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ABSTRACT 

Researchers have long held that two types of conformity, 

public "compliance" and private "acceptance," result, 

respectively, from the desire to meet expectations held by 

the majority and from the belief that the majority is 

accurate. These motives underlie the traditional 

distinction between processes of normative and informational 

social influence. The recent discovery of additional types 

of conformity has questioned the utility of conceiving 

social influence processes as dichotomous. Fortunately, the 

concepts of normative and informational social influence 

have evolved considerably in the domains of group 

polarization and persuasion. 

A model that unifies processes of social influence, as 

conceived in conformity, group polarization, and individual 

attitude change research was tested. The model postulates 

three related processes, based on the traditional 

normative/informational distinction, that give rise to three 

forms of influence. 

As predicted, results supported the existence of one 

process of normative social influence and two processes of 

informational social influence. In a problem-solving 

setting, subjects complied with implausible majority 

responses to simple problems. Based on the assumption that 

"consensus implies correctness," subjects accepted both 

iii 



plausible and implausible majority responses to complex 

problems. Acceptance under these conditions did not 

generalize to related items or exhibit other characteristics 

of effortful processing. Finally, when subjects actively 

considered simple problems from the perspective offered by a 

plausible majority, they discovered arguments to support the 

majority's perspective. Subsequent acceptance generalized 

to related items and persisted over time. Implications for 

integrating research in conformity, group polarization, and 

persuasion were discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In all its varied forms, the fundcimental nature of 

social influence is revealed always as the following paradox 

of social life: taken collectively, rational individuals 

cease to be rational. Nowhere is this paradox more obvious 

than when influence takes the shape of conformity. It is 

not surprising, therefore, that conformity research has 

become the cornerstone for the development of theory in 

social influence. What is surprising is that the discovery 

of new and subtle variations in conformity has outstripped 

theoretical accounts of the phenomenon while significant 

theoretical advances in other areas where influence is 

studied have had little impact on conformity research. 

Early conformity research postulated that two processes 

of social influence result in two types of conformity. The 

desire to meet the expectations of the majority drives 

"normative social influence" which results in spurious 

"compliance." The belief that the judgments and opinions 

of the majority provide evidence about reality gives rise to 

"informational social influence" and results in genuine 

"acceptance." More recently, (Moscovici, 1980; 1986) claims 

have been made that conformity never entails the thoughtful 

consideration necessary to produce true acceptance. The 

challenge prompted counter-examples (Mackie, 1987) which 



revealed additional types of conformity. The upshot of 

these considerations has been the discovery of three 

distinct effects of influence: (1) nongenuine outward 

expressions of change or "compliance," (2) genuine but item-

specific and temporary attitude shifts, and (3) genuine 

generalizable and enduring opinion change. 

The inability of normative and informational social 

influence, as traditionally conceived, to account for 

outcomes other than compliance and acceptance requires 

theoretical development to keep pace with the 

conceptualization of new influence effects. Fortunately, 

the concepts of normative and informational social influence 

have been clarified considerably by investigations of 

influence in the domains of group polarization and 

individual attitude change. 

I propose to enumerate the processes underlying the 

various effects of influence with an expanded framework 

based on the normative/informational distinction by tracing 

the evolution of the normative and informational influence 

concepts across the following domains: (1) conformity, (2) 

group polarization, and (3) individual attitude change. I 

will argue that the modes of cognitive processing described 

in the attitude change literature may be profitably viewed 

as mechanisms of informational influence. Furthermore, I 

maintain that the distinction made by Deutsch and Gerard 

(1955) between normative and informational influence as well 



as the distinction made between cognitive processing modes 

in the attitude change literature are necessary to account 

for the outcomes of influence described above. Finally, I 

argue that characteristics of tasks typically employed in 

the various research paradigms suggest the antecedent 

conditions for these effects. 

Conformity 

In the first empirical study of conformity, Sherif 

(1936) had subjects estimate the apparent distance traveled 

by a stationary point of light in a dark room. The extent 

of apparent movement differed reliably across individuals. 

However, variable individual estimates converged on a single 

group estimate when two or three subjects called out their 

judgments while perceiving the illusion together. The group 

norm was established without subjects' awareness that they 

had been influenced by the judgments of others and the norm 

was maintained in private. 

Sherif (1936) regarded norm formation as an instance of 

susceptibility to illusion, an interpretation that was 

consistent with prevailing descriptions of social influence 

as mutual imitation or by suggestion. This interpretation 

was challenged by Asch (1952) who denied that rational 

individuals could comprise an irrational collectivity. Asch 

attributed Sherif's findings to the groups * logical attempts 



to find objective information whose availability, owing to a 
. <i •' 

trick of perception, was only apparent. '̂  ̂  (/s 

To support this interpretation, Asch (1956) proposed to' 

demonstrate that conformity would not occur when objective 

reality was ascertainable. Ironically, the results of this 

attempt have served as one of the most dramatic examples of 

blindly going along with a group. When Asch arranged to 

have subjects confronted by confederates who unanimously 

erred in their judgments of the lengths of clearly 

discernible lines, subjects preferred the majority response 

to the evidence before their eyes a third of the time under 

conditions of public responding. In private, these 

judgments were rarely maintained. 

Insofar as Asch (1956) falsified what he had set out to 

prove, he was deprived of a theoretical explanation of these 

findings. Researchers studying small groups at that time 

were to provide one. Interest in conformity as a group 

process began with Festinger, Schachter, and Back's (1950) 

theory of group structure which maintains that a "pressure 

toward uniformity" in groups has the effect of making people 

feel and behave alike. Festinger et al. proposed that two 

forces produced uniformity; one born from members' 

tendencies to reject and dislike deviates and another that 

was derived from the group's need to maintain it's social 

reality especially if the subjective validity of a belief 

depended on that reality. 



Schachter (1951) reasoned that pressures toward 

uniformity would be reflected in communications to deviates 

in the group. By manipulating group cohesiveness and topic 

relevance, he varied pressures toward uniformity in groups 

and observed that when pressures toward uniformity were 

high, group members attempted to influence deviant 

confederates more often and to elicit opinions contrary to 

the group's social reality less often than when pressures 

toward uniformity were low. 

Researchers were understandably interested in extending 

these principles of group influence to the Asch situation. 

Deutch and Gerard (1955) achieved the integration by 

distinguishing between two types of social influence that 

corresponded closely to those postulated by Festinger 

(Festinger, 1950; Festinger et al., 1950) and applying them 

to the Asch paradigm. 

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) defined normative social^ 

influence as "an influence to conform to the positive 

expectations of another" and informational social influence 

as "an influence to accept information obtained from another 

as evidence about reality" (p. 629). The operation of 

normative and informational influence, respectively, was 

demonstrated by increased conformity when intergroup 

competition and the presentation of superordinate group 

goals heightened group cohesiveness and when subjects' 



estimates were based on recall for stimuli that had been 

removed rather than on the evidence before their eyes. 

While both kinds of influence had always been 

recognized in the early conformity research, they now came 

to acquire a clear conceptual status; one that nicely 

ordered Asch's (1956) experiments on the side of normative 

social influence and Sherif's (1936), Festinger's (1950; 

Festinger et al., 1950) and Schachter's (1951) experiments 

on the side of informational social influence. It is 

perhaps surprising, therefore, that the operation of these 

influence types was rarely discernible in subsequent 

conformity research which focused on situational factors 

facilitating or inhibiting agreement in general (see Allen, 

1965 for a review). Normative and informational influences 

in conformity, had remained largely unexamined by 1986 when 

valid claims were made that "research and theory in this 

area have focused on antecedent-outcome relations, not on 

psychological processes" (Campbell, Tesser, & Fairey, 1986, 

p.315). 

Campbell et al. (1986) remedied the problem with a 

study of the effects of faction size and opinion deviance on 

attention to the stimulus and subsequent conformity. The 

most striking outcome of their study was the lack of 

correspondence between conformity and attention that was 

observed unless measures on one variable were compared to 

measures on the other at a later trial. These cross-trial 



correlations indicated that early conformity predicted 

increases in later attention when the norm advocated by a 

faction increased in extremity over trials but predicted 

decreases in later conformity with increasing norm 

extremity. 

Campbell et al. (1986) reasoned that when the faction 

did not deviate too extremely from reality that attention 

reflected ambivalence or unwillingness to accept at face 

value opinions that were perhaps correct and a search for 

relevant information. However, when the faction's deviation 

was extreme then attention reflected an unwillingness to 

reject opinions that were clearly wrong and a search for 

reasons to comply with normative pressures. 

By differentiating between "clearly wrong" and "perhaps 

correct" majority responses, Campbell has brought together 

stimulus features that are critical in discriminating 

between the processes of normative from informational social 

influence in the classic conformity literature. The first 

critical feature required to distinguish clearly wrong from 

perhaps correct majority responses is the subjects' 

assurance that a single correct answer exists for a given 

judgment. In the classic conformity literature, such 

confidence has seemed justifiable even when it was not 

(e.g., Sherif, 1936). 

The second critical feature, juxtaposed with the first, 

is how certain subjects are of their individual solutions. 



/ 
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The ambiguity of perceived motion in autokinesis lent 

uncertainty to the judgments of Sherif's (1936) subjects and 

evoked informational influence. Conversely, normative 

influence prevailed among Asch's (1956) subjects judging 

uneunbiguous visual stimuli. Finally, when Deutsch and 

Gerard (1955) forced subjects to rely on their memory for 

the stimulus rather than on their visual perceptions, 

certainty decreased and conformity, presumably due to 

informational influence, increased. 

I will use the term "norm plausibility" to reflect the! 

dimension along which majority opinion may be perceived to 

vary from "perhaps correct" to "clearly wrong." When norm \ '-^'' ̂ ^^ 

plausibility is high, the majority may be in possession of 

the single correct answer and influence will be of the 

informational type. When norm plausibility is low, the 

majority is obviously not in possession of the correct 

answer and any influence will be of the normative type. 

Plausibility of the observed majority response to the 

stimulus is one of two task characteristics that must be ^^ 

considered in a unified paradigm of social influence. 

a>' 
^&^ 

>k 7KV 

Group Polarization 

When the concepts of normative and informational 

influence were revived in the group polarization literature 

they were considered in the context of a collectivity 

actively discussing issues which lacked objectively correct 
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solutions but not supportive arguments. Discussion of such 

issues enhances the initial tendency of individual group 

members toward a given position (Myers & Lamm, 1976). The 

two explanatory mechanisms of this "group polarization" 

phenomenon that have prevailed are social comparison 

(Sanders & Baron, 1977) and persuasive argumentation 

(Burnstein & Vinokur, 1973). 

A social comparison explanation of group polarization 

maintains that members use an exaggerated norm revealed 

during group discussion as a referent for determining their 

own opinion after discussion. Both the exaggerated norm and 

the subsequent comparison are motivated by members' desires 

to present and perceive themselves in a socially desirable 

light. 

While evidence has been found for a limited role played 

by social comparison in the service of a motivation to be 

liked (Isenberg, 1986), the most strongly and consistently 

supported explanations for group polarization, have been 

"informational influences" (Isenberg, 1986; Lamm & Myers, 

1978; Myers & Lamm, 1976). Among these. Persuasive 

Arguments Theory (Burnstein & Vinokur, 1973; Vinokur & 

Burnstein, 1974, 1978) has been studied most extensively. 

This theory holds that for any given issue there exists 

a culturally given pool of valid arguments in support of 

each alternative. It further assumes that the average 

initial choice of individuals in a discussion group will 



favor a particular alternative if the preponderance of 

arguments in that pool favors it and that discussion will 

bring these highly available arguments to light. To the 

extent that they are not widely shared and so are novel to 

some group members, the arguments will be persuasive. 

Opinions will therefore shift in the direction favored by 

the argument pool and by most group members initially. ^L \L\ 

Like earlier conceptions of informational influence /., .,.v'A' 
— — — ,„ _--- t,,e-v 

(Festinger, 1950, 1954a, 1954b), Persuasive Arguments Theory f ,'"• 

assumes that opinion shifts represent genuine attitude \ (^ f̂<--

change. However, the process by which such change is : /V> >--

manifest according to Persuasive Arguments Theory is 

radically different from previous conceptions of 

informational influence. Owing to the argument-poor nature 

of the stimuli used and/or the passive roles played by \ 

confederates in conformity paradigms, the information 

heretofore proposed to influence individuals was not in the 

form of arguments evoked for active consideration but in the 

form of assumptions, accepted passively, that majorities are 

correct. The concept of informational influences in the 

group polarization literature introduced a whole new type of' 

information that might be "obtained from another as \ 

evidence about reality" (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955, p. 629). 
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Individual Attitude Change 

The polarization researchers' (Burnstein & Vinokur, 

1973; Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974, 1978) rendition of 

informational influence is easily integrated with mechanisms 

proposed by prevailing theories of individual attitude 

change (Chaiken, 1980, 1986; Chaiken & Stangor, 1987; Petty 

& Cacioppo, 1981a, 1986). In fact, these theories 

incorporate the processes of informational influence as 

conceived in both the polarization and the classic 

conformity literature and suggest an important mediating 

variable. 

Two modes of cognitive processing are distinguished in 

the models by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) and Chaiken 

(Chaiken, 1980). One engenders active message and issue-

relevant thinking and results in attitude change that 

generalizes to related issues and persists over time. Petty 

and Cacioppo's central route processing and Chaiken's 

systematic processing describe this mode and are essentially 

synonymous. The process and outcome associated with this 

mode are those described in conceptions of informational 

influence by group polarization researchers. 

The other processing mode, labeled peripheral route 

processing by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) and heuristic 

processing by Chaiken (1980), proceeds without such 

effortful deliberation and results in a genuine though 

superficial attitude change that will neither generalize to 
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related issues nor persist over time. Chaiken's heuristic 

model asserts that persuasion is mediated by simple decision 

rules that associate persuasion cues (e.g., source ___ 0^^ . -A 

I'S \ ^ f expertise) with message validity. Petty and Cacioppo's P^ > « 

peripheral route encompasses a more general class of 

processes that includes heuristic processing and others that 

do not require active consideration such as simple affective 

(Zajonc, 1984) and perceptual (Sherif & Sherif, 1967) 

processes. The more restrictive definition given by Chaiken 

and, in particular, the use of the heuristic "consensus 

implies correctness" (Axsom, Yates, & Chaiken, 1987; 

Cialdini, 1987) is essentially a restatement of the earliest 

conceptions of informational influence proposed by 

conformity researchers (Festinger, 1950; 1954a; 1954b). 

The ability to consider issue-relevant thoughts is 

considered a precondition for effortful processing by both 

Petty and Cacioppo (1986) and Chaiken (1980). Moreover, 

their models predict a greater reliance on peripheral or 

heuristic cues under conditions of low ability. Support for 

these predictions comes from findings that opinion change is 

determined more by peripheral cues and less by persuasive 

arguments when processing is impaired by message complexity 

(Eagly, 1974; Regan & Chen, 1973), message modality (Chaiken 

& Eagly, 1983) or distraction (Keisler & Mathog, 1968; 

Petty, Wells, & Brock, 1976). When ability to consider 

issue-relevant thoughts is high, however, the use of simple 

12 



cues may affect subsequent processing. Petty and Cacioppo 

(1986) have demonstrated that peripheral cues may serve as 

persuasive arguments or assist in the evaluation of 

arguments when the personal relevance of the message is high 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1981b). Likewise, a "sufficiency 

principle" has been incorporated into Chaiken's model (Eagly 

& Chaiken, 1984) which states that if one mode of processing 

does not provide a sufficiently clear assessment of message 

validity the two modes may be used in concert. 

Recent research has extended these principles of 

individual attitude change by employing argument-rich 

stimuli in studies of conformity. Mackie (1987) led 

subjects to believe that the majority of students on campus 

opposed the subject's position on an issue. Across 

experimental replications, the ability to process arguments 

was manipulated by providing or withholding arguments in 

support of both sides of the issue. When subjects were 

unable to process the arguments, they exhibited shifts 

indicative of heuristic route processing. That is, they 

accepted the majority response in private but did not 

generalize this response to related attitudinal items or 

maintain the response after a one week delay. Conversely, 

private shifts generalized and persisted when the ablity to 

the consider relevant arguments was high. Mackie also 

found evidence that peripheral or heuristic cues guide 

subsequent effortful processing when the ability to consider 

13 



issue-relevant arguments is high. Subjects processed 

arguments more extensively if they believed that a majority 

rather than a minority proposed the arguments. Likewise, 

Allen and Wilder (1980) elicited different interpretations 

of key words and phrases to opinion statements by presenting 

subjects with rigged normative responses to the statements. 

Subjects' shifts in attitude matched their consensually 

produced shifts in meaning. 

Ability to consider issue-relevant arguments is the 

second task characteristic that must be considered in a 

unified paradigm of social influence. Given that the 

majority response is plausible, subjects will rely on the 

heuristic "consensus implies correctness" when abillity is 

low. When ability is high, they will carefully consider the 

available arguments. However, this consideration is likely 

to be biased in favor of supporting the majority advocacy. 

Figure 1 depicts the relationships between the processes of 

social influence formed when type of influence is considered 

a function of norm plausibility and ability to consider 

relevant arguments. 

The model suggests the following hypotheses. Subjects 

influenced by a plausible majority response will demonstrate 

greater private acceptance than subjects influenced by an 

implausible majority response. The ability to consider /--̂  

relevant arguments will determine the extent of issue-

relevant thinking when the norm is plausible but not 

14 
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social 

influence 

Compliance 

heuristic 
processing 
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influence 
Ability to 

Low / High Consider Relevant 
Arguments 

biased 
systematic 
processing 

genuine 
nongeneralizable 
nonpersistent 
attitude change 

genuine 
generalizable 
persistent 

attitude change 

Figure 1. Unified Model of Social Influence. Three 
processes of social influence (along diagonals) and 
their corresponding effects as a function of 2 task 
characteristics (boldfaced). 

when the norm is implausible. Consequently, influence to a 

plausible majority response will demonstrate greater 

generalization to related items more ability is high than 

when ability is low while generalization of influence to an 

implausible majority response will be comparable across 

levels of ability. Likewise, influence to a plausible norm 

will demonstrate greater persistence when ability is high 

than when ability is low while persistence of influence to 

an implausible norm will be comparable across levels of 

ability. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Stimulus Choice and Manipulation 
of Stimulus Characteristics 

Mathematical word problems have been used rarely in 

conformity, group polarization, and attitude change research 

which measures judgment rather than problem solving. Word 

problems were ideally suited for the present research, 

however, because they permit the factorial variation of the 

following features that were separated in the tasks 

previously employed: (1) whether or not the item lends 

itself to multiple interpretations or construals when 

carefully considered, and (2) whether or not a proposed 

solution to the problem appears plausible. 

Tasks used in the research reviewed above have 

precluded manipulating these important features 

simultaneously. For instance, while alternatives in 

perceptual judgment tasks used to study conformity could be 

made to appear more or less plausible by varying the 

discrepancy between (Asch, 1955) or the immediacy of 

(Deutsch & Gerard, 1955) the comparison stimuli, no eunount 

of cognitive work could facilitate a solution to these kinds 

of problems. On the other hand, dilemmas used in group 

polarization studies and controversial issues presented to 

subjects in attitude change research pose a difficulty to 

subjects precisely because clearly correct and incorrect 

16 



solutions do not emerge even when numerous perspectives are 

brought to light by a thorough consideration of the problem. 

In mathematical word problems, both response 

plausibility and the number of interpretations or construals 

that careful consideration elicits can be manipulated 

independently. Because it is generally recognized that a 

single correct answer solves a mathematical word problem, 

more or less plausible solutions to these kinds of problems 

do exist. Moreover, by varying the difficulty of such 

problems the number of interpretations or construals that 

careful consideration elicits can be manipulated. Finally, 

while the consideration of a complex problem may yield no 

solution, it often enables individuals to identify 

alternatives which appear less plausible than other 

alternatives given the problem's parameters. 

Stimuli that met these criteria were selected from a 

pool of word problems during a two-stage pretesting phase. 

Pretest subjects were asked to carefully consider several 

word problems and to describe the strategies they would 

employ to solve each one. Responses were first coded to 

indicate whether or not they expressed a discernible 

strategy. Among responses that did not express a 

discernible strategy, "I wouldn't know where to begin" was 

the most common. Problems that elicited these types of 

responses in 75% of the pretest subjects were selected as 

17 



"complex" problems for which the ability to construe 

alternative solutions should be low. 

Responses that did reflect the use of a strategy were 

further coded to indicate the nature of the strategy 

employed. For each problem a small or large pool of 

discernible strategies emerged. A large strategy pool was 

usually the consequence of subjects proposing numerical 

responses that "just seemed right" and did not necessarily 

reflect genuinely unique approaches to the problem. 

Therefore, problems that elicited one to three discernible 

strategies by 75% of the pretest subjects were selected as 

"simple" problems for which the ability to construe 

alternative solutions should be high. Among these, problems 

were preferred that initially elicited an incorrect response 

but which could be solved correctly by subjects once the 

experimenter disclosed the correct answer. Hence, simple 

problems tended to be "trick" questions that are best solved 

when a different perspective is employed. 

Three alternatives were then constructed for each of 

the selected problems. One alternative was the correct one, 

another violated obvious requirements for a correct response 

given the parameters of the problem, and a third, while 

incorrect, did not violate such requirements. On simple 

problems this third alternative was the incorrect response 

most often elicited in earlier pretesting. The simple and 

complex problems with three alternatives each were then 

18 



presented to a second group of pretest subjects who were 

asked to identify the responses that they thought were most 

and least likely to be correct. Incorrect responses judged 

likely to be correct were retained as "plausible responses" 

for the upcoming experiment. Incorrect responses judged 

most likely to be incorrect were retained as "implausible 

responses." 

Two parallel sets of problems were created. For each 

problem that met the above criteria, another was generated 

that required identical operations to solve but which 

incorporated different story themes and number values. 

Each problem generated in this manner was, therefore not 

identical to its counterpart but the two problems were 

clearly related. Moreover, related problems imposed the 

same requirements for a correct response. Plausible and 

implausible alternatives to related problems did or did not 

conform, respectively, to these same requirements. 

Subjects and Procedure 

Three hundred and twenty-one subjects were recruited 

from introductory psychology courses at Texas Tech 

University. Participation partially fulfilled a course 

requirement. The design was a 2(norm plausibility: 

plausible vs. implausible) X 2(problem difficulty: simple 

vs. complex) X 4(response condition: public, private, 

related, delayed) factorial with repeated measures on the 

19 



last factor. To estimate the baseline for choosing 

plausible and implausible alternatives under conditions of 

no influence, a control group for each level of problem 

difficulty was also included. Subjects in these groups 

solved problems in private. The first of the two parallel 

sets of problems that were presented to subjects were 

designated "direct" problems. These were presented again in 

all but the "related" response condition. In this condition 

the related set of problems appeared. The particular set of 

problems that appeared initially was counterbalanced across 

subjects. 

Subjects were scheduled in same-sex groups of 8 to 12 

and met in a computer lab for an experiment entitled 

"Computer Interactions." They were informed that the 

experimental situation would simulate common modes of 

interacting with others in a computer-conscious society, 

that a unique characteristic of these modes is that they 

prevent people from having more than a vague idea about who 

their interaction partners are, and that the experimental 

situation would simulate this characteristic by having 

members of two or three groups interact with their 

respective group members by computer in the presence of the 

other group(s). Obscuring the identities of individuals 

who subjects believed were in their group prevented subjects 

from discovering that the responses of these individuals 
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were independent of the computer-generated responses that 

appeared on subjects' computer screens. 

It was explained that each terminal was linked to three 

other terminals in the room and that individuals at 

connected terminals would solve a series of problems using, 

in turn, "serial mode" and "parallel mode" computer 

processing. In a subsequent description of these fictitious 

interaction modes, subjects learned that the serial mode 

required subjects at connected terminals to take turns 

solving each problem while the parallel mode enabled them to 

work simultaneously on the problems and so independently of 

one another. Subjects were therefore led to believe that 

their responses were public during serial mode processing 

but private during parallel mode processing. 

Subjects were told that during serial mode processing a 

problem and alternative solutions would appear on each 

trial, that each member, in turn, would be prompted to 

choose an alternative by pressing an appropriate key, and 

that doing so would cause that response to appear on the 

screens of the other members in their group. Finally, 

subjects were told that the order in which they and the 

other members would respond had already been determined by 

their choice of terminals. 

A mathematical word problem appeared at the beginning 

of each trial along with three alternatives labeled A, B, 

and C. Names designating three fictitious group members 
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(Curt, Lance, and Dustin or Melissa, Leah, and Tracy) 

appeared in turn before the subject's name appeared. The 

second and third fictitious names and the subject's name 

each followed a predetermined delay (8-15s) and the 

presentation of a letter (A, B, or C) beside the preceeding 

ncime. On each trial the letters appearing beside the 

members' names were identical. In this manner, subjects 

learned that they were the last to respond in a group whose 

members had thus far agreed on a single response. 

The first, second, and fifth trials were neutral trials 

on which relatively straightforward problems appeared and on 

which the majority unanimously advocated an unconbiguously 

correct answer. Three additional trials were critical ones. 

On these, either simple or complex problems appeared and 

either plausible or implausible responses to these were 

selected by the unanimous fictitious majority. 

At the end of six trials, a statement appeared 

reminding subjects that they had been engaged in problem 

solving by serial mode processing and that the purpose of 

the experiment was to compare this form of processing to 

parallel mode processing. Subjects were again reminded that 

the latter mode would enable them to work simultaneously and 

independently on the problems and that members' responses 

would not appear on the screens of the others in their 

group. 

22 



At this time, subjects were warned that some of the 

problems presented earlier would be repeated during parallel 

mode processing. The three critical and two neutral 

problems then appeared interspersed with three related 

problems. Subjects' responses to the critical problems that 

were repeated in the private response condition were used to 

measure acceptance of the answer given earlier by the 

unanimous majority. Responses to the related problems were 

used to assess generalization of influence to related items. 

At the end of the experimental session subjects were 

scheduled to return in two days. To eliminate concerns for 

consistency and perceived social influence, subjects in the 

original experimental session were scheduled to return at 

staggered intervals which overlapped with the schedules of 

subjects returning from other sessions. By observing that 

none of the (8-12) individuals present during the second 

session had participated with the subject during the first 

session, subjects could believe that the experimenter was 

interested in the long-term effects of the computer 

interaction modes on their problem solving skills as 

individuals. 

Returning subjects came to a different room and 

received booklets containing the six initial problems each 

with the three alternatives that had been presented to them 

during serial mode processing. Subjects were first asked to 

circle the correct response for each problem and to then 
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justify their selections by providing either a mathematical 

formula or a written description outlining the steps taken 

to solve the problem. Subjects were asked to justify 

their response as best they could if they could not solve 

the problem and to refrain from changing their response if 

they discovered, while justifying a response, that they had 

chosen the incorrect alternative. Ten unrelated algebra and 

mathematical word problems were then administered under the 

pretext of studying the effects of the interaction modes on 

different types of problems. Finally, subjects were asked 

to describe the purpose of the experiment in a paragraph or 

two, were debriefed, and thanked for their participation. 

The responses to the three critical problems presented 

during the second session were used to measure persistence 

of conformity. The justifications subjects gave to support 

their responses were coded to provide ancillary measures of 

the kinds of strategies and information subjects employed in 

the various conditions. The final set of problems was used 

to screen subjects based on mathematical aptitude. 

Subjects' descriptions of the study were used to assess 

suspicion. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Data from a subject were not included in the analysis 

if the subject failed to return for the second session 

(n=29), missed over half the items on the mathematical 

aptitude quiz (n=53), or suspected that the study concerned 

social influence (n=29). Subjects failing to meet these 

criteria were evenly distributed across groups in the 

experiment. Of the remaining subjects, 38 received a 

plausible normative response to simple problems and 35 

received an implausible normative response to simple 

problems. Thirty-two and 28 subjects received plausible and 

implausible normative responses, respectively, to complex 

problems. 

A subject's score in each response condition was the 

number of times the majority response was adopted across the 

three critical problems. Influence was operationalized as 

an experimental subject's raw score minus the appropriate 

control group mean. The present research aimed at 

distinguishing different forms rather than degrees of 

influence by observing whether influence produced by 

different combinations of problem difficulty and norm 

plausibility was maintained in private (acceptance), 

generalized to related items (generalization), and endured 

over time (persistence). Nonetheless, the degree of 
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influence could be expected to, and did, differ across 

treatment combinations. 

A 2 (norm plausibility: plausible vs. implausible) X 2 

(problem difficulty: simple vs. complex) ANOVA revealed 

higher levels of influence when the norm was plausible 

(M=1.42) than when it was implausible (M=.86), 

F(l,129)=15.61, E<.0001, and when the problem was complex 

(M=1.34) than when it was simple (M=1.00), F(1,129)=7.45, 

E<.007 . A significant norm plausibility X problem 

difficulty interaction emerged because subjects were less 

likely to be influenced by an implausible norm when the 

problem was simple than were subjects in any other treatment 

combination, F(1,129)=7.52, E<.007. These differences had 

to be taken into account before meaningful comparisons of 

the forms of influence could be made across experimental 

groups. 

Error variance in the low problem difficulty/ low norm 
plausibility cell was significantly less than the variances 
of the other cells for the influence measure(Fmax'^*54) ^s 
well as for subsequent measures of acceptance(Fmax = 3.04), 
generalization (Fmax=ll«5), and persistence (Finax=6.89) . 
Consequently, the usual pooled error term underestimates the 
actual variance associated with between group comparisons 
and increases the likelihood of a Type I error. A 
conservative solution was to pool the variances of the other 
three groups and to make all comparisons using the larger 
error term and fewer associated degrees of freedom . 
Comparisons reported above were conducted in this manner for 
F(l,99) when influence was measured and for F(l, 86) on 
measures of acceptance, generalization, and persistence. 
Because the pattern of significant outcomes obtained was 
identical regardless of the error term used (see Appendix 
D), tests reported above used the conventional pooled error 
term. 
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Measures of acceptance, generalization, and persistence 

were calculated by dividing each subject's influence scores 

in private, related, and delayed response conditions, 

respectively, by the subject's influence score in the public 

response condition. Data from 29 subjects whose influence 

scores indicated that they adopted the majority response in 

public on none of the critical trials, were eliminated from 

subsequent analyses. As might be expected, a 

disproportionate number of these subjects were in the 

implausible norm/simple problem treatment combination. The 

analyses reported below were based on data from 34 subjects 

influenced by plausible normative responses to simple 

problem, 15 who were influenced by implausible responses to 

simple problems and 32 and 23 subjects influenced, 

respectively, by plausible and implausible normative 

responses to complex problems. 

Male subjects tended to accept, F(1,102)=3.02, E = . 0 9 , 

and generalize, F( 1,102 )=3 .32, ^.= .01, majority responses 

more than female subjects though no trend emerged for sex on 

the persistence measure, F(1,102)=1.23, E = . 2 7 . The order in 

which the related sets of critical problems were presented 

had no effect on these measures, Fs(l,102)<l. Because 

differences in sex and order were statistically 

insignificant these variables were ignored in all subsequent 

analyses. Two (norm plausibility: plausible vs. 

implausible) X 2 (problem difficulty: simple vs. complex) 
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ANOVAs were conducted separately for the primary dependent 

measures of acceptance, generalization, and persistence. 

Means for the primary dependent measures are plotted below 

in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Mean Proportions of Influence Accepted, 
Generalized, and Persisted. 

Subjects influenced by the information inherent in a 

plausible majority response were expected to exhibit higher 

levels of acceptance in private than were subjects 

influenced by an implausible norm. A norm plausibility X 

problem difficulty interaction, F(1,100)=10.52, E<.002. 
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however, qualified the predicted main effect of norm 

plausibility, F(1,100)=16.96, E<.0001. A Tukey test 

indicated that subjects accepted plausible normative 

responses to simple (55%) and complex (71%) problems as well 

as implausible responses to complex problems (48%) more than 

subjects accepted implausible normative responses to complex 

problems (7%). As predicted, problem difficulty did not 

affect acceptance of a plausible norm, F(1,100)=2.35, E > - 1 0 . 

Subjects influenced by a plausible norm were expected 

to generalize their response to a simple problem more than 

to a complex one. In fact, subjects generalized plausible 

responses to related items 67% of the time when the problem 

was simple but only 33% of the time when the problem was 

complex, F(l,100)=13.71, E < . 0 0 1 . In contrast, 

generalization was greater when the majority response 

advocated an implausible response to a complex (30%) than to 

a simple problem (3%), F(1,100)=4.67, E < . 0 5 . The effect of 

problem difficulty among subjects influenced by an 

implausible norm was unanticipated. 

It was predicted that influence by a plausible norm 

would result in less persistence when the problem was 

complex than when it was simple. When the norm was 

plausible persistence, however, was unexpectedly high among 

subjects exposed to complex problems (51%) and comparable to 

persistence among subjects exposed to simple problems (60%), 

F(1,100)<1. Responses to complex and simple problems also 
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demonstrated comparable levels of persistence when the 

alternative advocated by the majority was implausible (25% 

and 6% respectively), F(1,100)=2.17, E>.10. This outcome 

was expected. 

In light of findings that subjects generalized the 

plausible normative responses less when the problem was 

complex than when it was simple, it is unlikely that 

subjects exposed to complex problems persisted in the 

plausible responses because they possessed supporting 

arguments. Rather, subjects may have relied on their memory 

for the response advocated earlier by the unanimous 

majority. Ancillary measures taken immediately after 

persistence was measured support this conclusion. Two 

judges scored subjects' justifications for (a) coherent 

strategies supporting the majority response, (b) "guesses" 

or indications of an inability to formulate such strategies, 

and 

(c) spontaneous reports of having identified implausible 

alternatives. Classification coincided for 73% of the items 

and classification of the remaining items was determined by 

discussion. These ratings indicated that under conditions 

of high norm plausibility, persistent responses were less 

often followed by mathematical formulas supporting the 

majority response when the problem was complex (23%) than 

when it was simple (74%), F(1,57)=29.33, E<.001. Persistent 

responses were more often justified by a "guess" when the 
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problem was complex (51%) than when it was simple (17%), 

F(1,57)=11.44, E<*001' The persistence measure apparently 

tapped the subject's ability to recognize the plausible 

majority response among alternatives presented after the two 

day delay in addition to the subject's ability to recall 

relevant arguments. 

Among subjects responding to complex problems, those 

influenced by an implausible norm exhibited levels of 

acceptance (55%) and generalizbility (33%) comparable to 

those influenced by a plausible norm (48% and 30% 

respectively; Fs (1,100)<1). These comparisons indicate 

that subjects given complex problems may have been unable to 

distinguish plausible from implausible alternatives. Our 

pilot data suggested that this was not an artifact of 

problem difficulty. Under conditions of no influence, 

pretest subjects were able to identify clearly incorrect 

alternatives to complex problems when asked to do so. 

Similarly, subjects given complex problems were no less 

likely to identify implausible responses when asked to 

justify their responses in private than were subjects under 

conditions of low problem difficulty, F(1,53)=1.30, E > ' 2 5 . 

Finally, evidence was presented above that the persistence 

measure tapped subject's ability to recognize the majority 

response after two days. Subjects responding to complex 

problems at this time were more likely to adopt the majority 

response again if it was plausible (51%) than if it was 
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implausible (25%), F(1,100)=6.45, E<-025, suggesting that 

they too were able to distinguish plausible from implausible 

alternatives. In sum, subjects distinguished plausible from 

implausible alternatives to complex problems when they 

considered the problem in private but did not make this 

distinction immediately following influence when acceptance 

and generalization was measured. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The unified paradigm of social influence makes two 

general predictions. First, the model maintains that three 

processes of social influence exist. These can be inferred 

by the particular patterns of acceptance, generalization, 

and persistence that follow influence in public. Second, 

the model specifies the theoretically meaningful 

combinations of norm plausibility and of subjects' ability 

to consider relevant arguments that result in each of the 

proposed influence processes. Support for these two general 

predictions will be discussed in turn. 

Normative social influence, is indicated by minimal 

acceptance, generalization, and persistence. In general, 

informational social influence is indicated by a high degree 

of acceptance but levels of generalization and persistence 

depend on the nature of the information that influenced the 

individual. Subjects who base their judgments on the 

heuristic that "consensus implies correctness" (Cialdini, 

1987) have not carefully considered the problem and have not 

discovered relevant arguments that could be applied to 

related problems or recalled to solve the problem at a later 

time. In contrast, subjects who considered information that 

was discovered while approaching the problem from the 

majority's perspective should be able to apply the 
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information to related problems and recall that information 

at a later time. 

Except for the high levels of persistence observed 

cunong subjects in the plausible norm/complex problem 

treatment combination, the patterns of acceptance, 

generalization and persistence in the experimental groups 

closely match the patterns predicted from three processes of 

social influence. Moreover, it was demonstrated that 

persistence in the plausible norm/complex problem condition 

did not result from the discovery of relevant arguments and 

so gave an inflated estimate of effortful processing. The 

data presented, therefore, strongly support the first 

general prediction of the unified model with the following 

qualification. 

The pattern of outcomes indicative of informational 

influence is determined not only by the nature of the 

information available to subjects in the influence setting 

(supporting arguments vs. heuristic cues) but by the 

availability of information outside that setting. 

Persistence did not distinguish between lasting effects of 

prior effortful processing and effects of cues subjects may 

be employing anew each time influence is measured. Among 

subjects in the plausible norm/complex problem condition, 

persistence was attributed to subjects' recognition of the 

majority response. Recognition may serve as one cue that 

subjects use when influence is tested in the absence of the 
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group. Alternatively, subjects may not have explicitly 

remembered the majority's response but the response that 

they gave when they agreed with the majority in public and 

again in private. 

These simple cues are weak justifications for choosing 

an alternative. However, their repeated availability across 

measurement conditions may impart a strong effect and lend 

the appearance that thoughtful consideration was given to 

the majority perspective. Means of limiting the 

effectiveness of such cues include increasing the duration 

between measurements and measuring recall for the response 

by presenting the problem again without its alternative 

answers. Having subjects list their thoughts about the 

problem, determining whether subjects can generalize their 

solutions to related items, and assessing resistance to 

counter persuasion are more direct means of determining 

whether influence, in fact, results from a true 

understanding of the majority's position. 

Unanticipated outcomes of this study reveal that norm 

plausibility and ability to consider relevant arguments 

combine in more complex and interesting ways than were 

originally conceived. These findings qualify predictions 

made by the unified model regarding the combinations of 

these variables that result in each of the proposed 

influence processes. 
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It was anticipated that plausible but not implausible 

responses would be accepted regardless of argument 

availability. Instead, high rates of acceptance by subjects 

in the implausible norm/complex problem condition resulted 

in an unanticipated norm plausibility X argument 

availability interaction. These subjects exhibited 

unexpectedly high levels of generalization as well. In 

fact, among groups presented with complex problems, 

implausible responses were accepted and generalized as often 

as were plausible responses. Evidence was presented that 

the inability to distinguish plausible from implausible 

responses was not an artifact of the problem but a 

consequence of the influence setting. Unable, to 

distinguish plausible from implausible responses, subjects 

in both groups treated the responses as equally valid 

sources of information. Acceptance, generalization, and 

persistence among subjects influenced by an implausible 

response to a complex problem matched the pattern of results 

indicative of influence to information that "consensus 

implies correctness" rather than of normative social 

influence. 

At first glance, it may seem improbable that subjects 

would generalize an implausible response to related items by 

these means. If the only information available to them was 

the majority response, it seems difficult to imagine how 

such information could be applied to a problem accompanied 
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by an entirely different set of response alternatives. 

However, because implausible alternatives to direct and 

related problems always violated the same obvious 

requirement of the problems, the implausible responses often 

had obvious features in common. For instance, they were 

often the largest or smallest alternatives or the only 

alternative that was a whole number, etc. 

Clearly, these are poor reasons for adopting a 

response. Nevertheless, when subjects were faced with 

complex problems in the influence setting, a majority 

advocacy was the most tangible piece of information 

available to them. Subjects were apparently willing to 

trust the majority implicitly and forego even a superficial 

analysis of the problem which would have revealed the norm's 

implausibility. 

Why should the availability of the majority response 

prevent subjects from discriminating plausible from 

implausible responses to complex but not simple problems? 

Subjects encountering complex problems probably have fewer 

expectations for success. Such expectations are likely to 

decrease their motivation to solve the problem. This is the 

rationale of expectancy theory (Katzell & Thompson, 1990), 

which suggests that the utility of carefully considering 

complex problems is lower than is the utility of considering 

simple problems. An alternative course of action, to 

simply follow the majority, has greater utility for complex 
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problems because it requires fewer costs relative to 

potential benefits. That is, simply adopting the majority 

response requires less cognitive work and affords at least 

some promise of success. When the availability of majority 

response offers this alternative course of action in the 

influence setting, the response is adopted without further 

consideration. 

While maintaining the conception of three distinct 

influence processes and the importance of norm plausibility 

and ability to consider relevant arguments in determining 

these, the following qualifications of the unified paradigm 

seem warranted. First, norm plausibility alone does not 

determine whether the process of influence will be normative 

or informational. Individuals may use information that 

"consensus implies correctness" even when consensus is 

"clearly wrong" if the problem or issue at hand is a complex 

one. Results support the originally proposed division of 

informational processing modes when the norm is plausible, 

however. When subjects are able to consider relevant 

arguments, they will consider them from the perspective of a 

plausible majority response. When ability is low and the 

norm is plausible, subjects will employ a "consensus implies 

correctness" heuristic. 

Second, the role of norm plausibility as a moderator of 

influence processes needs to be considered in relation to 

subject's expectancies for success and their subsequent 
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motivational state. Norm plausibility is a functional 

variable only if it has a psychological impact on the 

subject. If the availability of the majority response 

fosters the indiscriminant acceptance of even "clearly 

wrong" alternatives to complex problems then norm 

plausibility is not a functional variable. Norm 

plausibility is more likely to have its intended effects 

when the promise of greater rewards heightens motivation or 

among subjects whose motivational state is chronically high, 

for instance, eimong individuals with high self-efficacy or 

an internal locus of control. For instance, research has 

revealed that subjects with this later trait do not exhibit 

a reduction in motivation even when situational constraints 

limit their performance (Freedman & Phillips, 1985). 

Three distinct but related processes of social 

influence have emerged from considering social influence 

across the domains of conformity, group polarization, and 

individual attitude change. A unified paradigm of social 

influence that emphasizes the distinctions as well as the 

connections between these processes places the different 

approaches to the study of social influence in meaningful 

relation to one another and reveals difficulties that have 

characterized the study of influence as a whole. 

Researchers studying social influence in a particular 

domain have not regularly applied explanatory mechanisms 

developed in other relevant areas, have failed to notice 
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inconsistencies across domains, and have been at a loss to 

predict or explain outcomes that do not fall neatly into the 

dichotomy imposed by the traditional conception of normative 

and informational influences. 

One such outcome embodies the paradox that inspires the 

study of social influence itself, the reality of an 

irrational collection of rational individuals. It is ironic 

that the traditional theories which have been developed to 

explain conformity, in fact, deny the paradox that prompted 

their inception. For instance, the very first studies in 

conformity (Asch, 1956; Sherif, 1936) demonstrated that not 

all conformity entails the irrational and uncritical 

acceptance of collective judgments and thereby at least 

qualified the paradox. When normative and informational 

social influences (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955) were postulated 

to result in spurious "compliance" and genuine "acceptance," 

respectively, the reality of an "irrational acceptance" and, 

consequently, the reality of the above paradox, was denied 

altogether. By revealing the surprisingly complex ways in 

which norm plausibility and the ability to consider relevant 

arguments combine to produce influence, the unified paradigm 

demonstrated irrational acceptance when the influence 

setting presents rational individuals with an effortless and 

seemingly reasonable course of action. 
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Conformity 

Sherif's (1936) studies of "norm formation" are 

generally regarded as the origin of the classic conformity 

research. The norm formation studies grew out of Gestalt 

considerations that sensory, perceptual, and other phenomena 

were largely a consequence of one's "frame of reference," 

those features in the situation which serve as a basis for 

organizing the whole experience. Sherif extended the 

already broad domain of this concept to the area of social 

influence by demonstrating that the judgments of others 

served as a frame of reference for individual judgments. 

The demonstration required an objectively unstable 

stimulus whose structure would depend on a subjectively 

established reference point. The apparent motion of a 

stationary point of light in the absence of physical 

referents (autokinetic effect) met this requirement. 

Accordingly, subjects, over several trials, were asked to 

estimate the supposed distance traveled by a stationary 

light in a dark room. When subjects made their estimates 

alone, the average of their estimates varied from individual 

to individual. These individual norms, however, converged 

on a group norm when two or three subjects called out their 

judgments while perceiving the illusion together. Subjects' 

introspections revealed that when they were alone they were 

aware of using their previous estimates as referent points 

for later estimates. In groups, however, most were unaware 
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of the influence exerted on them by the judgments of others. 

Convergence occurred nonetheless and post-convergence 

judgments were maintained when subjects were later tested 

privately. 

From the standpoint of a psychology of perception these 

findings simply reflected the known general principle that 

illusions were maintained by underestimating the role of 

contextual factors on stimulus properties. Sherif (1936) 

therefore regarded social influence as an instance of 

susceptibility to illusion. The interpretation was 

concordant with prevailing descriptions of social influence 

by mutual imitation or by suggestion and went unchallenged 

until Asch's (1952) systematic criticism of the 

suggestibility concept. 

Asch's (1952) sensitivity to the subject's phenomenal 

experience led him to view the responses of Sherif's (1936) 

subjects as entirely reasonable given the conditions 

imposed. To Asch, it was irrelevant that the phenomenon 

about which subjects were reporting was actually subjective. 

For the subject the task was an objective one with a correct 

answer. When group members converged on a norm they 

believed their estimates to be based on objective 

information which they were using in a quite rational 

manner. This interpretation was in stark contrast to 

Sherif's description of individuals slavishly following the 

arbitrary opinions of others. Asch (1956) proposed to 
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support his view by demonstrating the independence of 

subjects making judgments when objective reality was in fact 

ascertainable. 

It turned out, however, that when confronted by 

confederates unanimously erring in their judgments of the 

lengths of clearly discernible lines, Asch's (1956) subjects 

preferred the majority response to the evidence before their 

eyes a third of the time. These results were all the more 

dreunatic and unexpected in light of the composition of 

Asch's groups. Confederate members were strangers to the 

subject instructed beforehand not to take issue with or even 

to look directly at the subject during the experimental 

session. Moreover, discussion among members was discouraged 

by the experimenter's formality and apparent impartiality. 

In short, subjects yielded neither to attain benefits nor 

avoid penalties associated with the group. 

Asch (1956) attributed yielding, instead, to the 

irreconcilable nature of the conflict imposed on subjects by 

the task. In the face of an unambiguous and objective 

stimulus, the lack of consensus was least understood and 

expected. It transformed disagreement surrounding the 

specific task into a more ultimate kind of contradiction. 

"It signified to the critical subjects that they were at 

odds with the majority about a basic relation in the world" 

(Asch, 1956, p. 66). 
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Careful analysis of introspective reports revealed that 

the conflict took a predictable course. Initial surprise 

led to the formation of possible explanations. The most 

common included the possibility of optical illusions or of 

members uncritically following the first who, for some 

reason, had judged incorrectly. As disagreement persisted, 

however, these hypotheses were generally relinquished, 

giving way to doubt even among the most independent 

subjects. Whether subjects would remain independent was 

determined by the manner in which their doubt was resolved. 

Following this resolution, however, the pattern of 

independence or yielding generally persisted so that by the 

final trial large individual differences in conformity had 

emerged. 

Independent subjects resolved their doubt with the 

conviction either that they were correct or that they would 

accurately report their perceptions even if incorrect. 

Yielders more often claimed that the judgments were 

difficult. These subjects turned their attention inward. 

They feared being conspicuous and revealing defects in 

themselves. Though yielders usually displayed 

characteristics of both types, Asch (1956) distinguished 

between those who yielded at the level of judgment and those 

who yielded at the level of action. Yielding in the latter 

group was less likely to be based on the assumption that the 

group judgment was superior. Instead subjects in this 
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category experienced an overriding fear of exclusion from 

the group which was taken to be a reflection on themselves. 

Yielding in the Asch paradigm dissipated when private 

judgments were called for. 

Insofar as his experiment falsified what it set out to 

verify, Asch (1956) was deprived of a theoretical 

foundation. Even so, he was able to greatly illuminate the 

processes underlying social influence by demonstrating that 

a considerable degree of deliberation was evoked by the 

influence setting. Ironically, Asch's experiment, which 

serves as one of the most dramatic examples of blindly going 

along with the group, introduced a rational point of view 

where an irrational one had prevailed. For Asch and Sherif 

alike, however, the concept of social influence emphasized 

the role of the target as a recipient of influence. 

Researchers studying small groups at that time took an 

understandably different view. They emphasized the role of 

the group as a producer of social influence. Interest in 

the area began with Festinger, Schachter, and Back's (1950) 

observations at M.I.T.'s Westgate Housing Project. Their 

theory of group structure was subsequently elaborated by 

Festinger (1950) and adopted as a model by Schachter (1951) 

to test theoretical predictions. 

At the heart of Festinger et al.'s (1950) concept of 

group conformity was a "pressure toward uniformity" which 

had the effect of making people feel and behave alike. They 
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proposed that two forces produced uniformity. Conformity to 

established group standards was directly induced by group 

members who, owing to the pressure toward uniformity, tended 

to reject and dislike deviates. A less direct but no less 

powerful pressure was maintained to the extent that the 

subjective validity of one's belief depended on the social 

reality provided by the group. 

When a belief could only be validated by comparison to 

the beliefs shared by others, then social reality had the 

power to change the individual's cognitive structure, 

attitudes, etc., so that they ccune more in line with those 

of other members. Dependence on reality of this type 

defined one extreme on a continuum that Festinger (1950) 

proposed could be used to locate the basis of any belief. 

At the other end of the continuum, the subjective validity 

of a belief depended completely on physical reality- Where 

matters of observable and obvious demonstrable fact were 

concerned, where dependence on physical reality for 

subjective validity was high, dependence on social reality 

was correspondingly low. One's cognitive structure 

regarding such matters would therefore be relatively 

unaffected by learning the perspectives of others. Indeed, 

their standing on such matters would probably not be sought 

for comparison at all. Festinger's further consideration of 

this indirect form of influence led to his proposal of 

Social Comparison Theory (1954a, 1954b). Where opinions, 
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beliefs, and ideas were concerned, the driving force behind 

social comparison was a motivation to be correct. 

Schachter (1951) measured the operation of both direct 

and indirect forms of influence after inducing different 

intensities of pressures toward uniformity in groups. 

Subjects met in "discussion clubs" to determine the 

appropriate punishment of a juvenile delinquent whose plight 

was described in sympathetic terms to ensure consensus on a 

lenient judgment. Within each club was a confederate who 

went along with the modal opinion, a second who adopted a 

contrary position, and a third who slid from a deviate to a 

modal position in the course of the discussion. Schachter 

measured the number of communications directed at each 

confederate in groups of high or low cohesiveness for which 

the judgment task was of high or low relevance. 

Pressures toward uniformity resulting directly from the 

group, and indirectly from the members' dependence on the 

deviate to contribute to the group's social reality, were 

presumed to be reflected in communication to the 

confederates. As opinion discrepancy of the deviant 

confederate was revealed during the course of the group 

discussion, these forces were predicted to have opposing 

effects. Other factors being equal, group cohesiveness and 

task relevance were expected to increase communications to 

the deviate. At the same time, the deviate's opinion was 

expected to contribute less to a justification of the 
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group's social reality and so be evoked less frequently as 

discussion proceeded. Especially in highly cohesive groups 

that were engaged in relevant tasks, the rate of 

acceleration of these opposing forces was expected to be 

high. Consequently, the number of communications directed 

toward the deviate was predicted to be a curvilinear 

function of discussion time. That is, where the desire to 

maintain cohesiveness and establish social reality was high, 

members would initially direct communications to the deviate 

to achieve these ends but exclude the deviate once the 

discrepancy of the deviate's opinion was revealed. The 

pattern of communications to the deviate by Schachter's 

(1951) groups supported these predictions. 

Furthermore, Schachter (1951) demonstrated the active 

role groups take to assure uniformity and the very real 

consequences of resisting its attempts. Nowhere was this 

more clear than in the differential treatment of members to 

the various confederates both during and after group 

discussion. During discussion, communications were 

addressed mostly to dissenting confederates and only while 

they dissented. More communications were received by the 

slider before changing to the modal opinion than after. 

Following discussion, the deviate confederate was rated less 

favorably than modal or slider confederates and was 

undernominated for attractive positions within the group and 

overnominated for unattractive ones. From a collective 
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point of view, moreover, such treatment seemed justifiable 

insofar as it facilitated group goals. 

Researchers were understandably interested in extending 

these principles to the Asch paradigm which, for the reasons 

mentioned above, lacked a theoretical foundation. Deutch 

and Gerard (1955) accomplished the integration by 

distinguishing between two processes of social influence 

that corresponded closely to the mechanisms postulated by 

Festinger (Festinger, 1950; Festinger et al., 1950) and 

applying them to the Asch paradigm. 

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) defined normative social 

influence as "an influence to conform to the positive 

expectations of another" and informational social influence 

as "an influence to accept information obtained from another 

as evidence about reality"(p. 629). Beyond identifying the 

former as an influence "to conform" and the latter as one 

"to accept," Deutsch and Gerard did not discuss the role of 

normative and informational influence relative to public 

compliance and private acceptance. It has been generally 

accepted, however, that informational influence is more 

likely to lead to acceptance than is normative influence 

(Allen, 1965). 

While the concepts of normative and informational 

social influence were clearly derived from Festinger's 

(Festinger, 1950; Festinger et al., 1950) types, it is 

apparent that the aims of the individual figure more 
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prominently in Deutsch and Gerard's (1955) formula than they 

did in Festinger's. Focus turned from efforts by the group 

to convey dissatisfaction and impose reality toward efforts 

by the individual to please the group and adopt its reality. 

This emphasis was required to explain previous 

demonstrations of "group" influence (Asch, 1956; Sherif, 

1936) that had not employed real (i.e., cohesive) groups and 

which therefore could not have been concerned with the type 

of influence most commonly associated with group membership, 

ncunely normative influence. The shift in emphasis was 

therefore critical for establishing the role of 

informational influence in the early studies. 

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) had subjects judge Asch's 

(1956) stimuli in groups whose members remained anonymous or 

interacted freely. Anonymity in the former groups ensured 

that members were powerless to convey their pleasure or 

displeasure to each other and so restricted the mode of 

influence to intrapsychic processes. Subjects in these 

groups made more errors in the direction of a rigged 

majority when intergroup competition and the presentation of 

superordinate group goals heightened group cohesiveness. 

Subjects in these groups also made more errors when their 

estimates were based on recall for stimuli that had been 

removed than on the evidence before their eyes. Presumably, 

subjects were more likely to believe that the majority 

possessed accurate information when evidence to the contrary 
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was absent. By these means the effects of normative and 

informational influence, respectively, were demonstrated in 

the absence of real group pressure. Finally, subjects 

confronting the raised eyebrows and amazed expressions of 

stooges in freely interacting groups committed more errors 

than those judging under conditions of anonymity as an 

additional consequence of the groups' ability to impose 

normative influence. 

With the distinction between normative and 

informational social influence everything seemed clarified. 

Moreover, the classic research on conformity could be nicely 

ordered. While Festinger's (1950; Festinger et al., 1950) 

and Schachter's (1951) experiments seemed to deal more with 

normative social influence, Sherif's experiments were 

clearly more concerned with informational social influence. 

And even while Festinger had claimed that there was no 

dependency on others for information on uneunbiguous 

objective tasks, Deutsch and Gerard's (1955) emphasis on the 

individual allowed for a more relativistic determination of 

when information from others would be sought. The condition 

that would induce a search for information was doubt, which, 

as Asch had demonstrated, could be subjectively experienced 

even in regard to the most objectively clear task. 

Consequently, the conformity produced by Asch was believed 

to reflect informational social influence (Deutsch & Gerard, 

1955, p. 630, footnote 6; Moscovici, 1986, p. 349). 
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Notwithstanding the above analysis, this conclusion 

seems strained in light of the independence demonstrated by 

Asch's (1956) subjects who responded in private. 

Nonetheless, the above interpretation of Asch's findings was 

the only one possible given the nature of Deutsch and 

Gerard's (1955) experimental design. That design did not 

match the operational definition of normative influence 

(group cohesiveness) with the authors' theoretical 

description of the construct. In their theoretical 

description of normative influence, the "other" by whose 

positive expectations one is influenced included not only 

fellow members of one's group but any other person or even 

oneself (Deutsch & Gerard, p. 629, footnote 3). In this 

sense normative influences were not manipulated by Deutsch 

and Gerard. Influences operating in their noncohesive 

condition and in Asch's experiments "were casual normative 

influences which can not be completely eliminated from any 

human situation, rather than normative influences deriving 

from specific group membership" (Deutsch & Gerard, p.635). 

By Deutsch and Gerard's operationalization, then, Asch's 

findings could not have been due to normative influence and 

so any effect must have been a consequence of the other 

influence type. By their definition and by common 

interpretations of the concept, however, normative influence 

seems to have predominated. 
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Having finally acquired a clear conceptual status, it 

is perhaps surprising that the operation of these influence 

types was rarely studied in subsequent conformity research. 

By 1965, focus had turned to situational factors that 

facilitated or inhibited agreement (see Allen for a review). 

In 1986 valid claims could still be made that "research and 

theory in this area have focused on antecedent-outcome 

relations, not on psychological processes" (Campbell, 

Tesser, & Fairey, 1986, p.315). 

Campbell and colleagues (Campbell & Fairey, 1989; 

Ccunpbell et al., 1986) addressed the problem in a series of 

studies examining how normative and informational influences 

arise as a function of majority size and majority opinion 

deviance. Having discovered a rather complex relationship 

between subjects' attention to the stimulus and subsequent 

conformity, the researchers proposed that attention reflects 

one of two forms of conflict experienced by the subject. 

Furthermore, they suggested that these conflict types were 

manifestations of normative and informational social 

influences. Ceunpbell's findings seem particularly relevant 

here insofar as they encapsulate the classic literature. 

Ccunpbell et al. (1986) presented subjects with dot 

patterns and manipulated the order and degree to which 

opinions from a one or three person faction deviated from 

perceptual reality. The faction's responses were presented 

to subjects who were or were not previously induced to doubt 
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their ability at the judgment task. The number of times 

subjects chose to view the stimulus and the direction of 

their subsequent responses were measured. 

Perhaps the most interesting results were that the 

usual faction size and self-doubt effects in conformity were 

not accompanied by corresponding effects on attention. That 

is, while subjects exposed to the opinions of large factions 

conformed more than subjects exposed to small factions, and 

while subjects who doubted their ability to judge the 

stimulus conformed more than low self-doubt subjects, the 

number of times subjects chose to view the stimulus was 

similar across comparison groups. 

More generally, attention and conformity exhibited a 

surprising lack of correspondence unless measures on one 

variable were compared to measures on the other at a later 

trial. These cross-trial correlations indicated that early 

conformity predicted increases in later attention when the 

norm advocated by a faction increased in extremity over 

trials but predicted decreases in attention when norm 

extremity decreased over trials. Conversely, early 

attention predicted decreases in later conformity with 

increasing norm extremity and predicted increases in later 

conformity with decreasing norm extremity. 

It was reasoned that when the faction did not deviate 

too extremely from reality that attention reflected 

ambivalence or unwillingness to accept at face value the 
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opinions of others and a search for relevant information. 

However, when the faction's deviation was extreme then 

attention reflected an unwillingness to reject those 

opinions and a search for reasons to comply with normative 

pressures. 

Hence, subjects who conformed when norm extremity was 

initially low (increasing order) believed that the faction 

was perhaps correct but were unwilling to accept this 

judgment at face value. Consequently their search for 

relevant information caused them to experience more and more 

ambivalence when the presumably reliable source began to 

err. However, subjects who conformed when norm extremity 

was initially high (decreasing order) had already resigned 

themselves to the fact that the faction was clearly wrong 

and were searching for reasons to comply. These reasons 

became more available (and ambivalence decreased) as the 

faction's judgments corresponded more with reality over 

trials. 

Extending this logic, Campbell et al. (1986) argued 

that with small factions subjects are primarily motivated to 

be correct, are unwilling to accept source judgments at face 

value, and so attend in order to validate. With large 

factions, subjects are more likely to avoid violating group 

expectancies, are unwilling to reject source judgments, and 

attend in order to find reasons to agree. Their results 

lent some support to this claim. However, a subsequent 
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study by Campbell and Fairey (1989) was designed to provide 

a more direct test of the hypothesis. 

Campbell and Fairey's (1989) subjects were also exposed 

to the judgments of one or three others that deviated from 

reality in varying degrees. In addition, however, their 

attention was manipulated by allowing subjects to view the 

stimulus (again dot patterns) on one or three occasions. 

Responses made by subjects while interacting with the 

faction member(s) as well as later private responses were 

measured. 

It was reasoned that if subjects exposed to large 

factions attend to the stimulus in order to find reasons to 

agree then increased attention among these subjects should 

permit greater reconstrual of the stimulus in the direction 

of the norm and more agreement regardless of norm extremity. 

Since private responses should be less driven by motives to 

agree, little correspondence between private and public 

responses was expected by subjects exposed to the judgments 

of large factions. It was further reasoned that if subjects 

exposed to the judgments of a small faction attend in order 

to validate those judgments, then higher attention among 

these subjects should produce greater public and private 

agreement when the faction's judgments are perhaps correct 

and should produce less agreement when the faction's 

judgments are clearly deviate. 
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Among subjects exposed to judgments of a small faction, 

an Extremity X Attention interaction supported the latter 

prediction. The former prediction was not supported, 

however. Perhaps attention did not affect subjects who were 

exposed to the large faction because the dot patterns used 

were harder to reconstrue than richer stimuli for which 

reconstrual has been demonstrated (Allen & Wilder, 1980, see 

below) . Perhaps for the scune reason, subjects exposed to 

judgments by small factions were no more likely to maintain 

their judgments in private than were subjects in the large 

faction condition. 

Group Polarization 

During that period when normative and informational 

influences were receiving little attention in the conformity 

literature, they became the two most favorite explanations 

for group polarization, the enhanced initial tendency of 

individual group members toward a given position following 

group discussion (Isenberg, 1986). Given that the concepts 

guiding theory in this area were borrowed from conformity 

research, it may seem surprising that, until recently, a 

high degree of isolation existed between the two domains. 

However, when the concepts of informational and normative 

social influence were revived in the group polarization 

literature they were applied under a very different 

paradigm. In particular, they were now considered in the 
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context of a collectivity actively discussing issues void of 

objectively correct solutions but not of supportive 

arguments. As a consequence of these differences, the very 

conceptualizations of normative and informational influence 

have changed. The polarization literature has therefore 

contributed to the diversity of meanings attached to these 

concepts. 

By the late 1970s (Lamm & Myers, 1978), the multitude 

of explanatory mechanisms of group polarization (see Pruitt, 

1971, for a summary) had been consolidated into two, social 

comparison (Sanders & Baron, 1977), and persuasive 

argumentation (Burnstein & Vinokur, 1977). As early as 

Brown's (1965) seminal discussion of the polarization 

phenomenon, one of the major explanations offered was in the 

form of social comparison processes. These were clearly 

grounded in Festinger's (1954a, 1954b) social comparison 

theory which evolved directly from his (Festinger, 1950) 

views on uniformity pressures in the establishment of social 

reality. Social comparison theory may therefore be regarded 

as a theory of informational influence. In the polarization 

literature, however, social comparison processes came to be 

equated with normative influence. According to this 

perspective, individuals are motivated to perceive and 

present themselves in a socially desirable light (Brown, 

1965). Social comparison would reveal the position to adopt 

in order to achieve these ends. Hence, the process was 
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retained but the underlying motivation for engaging it was 

changed. 

From a historical perspective it is interesting to note 

that overlooking the original motive for social comparison 

may have prevented researchers from discovering an 

additional reason for the polarization phenomenon. It may 

be that individuals are concerned to differentiate 

themselves from the presumed norm (and so opt for a more 

extreme position) in order to maintain rather than enhance 

their self-definition (Isenberg, 1986, footnote 1). It has 

been well demonstrated that individuals are cognitively 

disposed to perceive themselves as better than average 

(Messick, Bloom, Boldizar, & Samuelson, 1985; Svenson, 1981; 

Zuckerman, 1979). Given that individuals hold such "self-

serving" conceptions, presenting and perceiving a favorable 

self may simply reflect attempts at maintaining a perceived 

reality. 

Admittedly the distinction between enhancing and 

maintaining one's self-definition is one of emphasis since 

the self-serving cognitive tendency has motivational 

underpinnings (Tesser, 1985). It has nonetheless been 

easier to imagine how comparisons motivated by 

presentational concerns rather than by reality concerns 

could lead to polarization since the latter have already 

been demonstrated to result in convergence on rather than 

away from the group norm (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Sherif, 
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1936). In this lies the crucial difference between 

conformity and polarization which some (Brown, 1974; Myers, 

1982) have therefore regarded as a "counterconformity" 

effect. 

By demonstrating polarization in a paradigm that 

classically had produced conformity. Baron and Roper (1976) 

established that the alternate goals proposed to underlie 

social comparisons provide a basis for differentiating the 

two phenomena. Three or four subjects, participating in an 

experiment on "night vision" were told either that larger or 

better (more accurate) estimates of a light's movement in a 

dark room were associated with intelligence. They were 

asked to make private estimates on early trials and to 

either write down or call out their estimates on later 

trials. 

Only under conditions where social comparison was 

possible, when subjects called out their responses, did 

their estimates converge. Moreover, they converged on the 

mean of individual responses (conformity) when deviation was 

not valued, and on a larger estimate (polarization) when 

deviation was valued. Sanders and Baron (1977) later 

proposed that rather than a counterconformity effect, group 

polarization may be another instance of conformity, 

"conformity to a norm that is provided by a shared and 

relatively extreme value rather than by the central tendency 

of the group" (p. 311). 
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Under the title "informational influences" (Isenberg, 

1986; Lamm & Myers, 1978; Myers & Lamm, 1976) have been 

subsumed the most strongly and consistently supported 

explanations for group polarization. Clearly the most 

sophisticated and well researched version of these is 

persuasive arguments theory (PAT; e.g., Burnstein & Vinokur, 

1973; Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974, 1978). The theory holds 

that for any given issue there exists a culturally given 

pool of valid arguments in support of each alternative 

course of action. It further assumes that the average 

initial choice of individuals in a discussion group will 

favor, to some degree, a particular alternative if the 

preponderance of arguments in that pool favors it. Finally, 

discussion will bring to light these highly available 

arguments. To the extent that they are not widely shared 

and so are novel to some group members, the arguments will 

be persuasive. Opinions will therefore shift in the 

direction favored by the argument pool and by most group 

members initially. 

Like earlier conceptions of informational influence 

(Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Festinger, 1950, 1954a, 1954b), PAT 

assumes that opinion shifts represent genuine and lasting 

attitude change. However, the process by which such change 

is manifest according to PAT is radically different from 

previous conceptions of informational influence. Owing to 

the argument-poor nature of the stimuli used and/or the 

68 



passive roles played by confederates in conformity 

paradigms, the information heretofore proposed to influence 

individuals was not in the form of arguments evoked for 

active consideration but in the form of assumptions, 

accepted somewhat passively, that majorities are correct. 

The concept of infoirmational influences in the group 

polarization literature therefore introduced a whole new 

means by which one might "accept information obtained from 

another as evidence about reality." 

The polarization literature has had the following 

effects on the evolution of the concepts of normative and 

informational influences. First, "casual" normative 

influences were associated with specific values and came to 

acquire a conceptual status that was not realized in the 

conformity literature (Asch, 1956; Deutsch & Gerard, 1955) 

which relegated these to any influence occurring in the 

absence of the informational type. Second, the polarization 

researchers' (e.g. Brown, 1965; Myers & Lamm, 1976) ready 

adoption of social comparison, once the embodiment of 

informational influence, as a mechanism of normative 

influence made it apparent that the critical distinction 

between influence types is one of goals rather than the 

means by which they are met. At the same time, however, the 

polarization literature evidenced a greater concern with the 

processes by which influence is exerted than with the goals 

driving the influence. This was probably a consequence of 
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researchers equating goals with processes and then 

attempting to demonstrate that one or the other process 

exclusively accounted for the polarization effect (e.g., 

Vinokur, Trope, & Burnstein, 1975). Finally, having equated 

informational influence with the active consideration of 

relevant arguments, the polarization literature suggested a 

new process by which informational influence might be 

exerted, one that could not easily have been imagined by 

conformity researchers using argument-poor tasks. 

/ 
/ 
/ 

^ Individual Attitude Change 

The polarization researchers' (Burnstein & Vinokur, 

1973J Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974, 1978) rendition of 

informational influence is easily integrated with mechanisms 

proposed by prevailing theories of individual attitude 

change (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981a, 1986; Chaiken, 1980; 

Chaiken & Stangor, 1987). In fact, these theories 

incorporate the processes of informational influence as 

conceived in both the polarization and the classic 

conformity literature and suggest how the two processes 

might interact. 

Two theories have received the most attention in this 

area. Petty and Cacioppo's (1981a, 1986) Elaboration ~ 

Likelihood Model (ELM) and Chaiken's (Chaiken, 1980, Chaiken 

& Stangor, 1987) systematic versus heuristic analysis of 

persuasion. Two modes of processing that might lead to 
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attitude change are distinguished in these models. One 

engenders active message and issue-relevant thinking and 

results in lasting attitude change. Petty and Cacioppo's 

central route processing and Chaiken's systematic processing 

describe this mode and are essentially synonymous. The 

process and outcome associated with this mode are those 

described in conceptions of informational influence by group 

polarization, researchers. 

The other processing mode, labeled peripheral route 

processing by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) and heuristic 

processing by Chaiken (1980), proceeds without such 

effortful deliberation and results in a genuine though 

superficial attitude change. Chaiken's heuristic model 

asserts that persuasion is mediated by simple decision rules 

that associate persuasion cues (e.g., source expertise) with 

message validity- Petty and Cacioppo's peripheral route 

encompasses a more general class of processes that includes 

heuristic processing and others that do not require active 

consideration such as simple affective (Zajonc, 1984) and 

perceptual (Sherif & Sherif, 1967) processes. The more 

restrictive definition given by Chaiken and, in particular, 

the use of the heuristic "consensus implies correctness" 

(Axsom, Yates, & Chaiken, 1987; Cialdini, 1987) is the type 

of effortless processing with which we are most concerned 

since it is, essentially, a restatement of the earliest 
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conceptions of informational influence (Festinger, 1950; 

1954a; 1954b). 

Both the ELM and Cheiiken's model consider., the effortful 
V" 
j^ and noneffortful processes as means of assessing message 

validity and thus emphasize informational concerns. 

Moreover, both models propose that the individual's 

motivational state mediates the processing mode engaged. A 

"motivation to elaborate" mediates central and peripheral 

routes (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) while a "motivation to 

process systematically" mediates systematic and heuristic 

processing (Chaiken, 1980). It should be pointed out that 

subjects not motivated to process by the more effortful 

routes are presumably no less oriented toward the goal of 

message validation. They are simply oriented toward a 

particular means of achieving the same ends; one that 

requires less work. 

To the extent that informational concerns are driven by 

superordinate presentational ones, however, the above models 

could also be considered models of normative social 

influence. For instance, since accuracy and intelligence 

are rated highly in our culture, the approval of others 

might best be gained by ensuring that our attitudes are 

valid. I will argue, however, that the research to date 

does not support the role of a self-presentation motive 

driving either Petty and Cacioppo's (1986) or Chaiken's 
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(1980) model and that these should therefore be considered 

solely as models of informational social influence. 

Petty and Cacioppo (1986) claim that central route 

processing will be employed when "issue involvement" is 

high. They define issue involvement as the issue's personal 

relevancy for the recipient and distinguish it from other 

kinds of self-relevance including "response involvement" 

(Zimbardo, 1960), the goal of which is to maximize immediate 

situational rewards rather than to comprehend the 

attitudinal issue per se (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986, p. 88). 

Petty and Cacioppo maintain that when presentational 

concerns override concerns with the attitudinal issue that 

attituqe change benefits from neither peripheral nor central 

route processing, is not genuine, and quickly reverts once 

situational constraints are removed. 

Conversely, Chaiken (1980) maintains that response as 

well as issue involvement mediates heuristic and systematic 

processing. Strong support for this position is lacking, 

however. Evidence that heuristic processing prevails with 

low response involvement is sparse and weak at best 

(Chaiken, 1980, experiment 1). Likewise, demonstrations 

(Chaiken, 1980, experiment 1; Tetlock, 1983) of systematic 

processing under conditions of high response involvement 

have been seriously qualified. When Leippe and Elkin (1987) 

factored out the role of issue involvement in a design that 

orthogonally varied both types of involvement, the effects 
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of response involvement on systematic processing 

disappeared. Moreover, they found that response 

involvement inhibited the sensitivity of subjects' thoughts 

to message quality when issue involvement was high. Hence, 

it appears that only under very limited circumstances (e.g., 

moderate issue involvement) may presentational concerns 

contribute to systematic processing. 

Both models of individual attitude change delineate 

conditions under which the alternate processes of 

informational influence exert independent and interdependent 

effects. The assumptions by each model in turn will be 

considered along with supporting evidence from contemporary 

research on conformity. The latter has extended the domain 

of the individual attitude change models to conformity by 

employing argument-rich stimuli. 

In its general form, the ELM conceives of central and 

peripheral routes in hydraulic relation to one another. 

Indeed the theory has been interpreted as positing mutual 

exclusivity between these routes (Stiff, 1986). However, 

much of the research bearing on this model has been aimed at 

demonstrating the effects of one or the other route to 

persuasion and so might foster such a conception. Petty and 

Cacioppo (1986) have incorporated intricacies into their ELM 

to account for the effects of peripheral cues on central 

route processing when conditions do not favor one or the 

other modes exclusively. They have, for instance, 
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demonstrated that peripheral cues may serve as persuasive 

arguments or assist in the evaluation of arguments when 

personal relevance is high (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981b) and may 

determine the extent of message elaboration when relevance 

is moderate or ambiguous (Heesacker, Petty, & Cacioppo, 

1983; Puckett, Petty, Cacioppo, & Fisher, 1983). 

Conformity research by Mackie (1987) has demonstrated 

that consensus may serve as a cue which drives central and 

peripheral route processes simultaneously. Mackie told 

subjects who favored one or the other side of an issue 

(e.g., the role of the U.S. in maintaining military balance 

in the Western Hemisphere, public disclosure of juvenile 

delinquents' names as a deterrent to crime) that the 

majority of students on campus favored either the subject's 

position or the opposing one. Hence, depending on the 

consensus information provided, subjects believed that their 

opinion was shared by a majority or minority of others. 

Following this manipulation, subjects were exposed to 

arguments in support of both sides of the issue. 

While all subjects perceived that they were most 

similar to the majority or minority in which they found 

themselves, perceived similarity did not dictate where 

subjects looked for information. Minority members were as 

likely as majority members to pay greater attention to the 

majority and were as likely to regard the majority position 

as more accurate and valid. Even subjects who extremely 
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favored the minority position perceived the majority as at 

least as accurate and valid as their own. 

Cognitive response measures indicated that subjects 

exposed to majority influence processed the majority message 

(systematic or central route information) but not source-

relevant information (heuristic or peripheral cue 

information) extensively. Consequently, these subjects 

exhibited significant shifts in their private attitudes 

toward that position. These shifts generalized to attitudes 

on a related issue and showed temporal resistance after one 

week. In contrast, subjects exposed to minority 

disagreement demonstrated no attitude shifts. 

Allen and Wilder (1980) also obtained central route 

processing effects by revealing to subjects opinions 

presumably held by a majority. They presented subjects with 

rigged normative responses to an opinion statement and asked 

them to interpret key words or phrases in the statement. 

Subjects' interpretations were markedly influenced by the 

normative information. For instance, subjects who read that 

an earlier group agreed with the statement, "I would never 

go out of my way to help another person if it meant giving 

up some personal pleasure" were likely to interpret "go out 

of my way" to mean enduring a life threatening event. In 

contrast, subjects who were told nothing about an earlier 

group's judgment interpreted "go out of my way" to mean 

being inconvenienced. Finally, it was demonstrated that 
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subjects' shifts in attitude matched their consensually 

produced shifts in meaning. 

Chaiken's (1980) model proposes that heuristic and 

systematic processes are concurrent modes of processing. 

Nonetheless, when heuristic processing will suffice the more 

effortful systematic processing is not likely to be evoked. 

Likewise because the latter mode often provides recipients 

with information that contradicts their simple decision 

rules, these heuristics will exert their maximal impact when 

receivers are not processing systematically (Chaiken, 1986). 

While the above relationship holds generally, a "sufficiency 

principle" has been incorporated into the model (Eagly & 

Chaiken, 1984) to provide it with a more precise description 

of the processes mediating the two modes than that afforded 

by the ELM. 

In its most general form, the sufficiency principle 

states that if a particular mode of processing does not 

provide a sufficiently clear assessment of message validity 

then another mode may be used. For instance. Wood and Eagly 

(1981) found that when subjects' causal analyses led them to 

perceive a communicator as unbiased, the subjects accepted 

the position advocated with no additional processing of the 

message. When recipients attributed the advocacy to 

communicator bias, however, they could not unambiguously 

determine message validity and so scrutinized the message 

more carefully. 
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Maheswaran and Chaiken (1991) provided a more detailed 

analysis of the sufficiency principle that explains why and 

predicts when heuristic and systematic processing will exert 

additive influences and when systematic processing will 

attenuate the influence of heuristic cues. They claim that 

the underlying motivator of processing efforts is the 

negative discrepancy between (1) the level of confidence 

deemed sufficient to make a social judgment, called the 

"sufficiency threshold," and (2) the individual's actual 

confidence. Because heuristic processing is unlikely to 

reduce this discrepancy, efforts will be directed toward 

systematic processing when the negative discrepancy between 

the sufficiency threshold and actual confidence is high. 

Implicit in this formulation is the notion that 

negative discrepancy, and hence motive to process 

systematically, may be increased either by raising the 

sufficiency threshold or by lowering the individual's actual 

confidence. Maheswaran and Chaiken (1991) count previous 

conceptions of involvement (personal relevance, task 

importance, need for cognition, etc.) as means of inducing 

systematic processing by raising the sufficiency threshold. 

As long as expectancies formed on the basis of heuristic 

cues are in accord with the relevant arguments processed, 

systematic and heuristic processes may be expected to have 

additive effects. Alternatively, actual confidence may be 

lowered by presenting individuals with issue relevant 
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information that disconfirms their expectancies based on 

heuristic cues. In this manner, systematic processing 

should be induced even under conditions of low involvement 

with the consequence that this processing attenuates the 

effects of contrary expectancies evoked by the heuristic 

cue. 

\ Maheswaran and Chaiken (1991) orthogonally manipulated 

information that consensus favored or opposed a marketing 

product with positive or negative descriptions of that 

product so that consensus and descriptive information were 

either congruent or incongruent. Under conditions of high 

or low issue involvement, cognitive response, recall, and 

attitudinal measures were assessed. As predicted, subjects 

systematically processed the descriptive information under 

conditions of high involvement regardless of congruency. 

Consensus information contributed to the effects of 

systematic processing when consensus was congruent with the 

description of the product and attenuated the effects of 

systematic processing when consensus was incongruent with 

the product description. Under conditions of low 

involvement, however, attitude formation was the sole 

consequence of heuristic processing when consensus and 

description information were congruent and the consequence 

of systematic processing attenuating the effect of heuristic 

processing when incongruity was encountered. 
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Hence, if involvement is low individuals may rely on a 

consensus heuristic unless evidence contradicting the 

validity of the heuristic instigates a systematic search for 

relevant information (Maheswaran & Chaiken, 1991). 

Alternatively, consensus information itself may justify the 

effortful consideration of an apparently worthy position 

(Mackie, 1987). Under conditions of high involvement 

subjects are more likely to be influenced by arguments 

actively considered than by a "consensus implies 

correctness" heuristic. Nonetheless, this heuristic may 

promote the search for arguments in favor of consensus 

(Mackie, 1987) or the biased interpretation of arguments 

presented (Allen & Wilder, 1980). 

For present considerations, however, the most important 

mediator of processing mode is one that has received 

somewhat less attention in the individual attitude change 

literature than the motivation to engage in effortful 

processing. Both Petty and Cacioppo's (1986) and Chaiken's 

(1980) models regard the ability to consider issue-relevant 

thoughts as a precondition for such processing to occur. 

Moreover, under conditions of low ability both models 

predict greater reliance on peripheral or heuristic cues. 

These predictions have received some support. For instance, 

it has been found that opinion change is determined more by 

peripheral cues and less by persuasive arguments when 

ability to elaborate is impaired by message complexity 

80 



(Eagly, 1974; Regan & Chen, 1973), message modality (Chaiken 

& Eagly, 1983) or distraction (Keisler & Mathog, 1968; 

Petty, Wells, & Brock, 1976). 

Likewise, when the ability to process systematically is 

prohibited in a conformity setting, models of individual 

attitude change predict that subjects will rely on a 

consensus heuristic. Research by Mackie (1987, experiment 

4) supports this extension. Subjects in this experiment 

learned that they were in the majority or minority by 

receiving information on the position favored by consensus 

but without hearing relevant arguments. Like subjects who 

had heard arguments (experiments 1-3, see above) these 

subjects perceived the majority to be more accurate. 

Furthermore, those who had been informed that they were in 

the minority moved toward the majority position without the 

benefit of having heard the arguments. This shift was 

evidenced in subjects' private responses and so reflected 

genuine attitude change rather than mere compliance. 

However, the change was superficial; it neither generalized 

to a related attitudinal item nor was it maintained over 

time. The attitude change of this group was best predicted 

by perceptions of similarity to the majority and not by 

subjects' cognitive responses. 
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Introduction (Read by all subjects); 

Please read the following description of this 

experiment CAREFULLY. 

Welcome to the "Computer Interactions" Experiment. 

This experiment will simulate modes of interacting with 

others in our increasingly computer-conscious society. The 

unique characteristic of computer interactions is that they 

prevent people from having more than a vague idea about who 

their interaction partners are. You are in one of several 

groups of computer operators. The group you are in has been 

determined by your choice of computer terminals. 

Each group will solve a series of problems using either 

one or two computer interaction modes. The purpose of this 

experiment is to determine which interaction mode works 

best. The two interaction modes are "serial mode" and 

"parallel mode." 

When computer terminals are linked "in series" computer 

operators must take turns at the group task. When terminals 

are linked "in parallel" computer operators may work at the 

group task simultaneously and independently. 
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Control Groups: 

Your group will problem solve by using parallel mode 

computer processing. You will be able to work on the 

problems simultaneously and so independent of the other 

group members. Each group member may work at his/her own 

pace. You will not have to wait for the other members and 

you will not see their responses. If you have any 

questions, please ask the experimenter now. The 

experimenter will give you further instructions when 

everyone is ready. 

Experimental Groups; 

Your group will problem solve by first using serial 

mode and then by using parallel mode computer processing. 

During the first mode you will take turns solving the 

problem. On each trial the problem and three alternative 

answers will appear on the computer screens of each group 

member. Then each member, in turn, will be prompted to 

respond. Each member's response will appear on the screens 

of the other group members. 

During the second mode you will be able to work on the 

problems simultaneously and so independent of the other 

group members. Each group member may work at his/her own 

pace. You will not have to wait for the other members and 

you will not see their responses. If you have any 
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questions, please ask the experimenter now. The experimenter 

will give you further instructions when everyone is ready. 

Following the Public Response Condition; 

You have just completed solving problems using serial 

mode processing. During the second mode you will be able to 

work on the problems simultaneously and so independent of 

the other group members. Each group member may work at 

his/her own pace. You will not have to wait for the other 

members and you will not see their responses. During this 

mode some of the problems you have seen will be repeated 

while others will be new. 
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APPENDIX C 

STIMULUS MATERIALS 
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The following stimuli were presented to subjects. 

Subjects in all conditions of the experiment were presented 

with the neutral problems to which the majority unanimously 

responded with a correct response (c). Complex and simple 

problems were presented as a between subjects manipulation. 

Likewise, the response unanimously adopted by the fictitious 

majority on these critical problems was plausible (p) for 

some subjects and implausible (ip) for others. Critical 

problems are presented as sets (a and b) of related 

problems. 

Neutral Problems; 

1. A man travels 150 miles in 3 hours. If he 

continues at this rate, how many miles will he travel in the 

next 2 hours? 

a) 250 

c b) 100 

c) 50 
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2. Carol has 5 more than twice the number of goldfish 

that Mark has. If Mark has 2 goldfish, how many does Carol 

have? 

c a) 9 

b) 12 

c) 20 

3. A woman started a business with $800 and increased 

her wealth by 50% every year. How much did she possess at 

the end of two years? 

a) $1600 

b) $2000 

c c) $1800 

Simple Problems: 

la. A man bought a horse for $60 and sold it for $70. 

Then he bought it back for $80 and again sold it for $90. 

How much money did the man make in the horse business? 

p a) $10 

b) $20 

ip c) $300 
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lb. A boy bought a bike for $40 and sold it for $60. 

Then he bought it back for $80 and again sold it for $100. 

How much money did the boy make in the bicycle business? 

p a) $20 

ip b) $400 

c) $40 

2a. Divide 50 by 1/2 and add 3. What is the result? 

ip a) 15 

p b) 28 

c) 103 

2b. Divide 30 by 1/2 and add 2. What is the result? 

a) 62 

p b) 17 

ip c) 7 

3a. If 3 cats can kill three mice in three minutes, 

how many cats can kill 100 mice in 100 minutes? 

a) 3 

p b) 100 

ip c) 300 
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3b. If 2 fishermen can catch two fish in two minutes, 

how many fishermen can catch 50 fish in 50 minutes? 

p a) 100 

b) 2 

ip c) 50 

Complex Problems; 

la. 36 students took the final test in Mrs. 

Fitzgibbon's math class. The cutoff for a passing grade was 

70 but the average score of those who passed was 78 and the 

average failing score was 60. The average of all the scores 

was 71. How many students passed Mrs. Fitzgibbon's test? 

ip a) 40 

p b) 30 

c) 22 

lb. 54 students took the final test in Mr. Walker's 

English class. The cutoff for a passing grade was 60 but 

the average score of those who passed was 85 and the average 

failing score was 50. The average of all the scores was 76. 

How many students passed Mr. Walker's test? 

a) 30 

p b) 40 

ip c) 60 
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2a. Seven applewomen possess, respectively 20, 40, 60, 

80, 100, 120, and 140 apples. If they went to market and 

sold their apples at the same price, and each received the 

same sum of money, what was the price? 

a) seven at $.01 each and $.03 for each apple left 

over, 

p b) nine at $.02 each and $.05 for each apple left 

over, 

ip c) $.05 each. 

2b. Five gardeners possess, respectively, 14, 48, 82, 

116, and 150 seedlings. If they went to the market and sold 

their seedlings at the same price, and each received the 

same sum of money, what was the price? 

ip a) $.06 each. 

p b) eight at $.03 each and $.08 for each seedling left 

over, 

c) five at $.01 each and $.07 for each seedling left 

over. 
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3a. "I have often been mystified," said Colonel 

Crackham, "at the startling reductions some people make in 

their prices, and wondered on what principle they went to 

work. For exeunple, a man offered me a motorcycle two years 

ago for $1,024.00; a year later his price was $640.00; a 

little while after he asked a level $400.00; and last week 

he was willing to sell for $250.00. The next time he 

reduces I shall buy. At what price shall I purchase if he 

makes a consistent reduction?" 

p a) $125.87 

b) $156.25 

ip c) $350.00 

3b. Before selling his old car, John decided that his 

strategy would be to first ask a high price and then make a 

consistent reduction each time the car didn't sell. After 

trying to sell his car for $4,394.00, John tried asking 

$1,690.00. When still there were no interested buyers he 

reduced the price again to $650.00 and later again to 

$250.00. If John makes yet another consistent reduction, 

how much will he try to sell his car for? 

a) 96.15 

p b) 85.30 

ip c) 300.00 

92 



ttMttfvifWiJM\im;ifflrsi;:fî  <teb{kM-..>«»*t>>IabK 
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Source tables present Fs and associated p values for 

calculations based on error variances pooled from all cells 

in the design (denoted by subscript 1) and from cells cells 

with homogeneous variance only (denoted by subscript 2). 

Table D.l. Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes 
for the Influence Measure. 

Simple 

Problem 
Difficulty 

Complex 

Norm Plausibility 
Plausible Implausible 

X= 1.42 
6= 0 .69 
n= 38 

X= 1.42 
8= 0 . 09 
n= 32 

X= 0 . 5 5 
3= 0 .52 

n= 35 

X=1.26 
3=0 .84 

n= 28 

Table D.2. Source Table for the Influence Measure. 

Source df MS 
Problem Difficulty 1 
Norm Plausibility 1 

p. D. X N. P. 1 
S/Ai 129 
S/A2 99 

J:I-
4.125 7.45 
8.643 15.61 
4.164 7.52 
.554 
.779 

-Ei: -1:2- _E2< 
01 5.29 .025 
0001 11.09 .01 
01 5.34 .025 
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Table D.3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes 
for the Acceptance Measure. 

Simple 

Problem 
Difficulty 

Complex 

Norm Plausibility 
Plausible Implausible 

X= 0.71 
3= 0.17 
n= 34 

X= 0.55 
3= 0.22 
n= 32 

X= 0.07 
3= 0.07 
n= 15 

X= 0.48 
3= 0.21 
n= 23 

Table D.4. Source Table for the Acceptance Measure, 

Source 
Problem Difficulty 
Norm Plausibility 

p. D. X N. P. 
S/Ai 
S/A2 

df MS 
1 .363 
1 3.062 
1 1.899 

100 .181 
86 .199 

Fi 
2.01 
16.96 
10.52 

El< 
.16 
.001 
.002 

F2 
1.82 

15.36 
9.54 

P2< 
.25 
.001 
.01 
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Table D.5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes 
for the Generalization Measure. 

Simple 

Problem 
Difficulty 

Complex 

Norm Plausibility 
Plausible Implausible 

X= 0 .67 
6= 0 .17 
n= 34 

X= 0 . 3 3 
3= 0 .15 
n= 32 

•X= 0 . 0 3 
3= 0 . 0 1 
n= 15 

X= 0 .30 
S= 0 .14 
n= 23 

Table D.6. Source Table for the Generalization Measure. 

Source df MS 
Problem Difficulty 1 
Norm Plausibility 1 

P. D. X N. P. 1 
S/Ai 100 
S/A2 86 

030 
698 
112 
136 
156 

J:I- -Ei: ^2. _E2< 
.22 .64 .19 .25 

19.85 .0001 17.34 .001 
15.54 .0001 13.57 .001 
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Table D.7. Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes 
for the Persistence Measure. 

Simple 

Problem 
Difficulty 

Complex 

Norm Plausibility 
Plausible Implausible 

X= 0.60 
3= 0.19 
n= 34 

X= 0.51 
3= 0.16 
n= 32 

X= 0.06 
3= 0.03 
n= 15 

TL= 0.25 
3= 0.13 
n= 23 

Table D.8. Source Table for the Persistence Measure. 

Source 
Problem Difficulty 
Norm Plausibility 

P. D. X N. P. 
S/Ai 
S/A2 

df 
1 
1 
1 

100 
86 

MS 
.059 

3.741 
.432 
.144 
.163 

Fl 
.41 

25.92 
3.00 

Pl< F2 
.53 .36 
.001 22.91 
.09 2.65 

P2< 
.50 
.001 
.25 
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