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

Posture and persuasion: Head nodding research Wells and Petty, 1980—nodders [to test earphones>> and more agreement with editorial message [they assume but don’t measure depressed CA] but nodding easier to pro-attit message.

Brinol and Petty 03 test alternative view that nodding up’s internal confidence [self validation view] in whatever cog response one is having. If nod to strong message [where pro arg are likely] it should up AC. If nod to weak message [where CA are likely] it should up confide in ca thereby dropping AC; PROVIDED that elaboration likelihood [motive + ability] is high.Topic: student ID cards for security. Both motive [you’ll be asked questions about message and ability [message speed] manipulated in a shotgun manip. 
 Predicted effects but only under high elab.

 But NOT simple nod>like main effect under low elab [as I predicted]. Might it be possible that if exhausted that one have deficient but positive cog reactions especially if coaxed by peer pressure and here nodding ups AC?? 

Interactive dynamics: Fear/Exhaustion etc as Amplifying variables: 

1. Conformity  [Darley 1966, Dolinski and Nawrat, 1998]
2. Dissonance [Fear: Pittman 1975; Arousal: Zanna, Cooper 1975, Capacity: Stalder and Baron, 1998 
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. 
Note: Dissenting view posed by Tiedens and Linton 2001:
They provide a very selective review but:  Emotions that provoke certainty [e.g disgust, anger] trigger heuristic processing; Emotions that provoke uncertainty [e.g. fear, worry, surprise] trigger Systematic processing. [note: mood vs emotion—neg mood = systematic; neg emotion>>slipshod processing and heuristic. Recollection manip for studies 1& 2.  
In Study 1 [a manip check study] recollectingdisgust & happiness leads to more confidence re Y2K prediction than does fear & hope.     
Study 2  recollecting anger, contentment vs worry, surprise. React to essay on grade inflation. Bigger Cred effect for anger/contentment.
Study 3 film clips induce fear or disgust and find disgust provokes more guilty verdicts re an athelete’s [vs student’s] cheating. 

IMPLICATIONS: 

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

BW= BAD GROUP???

LEGAL RESPONSIBILTY??

