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Task 1 (Paraphrase- 600 words)
Conformity, by definition, refers to the act of submitting to an invisible social obligation norm. While there is no legal law indicating how an individual should behave or act within a social circle, there is an unspoken understanding of how one should carry themselves if they wish to be accepted and retained within said social circle. This social circle can manifest in one of two ways: membership groups or reference groups. The former referring to familial or friendship ties while the latter refers to adhering to an ideal (person or persons). An individual subscribes themselves to this ideal as to be accepted by those around them and avoid being a social outcast. 
One such subscription model is called the majority influence. This occurs when the individuals in the group who conforms to an idea/ideal far outnumber the ones who do not. A study conducted by Muzafer Sherif in 1935 set out to test group conformity. As illustrated by Sherif (1937), he used a visual trick of light called The Autokinetic Effect in which a spot of light illuminated a dark room in a fixed position. However, he told the participants that he was going to move the light and instructed them to roughly measure the distance between the originating point and the next point. After which, he took the estimates from the individuals separately. He then placed these individuals in groups where they all became exposed to each other’s answers and when prompted to give their estimates again, their answers become similar to each other. Sherif’s study showed that even with the absence of pressure, a norm was still established once individuals pooled their answers together. 
In contrast, Asch’s study involved ‘stooges’; participants who were in on the study and were instructed to give the wrong answer (Asch, 1956). The real participant was referred to as the ‘naive’ and were in the dark about the stooges’ degree of involvement. It was performed as such; both the stooges and the naïve were placed in a room and shown a control line on one surface. Another surface showed three lines of varying lengths with options A, B, and C beneath them and participants were asked to choose which was the closest length to the control line. Asch carried out different adaptations of this study with the stooges instructed to give either the wrong answer (referred to as the clinical trials) or the right answer (neutral trials). The stooges would then be asked to give their answer so that the naïve participant would always be the last to give their response. Different variations of the study were conducted by Asch and said percentage fluctuated in accordance to the situation. When the ratio of stooges and naïve were 3:1, conformity was found to be 32%. When one stooge was asked to align their answer with the naïve participant, that percentage went down to 5.5%. This shows that unity amongst stooges held the largest weight when it comes to conformity.
But why the need for conformity? The answer may lie between two reasonings given by Deutsch and Gerard (1955); Informational Social Influence (ISI) and Normative Social Influence (NSI). The former basing on the fact that people find it necessary to perceive reality correctly and rely on others when we believe our perception to be skewed. The latter regards to people’s need to be welcomed into the community and think the only way to do so is to align their thinking with others. As for minority influence, it is not as straightforward as its opposition. Seeing as the numbers are in lack, minority influence relies on how they express themselves to others. As stated by Moscovici (1985), when seen to have a personal stake or investment in the matter at hand, others regard them more sincerely, believing the view comes from originality as opposed to blatant agreement followed by others.
Aside from majority and minority influence models, there are also risky shift, group polarisation, and groupthink. Risky shift occurs when the decision-making process done by the group results in a riskier outcome as compared to when making the decisions individually. It’s a part of group polarisation, in which the group reaches to an extreme decision. This extreme decision can fall between opposite ends of the risk spectrum so it can either be overtly risky or overtly safe. It’s said that informational exchange is the catalyst as sharing insights with one another can make previously unknown information come to light. As such, members of the group that did not have the knowledge of certain aspects become enlightened by their peers. Finally, there’s groupthink. This is when the group prioritizes unity over logical reasoning when it comes to decision-making. According to Hewstone and Martin (2010), groupthink occurs when NSI consumes the thinking of the group over PSI.
Overall, while some think that the thought of conformity may be akin to being sheep or cogs in a machine, it can be said that conformity may serve to be advantageous when it comes to the want of a social life. Furthermore, it may prove useful in instances where we ourselves have gaps in knowledge necessary to make a sound decision and the voice of reason may come from others. On the other hand, blindly following for the sake of maintaining harmony and mitigating all forms of discussion in place of peace may sow a more hazardous consequence. 


Task 2
First article (Gender: how stubborn are the stereotypes?)
	Gender stereotypes are a prevalent issue that still very much runs rabid in our world. It comes in two main formats; descriptive stereotypes and prescriptive stereotypes. Descriptive stereotype suggests typical behaviour one should exhibit. Whereas, prescriptive stereotype demands your behaviour follow rigid lines. Simple attributes such as traits had somehow been assigned gender and whether you have it or not, most of society will deem you either less a woman or more of it. Emotional intelligence, empathy, and the scope of normal human emotions are traits women have while agency, autonomy, and leadership are what men have; this is what has been deemed by most cultures in the world. A study found that alliance men may have for women in regards to equality, breaks down when they believe that their privilege would be forfeit for the progression of said equality; this is known as zero sum belief (Davidai & Tepper, 2023). There’s also the ‘Nordic Paradox’, a finding that countries with more egalitarian social structures, suffer higher reported cases of partner and partner domestic violence (Wemrell et al., 2019). However, this finding may be due to the fact that women in those countries are safer and more supported, hence being more confident in going to the authorities. In any regard, changes from social etiquette to policy changes must take place for global change in gender equality.
Second article (Why we cheat)
	The act of cheating can be done by anyone, anywhere. It can be done in important competitions or even in word games. But what drives this behaviour? Take the meat-paradox—The thinking that animals deserve care and protection while simultaneously being a meat eater (Gradidge et al., 2021). An act of cognitive dissonance that requires many mental hurdles to overcome as thought and action does not seem to coincide. Such is the baseline when it comes to the moral quandary of being dishonest for the sake of personal gain and satisfaction. Even in low-stakes situation when one might not earn as much, people have been found to cheat for even just a bit of financial gain. The same degree of dishonesty is apparent even in situations where there is no monetary advantage; a coin flip toss to assign tasks between yourself and another person. In this case where one desires a particular task, manipulation is a tactic used to cheat the other out of that task believing this selfish act to be justified. In the same vein, people who appear morally superior may not actually judge themselves with the same harshness as they would others. Cheating is a selfish attribute one can have and it can come from any tax bracket and in any social membership groups.
Third article (Workplace friendships)
	Friendships formed in the work environment has both pros and cons. The benefits of it are that through this bond, a better workplace environment is formed which leads to better relationship built between coworkers that fosters trust and community (Zarankin & Kunkel, 2019). In that regard, it can boost collaboration and confidence to be more outspoken on ideas and suggestions. However, it is also a double edged-sword. Zarankin & Kunkel (2019) details that a personal bond may warrant unprofessional behaviours to be displayed. Gossip can overtake factual information and cause discord between one another. Furthermore, certain use cases of humour may cross the boundary of another even if malicious intent was not present. Additionally, the risk of favouritism increases and the establishment of ‘cronyism’ may appear (Ali et al., 2022). This may occur when there is a friendship that balances on a precarious power dynamic that can happen between superior and subordinate. The possibility of associating a deep personal bond with workplace performance becomes high and can lead to unfair biasness all round. Promoting someone simply because they are a friend instead of evaluating their skills and abilities can invite issues into the workplace environment. As such, there are established avenues to navigate this slippery slope as well as practices to ensure balance and fairness throughout.  
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