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Discuss the impact of social influence upon an individual – presentation contribution 

This contribution will look at what social influence is and further explore the literature on this topic. Let’s begin with, what is social influence? “Social influence is defined as change in a person's cognition, attitude, or behaviour, which has its origin in another person or group” (Raven, 1964). Social influence is known for demonstrating the dramatic psychological phenomena that takes place as a direct response to social pressures (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). Social influence is made up of three different areas; conformity, obedience and compliance. 
Firstly, this contribution will look at conformity with relevant evidence to show how conformity works. Conformity is the change in a person’s behaviour to respond in the same way as another and is made up of two sub-sections; informational conformity and normative conformity (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). There are clear differences between the two. Informational conformity is based on the want to create an accurate representation of goings on around you and responding appropriately and normative conformity is based on the want to seek approval socially from peers or other individuals (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). 
A classic example of conformity is Solomon Asch’s line study or line judgement experiments carried out between 1951 and 1955. In these experiments seven to nine male college students were shown two cards, with three lines of various lengths (one standard line, one being the same length and the other being different). During these trials, out of the seven to nine students only one is an actual participant, the others are planted by Asch and instructed on what to say when beforehand. While the third trial is taking place, one student disagrees with the majority on the matching line, this makes him the minority. Asch carried out this experiment on one hundred and twenty-three participants, he found that actually a considerable amount of the participants went with the majority and under group pressures 36.8% of the minority changed their answers to gain the approval of the majority (Asch, 1955).  
Following on from conformity, obedience is how the individual acts in response to another’s authority and more specifically a higher authority. A study carried out by Stanley Milgram (1963,1965) is a good example of obedience. Milgram wanted to look into how obedient Germans are to authority figures by encouraging participants to administer an electric shock to another person by the experimenter. Selected from a newspaper advert, the male participants were told that they would be taking part in a lab experiment looking in to ‘learning’. Following an introduction to Mr Wallace (a confederate of Milgram), straws were drawn as to who would be the teacher and the learner. This was fixed by Milgram so that Mr Wallace, the confederate was always the learner. Mr Wallace is strapped to the chair with the electrodes. He is given a list of words to learn and is then tested on these words by the participant. The participant is asked to give Mr Wallace an electric shock every time he makes a mistake, while increasing the voltage of the shock every time. 65% of participants would give the highest voltage of four hundred and fifty volts and all participants went to three hundred volts. This experiment was carried out by Milgram (1963, 1965) multiple times with eighteen variations, altering the independent variable (the situation) to see the affect it had on the dependent variable (obedience). Dolinski et al (2005) has replicated the experiment and found that even though there has been a lot of time since Milgram’s original study experimenter with 95% of participants pressing the tenth button.
Finally, this contribution will look at compliance. Compliance is the response of a person to a certain request. This request may be a direct request for funds for charity campaigns or could be someone advertising a political campaign indirectly asking for a vote. In all of these cases the subject is aware that they are required to give a certain response (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2005).
A classic example of compliance is the ‘that’s not all’ technique by Burger (1986) also known as the fear-then-relief procedure. The intended targets in this situation can often feel burdened with being able to comprehend the task in hand correctly, evaluating and responding to the request asked in a limited amount of time and are then in turn unable to make a rational decision. This is a technique commonly used by sales professionals to take advantage of the limit on people’s ability to make a clear judgement. The target is presented with a request that is almost immediately followed by a sweetening of the deal, this will either be a reduce in the cost or an increase in the benefit if they are compliant, all before the target has the ability to respond (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2005). This technique does however have its limitations, Burger & colleagues (1999) showed that the technique could fail if the original request was too demanding or costly. Pollock et al (1998) suggested an alternative for Burger’s original ‘that’s not all’ findings. They suggested that the ‘that’s not all’ technique worked when potential targets act without thinking on the counterfactuals that make it look like they are getting a bargain. 
To conclude the review of the literature, show the three key elements of social influence; conformity, obedience and compliance and how these processes work to have an effect on an individual. They all show that humans have the need to want to be accepted by an authority figure or peers and in turn will be obedient and/or conform to gain that acceptance, even in the extreme with Milgram’s electric shock study. They also show that humans like to be compliant when a bargain is expected for doing so and that group pressure or pressures from the individual will make participants change their minds. 
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