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Session 1 Materials 

 

Topics: Personality. Social Psychology. 

 

 
 

The Cognitive Perspective of Personality. Values according to G. Allport:  

 
 

Value Behavior Occupation 
Social Helping People Social work 

Theoretical Searching for truth Education 

Economic Pragmatic activities Business 

Aesthetic Artistic activities Arts, performance 

Religious Search for harmony Clergy 

Political Power and influence Politics 
 

 

 

 

 

The Behavioral Perspective. Rotter’s Expectancy Theory 

 

Locus of Control:  A stable set of expectations about the relationship between (a) various 

events and the individual’s actions and (b) the sources of these events and actions. 

 

 

External Locus of Control The individual tends to believe that most events are 
caused by external forces over which this person 
has little or no control (luck or misfortune, for 
example) 

Internal Locus of Control The individual tends to believe that most events are 
caused by people‟s own efforts (luck and 
misfortunes are, in general, preventable) 
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Personality Traits according to R. Cattell 

(developed by P.Costa and R. McCrae) 

 

Extraversion 

 
Introversion 

Talkative, passionate, active, and 

dominant 

 

Quiet, unfeeling, and passive 
Agreeableness 

 

Unfriendliness 

Good-natured, soft-hearted, and trusting 

 

Irritable, ruthless, and suspicious 
Neuroticism 

 

Emotional 

Stability 

Worrying, vulnerable, anxious 

 

Calm, hardy, self-controlled, satisfied 

Openness 

 

Dogmatism 

 

Creative, imaginative, and variety-

seeking 

Uncreative, down-to-earth, and routine-

seeking 
Conscientiousness 

 

Irresponsibility 

 

Hardworking, attentive, ambitious, and 

responsible 

 

Negligent, lazy, aimless, and 

irresponsible 
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Applied Studies: 

Why Smart People Can Be So Foolish 

 
Not only stupid people act foolishly: Smart people can act 
foolishly by virtue of their thinking they are too smart to do 
so. Such people tend to act foolishly through the commission 
of one or more of five cognitive fallacies:  
 

 Unrealistic optimism: they believe that they are so 
smart that they can do whatever they want and not worry 
about it 

 Egocentrism: they focus on themselves and what 
benefits them while discounting or even totally ignoring 
their responsibilities to others 

 Omniscience: they believe they know everything, 
instead of knowing what they don‟t know 

 Omnipotence: they believe they can do anything they 
want because they are all-powerful 

 Invulnerability: they believe that they will get away with 
whatever they do, no matter how inappropriate or 
irresponsible it may be.  

 
The antidote to foolishness is wisdom: people are wise to the 
extent they apply their skills, intelligence, and creativity 
toward a common good by balancing their own interests, the 
interests of others, and the potential risks.  

 
Source: PsycINFO Database Record (c) 2004 APA, all rights reserved Authors: Sternberg, Robert J. Yale University, New 
Haven, CT, US Original  publication: European Psychologist. 9(3), Sep 2004, 145-150. 
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Personality types from the Clinical Perspective. 

 

Narcissistic Type 

 Has a grandiose sense of self-importance 

 Preoccupied with fantasies of unlimited success, power, brilliance, beauty, or ideal 

love 

 Requires excessive admiration  

 Has a sense of entitlement 

 Lacks empathy: is unwilling to recognize or identify with the feelings and needs of 

others  

Schizoid Type 

 Neither desires nor enjoys close relationships, including being part of a family 

 Has little, if any, interest in having sexual experiences with another person 

 Takes pleasure in few, if any, activities 

 Appears indifferent to the praise or criticism of others 

 Shows emotional coldness, detachment, or flattened affectivity 

 

Anti-Social Type 

 Fails to conform to social norms  

 Frequently charming and lying  

 Shows frequent irritability and aggressiveness 

 Shows reckless disregard for safety of self or others 

 Consistently irresponsible  

 Lacks remorse, does not feel sorry 

 

 

 

Obsessive-Compulsive Type 

 Shows persistent perfectionism 

 Inflexible in making decisions  

 Highly organized and disciplined 

 Pays excessive attention to details and rules 

 Has difficulty in expressing warm feelings and emotions 

 Prefers to feel emotional control of everything 
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Avoidant Type 

 Avoids occupational activities that involve significant interpersonal contact because of 

the fear of criticism 

 Does not get involved with people unless certain of being liked 

 Shows restraint within intimate relationships because of the fear of being embarrassed 

 Views self as socially inept, not fitting in, and inferior to others 

 Reluctant to take personal risks 

 

 

Histrionic Type 

 Must be the center of attention 

 Expresses emotions that are shallow and unbelievable 

 Theatrical exaggerations are common 

 Puts emphasis on physical appearance to attract attention 

 Displays inappropriate sexually provocative behavior 

 Considers friendships and relationships to be far more intimate than they are 

 

Dependent Type 

 Needs others to control his or her life 

 Fears separation or abandonment 

 Submissive and clingy in relationships  

 Lacks self-confidence and trust in own abilities 

 Often belittles self (“I am stupid,” “I’m ugly,” etc.) 

 Has difficulty in making decisions or initiating new projects 

 Always attempts to avoid conflicts 
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Sigmund Freud:  The Personality Theory 
Source: Dr. C. George Boeree, Psychology Department, Shippensburg University 

 

 

Freudian psychological reality begins with the world, full of objects. Among them is a very special object, the 

organism. The organism is special in that it acts to survive and reproduce, and it is guided toward those ends by 

its needs -- hunger, thirst, the avoidance of pain, and sex.  

A part -- a very important part -- of the organism is the nervous system, which has as one its characteristics a 

sensitivity to the organism's needs. At birth, that nervous system is little more than that of any other animal, an 

"it" or id. The nervous system, as id, translates the organism's needs into motivational forces called, in German, 

Triebe, which has been translated as instincts or drives. Freud also called them wishes. This translation from 

need to wish is called the primary process.  

The id works in keeping with the pleasure principle, which can be understood as a demand to take care of 

needs immediately. Just picture the hungry infant, screaming itself blue. It doesn't "know" what it wants in any 

adult sense; it just knows that it wants it and it wants it now. The infant, in the Freudian view, is pure, or nearly 

pure id. And the id is nothing if not the psychic representative of biology.  

Unfortunately, although a wish for food, such as the image of a juicy steak, might be enough to satisfy the id, it 

isn't enough to satisfy the organism. The need only gets stronger, and the wishes just keep coming. You may 

have noticed that, when you haven't satisfied some need, such as the need for food, it begins to demand more 

and more of your attention, until there comes a point where you can't think of anything else. This is the wish or 

drive breaking into consciousness.  

Luckily for the organism, there is that small portion of the mind we discussed before, the conscious, that is 

hooked up to the world through the senses. Around this little bit of consciousness, during the first year of a 

child's life, some of the "it" becomes "I," some of the id becomes ego. The ego relates the organism to reality by 

means of its consciousness, and it searches for objects to satisfy the wishes that id creates to represent the 

organisms needs. This problem-solving activity is called the secondary process.  
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The ego, unlike the id, functions according to the reality principle, which says "take care of a need as soon as 

an appropriate object is found." It represents reality and, to a considerable extent, reason.  

However, as the ego struggles to keep the id (and, ultimately, the organism) happy, it meets with obstacles in 

the world. It occasionally meets with objects that actually assist it in attaining its goals. And it keeps a record of 

these obstacles and aides. In particular, it keeps track of the rewards and punishments meted out by two of the 

most influential objects in the world of the child -- mom and dad. This record of things to avoid and strategies to 

take becomes the superego. It is not completed until about seven years of age. In some people, it never is 

completed.  

There are two aspects to the superego: One is the conscience, which is an internalization of punishments and 

warnings. The other is called the ego ideal. It derives from rewards and positive models presented to the child. 

The conscience and ego ideal communicate their requirements to the ego with feelings like pride, shame, and 

guilt.  

It is as if we acquired, in childhood, a new set of needs and accompanying wishes, this time of social rather than 

biological origins. Unfortunately, these new wishes can easily conflict with the ones from the id. You see, the 

superego represents society, and society often wants nothing better than to have you never satisfy your needs at 

all!  

The stages  

For Freud, the sex drive is the most important motivating force. In fact, Freud felt it was the primary motivating 

force not only for adults but for children and even infants. When he introduced his ideas about infantile 

sexuality to the Viennese public of his day, they were hardly prepared to talk about sexuality in adults, much 

less in infants!  

It is true that the capacity for orgasm is there neurologically from birth. But Freud was not just talking about 

orgasm. Sexuality meant not only intercourse, but all pleasurable sensation from the skin. It is clear even to the 

most prudish among us that babies, children, and, of course, adults, enjoy tactile experiences such as caresses, 

kisses, and so on.  

Freud noted that, at different times in our lives, different parts of our skin give us greatest pleasure. Later 

theorists would call these areas erogenous zones. It appeared to Freud that the infant found its greatest pleasure 

in sucking, especially at the breast. In fact, babies have a penchant for bringing nearly everything in their 

environment into contact with their mouths. A bit later in life, the child focuses on the anal pleasures of holding 

it in and letting go. By three or four, the child may have discovered the pleasure of touching or rubbing against 

his or her genitalia. Only later, in our sexual maturity, do we find our greatest pleasure in sexual intercourse. In 

these observations, Freud had the makings of a psychosexual stage theory.  

The oral stage lasts from birth to about 18 months. The focus of pleasure is, of course, the mouth. Sucking and 

biting are favorite activities.  

The anal stage lasts from about 18 months to three or four years old. The focus of pleasure is the anus. Holding 

it in and letting it go are greatly enjoyed.  

The phallic stage lasts from three or four to five, six, or seven years old. The focus of pleasure is the genitalia. 

Masturbation is common.  
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The latent stage lasts from five, six, or seven to puberty, that is, somewhere around 12 years old. During this 

stage, Freud believed that the sexual impulse was suppressed in the service of learning. I must note that, while 

most children seem to be fairly calm, sexually, during their grammar school years, perhaps up to a quarter of 

them are quite busy masturbating and playing "doctor." In Freud's repressive era, these children were, at least, 

quieter than their modern counterparts.  

The genital stage begins at puberty, and represents the resurgence of the sex drive in adolescence, and the more 

specific focusing of pleasure in sexual intercourse. Freud felt that masturbation, oral sex, homosexuality, and 

many other things we find acceptable in adulthood today, were immature.  

This is a true stage theory, meaning that Freudians believe that we all go through these stages, in this order, and 

pretty close to these ages.  

The Oedipal crisis  

Each stage has certain difficult tasks associated with it where problems are more likely to arise. For the oral 

stage, this is weaning. For the anal stage, it's potty training. For the phallic stage, it is the Oedipal crisis, named 

after the ancient Greek story of king Oedipus, who inadvertently killed his father and married his mother.  

Here's how the Oedipal crisis works: The first love-object for all of us is our mother. We want her attention, we 

want her affection, we want her caresses, we want her, in a broadly sexual way. The young boy, however, has a 

rival for his mother's charms: his father! His father is bigger, stronger, smarter, and he gets to sleep with mother, 

while junior pines away in his lonely little bed. Dad is the enemy.  

About the time the little boy recognizes this archetypal situation, he has become aware of some of the more 

subtle differences between boys and girls, the ones other than hair length and clothing styles. From his naive 

perspective, the difference is that he has a penis, and girls do not. At this point in life, it seems to the child that 

having something is infinitely better than not having something, and so he is pleased with this state of affairs.  

But the question arises: where is the girl's penis? Perhaps she has lost it somehow. Perhaps it was cut off. 

Perhaps this could happen to him! This is the beginning of castration anxiety, a slight misnomer for the fear of 

losing one's penis.  

To return to the story, the boy, recognizing his father's superiority and fearing for his penis, engages some of his 

ego defenses: He displaces his sexual impulses from his mother to girls and, later, women; And he identifies 

with the aggressor, dad, and attempts to become more and more like him, that is to say, a man. After a few years 

of latency, he enters adolescence and the world of mature heterosexuality.  

The girl also begins her life in love with her mother, so we have the problem of getting her to switch her 

affections to her father before the Oedipal process can take place. Freud accomplishes this with the idea of 

penis envy: The young girl, too, has noticed the difference between boys and girls and feels that she, somehow, 

doesn't measure up. She would like to have one, too, and all the power associated with it. At very least, she 

would like a penis substitute, such as a baby. As every child knows, you need a father as well as a mother to 

have a baby, so the young girl sets her sights on dad.  

Dad, of course, is already taken. The young girl displaces from him to boys and men, and identifies with mom, 

the woman who got the man she really wanted. Note that one thing is missing here: The girl does not suffer 

from the powerful motivation of castration anxiety, since she cannot lose what she doesn't have. Freud felt that 
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the lack of this great fear accounts for fact (as he saw it) that women were both less firmly heterosexual than 

men and somewhat less morally-inclined.  

Before you get too upset by this less-than-flattering account of women's sexuality, rest assured that many people 

have responded to it. I will discuss it in the discussion section.  

Character  

Your experiences as you grow up contribute to your personality, or character, as an adult. Freud felt that 

traumatic experiences had an especially strong effect. Of course, each specific trauma would have its own 

unique impact on a person, which can only be explored and understood on an individual basis. But traumas 

associated with stage development, since we all have to go through them, should have more consistency.  

If you have difficulties in any of the tasks associated with the stages -- weaning, potty training, or finding your 

sexual identity -- you will tend to retain certain infantile or childish habits. This is called fixation. Fixation 

gives each problem at each stage a long-term effect in terms of our personality or character.  

If you, in the first eight months of your life, are often frustrated in your need to suckle, perhaps because mother 

is uncomfortable or even rough with you, or tries to wean you too early, then you may develop an oral-passive 

character. An oral-passive personality tends to be rather dependent on others. They often retain an interest in 

"oral gratifications" such as eating, drinking, and smoking. It is as if they were seeking the pleasures they 

missed in infancy.  

When we are between five and eight months old, we begin teething. One satisfying thing to do when you are 

teething is to bite on something, like mommy's nipple. If this causes a great deal of upset and precipitates an 

early weaning, you may develop an oral-aggressive personality. These people retain a life-long desire to bite 

on things, such as pencils, gum, and other people. They have a tendency to be verbally aggressive, 

argumentative, sarcastic, and so on.  

In the anal stage, we are fascinated with our "bodily functions." At first, we can go whenever and wherever we 

like. Then, out of the blue and for no reason you can understand, the powers that be want you to do it only at 

certain times and in certain places. And parents seem to actually value the end product of all this effort!  

Some parents put themselves at the child's mercy in the process of toilet training. They beg, they cajole, they 

show great joy when you do it right, they act as though their hearts were broken when you don't. The child is 

the king of the house, and knows it. This child will grow up to be an anal expulsive (a.k.a. anal aggressive) 

personality. These people tend to be sloppy, disorganized, generous to a fault. They may be cruel, destructive, 

and given to vandalism and graffiti. The Oscar Madison character in The Odd Couple is a nice example.  

Other parents are strict. They may be competing with their neighbors and relatives as to who can potty train 

their child first (early potty training being associated in many people's minds with great intelligence). They may 

use punishment or humiliation. This child will likely become constipated as he or she tries desperately to hold it 

in at all times, and will grow up to be an anal retentive personality. He or she will tend to be especially clean, 

perfectionistic, dictatorial, very stubborn, and stingy. In other words, the anal retentive is tight in all ways. The 

Felix Unger character in The Odd Couple is a perfect example.  

There are also two phallic personalities, although no-one has given them names. If the boy is harshly rejected 

by his mother, and rather threatened by his very masculine father, he is likely to have a poor sense of self-worth 

when it comes to his sexuality. He may deal with this by either withdrawing from heterosexual interaction, 
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perhaps becoming a book-worm, or by putting on a rather macho act and playing the ladies' man. A girl rejected 

by her father and threatened by her very feminine mother is also likely to feel poorly about herself, and may 

become a wall-flower or a hyper-feminine "belle."  

But if a boy is not rejected by his mother, but rather favored over his weak, milquetoast father, he may develop 

quite an opinion of himself (which may suffer greatly when he gets into the real world, where nobody loves him 

like his mother did), and may appear rather effeminate. After all, he has no cause to identify with his father. 

Likewise, if a girl is daddy's little princess and best buddy, and mommy has been relegated to a sort of servant 

role, then she may become quite vain and self-centered, or possibly rather masculine.  

These various phallic characters demonstrate an important point in Freudian characterology: Extremes lead to 

extremes. If you are frustrated in some way or overindulged in some way, you have problems. And, although 

each problem tends to lead to certain characteristics, these characteristics can also easily be reversed. So an anal 

retentive person may suddenly become exceedingly generous, or may have some part of their life where they 

are terribly messy. This is frustrating to scientists, but it may reflect the reality of personality!  

 

 
Psychoanalysis: a controversial theory of personality  
 

Topic: “Defense mechanisms” (Anna Freud) Lecture by Prof. Eric Shiraev. 

 
Repression: shoving thoughts and urges that are unacceptable or distressing into our unconscious. 
 
Denial: refusing to admit or face a threatening situation. 
 
Sublimation: transforming unacceptable needs into acceptable ambitions and actions. 
 
Compensation or substitution: trying to make up for some feeling of inadequacy by excelling in some way. 
 
Regression: resorting to earlier ways of acting or feeling, although it is no longer appropriate. 
 
Rationalization: Giving excuses for shortcomings and thereby avoiding self-condemnation, disappointments, or criticism 
by others. 
 
Projection: Attributing to others one's own unacceptable thoughts, feelings, impulses, etc. 
 
Displacement: redirecting our impulses (often anger) from the real target (because that is too dangerous) to a safer but 
innocent person. 
 
Reaction formation: a denial and reversal of our feelings. (Love turns into hate or hate into love.) 
 
Identification: allying with someone else and becoming like them in order to allay anxiety. 
 
Fantasy: daydreams and their substitutes--novels and TV Soaps--are escapes, a way to avoid our real worries or 
boredom. 
 
Undoing: if you have done something bad, sometimes you can undo it or make up for it. 
 
Intellectualization or isolation: hiding one's emotional responses or problems under a facade of big words and 
pretending one has no problem. 
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Karl Jung: Introversion and extraversion  

Source: Dr. C. George Boeree, Psychology Department, Shippensburg University 

Jung developed a personality typology that has become so popular that some people don't realize he did 

anything else! It begins with the distinction between introversion and extraversion. Introverts are people who 

prefer their internal world of thoughts, feelings, fantasies, dreams, and so on, while extroverts prefer the 

external world of things and people and activities.  

The words have become confused with ideas like shyness and sociability, partially because introverts tend to be 

shy and extroverts tend to be sociable. But Jung intended for them to refer more to whether you ("ego") more 

often faced toward the persona and outer reality, or toward the collective unconscious and its archetypes. In that 

sense, the introvert is somewhat more mature than the extrovert. Our culture, of course, values the extrovert 

much more. And Jung warned that we all tend to value our own type most!  

We now find the introvert-extravert dimension in several theories, notably Hans Eysenck's, although often 

hidden under alternative names such as "sociability" and "surgency."  

The functions  

Whether we are introverts or extroverts, we need to deal with the world, inner and outer. And each of us has our 

preferred ways of dealing with it, ways we are comfortable with and good at. Jung suggests there are four basic 

ways, or functions:  

The first is sensing. Sensing means what it says: getting information by means of the senses. A sensing person 

is good at looking and listening and generally getting to know the world. Jung called this one of the irrational 

functions, meaning that it involved perception rather than judging of information.  

The second is thinking. Thinking means evaluating information or ideas rationally, logically. Jung called this a 

rational function, meaning that it involves decision making or judging, rather than simple intake of 

information.  

The third is intuiting. Intuiting is a kind of perception that works outside of the usual conscious processes. It is 

irrational or perceptual, like sensing, but comes from the complex integration of large amounts of information, 

rather than simple seeing or hearing. Jung said it was like seeing around corners.  

The fourth is feeling. Feeling, like thinking, is a matter of evaluating information, this time by weighing one's 

overall, emotional response. Jung calls it rational, obviously not in the usual sense of the word. 
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We all have these functions. We just have them in different proportions, you might say. Each of us has a 

superior function, which we prefer and which is best developed in us, a secondary function, which we are 

aware of and use in support of our superior function, a tertiary function, which is only slightly less developed 

but not terribly conscious, and an inferior function, which is poorly developed and so unconscious that we 

might deny its existence in ourselves.  

Most of us develop only one or two of the functions, but our goal should be to develop all four. Once again, 

Jung sees the transcendence of opposites as the ideal.  

 

Alfred Adler: Psychological types 

Source: Dr. C. George Boeree, Psychology Department, Shippensburg University 

Although all neurosis is, for Adler, a matter of insufficient social interest, he did note that three types could be 
distinguished based on the different levels of energy they involved:  

The first is the ruling type. They are, from childhood on, characterized by a tendency to be rather aggressive and 
dominant over others. Their energy -- the strength of their striving after personal power -- is so great that they tend to push 
over anything or anybody who gets in their way. The most energetic of them are bullies and sadists; somewhat less 
energetic ones hurt others by hurting themselves, and include alcoholics, drug addicts, and suicides.  

The second is the leaning type. They are sensitive people who have developed a shell around themselves which protects 
them, but they must rely on others to carry them through life's difficulties. They have low energy levels and so become 
dependent. When overwhelmed, they develop what we typically think of as neurotic symptoms: phobias, obsessions and 
compulsions, general anxiety, hysteria, amnesias, and so on, depending on individual details of their lifestyle.  

The third type is the avoiding type. These have the lowest levels of energy and only survive by essentially avoiding life -- 
especially other people. When pushed to the limits, they tend to become psychotic, retreating finally into their own 
personal worlds.  

There is a fourth type as well: the socially useful type. This is the healthy person, one who has both social interest and 
energy. Note that without energy, you can't really have social interest, since you wouldn't be able to actually do anything 
for anyone!  

Adler noted that his four types looked very much like the four types proposed by the ancient Greeks. They, too, noticed 
that some people are always sad, others always angry, and so on. But they attributed these temperaments (from the 
same root as temperature) to the relative presence of four bodily fluids called humors.  

If you had too much yellow bile, you would be choleric (hot and dry) and angry all the time. The choleric is, roughly, the 
ruling type.  

If you had too much phlegm, you would be phlegmatic (cold and wet) and be sluggish. This is roughly the leaning type.  

If you had too much black bile -- and we don't know what the Greeks were referring to here -- you would be melancholy 
(cold and dry) and tend to be sad constantly. This is roughly the avoiding type.  

And, if you had a lot of blood relative to the other humors, you be in a good humor, sanguine (warm and moist). This 
naturally cheerful and friendly person represents the socially useful type.  
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One word of warning about Adler's types: Adler believed very strongly that each person is a unique individual with his or 
her own unique lifestyle. The idea of types is, for him, only a heuristic device, meaning a useful fiction, not an absolute 
reality!  

 

 
 

Abraham Maslow: Self-actualization  
 

The last level is a bit different.  Maslow has used a variety of terms to refer to this level:  He has called it 

growth motivation (in contrast to deficit motivation), being needs (or B-needs, in contrast to D-needs), and self-

actualization.  

These are needs that do not involve balance or homeostasis.  Once engaged, they continue to be felt.  In 

fact, they are likely to become stronger as we “feed” them!  They involve the continuous desire to fulfill 

potentials, to “be all that you can be.”  They are a matter of becoming the most complete, the fullest, “you” -- 

hence the term, self-actualization.  

Now, in keeping with his theory up to this point, if you want to be truly self-actualizing, you need to 

have your lower needs taken care of, at least to a considerable extent.  This makes sense:  If you are hungry, you 

are scrambling to get food;  If you are unsafe, you have to be continuously on guard;  If you are isolated and 

unloved, you have to satisfy that need;  If you have a low sense of self-esteem, you have to be defensive or 

compensate.  When lower needs are unmet, you can’t fully devote yourself to fulfilling your potentials.  

It isn’t surprising, then, the world being as difficult as it is, that only a small percentage of the world’s 

population is truly, predominantly, self-actualizing.  Maslow at one point suggested only about two percent!  

The question becomes, of course, what exactly does Maslow mean by self-actualization.  To answer 

that, we need to look at the kind of people he called self-actualizers.  Fortunately, he did this for us, using a 

qualitative method called biographical analysis.  

He began by picking out a group of people, some historical figures, some people he knew, whom he felt 

clearly met the standard of self-actualization.  Included in this august group were Abraham Lincoln, Thomas 

Jefferson, Albert Einstein, Eleanor Roosevelt, Jane Adams, William James, Albert Schweitzer, Benedict 

Spinoza, and Alduous Huxley, plus 12 unnamed people who were alive at the time Maslow did his research.  He 

then looked at their biographies, writings, the acts and words of those he knew personally, and so on.  From 

these sources, he developed a list of qualities that seemed characteristic of these people, as opposed to the great 

mass of us.  

These people were reality-centered, which means they could differentiate what is fake and dishonest 

from what is real and genuine.  They were problem-centered, meaning they treated life’s difficulties as 

problems demanding solutions, not as personal troubles to be railed at or surrendered to.  And they had a 

different perception of means and ends.  They felt that the ends don’t necessarily justify the means, that the 

means could be ends themselves, and that the means -- the journey -- was often more important than the ends.  

The self-actualizers also had a different way of relating to others.  First, they enjoyed solitude, and were 

comfortable being alone.    And they enjoyed deeper personal relations with a few close friends and family 

members, rather than more shallow relationships with many people. 

They enjoyed autonomy, a relative independence from physical and social needs.  And they resisted 

enculturation, that is, they were not susceptible to social pressure to be "well adjusted" or to "fit in" -- they 

were, in fact, nonconformists in the best sense.  

They had an unhostile sense of humor -- preferring to joke at their own expense, or at the human 

condition, and never directing their humor at others.  They had a quality he called acceptance of self and others, 

by which he meant that these people would be more likely to take you as you are than try to change you into 

what they thought you should be.  This same acceptance applied to their attitudes towards themselves:  If some 
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quality of theirs wasn’t harmful, they let it be, even enjoying it as a personal quirk.  On the other hand, they 

were often strongly motivated to change negative qualities in themselves that could be changed.  Along with 

this comes spontaneity and simplicity:  They preferred being themselves rather than being pretentious or 

artificial.  In fact, for all their nonconformity, he found that they tended to be conventional on the surface, just 

where less self-actualizing nonconformists tend to be the most dramatic.  

Further, they had a sense of humility and respect towards others -- something Maslow also called 

democratic values -- meaning that they were open to ethnic and individual variety, even treasuring it.  They had 

a quality Maslow called human kinship or Gemeinschaftsgefühl -- social interest, compassion, humanity.  And 

this was accompanied by a strong ethics, which was spiritual but seldom conventionally religious in nature. 

And these people had a certain freshness of appreciation, an ability to see things, even ordinary things, with 

wonder.  Along with this comes their ability to be creative, inventive, and original.  And, finally, these people 

tended to have more peak experiences than the average person.  A peak experience is one that takes you out of 

yourself, that makes you feel very tiny, or very large, to some extent one with life or nature or God.  It gives 

you a feeling of being a part of the infinite and the eternal.  These experiences tend to leave their mark on a 

person, change them for the better, and many people actively seek them out.  They are also called mystical 

experiences, and are an important part of many religious and philosophical traditions.  

Maslow doesn’t think that self-actualizers are perfect, of course.  There were several flaws or 

imperfections he discovered along the way as well:  First, they often suffered considerable anxiety and guilt -- 

but realistic anxiety and guilt, rather than misplaced or neurotic versions.  Some of them were absentminded 

and overly kind.  And finally, some of them had unexpected moments of ruthlessness, surgical coldness, and 

loss of humor. 

Two other points he makes about these self-actualizers:  Their values were "natural" and seemed to flow 

effortlessly from their personalities.  And they appeared to transcend many of the dichotomies others accept as 

being undeniable, such as the differences between the spiritual and the physical, the selfish and the unselfish, 

and the masculine and the feminine. 

 

Metaneeds and metapathologies  

 

Another way in which Maslow approach the problem of what is self-actualization is to talk about the special, 

driving needs (B-needs, of course) of the self-actualizers.  They need the following in their lives in order to be 

happy:  

 

Truth, rather than dishonesty.  

Goodness, rather than evil.  

Beauty, not ugliness or vulgarity.  

Unity, wholeness, and transcendence of opposites, not arbitrariness or forced choices.  

Aliveness, not deadness or the mechanization of life.  

Uniqueness, not bland uniformity.  

Perfection and necessity, not sloppiness, inconsistency, or accident.  

Completion, rather than incompleteness.  

Justice and order, not injustice and lawlessness.  

Simplicity, not unnecessary complexity.  

Richness, not environmental impoverishment.  

Effortlessness, not strain.  

Playfulness, not grim, humorless, drudgery.  

Self-sufficiency, not dependency.  

Meaningfulness, rather than senselessness.  
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At first glance, you might think that everyone obviously needs these.  But think:  If you are living through an 

economic depression or a war, or are living in a ghetto or in rural poverty, do you worry about these issues, or 

do you worry about getting enough to eat and a roof over your head?  In fact, Maslow believes that much of the 

what is wrong with the world comes down to the fact that very few people really are interested in these values -- 

not because they are bad people, but because they haven’t even had their basic needs taken care of!  

When a self-actualizer doesn’t get these needs fulfilled, they respond with metapathologies -- a list of 

problems as long as the list of metaneeds!  Let me summarize it by saying that, when forced to live without 

these values, the self-actualizer develops depression, despair, disgust,alienation, and a degree of cynicism.  

Maslow hoped that his efforts at describing the self-actualizing person would eventually lead to a 

“periodic table” of the kinds of qualities, problems, pathologies, and even solutions characteristic of higher 

levels of human potential.  Over time, he devoted increasing attention, not to his own theory, but to humanistic 

psychology and the human potentials movement.  

Toward the end of his life, he inaugurated what he called the fourth force in psychology:  Freudian and 

other “depth” psychologies constituted the first force;  Behaviorism was the second force;  His own humanism, 

including the European existentialists, were the third force.  The fourth force was the transpersonal 

psychologies which, taking their cue from Eastern philosophies, investigated such things as meditation, higher 

levels of consciousness, and even parapsychological phenomena.  Perhaps the best known trans-personalist 

today is Ken Wilber, author of such books as The Atman Project and The History of Everything.  
Source: Dr. George Boeree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hans Eysenck’s views of Personality 
 

The PEN model, proposed and advocated by Eysenck as the overarching paradigm of personality psychology, 

has two main aspects: descriptive and causal. The descriptive aspect of the model is a hierarchical taxonomy 

based on factor analysis. At the top of the hierarchy are the super-factors of Psychoticism, Extraversion, and 

Neuroticism (PEN). These super-factors are comprised of factor analyses of lower-order factors such as 

sociability and positive affect (components of Extraversion). These factors are comprised of factor analyses of 

low-order habits such as liking to study with a group of people (a component of sociability). These habits are 

comprised of factor analyses of lower-order behaviors such as studying for the personality midterm with a 

group of people. 

Two important principles of personality research that are incorporated into the PEN model are aggregation and 

the state-trait distinction. The principle of aggregation is that measures will have higher reliability if they are 

comprised of many items. For example, Extraversion is comprised of many different factors, habits, and 

behaviors, and therefore should have good reliability. The state-trait distinction is also built into the PEN 

model. At the top level, the superfactors of P, E, and N are traits that are very stable across time and situation. 

At the bottom level, the behavior of studying for the midterm with a group of people is a state that could vary 

widely, for example, with the availability of study partners. While states are very changeable, traits are very 

stable. 

Eysenck believes that the five-factor model is a hodge-podge of factors and superfactors. The five-factor model 

and the PEN model both include Extraversion and Neuroticism at the highest level. However, the superfactor of 

Psychoticism is made up of the lower-level factors of (dis-) agreeableness and (non-) conscientiousness. 

http://www.personalityresearch.org/bigfive.html
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Moreover, the big five include "intellect" (self- or peer rated) at the top level. Eysenck thinks of this as simply a 

bad way of measuring intelligence, which is a cognitive ability that would be better reflected in I.Q. tests than in 

self-reports on adjective questionnaires. 

One factor that was originally subsumed under the super-factor of Extraversion in the Eysenck Personality 

Inventory (EPI) is impulsivity. Later, when the dimension of Psychoticism was added, impulsivity was moved 

from Extraversion to Psychoticism in the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ). Some investigators, such 

as Gray and Revelle, believe impulsivity is uniquely important, and that its removal from the Extraversion 

superfactor is a bad idea. 

Causal Aspects 
 

Extraversion. The PEN model is biologically based. Extraversion is based on cortical arousal. Arousal can be 

measured by skin conductance, brain waves, or sweating. While theoretically introverts are chronically over-

aroused and jittery, theoretically extraverts are chronically under-aroused and bored. The theory presupposes 

that there is an optimal level of arousal, and that performance deteriorates as one becomes more or less aroused 

than this optimal level. The finding that arousal is related to performance as an inverted U-shaped curve is 

called the Yerkes-Dodson Law. 

Extraversion is related to social interest and positive affect. Some investigators have proposed that social 

interest causes positive affect, since the best of times are usually those spent with other people. However, 

Diener and Larsen (1993) have found that this hypothesis is incorrect. Another alternative is that positive affect 

causes social interest, since being very enthusiastic and fun loving may make people want to go out and be with 

other people. This hypothesis has not yet been studied. Yet another possibility is that a third factor causes both 

positive affect and social interest. Dopamine responsivity, which makes people highly sensitive to reward, may 

be the factor responsible for both positive affect and social interest. 

Neuroticism. Neuroticism is based on activation thresholds in the sympathetic nervous system or visceral 

brain. This is the part of the brain that is responsible for the fight-or-flight response in the face of danger. 

Activation can be measured by heart rate, blood pressure, cold hands, sweating, and muscular tension 

(especially in the forehead). Neurotic people, who have a low activation threshold, experience negative affect 

(fight-or-flight) in the face of very minor stressors--i.e., they are easily upset. Emotionally stable people, who 

have a high activation threshold, experience negative affect only in the face of very major stressors--i.e., they 

are calm under pressure. 

It is interesting to note that measures of activation are not highly correlated. That is, people differ in which 

responses are influenced by stress--some sweat, others get headaches. This is called individual response 

specificity. It is also interesting to note that stressors differ in the responses they elicit. This is called stimulus 

response specificity. 

Psychoticism. Psychoticism is associated not only with the liability to have a psychotic episode (or break with 

reality), but also with aggression. While less research has been done on Psychoticism than on Extraversion and 

Neuroticism, the research that has been done has indicated that Psychoticism too has a biological basis: 

increased testosterone levels.   Source: http://www.personalityresearch.org/pen.html  

 

If you find this material difficult, here is another link: 

http://allpsych.com/personalitysynopsis/eysenck.html 

http://www.personalityresearch.org/pen.html
http://allpsych.com/personalitysynopsis/eysenck.html


Prepared by Dr. Eric Shiraev for Psychology 202 

 

 

 

Social Psychology  

 
Specific behaviors that may distinguish lies from truths (Taylor, Peplau, Sears, 2002) 

Behaviors 
 

Truth-tellers Liars 

Blinking  less more 

Hesitation less more 

Verbal errors less more 

Voice pitch lower higher 

Fidgeting  less more 

Speech fluency more less 

Voice tone less negative more negative 

Discrepancies  less frequent more frequent 

Self-control lower higher 
 

 
 

Personal relationships: A comparative analysis of men and women. 
 

WOMEN TEND TO OR  

MORE LIKELY TO: 

MEN TEND TO OR  

MORE LIKELY TO: 

Fall in love not as quick as men do Fall in love quicker than women do 

Express more affection in love than men 
do 

Express less affection in love than 
women do 

Self-disclose more often, as compared to 
men 

Self-disclose less often, as compared to 
women 

Consider the husband or fiancé as the 
best friend 

Consider someone else as the best friend 

Be more realistic than romantic in love Be more romantic than realistic in love 

Not consider sex as an obvious 
expression of love 

Consider sex as an obvious expression of 
love 

Be more tolerant to sexual infidelity of 
the partner, as compared to men 

Be less tolerant to sexual infidelity of the 
partner, as compared to women 
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Attachment Types in Private Relationships 

 
 

Secure Attachment 

Type 

Feel comfortable to be close, intimate and tend 

not to worry about being abandoned or unloved. 

Anxious/Ambivalent 

Attachment Type 

Desire to love and be loved is coupled with 

fears of abandonment and jealousy, and 

emotional “highs” and “lows” 

Avoidant 

Attachment Type 

Feel discomfort in being close to others; tend to 

be distrustful; tend to be fearful of becoming 

dependent 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Eric Shiraev. Social Psychology. Embarrassment, shame, and guilt: a comparative view 

Experience Self-interpretation 

 

Embarrassment 

I am doing something inappropriate in the presence of 

other people (the main area of concerns: it is too bad 

that other people witnessed my behavior.) 

 

Shame  

I did something wrong (the main area of concerns is 

that I who is not supposed to do this improper 

thing did it.) 

 

Guilt 

I did this inappropriate thing (the main area of 

concerns is that I did this wrong thing although I had a 

choice not to do it.)  
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Factors contributing to shyness: 

Contributing 

factors 
Description 

Biological 

predisposition 

Some people are born with a “natural” bias 

to be more active and outgoing than other 

people or to be more inhibited, indecisive, 

and shy. 

Situational 

uncertainty 

People exhibit shyness because they either 

do not know how to interpret many social 

situations or because they tend to 

misinterpret them. 

 

Cognitive 

predisposition 

Some people develop easily accessible and 

relatively stable cognitive responses that 

evaluate social situations and self from a 

pessimistic, downbeat, glum, or sarcastic 

point of view. Other people develop 

unrealistic expectations about a wide range 

of social activities in which they are 

involved. 

Behavioral 

avoidance 

Some individuals develop habitual 

behavioral strategies (at times, useful) and 

tend to avoid situations in which they 

believe embarrassment could occur.  
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Featured Article 
 
 
 
 

Power of attraction rules in workplace 
 

Good-looking bosses considered more competent, MSNBC survey finds 

By Eve Tahmincioglu 

March 7, 2007   Source:  ©  MSNBC Interactive 

 

Last year, Dr. Andrea "Andy" McGuire, vice president and chief medical officer for a large insurance 

company in Iowa, decided she wanted to run for lieutenant governor of the state. The advice she got 

from a campaign manager? “Wear three-inch heels every day because you’ll look much more 

powerful.”   It’s all about image, says McGuire. She realized long ago she had to look the part and 

look good to make it in corporate America and beyond. “People judge you on how you look, whether 

we like it or not,” she laments. 

McGuire may be onto something. At least her feelings jibe with the findings of the Elle/MSNBC.com 

Work & Power Survey when it comes to the attractiveness meter. andGood-looking bosses were 

found to be more competent, collaborative and better delegators than their less attractive 

counterparts, and most women believe they are judged in the workplace on the basis of their looks. 

“Physical attractiveness creates a halo around a person,” said management psychologist Ken Siegel, 

summarizing a vast body of research. “We still place a premium on physical attractiveness as a 

mediator of other things, and we do not attribute favorable qualities to people we deem unattractive. It 

may even occur on an unconscious level.” 

Good looks appeared significant to both men and women and the workplace. About 58 percent of 

female bosses who were rated as attractive got high marks for competence, compared with  41 

percent of "average-looking" female bosses and only 23 percent of unattractive supervisors. Among 

people with male bosses, 61 percent who rated their supervisors as good-looking also found them 

competent, compared with 41 percent for the average types and 25 percent for those rated 

unattractive. 
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The one image issue where men and women differed sharply was in how they saw themselves 

judged in the workplace.  A large majority of women — 61 percent — said they thought men judged 

them on their looks and 54 percent said they were being judged on their body and weight. Work ethic 

and accomplishments came in third and fourth, followed by talent. 

Men, on the other hand, were more likely to believe that women judge them in the workplace based 

on their work ethic (43 percent), or accomplishments (40 percent). Factors like talent, sense of humor 

and looks were lower on the list. 

Based on our survey, men may be living in a state of delusion since appearance seems to play a big 

role in how subordinates perceive their bosses. 

So women may have an upper hand because they realize looks sell, says Siegal, and “men don’t 

realize it’s an important dynamic.” 

“You’d be a fool if you didn’t use your looks to your advantage and make the most with what you’ve 

got,” he notes. “Do not pretend it doesn’t matter. It’s a huge part of life in the 21st century." 

That means if you want to make it up the ladder of success, you better hope that your beauty is in the 

eye of all those beholders out there.  

“Looking good equals good,” says Sandy Dumont, president of the Image Architect, a consulting firm.  

She believes you can change your look and make people perceive you differently. 

First off, she says, people need to kill casual day. “You never have the advantage when dressed 

casually," she said. "You look like you’re careless or have careless attitude.” 

And a little grooming wouldn't hurt. 

Dumont suggests people take care of their hair, skin, nails and teeth and make them as shiny, bright 

and clean as possible. “This is more about looking polished, which translates into professional-

looking,” she adds. 

She also advises dressing in bright colors that offer a contrast with your skin and hair color. 
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“I’m not talking Hollywood glamour,” she says. “I have never seen an unattractive person. The people 

that come to me have generally not yet learned how to make themselves look attractive.” 

As for McGuire’s bid for lieutenant governor, the high heels didn’t end up getting her elected. 

But the heels did have some benefits: “It was more about getting people to support you when they 

met you and the power aspect of looking them in the eye because you are (5 feet 9 inches) rather 

than a couple of inches shorter. You could tell it made a difference especially with men.” 

 

 

Prisoner's Dilemma 
 
Tanya and Cinque have been arrested for robbing the Hibernia Savings Bank and placed in separate isolation 
cells. Both care much more about their personal freedom than about the welfare of their accomplice. A clever 
prosecutor makes the following offer to each. "You may choose to confess or remain silent. If you confess and 
your accomplice remains silent I will drop all charges against you and use your testimony to ensure that your 
accomplice does serious time. Likewise, if your accomplice confesses while you remain silent, they will go free 
while you do the time. If you both confess I get two convictions, but I'll see to it that you both get early parole. If 
you both remain silent, I'll have to settle for token sentences on firearms possession charges. If you wish to 
confess, you must leave a note with the jailer before my return tomorrow morning."  

The "dilemma" faced by the prisoners here is that, whatever the other does, each is better off 
confessing than remaining silent. But the outcome obtained when both confess is worse for each than the 
outcome they would have obtained had both remained silent. A common view is that the puzzle illustrates a 
conflict between individual and group rationality. A group whose members pursue rational self-interest may all 
end up worse off than a group whose members act contrary to rational self-interest. More generally, if the 
payoffs are not assumed to represent self-interest, a group whose members rationally pursue any goals may 
all meet less success than if they had not rationally pursued their goals individually. Puzzles with this structure 
were devised and discussed by Merrill Flood and Melvin Dresher in 1950, as part of the Rand Corporation's 
investigations into game theory (which Rand pursued because of possible applications to global nuclear 
strategy). The title "prisoner's dilemma" and the version with prison sentences as payoffs are due to Albert 
Tucker, who wanted to make Flood and Dresher's ideas more accessible to an audience of Stanford 
psychologists. Although Flood and Dresher didn't themselves rush to publicize their ideas in external journal 
articles, the puzzle attracted widespread attention in a variety of disciplines. Christian Donninger reports that 
"more than a thousand articles" about it were published in the sixties and seventies. A bibliography (Axelrod 
and D'Ambrosio) of writings between 1988 and 1994 that pertain to Robert Axelrod's research on the subject 
lists 209 entries. Since then the flow has shown no signs of abating.  
The sections below provide a variety of more precise characterizations of the prisoner's dilemma, beginning 
with the narrowest. „Prisoner's dilemma‟ is abbreviated as „PD‟. Future editions of the entry will also survey 
some applications in philosophy, and attempts to "solve" the PD by showing that remaining silent is individually 
rational after all.  
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COGNITIVE DISSONANCE 

 
General Experimental Psychology Cognitive Dissonance Lab 

The theory of cognitive dissonance  

Cognitive Dissonance Theory, developed by Leon Festinger (1957), is concerned with the relationships among several attitudes or 

between attitudes and behavior. People hold a multitude of attitudes simultaneously. These attitudes can be unrelated to one another, 

support one another (this is called consonance) or contradict one another (called dissonance).  

Cognitive Irrelevance probably describes the bulk of the relationships among a person’s attitudes. Irrelevance simply means 

that the two attitudes have nothing to do with each other. Two attitudes are consonant if one attitude follows from, or fits with, the 

other. People like consonance among their attitudes. We do not know whether this stems from the nature of the human organism or 

whether it is learned during the process of socialization, but people appear to prefer attitudes that fit together to those that do not. It is 

this simple observation that gives the theory of cognitive dissonance its interesting form.  

Two attitudes are said to be dissonant if one attitude follows from the opposite of another. What happens to people when they 

discover dissonant attitudes? The answer to this question forms the basic postulate of Festinger’s theory. A person who has dissonant 

or discrepant attitudes is said to be in a state of psychological dissonance, which is experienced as unpleasant psychological tension. 

This tension state has motivational somewhat similar to hunger or thirst. When a person has been deprived of food for several hours, 

this person then experiences unpleasant tension and is driven to reduce this unpleasant state of emotions. Reducing the psychological 

sate of dissonance is not as simple as eating or drinking, however.  

To understand the alternatives open to an individual in a state of dissonance, we must first understand the factors that affect 

the magnitude of dissonance arousal: 

First, in its simplest form, dissonance increases as the degree of discrepancy among attitudes increases.  

Second, dissonance increases as the number of discrepant attitudes increases.  

Third, dissonance is inversely proportional to the number of consonant attitudes held by an individual.  

Fourth, the relative weights given to the consonant and dissonant attitudes may be adjusted by their importance in the mind of 

the individual.  

 

If dissonance is experienced as an unpleasant drive state, the individual is motivated to reduce it. Now that the factors that 

affect the magnitude of this unpleasantness have been identified, it should be possible to predict what we can do to reduce it:  

 

Changing Attitudes  

If two attitudes ar discrepant, we can simply change one to make it consistent with the other. Or we can change each attitude in the 

direction of the other.  

 

Adding Attitudes  

If two attitudes cause a certain magnitude of dissonance, that magnitude can be reduced by adding one or more consonant 

attitudes.  

 

Altering importance  

Since the discrepant and consonant attitudes must be weighed by importance, it may be advantageous to alter the importance of the 

various attitudes.  

 

 

For a more detailed discussion on cognitive dissonance and related theories, visit 
http://www.mindspring.com/~frudolph/lectuires/SOC/soc1.htm  
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What is Groupthink? 

  
Groupthink, a term coined by social psychologist Irving Janis (1972), occurs when a group makes 
faulty decisions because group pressures lead to a deterioration of “mental efficiency, reality testing, 
and moral judgment” (p. 9).  Groups affected by groupthink ignore alternatives and tend to take 
irrational actions that dehumanize other groups.  A group is especially vulnerable to groupthink when 
its members are similar in background, when the group is insulated from outside opinions, and when 
there are no clear rules for decision making. 
  
  
Janis, Irving L.  (1972).  Victims of Groupthink.  New York: Houghton Mifflin. 
Janis, Irving L.  (1982).  Groupthink: Psychological Studies of Policy Decisions and Fiascoes.  Second Edition.  New York: 
Houghton Mifflin. 
  
  
Symptoms of Groupthink 

  
Janis has documented eight symptoms of groupthink: 
  
Illusion of invulnerability –Creates excessive optimism that encourages taking extreme risks. 
Collective rationalization – Members discount warnings and do not reconsider their assumptions. 
Belief in inherent morality – Members believe in the rightness of their cause and therefore ignore the 
ethical or moral consequences of their decisions. 
Stereotyped views of out-groups – Negative views of “enemy” make effective responses to conflict 
seem unnecessary. 
Direct pressure on dissenters – Members are under pressure not to express arguments against any 
of the group‟s views. 
Self-censorship – Doubts and deviations from the perceived group consensus are not expressed. 
Illusion of unanimity – The majority view and judgments are assumed to be unanimous. 
Self-appointed „mindguards‟ – Members protect the group and the leader from information that is 
problematic or contradictory to the group‟s cohesiveness, view, and/or decisions. 
  
When the above symptoms exist in a group that is trying to make a decision, there is a reasonable 
chance that groupthink will happen, although it is not necessarily so.  Groupthink occurs when groups 
are highly cohesive and when they are under considerable pressure to make a quality decision.  
When pressures for unanimity seem overwhelming, members are less motivated to realistically 
appraise the alternative courses of action available to them.  These group pressures lead to 
carelessness and irrational thinking since groups experiencing groupthink fail to consider all 
alternatives and seek to maintain unanimity.  Decisions shaped by groupthink have low probability of 
achieving successful outcomes. 
  
Examples of Groupthink: Past and Present 
  
Examples of groupthink “fiascoes” studied by Janis include US failures to anticipate the attack on 
Pearl Harbor, the Bay of Pigs invasion, the escalation of Vietnam war, and the ill-fated hostage 
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rescue in Iran.  Current examples of groupthink can be found in the decisions of the Bush 
administration and Congress to pursue an invasion of Iraq based on a policy of “preemptive use of 
military force against terrorists and rogue nations”.  The decision to rush to war in Iraq before a broad-
based coalition of allies could be built has placed the US in an unenviable military situation in Iraq that 
is costly in terms of military deaths and casualties, diplomatic standing in the world, and economically.  
  
Groupthink and the News Media 

  
Knowledge is power and we as citizens and as a nation are becoming less powerful.  We face an 
administration that believes in operating under high levels of secrecy.  The American press, 
especially the television news media, has let down the American people and the American people 
have allowed this to happen.  US television news is geared more toward providing entertainment than 
information.  When one compares the news Americans received about the “war on terrorism” and 
“war in Iraq” with the news citizens of other countries received, it is easy to see why many Americans 
were eager to launch an attack on Saddam Hussein while most of the world thought this was not a 
good idea.  The major news networks eagerly voiced almost exclusively the Bush administration‟s 
(questionable) justifications for the attack on Iraq and ignored the voices of millions who knew that 
other ways of addressing the issues were still possible.  Furthermore, the rapid pace of CNN, 
MSNBC, and Fox News opinion programs makes it difficult for viewers to process information in any 
depth.  Americans need a press that serves as a devil‟s advocate to alleviate the ongoing groupthink 
concerning the war on terrorism and the invasion of Iraq.  
  
Review the following consequences of groupthink and consider how many of them apply to the Bush 
administration‟s handling of the „war on terrorism‟ and the issues related to Iraq and Saddam 
Hussein: 
  
      a) incomplete survey of alternatives 

      b) incomplete survey of objectives 

      c) failure to examine risks of preferred choice 

      d) failure to reappraise initially rejected alternatives 

      e) poor information search 

      f) selective bias in processing information at hand 

      g) failure to work out contingency plans 

      h) low probability of successful outcome  
  
  
Remedies for Groupthink 

  
Decision experts have determined that groupthink may be prevented by adopting some of the 
following measures: 
  
      a) The leader should assign the role of critical evaluator to each member 
  
      b) The leader should avoid stating preferences and expectations at the outset  
  
      c) Each member of the group should routinely discuss the groups' deliberations with a trusted 
associate and report back to the group on the associate's reactions 

  



Prepared by Dr. Eric Shiraev for Psychology 202 

 

 

      d) One or more experts should be invited to each meeting on a staggered basis.  The outside 
experts should be encouraged to challenge views of the members. 
  
      e) At least one articulate and knowledgeable member should be given the role of devil's advocate 
(to question assumptions and plans) 
  
      f) The leader should make sure that a sizeable block of time is set aside to survey warning signals 
from rivals; leader and group construct alternative scenarios of rivals' intentions. 
  
Source:  http://www.psysr.org/groupthink%20overview.htm 

 

 

 

 

Obedience to Authority 

The experiment by Stanley Milgram 
Source: http://www.age-of-the-sage.org/psychology/milgram_obedience_experiment.html  

 

 

Stanley Milgram, a psychologist at Yale University, conducted a study focusing on the conflict between 

obedience to authority and personal conscience. He examined justifications for acts of genocide offered by 

those accused at the World War II, Nuremberg War Crimes trials. Their defence often was based on 

"obedience" - - that they were just obeying orders whilst under the authority of their superiors.  

The experiment began in July 1961, a year after the trial of Adolf Eichmann in Jerusalem. Milgram devised the 

experiment to answer the question "Could it be that Eichmann, and his million accomplices in the Holocaust 

were just following orders? Could we call them all accomplices?"  

 

The results of the study were made known in Milgram's Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View (1974).  

 

So-called "teachers" (who were actually the unknowing subjects of the experiment) were recruited by Milgram 

in response to a newspaper ad offering $4.50 for one hour's work. Individual subjects thus recruited turned up to 

take part in a Psychology experiment investigating memory and learning at Linsly-Chittenden Hall on Yale 

University's old campus. He or she was introduced to a stern looking experimenter in a white coat and to a 

rather pleasant and friendly co-subject who was also presumably recruited via the newspaper ad. The 

experimenter explained that one subject would be assigned the role of "teacher" and the other would be assigned 

the role of "learner."  

 

Two slips of paper marked "teacher" were handed to the subject and to the co-subject. The co-subject was 

actually an actor who, in posing as a subject to the experiment, subsequently claimed that his slip said "learner" 

such that the unknowing subject was inevitably led to believe that his role as "teacher" had been chosen 

randomly.  

Both learner and teacher were then given a sample 45-volt electric shock from an apparatus attached to a chair 

into which the "actor-learner" was to be strapped. The fictitious story given to the "teachers" was that the 

experiment was intended to explore the effects of punishment for incorrect responses on learning behavior.  

 

A succession of unknowing subjects in their roles as teacher were given simple memory tasks in the form of 

reading lists of two word pairs and asking the "learner" to read them back and were instructed to administer a 

shock by pressing a button each time the learner made a mistake. It was understood that the electric shocks were 

to be of increased by 15 volts in intensity for each mistake the "learner" made during the experiment.  

http://www.psysr.org/groupthink%20overview.htm
http://www.age-of-the-sage.org/psychology/milgram_obedience_experiment.html
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The shock generator that the "teacher" was told to operate had 30 switches in 15 volt increments, each switch 

was labeled with a voltage ranging from 15 up to 450 volts. Each switch also had a rating, ranging from "slight 

shock" to "danger: severe shock". The final two switches being labeled "XXX". The experiment was conducted 

in a scenario where the "learner" was in another room but the "teacher" was made aware of the "actor-learner's" 

discomfort by poundings on the wall.  

No further shocks were actually delivered - the "teacher" was not aware that the "learner" in the study was 

actually an actor who was intended, by the requirements of the experiment, to use his talents to indicate 

increasing levels of discomfort as the "teacher" administered increasingly severe electric shocks in response to 

the mistakes made by the "learner".  

 

The experimenter was present in the same room as the "teacher" and whenever "teachers" asked whether 

increased shocks should be given he or she was verbally encouraged by the experimenter to continue. In this 

scenario 65% of the "teachers" obeyed orders to punish the learner to the very end of the 450-volt scale! No 

subject stopped before reaching 300 volts!  

 

At times, the worried "teachers" questioned the experimenter, asking who was responsible for any harmful 

effects resulting from shocking the learner at such a high level. Upon receiving the answer that the experimenter 

assumed full responsibility, teachers seemed to accept the response and continue shocking, even though some 

were obviously extremely uncomfortable in doing so.  

 

In an article entitled "The Perils of Obedience" (1974) Stanley Milgram wrote:-  

"Before the experiments, I sought predictions about the outcome from various kinds of people -- psychiatrists, 

college sophomores, middle-class adults, graduate students and faculty in the behavioral sciences. With 

remarkable similarity, they predicted that virtually all the subjects would refuse to obey the experimenter. The 

psychiatrist, specifically, predicted that most subjects would not go beyond 150 volts, when the victim makes 

his first explicit demand to be freed. They expected that only 4 percent would reach 300 volts, and that only a 

pathological fringe of about one in a thousand would administer the highest shock on the board".  

 

The Obedience to Authority experiment was continued by Milgram over a number of other scenarios such as 

where the "learner" could indicate discomfort by way of voice feedback - at "150 volts", the "actor-learner" 

requested that the experiment end, and was consistently told by the experimenter that - "The experiment 

requires that you continue. Please go on." or similar words. In this scenarion the percentage of subjects who 

were prepared to administer the maximum 450 volts dropped slightly to 62.5% 

 

 

Where the experiment was conducted in a nondescript office building rather than within the walls of a 

prestigiously ornate hall on Yale's old campus the percentage of subjects who were prepared to administer the 

maximum voltage dropped to 47.5%.  

 

Where the "teacher" had to physically place the "learner's" hand on a "shock plate" in order to give him shocks 

above 150 volts the percentage of subjects who were prepared to administer the maximum voltage dropped to 

30.0% and where the "experimenter" was at end of a phone line rather than being in the same room the 

percentage of subjects who were prepared to administer 450 volts dropped to 20.5% and where the "teacher" 

could himself nominate the shock level the percentage of subjects who were prepared to continue to the end of 

the scale dropped to 2.5%  

 

Milgram summed up his findings in relation to the main experiment in "The Perils of Obedience" (1974):-  
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"The legal and philosophic aspects of obedience are of enormous import, but they say very little about how 

most people behave in concrete situations. I set up a simple experiment at Yale University to test how much 

pain an ordinary citizen would inflict on another person simply because he was ordered to by an experimental 

scientist. Stark authority was pitted against the subjects' strongest moral imperatives against hurting others, and, 

with the subjects' ears ringing with the screams of the victims, authority won more often than not. The extreme 

willingness of adults to go to almost any lengths on the command of an authority constitutes the chief finding of 

the study and the fact most urgently demanding explanation."  

The experiment has been repeated by other psychologists around the world with similar results. Variations have 

been performed to test for variables in the experimental setup. For example, subjects are much more likely to be 

obedient when the experimenter is physically present than when the instructions are given over telephone. 

 
 
 

 
On the Bystander’s Effect (discussed in class): 
 
The kindness of crowds 

Feb 26th 2009 | LAUSANNE  
From The Economist print edition 

 
Crowds of people are often seen as bad for public 

order. But they have ways of policing themselves 

that the police might do well to understand 
 

 

 

 
ACCORDING to a much-reported survey carried out in 2002, Britain then had 4.3m closed-circuit television (CCTV) camerasðone for 
every 14 people in the country. That figure has since been questioned, but few doubt that Britons are closely scrutinised when they 
walk the streets. This scrutiny is supposed to deter and detect crime. Even the governmentôs statistics, though, suggest that the 
cameras have done little to reduce the worst sort of criminal activity, violence.  

That may, however, be about to change, and in an unexpected way. It is not that the cameras and their operators will become any 
more effective. Rather, they have accidentally gathered a huge body of data on how people behave, and particularly on how they 
behave in situations where violence is in the air. This means that hypotheses about violent behaviour which could not be tested 
experimentally for practical or ethical reasons, can now be examined in a scientific way. And it is that which may help violence to be 
controlled. 

One researcher who is interested in this approach is Mark Levine, a social psychologist at Lancaster University in Britain who studies 
crowds. Crowds have a bad press. They have been blamed for antisocial behaviour through mechanisms that include peer pressure, 
mass hysteria and the diffusion of responsibilityðthe idea that ñsomeone else will do something, so I donôt have toò. But Dr Levine 
thinks that crowds can also diffuse potentially violent situations and that crime would be much higher if it were not for crowds. As he 
told a symposium called ñUnderstanding Violenceò, which was organised by the Ecole Polytechnique F®d®rale de Lausanne in 
Switzerland earlier this month, he has been using CCTV data to examine the bystander effect, an alleged phenomenon whereby 
people who would help a stranger in distress if they were alone, fail to do so in the presence of others. His conclusion is that it ainôt 
so. In fact, he thinks, having a crowd around often makes things better.  

 

Crowd control 

The dynamics of crowd behaviour are hard to study, not least because people are not reliable witnesses of their own behaviour. But 
Dr Levine persuaded the authorities in one British city to allow him to look at their CCTV footage of alcohol-fuelled conflict in public 
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places, suitably anonymised to comply with privacy and data-protection laws. He analysed 42 clips of incidents that operators in a 
control room had judged had the potential to turn violent, though only 30 of them actually did so. He recorded gestures he labelled 
either ñescalatingò, such as pointing and prodding, or ñde-escalatingò, such as conciliatory open-handedness. 

His first observation was that bystanders frequently intervene in incipient fights. The number of escalating gestures did not rise 
significantly as the size of the group increased, contrary to what the bystander effect would predict. Instead, it was the number of 
de-escalating gestures that grew. A bigger crowd, in other words, was more likely to suppress a fight. 

Some incidents did end in violence, of course. To try to work out why, Dr Levine and his colleagues constructed probability trees to 
help them calculate the likelihood that a violent incident such as a punch being thrown would occur with each successive intervention 
by a bystander. Using these trees, they were generally able to identify a flashpoint at which the crowd determined which way the 
fight would go. 

Judging the fight to begin with the aggressorôs first pointing gesture towards his target, the researchers found that the first 
intervention usually involved a bystander trying to calm the protagonist down. Next, another would advise the target not to respond. 
If a third intervention reinforced crowd solidarity, sending the same peaceful message, then a violent outcome became unlikely. But 
if it did notðif the third bystander vocally took sides, sayðthen violence was much more likely. 

Dr Levine talks of a ñcollective choreographyò of violence, in which the crowd determines the outcome as much as the protagonist 
and the target do, and he is now taking his ideas into the laboratory. In collaboration with Mel Slater, a computer scientist at 
University College, London, he is looking at the responses of bystanders to violence recreated in virtual reality. 

Dr Slater has pioneered this approach, since people seem to react to virtual reality as they do to real life, but no one gets hurt and 
conditions can be controlled precisely. Because the participants know it is not real, many of the ethical obstacles to placing them in 
such situations are removed. But Dr Slater proved the toolôs usefulness in 2006, when he used it to recreate a famous experiment 
conducted in the 1960s by Stanley Milgram, an American psychologist. Milgram showed that ordinary people would obey orders to 
the point of delivering potentially lethal electric shocks to strangersðan experiment that, even though nobody really received any 
shocks, would be ruled out today, on ethical grounds. Dr Slaterôs volunteers behaved similarly to Milgramôs. 

Virtual reality may thus allow Dr Levine to understand the collective choreography of violence better than he does now, but he is 
already convinced that, despite the moral panic over violence in Britain today, the influence of groups is largely benign. His work 
could have practical consequences, since police generally aim to break crowds up. If he is right, that approach may unintentionally 
lead to more fights. It sounds counter-intuitive, but many of the best ideas are. And if it is true, then perhaps Big Brother could give 
up the CCTV habit and go and do something more useful instead. 

 


