entific integrity of these existing un-
manned programs. The board rightly
sees as its primary task the definition
of the ends, rather than the means, of
the space science enterprise.

What then is the attitude of a scientist
who is actively engaged in scientific
space activities toward a project such
as Orion? He has perhaps just been
denied by NASA a half-million-dollar
ground-based telescope with which to
observe planets. Or he has designed
an experiment which was excluded,
because of space limitations, from the
next orbiting solar observatory. And
then he hears that a wonderful new
propulsion system has been invented
which might allow him, 15 years later,
to make high-quality nearby observa-
tions of Jupiter and Saturn. The price
of the new system is quoted as only a
few billion dollars. He is understandably
not enthusiastic.

This brief summary of Orion’s his-
tory has shown that every one of
the four murderers had good and laud-
able motives for killing the project,
or, in the case of the scientific com-
munity, for not lifting a finger to save
it. Orion had a unique ability to an-
tagonize simultaneously the four most
powerful sections of the Washington
establishment. The remarkable thing is
that, against such odds, with its future
never assured for more than a few
months at a time, the project survived
as long as it did. It held together for
7 long years a band of talented and de-
voted men, and produced in that time
a volume of scientific and engineering
work which in breadth and thorough-
ness has rarely .been equaled.

The story of Orion is significant,
because this is the first time in modern
history that a major expansion of
human technology has been suppressed

Conformity as a Tactic

of Ingratiation

Uses of agreement to enhance one’s power in a

social relationship are explored experimentally.

There seems to be much promise
in looking at social interaction with an
eye to the unfolding of strategies de-
signed to gain or maintain personal
power. There is nothing novel in the
suggestion that there is a strategic side
to social behavior—that people try to
calculate ways to make the most of a
particular relationship—but the attempt
to study such strategies by laboratory
experimentation is a recent develop-
ment. Here 1 shall review several
studies which especially concern in-
gratiation, or “strategic behaviors . . .
designed to influence a particular other
person concerning the attractiveness

The author is professor of psychology, Duke
University, Durham, North Carolina.
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of one’s personal qualities” (/). I hope,
in the process, not only to present re-
sults relevant to a developing theory of
strategic overtures, but also to illustrate
a form of experimental research which
seems to show promise of unraveling
the subtleties of social behavior.

All interpersonal relationships in-
volve mutual dependence; this is the
equivalent of saying that each party
to a social interchange has potential
influence over certain rewards avail-
able to and costs incurred by the other.
If the dependences of one on the other
are not only mutual but approximately
equal, then there is a balance of power
in which each can enforce a certain
minimal receipt of rewards through

for political reasons. Many will feel
that the precedent is a good one to
have established. It is perhaps wise
that radical advances in technology,
which may be used both for good and
for evil purposes, be delayed until the
human species is better organized to
cope with them. But those who have
worked on Project Orion cannot share
this view. They must continue to hope
that they may see their work bear
fruit in their own lifetimes. They can-
not lose sight of the dream which
fired their imaginations in 1958 and
sustained them through the years of
struggle afterward—the dream that the
bombs which killed and maimed at
Hiroshima and Nagasaki may one day
open the skies to mankind.

Reference

1. J. C. Nance, “Nuclear Pulse Propulsion,” Gen~
eral Atomic Rept. No. GA-5572 (5 Oct. 1964),
unclassified.

his capacity to enact or fail to enact
the responses sought by the other.
When the power in a two-person rela-
tionship is asymmetrical, however, the
more dependent person is somewhat
at the mercy of the more powerful
one. In any event, we can well under-
stand why the more dependent person
is concerned about his poor position
and, under most circumstances, tries
in various ways to improve it.

When we look at the strategic
alternatives available to the more de-
pendent person, it appears that some
of these strategies guarantee him at
least a certain minimum of rewards
but do so at the expense of confirming
or strengthening the power asymmetry
which defines his dependence. Other
strategies, however, may be effective
in modifying the asymmetry itself so
that the dependent person’s power is,
in the long run, increased. Compli-
ance is an example of one kind of
dependence-confirming tactic. The de-
pendent person may, through overt
obedience, avoid punishment and secure
the rewards available to him, but such
compliance tends to perpetuate the
power differential to which it is a re-
sponse. For example, the more reliable
the worker becomes in meeting the
supervisor’s demands, the more confi-
dent the supervisor will be that these
demands are reasonable, and that the
worker is happy with the “bargain”
symbolized by the difference in their
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power. In contrast to compliance, we
may view ingratiation as power-enhanc-
ing or dependence-reducing, By making
himself attractive to the more power-
ful person, the more dependent person
increases the value of his own sanc-
tioning responses at the same time
that he makes it more difficult for
the powerful person to apply the full
range of sanctions that were initially
part of his repertory. In other words,
as the dependent person becomes more
attractive, the powerful person cannot
punish him without greater cost to
himself. This, in effect, means that
his power has been reduced.

By what specific tactical means may
the dependent person increase his at-
tractiveness? Such tactics are un-
doubtedly as various as social behavior
itself—there is an appealing and an
unappealing way of doing almost every-
thing. But I have found it particularly
useful to consider three main classes
of tactics available to the “ingratiator’:
compliments, agreement, and presenta-
tion of oneself in a favorable light.
We may support and flatter others,
convince them that we share their
views, or present our characteristics
in terms that they can appreciate. In
this article, I single out agreement,
or conformity of opinion, as the de-
pendent variable of particular interest.
The experiments reviewed all show how
persons modify their publicly expressed
opinions as a way of coping with a
condition of social dependence.

First, however, it is appropriate to
comment on some of the moral issues
involved in the behavior we are study-
ing. Ingratiation, like its sister term,
flattery, is at least mildly pejorative
in everyday usage. The word has con-
notations of dissimulation and deceit
in social communication. Am I sug-
gesting, then, that most of us are so
concerned with the effects of our be-
havior on others that we deliberately
engage in manipulative and deceitful
tactics in order to gain their esteem?
I do not know how one could ever
obtain actuarial figures on this point,
but I would argue—without great
alarm—that all of us under appropriate
circumstances do shape our social re-
sponses to increase our attractiveness
to particular people. The scientific stu-
dent of such response-shaping is un-
likely to make much progress by inter-
views or naturalistic observation. In
this particular area, I have learned
through research experience that people
are extremely likely to deceive them-
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selves. Not only do they want to
avoid publicizing the extent to which
their responses to others are condi-
tioned by approval-seeking motives,
they work busily to protect themselves
from awareness of the link between
wanting to be liked and modifying
one’s behavior to this end. It is my
current belief that only by comparing
appropriate experimental and control
treatments can we begin to explore
the conditions favorable to the tactics
of ingratiation and thus begin to specify
the variables essential to construction
of a theory concerning it. Questions
of the frequency of occurrence and
the extent of such behavior in the
natural environment, and questions
concerning individual differences, are
not considered here.

The Ingratiator’s Dilemma

Much of the fascination in study-
ing ingratiation comes from the fact
that the same situational factors that
increase one person’s desire to be
found attractive by another alert the
other (the “target” person) to the like-
lihood of tactical behavior. Thus, the
dependent person will be strongly mo-
tivated to be ingratiating, but the fact
that his dependence stands revealed
reduces the likelihood that his over-
tures will be effective. His dilemma
is magnified further by his natural
reluctance to see himself as deceitful
or manipulative. Thus, the more de-
pendent he is on another, the more he
will be forced to justify to himself
any actions conceivably designed to
curry favor with the other. These two
factors—the target person’s alertness
to overtures from a dependent person
and the dependent person’s reluctance
to see himself as one who uses man-
ipulative social tactics—would seem
almost to rule out ingratiating tactics
in those very situations where it is
important to be liked. Indeed, there
is fairly good evidence that such tactics
can boomerang; especially when the
“actor” is highly dependent on the
target person, the latter is apt to be
more attracted to him if he shows
some restraint in his praise or in the
degree of his agreement. The results
of three studies (2, 3) show that, in
the ambiguous area of social responses
that may or may not make one seem
attractive to another person, the role
relation between the ingratiator and
the target person is a critical factor

which affects the latter’s judgments of
manipulative intentions or ulterior mo-
tivation.

To some extent, however, the in-
gratiator is protected by the vanity
of the target person from having such
judgments go against him. Each of
us likes to believe the best about him-
self, and many of us must be exposed
to the most blatant praise before we
begin to suspect that we are the targets
of manipulative intentions. Often, no
doubt, the ingratiator joins his target
in what might be called an autistic
conspiracy, since, for understandable
psychological reasons, both the ingrati-
ator and the target person are anxious
to believe that the latter is better
than he is.

I now feel that this autistic conspir-
acy may be maintained by the most in-
tricate interpersonal tactics—tactics de-
signed to conceal from both the “tac-
tician” and the target person the
former’s underlying intentions. Since
I believe that not many of us de-
liberately and consciously calculate
such tactical maneuvers, I am suggest-
ing that, from well-learned orienta-
tions toward those more powerful than
ourselves, we develop patterns of social
behavior unwittingly designed to at-
tract, while avoiding the extremes of
sycophancy. Such extremes would re-
veal to both parties the true nature of
the autistic conspiracy.

Let us turn now to four illustrative
studies which involve agreement as the
dependent variable, and which show a
few of the subtleties of behavior where-
by the ingratiator tries to resolve his
dilemma.

Issue Relevance and Agreement

My central thesis thus far has been
that dependence increases the motiva-
tion to make oneself seem attractive,
but public knowledge of this depend-
ence makes it more difficult to gain
esteem through such simple strategems
as slavish agreement or effusive com-
pliments. In order to be successful,
the ingratiator must complicate his
tactics and inject some subtlety. One
obvious way to increase subtlety is
to convey the impression of agreeing
in a discerning way. The ingratiator
must steer between the Scylla of errant
disagreement and the Charybdis of
blatant conformity, conveying minor
disagreement within the context of a
general similarity of position. Beyond
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this, if we know something about the
social context in which opinions are
being exchanged, it may be possible
to specify the issues on which agree-
ment is most likely and the issues on
which- moderate disagreement may be
expected. :

One important aspect of the social
context is the relative difference in
status between the two persons involved
in the interchange. Status differences
usually imply asymmetrical power,
which is one of the preconditions for
ingratiation tactics, as noted above.
Jones, Gergen, and Jones (3) conducted
an experiment in which freshmen and
upper-classmen were used as subjects.
Moreover, these subjects were recruit-
ed through a campus ROTC unit, and
it was emphasized that their participa-
tion in the experiment was relevant
to an investigation of leadership in
the Navy. Thus the status differences
already implied by differences in under-
graduate class were reinforced by sys-
tematic reference to status differences
within the ROTC unit itself; throughout
the experiment, to remove any final
doubt about the status discrepancy, the
freshman was called “subordinate” and
the upperclassman was called “com-
mander.”

After initial instructions, summar-
ized below, members of each pair of
high- and low-status subjects purport-
edly exchanged written messages con-
cerning their opinions on a variety
of issues. Each subject was seated in
a private booth, and it was possible to
intercept all outgoing communications
and to control the information re-
ceived by the subject. Each “message”
the subject received was allegedly from
the partner of different status, but in
fact all subjects received the same
written statements of opinion. Twelve
such “messages” were received by each
subject. He was asked to indicate, on
the same message form, his own opin-
ion on the issue in question, in the
belief that the message form would
then be “returned” to the partner. Nine
of the twelve statements received were
expressions of opinions highly discrep-
ant from norms which had been estab-
lished earlier in questioning an equiv-
alent population. Our measure of con-
formity was the degree of discrepancy
between the subject’s “opinion,” as re-
corded on the message form, and the
class norm on that issue, if this dis-
crepancy was in the direction of the
opinion received. (It was assumed that
the subject would have scored at or
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near his class norm in the absence
of any social-influence pressures within
the experiment.) '

Crucial for our study is the fact
that the 12 statements of opinion
(“items”) concerned three classes of
subject matter, varying in their rele-
vance to the basis of the hierarchy
relating the high- and low-status part-
ners. Three of the items concerned
highly relevant Navy matters, such as
whether Annapolis graduates should be
given positions of authority over ROTC
graduates of comparable seniority; three
items concerned issues of intermediate
relevance to the hierarchy—college
courses, fraternities, and so on; a final
set of items concerned miscellaneous
general issues quite unrelated to the
specific basis for the status differential.
Thus, in applying the measure of con-
formity it was possible to gauge the
degree of agreement between the re-
ceived statement and the subject’s ex-
pressed opinion in each of these three
content areas.

Different pairs of subjects “exchanged
messages” under different instructions,
this difference being a major variable
in the experiment. Members of some
of the pairs were urged not to mislead
each other and were told that the ex-
periment was being conducted primari-
ly to find whether people of different
status could form accurate impressions
of each other. (This instruction estab-
lished the “control” condition.) The ex-
perimenter told subjects in the remain-
ing pairs that the study was concerned
with testing leadership potential. These
subjects were told that attempts to
develop leadership tests in real-life set-
tings had foundered because comman-
ders and subordinates had not always
been initially compatible, and that
the purpose of the study was to find
whether “compatible groups provide a
better setting in which to test leader-
ship potential than do incompatible
groups.” (This instruction established
the “ingratiation” condition.) The sub-
jects were told that leadership tests
would be given during drill periods
later in the year. The purpose of the
experimental session, they were told,
was to determine the degree of com-
patibility of each pair of subjects of
different status; each was told that his
partner had expressed an initial pref-
erence for him, and he was urged by
the experimenter to make a special
effort to gain the liking and respect of
the partner.

Now let us consider the psychological

positions of the high- and low-status
persons, especially in the ingratiation
condition. Here, presumably, each
would like to make himself attractive
to the other, if only to avoid the
embarrassment of ending up as a mem-
ber of an incompatible pair. We would
expect this desire to reflect itself in
greater agreement in the ingratiation
(as opposed to the control) condition.
As Fig. 1 shows, this greater agree-
ment was found: the level of conform-
ity of opinion was significantly higher
in the ingratiation condition for sub-
jects in both low- and high-status
groupings (for the moment I am dis-
regarding the matter of item relevance).
But it would be wrong to assume that
the amount of agreement approached
complete similarity of views, even in
the ingratiation condition. The aver-
age subject typically moved about half-
way between his initial ratings and
the ratings on the bogus messages
transmitted to him.

It is obvious from Fig. 1 that the
issue under consideration and its rele-
vance to the basis of the status hier-
archy is an important determinant of
the degree of conformity. Furthermore,
it is clear that relevance has different
effects on the responses of high- and
low-status subjects. This difference may
be plausibly related to the difference
in their psychological positions. In our
study, the high-status person is in the
position of wanting to maintain his
status, while at the same time showing
the freshman that he is “approachable.”
It is not surprising that he resists
changing his opinions on matters hav-
ing to do with the Navy; after all,
his higher relative status, emphasized
by the experimental arrangements, is
especially based on his more advanced
standing in the ROTC. His rather high
degree of agreement on the items not
relevant to the hierarchy may be viewed
as an overture manifesting his ap-
proachability. In fact the high-status
subjects show more conformity on the
items relating to miscellaneous matters
than the low-status subjects do, al-
though the difference is not significant.

The position of the low-status sub-
ject is different. He must make it
perfectly clear that he has no intention
of usurping the position of the potential
leader, but he must also avoid slavish
agreement, in view of his highly de-
pendent position and the suspicions
that such agreement might arouse.
What better way to solve this problem
than by deferring to the high-status
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person’s “expertise” on the Navy items
and showing some spark of independ-
ence on the miscellaneous items? The
result, in the ingratiation condition, is
a pair of functions that are almost mir-
ror images of each other.

This interpretation of the relation
between relevance and social status is
plausible and is in line with preex-
perimental prediction, but it is not
forced upon us by the data; obviously,
something approximating this relation
obtains in the control condition too.
It may be that differential conformity
as a function of relevance and status
has to do entirely with differences in
experience or expertise between the
partners of different status, and that
the special pressures in the ingratia-
tion condition do not bring out this
particular pattern in response to stra-
tegic requirements.

Only future research can resolve
this ambiguity, but certain conclusions
relevant to our general proposition
may be stated. If we assume that
dependence is a function both of the
ingratiation instructions and of the built-
in differences in status, the subjects
who are highest in dependence are
those low-status subjects in the ingratia-
tion condition, whereas the high-status
subjects in the control condition are
lowest in dependence. The former sub-
jects are the most conforming, in gen-
eral, and the latter subjects are least
conforming. This is exactly what we
would expect. But even the subjects
who show the most conformity do not
show uniform shifts from their initial
opinions towards agreement with the
received items; thus, whether intention-
ally or not, the variations from issue
to issue must help protect the in-
gratiator from revealing his ulterior
designs.

Optimum Conformity

A similar point is made by Jones
and Jones (4). In their study, depend-
ence was varied by fairly elaborate
experimental staging, although in this
instance the subjects were status peers.
Here again, each subject, isolated in
a private booth, ostensibly exchanged
written opinions with another subject,
and here again his responses were
intercepted and a prepared set of opin-
ions was delivered to him. These opin-
ions, allegedly from the other subject
(the “target” person), bore a systematic
relation to prior opinion ratings made
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by the first subject in the classroom
several weeks before the experiment be-
gan. In one condition (hereinafter called
the “same” condition) the messages
were so arranged that the subject’s
classroom opinions were “preempted”
by the incoming statement; that is, the
opinions expressed in the statements
received from the target person were
identical with those expressed several
weeks earlier by the subject. In the
second variation (the “discrepant” con-
dition), the incoming statements ex-
pressed opinions 4 points removed, on
a 12-point scale, from the subject’s
earlier opinion ratings. This means that,
if all subjects held to their originally
stated opinions, those in the ‘“same”
condition would present themselves as
behaviorally conforming, while those
in the “discrepant” condition would
appear distinctly independent. The
“same”-“discrepant” variation was cross-
cut by the aforementioned variation in
how much the subject was made to
feel dependent on the target person.

In planning the experiment we rea-
soned that in the “discrepant” condi-
tion the subjects would show greater
conformity in a relationship of high
dependence than in one of low de-
pendence-—that in the low-dependence
relation the subject would try to in-
gratiate himself through the tactic of
agreeing without agreeing completely,
thus avoiding the risk of being judged
a manipulative conformist. OQur pre-
diction was confirmed; in the “discrep-
ant” condition the highly dependent
subjects ended up expressing views

significantly closer to the opinions in
the received statements than the less
dependent subjects did. We also rea-
soned that in the “same” condition
the highly dependent subjects would
show less conformity than the Iess-
dependent subjects in order to avoid
the appearance of slavish agreement.
We were thus reaching for a paradox-
ical effect of approval-seeking, expecting
to find that highly dependent subjects
in the “same” condition would depart
from their previously expressed views
to avoid the appearance of conformity.
Unfortunately, we did not find this;
under the “same” condition, neither the
average highly dependent subject nor
the less-dependent subject changed his
expressed views to any marked degree.

However, there is some interesting
evidence indicating that in the “same”
condition the highly dependent subjects
were in something of a dilemma. The
average mentioned above in fact re-
flected the ratings of some subjects
who conformed slavishly and of others
who were quite independent. Thus, the
variability of conformity scores was
significantly higher, in the “same” con-
dition, for highly dependent than for
less-dependent  subjects. Furthermore,
those highly dependent subjects in the
“same” condition who showed the great-
est desire to be respected (as revealed
in replies to a questionnaire after the
experiment) tended to avoid the ex-
tremes of great conformity and non-
conformity in favor of moderate agree-
ment. A third finding was that highly
dependent subjects in the “same” con-
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dition expressed more confidence in
their opinions than was found for any
other combination of dependence and
discrepancy. Also, only for the highly
dependent subjects in the ‘“same’ con-
dition was there a striking tendency
for those who expressed agreement
with the received statement to express
greater confidence in the validity of
their opinions than did those who in-
dicated greater disagreement.

Thus it appears that subjects who
were dependent on the target person,
needing his approval, and whose own
opinions were preempted by the in-
coming statements supposedly from the
target person, showed evidence of con-
flict and attempted to find ways of
convincing the target person of their
sincere agreement with his views. In
part they tried to accomplish this by
striking for optimum conformity with
his opinions. In part they tried to
resolve the conflict by making- adroit
use of the opportunity to rate the
degree of confidence they felt in their
own opinions. A plausible interpreta-
tion of the correlation between high
conformity and the subject’s professed
high confidence in his opinions (a corre-
lation found only for highly dependent
subjects under the “same” condition)
is that subjects who are concerned
that they may have shown too much
agreement can attempt, through pro-
fessing high confidence in their opin-
ions, to convince the target person
of their autonomy in the agreement
process. Those who are concerned that
they may have shown too much dis-
agreement can soften the impact of
this disagreement by professing little
confidence in the validity of their opin-
ions. There was also evidence (not
discussed, because of limitations of
space) that, in the “same” condition,
the highly dependent subjects tried to
find ways to avoid any awareness that
they had agreed with the partner from
any motive of wishing to gain approval.

Self-Protective Conformity

The two studies discussed have
shown, then, that the highly dependent
person will try to complicate his con-
formity of expressed opinion in order
to conceal any underlying intent to
be ingratiating. Another form of com-
plication is clearly revealed in a recent
study by Davis and Florquist (5). These
investigators were especially interested
in studying the possibilities of con-
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formity as a response to a threatening
target person. The experiment was set
in the context of a training experience.
Each subject (all were female under-
graduates) appeared for the experiment
and saw that another subject was also
there. Each was informed that she
would be given extra credit in her
psychology course for assisting in the
preparation and analysis of data from
a large experiment. As part of her
assistantship duties she was to learn
how to operate certain IBM equipment
under the tutelage of the experimenter.
When the supervisor-experimenter took
the two subjects into a room contain-
ing an IBM key punch, one of the
subjects was selected to undergo train-
ing first, while the other was given
an elementary board-wiring task. Ac-
tually, the subject selected for key-
punch training was an accomplice of
the supervisor, and both had been
carefully trained to play standardized
roles during the “training session.” Since
the subject’s task required little con-
centration, she could readily observe
the “training” across the room. As
the training of the accomplice pro-
ceeded, the supervisor played one of
two roles: either he was irascible, super-
cilious, and contemptuous of the ac-
complice, criticizing her errors in an
emotional manner (the “emotional”
condition), or he was relatively helpful
and matter-of-fact (the ‘‘stable” con-
dition).

As in the experiments previously
discussed, this comparison was Cross-
cut by another variation in the degree
to which the subject was dependent
on the supervisor. In the “high-depen-
dence” condition, it was stressed that
the subject would be expected to return
for two additional training and data-
analysis sessions, and the supervisor
made it clear that he himself was
going to rate the quality of her per-
formance, a rating which would con-
stitute 15 percent of her course grade.
In the “no-dependence” condition the
original supervisor was called away
after training the accomplice and stating
his opinions (see below), and it was
made clear that the subject would be
working with another supervisor (6).

Now, we may ask, how was con-
formity of opinion measured in this
situation? After the accomplice had

_received her training (under the “emo-

tional” or the ‘“stable” supervisor) it
was clearly pointed out to the subject
that she would be trained in the use
of the key punch during the next ses-

sion, The supervisor then gave each
girl a copy of a 20-item opinion ques-
tionnaire that was supposedly in use
on the project for which she was
being trained. He suggested that she
fill out the questionnaire in order to
become familiar with it. Before she
began, however, he commented, ‘“As
you can see, there is only one sensible
answer for some questions; for others,
there is more room for disagreement.”
He then read the first five items and
gave his alleged opinion, backed up
with brief arguments. On three of these
items he clearly deviated from college
norms. On each of the three items,
furthermore, he presented certain ar-
guments supporting his opinions. Three
of the remaining 15 items were clearly
related to the arguments expressed by
the supervisor. Thus it was possible
to derive two different measures of
conformity: one, a direct measure of
agreement on opinions explicitly en-
dorsed by the supervisor; the other,
a more indirect measure of agreement
with certain arguments or premises
which had formed a part of his sup-
porting statements.

In planning the experiment, Davis
and Florquist had reasoned that the
threatening or emotional manner of
the supervisor would have radically
different implications for conformity,
as a function of the degree to which
the subject was dependent on him.
Specifically, they predicted that highly
dependent subjects would agree more
with the emotional than with the stable
supervisor, and that independent sub-
jects would agree more with the stable
than with the emotional supervisor. The
highly dependent subject would agree
with the emotional person in the inter-
est of self-protection, to decrease the
likelihood that she would later be ridi-
culed and embarrassed by the super-
visor. In the “no-dependence” condi-
tion, the investigators reasoned, agree-
ment would be prompted by belief in
the credibility of the information source
and would not be professed as a pro-
tective maneuver. The stable super-
visor was in fact seen as more able
and intelligent and as less dogmatic
and opinionated than the emotional
supervisor.

Direct measures of agreement with
the supervisor on the five items re-
ferred to above showed no important
variations that could be attributed to
the experimental conditions. On the
other hand, the predictions were rather
well supported when the second, more
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indirect, measure of conformity was
used. These results are presented in
Table 1. When dependence is high there
is more agreement with the implied
views of the emotional supervisor than
with those of the stable supervisor.
When dependence is low, the converse
is true.

It is interesting to speculate on why
the results confirmed the predictions
only for the indirect measure of con-
formity. Davis and Florquist feel (and
this is quite in line with my present
argument) that tactical conformity
shows itself only in the indirect mea-
sure because agreeing with someone’s
premises while disagreeing moderately
with his conclusions is a more subtle
form of ingratiation than slavishly en-
dorsing the conclusions he directly
advocates. In addition, the subject’s own
picture of himself should again be
considered. Presumably, if he resists
the inclination to agree on issues on
which he is openly invited to conform,
he may continue to see himself as
autonomous and able to resist the self-
protective urge to curry favor by agree-
ing with a threatening target person.

Vulnerability of the Target Person

Another way to phrase the central
argument of this article is to say that
the tendency to try to be ingratiating
is a function both of the incentive
(that is, of the degree of the “actor’s”
dependence on the target person) and
of the probability that the attempt
will be successful. In the last study
to be discussed, my colleagues and
I (7) attempted to vary the perceived
likelihood of success by varying the
alleged personal characteristics of the
target person. We predicted that tactics
of agreeing would be tried only when
the ingratiator had something to gain
from the target person and at least
a fair prospect of gaining it through
agreement. If the target person al-
legedly places high wvalue on agree-
ment and cooperation, this should serve
as an “invitation” to conformity, since
he is unlikely to interpret agreement
as stemming from manipulative inten-
tions.

In this study (7) male college stu-
dents were invited to participate in a
“business game” in which they were
to serve as subordinates to a super-
visor presented to them as a graduate
student in business administration. The
supervisor would decide the correct-
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Table 1. (Scores means and standard devia-
tions) showing degree of indirect conformity
on 3 items (see text). The higher the score,
the greater the agreement with the supervi-
sor’s arguments. Interaction t=3.67, p < .001.

Dependence Subjects Mean Star'ldz.lrd
(No.) score deviation
“Stable” supervisor
None 6 19.83 5.71
High 12 16.42 4.34
“Emotional” supervisor
None 6 14.50 6.57
High 10 23.30 2.54

ness of the subject’s solutions (thereby
determining how much money the sub-
ject would win or lose), but he had
varying degrees of freedom in reach-
ing this decision. In one experimental
condition it was clear that the super-
visor was “closed-to-influence”—he had
worked out the problem solutions in
advance and would be simply matching
the subject’s attempts at solution against
the predetermined ‘‘correct” answer.
In the experimental condition for the
remaining subjects, the supervisor was
much more “open-to-influence”—he was
free to determine, from problem to
problem, whether the subject was cor-
rect, and had not worked out the
solutions beforehand. Before the game
was actually played, the subject was
asked to work some practice problems
to get the “feel” of the task con-
fronting him. By rigging the results,
the experimenter made it clear to each
subject that he had done very poorly,
promoting the inference that he would
probably do quite poorly at the game
itself (where monetary stakes and his
prestige were involved).

After the practice game, the ex-
perimenter proposed that the subject
and the supervisor communicate with
each other in order to get acquainted

Table 2. Degree of conformity of opinion:
scores indicating change of opinion toward
the alleged position of the supervisor; the
higher the score, the greater the tendency to
agree with the supervisor. For each subject,
each of 20 items was scored -1 when the
subject moved from his original position
toward the “position” of the supervisor, and
zero when he did not. Interaction r=2.25,
p < .05. S, “solidarity”; P, “productivity.”

Supervisor Sgiecs Miean Standnd
“Open-to-influence”

S 9 8.9 1.6
P 10 6.7 1.9
“Closed-to-influence”

S 10 6.9 2.0
P 10 7.6 2.4

before the real game began. (This, it
was suggested, would make the game
more realistic, since workers and super-
visors do interact over coffee, in the
lunch room, and so on.) During this
get-acquainted session, a second in-
dependent variable was introduced, and
our measure of conformity was ob-
tained. The subject and the supervisor
were stationed in separate rooms dur-
ing the crucial interchange. Through
a speaker in his room the subject
“overheard” the experimenter interview
the supervisor. What he heard was in
fact one of two standardized tape re-
cordings. On one recording, played
to approximately half the subjects,
the supervisor presented himself as
especially interested in the “human”
side of business. In his comments he
stressed such factors as the spirit of
cooperation, the importance of getting
along with others, considerateness, and
understanding; we shall call him super-
visor S (for solidarity). On the other
recording, the supervisor emphasized
quality and quantity of job perform-
ance above all else; we shall call
him supervisor P (for productivity).
Our intent was to vary the  alleged
characteristics of the target person in
such a way that the tactical use of
agreement would be invited (super-
visor S) or discouraged (supervisor P) in
the “open-to-influence” condition. We
expected this variation to have little or
no impact in the “closed-to-influence”
condition.

Conformity was measured by the
now-familiar method of a bogus ‘“ex-
change of notes.” After listening to
the supervisor being interviewed, the
subject “exchanged views” with the
supervisor on a variety of issues. Be-
fore expressing an opinion, the subject
always received the corresponding
“opinion” of the supervisor; through
careful arrangement the received state-
ments differed systematically from the
opinions initially expressed by the sub-
ject on a classroom questionnaire. The
degree of conformity was scored by not-
ing, for each item on which there was a
planned discrepancy, whether or not
the subject had moved from his initial
position toward the alleged position
of the supervisor. If he had, a score
of 1 was assigned for that item; other-
wise no score was assigned. When
these values were summed across items
for each subject, the results came out
as shown in Table 2. Here it may be
seen that our theoretical predictions
were quite nicely confirmed: conform-
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ity is greatest when it is at least pos-
sible to affect the target person’s dis-
position to reward or punish by curry-
ing favor with him, and when he seems
to value accommodation and agree-
ment in general.

Another aspect of these results de-
serves comment. While, with the “open-
to-influence” condition, subjects tend
to agree more with S than with P,
as predicted, with the “closed-to-in-
fluence” condition there is a smaller,
reverse difference: subjects tend to agree
more with P than with S. This is
reminiscent of the results obtained by
Davis and Florquist (see Table 1) who
predicted and obtained more conform-
ity with the “opinions” of the stable
supervisor than with those of the emo-
tional supervisor in the “no-dependence”
condition. The emotional supervisor
perhaps is analogous to S in the ex-
periment just discussed, because his
credibility as an informed communi-
cator is relatively low. Therefore, when
there is no prospect of influencing
the supervisor (the “closed-to-influence”
conditions), and, when the subject has
no reason for agreeing with the super-
visor other than that he respects his
judgment, he tends to agree more
with P than with S. This parallels the
subject’s tendency to agree more with
the stable supervisor than with the
emotional supervisor in the “no-depend-
ence” condition of the Davis and
Florquist experiment. The major find-
ing, however, is that in both experi-
ments the subject expresses most agree-

150

ment with the (presumably) least-re-
spected supervisor—the most feared
or the most gullible—when the incen-
tives for trying to win approval are
high.

Summary

I have discussed four experiments
concerned with the use of agreement
as a tactic of ingratiation—as a means
of currying favor with a more powerful
individual. These experiments show that
the subtleties of human interaction are
amenable to controlled experimental
research, and they reveal some of the
specific tactical maneuvers likely to
be employed by those in a position
of contrived social dependence. 1 have
emphasized the “ingratiator’s” dilem-
ma, pointing out that dependence makes
ingratiation tactics less likely to suc-
ceed. In each of the four experiments,
it can be argued, this dilemma is re-
solved by some mixture of agreement
and disagreement, a mixture designed
to reduce the target person’s suspicions
and to protect the “actor” from ac-
knowledging his tactics to himself.

In the first experiment, agreement
was seen to be a joint function of
the status of the subject and the rele-
vance of the issue to the status hier-
archy. Agreement was neither uniform
nor slavish, but high-status subjects
conformed more on irrelevant items
and low-status subjects conformed more
on relevant ones. In the second ex-

periment, the subject reduced the dan-
ger of being judged an opportunistic
conformist by a tactical rating of his
confidence in the validity of his own
opinions. His disagreements with the
supposed views of the target person
were softened by public expressions
of low confidence in his own views
when he was highly dependent on a
target individual whose alleged opin-
ions were very close to his own. In
a third experiment, dependent subjects
avoided conformity on issues openly
endorsed by a threatening target per-
son but tended to agree with the latter’s
supporting arguments. In the last ex-
periment reported, subtlety was reflect-
ed in the decision to conform only
when the target person seemed likely
to appreciate agreement. The research
reported is obviously no more than
a first step toward understanding the
complexities of strategy in interper-
sonal behavior.
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