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MINORITY GROUP INFLUENCE

MOSCOVICI 1970  TWO PROCESS THEORY.  

PUBLIC COMPLIANCE  VS PRIVATE CONVERSION


[UNCONSCIOUS/ CONVERSION.  THE ONLY ROUTE TO CONV.

WHY:  VISIBILITY AND ATTN.

CONFID AND COMMITMENT [SINCERITY]

LEGITIMIZES DISSENT

ATTN TO STIM VS TO GROUP

MOSCOVICI, LAGE AND NAFFRECHOUX 69 
BLUE IS GREEN STUDY

4 VS  2 >32%  SAY 1 GREEN [VS 76 % ASCH]. 8% OF ALL R’S ARE GREEN [VS 33% ASCH 

4 VS  1> 1% SAY GREEN ONCE ;    4 VS 0 > 0% 

ESPECIALLY IF CONSISTANT  OVER TIME AND FOLKS  [STABLITY AND CONSENSUS].  

NEMETH, SWEDLUND AND KANKI 74   
IT’S THE DULL BLUE SLIDES THAT ARE GREEN.  

DULL BLUE IS GREEN> 6.37 OF 28 [25%]/  BRIGHT BLUE> 5.31 

VARIOUS BLUES ARE GREEN  >.06 OF 28\

REPLIC: DAMAGE AWARDS, POLLUTION, GAYS, ABORTION, DEATH PENALTY, AESTHETIC JUDGEMENTS, ECOLOGY ETC. IN AUSTRALIA, USA, BRITAIN, FRANCE, SWITZERLAND ETC 

MOSCOVICI AND PERSONNAZ 1980  
AFTERIMAGE STUDY.

SEE A BLUE SLIDE FOR 5 TRIALS [ BLUE/GREEN SAYS MFGer –MARTIN 1998].  Then  rp learns MOST [81% ] SEE THIS AS BLUE [DUH]. THEN CONFED SAYS “IT’S GREEN”  OVER NEXT 15 TRIALS [SHE’S MINORITY]. EACH TIME THE RP IS ASKED HER COLOR JUDGEMENT AND  AFTERIMAGE . [GAZE BLUE THEN AT WHITE SCREEN]

 BLUE>YELLOW/ORANGE.   GREEN>RED/PURPLE

VERY LITTLE OVERT Influence BUT LOTS MORE AFTERIMAGE CHANGE IN THIS CONDIT THAN IN OTHER CONDITS ESPEC IN PRIVATE where  MIN = +.338 [shift]   VS  MAJ  -. 180 VS   CONTOL   -.29.  

SORRENTINO 1980 NO REPLIC UNLESS SUSPICIOUS rp

DOMS & VAN AVERMAET 80

MIN= SHIFT OF .43 ;  MAJ =. 80  OOPS; CONTROL= -. 49

RODS AND CONES issue.

Bob’s NOTES:
MODERN AFTERIMAGE WORK:

M AND P  1986 EJSP REPLICATE ORIG USING SPECTROMETER TO ASSESS SUBJECTS’ PERCEPTIONS [PRECISE MEAS OF WAVELENGTH]

BUT KAKALEVAKIS 1996 UNPUBL FAILS TO REPLICATE USING A HUE CIRCLE ON A COMPUTER..

ROBIN MARTIN 1995 EJSP: USES PURE BLUE SLIDES WITH VERY FEW GREEN HUES.
MAJ AND MIN SHIFTS TO MORE BLUISH AFTERIMAGE THAN NO INFO CONTROLS—SO GREATER ATTN TO SLIDE WHEN WIERD ESTIMATES ARE GIVEN.  BUT SHIFT GETS GREATER OVER TIME IN POST PERIOD.....ADAPTATION [PHASE SHIFTS]. 

MARTIN, 1998 FIVE REPLICATIONS OF ORIG M & P SLIDE [THEY USED 5 PRE TRIALS AND 15 POST TRIALS AND A BLUE GREEN SLIDE]. THERE IS SOME GREEN TO SEE.. BUT IS IT GREATER FOR MINORITIES??? AND WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF ADAPTATION??? 

SCREENED FOR COLOR BLINDNESS AND KNOWLEDGE OF AFTERIMAGE. 

Note:USED SAME EXACT SLIDE AS M AND P [KODAK-WRATTEN # 45]

NO EVIDENSE OF MIN> MAJ.
 DO GET MORE GREENISH AFTEREFFECTS OVER TIME IN MAJ AND MIN CONDIT. But BIGGER EFFECTS IF RPS ARE SUSPICIOUS.
SUSPICION [IN MAJ /MIN CELLS] CAUSES INTENSE SCRUTINY OF BLUE/GREEN SLIDE >>>>ADAPTATION AND SHIFTS. OOOOOOPS.  

MARTIN TRYS LOTS OF VARIATIONs [eg.TRIAL NUMBER, ABSENSE OF PRETEST, REAL CONFEDS TO CREATE MIN/MAJ.]    NOTHING PRODUCES THE ORIG M & P DATA.  SAY GOODNIGHT SERGE.

MAAS AND CLARK 83 [Moscovici BELIEVERS] 
GAY RIGHTS STUDY:

 RP OVERHEARS A DISCUSSION WHERE EITHER MINORITY OR MAJORITY IS FOR [OR AGAINST ] GAY RIGHTS.   ASKED THEIR ATTIT UNDER PUBLIC [ THEY GET TO SEE YOUR ANSWER] OR PRIVATE CONDITONS.
PRIVATE: MIN> MAJ: I.E.UNDER PRIVATE CONDITIONS RP IS MORE PERSUADED BY ANTI GAY MINORITY 4.38 THAN BY ANTI GAY MAJORITY 3.7  WHERE HIGH SCORES = ANTI GAY.
PUBLIC: MAJ>MIN:  UNDER PUBLIC CONDITONS   ANTI GAY MAJ = 4. 22 > ANTI GAY MIN = 3.48. 
PLUS: THT LISTED ARGUM ARE RELATED TO ATTID ONLY UNDER PRIV CONDITONS [WHERE MIN IS MOST PERSUASIVE].

DAVID AND TURNER, 1996 BRIT JSP. STUDY 
INGROUP/OUTGROUP EFFECTS
[MIN INFLU STRONGER WHEN MIN IS SAME REF GROUP [GENDER, SCHOOL, GRADE ETC]. 

THE DELAYED/IMMEDIATE STUDY:   PRO ENVIRN H.S. STUDENTS READ POLICY STATEMENT RE: ECOLOGY FROM  OUTGROUP [“FRIENDS OF TIMBER INDUSTRY] OR IN-GROUP [FRIENDS OF FOREST]. [NOTE:ANTI ENVIRNM KIDS ALSO RUN].

IN THE MAJORITY CONDIT. THE TAPE REPRESENTS  THE MAJ. OPINION IN THE “GROUP”.
 IN MINORITY CONDIT THE TAPE REPRESENTS FRINGE-EXTREME MINORITY VIEW.  

STUDY 1. IMMEDIATELY AFTER TAPE,   MAJORITY [1.94 SHIFT] >MIN [.74 SHIFT].   BUT

3 WEEKS LATER: MIN [2.02 SHIFT] >MAJ [.42 SHIFT] BUT ONLY IF MINORITY IS  “INGROUP”.  IF FROM OUTGROUP =CONSISTANT BOOMERANGE EFFECTS [MINUS SHIFTS].

STUDY 2. THE PUBLIC/PRIVATE STUDY: 

COLLEGE STUDENTS ONLY [ALL PRO ENVIRN]

 INGROUP MIN HAS BIGGEST PRIVATE EFFECT [MIN= 2.09 SHIFT> MAJ= .48] WHILE INGROUP MAJORITY HAS BIGGEST PUBLIC EFFECT [WE WILL LET OTHERS KNOW OF YOUR SCORE] [MAJ =1.88 >MIN = .80].  OUTGROUP = ALL BOOMERANG [MINUS SHIFTS]. 

CONTRASTS WITH MOSCOV. VIEW THAT DOUBLE MINORITIES [OPINION PLUS REF GROUP] SHOULD BE MOST EFFECTIVE [GIVEN LOW LOW LOW POWER].    

SUFFERING AND MINORITY IMPACT:

MCLEOD BARON ET AL 1997 CMC STUDY

WOOD ET AL 94 PSYCH BULL  META ANALYSIS OF 97 STUDIES. 

MAJ> MIN ON PUBLIC MEAS.  VERY SOLID [HOMOGENEOUS FINDING].[n=8 effects]

MAJ> MIN ON PRIVATE DIRECT AND ON SUBJ OPINIONS BUT HETEROG. EFFECTS [n= 18 effects]

Only hint that MIN> MAJ is  ON PRIVATE & INDIRECT  MEAS. [n=12 effects]

[INDIRECT = RELATED BUT DISTINCT CONTENT  SUCH AS AFTER EFFECTS [boo] and tangential measures {e.g.. Anti IRS topic.....anti big Govt meas].[note this includes M. and Personnaz 1980]

  But here sig effect size only for unweighted means analysis [where ignore sample size and error var] [effect size = -.32] or weighted means analysis throwing out a big outlyer outcome [effect size=. –23]. 

Plus---CONTROVERSIAL CATEGORIZ OF dv’S . THUS ABORTION THE ISSUE AND CONTRACEPTION WOULD SEEM INDIRECT BUT SHE CALLS DIRECT. 

OTHER FINDINGS:

!  BIGGER EFFECTS FOR MOSCOVICI, AND ASSOCIATES THAN OTHERS [FRENCH VS OTHERS; SELECTIVE REPORTING; BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF THEORY???] eeeeek. 

! BIGGER EFFECTS FROM INGROUPS VS OUTGROUPS: SIMILARLY, WEAKER EFFECTS FROM STIGMATIZED MINORITIES. BIGGER EFFECTS FOR CONSIST MINORITIES. 

NO STRONG SUPPORT FOR IDEA THAT MINORITIES TRIGGER MORE SYSTMATIC MESSAGE PROCESSING. OOOOPS

They conclude: Min have some impact compared to no message controls even on direct public meas with biggest effects on indir. private meas. Maj > min in other cases.

Two years later..Wood summarized these metaresults as Min= Maj on indirect private meas.BUT Latter still a diff from typical MAJ> min outcome seen elsewhere .

2 NEW VIEWS OF MINORITY IMPACT

MINORITIES AND CREATIVITY: 
NEMETH AND KWAN 1987 
ATTN FOCUS/ANAGRAM STUDY.
MAJORITIES FOCUS ATTN ON THEIR ONE PREFERRED POSITION [DUE TO THEIR POWER] WHILE MINORITIES ALLOW CONSIDERATION OF A WIDER RANGE OF OPTIONS.    

ANAGRAM TASK   STD APPROACH IS TO TRY IT FORWARDS.     [TROGE]

RP LEARNS THAT MIN [ OR MAJ] ADVOCATES READING STRING BACKWARDS. [ = EGO]  .  IF A MINORITY,  MORE OF ALL KINDS OF SOLUTIONS = BACKWARDS, FRONTWARDS, MIXED [EG. OGRE]. WHY? LESS PRESSURE AND MORE FOLKS WHO BREAK THE ICE ON WIERDNESS. 

VARIOUS REPLICATIONS: SEE P 89 BARON AND KERR

EXPECTANCY VIOLATION:
MACKIE, 1987; BAKER AND PETTY 1994 suggest that any stuff that surprises us evokes our attention [a single process view]. If so, both weird/surprising majorities OR minorities could trigger careful processing.

 Minorities that risk rejection are surprising especially if they are ingroup members [they should care a lot about rejection]. Thus David and Turner’s data.
Baker and Petty 94. [ingroup] Majorities that disagree with us are surprising. 

So are minorities that agree with us. Both evoke stronger good/bad splits than controls [e.g. agreeing majorities] . 

Others show more minority influence when the MAJ is cohesive[Koszakie et al. 94] or not anonymous [McLeod et al 97]. 
A promising but new view. 
Do minorities increase systematic processing

As a general rule [across all measures and situations]….no.  A good number of studies indicate either no difference  or that Majorities trigger MORE systematic processing as indexed by 1. type of thought      2. good bad split [Baker & Petty  1994Baron & Brunsman     3 time spent on processing  [De Dreu & Devries 1996 or 4. correlation between tht and ac  D & D 96
But some exceptions.   

Alvaro and Crano, 1997-2001:  Ingroup Minorities>>cog content..good/bad splits but on indirect only [eg. Direct = gay; indirect =gun control]
Martin & Hewstone 2001 Min> maj on Good/bad split and resistance to counter attack if topic not highly self relevant [direct meas however]. 

Kerr 2001  If minority has guts:  knew they were minority, anticipated defending beliefs AND meeting the majority  then greater good bad split [under low involve only]—direct measure
Baron & Bellman    Harrassment study [low involvement] –indirect measure only.

