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ABSTRACT

ATTRIBUTED POWER:

THREAT V8. PERSUASION

BY

Yea-lin Lin

How do people attribute power? An experimental study on a

sample of college students examined the effect of the method

of influence (threat vs. persuasion), structural power, and

success known/unknown. major findings were that 1) people

generally appreciate persuasion. The persuasion users would

be perceived more likely to cause a desired outcome than the

threat users, 2) while using threats successfully does not

always lead to attribution of more power, threats may lead to

perception of more power when structural power is equal, and

3) the threat users will be considered less likable and less

intelligent than the persuasion users. The effect of both

influence tactic in a democratic society and the responses

from the observers has been discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

One approach of social psychology is studying "power

attribution”. How do people attribute power‘? Does the use

of threats cause the attribution. of igreat. power, cause

resentment toward the power user, or both?

In this study, I attempt to answer two preceding

questions as well as the following ones. If the outcome

hasn't been known, how will people predict the probability of

the successful influence? How do people evaluate the agent's

likability and intelligence after they witness threatening

process? Under what conditions will the agent be attributed

with the greatest power, likability, and intelligence?

Basically, our research design is similar to Layton and

Moehle (1979) research. In their study, a sample of 233 male

and female undergraduates volunteered for the experiment. The

participants were asked to read a case history describing the

process of an agent attempting to modify the behavior of a

target. Then, they responded to some questions about the

vignette.

Schopler and Layton (1972) believed that a strong

 

1"Power is defined as the ability or potential to influence

others" (Manz and Gioia, 1983, p.473). ”...power...,defined here

as the inferred potential of one person(the agent) tolcause another

person(the target) to act in accordance with the agent's wishes"

(HinKin and Schriesheim, 1990, p.222).

1
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intervention such as a threat should be more likely to produce

compliance than a weak intervention, such as a suggestion.

Then they inferred that when intervention strength increases,

the probabilities for compliance also increase.

Layton and Moehle (1979) found that a strong intervention

caused change, i.e., compliance or countercompliance, rather

than noncompliance. Threats were such strong interventions

that they pushed the targets to respond or to make a change,

regardless of the direction of that change. Although knowing

that explicit threats may cause reactance and anger by the

targets, and that the reactance may cause countercompliance,

Layton insisted that the use of threat is an efficient method

to obtain the agent's desired outcome.

In contrast, Ridgeway (1987, Ridgeway and Diekema 1989)

demonstrated the disadvantages of the use of stronger

interventions. The research(1989) showed that bystanders

consistently intervened against dominance behaviors.

Bystanders showed negative response to dominance behavior”.

Ridgeway and Diekema also found that dominance behaviors

achieved no more influence over bystanders' decisions than did

neutral confederate behaviors. ". . .bystanders were no more

influenced in this way by dominant confederates than by

neutral confederates" (Ridgeway and Diekema, 1989. p.88) .

 

2 According to Ridgeway and Diekema(1989) , the dominance

behaviors include dismissal of another's arguments, addressing

another in a contemptuous tone of voice, raised or angry voice, and

leaning forward in an intrusive manner...and so on.
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Briefly, bystanders preferred neutral confederate behaviors

rather than dominance behaviors. I would link the use of

threat and dominance behaviors together. A threat user

usually dismisses another's argument, and addresses another in

a dismissive or contemptuous tone of voice. A threat user

always tries to dominate others.

Thus, Ridgeway implied that the use of threat would not

cause more compliance. From the view of bystanders, the

dominance behaviors would not enhance the confederate's

influence. In other words, Ridgeway did not predict that

threats would lead to more success in the process of

influence. On the other hand, although Layton did not

directly compare threatening with persuasion, he did prefer

the use of threat for achieving a desired outcome. Persuasion

is the intervention which is stronger than a suggestion, but

is weaker than a threat. Layton believed that the

probabilities of compliance increase when the strength of

intervention increases. Thus, Layton would predict the use of

threat might cause more compliance.

Then, we have two opposite hypotheses:

l.1a if the success of influence is unknown, explicit

threats will be considered by observers more likely

to succeed than persuasion.(Schopler and Layton

1972)

n.1b if the success of influence is unknown, explicit

threats will be considered by observers less likely
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to succeed than persuasion. (Ridgeway 1987; Ridgeway

and Diekema 1989)

We can test those two opposite hypotheses at the same

time since ANOVA is a non-directional test. The direction of

the hypothesis which has been supported can be identified.

Now let us consider the attribution. ‘When the influence

is snsssssfnl, the use of threat makes the power inequality

salient. According to Kaplowitz's ( 1978) proposition, the use

of threat implies that the target is very resistant to the

influence. Thus, if the influence has succeeded, the very

fact of having overcome great resistance would make more power

attributed where an explicit threat was used. This implies

that both agents and targets are aware of the unpleasant

nature of threats. The agent avoids using threats except when

running into great resistance. Thus, Kaplowitz (1978)

predicts that more power will be attributed to the agent when

the agent has used a threat if the influence has succeeded.

Although Layton and Moehle ( 1979) had a proposition

similar to Kaplowi‘tz's, their reasoning was different. At the

beginning, Layton argued that threat should be more likely to

produce compliance than would the weak intervention(Schopler

and Layton 1972) . In other words, threats lead to more

compliance than persuasion. However, Kaplowitz did not make

this assumption. Layton implied the existence of the positive

relationship between ”threat" and "compliance"; as
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intervention strength increases, the probabilities for

compliance also increase. After that, Layton concluded that

"Thus, when the target complies, more influence should be

attributed to the agent when the influence attempt is

stronger" (1979, p.245). I would argue that Layton did not

elaborate why the agent is credited with more influence over

the target when the influence attempt is stronger. He did not

sense that the reactance resulting from threats would cause

the agent to avoid using a threat. He did not deal with the

relationship between "the stronger intervention” and "the

great resistance”. (Although Layton's proposition was similar

to that of Kaplowitz, he did not express his logical thinking

clearly.

However, Kaplowitz(1978) made the more cautious

proposition; only if the target has complied, more power would

be attributed to the agent when a threat has been used. To

test Kaplowitz and Layton's proposition, we have the

hypothesis:

8.2 if A prefers outcome 8 and x occurs, then.more

power over 8 will be attributed to A, if A has used a

threat; and less power will be attributed to A if A

has used persuasion.

Let us now consider the role of structural power.

Hegtvedt et al. (1993) mentioned that people may identify the

level of the power-based social category to which each actor
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belongs. People perceive power position positively related to

structural power position.

According to Hana and Gioia (1983) , French and Raven

proposed five different types of power: 1) reward power;

2)coercive power; 3) legitimate power; 4) referent power; 5)

expert power. Before I estate the hypotheses below, two

assumptions have to be demonstrated here.

First, I would like to simplify French and Raven's five

types of power to two categories of power: structural power

and personal power. structural power, including 'reward

power', 'coercive power' and 'legitimate.power', results from

the unequal status of power relationship. Structural power

has been given from outside/social system. Personal power,

including 'referent power', and 'expert power', is from an

agent's inside/personality.

Second, generally, when people attribute power to an

agent, they do not separate those different types of power.

They give an overall evaluation about power.

Furthermore, I will predict that more power would be

attributed to the threat user than to the persuasion user when

the agent does not have a clear structural power advantage if

the influence has succeeded. When the agent does not have

structural advantage and dares to threaten, the more power

would be attributed to this agent than to the agent using

persuasion if the target has complied. The use of threats

causes resentment, and the target may ask,”Who are you? How
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dare you threaten me?” Without ' structural power' , the

agent' s 'personal power' must have been big enough to overcome

the reactance from the resentment and to lead to the target's

compliance. Thus, successful threats are more likely to be

useful for establishing the perception of power when there is

not an obvious structural power. .

However, in an unequal power condition, I will predict

that the successful persuasion users would be credited with

more power than the successful threat users. There are two

possible reasons: 1) the agent might "speak softly but carry

a big stick”. When status is obviously unequal, threats need

not be used and compliance occurs without them; 2) people

would attribute both 'structural power' and personal power' to

the agent, using persuasion. The successful threat users would

be considered to have less 'personal power', and need to use

'structural power' to achieve his/her way.

Yet, someone may argue that threats might imply the agent

can afford to he hated even when power is obvious. The agents

might be proud of‘their structural power advantage and do not

worry about the resentment which may cause countercompliance.

Thus, we need to test the hypothesis:

l.3 There should be an interaction effect between

'structural power' and 'means of influence' used on

power attribution when the influence is successful.

when structural power is equal, the use of threat may

cause perception of more power than persuasion. In
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the unequal power situation, threats may not convey

more power .

Now we move to how people give the attribution of

likability to the agent. Manz and Gioia (1983) in ”The

interrelationship of power and control” demonstrated that "the

type of power used to exercise personal control will influence

the controlled/controller relationship"(p.459). Coercive

power, such as threats, used in the process of influence is

likely to cause the target to be alienated from the agent.

The use of referent power, which is often processing by

persuasion, is more likely to lead to commitment. If the

target feels comfortable and likes the agent through the

exercise of influence, then the target.would like to commit to

the agent's goal.

Since people naturally hate being threatened, I will

predict that the target would like the persuasion user rather

than the threat users. Using raw threats will reduce the

degree to which the influencing party is liked. A similar

effect was found from Scholar and Layton's (1974) study that

the use of coercive power was likely to decrease the

attraction between the agent and the target. Ridgeway and

Diekema(1989) also stated,"Dominant confederates were

perceived as less likable. . .than neutral confederates" (p.90) .

Then, we have the hypothesis:

3.4 a person who uses raw threats will be considered less
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likable than one who uses persuasion.

How do people attribute the intelligence to the agent?

Schopler and Layton (1974) have suggested that the use of

different types of power results in different attributions

about the agent. From that study, the correlation between

'the use {of different types of power’ and 'different

attributions about the agent' is confirmed. Yet this

statement did not definitely confirm that people would

attribute less intelligence to the threat users.

Let me explain how people attribute intelligence to the

agents in either equal or unequal power condition below.

In a power equal condition, the agent would be considered

less intelligent if s/he uses threats. There is no basis for

the agent to use threats when both actors have equal power.

People would not attribute more intelligence to the agent who

lacks a structural power advantage and still tried to

threaten. This kind of threat usually causes resentment

toward the agent and seldom results in the successful

influence.

In an unequal power condition, the threat users would be

evaluated as less intelligent than the persuasion users, too.

’Personal power' results from the respect for the intelligence

of the agent. Whether ' personal power' exists depends on

which kind of method of influence has been used. Anyway,

people would not attribute much 'personal.power' to the threat
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users. Since people would increase the attribution of the

intelligence of the agent as the personal power increases, the

threat users would not be evaluated as more intelligent.

Finally, we concluded that the threat users would be

evaluated as less intelligent in both an equal and an unequal

power condition. Intelligence may be substituted for raw

threats in interpersonal relations. There is a similar

finding in Ridgeway and.Diekema’s research (1989). Those*with

dominant behaviors were rated as lower in task capacity than

those with neutral behaviors.

Yet, there is another argument that intelligence is not

necessary to link with 'personal power'. The threat users

still could be credited with more intelligence. Sometimes,

people comply or obey simply because of fear. Although the

targets did not respect the agents' personal power, they do

comply with-the threat users' demand. They comply because

they fear the agent's intelligence. They do not want to

resist the agent's intelligence. In this situation, the

threat users would be attributed with more intelligence.

Thus, we need to test the hypothesis:

8.5 the threat users will to be viewed as less

intelligent than the persuasion users.

In addition, there is another point I hope to remind--we

are going to examine the responses from the observers. In the

studies I mentioned above, the ratings or evaluations are all
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from the persons who are bystanders or observers. We will see

how people, not targets, attribute power to the threats users.



METHOD

Sample

The sample consisted of 193 Americans (59 Males, and 133

Females). The sample was selected from students at Michigan

State University. Data was gathered in Fall, 1993.

Design of the Dxperiment

Each subject was randomly assigned to one of the 32

separate conditions in a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 complete factors

design. The forms included three between-subjects variables

and two ‘within-subjects variables. Each form. has four

vignettes. The Ivignettes differed on five independent

variables: 1) sex of actors (all male or all female); 2)

whether the influence in all four vignettes of each form is

successful or the success is unknown; 3) whether the

relationship between actors is personal or impersonal’; 4)

whether the actor attempting to influence the other used

threats or persuasion; 5) whether the actor who was attempting

influence had more structural power than the other or whether

they had equal power.

Each experimental form contained four vignettes. The

 

3While 'sex of actor' and 'personal vs. impersonal' were

manipulated, this paper will not consider the effects of these

variables.

12
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last two independent variables were within subject variables.

Subjects were assigned randomly to one of 32 forms .' However,

to simplify the analysis, I decided to analyze only the data

from the first story of each four.

There are two reasons for using only the first story.

First, this way I do not need to deal with the effect of the

order in which the story occurred in the form.

The second reason is that considering all four stories

would have required more advanced statistical techniques, such

as repeated measures MANOVA. Even just using data from the

first story, I still have data of 193 cases randomly from all

different conditions.

Description of the Situations

All vignettes had a dialogue which went like this:

A : We are having difficulties here. I need you to work

extra to fill in gaps left by the absence of another

workers.

B : If I do more, will I get paid more?

A : I don't think that's possible.

* * * * t 'k * * * 'k *

"How realistic is the story?", somebody may ask. We

designed a question to measure whether the subjects see the

stories as "a real story". We found two significant F-values

on main effects. "The method of influence" and "structural

power" affected whether the subjects believed in the
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reliability of the stories. The mean of the story reliability

was 60.30 for the ’threat’ group; but 77.15 for ’persuasion’

group(F[1,189]=17.82,p<.001). The subjects tend to believe

that the influence process with persuasion is more realistic.

I would argue that persuasion happens more often than threats

in their everyday life. People consider ’the use of threat’

as more unusual.

Moreover, the subjects believe that Person A is more

likely to influence Person B in the unequal power situation.

The mean of the reliability was 72.03 for the ’unequal power’

group; but 60.67 for ’equal power’ group

(F[1,189]=8.38,p<.005). None of the 2-way interactions is

significantly different.

Briefly, the manipulation of the story reliability was

not failed. Most subjects believed that story could be happen

in the real life. The average of the ratings of reliability

was over 60 out of 100.

The Manipulations of Independent Variables

The independent variables were manipulated as follow:

Sex of actors we manipulated the actors’ sex through

giving A and B masculine or feminine first names or titles

(Mr. vs. Ms.).

Threat vs. Persuasion For gnzssg, after saying ”I don’t

think.that’s possible...", A said "But.if you.know“what’s good

for you, you’ll co-operate." ForM, after saying, "I
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don’t think that’s possible", A said, "But let me explain to

you why this request is in the long range interest of the

business and of all of us who work here...", the form then

added "The explanation followed."

Successful influence vs. Success unknown For cess,

after the influence attempt, the sentence, ”After some

thoughts, B did what A asked" was added at the end of the

vignettes. For .sgggsss__gnkngyn, this sentence ‘was not

included.

Personal vs. Impersonal For aW,the

actors were siblings, or parent and child ”in a family owned

business". For impegsonal relationship, the actors worked "at

a large company".

In addition, in the small family owned business, we

called people by their first name; in the impersonal large

company we used people’s last names with Mr. or Ms.

Structural. power (equality 'vs. inequality) In. the

personal condition, the actors were "siblings" and co-workers

when they had egga], pQweg. For M, A was the

parent of B and owner of the business. Power resides in

dependency relationship. The power of person A over person B

was equal to the dependency of B upon A. A is both a parent

of B and an owner of controlling resources over B. Those two

relationships showed us their unequal power (Manz and Gioia,

1983; Emerson, 1962).

In the impersonal condition, an "equal relationship" was
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done in this way--”A and B were division managers at thg samg

{s33 at a large company". 0n the other hand, "A and B were

both managers at a large corporation but A was B’s superior"

showed "unequal relationship".

I will copy the vignettes in two totally oppOsite forms

to show how we describe different situations‘. As the

following form, the situation of this form is that all actors

are female, success of the influence is unknown, personal

relationship between actors is personal family business, the

way of influence is persuasion, and structural power is equal.

Here is a :male, success of influence unknown, personal

relationship, persuasion, equal power vignette.

Daniel and Robert were siblings andWin a family

owned business.

Daniel: We are having difficulties here. I need you to

work extra to fill in gaps left by the absence of

another worker.

Robert: If I do more, will I get paid more?

Daniel: I don’t think that’s possible. But let me explain

to you why this proposal is in the long range

interest of the business and of all of us who work

here and the entire family.

 

"Sex of actors’ is designed as a manipulative between

variable in this study. Sex of influencer does affect how people

attribute power to the agents(Hegtvedt et al. 1993; Molm 1986,

1991). In this paper, I do not intend to deal with the gender

issue.
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The explanation followed.

* i i i * i * * t * *

The example below is totally opposite form--female,

success known, impersonal, threat, unequal power.

Ms. Johnson and Ms. Davidson were both managers at a large

corporation butWW-

Ms. Johnson: Another division under me is having

difficulties. They are understaffed and I

need some people from your division to give

them extra help.

Ms. Davidson: If we do more than our regular jobs, will we

get paid more?

Ms. Johnson: I don’t think that’s possible but if you know

what’s good for you, you’ll co-operate.

After some thought, Ms. Davidson agreed to do what Ms. Johnson

asked.

* * * * * * * * * * *

Manipulation Checks

In this paper, I only focus on three independent

variables--success of the influence, threats or persuasion,

equal or unequal power. After collecting and entering the

data, we checked these manipulations in each story to make

sure that people did answer the questionnaires seriously. In

question 1, the subjects were asked to compare the agent and
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the target compare in their ability to reward or punish the

other one» Thus, through this question, we can make sure that

before answering the questionnaires, the subjects understand

clearly whether those two actors’ structural power are equal

or unequal.

Question 1:

1) Based on what you know so far, how do A and B compare in

their ability to reward or punish the other one?

If A has all of this ability and B has none choose 100,

if B has all and A has none, choose 0. If they have

equal ability, choose 50. You may however choose any

number between 0 and 100.

 

B has all A has all

of this A and B of this

ability have equal ability

and A none ability and B none

0 50 100

A has units of the ability to reward or punish.

* * * * 'k 'k * * * * *

In question 5, the subjects were asked to recall which

approach the agent used.to try to influence the target--threat

or persuasion. As a check on the manipulation of "the means

of influence", the subjects were asked

Question 5:

Sometimes people attempt to influence others by using a thggat

and sometimes they useW (attempting to convince

people with ideas).

Which approach did A use to try to influence B? Let 100

be entirely based on threat and 0 entirely based on

persuasion and numbers in between indicating a mixture of

the two.

A’s attempt to influence B was based % on threat.
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i i i * * * 'k * * * i

To test the manipulation of success of influence, we

asked:

Question 6:

How likely is it that S complied with what A requested?

(Choose any number between 0iand 100, where 100 - certain

he did agree, 0 = certain he didn’t ; 50 = he was equally

likely to accept or not accept.)

The probability that B agreed to A’s proposal is %

i * * i * * * * * * *

Dependent Variables

In this paper, there are 4 dependent variables on the

measures of "be likely to success", "ability to overcome the

resistance", "likability", "intelligence". Question 6:

”How likely is it that B complied with A’s request?" (when

success is unknown) is a :measure of predicting’ whether

influence is believed successful or hots Question 10 : "A.has

units of ability to get his/her way" (when A has

already overcome the resistance) is a measure of perceived

power. In addition, Question 14 and 16 are designed to

measure the likeable evalhation of the agent, and Question 12

is a measure of intelligence of the agent. Those questions

are below:

Let moderate ability to get one’s way be 100. If you think

someone has ggigg as much as moderate ability to get his/her

give that person a score of 200. If you think he/she has half

as much of this ability as moderate, give him/her a score of

50. If you think the person has no ability at all to get

his/her way give him/her a score of zero. You may use any

number you wish and there is no upper limit.
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Question 14: If 100 is moderately likeable,

A is units likeable.

Question 16: If 100 is moderately considerate,

A is units considerate.

Question 12: If 100 is a moderate amount of intelligence,

A has units of intelligence.



RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

To see if we successfully manipulated structural power

relations, we examined responses to Question 1 about "the

distribution of ability to reward or punish". We did

manipulation checks on Variable 1 (the ability for A to reward

or punish B) and found that the mean of Variable 1 for

’unequal power’ group was 77.13, and Standard Deviation was

17.43; but the mean for ’equal power’ group 51.46, and

standard Deviation 9.51. The t-test for the difference between

means was highly significant t(1, 163.9) = 12.94, p < .001.

That means, the subjects recognized the power status of the

agent very well before doing the questionnaires.

To see if we successfully manipulated the threat or

persuasion condition, we examined Variable .5, the responses to

"the methods of A attempting to influence B". We found that

the mean of Variable 5 for ’threat’ group was 80.67, and

Standard Deviation was 22.72; but the mean for ’persuasion’

group 22.64, and Standard Deviation 25.98. The result of

significant t-test, t(1, 136.6) = 15.76, p < .001, indicated

that the condition of threat or persuasion had been recognized

well.

Both the skewnesses of these two variable (Variable 1 and

5) are minimal. Thus, we don’t grossly violate the assumption

21
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of normality, and we can use T-test to do manipulation checks.

. To see if we successfully manipulated the ’success’ or

’success unknown’ condition, we examined the responses to

Question 6 about ”the probability that B complied with A’s

request”. However, because the skewness of Variable 6 with

”success” did not fall between -l.5 and +1.5, we did

nonparametric Mann-Whitney test, instead of t-test, on

variable 6(success is known or unknown). We took Variable 6

with ”success" as the independent variable to manipulate the

successful situation. We found, the median of probability of

compliance for success group equalled 95.00, but the median

for success unknown group equalled 75.00. The significant 2

value ( z[1, 192] = -5.3612, 2-Tailed.p < .001) showed us that

the subjects could tell whether the influence was successful

or success unknown.

Briefly, the manipulations were successful.

Hypotheses

1) Data Transformation

After checking manipulations, we checked the skewnesses of

all dependent variables. Statistical procedures in the

general linear model (eg. regression and ANOVA) requires that

population residues be normal and homoscedastic. As needed,

we did data transformations on half of variable 6 , and all

other dependent variables of interest to achieve normality and

homoscedasticitys The process is belowu To have the
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skewnesses falling between -1.5 to +1.5, we used LG(Variable

x + 25) instead of the original Variable X. So far, we have

modified the data to approximate normality.

Next, running factor analysis helps us to decide how many

fastors from the dependent variables we have from this data

set. Factor analysis helps us to choose which variables we

will use to test the hypotheses. For example, originally, we

measured the units of the agent’s likability, consideration,

fairness, and rationale. Thesefour variables were expected

to represent "how likeable the agent is". After running

factor analysis, from reliability analysis we found better

Alpha value (-.8665) could be obtained if two items have been

deleted. Thus, we decided to delete the two items, the

agent’s fairness and rationale.

Through the similar process, a factor analysis showed

that Variable 14 (the agent’s likeable units) and Variable 16

(the agent’s considerate units) loaded most highly on the

'Likeable” factor, and an index composed of these two items

was used for the likable factor.

We found that Variable 8 (units of ability to get the

agent’s way) and Variable 10 (units of ability to overcome

resistance) loaded.most highly on the power factor. However,

an index composed of both variables 8 and 10 had less

correlation with our dependent variables than did Variable 10

alone. Thus, we used Variable 10 (the agent’s ability to

overcome the resistance) alone to measure perceived power.
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2) Hypothesis Tests

Hypotheses are based on ANOVA using as predictors of all

five manipulated variables plus "gender of subjects".

Hypothesis 1a predicts that if the success of influence is

unknown, threats will be considered more likely to succeed

than persuasion. Hypothesis 1b states that when success is

unknown people tend to predict that using persuasion is more

likely to result in successful influence than using threats.

From Table 1, the mean of success for threat group is only

67.48 compared with the mean for persuasion group 79.57. A

significant of (F[1, 93] = 5.87, P = 0.013 < .05, n’= .048)

showed that Hypothesis 1b was supported. Thus, we can

conclude that people in our population of college students

believe the use of persuasion is more likely to succeed than

the use of threats.

The ‘ data analysis of the same variable showed that

"structural power" and "the method of influence" had an

interaction. The interaction was significant--F(~1,93)= 4. 031,

p = .049, n3=.033 From the subjects’ prediction, the use of

persuasion is more likely to succeed than the use of threat

no matter people are equal power or not. Yet the difference

of the successful probabilities between the use of persuasion

and the use of threat in equal power condition is

significantly higher than that in unequal power condition.
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Table 1

Predicting Influencer Being Likely to Compliance

by Method of Influence and Structural Power:success gnkgown

(sample size)

Structural Power

A has more power equal power

Method of Influence

Threat 79.63 54.46 67.48

(30) (28) (58)

Persuasion 84.00 73.75 79.57

(21) (16) (37)

81.43 61.48

(51) (44)

**Note that the dependent variables had been logarithmically

transformed.

Hypothesis 2 predicts that if the influence is

sgsssssjgl, explicit threats will be considered to show more

power. than where persuasion was used. By examining the

results constructed by ANOVA on Variable 10 (the agent’s

ability to overcome resistance), hypothesis 2 was not

supported. None of the F-value of the main effects was

significant--for method of influence, F(1, 95) = .394,

p=.532; for structural power, F(1, 95)=1.094, p=.30. That

means, when the influence is successful, we did not find the

significant difference on attributing the amount of power to

the threat user or to the persuasion user.
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Table 2

Rating of Ability to Overcome Resistance

by Method of Influence and Structural Power: success knggn

(sample size)

Structural Power

unequal power equal power

Method of Influence

Threat 2.26 2.28 2.27

(32) (29) (61)

Persuasion 2.30 2.19 2.25

(20) (16) (35)

2.28 2.25

(52) (45)

**Note that the dependent variables had been logarithmically

transformed.

As we predicted the Hypothesis 3--if the influence is

successful, the agents using threats will be attributed to

more ability to overcome resistance than those using

persuasions when the actors’ status were equal-- was

supported. From the graph 1, the data shows that when

structural power is sggg1_and the success is known, the use of

threat led to the perception of more power than would the use

of persuasion; when structural power is W and the

success is known, the result is opposite. The analysis of

variance conducted on variable 10 showed a significant effect

for 2-way interaction of "threat” and "structure” (F[l,95] =

4.664, p - .035 < .05, n3 a .053). Only this interaction is

significant among all interactions.



27

We now consider Hypothesis 4, which says that a person

who uses explicit threats will be considered less likable.

After running factor analysis, we decided to combine

Variablel4 (the agent’s likeable units) with Variable 16 (the

agent’s considerate units) . as one dependent

variable, "likability”, to test Hypothesis 4. According to the

data analysis, we found the high significance on ”the methods

Of influence'--F(1,188) 3 43.117, p<.001, n3- .184. This

supported Hypothesis 4 and showed.us that most.people like the

agents who use persuasion rather than threats.

There is no significant 2-way interactions neither 3—way

interactions. These two independent variables could be

considered as affecting the dependent variable independently.

The Variable of "success known" did not affect the other two

independent variables, either.
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Table 3

by Method of Influence and Structural Power: s11 subjects

(sample size)

Structural Power

A has more power equal

Method of Influence

Threat 4.12 4.00 4.07

(63) (57) (120)

Persuasion 4.40 4.35 4.38

(38) (32) (70)

4.23 4.13

(101) (89)

**Note that the dependent variables had been logarithmically

transformed.

Finally, Hypothesis 5 holds that using raw threats will

reduce the degree of intelligence for which the agent is

credited. By Table 4, analysis of variance conducted on

Variable 12 (the intelligent units) showed a significant

effect on intelligence (F[l, 187] 811.86, p=.001, n1= .059).

This indicates that the person using persuasion will be

considered more intelligent than those using threats.

Hypothesis 5 was supported. In addition, there was no

significant effect of structural power and no significant

interaction between the method of influence and the structural

power.

Also, there is no significant 2-way interactions neither

three way interactions among those independent variables. We

could make sure that whether the success is known will not



affect other variables.

Mean Intelligence Rating of Agents

Table 4

by Method of Influence and Structural Power: s11 subjects

(sample size)

Method of Influence

Threat 2.22

(62)

Persuasion 2.29

(38)

2.25

(100)

Structural Power

A has more power equal power

2.20

(57)

2.26

(32)

2.22

(89)

2.21

(119)

2.28

(70)

**Note that the dependent variables had been logarithmically

transformed.



DISCUSSION

The results of the study clearly supported the most

hypotheses, except for Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 2.

Overall, we can see a tendency--people generally appreciate

persuasion. From the Hypothesis 1b, we found that the use of

persuasion to influence others would be perceived more likely

to cause a desired outcome than would the use of threats.

When success of influence is ‘unknown, the agents ‘using

persuasion would be thought to have a higher probability of

success influencing the targets than would the threat users.

Without considering any other factors, the use of persuasion

would be predicted to cause more influence than the use of

threats. Especially, in the unequal power condition, the use

of persuasion is thought to have a much higher probability of

success than would the use of threats. Ridgeway’s proposition

of the limits of threats has been supported in this study.

There are two possible explanations why our results

support Ridgeway’ s demonstration rather than Layton’ s

demonstration of the advantage of threats. First, Layton’s

”weak interventions" referred to ”suggestions" rather than

”persuasion“. Or we can say, Layton’s ’suggestions’ are a

weak form of persuasion. He did not directly consider whether

strong persuasion would lead to more compliance than would

threats.

Second, Ridgeway’s research has been finished in more

30
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recent years. It is based on more current data than Layton’s

research. It is possible that Americans’ attitudes about the

use of threats has changed from 1979 to 1989. Now, Americans

are more used to persuasion, instead of threats, than they did

before.

As to Hypothesis 2, some social scientists (cf. , Schopler

r. Layton, 1972; Layton and Moehle, 1979; Kaplowitz, 1978)

indicated an advantage of threatening. They believed that the

use of threats may convey more power if the influence has

succeeded. Yet, their hypothesis was not supported in this

research. Both Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3 are under the

situation in which the influence is successful. From the

evidence. of supporting’ Hypothesis 3, ‘we agree ‘with. the

necessity of using threats to show' more power in some

situations. While using threats successfully does not always

lead to attribution of more power, threats may lead to

perception of more power when structural power is equal.

Hypothesis 4 was finding that the threat users will be

considered less likable than the persuasion users. Finally,

the finding was consistent with Hypothesis 5 which says that

the persuasion users are considered.more intelligent than the

threat users. Without considering other factors, the

persuasion users is considered to be credited with more

intelligence, compared with the threat users.

In addition, this study has been done in U.S. society,

which is in a universe of all democratic societies.
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which is in a universe of all democratic societies.

Therefore, people would think and hope that threats will not

succeed because explicit threats cause resentment and

reactance. If however we sampled from the population in a

communist society, which belongs to another universe, the

observers may not predict that threats lead to less compliance

because of hating the threats.

However, in China, sometimes the power is so strong that

threats need not be used, and compliance occurs without

explicit threats. In fact, the influence of structural power

may be so strong that it is not necessary to use explicit

threats to be perceived as powerful. "Speak softly but carry

a big stick.” In other words, the structural power could be

so strong that the method of influence may have little or no

effect on the success of influence.

In my opinion, the people in a democratic society would

be unlikely to comply with a lot of fear. The main reason is

that people can get help from other groups against the threat

users in a democratic society. The authority is not

concentrated into one unique actor. In most situations,

people can always ask for help from other powerful actors to

avoid being threatened and complying. Then, is it possible

that threats will cause more compliance in a non-democratic

society than in a democratic society? Because they are used

to being threaten, people in a democratic society may have

less resentment toward threats than those in a democratic
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society.

On the other hand, as I mentioned, we are examining the

response of an observer who was not threatened directly.

However, the observers are outsiders, and there is no real

reward/punishment to them. When they become the real targets,

the possibilities of successful influence under threat

condition might be different. It may be easier for an

outsider to refuse the agent's request then for the person

receiving the threats to do so. When the threat has been used

to influence, the target would have much more fear and

nastiness against the agent than would the observer. Thus,

the probability of successful influence caused by the use of

threat might be.higher than that the observers predict.

In the future, there are two directions of research we

can pursue. First, a study should be done in. a non-democratic

society to test whether the use of threats will be considered

more influential to the agent. Second, I suggest designing a .

situation which‘ can put the subjects in the position of

targets. We can test whether the ratings of the targets would

be different from those of the observers. Will the targets

show more compliance than the observers’s predictions in a

threatening condition?
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Graph 1
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