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Key Terminology 

 

Key term  Definition  

Anti-social behaviour  Are disruptive acts characterised by hostility and intentional aggression 
toward others.  

Authority  The ability or right to give orders, make decisions, and enforce obedience 
(and other behaviours).  

Culture The ideas, customs, and social behaviour of a particular people or society 

Deindividuation When someone loses their sense of individuality. May lead to them acting 
against their normal morality 

Discrimination  the unfair or prejudicial treatment of people and groups based on 
characteristics such as race, gender, age, sexual orientation or mental health 

Displacement When someone takes their anger out on something other than the source of 
their anger 

Dispositional Factors  Individual characteristics that influence behaviour and actions in a person 
like personality traits, temperament, and genetics.  

Locus of control  The extent to which people believe they have power over events in their 
lives.  

Majority influence  The behaviour of a large number of people affects the behaviour of a smaller 
group of people.  

Minority influence  When a small number of people influence a larger number.  

Moral development How someone grows their sense of right and wrong 

Morality An individual’s sense of right and wrong 

Obedience  Compliance with commands given by an authority figure.  

Pro-social behaviour  Any action intended to help others.  

Self-esteem How positively we see ourselves 

Situational factors  Influences that do not occur from within the individual but from elsewhere 
like the environment and others.  

Social influence  The term used to describe how the behaviour of one person affects the 
behaviour of another. 

Stigma A set of negative and often unfair beliefs that society or a group of people 
have about something 

Reminder of Assessment Objectives 

AO1 – Learners must demonstrate knowledge and understanding of psychological ideas, processes and 

procedures   

AO2 – Learners must apply knowledge and understanding of psychological ideas, processes and 

procedures 

AO3 – Learners must analyse and evaluate psychological information, ideas, processes and procedures to 

make judgements and draw conclusions 

 



Unit Summary 

Key Concepts 
Conformity 
including 
majority 
influence 
 
Collective and 
crowd 
behaviour 
 
Pro- and anti-
social 
behaviour 
 
Morality 

Conformity: ‘yielding to group pressures’ – in other words, changing how you think 
and behave in order to fit in with a group.  
Collective behaviour: when someone no longer behaves as an individual but as part of 
a larger group. Whereas crowd behaviour, which refers to the behaviour of people 
who have come together for a common purpose – but they may still behave as 
individuals. 
Anti-social behaviour can be defined as actions that go against society and potentially 
harms it in some way. Wheras, prosocial behaviour is the opposite – actions that 
supports society, benefitting it and its members. 
Obedience is when you do something because someone has directly told you to. 

Key Theory 1 
 
Situational 
explanations of 
social influence 

Majority influence on conformity: when the behaviour of a large number of people 
affects the behaviour of a smaller group of people. People are more likely to conform 
to the views of a majority group. Asch found that the majority only needs to be 3 
people to cause people to conform. 
 
Deindividuation on crowd behaviour: when someone loses their sense of 
individuality. This often occurs when someone is in a crowd, they feel anonymous. 
This leads to antisocial behaviour as:  

• Responsibility becomes shared throughout the crowd, so we experience less 
personal guilt at directing harmful aggression at others.  

• Due to responsibility being shared out, and individuals becoming more difficult to 
identify, crowd-members may assume there’ll be no consequences for their 
actions. 

 
Culture on pro-social behaviour: Children who are raised in collectivist cultures are 
often expected to help out with the family responsibilities. This means that pro-social 
behaviours are more strongly encouraged, so they are more likely to carry out pro-
social behaviours. Whereas, children from individualist cultures are raised by their 
parents to be competitive and to work hard at school to succeed. 
 
Culture on anti-social behaviour: Research suggests that there is more anti-social 
behaviour in cultures where there is income inequality (i.e. there were few people 
who were very rich and many who were very poor). This may be because people 
notice injustice, where the chosen few are rich and everyone else lives in poverty, 
which may act as a trigger for anti-social behaviour. 
 
Presence of authority figures on obedience: We live in a society where we assume 
that authority figures are allowed to exercise social power over us for a good reason, 
to maintain order and allow society to function smoothly. 
By having the social power to make someone obey – an authority figure is said to have 
‘legitimate authority’. One main indicator of legitimate authority is uniform. 
 

CRITICISMS 
Not full explanations: 



• Situational explanations don’t consider the role of individual differences, such as 
self-esteem, locus of control, personality and neurobiology 

• The ‘majority influence’ explanation of conformity ignores the influence of culture. 
Research shows that those in individualist cultures conform less than those in 
collectivist ones.  

• The ‘deindividuation’ explanation of crowd behaviour assumes that crowds 
become violent and anti-social. But Spivey and Prentice-Dunn (1990) found that 
deindividuated people can even behave pro-socially, when exposed to a prosocial 
role model. The presence of role models may be an important factor. 

 
Free Will and Determinism 

• Situational explanations assume that we have no control over our behaviour, e.g. 
obedience and conformity. Many would argue against this and say that actually 
we consciously choose to obey orders or conform. This deterministic stance may 
prevent people from being held responsible for the actions – as they are deemed 
to be out of their control. E.g. Nazi guards may be excused as it wasn’t their 
choice to commit horrific acts. 

 
 

Generalisability: 

• The majority of research into the role of culture on pro- and anti-social behaviour 
is carried out on children. We can’t generalise these findings to adults – maybe 
they behave quite differently to children, and a culture with many pro-social 
children has lots of anti-social adults? This means that the cultural explanations of 
pro- and anti-social behaviour may not be accurate. 

 
Ethics: 

• It’s difficult to test the ‘presence of authority figures on obedience’ ethically. For 
example all participants need to be lied to so they believe the ‘authority figure’ is 
genuine – this is known as deception. 

Core Study 1 Bickman (1974) – a study into the social power of uniform 
See details of the study on a following page 

Key Theory 2 
 
Dispositional 
explanations of 
social influence  

Self-esteem on conformity: Someone with low self-esteem is more likely to conform 
as they lack the confidence in their own beliefs and views – so they are more likely to 
give in to influence from other people. Whereas, people with high self-esteem will 
have more confidence in their views and beliefs so will be more likely to maintain their 
own independent views. Therefore people with high self-esteem are less likely to give 
into conformity as they are more likely to ‘stand their ground’ rather than give in to 
the influence of other people’s views. People with low self-esteem may also be more 
dependent on other people’s approval to feel good about themselves, so end up 
giving into conformity. 
 
Locus of Control on crowd behaviour:  

 
 
 
 
 
 

It is argued that people with a high internal locus of control are less likely to be 
influenced by a crowd. If someone takes personal responsibility for their actions and 
experiences (good or bad) they are more likely to base their decisions on their own 



sense of right and wrong, and are less reliant on the actions of others. Whereas, 
people with an external locus of control will feel like they have little control over their 
own behaviour, so they may be more likely to rely on other people to guide their 
behaviour. 
 
Authoritarian Personality on obedience: Adorno argued that people develop this 
personality due to a very strict and harsh upbringing by their parents. However, as 
their parents are authority figures, they can’t take their anger out on them. Therefore, 
these feelings are displaced onto those we see as ‘weak’. These people are extremely 
respectful of authority and are likely to obey. 
 
Moral development on pro- and anti-social behaviour: ‘Moral development’ refers to 
how someone develops their own ideas of right and wrong. Kohlberg suggested a 6 
stage process of moral development. Langdon et al. (2011) suggest that anti-social 
behaviour is most common at the second stage of moral development, because 
morality is egocentric – meaning that one focuses their behaviour on what benefits 
them the most, rather than what benefits other people and society. When people pass 
onto stages 3 and 4, and the focus is now on getting approval from others, people 
start to act less antisocially and more pro-socially, as they want others to approve of 
them 
 

CRITICISMS 
Not full explanations: 

• Fail to consider situational factors that affect social influence. E.g. majority 
influence, presence of authority, deindividuation and culture 

 
Generalisability: 

• Kohlberg’s theory was based on research into boys. However, girls may morally 
develop differently (e.g. boys focus on justice, girls on caring for others). The 
explanation can therefore only explain how boys morally develop. 

• Kohlberg’s theory was based on research into Americans. Collectivist cultures may 
morally develop differently. His theory can therefore only explain moral 
development in America and similar cultures. 

• Adorno’s authoritarian personality was based on research into middle class 
Americans. However, it’s possible that authority figures and social hierarchies 
work differently in other cultures (e.g. in collectivist cultures, social hierarchies are 
seen as more rigid and don’t change.) This suggests that Adorno’s research can't 
explain obedience universally. 

 
Free Will and Determinism 

• Dispositional explanations assume that we have no control over our behaviour, 
e.g. obedience and conformity. Many would argue against this and say that 
actually we consciously choose to obey orders or conform. This deterministic 
stance may prevent people from being held responsible for the actions – as they 
are deemed to be out of their control, it’s just their disposition. E.g. Nazi guards 
may be excused as it wasn’t their choice to commit horrific acts. 

Biopsychology 
time! 
 
 
The influence of 
the brain on 

The hippocampus and self-esteem 
Argoskin et al. (2014) found a positive correlation between self-esteem and volume of 
grey matter in the hippocampus.  

• People with more grey matter in the hippocampus are likely to have higher self-
esteem, so they will have more confidence in their own views and be less likely 
to conform to a majority. 



dispositional 
factors 
 

 

• People with less grey matter in the hippocampus will be more likely to have low 
self-esteem, so they will have less confidence in their own views and be more 
likely to conform to a majority. 

 
The prefrontal cortex and moral reasoning 
Research also shows an association between brain damage to the prefrontal cortex 
and faulty moral reasoning. 

• Therefore, if someone has a damaged prefrontal cortex, they will likely have 
faulty moral reasoning, which will lead them to be more likely to engage in 
antisocial behaviour. 

• If someone’s prefrontal cortex is intact, their moral reasoning will also be 
intact, so will be less likely to engage in antisocial behaviour.  

Core Study 2 NatCen: Morrell, Scott, McNeish, Webster (2011) - a study into the August riots in 
England 
See details on a following page 
 

Practical 
Applications 
 
Changing 
attitudes 

How minority influence affects social change in relation to changing attitudes and 
behaviour towards, increasing awareness of, and reducing mental health stigma and 
discrimination. 
 
Minority influence is where a minority influences the ‘majority’ to have the same view 
as them. 
Moscovici (1985) argued that, for a minority to convince a majority, they must show 
the following: 

• Commitment 

• Consistency 

• Persuasiveness 
All three of the factors make people think deeply about the topic 
Over time this deeper thinking leads to people becoming ‘converted’ and switch from 
the minority to the majority – the more this happens, the faster the rate of conversion 
(the snowball effect). 
 
An example of minority influence leading to social change is the shift in views about 
mental health, removing mental health stigma and discrimination. 

Groups like Time to Change have been consistent with their views and had persuasive 
speakers (young people with experience of mental health problems) discuss mental 
health with youths. 
 
How majority influence affects social change in relation to changing attitudes and 
behaviour towards, increasing awareness of, and reducing mental health stigma and 
discrimination. 
 
To use majority influence to bring about social change, you need to establish the new 
view as the ‘norm’ (i.e. make it seem like the normal thing to do.) This means that 
people will start to join the majority view through normative conformity (to fit in.) 
 
In 2014, Time to Change launched a campaign called ‘Time to Talk’, where they 
encouraged people to discuss mental health to try and normalise it. It was an annual 
event, where schools and workplaces signed up to spend the day discussing mental 
health. If discussing mental health becomes the norm, more people will do it to try 
and fit in (normative conformity). 



CORE STUDIES 

 

 

Aim 

 To investigate whether uniform which signifies authority will affect levels of obedience.  

Experiment 1 

Hypothesis 

A uniformed guard has more ability to influence individuals than a person in a lower-authority uniform (milkman) or 

wearing no uniform (conventional dress). 

 

Procedure 

● A field experiment was carried out on the streets of Brooklyn, New York.   

● IV-the type of uniform being tested  

● DV- a) The levels of obedience in relation to a uniform. (b) The levels of obedience in relation to the 

situation. 

● An opportunity sample of 153 participants (average age of 39) (43% male, 57% female).  86% were white, 

11% were black, the race of the remainder could not be determined. 85% were judged, on the basis of 

dress, to be middle class.  

● They were given instructions from three male experimenters dressed as either a guard, a milkman or a 

civilian.  All three men took turns to wear all three uniforms.  

● The experimenters gave one order to each participant who was either to pick up a paper bag, give a coin to 

a person for a parking meter, or to move to the other side of a bus stop pole.  

● Experiments were conducted on weekdays with 77% of the data collected during the afternoons. 

Experiment 2 

● Experiment 2 used a field experiment to see whether being observed by another person would affect 

obedience. 

●  The experiment was also conducted on a street in Brooklyn, New York. Participants were adult pedestrians 

whose average age was estimated to be 46 years.  

● The dime and meter situation was acted out with the experimenter either remaining at the site throughout 

or, once the request had been made, walking round the corner out of sight.  

● Results showed that being observed (surveillance) had no effect on obedience. 

Experiment 3A 

● A questionnaire with 29 different scenarios to do with obedience. 

● The sample was made up of 141 college students who were asked if each was legitimate depending on 

whether it was made by a young man, a milkman or a guard.  

Experiment 3B 

● Questionnaires were used again, but this time to ask participants what they thought people would do in one 

of the scenarios from Experiment 1. 

● The sample was made up of 189 students 

 

Bickman (1974)- a study into the social power of a uniform 



 

Results 

Experiment 1 

● Regardless of the scenario, there was no significant difference in obedience rates between the milkman 

uniform and the civilian dress as a guard, the rates of obedience were significantly higher than when he 

dressed as a civilian. 

● This demonstrated the social power of certain uniforms (those that signify authority). 

Experiment 2 

● When the guard’s uniform was used, the obedience rates were much higher than when the civilian outfit 

was used. 

● However, surveillance had no significant effect on whether participants obeyed or not. 

Experiment 3 

● In the three original scenarios that participants were questioned about, the guard’s uniform was not seen as 

nay more legitimate then the other two outfits. 

● In the second questionnaire, participants did not think the guard’s uniform would make then obey any more 

than the other two outfits. 

● This shows that there is a mismatch between how people think they will behave when faced with apparent 

authority figures and how they actually behave when put in a situation. 

Conclusion 

● Uniformed people, (even when acting out of role), have greater power than non-uniformed people.  
● Power and legitimacy seem to be related to the type of uniform worn / the more legitimate the social power 

shown by an individual through the wearing of a uniform, the more likely their requests/orders will be 
obeyed.  

●  Levels of obedience may be related to the situation.  
●  Although, in theory, a situation influences obedience levels, in practice the appearance of the person giving 

the order has a greater effect.  
●  Predictions relating to obedience behaviour are not good predictions of actual behaviour. 

 

Evaluation-criticisms 

● As Bickman used a field experiment so there is a lack of control over extraneous ‘street’ variables, such as 

noise, weather and crowding, which could have affected the results.  

●  An opportunity sample was used there was no prior knowledge of the personality or circumstances of each 

participant, they might have been in a hurry or even depressed, which would have affected their obedience 

and the results of the experiment. 

● The experiment was unethical as participants did not give their informed consent and they were not 

debriefed afterwards. This means they could have been distressed or embarrassed by the orders. 

● The sample is unrepresentative.  There was a gender bias as the experimenters were male, so people might 

have been more likely to obey an order given by a male rather than a female.  There was also a culture bias 

as the experiment took place in only one city.  We cannot be sure that people from other cultures would 

obey in the same way, so the results cannot be generalised. 

● The use of scenarios in the questionnaire were not ‘real’ enough, which is why more people said they would 

not obey. Questionnaires rely too much on people’s honesty and insight. 

 

 



 

 

 

Aim 

 The overall aim of this study/report was to explore what triggered the youth involvement in the August riots of 

2011.  

Procedure 

● A report was produced by NatCen (The National Centre for Social Research) based on the interviews of 36 

people in each of the 5 areas studied and 2 unaffected areas.  

● There were riots in Tottenham on 6 August 2011 following a peaceful protest in response to the police 

handling of the shooting of Mark Duggan. Windows were smashed, and offices, shops and homes were 

looted and set on fire.  

● Participants were interviewed on a one to one and face to face basis, with full informed consent and 

participants were reassured that their answers would be kept confidential. 

● In addition to the interviews, larger discussion groups were conducted with young people, community 

stakeholders and residents. 

Results 

● Rioting first started during a peaceful protest about the fatal shooting of a London man by police. 

● The Tottenham riots were triggered more specifically by an alleged incident between a local girl and the 

police. 

● Data from interviews with young people suggested all kinds of people were involved: mixed age groups; all 

ethnicities; people in work, training and education; and the unemployed. 

● The researchers categorised those involved in the riots into four types: 

Watchers: young people who were present at the incidents 

and observed some of what happened but did not become 

involved in criminal activity. 

(i) Bystanders: young people who happened to be there lived 

locally or were passing through when the events occurred. 

(ii) The curious: young people who deliberately chose to be 

there to see what was going on. 

Rioters: young people who were involved in violent 

disturbances and vandalism. 

(i) Protesters: young people who acted because of a specific 

grievance or set of grievances (death of Duggan) 

(ii) Retaliators: young people who acted to get their own 

back on the police or the ‘system’. 

(iii) Thrill-seekers: young people who got involved to get the 

excitement or ‘buzz’. 

Looters: young people involved in breaking into shops, 

stealing from broken-into shops or picking up stolen goods 

left on the street. 

(i) Opportunists: young people who saw the chance to steal 

things for themselves or family, or to sell on. 

(ii) Sellers: Young people who planned their involvement to 

maximise their ‘profits’. 

Non-involved (i) Stay-aways: young people who chose not to get involved 

or observe. 

(ii) Wannabes: young people who weren’t there but would 

have liked to have been. 

NatCen Morrell, Scott, McNeish, Webster (2011) - a study into the August riots in 

England 



 

 

Dispositional factors affect decision making in young people 

 Nudges (facilitators) Tugs (inhibitors) 

Previous criminal activity Easy to get involved, ‘this is what 

they do round here’. 

Been caught once, know the risks. 

Attitudes towards authority Cynicism/anger towards politicians, 

authority, negative experience of 

the police. 

No negative experience of the 

police. 

Prospects Poor job prospects, low income, 

limited hope for the future, ‘nothing 

to lose’. 

In work or expectations of work, 

aspirations – a lot to lose. 

 

Situational factors affect decision making in young people 

 Nudges (facilitators) Tugs (inhibitors) 

Group processes Feeling disinhibited and swept along 

by the power of the group, seeing 

others ‘get away with it’, feeling 

anonymous. 

Actively thinking toward future 

goals and not focusing on the ‘here 

and now’. 

Peer pressure Friends getting involved. Friends not involved. 

Information Seeing it on the TV, getting 

texts/Facebook/BBM messages. 

Didn’t get any messages, not 

watching TV. 

Circumstances Not otherwise occupied, it was 

nearby/easy to get to. 

More difficult to get to (further 

away, no buses). 

Presence of authority figure No adult telling them not to, 

everybody was doing it and nobody 

seemed to be getting caught. 

Parents, relations or youth workers 

telling them not to. 

 

Other factors affect decision making in young people 

 Nudges (facilitators) Tugs (inhibitors) 

Family attitudes Relatives not disapproving Disapproving, ‘not brought up like 

that’. 

Community Attachment to a community with a 

culture of low-level criminality. 

Attachment to a community with 

pro-social values (including religious 

communities). 

Belonging Little sense of ownership or stake in 

society. 

Sense of ownership or stake in 

society. 

Poverty and materialism Desire for material goods but no 

means to pay for them. 

Adequate resources to purchase 

desired goods. 



 

 

Conclusion: 

● Anti-social criminal behaviour (e.g. the Tottenham riots) is influenced by collective behaviour/group 

processes. 

● Anti-social criminal behaviour (e.g. the Tottenham riots) is influenced by situational/social factors. 

● Anti-social criminal behaviour (e.g. the Tottenham riots) is influenced by dispositional/individual factors. 

● Anti-social criminal behaviour (e.g. the Tottenham riots) is influenced by an individual’s beliefs about what is 

right and what is wrong. 

● Anti-social criminal behaviour (e.g. the Tottenham riots) is influenced by an individual’s assessment of the 

costs and benefits of involvement. 

Evaluation-criticisms 

● Participants might give socially desirable responses in an interview.  Participants might lie because they give 

the answers they think will make them look good.  For example a criminal participant might exaggerate their 

actions to appear tougher. 

● The sample is unrepresentative.  There was difficulty in recruiting participants and had to use participants 

who had been sent to prison.  This might not have represented all of the people involved.  E.g. those with 

previous criminal records.  Their reasoning might be different to other people. 

● People’s memory of events is not always reliable.  The participants were interviewed 5 weeks after the 

event.  Their memories might have been distorted by the media or talking to others.  Therefore the data 

might be invalid. 

● The findings may have been influenced by the fact that the researchers had to interpret the results to fit in 

with their categories. This may have introduced some bias into the results. 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Example Exam Section (2019) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 


