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GROUP POLARIZATION

OVERVIEW

EARLY RSH [RISKY SHIFT] & THEORY [RD]

THEORIES OF THE 70’S  [SC & PERSUASION]

THE SC/PA WARS

MODERN WORK [SOCIAL IDENTITY / CORROB]

POLARIZ & REAL CONSEQ

MINORITY INFLUENCE

END OVERVIEW

A.  THE RISKY SHIFT


1. STONER 1961 AND THE CHOICE DILEMMA QUEST. (CDQ)


2.  LOTS OF REPLIC WITH LOTS OF PEOPLE  

FRENCH, ENGLISH, USA, GERMAN, ISRAELI, SCANDANAVIAN, CANADIAN.

PRISON INMATES, MBA’S, GRADESCHOOLERS, COLLEG STUD.  BUSIN EXECS ETC 

CDQ, UNIVERSALISM, ATTIT TOWARD WOMEN, SCHOOL BUSING, BETTING, JURY-GUILT, PROFESOR RATINGS ETC


3.WALLACH AND KOGAN'  NOTION OF RESPONSIBILITY DIFFUSION


GD --->LIKING--->RD---->FEAR OF FAILURE----> RISK


4.  PROBLEMS WITH RD THEORY:  HYPOTH/  TWO WIERD ITEMS/ AVERAGING RSCH

B.  BROWN'S  TWO FACTOR VIEW:  S. COMPARISON/ PERSUASIVE ARGUMENTS = GENERAL POLARIZATION.


MOSCOVICI AND ZAVELLONI 68   AND OTHERS 

C.BURNSTEIN AND VINOKUR 72-75   PERSUASION ALONE DOES IT

D..  THE SC / PA DEBATE


1. DISCUSSIONLESS SHIFTS


BLASCOVICH, GINSBERG,  HOWE 1975 BLACKJACK BETTING


BARON AND ROPER  76  AUTOKINETIC SHIFT
Plus others: Myers, Bach and Schreiber, 1974-bar graphs; Teger & Pruitt 67- ballots. 

Burntein & Vinokur’s1975 retort:

  Compar>New self generated arguments.  Partic discuss some items, SC only on some items and nada on some.  Following SC  ask rps ”reconsider this item again. …you may discover additional relevant considerations. If you do find some new ones, list em” [orig italics]. 

 Data:  More new argu following SC than when alone. 

Cotton and Baron’s [1981 Social Psych Quarterly] response to  B & V 75.  Reactive meas [demand for new] and reactive design [all within]. 

 Instead omit the word NEW.  “List all arguments that would justify a particular response “ [from V & B 74]  with 3 min limit and a between design.   

Design:  4 CDQ’s and 4 Jury dilemmas/bar graph SC or not/.  Tht list on key item. 

 Bar graph shift = 1.52[jury] 2.24 [cdq] =BIG SHIFT      key cdq item [.72] 

 Control shift=       .33        & .09           = NO SHIFT                          [.35] 

For  my eyes [Argum score= % proshift argu minus % anti shift [e.g .81 pro – . 11 anti = .7. On key risk item only] 

Tht list:  Bar graph = .70 [jury] & .50 [cdq]   

              Control =     .81          & .62           [N.S and OPPOSITE to B & V. ] 

[No diff on persuasivenss rankings ]

 IS SCALE SENSITIVE

Study 2.  Tht listing does discrim betw those who think about a single risk prone item or distracted [think about a diff item]. More prorisk thts [same meas as above] listed in active rethink condit. = . 15 vs .-36 .

BALLOTING???

Study 3 re run with anon bar graph [shift=.94  argm .08] , anon balloting [1.65  argm. .5]  vs control [shift -.73 ;argum .34].  B.GRAPH AND BALLOTING SHIFTS & SIGNIF.  LESS ARGUM IN BAR GRAPH THAN CONTROL. CONDIT. 

Study 4  On tht listing meas obtained persuasiveness rating and computed a weighted sum of arguments [proshift argum X persuas rating  minus antishift argum X rating.  Over two cdq items.  Big shifts for anon bar graph, nothin for controls & no diff on weighted thts

            2.  COMPARISION-LESS SHIFTS


BURNSTEIN AND VINOKURS LYING STUDY

E. SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY  - TURNER 1991

WE GAIN OUR SENSE OF SELF IDENTITY AND SELF WORTH FROM THE NATURE OF THE GROUPS WE BELONG TO: As RESULT WE REALLY WANT TO CONFORM TO THE GROUPS WE Belong to  AND BE DIFFERENT FROM THE GROUPS WE do not belong to. KEY ASSUMPTION:  WHENEVER WE ARE IN A GROUP WE IMPLICITLY ARE ALSO THINKING ABOUT OTHER GROUPS WE DO NOT BELONG TO AND WE WANT TO DIFFERENTIATE OURSELVES FROM THEM [Roesch’s contrast category]. THEREFORE,  THE REASON WE DO NOT CONVERGE ON CENTRAL GROUP TENDENCY IS THAT WE ARE TRYING TO MOVE AWAY FROM THE OUTGROUP AT THE SAME TIME AS WE ARE TRYING TO BE LIKE OTHER INGROUP MEMBER.  PROTOTYPIC DISTINCTIVE POSITION [THE PERCEIVED NORM] IS NOT CENTRAL GROUP TENDENCY.

DATA:   PROBLEMS .  ANY PROOF OF KEY ASSUMPTION? DESIRE FOR DIFFERENTIATION.  PRETTY FAR FETCHED IN LAB GROUPS.  WHY DOES GROUP DISCUSSION LEAD TO POLARZ??  ANSW: INCREASED SALIENCE OF GROUP [P. 79 HOGG, TURNER AND DAVIDSON, 1990]. 

COHESION OF GROUP HAS NO ENHANCING EFFECT ON GROUP POLARIZ.  E.G. DION,  MILLER AND MAGNAN 1973? . 

SPEARS, LEA AND LEE [1990].EMAIL POLARZ STUDY:  [BRIT J.S.P] 

. USE  CURRENT TOPICS [NUCLEAR POWER, AFFIRM ACTION, NATIONALIZED INDUSTRY] WHERE BRIT. STUDENTS TEND TO BE LIKE-MINDED. 

MANIPULATED GROUP IDENTIF [YOU WILL BE JUDGED AS A GROUP, THIS STUDY INVOLVES DIFFERENCES BETW. GROUPS....RP REFERRED TO AS GROUP MEMBER ...WORK WITH THE REST OF “YOUR GROUP” ETC.  

ONLY SIG SHIFT [1.2 UNITS] OCCURS IN THIS “GROUP IMMERSION”  CONDITION. BUT ONLY IF DEINDIVIDUATED= DIFF OFFICES, ANONY.. IF IN SAME ROOM FACE TO FACE THEN EMAIL DISCUSS EVEN WITH GROUP IMMERSION  [MINUS .29].    TEST RETEST ALONE =.74 [SIGN LESS THAN 1.2]   VERY BIZARRE OUTCOME. 

BUT MACKIE AND COOPER 84 JPSP [SEE BROWN] FOUND LISTENING TO A TAPE  OF YOUR [SOON-TO- BE ] INGROUP [WHO YOU WOULD SOON MEET] WAS FAR MORE PERSUASIVE THAN HEARING A TAPE OF AN OUT GROUP [who you will be compared to....the best group shares $12 ]. TOPIC: USE OF S.A.T. AND G.R.E. FOR SCHOOL SELECTION.  NOTE THIS HOLD ARGUM CONSTANT and never hear groups final decision. Stop tape when group says “well it looks like we have a consensus.  [NOTE: NOT REALLYGRP-POLARIZ IN THAT NO ACTUAL DISCUSSION]. REALLY A STUDY ON SOURCE IMPACT –MORE ATTN TO THOSE YOU WILL JOIN. [What’s the major motive here??].

                                      INGROUP                        OUTGROUP

DATA:     KEEP S.A.T.’S    5.67 


-3.11 Move away    high scores = agree with group.


     abolish em             8.00


   .44 no chng

STUDY TWO: ingroup condition estimated a more extreme “eventual group consensus” [i.e. norm] than those “hearing a tape from a prior expt”[note same tape]. and shifts just moved to this Norm. 

 estim ingroup consensus = 23.5           estim irrelev group consensus 21.2 [sig]

ingroup final attit                23                                                            20.3 [sig]

Note: “Conformity”  vs Social competition. [same type of data on “abolish s.a.t.” topic.

HOGG, TURNER AND DAVIDSON, 1990 [BASIC AND APPLIED SOCIAL, 11, 77-100] ESTIM. CONSENSUS JUMP AROUND AS A FUNCTION OF RISKY OR CAUTIOUS OUTGROUP. IE. WITH RISKIER OUTGROUP-PC’D NORM IS MORE CAUTIOUS [1.22]THAN INITIAL GROUP MEAN. WITH CAUTIOUS OUTGROUP ESTIM CONSENSUS IS RISKIER [.15] THAN PRETEST MEAN. IF BOTH  RISKY AND CAUTIOUS OUTGROUPS A NEUTRAL ESTIM CONSENSUS [.05]. NO DIFFS ON PRE-POST POLARZ. OOOOOPS 

PROCEDURAL DETAILS: 

[12 CDQ ITEMS PLUS 3 MORE].  RP GIVES PRETEST SCORE, THEN HEARS TAPE OF THEIR “INGROUP”  WHO THEY WILL “SOON MEET” AND TAPE OF AN OUTGROUP THEY WILL “DEBATE WITH”. NOTE: DEBATE NOT A USUAL CONDIT IN POLARZ RESCH. DOES IT UP GROUP IDENTIF.??  DV’S= 1. POSITION YOU FEEL BEST REPRESENTS  VIEWS OF YOUR GROUP, AND 2. THE POS THEY WILL AGREE ON=MEAS OF ESTIM. CONSENSUS. 3. THEN RP’S INDICATES POST TAPE SCORE.          “PRETEST MEAN’ = CONFEDS POSITION PLUS RP’S.  AFTER TAPE RP SCORES VARY LESS FROM ESTIM. CONSENSUS BUT NOT ENOUGH TO YIELD SIGNIF PRE-POST POLARIZ. SOME EVIDENCE ON ONE MEAS THAT GREATER POLARIZ OF NORMS OCCURS WITH GREATER GROUP IDENTIF. . 

COULD GET EVIDENCE THAT  KNOWLEDGE OF RIVAL’S OPINIONS  AFFECTS POLARIZATION . NEED SOME EVID. THAT TYPICAL LAB GROUPS ARE ALWAYS TRYING TO DIFFERENTIATE THEMSELVES.  

PROBLEMS OF PARSIMONY.  

F.  CORROB ALONE   --BARON, HOPPE  ET. AL 1996- HUNK /GEEK STUDY

Attraction extremity score:  contradict        control        corroborate





2.96                 3.73                4.21  signif

confid



4.45

4.84

5.15  signif 

MS Donation study:  [turn over sheet = I’m donating  or not]

     

Corrob

Control


$
3.40                      2.10   signf


confid. 5.86                      5.28  signf

Same data on chair ratings: Note, no argum and no comparison.  Ala Stasser and Titus 85

G.  POLARIZATION AND REAL CONSEQUENCES

BLASCOVICH GINSBERG AND HOWE 75  BLACKJACK BETTING HIGHER AFTER COMPARISON.  ADDING  FULL GROUP DISCUSSION DOES NOT INCREASE POLARIZ  FURTHER.

McCAULEY ET AL 73 RACETRACK BETTING AT $2.OO WINDOW

GROUP DISCUSS      16 CAUTIOUS SHIFTS   1 ZERO SHIFT   5 RISKY SHIFTS

CONTROL                     6                                    13                        3 

KNOX AND STAFFORD 75  RACETRACK     DITTO

BARON AND ROPER, BARON 1974  BENGALI RELIEF STUDY

REAL DONATION PLEDGES

PRETEST $1.82     GROUP DISCUSS= $1.62     FINAL POSTTEST=$1.90

STUDENT SENATE:

                    $750                                     $880                                       $930

