Chapter 17 Social influence
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X Fundamental attribution error

The presence of others

*Social facilitation and social inhibition

Co-action effect (Norman triplett,1898) #izE. @Z7). BYEEEE., #HTERER L
Audience effect (Dashiell,1930)
— Social facilitation or Social inhibition

meta-analysis
simply task — social facilitation
complex task — social inhibition why?
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Which explanation is correct?

Stroop effect (Stroop,J.R,1935) —— stroop interference
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x 1. The dominant-response view — social inhibition
O 2, The attention view — social facilitation

( * Stroop task involves only two key stimuli)
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*Deindividuation

“the crowd is always intellectually inferior to the isolated individual.”
(LeBon, The Crowd ,1985.)
the core idea within deindividuation
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two key characteristics : group size and anonymity

BRavixAOEEMIEDESRR (Zimbardo,1969)
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*Bystander effects

Kitty Genovese DE {4 (1964)
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Bystander effects
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2DNERA 1. Pluralistic ignorance
2. Diffusing the responsibility (Latane &
Darley,1970)

—Defining the situation
Many emergencies begin ambiguously.
— to postpone action , discreetly glance to see , blank expressions , etc.
T Pluralistic ignorance
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fEEER (Latane & Darley,1968)
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—Diffusion of responsibility
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Diffusion of responsibility
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—The role of helping models
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—The role of information
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Compliance and obedience

Conformity to a majority

Asch’s experiment (1958)
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Compliance

Informational social influence
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Normative social influence
HmEMNDEEZBLL. SIZBITEWLEOSBIBICE SO CTERREIZE
BL-1T812L58,

ZHOEBEMERZEDEE

‘Minority influence
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Minority influence
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‘Obedience to authority

Adolf Eichmann (WWII)
American soldiers (in Vietnam in 1968)

Stanley Milgram D 3E8% (1963,1974)
Obedience to authority

Surveillance
Buffers
Role models

Emerging situations

“Ideological justification

Ideology

-Ethical issue
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Debriefing
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—Obedience in everyday life
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Internalization

NADHERECMEEZ. BADFITRYANT, BEFEENNICEHLE-RECMEEZSIC
DFBHEIITEELTNGETRE, Wo-ARELEShDE, BERIPRENECTH, BRMNICEDREE
PEEICER T DITBHZERSEIITED,



*Self-justification

Rationalization
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—Cognitive dissonance theory
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—Self-perception theory
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Over-justification effect
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—Self-justification in Jonestown

*Reference groups and identification

Identification
LLIA-EAMUDEADCT I —TZEHLEET 45, WoDREITHRL . ER. BE. T8
AT 5,
Reference group
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Newcomb’s classic Bennington Study
Conservative — Liberal

—From identification to internalization

Group interactions



e|Institutional norms

Like social norms

Stanford Prison Experiment (Zimbardo,1972)

*Group decision making
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—Group polarization
Business decision D&
Hypothetical dilemmas THXEER

Risky shift effect — Group polarization effect
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—Groupthink
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Group think (Janis,1982)
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