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'Abstract ' b
The present study desioned‘o examine how ‘a group leader is

= ﬁ‘-‘

atcepted% qroup manbens as ‘,legitimate in h'IS role. -Three indepen-

dent variaBles ('I) thé &‘1 “of se]ectinq a leader, (2) his general
‘expertise a& competence, 'atcd (3) the opportunity for group menbers

to become lnore‘irnfluentéal gn ﬁecision-making were: exa’mined in a simu-
N

&

a

-

AN

2

lated- court om. le relationships were structured SO as to create
di fferendo betwh?.jurors (menbers) and the Jjudge (leader) 1n power
and influence. Menbﬁs ’sessed the judge on two*important aSpects
"of 'Iegitimacy (1) the acoeptance of him jn his roTe of authority, and
(2) the wﬂ'lingness of merrbers to’ accept his assertions ofwinﬂuence
It was found that in four dependent measures asseSsing the .
acceptance of’ the Judge m ‘ni: r01e of authority there was a sigmfi-
cant main effect for quahfications (p < .01).  If the Judge had rated
:Mmﬂeif as ie]\qua]ified he was gi ven a stronger endorsement than.
when he appeared 1acking in quahfications Furthermore, the Judqe
\& rated as ,b,g;{g more attractive and Jurors were. better satisfied
with his per_fomance if he‘appeared to be well qualifted than if he
appeared 'Iacking in qualifications (p < 025') A
An 1nte;est1ng and significant relatiomship between the ﬁiethod"
of selecting the judge and his quahfications_ was observed. If the
qualifications of the judge 'were Tow, jurors rated the method of -
'selection as more fair if he was elected rather than appointed by the
experimenter However, there was no. difference in the fairness of the
different selection procedures if the Judge was high in quahfications
(p 01) Lo IR

iv . ‘ -
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. Concerning,the Judge's 1nf1uence only the‘Juror s confidence

"about the verd1ct was affected. 1t was found that jurors werethnre

_ conf}dent about the verdict if the judge appeared we11 Qua11f1ed than. '

ifﬁhb appeared&ackmg in qua]ifications (p « .05). o o

An. analysis of voters and ﬂonvoters 1n the electionQCOndition

demonstrated that voters were.more 11ke1y to change the1§ veqﬁicfs 1n

&

status d1fferences clearly altered juror s percept1ons of the judgb

agreement with the judge s verdict (p < .05) and rated h1m as’ nnue
attrattive than did nonvoters (p < .05). A correlational analys%s ’

revealed that Jurors who had perce1ved the Judge as more attractive

.,were more suscept1b1e to his. 1nfTuence (p < .01). '

It was conc1uded that in the simulated c0urtroom, power and

The Judge S qua11f1cat10ns affected juror's. percept1ons of the Judqe
¢

as we11 as perceptlons of their own ro]e Furthermore, 1t was sug--

' gested that the judge's 1eqit1maCy was determined more by.his quali-
f1cat1ons and expert1se than whether or not the method of his .selection

_ appeared "democratic". F1na11y it was conc]uded that even the poten-

t1a1 to part1t1pate was effective in produc1no greater satisfact1on
/—— ’

Al

‘annno the jurors and 1ncreased the favorab]eness of the1r eva]uat1ons

of the task and the judge. = e

S

.
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- . Introduction ' oL _ Ny
. ! . . . R . ‘r‘ i ” » ' ’ . ‘
> ./ prominent.among the several.c¢lements ipvolyed .in the leddership N\

-

-

process are the nature of peASOn qho exerts i®™luence, the needs and v ¢

-

expectations of group members, and the deqree of structure in the

1

.inxeract1on situation: These é1ements may‘be*Tnterrelated 4R- various~~ms_._e_

ways' in detérmining a leader's effectiveness to assist the group in

achieving its goals. Ly ‘ . .

/

Con51derab1e research in” the area of leadership has focuzgd on’

" how effect1ve1y a leader performs the functions of Teadersh1p once his

position has been establfshed (Fiedler, 1971). One way of ‘considering
: - { . . » . . .

1eader-efﬁectiveness is to study how'a leader. is "validated" in his

role by the group memberé. Secord and Backman'(]964) refer to/this.

process of validating the )eader by the group members as the accep-
° . A .

tance of the lea er as 1eq1tﬂ/ate in his’ role. ‘ ‘
- —

Research on the questiaon of leader 1eg1t1macy has FEma1ned F51a-'

tively uneiblored (Hol]ander and’ Ju11an 1968)( ‘Early attempts to _Q AN

identify leader character1st1cs underﬁy1nu the acceptance of a leader's
1
1eq1t1macy have been 11m1ted by methodoloo1ca1 1nadequac1es and incon- .

sistent results. The purpose of the present research was to. 1dent1fy o

e

and extend those factors wh1ch could be cons1dered as poss1b1e deter-'

minants of 1eq1t1macy o }‘ - | , .

/

There are several d]fferent aspects of 1eader 1eq1t1macy whlch )

‘cou1d have been conszdered in the scope of th1s study Oniy two how-

»*
ever, were included: _the acceptance of a leader in h1s ro]e as ans .-

~

authority, and the w1111ngness to respond affirmatively to his asser-

tions of inf1uence. Thus it was assumed that the extentulo‘which a _ ‘



[ . L} ’ ~

‘ - N
. . . -
. . .
~ / . w ot .2 i
' : . "R\ ., .

«» »

-leader was }avorably endorsed by t#e group meirhers and exerted a fh"s'-j ‘

probortionate‘amount of influence would indicate the degree of 1pg{- :

'tlmacy the leader was perce1ved to have in his rele. / : | ‘ -ﬂn
In fram1ng this study, three'var1ab1es were 1nc1uded as 1mpor-‘. '

tant determlnants of .a follower s acceptance of the leadership role

v

and h1s suscept1b111ty to Teader influence. “These were: (TF the met="
hod of se]ect1nq a 1eader, by e1ect1on or appo1ntment, {2) qua11f1ca—

tions of the person chosent for the 1eadersh1p role; either ue]ative]y

~

’

" well qua11f1ed Br/relat1ve1y unquatlified, "and (3) mob111ty in the group
structure e1ther givina the subjects the potent1al opportun1ty to in-
ncrease their part1c1patton in the dec1s1on mak1nq procesi or not?®
gtving them th1s opportun1ty “In several stud1es it had Peen hypot-.
hes1zed that the source of the leader! S a;thor1ty, whether 1nterna1
'nor externa] to the group, is cruc1a¥ QG an. \nd1v1dua1 S acceptance
of a leader (Hotlander and Ju11an, 1970 Goldman and Fraas, 1965;
Cohen and Bennis, 1961 Raven and French 1958) Go]dman and Fraas
used four select1on procedurés to’ determfne if qroup performance was ~
-re]ated to the source of a leader S author1ty " These procedures were:
(a) 1eader e]ected by a group vote' (b) Teader selected by th: eXper1-
menter, (c) leader selected accordlngrto ability to perform the.group
;task; and (d) no Peader appointed, ‘The‘authors found that the grouﬁs
'which iﬁproved the most in perfdrmance were those ;n which the leader
was. e]écted or had been se]ected by the exper1menter/on the basis of
h15 super1or performance in pre -test tr1al§ By contrast, if !he
j']eader was arb1trar11y appofinted or if the group had no 1eader, per-‘

formance showgd little 1mprovement ‘The results 1nd1cated that qroup

readily accepted an appo1nted leader 1f his choice seemed Justnf1ed.:

~ . ya
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pby h1s previous performance on the  task. Although Go]dman and Fraas

d

do not mention this poss1bv11ty, it may be that the person chosen by

—

the experimenter on the bés1s of h1s competence wou]d also have

nherded as_the group s ]eader in an election procedure.

- ,“ ﬁaven and French (1958) also useh‘\shelect1on procedure to .

determine 1f a member‘s part1c1patlon.1n e selection procedure
S . ' f :

. g , . . 4
affected his pekceptions of‘the'leader's Tegitimacy. They hypothe- ¥

‘sized that if a member perceives his.qroup'as supportinq the leader

in h1s pos1t1on he will be-more accept1nq of the leader's legitimate ., @

~

'r1ght to that pos1t1on. Furthermore, they expected that if a group

member perceived‘the 1eader as hav1ng a legitimate right to that

,pos1t1on, he would perce1ve the 1eader\___mgre attractive and also .

r hd i

conform to. his 1nf]uence attempts Raven and French, us1nq an ex- - .

, per1menta1]y created work group'whlch was hierarchically structured

arcord1nq to the member's ro]es, found that subjects accepted the

1eader S author1ty most if he had group support (elected by the

group), However, 1f the_]eader.had no group support (the 1eader was

i

self-appointed), he was not. given as strong an endorsement. To

- determine if the group.members found an “e1ected" leader to be.more
b
gattract1ve than the se]f—app01nted leader, subjects were asked to

.rate how much they 11ked him. * The difference between the,support /

and no support conditions, although not statistica11y significant,
was in the predicted direction. Similarly, the leader's inf]uence.A

which was tested by a subject's conpliance to instructions te]Jinq

~him to s]ow down and do h1s work more carefu]ly yielded gesu]ts

wh1ch were in the pred]cted d1rect1on but. on]y 51qn1f1cant at the

7

.08 level oflconf1dence The ‘results showed that the none]ected



.more often than appointed‘leaders. ‘In the experiment, hatf of the

- Subjects were run in a wpee1A1cehtra]) networkifor 15 trials with an

‘g 4
supervisor also had considerable influence over the subject's be-

havior. ' Raven ahd Frengﬁ concluded that the occupation of a leader-

wsh1p posit1on may in itself lend cons1derab1e 1eq1t1macy to the

person who fu]fllls that ro]e

In another study examining the election procedure Cohen and

“

Jonnis 01961) used Bave]asteavittdcommunication networks to deter-
q - = ‘ " . ‘
mine if’%lected leaders were chosen to continue in this capacity

appointed leader and then giveh the opportunity to.elect anew L(_
\

1eader while the other half of the groups were not given this chance.
R
During the test phase, all subJects were- arranged in a circle (de- )

central) network in which measures were taken to determine whether

its members maintained the previously elected leader to.a greater}

extent than qroups that had no such e]ection)ggportunity : Since the

“results were s1gn1f1cant and in “the pred1cted direction, Cohen and

Bennis contluded that 1nvo]vement 1n the decision- mak1nq process
1ncreased_the perceived ]eg1t1macy and 1nf1uence'of-the leader.

Hollander and Julian (1970), in a series of three experiments,

..also studied the effects of-increasing a’]eader's'Tegitimacy-usinq

an'election'procedure The authors, as in all previous experiments, .

. hypothes1zed that an e]ect1on procedure wou]d q1ve the leader greater

1eq1t1macy and 1nf1uence than an appo1ntment procedure ~In one

'exper1ment the authors asked subJects to rate the acceptab111ty of

™ a stimulus person who varied in competence, source of h1s authorIty,

motivation with regard to the group members, and motivation

]
c~ .
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>

/hncorninq~thv'qroup's ‘qoals. The resu]ts failed, however, to show ey

that elected beaders were perce1ved as more 1eq1tthate than appointed R
leaders. In a second expernment, using a task max1m121nq face-to-".
face contact under more naturallst1c cond1t1ons, they found that the _
source of a 1eader S author1ty was re]ated to the subJect's w1111nq-
ness to adm1t to being influenced: by the leader. However 'elected
1eaders were not perceived as more attract1ve 1eg1t1mate or exert-
ing mbre influence than appointed 1eaders. . - 4[’\~
The studies which have attempteduto.determine_if_e]ected lea-
ders were perceived'as more ]egitimate than appointed leaders have
.nmtijth'jncons1stent'findings:ttAlthough'some research has indicated
thatve]ected leaders are ascribed more\1egitimacy than appointed
1eaders; other studies have failed to-support that conolusion Ina
review of only those stud1es wh1ch have affirmed a re]at1onsh1p o
’ between legitmacy and the method of selecting a Teader 1tmwas found
' that the e]ect1on of the leader may "havebeen confounded w1th the
competence of the pe:son chosen as the leader. ‘Eor examp]e, in the_ ‘_ R
Cohen anthennis study (1961) no mention at all was ‘made of Teader
competence S1nce the. election’ procedure allowed: the sub1ects to
choose the mos t competent 1nd1v1dua1 that person was probably re-
~ tained in the test phase because of -his demonstratedvability' But
the exner1menter in the antecedent whee] condition may well have .
appo1nted a person who by his performance did not appear. ‘to be the
most competent person. Thus he Was not chosen in the test phase_to_ ;. i ,
continue in this capacity because he was not percetved as.- the best

‘person for the position, Either the experimenter would have had to

. i . - ) .
‘ - _ : S ) '
’ . . - a .



rig the e]ectlslilgo that the outcome was random]y determ1ned or ,/’

. appo1nt thprnnst competent person after the 1n1t1a] 15 trials in the
whee] network Only tnen could it be concluded that an election a]one L
extended qreater 1eg1t1macy to the 1eader than app01ntment |
S1m11ar1y, Raven and French did not have their subaects rate
the perceived competence of the elected or se1f~appo1nted 1eaders _
In the appo1ntment condition, the 1eader 1ntroduced himself 1nto the
experiment as one of the group menbers who had s1mp1y asked the
a]ready.e1ected,1eader to change positions w1thvh1m in the work
group - One would expect that a leader who was appointed by an ex-+
per1menter wodﬂd have greater credibility than the. se]f appo1nted
j leader in theiw study However Raven and French did find that sub-
Jpcts attributed a surpr1s1ng]y high degree of legitimacy to the
—{e1f~appointed person o S . ‘
In contrast to these stud1es, research which has been unab]e
to demonstrate a re]at1onsh1p between the method_of selecting a.
1eader and'legitjmacy .systematitaf1y varied competence in the
research design For examp]e both Hollander. and Ju1ian (1970) and
Goldman and Fraas (1965) were unable’ to find support for the hypo- }
thesis that elected 1eaders were perce1ved as. more 1eq1t1mate than
‘appo1nted ]eaders However a number of stud1es have\shown that -
competence alone is related to ]eq1t1macy (e: g., Croner and Willis,
1961 Hollander, 1960 Mausner, 1954) In these studies’ it was
4 found that individuals who are perce1ved as competent compared to

those who are perceived as lacking competence exert qreater 1nf1uence

on other' s task performance. On the basis of the1r work Ho]]ander

T
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and Julian (1970) concluded that a 1eader's.inf1uence depends mainly
A N .

\

7'part1ctoat10n more than did 1ow competent spdkesmen ' "

“man was re3ectedﬁregard1ess of

on how competent others in the group-he]ieve.he is in helping the

qroup achieve its goals or in maintaining jts functions. If thé

. 1eader was seen ‘favorably in this respect these authors argued that |

his subsequent assertions of influence wou]d be more readily accepted,

‘even‘if they represented devjations from gfoup norms. Reactions to

the spokesman in the Hollander and Ju]ian'(1970) studies (sstified

L] I3 ! ’ \ ’
tq the igpartance of his perceived abilities and expertise. In .
these studies the high competent spokesmen were perceived to make

more\of a contributi’bon to the discussion, ‘were considered‘fo be W .

\' better qualified and increased members' satisfaction with their own

» LI
Ay

P]though the 1mportance of the cancept of competence has. been‘.' o

- frequently\ confirmed in prev1ous research, 1ts_re]at1onsh1p to the

. ‘method of selecting a .leader remains relatively unexplored‘ In a

] .
series of studies by Hollander and Julian (1970) however, it was-
found. that comp tence is compleily re]éted,to the d1fferences in

1egitﬁmacy betWQEn appointed'and'e]ectedf]eaders as we]] as task

-success. . These authors used d1scu551on groups which. were gﬁven the

’task of determ1n1ng he. verd1ct of a hypothet1ca1 frlend of the group

members who was accuse of cheatvng on an exam1nat1on They showed

that the source of a ie der S author1ty, by e]ectlon or appo1ntment
was reacted to d1fferent1 by the group memhers, particularly in _

their cont1nued onddrsement of him in his ro]e as .a’ 1eader » Specifi-

- cally, they found that "for.‘he electrd spokesman, an 1ncompetent

his wmiess at the task, whereas

P
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sutcesskjncreased‘the endorsement of the competent man. For the

“appointed“spokeSman:—however;—it—was—the;competent~man—who—was-rela*u—________:

tively immune to the effects of suctess or‘failure,,while his in-

.

.
N\

competent counterpart sufféred a dramaticallj lowered endorsement if,

he failed". Thus,_dependung on the fo]]ower S nercept1on of the .
lcader's 1n1t1a1 competence, e]ected leaders who were unsuccessful

at represent1ng the group we e susceptlble to a withdrawal of group

4 ]

support.

One purpose the present study was to examine how competence

and the method of sélecting a 1eader affected an individua1's1per-
ceptions-of the 1eader's 1egftimacy. A]though thére.is some evidence
that e]eéted leaders are perceived to he more.1egttﬁmate than ap-
po1nted leaders, could it be that d1fferences hetween e]ect1on and
appo1ntment are due to dlfferences in competence a]one7 Or, do

competence and 1eader se]ect1on‘1nteract with each other to produce

dlfferenCes'1n Teader 1e§1t1macy7 .Th1s 1atter cons1derat1on would
‘be COnsistent &ith some of the reviewed research f1nd1ngs. It-may.
he that when an 1nd1v1dua] is perceived as competent by the qroup
.lmembers, hns se]ect1on as the group 1eader whether by app01ntment
or election), would receive group Support. however, if the leader is
haperceived a lacking competence his-appo1ntment may appear to be -
arb1trary and contrary to’the group’ 's 1nterests and so. resu]t in
the w1thdrawa] of support. On the other hand, e]ect1on of a person
1ack1ng in competence may give the appearance of group support and:
so extend 1eq1t1macy to the 1eader S ro]e 4

Besides competence and the method of selecting a leader as

2
L]
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possib]e determinants of leader 1eq1t1mach_some_autﬁors=ha¥e_rea-

soned that part1c1pat1on in the group's dec1sions may 1ncrease the |
percept1on of the leader as 1eg1t1mate in h1s role (Thibaut and -
Kelley," 1968) Many studies in 1ndustr1a1 orqan1zat1ons and smal]
groups have frequ !y demonstrated that momber participatign in
.. decision- makvgg JS re1dted to quUp sat1sfact1on and acceptance of
a 1eader (Glbb 1968) _ ‘

Part1r1pat1on has been cons1dered in the research 11terature
in at least two d1fferent ways. Cohen and Benn1s (1961) cons1dered
part1c1pat1on in the se]ect1on process as -a poss1b1e determ1nant of
Jeader 1eq1t1macy Specifically,’ these authors hypothes1zed that
e]ected leaders wou]d be perceived as, more Teq1t1mate than appo1nted
1eaders because group members had. part1c1pated in the e]ect1on hut
not in theﬁappo1ntment procedure However no dlrect test of this .
hypothes1s has been carried out On the other hahd part1c1pat1on

0

has been oon51dered in a more qeneral sehse as 1nd1vhdua] group'mem-
bers 1nc]us1on in the ongo1ng act1v1t1es o; thefgroup dn an A'
attempt to examine this kind of part1c1pat1on Ke]1ey (1951) found

- that for subJects who felt they had 11tt1e 1nf1uence thewposS1b111ty

of upward mob111ty seems to have reduced the unattract1ven%§s of ~

the1r posvt1on - However, the preference of the 1nd1v1dua1 in the low

1nfluence cond1t1on for the h1gh influence pos1t1on tended to dis-

appear when the poss1b111ty of mov1nq upwards seemed deflnltely

b]ocked ' {. |
g

Thus it was dec1ded to exam1ne how the potential to part1c1pate

1n the decision- mak1na process wou]d affect leader 1eg1t1macy It

N
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wan expectedithat if suh]ortq weng qiven an Opportun1ty to chanae to

o

T mdFE‘ﬁﬁFth?DatTyc—roqe-@#bbr%e—rendxtxon),_Lhey‘Muud(ldrantggreatér

g1t1macy to the fP%der,;han when this opportun1ty was unava11ab1e
P
(no mob1]1ty rond1t1on) A further cons1derat1on of this research

R
was to oxam1ne part1c1nét1on in the more l1m1ted sense of part1c1pn
fldn 1n ﬁhe elecfgpn procedurp A(cnrd1nq fo Cohen and Bennis (1961)

.

it rou]d be experted that pérsons who partwtlpate in the election will

bn re]at1vo[y ‘more - éht1sf1ed and thond areater led1t1macy to thP
& v Y
leader s role thaﬁipprsane who do not part1c1pa¢c Thus it was ex—

13 N

fnv(tpd Lhat voterr wou]d extend greater leqgitimacy to fhe 1eader

lhan ndnvntq&s 1n«an o]ert1on procedure

e a0 :w 7 st " " Y
fﬁulhe Pgoblem LA Lo
\! “ . . * ’ . ‘“ . ' 2
Mt 1%ast twd’d1ff1cu1t1es cnnfronted the srudwes reviewed on
’ 3 s~ .

lcador 1901t1ﬂmcy “.One 1nvo)ved the soc1a1 situation used to test

the hypotbpses ~At best the tasks given subJects were tr1vxa] and

 unrela€ed to life- 11ke s1tuat1ons In tb1s exper1ment the need for R
Ha\HiLraRchical social s1tuat1on in wh1ch leader and follower.roles

_vnv«zgﬂear]y d1ffprent1ated was sat1~f1od by asking subJects to .

- [N

> part1c1pate as “members of a court of 1aw to cons1der severa] rr1m1na1

'gnsos Th1< procpdure had the advantaae of st1mu1af1nq face to- faco

1ntvract1nn 1n a situation’ where cach 1nd1v1dua1 S roTn could be ..

~

varied in 1nf1uence and a6211ty to part1c1pat9 in the verdn(t of
ﬁ

the courf To faci]itate ro]e differentnat1on in the group, the

-~

Judqe S ro]e was dPSCP1de as h1dhly 1nf1uent1a1 ‘and important.,

whernas Jury members were descr1bed as observers ob11oed to afcept

d1rétt1yes,from the judqe. The* courtroom was thus used as#a stage .

. —
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to develop the ne1ationship between the high'power'role of ‘the judge

- *
(1eader) and. the Tow power role of the Jury member (fo]]ower)

\

A second d1ff1cu1ty w1th studies of leader 1eg1t1macy concerns

the abi]ity to make comparisons bepyeen the research f1nd1ngs. Due

td the variety of dependent measures and procedures used, few of the 7‘

“

find{ngs provide replicatians for previous research. To satisfy the

B 4

need for making comparisons with otheggbtudies, a wide range of

dependent measures was used to assess subject's perceptions of the
leader. . n . { .

In the currbnt study thé effects of three variables on ascrib- ig
ing leader legitfnaCy were examined: (1).tné method of selecting a fiﬁ'
1eader, &?) qua11f1cat1ons of the person chosen for the leadership |
ro1e and (3). the potent1a1 opportun1ty to part1c1pate in the dec151on-
making process. | T

In seiettfng_a person for the 1eadefsnip position, three_con%
'-ditidns were compéred. fn’the first, subjects were q]loned to e]eFt
'->an individual.io the leadgrship role; second, the Té;der was appointeda_
' hyithé exﬁerimenter and third,'some d%mbers vere given'the opportunitj.

k)

he leader -and-some members were not aiven this oppor-

his last condition was included in order to assess how
persons wh had part1c1pated in the election differed from persons a
"~ who had not been given thlsfopportun1ty in ascribing legitimacy tq

the "elected" Teader.

Hypotheses

1. .It'wa§ hypotheszed thaf a leader who was perceived as competent)

i
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ror the position would be perceived —as-more—Tegitimate than—an—— =
‘ : . " ]
. :

individual who was pfesented‘aﬁ Tacking competence.
7. It was.predipted that'the possibility of jncreased‘participation

~in the decision-making process.woplq increase subjects! acceptance

of the 1eader S 1eg1t1macy , .. |

3f IA]though some research indicates that elected leaders were per- |

s « . .

ceived as more 1eg1t1mate than appointed leaders, it,was hypo-
thesized that competence wou]d 1nf1uence th1s re]at1onsh1p
Spec1f1ca1]y, 1t was predicted that e]ected leaders would. be

percelved as more 1eg1t1mate than appointed leaders on]y if the

-~

1eader d1d not appear to be qua11f7ed for the 1eadersh1p role
4. It was hypothes1zed that voters wou]d extend gneater legitimacy
o . .
- to the leader than nonvoters in an e]ectwn ppocedure & '

14
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‘Subjects
| _ The subjects mere 240 male students-enrolled in the‘introduc—
tory course of psychology at the University of Alberta. Students'
choseito particﬁpate in the experiment‘for'partja] fulfillment of
course requtrements.' qujectq7mere randomly assigned to one of 48
qroups;.each drOup being'composed,of 5 persons and a confederate of
the cxperinenter. | | |
’ <

Procedure : . .

Oo"arrivinngor the experiment, subjects were seated around 3a
rectadbular table on which had been placed 6 color cards' for pur-

’poses of identification. The subjects were asked to participate in
. / /

© . a courtrodm drama requ1r1ng them to ro]e p]ay var1qgs members of

“the court. SubJects were to]d that 1t was of 1nterest to know how
persons perce1ve a court case from the perspective of d1fferent
character roles in the courtroom They were to]d that two hypothet—
ical cases, based on actual occurrences, would be presented Their
task was to make judgments about the case from the character_ro]e

they were ‘assigned. o

SubJects werd told that the court was composed of four pr1n-
cipal members; th qudge, prosecuto s defense, and Jury. The role

<

of the judge was described as a‘high power role relative to the

other court members. The‘judge was assignéd the task of giving the
. .

-13
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ments presented.  He wac g1ven the power to object to prosecution
or'dnfensé arquments. The judge was also rggp1red to ass1qn the ' f
other subjects to their reSpectave ro]es"L “the court and.to read .
N the case mater1a]s |
The prosecutor and defense ro]es were a]so descrlbed as act1ve Lo
"and important. The prosecutor was requ1red to arque that the de-
fendant, was gu1]ty as charged, on the bas1s/of any 1nformat1on ‘given
. or 1nferred from .the summary transcript. Similarly the defense had
‘to prepare an 1nterpretat1on of the case which wou]d fagor a ver-

d1ct of not gu11ty . In e1ther case the prosecut1on and defense were

+ requested to present arguments consistent with their roles, no matter

' what their personal beliefs were.
\ The Jury members' roles were defined as nonactive. They-were
not” a]]owed to discuss the case among themse]ves nor to -ask any
Aquest1ons dur1ng the proceed1ngs The task of the Jury members was
-exp1a1ned as requiring them to obJect1ve1y eva]uate the arguments of

the prosecutor and the defense to determ1ne who argued his p051t1on

more effectively. = | ' - . ‘§’,r
. After the character'ro]es had beeh’defined and their duttes
R \\\; ' outlined, Sthects part1c1pated in the se]ect1on of the judge. To.
f1nd the best cho1ce from among the group membe;s, they were asked'
to fill out, forms regard1ng the1r qua]1f1cat1ons for this role.
Th1s form, wh1ch 1s presented in Append1x A, asked the subjects to

" rate themse]ves on, the1r ability to be persuas1ve, 1oq1ca1 conf1-

dent etc: SubJeCtS used ,the co]or coded cards for purposes of

e

—_ “f‘mé] : ve rdict to fﬁé— court -on -the- baS—'iS"Of"'the'—infgtma*'j'on;'and"’ar*gu“-‘ e
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“{dentifying themse1ves“to’thE“group:members:-—Onwcomp1etionrof»thise;L~—i~dﬁuw

quest1onna1re subjects were asked to pasq the forms to their left

A }

to study how the other persons had rated themselves. After the » R

subjects had read a11 ‘the self-ratings, the experimenter to]d-them
a Judge wou]d be chosen from among the’ group members . <
Three different procedures were used to choose the Judge In

one cond1t1on subfects were told that the judqe wou1d be chosen by :
aﬁ election - a method which hdd, been accepted unanimously by a A
" number of prev1ous groups.‘ This instruction is similar to that used

by French and Raven- ]9581 des1gned to estab11sh the 1eg1}1macy of
» the election procedure as a means of des1gnat1ng the Judge In the‘ ~

+

e]ect1on cond1t10n SubJeCtS were requested to mark a preferent1a1

ba11ot for the person they thought would be the best chpice for the

ro]e The ba]]ot form is presented in Apdendlx B The ba11ots were
™

counted by the exper1menter who after some cons1derat1on announced

that the "subJect" who was actua]]y the confedé’bte was chosen as

) . .

the judge.

In the second cond1t1on an appointment procedure was used.
After each SUbJeCt had exam1ned all the qualification forms, the‘
exper1menter co11ected‘them After a few moments of studying the
forms, the exper1menter appo1nted the subJect who was in fact the

confederate to f111 the Judge S ro]e e

[y

The third condition was a part1a1 e]ectlon procedure used “to
tompare voters and nonvoters. Subjects were told that.they had to
draw lots to determine who could voté in an election for the judge.

No Exp1anation.for this procedure was offered, except that the .

\
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—experiment_required some_people. to_vote and prevented others from L

-~

doing so. The 1ots were distributed so that equa] nunbers of per-. -
sons voted or were prevented from doing so. Votes were counted and
scored ‘in the shme manner as in the electiﬁh'condition

z'\_ R ‘
In every case, whether by election or by appo1ntment the .

i,confederate was chosen to be the judge. The confederate had either

- rated himsedf as very qualified or below average in qualifications .

. for his role. A oua1ified confederate rated hihse1f~as‘a student of

h1aw' a-:good lawyer, articu]ate,tlogical,'etc. In the 1ow4o0a1itica4

tions’ condition, the confederate rated h1mself as a student of plant

2

sc1ences, a poor lawyer, and Tow on the descriptive adJecttve jtems.

) Append1x € presents the self- rat1ngs of the confederate 1n the high

~ and low qua11f1catlons conditions.

Once ‘the confederate had been se]ected as the judge, he was S

’

~ asked to appo1nt persqps to the rema1n1ng roles. A]though'the con- e

federate appeared to carefu]]y consider his choices, SubJectS were

'assigned on a random'basis. After the assignment ofAroles had been

made , fsubjects°moved to a new seating arrangement 4in a different

"part of the room. A dlagram of th1s arrangement is shown in Appendlx

tions concerning changing ro]es in the -second case. " The instructions,
. . | . Y : N

adapted from'Cohen (1958), were designed to create'both status and

D. Each subJect was. seated at a tab]e on which had been placed a
card 1abe111ng h1s character role.

~ Before the flrst case was nresented, subJects received instruc-
: %

power differences between the roles. Cohen defined, status in terms

) - - 3 * ' ‘.- ph - - - - 3 *
of the desirability and satisfaction provided by participating fn a J

’
1
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ro]e and power as-the control an individual had over sat1sfy1ng his

own and others needs. In the Mob11e cond1t1on the jurors were

told, "The other members of the court have much more to say concern-

ing the verdict and you wou]d probab1y f1nd the1r JObS more 1nter-

”

esting and 1mportant than your own.  We fee] that it 1s 1mportant

that everyone be allowed to express their views and so. you will be

"q1ven the opportunlty to part1c1pate in a more. satisfying role". In

the Nonmobile-condition, the Jurors were told, "The ofhe;fmembers of
the court have much more to say. concern1ng the verd1ct and you wou]d
probab]y f1nd their jobs ‘more 1nterest1ng and 1mportant than your

ovin. Tt would be nice if some of you: could be g1ven the opportun1ty

" to part1c1pate in a more sat1sfy1ng role, but in order for the-

]

' ourt to work best “we want them to stay on in orden«for them to get

used to 1t"."‘ o o - "1a~

‘The court case “used was that of John Williams versus the Crown

on a charge of non- capital murder. The case was adapted fromsSears

_and Freedman (1965) and ‘was se]ected because of . 1ts amb1qu1ty which

did not favor a part1cu1ar verd1ct The case is presented in Appen-

o

‘d1x E.

To begin the court sess1on, portfo11os were presented to the-

]

‘prosecutor defense and the Judge The judge was asked to. read the :

case a1oud SO the rema1nder of the -court members cou]d fam1]1ar1ze

- themse]ves w1th the deta11s of the case Once the case had been

read, the prosecutpr and defense were lnstructed to prepare thelr

respect1ve gases " They were to1d to construct -an -interpretation of

~ the facts presented to favor a poswt1on cons1stent with the1r role.

v
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During the three minutes prov1ded to prepare arguments,, the Jury was
asked to rate what they thought the verdict should be. This pre-

'verd1ct quest1onna1re is presented in Appendﬂx F. These forms were

]

“Acollected before the arguments were’ presented “in-the case‘-»~~41~5u1~fqu e

-

To ensure that the treatment conditions were simitar-for groups ’}f
in the same cond1t10n the confederate s role had been previously
standard1zed and- rehearsed To begin the tr1a1 the exper1menter ‘i
,1nstructed the Judge to call.om the two 1awyers to alternate 1n their
arquments Durlng the proceed1ngs, the judge' s part1c1pat10n in the
court was the same for all subJects To fac111tate the 1mportance
of the judge's role, at an appropriate moment he asked‘two questions,
-one of the prosecutioneand one'of'thetdefense.- These questigns were
used to g1ve the 1mpress1on that the Judge was a part1c1pat1na member
of the court They were *designed t3 be nond1rect1ve and d1d hot

-ref]ect a b1as on the part of the Judge toward the case. Of the

prosecutxon he'asked "How wou]d ‘you exp]arn the fact that 1t was

“Mr. Burdick who p1cked up N T§1fe and not'John’“,-and of the de-
fense he asked, "How would you. explain the po]1ce expert s test1mdny
"vabout the'ang]e.of entry,of the knife 1f'John did not stab Mr. Bur-
dick?" _i;-u. | | -

. Once each 1awyer had spoken at 1e§st tw1ce and about J1ve
minutes had e]apsed the exper1mente - asked the judge to d1str1bute
forms to the jury request1ng them to'rate who had argued the case.
more effect1ve1y The quest1on was, "In your own view who do you
'th1nk argued ‘the more effect1ve case7"'aAfter the jury members hadg

written down their choices, they vere told they would be g1ven
. ’ o B i A

o
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additiona] information concerning the case The information, which

either strong]y av ‘fgcase for the prosecution or the defense,

was de51gned ‘to facilitate attitude change toward the defendant

. The presentation of *his 1nformation was 1ntroduced by te]iing the -
subjects, "We now wou]d like you to con51der an 1nterpretation of
this case prepared by an- 1nd1v1dual familiar w1th the originai
transcript of the trial”. Nhether the presentation favored the
prosecution or the defense,.some of the information was contradlc-
tory to the summary of the transcript read at the beq1nn1ng of the
trial. Th1s a]]owed subJects to either accept or reJect the 1nter-ﬁ
pretation as valid. The\arquments used in the consideration which
favored either the prosecution or the defense were adapted from
: Sandilands (1969) Con51derations favoring acqu1tta1 are presented’
'Jn Appendix G and con51derations favorinq conv1ction are presented |
in Appendix H. »

After this information had been presented the Judge was asked
'to give his verdict and his reason for it on the ba51s of, "the |
',prosecution and defense arguments, the summary transcript and the
1nterpretation based on the oriqinal “transcript". “The Judge then
presented his summary statement in which h]S verdict was: con51stent
with the additional 1nfonnation presented He stated his reasons ; .
‘for the verdict as his acceptance of the new 1nformation presented
as demonstrating the defendant' s guiit,or innocence. The Judge s
endorsement of this 1nformation constituted an 1nf1uence attempt to
'have the Jury members accept h1S verdict

The Judge was thanked for his verdict and the experimenter 4

a0

A
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. 1nstructed the SubJects that they wou]d cont1nue w1th the next case
~T/\a?_'bt';;:p/'che comp1et1on of some forms concernlng their 1mpress1ons of
| —the-first éase - -This-form’ 1nc1uded the depenFent_measures ‘and ‘manip-
u]at1onlkhecks reported_1n the Results sectlon..\See‘Append1x,I for
this quest1onna1re A]ong with this questionnaire the jury members
were’ ‘asked to again. comp1ete Form F _(Appendix F) wh1ch required them
to evdluate the verd1ct on the bas1s of any 1nformat1on they had
recelved since they f1rst filled it out. ~ ' .

On comp]et1on of these forms, subjects were asked a number of
open ended*quest1ons concern1ng their 1mpress1ons of . the case the
se]ect1on of the judge and the proceed1ngs of the tr1a1 "An attempt
was made to determine what subjects thought the purpose of the‘
experiment was as well -as what. they thought the exper1menter hoped'
to find. After the d1scuss1on, subjects viere to]d that the second v
case:wou]d not be cons1dered and they were to]d the actua] nature

of  the study.

M



Results

. ’

“_H“,_Io,testmthe;hypotheses,zseveral~dependéntemeasures~were~exam=~f%>~m
‘ined. These 1nc1uded four measures of SubJects percept1ons of the .

‘)udqe two measures of the judge's. 1nf1uence and- one measu;e of

subqects sat1sfact1on with -their own role. ‘Prlor\to the analysis
of these dehendent'measures, a number of Ehecks were oompleted to
determ1ne if the’ man1pu]at1ons had begn effect1ve Inc]uded in

the pre11m1nary ana1ys1s were 144 subJects who had participated as'
mock Jury members in ‘the case of John w1111ams versus - the Crgwn on
a charqe of non- capltal murder ' The summa(y tab]es of all the re-

su]ts are presented 1n Append1x J.

_ Court Structure IR o

To test the hypotheses, it was necessary to“Create'a social

Lstructure in wh1ch the power ass1qned to the ro]es was “hierarchically

d1str1buted The 1nstruct1ons were des1gned to ass1qn the qreatest

'1nf1uence ‘to the role of Judge and the least 1nf1uence to the role .

of a jury member. To test if the subJects perce1ved the1r ro]q as

©

having ]1tt1e influence re]at]ve to the Judqe s. role, they were asked
O

¥to rate how much 1nf1uence they fe]t they had -in the courtroom A

7 po1nt scale was - used with 1 represent1ng no 1nf1uence at a]l ‘and
7 reflecting a great deal of perceiVed inf]uence The'overa11

mean perce1ved 1nf]uence score for ]44 Jury members was X 2 32
(SD 5. 01) "By’ compar1son a second ana]ySIS was carr1ed out

td‘determine Tf the-subJects perceived the Judge to. have more

1. .

.
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influence than themselves. The mean.1nf1uence ratina assigned to

the judge's role was X = 5.86 (SD = 4.20). The'dffference-between

o ) . A .
. the inf]uence they perceived themselves to have and their rating of

- the )udqe S 1nf1uence was found to be h1qh1y s1qn1f1cant (t = 6.56,
df = 94 p < .01), . ) -
In addition to the_‘jur(‘)rs'l ratihgs of percefved 1nf1uence,
t prosecutors and:defense attorneys were asked to rate.how.mueh in-
fluence.they perceived themselves tolhave. The mean perceived in-
ffuence sepre that the attorneys'peroeivedlthemselves to have was-
. X = 5.27 (SD = 4. 24) -A t-test analysis reveaTed that the difference
" between the amount of .influence Jury members perce1ved themse]ves to
have the attorneys perce1ved themse]ves to have st s1on1f1cant (t
4. 91 df = 238, p. < .01)." It was conc]uded that jury members per—~
" ceived themse]ves to have cons1derab1y 1ess 1nf1uence than the Judae
" and a]so con51derab1y less 1nf1uence than the defense and prosecut1on
-'»percelved themse]ves to have | | |
In add1t1on to these resu]ts, it was found that subJects per-*%
ce1ved themselves to have more 1nf1uence if the Judge s qua11f1ca- B
t1ons were low than 1f his qua11f1cat1ons were h1qh ( = 4112, df
'1/36,‘p < 01) The mean perce1ved 1nf1uence score when the Judae-'
.‘_was qualified was X 2 ‘00 and when the Jjudge’ was not qualified was'
X =2.64. Thus, a1thouqh Jury members perce1ved themselves as K
hav1nq Tess 1nf1uente than e1ther the Judqe or the lawyers perce1ved
themselves to have, the1r percept1on of 1nf1uence was. affected by .

'the Judge S qua11f1cat10ns " No other s1gn1f1cant effects were found; '

”»A summary of this analysis of variance is presented 1n‘Tab1e 1.
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SubJects were also asked to choose who they fe]t was the most ﬂ
1mportant member of - the court. Of the 144 Jury members 90 (62 5%)

---.—chose.the. Judqe 22_(35. 3%) chose the prosecutor, 20 (13. 9%) chose

the defense and 12 (8.7%) chose the Jury Overall, it _appears that o

"~ the Judge was’ perce1ved to have cons1derab]e 1nf1uence and 1mportance

__.v “ o g ' i

re]atlveﬁto the jury members.

.Judge's QUa]ificatfons o
The qroup nember chosen as the Judqe actua]]y the confeder-
ate«of e exper1menter e1ther rated himself high or 1ow in quali- "t
‘ f1cat1ons To determ1ne how subJects perce1ved the judge' s qua11- o
f1cat1ons they were asked if. they thouqht the person chosen as th;
Judqe was the best person for the role. Aqreement was’ measured on -
a’ 7—po1nt sca]e where 1 represented d1sagreement that the persQn
chosen was the best cho1ce and 7 ref]ected agreement It.was found
that when the confederate rated h1mse1f h1gh in qua]1f1cat1ons, sub-
‘Jects more frequently agreed that he was the best choice than 1f he"
. ‘had rated h1mse1f Tow, (F =20, 98 df = /36, p < .01). The mean
‘ agreement score for a confederate who rated h1mse1f hlqh in qua11f1—

’cat1ons was X = 5:35 and for a confederate who rated himself 1ow

was‘f 3 51 No other s1on1f1cant effects were found A summary -

14

of this ana]ys1s of varianceris presented in Tab]e 2. ‘* r‘_sz . | ,\\’
An ana]ys1s was . als6/c;mp1eted on the number of t.mes sub- |

-Jects in an e]ect1on condi tion actua]ly chose the confederate for

nthe Judoe S ro]e In 16 qroups where the confederate had rated

h1mse1f-h1qh 1n qua11f1cat1ons he was actual]y e1ected by a. ‘



_actually_elected by a majority O times (0%).
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ma1or1ty 16 t1mes (100%). On the other.hand in 16’qrodps where

the confederate had rated h1mse1f Tow in qua11f1cat1ons he was

° e

'

b

Mob111ty was def1ned as ‘the opportun1ty to chanqe to a more

part1c1pat1ve role Tt was hypothes1zed that ‘a social s1tuat1on in

“which peop]e could 1ncrease their relative 1nf1uence in the decision-

- making process wou1d extend _greater 1eg1t1macy to the leader than one

where th?s opportun1ty was unava11ab1e An item was 1nc1uded to v
determ1ne 1f subJects had understood the 1nstruct1ons that they
were in a group which was to change roles. The results 1ndicated

that all the subJects c]ear]y understood the mob111ty 1nstruct10ns

N

'Furthermore, an item was 1nc1uded ask1nq subJects to evalﬁate how

important. 1t was 'to change to a more: part1c1pat1ve ro]e A 7- po1nt _

sca]e was used where 1 1nd1cated that subJects fe1t it was un1mpor-

- tant to chanae ro1es and 7 1nd1cated it was 1mportant to do so. ~«The«'-r—~'

“ P 3
overal] mean score for the 1mportance of chang1nq roles for Jury

members, was X = 5. 25 (SD 5.35) and for prosecut1on and defense

attorneys was X 3. 21 (SD‘— 4;86). The d1fference between these

"Ameans was stat1st1ca11y s1gn1£4cant (t 4 a1, df ='96 P ‘01)

Th1s f1nd1nq 1nd1cated that chang1ng ro]es wa5'1mportant to Jury

A nenbers who fe]t ‘they had 11tt1e 1nf1uence 1n the courtroom How-

o ever, attorneys who as a aroup fe1t they had greater 1nf1uence,

o reported that 1t was: 1ess 1mportant to change ro]es An analys1s

_ of\var1ance of the 1tem ask1ng subJects to eva1uate how 1mportant it:

was to chanqe to a d1fferent ro]e revealed no s1gn1f1cant)resu1ts

"
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" A summary of th1s .analysis of variance is reported in Tab1e 3. t
When jury members were asked if they wanted to chanoe rdTes 103
ﬂ;__;“>i]QJ8%)hrepjjgd“;ney»d1d By compar1son only 25 (26. 0%) of prosecuf -
tors and defense 1awyers expressed a des1re.to change ro1es. This
_ difference was significant,at the .01 level, by chi-square,ana1ysis
(x? = 20.53, p < .01). This finding indicated that changina roles

was more important. to jury_members_than other_members of the court.

Se1ection Procedures'

To determ1ne if subJects perce1ved d1fferences between the
!hree selection procedures used to se]ect a Judge they were asked
to. rate how fa1r each procedure was. -An analysis of var1ance re-
‘vealed a ma1n effect di fference . between the three selection proce— '
dures (F 5 41 = 2/36, p < .01). Thefmean ‘fairness score was
,'h1ghest for the election procedure (X 5, 77’,§next‘htdhest for‘the
part1a1 elect1on procedure (X = 5. 46), and lowest for the appo1nt-
ment procedure (X 4. 94) Us1nq - test ana]yses, 1t was found that .
only the appo1ntment and é1ect10n procedures were s1gn1f1cant1y -
| _d1fferent (t = 2.65, df 22 p < 01)7 A summary of the t- test
,ana]yses is presented 1n Tab]e 4 _ In’add1t1on to - this resu]t, it P
was found that’ subJects perceaved the nethod of se]ect1on to be more -
: fa1r 1f the Judge had rated himse]f high in qua11f1cat1ons for the
ro]e than 1f he had rated h1mse1f Tow- (F 11.03, df = 1/36 p < yAtsii
.01) The mean fa1rness score under the h1qh qua11f1cat1ons condl-.. A
tion was X = 5. 74 and under the 1ow qua11f1cat1ons cond1t10n was | w

= 5. 04 It was conc]uded that the select1on of an 1nd1v1dua1 to .

be the Judge was perce1ved to be more fa1r if the group agreed that '

e
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he was the best choice for the role. -
A siénificant selection procedure x qué]iftcations interaction
was a1so Ffound (F = 3. 52 df = = 2/36, “TOS)T“"Thﬁ§‘t7ﬁﬂth‘3hd11'“ o
‘cated that the d1fferences in perce1ved fairness between th1 high.
and 1ow qualified individuals 1ncreased numer1ca11y from the election
to the partial e1ect1on to the appointment procedure. This relation-
ship is.grqphica11y represented in Fiqure 1. " A table of meéans is
- w presented ih'TabieJS An analysis of the SImp1e effects of the
_ qua11f1cat1ons revea]ed that on]y in the Tow qua11f1cat1ons cond1t1on
~did the selection procedures differ (F = 6.01, =;2/42, p < .01).
o Fu?theh, an éna]ysis of the;simp1e effectsiof the:$e1ection proceduteS‘
.f?%gindicated that oh]y in the aopoihtmeht condit:on,was there a:signift—
- cant difference in how subjects rated the fairneso of the seiection
“procedures (F = 10.22, df = 1/42,’p»e .01). Tt was concluded the
. subjects o{d not differ in their satisfaction with the selection
‘procedureZtnvthe\high'quolificetionS‘conoition However, in the
appo1ntment condition subJects rated the se1ect1on procedure as very .
unfair if the Tow qua11f1ed individual- was chosen as the Judqe A
summar;,of-thecana1y51s of variance is presented'1n Table 6 ‘and sumf
'martes ot*thﬂiEnalyses tor simp]e effects are‘presented th‘Teble-7.
- =Fro he pre11m1nary ana]yses it was concludeﬁ that subJects

L q »
- ercelved the court structure to be h1erarch1ca]1y organ1zed Jury -

mem'ers fe]t they had 11tt1e 1nf1uence in re]at1on to the Judge,‘whom't
' they perce1ved as 1mportant and 1nf1ueqt1a1 The qua11f1cat1ons
of the person chosen to be the Judqe were an 1mportant factor in

3

| the subJects acceptance of that person astthevbest cho1ce-to-f111t

K 3 L 1
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the role. Mobility was an_important.factor to subjects who“occupie&,‘-

a Tow power pasition. Juroks more often than prosecutors or defense

““councfTs*expressed"afdesire*tOHChane—ro1es:“‘Finaiiy;‘the“procedquS‘“W“*“m“‘“

used to select the Judage were'perceived differently. Although an
. election procedure was perceived to be more fai%'than appointment
by the experimenter, this was the case only when the judqe‘was less

qualified. . , . o -

-

Major.Fihding§ V

Since the man1pu1at1ons were effect1ve and of 1mportance to
‘the subjects, it was conc]uded that the s1tuat1on const1tuted an
.adequate test for the hypothegesf» In the ana]yses of the dependent
measures, 144 subjects were included, using’4 groups. with 3 subjecté
per cell. No eubjects¢weﬁe excluded from the fiﬁa1‘ana1ysis. The
“results were“ana1yzed using a-comp]éte'3AX'2 x 2 factorial design :
' With equel replicatiens " These included three se1ectionvpeecedufes '
to determ1ﬂe the choice of judge, two 1evels of qua11f1catlons of
bthe Judge, and ‘two 1evels of mob111ty, qwxgnq sub1ects the opnor—
.‘tun1ty to change roles or not g1v1ng them this opportunity. Rather
“than using,subjectsﬂydthin‘treatments'as'the error-tefm, since
‘qroUps were nested ahd‘rahdemly'aggighed to treatments, groups
w1th1n treatments was used as the apnropr1ate error term (Winee
1962, p-'184’186){ A]] the sca]es used to assess percept1ons of
the judge “or onese]f were based on a 7-po1nt‘sca1e vihere 1'reppe-
Sented‘an unfavofqb]e.eva]Uation and 7.repfeseﬁted a favorable

evaluation.

;



Table 8.
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Perception of the Judge

X <. ) | . '
Qne. of the primary dependent measures was the jurors’ per-

ceptions of the judge. The.four digensions of the subjects’ veTes

vant perceptions which were used were: accentance of the ‘judge as a

legitimate source of influence, satisfaction_with the judae's per-,

‘fnrmance degree of favorah]eness of the opinions abodt the j(die L

and the 11ke11hood of choos1ng the Judqe in the second cage

An ana1ys1s of the first var1ab1e, perce1ved‘1eg1t1macy, re-

~ B

vealed that in the high qua$5f1cat1ons cond1t1on subJects eva]uated

the Judqe as.; more 1eq1t1mate than 1n the Tow qua1;f1cat10ns cond1taon .

(F = 8. 89 dfl = 1/36~ pe- .01). The mean 1eg1t1macy score under the

‘h1qh qua]1f1cat10ns cond1t1on was X = 4. 69 and under the Tow qua]ia

'

| F1cat1ons condition was,X = 3.92 No other s1on1f1cant resu]tS'were

found. -A_suhmary of this anatys1s of‘var1ance is presented in

Ana1ysis of the second variab]e, satisfaction with the'judge's

performance yielded s1gn1f1cant main effects for the mob111ty and

qua11f1cat1ons cond1t1ons If the Jjudge had rated himself as»

qua11f1ed subjects were more sat1sf1ed w1th h1s performance than '

Af he. had rated himse]f asrunqua11f1ed (F = 49.47, df = 1/36 p .

.01). The mean sat1sfact10n score in the h1qh qua11f1cat1ons con-:

B

dition was X = 5 .33, and under the 1ow qua11f1cat1ons cond1t1on was

= -3.89. Sfm1Tar1y, if subjects were "told that they would have

'_the opportun1ty to change to a preferred ro]e they were more sat-.

1sf1ed w1th the performance of the Judge than if they were to]d ‘

they would not ha. the opportunity to;do.so (F =77.31, df = 1/36,
» - o . L , : o~
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n 025) The mean satisfaction score under conditions”of mobility -
war, X = A.89 and under cond1t10ns of no mob111ty was X 4. 33. No

) . ..s\ {1 R e — e e e -

olher ;1qn1f1cant rosu]ts were found A summary of th1s ana]ys1s
~of variance is reported in Table 9. <\\

The th1rd var1ab1e, attract1veness of the judge, was assessed
on seven items 1nc]ud1ng maturity, competence, 1nte111gence, sensi-
tivity, faihness, credibi]ity, and qseatfvify. In the high-qua]i-

,fications condition, it wes found that subjects rated the judge as
.mdre attr;ZZive fhan:injtheilqw dua]ifitations condition (F = 4%.92; .
| = 1/36, B-( .01). The mean’attracfiveness score when the judge

. rated h1mse]f as qua11f1ed was X = 36.06 and when he rated himself as

‘_ unquaf1f1ed was' X -=/31. 39 Furthermore, if subjects were told that

'they wou]d have the opportun1ty of changing to a preferired role they
rated the Jjudge as more attract1ve than 1f they were not aiven th1s
opportunity (F = 7.40, df 1/36 p - 01) The mean attract1veness

.trat1ng in the mob111ty cond1t1on was X = 34 64vand in the no mob111ty
cond1t1on was X = 32. 81. ‘Ih addition toé;he main effects, the mo-

. ~bﬂity x-sefection pquedure,interaction washsignfficantv(Fﬁ= 3.75,

f="2/36, p‘f ‘05) This finding indfcated thet the dffferences

in the attract1veness scores oﬁkthe Judge in the mob111ty and.

no mob111ty cond1t1ons were 1ess 1n the partial e]ect1on proceduhe

than either the electjon or appo1ntment prpcedures. Table IQ pre-

sents the mobiTity x‘se]ection procedure interaction. No other

signifiEant effects‘here found. A.summary of this analysis of

var1ance is presented in Table 11.

The fourth var1ab1e choice of the “judge in the second case,
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revealed that when the ]udqe rated himse]f h1qh in qual1fic§tions,

‘hp was chosen 48 times (66 77) as the subgects cho1ce to cont1nue

1n this capac1ty However, 1f he rated h1mse1f ‘as 1ow in qua11f1-

. U VDU
S—_— NP e e

\)'5

cations he received on]y 29 cho1ces (40 37) to cont1nue as the Judqe

in the next case. This dlfference ‘was found to be s1gn1f1cant at .

“the .02 level, by:chi-square (x? = 6514, p < 02).. -

v'.’ R ) SN
Table 10
The Mobility x Selection Procedure Interaction
for the Judge's Attractiveness

. Mobility = Election  Partial Election. . Appointment
Mobile . 34092 - ®e2 . . 308

Nonmobile . 31.82. .  33.42 . .31.96

o

The Judge as a Sburce’of Influence

’ .
The Judge S, 1e91t1macy in. h1s roge was cons1dered as a base -

‘for exert1ng 1nf1uence over the Juror S verd1tt In order .to assess.

the Judge S 1nf1uence the case mater1q1 was de51gned to be suff1c—

iently amb1quous ) as to ne1then favor ‘the prosecution nor the de- '

] \
- 'fense: The verdict was assessed_on an 11—pq1nt sca1e~where —Serepre-'

N . o - \ | .
sented agreement<:\th a.npt—gujlty verdict, O-represented an un-.

decided verdict and +5_represehted.agreemeht with a'dui]ty‘verdict;

1The mean verdict. for 144 jurygmembers atter the 1nitia1‘readin§ of‘z

the case mater1a] was X —}-0 13 (SD = 3'12)> It was concluded -that.

the- case d1d not favor either the side of’ the prosecut1on or the
o
defense. ) : | - v S
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Following the arguments made by " the attorneys, the”jﬁdce

presented 1nformat1on favoring e1ther the prosecutfon or the de-

”

fense To determ1ne 1f the 1nformat1on presented 1nf1uenced Jurors

dec1s1ons, they . were asked to g1ve their verd1cts before and after )
the presentatlon of tr1s 1nformat1on An ana]ys1s of variance of

the 1n1t1a1 verd1ct scores revea1ed no s1qn1f1cant results. A’

summary of- this ana]ys1s of var1ance is presented in Tab]e 12. It‘

was conc]uded that thevtreatment qroups did not differ s1gn1f1cant1y ;

regard1ng the verd1ct before the 1nformat1on was presented by the
Judge Fo]low1nq the presentat1on of th1s information, when the
déf**dant-was found gu11ty, the Juror S mean verd1ct was X 2. 14

(SDw 3. 7]) and when the defendant was found not qu11ty, the Juror s

"~ mean® verd1ct was X = -2 36 (SD = 3 92) The mean chanqe in verd1ct

was 2 25 un1ts The ohange in verd1ct produced by the 1nformat1on

presented by the Judqe was stat1st1ca11y 51on1f1cant both when ‘the ',

1nformat1on favored the prosecut1on (. 4. 02 df = 96 p < 01)
.and when. 1t favored the defense (t = 4.87, df = 04 p < .01).
To determane 1f the’ Judge s 1nf1uence Was affected by the

treatnent cond1t10ns the change in verd1ct scores was . ana]yzed

using an analys1s of var1ance procedure No s1gn1f1cant resu1ts
[ 3

were found. A summary of thls ana1y51s of‘varJance is. reported in
Table 13 . . N\~
’Jurors' confidence about&the verdict was‘also'assessed. {Theh

! E

~mean conf1dence score after the 1n1t1a1 read1nq of the case was B

e

. X 5.53 (SD 3. 4) on an 11- po1nt sca]e where 1. represented 11tt1€v

conf1dence in the verd1ct and 11 a qreat dea] of conf1dence. After -7

~
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the Judge S dec1s1on, the mean conf1dence scorefwas X 7 56 (SD =

-3, 14) when the defendant was found not gu11ty and X 6.96 (sb = . |

3. 01) when the defendant was found gu11ty. The mean conf1dence

change was 1.75 units. There was a stat1st1ca1]y s1gn1f1cant in- ‘f//

crease 1n confldence for both a gu11ty (t 3. 81 df = 94 p < 01)
and a not gu11ty verd1ct (‘ 4, 51 df = 94, p < 01) It was
conc]uded that the 1nformat1on presented after the initial read1nq
of the case served to 1ncrease subjects’ conf1dence in the verd1ct.
_ Mn ana1ys1s of var1ance of the confwdence scores after the
-4ftase waS'f1rst read revealed no s1gn1f1cant resu1ts‘ A sunmary of
th1s ana1y51s ‘of VZ}iQBce js» presented in Table 14 It was conc1uded
~ that the tr’qent groups d1d not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y reqarqu how
'conf1dent they were about the verd1ct after the 1n1t1a1 presentat1on
‘ of the case _ Fo]]ow1ng ‘the . Judge S dec1s1on, subJects were asked to
‘agam rate. ‘their conﬁdence about “the verdlct Th%ana1ys1s of
: varlance of the change in conf1dence scores revea]ed a s1gn1f1cant |
main effect for qua11f1cat10ns (F 5.21, 1/36 p 05) The

’ results 1nd1cated that Jurors confldence 1ncreased nore when the

Judqe was qua11f1ed than when the Judge was not . qua11f1ed The mean;.‘

’conf1dence sébre was X = ] 98 in the h1gh qua11f1cat1ons cond1t10n .
'_and_was X; . 24 1n the 1ow qua11f1cat1ons cond1t1on No other
significant effects were found "A. summary of th1s ana]ys1s is pre- -

sented in’Table 15i e e

( Sat1sfact10n w1th One's Own Role ' . o L s

An ana1ys1s of how sat1sf1ed Jurors were wItt their own role



"'of‘this ana]ys1s of varhance.1svpresented in Table 16.

A
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revea]ed that they were more satisfied 1f the judge had rated h1m—

self high in qua]1f1catlons than 1f he had rated h1mse1f 1ow (F =
K.

/\-
I ;00 “df -’1/36 p f‘—6%3—~4The mean- satlsfactlon -saore- was X

4.44 when the. ]udqo had rated h1mse1f<hlgh and was 3 46 when tho

]udqe had rated himself: 1ow A]so 1t was found that when Jurors ‘had .

the opportun1ty 'to change roles they were re]at1ve1y more sat1sf1ed

w1th the1r own role than 1f th1s opportunlty had been unavallable
Py

(F 5. 07 df = 1/36 p . 05) The mean sat1sfact1on.score in the

mob111ty cond1t1on was X = 4. 56 and in the no mob111ty cond1t1on

- -

_was X = 3.74. No other s1gn1f1cant e?fects were found. A summary

~

Satlsfact1on With The Verd1ct

Jurors rat1nqs of the sat1sfact1on w1th the verd1ct revealed

that-they were more satisfied w1th a not qu11ty verd1ct than a - j#r..

-qu11ty-verd1ct (F = 6.69 df = 1 /24 ; P 025) . The mean sat1sfac-*

t1on score for a not qu11ty verd1ct was X 5 10 and for a gu11ty

verd1ct was X = 4.31. A summary of th1s ana]ys1s of variance is wf :

phesented in Table 17 A]though the Jurors found the defendant""
gu1]ty as often as not quilty, they were generally- more sat1sf1ed

when the 1nformat1on presented favored a not quilty verd1ct Th1s

:resu]t-may have reflected a generalvreluctance_on-the part of’Sub-

jjects‘toveonvict'thevdefendant even thugh they believed such a‘deci-s_

. sion. "No other;signiticant'resu]tsAwehe‘found. . S

‘- yoters and Nonvoters

r

-It'was’hypOtheSizedvthat voting;'as'a form of participation,



in verd1ct for voters was X = 3.06 and for nonvoters was X 1. 41

3%

would'increase subjects acceptance of the Judge 'Thus the}partia] S

- eTect1on cond1t1on was d1v1ded into two‘equaT groups hcluding 24

‘“ voters and 24& nonvoters;-The dependent—measures were assessed in.a.

]

2x2x2 factor1a1 des1gn with 6 subJects per ceTT The factors

were qua11f1cat10ns or no qua11f1cat1ons, mob111ty or:no mob111ty
-

s and voters and nonvoters ‘The dependent ‘measures were’ attract1veness‘

of the Judqe, satisfaction w1th the Judge 1ea1t1macy of the Judqe,
perce1ved 1nfTuence of the Judge sat1sfact1on with one's role and
des1re to change roles | ‘
Two of these dependent measures indicated that voters and non-
voters diffé’bd‘ Persons who voted rated the Judge as more attrac—'
t1ve than persons who did not _vote (F = 4.38 , df = 1/24,‘p_« 05)

The fmean attract1veness score. for voters was X 35. 25 and'for non—

>g~voters was X -‘32 84 Furthermore, voters were more T1ke1y to chanoe

_their verd1cts in agreenen€‘§1th 1nformat1on presented by the judge

than were nonvoters (F 5. 20 df = 1/24 p - 05) The mean chanoe

‘ ATthouqh not 51gn1f1cant “there was aTso a tendency for voters to

T

1ncrease the1r conf1dence about the verd]ct more than nonvoters (F
3. 33 df 1/24 p < TO) The mean conf1dence 1ncrease was 2 83 )
un1ts for voters and 1. 54 un1ts for nonvoters No other s1qn1f1cant ) f

L

resuTts were found. The summar1es of these anaTyses of var1ance

are presented in TabTe 18 (A G)

CorreTat1ona1 Analys1s

Ten 1nd1ces were 1ntercorre1ated to determ1ne the nature of

. .



“the rela

sat1sfac

performa
the Judg
fa1rness
own role

. dict.,
o a "An
}\‘ revealed
- were mor

w1th oth

tionShip between dependent measuresib These 1nc1u4ed

t1on with one S own role, sat1sfact1on w1th the Judge S.

nce the des1re to change—#wﬂes, ‘the des1re to cont1nue w1th

e in the second case the attract1veness of the Judge the
of the se]ect1on procedure perce1ved 1nf1uence of one s
change in verd1ct and change in conf1dence about the ver-'

3

1nterest1ng re]at1onsh1p whwch appeared in th1s ana]ys1s

'|

36

that’ subJects who had perce1ved the Judge as: more attract1ve :

e suscept1b1e to his 1nf1uence ' Th1s f1nd1ng is. cons1stent

g

er research wh1ch has demonstrated that the more the subJect j"'

. 11kes the source of a persuas1ve nessaoe ‘the- more he w111 chanqe

‘his beli
1968).
jects'ar
w1th h1m
(e e
pattern

| f as attra

thefmore

" were to

ef toward the pos1t1on the source is: advocattnq (McGu1re,
P0551b1y in adoptIng the pos1t1on urqed by the source,vsub-

e‘able'to enhance the1r~se1f-esteem throuqh 1dent1f1cat1on

rcept1ons of the Judge 1nd1cated an overa]] cons1stent

It was found that the more the Jurors perce1ved the Judqe |
ct1ve the _more sat1sf1ed they were with h1s performance? .
they percerved h1m as 1eg1t1mate, and the more 11ke1y they

choose h1m in the second case to contlnue in th1$ capac1ty

' Furthermore, 1ncreased attract1veness was corre1ated w1th qreater B

sat1sfac
'and a gr
" fair.’ T

ro1e w1t
St

tion w1th one 's own ro]e, less of a des1re to change ro1es

eater 11ke11hood of perce1v1ng ‘the se1ect1on procedure as

hese f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that Jury members may compare the1r -

I 9

h that of the Judge S r61e When the Judge was perce1ved



37
favorab]y, Jurors rat1ngs of the1r own roles were more favorab]e
4»—;w“~~~wi' —It-was- a]so-found that the—greater ‘the - sattsfact10n.w1th thewmmm__;m__f__;

| judge's performance the more 11ke1y subJects were to choose the
Judge to cont1nue 1n th1s capac1ty 1n the second case. and the more .
. 11ke1y they were €b perce1ve h1m as. 1eg1t1mate and attract1ve
Furthermore, if the subJects wanted to change ro]es th1s was corre-"
'1ated with a des1re not to have the Judge cont1nue 1n th1s role, to '
,perce1ve themse]ves as - hav1ng less 1nf1uence, and - to v1ew the Judge :
". as’- 1ess attract1ve These resu]ts 1nd1cated that Jurors percept1ons :
- of the Judge represent qenera] cateqor]es of acceptance or re3ect1on
A d1ssat1sfact1on w1th one's own ro1e and a de51re to change was:
| 're1ated to negat1ve eva]uationsﬂof'the Judqe whereas sat1sfact1on -.;t
.:1w1th one' S own role and the selection procedure was re]ated to -
' pos1t1ve eva]uat1ons of the Judge The correﬂat1on matr1x 1s pre—v e

. sented in Tab]e.19; | o S



-.Di$cUssion‘~ﬂ

To test the hypotheses, a hlerarch1ca11y structured soc1a1

31tuat1on ‘Was created in wh1ch the role(relat1onsh1ps d1ffered in

”relat1ve 1nf]uencc and lmportance The s1mu1ated courtroom proved
',to be an effect1ve med1um gQ study leader member re]at1ons " Jurors
(members) perce1ved thelr role agpﬂack1ng 1nf1uence and regarded
the Judge (]eader) as 1nf1uent1a1 and 1mportant 1n the courtroom o
_act1v1ty | _ v
| _ i‘ One of the most cons1stent flndlngs of the current research
was the pervas1ve 1nf1uence the qua11f1cat1ons of the person chosen

n‘.as the Judge had on Jurors perceptlons of the courtroom act1v1ty

| :It was found that when the confederate had rated h1mse1f h1gh in

f?qua11f1cat1ons he was cons1stent1y e]ected by a maJor1ty of group

” menbers to f111 the Judge S ro]e, but if he rated h1mse1f 1ow he was
‘not chosen to f111 that ro]e In add1t1on Jurors rated the con-
_federate as, "the ‘best ch01ce for the Judge s ro]e" on]y,ln the case
where he appeared to be more qua11f1ed than any. of the other group- -
;members These flnd1nqs are cons1stent w1th G1bQ S (1968) conten- ‘l'
’;t1on that group 1eaders -are chosen on the basis of‘those resources -
valued by the group as necessary to the atta1nment of 1ts qoa]s or

.the fu]fl]lnmnt of 1ts onqo1nq act|v1t1es .'_ A :1f7j ,,;3
| Bes1des affectlng the acceptance of the confederate for.the |

: Judge S ro]e the Judge s qua11f1cat1ons 1nf1uenced Jurors per-

- ceptjons of ' thetr own ro]es. Jurors were general]y more sat1sf1ed

38



w1th the1r roles if the Judqe was we]l qual1fied It was also

found that the Judqe S qual1ficat1ons affected Jurors percept1ons

' of their own 1nfypence and the1r ‘desire to part1c1pate i another *~~j»¥~¥¥%
role Jurors felt they -had less 1nfluence and they also expressed . |
less of a des1re to change to a more part1c1pat1ve role 1f the judge l
‘ - “appeared qual1f1ed than if he. did not appear qual1f1ed Perhaps thas.
subJects devalued thelr own ab1l1ty to be 1nfluent1al and part1c1-

pate more act1ve]y because they were 1nt1m1dated by the Judqe S ; \
perce1ved expert1se Th1s m1ght lead one to speculate that persons
-are more Tikely to be mot1vated ‘towards upward mob1l1ty when they
feel they are at leastlequall1n ab1laty to.the;person already in

that role. 'f'f o - ,.v'_v} ~.§' .'v

" In add1t1on to- these results, it was found that when the best

—

".,'./_

“ qual1f1ed person was selected as the aroup leader, h1s cho1ce re- - °
| ’ celved group support Jurors perce1ved him as. more leq1t1mate,
lh were better sat1sf1ed w1th his select1on and performance rated him
' more favorably on- the attract1veness meashres, and chose him more
' often to cont1nue in this capacity 1n a second case However, nott
in all cond1t1ons was the best quallf1ed person selected as the 3
leader In those cond1t1ons where the less qual1f1ed person was
presumably elected or appo1nted by the exper1menter he suffered a,
lowered endorsement | :
_ S1nce the group favored the emerqence of the best qual1f1ed.
1nd1vfdual for the Judqe s role; 1t was expected that the endorse-f
| nent of the confederate in the high qual1f1cat1ons cond1t1on would:l

not be affected by the method of select1on Presumably qroup
t

Py
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P |

sdpportffor the3judqe'wou1d be dependent more on whether jurors '

agreed with his cho1ce than whether the se]ect1on procedure appeared

l "democrat1c" or not A]thouoh 1t was expected that the appo1ntment
‘of a leader who was unqua11f1ed would result in a 1owered endorse- 1;
nent ~the elect1on of an unqua11f1ed 1nd1v1dua1 cou]d g1v9 the : 7*\

4

«appearance of hay1ng group support. The»lnteract1on of the selgctfon
method and‘the}judge's qua]ifiéations nas:conffrmed‘fn Jurors'vrat- , ,a»; B
1ngs of the fa1rness of the select1on procedure As pred1cted therl |
'.were no d1fferences among the se1e;:;on procedures 1n the h1gh qua11~ h .
f1cat1ons cond1t1on Furthermore, it was found that the appo1ntment ’
‘procedure was perce1ved to be less fa1r than any other cond1t1on if
Athe unqua11f1ed confederate was chosen ‘These results were~1nter:
’preled as 1nd1cat1ng that 1n dec1d1ng whether an e]ect1on 1ncreases
the perce1ved 1eglt1macy of a ]eader more than an appo1ntment pro-
cedure, it is necessary to exam1ne the qua11f1cat1ons of the 1nd1v1d-
ua1 chosen E]ect1ons seem to %e most effect1ve 1n 1ncreas1n§ a
1eader s 1eg1t1macy 1f he appears competent 1n h1s ro]e | o
The selection procedure, cons1dered by 1tse1f fa11ed to be-
related to subJect s percept1ons of the Judqe h1s 1nf1uence or
perceptions. of . hlS own role. Althouqh contrary to the expectat1on
that e]ected 1eaders are perce1ved to be more ]eq1t1mate than - ’:' ; '7
appo1nted 1eaders, these results are cons1stent w1th Ho1]ander and |
Ju11an S (1970) and Go]dman and Fraas (1965) resu]ts wh1ch revea1ed
that acceptance of a 1eader is more determ1ned by who is chosen than‘
“the means by which he is se]ected ‘ Even though persons p]ace a h1th

va1ue on the democrat1c process, there are numerous examp]es outside



) o , ) - o -"4]‘.

o

of the 1aboratory where we accept the appo1ntment of 1nd1v1duals to .

,L u;

prest1g1ous and 1mportant posttions*g Members of the Senate and of

the Jud1c1ary system are two 111ustrat1ve examp1es "It would seem T

fthat the d1st1nct1on between elected and appointed 1eaders 15 not a -

simple one and must be qua11f1ed by other factors For examp]e, &he

‘%ideo1oq1ca1 similarity between the 1eader and group members as well

f‘wh1ch group members part1c1pate in ‘the se1eet1on‘?rocess In v1ew

as the nature of the 1nteract1on situation may contr1bute to perce1ved

Sy

1egftimacyfr‘*"

FaE . B ' L .' ) . "v‘ 3 .
Several researchers have specu1ated-that a fundamental dife

,ference between e1ect1on and appo1ntment concerns the extent to‘",

tof the ‘failure to conf1rm that the. se]ectwon procedure was re1ated

to the 1eg1t1macy of the 1eader the present study attempted to

| determ1ne whether there were any d1fferences betweep part1c1pants'

1
and nonpart1c1pants 1n an e]ect1on procedure In order to assess

[

'the effect of part1c1pat1on 1n choos1ng a 1eader some persons were |

¢

A

*>q1ven the opportun1ty to- vote and others were not g1ven th1s dppor— ‘

4tun1ty. -1t was found that persons who had the opportun1ty to vote

;'d1ffered on severa] re]evant aspects of the1r percept1ons from per— _1'

sons. who had been randomly and arbltrar11y exc]uded from vot1nq

;‘Voters found ‘the Judge s1qn1f1cant1y mord attractave than nonvoters

and they were more 11ke]y to accept the Judqe S 1nf1uence and

‘change the1r verd1ct in aqreement w1th the Judqe S op1n1ons <A1—

though not s1gn1f1cant there was a tendency for voters to/1ncrea§e?

1the1r conf1dence about the verd1ct more than nonvoters and also to

©

perce1ve themse]ves as. hav1nq more 1nf1uence These resu1ts 1nd1cate'

'



| tot S ‘_4‘2.
that there was a tendenCy.for'Voters to extend qreater 1eqitima6y
TS the-judge- than those persons who were-not- q1ven -an- opportunity T
to -participate in the se]ect1on procedure These resu1ts, however,
' nmst be 1nterpreted-w1th caut1on. It cannot be concluded that per—
sons who db‘not~participatevin,an‘eieotion ﬁrocedure of their'dwm'l
- volition or-due”to'circumstanCes beyond their‘contro1 differ in
thefr'attitudes‘toﬁards_ah e1ected_1eaagr frem persons Whoupartici:
hated in the»electton. A crucial factor in thc'rejeétion of an
o]ected‘1eader-hay be the arhitrary withdrawal of the‘opportunity or‘

right to vote in the e1ect1on procedure *Une assumpt1on wh1ch cou1d

. Ty mes
——— - g

be- tested in th1s regard is that persons thwarted from~exerc1s1nq '

L ~._/ i’
2 ad s

their democrat1c r1ght to vote are 1ess accept1nq of the 1eader and -

rh1s 1 ueﬂce attempts than persons who are q1ven the opportunity

- '~»-—N——/"'_ . P

" to vote. T ” ‘\ f;fﬁ“‘

t"

A further tést: of the part1c1pat1on hypothes1s was assessed
hy 1ead1nq subgects to expect ‘to rhanqe ro1es (mob111ty) or not '
g1v1nq them th1s expectat1on (no mob1]1ty).' It was hypothesized

ghat if Jurors could part1c1pate %n‘the decisfoh-makinq activity'by”-

‘ rhanq1no to a more act1ve role they wou]d orant greater 1ea1t1macy

.‘to the Judoe Th1s assumptlon was on]y!part1a11y ronf1rmed It»was'f -

.found that jurors were more’ sat1sf1ed wwth the1r own ro]e more/sat--

1rf1ed w1th the Judoe s performance and rated the Judqe as more

. attract1ve in the mob11e cond1t1on Mob111ty, however was, not

re]ated to the Judqe s ab111ty to influence the verd1ct It may be

’:-that_actua11y part1c1pat1ng in the-dec1s1on-mak1ng-processvis more
'satisfyino and. effective than the nere.opportunity to do so.

PR
/
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‘“Jurors were*persuaded te- change-thelr verdicts after hear1ng 1nfor; »dm;;!

in the acceptance of the verd1ct

L g 4 a3
"1' ! . - . .
~1In the’ assessment of the Judqe s 1nf1uence, it was' found that

“mation presented by the judge regardina the case Reqard]ess of

whether the verd1ct was gu11ty or not. guilty, jurors were more 11ke1y

4 to agree w1th the judge and be ‘more conf1dent about the outcome

This find1ng was soEEWhat surpr1s1ng 51nce this. information was based

on c1rc5§stantha] ev1dence wh1ch conf11cted w1th the or1g1na1 trans-

cr1pt However, in no case was the Judqe S 1nf1uence related to ‘the
treatment cond1t1ons Two conc]us1ons could be drawn from this f1nd—
_\\__\\

'ing. On the one hand, qua11f1cat1ons, selection procedure and mo-~

4

o bility may have been unre1ated to the Judqe s 1nf1uence or the infor- |
‘xmatwon favor1ng the. prosecut1on or defense presented after the 1n1t1a1
'reading of the case may. have obg::red that re]at1onsh1p There was,

_ however, a re]at1onsh1p found between JUTOPS conf1dence regarding
v'the verd1ct and the treatment cond1t1ons, It was found that when a

: the Judge was qua11f1ed jury members expressed greater conf1dence

The corre]at1on matr1x of the dependent measures revea]ed

| that Jurors percept1ons of the Judge and his performance were re- .

lated to subgects sat1sfact1on w1th the1r own roles and the court-

room_act1v1t1esw It was found that when jury members w?re sat1sf1ed

with the Verdict and their own role, their percept1ons of the Judqe
” Q '

‘were cons1stent1y favorable The various d1mens1ons used to assess

percept1ons of the Judge and his. performance were found to be in-

terre]ated Jurors were e1ther genera]]y favorab1e or unfavorab1e

1n the1r attltudes towards the Judge No. re]at1onsh1p between

1, R
40



1__foundt_“1njsﬁ]ackhofefinQJngwcorrgipon§§;&9_cheiméﬁuqieshﬂhiQDd_ IR

'of group act1v1ty (e g., qua11ty and acceptance of group decisions;

_activities are related to a decision-making process. His source of

1.

~juror's satjéfactiontand acceptance of the judue's influence was

. -

indicate that satiéfaction‘is not direct1§ re]éted to other asbetts

e

* Hoffman, 1965).

The genera] f1nd1dés of this study suggest that acceptance of

‘2 leader S 1eg1t1macy is detery1ned by a comp]ex of factors part1c~h
ular to- the 1nteract1on situation. The kind of interaction, the

‘ structure in the qroup and the relation of the. leader to the gr0up '

i
members all determine what factors w111 1nf1uence acceptance of the

'1eader3 A leader's qualifications are important when ‘the angoing .

authority, by election.or appo1ntment was found to 1nteract w1th

how people perce1ved h1s ab111t1es as a 1eader. F1na11y, a low

e

‘1nf]uence ‘role with the potential to change to a role of qreater s
1nf1uence seems to decrease the unattract1veness of the Tow pos1t10n . v

_and 1ncrease the attract1veness of the high pos1t1on Thus, the

1
1nterre1at1on of factors in the group s1tuat1on serve to determ1ne

B

the leader! s-ab111ty to 1nf1uence the qroup members
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Appendix A
Nualifications Questiopnaire

- ) i

- your first -year, circle ).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

e

 Please circle your answers to the following questions:

MMAu,uq:LTﬂow~many~year5wof~‘niVersiiymcducatién,havcwaumbiafm“(inﬁhj§ﬂi§4_H._“

2. Nhat js your current area of interest and cdncentration at the_-

university? o -

3. How would you rate your ability to speak before a large group of

people? _ .
<0 verypoor 1 2 3 4 5 € 7

4. How.calm are youyuhdsr,cbnditions of stress?

ot verycalm 1.2 3 475 6 7

< not very & 0 R -
confident 1 ¢2 3 4 5. 6 7

".
not very' , ) . o o
logical 1 23 4 5 6 7

. not Very SR o .
persuasive 1 2 3 ‘4 5 6 7

~pot very - ' . o
innovative 1.2 3 4 5 6 7

not véfy o '
precise 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7

& .

not very o o
. ungerstanding - .1 2 3 .4 5 6. 7

7. Do you think thét~you»wou]d'make'a‘qood Tawyer?

poor 1 2 .3 4 5 6 .7

-

very qood

o

“yery calm’

5. How would you dqgcrihe yoursel f on these traits?

cqnfidbnt‘,.

Togical

" persuasive .

L mee
~innovative

precise

6. "HoW’uhdérstandinq‘are,you of other's thoughts and fe®lings? .

.very
understanding-

very good



{ | "~ Appendix R _; S ‘\‘V
Preferential Ballot |

P This ba]lot is to‘be Used to'choose the persbn you'think wouid'

make the best udge Mark your f1rst cho1ce by c1rc11nq 1 next to thew-m‘

appropr1atg.co]or Slm11ar1y, c1rc1e 2 and 3 bes1de the colors which .

are your\secdnd and third choices for this role.
. Rt ‘ ‘ ’. /P:r-m .

Black’ | ;1- Zif 3

. white 1 2 3
Yellow 1 2 3

S Blue 12093
“Orange 1 2 3 °
Red 1 2 3
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d7. Do you th1nk that you would make a good 1awygr7 o

. How calm are‘ybu'under conditions of stress?

| B 50
" Appendix C. '

Confederaté'§ Se]f?Rating (HigthUéli?ications) Questioﬁnairég

;iplease c1rc1e your answers to the fo]low1ng quest1ons

- . S ——

How many years of un1vers1ty bdg;a¢1on have you had? (If th1s is -

your first year, circle 1).
| 1'_‘2.'3&4)’- "7~

What is youn: current area of 1nt9rest and concentrat1on at the
university? - . .
‘ Internat1ona1 Law and P011t1ca1 Sc1once-

How would you rate your ab1]1ty to speak hefore a 1arqe aroup of

people7

. very poor 1 2 v_3_-‘4, ,5_ 6 7. Very Qood"

(3

‘ot very calm 23 ’€> 6. 7 Cverycalm (.

How wou]d you descr1be yourself on these tra1t<7

" not very

- “confident ,."],_°? 3 4 -5 6 :?f) '.confidént

: not very - - I . SRR L
1oq1ca1_ 12 3-4 5 ‘6 7 Togical {
ot very L S S R <
_persuasive . 1 2 3 4 5 ﬁ) 7 ~ persuasive
not very- . o _ S
innovative -1 2.3 4 5 i@) 7 . innovative .
“not very.

prec1sa¢; .1;- 2 1‘3 4 QST;_G;'{i)' -‘preciééb
How undorstand1nq are you. of other S thouqhts and fee]1nqq?

not very B T very
~understanding - 1.2 3 4 5 6) 1 understanding

o -

- poor 12 3 4" 5 6 73 < very good



1. How any year% of un1Lers1ty oducat1on have you had? ,(If th1s]1x' .
you) t year c1rc1o 1). o :
| (1) s 3 4 5 6 7 -
: /._'what your current aroa of 1ntproet and cnn(ontrat1on at thobf.
o un1ver. ty:- l VL ; : :
s Plant Sc1en 5 X Ty

s N

6. How understandlnq are you of other s thouqhte and fe911nqs7 '

) ' not very
. understand1nq

Q‘.

.you rate J

o pOOY‘"

1

@

you under cond1t1ons oﬁ stress7

Ql_-

,_AI

\

3

(2) 3

& s

Ay

4

‘
i

@

4

5

s

t

6

6

-7

:.75'

. not very c im ] 4) I 6 70
i L 5 How wou]d yo desrrlbe yourseFf On these tra1ts7
L not ver_"ﬁ o
‘ confident, 1 2 (3) 4 5 6 7
not very: L C o
logical . 1 (2 3 4 5 6 7
not very . _ o
persuasive - (D 2 3 -4 -5 6 7
ot overy C
innovative .1 ‘2 (3) 4- 5 6 7
. not-.very e Tl e
prec1se{i,‘_]‘_,2;j §W;L§), 5 6 -7.

7, Do you th1nk that. you wou]d make a qood Jawyer?

7

- con;

our ab%&1ty»to speak before a 1arq9 group of

very good

very calm

ident

~ logical
. persuasive '
‘irnovative

'pYPCise

' very
: undbrstand1nq

.

, yery.qood

.-
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"Appendivad B _.'Qf;,) __— o

der in the stabb1ng death of Robert Burd1ck "aqe 44 Robert Bur— ’

dle, a- carpenter by trade had been unemp]oyed at the t1me

John (Johnny) w1111ams finished grade ten and qu1t school af-"d

ter three months of - grade e]even He was a below average student
// F om the time he qu1t schoo] up to the time -of the death of Mr

‘Burdick, he’had been_.1v1nq as a. boarder in the Burd1ck res1dence

- A

Johnny had been emp]oyed in a success1on of JObS work1no as a
"pump man" 1n a serv1ce stat1on, as a.de11very truck driver, as an
| unsk111ed laborer, and as a gardenér At the time of Mr Burd1ck'°
death Johnny was unemp]oyed and had been so for the prev1ous two
months | | -
Johnny and Mr Burd1ck had reported]y engaged 1n a number of
'arguments about»Johnny s ]ack of emp]oyment W1tnesses at the trial

test1f1ed that Mr Burdwck has often cr1t1c1zed Johnnyffor “be1nq

‘ too 1azy to go out and work" and for "hav1nq too many hood]um

P

,fr1ends ) Mrs. ‘Burd1ck the wife of the deceased, usua]]y refralned

from conment1nq, w1tnesses test1f1ed J'

- On- the day of -the stabb1ng (a Saturday) thebdetendant had

‘ s1ept until ear]y afternoon When he qot out of bed Mr Burd1ck
beqan to harass h1m in the manner ment1oned above Mr Burdlck is

. ‘a]so reported to have sa1d that 1f Johnny "didn' t start paylng h1s»
rent on t1me;,.he would be_“h1eked.out“" This harassment cont1nued

St |

K4



—~
. ;o . 54
unt11 the defendant went out dr1nk1ng with a. fr1end When“the-de~ :

- fendant returned for t even1ng mea], the harassment ‘began aga1n

Dur1nq the meal, the d‘ceased accused the defendant" of stealing

i money from h1m A heated—argument fo11owed throughout wh1ch Mr,_sm.H_am;”

&

- Burd1ck he]d his d1nner kn1fe He still had it 1n h1s hand when L
the defendant tried to push his way out of the house 'Dur1ng what

,M . Burdick descr1bed as a "shov1ng match" Mr Burd1ck fell to

Py

the f1oor with. the knife in his heart Death was a]most 1nstan~"

taneous -
N kY

The prosecutlon s case was based most]y on - two w1tnesses, one
- of whom was an acqua1ntance of the. defendant This w1tness test1-

,fled that the defendant had on severa1 occas1ons, stated that he

*"hated Mr. Burdick's guts" and that he wou]d 11ke to "cut them out"
AN

The second w1tness for the prosecut1on was a po]1ce expert who

, test1f1ed that the ang]e of entry of the kn1fe made- 1t un]1ke1y that d

‘the deceased cou]d have been ho1d1ng wt at the time of entry

-



Appendii F

Assvssment bf the Verdicl

. . e - . _

' In the case of John W11]1ams vPrsus the Crown what wou]d be your
verd1ct? _ ;WL_, _
. ) /_ .

A. Rate your 1eve1 of agreement by c1rc11nq your cho1ce

4. pos1t1ve va]ue 1nd1cates greement with a gu11ty verd1ct
ji.. @ negatlve va]ue indicates greement w1th a not guilty verd1ct
“§ii. Ca va]ue of "0" 1nd1cates that you are undec1ded as to what *

» the correct verdict shou]d be..

€ - e AGREEMENT ___(..:_-.. [ y

.not - . ’ N
guilty 5 -4 -3 -2 -2 Q. 41 42 43 H +5 quilty
B. - Rate ﬁochonfident'yoﬁ are about your rating of the verdict.

not very - Lo - . L 3 véry' :
confident ~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .8 -9 100N confident -~

L= -
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Appende'G_

Considerations Favoring.Acqujtta1<

In the case of the Crown versus John H1111ams, 1t is vv1dent
'that the evidence presented by the proseCUt1on was. of a weak and
"c1rcumstant1a1 nature .The bas1s of the prosecut1on s .case’ is that
‘the defendant had made statements that he wou]d like t0‘1111 Mr.. |
“Burd1ck and that the kn1fe cou]d not have been he]d by the defen-
dant Th1s is tru]y c1rcumstant1a1 ev1dence of the weakest sort'

F1rst the p011ce w1tness who test1f1ed about ‘the p051t1on of
~ the kn1fe only stated that 1t was un11ke1y but not 1mp0551b1e for
'the kn1fe to have been he]d by the deceased '

Another consideration .is the test1mony ‘of- the- key prosecut1on

witness, Mrs Burdlck.t At one po1nt she test1f1ed that she had

. 3 o
heard her husband and Johnny f1ght1ng (1mp1y1nq that she was not 1n

a pos1t1on to ‘ave seen ‘them f1qht1ng) At another po1nt she test1— o

fied . to see1ng them fighting. A1so there was ev1dence presented :
which 1nd1cated that Mrs Burdick and her husband were very c1ose

- and that she a]ways took her husband S s1de in arguments between
Johnny and Mr. BurdiCk ' It seems’ very poss1b1e then that the account

q1ven by Mrs. Burd1ck was fa1se e ,

F1na11y, the prosecut1on w1tness who' test1f1ed that the de- ,ft

-.xfendant had made statements about k1111ng Mr. Burdick was hes1tant |

and unsure in test1fy1ng, espec1a11y when-he was asked where and-

when. these statements had been made 1t s very conce1vab1e that

>



his testimony was -mistaken.

On the.basis of th{s analysis, it seems.tﬁat_there is- reason-
_ablg_gpubtNppwthe_prosegutionjgwa}]ggapion that Johnny Williams -

murdgféd'Mr. Burdick.
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Considerations Favoring Conviction

’

The. transcript'of the‘tria1 of’fhe CroWn wversus John williams,'

revea]s severa] weaknesses in the defense counc11 .S agruments

“First, the defense made a po1nt of try1nq to see if Mrs ‘Burdick had
¢

‘A often favored her hushand jn arquments w1th the defendant ' Lﬁke]y,

it was hoped that some doubt could: he the case on her test1mony
However th1s approach backflred on the defense in that two w1tnesses
test1f1ed that she was nqt very c]ose to her hushand and a1ways

stood by Johnny in arquments with h1m It ‘seems reaSOnab]e then

" that Mﬁs Burd1ck S testlmony that the death Was not acc1denta] was

-S:)

c]e@rly supported ; o B ' :
¢ Another po1nt is, that the expert w1tness test1f1ed that the
wound in. the body 1nd1cated that the kn1fe had to have been held 1n
the left. hand of the ‘deceased and at an anale. wh1ch would have made
1t d1ff1cu]t for the deceased to have been holding it at all. The
fact that the kn1fe seems to have been he]d in the ]eft hand of |

the dereased (1f he held 1t at a11) is 1mportant because when a

rlqht handed person waves somethlnq around in an araument 1ﬁe 1s

11ke1y to be-waving it w1th h1s r1oht hand and not his left hand.

-

The deceased w1th r1gﬁt handed « T o

3

" On the bas1s of the ana]ys1s,\1t seems' that the defense' s
[}

a]]egat1on that the death was acc1denta1 was defzntely not -

supported “Furthermore, the defendant~had mot1ve and" opportunity :

- to ki1l Mr. Burdick. o i . IR
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Lo

How sat1sf1ed were you w1th tHo performance Of’the 3udge°‘
. . R C s “ A

© not very - - ) - {r.U.Ag/ verv . ”Jf'
sat1sf1ed 1 2;;;3, 4 5 © 7 sat1sf1ed
How sat1sf1ed were you wi!h the person chosen as the 336997‘
hot very .:4 - _"".‘ very -
Satisfied 123" 4.5 6,7 eat1sf1ed

" How- Tmportant to you is it.that all peop]e be: q1ven a chance to
‘play a rolelthey want to play 1n the court? - _ _j

_..‘: o not o . T A N qu1te B
dmportant -1 2 3 45 6 sgﬂw important

F

.;;How wouﬂd you descr1be your overal1 1mpré?swon of the Judge7

’ . °

| unfair )’ 2 3 45 6 7 - fair. . ;

un1nte11lgent 142 3 4 5 67 - 1nfe111qent

sen51t1ve'

¢ .
e -
- R
- Lo -
'
v ! o
) bl
<:L“
©
1
G

i

oy
.
e
L
e
e
Ca
5

. - ' a Cor T ]
' st - P : . :
\‘f" i 4 , 59 v
L - s Appendix I ' ‘
] o . e A oy ) b4
, ‘ . o 3
Dependent -Measures *
LT ER
o R S . s :
A4“U;Cinclcmyoun.answenSNto,ihe“fnllowjng;quesijon&; . LS S -
N . . . + - R ’ -:.
Nhat characfer d1d you ropresont in, th1s caqo7 o C .
. : 1 w : T IR '
Q]quo | ' ... \
o prosecutor 2 . AR B
o - PRI i
: defénSe 3 oYL “
¢ o ) s e



67 -(cont inued) o o o e 60
 creative 1 2 | 3 4 5 6 7 uncreative .
Cimmature 1 2 3°475 6‘}‘%7 matare
combeten-t ] l2 __3} 4 5. 6 7 _incemhetent " e
F_”w”_L»not very credlb]ef fwfm",iimi§:~'5f:;5Mu>énwv7 “ che&}blo | | ¢ N
7. How much wou]d you' 11ke to play ‘the foﬂowmq ro]e‘ ¢ —~ N
the judge? . S ' L | B
not at all | 1 2 . 5 45 6 7 k:..a gr":eatzdea'l‘ - ’ ;
the.prosecutor? | .". | e "w | ?f -
- ) net at all 1 2 3 4 5 6..'v _7' 'e"gi"e.at;ﬁ;.’_ii;ea]' &
the defense7h. f | | _‘l a | | e v
. n;hnot e 1 2 3 45 6 71'. a-’gf?at'd?a‘m |
8~  Would ,yot; ]'_il<|e; to'ch_ange' your, roie- 1n 'thehextcas.e'.? R
) o §e5~l'l  ". ’ nev }éﬁ h -' - | R
9! WOu]a you‘chobse the same -person teébe'the‘jhdge.ﬁnﬂthe‘nextkeése? | _
| A ‘_3' - | ,)”/es. _ ] ; no 2 | I | ,. . . - S
) IO.v-Do you agree that the person choseh as the Judge was: the best ; ’
‘ -person for the ro]e' C - S - N : .
‘ d1saqree 12 3 @-"5 »6 "5%1? agree: |
,'11.h How much 1nf1uence d1d you feel the Judqe had in th1s s1tuat10n? , ‘
| no jnﬂuence - | _# N a.great deal )
S &at all. "1 2734 5 ‘56 ﬁ' lpf infldence R
2. How much 'Tﬂuence did you feel yoq h_ & ‘t,h1s s1tuat1on7 . ‘;‘:f | B {

'great dea‘l, T
1nf1uence L

-.' -no mﬂience : : o
R atell 1 2.3 4

“13. who -do you fee] was the most 1mpo"“_ ‘

-~

- :Judge

-—

prosecutof.' 2 ;;]ﬂi}
defense 3

# ’Jﬁry e

e ™



3 . .
o . . . » . *
. . . . N ' . ‘ . ‘¢;~ “ . ‘n » 6]
s " . +
L IR
- .

14, Did youlthink that:thé sé]qption brogédure,fon choosing a person to
he the jhdqr ‘q fair? = : : . C -

1. ;o - '
e ubfair | 2 3 A5 6 T fair
- : - — LSNP O OV S
15, What membey of the court would you like to represent in the next
case? - \+ Y . e : ‘ ST
' -  judge -]
s T
B - prosecutor«2-
' " . defense = 3
. Jjury 4
/. 16. - Were-you given \an opportunit 1o thangé7to another role ih‘the‘néxt'
case? | ° ‘ LN S S S .
yes . 1 " no.- 2 .
v ' .

17.  From your own point of view,"did you regard, the judge in this . - i

+ ¢ % courtroom as a legitimate source of authority? ,
' yfi'-ﬁ ; lhétjat‘a]] . o - L S o f.
: ® _legitimatee . 1 2 3 4 5 6 77 . legitimpte

18.. How‘satiSfiedIWere you with the ﬁﬁnaTnvefdiét given by ﬁhe-judge?
" not.very . o S ver‘y{ L
" satisfied 12 3 4.5 6 7 satisfied

o
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Tab]e 1

T ““”Summam?cﬁlthe Ana]ys1s of- VanJagce of. the Inf]uence _____ i
o JuronsﬂPerce1ved Themse]ves to Have R
-.*l»- (&&“ ® . .

jSoﬁ?cn of'Variation r'.' df’ M f;ﬂ
286 ¢ 1,78

69 9.12%.

.00

36 o = "

58 . -

a4 -

19 2.60

61 -

g2 -

A: se]ect1on procedurc
B qua]1f1cat10ns ’ ' 14.
C Qb111ty ) % o
p::.sel X qqa]
A x ¢:  sel x mob -
G
C

o - BN

C: qua1 x mob e ,
' T oﬂ,

0 O = NN = B O]
- ~ ’ 5
N :
N = N R = = N

;ﬁifsel X qual X mob _ .
(Aﬁﬁﬂﬁ;}groups w1th1n treatments 57.83 . 36
S(G): subJects within grOUps 164 67 - 9%

SRS nrati i

i - s o

v

*op L0

Tab]e Ze'.bﬂ T S

Summary of the ﬂna]ys1s of Variance of the Confederate as.
t  the Best: Cho1ce for the Judqe s Ro]e i

N

- Source of Vafiation[g{' s fss CdF TS F

Voo

B xC: qu51 k mob
Ax B x,C; -sel x qua]wi
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. Table 3

Sumﬁéry(of\the Analysis of Variance of the
Importance of Changing Roles Scores

_""-j_‘;i_‘ :' - ' '—’_ ““"‘A‘" T & H’ "'“_T 7» ' G A et - ":’” S e ‘_"“A"“ ST s e A-..M A G
Source of Variation S L sS o oedf o M5 F

n: se]eqtioh pfocédure “ .35
| 25
.25

.38 -

B: qualifications
G moplity
1B sel k‘,q(j@]i‘
A & €: sel x mob" .04
B x C:* quat x mb .00
M ox B &.Qi fse1 5-auq1-xvmob o 112
G(ABC): groups within treatments 74.17 36
- 'S(G)}~.§dbject§‘witpinﬁgrqups 226.66 96

=N M oD N
S =T NN = =

PR v o — = N oy o —
- .
S
1

{
[}
{
Cd
H
t
+

a

Tab]e.4

E -"Meaﬁs;_Standakd,Deviatipns,-and~Test of,Sigﬁificahce' o
"> . Comparing the Fairness of the Setectien Procedures et
Total Sample . = . Election - :.prpbintmenf'.,' t

N=2 v N=d2 0 oN=Tr2tel
o B
s

577 X=4.98 2.5
.57 LTsD =T o

[}

| Téthlthmp1§ . Election ¢ Partial Election R hp:
N =24 . N o= 12 . N=12° R
SRR f=577. . X=546 " 1.00 ns.
D =.1:57 ‘146 :
R
';_aaAbpbintmgnt( : Paktia1 F]ecfﬁon t P
BT N=12 0 N=020 T |

]
B!

~ Total Sample:
SN =28 .

... SD=1.61



Table 5 - -
- Se]ect1on Procedure X Qua11f1cat1ons Interact1on of the |

T Fa1rness of- the Selection:Procedure Scores.

L o - Selection Procedure L

Y

LN ——— RO,

Oua1ificatiuh$ o "Electiou' o JPar;ia1 Eleetion . App01ntment :

e L s9gEV.T o550 5500
LOW 56y 87 a3

Table 6. C L e
vﬂ,"".; l" o .0 2 e

L Summary of the Ana]ys1s -ofVariance of the PPr N L
S " " Fairness. of the Se]ect1on Procedure ScoresSa&” T

- Source of Variatiou;ﬂ o ::v SSu-‘jviﬁdf'"ee 'MS':-' CF .v:?.

51 5I4T** |
36 11.03** JRLII
257 T3 T
RRTREE W +*
52 -
63, 1.68
487 . 1.5 -
57. -

A: selection procedure‘i ” {17.01 R R

B: ;quaTificatibhs o, 1738 1

WF s Ceomobility Lo 7 o2is 0

e s Ak B sl X gualku“?e' CLva2 2

| ‘Ax_fﬁserxawumex;" g 2
1
2

UBxC:oqual xmob o -+ 2.63
hxBxC: sel x qual X mob . 4;§§“
“G(ABC): groups within treatments 56 36

ey ':jS(G): subJéEts within graups 150. 67 96
- . . ) V- : ".- " ‘

¥V
— e N D N NN

: B S SO T
o LI . : ~ . .
. .- “ e . S
. - ] ‘- . . B . * p . 05 . -

‘; < o . .o . A

T s g
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. Table 70 T

o Knaiysis'Of;Vafiance3fof"SiﬁbTe-EffeCts7of‘the1 L
~ Procedure (P) X Qualifications (Q) Interaction.

>

;{'  o 8 “: L Simp1e Effeet§ of.D SR

“source of Vaviation - - s§  df. . M5 3
et R
P for q, (procedure for high = - o -t
to qUa1ificationslqi)L e 5.00°. 2. 2.8 -

R
Y/ P for qzwtprocédure'ﬁor Jow o - N
/o "7 2 qualifications a,) . 61.75 2 30.88 - 6.01%
MY s o i s “ » : . ! V.‘ : . .. i‘ - ) C .

/

gfdupﬁ'witﬁin cells.  215.75' 3 42 5.4 ‘__.;::

s : «

R Y . .

e o .o simple Effects of P
S GURTEEN R AR

'?§5@tcé_dfi¥?ri;?i¢nA o ss L df oM P

EEPTEEN

e T {Q-for.plﬁiﬁua1ificatiops for
L " lelection py) "

07 o -

V'v.Q\er pé»(qUalificationé for = - S L
7 "2 partial eledien p,) - Az50  2:38

g forpg (qualifications for - oo T
W appointment pg) -~ ... 52.51. L1 5251 110.22

" groups within cells . 215.75. 4% . 514 P

. N T N Ed —




"R
Table 8
'Summafysof the Ana]ysié:of Vaffance of

 the Perceived Legitimacy Scores |

>

' Source of Variation © . sS df s F

AL §é1e¢fibh bngbedure.j . 0.68
' qualifications . . = 21.78
o ERAVE
76
76 .
. Bx :.fqua1_x mob 5 .00, :
A x B xC:oselx qual.x mob | 79 ,
" G(ABC): groups within treatments ° 88.33 36 245 o
5(6): subjects‘w%Ehi?rgkqupsi” a-,Tss.Qo:.*Qe 173 f‘t~j{-":” o

MRS, <R - A

g mobility
A x B: sel x qual

" xC:. sel x mob

YOm0 W
TR N = =N

o - w s \I

TabTé'9-f:~"n';l? L SRR
B Sunhhry"of’the Analysis of Variance'df the_Perceived .
~Satisfaction with the <Judge's Performance Scores

y 3
Meob

e T
-A: selectionsprocedure - 7.09- 2 - '3.55 - 2.34
= LR 7517 49.41%%
311 7031
63 . 1.73
30 T
84 . 3.58
76 1.82°
Bl
5

:',qgé]ifitations'- e A75.ﬂ];b'
,, ebiTity., o 1
A x B sel’x qual 826
. B xC:-qual xmob IR O .7
“A X Bx C:sel X'qUalix>mob | N ;';=,2.76;“1
o G(ABC);i'gr9gb§f@ﬁ¢hih-treatméntép*“” SA;QBW{j36}f
S(G): =

o ST

O 0O P W
S
o)
o’
Lo Nl RN

subjects within'groups “  145.99- 96 .

‘ : . ' A .v‘i ) . *~ p%( ..05 wl,

e

T g e CRE - T S - L . R N . .
Lo LR : . - . Ly . . - RECIU: JUN .
: : - L L8l v, o ¥ t . R A0S Lo,
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Table. 13

Summary of the Ana]ys1s of Varlance of the -

I - Chanqe 1n Verd1ct Scores :
L Sbur;e'ofgvariatién o . SS df MS " F

A: selection procedure .' 13,18 2 6.59 1.08

B: qualifications = ~5.06 1 5.06 -
C:-mobility . -~ . 4.3 1 4.34 -

A-x B: sel x qual 4.5 2 2.27 -
CAxC:osel xmob o 27.18 2 13.59  2.22
Bx C: qual x mb - 017" 1 0.17 .

A x B x C: sel x qual x mob L ;26 2 113 -
- G(ABC): groups w1th1n.treatments 220.74 36 ° 6.13 -
- 5(6): subjects w1th1n groups - 425.98 96 4.44 :
&
Tab1e'14.' RIS oo
’»\ - ’;\ :

Summary of the-Ana]ys1s of Variance of Jurors Conf1dence
About the Case- After the In1t1a1 Presentat1on o

e e
- Source-of yariétion o o ss - .; §df : MS.:: ‘
A selection brocedurejfi _5\‘2' v 10.5§A _
. B: qua)ifications o e
~C: mobility R N 0.34
AxB: sel xaqual . 17.09 2 8.55
AxC:-sel xmob . - . 1.68 2 0.84
B xC: qual x mob - ) , /306 1 ' 3.06
A X‘B;X‘Cé. sel’ X qual X mob “16.62  ‘ 2. 8.31,
- G(ABC): groups within treatments’ 192,24 % 5.3
4'_;S(G)5  subjects w1th1n groupsh_' 550.64 '§5 ?,‘ . 5.74r



Tabley?ﬁ‘* o o '_f? 1Jf

Summary of the Ana]ys1s of Variance of the
Change in Confidence Scores.

Source of Variation = . . ss. df Ms. . F
A: - selection procedure o 18.87 2 9.4 _"Y.54:'
B: qualifications =~ 29.24 1 29.24  4.98*
¢ omobility © v 625 1 6,250 1.02 -
A x B: sel x qual ~33.01 2 16.51  2.69
AxC: sel xmob - - 9.08 2 42 -
B x C: qual xmoh ; 8.03° 1 803 1.3
" A x B x C: sel x qual x mob B ' 5.7 2 251 _fJ‘
‘G(ABC){ groups within treatments =~ 211.40 3 5.8 -
. -S(6): subjectsgmithin groups . ~ 831.31 9  8.70° - -
: .

. N R *p .05 .

T - S e I
B ?§§%b1% 6 . o t

Sunmary of the Ana]ys1s of Variance of the Sat1sfact1on
. With- One S- Own Ro1e Scores _ S

~ Source of,Variatfon e f ss - df .S Foo
_ : R . ¢ ,se1ect1on procedure .85 2  r0.92‘f ) -
B: qualifications:. - ' . 28.44. 1 28.44° 112.00%*
. C: o mobility . 12.03 1772.03  5.07% -
pxB:oosel x qual Y 20760 2 1.38 <0
Hox C: sel xmob: " ~ g -2 500 2.4
, B x C: qua] X mob e o 4.30° 1 4.34 ] 83"
v AxBxC: sel x qual x mob . 1.8 2 0.92 -
.G(PBC) ‘groups w1th1n treatments 85.18 36 2i37 -
S(G)i'-subJects w1th1n groups - 7191.32 0 96 . 1.99 -
. ; < - l, ‘, = -
L] *p-OE)' ' . . . x 2 | .‘:M
1 ** 0] -vﬁﬁ‘t




,0. ' .‘i .‘ g o '/ . 70
- Tablp 17 . B
_ : - a
, Summary of- the Ana]yses of Var1ance of the R
T N Jurors Sat1sfact1on-w1tp ‘the Verdict — ~— S
Source of.VqriatiQn ' SS df MS - .F
. A:. selection procedure . S 2.3 2 1.7 r”g
B qua11f1cat1 ns ' & -15106 S E.os_u 3,59 "
C: ‘mob1]1ty 1 0.84 j:' 0.8 - ¢
p: verdict - | 2:56° 1. 20.56  6.69%
A x B: sel x qual - - 88.04 2. 4:02 T1.19°
A x C: sel x mob 0 7.76 2 3.8 T1.15
. A x D: se1‘x4verdict ., 4.87 2 ST2:44 -
> B x C:. qual x mob 2,01 10 2.01 -
" B xD: dqual x verdict 017 1. 0Aa7 -
‘ C x D: mob'x verdict . 0,010 1 0.0 -
A xBxC: sel'x qual xfmob L5020 251 . -
~7. Ax B xD: sel X* qua] X verd1ct 12 8 2 6.42. 1.9
A xfC‘xoD{':sel x mob x verdict 2435 217 -
BixﬁC x’b?'lqua1 x mob x verdict 0.3 0 . 0.3 -
A x B x Cx D:"scl x qual x mob x verd1ct "8.43 2 4.22 1.25
R G(ABC) qroups within. treatments - 80.80 284 3.37 -
: S(6)% 'SUbJects within groups - 287.32° 96 'v2L§8  -
R S ’ e
) > -
' *p e 05 | |
e-‘ a - 5
| v,
o e




. L Table 18 i;Q‘,- - B |
Summary ‘of the Ana'lyses of’ Vamance o'r‘ Voters and Nonvoters

——n *

A, ‘I\ttracti.‘v,enéssf pf tin'e Jud'ge e L R T

g ' . Do B g k
A . . .. . . : . ‘
L v . . . . . i

Source.of Variation L e.ss o df WS F

;. qualifications - . '~ 197.51  "° 15% 197.51 8.98%* -
“mobility - 957 01 T 9 TR

:. voting . P9R32 1 - 96,32 - 4.38%

qual x mob 8719 1 e .

£ qual x vote .-, . 488 .1

mob x-vote . - . 39.38 . 1 RIS L

qual. x mob x vote . 0,38 1 0.38 R
4 BN
6

COOPPOED
. . . (3 LR

“error: cMS groups (ABC) - 703.65 2 21.99 o
:18(6); Ss within. groups .~ 7293.00 1 18.31 -

:"b - i : i *p< .05 ‘, ' ‘

R

~" . _satisfaction with the Judge -

o
—h
=
wm
-n

“Source’of Variation | - . 'SS
qualifications . - 10.70 1070 486k
B: .mobility - - 0.95 : .
C:- voting .7 .32
B: qual-x mob T 226
C: qual x vote- "~ 0.38
C: '
C
r

>‘"'

: mbxvote .. " - 0.63 -~
:Aqualxmobxvote L. 2.82

rror: - cMS groups (ABC). 76.84
$(G): Ss within groups ~~  35.50 . .

o
(2]
(98

222 . -




C. Satisfaction with One's Own Role _
. . v ‘ . ) . . .’ ‘

Source of Var1at10n . '.,'."'SS wuwagwma..mﬁ§‘>,mlfé;:;‘
A qua11f1cat1ons .7.51 1 7.51 6.31*
B: mobility 0.94 1.% 0.9 -
C: voting . , 1 2:26 3 .
A-x B: qual'x mob . 0.38 . 1
A x C: qual x vote 2.26 1
B xC: mob x vote, : - 4.88 - 1
Béx—e*"\qual x mob X vote 2.82 1
efror: cMS groups (ABCO 38.01. 24
S(6): Ss within groups 12.50 - 16,
o $p. 05 - C
- | -
. R o ’
D. " Perceived Inf]uence N
. Source of Variation ﬁﬁf SS df s oMs F
A qua1ik1cat1ons YO 167 " T 16.17vﬂ”‘10;30**
B: mobility o2 3.09 1 '3.09.-7 - 1.97
C: wvoting - -~ 309 1 . 3.09- 1.97 .
"A x'B: qual x mob - 5 9,09 0 1 ~9.09. @ 5 79*
A x C: “qual x vote o 0.25 . 1 025 * .
.~ B.xC: mob x vote =~ - 0.06 1 0.06.;' q
A x B x C: qual x mob x vote =~ - ,2.27 . P2, u1 45
©error: ..cMS .groups (ABC) . . 50.32 .24 “1.57 . -
'S(G): 'Ss within groups 31.00 16 1.94 -
h : N o ) ;. N . . - > - :
. . -
- . - "' S ok ,p< .01 , l:.. _ . 5.,‘_tf U’



E.. Importance ‘of Changing *Ro'les N L Lo e

N, ) ) "’._' -

@. AR Source of'Var1ati‘on
Q".' t o 1 S .
N R

“’,;"a:."‘.; . -

D R _A,‘_qu 1ifi caubns t.;
: : ili ty

0
B: 5
L voting L Mg
B:- qUa'I X mob oo 2.
C: qugl x ‘vote © 3.
C:vmobxvote .. w0
C:,_‘q;.@] X mob X vote . ol
r: . cMS 'groups (RBC)™  * "66.3
)‘:"Z-Ss w1th1n qroUps . 10.

-';o\x—l.\l—o"omr\)j' . y
O NWRvYOwPo T L L

F

: "*quhe &
“error: cMS m'oups (ABC) it
o S Ss w1th§p groups ‘

L

) o '2"53 R
. ¢6“’l’3\ : 3 6 1% =T

V‘" gy ‘ er?'orm l1CMS ,Q‘VOU -{A - 212. 531"‘" , '6 64 - e e
&’ j . §(§) «’§'S with}n groups leﬂ”“ “‘1—6 A \8".’84' L=

“

]
-
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