Social Exclusion & Stigma:
Putting on the “social brakes”

11-27-2007



Announcements

* Readings:
— Aggression: 512-534
— Morality and the Law: 553-576

* Next Lecture: Aggression
* Next Week:

— Guest lecture on law
— Review



From last time

* Function of stigma:
— Function sense 1 versus sense 2

* From negative evaluations to personal
disassociation.



Today

* Are there particular groups of
individuals who it would have been
beneficial (in terms of RS) to avoid?

» Studies on stigma
— The research credit assignment.



Group living is good, right?
* Richard Alexander (1974):

— “There Iis no automatic or universal benefit from
group living. Indeed, the opposite is true: there
are automatic and universal detriments, namely,
increased intensity of competition for resources,
including mates, and increased likelihood of
disease and parasite transmission”

— In every species, conspecifics represent:

* |Important fithness opportunities
— mates, friends, cooperators

 Potential fithess costs

— social enemies, competitors for mates and resources,
cheaters, transmitters of disease



The Adaptive Problem

Choosing to affiliate with those individuals who are
likely to generate fithess benefits.

Choosing to avoid those who represent potential
fitness costs.
Domain specific!

— Interaction one selects should depend on nature of
opportunity or danger.

Example: One’s kin
— Woman can exchange goods with brother — good thing
— Woman who mates with her brother — fitness costs!!



The “brakes” on sociality

For sociality to be functional, must be “brakes”

An organism that chose to socialize in any way with
every other creature it encountered would be a strange
one indeed and clearly at a selective disadvantage.

Natural selection should shape constraints and brakes
on sociality

These brakes — the necessity to be discriminating in
one’s selection of partners — play a role in the generation
of stigma.



Why do people stigmatize others?

* Ancestrally, what groups of individuals would
have been beneficial to avoid or socially
exclude?

 Origin of social exclusion and stigma:
— Dyadic cooperation:

— Coalitional exploitation:

— Parasite avoidance:



Three domains of discrimination
(social brakes)

1. Dyadic cooperation
B Social exchange/ reciprocal altruism
B Friendships and deep engagements

2. Coalitional exploitation
3. Parasite avoidance



Dyadic cooperation

* Evolution of cooperation:

— Social exchange (Reciprocal Altruism)
— Friendship (mutual engagement)

* Seek out those who are good
cooperators and friends

* Avoid (exclude) those who are not.



Dyadic Cooperation:
Social Exchange
* What are some reasons why you

might exclude someone as a social
exchange partner?



Dyadic cooperation:

Social Exchange
* Predictability:

— Successful trading requires that both parties assign
valuations to particular objects or states of the world
Need to be able to judge how other person values world

Must be able to signal intention to exchange
Must be able to detect other’s intention to exchange

« Coordination requires one to predict other’s
iIntentions and actions.

* Mentally ill may violate one’s expectations.
— Definition of mental iliness:



Dyadic cooperation:
Social Exchange

» Other aspects of predictability and perceiving

Intentions:

— People might engage in behaviors that are vastly
discrepant from expectations or norms and commit
obvious fitness errors:

— People might fail to follow norms & social conventions

Unable to follow them, deficiency of some kind, unwilling,
suggests a social agenda different from the group



Dyadic cooperation:
Social Exchange

* A known history of cheating:

e |ssue of control:



Dyadic cooperation:
Friendship and mutual valuation

* |Individuals come to value one another based on
“positive externalities™/ benefits they provide.

— Doesn't rely on explicit exchange of goods or require
that an individual incur costs.

* We have a restricted number of friendship niches

« Should choose friends wisely
— Avoid those who have poor prospects and little to offer.
— Avoid those who do not provide benefits you need.



Dyadic cooperation:
Friendship and mutual valuation

* Cues to being a bad investment:

— Includes those who give cues to being financially poor,
infirm, elderly, those with few social connections, etc.

* Not a statement about value of these individuals
(the poor), but a claim that certain cues
associated with the inability to furnish future
social benefits might activate systems that
iInduce one to systematically exclude these
individuals from certain types of cooperative
interactions.



Dyadic cooperation:
Friendship and mutual valuation

 Paradox:

— Those in poor shape may be good
candidates for offering aid. (delivering a
high benefit for a low cost)

— Up to a point, should want to help a poor
person (emotion of pity?)

— But not beyond point when individual is
unlikely to recover



Dyadic cooperation: Summary

» Adaptations for cooperation through:
— Gains in trade (social exchange)
— Friendships and deep engagements.

 Quality of a particular individual as a
candidate for either role depends on:
— Social & economic prospects of the individual
— How well one can infer desires and intentions

— How likely the person is to cheat

« Should see desire to inflict sanctions on cheaters,
not individuals who have poor prospects or who are
unpredictable.



Three domains of discrimination
(social brakes)

* Dyadic cooperation

» Coalitional exploitation «———

 Parasite avoidance



Coalitional Exploitation

« Within group cooperation

* Expect to see adaptations causing
individuals to:
— Want to belong to a group (dominant one)

— Under certain conditions, exclude and exploit
members of other social groups.

» Can see some instances of stigmatization
as cases of:
— Out-group discrimination
— Out-group exploitation



Coalitional Exploitation

* Not just within group cooperation per se

« But cooperation for the purpose of between-group
competition

— Coalitional psychology — a set a psychological systems
to foster cooperation within a group for the purpose of
exploiting those who are not part of the group.

« Should see interesting group dynamics:
— Exclusion: often requires minimal criteria

— Inclusion: often requires substantial criteria, especially
when there are limited resources to be divided.



Coalitional Exploitation

 Membership in a group should activate
psychology of conflict and exploitation of
out-group members.

» Consistent with data:
— Out-group members are perceived as
competitive
— People tend to be more competitive in groups
vs. alone

— Intergroup conflict is a common feature of
human affairs cross-culturally and historically.



Coalitional Exploitation

 Who to exclude?

« Well, success of group requires that members work for
common goal.
— Should be selective about groups you join
— Should be selective about who you let join your group

 Exclude those who:



Coalitional Exploitation

« Exploitation: the stigma of the subordinate
person

* One form of exploitation:

— Adaptations for between-group conflict are designed
specifically for the purpose of exploitation of the
reproductive females of the subordinate group by the
males of dominant group.



Coalitional Exploitation

 So exclusion should not be within the
domain of mating between males of
dominant and females of subordinate
group.

» Evidence?

— History — from the Bible to the Greeks to
modern day

— Nothing special about war. Example: India
and the Untouchables



 Mahar (1972) described an interview with
a man of a dominant local caste (the
Rajput) who had an Untouchable mistress:

* “When asked to explain how he reconciled
this liaison with his quite orthodox views
on polluting powers of Untouchables, the
gentleman replied that he felt no qualms
as he had never accepted so much as a
glass of water from her hands”



* Another form of exploitation:

— Members of advantaged groups often
systematically exclude out-group members from
economic and societal benefits:

« Access to resources
« Means of attaining resources

* The social benefits provided to the members of
dominant group

* S0, whereas as identifying someone as a
poor cooperator might exclude them from
social exchange, identifying someone as an
out-group member might lead to a broader
desire for socio-economic exclusion



Coalitional Exploitation:
Summary

So coalitional psychology should activate specific

systems and behaviors:

— In-group favoritism and cooperation

— Out-group exclusion and exploitation

— Competitiveness

Minimal groups

— members rate their ingroups more positively (e.g., Gaertner,
Mann, Murrell & Dovidio, 1989),

— disproportionately allocate resources to the ingroup, (e.g.,
Tajfel et al.),

— and ascribe more positive traits to their own group than to an
outgroup (Cadinu & Rothbart, 1996).



Three domains of discrimination
(social brakes)

* Dyadic cooperation
» Coalitional exploitation

» Parasite avoidance €————



Parasite Avoidance

* Three features of parasite avoidance
psychology:
— Should see cognitive adaptations that are good at

detecting correlates of parasitic infection

« Led to the evolution of systems that regard deviations from the
local species-typical phenotype to be ugly or unattractive.

» Aesthetic preferences may be there to prevent us from harm.

— Should see cognitive adaptations to motivate
withdrawal and avoidance of others  who are
potentially parasitized.

— Should see more false positives than misses
« React to scant evidence that someone is infected
* Require much stronger evidence that they are not



Conclusions

* Three domains of stigma:
— Dyadic cooperation
— Coalitional exploitation
— Parasite avoidance

 Expect to see different behaviors
depending on domain.
— Different systems are activated, different features

— Punishment, avoidance, expulsion, sexual
advances, efc

* What about other domains: Obesity? Sex?



Research on stigma

« Pathogen avoidance & stigmatization of
obese people. Park et al (2007)

— 286 undergrads at UBC completed measures
assessing:

« concerns about pathogens (PVD)

— “It really bothers me when people sneeze without covering
their mouths”

 antipathy towards obese people (AFA)

— “If I were an employer looking to hire, | might avoid hiring a
fat person”

— Found that these two correlated, .25***

— Also did a fat-disease and fat-unpleasant IATs

« 3 conditions:
— Pathogen salient, accident salient, work ethic salient
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