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of Power, and Level of Compliance

Jean-Kyung Chung

This study is an attempt to fill in the empirical gap in the social in-
fluence literature, by identifying the major factors involved in the social
influence process, and by examining how interconnections between these
factors produce changes in a person’s motivation to comply. Based on
existing literature and the pilot studies, the major factors to be considered
in the social invluence process were identified as (1) the type of normative
referent, (2) the source of the referent’s power, and (3) the level of compli-
ance. All three major factors were found to have significant effects on the
subject’s motivation to comply. Moreover, the interrelationships between
these factors showed how a referent’s social power systematically influ-
ences the subject’s motivation to comply through some intervening factors.
The significance of this approach in documenting empirical results and
establishing theoretical notworks in studying the multidimensional nature
of the social influence process is discussed.

The concept of social influence has drawn much attention in scientific
social psychology since early field theorists (Lewin, 1943, 1951) tried to
explain social behavior as a joint function of a person’s own desires, goals,
and abilities, and the pressures and constraints the person perceives in the
environment.

Many theorists have adopted this basic field theoretical orientation in
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studying the phenomena of social influence under such various names as
interpersonai relations (Heider, 1958), social power (French, 1956; French
and Raven, 1959), cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 1949), social
exchange {Thibaut and Kelley, 1959), and group problem solving (Kelley
and Thibaut, 1969). Some theorists have attempted to look more closely at the
nature of the influence process, and the resulting responses. Deutsch and
Gerard (1955) differentiated between information social influence and norma-
tive social influence, Kelley (1952) distinguished between the two sorts of
self-evajuation functions that can be served by a group as the comparison
function and the normative function, and Kelman (1961) described the effects
of social influence on attitude in terms of three processes: compliance, identi-
fication, and internalization.

Later, theories in the information processing paradigm such as Dulany’s
theory of propositional control, Fishbein and Ajzen’s (Fishbein, 1980 ; Fish-
bein and Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) theory of reasoned action,
and Triandis’ (1977, 1980) theory of interpersonal behavior, incorporated
social cor normative influence as one of the important components in the
individual decision making process.

The present study attempts tc look at social influence as a multidimen-
sional concept. Social influence process is seen as being composed of several
factors: The type of normative referent, the sources of referent’s social power,
and the level of compliance.

Generally speaking, this attempt is in agreement with the argument by a
number of researchers that social influence is a multidimensional concept
(Allen, 1965; Gamson, 1968; Jahoda, 1959; Shaver, 1977 Stricker, Messick,
and Jackson, 1970; Willis, 1965). Shaver (1977) noted that much of the
research on conformity and social influence - with its stress on the dependent
variable of behavioral compliance - necessarily oversimplifies the process. He
argued that the final resultant pressure on the target person can still be re-
presented by the familiar single force vector, but we should keep in mind that
there are a variety of different components contributing to that force and that

there are several possible responses that may be taken by the target person.
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He proposed that social influence be viewed as being composed of three
dimensions: the nature of the influencing agent, the source of agent’s power,
and the nature of the response.

In this light, Fishbein and Ajzen’s theory of reasoned action (Fishbein,
1980; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) provides a good
starting point in both theory and measurement. The theory deals primarily
with the prediction of a behavioral act. In a given situation, a person is assumed
to hold or to form a behavioral intention which influences his or her subse-
quent behavior, According to the theory, there are twc major factors that
determine behavioral intentions: a perscnal or attitudinal factor and a social
or normative factor.

The attitudinal factor is defined as the actor’s attitude toward performing
the behavior in question. A person’s attitude toward the behavior is proposed
to be a function of the person’s beliefs that his or her performance of the
behavior will lead to certain consequences and the person’s evaluation of
those consequences.

The normative component of the theory deals with the influence of the
social environment on behavior. More specifically, it is defined as the person’s
perception that most people who are important to him or her think that the
person should or should not perform the behavior in question. This subjective
norm is, in turn, viewed as a function of £ bjmj were bj is the normative belief
(i.e., the person’s belief that reference group or individual j think he or she
should or should not perform the behavior), and mj is the motivation to
comply with the referent ;.

This provides a useful framework for the present study in many ways. First,
the measure of social norms in the theory of reasoned action obtained by
Z bjmj is compatible to the notion of a single force vector in that both
represent a resultant directional influence on behavioral intention. Second, the
theory of reasoned action identifies the subject’s perception of the prescrip-
tions of each normative referent concerning the behavior along with his or her
motivation to comply with each referent which makes it possible to study the

influence of various referents over different behaviors, and under different
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circumstances. Third, it also enables one to examine the subject’s responses in
relation to other variables in the theoretical framework, such as normative
belief, attitude, and finally intention. Fourth, the measurement devices have
established validity over numerous previous studies using the theory (see
Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980)

Purpose of the Study

1. Differentiation between General Referents and Behavior-Specific
Referents

One of the most important questions to ask in the study of social influence
is who the influencing agents are. This question has been repeatedly addressed
by theories from many different perspectives such as studies of social power
(Collins and Raven, 1969; French and Raven, 1959), studies linking personality
factors to social power (Christie and Geis, 1970), studies on leader characteris-
tics (Gibb, 1969; Fiedler, 1964, 1971), studies on the functions of reference
groups (Festinger, 1954, Kelley, 1952, Pettigrew, 1967), and studies on source
characteristics in communication such as credibility (Hovland and Weiss, 1951;
Kelman and Hovland, 1953; Petty and Cacioppo, 1977), attractiveness (Bers-
cheid and Walster, 1974; Chaiken, 1979), and similarity (Byre, 1971).

[t seems that a step not yet taken in this area is to empirically examine
whether there are different types of influencing agents, and if there are, how
they are different in terms of other variables such as social power.

Fishbein’s standard elicitation procedure (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) for
important normative referents for a given behavior provides a basis for for-
mulating some hypotheses concerning these questions. One of the advantages
of this elicitation method is that it can identify the important referents for
each behavior which makes it possible to make comparisons between the
influence of different referents over various situations and behaviors.

A large accumulation of previous empirical research using the theory of
reasoned action shows that there are a few general referents that are elicited

for almost all behaviors. They are mother, father, boyfriend/girifriend/spouse,
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and close friends. When we have an older population, they also elicit children,
Subjects considered these referents’ opinions in their decision making on a
variety of behaviors such as family planning, voting in the presidential elec-
tion, smoking cigarettes, attending religious services, driving on the highway,
etc.

In addition to these general referents, a few other referents are usually
elicited for any given behavior. For example, for the voting behavior, ‘my
political party’, ‘labor organizations’, ‘feminist groups’, etc. were elicited, and
for the smoking behavior, ‘doctors’, ‘most nonsmokers’, ‘cigarette manufac-
turers’, etc. were elicited. Since these referents were elicited only for the
specific behavior, and not others, we may call these referents ‘‘behavior-
specific referents.”

This apparent difference between the general and the behavior-specific refer-
ents, however, has not been closely investigated. One of the purposes of this
study is 1o investigate whether these two types of referents are of different
nature. More specifically, the following questions are raised: Do subjects show
different compliance responses 1o the two types of referents? Do they have
different sources of powver? How does the nature of the referent interact
with other varjables such as attitude or normative belief to produce different
motivations to comply? Does the nature of referent interact with the level

of motivation to comply?

2. Sources of Power

The rejationship between power and influence has been an-intriguing topic
since field theorists began studying the process, but accumulation of empirical
research has been very slow.

In general, “‘power” was conceptualized as an agent’s potential to bring
about some change in the subject’s behavior, and “influence” was regarded as
the actual change in the behavior as a result of the exertion of power. Based on
this conceptualization, this study attempts to test the relationship between
power and influence systematically using empirical measures of both variables,

In an analysis based on field theory, French and Raven ( 1959) distinguished
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among five different types of power based on a more or less enduring relation-
ship between one person and another. The bases of power were identified as
the following: referent power, reward power, coercive power, legitimate power,
and expert power. This provides a useful framework for conceptualizing the
different sources of power for general and behavior-specific reterents.

It should be noted here that any single powerful agent is likely to derive the
power from more than one source at a time. For example, a mother may have
referent power, reward power, and coercive power all at the same time,

Gne of the purposes of this study then is to examine possible relationships
between these sources of power. It is of significant theoretical importance to
distinguish between the five sources of social power as long as there is con-
struct validity, but in reality, there may not be such fine distinctions between
those categories in the subject’s perceptions of referent’s social power. For
example, reward and coercive powers are often closely related to each other,
and both lead to dependent behavior (French and Raven, 1959).

With the help of empirical data, and statistical procedures such as correla-
tions and factor analysis, we might be able to identify the actual dimensions of
power, and summarize the information with fewer variables.

In the sense that these hypotheses concern different types of social power,
they could be viewed in light of other theories of social influence. They may be
translated into compliance, identification, and internalization in Kelman’s
(1961) terms, or restated as normative social influence and informational
social influence in Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955) terms. In this respect, the
major difference between the present approach and these other theories is that
this study uses empirical data to derive the dimensions whereas older theories
postulated the dimensions from intuition and/or simple observation.

Another problem to be investigated is the possibility that different types
of referents may differ in their major source of power over many different
situations and behaviors. For instance, it may be the case that general referents
derive their power mainly from attraction since they are the individuals who
are personally close to the subject, and exert their influence regardless of the

behavior in question. On the other hand, certain behavior-specific referents
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may be expected to derive their power mainly from their expertise concerning
the specific behavior in question, predicting a 2 way interaction between type
of referent and source of power.

Since a subject’s motivation to comply with a referent in a behavioral
situation may be affected by which source of power the referent derives his/her
power from, this study proposes to follow through the process to find possible
systematic vvariations. This differentiation between types of referents in
relation to their sources of power has more interesting implications concerning
the subject’s responses when we add the level of motivation to comply on the

general vs, the behavioral domain.

3. General and Behavioral Domain Levels of Motivation Measurement

Compliance to the perceived expectations or demands of an influencing
agent has been studied from many different perspectives by various researchers
(Kelman, 1961; Deutsch and Gerard, 1955; Kelly, 1952). Basically, all of them
suggest that response to the influence attempt be clarified based on nature of
the influence and the source of power.

A different dimension for conceptualizing and measuring compliance,
which is more complementary than contrary to the precious theories, has been
proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). They noted that the concept of
motivation to comply can be interpreted in different ways. Usually, it is
defined as the respondent’s general motivation to comply with a referent
regardless of the referent’s particular demands. Alternatively, it could refer to
the person’s motivation to comply with the referent concerning a behavioral
domain under consideration or even a particular behavior in question.

Previous research (Chung, 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1981; Miniard and
Cohen, 1981} indjcated that measures of motivation to comply on the be-
havioral domain level may sometimes lead to a better understanding and pre-
dication of the behavioral intention.

In this study, measures of motivation will be obtained on two different
levels (general and behavioral domain), and will be examined to find possible

interactions between the types of referents, sources of the referent®d power,
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and levels of motivation measurement. In general, it is hypothesized that
whereas the general referents will have more influence on the general level, the
behavior-specific referents will exert more influence on the behavioral domain
level. This study will also investigate the possibility of a three way interaction

between types of referents, levels of measurement, and sources of power.

Method

The problems previously discussed were investigated within the context of
two behaviors: 1. vote for the passage of ERA in the coming referendum, and
2. attend religious services.

The choice of these two behaviors were made for the following reasons:
1. Within this population, the intentions of the subjects to perform these
behaviors are known to vary. 2. Subjects will be able to identify and/or re-
cognize a number of normative referents with different opinions concerning
these behaviors. 3. Subjects will have a fairly accurate perceptions of what the
referents’ stands are concerning these issues.

Using two behaviors instead of one will help increase the reliability of the
results as well as indicate the extent to which the results would be generali-
zable.

Subjects. In the pilot study prior to the construction of the main question-
naire, a group of 48 college students from the psychology department subject
pool participated as subjects. The respondents in the main study were a differ-
ent group of 5& students from the subject pool. They participated in the study
to fulfill the requirement for an introductory psychology course. Of the 58,
31 were men and 27 were women.

Questionnaire. For the most part, the questionnaire was constructed in
accordance with Fishbein's theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) using 7-point semantic differential scales.
The major part of the questionnaire basically contained measurements of
two important concepts; 1. sources of power of the normative referents, and

2. the subject’s motivation to comply with each referent. In addition, it also
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contained questions about normative beliefs, attitudes toward performing the
behaviors, intentions, sex, and religious affiliations. The format of the items
which were used to measure the two important concepts will be described in
detail in the following along with explanations of the procedures and the

rationale with which the items were chosen.

1. Motivation to Comply

Selection of the referents: (zeneral referents, by definition, have to be those
referents who are elicited as important referents over many different behaviors.
Over many elicitations which were done for previous research including such
topics as smoking, voting, family planning, and attenging religious services,
four referents were found to be elicited consistently: they were mother, father,
boyfriend/girlfriend/spouse, and close friends. Therefore, these four referents
were chosen as general referents for the present study, and were included in
the main questionnaire for both behaviors,

In contrast to the general referents, behavior-specific referents have to be
chosen for each behavior. In regard to the purpose of the present study, a few
criteria were used in selecting the behavior-specific referents: 1. they should
have a relatively strong relevance to the behavior in question. 2. They should
be familiar persons or groups to the subject population. 3. They should vary
in terms of their different sources of power. 4. They should vary in terms of
their stands on the issues in question.

In the pilot study, 8 referents for Behavior 1 (vote for passage ERA in the
coming referendum) and 8 referents for Behavior 2 (attend relidious services)
were tested with motivation to comply items and source of power items on
both generaland behavioral domain levels. After careful examination based on
the 4 criteria, 4 referents were chosen for each behavior. (They are shown in
Table 1))

The subject’s motivation to comply with each of these referents were
measured on two different levels: 1. on the general level and 2. on the beha-
vioral domain level which were “women’s issues” for Behavior 1, and “religion”

for Behavior 2.
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In order to prevent the subjects from perceiving and thus answering the
questions on the general level in light of the behavioral domains, the questions
on the general level were answered first (12 items for 12 referents), and the
questions on the behavioral domain levels followed (8 referents for each

behavioral domain) later.

2. Sources of Power

Selection of the items: In order to measure the sources of referent’s power,
2 to 3 items were constructed for each of the 5 types of power (French and
Raven, 1959) using seven point scales. In constructing these items, efforts were
made to word the items to represent the original definition of each basis of
power as closely as possible. After testing these items in the pilot study for
clarity of wording and reliability, 11 items were chosen,

The 11 source of power items were measured first on the general level (the
items started with “In general,”), and then on the behavioral domain level (the

>

items started with “When it comes to women’s issues,” or “When it comes to
religion,””). For the general referents, measurements were obtained on both
behavioral domains whereas, for the behavior-specific referents, measurements

were obtained only on the relevant t:ehavioral domain.

3. Other variables
In addition, normative beliefs, subjective norm, attitude toward performing
the behavior, and behavioral intention were measured concerning each behavior

using seven point scales.

Results

Prediction of Intention from Attitude and Subjective Norm
To test the hypothesis that the intention to perform a behavior is predicted
by attitude toward performing the behavior and subjective norm concerning
the behavior, multiple regression analyses were performed for each behavior,

Results showed significant multiple correlations for both behaviors (R = .80
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for voting for ERA, and R = .76 for attending religious services). Voting for
ERA was primarily under attitudinal control whereas attending religious
services was strongly influenced by both components. It should be noted,
however, that there was a strong relationship between intention and subjective
norm for both of the behaviors as indicated by the correlations (r = .65 and
r = .63, respectively).

Given significant correlations between SN and X bjmj, the estimates of
the normative components on the general and the behavioral domain levels
were entered in place of SN into a multiple regression with intention. Overall,
the results showed that the model predicts intentions well, with multiple
correlations ranging from .71 to .81. The multiple correlations obtained with
Y bjmj did not differ significantly from the ones obtained with SN. The
major finding in the multiple regressions was that, contrary to expectation,
measuring motivation to comply on the behavioral domain level did not

improve the prediction of SN or the intention.

Analysis of Motivation to Comply

To see whether there is an everall difference between the measures of
motivations on the general and the behavioral domain levels, Hotelling’s T?
statistic was computed for the general and the behavioral domain level motiva-
tions for each behavior. The results showed significant (p < .01) differences
between the two levels for both behaviors.

Given the significant overall difference in motivation to comply between
the two levels, a 2 x 2 analysis of variance was performed on motivation
scores using (A) general and behaviorspecific referents and (B) general and
behavioral domain levels as the two factors. Results indicated significant
{(p < .01) main effects for both factors plus a significant (p < .01) interaction
effect for both behaviors. Overall, subjects were found to be more motivated
to comply with the general referents (4.56 for women’s issues, and 4.53 for
religion) than with the behavior-specific referents (3.41 and 3 .44, respectively),
and were more motivated to comply on the general level (4.19 for women’s

issues, and 4.26 for religion) than on the behavioral domain levels (3.76 and
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3.71, respectively).

The key finding in this analysis of variance was the interaction between type
of referent and level of measurement which indicated that, with respect to the
general referents, motivation to comply on the general level is significantly
higher than motivation to comply on the behavioral domain level, while
motivation to comply with the behaviorspecific referents do not show any
significant difference between the two levels.

Given these significant main and interaction effects, one-way analysis of
variance was performed on each pair of the general and the behavioral domain
level motivation scores to examine where the difference mostly stems from
and also to see how they differ between the two levels for each referent.

Table 1 presents the results of the one-way analysis of variance.

Table I: One-way analysis of variance on motivation to comply on general and
behavioral domain levels

mj (g) mj (b) F value
Women's issues
mother 5.26° 4,24 18.42%*
father 12 4,19 13.84%*
boyfriend/girlfriend/spouse 4,88 4.09 10.16**
friends 6.60 4.10 5.26%*
Ms, magazine 126 3.55 1.36
conservatives .41 3.00 2.86
feminist researchers 1,69 3.93 .96
stopr ERA 1,26 3.19 .06
Religion

mother £.26 4.47 10.63**
father 512 4.28 9.52%**
boyfriend/girlfriend/spouse 4.88 3.86 16.21**
friends 4.60 3.76 10.42**
minister/priest/rabbi +.36 4.50 .18
non-Christian friends .50 2.95 481*
born-again Christians .43 3.29 17
cynics 291 2.60 1.50
* .05
** p(.01
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Results indicate significant differences between the two levels for 4 re-
ferents concerning women’s issues, and 5 referents concerning religion. Con-
sistent with the findings from the previous analyses, all of these referents
except one were general referents.

For all referents that were found to have significant differences between
the levels, motivations obtained on the general level always had higher scores
than motivations obtained on the behavioral domain level. In other words,
subjects were more motivated to do what the referents think they should do
in general than to comply with the referents’ normative prescriptions concern-
ing“women’s issues” or ‘“‘religion”.

Overall, these results supported the hypothesis that subjects would be more
motivated to comply with the general referents on the general level compared
to the behavioral domain levels. The counterpart of this hypothesis, however,
which stated that the behaviorspecific referents will have more influence on

the behavioral domain than on the general level was not supported by the data.

Dimensions of Power

Before analyzing the data using all 5 bases of power as independent variables,
the 11 items which were used to measure these bases were entered into a factor
analysis to examine the pattern of relationships between the items, and to see
if the data could be summarized to fewer dimensions without any serious loss
of information. The principal axis method was used for the initial factoring,
and the resulting factors were orthogonaily rotated using the varimax proce-
dure. The results of the factor analysis are presented in Table 2.

In general, Factor [ was defined by the items for attraction, expert and
negative coercive powers, whereas Factor II was defined by items for reward,
coercive, and legitimate powers. The first factor, defined by attraction, exper-
tise, and non-use of coercion may be interpreted as power based on a referent’s
personal attributes which exerts its influence through the subject’s voluntary
compliance as a result of free cognitive evaluation. This factor will be described
as “Interpersonal Power™ in the following presentation. the second factor, on

the contrary, seems to represent power based on social or structural relation-
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Table 2: Factor analysis on power items

Orthogonally rotated. factor matrix

[tems 1 u
Attraction 1 .25 -03
2 25 -03
3 17 .03
Reward i -10 .23
2 .03 14
Coercive 1 -24 31
2 -26 .30
Legitimate | -01 17
2 -00 .16
Expert 1 .28 -.09
2 25 -04

Percentage of total variance

accounted for 60.31 14.39

ships between the subject and the referent which works through obligations,
responsibilities, expectations, rewards, and punishments. Viewed in this light,
the second factor may be close to “‘force” or “power” in a more strict sense.
This factor will be described as “Institutional Power” in the following presenta-

tion.

Analysis of the Interpersonal Power and the Institutional Power

In order to study the two types of power further in relation to other vari-
ables such as different levels of motivations and types of referents, two scores
representing each factor were computed for each subject by summing over the
scales with high loadings on each factor. For the Interpersonal factor, three
items for attraction and two items for expert power were summed ( five items
in total). Items for coercive power also had high negative leadings on Factor I,
but since they had even higher loadings on the Institutional Powerthey were
not included in the computation of the score of Factor I to avoid redundancy
of information. For the Institutional Power, the items for reward power,

coercive power and legitimate power were added together (6 items in total).
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To examine if the data show significant differences in power scores between

the general and the behaviorspecific referents, between the general and the

behavioral domain levels, and also between the two different types of power,

a2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance was performed. The result of the analysis of

variance is presented in Table 3.

Table 3:  Analysis of variance on Power scores: Effects of type of referent, level of

measurement, and type of power

Factors A: type of referent (general and behavor-specific)
B: level of measurement (general and behavioral domain)
C: type of power (Interpersonal and Institutional)

Source df MS F
Women’s issues
Main effects
A 1 8427.82 249.58*+
B i 885.52 119.90**
C 1 6401.84 170.78**
2-way interactions
AXB 1 938.79 112.98**
AXC 1 276.99 26.03**
BXC 1 .78 .26
3-way interaction
AXBXC 1 3.98 2.57
Religion
Main effects
A 1 4266.48 127.81%*
B 1 1796.48 147.55%*
C 1 5757.74 137.93*%*
2-way interactions
AXB 1 607.67 63.49**
AXC 1 45.63 5.30*
BXC 1 1.75 55
3-way interaction
AXBXC 1 11.02 5.24*
* p(.05
% (.01
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Significant main effects were found for all three factors for both behaviors.
The results showed that the general referents had greather power (3.33 for
women’s issues, and 3.02 for religion) than the behaviorspecific referents
(—5.19 and -3.04, respectively). For both types of referents, Interpersonal
Power was greater (2.78 for women’s issues, and 3.51 for religion) than Institu-
tional Power (—4.64 and -3.53, respectively). The main effect of the level of
measurement indicated that power on the general leve! (.45 for women’s issues,
and 1.96 for religion) were greater than power on the behavioral domain level
(-2.31 and --1.98, respectively), but the effect of this factor seems better
explained in terms of item interaction with the type of referent.

The interaction between the type of referent and the level of measurement
showed that the general referents were seen as having significantly greater
power on the general level compared to the behavioral domain level whereas
the behaviorspecific referents did not show such big differences between
the tevels. These results found with the power scores parellel those found
earlier with the motivation to comply where the interaction effect between the
type of referent and the level of measurement indicated that, with respect to
the general referents, motivation to comply in general are significantly higher
than motivation to comply concerning the specified behavioral domains,
while motivation to comply with the behavior-specific referents does not show
any significant difference between the two levels.

The interaction effect between the type of referent and the type of power
indicates that the magnitude of the difference between the Interpersonal and
the Institutional Power is greater for the behavior-specific referents than for
the general referents. General referents are seen as having considerable Inter-
personal Power and little if any Institutional Power. Behavior-specific referents
are seen as having little if any Interpersonal Power and negative Institutional
Power.

The significant 3-way interaction found with regard to the religious behavior
indicated that this power differential is true on the general level but not on the

behavioral domain level.
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Prediction of Motivation to Comply from the Interpersonal Power and
the Institutional Power

One of the major concerns of the present study was to examine how dif-
ferent types of social power of a referent influence a person’s motivation to
comply with that referent, and to find out whether the pattern and the extent
of the influence vary between the general and the behaviorspecific referents
and also between the levels of measurements,

To find out how the two different types of social power influence motiva-
tion to comply, the motivation to comply with a referent was regressed on the
Interpersonal Fower and the Institutionsl Power. In general, results showed
fairly good prediction of the motivation to comply (multiple correlations were
mostly within the range between .4 and .7), and the Interpersonal Power
received greater weights compared to the Institutional Power in most cases.

In order to find out the effects of the different types of referents and the
levels of measurement on the prediction of the motivation to comply from
the two power scores, a 2 x 2 analysis of variance was perforrned on the
z* transformations of the multiple correlations (Games, 1978). On the regres-
sion weights, a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance was performed with the predictor
variables {the Interpersonal Power and the Institutional Power) as the addi-
tional factor to examine whether the two power scores received significantly
different weights as well as the interaction effects. Table 4 presents the results
of the analysis of variance on multiple correlations obtained in the prediction
of the motivation to comply from the two power scores, and the results for
the regression weights are shown in Table 5. The means of the correlations and
the weights in each cell of the analysis of variance design are presented in
Table 6.

With regard to the multiple correlaticns, a significant main effect of the
type of referent was found concerning the referents for the women’s issues
indicating that the prediction of the motivation to comply from the two power
scores was significantly higher for the behavior-specific referents (R - .62) than
for the general referents (R = 49). In general, the results were in the same

direction for religion, put the differences were not great enough to reach
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Table 4: Analysis of variance on multiple correlations in the prediction of motivation to
comply from Interpersonal Power and Institutional Power
Factors A: type of referent (general and behavior-speciric)
B: level of measurement (general and behavioral domain)

R
df MS ¥

Women's issues
Main effects

A ! 16 8.60*

B 1 .00 06
2-way
interactions

AXE : 03 1.59
Religion
Main effects

. : 02 45

b ! 02 37
2-way
interactions

AXB 1 01 .30
= p(.05
*+ p(, 01

the level of significance.

Resuits did not show any significant differences between the levels of
measurement or any interactions between the two factors.

With regard to the regression weights, a significant main effect of the type
of power and a significant interaction effect between the type of referent and
the type of power were found for both behaviors. The main effect of the type
of power showed that the Interpersonal Power received significantly greater
weights compared to the Institutional Power. The key finding, however, was
the interaction effect between the type of referent and the type of power.

For the prediction of motivation to comply with the general referents, both
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Table 5: Analysis of variance on standardized regression weights in the prediction of
motivation to comply from Interpersonal Power, and Institutional Power

Factors A: type of referent (general and behavor-specific)
B: level of measurement (general and behavioral domain)
C: predictor variable (Interperscnal and Institutional)

Source df MS F

Voting for ERA

Main effects

A 1 .04 1.05

B 1 .00 .07

C 1 .40 15.87**
2-way interactions

AXB 1 .02 86

AXC 1 .04 16.96%*

BXC 1 .01 43
3-way interaction

AXBXC 1 .02 .63

Attending service

Main effects

AXB 1 .00 .04
B 1 01 6.12%
C 1 .16 6.12*
2-way interactions
AXB 1 .01 .30
AXC 1 12 4,77*
BXC 1 .00 01
3-way interaction
AXBXC 1 .01 .23
* p(.05
** n(. 01



Table 6: Means of multiple regressions and regression weights obtained in the prediction

of motivation to comply from Interpersonal Power an Institutional Power

R wl w2

GR BSR GR BSR GR BSR
Women’s issues
general level 51 .59 27 .56 28 .03
behavioral
domain level 45 65 24 55 .24 .18
Religion
general level St .59 27 46 .29 .18
behavioral
domain level S S52 .30 .38 .25 .14

Note: wl = standardized regression weight of Interpersonal Power
w2 = standardized regression weight of Institutional Power
(R = general referents
BSR = behavior-specific referents

the Interpersonal Power and the Institutional Power received comparable
weights, but with the bpehaviorspecific referents, the Interpersonal Power

received much greater weight than the Institutional Power.

Discussion

This study was an attempt to look at the social influence as a multidimen-
sional concept composed of several factors: the type of normative referent,
the level of compliance, and the source of the referent’s power.

The results were analyzed to study the inter-relationships between these
factors, as well as to study the effects of these factors on the subject’s motiva-
tion to comply with the referents which is used as a measure of the subject’s

resultant response to the social influence attempt.
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Prediction of Intention from Attitude and Subjective Norm: Effects of
Measuring Motivation to Comply on the General and the Behavioral
Domain Levels

A test of the model for the prediction of intention of the theory of re-
asoned action {Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975, Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) showed
that, for both behaviors, the intention was predicted well by the model’s two
components, attitude toward performing the behavior, and subjective norm
concerning the behavior.

Given significant results, Z bjmj’s were entered in place of SN into a
multiple regression with intention. Based on previous research (Chung, 1980;
Fishbein and Ajzen, 1981. Minjard and Cohen, 1981), it was hypothesized
that, when the motivation to comply is measured on the behavioral domain
level, it will lead to a better prediction of the intention to perform the behavior,
compared to the motivation to comply on the general level. Contrary to the
previous research, however, measuring the motivation to comply on the be-
havioral domain level did not improve the prediction of intention.

This finding may be interpreted in two different ways: Fisrt, the null
hypothesis may be true: measuring the motivation to comply on the behavioral
domain level does not improve the prediction of intention. Second, the
measure of the motivation to comply on the general and the behavioral domain
levels in the present study might not have been quite adequate: (1) the items
for the motivation to comply “in general” with some behavior-specific re-
ferents might have been answered with respect to the behavioral domain
with which the behavior-specific referent is associated, or (2) the scope of the
behavioral domains chosen for measuring the motivation to comply on the
behavioral domain levels (i.e., women’s issues, and religion) might have been
too general. The discussion presented in the following sections will give some
illumination to understanding this problem.

Further research may shed light on this question by testing different ways
of measuring the motivation to comply on several behavioral domains varying
in scope (for example, women’s issues > status of women > legal status of

women > issues concerning ERA, etc.).
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Analysis of Motivation to comply

The distinction between the two types of normative referents, the general
and the behaviorspecific, was made based on the results of numerous previous
elicitation procedures done within the framework of the theory of reasoned
action. The importance of the concept of the nature of the influencing agent
has been ackowledged in the literature, as discussed in the introduction, but
the proposed distinction between the general referents and the behavior-speci-
fic referents has never been systematically studied. To test whether this distinc-
tion would prove to be a useful concept in understanding social influence, the
subject’s motivation to comply with the two types of referents were analyzed
on the general and the behavioral domain levels. Considering the nature of
these referents, it was hypothesized that subjects will be more motivated to
comply with the general referents on the general level, while they will be more
motivated to comply with the behavior-specific referents on the behavioral
domain level,

Results of the analysis of variance on the motivation scores showed signific-
ant differences between the levels for both factors giving some initial support
to the basic idea that the type of referent and the level of measurement are
important factors to be considered in understanding the motivation to comply.

These results of the interaction between the two factors also supported the
hypothesis that the general referents will have more influence on the general
level compared to the behavioral domain level, but did not support the coun-
terpart hypothesis that the behavior-specific referents will exert more influence
on the behavioral domair level. This failure to support the hypothesis with
regard to the behaviorspecific referernts may be attributed to the failure on
the part of the subjects to answer the items for motivation to comply with the
behavior-specific referents “in general” as their motivation to comply regard-
less of the behavioral domain with which the behavior-specific referents are
associated. In other words, motivation to comply with a behaviorspecific
referent may always be tied to the behavior or the behavioral domain. For
example, subjects may always view the “‘minister/priest/rabbi’” or “born-again

Christians™ in association with religion so that it is hard for them to think
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about these behavior-specific referents on a truly general level which would
encompass numerous other behavioral domains.

The results suggest that depending on the nature of the referent, subjects
tend to view the referent either in general terms or with respect to a specific
behavioral domain. This is an interesting finding in its own right, but this
problem might be pursued and clarified further by a couple of different ap-
proaches: (1) give the subjects careful instructions to keep in mind many
different behavioral domains when they answer the motivation to comply
items on the general level, (2} ask the subjects to indicate their motivation
to comply with a behaviorspecific referent with respect to many different
behavioral domains (for example, “I want _ I don’t want to do what
bron-again Christians think I should do when it coms to a. religion, b. women’s
issues, c. smoking, d. family planning, etc 7). If this were done prior to asking
about the motivation to comply in general, a somewhat different pattern of
results could emerge.

This would have important implications for the measurement of motivation
to comply: If we measure a subject’s motivation to comply with some general-
referents and some behavior-specific referents in any behavioral situation, we
might be measuring the subject’s motivation to comply on different levels for
different referents even though the items are in exactly the same format.
Further research is required to clarify this problem.

Overall, the clear differences between the general and the behavioral domain
levels and the sharp split between the general and the behavior-specific refer-
ents showed that these factors do influence motivation to comply differential-
ly, and therefore, contribute to understanding of the underlying processes of

motivation to comply.

Dimensions of Power: The Interpersonal Power and the Institutional
Power

One of the purposes of the present study was to find systematic relation-

ships between social power and influence which make it essential to establish

the valid measures of social power with ernpirical basis as well as proper con-
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ceptualization. To test the assumption that the 5 sources of power in French
and Raven’s (1959) theory are not independent of each other, and that we
might be able to identify the underiying dimensions of power, and thus sum-
marize the information with fewer variables, a factor analysis was performed,
and the results identified two major factors.

The “Interpersonal Power” was based on the referent’s personal attributes,
whereas the '‘Institutional Power” was based on the structural relationship
between the subject and the referent. This distinction between the Interper-
sonal Power and the Institutional Power actually parallels some previous
theories of social power and influence, such as Kelman’s (1961) notions of
compliance, identification, and internalization, Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955)
theory of informational und normative social influence, and Kelley’s (1952)
distinction between comparison and normative functions of a reference group.

These theories have different conceptualizations and concerns, but they
all seem to share the basic idea that social influence is composed of a number
of processes which elicits varying responses on the part of the subjects on a
continuum of voluntary and willing compliance vs. forced compliance.

The Interpersonal Power may be viewed as eliciting voluntary compliance
through the subject’s free cognitive reasoning of what the agent has to offer
such as information, expertise, c¢redibility and attraction. On the other hand,
the Institutional Power may be viewed as eliciting forced compliance through
norms of the structural relationships, obligations, and sanctions.

The merit of the present study, then, as was discussed in the introduction,
lies in the fact that the concepts of the Interpersonal Power and the Institu-
tional Power are based on empirical data while older theories of social power
and influence were not, and thus lends itself to further empirical tests relating
the concepts of power to other impotant variables of social influence.

The two types of power were srudied further in relation to the type of
referent, and the leve] of measurement. Since the power is seen as one of the
major determining factors of the motivation to comply, it was expected that
the results of the analysis of power would be similar to the results of the

analysis of the motivation to comply
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As extected, the findings replicated the results found earlier with regard to
the motivation to comply, giving some initial empirical support to the idea that
social power and influence are systematically related; Subjects saw the general
referents as having significantly greater power on the general level compared
to the behavioral domain level, but did not indicate any differences in their
perception of the power of the behaviorspecific referents between the general
and the behavioral domain levels. Furthermore, the general referents were seen
as having considerable Interpersonal Power and little if any Institutional Power,
and the behavior-specific referents were seen as having little if any Interper-
sonal Power and negative Institutional Power. These findings seem to sugpest
that, for the behavior-specific referents tc have power, a combination of attrac-
tion and expertise is important while the general referents may use force or

right as well.

The Interpersonal Power and the Institutional Power as Determinants of
the Motivation to Comply
Given the findings discussed above, a more direct test of the effect of the
two types of power on the motivation to comply with the referents was per-
formed using multiple regression analysis. Generally, the prediction was signi-
ficantly higher for the behavior-specific referents, and the Interpersonal Power
received a significantly greater weight compared to the Institutional Power.
More interestingly, for the prediction of the motivation o comply with the
general referents, both the Interpersonal Power and the Institutional Power
received comparable weights, but with respect to the behavior-specific refer-
ents, the Interpersonal Power received much greater weights than the Institu-
tional Power. This replicated the findings in the previous section where the
general referents were seen as having both types of power, and the behavior-
specific referents were seen as having hardly any (or negative) Institutional
Power.
These results, together with the results of the analysis on the motivation
to comply, give some interesting insights ro the relationship between the two

types of power and their influence on the motivation to comply. As discussed
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earlier, it was found that the general referents have considerable influence on
both the general and the behavioral domain levels, and that the influence on
the general level was greater than the influence on the behavioral domain level.
The results of the multiple regression showed that the general referents do not
derive their influence from any one type of power consistently. When these
results are overlapped with each other, the picture seems to indicate that the
general referents have both types of power, and that they can influence motiva-
tion to comply on both the general and the behavioral domain levels with both
of these powers. The relative importance of the two types of power in influenc-
ing the motivation to comply in any specific case would depend on the in-
dividual referent and on the behavioral situation.

On the contrary, the behavior-specific referents were found to have a greater
weight for the Interpersonal Power consistently regardless of the levels or the
behavioral situations. Generally, it seems reasonable to conclude that the
behaviorspecific referents do not eiicit as much compliance as the general
referents, and whatever influence they can have on the motivation to comply
is based mostly on the Interpersonal Power.

The present approach has shown that the proposed concepts, the nature of
the referent, the source of power, and the level of compliance are important
dimensions to be studied in understanding the social influence process. The
interaction patterns of these factors were examined, as well as the systematic
effects of these factors on the motivation to comply. In view of the signific-
ance of the field of the social influence and the lack of attempts for inter-ex-
periment and inter-theory accumulation of empirical results in this field, the
present approach might prove to be & very useful way of documenting empiri-
cal results and establishing theoreticai networks for a better understanding of
the multidimensional nature of the social influence process, with a gradual

refinement of the conceptualizations and the measurements.
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