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ABSTRACT. The authors conducted 2 studies reearding behavior perceperons of Uselt”
and “typical other i hypothencal repheauens ot § Milgram's (1963 obedience exper
iment. In Swdy 1. partcipants” kaowledee about Mileram’™s actual results was masipulat-
el Regardless of knowledge, results demanstrated several speaiie social and pereeptual
hrases (e v the self—other b 10 D0 Brosen, TORO) i addition wo severad general. tunda
mental lessons of ~ocial psychoiogy (e.g | the perseverance al foy dosposinonsm). Stady
2 was designed o explore the possibility that participants” own acaderme interests and
worldview could imtluence the buses exphicated in Study 1. The authors assessed pereep-
nons of both crinunat-justice majors and aan-crinunal - ustice magors regarding their per
ceprons of behaviors of sell and typrcal other The erminal -justice students” self--other
obhedicnee extnmates were sigmbicantty ligher than those of the non-crimmal-ustive st
dents. Farther. the sell—other discrepancy tor cominal-justice students was sigmbicamly
smiller than the ditference reported by non-criminal - justice majors, suggesting that the crum
inal-justice students demonstrated the sell-ather bs sigbicanty fess than nor-cnmimat-
Justice students tnths context. The findings indicate that specilic socal-perceptual bidses
may huve been moderated by career interest and worlds iow
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IN DESCRIBING his quintessential reseuarch on chedience 1o authority, Milgram
wrote that “the social psychelogy of tus century reveals o major lesson: Qften, o
15 not 5o much the kind of person a man (or woman) is as the kind of siteation n
which he (or she) finds him (or her) sell that determines how he (or she) will act™
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(1974, p. 205), Milgram's words arguably present the crux of §0cial psychology,
particularly two major points, Specifically, Milgram was speaking to the fact that
{a) situational influences on behavior are often much greater than commpn sCnse
would dictate (as found in the Stanford Prison Study; Haney, Banksl, & Zlmbar-do,
1973} and (b) as social perceivers, individuals tend to discount the impact of situ-
ational variables on others’ behavior (Ross, Amabile, & Steinmetz, 1977).

In a synthesis of themes in social psychology, Ro.ss and Nisbett (1991)
described social perceivers as “lay trait theorists,” meaning that pqoplc Fend to
assume that others behave as they do because they possess personality traits that
dictate such behavior. For instance, people are more likely to assume that a‘noth-
er driver is simply “a jerk” than to attribute the driver’s error to situational mﬂu-
ences such as driving conditions. Ross and Nisbett argued lhgt such assumptions
about personality traits are often incorrect. Further, they posged Ihz'al such a per-
ceptual pattern is inconsistent with the plethora of reseqrch in soglal psycholo-
gy demonstrating how powerful situations are in affecting behavior (Haney et

al., 1973).

Milgram’s (1963) Obedience Paradigm

Perhaps the clearest and best known example of re§earch dcmonsFrating thg
power of a situation is Milgram’s (1963) work on obedience (o authorlly.“lq this
research, naive participants were told that they were to aF[ as “tea.chers in an
experiment assessing the effects of punishment on lez.irnmg. Specifically, they
were asked to administer electric shocks, increasing in voliage, whengver the
“learner” made a mistake in performing a memory task. At one point, the
researcher urged participants to keep applying increasingly powerful shqcks to
the learners, regardless of their protests and cries of pain. Althoggh Milgram
{1974) obtained a range of results across several replicatioqs, parucnpapts were
generally much more obedient than expected. For instance, in the electric-shock
situation, 65% of participants administered the highest possible level of shocks,
even though they knew they were inflicting serious pain on the lefarner.

Milgram's obedience research speaks to many issues in social psychology
and is relevant to the present research in several ways. First, it clearly delmon-
strated the importance of situational variables in behavior. The primary variables
that affected obedience in Milgram's experiments were situational—whether the
teachers could hear the learners’ cries, for example. Although Milgram (1974)
also assessed the role of dispositional variables such as moral development and
authoritarianism in obedience, these variables were not strongly related to obe-
dience levels. In Milgram’s words, “My over-all reaction was to wonder how few

correlates there were of obedience”™ (1974, p. 203).
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Milgram’s research also addressed the observers’ tendency to discount the
power of situational variables. Milgram asked a group of psychiatrists and senior
psychology students to act as “judges™ by predicting the levels of obedience in
his experimental paradigm. All judges estimated that obedience levels would be
considerabty lower than they actually were. These misjudgments most likely
reflected perceivers’ tendencies to ignore the importance of the situation and to
focus on the role of personality traits (Milgram, 1974).

Hypothetical Behavior in Social Psychology Experiments

Previous research has been designed to assess perceptions about hypotheti-
cal other participants involved in social influence research. For instance, Blass
(1996a, 1996b) conducted a series of studies by using a video of the Milgram
obedience research to evaluate people’s assessments of responsibility of the var-
ious characters in this experiment (“teacher,” “learner.” and “experimenter”). In
similar research along these lines, perceivers' intuitive biases, which tended to
focus on personal causes of behaviors, were often present in their judgments
about others. In one such study, Safer (1980) asked participants to make judg-
ments about participants in a cendition of Milgram’s {1963) obedience research
who could contro! the level of shock they administered. In this condition, Mil-
gram found that the participants administered relatively low shock levels. How-
ever, participants in Safer’s study who had recently learned about Milgram's stan-
dard obedience condition greatly overestimated the levels of shocks that
Milgram’s participants actually administered. In their erronecus estimates,
Safer’s (1980) participants clearly neglected to take the importance of Milgram's
situational manipulation into account. In effect, Safer argued, such participants
tended to make dispositional attributions, largely missing the highly situationist
tmplications of Milgram’s work.

Pietromonaco and Nisbett (1982) studied participants’ perceptions of hypo-
theticai others who had the opportunities to help victims in distress. Half of
their participants first read a summary of the results of a Darley and Batson
(1973} study in which seminary students were given the opportunity to help a
victim in an alley. Situational variables, such as the extent to which the partic-
ipant was in a hurry, greatly influenced whether he or she would help the vic-
tim, whereas dispositional variables pertaining to religiosily were uncorrelated
with their willingness to help the victim in the alley. Regardless of this knowl-
edge about Darley and Batson’s findings, participants in Pietromonaco and Nis-
bett’s research still tended to discount situational influences on the behaviors
of the hypothetical people in the vignettes. In both Safer’s (1980) and
Pietromonaco and Nisbett's studies, the fundamental attribution error (Ross et
al., 1977), which is the tendency to discount situational influences on the behav-
ior of others, was not changed, regardless of the researchers’ efforts to reduce
this perceptual bias.
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STUDY 1

This study was designed to determine whether knowledge about (a) social
perceptual biases and (b) Milgram’s social influence research would affect stu-
dents’ judgments about people’s behavior in a hypothetical Milgram obedience
study. In addition, this research was developed as a tooi for students of social psy-
chology; specifically, it allows for an understanding and discussion of social psy-
chological biases in the context of classic social influence rescarch. Thus, wc
applied social psychology biases to the behavior of actual participants in classic
social psychology research. Three specific perceptual biases were addressed in
this research: (2) the fundamental auribution error (Ross et al., 1977}, (b) the
self—other bias, and (¢) social projection. The self-other bias (Brown, 1986) is
the general tendency for people to rate themselves as better than “typical others.”
This tendency is very similar to the false uniqueness effect (McFarland & Miller,
1990), which is a systematic underestimation of similarities between the self and
others. This finding has occurred consistently in diverse areas. For example, peo-
ple consistently believe that they are happier, more intelligent, and less prejudiced
than others (McFarland & Miller, 1990). These findings suggest that false unique-
ness occurs when the traits or characteristics are positive, because they are advan-
tageous or socially desirable. -

The term social projection was first used by Allport (1924) to describe peo-
pie’s tendency to use information about their own attitudes to make judgments
about others’ beliefs. People are motivated to believe that they have support for
their opinions, so they rely on their own self-perceptions to make judgments about
others’ behavior, which is then reflected in their responses. However, this type of
projection occurs regardless of knowiedge about the actual degree to which oth-
ers have certain characteristics (Krueger & Clement, 1994).

To examine how these social psychology biases apply to participants’ behav-
ior in classic social influence research, we conducted a classroom demonstration
in which students estimated the hypothetical behaviors of self and typical others
in a Milgram obedience study. To assess the effects of social-psychological
knowledge on these biases, we studied three different samples of students.

Method

We recruited 111 participants (85 women and 17 men; 9 of them did not report
their gender) from three different populations: 26 advanced social psychology stu-
dents from an elite liberal arts college, 35 introductory-level students from a region-
al state university, and 50 social psychology students from the same regional school.
None of the 35 introductory students had been exposed to Milgram’s (1963) obe-
dience research before this study. (We excluded from this research introductory stu-
dents who had already been exposed to Milgram. All other students had been
exposed to his research.)
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A questionnaire was designed 1o assess how people would respond in a hypo-
thetical replication of Milgram’s research. A brief summary of the experiment
was presented to the participants, followed by the actuai voliage scale used in the
Milgram (1963) study. Students were then asked to estimate how many volts they
would administer to the learner, as well as how many valts the typical other student
of their same gender would administer. Several demographic variables were
assessed. including gender, class, and familiarity with Milgram’s research findings.

Procedure

All participanis gave informed consent and were asked to fill out the ques-
tionnaire during class. The only difference in procedure among the different groups
of participants was that students in the social psychology course had viewed Mil-
gram’s (1965) obedience video just before receiving the questionnaire.

We computed 2 (gender) x 3 (class) x 2 (target: salf vs. other) mixed analy-
ses of variance (ANOVAS) to assess any significant discrepancy between self and
other voltage estimates. No significant effects were found among all the partici-
pants in the different conditions. However, a significant main effect was obtained
for the discrepancy variable, F(1, 96) = 9] 46, P < .01. Specifically, participants
estimated that typical others would admunister much more powerful shocks (M=
21050, 5D =1] 1.54) than they would administer themselves (M = 139.05, 5D =
100.21: see Table 1).!

We also conducted a correlation analysis to determine the degree of social
projection that may be evident in the data. The correlation between self and other
estimates was .64, suggesting that students used their own shock scores as a basis
for deciding how others would administer shocks in the same sitvation.

These results demonstrate several important social psychology biases that
Seem quite resistant to change. For instance, these data speak to the fundamental
attribution error (Ross et al., 1977). One of Milgram’s main findings was that
obedience was a function of primarily situational influences. If participants
truly understood this point, then their self and other estimates should not have
differed significantly. The current findings are consistent with those of
Pietromonaco and Nisbett (1982), who argued that “the fundamental attribution
error might be quite resistant to the dara and arguments of the social scientist”
(p. 4).

Knowledge of the actual results of Milgram’s original research was not
reflected in the participants’ estimates; informed students continued to believe

"The initial 2 x 3 x 2 ANOVA revealed several interaction effects whereby the size of the
self-other discrepancy interacted with both class and gender. However, all these interac-
tions were due to the fact that 2 of the 3 mitle participants in the “clite liberal arls collepe™
sample reported extreme self (0 vals) and other (450 volis) estimales. When a subsequent
2 x2x 2 ANOVA was conducted omitting this sample, no significant interaction effects
were obtained.
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TABLE 1
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Participants’
Voltage Estimates for Self and Typical Other, by Class and Gender

Voltage estimate

Self Other
Class M SD M $D n
Social psychelogy 131.10 84.68 197.00 99.03 50
Women 129.62 84.47 190.64 97.97 19
Men 137.50 51.45 222.50 93.13 6
General psychology 147.00 114.63 240.43 08,26 35+
Women 150.00 116.43 247.20 £12.34 25
Men 153.75 126.71 247,50 96.88 8
Advanced social psychology 143.65 109.67 196,15 133.22 26¢
Waomen 155.00 97.13 171.43 108.33 21
Men 120.00 207.85 420.00 51.96 3
Total 139.05 100.21 210.50 111.54 111

Note. The social psychology and general psychelogy classes were from the same regional stare uni-
versity, The advanced socia) psychology class was from an elite liberal arts college.

"Total ns ¢o not necessarily correspond to a1s for given genders because not all participants reported
theis gender.

that most people would be unwilling to fully obey the experimenter’s instructions.
The fact that these knowledgeable participants’ judgments did not reflect an
incorporation of the powerful situational determinants appears to indicate that
these participants were making the fundamental attribution error.

Although knowledgeable participants’estimates should have reflected Mil-
gram’s actual findings, it seems that their self-estimates. as well as the self-
estimates of the naive participants, were based on their motivations to see them-
selves positively (by rating themselves as relatively benevolent). In other words,
all participants, regardless of condition, demonstrated the setf—other bias (Brown,
1986). Similarly, their responses can be viewed as manifestations of the false
unigueness effect (McFarland & Miller, 1990). Participants may perceive blind
obedience as an undesirable trait and, as such, they tend to view themselves as
superior by rating typical others as more obedient than themselves, thereby see-
ing themselves as unique.

In addition, the participants’ other estimates may have reflected social pro-
jection (Allport, 1924). Specifically, it seems that participants used an anchor-
ing and adjusting heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974) in which they used
self-estimates as a measure by which to judge typical others. Because partici-
pants' self-estimates were derived from self-idealization, and thus were quite
low, their anchors used to judge typical others were deflated. As such, typical-
other estimates were considerably lower than the actual scores obtained by Mil-
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gram. This proposed strategy of using self-estimates to judge others was reflect-
ed in the strong positive correlation between seif and other estimates of the pre-
sent participants.

The fact that these biases exist regardless of efforts (o reduce them raises the
question of whether there are certain contextual or dispositional variables that
may moderate their presence, Study 2 of the present endeavor was designed to
elaborate on the results of Study | by exploring whether participants’ career ori-
entation and worldview regarding issues such as obedience may moderate the
nature of their perceptions regurding self and other levels of obedience in a hypo-
thetical Milgram replication.

STUDY 2

This study was designed to elaborate on the primary finding from Study 1,
which suggests that people consistently used the self-other bias when judging their
own and others' hypothetical behavior in a Milgram obedience study replication,
Of particular interest was whether the Study 2 participants’ general opinions aboul
obedience would moderate the effects found in Study 1. To address this point, we
needed participants from a special population in which blind obedience is viewed
positively (e.g., the military). A sample from such a population would allow for
an assessment of whether the self-other effects documented in Study | are con-
tingent on participants’ generalized perceptions regarding obedient behavior.

To address this line of reasoning, we selected a sample of criminal-justice
majors from a regional university in the Pacific Northwest, All participants in this
sample were students majoring in policing or corrections. The primary goal of
this academic program is to “prepare students for successful service in the crim-
inal justice system at local, state, and federal levels” (Southern Oregon Universi-
ty, 2000}. Data from this sample should allow for an examination of the social
psychology of people in the field of policing.

Researchers examining perceptions of police and correctional officers have
uncovered several phenomena. Researchers have focused on areas such as self-
perceptions (Munn & Renner, 1978), the relationship between officer job satis-
faction and altruism (Khoury & Khoury, 1981}, officers’ perceptions of public
opinion (Tuohy & Wrennall, 1995), attitudes of new officers compared with vet-
eran officers toward the role of police officers (Ellis, 1991), and public opinion
regarding police officers (Linguanti & Mclntyre, 1992),

In researching the attitudes of new police recruits, Ellis {1991}) found that
new recruits, more so than veteran officers, tended to have a “serve-and-protect”
orientation regarding their roles. Ellis's findings suggest that people starting
careers in policing had more idealistic perceptions of police officers’ roles. Fur-
ther, part of this idealized perception suggests that obedience in the form of pub-
lic service is of paramount importance 1o new officers.

Tuohy and Wrennall (1995) also conducted research on officers’ perceptions
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regarding their roles. In that study, data were obtained from officers and. fr.om the
public, allowing researchers to concurrently assess actual public opinions of
police as well as police officers’ perceptions of public opinion, The accuracy of
these views was evaluated by comparing public perceptions to officers” own meta-
perceptions regarding public perception. The discrepancies between acsual pub-
lic perceptions and officers” metaperceptions were small, indicating relative accu-
racy. However, officers tended to be overly optimistic about police stereotypes in
several domains. For instance, officers underestimated the degree to which the
public believed that the police rely on physical force. The officers’ lmisperc:epli?n
may have predisposed them to perceive obedience {in a Milgram-like study) dif-
ferently than others would perceive it. Further, this misperception may affect both
self and other ratings regarding obedient behavior.

On the basis of the findings that new members of the police community (a)
believed their roles incorporate a large obedience component (Ellis, 1991) and (b)
underestimated the degree to which the public attributes police obedience to the
officers’ dispositional qualities (Tuohy & Wrennall, 1995), we made several pre-
dictions in the hypothetical Milgram replication. First, we predicted that estimates
of obedience from criminat-justice majors would be higher than those from non-
criminal-justice majors. Next, because criminal-justice majors’ obedience est?-
mates of others may largely be based on their own self-estimates, we predicted their
estimates of others would be higher (more obedient) than the estimates of non-
criminal-justice majors. Further, because obedience may be more positively view;d
by criminal-justice as opposed to non-criminal-justice majors, the self—other dis-
crepancy for criminal-justice majors was predicted to be smaller than the discrep-
ancy for non-criminal-justice majors. Fifty-one criminal-justice students (29 men
and 22 women) and 62 non-criminal-justice students {18 men and 43 women)® par-
ticipated in Study 2. All students were enrolied either in introductory law enforce-
ment or introductory psychology courses. Of the 51 criminal-justice majors, 19
were familiar with Milgram’s obedience research; 29 were not (3 respondents gave
no indication). Of the 62 non-criminal-justice majors, 20 students were familiar
with Milgram’s obedience research; 38 were not (4 gave no indication).

We used the same self-report questionnaire as in Study | to assess how par-
ticipants believed they would respond in a hypothetical replication of Milgram's
(1963) research, Participants were given a summary of Milgram’s research and
the actual voltage scale that he used. Participants were asked to estimate the
shock-voltage level they believed they would administer if they were the teach-
ers in Milgram'’s experiment, as well as the shock-voltage level they believe a typ-
ical other student would administer.

We computed 2 (gender) x 2 (major) x 2 (knowledge) x 2 (target: self vs. other)
mixed ANOVAs to assess whether participants showed a notable discrepancy

Some participants did not complete this item; thus, the total numbers may not add up cor-
rectly for this variable.
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between their own and others’ voltage estimates. As in Study 1, a significant m:
effect was observed in the self-other discrepancy; participants assigned higt
shock estimates 10 typical others than to themselves, F1,108)=2932 p <
Also as in Study 1, knowledge of Milgram’s obedience research appeared 1o ha
no effect on the self—other discrepancy and did not interact with either of the ott
between-subjects vanables. Unlike in Study I, however, we found some significe
between-subjects effects. As predicied, we found a significant effect for colle
major, F(1, 108) = 5,16, p < 05. The diserepancy between self and other estimat
of shock-voliage levels was stgnificantly smaller for criminal-justice students (M
38.80, SD = 128.40) than for nen-criminal-justice students (M = 84.10, D
114.50). Also, uniike in Study I, a significant main effect was found for gende
F(1, 108) = 27.20, p < .01. The women demonstrated larger self—other discrepa
cies (M = 79.62, SO = 118.58) than did the men on average (M = 42.98, SD
127.01). The Major x Gender interaction was not significant,

We computed ANOVAS to determine whether self and other estimates wei
differentiaily related to major and gender. Self-estimates were significantly di
ferent between criminal-justice (M = 192. 10, SO = 170.60) and non-crinminal-jus
tice majors (M = 79.40, §D = | 14.70), (1, 111) = 17.45, p < .05. Self-estimale
also differed by gender, with the men (M = 233.83, §D = 168.59} giving highe
self-estimates than the women (M = 64.62, SD = 96.52), F(1, 1 10) = 3995, p
01, Criminal-justice students’ estimates of others (M = 230.90, 5D = 149.9(
were also significantly higher than those of non-criminal-justice students (M :
163.50, SD = 154.00). F(1. 111) = $.48. P < .05. Finally, men had significantl
higher other estimates (M = 266.81. SD = 143.09) than women (M = 144.23, 80 -
142.91), F(1. 110y = 20,05, p < .01. No Gender x Major interaclion appeare
when we used either self or other as the dependent variable (see Table 2 for :
summary of the patterns of means),

As In Study 1, a correlation analysis was conducted to determine the degres
of social projection. The correlation between self and other estimates was posi-
tive and significant, (113) = 68, p < .05, indicating a tendency for participants’
estimates of others to relate largely to their self-estimates.

The primary hypotheses for Study 2 were largely supported by the data.
Specifically, criminal-justice students’ self and other ratings were significantly
higher than the ratings of non-criminal-justice students. We propose that these
findings result from the differential value attributed to obedience between crim-
inal-justice and non-criminal-justice majors. Because obedience is generally con-
sidered an important characteristic for people interested in police careers (Ellis,
1991), the criminal-justice majors may have been more motivated than the non-
criminal-justice majors to perceive themselves as obeying authority in a context
such as the Milgram experiment. Further, their self-estimates may have formed a
basis for their other estimates, which thereby were higher than the other estimales
of the non-criminal-justice majors, Also as predicted, the self-other discrepancy
was significantly smaller for criminal-justice majors than for non-criminal-justice
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TABLE 2
Study 2: Means and Standard Deviations of Participants’
Voltage Estimates for Sell and Typical Other, by Major and Gender

Voltage estimate

Self Other
Class M hY2) M D n
Criminal justice 192.06 170.55 230.88 149.88 51
Women 97.50 126.58 170.45 149.6% 22
Men 263,79 166.04 276.72 135.21 29
Non-criminal justice 79.44 114.73 163.55 153.00 62"
Women 47.79 72.99 130.81 139.23 43
Men 159.44 156.17 250.83 157.64 18
Total 130,27 156.72 193.94 155.17 P13

“Total ns do not necessarily correspond to ns for given genders because not all participants reported
their gender.

majors. This finding too may have derived from the groups' differing opinions of
obedience, Differentially rating obedience in self and others may not have served
the same self-enhancement function for the criminal-justice majors as for the non-
criminal-justice majors. Thus, the non-criminal-justice majors could be more moti-
vated to provide estimates of self and others that were discernibly different.

Discussion

The present studies were designed as a metasocial-psychological endeavor.
This work explored social-perceptual biases as they pertained to participants’
estimates of behavior of self and other in Milgram's classic obedience research.
The results from Study 1 demonstrate several social psychology biases in the con-
text of classic social influence research. Regardless of their knowledge of Mil-
gram's findings, the participants consistently said that they would stop adminis-
tering shocks in an obedience study much earlier than a typical other person
would. The existence of the self—other bias {Brown, 1986) in this context speaks
strongly to the perseverance of social psychology biases. Students who were quite
familiar with Milgram's work gave self and other shock estimates that were large-
ly incongruous with Milgram’s findings. Similarly, the students who had suc-
cessfully completed examinations on material such as self-enhancement biases
were just as prone to such biases as first-semester students with no background
in social psychology. It seems that educating people about the existence and preva-
lence of cognitive biases does not necessarily eliminate this type of thinking.

The fact that knowledge of social psychology phenomena did not relate 10
the present participants’ judgments supports many documented findings in social
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psychology. For instance, several researchers have found evidence that the fun-
damental attribution error is deeply entrenched. In one study, Pietromonaco and
Nisbett (1982) had students read about a study (Darley & Batson, 1973} showing
how important situational variables are in determining participants’ behavior.
After reading about this study, Pietromonaco and Nisbett’s participants made
judgments about hypothetical participants in a very similar study. Regardless of
their knowledge of Darley and Batson’s (1973} results, participants clearly tend-
ed to altribute the behaviors of these hypothetical panicipanis to personality traits
rather than situational characteristics, Pietromonaco and Nisbetl's resutts mirror
those of the present work: The intractability of social-perceptual biases was unaf-
fected by relevant knowledge.

These findings shed light on the relationship between krowledge of psychao-
logical effects and people’s ability to use such knowledge when making decisions,
Future researchers could assess whether people are aware that their judgments are
inconsistent with their knowledge. Several social psychology studies have shown
that people are often less aware of the causes of their judgments than they think
they are (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). The current work may serve (o elaborate on
this area of social psychology.

Study 2 provided evidence that the biases observed in Study 1 may have been
moderated by participants’ particular worldviews, The findings in Study 2 sug-
gested that criminal-justice students might demonstrate the self~other bias
(Brown, 1986) significantly less in obedience and aggression outcomes than non-
criminal-justice students. The criminal-justice students showed a smaller dis-
crepancy between their personal voltage estimates and a typical other’s level .of
obedience compared with non-criminal-justice students. Further, the criminal-
justice students’ estimates of self and other were considerably higher than the esti-
mates of non-criminal-justice students. These data supported the fact that
social-percepiual biases may be moderated by people’s generalized perceptions
of the objects of judgment; in other words, participants’ general notions of obe-
dience may well have had important perceptual implications. In the present
research, it seems that criminal-justice and non-criminal-justice students’ gener-
al orientations toward obedience altered the nature of their judgments of self and
others. The self—ather discrepancy was also affected, in that this discrepancy was
smaller for criminal-justice majors than for others. Perhaps the criminal-justice
students recognized that when they enter law enforcement, they may be required
to use physical force in order to gain lawful compliance. The non-criminal-jus-
tice students may not have thought that they wouid ever need to use physical force
against others and thus were less able to conceive of situations in which they
would cause physical pain or damage. Members of this group also may not have
valued obedience to an authority figure to the same extent that the criminal-jus-
tice students did, These differences suggested that career interests and worldview
might moderate estimates of self and other obedience.

For the most part, the findings from Study | were replicated in Study 2.
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Specifically, we found in both studies that (a) the self—other discrepancy emerged,
(b) there was evidence for social projection regarding estimates of self and other,
and (c) knowledge of Milgram’s research had no impact on judgments, Howev-
er, gender effects that were not present in Study 1 were found in Study 2. Specif-
ically, the women in Study 2 reported lower self and other estimates than the men.
Interestingly, the women in Study 2 reported a significantly higher self—other dis-
crepancy than the men. Because women tend (0 be less physically aggressive than
men (Brehm, Kassin, & Fein, 1999), reports of lesser obedience in this context
make some sense. However, the women’s larger self-other discrepancy is a bit
more complex. Perhaps women’s self-estimates in this study were so low that they
needed to adjust their other estimates by making them even higher for the pur-
pose of self-enhancement. Further research is needed to explore this issue.

The present research explicates several social-perceptual biases pertaining
to self and other judgments of obedience in Milgram's research paradigm. The
self—other discrepancy, perhaps motivated by the need to self-enhance, was man-
ifested by participants’ tendency (0 assign higher obedience estimates to others
than to themselves. Although this tendency was moderated in Study 2 by partic-
ipants' worldviews, the self~other discrepancy was still evident across the vari-
ous groups. Furthermore, lay dispositionism was manifested in the data by the
presence of the self—other discrepancy; differentiaily rating the self and others in
this context demonstrates the tendency to discount the important situational vari-
ables that affected the Milgram obedience paradigm. The fact that these effects
were not related to social psychology knowledge underscores the perseverance of
such biases. Future researchers may focus on the specific processes underlying such
bias entrenchment in addition to other variables that may moderate these effects.
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