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CHAPTER I 

PROBLEM AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The Aristotelian concept of speaker 11 ethos 11 has been vigorously 

studied in the past, and today is still being studied. One of the 

more modern approaches to the study of 11 ethos 11 was that of Hovland 

et. al. which resulted in the development of the concept, "source 

credi bi 1 i ty. 111 

Recent literature on interpersonal communication has emphasized 

the importance of the concept of "interpersonal trust" and its rela-

tion to the older concept of source credibility. 2 

Most of the research on source credibility and opinion change 

has dealt with the image that the communicator projects to listeners 

and how this image affects the communicator's credibility as 

perceived by the receiver. It appears that recent findings by social 

psychologists and sociologists indicate that the actions or cues of 

the group have an influence upon what a person perceives about a 

conmunicator. 3 

1carl I. Hovland, Irving L. Janis, and Harold H. Kelley, 
Communication and Persuasion {New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953). 

2Kim Giffin, 11 The Contribution of Studies of Source Credibility 
to a Theory of Interpersonal Trust in the Corrmunication Process," 
Psychological Bulletin, 1967a, 68, 104-120. 

3o. Graham, "Experimental Studies of Social Influence in Simple 
Judgment Situations, 11 The Journal of Social Psychology, 1962, 56, 
245-269. 
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Statement of the Problem ---------
Since interpersonal trust has been demonstrated as an influential 

variable in the communication process,4 and since majority opinion has 

been demonstrated to be influential in the formation of impressions, 

the problem lies in establishing the extent to which social pressure 

{in the form of overt cues) affects the listener's evaluation of a 

person's (e.g., a communicator's) trustworthiness. 

Purpose of the Study 

It will be the purpose of this study to investigate the inter-

relationships between social pressure in a group and the ·individual's 

perception of a person's trustworthiness. The following questions will 

be asked: (1) to what extent do different behaviors (on the part of P) 
' affect another's (O) trust of P; (2) to what extent is O's attitude 

toward the trustworthiness of the person {P) influenced by social pres-

sure; (3) how much does O trust the other group members (and 11 the 

group"); and, (4) to what extent do different behaviors on the part of 

the group affe~t O's trust of the group. 

In the review of previous literature, three areas of research 

will be covered. First, studies concerned with source credibility, 

-second, studies on interpersonal trusting behavior, most of which have 

to do with two-person games, and third, the research on social influence 

and conformity will be reviewed. Following the review of research an 

attempt will be made to show how these three bodies of research combine 

into a single conceptual framework. 

- -4carl Larson, "Interaction Patterns and Communication Effective-
ness in the Marital Context: A Factor Analytic Study/' Journa 1 of .. 
Communication, 1967, .l1_, 342-353. · 
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Review of Previous Literature 

Source Credibility 

The concept of ethos was first dealt with by Aristotle who stated 

in Rhetoric that, "persuasion is achieved by the speaker's personal 

character when the speech is so spoken as to make us think him 

credible. 115 The dimensions or constituents of ethos according to 

Aristotle were, "good sense, good moral character, and goodwill. 116 

Hovland, Janis, and Kelley defined the constituents of source 

credibility as, 11 (1) the extent to which a corrmunicator is perceived 

to be·a source of valid assertions (his expertness) and (2) the degree 

of confidence in the communicator's intent to communicate the asser-

tions he considers most valid {his trustworthiness). 117 Thus, Hovland's 

concept of source credibility is much like Aristotle's concept of 

ethos, the difference being that Hovland combined character and good-

will under the one concept of perceived intent to be a reliable 

communicator. 

Anderson and Clevenger in their review of research on ethos in 

part regard the effect of ethos upon attitude change as follows: 

(1) the findings of studies on ethos 11 ••• are not yet sufficiently 

numerous and sophisticated to permit definitive conclusions about the 

operation of ethical proof." (2) "the ethos of the source is related in 

some way to the impact of the message:" (3) 11 when the stimulus is not 

renewed, ·materi a 1 presented by a high ethos source loses in persua-

siveness and that given by a poor source gains: 11 (4) speaker 

5Aristotle, Rhetoric (trans.) W. Rhys Roberts, Appearing in The 
Basic Works .Qf_ Aristotle (ed.) Richard ~cKeon, 1941, p. 1329. 

6Ibid., p. 1380. 
7Hovland, Janis, and Kelley • .Q.e_. cit. p. 21. 



introductions "probably influence the image of a speaker, but most of 

the evidence on this point is indirect:" and (5) expert opinion "may 

be about as influential as majority opinion in inducing attitude 

change. 118 

Lemert and Berlo studied the dimensions of source credibility 

and with factor analysis established four factors or dimensions 

repeatedly under different circumstances and with different types of 

"sources." The factors which emerged were labeled (1) safety, 

(2) qualification, (3) dynamism, and (4) sociability. 9 Further sub-

stantiating these results were the findings of Lemert 1 s factor 

analysis of data collected by M. J. White. In Canada, five major 

political parties and their leaders were rated by 187 subjects using 

the scale earlier used by Berlo and Lemert. The Canadian study 

4 

yielded results similar to Lemert's earlier study in that the three 

factors represented were (1) safety, (2) qualification, and (3) dynamism. 

The twelve scales representing the three dimensions were (1) safety: 

honest-dishonest, openminded-closeminded, safe-dangerous, objective-

subjective; (2) qualification: trained-untrained, experienced-

inexperienced, informed-uninformed, educated-uneducated; (3) dynamism: 

bold-timid, colorfull-dull, frank-reserved, extroverted-introverted. 

Lemert reported that the results between the Canadian study and the 

earlier study were remarkably similar. 10 

8Kenneth E. Anderson and Theodore Clevenger. 11A Summary of 
Experimenta 1 Research in Ethos, 11 Speech Monographs, 1963, ~, p. 77. 

9oavid K. Berlo. 11 An Empirical Test of a General Construct of 
Credibility," a paper presented to the annual convention of the Speech 
Association of America, New York City, December, 1961. James B. Lemert, 
11 Dimensions of Source Credibility," a paper presented to the Association 
for Education in Journalism, Aug., 1963, p. 6. 

lOlbid. Lemert. 
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Another attempt to isolate the dimensions of the credibility of a 

speaker has been made by Markham. Beginning with 115 bipolar adjec-

tive pairs, faculty judges worked the number down to fifty-five pairs. 

596 subjects viewed three speakers and then rated them on the fifty-

five bipolar adjective scales. Three factors accounted for nearly 50 

percent of the variance. The first factor he called reliable-logic-

evaluative.11 Twelve bipolar pairs had high loadings: illogical-

logical, irrational-rational, unreliable-reliable, inconsistent-

consistent, unbelievable-believable, disorganized-organized, 

unintelligent-intelligent, unauthoritative-authoritative, careful-

careless, unwise-wise, unoriginal-original, and uneducated-educated. 12 

Markham called his second factor activity. Thirteen items had 

high loadings here: unimpressive-impressive, uninteresting-interesting, 

ineffective-effective, tired-energetic, unpersuasive-persuasive, 

glorn,~-cheerful, unoriginal-original, bad-good, passive-active, weak-

strong, unattractive-attractive, unpleasant-pleasant, unlikable-

likable, and contemptible-admirable. 13 

The third factor Markham called nice-guy. Five items had high 

loadings: cruel-kind, unsympathetic-sympathetic, unfriendly-friendly, 

unfair-fair, and unsociable-sociable. 14 

Mccroskey has been one of the latest to attempt to discern the 

dimensions of source credibility. Out of a thirty-item Likert-type 

11 oavid Markham. "The Dimensions of Source Credibility of Tele-
-vision Newscasters," Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Oklahoma, 1965, p. 69. 

12Ibid., p. 70. 

13Ibid. 
14Ibid. 
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scale two factors were found. The first Mccroskey labelled authorita-

tiveness; and the second character. He compared these two factors to 

Berlo's first two {competence and trustworthiness). 15 Giffin observed 

that although Mccroskey failed to compare his two factors to those of 

Lemert, they seemed to correspond to Lemert's first two factors of 

qualification and safety. 16 Mccroskey also constructed two more 

semantic differential scaling instruments and one more Likert-type 

scale, and tested them to find if his two factors would be found to be 

consistent. With further testing reliability estimates of .964, .968, 

.933, and .922 were found on his four measurement scales. 17 

The most recent synthesis of the dimensions or factors of source 

.. credibility has been attempted by Giffin. Out of his research on 

interpersonal trust a measuring instrument has been developed called 

the 11 Trust Differential. 1118 An item analysis .and factor analysis of 

the 72 items on this scale have resulted in a twenty-seven item 

bipolar adjectival scale which measured three factors accounting for 

46.51 percent of the variance. These factors are listed below. 

Factor I is character. Elements contributing to this factor 

include perceptions of respectfulness, kindness, honesty, goodness, 

unselfishness, sincerity, morality, patience, and niceness. This 

15Jarnes C. Mccroskey. 11 Scales for the Measurement of Ethos," 
Speech Monographs, 1966, ~, 65-72. 

16Giffin • .Q.E_. cit. p. 115. 
17McCroskey, .Q.E_. cit., p. 72. 
18Kim Giffin. 11 An Experimental Evaluation of the Trust Differen-

tial.11 Unpublished Research Report. R. 19, Lawrence, Kansas: The 
Communication Research Center, the University of Kansas, October, 
1968. -



factor accounted for 19.68 percent of the original variance and 47.31 

percent of explained variance. This factor appears to include both 

the concepts reliability and intentions. 

Factor II is dynamism. Elements contributing to this factor 

7 

include boldness, aggressiveness, extroversion, frankness, swiftness, 

activeness, and being emphatic as well as energetic. This factor 

accounted for 10.18 percent of the original variance and 21.89 percent 

of explained variance. 

Factor III is expertness. Elements contributing to this factor 

include scholarship, knowledge, expertness, intelligence, experience, 

education, amount of training and information, and degree of being 

logical. This factor accounted for 16.65 percent of the original 

v~riance and 42.31 percent of explained variance. This factor appears 

to measure expertness relevant to some area or topic. 

The findings of several researchers seem to corroborate these 

dimensions. The dimension of expertness (authoritativeness or intelli-

gence) has been found by Hovland et. tl.,19 Anderson, 20 Lemert, 21 

Markham, 22 McCroskey, 23 and King. 24 The measurability of this factor 

is supported by the Likert-type scales used by Anderson, by Mccroskey, 

19Hovland, .Q.E_. cit. 
20Anderson, .Q.E_. cit. 
21 Lemert, _Q£. cit. 
2 2Ma r k ham, .QE_. c i t. 
23McCroskey, .Q.e_. cit. 
24Thomas R. King. 11 An Experimental Study of the Effect of Ethos 

upon the Immediate and Delayed Recall of lnfonnation, 11 Central 
States Speech Journa 1, 196.6, ll, 22-28." 
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and the semantic differeotial technique employed by M~Croskey. Factors 

corresponding to this dimension which have been measured include 

Anderson's Evaluative factor, Lemert's qualification factor, and 

Markham's reliable-logical-evaluative factor. 

Giffin's second dimension, character (including reliability}, has 

been found and measured on a Likert-type scale and or a semantic differ-

ential by Mccroskey, and corresponds somewhat to Anderson's evaluative 

factor, Lemert's safety factor, and Markham's nice-guy factor. 

The dimension of character including intent has also been demon-

strated to correspond to scales included in the factors of evaluation 

(Anderson}, safety (Lemert}, and nice-guy (Markham}. Dynamism has been 

found by Anderson, Lemert, and Markham. 

Interpersonal Trust 

One of the first researchers to deal explicitly with trusting 

behavior was Deutsch. 25 In his experiments he used a two-person non-

zero-sum game which was a variation of Luce and Riaffa's 11 prisoner's 

dilemma. 1126 

In this situation Person I has to choose between rows X and Y, and 

Person II has to choose between columns A and B (see diagram): 

A 
X (+9, +9) 

Person I Y (+10, -10) 

Person II 

B 
(-10, +10) 

(-9, -9) 

25Morton Deutsch. 11 Trust and Suspicion, 11 Journal of Conflict 
Resolution, 1958, I, 265-279. 

26R. D. Luce and H. Riaffa, Games and Decisions: Introduction and 
Critical Survey, (New York: John Wil~y)-;-T957. 



Person I's payoffs are the first numbers in the parentheses, Person 

II's are the second. Only the cooperative AX choice will result in a 

simultaneous win for both partners. Based on this series of experi-

ments, Deutsch noted that, 11 The essential psychological feature of 

9 

the game is that there is no possibility for 'rational' behavior in it 

unless ••• mutual trust exists. 1127 Deutsch went on to stress that 

there are many such social situations that are not rational unless 

mutual trust exists (e.g., husband-wife, labor-management, etc.). The 

results of his experiments showed that when a person has to choose with-

out knowledge of the other persorls choices, a cooperative orientation 

will produce trusting and trustworthy behavior. 

A significant amount of research has been conducted using the 

gaming procedure described above. The term 11mixed-motive 11 has come to 

be used to describe different variations of this type of game. Gallo 

and l~cClintock28 summarize the conclusions of early research in this 

area. They outline the four types of independent variables which have 

received the most attention, and review the research on each of these 

as follows: 

1. Manipulations of the payoff matrices. 

2. Personality variables. 

3. Strategy of the other player. 

4. Possibilities for communication. 

27oeutsch • .2£· cit. 270. 
28Philip Gallo -and Charles Mcclintock~ ''Cooperative and Competi-

tive Behavior in Mixed-Motive Games," Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
1965, 1, 68-77. 
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The fourth category is of direct interest in the present analysis. 

Loomis29 studied the effects of communication on the frequency of 

cooperative acts. Subjects either sent or received standardized notes 

expressing expectation, intention, retaliation, and/or absolution. He 

found that perceived trust was positively related to type of communica-

tion, and trustworthiness (cooperation) was positively related to 

perceived trust. 

Deutsch30 also found that increased trust resulted when 

tion was allowed. Schodel et. ai. 31 found that the increase 

conmunica-

in joint 

cooperative responses was a function of communication, but that 

competitive responses still predominated. 

Marlowe et. tl. 32 studied these effects of expecting post-

bargaining interaction between players on cooperative behavior. They 

found that indeed, subjects who expected to discuss their behavior 

with the partner after bargaining were significantly less exploitative 

(or more cooperative). 

Marlow et.~- did note that the subjects' behavior and answers 

on post-experimental questionnaires showed that subjects perceived 

their partners as well intentioned. The five adjectives most frequently 

checked to describe partners were: persistent, conservative, 

29J. L. Loomes. "Communication, the Development of Trust and 
Cooperative Behavior, 11 Human Relations, 1959, g, 305-315. 

30oeutsch. .QB_. cit. 
31 A. Schodel. "Induced Collaboration in Some Non-Zero-Sum Games," 

Journal of Conflict Resolution, 1967, _§_, 335-340. 
32oavid Marlowe, Kenneth Gergen, and Anthony Doob. "Opponents' 

Personality, Expectations of Social Interaction, and Interpersonal 
Bargaining, 11 Journal of Personality and· Social Psychology, 1966, 1, 
206-213. 



dependable, naive, and generous. The adjectives least frequently 

checked were: treacherous, tolerant, tactful, cheat, and greedy. 

11 

In an interesting theoretical explanation of some of the psycho-

logical mechanisms operating during the playing of these games, 

Swingle33 found support for the following explanation, 

••• disharmony would result from having placed 
oneself in a position to be harmed, such estab-
lishing the conditions necessary for abrogation 
of a trust. Given that a trust has been abro-
gated (e.g., exploitation after a cooperative 
gesture), several reactions are possible -
retaliation in kind, increased ill will, or with-
drawal .•• cognitive consistency principles 
would lead one to expect an increase in ill will, 
but no retaliatory behavior. The person, in 
short, will respond as he did prior to the 
experience of harm but will balance the cognition 
of abrogated trust by increasing the negativity 
of his attitude toward the disliked partner. 
(p. 270) 

Wrightsman34 tried to replicate findings by Deutsch,35 and 

Lutzker,36 concerning 11 open-mindedness 11 of trusting people and 
11 authoritariansim 11 of non-trusting people. Large amounts of real 

money were used instead of the imaginary or small amounts of money 

33Paul Swingle. "Effects of The Emotional Relationship Between 
Protagonists In a Two-Person Game, 11 Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 1966, .i, 270-279. 

34Lawrence Wrightsman. 11 Personality·and Attitudinal Correlates 
of Trusting and Trustworthy Behavior In a Two-Person Game, 11 Journal 
.Qf. Personality and Social Psychology, 1966, i, 328-332. 

35Morton Deutsch. "Trust, Trustworthiness, and the F Scale, 11 

Journal of Abnormal and Socia 1 Psycho 1 ogy, 1960, fil_, 138-140. 
360. R. Lutzker. "Internationalism as a Predictor of Cooperative 

Behavior, 11 Journal of Conflict Resolution, 1960, i, 426-430. 
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used in the studies cited above. No personality variaoles were found 

to be significantly related to trustworthy behavior in the game. 

Mcclintock and McNee1 37 investigated the effects of prior condi-

tion in game-playing on cooperative behavior. Subjects were in one of 

three experimental groups: (a) prior success (in game playing), 

(b) prior failure, and (c) no prior experience. They found that dyads 

in the prior-success group were significantly more cooperative in 

their behavior than those in the other two conditions. Subsequent to 

pre-game conditioning, subjects filled out 17 item semantic differen-

tial scales rating the other player on adjectives such as wann-cold, 

pleasant-unpleasant, helpful-frustrating. Subjects interacting with a 

simulated friendly partner evaluated the other significantly more 

positively than subjects interacting with a simulated hostile partner. 

Thus it can be shown that pre-game manipulations and instructions can 

significantly influence cooperative (or trusting) behavior. 

Oskamp and Perlman38 investigated the antecedent conditions which 

lead to cooperation in a Prisoner 1 s Dilemma Game, and attempted to 

produce higher levels of cooperation than were reported in previously 

published research. An attempt was made to use the Asch technique to 

create norms for either cooperative or competitive game behavior. They 

describe the situation in the following manner: 

37cha~"'les Mcclintock and Steven McNeel. 11 Prior Dyadic Experience 
and Monetary Reward as Determinents of Cooperative and Competitive 
Game Behavior," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1967, .§_, 
282-294. 

38stewart Oskamp and Daniel Perlman. 11 Factors Affecting Coopera-
tion In a Prisoner's Dilemma Game, 11 Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
1959, ~, 359-374. 



When S's reported for the experiment, they were 
taken to a large room and seated around a conference 
table with six places. The two real S's were always 
seated in the fifth and sixth places, and the other 
four places were. filled, unknown to the real S's by 
previously run S's or other students who had been 
trained to act as confederates of E. After reading 
the experimental instructions, E asked the group: 
'In situations like this, what do you think people 
should do?' Members responded in numerical order 
somewhat as follows: 

Confederate 1: 'I think we should cooperate 
(compete). That's pushing the black (red) 
button, isn't it?' 

Confederate 2: 'I agree. We ought to push the 
black (red) button.' 

Confederate 3: 'I think people in general are 
too competitive (cooperative); I think we'd 
be better off if we cooperated (competed) a 
little more. I 1 m going to push the black 
(red) button. 1 

Confederate 4: 'Well, if everybody else feels 
we ought to cooperate (compete), I guess 
11 11 go along with that.• 

Then the two real S1 s stated their views (which 
did not always conform to. the intended group nonn). 
(p. 364). 

13 

Oskamp and Perlman report that the results did not confirm the 

expected differences induced by the conformity influence. It appears, 

however, that if one naive subject were used at a time the unanimity 

of group pressure might be more successful. The authors di~ conclude 

that 11 The level of cooperation appears quite sensitive to rather 

subtle situational factors, such as ••• the amount of social inter-

actio·n between the S's at the beginning of the experiment. 1139 

In an attempt to posit a theory of interpersonal trust Giffin40 

sunmarized the factors which tend to influence a person (P) to trust 

39 Ibid., p. 372. 

4°Kim Giffin. "Interpersonal Trust In Small-Group Communication," 
Quarterly Journal Qf_ Speech, 1967b, g,_ 224-234. 



another person (O) as follows: 

1. A cooperative interpersonal relationship wherein 
p expects cooperation from o, and p believes he 
is expected to give cooperation in return. 

2. Communication from o which indicates top an in-
tention on the part of o to reciprocate trust 
when offered by p. 

3. Communication from o which indicates top an ex-
pectation by o of trusting behav·ior on the part 
of p. 

4. Communication from o top which indicates o's 
plan of reaction to a violation by p of o's 
trust in p. 

5. Communication from o which indicates a way of 
restoring o's cooperation when 0 1 s trust has 
been violated by p. 

6. A condition in which p has a high degree of 
power {control) over o. 

7. Behavior by o which is interpreted by pas con-
ditional trust of p. 

8. Behavior on the part of o which indicates top 
that o has nothing to gain by untrustworthy 
behavior. 

9. A ~ituation into which is introduced a third 
person \\#ho is disliked by both o and p. 

10. An enforceable promise top from o. 
11. Communication from o oerceived by pas: 

(a) descriptive rather than evaluative; 
(b) problem-oriented rather than oriented toward 

social control; 
(c) spontaneous rather than strategic; 
(d) empathic rather than neutral; 
{e) between equals rather than between persons 

of unequal status; 
(f) provisional rather than certain. 

12. The presence of a strong majority opinion on 
the part of the others present; this influence 
toward trust will be strengthened when: 
(a) there are at least three others unified on 

the majority opinion; 
(b) all others present are unanimous in their 

opinion; 
(c) when the issue involved requires a decision 

believed by p to be difficul_t to make; 
(d) when the majority opinion is not outside the 

range of ordinarily acceptable judgment; 
(e) when_ p has psychological membership in a 

reference group presenting a majority 
opinion; 

(f) when pis accepted as a member of a goal-
oriented group of interdependent persons 
working on. a group task 

14 
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Social Influence or Conformity 

In another paper by Giffin41 the concept of trust as it relates 

to source credibility also appears to be influenced by majority 

opinion. Giffin suggests that a listener may alter his trust of a 

communicator if other members of the group (or audience) exhibit cues 

which indicate that their assessment of the communicator is different 

than the single listener's. A significant amount of research has 

been done on conformity theory which gives support to this notion. 

Some of the earliest studies on conformity to group pressure 

were conducted by Asch. 42 His well-known technique consisted of 

putting one naive subject and six to eight 11 plants 11 in a group and 

then asking them to match lines (by length) which were drawn on white 

cards. The 11 plants 11 unanimously agreed on matching lines that the 

naive subject could perceive were not equal in length. The subject 

found himself giving correct answers which were in opposition to the 

answers of the rest of the group. Out of 123 naive subjects tested on 

twelve critical judgments, 37 percent made errors (by conforming to 

majority opinion), while control subjects judging independent of groups 

made virtually no errors. 43 

Another technique of constructing a conformity-inducing situation 

41 Giffin. 1967a . .Q.e_. cit. 
42s. E. Asch. "Effects of Group Pressure Upon the Modification 

and Distortion of Judgement. In H. Guetzkow (ed.) Groups, Leadership, 
and Men (Carnegie Press, 1951. pp. 177-190. S. E. Asch. Social 
Ps.YclioTogy (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1952). S. E. Asch. 
11 Studies of Independence and Conformity. A Minority of One Against a 
Unanimous Majority." Psychological Monographs, 1956, ]_Q, No. 9, 
(whole No. 416}. 

43s. E. Asch. •~Opinions and Socia·1 Pressure, 11 Scientific 
American, 1955, 193, p. 31-35. 
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was developed by Crutchfield. 44 By this method, five naive subjects 

at a time were seated at booths which were partitioned from each 

other. The front of the booth had panels of rows of signal lights 

and switches. The lights supposedly indicated to the subject what 

responses the others had made to the stimuli (also this indicated to him 

that his judgment would be accurate, would be different from the 

others). In actuality, none of the panels was interconnected elec-

trically with any other panel. Rather the investigator rigged the 

signal lights so that the subjects would~ways be the minority of one 

according to what they saw on their panel of signal lights. On 

several studies a total of more than 600 people participated in this 

project as naive subjects. Some of the results were as follows: 

1. Group pressure does indeed produce yielding. 

2. Yielding can be induced on attitude items including those 

having personal or social relevance to them. 

3. Yielding is greater on difficult items than on easy ones. 

4. There are large differences in amounts of yielding for 

-different individuals. 

5. When subjects are tested again without the group pressure 

influence a major part of the original yielding influence 

disappears. 45 ·· 

44R. S. Crutchfield. ''A New Technique for Measuring Individual 
Differences in Confonnity to Group Judgement," Proceedings Invita-
tional Conference on Testing Problems. Princeton, N. J.: Educational 
Testing Service, 1954a, p. 69-74. 

45oavid Kretch, Richards. Crutchfie1d, and Egerton L. Ball-
achey. Individual.!!!_ Society {New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company 
Inc., 1962. p. 504-511. 
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Some situational factors which are pertinent to the confonnity 

process include size of the group, perceived competency of the group, 

group unanimity, extremity of the group opinion, and group cohesive-

ness. 

The size of the group has been found to be relevant in that 

group pressure increases to an optimum level with three or four 

people comprising the opposing majority; numbers larger than three or 

four even up to fifteen produce only slightly more yielding. 46 

The perceived competency of the group is also related to 

majority influence. For example, in one of Crutchfield 1 s studies, 

some high-level mathematicians conformed to group pressure {from other 

mathematics experts) on the answers to some simple arithmetic problems, 

giving answers that were wrong and probably giving answers that would 

not have been given under normal circumstances. 47 

Group unanimity also appears to be a highly relevant variable in 

the conformity process. Asch found that when at least one other 

member of the group reinforced the opinion of the one-member minority, 

th th . t t . "f" tl . d 48 en e res1s ance o group pressure was s1gn1 1can y increase. 

Another situational factor relevant to the process of conformity 

is that of the extremity of the opinion expressed by the majority. 

Tuddenham found that when the majority opinion lies well outside the 

range of acceptable judgments, yielding occurs among fewer individuals 

46Asch, 1956, .Q.E_. cit. 
47R. S. Crutchfield. 11 Personal and Situational Factors in Con-

formity to Group Pressure, 11 Acta Psychologica, 1959a, li, p~ 386-
388. 

48 · Asch, 1956, .Q.E_. cit. 
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and to a lesser degree. 49 

Group cohesiveness has been studied as a factor in confonnity. 

Crutchfield found that people belonging to racial or ethnic minorities 

conformed highly in groups composed only of other members of their 

racial or ethnic minority. 50 Harvey and Consalvi found that the 

second highest status member in the group yielded more than any other 

member of the small group (either of higher or lower status). 51 

Individual personality factors have been studied and on a number 

of different cases the results are as follows: 

1. Conformists are less intelligent as measured on the Concept 

Mastery Test developed by Terman (1956). 

2. Conformists are lower in 11 ego-strength 11 and in their ability 

to work in stress situations as measured on the Manifest 

Anxiety Scale developed by Taylor (1953). 

3. Conformists tend toward feelings of personal inferiority and 

inadequacy as measured on the Adjective Check List developed 

by Gough (1960}. 

4. Conformists show an intense preoccupation with other people, 

as opposed to more self-contained, autonomous attitudes of 

the independent persons. 

5. The confonnists express attitudes and values of a more con-

ventional nature than non-yielders. 

49R. D. Tuddenham. "The Influence Upon Judgement of the Apparent 
Discrepancy Between Self and Others," Journal of Social Psychology, 
1961, g, 69-79. 

SOR. S. Crutchfield, 1959, .QE_. cit. 
510. J. Harvey and c .. Consalvi. 11·status and Conformity to Pressures 

in Informal Groups," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1960, 
60, p. 182-187. 
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Sex and age factors relevant to yielding behavior have also been 

studied. Tuddenham found that there was no significant difference in 

the amount of yielding done by ten to twelve year olds and that of 

college age subjects. However, an important distinction appeared be-

tween the amount of yielding done by men and women; men yielding 

significantly less than women. 52 This difference can apparently be 

attributed to the different sex roles which are socially acceptable 

in our culture. Women being desirable when they are less dominant 

than men, and men being more masculine when they are less easily swayed 

by others. 

Jackson and Saltzstein found that conformity was related to two 

variables: {1) the person's relationship to the group, and (2) the 

nature of the task {independent or dependent). With respect to the 

first it was found that pressure to confonn was greater on socially 

accepted members of the group than on non-members. With respect to the 

second, it was found that confonnity was related to the nature of the 

task in th-at those working within the group toward a group goal were 

subjected to more pressure to conform than those working independently 

within a group {not interdependently). 53 

Willis and Hollander have developed a theory of conformity which 

goes beyond that developed by Asch in 1956. The earlier theory viewed 

conformity behavior as having two positions at opposite ends of a uni-

dimensional continuum {confonnity -------- independence}. The more 

52ruddenham, 1961, QE_. cit. 
53Jay M. Jackson and H. D. Saltzstein. "The Effect of Person-

Group Relationships on Conformity Processes," Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology, 1958, .§I, p. 17-24. · 
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recent approach views the confonnity process as two-dimensional with 

confonnity and anticonfonnity at the ends of one continuum and inde-

pendence a second dimension at right angles to the other dimension 

(resulting in a triangular model when the end points are connected). 54 

Their study adds support to their theory in that 11 It demonstrates the 

possibility of evoking in considerable strength the three modes of 

reaction specified by the conceptual framework employed. 1155 

This theory has been further modified into a "diamond model" 

which extends the independency dimension beyond the base of the 

triangle (the di~ension of conformity-anticonformity) extending as far 

as a point V which indicates variability {changing or varying as a 

partner changes or varies). 56 

A C 

54Richard H. Willis and E. P. Hollander. 11 An Experimental Study 
of Three Response Modes in Social Influence Situations, 11 The Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1964, .§2_, no. 2. p. 150-157. 

55Ibid. 
56Richard H. Willis. "Social Influence, lnfonnation Processing, 

and Net Confonnity in Dyads, 11 Psychological Reports, 1965, .lZ., 
p. 147-156. 
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Although most of the studies dealing with source credibility or 

ethos fail to account for the possibility of social influence upon the 

individual's assessment of the speaker, one study by Zimbardo, 

Weisenberg, Firestone, and Levy at least makes an attempt to account 

for the possible confounding influence of this variable. 57 The pur-

pos~ of their study was to compare the effect of 11 irrelevant 11 source 

factors with behavioral confonnity and attitude change. 58 

A total of 243 subjects were tested. All subjects had roughly 

equivalent educational backgrounds. High and low credibility sources 

were used in each of three conditions. The first was with college 

students to simply evaluate the effective difference in the perceived 

credibility of the two types of sources. The second was with anny 

reservists allowing free interaction and conversation among subjects to 

maximize the possibility of social· influence. The third was with the 

army reservists under conditions minimizing any group interacti~n, con-

versation, and subsequent influence, with the addition, in some cases, 

of an incentive of fifty cents for behaving as the communicator urged. 

The communicator was urging the men to eat grasshoppers as part 

of a testing program of several possible survival foods. They were told 

that this was strictly voluntary and that they were not ordered or 

forced in any way to eat the grasshoppers. The subjects later responded 

that they felt no direct pressure forcing them to eat the grasshoppers. 

The communicator was "rigged" to act two ways in two separate conditions. 

57Phillip G. Zimbardo, Matisyohu Weisenberg, Ira Firestone, and 
Burton Levy. 11 Communicator Effectiveness in Producing Public Con-
formity and Private Attitude Change," Journal of Personality, 1965, 33, 
p. 233-255. 

58Ibid., p. 237. 
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He either was 11 nice 11 or 11mean 11 to his assistant in the "positive" and 
11 negative 11 conditions respectively. Approximately fifty percent of 

the subjects in the three conditions actually ate the grasshoppers. 

The major reason for trying the food was to see what it tasted like 

(76 percent). Others responded that they did not want to appear 

different {or as non-conformists). 

In the first and third conditions almost no interaction occurred 

among the subjects. In the second condition, however, free inter-

action was permitted. An interesting contrast appeared between the 

subjects of the second and third conditions. In the first of the three 

conditions, the negative communicator produced more attitude change 

than did the positive communicator. In the second group, however, the 

results were reversed. It is interesting to note the social situations 

which induced attitude change. In the samples where significant atti-

tude change occurred, the majority of the group did not eat the grass-

hoppers. But, in the group where no significant attitude change 

occurred, the majority of the group did eat the grasshoppers. The 

authors speculate that a possible dissonance situation arose, and that 

the subjects could justify their behavior (eating grasshoppers) in 

terms of pressure from the group. However, where no group pressure 

was exerted this realization was not available to the subjects and 

attitude change may have been the result. 

It is also confusing that the most attitude change occurred in the 

treatment groups which were exposed to the negative communicator {.05). 

In other words, out of all the possible combinations, the most attitude 

change occurred when the subjects were exposed to the negative 
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communicator (minus the majority influence). 59 This would seem to con-

tradict much that has been written about the importance of a high 

credibility source influencing attitude change. 

Of most importance to the present study is the fact that Zimbardo, 

Weisenberg, Firestone, and Levy concluded: 11 Clearly then, 'social 

atmosphere' influenced both public conformity and private attitude 

change, but not in any way predictable from the between-group treatment 

effects. It remains for future investigation to turn this source of 

confounding into a legitimate independent variable. 1160 

Giffin, in his review of research on source credibility adds 

support to the point of view that majority opinion can be a confounding 

variable. With respect to studies on source credibility he writes: 

Furthennore, he (the subject) might indicate, on a 
Likert scale or a semantic differential, the criteria 
on which he usually judges the credibility of a speaker, 
without revealing the fact that, in thi•s instance, he 
is making judgments of this speaker largely on the 
basis of inferences drawn from his observation of the 
b~havior of the other listeners instead of responding 
to direct impressions of the speaker ... The point to 
be made here is simply that the influence of other 
listeners who are trusting (or not trusting) a speaker 
might occur without appearing on a Likert-type scale 
or a semantic differential unless a deliberate effort 
is made to seek out and evaluate this kind of behavior. 
None of the studies on source credibility cited above 
seem to have made this kind of effort.61 

Synthesis 

In the review of previous research, three areas of literature have 

been covered. At various points, the interrelationships among them 

59Ibid., p. 246. 
60Ibid., p. 244. 
61 Giffin, 1967a, .Q.e_. cit. 
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have been indicated.-

1. First, the research on source credibility has focused on the 

dimensions or factors of communicator attributes as perceived by the 

listener. Giffin calls this trust of a speaker by a listener. 62 

2. Yet this trust is a psychological state which must be measured 

by a subject's introspective responses on a questionnaire. The develop-

ment of the "Trust differential" has contributed a measuring instru-

ment for this purpose. 

3. Based on the factot analysis of the Trust Differential three 

dimensions or factors of interpersonal trust have been identified. 

These factors closely match the dimensions of source credibility 

identified in other studies. 

4. Trusting behavior has been observed, and interpersonal trust 

has been inferred but not systematically measured in a number of 

studies of behavior in two person games. 

5. Some of the studies on gaming behavior have utilized a pre-

game norm-setting procedure which results in pressure for subjects to 

confonn to the established nonns. 

6. In addition, Giffin has~hypothesized the relationship of con-

formity to interpersonal trust as it relates to both the small group63 

and the research on source credibility. 64 -

The purpose of the present study now becomes more apparent. A 

logical next step on the study of interpersonal trust is (1) to 

62Giffin, 1967a, p_e_. cit. 106. 
63Giffin, 1967b, .QJ?_. cit. 
64Giffin, 1967a, ~- cit. 



detennine the extent to which majority opinion affects a listener's 

assessment of a person's trustworthiness, (2) to compare observable 

trusting behavior to subject's introspective reports of trust, and 

(3) to relate this behavior to the behavior of a listener assessing 

a speaker's credibility. 

25 

Five assumptions formed the basis of this study: (1) an individ-

ual (O) in a group will perceive a person (P) and evaluate him on the 

basis of that perception; (2) overt cues produced by members in a 

group are perceived and interpreted by other individuals in the group; 

(3) the cues produced by members of a group which are perceived by an 

individual in that group as referring in some way to the person (P) 

will modify O's perception of P; (4) if these cues from the group are 

discrepant with O's evaluation of P1 s trustworthiness, he will tend to 

modify his perception or eva 1 ua ti o·n in sue h a way as to reduce the 

disc..-epancy by conforming to the evaluation that he perceives the 

group to hold; 65 (5) given the opportunity to inhibit trusting behavior, 

an individual's responses on the Trust Differential will tend to 

correspond to his actual trusting behavior. 

The significance of these assumptions lies first in the fact that 

research on trusting behavior has not systematically attempted to 

assess the relationship of trust as an internal attitude to trust as 

overt cooperative behavior. Second, research on group conformity has 

not traditionally studied the effect of conformity on one person's 

assessment of another. The Zimbardo et. tl• study was an exception 

but it obtained equivocal results in that the effect of group 

65c.f., Leon Festinger, 11 Theory of Social Comparison Processes, 11 

Human Relations, 1954, l_, 117-140. 
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interaction upon O's assessment of P's credibility was opposite to that 

predicted; also, there was more attitude change where P's credibility 

was low than in the condition where P's credibility was high. Third, 

the factor of social influence is also totally disregarded in the 

majority of experimental research dealing with source credibility. It 

is hoped that the present study will provide an explanation and add 

some insight into the interrelationships of these research problems. 

In addition, the present study should provide an additional theoreti-

cal basis for future investigation into these phenomena. 

Experimental Design 

In order to better understand the experimental hypotheses, it is 

important to understand the experimental design in this study. It is 

also important to know the experimental procedures at this point too. 

First, the design is as follows: 

No 
Social 
Influence 

Social Social 
Influ- Reinforcement 
ence 

Confonnity 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative Competitive 

1 , l 2, l 

1, 2 2, 2 

1, 3 2, 3 

Second, the procedures of the study are as follows. There were 

two independent variables (1) P's behavior, and (2) the social influ-

ence of the other subjects as they told S what they saw P doing. P's 

behavior was varied in two ways. P faced a small console with one red 
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and one green button on the console. The cooperative behavior was 

where P chose (pushed) the red button seven times and the green button 

three times out of ten plays of the game. Subjects were told that red 

was the cooperative choice and green the competitive. The competitive 

behavior was defined as seven green button pushes and three red pushes 

out of ten plays of the game. 

The social influence condition was varied three ways. All sub-

jects were told that they would be asked to tell if P had played 

cooperatively or competitively in the game that they (S's) had just 

watched. Also, subjects were told that three other observers would be 

watching from the other observation room on the other side of the 

room P was in. Each S was told that she was observer number four and 

would be called on for her observation last. Then after the game, but 

before S was called on, S either (1) heard no voices from the other 

obse~vers, this was the no social influence condition; (2) heard the 

three voices corroborating what she (S) had seen, this was the social 

reinforcement condition; or (3) heard the three voices refuting what she 

(S) had seen, this was the conformity influence condition. The 

complete ·description of the experimental procedures appeais in 

Chapter II. 

Experimental Hypotheses 

On the basis of the theoretical assumptions previously described, 

as well as previous research findings, the following hypotheses were 

advanced: 

Hypothesis IA: Where there is no social influence exerted, there 

will be significantly higher trust of Pin the cooperative condition 

than in the competitive condition. 
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Hypothesis~: Where there is no social influence exerted, there 

will be no difference in the trust of the group in the cooperative con-

dition than in the competitive condition. 

Hypothesis .!f: There will be less change in trust of Pin the 

cooperative and competitive with no social influence conditions than 

in the cooperative and competitive social reinforcement, or the coopera-

tive and competitive conformity influence conditions. 

Hypothesis ID: Where there is no social influence, and subjects 

are allowed to demonstrate trusting behavior, there will be a signifi-

cantly higher number of trusting choices in the cooperative than in the 

competitive condition. 

Hypothesis IIA: Where the social influence positively reinforces 

O's perception. of P, there will be significantly higher trust of Pin 

the cooperative condition than in the competitive condition. 

Hypothesis IIB: Where the social influence positively reinforces 

01 s perception of P, there will be significantly higher trust of the 

group than in the no social influence condition (in both the cooperative 

and competitive conditions). 

Hypothesis IIC: There will be more change in trust of Pin the 

cooperative and competitive social reinforcement conditions than in the 

no social influence condition, but the same amount of change as in the 

conformity influence conditions. 

Hypothesis IID: Where the social ;nfluence positively reinforces 

O's perception of P, and subjects are allowed to demonstrate trusting 

behavior, there will be.a significantly higher number of trusting 

choices made in the cooperative than in the competitive condition. 

Hypothesis IIIA: Where the conformity influence is opposite to O's 
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perception of P, there will be significantly higher trust of Pin the 

competitive condition than in the cooperative condition. 

Hypothesis IIIB: Where the conformity influence is opposite to 

O's perception to P, there will be significantly lower trust of the 

group than in the no social influence condition (in both the coopera-

tive and competitive conditions). 

Hypothesis IIIC: There will be more change in trust in the 

cooperative and competitive confonnity influence conditions than in the 

no social influence condition, but the same amount of change as the 

social reinforcement conditions. 

Hypothesis IIID: Where the conformity influence is opposite to 

O's perception of P, and subjects are allowed to demonstrate trusting 

behavior, there will be a significantly higher number of trusting 

choices made in the competitive than in the cooperative condition. 

Summary 

The purpose of the present study is to determine the extent to 

which majority opinion influences a listener's assessment of a person's 

trustworthiness, and subsequently the listener's trusting behavior. 

Measurements will be made on (1) introspective reports of trust, and 

(2) observable trusting behavior. From an analysis of these measure-

ments inferences can be made concerning interpersonal trust as conform-

ing behavior. 

The Organization .2.f. the Remainder of the Dissertation 

The procedure of the study is explained in Chapter II, including 

a description of the sample used, the administration of materials in-

volved, and the treatment of the data. Chapter III deals with the results 

of the investigation. In Chapter IV the conclusions of the study are 
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drawn. Chapter V includes the sunmary of the dissertation. 



CHAPTER II 

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES 

This chapter includes a description of the: (1) operational defi-

nition of the variables; (2) experimental design; (3) selection of 

subjects; (4) training of stimulus person and engineer; (5) experimental 

procedures; and, (6) treatment of data. 

Operational Definitions of the Variables 

The following tenns have technical denotations in the discussion 

that follows. 

Interpersonal Trust 

In Chapter I some literature on interpersonal trust was cited in 

relation to the present investigatjon. Giffin has developed a measuring 

instrument for assessing introspective reports on this variable. 1 

Trust as an attitude should be differentiated from trusting behavior. 

It is obvious that an attitude of trust and an act of trusting behavior 

are two different things which may or may not be present simultaneously. 

Interpersonal trust as an attitude is defined by Giffin as 11 an attitude 

in the sense of involving cognitive, cathectic and conative tendencies 

(c.f. Triandis, 1964b). It involves cognition of a situation (c.f. 

Newcomb, 1953); it involves cathect in terms of degrees of positive or 

negative affect (c.f. Thurstone, 1946); it involves conation as a 

'latent variable,• a potential for action under certain conditions 

1Kim Giffin. "An Experimental Evaluation of the Trust Differen-
tial,11 unpublished Research Report R. 19, Lawrence, Kansas: The 
Communication Research Center, The University of Kansas, October, 
1968. 
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(c. f. Edwards, 1957). 112 

This study employs form E of Giffin 1 s Trust Differential {Appendix 

A). The scale contains 27 sets of bipolar adjectives. The subject 

responds to a stimulus {a person or group in this case) by marking an 

X on the seven part scale between the bipolar adjectives. The responses 

are scored by assigning a value from 1 to 7 to each part of the scale. 

Each subject will then have 27 sub-scores which are summed to derive 

the total trust score. 

In addition to a total trust score, three sub-scores may be 

obtained, one for each of the major factors in interpersonal trust. The 

total 27 sets of scales is comprised of 9 sets of scales for each of 

the three factors. Factor I is Character of the person being rated. 

This involves the perceived reliability as well as the intentions of 

the trusted person. A sample scale is: 

Dishonest ----------------------------------Honest 

Factor II is Dynamism. This factor involves the activeness as well as 

the openness or frankness of the trusted person. A sample scale is: 

Emphatic -----------------------------------Hesitant 

Factor III is Expertness. This factor involves the perceived knowledge, 

skill, and judgment of the trusted person. A sample scale is: 

Scholarly ---------------------·------------Unscholarly 

2Kim Giffin. 11 The Conceptualization and Measurement of Inter-
personal Trust," a paper presented to the National Conference on 
Research Designs, University Park, Pennsylvania, March, 1969, 
p. 3. 
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Thus, a total of four trust scores may be derived from the Trust 

Differential; a total trust score, and a score on each of the three 

dimensions or factors of trust. A copy of the Giffin Trust Differen-

tial including instructions for use and scoring appears in Appendix A. 

The Trust Differential was selected for use since it had the 

following advantages: (1) ease of administration (twenty-seven items 

on one page, nine items per factor each chosen for high capability of 

discrimination and high loading on only one factor); (2) ease of .scor-

ing {a straightforward summation of numerical values for each possible 

response on each item); and (3) ease of derivation of relative values 

for each factor. 

Trusting Behavior 

Trusting behavior can be defined as "reliance upon the character-

istics of an object, or the occurrence of an event, or the behavior of 

a person in order to achieve a de~ired but uncertain objective in a 

risky situation. 113 In order for a behavior to be considered trusting, 

the following elements would seem to be essential: 

1. a person (P) is relying upon another person {S}; 

2. Pis risking some potential loss; 

3. P is attempting to achieve some uncertain goa 1. 

These elements are believed to be present when a person makes a 

cooperative choice in a two-person game. Thus, for this study, trust-

ing behavior is defined in a manner which is similar to that tradi-

tionally used in the 11 Prisoner 1 s Dilenma 11 games described in Chapter I. 

3Kim Giffin. 11 The Contribution of Studies of Source Credibility 
to a Theory of Interpersonal Trust in the Communication Process, 11 

Psychological Bulletin, 1967a, 68, p. 1-05. 
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In this case, after viewing ten trials of the game subjects were asked 

to write on a piece of paper how they would play the game if they were 

the opponent in the game. They responded by writing the word red or 

green for the cooperative and competitive choices respectively. This 

criterion for trusting behavior has the advantage of being easily 

identifiable and easily quantifiable. 

Conformity Pressure 
11 The essence of conformity, in distinction to unifonnity and con-

ventionality, is the yielding to group pressures. For there to be 

conformity there must be conflict - conflict between those forces in the 

individual which tend to lead him to act, value, and believe in one way 

and those pressures emanating from the society or group which tend to 

lead him another way. 114 

Thus, Kretch, Crutchfield and- Ballachey outline the criteria for 

the conformity situation. In the present study the conformity pressure 

situation is defined as where the audio stimulus from the other observers 

in 11 the group 11 is opposite to the audio-visual stimulus of the game 

player (P) in front of the subject. In this case, S sees P playing 

one of two ways, cooperatively or competitively. Then Shears over 

headphones, the other three observers in "the group" report that they 

perceived Pas having played opposite to the way P played in actuality. 

Stated differently, where the game player is playing cooperatively, the 

other observers will report that they perceive her as playing competi~ 

tively and vice versa. 

4oavid Kretch, Richard S. Crutchfield, and Egerton L. Ballachey. 
Individual .!!l Society (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company Inc., 1962, 
p_. 504. 
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Social Reinforcement 

In the condition labeled Social Reinforcement, subjects will hear 

the other observers reinforcing her perception of the game playing 

behavior she is observing. In other words, where the game player is 

playing cooperatively, the other observers will report that they per-

ceive her as playing cooperatively. In the case where she is playing 

competitively, they will report her as having played competitively. 

No Social Influence 

In the No Social Influence condition subjects will hear no opinions 

from other observers. 

Experimental Design 

In fonnulating the design of the study, several alternative 

variables and designs were considered. The two independent variables 

selected for investigation were: (1) different behaviors of P, the 

trusted person; and (2) the social influence of "the group 11 on 0 1 s 

assessment of P. The first variable was operationalized in the follow-

ing manner. In a "prisoner's dilemma" game situation, a player is faced 

with two choices - a red or a green button to push. Red was made the 

cooperative choice and the green the competitive choice. Cooperative 

behavior on the part of P was defined as seven red choices and three 

green out of ten trials. Competitive behavior was defined as seven 

green and three red choices out of ten trials. The opponent in each 

condition was defined as "neutral" with five red and five green choices 

out of ten trials. All sequenc~s were randomized in order to eliminate 

order effects. 

The second variable (social influen~e} was divided into three 

treatment conditions. The first condition was labeled no social 
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;nfluence. In this case no opinions were made available to Sin tenns 

of his deciding whether or not P had played cooperatively or competi-

tively. In other words S did not hear the comments from the other 

observers. The second condition was labeled social reinforcement and 

S was exposed to a tape recording which carried voices (through S's 

headphones) and corroborated the behavior that Shad observed P exhi-

•biting. In the third condition (confonnity influence) Sheard a tape 

recording which refuted the behavior that he had observed P exhibiting. 

In taking all combinations of the two independent variables, a 2 x 3 

matrix was produced. 

Social 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

No 
Social 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Conformity 
Influence 

C oopera 
1 , 1 

1 , 2 

1 , 3 

Selection of Subjects 

,ve C ompe 1 1ve 
2, 1 

2, 2 

2, 3 

The subjects participating in this study were female students en-

rolled in General Psychology I at the University of Kansas during the 

Spring semester of 1969. This group of subjects was selected because 

of·their obvious relation to the research of psychological phenomena 

and because of their availability. In order to obtain the sample, the 

following procedures were employed. After securing permission from the 
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Department of Psychology to use students from the Psychology I experi-

ment pool, an announcement of research project form was posted in Fraser 

Hall. Students enrolled in Psychology I are required to participate 

in five experiments during the course of the semester. Students then 

signed the announcement sheet for appropriate times to participate in 

the experiment. A copy of the announcement sheet appears in Appendix B. 

After subjects had chosen convenient times for participation in the 

experiment, the experimental condition was assigned at random to each 

of the hours that the experiment was to be conducted. 

Only female subjects were used in the present experiment. It had 

originally been determined that sex might be an important organismic 

variable in the trust process. The person who was going to participate 

in the experiment as P (the playing person) had to be available for all 

trials of the entire experiment. The subjects would be measured on 

their trust of P so P had to be the same person for all the subjects 

tested. The one person who agreed to meet this requirement was a female. 

Since P was then going to be female, it was determined that sex could 

be dealt with in two ways: (1} either conduct the six experimental 

conditions using equal numbers of both sexes and control for sex in 

this manner, or (2) use all one sex in the experiment and thereby reduce 

the necessary N by 50 percent. The second alternative was chosen since 

the first alternative required the use of more subjects than were avail-

able in the Psychology I pool. 

A total of 60 females were used in the experiment. They were pre-

dominantly freshman in the college of liberal arts and sciences at the 

University of Kansas. Their average age was 20 years old. A total of 

75 students actually signed up for the experiment, but several people 
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subsequently canceled their appointments for various reasons. One un-

anticipated problem encountered was that a majority of the Psychology 

I students had already earned their five credits for having participated 

in experiments. As a result, the availability of subjects for the 

present experiment was less than had originally been anticipated. 

The data was collected during the month of May, 1969. Each sub-

ject attended one hour-long experimental meeting. Ten subjects were 

randomly assigned to each experimental treatment condition. Two 

criteria were established for analysis of data from subjects. First, 

if the experiment was interrupted in any way, the data from those sub-

jects was eliminated. Second, data was collected from all treatment 

conditions until data for each cell was obtained from an equal number 

of subjects. 

Prior Training of the Experimental Team 

The experimental team consisted of three persons. The game 

player (P), an engineer, and the experimenter. The game player was 

instructed to sit at her table in the experimental room and push one of 

two buttons according to a prearranged schedule. In the cooperative 

condition she pushed the red button seven times and the green button 

three times. In the compet·itive condition the frequencies were reversed 

P was also required to randomly vary the sequence of the button-pushing 

choices. This was done to eliminate any order effects. 

The engineer was stationed in the control room for the duration of 

each trial of the experiment. His task was to secure communication 

channels among all the participants in the experiment through microphones 

and headphones. All persons in the experiment had two-way communication 

with the experimenter. However, the subjects could communicate only 
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only with the experimenter and not with each other. The engineer also 

was instructed to play a short tape recording upon a predetennined cue 

from the experimenter. This tape recording was labeled the social 

influence stimulus. 

Social Influence Stimulus 

Several days prior to the experiment two versions of a short tape 

recording were made. The recording contained the voices of (1) the 

experimenter, and (2) three freshmen girls. The following is a trans-

cription of the contents of the two tape recordings: 

Cooperative tape. 

Experimenter: Observer number one please? 

First girl: I think she was cooperative. 

Experimenter: Observer number two please? 

Second girl: I think she was cooperative too; that is pushing the 

red button isn't it? 

Experimenter: Observer number three please? 

Third girl: I'll go along with the others; I think she was coopera-

tive too~·-

Experimenter: And observer number four please? 

At this point the subject responded into the microphone in front 

of her. 

Competitive Tape. 

Experimenter: Observer number one please? 

First girl: I think she was competitive. 

Experimenter: Observer number two please? 

Second girl: I think she was competitive too, that's pushing the 

green button isn't it? 
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Experimenter: Observer number three please? 

Third girl: I'll go along with the others, I think she was compe-

titive too. 

Experimenter: And observer number four? 

Then the subject answered. 

This tape recording was designed to create the desired social 

influence condition required in the present experiment. The methodolo-

gical concept was patterned after that used by Oskamp and Perlman which 

was described in Chapter I. 5 Since Oskamp and Perlman had not succeeded 

as well as they had anticipated using two naive subjects (who would 

sometimes reinforce each other and thus cause each to resist against 

confonning), it was decided to use a unanimous majority opinion in an 

attempt to induce conformity. 

The third member of the experimental team was the experimenter. He 

gave instructions to each subject and attempted to create the illusion 

that there were actually four observers participating instead of the 

actual two observers. 

The experiments were conducted in the social psychology research 

laboratory, Fraser Hall, at the University of Kansas. In all, five rooms 

were used. Room 526 is a waiting room in which subjects were instructed 

and informed about the experiment. Room 546 is the control room for 

the social psychology laboratores on this floor. Rooms 547 and 550 

were used as observation rooms into room 549 by use of a one-way mirror 

on each wall ·in 549 which connected to the two adjoining rooms. The 

5stewart Oskamp and Daniel Perlman. "Factors Affecting Coopera-
tion In a Prisoner's Dilemma Game," Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
1959, 1, p. 359-374. 
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game players were located in rooms 549 A and B. The person (P) who 

was being viewed was in 549B. The experimenter was located in Room 

549A which is out of the subject's sight. A diagram of the experimen-

tal facilities appears below. 

Top View 
546 547 

Engineer Subject 

549 
B 

Game Player 
p 

Experimenter 

550 

Subject 

A 

The experimental laboratories were all specially equipped with 

microphones and headphones for all participants except P, the game 

player. 

The actual experiment was conducted in the following manner. First, 

the experimenter met four subjects scheduled for that hour. He began 

by reading the following statement: 

"You are about to participate in an· experiment having to do with 

gambling behavior. You will be observing one of two people playing a 
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gambling type of game. Her name is Gail. Gail's opponent will be in 

an adjoining room. You will be kept informed of the two player's 

scores after each play of the game over your headphones. Please 

observe the plays carefully." 

At this point a diagram was introduced and the payoff matrix for 

the prisoner's dilemma game was explained to the subjects. (Appendix 

E). After each person had become sufficiently familiar with the rules 

for the prisoner's dilemma game (as determined by the experimenter quiz-

zing them about the rules and the payoffs), the experimenter continued 

to read from the prepared statement in the following manner: 

"Now, after you have watched the completed ten plays of the game, 

we will ask each of you to talk into the microphone in front of you 

telling us whether you thought Gail (in comparison to her opponent) was 

cooperative or competitive in her game playing. Please do not answer 

until we call on you. Then you will get a chance to write down on the back 

of your questionnaires how you would play if you could play five more 

plays of the game against Gail. Are there any questions?" 

Since each subject had to be isolated during the experiment, only 

two subjects at a time could be taken through the experimental procedures. 

At this time, the other two subjects (of each foursome) were told to 

fill out questionnaires in the waiting room. 6 

The first two subjects were taken down the hall and into rooms 547 

and 550 ore at a time. The experimenter then requested each of them to 

fill out two questionnaires (one trust differential for P and one for 

6subjects completed the Tennessee Self Concept Scale published by 
William H. Fitts, Counselor Recordings and Tests, Nashville, Tennessee: 
findings from analyses and comparisons of these data will be made later 
in a separate report. 
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the group). Each subject was then told that there were three other 

subjects in the other observation room similar to hers, and that she 

was observer number four. Then she was told to put on her headphones 

and wait for the game to begin. 

After both subjects had successfully filled out the two sets of 

pre-test trust differentials, the experimenter took his place in 

room 549A and announced over his microphone that the game was about to 

begin. Ten trials of the game were then conducted. After each trial, 

the experimenter announced the score (e.g., Gail five, opponent zero). 

When the ten trials had been completed, the experimenter said one of 

two things over his microphone. In the social reinforcement condition 

and the conformity influence condition the experimenter stated: 11 Now 

that the game has officially been completed, I would like for each of 

you observers to tell us into your•microphone when we call on you, 

whether Gail (in comparison to her opponent) was cooperative or compe-

titive." At this point the tape recording was played so that subjects 

heard it over their headphones. In the no social influence condition 

the above step was omitted. In all conditions at this point, the 

experimenter asked the subjects to turn their questionnaires over and 

number from 0ne to five on the back. Then they were asked to write in 

the word red or green to indicate how they would play each of the next 

five trials. This procedure was conducted in order to validate the 

responses on the trust differentials. 

At this point, the experimenter then asked the subjects to fill 

out (post test) trust differentials on Gail and on the other observers 

in "the group. 11 After the .questionnaires were successfully completed 

the two subjects were told not to discuss the experiment and were taken 
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individually back to the waiting room.(526). 

These two subjects were then instructed to fill out the Tennessee 

Self Concept Scales and the other two subjects were taken through the 

experiment. At the end of the hour the four subjects had all com-

pleted all phases of the experiment and all were told not to discuss 

the experiment, and that they would be receiving a letter explaining 

the entire experiment to them, after all the subjects had been conduct-

ed through the routine. 

Subjects were selected at random from each of the six experimental 

conditions for open-ended interviews. The purpose was to determine to 

what extent the experimental manipulations had been successful. The 

results of these interviews appear in Chapter III along with the other 

data analysis. 

Experimenter Effects 

In an attempt to reduce any artificially caused effects on subjects 

as a result of cues from the experimenter, several preventative measures 

were employed. First, all four subjects at a time heard the same 

instructions regarding the experiment. Then they were divided into 

separate treatment conditions after the instructions were given. In 

addition, the experimenter did not know which treatment condition sub-

jects were to be assigned to until after the instructions had been 

given. At that time the engineer in the experiment {whom the subjects 

never saw} told the experimenter which treatment condition was to be 

employed at that time with those subjects. 

After the experiment, S's were asked to fill out post test question-

naires; they were given no other instructions. 
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Treatment of Data 

Several steps were necessary to render data in such a form as to 

pennit statistical analysis. The first procedure was to score the 

data from the trust differentials. Four trust scores were obtained 

for subjects• trust of P (Pre and Post), and four trust scores were 

obtained for the other observers in "the group 11 (pre and post). The 

difference between the pre and post scores yielded the following four 

scores: (1) total trust, (2) character score, (3) dynamism score, and 

(4) expertness score. These scores were derived by first summing 

the scores from all 27 items on the Giffin Trust Differential to 

obtain the total trust score. The nine scales for each of the three 

factors yielded the three component scores _of character, dynamism, and 

expertness. 7 These four scores were computed for each subject as 

(1) she had rated P and (2) she had rated the group. The other depen-

dent variable which was scored was the number of red (cooperative) and 

green (competitive) choices each subject had written on the back of 

her questionnaire. This number gave an index of whether or not her 

game playing behavior corroborated her trust differential scores. 

Data from the six experimental conditions were analyzed using a 

2 x 3 analysis of variance technique on each of two criterion variables 

(i.e., (1) trust scores for P, (2) trust scores for Group, and a 2 x 3 

analysis of variance on the number of cooperative and competitive game 

choices). 

Data were analyzed by the GE 635 computer of the Computation 

___ Center _of the University of_ Kansas. 
- . 

7see Appendix A for scoring procedures. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Review of Procedures 

To detennine the effects of majority opinion and person (P) behavior 

on interpersonal trust, an experiment was conducted using sixty female 

University of Kansas General Psychology I students. The two independent 

variables of (1) P's behavior, and (2) social influence were systema-

tically varied. Three measures of the dependent variables were 

employed; (1) trust scores of P, (2) trust scores of the group, and 

(3) cooperative game choices made by S. 

An analysis of the data was conducted employing two statistical 

techniques. First, a 2 x 3 analysis of variance was employed to analyze 

the change scores (Pre minus Post) of S's trust in both the game player 

P and the group on the Giffin Trust Differential. Second, a 2 x 3 an-

alysis of variance was employed to analyze S's cooperative (red) and 

competitive (green) game choices. (See Chapter II, p.7 for a complete 

description of the procedure). 

All data were analyzed by electronic computer using the General 

---Electric 635 computer at the.University of Kansas Computation Center. 

The five percent level of confidence was required for all statistical 

tests. 

The results for trust include a total trust score table for P and 

one for group, and three sub-total tables each, for P and for group. 

The cooperative and competitive game choice results include two analysis 

of variance tables. Finally, the data obtained in several post-experi-

mental interviews is examined. 
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Interpersonal Trust 

Total Trust 

With regard to total trust of P, the question was asked, would 

subjects' trust of P be significantly affected by (1) P's game playing 

behavior (cooperative or competitive} or (2) the social influence 

manipulation of the other subjects' remarks about P's game playing 

behavior. The answer to the question is that neither variable alone 

significantly affected the total trust changes, but the interaction of 

the two did produce a significant effect. 

Table 1 gives the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of 

change scores on total trust of P. Table 2 gives the cell and marginal 

means found through this analysis. 

It can be seen in Table 1 that both of the main effects failed to 

reach significance. The interaction effect, however, yielded an f_ 

value of 3.6395 which is significant. It can be seen in Table 2 that 

there was a significant interaction effect between the two independent 

variables. That is, subjects in the two conformity influence conditions 

significantly changed their trust estimate of Pin such a way as to 

deny what th~y had seen with their own eyes in order to confonn with 

the pressure exerted by the others in the group. This interaction 

effect shows a significant change in the predicted direction. 

With regard to total trust of the group of other subjects in the 

experiment, the question was asked, would trust of the group be signi-

ficantly affected by the experimental manipulations. The answer was no. 

Table 3 shows the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of 

change scores on total trust of the group~ -Table 4 gives-- the cel 1 and 

marginal means found through this analysis. 



TABLE 1 

TOTAL TRUST OF P 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 4.95000 

Source of Degrees of 
Variation Freedom 

1 Behavior 1 

2 Social Influence 2 

1·2 Interaction 2 

Within Replicates 54 

Total 59 

Sums of 
Squares 

93.75000 

17.50000 

925.29919 

6864.29938 

7900.84857 

Mean 
Squares 

93.75000 

8.75000 

462.64960 

127. 11665 

*Significant at the five percent level of confidence. 1 

F 

• 7375 

.0688 

3.6395* 

1James Wert, Charles Neidt, and J. Stanley Ahmann, Statistical 
Methods .i.!l Educational and Psychological Research (New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts},1954, 422. · 
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Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce--
ment 

Conformity 
Influence 

Marginal Means · 

TABLE 2 
TOTAL TRUST OF P 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

6.8 

5.9 

-1.6 

3.7 

Competitive 

4. 1 

2.5 

12.0 

6.2 

Margi na 1 
Means 

5.4 

4.2 

5.2 

• 50 
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TABLE 3 

TOTAL TRUST OF GROUP 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 1.03333 

. 
Source of Degrees of Sums of Mean 
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F 

1 Behavior 1 106.66667 106.66667 .7432 

2 Social Influence 2 579.23332 289.61666 2.0180 

1·2 Interaction 2 140. 23301 70.11650 .4885 

Within Replicates 54 7749.79865 143.51479 

Total 59 8575.93164 



TABLE 4 
TOTAL TRUST OF GROUP 

Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Conformity 
Influence 

Marginal Means 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

5.3 

-0.2 

·-6.0 

-0.3 

Competitive 

4.6 

1. 8 

0.7 

2.3 

Marginal 
Means 

4.9 

.8 

-2.6 

• 52 
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It can be seen in Table 3 that all three F values failed to reach 

the required level of significance. As could be expected, the social 

influence variable had more effect than did P's behavior (cooperative 

versus competitive} on S's trust of the group (see Table 4). However, 

the effect shown (see Table 3} was not large enough to reach the 

required level of significance. 

In order to more specifically identify which factors or 

components of trust seemed to be most affected in the present study, 

six more 2 x 3 analysis of variance computations were conducted. The 

three factors of (1) expertness, (2) character, and (3)-dynamism were 

analyzed for both (p) and the group. The results of these computations 

appear in Tables 5 through 16. 

Expertness Factor 

In relation to the three perceived components of trust (expert-

ness, reliability, and dynamism} of P and of the group, the question 

was asked, would each of these components be significantly affected by 

the experimental manipulations. The answer is different for each of 

the three components of trust of p, and the answer is no for all three 

components of trust of the group. 

It can be seen in Table 5 (expertness factor of P} that the F 

value for behavior (cooperative versus competitive} was 6.3998. The 

required f. value for significance at the five percent level of confi-

dence is 3.18. The required level for f_ at one percrnt is 5.06. Thus 

the main effect for the behavior variable is highly significant. 

Thus, subjects saw Pas higher in expertness (see Appendix A for 



TABLES· 

EXPERTNESS OF P 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 1.00000 

Source of Degrees of Sums of 
Variation Freedom Squares 

1 Behavior 1 160.06667 

2 Social Influence 2 84.70000 

1·2 Interaction 2 206.63360 

Within Replicates 54 1350.59973 

Total 59 1802.00000 

** Significant at the .025 level of confidence. 

***Significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

54 

Mean F 
Squares 

160.06667 6.3998*** 

42.35000 1.6932 

103.31680 4.1308** 

25.01111 



Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Confonnity 
Influence 

Marginal Means 

TABLE 6 
EXPERTNESS OF P 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

1. 6 

1.4 

-4.9 

-0.63 

Competitive 

2.6 

1.7 

3.6 

2.63 

Marginal 
Means 

2. 1 

1.6 

-0.6 

55 



56 

sample scales} when she played competitively than when she played 

cooperatively. The F value for social influence was 1.6932 and failed 

to reach the required level of significance. The F value for inter-

action was 4.1308 and was significant at the .025 level of confidence. 

In this case, P's behavior and social influence interacted signifi-

cantly. Once again, P playing cooperatively received lower expertness 

ratings, and P playing competitively received higher expertness ratings. 

This was in spite of the social influence situation in which subjects 

heard the voices of the other group members contradicting the behavior 

(on the part of P) that they had just observed. 

Table 7 shows the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of the 

expertness scores of "the group. 11 Thus, none of the three f_ values was 

large enough to reach the F value required for significance. 

Character Factor 

·As with the expertness factor, the question was asked, would the 

character factor be significantly affected by the experimental manipula-

tion. The answer for character of P was yes, the answer for character 

of 11 the group" was no. 

Table 9 gives the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of 

change scores on the character factor or component of trust of P. 

Table lOgives the cell and marginal means found through this analysis. 

There was a significant difference in the change scores on the character 

dimension. Table 9 shows that S's assessment of P's character signifi-

cantly increased under the cooperative treatment and significantly 

decreased under the competitive condition. 

The F value for the social influence variable was .0522 and failed 

to reach the required level of 3.18. The F value for interaction had a 
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TABLE 7 

EXPERTNESS OF GROUP 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 0.95000 

Source of Degrees of Sums of Mean 
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F 

1 Behavior 1 84.01667 84.01667 1 • 872 5 

2 Social Influence 2 234.09999 117.05000 2.6102 

1·2 Interaction 2 15.23317 7.61658 0.1698 

Within Replicates 54 2421.49966 44.84259 

Total 59 2754.84949 



Social 
Influence 

TABLE 8 

EXPERTNESS OF GROUP 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Confonnity 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

3.2 

-1.7 

-2.2 

Mar.ginal Means -0.23 

Competitive 

4.2 

1.7 

0.5 

2.13 

Marginal 
Means 

3.7 

0.0 

-0.85 

58 
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TABLE 9 

CHARACTER OF P 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean -0.85000 

Source of Degrees· of Sums of Mean 
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F 

1 Behavior 1 183.75000 183.75000 3.9152* 

2 Social Influence 2 4.90000 2.45000 0.0522 

1·2 Interaction 2 300.69998 150.34999 3.2036* 

Within Replicates 54 2534.29962 46.93147 

Total 59 3023.64960 

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence. 



Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Confonnity 
Influence 

Margi_na 1 Means 

TABLE 10 

CHARACTER OF P 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

1.8 

3.0 

-2.1 

0.9 

Competitive 

-4.3 

-4.2 

0.7 

-2.6 

Marginal 
Means 

-1.25 

-0.6 

-0.7 

60 
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value of 3.2036 while the required value is 3.18. It can be said that 

this F value attained the five percent level of significance. 

When this effect is compared to that of the behavior variable, 

and when the direction of change in Table 10 is examined, a very 

interesting phenomenon occurs. While the character assessment of P 

increased in the cooperative condition and decreased in the competi-

tive condition (when the social influence factor was absent), the 

social influence pressure was strong enough in the conformity pr~ssure 

condition to actually reverse this trend to a point significant at the 

five percent level of confidence. In other words, the f. value for 

interaction shows that the conformity influence was strong enough to 

cause the character assessment of P to decrease in the cooperative 

condition and increase in the competitive condition. 

Table 11 gives the results of· the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of 

change scores on the character con,ponent of trust of 11 the group 11 

(i.e., the other observers whose voices were heard over S's headphones). 

Table 12 gives the cell and marginal means found through this analysis. 

It can be seen in Table 11 that all three F values failed to reach the 

required level of significance. Stated another way, subjects' percep-

tions of the character of the other subjects were not significantly 

affected by listening to their evaluational comments about the game-

playing behavior of P. 

Dynamism F:ictor 

As in the case of the expertness and character factors, the ques-

tion was asked, would the dynamism factor be significantly affected by 

the experimental manipulations. The answer for both dynamism of P and 

dynamism of 11 the group 11 was no. 



TABLE 11 

CHARACTER OF GROUP 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

l 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean -0.03333 

Source of 
Variation 

1 Behavior 

2 Social Influence 

1·2 Interaction 

Within Replicates 

Total 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

l 

2 

2 

54 

59 

Sums of 
Squares 

81.66667 

16.53333 

154 .13328 

1681.59969 

1933.93297 

Mean 
Squares 

F 

81.66667 2.6225 

8.266667 0.2654 

77.066664 2.4747 

31.14073 
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Social 
Influence 

TABLE 12 

CHARACTER OF GROUP 

No 
Influence 

Social · 
Reinforce-
ment 

Confonnity 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

1.8 

-2.8 

-2.6 

Marginal Means -1. 2 

Competitive 

-0.4 

1.8 

2.0 

1. 13 

Marginal 
Means 

0.7 

-0.5 

-0.3 

63 
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Table 13 gives the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of 

change scores on the dynamism component of trust of P. Table 14 gives 

the cell and marginal means found through this analysis. It can be 

seen in Table 14 that the F value for behavior (cooperative versus 

competitive} was .3469. The F value for social influence was 1.2612; 

and the F value for interaction was .6674. The required f. value for 

significance at the five percent level of confidence (2, 54 df) is 

3.18. None of the three F values reached the required level for signi-

ficance at the five percent level of confidence. Thus as S's rated P 

after watching her game playing behavior, the dynamism component of the 

trust of P was not significantly affected. (Consult Table 13). 

Table 15 gives the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of 

change scores on the dynamism component of the trust of the group. 

Table 16 gives the cell and marginal means found through this analysis. 

It can be seen in Table 15 that all three F values failed to attain 

the required level for significance at the five percent level of confi-

dence. Stated differently, the dynamism component of trust of the group 

was not significantly affected by the experimental manipulations. 

Cooperative and Competitive Game Behavior 

Results of Analysis of Variance 

Cooperative Choices Compared to Competitive Choices 

After S's watched P play the prisoner's dilemma game either 

cooperatively or competitively S's were then asked how they would play 
. 

against P. The question asked was would Splay more cooperatively 

against Pas a result of first having seen P play cooperatively. The 

answer to this question was yes as indicated by the analysis. 

Table 17 gives the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of variance of the 
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TABLE 13 

DYNAMISM OF P 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 4.33333 

Source of Degrees of Sums of Mean 
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F 

1 Behavior 1 21.60000 21.60000 0.3469 

2 Social Influence 2 157.03333 78.51667 l • 2612 

1·2 Interaction 2 83.09967 41.54984 0.6674 

Within Replicates 54 3361.59970 62.25185 

Total 59 3623.33270 



Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Confonnity 
Influence 

Marginal Means 

TABLE 14 

DYNAMISM OF P 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

3.4 

3.3 

4.5 

3.73 

Competitive 

1. 5 

5.0 

8.3 
. 

4.93 

Marginal 
Means 

2.45 

4.15 

6.40 
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TABLE 15 

DYNAMISM OF GROUP 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable No. of Levels 

1 2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 0.56667 

Source of Degrees of Sums of Mean 
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F 

1 Behavior 1 135.00000 135.00000 2.87!:9 

2 Social Influence 2 41.73333 20.86667 0.44445 

1·2 Interaction 2 73.19999 36.60000 0.7797 

Within Replicates 54 2534.79953 46.94073 

Total 59 2784.73285 



Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Conformity 
Influence 

Marginal Means 

TABLE 16 
DYNAMISM OF GROUP 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative 

1 • l 

2.9 

2.2 

2.07 

Competitive 

0.9 

-0.3 

-3.4 

-0.93 

Marginal 
Means 

1.00 

1.30 

-0.60 
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TABLE 17 

SUBJECT'S GAME PLAYING BEHAVIOR 

Number of Variables 2 

Number of Replicates 10 

Variable 

1 

No. of Levels 

2 
2 3 

Grand Mean 

Source of Degrees of 
Variation Freedom 

1 Behavior 1 

2 Social Influence 2 

1·2 Interaction 2 

Within Replicates 54 

Total 59 

Sums of 
Squares 

38.3334 

.1334 

5.1666 

51.6000 

95.3334 

***Significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

69 

Mean 
Squares F 

38.3334 40.1182*** 

.6664 .6974 

2.5800 2.7002 

.9555 



TABLE 18 

SUBJECT'S GAME PLAYING BEHAVIOR 

Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Conformity 
Influence 

Marginal Means 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative Competitive 

3.8 1 • 6 

3.5 1.7 

3. 1 2.3 

3.4 1. 9 

Marginal 
Means 

2.7 

3. 1 

2.7 
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obtained frequency of cooperative game choices. 

Table 17 that the obtained F value was 40.1882. 

It can be seen in 

The required F 

value for significance at the one percent level of confidence (2, 54 

df) is 5.06. Thus the F value for behavior reached significance at 

the five percent level of confidence. This finding reveals that the 

subjects watching P play the game cooperatively in the cooperative 

condition chose the cooperative choices after the exposure to P 

significantly more than did subjects who were watching P play the 

game competitively. (See Chapter II for a complete description of 

this portion of the experimental procedure). 
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Social Influence Effects on Cooperative and Competitive Choices 

After S's watched P play the prisoner's dilemma game either 

cooperatively or competitively and then heard either no tape, a 

social reinforcement tape or a confonnity influence tape, S1 s were 

then asked how they would play against P. The question asked was 

would Splay differently as a result of the different social influ-

ence stimulus conditions (tape recordings). The answer to this 

question was no as indicated by the analysis. 

Tables 11 and 18 give the results of the 2 x 3 analysis of 

variance of the obtained frequency of cooperative game choices for 

each of the social influence conditions. It can be seen in Table 17 

that the obtained F value was .6974. The required F value for 

significance at the five percent level of confidence (2, 54 df) is 

3.18. As a result, the F value failed to reach the required level 

of significance. As the subjects were subjected to the different 

social influence conditions they did not choose the cooperative 

game choices significantly more ~ifferently under any one condition 



than under any other. 

Interaction Effects 

As was the case in each of the other analysis of variance cal-

culations, there was interest in finding whether or not the two 

independent variables (i.e., P's behavior and the social influence 

pressure) interacted significantly. Table 17 shows that the F ratio 

for interaction was 2.7002. The required F value for significance 

at the five percent level of confidence (2, 54 df) is 3.18. Thus, 

the F value for interaction is not significantat the five percent 

level of confidence. 

A diagram of the trends of subjects• cooperative game playing 

behavior more clearly illustrates the comparisons indicated by this 

analysis of·variance finding (see Figure 1). An examination of 

Figure 1 reveals that P's behavior (cooperative or competitive) h:3~ 
IIUU 
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an overwhelmingly significant influence on each subject's subsequent 

game playing behavior. When P played cooperatively, S's played 

cooperatively. When P played competitively, S's played competitively. 

This finding when compared to the results obtained from the trust 

differentials offers considerable support forthe point of view that 

trust as an attitude includes conative elements. In other words, 

when a person has an attitude of trust, this also is an indication 

of his potential for exhibiting trusting behavior. In the present 

study trusting behavior was defined as the cooperative choice in the 

prison~r•s dilemma game. It remains to be seen whether or not 
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cooperation is an inherent part of trusting behavior. For example, 

in a situation where a person asked a trusting S to play compe-

titively against P, S1 s competitive choices would appear to consti-

tute trusting behavior of S toward 0. This question, which kinds 
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of behavior constitute trusting behavior, indicates the situational 

factors operating in this type of research problem. However, in the 

present investigation, the experimental situation was such that when 

subjects chose the cooperative response they were engaging in an act 

of trusting behavior. Tables 17 and 18 show that P1 s cooperative 

and competitive game playing behavior had a significant influence 

on S1 s subsequent game playing choices. Although P's behavior signi-

ficantly affected S's trusting behavior, the social influence 

variable had virtually no influence on S's actual game playing 

behavior. Neither was the interaction of the two variables signifi-

cant. Since this finding is somewhat discrepant with ·the findings 

on (1) total trust, (2) character, and (3) expertness, it should be 

noted that there does not appear to be a one to one correspondence 

between trust as an attitude and trusting behavior. 
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Interview Data 

Nine brief post-experimental interviews were conducted in an attempt 

to gather some reactions from the subjects about the experiments. Due 

to the tight scheduling of the experiments the interviews were only a 

few minutes long in each case. The following comments are direct quota-

tions of both the questions and answers recorded in those interviews. 

Interview Transcriptions 

Interview One 

(P was cooperative, group said P was competitive). 

E: After you got to watch Gail (P) play the game, did your opinion of 

her change in any way? 

S: I think she was more emphatic maybe. 

E: What about your opinion of the group? 

S: They all seemed nice. 

E: Did you agree with them? 

S: No. 

E: Why? 

S: I thought sh~ pushed the red button more often. 

E. Why do you think they said she played competitively? 

S: Maybe because of her facial expressions. 

E. Were you confused when you heard them? 

S: Yes, but I knew what I was going to say already. 

Intr.~view Two 

(P was cooperative, group said P was competitive). 

E: How did you feel when you heard what the others in the group said 

about Gail? 

S: I was surprised. I didn't think she was c_ompetitive. 



E: Did you feel differently toward them then? 

S: Maybe a little, not much. 

E: Why? 
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S: Since the first girl said competitive, maybe the other two didn't 

want to disagree. 

E: Why did i'.Q!!. disagree? 

S: It just didn't seem that she was competitive at all. 

Interview Three 

(P was competitive, group said P was cooperative). 

E: Did her playing competitively change your opinion of her? 

S: Yes, it raised it. 

E: Why? 

S: Because I like to compete, I like competition, period. 

E: Did your opinion of the group change during the experiment? 

S: Because they didn't agree, it lowered. I couldn't see why they 

thought that way. 

E: If lQ!!_ had been playing against Gail and she really was competitive 

would you still think more highly of her? 

S: If I were really playing against~her for money I would think less 

of her. 

Interview Four 

{P was competitive, group said P was cooperative). 

E: After you got to see Gail play in the game, did your opinion of her 

change? 

S: A little, but not a whole lot. 

E: Why? 

S: She didn't seem that much different. than before the game. 



E: What did you think of the group? 

S: I didn't understand why they said that she was cooperative. 

E: Why didn't you agree? 

S: That was just the way I saw it. 

E: What would have made you change your mind? 
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S: If she had given in just a few more times. If there had been ten 

people against me I would have questioned my judgment enough and 

agreed with them. 

Interview Five 

(P was competitive, group said P was cooperative). 

E: What did you think of Gail when you saw her play? 

S: She was pretty competitive because she kept pushing green. 

E: What did you think of the group? 

S: The other three people thought- she was cooperative; I guess fresh-

men are awfully cooperative. 

E: Why do you say that? 

S: It seemed she kept pushing the green button. They should have seen 

she wasn't being cooperative. 

Interview Six 

(P was competitive, group said P was cooperative). 

E: What did you think of the group during the game? 

S: They all said she was cooperative, but she pushed the green button 

seven out of ten times. I think she was smart and only pushed th9 

red button to confuse her opponent, not to be cooperative. 

Interview Seven 

(P was competitive, group said P was cooperative). 

E. Did your opinion of the group change during the experiment? 
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S: Not really - except they said she was cooperative. If they sat 

down to think about it they would have seen. I distinctly remember 

more green lights. 

Interview Eight 

(P was cooperative, group said P was cooperative). 

E: Did your opinion of Gail change after you saw her play the game? 

S: Just things like logic or intelligence because you can't tell very 

well by just looking at her. 

E: Did your opinion of the group change? 

S: No, not much. 

E: Did you agree with them? 

S: Yes. 

E: What if they had all said competitive? 

S: I still would have said what I thought. 

E: What if they really all insisted? 

S: Then I'd really be confused. 

Interview Nine 

(P was competitive, group said P was competitive). 

E: Did your opinion of Gail change as you watched her play the game? 

S: No, not really. 

E: Did your opinion of the group change? 

S: I felt they were right. 

There are several conclusions that can be drawn from the answers 

recorded in the post-experimental interviews. 

1. It seems obvious that the subjects learned the rules of the 

Prisoner's Dilerrma Game and were able to determine who was 

winning and losing. This then validates the inference that the 
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the pre-experimental instructions were sufficiently well 

understood to enable S to make the discriminations necessary 

in the experiment. 

2~ The interview responses clearly support the inference that 

subjects would be able to discriminate between P's coopera-

tive and competitive game playing behavior, even though the 

only difference between the two conditions was that in the 

cooperative condition P initiated 7 red and 3 green responses, 

and in the competitive condition P initiated 3 red and 7 

green responses. 

3. No interviews were taken of subjects in the 11 no social influ-

ence condition," but interview eight and nine were taken from 

subjects in the social reinforcement condition and their 

responses validate their ability to identify the social 

reinforcement condition. Interviews one through seven were 

taken from the two versions of the confonnity influence 

condition. It was originally believed that this would be the 

hardest of the three social conditions to make believable to 

the subjects. The responses from these interviews clearly 

validate the success of the illusion that was constructed 

concerning the other observers in the group (i.e., S's really 

believed that what they heard over their headphones were live 

voices, when in fact they were tape recorded). 

4. Interviews six and eight validate the statistical finding 

that P was seen as more expert when she played competitively 

(in the competitive condition) than when she played coopera-

tively (in the cooperative condition). 
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5. Several of the interviews validate the lack of change scores 

in rating the trust of the group. That is S's' stated that 

their opinion of the group had changed little as a result of 

what the group had said about P's game playing behavior. 

Summary 

In this chapter the experimental results of the study were 

described in relation to the following three dependent variables, 

(1) trust of P, (2) trust of the other subjects, and (3) observaiion 

of cooperative and competitive game playing behavior of the subject 

Trust of P. ----- Subjects' trust of P increased in the cooperative 

conditions but decreased in the cooperative condition when confonnity 

pressure was exerted. Conversely, trust scores of P decreased in the 

competitive conditions but increased in the competitive condition when 

conformity pressure was exerted. This offers strong support for the 

experimental hypotheses. 

Subjects rated P higher in expertness in all the competitive condi-

tions, and rated Plower in expertness in all of the cooperative 

conditions. These two findings were in direct contradiction to the 

experimental hypotheses. 

Ratings of P's character increased in the cooperative conditions 

minus the confonnity influence, and decreased in the cooperative condi-

tion when confonnity influence was exerted. Conversely, character 

ratings of P decreased in the competitive conditions minus the conformity 

influence, while they increased in the competitive with conformity 

influence condition. This was in direct support of the experimental 

hypotheses. 

There were no significant changes in subjects' dynamism ratings of P. 
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Thus, total trust of P did change in the predicted direction as 

a result of the interaction between variables l (P's behavior) and 2 

(social influence). Furthermore, expertness ratings of P decreased as 

P cooperated and increased as P competed. The opposite was true where 

conformity influence was present. Character ratings of P increased in 

the cooperative conditions and decreased in the competitive conditions. 

The opposite was true in the conformity influence conditions. Finally, 

dynamism ratings had no significant changes as a result of the 

experimental manipulations. 

Trust of the Group. Total trust of the group was not signifi-

cantly altered by the experimental treatments, although the trends 

toward significance were clearly in the predicted directions. 

Expertness ratings of the group were not significantly altered by 

the experimental manipulations. Character ratings of the group also 

were not significantly altered as a result of the experiment. Dynamism 

ratings of the group also were not significantly altered by the 

experiment. 
. 

Based on the lack of significant f. values on total trust, it is 

easily unders·tandable that the ratings on the expertness, character, 

and dynamism factors would also prove to be short of the required levels 

of significance at the five percent level of confidence. These non-

significant f. values must be interpreted as lack of confirmation for 

the expectation that social influence pressure would cause S to modify 

her trust of those enforcing the pressure • 

.f.Qoperative and Competitive Game Behavior. Subjects differed 

significantly in their game playing behavior as a result of the way 

P played. When P played cooperatively, S's did also. When P played 
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competitively S's did also. These results were significant beyond the 

one percent level of confidence. These results confirmed the experi-

mental hypotheses. 

Finally, data gathered in post-experimental interviews was offered 

as evidence to the validation of some of the experimental conditions. 

In Chapter IV the findings discussed in this chapter will be 

interpreted, and the conclusions from the study will be drawn. 

Recommendations for further investigations will also be proposed. 

Chapter V will be a summary of the entire study. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter includes a discussion of the major findings of this 

study in relation to the current state of theory building in the 

areas relevant to this research. The second section of this chapter 

summarizes the conclusions reached in this study. The third section 

su111T1arizes the recommendations for further research. 

Discussion 

Source Credibility 

It was the purpose of this study to investigate the interrelation-

ships between social pressure in a group and an individual O's percep-

tion of a person P's trustworthiness. The relationship of this 

research question to the study of source credibility was earlier 

outlined in Chapter I. Basically, factor analytic studies of source 

credibility have produced results similar to factor analytic studies 

investigating O's interpersonal trust of P. 1 

In the present study four indices of interpersonal trust of P 

were employed: (1) Total Trust of P, (2) Expertness, (3) Character, 

and (4) Dynamism of P. 2 It was originally predicted that all four of 

these indices of O's assessment of P would increase where P appeared 

to be a cooperative person. In the experiment, cooperative behavior 

1see Chapter I for detailed citations of this research. 
2For another recent study employing similar dimensions see 

James C. Mccroskey and R. Samuel Mehrley, "The Effects of Disorganiza-
tion and Nonfluency on Attitude Change and Source Credibility," 
Speech Monographs, 1969, 36, 13-21. 
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was defined as playing cooperatively (pushing the red button) seven 

out of ten times in a Prisoner's Dilemma Game. It was felt that this 

cooperative game playing in a mixed motive situation would be per-

ceived as an exhibit of trusting behavior on the part of P. It was 

further predicted that all four of these indices of O's assessment of 

P would decrease where P appeared to be a competitive person. 

Competitive behavior was defined in the experiment as playing competi-

tively (pushing the green button) seven out of ten times in the game. 

Competitive game playing behavior was intended to be an exhibit of a 

non-trusting type of behavior in this situation. 

Total Trust. The results outlined in Chapter III indicate that 

the experimental predictions were more simplified than the results 

suggest. Total trust of P was not significantly different between the 

cooperative and competitive conditions. However, the interaction of 

the cooperative versus competitive behavior variable with the social 

influence variable did prove to be significant. That is, there were 

three conditions where P played cooperatively and the same three where 

P played competitively. They were (1) no social influence, (2} social 

reinforcement, and (3) conformity influence. Total trust was higher 

where P played cooperatively in conditions 1 and 2, but lower in condi-

tion 3. Conversely, total trust was lower where P played competitively 

in conditions 1 and 2 but higher in condition 3. See Figure 1. 

Thus, it appears from Figure 1 that total trust of P was signifi-

cantly influenced by the experimental manipulations as they interacted 

with each other. Stated differently, cooperative behavior on the part 

of P did elicit higher trust scores than did competitive behavior, but 

01 s assessment of P was significantly i·nfluenced by the assessments she 
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heard others making of P. This directly supports the theoretical posi-

tion stated in this paper and elsewhere. 3 In relation to the research 

on source credibility, one variable which may be entirely overlooked 

is the influence of other audience members on a person's assessment of 

a speaker. The finding in this study indicates a neglected and rela-

tively unresearched area in the study of source credibility. 

Expertness off_. Tables 5 and 6 in Chapter III indicate still further 

refinement of the original experimental predictions. As mention~d pre-

viously, it was originally predicted that all four indices of trust 

would increase in the cooperative conditions and decrease in the compe-

titive conditions. However, Tables 5 and 6 show that the opposite was 

true in the case of the expertness factor. This result would indicate 

that when P played competitively subjects viewed her as more intelligent 

than when she played cooperatively·. This is further corroborated by 

the answers in post-experimental interviews six and eight. This is not 

difficult to understand in retrospect. The Prisoner's Dile111T1a Game is 

constructed so that a person who is intelligent can outsmart his partner 

out of a certain number of points over a fixed and known period of time 

or number of trials. Apparently, subjects simply saw Pas more logical 

and more intelligent when it appeared that she only cooperated enough 

to 11 trick 11 her opponent into cooperating. This is an interesting 

refinement of the original theory. 

Chari'.cter of P. Tables 9 and 10 show interesting results in rela-

tion to the experimental predictions. Completely as predicted, character 

3Kim Giffin and Stewart L. Tubbs, 11 Confonnity, ·credibility, and 
Attitude Change," Unpublished working paper. P. 22, Lawrence, Kansas: 
The Communication Research Center, The -University of Kansas, August, 
1967. . . 
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assessments of P were higher in the cooperative conditions and lower 

in the competitive conditions except where the conformity influence 

was operating. See Figure 2 for a diagram of this. From this finding 

it can be said that when P played cooperatively she had a better 

(higher) character rating. When P played competitively, she was 

rated lower (worse) character rating. When the conformity influence 

was present, these trends were reversed. Thus, subjects rated Pas 

being of better character when she cooperated and rated Pas being of 

worse character when she competed. However, as in the case of Total 

Trust of P, O's assessment of P's character was significantly influenced 

by the assessments she heard others making of P. This was predicted 

prior to the experiment, and further supports the notion that this 

type of influence may potentially operate in the speaker-audience 

setting. Thus, this finding also supports the assertion that some ~ela-

tionships exist between a listener's attitude toward a speaker, and the 

listener's perceptions of other listener 1 s attitudes toward the speaker. 

These specific relationships yet remain to be examined. 

Dynamism~ f. Tables 13 and 14 in Chapter III indicate that 

there were no significant main effects or interaction effects on the 

dynamism factor of trust. Thus, neither cooperative nor competitive 

behavior had a significantly differential effect on S1 s dynamism 

assessment of P. Neither did the social influence variable have an 

effect on dynamism ratings. 

Dynamism was found to be a significant factor in the factor 
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analysis of the Giffin Trust Differential,4 however McCroskey5 raises 

the point that dynamism may not be an actual dimension of ethos, but 

merely one of the many elements that affect the other dimensions {of 

expertness and character). On the other hand, it may be that dynamism 

simply was not affected due to the specific type of behavior exhibited 

in this study. Interview 8 lends support to this point of view. The 

respondent indicated that since P had only sat and pushed buttons it 

was hard to notice any changes in anything other than logic and intelli-

gence. 

Still one other explanation seems plausable for the lack of change 

on the dynamism factor. Sereno6 has demonstrated the importance of 

ego-involvement in S formulating an attitude toward P. It is possible 

that this variable may have had an effect on the results of the study. 

In other words, S's were relatively uninvolved since they were watch-

ing the game playing, and not actually participating in the game 

themselves. However, this would be true also for the findings on the 

other three measures of trust of P {i.e., {1) total trust, (2) expert-

ness, and (3) character). So the variable of ego involvement would 

not appear to account for the finding. 

The second explanation offered in this discussion appears to be 

the most likely to explain the lack of significant results on the 

4Kim Giffin, 11 An Experimental Evaluation of the Trust Differen-
tial," Unpublished Report. R. 19, Lawrence, Kansas: The Communication 

·Research Center, The University of Kansas, October, 1968. 
5James C. Mccroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication 

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Haff), 1968, 61. 
6Kenneth Sereno, "Ego-Involvement, High Source Credibility, and 

Response to a Belief-Discrepant Communi·cation ,II Speech Monograph, 
1968, ~, 476-481. 
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dynamism factor. In other words, Pin this experiment simply did not 

exhibit a type of behavior that would have a significant effect on a 

dynamism rating. 

Interpersonal Trust 

In this study a Prisoner's Dilerrma Game was used as a stimulus in 

an attempt to elicit differential responses in interpersonal trust 

from the observers of the game (the subjects in this experiment). 7 In 

Chapter I the factors which tend to influence a person to trust another 

person were summarized. As many of these as possible were employed in 

systematic fashion in an attempt to elicit differential changes in 

trust as a result of the manipulation of the two independent variables 

(i.e., (1) P's behavior, cooperative versus competitive, and {2) social 

influence, (either no influence, social reinforcement, or conformity 

inf 1 uence). 

Trust was measured in terms of (1) P, the game player, and (2) the 

group, (the other observers whom S was led to believe were also watch-

ing the game). It was originally predicted that trust of P would 

increase as P played cooperatively, and would decrease as she played 

competitively. The opposite was predicted where confonnity influence 

was present. 

In terms of trust of the group, it was predicted that there would 

be highest positive change in the social reinforcement condition, 

highest negative change in the conformity influence condition, and a 

7For an explanation of some other applications of game theory 
to communication research see Robert N. Bostrom, "Game Theory in 
Communication Research," The Journal of Communication, 1968, 18~ 
369-388. - - -



91 

moderate or intennediate change in the no influence condition. 8 

Trust of P. ---- The results of the analysis of variance tables for 

this variable are exactly the same as earlier explained under the topic 

of source credibi'lity. To review, Total trust was significantly 

affected by the interaction effect between the two independent ~ariables 

(see Tables 1 and 2 in Cha~ter III). All changes were in the predicted 

direction. E~ertness of P changed in a direction opposite to that 

predicted. In other words, P ~,as seen as less intellis1ent when she 

cooperated and more i nte 11 i gent when she competed. Chari'-ct~t- changed 

in the predicted direction in that P was seen as having better charac-

ter if she cooperated and as having v,orse character when she crnr.peted. 

Dynamism was not significantly different as a result of the differ~nt 

treatment conditions. 

The findings on total trust of P and character of P strongly 

support the experimental predictions. In other wrodss when a person 

Pacts in a cooperative, more supportive way, this is perceiv~d by the 

other person Oas less threatening and more as trusting behavior. 

This has been documented in other situations including the psycho-

8The reader is reminded that the social influence variable was 
manipulated in three ways; {1) no influence means Sheard no tape 
recording; (2) social re·inforcement means S heard three other subjects 
saying that they saw P cooperate (or compete} the same as S saw; 
(3) conformity influence means Sheard three other subjects saying that 
they saw P cooperate (or compete) so that this was the opposite to 
what Shad seen. In all cases S believed that the other observers were 
watching the same game she was, and that the voices were live. In 
actuality the voices were pre-recorded. 

\ 
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therapeutic relationship,9 the sensitivity group,10 the problem-

solving task oriented group, 11 and the marriage partnership. 12 Thus 

it is no surprise to once again find that trust increases as the 

person P behaves in a supportive, non-threatening manner. An addi-

tional finding, which is somewhat unique, however, is that this trust 

can be negated by influence from others in a group. The relationship 

between these two sets of variables appears to warrant further inves-

tigation. 

Trust of the Group. As in the case of total trust of P, there 

were four measures taken on trust of the group; 13 (1) total trust, 

(2) expertness, (3) character, and (4) dynamism. The results of the 

analysis of these measures appear in Chapter III. None of the four 

measures of trust of the group was significantly affected in the 

experiment in this study. Tables 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, ·and 16 show 

the results of the statistical analysis of these data. Apparently, 

the Voices heard over the headphones were influential enough to 

9J. E. Dittes, 11 Galvanic Skin Response as a Measure of Patient's 
Reaction to Therapist's Permissiveness," Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 1957, ~' 295-303; Carl R. Rogers, 11 The Characteristics of 
a Helping Relationship, 11 in Carl R. Rogers, On ~ecoming Person 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin), 1961, 39-58. 

1 O Jack R. Gibb, "Climate for Trust Formation, 11 in Bradford, Benne, 
and Gibb, T-Group·Theory and Laboratory Method (New York: John Wiley), 
1964, 279-309. 

11 Jack R. Gibb, "Defense Level and Influence Potential in Small 
Groups,u in Petrullo and Bass, Leadership and Interpersonal Behavior 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston), 1961, 66-81. 

12carl Larson, "Interaction Patterns and Corrununication Effectiveness 
in the Marital Context: A Factor Analytic Study, 11 The Journal of 
Communication, 1967, J.l.., 342-353. - -

13rrust of the group refers to S's trust ratings of the other observers 
in the experiment. These were the people whose voices she heard over 
her headphones. 
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significantly influence S's trust of P. But since S never saw any of 

the other observers in the experiment, apparently just hearing the 

short exerpts of their voices was not influential enough to cause the 

subjects to change their trust of the other members of the group 

(i.e., the other observers). 

The data gathered in the post-experimental interviews confinns 

the notion that subjects simply agreed or disagreed with the other 

members of the group, but did not significantly change their trust of 

the group members. 

Further research testing different experimental methodologies 

appears to be warranted. For example the Asch technique with people 

interacting in person would probably have elicited stronger reactions 

than were elicited in the present experiment. However, the Crutchfield 

technique employing subjects communicating through mechanical means 

probably would have no different results than those in the present 

study. This remains a methodological question to be answered by subse-

quent research. 

Social Influence or Conformity 

The independent variable of social influence was manipulated in 

three ways in this study. First, the no influence condition involved 

S's watching the game playing and hearing no tape recording of the 

other group member's reactions to the game-playing stimulus. Second, 

the social reinforcement condition involved S's watching the game 

playing and then hearing a tape recording of the other group members 

confirming what Shad seen. For example, when S was watching in the 

cooperative condition, the other three observers (group members) all 

agreed that P had played cooperatively.· This then reinforces S's 
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perception of the game and the player P. 

When S watched in the competitive condition, the competitive tape 

was used. In all cases S thought the voices she heard over headphones 

were live from observers in the other observation room. 

Third-, in the conformity influence condition, S watched the game 

playing and then heard the other observers over her headphones 

disconfirming what she had seen. For example in the cooperative condi-

tion, Sheard the observers say that P had played comeetitively .. In 

the competitive condition, Sheard the other observers say that P had 

played cooperatively. Data from post-experimental interviews confinned 

the fact that subjects in the conformity influence condition felt 

conflict between the forces inside themselves and the forces from the 

group. This satisfies the requirement for confonnity set forth by 

Kretch il• tl. 14 and further expla1ned in Chapter II of this disserta-

tion. 

The complete experimental design employing all combinations of 

both independent variables will be repeated here for clarification. 

Social 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

No 
Influence 
Social 
Reinforcement 
Conformity 
Influence 

C oopera 1ve 
1 , 1 

1 , 2 

1 ' 3 

C ompe 1 1ve 
2, 1 

2, 2 

2, 3 

14oavid Kretch, Richard S. Crutchfield, and Egerton L. Ballachey. 
Individual _i!l Society (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company), 1962, 
504. 
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Total Trust of P. ------ The results of the experiment are explained in 

detail in Chapter III using trust of Pas an index of the conformity 

influence. Tables 1 and 2 in Chapter III indicate that while neither 

of the independent variables alone caused a significant effect, the 

interaction effect between the two variables was significant. An 

examination of Table 2 shows that the effect of the social influence 

condition on total trust of P was as had been predicted. See Figure 3 

for a diagram of the effect. 

Figure 3 shows the strong effect of the interaction between the 

two independent variables. In other words, when subjects saw P play-

ing the game one way (cooperatively or competitively), and heard the 

group saying that they had seen P play the other way (competitively or 

cooperatively respectively) then subjects conformed to the pressure 

of the group by rating P more in the direction that the group suggested, 

than in the direction indicated by the way P had actually behav~d. 

This must be considered as strong evidence in support of the experi-

mental predictions. This is even more striking in light of the fact 

that a record was kept of the vocal responses of all subjects in the 

two confonnity influence conditions (N-= 20). Seventeen out of the 

twenty vocal responses confinned the conformity predictions by corres-

ponding to the vocal responses of the other group members, and thus 

S's were refuting what they themselves had actually seen. 

This finding adds further evidence to an already large amount of 

theory and research supporting conformity influence predictions. 

Thibaut and Kelley15 describe the conformity process as being 

15John W. Thibaut and Harold H. Kelley. The Social Psychology .Q.f. 
Groups (New York: John Wiley), 1959, 240-254. 
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comprised of three activities, 11 (1) Stating a rule as to the desired 

behavior •.• (2) maintaining surveillance over the person ••• 

(3) applying sanctions." (p.240). They go on to say that "for the 

surveillance to be effective, the behavior of the members must be 
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open to view and individually identifiable." (p.254). In the present 

study, subjects were required to fill out questionnaires in a common 

waiting room. When the subjects were taken down the hall to the 

experimental rooms, subjects were separated in different rooms. .Each 

subject thought that she was alone and that the other three group 

members were observing P from the other observation room. Thus each 

real S felt as if she were easily identifiable as the fourth observer. 

Subjects were also told that they would all meet back in the waiting 

room at the end of the experiment to discuss the experiment. Thus 

the threat was present of sanctions being imposed for not conforming. 

Research by Marlowe et. tl. 16 found that pre-experimental instructions 

leading S's to expect post-experimental discussion among S's were 

influential in inducing less exploitative behavior. It appears then, 

that Thibaut and Kelley's three activities in the conformity process 

were operating to some extent in the present study. 

Festinger in his theory of social comparison, has argued that to 

the extent that objective non-social m~ans are not available, people 

evaluate their own opinions by comparison with the opinions of others. 17 

16oavid Marlowe, Kenneth Gergen, and Anthony Doob, 110pponents 1 

Personality, Expectations of Social Interaction, and Interpersonal 
Bargaining," Journal .Qf. Personality and Social Psychology, 1966, ~, 
206-213. 

17Leon Festinger, "A Theory of Social Comparison Processes," Human 
Relations, 1954, 117-140. 
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Experimentally this has been corroborated by a number of researchers. 18 

In the present study, the stimulus to be judged was the number of red 

(cooperative) and green (competitive) lights flashed by P's pushing 

the corresponding red and green buttons. Out of ten trials, seven 

lights flashed one color and three lights flashed the other color. 

The majority color was red in the cooperative condition and green in 

the competitive condition. There were two reasons for choosing the 7/3 

ratio. First, there had to be enough of a difference between the two 

frequenc-ies for S to be able to discriminate and identify correctly 

the cooperative or competitive condition. Second, somewhat in opposi-

tion to the first, the differences in frequencies had to be small 

enough so that the stimulus was still ambiguous enough to allow for 

conformity to occur. Asch reminds us that 11 an individual's resistance 

to group pressure in these experiments depends to a considerable 

degree on how wrong the majority is. 1119 So, clearly, the alterr,ative 

ratios were 6/41 7/3, 8/2, or 9/1. For the sake of preserving 

ambiguity and yet maintaining enough difference to enable subjects to 

make the required discrimination, the 7/3 ratio was chosen. The 

conformity data and the interview data support this choice as a proper 

one. Perhaps further resea~ch might be conducted testing the relative 

effectiveness of differing ratios in this type of experiment. 

Expertness off.. Tables 5 and 6 in Chapter III show the results of 

the analysis of these data. Using the expertness factor as a criterion 

18see Chapter I for a detailed review of this research. 
19soloman E. Asch. "Opinions and Social Pressure," in Hare, 

Borgotta, and Bales, Small Groups (revised edition) (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf), 1966, 324. 
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for conformity influence, there was no direct experimental effect, but 

there was a highly significant interaction effect along the lines 

diagrammed in Figure 4. In spite of the fact that the direction of 

the assessment of P was contrary to the original prediction, (i.e., S 

rated P higher in expertness when P competed than when P cooperated), 

the interaction or combined effect of P's behavior (cooperative or 

competitive} with the social influence conditions (either no influ-

ence, social reinforcement, or conformity influence) was significant. 

In other words, S's reaction to P's game-playing behavior differed 

depending on which type of social influence condition S was exposed to. 

Once again, the pressure to conform was strong enough to cause subjects 

to reject their own perception of Pin favor of that of the group. 

This type of finding is consistent with studies of conformity conducted 

within the speech profession. 20 

·Character of P. ------ Tables 9 and 10 in Chapter III show the results 

of the analysis using the character dimension of trust as a criterion. 

Once again, the main effect of the social influence variable was not 

significant, but the interaction effect of the social influence 

variable with the behavior variable was significant along the lines 

shown in Figure 4. Once again, this must be considered as strong 

support in favor of the experimental predictions. Subjects' judgments 

of P's character were significantly altered by the pressure toward 

conformity. 

20rhomas M. Sawyer, "Shift of Attitude Following Persuasion as 
Related to Estimate of Majority Attitude," Speech Monographs, 1955, g, 
68-78: William E. Utterback, "Majority Influence and Cogency of 
Argument in Discussion," Quarterly Journal of Speech, 1962, 48, 
4.12-414. 
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Dynamism off. Tables 13 and 14 in Chapter III indicate the 

results of the analysis using the dynamism factor of trust as a 

criterion. There was no significant effect resulting from the experi-

mental manipulation. As indicated in the earlier discussion of this 

finding as it relates to source credibility, dynamism did not appear 

to be affected due to the specific nature of the behavior of Pin this 

experiment. Apparently P's sitting and pushing buttons was not a 

varied enough exhibition of behavior to cause the dynamism ratings to 

be significantly affected. 

Trust of the Group. Although trust of the group was expected to 

change as a result of the confonnity influence, none of the indices 

of trust of the group showed any significant effect as a result of the 

experimental manipulations. Earlier in the discussion of these results 

in relation to Interpersonal Trust· it was explained that in this 

particular case, where S's n~ver saw exactl~-wbo the other thre~ 

members of the group were, the trust of the group was not significantly 

influenced by Shearing short statements by each of the other group 

members over her headphones. 

Once again, it is a matter for further investigation to detennine 

what specific experimental methodologies may be employed to find 

significant changes on this set of dependent variables. It would be 

this writer's prediction that a face-to-face type of confonnity 

influence would have a greater influenc~ on trust of the group than 

did the methodology employed in the present investigation. 

One final point should be made on the issue of methodology. 

Cartwright and Zander write that, "The findings concerning the impor-

tance of group consensus supports the notion that group pressure toward 
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uniformity may be stronger when there is unanimity on a proposal. 1121 

Similarly, Oskamp and Perlman found that they failed in their experi-

mental findings to obtain the expected conformity effects. They had 

not used a unanimous majority. They too recommend that, 11 ••• if one 

naive subject were used at a time the unanimity of group pressure 

might be more successful. 1122 Finally, in the present experiment, the 

unanimous majority of three was employed with significant results. 

However, the lack of face-to-face contact resulted in no significant 

changes in S's trust of the other group members. Thus, if change is 

to occur, the unanimous majority is herein recommended. Also, if 

changes in the trust of the other group members is the aim, a stronger 

conformity pressure than the one used in this experiment (probably in 

a face-to-face situation) would be the recommended methodology. 

Cooperative and Competitive Game Choices. Tables 17, 18, and 

Figure 1 in Chapter III outline the findings concerning subjects' game 

choices subsequent to watching P play the Prisoner's Dilemma Game. 

S's were told "Now that you have had a chance to see Gail (P) play, 

number from one to five on your paper, and using the word red or green, 

describe how you would play the next five plays of the game if you 

were going to play against Gail (P). 11 It was predicted that subjects 

watching the cooperative conditions would play significantly more 

cooperatively (red choices) than subjects watching the competitive 

conditions. The results of Tables 17, 18, and Table 1 indicate that 

21 oorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander (eds.). Group Dynamics 
(3rd ed.), (New York: Harper & Row), 1968, 149. 

22stewa;t Oskamp and Daniel Perlman, "Factors Affecting Coopera-
tion In a Prisoner's Dilemma Game," Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
1959, 1, 373. 



the results were indeed in the predicted direction, and were signi-

ficant at the .01 level of confidence. On the other hand, the 

trusting choices did not significantly respond to the social influ-

ence manipulations. Similarly, the interaction effect of the two 

variables was not significant. The first finding, however, was the 

one of most significance in this investigation. Apparently, trust-

ing behaviors beget trusting behaviors. Also, trust as an attitude 

is an indication of a potential for trusting behavior. Although 

the second does not always seem to follow the first. 

One possible explanation is that there is no simple one-to-
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one correspondence between trust as an attitude, and trusting behavior. 

Giffin has stressed the complexity of this relationship. 23 It is 

likely that cooperative behavior would be more likely to follow an 

attitude of trust than distrust. But the intricacies of these rela-

tionships have yet to be researched. 

It seems most likely that some further research is warranted 

in terms of elucidating the relationship between trust and trusting 

behavior. This will be a matter for subsequent investigations. 

Conclusions 

The findings of this study constitute support for the following 

general conclusions. First, interpersonal trust of a person P by 

another O increases as P behaves in a cooperative supportive manner, 

23Kim Giffin, "The Conceptualization and Measurement of Inter-
personal Trust," a paper presented to the National Conference on Research 
Designs, University Park, Pennsylvania, March, 1969. 
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and decreases as P behaves in a competitive, non-supportive manner. 

This ~onclusion offers experimental substantiation for the position 

advanced by Gibb. 24 Second, this trust of Pis susceptible to in-

fluence in the opposite direction as a result of conformity pressures 

exerted from other members of a group. Thus, interpersonal percep-

tions may be~tered to such an extent that the perception is a 

considerable distortion of the reality of the situation. Third, given 

the opportunity to exhibit trusting behavior, even after the individ-

ual has demonstrated interpersonal trust on a questionnaire, 0 will 

not necessarily act in accordance with her trusting attitude. Based 

on conclusions such as these, the thoughts of Tannenbaum et. al. seem 

relevant at this point. 

Interpersonal effectiveness is influenced by three 
types of variables: personality variables, interpersonal 
variables, and situational variables. Much recent 
research has arrived at broad statistical generalizations 
about groups of individuals, types of relations, and 
varieties of situations. These generalizations repre-
sent good beginnings. However, work must rapidly 
proceed to the point where individual predictions can be 
made; that is, where it can be predicted how a specific 
individual with a given personality involved in a given 25 
interpersonal relation in a given situation will behave. 

This point of view, while an idealistic one, should perhaps encourage 

other researchers to further refine the significant conclusions of this 

study. Furthermore, the conclusions reached in this study can be 

generalized only to females since only females were employed in the 

24Jack R. Gibb, "Defensive Communication," in Bennis, Schein, 
Steele and Berlew, Inter ersonal Dynamics (2nd ed.), (Homewood, 
Illinois: The Dorsey Press , 1968, 606-612. 

25Robert Tannenbaum, Irving Weschler, and Fred Massarik, 
Leadership and Organization (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company), 
1961, 12. 
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present study. 

The following conclusions are conclusions based on the specific 

hypotheses which were advanced and the other relevant findings for 

which results were obtained: 26 

1. Hypothesis IA was not accepted. Trust scores of P were 
not significantly higher in the cooperative condition than in 
the competitive condition, where there was no social influence. 

2. Hypothesis IB was accepted. There was no significant 
difference in trust of the group between cooperative and compe-
titive conditions, where there was no social influence. 

3. Hypothesis IC was not accepted. There was no less 
change in the trust of Pin the no influence conditions than in 
the social reinforcement conditions. But there was less change 
in the no influence condition than in the conformity influence 
condition. Thus indicating a conformity influence significantly 
different from the control (no influence) group. 

4. Hypothesis ID was accepted. There was a significantly 
higher number of S's trusting choices in the cooperative 
conditions than in the competitive conditions where both had 
no social influence. 

5. Hypothesis IIA was not accepted. Trust scores of P were 
not significantly higher in the cooperative condftions than in 
the competitive conditions, where there was social reinforcement. 

26rhe reader is reminded at this point of the experimental design 
of this study_. 

Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 
Social 
Reinforcement 
Conformity 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

C oopera 1ve 

1 , 1 

1 , 2 

-- -··- 1 , 3 ·-· -- ·----- -- . 

C ompe 1 1ve 

2, 1 

2, 2 

. •-•--- --- ·- 2, 3 



6. Hypothesis 11B was not accepted. There was no signifi-
cant difference in the trust (change) scores of the group 
where there was social reinforcement (cooperative and competi-
tive) than in the conditions of no influence and conformity 
influence. 

7. Hypothesis IIC was not accepted. There was no more 
change in trust of Pin the social reinforcement conditions 
(cooperative and competitive) than in the conditions of no 
influence and conformity influence. 

8. Hypothesis IID was accepted. There was a significantly 
higher number of S's trusting choices in the cooperative 
condition than in the competitive condition where both had 
social reinforcement. 

9. Hypothesis IIIA was accepted. There were significantly 
higher changes in trust of Pin the competitive conditions 
and significantly lower changes in trust of Pin the 
cooperative conditions, where there was conformity influence. 

10. Hypothesis IIIB was not accepted. There were no 
significant differences in the trust (change scores) of the 
group in the conformity influence conditions (cooperative and 
competitive) than in the no influence or social reinforcement 
conditions (cooperative and competitive). · 

11. Hypothesis IIIC was accepted. There was significantly 
more change in trust of Pin the conformity influence 
conditions (cooperative and competitive) than in the no 
influence conditions (cooperative and competitive). 

12. Hypothesis 111D was not accepted. There was not a 
significantly higher number of S's trusting choices in the 
competitive condition than in the cooperative condition where 
both had conformity influence. 

Recommendations 
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Based on the issues raised in this study seven recommendations for 

further study are herein suggested. 

1. Further research is needed to more precisely identify the 

influe~ce of group members on O's trust or credibility estimate of P. 

This should also be explored in the speaker-audience setting where 0 

is a member of an audience and Pis the speaker. 

2. The relationship of dynamism to both trust and source 
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credibility seems to warrant further investigation. Is it indeed a 

part of each or only a variable which influences character and expert-

ness ratings? 

3. Further research could clarify a problem raised in this 

study. Differing methodologies could be compared (e.g., P giving a 

speech as opposed to pushing buttons while seated) to detennine the 

effect of different experimental methodologies on dynamism ratings. 

4. Further investigation could detenni·ne which group influence 

methodologies could be employed to significantly influence O's trust 

of the members of the group. 

5. One question left unanswered in the present study is, what 

differences in trust of the group can occur between the social rein-

forcement condition and the conformity influence condition. Further 

investigation should help provide answers. 

6. Further research could be conducted to detennine optimum 

stimuli for experiments using the Prisoner's Dilemma Game to influence 

trust. The 7/3 ratio of red to green choices was one alternative. 

Other alternative ratios and combinations of stimuli should be 

investigated for their experimental efficacy. 

7. F~rther research is needed to investigate and more accurately 

identify the relationship between each of the three factors of trust as 

an attitude, and trusting behavior. It is clear at this point that there 

is no simple one-to-one correspondence between the behavior and each 

factor. 

8. Further research is needed to investigate all of these 
-- -- - . - - . .. -·-·· -- -··· . ----

phenomena as they relate to both sexes of subjects. This -study em-

ployed only females and similar research now needs to be conducted using 

male subjects. 



108 

Summary 

Some theories and research findings on source credibility, inter-

personal trust, and social influence were presented. The major 

interpretations of the results of the study were described. The 

conclusions of the study were drawn, and some recommendations for 

further research were made. Chapter V will include a summary of the 

entire study. 



The Problem 

CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

This study has been dedicated to the proposition that there is a 

need for greater understanding and more empirical researching of the 

interpersonal communication process. Interpersonal trust has been found 

to be a crucial variable in the communication process. Further, 

majority opinion and social influence have been demonstrated to be in-

fluential in the formation of impressions. The problem of this study, 

then, was to establish the extent to which social pressure influences 

an individual O's evaluation of a person P. 

Four questions were investigated in this study; (1) to what extent 

do different behaviors (on the part of P) affect O's trust of P; (2) to 

what extent is O's trust of P influenced by social pressure from a 

group; (3) how much does O trust the other group members (as a group); 

and (4) to what extent do different behaviors on the part of the group 

affect O's trust of the group. 

In reviewing previous research, three areas of research were 

--examined: first, studies concerned with the factors of source credibi-

lity; second, studies on interpersonal trust and trusting behavior, some 

of which had to do with two-person games; and third, the research on 

social influence and conformity. 

The Procedures 

In an attempt to operationalize measurement of the dependent 

variables in this study, the following instruments were employed: 

1. Giffin Trust Differential for measuring trust of P. 

A. Total trust was measured. 
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B. Expertness of P was measured. 

C. Character of P was measured. 

D. Dynamism of P was measured. 

2. Giffin Trust Differential for measuring trust of the group. 

A. Total trust was measured. 

B. Expertness of the group was measured. 

C. Character of the group was measured. 

D. Dynamism of the group was measured. 

3. Cooperative and competitive game choices of the experimental 

subjects were recorded. 

The two independent variables in this study were (1) P1 s behavior 

and (2) the social influence exerted by the group on 0, the experimental 

subject. P's behavior in a two-person game was varied in two ways. 

First was the cooperative condition where P chose the cooperative (red) 

choice seven times and the competitive choice (green) three times for a 

total of ten. Second, in the competitive condition the frequencies were 

reversed seven green and three red. The social influence variable was 

varied in three ways. First, S's in the no influence group heard no 

tape recording of voices. Second, S1 s in the social reinforcement con-

dition heard a short tape recording over their headphones on which 

voices of the other members of the group corroborated the game playing 

behavior that P had displayed (i.e., they said that she· seemed to have 

played cooperatively when in fact she hud, and vice versa for the 

competitive condition). Third, S's in the conformity influence condition 

heard a short tape recording over their headphones on which voices of 

the group group members refuted the game playing behavior that P had 

displayed (i.e., they said that she seemed to have played cooperatively 
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when in fact she had played competitively, in the oth~r condition, they 

said that she seemed to have played competitively when in fact she had 

played cooperatively). 

When all levels of both independent variables are combined, a 2 x 3 

matrix was fanned. 

Social 
Influence 

No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforce-
ment 

Conformity 
Influence 

P's Behavior 

Cooperative Competitive 

1 , 1 2, 1 

1 , 2 2, 2 

1, 3 2, 3 

Sixty female students were used from those enrolled in General 

Psychology I during the 1969 Spring session of the University of Kansas. 

The experiments were conducted and the data gathered furing that session. 

The data consisted of four completed trust differential questionnaires 

per subject (i.e., pre and post for trust of P, and pre and post for 

trust of group), and five game choices per subject. Each set of pre and 

post trust differential questionnaires yielded four scores. Post scores 

were subtracted from pre scores to yield change scores in all cases. 

The four change scores then were (1) total trust, (2) expertness, 

(3) -zharacter, and (4) dynamism. These four scores were obtained for 
; 

trust of P and four more were obtained for trust of the group. Also, 

frequencies of cooperative (red) and competitive (green) choices were tab-

ulated for each subject and summed for each cell of the 2 x 3 matrix. 
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The data were analyzed employing eight 2 x 3 analysis of variance 

procedures for the eight indices of trust, and one 2 x 3 analysis of 

variance procedure for the indices of subjects' game choices. A criterion 

of ten subjects per cell of the 2 x 3 matrix was used to initiate the 

analysis, and the .05 level of confidence was used to determine F 

ratio significance. 

The Results 

Trust of P. Results of the statistical analysis indicated that 

several findings were statistically significant. Total trust of P was ------
not significantly affected by either of the independent variables 

separately, but was significantly affected by the interaction effect of 

the two independent variables in combination. In other words, trust of 

P tended to increase as P played the two-person game cooperatively and 

tended to decrease as P played competitively. This trend was signifi-

cantly reversed, however, when the influence of conformity pressure was 

present. Expertness off_ was significantly affected by the cooperative 

and competitiv~ game behavior of P (negatively and positively affected 

respectively}. In other words, P playing cooperatively received lower 

expertness r~tings and P playing competitively received higher expert-

ness ratings. The effect of the social influence variable alone was 

not significant, but the interaction effect significantly corroborated 

the effect of the behavior variable. 

Character off_ was significantly affected by the behavior variable. 

When P played cooperatively her character rating increased, when she 

played competitively her character rating decreased. This effect was 

significantly reversed when the influence of conformity pressure was 

present. 
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Dynamism off was not significantly affected by either of the inde-

pendent variables. Similarly, dynamism was not affected by the inter-

action of the two variables. 

Trust of the Group. The results of the statistical analysis 

revealed that none of the findings on this measure was significant. 

Cooperative and Competitive Game Choices. The results of the 

statistical analysis revealed ~hat S's game playing was significantly 

influenced by P but not by the other observers. 

The Conclusions 

The principal conclusions concerning the influence of majority 

opinion on interpersonal trust were described in Chapter IV. Three 

major conclusions were emphasized. 

First,.differing behaviors on the part of a person P significantly 

affect the level of trust that another person O has of P. Furthen11ore, 

the three factors or dimensions of trust appear to rea~t independently 

and differentially to such behavioral stimuli. 

Second, conformity influence significantly interacts with the 

behavior variable. This is true in that O's trust of P can be altered 

{distorted} to the extent that the direction and amount of trust can be 

significantly reversed. 

Third, given the opportunity to exhibit trusting behavior, persons 

will tend to behave in accordance with their attitude of trust. 

These findings provide major support for the literature emphasiz-

;ng the importance of behavior on interpersonal trust. Also, consider-

able support is given for the concept that interpersonal perception can 

be significantly altered as a result of social influence. This finding 

may be applied to the literature on interpersonal trust as well as to 



the literature on interpersonal perception and source credibility. 

Further research employing male subjects is needed to establish the 

further generalizability of these findings. 
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GTD--Fonn E (For Individuals or Groups) 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine your attitude toward 
a specific other person or the members of a specified group. Fill out 
all of the following items with this one person or group in mind (as 
instructed by the person in charge). 

On the following pages you will find a series of bipolar scales. You 
are to describe the person (or group) in terms of intervals on these 
scales. Please make your responses in terms of what these scales mean 
to you. 

Here is how you are to use these scales: 

If you feel that the person (or group) you are describing is very 
closely related to one end of the scale, you should place your check 
mark as follows: 

fair x : • • • • • • • • • • : unfair 

If you feel that this person (or group) is quite closely related to 
one or the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should 
place your check mark as follows: 

strong: _: __!_: _: _: _: • • : weak 

If this person· (or group) seems only slightly related to one side as 
oppo~ed to the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should 
check as follows: 

active: • • • • • • • • X : • • : Passive 

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which 
of the two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the person 
(or group) you're judging. If you consider the person (or group) to 
be neutral on the scale, both sides of the scale equally associated 
with the concept, then you should place your check mark in the middle 
interval. 

safe: • • • • • • X : • • : _: dangerous 

IMPORTANT: (1) Place your check marks in the middle of spaces, not 
on the boundaries 

this not this 
: : : X : X : : ---- ---

(2) Be sure you check every scale -- £!.Q_ not omit~-
(3) Never put more than one check mark on a single scale. 

Work at fairly high speed through this test. Do not worry or puzzle 
over individual items. It is your first impression, the immediate 
11 feelings 11 about the items, that we want. On the other hand, please 
do not be careless, because we want your true impressions. 
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SCHOLARLY • • • • • • UNSCHOLARLY • • • • • • - - - - - -
DISRESPECTFUL • • • • • • RESPECTFUL • • • • • • - - - - - -
UNKNOWLEDGEABLE • • • • • • KNOWLEDGEABLE • • • • • • - - - - - -
KIND • • • • • • CRUEL • • • • • • - - - - - -
EMPHATIC • • • • • • HESITANT • . • • • • - - - - - -
PASSIVE • • • • • • ACTIVE • • • • • • - - - - - -
FAST • • • • • • SLOW • • • • • • - - - - - -
MEEK • • • • • • AGGRESSIVE • • • • • • - - - - - -
EXPERT • • • • • • IGNORANT • • • • • • - - - - - -
BOLD • • • • • • TIMID • • • • • • - - - - - -
DISHONEST • • • • • • HONEST • • • • • • - - - - -
AGGRESSIVE • • • • • • UNAGGRESSIVE • • • • • • - - - - --- -
UNINFORMED • • • • • • INFORMED • • • • • • - - - - - -
TRAINED • • • • • • UNTRAINED • • • • • • - - - - - -
GOOD • • • • • • BAD • • • • . • - - - - - -
INEXPERIENCED • • • • • • EXPERIENCED • • • • • • - - - - - -
EDUCATED • • • • • • UNEDUCATED • • • • • • - - - - - -
INTROVERTED • • • • • • EXTROVERTED • • • • • • - - - - - -
ENERGETIC • • • • • • TIRED • • • • • • - - - - - -
SELFISH • • • • • • UNSELFISH • • • • . . • - - - - - -
SINCERE • • • • • • INSINCERE • • • • • • - - - - - -
IMMORAL • • • • • • MORAL • • • • • • - - - - - -
PATIENT • • • • • • IMPATIENT • • • • • • - - - - - -
INTELLIGENT • • • • • • UNINTELLIGENT • • • • • • - - - - - -
ILLOGICAL • • • • • • LOGICAL • • • • • • - - - - - -
AWFUL • • • • • • NICE • • • • • • - - - - - -
RESERVED • • • • • • FRANK • • • • • • - - - - - -
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SCORING KEY FOR 

GIFFIN TRUST DIFFERENTIAL (GTD-Fonn E) 

The following nine items are collected to score the factor of expert-
ness and are tallied as indicated: 

1. Scholarly - Unscholarly (7,6,5,4,3,2,l}. 
3. Unknowledgeable - Knowledgeable (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
9. Expert - Ignorant (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 

13. Uninformed - Informed (l,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
14. Trained - Untrained (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
16. Inexperienced - Ex erienced (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
17. Educated - Uneducated 7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
24. Intelligent - Unintelligent (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
25. Illogical - Logical (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 

The following nine items are collected to score the factor of character 
(reliability plus intentions} and are tallied as indicated: 

2. Disrespectful - Respectful (1 ,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
4. Kind - Cruel (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 

11. Dishonest - Honest (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
15. Good - Bad (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
20. Selfish - Unselfish (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
21. Sincere - Insincere (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
22. Immoral - Moral (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
23. Patient - Impatient (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
26. Awful - Nice ( 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ) • 

The following nine items are collected to score the factor of dynamism 
(activeness and frankness) and are tallied as indicated: 

5. Emphatic - Hesitant (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
6. Passive - Active (1 ,2,3,4,5,6,7}. 
7. Fast - Slow (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
8. Meek - A ressive (1,2,3,4,5,6,7). 

10. Boid - Timid 7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
12. Aggressive - Unaggressive (7,6,5,4,3,2,1). 
18. Introverted - Extroverted (1 ,2,3,4,5,6,7). 
19. Energetic - Tired (7,6,5,4,3,2,l}. 
27. Reserved - Frank (1,2,3,4,5,6,7}. 
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TO: STUDENTS IN PSYCHOLOGY I 
(General Psychology) 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF RESEARCH PROJECT 

Date Posted: 
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Number of appointments per subject: -------------
Time interval between appointments: -------------
Time required per appointment: ---------------
(Note •..• when more than one appointment is required, subsequent 
scheduling will be arranged at the time of the subject's first 
appearance.) 

Special Conditions: --------------------
INVESTIGATOR: INVESTIGATOR'S PHONE NO.: -------- ---
SUBJECT S REPORT TO: FACULTY SUPERVISOR: 

Schedule 

No more than should sign --
Time 

Date AM or PM Subject's Name Section 

SUBJECTS: BE SURE TO KEEP YOUR OWN PERMANENT RECORD OF APPOINTMENTS 
MADE, INVESTIGATORS SERVED, AND RESEARCH CREDITS EARNED. 
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May 16, 1969 

Stewart Tubbs 

Memorandum 

Subject: Explanation of Psychological Experiment 
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You probably remember having participated in an experiment "hav-
ing to do with gambling behavior. 11 This notice is intended to explain 
the purpose of that experiment. 

In the experiment we manipulated two variables: (1) Gail 1 s 
behavior, and (2) what you heard (or did not hear) from the members of 
"the group 11 you rated on the scales. Gail was instructed to play 
cooperatively in some games, and competitively in other games. We 
wanted to see if this had an effect on your impression of her. 

Also, we told you that there were three more observers in the 
other observation room. Actually this was not true, but this allowed 
us to attempt to influence your judgment about Gail through what you 
thought the other observers had seen. We manipulated this variable in 
three ways. You either (1) heard no voices (this was the control 
group), (2) heard voices which reinforced what you had seen Gail do, 
or(~) heard voices which refuted what you had seen. All voices were 
actually pre-recorded. Our purpose was to see if your opinion of how 
Gail played (cooperatively or competitively) could be influenced by 
what you heard. 

We asked you to write down how you would play the game in order 
to corroborate the judgments that you had made on the blue question-
naires. 

Finally, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale, which you filled out 
in the waiting room, was used primarily to give you something to do 
while we were busy with other subjects. In a later investigation we 
plan to analyze these scores and compare a person's self concept to 
his (1) evaluation of others' behavior, and (2) susceptibility to 
inf~uence attempts by others. 

Your participation was a crucial part of this research. We· 
apologize for having had to deceive you, but you can see now why this 
was necessary. If you have any further questions you may contact me 
by phone. Thank you for your help. 
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TOTAL TRUST OF GAIL 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

- 1 - 4 6 0 

31 - 7 16 -16 
No 5 16 -10 5 Influence 

13 22 8 7 

-12 5 15 10 

3 8 9 - 8 

13 14 5 15 

Social 13 0 4 9 
Reinforcement - 9 - 1 -22 5 

0 9 - 1 

18 

19 -13 19 5 

2 -·2 25 8 
Conformity 0 19 Influence 13 4 

0 1 16 18 

-14 -28 17 - 5 
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TOTAL TRUST OF GROUP 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

6 16 43 - 6 

6 - 1 1 3 
No - 3 5 5 0 Influence 

5 27 - 6 4 

- 7 - l 2 0 

- 6 - 6 - 3 4 

l 15 30 - 9 

Social -18 - 5 -16 - 2 
Reinforcement -15 13 0 6 

- 3 3 5 

22 

-33 2 6 - 8 

7 - 1 0 20 
Conformity - 3 -10 0 3 Influence 

-11 11 - 6 2 

-16 - 6 6 -16 



No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Conformity 
Influence 

EXPERTNESS SCORE OF GAIL 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

- 1 - 5 3 10 

7 0 3 - 3 

0 1 -10 2 

0 8 3 6 

6 7 

0 5 

l 8 6 - 1 

3 8 . - 2 9 

8 6 4 8 

- 6 - 5 - 9 2 

- 8 - 1 - 1 1 

-13 - 6 8 1 

- l - 8 1 1 

0 - 3 4 2 

- 4 2 .· - 1 11 

- 7 - 9 0 3 
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No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Confonni ty 
Influence 

EXPERTNESS SCORE OF GROUP 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

4 6 24 3 

2 2 3 5 

- 6 9 3 2 

- 1 21 - 2 1 

- 4 - 1 3 0 

- 1 13 - 1 1 

4 - 1 - 2 1 

- 6 3 - 1 5 

-20 - 2 8 2 

- 6 - 1 0 4 

-15 - 3 3 13 

1 0 0 0 

- 2 2 3 - 6 

5 2 2 3 

-12 - 7 - 6 

0 
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No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Conformity 
Influence 

CHARACTER SCORE OF GAIL 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

0 0 3 - 7 

7 4 5 -28 

-10 - 3 - 1 - 2 

0 10 16 - 5 

6 4 -17 - 7 

2 8 - 6 - 6 

6 - 1 0 7 

0 7 - 5 - 9 

0 5 -14 -.3 

4 - 1 - 4 - 2 

- 1 - 6 - 3 0 

7 - 8 2 3 

0 - 3 4 -13 

4 2 0 1 

- 7 - 9 7 6 
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No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Conformity 
Influence 

CHARACTER SCORE OF GROUP 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

3 4 5 - 5 

4 2 1 4 

- 3 10 2 - 6 

- 2 0 - 8 0 

0 0 3 0 

0 

- 5 7 - 4 0 

-12 - 5 12 3 

- 4 8 - 6 1 

- 8 - 2 0 3 

- 7 0 6 3 

-10 - 3 - 2 - 3 

6 - 4 21 - 6 

- 3 - 4 0 - 1 

7 - 4 2 8 

- 6 - 5 - 3 4 
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No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Conformity 
Influence 

DYNAMISM SCORE OF GAIL 
. 

(change scores) 

Cooperative 

0 

17 

15 

13 

-13 

0 

6 

5 

- 3 

4 

- 5 

- 4 

0 

0 

0 

- 4 

-12 

11 

6 

1 

2 

17 

1 

0 

1 

- 3 

12 

20 

9 

16 

Competitive 

0 

8 

1 

- 7 

-22 

9 

7 

5 

1 

14 

10 

7 

1 

5 

12 

- 1 

- 1 

10 

6 

0 

8 3 

13 14 

9 6 

6 13 

1 10 
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DYNAMISM SCORE OF GROUP 

(change scores) 

Cooperative Competitive 

- 1 10 14 - 4 

0 1 - 3 - 6 
No 6 - 6 0 4 Influence 

8 - 4 5 3 

- 3 0 - 4 0 

0 2 2 -10 

9 0 10 - 6 
Social - 8 4 - 9 0 Reinforcement 

13 - 1 3 0 

- 4 14 0 7 

- 8 5 5 10 

0 6 -21 - 8 
Conformity 2 - 6 - 3 - 9 Influence 

9 15 2 - 8 

2 - 3 2 - 4 



No 
Influence 

Social 
Reinforcement 

Conformity 
Influence 

COOPERATIVE GAME PLAYING CHOICES 

(after only) 

Cooperative 

4 

3 

5 

4 

4 

3 

5 

5 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

4 

2 

3 

5 

4 

3 

3 

3 

2 

4 

4 

3 

3 

4 

4 

Competitive 

3 

0 

0 

2 

2 

1 

1 

3 

2 

3 

1 

0 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

3 

2 

4 

4 

3 
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PAYOFF MATRIX 

FOR 

PRISONER'S DILEMMA GAME 



Red 
(Cooperative) 

Opponent 

Green 
(Competitive) 

p 

Red (Cooperative) 

+9, +9 

+10, -10 
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Green (Competitive) 

-10, +10 

-9, -9 

Opponent's payoffs are the first digit in each cell, P's payoffs 
are the second digit in each cell. 
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