnn::i ", con-
more good-humored, and easier to get along With, ﬂve adt 1‘ntngc
sequently, beautsful women (who have 2 compc?;; ' S0 may
over ugly women) seck these men out and :m"tyflll women The
be that being happy causes men to marry beatt 111 e some
problem doesn’t end there It 15 also possxb]c that O et 2
third factor that causes both happiness and being ,T 15 concers -
beaunful woman One such factor could be mor(;ety;m cherr being
able that being rich helps mahe men happy, an
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rich 5s what attracts the beauniful women So 1t’s possible that
nesther causal sequence 1s true—it 1s possible that happiness does
not cause men to marry beautiful wives and that beautiful wives
do not cause men to be happy
And the problem 1s even #z0re complicated It’s more complt
cated because we usually have no rdea what these third factors
mught be In the c1se of the happmess study, 1t could be wealth,
1t could also be that handsomeness causes men to be happy and
also attracts beauniful women, 1t could be socal grace, athletnc
abily, power, popularity, using the nght toothpaste, beng 2
snappy dresser, or any of a thousand quiliues that the poor re-
searcher does not know about and could not possibly account for
But if he performs an expeniment, he can randomly assign his
subjects to various experimental conditions Although this pro
cedure does not eliminate differences due to any of these variables
{money, social grace, athleuc ability, and the hike), 1t neutralizes
them by distributing these characteristics randomly across various
expenimental conditions That s, 1f subjects are randomly as
signed to experimental conditions, there will be approximately as
many rich men in one condition as 1n the others, s many socnally
adept men 1n one condition as the others, and as many athletes
onc condition as 1n the others Thus, 1f we do find a difference
betwecen conditions, 1t 15 virtually smpossible that this would be
due to individual differences in any single characteristic, because
all of these charactenstics had equal (or nearly equal) distribu-
tion 1cross all of the conditions
Admuttedly, the partcular example of happy men and beauti-
ful wives does not easily lend tself to the confines of the exper:
mental laboratory But let us fantasize about how we would do 1t
if we could Ideally, we would take fifty men and randomly 1s
sign twenty five to bewuful wives and twenty five to ugly
wnes A few months later, we could come back and administer
the happiness questionnaire If we find that the men we assigned
to the beautiful wives are happier than the men we assigned to
the ugly wives, we would know what caused their happiness—ue
did' In short, thar happiness couldn’t easily be attributed to
social grace, or handsomeness, or money, or power—these were
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randomly distributed among the experimental conditions. It al-
most certainly must have something to do with their wives’
characteristics.

To repeat, this example is somewhat fantastic—even social
psychologists must stop short of arranging marriages for scien-
tific purposes. Buc this does no# mean that we cannot test impor-
tant, meaningful, relevant events under controlled laboratory
conditions. This book is loaded with such examples. Let’s look at
one of these examples as 2 way of clarifying the advantages of the
experimental method: In Chapter 5, I reported a correlation be-
tween the amount of time a child spends watching violence on
TV and his tendency to choose aggressive solutions to his prob-
lems. Does that mean that watching aggression on vV causes kids
to become aggressive? Not necessarily. It might. But it m{ght also
mean thar aggressive kids simply like t watch aggression, and
that these kids would be just as aggressive if they }vatCht‘-d
“Captain Kangaroo” all day long. But then some experimenters
came along and proved that watching violence increases vio-
lence.2 How? By randomly assigning some kids to a situaion in
which they watched an episode of “The Untouchables™—2 :
series in which people beat, kill, rape, bite, and slug each other O;
fifty minutes per episode. As 2 control, they randomly assigne
some other kids to a situation in which they “./atche.d an at:lti{t;s
event for the same length of time. The crucial ‘}‘)omr:t;ac .
stood an equal chance of being sclected to watch “The m?::n
ables”; therefore, any differences in character structure & expir

the kids in this experiment were neutralized across the mglothat
perimental conditions. Thus, when the investigators foun )
the kids who watched “The Untouchables” showed n.,orcv ang;
gressiveness afterward than those who Wa_whed. the athletic :::; u;
it does suggest quite strongly that swatching violence €31
violence.

Let us return to the initiation experiment: ,I.f we C(;:ai::r::?gc:
survey and found that members of severe-lnlnaﬂorfl mild-initia-
find each other more attractive than do rpembeﬁho severity ©
tion fraternities, then we would have evidence t ;:g(cmify are
initiation and liking for other members © 3
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positwely correlated By “posiuvely correlated” we mean that the
more severe the mitiation, the more a member will like his group
No matter how highly correlated the two variables are, however,
we cannot conclude, from our survey data alone, that severe
mmtiations cause liking for the group All we can conclude from
such a survey 15 that these two factors are associated with each
other.

Tt 1s possible that the posive correlation between severe muti-
ations and liking for other members of a fratermity exists not be-
cause severe mitiations cquse members to like their groups more,
but for just the opposite reason It could be that fugh attracuve-
ness 1n a group causes severe minations If group members see
themselves as highly desirable, they may try to keep the situation
that way by mamntaining an elite group Thus, they might require
a severe initiation 1 order to discourage people from jomnng,
unless those people have a ugh desire to do so From our survey
data alone, we cannot conclude that this explanation 1s false and
that severe imuanons really do lead to iking The data give us no
basis for making this choice, because they tell us nothing about
cause and effect Moreover, as we have seen 1n our previous ex-
ample, there could be a third varable that causes both severe
imuations and liking Who would like to give and receive a severe
mtation® Why, people with strong sadomasochisuc tendencies,
of course Such people may like each other not because of the
mmuation but because “birds of a feather” tend to like each other
Although this may sound like an outlandish explanation, 1t 1s cer-
tamnly possible What 1s more distressing for the researcher are the
countless other possible explanations that he can’t even think of
The experimental method, based, as 1t 15, on the techmque of
random assignment to experimental conditions, eliminates all of
these 1 one fell swoop The sadomasochists in the experiment
have just as much chance of being assigned to the no-imitiation
condition as to the severe-imtianion condition In the real-world
study, alas, most of them would most certainly assign themselves

to the severe-mnatton condition, thus making the results umn-
terpretable,
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':I‘he Challenge of Experimentation
in Socual Psychology

Control versus Impact All1s not so sunny in the world of experi-
mentation There are some very real problems connected with
domng experiments 1 mentioned that control 15 one of the major
advantages of the experiment, yet, 1t is impossible to exercise
complete control over the environment of human subjects One
of the reasons why many psychologists work with rats, rather
than people, 1s that 1t enables the researcher to control almost
everything that happens to Iis subjects from the ume of their
birth untl the ume he completes the expcnment—chmate, dret,
exercise, degree of exposure to playmates, absence of traumatc
expeniences, and so on Social psychologists do not keep human
subjects m cages 1n order to control their experiences Although
this makes for a happier world for the subjects, 1t also mahes fora
shightly sloppy science
Control 15 further Iimited by the fact
from one another 1n countless subtle ways
ments about what people do By this we mean, of course, what
most people do most of the ume under a given set of conditions
To the extent that unmeasured (ndividual differences ar¢ present
1n our results, our conclusions may not be precise for all people
Differences 1n atutudes, values, abihiues, personalny chamc]tcns-
tics, and recent past experences can affect the way peop °t;;
spond 1n an experiment Thus, even with our ability to cor;r .
the experimental situation 1tself, the same siuation may not alie
each person in exactly the same Way .
Furthermore, wh)e,n we do succeed 110 controllnng dlis z;}"‘:‘c
mental setting so that 1t 1 exactly the same for every Ph sul;]c ot
run the real risk of making the situation so ste:xlc tha'tllh Cs :
1s mclined not to take 1t seriously The % ord “stenile” h¥
two meanings (1) germ free, and (2) mc‘ff‘:cm-c " as possible
experimenter should strive to mahe 1t as “BerIEE Pl Coub-
without making 1t barren ot wanfelihe” for the subject

that individuals differ
We try to mahe state-
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ject doesn’t find the events of an experiment interesting and
absorbing, the chances are that his reactions will not be spontane-
ous and that our results, therefore, will have little meaning. Thus,
in addition to control, it is just as essential that an experiment
have impact upon the subjects. They must take the experiment
seriously and become involved in it, lest it not affect their be-
havior in a meaningful way. The difficulty for social psycholo-
gists is that these two crucial factors, impact and control, often
work in opposite ways: as one increases, the other tends to de-
crease. This is the dilemma that faces experimenters: how to
maximize impact upon the subjects without sacrificing control
over the situation, This requires considerable creativity and inge-
nuity in the design and construction of experimental situations.
This leads us into the problem of realism. .

Realism. Early in this chapter, I mentioned that a frequent
criticism of laboratory experiments is that they are artificial and
contrived imitations of the world, that they aren’t “real.” What
do we mean by “real”? As J. Merritl Carlsmith and I have pointed
out,? an experiment can be realistic in two separate ways: If an
experiment has impact upon a subject, forces him to take the mat-
ter seriously, and involves him in the procedures, we can call this
experimental realism. Quite apart from this is the question of how
similar the laboratory experiment is to the events that frequently
happen w© people in the outside world. This can be termed #un-
dane realism. Often, a confusion between experfmental realism
and mundane realism is responsible for the criticism that experi-
ments are artificial and worthless because they don’t reflect the
real world,

Perhaps the difference between the two realisms can be illus-
“‘“ef] by an example of a study high in experimental realism but
low 1‘n r_nundnne. realism. Recall the experiment by Stanley Mil-
gram dxscus_scd in Chapter 2, in which each subject was asked to
deliver a scries of shocks, of increasing intensity, to another per-
son }"_ho was supposedly wired to an electrical apparatus in an
adjoining room. Now, honestly—how nany times in our every-
day life are we asked to deliver electric shocks to people? It’s
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unrealistic—but unrealisuic only 1n the mundane sense Did the
procedure have experimental realism—that 15, was the subject
wrapped up m 1t, did he take 1t sertously, did 1t have impact on
him, was 1t part of s real world at that moment? Or was he
merely playacting, not taking it sertously, gong through the mo
tions, ho humming 1t? Milgram reports that huis subjects expert
enced a great deal of tension and discomfort But 11t let Milgram
describe, 1n his own words, what a typical subject looked like

I observed a mature and mually poised busmessman enter the
laboratory smiling and confident Within 20 minutes he was
reduced to a twitching, stuttering wreck who was rapidly
approaching a pomt of nervous collapse He constantly pulled
on his earlobe, and twisted his hands At one pomnt he pushed
hus fist 1nto hus forehcad and muttered  Oh God, lets stop "
And yet he continued to respond to every word of the experi-
menter, and obeyed to the end ®

Thus hardly seems like the behavior of a person n an Elnrcshsﬂc
sttuation The thmgs that were happening 0 Milgram's ’ﬁiﬁ
were real—even though they didn’t happen to them 1n tlude
everyday existence Accordmgly, 1t would seem safe to comcmdl
that the results of this experiment are 2 reasonably accur:mtts o
cation of the way people would react Jf a sumifar set of even
occur in the real world
d

Deception The importance of exper imental renhsmnc;; Zf::ra
ly be overemphasized The best way to achieve thx; csstccrcsnmz to
1ty 15 to design a setting that will be absorbing an u;s ¢ o dis
the subjects At the same time, it 1S frequently r:cms:ocxx;))}’s) cho
guise the true purpose of the study This P‘;;rls : director W ho's
logical experimenter 1 the posiaon O a him r what the play
setting the stage for action but not telling the nctond are designe
1sall about Such settings are called cover stories, @ 1 sml:mo.n n
10 ncrease expermmental realism by producgign inhubired by
which the subject can act naturally, wathout b:::lmg studied For
knowing just which aspect of his bcha\lordls subﬁcu were 1o
example, in the Aronson-Mulls mipation st 3
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that they were taking a test for embarrassment, 1n order to screen
them for membership 1n a group that would be discussing the
psychology of sex—this was the cover story In reality, they were
bemng subjected to an mtiation to see what effect, if any, this
would have on their iking for the group If the subjects had been
aware of the true purpose of the study before their participation,
the results would have been totally meaningless Researchers who
have studied this 1ssue have shown that, if a subject knows the
true purpose of the experiment, he does 7ot behave naturally but
ather tnes to perform m a way that puts him 1n a good hght or
tries to “help out” the experimenter by behaving 1n a way that
makes the experiment come out as predicted Both of these out-
comes are disastrous for the experimenter The experimenter can
usually succeed m curbing the subject’s desire to be “helpful,”
but the desire to “look good” 15 more difficult to curb Most peo-
ple do not want to be thought of as weak, abnormal, unattractive,
stupid, or crazy Thus, if given a chance to figure out what the
experimenter 15 looking for, most people will try to make them-
sclves look good or “normal ” For example, 1n an experiment de-
signed specifically to elucidate this phenomenon,® when subjects
were told that a particular outcome indicated that they possessed
a “good” personality trait, they exhibited the behavior necessary
to produce that outcome far more often than when they were
told that 1t reflected a negative trait Although this behavior 15
understandable, 1t does interfere with meanngful results It s for
this reason that subjects are deceived about the true nature of the
C\pcnmcnt
Tollustrate, let’s look agam at Solomon Asch’s classic experi-
ment on conformxry " Recall that, m this study, a student was
assigned the tash of judging the relanve size of a few hines It was
a simple tash But a few other students (who were actually ac-
complices of the experimenter) purposcly stated an incorrect
judgment When faced with this situation, a sizeable number of
the subjects yielded to the implicit group pressure and stated the
mcorrect judgment This was, of course, a highly dccepuve
expenment The subjects thoughe that they were participating 1n
an experiment on perception, but, actually, 1t was their conform-
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lstoy ;ial;sv;:;:)l’)ﬂné zfil:i OWaj this deception necessary? I think
jectin an experiment in wh::; :ICSPUOH g yOl‘l‘rself .
ested 1n studymg whether or r1<t)te el confe et
you will conform 1n the face of

group pressure,” and then he told you what was gomng to happen
nMoy guess 1s that you wouldn’t conform My guess 15 that almost
one would conform—because conformuty 15 considered to be a
weak and unattractive behavior What could the experimenter
have concluded from this® That people tend to be nonconform
1sts> Such a conclusion would be erroneous and musleading Such
an experiment would be meaningless
Recall Milgram’s experiments on obedience He found that 62
percent of the average citizens 1 his experiment ¥ ere willing to
administer 1ntense shocks to another person m obedience to the
experimenter’s command Yet, each year, when I describe the
expenimental situation to the students i my class and ask them if
they would obey such a command, only about percent indicate
that they would Does this mean thacmy students are nicer people
than Milgram’s subjects® 1 don’t think so I think 1t means that
people, if given half a chance, will try 10 look good Thus, unless
Milgram had used deception, he would have come out with re-
sults that simply do not reflect the way people behave when they
are led to believe that they are 1n real situattons If we were to
give people the opportumty tosit back, relax, and mahe 2 gUESS as
to how they would behavef . we would get 2 picture of hov
people would like to be, rather than a picture of how people r¢

be the best (and per-

Ethical Problems U deception ma
7918 sing decep! y s about e way

haps the only) way to get useful informa e
people behave 1n most complex and important situations b‘l] .
does present the experimenter with a serious ethical probic
Basically, there are three problems

cople
nvaston of privacy Be
o not hnow ¥ hat the
POSI(IOH to gnc

1 Tt1s simply unethical to tell hesto P
2 Such hie telling often leads 1nto 30!
cause the people serving as subjects d
expenimenter 1s really studying, they are 1 O
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their informed consent For example, 1n Asch’s experiment, 1t 15
concewvable that some students might not have agreed to par-
ticipate, had they known 1n advance that Asch was mterested
n exammng their tendency toward conformuty, rather than
their perceptual judgment

3 Expenimental procedures often entail some unpleasant ex-
pertences, such as pain, boredom, anxiety, and the like

Do the ends justify the means® Thus 1s a debatable pomnt Some

argue that, no matter what the goals of this science are and no
matter what the accomplishments, 1t's not worth 1t 1f people are
decerved or put through some discomfort Others, on the oppo-
sute end of the spectrum, nsist that social psychologists are find-
ing things out that may have profound benefits for mankind, and,
accordingly, almost any price 1s worth paying for the results

My own position 1s somewhere 1n between 1 believe that the

science of social psychology 1s mmportant, and I also believe that

experimental subjects should be protected at all umes This means
at least five things

1 Procedures that cause intense pan or discomfort should be
avoided, if at all possible If the experimenter exercises a great
deal of ingenwity and caution, he can usually succeed 1n testing
his hypothesis without using extreme methods Although a less
mtense procedure usually produces results that are less clear,
experimenters might choose to sacrifice some clanty 1n the
mnterests of protecting their subjects

2 Expenimenters should be ever alert to alternative procedures
to deception If some other viable procedure can be found, 1t
should be used

3 Experimenters should provide their subjects with the real
option of quitting the experiment 1f their discomfort becomes
too ntense

4 The expenimenter should spend considerable ume with each
subject at the close of the experimental sesston, carefully ex-
plaming the experiment, 1ts true purpose, the reasons for the
decepuion, and so on He should go out of his way to protect
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the digmity of the subject, to avord making him feel stupid or
gullible about having “fallen for” the deception He should
make certain that the subject leaves the scene n good spirits—
feeling good about himself and about his role 1n the experiment
This can be accomplished by any earnest experimenter who 1s
willing to take the time and effort to repay the subject (with
mformation and constderation) for the very important role the
subject has played in the scienufic enterprise

5 Fnally, the experimenter should not undertake an expen-
ment that entails deception or discomfort just for the hell of
1t ” Before entering the laboratory, the experimenter should be
certain that the experiment 1s sound and important—that he 15
secking the answer to an mteresting question and that he 1s
seeking 1t 1n a careful and well organized manner

Most experimenters 1n socal psychology are extremely sensi-
tve to the needs of thewr subjects Although some exp enments
entail procedures that cause a constderable amount of discomfort,
the vast majority of these procedures contamn 2 great many Sﬂf;
guards for the protection of subjects For example, from the
pomnt of view of subject discomfort, most readers would e}grl::
that Stanley Milgram’s experiment on obedience 15 onc o ; :
most difficult studies reported m this book Yet it 1s evident ¢ 2}1
Milgram worked hard after the experiment to turn the over120
expertence mto a useful and exciing one for hus subjects . ]S;S 7
clear that he was successful Some ume after the CXPerm:;m,have
percent of the participants reported that they were gl'rxl fzglmgs
taken part 1n the study, 15 1 per cent reported neut}rla arthI’
and only 13 percent stated that they were soIry ¢ eydpa sam-
pated Furthermore, a umversity psychiatrst mnterviewe o the
ple of the subjects and found no njurious eﬁ'ects—-l‘“mc’ an
typical response was that thewr participation was mstruc
ennching

ental session,

The Postexpermnental Session The postexPer]t:]nt part of the
Sometimes called debriefing, 1s an extremely 1mpor ns of undoing
¢xpeniment Not only 15 1t of great value as a mea
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some of the discomforts and deceptions that occurred during the
expenmental session, 1t also provides the experimenter with an
opportunity to mstruct the subject so that the expersment can
become an educational experience In addition, it allows the
experimenter to determme the extent to which his procedure
worked—and to find out from the one person who knows best
(the subject) how he might improve the procedure In short, the
prudent experimenter regards his subjects as colleagues—not as
objects Tor those of you who have never had first-hand expert-
ence with a debriefing session, a description of exactly what 1s
mvolved and how subjects are treated may provide a more com-~
plete understanding of the experimental techmque
At first, the experimenter encourages the subject to give his
overall reaction to the experiment and to ask any questions he
might have He then tries to determine why the subject respond-
ed s he did and whether he interpreted the procedures the way
they were intended If there was any deception mvolved, was the
subject suspicious of the cover story® If the subject was suspt-
clous, the experimenter must decide whether his suspicions were
great enough to have affected his behavior If so, then the sub-
Ject’s responses cannot be included i the data of the experiment
Beeause the researcher is interested i how subjects spontaneously
behave, any responses that are motvated by suspictons cannot be
spontancous, 1nd are most lihely invahd If more than a few sub
jects must be discarded for reasons of suspiciousness, the entire
evpeniment must be scrapped
Throughout thus first part of the debriefing, the expenimenter
probes to try to learn as precsely as possible what the subject’s
reactions were, and whether he was suspicious The subject 15
then informed of the deception Tt 1s smportant that the pace be
gradual and the manner gentle, so that the subjectisn’t suddenly
confronted with the mformation 1 can picture Lucy (mn the
* Peinuts” conne strip) as the world’s worst experimenter How
nught she break the news to Charlie Brown® “Youve been
fooled, we've been lying to you and you fell for it—ha! hat”
Clearly, tlus land of approach must be avoided
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Every experimenter has his own technique for debriefing. 1
will discuss my own procedure in some detail: I begin by asking
the subject whether the experiment was perfectly clear—if he has
any questions about either the purpose or the procedure. I usually
ask some open-ended questions—for example, I might simply ask
him to tell me frankly how the experiment struck him. Because
people do react differently, it does help me to know his feelings.
I then begin zeroing in by asking him if any part of the procedure
seemed odd, confusing, or disturbing to him. If he does have any
suspicions, they will probably be revealed by this procedure, or
at least T will see signs that indicate the need for further probing;
but, if not, T continue toward greater specificity and ask if he
thinks there may be more to the experiment than meets the eye.
This is a giveaway. It tells him, in effect, that there was more
than meets the eye. Many subjects will indicate that they do
think so. This does not necessarily mean that they had strong and
definite suspicions; it means, rather, that some people know that
deception is frequently a part of certain psychology experiments,
anfl that they are vaguely suspicious about the probability of this
being one of those. My own questioning may have helped con-

firm these suspicions. It is important that we recogmze the
subject’s lack of gullibility. It is also important that we com-
Municate that being fooled by the procedure is not a matter of
stupidity or gullibility, but thatitis 2 function of the procedure——
bec.allse if it’s a good experiment, virtually everyone gets fooled.
This is crucial: being “taken in” hurts only if it leads us to con-
clude that we are extraordinarily stupid or gullible. But this is not
true with these experiments. If the experiment is a go?d one,
everyone will be “taken in.” Accordingly, it is imperative that
the experimenter take the time and trouble to make this cle.ar to
the subject. This one factor is frequently the crucial determinant
of whether the subject goes home feeling good about his py:lrtm-
Pation or feeling like a fool. Any experimenter who dogsn t f_ﬂke
Special care with this part of the experiment has no business 1n 2
Soclopsychological laboratory.

- . . . : ,
If the subject voices specific suspicions, I invite him to 3y
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how they might have affected his behavior. His answer to this
question is crucial. If he does have some clear suspicions (right or
wrong), and if these did affect his behavior, T will discard his
data. Obviously, this decision is made in ignorance of whether or
not his results supported the hypothesis! If he is not on target, I
will tell him that it was reasonable for him to be suspicious, that
there is more to the experiment, and I will then proceed to de-
scribe what we're studying and the reasons for using deception. I
try to level with the subjects by sharing my own discomfort
about using deception. I also try hard to explain why I think the
results might be important.

If the subject is feeling uncomfortable, or angry, or disdain-
ful, T want to know it so I can deal with it. But most subjects are
polite. To help the subject build up the courage to tell me off (if
he feels like it), I try to share my own questions and criticisms
about the procedure and its impacr, in the hope that this will
remove any reluctance he may feel in talking about his skepti-
cisms, his feeling that the whole experiment seemed trivial and
meaningless, his annoyance, his discomfort, or the fact that the
procedure had more of an impact on him than I had intended.
Subjects are usually eager to help me improve the experiment,
and frequently have provided me with many valuable suggestions.

To close Fhe session, I ask that subjects try to keep their labo-
fatory experiences secret. If future subjects know the study’s
purpose in advance, their reactions will be invalid and could lead
to our drawing incorrect conclusions about the results. To avoid
this waste of time, experimenters need to secure the help of each
person participating in the study. T have had good success at
maintaining secrecy by emphasizing the great harm that would
be done to the scientific community if sophisticated subjects
provided me with results that falsely supported my hypothesis.*

In. this chapter, T have tried to present the advantages of the
cxpcnm;nta[ method, and T have trjed to show how complex and
challenging it is to design a laboratory experiment in social psy-
chology. In addition, T have tried to share some of the excitement
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I feel in overcoming difficulties, and tried to explore the ways I
attempt to insure the well-being, as well as the learning, of my
subjects. Experimental subjects have contributed a great deal to
our understanding; we are in their debt. The knowledge, infor-
mation, and insights described in the frst eight chapters of this
book are based upon the techniques and procedures discussed in
this chapter, as well as upon the cooperation of our experimental
subjects. Ultimately, our understanding of the social animal in all
of his complexities rests on our ingenuity in developing tech-
piques for studying his behavior that are well-controlled and
impactful without violating the essential dignity of those
mdwi'duals who contribute to our understanding by serving as
experimental subjects.

The Morality of Finding Out Unpleasant Things

There is one additional ethical consideration—a rather knotty one:
the moral responsibility of the scientist for what he discovers.
Throughout this book, I have been dealing with some extremely
Powerful antecedents of persuasion. This was particularly true in
.ChaPter 4, in which I discussed techniques of self-persuasion, and
g ome of the subsequent chapters, in which I discussed some of
the applications of these techniques. Self-persuasion is 2 very
Powerful force because, in a very real sense, the “persuadee"
never knows what hit him. He cornes to believe that a particular
thing 8 true, not because J. Robert Oppenheimer or T. S. Eliot
or ]oe. “The Shoulder” convinced him that it was true—he comes
to believe i because he has convinced himself. What's more, h.e
r;‘é‘lently does not know why or how he came to be!ieve lt This
‘Vellei the phenomena not only powerful, but frightening ]as
ree .t s long as I know why I came be believe X, I am relativel ?i,

th:«t's“)lf}mnge.my mind; but if all I know is that X is true—gnf
eve, 3 there is to it am far more likely to cling to that belief,

110 the face of disconfirming evidence.
he mechanisms that T described can be used to get people t0
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brush their teeth, to stop bullying smaller people, to reduce pain,
or to love their neighbor. Many people might consider these to
be good outcomes; but they are manipulative just the same.
Moreover, the same mechanisms can also be used to get people to
buy particular brands of toothpaste and perhaps to vote for par-
ticular political candidates, Isn’t it immoral to uncover ways of
manipulating people?

Let me be honest: I have some ideals as a2 human being—for
example, [ would like to eliminate bigotry and cruelty. If T had
the power, I would employ the most humane and effective meth-
ods at my disposal in order to achieve those ends. I am equally
aware that, once the methods are developed, others might use
them in an attempt to achieve ends that I think are wrong. This
causes me great concern, I am also aware that you may not share
my values—therefore, if you believe that these techniques are
powerful, you should be concerned.

At the same time, I should hasten to point out that the phe-
nomena I have been describing are not new. It was not a social
psychologist who got Mr. Landry hooked on Marlboros, and it
was not a social psychalogist who induced Lt. Calley to wantonly
kill Vietnamese civilians. They did what they did on their own.
Social psychologists are attempting to understand these phenome-
na and scores of others that take place in the world every day,
phenomena that have been occurring since the time that the first
two people on earth began interacting. By understanding these
phenomena, the social psychologist may be able to help people to
refrain from a particular kind of behavior when the people them-
selves decide that it is maladaptive,

But the mere fact that a working social psychologist knows
that the phenomena he is working with are not of his own crea-
tion docs not free him from moral respensibility, His research
OftCl’.l crystallizes these phenomena into highly structured, easily
?pp.h?ablc techniques. There is always the possibility that some
individuals may develop these techniques and use them for their
own c'nds‘ In the hands of a demagogue, these techniques could
conceivably turn our society into an Orwellian nightmare. It is
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not my intention to preach about the responsibilities of social
psychologists. What I am most cognizant of are what I believe
to be my own responsibilities. Briefly, they are to educate the
public about how these techniques might be used (even by poten-
tial manipulators like me!), to remain vigilant against their abuse,
and to continue to do research aimed at furthering our under-
standing of the social animal, of how he thinks and how he

behaves.
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