



[image: ]






[image: image]




Dedication

Thank you to my brother John for the German translations and to my husband Tom for the useful synonyms when my brain was tired!

Thank you also to my mum and my children, Emmie and Christopher for their love and support and always believing in me.

The Publishers would like to thank the following for permission to reproduce copyright material.

Photo credits

p.2 © dpa picture alliance/Alamy Stock Photo; p.5 © Photo Researchers/Science History Images/Alamy Stock Photo; p.13 © Duke Downey/San Francisco ChronicleHearst Newspapers/Getty Images; p.22 © Mike Abrahams/Alamy Stock Photo; p.32 © Granger Historical Picture Archive / Alamy Stock Photo; p.38 © Albert Bandura; p.41 © Sovfoto/Universal Images Group/Shutterstock; p.85 © Danny Kosmayer/123 RF; p.133 © Syda Productions/stock.adobe.com; p.141 © Medical Developments International; p.165 © Tommoh29/stock.adobe.com; p.171 © Chronicle/Alamy Stock Photo; p.175 S. Baron-Cohen, T. Jolliffe, C. Mortimore and M. Robertson (1997), ‘Another advanced test of theory of mind: evidence from very high functioning adults with autism or Asperger Syndrome’, Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 38:813–822 and S. Baron-Cohen, S. Wheelwright and J. Hill (2001), ‘The ‘Reading the mind in the eyes’ test revised version: A study with normal adults, and adults with Asperger Syndrome or High-Functioning autism’, Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 42:241–252.

Text credits

Table 27.1 From Applied Cognitive Psychology by Harry M. Grant, Lane C. Bredahl, John Clay, et al. 1999. John Wiley and Sons. Reproduced with the permission from CCC; Table 29.1 From Gorillas in Our Midst: Sustained Inattentional Blindness for Dynamic Events by Daniel J Simons, Christopher F Chabris. 1999. SAGE Publications. Reproduced with the permission from CCC; Figure 33.2 Behavioral and neural correlates of delay of gratification 40 years later: B. J. Casey, Leah H. Somerville, Ian H. Gotlib, Ozlem Ayduk, Nicholas T. Franklin, Mary K. Askren, John Jonides, Marc G. Berman, Nicole L. Wilson, Theresa Teslovich, Gary Glover, Vivian Zayas, Walter Mischel, Yuichi Shoda, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences Sep 2011, 108 (36) 14998-15003; DOI: 10.1073/pnas.1108561108; Figure 42.2 From Who Is Happy? By David G. Myers, Ed Diener. 1995. SAGE Publications. Reproduced with the permission from CCC.

Every effort has been made to trace all copyright holders, but if any have been inadvertently overlooked, the Publishers will be pleased to make the necessary arrangements at the first opportunity.

Although every effort has been made to ensure that website addresses are correct at time of going to press, Hodder Education cannot be held responsible for the content of any website mentioned in this book. It is sometimes possible to find a relocated web page by typing in the address of the home page for a website in the URL window of your browser.

Hachette UK’s policy is to use papers that are natural, renewable and recyclable products and made from wood grown in well-managed forests and other controlled sources. The logging and manufacturing processes are expected to conform to the environmental regulations of the country of origin.

Orders: please contact Bookpoint Ltd, 130 Park Drive, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4SE. Telephone: +44 (0)1235 827827. Fax: +44 (0)1235 400401. Email education@bookpoint.co.uk Lines are open from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Saturday, with a 24-hour message answering service. You can also order through our website: www.hoddereducation.co.uk

ISBN: 978 1 5104 6939 6

© Helen J. Kitching 2020

First published in 2020 by

Hodder Education,

An Hachette UK Company

Carmelite House

50 Victoria Embankment

London EC4Y 0DZ

www.hoddereducation.co.uk

Impression number     10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Year     2024  2023  2022  2021  2020

All rights reserved. Apart from any use permitted under UK copyright law, no part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying and recording, or held within any information storage and retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publisher or under licence from the Copyright Licensing Agency Limited. Further details of such licences (for reprographic reproduction) may be obtained from the Copyright Licensing Agency Limited, www.cla.co.uk

Cover photo © Dasha D – stock.adobe.com

Illustrations by Integra Software Services Pvt. Ltd., Pondicherry, India

Typeset by Integra Software Services Pvt. Ltd., Pondicherry, India

Printed in India

A catalogue record for this title is available from the British Library.

[image: image]




CONTENTS 

1 Lorenz (1935) (AQA) 

2 Harlow and Zimmerman (1959) (AQA) 

3 Asch (1955) (AQA)

4 Haney, Banks and Zimbardo (1973) (AQA)

5 Ainsworth and Bell (1970) (AQA)

6 Rutter et al. (2004) (AQA)

7 Baron-Cohen, Leslie and Frith (1985) (AQA)

8 Milgram (1963) (AQA) (OCR) (EDEXCEL) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

9 Bandura, Ross and Ross (1961) (AQA) (OCR) (EDEXCEL)

10 Pavlov (1927) (AQA) (EDEXCEL)

11 Milgram’s research into obedience and three of his variation studies (AQA) (EDEXCEL)

12 Loftus and Palmer (1974) (AQA) (OCR) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

13 Skinner (1948) (AQA)

14 Sherif et al. (1954/1961) (EDEXCEL)

15 Burger (2009) (EDEXCEL)

16 Baddeley (1966b) (EDEXCEL)

17 Schmolck et al. (2002) (EDEXCEL)

18 Brendgen et al. (2005) (EDEXCEL)

19 Bandura, Ross and Ross (1963) (AQA) (EDEXCEL)

20 Bandura, Ross and Ross (1965) (AQA) (EDEXCEL)

21 Capafóns et al. (1998) (EDEXCEL)

22 Raine, Buchsbaum and LaCasse (1997) (EDEXCEL) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

23 Watson and Rayner (1920) (EDEXCEL) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

24 Bocchiaro, Zimbardo and van Lange (2012) (OCR)

25 Piliavin, Rodin and Piliavin (1969) (OCR)

26 Levine, Norenzayan and Philbrick (2001) (OCR)

27 Grant et al. (1998) (OCR)

 

28 Moray (1959) (OCR)

29 Simons and Chabris (1999) (OCR)

30 Chaney et al. (2004) (OCR)

31 Lee et al. (1997) (OCR)

32 Sperry (1968) (OCR)

33 Casey et al. (2011) (OCR)

34 Blakemore and Cooper (1970) (OCR)

35 Maguire et al. (2000) (OCR)

36 Freud (1909) (OCR)

37 Baron-Cohen et al. (1997) (OCR)

38 Gould (1982) (OCR)

39 Hancock, Woodworth and Porter (2011) (OCR)

40 Kohlberg (1968) (OCR) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

41 Bowlby (1944) (AQA) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

42 Myers and Diener (1995) (WJEC/EDUQAS)

  

  

  

  

  

Answers to Check Your Knowledge questions are available online at: www.hoddereducation.co.uk/essentialstudiespsychology 




GETTING THE MOST FROM THIS BOOK

Essential Studies for A-level Psychology covers all of the main psychological studies you should know at A-level, whether you’re taking the AQA, OCR, Pearson Edexcel, WJEC, or WJEC Eduqas qualification. It’s been designed to help you understand and evaluate these studies, while boosting your marks by making connections across the specifications, and looking at comparative links to other studies too.

The features of the book have been carefully planned to ensure that you get the most from each study.

To begin with, the contents page allows you to easily find which studies are required for your course.

Each chapter then begins with a simple summary table detailing the aims of the study, the research methods used, the design of the experiment, the sample, the materials used, and the procedure.

Findings, Conclusions and Evaluation points are then provided to contribute to your AO2 and AO3 skills. They highlight the key ethical and methodological issues, as well as considering other evaluative points such as the usefulness of each study.

The following additional features have then also been included:
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NOTE

Additional details about how the studies were carried out and what the experimenters found out have been provided in notes.






Check your knowledge

Check Your Knowledge questions ensure that you’ve understood all of the essential information of the study.
Answers can be found online at: www.hoddereducation.co.uk/essentialstudiespsychology





RICHARD GROSS
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Students can benefit from bestselling psychology author Richard Gross’s experience and personal insights, flagging common misconceptions, useful additions, and signposting further evaluative material.






TIP

Tips draw your attention to useful, exam-relevant information and signposting to other resources and online information to help you pass your exams and give ideas on how to learn the studies.





Essential links to other topics in Psychology and to other studies, along with page references, are provided here.



Note from the author

I hope you enjoy reading the studies in this book. While there are of course hundreds of different psychological research experiments that could be studied as part of a robust A-level course, this book aims to provide you with the most essential ones, key to your understanding of the subject, and covered across the main A-level exam boards.

In line with that, there are lots of different ways that you can use this book to support your learning of Psychology. For example, Ofsted are interested in you studying ‘beyond the curriculum’ and this book offers you the opportunity to do just that. In addition to having the key named studies in year one of your specification, the book allows you to go beyond that and look at research that not only links to those studies but also ones that widen your understanding of the breadth of areas that psychologists research.

Essential Studies will also support your understanding of research methods. Each study has links, which signpost key things about the study, linking you back to the A level specification. So, for example, if you were studying research methods and looking at natural experiments, you could read the Rutter et al study as an example of what a natural experiment is, and how it is conducted. You could then compare it to a quasi experiment such as Baron-Cohen et al, 1997, to help you understand how they are different. You’ll also find links in some of the studies to the statistical methods that the researchers used to analyse the data. Reading about how they have analysed their data will help you with your understanding of which statistical test to use and why.

The studies can also support your learning in a broader sense. If you are studying attachment, for example, the Bowlby, Ainsworth or Rutter studies may not be named studies, but they will help you with your understanding of attachment behaviour. They can also support your learning in the second year of A-level, depending on which options you are studying. For example, if you are studying Autism, then the two Baron-Cohen studies will support your understanding of that topic.
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1 Lorenz (1935)


‘Der Kumpan in der Umwelt des Vogels’, J Ornithol, 83 , pp137–413

Summary



	Aims of the study

	To investigate imprinting in Greylag geese




	Research method

	Field experiment




	Design

	Independent measures

IV: whether they were hatched by their mother or an incubator

DV: who they imprinted on




	Sample

	A clutch of Greylag goose eggs




	Materials

	•   Incubator




	Procedure

	•   Lorenz placed half of the eggs under a goose mother and the other half in an incubator.

•   He ensured that he was the first moving object that the newly hatched incubator goslings saw. The incubator goslings imprinted on Lorenz and followed him.






Findings

In order to test that the goslings had fully imprinted on him, Lorenz put both the incubator goslings and those that had hatched with their mother under a box. When the goslings were later taken out of the box, half of them went to their goose mother and the other half went to Lorenz, ignoring their biological mother.

Lorenz believed that once a gosling had imprinted on something, it could not be reversed. He recorded that imprinting occurred between 4 and 32 hours after the goslings had hatched.

Conclusions

Imprinting is a form of attachment which has a survival advantage – i.e. if the goose imprints on its mother, then it will follow her around and stay close to her. This means that if a predator approaches, she will protect it and it is more likely to survive. The imprinting takes place within a critical period.

Lorenz’s assumption that it was irreversible suggests that it has a biological origin.


Evaluation

•   Usefulness: It is a useful study as it supports research by psychologists such as Bowlby, who suggested that there is a critical period in which human infants can form an attachment.

•   Generalisability: However, Greylag geese are a very different species to humans. For example, they are far more precocious at birth. Therefore, you cannot generalise findings from geese to humans as attachment may happen very differently.

•   Validity: Although it was a field experiment, the incubator eggs were more than likely hatched in a laboratory and therefore it makes it low in ecological validity.

•   Reliability: Finally, Lorenz’s research has been replicated by other researchers such as Hess (1959). This suggests that his results were reliable. However, other researchers have suggested that the critical period was not as fixed as Lorenz and Hess suggested. Ducklings that were kept in isolation were able to imprint after the critical period that Hess suggested. Other researchers have suggested that the imprinting is in fact reversible, with birds being able to return to their own species if introduced slowly.
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Konrad Lorenz with his graylag geese
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One of the classics of ethology (the study of animal behaviour in its natural environment/habitat). I always wonder what happened to the incubator-hatched goslings as they matured; anecdotally, at least, there’s evidence that they tried to mate with Lorenz. Personally, I’ve always felt ‘uncomfortable’ about discussing Lorenz’s research because of his alleged sympathies for Nazi ideology and eugenics.





Check your knowledge

1   What is imprinting?

2   What was the critical period that Lorenz suggested?

3   What happened when the incubator and mother-hatched goslings were let out of the box?

4   Why can’t the findings be generalised to humans?

5   Which researcher supported Lorenz’s findings?





This study has the following links within the A-level specifications: attachment, animal research, field experiment.

The following studies also provide useful links:

Bowlby (1944) – pages 190–4

Harlow and Zimmerman (1959) – pages 3–6







2 Harlow and Zimmerman (1959)


The development of affectional responses in infant monkeys, Science, 130 (3373)

Summary



	Aims of the study

	To investigate whether the development of affection or love in infant monkeys is more strongly related to feeding or comfort




	Research method

	Laboratory experiment




	Design

	Independent measures

IV: whether the infant monkey receives its milk from a cloth or wire ‘mother-substitute’

DV: how much time the monkey spends with each ‘mother’




	Sample

	Eight macaque monkeys that were separated from their mothers 6–12 hours after birth




	Materials

	•   A wire monkey ‘mother-substitute’ – made with wire from a hardware shop which was ‘adequate’ both to provide support and be capable of nursing (feeding) the baby its milk. The face of the monkey was very basic.

•   A cloth monkey ‘mother-substitute’ – made from a block of wood covered by sponge rubber and sheathed with a terry cloth. Also capable of feeding the baby. The monkey had a more realistic-looking face.

•   A cage with two cubicles.

•   A heat pad.

•   Cloth nappies.





Experiment one: dual mother surrogate



	Procedure

	•   Four of the infant monkeys were fed from the wire monkey. The other four were fed from the cloth monkey.
•   The monkeys (individually) were placed in cages which contained two cubicles, one with the cloth monkey and one with the wire monkey. The monkeys were all fed entirely by the monkey that they had been assigned to (wire or cloth).
•   During the first 14 days of the monkeys’ lives, a heat pad covered in a cloth was placed on the floor of the cage. This was removed after 14 days, after which the floor remained bare.
•   The monkeys were free at all times to be either on the floor or with the cloth or wire monkey.
•   The time that the infants spent with each mother-substitute was automatically recorded.




	Findings

	•   The infant monkeys spent significantly more time with the cloth monkeys than with the wire monkeys, regardless of whether they were being fed exclusively by the wire monkey.
•   As the monkeys that were fed by the wire mother got older, they responded increasingly more to the cloth monkey.








Experiment two: mother as a comfort in time of danger



	Procedure

	•   The infants were presented with various fear-inducing stimuli, like a moving toy bear.




	Findings

	•   The infant monkeys consistently sought out the cloth mother for comfort, regardless of the nursing condition (fed by wire or cloth monkey).






Experiment three: strange situation



	Procedure

	•   Four of the monkeys were tested.
 
•   The monkeys were introduced to a strange environment of a room measuring 6 ft by 6 ft. They were left in there for three minutes. There were multiple stimuli to engage the infants.

•   They were placed in the room twice a week for eight weeks.

•   There was no mother-substitute during alternate sessions and a cloth mother during the others. A cloth nappy was always one of the stimuli.




	Findings

	Mother-substitute present

•   After one or two sessions, while the infant was getting used to the environment, the infant showed a very strong response by always rushing to the cloth monkey when it was present and clutching it.

•   After a few more sessions, the infants began to use the cloth monkey as a ‘safe base’ from which to explore their environment.

•   They would explore their environment and the various stimuli before returning to the cloth monkey and then exploring again.

Mother-substitute absent

•   When the mother-substitute (cloth monkey) was absent, the infants behaved very differently:

•   They would frequently freeze in a crouched position.

•   Behaviours demonstrating emotionality in the infant monkeys, such as vocalisation, crouching, rocking and sucking, increased sharply.
•   Some of the infant monkeys would rush to the centre of the room where the cloth monkey was usually placed, running from object to object screaming and crying.
•   Continuous and frantic clutching of their bodies was also observed.
•   They also frequently touched and clutched the cloth nappy, but it did not comfort them.
•   Total emotionality was cut in half when the mother-substitute was present.
•   There was no difference in behaviour between the wire monkey-fed infants and the cloth monkey-fed infants when the cloth monkey was either present or absent.
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Figure 2.1 Mother-substitutes: wire and cloth monkeys



Conclusions

Infant monkeys overwhelmingly favour the comfort of the cloth monkey over the wire monkey, regardless of which monkey fed them. This suggests that the assumption that bonding to the mother is conditioned through hunger/thirst reduction is not supported by this research.

The results strongly suggest that the primary function of feeding is to provide an opportunity for frequent, close body contact.

The results support the notion that comfort is important for an infant monkey’s development.

Evaluation

•   Ethics: There are ethical issues with this research. Harlow and Zimmerman do not mention the mothers of the infant monkeys. However, it is reasonable to assume that they must have suffered from the loss of their babies so soon after birth. The infant monkeys also experienced privation, having been removed from their mothers only hours after birth. They were placed in situations designed to cause them distress and were also denied the opportunity to learn normal primate behaviour from their mothers. However, Harlow and Zimmerman argued that any distress caused to the monkeys was far outweighed by the benefits that the findings gave to society.

•   Ethics: The research could not have been conducted on human infants for both ethical and practical reasons – ethical in terms of taking infant humans away from their mothers and raising them in isolation, and practical because human infants are less capable and mature more slowly than macaque infants. Therefore, as Harlow and Zimmerman stated, by the time the human infants were able to move independently and those movements became measurable, they would be ‘lost in a jumble and jungle of confounded variables’.

•   Confounding variable: The study itself had a potential confounding variable. The wire and the cloth monkeys differed in more than just the comfort of the covering. The wire monkey had a very basic face, but the face of the cloth monkey was designed to look more like an actual monkey. It might be that the infant macaques were attracted to the more realistic-looking face rather than the ‘comfort’ offered by the cloth.

•   Practical applications: The study is useful in that it helps us understand the importance of the bond between an infant and its caregiver and how that bond is more strongly related to
comfort than it is to food. This had important implications for human child-rearing. Previous advice, such as by John Watson in the 1920s, suggested that parents should be objective in their behaviour towards children and never hug or kiss them. Harlow and Zimmerman’s findings contradicted this advice and showed that comfort was important to infants.




RICHARD GROSS
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The view that food/feeding is the key to the formation of the child’s attachment to its mother is called the cupboard love theory. Bowlby cited Harlow’s research (as well as Lorenz’s) in discussing how he came to formulate his own theory of attachment. Bowlby, a psychoanalyst by training, clearly rejected the cupboard love view (which both Freud and behaviourist psychologists advocate).





Check your knowledge

1   What type of monkeys did Harlow use?

2   What was the IV in this experiment?

3   What was the DV?

4   What was the potential confounding variable in Harlow and Zimmerman’s research?

5   Which mother-substitute did the monkeys in both groups spend more time with?





This study has the following links within the A-level specifications: animal research, behaviourists, John Watson, animal ethics, attachment, confounding variables, laboratory experiment.







3 Asch (1955)


Opinions and social pressure, Scientific American, November, 193 (5), pp31–5

Summary



	Aims of the study

	To test how strong the urge is towards social conformity



	Research method

	Laboratory experiment

IV: the response of the confederates (whether they give a correct or incorrect answer)

DV: the response of the participants (whether they conform or not)



	Design

	Repeated measures



	Sample

	123 male participants from three institutes of higher learning in America



	Materials

	•   Large white cards containing lines of different lengths.



	Procedure

	•   ‘Participants’ were assembled in classrooms in groups of between seven and nine individuals. (Of these, only one was a participant – all the others were confederates.)

•   The assembled group was told that the aim of the research was a psychological experiment into ‘visual judgement’. Participants were then told that they would be comparing line lengths.

•   They were shown two large white cards, one of which had the one vertical line, the other of which had three vertical lines. They were asked to choose the line from the second card that had the same length as the single line on the first card.

•   The participants then announced their answers in the order in which they had been seated in the room. The actual participant was seated near the end of the group.

•   Confederates gave the correct answer in the first two trials. In the third trial the confederates gave an incorrect answer.

•   There were 18 trials in each series (i.e. 18 different sets of cards). In 12 of the trials, the confederates gave the incorrect answer.

•   At the end of the trials, participants were interviewed and asked about their reasons for either conforming to the majority or not.
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Figure 3.1 Participants were asked to choose the line from the second card that best matched the length of the target line
	




NOTE

•   The cards were split into ‘sets’, with each set consisting of two cards. In each ‘set’:

•   one card had one single vertical line on it (this was a standard whose length needed to be matched)

•   the other card showed three vertical lines, one of which was the same length as the line on the other card

•   the other two lines were of different lengths

•   the difference in length ranged from ¾ of an inch to 1¾ inches

•   an example of the type of cards used is shown in Figure 3.1.





NOTE

In a few cases participants became suspicious, in which case the experiment was stopped and the results were not used.



Findings

The participants yielded to the majority and gave the wrong answer in 36.8 per cent of the selections.

Approximately 25 per cent (one quarter) of the participants never agreed with the incorrect answer given by the majority (the confederates).

Those who started out by being independent generally did not yield to the majority, even after a large number of trials.

Those who complied initially with the majority found it difficult to ‘free themselves’ and give independent answers as the trials continued.

Table 3.1 contains qualitative data demonstrating why individuals were either independent or yielding.



Table 3.1 Qualitative data from interviews with the participants



	Individuals who were independent

	Had confidence in their own judgement, or came to believe that the majority was correct but felt they had to ‘call it as they saw it’.




	Participants who yielded

	Felt ‘I am wrong, they are right’.

Didn’t want to ‘spoil’ the results.

Suspected that the majority were ‘the sheep’ following the first responder.

The majority were victims of an optical illusion.

Underestimated how often they had conformed.





A number of variations to the study were also conducted. Those variations, along with their findings, are shown in Table 3.2 (overleaf).



Table 3.2 Variations on the experiment



	Variation

	Findings




	Size of the opposition

1   Just a single confederate gave the wrong answer – as opposed to the majority of the group.

2   Two confederates gave the wrong answer.

3   Three confederates gave the wrong answer.

4   Further increases did not affect the weight of pressure to conform substantially.

	
1   The participant was not influenced by the one confederate giving a wrong answer. The participant gave the correct answer in nearly every trial.

2   With two confederates giving wrong answers, they become an influential minority and the participants conform on 13.6 per cent of the trials.

3   Effect increases to participants conforming on 31.8 per cent of the trials.




	Participant given support

The participant was given a supporting partner – either someone who was not aware that the rest of the group were confederates or someone who was instructed to answer correctly all of the time.

	The rate of conformity reduced by one quarter compared with when all of the others in the group gave incorrect responses.

(Participants reported feeling warmth and closeness towards this person, but denied their support allowed them to be independent.)




	Dissenting individual

One confederate was instructed to give a different answer to the others but still an incorrect response in two variations:

•   The majority chose the worst matching line and the moderate dissenter chose the line that was closer to the actual answer.

•   The extreme dissenter chose the worst matching line and the majority chose the line that was closer to the actual answer.

	The effect of the majority reduces by approximately one third and most of the errors that the participants do make are moderate.

Conformity dropped to 9 per cent and any errors made were moderate.




	Consequences of losing or gaining a partner

1   The partner was instructed to answer correctly on the first six trials.

2   After six trials the partner was instructed to join in with the majority.

3   In another trial the partner left the group (with an excuse of having to ‘see the dean’).

	
1   18/24 participants did not conform to the majority.

2   There was an abrupt rise in conformity (to the level it was when there had been a unanimous majority).

3   The level of conformity rose after the partner left but less than when the partner switched to the majority.




	Having support

The majority started by giving correct answers but gradually broke away until by the sixth trial the participant was alone with the group unanimously against him.

	While the participant had anyone on his side, he did not conform to the majority almost all of the time, making few errors. However, when he was alone, conformity to the majority rose abruptly.




	Changing the line length

In order to make it as obvious as possible, the line length was changed so the difference was 7 inches.

	This had no effect on conformity.






Conclusions

People are more likely to conform to majority influence if they are the only one with an opposing view. However, people are more able to be independent if one or more others also disagree with the majority.

Some people will never yield to majority influence, regardless of whether they think the majority are correct.

Evaluation

•   Ecological validity: As the research was conducted in a laboratory, it could be argued that it lacks ecological validity. The line task was unusual and did not reflect how people would potentially conform in real-life settings and therefore cannot be generalised.

•   Demand characteristics: Some participants who conformed demonstrated demand characteristics. Having stated when interviewed that they ‘did not want to spoil your results’, they may have just been giving the wrong answers as they thought that was what was expected of them as part of the research.

•   Replication: However, as the research was based in a laboratory and the procedure was detailed, this has allowed the research to be replicated. This is important as replication demonstrates that the results are not due to chance.

•   Population validity: The research used male students only. Therefore, the results lack population validity and should not be generalised to females or older people as they may have reacted differently.

•   Ethics: The study could be argued to be unethical in that participants were made to feel uncomfortable and embarrassed. Some of those who did conform, despite not agreeing with what the majority said, felt that their difference from the majority ‘was a sign of general deficiency in themselves’. They were also deceived about the true nature of the experiment, having been told it was a psychological experiment about ‘visual judgement’. However, it would have been impossible to run the experiment if participants had been aware of its true nature.




RICHARD GROSS
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One of the classics of social psychology. The simplicity of the line-comparison task is both a strength and a weakness: it’s easy to replicate and understand, but at the same time it’s not the sort of thing that puts us under pressure to conform in everyday life. An undoubted strength is that Asch provides both quantitative and qualitative data. Percentages (i.e. conformity rates) are all very well, but they tell us only part of the story: knowing that people conform doesn’t tell us why.





Check your knowledge

1   Describe the sample.

2   What percentage of participants did not conform to the majority when they had a partner who gave the correct answers?

3   What were the participants told was the aim of the study?

4   What is the psychological term for people who pretend to be participants but are actually working for the researcher?

5   What ethical issues were there with the study?





This study has the following links within the A-level specifications: conformity, social psychology, laboratory research, group pressure, majority influence.
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