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Abstract
	Character traits are critical elements that separate the tendencies, values and norms of individuals. However, compromise exists in concepts of groups. The compromise in this aspect highlights conforming to values that may not be specific to the individual or character. The paper intends to illuminate on the different forms of conformity and assess experiments that highlight predictors and situations that determine the value in conformity in an individual level. 


Conformity and Obedience 
Conformity defines any form of influence, real or imagined, that involves a change in perception of belief or behavioral tendency for the sake of fitting in with the social group. The imagined form of influence may take the shape of expectations and norms by the society, whereas the real aspects of influence may involve the physical presence of the rest. Since the context of conformity is based on groups, it can also be referred to as majority influence. The aspect of conforming to the agreed majority position can be for one of three reasons; the desire to be liked or fit in, to ensure observance to a social preordained role, or based on a desire to be correct.  
Conformity can be divided into compliance and acceptance. Compliance describes the individual conformity to a group or the majority yet the individual is not in total agreement with them in private. Compliance takes the form of accepting any form of external influence in the hopes of achieving favor from the group or a particular person in the group. The accepted form of influence involves aligning self with the induced and expected group behavior and the favor can take the form of interest and approval or avoiding any form of disapproval or specified forms of punishment. Compliance is temporary since the pressure holds the group in place and ends when the pressures no longer exist to conform. Ingratiational also conforms to the normative influence which is a description of compliance (McLeod, 2016). This form of conformity describes the alignment with the external pressures for the sake of the impression or form of acceptance or favor to be reaped with engagement. The conformity here does not involve any threat of rejection or punishment. 
Acceptance takes the form internalization and identification. Internalization describes genuine consent of the norms held by the group. The individual in this scenario has positive reception of the group influence not only because it is intrinsically rewarding, but also because he agrees with the induced behavior. The behavior in this phenomenon includes the composition of the group in terms of ideology and actions. The value, concepts and norms consistently agree with the value system held by the individual, thus the conformity in this scenario is both public and private and hence it is permanent. A trait adopted by internalization is that the beliefs of the group constitute and become the same held by the individual. Identification describes acceptance to group membership. This form of acceptance is realized when the individual aligns with the influence by the group because of a desire to establishment or maintenance the satisfaction realized by the relationship to the group or another person. The intent in this scenario is self-motivated and also self-defined. The individual may comply due to the expectations held with the associated social role, and the private opinion if the individual may or may not align with the public opinion of the group. 
The reasons determined for the conformity of individuals can either be normative or informational (Toelch & Raymond, 2015). Normative describes conformity driven by social image so as to abide by the influence or norms of the group so as to either gain acceptance or out of a looming threat of the individual of rejection by the group. Therefore the individual aligns with the expectations of the group, but in private, the individual holds other separate values. Normative conformity describes compliance and ingratiational. Informational conformity takes place when the individual lacks sufficient knowledge and the influence held by the group takes the form of guidance. Informational conformity can also take the form of lack of clarity by the individual and thus agree to conform out of comparison of the values held by the group. Out of a desire to be correct, the individual accepts the evidence that is provided by other persons about reality. The individual not only accepts the norms and behaviors of the group, he adopts them as an individual. 
Solomon Asch conducted an experiment determined to figure out the extent of which a person’s opinions are shaped by those of the groups. His experiments involved psychological in which social influence was evaluated in accordance to a line judgment task. The sample population included 50 male students from Swarthmore College and participation involved a vision test. A naïve participant was placed in a group of eight where the rest had an agreed response in a line judgment task. Asch conducted 18 trials of which the seven stooges gave the wrong answers in 12 trials (critical trials) and the naïve always gave his answer last. In the critical trials portion of the experiment, 32% of the participants conformed to the incorrect majority. The critical trials indicate that 25% of the naïve participants never conformed but 75% conformed at least once. The control group that had no confederates, with only real participants, conformity of the participants was below 1%. The participants indicated they conformed out of a fear of being ridiculed and knew their answers were not correct. Asch concludes that people conform due to the belief that the group is either more informed or so as to fit in with the group. In evaluation, Asch determined four factors affecting conformity; group size, lack of group unanimity, difficulty of task, social status, and privacy of answers (Levitan & Verhurlst, 2016). 
Stanley Milgram conducted an experimental study to evaluate the impact of authority to conscience when the two aspects are in conflict. Stanley was intent on determining to what extent individuals would adhere to directives when they involved inflicting pain on another person. 40 male participants were introduced and paired to confederates. In the experiment a pair drew lots to determine who would be the learner and who would fit as the teacher, but the lot was rigged so that the real participant drew as a teacher. The room set of the experiment included the pair and an experimenter. The learner was placed in a separate room and was strapped with electrodes with a voltage from 15V to 450V, while the teacher and experimenter were in the adjoining room. The teacher presented the learner with pair words of which the latter had to name the second of the pair from a choice of four. Every time the learner got the answer wrong, the experimenter instructed the teacher to shock him, increasing the voltage each time. The learner gave mostly wrong answers on purpose and when the teacher was reluctant in administering the shock, the experimenter gave a series of prods out of four, to ensure that the teacher continued. The prods included;
· Please continue
· The experiment requires you to continue
· It is absolutely essential that you continue
· You have no other choice but to continue
All the participants continued to reach the voltage of 300 volts, while 65% of the participants continued to the highest voltage. Milgram continued 18 variations of the same experiment, where he altered the situation in determination of how it affected obedience. The study found that ordinary people are more likely to follow the directives given by an authority figure to fatal extent on innocent victims. To adhere to the orders, the authority figure had to either be morally right or legal. Stanley explained two states of behavior from his findings; autonomous state in which the individuals direct their actions and therefore take responsibility, and agentic state, whereby individuals act on the directives of other then pass off responsibility to them (Russel, 2014). 
Conclusion
According to the experiments, situations, culture and social roles are fundamental indicators of individuals who conform.  Cultures are relevant since they set standards on which people socialize and are also fundamental in asserting social responsiveness of the community. The roles granted to individuals in a society shape their interrelation with others and are also credible in the norms of authoritative directives. Conformity is hugely influenced with the value the individual holds in their assertion of uniqueness, which dictates how they differ from others but the value may change over time. The value held in uniqueness to some extent is a critical predictor of the actions of the candidate. 
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