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ABSTRACT

The relationship betveen interpal-external control
of reinforcement and attraction to others who vary in susceptibility
to persuasion vas investigated. Internals are defined as persons vwho
believe that reinforcemeant is contingent on their behivior, while
externals are those who believe that reinforcement is independent of
their actions and is controlled hy chance or powerful others.
Attraction vas assessed after subjects were differentially successful
in changing the opinions of two confederates. Results ca a bebavioral
measure support the bhypothesis that internals are more attracted to
others they are able to influence, vhereas ex‘“ernals do not
differentiate their attraction on the basis of others'
persuasibilit ,. However, on an attiiudinal mea:ure, there was a trend
for internals to be more attracted to the confuderate with whom thev
verea less successful. A possible resolution of these results is

discussed. (Ruthor/TL)
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Internal-External Control and Otherc' Susceptibility to

Influence as Determinants of Interparsonal Attractlonl

While considerable research has focused on the generality and correlates
of individual differenées ih suscept%bility to persuusive communications
{Hovlard & Janis,'1959), relatively few studies have‘investigated the pexcep-
tion énd evalu;éi;; of individuals who differ on this dimension. Individuals
who are perveived to be highly persuasible may bé evaluated differently than
less persuasible individuals for saveral reasons. For example, a numler of
stw.ies have shown that one factor which influences a'person's attraction to
others is tha extent to which they agree with his attitudes (Newcomb, 1961;
Byrne, 1969). In general, individuals with similar attitudes are more at-
tracted to each other than are those with opposing attitudes. Extending these
findings, it is possible that irdlviduals who nan be persuaded :o agree with
one's own attitudes would be perceived as more attractive due to an increase
in the proportion of similar attitudes. On the other hand, a highly pexr-
suasible individual might be perceiv.d as an ingratiator and therefore svalu-
ated less favoranbly, although the relationship retwaxn attraciion and opirion
confoimity as an irngratiation tactic appears to be quite complex (Jones, 1964).
A third possibility, oad one that was inveatiguted in the present study, is
that the relationship between ;;traction and others' persuasibility is deter-

mined, in part, by certain personality characteristics of the perceiver. The

. purpose of this study was to exarine the relationship between the pérsonality
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constrqot ot irternal-external control of reiuforcement and attraction to
others who differ iﬁ their zagceptibility to social influence.
The construst of 1n;erna1—external control of reinforcement (I-R) was

T

developed from social learning theoxy (Rotcer, 1954), and refers to differences
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in the expectancy that rein!prcement i8s causally related to one's own behavior.
At one end of the I-E dimension are individuals who balleve that reinforcement
15 congingent vpon their behavior (internale), while those at the other end be-
lieve that reinforcement is independent of their actions and is contfolled by
luck, chance, or powarful others. Several clusters of I-E studies have focused
on the general hypothesis that internals are more likely than externals to en-
gage in behaviors designed to control their outcomes. Supportive of this notion
are studies showing an internal orientation to be‘pbéitively associatzd with
civil rights activities among Negro college studerta {Core & Rotter, 1963;
Strickland, 1965; Escoffery, 1967), protest behaviors concerning the vietnam
war (Carlson, James, & Correre, 1966), membership and participation in iibor
uniongs in Sweden (Seemin, 1966), and willingness to becoﬁo‘involved in activities
directed at alléviating alleged personal problems (Phares, Rilchle, & Davis,
1968). More closely reiated t> the present research, Davis and Phares (1567}
reported that’intarnals teiided to ask more quentions shout a person whem they
axpected to persuade than externals. Similariy, L.fcourt and win2 (1959) found
that internal intervieweis nade mére fgequent eye movements and reported more
cbservations of their 1ntervieweee.than external interviewers. In another
study, internals were less inclined to reciprocate interpersonal evaluations

in an apparent Attempt to control the nature of the evaluations they received
from others {(Jones & Shzugef, 1968). Taken as a whole, these studies indicate
that individuals who believe‘thay are resﬁonsible for the reinforcements they
receive are more likely to make activc attempts to control these events.

If it is true that internals are more concerned about controlling rein-
forcement, as the aforementioned research suggests, it seems reasonable that
they would be attracted to others who enhance thair potentiaiity for control.
Thus, a highly persuasible 1hd1vidual would provile fhe internal an opportunity
to exercise a greater degree of control over his outcomea‘and would therefore

O .

E]{Jﬂ:éroeived as more attractive than one who resistas his influence attempts.
A it e : ‘
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Bxternala, on the other hand, should be less affected by the degree to which

thoir persuasion attempts are successful since they tend to believe that out-
comes ara independent of their behavior. In other words, persuasibility, for
exterﬂals, should be an irrelevant dimension in evaluating vanother individual
since any changes in his behaviur are viewed as indupendent of the external's
own actions. Thus the aim or this study was to tast the hyjothesis that in-

ternals are more attracﬁod to pers>ns whom they o-n persuade than to those who
resist their influence attempts, whereas externals ars less likely to differ-

entiate their attraction toward otherxs on the basis of persuasibility.

Method
Subjects
The 23-item I-E scale (Rotter, 196€) was administered to several large

fnutrouctory psychclogy classes at Yowu State University and was scored in the
inzernal dirvection. From fhis pool, 15 males who scored in the upper 25% (in-
tarnala, range 17~.13) and 1.5 males who scored in t.he lowc 25% (external,
range 2-10) of ths I-E distrihation merved as S8 in the study.
Procedure

| _:_S_c regorted {ndividually to the leboratory and in the order in which they
sig;\ed up for the MMt. B had ny> knowledge of their scorec on the I-B
scale at the ctime of:‘th.'z axperiment. ﬁpon arrival 8 was taken to the expari-
mental room which was pnrtﬂ:ioned into three sections so that no paereor. in
any seétion was able to see into the other sections. He was told that twe
other students, who were actually confederates, would be participating in the
study wit_:h him. The first confederata was pieunt in' the room prior to Ss
an'ivali.‘ A few minutes after 8 vas ssated, the third participant (confederate)
artﬁod a1nd ths experimenter then stated that this'was a communication oxp-eri-

ment and the purpose was to see h& well people can communicate when they are

O
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not ai:le to see each other. S8 were then asked to fill-out a 15-item frater-
_x:‘-:lty opinionr questionnaire. A typical item was: "Do you think poor or dis-
"ladvantaged students are discriminated againet by fraternities?” Sa responded
by ind:lcatlnq "yaL" or "no." After the gquestionnaires wera completed and col-
lected E left the room uncuer the _orai:ext v« Booxing them. 38 were instructed
not to talk while E was absent and reports from confederates confirmed that
no S ever attempted conversation. When E returned, Ss were told that one of
them woulZ be  randomly selected to serve as the communicator and the other
two would be the listeners. In order to imply chance selection of S as the
cramanicator, 88 drew a slip of paper from a box designating their role. The
dérawing was rigged by labeling all slips "communicator." Upon designation of
§ as communicator, the two confederateg wera identified as "Subject A" and
“Subject B." 1Instructions were given to the effect that the communicator woul?
present arguments or reasons fof the answaké he gave to the i%ems on the fra-
ternity questionnairo. Subjects A and B were told to ligten to each of the
communicater's argquments and then indicate their agreement or disagreement
with the item by writing "yes"” or "no" on a slip of paper wvhich would be
passed to the comunfcator. At this point, 8 was taken to another room by
the experimongar in order that he be given "further instructions about the
details of the ptoc;dure.' 8 was then told that the real purposa of the ex-
periment was to seé how well he could persuade the other 8s to change their
cpinions about fraternities. He was given an angwer shest, previocusly filled
out by the experimenter, showing his responses and thcee of the confederates
to ejght of th* 15 items of the fraternity questionnaire. These eigh_t items,
he was told, were the onen on which the two other Ss had the sama opinions, and
therefors would be the tavgets of h‘ig parsuasion attempt. In addition, he was
given a set of eight pupand arguments, norr«poqding ts che eight items, to
uic in atmptl.n;; to ‘pu'nw!o the othoi $s. Ke was told that the other Ss did

Q xnow the true purpose of the experimsnt, nor did they know that he would

4 .
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e using prepared arguments. Rs soon as S understood the procedure he wa3 '

taken back to the experimental :1oom to present his arquments, Responses of
confederates were predetermined so that Subject A was successfully persuaded
gix out of eight times, while Subject B was succesefully persuaded on only
two out oi eight attempts,

Since attitudinal similarit' has been shown to be an impo:riant determin-
art of interpersonal attractién {(c.f., Byrne, 1969) an attempt was made to
equate for the degree of saimilarity in attitudes @atds fraternities betyeen
S and the two onfederates. . The answer sheet given the subject prior to .his
persuasion attempts showed ghat both confederates disagrced with his opinions
on four of the items and agreed with him on the rémaining four. On these latter
four items, 3n which there was initial agreemunt, 8 was required to argue for
a positipn counter to his real attituds. Thus, S argued for the opposite opin-
i->n ;ncpxessed by tha two confederates, even when they initially agreed with
him. By using this procedure :lt. was possible to insure that attitudinal simi-
laritY would b equated at t:*e end of the pars’uaeicn attempt. Even thcugh
one cnnfederate c'hanged his attitudes more than the other, both of them agreed
with four of the 8's attitudes (508 similarity) at the conclusior. of his argu-
mpents.

Attraction Msasures

After the aigumen* for the final item was presented, tixe confederates
were asked to leave the room and wait cutside. E made sure that S understood
the differential responses of &e confederates by asking him to score his
anewer sheet. 8 &m rated the two confedefataa, identified as "Subject A"
and "Subject B," on népaxate nine~item questionnaires. The ratings were done
un a saven-point lca_lo aud concerned such attributes as intelligence, know-
ledge of current events, grades at Towa Stats, and success in getting along

‘(3" others. The attraction messure consisted of two items embedded in ths

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e
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quesgtionnaire on‘which the confederatas were rated for liking and desirability
as a work partner. These items are similar to those used as attraction measures
in previous research (Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Byrne & Clore, 1966).

As a final part of the esperiment, S was taken outside and asked to ait_
at a table. The table was approximately 18 feet 1n'length and was located
about 12 feet fi:cm the door of the experimental room. Confede.;ates A and B
were already seated at opposits ends of the table and two empty chairs were
positioled in such a way that S was forced to sit next to one or the other con-
federate. Bafore S sat down, the confederates were identifled by E casually
stating that he wished to make surs which subject was "A" and whicp was "B."
Subjects A and & thea nodded as théy were pointed out. To conérél for any
physical atiractiveness effects or directional seating tendencies the confed-
erate rolés as A and B and their seating positions were counterbalanced. When
aeate& at the table, S was asked to £111 out & foxm for experimental credit to-
ward his course qfnde and was then excused. Previous research has indicated
that physical disteﬂce between individuals may serve as an index of attraction.
Por example, Mehrabrian (1968) found an inverse relationship betwaen seiting
distance and liking. Thus, the second measure of ;ttractlon consicted of Ss

saating préferencea in relation to the two cunfederates.

Resulits

Bffectivenass of the Persuasibjility Manipulation

In order to check the effasctiveness uf the persuasibility manipulation,

subjects wrare askqd to rate on a seven-point scalz the extent to whiah che two

confederates changed their opinions about frateinities. Mean rating of the

- . S - b . o ’ . . -
high persuasibiiity confederate (HiP) was 5.93, whlle tor the low persuasibility
confederate (LoP) the mean vas 2.40 (F = 162.17, 1/28af, 5<£.01), indicating

that aubjecti oorrectly perceived differential amounts of attitude change by the

.

Q ‘onfederates.

ERIC
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Attitudinal Measure of Attraction

Similar to the procedure employed by Byrne and his associates (Byrne, 1969}
8's ;atings of how much ‘hey would like the other person and his desirability
as a work pariner were summed to yleld an attraction score. Mean attraction
ratings of the HiP and LoP confederates by internals and externals are shown
in Table 1. A 2 X 2 repeated measures analysis c¢f variance (Winer, 196z) indi-
cated that, although the I-B hy Persuasibility interaction did not reach signi-
ficance. there was a trend for internals to differentiate their attraction ratings
of the confederates to a gr.eater axtent than externals (F = 3.60, 1/28 df, p<.10).
HHowever, the directivn of the internals’' ratings wex opp§site to the predictions,
since they tepded to be more attracted to the LoP than Ri? confederate.

Consistent with this latter result were significant I-E by Persimsibillty
interactions on r.at:l.ngs of the ronfederates' intelligeice (P = 6.40, 1/28 d&f,
P {-U5) and knowledge of current events ! « ©.32, 1/28 df, p{.05). On these
items int:erﬁals rated tha LoP confederace as more intelligent and rore informed
about current events than i;he HiP confederate. Externals' ratings of the two
uontedérataa oh intelligence and knowledge of current svents were in the same
directién but the magnitule of the differences wera smaller.

Mdicionai :e-ulﬁa. aside frem the I-E effects, ahoﬁed.that the HiP, as
contrasted to the I-oP-. confederate was rated as iess intelligent (F = 36.10,
1/28 af, p {.01), less ln!.'olmd about current events (F = 48.75, 1/28 af, p(.Cl),
mai:es poorer grades in college (F = 21.35, 1/28 df, p {.0l,, and is beiter able
to get along with others (F = 8.27, 1/28 df, p {.01). There wie no ovirall dif-
fexences batween the ratings of the two confederates' attractiveness or how
happy they would be in a fraternity (p.10}. |
Behavioral Hsa;p_n of Attraction |

The behavioral measure of attraction consistedl of ohservlnq whather S sat

next to the HiP or LoP confedexate. Cm-i.-tont with tha prodiouon, internals

]: lC,Y the HiP confederats in 12 of 15 cases x? = 5.40, 141, p<.025), in con-
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trast to externals, who did aso in only five of 15 cases (xz = 1.67, 1 4f,
p>.10}. Ccmparing preferences for HiP versus LoP confederates by I-E pro-
duced a significant chi-square (x2 = 6.60, 1 &f, p £.025), indicating that
seating preference depended on S's I-E status. Further analyses revealed no
overall preference for tle SLP versus ILoP confederate (x2- .47, 1 df, p >.25).
Thus, as indicated by the behavioral measure, internals tended to be more at-
tracted to tﬁe person they were able to influence, whereas externals did not

differentiate their seating choices on the basis of parsuasibility.

Discussion

At first glance, tive resulte of this study seem rather puzzling insomuch
as the data obtained from the behavioral measure of attraction provide support
for the hypothe.aiu, while the ocutoome of the attitudinel measure is in direct
opposition to it. As predicted, internals preferrod to sit next to the person
they were successful i persuading whereas cxternals showed no significant pre-
ference for one confederate over the‘_ other. In contrast, on the attitudinal
miasure of attraction, internals tended to be more attrvacted to the confederate
they were less successful in persuading than to the one who was highly per-
svasibla, while again externals wexe less inclined to differentiate their at-
t;'aotio:; on the basis of cthers' persuasibility.

ﬂmrg are ‘avvral possible explanations of the results. Ons is that in-~
texnals perceived the lcw parsuasibhility confederate as more similar to them-
qelves than th.o high pe:suuibiut.y confederate. Previous research has indicated
that internals u"o more resistant to influence than externals (Me & Liverant,
1963; Gore, 19621 Getter, 1966). In feot, Gors zeported that internals te.ed to
respond in the ofposito direction of the experimenter's manipulative attempt. If
:esistanée to influence is a part of the internals' self-concept, they would then
see a greater degres of similarity hetween themsslves and the low persuasibility

oon!edg_xato. 8ince petceired attitudinal similarity has been shown to be related

. 8
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to attraction (Newcomb, 1961), internals thexefore indicatec greater liking
for the low persuasibility confederate.

However, if perceived similarity were the only facto: operating to pro-
duce attraction in this study it follows that intevnals woald prefe to sit
next to the low rather than high serauasiblé ¢ nfederate, Of courte, just thre
opposite occurred. Moreover, on the basis of perceived similarity, it mighc be
expected that externals would be more attracted to the high than low persuasi-
bility confedarate. The attitudinal data, aga‘&, offer no support for this
expeotation. Thus, it may be that intornals say they arz more attracted to

individuals who are similar to themselves in regard to resiating influence, but

when they have to interact with others the, prefer the In¢’'vidual ¢ho is sus-

ceptible to control. Internals may not pa:ti. .ularly like highly persuasible
individuala but nonetheless prefer to interact with them in order to maximigze
their poﬁentiality of controlling outcomes. Even though internals may place
greatar value on the outcxnes‘provided by low persuasibility others {es the
attitudinal data auggests), they would also have a lower expsectancy +f ob-
taining these outcomes. In the frameworx of soéial learning theoxry (Rotter,
1954), a low expectation of obtaining valued reinforcements is analogous to
wixiety. Thus, in or@ef to avoid potentially anxiety-arousing situaticns,
internalec prefer ﬁot‘tm 1ntéract with o;hers who resist their control attenpts,
The foregoing interpratation of the results of this stuly is similar to
that offered by Jones and Daugherty (1959) in a study of the roles of comple-
mentarity and similarity in valué and politicﬁl orientation as determinants
of attraction. In their study, a complementarity effect was found when sub-
jects anticipated ﬂnternoéion with the othor person. For example, subjects
who soorcﬁ high on the Mach IV Scale, evaluated a stimulus person with a simi~
lar orjentation wore negatively when they antioisatod interaction with that

persca. However, when there was no anticipation of interaction neithar com-

]E T}:antatity nor similarity influenced subjscts' evaluations. In other words,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N
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subjects preferred cthers who complemented their orientations only when they
beliaved thgy wonld be interacting yith thage individuals, Likewise, in the
present etudy, interaals preferred the confederate who complem;nted their I-B
expectancy {(i.e., high persuasible confederata). but only whun they anticipated
interaction with him. Prior to the benavioral measure, it is quite likely that
subjects did not antitipate any face-to-face contact with the  two confederates,
and t?e;;fore complementarity was not a determinant of their attraction re-
spona;s on the attitudinai measure. In fact, undexr these circqmstances, per-
caived similarity seemed to play a greater role. Thus, the results o. the
present study suggest a reforrulation of the original hypothesis. when inter-
naia anticipate interaction with others, they prefei an individual who is
susceptible to ianfluence. Howevar, when they are asked to indicace their liking
for others in the abstract, they prefer individuals who are similar to them-
selves, While this interpretaticn of the results seems plausible it is, never-
theless, post hoc. Adlditional research more directly manipulating articipation
of interaction and perception of similarity would be useful in explicating the
relativnship between 1-E and interpervsonal attraction, and would more gencrally
facilitate our unceretanding of the rela*ive effects of complementarity and

similarity on evaluations of others.

O
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Table 1.

Attraction Scores for the High and Low Persuasibility

Confederates by Inturhals and Externals

Attraction Scores

Internals
High perasuasible
confederate
M ’ £.00
sD ‘ 1.71
Low persuasible
confederate
M | 9.87
8D ‘ 1,93

Q !
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Externals

8.60

1.71

8.47

1.02



Abstract
The relationship between mgenzélnexteml contrul of reinforcement and.

attraction to others who vary h'ii_susceptibiuty to persussion waa investigated. .
Attraction was assessed after subjects were differentislly successful in chang-
ing the opiﬂians of two confederates. Results from & behavioral measure of
attraction supported the hypothesis that intexnals -are nore attr@ct.ed to others

they are able to influence, whereas extarnals 3o not differentiate their at-
traction on the basis of others' mrlmmuity. However, on an attitudinal

measure, there was a trend for internals to be more attracted to the confederate

they were less successful jn persuading. A possible resolution of these regults

in terms of anticipation of interaction was discussed.




