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What Produces Obedience?

Although it might be tempting to conclude that Milgram's experiments demonstrate that people are evil cretures
who are ready to shock others to death, Milgram did not believe that this was the case. Rather, he felt that it was the
social situation, and not the people themselves, that was more important. To demonstrate this, Milgram conducted

15 va

iations on his original procedure, each of which demonstrated that changes in the situation could dramatically

influence the amount of conformity. Some of these variations are summarized in Table.

TABLE 7.1 Authority and obedience in Stanley Milgram’s studies
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In the initial study the authority’s status and power was maximized—the experimenter had been introduced as a
respected scientist at Yale University. As we have seen, in this case 65 percent of the participants were fully obedient
(delivering ll450 volts of shock). However, in replications of the study in which the experimenter's authority was
decreased, this level of obedience also declined. In one replication (experiment 10 in his series), the status of the
experimenter was reduced by having the experiment take place in a building located in Bridgeport, Connecticut,
rather than at the l2bs on the Yale campus. I this variation, the research was said to be conducted by the “Research
Associates of Bridgeport” Less obedience was observed in this replication, leading Milgram to conclude that the
observed obedience was caused in large part by the perceived authority of the experimenter, which was greater
when he was associated with a prestigious university.

Other variations that reduced the perceived authority of the experimenter also reduced obedience. Obedience was
reduced to 20 percent when the experimenter's ability to express his authority was limited by making him more
distant from the teacher. In this variation (experiment 7), the experimenter sat in an adjoining room and
communicated to the teacher by telephone. Similarly, when the experimenter left the room and had a lower status
rdinary man’ (an experimental confederate) give the instructions for him, conformity was reduced to 20 percent.

Milgram also found that obedience was determined in part by the psychological distance between the teacher and
the leamer. When the teacher gave the shock i the same room that the leamer was in, and thus could see his
distress, obedience was reduced to 40 percent. And when the teacher sat next to the leamer and was forced to wear
an insulated glove and to hold the leamers hand on the shock pad as he administered the shock, obedience was
only 30 percent.

In zddition to the role of authority, Milgram's studies also confirmed the role of unanimity in producing
‘conformity. When another research participant (again an experimental confederate) began by giving the shocks, but
then later refused to continue and the participant was asked to take over, only 10 percent were obedient. And if two
experimenters were present and only one proposed shocking while the other argued for stopping the shocks, all of
the research participants took the more benevolent advice and did not shock.

Finally, in the experiment that is perhaps most informative about his procedure, in experiment 11 of his series,
Milgram let the participants choose their own shock level, rather than having it specified by the experimenter.
Demonstrating that it was the situation, and not the people that were important, in this experiment where the choice
was up to them, the majority of the subjects deliverad the very lowest shocks to the victim, although there was one
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participant (out of the 40 tested) who did choose the maximum shock level.

In short, Milgram's research represents 2 classic demonstration of the power of the social context on behavior.
When the experimenter was viewed as an authority who claimed that he would take full responsibility for their
behavior no matter how reprehensible it was, obedience was high. When the power or salience of the authority was
reduced, or when there were others present who argued for disobeying the orders, obedience decreased. Clearly,
individuals with power can have remarkable effects on others, and those who dissent can break the influence.

A THEORY OF POWER

Although Milgram's study provides an extreme example, power also occurs in more subtle forms. One of the best
known and most influential theories of power was developed by Bertram Raven (French & Raven, 1859; Raven, 1992).
Raven argued that 2 full understanding of power requires studying both the person who is using the power and the
person who is being influenced. He thus defined the power of 2 person A over another person, 8, a5

Power of A over B = Maximun force, Maximum resistance
Acan exert on B 1 can offe against A





image10.png
TaBiE 7.2 Types of power

Revard power e abity o istrbute ostie of negat rewards
Costcvepower  Theabity o ispense punistments

Logtimate power Adhorty thtcamesfom a bt an e partf tose eng fuenced
{hat th personhasaeglimae it o emand complace

elovant power  Infence based on Hentfcaion wih, atracton o, o respect fo
he pones hoder
Expert pover Powerthat cames from oter's bele hat he power ol

possesses superor s and bites

Iformational power Power hat comes frm the abilty o use Information toperuade
aers

Part of the reason that this approach has been so influential is that it is also very specific about the different types of
social influence that could be brought to bear on others. As summarized in Table 7.2, Raven argued that there were
six basic types of power, each of which involves 2 different type of social influence. The types differ in terms of
whether the outcome of the use of power is likely to be public compliance or private acceptance. We will discuss
these types of power, beginning with those that are most likely to produce compliznce (2 change in behavior only)
and moving on to those that are more likely to produce private acceptance (a change in both behavior and
opinions),

Reward Power

Reward power occurs when one person is able to influence others by providing them with positive outcomes.
Bosses have reward power over employees because they are able to increase their salary 2nd job benefits, and
teachers have reward power over students because they can assign grades. The variety of rewards that can be used
by the powerful is almost endless, including verbal praise or approval, the awarding of status or prestige, and even
girect financial payment.
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Reward power: The abilty of one person to influence others by providing them with positive outcomes.

The ability to wield reward power over those we desire to influence is, however, not absolute, but is contingent on
the needs of the person being influenced. Power is greater to the extent that the person being influenced has 2
strong desire to obtain the reward, and power s less to the extent that the individual does not need the reward or is
able to get the same or equivalent reward somewhere else. A boss will have more influence on an employee who has
10 other job prospects than on one who is being sought after by other corporations, and expensive presents will be
more effective in persuading those who cannot buy the items with their own money. Because reward power is based
entirely on conformity to gain rewards, it is more likely to produce compliance than acceptance.

Coercive Power

Coercive power is closely related to reward power, although it is based on the ability to punish, rather than to
reward, others. Bosses have coercive power over employees if they are able (and willing) to punish the employees by
reducing their salary, demoting them to 2 lower position, embarrassing them, or firing them. And friends can coerce
each other through teasing, humiliation, and ostracism. As with reward power, coercive power is only effective when
the person being influenced is dependent upon the powerholder. Furthermore, coercion only works if the person
being influenced does not leave the group entirely: people who are punished too much are likely to look for other
situations that provide more positive outcomes.

Coercive power: Power based on the bty to punish others.

In many cases, powerholders use reward and coercive power at the same time, for instance, both by increasing
salaries as a result of positive performance and by threatening to reduce them if the performance drops. However,
because it has such negative consequences, coercion is less likely to be used than is reward (Molm, 1997). For one,
coercion may be more difficult to employ, since it often requires energy to keep the person from avoiding the
punishment by leaving the situation altogether. And coercive power is less desirable for both the powerholder and
the person being influenced, because it creates an environment of negative feelings and distrust that is likely to
make interactions difficult and undermine group satisfaction for everyone involved.

As with reward power, coercive power is more likely to produce compliznce than acceptance. Furthermore, in both
cases the effective use of the power requires that the powerholder continually monitor the behavior of the target to
be sure that he or she is complying. This monitoring may itself lead to a sense of mistrust between the two
individuals in the relationship. The powerholder feels (perhaps unjustly) that the target is only complying due to the
monitoring, whereas the target feels (again perhaps unjustly) that the powerholder does not trust him or her.
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LEGITIMATE POWER

Wherezs reward and coercive power are likely to produce compliznce, other types of power, that are not so highly
focused around reward and punishment, are more likely to create changes in atttudes as well as behavior (private
acceptance). In many ways, then, these sources of power are stronger, because they produce real belief change.
Legitimate power is vested in those who are appointed or elected to positions of authority, such 2 teachers,
politicians, policemen, and judges, and their power s effective because members of the group accept it as
2ppropriate. We accept that governments can levy taxes and that judges can decide the outcomes of court cases
because we see these groups and individuzls as valid parts of our society. Individuals with legitimate power can exert
substantial influence on their followers. In fact, those with legitimate power may not only create changes in the
behavior of others, but also have the power to create the norms themselves.

Legitimate power: Power that is successful because members of the group accept it as appropriate.

In some cases, legitimate power is given to the authority figure as a result of laws or elections or s part of the
norms, traditions, and values of the society. The power that the experimenter had over the research participants in
Milgram's study on obedience seems to have been primariy the resuit of his legitimate power as 2 respected
scientist at an important university. In other cases, legitimate power comes more informally, 5 2 result of being 2
respected group member. As we saw in Chapter 6 those who contribute to the group process and follow group
norms gain status within the group, and therefore eam legitimate power.

Interestingly, in some cases, legitimate power can even be used successfully by those who do not seem to have
much power. For example, because people believe to a large extent in equity and faimess, people who do not have
25 much as others (for instance, those who are very poor) may have some power to demand resources from those
who have more. This might not always work, but to the extent it does it is 2 type of legitimate power—power that
‘comes from a belief i the appropriateness or abligation to help others who are in need.
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Referent Power

People who hold referent power have still greater ability to influence others, because they can lead others to
identify with them. In this case, the person who provides the influence is 2 member of an important reference
groupsomeane we personally admire and attempt to emulate—or perhaps 2 charismatic, dynamic, and persuasive
leader. A young child who mimics the opinions or behaviors of 2n older sibling or a famous baseball player, or a
churchgoer who follows the advice of a respected church leader, are influenced by referent power. Referent power
generally produces acceptance rather than compliance (Kelman, 1961).

Referent power: Pover that comes from idenification with the powerholder.

The influence brought by referent power generally occurs in 2 passive sense, because the person being emulated
does not necessarily attempt to infiuence others, and the person wha is being influenced may not even realize that
the influence is occurring. In other cases, however, the person with referent power (such s the leader of a cult) may
make full use of his or her status as the target of identification or respect to produce change. I either case, however,
referent power is a particularly strong source of influence because it is likely to result in the unconditional private
acceptance of the opinions of the powerholder.

Expert Power

French and Raven's next source of power is expert power. Experts have knowledge or information, and conforming
to those whom we perceive to be experts is useful for making decisions about topics in which we are not ourselves
proficient. Expert power thus represents a type of informational influence based on the fundamental desire to obtain
valid and accurate information.

Expert power: Power that s based on expertise.

Conformity to the opinions of doctors, lawyers, and computer experts are examples of expert influence. We
assume that these individuals have valid information about their areas of expertise, and we accept their opinions.
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based on this perceived expertise (particularly if their advice seems to be successful in solving problems). Indeed, one
method of increasing one's power is to become an expert in a domain. Expert power s increased for those who
possess more information about a relevant topic than others do, because the others must tum to these individuals to
gain the information.

Informational Power

French and Raven proposed one last type of power, which is based on the ability of peaple to influence others by
providing information and convincing them that their beliefs are accurate. Informational power leads to
informational conformity, private acceptance of new beliefs a5 a result of gaining new information.

Power Tactics

Although French and Raven's analysis considers the underlying types of influence that powerholders may use over
others, it does not directly consider what types of power tactics the powerholder might use to assert influence.
Powerful individuals have a choice of power tactics availzble to them and are likely to choose among them wisely
(Cialdini, 2005; Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Fairholm, 2009, Kipnis, 1984)

Different tactics wil be more or less appropriate for influencing different types of people. For instance, reward and
coercive power may work well with subordinates who are in  position of dependency, whereas expertie is likely to
work better when we are trying to influence our peers or our superiors. In some cases, it may matter how the
demand for power is presented and how extreme that demand is. For instance, coercive power may be more
effective if it is presented in 2 softer, friendlier mode than when it is presented in a harsh, demanding tone, and
referent power may only be successful f it is not 5o extreme that it reduces the subordinate's identification with the
powerholder. In some cases it may be necessary for the powerholder to do some background preparation before
trying to assert influence. When using coercive power, it would be useful to demonstrate that one was really willing
to punish the transgressor, perhaps by reminding the person of others who have been subject to the punishment in
the past. A person trying to use expert power may wish to first demonstrate his or her expertise in the area, which
would build 3 basis for subsequent persuasion.




image15.png
Different people prefer to use different tactics. For instance, there is evidence that people with low self-esteem are
more likely to use the “harder” forms of influence (for instance, coercion), because they do not believe that they
would be able to influence others through more moderate forms, such as expertise. It has also been found that men
are more likely to use the direct tactics of reward and coercive power, whereas women are more likely to use other
less forceful approaches (Raven, 1992). And, as a result of different social norms, different types of power are
differentially used and differentiall effective in different cultures (Wosinska, Cialdini, Barrett, & Reykowski, 2001)

Because there are 50 many different ways to influence others, ranging from the direct use of reward and coercive
power to relying on methods of referent power and expertise, it is not surprising that effective leaders make efficient
use of many different strategies as well s combinations of different strategies (Kipnis, 1984). An effective influencer
might dispense both rewards and threats, while leaming more about the topic 0 that he or she is perceived as an
expert, coordinating each of these potential types of influence together, particularly taking into consideration the
characteristics of the persan he or she is trying to influence. Gary Yukl (2002) has created 2 list of potential tactics
that people have been found to use when trying to influence others, and these are summarized in Tzble 7.3,
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Apprising: Agent explains how carying out 2 request or supporting a proposal will benefit the target personally or
help advance target person's career
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time if target will do what agent requests

Ingratiation: Agent uses praise and fiattery before or during an influence attempt or expresses confidence in target's
ability to carry out a difficult request
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personal favor before saying what itis

Pressure: Agent uses demands, threats, frequent checking, or persistent reminders to influence target person
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Rational persuasion: Agent uses logical arguments and factual evidence to show a proposal or request is feasible
and relevant for attaining important task objectives

From Yuki, G. A (2002). Leadership in Organizations. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, page 160

Outcomes of Having Power

Itis no surprise that many people prefer to have power than to not have it. Most obviously, power allows us to get
what we want. People with power control others and receive a higher share of resources than do those without it. But
power also has other beneficial effects. Having power opens people to new experiences; the lack of it closes people
and makes them particularly sensitive to threat (Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003). Having power may ako, at
least in some cases, make us healthy. People in power have been found to have more healthy heart responses than
those who are not in power (Scheepers, de Wit, Ellemers, & Sassenberg, 2012). But people with power also become
more self-centered (Scheepers et al. 2012), more risky (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006) and likely to overestimate their
ability o control others (Fast, Gruenfeld, Sivanathan, & Galinsky, 2009).

The European writer Lord Acton once said that “Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.
Great men are almost always bad men.” This suggests that powerholders may use all of the power tactics availzble to
them, even if that is not really necessary.

In an experiment by David Kipnis (1572) designed to see if this was really the case, college students thought that
they were supenvising other college students who were supposedly working on a task (the others did not really exist,
although the “supervisors" received feedback indicating that they dic). One-half of the “supenvisors® were able to
influence the workers through legitimate power, by sending them messages attempting to persuade them to work
harder. However, the other half of the supervisors were given increased power. In addition to attempting to persuade
the “workers* to increase their output through the messages, they were also given both reward power (the ability to
give small monetary rewards) and coercive power (the abilty to take away earlier rewards).

Although the “workers (who were actually preprogrammed) performed equally well in both experimental
conditions, the participants who were given more power took advantage of it by more frequently contacting the
workers and more frequently threatening them. In short, they relied almost exclusively on reward and coercive power
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rather than attempting to use their legitimate power to develop positive relations with the subordinates.
Furthermore, 2t the end of the study, the participants who had been given extra power rated the “workers® more
negatively, were less interested in mesting them, and felt that the only rezson the workers did well was to obtain the
rewards.

Kipnis concluded that having power leads peaple to use it, even though it may ot be necessary, which then leads
them to believe that the subordinates are only performing because of the threats. Although using excess power may
be successful in the short run, autocratic power, based exclusively on reward and coercion, is not likely to produce a
positive environment for either the powerholder or the subordinate. As we will see in the section on leadership, the
best lezders are those who are willing to use their power, but o 50 in what appears to be a fair and friendly manner.

Gender and Power

In most Us. corporations and other places of business, there are more men than women, and the men generally
have higher status—they have higher level positions and ear more money. Thus the balance of power often lies with
men, and it may be difficult for women to gain power. Furtherore, the norms for what constitutes success in
corporate life are usually defined in masculine terms, including assertiveness or aggressiveness, self-promotion and
perhaps even macho behavior. It is difficult for women to gain power, because to do so they must conform to these
masculine norms, and often this goes against their personal beliefs about appropriate behavior (Rudman & Glick,
2008; Rudman & Phelzn, 2008). And when women do take on male models of expressing power, it may “backfire” on
them; they end up being disliked because they are acting nonstereotypically for their gender. Indeed, in one court
case a woman account executive argued that she was denied promotion (although she was  top performen) because
she acted too “masculine.” even though the same behaviors were required for the success of the male coworkers
(Fiske et al, 1991). In short, women are caught in 2 double bind in which they must take on masculine characteristics
to succeed, but if they o 5o they are ot liked, at least in part because masculine behavior by women many be
threatening to the power and status of the male leadership. As  result, each womn is in effect forced to adzpt to
the double bind in her own way.

LEADERSHIP

Now that we have considered what power s, it is time to consider those who have power or who are perceived by
others to have power. People who have power are often considered to be leaders. In fact, leaders can be thought of
as those people who have power over others in the sense that they are able to influence them.
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Leadership: The process of influencing others to effectively obtain group goals.

Defining Leadership

There are many different types of leader, and  leader can influence the group in many different ways. Some leaders
actively attempt to influence others, because that is part of their social role—the manager of 2 workgroup or the
strongest member of  gang are examples. In other cases, however, leadership involves more passive influence—the
person who is able to figure out how to use the new software programs in an office may be seen as a leader, and we
may speak of leaders as those who develop new and creative ideas, who perform their assigned roles particularly
effectively, or who espouse visions that motivate the group to achieve. Leaders may in some cases produce
undesirable outcomes for the group, but in other cases, the group may rely completely on its leaders for effective
group performance.

As you can imagine from our prior discussion concerning the types of power that are effective in creating
influence, leaders have many different influence techniques at their disposal. As a result, even the most active forms
of leadership are much more than just giving orders and making sure they are obeyed. Rather, effective leadership
involves the creative use of sacial influence to produce desired outcomes. Although in some cases the leader may
give commands and enforce them with reward or coercive power, in most cases he or she will also rely on legitimate,
referent, or expert power, thereby attempting to keep the group satisfied and leading the followers to accept his or
her position. Indeed, peaple frequently voluntarily comply with the demands of their leaders, at least when they see
their positions as legitimate. And leaders generally share their power with others—for instance, cabinet members,
advisors, and managers. Good leaders often get their followers to participate in the leadership. Thus leadership does
not represent so much of a power struggle as a mutually cooperative and beneficial relationship in which the goal of
the leader is to work with others to reach common goals. We can define leadership 2s the process of influencing
others to effectively obtain group goals

The study of leadership s currently conducted by researchers in psychology, sociology, business, political science,
and other felds (Northouse, 2012). There s, however, good agreement across these fields about the characteristics of
leaders. We will consider two basic models of leadership effectiveness that, together, encompass virtually all current
approaches to understanding leadership. One approach studies the characteristics of people that allow them to
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‘emerge as leaders, under the assumption that some people are born with the personality necessary to be 2 good
leader whereas others are not. The second approach is interactionist in the sense that it assumes that people are not
“bom leaders " but rather that the social situation in which they find themselves is crtical. These theories assume that
some types of leader are more effective in some situations than in others,

Measuring Leadership

Two general types of dependent measure have been used in most research studying leadership. One involves
assessing the actual effectiveness of leaders, as measured by group performance. If the group is successful at
performing its task, then it is assumed that the leader has been, at least in part, the cause of this success. A second
approach involves assessing the perceptions of the effectiveness of a leader by his or her followers. According to this
approach, 2 leader is 2 good leader if the followers in the group like or respect the leader and feel that he or she is
doing a good job. It is useful to consider these two measures separately, because, although they are usually
correlated (effective leaders are seen that way by followers), they are not exactly the same.

In general, groups have expectations about what makes a good leader, and more effective leaders will be those
who fit with these expectations. Indeed, the leadership categorization theory of Robert Lord (Cronshaw & Lord, 1987)
explicitly proposes that the way groups perceive their leaders determines leader effectiveness, perhaps even more 50
than the leaders' actual behaviors. This theory proposes that leaders will be effective to the extent that they are
aware of what is expected of them, and that leaders who deviate from these expectations will have difficulty being
effective. Supporting this idea, research has shown that individuals who are perceived s typical of their groups, in
the sense that they express appropriate norms, are more likely to be perceived as leaders (Fielding & Hogg, 1997;
Hains, Hogg, & Duck, 1997; Nye & Forsyth, 1991,

Characteristics of Leaders

One 2pproach to understanding leadership is to study the types of people who make—or who are perceived as
making—good leaders (Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011; Zaccaro, 2007). Personality theories of
leadership suggest that some peaple are simply “natural leaders,” because they possess one or more personality
characteristics that make them effective (Colbert, Judge, Choi, & Wang, 2012). For instance, leaders who are better
able to get along with others might be more likable, and leaders who are inteligent might be better able to develop
and communicate good ideas. And at least some relationships have been found between the measured personality
traits of leaders and messures of leadership skils, as assessed either on the basis of group performance or on the
basis of followers' ratings of leadership effectiveness.
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Intelligence. One trait that would seem to be useful for leaders is intelligence, and there is a positive correlation
between intelligence (or, at least, education) and both leader emergence and leader effictiveness udge, Colbert, &
les, 2004; Stemberg, 2007). In several research projects, Dean Simonton (1987, 1988, 1994, 1995) has investigated
the personalities of past leaders, including past presidents of the United States. He found that across all of the
leaders he studied, the correlation between intelligence and leadership effectiveness was significant and positive,
suggesting that being intelligent does help one lead. However, Simonton found that there is 2 limit to the amount of
intelligence that is useful for 2 leader. Leaders must also be able to communicate effectively with their followers, but
2 leader who is too intelligent may communicate in a manner that is not easily understood by the average person,
making it difficult to obtain their allegiance. The presidential candidates Adlai Stevenson (who lost to Dwight
Eisenhower) and George McGovern (who lost to Richard Nixon in a landslide) are examples of extremely well-
educated and intelligent individuals who seem to have alienated voters, perhaps in part by their intelligence. In the
end, Simonton concluded that the versatility of the leader (that i, his or her ability to effectively adapt to changes in
situations) was more important than intelligence itself as 2 determinant of leadership effectiveness.

Task-oriented and Relationship-oriented Leaders. Other researchers investigating the characteristics of good leaders
have argued that there is not one, but rather there are two types of individual who make effective leaders. Stogdill
and others (Kerr, Schreisheim, Murphy, & Stogdill, 1974; Piccolo, Bono, Heinitz, Rowold, Duehr, & Judge, 2012) have
studied this question by administering the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire to group members and asking
them to rate their leaders on 2 number of items. Results from this approach show that people generally see their
leaders as having ane of two distinct persanalities, and these follow the task-oriented and socioemational roles that
we have discussed in earlier chapters. The task-oriented leader is focused on goal achievement and derives
satisfaction from seeing the group successfully meet its task goals. Task-oriented leaders attempt to get all of the
‘group members to work toward the goal, and under situations of pressure or stress they tend toward more directive
or structuring leadership. Relationship-oriented leaders, by way of contrast, are more concerned with social
acceptance and gaining positive regard from the group members. They work to support group harmony through
‘openness, participation, and communication, particularly when under pressure.

Other Traits. Some other traits have also been found to be important in leadership, t least in the sense that they
relate to perceptions of what makes a good leader. Kenny and Zaccaro (1983) found that  leader's sodial skills, such
as the ability to accurately perceive the needs and goals of the group members, were important to being perceived
as a leader. Sociability is likely to influence leadership perceptions and effectiveness in part because people who
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participate more in group discussions are more likely to be seen as leaders. Group members who do not contribute
to the group process, perhaps because they are naturally shy, may be perceived as less influential and have difficulty
gaining leadership positions. Sorrentino and Field (1986) found that a combination of achievement motivation and
affiiation motivation (sociability) was most effective in producing the perception of effective leadership.

In one interesting experiment supporting the idea that sociable people are more likely to be seen as leaders,
Sorrentino and Boutillier (1975) manipulated both the number and the quality of the comments given by a
confederate who was playing the role of a group member. Although the quality of the comments influenced
perceived differences on such variables as competence, influence, and contribution to the group's goal, only the
number of comments made by the confederates (regardless of whether the comments were useful or not) predicted
perceived differences in leadership. People who are able and willing to participate in group discussions may be seen
25 motivated to contribute to the group's outcomes, s well as willing to take responsibility for those outcomes, and
this may lead us to perceive them as leaders.

Other variables that have been found to relate to leadership effectiveness include achievement orientation, verbal
skill, creativity, self-confidence, emotional stability, intemal locus of control, need for affiiation, and dominance
(Cranshaw & Lord, 1987; Lord, de Vader, & Alliger, 1984; Simonton, 1988; Yukl, 2002). And, of course, the individual's
skill at the task at hand are important. A person who has at least some relevant skills is more likely to be seen as 2
leader than someone who is not capable.

In summary, then, there is clearly a relationship between personality characteristics and leadership effectiveness,
but there are many personality variables that are important. In 2 recent review, (Zaccaro, 2007) proposed the
following as potential important characteristics of good leaders: Personality, abilty, skills, expertise, knowledge,
motives, and values.

Charismatic and Transformational Leaders. Because 5o many characteristics seem to be related to leader skils, some
researchers have attempted to account for leadership not in terms of individual traits, but rather in terms of &
package of traits that successful leaders seem to have. Some have considered this in tems of charisma (Avolio &
Yammarino, 2013; Beyer, 1999; Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003; Strange & Mumford, 2002).
Charismatic leaders are those who are enthusiastic, committed, and seff-confident; who tend to talk about the
importance of group goals at 2 broad level; and who make personal sacrifices for the group. Charismatic leaders
express views that primarily support existing group norms, but which also contain a vision of what the group could or
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should be. Charismatic leaders create a lot of social identity in their followers, and they therefore have the ability to
uplift and inspire others as a result of their referent power. Some research has found a positive relationship between
charisma and effective leadership performance (simonton, 1988).

Another trait-based approach to leadership is based on the idea that leaders take either transactional or
transformational leadership styles with their subordinates (8ass, 1999; Judge & Bono, 2000; Burns, 1978; Judge, Bono,
lies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Transactional leaders are the more regular
leaders, who work with their subordinates to help them understand what s required of them to get the job done.
Transformational lezders, however, are more like charismatic leaders—they have 2 vision of where the group is going
and attempt to stimulate and inspire their workers to move beyond their present status and to create a new and
better future (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

Overall, there is at least some support for the idea that charismatic and transformational leaders are effective
(Eagly et al, 2003; Wang, Courtright, & Colbert, 2011). However, this research is primarily correlational, and it is
therefore difficult to draw causal conclusions about the influence of charisma on leadership. In many cases the
definitions of charisma and transformational leadership are not well defined, which lso limits the ability to carefully
and fully test predictions.

STATUS, GENDER, AND ETHNICITY

As you would expect on the basis of our discussion of status in Chapter 6 individuals who have more status are also
more likely to be perceived as effective leaders. This is true both for specifc, attained status, a5 well as for the diffuse
status that is ascribed on the basis of physical features and social categories. Thus, people who have been in the
group longer have more status and are more likely to be seen as leaders, 2t least in part because they have attzined
it by virtue of their prior contributions to the group. Similarly, individuals with diffuse status, such as men, older
individuals, and those who are taller and bigger, are also more likely to be perceived as leaders s 2 result of their
status (Blaker et al, 2013; Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, & Ritikari, 2011),

Men are more likely to be leaders across 2 wide variety of group settings. For instance, in the U, Senate in 2014,
80 percent of the members are men. And the percentages also favor men in the Us. House of Representatives (82
percent) and the Supreme Court (67 percent). Similar differences are found in the legislatures of almost all countries.
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There are also more men than women in leadership roles, and particularly in high-level administrative positions, in
many different types of business and other organizations. Women are not promoted to positions of leadership as
quickly as men are in real working groups, even when actual performance i taken into consideration (Carly & Eagly,
2011; Heilman, Block & Mertell, 1985).

Overall, research has found that men who are in the role of leaders are perceived more favorably than are female
leaders, particularly when women adopt a task-oriented (and thus stereatypically inconsistent) role. This occurs in
large part because leadership requires people to act in strong and dominating ways, and these behaviors are
inconsistent with the cultural stereotypes of women (Caleo, & Heilman, 2013). However, the tendency to dislike
female leaders s greater for men than for women (Eagly, Makhijani, & Kionsky, 1992). There is also evidence that
men are more likely to emerge and act as leaders in small groups, even when other personality characteristics are
accounted for (Bartol & Martin, 1986; Megargee, 1969). In one experiment, Nyquist and Spence (1986) had same-sex
and mixed-sex pairs of students interact. In each pair, there was one highly dominant and one low dominant
individual, a5 assessed by previous personality mezsures. They found that in pairs in which there was one man and
one woman, the dominant man became the leader 90 percent of the time, but the dominant woman became the
leader only 35 percent of the time. The emergence of men as leaders is probably in part because men are more likely
1o take active task-directed roles in groups, by giving instructions and voicing their opinions, whereas women are
more likely to take more socioemational roles, for instance, by agresing with others and acting in a friendly manner
(Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly et al, 1992: Wood, 1987),

it must be kept in mind, however, that the fact that men are perceived as effective leaders, and are more likely to
become leaders, does not necessarily mean that they are actually better, more effective leaders than women. Indeed,
a meta-analysis studying the effectiveness of mele and female leaders did not find that there were any gender
differences overall (Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995). And Eagly and Johnson (1990) found that in organizations,
female leaders taok on task-oriented roles as frequently as did their male counterparts. Women did differ from men,
however, in their tendency to adopt a more democratic or participatory leadership style. That is, women were more
likely than men to invite subordinates to participate in the decision-making process, whereas men tended to have an
autocratic, directive style, giving orders rather than soliciting suggestions. As a result, the effectiveness of male and
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female leaders was particularly influenced by the task that the group was performing. When the task was defined in
masculine tems (for instance, in military roles), men were more effective leaders than were women, but in roles that
were defined in less masculine terms, women were more effective,

Lewin, Lippitt, and White's Research

Although most studies assessing the relationship between leader characteristics and leader performance have been
correlational in nature, the differential effectiveness of different leadership styles was also studied in an important
field experiment by Kurt Lewin and his colleagues (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1935; White & Lippitt, 1968). These
researchers studied 10- and 11-year-old children working in after-school clubs. The experimenters acted 25 the
leaders for the different clubs, but were trained to act in different ways toward the children in the different clubs in
order to assess the effectiveness of different leadership styles. For some clubs, the experimenter played the role of
the autocratic leader. The autocratic leader took no input from the group members, emphasized his authority, and
assigned group projects arbitrarily. In other clubs, the experimenter played the role of the democratic leader. The
democratic leader discussed the proposed activities with the group members before assigning them and allowed the
children to make their own decisions. He encouraged the development of an egalitarian atmosphere. Finally, the
laissez-faire leader rarely intervened in the group activities, but rather let the group members work by themselves
without much supervision.

Results of this experiment showed clear differences in both group satisfaction and performance across the children
who had experienced the three leadership styles. In terms of the amount of time that the children spent working on
the group activities (rather than goofing o), the groups with an autocratic leader spent as much time working on
their projects as did the demacratic groups, but the laissez-feire groups (who were not supervised) spent less. When
the leader left the room, however, work in the autocratic group dropped off, stayed the same in the demacratic
groups, and increased in the laissez-faire groups. Thus it appears that the demacratic leaders were able to produce 2
type of acceptance of the rules and norms, wherezs the authoritarian leaders produced only compliance. In addition,
the children who worked under autocratic leaders showed more reliznce on the leader, complained more, and made
more demands for attention. By the same token, the children in the democratic groups were friendier to each other
and reported more satisfaction with the aroup. A recent meta-analysis of 19 studies that compared democratic and
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autocratic leadership styles has confirmed these results, although the observed effect size was small (Foels, Driskell,
Mullen, & Salas, 2000).

LIMITATIONS TO PERSONALITY THEORIES

Despite the fact that  number of different traits have been found to relate to perceptions of leadership effectiveness,
at least to some degree, there are substantial problems with personality thearies of leadership. For one, it has
generally been found, overall, that personality s not a particularly good predictor of actual leadership effectiveness.
Thus, although we tend to like people who have positive personalities and think that they are good leaders, this is
more perception than reality. Only intelligence, out of ll of the potential trits that have been studied, seems to
predict leadership effectiveness, and even this relationship is not strong (remember that extremely intelligent
individuals do not seem to be the best leaders). The relationships between other traits and leadership effectiveness
are also weak. although combining many traits together (for instance, in the idea of the “charismatic’ or
“transformational* leader) can increase prediction (Kenny & Zaccaro, 1983).

Second, although personality variables may relate to a leader's ability to influence, they do not necessarily relate to
the quality o his or her leadership. Charismatic leaders, for instance, may be able to persuade their followers. 8ut
they can be just as persuzsive when they are leading them down the wrong path and into disaster s they are when
they are leading them toward effective group functioning.

stil another problem with personality theories of leadership is that, although some personality styles, such as
intelligence or charisma, may be important overall the effect of these personality variables on leadership
effectiveness is strongly influenced by the situation in which the leader finds himself or herself. Simonton's research
on UsS. presidents, for example, found that the events that occur during president's term (Was there 2 war? Did major
scandals occur?) are much better predictors of his effectiveness than are any of the many measured personality
variables (Simonton, 1986). As Hollander (1964) put it, “Leaders are made by circumstance even though some come
to those circumstances better equipped than others” (p. 5).
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Interactionist Approaches

Despite the fact that there appear to be some personality trats that relate (2t least to some extent) to leadership
ability, you will probably not be surprised to hear that some of the most important approaches to understanding
leadership are interactionis, in the sense that both the personality characteristics of the leader as well as the
situation in which the leader is operating are assumed to be jointly important in determining the leader's success
(Vroom & Jago, 2007)

In general, the interactionist approach assumes that different situations are likely to require both different types of
leaders and different amounts of leadership input. For instance, when groups face a crisis, they will be more likely to
choose strong leaders (and particularly those who are charismatic) than they are in more benign situations. And
larger groups are more likely to need leaders to help them coordinate their activities than are smaller groups
(Mullen, Symons, Hu, & Salas, 1989). In other words, when groups are functioning routinely and normally and the
individuals are happy at their work, show respect for each other, and are well coordinated, leaders are simply less
necessary.

The Contingency ModeL. One of the best known interactionist approaches to understanding leadership effectiveness
is the contingency model of leadership effectiveness (Ayman, Chemers, & Fiedler, 1995; Chemers, 2014). The
general idea of the contingency model is based on the fact that most people are more comfortable adopting either 2
task-oriented leadership style or a relationship-oriented leadership style. Furthermore, different types of group are
assumed to demand different types of leader. Therefore, 2 relationship s expected between the type of leader and
the type of task that needs to be done, such that some people will be better leaders of some groups than of others.

Contingency model of leadership effectiveness: A theory of leadership effectivensss based on the interaction between
indivicual's leadership style and the group's task demands.

Fred Fielder conceptualized the leadership style of the individual as 2 relatively stable personality variable and
measured it by having people describe their least preferred coworker (LPC). This measure asks the individual to
consider all the people they have ever worked with 2nd to think about the person with whom they had the “hardest
time getting a job done” (that is their least preferred coworken). They then rate this individual on some personality
traits, including how “pleasant * “interesting,” and “friendly” the person was. The answers to the questions determine
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‘whether the individual is primarily a task leader or primarily a relationship leader. Those who indicate that they pretty
much liked even their LPC (high LPC individuals) are relationship-oriented types, who are motivated to have close
personal relationships with others, whereas those who indicated that they did not like this person (ow LPC
individuals) are task leaders, motivated primarily by getting the job done.

In addition to dlassifying individuals according to their leadership styles, Fiedler also dlassified the situations in
which groups had to perform their tasks, both on the basis of the task itself and on the basis of the leader's
relationship o the group members. Specificaly, Fiedler thought that three aspects of the group situation were
important, as shown in Eigure 7.2

1 The degree to which the leader already has a good relationship with the group and the support of the group
members (leader-member relations)

2 The extent to which the task s structured and unambiguous (task structure).

3 The leader's level of power or support in the organization of which the group is a member (position power).
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FIGURE 7.2 Predictions from the contingency model of leadership effectiveness. Predicted effectiveness of
high LPC (relationship-oriented) leaders in group work situations that range from very favorable (left) to
very unfavorable (right). The high LPC leaders are expected to be most successful when the group
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Furthermore, Fiedler believed that the above factors were ordered in terms of their importance, such that leader-
member relationships were more important than task structure, which was in tum more important than position
power. As a result, he was able to creste eight levels of the “situational favorableness" of the group situation, which
roughly range from most favorable to least favorable for the leader. The most favorable relationship involves good
relationships, a structured task and strong power for the leader, whereas the least favorable relationship involves
poor relationships, an unstructured task, and weak leader power.
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The contingency model is interactionist, because it proposes that individuals with different leadership styles will be
differentially effective in different group situations. Specificall, low LPC, task-oriented leaders are expected to be
most effective in situations in which the group process is very favorable, because this gives the leader the ability to
move the group forward, and in situations in which the group situation is very unfavorable, and in which the extreme
problems of the situation require the leader to engage in decisive action. However, in the situations of moderate
favorableness, which occur when there is 2 lack of support for the leader, or when the problem to be solved is very
difficult or unclear, the more relationship-oriented (high LEC) leader is expected to be more effective. In short, the
contingency model predicts that task-oriented leaders will be most effective either when the group climate is very
favorable, and thus there is no need to be concered about the group members' feelings, or when the group climate
is very unfavorable, and the task-oriented leader needs to take firm control,

To test his hypothesis, Fiedler (1967) looked at over 2 dozen studies that had measured the correlation between
LPC and leader effectiveness in groups ranging from army tank crews to basketball teams and found some support
for the contingency model. And other researchers have also concluded that, overall, the model does predict some
aspects of leader behavior (Chemers, Hays, Rhodewalt, & Wysocki, 1985). The results of meta-analyses, which have
analyzed the results of hundreds of studies testing the model, however, do ot provide 2 clear picture. Although
Strube and Garcia (1981) found overall support for the basic predictions of the theary, an analysis by Peters, Hartke,
2nd Pohlmann (1985) found that the predicted relationships were more likely to hold up in laboratory than in field
studies, whereas Schriesheim, Tepper, and Tetrault (1994) found little support for the theory.

One difficuty with the contingency model is that many people cannot be dlassified into either high or low LPC
leaders, and the theory does not make predictions for these “medium" LPC leaders. It s not impossible, however, that
these individuals might be particularly effective, 2t least in some conditions. In fact, although the model proposes
that people are either high or low LPC leaders, it is not unreasonable to assume that some people may be zble to
take on both styles and that this flexibility in leadership abilty might be useful (Kenny & Zaccaro, 1983; Sorrentino &
Field, 1986; Zaccaro, Fofi, & Kenny, 1991). In sum, although there are some difficulties with the contingency model, it
appears that, at least in laboratory situations, the model is somewhat predictive of leadership effectiveness. Further
tests and modifications of the theory are still underway (Ayman et al., 1995).
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE CONTINGENCY MODEL

Other researchers have provided other variations on the contingency model, but they are nevertheless based on the
interactionist approach (for a review, see Yukl, 2002). Similar to the contingency model, the path-goal theory of
leadership (Evans, 1970; House, Filley, & Gujarati, 1971; House & Mitchell, 1974) divides individuals into two basic
personality types—those who are directive, in the sense that they prefer to provide structure for the group members
(such as providing specific tasks and reducing role ambiguity), and those who are supportive, in the sense that they
consider the needs and satisfaction of the workers (two other leadership types, participative and achievement
oriented have also been proposed).

Similar to the contingency model, this theory assumes that different types of leader will be differentially effective in
different situations. For instance, directive leaders will be most effective when the roles and task assignments are
undlear, because they are able to reduce role ambiguity and provide appropriate rewards for successful task
completion. Supportive leaders, by way of contrast, will be most effective when the task is stressful or tedious, and
thus group member satisfaction needs to be increased or maintained. Although the path-goal theory has provided
2n important conceptual model for understanding leadership, research testing the theory is mixed (Podsakoff et al,
1993). still another similar approach is Vroom and Yetton's normative decision model (Vroom, 2000; Vroom & Jago,
1988). Also similar to the contingency model, and echoing the styles of leadership used in Lewin's study on
leadership, this approach defines leaders in terms of the basic approach they take toward groups, ranging from
“authoritarian (essentially 2 directive approach), through “consultative (more open to inputs of others) to “group
oriented (democratic). Again, the prediction is that some types of leader vill be more effective in certain situations,
2nd the theory makes practical suggestions for existing leaders about which approaches will be better under which
conditions, to help them determine which type of leadership behavior is likely to be most effective. Although the
amount of research testing this model is not large, some research has supported it (Hill & Schmitt, 1977; Jago &
Vroom, 1980).

The leader-member exchange model (Anand, Hu, Liden, & Vidyarthi, 2011; Graen & Uhl-gien, 1998) is based on the
idea that the leader develops better relationships with some subordinates than with others, and that those who have
'good relationships with the leader are treated better, get more freedom on the job, and produce high-quality output.
The individuals the leader does not get along with, however, are treated more formally, are given less interesting
assignments, and as 2 result are less satisfied in their positions. There is substantial research support for this
orediction (Fairhurst. 1993: Liden & Graen. 1980).
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The leader-member exchange model (Anand, Hu, Liden, & Vidyarthi raen & Uhl-Bien, 1998) is based on the
idea that the leader develops better relationships with some subordinates than with others, and that those who have
'good relationships with the leader are treated better, get more freedom on the job, and produce high-quality output.
The individuals the leader does not get along with, however, are treated more formally, are given less interesting
assignments, and as 2 result are less satisfied in their positions. There is substantial research support for this
prediction (Fairhurst, 1993; Liden & Graen, 1980).

Finally, Fiedler himself has developed a new interactionist approach to leadership known as cognitive resource
theory (Ayman, Chemers, & Fiedler, 1995; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). The major situational variable in cognitive resource
theory is the stress that the leader is experiencing as he or she attempts to lead. For instance, when leaders have
good, anxiety-free relations with their groups, their intelligence scores correlate highly with performance while their
leadership experience (e.g. time on the job) correlates negatively with performance. However, when stress is high,
these variables are less predictive.

in sum, although they vary in their specifics, each of the contingency approaches shares the basic idea that leaders
are not equally effective in all situations and that effective leaders are those who are aware of the needs of the
group. Research has not been as supportive of these models as we might hope, but they are still popular and
generating research attention that i likely to refine and improve them.

CHAPTER SUMMARY

Social power refers to the ability of an individual to influence others, even when those others might attempt to resist
that influence. Stanley Milgram's important studies on obedience demonstrated the extent to which the power
vested in an authority figure can produce conformity and obedience, even in cases where the outcome of the
behavior was ostensibly harmful to another. The power that an individual may have over others varies in terms of its
ability to elicit compliance or acceptance. Examples of the types of power that individuals may use include reward,
coercive, legitimate, referent, expert, and informational power. Effective influencers use a wide variety of tactics to
produce change in their subordinates.
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One type of power comes in the form of leadership. Leaders are those who are able to influence others. There is
some evidence that personality traits, such as intelligence and sociabilty, predict leadership perceptions and
effectiveness, at least to a small degree. Other variables that include  combination of personality traits, such as
charisma and transformational leadership, have also been found to predict leadership perceptions and, to a lesser
extent leadership effectiveness, Taken together, however, a leader's personality seems to have only a small influence
‘on his or her success as a leader. There is aso litte evidence that men make better leaders than women, even though
they are found more frequently i leadership roles.

The interactionist approach to leader effectiveness proposes that leaders are effective to the extent that their
preferred leadership style matches the needs of the group. The contingency model is the best known interactionist
approach, although there are other similar approaches, including the path-goal theory of leadership, the normative
decision model, and cognitive resource theory. Some research has supported the predictions of these interactionist
models, but they still need further refinement to be strongly predictive of leadership effactiveness.
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Chapter 7
POWER AND LEADERSHIP

In every group, there are both leaders and followers, which means that some group members have more
influence on the group than do others. This chapter reviews the development of social power within groups
with a focus on effective leadership.
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In the last chapter, we considered how groups change over time and how group structures develop that differentiate
‘group members into various roles and status levels within the group. In this chapter, we will extend our discussion of
group structure by more fully considering group status hierarchies, with a focus on the issues of social power and
leadership.

When a jury picks a foreperson to be the spokesperson and coordinator of the group's activities, when &
corporation names a new chief executive officer, or when we vote for  school coundil president, we are determining
who will have social influence. Thus, power and leadership are part of the role and status structures that define the
patterns of social influence in the group. Differences in social status and power, in the form of social hierarchies, are
ubiquitous in all human groups (Hall et al, 2005). Social hierarchies are also found among most animal species and
have been observed in humans since the earliest civilizations. And these hierarchies naturally occur in al forms of
social groups.

People who have power over others, such as those who are in positions of leadership, can produce either positive
or negative outcomes for the group as 2 whole. An effective military leader or the coach of 2 football team can
motivate the group to produce outstanding achievements. A poor leader, by way of contrast, can lezd a group into
ruin. Because leaders have such powerful influence on group behaviors, much research effort has been devoted to
understanding the issues of power and leadership.

Power and the social hierarchies that it crestes represent a dimension that has profound and continual influences
on the lives of people, in small s well 25 in larege social groups. Hierarchies have benefits in that they may allow
efficient communication, command, action, and performance (imagine a military squadron in which there were no
leaders). Hierarchy helps clarify appropriate behaviors. And having power is 2 motivational force that can lead people
to work harder, But hierarchy may also create adverse effects (Leavitt, 2005). For example, hierarchy creates
‘conformity and compliznce which, as we saw in Chapter 4 can have negative outcomes. Another potential downside
is that existing power structures tend to maintain themselves over time In the U, for instance, there has been
concern politically over the increasing differentation in power between the highest and the lowest income eamers,
and these differences are becoming more and more difficult to change.

Because they are so important to everyday life, people are highly attuned to power. We can make judgments
about other people's competence and power based on only secands of observation (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1983).
Furthermore because differences in power and hierarchy are so fundamental and common we often act a5 if the
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existing hierarchy is normal. The fact that some people have power over others is often seen as legitimate and
acceptable simply because it exists (Van der Toom, Tyler, & Jost, 2011).

Let us begin by analyzing the types of power that individuals may wield over other group members and then tum
to an analysis of how leaders may make use of this power.

SOCIAL POWER

Social power can be defined as the ability of one individual to create behavioral or opinion changes in another
person, even when the person being infiuenced may attempt to resist those changes (French & Raven, 1958; Raven,
1992; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985, 1991). In short, then, power refers to the process of social influence itself—those who
have power are those who have the ability to influence others.

Social power: The abilty of on individua! o create behavioral or opinion changes in another person, even when the person
being infuenced may attempt to resist those changes.

Milgram’s Studies on Obedience to Authority

A dassic eample of the ability of those in authority to control others was demonstrated in a remarkable set of
studies performed by Stanley Milgram (1974). Milgram was interested in the extent to which a person who presented
himself as an authority would be able to produce obedience, even to the extent of leading that person to cause harm
1o others Like many other researchers who were interested in conformity, Milgram's interest stemmed in part from
his desire to understand the ability of one influential leader—Adolph Hitler, the Austrian dictator who ordered the
Killing of milions of Jews during World War Il—to produce obedience i his followers.

Using newspaper advertisements, Milgram recruited men (end a few women) from 2 wide variety of professions to
participate in his research (Milgram did not find any gender differences in obedience). When the research participant
arrived at the lab, he was introduced to another man who was ostensibly another research participant, but who
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actually was an experimental confederate. The experimenter explained that the goal of the research was to study the
effects of punishment on learning. After the participant (and the confederate) both consented to partiipate, it was
explained that one of them would become the teacher, and the other the leamer. They were each given a slip of
paper and asked to open it and to indicate what it said. In fact, both papers read “teacher” which allowed the
confederate to pretend that he had been assigned to be the leamer and thus assured that the participant always
became the teacher

While the research participant (now the teacher) looked on, the leamer was taken into the adjoining shock room
and strapped to an electrode that was to eliver the punishment. The experimenter explained that the teacher's job
would be to sit in the control room and rezd a list of word pairs to the leamer. After the teacher read the lst once, it
would be the learner's job to remember which words went together. For instance, if the word pair were “blue sofe”
the teacher would say the word “blue” on the testing trials, and the leamer would have to indicate which of four
possible words (‘house” “sofa,” “cat,” or “carpet’) was the correct answer by pressing one of four buttons in front of
him.

After the experimenter gave the “teacher” 2 moderate shock to demonstrate that the shocks really were painful,
the experiment began. The research participant first read the list of words to the leamer, and then began testing him
on his learning. The shock panel, as shown in Eigure 7.1, was presented in front of the teacher, and the leamer was
not visible in the shock room. The experimenter sat next to the teacher and explained to him that each time the
learmer made a mistake he was to press one of the shock switches to administer the shock. Moreover, the switch to
be pressed increased the shock by one level with each mistake, s0 that each mistake produced 2 stronger shock. The
researcher was interested in how far the participant would go, 2s the leamer continued to make mistakes, before
demanding that the experiment stop.
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FiGURE 7.1 This is a representation of the shock panel used by the teachersin Milgram’s (1974) studies on [llS
obedience. There are 30 switches, each marked by the number of volts supposedly administered as well as
a description of the shock. (From Milgram 1974
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Once the leamer-confederate was alone i the shock room, he brought out a tape recorder that he used to play 2
prerecorded series of responses that the teacher could hear through the wall of the room. The teacher heard the
learmer say “ouch” after the first few shocks. After the next few mistakes, when the shock level reached 150 volts, the
learmer was heard to exclaim, “Let me out of here. | have 2 heart condition!* As the shock reached 250 volts, the
protests of the leamer became more vehement, and after 300 volts the leamer proclaimed that he was not going to
answer any more questions. From here on the leamer was silent, although the experimenter urged the participants to
continue by reading the question and applying increasing shock when the leamer did ot respond.

The results of Milgram's research were themselves quite shocking. Although all of the participants gave the initial
mild levels of shock. responses varied after that. Some refused to continue after about 150 volts, despite the insistent
demands of the experimenter to continue to increase the shock level. Still others, however, continued to present the
questions and to administer the shocks under the pressure of the experimenter, who demanded that they continue.
In the end, 65 percent of the participants continued giving the shock to the learer all the way up to the 450 volts
maximum, even though that shock was marked a5 “danger: severe shock” and there had been no response at all
heard from the participant for sever trals





