The effects of perceived dominance in persuasion

Jon Karl Stefansson
Masters thesis in psychology

Supervisor: Frank Siebler

Institutt for psykologi
Det sammfunnsvitenskapelige fakultet

Universitetet i Tromsg



Abstract

An experimental investigation of the relationship between communicator dominance and
persuasion is reported. In the study, persuasion was examined as a function of experimental
treatments that differed only in the perceived dominance of stimulus embedded within a tex
Perceived dominance of the stimulus is operationally defined as the degree to which the
stimulus makes the recipient feel submissive (high) or powerful (low). Theexmel

stimuli and the quantitative measurements of dominance are derived from affect control
theory and a research tool that has been developed from that theory, the International
Affective Picture System. The hypotheses were generally supported suttseafethe data
analysis. Relationships were found between perceived dominance and a) increased opinion
agreement and b) increased trustworthiness of communicators. Possible impliéations
communication studies, as well as on research on affect control theory are discussed, as are

limitations of the current research.
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The effects of perceived dominance in persuasion

Human beings are not adept at accurate causal judgments, often deviating from what purely

rational models might predi¢Roese,1997).

It has been suggested that the powerfulness that a person or object conveys hdkigneat
on interpersonal relationships and communication. According to Russel (1938) “the
fundamental concept in social science is Power, in the same way that By |
fundamental concept in physics” (p. 10). The importance that Russel givesriide/aras
not, however, manifested immediately in the practice of social psychologywaisoticed
by Cartwright (1959) who commented: “Both early social psychology and modeetysoc
recognize the importance of power ... [but if] we examine social psychology bice t
beginning of its scientific epoch, we search in vain for any concentratekl attdice
problem” (p. 2). As we shall see, despite the importance linked to this variable, ydoessf
in communication research it is usually left out as a factor that influencasagm®mn.

The present study is performed with several intentions. Its first aim itatdisk a
place for social power, measured through the effect of perceived dominance on opinion
agreement, in communication research. Secondly the study attempts to iraégcateontrol
theory to important models of communication. Finally, if evidence is found for sorelaip
between dominance, as defined through affect control theory, its consequencgsftant

communication research models will be evaluated.

Social power
Social power has been defined as "the degree of control that a person or a group has ove

other persons or groups” (Reber & Reber, p. 553) or simply the "ability, right, control and



authority to do or act” (Hornby, 1984, p. 652). It can be manifested as the ability to compel
another to act against his or her will and, at the same time, the ability tcawdssich effects
from others (Reber & Reber, p. 553). Similarly, German sociologist Max Weteedie

power as “the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be initopo®

carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of the basis on which thisilgyoba
rests” (Weber, 1978, quoted in Barbalet, 1985).

Power is thought by some theorists to be divisible into components. Coleman (2000), for
example, defines power as "the ability to make things happen or to bring aboud desire
outcomes” (p. 121) and distinguishes between several modes to explain this vaheadée. T
include power as a dynamic, where power is determined by the charaxterigtie person,
the situation, and the interaction of these two factors; environmental power or tée teg
which an individual can influence his or her overall environment; relationship power, or the
power to influence another person, and personal power, or the degree to which a person ca
satisfy his or her own desires (p. 122). Similarly, French and Raven (1959) idemtified s
different bases of social power in interpersonal relations and communicatioa.Wéres
coercive power; which resides with a person who has the ability to punish a ¢angyenf
cooperation; reward power, which is in the hands of whoever can offer rewards td éotarge
compliance; legitimate power, one in which the targets confer on an agent hibeguse
believe that he or she has the right to expect cooperation; referent power, whiwhitisas f
source desirable and attractive personal qualities of the agent that leacpients’ desire to
associate wit him or her; and expert power, which stems from the extensiveatifor or

knowledge that recipients perceive the agent to have (Wrench & Booth-Butterfield:.2003)

! Incidentally French and Ravens taxonomies areeblamngruent with Max Weber'’s classifications foé t
conceptHerrschaft,or authority (Giddens, 2006).



Power and persuasion

There are various means to measure power and its effect of individuals amyl adeieye.
In the current study the focus will be on its effect on persuasion. This is not counter to
intuition considering that persuasion is a major means to exercise social poo@diAg to
Reber and Reber (2001) social power can be upheld with coercion or violence, but
“persuasion is a more common vehicle for exerting control” (p. 513). But as weeshdlhis
some of the most important models for persuasion studies Cartwrights commtidraist
Despite the importance linked to power, it is largely ignored as a factonfiui@nces
persuasion.

Traditionally, studies on the effects of social factors on the attitudes anddebkaof
people in communication settings identify several interdependent components thétghoul
studied independently. As an example, in his study of advertising effectiydfwSaire
(1978) distinguished between five components of persuasive communication that could be fit
into a model of persuasive communication. These were source, channel, meseage, rec
and destination. This classification has its origin in Lasswell’s (1948)darcontribution to
communication studies in which he described that a “convenient way to describe an act of
communication is to answer the following questions: Who says what to whom with what
effect?” (p. 37). This way of describing communication was adopted by Carl laktbahd
his colleagues in Yale University and the United States Army. Theioagipiis often
referred to as the message learning approach, or the Yale model of commmmessarch.

The Yale model offered research methods and variables for these that haveesineseche
extensively by subsequent researchers. In a series of extensive stesiesqu by Hovland,
Janis, and Kelley (1953), four so-called mediating processes to message leaneing
identified. According to their model the recipient must pay attention to the gegssa

comprehend it, identify incentives for attitude change, and retain the informatto in t



message. In addition to the message arguments, three variables weredetxpaffect the
mediating processes. These were the source of the message, the medium thidugtewhi
message was delivered, and the recipient of the message. Togethendbesseg and
variables had the potential to produce change in the receivers’ beliefslesttir behaviour.
More recent persuasion models base much of their theoretical underpinnings ontiba tradi
upheld by Hovland’s model.

Numerous models on persuasive communication exist (for extensive reviews srerGam
2009, and Jowett & O’'Donnel, 1999), but in the current study, the focus will be on the
approaches exemplified by the elaboration likelihood model and the heuristersatys
models. In addition to being among the most widely used and studies models of persuasion,
(Cameron 2009), these models place high focus on the interplay between source- and
recipient factors. The current study’s primary focus, the effects oéped dominance on
persuasion variables, is an example of such interplay.

According to the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Cacciopo, 1981), people follow
persuasion attempts follow two paths, or routes. When a receiver is motivated and able t
consider the information, he or she is likely to elaborate the message thoughtfully and
scrutinize the quality of the arguments. Under these conditions the recemer tis ®llow a
central route of elaboration. This type of elaboration requires effortful cogpitocessing
and the resulting attitude of the topic involved relies on the persons own cognitive esspons
as well as message strength and quality. This sort of elaboration is highly depmntte
receiver’s involvement, or how much time, effort and energy he or she is wilingdst in
considering the message.

When the receiver is neither motivated- nor able to scrutinize the messagehkdwlikely
to follow a peripheral route of elaboration. In this, the receiver is expected tinredss

thoughtful processes than are exemplified by the central route. These miigti¢ isicnple



heuristics or simple cues, such as the length of the message, or sourcerisizca¢Priester
and Petty, 2003).

The heuristics systematic model differs from the elaboration likelihood modwltit ts
explicitly a dual process model; that is, it is assumed the two types digega®cessing are
gualitatively different although they have reciprocal effects. The edéibarlikelihood model
is a single process model where it is assumed that message elabordeeelbad central or
peripheral processing. In the heuristic systematic processing mastelnsyic processing is
considered as more effortful and capacity limiting than heuristic proces®nthis reason, it
is assumed that heuristic processing predominates when motivation or capasifyrttul

processing is low (Chaiken, 1980).

Credibility

A person’s level of credibility directly implies the extent to which otherd fi easy or
difficult to believe that person (Hornby, 1984, p. 200). According to Berlio et al (1978) source
credibility is something that possesses the quality that “the more oféit'eiceiver is
perceived to have, the more likely the receiver is to accept the transmittedation” (p.
562). Perceived credibility is considered the most important source chistacterthe Yale
Model and an almost linear relationship is assumed to be between perceived tyradibili
persuasive power: The more the speaker is perceived to possess credibilityethe m
persuasive his or her message is believed to be (Hovland & Weiss, 1952, quoted in Pratkanis
et al., 1988). This is also apparent for today’s popular models and the same three factors
dominate in research on source credibility. These are expertise, or “thetexich a
communicator is perceived to be a source of valid assertions” (Hovland, Janisg#, Kell
1953, p. 21), trustworthiness, or “the degree of confidence in the communicator’s intent to

communicate the assertions he considers most valid” (ibid) and attractiveness.



These three variables, and especially expertise and trustworthiness,deatedly been
used to define source credibility. As for recent examples, Ohanian (1990) idestifiee
credibility as a three dimensional construct composed of expertise, trishess, and
attractiveness. In this, source credibility implies a “communicator’'sipesiharacteristics
that affect the receiver’'s acceptance of a message” (p. 41). Newell anth@old®97) give
expertise and trustworthiness a higher status than Ohanian and Hovland andyecgfiog
source credibility as “the perceived expertise, trustworthiness, antutémti@eness of the
information source” (p. 235).

As is apparent, expertise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness are not only todngght
important factors of credibility; they are often used as the very defirof credibility.
Placing such a high emphasis of these three factors, though, is a haphazardmosiefatea
several reasons. Firstly, if it is found that other factors influence crégégglimuch or more
than expertise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness, the definition eitberdsefalse or
incomplete, or these other factors loose their rightful place in being definingetbbidity.
Secondly, it can never be concluded for certain that the effects of these threlesana not
moderated or mediated by still other variables. Finally, Berlo, Lementianid (1969)
criticisms of the studies on credibility and persuasion performed by Hovlansl, dadi
Kelley (1953) still hold and must be addressed. In the Hovland et al studies it wastasdgge
that credibility was comprised of two variables; expertise and trustwosthifibese
variables, Berlo et al. pointed out, were assumed a priori as attributes bfecssdirces but
were not derived from scientific observations. Additionally, the variables useaviandls’
that supposedly increased credibility were exclusively dealt withrésuééts of the senders
themselves, while it should be intuitively more accurate to look at what recerperseace

and perceive of the sender
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Other factors have been identified as having effect on source credibilityy imbiade
concepts closely related to social power. However, these are an exception. tenaivex
review of by Pornipitakpan (2004) only four studies were identified as naming concepts
related to power (dynamism, potency, authoritativeness, and power). All werieexlifor
“selecting scales haphazardly, using similar names for factors cowgtalifierent scales, and
using certain credibility factor structures as if they were genebédiZar beyond the raters,
sources, and factoring procedures that generated them”. It was also foursddles “
representing factors of source credibility changed over time and thaariiger of significant
factors and their resulting amount of variance also changed over timrafgifakpan, 2004).
To date, power is not a part of the elaboration likelihood model or the heuristics sigstemat

model.

Operational definition of credibility

What Berlio et. als (1968) criticisms imply is that credibility reskeafwould focus on
finding what factors increase or decrease the likelihood that the reaesepts the
persuasive statements of the sender. An accurate estimate of cyedildilérefore that which
increases receivers’ tendency to accept the sources information. Addititmalpmponent
which is most important to study for effects on credibility is not the sourdeatskthe
objective qualities of him or her, but the receiver’s perceptions of the source asaymes
situation. In other words, what is important for persuasive purposes is not that the
communicator possesses qualities that make him or trustworthy, expenacinegtin itself,
but how the communicator is perceived and emotionally experienced by the re&river
accurate operational definition of credibility should be the extent to which the conataunic

induces attitude change. If attitude change is not found, the communicator is hyoterfioi
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credible. In other words, Berlio’s et als. (1969) criticisms imply thattieeno need to

include influential factors such as trustworthiness in the definition of chiggibi

Attitudes

The goal of persuasion is, according to Reardon (1991), “to change someone’s attitudes
and/or behavior” (p. 5). One of the more widely used definitions of an attitude is that it is
“mental and neural state of readiness, organized through experiencegexelitective or
dynamic influence upon the individual’s response to all objects and situations withitikic
related” (Allport, 1935). According to Eagly and Chaiken (1998), attitudes direglageneral
evaluations of people, objects, or issues that operate like schemas to organizaimricand
guide behaviour. They define attitudes as “a psychological tendency thptessed by
evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor” (p. 28@&udes are
closely linked to people’s beliefs; a variable that has been defined as: "ematioaptance
of some proposition, statement or doctrine” (Reber and Reber, 2001), and “the feg¢ling tha
something exists or is true” (Hornby and Ruse, 1988).

Attitude formation takes place on several levels. According to Wood (2000), wineindor
an attitude toward an object we need to retrieve relevant information about it &amoryn
and at the same time in formation of a standard against which it can be evaluated. The
relevant information retrieved from memory to formulate an opinion on an object may eve
come from an influence appeal even though the people involved are unaware of this. In such
an instance the judgment of others is unwittingly adopted as one’s own (Wood, 2000).
Attitudes are highly context dependent and people can draw on a wide range of information
and inference rule to arrive at an evaluative judgment and contemporary judgmengmnabout
object could be constructed on the spot, based on the information and inference rules that are

most accessible at that point in time.
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Attitudes are a troublesome variable. According to Norbert Schwarz (2001'ptleey
hypothetical construct, invented by researchers to account for a body of phenoraena. W
cannot observe attitudes directly but infer them from individuals' self-reguadtbehavior”

(p. 438). It is therefore not a straight-forward endeavour to define it, measur®itpcate

theoretical underpinnings of this variable.

Emotions
One method to measure attitudes is based on the conception that attitudes are breed expla
as affective responses to stimuli that can manifest in various means, fglexy
behavioural tendencies or cognitive agreement. However, in order for emotions usable
concept for communication studies, they must be converted to measurable variables.
One way to make measures possible is to classify automatic emotions gnchassiy
values to these. When researchers try to distinguish automatic emotionstdfgeaches
exist. Arnold (1960) and Lazarus (1968), for example, proposed an appraisal theory of
emotions according to which emotions are elicited and differentiated on the bi&ss of
subjective evaluation of an event on a set of standard criteria. According tordugypa
appraisal is a “cognitive evaluation process that can produce affect andrebextause the
evaluation is based on criteria that reflect personal relevance of neddsagdavalues”
(Scherer, Dan, and Flykt, 2006, p. 109). Appraisal is in this sense intrinsically camtext
person dependant since individuals differ widely in their assessment of whdirnengeo
them.
Another popular model distinguishes between emotions by sets of emotional respanses
suggest underlying, basic, and automatic emotions. According to these thewiess have
evolved by means of their adaptive value for dealing with fundamental ke (@g. Ekman,

1992; Plutchik, 1980). Humans, according to this view, possess a set of basic values that are
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recognizable by characteristic facial expressions. Ekman, Friaddgllaworth (1972) found
evidence for this in cross-cultural comparisons of recognition of facial €ipns and
suggested that humans have at least six basic emotions in their repertpgadimss, fear,
disgust, anger, and contempt. However, approaches that suggest sets of emotiondyaes ha
operationalizational problem. According to Grimm, Kroschel and Narayanan (2007),
measures of important variables are often highly dependent on the researchers’

interpretations, and this makes it hard to make quantitative comparisons ancesieasur

The dimensional approach

According to another set of theories, emotions have a gradual and continual focamtbat
measured by using polar opposite categories, or dimensions. According to tbess the
emotions have evolved from a motivational basis to a simple factorial model. This &pproac
differs from those where automatic emotions are distinguished by usingf setstional
responses in that expressions of emotions are not considered in binary values; i.e. angry or
happy, but take any arbitrary value in between dimensions. Emotions are conceiwed to b
composed of a different number of attributes that are associated with emotigivg@sim
William Wundt (1896) pioneered this approach when he suggested that emotions could be
mapped on a three dimensional space. Wundt identified three dimensions of emotions;
pleasantness vs. unpleasantness, excitement vs. depression and tension vs. relaxattion (W
1896). Recent repetitions of his approach include Mehrabian and Russell’s (1980) three
dimensional model of emotions, where the third variable is dominiance-submissj\arkss
Lang’s, Bradley's and Cuthbert's model (2005) where the third dimension is labelled
dominance (see also Kehrein, 2002, and Grimm, Kroschel, & Narayanan, 2007). Concrete

operational definitions of emotions and associated variables have made thislappgbbc
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applicable in studies ranging from automatic recognitions of emotions in speaaim(€&t al,

2007) to racism (Henry & Sears, 2002).

Mediational theory of meaning

According to Burgess and Lund (2000) the mediational theory of meaning, bpd)sg
Suci, and Tennenbaum (1957), is the most extensive and most used of all dimensional
theories of meaning and emotions. In to this theory, meaning is assumed to bentepgrby
a semantic profile of ratings on a set of adjectives, distinguished by a sataitg features
and signified as a vector in an n-dimensional semantic space (Osgood et al., 1957, 1975).

Two types of meaning that the cognitive system processes differemiyeatified. First,
the denotative meaning of a word can be thought of as its encyclopaedic defindion; t
knowledge based feature of the word. The second type of meaning, affective maaning,
sentiments and connotations of the focal object. This affect based meaning nmechanis
supposedly reveals particular dimensions of meaning that people use to qualify their
experience. The mechanism was thought as more basic and automatic than theelenotat
meaning mechanism and therefore the focus of the mediational theory was tcertt@asur
type of meaning (Osgood et al., 1975).

The semantic differential technique was designed to obtain an objective, ajuantit
measure of affective meaning. The technique includes rating scaledferantiate
attitudinal intensity on the basis of a person’s subjective understanding of the dganotat

meanings of words. With this the researchers wishes to plot a psycholog@mateéibetween

% Factor analysis was used to extract an n-dimenkgmhation for what affective meaning people hadvards
things. In order to achieve this, Osgood and hseiates performed numerous experiments wherecsbje
made Likert-scale judgements for several adjecoades for concepts. Adjective polar oppositesrzgeto one
of these groups and adjective that correlate slyomigh each factor were used to measure the soothat

factor (Osgood, Suci, and Tennenbaum, 1957).
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words by mapping a subject's connotations of them. Low ratings indicate that the word i
better characterized by the adjective defining the low end of the scaleratiigls indicate
that the word is better characterized by the adjective defining the high drelsafaie. The
middle conveys a sense of neutrality. The outcome of a semantic differeatiahdicator of
the affective meaning the subjects hold toward an object and by constructesyasthitems
carefully, it is supposedly possible to identify subtle nuances of such affectangs
(Osgood, Suci, & Tennenbaum, 1957, Jowett & O'Donnell, 1999). By using factor analysis on
a huge data-pool of semantic differential ratings from hundreds of participants ondsuoidre
concepts, three factors were repeatedly found to account for the majority of judigeme
Extensive cross-cultural studies supported the view that most of the varianoetional
assessments was accounted for by these three major dimensions (Osgood et al., 1975).
Osgood assigned labels to these factors intuitively. The largest factalldab E, or
evaluation. This factor explains how much the subject likes or has good will towards the
object; in essence the dimension good — bad. The second factor, P or potency, refers to the
powerfulness or strength of the object, as exemplified by adjective oFpaste as powerful
— weak and big — small. The third factor, A, or activity, represents the activitaaivity, of
an object, as exemplified in adjective polar opposites such as fast — slow, movihgte. stil
Osgood suggested an evolutionary explanation for the existence of these thresaisady
deriving a meaning of an object from few easily manageable featutethd be processed
automatically, the organism was better able to make instant in emergeatipiss (Osgood,
1967).

The basic assumptions of the mediational theory of meaning have been supported somewha
by modern neurological studies. According to Suzuki et al (2004) different brain trezdali
are modified during judgement of affective meaning related to the three miairs fatc

affective meaning; that is, the factors have different information procgkases, especially
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with respect to their sensory relevance. More specifically, it has baad that the right
superior temporal gyrus and the right inferior parietal lobule are assbeah activity
ratings, while the brain regions around the central fissure are related to paimgy. As to
sensory relevance, it has been suggested that the scales related to thidaattvg often
refer to auditory perceptions (adjective opposite such as dynamic-staiiabkxcalm,
noisy-silent) while potency factors often involve adjective scaleterkta tactile perceptions
(as evident in adjective opposite such as soft-hard, smooth-rough etc). The Bndacitr
is “characterized by scales such as likeable-repugnant, beautifudngynpleasant-
pleasant” and “associated with subjective emotional concepts that are not ¢ pgate
sensory processing or modalities”. It was hypothized that the medialmiegfcortex,
amygdala, the insula, the orbito frontal cortex and the aterior cingulate& cottlel be

connected to the evaluation factor.

Affect control theory
The mediational theory of meaning was later adopted iAffieet Control Theorpf Heise
(1979). According to this model, all cognitions evoke affective associations andesttcan
be thought of as affective response to the cognition of objects (Heise & Smith-L6&il).
In affect control theory, affective meaning refers to subjective evatuafirole
identities. According to Heise (1979), fundamental sentiments are cultsinaligd feelings
evoked by the mental representation of a concept. These can be social identitiesutseha
personality traits etc. Emotions are described as singular expellimgstales at discreet
points in time while transient impressions are the emotions evoked in certaiilosguat
Deflections are how different they are from the feelings that are exipeche evoked (for
example the affect normally experienced with for certain social rdleskse deflections and

the emotions experienced that result from them can be estimated by regrggatoms.
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These predict impressions by measuring the amalgamation of affect whearteepts are

combined (Wiggins, Wiggins & Zanders, 1994).

Authority as a role identity

In the affect control theory, role-identities are assumed to be connectednetibres and
proponents of this theory, such as Schneider (2004), argue that social structuralesroperti
should be reflected in their affective representation. The affective meaniolg afentities is
thus thought to reflect their structural meaning and profiles of affectivaingeare used to
measure sentiments that are attached to specific role identities aulaartultures.

Authority, like other role identities, is in this sense a social structure elatdeénl subjective
representations of culture (Scherer, 2006). In probing what structural patiematsg
authority assumes, Schneider (1999) found a strong tendency for concepts tbsh@etenl
with authoritative role identities (doctor, mother etc.) to share a commompattemplified
by high evaluation and dominance, but low arousal ratings. Schneider explaingatile rel
results showing authority figures sharing a profile of affective mednngferring to Max
Webers’ rational bureaucratic principle, which involves rules of legitimatianestablish the
authority concept. A rational bureaucratic society is a stratifiech@a@on where coercion
from superiors is legitimized by subordinates when the coercions adheretalinést and
accepted norms. An authority, according to this model, is a social identity that iothies
society have internalized as being legitimate. Deviations from what igleoed legitimate,
such as using methods that have not been approved or a role identity that has not been
legitimized as an actor that can use coercion results in non-authority (Gathni€99).

The fundamental paradigm of affect control theory is that people control sociattiias
by striving to maintain feelings about the situation they find themselveshol($&t al.

2008). When a person is perceived as being a part of the role identity that Schexeider h
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labelled authority, affect control theory therefore predicts that the eatimill automatically
strive to control the social interaction by behaving in such a way that maititaifelings
about that situation and role identities. When the focal object is an authority tberagpr
behaviours to that situation are those which maintain the legitimacy of that guidhentity.
If agreement, compliance or conformity are behaviours of low discrepancy in sitahten,

these behaviours will be expected to prevail.

Recognizing power

If social power and legitimacy are interpreted by the cognitive system asthority role-
identity that triggers low-discrepancy type behaviours that include increasson
agreement, by what mechanism is this recognition brought about? One explanatbthis t
cognitive system implicitly interprets perceived dominance of an object@s far social
power. An individual experiences social power by dyadic agonisms or direct oceithact
people who occupy higher strata of a dominance hierarchy and, therefore, peasesdyn
which they can apply rewards or punishments for the individual’'s behaviour. Repeaitagl pair
of a person experiencing perceived dominance of more socially powerfohpenskes

perceived dominance an automatic affective response.

Dominance and hierarchies

Denotatively, dominance refers to a relationship in which one thing is in a position to
control over another, and also a tendency to exert control over the behaviour of other
members of a group of other members of his or her own species (Reber and Reber, 2001, p.
213). In simpler terms, Hornby (1984) defines the adjective ‘dominant’ as "hasigpk;

authority or influence” (p 258).
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In comparative psychology, dominance hierarchy refers to the ranking of nseoflaer
group according to relative importance or dominance (Reber & Reber, p 583, Ipetbple
assume roles that occupy different and predefined levels, or strata, in azatiganit the
macro-level, dominance hierarchy refers to an organizational structuwhb islgharacterized
by a system of chain of command. In such a structure, the institutions that gowanalnat
society have legal rights to take various measures to uphold the structural fitzrar(&
Cromwell, 2001).

According to Fritz and Cromwell (2001) dominance hierarchies are the most common
organizational structures of modern nation-states. Similarly, Coleman (R0I08)that
societies worldwide organize according to group-based hierarchies, with dosooeaht
groups possessing a disproportionate share of positive social value suchtlasstatas,
health and so on. The possession of these resources is an important source for these groups’
and individuals’ social power. Those who need these resources but do not possess them must
rely on these groups’ decisions and are vulnerable to the consequences of the possible
unwillingness of these to lend access to their properties.

At the micro-level, the dominance hierarchical structure has differemt®f#® person’s
interactions within the hierarchy are generally, albeit not exclysixestricted toward those
who are situated at the nearest level to that which he or she occupies. A perserailtyge
answer commands given by people that occupy the next level in the hierarchyeblittliea
contact to even superior authorities. The power relationships in a hierarchictlrst are
thus simple. The subordinates are to obey orders from superiors, but not vice versa.sSociety i
thus organized in a way that authority increases as one travels higher up tlodierar

In interpersonal relation dominance has been defined as the ability to prewaitlio d
conflict situations (Strayer & Strayer, 1976). The defining aspect of {hesdlydominance is

the outcome of interpersonal conflict, or dyadic agonism. This denotative ickssif of
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dominance, however, demands actual outcomes of dyadic agonisms to become manifested.
The question is, how do people recognize the dominance of an object without experiencing

dyadic agonisms directly?

Socialization and authority

Human are rarely isolated beings that can be studied in a vacuum. We are a part of
institutions and a culture of distinct self-perpetuating groups, or sodietesby, 1974).

How these systems are organized shapes our cognitions and in order to explain how common
life experiences might play a part in shaping how we form attitudes it iampdd recognize
the impact of socialization.

Socialization has been described as “the social processes through whianadeadelop an
awareness of social norms and values, and achieve a distinct sense of ddéh§2006, p.
1036). This is the process were we learn, accept and internalize societies’ velirefhs,
judgments and values and learn to think of ourselves as parts of different facetaldifsoc
and through the process achieve a picture of ourselves.

Schneider (1999, 2004) contends that cultural norms or rules are the source of power in
contemporary societyThese refer to “[rules of behavior which reflect or embody a culture’s
values, either prescribing a given type of behavior, or forbidding it” (Giddens, 2006, p. 1027).
On the opposite, deviance is “non-conformity to a given set of norms that are accepted by
significant number of people in a community or society” (ibid, p. 794). Norms can be
expected to be supported, and deviance is refrained, by social sanctions, or “appialy
forces which reward or restrain behaviour” (Giddens, 2006, p. 460). Such sanctions vary,
from informal disapproval to physical punishment or execution and in modern richeodieti

is possible to distinguish between two types of social sanctions. The firssefishehere a

% To explain this postulate, he sites Max Webershucratic principle as the accepted source ofifieiging
power in western cultures.
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group of people who have been designated as having authority to do so actively punish those
who deviate from rules put forth in institutions of formal governance. These @atdrs of

the modern state, local district authorities etc. In these circumstaneesiageis labelled as
crime and the rules are laws and regulations. The second type of social saadtiforeal
sanctions. These are carried out by other members of society, not constitotimglefdcet

of designated authority. These can be peer groups, workmates, family menua¢esaet

Unlike formal sanctions, which are often rigidly filed and classifiedas &nd regulations,
informal social sanctions are not easily definable and it may take coneglearch to identify
them. Peers can use various means to exert sanctions on those who deviate frooh accepte
norms. A person might be ridiculed, thereby lowering his or hers regards in theqgeragr
person making an improper comment on a popular group might be met with criticisms and

loss of friends and so forth.

Authority: Power and legitimization

In formal settings, authority refers to institutionalized and legal poweraasfested within
a social system as well as the individuals who wield such power (Reber, andZRéldep.
513, Weber, 1978). Kelman and Hamilton (1989) commented that: "authority involves two
components: the right to command others and the power to do so” (pp. 53-54). Similarly,
Hornby (1984) defined authority as “the power or right to give orders and make altlegi's
(p- 52). This implies that authority is composed of two separate variables. Tlo¢ fivsse is
power, or ability to bring about the desired behavioural outcomes that are implied in the
commands. The second of these; the right to command others, has been labelleddggitimiz
(Schneider, 2004).

According to Tyler (1997) two theories on legitimization of authority are dantiin

current social psychology. First, resource based theories suggest tuaamal indices of
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experience determine the impact of authority and link legitimacy to the faviityrabthe
resources that individuals receive from groups and group authorities. Acctordimg model,
the evaluation of rules and authorities is linked to resources received in the pgeEabed in

the future, task competence, people’s judgements about the likely future behavioursyf othe
outcome fairness, procedural judgements and judgements about investments in group
membership.

Another approach to legitimization stems from identity based theoriese $hggest that
relational indices of experience determine the impact of legitimaatyirgk legitimacy to
people’s concerns about their social identities from group memberships. Howtasgherat
a person serves as an indicator of his or hers social status, which in turn, infisredsers
social identities; feelings of self-worth and so on. According to this modeh pd@ple feel
that they are respected members of groups, they voluntarily follow graugrities’ orders.
Social identities are understood from their position in their social groups and exipgrienc
positive regard from the authority is associated with ease in complyingeaadbby identity
based theories of legitimisation. When the authority figure appear tralsyywkind, etc. and
treat their subjects with respect, their orders are more easily folldwedrding to this
approach, when people perceive that these authorities express that thagtiigyéhey
respond with deference (Tyler, 1997).

From the standpoint of these theories the factors observed to influence perceptions of
authority stem from the benefits the people involved felt they received, both saésalf

assurance and personal gain, influence how easy they found it to obey authorities.

4 Tyler (1997) summarizes the social phenomena dtinegcy of authority as follows:People within organized
groups often internalize their feelings of obligetito obey group rules and the decisions of grauharities.
They believe that group authorities and rules agitimate and, hence, entitled to be obeyed. Becalhis

belief, group members voluntarily accept and ohdgs and decisions from group authorit{gs 330)".
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Legitimization in affect control theory

In affect control theory, legitimisation is a core aspect of authority aaahdt restricted to
the macro level of institution, but a part of the cognitive structure of the actorg@er,
2004). Schneider explains legitimacy as follows: “[B]eing coerced is anasgrie
experience that generally leads to resentment toward the coercer.Hgutdietrcion is
legitimated, he or she is an authority and may be evaluated positively... legtiroéti
authority means that the authority's power is understood by others, and need not be
communicated through expressive actions” (p. 9).

When legitimization is internalized “people often behave in accordance withlésein
situations without rewards or the threat of punishments” (Tyler, 1997). When this has
happened obeying the legitimized authorities’ orders is part of the normaidagha
repertoire of the person obeying, and since this should not be an emotional experience, it

should not be very memorable either.

Utilitarian functions of attitudes

Instrumental adjustment or utilitarian function of attitudes refers to a tunadtparadigm of
attitude formation where the usefulness of holding a certain attitude is held tecia tor its
acquisition. In this approach, originally developed by Katz (1960), a key motivatamait f
to attitude evaluation is if holding a certain attitude is objectively benlefictaarmful to the
receiver.

Several theorists have observed that attitudes, beliefs and other recealdesdave
utilitarian functions. For example, according to the elaboration likelihood modeirtant
feature of attitudes is motivation to hold subjectively “correct” ones. Thesectattitudes

“are helpful because they often allow people to gain rewards and avoid punishments by
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approaching helpful objects and avoiding dangerous ones. Holding correct attudes
important if people want to act on their attitudes” (Petty, Rucker, Bizer acidfpa, 2004,
p. 68).

Also, according to Cialdini (1987, 2001) who identified authority as one of six main
weapons of influence, we are trained to obey authorities from early on; bweaseg
religious institutions, schools etc. In such settings it has substantiarisilitvalue for a
person to obey authorities and internalize their values. The child recognizese¢haters,
teachers and other authorities have more knowledge and it is a handy heoraggste that
these are usually right. But, even more importantly, these people have the@oamral
reward and punishment for the child’s behaviours. Believing and obeying an authority
becomes automatic and implicit after this learning takes place.

Because of the social dominance structure in contemporary industrial sodetieving
socially powerful individuals is more important than believing less powerful indiadina

other words, it is of instrumental value for a receiver to agree with a powerfolhper

Stimuli materials

The picture stimuli used in the current study are apprehended from the lot@ahAfifective
Picture System (IAPS; Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert, 2008)). The IAPS isectolh of picture
stimuli that have been rated in terms of dimensions of affective meaning thsg¢dsdrg and
closely resemble these identified by Charles Osgood et. al (1967). Torewsdes “the
ratings of affect for a large set of emotionally evocative, internatipaattessible color
photographs” (ibid, p 2). The IAPS has been developed alongside similar collections for
words (the Affective Norms for English Words (ANEW), Bradley and Lang, 1999), and

sounds (the International Affective Digitized Sounds (IADS), BradleyLamd), 1999) in
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order to provide “standardized materials for research on emotion and attention” (Lay
Bradley, and Cuthbert, 2002, p. 1).

The labels used for the three dimensions of affective meaning for the taAp&asureR),
arousal A) and dominance). Correlation studies have revealed that these are nearly
synonymous to Osgoods dimensions, evaluation, activity, and potency. The dimensions were
assessed for the IAPS by using the Self-Assessment Manikin (SAMjgative rating
system devised by Lang (1980). This is a non-verbal rating instrument fdnaffi@eaning
specially designed for cross cultural researches. It uses a grgpinecdepicting values
alongside each dimension on a continuously varying scale to indicate emotiotiahseac
The stimuli and the ratings of these are therefore not language dependent andlitn@ds-c
comparison studies (e.g. Ribeiro, Pompéia, & Bueno, 2005, and Verscuere, Crombez &
Koster, 2001) have concluded that the stimuli pictures used in the IAPS can be used as an

affective rating tool across cultures due to a high correlation found across thatijpogul

Operational definition of dominance

There are numerous ways to define any term. Here, as is done in affect ¢mainphhere
a distinction is made between a denotative and affective meaning of objects\ci@iiswas
made in this study between the denotative meaning of objects and how they are perceived.
Specifically, the focus was on the perceived trustworthiness and dominance of tke objec
involved in the study. As Coleman (2000) commented regarding the power variable: “[F]or
power to be effective, it doesn’t necessarily have to be the result of actuatessowned
and strategies employed by people but, in some circumstances, by whaetheyrely
perceived to have” (p. 125).

In the current study perceived dominance refers to an affective evaluationuf ahd is

defined as the degree to which the focal object, be it human or not, makes the risspient
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submissive (high dominance of focal object), or powerful (low dominance of focat)objec
The definition implies an inherently reciprocal relationship between perceiveidature of

the focal object and recipients’ her affective responses toward observihgsibperational
definition is consistent with existent research and is directly derivedHoamthe

experimental stimuli used in the current study were quantified. This should be gesitias

in regards to construct validity. Specifically, the ratings for the dominanbies for the
pictures in the IAPS had been collected by asking participants to indicatarma @oint scale
how much the pictures made them feel submissive, dominated, in awe etc. as opposed to

feeling in power, dominant and related terms (Lang, Bradley, and Cuthbert,>2008).

Perceived authority and trustworthiness

Interestingly concepts that are commonly used to denote trustworthinessnmucmaition
studies tend to share the profile of affective meaning that Schneider héedlaoghority. For
example, concepts that are used to measure trustworthiness in Applbaum and Anatol (1973)
and ratings for three dimensions of affective meaning generally tend eoSttareider’'s
authority profile when compared with the same concepts that have been ratiedefosions
of affective meaning (from Bradley and Lang, 1999). Specifically, words as honesty and
trust are highly evaluated, highly dominant and have relatively neutral aratisg&r
Concepts used to denote untrustworthy endorsers, on the other hand, tend to be negatively
evaluated low on dominance scores and highly aro(shinis does not need to be surprising

considering how the concepts trustworthiness and legitimized authority aredd&fhat an

> . It should be noted that high dominance of treakpr is therefore indicated with a low number,leviiw
dominance is indicated by a high rating.

® e.g. the concept honesty has the values 7.75u@iah), 6.75 (dominance), and 6.00 (arousal) aust has the
ratings 6.68 (evaluation), 6.61 (dominance), a8 %arousal) on nine point scales where the rd&ifg
signifies a neutral value (Bradley & Lang, 1999).

" e.g. the concept sinful has the values 3.00 (atialn), 4.13 (dominance), and 6.33 (arousal), Aectbncept
selfish has the ratings 2.45 (evaluation), 4.64nidance), and 5.50 (arousal) on nine point ratoajes where
the rating 5.00 signifies neutrality (Bradley & Lggri999).
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authority is legitimized can be said to be equivalent to saying that an authanitgted. But,
however intuitional this comparison may seem, the synonymy of these concepts should not be
assumed. An empirical examination of a relationship between these concepts should,

however, estimate these concepts potential similarities.

Trustworthiness revisited

According to Priester and Petty (2003) a trustworthy endorser "is one wiophe perceive
to be honest and sincere, whereas an untrustworthy endorser is one about whom people fee
scepticism and suspicion” (p. 408). Typically, trustworthiness was operationfatlgdias
“the listener’s degree of confidence in, and level of acceptance of, the sprdkbe
message” in Ohanian (1990, p.41).

This does not mean that trustworthiness has a straight-forward definitiondigsstu
performed by McGinnies and Ward (1980), trustworthiness was manipulated by dgscribin
the highly trustworthy source “as being viewed by his contemporaries as,loneste, and
trustworthy” and “having developed an interest in Gambia’s maritime conceling dur
vacation there at his own expense” (pp. 468 — 469). A non-trustworthy endorser was
described as being sympathetic to a Nazi party and having a reputatiomfpdé&eéous,
calculating, and inclined to personal gain above public welfare (p. 469). Fyesathste
participants are asked to rate the level of expertise or trustworthinggseticeive the source
to possess, are often used to assess the level of these variables and theddaréutthier
measurements of effects of these variables. As pointed out by Berlol&6d),(with the
information given in such studies it is hard to assess what exact underlyorg famtstitute
source trustworthiness or if the effects apprehended are mediated by s@bkesahniat are
not identified explicitly. Additionally, the operational definitions of trustwordss are

apprehended by direct questions on the variables themselves. The meaning of itigles var
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are strongly dependent on the researchers own interpretations and assumptiorts on wha
constitutes as trustworthiness.

An alternative explanation as to why perceived trustworthiness increr@sisility is that
the receiver of the source message implicitly recognizes the speakér'social power and
evaluates him or her positively. High social power is translated into a aassifi of the
object person as belonging to a profile of legitimized authority which is cieaizzed of
having high evaluation-, high dominance-, and neutral arousal dimensional ratingsfef
meaning.

If the object is positively evaluated in addition to being perceived as dominant, it wil
automatically be understood on an affective level as a legitimate auttomther words,
dominance and positive evaluation translate to a legitimized authority roleydentit
Experiencing this role identity triggers a learned set of responsegshdtin increased
opinion agreement, and thus increased credibility. But why does the authoritg profide

a neutral or low value for arousal, and how could this relate to the trustworthinespt@onc

Counterfactuals
A possible explanation for the apparent importance of low or neutral arousailyity act
ratings of concepts which belong in the authority profile of Schneider (1999) stams fr
counterfactuals. Counterfactuals are "mental representations of @esra the past”
(Roese, 1997). This type of thinking often occurs after the experience of unpleasats;
but in effect they happen after events that are deemed important for the person that
experiences it.
There are two forms of counterfactual thinking. The first involves a comparison oéain e
that actually took place, and an event that one believes that had been a better option, but did

not actually take place. This is called "upward comparison”, and can be describpdasl-
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directed, self-focused counterfactual thoughts” that occur after thereccearof important
events (Morris and Moore, 2000). These “posit alternative circumstances thaakatively
better than actuality” (Roese, 1997). The second form of counterfactual thinkiognsvard
comparison, or downward counterfactuals. These “posit alternative circumsiaaicase
evaluatively worse than actuality” (Roese, 1997). Here, an even worseigcttsmever
happened, is imagined, the actual event is compared with this worse scenario. This thoug
should be met with a positive emotion; relief.

According to Morris and Moore (2000) both upward and downward counterfactuals have
adaptive functions and beneficial learning effects. They are activateérbhyg,susually
negative emotional reaction to an event, and according to Roese (1997) their functional
implications involve learning. Upward counterfactuals for example, elicit megetiect that
“serve as signals to the organism that all is not well and that correctiventheukal action is
required to fix this problem” (Roese, 1997). Downward counterfactuals, on the other hand
“may energize or motivate future striving” (p. 138). In effect, the positiventgeof relief
experienced after downward counterfactuals thoughts serve as rewards for & ¢umeje
while upward comparisons serve as punishments and defer the organism fromgepeatin
malignant behaviour.

The effectiveness of this learning process is enhanced by various fhataiset measured
in different ways. The most important factor is self-efficacy. A measiuself-efficacy is the
perceived behavioural control (PBC), a concept coined by Ajzben (1988). Itnsdles the
subject’s perception of how easy or difficult it would be to perform the focal acten. T
general assumption is that an individual is more likely to decide to perform an é¢hat
action seems possible than if circumstances or personal abilities arddikeike
performance of the action problematic. It has been suggested that when thie VBi& is

high, it is not major predictor of behavior. It does become important in actions whéris PB
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low (Madden, Ellen, and Ajzen, 1992). Having high belief that one can behave differently the
next time a similar situation occurs, aids in improving behavior (Roese 1997).

Here we may speculate what emotions might be brought about from encountetimgiegi
authority. Specifically, if the speaker is believed to have the power to bring negastiNes to
the listener but does not use his or her power, the receiver should experiencanelibé
positive feelings generated could project over to the speaker; hence making hihkaldze
In conjunction with being considered powerful and not expressive, the speaker assumes or
affirms the role authority. A more positive evaluation of a powerful, but inactive,esurc

thus affected by downward counterfactuals.

Operational definition of trustworthiness

The operational definition of trustworthiness used in the current study was deoned f
scales that were used both in Pornpitakpan (1997) and Ohanian (1990). In these studies,
trustworthiness was composed of four variables: predictability, dependdiility and
sincerity. An extensive review by Pornpitakpan (2006) of the literature of sonadibility
research revealed that these scales are typical among those used to theasure
trustworthiness construct. The current study focused on the relationship betwesregerc
dominance and these variables. It was suggested that source trustworthimess abitlust,

is related to the role identity labelled authority. Because this role igéenthought to
strengthen when perceived dominance increases, increasing dominance shefacether

simultaneously increase trustworthiness.

How is the current study unique when compared to previous studies

The present research promises improvements into the studies of persuasieniyy af

concrete operationalization for a variable that has been described as one obtlseiences
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most important concepts. The operational definition of perceived dominance makes
guantifiable measurements on refutable hypotheses possible. If it is found thaddcerias
mediating or moderating effects on trustworthiness this could be seen as aveimgnt
from traditional studies where basic variables, such as expertise anatthstess, lack
theoretical underpinnings that could minimize their dependability on each res&archer

interpretations.

The connection between previous research and the present work

The present work aims to test hypotheses which are derived from affect toadry and
theories on counterfactuals on persuasion variables. Previously, studies on persuasion hav
not focused on the possible implications of these theories on the variables tested.
Additionally, the study aims to offer an explanation for why and how certaindegities

are formed and what effects they have on the attitudes of others.

Why was the study performed

The purpose of this research was to investigate how perceived dominance influences
opinion agreement, message evaluation, and perceived credibility. It wastsddgbgata
general schema, of something that is better to believe or obey than not to, & lsyeate

experience and evoked when confronted with appropriate stimuli.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Communicators of higher levels of perceived dominance will indwree m
opinion agreement than communicators of lower levels of perceived dominance.
It is suggested that perceived dominance of message sources results iaaaedhc

state of submissiveness for receivers. This state is interpreted legéivers’ cognitive
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system as a cue for high social power of message sources. The imra#daseof these
implicit interpretations are manifested as an increased tendency to atrepinions put
forth. Therefore, it is predicted that agreement to persuasive messddesvigher if

dominance is high rather than low.

Hypothesis 2: Communicators of higher levels of perceived dominance will leveelas
more trustworthy than communicators of lower levels of perceived dominance

To test for the effects of dominance on trustworthiness, a second hypothesithstate
communicators of higher levels of dominance will be perceived as more sigaréog, (
dependable (palitelig), worthy of ones faith (troverdig), and reliablggiidlkkende), than

communicators of low levels of dominance.

Rationale for the study

The current study serves three purposes: First, to investigate how ped@iviednce
influences persuasion, and secondly, to identify dominance as an underlying carfistruct
source credibility. Secondly, the study aims to examine if, and how, affect cireiooy and
research tools that have been developed from it, can explain fundamental variables in
communication research. The study may be seen as an attempt to offerfeafleanteasure
of the potentially important variable, dominance. The expected findings would press for
revaluation of some important variable since source dominance could be a moderating, o
even mediating, factor for these. It is hoped that the study helps to improve caatnoani
research models by offering alternative explanations for earlier fisn@dind perhaps replace
these with simpler, quantifiable variables. At the very least the expfatings should offer

an addition to the literature of communication studies.
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Method

Participants
The study involved 48 participants, aged 19 to 67 (Mean = 28,5, SD = 10,3) of roughly

equal gender distribution (23 male, 25 female). These were recruited by tlaes Fiest,

thirteen guests at a local café in Tromsg participated in the study in egdbadiscounts on

foods and beverages. Second, 20 students in introductory methodology for psychology studies
participated in the study in exchange for partial course credits. The finalticypaauts were

guests of a library in the University of Tromsg@. These received a lattkey for their

participation. It was explained to all participants that participation was \asjuand that no

personal information would be asked for or kept.

Design
A 2 (source dominance: high or low) X 2 (human or nonhuman (garden) pictures) factorial

between-subjects design was employed. As an additional within-subjeots flae study
used a persuasive message that featured opposing arguments from two coraraunicat
(source: “the community” versus “the opposition leader”). In order to evahmgossible
effects of dominance on source and message factors in persuasion, a comparisaaeva
between ratings from recipients who received identical questionnairesavstimulus
picture embedded within the text. Recipients were randomly selected terenei of four
versions of a document which was designed to look like an official poll created by local

authorities in Reykjavik, Iceland.

Independent variables
Isolating the dominance variablé the first of two pictorial conditions, the picture of each
version were of a musician. The ratings of these were virtually identical6 of the three

core variables of affective meaning, pleasieand arousalX), but differed in the variable
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of interest, dominancd]. With this, the variable dominance was isolated as the only variable
that differs between the two conditions.

However, finding a difference in participants’ ratings by these manipulatonsufficient
to prove that these are caused by different levels of dominance since themoae va
alternative explanations should any differences be found. The three dimensioestofeaff
meaning may not control for variables such as attractiveness, age, and clothmagyttodfter
alternative explanations that undermine the notion that it is the difference in domihat is
the primary cause of effects.

In order to exclude such alternative explanations, a second condition was introduced to the
study design. In these, the picture stimuli manipulation factor was repeatede$
embedded within the text in these conditions also had virtually identical ratinge for t
evaluation and arousal dimensions, but differed in the dominance dimension. However, these
pictures contained no human models, but only gardens. A difference in participangs rati
for these conditions, in addition to difference between the person picturesyeffeetclude
any alternative explanations for differences in credibility ratingselil to already established
effects linked to person variables. If the difference in agreement andiktedatings is
repeated in the garden condition, this should offer strong evidence for the stunhesgbr
that increasing the perceived dominance of the source simultaneouslyesaesnse of
being dominated in the recipients; a sense which translates to legitintedatguble identity

of all communicators.

Stimulus picturesin the person-picture condition, the high dominance picture was of a
musician that had the values 5,8D(= 1,44) forP, 3,80 ED= 1,93) forA, and 5,67 $%$D=
1,78) forD, respectively. The low dominance condition made use of a picture stimulus, also

of a musician, that had the values 5,89 € 1,36; difference from strong condition 0,03
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datapoints) foP, 3,74 (SD= 1,93) forA (difference of -0,06 from the picture in the strong
condition), and 6,123D = 1,66; difference 0,45 from the picture in the strong condition) for
D.® For the second pair of pictures, the high dominance condition was of a garden that had the
values 7,01$D= 1,50) forP, 3,91 €D = 2,27) forA, and 5,53%D= 2,01) forD. The low
dominance condition was a picture rated as having the valuesSDG61(,71; difference 0,05
from the strong condition) fd?, 3,83 6D = 2,49; difference of -0,08 from the picture in the
strong condition) foA, and 6,73D = 2,04; difference 1,2 from the strong condition)Bor

An unpaired t-test, conducted by the current experimenter from data availabieen al
(2008), for difference of means for the high- and low differences of D values fpetsen
condition yielded(198) = 1.85p = .033, one-tailed. A test for difference of means for the
high- and low differences & values for the garden condition yield€#98) = 4.19p <

.0001, one-tailed. No significant differences?obr A values were present.

Control procedures

Initial attitude toward topicThe questionnaire was purposively designed in such a way that
participants would be not be likely to have extremely positive or negative views on t
messages of either source and also that the issue would not be of high involvement for the
participants. This was done to minimize effects of discrepancy on evaluatithes of
messages. Discrepancy in persuasion is the difference between thatiititidé of the
audience and the content of the persuasive message. Too much discrepancy has been found to
impair persuasion. The audience will, generally, reject messages that &e from their
initial attitudes. But if there is no discrepancy, no attitude change can take(Alanson,
Turner, & Carlsmith, 1963). A moderate discrepancy is therefore thought to beldjotim

persuasive attempts.

8 As explained earlier in this paper, higher valakthe dominance variable indicate a lower peragive
dominance of the focal object in Lang et al. (2008)
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Additionally the questionnaire was designed in such a way that effects optiesdat
might be linked to variables such as expertise and trustworthiness of the soulddev
minimized. For this reason, the two sources were not described thoroughly, but dhb as “
leader of the opposition” and “the commune,” respectively.

Responses to the questionnaire as well as comments made during the debriefingeder
as indicators that a subject knew the purpose of the research. No participarieddsat

they suspected the true purposes of the questionnaire.

Source specificityAnother question that might be raised is which of the two sources included
in the questionnaire does this effect influence? At first sight one mighttakpéthese

effects should only apply to the opposition source since this is the person who is identified in
the person condition. However, the submissive state of the recipients should not bedimited t
one source. Rather, this state should translate across sources. This should by especia
obvious in the garden-picture conditions where neither message source afiedguoti only

the garden which is the matter of debate. What are causing the differengesement

ratings are not personal variables, but a state of submissiveness treegaacezipient’s

tendency to agree with any statements. This state of submissivenessiglitieheuristics

cue that the speaker is of higher than lower legitimate authority and shouldthdéef

believed. Therefore, the effects of dominance should be non-source specific.

Importance of topicln designing the magazine article for the questionnaire care was taken to
choose a topic that would not be likely to be of high importance for the Norwegian subjects.
Earlier studies have indicated that when task importance is low, heuris@Bsgirag; or

peripheral elaboration, of the credibility cue exerts more influence on pant€ipadgments

of the message then systematic processing, or high elaboration of the afithitynessage
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(Chaiken and Maheswaran, 1994). Effects of source variables are therefate@tpéde

more important for topics of low important and since the message itself wasatiértill
experimental conditions, systematic processing alone might not yielg sgaificant
difference in outcome between conditions. To this means, the topic was made to ke plac
a different country than Norway (namely Iceland). With this it was assdna¢ participants
would not consider the topic as equally relevant as if it had taken place in more peoximat
settings. Additionally, it was assumed that participants would not have sufkoentedge

of the topic and the settings to have the capacity to use systematic prgpcBsth relevance

of the topic and capacity to elaborate the message are important conditiog for hi
elaboration processing according to the heuristic systematic- and ltbeagilan likelihood

models of persuasive communication (e.g. Priester and Petty, 2003).

Ambiguity of topicSimilarly, care was taken to choose a message that was fairly ambiguous.
Therefore, two sources were presented that offered opposing viewpoints on thehtepic. T
reason for choosing an ambiguous message is that under such conditions heurissmgroces
has been found to bias systematic processing, even under high elaboration (Chaiken and
Maheswaran, 1994). For this reason, the ambiguity of the message presentadeserbits
result in a distributed effect of the study variable across identified so@gdsis it is meant

that increasing dominance of the source influences judgments on the messadastir

sources identified in the text. The expected finding is that more dominant pictutés lea

more agreement to the messages in general, regardless of who is tlastthe source of

these.

Procedure
The messagéach participant randomly received one of four versions of the mock-up poll.

On the first page of this was the one-page text explaining the topic and dbatext
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participants were asked to indicate their opinions of. In the poll, opposing viewpoints on
planned changes of a public garden were listed. Embedded within the text was the study
variable, one of four stimuli pictures that differed in dominance ratings. Thifollased by

3 pages of rating scales.

In the introductory text two opposing viewpoints regarding future planning of a public
garden in Reykjavik, Iceland, were introduced. The two opposing viewpoints, each offering
numerous arguments (5 pro, 6 con), were explained as coming from two sourcestThe fir
was the communal authorities, which were in favour of the changes, and the secand was
person labelled as the spokesman for an organization that was opposed to the communal
plans. Two message sources were identified in the text; the communal agthdrdigave 5
reasons for changing how a local park would be run, and an opponent of such plans who gave
6 reasons for opposing the plans. Participants were informed that since the stueught
to be legally relevant to all Nordic countries it was important to get a pictuhe general

attitudes towards the matter presented (see appendix 1 for further detail).

Dependent variables
Opinion agreementAfter reading a persuasive message, participants rated the extentho whi

they agreed or disagreed with opinions The rating scales for this sectiorgoEgt®nnaire
consisted of 11 statements (questions 1.a to 1.k, see appendix) made in the article that the
participants could rate on 9-point semantic differential scales to indieatdetvel of

agreement-disagreement.

Agreement to source 1; the oppositi&eliability measures, using Cronbach’s Alpha
Reliability Coefficients, revealed that the coefficient for the raicigss all six answers to
the opposition's viewpoints was .74. Item-total statistics indicated that thealathnot

improve much by leaving any item out; therefore a summary score was cdrbgute
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averaging across all six answers. The summary score had a theoagtyeafrom 1

(“completely disagree”) to 9 (“completely agree”).

Agreement to source 2; the commu@eonbach's Alpha across all five answers to the
commune's viewpoints was .74. Leaving out question 10 (commune question 1.j, see appendix
1) improves Cronbach's Alpha to .80. Therefore, a summary score was computed by
averaging across only four items (1.g, 1.h, 1.i, and 1.k). It had a theoretical @nde fr

(“completely disagree”) to 9 (“completely agree”).

Opinion evaluationA measure of evaluation of messages from each source was apprehended
with eight bi-polar rating scales. The rating scales for each viewpenet entical. In the
first scale participants rated the extent to which they felt that the bregssage of the
appropriate source was good or bad (bra versus darlig, question 2.1 and 3.1), sympathetic or
unsympathetic (sympatisk versus usympatisk, questions 2.2 and 3.2), exciting or boring
(spennende versus kjedelig, questions 2.3 and 3.3), and irritating or not irritattegefide
versus ikke irreterende, question 2.4 and 3.4). First of these were four 9 point scadethevher
participants were asked to indicate their overall attitudes toward the oppcessitand’
viewpoint (questions 2.1 to 2.4) and these were followed by identical questions regjaeding
commune’s viewpoints (questions 3.1 to 3.4).

Where necessary, participants’ responses on the eight variables wese-emaed such
that greater scores indicated more positive evaluation. Reliability meassieg Cronbach’s
Alpha, revealed that the average coefficient for all four ratings for the dijgpdsiviewpoints
was .811. Item-total statistics indicated that the data would not improve very mlezaving
any item out. Therefore a summary score was computed by averagingadicimssanswers.
The summary score had a theoretical range from 1 (negative evaluatiopptiti¢

evaluation). Similarly, Cronbach’s Alpha for all four ratings for the comnawiewpoints
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was .816. Item-total statistics indicated that the data would only be impairedviyg any
item out. A summary score was therefore computed that had the same tHearegeas the

summary score for the opposition’s viewpoints.

Perceived trustworthiness test for hypothesis 2, that higher dominance leads to higher
ratings of perceived trustworthiness, was apprehended by means of on four biglekar sc
Only the source mentioned as the opposition was included in tHePesteived source
credibility was operationalized as the extent to which recipients rateduiee sm four

scales. The scales consisted of the adjective opposites ueerlig versus aguestion 4.1
(roughly insincere versus sincere); palitelig versus upalitelig fostioune4.2 (roughly
translatable into dependable versus unreliable), tillitsvekkende versus ikkeekkende for
guestion 4.3 (roughly translatable to dependable versus undependable) and ikke troverdig
versus troverdig for question 4.4 (roughly translatable to the extent to which one ig @forth
faith, nearly synonymous to credibilit}j Where necessary, the variables were reverse-coded
such that greater values indicated greater trustworthiness. Cronbaclagdiahility test for

all four items was .88. Item-total statistics indicated that the data wouichpiaive much by
leaving any item out; therefore an aggregated score, labelled source thustgs;twas
composed out of these four variables. The aggregated score had the theoretgcange of

1 (“completely non-trustworthy”) to 9 (“completely trustworthy”).

Measures of source specificitfihe next part of the questionnaire consisted of three scales on
which the participants were to rate the extent to which they thought the plans of thareem

were good or bad for question 5.1 (bra versus darlig), intelligent or unintelligentefstion

° The rationale for this is that only the oppositisidentified as a person that can possess pers@utibility
characteristics. The source identified as “the cama is not a person, and can therefore not bauated as
such.

9 These scales were derived from Pornitikpans (188fipition of trustworthiness.
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5.2 (tapelig versus smart), and useful or useless for question 5.3 (nyttig versustiighe ny
This variable could serve as a secondary measure of persuasion, after thepudeantm
agreement-with-statement ratings. Where necessary, variablesaverse-coded such that
greater scores indicated more positive evaluation. Cronbach’s Alpha attbsseadnswers
was .80. An aggregated score was composed out of the three variables which had the
theoretical range 1 (positive evaluation) to 9 (negative evaluation). The gmeeviere
averaged into a summary score with a theoretical range from 1 to 9, wheee gahats

indicate more positive attitudes towards the community’s plans.

Importance:The reader was next asked to rate how important he or she felt that the topic
matter was (question 6). The variable had a theoretical range of 1 (“not int@dréd”) to 9
(“very important”). This variable was included to enable a check for randeomgabblems

due to possible interactions of importance on the effects of dominance.

Suspicion of intentn order to evaluate if participants believed in the authenticity of the cover
story an open ended question (question 7, see appendix) probed for their comments on the
matter. The actual, but unstated rationale for this item was to allow panti€ifp articulate

their eventual suspicions on the authenticity of the article.

Thoroughnesd\ext, an item that probed participants for how thoroughly they read the text
(question 8, see appendix) followed. The variable had a theoretical range of 1 (“not
thoroughly at all”) to 9 (“very thoroughly”). This variable was included to enableekdor
randomisation problems due to possible interactions of how thoroughly the particgaahts r

the document on the effects of dominance on the dependent variables.

Sex and ageThe questionnaire ended with two questions where participants were asked to

indicate their sex (question 9.1, see appendix) and age (question 9.2, see appendix). These
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measures were included in order to be able to describe the demographicaénbacaabf
the study sample as well as to test for randomization problems that could beditikeskt

variables.

After the participants had finished the questionnaire and returned it to thenssapien the
participants were debriefed and the true purpose of the questionnaire wasirdvess
explained to participants that no data regarding the identities of the respondentbevoul
published and that they had the right to withhold the questionnaire if they chose to. No
participants chose to do so. The debriefing section was also used to identify iftasiygrds

suspected the true purpose of the study. No participant gave hints to that they did so.

Results

Tests of randomization problems

Importance An analysis of variance, using dominance and picture versions as factors, but
importance ratings as the dependent variable was conducted. Tests of betwess-stibpts
yielded no significant difference between conditions with respect to how importa
participants found the issue, although importance ratings were a bit highemierson-

picture condition1 = 6.70,SD = 1.33) than in the garden-picture conditiéh=£ 5.88,SD =

2.31). These differences were far from significéngl, 43) = 2.14, p > .15.

ThoroughnessSimilar tests probed for a difference in the effects of dominance on message

agreement as a function of how thoroughly participants read the text. Any suoky fiadi

suggested a randomisation problem in the data that would have weakened the hypothetical
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results. Neither main effects nor an interaction of image version and dominaece wer

observed, with all three F < 1, and ns.

Sex, and ageTests of between-subjects effects revealed no interaction from a@ihersage
on the effects of dominance on the three main dependent variables were found, with all F <

and ns.

Summary of randomisation effecthiere is no evidence for differences between the
experimental conditions in terms of how important the participants found the issu¢hevhat
participants age or sex, or how thoroughly they read the aBiclee such effects were not
found, any effects of the experimental factors found can not be due to a randomisation

problem in the experiment.

Main findings

Effects of dominance on opinion agreement:

Agreement with statements made by the source “oppositidheé summary scores of
agreement with statements made by the opposition leader were submitted tysia aha
variance with the between-subjects factors dominance (low vs. high) and image content
(person vs. garden). Although agreement with opposition statements was somewateat gr
when dominance was higMéan= 7.49,SD = 0.94) rather than lowMean= 7.19,SD=

1.20), analysis of variance yielded neither significant main effects nor acagnif

interaction, withF (1, 45) = 0.85p = .362 for the effects of dominance on tendency to agree.
This finding does not lend support to Hypothesis 1. However, measures of skewnesslreveal

large negative skew for question 1s&dwness -2.93,SE= .343), question 1.lskewness -

44



2.1,SE=.343), and question 1.skewness -1.54,SE= .343) which indicates considerable

ceiling effects.

Agreement with statements made by the source “the commiuine’analysis was then
repeated, this time using the summary scores of agreement with statbyngr@sommunity
as the dependent variable. Analysis of variance revealed that agreemeighiiiaarstly
higher in high dominance conditiong¢an= 5.15,SD = 1.52) than in low dominance
conditions Mean= 4.22,SD=1.57),F (1,44) = 4.14p < .05. These results support
Hypothesis 1. The absence of an "image" main effest [, ns) shows that agreement does
not differ between person- and garden-picture conditions. Most importantijgsbeca of an
interaction between "level of dominance" and "type of imageg {,ns) shows that the
dominance main effect does not differ between the image conditions. This sulggetts t

dominance effect is present in both conditions.

Repeated-measures analysis of agreement with staterNenxts:a repeated-measures
analysis of variance was conducted. As before, dominance (low vs. high) and arsge v
(person vs. garden) were used as the between-subjects factors. Both sumraeary scor
(agreement with the opposition, and agreement with the commune) were entered
simultaneously as dependent variables. This yielded an additional factdhifasubjects
factor); a bipolar variable where one of two types of agreement ratgrgenaent with the
opposition and agreement with the commune, result from ratings from eaclppattidihe
analysis revealed the main effect that agreement was much higher withtioppiatements
(Mean=7.36,SD= 1.08) that with the commune statemeMsdn= 4.68,SD= 1.60). This

difference is highly significan& (1, 44) = 61,65p < .001, Although this finding is in itself of
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no interest for the present study's hypotheses, it highlights the suspicion teaiagre
ratings with opposition statements (questions 1.a to 1.f) suffered from ceikatseff

The analysis further yielded a significant source dominance eff¢tt,44) = 10.34p =
.002 as predicted by Hypothesis 1. No significant interactions of agreemegs nagre
found; allF < 1,ns

The two previous analyses had not revealed significant differences betweeaoeni
conditions in the agreement with the opposition, but only for agreement to the commune,
suggesting that dominance effects on the participants’ level of agreentestatgments
differed as a function of who had made these statements — which would be counter to
Hypothesis 1. In contrast, because of the absence of significant interafes, ¢he present

analysis did not suggest the same.

Follow-up analyses: Simple effects within image conditidosfollow up on the previous

result, separate repeated-measures analyses of variance werenithected within each

image condition. The means and standard deviations are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Agreement with statements

Image Dominance Mean Std. Deviation
Person Opposition low 7.18 1.33
statements  pjgh 7.43 1.06
Commune low 4.17 1.83
statements  hjgh 5.15 1.67
Garden Opposition low 7.19 1.13
statements high 7.63 85
Commune low 4.27 1.34
statements  pjgh 5.15 1.43

Note.The table shows ratings of agreement with statements from the opposition, and from the

commune. Higher scores indicate greater agreement. For each=&R,

46



These analyses confirmed that people agree more with opposition statenrenitgitha
community statements. This effect exists in each of the two image conditicst) peage:
F (1, 22) = 23.96, garden imade(1, 22) = 42,52; for botks, p < .001. These main effects
are not important for the test of hypotheses. But, importantly, the interactios iteated-
measures factor “agreement” with the experimental factor “dominamag’hot significant in
either image condition (botks < 1, ns)The absence of that interaction confirms that all
effects of dominance in the data affect agreement with both kinds of stateonaiptait the
same degree. Previous analysis which used the whole sample that yieldeddhksés
therefore confirmed, even within each of the image-condition subsamples sgparatel

Most importantly, however, tests of between-subjects effects for theedpaaasures
factor “agreement” with the experimental factor “dominance” cordat the hypothesis of the
study. Within each of the image conditions, “dominance” has a significant mathiaftae
predicted direction — both when the image showed a pefgdn22) = 4.51p < .05, and
when the image showed a garderfl, 22) = 5.94p < .03. Together with the absence of
interactions (as described a few lines above), the results of this anahgistrong support to

Hypothesis 1.

Effects of dominance on perceived source trustworthidesanalysis of variance with the
trustworthiness summary scores as the dependent variable, and dominances{isviiggr)

and image (person versus garden) as the between-subjects factors was comdudezdo
assess Hypothesis 2; which predicted a positive relationship between dominance and
perceived trustworthiness. Although the pattern of means was in the expeatadrdire
significant effects were found, &< 1.8, allp > .19. This result does not confirm Hypothesis

2.
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As a next step, the analysis was repeated separately for each of theithlesdhat made

up the trustworthiness summary score. These analyses showed no signifezstefithe

“ueerlig-aerlig” and “palitelig-upalitelig” ratings, but showedrsficant dominance main

effects for the “tillitsvekkende-ikke tillitsvekkende” and “troverdig-ikkeverdig” ratings.

Therefore, a new summary index was computed from the latter two ratngs a

The analysis was then repeated with this new index. The means and standard

deviations are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Trustworthiness ratings

Image Dominance Mean

Person low 6.5C
high 6.91
Garden low 5.58
high 7.13

Note.The table shows trustworthiness ratings (new index). Higher scores irgtieater

perceived trustworthiness. For each aeh;, 10 to 12.

Std. Deviation

1.53
1.45
1.78
1.63

Dominance was found to be positively related with trustworthiness: The source in high

dominance conditions was rated as more trustwolNigag =7.02 SD =1.51) than the
source in the low dominance conditiqivdean =6.00, SD =1.70, F (1,4) =4.12 p =
.045 The image condition (person versus garden) did not have a main Effetins

Importantly, the dominance effect that was described before did not differdretwage

conditions,F < 1.4,p > .245 for the interaction effect. In sum, after removing variables that

increased the statistical noise, the results for the new trustworthinessandesignificant

support to hypothesis 2.
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Summary of findings

It was hypothesized in the present study that 1) higher dominance conditions would produce
more opinion agreement than low dominance conditions, and 2) the more dominant source
would be perceived as more trustworthy than the low dominant source.

Both hypotheses were generally supported in the study. A relationship was founchbetwee
perceived dominance and increased opinion. Message evaluation was more pokigive in t
high dominance conditions than the low dominance conditions. Finally, perceived
trustworthiness was found to increase as a function of increased dominance ditlee pic
manipulation.

The effects observed were not mediated by the type of picture that was usgegpmta
person, or pictures of a garden) which lends strong support for the theoretical asssympt
because this finding excludes alternative explanations around messagehataceeristics
such as attractiveness, age, clothing etc. Additionally, the effects werediataddy age,
elaboration or sex and the effects were nearly identical for both sources irttodlce text;

the commune and the opposition.

Discussion

Hypothesis 1, that communicators of higher levels of perceived dominance induce more
opinion agreement than communicators of lower levels of perceived dominanceneesige
supported by the study, although non significance was found in one condition. Participants
who read poll messages in the high dominance conditions agreed more strongly with the
statements made in the text than recipients who read questionnaire mesdamésan t
dominance conditions. These effects were not moderated by picture model (huraeden),g
which undermines alternative explanation for the results that are based @ sourc

characteristics such as age, sex, and attractiveness. Main effects médgozon statement
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agreements were observed. Hypothesis 2, that communicators of higher leveteioeger
dominance will be perceived as more credible than communicators of lower levels of
perceived dominance, was supported by the study. Significant differencefowed for
ratings on believability and credibility between low dominance and high dominancé@ondi

participants.

Implications of the results
The primary goal of this study was to determine if perceived dominancasesrepinion

agreement and perceived trustworthiness of communicators. As predicted, dadis anal
revealed a significant linear effect for dominance of picture stimudieelsbed within a text. A
positive relationship between dominance and opinion agreement was found and direct
measures indicated that high dominant sources were perceived as more tysiiart
absence of effects of identification of source (human versus garden) styepustion that it
is dominance, not confounding variables such as attractiveness, that is the cause of the
difference in agreement tendencies between conditions.

It was suggested that a sense of credibility or authority can be explainensnofe
conditioning theory, as well as from counterfactuals. Life-long conditioning iousasocial
institutions, where obedience in certain situations is rewarded, learned araligedeesult
in a high-order group of generalized authority. In order for a group or group iguthor
become legitimized and internalized it must fit this category of genedadiathority, the
perception of which would put recipients into a submissive state and evoke patterns of
behaviour from a repertoire of, what might be called, ‘obedience behaviour’. dimaties to
an increased tendency to accept persuasive messages from dominant, or powerdsl, sour

The study supports the idea that affective meaning of authority is linked to #&wogtate of
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submissiveness and that there is a reciprocal influence of positive evaluatiomcaieepe

dominance of a message source.

Theoretical consequences
The results that were apprehended from the study can have substantiatiomglica both

affect control theory and persuasion models such as the elaboration likelihood model and the
heuristics-systematic model. For affect control theory it offers an @ on how the role
identity profile labelled as “authority” by Schneider (1999) receives @éanmmg and what

effects this profile of affective meaning has on the attitudes of others. Siitsrgupported

the explanation that instrumental utility of attitudes, learned through izatiah and

experience with dominant role identities, creates the affective profidgivimised authority

that is instrumentally better to agree with than not to agree with. For persséudies, such

as the elaboration likelihood model, the results suggest that important sourceityredibil
variables be tested for possible moderating, or even mediating, effects ofqubrce

dominance.

TrustworthinessSome studies have identified trustworthiness as the single most important
variable of the source credibility construct (e.g. McGinnies & Ward, 1980)r&8ewedels of
communication and persuasion define source credibility, the variable Hovland (1953)
considered as the most important variable in communiaction research, in terms of
trustworthiness, expertise and attractiveness (e.g. Goldsmith, 1997; Ohanian, 2988t
the operational definitions of trustworthiness have been somewhat fuzzy.

The study reported in this paper suggests that trustworthiness depends not onlyieedperce
good-will of the endorser, but is intrinsically related to his or her perceived doceinawo
reasons are given for this relationship. First, it is contended that peopldatigiterpret a

positively evaluated, powerful speaker as a legitimate authority andhithable model

51



translates to a sense of credibility. This mental heuristics is ledmmadyh experience with
societies’ dominance hierarchies. It is a conditioned set of responses thgniifasant
instrumental value for the person since it simplifies decision making in geessaluation to
that which has the highest probability to lead to positive responses. Not obeying tisicseur
leads more often to negative results in the hierarchically organized strtlwtidominates
the commonalities of societies such as the Norwegian. It is assumed thablegand
dominance are intrinsically connected and that perceived legitimady&stl on perceived
dominance.

A question left out in Schneiders’ (1999, 2004) studies is, why do role identities that are
identified as authorities high in evaluation and potency, but low in activity? As tedbkerr
why activity is low, Schneider has suggested that the act of using ones peetvall
undermines the focal persons legitimized authority. But in addition to Schneiders
explanations, it has been suggested in the current study that there exigisaakci
relationship between evaluation and dominance. According to theories on countexfactual
(e.g. Morris, 2000, Roese, 1997), if the speaker is considered powerful; or is believed to have
the power to bring negative results to the listener, the person that experieneézathre
power might experience relief and the positive feelings generated cojddtpreer to the
speaker and the messages he or she puts forth; hence making both more likable. In
conjunction with being considered powerful and not expressive, the speaker assumes the rol
identity labelled authority by Schneider (1999). Therefore, the proposal mé#uds paper
was that a person who is thought of as a possible threat but does not use his or her power is
not only experienced as more of an authority but in general evaluated more [ya$itinea
person who is not thought of as a possible threat and that this results in increaseedperce

trustworthiness of the communicator.

52



The sleeper effecln addition to affecting the theoretical construct trustworthines$, iteel
current study may offer alternative explanations to some well establiskedmpena. For
example, studies on source credibility have yielded a phenomenon called the $feeper e
This effect is thought to be occurring when recipients’ acceptance of ageesagument
from a low-credibility source increases over time while acceptanceabagsive argument
from a high-credibility source decreases. But if dominance plays a lagge ithle construct
source credibility, the sleeper effect could also be explained differengyalfdrnative
explanation is simply that initially the recipients were put in a mildly sutivesstate, leading
to an increased tendency to agree with speaker. As this state wanes ayuttsfoso is the
effect of source credibility. The findings of the current study therefaltéar examination

into the effect of source dominance on the sleeper effect.

Mood: Several studies have concluded that when people are in a positive or cheerful mood,
they are generally more compliant then when they are in a bad mood (e.g. Krugman, 1983,
Milberg, & Clark, 1988). These effects have been found to be different for low- and high
elaboration recipients, with a more direct effect on compliance for low elédrorecipients
(Petty, Gleicher, & Baker, 1991). An effect of positive mood on compliance for high-
elaboration condition has been interpreted as such that it biases retriel@taritre

supporting information, or that positive mood has an informative function that is relevant t
the recipients’ possible reactions (Petty, Cacioppo, Sedikides, & Strathman, 198§). Us
affect control theory, these results could be interpreted differently. Thasioneof affective
meaning that has been labelled as valence (Lang, et al. 2005) was opeyaisfiredd as the
extent to which participants feel “happy, pleased, satisfied, contentful, hof@f&l. This
signifies positive affect of the recipient. That higher valence incsdagéimized authority

has been predicted by Schneiders (1999, 2004) studies. Isolating this variable lara simi
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fashion as has been done with dominance in the current study could confirm that valence is
also correlated with increased opinion agreement. This, in addition to the rgsoitteden

this paper, leads to the question, to what extent could the authority profile of Sclih@88r
explain current variables in persuasion studies? Even though we are far @blhislesig that

source credibility is synonymous to Schneiders authority profile, it cannbeyetcluded.

Limitations and future research
If future research should bring more evidence that perceived dominanceascneassage

acceptance, it becomes important to establish why this is so. Here, it hasdgestesiithat
individual learning of appropriate behaviour in societal situations results uriaties that

brings about these results. With socialization the individual adapts the straéedgiiinance

is a cue for social power and that it is beneficiary to increase agreeittestiah role

identities. But alternative explanations, or mediating variables, could acoouhisfeffect

and should be tested. From an evolutionary or biological perspective, it could be postulated
that such effects are the result of innate pecking-order responses. We midga thus
predisposed to follow a hierarchical structure and obey apparently dominant ersaunse

the have evolutionary adaptive values. One way to test if societal variables do optiy rzot
role is to compare groups that have been pre-tested as to have experienced leNkseof
societal indoctrination. For example, we might compare these effectpedfie who have
received few versus many years of formal schooling; years of workenigrarchical
workplace; being raised in a city or farm and so on. From the hypotheses madeuimghe
study, one would expect that a person who has spent less time in formal public schooling, is
used to working independently and is brought up in an environment where fewer authority

figures must be obeyed than more would be less susceptible to dominance effects than one
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who has more years in schooling, more experience in a hierarchical workplaceraisdd

in a highly hierarchical society etc.

Neurological underpinningdVeurological studies have revealed that pictures that have been
rated as emotionally arousing on the three dimensions of affective meaning petdusew
positive voltage change in scalp-recorded event-related potentials. Busieffiot found
when participants view emotionally neutral pictures and it is believed thandtaies a
selective processing of emotional stimuli, reflecting the activationotifvational systems in
the brain (Cuthbert, Schupp, Bradley, Birbaumer, & Lang, 2000). In order to desess t
neurological effects of perceived dominance, this variable should be isolatedhwidn s
intent.

In order to evaluate what sort of brain activity is likely to be linked to thetsffeported in
the current study we can assume that during judgement of affective mearatess el
concepts that belong to the super-class “authority”, the brain modules asbwdihtear or
related emotional responses, such as the amygdale and the orbitofrontal cortexshstaul
heightened activation during such judgement. Such a finding would support the

argumentation offered in the current study.

Positive versus negative initial dispositiddubjects with a positive disposition toward the
communication issue have been found to be more persuaded by moderately creditde source
than by high credibility sources (Sternthal, Dholakia, and Leavitt, 1978). Higkdybbe

sources have been found to be more persuasive than moderately credible sceces if t
message recipients are negatively predisposed to the message. Thesemifeccur when

the communicator is identified prior to the message (ibid). The reason why higdilgle

sources are found to be more persuasive when recipients have a negativeatidpostd

the message is presumed to be that a highly credible source serves to inohieit-co

55



argumentation, whereas a moderately credible source facilitatesieudr, moderately

credible sources have been found to be more persuasive when the recipients are yavourabl
predisposed to the communication issue. The reason for this is presumed to be because
message recipients feel a need to bolster support for a position they favour when the
communicator is of questionable credibility and that they therefore elalibeairguments,

but feel less inclined to engage in this cognitive work when a highly credible source is

presenting the favoured position.

However, as explained earlier, for a source to become a legitimate autheyshe must
be positively evaluated but moderately active in addition to be high on dominance. If the
source is perceived as either negatively evaluated or highly active, itdrasuggested that
he or she will lose their legitimacy and be classified into a differeagoag that has different
results for credibility. Therefore, studies should be made that isolate trésaes,
evaluation and arousal. Finding that these influence these effects would undermbwvéhe a
mentioned predictions on initial disposition since they indicate that other variableaken

into consideration, moderate the effects observed.

Conclusions
The main conclusion of the present study is that perceived dominance influences

persuasion. The mechanism by which the cognitive system recognizepénsdia possesses
social power, it is contested, is perceived dominance of the object person. This @eepti
dominance serves as a cue for power and this cue is translated into aatassifif the

object person as a legitimate authority. This triggers a set of learnedw®gesponses that
result in an increased tendency to agree with persuasive messages, them@trea

credibility of the apparently powerful person.

Final summary statements
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As to why perceived dominance increases opinion agreement and perceived thusta®r
of an endorser, this paper suggests that dominance serves as an implicit meotaacialf
power. Because of the social dominance structure in modern westerresotnesi cue is of
instrumental value for the individual. Believing socially powerful individualaase
important than believing less powerful individuals. This cue is recognized hy@natic

affective response to being exposed to a stimulus that is perceived as highlyndomina

Importance and relevance

The manipulation procedure of the main independent variable used in the current study has
the advantage that it offers a quantifiable measurement, has a clear definitiaedathble.
These advantages are missing for some key variables used in the elaboréitmodikaodel
and the heuristics systematic model, such as expertise and trustworthinksgadgs a
mentioned. The current study gives perceived dominance a possible place as a basi
underlying variable in persuasion. Finding such variables has been described astthe m
important work of theorists in persuasion. This was the view of Carl Hovland (1953) who
proposed that a primary goal of communication research is to isolate faetioastount for
the effectiveness, or lack thereof, of persuasive communication (citedzar, P83, pp.

130-1). Taking this into consideration, the results reported in this study should overall

strengthen the discipline of communication studies.
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Appendix

Sparreskjema
Bruk og styring av sentrale folkeparker
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{ﬁ} Reykjavikurborg
Starfshépur um framtid Hljomskalagardsins

Sparreskjiema
Bruk og styring av sentrale folkeparker

Friluftsomradet Hljdmskalagardurinn er en av Reykjaviks eldste ogobeatte parker.

Parken ligger ved det bergmte tjernet som deler Reykjavik i gst og vest, og har navnet sit
etter en paviljong som ligger i den ene enden av parken. | Hljdmskalagardurinn endet bl
annet muligheter for & grille og lekeapparater for barn, samt tuestigs tjernet. Gjennom
tidene har det veert mulig & bruke deler av parken til kunstutstillinger, demonstrasjone
konserter o.s.v. Likevel synes mange at parken brukes for lite. Mens andre deler av
Reykjaviks sentrum er livlige er parken ofte stille.

Na diskuteres det i kommunen & legge parken om for a fa gkt aktivitet i den. Ptosjekte
har spesielt fokus pa skolene, fra barnehager og oppover til universitetet og kunetskole
planen er at aktiviteten i parken skal bli organisert av et utvalg fra kommunenrbsama
med representanter fra skolene. Meningen er a legge til rette for gkt brukcaamréatker blant
byens studenter og barn og & gi en ny arena for kunst og kulturuttrykk. Det williglifor
skoler og grupper a leie hele parken i minst et dagn av gangen og parken vil blisteegt f
allmenne publikum under avvikling av arrangement. Kommunen haper pa denne maten at blir
aktiviteten i parken gker og at flere mennesker far bruke den.

Magnus Sigurdsson, musiker og talsmann for en nyopprettet
[IAPS picture not included] arbeidsgruppe mot kommunens planer, er ikke overbevist

om at dette er en god idé. “Hljomskalagardurinn er en av
Reykjaviks eldste folkeparker og har i seg selv kulturell

verdi.” Magnus synes ikke at det er problematisk at parken
brukes ikke i full kapasitet. “I dag kan alle ga gjennom

parken uten a matte betale eller sgke om tillatelse. Parkens
stillhet er et viktig tiloud i byens ellers brakete milja”.

Magnus Sigurdsson (pa bildety Magnus ser ikke ulemper med & ha liten styring pa parken.

er ikke enig med kommunens = "Det er mer positivt & ha et dpent omrade i byens sentrum
planer. som er enkelt og gratis & bruke for enkelt anledninger en &
fastbooke det, selv om bookingen er for en god sak. Med a
stenga av omradet taper alle i Reykjavik frihet til & nyte parkenudglaten nar den er

booket. Kommunens plan er et tegn pa kommunens over-styring av byens kunstliv. Dette blir
ikke a fare til gkt kreativitet eller ny kunst, tvert imot. Mangel pa styririgkeren ulempe,

men selve grunnen til at parken er bra. Fokus pa eget initiativ og frinet, gyomaeen til at

vi bruker parken vanligvis, er nettopp det som gjar kunstlivet i Reykjavik sa bra. Midlene som
gar med til dette prosjektet burde heller bli brukt i informasjonskampanijer fdtefefdil a

nyte parken og til a statte skolene og barnehagene i & lage sine egriegirbg@ som helst

i byen, uten styring fra kommunen” sier Magnus.

Det er fortsett delte meninger om kommunens planer og helt uklart hva etdulltat
men bade de som er med og i mot har erkleert vilje til & falge demokratiet. Kommunen har
stiftet en arbeidsgruppe for a finne ut hva om hva besgkende, spesielt fra kikeurelt |
samfunn som Norge og Danmark, og beboere i Reykjavik egentlig synes om sidelesi
har et klart eksempelsverdi.
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Fglgende er spgrsmal om saken. Husk at det ikke er noen rette eller fepp@ sya
grsmalene, og vi foreslar at du bruker magefglelsen nar du svarer.

1. Vis pa skalaene nedenfor i hvilken grad du er enig eller uenig i falgende utsagn:

a. Det er positivt & ha et apent uteomrade i byens sentrum som er enkelt Ggtvillie.

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

b. Det er mer positivt & ha apent omrade i byens sentrum en a fastboke det, selv om bokingen
er for en god sak.

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

c. Et apent, fritt omrade er viktig for byens samfunn, selv om det er ikke mye brukt.

Sveert enig Oo0ooooood Sveert uenig

d. Med & organisere omradet taper alle i Reykjavik frihet, selv om ikke mange Betiker
praksis.

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

e. Parkens stillhet er i seg selv viktig for besgkende og byen generelt.

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

f. Pengene som blir brukt til & bygge opp den nye parken, bl.a. til & betale for vakthold og
andre ansatte, skulle heller bli midlet direkte til skolene.

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

g. Det er viktig & ha mye aktivitet i en park som star i byens sentrum

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

h. Grundig organisering av parken farer til gkt kunstnerisk kreativitet i byen

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig
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i. Med & organisere parken grundig gkes friluftsaktivitet hos barn og studenter.

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

j. Det er viktig for samfunnet at barn og studenter blir aktivt opprettet til didelta
kunstutvikling og friluftsaktivitet

Sveert enig Oo0ooooood Sveert uenig

k. Med a organisere parken grundig far flere nyte den

Sveert enig Doooooogon Sveert uenig

2. Hva synes du om opposisjonens talsmann sin budskap?

God Oo0oOooOooOoood Darlig
Sympatisk Oo0ooOoOooond Usymptatisk
Spennende Oooooooogaad Kjedelig
Irriterende OooOogooood Ikke irriterende

3. Hva synes du om kommunens budskap?

God Oo0oOooOooOoood Darlig
Sympatisk Oo0ooOoOooond Usymptatisk
Spennende Oooooooogaad Kjedelig
Irriterende OooOogooood Ikke irriterende

4. Vis pa skalaene nedenfor hvordan du oppfatter kilden Magnus Jénsson, som er
intervjuet i artikkelen:

Ueerlig Oooooooogaad /rlig
Troverdig Oooooooogaad Ikke troverdig
Til & stole pa Oo0oOooOooOoood Ikke til & stole pa
lkkesannferdg OO OOOOOOO Sannferdig
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5. Hvor viktig synes du at saken er?

Veldig viktig Oooooooogaad Ikke viktig

6. | det neste minuttet, vennligst skriv ned alle tankene du har om saken. Etter at
minuttet har gatt, eller hvis du blir ferdig far minuttet er over, vennligst svar pa
de siste spgrsmalene

7. Vis pa skalaen nedenfor hvor ngyaktig du leste teksten:

Ikke ngyaktig ooooooood veldig
ngyaktig

8. Jegeren

O Mann O Kvinne

Takk for at du svarte pa spgrreundersgkelsen.
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