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INTRODUCTION

A number of studies have reported on factors that affect conformity to
social pressures and social norms {c.g., 2, 5, 13, 19, 24). Very little is known,
however, about the refationship between conformicy to social norms and
actual changes in attitude. From everyday observations we are familiar with
two opposing phenomena. On the one hand, there are individuals who
conform outwardly to the norms of their social group, but do not really
accept these norns (cf. the distinction between public and private attitudes).
On the other hand, there are individuals who at first corform hehaviorally
and verbally to the norms of the group to which they want to belong, but
who gradually mrternalize these norms and begin to believe them. The
question arises, then, as to the conditious under which conformity leads to
actual changes in attitude, and the conditions under which it fails to do so.

The present experiment is concerned with chis basic question in the
specific setting of a fixed verbal coinmunication situadon. To induce con-
formity, two different degrees of responsc restriction were introduced by
the communicator. The effects of conformity under these two conditions
of responsc restriction were investigated. Response restriction is defined as
any action on the part of A (a person or group; in the present casc: the
communicator) which limits B’s (the communicatee’s) choice hehavior and
thus influences B in the direction of performing a response favored by A.
Or, in other words, response restriction reduces the number of response

t. This paper is based on a dissertation presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of Yale Uni-
versity in candidacy for the Dregree of Doctor of Philosophy. The aothor is greatly indebeed to Dr, Cad
I, Havland, under whosc guidance this sudy was performed; and to the other members of his thesis
committce, Drs, Leenard W, Doob, 1rvin L. Child, and Farcld H. Kelley, who gave lielp and adviee
ar every stage of the research, The experiment was carried oul as part of the research program of the
Attinde-Change Project ar the Yale University Psychology Department.
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possibilities available to the subject and thus insures a2 greater degree of con-
forniity to the wishes of the influcncing agent. Respouse cestriction may be
produced by increasing B's mocivation to perform the response favored by
A; or by restructuring B's pereeptions, so that the response favored by A
is more ikely to be elicited. [n whatcver way response restriction is produced,
it has the cfect of making a partticular response a tnore clearly “distinguished
path”.?

An analysis of the communication situation in terins of learning principles
suggests that changes in attitude or behavior are nat likely to occur unless
the conununicatces make the “correct” response to the cammunication (r1).
According to this analysis, response restriction would be expected to increasc
thc amount of change, since it increascs the likclihood that the subject will
makc the “correct” response. This has, indecd, heen found true for communi-
cations designed to impart information or to teach skills. Hovland, Lums-
daine and Sheflicld (12, pp. 228-246) found that an instrnetioual film is more
effective when it uses a participation techinigne, i.e., when it provides for the
cxplicit rehearsal of the material to be learned during the showing of the filo.
Kimble {14) found that such participation techniques are most effcctive when
the subjects are restricted to correct or ncarly correct responses. These con-
munications were, howcver, designed o impart information. A communica-
tion designed to change attitudes prescats cntirely different problems:

1. When a communication is designed to teach specific information, as in
the experiments described above, it is possible to reproduce in the learning
situation most of the cues which would be present at the time of performance
of the response. Transfer is, thus, practically automatic. In communications
designed to change attitudes, however, it is impossible o reproduce the
mnltitude and the intricate patternig of stimuli which evoke the attirude in
question. To adapt some comments which Magaret (20) makes with respect
to psychotherapy: Communications designed to change attitudes are, of
uecessity, directed toward another situation, and concerned with changes
which occur after the communication is over; if the communication is te be
cffective, therefore, it must produce learning which facilicates generalization.

2. When a communication is designed to teach specific information, the
comununicatee usually offers livtle resistance to a request for explicit rehearsal.
However, a great deal of resistance from individuals in our cultuze can be
anticipated if they are asked to join the communicator in saying, for instance,
“I think capital punislunent should be abolished.” Even those who agree with

2, The utroduction of the new terin response restriction may not be completely justified by the preseat
experinient. It siems, however, from a more general theoreucal appreach to social influence which will
be elahorated in 2 Rurure paper. According to that approach, the strength of social influence is thought
to be 2 muldplicanve function of two major vanables: the ability of the influencer (@ induce melivation
in the influence {cf. Festingec's use of the term power {6) ), and the depree of response restriction, It is
assumcd that any social influence sitvation involves hotl of chese factors, The secondary eflects of increas-
ing the strenpzh of influence are likely to he different when the increase is duc 1o increased motivarion
than when it is due to increased response restriction.
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the statement would probably resent s request. Immediatcly, a host of
impoctant variables come into play—such as the naturc of the artitude
involved, the sctting of the communication, the naturc of the gronp which
constitutes the audience, the relations between the communicator and the
communicatees, and above all the latter’s perception of the communicator
and his motives. All of these variables will affect the learning in the situation.
One cannot deal, therefore, with the cxplicic making of the responsc unless
the problem of resistance is takeu iuto account.

In view of the probleins of generalization and resistance that are involved
in the attitude change situation, the following analysis is proposed:

1. The amount of attitude changc is not a simple functiou of the degree
of conformity to the restriction, but alse depends on the conditions under
which conformity takes place. The fact that the communicatee has conformed
to the communicator’s restriction, and niade the desired verbal responsc
(such as, “[ think capital punishment shonld be abolished™) does not neces-
sarily facilitate the occurrence of artitnde change. Change depends on the
amount of transfer, which is by no means antomatic in the attitude change
situation. The crucial question s, what conditions of conformity are favor-
able to transfer, and what conditions are unfavorable to it?

2. In answer to this question it is hypothesized that the amount of transfer
of the conforming response depends on the exact nature of that responsc, i.e.,
not only on its overt comnponents but also on the implicit suppocting and
interfering cespounses that accompany ir. By supporting response is meanc any
implicit cesponse made by the individual (usually a self-verbalizarion), which
provides arguments in favor of the overt response he makes; which produces
further motivations m the dicection of the overt response; or which relates
the overr response to other stimulus situations. By interfering responsc is
meant any imphcit cesponse made by tle individual which provides moriva-
tions against the overt response he makes; which limits the stimulus situa-
tions to which the overt response is applicable; or which is generally
irrelevant (such as aggressive or distracting responses). Supporting responses
produce cues and drives which mediatc the generalization of the overt
response to different stimulus situatdons (21). The response will therefore be
more likely to occur in auy future situacion in which the mediating responses
are revoked, regardless of the presence of the comununicator or the external
stimuli of the conumuurication situation, [ntecfering responses, on the other
hand, prodnce cues and drives which mediate the gencralization of whatever
negative {avoidance) responses arc made in the communication sitnation.
Such negarive responses will therefore be more likely to occur in future
situations, especially in the absence of the comimunicator and other external
stimuli of the communication situation. In thar case the conforming response
will benelit ouly from primary gencrahizacion.

The basic hypothesis, then, is this: The performance of a responss in che
comununication situacion will ficilitate eransfer, and lence increase atcitude
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change, to the cxtent to which implicit supporting responses are produced;
it will inipede transfer and hence decrease attitude change, to the extent to
which implicit interfering responscs are produced.

3. The gencral approach to the effects of response restriction on attitude
change follows directly from this hypothesis. Under what conditions, it must
be asked, does responsc restriction produce supporting responses, and under
what conditions does it produce intcrfering responscs? In answering this
question onc must take mto account the resistance which is likely to be
produced by responsc restriction and the different variables which arc
brought mto play as a result.

The literature on the mduction of forces offers some suggestions about the
effects of respouse restriction under diffecent conditions. French (1o} points
ont that tlic cffects of induction will depend not only on the steength of the
induced foree but also on the degree of “acceptance” or “rejection” of that
force: Behavior instigated by an induced force which is accepted beconics
relatively independent of the inducing agent, whereas behavior instigated by
an induced force which is rejected will ceasc as soon as the inducing power
ficld is withdrawn. French found that accepeance of induction depends on the
extent to which the inducing agent is perceived as friendly or hostile.
Lippitt and White found a greater degree of acceptance under democratic
then antocratic leadership (18). Frank found more acceptance with low pres-
sure, and with 2 step-by-step approach (9)- Various other effects of induction
of forces which are related to the degree of acceptance have been found m
cxperiments, Induction may lead to aggression (4, 8, 18, 27), tension and
inhibition (4, 23), reduced constructiveness (23). Ou the other hand, it may
also lead to increased feclings of security (1). The dcterminants of these
different ceactions which are mentioned are: The extent to which the
“induced”’ needs are opposed to “own’ nccds (L, 9); the extent to which
the mduction increases or deceeases the individual's power field (1); and the
extent to which the induction restricts the individnal’s spacc of free move-
ment (15).

On the basis of this literature it is suggested that response restriction would
tend to produce supportiug responses, and hence favor change, when the
communicator is perceived favorably, when the restriction is in Line wich the
subject’s own nceds, and when it enhances the subject’s feeling of choice;
response cestriction would tend to produce interfering responscs, and hence
impede change, when the comnumicator is perccived unfavorably, when the
restriction frustrates the subject’s own needs, and when ic crearcs an atmo-
sphere of high pressure.

In the present cxperiment two degrees of cesponse restriction were used.
Response restriction was introduced by the use of positive incentives, to be
described in the next scerion. Tn general, the purposc of the study was to find
1. whether, under the conditions of this experiment, the amount of attitudc
change is directly rclated to the degrec of conformiry; 2. whether the amount
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of attitude change is related to the relative strength of supporting and inter-
fering responscs; and 3. what light can be thrown on the conditions undcr
wlich restriction leads to supporting responses, and the condinons under
which it lcads to interfering responses.

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE

A. OVER-ALL DESIGN

Situation. The experiment was designed to determine the effects of
different degrees of response restriction in the amount of atntude change.
To producc attitude change, a fixed communication was used. The com-
munication favored a position at variance with most subjects’ {Ss’) initial
atttudes. After the communication, Ss were asked to write short cssays
(““performance of the response™) giving their own vicws on the topic under
discussion.

Experimental variations. The experimental vatations were intcodnced by
way of the instructions for the essays. There werc three cxperimental groups:

a. Control group: In this group rhe Ss werc just asked to write their own
opidons. They were given no special ncentive for agreeing with
the communicator, and no attcmpt was made to restrict their re-
sponses 1o those favorcd by the communicator (heyond whatever
restriction might result frem the communication as such).

b. Low Restriction gronp: In this group the Ss were promised a reward
for agreeing with the communicator. They were told, however,
that only a small percentage of the class would get the reward.
Thus, an attempt was made to restrict their responses by offering
them an jncentive. The cestriction was low, however, because of
the low prabability of getting the reward: Conforming to the com-
muaication was not the clearly dominant response for these Ss.
The instructions emphasized this fact, by spelling out the alternative
tespornse.

c. High Restriction group: In this group the Ss were promised a reward
for agrecmg wich the conumuuicator, and were assured that every-
one who conformed would ger the reward. Thus, the response
restriction was high: Conforming to the conunuuication was made
the clearly dominant response for these Ss. The iustructions
emphasized this fact by assuming that everyone would conform.

Measuring attitude change. To measurc the amount of change produced by
the different experimental variations, a before-and-after design was used.
Ss” artitude on the topic of the communication were measured one or two
days before the coinmunication, and then again a week later. The differences
in respouse berween the beforc-and-afier questionnaires constitnte the
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measure of change. Differences in amount of change for the experimental
groups are ascribed to the intervening experimental treatments.

An cffort was made to keep the connmunication session as different as
possible from the before-and-after sessions. This was done in order to
niininize prinary gencrahization from the essay writing to the questionnaire
and get a more valid picture of actual changes in attitude.

B. DETAILS OF PROCEDURE

Subjects. Ninc scventh-grade classes in a Juuior High School in New
Haven, Connecticut, were used in the cxperiinent. Each class had between
ar and 30 students. The rotal number of S5 was 246: 126 boys and 120 girls.
A number of Ss missed one or two of the threc experimental sessions, oc
failed to complete one or morce of dic questionnaices. As a result the analyscs
arc based on fewer than the cotal number of cases,

The wme classes represented the entire seventh-grade population of the
school (with the cxception of two special classes, with students whose IQ
was below 80). The ninc classes had been divided by the schoal into three
groups of three, on the basis of a series of aptitudc tests. For purposcs of the
experiment it was assumed that these three groups represented three levels
of intclligence. Intelligence level was controlled in the cxperiment, as will be
described below.

The Latin Sguare design. The cxperiment was sct up as a 3 X 3 Latin
Squarc, with each of the ninc cclls represented by onc class. (Sce Table 1)

TABLE 1 THE LATIN SQUARE DESIGN OF THE E-XPERH\-IENT*

Experimental Treatments

Confrol Low Figh
Restriction Restriction
2 High B> A C
€
Eﬂ 2 Mediim C 1 A
23
= Low A C B

* Eacl cell represents enc clas.
** AL B, and C stand For the three pains of experimenters.

Of the nine classes, thrce constituted the Control group, three the Low
Rstriction group, and theee the High Restriction group. Two other
variables were controlled and entered into the design of the experiment:
1. Three levels of intelligence were used. 2. Three different paics of experi-
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menters (Es) were used for the communication session.® As can be seen from
Table T, one elass at each intclligence level was subjected to the Control
trcatiment, one to the Low Restriction treatment, and onc to the High
Restriction treannent. Similasly, eaeh pair of Es ran one class with the Con-
trol variation, one with Low Restriction, and one with High Restriction.
In this manner, the effects of intelligence and of the E-variablc were balanced,
and it was possible to remove the variance duc to these two variables from
the error term.

Attitiide dimension. The attitude area used in this experiment was “‘attitudes
towards comic books”. This area was sclected because it was felt that children
have strong personal opinions on comic books, and it was expected, on the
basis of prcliminary intcrviews, that they would show considerable resistance
to change. In order to make the problemu more real and meaningful for the
children, actual comic book material was uscd. The Ss were asked to look
at jungle stories (like Tarzan) and fantastic hero stories (like Superman) and
to jndge how good thesc storics would be as reading matter for younger
children. The experimental procedures were designed to produce changes in
a direction favorable to jungle books and unfavorable to fantastic hero books.
On the basis of preliminary interviews with a sample comparable to our Ss
it was found that the majority of children prefer fantastic hero books. It was
cxpected, thercfore, that ovr Ss would show a certain amount of resistance
to change. On the other hand, the fact that they were asked to make an
“impersonal” judgment, and especially the fact that they were asked about
“younger children”, made it easicr for them to accept the change.! In bricf,
the situation secmed quire susceptible to experimental mampulation: It
involved, potentially, a great deal of resistance, but at the same time offered
a tationalization for those who “wanted” to change their attitnde.

‘The bcjbrc— and qﬁer—gncs:‘fommfre. Two forms of a questiormaire were
administered onc week apart to cach of the nine classes. The sessions were
conducted by a female If in the presence of the class teacher. No mentdon was
madc of the communicaton sesston on either of the questionnaire sessions.

With his questionnaire, cach child received a set of six folders. Each
folder contained nwo comic stories: a jungle story and a fantaste hero story,
waaring a total of six jungle stories and six fantastic hero storics. Each story
was labelled appropriately {“jungle” or “fantastic hero™). Two such scts of
six folders eacl were used: They differed from cach other in that they con-
tained different storics about the same chatacters. Half of the Ss in each class
received Set A before and Sct B after, and the other halfreceived them in the
reverse order. The expluation given to the Ss for the second session was that

1. The writer is grateful o Drs. Anhur Gladsiane and Harald Kelley, who (in addition to the writer
himzelf) played the role of E z; and to Mazssis. Clark Bailey, Keith Prouty, and Sherman Tarz, who

played the role of E .
4. Wolf and Fiske (26} have Tound that children tend ta deny thae comic books have any bad cffecs

wn them, but readily admil that they have bad efzcts on “other children™. Our preliminary interviews
confirmed their finding.
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all thc studeits were supposed to scc both sets of folders, but did not havc
cnough time for that in a single session.
The instructions for that part of the questionnaire on which the present

paper is based were as foltows:

“On this part we want to find out whether you think cerrain cotnic
books are good rcadiug or bad reading for younger children (say 8-10
year olds). Some people think that certain comic books are good reading,
becausc they give cEi[dren cnjoyment and teach them things. Some
people think that certain comic books are bad reading, because children
are scarcd by thein and learn bad things from them. We want to know
what you think.

“You have six folders, numbered from 1 to 6. Each of thetn has two
stories. Take the folders one by one; look over each story very quickly.
After having looked at a story, answer the question about that story."”

The same question was reproduced twelve times—once for each story.
The question was as follows:

I think this story is: (Check one)
a.—~Very good reading for younger children.
b—Good reading for younger children.
¢.—Neither good nor bad reading for younger children.
d.~—Bad reading for yornger children.
e.~—Very bad reading for yonnger children.

The questionnaire yielded, then, six absolute judgments for each of rhe
two types of books.

The conumnmication session.—One or two days aficr the administration of
the before-questionnaire, che communication session was held with each
class. Lach scssion was conducted by two male Es iu the ahsence of the class
teacher. This helped to minimize primary generalization from this session to
the after-questionnaire session, which was conducted by a wowman in the
presence of the teacher. Also, no reference was made to the questionnaire
sessions.

The following procedure was used:

1. E 1 introduced rhe experiment. He told the class that this was a poll
about comic books, in which the children were to be asked to write shorr
essays o which of rwo kinds of comic books arce better reading—jungle
books or fanrastic hero books. He then went on to say that onc of the com-
panics who publish fantastic hero books offered a gift of a copy of Huckle-
berry Finn to anyone who wrote in favor of fantastic hero books. This was
introduced, partly, in order to enhance even more the already preferred
responsc of favoring fantastic hero books; and partly for usc in the Low
Reestriction variation, as will be scen later.

e d
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2. E z gave a short talk in which he presented his own position on the
issues of the poll. He opposed fantastic hero books and favored jungle books
and he presented his reasons.

3. The students were asked to write two short essays in answer to the
following questions:

(i) Which kind of stories are better reading—jungle storics or fantastic hero
stories?

(i) Which kind of stories are less hanmful for younger children—jnngle stories or
Santastic hero stories?

In giving the instructions for thesc essays, E 2 introduced the experi-
mental variations. The instructions for each of the three groups are repro-

duced here i full.

Coutrol group. Yot have all heard what Mr. [E 1] said: [f you write essays
in_favor of fautastic hero stories, one of the fantastic hero publishing companies
will give yott a copy of Huckleberry Fum as a free gift.

Now go aliead and write your own opinions.

Low Restriction group. Bufare yot start fo answer the questions, listen care-
Sully to onc more thing. You have heard what Mr. [E 1] said: If you write essays
iit_favor of fantastic hero storics, one of the fantastic hero publishing companies
will give yoi a copy of Hucklcberry Finn as a free gift. But now I have some
other news for you: If you write good essays in favor of jungle stories, you may
get something muclt nicer than the copy ufrhc book. You may get passcs to a
movie of Hucklcberry Finn.

I know you would all like (o see the movie. I wish I conld give passes to all
of you, but wtfortuately I only have five for yonr whole class. So, ouly five of
the people who write essays in favor of jungle stories will be able to see the
nmovie. Now, you dor’t have to be a genius to write a good essay. I think every-
one here can do « good enough job. But, as I said, only five of you can get the
passes.

So, it’s up to you. Rewember: If yort write in favor of fantastic hero stories,
you defunitely get a copy of Hucklebeery Finn. If you write in_favor of jungle
stories, thest yon may get free pusses to the movie. But you run the risk of not
getting anything, since only five of you can get passes. So take your pick.

Now, go aliead and write your ot apinions.®

High Restriction gronp. Before you start to answer the questions, listen care-
Jully to one more thing. You have all heard what Mr. [E 1] said: If you write
essays in_favor of fantastic hero stories, one of the fantastic hero publishiung com-
panies will give you a copy of Huckleberry Finn as a free gift. But, I have

s. TFor onc of the classes these instructions wete somewhat difficrent. The students were 1old that niie
ol'them can get the passes, rather than five, Also, the atrractiveness of the movie was built up to a greater
degres than in the version given above.
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mich better news than that for you. If you 1vrite good essays in_favor of jungle
storics, you will not only get the book, but you will also get passes o a movie of
Huckleberry Finn. This is going to be o very beatiful movie, which I ans sure
you will all enfoy tremendousty.

Ly order 1o get these passes, you have (o write good cssaps. Now, yont dow’t
have to be a genius to write a good essay. Everyone here can do a job that will be
good enouglh. Just try your best. 1 have enougl passes for everyone iu the class,
and I ani sure that everyone can get one.

If everyone here just tries his best to wwrite good essays in which fie favors
Jungle stories, then the whole cluss 1ill get passes. Not only that, but youl'll be
able to take off from class time to go to see the filur. The movie will be shown
right hiere in school, during school hours, and your whole class cant go together.

So, rementher: Write good essays in favor of jungle baoks and you will 1ot
only get a copy of Huckleberry Finn, bt your witole class will be able to take
off time fromt class and go 10 see the movie version of it.

Now, go ¢head and write your own opinjons.®

The situatic  for the three groups can be summarized as follows. The
Control group hstencd to the communication and was then asked to “make
the tesponse”. The tendency to favor fawuastic hero books was the stronger
one to begin with, and was strengthencd eveu morc by the promise of a
reward {the book). The enly thing ro counter that rendency was the comn-
munication in favor ofjunglc books. No special incentives weee offered foc
a pro-jungle boek response, and no attempt to restricr responscs ro those
favored hy the communicator (beyond the restriction resulting from the
communication as such} was introduced. -

In the other two gronps the initial situation was the same as in the Conteal
group. The tendency to favor faumstic hero books, however, was countcred
not only by the communication but also by a special incentive for pro-jungle
book responses. The “size” of the micentive as such was the same foc both the
Low and High Restriction groups: Both were promised passes to a movie.?
They diffcred (n two imporeant respects: In the High Restriction group the
probability of getting the reward was much higher than i the Low Restric-
tion group; and in the High Restriction group the Ss had to sacrifice nothing

6. QOn the basis of a piiot study, followed by inteeviews, it was concluded that the children wnderstaod
the crucial points in the instructions; apd also that the incentives used were meaningful to them. Tt was
Nirly clear that the movie represented a greatrr incenrive than the buok from the children's 1cacdons o
the announcement; they reacted witl clapping, jabilation, and geeral connnodan,

7. This starement should be gualificd in two raapecws. 1, In the High Restriction greup, the sitracdve-

- ness ol the movie was huilo up 3 little uee thanin the Low Restrichion group. Also, iu the High Restoie-

tion group e children were tald thar dhiey wanld prabably be able to sec the imovic during; class time,
which again wounld increase she attcactivenesy of the reward, ‘Lhese diffecences weem 1o bie of minor
importance, koweever. It seemed clear froin the cluldren's reactions that passes to the movie represented
a high inceotive, which necded 1o facther building up. 2. The "“szc™ of the incentive refirs 1o the size
a3 experimentally manipulated, and noc the pereeived size. It is very likely eliar in e Low Restrictian
froup the incentive “scemed” greater ro the Sz becausc only five in a daw could get the rewsrd,
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by writing in favor of junglc books—they were promised passes in addition to
the bovoks—while in the Low Restriction group they could only get passes
instead of books, As a result, writing in favor of jungle books was the clearly
donumnant response in the High Restriction group (for those children who
wanted prizes), while in the Low Restriction group two more nearly equal
alternatives were available.

4. When the S5 completed their essays, E 2 left the room and E 1 distri-
buted an anonymous questionnaire. This questiounaire tried to measure some
of the S5 immediate reactions to the experimental situation. The questions
can be put juto four rough categories:

a. Degrec to which § liked and was interested in the poll.

b. Attitude towards E 2: amount of aggression shown towards him.

c. Extent o which S is aware of self-inotivating responses that he made
winlc writing the essays.

d. Extent to which § is aware of interfering responses that he made
while writing the essays.

The prizes werc distributed after the completion of the entire experiment.

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

A. DEGREE OF CONFORMITY FOR THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

Two hundred twenty-four Ss participated in the sccond session of the
experiment {(communication session}. On the basis of their essays, the Ss were
classificd as cither “conformists” or “non-conformists”. The confornrists are
those Ss who conformed completely to the communicarion, and thus wrote
both of their essays in favor of jungle books. The non-conformists are those
Ss who wrote either both, or one, or any parr of their essays in favor of
fantastic hero bnoks.

TABLE II A NUMBER OF CONFORMISTS IN THE THREE
EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

Groitp Totel N Nof Per cent of
conformists conformists
Controt 76 32 42
Low Restriction 72 49 G8
High Restciction 76 61 2o
=248

p‘f.,'Ol‘
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TABLE Tl 8. DIFFERENCES IN PER CENT OF CONFOUMISTS FOR ALL
PAIRS OF CGROLS

Per conr
Croups Difference CR [l
Low Restriction-Control 26 3-19 - 001
High Resticuon-Control 318 182 «Z+0nl
High Restriction-Low Restriction 1z ['67 <05

*Onc 1ail of the nonnal dignbution was used.

Table IT prescnts the number and percentage of conformists in each of the
three experimental groups and the significance of the differcnces between the
groups. It can be secn thar the Control group shows significantly less con-
formity than cither of the two cxperimental groups. The difference between
the High Restriction and Low Restriction groups is smaller, but stll signifi-
canc at the five per cent level of confidence. Thus, the experimental variations
operated according to expcctation. The introduction of the meentive pro-
duced responsc restriction, and hence a greater degree of conformity in the
Low and High Restriction group than in the Control group. The increasced
probability of getting the reward produccd greater response restriction and
hence a greater degree of conformiry i the Fligh Reestriction group than in
the Low Restriction group. The three groups can therefore be said to repre-
senrt a continuum of respouse restriction,

B. AMDUNT OF ATTITUDE CHANGE FOR THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

One hundred ninety-two subjects participated in all three cxperimental
sessions. A change score for each of rhese S5 was derived from the before-and
after-questionnaires in the following tnamner.

1. A techuique similar to that described by Likert (16) was used to score
every question, both in the beforc-and in the after-questionnaires. The most
favorable answer ([ think this stary is: a.—Very good reading for younger
children”) was given a score of 4, the next a score of 3, and so on; the least
favorable answer was given a scorc of 0.8

2. The scores were added separately for itemns on jungle books, before-
test; fantastic hero books, before-test; jungle books, aftcr-test; fantastic hero
books, aftcr-test.

8. The use of this method of scaling 35 apen (o tie conficicn that it makes the uwwar@nted assunmpton
of equal intecvals, v was felt, liowever, that lor the purposes of the present experiment such an approxi-
maton was sufiicicar.
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3. The total score for fantastic hero hooks, before-test, was subtracted
from that for jungle books, before-test. This provided a measure of intrial
over-all agrcement with the communicator.?

4. The total score for fantastic hero books, after—test was subtracted from
that for jungle books, after-test. This provided a measure of final over-all
agreement with the communicaror.

5. The figure obtained in 3 was subtracted from that obtained in 4 to yield
au over-all change score. The over-all score is, then, a measure of change in
the degree of agreement with the conumunicator, ie., change towards jungle
books and away from fantastic hero books.
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FIGURE |

MEAN CHANGE SCORES FOR THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS
The score represents changes in the direction of the cotinunication.

9. It should be noted that, due to chance factors, there were consdderble differznces between the
three cxperimental groups on their initial (before-test) separafe scores for jungle and fantastc hero books.
The Control group was most favorable towards bath types of books, the Low Restriction group least
faverable. Since the communicatdon war for jungle books and against fantastic hero baoks, however,
these initial differences cancelled cach other out. (Thu, for example, the Conteol group had 1be least
room for change towards jungle books, but it bad the most room for change away from fantastic here
books; or, the Cowrol graup mighbe be cxpected ta be least resistant to change towards jungle books,
but by the same token it would be the mast resistane ta change away from fantastic hero books.) We
used, therefore, the mieasure of over-all agrecincnt, deseribed in (1) above, as the inital score. On these
midal over-all scores there were ouly 1light, and statistically insignificant differences berween the three
Eronps,
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Mean change scores were computed for each of the three experimental
groups. These means ace presented in Figure 1.° The significance of the differ-
ences between the meaus was rested by an analysis of variance, summarized in
Table ITI. The variance for experimental ereatments is significant beyond the

TABLE [Il ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF CHANGE SCORES™*
Sim

Source of Variation Sipitares df Variance F P
Experimental treatments 416-40 2 208-24  g30%Y leggtRE
Intelligence levels 66-80 2 33740 —_
Experimenters 105-34 2 3=-67 —
Berween classes error 117-20 2 58:60 —
Within classes error 8,813-46 181 4827

# Since the N af die classes were vnequal, the following pracedure was used: To compute variance
extimates for experimental treatments, intelligence levels, experimenters, and between classes erraz,
the mean of each class was muliplied by the average N for the classes (z1); the adjusted tols obrained
in this mapnce, and the average N, were subistituted in the frmula for the sum of squarss, To compute
the vadance estimate for within classes ercor, the original (unadjusted) daa were used. T'his procedure
is a modification of a nerhod applicible to two-way tables, described by Lindquix (17, pp. 152~157).

*% In 3 strice sense, the vatianee duc 1o cxperimental wreatments shoold be evaluated against the
betrween classes error, becavse the candomizacion units in this experiment are classes, not individuals. How-
evcr, since the between <lasses error is not significantly diffcrent from the within classes error, the sums
of squares for both ecrac terms were pooled 10 provide a more sensitive test af significance.

** An Fof 470 is uceded for significance at the one per cent level of confidence.

five per cent level of confidence. The significance of the difference between
each of the three pairs of means was then tested by the f-ratio. These data ace

TABLE IV MEAN DIFFERENGES IN CHANGE SCORIES FOR ALL PAIRS

OF GROUPS
M
Gronps difference t il
Law Restricon-Control 379 313 <Z-002
High Restriction-Comrol 183 1-30 <20
Low Restricion-High Restriciion 96 1-83 <07

* Both tails of the distribation of ¢ are used.

summarized in Tabfe JV. [t can be seen that the Low Restriction group shows
significantly more change than the Control group {p<C-002) and almost

10. As showa in fnowote 9. the differences in amount of change cannut be accounted for by iniial
differences berween the groups.
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significantly more change than the High Restriction group {(p<C-07).!t
The difference between the High Restriction and the Control groups is not
significant.

How are these differences in amount of change related to the differences
in degree of conformity which were discussed in the previous section? The
Control gronp shows the lowest degree of conforudty, as well as the smallest
amount of change. For the orher two groups, however, -an intcresting ce-
versal occurs: The High Restriction group has a greater degree of conformity
than the Low Restriction group; yet the Low Restriction group shows morc
change. 1t can be concluded, therefore, that the am:.  nt of attitudc change is
not a simple function of the degree of conforiity, but depends on the con-
ditions under which the response is made. Conformiry under the conditions
of Low Restriction scems to be more favorable to change than conformiry
under the conditions of High Restriction,

C. ATTITUNE CHANGE WHEN 7TI1E DEGREE OF CONFORMITY IS CONTROLLED

Role of confonmity and of the conditions for the performance of the response.
From the means presented in Figure 1 it is clear that attitude change is not
a simple function of conformity, but depends ou the conditions under which
the response is made. It is not clear, however, what role in the production of
change is played by conformity per se, and what role by the conditions of the
response, since the proportion of confortnists is different for the threc experi-
mental groups. The differcnces between the three experimentl groups mighe
mean that the act of conforming per se has no cffect on attitude change or
that conformity and thc conditions of the response inrcract with cach
other; or that the two factors both operate, but independently from cach
other,

To obrain sonre inforniation on these thece possibihirics, each cxperi-
mental gronp was divided into conformists and non-conformists. The mean
change scores of the six sub-gronps created in this manncr are prescnted in
Tuble V—A. Inspection of the mceans shows that in each experimental group
conformists change more than non-conformists; and that for both con-
formiists and non-conformists the Low Restriction group changes more than

1. Alchough the differcnce burween the Low Restriction and the High Restriction groups i only at
the seven per cent level of canlidence, it oceurs consistently. it is found 1. with each of the Uiree Bs (in
order to make separate comparisuns for each &, jt was nrcesary o correct for the differences in ineclli-
gence fevel beiween the classes compared; 10 do that, the deviation of cach class mean ftom the mean of
its own intclligence level was used for the comparison); 2. at each intelligence Jevel (for this comparison
the class mcans were corrected for the differcac £5); aud 3. when elunges toward jungle buoks, and
changes away from fantastic hero haoks ate comsidzred separatcly.

12. The differcoce in degeee of conformity briween the Low and the [Tigh Restriction groups was
found) sgasficant at the fve per ceat level when all 224 St wlio participated 1 the sccond session were
wed for the analysis. However, whicn only the 193 Ss wha participated in all threz sessions are used, the
difference is not signilicant, though sull in the right lirccoon. Regardless of the size of this differenee,
however, it can he cancluded that change is not a silnple foncdon of conformity, and that conformity
under the conditinns of Low Restriction is more [avorable to change than conformiry under the con-
ditions of High Ruatricdon.

L&)
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TABIE V A. MEAN CHANGE SCORES FOR CONFORMISTS AND
NON-CONFORAMISTS IN EACH EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
Treattien! Confornists Non-conformisis
Conirol -L2:62 (N 20) — 103 {N=:31)
Low Restriction 4-5-49 (N=247) 4211 (N=19)
High Restrction -+ 3-81 {N==521) — 207 (N=14)

b, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF CHANGE SCORES*

St of
Sautrec of Variation Squares df Vuriance F »
Experimental treatments 2331432 z T41'66 3112 <00
Conformity 69030 L 690-80 15-23 <00l
Interacion 4473 2 22-36 —
Rephications 8,438'34 126 4537

* For this analysis, S from ali three clasees with the same experimental treatmene were pooled, Vari-
ance for intelligence Jevel, expeamenters, and between classes error was not taken out since it is not
significant,

the other two groups.?® The signiftcance of the differences between the means
was tested by an analysis of variance for disproportionate sub—class numbers
(25, p- 289). This method corrects for the fact that there are diffcrent pro-

ortions of conformists and non-conformists in the three experimental
groups. The analysis is sumunarized in Table ¥—b. It can be scen that the
difference between conformists and non—conformists is lighly significant.
Also, the vartance for experimental treatinents remaius significant after the
disproportion in number of conformists has been corrected for. There is no
significant interaction berween the variables.

From these results it can be concluded that conformity and the conditions
under which the response is performed both operate independently in pro-
ducing change. As far as the effects of conformity are conccrned, it cannot be
determined whether the act of conforming actully cawses change, or whether
the dificrences in amount of change between conformists and non-con-
formists are due to self-selection. It might be argued that the “kind of

13, As 2 check on the comsistency of rhese findings, the non—conlotmists were furcher divided inte
partial and complcte nan-conformists. The mean change scores are as follaws:

Teeatiment Coufrol Law Restriction High Restriction
Partial non-conformists: 188 (N=17) 2-30 (N=10) t-31 (N=6)
Complere now-conformists: — 457 (N=14) 1-fp {N=49) — 500 {N=1Y)

It ean be secen that in each group the parnal non-conformists fall betweszn the complete confarmises and
the complete nun-conlormisis, and that at every level of conformity Law Restriction produces the
greatest amount of change.
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people” who conform to the wishes of the I are the kind who change as
a resule of the communication (regardless of the explicit performance of the
response). Whatever the causal connection, however, conformity is clearly
related to change within cxperimeutal groups.

Differences between experimental groups. The analysis of variance has shown
that both conformity per sc and the experimental trearments (conditions
under which the response is performed) are independently related to change.
Since the experimental groups have different proportions of conformists,
both of the above factors enter into the differences hetween them, as pre-
sented m Table IV. In order ro have 2 clearer understanding of the effects of
each of the experimentzl treatiments, it is necessary to repeat the f-tests pre-
sented in Table IV, this time holding the degrec of conformity constant.

To hold the degree of conformity constant, a mcthod sngpested by
Snedocor (25, p. 290) was used. (This method is an extension of the analysis
of variance for disproportionate suh—class numbers, whicli was uscd m the
over-all cvaluation of the effects of experimental treatinents.) The mean
- differences for each of the three paixs of expertimental grenps were weighted
in such a way as to correct for the diffetent proportions of conformists and
non-conformists. The weighted tncan differcnces and their t-values are pre-
sentcd in Table VI. Table VI differs from Table IV m that it contains adjusted

TABLE VI WEICHTED MEAN DIFFERENCES IN CHANGE SCORES FOR
THE THREE PAIRS OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS*

Croiips Weighted
M Dfﬁ'{.’rﬂtrc f p
Low Restricdon-Control 2-98 2-46 <02
High Restticdon-Coutrol a-43 030 <77
Low R estricuon-High Restection 230 223 <03

* The mean differcucer are weiphied 1o cotrect for the dispropurtion in numlier of conforniises in the

threc experinental prang:.
#* Doth tails of the distoburion of 7 are used.

mean differences—differences which would have been obtined if the pro-
portions of conformists and non-conformists had been the same in the three
groups.

It can be seen from Table V1 that the Low Restriction group shows
significantly morc change than the other two groups; and that the difference
between thc High Restriction group and the Control group is not at all
significant. Let us now compare Table VI wich Table IV

1. In Table IV the difference between the High Reestriction group and the
Control group is nor significant, but still sizeable. In Table VI it disappears
entitely, This seems ro indicate that che High Restriction group has some
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advantage over the Control group because of its higher proportion of con-
fornmists. When this factor is controlled i the analysis, however, the groups
show no diffcrence.

2. The differcnce between the Low Restriction group and the Control
group, thongh significant in both tables, is sinaller in Table VI than in
Table IV. This seemns to indicate that the Low Restriction group has an
advantage over the Control group both in its higher proportion of con-
formists and in the conditions under which the response is perfornicd. When
the disproportion m number of conformists is controlled, the difference
becomes smaller, bnt it remains significant.

3. The difference between the Low Restriction group and the High
Restriction group is greater in Table VI than in Tuable IV, and in fact becomes
significant at the three per cent level of confidence. This would indicate that
the Low Restriction group has an advantage in the conditions under which
the response is performed, but the High Restriction group has an advantage
in its higher proportion of conformists. When the disproportion in number
of conformists is controlled, the advantage of the conditions of Low Reestric-
tion becones morc apparent.

Conclusions. On the basis of Sections A-C, the following conclusions can
be drawn:

I. The act of conforming per se is clearly (though nor necessarily
causally) rclated to attitude change: Within each experiment group con-
formists show more change than non-conformists.

2. The differences betiveen experimental groups, however, cannot be
explained by the different proportions of conformists in the three groups:
The Low Restriction group changes more than the High Restriction group
even though it has a smaller proportion of conforinists; and it changes more
than the Control group, even after there is a correction for the higher pro-
portion of conformists in the Low Restriction group. Clearly, then, the
conditions under which the response is performed are crucial determinants
of the amonnr of cbange.

3. The conditions of Low Rustriction are imost favorable to attitude
chanige: When the disproportion in number of conformists is controlled, the
Low Restriction group shows significantly more change than the Control
group, as well as the High Restriction group. Moreover, the advantage of the
Low Restriction group appears with conformists as well as with non-
conformists. In fact, in the Low Restriction group cven the non-conformists
change in the direction of the communication, while in the other two groups
the non-conformists change m the opposite direction, i.e., in the direction of
the essays which they themselves wrote.

The next section will deal with the differenees in the conditions of the
Low and High Restriction groups which can account for these differences in
amount of changc.
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D. DIFFEREMCES BETWEEN LOW AND HIGH RESTRICTION: SUPPORTING aAND
INTERFERING RESPONSES

Explanation of the obscrved differences. According to the analysis presented
in the introduction, the amount of change is a function of the number of
supporting and interfering responses that acc made while the conforming
response occurs. I[ this analysis is correct, then the Ss in the Low Restriction
aroup should lirve made inore supporting and /o fewer intecfering responses
than the Ss in the High Restriction group. Three hypotheses can be offered
to cxplain the presence of morc supporting and fewer interfering responscs,
and hence the greater amount of change, in the Low Restriction group.

1. The more contingent the reward ou the quality of performance, the more
supporting respouses are produced, and fence the greater the amonnt of change.
For the Ss in the Low Restriction group, the probability of getting the prize
was low: Only a few of the children could get it. They seemed to interpret
this as a coinpctitive sitvation, in which atcainment of the prize depended
on the quality of their performance. As a result, the Ss who confornied inay
have made a greater effort to present a thorough, convincing, and original
argument for the position they had adopted. In thar process they would have
prodnced more implicit supporting responscs, both of a motivational and
a cognitive uature, and henec they would show more cbange. In other words,
the more the Ss would try to convince others of their preference for jungle
books, the more they would succeed in convincing theniselves.

The Ss in the High Restricdon group were virtually assured of getting
the prize. As a result they may have made little effort on their essays, pro-
duced fewer supporting responses, and shown less change. The Ss in the
Control group may also have made lictle cffort, becanse they werc oftered
no special meentive,

2. The greater the indecision, the nore sipporting responses are prodiced, and
hence the greater the amount of cdhange. For the S5 the Low Restriction group,
the alternatives—writing in favor of jungle books or writing in favor of
fantastic hero books—were more nearly balanced. The Ss who wanted to get
a prize had to choosc between a response which uight lead to a highly aterac-
tive prize, and a response which would defunifely lead 1o a less attractive prize.
The 1nstructions cinphasized the necessity for choice by clearly spelling out
these two alternatives. Thus, even though most of the Ss wrote m favor of
jungle books, they may have had to go tlirough a bricf period of indecision
and choice, In order to arrive at a decision, they would have rhouglit throngh
the arguments and imphications of the different positions. In that process of
choice, the Ss who finally decided to conform would have produced implicit
supporting responses in the dircetion of jungle books. Mareover, they would
have rejected the arguments in favor of fantastic hero books, and produced
interfering responses in that direction. As a resule, they would show more
change. This behavior would be expected to occur because, for the con-
formists at least, writing in favor of jungle books was the slightly (huc not
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unquestionably) preferred alternative. It is hypothesized that in a situation
of indecision, in which one alternative is shightly preferred w the other, the
individual would tend to produce implicit supporting responses in the direc-
tion of the preferred alternative and imaplicit interfering responses in the
direction of the less preferred one. The functional sigmificance of thesc im-
plicit tesponscs would be to increase the relative strength of the slightly
preferred response, and thus to cnable the individual to reach a decision .l
Hypothesis 2 caimot explain the greater amount of change among the jrou-
canformists of the Low Restrietion group. In face, it would lead us to predict
the opposite outcome, since for the non-conformists “writing in favor of
fantastic hero books” must have been the slightly preferred alternative,

For the Ss m the I—ligh Restricnon group, there was httle indecision.
Writing i1 favor of jungle books was the cleacly dominant response. The
instrnctions emphasized tris fact by dismussing the alternative and taking it
for granted that cveryone would want to write in favor of jungle books.
As a result, the Ss in the High Restriction group may have made fewer
supporting responses, and would show less change.

1. The greater the felt pressure, the mare interfering responses are produced, and
hence the smaller the amotnt of change. The Ss n the High Restricrion group
may have experienced a greatcr degree of pressure, cven though the increased
restriction involved a grearer assurance of getting a prize. Their choice
behavior was himited; they were told more direcdy by the communieator
what he wanted thein to do. The assurance of a reward 1may have creared the
impression that the conununicator was bribing them into saying something
against theic wills, because it was for his own bencfic. They inay have
become suspicious of the commumicator and felt that he “had something up
his slceve”. As a result of the rescntinent and suspicion produced by the pres-
sure, the Sr would have made more implicit interfering responses of an
aggressive and discractmy nature, and would show less attitude change 4

Tn the Low Restriction group, thc conununicator may have beco per-
ceived as a fir individual, who “put his cards on the table”. He would have
arouscd litele resentment because re did not place srrong hmits on the Ss'
choice behavior, and hrtle suspicion because he did not offer “something for
nothing”. As a result, there would have been fewcr interfering responses,
and more change.

The diffcrence in amount of change between the non-confornusts of the
Low Restriction and the High Restriction groups is also consistent with tlris
hypothesis. Even though §s do not conform, they may rchearse the com-
municator’s argunients and learn them to same degrce. In the Low Restric~

14. There is some suggestive evidence for dic notion that the nuinber of imphleie cospanses i a funcion
of indeciien in the literature os VTE, VTE, which ran be considered [unctionlly equivalent to implicit
verbal responses, decreases as one responsc hecomes more dominant and therefore choice behavior less
relevane 03, 22).

£5. This hypothesis v in keeping with the findings of Frank (9) and of Coch and French (4)-
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tion group, such “incidental” learning would have produced changes in the
direction of the commuuijcation amoug the nou-couformists. In the High
Restriction group, however, interfering responses would have reduced the
amotnt of lcarning.

To obtain information on the role of supporting and interfering re-
sponses, and on the three hypotheses offered above, the S¢° essays and their
reactions to the experimental situation were analyzed.

Quality of the essays for the three experimental groups. 1f indeed there are
differences in the number of supporting aud interfering responses for the
three groups, then one would expect tlie quality of their essays to differ. If
the Ss in the Low Restriction group make more supporting and fewer inter-
fering rcsponses while writing their essays, they should produce superior
work. The reward hypothests especially would lead us to predict that, since
the Ss try harder to do 1 good job, their essays will be longer, better, and
more original.

To test this notion, the essays of all conformists who participated in the
cominunication session {(IN=142) were rated on the following threc criteria:

a. Use of speaker’s arguments: Number of points made by the speaker
which the S uses, and extent to which he expands on these points.

b. Production of new arguments: Numbecr of new arguimnents presented;
originality and cogeney of these arguments; excent of interpretation
and expansion of speaker’s points which show “real understanding”.

¢. Over-all quality: Gencral originalicy, comprehensivencss, and con-
vincingness of arguments. .

A six-point scale was used in each case. All cssays were arranged in candomn
order, and read by twa raters,** who did not know the purpose of the
experiment, nor the experimental group to which any S belonged. The

TABLE VII MEAN SCORES ON FOUR MEASURES OF THE QUALITY OF
THE ESSAYS, FOR EACH EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

These means are based only on conformist essays

Cronp
) N B v
castire ol e
Control Resriction | Restrictian

N=32) | (n=g9) | (v=01)

Rating on usc of speaker’s arguments 204 3-03 2-52

Rating on producnon of new argumsuts 2:33 11z 2-72
Rating of over-all quality 261 334 2-66
Number of words 102-34 118-63 95-43

16. The writer is grateful to Mrs. Dototky Drown and Mrs, Astrid Totien for the mbng of the essays.
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inter-rater reliability (using Pearson r's) was -77 for the rating on usc of
spcakcr’s argumf:nu; *70 for the rating on production of new Arguments;
and -66 for the rating of over-all quality.

In addition to the three qualitative ratings, the words in cach S's essays
were counted,'

Table VIT presents the mean of each experiinental group on cach of the
four 1ueasurcs used. Thesc means are based on the combied data from both
raters. The significance of the difference between the means was tested in
each case by an analysis of variance and b)’ separate (-tests for each pair of
means. These data are summarized in Table VIII. The following conclusions
can be drawn from Tables VIT and VIII:

TABLE VII ~RATINS FOR THE DIFFERENCES BETWIEN THE MEANS OF
ALL PAIRS OF EXPERIMENTAL CROUIPS ON FOUR MEASURES
OF THE QUALITY OF THE ESSAYS*

The mean diffcrences are based only on conformist essays

Cronps Compared
Measare _—_—
LR-C HR-C LR-HR
Rating on use of speaker’s rugumcuu 032 — 049 r-gf*t
Rating on producton of new arguments 2:gork* 1°48 )
Rating of over-all quality r1g*** 17 oz R Inlaladed
Momber of words 2-30%* —ag8 PR Diakeleked

* Am amalysis of vamance was pecdornued for cad imcasure, to provide information on the ovee-all
significance of the experimental varianons. The p-values were a3 follows:
Rasing on uie of speakert’s argumenta: pi=-9§
Lating on prodirtion of new arguments: p<Z-o3
Bating of gver-all qualicy: p< -cox
Number of words: p<-ro1
Because of the low over-all significance on she first measure, the i-ratios for thar mcasure should be
viewed with tome rescrvadion.
** Significant 2t the rog level of confidence.
#dok Sipnificant at the ot level of confidence.
wkkk Sipnificant at the <001 level of coafidoace.

1. According to all four nieasures, the Low Restriction group producces
better essays than the other two groups. In three out of four neasures there
is a significant difference between the Low and the High Restriction groups,
and in threc out of four therc is a significant difference between the Low

17, Only conformist essays were analyzed, since there was no steictly cowpanable way of evaluating
the csu1ys of non-conforinists, The purpose of the analysis was to see if there are differences berween the
thece groupy in the qu:l.[iq’ (compreheasivencs, aviginalivy, lengeh) of their argumerdts in faver of jungle
dooks. Such an apalyss covld nor he wade far the nen-canfurnusts, herante most of them presented no
arguments in favor of jungle books. There wete some partial non-conforsnists 10 whont the analysis may
have been applicable, bur their uumber was 1oo small w wartam rroup comparison.
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Restriction and the Control groups. Thus, the Low Restriction group shows
a clear advautage, especially in those ratings which involve originality,
thoroughuess, and convincingness. This finding is in accord with the hypo-
thesis that the Ssin the Low Restriction group are more highly motivated
{cither because of the contingency of the reward on the quality of their
performance, or because of the need to make a decision), and thus produce
more supporting responses. Less directly, it is in accord with the hypothesis
that the Ssin the Low Restriction group produce fewer interfiring responscs.

2. The differences between the Control group and the Fligh Restriction
group are in uo casc significant, just as the difference in amount of change
between the two groups is not significant {scc Table VI). It seems likely,
however, that this lack of diffcrence is a resultant of two opposing tendencics.
The High Restriction group may be, on the one hand, more highly motiv-
ated than the Control group but, on the other hand, mere resentful. Ss in che
High Restriction group would, consequently, produce more supporting, but
also more interfering respanses, and the two wonld “cancel each other out”.

Reaciions to the experimental sitnation for the three experimental groups. The
questionnaire on reactions to the experimental situation, which was adninds-
tered at the end of the comnmunication session {sce p. 195), was espccially
designed to pravide some information on supporting and interfering re-
sponses. If ndeed there are differences m the number of suppordng and
interfering responses for the three groups, then one would expect their
answers on this questionnaire to differ. From the three hypotheses presented
above one would predict thar Ss in the Low Restriction group will show the
greatest degree of awareness of self-motivating responses while writing rheir
essays; and Ss in the High Restriction group will show the greatest degree of
awareness of interfering rcsponses and the greatest amount of aggression
towards the communicator.

To test this notion, the questions were divided on an a priori basis into
four categorics, described on p. 195. With the use of the scoring procedure
developed by Ford (7), the items in each category werc tested for scale-
ability. The items that were finally used for each of rhe four categories had
reprodnceabilities higher than go per cent. Four indices were computed for
each S, by the use of a siinple scoring procedure.

The only index which yielded clearly significant results is the fourth one,
of the extent to which § is aware of interfering responses while writing rhe
essays. This index is based on the following four questions {in order, from the
“casiest’’, i.¢., the one on which the largest number of Ss show interfcrence,
to the “most difficulc”):

1—While yort were writing your essays, were yon trying to_find reasons why
fungle books are worsc than fantastic hero books?

2—While writing your essays, did you find it hard to keep your mind on your
work?
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3—While you were writing your essays, did you wish you didi't have to do that
ard could do something else?

4—If you did think of jungle books yor've real, were you thinking of how they
showed that Mr. [E 2] was wrong, or how they showed that he was right?

Table 1X prescnts the mean indices for all groups after separaring con-
fornists and non-conformists. The anatysis is based on the 222 S5 who filled

TABLE IX MEAN INDICES OF INTERFERING RESPONSES FOR CONFORMISTS
AND NON-CONFORMISTS IN EACH EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

Treatunt Conformists Nau-conformists
Conirol 1-50 {N=130) 239 (N=44)
Low Restriction 122 (N=uo) t6¢ (M--z3)
Higlh Restriction 1-6: (N=61) 260 (N=15)

out the questionnaire. The significauce of the differcinces between the means
was tested by an analysis of variance and found to be ac the -oot level of con-
fidence. Differcnces between pairs of means were then tested by the t~ragio.
Table X—A presents the differences between conformists and non-
conformists in each experimenul group. The differeace is clearly significant

TABLE X 4. MEAN DIFFERENCES IN INDICES QOF INTERFERING RESPONSES
BETWEEN CONFORMISTS AND NON-CONFORANSTS

M Difference
(between Conformists
Group aud Non-conformists) ! ¥
Control ’ T o8y 1-18 <002
Low Resrriction 43 1-50 < '12
High Restriction 093 1-1§ <<Qar

B, MEAN DIFFERENCES N INDICES OF INTERFERING RESPONSES FOR ALL
PAIRS OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

Grotips M Difference £ o>

Conuaol-Low Restriction:

Conformists o238 7 t2§

Non-Conforinists 074 23! 0]
High Restriction-Control:

Conformists 012 o-32 <61

WNon-Cenfarmists 021 0-62 54
High Reswriction-Low Restriction;

Conformiste 040 200 <05

Non-Confornists 0-9% 271 0T

* Noth aifs of the distribution of f axe uscd.

i
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for the Control and the High Restdction gronps, but not for the Low

"Restriction gronp. In ather words, non-coriformity in the Low Restriction

group is not associated with as much interference as it isin the other groups.
This confirms the explanation which has been offered to account for the
change in the direction of the communication among Low Reestriction non-
confornuists (p. 204).
Table X—B presents the differences between the three pairs of cxperi-
mental groups, for confornists as well as for non-conformists. It can he seen
that Ss in the Low Reestriction group are aware of fewer interfering respoutses
than Ss in the other groups. The diffcrence between the Low and High
Restriction groups is significant for both conformists and non—couformists.
the diffcrence between the Low Restriction and Coatrol groups is significant
for the non-conformists only. This finding is in accord with the hypothesis
that Ss in the High Restriction group arc more resentful, and thus produce
more mtcrﬁ:tmg respoises than Ss in the Low Restriction group. Less
directly it is in accord with the hypothesis that Ss in the High Restriction
group produce fewer supporting responsces than Ss in the Low Restriction - -
group.
The index of the extent to which § is awarc of self-inotivating respouses
that he made while conforming, and the index of aggression towards the
communicator, both show trends in the predicted direction. The index of
general liking of and interest in the experimental situation scems to beat no

_obvious rclation to the cxperimental treatments.

In general, then, the results of the questionnaice support the hypothescs
presented above. These results can be summarized as follows:

1. The Ss in the Low Restriction group show the smallest degree of
awarencss of interfering responses; this is true for conformists, as well as
non-conformists. There are also trends to indicate that thesc Ss wnake the
lacgest number of self-motivating cesponscs, and arc least aggressive towards
the communicator.

2. The Ssin the Hm;h Restricaon group show the most interference.
There are also trends to indicate that they are most aggressive towards the
communicator.’ On the other hand, these Ss tend to report more self-
motivating responses than Ss in the Control group. This supports the sng-
gestion which was made earlier, that rhe lack of diffcrence between the High
Restriction and Control groups is a resnltant of two opposing tendencics:
The Ssan the High Restriction group sccn to be more highly motivated
than the Ss in the Control group, but also moze rescotful.

18. One question yiclds a significant difference berween the High and the Low Restrictian groups
{p~<-0j, fur dic combioed data of conformisty and non-conformists): “What kind of 2 person do you
think Mr. [Ea) is?" with answers rmnging from “very friendly’” to “very unfriendly”. Ss in the High
Restriction grotip raie the comrunicator as less friendly than in the Low Restriction group, despite the
fact that he assurcs them of a prize. This supports the hypothesis that in the High Restricion group the
5y resent the communicatoc’s pressuce aud view him wigh suspician,
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3. It can be seen from Table X—A chat non~conformists show signifi-
cantly more intecference than conformists. Non-confornnsts also show
significantly niore aggression (p<-oor) and significantly less self-motivation
(p<<-oo1). These fudings give further support to the notion that the amount
of change is related to supporting and interfering responses.

Evaluation of the three Iiypotheses. The three hypotheses that werc described
arc by no means mutuaally exclusive. In general, the sanic predictions would
be made from cach hypothesis. Better essays for the Ssin the Low Restriction
group could be predicted from the notion that the reward is moce contingent
on the quality of pecforinance, and hence the Ss try hacder; the notion that
there is greater indecision, and hence the St have to think their position
through; or the notion that there is less resentnent, and hence the S5 make
fewer interfering rcspouses wlrile writing their essays. The awarencss of a
greater numnber of interfering responses among the Ss in the High Restriction
group could he predicted from the notion that the reward is not cantingenr
on the quality of performance, and hence the Ss do nor make any concen-
teated cffort; the notion that there is hittle indecision, and hence the S5 do not
have to do any concentrated thinking; or the notion that there is more
rescntnient, and hence more aggressive responses are made.

Although the three hypocheses all point in the same direction, some of
the details of the results could be cxplained more adcequately by one or the
other of these hypotheses.

1. The greater originality of the essays of the Low Restriction Ss could
not be cxplained very well by the mere absence of interfering responses.
Somnc active attempt to produce supporting responses, such as suggested m
the ceward and indecision hypotheses, scems te be present.

2. The greater numbcr of interfering responses of an aggressive nature
which the High Restriction Ss report could not be cxplained very well by the
mere lack of concentration. Resentment, as suggested in the pressure hypo-
thesis, seems to be present. _

3. The poorer essays and the lower amount of change on the part of the
Control group must be caused by a lower lcvel of motivarion, as suggested
in the reward hypothcsis. The indecision and the pressure hypotheses would
not predicr any differences berween the Control and the Low Restriction
groups, since there is indecision in the Control group, and since only
minimal pressure is applied in that group.

4. The simallec uumbcr of interfeding responses and the geeater amount of
change on the pare of the Low Restriction non—conformists could only be
cxplained by the pressure hypothesis. The other two hypotheses ace cssenti-
ally only applicable to conformists.

In view of these considerations, it is difficnlr to choose among the thece
hypotheses that were described. It scems most likely that all threc facrors
contributed to the sitvation. Fusther reseacch is needed to disentangle them.
Rcgardless of the specific mechanisins that arc involved, however, one find-
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ing stands out: There are differences between the groups in the nnmber of
supporting and interfering responses that Ss made while performing the
overt response, and these differences can be related to differences in the
amount of change. It seems justified to conclude that conditions favorable to
change are those in which conformity is accompanied by implicic supporting
responses, and conditions unfavorable to change are those in which con-
formity is accompanied by nnplicic interfering responses,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The present experiment was concerned with the relationship between
couforinity to social norms and actual changes in atticude. This problem was
studicd in the specific setting of a fixed verbal corumunication situation. To
induce conformity, the comnunicator introduced two degrees of response
restriction. Response restriction is defined as any action on the part of the
communicator which influcnces his audience in the divection of explicitly
making the response which he favors. The experiment investigated the effects
of conformity under these two conditions of response restriction on attitude
change. It was fclt that the amount of change would not be a simple function
of the degree of conformity to the communicator’s restriction, but would
also depend on the conditions under which conformity takes place. It was
hypaothesized that conformity in the communication sitnation will increase
attitude change to the extent to which implicit supporting responscs arc pro-
duced, and dccrcase attitude change to the exteur to which implicit interfering
responses arc produced.

Responsc restriction was introduced by the use of positive incentives,
i.c., the commmicatar induced conformity by promising his Ss a reward.
The Ss were 246 seventh grade students. The procedure was as follows:
1. S5 atritudes on the relative harmfulness of two types of comic books were
ascertained. 2. The nexe day they heard a communication at variance witl
most S5 initial atritudes. After the communication they were asked to write
essays, presenting their own position. The instructions varied as follows:
a—Controf gronp: Ss were just asked to write their own opinons. b—Low
Restriction group: Ss were promisced a reward if they agreed with the com-
municator, but told that only a small percentage of the class would get the
reward; it was made clear to them that non-conformity is possible and may
have certain advantages. c—High Restriction gronp: Ss were promised a
reward and assurcd that everyone who agreed with the communicator would
get the reward; it was made clear that cveryone was expected to conform.
3. A weck later, the atticude questionnaires were readministered. The differ-
ences between the before- and after-questionnaires constitute the measure of
change.

The following results were obtained. As expected, the Control group las
the lowest, the High Restriction group the highest number of conforinists
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(i.c., Ss whose essays agree with the communicator’s position). The amount
of artitude change is not, however, direetly rclated to the degrec of con-
formity. The greatest amouat of change is found in the Low Restriction
group. The Low Restriction group changes morce than the High Restriction
group even though it has fewer conformists; when the proportion of con-
formists s statistically controlled, this difference becomes significane ac the
three per cene level of confidence. Also, the Low Restriction group changes
significantly more than the Control group, even after there is a correction
for the disproportion in number of conformists. There is no sigaificant
difference in amount of change between the High Restriction and the Con-
trol groups. On the basis of the findings summarized here it can be concluded
thac attitude changc is not a simple function of conformity, but also depends
on the conditions under which conformity takes place. The conditions of
Low Restriction seem to be more favorable to change than the conditions of
High Restriction,

To obtain information on the differences in the conditions of Low and
ligh Restriction which can account for the differences in change, the gnalicy
of the Ss’ essays was rated and their reactions to the experimental situation
were analyzed. These data indicate that Srin the Low Restriction group
make more supporting and fewer interfering responses while writing their
essays. Threc hypotheses can account for thesc findings: 1. The more
contingent the reward on the quality of performance, the more supporting
responscs are produced. 2. The greater the indecision, the inare support-
ing responses are produced. 3. The greater the felt pressure, the moare
interfering responses are produced. Regardless of the specific mechairisins
that 2re involved, however, it can be concluded that conditions favorable to
change are those in which conformity is accompanicd by implicit support-
ing responses (as i the Law Restriction gronp), and couditions unfvorable
to change are those in which conformity is accompanied by implicit inter-
fering responses (as in the High Restriction group).

The findings of this experiment have some interesting implications for
the study of reference groups and the pracess of mternatizauon of group
norns. They suggest some of the conditions under which internalization
would be expected to accur, and some of the conditions which would pro-
duce merely overt confonmnity. Therc are also some educational implications
worth noting. The scudy provides experimmenial evidence for two accepted
eclucarional principles: The notion thar significant Jeatniug can occur only if
the student has to think through and integrate the material by himself; and
che notion that lasting educational results can be achicved only if there is a
positive reladonship between student and teacher.

It should be stressed that the ahove implications are mnerely suggestive,
and their validity can only be demonstrated by researcl: in different settings.
The generality of the present findings is liniired by the kiud of sceting used

in this experiment, i.c., the fixed communication situation. It is further
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limited by some of the special characteristics of the expcrimental situation,
such as the use of positive incentives to achieve response restriction. To
broaden the generality of the findings, it is necessary to study the effects of
tesponse restriction under different conditions. For example, it would be
important to see if results similar to those of the present experiment ace
obtained when response restriction is achieved through the use of foree,
threaes, or high-pressure technigues.

10,
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