A FACTOR ANALYTIC STUDY OF n INFLUENCE

Thesis for the Degree of M. A.
MICHICAN STATE UNIVERSITY
FRANK E. MILLAR
1870

i, ol s e o o

¥, 2 RS
it 3



S‘J LImRrapy &

’ Michigan State
}y_Uaiversey

T ————*



” ta .
) ) - / , i




A FACTOR ANALYTIC STUDY OF n INFLUENCE
by Frank E. Killar

This study sought to develop an objective questionnaire

which could be used in a self-administered situation to
adequately measure the need to influence personality
dimension.

Evidence suggesting the need to influence variable
was inadvertently discovered by Dr. James Uleman (1965)
while he was attempting to improve Verhoff's (1955) TAT
measure of the need for power. Persons with a high n
Influence are characterized as enjoyilng the influence
process per se and are expected to influence others
through persuasive rather than coercive techniques,

As a casual review of the literature will reveal,
a tremendous amount of communication research (e.g.
persuasion and self-persuasion studies, leadership

research, network and interaction analysis research)

deals elther directly or indirectly with influence attempts.

Thus, this hypothesized need-state is considered to be
an extremely useful control variable for communication
researchers in their attempts at parceling out the

varlance in numerous communication situations.



Frank E. Millar

At the present time, however, the only avalilable
measure of n Influence, 18 Uleman's TAT measure., This
measurement technique demands a considerable amount of
time to administer and score, requlres trained coders,
has proven difficult to consistently obtain high levels
of inter-coder reliability, and would be difficult - if
not impossible - to use outside the laboratory. For these
reasons, the development of an interval, objective
questionnalre to measure a person's influence needs was
thought to be desirable in order to minimize the risks
of interpretation involved in using a TAT measure and to
facilitate the use of this potentially useful variable,

The development of the objective instrument consisted
of running three seperate factor analyses on the responses
to three different questionnalires by three different samples
of students. The last two questionnaires used were
refinements of the earlier ones., The subjects scores on
the final questionnalre developed were correlated with
their scores on the TAT measure of n Influence for
validation of the objective instrument. The objective

measure falled to measure the subject's need to influence.

These results were discussed in terms of the
methodological problems in this study and the conceptual

ambigulity of the need to influence personality dimenslon.
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CHLAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Overview
A motivational distinction between persons who desire
power as a means and those who desire it as an end has teen
suggested by Bertrand Russell (1938). Russell proposed that
certain people attempt to influence others and strive for
positions of influence either bvecause they seek certaln
objectives whose attainment requires the exercise of
influence, or because they galn satisfaction directly from
the atility to influence others. He labéled this difference
in motives the instrumental and intrinsic motivation for
exerting 1nf1uence.1
In 1965, Uleran, in an attemnt to imorove Verhoff's

-

(1955) need for power. peasure, discovered evidence suggestlng
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that certain persons do indeed find the exercise or oower
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1ntrinaica11y rewarding. Uieman labelea this new personality
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dimension need to 1nf1uence. From the evldence collected.
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Uleman derined 1nd1v1duals wlth a high need to 1nf1uence as
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those who enjoy exerting influence for 1ts own sake. He states:

...those high in Uleman's n Power do seem to enjoy
the exercise of power for its own sake., They win
more money in gamtling games. even though the money
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18 not "real®" and there is no other explicit incentive
for winning....They are rated as more dominant by
peers when dominance is defined in terms of self-
confident mastery of others....power seems to be
something to be exercised and used, rather than

conserved defensively; and the goal 1s to see
one's influence on others, rather than to avocid

being influenced...Uleman's n Power might te

describted as a need to influence others for

whatever purpose or gocal. (p. 207)

A definling characteristic of persons high on n
Influence has to do with persuading others through
interaction, a continuous, dyadic, give-and-take situation.
Conversely, thoss high on a need for power are more likely
to te involved in a one-way situation where control is
gained and 1mposod.2

+eon Influence derives from a confidence in one's
ability to exercise influence, and a desire to do
80; n Power derives more from a lack of oonfidence
and a desire to compensate for weakness by gaining

power. (Uleman, 1970, p. 30)

High n Influence persons can be expected to use
persuasive rather than coercive techniques for influencing
others. Given a confidence in one's own ablility to exercise
influence, the high n Influence person should not feel the
need to coerce others by promising external 1nduéements.
either attractive rewards or withdrawal of punishments.
Rather, the person being influenced is permitted relatively
more freedom in his behavior, basing his actions on hi®
own evaluation and interpretation of the messages the

influencer presented. Influence is here conceived as a
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process of mutual accommodation and not as something one
person does to another. If external inducements are used
to gain control, the influence act is mcre one-sided and
suggests a defensive motive on the part of the influencer.
From a process viewpoint, however, the messages themselves
serve as the persuasive devices and these can be modified
and adapted to the situation to insure successful
persuasive attempts. For this reason, high n Influence
persons can be expected to be more sensitive to feedback
in an interpersonal situation, since continual read justment
of one's own messages 18 necessary to persuade another.
This assumption was tested ty Berger (1968) but was only
partially supported, .

The personality dimension of n Influence 1s, thon.\
relevant to the study of human communication. Given that
this dimension is a valid one, it should distinguish among
communicators in the types of communication behaviors they

exhibit and the interpersonal relationships they create

and maintain., In studying and thecrizing atout communication

situations, the communication researcher must adequately
describe and explain: (a) the interactants themselves, (b)
the messages they produce, (c) their relationship, and (d4)
the situational or organizational setting in which they
communicate. The first necessary step leading to the goal

of explanation-prediction is, of course, description.

i - e
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At present, the only descriptive measure of the n
Influence motive 1s Uleman's projective Thematic Apper-
ception Test (TAT). Thils projective approach to measurement
creates several problems: it requires trailned coders, takes
considerable time to score, 18 awkward--if not impossible--
to administer outside the laboratory, and does not
consistently yleld acceptable levels of intercoder reliatility.
This study sought to develop an objective, interval scale
that would correlate with Uleman's TAT measure of n Influence
8o that this variable could more easily bte used in the

laboratory and adapted to field and survey research.

Implications of the Utility of n Influence

Uleman (1970) claims that essentially two approaches
have dominated the literature on persocnal influence. Both
these approaches have typlically ignored the personality cf
the communicator. 1In one, influence 1s conceived of as
somethling one person does to another: as in the Kelman
(1961) model of social influence, the credibility study of
Lewgill and Miller (1965), the verbal conditioning study of
Verplank (1955), or the experimenter bias study of
Rosenthal (1964). 1In the second approach, influence is
viewed as a bargaining situation where it is linked to the
interaction tetween participants. (Thibaut and Kelley,
1959; Solomon, 1960; Deutsch and Krauss, 1962.)
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To these two general approaches a third should be added.
Some studies have attempted to discover characteristiocs of
the receiver which make him more susceptible to influence.
(Wweiss and Fine, 1955; Cohen, 1960; Miller and Lobe, 1967)
Perscnality and demographic characteristics of the receiver
are controlled and manipulated in this approach. This third
approach, however, does nct look at the interaction tetween
communicators nor at the characteristics of the source, tut
at the receiver in isolation frocm the other components. At
face value, Uleman's dimensicn should be useful for an
analysis of all three components in the influence process:
source, receiver, and the interaction process per se. The n
Influence variatle would appear to prcvide an excellent
control for the communication researcher in his attempt tc
descrite, explain, and predict influential tehavior.

Several authors (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959; Cartwright,
1962; Mulder, 1960; Berger, 1968) have suggested that con-
trolling on & personality dimension pertinent to the motives
for exerting power would offer greater insight into the
influence process. Thibaut and Kelley, who used a game-
theory paradigm in thelr research and theory-building state:

Common sense indicates that power is useful to

enable its holder to galn more favorable reward-

cost positions. If one postulates the existence

of a need for pcwer or dominance, then this would

be true by definitions the possession and exercise

of power would be rewarding in itself. There may
well be such & need or drive, but we will attempt

to account for the advantages of power in terms of
the assumptions implicit in ocur theory. (emphasis

my own, 1959, p. 116)
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Thibaut and Kelley's theoretical formulations are
btased on the individual's own payoff matrix. The inputs
to this payoff matrix (i.e. the rewards and costs to the
individual) are theoretically determined by such factors
as a perscn's teliefs, values, needs, and motives, OCne
input into a person's phencunenclogical matrix would te the
need to, and satisfaction derived from influencing cthers.
Uleman's n Influence is impliclitly suggested by Thibtaut and
Kelley. Ecwever, they chocse not to measure personality
characteristics, even though such inputs apparently wculd

increase the precision of the predictions.

Leadexrship Research

If n Influence 1s & valid motive for behavior, then it
can be assumed that thcse high on this need will maintain
relationships and be found in positions through which they
can influence cthers., They would be in leadership positions
tecause they can exert influence and btecause they are seen
as more dominant by fellow group members, and not because
they wish to defend cr protect themselves from being
influenced ty others.

Hemph1ll (1961) has clearly shown that men strive for
leadership positions to achieve goals of importance to them,
kemphlill was interested in studying the motivation to lead
and concluded a series of experirents bty stating that this

motivation is heilghtened ty;
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(a) large rewards promised ty accomplishing the
group's task, (b) reascnable expectancy that by
working on the task it can be accomplished, (c)
acceptance by other members of the group for
attempting to lead, (d) a task which requires a
high rate of group decisions, (and to a lesser
degrees) (o) possession of superior knowledge or
competence relevant to the accomplishment of the
task, and (f) previously acquired status as the
group's leader. (p. 213)
- All of these considerations could bte more accurately
discussed by a knowledge of a perscn's n Influence. Cn
the other hand, these propositions shculd serve as behavioral
validations cf Uleman's distinction between n Influence and
n Power, btoth of which seem contained in this motivaticn
to lead,

Cartwright and Zander (1968), in theilr discussion of
leadership traits, alsoc imply the usefulness of an n
Influence dimension. They state that the ®"tralt approach®”
to leadership has nct been a frultful one and argue for a
functional analysis of leadership roles. These authors do
not deny that threre may te relevant perscrality characteristics
cf leaders, tut rather urge that these "traits" should not
te the cnly cr primary focus of inquiry. This authcr agrees
with thelr emphasis, as the primary purpose cf this study
was the construction cof an ocbvjective measure of this person-
ality dimension to be used in conjunction with othrer

behaviorel &rd situaticnal indices. Hcwever, since Uleman's

conception of influence stresses the interaction tetween
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communicators and not something one person does to another,
it was felt that n Influence should te related to Cartwright
and zZanders'! considerations of a leader's suitablility to the
tyres of functions leaders are expected to perform. These
functions ares (a) ailding members in setting group goals,
(b) movirg the group toward its goals, (¢) improving the
quality of interactions among merbers, (d) building group
cchesiveness, and (e) making resources available to the
group. (p. 304) These functions require the leader to be
able to exert influence over other group members through
interaction with them. Knowing that a leader 18 expected to
perform these functions, & person who enjcys the influence
process per se should be better sulted to leadership roles
than one who does not. By controlling on n Influence, both
the person's suitabllity to the leadership role and the
quality of performance within the role could be more |
accurately determined,

Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey (1962) give perhaps
the clearest suggestion of the utility of an n Influence
dimension to leadership research. They state that a leader
should be identified by the amount of influence he has over
the other group membters. (p. 423) If one accepts this
definition, then at least three corollary propositicns
concerning the conception of leadership acts follows

(1) Leadership is not an "all-or-none" matter; to some
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extent every group member 1s a leader; (2) Leadership acts
are interperscnal behavioral events; the exerticn cof
influence 18 inherently part cf the interaction between
renters; and (3) The formal, desiznated leader may or may
noct be the actual leader; 1.e. the cocne who exerts the most
influence. (p. 423-24)

Althcugh high n Influence persons show only a slight
tendency to seek elective offices, they are rated as more
dominant bty peer members of thelr group.u In cther words,
thcugh they might not be the "formal" leader of their group,
high n Influence persons can be expected to be among the
ngetual® leaders. (This raises the speculaticn that high
n Influence persons are more invclved than thcse low on this
need. This increased involvenent might te reflected by
their belonging to more clubs or organizations, or by their
holding more offices within the groups to which they do
belong. )

Given Krech and Crutchfield's three corcllary
propositions and Uleman's findings, the desiratility cf
controlling on this personality dimension to more accurately
explain the emergence of leaders and the functions of
leadership acts seems readily apparent. Since certain
individuals must perform these behaviors, & kncwledge of

thcse persons in the grocup who find the exercise of influence
A * . l
\ .
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intrinsically rewarding would aid the researchers in theilr

task of exprlanation.

Network Studlies

Mulder (1960), in his discussion of the communication
network studies in small groups (Leavitt, 1950; Shaw, 1954;
Bavelas, 1950), also indicates that a n Influence variable
would be useful to the communication researcher in this
experimental setting.

The topological structure, characterized by invar-
1ability, determines what behavior 1s pcssible;
dynamic variables, however, determine what behavior
will actually occur. That is to say, we acknowledge
that the topological 'structure' (centrality) leads,
via other variatles, to satisfaction. But,
especially for the prediction of satisfaction in
sltuations different frcm thcse used in the reported
studies, these other dynamic intervening variables
must te identified. (p. 242)

Fulder's interest was in analyging the satisfection
derived by persons in power positions within the network,
he developed three dynamic variatbles to study this
satisfaction; however, the variatles used can only be
congsidered dynamic within a given topological structure,
they are not independent of that structure. The variatle,
n Influence, 1is, by definition, a "dynaric intervening
variable;" one that 18 independnet of any particular
network structure, yet relevant to en analysis of power
situations., FPFower was defined bty rulder as "the possiblility

of determining the behavior of others.” (p. 243) 1In other
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words, power 1s the potentlal to determine, while influence

1s the tehaviocr that determines the actions of others.

Mulder concluded his study by stating that the exercilse
of pcwer appears to te the primary determinant of the
satisfaction of the central persons in the cormunicaticn
network., Le states;

eoesthe exerclse of power per se leads to

satisfaction not only through such variables as

increase of status, more pleasant activity, or

cther concomitant gains, but in itself. (p. 253)

Thus, the intrinsic satisfacticn derived frcm
influencing others 1s also relevant to a communication
analysis of small grcup behavior. Given that people vary
in the amount of satisfaction derived, it would be useful
for the researcher to discover the extent to which the
exercise cf power 1s intrinsically rewarding. Ilulder
attempts to explain behavior toward cthers in terms of a
power-distance theory. LEe admits, however, that this
explanation, although focusing on the behavioral
prenomenon, in no way closes the discussion and urges that
a further specification of conditions is necessary for a
more adequate explanation of this type c¢f behavicr. It 1is
this author's contention that ccntrclling on n Influence
would help consideratrly in further specifying what

conditions are relevant tc an sanalysis of certain types of

berhaviors toward others.
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In summarizing the literature on power and influence
in groups, Cartwright and Zander state:

eoelt 18 evident that the declsion whether to
engage in an act of influence is complexly deter-
mined and 1s governed by at least four considera-
tions; (a) the net advantage to the individual in
performing the act, (b) the consequences of the act
for the group, (¢) the subjective probability that
the act will be successful, which depends in part
upon the individual's assessment of his own power,
and (d) the prospect of being rewarded for fulfilling
role expectations. Further research 1s needed tc
specify the oconditions that determine the relative
welght)given each of these considerations., (1968,
p. 219

By controlling for need to influence, the importance cf
consideration "c¢" and the psychological edvantages cf

"a® and rewards of "d" could te more accurately weighted.
Civen that n Influence 18 relevent to the predicticn arnd
explanation of influence behaviors in interperscnal
situaticns, let us ncw turn to the orly study that has

explicitly used this variable.

N Influence in a self-persuasion paradigm

Berger (1968) used the n Influence measure as a
control variable 1s studying self-persuasion following
the writing of counterattitudinal essays, Fe employed a
2x2x2 design using a median split on n Influence scores
and manipulating the amount of monetary incentives pald
(etther $2.50 or 50¢) and whether or not the author had
falled or succeeded in persunading the reader. It was

agsuned:
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«esthat if perscns with high influence needs per-
celved that thelir counterattitudinal messages
might affect another's attitudes, this perceived
opportunity to influence might provide sufficlient
Justification for engaging in counterattitudinal
behavior....In contrast, individuals with low
influence needs given the same cppcecrtunity to
persuade another, should see that opportunity
as insufficlent Jjustificatlicn for engaging in
counterattitudinal messazxe production. FLence,
differences in monetary incentive level should
produce differentlial self-persuasicn,..

(pp. 435-436)
Berger further assumed that persons high on n Influence
"are more sensitive to feedback regardirng their success
or fallure in persuading others." (p. 436) Eence, more
self-persuasion was hypothesized for those with high
influence needs who successfully persuaded their readers.

Although the predicted interaction tetween incentive
levels and n Influence was nct cbserved, Berger does
report a signiflcant maln effect for n Influence. Those
Figh on this dimension experienced more attitude change
than those with low influence needs after encoding
counterattitudinal essays. The predicted interaction
between n Influence and feedtack was also not significant,
but the results were in the right direction with the high
n Influence/Success subjects manifesting more attitude
change.

Furthermore, ir analysing twc message indices used by
Greenberg (1960) as measures of cognitive stress--the

mean ratio of first person pronouns to total number of
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of words, and the number of cross-outs and insertions in
the essay--Eerger reports a significant interaction. The
high n Influence/§2.50 and the low n Influence/50¢ subjects
used fewer first person pronouns and made significantly
more cross-outs and insertions than the cther twc
conditions,

In explaining this unexpected high level of cognitive
stress for the high n Influence/high Incentive subjects,
Berger suggests that these persons might have seen the
mcBey as payment for persuading thelr readers; while the
low n Influence/Luw Incentive subjects percelved the money
as payment for writing the essay. (p. 441) Realizing that
it is difficult to successfully persuade others with only
cne message, the high n Influence subjects might have been
overly motivated. If so, they would experience high stress
and this could hLave interfered with thelr enccding per-
formance.

Berger's study 1s the first to use n Influence as a
way of explaining mocre of the variance in self-persuasion
paradigms, It is claimed that this variable 1s a poten-
tially useful one for future behavioral experiments.

Taken as a whole, the present study suggests

that need to influence may account for a sizeatle

proportion of self-persuasion variance, at least

under certain conditions. Although the present

experiment only attempted to relate need to
influence to self-persuasicn, it is8 obvicus that
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the need to influence variable may prove to be a

useful one in the study of other persuasion

phenomenon. (Berger, 1968, p. 442)

Uleman's n Influence personality measure does then,
appear to be useful to the communication researcher. Such
a variatle has been implicitly suggested by a series of
authors in a variety of research settings., Given its
utility, why should another measurement technique be
developed? After all, Uleman’s projective measure 1is
already available. TAT measures, however, are awkward to
administer and are time consuming to code and analyse.

A projective instrument should not be used,...if

you have a more objective instrument that adequately

measures the same variable. There 18 no sense in

taking the risk i1f you do not have to., Moreover, it
is test to avoid complex projective techniques,

like the Rorschach teat and the TAT, that require

highly specialized training and a great deal of

perhaps questionable interpretation. (Kerlinger,

1964, p. 538)

A description and discussion of the TAT measure itself
should demonstrate these measurement and interpretation

problems.

K Influence Measure

The scoring system for n Influence consists of ten
content categories. Subjects are asked to write a story
about each of four slides. In writing their stories, they
follow four questions which serve as organizational

guidelines and focus their attention on certain aspects
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of the scene (sse Appendix A for a copy of these guideline
answer sheets and Appendix B for a description of the four
slides used). The first content category--Influence
Imagery--is used as a filter category and does not
contritute toward the subject'!s score on n Influence. If
the story meets the requirements of this category (see
Appendix C), then the scorer continues coding. If not,
the subject 18 given a score of zero for that story.

Given that the story is about influence attempts, it
is scored bty counting the number of "emphasis modifiers"
present. These nine categories are: prestige, organization,
no self-deprecation, no reminiscene, no dread, counter-
reaction, consultation, threat, and separation (see
Appendix C for a description of each). The maximum score
on each slide is nine. The assumption tehind the scoring
system is that the more emphasis given the influence
behavior, the more n Influence the person has. This is a
standard procedure for scoring many projective need
measures (e.g. n Achlevement, n Power, n Dominance, etc.).

One protlem with this particular scoring system 1is
that the content category which scorers have the most
difficulty with i1s the filter item, Influence Imasery.5
Obviously this category is crucial in establishing
reliabllity, since it determines whether or not the story

will be scored. The absence modifiers (e.g. no dread, no
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reminiscence, and no self-deprecation) are usually scored,
80 that the overall reliability between ccders is heavily
dependent on their agreement on the filter category.
Ulenman reports that interscorer reliabilities ahbove .80
using Kendall's W statistic are not uncommon, (Berger,
1968, obtained a W of .69) but admits in personal
conversations that these are difficult to obtailn.,

Although this level of intercoder reliability, if
obtained, is perfectly adequate for experimental research,
the projective measure requires trained coders, is time
consuming to score, and is awkward to administer. Uleman,
working with undergraduate students, states that about
eight to 10 hours were sufficient to train adequate
coders (1970, p. 26). Berger (1968) spent between eight
to 14 hours with his graduate codera.7 The coders in this
study-~-one undergraduate and two graduate students--gpent
from ten to 14 hours learning the coding system. This
included a four hour practice session in which scoring
disagreements were discussed and consensus was reached.

Furthermore, on the average, it took each coder
working alone about 25 minutes to code the four stories
written bty each subject. Although comparisons with
Berger's and Uleman's coders are not available, they both
assumed that roughly 20 minutes per subject were required

8
to adequately score the stories. It takes, at a minimum,
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20 minutes to administer tﬁe slides and another 20
minutes per subject to code the stories once obtained.
Thus, this technique 1s extremely time consuming,
expensive, and inefficlient.

In summary, the purpose of this exploratory study
was the construction of a more efficient, tut equally
valid objective interval scale to measure Uleman's n
Influence. This attempt was made for primarily five
reasons: (1) n Influence was considered to be a useful
control variable for communication researchers in a
variety of experimental settings; (2) the existing
projective technique requires trained coders; (3) it has
been difficult to consistently obtaln high levels of
intercoder reliability; (4) 1t takes considerable time to
administer and score; and, (5) it is difficult, if not
impossitle, to administer ocutside the laboratory. If such
an objective scale could be created, the ressarcher's task
would be greatly simplified, the risk involved minimized,
and this variable could also be used in field and survey

studies outside the laboratory.



CHAPTER 11
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Factor analytic techniques were considered to be the
best avallable means of constructing a more efficlent
objective measure of n Influence. Factor analysis 1s a
set of mathematical procedures that group variables in the
correlation matrix into clusters that share common variance,
i.e¢. that are inter~correlated and mutually predictive.
Using a Factor A routine, & principal factors method of
factor analysis, three separate factor analyses wers run
on the respnnses from three different samples to three
separate questionnaires. The last two questionnaires were
refinements of the earlier ones. The last questionnaire
(see Appendix F) was correlated with the TAT measure of
n Influence for valldation of the objective instrument.
Since factcr analysis requires that the variables be
linearly related, refinements of the measurement scales
used were also made to better meed the assumption of
intervality. The generation of the three questionnaires
and the factor structures resulting from each will be
discussed in turn.

19
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Scale Construction

Initially, 110 items were generated which seemed to
have some degree of face validity in terms cf Uleman's
conception of the n Influence dimension. Fecple high on
this need are concsived of as enjoying the influence
process per se, The act of influencing is rewarding in
itself, and serves as a motivator for persuasive and
influential behaviors.

From these 110 statements, 77 were selected to te
factor analysed. Sources for these statements were: (1)
Ten from Trodahl's (1963) shortened Dogmatism Scale. The
statements used were those that had the highest correlation
with the complete 40 item Dogmatism Scale in the self-
administered situation. (Numbers 10, 15, 17, 19, 22, 59,
62, 68, 71, and 76 in Appendix D). (2) Another ten
statements (Numbers 14, 18, 25, 29, 33, 35, 39, 49, 67,
and 72 in Appendix D) from Berger's (1966) factor analytic
study of self-esteem scales. The 10 chosen represent the
two items lcading the highest on each of the five factors
of gself-esteem reported in that study. (3) Twenty-five
statements based on stimulus phrases or words contained in
Strong Vocational Interest Blank for men, Form T399.
(Mumbers 1, 3, 5, 9, 11, 23, 26, 31, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41,
47, 48, 50, 51, 52, 55, 61, 64, 65, 66, 73, and 77 in
Appendix D). The SVIB was suggested to this author by
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Uleman as a possible frultful source of objective
statements., It is actually quite difficult to state
exactly which items used directly result from phrases in
the SVIB, since this form stimulated many 1deas about how

to cbjectify the need to influence. (4) Seven items

(Numbers 6, 24, 38, 44, 53, 56, and 58 in Appendix D)
generated reflected characteristics of the emphasis
modifiers given in the n Influence scoring manual. For
instance, Number 6 in Appendix D reads "I like to reminisce
about my past experiences;" this item refers to the No
Reminiscence category. Similarly, Number 53 reads "I
often have apprehensive and fearful feelings about my
future," referring to the No Dread category. Number 56 in
Appendix D was included to see if the respondent "cowers
before an uncertain future;* it reads "Cenerally, threats
make me angry and want to retaliate."™ (5) Lastly, the
remalning 25 items were generated directly from the
conceptualization of n Influence and its thecretical

distinction from n Power.

Initial Administration q{ the ObjJective Instrument

These 77 statements were administered to 74 high
school students attending & debate workshop at kichigan
State University in the summer of 1969. Debaters were

chosen tecause 1t was intuitively felt that they might be
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higher on this need dimension, and hence, mocre accurately
reflect what statements are related to the need to influencs.
These students ranged in age from 13 to 17. The resultant
factor structure is contalned in Table 1., Factor A routine
wvas used with thrhe Kiel-Wrigley oriterion set at one 80 the
maximum possitle information could be obtalned from this
first set cf statements. As many clusters as reasonable
was desired in corder to get the best estimate of the
mutually predictive items. This technique generated 17
factors which accounted for 68.74% of the variance in the
responses tc all 77 statements.

The factor purity score given in Table 1 was suggested
by Jeffery Katzer in personal conversations. It is the
square of the factcr loading divided by the item's
communality, Of the total variance explained on that
iten-~the communality-~the factor purity score represents
the arount explained by that factor. For example, if the
communality for item X was .764 and its factor loading on
Factor Y was .723; then X's purity score on Y would be
.?232/.76b = ,684, In other words, of the variance
explained on Item X by all factors, 68.4% was accounted
for by its variability on PFactor Y.

Of the seventeen factors generated, only six had three
or more statements with loadings atove .50. These six

factors are given in Table 1. They were labeled:
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Leadership, Negative Self-Esteem, KHeadship, Closed-
Mindedness, Difficulty in Conversing, and Verbal
Assertiveness, Fach of these six factors except Close=-
Mindedness was included in the second questionnaire

(see Appendix E),.
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Table 1. Factor structure after the seventeenth rotation;
only those factors which had three items or more
with loadings of .50 or greater are listed.

2
Statement _Loading h Purity

Leadership Factor ﬂf.}égl
wWhen I'm in a club, I prefer to be

one of its officers. 824 ,7E7 .B61
If glven the opportunity, I think I

would make a good leader. «758 756 .769
I would rather be Jjust a member of a

cludb then one of its officers. -.726 .688 ,767

I feel "unnatural®" and "ill-at-ease"

when I have to tell others what to da =.694 .835 ,577
Having the responsibility of directing

the activities of others tends to

make me nervous and apprehensive., -.674 .817 .556
When there is a job to be done, Idd

rather be in control of the situation

than take directions from someone

else. .655 749 .572
I must admit that I actually enjoy

directing the actions of others. «595 776 456
I can usually get others to do what I

want done. 516 745 .357
I like being in a position of authority

80 that others will look up to me. U455 596 .332

Trying to persuade someocne else to
accept my point of view 18 both
stimulating and enjoyable. U416 .726 .238

Negatlve Self-Esteem Factor (5.12%)

I often get so discouraged with myself
that I wonder whether anything is

worthwhile. 614 ,809 .818
I very often feel that I am a worth-

less individual. 696 ,728 664
I often have apprehensive and fearful

feelings about my future. .639 .583 .701
I am sure that my friends really like

me. "0623 0733 0529
I often find myself "daydreaming®, «501 .53 465
Onet's status or position 18 a thing to

be defended against attack. -. 548 .599 .335

I very often worry about whether other
people like to be with me. U426 667 .272
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Table 1. (con't);

Statement _loading h® Purity
Difficulty in Conversing Factor (4.76%)

When I'm with a group of people, 1
usually have trouble in finding the

right things to talk about. 777 654  ,924
I find it very difficult to talk to

people I've never met before. .720 .665 L.78€0
I have difficulty in finding things to

talk about with strangers. ,601 ,723 .499
When I'm with a group of friends, I

usually lead the conversation., -.428 ,708 .258

A position of power and authority
should be viewed as a means toward
some goal and not as an end in

Headship Factor (4.26%)

One's status in a clut or organization

is a measure of his personal worth. L6488 661 .635
A person in authority should use his

influence for the attainment of

group goals, and not for personal

interests or fame. -. 644 ,569 ,728
A persoun in a superilor role should tbe

considerate and open to suggestions

frcm his subordinates. -.563 .754 421
When another person has a strong

opinion on some topic, it is usually

not worth the effort to try and

change his mini. 512 .736 .356
A person in an authority position must

maintain his distance from his sub=-

ordinates or else they will take ad-

vantage of him. 504 .639 .397

Vertal Assertiveness Factor (4.23%)

Even though I llke to make my opinions

known, I usually don't express my-

self until I'm asked. -.845 802 .8631
I enjoy listening to other pecple's

ideas more than I like expressing

my own. "0566 071‘8 .14-28
I tend to hold tack when asked to
state my evaluation of something. -.563 .562 .564

when in a discussion with others, I
will always voice my opinion even
though it 18 not in agreement with
theirs. .523 .705 .387
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Table 1. (con't);

Statement ading h® Purity
glose-dindedness Factor (4,053) -

There are two kinds of people in this

world: those who are for the truth

and thcse who are against the truth. 717 623 .E24
Of all the different philosophies in

this world, there is probably only

one which is correct. 613 .571 .658
I usually stick out an argument to the

bitter end, even though I'm sure my

ideas will not be accepted. 596 .,737 481
I am sure that someday I will be a
success, .509 .690 .376

Second Administration: Refinement of the Objective Instrument.

The second questionnaire constructed from the factor
analysis and the intercorrelations of the first set cf
responses is fcund in Appendix E. It consisted of 38
statements, Some of the staterents shcwn in Table 1 were
reworded tc make them clearer and more opinionated. For
instance, "When I'm with a group of people, I usually have
troutle in finding the right things to talk about," was
changed to read "Wren I'm with a group of people, I always
have trouble in finding the right things to say." The
statement "Even though I like to make my opinions known, I
usually don't express them until I'm asked,” was considered
to be double~tarreled and hard to interpret. It was

divided into the following two statements; "I like to make
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ny cpinicns known to¢ cthers," and "I won't make my
opinicns krown until after I'm asked to state them."

The revised questionnalire was administered to 79
surmer schocl students at Bowling Creen Urniversity
enrolled in a tasic speeck course. The respcrderts
rarged in age from 1l& to 23.

These responses were factcr analysed using the
same Factor A routine. The standard EKlel=-Wrigley
criterion of three was used. Elight factors which
accounted fcr 58.26% of the variance were generated. Of
the five factors from the first administraticn, only the
Lkeadship factor did not emerge in this seccnd factor
analysis. The other two factors which rad three or more
items with loadings abcve .50 were labeled Vertal
Shyness and Reminiscence. The lLeadership factor, which
was thought to bte clcsest to the ccnception of n
Influence, was again the strcngest factor. Eleven items
had thelr highest locadings on thls factor, which

accounted for 13.14% of the variance (see Table 2).
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Table 2, Factcor structure that emerged from the seccrnd
administration with the revised 38 itenms.

tatement Losding h° Purity
Ieadership factor (13.14%)
When in a clut, I want to be one of 1its
officers. .769 .721 811
I must admit that I actually enjcy di-
recting the actions of others. 737 607 .895

When there 18 a job to be done, 1'd
rather be in control of the situation
than take directions from someone

else, 697 L.545 .691
I would rather be just a member of a

club than one of its officers. -.692 .597 .802
I usually start the activities of the

zoup of which I'm a meuter. 692 ,537 .802

If given the opportunity, I think I

would nmake a good leader. 686 695 .676
I am good at getting others to do what

I want done. 573 .558 .587

I feel "unnatural®” and "ill-at-ease"

when I have to tell others what to da =.545 .,609 .437
The act of persueding another to accept

my arguments is, in itself, satis-

fying and rewarding. 526 .562 475
Having the responsibility of directing

the activitlies of others tends to

make me nervous «nd aprrehensive. -. 465 .581 .372
I 1iks Yeing in a position of authority
8o that others will look up tc me, 15 426 L4004

Negative Self-Esteem Factor (8.20%)

I often get so discouragzed with myself
that I wonder whether anything is

worthwhile. 844 ,807 L,E83
I often feel that I am a worthless in-

dividual, 669 659 679
I often find myself “daydreaming", «577 464 717

When in a discussion, I often find it
necessary to repeat myself in order

to bte understood. «513  .579 466
I often worry about whether other
people like to be with me, .308 ,551 469

I often have apprehensive and fearful
feelings about my future. L72 ,528 422
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Tatle 2, (con't);

Statement Loading h® Furity
Difficulty in Conversing fmcter (7.69%)

I find it difficult to talk to people

I've never met before. LL11  .727 .904
When I'm with & group ¢f people, I

always have trouble in finding the

right things to say. L7t8 679 L,915
I very often have difficulty in finding

things to talk about with strangers. .771 .685 868
Wwrhen in a discussion, I often fini it

necessary tc repeat nyself in order

to te understood, A99  .579 429

yerbal Corcealrent Factor (2.23%)

I tend to hold back when asked to state

my evaluation of something. .720 664 ,780
when in a discussicn with others and my

opinion is not in agreement with

theirs, I will voice my opinion with-

out hes’.tationo "c?ll 066? 1759
I 1like to make my opinions kncwn to

others. -0585 0656 .521
I wen't make my opinions known until

after I'm asked to state them. 560 .390 .804

Reriniscence Factor (6.37%)

I 1like to reminisce about my past ex-

periences. «793 733 .857
One's status in a clut or organization

is a measure of his personal worth. 534 .529 .538
I really get upset when someone dcesn't

accept my point of view. $526 .353 .784
Trying to persuade scmeone else to

accept my point of view is btocth

stimulating and enjoyable. 459  LE46  .327

Nori-argumentatlvencss Factor (5.55@)

I cften find myself disagreeing with

another person Jjust for the sake of

argument, -.709 610 .E23
Even when I don't try to persuade some-

one else, I usually erd up doing so, =-.638 ,497 ,818
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Table 2. (con't);

Statement Joadinz__hZ Ppurity
Non-arcumentativeness Factor (con't)

A person in an suthority positicn muset
maintain his distance from ris sut-
ordirstes or else they will take ad-

vantage of him, -. 408 474 ,352
Verbal Shiyness Iacto .10%)
Generally threats make me angry and want

te retallateo -o7u8 .6142 0870
When 1n an argument, I almost always

have the last word. -.636 .571 .712

I enjoy listening to other people's
1deas much more than I enjoy ex-
pressing my cwn, .505 .506 .502

Considerate Avthority Factor (4.71%)

A person in a superior role should be

considerate and open to suggestions

frcem bis subordinates. 661 .542 ,805
A person in authority should use his

influence for the attainment of

group goals, and not for personal

interests or fame, .625 469 ,831
I am sure that my friends really like

tt——

me. J467 498 438
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Third Questionnaire: Administraticn of the Objective
T INsTYIUNSNT any tile TAT rexsurs or K-Influemnce:

The final objective questionnaire used in this study

consisted of 26 items (see Appendix:F). Twenty=four of

these statements were used in the second questionnaire

(Appendix E) and twc of them were new. These new items

were numbers 3 and 24 in Table 3. The former was added

to ask the respondent directly how he felt about his own

persuasive ablility. The latter was included because

knowing another's name is one way of exerting control

over him (Terwillinger, 1968, p. 317).

Table 3. List of the 26 statements used in the

1.
2.

3.
b,

5e

7.

.

9.
10,
11.
12,
13.
14,

1s5.

final objective instrument.

If gliven the cpportunity, I think I would make a
gocd leader.

I feel "unnatural® and "ill-at-ease"” when I have
to tell others what to do.

Eow good are ycu at persuading another person?

Eow often do you feel that you are a worthless
individual?

Generally threats make mre angry and want to retaliate.

I find 1t difficult to talk to people I've never met,

The act of persuadlng enother to accept my arguments
is, in itself, satisfying and rewarding.

I get so0 discouraged with myself that I wonder
whether anything is worthwhile.

I tend to hcld back when asked to state my evaluation
cf sorething.

When in a club, I prefer to be one of its cfficers.

Eow often do ycu start the activities of your group?

I like to reminisce about my past experiences.

How often do you have apprehensive and fearful
feelings about your future?

Trying to persuade someone else to accept my point
of view i8 becth stirulating and enjoyable.

When there is a job to be done, 1I'd rather be in
control of the situation than take directions
from scmeone else.
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Table 3 (con't):

16. How often do you make your opinicns known to others?

17. I must admit that I actually enjoy directing and
planning the actions of others.

18, EKow often do you find it necessary to repeat
yourself in order to be understood?

19. I wculd rather bte a member cf a club than one of
its officers.

20. How good are you at getting others to do what you
want done?

21. How often do you have difficulty in finding things
to talk about with strangers?

22, How often do you find yourself "daydreaming™?

23. Having the responsibility of directing the activities
of others makes me nervous and apprehensive.

24, How good are you at remembtering names?

25. When with a group of people, how often do you have
troutle finding the right things to say?

26. When you're in a discussion and ycur opinion is
not in agreement with others, how hesltant are you
in voicing your own opinion? Would you voice your
orinion.....

Thirteen of these 26 statements used in the final
objective instrument were re-worded to fit the word-
scales recommended by Dodd and Gerbrick (1960). On
the basis of the data they collected, these authors suggest
several vertal scallettes that are perceived bty respondents'
in interval steps. Where possible in this final
questionnaire, the statements were re-worded so that the
suggested verbal anchors could be used to better meet the
assumption of intervality. For example, "I usually start
the activities of the group of which I'm a memter," (#23 in
Appendix E), was changed to read "How often do you start the

activities of ycur group?"” (#1l1 in Table 3). The verbal
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steps and thelr recommended welghts were: always (9),
often (7), now & then (5), seldom (3), and never (1),
(scallette E, p. 30). Another example is number 33 in
Appendix E. This item was changed to read "How good are
you at getting others to do what you want done?" (#20 in
Table 3). Dodd and Gerbrick's scallette C (p. 30) was used
as the reasurement scale; it reads, very good (8),
good (?7), fair (5), bad (3), and very bad (2).

The final questionnaire and the TAT measure of n
Influence were administered to 93 students at Kichigan State
University enrclled in Communication 100 and 101 during the
Winter term of 1970, The students were tcld that this was
& study being conducted by the Department of Communication.
It was stated that this study was simply a descriptive one,
there were no deceptions or manipulations involved, and
subjects were asked to respond as honestly as possible to
both the TAT slides and the objective instrument. After
this introduction, the TAT measure of n Influence was
administered. The students were tcld they would be shown
four slides. They were instructed to look at the slide
projected for one minute before writing. They were then to
write a story about what was going cn in that slide
following the guideline questions given on the answer sheet
(see Appendices A and B). The subjects were given four

minutes to write their stories, ocne minute for each
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question. At the end of each minute, they were told to
move on to the next question. Each slide, therefore, took
five minutes to administer; the respondents just looked at
the slide for one minute, and then had a minute's writing
time for each of the four questions around which they were
to organize their story. After they had all finished
writing, the answer sheets were collected and the objective
instrument was distributed. They were asked to read the
instructions carefully (see Appendix F) and then to begin.
When the subjects had completed the questicnnaire, they
were told the correlatiocnal nature of the study, the
variable we were attempting to measure was discussed, and
the developrent of the g:estionnaire was explained.

The TAT stories were ccded by three student coders,
two graduate and one undergraduate, working independently.
The intercoder reliability using Kendall's coefficient
of concordance with tied ranks (Ferguson, 1959, p. 188)
was significant (W=.?72, X2=197.37, p=¢.001). The three
scores cn n Influence given each subject ty the ciders
were summed and a mean score was developed for each subject.
Since the n Influence scores were assumed to be normally
distributed but not at the interval level of measurement,
the distribution of means was split into three groups for
analysis: the top 26% (n=24), the middle 4EX (n=45), and
the bottom 26% (n=24).
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The responses tc the objective instrument were factor
analysed., The same Factor A routine with a Kiel-wWrigley
criterion of three was again used. This routine is one of
the principal factor methods of factor analysis. The major
feature of these methods is that the ccrrelation matrix is
expressed in the smallest number of factors, 1.e. the
maximum amount of varlance is extracted as each factor is
calculated (Keslinger, 1964, p. 661)., Trhe factor structure
that emerged after six E rotations is contained in Table 4.
The same factors of Leadership (13.00%), Difficulty in
Conversing (12.07f), Verbal Concealment (9.26%), and
Negative Self-Esteem (9.18%) were generated. 1In addition,
two new factors emerged: Enjoy Persuading (8.17%) and
Remembering (6.11%). These two new factors consisted of
only two statements, however. The six factors accounted
for only 57.79% of the variance in the responses to the
26 statements.

Factor scores were computed for each factor except
Remembering. These scores were the sum of the respcnses to
the items that had loadings of .50 or above on that factor.
Two indices were created for the Leadership factor, however;
one, Leadership-5, was the sum of only the items with
loadings of .50 or above, and the other, lLeadership-7, was
the sum of all seven items that loaded the highest on this
factor, Both of these indices were used in the correlational
analyses tetween the objective factor scores and the TAT score

of each individual.
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Table 4, Factor structure of the responses to the 26
statements used in the final objective

instrument.*
Statement Icading r2 Furity

Leadership Factor (13.00%)
When in a club, I prefer to te cne of

its cofficers. LECH .728 .8E9
I would rather bte a member of a clut

than one of its officers. .761 .632 .915
I must adrit that I actually enjoy

directing and planring the actlions

of others, 652 4728 .889
If glven the opportunity, I think I

would make a good leader. 593 .681 .517
When there is a job to be done, 1'd

rather te in control of the situation

t-an take dlirections frox someone

else, «532 .578 489
Lhow often do you start the activities

of your group? JAU476 571 397
Low good ere you at getting others to

do what you want done? U472 .524 425
Difficulty in Conversing Factor (12,.07%)
How often do you have difficulty in

finding things to talk about with

strangers? -.776 .671 .,898
I find 't 4ifficult to talk to peorle

I've never met. 699 .524 ,931

When with a group of people, how often

do you have trouble finding the

right things to say? -.685 .598 .734
how often do you find it necessary to

repeat yourself in order to be

understood? -.639 .511 .799
If glven the opportunity, I think I
would rmake a good leader.*# 523 681 402

Verbal Concealment zactcr (9,26%)

I tend to hold tack when asked to

state my evaluation of something. 755 .673 .648
How often do you make ycur opiniocns

known to others? .750 .656 .Es8
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Table 4. (con't)

Staterent loading hz Purity

Verbal Concealment Factor (con't)

When you're in a discussion and your

opinion 1s not 1n agreement with

others, Low hesltant are you in

voicing your c¢wn opinicn? Would you

vcice your opinion . . 566 597 .536
I feel "unretuvral®" and "111-at-ease"

when I have to tell others what to

do,.*¥* U478 o531 430

lezative Self-Esteem tacter (9,1€8%)

How often do you have apprelensive and

fearful feelings abcut your future? 856 J745 984
I get so disccuraged with myself tiLat I

wonder whether anything is worthwhile .709 .679 .739
How often éo you feel that you are a

worthless individual? 624,652 ,597

Enjoy Tersuading Factor (&.17Z)

Trying to persuade somecre else to

accept my peint of view is btoth

stirulating and enjcyable. <734 771 797
The act of persuading ancther to accept

ny argurient 1s, in itself, satisfying

and rewarding. 655 .530 L.E09
How gocd are you at persuading ancther
person?%# 433 574 .309

Remermtering Factor (6,11%)

Hcw gocd are you at remembering names? «,669 ,514 672
I like to reminisce about my past ex-
periences, 612 .395 948

*0nly those items which had a factor locading of .40 or

above on any of the factors are listed.

®#*These 1tems were not included in the sccre developed
fcr that factor,



CHAPTER IIIX
RESULTS

The means and standard deviations of the summed factor

scores are given in Table 5.

The intercorrelation matrix

and the means and standard deviatlions of the statements used

from the final questionnaire are given in Appendix F,

Tables 7 and 8.

Table 5. Means and
correlated with Uleman's TAT measure of n
Influencs.

standard deviations of the indices

Index Mean Standard Mean Top 268  Nean Bottom 2083
Deviation on g Influence on n JInfluence

Leadership-5 24,79 4.34 25.04 24,12
Leadership-7 36.74 5.97 36.96 35.71
Verbal

Concealment 16.53 3.58 16.04 16.33
Enjoy

Persuading 10.77 1.96 10.71 10.62
Three factor

score* 64.04 9.43 63.71 62.67
Difficulty in

Conversing 18.27 2.80 18.42 18.38
Negative

Total Score** G5,30 9.33 95.71 93.62
Number of

Clubs 5.13 2.85 5.58 h.37
Number of

office/Cludb

Ratio 0.35 0.39 0.21 0.56

*Sum of the three factors of Leadership-7, verbal

Concealment, and Enjoy Persuading.
#xsum of all five factors using lLeadership-7.

38
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Elserial ccrrelation coefficients were run between
the sutjects' scores on the TAT measure of n Influence and
their scores on the factor indices. The biserial
coerrelaticn coefficlient assumes that underlying both
measures there are continuous and normally distributed
characteristics, tut that one variatle has been measured
continuously and the other dichotomously. In this case,
the n Influence score, which was not assumed to be interval
measurement, was the discrete variable, and the factor
scores were the continuous variatles. The biserial
correlations were run on those subjects in the top and
bottcm 26% on the TAT measure, each comparing with the rest
of the distribution., None of these correlations were
significant (Table 6).
Table 6. Biserial correlation coefficients between the

subjects' scores on the eleven indices listed

in Table 5 and their scores on Uleman's TAT
measure cf n Influence.

Index Top 26% on Bottom 26% on
n Influence n Influence

Leadership-5 046 .123
leadership-7? .028 .138
Verbal

Concealment -,104 040
Enjoy

Persuading -.027 .060
Three factor

score -,028 117
Negative

Self-Esteem 116 .075
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Table 6 (con't):

Index Tcp 26% on EBottom 26% on
n Influence n Influence

Tctal Score .034 . 144
Number cf

Clubs 128 211
Number of

Offlces e 129 -.174
Office/Cludb

Ratio -, 275% - 426%n

*p (.06
*#p ¢.01
A total score on the objective instrument was

created by summing the sutjects'! scores on the five factor
indices. The Leadership-7 score was the sum used from

the leadership factor. The total score did not correlate
¥ith n Influence (Table 6). The factor scores on
Leadership-7, Verbal Concealment, and Enjoy FPersuading
were summed to form another index btecause of theilr hizh
intercorrelation (r

= .uég rLE = .u“’. - ouO). The

LV TVE
subjects?! gcores on this index also did not correlate with
their n Influence scores (Table 6).

When the subjects completed the objective instrument,
they were also asked to 1list all the clubs to which they
had belonged in high schoocl and college, as well as the
number of offices they had occupied in each (see Appendix F),

The number of cludb memberships listed was not related to
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n Influence (Table 6). Although, the respondents in
the top 26% on n Influence generally listed mcre clubs than
those in the bocttom 26%, this difference was not
significant (twl.39, df=46, p= €20).

In ccding the number of offices each subject reported,
cnly the positions of president, vice-president, secretary,
and treasurer were counted. The number of offices held by
the respondent was also not related to his score on n
Influence (Table 6). The average number of coffices listed
was slightly higher for those perscns in the bottom 26%
than those in the top 26% (Table 5), but this difference
was not significant (tsl.34, df=46, p= €20). This
unexpected null relaticnship was also reported by Uleman
leading him to conclude that seeking an office is not an
indicator cf high n Influence individuals (1970, p. 37).

So it appears that the number of offices sought or held in
high schocl or college is not an indicator of cne's
influence needs. |

A leadership ratio was created by dividing the number
cf cffices held by the number of cludb memberships listed.
It was 1initlally felt that because high n Influence
psrscns are rated as more dominant by their peers
(Uleman, 1965, p. 207), they might hold more offices cr
formal leadership positions in the clubs to which they had

belonged, since their peers might urge them to assume an
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office even though they had not sought it. Also, by
controlling on the number of opportunities to hcld offices,
i.e. the number of club memberships, a mcre accurate
indicant ¢f influence tehaviors may result.

However, this leadership ratio (number offices/
number clubs) was negatively related to subjecte' scores
cn n Influence (Tatle 6). Those persons in the bottom
26% on n Influence had & higher mean ratio (}30.56) than
those in the top 26% (f;0.21). (t=2,95, df=lb, p= ¢ 01).
This unexpected finding means that thcose perscne with low
influence needs ha? held more offices or formal leadership
positicns in the clube to which they had belonged than did
those perscns with high influence needs. This ratio is
based on positions of forral leadership, and may therefore,
reflect the desire to gain a power base--a characteristio
of high n Power persons--and not the desire to exercise
influence from a previously established power base, which
1s characteristic ¢of high n Influence individuals
(Uleman, 1970, p. 30).

The sample of 93 students consisted of 28 females and
65 males. Sex was not significantly related to n
Influence (X2-3.91. df=2, px .10), but there was a 8light
tendency for females to score higher than males. The
sample was further composed of 32 freshman, 26 sophomores,

27 juniors, and nine seniors. Since there were so few
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seniors, they were added to the junicrs tc make 36
upperclassmen for analysis. N Influence scores were
independent of the respondent's year in schccl (12-2.67.
df=h, p=(.70).

A third demographic characteristic examined was the
respondent's major fleld of study. 7The students in the
sample rad rajors in seven different colleges within the
University as ccded by the ¥SU Catalcgue (1969)., The
breakdown cf the coclleges represented was as fcllcws:

32 from the College of Communication Arts, 10 each from
the Colleges of Educaticn and Sccial Science, 17 from the
College of Agriculture and Natural Resources, four from
each of the Cclleges of Business, Engineering, and LKuman
Fedicine, three from the Ccllege of Fine Arts, and 13 nc
preference students. The respondent's major flield of study
was not related to his score on n Influence (x2-7.87.
df=4, p=¢.10); but there was a slight tendency for
persors in the Colleges of Business, Engineering, Human
Medlicine, Fine Arts, and no preference to score lower on
the n Influence measure than those students within the

other areas of study.



CIAPTER IV
DISCUSSIVN

Trhe results of this factor analytic attempt to
ccnistruct an objective instrument to measure n Influence
are disappointing., UNone cf the factor indices cr thelr
summed scores developed from three different factor
analyses of three different sarples correlated with
the projective measure. Without other bshavioral measures
and using Uleman's projective test as the valldaticn
criterion, the ctjective instrurent developed does not
measure an individual's influence needs., These results
are frustrating, however, for the factor indices do
differentiate rersorns in ways that were theoretically
expectel in terms of Uleman's concepticn of n Influence.

Uleman suggested that students who had academice
majors in more "person-orlented" Colleges should score
higher ocn n Influence than students in more "thing-
oriented" Colleges within the University. Ko such
relationship was found between a subject's major field
of study and his TAT sccre on n Influence. Ilcwever, when
point btiserial correlatiocns were run between the

respondent's major and his total objective sccre, it was

Ly
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found that students in the College of Communication Arts
had a higher mean score than the rest of the sample
(rpbi"ZI' t=2.07, df=91, p= ¢05). Furthermore, having a
major in the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources
was negatively related to cne's total objective score;
these students had a significantly lower mean than the
other respondents (r

ptl
Thus, the expected difference between students in "person"

= -.26. 2.32059. Qf_'?l. 2‘ <02)o

versus "thing" oriented majors--admittedly a vague and
gross distinction--was only found for scores on the
cblective instrument,

The interpretation of these results is indeed
perplexing. Wwhen using a factor analytic technique, the
aim is to arrive at clusters of items that represent
underlying common factors. The researcher then interprets
what these factor scores actually represent on the basis
of his theoretical conceptions. If, on the basis of
theoretical conceptions and presuppositions, the
researcher can successfully predict relations with the
factor indices, then the factor scores can be said to have
an “empirical, sclentific reality" (Kerlinger, 1964,

p. 684)., It was expected that persons majoring in
different colleges within the University would respond
differentially to both the otjective and projective

measures, btut differences across majors were only found
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on the objective scores. The question then becomes what
do these observed differences represent, since the
objective scale d41d not ccrrelate with the projective
instrument.

One possible answer 1g that the otserved differences
were simply chance events., If this were the cass, and no
other possirle explanations for the results seemed
plausitle, the discussion should stop and the researcher
should go back to the drawing board. The explanation of
these findings as chance events, however iparsimonious,
is not very satisfying or instructive. The task, then, 1is
to look for both methodologlical and theoretical

deficiencies that could plausitly explain the results.

Fethodological Protlers

Several methodological protlems could have ccocntrituted
to the findings. Cver one-third of the samrple were majors
in the College of Communication Arts. This cverpopulation
of communication students gives an unrepresentative sample
of the unilversity community. Some Colleges were not
represented at all and others had so few students in the
study (e.g. the Colleges of Fine Arts and Engineering and
Human Medicine) that nothing with any certainty can te said
about these students! influence needs. This sarpling tias

is an obvious flaw in this study, but it could be easily
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corrected in another administration of the cotjective
instrument.

The unrepresentativeness of the sample cculd also
help account for the experimenter'!s impression that
students responied quite differently to the "demand
characteristics™ of tre experimental situation. The
instruments were administered to the students in their
clagsrcoms and they had nc real choilce tut te particlpate.
Although, they were told that no deceptions or manipulations
were invclved in the study, many were at test skeptical
when subsequently asked to write stories atout four
slides. ioreover, after the instruments had been
completed and when the study was teing cdiscussed, several
students appeared anxious because they had not taken the
taskg more seriously and hoped that what they had done
would te all right. For instance, one girl stated that
viewling the slides and writing stories about them was
"mlickey mouse®, A male student gave a more earthy
description of the experimental task. Granted, there 1is
no "right® way to respond to these instruments except to
answer as hcnestly as possible, But it is the honesty or
sincerity of some of the responses that was questioned by
both the experimenter and some of the respondents.
Speculation as to the effect or lack of effect of the

students reactions to the experimental situation is
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largely conjectural, but one intuitively felt that it
may have made a difference.

A third procedural deficiency which may help to
explain the results is that the gantlling arousal techniques
used bty Uleman (1965) were not used in this study. It may
be the case that the n Influence motive requires the use of
stimulation procedures prior to the administration of the
TAT to ensure its accurate measurement. Since Uleman does
report significant differences between the arcused anéd non-
arcvsed groups (1970, pp. 22-23), the fallure to use
arousal techniques could have resulted in an invalid
measurement of subjects' internal motivational states. If
so, this exploratory study has not accomplished its
intended purpose and should be replicated with the addition
of arousal techniques to assure valid measurement of the

subjects'! influence needs.

Conceptual] Ambiguity

Even with these possible methodological socurces of
contamination, it i8 the researcher's oplinion that
conceptual amtigulty 1s the most plausible contributcr to
the null relationshlip found betwsen the objective and
projective measures. As Uleman has contlnued to research
and analyse this motive, his conceptions of it have
troadened and changed slightly. 1In describing a high n

Influence person is his dissertation, the emphasis was on
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one whc enjoyed the "exercise cof power for its own sake.,"
rower is viewed by this individual as "something to be
exercised ard used, rather thar conserved defensively, and
the goal 1s to see one's influence cn others.," (Ulenan,
1965, p. 207) This conceptualization led to the prediction
trat high n Influence perscns should seek and occupry mcre
leadership pcsitiorns thar persons low on this drive; Uleman
did rercrt in his dissertation that high n Influence
rerscns shcew a slight tendency to seek elective offices
(p. 219). tlcwever, in his latest article, he states that
there 1s nc relatiorshlip tetween n Influence and the number
cf offices held or sought and that these measures are not
valld indlcants of the need to influence. There was also
no relaticnshio found in this study between the numbter of
cffices held in high schocl or college organizatiocns and
the sccre of n Influence.

The enmphasis in his most recent article is on
concelving n Influence as "a kind of interperscnal
effectance rctive,” having to do with "soclal competence
and mastery" (1970, p. 52). In this more recent conception,
influencing others 18 seen as rewarding in its own right
tecause it 1s an "expression of one's interpersoral
capabtilities, or because it generally results in superior
payoffs" (p. 52). Influencing cthers 1s not the defining

characterlistlic ¢f a high n Influence individual, but rather
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part of an interperscnal, persuasive style tased upon
self~-ccnfildence in cne's cwn interperscnal effectiver.ess,
‘The high n Influence indlividual 1s viewed by others, and
accurately views himself, as mure dcminant in interpersonal
relaticns, although not necessarily domineering (p. 65).

Thls rather suttle change in ccncepticns cf the mctive
are difficult tuv state and even mcre difficult to exemplify,
since Ulernan's worx has predouwlnantly invclved the
deflniticn ¢f n Influence ty negation; l.e. ty distlingulishing
his weasure from Verhoff's n rower. Mcrecver, hLis valldation
prccedures nave used other perscnality measures and
inventcries, concerned primarily with what the need night
be, rather than with what high n Influence persons actually
de. Therefore, no behavioral examples or indlicants have
teen given which wonld alluw ctservation of a high n
Influence individual and help objectify the conceptual
definitiocn of this motivational state. <Since this change
in ccnceptual emrhasls was nct kncwn to this author until
after trhe instruments were ccnstructed and trecause there are
as yet no tenavioral valldations cf the need, it 1s nct
surprising that this expluratory attempt at construeting
an otjective instrument did not prove successful.

Sutsequent atterpts to create an otjective instrument
should pricarily emplcy statenents that reflect inter-

rersocnal effectiveness, self-confidence in interperscnal
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relatlcns, anrd a persuasive, pecsitive orientation tcwards
cthers. Ir cther words, the next attempt should emphasize
the interpersonal dimenslons of this need and nct the
intraperscnal characteristics of the motive, as this attempt
did. 1Ihis 1s not to say that the latter dimension shculd te
totally excluded, tut rather that the interperscnal
crientation should be mcre heavily stressed.

Fcwever, the obvious precblem involved in concluding
that the enrhasls should te c¢cn interperscnal effectiveness
lies in determining what interperscnal effectlveness
"looks like". Ihe solution to this question and to the
problers of interpretation in this study can only be
deternined ty future research that definitely estatlishes
& relationshlp between the n Influence motive and behavior:

«esthe utllity of the n Influence variable to

communication research deperds ¢n the accurate

deterrminatlion of the relationshlp between n

Influence as & measure of the interral mctiva-

ticnal state and its power to predict persuasive

beravior., (Christlansen, 1968, p. 42)

The ultimate validaticn of any construct must lie in 1its
abllity to predict behaviory; withcut that valldaticn the
ccncept cannct have an "emplrical, sclentific reality."

In the abtsence of validating evlidence for either thre
projective cr cbjective instrument, it cannct te determined

whether elther 1s ¢f use to cormunication researchers.

Future atterpts at scale construction, then, must deal
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with tehavicral patterns in a varlety cf situaticns in
crider tc estatllsh tre relationshinc between thre
prcejective and the objective measures, as well as the
heuristic value c¢f each in predicting ccmrunication

tehavicr.



1., Bertrand Russell, Fower: a new social analysis
(Lcnder:  Allen & Unwin, 1938), pe. 274.

2, Janes 3. Uleman, "Tre need for influence:
develorment and validation of the measure, and
comnariscn with the need for power", unpubllished
marnuscript, KSU, 1970, p. 31l.

3. James 3, Uleman, 1970, op. cit., p. 58.

4, Jares S. Uleman, "A new TAT measure of need for
pcwer", unrublished doctcral dissertation, Cepartment
of Sccial kelations, Harvard University, 1965, p. 213.
Actually, Uleman's corceptlicn cf n Influence 1s closely
related to Iurray's conceptlion of n Deominance, whom he
quotes in rls dissertation (p. 10)...") DCcminance
includes the desire to control one's environment. To
influerce or direct the behavior of Os (i.e. others)
by sugzesticn, seduction, rersuasion, or command. To
dissuvaide, restraln or prohltit. To induce an O to act
in & way which accords with one's sentizents and needs.
To get Cs tc cccperate. Tc ccnvince an C cf the
‘rightness! c¢f one's cpinicn."

5. perscnal conversations with [rs. Uleman ard Rergar.
6., Jar=2s 3. Uleman, 1970, op. cit., p. 26,

7. persornal ccnversaticns with Dr. Barger.
&

. perscnal ccnversaticns with U»rs, Uleman and Berger.

53



Bevelas, A. Ccrrunicatior patterns in task-oriented
grcups, In Cartwright, D., and Zander, A. (Eds.),
Crcup Dynamics. New York: FEerper & Row, 3rd
eiition, 1968, 503-511.

Barger, C. R. Factor analytlic study cf dimensions of self-
esteem., Unpublished lasters Thesls, Department of
Communicaticn, Michilgan State University, 1966,

. Leed to irnfluence and feedtrack regarding
influence cutcomes as determinants of the rela-
ticnshinp tetween incentive ragnitude ard self-
persuasicn., Speech Ncnoerarchs, 1369, 36, 435-442,

Cartwrizht, D. Influence, leadership, centrol, 1In
r'arch, J. G. (Ei1.), Eandbock cf Crganlzatlons.
Chicage: Rand Mchally and Co., 1965, 1-47.

Cartwrisht, D. and Zander, A. (Zds.), Group Dynarics.
Yew York: ELarper & Rcw, 3rd editiocn, 196¢c.

Christiansen, A. Yeed to influence: A predictive
meacsure of persuasive behavicr?. Unpuovlished
rYasters Thesls, Departmant of Ccmmunication,
¥ishigan State University, 196Z.

Cohen, A. R. Attitudlnal consequences of induced
discrepancies between cognitions and behavior.
tublie Coninlon guarterly, 1960, 24, 297-313.

Deutsch, ¥. and Kreuss, R. M. Studles of interpersonal

targaining. ournal of ccnflict Resolution,
19620 éo £2-76.

Dcdd, S. C. ard Cerbrick, T. A. Werd scales fcr dezrees
of opinion. [angvage and Speech, 1960, 3, 18-31.

Ferguscn, G. A, Statlistical Analysis in Isychology and
Fducaticn., Mhew York: MeCraw-H1ll, 195%.

5l



55

Eexshlll, J. 4. #hy recple attennt to leai, 1In
fFetrullo, L. and Bass, B. (Eds.), Leadership
ari Interrersoral Rehavicr. New York: Rolt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1961, 201-215.,

Lewgill, M. A. and Miller, G. R. Scurce credibility and
tc fear-arousing ccmmunication. Speech Yoncgrachs,

1965- 2&0 95'1010

helman, E. C. Processes of opirion change., lublle
S-inicn Quarterly, 1961, 25, 57-73,

terlinger, 7. N, TFoundations of Eehavioral Research,
New Yorky Lolt, Rinehart, and winston, 1964,

krech, D., Crutchfield, R. S., and Ballachey, bk. L.
Indivifval in Scclety. rew Yorks PFMeGraw-Hill, 1962,

Leavitt, . J. Scre effects cof certain corrunicaticn
patterns on group perfcrmance. Jcurnal of
Abncrmel and Scclal Tyschelceroy. 1951 51, 48, 36-50.

tciulre, W. J. Tre nature of attitudes and attitude change.
In Iindzey, G. and Arornson, E. (Eds.), The
tanirock cf Scelal I'yechclopy, Vol. 11I, S, 2nd
eiition. Qaeading: Addiscn-wesley, 1969, 136-314.

hehNemar, Q. FPsycholozical Statlstics. New Ycrk: Wiley,
3rd edition, 1962,

Miller, C. R. and Icbe, J. Opinionated language, open
and close-mindedness and response to persuasive
conrmunication., Journal of Cormurication, 1967,

lZo 333~3b1.

tfulder, J. The power variablas in communication
experiments. Fuman Relations, 1960, 13, 241-256.

Crre, . On the soclel paycheoclogy of the psychologilcal
exveriment: with particular reference to demand
characteristics and their implications.

Arerican Psychcloglist. 1962, 17, ?776-783.

Rosentral, R. The effect of the experimenter on the
results of ;gycholcgical research. In Maher, B. A.
(Ed.), Erozress in Experimental Fersconality
Lesearch, Vol. I. kew York: Acadsmic Press, 1964,

Russell, B. tower: & new sccial analysls, London:
Allen and Unwin, 1938,






.
£O

Shaw, i.. &. Group structure and the behavicr cof
individuals in small groups. Journal of
isycnolcgy, 1954c, 3%, 139-143.

Sclcmon, L. The influence of soms types of power relations
and gare strategies upcn the development of
intergersonal trust. Journal of Abncrral and
Scclal ksycholegy, 156G, 61, 223-230.

Sterling, T. D. and Fcllack, S. v. Introduction to
Statistizal Data I[rccessina, cnglewood Cliffs:
rrentice-gall, 1964,

Strong, k. #. Strong Vocatlicnal Interest Blank for len,
chm T339. Staunford; Stanford University Fress,
1565,

Terwilliser, R. f. Geanine ani kind, iew Yorks Oxfcrd
University iress, 196c¢.

Tnibaut, J. W. and selley, L. H. TIhe Soclal Psychclogy
cf ¢reoups, hew York: wiley, 1955,

Trcdahl, V. C. and Frowell, F. A. A short-fcrrn dogratism
scale fcr use in field stulles. Unrublisned
manuscript, Hichigan State University, 1963.

Uleman, J. S. A new [AI measure of need for power.
Unputllshed dcctcral dissertation, Department of
Social selations, dHarvard University, 1965.

. Ihe need for influence: daevelourment and valldation
cf the measure, andi compariscn with the need for
power. Unpublished manuscript, Michigan State
University, 1970.

Vernoff, J., UDevelopment and valldation of a prcjective
measure ¢f power motlivation, Journal of Abnorumal
and Sucial isycholegy, 1957, 54, 1-G.

Vverplank, W. S. 1he control of the content of ecnversation:
reinforcement of statements of opinion. Journal
of Abnormal and Scelal fsycholegy, 1955, 51, 668-676.

welss, w. and Fine, B. J. Opinion change es s function
¢f some interperscnal attributes cf the
comiunicatees. Journal of Abnormnal and Soclal
I'sychology, 1955, 41, 2&3:233.







APPENDIX A

TAT ANSWER SHEETS

These are the four guldeline questions around which
subjects wrote their stories.
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PICTURE CONE
1) what is happening? Who are the people?

2) What has led up to this situation? That is, what
has happened in the past?

3) what is being thought? Wwhat is wanted? By whom?

4) what will happen? Wwhat will te done?
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PICTURE TWO
1) What 1s happening? Who are the people?

2) What has led up to this situation? That is, what
has happened in the past?

3) Wwhat is being thought? What 18 wanted? By whom?

4) what will happen? What will be done?



61
PICTURE THREE
1) what i1s happening? Who are the people?

2) What has led up to this situation? That is, what
has happened in the past?

3) wWhat 1s being thought? What is wanted? By whom?

4) what will happen? Wwhat will be done?
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PICTURE FCUR
1) what is happening? Who are the people?

2) what has led up to this situation? That 1s, what
has happened in the past?

3) what is being thought? What is wanted? By whom?

4) wWhat will happen? What will be done?



AFPPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF STIMULUS PICTURES USED
FCR THE TAT MEASURE OF N INFLUENCE
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Slide 4:
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ntArmy'e~- military man instructing five other
military men pointing to something
like a map. Source:; magazine photo=-
graph, selected for this study."
(Uleman, Appendix E, 1965, p. 283)

ntpeeting?---a group of young men seated around
a table, with one man standing
outside of and away from the group.
Source: KG (referred to in Atkinson,

Fotives in ntasy, Actlion, and
Socliety, p. 535. picture #83).°
(Uleman, Appendix E, 1965, p. 284)
"!pPaperg?---two young men, the one standing
handing papers to the seated one
who is smoking. Sources ADI; Atkin-

son, 1958, p. 832, plcture #4."
(Uleman, Appendix E, 1965, p. 284)

"!Newspaper'!---man seated in easy chalr reading
newspaper with great interest
and concern. Source: slide
collection of Dr. Richard Alpert."
(Uleman, Appendix E, 1965, p. 284)



APPENDIX C
DEFINITICUN OF SCORING CATEGORIES

These brief descriptions of the ten content categories are
from the scoring manual for the TAT measure of n Influence.
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1) Influence Imagery (IM): scored "whenever a party (Py)
acts toward party (P>) in such a way that it causes Py to
react. A party can be a person or a group of people who

act together. The first action must te overt, and inten-
tional or willful. So we cannot count accidents or routine
behaviors as 'action'. But the reaction can te any bshavior,
overt or covert, caused by Py's action."

2) Prestige (PR)s scored "if a party who takes part inm the
influence imagery sitmation has high scocial status or
prestige. Indicators of prestige include fame, wealth,

and position."

3) Organization (OR)s scored "if an organization, or a
member of an organization, is a party in an influence
situation in the story. An organization 1s any group of
people in & hierarchy.”

4) No Self-Deprication (NS): scored "if there is an absence
of \deprication, humiliation, embarrassment, belittling, etc.,
of some party involved in the influence situation. The de-
prication can be done by the party himself, or by the

story's author. But criticism of one party by another 1is
not considered self-deprication.”

5) No Reminiscence (NR): scored "if there is an atsence of
thoughts about the past, by someone invclved in the influence
situation=-=-=thoughts about his own past experience, which
have no clear implication for the party's future actions."

6) Mo Dread (ND): scored "if there is an absence of fear,
dread, apprehension, etc., by & party invdlived in the in-
fluence situation, about the future or some future action.
Note that explicit denial of dread is alsc counted as dread
e « «" Dread includes criticism of another's plans, and
some explicit anxlety, doubt or hesitation about your own
future plans.

7) Counter-Reaction (CR): scored "if the influence imagery
action-reaction sequence involves overt actions by both
parties, which are actually carried out, and which are dis-
tinct from each other. In eaddition, the reaction must bve

a ‘counter-reaction' to the extent that it relates back to
P4 in some way or other." In other words, there must be an
explicit feedback=loop of influence in the story.

8) consultation (CO): scored "whenever the parties involved
in the influence situation either plan some future activity,
or seek and/or give advice regarding some future event."

The only time advice 18 not scored 18 when it is clearly

not wanted.
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9) Threat (TH): scored "if one party carries out an act
which threatens some important interest of another party,
who reacts ty carrying out an act to neutralize the threat.
There must be a clear sequence, Crimes are threats to
soclety."” Vital interests would include money, Job security,
cne's health or 1life.
10) eparation (SE):s scored "if the influence situation in-
volves either active separation of one party from another,
or action taken to keep two parties apart. The action need
not be actually carried out, but need only meet the require-
ments for influence imagery action. If members of the
imnediate family are involved, the story can't be scored for
‘geparation?!." Such things as divorce, expulsiocn, toycotts
or parting of company are scored as separation.

These categories can te organized into the influence
gction sequence depicted in Figure 1. The dlagram represents
the basic elements of an influence interaction; i.e.: two
parties, with an action-reaction sequence between them. The
first five categories (PR, CR, NS, NR, and ND) emphasize
characteristics of the parties found in high need to influence
storles. The categories of Prestige and Organization make the
party tigger and more important, and therety emphasize that
party's rotential for influence. The absence categories (NS,
NR, and kD) indicate that the parties do not minimize their
c¥n importance and influence potential by thinking less of
themselves (NS), bty withdrawing into the nast (NR), or by
cowering before an uncertain future (AD).

The last four categories (CR, CO, Th, and SE) indicate
& high need to influence bty emphasizing and elatorating on
the interaction itself. CR 1s scored only Af the reaction

is explicitly directed back to the first party, indicating a
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more direct and immediate engagement between parties. Con-
sultation, Threat, and Separation are scored if the inter-
action 18 elaborated enough so thot it results in clear co-
operation (CC), direct antagonism or clash of interests (TH),
or separation of the two parties (SE). These last three
categories measure the emplasis gilven the interaction itself
ty elaborating and specifying its specific characteristics.
These nine scored categorfes are called Emphaslis Nodiflers
because of their elatcration and emphasis function,

FIGURE 1

Diagramatic Representation of the Influence Imagery Inter-
action and of the Emrphasls Modifler Categories.*

Party One Influence Imagery Farty 1wo
Interaction

rﬁ————‘-—-'

'PR jN : x

CR SE

*p. 39 of the n Influence scorling manual.
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NAME

OPINION PROFILE

INSTRUCTIONS: Appearing below are some statements about
which people have different opinions or bteliefs. Some of
these statements are about the kind of person you think
you are, and some are concerned with the various bellefs
that you have. FPlease indicate the extent of your agree-
ment or disagreement with each item or the extent to which
it applies to you by circling the appropriate response.

If you strongly agree with the statement,
then circle SA. If you agree with the item, then circle
A, and if you mildly or slightly agree with the opinion,
then you would circle MA for mildly agree.

When you are in strong disagreement with
the statement, you should circle SD for strongly disagree;
if you disagree, circle D and if you mildly disagree, then
circle MD. If the item is not applicable to you or if you
are undecided or neutral on the issue, then you should
circle N for neutral.

Please move through these items quickly. We
want your first impressions only, but at the same time,
please be frank and honest in your responses., Remenmber,
there are no "correct" answers for any of these statements.
We are interested only in your personal opinions and
beliefs abtout each of these statements.

1) I prefer to work alone as compared to working on
committees,
SA A MA N MD D SD

2) A person in authority should use his influence for the
attainment of group goals, and not for personal interests
or fame.

SA A FA N MD D SD

3) I am often called on to smooth out disagreements
tetween people,
SA A MA N ¥D D SD

4) One's status or position is a thing to te defended
against attack.
SA A MA N ¥D D SD
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5) Wwhen there is a job to be done, I'd rather bte in
control of the situation than take directions from
someone else.

SA A MA N MD D SD

6) I like to reminisce about my past experiences.
SA A FA N MD D SD

7) A person in an authority position must maintain his
distance from his subordinates or else they will take
advantage of him,

SA A MA N ¥D D SD

8) 1In order to get your opinions accepted, you must
be willing to compromise.
SA A MA N kD D SD

9) Other people rarely come to me for advice.
SA A MA N MD D SD

10) The main thing in life is for a person to want to do
sonmething important.
SA A MA N ¥D D SD

11) I usually start the activities of the group of
which I'm a member.
SA A FA N "D D SD

12) I tend to have atrong oplinions on things.
SA A FA N kD D SD

13) A person must te willing to negotiate and to
compromise some of his i1deas in order to have his
influence felt.

SA A MA N MD D SD

14) I rind it very difficult to talk to people I've
never met before.
SA A ¥A N ¥D D SD

15) My blood bolls whenever a person stubbornly refuses
to admit he is wrong.

SA A KA N MD D SD

16) Trying to persuade someone else to accept my point
of view 18 toth stimulating and enjoyable,
SA A MA N ¥D D SD
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31) At a conference or in the classroom, I prefer to
sit in the first three rows.
SA A MA N MD D SD

32) If given the opportunity, I think I would make a
good leader.
SA A MA R MD D SD

33) I very often feel that I am a worthless individual.
SA A MA N MD D SD

34) Although it is fairly easy to persuade others, I
am rarely Af ever persuaded ty someone else's arguments.
SA A MA N MD D SD

35) I very often worry about whether other people like
to be with me,
SA A MA N MD D SD

36) I often find myself disagreeing with another person
Just for the sake of argument.
SA A MA N MD D 8D

37) A person who doesn't have strong opinions is often
more fun to talk to than someone who has very definite
beliefs.

SA A MA N MD D SD

38) Threats usually don't frighten me.
SA A MA N KD D SD

39) I have difficulty in finding things to talk about
with strangers.
SA A MA N MD D sSD

40) I would rather be just a member of a club than one
of its officers.
SA A MA N KD D SD

41) I am inventive and have more than my share of
novel ideas,
SA A MA N MD D SD

42) There is no such thing as wasted effort when you're
trying to rake your ideas understoocd and accepted.
SA A MA N D D SD

43) I enjoy listening to other people's 1deas more than
I like expressing my own.
SA A FA N KD D SD
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31) At a conference or in the classroom, I prefer to
sit in the first three rows.
SA A MA N MD D SD

32) If given the opportunity, I think I would make a
good leader.
SA A MA R MD D SD

33) I very often feel that I am a worthless individual.
SA A MA N MD D SD

34) Although it is fairly easy to persuade others, I
am rarely if ever persuaded bty someone else's arguments.
SA A MA N MD D SD

35) I very often worry about whether other people like
to be with me,
SA A FA N MD D SD

36) I often find myself disagreeing with another person
Just for the sake of argument.
SA A MA N MD D SD

37) A person who doesn't have strong opinions is often
more fun to talk to than someone who has very definite
beliefs.

SA A MA N MD D SD

38) Threats usually don't frighten me.
SA A MA N KD D SD

39) I have difficulty in finding things to talk about
with strangers.
SA A MA N MD D SD

40) I would rather be just a member of a club than one
of its officers.
SA A MA N KD D SD

41) I am inventive and have more than my share of
novel 1ideas,
SA A MA N MD D SD

42) There is no such thing as wasted effort when you're
trying to rake your ideas understood and accepted.
SA A MA N ¥D D SD

43) I enjoy listening to other people's ideas more than
I like expressing my own,
SA A VA N ¥D D SD
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L4) I often find myself "daydreaming®.
SA A A N MD D SD

45) In a discussion, I rarely find it necessary to
repeat myself to make sure that I'm being understood.
SA A MA N MD D SD

L4L6) One way of achieving your goals is to get yocurself
into a position of influence 80 that you can affect
the decisions of the group.

SA A FA N MD D SD

47) I tend to hold back when asked to state my
evaluation of something.

SA A MA N MD D SD
4L8) when given orders, I can take and carry them out
cheerfully.

SA A MA N MD D SD

49) I tend to worry about my mistakes a great deal.
SA A VA N ¥D D SD

50):1 can usually get others to do what I want done.
SA A FA N MD D SD

51) when in a discussion with others, I will almost
always voice my oplnion even though it is not in
agreement with theirs.

SA A KA N ND D SD

52) When I'm in a club, I prefer to be one of its
offlcers,
SA A KA N ¥D D SD

53) I often have apprehensive and fearful feelings
about my future.
SA A FA N MD D SD

54) Part of the fun of talking with others is the
challenge of presenting your views convincingly, even
if you don't actually convince the other person.

SA A MA N MD D SD

55) I enjoy competitive activities,
SA A MA N 1D D SD

56) Generally, threats make me angry and want to retaliate.
SA A MA N ND D SD
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57) when I'm with a group of people, I usually have
trouble finding the right things to talk about.
SA A MA N MD D SD

58) One's status in a club or organization i1s a measure
of his personal worth.
SA A KA Iv ¥D D SD

59) Fran on his own 1s a helpless and miserable creature.
SA A FA N ¥D D SD

60) Even when I don't try to persuade somecne else, I
usually end up doing so.
SA A VA N ¥D D SD

61) I think I could prepare successful advertisements.
SA A FA N ¥D D SD

62) It is only when a person devotes himself to an
ideal or cause that life becomes reaningful.
SA A MA N ¥D D SD

63) when I'm with a group of friends, I usually lead
the conversation.
- SA A FA N MD D SD

64) I must admit thet I actually enjoy directing the
actions of others.
SA A FA N MD D SD

65) 1 am good at making decisions quickly rather than
after considerable thought.
SA A MA N MD D 8D

66) I feel "unnatural® and "ille-at-ease" when I have
to tell others what to do.
SA A FA N ¥D D SD

67) I very often feel that as an individual, I am
worth a great deal,
SA A I'A N MD D SD

68) There are two kinds of people in this world; those
who are for the truth and those who are against the
truth,

SA A FA N 1D D SD

69, A position of power and authority should be viewed
as & means toward some goal and not as an end in itself.
SA A KA N ¥D D SD
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70) It doesn't bother me if somecne doesn't accept my
point of view,
SA A MA N MD D SD

71) It is often desirable to reserve judgement atout
what's going on until one has a chance to hear the
opinions of those one respects.

SA A MA N MD D SD

72) I often get 80 discouraged with myself that I
wonder whether anything 1s worthwhile.
SA A KA N ¥D D SD

73) A person in a superior role should be considerate
and open to suggestions from his subordinates,
SA A HA N ¥D D SD

74) Having the responsibility of directing the
activities of others tends to make me nervous
and apprehensive.

~ SA A MA N MD D SD

75) I often try different methods of presenting my
arguments when I'm trying to convince another person
to accept my point of view,

SA A MA N MD D SD

76) Of all the different philosophies which exist in
this world there i1s probably only one which is correct.
SA A MA N MD D SD

77) Even though I like to make my opinions known, I
usually don't express them until I'm asked.
SA A MA N ¥D D SD
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NAME AGE

MAJCR YEAR IN SCHOOL

OPINIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIOKS: Appearing below are some statements about
which people have different opinions or beliefs. Some of

these statements are abtout the kind of person you think

you are, and some are concerned with the various bveliefs
that you have. Flease indicate the extent of your agreement
or disagreement with each item or the extent to which it
applies to you by circling the appropriate response.

If you very strongly agree with the statement, then circle
VSA. If you strongly agree with the item, then circle SA,
and if you moderately &gree with the statement presented,
then you would circle MA for moderately agree.

When you very strongly disagree with the statement, you
should circle VSD for very strongly disagree; if you
strongly disagree, circle SD and if you moderately disagree
then circle MD. If the item is not applicable to you or

if you are undecided or neutral on the opinion presented,
then you should circle N for neutral.

Please move through these items quickly. We want your first
impressions only. But at the same time, please be frank
and honest in your responses. Some of these items will
sound quilte similar, but please treat each item separately,
as independent from any of the others. Remerber, there are
no "correct® answers for any of these statements. We are
interested only in your own frank opinion or telief about
each statement.

To repeat, the letters below each statement, stand for:

VSA cececececcececes VOry strongly agree

SA ceccscccccceccss Strongly agree

MA .cceececcccsceses moderately agres

N cessssescsssssee Neutral or undecided
MD ceecvecccccsecess. moderately disagree
SD eeececcccecesees 8trongly disagree

VSD ¢eccessesccsess Vory strongly disagree



79
1) A person in authority should use his influence for the
attainment of group gecals, and not fcr personal interests
or fanme,
vVsaA SA FA N MD SO VSD

2) I tend to hold tack when asked tc state my evaluation
of something.

VSA SA rA N %D SD V3D

3) Even when I don't try to persuade somecne else, I
usually end up doing so.

VSA SA rA N MD SD VeD

4) I often find myself disagreeing with another person
Just for the sake of argument.

VsSA SA KA N ¥D SD VSD

5) LEaving the responsibility of directing the activities
of others tends to make me nervous and apprehensive.

VSA SA KA N KD SD VSD
6) Generally, threats make me angry and want to retallate.
VSA SA MA N MD SD VSD
7) When in a discussion with others and my own orinion
is not in agreement with theirs, I will voice my own
opinion without hesitation.
VSA SA FA N FD SD VSD

§) If given the opportunity, I think I would mske a
goecd leaier.

VSA SA MA N FD SD VvSD

9) I find it difficult to talk to people I've never
met tefore,

VSA SA FA N D SD VSD

10) I very often have difficulty in finding things to
talk atout with strangers.

VSA SA VA N ¥D SD VSD
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11) A person in a superior role should be considerate
and open to suggestions from his subordinates.

vsaA SA FA N MD SD VSD

12) It 1s actually qulte easy to persuade another person.
VSA SA FA N KD SD VSD

13) I am sure that my friends really like me.
VSA SA FA N ¥D SD VSD

14) when I'm with a group of people, I always have
trouble in finding the right things to say.

vsaA SA A N KD SD VSD

15) when in an argument, 1 almost always have the
last word.

vsa SA FA N KD SD vSD

16) I feel "unnatural" and "ill-at-ease" when I have to
tell others what to do.

VSA SA FA N MD SD VSD

17) I really get upset when someone doesn't accept my
point of view.

VSA SA FA N KD SD VSD
18) I often find myself "daydreaming".
VSA SA KA N ¥D SD VSD

19) I won't make my opinions known until after I'm
asked to state them,

VSA SA MA N MD SD VSD

20) I like teing in an authority position so that others
will look up to me.

vsa SA FA N MD SD VsSD

21) I often get so discouraged with myself that 1 wonder
whether anything is worthwhile.

vsaA SA FA A kD SD vsSD
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22) I often feel that I am a werthless individual,
VSD SD kD N FA SA VSA

23) I usually start the activities of the group cof
wnich I'm a member.

VSD SD KD Iv FA SA VSA

24) I must admit that I actually enjoy directing the
actions of cthers.

VSD SD ¥D K FA SA VSA

25) I often worry abcut whether other people llke to
bte with me.

VEA SA MA N ¥D SD VSD

26) I would rather te Just a rember of a club than one
of its officers.

VSD SD D N lA SA VSA

27) 1 often have apprehensive and fearful feelings
atout my future.

VSA SA FA N ¥D SD VSD
28) I like to make my opinlons known to others.
VSD SD ¥D N VA SA VSA

29) One's status in & club or organization 1s a measure
of his personal worth.

VSD SD MD N MA SA VSA
30) when there is a job to be done, I'd much rather te in
control of the situation than take directions from
someone else,

vsD SC MD N MA SA VSA

31) I like to reminisce abtout my past experiences.

VSA SA FA N MD SD VSD
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32) Trying to persuade someone else to accept my point
of view 18 toth stimulating and enjoyable.

VSA SA FA N ¥D SD VS2

33) I am good at getting others to do what I want done,
VSA SA FA N ¥D SD VSD

34) When in a club, I want to te cne of its officers.
vsSd SD ¥D N A SA VSA

35) 1 enjoy listening to other people's ideas much more
than I enjoy expressing my own.

VSA SA MA N %D sh VSD

36) The act of persuading another to accept my arguments
is, in 1itself, satisfying and rewarding.

VSA SA KA J¢) KD SD VSD

37) when in & discussion, I often find it necessary to
repeat myself in order to be understood.

VSD SD MD N KA SA VSA
38) A person in an authority position must maintain
his distance from his subordinates or else they will
take advantage of him,

vVsD SD MD N FA SA VSA
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STUDEAT NUMBER AGE SeX

FAJOR MIKCR

YEAR IN SCEUOL: FRESH SCFR JUNIOR SENICR

SEXFPECTED OCCUPATION

List tre clubs or orgarizations of which ycu are or have
teen a rember, mertioning the offices you've held in each.

INSTRUCTIONS: On the following pages are statements about
which people have different opinions or bveliefs, rost of
these statements concern the ldeas and feelings you have
atout yourself., Each statement 18 followed by five or
seven alternative answers; please check the one which you
feel best represents your feelings toward yourself.

Some of the statements require you to make
some rather difficult Jjudgements about yourself; try to
answer these as ot jectively and as honestly as possibdle.
However, you should mcve through these items quickly
glving your firet imrression. A few of these statements
will sound quite similar, but you should treat each
statement as separate frow all the other statements.



1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

€5

If given the opportunity, I think 1 wculd make a good
leader.,

very strongly agree
strongly agree
moderately agree
indifferent, neutral 1
moderately disagree
strongly disagree
very strongly disagree__(1)

DA ERNOY

I feel “unnatural®" and "ill-at-ease” when I have to
tell cthers what to do.

\,

very strongly disagree
strongly disagree
moderately disagree
indifferent, neutral
moderately agree
strongly agree

very strongly agree 4

[H{rohofefn]oy
|

How good are you at persuading another person?

very gocd_  (8)
good Y4

falr ~\5)
bad H%
very bad 2

bow cften do you feel that you are a worthless individual?

always 9
of ten 7
now and then g
seldom

never 1)

Cenerally, threats make me angry and want to retalliate.

very strongly agree Vi
gstrongly agree
moderately agres
iniifferent, neutral
moderately disagree
strongly dlisagree
very strongly disagree_ |

[kt efnfoy
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6) I find 1t difficult to talk to vecple I've never met,

very strongly disagree (7
strongly disagree
moierately disazree
indifferent, neutral
mcderately agree
strongly agree {
very strocngly agree

)
I

NV IS G

7) The act of persuading another to accept my argument 1is,
in itself, satisfying and rewarding.

very strongly agree %z%‘
strongly agree .
moderately agree
indifferent, neutral

5
L
moderately disagres 3
2
1

strongly disagree
very strongly disagree

€) 1 get so discouraged with myself that I wonder whether
anything is worthwhile,

always )
cften -L%<
now and then b
seldon 3
never 1)

9) I tend to hold tack when asked to state my evaluation
of scmething.

very 8strongly disagree (7
strongly disagree [
moderately disagree 5
indifferent, neutral 4
noderately agree -—-FL—-
strongly agree 2
very strongly agree (1)

10) when in a club, I prefer to be one of 1its officers.

very strongly agree ?
strongly agree [
moderately agree 5
indifferent, neutral 4
roderately disagree ___%
strongly disagree —L
very strongly dlsagree__ (1,




11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

87

How often do you start the activities of your group?

never (1
seldom }T]
now and then 5
often 7
always 9

I like to reminisce

very strcngly disagree_ (

strongly disagres
moderately dilsagree
indifferent, neutral
moderately agree
strongly agree

very strongly agree

about my past experiences.

Y

Eow often do you have apprehensive and fearful
feelings atout your future?

always (9 )
often Y
now and then 5
geldom

never 1)

Trylng to persuade someone else to accept my point
of view is both stirmulating and enjoyable.

very strongly agree
strongly agree
moderately agree
indifferent, neutral
moderately disagree
strongly disagree

[
b
4)
—2‘
very strongly disagree__ﬂls

Fz\

When there is & job to be done, I'd rather te in
control of the situation than take directicns from

someone else.

very strongly agree
strongly sgree
rcderately agree
indifferent, neutral
rcderately disagree
strongly disagree

very strongly di sagree:

ool &t n o




16)

17)

1E)

19)

20)

&g

tiow often do you make your opinicns krown to others?

always 9
often 7
ncw ard then 5
seldomn 3
never 1

I must admit that I actually enjcy directing and
rlanring the acticns of others.

very stronzly agree (7)
strongly agree
mcderately agree
indifferent, neutral
moderately disazree
stronely disagree

very strongly dlsagree

{ropof &t foy

Fow ¢ften do you find it necessary to repesat yourself
in order to te understood?

rever (1)
seldom 3
now and then

cften %%
always 9

I would rather t*e a memver c¢f a club than one of
its officers.

very strongly disagree
strongly disagree
rcderately disagree
indifferent, neutral
rocderately agree
strongly agree

very strongly agree -

Pmucmmw

How good are you at getting others to do what you
want done?

very zood 8
goed
falr

had

very bad




21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

&9

fow often do you rave difficulty in finding things
to talk about with strangers?

always
of ten
now and then

seldom |
never -t

How often do you find yourself "daydreaming?®

s
|

never (1)
seldom 3
now and then 5
often 7
always 9

Having the responsibllity of directirg the activities
of others makes me nervous and apprehensive.

very strongly disagree )
strongly dlsagree )
moderately disagree 9
indifferent, neutral 4
moderately agree ___%__
strongzly agree

very strongly agree 1

How gcod are you at rememtering names?

very good (8)

good Y
falr 5
bad

very rad _ (2

Wwhen with a group cf people, hcw often do you have
trouble finding the right things to say?

never 1
seldom hﬂ"
now and then 9
often ?
always 9)

When you're in a discussion and your opinion is not
in agreement with others, how hesitant are you in
volcing your own opinion? Would you volce your opinion..

without hesitation (8 )
with little hesitation_ (6
with some hesitation __(&4)
wlith great hesitation __jzf
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Table 7. Feans and standard deviations of the statements
used to form the five factor indices in the

analysis.

Statement

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Leadership Factor

When in a club, I prefer to be one of its
officers.

I would rather be a member of a cludb than
one of its officers.

I must admit that I actually enjoy di-
recting and planning the actions of
others.

If given the opportunity, I think I would
make a good leader.

When there is a job to be done, I'd4
rather be in control of the situation

than take directions from someone else.

how often do you start the activities
of your group?

How good are you at getting others to do
what you want done?

Difficulty in Conversing Factor

How often do you have difficulty in
finding things to talk about with
strangers?

I find it difficult to talk to people
I've never met.

When with a group of people, how often
do you have trouble finding the right
things to say?

How often do you find it necessary to
repeat yourself in order to be under-
stood ?

Yerbal Concealment Factor

I tend to hold back when asked to state
my evaluation of something.

Eow often do you make your opinions
known to others?

Wwhen you're in a discussion and your
opinion is not in agreement with
others, how hesitant are you in
volicing your own opinion? Wwould you
voice your opinion . . .

b7l
4.55

4.77
5.47

5.26

5.67
6028

4.14
5.03

b.39

4,70

k.71
6.55

5.27

1.35
1.12

1.26
00814'

1.26
1.36
1.16

1.77
1.59

1.27

1013

1.66
1.14

1.70
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Table 7 (contt):

Standard
Statement Mean Deviation

Negative Self-Esteem Factor
How often do you have apprehensive and

fearful feelings about your future? 4,87 1.87
I get so discouraged with myself that I

wonder whether anything 1s worthwhile. 3.93 1.81
LHow often do you feel that you are a

worthless individual? 4,17 1.54

Enjoy Persuading Facter

Trying to persuade someone else to accept

ny point of view is both stimulating

and enjoyable. 5.30 1.12
The act of persuading another to accept

my argument 1s, in itself, satisfying

and rewarding. 5.47 1.06




Table 8.

Intercorrelation matrix of factor statements.*

10 19 17 1 15 11 20 21 6 25 18 9 16 26 13 8 4 14

19 608

17 453 406

1 532 411 366

15 354 U485 341 475

11 562 458 316 507 248
20 1
21 =143 -196 =135 =364 =036 =326 =297

6 164 182 084 5423 135 267 245 =523
25 =137 =221 =125 =379 =198 =283 =406 554 =361

18 =203 =073 =183 =416 =201 =228 =326 428 -

9 252 300 159 332 175 318 U408 =23 23 =369 =241
16 179 227 288 134 126 367 278 =107 138 =128 =072 454
26 118 210 163 288 298 328 238 =251 111 =402 =225 481 me .
13 158 =110 -021 =085 =050 153 =C82 200 001 184 043 =1 09 -16%

8 =064 =200 =195 =200 =101 =067 =268 285 =130 067 263 =229 =171 -148 461

L 026 =160 =079 =155 =183 =057 =172 251 =138 283 251 =208 =188 =435 kww mom N
14 326 253 298 374 4726 329 411 =129 061 =159 =148 255 U458 418 =022 -1 =222 ©
7 344 206 288 304 246 206 342 =035 156 -092 =132 206 247 155 020 010 =109 mow
#fr? greater than .205, p=¢.05; 'r' greater than .267, p=gO1



—
——
==
>
- —
—
—
———
=
S—
——
S—
S—
—

n
{e ]
o
w
~
'~
-
o~
o
Lt
(]
N
-
o




