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'-pet,euce with two levels (high apd lou) of confederate competencex .

PTLO2 e e T e L L oo Abstract

- . P
R L
< ' :

a pereon'e Trelative’ compet.ence and the Qegreé of peychclogical reactance

-‘

he experiencee in a SOCial inﬂuence eet.t,ing. Fcrty-t.wo male and

thirt.y-eight female volunt-eer eubjecte vere paired wit.l;; a femele

ot

confederate and given false evaluat.ive feedback following practice

et a eocial judgment t'.eek. s Four conditions of relative competence

L

uere creet,ed by crossing two levels (high end‘low) of snbject. com=

‘%

i
'I‘wo levele of threat (threet and no-threat) Were croeeed with the -

fbur competence condipione to :yield a 2:;2_3(2 factorial deeign, '.‘.I‘he.

principle dependent measure wae eubj_ecte' 'c'l.loice‘ _eh phe’influ_e‘nce

’

item. e ST

S

COmperieone 'bebween the threa'o and the no-t.hreat groups eug-

: geeted that react.ance was limit.ed to those condibione uhere the ,

subject. and the confederate uere of equal competence. Hhen the

.

; ,-eubject.e were led to believe that t.hey were either more or leee

municetion.,\'.f R T L

-
.compe-tent then t.he coni‘ederat.e, they ahowed no react.enee in their

"

choice on. the influence item. o v i
v ~ -4 . .

control eub:]ect.e revealed that. inLernale felt. leee free in meking

a

-l

g
‘el ¢

An exper‘iment was performed to determine t.he relab;lonship betyween E

.' In addition, comparieone between internal-control end externel- :
_their choicee and ehoﬁed greater 'react,ance on the influehce itzemr - ',:".‘
"Aleo, eub:)ecte with relatively high . self—eateem appeared to be the =~

noet eensitive t.o the threet.ening nature oi‘ the confederat.e'e com- -

-t

R,
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Additional analysea }Jere performed on subjebts' raeponaes to a

=T [
' \
- . -
. ".'
o
f
‘

l

d\

b of ’oheir own behaﬂor and of t.ha confederate's bghavior.
e

4

.- !

‘.-.

finpl queat,ionnaire t.o t.ry and explicate the subjects' behav,ior- euring

the experimental sessions throrugh an examination ot thefr percept,iqns

.

Results from these analyses- are discussed in. t,enqé of the rela—

onahip of perceived freedom and perceivgd t'hreat. t;o t.he arousal of

.'b-
» . . ' - R .
S R RN R
. .
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° ‘ 2. ! A‘.. N . .
CE Pt e e S ROIENER RS RO ) -
S R - Mihat :La releﬂnt is the tapt that. pod}ﬂa ofter bal:Love ale
e ‘ g,_. they ’anjoy freedom, and that this belief appears to affect .
3.7 their behavior in a wide variety of situations...Perheps
e T D pexmgedved' freedom is an illusion, but it is an illusion’
Tl uith anbecedonts and cOnseqnente that deservo attention. ,
) FE ¥ ) H r M
e o . I." Stejner (;979). ) :

T‘fxe concept of froedom hau ofban proved t.o be a diffwlt one‘
.“f,o 1ncorpora’ce within theoriea of human behavior. Steiner (1970) {n
. -an articlo duvoted o the. topic of perceived freadom auggasta that,
© to inveshigate tho variables that a:f.'foct individuala' perg:ept.iona of
' 'ﬁ'oodon ono naed only aanune t.hat. 1n qnw givep sit.untion a peraom
bolievaa h:lnself to be fres and that this balief may hxva behavioral . | !

- .
conuaqueneea. The theory of paychological raaet.ance as fomulated

. by Brohn (1966) at.t.enpt.s to explnin aome of tha antocedentu and con>

0(

uequoncea of anbjoct.ively oxperienced fréedom.

" Brem poatuh ted that an indivicusl W11 become notivationally

..
e
AT T T

aroused if a) h ovaa hilaelt t.o be freo t.o hold an attit.ude or 3

gage in a behsvior, and b) lie 18 aubsequently raced uit.h a
threab bo t.hat rroedon. Thia nottvat.ional arouaal (react.anco) will '

. -t
- . . 8

be manifested- by tho 1nd1v1dua1 noving in t.ha direct.ion of rut,oring

. \”/\
'k; \i'.he erQOm 80 threatoned. -

U . An oxanple rron field reaearch ot the operation of react,lnce mignt. IR R

o

serve.. to ill.ust.rate tha basioc princ:lples.. Hazia ( 1975) eonducted an

exporimunt. to test the effacb that the: 1nbroduction or a barrior would .
: )

v
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.

Cledt

: :"tho factora t.hat. uill dctem:lne tho nagnitude o;t thegsubsequent mot.i- -': : o

~ a ;]oint ftmct.ion oft 1) t.ha\"ﬂhportanco" oi’ the froe behuvior to t.ho ' fl' : ’

and a8 more "daairgble than did a control group of houaeuj.ves ‘in a neigh-

AT RN PR o Co

boriﬂs cmmw- Lo T e s e nle g L e :

w T R S SRR

Rl AR e . K O R LU S
.» U . . . ,--" S o “, ety -

.l L . . ' LA . g e

T..he Theogx .' T R

vational arousal, and t.he bahavior that t.he 1ndividud1 uill engage ,' ’

0 ) - 3

1n« whod he hn been arouaod (Brehn 1972,p 1) y ;;';-': "«'3 .“'.»,.-‘r'_l ,'; ! "'"';-,“‘_-,-

In his earliekt rormulation of the theory,i Brehn (1966) pbetuutea
that tha magnit.udo or reactanca aroused :ln a given aitmtion uill be ----- s

| - RSN AR
v ) ° "’ . : l Yo i
. 3.. . H . J.i “ . J:'-...__;.\ v .. : o
.n . , . ..' 1,‘..‘ ‘ :__ -
e oo e o L '.‘:]'r' 1 =_-_'.“” by o -
have on ‘the. arouaal of . gaactance. Ha f?und Bhat houseiaivea—who uere o d
I - ‘,..' .
" no longer hb‘le to buy thair profert'ed brand -of riat,ergent (duo to cmmty
1egialat.ion againet phoaphates) ratad tpe dd‘t.ergent. as~ more at.tract.ive W T
H . a . . I;,,*. - ."?

n 1ndividna1 (bhe nore .'mporbant a n'eo behavior to the 1ndividﬁ;1‘,. EES”' ;.
greator the nagnd tuds of react.ance arouaed), 2) the proporti"'_.'.,' i ‘ o
t.he freo bohavior(s) thrsatl.ot‘zed-or alininat.ed (t.he greater .{;h,;pro-« R A
portion eliminated, the greaber tha magnitmde of bhe renctauce arouaed), -
énd 3) t.he atrongth ot tha threat (um stronger t.ho throat, tha B -
greatar the nagnitude or bho react.ance arouaed) : -

In the light of roaearch stiumlated by the original fomulat.ion
(Brohn«)" 1966 ,.Brohn (1972) and Hi.ckl\md (19'(h), 1n *bhe:l.r revio‘ua of -
roactnnoo t.heory, addad tﬁo varinblaa to t.he list o.t‘ those that IQ{
P : e ) e



affect the degree of reactance aroused by, a threat.. Theee are’:
1) imp Lications for mt&"’ th"‘“’ and 2) f"\"Preeence of freedon" L

g )—
A although ae Brehm pointe out ~this ie in fact not a variable but a con-

- dition thet is aesumed by the major premise of the theory. "Whenever

a pereon believes he has, a i‘reedom and finds that freedom threatened N

B3 ‘ "_f "7 or eliminated, reectence ‘is aroused" {p 2)
< .‘.5 e ." . Q -
ST The. major consequence oi‘ the arousal of reactance is contained B
“_.'7 Lo ,in the definition of reactance iteeli‘. "Defined as a u%ivlational

etete peychological revactance coneists of preeeure directed touard ;

: e-eetﬁbliehigg ahatever freedom hee been threatened or eliminated"
‘I ’v(ﬁrehn 1972,p 2) l F‘rmn this definition it follous that reactance ﬂhould
»— R bs lna’ni.i'eeted i.n ‘an indiv‘.tdnal's attempts to re-eetablieh ‘bhe threatened
| freedom(s) by engaging uhene‘ver poseible in the prohibited behavior. .

X Lok E " '.Such actione taken with p}eeible aggreeeion againet the agent(e) of
B i threat have been lfabelled‘ by Breha (1972) as "behavioral" manifeetatioue '
) P v oo peychological reactance. Theee manireetatione are, however, qualified

‘ SRR "by both Brehm (1972) and Wicklund (1974) M tbat they may, given the . |
. parti,cular eituation, not ariee becauee of factore inherent in the\h .‘
0 circumﬁtances eurrounding the threat (euch as the power oi‘ tbe_/ o

f threaten’er relative to the threetened etc.,.). In, thoee cages where
Yy "behavi.oral" manifeetations of reectance are inhib%ted, Brehm hae '
2 poetulated the occurrence of what h.e calls "subjective effeote" )
o 'Theleheffects are the result of the peychological preeau;\e produoed by :
e R u. | '.ét,ha individual'e "aroueal" etate. According to Brehm thie pfeeeure

r
,producee modificetione in perceptione and in Judgmente. Recalling theﬁ

LN * .
., ~.- r y . . . . .‘ ‘\ .
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field atudy cited earlier (Haziz 1975),,,115 is apparent’ bbat. the hqueeviv'es, ) ‘

‘

pouerleee bo reetore t.heir freedom to purcbeee tbeir preferred brand,

2
o

~modif1ed their Judgments abo'at 1te eﬁ‘ecti.veneee. s o "

. Experimanbal research condncted uithin t.he framework of reaet.ance
’theory can be aivided into three ma:jor topic areas- 1) barriere P ‘ : -
. 2) eelf-i.mpoeed threate, and 3) eocial inﬂuence. Theae topic areas '. : - o
' are repreaentative of the t,ypea oi‘ t.hreat(cs) t.o freedom which have ‘been .‘.; - a

[}

o employed in experimental investigaﬁione of psychological reactance

' E_a_rzi_ezz
. '- \ﬁ.cklund (197h) defines a barrier as: oot :

"any' event impoeing 1tee1f between the person and a rree
o -behavior (i.e. one of several behaviors that -could-be .
3 . chosen)... provided that it brings about a reduction in : .
- reuard and/or- an increaae in effort." (p. 7) o

~ ."Given that a pereon -i8s free 'to. choose * from amonget an array of’ ob;jects LT e

or bebaviore, reactance will. be aroneed if a barri.er is int.erpoeed
- betueen tha individuel and any one of the array altemativee. If-
barriers do operate as Mthreats" to. freedom, then two erfects .are to " =
“ ) be expected rrpm the introduction of 'a barrier: 1) the blocked ob;]ect .
.- will increase :l.n subject.iVe attractivenese and’ the individnal ahere
mpoeeible will engage in overt. at;bempt.s to obt.ain the object. andf

: . 2) as the freedon not to. pursue the alternatzive goala 1s also _ -

‘ threabened, one 'uquld exp_ect, .pha,fo these quec,t.s wonld be avoided and - R
derogat.ed. ,'q S ,' (o : ;
" Reeearch on the effect, of barriere within the frameuork of reac- S SR

b

tance theory, hae concent.rated on imreetigating t.he theoretical poatm- .
\ - lates out.lined abOVe. Before dieouaaing t.he findipge of his body of ' T



Low .
* . . -~
LY

reeeerch, it will perhapc be helpful to make 4 conceptual distinction

Nl

betueen barriers and sociel inflnence. Social influence constitutes a P -

threat to- freedom as perceived intent to influence createe pressure )
towards compliance. Barriere on the other hand conetitute a physical e
threat in that they "inhibit the pereon's locomotion or anticipated

: 1ocomotion toward a goal state" (mcklund 197h,p 100) s a
f\ . Severa~1 invee,tigators have attempted to- manipulate "subjectively

. experienced freedom" oby the use of ehoice, .no—choice instructions. i

: . Linder, Cooper and Jones (1967) and Shernan (1970) wsed the claesic S g "

disaonance peradigm to investigate the effecte of. ineufi‘icient monetary ’

;juet'ification (vhich. may be interpretated as a barrier) on the reted
attractiveneee of choice alternatives. They i‘onnd that insnfﬁcient
monetary juetification ( "barrier”) 1ouered the ettractiveneee o:l‘ choice
alternatives, within the no-choice conditione, and raieed their . ’

.,attractiveneee nnder conditione of choice. Sinihr reenlte are reported

by rinveetigatore (Hammock & Brehm, 1966 and Brehm, Stires, Seneenig

| & Shaban, 1966) who-have’ operationalieed the concept of "barrier" by

eliminating one of an array of objects. Theee authors report the )
ﬁ.nding ‘that’ reactance is arcused by thie "barrier"\only in the con- .
ditione uherb subjects expect choice. o CL .

Hicklund reporte two other experimentel manipulatione of freedon.
Feather (1959b) using "ego-related,“ conditions vereus "chapce-related"
conditions found A eignificant enhancement effect When, a berrier was .

introduced in the ego-related oonditione. It seeus that the pereon .

1

R

R T



uhdse skills.determine whether or not he attains‘a'goal responds to.

) 'worchal 1971).

,Thel§pecisl Case of Self—Imposed Thrests- o .

3

4
4

' barriers in the same way as does” someone who is given an explicit

-

,uchoice. W1ck1und (1970) also citss evidence to suggest-that the

variable of "awareness of choice alternatives“ msy define a free

situation in much the same way as does the swsreness that there .are two

sides or an argument in a 500181 influence situation (c.f. Jones &

Brehm 1970)

Evidence which suggests the eX1stence of a positive relationship

betveen the degree of rpactance aroused and the conceptusl varisble R

fof "importance“ of freedon has been reported. Importance has been varié'

ously defined asi. the amount/ of cognitive overlap between alter- '
natives (wright 1937), “achievement versus ehance»oriented" instruc—

.tions (Fbather 1959, Wicklund, Robin &- Robin, in Wicklund 197&), and,

C >the relative attractiveness of choice alternatives (Brehm &,Rozen 1971,

i

)2 ‘In summary, resesrch on the effects of bsrriers on’ the arousal
! !

of pSychological reactance suggests that there is a positive relationship
.between reactance snd the conceptual vsriables of "freedom" snd "importance"
of freedom. », : S o . . .

’

- e ¥

\

%

. Thus far this review’ of reaetance research hss been limited toa ,:“

o

. discussion of thrests to, or e}iminstions of freedom by environmental

eVents that impinge upon the individual Anothér possibility arises

e

[

ey

-t
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in hhose situations where a threat is self-imposed. ) Given that an
individual is i‘aced with a choice bet.ween “two attractive a’lternat.ives

iq_' - . any movement or decisional commitment toward one should arov.ee reac-" o g

‘tance to 'c.he dxtent that t.hs individual's freedom to choose the other

.

is threatened (and of course his freedom- not t8. choose the preferred

[ Tl LT g

one). Thus react.ance should be. aroused as ‘the deciaion point approacbea _
\and by the decision itaelf Festinger and' }hocoby (196k) in an ezperi-‘
. "mental investigation of pre-decieional cognitive prooesses obt.eined L T
this pre-cboice preference convergenqe In a direct; 'oest of the reac-'. ‘
tance interpretation of this finding, Linder and Crane (1?70) and
‘Linder, Worunann and Brelin (1971) found that uhere 1:.here‘s isla moderate
| . discrepancy, in the initial at.t.ractiveness of tuo alternatives, prefer-
ence for both will comrerge the oloser the time to the actual decision‘
'point. Also consist,ent uit,h this roactance interpretation of decisional
N oogni,tive processes is an experiment. reported by.Walster (196)4) *1\n S :
' uhich aubjects.showed post-decision "regret" (that'is, a posp-decision | '
: preferenoe reversal) ' B - - |
Another Bpecial case of reectance arcusal was investigated by
Brehm .and Rozen (1971) in which threat ‘was manipulated by' the intro- S
' duction of a new" rreedom.. They 'hypothesized that increaeea in freedou o \, .
would arouse react.ance to the oxt,ent th.at old; existent. freedous wers “.' o
threat.ened. They found thst, given the neoessary oonditions for - . '

' reactance arousal, old, at.tracbive alt.ernatives inorsased in attractive-

o ness when an additional at.bractive alternative was introduced. The )

...._. - »ll--:-;—.-#/——-'—'*‘—_ ‘. "‘ ’ B
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authors interpreted this finding as evidence t.hat an "increase" in*

¢

cg Fe

.

" freedom increased the confhct ‘and difi'icult.y involved in a choice and

- v o 0

hence acted .as a threat to or limitat.ion of i‘reedom of cnoice. S

e .
.
-

Sociel Inﬂuence 3

.,

. & social inﬂuence setting is one in which an ind:l.vidual is exposed
to an inﬂuence attempt on the part of - another person. ‘ " The’ attempt '
.to inﬂuence may be directed at an attitude or et a- behavior and reac—

» tance research has attempted to deal nith both situations. _ Most of. the .

social psychologioal research on social inﬂuence paradigma has concerned

A

. itself with the delineation of those, factors that contribute to positive -

change (that is in the direction of the message) Reactsnce theory on

_the other hand s concerned with the investigation of those factors '

g ,uhich will result in boomerang change (tb.at is, change auay fron the

direction of influence or a “reactance response") s Or 1esa 'strongly,

in "decreased positive cnange.

Threat is a Taz'lsble nhich ie common t.o a11 of reactance researcl}'\-.

Its effecte ‘on reactance responses honever have rarely been investigated

{
in’ ieolation. Despite this, there ia tentativa evidence fron stndiee

' by Weiner (in Brehm 1.966) ) Brehn and Sensenig (1966), and M. Brehm

"'-strength of a. threat end the arousal of a. reactance response. Other

- experimenta uhich appear to aupport thﬂ.s finding heve deslt with the .

effect of oensorship on attitude cbenge (Wicklund & Brehm 1967, Worchel &

(in Brehm 1966) that there may exist a positive reletionship betueen the . )

“N v - . PR
A N I T



. Arnold 3]-9,714),'f' t of. increased dependency on helping behav-

‘ior (Schwartz 1970) he effeot of the eocial power of the communicator

of simulteneous threats to attitndinal f..eedom (Heller, Pallak & Pi.cek
"1913, Doob & Zabreclc 1971) Indirect 8v _ence oi‘ the positive

relatiom!hip betueen threat and reaota.', e‘ has -been provided by Brock‘

'(1965) uho investigated the variable’ of "comunicatOr inveatment" and

_"'by Festinger and Haccoby (196&) and Weilster and Feetinger (1962) Who : : '

studied the ei‘fects -of the focusing of the subjecte' attention on the

communicator'a intent to perauade. , "
. Jones (1970) ‘and Jones and Brehm (1971) (the former uaing ohoice, _
I.~no-choioe inetructions and the Latter using a manipulation of whether .
‘or not the eubjects were ‘aware’ that there were two sides to an argument)
E have investigated the variable oi‘ "freedom" in relation to reactance
-";"1n eocial 1nf1uence settings. Thery have found that, as Brehm (1968)
E poatulated, - he "8ub:jective expectation of freedom" in a deciaional
context is a necessary pre—condition for the ‘occurrence of reactance.

) Wicklung and Brehn (1968) and Breim and Hann (1975 ) attempted to
- detennine the effects-of the "1mportance" to the individual of the

. freedom threatened on the arousal of peychological reactance. m.clclnnd
.- and Brehm deﬂned importance as manipulated oompetence at decia.ton mak:lng
and Brehm and Mann defined it as graduated levels of monetary inducement._ '

Collectively their reaults indicate that the strength of a reactanoe
'responae 8 & ﬁmctmn of the importance to the. indiv‘idual of the- freedom

" threa tened.

’

\

-

&
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- threatened, reactance will be increased relatiVe to'a threat that

','carries no such impln.cations._ Their results suggest the possibility that

}x

b , ‘ ’ 11.

Wicklnnd, Slattum and Solomon (1970) tested the prOportion hypo- .

' thesis (Brehm 1966) (i e., ‘the greater the prOportions of freedom(s)

threatened the greater the magnitude of reactance) by. threatening their

! AN

“ subjects® decisional i‘reedom at different dehberational points over an.

.array of items. They found evidence 40 suggest that greater reactance ,

{
was -aroused i‘rom threats delivered early in a sequence than’ from those

delivered late. They interpret this finding as, evidence that reactance

is a positive function of the prbportion of freedoms (altematives)
threatened. ' '

Sensenig and Brehn (1968) investigated a corrol‘iary oi‘ the pro- '

portion hypothesis which they defined as "implications for futuz;e threat"

They postulated that in those instances where B threat to a specific

freedom ‘carries the implication that additional future freedoms may be

K]

thia ie 8o, A later study by Andreoli, Worchel and Fogler (197h) provides ..'

.further support for thelir interpretation. P -' .

In addition to those e@eriments reported -above, investigations of

the major propositions of a theory of psychological reactance (Brehm

\' _"1966 "1972) have been reported by Worchel” end Brehm (1971), Pallak and -
._:Heller (1971), _Grabitz-Gniech (1971), Heller, Pallak and Picek (1973).,

Worehel and Andreoli (19711) and. Heilman and. Garner (1975) These o

xperiments attempted to specii‘y the 1imitstions of reactance theory through

s an examination of aituations ‘uhere, given the necessary conditions for
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- Linitations and Restrictions

o

’ completely attexmated “in the high-future-coumitment condit'l.on. In addi~ -

N R T

ALt . §
" P
: .

2 tnaﬁ-amaﬁ,' r_:iactence‘i_'eeponses'ueylre'at\te'nua'ted br‘restri'cted in their

expression, - -

‘A emall ' number of experiments have been reported ;

the power of react.ance theory as an explanation ® psychological '

proceesee that occur whenever an individual 15 faced with a loss in_.

aubjectively experienced freedom. ‘I‘aken t.oget.her theee/investigations oo

euggeet that there may e:dst combinatione of eituattonal and individuel
difference variables which will limit the aroueal and/or the manifea- '
tation of reectance. : Bl ' '

Pallak and Heller (1971) have delineated a condition for the non-
occurrence of reactance in reeponse +0 a threat. Using essentially

the same at.titude cbange paradigm as Sensenig- and Brehm- (1968) they too '

' found that negetive attitude change occu.rred hithin the conditione of.
lou-comitment to future interection uith the confederate as a ﬁmction ’

of the strength of the threat. Thie negative chenge was, hewever,

" tion they report tbat 5ubjects who did not react, subeequently showed

coverb derogation of the egent of influence. Thie reeult raiees the

ad

- of. mov'enent awey ﬁ:om the direction of influeuce. " < :.' 1' . '. . e

In a later 1nveetigation of the eircumetancee tbat may attemte

Pl

ich have thsted




. -reactance aroueal and thus!

meeeage it.self (high t.hreat) \joint,ly implied t.he limitation of the .

; _chenge. :

I3

.
N

ol . .. - . . F

boomerang attit,ude change, Heller, Pallak

and Picek (1973) manipulatld the subjects' perception of intent t.o

«

' influence as uell as their perception of threat and found ‘that a reac t!nce

- response was a ﬁmction nob only of threat but of the. agenb's expressed

int.ent to influence as uell. Significant negative change occurred ‘only -

“ . .'when the expreseed intent oi‘\ the agent (high intent) and the threatening

subjects' freedom to adopt. their oWn position. For all Qt.her combi-

nationa of. threa’o and intent aubjects 8howed a non-significant positive ’

‘Overall Heller eb"al'.'e r‘esulti’s are suggestive on two counts :

1
riratly, results: from the intent-no-threab-control subjects indicated

.support for Brehm'a conbenbionlthat perceived inten'o to ini‘luence may ’

!

imply limitation oi‘ rreedom and\ secondly, negat.ive attitude change
- -appears - to result on'iy when t'.he confedera’oe'e behavior and notivation

Jjointly imply 1imitation of freedom. From these results: the authora have .

li
concluded: "Thue inferences about t'.he motivabion fnr an arbit.rary act

'may be an integral part of the reactance procesees." (p. 278)

In a aeries of experiments wOrchel and Brehm (1971) Here able to-

e denonatrate that., when the freedom t.o choose an alternative hae been

_-.tbreat.ened by one agent anpd. another agent acts in a manner Buch thnt
-thet freedom is reetored Uither directly or by inplioation, any .
tendency tovarde reectance will be reduced end poei'oive inﬂnence will

"r_eeult. Thie etmiy illustratee bhat. in eituatione involving att.enpted

ot if, . Lt . b

o

-



. snb:)ects although they may become motivationally‘arouced, need not’ necee-

RLY

' eituation.

r
f

aocial influence there ni)}..aluays be poaitive -forces which uill o/perate

touarda acceptance of the meeeage aud hence the behavioral outcome in
such-a eituation ehould be a ‘summation of the two opposing forces (i e.,

the poaitive force - compliance, ‘and the negative force - reactance)

Heilman and Garner (1975) compared the compliance?vrates in eubjecte'

'reep naee to demande Hhen they had been extended a choice in their nLanner

of' compliance with ‘the responses of aubjecta who had been offered no=

choice. Reactance (failure to coﬁaly with the demande) was- manifested

cnly by thoee eubjects uho had heen given no-choice.' The, authora alsc

report evidence of a pereiatent negative affective reaction toward the - -
threatener in both the cho\ce and the no-choice conditiona.‘ Thia finding
lends additional Bupport to the .conclusion deanced earlier that .

sarily manifest this arousal in a "tendency to act convereely“ ' In ‘

' addition, although it appeared that reactance (i.e., ite overt manifee-

tation) wae diepelled by the introductibn of choice in the manner of

M conpliance ‘to: the ‘threat, it waa aleo apparent from ‘the data reported

that a major conaequence of demands wae the powerfuJ. effect that they

' had op the- individuals' cognitive evalnation of the experinenta'i

A}

|

Worchel and Andreoli (197h)i and WOrchel Ineko, Andreoli and
nrachman (197!;) inveetigated the attributions of cauaality that eubjéct

o and obaervar—euh;]ecta will make in reactance arcneing eituatione. ,

Wcrchel and Andreoli employed a norm-evoking eitnation eimilar to that

ueed by Orabitz-Gniech (1971) and Worohel et a1. employed Feetinger and

,
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Carlemith‘a (1959) Mdull task” paradigm. Collectivel'y-their in;estiga'tions

. highlight the importance oi‘ conaidering the subjects' perceptione oi‘ the

‘ inrluence attempt and their perceptions bf the inflnenoe agent.. : Their
reaulta appear to suggest that reactance may be, attem:.ated by an indi— a
1 vidual'a,%ttributing the causality of the confederate'a behavior to ‘
environmental preaaure. These authora conclude that. - "presaure only,

' produces a resistive attitude if to. rationale is given for the preaaure" '
: '(worchal ot al., 197h, pbi13). - ' - .

Cherulnik and Citrin’ (197h) contrasted the reactiona of Internal

oontrol and extemal control Bub;jects (aa measured by the Intemal- . |

‘Extemal COntrol Scale, Rotter 1966) to personal and imperaonal threats

¥y 5

© (as defined by Brehm 1966) within the elimination-of-the-third-ranked- C

,prei’erence-alternative paradigm. They hypothesized that internally .

4 4,
* and externally controlled aubjecte uould differ in their perception of
-"."'-threat. Their reeulta shou that internal and external auhjects differed

in the magnitude of their’ reaponaea to theae two modea ‘of freedom -

elimi.nation. Internal aub;]ects demonstrated reaetanoe (1.e., ‘an increase -

~

in the rated attractiVeneae of the eliminatad alternative) only when ‘the

. .,thraat or the rationale i‘or the thraat was. peraonally directed towards
- thetn External aubjects, ‘on the other hand, demonstrated reactance only

when- the rationale provided was impereonal and beyond the control .of the
expxitnenter.g:-.' Ce LT _ :
The tentative explanation advanced by the authors i‘or theae i‘indinga

is that internally and externally orlented sub;]ecta are differentially



‘sensitized to modes of control such that "individuale attend nore to
‘..conditions, of control in the modcs uhosg‘influenoo ,they perceive to be
dominant or are more sensitized to cues in.modes ‘where they expect

-

control to: tske placet (p h03) '_ e Y \“ ﬁ' L . ;'

Grabitz-Gniech (1971) started with the Horking hypothesis that ‘ ' ‘.
there are two classes of variables that aff’ect behavior in, .any inflnence ' .‘\‘,f
"-aituation: l) internal factors (these will be the variables wnich T 4
reflect indiv-idual difi‘erences) and 2) external ’factors (these will '\

be the variabl“es which are group and/or stimulus variables) S he

o hOped in he'g? study ‘to 'be able to dstermine the specificity of the reac- . |
tance formulation (Brehm 1966) g'lven a norm—evoking social setting " , " e
' (he nors-evoking soctal ‘situation is takeh from the work of Goulamer .. - ’
1960) and to be able to detemins the sffect that an indiﬁ.dual's T . t

. level of self-esteem uould have on hig response to a8 threat. P " "

. T uo findings of interest emerged from her study Firstly, ae ‘ o o 2
-"she had predicted a reactancs ei‘fect uas obtainsd in tho teith out-nom" R

. ,'condition uhen subjects' responses were compared with those of the _

: snbjects in. the base-line control group In the "withfnom" condition \
'however sub:]ects' responses did not differ from those of t}xe control

/grcnp Secondly, among thoaa subjects uho demonstrated reac‘t,ance across

experimcntal. conditions, there was a significant difference (p(,lo) .
."betuaen those high and those low in seli‘-esteem.‘ ‘I!hose sub;]ects who .
A demonstrated neacténce scored higher on the scale measuring sslf-eateeml. . o C o=
Theae resulta prompted Grabitz-Gniech to conclude that reactance ‘

_ oannot occur nnless a i‘reedom really cxists for the individual and

L Janis and F{eid's !ES?S F elings of Inadequacyﬁscafo translated S
into German was used and subjects were divided iato high.and low .8elf-

estesm groups'\on the basis.of an "ex-post-median" split.

R
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"‘.'i‘urther that this eubjeotive e:tperience of freedon will be related
to "his dispositional leVel of aelf-eeteem Although the results of the

‘ eelf—eeteeln manipulation uere only merginally eigniﬁ‘cant it does

e

k

L 4

_ appear from Grebitz-Gnlech' s data that pereonality varlablee may be

inporta{in determining whether or not: enbjecte are experienﬁ.ng the '

freedon(e) which are to be threatened. R .

.In a- i‘ollow-np study Dickenburger and Grabitz-Gnie:}h (1971) report

"ﬁnding that the attractiveness of the 1nf1uence agent i8 % eignii‘icantn

| factor in the’ determlnation of uhether or. not reactance will be arauaed
. ‘follmdng a threet to i‘reedom. Their reeulte euggeet that nhen an

influence agent is attractiv ‘a tendency to react wlll be attenuated. :

They report a further findi.ng that suh:jecte who reacted, derogeted the : ‘

. agent .of the threat a8’ often aagthey attempted to re-eetablish their e

' threatened freedom.. '

- evidence must bd coneidered in the light of the reeearch on- the cond:ltions

. ""'.’_‘.

Problem Statement T N - oj.:

[l

To recapitulate, evidence has been faund which huggeete that the

- m nifeetation of reactance is a poaltive mnction of: 1) the "importence" ’

the freedon threatened, 2) the “proportion" of the freedon(e) threatened 5

_.

3) the "magnitude" or the etrength of the threat. Houever, th:l.e

© o

liniting peycholog'lcal reactance uhlch uere deecribed in tie preceeding

section. It now appeare that there are cembinationa of var:lablee 3y

“both indiﬁdual and aituational, wmch place reatrictione on Brehm'e (1966)

2 b M e — Tt e et b g e ——————— e e e et br————
—————— . ; .
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", conditions that muat be satisfied in order that an individual become
) _notivationally aroueed (i.e. ,to "'reect”) Fir&tly,' an individna,l st
. _ perceive or feel that he poeaeesee a epecii‘ic freedom. " Given that this~" .

a3 i‘irst condition ie eatisf:ied, the individual must then be i‘aced uith

. difference nature (that ia the enbject'e pereonel hietory) nay aftect

" the percept.ion of freedom of choice and t.he perception of the per-

eideretion o.f what Touhey (1973) .has called the "phenomenologiee" of LT

K original i‘omuletion ‘of reactance. theory.

LAY

v Ab its moet generel level, «re_actance theory providee for two

a threat to, or an elimination ofy .that freedom, and he must perceive

the attempted tﬁeet as a reetriction of hie i‘reedom. Now, consider ,q Lo

-6

the specific situation uhere threat 'ds . defined as a persuasive eommuni—

L cation rrom a eocial agent. Here, the i‘reedom in question will be AU .. ’ ' ",.‘,', ‘9..%:-.
' dei‘ined aa the i‘reedom to adopt an att.it.udinal position and the res-' - {f‘\"':: ‘o
. ponse etudied uill be t.he individuel‘e (the recipient'e) choice of '

‘a poeition. T S . N
W .Varieblee both of a aituht.ionai (that. is existing in t.he experi-
* mental: snrronndinge, nanipnlated and otherwiee) ang, of an individual

suaeive comunication ae a’ threat. Tharefore, the predictive power of

. reacbance theory vill depend, ‘at leaet in- part, on ite ebility to ,
' ap%cii‘y what these 'Variables are, and how they are related to perceived .

freedom /:and to perceived threat. __.' -

;A starting pOint for t«his ’oype Of inveetigation mey be the con- f. :

the experimental aubjects. Brehm (1972) hee steted thet' ‘ "the baaic

<



'_ The study to be reported attempted, by considering ub.et sub; cte' "think"

' variables of source and recipient competence to. the conceptual variables

- freedom implies the person's potential to alter his preeent situation"" -'

L experience personal freedom. o ERY

N ‘19-

' idea of the theory is that a pereon ia motivationally azﬁused anytime

//
he thinks one of his freedoma bas been *threatened qr eliminated" (p.l)

to determine the nature of tne relationship of the two hypothetical

v .

of perceived freedom and perceived threat. o . h , .
Evidence fronm Btudies of pereonal c@sation (deCharme 1968

Kruglanski & Cohen 1973,197h), Perceived fréedon (Ducette & Wolk 1973, .-

~ Harvey & Jehneton 197b, Karabenick 1973, and Steiner 1970), expectency

behavior (Crowne & Livérant 1963, Feether/ & Simon 1971 and Rotter
Liverant & Crowne 1961); and indivigual difference variablee as, they
relate to pereuaeibility (Internal-External COntrol. Biando & MacDoneld o
1971, Gore 1962, Phares Ritchie & Davis 1968 Ritchie & Phares 1969, B | a
Sherman 1973, 'Self-Esteem' cohen 1959 ,l96h, Fitch 1970, and Shrauger &-. : o |
Rosenberg 1970) suggests -that a person perceivee himeelf to be free in

a given situation only to the extent that he i’s competent to deal with

that situation. ‘According to Wicklund (1974) = "the very nature oi' P v -'.':%

(p.l) If a person 1s handicepped through inexpertiae,-—hia ability to
‘alter his preeent eituation ie eeverely limited and hence this should
_lower his subjective eXpectancies of the probability of encceeei‘ully ob- "
taining desired outcones; in other words, the individual ehonld ot E

.."l .

If feelings of competence oF ability are releted to the eubiect_ive

. : ‘ . . N “ . o N
pasrrmagar ¥ .

*elnphaeis added ) K _ - T ‘
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o (euccess/i‘eilure) ' ":‘ N

exper’ience oi'-free:iun'in this way, one would prevdict that in a social

. 'influence eetting, reactance will be restricted to those sub:]ecte who

‘./._/‘.

*

l 'have been made to. feel competent with regards to the task at hand.

According to Brehm (1968) “the indivfdual's confidence in his abi-

| lity -to make good Judgments on an issue will tend to increaae as he-

acquires ‘more relevant information and as he learne from ainilar judg-
ments that hie decisione are correct or. satiei‘ying" (p 279’) ,If Brehm
'is correct in hia assumption, it becomes poeeible to operationalize

'cOmpetence by providing subjects with practice at a Judgmental taak and

»

by providing them with evaluative feedback on their perfomance

This is essentially what' Wicklund end Brehm (1968) did. In a 2x2
factorial design they croaeed two’levels -of competence (high versus low)
With ‘two levels of threat (high versus, low) Competence was manipulated
by providing Erubjecte with evaluative fqedbaclc on a judgmental taak,
aucn that one. half of the sub_Jects were led to believe that they had ‘
don poorly compared to a eignificant other (here the agent of the threat)
-and one half of the subjecta were led to believe that themed done well
(as well 88 the eignii‘icant other) ,They found as they ‘had predifted
that the effect of threst on the eubjects' tendenciee to react c b ersel‘y

uae completely attemuated in the eub;]ect-lou-competence conditiona and

. ch‘t; within the eub:ject-high-ccmpetenasonditione reectance‘increaeed

88'a function of the level of the threat. ‘ .
Unfortinately the design of the Wicklund and Brehm experiment can -

-y .

e

.‘H

E A N oL X )



s

i. 21,

o

?

- ehed no hght on the quest.ion oi‘ "relat.ive competence" and its rela-

. tionship to reactance, since the compebence of the significant other -

' wae not manipulated. LIt: is imposeible to Judge therefore the

‘import,ance of the efi‘ect that t'ne competence of the source (the agent.)

of pereuasion will have on either a subject'e perception of freedom or

'on hie percep‘t,ion of a threat. to ‘that i‘reedom..,

4
’.

When the th.reab to decieionel freedom ie experimentally dei‘ined

as a pereﬁasive comnunicetion frOm a social ‘agent the thre(atening
/

message muet."(in order to be a "true" threat) be seen a8’ imposing '

¢ .

.limitations or, restrict.ions on the recipient'e freedom to choose from ’

.:among available alt.ernat.ives. There i:s ample evidence in the reactance

2

literature to- support the contention that persuasive comunicat.ions can

" imply reet;ict.ione end hence- act as’ threats to freedom.‘ Houever,

;]uet ag ‘the competence of. the recipient nay define his freedom, it ‘ll

: alao poeelble that the competence ‘of the source may ‘determine t.he

degree to which the persuasive communicetion is perceived as p threat

'The competence of the egent of 1nf1uence may affect for ennple, the

. credibility of hie comunication. Wicklund (19715) made a eimilar

" Jess competent than a highly competent. sub;ject.

suggeetion in diecﬁssing the situabion uhere the influence agent is

1

"It might be argued that We never bother to 1ist.en t.o or reepond
" t6 the incompetents, but that the competent communicator
. cateches our attentlon and ‘brings forth considerable felt ;
pressure to change. It -follows t for a competent subject,
the threatening note from a fel competent subject would
. make for a blgger boomerang effgct than would a threatening
- message from someone with.no social ;judgment abilit.y.'f {p. h9)

\

-
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It /is possible too, that'differ‘ential processing of a persuasive commu-

a

N .nication occurs when the agent of mfluence is competent and the subject
is not and that this differs again from the sitnation where both t.he

.agent and the subject are incompetent. . o

e ‘. '

The present study attempted to’ as8e8s - the importance of the effect ,
of the competence of the aubject relative to the competence of the
- coni‘ed‘erate on subjects' perceptions of- freedom’ and on their perceptions

of tﬁreat.'_ A task was; devised that could be construed as.a measure-

"

-

ment of social perceptiveness and ;judgment and a practice session ..f

§

was. held in order to create four courpetence conditions. Threat was:

I

defined as a persuasnve communication delivered spontaneoualy by the , \
coni‘ederate with no prOmpting by the experimenter. It was hoped that

the wording of the message and the 3pontaneous manner in which it was

delivered uould convey the confederate's definite intent to {nfluence.

-
-

the aubject's choice. .
In addition to examining the relationship of the two manipulated
variables of subjact and confederate competence to perceived freedom .

and perceived threat ‘the relationship of two indi‘ridual difference

9,

. ‘characteristics were #lso examined. The constructs of internal-

\

external locus of control and of aelf—esteem have both bcen investi— :
‘gated in attempts directed toward determining the nature of their:
' relationship with different aepecte of the aocial influence procees. .‘
| . When inveetigating the relationship of internal-external control

}

to positive attitude change under two different social influence ST

. Ll S ed 7
- :nh'.udlu.c.v_,'\:mﬁrebfy

u‘.\. "
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was high and then in a negatiVe direction.

-\

techniques, Sherman (1973) found that internal subjects changed their
- attitudes in a positive direction more. ai‘ter writing a. connter- '

fattitudinal essay, while external sub,jects changed more after being

exposed to a persuasive comunication. In a different: context, Biando -

" ahd MacDonald (1971) reported that internally controlled snbjeots

"and extsrnally controlled subjects responded differently to varying

degrees of social pressure. Their results indicated that externals'

i attitudes changed in a positive direction regardless oi‘ the degree. oi‘

. pressure uhereas internals' attitudes changed only when the pressure ot

‘e

. The- relationship “of an individual's self-psteem to his exberience'

of cognitive dissonance in an attitude change paradigm has been investi- ,
. ‘”'gated by Glass and Wood (1968) They found that high self-esteem subjects'.
-'didn't change their attitudes touard the task, ~the situation or themselves.
" The data snggested to the authors that high self-esteem individuals are -

‘-more confident in the correctness oi‘ their decisions than are lon self-

" eateen individuals, and. that they are more certain of their ability., o

¢ to exercise icontrol over- threatening situations. A similar type of

-\

. relationship between seli‘-—esteem and change has been reported by

Nisbett and Gordon (1967) They found that ahile hjfh versus lov .

seli‘w-esteam individuals uere signii‘icantly superior in the understanding

K oi‘ and the recall of a persuasive message, they were significantly less

apt to change their attitudes in compliance uith the message.

Examplea i‘rom the 1iterature on internal—external control and self—

Y

esteem led to the decision to obtain pre-measures i'rom all subjects

Qe
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cam .

' in a social influence paradigm would be clarified.

.- that, - the manipulations of relative competence and of threat wculd

2.

. R N “
. . . -

on ,Rotte:'"e (1966) Internal-External Control Scale an_d Janis and

. Field's (1959) Feelings df'Inadequacy Seale. - It fuas ‘haped:in °

doing this, that “the effects ‘that these iiSpositional characteristics

may have upon the perception of freedom and the perceptiou of threat

]

Fu.rther, aa the expressed purpoae of thie study was the investigation :
" of reactance in relation to the phenomenologies of.‘the eubjecte s an

. . attempt was made, vie the administration of an extensive poet—experi—

mental questionnaire, to detemine exactly how subjects wex‘e perceiving

specific features oi‘ the experimental Bituation. It was anticipated :

o

T affect the way in which the. eub;jecte would view their own and the

confederete's behavior. This in. t'urn ehould be reﬂected in the attri- . '

o butions t.hat subjects make conceming their own and the confederete's

)

ability, skill, aeneitivity... and in the amount- of eubjective free-

dom they would report experiencing.

Y f

.-Hypotheses Teeted - .' s S S R

Y B L R L]
The hypotheees being tested aret 1) thet perceiyed freedom will

be a i‘unction of an indindual'e ‘task-related felt competence 2) that

perceived threat will be a function of the task-related conpetence of "
the ini‘luence agent. Specifically, reactence is hypothesited to be a-

Joint function of the competence of the eubject and the competence of

'the confederate by virtue of their reletionship to «the conceptual

variables of perceived i‘reedom and perceived threat.

A
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‘ ;‘ Within the threat cond}tions, when the subject and the confederate -~ ’
2 ' LA

'1are both competent (high-high) the subject should perceive freedom e

. - and perceive threat to. that freedom, and thus "react" When the eub}ect

+ .word refers to. the competence of the subJect and the eecond word to

..is competent and . the confederate is not (high-low) ‘the subject ahould v
"/ perceive freedom, but not, threat and thus be unaffected by the attempted E {':._
_influence. When the subject 13 not competent and the confederate o
',is (low-high) the subject should not experience freedom althoééh he
‘may perceive.the intent of the confederate to’ influence_him, thus he *~
ehould‘be positively inflhencedkby.the content of the message. Finally;
in the 1ow-low condition, the subject ehould not experience freedon
"nor should he perceive the confederate's intent to influence him. Thue
a subject in this condition should not. experience the motivational
: aroutal that is indicative of reactance. '
The predicted effect of the third variable. threat, is straight-ﬁ
forward. Wi thout: threat (the no-threat, cOmpetence condit&ons) no | B | ~,‘ f?
; ‘reactance or positive compliance should occurwae the definition of o |

.

’ reactance is motiVational arousal in reeponae to a threat to a behavi-
»n

oral-freedom. B © o . :

Wl

T In the abbrevieted labels for the competence conditions the Tivet o

the competence of the confederate.

I
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Sub;]ecte Were tested individually with & confederete . They were
ini‘ormed that they were. going to be taking a test’ of eocial percep-' )

tiveneeef following a practice seseion( similer. types of items) During

’

| :the practice trials both the subject and the confederate were given

fe'lse evaluative feedback such that fou.r conditions of competence were

created (high subject ‘high confederate, high subject low confederate, B

' low subject high coni‘edegate, and low subject low confederate). , The
, confederate then attempted to influence the subjects' choice on the firat
' ~item ‘of the test for one: half of the subjects (threat g;roup) and for the

A}

other half she made . no attempt at comunicatioa’*’(no-threat group)
el R g :
Heaeures were ‘obtained on the eubjecta' exp,ectetione of euccee

choice and -confidence in. thei‘r choice .on the firat ﬂtest item, and

.finally of aubjects' ettributione of confidence and ebility to both

. the experimental eeeeions.

., themselves snd-'to the co_nfederate (designated experiment_el_ pertne_r)_.

'} .l..> ’-'.l". :

Design - . . | | ._ < - ,

D 'I‘he deeign was a 2x2x2 fectoriel with two levele of aubject compe-

tence (high-low), two levele of confederate competence (high-low) and
tuo leVele of tbreet (threet-no-threa t). A total oi‘ 80 eubjecte were
assigned randomly to each of the experimdntal eonditions such that .

there were 10 eub;]ecte per condition. .

PR
o

3. A female undergraduate etudent eerved as the confederate in a11 of

L

St Bt Wy



. . - . . EY
28.. . 3 R
. . . . . <
N - - e

'_Snb;]ecta L ST - L o ' '
’ : The subjects uere h2 male and 38 i‘emale undergraduate students from
.the Hemorial University Introductory Psychology classee.‘ All oi‘ the

' sub;jects ‘had been adminiatered the Feelinge of Inadequacy Sc/a_]{ (Janis

& Field 1959) and the ‘Internal-External Control Scale (Rotter 1966)

_ (refer to, Appendix A) appro:d.mately three to four weeke before the .
first experimental sessions as part of a general testing session. Snb-

.jecte were co\ntacted by telqphone for the experimental sesaions and asked

. to participate in a study of social perceptiveness and Jndgment for

which they would be paid $2 oo for about ho minutes of participation. o

Procedure . . ‘ -
The eub;]ects arrived individnally at the haboratory and Were met

.' by the experimenter. They were told that another eubject would be "

arriving ‘shortly and they wers aeked ‘to wait. Hhen the confederate

‘.errived ‘both were seated at a table with’ a screen between them . ob- - v

etructing their. view of each othar.

° e

The experimenter explained that the experiment was part of 8
research project desigped to inveetigate eocial perceptl.veneas (deecribed
‘a8 an important skill in everyday life) " The purpoee of this parti-
cular experiment was to detemine how eensitive peOple were by seeing
) if they conld predict how a pereon had answered a etatement after '

'they had seen hisror her answers to two similar ptatemente (for the

.

complete verbal instructions the reader is referred to Appendix B)

we
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1
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The subjects were then informed . that as the test uae probahly
different frcm anything they might heve previously done, they would both
be given 10 practice triale on very similar types of items {refer to.

. Appendix ¢ for both the practice and- the test i‘orma) and that ‘after

’ each of their answers they would be told if .they were right. or nrong v

on that question.  In ‘additionm, after the completion, of all 10 pracy-' '
tice queetione they. wo‘uld be informed oi their total 'score in "com-
parison to others who had previously completed the practice test.

The practice question number was announced and the subject and d@

J
the confederate were asked to indica te their answere to the questions

by holding up one of -two index cards, one labelled “true" and the. other

"i‘else", Success and failure feedback vas given via two paire of lights,

Tabslled right and wrong which were moupted on a table in front of the . -

subject’ ahd thé confederate; Although the subject aud the confederate
vere uhable to see .°.a.°h other'e responses, both’ pairs of ligbts could
be seen from-either side o'i‘ the'teble. The cOnfederate looked down

at the table ‘while the i‘eedbeck was Qelivered and consequently she wae
unaware of. tne relative competence condition to which the - sub;]ect had ’

" been assigned.

Sub ject and' coni"ederate high comp‘eteut.‘ One random - sequence i'or

the sub;)ect and a different one for the confederate were detemined
beforehand euch that both the subject and the coni‘ederate aneuered eight
of the 10 items correctly (the ectual sequences ‘of right and wrong

used for each oi‘ the 10 prectice items for eech of the conditions are :

:- -presented in Appendix C), *Upon their completion of the 10 prac,tice

4
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© -8/10 vas labelled RICELIENT

_'were ahown their total scores circled and labelled as above.

< = -

itema the sub;ject and. the confederate were sach preaented with both of

. their scores circled, and labelled with their names, "on a eheet of

) paper ¥ vwhich showed fictitious gercentile standings (Appendix C),

/Top 10%

Sub;;ect and confederate LOow competent. Responses for rou.r oi‘ the.

- 10 items were signalled correct and six incorrect for both the con-

federate and the swject, The subject' and the confederate were shown

. their total scores'circled.and labelled as sbove. l/10 was labelled,

NOT VERY. coon -~ Bottom. l5%, . . - °

Sub;jeot high and confederate low cogpetent. Reeponeee for eight

of the lO items were, signalled correct and two incorrect for the subject

while the responses for four of the 10 items were eignelled correct

_and six ﬁcorrect for. the confederete. The subject and, the confederate ’

- were shown their total scores ciroled and labelled as above.

Sub;Lct low and coni‘ederate hig_ con;petent. R08poneee for four

of the 10 iteme were signalled correct and 'six 1ncorrect -for the sub;}ect

‘while the reeponees for eight of the 10. items were signalled correct

and two incorrect for tng confederate. The subject and the confederate

-

Following the practice trlale an, attempt was made to detemlne

R & 4 the subject had understood the feedback The subject and the con~- -

federnte were each given a fom (Appendix D) that aeked them to list.

- ) ;the number of correct Judgments - they had nade and' the mmber of correct '

-

- judgments their experimental partner had made. ‘In addition, thay were :
/!
: asked to predict hou well they expected to do on the 10 teet :I.tene -

.

-

AT

STl S 4



cace . -

— T
o ~

" no i‘urther comment. ..j ) L L

. . L 3L

. . \ W
- and how well - they expected their partner to (;10. They then comnleted :
-a aecond page of the form which’ contained the five items from the
) Janis & Fleld’ Feelings of . Inadequacy Scale with, the ‘best test-retest
reliability as determined by Skolnick and Shaw (1970) e oo
© ‘The experimenter then distributed the test; forms (Appendix G) —aud
. asked the sub:jects to read the instructions. When the experimenter
‘had aacertained that there were no. difficulties in \mderstanding the
taak, she got up . and prepared to laave the room explaining that ag
there was no time limit set i‘or this test_, _she would like them to

eoneider each set of statements very carei‘ully. .

Th.reat condition. After the experimenter had left the roomt ‘the &

confederate appeared to consider the i‘irst item and then remarked ~

(in a very pointed fashion) "Oh thia is obvious 3 the ansuer to number
\ -

_one is definitely’ fruett, "She then continued to work at, the. tdst with

- S

C K
~ -

roa
-

confederate and the aub;ject worked at, the task. The confedsrate engagedr

in no converaation with the subject.‘ -

The experimenter observed the interaction between: the confederate A

and1 the subject through a one-way mirror. When the sgb;ject and the
coni‘ederate appeared to be- considering the final 1tem, sha returned with
a final queationnaire (Appenﬂix D) and the' subject payment slips. Both

' the subJect and the confederate were then asked to cotnplete the final

. 1' . . R .. - v \ ,

" bhe  Number 1 was: choaen asuthe inﬂuence item on the. baais Ff the reeults' -

of a pllot study. 'l‘hese results indicated that of the ten proposed test.
itema, number 1 was-ssen as definitely t:zue more than-any other was seen
as .either definitely true or definitely alde.’ Further, the subjects’
rating of confidence.in their choice wag gher for this item than for
any of 'the remaining nine Ltems (1-31 9-on“a ho-point scale)

i
l

N .
o H
R

No-Threat conditipn. Ai‘ter the experimenter had left the rood, ths .
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questionnaire which was designed to check the effectiveness of sll of S ( ‘
- the manipulations and to assess the sub;jects' perceptions of the _’ A S :

confederate's behsvior on" several dimensions (sbility, conﬁdence,
° A . ' - \. .

X intent to influence, similarity etc...). R

et Upon completion of -this questionnaire, the subjects were probed o
13 /9 ‘:
-for guspiciousness and thoroughly debriefed. In particulaz“, the-

subjects in the low-competence cohditidns were .eesured that their B N

o? v

performsnce Has not a reflection of their true social perceptiveness Sl L Lk

Cor sensitivity. Finally, sub,]ects were thanked for their participation-

Three different sets- of measures were obtained frOtn each sub;]ect.

L. 'l‘uo measures of individusl di,ffenence variables (Feelings of Inade- '
- quacy, Internalﬁi‘te:mel Control) Wers obtained ﬁ'om each sub;)ect prior

"~y ‘-‘
t @“' .t . e . . ) . KL
- ko the experimental sessions. - ‘~ S Coe T AR
¢ " ) N - . '

2,‘ The dependent variables of the subjectS' choice on the first test
. , " item (the influence iten) end af hia confidence in that choice (on e

ho-point rating scales) . : S - 7-_ - o .

. EE -]

< e 3. Sub;]ects responses to the final questionnaire. Among the questions

asked were those designed to check the effectiveness of the manipulations

.. R
’ : . . lad

.of sub;]ect competence, confederate competence and of threat. klso o

incLuded uere questions dea.ling with the eub;)ects' perceptions of 'his

LY

4

‘own behavior and ability and his perceptions of the ability end - '.

.. . s=ndpald $2,oo_.-_- o ST e L IR,
“Ia v 1 ‘: ' -
Heasures oo e ST R AN
e ————————— . » Y (} @ . R . - ]
.h {) - .
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< ta all -subjects at’ the end nf the experxmental sessions cnntalned a

. rated themselves hlgher in the hlgh-cnmpetence treatment cnndltlnnS'

: L . . R _ . ) r ’
" . reparting finding the task easier than subjects.in the-low-competence

a

Manlpulatlnn Lhecks S i e

The ZO-questlnn form (refer to- Append1x D) that was adm1n1stered

1

° -
re -

number nf items that hdd been spe01flcally designed tp check on the.
manipulations nf Subject'and ennfederete competence and on the ‘

manipulation of threat. . . ! R . L

Subject cngpetence ~In respnnse'tn the question (an the finil,

o

. questinnnaire) 'How Snc1a11y perceptlve dn you think’ ynu are?" Suﬁjects.l

~

P

+

’than when in the lnw. regardless nf the levef nf cnnfederate cnmpe-

tence ar nf threat (2xzx2 anaiysxs af vanance. =1o 596, :1 and u d.f.,.

p<- 003) . A secnnd quest1nn "How d11£icu1t d1d ynu 11nd the task?" alsna
dlfferentlated between the hlgh -and’ the. lnw-cnmpetence subJectJ (F—S d29
! o

1 and 72,d.1.. p<:025)zw1th subJects in the hlgh-Cnmpetence cnndlt}nns

conditinns. e - o co .

In&additinn subjects had been asked, 1mmed1ately fnllow1ng the practlce o

test. to 1ndxcate the number nf questlnns that they had, answered cnrrectly '

and the, number of questxnns that the Cnnfeaerate had andwered cnrrectly

All nf the subJects were able tn. accurately report the1r _scores and the

cqnfederate s scnres.

a
0

A secnnd Ppage of thxs fnrm cnntalned the five 1tems frnm the

.

': Feellngs nf Inadequacy bcale (Janls & F1e1d 1959) which “had the best e

test~- retest rellab111ty (as determined by Sknlnlck & Shaw, 1970).° SubJects

respnnses to theSe five 1tems were cnmpared with the1r= arller respnnses

o e Buate oo



LY
>

"ﬁperceptlve dn ynu think ynur partner ise"”, h1gher ratlngs.nf per-

+ competenc

[

. . ‘pulatiens nf subjegt and confederate competence and the manipulation -
B . . . " [ .

‘o

tn the -same items in the prellmlnary testlng se551nn. The pnssibility~-
that the man1pu1at1nns nf cnmpetence mxght have affected subJects
: ]

‘self-esteem ‘was 1nvestxgated by means nf a £x2x2 (repeated measure)

&

analysis nf variance (Hiner. 1974. p 559 367). Althnugh there was

an. nverall .tendency’ for subJects tn SCore h1gh@r on the seCnnd testlng

(F=7 46 1 and’ 6 d., Lo p< Ol)._the cnmpetence manlpulatlnns prnduced

. b

.nn slgnlflcawt ‘main. effects. T 1nteract1nns.

Lomfederate~0nmpetence. ‘In respnnse ‘tn the quest1nn "How snc1a11y
l

/

'l‘peptlyeness were QPtalned fram sngects ‘in the high-cnnfederate-.

e

conditians than'frnm'thnse in ‘the 1nw1cnnjederate;Cnmpetence

conditin S'(lel 883, 1 and. T2 d f.. p( 001) Subjects alsn thnught that-
ederate found the task easier when she was hlgh in cnmpetence than :

when she was not (F=4. 099 1 and 74 d. f,. ( 05) ' o o o

O

) Threat. tblnally. in respnnse tn the quest1nn " Dn ynu th1nk

that your partner was delxberately try1ng.tn‘1nf1uence your chnlcesf"'

3 p

subJects thnught that their partner was trylng tnolnfluence them mnre in

‘ the threat analtlnns than in the.nn-threat enndltlnns (F:27;436 1 and 74

d;ﬂ,.-p(.UOOl). No significant results were.nbtaineddfrnm an ana1y51s nf 'f

. . . . * ! N e i 4 .
variance on subjects' responses tn.the question "Dn ynu think that.your -

- @

Partner was. trying to help youe", - - o . - '=

The nwerall results from these analyses indicate that the mani-
« " ‘ . B o .

£y

nfothreat were successful, Ditferential success and failure feedback

although nnt affecting subjects' basic self-egteem_dnes seem tp

- .
. \

5. Threat was not xncluded as'a factnr_as this check was made prinr
tn the 1ﬂtrnduct1nn nf the threat manlpulatxnn. :

mag, @ T
[l
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. : N . Cte T S 0
have induced high and. Low feelings n{ cnmpetence at ‘the chosen taska»

1

Wxth regards tn the manlpulatlnn nf threat the fnrceful statement

cof a preference by the’ cnnfederate appears to have tonveyed' her de-

K
’

" finite intent tn'lnfluence.

o
] -, K N

Reactance Variablés - = - - . e : -y

oIt was expected that a reactance response (that is movement away
from the directinn‘nf'attdnpted influence) wnuld be a functinn nf

bnth subJect and contederate cnmpetence. The subJects chnice'nn quéstinn

Ris

1 nf the test (the 1nf1uence item) was used as the prlnclple 1ndex of the
v

L manliestatinn of reactanue._ In add1t1nn to 1nd1cat1ng thelr choice nf

) the correct ‘an swer. to:questxnn 1 nf the test subJects ‘alsn had been asked

tn 1ndlcate thelr Cnnfldencc in thclr chn1ce (bnth of these on 40-pn1nt'

rat1ng scales) 'j . o ',: N

Lhnlce ‘nn_questinn 1. A 2x2x2'ane1ysis nf variance (Balannva 5, 1968)

'nas cnmputed The summary table fnr thls analysxs is reprnduced in. Table 1.
The nnly result tn emerge frnm thlS analysis was a margxnally SIgnxficant
‘ threeﬂvay 1nteract1nn (F‘z 583 1. and 7& d. fo0] .10 ).

Nn spec111c predlct1nns were made cnncernlng subjects" chnice on

o

questxon 1 1n the no- threat cnnditlnns as ‘the def1n1t1nn nf reactance

. 1s mnt1vat1nna1 arnusal in respnnse to a threat tn a behaV1nral freednm.

a

An 1nternal analy51s uncnvered nn sxgn1f1cant d1fferences between means

(the-cell means are. reproduced 1n Table Za) For cnmparat1ve purpnses.,'

“

each of the fnur nn-threat-competence condltlnns was treated as a cnntrnl

fnr each ni the fnur threat~cnmpetence cnndxtlnns.
< . .

[
hY

x All of the exact prnbab111ty levels repnrted herein were computed with
the aid nf the computer . subrnutlne outlinédd in D.J. Veldman, Fortran
Prqgrammlng for the’ Behavmnral Sciences, New ank. Holt. Rhinehart and
Wlnstnn. 1961\_p 1&9-131. ' . .
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T Snurce
Between
Subject Competence

“Confederate
Competence

Threat

Subject Competence
"X

- ~
Veyrees of
Freedom

~

' Confederate Cnﬁpeténcp—l

Subject Competence :

X
Threat

_Confederate Competence

X T
Threat

. Subjéct Competence-
: < c

fCanEderate_Comgetence:

. . X
Threat

Within

Error

o

T2
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o
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TABLE 2(a)

Mean chnice nn test question 1’
In eight.experimental canditinns

oL ST " TIKEAT GROUPS -
Tt L S : . .
“' , k i o 'Iilgh Lnnfederate anpetent_, an Lnnfederate anpetent.
High Subject Copeterit - . 11.48 . IR O
Low Sybjeqt'Cnmpetent . R 7.1 S 9.0
. : - /.- ? . -’ A . . . .
' ' ‘.No-'nmEAT GRWPS
S : : e H1gh Confederate anpeteht;l Low. Lnnfederate Cnmpetent'
. High ‘Subject Competent . 6.5 - L 8.1 :
- Low Subject Competent ’ . ‘ 9.5 R . '.,..?.9
' ' 't ' L ’
o ! e

- TABLE _Z(b)

Mean cnnfidence ratxngs on test questlnn 1
K ol '1n eight experimental . Cnndxtxnns

THREAT GROUPS
- ' ~ High Cnnfedergte Cnmpetent Low Cnnfederate Cnmpetent
High Subject Competent 31.9 27.0
I,rw Subject Cnmpetent 29, 9 o .. 306
'NO-THHEAT GHOUPS

High,Contfederate Lompetent Low Lnnfederate Cnmpetent

High Subject Lompetent =~ . 31.5. - . 29.9
Low Subject Cnmpetent : . - 25‘4 RN ‘ B 1 .27.3 .
o .
ST f
. .. N A .

3. The hlgher the scn;e the further the mean scnres are frnm the p01nt
’ advncated by/mhe 1nf1uence message. :

b e highcr.the mean the higher'the rated confidenée in chnidg;-"

. . (U
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I " When .the.appropriate CnmparisnnS werebmade. it was found thaf .
. 9 o v
' subJects in the hxgh-hxgh cnnd1t1nns differed sxgnxfxcantly in thexr chnxce
rd 6

'+ . nn.the 1n11uence 1tem (t—l 82, 18 d. f.. p.¢.05), with the respnnses
oo ,
nf the subJects in the high- hlgh threat condition be1ng fhrther away ’

on the scale. frnm the p01nt advocated by the 1nf1uence message. . A 11
af the,nther Cnmparxsnns“betweeﬁ'the.threat and the'nn-threa; con-

d1txons were non significant.

t <

Within threat, an 1nspectinn of the cell mEans reveals that '

T tendency tnwards reactance 1s\strnngest in the high-high cnnditinn,

The results of the cnmparxsnns between means substantxates th1s. .

a

n1gh-cnmpetenCe subjects showed Snmewhat mnre reactanCe when the cnn—
)
rederate was hlgh (hlgh high condition) than when she was lnw (h1gh-

lnw “conditinn), r-l - 4d, 18 d f.. p<. 10

K

Confidence rat1ngﬁpn questlnn'lu The sane prncedure was .
. , ‘

fnllnwed in the ana1y51s nf the cnnfxdence ratlngs. A 2x2x2 analysxs

o
»

"af variance (Balanova 5, 1968) was cnmputed Thxs ylelded a S1gn1f1cant
subJect cnmpetence bx threat interaction (F“J 948. 1 and 7& d.f., p< 05)
1 and a subject ‘competence by cnnfederate cnmpetence 1nternct1nn (F‘d 621, & .g
1 and 72 d.f., p=.10). : The cell means are pre;ented in Table'z (b),
| An inepection nf the table of means reveils that withie'the
threat cnnd1t1nns. conf1dence is hlghest 1n the h1gh hxgh and the lnw; :
. 'lnw-cnmpctence cnndltlnns. An internal ana)ysxs nf means thﬁln the threat
A'cnnditinns jndicates a tendency for shbjecis;‘edgfipeﬁce jn their chaice e

to be higher in the high-high cnndition ‘and the ldwflp@ cnﬁditinn

- a--~—"-] kv=l.60,'18 Haf.. p<.10 far hithhigh:versus'ﬁigﬁ-lnw;‘and t=1.25..18~d.f.L !
' T - ’."” : . \ R

. -~ . N e

¢ ‘ 6. \ll values nf t are. nne-talled unless ntherw15e,stated due tn
the directinnality nf the predxctinns.

A\Y

A
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fp(llz,fdr low-low versus high-l&w).

Within-the ﬁn-thfeat cnnditinné,'subjects' degree nf confidence
P

in the aacuracy nf thelr chnlce parallels the Cnmpetence manlpulatln&b

!
;When cnmparlsnns were’ made, it was fnund that subJects were more cnnfldent

\

1n the hlgh-hlgh and the- high- lnw conditions (for hlgh hlghQVersus'
. law=high, t—2ﬂ55. 18 d.f.. p<.01 andh\versns lnw-lnw. t=1.69,. 18 d.f.,
pk.lo{ far higﬁ-lnw véfsus lnwllnw. 1=1.63.:18 d.f.. p (.10).

Between the threat and the na- threat cnnd1t1nns, subjects in the.

1nw-h1gh cnndltion rated thelr cnnfldence in’ thelr chnice 51gn1£1cantly

“hlgher than dld thelr Cnunterparts in the nn-tHreat cnndltlnn (t—l 12,
18 d I.. p<'05) thls tendency was also true nf the subJects in the

lnw Inw cnndltlnns (t——l 18, 18 d.f., p<.14d).

¢ -

I'Iﬁdividual pifference Variables - _\';i/ o o

Iﬁ the problem statement.-it wés hyﬁntheﬁized'that'iﬁternall'

-external Cnntrnl and self-esteem might be related to (a) the perceptxnn

. of freednm nf chnxce and (b) the- perceptxnn nf ‘threat.; Tn 1nvest1gatq
this p9551b111tx. the~re5pnnse$ tn the qyestxnnnalte_x ems.*9.( sﬁtjects:
seltffepﬁtteﬁ feeiinglnf freédnm) and 17 ksubjeéts,rateq_influence) were.
thﬁseh as sthe dépehdént méasufes.' Multipfé regressign‘équatiﬂhé were -
'generated with these th questlnnSﬂas the dependent varlables and w1th
_subJects scores on the twn 1nd1V1dual d1fference varlables and subject
and Cnnfederate cnmpetence (cnded fnr ef;‘ecti7 as tﬁe predictnr varlables.
'anr the purpnse .nf this analysxs. sub;ects were d1videh into - the threat,

““and the nn—threat groups. . .

7. The main-effects -and ,the 1nteract1nns were cnded’ by‘effect ac-
-cnrdlng to Kerllnger and Pedhazur: (1976. p.121- L25) L R

N . T




'Further Analyses

EFor the Qn-threat group, ne1ther of these equatlnns accnunted for

a 51gn1f1cant prnpnrtlnn nf ‘the Varlance 1n subJects respnnses e1ther

to questinnnalre‘ltem 9 nr.tn quest1 nnaire item-17, Further, nane

t

' nf‘the predictnf Qaiiables alrne w significant contributers tn the

tntal varlance.'

!
bnr the threat grnup hnwever, the full mndel equatlnn for the

R

dependent varlable, qﬂestlnnnalre 1tem 9 was 51gn1f1cant (P~3 156 4 and

1

-

inspectinn. it'is apparent that-the variable nf internal-external'

S35 d.f., p<.05), and accounted for 26.5ﬁ nf the total varlance, On close

cnntrnl ~is accnuntxng for . hali nf thls varlatlnn (13%) and is. signlficant

as_a sxngle pred1ctnr’(F=l0.04J 1 and 35 d. f., p<'005) while none of

-y l

the nther var1ab1es entered were. The beta welght fnr this variable

1nd1cates that the mnre 1nternally controlled subJects felt less free

-— ' N

< than the more externally ‘contrnlled subJects. L g

The full mndel equatlon fnr the dependent varlable. questlnnnalre

item 17, was nan 51gn1ficant (F‘l 694, 4 and 35 d f.. .45>p>'10) but _the

varxuble whlch cnnsxsted of the subJects scores on'the- FEellngs nf ‘

\
o

Inadequacy bcale apprnached s1gnif1cance as an- 1ndividual predlctnr (F‘d 458

the hlgher the subJects were 1n self—esteem the more they percexved

. threat (i.e., 'the mare they felt that the cnnfederate was dellberately

trying tn -influence them). - S f' .

. < 1
- v ’
.‘l

[

Respnnses on the_pnst-experxmental quest1nnnaxre. In additinn

’

Yo

1 and 35 d.f., 10>p> 05) accnuntlng for 5% of the tntal variation attrl-

.butable tn that questxnn. The beta welght of thls varlable 1ndlcates that

1S SRR
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to the questions that had been designed as ﬁahipulatinns checks, a
number nf nther questions y1e1ded s1gn1flcant F ratins (w1th 1 and 72 d. f )‘

: when subJects responses were analyzed (2x2x2 analy51s n{ variance, Balannva 5

1968) Results frnm'these analyses are presented in Tables da, b, c -
__,_,,__’—-’__’—““—-‘_.———."_—_
bubJects appear to have been strnngly influenced nat only by the '
—

manipulatinns nf competence but by the manlpulatlnn of threat.’ yuestinns

which dealt with subject cnnfidence. confederate confidence and skill,

',subJect and Cnnfe¢erate sensitivity tn nthers. “and task difficulty all

6

yielded responses cnnsxstent w1th the manlpulat1nns nf competence.

The threat manlpulatlnn ‘ton appears tn-have‘affected'subJects ; ' _ R R

respnnses tn these questionnalre‘ltems. Subjects. wheh they had'been

,expnsed to an’ 1nf1uence attempt. expressed mnre cnnfldence in their |

judgments. (F=3.681, 1 and 72 d.f., p=.05);. felt that the task'was‘mnre
'impertant (F=4.136{ 1 and 72‘d.f.._p(.05); felt ‘that- they had trled harder _l R
tn dn well (Fﬁs ilB 1 and 72 d-f;.'p; 07); and, felt, when’ the cnnfederate
was ‘as cnmpetent as they were. that they were mnre sens1t1ve to the feellngs
. nf nthers (F=2. 694 1 and 72 d.f., .10). T ' \ SR

: bubJects percept1nns nf the Cnnfederate were apparently strnngly

ilnfluenced by bnth the1r cnmpetence in relatlnn tn nne annther and by
-

P

threat It was found that the cnnfederate was attrlbuted with

. b /
more Cnndeence nnt nnly when she was hlghly cnmpetent (F=13.082, 1_and.— Y ;

2 4.1, p(.OOl) but alsn when she had made an attempt to influence the

subjéctsﬁ choice (F=7.602'-1 and 72 d.f.f:p(.Ol).l Additiénally the

.confederate repnrtedly fnund the task eaSIer when she was more cnmpetent

. . ]

than the subJects were (F's 4. 099 1 and_72 d.f., p<'05) and when she
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1. "How Sensitive do you think you
- are to other's feelings?" :

2. "How eoeially perceptive do you
think you are?" _ |

: 3.'"How confident do you feel.
. about your ehoices on the test

items?"

k. "wa difficult dld you find L

the task?"

.5. fHow" mich do you feel that =
:,doing well depends upon luck?" .

. 6. "How important to you ‘was the

Teet?”

7. "How hard .did you try to do
well?" - e

8. "How clear did you ‘find the

'matorial used?"

‘9. “How free .did you feel to make
' the choices that you did on the
. Teat?"

. 8

) a
.A ‘
2.21
U e
10.60 © .3k
'*#*&
16.93 .89
5.33° .23
R TS )
7.46 © L.02
1.2l 05
07 i99
.0l .16
:2-62 ’: 063

1

L. 599

.03

;bl'

A Suhject competence, B = COnfederate competence, R Threat. .

-’-)Hi-p W09 .
a4 p ,01 380t p ,O0L

.1.92 .

. .[ N
‘\‘ o \ g
: SR
AXC BxC . . AxBxC
BN "
S L \ ‘
2.69 .17 . ;ze
w16 -a1.2
Sl .02
.05 ,1.05
59 1.07
67 1.33° .52
0L 1.2l .01
".03 Ol .62
.02 01 .98
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'.{'othink your partner is?® ~ 7 VR

J 7 18, "How. hard do you - think your © [ <. .22 f' 8567 .0
e {partner tried to do well?" ICIF R S

' 'your partner 1s2?

-, 17.. “Do you think that your partner - 1.9k 31;26.2 7.1
" was.deliberately trying to 1nf1uence S e T

P - . . ¢ . .- . - . .‘, . '_ * .
Questiops:ﬁhiph ‘dealt with subjece'pe;cepﬁipnelof donfederate(peféohal opinions)” -
- L. - . . , . Y ~V. - v . ._‘~‘ N : . .“. :"‘._ . .. -.
R WY« A B i€ . .mB L omC . BxC

o e T % e T Ty

A

partner is to ‘other's feelings?" R N G
. S | e AN
1h. "How socially perceptive do you C.o.Th 0 11788 -0l

. i I .é*g" .
16.° “HbH Bkillful dO you think " : 3.18 10.55 1.06

.

your choices?" .
. - o

‘1. "Do yoir think that ‘your parmer R & TN SR R
ues trying to help you?" : o RS

K R "

PR

o 13, "How sensitive do you think your i 2,70  2.70- [ 1.17 -. 5.16 - fOl-.;,.lo
-0l . 1:59- .
.03, .1.83

0987 U932

: 19 ‘WHow similar do you.think that - .0L  .M3+ .1k 12,1 | Ik S 1.66
ﬂ'you and your partner are?"" L e .- o

~" 20. .MIf you got £ know your partner , +15 210 . .31 3,32 L.56 0 L.hh
~.-better, do you think it likely that. - A L U
_ you could become good friemds?". - . . . ) S ; l; .

——
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nn-threat cehditinns and less skillful when ‘she was law in competence. in
e . - ' .

\thezthreat rather than in the no-threat cnnditinns (F=4.92._1‘ahd 72 d.f,, p<.05). - ‘,,G

AN

Cnrrelatxnnal ana;yses. +An attempt. was made, Ly assessing the

3

' 1ntexrelat1nnsh1p nf all the reSpnnses nbtalned frnm the subJects (bnth A

'ﬁubefnre, durxng. and after the experlmental sessinns) tn further clar1fy

thé effects nf the Cnmpetence and of* the threat manlpulatlons. Multiple .

_Cnrrelatlnn matrlces were cnmphted with all 80 subJects cnmb1ned and
‘thén with th ubjects d1v1ded 1ntn ‘the threat and the nn-threat grnups.

‘ This d1v151nn was made as the varlable nI threat seemed tn present o "

a lnglcal and thenretlcally relevant means nf d;stxngu1sh1ng amnngst the -

. e,
t

. subjects., : ‘
.When ‘the respnnses nf all 80 'subjects wefe cnnsidefed ‘8 sign1f1cant
cnrrelatlnn was nbtalned for subJects chn1ce nn questlnn 1 and subJects

. Y 4 .
" rated enn11dence fnr.quest1nn logr;-.dl9h 7§-d.f.. the~1qwer thehchnlce,

the more cdnfident the éubjecté were, pk.or).' Thi%-is changed hnWeﬁer when '

the subJects are divided 1ntn the threat and the nn-threat gtnups. The -

LI

relatlnnshlp nf rated canfldence nn questlnn -1 and chnxce nn quest1nn 1 1s

's1gn1f1cant nnlx for the nniihreat subJects (r-- 506 J8 d f.. p< 002)

4

and. the dlfference between the nbtalned cnrrelatxnn frnm the nn-threat and

.

the threat subJects is 51gn;f10ant (z=2.09, p(.OL). _Thls meansh&hat-fnr
. Ahe, nn-threat subjects a low chnice on the influence ipem:was‘ﬁnsitiﬁeiy'

related tn a hlgh rat1ng nf CnnfldenCe in chaice, and'the‘reyerse'ﬁas .

true fnr the threat subJects.z

. y ) . N ) * ' Lo h . r . .',,.
attempted influence (F=3.355, 1 and 72 d.f., p=.07). OShe wasialsn thought

tn_be finre skillful Qhen.she was high in‘cnmpetence under'tn;eet than under

we- A
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The nther twn items that cnrrelated’ 51gnif1cant4y with® sdeects °
chnice nn questinn 1 when all nf ‘the subJects-were-eﬁnsidered were: <.

1) :subjects' sensitivity (the Lawer the chnibe. the mnre senSitive

o

the subJects repnrted feeling, r=-, 299 78 d. f p<- 01) ~and 2) the'CnnJ o

- v ..

«

federate s attributed di{ficnlty at the task (thé lower the chnice the less

caqe <

’ .
diIf&cult ;HF cnnfederate was thnught tn have fnund-the task =233, 18 d.fz..~

e ]

e p<.09). When the subJects were diVided 1ntn the threat and the fin=
cee L. s < ole . °
.- threat groups, it was fnund that repnrted sen51t1v1ty to others and’

t

attributed cnnfederate difficulty at the task were significantly cwrrelated

' (‘

‘with subJects chnice nn the influence item only:fnr the threat subJects, .

s »ay, o

pea,

.M the- basis nf the differential pattern nf relatinnships which o j .

I o
S a

) o was nbserved 1n the Cnrrelating matrices fnr the threat and the nn— . $59
’threat subJects. a number nf specific questinns were fnrmulated and o,
' \ 2
tested by - means nf a discriminant analySis and a multiple regresSinn . f‘;

i 'S N

" analysis (bnth frnm Statistical Pack;ges for the SnCial bciences. 1970) j

no 2.

«c

° .

‘The firse Questinn fnrmulated was whether or not it wnuld be A

2 9

pns51%1e tn describe a discriminant functinn\that wnuld maximize the
[+

e
c

distiqctinns between the threat and°the non- threat grnups based nn all

o

aVaiLable suBJect respnnses. A discriminant ana1y31s (Nie Hull Jenkins

v D ]

!
\ bteinbrenner a Bent 1970) was cnmputed and the variables cnnsisted nf

i « o o

all of the subJects respnnses tn the varied mgasures. and alsn the

a

)

manipulated Variables (caded fnr effect) nf subject and cnnfederate
. " LR ., ,: ! N

L ( T cnmpetence. N . R . Coee >

Q 1Y '

o * ) ’ Q o

After all nf the. variables had been entered in the nrder nf their _‘_'g..

e “ .
0 0 N . 4
.

1
o

iy
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¥
i
b
4
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(AN Baapy = Y
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'impnrtance as ﬂiscrimina‘tnr§ between' the threat and the nn—"threat e

a e at . -

; grnupsg there was-a lxst nf six var1ab1es— that s1gn1f1cant1y d1scr1m1nated

amnng the th g‘rnups and whxch accounted- for, 404 of ‘the tntal variance. o

. _The I ratm fnr this equatlnn was highly 51gn‘1f..1cant (F=8.09, 6 and 73 d.f. . R
‘p< ‘001) The six variables were respnnses to questinnnalre item 17 ' '

e

(the lnfluenqe check). questxnnnaxre item 6" (1mpnrtance nf the task to o 3

. t~he.o subJects), questmnnaue l,tem Jd (subJects n;Ié_rall level of c—nnfxdence_). o s

. L4 . s > ' .y . uhe
_que'stinnnaire item"“{ ('h‘nw': hardo the -subjects tried tn dn well), questinn; ' ) :
Ct nalre Jtem 13, (hnw sen51t1ve the cnnfederate was thnught tn be). and \. ‘_ . . s
questmnnalre 1t.em 11- (hnw dxffic,ult the cnnfederate was thnught tn haVe - ‘ - .

° .. a uB

fnynd the task). The Cnef£1c1ents 4n the dlscrxmmant functmn ‘indicate
: . v . )

. .that the questlnnnaire items which differentlated subJects nn the basrs

o - - -

nf threat by sxmple analyses nf variance Were very gnnd predrctnrs nf

- . e >
. <

grnup membershxp Y ST

b _'%“ . ' . . o ’ ' ;

[24

.5 + . These- results indxcate that membershlp in the group designated . Sl O

<
- 5 ] . ]

0

"threat" versus that desrgnated "nn-threat" can be prcedlct,ed by exa-
5 :

e p—

mining the respnnses nf the subjects-tn- these six questlnnnalre items. Y/ d

i A R N s 0

burther grnup membershlp may be exphcated by “the knnwledge tha‘t. s '

° for threat . scm*es are lllgh an the 1nf1uence item and on all of e : ., e

°the other’ Cllscrxnuna'nt 1tegns with the exceptmn nf-item 13, here !/ ' s 'i’

_scdres, ar’é;lnu‘i (lew sensitivity tn nthers is attributed:to the con- .
e o T T : N : ,

federate)

"o 'The secnnd questoxnn fnrmulated was whether n‘r not chnice an the

- 3 ° L3 . P
- - - e .

1nf1uence 1tem was strnngly re‘lated tn any nf the nther measures r
nbtalned frnm the subjec.ts. Tn answer this quesunn a stepwr\/ -

a .
.‘~.,, a .

v . . ‘_. . . ,

8. This lS determined by chnnsmg the variable with- (&) the highest F
.ratin, (b). which when partlalled has the hrghest multlple r'.with the

... . group$ and (c) which gives the greatest decrease. in the ratin of within ) ,

tn tntai varlance. ’ i : ) R\

. 3 a o . € , e -
. B .
° . . ., L .
[N ] M O o . . R . . .o .
. : e ' L] ' ' . .
* : . . . . o .
. . .. . .
v o s . € o o ) - .
: . Diie N . . . L. * N . .
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mﬁlf_iple regression was cnmputed (Nie et °a'1.. 1970) for the threat and

B b, ‘ .
" the na-threat grAups $eparately. With chnice nn. the influence item as

the dependent :v‘ar'iable. a criteri'nn' nf the seven best predict'nrs was \
sgeclhed from the entire variable 11st (all respnnses nf the subjects tn
the quest.lnnnalre items, thelr rated cnnfldence. pre-measures ‘and the
manlpulated varlables cnded for eiiect) The'abbrewated results. are -
presented in Table 4. | " |
4 Fox threat Suchcts. the full mndel equatmn was 51gn1f1cant (l"zl 28
. T and 32 d.f;, p< 005) and accounted fnr 48% nf the varlance. 'Ihe 519- .
. b

n1f1cance nf the individual beta welghts 1nd1cates that f1ve nf these

»

_ mdependent Varlablcs were gnnd predlctnrs nf chnice nn the 1n1‘1uence ltem. '

- A B N

These were in nr(ler nf their 1mpnrtance H quest.mnnalre item 1. (sub=<
.

_]ects sensxt.lvu.y. =T7. 58 1 and 32 d. f., p< OL), questmnna.\re ltem

" 11 (cnnfederate 5 dlffu:ulty with the, task b—4 61, 1 and .52 d.f., p< 05)

"

sub;ccts _scores on the Lnternal-external contranl dxmensmn (F‘S 96

1 and 32, d. ., p< 025) the interaction variable nf subject and cnnfederate

cnmpetence (F=4, 17 1 and' 32 d.f., p< 045) 'and-quest1nnna1re item 1{3,'."
"(cnnfederat.e S t,rylng tn. help. F‘S 01. 1 and, 32 d, f.. p<. 05) 'me B
.‘dxrectmn ni‘ the sxgns 1ndlcates that a high chn1ce on test jtem 1 (1 e..
'"chnxce away frnm the dlrecunn af mf].uence) was signlﬁcantly related tn

'subJecLs reports nf feelmgs n{ low sensxtxvxty tn nthers. the’ qnn-

A °

federate havmg d1ff1culty with the task; tn manipulate'd cpmpetence (cn‘n-i‘.

0

ditinn nf subJect and cnnfederate bnth hlgh and bnth lnw)' ) 'a_nd." to ‘high - .

' feelings nf internal contral,

For nn-threat subjects, the tn;'al equatgnh accounted fox' 41 %\nf

L

9. Tth is determmed by the pgrcenrage nf the tntal variance
attrxbut.able to the mﬁuence of that variable alone. "

- v N
.
L . . . } - .
. .

N

%
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Stepwise Regression S.u:mmary 'I;ab];e ‘

L

o _ Dependc;nf Véf_iable. i« Choice. On'-Ihfli_'lence ‘I\tehm

.'

-' o .Variables In . . : .,'. e .. Multiple R
. . Questionnaire item 1 ' : 36813’
| .Qnest'.ionnaire Lten 11, - . o j.h.953'.
_ Internal-external cont.rol P .5800 )

Sub:] Competence x conf Competence .6]21;2 '
_.'Questionnaire iten 18 . e 6512 Lo

[

H

‘I&pbqhenp Variable...Choica On Ipfldgnce"rteé '

) !
' .

"Variables In e o Hultiple R

s conﬁdence rating T : h962 .
. '-Questionnaire item h o 5590
R .Qlestionnaire item 1 - s ‘-;59’43- .

.,1'

N

.

. 'Nota . "The’ t.ablea .are abbreviated from ‘the
oo and- only- the significant predictors from the full model are

h ipcluded.

o .‘..-:'m!h ) Nz,; 5%&% *Lrﬁk'

. o PO
[ LS IR 123 L

: R Square
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' .'21;53

3365

3172
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' R Square
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’ -.383§
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-.3217
L2816

. 3206

“BetaA

'~.5780
320l
~.3191 .
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the variance assnciated-with chnice an test item 1 and was significant

(F=3.15, 7 and 32 d.f., p<.025). The individually sig-nifi'cant pr-e.dictnrs

were confidence in éhdiée for questinon 1 (Fb12 67, 1 and 34 d. f.. p< 005).;

:qﬁes;jﬁnﬁaire'ilem 4 (subjecﬁ'sg;flrated d1ffxcu1ty at the task, I=3. 76

i and 32 d.{., p<;10). and quéstinnnaife 1tem 1 (subJect self—rated

sensﬁt}vityitn‘nthefs. F=3.23, l_aﬂd 32 d.f., p<.10). . The beta.weights

' :iﬁdicate that a high chnice;nn'questinﬁ 1 was.rela;ed tn thé subjects’
'réting'Cnﬁfidence in.their'chnice low, tn the.sﬁbjects fepnrting having"

-

had dlffxculty with the task and ta the subjects repnrt1ng 1nw feellngs

nf sensxt1v1ty tn. others.

A B AT P & AN S Wi







: 1t had been predioted that threat uould arouse reactance in highly

in competence, it had been predicted that threet uould not arouse |

threat (1ow to high) within their subject—high-competent conditions .
‘=‘.and tha.t’ these tendencies were completely attenuated in their subject-

. low-competent conditions. The data from the cells of ‘the preaent : ; -:_ i

b,

\

Results from an analysis of sub,jects' responses to the influence

item were 1n the predicted direction, A marginally 51gnif1cant

R interaction (p=.10) was observed betueen the variables of subject

competence, of confederate competence, and of threat. Specifically s

‘_competent sub;jects when the confederate was .also highly COmpetent

'but have no effect when ehe was nots When the aub,jecte were low

:reactance. This is’ essentially what’ wes found elthough subjects'

responses in the lou-low condition tended in a negative direction.

It will be recalled that ‘Wicklund and Brehm (1968) reperted - - - . .r

evidence which suggested that eubjects’ tendencies to act conversely : 2

N in reSponse to threat increaqu as ‘a i‘unotion of the level o:‘ s '

Sk e e

.study which are 1dentica1 o those of Wick‘lund and Brehm (i e the

: high-high, and the. low-high-threat conditions) support this finding., '

It was hypothesized that subjects must perceive both freedbm

‘and threat (in that order) ii‘ reactance is to be aroused by a

;@suasive communication. If the competence of the: subject it!/l e

s poeitively related to his experience of freedom and the competence
of the source is positively- related to’the subjects penception '

' of threat, it would follow that the high-high-threat condition ehoru1d



55
. be tl,le;only condition where reactance is aroused, as{it is the only
.cdn'di.tion where both freedom. and threat will be perceived by the
'subjentg.“ In the .prenent study, it was“onlsf in the |high-high-
c.compet.enc'e condition that a significant reactanc'e: rdsponse was

.found; .

'

Wicklund (197h) advances an explanation for the effect that
the level oi‘ botb subject competence and confederat comnetence
should have on reac\',ance for the specific si tuation! whare .the .
"inﬂuencer" is 1ess competent than the "influencee" He has - w " Co
suggested that personal experlence teaches us the futility of paying -
'.."attention to incompetents and that therefore a measage from an - |
-incompetent source is apt to be completely disregarded 'I.‘his explanation
is supported by the present findings in so -far as the responees of the
subjects in’ the high-low condi tion are‘qoncei'ned.. What W‘icklund ,
has ‘suggestdd, is that-when one isAcompe.tent oneself, a measage
, from an ihcompetent source will not be perceived as a threat- and S
' ,hence no. motivational arousal will gceur. . T ' .'.. ‘

This lina of rea;oning can bo extendad to'account for the re- L T
sponses of the subjects who were in the low-high condition. _ Here,
since ‘the sub;jec_t isn't competent, he cnnnot experience de_cisi_qna'l.,
s ,free.dom (i.e., the freedom to reject nn influéncé attémpt and to .

A

make his own choicea) and cannot ignore ‘the informationa'[ content
l\
-of tho highly competant confederate!s mossage. It i‘ollous ’ -then,

_ that the subject should be positivaly influenced by the mesaage. k

\

' This is what waa found here.

et
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Although not signlficantly, subjects' responses on the- influence

" item showed a trend towards a "reactance reaponse” in the low—:tou-"‘
competence,ccnditidn.' If "absolute!" competence at a task (as defined

by the level of éucceé_s_ " feedback ) defines a person's subjective

experience of" freedom, then no tendency’ towards reactance woulgi have '

occurréd in this condition as the subject'would not have been ex-

’ periencing a. freedom that. could conceivably he threatened. As

this does not appear to have been ‘the case-—(at least in so i‘ar as the K

i

present paradign ia concerned) one may infer that subjects' feelings

* " of competence towqrd the taslc Hithm the threat conditions may

. !
"have been a function not only of their own level of success feedback

. but of the lavel of succees feedback of the confederate as aell. »

| W.cklund (19711) has defined subjective competence as the reeling
.that one possesses the potential to alter one's. present situation.
If this is the caae, then perhaps the confeﬁerate'a behavior in the

1ow-low-th.reat condition alerted - these subjects to their own equal

potential. Harvey and Johnston (1973) and Harvey and Harris (1975) , ‘

in a series of experimenta s have found that aubjects wlll perceive
.cho:.ce in taking an action or in making a dacision to the extent -
that an alternative action is perceived to exist. Similarly,

X 'within the body: of reactance literature, Jones (1971) and Jones

X 'and Brehm (1971) have reported succesafully being able to manipulate o

. :"the subjective experience of - freedom" of subject.s through the use ..
of choice, no-choice instructions, and alsg by alerting subjects .

tc the fact that there were: tﬁo sides to an argumont.

Sa T i e
LI SRS E L
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Given ?Wicklundis -definition -of competence and the. reports cited

above, it becones plausible ‘that the behavior of 'tne eqj.lally com-

- petent confedez‘ate in the &bw-low condition reduced the impact that

the .failure feedback. was expected to have on the subjects' "subjective

experience of freedom" Although subjects in this condition (lou-

'low) were Jled to believe that they had performed at a 1eve1 that

was below average for that task still, they had done so'in the -

,' company of one uho had done as poorl‘y as tﬁemselves. The.wincompetent

L}

confederate 3 by threatening the subgect overtly demonstrated her own )

'decisional freedom. This may Have- increased the low-low subjects'

awareness of" deoisional freedom (1 ey their .own ability or potential

_ to correctly choose an answer)

vt

) lend support to the argument that the introduction of threat altered

'subjects' oognitive appraisal of the experimental eituation (apeci-

:'fically thelir evaluation of their own competence via 3 vis the

demonstrated competence /of the confedera te).

“ o _Within the snbject-low—competence-threat conditions, subjects'

_ ratings of confiden.ce'in,their_‘choice vere aignificantly higher .

than- those -of the subjecte in the - equivalent no-threat conditions.

‘It is suggested that this effect is direclty attributable to the

’ !threatening action of" the confederate. A significant (p¢ .05) sub;ject

compet.ence by ‘threat interaction was,obtained uhen ‘a 2x2x2 analysis

of variance was performed on. the confidence ratings. An inspection

of the meen confidence retings preSented in Table 2. (p hO) reveals that

Sub;)ects' confidence ratings oi‘ their choice on the influence item_



N
the subjects in the low-competence-threat conditions felt more con~'

;"fident in their chqice on the 1nfluence item then they should have had

" on the basis of their mani.pulated level of competence at the task and

-

.'on the baeis of tha level of ability to make accurate judgments (of

-

the type required by the task) that they \s\ubsequently reported

, ' . L

’/ i . A . . e

i‘eeling.
When a subject. is lon in manipulated compete ce and is faced
with a perquas:.ve communication from a highly competent source

(low-high) his confidence in. hia choice (which is the same choice :

© as that of the confederate) appears to be a reflection of the oompetence '

.”‘
of the confaderate. It 1s prOposed that a aub;ject in this situation

isn't free to reject the information in the confederate's communication'
(i e., what the confederate thought to be‘ﬁthe right answer to the .
' -queation).. . (h the other.hand, the subject who is low in manipulated

competence and is:faced with:a persuasive communication from a -

‘eonrce who is only eqnall& competent (low-lon) s 15 free to rejact the e

meeaage iteelf..' Further, this subject is mqre likely to view the

. “influence attempt a a reatriction of his decisional freadom (ice., aa

a

a threat) Ae the confederate is epparently expressing inordinate =
confidence in her own judgmental abilities, hia abllity to make an

accurate judgment (i e.," the felt-ability of the sub ject) will in- '
‘creaso. If this choice is different from that advocated by the

confederate (i e. s a reactance response) the subject is apt to be

- 1ncreaaingly confident in the accuracy of his own choifce.- , -

._ i
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on .the influence item end their~ rated confidence in ‘their: choice

-competence to theee conceptuel variables ie not a8 eimple z.function

. 'of the level of manipulated competence. Rather, it appears.- that o

.,.competence of the confederate is not their absolute level (that is e "

‘lou-higb) If, eub;jects interpret competence feedback "relatively" -
" .then perceived freedom will be a function of both subject.and == °
'confederete competence. Subjecte will perceivekfi'eedom when they are - v

at least as competent as the confederate. Similarly, perceived ,th‘i-eat SEIRRR

. as they are.’

: .geeted ‘that’ these pereonelity charecterietice may be important ’

. . :
N ', . o .. I

- . . . .
: v I . . . ¢ co., A :
- . - . S,
v . . s . . 59 T N L. ahe
. \ ’ , . * [ ' . . R : . . N
. .o . .. H .
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The results from the'analyses performed ‘on both subjects' choice

confirm the original lwpothesie that a subject must first perceive

.t‘reedom and then perceive a threet ‘to that. freedom for: reactence

to be aroused in response to a per.'euasive comunication. However,

the trend exhibited in the responeee of the eubjects in the lou-low

'condition euggeéte thet the reletionehip of subject end confederete '

[ ey

the critical feeture of the competence of the sub:ject and the

: high or low as detennined by their eucceee/failure feedbeck) but, .

: whether or not th\s subject and’ the confederate are at the’ seme SRR o

level "(both high or both low) or at different levele (high-lou, or,. . =-° Vo '.'

‘will also be ‘d function of both eubject and confederate competence. .'. "' R j.

F

Subjecte will perteive tpreat Hhen the confederate =is at leaet ‘w8 competent

. R .. PR
e L7 v - . R et
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"'Individual Differenoee . . o S e -.

Cherulnik and Citrin (1974)- (internell-extemal nontrol) and .

Grebitz-(}niech (1971) (eelf—eeteem) reponted evidence Juhich‘ sug-

-



-control were positivel,v,r related to a "reactance" choice on the |

. being either akill-related or chance-related.‘ When the aituation :

' contrihnt'orygactora~ to- the 'peychological're‘actance'proce'ases that -
veeur in response .to "threat!' The findings of these inveatigatora .
- led them to. conclude that the occurrence of psychalogical reactance i

may be limited by the interaetion of theae personality pre-dispositions

reletionship of internal-external control to the psychological

' vionld differ. _}' :;. nfs‘: '_,77-55} - 53.;-a - ,j;-.z j"" R o

.of internally versue externally controlled aub:lects to performance ', )

) versua external sub;jecta are more afi'ected by experiencea of aucceas _' -
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of the individuel snbjecte with the characteristics of the experi-': ,f'

mental setting (for example, the type of threatening message)

et A B o ol S s

Two i‘indings were recorded in this study on examination of the

oote o
B, el

o~

il

reactanoe procese._ Firstly, it was' fgmd that ‘high feelinga of internal

'control “were positiVely related to reported feelings of constraint ST ?. S c ot

s

" in the teet situation, and secondly, thet high feelings of internal

v .

jl‘nﬂuence item‘ : -.:. . ..'."‘ .. - .*-'l-. .- ) L . ., ‘.- D L - ,

r

) " The- taak etnployed here was defined ae n skill-related one for X |
which subjecte-,were given euccese end fai]lure feedback to induce S _l Sl Z
feelings of compétence reletive to. another (the Bource of the : ' | B
influence attempt) It vas pbatulated that sub;]ects' cognitive eval- ,“ .
uation of the situation would be !ltered by these external manipulationa -

and: hence their reaponaea to t’he experimental influence setting . ‘ Ly

E AR S e

Rotter (1966) has suggested that the differential responaivenese

.i‘eedbeck is heightened the more clearly the situation is defined aa" S

. was defined aa skill-related, Kerabenick (1972) i‘ound that internal-'

1,
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' the- eituetion given the conditious for heightened motivation)

' .And, failure such that they place a higher incentive value on the out-
dome of the taslc. Furt.her to’ thia, DuCette and Wolk (1973) have shown.
thet, when eubjecte will have Msome degree of control over the outcome .

of the taek, internal snbjecta ‘Hlll ex'fhibit heightened cognitive and |

o motivetional activity (i €y they will extrect’. more information from !

findinga of. these 1mrestigatora indicate ‘the possibility that, in the

paradigm employed here, the more internally controlled sub,jects mig‘ht .

. exhibit heightened avareness of their own and of the confederate'e ‘ \:

L a . ! s

" competence, and of the confederate's behavi,or Hi‘bh its implied

conetrainte., It vas found, in keeping uith thie hypothesis, that . L JRR
the more internally controlled sub:jects dg.d report feeling less free SRR o
to melce their choices on the teat items. Alao, if internal versus T -
extemel eubjeots were differentially motivated and hence differentially
extracting and procesaing information from the experimental aetting, i '
they ahould elso react differentielly to the persueeive meaeage. -

It was’ found, that knonledge of subjects pre-dispositionel level RS
of internal-—external control uee predictiv'e of a reactance reaponee. .‘ |
The more internally controlled the sub;]ecte vere, . the more they ' ‘ ;
- tended. to re.ject the position advocated by the, confederate. Thie o

finding i,e in keeping with the reports from other inveetigators

(Biendo & MacDonald 1971, Gore 1962 and Ritchie &,Pharee 1969) uho-'- ?

) fonnd that internally controlled eubjecte were more reaiatant to»

persuaeive mesaagee in attitude change paradigms.

A 13 with the personality characterietic of internal-extemal S N

L ]

, control it aee hypothesized that sub;jecte pre-diepoaitional levele



subjects were” looked at'as a fnnction of the‘entire'continuum of

'.however; entirely in keeping with the reports of other‘inrestigatore

" - perceived threat, indicate that these characteristics may be

of self-esteen would anect their cognitive evaluation of the experi-

v

mental setting and hence, their response to it. It was found that”
the highér the subjects' self—esteem the more they felt that the

confederate-waa.trying‘to influence them. Uhlike‘Grabitz-Gniech'e“

(1971) reported ‘finding, self-esteem alone was not’ found to be . ".” ’

predictiVe of a- reactance response. - '- . B . ;_'f

: o - kA

Grabitz-Gniech tested the effect of self—esteem on a reactance

v ' e 0

response after splitting subjects! scores on the Feelings of Inadequacy

Scale at the median. She then found by means of a ! test that

’ L. Y

' those eubjects who shoued reactance acrpss experimental conditiond,~ ~

C had a 91gnificdnt1y lower mean response score/on this scale than

a

those eubjects uho-did not show reactance. fh this study, the test

of the effect of self-edteem on a reactance response was a more o

] 1

' pouerful one. Here, ‘the choices on the influence item of all of the

v

«

scores on the Feelings of Inadequacy Scale. This differential S e

approach to testing the erfects of ‘self-esteem probably accounte

for the variation in results reported by Grabitz-Gniech and those - Lok

that are reported here.

The finding that high self-esteem is positi#ely.relqted to the .-

yd

perception of a persnaeire message as an influence attempt ie;
(Cohen 1959 196!;, McGuire 1968, and Nisbstt & CGordon 1967), = .-, . e
Collectively, the .results from the analyses of the relationship

.of these individual difference meesurea to perceived freedom and

¥



.. E’ related to the subjective experience of freedonm. and self—esteem to

63

¢ 1mportant determinants of snbjecte' reeponses to influence attempte.

“ Certaanly, internal-external locue of control would appear to be

\*”
the perception of a persuasive message as.a threat %o decisional

'freedom. Further, it ‘would appear that the knowledge of subjects'

position on these personality dimensiohs- will augment the predictive

F T
¥

power of reactance theory.— o ' . L ,5 , S

B . . .
&y . ' . . ) . A
A i . . ) oo

Further Analyses

o\

Results from an analysis of eubjects' re3ponsea to a post-

i

experimental questionnaire illustrate the same profound effect (re-.

o  ported earlier,by Heilman & Garner 1975) that a manipulation of ;:

"T. threat has on subjects' attributional processes. Subjects were aSked x‘

a’ eeries of- queatione that. had been epecifically designed to probe

their evaluation of the entire experimental situation and more pre- . : ;

o

‘cisely, their evaluation ‘of their own and of the confederate'e4’f'u S

K]

--behavior. . ‘
With reference to the reaults presented in Tables 3 (a), (b),

(c) (p. hh—h6) it appeara that the confederate's attempted influence

o

of the subjects' cboice heightened their awarenesa'of the confederate. " . oms

heraelf (her ability, confidence, etc...) and of the task (its difficulty,'
, importance to the individual etc...). Subjecta perceptions of the, '
’ confederate Here apparently altered by her having attempted to in- |

fluence them. ‘When in ‘the threat conditione, the subjecte appraieed

the confederate as having felt more confident, as having found the o x

. task easier, ang as, bging more ekillful Hhen high in competence and .

© as-being less skillful’ when low in manipulated competence. "It S

-2
: 3

|

LS



o _the confeéerate; finding the task very important, a Very high overall'

competent than the confederate. .

bperceptions of their own behavior, of the confederete's behavior, .of

task easy,

AT o el

should be noted at the same time; that these effects -were obtained

v

bver and above those effeéts that were due to the manipu}.stions of

subgect and cobfederate comgetence.

Subjects' perceptions of their own behavior ("place") in the

experiment were also altered by their having been exposed to an -

' influence attempt. The confederete's behavior increased sub;lects'

confidence in tbéir ;judgments‘ and caused them to,view success at
the task .as_being more important to them. Similarly, they also re-
ported trying'harder to.do well at the ’task. Further, .Subjects.w.hen. -

asked how sensitive they felt they were to the feelings of others , T

ported feeling n{ora sensitive in the. threat conditions. Within this

condition, sub;jects felt more sensitive when they were equal in con-

petence to the confederate then when they were either more or less

1

R These results suggest that the inﬂuence attempt affeoted aubjects '.

4

the task, and of the interreleti‘onshipsamong them. The _diecré,minant

~ _analysis that was performeci on the threst and the n'o-threat' groups of-

. «

. subjects clearly illustrates this.- On the basis of it, one can infer

"~

with some degree of" accuracy that a subject has been e:q:osed to an

influence attempt if he reports: perceiving "intent" ‘to influence by _

1

feeling of c‘.onf.idence, and, feeling that the conf.ederate found the

In the resulte section a pattern of interrelationships baeed on

L4

. the threat, no~threat distinction, wag outlined. This suggested .

.8
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pattern- is inconsistent with»en interpretetion oi‘ the'subjective ex-

perience oi‘ i‘reedom as a i‘unction of one's absolute 1eve1 of competence '

' - .at a task when one is considering a threat fron a source of knoun

" _conpetence. .

Using all available indices of the subgecta' motivation for their
behavior, an attempt Was nade to determine the strength and the nature
oi‘ the relationship of each individual index (while at the same bime

making allowences for the overlap among thetu) to the’ eubjects' be—

" havior (i 8., their choice on the influence item) The stepwiee re-.

" gression equations which vwere reported earlier are the result of this

n
ettempt.

The results from this analysis (refer to Tabile .k, p. 51) indicate

B that the underlying explanation ("motivation") for the eubjecte' be- _

g havior_ is one which subsunes the impact of the threatening action it-

self' When the aubjects are divided 'into' the threat and the no-threat :

groups it becomes apparent that their reasons. for making the Thoices
which they did are. not tlie same. . ' .
: When there is no threat present, the eub;jects' behavior ecan be |

explained almost entirely’ it seems by those features oi‘ the situation

'thet are directly, personally: related to the subject. Hence, We see

that the eubjects' choice on the influence item can be significantly
predicted with the knowledge of:- their confidence in their choice;
the difficulty they e:cperience in naking a choice; .and, fo a lesser
extent, .the eeneitivity they feeI to othere. ’

When a threat in the form of a communioetion expreseing definite

- intent to persuade is present more - factors in the situation eppea::

to be influencing a eub;jecte' choice. Thie observation lends support .

+

‘f\ R !

o



“l

to an argumént that would suggest that. sub;jects will c!ifitez;cnt'ially‘ 1
’ 9t'tend to;'a‘r,xd oxtract from, the information present in the eiperi-
'mentai siﬁtfation uhcn an inflﬁecce at'te'mpt'has been made. Looking ab‘
all of the data that was available :Ln the present study, it now appears
tha_t, subjects' responses to thrcat (i.e. , }lhether t.hey accept the
.. mcssage or whether they reject 1t). can"_be predictcd with a kﬁowiedgc '
- of t«he:l.z;~ feelings of _sensi:tiv:l‘ty to others; their ease ;n ma,ld..'ng a
'_idcoision; -the'ir‘ posifion on 'the dimension of ititérnal;e':tternal control;
their feelings qf whether the confederate was trying to: help them,
and, of the condition of relative compebence ("equal to" versus "dif-

ferent from") 1n ‘which ’ohey Were.






" 68.

' From this study, it appeared that the situational variable of
'sub:ject competence is positively related to subjects' .experience
of’ decisional freedom and that the situational variable of confederate
competence is positively related to sub:jects' perception of threat.
‘In addition, it appeared that the "personal" variable of interyal locus
of control is positively related to sub;]ects' experience of freedom
and that eelf—esteem is. poaitively related to subjects' perception
':1‘ threat.. Further, it uas noted that subjeots' perceptions ‘of their
own behavior, the behavior’ of the confederate, and the taelc “wers -
".eltered by. introducing ‘a threat into the testing situation.
. On the evidence available, it appeared that both the perception :
. of freedom and the perception of threat are necessary pre-—conditions
'for the arousal of reactance in response to -an influence attempt. It-
‘was shoun in this study, that both of theae necessary pre-conditions
".are related to the situational variables‘ of recipi_ent and souroe

: ..competenc'e at the task, and to the personal variables of- internal-

external locus of control and seli‘-esteem. . .

'~ When multiple regression equations were generated with choice
‘on 'the influence item as .the dependent variable, it was found that
manipulated oompetence was a. significant predictOr of choice. It
appeared thst the highﬂ-high and the lou-lou-competence conditions
. were predictive of a reactance response whereas the 'high-low eand- .
the lou-high conditions were prediotive of a compliant response. .
‘Therefore 3 the conolusion may be drawn that the recipient of an -

“influernice message will perceiVe freedom when he is a8 competent as. the

A lsonrce of the influence attempt, and he. will perceive threat when the

y o
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' pair of alternatives lettered a or b Please‘select_the one statement of

.+ each pair (and only one) which you most strongly believe to be" the case

- L . ¢ .

T4

-

This is a questionnaire .to find out the way in which certain important

events in our society affect different people. Each Ltem consista of a

. -
Lx

- . .

as far as you.re concerned. Be sure to select the "one. you actually

’

believe to be the case, that is, the one you actually believe to be true

. ’

rather than the one that you think you should choose or the one you would like

to be.brue. This is a measure of personal belief: 'obviously there \

.
. 1

_are no right 'or wrong answers. o ST e
. . . - - .

. . ‘.

" Please angwer these items carefully but do. not ‘spend 'too much time

A .

e . ’ - L . -
oun any one item.' Be sure to. find an answer for every choice.
. . ’- -

1n some“instanCes yon may find thet‘you'believe'both statements

.“or neither ‘one., In suqh cases, be sure to, select thé one you more .
>

strongly believe to be the case as far as you're concerned Also o
try to respond to each item independently when making your choiceh .
IS . Lo
ar et . . - .

do not be influenced by your previous choices.
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. Children get into trouble because their psrents punish’ them

too: much. oo )

- The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents

are too easy with them,

[y

Many of the unhappy things in people s lives are partly due to
bad luck. .

‘People s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

One of the major reasoms why we have wars is because people don t
take énough interest in politics.

‘There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent

them._

0l

In the "long run people get the respect they deserve in this world.
Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized

" no matter how hard he tries. -

-‘The idea that teachers are. unfair to students is nonsense : ;

Most studente don't realize the extent to which theily grades are .
influenced by accidental happenings. ST .

W1thout the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. .
Capable people who fail to become leaders ‘have not taken advantage .
of their opportunities. Tooe . . .

.

No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you.- ¥

: to get along with others. : !

* People who, can't get others ko 1like them don't understand how- ///

Heredity plays the major role in determining one's personality..'

It is one's experiences in life which determine what they' re e .
like. . o . :5

1 have often found that what is; going to happen will happen.. i
Trusting to fate has never turned oht as well for:- me ap making a .
‘decision to take a definite course of action. R T

In the casé of the well prepared student there is” rarely if ever.
such a thing as an unfair’ test. , <
Many times exam questions tend to be so unreIated to 'course work
that studying is really useless. e

Becomitg a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or

¢ nothing to do with it, - :
Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at

the right timé. . s .
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12,

13.

14, .

15.

.17v'

‘18.

9.

20, -

»

Db

a.

b,

It.is haxd to know whether or not a per.‘son really 1ikes you,
How many friends you have depends upon: how nice a person you are,

4

T B " \

1 -

¢
¥

The average c:Ltizen canshave an influence in gove::\ ament decisions.
. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not
much the little guy cando about it.

When I make plans, I am almost certain that: I can. make them work.
It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things
turn out to be a matter of . good or bad fortune anyhow.

There are certain people wvho are-just no’ good.

Thete is some good in everybody.

In my cage getting what I want has little or nothing to do with," Y

ludk,

Mdny times we might Just *as well decide what to do by flipping

.a.colm., * " . ‘ o
& S .

l{no gets ‘o be the:boss depends on who vas, Lucky enough to ‘be

in the right place first. i ’

Getting people to do the right.thing depends upon ability, luck L

has.little or nothing to do with ir.

> e * - -
As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the
victims of forces we can-neither understand, or.control.
By taking an active part in political and social affairs the
people can control world events.

Most people don t realize the extent to which their lives are’
contyolled by accidental happenings. .

There really 1s no such thing as "luck", I
One should always-be willing to’ admit mistakes,
It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

2

In the 1ong run th& bad things that happen to us.are bé.lanced by the .

" good ones.

Most misfortunes are the result of 1ack of ability, ignorance,
laziness, or all- three. . ‘ .

‘e v

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. ) -
It' is difficult for people to »have much control over the things

i - -

politicians do 1g office. ) . . . |
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a.

a

. , 83." - - -

. 1 » ’ : ";

| / FEX .
‘Sometimes I can' t undep@ how teachers arrive at the grades .
they give. =~ & . )
There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the oo
grades I get. . ; ‘ . B
: ¥

A good ledder expects people’ to declde Eor themselves what they _ i
“should do. - .
A good Teader makes it clear to evtrybody what their JObS are, Lo
Many simes I feel that I have. little influence over the things . . .
that happen Eo me, ‘ i
It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays - I
an important role in my 1ife, - LT . ’ o !
People are lonely,ubecause they don't try ‘to be' friendly i ) o ‘ui'd
'I.‘here s not much use in trying :too'hard to please people, if ' “ "
they like you, .they like you. L o co

N

There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school , Cor

Team. Sports are an excellent way to build character. ) ‘ . «'
What happens to me’ is my own doing. e D ) . ' -
Sometimes I feel that'I don't haye enough oontrol over the S
direction my life is taking. ; . e, ' N
'Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave Y :
the way they do: . . S h
’ In the long run the people are responsible for bad govermnent 4
on a national as well as on a local level.
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' Pléase circle the letter that best describes your. feeiin’gs.on‘each statement,

'8’4- . N ‘" ‘k '. | .\.

3
s - v

‘There ore 23 questions » please 'ansyer all of them,

-]

iI{ How often do you feel t:hat you dislike yourself? #
' "((a) very.often . . L “,,H S
& (b) fairly often ) B : e - . . S
(c) sometimes L x ' ’ '
(d). ‘once in a great vhile . ' - o .
(e) practically never o ; : ‘ .o ) t

2., How confident do you feel that some day the people you know will

look up to you and respect you" T .

(a)’.very E . .. _' ." "

(b) fairly o : o

(e) 'slightly o / . v . \

(d) ot very . - . » ' . -

(e) nmot.at. all o N o - ' R R

3. In general, how confldent do you feel- about your abilities"

"(a) very- R . T L
(b) fairly - ' . Lo . . ‘Ne,
(c) slightly o ST TN
(d) not very . e . ' o
(e) - mot at all’ o ' ' " ' . o
4, . How often do yotx feel self- conscious? )

(a) . very often - - _ R

(b)) - fairly ‘often - - ' ‘

" (c) sometimes : .

" (d) once imn a gréat’ while . o

" (e), practically never SN )

5. When you are tfyi.ng to convince other people who dioagree w:l.t;h your
ideas how woxried do you usually feei about the impresaion you are’ maki.ng?
(a) wvery ' : . . , ; .

(b) £airly : ~ . S .

(c) slightly

- (d) not very. ' o ~
(e) not at all . _'. o . A

. . ST . Pt
6, -- When: you have to talk in frornt ‘of a. claas or a group of[ people your own
gge how afraid or worried dp you* usually feel? - e R
'(a) very . o - - .. L.t "
(b) ‘fairly- : : ; T v .o : "
(¢) slightly” . - .~ . “x- . g RPN ,

(d) not very ) P e

(e) ' not at all a . o : R S ‘ - K

. € N - ; .
. T "~ A !
4 2 ; g ST '



7. 'When you think about the pogsibility that some of your friends or
acquaintarces might not have a good opinion of you, how concerned or worried
.do you feel. about it" ) - . , :

" (a) very ' L . \v' . .
(b) fairly . ) . o v e oo
(c) slightly" ‘. i T " .

. (d) not very

(e) ' not at all’

r

8. How often do you worry about whether other peoble 1ike ‘to be with you"

(a) -very often R . - N
(b). fairly often . ° i o - .
(c) sometimes K ., :

(d) once in a great while
(e) pfactically never

9. How often ‘do"you feél to blame for your mistakes?

(a) very often . . ) : o _

(b) fairly often N ) e . St

(c) sometimes. ' o T S e .
(d) once in a great whi 1e ' S ‘ '

(é) practically never f\p ) o ) .o '

10. Do you ever feel so discom:aged with yourself that you wonder
"whether anything.is worthwhile? -

(a) very often

1 1

(b)' fairly.often .. - .- C

(¢) sometimes. o . i r .

(d) once in a great while = o L " v
(e) practically never ‘ , - o :

11." Do you ever think that you are a worthless imdividual?
(a) very often ' . i .

(b) .fairly often

(c) sometimes ‘ . .

(d) once in a great while ' ‘ .
-(e) practically never - i

12, How often do you worry about criticisms that might be made of .
your work by whoever is responsible for checking up'.on your work? o e
(a) very often . ) . . N , - T
(b) . fairly often - o . "

" (¢) sbmetimes ' BN Cod

(d) once in a great while ’
(e) . 'practically nevexr . _

13'. How often do you feel inferior to, moat: of the people you know? o

(a) very often - -, - . . "

(b). fairly often S X3

.(c): sometimes b - . e L
(d)' once in a great while Lo e e o Ty

. -(e) ‘practically never

g v,
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14, 'How often do you have the feeli-ng that there is not:hing that you
can do well? . .
. (a) very often .
(b) - fairly often ' . ¥
(¢) sometimes’ ’ oL
(d) once in a great while - . i .
(e) practically never o .o

o
¢

15.. When you are trying to.win in a game or sport and you “know that “other
people are watch:.ng you, how rattled or flustered do you usué‘lly get?

(a) very : - . , R

(b) .fairly e . ' ) ' i
S (c) slightly’ : : oo S T
" .(d). not very . . : S S .
(e) not at all. .. . ;- . S
, " L, \ . .

. ™~
16. When ina group of people, do you have trouble thinking of the right t
things-to talk about? . ] ) _

(a) very often

a

(¢:)) fairly'often ' : e e o
(c) sometimés - Oy S

(d) onte in a great whlle ) ’ s . Lo

(e) practically never R U

17. .When you have made an embarassing mistake -or have done something
that makes you look fooliah, how long do you usually keep on worrying about

it? * . \.\
- (a) very often. . :
(b) fairly often . oo, ¢ _ )
(c) sometimes : . - : . . Lo PN
(d) .once ‘in a great while - : P ’ :
(e) practlcally never ’ ) B
¥ 1

’w18. How ,much do you worry about whether other people regard you as a-
- success Or failure in your'job or career? ‘. -

(a) very -. : . e
(b) fairl.y ‘ . . o . e
(¢) slightly St e N
(d) not very . - ' . ‘ Lo » -
(e) 'noE at’ all - . , - v ,
19. Do you find it hard.to make talk when' 'you meet new people? T oy
(a) ery . S : : AR
(b) fairly - : < G o -
(c) slightly T o
(d) . not wery N e T ’ . S Sy, "
(e) not. at afllg E . Y e ok coo v

N . . . ) ‘. ! . ' . :".:. . X .

a \‘xg py ' n
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20. How often do you feel bothered o¥ worrled about what other people
. think of you? - . ' T
(d) “very often . .
(b) f£airly often _— ' o, -
(c) sometimes ' . oW e - '
(d) once in a great while ., . ) S S C
(e) practically never - o ) . - : T
21, How often are you troubled wlth shyness?
(&) wvery often SN ) - -
(b) fairly often o ) S : . . . -
(c) ' sometimes, ' S j o :
.{(d) ~once in a great while : . Tty .. .
(e)’ praotically never. = . . - - ' AP T

22, Do you ever feel afraid or anxious when you are going into'a room

by yourself where other people have, already gathered a.nd are talking"

(a) wvery often’ - : - . : S
(b) Ffairly often v .- . | ’ - . :

(c) ~ sometimes ; o o ‘ o . , .
(d) once in a great while - ° .. S R
(e) ,practlcally never . " . . s,

* 23, How much do you worry about how ‘well you get along w1tl;t other people"?
~(a) . very much . _ v o
/(b) - fairly . - R C
(¢) " slightly N w7 o
. (d) not very much - - ' -

. “
(e) 9ot at all ‘o :
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. ‘ ,first two

‘bp question. ", I e _'

[

&

g o _89' - .
'I;nstr'uot?ions T o0 Co
' . ” N 1 - - x .
Wt R . ‘ | : . , \
(l) During ‘the practice sesslon. . .

. Please- be’ eeated-.
perceptiveness, that ie, howruell they can predict other; people's' :

reactions and behaviors

\

consists of 10 items. E4ch“item consists of 3 statements r these

¢ ...Ll

statements have been previously answered by other people.

o

What you

are qto do is to try an,d judge what this person has answered for the
third statement of each set after seeing his or her answer%‘ for. the

O"‘ . . . R

©l Now, as ,the i‘ormat of this test is probably different from en;r

_ather type of test you ma‘}' have done, I will tr giv'ing\you 10 prac;tice T

o b,

trials on very similar .types oi‘ items. Arter each of your answers I-

will lej:. both of you know 4f you are’ right or if" you are wrong for that _ '

.
(]

r
B ]

Please open the folder in i‘ront of you.. i"he first.o"i’ the- sheets .

mar"ked 1 are the practice items. Please read the instructions on the

front page. L S . Vo

Do you have any. questions at this point.. ‘ A

Now, as I mentioned before, Lwill tell you if you are right or

- L}

urong after you answer each item, and your. total score on the 10 prac-

tice items in comparison ‘to others who have previously taken the test. '

.-0n the board in front oi‘ me there are two pairs oi‘ lights. +The pair

. \gn the left uill indicate whether you [point to the person] are right

K - OF" srong on each question. The pair on the right ’ whether you [point

' b 4 ,' . N . . R . «
k - ~ . - . . e - .
- . . N - . .
. v te N . . . f 4
e .. . - LR .
. - - . ¢ i .. . . .t
. “ . h , .
« » . . Jeo . ' .
.- - ' . ) . . i
PR
. N . N
f

This is an experiment to test people's 300181' )

}“pr this purpose a test has been devi/sed that, s

.
0 - . . »,



/\ . te the person] are. right or wrong. You will see in front of you 2
- index cards, ’1abel‘1ed, tiue and fal'se. . After considering each question,

4 ’

you will ansver by Hblding up 1 of these cards, so that I can_see it.

V.». . \\

~ 1 ui'}.l call orut the number of each queetion as ve go along so that I .
can be sure of which one you ate answering. ,
R Doyouhavean)'Questions? R O e

S [After the practice is Gver:} s UE ' - '

AY

F‘ine, now 1et me see here is whet you scored on 811 10 items and

your standing and heré is wﬁat Noreen seored..: '

. Nou, before:. continuing athere are a few questions I'a 1ike you to
roo a\j ¢
anewexj about the practice trla.ls end these are on the-aet of eheet-s

N t
- 4

darked 2 in the folder. e
- [After; fmir‘{g these 13 | L
. y (2) During the. test session.
. :.._ o You Hiﬁ now read the instructione-on the cover of the teat fom

and the ones' at the tap of the ° irst page. . . :i'
Do you have any queetions? . P ' Lo \
Alnght, I will be. back shortly to collect them. There‘is" no- .’

time limit 80, please consider each eet of etatementa oarefully

[_The experimenter 1eeves the To0m; and when she returns she continuesa . .,

-

Have you both finished?. L‘ ; . ,
Ckay, please fill in this final questionnaire foh’e,.

o (3) Debriefing. S e R

. Now, that completes this experimant. Do you heﬁe any questions?
. e, ’
G oLt Okay, I‘ll explain a bit about this e:qyeriment for you.. Wesare

interested in hou peOple will react to someone'a trying to influence T

feoh their choicee and how thia may be conneoted with how good at thinga ,
. ) o e

s



. \91"‘ ' ' - b o

t.hat is hou compebenb they are. That. is th t,here was 2 practice trial

involved. Ib really has no connection uith ym‘}r social percep'oiveness

“‘as t.here are no rlght or wrong answera to these quesbions, whether I
. e A

said right or wrong to your ‘answers’ was enbirely et random, S0 please

+

zio not feel 'b'rédly if jou received a low score. - Noreen Hhere 'trietl'

to influence your choice on the first test queet.iOm or ahg didn't.

-

depending on uhether Jou were in the ini‘luence or in the no influence

]

'lcont.rol-group'. I have to run more sub.gects so.I woula appreciate it

if you wouldn' t discuss- the experiment with enyone. .Thanlf‘-'yo‘rn ifor

) LI :
- . " A
4 1 M

R . . . ‘
- " . ——— e

coming and here ie your payment slip.
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High,SubJect - High Confederate i ' oo . . = B
et Subject Confederate’ ~ ' . .- '
question 1., |’ "right " right - | . R
question 2. ° . right right - - . ... ..
questiom 3. . right right’ *
question 4,.. . - ‘right ' - right' ,
question 5, - right’ wrong .
'question 6. , - right c}ght.”. o .
question’ .7, . wrohg. Aright” . _
question 8, right wrong = o
question 9. . " . wrong right e :
:question 10 rightﬂ' righé e © .
Ilgh SubJect - Low Confedﬁrate , e
Lt .Subject Confederate ..
b R D, ; e ’ )
question.l. right, . 'ﬂl wrong .
question 2. - right i wrong G, - '
question-3.” ' right v . righe . .
question &4. right right i G
question 5, right " . wrong R )
" question 6, . right . right =~ = A
question 7; wrong' wrong S <
question 8. right wrong R T
- quesktion 9, . wrong- . right Y .
" question’ 10, o right . wrong . . .
Low\Subject - High Confederate o ' .
Sub ject " Confederate. ' ,
[ . . .
question 1. 'wrong right - - - e
question 2, right: ‘right, -~ : . .
question 3. . wrong .right - T
question &4, wrong right. S :
quegtion 5. - right wrong = Coe T
." queStion 6, wrong rights o '
' question 7. right . right - . - '
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to sub;ects in the Eour ccmpetence éonditions.
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.“WILSON PERSONALITY INFERENCE TEST

PRACTICE ITEMS

T R ' ’ . ro

Thi.s Inventory has been deveIOped as part of a research roject a:ihed'

/

and attitudes. This 1s of course a very important aki for every day lif (/

' statement when you heve seen hl.s answer to two similar sta'“t‘éments. Ee h

0
'W e Y

.item on this 'rest consists of two value . statements (please 1ook at item

1 on the pr,ectice sheet in front of you) for which ypu have been given
v T ' e e o ©o ‘.

"the answei‘s _that were giveh‘by a'i)erson (who"is' elther male or female)",“

your job is to predict how Ehis . person has answer.‘ed the third sta.tement.

’ Now you will be given a s ies of practice trials, 10, in a11 before you N

A

'take the “Test ’items.; Wiren you have finished these, T will infqrm you <
. i N B

H .

of sthe number, of .cori;e'ct-.and; incorrect.choices you have made, 'this will

4

" help to familiarize yo'u with theproee"ddre. i SR \

. 1 ‘ .- . - toa Q
Start w1th the first 1tem on the sheet and consider the £irst two

- . ,
!

statements carefully before 'deciding on the answer for the third state- :

ment. Follow'this procedute for all of“thed0 items, - = = . °

.
A
‘2‘ . . R ’ v

. Tor s ! ° : . . N oyt
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PRACTICE' ITEMS |
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’ Beauty is as!

My dreams are often.in colot: .-

[y

. i
At times'I Eeelllike smashih;\tﬁings:

Western civiﬁization is going downhill ’

-

T like mechanics nmgazines-

I am ard 1mpu131ve buyer.

] P . P
-Swimming'alone}in.strange waters would not bother me:

Colors are

1 think more of the future than of the past:

QJ.

important as usefulnes&.

~false

'\7
A (
) £
° ) O‘ v
ot
3 " hayd
, ’
- ) .
true
true T L.

‘t_ )~
false

- a) true b) false

PhilosoPhlcal discussions are ‘a waste of time:

{

I admire free, spontaneous people-

-

. “Art is the essence of humanity

‘ 1 ’ )

I would enjoy learning to walk oh a tightrope-

. I believe women ought ‘to-have ‘as-much sexual freedom as men~

Most of my heachers were helpﬁul

IE I have alproblem, I like to work it out alone.

.1 spend- a ﬂot of tipe in Art Galleries- -

T will not

I-respect rules because they gulde me;

go out of my way to behave in an approved manner

important in my daily'life-i

Parental approval is important to me:

{5 the,perfect.fprm:

The sphere

! ~
It . .
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A R 4
. i »
i . .
. " pooee v
. -
) \ . .
’ t
-)i ‘ . [
1:‘ ‘ )
. R + P
‘ . D‘ v N
. - ‘e .
T M ¥ ,’

- true . .

ﬁalse '

~‘aj true’ b) false

true ) L e
_a) true b) false T
: _false -]
R

¢ e —aly.

¢ . oo -
v .

a) true b) false' :

true oo
trie. "
\ l’
a) true b) false
.l ‘, n'i-y
false
false .

.a) true/ b) false
true .. 9
true .- - € .
-_—— :

ra) true b}ﬂfalse
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tih 2 k"'I Eei{. more intensely“ﬁhan mB‘et people do- .
\. / .o
80 touc'hy on some -subjects, th: " k. about them~ , false v
o ! - e

o Igwould not 1ike to- be married to a protective persén- a) true '. .
- b) false -

° v
e oL . .
, ¢ . . .
' !

e * - ’
. .
A . .
) 3

‘1 am not easily angered true ~ ',' S o
I. very seldom have spells of the blues' true - - , . )

‘.
‘
- -

I almost never dream° T ' 13)3 t'ru b) false N . .
W Nyed . ' . T

I am not yery good. at descrlbing things' false, .
] . N _' ° ) ~~ :

I have strong Pﬁlltlcal op:l.nions. true o ‘ N .
. 3 »

-}r.s A - .
3 . .
T am not easxly. fooled: ) :a) true b) ‘false . :
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STANDARDIZED' SCORES, ON- THE WILSON PRACTICE ITEM
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S . .

»

“FOP-1%

EXCELLENT

o~

-8 .

. -

4

TOP 5%

' 'EXCEBLENT .

[} . . .
. - . e ‘ °
8/ 10 ‘ EXCELLENT TOP 10% -
N o o - N - Co -
- 7/ 10 : : * GOOD . _TOP 25%y,  °.
6/ 10 - FAIR e TOP 45%
) 5./ 10 ~ . FAIR . TOP"55%
K ‘ ‘ T N . , P
4 /10 N NOT T00 GOOD . . .BOTTOM 45%, -
- ) . ) . ' . ‘o ! . Yoo “
3/ 10 POOR : ‘ --BOTTOM ' 207
. . ‘ - ' N . s . 3 ’ ; o -‘
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WILSON PERSONALITY INFERENCE TEST L ‘w °
~ d 3
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), S y , . 3
TEST ITEMS h .
- I ‘want.you to‘ read the f rst two -value’ atatements as before, “and

t:o notice where on the soale the, person has placed his (her) check mark

As before, you are ko Judge how "this inﬂJidual has answered the third

statement: by placing a check mark on the 'scale beneath the thit‘d state-

'ment. Again consider each item on the Test carefully and be as accurate

i
o ' > ) rd . s
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‘as possible. - : o c a
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* TEST. ITEMS A i o S : |
Read the first two statements of each item car.efully‘ and notﬁ/yhere the R
’ f ... b
i person=has placed his (her) check mark\o.n the lire ‘immediately "below each- ; A

’ ! R )
statement. Then, readothe third statemegt of- that set and place a chec‘k S, an

mark on the line below it= to indicate where you ju&ge this parsdon-to have- .
\placed hlS (hers) Consider only 1 set of statements at a time. It. is impor-- .
tant that y.ou be as. accurate as posséble, 8o, take your time and think about s
each qne before ans:werivng. 'l‘here :Ls no time ~lim1.t'on this.’rest. S ‘ . .‘ ;“*
’ ' You may,find that fome items are’ easier to answer than others, for ' '
. Chls reason, there ia an additionaé scale after eacl: ‘set on wh:.ch you are O
-‘to indicate how confident you are, of your answer for that eet. ~ ‘
1 | 1 am. not’ very good at describing things' ’ \_ RN _\ o o
‘ o definitely . '. - e . . ] ) u'definitel'yw;
.. rrue ,,/;;../;.\;./'....‘/.‘...’/.... /// . false =
) " 1 have never intenee'.l.y disliked anyone-' L ‘-__ . _"r S ' ‘
o 'definit‘ely | ' B definitely: o

]

true - ‘ 74//‘//././ v e oi]~—falBe e . ,

Humor 1s one o‘f the most importa’nt things in life-. ' )

- definitélys P .' R R : definitely
Lo true ‘q . /l’l.l'/“.ll7‘_l\l.../l"../l.‘llll/’flll‘/l;‘l ./ll'l_l/ . fal.ﬁe
'For this‘s'et_I‘f‘e‘el_:' . e ) : »_-‘. . o . _. S
. " very I . : L o o . “not-'at‘.al_l
e confident /""'/l‘.l;. C"o'n/lc .'/ocoo/o :Vl/ O‘. o-c/ . o'. n_/ =c°nfi'-dent

- 1}
-
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2, It .i‘.s_beSt': to hi}}e one's anger:-

»o A . definitely, L o \. N . . B .deﬁi,nite.ly. : )
T v e e T Ealse - SRS
. . . o ’ - - r . T e - ;’

L

V"‘,, ) ) . ., Most, of my opinions ére_in agreément“wit-:h Eho_se of my pe-.ers: - o o
e definitely - U definitely '~
: A ] . v’t;l"ue HE '/.‘.‘oo/ll.c/...-/'I,./‘l.‘n/t‘ou./ncvcl/ZQU/ K .fal‘Sé . x :"_,
‘--1.'=- . 0 I;am fasg:‘ina‘t;'_ed'by fire: : . _,0' ' o T CT o
. : definitely ‘ - o definitely * . %
.?' ’ ' . * true R /"'./D'OOI/O'IOO/I.'hl/?.l.'ll/r'.\.l/lll.l/llll/" false , . - . j(
. -, v ) . : ‘ o ' - e S
A sl For this,set I feel: e ST -

a,‘-’ - . ' L .- v e —f . - \\J

7

very ) . . . . ‘ - - not at all

. !" ‘o lf‘ ) ‘-confiﬁfdéﬁt /..l‘a—‘"f\:':"nc/ac';'llo'Io/.’o-/;oc-/--.;/;oo./ . confident
e e S : C ’ ' . : e . '
v . R . e S - B ‘ . ¢

v vt ’ °

' ) 3.7 -'I't.ry~'t:o' gét_i others to notice the way I dress: . §
> e . ,definitéél"y{ L o . o o definitely
S coetrve e e e b ] false

v

N AU 1 Find it) very difficult- to concentrafe: ’ . .

T ey

[

* 7

Dy s ) L defin:}'.tei"y : . : definitely ..
3 h ) F .o, true Lo /-.oo'o//o-o/'oo./ooo-/.oo'o/-ouo/oooc-/ooso‘/ f&ls_e

. T L, v ' o
o .., It is safer to trust nobody:

A .
. ’ . . P

- -

N C7 L. defimttely i . vt Cdefinitely .
i ‘ .t ! . . true ' /l‘.,"/'.../".‘./.'.lq..{/'..II./'I-'./...I./ 'false . . 'k:&‘.‘
. R PR : : e S B I
SV " TFor'this set I f%:, : " ’ ;o N
) . . .. R - : . .‘ . . . . w . . N - .. , ‘)‘ .
. 7 B o ‘ . . P ~ " ., )

yg’ry R S . . _ . ‘not at all .
.'L _.' Confi‘dent.. /o.o-‘llll.ll/..l‘:o/ioaclrla-/oc.-'/ot;o/o.c./. Fonfident' '
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' PeopIejoften.disappoint me:, "',

. _definltely

<true [oeudl.

>_For.thi§‘set I feel:

-
b ° Arﬁ\ .
[ . g / - ® f
- o
- i ¢
[-]
D o g
. = -
o + 102 . S ,
. o: ~ 4
) o
u L :
. o ‘b
5 @ . Ky o . . -
- - - ' - . - H 0 ' A £

- I used to have imaglnary companions R - .

¥ o ¢ \ ‘ 5
oL e T . ‘ deflnrtely '
true ;//7-/.-.of‘o--o/-loQ/nA:"c./.-co/-o-v-/.nc.-f‘ false ‘o : ) Ca

ﬁ"

(1) .J @

I am embarassgd by dirty stories:- - . : ‘ ' A

13

¢ -

definitely . R L . L. defini;Ll& 0
tru%'.' . '/..../ ../.3../?,..[..../..../....(,.../ false . ...

]

cen v ] - -definieely « "

définitely. .
"_/"f'/","/.,'""/""/"'A"/""'./ : fa];rs'e. Lo . o

- vety g o R . not at -all

'._definltely \
‘true N 'l-l/ -o . -. ¢'¢o oan- qcoo_.uo// -' N falﬂe'

M

-

confident * /u.su/eeeal v vodieiid il iiil. .l o confident, C
CL ‘ I ' o o~ S S

1 generally feel secure in fandly 1ife-
. definitely .~ -

A good palntlng is-worth more than agpports car ) coL -  o

defiqlte}y ] R o ' "":definiteiy

e
-

‘trye . veeelived vaiidieiid i il il false -

N

chaﬁge my mind ?ery often: SR
definitely o » . ‘. definitely.
true: - . /‘.-oo/'-nc/-.cv/cao'alov.onloouulcooo/t‘ovol falﬂe . ‘

* For this set I feel:' o

'

l very R ,."'ﬁ' . Y '4.‘3 : :.5 % ‘not at all’
confident '~/.; oo"o/,o-..‘a -/o s -/: e ‘l./elif;l -/-‘o aw[-’too/- ao‘-/ . confident : -/
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I arn never happler than when alone. 2 (
. définitely s e ' Co “'.tlefinitely o
: true ’ . '/ooo//oun-./ooon/--_.-.n/nco-/-.:at/-oca./t000/ .. false )

If T were 'an‘ar_tist, "I would likg' toj"clraw. flowers:-

4
© g

definitely =~ =~ = R definitely
e T Ll e ] .../...v&..../ false

I “have certalnly had moré@han my share of things to worry about .

deEJ.m.tel'y S . . 77T definitely
tI'l.le /-n-o‘llcnl/.-‘ooo/cc-‘u/u-no/taoa/-oco/’tuuo/ false
e Ty B/
For this. set I feel: ’ L A "
very - . — L " "% not at all
conﬁ&dent leedlodidd visedSecal ewnidvuiileaii]oioi] © confidest

-

| If we went back to thy old'wéys T would be happier’-

. . . . : %.

definitely defim.tely
true L. f/-col/toct/n'-o/nn--/-cﬁu -ocl/ (-/ocoo/ ' false
) :Plato was the greatest philosopher of all' -
- defim.tely : ' i definitely
El‘ue . / /l/l..l ooo-/-o-./a-.-/---o/ounl/cua’-[ ' false '
v - I.do not unde;\tand Modern Art: . ] ‘-
* . definitely =/ ' - R definitely
:true- B /‘n’oo-/.aana/ona-‘/uuo-/vcoo‘/-nll/ou‘-l/-o.n/, fal‘se
4 4 ’ ' - . .
For this set T feel: ) ) ' . v S S
.. ST ' S : .
wvery o . L — not at all
confident /..../veii)eeiidvisal il eiiideiedd o] confident: '
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"
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I enjoy gambling £Or small staﬁég:

very

) defiﬁitely .. ' . ‘ '
true el Vil ,.../..../..../..../..../

‘quy - T 2‘ L o
. confident /-..,/....J:.../-..ﬂ/-J.-/...u/%..il(-..ﬁ

°

'~'definite1yl : B . . SRR o
true '/n.J.ng/..J.“./n.J.g,ﬁug/.xﬂp

It is always a good thing. to be frank"

i

deflnitely - Lt

true -- .;/f.v{/:..,/.f,./.i../..../.If;/,f.‘%iiii]“

Religion is a farce: .

* definitely :. o "', w, '
trug v ' /.oo:-/o-l'-/.r‘.cn/oouo_/'-o‘-.o/nou‘-“’/..a:/.:no'/‘.

‘For this set I.feel: L AN

LI \

confident, /u.eifuuiiewiiliina eraidiidiniil ]
) ' o '
I do not mind meeting strangers:® . .

¥y
L]

' "V »-

: I enJoy reading love .poetry:

deflnltely

153

true 7.W:./;;;./..if/..f;/}.../.... ..../..r( |

'I feel quite happy being what I am;

o,

deinltely f' ‘}'.

" true /..../;..s/.,.,/..../...,/.,};/..../L...[‘

For this set T feel:
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How often do yGu feel ,s_elf-coneciot"_ls?.

very often "1.....2..“..3....4....5 a..lr_no'st"never
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: ‘Do you ever think that - "you are a worthless individual7

very often 1....2...~.3....4....5 almOSt never
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When in a group of pe0p1e, do you have trouble thinking of the
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Please answer each quest:.on in terms oﬁ how z feel Read each . ot ;
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1. ‘. " How sensitive do you think you are to Others™ feelings?.
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