Overload Theory Revisited

Milgram 1970  Used overload theory to analyze aspects of urban stress.  “I’m walkin here!”,  Kitty Genovese, Woman with broken leg 40 min, eat the wounded.  
Assumptions: a. Capacity limited; b.  overload is unpleasant/threatening; c. that we adopt various ‘adaptations”to avoid OL.

Adaptations

Less time for each input. [fast paced, abrupt, and brusk]-- ‘hurry it up bub’.

Disregard all but high priority inputs [claims on attention]—ignore fallen man on street.

Diffuse and refuse responsibility [‘That’s not my job..man’—it’s not in our precinct’…

Block inputs

Only develop weak involvements [Sex in the City].

Use social barriers—red tape, secretaries, TA’s, etc

Weak data on these points: less likely to open door [or allow phone call] in city  than burbs [75% spoke thru closed door vs 25% in burbs]; more unlisted mailboxes, Zimbardo’s car smash study. Larger “life space”. Flaws but ring of truth. Importance is introducing ovld notion to explain social behaviors. 

Cohen, 1978 More careful review of findings. Introduces notion of fatigue over time [after-effects] and social adaptations. Stresses notion of executive function [Sokolov’s OR research. OR to signal drops fast but if signal STOPS, OR returns. The executive notices the change in the stimulus complex and redirects attention back to that area [or modality—hearing]. White and Carlston 
Priorities:
Brown and Poulton 61 Primary task =Driving; Secondary task=monitor when number sequence changes. Errors up when traffic increases [shopping areas]


Kanarick and Peterson 69 See more of the ‘valueable’ signals but miss more of the less valuable ones when signal rate increases. 
Alturism:

Cohen and Spacepan 78

Study 2 Shopping Mall study—rps who must price a lot during rush time [random] are less likely to help find contact lens than Rps who price just a few items at uncrowded time. Low Load/low density =80%, high load/low density 33%; High load/high density = 0%. 

Holland et al: When sound level and traffic count high>less likely to help lost individual and less help offered [time]. 

Baum et al. High density dorms>less likely to pick up and mail lost letter. [Some of this may be due to not noticing the event or interpreting it poorly [focus]. Some of it may be noticed but “blown off”]. Cohen and Lezak 77 if memorizing nonsense syllables [primary task] separated by slides of faces, poorer recollection of facial details if loud/random 95 db noise vs no noise. So do notice social details less [not a crisis however].   
Ovld and Control: Less indecision and active coping required. 

Other social behaviors 

Intense indoctrination [From Baron, 2000, Personality and Social Psych Review]
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         Historical Examples and procedures.


Causes and mechanisms

Interactive dynamics 
End overview

History

a.1930's  Soviet (NKVD) Stalin (Beria;  Yeshov)

b.1940's  Chinese -  Study Group procedure

c.1950's Korean POW's 

d.1970's  Cults: e.g. Peoples Temple --Jim Jones, Children of God-David Berg.
e.1976 Patricia Hearst-Symbonese Liberation Army

Temporal stages: SOFTEN UPSYMBOL 232 \f "Wingdings"COMPLIANCESYMBOL 232 \f "Wingdings"INTERNALIZATIONSYMBOL 232 \f "Wingdings"CONSOLIDATION.

PROCEDURES

PHYSICAL STRESS (SLEEP LOSS)

PSYCHOLOGICAL STESS(FEAR)

REGIMENTATION

SOCIAL DISRUPTION( ISOLATION)

SOCIAL PRESSURE

SELF CRITICISM-HUMILIATION

CENSORSHIP

MESSIANIC GOALS

ESCALATION OF COMMMITTMENT

STATES: FEAR/CONFUSION/LOW SE/GUILT/EXHAUSTION
CAUSES OF INTERNALIZATION

Conformity [Darley, 1966, 

group think [Stasser and Titus, 87]

group polarization [comparison, arguments, corroboration, self identity]

cognitive dissonance [Foot in door, effort justification

low c.a.  [Petty, Wells and Brock 75, 

existential confirmation—Hoffer, 1951, Galanter 1989, Pool et al, 1998.  

Interactive dynamics: Fear/Exhaustion etc as Amplifying variables: 

1. Conformity  [Darley 1966, Dolinski and Nawrat, 1998]
2. Dissonance [Pittman 1975-Zanna, Cooper 1975 
3-4.  Stereotyping/message processing  [ Baron, Inman, Kao and Logan, 1992] --HIGH FEAR FOLK MORE PERSUADED BY A DUMB MESSAGE WITH LOTS OF APPLAUSE (PROPAGANDA).  [4.77 HIGH FEAR VS 3.82 LO].

SEE ALSO Keinan, Friedland and Evan-Hiam [2003] airport personnel at testing time—professors are absent minded]; Wilder and Shapiro [1988]  dumb juror study
Note: Petty, Wells and Brock 1975 Distraction [overload] & persuasion. 
IMPLICATIONS: 

 BW??YES??NO?? [TEMPLATE VIEW]

BW= BAD GROUP???

LEGAL RESPONSIBILTY??

