CHAPTER 18

Social Behavior

L. ELIZABETH CRAWFORD, BARBARA LUKA, AND JOHN T. CACIOPPO

Not only is the human brain an information-
processing organ, but it also perceives individ-
uals, social hierarchies, and coalitions; infers
traits, intentions, and emotions; communi-
cates and obfuscates one’s mental contents;
and forms relationships, unions, and alliances.
Sociality is such a fundamental component of
human nature that it is perceived in the orches-
trated movements of simple objects. Heider
and Simmel (1944), for instance, produced a
short film of the movement of a small triangle,
a small circle, and a large triangle around and
into a large rectangle. Although the animated
film consisted only of these geometric shapes,
everyone who viewed the film “saw” a social
drama. A representative participant described
the film as follows:

“I saw a box, like a room, that had an opening to
it. There was a large triangle chasing around a
smallertriangle, and acircle . . . gotinto the box,
or the room, and hid. And then the big triangle
chased the little triangle around. Finally he went
in, got inside the box to go after the circle, and
the circle was scared of him . . . but maneuvered
its way around and was able to get out of the
opening, and they shut it on him. And the little
circle and the little triangle were happy that they
got that, the big one, caught. And they went off
on their way, and the big triangle got upset and
started breaking the box open.” (Adolphs, 1999,
p. 473)

The unanimous perception of a social interac-
tion by viewers who know that the geometric
shapes have no social life is all the more ex-
traordinary when one contrasts this with the
description given by S. M., a patient with bi-
lateral calcification of the amygdala:

“OK, so, a rectangle, two triangles, and a small
circle. Let’s see, the triangle and the circle went
inside the rectangle, and then the other triangle
wentin, and then the triangle and the circle went
out and took off, left one triangle there. And
then the two parts of the rectangle made like
an upside-down V, and that was it.” (Adolphs,
1999, p. 473)

S. M. described the movement of the shapes
and breaking of the box accurately—possibly
more accurately than did those with intact
brains—but did not perceive the movement as
social interaction. The human brain is so fun-
damentally social that it takes a broken one to
remind us just how automatic social percep-
tion and construal can be.

The first reported social psychology ex-
periment (Triplett, 1898) asked, in the words
of Allport (1985, p. 39), “What change in an
individual’s normal solitary performance oc-
curs when other people are present?” Notable
about this description, coming from one of the
founders of social psychology, is the implied
association of normal with solitary. The same

737



738 Social Behavior

implication can be gleaned from the field of
experimental psychology, where the isolated
mind has been the modal subject of research.
Given the research questions of experimental
psychology, this isolation may be necessary
in order to limit the contamination of uncon-
trollable social factors, and the three editions
of the Stevens’ Handbook offer a testament to
how much has been learned about mind, brain,
and behavior through this approach. Social
psychology, included in the Stevens’ Hand-
book for the first time in this edition, offers an
important complementary perspective on the
human mind.

A primary aim of social psychology is to
understand the interplay between individu-
als and their social contexts. This goal re-
quires social psychology to span levels of
analysis. - At the social level, it examines
how the behavior and attitudes of individu-
als are influenced by social factors such as
norms, self-identity, and relationships with
others. At the cognitive level, it addresses
how the individual interprets, evaluates, and
ascribes meaning to the social world. At
the biological level, social psychology un-
derstands individuals as biological entities
whose physiology influences—and is influ-
enced by—social life. The historical develop-
ment of social psychology mirrors these lev-
els. In the early part of the 20th century it
focused largely on how the presence of oth-
ers (real or imagined) affected the individual’s
thought and behavior (Allport, 1985). Fol-
lowing the cognitive revolution, social psy-
chology shifted its focus to the cognitive
underpinnings of social thought. Currently,
as with cognitive science in general, social
psychology is being increasingly integrated
with a neuroscience approach, leading to ad-
vances in our understanding of the operation
of certain brain structures (Adolphs, 1999;
Cacioppo et al., in press) and in how so-
cial and emotional factors affect gene expres-
sion, cardiovascular functioning, and immune

activity (Cacioppo, Berntson, Sheridan, &
McClintock, 2000).

The purpose of this chapter is to give the
reader a sense of where empirical social psy-
chology has been and where it is heading.
We cover several of the central topics in ex-
perimental social psychology, including mo-
tivation, emotion, attitudes, social influence,
the self, and social cognition. In the process,
we review many of psychology’s classic
studies. In keeping with the increasingly
cross-disciplinary nature of psychological
research, we also briefly address current re-
search applying neuroscientific approaches to
these topics.

SELF AS A SOCIAL CONSTRUCT

One’s representation of oneself is a power-
ful regulator of cognition, motivation, emo-
tion, and behavior. In this section we review
the experimental literature regarding the ways
in which knowledge of the self and its place
in a social context influences cognition and
behavior. We also review research that ad-
dresses how self-esteem is maintained and
constructed. The following sections introduce
the structure of self-knowledge, strategies for
exercising resilience in the face of challenges
to a self-view, and how the structures of self-
knowledge are rooted in cultural context. The
experimental literature reveals the self to be
a dynamic social construct, one which shapes
action and behavior but which is itself shaped
by memory, experience, culture, and biology.

The Structure and Influence
of Self-Knowledge

Knowledge of the self is not viewed as a co-
herent and unified concept, but rather as 2
loose collection of information about one’s
own traits, values, experiences, and behav-
iors. The units of this knowledge have been
termed self-schemas, representations of the
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self that organize and guide the processing
of information relevant to the self (Markus,
1977). A self-schema may capture general
traits (e.g., I am brave) as well as knowl-
edge about specific events (e.g., I risked my
life to save a child from a burning building).
Self-schemas provide a basis for predicting
behavior and overriding or resisting informa-
tion that contradicts the self-schema (Markus,
1977; Markus & Nurius, 1986). Self-schemas
are dynamic and evolving: When a social
need arises, self-schemas can be revised and
expanded to include new characteristics.

Self-schemas provide elaborate and ac-
cessible knowledge to facilitate transactions
with the physical and social environment.
Individuals who possess self-schemas that
weight heavily a given attribute remember a
greater number of characteristics and endorse
more qualities related to that attribute, require
shorter processing times for self-descriptive
judgments of the attribute, are more confident
of their judgments pertinent to that attribute,
and are able to supply more examples of past
behavior related to that attribute (Markus,
Crane, Bernstein, & Siladi, 1982). Such in-
dividuals are also more likely to discount in-
formation that contradicts the valued attribute
(Markus, 1977; for reviews, see also Fiske
& Taylor, 1991; Kihlstrom & Cantor,
1988; Kihlstrom et al., 1988; Kihistrom
& Klein, 1994). In this way, self-schemas
serve a memory-saving function similar to
knowledge-based schemas in domains of ex-
pertise (Chase & Simon, 1973; Markus,
Smith, & Moreland, 1985).

A substantial body of research demon-
strates that information about the self is pro-
cessed differently than are other types of
information. A primary example of this pref-
erential treatment for the self is the case of
self-referential memory, in which the self im-
proves encoding and recall for self-relevant
dimensions. Studies of self-referential mem-
ory find that information coded with respect
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to the self is more easily recalled than is in-
formation associated with others. In a typi-
cal self-referential memory paradigm, partic-
ipants review a word list, evaluating each word
with respect to a given characteristic such as
word meaning, word length, and applicabil-
ity of the word to oneself or to another in-
dividual. These various encoding conditions
influence participants’ performance on a sub-
sequent, unexpected free recall test, and par-
ticipants have better memory for words en-
coded with respect to the self than in any other
condition (Greenwald & Banaji, 1989; Klein
& Kihlstrom, 1986; Rogers, Kuiper, & Kirker,
1977; Rogers, Rogers, & Kuiper, 1979). Re-
searchers have attributed these findings to
depth of processing, in which self-relevant in-
formation receives more attention and is pro-
cessed more deeply (Greenwald & Pratkanis,
1984; Rogers, 1981), and to structure in mem-
ory, in which self-representations provide a
more elaborated and organized network of as-
sociations (Kihlstrom & Klein, 1997; Klein &
Kihlstrom, 1986).

Individuals use their own standards for
themselves to process information about and
to evaluate the behavior of others (Lewicki,
1983, 1984). They do this by using their
own self-schemas to interpret the behavior
of others or to infer causal structure and
motivations for others’ behavior (Carpenter,
1988; Dunning & Hayes, 1996; Markus et al.,
1985; for a review, see also Kihlstrom et al.,
1988). For example, in a study by Dunning
and Hayes, participants reported that they
judged the behavior of others in compari-
son to their own behavior, and they were
also quicker to respond to questions about
their own behavior if they had just eval-
uated the behavior of someone else. Such
self-focused processing may be motivated
by cognitive efficiency rather than egocen-
trism: It is fast and efficient to use the mo-
tivated and richly elaborated schemas that
self-representations keep active, rather than
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to infer and reconstruct an alternative—
perhaps inaccurate, ill-informed, or poorly
motivated—schema that is attributed to an-
other individual.

Self Schemas in Social Context

Self-schemas, like schemas studied in cogni-
tive psychology, influence information pro-
cessing. However, the self is not simply a
knowledge structure; it is also a social entity
that is partly determined by its relation to oth-
ers. Because of the sensitivity of self-schemas
to social context, self-schemas can appear
quite labile or even contradictory when com-
pared across situations (L. Ross & Nisbett,
1991), depending upon the social ground to
which the self is compared. For example, sex
and ethnicity can become salient with respect
to the composition of the social contrast set. In
spontaneous self-descriptions, children were
more likely to mention their sex (McGuire,
McGuire, & Winton, 1979) or their ethnic-
ity (McGuire, McGuire, Child, & Fujioka,
1978) when their category membership repre-
sented a minority within their family or their
classroom.

Individuals identify themselves with re-
spect to a variety of groups based on sex,
gender, and religion, as well as social, po-
litical, or consumerist affiliations. By identi-
fying themselves as members of these larger
groups, individuals extend their definitions of
self beyond their personal identities (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986: Turner, 1985). Reaping the ben-
efits of membership in these various groups
requires that individuals deindividuate and de-
personalize aspects of their sense of self in
order to maximize their similarity with oth-
ers. Their evaluations of themselves are then
linked to the reputation and outcomes of the
group (Lubtanen & Crocker, 1992).

Just as people have the need to integrate
themselves with the group to recognize the
similarities shared with the other members,
people also have the simultaneous need to

individuate themselves within the group to
recognize themselves as unique, even within
a context of general similarity. The tensjop
between the sense of validation that Comes
with group membership and the need for 2
personal identity apart from a social identity
1s addressed by models of identity such as
uniqueness theory (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980),
models of individuation (e.g., Codol, 1984:
Lemaine, 1974; Maslach, 1974; Ziller, 1964),
and optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer,
1991).

Self-Regulation

Self-knowledge provides the regulatory con-
trol that enables decision making and action.
Self-knowledge allows one to act as an agent,
to predict and control one’s behavior and
guide oneself toward a goal. Self-knowledge
provides the power to change one’s behavior
and regulate oneself in order to obtain a de-
sired result. Self-regulation, in combination
with a model for a desired future self, is crucial
in this process.

Self-regulation is the executive control of
desires, beliefs, thoughts. and goals. A sim-
ple example of self-regulation is skipping
dessert in order to lose weight. One for-
feits an immediate gratification to enjoy a
greater delayed reward. Self—regulation is an
effortful process that consumes cognitive re-
sources, resulting in decreased performance
on concurrent tasks (Gilbert, Krull, & Pelham.
1988). Self-regulation is also associated with
increases in physiological arousal (e.g., Gross
& Levenson, 1993) and decreases in physi-
cal stamina (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister.
1998). Models of self-regulation have been
adapted from feedback loops that modify
present behavior to minimize discrepancies
with the goal behavior (Carver & Scheier.
1981; Scheier & Carver, 1982). Recent work
in self-regulation relates executive control to
mental models for one’s own goals compared
to the goals of others who are close (Moreti
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& Higgins, 1999). Self-regulation is also
fundamental in explaining motivations for
self-improvement (Banaji & Prentice, 1994),
and models of self-control and willpower
(Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999).

These studies support the role that self-
regulation has in directing and enacting mo-
tivation, but self-regulation has itself been
shown to be mediated by a number of other
cognitive constructs. Emotion, for example,
plays an influential role in self-regulation.
Emotional distress can precipitate regulatory
failure by reducing motivation: in some cases,
however, distressing emotions such as guilt
can strengthen regulatory control by focusing
attention on aversive outcomes and the con-
sequences of regulatory failure (Heatherton &
Baumeister, 1996; Tangney & Fischer, 1995).
The role of emotion is especially clear in the
context of goal attainment. Because so much
time is spent working toward a goal without
actually reaching the goal, emotional involve-
ment maintains a state of interest in individu-
als while they strive toward the reward. Seeing
improvement provides an incentive to enjoy
the processing of moving toward the goal; the
rate of improvement modulates the motivation
to pursue the endeavor (Cacioppo & Gardner,
1999; Carver & Scheier, 1990).

Self-regulation has high cognitive costs,
but the payoffs are also high. Discipline and
delayed gratification can produce long-term
rewards. For example, in studies of preschool
children, willingness to wait to receive larger
rewards (exercising self-regulation in the form
of delayed gratification) was correlated with
higher ratings of academic and social perfor-
mance 10 years later (Mischel, 1988; Mischel,
Shoda, & Peake, 1988; Mischel, Zeiss, &
Zeiss, 1974).

Resilience of Self-Esteem

Self-esteem is a global evaluation of one’s
worthiness or goodness (Rosenberg, 1965).
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When faced with challenges to their self-
esteem, individuals exercise a variety of
strategies to regulate their self-evaluation and
their resulting feelings of self-esteem. Much
of this research has been conducted in the
domain of social comparison theory, which
finds that individuals strive to enhance the self
by upward comparison, focusing on improve-
ments against a superior, and by downward
comparison, focusing on the advantages of
the self over others who are not as prosper-
ous or skilled (Festinger, 1954; Gibbons &
Gerrard, 1991; Wills, 1981; J. Wood & Taylor,
1991).

Self-Serving Strategies

Research on self-esteem has shown that nor-
mal individuals (who are neither depressed
nor egomaniacal) invest a surprising amount
of cognitive effort maintaining a positive—
rather than realistic or accurate—view of the
self (Kunda, 1990; Taylor & Brown, 1988). A
variety of studies provide support for the view
that normal individuals develop and preserve
an illusion of superiority. For example, indi-
viduals view their own strengths and abilities
as rare or unique, while viewing their faults
or weaknesses as fairly common or unremark-
able (Campbell, 1986; Goethals, Messick, &
Allison, 1991; Marks, 1984). Individuals also
identify positive traits as being more charac-
teristic of themselves than are negative traits,
recall positive information about themselves
more easily than they do negative informa-
tion, recall successes more often than they do
failures, and recall their performance on tasks
as better than it actually was (Brown, 1986;
Crary, 1966; Kuiper, Olinger, MacDonald, &
Shaw, 1985; Silverman, 1964). Individuals
have unrealistically positive self-views, exag-
gerated feelings of control over events, and
inflated optimism about the future (Taylor
& Brown, 1988). This provides a reassuring
sense of well-being that allows individuals
to be more resilient in the face of obstacles,
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setbacks, and failures, and allows them to be
happier, more optimistic, and more willing to
undertake new challenges.

Similar self-enhancement strategies may
be enacted by members of stigmatized groups.
In order to preserve a healthy sense of self-
esteem in hostile contexts, stigmatized indi-
viduals may attribute negative feedback that
they receive as arising from prejudice toward
the group, mitigating a more personal insult.
For example, after receiving negative feed-
back from a male evaluator, women who had
previously been given evidence that the evalu-
ator was sexist were less likely to experience a
decrease in self-esteem than were women who
had received no information about the evalu-
ator (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991).
They may also compare personal outcomes
with those of other in-group members, rather
than with the relatively advantaged out group,
and may selectively devalue characteristics
of the out group that they do not share and
instead value characteristics on which their
group excels (Crocker & Major, 1989).

Self-esteem can also work as a mediating
factor in the exercise of self-knowledge. In-
dividuals may have similar self-schemas and
yet behave very differently in social contexts
because of the mediating role of self-esteem
in the expression of behavior (although the
self-knowledge of individuals with low self-
esteem is less stable and less internally con-
sistent; Campbell, 1990). These differences
can be understood by considering the moti-
vations and coping strategies of individuals
having varying levels of self-esteem (Blaine
& Crocker, 1993).

For example, individuals with high self-
esteem respond to failure by focusing on their
personal strengths, while individuals with low
self-esteem respond to failure by focusing
on negative emotions such as humiliation
and by overgeneralizing the implications of
failure (Brown & Dutton, 1995; Brown &
Smart, 1991; Dodgson & Wood, 1998). In-

dividuals with high self-esteem have differ-
ent strategies for maintaining self-worth com-
pared to individuals with low self-esteem,
for example, by using relationship bonds to
strengthen self-affirmation rather than by dis-
tancing oneself from one’s partner (Murray,
Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998; J.
Wood, Giordano-Beech, Taylor, Michela, &
Gaus, 1994). Individuals with high or low
self-esteem vary also in the their ratings of
self-confidence. In a self-descriptive rating
task, individuals with high self-esteem were
more confident and made self-descriptive,
but not other-descriptive, ratings more
quickly than did low self-esteem individuals
(Baumgardner, 1990). These studies indicate
that strategies for regaining and maintaining
self-esteem may become habitual and that in-
terventions can be created to break the cycle
of behaviors that limit valuations of the self.

Self Complexity

Research on self-schemas demonstrates that
individuals are able to recognize and describe
aspects of themselves that they find most
meaningful. Recognizing oneself as possess-
ing a complex variety of traits and social
roles provides a broad and resilient structure
to self-knowledge. High self-complexity has
been shown to mitigate the consequences of
stressful events, promoting benefits such as
reduced health problems and reduced vulner-
ability to depression (Linville, 1987; Linville
& Clark, 1989). Individuals who establish
their self-definition in a more restricted range
of traits and social roles may also experi-
ence greater instability in mood (Niedenthal.
Setterlund, & Wherry, 1992). These distinc-
tions emerge only when the self is confronted
with challenges or threats to self-esteem.

Self-Enhancement, Self-Verification,
and Self-Affirmation

Individuals work to enbance their self-
evaluations (Greenwald, 1980; Steele, 1988:
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Tesser, 1988). An individual's behavioral
strategies and interpretation of events can
be influenced by his or her desire to verify
or confirm central aspects of a self-schema
(Lecky, 1945). This type of self-enhancement
can be seen as beneficial in predictable cir-
cumstances because having a high regard for
the self motivates persistence and resilience
in the face of failure.

There are times, however, when individu-
als prefer accurate feedback even if the evalu-
ation is not self-enhancing. People seek out
self-verification rather than self-affirmation
because it is more useful, and less painful
in the long term, to have a realistic sense of
self rather than completely unfounded self-
enhancement and unconditional positive self-
regard (Swann, 1987, 1990; Swann & Read,
1981). One needs at least a somewhat real-
istic assessment of oneself, for example, in
order to form accurate representations, ef-
fective expectancies of and goals for social
interaction, and accurate interpersonal com-
munication. The degree to which individu-
als enhance or verify the self depends on
the context of social relationships. A casual
dating relationship, in which one still sees
oneself as independent, maximizes one’s in-
terest in receiving self-enhancing appraisals,
whereas committed relationships maximize
one’s interest in receiving self-verifying or
accurate appraisals, which in turn fosters
communication, improvement, and stability
(Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996; Pelham &
Swann, 1989; Swann, de la Ronde, & Hixon,
1994).

Self-Evaluation Maintenance

The self is not autonomous but is dependent
on one’s evaluation of others, especially those
close to oneself. The self-evaluation mainte-
nance model (SEM) was developed in order to
explain the interaction between self-schemas,
self-esteem, and the performance of close oth-
ers (individuals who are either important to
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the self or similar to the self; Pleban & Tesser,
1981; Tesser, 1988; Tesser & Martin, 1996;
Tesser, Pilkington, & Mclntosh, 1989).

The earliest version of the SEM assumed
that individuals enjoy a boost in self-appraisal
if they perform better than others in a domain
that was central to their self-schema and re-
ciprocally, that they would be least threatened
if they performed worse than others in a do-
main that was irrelevant to their self-schema
(Tesser, 1988). In addition, if the domain is
not relevant to one’s self-definition, superior
performance by an individual close to oneself
may enhance one’s view of self. This process
of “reflection,” or basking in glory of another,
is evident in the number of undergraduates
who wear clothing bearing their team logo the
day after a university team victory in contrast
to a team defeat (Cialdini et al., 1976). The
process of reflection boosts one’s social, col-
lective self. The personal relationship with the
other is also important, and the SEM model
predicts that being outperformed by close oth-
ers, in contrast to strangers, is more troubling
when the task dimension is central to one’s
self-definition.

Subsequent recent research has expanded
and modified the original SEM model to ex-
plain how one’s own failure can result in
vicarious self-enhancement if a close other
succeeds. If the domain in which a close other
outperforms oneself is a highly relevant do-
main, one’s self-view can be threatened; but
if one sees the potential for the self to improve
performance, then success of a close other can
be inspirational (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997).

Conflicts of Self-Presentation

Despite the wealth of strategies available to
manipulate one’s own self-esteem, there are
still times when performance does not always
reach expectations. When one does not live
up to one’s own expectations or those of close
others, such mismatches can lead to anxiety
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or depression, and, in some cases, to seem-
ingly self-destructive behavior. It is possible
to explain some of these behaviors by ex-
amining the organization of self-knowledge
and the motivations for self-consistency and
self-presentation.

Self-Guides and Self-Discrepancy

Self-guides form the basis of standards for
a possible future self. Individuals can eval-
uate their current self-schemas and develop
schemas for future selves that represent how
they ideally want to be or how they feel
they ought to be. These two self-guides, the
ideal self and the ought self, affect behavior
through different causal motives (E. Higgins,
1987).

In the construction of the ideal self, the
primary motivation is an approach goal, fo-
cusing on a positive outcome and working to-
ward a desired benefit. A case in point, for
example, is an individual who wants to quit
smoking to gain feelings of control and free-
dom from chemical dependence. When peo-
ple fall short of their expectations for an ideal
self, the predicted affective reaction is depres-
sion (E. Higgins, Klein, & Strauman, 1985,
1987; E. Higgins, Strauman, & Klein, 1986;
E. Higgins, Vookles. & Tykocinski, 1992). In
contrast, when the standard of comparison is
the ought self, the primary motivation is usu-
ally a prevention goal of avoiding an unwel-
come outcome. For example, if a doctor ex-
horts someone to quit smoking because of the
serious health risks, the doctor is creating a
prevention focus based on what the individual
ought to be doing. When one’s basis of com-
parison is the ought self, predicted affective
response to a discrepancy between the cur-
rent and ought selves is anxiety (E. Higgins
et al., 1985, 1987: E. Higgins et al., 1986;
E. Higgins et al., 1992). An interesting im-
plication is that individuals with similar goals
and self-schemas may nevertheless differ in
their motivations and emotional responses be-

cause they differ in promotion or prevention
focus.

Tradeoffs between Linked Positive
and Negative Qutcomes

When faced with failure, individuals some-
times try to change the meaning of the fail-
ure and try to find more palatable interpreta-
tions of events that threaten their self-esteem
and feelings of personal control. There are
many strategies for coping with failure that
seem to have paradoxical motives. Two very
common strategies are perseveration and self-
handicapping. Both strategies depend on in-
terpersonal motivation and reflect a concern
with how one appears to others.

In the case of perseveration, or excessive
persistence, individuals continue a deleterious
behavior because they focus on the amount in-
vested or the shame of withdrawal rather than
focusing on the cost of continuing the cur-
rent action. The momentum of the situation,
commitment to initial course of action, feel-
ings of personal responsibility, or attention to
sunk costs all extend an individual’s interest
in continuing self-defeating behavior (Staw,
1976). Self-presentation also influences one’s
willingness to persist in disadvantageous be-
havior. Losing face or fear of hearing oth-
ers say “1 told you so” encourages persevera-
tion (Brockner, Shaw, & Rubin, 1979; Teger,
1980), whereas an awareness of the dangers of
persistence and knowledge that others would
be accepting reduces perseverative behavior
(Brockner, Rubin, & Lang, 1981).

There are situations in which even the po-
tential for failure may trigger defensive be-
haviors that have destructive outcomes. In
the case of self-handicapping, individuals be-
tray their unrealized potential in return for a
false sense of security. If an individual per-
forms poorly after not trying very hard, his
or her self-esteem is not as threatened be-

cause the failure can be attributed to causes
other than lack of ability (Jones & Berglas.
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1978: Jones, Rhodewalit, Berglas, & Skelton,
1981). Underachievement, withholding ef-
fort. inadequate preparation, and even sub-
stance abuse may be interpreted as strategic
self-handicapping (Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997,
Ferrari & Tice, 2000; R. Higgins & Berglas,
1990:; Zuckerman, Kieffer, & Knee, 1998).
Sacrificing the quality of one’s performance is
only a painful intermediate goal on the route
to achieving a larger more acceptable goal—
that is, to buffer the interpretation of what is
perceived to be unavoidable failure.

The presentation of the self to others plays
an influential role in self-handicapping. Indi-
viduals do self-handicapping behaviors only
if these behaviors may become known to
others (Kolditz & Arkin, 1982). Self-esteem
may also play a moderating role in self-
handicapping. Tice (1991) suggested that
people with high and low self-esteem self-
handicap for different reasons: People with
high self-esteem do so to enhance success,
whereas people with low self-esteem do so
to protect themselves against the threatening
implications of failure.

Perseveration and self-handicapping begin
with the exercise of beneficial behaviors: ju-
dicious persistence and a willingness to ac-
cept short-term discomfort for the sake of a
larger goal. These are both laudable exercises
in self-regulation, but both of these strate-
gies, taken to the extremes of perseveration
and self-handicapping, become impediments
to adaptive coping and threats to positive
self-regard.

The Embedded Self: Cross-Cultural Models

Nearly all of the research presented in this
section has been conducted using American
undergraduate students as participants. This
provides a starting point for research on the
self, but it cannot be assumed that these find-
ings may be extrapolated to other populations
or contexts.
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In an influential paper, Triandis (1989) de-
scribed cross-cultural differences in the em-
phasis placed on certain aspects of the self.
In particular, he contrasted individualist cul-
tures, which emphasize independence and in-
dividual achievement, with collectivist cul-
tures, which emphasize conformity, relations
with others, and striving to meet the goals of
the group. American culture has been char-
acterized by an independent view of self,
compared to the emphasis of interdependent
views of self among age-matched peers in
China (Morris & Peng, 1994), India (Markus
& Kitayama, 1991; Miller, 1984), and Japan
(Cousins, 1989; Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
The imperative of the independent self is to
achieve independence and understand oneself
as a unique individual, whereas the imperative
of the interdependent self is to maintain rela-
tionships with others.

These different construals of the self have
consequences for cognition. For example,
when students from America and India were
asked to judge the similarity of self to an-
other and that other to self, American stu-
dents rated the other as more similar to self
than self to other, implying that their own
self concepts were more elaborated or more
salient (Holyoak & Gordon, 1983; Tversky,
1977). Indian students, in contrast, did not
fall prey to this egocentric bias (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). In addition, consistent with
their emphasis on independence, American
students generally overestimate the role that
dispositional factors (and underestimate the
role that situational factors) play in deter-
mining the behavior of others, a bias known
as the fundamental antribution error. In con-
trast, Japanese and Korean students are less
susceptible to the fundamental attribution er-
ror than are American students, suggesting
that they better appreciate the individual’s
relation to context (Choi & Nisbett, 1998;
Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998;
Sampson, 1988, 1989). In addition, when



746 Social Behavior

Shweder and Bourne (1984) asked Indian and
American participants to describe acquain-
tances, they found that Indian participants in-
cluded more descriptions of situations and re-
lationships than did American participants.

The independent and interdependent con-
struals of the self have implications for the
self-enhancement strategies described earlier.
People in collectivist and individualist cul-
tures differ in the management of and appar-
ent need for self-esteem. Whereas some have
argued for a basic human need for positive
self-regard (Brown, 1998), others have noted
the absence of such a need in Japanese culture
(Heine et al., 1999). Thus, Japanese do not use
many of the self-enhancement strategies com-
monly found among North Americans, lead-
ing Heine et al. to conclude, “we are unable
to find clear and consistent evidence of any
self-esteem maintenance strategies within the
Japanese psychological literature” (p. 780).

In much of the cross-cultural literature,
between-group differences have often been
described as a contrast between Western and
Eastern representations of the self, but it may
be wise to extend the research samples be-
fore such broad labels are applied. The influ-
ence of culture may represent variations of de-
gree, or simply greater attention to different
perspectives toward the self that are present
cross-culturally. For example, some have em-
phasized that aspects of the self, such as the
private, public, and collective self, are present
in all cultures, but are activated differen-
tially by the contexts required in the culture
(Triandis, 1989).

The notion of self-construal introduced
at the outset of this section plays an im-
portant role in exploring proposed cross-
cultural differences. One’s self-representation
can be construed in different social contexts
as personal (emphasizing the individuated or
autonomous nature of the self), relational (em-
phasizing dyadic relationships with close oth-
ers), or collective (emphasizing one’s mem-

bership and identification with a larger socia]
group), and an experimental task may prime
different self-construals (Brewer & Gardner,
1996). The dynamic nature of self-construals
can begin to explain why individuals in dif-
ferent cultures might respond in very differ-
ent ways to a reputedly identical task, not
because a sense of self is so different across
cultures, but rather because the experimen-
tal task may evoke different affiliations, al-
liances, and motivations across cultures.
Within each culture and each social context,
individuals may differentially activate per-
sonal, relational, or collective construals of
the self.

It is important to keep in mind these quali-
fications to cross-cultural comparisons. Even
cultural definitions of self can be very quickly
revised when cultural values shift and individ-
uals within the culture reprioritize their con-
cerns, from valuing societal obligation, for ex-
ample, to a greater interest in self-fulfillment
and personal autonomy. In the context of
global communication and international ex-
change, a new cultural sense of self can be
recreated within a few generations. For exam-
ple, a pressure for self-definition and individu-
alistic expression during adolescence is a rela-
tively recent development in American culture
(Baumeister, 1986, 1987, 1998; Baumeister
& Tice, 1986). The influence of zeitgeist and
romantic historicism should also be acknowl-
edged, in which each culture tends to describe
its ideal self in glowing terms of the day, and
the social complexities of the past become
simplified, and either idealized or vilified.

SOCIAL COGNITION

Social cognition examines the cognitive un-
derpinnings of social thought. This approach.
having gained wide acceptance in the 1980s
on the heels of the cognitive revolution, is
now fully established as a subfield of social
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psychology. Rather than a content area, so-
cial cognition is a research approach that has
been used to study several topics in social
psychology, including impression formation,
stereotyping, personality, attribution, social
communication, affect, judgment processes,
and the self (Devine, Hamilton, & Ostrom,
1994). Thus, much of what was reviewed in
the preceding section could fall under the
rubric of social cognition. Here we review
topics in social cognition research that have
dominated theory and research, including pro-
cessing heuristics, social concepts and stereo-
types, and the role of automatic processes. We
also consider the limitations of a strictly cog-
nitive approach and discuss the importance of
integrating social cognition with affective and
motivational processes in the study of social
processes and behavior.

A major focus of social cognition research
is how people navigate the complex situa-
tions necessary for social interaction. These
situations require people to encode and store
social information and produce social infer-
ences. As in cognitive psychology, social cog-
nition has revealed persistent and systematic
deviations from normative models of infor-
mation integration and judgment (Nisbett &
Ross, 1980). In part, these biases result from
reliance on cognitive structures such as cat-
egories, scripts, schemas, or frames. In addi-
tion, they reveal the use of heuristics: simple,
efficient strategies to produce judgments that
may not be perfectly accurate but are often
serviceable given typical conditions. In the
following sections we consider the effects of
processing strategies and knowledge struc-
tures on social judgments.

Heuristics: Simple Processing Strategies

Two processing heuristics that have garnered
attention in social psychology are the repre-
sentativeness and availability heuristics (for
reviews of others, see Kunda, 1999). The
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availability heuristic uses the subjective sense
of availability (i.e., the ease with which a
thought or memory is accessed) as an indi-
cator of the frequency or probability of ob-
jective events. Thus, because we easily re-
call frequent and vivid accounts of homicide
from the evening news, homicide is incor-
rectly judged to be more prevalent than stom-
ach cancer (Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein,
1982). Relying on the availability heuristic
can also produce egocentric biases. Because
an individual’s own actions are more available
in memory than are the actions of others, each
individual participating in an interaction may
believe that he or she contributed more to a
joint effort than did the other partner (M. Ross
& Sicoly, 1979). Use of the availability heuris-
tic may also account for the fundamental at-
tribution error, the tendency to attribute one’s
own behavior to situational factors and oth-
ers’ behavior to stable personality factors. Be-
cause individuals can observe the external
forces that cause their own behavior but of-
ten do not see what precipitates the behavior
of others, they are more likely to perceive the
behavior of others as internally motivated and
less susceptible to external influences (Nisbett
& Ross, 1980). Although use of the availabil-
ity heuristic may lead to biased judgments un-
der controlled testing conditions, availability
may serve as a reasonable estimate of fre-
quency information because common items
are generally more accessible in memory.

In addition to biasing judgments about in-
dividuals, the availability heuristic may con-
tribute to the development of beliefs about
social groups. For example, Hamilton and
Gifford (1976) showed that people tend to
overestimate the occurrence of negative be-
haviors by minorities. They argued that both
negative behaviors and minority status are
distinctive and thus that the combination of
negative behavior and minority status is es-
pecially available in memory. As a result, un-
der conditions that equated the percentage of
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majority and minority group members who
exhibited negative behaviors, participants per-
ceived an illusory correlation between minor-
ity status and behavior: They believed that mi-
norities were disproportionately responsible
for negative acts.

Cognition in social life also employs the
representativeness heuristic. In this strategy,
people rely on an individual’s representative-
ness of, or similarity to, a social category to
judge the probability that the individual be-
longs to that category, often ignoring relevant
information about prior probabilities. Use of
this heuristic can produce patently incorrect
responses, as in the conjunction fallacy. A
classic example of the conjunction fallacy is
the target Linda, described as an outspoken,
bright activist who majored in philosophy,
who is judged more likely to be a feminist
bank teller than to be a bank teller. The prob-
ability of the conjoint event (feminist bank
teller) is judged to be higher than the proba-
bility of one constituent event (bank teller) be-
cause the description of Linda is more repre-
sentative of feminist bank tellers than of bank
tellers (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982).
In some cases, representativeness leads peo-
ple to ignore population base rates that should,
by normative standards, inform their judg-
ments. For example, knowing the prevalence
of social categories in the population can help
determine the likelihood that any individual
belongs to a given category, but people have
been shown to ignore knowledge about base
rates and focus instead on ways in which the
individual is similar to, or represents, the tar-
get category (Kahneman et al., 1982). People
may ignore base rates when predicting behav-
ior. For example, Nisbett and Borgida (1975)
showed that knowing the base rate of helping
behavior had no effect on participants’ predic-
tions about the helping behavior of particular
individuals. Base rates are given more con-
sideration when the individuating information
is less diagnostic or less causally related to

the judgment (Ajzen, 1977; Ginosar & Trope,
1980).

In addition to using processing strategies
such as the representativeness and availabil-
ity heuristics, people simplify processing by
relying on prior knowledge. Knowledge struc-
tures such as schemas, concepts, and cate-
gories are used to organize, interpret, and
remember information, including social in-
formation. Schemas of types of people (e.g.,
athletes), specific individuals (e.g., a signif-
icant other), social events (e.g., job inter-
views), and social roles (e.g., the parenting
role) contain knowledge and expectations that
guide behavior and thought in social situa-
tions. They act as filters by determining what
draws attention, what is encoded in memory,
and what is retrieved. When information is
lacking, they offer a way to fill in the gaps
with schema-driven inferences.

Several theories in social and cognitive
psychology claim that people fall back on pro-
cessing heuristics or prior knowledge when
they are unmotivated or unable to engage in
more effortful, detailed processing. The elab-
oration likelihood model of attitude change
(ELM), for instance, posits that people seek
to hold veridical beliefs and opinions, but that
various factors influence whether they engage
in extensive issue-relevant thinking to achieve
that goal (central route) or rely on cues,
conditioning histories, or heuristic processes
(peripheral route; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981,
1986). According to the ELLM, people are
more likely to travel the central route to beliefs
and attitudes when accuracy is especially im-
portant or when the information to be judged
is personally relevant. Because elaboration re-
quires cognitive work, it is less likely to oc-
cur when people are cognitively busy. In ad-
dition, the ELM predicts that people are more
likely to travel the peripheral route when they
are unable to engage in issue-relevant think-
ing, as when they know nothing about the
issue. Although the ELM was originally
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developed to account for information process-
ing in attitude change, it and related mod-
cls, such as the continuum model (Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990) and the dual-process model
(Brewer. 1988), apply to the role of social con-
cepts in information processing.

Drawing on the ELM, the following sec-
tions consider how motivation, cognitive load,
and other factors mediate the use of con-
cepts in social cognition. Although there are
many kinds of social concepts, we focus on
stereotypes because in addition to generating
enormous interest in recent years, research on
stereotypes addresses all of the major issues
in current social cognition research.

Social Concepts: Stereotypes

Stereorvpes can be thought of as cognitive
structures that contain knowledge and ex-
pectations about the members of a group.
Stereonvping refers to the process of apply-
ing those group-level beliefs to an individual
group member. As primary examples, cate-
gories of race and gender have been shown
to have powertul effects on how social infor-
mation is construed (Duncan, 1976; Locksley,
Borgida, Brekke, & Hepburn, 1980; Sagar &
Schofield, 1980). For instance, social cate-
gories generally lead individuals to see the
members of an out group as being less vari-
able, or more homogenous, than they actually
are, whereas members of an in group are per-
ceived as less homogenous than they actually
are (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This may occur
because individuals have more experience
with members of their in group and thus are
more frequently reminded of the differences
among in group members (Linville, Fischer, &
Salovey, 1989). Complex representations of
an in group may increase sensitivities to sub-
categories within the group and may make
one’s own in group seem more variable (Park,
Ryan, & Judd, 1992; see also Simon, 1992,
for interesting exceptions). An implication of
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the out-group homogeneity effect is that par-
ticipants are more likely to generalize from an
individual to the group if the group is an out
group rather than the participants’ own group,
and vice versa (Quattrone & Jones, 1980).

Consistent with the ELM, perceivers rely
on stereotypes less when they are especially
motivated to engage in effortful processing
about individuals. When the situation requires
accurate as opposed to immediate judgments,
as Fisk and Neuberg (1990) argued, individ-
uating information plays a relatively larger
role than category information does in de-
termining impressions of targets. In addition,
Bodenhausen (1990) found that participants
were more likely to use stereotypes at times
of low circadian arousal, presumably because
either motivation or cognitive resources were
low.

The amount of available cognitive re-
sources is an influential factor mediating
stereotype effects. Under conditions of dis-
traction, information overload, and high task
complexity, people are more likely to rely
on stereotypes to process social information
(Petty, Wells, & Brock, 1976). Stereotyping
may offer people a way (o simplify informa-
tion processing and thereby free up cognitive
resources. Support for this “cognitive miser”’
view comes from a study by Macrae, Milne,
and Bodenhausen (1994), in which partici-
pants formed impressions of targets while si-
multaneously monitoring spoken prose. Ac-
tivating stereotype labels improved memory
for the prose as well as memory for tar-
get attributes that were consistent with the
stereotype. Macrae et al. (1994) concluded
that stereotype activation, like categorization
generally, simplifies processing, thus leaving
more cognitive resources available for other
tasks.

The amount of available cognitive re-
sources may also determine how the perceiver
processes information that is consistent or
inconsistent with the stereotypes. Research
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on stereotype-consistent information has
shown that individuals are more likely to
encode information that is consistent with
a stereotype than information that is irrele-
vant (Bodenhausen, 1988; Rothbart, Evans,
& Fulero, 1979) and that they tend to pro-
cess consistent information more quickly
(Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986; Macrae,
Bodenhausen, Milne, Thorn, & Castelli,
1997). The reaction to inconsistent informa-
tion depends on cognitive load. If cognitive
resources are available, inconsistent informa-
tion may attract more attention as the per-
ceiver attempts to resolve the inconsistency.
In some cases, this attempt to resolve the in-
consistency leads the information to be altered
or discounted in such a way that the stereo-
type is preserved (Kunda & Oleson. 1995). In
contrast, if the perceiver is cognitively busy
or rushed, inconsistent information may be
ignored altogether (Stangor & Duan, 1991).
By treating stereotype-consistent information
preferentially and by assimilating or discount-
ing inconsistent information, stereotypes can
be maintained. even in the face of disconfirm-
ing information.

In addition to the motivation and cogni-
tive resources of the perceiver, characteris-
tics of the target also affect whether stereo-
typing will occur. Reliance on stereotypes,
and on prior knowledge more generally, is
greater when perceivers must produce judg-
ments based on limited or ambiguous infor-
mation. When information about a target is
ambiguous, perceivers are more likely to go
beyond the information given, filling in the
blanks with prior category knowledge. This
occurs in judgments about physical as well as
social characteristics. For example, Nelson,
Biernat, and Manis (1990) asked participants
to judge the heights of photographed targets
and found that estimates were biased by the
gender of the targets. They also found that the
category effects were stronger when the tar-
gets were seated, and thus when their heights

were more c.iifﬁcult to judge. As the apmk
ity of the stimulus increased, the reliance
stored knowl.edge about the heights of 4
an.d women increased. Although ﬂ?lying
prior knowledge produces bias in judg )
referring to category knowledge w
formation is ambiguous is a rational s
in Bayesian terms (Huttenlocher, Hedges, ‘
Vevea, 2000). Findings such as these are con-
sistent with the view that stereotyping may
be a consequence of an adaptive cognitive
mechanism.

The studies just reviewed show that in so-
cial judgment situations stereotypes are em-
ployed when effortful thinking is low and
that stereotypes can also bias information pro-
cessing when elaboration increases. These
studies also suggest that stereotypes can be
ignored when individuating information 1s
present. cognitive load is low, and motiva-
tion for accuracy is high. That is. stereo-
types are more likely to be recruited when
needed. However, in the past 15 years, sev-
eral studies have suggested that stereotyping
and other social-cognitive processes may be
automatic, occurring outside of awareness.
intention, or control. Thus, they are not medi-
ated by the perceiver’s processing goals. the
stimulus context, or the availability of cogni-
tive resources, and they are obligatory. In con-
trast, “controlled” processes are intentional.
controllable, effortful, and available to con-
sciousness. As Macrae et al. (1997) noted.
few psychological processes fit the stringent
definition of auromaticiry. A major research
question in social categorization is the de-
gree to which stereotyping is an automatic
process. In the following sections we discuss
evidence for the automaticity of stereotyp-
ing and its relation to prejudiced social be-
havior, as well as the counter-evidence that
qualifies such claims of automaticity. We fur-
ther consider the question of whether, once
activated, stereotypes can be consciously
deactivated.
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Automatic Stereotyping

Devine (1989) distinguished between stereo-
type activation, which she argued is an auto-
matic information—processing Operation, and
stereotype application, which she contended
was a controlled information-processing op-
eration. If stereotype activation js automatic,
it should be able to Operate without conscious
awareness. Several studies have supported the
claim that stereotypes and other socia] con-
cepts can be activated unconsciously through
the use of subliminal primes. In an early study
that examined sublimina] activation of trait
concepts, Bargh and. Pietromonaco (1982)
primed the trait “hostile" by presenting words
associated with hostility at a rate too fast for
the words to be consciously recognized. Par-
ticipants who received the hostile primes sub-
sequently rated a target as more hostile than
did control participants. Devine extended this
paradigm to the study of racial stereotypes.
Using subliminally presented words associ-
ated with the African American stereotype
(ghetto, lazy, Jazz), she found that partici-
pants who had been primed with these words
Judged a subsequent race-unspecified target to
be more hostile than did control participants.
Although Devipe interpreted these findings as
evidence for unconscious stereotype activa-
tion, a more conservative interpretation is that
the concept of hostility was activated by the
Negative words used in the priming manipula-
tion. The studies by Bargh and Pietromonaco
and by Devipe Supported one tenet of auto-
Maticity by showing that it was possible for
traits such a5 hostility to be activated outside
of conscious awareness. Importantly, these
S.mdies also showed that the unconscious ac-
Wation of trajtg has consequences for social
Judgmen;.

If Stereotypes operate automatically, they

ould ajso Operate independent of the per-
SEIver’s goals ang intentions. Devine’s (1989)
Rudy offers S0me support for this. The prim-
g effects Observed were independent of par-
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ticipants’ explicit beliefs about African Amer-
icans, as measured by the Modern Racism
Scale. She argued that even those who do
not endorse the negative stereotype of African
Americans are susceptible to its effects, and
she concluded that “automatic stereotype ac-
tivation is equally strong and equally in-
escapable for high- and low-prejudice sub-
Jects” (Devine, 1989, p. 15).

Devine showed that the concept of hos-
tility can be activated by presenting words
associated with the negative African Amer-
ican stereotype. However, an important ques-
tion that this study did not address s whether
the negative stereotype is automatically ac-
tivated under more natural conditions, such
as when the perceiver €ncounters an African
American. Under these conditions, do peo-
ple Spontaneously activate the negative stereo-
type of African Americans? Some results sug- -
gest that they do. Bargh, Chen, and Burrows
(1996) presented Images of African American
or Euro-American faces outside of conscious
awareness and found thag viewing African
American faces activated the stereotype of
hostility in Euro-American participants.
Bargh et al. also showed that after being
primed with African American faces, Euro-
American participants exhibited more hostile
reactions to a bogus computer failure. These
results indicate that African American faces
may suffice to unconsciously activate g nega-
tive Stereotype. In addition, this study showed
that once the stereotype was activated, it af-
fected not only judgments about ambiguous
targets but also the behavior of the partici-
pants themselves,

A hallmark of automatic processes is that
they operate even when few cognitive re-
sources are available, Thus, if stereotypes
are activated automatically, their activation
should not be affected by degree of cognitive
load. Macrae et al. (1994) reported evidence
of stereotype activation in response to sub-
liminal primes while Participants were under
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conditions of at Jeast moderate cognitive load
(Pratto & Bargh, 1991). The studies just de-
scribed indicate that stereotyping may operate
without awareness or intention, and may not
require cognitive resources to do so. How-
ever, several other studies have challenged
the claim of automaticity in stereotyping and
prejudice. These studies, reviewed next, indi-
cate that stereotyping is mediated by cognitive
load as well as the perceiver’s motivation and
degree of self-avowed prejudice.

Automaticity under Control

In contrast to the definition of automaticity,
there is evidence that stereotype activation
may depend on the available cognitive re-
sources. For example, there is some evidence
that cognitive load can disrupt stereotype ac-
tivation, at least with certain kinds of stereo-
types (Gilbert & Hixon, 1991). In addition, the
spontaneous activation of some stereotypes
may be disrupted if other stereotypes are
already activated. To investigate this, Macrae,
Bodenhausen, and Milne (1995) activated
either the Chinese stereotype by showing a
Chinese woman eating noodles or activated
the woman stereotype by showing the same
woman applying makeup. A subsequent word
identification task included words associated
with both stereotypes. Results showed that
relative to controls, those who were primed
with the concept “woman” had faster reac-
tion times to woman-associated words and
slower reaction times to Chinese-associated
words, whereas those who were primed with
the Chinese stereotype showed the opposite
pattern. These findings suggest that whether
or not a particular stereotype is activated may
depend on prior activation of other stereo-
types. In contrast to the strict definition of au-
tomaticity, these results also indicate that the
activation of any particular stereotype is not
obligatory, but depends on the context of the
target and the cognitive state of the perceiver.

. Further e‘vidence for controlled o OCes
in stereotyping is suggested by studies
ing that the perceiver’s own motivationg
mediate the activation or inhibition of stere
types. Stereotypes may be inhibited when it
advantageous for the perceiver to do so. FQ
example, Sinclair and Kunda (1999 [m
that participants were more likely 1o inhibig
the negative stereotype of African Americagg |
when an African American evaluator had pe. <.
cently praised them but were more likely 4o =
activate the stereotype when they had beeg -
criticized. Sinclair and Kunda argued thay,

in this case, people are motivated to acy.
vate stereotypes selectively because doing so
allows these individuals to discount the crit-
icism but validate the praise. These findings
imply that stereotype activation has a strategic
component.

The perceiver's mood or feelings of threat neutral
and security may influence whether they think the neg
of others in a stereotyped manner. Fein and employ
Spencer (1997) found that participants who press €
experienced a threat to their self-image were Mode.r
more likely to employ negative stereotypes 10 acn\‘
in their judgments of others than were those Judd, ¢
whose self-image was affirmed. Among the St?'
participants who experienced the self-image actens
threat, those who judged amember of a stereo- led F
typed group showed greater self-esteem after sters:o
this judgment than did those who judged a Activ:
member of a nonstereotyped group. The re- types
sults indicate that stereotyping others may w'o.rd
serve to maintain one’s own positive self- muve
image. and ¢

In addition. it has been shown that affective e.xph
states influence cognitive processes in general tivat
and stereotyping in particular. Both anxiety ness
and happiness tend to produce greater reliance Ifer
on cognitive shortcuts, whereas sadness tends sent
to have the opposite effect (Bless et al., 1996). ever
Similar findings have been found in stud- Ina
ies of stereotyping. Bodenhausen, Kramer. on
and Suesser (1994) induced a happy mood SOI'

icay

in participants, followed by an allegedly
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unrelated task in which participants judged

'sing
oW~ the guilt or innocence of targets suspected
. can of violence or academic fraud. The degree to
feo- which judgments were affected by the targets’
litis social group membership was influenced by
For the mood-induction manipulation. Those who
sund were induced to have a positive mood showed
hibit stronger stereotype effects than did controls.
‘cans Other studies have shown that inducing either
i re- a positive or negative mood can decrease sen-
ly to sitivity to the variability of group members
heen (Stroessner & Mackie, 1992). These findings
that, | suggest that the degree of stereotyping de-
acti- } pends on the affective state of the perceiver.
250 : Finally, subsequent research has called
crit- into question Devine’s conclusion that prej-
‘ines udiced and nonprejudiced participants are
egic equally susceptible to stereotyping. Further
studies that activated stereotypes by using
“reat neutral primes—such as faces, rather than
ink ‘ the negative word primes that Devine (1989)
and employed—have shown that people who ex-
who press egalitarian, nonprejudiced views on the
vere Modern Racism Scale are also less likely
pes to activate negative stereotypes (Wittenbrink,
1ose Judd, & Park, 1997).
the Stereotypes exhibit some. but not all, char-
1age acteristics of automatic processes. This has
reo- led Fazio and Dunton (1997) to describe
fter stereotyping as “conditionally automatic.”
da Activation of stereotypes may depend on the
“ re- types of primes used, such as faces or negative
nay word associates, as well as participants’ cog-
elf- nitive load, affective and motivational states,

and degree of prejudice as assessed by more
explicit measures. Itis certainly possible to ac-
tivate Stereotypes outside of conscious aware-
hess through the use of word associations.
If nough negative word associates are pre-
Sented, negative stereotypes can be activated
€ven in people who do not ascribe to them.

additjon, stereotype activation may depend
o0 the particular stereotype being activated.
SOme Stereotypes, such as the African Amer-
Ican Stereotype, may be chronically accessi-
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ble, whereas other less common stereotypes
may require more effort to activate, such as
the stereotype of grandmothers.

One of the reasons automaticity has at-
tracted attention in stereotyping research, and
in social psychology more generally, is that
it suggests that people have less control over
their own thoughts and behavior than they
believe. Automatic stereotyping is especially
disturbing because it produces results that,
for many people, are inconsistent with their
explicit social ideals. If one is motivated to
live by such egalitarian ideals, how can one
fight unconscious racism in order to meet this
goal? Given that stereotypes sometimes be-
come activated in the minds of people who
believe themselves to be nonprejudiced, one
might try to make a conscious effort to sup-
press stereotypes before they affect judgments
or behavior.

Stereotype suppression may seem to be a
way to avoid prejudice, but it comes at a cost
(Wegner, 1989). Suppressing stereotypes can
produce a subsequent rebound in stereotype
activation once the purposeful suppression
has ceased, and this rebound has behavioral
consequences. Macrae et al. (1994) asked par-
ticipants to write about the typical day of a tar-
get person. Although the target was a member
of a despised group (skinheads), some partici-
pants were urged to suppress their stereotypes
of skinheads and not let them affect their re-
sponses on the task. Those who had been told
to suppress the stereotype produced descrip-
tions that were less stereotypical, suggesting
that the instructions to suppress stereotypes
were effective. Participants were then led to
another room where they expected to meet the
target person. The target was not there, but a

Jacket was left on one of the chairs to indi-
cate where the target was seated. The partici-
pant was invited to sit down, and their choice
of where to sit was recorded. Those partici-
pants who had suppressed stereotypes chose
to sit further from the target’s chair than did
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controls. Thus, in the behavioral component
of the study, stereotype suppressors main-
tained greater social distance from the target
individual than did nonsuppressors. The re-
sults suggest that the strategy of suppressing
stereotypes in order to avoid prejudice may
backfire.

Effects of Being Stereotyped

One important difference between cognitive
psychology and social psychology is that the
latter is concerned with the psychological pro-
cesses of both the perceiver and target. Mem-
bers of stereotyped groups often feel that their
own failures or incompetence reflect not only
on themselves but also on the group that they
represent. This has been posited to produce
fear and anxiety known as srereotvpe threat
(Steele, 1997). For example, in one study
African American and Euro-American stu-
dents were given a verbal ability test under
conditions that either did or did not evoke
stereotype threat. Participants in the stereo-
type threat condition were told that the test
would assess their intellectual ability; others
were told that the test was still in develop-
ment and would not assess their ability. Euro-
American students did not score differently
under these conditions, but African American
students showed decreased performance un-
der stereotype threat conditions. On a sub-
sequent indirect test of stereotype activation,
it was found that believing that intellect was
being evaluated led African American stu-
dents, but not Euro-American students, to in-
crease activation of the stereotype of African
Americans. Decreased performance due to
stereotype threat has also been shown to occur
for Euro-Americans when evaluated for natu-
ral athletic ability (Stone, Lynch, Sjomeling,
& Darley, 1999) and for women when evalu-
ated for mathematical ability (Spencer, Steele,
& Quinn, 1999). An alternative explanation
attributes these effects to expectations based

on social identity rather than g2
to stereotype threat. Evidence for lhis\
c?mest from ﬁnldindgs that in some
stereotype may lead to improv. :
formance. Asian Americasrgz,:;ng:'g
creased performance on a math task
their gender identity is activated but impye
performance when their ethnic identity iy g .
tivated (Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady, 19994,
These participants appeared 1o be 3
the expectations of the stereotypes of womey -
(poor at math) and Asians (good at math) de«
pending on which aspect of their identity wa
made salient.

Stereotype activation can affect behaviog
of the perceiver, which in turn affects the per-
son being perceived. For example. the stud-
ies by Bargh (Bargh et al.. 1996: Bargh &
Pietromonaco, 1982) reviewed earlier show
that activating the African American stereo-
type can lead participants to behave in a

affectec
emplars
an exen

more hostile manner. If upon meeting an sists of
African American, a Euro-American indi- memor
vidual is more hostile because of automatic associ?
stereotype activation, the African American social
individual is likely to respond with increased 1998).
hostility. Because the stereotype activation sent ¢«
was unconscious, the Euro-American individ- used tc
ual will not realize that his or her own hos- social
tility is increasing the hostility of the inter- Wittes
action, and thus may interpret the exchange By
as a confirmation of the negative stereotype. €Xper
In this way, cognitive processes such as ste- fered
reotype activation can produce behavioral phen
confirmations that have important social man)
consequences. s0cia

ence

othe
The “Social” in Social Cognition 1982
In the past 20 years most research in social chol
cognition has been based on a domain-general ‘ 214
assumption that the same cognitive princi- C?rlv
ples operate in social and nonsocial thought. not
Thus, social cognition has adopted many of tf.m"

tive

the theories, methodologies, and debates of ~
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cognitive psychology. For example, extending
earlier work by Rosch (Rosch & Lloyd, 1978),
some have argued for a basjc level in social
categories (Brewer, Dull, & Lui, 1981; Cantor
& Mischel, 1979). In addition, the field of so-
cial cognition has inherited cognitive psychol-
ogy'’s theories and disagreements about rep-
resentation. There is a general consensus that
social concepts are not, as the classical view
would have it, defined by sets of necessary and
sufficient conditions for membership. Instead,
some have taken a prototype, or abstraction-
based, view of social concepts. For example,
Park and Hastie (1987) have shown that peo-
ple form abstractions from their experiences
- with a set of people and use these abstrac-
tions in social Jjudgment. Alternatively, there
is evidence that judgments about a group are
affected by recent €xposure to particular ex-
emplars. These results are thought to support
an exemplar account in which a category con-
sists of specific instances that are stored in
memory (Schwarz & Bless, 1992). Recently,
associative network models have entered the
social domain as well (Thagard & Kunda,
1998). Finally, theory theories, which repre-
sent concepts with causal theories, have been
used to address conceptual combination in the
social domain (Kunda, Miller, & Claire, 1990:
Wittenbrink, Park, & Judd, 1998).

By applying cognitive psychology to social
eXperience, early social cognition research of-
fereda Powerful new way to understand social
Phenomenon, The only drawback was that in
many respects this approach neglected many
social and emotjona] aspects of social experi-
€nce and, in so doing, became isolated from
Other research in social psychology. In the
1985 edition of the Handbook of Social Psy-
chology, Markus and Zajonc (1985, pp. 213-
214) describeq social cognition as “a con-
c*'frted effort to see if one could parsimo-
Rously explain all the variance in cognitive
TS Withouy invoking such concepts as mo-
‘hVCS, values, affecy, emotions, goals, incen-
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tives, fears, or rewards.” They predicted that
this restricted focus on cold cognition would
be short-lived and destined to be replaced by
an approach that addressed a wider range of
these social and emotional factors.

Recent work has shown that social cogni-
tion is warming up. Many of the studies re-
viewed here assessed not only activation of
concepts, but also the perceiver’s motivations
and impact of individual differences in prej-
udicial attitudes. Furthermore, it is becoming
increasingly clear that social cognition must
be integrated with the study of affect. More
recent work, especially work on automaticity,
assumes an integration of knowledge and feel-
ings about a group. These developments not
only distinguish social cognition from cogni-
tive psychology but also keep social cogni-
tion relevant to the broader interests of social
psychology.

ATTITUDES, PERSUASION,
AND SOCIAL INFLUENCE

One of social psychology’s primary contribu-
tions has been to show how social forces influ-
ence the behavior and attitudes of individuals.
These forces may be so subtle that they are
barely noticed, such as the social norms that
dictate how close we stand to each other while
talking, or they may be obnoxiously intrusive,
such as a flashing banner advertisement on a
Web page. Social influences on behavior are
reviewed in the following section. We begin
by examining why people conform, comply
with requests, and obey orders. We then turn
to social influences on attitudes, focusing in
particular on the attempt to change people’s
attitudes through persuasion.

Conformity

One of the strongest socjal influences on be-
havior is the tendency to conform to socia]
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norms. Conformity carries negative connota-
tions in Western culture (Markus, Kitayama,
& Heiman. 1996), and there are many dis-
turbing accounts of its harmful consequences;
however, conformity is a normal part of so-
cial life that serves important social and psy-
chological functions. In general, conforming
behavior stems from either informational or
normative social influences.

When uncertain about how to act, people
often use the behavior of other people as a
guide for their own behavior. This informa-
tional social influence offers people a way to
manage ambiguous situations. A famous ex-
ample of informational social influence comes
from an early study by Sherif and Murphy
(1936). In this study, participants experienced
the autokinetic effect in which a stable point
of light in a dark room appears to move. Par-
ticipants first judged how far the light moved
while they were alone. then while they were in
groups, and then while they were alone again.
In the first alone condition, participants’ re-
ports varied widely, with some participants
seeing very little movement on average and
others seeing a lot of movement. In the group
condition, however, participants’ judgments
tended to converge on an intermediate and
limited range of estimates. Participants were
using the judgment of the group as a reference
point for estimating the movement of the light.
When participants were subsequently tested
while alone, they retained the standards set
by the group and did not return to their ini-
tial set points. Thus, conformity in this exper-
iment did not seem to stem from the desire
to respond in an acceptable way in front of
the group (public compliance) but rather from
a change in participants’ beliefs about how
far the light moved (private acceptance). As
the informational model of conformity sug-
gests, people are most likely to conform when
they are uncertain, when the task is difficult,
or when they are made to doubt their own
competence (Coleman, Blake, & Mouton,
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» pup (DiU
b geveral

1958; Hochbaum, 1954; Tesser.
Mickler, 1983). Rt
~ In addition to its informationa] as
conforming serves social and psychologiq
functions. Conforming leads to socia) accep- 7
tance; conversely, failure to conform caq lead -
to disapproval or rejection (Schachter, 1951),
Even when the group consists of strangers,
people will often conform to it rather thag
risk disapproval (Tanford & Penrod. 1984),
This was demonstrated by Asch’s (1955) clas-
sic studies of group effects on judgments of
line lengths. In these experiments, a partici-

though Ee
gender di

pant was placed in a group of confederates, men’s gre
and members of the group were asked which lic respor
of a set of lines was the same length as a stan- 1981).
dard line. Although the correct answer was
obvious, when all of the confederates chose Compliz
the same incorrect answer, the participant also
chose that answer on about one third of the tri- Somesoc .
als. Postexperimental interviews revealed that indirect,
participants did not misperceive the length of reviewec
the lines but went along with the group be- direct, <
cause they were afraid of looking foolish. In gestions
addition to this normative conformity, Asch Studies
also observed information-based conformity. examine
The information of the group response was how  in¢
powerful enough to override some individ- Milgran
ual’s judgments. leading them to report that ment r¢
they thought there must be something wrong were p:
with their eyes. were fa
Additional studies have determined the what th
conditions under which people are most likely shocks
to conform for social acceptance. Group co- p'ea.ued '
hesion is an important factor: People are less ticipan!
likely to conform when at least one other non- fnany F
conformist is in the group (Nemeth & Chiles. tmente-
1988). People are also more likely to conform Flnued
when their responses are public rather than ing the
private (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). In addi- before
tion, conformity increases with group size up ing.35
to about four group members (Latane, 1981; perim
Tanford & Penrod, 1984). Conformity also in- “300
creases if the group is interdependent, that is, level
if they are trying to achieve acommon goal for began




bell, & which they will all be rewarded (Deutsch &
Gerard, 1955) or if the individual likes the
spects, group (Dittes & Kelly, 1956).
logical Several researchers have documented per-
accep- sonality factors that make individuals more
an lead or less likely to conform. In general, people
1951). with low self-esteem or high need for approval
ngers, from others are more subject to normative
't than conformity (Crutchfield, 1955). Women are
1984). thought to be more subject to social influence
3) clas- than are men (Cooper, 1979; Nord, 1968), al-
ents of though Eagly and Carli (1981) argued that the
Hartici- gender difference is small and results from
‘erates, men’s greater resistance to conformity in pub-
which ' lic responses (Eagly, Wood, & Fishbaugh,
a stan- 1981).
r was
chose Compliance and Obedience
nt also
the tri- Some social influences of conformity are quite
od that indirect, such as the group influences just
1gth of reviewed. Other social influences are quite
1p be- direct, such as overt encouragement, sug-
ish. In gestions or orders from authority figures.
_ Asch Studies of obedience and compliance have
'rmity. examined the social factors that influence
& was how individuals respond to such requests.
divid- Milgram’s (1963) initial obedience experi-
rt that ment revealed that people who thought they
wrong Were participating in a study of learning

were far more likely than expected to give
what they believed were increasingly painful
shocks to another participant who made re-

'd the
likely

1p co- peated mistakes on a memorization task. Par-
-e less tcipants exhibited signs of extreme stress, and
rnon- Mmany protested; when prompted by the exper-

imenter, however, 65% of participants con-
Finued through all 37 levels of shock, reach-
g the maximum shock on the generator
F)efore the experiment was ended. The remain-
Ing 35% of participants began to defy the ex-
iPen'ment only at the 25th shock level (labeled
300 volts, Intense shock”), which was the
level ot which the confederate in the next room
8an pounding on the wall. Several factors
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may have contributed to the unexpected obe-
dience, including the authority of the experi-
menter (a scientist in a Yale laboratory), un-
certainty about what behavior is appropriate
in the novel situation of psychology experi-
ments, and the absence of other participants
to offer behavioral guidance. Subsequent vari-
ations on this experiment showed that obe-
dience decreased when the experimenter’s
authority was undermined or when the par-
ticipant observed another participant disobey
the experimenter (Blass, 1991).

Since Milgram’s ( 1963) initial experi-
ments, a variety of other social factors have
been shown to affect people’s compliance
(Cialdini, 1993; Cialdini & Trost, 1998).
These factors can be grouped into three cat-
egories: aspects of the person making the re-
quest, aspects of the requested person, and as-
pects of their relationship. For example, if the
person making the request is imbued with au-
thority, people are more likely to acquiesce
(Blass, 1991). In addition, people are more
likely to comply if doing so is consistent with
their own prior behavior (Pliner, Hart, Kohl, &
Saari, 1974), or if doing so reciprocates a prior
gift or favor given by the person making the
request (Berry & Kanouse, 1987). All these
factors are engaged by various social control
techniques such as the “foot in the door” sales
tactic in which the salesperson initially makes
a small request and then increases the demand
after the customer has made a commitment
to comply (Beaman, Cole, Preston, Kentz, &
Mehrkens Steblay, 1983).

Research on obedience and compliance
has demonstrated that social situations are
powerful determinants of the behavior of in-
dividuals, even if this behavior is inconsis-
tent with their own values. Another impor-
tant finding from this work is that the folk
theories that people hold about obedience are
often inaccurate. That is, people fail to pre-
dict accurately the extent to which others will
obey, and they do not seem to understand the






