CHAPTER TWENTY-ONE

SOCIAL INFLUENCE:
SOCIAL NORMS, CONFORMITY,

AND COMPLIANCE

Through the influence process we generate and manage
change in the social world. Like most things, this process
can be handled poorly or well. It can be employed to foster
growth and to move pcople away from negative habits and
in more positive directions, thereby creating the conditions
for new change opportunities. Or, it can be vsed clumsily,
reducing the chance for genuine movement and, in the
worst of cases, hoomeranging into conflict and resentment.
Thus, those who wish to understand fully the process of
personal change must understand just as fully the process
of interpersonal influence. Fortunately, there currently ex-
ists in the literature of social science a large body of infor-
mation on how, why, and when the influence process works
most effectively.

This chapter focuses on three major components of that
large body of information: soctal norms, conformity, and
compliance. Throughout, we consider these topics in terms
of a fundamental theme: that the behaviors they comprise
are goal-directed. In our revicw of the relevant literatures,
we were continually struck by the extent to which these be-
haviors could be interpreted as purposive (but not necessar-
ily conscious) attempts to achieve a relatively small set of
goals: to behave effectively, to build and maintain relation-
ships, and to manage self-concept. Consequently, in the
Pages that follow, these goals serve as organizing structures
for much of the material we present. Sometimes a particu-
* lar influence-related behavior serves more than one of the
goals. In these instances, the behavior is examined with re-
Spect to what appears to be its primary function. Although
we feel that the three goals offer valuable insights into the
tircumstances and motivations that lead to interpersonal
_l'-‘ence, the goals do not apply equally to the three focal
s of social norms, conformity, and compliance; there-
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fore, differing emphases are applied in the treatments of
these three topics.

Before launching into substantive issues, one final
prefatory cormment seems warranted. Rather than empha-
sizing the goals of the influence agent, we have chosen to
emphasize the goals of the influence target. Our review of
the relevant literature suggested that the more intriguing
and instructive questions concemed not so much the rea-
sons that someone would choose to influence another as
the reasons that someone would choose to yield to influ-
ence from another. Accordingly, we invite readers to con-
sider the benefits of viewing the influence process from the
perspective of the target person and in terms of what he or
she stands to gain from change.

SOCIAL NORMS

A norm is, like other psychological phenomena, a con-
struct that has widespread usage because it helps describe
and explain human behavior. Cultural norms have been im-
plicated in the existence of behaviors that seemed to be ar-
bitrary and bizarre from a Western perspective (e.g., the an-
cient practice of binding the feet of Chinese women or the
Incas’ ritual of human sacrifice; Sumner, 1906), as well as
more beneficent contrel mechanisms that keep anarchy at
bay in most societies (e.g., sanctions against unprovoked
aggression; Pepitone, 1976).

Norms have been conceptualized in a variety of ways.
Sumner (1906) wrote of “folkways”—habitnal customs
exhibited by a group because they were originally expedi-
ent in mecting basic needs. Sherif (1936) described norms
as jointly negotiated rules for social behavior, the “cus-
toms, traditions, standards, rules, values, fashions, and all
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other criterta of conduct which are standardized as a conse-
quence of the contact of individuals™ (p. 3). Pepitone
(1976) added the caveat that “‘by normative it means that
such social behavior is more characteristic (e.g., more uni-
form) of some sociocultural collective unit than of individ-
uals observed at random” (p. 642). Norms vary to the ex-
tent 1o which they are injunctive, prescribing the valued
social behavior, versus descriptive, informing us about how
others act in similar situations (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno,
1991; Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Schaffer, 1983).
In addition to commonly accepted rules of desirable behav-
ior, norms have included rules forbidding unacceptable so-
cial behaviors, such as taboos against incest or infanticide,
and laws or standards for conduct established by a govern-
ment or elected body (Triandis, 1994).

This chapter focuses on norms that are primarily social
in nature. Social norms are cules and standards that are un-
derstood by members of a group, and that guide and/or
constrain social behavior without the force of laws. These
norms emerge out of interaction with others; they may or
may not be stated cxplicitly, and any sanctions for deviat-
ing from them come from social networks, not the Iegal
system. Social norms can include general, socictal expecta-
tions for our bechavior (Blake & Davis, 1964; Pepitone,
1976); the expectations of valued others for our behavior
{c.g.. the subjective norms of Fishbein and Ajzen’s [1975]
theory of reasoned action); our own expectations for our
behavior {c.g., Schwartz’s [1977] personal norms); and
standards that develop out of our observations of others’
behavior (e.g., Cialdini, Reno, and Kallgren’s [1990] de-
scriptive norms).

There has been some debate about the usefulness of
norms as an explapatory concept (cf. Darley & Latané,
1970; Krebs, 197, Krebs & Miller, 1985), and in fact, the
variety of concepiualizations may have contributed to the
confusion concerning the actual role of social norms in di-
recting our behavior. Recent theorctical developments
have helped to clarify when and how norms can be ex-
pected to affect behavior (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno,
1991; Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990) and to facilitate
the accomplishment of basic social influence goals. We
will describe how social norms can help shape the desire
to act cffectively, to build and maintain relationships with
others, and to maintain self-image, but first we will discuss
social psychological theory and research concerning how
norms are formed, why they develop, and how they are
transmitted to others.

Formation and Transmission of Norms

Although norms arc common explanatory tools in the so-
cial sciences, relatively little attention is given to their ori-
gins (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975: Pepitone, 1976) or to how
they are shared with others (Allison, 1992). Two different

perspectives speak most clearly to the question of how s0-
cial norms emerge within social systems. One perspective
argues that norms are arbitrary rules for behavior that are
adopted because. they are valued or reinforced by the cul-
ture (cf. Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Opp, 1982; Solomon,
Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991). An alternative perspec-
tive argues that normative behavior is functional and aids
in accomplishing the goals of the group (cf. Allison, 1992;
Campbell, 1975; Sherif, 1936; Sumner, 1906), implying
that ineffective or incorrect norms should not pcrsis]t (Ja-
cobs & Campbell, 1961; Schaller & Latané, 1996). The
primary distinction between these two perspectives is the
extent to which social norms may sustain arbitrary patterns
of behavior. A closer examination of how norms emerge
and are passed on to others argues that both perspectives
can account for normative behavior, bat that there are lim-
jts to the types of behavior that will be susceptible to arbi-
trary nermative pressures.

Societal-Value Perspective Theorists influenced by the
anthropological traditions of Boas and Mead have Jong
held that norms are culturally specific and capricious, and
that the power of any rorm is derived solely from its value
to the culture within which it operates. In other words, the
substance of any norm is neither inherently good nor inher-
ently valuable; its power is granted by its acceplance
within the culture (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Sclomon,
Greenberg, & Pyszezynski, 1991). As noted earlier, this
perspective grew out of the dilemmas faced by early an-
thropologists, who had to reconcile seemingty bizarre be-
haviors in other cultares, such as canmibalism, with a West-
em scnsibility (Sumner, 1906).

Opp (1982) proposed that most norms that guide our
daily activities have evolved from behaviors that are per-
formed and rewarded repeatedly, either directly or through
vicarious reinforcement from others in the society (sce also
Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Sumner, 1906). The behaviors
then become the preferred responses to particular situa-
tions because of their reward power. The strength of these
preferences will depend on the extent to which (1} there are
communication opportunities between people in the social
group that allow them to pass the norm to others, (2) the
group is a cohesive unit and values uniform behavior, and
{3) the norm is important for the group. Once these prefer-
ences are established and the costs associated with nonnor-
mative behavior are made known, members of the social
network will discourage any deviant tendencies by voicing
what other members “should” or *‘ought to” do. These
norms are, at that point, accepied and internalized by the
group members. Sanctions, such as laws, may then develop
to support the nonms.

This pure reinforcement perspective leads onc to con
clude that any behavior that is valued and rewarded can be-
come 2 norm, allowing for the emergence of arbitrary be-
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havior patterns on a cultural level. For example, if Ameri-
can businesspeople were rewarded for wearing *‘athfetic
supporters and tie-dyed shirts while crab-walking back-
ward with basketballs in their mouths™ instead of dark
wool business suits doring the hotter summer months, they
would abandon the stuffy suits for the more colorful attire
{Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991, p. 104). Hab-
crdashery customs are, in fact, an excellent example of
local nonms that appear to be random. Scottish men wear
kilts and Momntana men wear cowboy hats—neither of
which are particularly effective in combating the cold
weather of the two regions. Likewise, while choice of
foods has historically been determined by what grows in a
particular region, preferences for preparing those foods
vary by local tradition (e.g., Irish boiled potatoes versus
French fries). Sherif (1936) noted that all humans share
basic needs for food, shelter, and mating; he also believed
that ““how and uadcr what circumstances they will cat,
mate and enjoy shelter are, to a great extent, regulated by
customs, traditions, laws and social standards™ (p. 1). Also
prominent in Sherif’s comment is the notion that norms
emerge (o satisfy basic human needs and desires.

Functional Perspective Other social theorists have ar-
gued that norms develop to encourage or curtail behaviors
that are connected to survival, on cither an individoal level
(Shenf, 1936) or a group level (Campbell, 1975; Pepitone,
1976; Sumner, £906). From this perspective, the content of
norms is neither arbitrary nor trivial, since the ability to de-
velop and communicate norms 15 evolutionarily adaptive
and aids in our survival as a species {Allison, 1992; Camp-
bell, 1975; Schaller & Latané, 1996). We are a group-liv-
ing species {Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hogan, 1982;
Sumner, 1906} and, as such, have been selected for our
ability to understand and imitate niles that are commonly
observed in the immediate environment {Allison, 1992).
Whether adaptive social behavior evolves via genetic. (Alli-
son, 1992; Campbell, 1975) or cultural {Bonner, 198Q;
Campbcll, 1975; Lumsden, 1988) mechanisms, norms are
credited with balancing the selfish desires of the individual
with the need for social control and collective survival
(Campbell, 1975; Freud, 1952; Triandis, 1994).

Schaller and Latané (1996) argue that culturally shared
belief systems, such as stercotypes and norms, evolve in a
manner that is very similar to the natural sclection of
species: they emerge through selective pressures on indi-
viduals to communicate with others about behavior pat-
terns that ave cffective, relevant, and informative. That is,
successful norms are adaptive in promoting survival-re-
!ated actjons: they communicate behaviors thai are useful
W acquiring status, affiliating with others, acquiring food
or shelter, and mating. Unsuccessful norms lead to inaccu-
l‘at'e or incorrect behavior, and like maladaptive genes will
Beither replicate nor be passed on to subsequent individu-

#ls (see also MacNeil & Sherif, 1976). Lumsden (1988)
nicely illustrated the distinction between the cultural rela-
tivity of norms and their ultimate adaptive significance. He
cited cultural anthropologists who had deduced that sibling
incest avoidance was *“‘guided by idiosyncratic cultural
systems of taboos and rituals™ (p. 246), However, sibling
incest taboos are a cultural universal, appearing in nearly
all societies. Moreover, more recent genetic. studies have
found that there is a higher frequency of genetic deformity
in the offspring of brother-sister matings than in the off-
spring of nonrelatives. Consistent with this functionalist
viewpoint, then, the cultural transmission of a norm
against sibling mating actually enhances reproductive suc-
cess. Campbell (1975) suggests that we, as social psychol-
ogists, sheuld approach the study of cultural differences
with awe and respect, “certain that behind the bizarre form
lies a functional wisdom that [we] have yet to understand”
{p- 1105).

This viewpoint provides a framework for integeating the
societal-value and functional perspectives on norm devel-
opment. As noted earlier, there are customs and traditions
that are subject to the whims and fancies of the culture in
which they appear, implying that there is an overarching
need that must be fulfilled, but how that need is fulfilled
will vary, depending on the local social culture and physi-
cal environment (Sherif, 1936). For examtple, knowing the
availability of a prospective romantic partner is an impor-
tant first step in initiating a romantic relationship. Tie signs
indicating that one is already attached to somieone are com-
municated across a wide variety of cultures; however, those
signs (e.g., wedding rings on fingers, dots on the forehead,
ankle bracelets, facial tattoos) can vary widely depending
on the culture. Greeting rituals are similarly uwniversal,
since it is important to be able to distinguish friends from
enemies. However, greeting expressions can range from a
kiss on the check to a handshake to a raised, open palm,
depending on the culture. In other words, seemingly idio-
syncratic norms that do not fulfill a more ultimate goal,
such as acquiring status, maintaining social networks, rc-
producing, or providing shelter, are unlikely to survive to
be passed on 1o subsequent generations (Schaller & La-
tané, 1996; Sherif, 1936; Sumner, 1906).

Neorm Transmission One of the most important charac-
teristics of norms is that they do not exist if they are not
shared with others. Those others can be anyone in one’s so-
cial sphere, including children, partners, family, friends,
coworkers, strangers, the media. However, norms are
shared belief systems and must be examined from the per-
spective of both the individual's psychological system and
the sociocultural system in which that individual is embed-
ded (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Campbell, 1975; McKiy-
nan, 1980; Pepitone, 1976).

The exchange and inculcation of normative behavior can
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be accomplished in ways that vary in their level of inten-
tionality. Some rules are transmitted deliberately through
active instruction, demonstrations, storytelling, rituals, and
so on {Allison, 1992; Lumsden, 1988). For example, some
portion of the time that young families spend at religious
services will invariably be spent trzining the toddler to sit
quietly throughout the service. Norms can also be expressed
more passively, via nonverbal behaviors or imitation (Alli-
son, 1992; Lumsden, 1988). For example, Snow, Jacklin,
and Maccoby (1983) found that fathers were more likely to
give dolls to their one-year-old daughters than to their sons,
a type of subtle encouragement that contributes to sex dif-
ferences in preferences for play activity among boys and
girls {Lytton & Romney, 1991). Still other norms may be
inferred from the behaviors of those around us, without any
explicit training or implicit endorsement (Cialdini, Kall-
gren, & Reno, 1991; Cialdini, Reno, & Kaligren, 1990;
Rutte, Wilke, & Messick, 1987). Buunk and Bakker (1995)
found that perceptions that one’s friends engage in ex-
tradyadic scxual activity positively affect one’s own will-
ingness 1o engage in it. Regardless of their origin, norms
must be communicated to have any effect on behavior.

This critical role.of communication is emphasized by
Latané's (1996; Latané, Nowak, & Liv, 1994) dynamic so-
cial impact theory. Latané describes society as a “self-or-
ganizing complex system composed of interacting individ-
uals each obeying simple principles of social impact” (p.
6). Using the classic components of social impact theory
(Latané, 1981; see the section “Conformity” in this chap-
ter), Latané describes how the strength of the source’s per-
sonal influence, the physical proximity (immediacy) of the
influence targets to the source, and the number of sources
can account for the clustering of societal phenomena, such
as local dialects. Computer simulations that have modeled
this “dynamic iterative process of reciprocal and recursive
influence” (Latané, 1996, p. 2) have shown that our ten-
dency to be influenced most heavily by those who are clos-
est in physical space produces local agreement about im-
portant values and attitudes. The formation of subcultures
provides space for less popular clements, but they are
<maller in number and remain on the fringes of the domi-
nant group. In this way, society is viewed as a “'seif-orga-
pizing, complex systemn” in a dynamic environment, as in-
dividuats both influence and are influenced by their
immediate environment. Although the application of this
theory to our understanding of norm transmission awaits
empirical icsting (see Schaller & Latané, 1996, for a theo-
retical application to the stereotyping process), it provides
one description of the process by which societal norms and
Jocal norms not only can spread, but also can come {0 dif-
fer. Although social scientists have used norms as explana-
tory constructs thronghout the twenticth century, the em-
pirical Jiterature specificall studying the emergence and
transmission of social norms” is exceedingly small.

Laboratory Research ¢n Norm Formation and Trans-
mission Sherif’s (1936) classic studies of how people
interpret the autckinetic pheromenon provided a labora-
tory analogue for the emergence of norms in society. The
autokinetic effect is a perceptual illusion created by shin-
ing a small point of light on a wall in a completely dark-
ened room. In the absence of an external frame of refer-
ence, the Tight appears to move erratically, even though it
is held perfectly still. This novel, ambiguous stimulus pro-
vided “objectively unstable sitzations that would permit
themselves to be structured in several ways, depending
upon the character of the subjectively established refer-
ence points” (Sherif, 1936, p. 91). When alone, subjects
would establish their own range of movement within the
first few trials, and all subsequent trials would be judged
with respect to that personal norm. Sherif found that this
personal frame of reference remained constant across ad-
ditional testing sessions. Thie next step was to determine
how the norm was established or changed in a social set-
ting. Half of the participants started in an individual test-
ing format and were then introduced to a group format; for
the other half of the participants, this order was reversed.
Sherif found that the group exerted a strong influeace on
the definition of the stimulus. When tested in the group
setting first, respondents gave essentially the same esti-
maies of movement, and those estimates remained stable
across two additional testing sessions, cven though the
range of movement varicd by group on average one {0 five
inches. When these group participants were subsequently
moved into an individual testing situation, they carried the
group norm with them. Those participants who started
with the individual sessions established widely divergent
estimates of movement, varying by as much as seven
inches. The divergent estimates converged in the first
group session, however, and stayed close for the next two
group sessions, although not as closc as in the participants
who started with the group. On the basis of these results,
Sherif (1936) concluded that unstable situations evoke
confusion and uncertainty. Under such circumstances,
people assume that “the group must be right” (p. 111) and
Jook to the group to establish a common norm. Sherif's re-
search showed how contact with others influences our im-
mediate perceptions of reality. This influence can also be
internalized; Rohrer et al. (1954) found that people who
were retested individually as much as a year after the
norm induction still reported the group norm.

Once established, how are norms perpetuated? Jacobs
and Campbell (1961) examined the perseverance of arbi-
trary coltural norms using the same autokinetic phenome-
non. They found that their participants gave the group
norm more weight than their individual senses, even when
the group adopted an unlikely position. Confederates were
instructed to report movement that ranged from fiftcen 10
sixteen inches, even though the average among the condrol
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group was 3.8 inches. In order to determine the persever-
ance of norms, the confederate(s) were rotated out of the
group and replaced by naive participants. Even though not
physically present, the confederates’ influence remained:
the subsequent groups of naive participants continued to
hold the aberrant norm for an average of five generations.
Later research demonstrated that the more arbitrary the
manipulated norm (i.e., seventeen inches versus twelve
inches versos no norm), the more quickly its influence dis-
appeared from the population (MacNeil & Sherif, 1976).

These studies examined the process of developing and
transmitting norms about an ambiguecus stimulus, but the
amount of physical movement exhibited by the point of
light does have a ‘“corect” answer. Sherif’s (1936) re-
search on the formation of norms indicated that, in the ab-
sence of an objective rule for behavior, people were most
likely to behave according to the group consensus. In this
sense, the group’s behavior provides a valuable heuristic,
or simple decision rule, about how to act effectively in the
sitnation (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). This motivation (o
be accurate in our judgments and behaviors is evident in a
vanicty of areas of normative social influence, to which we
now tum.

The Goal of Effective Action

As humans, we.are motivated to act in ways that are effec-
tive in achicving our goals: we want 1o make accurate deci-
sions. White (1959) describes the motivation for compe-
tence as “‘an organism’s capacity to interact effectively
with its environment™ (p. 297). He further argues that in-
terest in accurately perceiving and dealing with our envi-
ronment is an adaptive strategy that is present from birth
(in the form of focal attention and object perception), and
that this “effectance’ motivation goes beyond object ma-
nipulation to exploration of the social environment, in
order to understand and interact effeciively with others.

Descriptive Norms  One source of evidence that people
lock to when trying to maximize the effectiveness of their
social behavior is the descriptive norm operating in the sit-
uation (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1991; Cialdini, Reno,
& Kallgren, 1990; Schaffer, 1983). Descriptive norms are
derived from what other people do in any given situation.
Watching others provides information about what is “nor-
mal” in a novel or ambiguous situation (Gilbert, 1995;
Stiff, 1994). When the appropriate behavior is unclear, we
tt_md to rely on “social reality” as displayed by others (Fes-
tinger, 1954). In addition, others’ behavior provides con-
sensus information: the greater the number of people who
respond to the same situation in the same way, the more
correct we will perceive the behavior to be (Thibaut & Kel-
lel'-_1959)- A wide varicty of research shows that the be-
havior of others in our social environment shapes our own

interpretation of and response to a situation, even without
overt indoctrination; for example, Milgram, Bickman, and
Berkowitz (1969) were able to induce 84 percent of pedes-
trians passing a city strect comer o gaze up into space at
nothing by simply having a group of confederates model
the behavior. According to Cialdini (1993), when we per-
ceive sufficient social support for a particular behavior, we
follow others’ leads because this heusistic of *social
proof”” saves us time and cognitive effort while providing
an outcome that has a high probability of being effective.

‘We are most likely to use the evidence of others’ behav-
ior to decide the most effective course of actior when the
situation is novel, ambiguous, or uncertain (Sherif, 1936;.
see also Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Tesser, Campbell, &
Mickler, 1983), and especially when the source of refer-
ence is similar to us (Festinger, 1954). We can maximize
the effectiveness of this tendency to model our behaviors
after others if we foilow those who are not only similar {0
us, but successful as well. It would not be adaptive to ran-
domly follow just anyone in our environment. Rather,
those who successfully model effective behavior will have
an advantage over those who do not. As.noted by Allison
(1992), “Imitation may be ubiquitous but it is not indis-
criminate” (p. 284); and people should be more likely to
imitate those. who have visible signs of success, such as
wealth, power, or status.

In an effort to determine the effects of descriptive norms
on behavior, Cialdini, Reno, and Kallgren (1990) designed
a series of studies in natural seitings to examine littering
behavior. These investigators manipulated the descriptive
norim for littering behavior by controlling the amount of lit-
ter in a variety of environments {c.g., a parking garage, an
amusement park); the environment was cither clean (anti-
littering descriptive norm) or litiered (pro-littering descrip-
tive porm). Subjects were always convenicntly provided a
handbill to toss (with, for example, a reminder to drive
carefully). In general, the first few studies supported the
importance of descriptive norms in cliciting norm-consis-
tent behavior, regardless of whether the norm was either
pro- or anti-littering: people tended to litter significantly
more into a littercd environment than into a clean environ-
ment. This tendency was particularly sirong when subjects’
attention was directed to the descriptive norm in the set-
ting. When a confederate littered into an already littered
environment, thereby focusing attention on the trashed set-
ting, people were most likely to litter. When the confeder-
ate littered into a clean environment, however, thereby
highlighting the Jack of litter, people littered less than they
did when there was a clean environment with no confeder-
ate modeling littering. (See the section “Goal Conflict: The
Rple of Norm Salience™ later in this chapter for a more
complete discussion of the importance of focus in explain-
ing the relationship between norms and behavior.}

The role of ambiguity in seeking social proof informa-
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tion is clearly illustrated in Latané and Darley’s research
on the circumstances that affect bystander intervention dur-
ing emergencies (Latané & Darley, 1968a, 1968b; Latané
& Nida, 1981). They were intrigued by the popular attribu-
tions given for the lethal inaction of Kitty Genovese’s
neighbors, thirty-eight of whem listened while she was
brutally beaten and stabbed in three separate attacks over
the course of thirty-five misutes in the dead of night, no
one calling the police until after she had been murdered.
The popular press attributed her death to the widespread
apathy and alienation that consumes. the humanity of any-
one who lives in a city the size of New York. Latané and
Darley hypothesized, however, that her murder had less to
do with New York residents’ apathy than with the fact that
s0 many neighboss obviously heard her pleas for help. The
residents were looking for evidence that other neighbors
had defined the situstion as an emergency; finding no evi-
dence that anything was amiss, their “pluralistic igno-
rance” cost Genevose her life. Subsequent research has re-
peatedly shown that, when alone, bystanders o
cmergencies aimost always help; but in the presence of
others who are not moving to help, most people withhold
assistance (Batson, 1998, in this Handbook; Latané &
Nida, 1981).

Although not specifically manipulating norms as de-
scriptive per s, a variety of other social influence phenom-
ena are consistent with the “social proof as information to-
ward right living” interpretation. Several years ago, a small
New Jersey town was suddenly plagued with the deaths of
several teenagers, all of whom had taken their own lives.
Parents and school officials feared that the town’s children
had entered into a secret death pact that would eventually
decimate their youth population. According to the research
on suicide imitation, however, & conspiracy theory was not
necded to explain why the tecnagers were killing them-
sclves. Instead, afl that was nceded was an understanding
of the power of social proof to legitimize suicide as a
method for dealing with the troubles of life. Phillips (1974)
first dubbed the phenomenon the ““Werther effect,” after
the effect of Gocthe’s 1774 novel, The Sorrows of Young
Werther, At the end of the story, Werther cominits suicide,
and the popular book’s publication spurted a rash of imita-
tive suicides across Europe. Not simply the products of
their time, similar social phenomena have been noted after
the suicide deaths of Marilyn Monroe in 1962 and Yukiko
Okada, a popular Japanese singer, in 1986 (UPL, Aprl 23,
1986). Phillips and his colleagues, among others, have
looked at monthly and daily fluctuations in the suicide rate
both before and after publicized deaths (Phillips, 1974;
Phillips & Carstensen, 1986). They have found increases in
suicides following front-page suicide stories in the news;
the copycat shicides were clustered in the geographical re-
gion where the publicized suicide occwrred, and the in-
crease was cvident even after the data were corrected for

seasonal effects and a linear increase in suicide frequency.
Although others have argued that the effect holds only for
the publicized suicides of American entertainers and politi-
cal celebrities (Kessler et al., 1988; Stack, 1987), Stack
(1990) found significant increases after both celebrity and
noncelebrity svicides, but larger increases after celebrity
suicides. Jonas {1992) recently found similar evidence fol-
lowing the suicides of prominent citizens over a twelve-
year period in a region of West Germany. The effect also
holds true for highly publicized media portrayals of fic-
tional suicides in television movies and regular program-
ming (Berman, 1988; Platt, 1987; Schmidtke & Hafner,
1988). Moreover, while the method of suicide chosen by
the imitators may not always be obviously self-inflicted, it
is nonetheless lethal, Phillips (1979) also found that, im-
mediately following front-page coverage of a suicide, the
nutnber of people who died in commercial-airiine crashes
jumped by 1,000 percent. A corresponding jurnp was also
found in the number of single-passenger automobile fatali-
ties (Phillips 1980).

Phillips (1989) argues that people imitate famous sui-
cides because the ensuing media coverage demonsiraies
that, rather than being punished, the deceased is accorded
attention and status not conferred in life. Therefore, the so-
cial stigma associated with suicide is lifted, and the resuli-
ing disinhibition allows those who have previously curbed
{heir suicidal tendencies to follow through with their sup-
pressed plans. Additional evidence indicates not only that
the publicizing of svicides may make suicide appear to be
an effective solution to current problems, but that the un-
derlying causal mechanism may include the social proof of
similarity as well (Cialdini, 1993). People are most likely
to commit a copycat swicide when the precipitating suicide
is committed by someone who is similar in age or sex. For
instance, Schmidtke and Hafner (1988), who examincd
suicides after a. German TV series showed a male adoles-
cent committing suicide by throwing himself m the path of
a train, found a reliable increase in suicides commiited in
that manner, primarily ameng adolescent males. Phillips
(1980) analyzed the match between the precipitating sui-
cide victim and the car crash victim(s), and found that
newspaper stories that report suicide victims who died
alone produce an increase in the frequency of single-fatal-
ity wrecks only, whereas stories reporting suicide-plus-
musder incidents produce an increase in multiple-fatality
wrecks only. Moreover, for those who died in single-car
crashes, the ages of the copycat victims were similar 10 the
ages of the precipitating snicide victim. Apparently, the
principle of social proof is sufficiently powerful that it can
Jegitimize the suicidal behavior of a similar person, allow-
ing troubled individuals to take not only their own lives,
but sometimes the lives of innocent others as well.

Another area in which descriptive norms present a par
ticularly potent, and potentially damaging, form of social
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influence is drugjuse. The current school-based approach
to preventing drug use among adolescents has emphasized
social skills training (how to resist) and prescriptive train-
ing (why to resist), with a strong recommendation that peer
leaders be involved in disseminating information and mod-
eling successful resistance behavior (Botvin, 1995; Don-
aldson, 1995; Hansen et al., 1988). Recent field reports in-
dicate, however, that while the prescriptive component
atterpts to instill appropriate values opposing drug use,
social skills training can change students’ descriptive
norms concerning the prevalence of drug use to a more {ib-
eral estimate. The resistance practice carries with it the
message that drug offers are commonplace, leading to a de-
scriptive norm of higher drug use than actually exists. Sev-
eral prevention researchers have actually reported a
boomerang effect, with students reporting more drug use
after social skills training (Donaldson et al., 1995; Moberg
& Piper, 1995). On the other hand, Alberts, Miller-Rassulo,
and Hecht (1991) found that, by reducing the perceived
prevalence of drug use in the school, reports of drug use
decreased. In other words, evidence indicates that drug pre-
vention programs that do not simultaneously teach resis-
tance skills and lower the perceived prevalence of drug use
may not only be ineffective, but may actually promote drug
use among adolescents. Consistent with this conclusion, re-
cent meta-analyses indicate that the most successful pre-
vention programs for adolescents not only teach resistance
skills, but also modify the social proof for using drugs: the
programs change the descriptive norms about the preva-
lence of use among students and are delivered and rein-
forced by similar others, their peers (Tobler, 1986, 1995).

Our simple perceptions of what others in our social en-
vironment are doing can affect how we perceive and inter-
act with others in more benign ways as well. Buunk and
Bakker (1995) found that people’s perceptions of the fre-
quency of their friends’ extradyadic sexual experiences as
well as their friends’ willingness to engage in such behav-
ior both had significant effects on their own willingness to
do so. Rutte, Wilke, and Messick (1987) manipulated con-
ditions of scarcity or abundance in 2 commons dilemma
task by varying the amount of money group members
could harvest from a common pool. They artificially cre-
ated the appearance that those who had harvested earlier in
the trial had either taken more than their share (i.e., setting
a norm of selfishness) or had taken less than their share
(i.e., setting a norm of generosity). Their results supported
the notion that the participants looked to the behavior of
the group members who had gone before to decide how
much money to take: those who saw others acting in a self-/
ish manner were selfish themselves, whereas those who
saw others acting generously were more generous.

The purpose of the preceding discussion was to review
evidence that when the appropriate behavior in a situation
is unclear, we sometimes look to the behavior of those

around us to find out what to do. This type of acquiescence
is similar to informational influence that leads to confor-
mity, defined by Deutsch and Gerard (1955) as “influence
to accept information gbtained form another as evidence
about reality” (p. 629).” As indicated, informational influ-
ence is based in the desire to make correct decisions, and
others’ behaviors give us the reality check we need to act
effectively. Deutsch and Gerard (1955) also identified a
second type of conformity, normative influence, “influence
to conform with the positive expectations of another™ (p.
629). Consistent with that goal, we also avoid acting in
ways that will be met with social punishment or disap-
proval. Accuracy becomes less important when the focal
goal is building and maintaining satisfactory relationships
with others (Kelley, 1972). We now turn to research explor-
ing the normative social influence that results from the
need to belong {(Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

The Goal of Building and Maintaining
Social Relationships

As noted earlier, our ancestors may have started to wear
clothing for protection against the elements of nature, but
choosing to clothe oneself in a colorful serape rather than
an equally colorful baseball jersey has more to do with fit-
ting in with the local customs than with the need for pro-
tection. Similarly, some teenagers forgo their friends’ of-
fers to use drugs because they know that, if caught, their
parents would ground them until emancipation. Other
teenagers, however, accept those same offers from friends
because using drugs makes them accepted as “one of the
crowd” (Alberts et al., 1991; Newcomb et al., 1988). Be-
sides clarifying reality, then, social norms have the power
to influence because they clarify the behaviors that are ex-
pected of us by those in our social world. In this section we
will examine types of norms that go beyond simply de-
scribing appropriate behavior to prescribing it, as well as
proscribing inappropriate behavior.

Injunctive Norms The “norm” construct is most popu-
larly used to refer to behaviors that are accompanied by so-
cial acceptance or approval by others (Allison, 1992; Opp,
1982). According to Cialdini, Kallgren, and Reno (1991),
these injunctive norms “‘characterize the perception of
what most people approve or disapprove” (p. 203). They
specify what “should” be done and are therefore the moral
rules of the group. Injunctive norms motivate behavior by
promising social rewards or punishments for it. For exam-
ple, one reason we may feel obligated to belp others is that
a societal norm prescribes socially responsible behavior
(Batson, 1998, in this Handbook; Berkowitz, 1972; Staub,
1972). Likewise, the norm of reciprocity dictates that a
stranger or mere acquaintance who does us a favor expects
to be able to “call in” that favor when he or she has a simi-
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lar need (Gouldner, 1960; for a fuller discussion of reci-
procity, see the section “Compliance” later in this chapter.)
Tnjunctive norms can take the form of laws, but our discus-
sion is limited to illustrative norms that are enforced by so-
cial sanctions, not legal actions.

An early study in the social psychology of normative
influence arose out of a naturally unfolding situation at
Bermington College, where Theodore Newcomb was a fac-
ulty member. Newcomb (1943) describes the power of in-
junctive norms to confer popularity and social status. Ben-
nington College was a newly established women’s college
in New Hampshire when Newcomb was & member of the
‘faculty in the late 1930s. The women who attended the uni-
versity came from the privileged East Coast establishment
and brought their parents’ conservative political views with
them. A norm favoring left-wing politics emerged among
the young and liberal faculty members. The norm spread
into the student population and was embraced by the more
popular women on campus. Newcomb’s analysis indicates
that, over time, the norm was not only associated with
greater popularity, but the more advanced students began to
sanction the newer students who did not express left-wing
senfiments.

More recent rescarch indicates that injunctive norms
need not be expressed in order to direct behavior, and that
the reward of popularity is sufficiently powerful to elicit
even health-threatening behavior. Crandall (1988) exam-
ined the prevalence of binge cating among sorority sisters
to try to determine whether the high rate of bulimia was
due to individual predispositions 0rF to a more general so-
cial influence operating on a group level. In both sororities
studied, binge cating ipcreased among members during
their first year in the house. In onc sorority, the level of
binging was positively correlated with popularity; that is,
the most popular and well-connecied women in the soror-
ity also binged more. Consistent with the noticn that we
develop local porms for behavior, the most popular mem-
bers of the secord sorority binged only a moderate
amount; those at either extreme {too much or too little
binging) were less popular. In both cases, however, the
amount that these women binged moved toward the aver-
age of their friendship network over time. Even though the
social approval ascribed 0 hinging behavior was not ex-
plicitly taught or encouraged, the relationship between
binging and popularity was clear.

Since the beginning of the environmental movement in
the late 1960s. an aniilittering norm has been an integral
aspect of the American collective conscience (Cialdini,
Kallgren, & Reno, 1991, Study 5). Cialdini, Renc, and
Kallgren {1990, Study 5) investigated the effects of prim-
ing either an antilittering norm or other norms that varied
in their conceptual closeness to liticring (recycling. energy
conservation, voter awareness, and support for local muse-
ums). They activated the norm by placing a handbill with a

corresponding message (e.g., “April is Keep Arizona
Beautiful Month, Please Do Not Litter.”) under the wind-
shield wiper of library patrons’ cars while they were in the
building. The parking lot was lightly littered, and nnobtru-
sive observers recorded patroas’ littering when they re-
turned to their cars. When the antilittering norm was
primed, only 10 percent of the handbills werc thrown on
the ground. As the message’s conceptual distance from Iit-
tering increased, so did actual littering; in the ponnorma-
tive (support local museums) condition, 25 percent of the
handbills were thrown to the ground. An elaborate follow-
up study strengthened the priming effect through percep-
tual narrowing by manipulating physical arousal and found
a similar wend in the arousal condition (Kallgren, Cialdini,
& Reno, 1589).

Some researchers have subsumed the antilittering norm
under a larger injunctive norm, the norm of social respon-
sibility (Stern, Dietz, & Kalof, 1993). The social responsi-
bility norm is an expectation that people sheuld help those
who need help, without expecting or requesting repayment
(Berkowitz, 1972). This norm mandates not only that we
help those who depend on others for their welfare, such as
children and the elderly, but that we have a sense of obliga-
tion for the welfare of humanity in general (Staub, 1972;
Stern, Dietz, & Kalof, 1993). Although wanting to show
that people are socially responsible simply because it
makes them feel good, Berkowitz and his colleagues have
had difficulty demonstrating that people help others with-
out thinking about the possible consequences (such as re-
wards) {Batsont, 1998, in this Handbaok; Berkowitz, 1972).
For example, Berkowitz and Lutierman (1968) measured
individuals’ knowledge of the norm and found that those
who were high on social responsibility tended to do what-
ever they perceived their social group thought was right,
rather than being motivated by a sense of obligation o oth-
ers in general.

Given that approval by others is one of the underlying
goals of socially responsible behavior, the source of influ-
ence should have a marked effect on our felt obligation to
follow the norm of social responsibility. Accordingly, 2
similar source can trigger normative behavior more casily
than a dissimilar source, as illustrated in research by Hom-
stein, Fisch, and Holmes (1968). They placed wallets on
the ground in randomly distributed spots around midtown
Manhattan. All of the wallets contained the same amount
of money, owner identification, and 2 letter. The content of
the letter was the onfy variable in the study. In all cascs. the
letter indicated that the wallet had been lost once before,
leading one to conclude that it must have been dropped this
time by the person who was attempting to return it lo its
original owner. The author of the letter is what varied: the
first good samaritan was either obviously Amcrican (and
therefore similar to the new samaritan) or obviously a 1e-
cent immigrant. The second samaritans clearly were af-
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fected by the similarity of the letter writer: twice as many
followed the lead of the similar American in returning the
wallet as did those exposed to the socially responsible ex-
ample provided by the dissimilar foreigner.

Injunctive norms are pervasive and powerful. Although
we have chosen to explain normative social influence using
just a few illustrations, we can list other norms that are in-
junctive, such as the incest taboo, respect for elders, and
sanctions against unprovoked aggression. Knowing how

we perceive others’ expectations for us is important in un-

derstanding how those perceptions influence our behavior,
and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) argued that in order to pre-
dict behavior, we must also express our willingness to go
along with those expectations.

Subjective Norms Fishbein and Ajzen (1975; Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980) developed the theory of reasoned action as
a response to assertions that the concept of attitudes was
not particularly useful in predicting behavior (Festinger,
1964; Wicker, 1969; for a fuller discussion, see Petty &
‘Wegener, 1998, in this Handbook). In addition to tackling
other measurement issues, such as matching attitude and
behavior specificity (see Eagly & Chaiken, 1998, in this
Handbook), they argued that part of the difficulty in pre-
dicting behavior from attitudes was that an important de-
terminant of behaviors and behavioral intentions had to be
combined with attitude valence: subjective norms. A sub-
Jjective norm is “the person’s perception that most people
who are important to him think he should or should not
perform the behavior in question” (Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975, p. 302). We can assess subjective norms directly by
asking people to describe their perceptions of the injunc-
tive norms held by the people whose opinions matter most
to them, as well as their willingness to follow those direc-
tives. Measuring subjective norms, then, requires people to
identify the referents whose opinions are important, de-
scribe the referents’ expectations for their behavior, and
then describe the extent to which they are willing to com-
ply with those norms. For instance, in predicting the likeli-
hood that people will donate blood, it is necessary to mea-
sure not only how strongly they believe in the necessity of
donating blood (their own attitudes), but also their percep-
tions of their friends’ and families’ expectations regarding
their blood donations (their referents’ expectations about
their donating blood), and the extent to which they want to
comply with these expectations. These two components,
attitudes and subjective norms, are then weighted and com-
bined to form an individual’s behavioral intention, which is
used to predict behavior. ‘

Attitudes have traditionally been weighted most heavily
in calculating behavioral intentions (Sheppard, Hartwick,
& Warshaw, 1988), possibly because most of the research
has focused on measuring individual behaviors in relatively
private settings (Stiff, 1994). Some behaviors are more sus-

ceptible to social influence, however, and therefore more
strongly determined by subjective norms (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975). For instance, Fishbein (1966) found that un-
dergraduate men’s likelihood of engaging in premarital
sexual activity was more heavily determined by the expec-
tations of their families and closest friends than by their at-
titudes toward premarital sex. More recently, Fishbein et
al. (1993) found that men in well-organized gay communi-
ties perceived more social pressure and had stronger inten-
tions to avoid risky sexual activities than those in a less-or-
ganized community. For heterosexual students in one
study, peer norms were a stronger influence on AIDS-re-
lated sexual risk-taking behavior than was knowledge or
efficacy (Winslow, Franzini, & Hwang, 1992). In a pris-
oner’s dilemma game, subjective norms were more impor-
tant under conditions of cooperation than in competitive
situations (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1970). Finally, the level of
risk affected the extent to which people followed their atti-
tudes or their subjective norms in expressing their inten-
tions to wear seat belts (Trafimow & Fishbein, 1994).

Some criticisms have been leveled at the theory of rea-
soned action; for example, the fact that the best predictor
of future behavior is past behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Freder-
icks & Dossett, 1983) is not included in the model. Ajzen
(1985, 1991; Ajzen & Madden, 1986) has also acknowl-
edged that not all social behavior is under complete voli-
tional control and added a perceived behavioral control
component to the model, calling his revision the theory of
planned behavior. More recent evidence indicaies that
some people may be more normatively controlled than oth-
ers (Trafimow & Finlay, 1996). Nonetheless, combining
the press of social norms with the strength of attitudes has
been shown to predict behavior better than using attitudes
alone. For those behaviors particularly susceptible to peer
pressure, such as adolescent drug use and sexual behavior,
identifying the social norms of important referent people
and one’s willingness to comply with those expectations
can be an important intervention tool.

Social Norms and Relationships One of the advantages
of being social creatures is that we enjoy not only the com-
pany of those in our social environment, but also their as-
sistance in meeting our material needs, A variety of find-
ings indicate that two different social norins govern how
we allocate goods and services to our close friends and rel-
atives, as opposed to strangers or acquaintances (Clark &
Mills, 1979, 1993). An extensive program of research by
Clark and Mills has characterized our distributive justice
norm for formal or short-term partners as based in ex-
change principles, while the distributive justice norm that
guides our interactions with long-term and intimate rela-
tional partners is characterized as being more communal
{for a review, see Clark & Pataki, 1995).

The two types of relationships can be distinguished by
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the level of felt obligation for helping and repayment. Peo-
ple in communal relationships feel a special responsibility
for meeting the needs of their partners, giving assistance as
the person needs it, without expectation of specific repay-
ment. In exchange relationships, on the other hand, there is
no felt obligation to meet the other’s needs, and any assis-
tance is expected either to satisfy a past favor or to ensure a
comparable benefit at some point in the future. People in
exchange relationships keep track of what they put into the
relationship and are sensitive to the balance of inputs and
outcomes in the relationship (Clark, 1984). Partners in
communal relationships express more attention 10 the
other’s needs, respond more positively to those needs, help
more, and feel better after having given that help. In fact,
people in communal relationships actively avoid calculat-
ing the level of cquitable exchange in the relationship and
express dissatisfaction if a connmunal partner tries to recip-
rocate in a tit-for-tat fashion.

Making distinctions between communal and exchange
relationships can be functional in acquiring necessary re-
sources (Roloff et al., 1988). Clark (1992) has suggested
that our interdependence is so vital to our welfare that en-
gaging in communal relationships may confer a survival
advantage. Those we consider o be our intimate friends
and family are the most likely to ask us for assistance: ac-
cording to one study, 57 percent of daily persuasion at-
tempts involved seeking resources, such as information,
objects, and assistance; and 64 percent of those persuasion
attempts were aimed at close friends and family (Rule,
Bisanz, & Kohn, 1985). We also fecl more compelled ei-
ther to fulfill a request, or to offer assistance in the absence
of a request, for friends rather than for strangers (Roloff et
al., 1988). Intimacy can also affect our ability to resist
harmful social influence. People report being more vecep-
tive 1o the opinions of their partners and friends than to
those of their family when it comes to adopting safer sex
intentions (Gallois et al., 1992). Fishbein et al. (1993)
found that gay men report less social pressure and fewer
intentions to avoid risky sexwal behavior with a steady
partner than with an occasional or onie-time partner.

In this section, we have explored the eifects of others’
expectations or social norms on our behavior. As noted, we
are a group-living species and need to develop social net-
works in order to acquire resources and social support.
These tendencies should make us particularly attentive to
the behaviors that are approved by our chosen groups. Al-
though most people would argue that these norms tend to
be pervasive and well known, the extent to which injunc-
tive norms aciually guide behavior depends on whether or
ot individuals have internalized the norm, not just leaned
it (Staub, 1972). Once a norm has been internalized, it be-
comes integrated into one's self-concept, and future nor-
mative behavior represents conforming 10 one’s OWN €X-
pectations of self, leading to feelings of self-esteem or

self-approval (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). This distinction
between the power of self-approval and the power of exter-
nal social rewards to guide behavior has led Schwartz
(1977} to argue that more general social norms have little
pull on behavior beyond that exercised by one'’s own, inter-
nalized norms. We will turn next to 2 discussion of how
personal norms may help us maintain a desirable self-con-
cept, thereby fulfilling a different goal than those ad-
dressed by the descriptive and injunctive norms alrcady
discussed.

The Goal of Managing Self-concept

People have a basic necd to cvaluate themselves positively
and to feel good about who they are (Leary, 1995; Stecle,
1988). We engage in a variety of defensive maneuvers in
order to maintain a positive self-esteem and sense of sclf-
worth: the self-serving attributional bias (Ross & Sicoly,
1979), false consensus (Ross, Greene, & House, 1977}
self-handicapping (Berglas & Jones, 1978), and downward
social comparisons (Wills, 1981), for example. One of the
primary motivations for engaging in socially responsible
behavior may be our desire to see ourselves as good, kind,
and helpfut people. From this perspective, we help others
in order to be consistent with our self-image or self-expec-
tations (Berkowitz, 1972; Schwartz, 1977).

Schwartz (1977; Schwartz & Howard, 1982) argues that
the threat of external social sanctions is not necessary to
elicit norm-based behavior. His normative conceptualiza-
tion of altruism proposes that we have personal norms,
self-based standards or expectations for behavior that {low
from our internalized values. Although these norms may
arise from shared expectations in social interactions, pet-
sonal norms arc enforced through the anticipation of self-
enhancement or self-deprecation; that js, they are self-rein-
forcing. Both the standards and the sanctions for activating
normative behavior are located within the self. Onc acts so
as 1o be consistent with one’s own values in ordcer to “en-
hance or preserve one’s sense of self-worth and avoid self-
concept distress” (Schwartz, 1977, p. 226). Accordingly,
Schwartz found that people who were more aware of the
consequences of their behavior for others and who had dif-
ficulty denying responsibility for their behavior also be-
haved more altruistically. In an attemnpt to study the effects
of personal norms on littering behavior, Cialdini, Kaligren,
and Reno (1991, Study 9) selected study participants who
had cither a strong of a weak personal nosin toward liter-
ing, They then provided an opportunity to litter a picce of
messy paper towel that was a by-product of the irrelevant
experiment and found that enhancing the objective self-
awareness of those who had strong personal norms agamst
littering dramatically decreased the likelihood than the par-
ticipants would litter into 2 litered environment. Those
with weak personal norms littercd at the rate of control
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group participants who were focused either on & monitor
showing random patierns or on experimenters who were
monitoring them while they were performing bebaviors
that were irrelevant to the littering norm.

Although Schwartz (1977) clearly states that soctal
norms make an insignificant contribution to behavior be-
yond the influence of personal norms, others have been
more circumspect (Allison, 1992; Berkowitz, 1972; Cial-
dini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1991; Staub, 1972; Stern, Dietz, &
Kalof, 1993). In fact, there may be multiple, and even in-
compatible, norms vying for attention in many situations,
and our actions may depend to a large extent on the type of
norm that is triggered by the context.

Goal Conflict: The Role of Norm Salience

Those who have been skcptical about the ability of social
norms 1o reliably account for behavior (e.g., Darley & La-
tané, 1970; Krebs, 1970; Krebs & Miller, 1985) have noted
that a varicty of social norms may apply to any specific sit-
wation, some of which may be mutually incompatible (e.g..
the norm for assisting others even when they have not re-
quested our help versus the norm to stay out of others’
bhusiness). This competition between norms (Allison, 1992)
opens the possibility that any behavior could be attributed
to the same mediating construct, a norm, thereby decreas-
ing the value of norms as an explanatory construct. Staub
(1972) argued that every situation has a multiplicity of both
general norms and situational cues that can trigger the ap-
propriate behavior for that situation.

The idea that situational signals might activate onc
porm over another (Berkowitz, 1972; McKirnan, 1980;
‘Schwartz, 1977) was systematically assessed by Cialdini
and his colleagues in their development of the Focus The-
ory of Normative Conduct (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno,
1991 Ciatdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990). They hypothe-
sized that a norm would not direct behavior unless it was
made salient in the situation. Whether a persenal norm, de-
scriptive norm, or injunctive norm would ultimately guide
behavior would depend on which one was activated in the
setting. These investigators found that making the injunec-
tive norm salient decreased littering, regardless of the state
of the environment. Activating the descriptive norm, how-
ever, decreased littering in a clean environment only: if the
area was already littered, those who saw someone ¢lse
drop trash werc as likely to do so as those in the control
condition. Further evidence that injunctive norms, when
activated, are more generalizable than descriptive norms
came from a subsequent stody. Cialdini, Kallgren & Reno
(1991) manipulated whether or not the model’s behavior
was observed in the same environment as the littering op-
Porlunity: activating the descriptive norm decreased litter-
ing only when it occurred in the same situation as the litter-
ing opportunity; activating the. injunctive norm decreased

littering in both the same and a different environment. As
poted earlier, Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno (1991) found that
by making people self-aware they could enhance the likeli-
hood that those with a strong personal norm against lifter-
ing would not litter. In the same study, some of the partici-
pants heard stories of people being sanctioned for
antienvironmental behavior. Priming this injonctive norm
reduced the tendency to litter for both groups (strong of
weak personal norms). This series. of studies indicates that,
at any given time, an jndividval’s behavior is likely to flow
with the norm that is currently focal, even when other
types of norms might be relevant and even contrary in the
situation.

The relative strength of the three different types of
porms to activate behavior may vary with the topic of in-
fluence and the social milicu. Cialdini, Kallgren, and Reno
{(1991) suggested that, when in doubt, anyore who wanted
to activate socially beneficial behavior should use proce-
dures that activate injunctive social norms, since these
norms appeared to be more general and more cross-situa-
tionally cffective. On the other hand, Buunk and Bakker
(1995, Study 2) found that the. extent to which people’s
fricnds engaged in extradyadic sexual relations (descriptive
norm) was an indcpendent predictor of their own cx-
tradyadic sexual willingness, and move potent than whether
or not their friends would approve of their engaging in
such behavior (injunctive norm). Stalans, Kinsey, and
Smith (1991) investigated taxpayers’ norms about cheating
on tax returms and found that the dominart norm depended
on the potential cheaters” confidants. Participants reported
that coworkers and friends supporied cheating by provid-
ing descriptive information on the ineffectiveness of Inter-
nal Revenue Service enforcement procedures, thereby de-
creasing guilt for cheating. Family members, on the other
hand, espoused injunctive norms that supported the fair-
ness of tax laws and compliance with them, thercby in-
creasing the likelihood of feeling guilty for cheating,

In a similar vein, Stern, Dietz, and Kalof (1993) arpue
that environmental protection practices may reflect any of
three value oricntations (of some combination): an egoistic
orientation (protecting the environment 10 decrease nega-
tive consequences for oneself), a social-altruistic orenta-
tion (protecting the environment to henefit others), or a
biospheric orientation (protecting the environment to bene-
fit nonhuman species and/or the biosphere itself). They
found that all three motivations were imponant m predict-
ing intentions to become involved in political action geared
toward preserving the environment. Two behavioral inten-
tions were also measured—willingness to pay for environ-
mental protection through income or through gasoline
taxes—and cgoistic motivation (consequences for self) was
the strongest predictor of willingness 0 give money. Stern,
Dietz, and Kalof argue that asking people to forgo money
in favor of environmental quality focuses attention oa per-
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sonal sacrifice, thereby triggering the egoistic motivation
as opposed to the other two.

The idea that norms might combine to trigger behavior
is an important area for further research. For instance, de-
scriptive-nonm information can work to make salient the
appropriate injunctive norm. Aronson and O’Leary
(1982-1983) found that they could increase compliance
with a water conservation norm from 6 percent to 49 per-
cent by having a model in the men’s locker room turn off
the shower while he soaped up. Influence was increased to
67 percent when two models soaped up without shower
water. Antinormative behavior can sometimes be used to
trigger beneficent actions as wellk. In a study by Macaulay
(1970), a model’s placing money in a donation box signifi-
captly increased the amount of money donated by ob-
servers.as compared with a no-model condition {(again, the
descriptive norm triggered the injunctive norm). However,
when a model loudly proclaimed unwillingness to donate
to the charity, priming a descriptive norm not to donate,
donations again increased over the conirol ¢ondition. Ap-
parently, the loud objection activated the injunction norm,
as opposed to the descriptive norm, leading to greater gen-
erosity rather than less. In general, it appears that the key
to predicting a person’s normative behavior is to determine
that person’s focus of attention within an interconnected
and multilevel matrix of norms (Cialdini, Kallgren, &
Reno, 1991).

Summary: Social Norms

This section of the chapter has provided an overview of
theories and rescarch aimed at understanding why social
norms develop, as well as how and when they influence bc-
havior. We have argued that norms exert the greatest influ-
ence when conditions are uncertain, when the source is
similar to us, or when we are particularly concerned about
¢stablishing or maintaining a relationship with the source.
In addition, we have described several different types of
normative influence, including influence based on how
others act, influence based on what others condone, and In-
fluence based on our own internal standards and sanctions
for good conduct. Acknowledging that several diffcrent
norms may apply in any given situation, we have argued
that the most salient or focal norm will have the greatest in-
fluence on behavior. In the next section, we address how
the three goals we have identified can affect when we will
and will not cenform to the behaviors of others.

CONFORMITY

The initial interest in conformity behavior was rooted in
the earliest social psychological research on suggestibility
{Asch, 1948; Moscovici, 19835). Charcot's hypnosis work

with hysterical patients in the late 1800s had been trans-
ported into the realm of social behavior, and evidence ac-
crued showing that people held positions that were not
based on sufficient information, acted in ways that were
contrary to the obvious facts of reality, and followed some-
times outlandish group behavior, even when it contradicted
the individual’s personal position (Asch, 1948). Critical of
this perspective, Asch (1956) began a line of research that
he expected would invalidate the scemingly overwhelming
effect of suggestibility on individual behavior and dispel
the notion that humans are “like sheep.” Contrary to €x-
pectations, his research on the objective judgments of line
length became compelling evidence of human conformity
to group pressure (Moscovici, 1983). The purpose of this
scction is to review the theories and illustrative research
that have developed since that time regarding conformity
and independence.

Definitions of conformity have been varied and con-
tested (see Allen, 1965; Levine & Russo, 1987; Nail, 1986;
Willis, 1963, 1965). Most of the literaturc on conformity
distinguishes it from normative behavior by applying the
criterion of movement from cne’s Own position 1o a conira-
dictory position; that is, the individual’s personal position
is contrary to that expressed by a comparison other or
group (Asch, 1956). Thus, we conform o others when pet-
ceived or real pressure from them causes us (o act differ-
ently from how we would act if alone {Kiesler & Kiesler,
1969; Myers, 1996). Note, however, that cven though most
of the research deals with conforming to contrary posi-
tions, “conformity by omission” (Sorrels & Kelley,
1984)—that is, failing to behave in a certain way because
the group would not approve of such behavior—is also
possible.

Given our focus on goal-directed behavior, it is impor-
tant to discuss why we confornn. As noted carlier in the scc-
tion “Social Norms,” Deuntsch and Gerard (1953) distin-
guished between two different motivations for conforming:
informational influence represents conformity to others’
positions when the concern is 1o make accurate and valid
judgments; normative influcnce, on the other hand, repre-
sents conformity when the concern is to seek social ap-
proval from others or social harmony with others. Tn addi-
tion, Deutsch and Gerard note that conforming to our own
self-cxpectations can enhance feclings of self-esteem of
self-approval, white nonconformity can lead to feclings of
anxiety or guili. In the sections that follow, we will con-
sider the evidence concerning when people conform and
how conformity can facilitate achievement of the goals of
behaving effectively, building and maimtaining social rela-
tionships, and managing self-concept.

The Goal of Effective Action

Although conformity typically carries a negative connota-
tion in Western culture, it can be an effective and time-sav-
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ing strategy. Group consensus is typically the most direct
route to goal attainment (Festinger, 1950). Moreover, con-
sensus provides an easy heuristic about how to act, because
consensus implies correctness (Cialdini, 1993). When one
disagrees with several seemingly independent sources who
all hold the same position, and there are no other plausible
explanations for the discrepancy (e.g.. they have not been
paid to lie), it is reasonable to assume that they are more
likely to be correct (Asch, 1955; Mackie, 1987; Ross, Bier-
brauer, & Hoffman, 1976; Wilder, 1977, 1978). This con-
flict of perceptions may be particularly acute when the
judgment appears to be a relatively simple perceptual task,
as in the experimental paradigm developed by Sclomon
Asch (1956).

Research following Sherif’s (1936) autokinetic studies
had been aimed primarily at demonstrating “slavish sub-
mission to group pressure’’ (Asch, 1956, p. 2). Asch be-
lieved that people’s apparent ‘“suggestibility” to the jnac-
curate perceptions of other group members was based in a
rational assessment of the situation and a conclusion that
their own judgment was impaired. Given the ambiguous
nature of the autokinetic stimulus, he reasoned that provid-
ing people with a clearly correct position would altow
them to remain independent of the group’s inaccurate judg-
meats. Male participants were therefore recruited to partic-
ipate in a visual discrimination task. Participants were
asked to announce publicly which one of three comparison
lines matched a standard length. Although seven to minc
men participated in each session, only one was a naive par-
ticipant; the others were instructed to answer correctly on
the first two trials, then to respond unanimously and incor-
rectly to the remaining trials (with the exception of four
other accurate trials interspersed among them). The target’s
seating position allowed him to hear the responses of all
but one participant hefore giving his response.

To put the results in proper perspective it is important to
note that, without any group present, individuals who
wrote their judgments on a piece of paper without knowing
the others’ answers were accurate more than 99 percent of
the time. In contrast, participants made crrors in 36.8 per-
cent of the trials in the public condition, and only 24 per-
cent of the targets answered completely accurately
throughout the series (compared to 95 percent of the con-
trol participants). Of the 76 percent who adopted the ma-
jority judgment at least once, one-third went along with a
clearly wrong answer on eight to twelve out of twelve pos-
sible conformity trials. In extensive postexperiment inter-
views, participants mentioned that they had gone along
v?ilh the majority because they felt the majority had to be
right and they had to be wrong, to the point of imagining
that they had misunderstood the instructions {(c.g., they
Shou.ld be judging width instead of length) or that their
eyesight had gone bad. One subject went along with the
majority og all trials but steadfastly stood by the accuracy
of his perceptions. Although this person clearty conformed

to appear correct, others knew they were giving the wrong
answers but went along with the majority so as not to fecl
alone or different from the gronp (conformity that more
cleatly fulfills the goal of maintaining social relationships).
In other words, those who conformed did so to meet both
social and accuracy goals. Asch (1956) himself interpreted
the results as evidence of conformity due to an informa-
tional conflict between one’s own senses and the percep-
tions of others.

Other researchers modified the procedure so that partic-
ipants responded anonymously {e.g., Crutchfield, 1955;
Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). Even so, those giving anony-
1mous positions repotted more errors than those. responding
alone, indicating that *‘the judgments of others arc taken to
be a more or less trustworthy source of information about
the objective reality” (Deutsch & Gerard, 1953, p. 634).
Crutchfield (1955) found that participants used the group
as a reference point for objective reality. Although the par-
ticipants conformed on tasks ranging from perceptual to
opinion items, the most significant act of conformity (79
percent conformed) occurred when participants were asked
to complete a number series that appeared to have a correct
answer but was actually insoluble. Also, when the experi-
menter verified the accuracy of the group’s objective judg-
ments (evén though they were wrong), the participants dis-
criminated those tasks from the opinion tasks, showing
stronger conformity on succeeding objective tasks but not
on the opinion tasks (which elicited normal levels of con-
formity).

Subsequent researchers have uncovered other factors
that influence the level of conformity exhibited in similar
studies. Unanimity of the majority is a critical component;
having just one other participant give an accurate altcrna-
tive some or all of the time significantly decreascs crrors
made by the targets (Asch, 1955; Morris & Miller, 1975).
Maniputating the perception of group cohesion aflfects er-
rors; for example, participants try to support the group re-
sponse when a reward is offered for the best group perfor-
mance (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). On the other hand, a
person who is not accepted by the group cxhibits less con-
formity when a reward is offered for group performance.
With no sacial rewards to be gained, an outcast has more to
lose from conforming than from trying to steer the group
toward an accurate and reward-worthy response (Kelley &
Shapiro, 1954).

Private responses also elicit less conformity than pub-
lic, face-to-face, or simulated group responses {(Argyle,
1957: Asch, 1956; Campbell & Faircy, 1989; Deutsch &
Gerard, 1955; Levy, 1960; Mouton, Blake, & Olmstead,
1956). Deutsch and Gerard (1953) had some of their par-
ticipants write down their own perceptions before being
exposed to the inaccurate group response. Prior commit-
ment, especially when the participants expected the experi-
menter 10 see the initial judgment, dramatically reduced
the number of errors. Even writing the individual response
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on an anonymous piece of paper or an erasable “*magic
pad” decreased the crror rate over a no-commitment condi-
tion. Kelley and Shapiro (1954) also found support for the
effectiveness of prior commitment on reducing conformity
to contrary evidence. Task difficulty can affect reliance on
others’ input for making an accurate judgment: greater dif-
ficulty elicits more conformity to the group position {Cole-
man, Blake, & Mouton, 1958). Also, a target who has been
made to feel incompetent in his or her judgments prior to
group exposure will rely more on the group’s judgment
than will a competent target (Hochbaum, 1954).

Although Asch (1956) noted individual differences in
error rates, these differences were not tied to any other per-
sonality or individual-difference variable. Two separate
groups emcrged In his rescarch: carly conformists who
continued to conform at a higher rate throughout the re-
mainder of the sexies, and nonconformists who withstood
group disagreemcent and remained independent throughout
the scries. As noted carlier, confortnity is often a negatively
perceived characteristic in our individualistic Westem cul-
ture (Markus & Kitiyama, 1994). Even though the Asch
conformity cffect is relatively robust, people doubt that
they would succumb to the group if placed in a similar sit-
uation. When watching others participate in an Asch-like
study, observers predicted that they themselves would yield
less frequently than would be expected by the research evi-
dence. The observers also predicted that the participants
would conform more than they actually did {Welosin,
Sherman, & Cann, 1975). Apparently they felt that their
motivation to be accurate was stronger than the “average”
person’s motivation 1o get along with group members.

The size of the group opposing the individual’s judg-
ment would also be expected to affect conformity if others
were providing informational influgnce: several indepen-
dent sources giving the same responsc should be more in-
formative than one. Accordingly, Asch (1956) found that
the amount of conformity increased dramatically as the
number of opposing voices grew from one to three, al-
though the influence of additional group members {more
than three, up o fiftecn), was minimal {4 leveling effect
replicated by Rosenberg, 1961). Gerard, Wilhelmy, and
Conolley (1968) highlighted the independence of the group
members’ responses, and reported a Jinear increase in the
level of conformity as the group size increased. As already
noted, however, just one fellow traveler down the path of
defection can nulkify the group influence, regardless of the
group’s sizc. Group size has been described as just one of
the important components 1 two mathematical models of
the conformity process, Latané’s (1981) Social Impact
Theory (SIT) and Tanford and Penrod’s (1984) Social Im-
pact Model (SIM).

Social Impact Latané (1981) describes social impact as
the influence of a social force field on a single target. The

impact of this force field is a multiplicative function of
three clements: strength of the source (salience of the
source to the target, e.g., the source’s perceived status,
credibility, power); the immediacy, o proximity to the tar-
get; and the number of people constituting the source of in-
fluence. In other words, social influence is a function of the
combined strength, immediacy, and number of the source.
In reviewing several exemplars of the conformity literature,
Latané notes that the small amount of conformity shown to
only one or {wo opposition members in Asch’s data is
problematic, since the theory pre icts a negatively acceler-
ating, positive power function between group size and con-
formity. From the perspective of SIT, the first person would
be expected to have the greaiest amount of impact, with
each subsequent sovrce exerting relatively less influence.
Gerard, Wilhelmy, and Conolley’s (1968) later study pro-
vided a better fit with the model, and Latané presents addi-
tional evidence on tipping and bystander intervention that
supports the mode] (see also Latané & Wolf, 1981). More
recent innovations include the dynamical Social Impact
Model already discussed (Latané, 1996).

The SIM (Tanford & Penrod, 1984) was developed
shortly after the SIT, and partly in response 10 it. The SIM
also models social influence data, bul proposed an S-
shaped Gompertz growth curve, as opposed to the SIT’s
negatively accelerating function. The SIM, therefore, better
predicts the Asch data because the second and third sources
each contribute more influcnce than the first, and each sub-
sequent source contributes a smaller amount of influcnce.
Tanford and Penrod’s meta-analytic test of the SIM pro-
vided a slightly better fit than the SIT to a large number of
conformity, deviate rejection, and minority influence 1c-
search resulis. The SIM also added parameters 1o the
maodel, including type of task, source consistency, type of
group, and individual differences in susceptibility to influ-
ence.

Campbell and Fairey (1989) argued that the difference
between the two models could be explained by examina-
vion of the underlying processes of informational and nor-
mative influence. In a computerized dot estimation task,
they manipulated the availability of normative and infor-
mational influence by regulating the group size, the num-
ber of exposures to the stimulus materials, and the extrem-
ity of the error. They found support for the SIT (little
difference between the effects of one or Three SOUICES)
when informational needs were high—that is, when the ad-
vocated group position was closc tO reality or modcrately
discrepant and when deprived of information ¢only one eX-
posure 1o the stimulus). Support for the SIM was strongest
when normative influence should be most apparent; that is,
the second and third sources exerted more impact than the
first only when the group posttion was obviously wrong
and participants had repeated opportunities 0 scrutinize
the stimulus.
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Although there is a difference in the precision of the
two models’ fit to the data, both the SIT and the SIM can
predict the amount of influence that will be exercised by
one source up to many sources, capturing quantitative dif-
ferences in influence across a variety of influence settings.
However, others have argued that, to understand the effects
of faction size on influence, it is eritical to explain the psy-
chological processes underlying the observed influence in
addition to describing the form of the function (Campbell
& Fairey, 1989; Chaiken & Stangor, 1987; Levine &
Russo, 1987; Maass & Clark, 1984; Maass, West, & Cial-
dini, 1987). In particular, Scrge Moscovici (1976, 1980,
1985; Moscovici & Faucheux, 1972} has advocated the
power of a minority to exercise influence, and argued that
minoritics and majorities do so via different processes.

Majority and Minerity Social Influence To counter the
“conformity bias” that had characterized social influence
rescarch well into the 1960s, Moscovici and his collcagues
began a program of rescarch to demonstrate that social in-
fluence is a reciprocal process in which both the minority
target and the majority source are agents and receivers of
influcnce. From this perspective, a minority is not simply 2
passive target accepting the influence of the more numer-
ous majority, it also has the ability to challenge the status
quo, creating corflict Qnd the possibility of innovation as
opposed to stagnation. According to Moscovici (1976}, a
dissenting tninority breaks the consensus of the majority,
challenging the validity of the majority position and creat-
ing a dilemma between risking deviance by accepting the
minerity’s informational advantage (conversion) or main-
taining the social support provided by complying with the
majority position (compliance). Arguing that minorities
and majorities elicit different outcomes, Moscovici {1980,
1985) predicted that they would also wigger distinct social
influence processes.

Moscovici’s (1980, 1985) dual-process model proposes
that a contrary majority, such as the force created in the
Asch paradigm, elicits a comparison process for the target
of influence, who focuses on the discrepancy between his
or her position and that advocated by the more numerous
majority. This focus cutward on the majotity message trig-
gers the need for consensus, producing compliance with
{but not internalization of} the majority position. On the
other hand, a contrary minority elicits a validation process

for the target, who is compelied to examine the accuracy of

the minority position critically if the minority presents a re-
alistic, consistent allernative viewpoint. Since the target is
scrutinizing a reasonable message, this examination should
elicit internalized change. Resolving the conflict between
minority and majority influence should take the path of
least resistance (Moscovici, 1980). That is, when con-
fronted with a disagreeable majority, it is casier to maintain
one’s public image by publicly complying with the major-

ity, but not changing one’s internal attitude. Publicly agree-
ing with a deviant minority, however, can damage one’s
reputation (Mugny, 1982); therefore, it may be easier fo
change one’s internal opinion without voicing it in public.

Moscovici's dual-process model remains controversial
(see Kruglanski & Mackie, 1990; Latané & Wolf, 1981;
Wolf, 1987). Even so, an extensive body of literature has
developed in the past twenty-five years supporting
Moscovici’s contention that rumerically inferior minorities
can exert influence (for reviews see Levine & Moreland,
1998, in this Handbook; Levine & Russo, 1987; Maass &
Clark, 1984; Maass, West, & Cialdini, 1987; Moscovici,
1980, 1985; Moscovici, Mucchi-Faina, & Maass, 1994;
Nemeth, 1986; Wood et al., 1994). Wood et al.’s (1994)
meta-analysis indicates that majorities tend to have more
influence on public measures and private, direct measures,
while minorities have more influence on private, indirect
measures (although minority influence has also been found
on direct measures; sec Maass & Clark, 1983; Trost,
Maass, & Kenrick, 1992). The persistence of minority-in-
duced change has received little research attention.

Although minorities have exerted social influence on
opinion judgments (for cxample, see Maass & Clark, 1983;
Mugny, 1975, 1982; Paicheler, 1976, 1977), the original re-
search employed a reversal of the Asch paradigm.
Moscovici, Lage, and Natfrechoux (1969) exposed groups
of four naive participants to two confederates who consis-
tently announced throughout repeated trials that an obvi-
ously blue slide was green. Then the participants were
asked to identify the color of the slide themselves, a rela-
tively unambiguous task. Those who were not exposed o
minority influence saw one green slide one time (0.25 per-
cent of the trials). One-third of those in the minority influ-
ence condition said the slide was green in approximately 8
percent of the trials, a significant increase. Subsequent re-
search has shown that consistency is an essential criterion
for eliciting minority influence (Nemeth, Swedlund, &
Kanki, 1974} a consistent minority of two is more influen-
tial than either a consistent individual or an inconsistent
minority (Moscovici & Lage, 1976), and a minority that
shifts to a less.extreme position has little influence (Kicsler
& Pallak, 1975; Paicheler, 1976, 1977}

Although the minority may instigate an informational
conflict, when people are instructed to be accurate they
tend to rely on the consensus heuristic and the majority po-
sition. Moscovici and Lage (1978) directed their partici-
pants to focus on generating either an original responsc or
an objective responsc to the slide color labeling task and
found that, as the accuracy goal became more salient, the
majority’s influence increased (and vice versa for the origi-
nality norm). They argued that the majority elicits conver-
gence on the group norm, whereas a dissenting minority
elicits innovative responses. Nemeth's (1986) review of her
problem-solving studies further illustrates that a minority
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voice frees the target to respond o objective tasks in cre-
ative ways that diverge from the majority position.

The desire to be accurate in our choices and behaviors
makes us susceptible to influence from sources that create
a conflict between their perceptions and -ours. We have re-
viewed a variety of perspectives and factors that address
when and how that clash will result in informational social
influence. Throughout the discussion, however, it has been
clear that the desire to conform in order 10 receive accep-
tance and approval can also be strong enough to cause us 10
deny our OWn perccptions. We now turn to research rele-
vant to this second goal.

The Goal of Building and Maintaining
Social Relationships

The social rewards of conformity can be many, as evi-
denced by what happens to nonconformists: people who
deviate from the group conscnsus are disliked, rejected,
and unwanted (see Levine, 1080, for a review). The dress,
hairstyle, or mannerisms of our close friends and allies are
no more effective than those of our cnemies, but similarity
breeds liking. People shave their heads and picrce their
eyebrows not to fitin with the “dominant™ culture but cer-
tainly to be more accepted by their peer group. Research
on cmotional contagion has shown that we even mimic the
facial expressions, vocal expressions, postares, and instra-
mental behaviors of those we value in order to enhance our
connection with them (Hatfield, Cacioppe, & Rapson,
1993). From the perspective of adaptive group behavior,
conformity can be.a “virtue,” because it provides a sensc
of trust that altows interdependence among group members
{Campbell. 1975). Therefore, conforming o the behaviors
and practices of important refercnce groups can make us
more likable and desirable. Not surprisingly, normative so-
cial influence (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955) also pulls the in-
dividual toward the group conscnsus. As we will sce, con-
formity is stronger when responses arc made in public and
the group is large, interdependent, and attractive or valued.
In addition, individual and cultural differences can enhance
our susceptibility to conformity pressures.

Situational Factors Affecting Confarmity for Social Ap-
proval The early conformity rescarchers all reporied that
participants adopted ihe group position for two Teasons: ei-
ther because they thought they were wrong or because it
seemed easier to go along with the group than to disagree
(Asch, 1956; Crutchfield, 1955; Deutsch & Gerard, 1953).
It is stressful to stand up against a majority opinion
{Mugny, 1982; Nemeth & Wachtler, 1983) because minor-
ity opinions can be met with laughter and denision (Asch,
1056; Schachter, 1951). Several contextual factors appear
1o enhance the satience of social approval, however.
Enhancing the feeling that onc belongs to a group rather

than to an unconnected set of independent individuals
should enhance the power of normative influence. Interde-
pendence requires that all group members work with each
other toward a common goal (Allen, 1963). Deutsch and
Gerard (1955) tested the mportance of perceived interde-
pendence by offering a reward (a pair of Broadway tickets
for each group member) for the groups who made the
fewest errors. When interdependent, the 1evel of confor-
mity to the group was twice that of the poninterdependent
condition. Similar results were found in studies using ma-
terial rewards (Jones, Wells, & Torrey, 1958) and social re-
wards (Thibaut & Strickland, 1956).

The extent to which the responses.are public also affects
conformity. Unless a person knows that the group will
learn everyone’s responses, there is litle need to conform
to obviously ipaccurate Tesponses. Many researchers have
found less conformity on private Fesponses than on public
responses (for instance, Asch, 1956; Deutsch & Gerard,
1955: Insko et al., 1985). Insko et al. (1985) specifically
manipulated the nature of the response (public versus pri-
vate), as well as the size of the influence factor (one versus
four others) and the ability 10 verify one’s responscs at a
\ater time. They presented a somewhat ambiguous task.
asking participants t0 rate whether a blue-green slide was
more similar to a blue or to a green slide. They found evi-
dence consistent with normative infiuence: participants
conformed more when making public judgments to a large
group. On the other hand, they also found evidence of in-
formational influence: participants also conformed more
when they knew they could check the correct answers later.
Once again, both concems affected social influence.

The nature of the response affects not only response va-
lence, but also the internalization of social influence. There
is considerable evidence {see Nail, 1086) that people pub-
licly conform {o an inaccurate group judgment on objective
tasks, but do not continue to conform when responscs be-
come private. Hence, normative social influence may not
be lasting, especially on objective tasks. On the other hand,
when the task is relatively ambiguous or difficult (as in the
Sherif [1936] study), the individual is more likely to accept
the informational influence provided by the group and ex-
hibit both public and private agrecment.

The group’s aitractiveness can affect its power to influ-
ence behavior, although the effects are not consistent. We
like people who are similar o us (Byme, 1971), and we
sometimes take on the behaviors and affectations of people
we want to emulate {Kelman’s [1958] concept of identifi-
cation). Accordingly, conformity is greater when friends
are in the group {Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950 Lott
& Lott, 1961; Thibaut & Sirickland, 1956), when the pet-
son values the group or feels valued by the group (Dittes &
Kelley, 1956; Kelley & Shapiro, 1954), and when individu-
als believe that group assignment has been based on shared
characteristics (Gerard, 1954). More contemporary studies
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contimue to find greater conformity to liked or similar oth-
ers. A study conducted in Japan compared the conformity
Jevels of intact groups to that of groups of unacquainted
students and found a significantly higher error rate for the
intact groups (Williams & Sogon, 1984). Similarly, psy-
chology students who believed their performance was
being evaluated by another psychology major conformed
more than those who thought they were being evaluated by
an ancient-history major (Abrams et al., 1990). Several
studies have not found atoaction effects in perceptual judg-
ments, such as the autokinetic phenomenon (Downing,
1958) and the Asch experiment (Harper, 1961). Similar
others may be more valuable sources for subjective judg-
ments than they are for seemingly objective tasks (Goren-
flo & Crano, 1989).

Individual Factors Affecting Conformity for Social Ap-
proval In addition to sitvational factors, individual char-
acteristics, including several personality traits and gender,
can affect susceptibility to conformity pressures. Crutch-
field’s (1955) military leaders not only unwittingly partici-
pated in a conformity study; they also filled out several
personality scales. He divided them into “independents™
and “conformists™ based on their conformity behavior and
found that the independent men were higher in intelfectual
effectiveness, maturity, and ego strength, while being lower
than conformists in rigidity, cxcessive self-control, and au-
thoritarian attitudes. Conformity was zlso negatively corre-
lated with tolerance, responsibility, and social participa-
tion. Although these are interesting anecdotal data, they
still beg the question of whether particular types of pcople
are mure likely to conform than others.

Stein (1963) developed a Self-description Typology
based upon Murray’s (1938) motivational aspects of per-
sonality. One type in particular, the conformity-oriented, is
of most interest here. Those who report a high need for con-
formity are fearful of criticism by others, socially anxious,
deferent to authority, and situationally focused as opposed
to internally focused {Neulinger & Stein, 1971). They are
also very high in personal need for structure (Roman et al.,
1995), or an organized and clearly stroctured life. Although
not tested specifically within a conformity paradigm, con-
formity-oriented types reported enjoying an unpleasant dis-
sonance task more when forced to perform it than when
given the choice (the opposite of the pattern found in typi-
cal dissonance studies) (Neulinger, 1965).

Another personality characteristic that specifically ex-
amines attention to one’s social surroundings is self-moni-
toring, although again it has not been tested specifically in
a conformity setting (see Snyder, 1979). High self-moni-
tors have been characterized as social chameleons: they arc
highly responsive to the demands of any situation in which
they find themselves. The social approval of peers should
therefore have a stronger impact on the behavior of high, as

opposed to low, self-monitors. Supportive evidence indi-
cates that high self-monitors are more likely than low seli-
monitors to express a false attitude (Zanna & Olson, 1982).
Similarly, people who have a bigh need for affiliation are
also more conforming (McGhee & Teevan, 1967). Finally,
those who tend to seek social approval conform more to 4
group's unanimous judgment than those low in a desire for
social approval (Strickland & Crowne, 1962).

Considerable controversy has surrounded the existence
of gender differences in conformity. The common wisdom
is that women conform more readily than men do, and
some early research reports supported that notion (Asch,
1956; Crutchfield, 1955, although finding contradictory
evidence, too), as did several literature reviews (for exam-
ple, Cooper, 197%; Nord, 1969). Eagly and Carli (1981)
conducted a meta-analysis of all persuasion and confor-
mity studies specifically to examine gender effects in sus-
ceptibility to social influence. Overall, the gender effect
was small but reliable, indicating that women tend to be
only slightly more susceptible to social influence than men
(an ecffect equal in size to a correlation of .05 to .08).
Among social influence studies in general, then, there ap-
pear to be no appreciable gender differences. One type of
conformity study does, however, seem to foster more con-
formity in women than in men (Eagly, 1978): the type in-
volving face-to-face, public interactions, such as the Asch
paradigm. Although one explanation for this effect is that
women are more concerned with maintaining group har-
mony than with accuracy (Eagly, 1978), a subsequent
study found that men were panticularly resistant to persua-
sion ir the group setting, and women were equally con-
forming on public and private responses (Eagly, Wood, &
Fishbaugh, 1981). In other words, men’s tendency to re-
main independent in the face of social pressure may have a
stronger pull on the gender effect than women’s tendency
to smooth znd facilitate interactions, although the differ-
ence is negligible.

Cultural Factors Affecting Conformity for Social Ap-
proval Conformity appears to be a umversal phenome-
non, but the level of conformity varies by culture (Bond,
198%; Triandis ct al., 1988). Milgram (1961) conducted a
series of studies using a modified Asch paradigm in Nor-
way and France. He found that the Norwegian students
were significantly more likely to conform than the French
students, as errors ranged from 50 to 75 percent in Norway
and from 34 to 59 percent in France. Milgram speculated
that the differences were culiurally based, since the Norwe-
gians have a reputation for being more unified and socially
responsive, whereas the French have a long history of crili-
cal judgment, diverse opinions, and dissent. Whittaker and
Meade (1967) repeated Asch’s conformity experiment in
several countries and found a similar range of conformity:
31 percent in Lebanon, 32 in Hong Kong, 34 in Brazil, 51

]
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among the Bantu of Zimbabwe {who have strong sanctions
against ponconformity). A recent meta-analysis (Bond &
Smith, 1996) of Asch-type studies across seveniteen coun-
iies concluded that cultural values do affect conformity. In
particular, people in countries that can be described as
more collectivist in orientation (such as China) are more
responsive to others’ influence than are people in more in-
dividualistic countries {such as the United States and
Britain).

Collectivist cultures stress interdependence over inde-
pendence: they are mose concerned with attaining grovp
goals and maintaining harmony than with individual suc-
cess or achievement, and behavior is perceived to be more
determined by cultural nonms than by individual personal-
ity and attitudes (Triandis, 1994). In other words, in a col-
loctivist culture, conformity does not have the same nega-
tive implications as in the more individualistic United
States, rather, i 18 considered to be a sign of tolerance,
self-control, and maturity (Markus & Kitiyama, 1994).
Markus and Kitiyama (1994) suggest that it may be time to
cxpand our individualistic interpretation of conformity to
cmbrace the more positive attributes of a collective nature.
They note, “Despite the powerful colural sanctions
against allowing the collective to influence one’s thoughts
and actions, most people are still much less self-reliant,
self-contained, or self-sufficient than the ideology of indi-
vidualisin suggests they should be” (p. 575). Conformity to
group standards may be an adaptive behavior, promoting
socincuitural evolution {Campbell, 1975; Lumsden, 1988},
If so, the need to consider the collective may be even more
important in light of evidence that conformity in Asch-type
studics may be decreasing in the West (see Bond & Smith,
1096; Lalancettc & Standing, 1990: Larsen, 1990). The
Western focns on the self as paramount in social life is re-
ficcted in the importance of the third goal for conformity,
managing one’s self-concept.

The Goal of Managing Self-concept

Ome of the reasons for engaging in social comparison is 10
clarify who we arc as individuals (Berkowitz, 1968; Fes-
tinger, 1954). When objective standards are not available to
validate our self-concept, we 1ook to similar others to do
so. Although Festinger (1954) specifically described con-
formity to others’ opinions, the process can also apply to
conformity more broadly. He proposed that pressures to-
ward opinion uniformity occur in groups because we want
others who are similar to us (0 share our opinions. When
they do not share our opinions, we may be especially sus-
ceptible to conformity in order to avoid the social stigma of
deviance. As noted earlier, deviation from the group posi-
tion may be met with a variety of unpleasant conse-
quences, including dension and rejection (Asch, 1956;
Schachter, 1951).

Some people conform to an erroneous group choice
simply because being different from the group makes them
feel bad about themselves and worthless {Asch, 1956). The
acceptance by others that accompanies conformity can en-
hapnce our Own sense of self-worth and scli-csteem
(Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991). On the other
hand, people who value independence and self-reliance
may feel equally uncomfortable upon finding cut that they
have conformed 1o an incorrect response (Asch, 1936), m-
dicating that the implications of conformity for one’s self-
concept need to be considered in terms of the task, the ref-
erence group, and one’s interdependence with other
members of the group.

Summary: Conformity

Research into the nature of conformity arose out of Asch’s
{1956} remarkable finding that people with normal vision
would ignore their own eyes (0 agree publicly with an ob-
viously inaccurate group judgment. Since that time, much
additional evidence has demonstrated the seemingly irra-
tjonal extent to which secmingly rational humans appear
willing to go along with the crowd. We have argued that
such behavior, as well as its less dramatic forms. 15 ren-
dered more understandable when one considers thrce pow-
erful personal goals that conformity can serve: a shift to-
ward a group consensus can allow an individual (1) to
believe that he or she now sees things more accurately, (2)
to gain the approval and acceptance of desirable others,
and (3) to avoid a self-conception as different, deviant, or
intransigent. Although early researchers began with a focus
on the dark side of conformity, we concur with the rela-
tively more modern view that there are also social benefits
of group cohesion and cooperation and that these benefi-
cial social behaviors must be weighed against the negative
impact of conformity.

COMPLIANCE

Compliance refers to a particular kind of fesponse—acqui-
escence—to a particular kind of communication—a re-
quest. The request may be explicit, as in the direct solicita-
tion of funds in a door-to-door campaign for charitable
donations, or it may be implicit, as in a political advertise-
ment that touts the qualities of a candidate without directly
asking for a vote. But in all cases, the target recognizes that
he or she is being urged to respond in a desired way. Sys-
tematic scientific study of the compliance process has beent
under way for well over half a century, beginning in
earnest with the United States governinent’s pubtic infor-
mation and persuasion programs of World War II (e.g.
Hovland, Lumsdaine, & Sheffield, 1949; Lewin, 1947;
Stouffer et al,, 1949). As a consequence, the social science
literature contains a substantial body of work on various
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factors that cause one individual to comply with another’s
request for action of some sort.

In reviewing that work, we concentrate primarily on a
set of six psychological principles that appear to influence
behavioral compliance decisions most powerfally. Ironi-
cally, we come to focus on these six principles not because
of their prevalence in the investigations of social scientists
but hecause of their prevalence in the practices of commer-
cial compliance professionals—the rationale for which is
provided in the following section. Briefly, the principles in-
volve pressures to comply because of tendencies to: ¢}
reciprocate a gift, favor, or service, (2) be consistent with
prior commitments, (3) follow the lcad of similar others,
(4) accommodate the requests of those we know and like,
(5) conform to the directives of legitimate authority, and
(6) seize opportunities that are scarce or dwindling in
availability. We discuss each of these tendencies in terms
of its compatibility with one or another of the three major
influence-relevant goals highlighted in this chapter: to en-
hance effectiveness, to build and maintain social relation-
ships, and to manage sclf-concept.

Locating Powerful Phenomena Within academic social
psychology, rescarch into the behavioral compliance
process has emphasized two guestions: Which principles
and technigues reliably affect compliance? and How do
these principles and technigues work to affect compliance
as they do? The first of these questions is concemed with
the identification of real (i.e., reliable) effects, the second
with their theoretical or conceptual mediation. Almost with-
out exception, the vehicle that has been employed to answer
these two guestions has been the controlled experiment.
This is understandable, since controlled experimentation
provides an excellent context for addressing such issues
(Aronson, Witson, & Brewer, 1998, in this Handbook).

A different approach is necessary when one’s concern
with the compliance process is more than purely academic,
ds is the case for most of us who find ourselves cither inter-
ested investigators or interested observers of the interper-
sonal influence interactions of daily life. We want to know
more than whether a particular influence exists and what
causes it. We also want to know how pewerful it is in the
course of naturally occurring behavior, so that we can bet-
ter decide whether the effect is worthy of our attention and
study. In referring to the power of an effect on naturalty oc-
curring compliance, we mean its ability to change compli-
ance decisions meaningfuily over a wide range of everyday
situations and circumstances.

Regrettably, when the question of primary interest in-
cludes a determination of the power of possible influences
on natural compliance behavior, the controlled experiment
becomes less suited to the job. The high levels of experi-
mental rigor and precision that allow us to know that an ef-
fect is genuine and theoretically interpretable simultane-

ously decrease our ability to assess the potency of that ef-
fect. That is, because the best-designed experimenis (1}
climinate or control away all sources of influence except
the one under study and (2) possess highly sensitive mea-
surements technigues, they may register weak effects that
may be so small as never to make a difference when other
(extraneous) factors are allowed to vary naturally, as they
typically do in the social environment. What's more, such
ecologically trivial effects can be replicated repeatedly in
the antiseptic environment of the controlled experiment,
giving the mistaken impression of power, when in reality,
all that has been demonstrated is the reliability of the ef-
fects.

Thus, rigorous experimentation is not best employed as
the primary device for deciding which compliance-related
influences are powerful enough to be submitted to rigorous
experimentation for further study. Some other starting
point should be found to identify the most potent influ-
ences on the compliance process. Otherwise, valuable ume
could well be spent secking to investigate and to apply cf-
fects that are merely epiphenomena of the controlled ex-
perimental setting. That said, we should not be misunder-
stood as believing that a controlled experimental approach
is inappropriatc to the study of compliance action, as that is
hardly the case. We mean to suggest only that this ap-
proach is more properly suited to answering questions
about the reliability and conceptual mediation of cffects
that have been identificd by other means to be worthy of
such inquiry.

The Systematic Observation of Commercial Compli-
ance Professionals A crucial question thus is, How does
one determine which are the most powerful comphance
principles and tactics? One method is the systematic obser-
vation of the behaviors of commercial compliance profes-
sionals.

Who are the commercial comphance professionals and
why should their actions be especially informative as to the
identification of powerful influcnces on cveryday compli-
ance decisions? They can be defincd as those individuals
whose business or financial well-being depends on their
ability to induce compliance (e.g., salespeople, fund-rais-
ers, advertiscrs, political lobbyists, cult rectuiters, negotia-
tors, con artists). With this definition in place, onc can
begin to recognize why the regular and widespread prac-
tices of these professionals would be noteworthy indicators
of the powerful influences on the compliance process: be-
cause the livelihoods of commercial compliance profes-
sionals depend on the effectivencss of their procedurcs,
those professionals who use procedurcs that work well to
elicit compliance responses will survive and flourish. Fur-
ther, they will pass these successful procedures on to suc-
ceeding generations (trainees). However, those practition-
ers who use unsuccessful compliance procedures either
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will drop them of will quickly go out of business; in either
case, the procedures themselves will not be passed on to
newer geperations.

The upshot of this process is that, over time and ovet
the range of naturally occurring compliance contexts, the
strongest and most adaptable procedures for generating
compliance will rise, persist, and accumulate. Further,
these procedures should point a careful observer toward the
major principles that people use 0 decide when to comply.
Note, however, that this analysis applies primatily to com-
mercial compliance professionals, whose economic wel-
fare is highly related to the success of the compliance prac-
tices they employ. That is, we should not expect 2 body of
adaptive procedures 10 develop and proliferate to the same
degree among noncommercial compliance organizations,
in which the “‘invisible hand of the market” does not
SWEEp away inefficient practices Over time. For example,
patient gompliance with certain medical regimens {medica-
tion, diet, excrcise) is notoriously poor {Colon et al., 1991;
Eracker, Kirscht, & Becker, 1984). One reason niay be
that, unlikc the commercial compliance sitvation wherein a
noncampliant farget person departs from and impoverishes
the system, in a medical care system, a noncompliant per-
son stays and enriches it. Thus, in secking evidence as to
the most regular and potent influences on the compliance
process, we would be well advised to pay principal atten-
tion to the compliance repertoires of long-standing com-
mercial compliance professions.

Employing this logic and the methodology of partici-
pant observation, Cialdini (1993) engaged in an extended
investigation of the influence techniques that are most fre-
guently taught to and used by marketers, fund-raisers,
salespeople, and the like. What emerged was a hist of six
principles on which compliance professionals appeared {0
base most of their psycho]ogical influence attempts: reci-
procity, consistency, social validation, friendship or liking,
authority, and scarcity. Subsequent research has docu-
mented the ability of these principles to mediate influence
in such diverse, naturally occurring settings as home Tup-
perwarc parties (Frenzen & Davis, 1990), telephone charity
solicitations (Howard, 1995), bill collector and debior in-
tcractions (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991), corporaie boardroom
negotiations (Belliveau, O Reilly, & Wade, in press; Main,
O’ Reilly, & Wade, 1995), and retail clothing store sales
pitches (Cody, Seiter, & Montagne-Miller, 1995). For ex-
ample, the Cody, Seiter. and Montagne-Miller (1995) swidy
found that each of these principles, when incorporated Mto
the sales techniques of department siore clerks, produced 2
significant increase in retail clothing purchases.

The remainder of this chapter offers an account of the
osigins and workings of these principles, as well as of the
social scientific theory and cvidence regarding how cach
principle functions Lo motivate compliance. Our discussion
groups the principles in terms of the goals that compliance
is likely to serve for the recipient of a request.

The Goal of Effective Action

A strong motivation for most of us is to choose well so as
to do well. The basic tendency toward material self-interest
inclines people to want 0 expend or pay the Jeast to get the
most. Compliance professionals of every stripe frequently
seek to tap that tendency by offering “a good deal.” The
problem for the recipient of this ¥ind of approach, of
course, lies in recognizing when the offered deal is a good
one. When can one trust that a decision in the direction of a
panticular proposal is Tikely to be wise and effective? Sev-
eral principles of influence derive much of their force from
their informativeness in answering this question. We will
consider them in tum.

Authority Legitimately constituted authorities arc cx-
tremely influential persons {€.2.. Aronson, Turner, & Cari-
smnith, 1963; Blass, 1991; Milgram, 1974). Whether they
have acquired their positions ihrough knowledge, talent, or
fortune, their positions bespeak superior information and
power. We have all had experience with guch figures all our
lives. Early on, these people {e.g., parents, teachers) knew
more than us, and we found that taking their advice proved
peneficial—partly because of their greater wisdom and
partly because they controlled our rewards and punish-
ments. As we became adults, the authority figures changed
to employers, judges, experts, and the like, but the benefits
associated with doing as they say did not change. For most
people, then, conforming to the dictaics of authority fig-
ures produces genuine practical advantages. Consequently,
it makes great sensc to comply with the wishes of properly
constituted authorities. It makes s0 much sense, n fact,
that people often do sO when it makes no sense at all.

Perhaps nowhere 18 this last point driven home more
dramatically than in the Jife-and-death conscquences of a
phenomenon that airline industry officials have labeled
Captainitis (Foushee, 1984). Accident mnvestigators from
the Federal Aviation Administration have noted that in
many accidents, an obvions ertor by a fhght captain was
not corrected by the other crew members and resulted in 2
crash. It seems that, despite the clear and strong personal
importance of the decision, the crew members Were using
an authority heuristic in failing to attend or respond to the
captain’s disastrous mistake (Harper, Kidera, & Cullen,
1971). Indeed, evidence suggests that when such a heuris-
tic is likely to come into play—hecause the captain has an
authoritarian leadership style—crews are highly suscepti-
ble to exrors (Kanki & Foushee, 1920}

The most dramatic research evidence for the power of
Jegitimate authority comes from the famous Milgram €x-
periment, in which 65 percent of the subjects were willing
to deliver continued, ntense, and dangerous levels of elec-
tric shock to an innocent other subject simply because an
authority figure—in this case a-scientist—directed them 10
do so. Although nearly everyone who has taken 4 psychol-
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ogy course has learned about this experiment, Milgram
{1974) conducted a series of variations on his basic proce-
dure that are less well known but equally compelling in
demonstrating the powerful role that authority played in
causing subjects to behave so crueily. In one vanation, Mil-
gram had the scientist and the victim switch scripts; that is,
the scientist told the subject to stop delivering shock to the
victim, while the victim insisted bravely that the subject
continuc for the good of the experiment. The results could
not have been clearer: not a single subject gave even one
additional shock when the demand came from a nonauthor-
ity. Additional work has confirmed the basic finding that
when nonauthorities give the commands in the Milgram
paradigm, obedience drops significantly (see Blass, 1991,
for a review). Finally, just as would be expected if such
obedience were based on a decision to defer to authority,
individuals possessing authoritarian beliefs are especially
likely to comply with authority directives, in the Milgram
setting (Elms & Milgram, 1966) and in other seitings
(Ditto ct al., 1995; Miller, 1975).

Authoritics may be seen as falling into two categories:
those specific to the particular situation, and more general
authorities (Jordan, 1993). Compliance practitioners em-
ploy lechniques that seek to benefit from the power in-
vested in authority figures of both types. In the case of au-
thority relevant to a specific situation, we can note how
often advertisers inform their audiences of the level of ex-
pertise of product manufacturers (e.g., ““Fashionable Men's
Clothiers since 1841 “Babics are our business, our only
business.”). At times, the expertise associated with a prod-
uct has been more symbolic than substantive—for in-
stance, when an actor in a television commercial wears a
physician’s white coat to recommend a product. In one fa-
mous Sunka commercial, the actor imvelved, Robert Young,
did ot need a white-coat; his prior identity as TV doctor
Marcus Welby, M.D., provided the medical connection.

It is instructive that the mere symbols of a physician’s
expertise and authority are enough to trip the mechanism
that governs authority influence. One of the most promi-
nent of these symbols, the bare title “Doctor.”” has been
shown to be devastatingly effective as a compliance device
among trained hospital personnel. In one stady, a group of
physicians and nurses conducted an experiment that docu-
mented the dangerous degree of blind obedience that hos-
pital nurses accerded to an individual whoin they had never
met, but who had claimed in a phone call to be a doctor
(Hofling et al., 1966). Ninety-five percent of those nurses
were willing to administer an unsafe lcvel of a drug merely
because the caller requested it. Subsequent research has
found that, varying different aspects of the situation (e.2.,
the nature of the request or the nurses’ familiarity with the
drug) can affect the level of obedicnee: but the amount of
compliance remains dangercusly high (Krackow & Blass,

1995; Rank & Jacobson, 1977).
In the casé of influence that gencratizes outside of rele-

vant expertise, the impact of authority (real and symbolic)
appears equally impressive. For instance, researchers have
found that, when wearing a security guard’s uniform, a re-

quester could produce more compliance with requests

(e.g., to pick up a paper bag on the sireet, to stand on the
other side of a bus stop sign) that were irrelevant to a secu-
rity guard’s-domain of authority (Bickman, 1974; Bush-
man, 1988). Less blatant in its connotation than a uniform,
but nonetheless effective, is another kind of attire that has
traditionally bespoken authority status in our culture: the
well-tailored business suit. This attire, too, can mediate in-
fluence. Take as evidence the results of a study by
Lefkowitz, Blake, and Mouton (1955), who found that
three and a half times as many people were willing to fol-
low into traffic a jaywalker who was wearing a suit and tie
as opposed to a work shirt and trousers (but sec Mullin,
Cooper, & Driskell, 1950).

Con artists frequently make use of the influence inher-
ent in authority attire. For example, a gambit called the
bank examiner scheme depends heavily on the automatic
deference that moest people afford authority figures, or
those merely dressed as such. Using the two uni forms of
authority we have already mentioned, a business suit and
guard’s outfit, the con begins when a man dressed in a con-
servative three-picce business suit appears at the home of a
likely victim and identifies himself as an official of the vic-
tim’s bank. The victim is told of suspected irregularities in
the transactions handled by a particular tetler and is asked
to help trap the teller by drawing out all of his or her sav-
ings at the teller’s window. In this way, the examination
can “‘catch the teller red-handed’” in any wrongdoing. After
cooperating, the victim is to give the money to a upiformed
bank guard waiting outside, who will then retum it to the
proper account. Often, the appearance of the “bank exam-
iner” and vniformed “guard™ are so impressive that the
victim never thinks to check on their authenticity and pro-
ceeds with the requested action, never 0 see.the money or
those two individuals again.

Social Validation People frequently use the actions of
others, particularly similar others, as a standard of compar-
ison against which to evaluate the correctmess of their own
actions. Thus, individuals commonly decide on appropriate
behaviors for themselves in a given sitwation by employing
information as to how certain similar others have behaved
or are behaving there (c.g., Darley & Latané, 1970; Fes-
tinger, 1954; Schachter & Singer, 1962). This simple prin-
ciple of behavior accounts for an amazingly vaned array of
human responses. For instance, resc¢arch has shown that
New Yorkers usc it in deciding whether to return a lost
wallet (Homstein, Fisch, & Holmes, 1968), that children
with a fear of dogs usc. it in deciding whether to risk ap-
proaching a dog (Bandura & Menlove, 196R), that amuse-
ment park visitors use it to decide whether to litter in a
public place (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1999), that audi-
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ence members use it in deciding whether a joke is funny
(Cupchik & Leventhal, 1974), that pedesirians use it in de-
ciding whether to stop and stare at an empty spot in the sky
(Milgram, Bickman, & Berkowitz, 1969), and, on the
alarming side, that troubled individuals use it in deciding
whether to commit suicide (Garland & Zigler, 1993;
Phillips & Carstensen, 1988).

Much of this evidence can be understood in terms of
Festinger’s (1954) Social Comparison Theory, which states
that (1} people have a constant drive to evaluate themselves
(i.c., the appropriateness of their abilities, beliefs, feelings,
and behaviors); (2) if available, people prefer to use objec-
tive cues to make these evaluations; (3) if objective evi-
dence is not available, people rely on social comparison
evidence instead; and (4) when secking social comparison
evidence for these self-evaluations, people Jook to similar
others as the preferred basis for comparison.

When the goal is to evaluate the comectness of an opin-
jon or action, research has generally supported Festinger's
theory. For example, social comparison is most likely to
occur in situations that are objectively unclear (Tesser,
Campbell, & Mickler, 1983) and is most likely to be di-
rected at similar others (Goethals & Dariey, 1977; Miller,
1984)." Thus, when people are unsure, they are most likely
to look to and accept the beliefs and behaviors of similar
others as valid indicators of what they themselves should
belicve and do. A bit of reflection suggests the reason for
this behavior; When unsure of how to decide, we are ill-ad-
vised to look inside ourselves—where uncertainty reigns—
for answers; instead we must look outside. Where no ob-
jective information exists, we tend to look at others. But
because the purpose is to decide how we should act, we are
inclined to cxamine the actions of a specific kind of oth-
ers—ihose who arc or who seem most hike us. Thus, people
are more likely to comply with a request when the request
is accompanicd by information that similar others have al-
ready done so (Melamed et al., 1978; Murray et at., 1984).

Our tendency to assame that an action is more correct if
similar others are doing it is exploited in a variety of set-
tings. New-car dealers target the next-door neighbors of re-
cent customers. Bartenders often *“salt” their tip jars with a
few dollar bills at the beginning of the evening to simulate
tips left by prior customers and thereby to give the impres-
sion that tipping with folding money is proper barroom be-
havior. Church ushers sometimes prime collection baskets
for the same reason and with the same positive effect on
proceeds. Evangelical preachers are known to sced their au-
diences with “ringers,” who are rehearsed to come forward
at a specified time 1o give witness and donations. For exam-
ple, an Arizona State University research team that infil-
trated the Billy Graham organization reported on such ad-
vance preparations prioy to one of his Crusade visits. “By
the time Graham arrives in town and makes his altar call, an
army of 6,000 awail wiih instructions on when to come

forth at varying intervals to create the impression of sponta-
neous mass outpouring” (Altheide & Johnson, 1977).

That an “army” of others gave evidence of appropriate
conduct in this example is instractive. In addition to the
similarity of compliant models, their pumber is also diag-
nostic of a correct choice; we are ore swayed by the ac-
tions of multiple rather than single models (Bandura &
Menlove, 1968; Fehrenbach, Miller, & Thelen, 197% Mil-
gram, Bickham, & Berkowitz, 1969). Thus, advertisers
love to inform us when a product is the “fastest growing”
or “largest selling,” because they don’t have to convince us
directly that the product is good; they need only say that
many others think so. The producers of charity telethons
devote inordinate amounts of time to. the incessant listing
of viewers who have already pledged coatributions. The
message being communicated to the holdouts is <lear:
“L_gok at all the people who have decided to give; it must
be the cormect thing to do.”

One tactic that compliance professionals use to engage
the principle of social validation has been put to scientitic
test. Called the list technique, it involves asking for a re-
quest only after the target person has been shown a list of
similar others who have already complied. Reingen (1982)
conducted several experiments in which college studcnts of
home owners were asked to donate money OF blood to a
charitable cause. Individuals who were initially shown a
list of similar others who had alrcady complicd were sig-
nificantly more likely (o comply themselves than were
those who had not been shown such a list. Furthermore, the
longer the list, the greater was the effect.

Scarcity Opportunities seem more valuable to us when
they are less available {Lynm, 1991). Interestingly, this is
often true even when the opportunity holds litsie attraction
for us on its own merits. Take as cvidence the experience of
Florida State University students who, like most under-
graduates, rated themselves dissatisfied with the quality of
their cafeteria’s food. Nine days later they changed their
minds, rating that food significantly better than they had
before, even though the food service had not actually im-
proved since the first rating. Instead, carlicr on the day of
the second rating, students had learned that, because of a
fire, they could not cat at the cafeteria for two weeks
(West, 1973).

Scarcity is a powerful motivator for two rmain TCAsons.
First, because we know that things that are difficult to pos-
sess are typically better than those that arc casy to poSSEss
(Lynn, 1992), we can often use an item’s availability to
help us quickly and correctly decide on its quality. As even
Aristotle conceded, “What is rare is a greater good than
what is plentiful.” Thus, one reason for the potency of
scarcity is that, by assessing it, we can obtain a heuristic
indicaton of an item’s value (Cialdini, 1993: Ditto & Jem-
mott, 1989).
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Second, scarcity derives motivational power from a
unique source: as the things we can have become less
available, we lose the freedom to choose them and the at-
tendant ability to act mosi effectively. A desire to preserve
our free choice is the centerpiece of Psychological Reac-
tance Theory (Brehm, 1966; Brehm & Brehm, 1981), de-
veloped to explain the human response to diminishing per-
sonal control. According to the theery, whenever our
freedoms are limited or threatened, the need to retain them
makes us want themn (a3 well as the goods and services as-
sociated with them) significantly more than previously. So,
when increasing scarcity—or anything c¢lse—interferes
with our prior access to a particular item, we react against
the interference by wanting and trying to possess the item
more than before. Heilman {1976) showed how reactance
can be made to lead to compliance: supermarket shoppers
were most likely to agree to sign a petition favoring federal
price controls when the requester incited reactance by in-
forming them that a federal official had opposed the distri-
bution of the petition.

One naturally occurring example of the consequences of
tncreased scarcity can be seen in the outcome of a decision
by county officials in Miami to ban the use and possession
of phosphate detergents. Spurred by the tendency to. want
what they could no fonger have, the majority of Miami
consumers came 1o see phosphate cleaners as better prod-
ucts than before. Compared to Tampa residents, who were
not affected by the Miami ordinance, the citizens of Miami
rated phosphate detergenis as gentler, more effective. in
cold water, better whiteniers and fresheners, more powerful
on stains, and so on. Afier passage of the law, they had even
come Lo believe that phosphate detergents poured easier
than did the Tampa consumers (Mazis, 1975).

This sort of response is typical of individuals who have
lost an established freedom, and it is crucial to an under-
standing of how psychological reactance and scarcity work
on us. When our freedom to have something is limited, the
item becomes lcss available and we cxperience an in-
creased desire for it. Bowever, we rarely recognize that
psychological rcactance has caused us to want the item
more; all we know is that we want it. In the need to make
sense of our desire for the item, we begin to assign it posi-
tive qualities to justify the desire. Afier all, it is natural to
suppose that we are drawn to something because of its
merit. In the casc of the Miami antiphosphate law—and in
other instances of newly restricted availability—that is a

faulty supposition. Phosphate detergents clean, whiten, and
pour no beter after they are banned than before. We just
assume they do because we find that we desire them more.

Other research has suggested that like commodities, in-
formation is more desirable—and more influential—when
access to it is limited (Brock, 1968; Brock & Bannon,
1992), One test of Brock's thinking found good support in
a business setting. Wholesale beef buyers who were told of

an impending imported-beef shortage purchased signifi-
cantly more beef when they were informed that the short-
age information came from certain “exciusive” contacts
that the importer had (Knishinsky, 1982). Apparently, the
fact that the scarcity news was itself scarce made it more
valued and persuasive. Additional evidence—from the lit-
erature on censorship—suggests that restricting informa-
tion can empower that information in unintended ways. In-
dividuals typically respond to cemsorship by wanting to
receive the banned information to a greater extent and by
perceiving it more favorably than they did before the ban
(e.g., Worchel, 1992; Worchel & Arnold, 1973). Especially
interesting is the finding that people will come to believe
in banned information more, even though they have not re-
ceived it (Worchel, Arnold, & Baker, 1975). Even self-im-
posed bans on information can have powerful effects.
Wegner, Lane, and Dimitri (1994) demonstrated that clan-
destine romantic relationships are more memorable than
the overt variety—and gencrate more attraction as well.
With scarcity operating powerfully on assigned worth,
it should not be surprising that compliance professionals
have a variety of techniques designed to convert this power
to compliance. Probably the most frequently used such
technique is the “limited-number’” tactic, in which the cus-
tomer is informed that membership opportunities, prod-
ucts, o services exist in a limited supply that cannot be
guaranteed to last long. Related to the limited-number tac-
tic is the ““deadline’”” technigue, in which an official time
limnit is placed on the customer’s opportunity to get what is
being offered. Newspaper ads abound with admonitions to
the customer regarding the folly of delay: “‘Last three
days.”” “Limited time offer.”” “One weck only sale.” The
purest form of a decision deadline—""right now”—occurs
in a variant of the deadline technique in which custorners
are told that, unless they make an immediate purchasc de-
cision, they will have to buy the item at a higher price or
they will not be able to purchase it at all. Cialdini (1993)
reporied use of this tactic in nymerous compliance settings:
A large child photography company urges parents to buy as
many poses and copies as they can afford because “'stock-
ing limitations force us to burn the unsold pictures of your
children within twenty-four hours.” A prospective health
club member or antomobile buyer might leamn that the deal
offered by the salesperson is good for that one time; should
the customer leave the premises, the deal is off. One home
vacuum cleaner sales company instructs trainees to claim
to prospects that “T have so many other people to see that 1
have the time to visit a family only once. It's company pol-
icy that even if you decide later that you want this machine,
I can’t come back and sell it to you.” For anyone who
thinks abont it carefully, this is nonsense; the company and
its representatives are in the business of making sales, and
any customer who called for another visit would be accom-
modated gladly. The real purpose of the can’t-come-back-
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again claim is to evoke the possibility of loss that is inher-
ent in the scarcity rule for compliance.

The idea of potential 1058 plays a large role in human
decision making. In fact, people seem (O be more moti-
vated by the thought of losing something than by the
thought of gaining something of equal value {(Kahneman &
Tversky, 1984; Ketelaat, 1995). For nstance, home OWneTs
who are told about how much money they could lose from
inadequate insulation are more Jikely to insulate their
homes than those told about how much money they could
save (Gonzales, Aronson, & Costanzo, 1988). Similar re-
sults have been obtained by health researchers (Meyerwitz
& Chaiken, 1987): pamphlets urging young women o
check for breast capcer through self-examinations are sig-
nificantly more successful if they state their case in terms
of what stands to be Jost (-8, “You can lose several poten-
tial health benefits by failing to spend only five minutes
cach month doing breast self-examination.”) rather than
gained (€8 “You can gain several potential health bene-
fits by spending only five minutes cach month doing breast
self-cxamination.””). Subsequent research suggests that the
cffectiveness of loss-based appeals is enhanced principally
when the concept of risk is promincnt OF is made promi-
nent in the target’s mind (Meyerwilz, Wilsomn, & Chaiken,
1991; Rothman ¢t al., 1993).

The Goal of Building and Maintaining
Social Relationships

Compliance may be used tactically to forge new interper-
sonal connections or to protect, solidify, and strengthen cX-
isting ones. After all, granting a roquest is typically reward-
ing to the requester, whereas denying the request is
punishing; and much research has documented the associa-
tion betwecn the rewardingness of a relationship and its at-
iractiveness (Burgess & Huston, 1979; Kelley, 1979, Rus-
bult, 1980). Consequently, if the goal of building and
maintaining social relationships influences compliance de-
cisions, we ought to sec more compliance with the requests
of likable individuals, that is, those with whom a relation-
ship would be more enjoyable; and, as is documented in
the following section on liking, we do. Moreover, we
should expect 10 sée. MOLE compliance when that compli-
ance is likely to lead 10 and bolster desirable social ties;
and once again we do, as is documented in the subsequent
section on reciprocation.

Liking People arc more favorably inclined toward the
necds of those they know and like. This fact is definitively
shown by the remarkable success of the Tupperware Cor-
poration and their “home party” demonstration concept
(Taylor, 1978). The demonstration pasty for Tupperware
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products is hosted by an individual, usually a woman, who
invites to her home an array of friends, neighbors, and rela-
tives, all of whom know that their hostess receives a per-
centage of the profits from every piece sold by the Tupper-
ware represemative, who is also there. In this way, the
Tupperware Corporation arranges for its customers to buy
from and for a fiend rather than from an unknown sales-
person. One study (Frenzen & Davis, 1990) found that, in 2
home party seiting, strength of social ties between the invi-
tee and hostess accounted for twice as much variance (67
percent) in purchase likelihood as did preference for the
product (33 percent). S0 favorable has been the cffect on
proceeds ($2.5 million in sales per day) that the Tupper-
ware Corporation has wholly abandoned its early retail out-
Jets, and, according 1o company literature, 2 Tupperware
party begins somewhere in the world every 2.7 seconds.

Most influence agents, however, attempt 10 cREAge the
)iking principle 1p 2 different way: Before making a re-
quest, they get their targets 1o like them. How do they do
it? The tactics that practitioners use to gencrate liking chus-
ter around certain factors that also have been shown by
contiolled research to increase liking-

Physical Attractiveness Although it is gencrally acknowl-
edged that good-looking people have an advantage in s0-
cial interaction, research findings indicate that we may
have sorely underestimated the size and reach of that ad-
vantage. A positive reaction to good physical appearance
appears to generalize to such fayorable trajt perceptions as
talent, kindoess, honesty, and intelligence (see Eagly et al,
1901, for a review). As a consequence, attractive individu-
als are more persuasive both in terms of changing attitudes
(Chaiken, 1979) and in getting what they request (Benson,
Karabenic, & Lerner, 1976).

Voter perceptions and behaviors are influcnced to an
unsettling degree by candidate attractiveness (se¢ Budesheim
and DePaola, 1994, for a review). For instance, 2 study of
(he 1074 Canadian federal clections found that attractive
candidates received more than two and a half times the
votes of unattractive ones (Efran & Pallerson, 1976).
Equally impressive results appear in the judicial system
(see reviews by Castellow, Wuensch, and Moore, 1990, and
Downs and Lyomns, 1991). In a Pennsylvania study, re-
searchers rated the physical attractiveness of seventy-four
separate male defendants at the start of their criminal trial.
When, much later, the rescarchers checked the results of
these cases via court records, they T ound that the better-
looking men received significantly lighter sentences. To
fact, the attractive defendants were twice as likely to avoid
incarceration as the unattractive defendants (Stewarl,
1980). In a fund-aising context, one study found that at-
wractive solicitors for the American Heart Association gen-
erated neatly twice as much compliance (42 versus 23 per-
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cent) than did unattractive solicitors (Reingen & Keman,
1993). Similar results have been obtained in business set-
tings, where physical attractiveness has a favorable impact
on sales effectiveness (Kivisilta, Honkaniemi, & Sundvik,
1994: Reingen & Kernarn, 1993) and on income levels
across a wide range of occupations (Hamermesh & Biddle,
1594). In the light of such powerful effects, it is not sur-
prising that extremely attractive models are employed to
promote products and services, that sales trainers fre-
quently include appearance and grooming tips m their pre-
sentations, and that con men are commonly handsome and
con women commaonly pretty.

Similarity 'We like people who are similar to us (Byme,
1971; Carli, Ganley, & Pierce-Otay, 1991; Hogg, Cooper-
Shaw, & Holzworth, 1993), and we grant them favorable
treatment in charitable (Dovidio, 1984), negotiation
(Kramer, Pommerenke, & Newton, 1993), and legal set-
tings (Amato, 1979; Towson & Zanna, 1983). This fact
seems to hold true whether the similarity occurs in the area
of opinions, personality traits, background, or lifestyle.
Consequently, those who wish to be liked in order to in-
crease our comphance can accomnplish that purpose by ap-
pearing similar to us in any of a wide variety of ways. For
that reason, it would be wise to be careful around salespeo-
ple who only seem to be just like us. Many sales training
programs now urge trainees to “mirror and match” the
customer’s body posture, mood, and verbal style, because
similarities along each of these dimensions have been
shown to lcad to positive results (LaFrance, 1985; Locke &
Horowitz, 1990; Woodside & Davenport, 1974).

Similarity in dress provides another example. Several
stedics have demonstrated that we are more likely to help
those who dress like us. In one study conducted in the early
1970s, when young people tended to dress either in “hip-
pie” or in “straight” fashion, experimenters donned hippie
or straight attire and asked college students on a campus
for a dime to make a phone call. When the experimenter
was dressed in the same way as the student, the request
was granted in more than two-thirds of the instances; but
when the student and requester were dissimilarly dressed, a
dime was provided less than half of the time (Emswiller,
Deaux, & Willits, 1971). Another experiment shows how
automatic our positive response to similar others can be.
Marchers in a political demonstration were found not only
to be more likely to sign the petition of a similarly dressed
requester, but to do so without bothering to read it first
(Suedfcid, Bochner, & Matas, 1971).

Compliments Praise and other forms of positive estima-
tion also stimulate liking (e.g., Byrne & Rhamey, 1965}
The simple information that someone fancies us can be a
highly effective device for producing return liking and

willing compliance (Berscheid & ‘Walster, 1978). Although
there are limits to cur gullibility—especially when we can
be sure that the flatterer’s intent is manipulative (Jones &
Wortman, 1973)—we tend as a rule to believe praise and to
like those who provide it. Evidence for the power of praise
on liking comes from a study (Drachman, deCarufel, &
Insko, 1978) in which men received personal comments
from someone who needed a favor from them. Some of the
men got only positive comments, some only negative com-
ments, and some a mixture of good and bad. There were
three interesting findings. First, the evaluator who offered
only praise was liked the best. Second, the first finding
held even if the men fully realized that the flatterer stood to
gain from their liking of them. Finally, unlike the other
types of comments, pure praise did not have to be accuraie
to work. Compliments produced just as much liking for the
flatterer when they were untrue as when they were true.
For these reasons, direct salespeople are educated in the art
of praise. A potential customer’s home, clothes, car, taste,
and so on, are all frequent targets for compliments (Cial-
dind, 1993).

Cooperation Cooperation is another factor that has been
shown to erthance positive feclings and behavior (Aronson,
Bridgeman, & Geffner, 1978; Bettercourt et al, 1992;
Cook, 1990). Those who cooperate toward the achievement
of a common goal are more favorable and helpful to each
other as a consequence. That is why compliance profes-
sionals often strive to be perceived as cooperating partners
with a target person (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991). Automobile
sales managers frequently set themselves as “villains” so
that the salesperson can “‘do battle” in the customer’s be-
half. The cooperative, pulling-together kind of rclationship
that is consequently produced between the salesperson and
customer naturally leads to a desirable form of liking that
promotes sales.

Reciprocation One of the most powerful nofms n all
human cultures is that of reciprocity (Gouldner. 1960).
This norm obligates individuals to return the form of be-
havior that they have received from another. Not only does
the norm apply to all cultures; it applies to all behavior
within cultures. For instance, we report liking those who
report liking us (Byrme & Rhamey, 1965; Condon &
Crano, 1988); we cooperate with cooperators and compete
against competitors (Braver, 1975; Rosenbaum, 1980); we
self-disclose to those who have self-disclosed to us (Cun-
ningham, Strassberg, & Haan, 1986; Meleshko & Alden,
1993); we yield to the persvasive appeals of those who
have previously yiclded to one of our persuasive appeals
(Cialdini, Green, & Rusch, 1992); we try 10 harm thosc
who have tried to harm us (Dengerink, Schnedler, &
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Covey, 1978); and in negotiations, we make concessions to
those who have offered concessions to us {Axelrod, 1984).

Under this general rule, people feel obligated to provide
gifts, favors, services, and aid to those who have given
them such things first (DePaulo, Brittingham, & Kaiser,
1083; Tisenberger. Cotterell, & Marvel, 1987; Tesser,
Gatewood, & Driver, 1968), sometimes even returning
Jarger favors than those they have received (Regan, 1971).
Anyone who violates the rules by failing to reciprocate the
prosocial actions of another risks damaging the relation-
ship with that other (Cotterell, Eisenberger, & Speicher,
1992; Meleshko & Alden, 1993), as well as his or her
larger interpersonal reputation; terms such as *moocher,”
“taker,” and “ingrate” arc frequently applied to those who
take without giving in return. Several sales and fund-rais-
ing tactics use this factor to advantage. The compliance
professional imitially gives something to the target person,
thereby causing the target to be more likely to give some-
thing in returmn. Often, this *“something in return’” is the ar-
get Person’s compliance with 2 substantial request
{Howard, 1995).

The unsolicited gift, accompanied by a request for a do-
nation, 1§ a common technigue that employs the norm for
reciprocity. One familiar example is the Hare Krishna 50-
liciter who gives the upwary passerby a book or a flower
and then asks for a donation. Other organizations send free
gifts through the miail; legitimate and less-than-legitimate
missionary and disabled-veterans organizations often em-
ploy this highly effective device. These groups count on the
fact that most people will not go 1o the trouble of returning
the gift and will feel uncomfortable about keeping it with-
out Teciprocating in some Wway. For instance, the Disabled
American Veterans organization reports that its simple mail
appeal for donations produces a response rate of about 18
percent. But when the mailing also inciudes an vnsolicited
gift (gummed, individualized address 1abels), the success
rate nearly doubles, t0 35 percent (Smolowe, 1990).

The socialized sense of discomfort that attends an un-
paid debt explains not only why people often agrec to per-
form a retuin favor that is Jarger than the onc they received,
but alsc why people frequently refrain from asking for a
needed favor if they will not be in a position to repay it
(DePaulo, Nadler, & Fisher, 1983: Greenberg & Shapiro,
j971; Riley & Eckenrode, 1986). The saddle of avnmet so-
cial debt weighs heavily, and we go t0 considerable lengths
to remove ot avoid it. This may explain why individuals
performing a compuier 1ask were more willing to seek help
when the source of the aid was the computer rather than
another person (Karabenick & Koapp, 1988).

The features of the rule for reciprocation account nicely
for the twin outcomes of a siudy by Rand Corporation re-
searchers Berry and Kanouse (1987). They found that, by
paying physicians first, they could increase the likelihood

that the doctors would complete and return a long ques-
tionnaire they received in the mail. If a check for $20 ac-
companied the questionnaire, 78 of the physicians filled
out the survey and sent it back as requested. But if the doc-
tors Jearned that the $20 check was to be sent to them after
they returned 2 completed questionnaire, only 66 percent
did so. By giving the check the character of 2 noncontin-
gent gift rather than of a reward for compliance, the re-
searchers enhanced their success substantially. The second
reciprocation—related finding concerned only the physi-
cians who got the check up front. As indicated, most of the
doctors complied with the questionnaire request, but some
did not. Although nearly atl (95 percent) of the doctors
who had complied cashed their checks, only 26 percent of
those who did not comply did so. If they werc not in a po-
sition to reciprocate the $20 gift, they were not of a mind
to accept it, making the accompanying-gift technique a
highly cost-effective one for the researchers.

In general, survey researchers have found that including
monetary incentives along with a mail survey question-
naire produces significant increases in compliance. One
meta-analysis determined that such incentives generated an
average 63 percent increase in return rate (nineteen per-
centage points) over mail survey requests that included no
incentives; when comparably sized incentives were offered
contingent upon completion of the survey, however, com-
pliance was not enhanced (Church, 1993). In fact, a study
by James and Bolstein (1992) found that a check for $3
that accompanied a single mailed survey request produced
significantly more compliance than an offer of $50 o be
paid after survey completion (52 versus 23 percent), which
produced ne more compliance than a no-incentive control
condition (2} percent). Furthermore, as in the Berry and
Kanouse (1987) study, the great nigjority of those who re-
ceived the $5 check but did not complete the accompany-
ing survey as requested also did not cash the check.

Reciprocal Concessions An extension of the general
norm of reciprocation is that of reciprocation of conces-
sions. A reciprocal concessions procedure (or door-in-the-
face technique) for inducing compliance has been docu-
mented repeatedly (e.g.. Cialdini et al., 1975; Harari,
Mohr, & Hosey, 1980; Mowen & Cialdini, 1980 Reeves et
al., 1991; Wang, Brownstein, & Katzev, 1989). A requester
uses this procedure by beginning with an extreme request
that is nearly always rejected and then retreating to a more
moderate favor—the one the requester had in mind from
the outset. In doing so, the requester hopes that the retreat
from extreme to moderate request will spur the target per
son to make a reciprocal concession—moving from initial
rejection of the larger favor to acceptance of the smaller
one.

This reciprocal concessions strategy has been success-
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fully used in fund-raising contexts in which, after refusing
a larger request for donations, people become substantially
more likely than before to give the average contribution
(Reingen, 1978). Cialdini and Ascani (1976) used this
technigue in soliciting blood donors. They first requested a
person’s involvement in a long-term donor program. When
that request was refused, the sclicitor made a smaller re-
guest for 2 one-time donation. This patiern of a large re-
quest (which is refused) followed by a smaller request sig-
nificantly increased compliance with the smaller reguest,
as compared to a control condition of people who were
asked to perform only the smaller, one-time favor (50 per-
cent versus 32 percent compliance rate). Of special interest
to university students and faculty is evidence that the door-
in-the-face technique can greatly increase a professor’s
willingness to spend time helping a student (Harari, Mohr,
& Hosey, 1980). In that study, only 59 percent of faculty
members were willing to spend “fiftecn to twenty min-
utes” to meet with a student on an issue of intercst to the
student—when that was the only request the student made.
However, significantly more faculty members (78 percent)
werc willing to agree to the same request if they had first
refused the student’s request to spend “two hours a week
for the rest of the semester’” meeting with the student.

Tellingly, procedurcs that undermine the target person’s
perception that the second request of the sequence repre-
sents a legitimately offcred concession from the first have
climinated the tactic’s effectiveness. For example, extend-
ing the length of time between the first and second request
(Cann, Sherman, & Elkes, 1975), changing requesiers in
midsequence (Snyder & Cunningham, 1975), beginning
with an unreasonably large first request (Schwarzwald,
Raz, & Zvibel, 1979), and using a requester who has low
credibility (Patch, 1986; Williams & Williams, 1989) have
all been shown to neutralize the technique. Each of these
neutralizing circumstances can be seen o reduce the extent
to which an obligation to reciprocate a concession would
be expected to guide behavior. What cmerges, then, is evi-
dence that the effectivencss of the technique is mediated by
the operation of the norm of reciprocity.

Related to the door-in-the-face technigue, but somewhat
different, is the that’s-not-all technigue investigated by
Burger (1986) and frequently used by sales operators. An
important procedural difference between the two tech-
niques is that, in the that’s-not-all tactic, the target person
does not turn down the first offer before a better second
offer is provided. After making the first offer but before the
target can respond, the requester betters the deal with an
additional item or a price reduction, Burger (1986) found
this approach to be useful in selling more bakery goods
during a campus bake sale. One reason that this technique
works appears to be the target person’s desire 10 recipro-
cate the receipt of the better deal.

The Goal of Managing Self-concept

In addiiion to helping us to take effective action or to build
and maintain social relationships, compliance may be used
for the purpose of managing self-concept on desired di-
mensions. Any meaningfu] behavior can affect how we
think of ourselves {Schlenker & Trudean, 1990; Vallacher
& Wegnér, 1985), and compliant behavior is no exception
(Cialdini et al., 1987). Because compliance can affect how
we think of ourselves, we can use it both to enhance and to
verify our self-definitions (Swann, 1990). For example,
somecone in acote need of an ego boost might be especially
likely to acquiesce to a charity request so as to bolster setf-
concept (as an altruistic individual) in the process (Brown
& Smart, 1991). Or, if one’s sense of self already includes
a strong altruistic component, one might be compliant with
a charity request in order to confirm that view (Piliavin &
Collero, 1991).

One self-definitional dimension highly relevant to the
compliance process is that of personal consistency. Be-
cause most people share to some degree the desire to see
themselves as intrapersonally consistent (Cialdini, Trost, &
Newsom, 1995), they are inclined to comply with requests
that allow them (o enhance or verify a view of themsclves
as consisient.

Consistency  Social psychologists have long understood
the strength of the consistency principle in directing human
action. Prominent carly theorists like Leon Festinger
(1957, Fritz Heider (1958), and Theodore Newcomb
(1953) viewed the desire for consistency as a prime moti-
vator of our behavior. Subsequently, other theorists (e.g.,
Baumeister, 1982; Tedeschi, 1981) recognized that the de-
sire 10 appear consistent exerts considerable influence over
our behavior as well. If we grant that the power of consis-
tency is formidable in directing human action, an jmpor-
tant practical question immediately arises: How is that
force engaged? Considerable research suggests that itis
engaged through the act of commitment. After making a
commitment, one tends to behave in ways that are consis-
tent with it (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Greenwald et al.,
1987; Howard, 1990; Sherman, 1980). Any of a variety of
strategics may be used to generate the crucial instigating
commitment.

One such strategy is the foot-in-the-door technique
(Freedman & Fraser, 1966; Schwarzwald, Bizman, & Raz,
1983). A solicitor using this procedure first asks for a small
favor that is almost certain to be granted. The initial com-
pliance is then followed by a request for a Jarger, reluted
favor. It has been found repeatedly that people whe have
agreed to the initial, small favor are more willing to do the
larger one (see Beaman et al., 1983, for a review), seem-
ingly to be consistent with the implication of the initial ac-
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tion. For instance, home owners who had agreed to accept
and wear a small lapel pin promoting a local charity were,
as a consequence, more likely to contribute money to that
charity when canvassed during 2 subsequent donation drive
(Pliner et al., 1974).
Freedman and Fraser (1966) argued that the foot-in-the-
door technigue is successful becavse performance of the
initially Tequested action causes a self-perception change;
that is, individuals come to see themselves as pOSsessing
certain behavior-relevant traits. For example, in the Pliner
ot al. (1974) study, after taking and wearing the charity pin,
subjects would be expected to see themselves as more fa-
vorable toward charitable causes, especially the particular
charity involved. Later, when asked to perform the larger,
related favor of contributing to that charity, subjects would
be more willing to do so to be consistent with (i-e., to ver-
ify) the “charitable™ trait they had assigned to themselves.
Support for this interpretation comes from a stady showing
that children are not influenced by the foot-in-the-door
technique until they are old enough to understand the idea
of a stable personality trait (around SiX to Seven ycars).
Once children are old enough to understand the meaning of
a stable trait, the foot-in-the-door tactic becomes effective,
especially among children who prefer consistency in be-
havior (Eisenberg et al., 1987). Cialdini, Trost, and New-
som {1995) have replicated the latter finding with adults:
only those with a strong preference for consistency showed
a foot-in-the-door effect. Gorassini and Olson (1995) pro-
vided data indicating that changes in self-perception are
not sufficient to produce a foot-in-the-door effect. Al-
though compliance with a small request led to greater self-
perceptions of helpfulness, these shifts did not mediate
willingness to comply with a related, larger request. For
the foot-in-the-door effect o appear reliably, then, mdivid-
uals may have to experience a self-perception change in re-
sponse (o initial compliance and have to be inclined to be-
have consistently with that changed self-view. The
inclination toward consistent responding may come about
through dispositional factors, as in the Eiscnberg et al.
(1987) and Cialdini, Trost, and Newsom (1995) studies, or
through situational factors that make consistency salient.
Other, more unsavory techniques induce a commitment
to an item and then remove the inducements that generated
the commitment. Remarkably, the commitment frequently
remains. For example, the bait-and-switch procedure is
used by some retailers, who may advertise certain mer-
chandise {e.g., a room of fumniture) at a special low price.
When the customer arrives to take advantage of the special,
he or she finds the merchandise to be of low quality or sold
out. However, because customers have by now made an ac-
tive commitment to getting new furniture at that particular
store, they are more willing 1o agree 10 examine and, con-
sequently, to buy other merchandise there (Joule, Gouil-
loux, & Weber, 1989).

Car dealers employ a similar strategy: the. lowball tech-
nique, in which the dealer obtains a commitment to an ac-
tion and then increases the costs of performing the action
{Cialdini et al., 1978). The automobile salesperson who
“throws the lowball” induces the customer 1O decide to
bay 2 particular model of car by offering a Jow price on the
car or an inflated one on the customer’s trade-ip. After the
decision has been made—and sometimes after the commit-
ment is enhanced through intermediate commitments, such
as allowing the customer 10 arrange financing, to take the
car home overnight, and so on (Joule, 1987)—something
happens to remove the reason ihe customer decided to buy.
Perhaps a price calculation error is found, or the nsed-car
assessor disallows the inflated trade-in figure. By this time,
though, many customers have experienced an internal com-
mitment to that specific automobile and proceed with the
purchase anyway. Experimental research has documented
the effectiveness of this tactic in settings beyond automo-
bile sales (Brownstein & Katzev, 1985; Toule, 1987). Addi-
tional research indicates that the tactic is effective primar-
ily when used by a single requester (Burger & Petty, 1981}
and when the initial commitment is freely made (Cialdini
et al., 1978).

One thing that these procedures (and others like them)
have in common is the establishment of an earlicr commit-
ment that is consistent with a later action desired by the
compliance professional. The desire.for consistency then
takes over to compel performance of the desired behavior.
However, not all types of these earlier commitments are
equally effective. Some research evidence suggests the
types of commiiments that lead to consistent future re-
sponding. A commitment is likely to be maximally effec-
tive in producing consistent future behavior to the extent
that it is active (Bem, 1967; Cioffi & Garner, 1996), effort-
ful (Aronson & Mills, 1959}, public (Deutsch & Gerard,
1955; Schlenker, Dlugolecki, & Doherty, 1994) and
viewed as internally motivated (ie., uncoerced) (Freed-
man, 1965; Lydon & Zauna, 1990).

Another approach to employing the consistency princi-
ple also is popular among commercial compliance profes-
sionals. Rather than inducing a new commitment to their
product or service, many practitioners point out existing
commitments within potential customers that are consistent
with the product or service being offered. In this way, desir-
able existing commitments are made more visible to the
customer and the strain for consistency 18 allowed to direct
behavior accordingly. For example, insurance agents are
frequently taught to stress t0 new home owners that the pur-
chase of an expensive house reflects an enormous personal
commitment to one’s home and the well-being of one’s
family. Consequently, they argue, it would be only comsis-
tent with such a commitment to home and family to pur-
chase home and life insurance in-amounts that fit the size of
this commitment.
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Research of various kinds indicates that this sort of sen-
sitization lo commitments and, in addition, to consequent
behavioral inconsistencies can be effective in producing
changes in belief, attitade, and behavior, Ball-Rokeach,
Rokeach, and Grube (1984) demonstrated long-term be-
havioral effects from a television program that focused
viewers on their personal commitments to certain deep-
scated values (c.g., freedom, equality) on the one hand, and
their current beliefs and behaviors on the other, Not only
did uninterrupted viewers of this single program evidence
enhanced commitment to these values; they were signifi-
cantly more likely to donate money to support causes con-
sistent with the values two to three months after the pro-
gram had aired. A similar effect was noted among
Australian consumers of high levels of energy who were
shown the discrepancy between their current levels of con-
sumption and their previous pro-conservation statements:
they began to conserve significantly more energy than did
control subjects (Kantola, Syme, & Campbell, 1984). The
tactic of pointing out the discrepancy (“‘bypocrisy”) be-
tween an existing commitrent and inconsistent current
conduct has been cmployed successfully by Aronson and
his collcagues to generate compliance with requests or rec-
ommendations for water conservation (Dickerson et al.,
1992}, recycling action (Fried & Aronson, 1995), and con-
dom use (Stone et al., 1994).

A more manipulative tactic is to put people in a situa-
tion in which refusing a specific request would be inconsis-
tent with a valuc they wish to be known as possessing
(Grecnwald et al., 1987; Sherman, 1980). One such tactic
is the legitimization-of-paltry-favors (or even-a-penny-
would-help) technique (Cialdini & Schroeder, 1976). Most
people prefer to behave in ways that are consistent with a
view of themselves as helpful, charitable individuals. Con-
sequently, a fund-raiser who makes a request that legit-
imizes a paltry amount of aid (“Could you give a contribu-
tion? Even a penny would help.”’) makes it difficult for a
target to refuse to give at all; to do so risks appearing to be
a very unhelpful person. Notice that this procedure does
not specifically request a trivial sum; that would probably
lead to a profusion of pennies and a small total take. In-
stead, the request simply makes a minuscule form of aid
acceptable, thereby reducing the target’s ability o give
nothing and still remain consistent with the desirable
image of a helpful individual. How could a person remain
committed to a helpful image after refusing to contribute
when “‘even a penny would help”?

Experimental research to validate the effectiveness of
this technique has shown it to be successful in increasing
the percentage of charity contributors (Brockner et al,,
1984; Cialdini & Schroeder, 1976; Reeves, Macolini, &
Martin, 1987; Reingen, 1978; Weyant, 1984). Moreover, in
each of these studies the even-a-penmy procedure proved
profitable, because subjects gave not a penny, but rather the

donation amount typically given to charities. Thus, the le-
gitimization-of-paltry-favors approach appears to work by
getting more people to agres to give (so as to be consistent
with a helpful image); but the decision of how much to
give is left unaffected by the mention of a paltry amouat.
The consequence is increased proceeds.

One final commitment-based tactic déserves miention—
one in which the target person goes on record as feeling or
doing well before being asked to contribute resources to a
worthy-sounding cause. The theory behind this tactic is
that people who have just asserted that they are doing or
feeling fine—even as a routine part of a sociable ex-
change—will consequently find it awkward to appear
stingy in the context of their own admittedly favorable cir-
cumstances. An experiment by Danicl Howard (1990) put
the theory to test. Dallas, Texas, residents were called on
the phone and asked if they would agree to allow a repre-
sentative of the Hunger Relief Commiitee to come to their
homes to sell them cookies, the proceeds from which
would be used to supply meals for the needy. When tried
alone, that request (labeled the standard solicitation ap-
proach} produced only 18 percent agreement. However, if
the caller initially asked, “How are you fecling this
evening?”" and waited for a reply before proceeding with
the standard approach, several noteworthy things hap-
pened. First, of the 120 individuals called, most (108) gave
the customary favorable reply (“‘Good,” “Fine,” “Real
well,” etc.). Second, 32 percent of the people who got the
how-are-you-feeling-tonight question agreed to receive the
cookie seller at their homes, nearly twice the success rate
of the standard solicitation approach. Third, true to the
consistency principle, almost everyone who agreed to such
a visit did make a cookie purchase when contacted at home
(89 percent).

Summary: Compliance

At the outset of this section, we suggested that an impor-
tant question for anyone interested in understanding, resist-
ing, or harnessing the compliance process is, Which are the
most powerfu) principles that motivate individuals to com-
ply with another person’s request? We also suggested that
one way to assess such power is to examine the practices of
commercial compliance professionals for their pervasive-
ness. The widespread use by compliance practitioners of
certain principles would be cvidence for the natural power
of these principles to affect everyday compliance. Six psy-
chological principles emerged as the most popular in the.
repertoires of compliance professionals: reciprocity, con-
sistency, social validation, friendship or liking, authority,
and scarcity. Close examination of the principles revealed
broad professional usage that conld be validated and ex-
plained by controlled experimental research. As with most
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additional work needs to be done.
derable evidence indicates
1 features of the

research perspectives,
However, at this juncture consi
(hat these six principles engage centra
human condition to motivate compliance.

CONCLUSION

The social influence process is an undeniably central com-

ponent of social interaction. People seek to influence and

allow themselves to be influenced in almost every mterper-

ent of their lives, It is not surprising, then, that
the influence process SCIVes multiple goals. Qur review of
the relevant literatures in the areas of social norms, confor-
mity, and compliance Jed us to see three such goals: 10 be-
have cffectively, to build and maintain relationships, and to
manage self-concept. It is our view that each of these goals
offers an important rationale for influence and offers, ac-
cordingly, a way to understand many of the effects typi-
cally found in the literatarcs reviewed.

At the same time, it should be recognized that we as-

signed these effects to a particular goal often for reasons of
organizational efficiency, and such assignment should not
be taken to imply that only a single goal is being served,
1ndced, the most powerful offects in our literatures are
likely to be powerful precisely because they contribute to
the attainment of morc than one goal. For example, the ten-
dency o comply with a request that is consistent with an
carlier commitment is likely due 1o a desire to be consis-
tent (serving the goal of managing self-concept), a desire
to look consistent 1o others (serving the goal of building
and maintaining relationships), and a desire to act correctly
(serving the goal of behaving cffectively). The simultane-
ous satisfaction of muluple goals should only enhance the
lixelihood that an influence attempt will succeed.

Although the goal motivation framework of this chapter

may appear to focus on the social motives of the individ-

wal, it is important to remember that most responses to S0~
cial influence attcmpts are also affected by the situational
context of the influence effort. Moreover, goals can interact
with social situations in a variety of ways {Endler, 1993).
First, different situations can make different goals salient
{or the same individual. For mstance, seeing someone pick
up a piece of litter in an otherwise clean epvironment can

ive for social approval (serving the goal of

activate the mot
building and maintaining relationships), decreasing the

likelihood of listering (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990).
But even if an individual’s personal norm is opposed to lit-
tering, seeing someonc 0SS a candy wrapper into a heavily
littered environment may wigger littering behavior, as it de-
scribes what others do in that situation
trash (serving the goal of behaving effectively).
can also change people’s motives. Fori

sonal segm

10 rid themselves of
Situations

nstance, in a work
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setting, uncertain nEWCOMErs may conform to the group
perception at the outset because they think that the group
offers the most accurate view (serving the goal of behaving
effectively), but after greater experience in the situation,
their conformity may be based more on a desire to avoid
negative sapctions from the group {(serving the goal of
building and maintaining social relationships). Finaily, sit-
pational consiraints on behavior, including such factors as

environmental contingencies and source characteristics, in-
to affect the goals that

teract with individual characteristics
are activated. Asking a person to contribute time to a can-
cer organization because it will *make you feel good about
yourself” may be effective for someone who is low in self-
esteem, since such behavior can bolster sclf-perception
(serving the goal of managing self-concept), but it may
backfire with a person who has high sclf-esteem and is
more motivated by relational goals, such as interacting
with 2 committed group (serving the goal of building and
maintaining relationships). Any fully informed explanation
of social influence must consider the characteristics of both
the influence target and the setting, and the numerous ways
in which they may interact.

In all. it is clear that the social intl
rich and complex. This fact accounts for the large body of
existing work exploring the functioning of the social influ-
ence process and ensures that it will in the future, as in the
past, be the focus of much research.

wence process is both

NOTES

atané’s (1996) discussion of
“culturally shared beliefs” focuses on the evolution of
stereotypes, the analysis is applicable 1o the evolution of
norms as well (M. Schaller; personal communication, No-
vember 21, 1995).

2. Note the emphasis on social norms. Those who stody

small-group behavior have exlensively examined the

emergence of rask-rebated norms; for a review, see Levine
and Motelard, 1997, in this Handbook.

The effects of normative and information

be comsidered more thoroughly in the nex

“Conformity.”

4. For reviews of the factors affecting co
conformity, se¢ Allen (1965, 1973).

5. Although the minority was criginally conceptualized as a
group that lacks power, status, or sirength in numbers
(Moscovici, 1976), most of the research has operational-
ized the minority as numerically inferior to the majority.

6. However, when the purpose of social comparison is 10
make oneself feel better or 1@ motivate oneself 1o greater
accomplishments, people sometimes compare themselves
to others who are not similar but whao are below or sbove

1. Although Schaller and L

al influence will
t section,

[*Y]

nformity and non-
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them ou a relevant dimension (Collins, 1995; Suls &
Willis, 1990; Wood, 1989).
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