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HE SENIOR SENA

SOUTH AFRICA were different in many ways. One was 2 Wh

was 3 Black man. One was a right-winy

sociakist But both were victims of torture. Senator John McCain was 30 Am e

ot when he was shot down and captured by the No:

vy P
president Nelson Mandela was 3 political a

151 when he was
7 ygearsin South Africa. Both men experienced a var ety of tort
of their Captors, and both agreed about which was the worst. It has no
with glectric shock or waterboarding. It does not require rope or

aremarkably simple technique that has been used for millennia to

bedy and destroy the mind. It is calied solitary confinement. John M
woyears in 3 cell by himself, and Nelson Mandeta spent six

sprit and weakens your resistance more effectively than any other form

westment,” $3id McCain. “Nothing is more dehumanizing,” said Mand

Terture often causes pain by depriving people of something they despe

reed, such as oxypen, water, food, or sleep. As it turns out, the need for so

meraction is just as vital. 1 found solitary confinement the most forbedd

T
of prison ife,” Mandela wrote. “1 have known men who took half a dozen lashes in
preference to being locked up alone.” Indeed, studies of prisoners show that

exensive periods of isolation can induce symptoms of psychosis [Grassan, 20

#d even in smaller doses, social isolation takes a 1oll. Ordinary people who are
socially isolated are more likely 1o become depressed, 10 become i, and to die
prematurely. In fact, being socially isolated is as bad for your health as being obese
o smoking [Cacioppo & Patrick, 2008; Holt-Lunstad et al, 2015)

Joha McCan and Nei:
Mandels each spest years
molation and Sescrded 1 21 the

*
Y s wors? form of torture.
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WHAT KIND OF ANIMAL GETS SICK OR GOES CRAZY when left 2lone Dur kind, Thar
because of the 8.7 m.msmtsonvahm.wmmm(hemm
A few other species—ants, bees, wasps, termites, and naked mole rats—byilg com.
plex societies in which large numbers of individuals divide labor and cooperate for
mutual benefit, but onky humans build comp! f geneticaly unretateg
individuals [see FIGURE 13.1). Indeed, some scientists believe that the Challenge;
of living and working in complex societies is the main reason that our beains haye

gotten h bigger in the last 2 million y [Saliet et al, 2011; Shultz & Dy,
bar, 2010; Smith et al, 2010).

Social is the study of the d of socioty
Every animal faces the blems of survival and and as youll

see in the first two sections of this chapter, sociality is how our species solved
those problems. In the third section, you'll see how social creatures like us learn 1

20 0 & 0 0 0 0 W
Age

4 Figure 13.1

SOCIL NETWORKS Human beings build
large socal networks. Atecest analysis of
the mobile phone cals of 3.2 milion people
revealed that the size of a person's social
etwork peaks around the age of 26 and
decreases thareafter [data from
Bhastacharya et al, 2016)

Learning Objectives
. Id:nh!y biological and cultural

influence behavior by ing 10 each other's basic
motives, Fmall;mlhfumhmn.yw'lmmnpth«ammmmmg.
o make judgs about each other for better and often for worse

The Survival Game

To survive, all animals must obtain resources such as food, water, and shelier The
problem is that these resources are always scarce, because if they werent, then the

»  Explain why cooperation is isky.
Describe the costs and benefits
of groups.

»  Distinguish between apparent and
genuine altrusm,

-

DATA VISUALIZATION
Do Humans Have a “Secial Brain"?
Go 1o lunchpadworks com,

social psychology The siuay of the
Causes and consequences of socalng
AgEression Behavior whose purpese is 10
harm another

frustration-aggression
hypothesis 4 prnciple statng tat anmals
SELess when thew goals are frustrated
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pop would increase until they were. Animals often solve this problem by hue.
ing cach other or helping each other. Hurting and helping are antonyms, so you maght
expect them 1o have little in common, but as you are about 10 see, these disparate
behaviars are actually two solutions to the same problem (Haw ley, 2002)

AGGRESSION

What is the simplest way to solve the problem of scarce resources? Take what
you want and kick the stuffing out of anyone who tries to stop you. Aggression i
behavior whase purpose is 10 harm another (Anderson & Bushman, 2002, Bushman &
Hucsmann, 2010), and it is a strategy used by just about every animal on the planet
Aggression is not something that animals do for sport but rather as a way of achier
ing their goals. The fru: hypothesis suggests that animals ageres
when their goals are frustrated (Dollard et al., 1939). The chimp wants the banana
(goal), but the pelican is about to take it (frustration), so the chimp threatens the
pelican with its fist (aggression). The robber wants the money (goal), but the telkr
has it all locked up in @ vault (frustration), 3o the robber threatens the teller with 4
Run (aggression). Frustrated goals don't cause aggression directly. Rather, they induce
negative affect (commonly known as feeling bad), and negative affect is what 1rigaen
aggression (Berkowitz, 1990). That's why rats that are given painful clectric shocks
will .m?rk anything in their cage, including other animals, stuffed dolls, or even tena
balls (Kruk et al., 2004). And that's why experimental participants who are
toimmerse their hands in ice water or 1o sit in a very hot room are more likely to st
others with noise weapons or make others eat hot chili (Anderson, 1989, Andersoe:
Bushman, & Groom, 1997). The idea that negative affect causes aggression may
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Number of Team A Batters
Previously Mt By Team 8 Pitcher

oplain why so many acts of violence—from murders 10 brawk—are more likely to
wcur on hot days when people are fecling irritated and uncomfortable (Van Lange.
Rinderu, & Bushman, 2016; sce FIGURE 13.2). It is worth noting that not every kind
o negative affect gives rise 1o aggression; for example, when people feel disgusted.
ey actually become less likely 10 aggress (Pond et al., 2012

How Biology Influences

People aggress when they feel bad. But not everyone does, and no one does all the
me. So who does, and when, and why? If you want to know whether someone s
Mely to behave aggressively and you can ask them just one question, it should be this
“Are you a man?” (Wrangham & Peterson, 19971, Violence s one of the most gender
specific of all phenomena, Crimes such o assault, battery, and murder are almost
aclively perpetrated by men (and especially by young men), who are responsible
for about 90% of the murders and 80% of the violent crimes in the United States
Serucher, Lueck, & Roth, 2006). Although socialization practices all over the workd
encoutage males to be more aggressive than females (more on that shertly), male ag
pessneness is nat merely the product of plaving with tay soldsers or watc hang football
o achild. Studies show that aggression is strongly correlated with the presence of
+ harmone called testosterone, which is typically higher in men than in women, in
voanger men than in older men, and in violent criminals than in noaviclent criminals
Dabbs ct al., 1995)

Testosteronce appears 10 promote aggression not by making people feel negative
affect, but by making them feel powerful and confident in their ability 10 prevail
i interpersonal conflicts (Eisenegger et al., 2010; Eisencgger. Haushofer, & Fehe,
2011). Male chimpanzees with high testosterone tend to stand tall and hold their
chins high (Muller & Wrangham, 2004); human beings with high testosterone walk
more purposclully, focus more directly on the people they are talking 1o, and speak
2 more forward and independent manner (Dabbs et al, 2001). Testosterone also
makes people more sensitive 1o provocation (Ronay & Galinsky, 2011) and less sen-
eive 1o signs of liation. P: watched a face as its

in one exp
“pression changed from neutral to threatening and were ashed to respond as soon as
the expression became threatening (sce FIGURE 13.3). Participants who were given a
all dose of testosterone were skower 1o recognize the threatening expression (van
Honk & Schutter, 2007; see also Olsson et al., 2016). As you can imagine. failing to
*ecognize that the guy you are arguing with over a parking space is getting really. really
""lllfallygmdu:_\vlomdupmnfd\l.

@ wasa’t an accudent (B] Ths gragh shows
a3 from neach; 60 000 mags leage baseball
games. As you Can see. a5 the temperature on

Team A batters wil be bt by Team B pchers.
Thes efect becomes even stronger when feam
B Batters Aave prevousy been he by Team &
pachers, that the Team B pacher 5
seehng revenge [Laench et ol 2011)

P



___ e 7 .

The Surveval Game si1 o
$10 Chaper 13 »  Socal Psychelogy
] . o ,‘m...k_.l»l\_l‘ u.-:T-mn- 0 st the Lt century alane. As the ps: »
= Tguers> ALAEALALACACACACACAC e Pinkcr (2007) ke
FSPYTHREAT Sutyes p PO [ [ OV i e B Qe i der
el opdpmirpnl ot Gd/gooe/\ &SN ! e e b ssting K and ke Cruchy ottt human
expression before they weve able 10 receg b v TS  ndvkee superstition, skvery an 2 Liboe saving device. congucst a the mission »
1 2% such {van Mook & Schutier, 2007) £ » o of goneTRmCnt. g nocide s 2 means of acqu al estate okt
: e i panishment, the death penalty for medomeanar and &
i i ":_m o a the mochanism of political seccession. rane as the s
Pt TN H i s o frusteatson, hommicide as the oy, » of conflict seschution
. = e L e | 0 qtionable featurcs of i for mont of human histary Bor, vl they
b 50 w § o scnt in the West, far kess common chewhere than they wsed to be. <
Percentage morph change i ey o ccur, and widcly condcmncad when they are beought to bght
o« a8 bevels of aggression can ch, over time. so too can they differ across
One of the most reliable methods foe eliciting aggression in men is 10 chulien. gographical boued gl ""l‘ solent crime in the United States s far mare
sheie status or dominance. Indeed. three quarters of all murders can be classified ks i e Scuth. wbere men s gt 1 et agressvely when they feel
. p » d ay iy s been challenged. than in the North, where men are taught to resol
status competitions” or “contests 1o save face” (Daly & Wilson, 1988). Contrar sheir status ha s ““”m: . ;: “..1 M: L ‘,. e
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. it isnt men with low self-esteem who are most prone afits by appealing

popular wise

teem, beca thos are espec i shen
o ek taflosod ene ot vy Mely e orthern and southern states and fo
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2012), and bosing those competitions can be deadly—for women. The rate
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rmining whether our innate capacity for aggression will result in o
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How Culture Influences Aggression

Our ancestors have bred pugnacity into our bane and marrow.” wrote William James

and thousands of years of peace won't breed it out of us™ (1911, p. 272). Is that true
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Depending on where you bve, violence may be
hormal, or  may be unthinkable. In rag, where
childeen are exposed 19 the brutality of extremist
£Oups such as 19I5 on 2 dady basis, bays stagea
ok execution a5 part of thew dady plag In inda,
where ain chuldren are taught that every fore of e
5.53c70d, 3 gl wears 3 mash 3¢ allimes 0 that she

Cooperation Behavior by two or more
ndmduals that keads 10 mutual benefit

» Figure 13.5

THE PRISONER'S DILEMMA GAME The
prisoner’s dilemma game illustrates the risk
of cooperation. Mutual cooperation leads

10 3 moderate benefit 1o both plagers, but
one player cooperates and the other one
GoesN'Y, the COOPErat0r ets no benedit and the
NONCOoPerator gets 3 large benedit

Social Psychology

which the person who delivers the most effective verbal put-down of his opponeny i
declared the winner (Briggs, 2000).

COOPERATION

Two wolves can fight over a dead rabbit, or they can work together to bring down 5
gazelle. Aggression may be the simplest way to solve the problem of scarce resources
but it is rarely the most effective way, because when individuals work together they
can often cach get more resources than either could get alone. Cooperation is hehuior
by two or more individuals that leads 1o mutual benefit (Rand & Nowak, 2016), and it
is one of our species’ greatest achievements—right up there with language, fire, and
dental floss (Axelrod, 1984; Avelrod & Hamilton, 1981; Nowak, 2006). Every roadway
and supermarket, every iPad and cell phone, every ballet and surgery is the resulk of
cooperation, and it is difficult to think of an important human achievement that could
have occurred without it. But if the benefits of cooperation are clear, then why dent
we cooperate all the time?

Cooperation Is Risky

Although cooperation is potentially beneficial, it is also risky, and a simple game
called the prisoner’s dilemma shows how. Imagine that you and your friend Tucker
have been arrested for hacking into a bank's mainframe and directing a few million
dollars 10 your personal accounts. The police have found some stolen bank codes
on your laptops but they don't know which of you actually did the hacking. You and
Tucker are now being interrogated in separate rooms, and the detectives ask each of
YOu 10 sign a statement saying that the other was the actual hacker. They explain that
if you both sign, then you'll both get 2 years in prison for hacking. and if you both
refuse to sign, then you'll bath get 1 year in prison for possession of the stolen codes.
However, if one of you signs and the other refuses, then the one who signs will go
free, and the one who refuses will get 3 years in prison. What should you do (other
than math)? As FIGURE 13.5 shows, it would be great if you and Tucker cooperated

Tucker refuses to sign Tucker signs
(e, he cooperates (Le., he does not cooperate
with ‘with you)
You refuse to sign
You serve 3 years
', YOu cooperate You both serve 1 year goes free
You sign
(Le., you do not You go free 2yesrs
cooperate with Tucken) | TUCKer serves 3 years Toupoinsene

not to sign, because youd both gey off wighy av

"‘d I

"“ 10 cooperate and then Tucker gets sncaky and dnmldz::: :I:'»"':“B::\':

L gﬂ“m\\hlk Tucker goes free. So should You cooperate with T\L{ln 3

,U:‘ What a dilemma! bl
’s dilemma is not just a game (which is

i Theft Auto V. it sort of sucks). It isa nﬂm ::'-;::mhl xo"ud\'::

xce
o ',.,. the roads and bridges and everyone can use them. If no one pavs their taes,
he streets will buckle. the bridges will fall down, and everyone will be stranded
here is 8 moderate bencfit to everyone if everyone cooperates and pays their taves.
:h\ there is @ huge benefit to any sncaky individual who docsnt cooperate because
M'ﬂ,mmsmth:mzamlRﬂslou«allxknuhmhdpfmo{(bvge So
dould you pay your fair *h{"' and risk being a chump, or cheat an your taves and risk
{uring the bridges collapse? If you are like most citizens, you are willing to cooperate
o this situation, but you worry that others won't do the same—and that's the dilemma
s cooperation s0 often produces.
Because so much of social life is cssentially a prisoner’s dilemma game. it is not
epesing that people in all cultures value and reward those who play it b b

Kewn Mart owns the Ganor Monel o Farge, Cearpa,
sem G

g ¥ long. ) oy

o despise and sanction those who don't (Feinberg, Willer, & Shukz. 2014). When

are asked what single quality they most want those around them to have, the
spswer is trustworthiness (Cottrell, Neuberg, & Li. 2007), and when those around us
1o demonstrate that quality we react bitterly. For example, the sltinatum game
Monrph\rﬂl'x‘ divider) to divide a monetary prize into two parts and offer one
o the parts to a second player (the decider) who can either accept or reject the offer
¥ the decider rejects the offer, then both players get nothing and the game is over.
Swdics show that deciders typically reject offers that they consider unfair because
thev'd rather get nothing than get cheated (Fehr & Gacchter, 2002; Thaler, 1988). In
sther words, people dislike unfaimess so much that they will actually give up money
order to punish someone who has treated them unfairly. And it isn't just people who
hute unfairness. In one study, monkeys were willing 1o work for a slice of cucumber
wtil they saw the experimenter give another monkey a more delicious food for doing
s work (Brosnan & DeWaal, 2003). At that point the first set of monkeys went on
srke and refused to participate further.

fow Groups Minimize the Risks of Coop
Cooperation requires that we take a risk by benefiting those who have not yet benefited
# and then trusting them to do the same. But whom can we trust® A group is @ col-
eion of people who have sowsething in commou that distinguishes thews from: others
Biery one of us is a member of many groups—from families and teams to religions and
wtions. Although these groups are quite different, they all have onc thing in common,
which i that the people in them tend 10 be especially nice to each other. Prejudice is ax
Caluation of anather person based solely on their growp membership (Dovidso & (...ma
101, and although most people use this word to denote negative n:lu.;r e :
Bt use it 1o denote both positive and negative n_-alux-nns (Allport, 1 md
“g2ests that although people ar not ahways negatively M“i“d“’ apanst dmlh:ﬂ‘mn
et groups, they are almost always positively prejudiced tow members o enziag
#ps (Brewer, 1999; DiDonato, Ullrich, & Krueger, 2011)- T"ﬂ:'«-‘"‘“‘ L
S gvap favoritism—is evolutionarily ancient (Fu et al.. 2012: § |.h-.a--md m il 2001
565 early in development (Dunham, Chen. & Banaji 20"',; K ooty S
Las Lalie, & Pl 2008). Evc “Mﬂ:;r rm ::I favor members of
t-':m“""‘ﬁk-“ww;mhss'cng: lﬂ' “;)mz. = H 1960). k ap-
M group (Hodson & Sorrentino,  Locksley. d‘h_s“’b""‘ o5
M‘h“ﬁmply Lnonimlhal'l'mmednnandm‘ﬂ! sufficient to create

= woutd
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common knowledge effect The
[ev—

group polarization 1 ney for

i Becrsnns that sre more extreme

P arey memtser would harve made sone

groupthink The terdency for greups
e 10 facinate

Eoffee wihorut paugng when the pcture showed
% than when 1t $howed fowers [ Ratesan Nettle

the bgtes wan bogh than
[Zhong, Bohes. & Gne

ngroup favoritism (Tagfel et al, 1971). Because group members can be g, fad

ach ather, group membership makes cooperation less risky

have costs. For exa

But if groups have benefits, they al ple. when groupy 1 |

mahe deciskoms, they rarcly do beticr than the best member would have done glon,

and they often do worse (Minson & Mucller, 2012), There are at least fe

" feason,
that this happens

abize fully on th

> Groups usually don't

expertise of their members (11,

& Katz. 2010), For instance, groups (such as 3 school board) oftcn give s

weight ta the apinions of members whe are experts (the professon) and ton mag.

weight 1o the apinions of members wha happen o be high in status (the mas

v talkative (the mayor),

v

The common knowledge effect is the tendency for growp discussions 1 focs
o informationt that all members share (Gigone & Hastic, 1993; Kerr & Tindal
is that the information everyone sk

2004). What makes this a prof hares (the

he gymnasium) is often relatiely unimportant, whereas the truly o,

size of t e

a school in a different district sobved its budget crisis) 3

tant information (hos
knewn 0 just a few

> A group whose members come 10 the table with moderate opin

s ("We should

Areme dec e

probably just renovate the auditorium”) can end up making an

Let's build a new high school”) simply because, in the course of discassin
cach member was exposed to many different arguments in favor
r. 1986). Group polarization is the fe:

more extrene thas any member would have mad,

a single po.

sition (Isenk

ney for groups to »

decisions that ar alowe (Myers

& Lamm, |

Group members usually care about how other members feel and are sometimes
reluctant 1o “rock the boat” even when it needs a good rocking. Groupthink

the tendency for groups to reach consewses in order 10 facilitate interpersumal har

mony (Janis, 1982). Harmony is important (especially if the group is a choie
but studies show that grou n sacrifice the soundness of their decisions in

order to achieve it (Turner & Pratkanis, 1998

ps underperform individuals in a wide varicty of
I decisions. Peaple

For all of these reasons, then. g

tasks. But the costs of groups go beyond making some suboptim

in groups sometimes do truly terrible things that none of their members would do

alone (Yzerbyt & Demoulin, 2010). Lynching. rioting. gang-raping—why do human
beings somctimes behave so badly when they assemble in groups? Individuals are e
pecially ikely to behave well when they consider their personal values. You may want

10 steal the Rolex you've had your eye on for weeks or plant a kiss on the atiractive

er you've had your eye on for months
e

ut then you consider 1he fact that febam

helt and sexual assauht conflict winl, personal v

s, and o you

h shows that when individuals 4

ot - semble in groups, th

what Is going on inside and instead pay attention 1wt

stop thikse

at s going on outside. Theie

sacnsion is deawn toward others and away fr
ey to consider their personal va

juation occurs when ime

" themschves, which makes them less
es when they take
rsion in @ g

ntmes & Spe

cty Wicklund, 1975

P camses peple 10 becomse bess com

cernod with their perowal v s, 1998) and can kead them 1o do
hings they might not do on their own (Baumeister, Ainsworth,. & Vube 2015
A second reason that people in groups sometimes behave so badly is diffusion of
qsponsibility which refers to the tendency fe {
ity for their actioms when they are surrosnded by others who are acting §
lity is the main culprit behis

diminished respous

Diffusion of respon:

samcthing you've probubly ob

served many times—a phenomenan that paych

-

wndency for people 10 cxpend less cffort when in o grose
indniduals in large groups arc less likely than individuals in small groups 10 clap kodly
sher a performance ané, Williams, & Harkins, 1979), exert offort in 2 lcam 5
(Williams ct al.,1989), leave good tips at restaurants (Freeman et al. 1975, de
money to charity (Wiesenthal, Austrom, & Silverman, 1983), and even say hello to
pussershy |J‘-vrv,\ & Foshay, 1984). But the diffusion of re sporssbelity has much more
pemicious effects. For example, studics of bystander intervention—which is the act
of belping strangens in an emergency si

.1

watiom—reveal that people arc less Bhely 1o help

minnocent person in distress when there are many other bystanders peesent, simply

because they assume that the ather bystanders arc col

ctively more respoemib
they are (Darley & Latané, 1968; Fischer et al, 2011). If you saw a fellow stux

dert

cheating on an exam, you'd probably feel more respansible for reporting the incident

iyou were taking the exam in a group of 3 than in a group of 3,000 because you'd

in the second (see

have a greater share of the responsibility in the first instance thar
FIGURE 13.6)

I groups make bad decisions and foster bad behay
without them? Probably not. Not enly do groups minimize the risks of cooperation.
bt they akso contribute 10 our general well-being (Myers & Dienct, 1995). People
who are excluded from groups are typically anvious, loncly, depressed
creased risk for illness and premature death (Cacioppo & Patrick, 2008; Coben, 1988
Leary, 1990). Belonging to groups is not just a source of psychological and physical
ity (Ellemers, 2012; Leary, 2010; Tajfel & Tumes

¢, then might we be better off

wellbeing but akso a source of ide

86), which is why people typically describe themselves by listing the groups of
which they are members (“I'm a Canadian architect”). Groups may sometimes cause
® 10 misjudge and misbehave, but they are also key 1o our cooperativencss. our

Realth, and our happiness.
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ALTRUISM < Figure 13.7
Cooperation solves the problem of scarce resources. But is that the only reqyn - ALTRUISM Every gear, roughly 3 hundred
conperate with others? Aren' we ever just well, nice? Altruism js intentiong) m::;:;squam

Dehavior that benefits another at a cost to aneself, and foe centuries, scientiss and ph,
losophers have argued about whether people are ever truly altruistic. Thae may seem
like an odd argument to have. After all, people give their blood 1o the Injured, they
food to the homeless, and their time to the elderly. We volunteer, donate. COMribyg,
and tithe. People do nice things like these all the time—so why is there any dehage
about whether peaple are altruistic?

Because behaviors that appear 10 be alruistic often have hidden benefit (o
those who do them. Consider some examples in the animal world. Squirrel
alarm calls when they see a predator, which puts them at increased rigk of being
caten but allows their fellow squirrels to escape. Honeybees spend their lives Caring
for the offspring of the queen rather than bearing offspring of their own. Thege g
havioes appear to be altruistic, but in fact they are not, because the animals who give
help are genetically related to the animals who receive it. The squitrels most gy
to emit alarm calls are those most closely related to the other squirrels in the den

Is emiy
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are most bkey 10 bve m states that are hgh
0 wel beeg suggestng That feelng Nappy
3 53t-5ked weh cr's ke many piaey 3 role in
the deCron 10 help others at 3 COST 1 oneself
[€ata from Brethes Haurwnz & Marsh, 2004).
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nextcar The cascade ended when a customer who.
recenved four ree cofees redused 1o pay for the car
Betund him, whah had ordeved pust three coffees.
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Wesiey Autrey jumped sto the subway Uacks to
$ave 8 siranger s e Would you have done what he
697 Mot you sure?

Qltruism Sehavier that besefits another
wthout berefiting onesed

kin selection The process by which
EVOiUtion selects for indviduals who cooperate
with their relatives.

reciprocal altruism Behavior that
berefits another with the expectason that thase
benelns wit be returmed in the fture.

ard-Smith, 1965). and although honeybees do raise their queens offspriny.
an odd genetic quirk causes honeybees to be more closely related to those offspring
than they would be to their own. When an animal promotes the survival of its rel,
tives, it is actually promating the survival of its own genes (Hamilton, 1964) Kin
selection is the process by which evolution selects for individuals who cooperate wyth
their relatives, and although cooperating with related individuals may look altruistic,
it’s actually just selfishness in disguise.

So what about cooperating with unrelated individuals? Well, that isnt necessar.
ily altruistic either. Male baboons will sometimes risk injury to help an unrelated
male baboon win a fight, and monkeys will spend time grooming unrelated mankess
when they could be doing something else. Are these examples of altruism? Not really
because as it turns out, the animal that gives favors today tends to get favors tomor.
row. Reciprocal altruism is beharvior that benefits another with the expectation that
those benefits will be retumned in the future, and despite the second word in this term,
there’s nothing altruistic about it (Trivers, 1972). Indeed, reciprocal altruism is merek
coaperation extended over time.

The behavior of nonhuman animals provides little if any evidence of genuine altru
ism (cf. Bartal, Decety, & Mason, 2011). So what about us? Are we any differens?
Like other animals, we tend to help our kin more than strangers (Burnstein, Crandall,
& Kitayama, 1994; Komter, 2010), and we tend 1o expect those we help to help us
in return (Burger et al., 2009). But unlike other animals, we do sometimes provide
benefits to complete strangers who have no chance of repaying us (Batson, 2002
Warneken & Tomasello, 2009). We hold the door for people who share precisely
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Do Me a Favor?

ne of the many things that gis-
O tinguish human beings from

other animals is that we often
do favors for strangers. Often, but not
always. If a stranger walked up to you
on the street and asked for directions,
wou'd tell him; but if he asked 10 boerow
your credit ¢ard or move into your spare
bedroom, you'd tell him to keep walking
Some requests are reasonable, and some
¢ outrageous. So which are which?

The answer, it seems, depends on your
cultural background. In one study [ Jonas
etal, 2009), researchers approached col
lege students in 3 campus parking lot and
asked them for one of two favors. Some
Students were atked 1o gve up ther park.
ing privileges for a week ["Could | borrow

W ove wpang s [l Cose parting ot

10 give up their parking privileges. As
members of 3n indevdualistic culture in
which every person i expected 1o ook out
for his own interests, these students were

¢ . - = e your parking card this week 50 | can par. especally annoged when the researcher
»nn.; of ouf k-'lm and n;;;: ters n:; restaurants to which nL will never “:“:T\' :\l; ticipate in 8 research project in a nearby |  singled them cut and asked them 1 give
give strangers directions, advice, and sometimes even our parking spots (see A Wo building?*) and others were asked 10 |  up something that everyone else would be
of Difference: Do Me a Favor?). And we do much more than that (see FIGURE 13.7). ive up everyone's parking privileges for | allowed 1o keep. Eurcpean American stu-
In 2007, Wesley Autrey noticed a student who was having an epileptic seizure at the 3 week [“Would you mind if we closed the | dents didn’t mind sulfering s long a3 they

137th Street subway station in New York City. The student stumbled and fell onto the
tracks just as a train was approaching, So Autrey jumped onto the tracks and lay on top
of the student, allowing the train to pass over both of them with only an inch to spare
“I'had a split-second decision to make,” Autrey said. “1 don't feel like | did something
spectacular; | just saw someone who needed help. | did what 1 felt was right” (Buckley
2007). Clearly, human beings sometimes help others even when the personal costs are
potentially staggering. We are capable of genuine altruism, and some studics suggest
that we are even more altruistic than we realize (Gerbasi & Prentice, 2013; Miller &
Ratner, 1998)

entire parking lot this week for a tennis
Tournament >*). Both of these requests
fequired the students 1o refinquish their
parking spots for 3 stranger, 50 both were
 bit irrinating. But which one was more
irrieating?

As the figure shows, Eurcpean American
Students were maore irritated when the re-
Searchers asked them —but only them—

werent the only ones 19 suffer. But Latino
students and Asan Amercan students
had precuely the cppose reactons As
members of ColeCtvst Cultures in whch
e needs of the many outwegh the needs
of the few, these students were especially
31N0yeQ when the researcher suggested
That many students Should give up thew
parking privieges 50 That 3 few students

Png them. When is 3 request 100 big to

a0t ? B ol depends on who you ask.
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Build to the Outcomes

1. How does the frustration-aggression hypothesis explain

aggressive behaviors?

2. How and why does gender influence aggression?
What evidence suggests that culture can influence

aggression?

Social Psychology

5. How do groups lower the risks of cooperation?
6. How and why do individuals behave differently when the
are in groups? Y

7. How can we explain selfish behaviors that appear to be
altruistic?

4. Wnat are the patential costs and benefits of cooperation?

Learning Outcomes

» Explain the biological and cultural
factors that influence selectivity in
mate choice.

» Describe the situational, physical,
and psychological factors that
determine feelings of attraction.

» Describe the factors that cause
people to get married and divorced.

Among sea harses, i is the male that carries the
goung, and not ceincidentaliy, males are more
selective than are emales. If hman males could
become pregnan, how might their behavior change >

The Mating Game

All animals must survive and reproduce. As you have seen, social behavior can be
very beneficial for survival. But it is an absolute prerequisite for reproduction, which
doesn't happen until two people get very, very social with each other. The firgt step on
the road to reproduction is finding someone who wants to travel that road with us, 5o

Jet’s start by seeing how humans do that

SELECTIVITY

With the exception of a few well-known celebrities, most people don't mate randomly,
Rather, they select their sexual partners, and as anyone who has lived on earth for more
than a few minutes knows, women tend to be more selective than men (Feingold,
1992a; Fiore et al., 2010). When researchers arranged for an attractive man or woman
to approach opposite-sex strangers on a college campus and ask, “Would You go out
with me?” they found that roughly half of the men who were approached and half of
the women who were approached agreed to the request. On the other hand, when the
attractive person said to the stranger, “Would you go to bed with me?” exactly mone
of the women and three quarters of the men agreed to the request (Clark & Hatfield,
1989). There are many reasons that a woman might turn down a sexual offer from
a strange man under such circumstances (Conley, 2011), but research suggests that
women tend to be choosier than men under most other circumstances as well (Buss
& Schmitt, 1993; Schmitt et al., 2012).

Why are women choosier? One reason is biology. Men produce billions of sperm
in their lifetimes, their ability to conceive a child tomorrow is not inhibited by having
conceived one today, and conception has no significant physical costs. Therefore, if
a man makes a “mating error” and selects a woman who does not produce healthy
offspring or who won't do her part to raise them, he’s lost nothing but a few minutes
and a teaspoon of bodily fluid. But women produce a small number of eggs in their
lifetimes, conception eliminates their ability to conceive for at least 9 months, and
pregnancy produces physical changes that increase their nutritional requirements and
put them at risk of illness and death. So if a woman makes a mating error, she has lost
a precious egg, borne the costs of pregnancy, risked her life in childbirth, and missed
at least 9 months of other reproductive opportunities. Basic biology makes sex a riskier
proposition for women than for men

But culture and personal experience also play an important role in determining
how selective a person will be (Petersen & Hyde, 2010; Zentner & Mitura, 2012)
For example, women are typically approached by men more often than men are
approached by women (Conley et al., 2011), which means that women can afford 0
be more selective simply because they have a larger selection to choose from! Anothe
reason that women are more selective is that in most cultures, the n‘puummal costs
of promiscuity are higher for women than for men (Eagly & Wood, 1999; Kasser &
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Making the Move

omen are generally choosier

about their romantic partners

than men are, and most sci.
entists believe this has 2 Iot 10 do with .
ferences in their reproductive biology But
psychologists Eli Finkel and Paul Eastwick
{2009) thought that it might also have
something 1o do with the nature of the
courtship dance itself

When it comes 10 approaching a poten-
tial romantic partner, the person with the
most interest should be most inclined 10
*make the first move." Of course, in mest
cultures, men are expected 1o make the
first move, which led the researchers 1o
wonder whether making the first move
might couse men 10 think that they have
more interest in 3 woman than she has in
them. In other words, could the rule about
first moves be one of the reasons that
women are choosier?

To find out, the researchers teamed
up with 3 local speed-dating service and
created two kinds of speed-dating events.
I the traditional event, the women stayed
in thewr seats and the men moved around
the r00m, SIOPHNG 10 Spend a few mirwtes
chatting with each woman. In the nontradi-
tional event, the men stayed in their seats
and the women moved around the room,
stopping t0 spend a few minutes chatting
with each man. When the event was over,

The researchers asked each man and wom-
0 privately 10 indicate whether they want-
€210 exchange phone numbers with ang of
the potential partners theyd met.

The resuhs were striting [see the accom-
panying figure). When men made the move
(5 they traditionay do), women were the
choosier gender. That is, men wanted 1o
£13 lot more phone numbers than women
wanted 10 give. But when women made
the move, men were the choosier gender,
and women asked for more numbers than
men were willing t0 hand over. Apparently,
approaching somecne makes us eager,
and beng approached makes us CaVTOUS. |
One reason that women are 5o often the
choosier gender may simply be that in most |

Cutures, men are expected 1o make the first
move. Al of thes suppests that f you'd ke to
meet the attractive person 3t the next table
at Starbucks, you should probably avoid
sagng, “Tan | sit with you?" and instead try

Sagng, “Would you ke 10 it with me?”
Porcent
wantng to

exchange 45

Shone

rumbers

L]
Tractonsl  Noneracmonal

Sharma, 1999). Indeed, when the potential costs of mating errors are high for men (e.g.,
when they are choosing a Jong-term mate rather than a short-term date), they can be
every bit as choosy as women (Kenrick et al., 1990). In fact, as The Real World: Making
the Move explains, relatively minor changes in the courtship ritual can actually cause
men 1o be choosier than women. The point is that biology makes sex a riskier proposi-
tha for women than for men, but other factors can exaggerate, equalize, or even reverse

those risks. The higher the risk, the more selective people of both sexes tend to be.

ATTRACTION
Fee most of us, there is a very small number of people with whom we are willing to
have sex, an even smaller number of people with whom we are willing to have chil-

den, and a staggeringly large number of people with whom we are unwilling to have
either. So when we meet someone new, how do we decide which of these categories

they belong in? Many things go into choosing a date, a lover, or a partner for life, but
none is more important than the simple feeling we call attraction (Berscheid
&Reis, 1998). Research suggests that this feeling is the result of situational, physical,

nd Psychological factors.
Airaction D Situational Factors
s on the basis of their personali-

Wetend 1o think tt lect our romantic partners
“W'lunl:u,l .‘::d“.: :ne:md we do. But we get to select only from the pool of
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people we've met, and the likelihood of meeting a potential partner naturally i,

mere exposure effect The tendency for Crease
Tking 1o increase with the frequency of exposure.  with proximity. Before you ever start ruling out potential romantic partner, BeOgraph,
has already ruled out more than 99.99% of the world’s population for yoy ‘FPS:;»R:

Schachter, & Back, 1950). Proximity not only provides the opportunity for altracy;,
it also provides the motivation. When you are assigned a roommate or an office mi'n
you know that your day-to-day existence will be a whole lot easier if yoy |ike lh‘:
than if you don', s0 you go out of your way to notice their good qualities and igney,
their bad ones. When research participants are told that they will later interaey m'}:
another person, they immediately like that person more, even before the znlrra:m;n
begins (Darley & Berscheid, 1967)
Proximity breeds attraction for another reason as well. The mere exposure effect
is the tendency for liking to increase with the frequency f exposuire (Bornstein, 1959
Zajonc, 1968). Every time we encounter a person, that person becomes a bt l'n‘xp.
familiar to us, and research shows that people generally prefer familiar 1o unfamilia
stimuli. For instance, in some experiments, geometric shapes, faces, or alp.‘\;\he(-;,]
characters were flashed on a computer screen so quickly that participants were yp.
aware of having seen them. Participants were then shown some of the “old" stimy;
that had been flashed across the screen as well as some “new” stimuli that had not
Although they could not reliably say which stimuli were old and which were new, they
liked the old stimuli more than the new ones (Monahan, Murphy, & Zajonc, 2000)
The fact that mere exposure leads to liking may explain why college students whe
were randomly assigned to seats during a brief psychology experiment were likely 1o
be friends with the person they sat next to a full year later (Back, Schmukle, & Egh
| 2008). Although there are some circumstances under which “familiarity breeds can-
tempt” (Norton, Frost, & Ariely, 2007), for the most part, familiarity seems to breed
1 Jiking (Reis et al., 2011)
Autraction can be the result of geographical accidents that put people in the same
place at the same time, but some places and times are clearly better than others, In
| one study, researchers observed men as they crossed a swaying suspension bridge. A
| | attractive female researcher approached the men, either when they were in the middle
of the bridge or after they had finished crossing it, and asked them to complete a sur-
vey. After they did so, she gave each man her telephone number and offered to explain
her project in greater detail if he called. Results showed that the men were more likely
to call the woman when they had met her in the middle of the swaying bridge (Dutton
& Aron, 1974). Why? You may recall
people can misinterpret physiological arousal as a sign of attraction (Byrne et al,, 1975,
chachter & Singer, 1962). The men were presumably more aroused when they were
in the middle of a swaying bridge, and some of those men mistook their arousal for
attraction. (By the way, it is worth noting that because researchers can't control who
does or does not participate in a field study, it is likely that some of the men in this
study were never even potentially attracted to the woman—perhaps because they were
gay, or happily married, or much older than she was. And yet, the men who were
\ LY § stopped in the middle of the bridge were on average more likely to call the women
g Iater. \When a study produces an effect on average despite the fact that some of the
t participants were unlikely to show that effect, then we know that those participants
who did show the effect must have showed it quite strongly)

e,
'm

rom the Emotion and Motivation chapter that

e e M A ATTY MAGLS

“T 8 beast, (m an animal, fm that moesterin
The miemse” Like it o rat, the mirror is the place
where Usher most oen sees hansell As aresul,
he prodatiy prefers pictuses of hemself that are
Porizontaly reversed (above left ], whereas N fans
Probabhy prefer pictures of hm that are not [sbove
fight]. Ore consequence of the mers exposure effect

” 151ha1 people 1 Eha the phatograstic images

b with which they are most famdias (s, Dermer, &

Keighn, 1977).

Attraction Depends on Physical Factors

Once people are in the same place at the same time, they can begin to learn about
¢ach other's persanal qualities, and in most cases, the first quality they lear about i
the other person's appearance. The influence of appearance on attraction is remarkably
strong. In one study, researchers arranged a “slow dance” for first-year university st%*
dents and randomly assigned each student to an opposite-sex partnez, Midway through
the dance, the students confidentially reported how much they liked their partner, bow
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Ben Bostc and Laura Tych were strangers when
e US Armays fight crash-landed in the Hudson
Fover 2 2003 dnc then they fef i love Research

Shows that %
together the chen may become IS 19 one
nothe:

YO e

guractive they thought their partner was, and how much they would like to see their
again. The researchers measured many of the students’ attributes—from their
suitades to their personalities—and they found that the partner's physical appearance
“as the only attribute that reliably influenced the students’ feelings of
ger et al., 1966). (Once again, the fact that some of the students in th
were almost surely not straight suggests that the resul
sppesc) Other studies confirm this finding. For
Jeight and a woman’s weight were among the best predictors of how many responses
a personal ad received (Lynn & Shurgot, 1984), and another study found ¢ y
al atractiveness was the only factor that predicted the online dating choices of both
women and men (Green, Buchanan, & Heuer, 1984) li
But beauty gets us more than dates (Etcoff, 1999; Langlois et al, 2000). Beauti-
ful people have more sex, more friends, and more fun than the rest of us do (Curran
& Lippold, 1975). They even eam about 10% more money over the course of their
Jives (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994; see FIGURE 13.8). We tend to think that beautiful L
also have superior personal qualities (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972: Esgly
eal, 1991), and in some cases they do. For instance, because beautiful people have
meee friends and more opportunities for social interaction, they tend to have better
ecial skills than less beautiful people (Feingold, 1992b). Appearance is so powerful
that & even influences non-romantic relationships. For example, mothers are more
affectionate and playful when their children are attractive than when they are unat-

traction (Wal-
his field study
are even stronger than they
ance, one study found that 2 man’s

¥ Figure 13.8

HOGHT MATTERS The NFL quarterback Tom
Bracy s 674" il and his wife, the supermodel
Geseie Bundchen, is 571070l Research shows
™at i peopie earn $785 more per inch per

nctive (Langlois et al., 1995). In fact, the only known disadvantages of being beauti-  gear The graph shows the average hourly
fd are that people sometimes feel threatened by beauty (Agthe, Spicrie, & Maner,  wage of aduk White men in the United States.
2010) and can be unsympathetic to beautiful people’s problems (Fisher & Ma, 2014). ;';;;‘“W Penght [Manikow & Wenzerd,
03¢
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012 | = | =
(1 10' Y —
Prbunitey
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Suandards of beauty Can vary aCross Cultures.
Mauritanan women long to be heavy [feft). and
Ghamian men are grateful to be short (nght)

Social Psychology

senced by
nship (Eastwick

Research suggests that men and women are both powerfully and equally in
the physical appearance of their partners in the early stages of a relat
et al., 2011) but that this influence may fade more quickly for wor
(Li et al., 2013; Meltzer et al,, 2014)

So ves, it pays 1o be beautiful. But what exactly constitutes beauty? The answer to

n than foe men

example, most women

that question varies across cultures, In the United States, fo
aged to drink up 10 5 gallons

want to be slender, but in Mauritania, young girls are encou
of high-fat milk every day so that someday they will be heavy enough to attr
band. As one Mauritanian woman noted, “Men want women to be fat, and so they are

aFraniere, 2007). In the United States, most men want to be tall, but in Ghana

1 a hus.

fm
most men are short and consider height a curse. “To be a tall person can be quite embar
rassing,” said one particularly altitudinous Ghanalan man, “When you are standing in s
crowd, the short people start to jeer at you,” said another (French, 1997),

But beauty is not entirely in the eye of the beholder. Although different cultures

WM in con

have different standards of beauty, those standards have o surprising

mon (Cunningham et al,, 1995).
» Body shape. In most cultures, male bodies are considered attractive when they
are shaped like a triangle (i.e., broad shoulders with a narrow waist and hips

and female bodies are considered attractive when they are shaped like an houe

glass (Le., broad shoulders and hips with a narrow waist), The most attractive
female body in most cultures seems 1o be the “perfect hourglass,” in which
woman’s waist is about 70% the size of her hips (Singh, 1993). Culture may

determine whether straight men prefer women who are heavy or thin, but in ol

cultures, straight men seem to prefer this particular waist-to-hip ratio

ater

» Symmetry, People in all cultures seem to prefer faces and bodies that are bilé
Ily symmetrical—that is, faces and bodies whose left half is a mirror image of
the right half (Perilloux, Webster, & Gaulin, 2010; Perrett et al., 1999).

» Age. Characteristics such as large eyes, high eyebrows, and a small chin

people look immature or “baby faced” (Berry & McArthur, 1985). As a gener
ve immature

rule, female faces are considered more attractive when they
features, whereas male faces are considered more attractive when they have
mature features (Cunningham, Barbee, & Pike, 1990; Zebrowitz & Montepafe:
1992). In every culture, straight women tend to prefer older men and straight

men tend to prefer younger women (Buss, 1989).
5 ansls
Is there any thyme or reason to this list of scenic attractions? Some psychologt

think s0. They suggest that nature has designed us 10 be attracted to people Who
have good genes and will be good parents (Gallup & Frederick, 2010; Neubetk

o find so attrac

Keneick, & Schaller, 2010). As it turns out, the features we all see
jive tend 1o be fairly reliable indicators of these things. For cxample

» Body shape. Testosterone causes make bodies to become “triangles” and men who
are high in testosterone tend to be socially dominant and therefore have more

to become

resources to devote to their offspring. Estrogen causes female bodie
“hourglasses” and women who are high in estrogen tend 1o be especially fer
tile and potentially have more offspring to make use of those resources (Singh.

1993). In other words, body shape is an indicator of male dominance and female

fes
» Symmetry. Symmetry is a sign of health, which may explain why people are so
al, 2001; Thomhill & Gangestad, 1993). Indeed.

by smell

ity:

good at detecting it
women can distinguish betwe

metrical and asymmetrical m

sy

ben

¢ foe symmetncal men is especially pronounced

alone, and their preferer

they are ovulating (Thormhill & Gangestad, 1999

1 older women, whereas older

Age. Younger women are generally more fertile the

men gencrally have more resources than younger men. Thus, o youthful sppese

bear children, just as o matu

al of a woman'’s abuliey ¢

ance is o sig
Is & stgnal of a man's ability to care for them,

traction is simply nature’s way of telling us that we are in the

M the feeling we call
presence of a person who has good genes and a propensity to be a good parent. then
so many of the

Risnt any wonder that straight people in different cultures apprec
same features in the opposite sex

ms 10 be true ¢
ins and consequences of sexual orientation in the
o this topic is still sparse (Amos &

people who are not straight. (We have

erestingly, the same sce
much more 1o say about the orig
Development chapter). Although rescarc
McCabe, 2015), studies sugaest that gay and straight people generally agree on what
features make men and women attractive (Legenbaver et al, 2009; Swami & Tovée

men and straight women agree about which male faces and
1 attractive (Valentovd, Roberts, & Havlitek, 2013). Both
tractive than older ones, but this
+ are looking at women and gay

208). For example, gay

wices are the most and les
By men and straight men find younger [

¥endency is particularly pronounced when straight me: §
men are booking st men (Teuscher & Teuscher, 2007). It is also important to note that

e mary desire the mest attrac-
Hiraction isnt action. Studics show that although everyone may :‘ e the most s .

} rry someone who
e person in the room, most pec ple tend to approx h, date, and ma

- et al., 2008).
B about as attractive as they are (Berscheid etal., 1971 Lee et al., 2008

more

ctors
checkbones, then why don't we just
Because for human

Attraction Depends on Psychological Fa
¥atiraction is all about big biceps and high chectbene® &
3kip the small talk and pick our life partners from PROIORTF

Sraght aomen ek men det sewes ahen ey
leen praust e Tn NagEy, B2 STREN mem Bk
e 20¢ e whem ey B0k hagy rHer Pan
proud (Tacy & Beat, 2011)

et e | e
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Serudarny s 8 very strong seuce of ttraction

beings, attraction is about much more than that. Physical APPearance is aq,,
easily, carly, and from across a crowded room (Lenton & Francesconi, 2010)
it definitely determines who draws our atiention and quickens our pulge. B,
people begin interacting. they move beyond appearances (Cramer, Schaefer, § y
1996; Regan, 1998), which is why physical attractiveness matters Jess
have known each other for a long time (Hunt, Eastwick, & Finke] 20
inner qualities—their personalities, points of view, attitudes, beliefs
tions, and abilities—play an important role in determining their sugt
in each other, and there isnt much mystery about the kinds of inner
most people find attractive. Intelligence, ambitiousness, loyaky, trustw
kindness seem to be high on just about everybody’s list (Daniel ctal,
Lazarus, & Roberts, 2007; Fletcher et al., 1999).

Exactly how much wit and wisdom do we want our mates to have? You mighy think
the answer s "As much s humanly possible!” but research suggests that people 1
actually most attracted to those who are similar to them on these and almou o other
dimensions (Byrne, Ervin, & Lamberth, 1970, Hatfield & Rapson, 1992, Neimeyer
& Mitchell, 1988). We marry people of a similar age with similar levels of education
similar religious backgrounds, similar cthnicities, similar sociocconomic statuses. sim.
ilar personalities, and so on (Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford, 1997 Buss, 1985, Caspi &
Herbener, 1990). We even marry people with similar genes (Domingue et al., 2014
When rescarchers measured 88 distinct characteristics of 1,000 couples, thes found
that the couples were more similar than one would expect by chance on 66 of thee
characteristics, and less similar than one would expect by chance on precisely o
(Burgess & Wallin, 1953). Indeed, of all the characteristics psychologists have mea
sured, there is just one for which the majority of people have a consistent preference
for dissimilarity, and that's gender.
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Why is similarity so attractive? There are at least three reasons. First, it’s casy 1o
interact with people who are similar 10 us because we can instantly agree on s wide
range of issues, such as what 1o eat, where 1o live, how to raise children, and how 1o
spend our money. Second, when someone shares our attitudes and beliefs, we feel vali
dated, and we become more confident that our attitudes and beliefs are right (Byre
& Clore, 1970). Indeed, research shows that when a person’s atthudes or beliefs are
challenged, they become even more attracted to similar others (Greenberg et al., 1990,
Hirschberger, Florian, & Mikulincer, 2002). Third, because we like people who share
our mtitudes and beliefs, we can reasanably expect them to like us for exactly the same
reason, and being liked is a powerful source of attraction (Aronson & Worchel, 1966
Backman & Secord, 1959, Condon & Crano, 1988), especially when the people who
like us don't seem to like

Our desire for sim

one else (Eastwick et al, 2007)

ty goes beyond attitudes and beliefs and extends to abilities
as well, For example, we may admire extraordinary skill in quarterbacks and saxo
phone players, but when it comes to friends and lovers, extraordinary people can
threaten our sell-esteem and make us feel a bit nervous about our own competence
(Tesser, 1991). This seems to be especially true when the extraordinary person is 3
woman and the nervous person is a man (Rathif & Oishi, 2013), This may explain
why peaple are attracted 10 those who have small pockets of incompetence. A minoe
flaw can make a highly competent person seem a bit more human—and therefore 8
bit more similar to us (Aronson, Willerman, & Floyd, 1966),

RELATIONSHIPS

The vast majority of human beings eventually become parents, and they typically do
this in the context of committed, long-term relationships (Clark & Lemay, 2010)
Most animals have relationships that end approximately thirty seconds after sex is
over. So why do people have relationships that often last for their entire lives?

InteSigence of specles
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One (shightly weird) answer is that we're born half-baked. Because human beings
e large heads 10 house their lange beains, a fully developed human infant could not
as theough its mother’s birth canal, so human mathers must give birth while thear
Sabies are relatively underdeveloped—and underdeveloped babies need 3 lot more
are than one parent can provide. If human infants were more like tadpoles—ready
#birth 1o swim, find food, and escape predators—then theif parents might not need
twhoem enduring relationships. But human infants are among the most helpless crea
ures on carth. They require years and years of nurnturing before they can even begin to
fend for themschves, and that's ane reason that human adults tend to da theie parent
g the context of committed, long term relationships (see FIGURE 13.9

Marriage: Making the Commitment
I most cultures, commiitted, Jong-term relatianships are signified by marriage. and
wns s no exception. About 80% of all 40-year-old Americans have been married, and
shhough marmage has become bess popular over the List few decades, the best esti
mate bs that about 75% of current 20-year-olds will eventually get married too (Wang
S Purker, 2014). The meduan age at which Americans get marmied for the first time is
mently 27 for women and 29 for men, which is considerably higher than it was &
M century ago, when half of all American women were matried by the age of 20. In
12, 78% of all 25-year-old American men had never marmied, but 50 years carlier,
sy 28% had never married. The bottom line is that Americans are increasingly lkely
Bmarry late or not at all. Gay and lesbian Amenicans are, of course, an exception to
B rule, because until very recently, the liw kept their marriage rate at exactly zevo
Pecent. They now have nowhere to go but up! ”
Fraple ;mm,“] for many reasons, and Jove is one ol‘l'n‘ brgoes ..\hql §5%
WAmericans say that they would nos marry without love (Kephart, 1967, *-9:
Compbell, & Berscheid, 1986); the vast majority say they would sacrifice """:
Me guls 10 auvain it (Hammersla & Frease-McMahan, 1990); and n:r:::um;‘:
e o the two most important sources of happiness in ““""""""“"‘N plt 2t
People marry for love wﬂmmabtwuhn!‘""‘!h::\";‘“mh"‘
A abvious fact s a AIhﬂmﬂ\(lmﬂlm.l g -
served a vanicty of economic, practical, ¥ :‘"w A
“aging from cementing agreements between clans to paying e

P a0t on e pareres |Gt from
Pantados & Katd 2016)
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» Figure 13.10
PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE
Companonate and passonate bve Rave
different tme courses and Irajectones.
Passionate love begers to Cool within 15t 3
few months, but companianate kove can grow
how bt stradib; over years

was traditionally regarded as an alliance that helped people fulfill basic needs, such
as growing food. buikling sheker, and protecting each other from violence. Although
people have experienced love for ages, it wasnt until the 20th century that Westermer,
began to think of it as a reason to get married (Finkel et al, 2015)

So what is this thing that modern people marry for? Psychologists distinguish
two basic kinds of love: passionate love, which is an experience imolving feelings of
ewphoria, intimacy, and intense sexwal attraction, and companionate love, which i an
experience imolving affection, trust, and concern for a partner’s well-being (Aceveds
& Aron, 2009; Hatfield, 1988; Rubin, 1973; Sternberg, 1986). The ideal romantic
relationship gives rise to both types of love, but the speeds, trajectories, and durations
of the two experiences are markedly different (see FIGURE 13.10). Passionate love is
what brings people together: It has a rapid onset, reaches its peak quickly, and begies
to diminish within just a few months (Aron et al., 2003). Companionate love is what
together: It takes some time to get started, grows slowly. and need never

keeps pe
stop growing (Gonzaga et al., 2001)
Divorce: Unmaking the Commitment
Although the divorce rate in America has fallen in the past few decades, more than
a third of those Americans who are currently married will eventually decide to ter
minate that relationship. Marriage offers benefits (such as love, sex. and financial
it also imposes costs (such as additional responsibility, loss of persanal
and the potential for interpersonal conflict), and people tend to remain
hips only as long as they perceive a favorable ratio of costs to benefits
ns, 1961; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). But whether a person considers a particular
cost-benefit ratio to be favorable depends on at least two things (Le & Agnew, 2003
LeMay, 2016; Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003).

First. it depends on the person’s comparison bevel, which is the cost-benefit ratio that
a persom believes he or she could attain in another relationship. A cost-benefit ratio that
seems favorable 1o two people stranded on a desert island may seem unfavorable 1o two
people who live in a large city filled with other potential partners. Indeed, people often

passionate love Anexperience inveing  accept relationships that have many costs simply because they believe that being single
fertrgs of eupharia, imacy, and mterse would have even more (Spiclmann et al,, 2013). Second, the favorability of  cost-benefit
senal atraction ratio depends on how much the person has already invested in the relationship. A ratio

that scems favorable 10 people who have been married for many years may seem unfavor
able 10 people who have been married for just a few months, which is one of the reason
why new marriages are more likely 10 end than old ones are (Bramlett & Mosher, 2002
Cherlin, 1992). It is abso worth noting that peaple care about their partners’ cost-benefit

companionate love An expenence
ivehving stlection, trust, and concen for
partner’s web bewng

:o‘"r;:":n.:"v: :.::L:’:’::: ratio as well as their own. Equity is @ sate of affairs in which the cost-bemefit natios of w0
W anothes retstomivg partnens are roughly cqually foruble (Bokon & Ockenfels, 2000, Messick & Cook, 1983

Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978), and rescarch suggests that although peopke 5
€QUIty A stase of aitairs in whih the cost naturally distressed when their ratio is less favorable than their partner’s, they are al

et rtios of two partiers are roughly equal distressed when it is maore favorable (Schafer & Kewth, 1980).
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Buﬂd to the Outcomes

Why are generally ve in choosi 5 s similari P of
& mates than men? At :’:m? 4
P tors play 3 role in ? 6. What are the two basic kinds of love?
3. Whyis physical appearance so mpartant> 2 pesoiemry of thew
4 What kind of information does physical appearance relatonsheps?

convey?
Controlling Others

- s - v “ Learning Outcomes

Those of us who grew up reading comics or watching cartoons have ususally thought :
+bat sbout which of the standard superpowers we'd most ke 10 have. Super strength  »  Describe the hedonic motive and
and super speed have obvious benefis, imisibility and X-ray vision could be interest explain how appeals to # can

g a5 well as lucrative, and there’s a lot 1o be said for flying, But when it comes down
soit, the ability 10 control ather people would probably be the most uscful of all. Why
getina death match with an alien overloed of rescue orphans from a burming building
when you can comvince someane chse 10 do these things for you? The things we want
from life—gourmet food. interesting jobs, big houses, fancy cars—can all be given to
us by others. and the things we want most—loving familics, loyal friends, ademiring
children. appreciative employers—cannot be gotten in any other way

Social influence is the ability 10 change or direct another person’s behavior (Cialdini
& Galdstein, 2004). But how does it work? If you want someone to give you theis time,
mancy, allegiance, or affection, you'd be wise 1o consider first what i is they want
Prople have three basic motivations that make them suscepible to social influence
(Bargh, Gollwitzer, & Oettingen, 2010, Fiske, 2010). First, people are motivated to ex-
perience pleasure and to avosd experiencing pain (the hedouic motive). Second. people
are metivated 10 be accepted and 10 avaid being rejected (the appronl motive). Third,
people are motivated to believe what is right and 10 svoid believing what is wrong (the
acuacy motive). As you will see, most attempts at social influence appeal 10 one o

moee of these motives.

THE HEDONIC MOTIVE

If there is an animal that prefers pain 10 pleasure it must be very good at hiding.
because o one has ever seen it. Pleasure seeking s the most basic of all motives, and
scial influence often involves creating situations in which others can achieve more

Pleasure by doing what we want them 10 do than by doing something else. Parents,
eachers, governments, and businesses influence our behavior by offering rewards and

» Descride the approval motive and
mmi‘-ﬂ.
conformity, and cbedence.

» Describe the accuracy motive
i e
consistency.

social influence The abing 1o change or
SreCT anorher periory betaver

Acrortng 2 8 g o Fmemt batram e vt
s teade Mot Lt King, x (1929 1968]
ot e A pgs at e e § Aeerey
(1820 1905 | ave amang e 50 mox mareat
Aemercans wh bt e b e g 8
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» Figure 13.11

THE COSTOF SPEEDING The penaiy foe
Speeding in Massachusets used tobe 3
modest fine. Then the legrstature changed the
Lw 50 that drivers under 18 who are caught
speeding lose their licenses for 90 days—and
10 ge1 them back, they have 10 pay $500,
attend 8 hours of training classes, and retake
the state’s driving exam. Guess what? Deaths.
among drivers under 18 fell by 38% inpust 3
years. In other words, more than 8,000 young
Ives were saved by appealing to the hedonic
motive.

norms Customary standards for behavior that
are widely shared by members of a culture.

Social Psychology

threatening punishments (see FIGURE 13.11). There's nothing mysterious about how
these influence attempts work, and they are often quite effective. When the Republic
of Singapore wamned its citizens that anyone caught chewing gum in public would face
a year in prison and a $5,500 fine, the rest of the world was outraged: but when the
outrage subsided, it was hard to ignore the fact that gum chewing in Singapore had
fallen to an all-time Jow. A good caning will get your attention every time.

You'll recall from the Memory chapter that even a sea slug will repeat behaviors that
are followed by rewards and avoid behaviors that are followed by punishments. Although
the same is generally true of human beings, in some instances, rewards and punishmenss
can backfire. For example, children in one study were allowed to play with colored mark-
ers, and then some were given a “Good Player Award.” When the children were given
markers the next day. those who had received an award the previous day were less likely 1o
play with the markers than were those who had not received an award (Lepper, Greene,
& Nishett, 1973). Why? Because children who had received an award the first day came
10 think of drawing as something one does to receive rewards, and if no one was going to
give them an award the second day, then why the heck should they do it (Deci, Koestner,
& Ryan, 1999)? Similarly. rewards and punishments can backfire simply because people
resent being bribed and threatened. Researchers placed signs in two restrooms on a col
lege campus: “Please don't write on these walls™ and “Do not write on these walls under
any circumstances.” Two weeks later, the walls in the second restroom had more graffiti,
presumably because students didn't appreciate the threatening tone of the second sign

and wrote on the walls just to show that they could (Pennebaker & Sanders, 1976)

THE APPROVAL MOTIVE

Other people stand between us and starvation, predation, loneliness, and all the other
things that make getting shipwrecked such a bad idea. We depend on others for safety.
sustenance, and solidarity, and being rejected or excluded by others is one of the most
painful of all human experiences (Eisenberger, Licherman, & Williams, 2003; Uskul
& Over, 2014; Williams, 2007). We are powerfully motivated to have others accept us.
like us, and approve of us (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, Leary, 2010), and that motive
leaves us vulnerable to social influence.

N ue Infl

We Do What's A

\PProp

Consider the many things you know about elevators, When you get on an elevator
you are supposed to face forward and not talk 1o the Person next to you even if you
were talking to that person before you got on the elevator unless you are the only
two people on the elevator in which case it's okay to talk and face sideways but sill
not backward. Although no one ever taught you this long-winded rule, you probably
picked it up somewhere along the way. The unwritten rules that govern social behavior
are called norms, which are customary standards for behavior that are widely shared b

On average. your sk of becoming bese increases by

57% -
if someone you B i et
consider a friend | ifyour spouse
becomes becomes cbese
ALY
i 3 very close friend I one of your sibiings
... 100% %

# you are a man and if you are a woman
your male and your ssster
becomes obese. odese.

..38% PP
if you are a woman i you are a man
and your femaie friend and your brother
obese becomes cbese

members of a culture (Cialdini, 2013; Miller & Prentice, 1996). We leam norms with
exceptional ease, and we obey them with exceptional fidelity, because we know that
if we don't, others won't approve of us (Centola & Baronchelli, 2015). For example,
every human culture has a norm of reciprocity, which is the wnuritten rule that people
should benefit those who have benefited them (Gouldner, 1960). When a friend buys
you lunch, you return the favor; and if you don't, your friend gets miffed. Indeed, the
norm of reciprocity is so strong that when rescarchers randomly pulled the names of
strangers from a telephone directory and sent them all Christmas cards, they received
Cheistmas cards back from most (Kunz & Woolcott, 1976).

Norms are a powerful weapon in the game of social influence. Normative
influence occurs when another person’s behavior provides information about what is
sppropriate (see FIGURE 13.12). For example, waiters and waitresses know all about
the norm of reciprocity, which is why they often give customers a piece of candy along
with the bill. Studies show that customers who receive a candy feel obligated to do
“alittle extra” for the waiter who did “a little extra” for them (Strohmetz et al., 2002)
Indeed, people will sometimes refuse small gifts precisely because they don't want to
feel indebted to the gift giver (Shen, Wan, & Wyer, 2011). .

The norm of reciprocity involves swapping, but the thing being swapped docsn't
have 1o be a favor. The door-in-the-face technique is an influence strategy that in-
vobves getting someone to dewry an initial request. Here's how it works: You ask someone
for something more valuable than you really want, you wait for that person to refuse
{10 *slam the door in your face”), and then you ask the person for what you really
wanted in the first pl.{« For example, when rescarchers ashed college ‘l:adtnu [
wlunteer 10 supervise adolescents who were going on a field trip, only 17% of the
Students agreed. But when the researchers first asked students to commit to spend-
ing 2 hours per week for 2 years working at a youth detention center (to which every
o0e of the students said no) and then asked them to supervise a ficld l.nP. 50% of t}:
Budents agreed (Cialdini et al., 1975). Why? "The norm of m‘P"’]‘_: 1: ““"‘“h:
0 began by asking for a large favor, which the students refused. Then |kn":::f 2
5 made a concession by asking for a smaller favor. Because the rescarc
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< Figure 13.12

THE PERILS OF CONNECTION Other peopie’s
Behavicr detimes what 15 normal, and so we
100410 do the things we see others dong,
Overeatng s one of those things. Research
Shows That & somecne you know becomes
cbese. your chances of becoming cbese can
ncrease dearmancally [(hrstakss & Fowder,
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Sencession, the norm of reciprocity demanded that the students make one too—and A =
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[center],
ctons, 15 0n the verge of conformng in one of
Solomon Mch's kne pdpng experments.

conformity The tendency 1 do what others
92 Samph) because athers are doing .

» Figure 13.13

ASCH'S CONFORMITY STUOY ¥you were ashed
which of the knes on the right (4, 8,00 €]
matches the standard line on the loft, what
wwq?kmhmwmg
SURRESTS that your answer would depend,
11 part, on how other people in the room
answered the same question

10 you in the hopes of discovering whether the little fork is supposed to be used for
the shrimp or the salad, then you know that other people can influence us by defining
new norms in ambig I or novel ions. Confe is the tendency g,
o what others do simply becanse others are doing it, and it results in part from norma.
tive influence.
In a classic study, the psychologist Solomon Asch had participants sit in o Tfoom
with seven other people who appeared to be ordinary participants, but who were ac.
tually trained actors (Asch, 1951, 1956). An experimenter explained that the partic.
pants would be shown cards with three printed lines and their job was simply to say
which of the theee lines matched a “standard line” that was printed on another card
(sec FIGURE 13.13). The experimenter held up a card and then asked each person 1o
answer in turn, The real participant was among the last 1o be called on, Everything
went well on the first two trials, but then on the third trial, something really strange
happened: The actors all began giving the same wrong answer! What did the real
participants do? Although most participants gave the right answer on most trlals,
75% conformed and announced the wrong answer on at least one trial Subsequent
research has shown that these participants didn't actually misperceive the length of
the lines, but were instead succumbing to noemative influence (Asch, 1955; Nemeth
& Chiles, 1988). Giving the wrong answer was apparently the “right thing to do,” and
so participants did it
The behavior of others can tell us what is proper, appropriate, expected, and ac-
cepted (in other words, it can define a norm), and once a norm is defined, we feel
obliged to hanor it. When a Holiday Inn in Tempe, Arizona, left a variety of different
“message cards” in guests’ bathrooms in the hapes of convincing those guests 1o reuse
their towels rather than laundering them every day, it discovered that the single most
effective message was the one that simply read: “Seventy-five percent of our guests
use their towels more than once” (Cialdini, 2005). When the Sacramento Municipal
Utility District randomly selected 35,000 customers and sent them electric bills
showing how their energy consumption compared with that of their neighbors, con-
sumption fell by 2% (Kaufman, 2009). Clearly, normative influence can be a force

:m wood (see Other Voices: Ninety-One Percent of All Students Read This Box and
Love It).
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Persuasion Aphenomense that occurs

when 3 person's amauses or belefs ae

£ By 3 Commun3ton from ansthes

systematic persuasion The process
by wheh attaudes or besefs are changed by

heuristic persuasion The process
by whvch atttudes o beefs are changed by

3ppea’s to hada or emston
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that refir to soft drinks as “papular” o books as “hest sellers” are reminding yon g
t
et people are buying these particular drinks and books, which suggests thay

p they
Know something you dont and that you'd be wise to follow their example. Siggu
comedies provide Laugh tracks because the producers know that when you hear ogpe

people Laughing, you will mindlessly assume that something must be funmy
Goethals, & Kugler, 2007, Nosanchuk & Lightstone, 1974). Bars
people stand in line outside even when the

Fein
and nightclubs my,
e is plenty of room inside

because they
ssume that the club is worth wating
byects and events that we know little about, and

know that passersby will see the line and
In short, the world is full

often cure our ignorance by pavin on 10 the way in which others are acq

w
toward them. Alas, the very thing that makes us open to information leaes

to manipulation as well

Persuasion: Changing Behavior by Changing Minds

When the newt presidential election rolls around. two things will happen. First, the
candidates will say that they intend to win your vote by making arguments that focu,
on the issues. Second, the candid,

attempt to win vour vote with a v

es will then avoid arguments. ignore issues, and
ety of cheap tricks and emotional appeals. Whay
the candidates promise to do and what they actually do reflect two basic forms of
persuasion. which occurs when a person's attitudes or beliefs are influen
wtication from another perom (Alharracin & Vargas, 2010, Petty & Wegene
The candidates will promise 10 persuade you by demonstrating that their pe
on the issues are the most practical. intelligent, fair, and beneficial. Having made
that promise. they will then devote most of their financial resources 10 persuading
vou by other means. for example, by dressing nicely and smiling a lot, by surrounding
themsches with famous athletes and movie stars, by repeatedly pairing their oppo
nent’s picture with Osama bin Laden’s, and so on. In other words, the candidates will
promise 1o engage in systematic persuasion. the process by which attitudes or beliefs
are changed by appeals to reason, but they will spend most of their time and mones
engaged in heuristic persuasion. the process by which attitudes or beliefs are changed
Iy appeals o halit or emation (Chaiken, 1980; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986),

How do these two forms of persuasion work? Systematic persuasion appeals 10
logic and reason and assumes that people will be more persuaded when evidence and
arguments are strong rather than weak. Heuristic persuasion appeals to habit and
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emation and assumes that rather than weighing evidence and anahyzing Srstpunc
people i | often use heuristics (simple shortcuts or “rules of thumb™ 1o help them (2] Systemenc persucson Woen studenss
deode whether 0 beliceve 3 communication (see the Language and Thought chapter).  weve metvased s ssaigze. Secane

Which form of persuasion will be more effective depends an whether the person is
wfling and able to weigh evidence and anahze arguments

Im one study. students heard a speech that contained either strong or weak argu
ments in favor of instituting comprehensive exams at their school (Pearx Cacioppo,
& Goldman, 1981). Some students were told that the speaker was a Princeton Uni
vensity profiessor, and athers were told that the speaker was 2 high school student—a
b of information that the students could use as a heuristic or shortcut to decide
whether to believe the speech. Some students were told that their university was
conudering implementing these exams right away. whereas others were told that thes
wiersity was considening implementing these exams in 10 years—a bit of informa
ton that made students feel motivated or unmotivated to analyze the evidence. As
FIGURE 13.15 shows, when students were motivated to analvze the evidence, they
wee systematically persuaded —than is. their attitudes and beliefs were mfluenced by
the strength of the arguments but not by the status of the speaker. But when students
were not motivated 10 analyze the evidence, they were heuristically persuaded—that
5. their attitudes and beliefs were influenced by the status of the spesker but not by
the strength of the arguments.

lonsistency: Changing Minds by Changing Behavior
Ifa friend told you that rabbits had just staged a coup in Antarctica and were haking
il carroe exports, you probably wouldnt turn on CNN. You'd know right away that
your friend was either joking or really. really gullible because the statement is log-
aaly inconsistent with other things that you know are true., for example. that rabbits
% not foment revolution and that Antarctica does not export carrots. People evaluate
the accuracy of new beliefs by assessing their consistency with old bebefs. Although
ths s not a foolproof method for determining whether something is true. it provides
Pty good approximation. We are motivated 10 be accurate, and because comsistency
2 10ugh measure of accuracy, we are motivated 1o be consistent as well (Cialdini,
Tot, & Newsom, 1995) -
motivation leaves us vulnerable to social influence. For example. the foot-in-
Be-door technique involves making @ small request and then following it with a Lrger
“guest (Burger, 1999). In one study (Freedman & Fraset, 1966), experimenters weat
¥4 neighborhood and knocked on doors to see if they coukd .mm:..-.(hm °
e 10 have a big ugly “Drive Carefully” sign installed in their ':':';d el
Bomeowners was simply asked to install the sign, and oaly 175 12kl yes. A second
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12 33076 rpuments Decase they moit

0t e personaty Mected by e, ther
B e A Fienced by the st of the
communcancr (the Proceton professor mas
more persateve Bhan the hgh school student |
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ALLEVIATING COGNITIVE DISSONANCE Teiting

the ugh sign. And 35% said yes! Why would homeowners be more likely 1o Rant

rquests than one?
m‘]:u imagine how the homeowners in the second group felt. They had jug ened
a petition stating that they thought safe driving was important, yet they kney they
didnt want to install an ughy sign in their front yards. As they wrestled with ghyg g
consistency. they probably began to experience cognitive dissonance, which is gy, .
pleasint state that arises whea a person recognizes the inconsistency of his or hrer action,
attitudes, or belicfs (Festinger, 1957). When people experience cognitive dis; 5
they naturally try to alleviate it. Although there are many ways to do this '“ﬂkﬂnﬂ.
al.. 2015). one perfectly ordinary way is to put your money where your mouth is—thyy
is. to act in wavs that are consistent with your beliefs (Aronson, 1969; Cooper & Fazio,
1984; Harmon-Jones, Harmon-Jones, & Levy, 2015). Agreeing to install a yard sign
was just such an action. Indeed. one of the best ways to get people 10 take an action
is 10 first get them to express an attitude with which that action is consistent. If hoy
guests are subtly induced at check-in to call themselves “Friends of the Earth,” they
are 25% more likely to reuse their towels during their stay (Baca-Motes et al., 20)3)

Just as people take actions that are consistent with itudes, $0 100 do they
adopt attitudes that are consistent with their actions. In a classic study. female college
students applied 10 join a weekly discussion on “the psychology of sex.” Women in
the control group were allowed to join the discussion, but women in the experimental
group were allowed 1o join the discussion only after first passing an embarrassing test
that imvolved reading pomographic fiction to a strange man. Although the carefully
staged discussion was as dull as possible, women in the experimental group found it

R
nown a5 cognitive dissonance. One way to
reduce that dissonance iS 10 believe the e
[Salution 1). Another is to justify having told
[Sohution 2)

Members of Mchigan Tech Sgma
T Garmena fratemity beave subzero wind chil 1o
parmcipate i the group's annudl Grundy Run®

reed group loyary.

cognitive dissonance anunpleasant
state that anises when 2 person recognizes the
'S Of her actions, atteudes, or

belefs.

more % than did women in the control group (Aronson & Mills, 1958). Why?
Women in the experimental group knew that they had paid a steep price to join the
group ("1 read all that porn out loud!”), but that belief was inconsistent with the belicf
that the discussion was worthless. Thus, the xperienced cognitive d

which they alleviated by changing their beliefs about the value of the discussion (see
the top half of FIGURE 13.16.), We normally think that people pay for things because
they value them, but as this study shows, people sometimes value things because
they've paid for them—uwith money, time, attention, blood, sweat, or tears. It is little
wonder that some fratemities use hazing to instill loyalty, that some religions require
their adherents to make large personal or monetary sacrifices, that some gourmet res-
taurants charge outrageous amounts to keep their patrons coming back, or that some
men and women play hard to get to maintain their suitors” interest.

We are motivated to i t inevitably there are times when we just
cant—for example, when we tell a friend that her new hairstyle is “daring” when it
actually resembles a wet skunk after an unfortunate encounter with a snow blower
Why don't we exp cognitive d under such ci and come
to believe our own lies? Because whereas telling a friend that her hairstyle is daring
is inconsistent with the belief that her hairstyle is hideous, it is perfectly consistent
with the belief that one should be nice to one’s friends. When small inconsistencies
are justified by large consistencies, cognitive dissonance is reduced A

For example, participants in one study were asked to perform a dull task that in-
volved trning knobs one way, then the other way, and then back again. After the
participants were sufficiently bored, the exp plained that he desperatclf
needed a few more people to volunteer for the study, and he asked the participants
to go into the hallway, find another person, and tell that person that the knob-tuming
task was great fun. The offered some particip $1 to tell this lie,
he offered other participants $20. All participants agreed to tell the lie, and after they
did so, they were asked to report their true enjoyment of the knob-turning task-
results showed that participants liked the task more when they were paid $1 ¢
$20 to lie about it (Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959), Why? Because the belief this
turning task is dull was inconsistent with the belief I recommended the task 1o that

{Uthink 11l download it illegally-

in the halhway. but the latter belief was perfectly consistent with the belicf that
$20 is @ lot of mowey For some participants, the large payment justified the bie, s0
saly those people who received the small payment expersenced cognitive dissonance.
15 such, only the participants who received $1 felt the need to restore consistency
n changing their beliefs about the enjoyablencss of the task (see the bottom half of
igure 13.16)-
puild to the Outcomes — —
4 What are the three basic motives that social influence 6. Whatisthe and
involves? informational influence?
2 Why do attempts to influence others with rewards and 7. Whenis it more effective to engage in sys
J times backfire? : = .
3. How can the norm of reciprocity be used to influence 8. Why does the accuracy motive lead t0 3 desire for
people? consistency?
L Whydo people sometimes do what they see others 9. Whatis cogniti pecple i3
doing?

5. When and why do people obey authority?

Understanding Others —

Kanye West is a creative genius—aor at least that's what he tells anyone who will listen.
Whether or not you agree with his assessment, reading about it almost surely activated
your medial prefrontal cortex, an area of your brain that becomes especially active
when you think about other human beings but not when you think about inani
objects such as houses or tools (Mitchell, Heatherton, & Macrae, 2002). Although
mast of your brain shows diminished activity when you are at rest, this area remains
active all the time (Buckner, Andrews-Hanna, & Schacter, 2008; Spunt, Meyer, &
Licberman, 2015). Why does your brain have specific areas that scem specialized for
processing information about just ome of the millions of objects you might encounter?
And why is this area constantly switched on?>

Because of the millions of objects you might encounter, other human beings are
the single most important. Social cognition is the processes by which people come to
wuderstand others, and your brain is doing it all day long, Whether you know it or not.
your beain is constantly making inferences about other people’s M‘MH
5, beliefs and desires, abilities and aspi ions, needs, and
Itbases these inferences on two kinds of information: the categories to which people
bedong, and the things they do and say.

STEREOTYPING: DRAWING INFERENCES

FROM CATEGORIES e
u""'"mm-}nhwudwchwd\-umg process
“khmﬁmﬁylmmm:;am&achs .um-i' =

identified a novel uhwlu-samemberehclepydm('lluu Mm

A€ €an then use our of the category to make ')u\d.:m

th""""*‘“lt'!of the novel stimulus (“It's probably expensive accordingly
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draw inferences about others based on their
Knowledge of the categories to which others
betong

» Figure13.17

STEREOTYPE CONTENT Stereotypes tend

10 vary on the dimersions of warmth and
This

2!
see a variety of dferent groups | data from
Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007)

What we do with textbooks we also do with people. No, not the illeg,) downl,
ing part. The educated gucssing part. Stereotyping is the process by which pegyy, d:"’
inferences about others based on their knowledge of the categories to which othery ':
Tong. The moment we categorize a person as an adult, a male, & baschall playe, and s
Russian, we can use our knowledge of those categories to make some educated Rues, d
bt him—for cxample, that he shaves his face but not his logs. that he undepge
the infiekd My rule, and that he knows more about Viadimie Putin than we do, \\'hvu"d‘
offer children candy instead of beer or ask gas-station attendants for directions i"q:‘;
of financial advice, we are making inferences about people whom we have EVE ey
hefore based solely on their category membership. As these examples suggaesy, Stereory
i is a very helpful process (Allport, 1954). And yet, ever since the word was (,,n’;
by the journalist Walter Lippmann in 1936, it has had a distasteful connatation Why:
Because stercotyping is a helpful process that can often produce harmful resylyg, and
it docs so because stercotypes tend 1o have four properties: They can be inaccurge
overused, sell-perpetuating, and automatic. Let's examine each of them :

Stereotypes Can Be Inaccurate

Americans have a wide range of stercotypes that appear to vary on two importan
dimensions: warmth (“Are these people nice?”) and competence ("Are these people
capable?”; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). As FIGURE 13.17 shows, Americans see same
categories of peaple as warm and competent (women), others as warm but incompetent
(the elderly), others as cold and competent (the rich), and others as cold and incompe.
tent (the homeless). Some of these stereotypes are probably right on average (educated
professionals are generally more capable than people with intellectual disabilitics), bat
others are surely wrong (Whites are not generally warmer than Hispanics). So where
do these inaccurate stereotypes come from?

Much of what we think we know about human categories is hearsay—stuff we
picked up from watching television, listening to pop songs, or just hearing people
talk. But inaccurate beliefs about human categories can also be produced by direct
obscervation of their members. For example, research participants in one study were
shown a long series of positive and negative behaviors and were told that each be-
havior had been performed by a member of one of two groups: Group A or Group B
(see FIGURE 13.18). The behaviors were carefully arranged so that cach group be-
haved negatively exactly one third of the time. However, there were more positive
than negative behaviors in the series, and there were more members of Group A
than of Group B. Thus, negative behaviors were rarer than positive behaviors, and
Group B members were rarer than Group A members. After secing the behaviors,
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ipants correctly reported that Group A ¥
ﬂ"";': However, they incorrectly :cy--ﬂr:d l:‘\::’(l::‘t:&x‘:l:\\;‘ k-
than half the time (Hamilon & Gifford, gme " o
Why did this happen? Bad behavior was rare. and bei,
are. Thus. participants were especially likely 1o notic
" Aha! There's one of those unusual Group B people
in’). These findings help explain why members of
e the number of crimes (which are relatively rare events) committed by members
of minority groups (who are relatively rare people, hence the word mi-nori-ty). The
point here is that even when we directly obsene people, we can end up with inac-
curate beliefs about the groups to which they belong

Can Be Overused

Because all thumbtacks are pretty much alike, our stereatypes about thumbtacks (small,
cheap. painful when chewed) are quite uscful. We will rarcly be mistaken if we gen-
eralize from one thumbtack 10 another. But human categories are so varisble that our
aercotypes may offer only the vaguest of chues about the individuals who populate those
caegories. You probably believe that men have greater upper body strengsh than women
4o, and this belief is right om average. But the upper body strength of individuals withis

the ¥
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A Figure 13.18

SEEING CORRELATIONS THAT ARENT REALLY
THERE Group A and Geoup B each perform
T thinds good acts and one theed bad acts.
However, Group B and bad acts are both rare,

cxch of these categories is o varied that you cannot easily predict how much weight a
P“‘“l" person can lift simply by knowing that person’s gender. The inherent variabil-
ity of human categories makes stercotypes much less useful than they seem

 Alas, we don't always recognize this because the mere act of categorizing a stimulus
tends 1o warp our perceptions of that category's variability. For instance, participants
in some studics were shown a series of lines of different lengths (see FIGURE 13.19;
McGanty & Turner, 1992; Tajfel & Wilkes, 1963). For one group of participants, the
hingest lines were labeled Group A and the shortest lines were labeled Group B, as
they are on the right side of Figure 13.20. For the second group of panticipants, the
Ines were shown without these category labels, as they are on the left side of Figure
13.20. Interestingly, those participants who saw the category labels overestimated the
similarity of the lines that shared a label and underestimated the similarity of lines
that did not.

You've probably experienced this phenomenon yourself when looking at a rainbow.
Because we identify colors as members of categories such as blue or green, we over-
estimate the similarity of colors that share a category label and underestimate the
similarity of colors that do not. That's why we see discrete bands of color when we look
# rainbows, which are actually 3 smooth chromatic continuum (see FIGURE 13.20).
The same thing happens when we try to estimate distances. Memphis, Tennessee is
about the same distance from Pierre, South Dakota as it is from Toronto, Canada,
bt people underestimate its distance from Pierre because the two towns are in the
same nation, and overestimate its distance from Toronto because the two towns are in
dfferent nations. (Burris & Branscombe, 2003). Indeed, people believe that they are
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HOW CATEGORIZATION WARPS PERCEPTION
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PERCEIVING CATEGORIES

Categonzation can influence how we see colors
and estimate distances.

self-fulfilling prophecy e tendency
for people 10 behave as they are expected 1o
behave

stereotype threat The fear of confirming
the negative beliefs that others may held

for peopie 10 see what they expect to see.

—

more likely to feel an carthquake whose epicenter is 230 miles away when tha spot is
in their state rather than in a neighboring state (Mishra & Mishra, 2010)

What's true of colors and cities is true of people as well. The mere act of categoris.
ing people as Blacks or Whites, Jews or Gentiles, artists or accountants, can cause
us 10 underestimate the variability within those categories (Al artists are wacky”
and 10 overestimate the variability between them (“Artists are much wackier than
accountants”). When we underestimate the variability of a human category, we natg
rally overestimate how useful our stereotypes about it will be (Park & Hastic, 1987
Rubin & Badea, 2012)

Stereotypes Can Be Self-Perpetuating

When we meet a truck driver who likes ballet more than football or a senior citizen
who likes Drake more than Bach, why don't we simply abandon our stercotypes of
these groups? The answer is that stereotypes tend to be self-perpetuating. Like viruses
and parasites, once they take up residence inside us, they resist even our mast con-
certed efforts to eradicate them. There are three reasons why

» Self-fulfilling prophecy is the tendency for people to behave as they are expected
10 behave. When people know that observers have a negative stereotype about
them, they may experience stereotype threat, which is the fear of confirming the
negative beliefs that others may hold (Aronson & Steele, 2004; Schmader, Johns.
& Forbes, 2008; Walton & Spencer, 2009). Ironically, this fear may cause them
10 behave in ways that confirm the very stercotype that threatened them. In one
study (Steele & Aronson, 1995), African American and White students took 3
test, and half the students in each group were asked to list their race at the top
of the exam. When students were not asked to list their race, they performed
at their academic level, but when students were asked to list their race, African
American students became anxious about confirming a negative stereotype of
their group, which caused them to perform well below their academic level
(sce FIGURE 13.21). Stercotypes perpetuate themselves in part by causing the
stereotyped individual to behave in ways that confirm the stereotype

Even when people do not confirm stereotypes, observers often think they have
Perceptual confirmation is the tendency for people to see what they expect 1
see, and this tendency helps perpetuate stereotypes. In one study, participnt*
listened to a radio broadcast of a college basketball game and were asked t0

v
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evaluate the perdformance of one of the players Although all participants heard
the same prerecorded game, some were led to believe that the plaver was African
American, and others were led 1o behieve that the player was White. Participants’
stereatypes led them 10 expect different performances from athletes of different
ethnic origins—and the participants percenved just what they expected. Those
who believed the plaver was African American thought he had demonstrated
greater athletic ability but less intelligence than did those who thought he was
White (Stone, Perry., & Darley, 1997). Stercotypes perpetuate themselves in part
by biasing our perception of individuals, leading us to believe that those indi
viduals have confirmed our stereotypes even when they have not (Fiske, 1998)

» Sowhat happens when people clearly disconfirm our stereotypes? ing is
the tendency for people who receive disconfirming evidence to modify their stereo-
types rather than abandon them (Weber & Crocker, 1983). For example, most of
us think of people who work in public relations as sociable. In one study, par-
ticipants learned about a PR agent who was slightly unseciable, and the results
showed that their stereotypes about PR agents shifted a bit to accommodate
this new information. So far, so good. But when participants learned about a
PR agent who was extremely unsociable, their stereotypes did not change at all
(Kunda & Oleson, 1997). Instead, they decided that the extremely unsociable
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PR agent was “an exception to the rule,” which allowed them to keep their ste-
reotypes intact. Subtyping is a powerful method of preserving our stereotypes in
the face of contradictory evidence

Stereotyping Can Be Unconscious and Automatic

If we recognize that our stercotypes are inaccurate and self-perpetuating. then why
don't we just make a firm resolution 1o stop using them? The answer is that stereo-
typing often happens snconsciously (which means that we dont always know we are
doing #t) and antomatically (which means that we often cannot avoid doing it even
when we try; Banaji & Heiphetz, 2010; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998;
Greenwald & Nosck, 2001)

For example, in one study, participants played a video game in which photos of
Black or White men holding either guns of cameras were flashed on the screen for less.
than | second cach. Participants earned moncy by shooting men with guns and lost
moncy by shooting men with cameras. The results showed that participants made two
kinds of mistakes: They tended to shoot Black men holding cameras and m.u;:.d
shoot White men holding guns (Correll et al., 2002). Although the photos appe: . - N_—

 the screen so quickly that participants did not have enough l:n: 10 ‘m:;.,..m,,’,
<onsider their those ypes w v, causing
Mistake a camera lot’a'gunuhmuu.n in the hands of a Black man and a gun for 3

Srrectpes rather than Mandon them
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camera when it was in the hands of a White man (Correll et al., 2015), yy 5 s
e to note that Black participants were just as likely to make this pattern of m'lru..
were White participants. Why did these errors happen? et

Stereoty pes comprise all the information about human categories tha we hoie
sorbed oner the vears from friends and uncles, books and blogs, jokes and Mo tnl a
Lite-nght television. When we sce Black men holding guns in fap videos, oy e
anseciote these two things, and although we realize that we are watching at g o>
news. our brains make and remember the association. \We cannot later decide ‘:'
we just won't be influenced by it any more than we can decide that we JUst wony I:
influenced by our knowledge of English or the smell of French frics

In fact, some research suggests that trying not to use our stereotypes cun -
matters worse instead of better. Participants in one study were shown 4 Photogranh
of a tough-looking male “skinhead” and were asked to write an essay describy, ¥
tpical day in his hfe. Some of the participants were told that they should poy s,
their stereotypes about skinheads to influence their essays. and others were gen .
such mstructions. Nest. the experimenter brought each participant to 4 room M;
cight empty chairs. The first chair had a jacket draped over it, and the xperimenter
explained that it belonged to a skinhead, who had gone 1o use the restroom \\'h.,,.
did participants choose to sit? Participants who had earlicr been told not to use theye
stercotypes sat farther away from the jacket than did participants who had been given
no instructions (Macrae et al., 1994). As you know from reading the Consciousnes,
chapter, thought suppression is an ironic business that often causes us 10 do the ven
thing we were trying to avoid doing (Wegner ¢t al., 1987), and this appears 1o apphy
to stercotypes as well

[T ———————
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Are the Consequences of Stereotyping Inevitable?

Although stercotyping is unconscious and automatic, that does not mean that its ue-
desirable consequences—bias and prejudice—are inevitable (Blair, 2002; Kawakamt
et al.. 2000; Milne & Grafman, 2001; Rudman, Ashmore, & Gary, 2001). For in-
stance, police officers who receive special training before playing the camera-orgun
video game described carlier do not show the same biases that ordinary pe
(Correll et al., 2007). Like ordinary people, they take a few milliseconds longer 1
decide not o shoot a Black man than a White man, indicating that their stereotypes
are unconsciously and automatically influencing their perception. But unlike ordinary
people, they don't actually shoot Black men more often than White men, indicatiné
that they have learned how to keep those stereotypes from influencing their behaviot
(Phills etal., 2011 Todd et al., 2011). Other studies suggest that because stereotP*
reflect all the information to which people are chronically exposed through mus¥
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videos, advertisements, newscasts, and social media, changing that information can
change the stereotypes. In laboratory experiments. for example, White participants
who are exposed to positive examples of African-Amcricans (e.g.. Michacl Jordan and
Denzel Washington) show a reduction in automatic anti-Black bias (Dasgupta, 2013)

So which techniques are most effective? In 2014, a team of psychologists held a
comtest in which they invited rescarchers to submit techniques for reducing uncon-
scious stercotyping of Blacks, and then tested cach of the techniques against the other:
A« FIGURE 13.22 shows, about half the techniques had some effect, and these tended
10be techniques that exposed Whites 1o examples of Blacks who defy their stereotypes.
For example, the most effective technique asked participants to imagine in gory detail
that they were being assaulted by a White man and then to image being rescued by a
Black man. The least effective techniques were those that simphy encouraged people
10feel compassion toward or take the perspective of a Black person (sce Hot Science
Theough Other Eyes). One troubling finding was that many of the failed techniques
ook  lot like the techniques that are often used in schools, businesses, and other
organizations. Indecd, when a team of psychologists conducted a thorough examina-
tion of the scientific literature on “multicultural education, anti-bias instruction more
generally, workplace diversity initiatives, dialogue groups, cooperative bearning. mocal
and values education, intergroup contact, peace education, media interventions, read-
ing interventions, intercultural and sensitivity training. cognitive training. and 3 host
of miscellaneous techniques and interventions,” they reluctantly concluded that “we
cumently do not know whether a wide range of programs and policies tend to work
on average, and we are quite far from having an cmpincally grounded understanding
of the conditions under which these programs work best” (Paluck & Green, 2009,
p-357). Eliminating the prejudice that stereotyping can produce in everyday settings
isa worthwhile goal, but not one that scientists are very close 1o achicving.

ATTRIBUTION: DRAWING INFERENCES FROM ACTIONS
In 1963, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. gave a speech in which he described his vision
for America: *1 ha\l:a ‘;‘ru:uhd my four children will one day live in a nation where

they . 3 their skin but by the content of their character.”
e gLt wiul Dr. King's concern was welljustified

search on st vping demonstrates t
\\‘.-du,.’,‘- .,:;,",:‘JI": color of their skin—as well as by their gender. M-mult‘:i

, age, and occupation—and in so doing. we somctimes "\-"f':: M' ter?
Mistakes. But are we any better at judging by the coment oftheir .ndl,
Hwe could somehow turn off our stereotypes and treat cach person 35 3 unsquc
Vidual, would we judge them more accurately?
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reducing
UNCoNSTIoUS sterectyping of Blacks by Whites
[cata from Lasen 21 2034)
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we decade 2 person’s behavior was caused by a relatively enduring tendency t
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actor-observer effect e tensency

10 Make $AUMNONSI ATIIDAONS 107 0w OWS
Behavors whvle making Arpestional AT Butens.
fov the wderncal behavor of others

that all this asking and answering was a product of the roles they had been gy

10 play and that the contestant would have asked equally good questions and the iz,
master would have given equally bad answers had their roles been reversed P
observers tended to rate the quizmaster as more knowledgeable than the CONlestaeg
(Ross, Amabile, & Steinmetz, 1977) and were more likely lm.hn-»c the Quizmaster o
their own partner in an upcoming game (Quattrone, 1982). Even when we knony thae
a successful athlete had a home-ficld advantage or that a successful €nUrCprencur hyy
family connections, we tend to attribute their success to talent and tenacity.

\Vhat causes the corre: bias? First, the situational causes of behaviog gee
often invisible (Ichheiser, 1949). For example., professors tend 10 assume that fywy,
ing students really do admire them in spite of the strong incentive for studengs o
Kiss up 1o thase who control their grades. The problem is that professors can actuglly
see students laughing at witless jokes and applauding after boring lectures, by they
cannot see “control over grades.” Situations are not as tangible of visible as behayioe,
wo it is all 100 casy to ignore them (Taylar & Fiske, 1975). Second, situational atiribe,.
tions tend to be more complex than dispasitional attributions and require more time

chapter Review

and attention, When participants in one study were asked to make attriby while

i o mentally taving task (keeping a digit number in mind), they had ne
difficulty making dispositional attributions, but they found it quite difficult 1o make
situational attributions (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988, Winter & Uleman, 1984)
In short, information about situations is hard 10 get and hard 10 use, s0 we tend 1o
believe that other peoples’ actions are caused by their dispositions even when there is
a perectly reasonable situational explanation.

The comespondence bias is stronger in some cultures than in others (Chod, Nisbett,
& Norenzayan, 1999), among some people than others (D'Agostino & Fincher Kiefer,
1992; Li et al., 2012), and under some circumstances than others, For example, we
seem to be mare prone to comrespondence blas when judging other people’s behmior
than when judging our own. The actor-observer effect is the tendency to make sity.

ational attributions for our own behaviors while making disp il ateriby Jor the
dewtical behavior of others (Jones & Nishett, 1972), When college students are asked
1o explain why they and their friends chose their majors, they tend to explain their own
choces In terms of situations (1 chose economics because my parents told me | have
1o support mysell as soon as I'm done with college™) and their friends’ choices in terms
of disp (“Leah chose because she's listic”; Nisbett et ol
1973), The actor-observer effect occurs because people typically have more informa-
tion about the situations that caused their own behavior than about the situations that
caused other people’s behavior, We will always remember getting the please-major-in
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her get the same lecture. As observers, we are naturally focused on anather person’s X e 2 e st game
behavior, but as actors, we are quite literally focused on the situations in which out = lrmdeles b e B, A ERes
behavior occurs. Indeed, when peaple are shown videotapes of their conversations R e & Coporasion evtondd over m ()
that allow them 1o see themselves from their partner’s point of view, they tend to make B negatve affect g e e
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2. The
pleasure rather than pain.
a. altruistic
b. accuracy
c. approval
d. hedonic

motive explains the fact that people prefer to experience

8. The tendency to do what authorities tell us to do is known as

a. persuasion.
b. obedience.
c. conformity.
d

. the self-fulfilling prophecy.

a LearningCurve

9. What is the process by which people come to understand gehe,
ers

a. heuristic processing
b. reciprocal altruism
c. social cognition

d. cognitive dissonance

10. The tendency to make a dispositional attribution even when
behavior was caused by the situation is referred to ag

a. comparison leveling.
b. stereotyping.

c. covariation.

d. correspondence bias.

3 person

Don’t stop now! Quizzing yourself is a powerful study tool. Go to LaunchPad to access the
LearningCurve adaptive quizzing system and your own personalized learning plan.
Visit launchpadworks.com.
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One of the senators from your state is supporting a bill that would impose
heavy fines on aggressive drivers who run red lights. One of your class-

mates thinks this is a good idea. “The textbook taught us a lot about punish-

ment and reward. It's simple. If we punish aggressive driving, its frequency
will decline.” Is your classmate right? Might the new law backfire? Might
another policy be more effective in promoting safe driving?

. One of your friends is outgoing, funny, and a star athlete on the women'’s

basketball team. She has started to date a man who is introverted and
prefers playing computer games to attending parties. You tease her
about the contrast in personalities, and she replies, “Well, opposites
attract.” Is she right?

. Alarge law firm is found guilty of discriminatory hiring practices. Your

friend reads about the case and scoffs, “People are always so quick to
claim racism. Sure, there are still a few racists out there, but if you do
surveys and ask people what they think about people of other races,
they generally say they feel fine about them.” What would you tell your
friend?

. Your family gathers for a holiday dinner, and your cousin Wendy brings

. One of your friends has a very unique fashion sense and always wears
a neon orange track suit with a battered fedora. “Most people follow
the crowd,” he explains. “l don't. I'm an individual, and | make my own
choices, without influence from anyone else.” Could he be right? What
examples might you provide for or against your friend's claim?

. Aclassmate learns about the Milgram (1963) study, in which partici-
pants were willing to obey orders to administer painful electric shoci's
to a learner who begged them to stop. “Some people are such sheep!
she says. “l know that | wouldn't behave like that.” Is she right? What
evidence would you give her to support or oppose her claim?

her fiancée, Amanda. Its the first time Amanda has met the whole famiy
and she seems nervous. She talks too much, laughs to0 loud, and_ f"b?
everyone the wrong way. Later, an uncle says to you, ‘It hard win"
Wendy wanting to spend the rest of her life married to someon s"s
annoying.” How can you explain to your uncle that you think he h2
fallen prey to the correspondence bias?




