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ABSTRACT

Our perceptions of others are 1nf1uenced by a number of
facto_r's° One factor of particular interest in this study'was that
of credibility and its influence on perceptions relating to
competéncy° | E 7

In iﬁvestigatihgvthe re]ationéhip between credibi]ity énd,
compefency perceptions, the topic areas of first impressions,
credibility, competency and attitude change were reviewed and
ana]yzed in terms of 1mportant research relevant to th1s
1nvest1gat1on Such a review revealed that impressions can best be
thought of as resulting from a patterning of personality traits and
that the credibility of one's statements can represent traits relating
. to néed achievement abiiities of that person and therefore his
competence. Through a comparison oF,certéin traits, attitudes toward
a person were shown to develop and also change. |

The results of an experimenta]Idesign developed to measure
changes in competency impressions as a result of credibiiity
manipulation, fndicate sﬁch impressions to be unusually immune to
such manipulations. Possible explanations for such results and théir

implications are in turn considered.

Cvidi



" CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Smail‘group discussions occur fréquent1y and within numérous
settings ranging from the c]assrobm to business conferences; As.a
result, even within é short period-of time the oppoftunity usually
_éxists for alperson to participate in’ more ﬁhan one small group
discussion. Upon completion of one small grodp,discussion it is not
~ surprising to find that when a person transfers ts a different group,’
'some members from the previous group also transferftorthé new small =
-~ group discussion setting. | |
In some instances a person's statements, during a small group
discussion, are consistently "credible." However, occasionally in a
subsequent sma11;group discussion, his statement'VWill be "non-credible”
as a'resulf of ]ittTesacquiréd expertise concerning the topic,of
-conversation, etc° In the context of.the present study the weight a
réceiver givés'tova communicator's assertions can be referred to as -
the credibility of the communicator. In instances as described above, -
one or more members of the p}eseht discussion might also haVe beeh ‘
members of the previous group in which the person's statements
appeared credible. Such circumstances raise cbncern in relation to
the fo]]owing questions: How do members who were with him in the first
discussion'subsequent1y perceiveshim‘whenlhis stdteménts ére nollonger
 credible? Do their perceptions of him differ from those members Who

1



‘are listening to him for the first time? If changes in perceptions
occur from one discussion to the next, do they change more going from
credible to non-credibie than from non-credible to credible, or does it

make any difference?

.Purpose

The purpose of this study was to test whether initial. _
“evaluations, made by group members’of another group'mémber, would
differ from subsequent evaluations made of this member in a second :
.-small group discussion. In the first group discussion, members would
observe a certain group member making “credible” statements. 1In a
second small group'discussion, the same members wouid subsequently
observe this member making "non-credible" statements. Since the
“opposite situation could also occur, this order of occurrence would

also be reversed for comparison.

The néed for such a study was evidenced by the‘iack of
<sufficient previous research to answer the qguestion of how obsered
Changes in the credibiiity of a person, wfthin a sma}].grpup séttihg,
influences others’ impressions‘of nim. A]though a humbé;”of-studiés.
have‘investigated the area of credibility ?mpfessions, with respect to
small group communication it was felt that additionai research would.
help shed 1ight on when and in what manner impressions are formed,
:modffied and resulting attitudes developed from such Ehanges° In‘.
relation to information available on -impression formation little

research has been conducted concerning what it is that modifies



impressions or more specifically competency impressions. Likewise;
Tittle infdrmation appeafs tq'Be avai1abie on what.effectﬁ result -
from,mpdifigétion oflcombétency ihpressions,, | |

The present study sought to control a group member's 1eve1 of
'cred1b111ty in order to permit mean1ngfu1 measures to be made of
resulting att1tude changes concern1ng the competency of such a group

member, over a short period of- t1me

Related Theory and Research

it is a frequent observation thdt when two people méetlfor the
first time, evén if the communication proceSS'befween the two people
is brief; both will usually Teave with some impression aﬁ'to tﬁe
competency of the person with whbm they have comhunicated. For.
example, mosf people have had experiences where, upon meeting another
_person, they felt they did not make a favorab]e'impression. Oné
poésible exp1anation is that they felt unable to carry on an educated
conVersatidh’concehning the toﬁic under discussion, thereby causing
the.dther person to conclude they were not competent. In many cases,
'sdch a conclusion could be damaging to future interaction. Of course,
'such initial impfessions of general competenée.made'as é result of the -
first communicative interaction are ndt always accurate. However,
'regard]ess’df_their accuracy, the formation of sﬁch impressions is a
common occurrence. As such, the impression of-competency becomes a
factor to be considefedrin any.CQmprehensiye éna1y$is of interpersonal

communication.
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In an attempt.t0'investigate_howbchanges in the "credibility™:
of a person influence subseqﬁent evaiuations of this person after
initial impressions have been formed, the present study'QOnsideféd four

factors to be of prime 1mportance. These were: T1rst 1mpress1ons,

credibility, competenCJ and at+1tude "hange., Attent1on 1s therefore

now directed to a review of research. relevant to such ¢actors.



- CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

First Impressions

Eacﬁ person comes to us With a large number cf different
characteristics. A certain man is brave, intelligent, with a ready
sense of wit, éhergetic, but he is also serious, patient, and on
tjme;—noc to mention his courteous natufe. Our perceptions of others
are determined in Targe part by observing such characteristics and -
many others. = It isiinteresting‘to realize that the Severa1,chéracter-.
istics function together to produce an impressioh_ofrone person.
Howevér, whaf principles seem to regulate thié process? Though our
,mihds sometihcs fail when we face the task of mastefing a serieslof
disconnected numberé‘or words, the more comp]icatedrtask of'forming
an impression about a person is done easily and QUiCklylby us. Even
without repeated drill we can commit to memory the various
‘characteristics observed in a person, In additions'though it is
difficu]f to forget our view of a person once it is formed, we seldom
Confuselthe'ha]f of one person with the half of another. .A]though
thcre seems to be little disagreement that we do,fn'fact.form
impressions, there are a number of theoretical possibilities proposed
by S. E. Asch (1946, p. 258) for describing the process of forming an

impression:



Proposition |

One possibility for describing the process is that an imoression
=a+b+c+d+e, where the total imoression of the oerson is the sum
of the several indepenaent imoressions. In the above process each trait
has its own quality and the next trait also, etc. Therefore, each trait
produces its own impression. Some nsycnologists assume, in addition to
the factors of the above theory, the operation of a "general

impression."

Proposition la

The general impression is conceived as an effective force "G",
possessing a plus or minus direction which shifts the evaluation of the
many traits in its direction. Under this interpretation, the process
is represented asa + b+ c +d + ej*G where, to the sum of the traits

there is now added another factor, the general impression.

Proposition I

Another view contends that we form an imoression of the entire
person as being more complex than just consisting of a number of
independent traits. It tries to get at the patterning of the person-
ality, dealing with the traits in relation to each other. It can be

expressed as shown in Figure 1.

Impression =

Fig. 1. Impression Formation as a Result
of the Patterning of the Personality
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Genera11y psycho]og1sts ho1d to Propos1t1on IT in one way or another.
The experimental des1gn used in the present study subscr1bed to this
v1ew$f$1nce an impression was expected to result through the 1nteract1on
andiconsiderétidn of all statements made by a person. In Tlight of
this expecﬁétion other impression formation theories will now be
'considered. _ |
: Gestalt theory, secured in logic. and epistemdlogy, and With its
eXberimenta]_foundationS in the_psycho]ogy-bf pérception, Tearhihg and
thinking, waé regarded by itsfoundef9 the late Max Wertheimef, aé
equally applicable to perceptions of personality and of the social
field (Luchins 1948, p. 318). The %nteractions of personality and
competenéy perceptions is such that an understanding of one is an
' important preface to a better»understanding of the other. An associate .
of Wertheimer, S. E. Asch (Asch 1946), conducted an experimehta]
“investigation dealing with the'fofmation of impressions bf personality.
Asch demonstrated that certain cruc1a1 labels can transform the entire
1mpress1on of the person, leading to attr1but1ons wh1ch are related to
.the label on a broad cultural basis. In different way_ss Asch s
experiménts demonstrated that.forming an impressiohxis anAorganized
process whereby relationships are percéived among charébteristics
Teading to a distinction between central and periphera] QUalities. A
" grasp of a partfcuiar structure becomes necessary to know a ﬁerson;
For the subjects in Asch's expériments,‘the gaining of an ﬁmpression was
‘not a process of ffxing each trait in isoaation and nqting its meaning.

Asch explains that-if they proceeded in this way the traité Wou]d remain

-



-8
-l‘abstract; 1acking_ju§f the‘contenf énd“functiOn which causes them to be
Tiving traits. : |

Asch féad to his subjects a iist of édjectives whfch described
a particular person. He then asked‘them to characterize that person.
He fdund that inclusion in the Tist of what he called central qualities |
such as "warm" as oppoéed to “co]d“,kprqduced a widespread change.in the
'_gntire impression. A wide1y recogniied form of bias which_dfteh affects
fhe fating of evaluators is termed the_"hé]o effect.” Thorndiker(1920),
the originator of the term, found (1920, p. 25) "ratings weré apparént]y
affected by‘a marked'tendency to think of the person in general as
rather good or'rather'inferiof and tb color the judgment of his
quafities byvthis genera1'fee1ing." Howéyer, the halo effect'did not
really exp1ainlthe widespread ;hangevpfoduced fh As¢h's Study'sihce
it did hot éxtend indiscriminately in a positive or negative direction
to all characteristics. By changing their refative impOrtanCe‘in the
total impression, it differentially transformed the other qualities.
The central qua]ities*prdduced a stronger~effeét than thosé’produced
by the peripheral qualities such as "polite" versus "bTunt." Mensch
and Wishner (1947) repeated a number of Aschfs experiments because of
dissatisfaction with'his sex and geographiﬁ'distribution. Their data
substantiates Asch's very closely. - An investigation of the find1ngs‘
of Asch's experiments leads Bne to believe that PropositionAI made by
Asch is ihcomp1ete since anlinteraqtion among traits a1so'occufs which
means that the total impression is the ;umhation'of these effects,

which is the theme of Proposition II.
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In contrast to the Asch research on person 1mpress1ons,-Harold |
Ke11ey (1950), who was more 1nterested in a genera] theory of first
1mpress1ons, investigated the stability of early judgments, their
7determihants, and the relation of such Jjudgments- to the behavior of
- the person making them. Though Asch read to'his subjects a 1is£~of
_adjectﬁves which purportedly described a certain hypothetical person,v
>"Ke1]ey tested the effects of the same central qualities, e.g., "warm"
VS, "con" as ‘used by Asch, upon the ear1y 1mpress1ons of subJects
toward real persons. They operated as expectations rather than as part -
of the st%mu]us pattern during the exposure period since they were |
introddced as pre-inforhatiOn about the stimulus person before his
Vactﬁa1 appearahce. The results of Ke11ey's experiment indicate that
those4given the "warm" pre-information consistently rated the stimulus
'persoh.more favorab]y than do those given the "cold" pre-information.
‘These f1nd1ngs are very similar to Asch's for the character1st1cs
common to both studies. Therefore, this data strongly supports his
finding that such a central quality as ”warmth"l can greatly influence
the tdtal impression of a personality.
| In.regard to the power such general dimensions as "warmth" and .
“coldness" have, a number of studies of personality impression
formation have shown that negative traits have more influence on an
impression response than do positive traits (e.g., Levin and Scﬁmidt
1969, 19705 Wyer 1970). The averaging model of stimulus 1ntegrationr
'tﬁeory (Anderson 1971) is one mode] Which incorporated differential
“influence of information,' According.to this que1, the total effect

of a given stimulus is the product of its value and its wefght.. For
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example, high ratings of‘]ikeab1eness.Were obtained for such words as

honest, understanding and loyal, whereas spitefu1,'iﬁ§uthﬁ§fand

Ainsincere received Tow ratings. The model can account for the greater -
influence of.negative or Tow-valued personality trait édjeétives by .
:.aséuming that they have greater weight than positiVe or high-vaiued
adjectives. This is done in light of‘the fact that value and weighf :
are usually assumed to be independent. However, the model Teaves to
speculation the cause or céuses of the greater weight for 19w-valued'
adjectives. | |
Oné exp?anatfon for.the differential weightfng is that
unfavorab]é adjectives tend to be used less frequently than favorableA
adjectives in describing persons (Boucher and Osgood 1969). Normally
Subjetts do not expect to see negative traits describing a person.
Thekefore, such traits may have a greater impact on their impression -
responses. Though Wyer provides indirect support for such an
interpretation, up to that time there was no‘direct experimental . test.
However, Levin and Schmidt (1970)‘re¢eh£1y féﬁ%ed1ﬁhﬁs;as$éktion,énq .
found that for person descriptions>conta€hiﬁg both hfgh'aﬁd 1oﬁt§élued.
adjectives, low adjectives were found to be weighted twice as much as
high adjectives for a group which previdus1y,rated é series of
high adjectives. However, both Tow ahd high adjectives were found to
be weighted about equally for a group which previous1y rated a series
of low-yalued adjectives. In summary, such studies indicate that the
deScription of a person by way of an equal number of‘positive and

negative traits does not necessarily result in avtance11ation_effect
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“since the negative traits tend to carry more»weight on personality
impression formation. | | _ | '
' The conc1u$ioh:of research dealing with ffrét}jmpré;siohs,is
that such impressions can and are made quickjy and with a ﬁ%éh degree
of accuracy even though they must deal With complex characteristics.’
Such research emphasizes the existence of an organized process being
involved in which the resuyiting first impression is influenced by
important factors such as central quéiitieé,rvaiues and weighing»
procedures. The existence of first impressions and the indication of
~ their rapid appearance is sfgnificant to this experiment since such
impressioné providecthe prior setting from which latter impressions in
= this experiment must be measured. - However, as will be shown next,
i_"credibi1ity” can be an jnffﬁencing factor in the development of .any
first impression since it can oftén'bias or influence the observations

from which the first impression is made.

Credibility |
One rather consistent finding in communication research~has
Abeen that message sourcés'perceived to be credible are more ihf]uentiai
in changing message vrecipients' attitudes than are sources perceived to
be lower in credibility. Beyond this, however, there is notia great
deé] known abqut'the impact of low credible sources on audiences'
~acceptance of'persuasive messages. A review Sy Anderson and
C1eyenger (1963) of communicationAreéearch indicates that tﬁe genera1

feeling is that a message attributed to a low credible source
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imﬁediate]y befofe»its brésentation’producee maximum fesistance to
the message. Therefore, favorable attitude change among tﬁe audience
'w111 be minimal when exposed to the message. |

The bases for this assumpt%dn are found in the wdrk of
Lumsdaihe and Jani; (1953)vdea11ng with inoculation, and 1h the
research of McGuire and Papageorgis (1961) on beTiéf immunizationﬁ
. McGuire and Papageoréis‘fOund_that when a communicator mentions
argumenté that are contrary to a respondent's belief and then
explicitly refutes these argﬁments, that respondent's beliefs are
most resistant to chénge when later aﬁtacked.

It ié possible that low source credibility is one antecedent
conditien that serves to immunize an individual's beliefs making him
more resistant to persuasion. .

A study by-Husek (1965) has provided some support for the
hypothesis that when the source has low credibi1ity,fattributidn of the
' hessage to the source after presentation of the message will resﬁ]t in
‘more fevorable audience attitudes toward the proposal fhan’when the
. message is attributed to the source prior to presentation of the
message. HoWevers it is doubtfu] that manipulation of the identification
- of Tow credib1e‘sources will be very effective in affecting persuasion
if the message 1tse]fvis minfma]]y_effective. |

: In addition, a study.by Greenberg and Mii]efe(1966) found that
the effects of Tow credibi]fty can be largely obviated by delaying
source identification until after a message has been presented. In‘each
of their experiments, delayed identification of the Tow credible source

enhanced the persuasiveness of the message.
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Deépite'the mény experimental studies re]e&ani to the effects
of crédibility on communication, the scope of»thfs:concept_is sucﬁ that
the.findings afe not sufficiently numerous ahd'sophisticated to bermit
definitive conciusions about its operation. |

It is bossib]e to state that generaily the. credibility of the
" source is related in some way to the impact of the message. Howéver,
evidence related to retention does not suggest that the amount of |
infdrmation gained from exposure to a messagé is related to the ethos
of the source. As for persuasion, according to many studies the effect
' of credibility is temporal in dimensions such that when the stimulus is
not renéwed;'materiai presented by a high credible source loses in
4bersuasivenes$ and thaf'given b& a low-credible source'gains. Some of
“the initial effect is re-established onn recéi! of the source, though
any improvement produced by revival is subject to more rapid decay than
that experienced by the original 1ncremen£. The genéra] distinction
then, betWeen retention and persuaéion as it relates to the credibility
associated with the presentation is that retention remains unaffected
whereas persuasion isrmore directly influenced by the credibility of
the message source. | |

A person's perceived level of credibf!ity can be inf]uénced by
‘the 1éve1'of prestige attributed to him. The question as to whether
dffferences in speakers’ prestige significantly inf]uenﬁe the peréuasive
outcome of a speech however is an unsettled issue. Anderson and
. Clevenger (1963) reported a study in which one group of subjects
lTistened to a tape recorded speech attributed to Thomas Parran, Surgeon

General of the United States; a second group .listened to a tape -
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recorded 'speech attributed to a “Northwestern Uniyersity Sophomore;“
| Not only.was Parran rated significantly more competent than the other
two, but a]so; as measured by the Woodward Shift-of-Opinion Ballot, his
speech was significantly more.effective in changing attitude than was
either of the other two. The “Dennis" and the “Sophomore" speeches
did not differ 51gn1f1cant1y (Anderson and Clevenger 1963, p. 63).

‘The supposed differences in prestige level of these ekperiments
were assumed td be ]akge, and the teéhniques'of estab]iéhihg the bresfige
B lTevels were straightforward and obvious. HbWever5 Hovland and Mandell i
(1952) suspecting the possibility of subtler sources haVing an effect |
on the spéaker's image, manipulated credibility fhrough the suggestion
of differing degrees of selfish interest and self-motivation. The
nonsignificant difference in attitude change produced by the speakers
was smd]T, but the audiences, seemingly because-of their presumed
'prejudices, rated the "unbiased sources" as the significantly fairer
and more honest of the two. '

7 ~ An interesting result of the studiés cited by Greenberg and
Miller is the somewhat equivocal success of the low credibility
haniﬁu]ationﬁ Even with audience memberé receiving information that
should have prompted them to qUestion strong]yrthe competency of their
soﬂrces, a number of respondents failed to rate the source's credibility
Tow in any absolute sense. Though the'%é1uctance to respond negatively
may have been partially due to the quality of the message, the investi-
gators seem to feel that some additional variable is ﬁnvo]ved. The
existence of a normatiye standard might»operéte in such a manner as to

cause audience members to give a source the benefit of a doubt. In
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essence the Tack of personal experience with the source eou]q cause |
- ‘audiences to respend to sources in a basically pdsitive_menner.

Another poésib1e explanation beyond_that offered by fhe
'“norhative standard" ié that the poSitive charaeteristics of the
message had a'greater,impact on source perception than did.eubsequent
information concerning the source's dubious motives and questionable
experience. This 1ﬁterpretation would seem to be consistent with
previous research demonstrating the imporfance of primacy ih
impression formation (Lucﬁins;1957).~

Research conducted by Hoviand, Lumsdaine and Sheffield (1949)
showed that some opinﬁon changes ‘in the direction of the communicator's
position‘are larger after a lapse of time than immediately after the :
communication. .Hovland'refers to this as the “"sleeper effect." For
a long time the results of investigations in the area of attitude-
"opinion change supported the assumption that the maximum modification
of opfnions was expected to occur shortly after expesure to
experimental treatment. However, experiments other than Hov]andfs
revealed findings of increased effects of a communication after a
period of tihe._ Investigators account for this phenpmenon by advocating'
a distinction beiween_the learning and acceptance of a communication.
This argument stetes that, although the content of a communication is
learned well, the communication may be discouhted as Coming from a
source having a-prepagandistic purpose. Over a period'of'time, the
discounting facter may be forgotten morelrapid1y than»the content of
the communication on which the opinions are based. The result is a

delayed increment of the effect of the communication. One hypothesis
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advanged{by Hovland and hié assqciates for their results is that
individuals may be suspicious 6f;the motives of the communicator and 
initially discount his pbsition; and thus may evfdence\]itt]e or no
immedfatefchange ih opinion. waevér, éfter a’iépse of“time fhey méy
remember and accept what was communicated but not remember who it was
that communicated it. Therefore, theyimay then be more inclined to
agree with the position presented by the communicator. |

As the previous studies have shown, though it iS'possib]e to
state that generaily the credibility of the soufce is related in some
' way to the impact of the message, definitive conbiusions about its
operation afe still unavailable. In this experiment a person's
perceived level of credibility was expected to be related to or
correTated.with the level of credibility contained in his statements.
~In light of citeﬁ research, and the Tack of p%e-biasing since neither
_ a favorable or unfavorable prior identification of subjects was made,
the poséibi]ity of such an expected effect seemed to be within reason.
B However, the interaction of competency impressions with that of

-credibiﬁity jmpressions is also felt to be an area worthy of cohsider-_
ation in anylimpression formation process. With this in.mind,
attention will now be directed toward the influence of competency'7

factors and their bearing on impression formation.

Cdmpetencz

Interpersonal competence is being considered as a central
concept- in understanding human behavior more and more by behavioral

scientists. In a series of studies, R. W. White (1963) indicates the
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possibility of interpersonal competence being a basic need of man.
He defines competence as meaning "capacity, fitness, or abi]iiy." The
competence of the individual means his fitness or ability to carry on
those transactions with the environment which results in his
maintenance and success. The extent to which individuals produce this
success is the measure of competence.

Chris Argyris (1965) outlined a theoretical framework with
importance to‘understanding the topié of interpersonal competence.
However, as Argyris points out, the extent to which a person produces
an intended effect is not always an adequate measure of competence.

For instance, a person may accomplish specific intended effects in such
a way that does not solve the problem péfmanent]y or if it does solve
it the probabilities of the individual's solving it again are decreased.

With this in mind, Argyris suggested three measures of
interpersonal competence:

Human competence tends to increase
1. as one's awareness of relevant factors increase (relevant factors

are those that have effect),
2. as the problems are solved in such a way that they remain solved,
3. with a minimal deterioration of the problem-solving process.

With this conception of competence, Argyris attempted to
develop categories he felt to be relevant in observing and under-
standing this phenomenon. "Owning up to", “openness“,-and "risk
taking" were the primary plus categories on the. individual and
interpersonal levels. A norms.level was also included which had as its |

plus categories "individuality", "concern", and "trust." The primary
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minus categor1es were "not owning up to", "not be1ng open"; and B
' reJect1ng risk taking” on the individual and interpersonal 1eve1s w1th
the norms:1eve1.conta1n1ng fconform1ty", "antagonism", and "mistrust.”

Argyfis theorized that behavior is categorized at two 1eveis:
-~ Level I, réferring to individual and interpersonal aspects; and Level
IT referring to the cu]tural aspects‘of behavior which/may be designated
- as norms. In the firét level concern is with whether an 1nd1vfdua1 15-
able to identify his behavior, communicate it, accept ownership 6f it,
etc.  Level II, in dealing with norms, suggests'that the cu]tural.
aspects of behavior must be understood if a more complete picturé of
human behavior is to be developed. Argyris believed that. through an>
understaﬁding of behavior the nature of competence could be better
understood. His second level, or norms;1eve1‘as he refers to 1t,vis
designated to categorize aspects of the cultural factors that affect
'this behavior. |

In Level II Argyris explains that norms may be thought of as
developing from those interactions among the participants that have
_proved useful (to the participahts) in maintaining the system. He
defines norms as "coercive mechanisms" created by the individuals to
sanction behavior which will be functioné] for the system, acting to
enhance or 1nhfb1t competence (1965, p. 62). For example, as one of
his norm categories Argyris includes "frust or mistrust." Though a
comp]ex varfab]e trust is illustrated as oécurring when 'A‘ senses that
'B' is. concerned enough about their re]at16nsh1p to permit 'A' to take a

r1sk with his self-esteem. However, such behavior has both positive

anet negative aspects. For example, Argyris explained that individual
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'A' might say to ‘B', "I believe in people having their say, but in “
this case 'X' is trﬁg. “You're wrong and you'd better chaﬁge your mind
if you.wish to succeed here." 'A' owning up to his beliefs éou]d be
scored positive whereas inducing 'B* to conform to them would be a
negatiye aﬁpect. 'A"believes in individuality, yet he creates
conditions deménding»conformity for l'B'., These become coqtradictory
messages. "Imbalance theories" Tlabel this_behavior as imba]ance
_(creating) behavior. Roger Brown (1962, p? 57) conc]uded“that,.;"human
nature abhors imbalance...a situation of imbalance is one calling for
- mutually incompatible actions....Imbalance in the mind threatens to
'pafa1yze actions.” This 1is Argyfis'S'assumption about the impacﬁ‘of
imba]ancé behavﬁor.upon competence striving.
| Différeht types of behavior are thought to contribute
differently to ihtefperéona] compefence. With this in mind Argyris
‘created a pbtency score for each category within Level I,and_Lgye}RII,
This became his index of competence. His hode]’suggests that the-
higher the pius scores, the greater the individual interpersonal
,C6mpetence. .
In recent research done by Korman, Singer, Fekete and Antonelli

(1973), certain kinds of interpersonal descriptions were found to be
~generally predictivé of “competent" behavior. Their findings indicated
that indiﬁiduals being rated high on ability to lead, problem-solving,
and need achievement were more 1ikely to have exhibited "competent®
behaviors in at least three independent s}tuations than those who‘wefé
assessed.as being low on these variables. However, a note of caution

is suggested that the Specific kinds of behavioral and psycho]dgica]



20
characferistics which are Tikely to Tead a person to be pekceived.as
high need achieving, high problem-solving, etc., by others are not
always easy to determine. | o

In conclusion, the present study sought'to create experimental
conditions under which a person would be viewad making stafements,
contradictory in level of competency when compared to statements.he had
madelin a prior discussion. The assumption is that such an imbalance |
would create a negative competency impression associated with the
person making suchAstatements. Argyris’s work, though not conclusive,

" would Tend support to such an assumption. The present experiment's
attempt to‘infiuence competency impression through a—switch of ’
competenby roles can be justified in Tight of previously cited research -
indicating that competency impressions are such that they would be |
sensitive enough to detect such changes. Therefore, being a part of
behavior, the potential effect of competency on the impression forma4;v
tion process is worthy of consideration, especially in light of the
fact that in this experiment changes ih expressed Tevels of ‘
‘competency occurred before competencyrimpressions were re-measﬁred.
However, with the re-measuring of any impression comes the diffiéuTty
involved in assessiﬁg actual changes in attitude. Such difficulties
and the nature of attitude change in generai can best be discussed
after the attftude measuring instruments used -in this study have been

considered. Therefore, attention wiil not be given to the experimental

deSign developed for this study.



CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURE

Design Variables

Variables manipulated by an experimenter typicaf]y have been
ca]]éd independent variab]es. Variables of interest that were
_man1pu1ated 1n this study were:

A) Rat1ng Man1pu1at1on occurred through the use of first and second
ratings.
B) Credibi]ity: Manipu]atioh occurred by providing the two confederates
with either high or low "credibility" statements.
C) 'Cohfederate: Both a male and female confederate. were uséd
~throughout the experiment. | |

A dependent variable is often identified rather loosely as that
which is going to be measured in an experiment. Measurement of
"competency" as the dependent variéb]e waé accomplished through the use
of both the Semanfic'Differentia1 and Likert scaj]es_°

As shown in Figure 2, a "control group" waéhhaintaihed within
the experimental design through the use of partial replications. This
was accomplished in that at the samé time any two subjects were
w{tnessing a second discussion, thefe were always two subjects to

compare against who were witnessing the discussion for the first time.

21
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Fig. 2. Design lllustrating the Implementation of
Discussion Topics, Credibility Roles and Seating of Subjects

F = Female confederate; numoer 2.

M = Male confederate; numoer 1.

cred = credible statements used,
n-cred = non-credible statements used.

E = energy crisis discussion tooic.
T = tax inequities discussion tooic.

Under this design, six people participated in each group
discussion on one of two possible tooics, either the Energy Crisis or
Tax Inequities. Of the six people, two were graduate students who acted
as confederates in the discussion. Each confederate memorized an
identical set of five "credible” and five "non-credible" statements for

both discussion topics. The rest of the subjects used in the experiment



werevstudents randomly selected from Speech 103 or Speech 2 classes at
. The University of Arizona._ |

Ih."tfme one“, the sixvpeop]e entered a room and sat}arbund a
round discussion tab]e. At that time, each subject was given an
information sheet on the Energy Crisié which they'were asked to read. -
When all six subject; had finished reading the information Sheétgnthe
- experimenter asked them to begin discussing:the topic as a grodp after
he left the room and to stop the diséussion whenrhe re-entered the
room later.. During thisidiséussion, confedérate:two had been instructed
to make her five credible statements and confederate one to make his -
five non-credible statements at rea]istic intervals within the |
discussion. The confedérates were also instructed to make no other
statements than the ones memorized.

| During the discussion, the experimenter listened to and

observed the discussion from behind a one way mirror in an adjacent
‘room. ' After both confederates héd made their five statementsshthe
experimenter re-entered the discussion room and asked each subject to
fi11 out four questionnaires, two of which pertained to confederate
one and two identical questionnaires on cbnfederate two. After the
questionnaifes had been completed and collected, subjects five and six_
were asked to 1eéve. Time one in the design was then over'énd new -
subjects, labeled seven and eight, wéré broughf in to participate in

the second group discussion. As befére, each subject read an informa-

tion sheet~cbncerning the new discussion topic of Tax Inequities,g~1n 
time two the credibility roles were reversed and confederate two made

non-credible statements and confederate one made credible statements.
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Questionnaires were administeréd at the end of the group'djsgussion in
the same manner as in time}one.'}The-two subjects Qho reméinedvfor the
secohd‘discussion did not know which subjects they wou]d.be ésked to
rate until after the discuésion under time two was over. As before,
- all subjecfs received two questionnaires. for rating confederate dne and
the same two questionnaires for ratihg confederate two. The only
difference being that subjects seven and eight had notrrated the
confederates before under different credibflity roles as had subjects
three and four. | |

In time three, credibility r01e§ and discussion topic revertéd
back to those used in time one. Subjects nine and ten were new and
the same.procedure was used as before. Subjects eleven.and twelve
were new in time four where ckedibi1ity roles and discuésion topic
reverted to those used in time two. However, at-the:ehd of time four
'allhsubjects were ﬁsked to leave and run one was completed. |
lIn run two, the cfedibi1ity roles. for each discussion topic
were reversed from run'one., Although. the same confederates were used,
-a-new group of subjects were used in run two. The text of the dis? ‘
cussion topics used, along with statements memorized by the confederates
can be found 1in Appendfx A. The text of the two'discussion topics and

corresponding statements were written by the author for use in this

study.

Measuring Instruments

" Both the Semantic Differential and Likert measuring instruments

were used in this experiment. Each measuring instrument employed can be



found in the Appendix B. The Semantic Differehtia} has‘been used in
hundreds of studies for a variety of purposes rangingsfrom predicting
a-political election to identifying changes 1in personality structure
~and was thought to be a valuable measuring instrument for use in this
Astudy, | |

pro]ar adjecfives oh seven-interval stalesvrepréseﬁt the
critical attitudes of arsemantic differential. The scales used may be
specially constructedvfor é particular task as was the case in the
present study. The appropriate method for anéiyzihg_the semantic
- differential data depends on the question the experimenter wants to
“ahswer, In general, différences in the patterns of check marks on the
scales are assumed fo represent differences in meanings of the concepts
judged (Emmert and Brooks(3970 p. 182) |

Extensive work done with samples of ad]ect1ves suggests that
in over twenty cultures, three major independent dimensions underlie
_the judgments made by subjects (Triandis 1971, p. 47). These are as
follows: ) |
“Evaluation: The object is good, clean, fair, honest, beautiful.
Potency: The object is strong, big, large, powerful, heaVy.
»"Act1v1ty The object is ac+1ve not fast, a11ve
-Osgood employs the-evaluation dimension to measure att1tudes

Due-to the reliability of Likert scales and because of the
possibility that this method may be Tess time consuming, Likert scales
haVe been widely used in attitude studies. In the ﬁresent study both -
the semantic differential and Likert scale were utilized for the

purpose of measuring attitude change and are.found in Appendix B.
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HoWever, the difficulty in assessing actual changes in éttitude rééts
not on]y"with the measﬁring instfuments used but also with the natufeb
in which-an attitude is defined and conceptualized. Consideration will

_now be given'to the latter.

 Attitude Change

.By the very'nétufe of the experimental designvusediin this
study, attitude change becoméé an inétrumental concept for consider-
- ation. 'As measured by the rating instruments used in the present
studys a change in the subjeét[s second ratingé as compared with his
first ratingsfwas taken.as an indication that a change had occurred in .
one or more of his perqeptioné concerning one or both of the--
confederatesr However, to appreciate and better understand what takes
place between the initial ratings and a subsequent change in ratings,
. the cémp]ex nature of attitudes and attitude change deserves
consideration. -

Having an attitude means that the individual is no Tonger
neutral towardAthe referents of the aititude. He is for or against,
Apbsitively inclined or negatively disposed in some degree toward
them--not just momentarily, but in a 1astihg way, as long as the
attitude in question is operative.

" The refereht of an attitude constitutes a set ranging,
theoretically, from one to a large number of objects. Most of the time
the formation of a positive or'negative sﬁand toward one object or

person usually implies differential attachment to others in the same
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- domain. The subject—object relationship devélops through the
formatioh of categories both differentiating between'the quects and
| between thé pérson's poéitfve or negative reTationghip to objecfs in
the various categories. -As an examb]e,‘an'attractioh to one person
usuai]y inVo]ves a'cdmbariédn wifh others who are similar and |
different. It becomes evident that the attitude toward.the person
- includes the views towafd others with whom he is compared, This
process might often be an unconscious one. In addition to social
objects, the referents of an attitude may also bevobjectsrih the -
person's environment that are nonsocial. 7 |
Smith, Bruner, and White (1956) mention sevenvdimensions along

whiéh attitudés,may varyﬁ dffferentiatidﬁ, saliency, time perspective,
. informational supporf, object value, orientation, and po]icy stand.
Therefdre, the individual may differentiate among many parts of the
attitude object;'hé may experience the attitude objec£ with differing
degrees of salience, may emp]oy a temporal frame of reference in think-
ing about it, may or may not be well 1nformed_ébout it, may experience
diffeéing degrees of effect, and may be oriented to approach, avoid or
be hostile toward»ifm N

“Person 0 has many characteristics. Pis attitude toward 0O is
detérmined in part by O;S’characteristics; however, a number of other
variables are also important. The characteristics of P and the way
they relate to 0's charactefistics,'the culture and social context of
the interaction are all important determinates pf'P's'éttitudes

toward 0 (Sherif 1966).
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‘Since 0 has a great variety of characteristics, the_pbservatioh
that P has an attitude toward him gives limited informatioﬁ, It is
: he]pfuj to haye observations of P's behavfors toward people Who have
“or do not have the various characterisﬁics, With such observations,* 
P's attitudé toward 0 can be better undersfood,, |
- Because an attitude is.not'sdﬁething that can be observed
dikeét]y, we can only infer the nature of one's attitudes from What
he’says or iﬁdicates his attitudes to be. ’Just as we can never
dfrect]y~ob$erVe pain, psycho]ogicaj tension, or an unspoken idea, an
aftitude cannot be seen. WNevertheless, as pointed out by Sherif and
'Shérff (1967, p. 112), the concept of attitude is different from other
conceﬁts-referring to internal states of the individual; for example:
7, Attitudes are not innate; it is assumed that the appearance of an
attitude is dependent on learning.
| Attitudes are not temporary states but are more or less
enduring once they are formed. Of course, attitudes do change; but
once formed they acquire a regulatory. function such that, within
Alimits, they are not subjéct to change with the ups and downs -or
homeostatic functioning of the organism or with every just noticeable
variation in the stimulus condition. |
Attitudes are not self-generated, psycho]ogi;al]y. They are
formed or Tearned in relation to identifiable referents, whether these
| be persons, groups, objects, or ideologies.
| Operationally, an attitude can be defined as the individual's
~ set of categories fdr evaluating a‘stimu1us domain, which is established

as he learns about that domain in interaction with other persons and



which relate him to vérious subsets within the domain With‘varyjng
degrees of positive or negative effect (Sherif and Sherif,‘p.-]15).
The fd]1owing analysis explains that there are three |
components of attitudes. Attitudes ére neéessari1y cognitive-
motiﬁationa1—behaviofa1 (Sherif and Sherif, p. 113); Under the
cognitive component, beliefs about the attitude object's character-
-.jstics§ re]ation to éther objects, and degree of integration into a-
hierarchicé1 pattern of cognitions are considered. Since’affitudes
-'aré not neutral affairs, there is a motivational component. Finally,.
thefe is a béhaviora] component since the only possible data from
which an attftude can be inferred are behaviors, verbal or nonverbal.
For purposes of assessing the structure of an attitude,
three concepts are specified (Sherif and Sherif, p. 115).

1. Latitude of acceptance: The latitude of acceptance is the
most acceptable position plus other positions the individual also finds '
acceptable. |

2. Latitude of-fejection: The position most objectionable to
the/ihdividua19 the thing he most detests in a particular domain, plus
other positiéns he finds objectionable define fhe latitude of réjection;

3. Latitude of noncommitment: While accepting some andvreject-
ing others, fherindividua1 may rémain ndncommita1 concerning certain
positions. |

According to social judgment theory Sherif, Sherif and
: Nebergall (1965) explain that a'persuasive:messgge faT]ing within or
's]ight1y out of the 1ét1tude of acceptance is perceived byvthe'recé1Ver

'as-¢165er to his prime attitude than it really is. On the other hand,
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if a source éfgues in favor of a position that is in the reégivef‘s
latitude o? rejection, it is seen as moré‘diScrepant thaﬁ %t actually
is. _ | n |

7 Although the present study was not designed to investigate any
of the aspeéts of persuasion, it was concerned with the influence |
certain verbal statements wéu]d have. on perceptions relating to the
sender. It is not uncommon for peopie to listen in ways which avoid
anxiety and toidchieve satisfaction. Selective fnattention and
péﬁceptual distgrtion.are viewed as defensive mechanisms which people
use to maintain their ability té functionr(Freund 1942)0"TQ the
extent that any subjects excluded credible or non-credible statements
they did'nbt-want to hear, such exc]usions could.affect their ratings
of the confederates. Therefore, the latitude within_Which'the
confederate's statement might fall could influence how that statement
‘was dealt with by the subject for the purpose of rating the confederate.

There are many classes of variables that determine interpersonal
attitudes. (Sheh'f and Sherif 1967, p. 235). For example, 0's behévior,

clothes, rate and Toudness of speech, 0's color, 0O's accent, etc., can

-‘, all influence P to infer certain characteristics about 0. Many of

these variables could influence P's attitudes ébout 0 even before P

had observéd 0 making credible or non-credible statements. In develop--
ing an initiai interpersonal attitude, the possibility always exists
that in some'cases 0's statements would be diséountéd in 1light of the
other-characteristics observed by P. | |

.In the present study, when credibility roles were reversed

after the first ratings had been taken, percepthal distortioh might
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result. in the‘éase of some subjects. For example, through se]ective |
inattention, a subJect might part1a11y or whoI]y exclude any of the new
statements he d1d not want to hear, when cred1b111ty roles were |
changed, in order to avoid anxiety regarding conflicting impressions.
The opposite is also true since we éasi]y and quickly. hear those things
we want or need to hear (Weaver 1972, p. 68).

Since attitudes have been indicated to be dependent on»]earning,
it was‘the belief that in the present experiment an_attitude would
develop as a result of what was learned about a confederate from his
statements.

When.noticeab1e variations in the stimulus conditions were
presented on the part of the confederéte} it was é]so expectéd that a
new attitude would be learned. _
| ~In relation to attitude change, a number of studies have
reported results indicating that upon receiving a communication - |
divergent from existing opinions, more opinion change can be expected
when this discrepancy is large rather than small (Goldberg 1954
Hovland and Pr1tzker 1957, Harvey, Kelley and Shap1ro 1957, and
Zimbardo 1960) |

However, just as there 1s'ev1dence supporting the hypothesis
that greater discrepancy results in greater change, there is also

'considerab]e;evidence to support the hypothesis of greater change with
smaller discrepancy. Hovland, Harvey, and Sherif (1957)5 and Sherif _
and Hovland (1961) have reported such findings.

Through his theory of cognitive d1s$onance;-Fest1nger'(1957)-‘:"

provides a theory to interpret the “"greater” discrepancy results. A
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theoretical interpretation of the opposite results is prcvided,in'the
assimilation effecf (Sherif and HovTand, 1961). However,-in'any
situation,dea]ing with attitude change, it is important to ffrst
consider what it is that is to be changed when é,person iS’eprsed'to' ‘
a communication or some other attempt at. attitude change. What isi |
involved that is resistant to change?- Is it his guesses about the
number of books on a shelf, or people in a room? Or is it his views
regarding his family, his religion, his politics, his country, op his
life style? After all, it is one thing to change a person's opinion
regarding which candy bar is bests however, it is quite another'tping to
change the person's stand toward groups and 1nst1tut1ons he accepts or
reJects. In other words, there are always many 1ssues that a subJect -
is not ego-involved with. Consequently, such opinions are easily
changed. In an eXperimental setting where future interpersonal
‘interaction with group members is doubtful, it is doubtfu]vthatv
ego-involvement wcu1d be high.

‘A theory of attitude change that differs somewhat in general
.approach from some explicitly functional theories is that of Ke]mén's
: theory (Kelman 1958). Kelman focuses on the attitude change per- se
and bui]ds his theory on the processes of attitude “change"; some -
theories prior to Kelman's were theories about attitudes (Smith, Bruher, :
and White 1956) but cohtained’relétiVe1y 1itt1e chUS on change per se._,'f
Ke]man theorizes that "comp]iahce", “1dentificatioh",.and ?1hterna1i—}
_zat1on" are the three processes of att1tuce change. | |

According to Kelman, comp11ance can be said to occur when an

1nd1v1dua1 accepts influence in hopes of ach1ev1ng a. favorab]e reaction
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from another person or group. He adopts the iﬁduced behavior;-not
because he believes its contents--but because He believes ﬁe will gain -
specific_rewafds or approval and avoid épecific punishments or
disapproval by conforming. Therefore, the saﬁisfdction derived from
compliance is a result of the social effect of actepting inf]uénce. |
Kelman goes on to define "identification" as occurring when an
- individual accepts influence because he wants to establish or maintain
a satisfying se1f—defining'reTationship to another person or a group.
Though their specific content is more or less irrelevant, it seéms that
the individual actually believes 1h the‘responses which he adopts
through idenfification, Thé induced'behavior is adopted because of
its association with the desired ré]atidhship. Kelman explains fhat‘
compliance depends on the communicator's control of rewards and
punishments and that identification depends on the communicator's
power. However, Kelman's distinction is not really clear in Tight of
~ ‘the fact that psychologists have defined power as the ébi]ity to control
the rewards and punishments others receive. ‘ |

The last process, internalization, occurs when an individual
accepts inf1Qence because the content of the induced behaviorQ—the
ideas and-actions of which it is composed--is intrinsically rewarding.
Behavior adopted in this fashion tends to be 1ntegrated-w1th the
individual's existing va1Ues. Thus Kelman explains that the
satisfaction derived from internalization is due to the content of thé
behavior, | .

In the present ekperiment a reasonable case could bé made for .

- the ekistence of any of these three processes to some extent. Though
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the subject's sex was not recorded in this study, attraction to either .
the male or female confederate could have been possible. Such

attraction could cause the 1ndiv1dua1'squect to accept the confedefate's
respbnﬁes in order to adopt an identification with that confedefate.
However, other factors besides sex could also produce an identification.

KeTman recognizes the fact that the same attitude can be

expressed for a variety of reasons. Kelman's work has received Some
criticism that it 1s not clear that his "three prdcesses“ all directly
refer to attitude change. For examp]e,_other§ who have Wwritten about
attitude change would not consider the compliant act itself a form of
attitude change (Kiesler, Collins and Miller 1969, p. 338). Although
such criticism is not without merit, Kelman's theory 1n"geneta] seems

to be a fairly compelling analysis of aftitudes as far as it goes.

Gordon Allport (1935) traces thevstudy of "Attitudes" to 1888,

‘when L. Lange discovered that a subject instructed torconcentrate on |
- being ready to press a'key at the onset of a stimulus reSpondéd more
rapidly than a subject whose 1instructions were td concentrate on the
incoming stimulus itself. A-great deal of research-on issues concerning
attitudes and attjtude change has transpired since Lange's.study, but
many of.these issues still remain_theoretica1 and empirical issues. In
the present study, the measurement of attitude and attifude'change was
11m1téd to the scales-developed and interpretation of,rating_changes,
found to occur among differing tkeatmeﬁt conditibns; Attention is now
directed more sbecifica11y to the statisfica1 analysis 6f results

obtained from this. study.



CHAPTER 4
STATISTICAL PROCEDURES AND RESULTS

- In the present study, sampiing with replacement was utilized
for the purpose of yielding a random sampie. Under this sampling plan,
six subjects were selected for each of the eight cells contained in

Figure 3 beTow:

'-Rating: ay a

Credibility: b]

o
[p%]

o
—

o
)

C] 6 6 6 5

Confederate: '
o 6 6 6 5

CZ‘

Fig. 3. Cell Structure Representing Design Variables

" Six subjects in each of the eight cells yielded a total of-forty-eight
‘vratings for each scale contained within the measuring instruments‘used'
in the study.

As indicated by the structure of the experimental deéign used,
four experimentaj eariab1es existed: rating, credibi1ity,_confederate
and discussion topic. For purposes of statisficai analysis, the design
was collapsed to the three main effecés of rating, credibility and

confederate. Collapsing to three variables reduced the number of cells
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from sixteen to eight9 resulting in a substantial ihcrease in the
‘number of subjects available per cell for statistical ana]ys1s “The
sma11 difference found between preliminary means computed for rat1ngs
under each d1scuss1on topic 1nd1cated that the collapsing of this
variable could be Justified.

A three-factor analysis of vériance procedures was utilized in
aha]yzing the Likert measuring instrument and each of the five sca]es
within the semantic differential. The purbbse of the ana]y;is of
variance was to determine which factors of the experiment haye
noteworthy effects on the scores, and to provide quantitative infor-
mation about thé relative importance of different factors and their
levels. ‘As stated earlier, the maih effects being ané]yzedrare:

'A) rating (first rating and second rating)

B) credibility (credible and‘non—credfb]e)

C) confederate (male confederate and female confederate)

The outcome of the three-way analysis of variance is shown
in‘Tables 1 through 6.

As Table 1 indicates,'the "How Competent" scale was ana]yzed'
for the main effects of rating, cred1b111ty, confederate9 and 1nter-
action effects However, no source of variance ach1eved statistical
significance. Thereforé; the "How Competent" scale was notvihfluenced' '

significantly by the variables under consideration.
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~ Table 1. Summary of Analysis of Variance for "How Competent" Scale

Source of . - ' - Caled. . Crit. val.

Variance - SS ' df- MS value of F of . F*
A 0 1 0 0.00 2.84
B 1.33 B .33~ 1.34
c .08 1 .08 .08

. BB .08 1 .08 .08
CAC 0 1 0. 0.00
BC - 0 1 0 0.00-

 ABC .74 1 74 .75

.. _error.  39.69 40 - .99 |
Total - 41.92 47 '

* F. 090'(1°4O) = 2084

' 'Theroutcomerof the three-way analysis of Vdriance for thé“
_"Ré]évant“VSCale within the éeméntic differential méasUring_instrument
is shown in Table 2. o | -

The "Relevant" scale was aha]yzed for the mainleffects of
rating, credibility, confederate, and interaction effects. HoWeve’rs
no source of,Variance'achieved statistical significénce; Therefore,
the "Relevant" scale was nbt iﬁfluenced significantly by the

variables under consideration.
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Table 2. Summary of Analysis of Variance for "Relevant" Scale

Source of o ‘ ) - Caled. - Crit. val.
" Variance - SS df- MS value of F of F*
A , .08 i .08 .08 2.84
B 0 1 0 0.00
C 1.33 1 1.33 - 1.24
AB .08 1 .08 .08
AC 09 1 .09 .08
BC 1.33 1 1.33 1.24
ABC 1.42 1 1.42 1.34
..... error 42.67 40 1.06
Total 47.00 a7
* F g0 (1.40) = 2.84

The outcome of the three-way analysis of variance for the
“Competeht" scale within the semantic differential measuring instrument
is shown in Table 3. | |

The "Competent" scale was analyzed for the main effects of
rating, credibility, confederate, and interaction effects. The only
'source of variance achieving statistical significance was the three-way
interaction. Therefore, though they produced no effect separately,
through an interaction of the three va?iab]es_the "Cémpetent" scale

was influenced significantly.
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Table 3. Summary of Analysis of Variance for "Competent" Scale

.Source of ‘ 7 - Calcd. Crit. val.

" Variance =~ 'SS ' df ’ MS " value of F of F*
A 18 1 .18 .27 2.84
B .51 1 .51 .78 |
- C .02 1 .02 .03
AR .53 1 .53 .82
AC .49 1 .49 .75
BC 1.03 1 1.03  1.58
ABC . 2.54 1 ~ 2.54 3.90
... .error .26.18 , 40 .65
Total - 31.48 47
*F g (1.40) = 2.84 ]

_Tﬁe outcome of the”three-wéy analysis of variance for the.
"Logical" scale within the semantfc differential measqring instrument
is shown in Table 4. |

The "Logical" scale was analyzed for the maih éffecté of rating,
credibility, confederate, and interaction.effects. Both thé'three—way
_interaction and interaction of credibility with confederate proddced
statistical sﬁ’gniﬁcance° Thérefore, through two forms of
interaction, all three v?riab1essighificant1y influenced the "Logica}“

scale.
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Table 4. Summary of Analysis of Variance for "Logical" Scale .

.Source of o ' ~ Calcd. Crit. val.

““Variance - SS . df - MS -~ “value of F of F*
A 1.33 1 1.33 1.27 2,84

B - .33 1 .33 .31 : '
c .07 1 .07 .07
AB .08 1 .08 .08
AC .01 1 .01 .01
BC 3.01 1 3.01 2.86
ABC - 4.06 1 4.06  3.86

Tl evror.. . 42.36 40 1.05 ‘

~ Total 51.25 47

* F 090(1540) = 2u84

The outcome of the three-way analysis of variance for the "Fair"
scale within the semantic differential measuring instrument is shown .
“in Table 5. |

The "Fair" scale was ana]yied for the main effects of rating,
credibility, confederate, and interaction effects. However, no source
df variance achieved statistical significance. Therefore, the "Fair" -
scale was not influenced significantly by the variables under

consideration.
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Tab]e 5. 'Summary of Ana]ysis'of Variance for "Fair" Scale

Source of | - caled. Crit. val.
Variance » SSs df ~MS - value of F of F*
A | .51 E .51 53 - 2.84
B .51 1 .51 .53
c .51 1 .51 .53
B .04 . 04 .04
AC .20 1 .20 .21
BC .20 1 .20 .21
ABC 15 1 .15 .15
error 36.86 - 40 .97 '
Total 38.98 47

.ok ' -
- F 90 (1.40) = 2.84

:The outcome of the three-way anaiysis 6f'variance for the
"Knowledgeable" scale within the semantic differenﬁia?'measuring
" instrument is shown in Table 6.

The "Knowiedgeabie“ scale was analyzed for the main effects of
rating, credibility, confederate, and interaction effects. The only
'source'of variance achieving statistical significance was'the interaction
of rating with confederate. Therefore, though they produced no’effECt
seperete1y, through an interaction of these two variab]e; the

"Knowledgeable" scale Was influenced significantly.
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Table 6. Summary of Analysis of Variance for “Know]edgeab]e" Scale -

Source of ' . Caled.  Crit. val.
-Variance SS df MS value of F = of F*
AL .32 - 1 32 .15 . 2.84
B " 4.08 1 4,08 1.91 o

C ©1.33 1 1.33 .62
AB .34 1 .34 .16
AC 6.75 1 6.75 7 3.15
BC 1.34 1 1.34 .63
ABC 2,05 1 2,05 .96
error . 85.70 40 2.14

Total 101.92 47

*F .90 (T;4O)A= 2.84

As indicated by these results, singularly, none of the main
effects reached statistical significance; only through interaction
‘effects were significant results obtained for three of the semantic

differéntial scales.



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

In studying the results of this étudy, a number of possibTe
explanations emérge,.rAlthough sdch explanations are:not sdpported by
statistically significant results, acknowledgment of such ideas is
considefed by the author to be important.

| A first and possib1y more Tiberal explanation for the results
obtained is that they are in fact correct. That is, that what people.
have to say is not related or relevant to the formulation of
competenby impressions. In actué]ity, maybe arpérson can say
anything he p]eases without fear of its 1nterprétation as long as 6ther'
_conditions are favorable. Such other conditions coﬁ]d be a host of
’ things éuch as eye contact, race, séx, age, hair color, posture, tone
of voice, etc. This being possibTes a pefson wou]diseém to be "typed-
| or c]assified"-without regard to his étatements. If so, his statements
.wbuld automatically be applauded or attacked regardless of their make-up
or content. Though this author finds such an explanation difficult to
~ defend when projected to an intelligent and sophisticated listener,
possibly the average person or speech communication Student does react
within.the boundaries of such an explanation.

Another possfbi]ity is that "quantity" of statements made is an
influencing factor in détermining whether a pérson is.given a high
"quality" rating by the other members in a group.
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In research conducted by Bales (1953) there was reported a

clear tendency'for the member who does the mdst talking tdibe crédited
by his fellow-members with having contributed mbst of the soTution of
the brob]em under discussion. Henry Rieken (1958) conducted similar
research to.that df Bales and obtained an even c1earer re]ationshﬁp
showing that the higher the individual ranks in amount of 1nteract1on
initiated, the h1gher he is ranked in terms of his contribution to
- the solution of the problem.
| The question seems to arise as to whether a person can exert
1nf1uenceron,a'grOUp just by being an active “j:a]ker“5 even though
others in thelgroup re1éte information which is superior to his.
Rieken's data indicates that the talkative person has the edge in
this controversy since it was found that the person doing the greatest :
amognt of ta]king is more often able to get the best solution accepted
"by his. fellow membefs than is the less ta]katiQe'persoﬁ in a group even
though the less fa}katiVe person is equally well equipped with
information and suggestions. it seems reasonable to assume, therefore,
‘that it is probably not the superiority of the talkative person's
information;'suggestions, or opinions which lead himrto be seen as having .
contributed most to the solution. Rfeken explains that he found group
members to be fairly accurate in identifying the individuals who did the
~greatest and the least amount of talking during a discussfon, He also
reveals the exisfenge of a distinct tendency to identify quality of
contributfon with amount of talking. w1th this in mind, and under-

standing that the confederates were the highest participators in the
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experimentd] discussions, it is possible that the similar, high ratingé'
-consistent1y received by them‘can be accounted for in parf by this
- phenomghon,' | 7 |
\ The question as to how much time is required for a personAto
develop an fmpression concerning another person seems to be an importaht
one in connection with this study. With this question in mind, some
might argue that there was not enough time provided in the experiment
for "testable" impressions to be formed. | |

In response to such arguments, Asch's experiments which
demonstrated that certain crucial 1abéls can transform the entire
impression of the person, seems to leave 1little doubt thai enough time
was provfded in this eXperiment for an impressidn of the confederate's
character and caéability to be formed by each subject in the discussion.
Though there is no guarantee that subsequent observation will enrich or
:upset this first view, nevertheless there seems no way of preventing
-the initial rapid growth of such first impressions. |

It might also be argued that although fhere may have been
.enough time to observe traits, the.possibility of them forming into
one impression would bg small until more traits were observed.
However, research in this area by Asch and others seems to indicate
that as soon as two or more traits are observed to belong to one person,
they cease to exist as isolated traits, and come‘into immediate dynamic
relation.. A]though the possibility exists that some traits may be seen
as accidental, haVihg no relation to thelresf of the person; it seems

more likely that even insignificant traits will be seen as being part :

of the person.
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The possibility of sex attraction in this experiment certainly
exists due to the fact that mixed éex groups were used. Since both
'confederates used were attractive individuals {t is possibie that the
male subjects let such an attraction toward the féhaié confederate
affect their rating of her. The same-could easily apply for the female
subjects toward the male confederate. However, this.should not be a
factor for the ma]e'subjects.rating the ﬁa1é confederate or the female
subjects_rating the female confederate. Though no reCordslwefe kept as
to the sex of the subjects participating, it seems that this argument
 fails since all ratings were similar from one -discussion to the next
which meané that "common” sex ratings were no different than opposite
sex ratings. If singie sex groups were used in any future testing, the
prob]em of sex attraction could be eliminated.

Since the subgects tested always came Trom the same class it
cou]d be argued that they then became a subgroup which might respond
in a different manner than they would have if they had not known any
other members in the group. Such an argument is Timited, but itsj
~possibility does exist and could be reduced in future testing Ey ’
recruiting each subaect from a different class.: |

Another poss1b]e reason for the closeness of results is contained
in the following argument: Once having responded to the questionnaire,
the subject may concei?ab?y feel himself "committed" tb a certain
conception in the second questionnaire, thus making for primacy effects.

A "Law of Pr1macy in Persuas1on” was promu]gated by Lund (1925), -
statlng that the side of an issue presented first is more effective 1in

persuasion than the side suosequent]y presented. Results shown by
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Luchins (1958) -indicated that the 1nformation‘presented first was
'more effective in impression-formation than the 1nf0rmatioﬁ,subsequent1y
presented. wfth these results in mihd it can be argued that this
experiment, by its very nature, was plagued with primacy effects from
‘the beginning. However, this author contends that studies in
communication résear;h have reached no consensus as to the effect of
" order presentatioh, Although it is true that some progress.has been
made in the study of the relevant vakiables (Anderson 1959, Hovland
1957), the situatiOnlis far from c]éar,'

One }imitation of much of-ihe work done in this area is the
small number, typically two, of communications invoived. Controversies
which have arisen with reference to'priﬁécy effects should éxamine'tﬁe'
different studies to see how they compare with the method of
_ presgnfation'of the communications and at what points in the éourse of
the communication_subjécts had an opportunity to formulate a clear
impression.

In reviewing Luchins' study, it was fodnd‘that the experience -
they had when breaks between the questionnaires were introduced
indicated that these breaks operated;against primacy. Iilappéars
that if subjects considered that they were finished when they answered
the first qUesfionnaire, they answered the second quesfionnaire at a
later time as if they were dealing with a new task. Since both
confederates were rated aftér the discussioﬁ was concluded by the

experimenter, this type of "completion" may have helped to.kéep the
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two questionnaires separated 1n‘thersubjects;view,' If this in fact
occurred. the arguments based on primacy would be unfounded.in felation
- -to fhis eXperfmént,

if the impressions.creéted by credible or non—credib]e_
statements are overshadowed by some other variable 6au$ing stronger
impressions, the effect of the wéaker variéb]e might be .lost or
. difficult to observe through the testing scales.

The:resu1ts obtained in this study would have little bearing
on the effects of credible statements on impression formation if such
an argument could produce the stronger variable. However, such an
obviously stronger variable has not been_identified.by the author.

The argument in favor of préatééfing the credible and
non-credible statements is a very strong one. The need to have more
conclusive evidence than presently exists as to the interpreted
credibility of the statements used is realized by thé author. To-

R provide the necesSary evidence a pre-test could still be conducted

on the statements used even though the eXperimént has already been -
completed.
| In conclusion, though the poésibility of é]ternatfve
explanations exist for the results obtained, there is, nevertheless,
an indication that a fallacy exists.in what people expect the
consequences of non-credible statements to be oh the perceptions others
have of the person making the non-credible statements. That is, no

loss of perceived competency resd]ted from the non-credible statements



employed in this study. Furtherjtesting is planned as a means of

continued investigation of this topic and further resolution of the

question raised by this study,,’
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APPENDIX A
INFORMATION SHEETS AND STATEMENTS

The two information sheets and corresponding statements were

written by the author for use in this study.

Tax_Inequities .

A few years ago Treasury Secretary Joseph Bar disc]osed that
more than 150 wealthy citizens in the $200,000 plus income bratkef
were quite 1éga11y not.paying a cent in income tax. In the recent
presidentia] election "a taxpayer revolt" was threatened if something
wasn't done about the wideépréad tax inequities that such extreme
examples represent. Howevérs Treasury officials bf the Nixon
administration explain that though tax reform is desirable, it is a
"hjgh1y complicated subject needing further study. x

At a time when taxpayers are heavily bUrdened,Ait is
particuiar]y important that they not be unfairly burdened. The fact
that fhey aré unfair]y burdened need not be elaborated further'in
studies by tﬂe administration since it has been exhaustiveTy documented
by tens of thousands of pages.of'congressioné1 committee testimony.

A1l the speciaTVgimmiéks and escape hatches tﬁat Congress has
been writing into the tax Taws are the equiva1eht of direct welfare
payments to the Tucky recipients of the tax favdrs.r Ourptax rate wés

designed to be progressive--to take more from the rich mahfs dollar -
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than from the poor man;s. HoWeyew, taX loopholes defeat this purpose;
Though some reform has been made, the biggest loopholes are still
available: tax-exempt intérest onkstaté ahd local bonds, depletion
allowances and other privileges foriinvestors in 0il, gas and other
minerals, and the st%]] heavi]y,favofed treatment of capital gains in
;'secur1t1es and other investments. |

It has been estimated that, by e11m1nat1ng the numerous
remaining escape hatches in the federal tax law which favor our |
wealthier citizens, the goverhment could increase its tax intake by |
$15 billion to $20 billion a year. ~The majority of taxpayers should
realize that when someone else pays less the rest of the taxpayeré

have to pay more.

Credib1ef8tatements

. One of the main inequities is that in virtually all instances
those who Tive primarily on wages and salaries pay the nominal rates,
1iterally and fully. The withholding and reporting systems of the
Internal Revenue Service make any other result all but impossible.

2. Although our taxes are supposed to be progressive, there is no
progression worthy of mention, up to incomes of $15,000, because all
-families below that Tevel pay about 30 per cent of the1r personal
incomes 1n taxes.

3. I feel sure that higher taxes will be sought by the administration
to meet the demand for greater spending on health, environmental
controls, housing and other social needs.

4, Our taxes are bad, but there are a number of countries, for ekamp]e
West Germany and Great Britain, whose taxes are higher than ours as a
percentage of their Gross National Product.

5. Actually, most money collected by the federal government comes
from regressive taxes such as payroll levies and excises where the poor
pay more. In fact, Washington now collects more revenue from payrolls
than from corporate taxes.
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Non-Credible Statements

1. It seems to me that a good way to handle taxes would be to use a
lottery system. Since a Tottery was used for the draft, we could use a
lottery to choose those who will have to pay taxes and those who won't
rather than Tetting tax loopholes do this.

2, Since tax Toopholes make it possible for some peopie to get out of -
paying taxes, we should just collect taxes every other year. This way
everyone would get a chance to not pay any taxes on their income.

3. To make things equitab1e-we could héve a small standard tax that
everyone would have to pay. If the government needed more -money it ~
could just have the treasury print up more -money for it.. =

4, It seems to me that if the rich get out of paying so many taxes,
that what we should do is just double whatever amount they say they
. owe. Then they would probably be paying what they really owe.

5. Maybe what we should do to make the tax system more eqaitab]e is to
pass more tax Toopholes. so there will be enough for everyone to get a
chance to use. ' S

Enekgy Crisis

‘Many Americans who hadkdiscdunted,the mounting cries of "energy
crisis" were suddenly confronted with the predicted fuel shdrtages this
winter as harsh weather set in across the nation.

America has created thé most enormous energy machihe in histbryf
: A1l in all, the U.S. wastes fu11y 50 per cent of all the energy it
burns. Given the doomsday implications of the U.S. energy p]ﬁghts it
seems.incdnceivable that the nation could have raced so close to
disaster so blindly. Ironicéiiy,'the i1lusion was promoted by the
government, which clung to the low cost, maximuméusagevpolicy Taunched
in the 1930's even as the days of plenty passed. '

To .try to remedy the problem, the country has several opt1ons--
a]] log1ca1 enough but all certain to set off po11t1ca1 warfare. The

~government can push further deve]opment,of the country's own fuel



resources. Butvénvironmenta1ists oppose a massive new drilling program.

‘The clean air act could be eased reqﬁirihg less émission‘édh£rols on

new caks and decreasing gas consumption° Howeyer,-many.fee]Tthe_act

shouid.be made tougher. U.S. ports~cou1d be opened w1de to oil 1mports;‘

But the reéu]ting ba]ance-of—payﬁénts deficit could Qndermine the dollar.

A kind 0f‘suber—day1ight-sav1ng time--moving the c]ocksiahead one hour

in the winter and two hours in the summer--has also been suggested.
Perhaps the wasteful trend could be reversed by allowing prices

to soar to 1eve1§ that will force Americans to use less energy. However,

during the next critical twelve years, the worst thing:that anyone can .

do.is to do nothing.

Credible Statements

1. You knows it's hard to believe, but even though the United States
has on]y 6 per cent. of the worlid's population, we use 33 per cent of the
world's energy.

2. . We should be more aware of the energy that we waste so we can
correct these problems.  For instance, just the pilot light on a gas
range consumes one ‘third of all the fuel the appliance burns.

3. Many of the energy problems we face today are due to the govern-
ments poor research of the situation. Even after the massive East

‘coast blackout in 1965--a private, high Tevel White House study concluded
that "the nation's total energy resources were adequate to meet expected
requirements through the remainder of the century at costs near present
Tevels."

4, 1 think the government should spend more money investigating the use
of nuclear fusion reactors since we have enough of the Tithium fuel they
use to last for millions of years even-at energy levels far above what

we are experiencing now.

5. If we and other nations became a bigger user of foreign oil this

could be good for the world because the consuming nations would band closer
together to deal collectively with the cartelized oil-producing states

and thus get better terms. This would be a force for good rather than

-a cause for war,
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NonACredib1e‘Statements~

1. We import a lot of things From Japan, SO maybe We‘cou]d'also import
whatever e]ectricity we need from Jaoan

2. Right now there seems to be more than enough fuel for cars and
heating. ‘I don't see any need to worry about the energy crisis until
the energy runs out.

3. We seem to have a lot of batteries around, so maybe we could just
use. batter1es to solve our energy needs.

4, If it's true that the United btates wastes 50 per cent of the
energy it burns, it seems Tike what we should do is cut energy
production by 50 per cent to eliminate the waste.

5. I don't think we should be concerned about trying to conserve
_energy. I'm sure we will come up with a substitute or something
before the energy supplies run out.



APPENDIX B
o MEASURING INSTRUMENTS

Semantic Differential Scale

Please rate member # on the descriptive scales presented below.
Rate this member on his or her treatment of the subject matter of the
discussion. For instance, if you feel that the member was well
organized in their treatment of the subject matter, you would mark
the scale pr?sented below as follows:

organized : unorganized

Please mark all the scales in a similar manner, placing your 'X' in
the position that best describes the group member's performance.

rgTevant , . ____irrelevant
compétent incompetent
1ogfca1 | . B i]iogiéa]
fair : N | ' unfair
knowledgeable ' _ : unknowledgeable

Likert Scale A

Please rate member #  on the scale presented below on the basis of
how competent he or she appeared in their treatment of the subject.
‘Please circle the number that corresponds to your judgment.

7 6 5 ¥ 3 2 T
superior excellent good average fair poor inferior
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