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}‘ibffdlscuss1on on the d1sp051t1onal btas in. att1tude |

G ;fi:Abstra¢t15'-f T N

LA L R ”
R N - : r . o S
.ftﬂten o e e o

Th1s d1ssertat1on assessed the 1mpact of group »

ﬁ;ﬁttrrbut1ons The txplcal att1tude'§%tr1button paradlgm f

‘.krequtres subJects to Judge the attltudes of a person f5'

.

“_'fwho wrote an essay under cho1ce or ass1gnment -,f

‘a

| ';ﬂ ond1t1ons Because th1s parad1gm was not constdered

‘”su1tab1e to test the group d1scuss1on quest1on Study 1

'0

ﬁﬁwas cohducted to determ1ne whether the typ1cal parad1gm

'used 1n th1s research area conta1ns a demand "t R
B )7 ’ v - o P
‘fcharacter1st1c that 1nduces subJects to maKe ;][ R

"1"x”d1sp051t1onally b1ased attrlbut1ons Spec1f1cally',it

7fwas hypothes1zed that the presentatlon of an essay

,5;subsequent to constra1nt 1nstruct1ons commun1eates to'”‘

A

N L

hythe subJect that the constra1nts are not total]y

"*‘respons1b1e for the target s behav1or, and that the_:f’

Y

{:rf,"essay mus t therefore be d1agn05t1C of the d15p051t1°ns

ﬁ.;of the actor Th1s hypothps1s was tested by compar1ng_h :

:vf)the att1tude ascr1pt1ons of subJects who recetved the;"'

;“trad1t1ona1 1nstruct1ons and quest1onna1re w1th those;f"

"of subJects who rece1ved a. mod1f1ed vers1on of the

T'1nstruct1ons In the mod1f1ed procedure subJects weref,-

L

:warned that the 1nformat1on they would recelve 1n thef

filexper1ment may not be relevant to severa] of the

:fquestlons they would 1ater be asked These su Jects
.also recetved an expanded QUest1onna1re that
w,j’“.:. R R _“';.-~j"i R

Vo



tifhﬁmod1f1ed prgpedure cond1t1on than 1n the trad1t1ona],

S the d1spo"

. ) - ) . . . . . . .-
N i o Lo BRI
) R : \ - A . ’ o o e
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: N . Y

'v_fsome 1tems that were unrelated to the ess\y and/or ‘the

essaytoplc In th1srstudy 192 male and fema\e college"

yf%studeits were ass1gned randomly to one oﬁ'8 condltlons;-
| of a 2.Vro vs - con essay) X 2lcho1ce Vs, no-cho1c ) X{;f;

2(trad‘

1onal vs mod1f1ed procedure) between subJe ts
'afaetorlal des1gn As pred1cted subJects at£1tude

4‘ascr1pt1ons were less depos1t1onally b1ased in the L

e

-{,procedure cond1t1on .SubJects 1n the modlfted procedure _

. [

Vcond1tlon however st1ll rendered dlspos1t1onally
: o~

: A_i bla§§? attr1but1ons The mod1f1ed procedure was

‘therefore employed 1n the second study

B .
Stud\\?\ :‘ i‘“d*the,1nfluence of group d1s uss1on

vf-on\the dlspos1t1onal

';lasf The potent1al 1nfluen ¢ on

‘andff

tlonal b1as of extended dec1$1on t1m
'T'the expectat1og oi/hav1ng a group d1scuss1onww“s also ,”'
"fassessed 1n two i 1t1on ¥l control condlt1ons

”jfstudy 448 male a d f

vs; delayed Judgment vs expected d1scuss1on Judgment f

Vs group dlscu5s1on Judgmentl between sub}vcts 3'_'gf“
¥ . » o | Fr

factor1wl de51gn

In accordante Wlth pred1ct1ons,‘sub3e ts attltude

“»ascr1ptlons were less d1sp051t1onally b1as d when they

_were rendered after a group d1scuss1on Extended

(VE B Qo



Sy . 1 " .‘ ; _\“

‘v‘.

'dec1s1on time and dwscuss{on e)‘gectatmn, had‘b effect

-

on att1tude attributi0n§ It Was suggestdd that the

i-

'effect of group dlscuss1$n on att1tude attr1but1ons may ‘

o~ .
resukt from subJects th1nk1ng about arguments thatie
B . 2
;could expla1n the non- essay cons1stent op1n10ns L
vexpressed by some group members 1n the d1scuss1on S

- sessions.
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Overview of the problem

One of ‘the major goals ot contemporary social -
psycho]ogy has been to de11neate the processes by which
| people perce1ve and explain the act1ons of others (see
Harvey & Weary ~%981 dones Kanouse Kel]ey, N1sbett
Valins, & Weiner, 1971) & Interest in these processes,
stems, in part, from the belief that'the causes to
which we attribute behavior affect both our. impressions
of the actor and our subsequent behav1ora1 responses to
the actor or the situation in whtch the behav1or occurs‘
(Jones & Davis, 1965; Ke]tey,'1967,1972) Consequently,
a major‘focus‘of causal attribution theory andzresearch
has been on assessing the conditions'under”whdchv
behavior is judged bx&obsthers to be caUsediby an,'
actorfor elictted by the_environment (Heider,.1958;
Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967, 1972).

‘The attributional formulations:of Heider (1958),

Jones and Davis (19651, and Kelley 41967, 1972) claim
that peopTe follou'rat1ona1 common'sense“ rules of“
1nre;ence in mak1ng causal dec1s1ons From. thts>
perspect1ve, Jones and Harr1s (1967) proposed that :
behavior w11] not be attr1buted to an actor if the :
actor is constra1ned by c1rcumstances However ah’~
bsubstant1a] amount of emp1r1ca1 data indicates that
/obSErvers.ihfer dispositional qualgt1es from an actor’s
' behavior even uhen the'actor has‘responded to obvious |

n

g 1—“



~situational pressures (see dones. 1979) Actors who

have complied with exper1menta] 1nstruct1qns to behaveﬂ
aggressively (Bierbrauer, 979) fr1end1y 8# unfr1end1y_
(Napotitan"&‘Goetha1s, 1979), to take stand@s in essays

le.g., Jones & Harris, 1967; Snyder & Jones, 1974) or
to deliver a. speech written by another person (Miller,
1976} have been Judged by observers to have
d1sp051t1ons and att1tudes con51stent w1th the
expressed behavior. This tendency of perceivers to
oVerestimate the causa1‘1nf1uence~of personal factors
;relative to dispositionat factors has been referred'to

as the "dispositional bias" !

Although-there currently 'is some dispute about the

processes underlying the dispositional bias (see Miller

& Rorer, 1982), it is generally conceded that the
eftect is multip1y4determined (Jones, 1979t. There is
valso genera] agreement that thesbias artses “in part)
from the greater perceptua] sa11ence of behav1ora1!
1nformat1on relative to context 1nformat1on (He1der,

‘1958;'donest 1979 .

An important issue that has received Titt]e .
attent1on in the 11terature concerns the extent to
‘which the d1spos1t1ona1 b1as is 11Ke1y to occur in:
natura11st1c settings. Th1s quest1on has not been ;

addressed emp1r1ca11y because theor1sts have S1mply

~ assumed that the bias 1nf1uences.Judgments in such



contektsvas "... the courts, the.sohoolrooml .. the
familyr ... the SpeciaJ’arenasuof~counseling and
diagnosis“ (dones,’1979 p. t08) It wou]d se%m
f'however that this cla1m is based on an untested
assumptton that causal deC1s1ons typ1ca11y are made
_under the same Judgmental cond1ttons in both the real
.world"'and the 1aboratory Yet there are some
~potent1a11y 1mportant d1fferences between the typtca]
exper1ment and certa1n natural ‘settings. For examp]e,
'fattr1butors in many natura11st1c sett1ngs are able (or-
- even requ1red) to discuss an actor S behavior thh
other people before render1ng an attr1but1on Indeed,v 2
jury and parole board Judgments are rendered after"
forma11zed group d1souss1on Attr1butors in attr1but1on
studies, however are always asked to render their
Judgments under cond1t1ons of re]at1ve 1solat1on
AConsequently, there is, at,present no emp1r1cat,basis
.for an assumptwon that attr1but$rs w111 make 0
d1spos1t1ona11y blased Judgments after a dtscuss1on of j

the . target person s true fee11ngs concern1ng the -

.expressed,behavnorv
A

The overa]] goal of thls research therefore was

t

\ to assess the 1mpact of group dtscusswon on the ”/
d1spos1t1onal b1as To a1d in the 1nterpretatton of the
results of this 1nvest1gat1on add1ttonal control

| cond1t1ons assessed.the potential inftuence_of two



| related variables on the disposttiona1-bias ,
Spec1f1cal]y, attr1butors who -are asked to render the1r
Judgments after a’ group dlscuss1on have a longer
dec1s1on per1od than attr1butors who are\asked to
render the1r judgments 1mmed1ate]y Thus,.the 1nf1uence |

kon the d1spos1t1ona1 bias of extended dec1s1on time,

: 1ndependent»of group d1scu351on was exam1ned in th1s

research,.There ts'also evidence_that.the expectat1on
.bof havingdto transmitfor receivewinfcrmation mav;_in'
1tse1f, create a cogn1tﬂve state that affects |
attrlbutlon proces51ng (e g. { Harvey, Hark1ns l&-
. _Kageh1ro 1976; Wells; Petty, Harklns, Kageh1ro &

‘Harvey,'1977) Therefore,\the 1nf1uence of the

e i

expectat1on of hav1ng a group dtscuss1on on the

o d1spos1t1onal b1as was. also exam1ned Because B

-

S

1nd1v1dua}s,1n rea] world tuat1on5\often expect to .f
atth others and’ th\y __v be -

dtSCuss their attr1but1ons
free to con51der their dec1s1on for an extended peri\\

of t1me the potent1al 1nf1uence of dlscu551on

RS

expectat1on and extended dec1s1on t1me on the

d1spos1tlonalﬂb1asvms also cf theoretncal 1nterest{~'

The l1terature relevant to the present research 1s

-:rev1ewed in further sect1ons of th1s d1ssertatlon gn

| the f1rst sectnon the 11terature perta1n1ng to the
&SA

d1spos1t1ona] b1as 1s\r\v1ewed The 1nf1uence of group |

vdtscuss1on on the ‘judgments of 1nd1v1dua]s is



‘cons1dered in the second sect1on In-the-third‘and;
fourth sect1ons, an. attempt 1s made to spec1fy how,: o
»»group dlscuss1on extended dec1s1on t1me ‘and, the

: expectat1on of a group d1scuss1on mé& affect the

.tendency of attr1butors to render d1spos1t1ona11y->“

b1ased Judgments In the f1fth sect1on ‘a cr1t101sm of o

g.the trad1t1qna1 exper1menta]‘parad1gm used to - ’
1nvest1gate the d1spos1t1ona1 bias is deta11ed “In the
-s1xth sect1on,‘an exper1ment is reported that assessed
whether or not the trad1tlona1 procedure contatns an
’iexper1mental confound A mod1fled experlmental |
procedure 1s also proposed for 1nvest1gat1ng quest1ons '

&

"perta1n1ng to the d1spos1t1onal blas Fxnatly, a second
' v

| ‘exper1ment 1s reported that tests the effects of group

d1scuss1on the expectat1on of a group dlscuss1on and ,,}

R extended de01s1on t1me on the d1spos1t\onal b1as ';'

Rev1ew of the L1terature

jThe d1sp051tlona1 b1as “

Hetder 1\944 observed that a]though "changes 1n‘1.
the env1ronment are a]most always caused by acts of
vvpersons in comb1nat1on W1th other factors, the tendency‘
exists, to ascr1be the changes ent1rely to persons " p..
}‘361t He1der argued that attr1butors overempha51ze the‘3
causal s1gn1f1cance of d1sp051t10na1 factors relat1ve

to’ s1tuat1onal factors because an actor and h1s/her

behav1or form a natura] perceptual un1t

T
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: b1as was obta1ned 1n a test of corre pondent 1nference
R ]

hﬂ;theory (dones & Dav1s. 1965) dones

and Harr1s (1967)
tested the hypothes1s that a person who behaves in an '
4s; unexpected or unpopular fashlon w1ll bé Judged to have f
"‘d1spos1t1ons con51stent w1th that behav1or 1f she or he \\\\
r_twas not pressured to engage 1n‘the behaV1or,‘SubJects
in'a ser1esaof stud1es were told that the1r part1cu1ar
y‘exper1ment 1nvolved peop]e s ab1l1ty to maKe va11d
Judgments of another s personal1ty on the ba51s of ,]ﬁ}
'.]1m1ted 1nformat1on In the f1rst study,,subjects were ;f
"asked to Judge the true att1tude of a target person\who"h
. had a]ledgedly wrltten an essay elther pra1s1ng or;
"»econdemn1ng Castro The experwmenter constructed essay
”r“?was descr1bed as an answer to.a pol1t1ca1 sc1ence
"gtexgn1nat1on questlon and a typed statement ment1oned
'that the essay pos1twon was e1ther chosen by, or
.v"g;ass1gned>to the author The essays were typed
"Ticontatned a few typ1ng and spel]tng ecrors used‘a few i
' 'yreasonabte a?d fam1l1ar arguments, and were of fa1r»{;fg
-{qual1ty As pred1cted the results 1ndlcated that »
- hattr1but1ons of att1tudes were more strong]y 1n 11ne o
>w1th the content of the essay when the essay pos1t1on g
g"was chosen by,»rather than ass1gned to the author
However even in the p051t1on a551gnment (no cho1ce)

cond1t?ons attr1but1ons were strongly 1n 11ne thh the |
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content'of the essay. .

Jones and Harr1s (1967) attempted to 1ncrease the-'t
_'sa]1ence of the constralnt 1nformat1on 1n a repllcat1on
v’and extens1on of . the first study They reasoned that
'.people read11y apprec1ate the fact that. debators often '

‘r_defend pos1twons W1th wh1ch they d1sagree - _' |

*?;Consequently. subJects 1n thtS study were 1nformed thatdf

"the essay was the f1PSt dtaft df a. speech to be used in

o a debate The stance of the speech was alledgedly _

~,e1ther a351gned by the debat1ng team capta1n or chosen »-‘

- p{tby the target person To further 1ncrease the saltence t

'..of the constrawnt 1nformat1on . some.. subJects were asked’
rto yr1te pro or ant1 Castro essays before readtng the o

71standard essay prepared by the\experlmenter To assess:'

',“;the 1mpact of essay strength on the b1as. some of the

4

::‘,SQRJGCtS in these latter cond1ttons were asKed to read e

' V3samb1va1ent essays that contalned some arguments in '

isupport of the opp051ng v1ew Dequte the measures
"~;de51gned to 1ncrea$e constra1nt sa11ence, att1tude

. attr1butlons sttl] d1ffered at a’ statlst1ca11y 'v'
4:}‘s1gn1f1cant 1eve1 1n pro Castro and ant1 Castro no-=

X cho1ce condtttons Target persons who had alledged]y

:_wr1tten amb1valent essays under cho1ce cond1tlons were

:Judged to ho]d att1tudes only m11d1y 1n 11ne w1th the k ‘
i ;chosen p051tlon However target persons who had |

E a]]edged]y wr1tten amb1valent essays under no cho1ce

R
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J‘
j
'cond1t1ons were Judged to hold att1tudes mtldly opposed

<

to the ass1gned pos1t1on

To control for the possibtlity that subjects may .
have imputed essay-consistent attitudes to the author
because‘the~author appeared to'be~quite'familiar with

the relevant arguments, 1nstruct1ons in a third" study

by dones and Harrts stressed that the author had been

free to select arguments ‘from an ‘ar fmentvpoot “In th1s

- =~

study, essays faVOurtng and oppos17F segregatton were

| ‘presented to subJects v1a an audio apeplayer The

results of thls study repl1cated the f1nd1ngs of - the

7-f1rst two exper1ments
* 1

Jones, Worchel, Gbethals;‘a d Grumet (1971)
“eemployed the dones and Harr1s tt 67) procedure to _"
.4ctar1fy the effects of behav1or (| extrem1ty on,att1tude
attr1but1ons SubJects 1n th1s study were asked to read J?
';e1ther a weaK or a strong essaT Strong essays .' |

.contatned four potnts that were. al] etther 1n favour

‘tof ~or aga1nst the 1ega11zat)on of mar1Juana The weaK f"

) )
g_essays contalned two arguments favour1ng one- s1de of

. the 1ssue ahd two arguments favour1ng the other 51de

"';The conclud1ng statement in the 1atter essays was a

:t7weak endorsement of one s1de of the 1ssue Inﬁfi

‘f;accordance w1th the dones et al pred1ct1ons, exposure e

“to weak essays moderated att1tude attr1but1ons under

tch01ce cond]ttons and 1ed to attr1but1ons oppos1te t

I3

//v



the essay pos1t1on under no- cho1ce cond1t1ons It_
appears,vthen, that the d1spos1t1ona1 blas can be

affected by the strength.of the target behavior . o a

A. substant1al ambunt of var1ab111ty 1n att1tude
| attr1butlons was found in the no- cho1ce cond1t1ons of

- the dones and Harrls (1967) ‘and - dones et al (1971)

",_stud1es Mnller‘(1974) suggested that thls var1ab111ty v-’

. m1ght reflect’ind1v1dua1«d1fferencesv1n the amount~of
'freedom the attributors perce1ved the target person to |
have in the essay wr1t1ng task M111er repl1cated the
'dones and Harr1s (1967) study and analyzed the L
“‘attr1buwf§ns of subJects who Were catagor1zed as hav1ng-”
viperce1ved the target person to be under h1gh or low |
'i"constra1nt As predpcted the attr1Qyt1ons of subJects ﬁf
_;Fperce1v1ng Wow freedom were sﬁbn1f1cantly less 1n 11ne}hl
i.’w1th the essay d1rect1on than were the Judgments of ”O't,

¥

cho1ce cond1t1on subJects perce1v1ng h1gher freedom

'-The attr1butlons of "1ow freedom percelvers 1n Oppose,”f'f'

ﬂv_and defend cond1t1ons st111 d1fferedplhowever, at a

':stattstlcally s1gn1§1cant level

Snyder and dones (1974 vreaddreSSen the cr1t1c1sm
;that the exper1menter constructed essays employed 1n _’

':early research on the b1as may have conta1ned

. compell1ng rhetor1c or esoter1c 1nformat1on that m1ght.

’g'fﬁhave 1nadvertent1y 1mpressed observers w1th the ?_,A

”'target S expert1se = an expert1se that m1ght haVe fh.:*ﬁb



“prov1ded a 'cluet concernihg'the target’personfs_true>
;attttude (Lopes,.1972) Subjeots in a‘serdes{ot studies ‘
fwere 1nstructed to. wr1te essays favourwng or oppos1ng a
‘soctal 1ssue They were then asked to: record both thewr

own’ att1tude and the1r esttmate of the typtca] person sl

- attttude on th1s 1ssue The exper1menter then

o 1nterchanged the compTeted essays and asked subJects to

rate the author 5 true att1tude toward the target 1ssueb"

'and to re- rate the1r own attttude on th]s 1ssue

K
These exper1ments produced severaT 1mportant

Ftnd1ngs Accordtng to two measures of the

- d1spos1ttonal b1as (attrtbuted att1tude - wptter s

strue att1tude) and (attr1buted att1tude - perce1ved

'ftyptcal person s att1tude) subJects made'% 'ﬂT'ﬁﬁf@"'
, A
"dtsp051ttona11y b1ased attltude attr1but1ons when (a)

,;they, themselves, had prev1ously wr1tten an essay and

_;had been prov1ded W1th a pooT of arguments that they ’

g,

'ftcould use. int the1r essay,,(bt they were made aware thatg;

the author Of the essay ;Fey had read had had access toa:""”’

itac/argument pool too (c) they had or’ had not
changed the1r att1tude toward the essay toptc after

'read1ng the target s essay When subJects ware ton _ 3

e that they had to 1nc1ude certatn arguments in the1r

Tessay, and they Knew that the target person wrote
‘hts/her essay under 51m11ar constra1nts. the b1as was

"7_e11m1nated Anc111ary measures 1nd1cated that observer

. ™
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~1attr1butlons were not related to observer att1tudes

'3;'toward the target 1ssue 1n th1s study Furthermore,

' 'percelved essay persua51veness was weak]y re]ated to-7

- ’observer attrtbut1ons and not at a]l related to the r"”

;s;target person s true attttude Snyder and dones (1974)

" also asked subJects in an add1t1ona] study tO JUdQe the' :jt'

:attttudes of a target person who was Khown to have

‘ihg],merely cop1ed an essay wrltten by. anotheg person No

f,'these c1cumstances

(A s
ev1dence of the dlspos1ttona1 blas was found under.“g.

S

.‘7Mtlterj~MayerSOn;vPoQUe§’and WhitehoUse:(1977)
,lassessed the prOport1on of subJects 1n an att1tude:d B
'uyattr1but1on study who based th81P JUdgment on the
tt*constra1nt 1nformat1on Because a man1pu1at1on check

7“;quest1onna1re 1tem regard1ng the target person s degree

"'iﬂ of cho1ce 1n the essay wr1t1ng task could 1tse1f

'“:C,prompt subJects to ment1on the constra1nt two no-i' j’ "

f‘cho1ce cond1tlons were 1nc1uded in the des1gn of th1s
”V*study In one no cho1ce cond1t1on a'ch01ce}‘ L

'man1pu1at1on check greceded a request for an

‘ wﬁvexptanat1on of the subJects attr1but1on In the other ,f

e no- cho1ce cond1t1on, no man1pulat1on checK was 1nc1uded

'ff1n the post test quest1onna1re The att1tude

r7”ftattr1but1on f1nd1ngs replloated those of earlter

dstud1es Analyses of the attrtbut1on Just1f1cattons

3 revea]ed that 21% of unprompted no- ch01ce cond1t1on
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F subJects ment1oned the constratnts Moreover the ,-h

'~a_attr1but1ons of subJects who mentvoned the constra1nt5'g;,_'»

. were not d1spos1tlonally b1ased It was also found that'

subjects in the no- ch01ce prompt cond1tlon who T
. ment1oned ‘the constrawnt factor rated the target person:'V
as hav1ng less choxce than subJects who dtqﬁpOt mentvonf"

“W_vthe constra1nts

M111er (1976) 1nvest1gated how perce1vers assessed oy

. the att1tudes of target persons who Were seen and heardft?”w

EPresent1ng essaYs they had e1ther wrwtten themselves or‘tf7

ifhad no role 1n produc1ng SubJects observed on

-_?vudeotape a target person delivertng a speech that he B

'""alledgedly had wr1tten under ch01ce or' no- cho1ce
: condlttons Th1s Speech e1ther favoured or opposed
’d'amnesty for m111tary serv1ce evaders In two control

-7cond1twons Hhe target alledged]y had no role in.

'e_produc1ng the essay In one of these contro] COnd1ttons__?t'”

' ‘ydthe target was' seen and heard de11ver1ng the speech j[ffr;

e Qi(read cond1t1on) In the'other contro] cond1t1on the

,,:fltarget was heard but not seen (v01ce any cond1t10n)
w

: ﬂﬁvﬁdence for the d1spostt1onal b1as We S obta1ned under

oA \_
A . .

a‘1 1evF1s of constra1nt

ﬁﬁterbrauer (1979) employed a d1fferent

1Uexper1mental parad1gm to 1nvest1gate the effects of ‘{fg;_i'g

L

'; »ttme passage on the d1spostt1onal #1as In th1s study, i'aai;

'~=,-perce1vers observed a re- enactment of Mtlgranfs (1963)



»Aexper1ment of obed1ence in wh1ch a teacher"“obeved‘aﬁj;_~»'

(

Vhrexper1menter s request to del1verrdangeroui}y h1gh
‘1evels of shock to a student" confederate SubJects

:pred1ct}ons of the level of obed1ence that typ1ca1

tnpeople wou1d d1sp1ay 1n th1s context served as meaSUresdﬁf"dr

"[ﬁof senswt1v1ty to s1tuat1onal forces in. thlS study

\

“.}D1spos1t1onal attr1but10n measures were 1n the form of ;f

"o_(t) questtons regard1ng the target person s stand1ng onfh:j'.

'hvﬁ_several tra1ts, and. (2) pred1ct1ons of the target s

ﬁi‘behav1or in several hypothet1cal S1tuat1ons that cou1d-'7=

“vreflect some of the same dtspos1t1ons as the M1lgram 'T:.

3°3f51tuat1on When percetvers were requested to spend 30

irm1nutes th1nk1ng and wr1t1ng about the observed event

}pgthey v1ewed 1t 1n more s1tuat1ona1 terms than subJects -

‘who 1mmed1ate]y rendered attr1but1pns However th1s

,eeffect was not obtalned w1th the d1spos1t1ona]

sr_hattr1but1on measures Furthermore, the attr1butlons of t‘;ﬁ

'subJects who were d1stracted from th1nk1ng about the

event dur1ng the 30 m1nute per1od d]d not d1ffer from

D

"fthose made by subJects who were asked to render the1r ;fQ'gdf

h 1Judgments 1mmed1ately These results suggest that

| tﬂ1ncreased thought f63,§rs an apprec1at1on of the role

o M

jOf s1tuat1ona1 forces in the M11gram parad1gm However,htyﬁfﬁ

| tlthe passage of t1me per se, does not appear to

jnfluence the dlspos1t1onal b1as _gjy,--;-

o «.;N’abpqt:it"avh. and Goethals (:1_],‘_'97_'95? also examined

: ’
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attributions of constrained behayior\thiiewas not in
the form of opinion statements: attributtens of
fr1endl1ness based on 11ve 1nteract1ons Subjects™

\<

this exper1ment encountered a confederate whose
behavior was either fr1end1y or unfriendly. Before the
enCOunterv subJects were told that the COnfederate had °
'e1ther been 1nstructed to behave in a friendly or

hostile manner or .to behave spontaneously Results !
P—

indicated that subjects formed impressions of the
- P

confederate thaJ-ref]ected the
friendliness/unfriendtiness .of her behavior. ;Thi}

effect occurred regardless of wheiber the behav1or was

~
~.

freely chosen or forced.

\dopes Rigds and Quattrone (1979) were interested
in whether the bias would be enhanced over t1me because

~

constra1nt information might possibly decay faster in
memory than behayioral 1nformattonjgihey also tested

~ whether the bias is an artifect ofdtheéinformation
presentation sequence. More'specificalty, they

suggested that since theﬂcoq"fgﬁnt information is
alwaysﬂpresented prior. to the gehav1ora] 1nformat1on in .
the research on the d1spos1t1onal bias, the d1stort1on
phenomenon may be due to a recency effect 1n memory In
a rep11cat1on of the. dones and Harris (1967) studies,
subjects were presented w1th the constra1nt 1nformat1on

»
either prior to, or after, they were exposed ‘to the

W

-



essay. -In addition, subjects returned to the laboratory .
after one week and recorded theirégttributions again.

Contrary to predictions, results-indicated that the.

tendency for observers to make dispoSittona11y4biased

uJudgments was greater wheh the constra1nt 1nformat1on

was presented after, rather than before, the essay. fhe
b1as, furthermore, was eliminated when subjects ;
rendered their judgments after a one week period. Thls
latter finding, however, was only obtained when'the E
constraint information was presented prior to the

essay. ' S : , g

 Miller, Baer, and Schonberg (1979) examined the

effect on attitude attributiond of providing observers

with information regarding. the actual degree of
constra1nt expertencéd by the target person in the
essay writing task. They also assessed target persons
e;pectations;of the attitudes observers would impute to

<

them after having read the essay and havtng.been

"informed about either the actual degree of constraint
or the- choice instructions. When freedom information

- was not to be gﬁven’to observers,,actors'tn’both choice

and’/ofcho1ce cond1t1ons pred1cted that observers would
bﬁZe their attributions on “the essay content When
freedom 1nformatlon was to be g1ven to observers,
actors in the choice conditions again ‘predicted that

observers would base the1r attr1but1ons ‘on the essay

K
L]
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contentr However, actors in the no-choice conditions
who expected observers to have:freedom infor%ation
predicted that observers,would dse this intormation in.
forming'their attributionsl'Observers,lin fact, based
their attribution on- the ‘essay when\they were not
provided with the freedom rating. However, observers
used the freedom'information when it was provided. The
dispositional bias was elininated when observers were
told that the essayist felt little freedom to express
his/her true belief. Ancillary measures indicated that
perceived essay,persuasiveness ratings were equal
across all levels of writer rated freedom:and were

quite high Observer attributions were also found to be

_highly correlated with perceived esSay'persuasiveness.

~Ajzen, Dalto, and Blyth (1979) reasoned'that
observers in attitude attribution research may Form
their Judgments by searching for eVidence conSistent
With the tentatively held hypotheSis that the author‘
holds an attitude consistent with the Opinion expressed
in thezessay. However an hypothesis provides a
cognitive set for the proceSSing of new information
Consequent 1y, ambiguous information that has little
- bearing on the validity of “the hypotheSis may be viewed
as conSistent with the hypotheSis .Thus, information
such as a description of the target person or the stylem

or organization of ‘the material in the essay may»be



17

viewed as support for the hypothesis that the author
holds;an attttude conststent with the opinion expressed
in the4essay; This notionjwas tested inxthetfollowing
fashion.ASubjects read about a target‘person who wrote
an essay°favouring or opposing ébontion. Subjects in
one condition Were‘to1d whether‘or not”the target had |
choice in selecting the stance of thé'essay‘and'were
esked to judge the liketihood'that the target fevours :
abortion. Subjects in other.conditions made theirg
judgments after being given choice information and
after reading a desortption of the target'known‘to be
smbiguous wtth respect to the attribution in:questjon.
When no description of the target was provided, |
suojects made essay-conststent atthibutions in the

- chaice, but not in the no-choice, conditions. However,

- when the target decription was provided, essay-

cons1stent attr1but1ons were made 1:}both the ch01ce
and the no choice cond1t1ons These results are
1mportant for two reasons. First, they proyide sthong .
' support for the Agzen et at hypotheSis Seoond they”
suggest that peop]e may not make d1spo$1t1ona1]y biased

attr1but1ons for unembe111shed eported behav1or

" Reeder and Brewer (1979) suggested that the
Ad1spos1t1ona1 b1as may be explained in terms of the
"false consensus b1as (Ross', '1977)‘ Accord1ng to Ross.v

people be11eve that the1r responses in: hypothet1ca]
a .

o
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situations wou1d be typical, aSpropriate and moderate.
.Consequently.'when afperson observes someone else |
behaying'differently than they believe they, ’
themselves,‘aould behave ih a given sifuation, they
judge the behavior‘of thelother,person to be atypical
and, therfore, indicatiye of a disposition.}Inrterms of
the att1tude attr1button parad1gm subjects are likely
to find some novel arguments in the target person s, -
essay and are likely to expla1n this nove]ty, i.e., the"
'dtfference between the target s essay and 'thetr own"
in dispositional terms Hence, targets who write. more
_(1ess) extreme essays than the reader be11eves she or
~he wou-ld wrtte under the c1rcumstances would be Judged
to hold att1tudes more (1ess) in the d1rect1on of ‘the

~essay ass1gnment than_the subJect‘h1mself.

$

a Miller, Jones, and H1nkle (1981) tested'the-Reeder
_and Brewer (1977) hypothes1s in the following fash1on
Subjects were . asked to wr1te essays under p051t1on .s-
ass1gnment A]? essays were then rated by 1ndependent

o

raters in terms of the1r extrem1ty in presenttng the

- ass1gned pos1t1on After the essays were 1nterchanged

N r-each subJect target pa1r1ng was categorlzed in terms of =

'the target s essay be1ng more extreme than s1m11ar to,.

- or 1ess extreme than the reader s own essay Contrary

to predlcttons, the d1fferences between the essay-

wr1ters se]f rat1ng on the essay top1c and the

L3
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"
attr1but1on made to the target revealed no. support for

| the - fa]se consensu$ btas 1nterpretat1on of. the

’d1spoS1t1ona1 b1as.

Miller et al. (1981) also tested the notion that
the typ1ca1 att1tude ‘attribution parad1gm 1nstructtons:.'
- which present the exper1ment as 1nvolv1ng the accuracy -

‘of first 1mpre551ons conta1n an 1mpl1c1t message or N
| suggest1on that the essay 1s, 1n fact d1agnost1c of

the wr1ter s att1tude To assess the 1nfluence of th1s
‘factor on the blas, groups of subJects were prov1d%d
~with one of two cover stor1es Dne cover story was a-
var1ant of the trad1t1onal 1nstructlons A second cover"
story stressed that the study was concerned W1th
'determ1n1ng the role that constratntng factors play in i;
'produc1ng behav1or generated under swtuat1ona1 o |
"pressures SubJects were then asKed to wr1te conv1nc1ng

essays descrlbtng themse]ves as e1ther an extravert or

an 1ntrovert The expertmenter then 1nterchanged the

essays and asked subJects to read the essay and Judge o

~the author s true 1eve1 of e«traverston 1ntrovers1on
:Ev1dence for the blas was obta1ned w1th both cover |
';stor1es It is. questwonab]e, however whether the"
, conclud1ng 11ne in the constratnt sa11ence cover story,
‘,“We want you to help us determ1ne the role of
oonstra1n1ng 1nstruct1ons 1n maktng 1t dlfftcult to»
,i understand ‘what the: constra1ned person 1s really

)



like. ", achieves the degired goal .Rather this
istatement seems to suggest that the constra1nts are"
| probably not otally responsible for the behavwor
Thus subJects may" cont1nue to assum@ that the essay

conta1ns some: d1agnost1c 1nformatton

The- fol]oW1ng 1s a. summary of the maJor emp1r1ca1
f1nd1ngs on. the d1spos1t1ona1 b1as 1) the b1as has.
'been found w1th target behav1ors rang1ng from op1n1on

‘statements te g \ dones & Harr1s,_1967) to express1ons -

. of aggre531on (B]erbrauer 1979) andffrtendlinessp*

R ”(Napotltan & Goethals,.té?g) 2) the occurrence»of the

btas 1Svmot dependent on 1ow ]evels of constra1nt
salience. (e g. ,.Snyder & dones,'1974 M111er 1976

: A\

,dones, R1ggs,‘and Quattrone 1979) 3) -a m1nor1ty of .

.',observers tend not to maKe d1spos1ttonally b1ased

-“;attrtbut1ons even when constra1nt sal1ence is at a

E m1n1mat ]eve] (e gv. dones & Harr1s, 1967 Mtller et |

- al ;,’1977)'h4) the btas 1s e]1m1nated when a) the

-~constra1nt 1nformatton is. made h1ghly sal1ent by
'}1nform1ng subJects that the target person mere]y cop1ed_'_
| an essay wr1tten by someone e]se (M111er,,1976) //) thet‘d:'
hconstralned 1nformat1on is ﬁeported rather than [
observed (AJzen et al 1979) and ct observers are}_”"
'”1nformed of the target person s own est1mate of hls/hern'
degree of constra1nt (M111er et al 1979) 5) essay |

L
persuaswveness 1s not correlated w1th essay wr1ter s



21
=

actual attitude on the target issue‘(e.g., Snyder &
Jones. 1974) , b) perceived essay persuasiveness has
been found to be correlated with imputed'attitudéf‘in,
"some'studjes (e.g., Snyder & dones,.1974; Miller et

al., 1979). o
: £
- S o < .
In the past few years several arguments have been;r
:advanced to eXpla1n the dtspos1ttona] bias. dones »
_(1979) recent]y revtewed the l1terature on | the b1as andtu
- made the fol]owwng observat1ons F1rst he conc]uded
:that the bias is a multtply determ1ned phenomenon
Second he endorsed Heider's suggestton that the b1as
~stems in part from the fact’ that ‘an actor ‘and - h1s/her
.behav1or form a natural perceptual or cogn1t1ve un1t
hdones argued that th]S factor plays a parttcutarly c
1mportant role 1n the occurrence of the b1as when thev
actor 1s seen or heard em1tt1ng hts or her behav1or
urTh1rd he' proposed that ear]y in the dec1ston process

" observers tentat1ve1y accept the hypothe51s that the ft‘v

' actor s behav1or ref]ects a correspondent dtspos1tton

L iHowever he proposed that when the observer mod1f1es [""

';th1s Judgment to take account of the: constratnt ,ht

| h1nformatton he makes an. 1nsuff1c1ent adJustment a

' (Tversky & Kahnemanf 1974) The resutt of these two‘r‘
‘kfactors is a restdual btas effect F1na11y, dones e
1;suggested that the btas may not occur 1f contextual

“xfactors set the observer to con51der as h1s/her task5‘h‘



the determination of the impact of situational

pressures on behavior.

Inva recent discussion, Miller’, Baer, and
Schonberg (1979) argued.that if subjects in attitude ,%;
“attribution experiments are to'use'constraintf L
~.1n1°ormat1on in"a theorettcally proper way,t..e.._to
vd1scount the behav1or under no- chotce cond1t1ons. they j
r;must understand exp]1c1tly the‘probab111st1c and |
stat1st1ca1 1mp11cat1ons of the essay pos1t1on being. -
"randomly a551gned to the wr1ter However as Wells. and
Harvey (1977) have noted many people lack an 1ntu1t1vew
grasp of the" meantng of random ass1gnment Hence, ¢
‘M1ller et al. suggested that the dtspos1t1ona1 btaS‘may
,be an 1nev1tab1e occurrence 1n att1tude attr1but1on

_stud1es unless subJects rece1ve some gu1dance wwth

r.respect to the mean1ng of. random ass1gnment

MMeﬁ' Norman _and Wright (1978) prov1ded |
ev1dence that perce1vers exaggerate the d1sp051t1onal
fs1gn1f1cance of an individual’ scbehav1or when' they are t'
rt,engaged or expect ‘to be engaged ‘1n an 1nteract1on
;dW1th th1s person Data from control cond1t1ons b” th1s.

_exper1ment supported the argument that attr1butors

‘3b1ased the1r Judgments of the target person 1n order to~rv

promote a sense of control over the1r envwronment Moreg;~'

'_:spec1f1ca11y, 1t was. suggested that the attr1buf1onal

‘-‘d1stort1on was based on the percelvers need to fee]
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“that the'target'person~was_an understandable,

predictable entity.

o
Pad
.‘."

Mﬁiler’anleorer (1982) recently;offered'a new
- perspective on the determfnants of the}bias. They
suggested that people hoid 1mp11c1t theorles or
expectat1ons regard1ng the relat1onsh1p between a
writer’'s att1tude and the pos1t1on or qua11ty of the‘

-essay that is produced under ass1gned pos1t1on |

‘ 1nstruct1ons speciPically, they suggested that

*’subJects be11eve that wr1ters will produce a strong or
persuas1ve essay 1f and only if, they personally v
endorse the pos1t1on If wr1ters do not endorse the

| p051t1on ass1gned to them they w111 produce relat1ve1y
weak.- essays Thus 1f-sub3ects are g1ven a,strong essay_

hey are ]1ke1y to 1nfer that the wr1ter was ass1gned a

p s1t1on that was cons1stent w1th his or her rea]

tt1tude If g1ven a weak or ambtva]ent essay. however L

"‘subJects w111 1nfer that the real att1tude of the

. swr1ter 1s only m1n1ma11y related or even opposed to the
=?essay pos1t1on M111er et al. added that subJects i
'éxpectat1ons regard1ng the relat1onsh1p between the
}qua11ty of an author s essay and h1s true att1tude '(f}_['
toward the essay p051t1on 1s, 1n fact 111usory (Snyderi
'u’& dones;:1974 M111er et al. 1979) Neverthe]ess.‘

s1nce subJech under pos1t1on ass1gnment are, 1n fact

‘~ab]e_to.wrlte_generally‘conv;nc1ng'essays (M111er
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[}

Baér, and Schonberg, 1979; Miller, Jones, and Hinkle,
4

1981). they are Judged by observers to hold att1tudes

consistent w1th the essay pos1t1on.

The'folloutng findtngs support this reasoning’

| Miller (1974) found that weak essays wr1tten under _:.
Aconstra1nt cond1t1ons were cons1derab1y less
correspondent than. strong essays wrltten under pos1t1on
ass1gnment Schne1der -and M111er (t975) Found a
s1gn1f1cant reduot1on in the d1sp051t1ona1 blas effect o
“when bad arguments were 1nc1uded in essays wr1tten

" under pos1t1on ass1gnment dones et al (1971) also

. ﬁgund that weaK arguments wr1tten under a551gn

cond1ttons 1ed to. contra correspondent attr1but1ons

X .

M111er and Rorer 1§u9 assessed subJects

«

expectat1ons of the p051t1on and persuas1veness of

eSSays (pro and con) that would be wr1tten under cho1ce: i

4

/.
.4and aSS1gn cond1t1oms They also examlned subJects

: expectat1ons of the amount of d1ff1cu1ty a wr1ter would b

fexper1ence 1n carrylng out th1s tasK As pred1cted
:SUbJeCts expected essays wrttten under constra1nt to be:y
_less extreme’ 1¢Jér in qua11ty,'and harder to wr1te
dthan essays wr1tten under cho1ce cond1t1ons ‘
_,Furthermore the more pro- the wr1ter S attltude
V.actually was’, the moreﬁpro the essay was. expected to -

’-1be SubJects also expected that under ass1gn

- -condwtlons,yauthors w1th actual pro (con) att1tudes K



would write higher quality pro (con) essays with. 1ess?
d1ff1cu1ty than wou]d authors who actua]ly held con

(pro) attltudes, . 1.

There appears, thén,gto be some support for M111er
’and Rorer S argument that the d13posxt1ona1 b1as is
'based on the perce1ver s‘1nc11nat1on to adbpt a y
'dlagnostlc Judgmental set in the att1tude attr1button :,"
E ;parad1gm However M11]er and Rorer also noted that

'the1r conceptual1zatton of the b1as 1s not 1ncompat1b1e

o w1th dones (1979) 1nterpretat1on They suggested that

“Dne could v1ew essay strength as the parameter whlch

\

B cues the perce1ver as totthe proper adJustment to maKe.“;F

once the 1n1t1a1 hypothes1s of correspondence between
M 'get s be11ef aqﬁ the essay pos1t1on ass1gnment haS"'J
fn made The\sﬁbject may 1nfer that«vtrtua]ly no j{
fjustment has to’be made 1f the essay 1s powerfu]
Ethereas a cons1derab1e adJustment (or reth1nk1hg\about
Lfthe context of the essay) would be tn order 1f the‘5 :
;Aessay 1s equ1voca1 (p 57) It is - tmportant to \

iireca]t -though that subJects fall to apprec1ate that

i peop]e can produce extreme behav1or under constratnt

.coﬁd1ttons w1thout actually endors1 g thts behav1or

the essay

t'a?;_yder & dones, 1974) Consequent1 o
:tstrength parameter whtch M 11er and norer suggest mlght
“'fserve as ‘a’ cue for subJects as to the proper adJustment

i _to make to the hypothes1s 1s erroneously der1ved .
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| Dtchssionieffects'and indjviduai judgmentS'f

5 One of the cr1t1ca1 1ssues 1n general1z1ng the

:t' d1sp051t1ona1 b1as phenomenon to real world sett1ngs
\\\\oncerns the p0551b1e 1nfluence of group d1$cuss1on As
.noted ear]1er perce1vers in natural1st1¢ contexts may’ |

_ be able to Jnfluence each othersq Judgments throu:, the

h{jexchange of attr1but1ona1 1nformat1on Indeed Anfmanyiu
7'natura11st1c settJngs (e g ~jury or parole boar'
’"7jcontexts) peOple are requ1red to pool the1r,Knowledge o

and op1n1ons before render1ng a: Judgment ot

- Research concerning"therinfluence'of group“:‘
/iﬂd1scu5310n on Judgments has focused pr1mar1]y on. |
-3js1tuat1ons 1n wh1ch members of a group ane eXpl1¢1t1y
"5e?1nstructed to reach a: consensual dec151on Early worK
"i‘1n th1s area sought to determ1ne whether the ?ff
o éonvergence phenomenon _ 'ef, the tendency for:""'>
;QJudgments made by 1nd1v1duals‘1n the presence of others1f
'"fndto be less extreme than Judgments made by vsoldted |
“t.f1nd1v1dua1s (Allport 1924 Sher1f 1935) would occUr.';”hh

‘TJf group membere were 1nduced to reach a consensual

.:de0151on through d1scuss1op/ Kogan and Wa]lach (1966)

for example, found that post- d1scuss1on group Judgmentsfsdl

'a'represented the average of the Judgments that had been B

tgdprev1ously made by the 1nd1v1dUals who compr1sed the 'h'

ﬂgroupm
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However. Kogan and Wallach s (1966&Tfindtng.‘

v Ex 2N

contrasted sharpfy W1th other f1nd1ngs (e, g_, Stoner

T 1961 Wallach & Kogan 1965) wh1ch 1nd1cated that groups‘ S

7} parad1gm employed by Wallach and Kogan (1965) and

that d1scuss probTems concern1ng the poss1ble loss of

money prest1ge or ‘'self- sattsfact1on tend to prefer a ,

r1sK1er alternatlve than one wh1ch would have :

requted from comprom1se between the cho1ces of the i

\

1nd1v1duaTs compr1s1ng these groups The research _Yf;

i others requ1res subJects to read descr1pt1ons of

hypothetlcal swtuat1ons 1n whtch a person is: confronted‘t_’i

¢

'b w1th 3 cho1ce between a, certa1n and an uncerta1n course'e o

' of act1on One alternat1ve, 1f chosen, guarantees a

A

safe but med1ocre outcome The other alternat1ve"‘
1nvotves r1sK SubJects must choose the m1n1mum

probab1]1ty of suétess that they would accept 1n order'yy

’71 to recommend the uncerta1n aTternat1ve rs‘w,hjf.s R

The research that purportedly demonstrated afh*:"“

preference for r1sky dec1s1ons by groups has come under"7vtﬁ

cr1t1c1sm Spec1f1ca11y, many stud1es that used the

Wallach and Kogan parad1gm (e g. o Brown 1965 Pru1tt &f]f7»

Teger 1967) revea]ed that groups sh1ft toward caut1on‘f:it'

: on some QUest1onna1re 1tems These f1nd1ngs Ted to the

-

concTu51on that d1scuss1on may 1nduce group members to}

'fstrengthen the1r support for the reasonable rather than

the r1sky pos1t1on TBrown, 1965)_,Mo"Trtp,.ev1dence



that judgmental sh1fts also occur with attitudinal
issues (Do1se,. 1969; Gough & Fraser, 1972 Moscovici &
Zavalloni, 1§69; Myers & Bishop, 1970,:1971). has led
to the more general conclusion that group discussion
promotes judgment polarization. That is, following
group discussion, group members come“tovhold their
initial views more strongly than was at first the tase

pr——

(Doise, 1969, Moscovici & Zavalloni, 1869).
5

' Several arguments have been advanced to explain
the group po]arizationefﬁéot. One popular_eXplanation,
the fsocia] compar ison” ekblanation, is based on the’
notion that people are motivated to maintain a’'positive
self-image. Aocording to this view, subjects want to

.be11eve that the1r views regard1ng p051t1ve values are
at ]east as extreme as those held by others. However,
through group d1scuss1on many suqu:Es 1earn\that other
group members embrace these values more strongly than
they, themse]ves, do. Consequently, méhy subJects

" strengthen their &upport for the inigiﬁfﬂy favoured
bosition. | " & B

~— Another compel]1ng explanat1on for the
polar1za§/>m effect the persuas1ve arguments

"exp]anat1on emphasizes that group judgments, Tlike
group problem solving det1s1ons are influenced by the

exchange of periyas1ve arguments. Accprding to this

view, group polarization occurs for tw® reasons: first,
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most o% the,arguments that are expressed in the |
discussion support the initially held view. Secomd; for
most issues ‘there is;a culturally-based pool of
arguments in support of different judgments‘or courses
of action. Sincé some persuasive arguments are often
known to only some subjects, i.e., are partially-
shared, some group members will shift their opinions
when they are exposed to these new and-compélling

arguments.
4

In an vnportaht test of these two competing
explaﬁatioﬁst Burnstein, Vinokur, and Trope (1973
found that group shifts occurred as a consequence of
the mere éqghange of positions pglx when subjects were
) given‘t?me to think about arguments thdt would'support
these alternative positions. This finding has generally
been viewed as compelling support for the persuasive

arguments explanation of the polarization effect.
, o .

N )

* A , T
The'pqrsuasive arguments hypothesis suggests that

if a very persuas1ve argument were Known only to a

4

minority of group members the transm1ss1on of this
argument could lead to’a shift in the judgments of‘the
other group members. Emp1r1cal support for ‘this notion
has been obte1ned in group prob]em so]v1ng contexts

‘where the mer1t of suggestions can be determ1ned by

v

means .of ob3ect1ve criteria. For example) research by

Thorndike " (1938) in which group members were 1nstructed

»

[
%

E3

-
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» w
to renoer a consensual judgment on var ious tntellectuat»’
tasks revealed a strong'judgmenta]Qshift‘toward“e - |
‘cbrrect response if even é‘sing]e,group'member madeéa
case for this response Howerer the shift:in.this
'd1rect1on was only complete under c1rcumstances 1n
which the ver1f1ab111ty of the correctness of the
response was extremely high, i.e., with 1nsﬂght§or
"eureka" solution probtems Thornd1Ke s flnd1ngs have..
}been suppor ted 1n a recent series of stud1es by
Laughlin and his assoc1ates (Laughl1n Kerrx Davis,
‘Halff, & Marciniak, 1975 Laughlin,. Kerr, Munch; &
Haggarty, 1976)r More importantﬂy, hBWever tThomas'and
fThKe (1061) rep11cated these f1nd1ngs 7n a.group,
problem\so1VJng study 1n wh1ch no unan1m1ty pressures
were 1mposed on the‘group members SubJects were s1mp1y
1nstructed to complete a report\BUt44ang the
individual members post d1scuss1on responses on
several target tasks. In this research, the response of
a single group member was able to sh1ft the judgments |
.of other group members even under o1roumstances in
“wHich’ the_ver1ftabi]ity(of the correctness of the
response was not high.gm' ‘ : -

tnlsummaryhfthen, discussfon‘may induce group
* members to a%ter their judgments.AThjs‘effect s@ems to
be due, primarily, to the.transmission of persuesive‘

K” - arguments during the‘diécussion; Judgmental shifts are
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i

t

likely to be large if the expressed arguments are

persuasive snd pértially-shared.

. "Group discussion and the dispositional bias

The fore901ng analys1s suggests that the
o

‘_d1spos1t1onal bias might be altered by group
, d1scus51on. This conclusion is based on the .notion thats

. persuasive arguments'thatlcould promote rational

f

_proCessing of attributional informatfon_may be
- appreciated by only some, perceivers. Consequently,
" perceivers who are exposed to these partially-shared

- arguments in group discussion may be induced to make

less dispositiona]ly*biased attributions.

More specifically, it seems likely that some'

*

subset of, the following three arguments would be

expressed in a group discussion of the essayist’s

opinion under no-choice conditions of an attitude

attribution experiment: 1) that the essayist must hold"’

p an essay position-consistent attitude (unless the essay

\is exceptional?y weak ) beCause only an advocate'of the

expressed opinion would {or could) wr1te a conv1nc1ng
essay under constra1nt cond1t1ons (Miller & Rorer,

1982)' 2) that peop}e can, and often do, produce

relat1ve1y conv1nc1ng behav1or under constra1nt

conditions without actdally holdJng an opinion

“consﬁstent with the expressed behavior‘ and 3) that tne

typ1cal person’ s att1tude oﬁ’fhe\target issue is the

/
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'beéf estimate of the target’'s opinion in this instance
becausé the essayist was assigned the bosition and the
assignment renders.the behavior non-diagnostic. The
“inclusion of‘fh;‘J;tter two argumentsAin tﬁe list is
based on Miller et al.’s (1977) finding that some
vshbjects in attitude“attribufion“experiments‘appreciate

a

.the significance of the constraint infofmation_and do
not éake'biased_attribqﬁiohs. These latter two
"arguméhts are éimply different logical expressions of
the notion that the ekpressed behavior can be

completely accounted for in terms of the constraints.

It s reascnable to assume that attribut&hs'who
have not pfeviously considered the latter‘twé arguments
. wi]i éitheﬁ‘cease to view thé essayvaé‘diagnOSfic of
the aUthoh;s-true ati{ﬁude or will decide that the
constraint information deserves more.wéight.in théir,"
decisibn process when'these'points are expressed }n the'
discussion. It was therefore hypotHeSized that.a’gréﬁb
'dichséioﬁyéf the.eséayisf?s true‘opin{OU bnvthe target
issue-wbuid decrease the tendency of subjects to render

‘dispositionally-biased attributions.

Extended decision time, discussion expectation,

“and the\dispositional‘bias~

. As noted earlier,' judgments that are rendered by
individua1s_jmmediately,after expoéure'to the farget

behavior differ from judgments that‘arehmade'after a
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group discussion in respects other than the opportunity
for arguhent?sharthg fn the tatter,case; attributors -
are prov1ded with a longer de11beratlon pertod than
subJects in att1tude attr1but1on research . are typ1cal]y
allowed. It may also. be the case that the expectat1on
of havtng a group discussion producesna'cogn1t1ve state
'that affects the manner in which information is

processed (e.g., Zajonc, 1960)..

The empirical findings concerning the'influence of
extended dec1510n time on the d1spos1t1onal b1as are
unclear. Blerbrauer (1979) found that 1ncreased
thought, but not. time passage per se, enhanced the
tendency of attr1butors to exp1a1n constra1ned behaV1or,
inhsituationa1'terms However, 1ncreased thought ‘had no
effect on subjects’ tendency to. attr1bute d1spos1ttons :
to the target person Jones et al. (1979) found that
-,the d1spostt1ona1 b1as was attenuated when subJects re-rj
rated their attr1but1ons’after a one- weeK delay »
" However, th1s effect occurred on]y when the constra1nt

i1nformat1on had or1g1na]]y been presented pr1or to,_f:

_irather than after the essay Therefore, no pred1ct1ons'

- can be conftdently offered concern1ng the 1mpact of

extended dec1sron,trme on the,d1sp051ttona1 bias.

The suggest1on that the mere expectat1on of
: d1scuss1ng one s Views may affect subJects tendency to

render. d1spos1t1ona11y b1ased attr1but1ons stems from
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Zajonc’svi1960) work on cognitive tuning sets.yzajonc
(1980i originajiy proposed that individuals who are set
to transmit information have a - relativeiy fixed and
"poiarized cognitive structure which fosters the o

' exc1u5ion of contradictory - information IndiViduais who
”ane set to receive information on the other hand, were
: conSidered-to have a more open ‘and fiexible cognitive‘
krstructure ZaJonc suggested that poiarization occurs
'under transmission tuning because of a need to

communicate a clear, unambiguous impresSion

Harvey et'al (1976) recently proposed that non-
antiCipated or unexpected occurences such as unusuaily
extreme events might stimulate expectant transmitters

sto deve]op a particuiarly definitive inter,

,etation;of

the event ConSistent With thig_h potheSi'; these,

'researchers found that expectant trans itters ascribed
higher leveis of causaiity to piaUSibie factors than '
‘did expectant receivers when an observed event was ‘
‘Vextreme In addition We]is et al (1977) demonstratedf
~ that observers wh iCipated discu551ng theirfuld‘ |
fdinterpretation of?ZZ§;ctor 'S behaVior sbafted their
attributions in the direction of those generated by the;d

actors themselves '
: 0

These fﬂndings indicate that cognitive tuning sets" :

can infiuenca attribution processing under certain T

L

conditions; However there currently is no chpeiiing

i
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theoretical framework to guide hypotheses concerning

the'precise role‘of»tuning’sets in}the attribution .
process Consequently, no. hypotheses were proposed

| regarding the poss1ble 1nfluence of the cogn1t1ve state
engendered by the expectat1on of hav1ng a group

- discussion on the d1spos1t1onal bias.

A crltigue of the att1tudevattr1but1on paradigm

In a recent review of the literature on'the
;dispositlonal blas; Jones 41979l re- emphs1zed that the
: att1tude attr1but1on paradlgm employed by dones and
" Harris (1967) is su1table for 1nvest1gat1ng the‘orlg1ns
t'and generallty of the d1spos1t1onal b1as Kahneman and;
TversKky l1982) however, recently quest1oned the . !
"suitability of questton answer1ng parad1gms for: the '
Ustudy of human Judgmental processes Of maJor concern
to these theorlsts 1s the pr1nc1ple of cooperat1venessH
.1n conversat1on (Grlce,~1975) Wthh spec1f1es that |

l1steners in conversat1on (1nformat1on rece1vers) are

’ ent1tled to assume that speaKers (1nformat1on

5,3:;prov1ders) are try1ng to be 1nformat1ve,rtruthful

o relevant and clear One 1mpl1catlon of th1s pr1nc1ple

1s that subJects (1nformatlon rece1vers) ‘are- l1Kely tO»ln
=”assume that any 1nformat1on package that is presented }
‘hto them by the exper1menter has tasK relevance Th1s .

n,fact maKes 1t d1ff1cult for researchers to 1nvest1gate

l the rmportant 1ssue.of whether peoplevemploy;1rrelevantmh'd .
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information in judgmental tasks within this paradigm.
The‘impltcit message to view}exberimenter—provided
irrelevant infor .tion as relevant is an inStance,ot,h
what Orne (1959)’hes referred to as a demand
characteristic. Orne defined a demend characteristic as
any cde which communicates to the subject what the
experimenter hopes towfind,;including "the scuttlebutt
about the expefiment, its setting, implicit_and
vexplieit instructions, the;pehson of the experimenter,
-subtle-cues provided. by him,‘and; of particular

impor tance, the experimental procedUre.itself""

(Rosenthal & Roshow, 1969, p. 146).

With respect to'the attitpdeyatthibution paradigm,

the direction and content of"the essay are irrelevant.
- to solving eorrectly the atthibution\task because the
v‘extebnaljcohstraihts are suffictent to account for the
| essayist’s behav?dr The exper1menter nevertheless
E prov1des the subJect w1th the essay (as part of the
.cover story) and thus v1o]ates the rule of |
cooperat1veness in conversat1on It is therefore,
‘poss1ble that the responses obta1ned 1n att1tude
h,‘aitr1but1on exper1ments are due,'1n part to subJects’
thessUmptidhs'thetié) the exper1menter cons1ders that theh--

'ednstraiht'in;ormat1oht1s»notvtota]]xlresanSIble.foh.
t the essay1st 3 behav1or and conseQUehtIy:b)-the'“h

- s"exper1menter cons1ders the essay to have some
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diagnostic significance (otherwise, why were.they given

the essay at.all?).

Pilot research has been conducted on this question’

and the-findings_lend support to the-position that the
generic attttudeiattribution paradigm contains an
experimental demand. Groups of five subﬁects in a.
typical attitude attribution study were asked to
g discuss the attr1but1on questton before render1ng
1nd1v1dual Judgments Ln some groups, an exper1mental
confederate was 1nstructed to mention the matter of the
constra1nts Aud1otapes of the d1scuss1ons revealed

: 5

that when the constra1nt 1nformat1on was ratsed for

discussion ‘a group member or members wou]d often argue

that th1s information was not | uggosed to be g1ven much - )

we1ght because their JOb was to scour the essay for o

'htnts of persona11ty, the constratnt 1nformat1on :

A

'notw1thstand1ng,

¥

If the 1nf1uence of group d1scuss1on on the .

“depos1t1onal b1as 1s to be understood and genera11zed

to. other sett1ngs. th1s quest1on shoqu be tested
”w1th1n a parad1gm that does not cap1ta11ze arb1trar1ly

on demand characterlst1cs Th1s 1s not to suggest that

’cred1b1e sources 1n the "real world never express' ?3-_

1rrelevant statements to attempt to dupe attr1butors 3
' dnto v1ew1ng an event 1n d1spos1tton\1 terms However

‘:'1n at least some 1nstances 1n wh1ch thts 1s 11Ke1y to

—
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" the hypothes1s that subJects in att1tude attr1but1on
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occur, ‘perceivers are primed to question the relevance

of any attributional'information that they receive. For.

‘example, defense attorneys often prov1de jury members

with "red herrtngs to dllute more d1agnost1c'
informatjon or to dtstract them- from us1ng diagnostic
information (Nisbett ZuK1er &'Lemley, 1981) However,

r‘ .

Jury members Know that thls behav1or is cons1stent with

%the attorney s role in the adversary system and they

appreciate the fact that they may be presented w1th a

’ good deal of 1rrelevant 1nformatton Furthermore,

attrtbutors in natura11st1c sett1ngs often exper1ence.

no extraneous pressures to make d1sp051t1ona]1y biased

‘ attr1but1ons In view of these cons1derat1ons 1t seems
/apﬁ?oprwate and 1mportant to 1nvest1gate the 1hf1uence
’of group d1scuss1on on the dtspos1ttonal b1as under; .

v»'cond1t1ons 1n wh1ch subJects are. free from extraneous L

pressures to render b1ased Judgments

A second’goa1'of this research‘ then was to’ test f‘_'

‘-V 'L.

“A.stud1es base the1r responses 1n.part on an’ assumpt1on"

: that the exper1menter does not cons1der the constra1nt

RE “1nformat189 to be totalty respons1b1e for the

2 "'

'.: essay1st s behav1or and. that the essay, therefore mUSttQ“
hbe d1agnost1c of the dtsp051ttons of the author Thﬂs
' yhypothe51s was 1nvestlgated by the f1rst exper1ment 1n,7f'

.thts d1ssertatlon SubJects were to]d that the study



' 11,-1ved reading 1nformat1on and answer1ng questtons

”ftn half the expertmental cond1t1ons rece1ved
ns similar to‘those that are typ1ca11y used-
Qﬁe attr1but1on studwes They were then asked
:gsan essay that advocated or opposed a part1cu1ar
<¢1on on an-1ssue Know1ng that the essay pos1tton

,e1ther chosen by (ch01ce cond1t1ons), or ass1gned

g(no cho1ce/cggd*tfohs) the author They were then ',u_

fov1ded’w1th a quest1onna1re conta1n1ng 1tems that
?rtatned to the essay tOplC One of these quest1ons;i.vg

;Ed subJects to est1mate the author s att1tude toward////r

e

-

1 target 1ssue 5 ';‘ | - _—

3 To counter the suggest1on 1/ber6ht/1n the att1tude *g:‘
utton procedure that,tﬁe/essay has some degree of D

) ”dent measure quest1onna1re 1tem

7ance to the de

»c?thts procedurenwas modtfted 1n the follow1ng fash1on
L’F1rst subJects rece1yed an exp11c1t warn1ng that the el
.?'target 1nformat1on may not be re]evant to every " S

quest1on that 1s asked 1n the exper1ment Second the"f'yﬁ»
V}xper1wental quest1onna1re was mod1f1ed to 1nc1ude L
"~‘-1tems that d1d not perta1n to the target 1ssue More
spe01f1cally, the other ha!g of- the subJects were |
exp11c1t1y ton that the “farget- 1nformat1on (the essayt i:_t

" i mJght not be . darectly germanewto any spec1f1c questlon |

posed by thégexper1menter They were told that the L

“tnature of the 1nformat1on that subJects were rece1v1ng




.'-f est1mate the target s true attltude toward the targetdi’

| 20 r;.t

- in this study was;being varied wlthin the exoerimentl
4They Were also told that each subJect would be asked to
complete a questionnalre conta1n1ng a set of quest1oms
.‘thft ‘had been selected randomly from a larger pool of
251tems In add1t1on they were caut1oned that as a f

consequence of th1s method of 1nformatlon and quest1on_1"“

f electlon many of the quest1ons they m1ght be asKed

f*mlght seem poorly matched to the 1nformatton they haver_" o

'v'rece1ved All the subJects 1n these cond1t1ons, in

/

,fact were asKed to read an essay advocat1ng ortA

/
‘/

opp051ng a’ partlcular stance They were also told that:w
the essay p031t1on was elther chosen by or a551gned toli_«}

‘ The quest1onna1re that these subJects were g1ven
. conta1ned several 1tems ‘Some of the 1tems were related
gto the essay but not the essay top1c l e', “Do you -.

i3 tth1nk that the target person %s a generally well

S e e

‘{F;organ1zed person” Constgtent w1th the cover story,¥
mifgother 1tems had no . relevancerto the essay at all One :
&thuestlon asked subJects to rate how persuas1ve they |
lepercelved the essay to be Th1s 1tem was 1ncluded 1n.
‘the quest1onna1re to assess the extent to Wthh .

f_h”subJects base they@»attr1butlons on the perce1ved gaf‘

quallty of the essay A questlon asklng subJects to

e . Lo T

h~jh1ssue was 1mbedded w1th1n th1s series. p&%§uest1ons.



'“_ the 1nterpretat1on of ‘the constra1nt 1nformat1on

w4

", These pnocedural mod1f1cat10ns were des1gned to =
e11m1nate any procedure geﬁerated pressures that |

'subJects in att1tude attrlbutlon éxperlments may

4

‘experlence to m1n1m1ze the 1mportance of the constra1nt;kff'

@

1nformatlon If such pressures areg in. fact generated DR

" by the trad1t1ona] parad1gm then subJects 1n the no-.-

";ficho1ce cond1t1ons shou]d be 1ess 11Kely to make

;Vd1spos1t1onally b1ased attr1but1ons when run under the o

[+

“:_‘modtfted as opposed to the trad1t10nal procedure

h3751nce the mod1f1cat1ons were 1ntended to a1ter only the !ft S

f'subJects 1n the cho1ce cond1t1ons should make'

"~comparable attr1but1ons in the: two procedure 'EﬁQ-

. cond1t1ons ' “';f 41‘ :1 , ';-*, -__d<ff.i

» It is 1mportant to acknowledge that the procedura]
rmod1fﬂcat1ons represent a compound 'man1pulat10n That
there are severa] smal] d1fferences between the

*'trad1t1ona1 parad1gm and mod1f1ed paradtgm cond1t1ons

rff,lt is conce1vable that the modaf1ed procedure may

7n;pthereby 1nf1uence subJects attr1but1ons 1n unlntended

,’respects For examp]e these changes ?ii 1nduce f;,{ifj

e subJects to adopt a conservat1ve quest ’hswertng ”

\

"-}strategy,.1 e, ,Lthey may make mld scale résponses to

1

11 the questlonna1re 1tems It would be 1ncon515tent

'~w1th the current conceptua11zat1ons of the
| d1spos1t1onal blas, however to propose that such

o ENIREE

;;5-

_‘.'\/'4
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‘influences would affect subjects’ attributions in the

no-choice conditions, but not in the choice conditions,

It was therefore predicted that the attributions
made by subjects who were run under the m@é?fied
procedure would be less diSpositionally-biased‘than
those made by subjects who were run under the
traditional procedure™ More specifically, a three-way

e}

interaction of the following form was predicted: in the

no-choice conditions, the difference between subjects’
. ! o ‘

responseé in pro essay and con essay‘conditions wou ld
be greater in the traditional procedure condition than -
in the modified procedure cond{fion. These differences
were not expecfed to obtain in the choice conditions.

Experiment 1

Me thod

subjects and design. One hundred and ninety-two

intfdduétory psychology students_ were assigned randomly
to conditions in a 2(pro vs. con essay) X 2(choice vs.
no choice) X 2(traditional procédure vs. modified

procedure) between-subjects factorial design.

Stimu1u$‘materia1§1 To insure that the target 4
essays would not be stronger than the constraining
. X o {'? ‘
conditions subsequently described to no-choice

- condition subjects would have actually prdducedm the T \

study employed essays that were actually generated by a
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separate sample of SUQjects; Thirty:twa subﬁegés were
‘told to write an essay favouring the nofion,that "the’
four western provinces ahoulq'separate from Canada",ior
told to write an éasay opposing. this pos{tion. Théy
were also askedvto include in their essay arguments on ' .
{a) the neéd for broyjhéia] autonomy, (b)* the economic & -
arguments, and (c) any otﬁerbargUheﬁts théy could fhink N

of favouring/Opbdying‘Wéstern ;eparatism. Assfgnment of
subjecta‘to essay—Qriting condiiiona wasrrandom and\all‘
participants received expgrfmanta] credit. A%ter the
essays were writ;en the essay wrife%s’éompiéged a
quest1onna1re that included the 1tem "The western
provinces should separate from Canada | (dwsagree *.o
strongly) to 9(agree sﬁrong]yl (see Appendix Aﬁ.‘Thésé
mea§uré$ were included to detenmine.whethef the ‘essay

writers’ attitudes corresponded to the position they ,
advocated inAtheir essays (e.g., via chance in random
a551gnment or as a consequence of a self- persuas1on
‘process) SubJects att1tudes toward separatism in pro-
essay (ﬂLf 2.4) and con-essay (M = 1.6) conditions did
. not differ significantly £(30) = 1.52 n.s. Because
unpersuasive essays have been found to eTigit
attributions only mildly in the direction of the essay
position, or even opposed to the‘eésay position (dJones
& Harris, 1967; Jones et al., 1971), it was important
that the 'pro and con essays selected for this research

be equally, and at least moderately. persuasive.
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Consequently, four pho-separatism and foqr con-
separatism essays that were of reasonable length,
persuas1veness and leg1b111ty were choseq from this
sample and rated by a separate sample of/QO subjects in
terms of persuasivenéss. Each subject in this sample
was asked to read foer randomly selected.essays. They
weheltnen asked to evaluate each essay on a 9-pt. scale
with endpoints, 1 = -This essay is not very persuasive
at all, 8 = This essay is very persuasive (see Appendix
'B). The 2 pro-separatism and 2 con-separatism essays
_that .were judged to be of moderate persuasiveness (mean
-ratings = 4.9, 5.4, 4.5, 4.8) were selected asAstimelus
materials. The attitude attributions of the writers of
the four chosen essays regerding wesfern separatism j

were identical (attitude attribution = 1).

Procedure. Subjects were run in groups of four to
seven. They were seated at separate tables and told
that the experiment invohved reeding pieces of
information and responding to questions.uEach sub ject
was then given a folder containing several sheels of
peper arranged.in the following sequence: two
instruction sheets, an essay, a questionnaire, and an
enQe]ope. They were told to open the folder and read
the enclosed sheets very carefully and in order The
first instruction sheet discussed the general goal of

the study and outlined the exper imental instructions.

\ ~
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The experiment was introduced therein as an
investigation of the perception and interpretation of
soéfal events. It was further mentioned that there were
two parts to the study. In the first part, partiéipa S
were being asked to read pieces of information. In the
secohd:part, participanis were beihg asked to respond
to some questioﬁs. From this poinf onward the text of
the initialvinstruction sheet differea in the
traditioné} and the modified procedure cdnditicns. In
the Fpaditionalhprocedure conditions it was mehtioned
that the information‘being‘used in the presenf
.experiment was in the form of essays written by
undergraduate studeéts. it was then stated that
subjects should carefully read thé message on the
following‘page and then read.fhe essay. Théy should
then complete the'questionnéire and seal it;in the |
envelope to preservé the confidentiality of their
responses (See Appendix C). In the modified procedure
conditions the insgructions stated that the type of .

Y [ N . .
information provided to participants was being varied

within thisgstudy. It was further stated that:

o "each participant in this study is
being asked to respond to a set of '
questionnaire items that -have been
randomly selected from.a larger pool of
questions. Consequently, many of the

quéStions you may}be asked might seem |
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poorly matched to the information you
have received; That is, you may be
asked to make judgements for which the
information you were given is either
irrelevant or insufficient for making
that judgment. You should, therefore,‘
not assume that the information you |
have reéeived-{s directly relevant to
each specific question you are asked.
Nevertheless we would like you to make
your best attembt‘at answéhing all the
questions provided." |
The messagé then asked participants to re-read the
R instructioﬁé and then Carefu]]y to read the message on
the fo1lowing pége. They were then told to read the
additional information, complete the questionnaife, éﬁd
seal fhe completed queStionnajre in the enveiope tQ 1
. preserve the confidentiality of their responses (See \
AQPehdix‘D).\The message on the second instruction
sheet stated: |
0N the fdﬂ]owing pages you"wiil find

an essay'wriften by an intEochtoHy»

psychology studeht*who.pébfﬁéipated in

" a psychology experiment last year. The

goal of"that’partfcufaf'study was to

collect arguments oh.bqthAsidesvof the

issue of western separatism. To
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faci]itatetthis goal, participants were

asked to write short pssays (3 or 4

paragraphs in length) eithe? favouring

or opposing‘western separatism.”
In thehchoice conditions the message stated, "A]
partiEipants were allowed to choose for themselves
whether their‘essay wou ld taKe;a~pro-western separatism.‘
or an anti-western separatism stance.” In the no4choiee‘
conditions the message stated, "However, the 7 |
participagts were not allowed to choose for themselves
whether their essay would take a pro-western»separatism
or an anti-western separatism_stance. Rather,
parttcipantS'were assigned by the'experimenter, at
random, to write'either’a'pro or an anti essay,
regardless of their own true beliefs.on the issue." In
both the choice and no- cho1ce cond1t1ons the message
continued with the statement, "All parttcfpants were
given ten minutes to compose their essay" The message
conCluded with a reminder to re-read thts mesSage;.to_
turn to the esbay on the subsequent pages. and then to'
complete the quest1onna1re The message was wr1tten 1n’
cap1tal letters and the passages descr1b1ng the choice
1nformat1on were underltned (See Append1ces E and F).
The experlmenter ensured that these 1nstruct1on5‘werepa
;followed In. the trad1t1ona1 procedure cond1t10ns,

subJects were asked to complete‘a\two page

.\4}

quest1onna1re comprtsed of four questlons The f1rst

/////
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question, which represented the dependent variable,
ﬂ»stated "The true 0p1n10n of the person who wrote this
essay is that the western prov1nces should separate
from Canada", (Author does not believe this at all)
to 9 (Author strong]y believes this). The.second.
questionnaire item also concerned»western(separatism.
The third question asked, "How persoastve would you Say"
this essay is?", 1 (Not very persuasive at all) to 9
f(Very persuasive) . A fourth question, :located on page
two of the questionnaire, asked subJects to report
whether or not the author was free to choose the stance
of the essay (See AppendiX«G).;SUbjects in the modified
procedure conditions Were.asked to complete a'tWOrpage
questionnaire containing eight guestions. The following
message was hand-printed at the head of the first page
of'the_questionnaire; "Please consider each questton
carefully. Reoalllthe-instructtons.". TheAitem which
constituted the dependent meaSUre.was placed fifth in_"
‘the queStion sequence. The quest1ons that appeared
th?rd and fourth on the quest1onna1res emp]oyed in the_
’trad1t1onal procedure cond1t1ons were placed seventh v
‘and e1ghth -on page two of the modified procedure o | |
cond1t1on quest1onna1re (See Append1x H). On ooth o v///gf(/
questionnaires a message indicated that paticipants
, shou}d sealhthe COmpteted;questionnajré in»the-enve]ope
tohensUre the cohfidentia]jtyloﬁ their'responsesl When:d

al] subjec?s'had completedathe~qoesttonnairesthey Were
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fully debriefed. °

Results and discussion

Attribution of Attitudes. A 2.X 2 X 2 analysis of

\ ~

variance conducted on the attitude attribution measures

reyealed a significant main effect for essay direction
F(1,184) = 339.584, p < .001. This effect was
qualified, however},by a significant Choice X Essay.
Direction interactionlﬁ(1,184) = 56.508, p < .001, and
a significant Prdbedure'XfChoioe X Essay Direction |
interaction F(1;184) = 10.379, p < .002. Fur thermore,
’the Essay Direction X‘Procedure'interaction within the
no-choice conditions was also signjficante£(1{184) =
7.47;13 < .01,‘Wh11e,ihe-Essay Direction X Procedure
interaction within the choice conditions failed to
'reach statistiCaJ:significance_f(1;184) =*3;36j*n%§.‘

(see Appendix 1), Asyshown in Table 1, this pattern of

results indicateS'that under no-choice conditions only,

the d1fference between the attr1but1on responses of
subJects in the pro essay and con essay cond1t1ons is
~ smaller when subJects were exposed to the mod1f1ed
rather than the trad1t1ona1 procedure Thls f1nd1ng
.'prov1des support for ‘the hypothes1s that subJects
s’attr1but1on responses are 1nf1uenced by an assumptlon

rthat the exper1menter be11eves the essay 1s d1agnost1c

of the dnspos1t1ons of the~author However 1nspeot1on'

of the means in Table 1 revea]s that\1n the ‘no- ch01ce

e



Table 1
;rsz

Mean Attrlbut.lons of Attitudes 'I‘oward
Western Separatism ' '

Traditional Modified
Procedure ' P@oedure

' Pro Essay 6.33 . 558 4
No-Choice . |
Con Essay - | 2.7b ‘ 41c
Pro Essay ' 7.6 8.1
_ , e , e
Choice ‘
C01"\1 Essay) | : 1.9ab l'%a

Note: The greater the mean, the more favourable thé
‘attributed attitude tcda.rd western separatism
on the 9-point scalq Means not sharing a common
subscrlpt differ at p( 05 using the Newman—Keuls
pmoedure

cn



Table 2

Correlations Between Subjects' Attitude
Attributions and Essay Pérsuasiveness Ratings

Procedure
‘ Traditional Modi fied

Pro Essay —0.44"  o0.52™
No~Choice . _4 ' ‘

Con‘Essay -0.05 0.02.

Pro Essay 0.26 | '+ =0.02
choice o

Con Essay - 0.02 - =0.28
Nv*g(%

** p(.0L - \\X .
‘
//
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vmodified procedure condition, the responses-of pro
essay condition subjects‘were significantly larger than
the responses of con essay condition subjeCtsf‘This
suggests that the dispositional b1as effect, as
demonstrated in attitude attribution eXperlments,'is
attributable only in part to thevv1olat1ons of the
principle of co-operativeness in conversation that are

i

ingrained in the attitude attribution paradigh.

Nevertheless. the results of th1s exper1ment indicate
that hypotheses regardlng the origins and generality of
the d1spos1tjona1 bias should be investigated with the

modified procedure employed in, this experiment.

Anci]lary Measunes. Consistent with the pre-test

ratings,}subjects judged the.eSSays‘to be moderately
~xpersuasive'(M:= 4.2, overa]l) Subjects’ attitudev
attr1but1on responses were correlated with the1r rat1ng
- of the persuas1veness of the essay they had read A
poSitive retationship betueen attribution response and
perceived essay persuasiveness woutd be demonstratedlby'
:a 51gn1f1cant pos1t1ve correlat1on in pro essay
'cond1t1ons and a: s1gn1f1cant negat1ve correlatton 1n7"
con essay cond1t1ons A Pearson product moment test was
‘used to compute separate corre]at1ons for each of the
e1ght experwmental cond1t1ons (see Table 2) Inspectjon

"of these corre]at1ons revea]s that in only two‘ o

'cexper1menta1 cond1t1ons were the persuas1veness rat1ngs
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related to the attribution responses: the no- cho1ce/pro
essay/trad1t1onal procedure cond1t1on and the no- |
cho1ce/pro essay/modified procedure cond1t1on However.,
in only the Iatter condition was th1s correlat1on both
statistica]ly,s1gn1ﬁ1cant and in a pos1t1ve’d1rect1on.
On the basis ot this evidence, then, subjects in this
experlment do not appear to have based thelr‘

attr1but1ons on’ perce1ved essay persuas1veness
N . .

An analys1s of - the responses to the quest1on
’regard1ng whether or not the author of the essay was
‘free to select the ' stance of the essay revealed that 20;
of the 192 subJects answered th1s questlon lncorrectly
Ten. 1ncorrect responses were recorded by SUbJeCtS 1n .
each of the two procedure cond1t1ons | \

Exper1ment 2

Introduction and overv1ew

The pr1mary goa] of th1s expertment was to test

the hypotheS1s that group d1scuss1on of the essay1st s

.true op1n1on on the target 1ssue attenuates the _'_ h(_ o

g d1spos1t1onal b1as As prev1ously d1scussed th1s
Yhypothe81s was based on the assumptlon that perce1vers‘

| who apprec1ate the 1mlecat1ons of the constra1nt

:~‘1nformatlon for the attr1but1on tasK m1ght lead other_‘d'

perce1vers to reach a s1mu]ar understand1ng through
e o
“d1scuss1on The potent1a1 1nf1uence of extended R

En t1me and the expectat1on of hav1ng a group
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. ' ‘ ’ Nk ! 0 (3 . - . X .
" discussion, per se, on the dispositional bias was also-

examined in this experiment.

In.vvew of the f1nd1ngs of Expertment 1, subJects
in the current exper1ment were prov1ded w1th an |
1nformatton package 51m11ar to that which was used 1n
-vthe mod1f1ed procedure conditions of study one.

However, after subqects had read the essay they were
instructedttofeither; 1) respond,to the queStionnaire
gimmedtatety,-Z) respond . to the items after td_ninutes
of thought on these quest1ons. 3) spend 10-mtnutes
prepar1ng For a group d1scuss1on of- these quest1ons
with some of the other subJects 1n the. session or 4)
engage ina 10 mtnute group dtscuss1on about these
quest1ons w1th some of the other subJects in. that
.exper1menta1 se551on The quest1onna1re was comprlsed

- of the f1rst 51x 1tems of the questtonna1re that was

»used in the mod1f1ed procedure cond1t1ons of Expertment_

-~

S~

'1 Upon completlon of thls quest1onna1re,'sub3ects in
E all cond1t1ons were asked to respond to a second

‘ 'quest1onna1re The. 1tems on the secong qUest1onna1re

asked . subJects to rate the persuas1veness of the essay : o

lnthey had read and to Judge whether the target person ;f,

was or was not free to select the essay stance To ga1nv"

'”;some 1ns1ght 1nto the processes by wh1ch subJects form o
'~attr1but1ons 1n these four Judgmental contexts a th1rdir'

quest1onna1re 1tem asked subJects to exp]aln .in .
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detail how they arr1ved at the1r attr1but1ons

regard1ng the target s op1n1on on the target 1ssue

l It is 1mportant to note, however tbatvan
: exper1menter requested attr1but1on Just1f1cat1on is
unllkely to. prov1de an exact representat1on of a.; |
lsubJect’s cognat1ve processes on a part1cular task One;
1shortcom1ng of thws procedure 1s that subJects may |
m1srepresent thelr dec1s1on mak1ng strategles due to
mot1vat1onal concerns For example» a subJect may not}

,want to adm1t that he or she had. falled 1n1t1ally to f;

apprec1ate the s1gn1f1cam€e of the constralnt

~1nformat1on Other subJects mlght be/reluctant to admlttixrer
it B

~that they made the1r dec1s1on 1n a. totally
_d1s1nterested fash1on Thus, they may report falsely :
-that they - employed a- soph1st1cated strategy to reach
'ythe1r dec1s1on A second problem w1th th1s process-f‘"
] trac1ng technvque 1s that subJects may be unable to |

freport accurately the cogn1t1ve processes affect1ng

~the1r Judgment (lebett &-W1lson 1977) Spec1f1cally, dxg;_vy

»'Hf subJects have not been Lnstructed expllc1tly to

""_ponder the attr1but1on quest1on they may employ

; Judgmental heUPTSthS to reach thetr de0151on

\\Moreover, when they are. subsequently asKed to explaln
the ba51s of thetr attr1but1on they may 1nfer that

thelr dec1s1on resulted from a comparattvely

- soph1st1cated analys1s of the relevant 1nformat1on It}*f, gy



was therefore decided that a second process-tracing

would be useful in the present research.

Ericsson and Simon (1880) recently discussed the

‘relative merits of‘concurbent and retreSpective
verbalization techniques for traeind'cognitive
processes. In the'fOrher instance, subjects are asked
to report on their cognitive processes while they are
engaged -in a task. In the latter instance, sub jects 5re
asked about cognftive processes -that occurred at an.
earlier point in time. Because the fime of the report
is later Qith the retrospective than the concurrent
verbalizatdon procedure, these authors suggested that
concurredt verbalizations may provideca superior
,representatidn d% subjects’ cognitive processes. Since
the group discdésiohs in the breseﬁi study are
concurrent vefbalizations of the attitude attribution
tasK; the discussions may provide valuab1e insights
regarding both {) the manner in which interacting

attributors influence each other's 5ddgments, and 2)

[

the process by which isolated athHbutors‘maKe
dispositionally-biased;attributions. For these reasons
the group discussions in the dresent experiﬁeﬁt,were

unobtrusiveiyftranseribed by the experimenter.
4

‘ln‘summary, it was predicted that the attributions
made by subJects who had engaged in a group d1scuss1on

wou]d be less dispositionally- biased- than those made by



sub jects who rendered their judgments immediately after
reading the essay. No predictions were offered
regarding the impéct of extended decision time and,
discussion expectation on the dis@psitionét bias. Thus,
a two-way interaction of the fpltowing form was
predicted in the no-choice conditions: the difference
between subjects’ responses in pro essay and con essay
conditions would be greater in the cqfgtrol condition
than in the group‘discussidn condition. These
differences were not expected to obtain in the choice
conditions.

Method

Subjects and deSidp. Four hundred and forty-eight

introductory_psychology students wére assigned randomly
" to conditions in a 2(pro vs. con essay) X 4{control vs.

expected group d1scuss1on Judgment vs. delayed judgment
K d

group discussion Judgment) X 2(choice vs. no-

A

choice) between-subJects factorial design.. Fourteen

individuals participated in each of the twelve non-
" group discussion conditions and twelve groups,
: /

comprised of 5 subjects each, participated tn each of .

the 4 group discussion conditions.

Stimulus materials. The essays, the 1ntroductory

instruction sheet and the two. cho1ce manipulation
instruction sheets that were employed in.the mod1f1ed

procedure conditions of exper1ment one were used in



this experiment.\Subjects in the current study also
received one of four different&ﬁhstruction sheets that
outlined the conditions under which- they were to

formulate their attribution.

Procedure. The procedure was identical to that

‘used in experiment one with the following exceptiohs.

4

Groups of four to seven subjects were randomly assigned
to non-group -discussion conditions with;n experimental
sessions. Partieipants in these sessions were seated at
non-adjacent tables in a large classroom/laboratory.
Before receiving the fo]der containing the 1nformation
package these subjects were told that they would be
perform1ng different tasks. The exper1menter therefore
emphasized to the subjects that they should carefully
follow thre instructions outlined within their folder
and not concern themselves with the actions of the
other participants;.An additional instruétidn sheet,
placed wthin the informatioh package‘tmmediately after
the essay, determined whether a given participant was
assigned to the control, delayed judgment, er expected
group discussien conditton. In the control condition
the message on this additional sheet stated: |
."QG THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO TURN
» Tb THE MAJOR EXPERIMENTAL |

QUESTIONNAIRE PLEASE READ ALL THE

'QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS THRDUGH ONCE AND

/,

/



THEN ANSWER THE QUESTIONS. i.e., DON'T
ANSWER ANY QUESTION UNTIL YOU HAVE READ
THROUGH ALL THE QUESTIONS™. |

A hahd~printe; message at the head of the sheet said,
"READ THIS CAREFULLY" (See Appendix d). In the delayed
judgment conditions the messages "READ THISICAREFULLY"
and "RAISE YOUR HAND® were hand-printed at the head of
the page and the foot of the pége, respectively. The
text of the message on the additional instruction sheet
;tated: | |

AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO

PAUSE! DO NOT TURN TO THE MAJOR

QUESTIONNAIRE YET. INSTEAD, READ THE

REST OF THE INFORMATION ON THIS PAGE

AND THEN RAISE YOUR HAND! IN A FEW

MINUTES WE WOULD LIKE YOU TQ READ o
THROUGH ALL THE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS AND
SPEND 10 FULL MINUTES THINKING ABOUT ~

THE RESPONSES YOU WISH TO MAKE TO THESE
QUESTIONS. YOUR EXPERIMENTER WILL
INFORM YOU WHEN THE 10 MINUTE PERIOD IS
TO BEGIN AND WHEN IT HAS ELAPSED. WE
WOULD THEN LIKE YOU TO RECORD YOUR
RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS. TO REPEAT,
WE DO NOT WANT YOU TO ACTUALLY RECORD

" ANY OF .YOUR RESPONSES UNTIL THE TEN



MINUTE PERIOD HAS ELAPSED." (See

Appendix K)

In the expected group discussion cond1t1ons hand-
pr1nted messages similar to those ment1oned in the |
delayed Judgment conditions were placed at the head and
the foot of the instruction sheet. The text of the
message on the additionat instruction sheet stated:
| "AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO

PAUSE! DO NQT‘TURN 10 THE MAJOR

QUESTIONNAIRE YET. INSTEAD, READ THE
REST OF THE INFORMATION ON THIS PAGE
AND THEN RAISE YOUR HAND‘ IN A FEW

MINUTES WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO READ
'THROUGH ALL THE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS AND
PREPARE TO DISCUSS YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT
'THESE QUESTIONS WITH SOME OF THE DTHER
PARTICIPANTS IN THIS SESSION. WE HAVE
_ENSURED THAT THESE OTHER PARTICIPANTS
HAVE RECEIVED THE SAME INFORMATION AND
QUESTIONNAIRE THAT YOU HAVE RECEIVED.
PLEASE NOTE THAT THE QUESTIONS YOU WILL .
'DISCUSS WERE RANDOMLY SELECTED FROM A
LARGER POOL OF ITEMS. WE WOULD LIKE YOU
TO TAKE 10°FULL MINUTES TO PREPARE FOR

' THIS DISCUSSION YOUR EXPERIMENTER WILL
INFORM You. WHEN THE 10. MINUTE PERIOD IS



TO BEGIN AND WHEN IT HAS ELAPSED. TO.

REPEAT, WE DO NOT WANT YOU TOYACTUALLY

RECORD ANY OF YOUR.RESPDNSES‘DURING THE
10 MINUTE PREPARATION PERIOD." (See

Appendix L)

When subJects in the non-group dlscuss1on
conditions begdn to raise their hands, -the exper1menter
said,."Some of you are being asked to pause in your
task and raise your hand. If you have reached th1s .,.
point, please sit qu1et1y for a minute. If you have not
been given this particular instruction, please cahry on
with your task." When the experimenter'verjfied that-
all the delayed judgment and expec&ed group discussion
condition subjects in the session.had raised their
hands, he said, "OKkay, to'those of you who were asked
to peuse let me say fhat the 10-m1nute‘period begins
now. Please turn fo the major questionnaire and spend

the next 10 minutes carrying out your instructions. Let

TN
e

me remind you thet we do not want you to actually
recor/'your responses to the .questions dur1ng'th1s 10-
minute per1od. I will 1nform you when the 10 m1nute
period is over". The experwmen}/ then started a
stopwatch._When 10 minufes had elapsed'theeipehimenter“
said, ."Okay,‘the 10- m1nute per1od is over. Coqu I have
you record your responses to the quest1onna1re items

now and ‘then we’ 11 move on to the next phase of the“'



experiment?”

The questionnaire was comprised of the first six
items from the questionnaire that was-admjnistered to
subjects in the modified procedure condition of o
experiment one. In. order to ensure that the subjegts in
the gfoup discussion conditions would have time to
reach the item that represented thé dependent measure,
this item was moved from the gixth to the second
position on' the questionnaire (See Appendix M)..A hand-
prinfed'message,at the head of the first questionnaire
page stated, "CONSIDER EACH QUESTION. CAREFULLY. RECALL
THE INITIAL<INSTRUCTIONSV.AOnce the gquestionnaire was
complefed'the experimenter presented fhe subjects with
a second questionnaire. On the first page of this
quéstionnaire, subjeCts were‘asKéd to rate the
persuasiveness of the‘essayfthey'had,read on a Q-bt.
scé]e, 1(Not very persuasive at ail) to 9(Very
pePSUasive), aﬁd to ététe’whetﬁef or not the author of
the essay was free to select'the'stance of the essay.’
On the.seCQnd page of;this qpestionnaire»subjects were
‘asked to respond to the following question: |
| "Please becai] thét in,fhe héjon;
‘questionnaire'you were asked fO:judge"'
the éssay*wrjter’sitrﬁebéliéfﬁ' |
’ {

1regardjng the issue of'westeﬁn,‘

separatism. We'are’intebeSted in



knowing WHY you answered this-question

f] .
the way you did. More specifically, we

want to know, as precisely as possible, .

‘all the steps you went through in your

mind to reach your response. If your
judgment was the result of an'involged
analysis in whieh you weighed seyera]
factors in a 'conversation in your
head’ ., please report as thoroughly as
possible.what that conversation |
consisted of. Please inc]ude'any
thoughts:you had that“hay.heﬁp us
understand xaetly why you made»your
response You may use the bacK of this
page if you need more room. Please try
to complete this task within 5 or 6
minutes. Thank you.for‘your co-

operation.” (See Appendix N)

A message on this questionnaire as

squeCts'fo seal

the'completed queSfionnaire in,the_enYeIOpe td ensure

the confidentiality of their responses.

In the group d1scuss1on cond1t1on sess1ons, f1ve ‘

subJects were seated along a row of tab]es that were

arranged 1nto a sem1 c1rcle In these

five subJects rece1ved the same 1nformat1on package

sess1ons a]l-

‘fi

As ¢



in tHe non-group discussion conditons, an additional
) instruction sheet was included in the information

package immediately after the essay. In this condition
the message stated: | |

AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO TURN

" T0 THE EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE.

HOWEVER, WE DO NOT WANT YOU TO RESPOND

TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

INMEDIATELY!! RATHER, WE WOULD LIKE YOU-

TO READ THROUGH ALL THE ITEMS AND THEN

BEGIN TO DISCUSS YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT

THESE QUESTIONS WITH THE OTHER 4

PARTICIPANTS IN THIS SESSLON. WE HAVE

ENSURED THAT THESE OTHER PARTICIPANTS

HAVE RECEIVED THE SAME INFORMATION AND

6UEST10NNA1RE THAT YOU HAVE RECEIVED.

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE QUESTIONS YOU WILL

DISCUSS WERE RANDOMLY SELECTED FROM A

,
~ LARGER POOL OF ITEMS. WE WOULD LIKE THE

DISCUSSION TO TAKE 10 FULL MINUTES.
YOUR EXPERIMENTER~WILL TELL YOU WHEN TO
BEGIN AND WHEN TO TERMINATE YOUR
DISCUSSION. PLEASE -BEGIN YOUR
DISCUSSION WITH ITEM #1 AND WORK DOWN
UTHE PAGE‘iN ITEM sEQyENcE. PLEASE DO
NOT ACTUALLY RECORD YOUR RESPONSES T0
ANY OF THE QUESTIONS UNTIL THE



DISCUSSION HAS BEEN COMPLETED." (Seé

Appendix 0)

A hand-printed message at the heed of this instruction
sheet stated, "READ THIS CAREFULLY". When the
experimenter noted that all five subjects had begun to
peruse the questionnaire items hezsaid,'"Okey, 5;
you’' ve el]'read, I would }ike you to discuss these
questions. 1 want this to be a live1y discussion and I
want .everyone to participate. Please etart the
—discussion with questionh#1 and work your way doWn to
question #6. 1 would like you to treat this task
serious1yi.P1ease spend the entire 10 minutes}
1discussjng the questions. Don’t actually record-yeur‘
responees to these questions yet. Now since_people are
semetimes}heluctant-fo'begin.diSCussions'couldHI have
you (the exper1menter p01nted to a subJect s1tt1ng in a‘
prevwous]y des1gnated seat) beg1n the d1écussxon 1f no
| one e]se'does5 Okay, we' 11 start the 10vm1nule per1od-
now. I' 11 leave the room so I won’ t inhibit you The_
\eXpehimenter then'retired,to anjanteroom; started a
.stopwatch,iahd pbepared to traheebihecfHOSejbohtibns of
‘the dieeuseioh;whichperfained to.the dependeht measure

QUestion"The exferimenterfalsb recdrded'the 1éﬁgth;bf°_gi

T -time, that the grup d1scussed the cmtlca] |
'(attr1but1on) questlon When theajo m1nute peQ1od

elapgsd the exper1menter re- entered the room stopped
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the discussion, and asked the'participants to complete._
individually, the questionnaire. After subjects had
completed the qUestionnaire, they were provided with e
secongmquestionnaire This questionnaire was identical
to thet used in EF‘ non-group d1scuss1on cond1t1ons
with one‘exceptien. The sentence. "1f your de01s1on
changed or evoléed becaUse of something that was |
mentioned in the discussion, please report the relevant
details." was included into the body of question #3.
When all thevsubjects had'sealed the completed‘,
quest1onna1re in the envelope they were debrlefed

fulTy

Results

Attribution of Attitudes. Because the_enit of
analysis in the group~discussioh judgmeet~conditioh5"
was groups- ratﬁer than 1;d1v1duals, one quest1onna1re
was selected randomly from the 5 quest1onna1res that
'were_compJeted within each group-discussion session.
The responses fromjthis "representaﬁi?e“ were~empioyed

in the analyses?. A 4 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance

‘eondueted on the attjtude attributiOn'measures.revealed

"'f\a significanf'main effect for essay direction F(1,208)

= 243.09, p < .001. This' effect w‘a's'q'ualifi‘e’d - howev,erf,}

‘.iby a s1gn1f1cant Cho1ce X Essay D1rect10n 1nteract1on

_j1 208) é 25 75 p < 001 As pred1cted ‘the Essay

D1rect1on X dudgmental Context 1nteract1on w1th1n the

Coor



. 87
.\\ | -

—

.no-choice condition'was‘significant_£t3,208) = 2;80;_p
< .05 while the Essay Direction X dudgmentat Context
1nteract1on w1th1n the choice condition failed to reach
statistical s1gn1f1cance F(3 208) = 2.0 n.s. The Choice
X Essay ‘Direction X dudgmenta] Context interaction
however, was only marg1na1]y s1gn1f1cant F(3 208) =
2.37,.3 <“,O7‘(see Appendix P). Accord1ng to a Newman-.
Keuls ana]ysis,vthe responses'of pro essay conditﬁOn |
subJects were significantly greater than the responses
of con essay condition subjects 1n the control delayed~
.Judgment. -expected group discussion Judgment,_and the
'group“discussjon_judgment conddtions within'choice
conditions' (see Table 3). Hdwever dwfthinrthe no-Choice
cond1tlon the responses of pro essay cond1t1on subJects
were s1gn1f1cant1y greater than the responses of con |
essay. condltlon subJects 1n the control the de]ayed
Judgment and the expected group d1scuss1on Judgment‘ .
- condltlons but not in the groupg%@;qg§s1on Judgment
cond1t1on These f1nd1ngs indicate that group

dlscuss1on of the attitude attr1but1on quest1on

attenuates the d“spos1t1ona1 b1as whereas de]ay per se t -

and expected d1scuss1on do not attenuate the b1as

The va11d1ty of these results}1s dependent
'however on whether or . not the att tude ascr1pt1ons
made by the representatlve "attributors and the)group ;_-
,»limembers whose responses_were_not 7°°‘Ud¢d:‘n ;hed” ,

~



Table 3

Mean Attributions of Attitudes Toward-Western
‘ Separatism '
- Judgrental Context

Control Delayed Expected Group
_ .. Discussion Discussion

Pro Essay 5.9 ¢ 6..4ef - 7.0f ' 4.9de

ef

No—Choice - K 3 : ,
- Con Essay 3.2 5 334 34y 404
. ‘Pro Essay  7.1. 7.4, 6.8, 7.1
Choice . v ' .
~ Con Essay 1.3, 1.5, 2.9, ‘2';5abc
Note The greater the nean, the more favourable the
L attrlbuted attltude towa.rd westem separatlsm '
: . . v.on the 9-point scale Means not. sharlng a cammon
L subscrlpt dlffer at p( 05 usmg the Newman—Keuls |
o 'procedure. : B
=
H ! ’ ) \.l b.
b; :



 Table 4

Qorrelations Between Subjects' Attitude’

Attributions and Essay Persuasiveness. Ratings-

Judgmental Context
Control .

Delayed Bxpected Growp
. : _ Discussion Discussion

. Pro Essay -0.23 . 0.09 .  0.35 - -0.03.

" Con Essay -0.15 0.12  -0.100  0.11 -

- Pro Essay -0.19 - 0.11 - 0.03 . .=0.03

~ OonEssay 0.2 -0.33° -0.21  0.03

ETERE.
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analyses are comparable in each of the four group
: , .
discussion conditions. The attitude ascriptions of the

"representative" attributors and the other attributors

1]

.within the four group discussion-conditions were

therefore compared by means of a 2 X 2 X 2 analysis of
variance. According to this analysis: the attributor

main effect, and the Attributor X Choice, Attributor X

Essay Direction,ﬁm,tributor 'X Choice X Essay
1

Djrectioniihtera ions all failed to reach'statieticel

significanee'(£_< 1), (see Appendix Q). The .attribution

responses of the "representative” attributors and the

. other ettributons,are therefore comparable in the ?our e

group discussion ‘conditions.

P}

“Ancillary Measures. Alth0ugh}the essays had been
: A5

Sudged pneviCUSJy by pre-test eubjects to be moderaie]y
peruasiQe (M = 4.9, overall), subjects‘rated them as
being moderately uhpers:afive (M = 3.9, overally.
Subjecfo attitude attribution reégpnees were

correlated with their batings of the persuésiveness of

‘their essay. Correlations were computed'SeparateJy for

dach of ihé’sixteen experimental conditions and are

: Arepohted‘in’Tab]e 4. Inspectﬁbn of these'correlations

'reveals that the attryPut1on responses were not related

were collapsed 1nto pro and con cond1t1ons and the -

&

to the persua51veness ratings in- any of the

-exper1menta1 cond1t1ons Furthermore _when the data.
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correlations weré~reébmputed, no evidence of a
relationship between these two measures was found {(r =
0.00 in pro conditions; r = -0.08 in con cénditions).
On the basis of this evidence, then,‘éubjects in thié
experiment do not appear to have ba§ed their .
attributions on perceived essay persbasivehess. An
analysis of the responsés to the question regarding
whether or not the author wasifree to seléét the stance
of the essa;\?eélaled that 16 of the 224 subjects
answered this question incorrectly. Nine, six, one, and
zero inéorrect responses were recorded by subjects in.
‘the group discussion judgment, éxpected discussién‘

judgment, delay judgement:'and_control conditions,

respectively.

< , .
Analyses of the group discussions: no-choice

v

conditions. Subjects'in the no-choice group discussion

judgment conditions spent an average of 108 sec. of the
total 500 sec. discuésion period discussing matters
pertaining to the dependent measure questionnaire itemp
Two independent raters réaéhed 100% agreeMEﬁf

concerning the'fdl]owing features of the discuséions.

~

. Ten of the 28 no-choice condition discuésions bégan-

\\with an expiﬁci; statement that the author’s attituae
was consistent with the position expressed in the
essaYk\In 7 of the remaining no-choiceVCOnditfons the

discussion began with a statement rég?rdihg thé |
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importance of the constraint information to the task.

The constra1nt 1nstruct1ons were explicitly
ment1oned in 17%f the 28 conditions. The attitude
atthibutidns made by‘the representative“attributors in
‘pro essay and con essay conditiQns within this sample
of 17 sessions dﬁd not differ. However, tHe responses
made by the representat1ve attributors in those
sess1ons in wh1ch the constraint 1nformat1on was not
mentioned did not differ in pro and con essay
conditions either. Moneover; in;bn]? 9 of the/17
sessions in which the constraint information Was
exp]icit1y ment ioned did this information prompt
another group member to.suggest that this fact makes it
difficult to estimate the author’s opinion. In 7 of.
these 9 sessions the focus of the discussion shifted,
or:returned, to the importance of essay features, i.e.,
essay strehgth, to the attributional task. Typical
comments in the ébove-mentioned 7 droup discussion
sessions were, "he;woq1d’Qe used sfroﬁgef arguments if
he wanted to.separate“; "if he was against separatism
" he wouldn't spend.so'much time onvspecific issues”
"he’d be more“belfevab]e if he“had stronger arguments”
In the reqﬁ?ﬁihg“S sessions in which'the}constraint
information was mentioned, the.diSCUSSion,'subsequent
“to the statemenf regarding the constraints; focused
exc}usﬁvely on the importance of essay strength to the

..

o
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attributional task. Typ1ca1 statements in the above-
mentioned 8 sessions were, “you can te]l he' s con
despite the constraints”; "his arguments are strongly

pro, though"

In the ij sessions in uhich the constraint
information was not mentioned explicitly the discussion
focused on the importance of esssy strength to the
“attributional task. In 4 of the 28 no-chotce sessions a
group member suggested that the weakness of the
~author’ S essay m1ght ﬂnd1cate that. the author holds a
‘view contrary to that expressed in the essay. In two of

- the sessions, a group member stated that it would be
very d1ff12u1t to write a strong pro essay 1f one
actually held a con opinion. These statements provide
some evidence for Miller and Rorer’s (1982) |
interpretation of the dispositionat bias. In none of
the‘group discussions was it mentionedgthat the author

could easily have produced a pro (con) essay despite

holding a con (pro) attitude on the target issue.

~

AnalyseS'gj the group discussions: choice

conditions. Subjects in the choice group disCUSsion

judgment cond1t1ons spent an average of 77 seconds out
. of the total 600 second per1od-dyscuss1ng-matters

pertaining to the'dependent'meésure In virtually every”i”
one of the cho1ce cond1t1on discussion sess1ons the

d1scuss1on centered around e1ther the re]evance of

!
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featurés of the essay i.e., essay strength, number of

/
arguments, or the choice 1nformat1on to the attr1but1on

task. However, in 5 of the choice sessions it was noted
that choOsihg a position indicates that one ie more, . |
and perhaps only slightly mohé, supportive of that
position than the alternative position. In 2 of the
choice sessions it was noted that the author may have
selected the"stance that was most interesting to write

on, regardless of his/her’attitude toward the target

issue.

Analyses of attribution explanations: no-choice

conditions. Two independent raters reached 100%

agreement on- the fol]bwingyfeatures of the explanation
reports._Thirty-three of 112 no-choice condition

‘sub jects (59%) ment ioned thetconstraint instructions in
‘their report (controltccndition = 10 subjects, delayed

jUdgment condition = 5 subjects, expected group‘

~discussion judgment condition = 11 subjects, and group

discussion judgment condition. -7 subjects).
Furthermore, one persch in the' group discueéion
condition stated that the mention of'the’constraint
1nformat1on in the d1scus51on led her to change her
”attrtbut1on from an eeeay cons1stent est1mate to a
‘neutral estimate. However, 24 of the 33 subJects who
ment1oned the constra1nt 1nstruct1ons in the1r report

(72%) stated that the1r dec1s1on was based at least as

~
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much on essay features as on the constralnt
information. Dnly 9 of. these 33 subjects concluded that
the target person’s attitude was 1ndeterm1nab1e because
of the constraints. \.4 ﬁf-tv
‘ ) R 4
Further inspection of the reports revealed that 8
of the 112 subjects (7%) -noted that'it’would be very
« djfficu]t to write a strong.pro (con) essay under
constraint if, one’s true‘attitude was con (pro). Only
one subject mentioned that a persuastve essay cou]d
eas11y be wrttten by a person who held an optnlon
oppos1te\to that eﬁbressed in the essay Furthermore 8
subjects;( %) stated that the weaknessvof the essay
suggests that the author ho]ds an att1tude Oppos1te to
that which was expressed in the essay. These f1nd1ngs'

lend add1ttona1 support to M111er and Rorer 5 (1982)

_1nterpretat1on of the d1sposvt1onal b1as

Argument gquality, i:er, gelisy ‘or strength, was -

c1ted as;an attr1butxon bas1s in 38 of the reports

(34% /The amount of Know]edge or the degree of -

famil ar1ty that the author appeared to’ have was c1ted

in 14 of the reports (12%) Other 1nf1uenc1ng factors
/
that were mentioned w1th some degree of- frequency wa

the reports were: the number of pqlnts-ment 5th§

. essay (7%), how conv1nc1ng the essay was,
degree of emot1on expressed 1n the essay (u;'
\ . .

essay d1rect1on (4%), essay persua51veness (4%) and

R
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. the use of certain words in the essax/(B%).

. Analyses of attribution e_planationS' choice

conditions. In v1rtual1y al] the reports sub jects cuﬁéd

argument qual1ty, the author S appareht know ledge of
.the target 1ssue and/or the choice 1nformat1on as
bases for their attr1but1on However, .8 of the 112
subJects noted that the cho1ce 1nformat1on m1ght
conce1yab1y convey that the author’s ttltude is only
‘s1ightly‘more 1p}the direction of the |selected position
than the non-selected position. One subject noted that
the author may haVe'chosen to write on the mos t
1nterest1ng pos1t1on 1rrespeot1ve of hls/her true

att1tude on the farget issue.

Dlscuss1on . ' .

The resu]ts of Exper1ment 2 supported the main

hypothes1s of the present research The tendency oF’

"percet/ers to maKe dlspos1ttona11y b1ased attributiohs

for behav1or performed under constra1 t was not only
[reducedt but-e11m1nated,.when attr1bu ors were

_instruoted to render'their judgment a'ter a‘group

o \d1scusston of the cr1t10a1 attr1but1o quest1on

1However{ the results bf th1s study pr vide no support

'For Q:: not1ons that 1ncreased thoug t about the

'.attrlb twon questlon or the expectatlon of d1scu351ng _}f'

- th1s and other quest1ons 1nf1uences the d1sp051t10nal

b1as,effect. The results concern1ng 1ncreased thoughtft'
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. . {
are compatible with Bierbrauer’'s (1978) finding that
lengthy contemplation about behavior performed under-
constraint does not alter the tendency of observers to
ﬂ

attr1bute behav1or consistent d1spos1t1ons to the

target person..

e

‘The pattern of resu]ts in EXperiment'2 indicates
that the group djscussion.effect“on attitude -
attrtbutions is not.a consequence of the cognitive '
state engendered by the expectation of transm1tt1ng or
rece1v1ng information. Nor is the effect caused by
involved reflection on the attr1butlon quest1on It may
“be the case, however, that subJects who have spent 10 |
minutes- d1scuss1ng the questionnaire- items concliude -
‘that these ]ﬁems are qu1te 1mportant Consequent]y,
they may answer the questions w1th more care than_ would
' the.non~group d1scuss1on cond1twon~sub3ec&§ Kass1n &}-
Hochre1ch 1977) However, 1f subJects respOnses:are
"based on the perce1ved 1mportance of the quest1onna1re

items, subJects in the expected group d1scu551on f.‘

",;cond1t1ons should render less dlsposnt1onally b1ased '

-Judgments than s%bJects 1n the delayed Judgment or
control cond1tions Thts result d1d not obta1n |

Add1t1onal contro] cond1t1ons are requ1red however, to'

‘j_rule out conc]us1ve1y thts 1nterpretat1on of the o

e

results Nevertheless, 1t seems 11Kely that the grouo

d»'d1scuss1on phenomenon 1s med1ated by factors assoc1ated
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with the exchange of information in the group

discussion itself.

It was proposed that group discussion m1ght
attenuate the dispositional bias because some subJects
might learn about arguments in the discussion that i
‘challenge the notion that, the author’s attitude‘oan be
gauged from the.position and strength of his/her essay.
Whether these subjects would then\1 cease to haSe
their attr1but1ons on egsay strength or 9} base thetr
attrtbuttahs on other factors in addition to essay

. a,

strength was’unclear.

The group discussion transcripts and the
'attr1but1on explanat1on reports provide some support
for. these. nottons Both the ‘transcripts and the reports '
revea]ed that many subJects were exposed to arguments‘h
‘,the d1scuss§bn that they. hadn t prev1ous]y
con51dered The transcrtpts and reports also 1nd1cated 9,
that at teast some subJects‘made either dramatic or 3
Thinor adJustments to their attr1buttons after the ;‘:
;constratnt 1nformatton was ‘raised in the dtscuss1on

However 1f subJects in the group d1scu351on Judgment

't cond1t1ons generally were 1ess 11Ke1y than subJects 1n

»vthe non group d1scus31on Judgment cond1t1ons to base ‘

A\ 03

5the1r attrtbut1ons on essay streqﬂih the correlatton
rbetween percetved essay persuas1veness and attttude :

o attr1but1on shou]d be smaller 1n the former c%nﬁ?t1ons
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f

|
than rn the latter cond1t1ons The correlations in
thesejtwo cond1t1ons were, however, similar and non-
' s1gn1f1cant Furthermore, the attr1but1on explanat1on
reoor s revea]ed”that~essay strength was a major '
determinant:of attributions in-the group'dtscusigon
Judgment cond1t1ons as we11 as.in the ‘non-group :
d1scuss1on Judgment cond1t1ons Moreover the
discussion transcripts indicated that subJects 1n the
group d1scuss1on Judgment cond1t1on attached
cons1derab1e 1mportance 1o the strength and qua]1ty of ]

-'the essay.

@

It app

on attributions occurs because  some subjects“base theirﬁ;'-

irs, then, thatvthe'group discussionfeffect._

attr1but1ons ‘on factors 1n add1t1on to essay strength
.However this effect is not med1ated by the eXp]101t
'ment1on of the constraint 1nformatﬁon in- the ‘ |
d1scuss1on Anc11]ary measures 1ngicated that non--‘
d1spos1t1onally blased attr1but1ons were rendered by/ j;-,
' representat1ve attr1butors from groups in wh1ch the |
; constra1nt’1q;oﬁmatrgﬁ,was and\was not ment1oned '

5¢C6rd1fr

s

to the attr1bution explanat1on,;'

'_FurthermOy'
-

.:'reports, group'dtscussxon Judgment cond1t1on subJects sﬂ:“

1were not more 1nclﬂned to base. the1r attr1but1ons oQ.l'ﬁ?ud"

. .9 i
! constra1nt 1nformatlon thanﬂwege subJects 1n the non*

"Vgroup d1scuss1on Judgment c%nd1tlons &L_,if»'i;}»:

(TheSe-findthgsvsuggestithatfthe[groupsdjscussion;. e

A
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effect may be‘caused by progesses other than those that
were originally suggested. One‘possible explamation, for
the group discussion effect 1s that group d1scuss1on
1nduces attr1butors to render moderate Judgments Th1s
argument is weakened however, by the fact that group
7 discussion had ho effect on attributions in the choice
conditions .’ ?he extant theoret1cal accounts of the
group-induced shift phenomenon, as well, offer little
}-to an understanding of the present group discussion
Qﬁeffect gsMore specificaﬂy, the di‘ffusion-of-
respons1b111ty theory (Wallach & Kogan, 1965) holds
that group experience reduces anxiety about the
~7‘poss1ble negat1ve consequences of makihg a risky

' dec1s1on Fam111ar1zat1on theory (Bateson 1966) hons

that 1ncreased 1tem fam111ar1ty enhances people s

. w1111ngness to taKe r1sKs because of an 1ncreased

‘ Mfee11ngJof_certatnty These two theor1es attempt to e

‘account tor-a polarization, raﬁger thanean attenuatlon,y
of initﬁat]y—held attttudes'andvare concerned only.wtth,.
risk- related dec151ons Leader?confidence theory'

;(Burnste1n 1969) suggests that group 1nduced ratlona1~vdt

‘1sh1fts occur because the advocate of the reasonable C
1pos1t1on 1s 11Ke1y to be h1ghly conf1dent and,

Atherefore persuas1ve However the group d1scuss1on
vtranscr1pts do not prov1de eVﬂdence that advocates of

- non- correspondent pos1t1ons were more conf1dent than .f

T

advocates of other pos1t1ons it
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Another possible explanation for the effect is
that group members thtnK about the possible arguments»
‘that could account for the various 0p1n1ons that are
- offered in the d1scusston.;More spe01f1ca11y, Miller
and Rorer‘(1982} and Jones (1979]) have suggested that;
many subjects in.no-chotce_conditions initiatly base
their judgment on‘essay‘strength :DUring group///////

‘ dtscusson however group members may . learn that. other
members hold dtfferent and perhaps less essay- -
con51stent v1ews than their own. The percept1on that a
non essay- cons1stent v1ew may be defens1b1e mtght

'prompt subjects to constder the arguments that coutd

' '-support thts v1ew'(Burnste1n thokur, & Tnope,‘1973)

h.on essay strength in a11 exper1menta1 COﬂdlt]OﬂS

I

_M111er and Rorer (1982) ‘have suggested that ‘many _\c
attr1butors have some awareness of the. constratnt |
'1nformatton Thus. subJects mtght con31der th1s - \i
1nformatton when attempttng to understand the ba51s of‘e\;
the other group members Judgments An enhanced &‘;tif'”“"w
,apprec1atton of the constratnt 1nformatton may then B

+

._1nduce subJects to Shlft thelr Jdﬁgments 1n a d1rect1onf fti

-
.

oppos1te to that expressed 1n the essay

], ,’0

| The above analys1s 1s based 1n part’ on the |
iQ ev1dence from the attrtbutton exp]anatlon reports and

H'hhthe d1scuss10n transcm1pt5 that attr1buttons are based o

o *; HoweVer the correlat1on between att1tude attr1butlon t‘ﬁ‘;

o
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and perceived essay‘persuasiveness was found to be non;

“ ségnificant'tn-at] theiconditions of this experiment.
Conceivabty; if a compostte meaSure of essay strengtht
ie., persuasiveness number of arguments. argument

- ‘cogency, had been used in this study a correlat1on
between these two factors m1ght have been detected It

- is a]so p0551b1e that the corre]at1on between perceived

| essay persua51veness and attrtbut1on fa1]ed to reach

}:stat1st1cal 51gn1ﬁtcance 1n thts study because the

sample of essays was restrtcted to thos had

prevtously/been Judged to be of a moderate levej of
; R

(XS

o iven ) _fﬁf?
persuas eness. . i

A

An 1mportant f1nd1ng of the present research was ti'.
A the ev1dence From the content of the group dtscuss1ons 'é ;
that M111er and Rorer S. (1982) and dones (1979) : tﬁf o

: conceptual1zat1ons of the’ dzsp051t1onal b1as have some

| ‘mer1t The strategy of hav1ng supJects engage 1n a

group d1scuss1on abdut a de01s10n may prove useful in aw}; ;”
1dent1fy1ng the processes underlytng other cogn1t1ve {ﬂ' -
phenomena ; | |

The current f1nd1ngs do not prov1de a deftntttve ' ;7'7u

o explanat1on oﬁithe process by whtch group d1scu551on

*: 1nfluences att1tude attrtbuttons Future research

""should address thls 1ssue ThtS study dx However

s
._p\ov1de compe]l1ng ev1dence that group dlgcuss1on E

attenuates the dtspos1t1onal btas,.and therefore pﬂaces s

S \
B Gt
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bias - effect

_b1ased attr1but1ons 1n natura11st1c contexts 1n wh1ch

,ﬁattr1but1on5'

generallty There 1sr therefore

_‘1nformat1on
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-an 1mportant boundary cond1t1on on -the d1spos1t1onal

Contrary to’ current op1n1on (dones,\ 979) ot
S
attr]butors may be unl1ke1y to make d1sp051t1ona11y-

K ‘

Judgments are: rendEred after a group dlscuss1on (e g

JUP¥ s1tuat1ons, parole bo%rﬂ del1berat1ong& graduatef

Y O

’ school select1on meet1ngs) _gj,f}f;' o “faf:fi”,vtﬁif'ﬁ*

4/v
- .

The present 1nvest1gat1on also h1gh11ghts an ,f vif;&f%

q

"v1mportant l1m1tat1on 1n attrxbutuon research fg}:?;

‘jSpec1f1cally,>attr1but1on research has fooused

4
‘;\r. _' oy

3exclu51ve1y on: when and how 1nd1v1dua1 perce1vers form

5

However as the pnesent f1nd1ggs 1nd1cate ﬁgﬁ;
the results of such stud1es may have 11m1ted : o

a clear ﬂeed to assess

u&"p v

”:the 1mpact of group d1scuss1on on ether attr1butlona1 . 5;
tendencwes (e g the underut11]zatlon of consensus o r‘j>4

the attr1button perseverance phenomenon,

the persona11sm phenomenon)




Endnotes

1. Many investigators have referred to_the tendency*for

attributors to underestimate the 1mpact of situational
factors and to overestimate the role of diSpOSitional

factors in controlling behav1or as the "fundamental

: attribution error" (e.g., Ross, 1977; dones Riggs, and
]

Quattrone,,1979) However, as Kelley and ‘Michela (1980)

have noted 1t lS inappropriate to characterize this

' phenomenon as an error since defensible accuracy

~Criteria are currently unavailable Consequently, the'

label diSpOSitional bias", used. by some investigators

to. describe thi's phenomenon (e.qg. Bierbrauer 1979).

‘was employed in this dissertation

£ » e

,2 “An experimental deSign in which SUbJects ape nested":"””

w1thin groups which are in turn nested w1th1n

Y

conditions usually is analyzed differently than lS done

here. Spectfically,,one usually tests for an effect for'

- groups._within conditions and if ‘the effect 1s y ;

significant groups rather than subJects is used as the‘
error term The current design is a special case,
however in that the subJects were aSSigned randomly to

conditions Within groups for all but the group

' dlSCUSSlOn conditions As a result, us1ng groups within

conditions as the error term for the group discussion

conditions would have meant that different error terms
wou ld have to be used depending on which comparisons |

84
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' were @ade}ahdféyerall interaction tests could have beép
berformedf ahdtpéétfésts (etg.,;Newman-Keuls)'Cdujd not
havé-been cohduéted;:The current}épprdach:ailows for a

(_straightforWard ahalxéig_of the data.
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' APPENDIX A . .

i}yAs your exper1menter has 1nformed you the Psychology
IDepartment 1s 1nterested 1n gather1ng 1nform§tton from ,h[
".fmembers of the student body reg rd1ng a number of

‘hcurrentlz toptcal 1ssues. Ghe of our a1ms 1s 51mply to |

"determ1ne the attltudes or pos1t1ons held by students

A . ’

.t(on these 1ssues We would therefore 11Ke to ask you to 3f;;fufjtf

‘fhreSpond as best you can to the questtons l1sted—below
*f&Please 01rc1e the number on the~sFale prov1ded that

f'corresponds to your feeltngs abodt each quest1on When

.:fyou have completed the quest1onnaﬂre please seal tt 1n

:rigthe envelope prov1ded Th1s w111 ensure that your

:"responses W111 not be assoc1ated W1th you
o . : w :

- fThe fol]oW1ng quest1ons are concérhédtwtthfthegtssuefof}ff

\1

SRR

o":Western Separat1sm

The Western Prov1nces have every rlght to leave
.Q'confederat1on 1f they choose free from 1nterference ”hffd;;!ﬁl}

sifffrom Ottawa f3t¥7¢f LT

J.:i'i i?é}h??tifﬁyi*Sfdthtf7tfﬂsfa-bfl_
"(*Qtfé if"ffﬂtf D1sagree »>f7f7¥f?%f.. Agree o
S ey Strongly 1ﬂ4:i;fﬁf”*.' 5tr°”g]y

. .
TR
.‘ A"A

2 We need a federal government 1n Dttawa whtch str1ves ?ﬁfff

i 96

B - . . i



\tovdethipute the wealth from the wealthy Western

regions ‘of Canada to the poorer areas of the country.

g

ot I C
; E N - C
- 4 2 .3 4 5 6 7T 8 9

+Disagree S 'Agree
- ' : Strongly \ ' Strcn‘glyi

_ , \
3. Past and pﬁesent/federal administrations have

:adopted pol1c1es wh1ch favour the Eastern industrial
-prov1nces at the expense~of western prov1nces-—-a state

of affa1rs wh1ch warrants the most ‘extreme act1on by

the West. o '

4 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

T~ .
.’ .. , ’ .
J . Disagree Agree |
, Strongly : Strongly
. : \

,

4, Separatjsm'fs a poor and impractical soTution'to'the\ﬁ‘
prob.lems eprceiyed,by‘Westerners'today.

~ ad

o+ o 4y 72 3 .4 5 8 7 8 9
o SR | : o
v Disagree s+ .~ Agree
Strongly : o SfrOng]y-

5. The Wéétern‘provinces §hould separate from Canada.
. * ' . ‘ ’ :



- Disagree

“Strohg]y
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Strongly



- APPENDIX B

~ Questionnaire InSFFuctﬁohsﬁgfiﬁxiV
- SN

“You havé beén givén 4 éssays to read and evaluate.
Please évaluate éaqh essay immediately after you have
read it. Then go on to next essay. For eich essay, mark
the essay code jh the appropriate spot and then give
‘'your evaluation. Do‘not put your name anywhere on this
_ sheéf)'When yQu'have:fihiShed rating the -four th essay,
“please fold this sheet in half and wait for the
v'experimentethb collect it PLEASE DO NOT go back and

- ‘¢thange an evaluation after you ha?e made it. Consider
your evaiuatioq careful]y - your:reSpOnses are

importantfto us.

1) Essay CQde: 

2

t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
This essay is | | This essay is
‘not very ber-; : viber;
persuasiye' |

‘suasive at all

2) Essay Code:



_persuasive

3) Essay Code:

persuasive.

4) Essay Code:

persuasive’

{

This essay is

not very per-

)

suasive at all

1 2 3 4

This essay is

'nof,very'per?

v

suasive at all

12 .3 4

This essay is

not very pef- ..

%

suasive at all

o>

]

100

This essay is

‘veryf

8 9

This essay is .
"»Very |

7 8 9

This essay is

very



APPENDIX C

¢ EXPERIMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS
| » : \;-..,A

The Psycho]ogy Department is- currently conducting
a series ot exper1ments 1nvest1gat1ng how peOple
perce1ve and 1nterpret social events There.are ‘two
parts to each of thesegexperjments. In the}first pant,
. ~participants areyasked-to read‘pjeces of infdrmatjon.
| In. the second part?‘the‘partieipants'arevasked tor
respond to a serles of quest1ons Zhe nature of the
1nformat1on that is prov1ded to part1c1pants is belng
varted fﬁom study to study w1th1n thts pPOJeCt In-the

present experlment the 1nformat1on 1s in the form of

essays wr1tten by undergraduate students

_ s
. At thTS t1me we would 11Ke you to turn the page

and read the message very careful]y then turn the next
| page and ‘read the essay When you have f1n1she\\read1ng
the essay, turn to the next page and comp]ete the‘tx\

quest1onna1re P]ease sea] the completed-quest1onna1re

| and the rest of. the mater1als in the enve]ope to ensure

. the. conf1dent1al1ty of your responses Thank_ypu-yery-,;"
| much. | . R o |
~ PLEASE TURN'JD_THE NEXT PAGE
N
| '101t



_ APPENDIX D

4 B

EXPERIMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS
The'Psychology Department tg'currently,conducting |
a ser1es of exper1ments 1nvestlgat1ng how people |
perce1ve and 1nterpret soc1a1 events‘ There are two_ |
aparts to each of these exper1mehts In the first part
,part1c1pants are asked to read pleces of 1nformat1on

' In the second part the partvc1pants are asked to -

o respond to, a number of quest1ons

Please note that the type of 1nformat1on prov1ded

: dtojpart1c1pants is- elng var1ed w1th1n each of these

g Studtes Therefore,_-he 1nformat1on that you have

'-recelved may be d1fferent from that whtch is glven tb
. 2

. other partlc1pants in th1s experlment You should also

| note that each part1c1pant 1n thls study is be1ng asKed :;ﬂ'

to respond to a set of questlonna1re 1tems that have

‘been randomly selected from a larger pool of quest1ons

~ Consequently any of the quest1ons you may be asKed :

- m1qht seem poorly matched to the 1nformatlon you have

: recelved That 1s, you may be asked to make Judgments

for which the 1nformatlon you were g1ven is: e1ther -
o
1rrelevant or: 1nsuff1c1ent for maklng that Judgment

‘You should therefore not assume that the 1nformat1on

: you have recelved is dlrectly relevant to each spec1f1c ‘

\
~question you}are'asked . Nevertheless we would like yout,

102
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' \ .
S
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. 4_'\ .

to make your best attempt at. answerxng all the
o
questtons prov1ded 3

-

O At th1s time I'would ltke ou to re-read these -
1nstruct1ons unt11 they are clea When you are certatn

“that you understand the 1nstruct1qns, turn to the next 7

‘page Read the 1nformatton on th1s page very carefullx '
Then turn to the next page and re@d the add1t1ona1

1nformat1on ignce you have read a]l the 1nformat1on

' turn to the ma1n quest1onna1re and answer the i

quest1ons When you have comp]eted the ma1n .pi"

: }quest1onna1re please complete the supplementa]

quest10nna1re Then sea] a11 the mater1als 1n the

">{_ envelope to ensure the conftdent1a11ty of x

responses ThanK you ZQ'rl'_'f%“ g ”, 'f L e

¥



. APPENDIX E

3' .

 ON “THE FOLLOWING PAGES You WILL FIND AN ESSAY WRITTEN

‘BY AN INTRODUCTORY PSYCHOLOGY STUDENT WHO PARTICIPATED

- ﬂN A PSYCHOLOGY EXPERIMENT LAST YEAR. THE GOAL OF THAT

PARTICULAR STUDY WAS TO COLLECT ARGUMENTS ON BOTH SIDES i

| _DF THE ISSUE OF WESTERN SE?ARATISM 70 FACILITATE THIS
'~ GOAL, PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO/WRITE SHORT ESSAYS (3"

IOR 4 PARAGRAPHS INrLENGTH) EITHER FAVORING OR OPPOSING_.
"WESTERN SEPARATISM ALL PARTICIPANTS WERE ALLOWED TO

'GggCHDDSE FOR THEMSELVES WHETHER THEIR ESSAY WouLD TAKE é;w.

- PRO- WESTERN SEPARATISM OR AN ANTI WESTERN SEPARATISM
t STANC& ALL PARTICIPANTS WERE GIVEN TEN- MINUTES TO

‘VECOMPOSE THEIR ESSAY PEASE\RE READ THE MESSAGE ON THIS

‘PAGE AND THEN TURN TO THE ESSAY ON THE SUBSEQUENT

.LSPAGES WHEN You HAVE READ THE ESSAY COMPLETE THE"»Z

QUESTIONNAIRE THAT FOLLOWS THE ESSAY

.‘ 104 L ‘},:



o APPENDIXF o/

,\?
ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES You WILL FIND AN ESSAY WRITTEN
BY. AN INTRODUCTORY PSYCHOLOGY STUDENT WHO PARTICIPATED

- IN A PSYCHOLOGY ‘EXPERIMENT LAST YEAR THE GOAL OF THAT

PARTICULAR STUDY WAS TO COLLECT ARGUMENTS ON BOTH SIDES
OF THE ISSUE OF WESTERN SEPARATISH. TO FACILITATE THIS
|GOAL, PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO WRITE SHORT ESSAYS (3
~ OR 4 PARAGRAPHS IN EENGTH) EITHFR FAVORING OR OPPOSING -
TWESTERN SEPARATISM HOWE VER, THE PARTICIPANTS WERE NOT
.:_ALLOWED TO CHOOSE FOR THEMSELVES WHETHER' THEIR ESSAY
© WOULD TAKE A PRO- WESTERN SEPARATISM OR AN ANTI- WESTERN

| »SEPARATISM STANCE RATHER, PARTICIPANTS WERE ASSIGNED
BY THE EXPERIMENTER, AT RANDOM, 70 WRITE EITHER A PRO
OR AN ANTL ESSAY REGARDLESS OF THEIR OWN TRUE' BELIEFS'
| ON THE ISSUE CALL PARTICIPANTS WERE GIVEN TEN MINUTES

'T':TO COMPOSE THEIR ESSAY PLEASE RE-READ THE MESSAGE ON

. THIS PAGE AVD THEN TURN TO THE ESSAY‘ON THE SUBSEQUENTL‘
fPAGES WHEN YOU HAVE READ THE ESSAY COMPLETE THE

'-QUESTIONNAIRE THAT FOLLOWS THE ESSAY

'.:Q.- e

105
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APPENDIX G.1

A,
%
L

~ EXPBRIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

'NOTE: DO NOT OPEN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE

UNTIL YOU HAVE FINISHED READING THE ESSAY"':TII~”



‘ﬁ*tfrom Ottawa

~ APPENDIX G.2 .

-~ Questionnaire Instructions

eP]ease respond to the follow1ng quest1ons ConSider»;"
”*Vyour responses carefu]ly - your Judgments are very
,l“1mportant to us. When you are f1n1shed sea] th1s sheet

"1n the enve]ope prov1ded

"1 The true op1n1on of the person who wrote th1s essay o
is that the western pQQV1nces should separate from
‘ Canada | ‘ s |
.1 2 3 4 5 677 8 9
~Author doesjg7 iin- '?vAchQbiQJ‘

- _strong1y L tff<.jf ft@_'d_' f:t_;,‘ o i“v‘\i"‘“

 rot believe this . -believeg/this

Cr

'2-'Theﬁtrue op1n1on of the person who wrote th1s essay
:j1s that the western provinces have every r1ght to 1eaveg !
. confederat1on 1f they(Nhose,,éree from 1nterference "
» 1‘ th’va.l 71 pr?%?. -
d&ﬂff?,”r.;"t,bs'pfjdv t//ixt.;-ft*' L
.12 3 45 e T 89
L”:Autharrddesj_t"»:.',v:'AGthor

L ‘ t;hOt beTieve tﬁjs f;f'rifhibé1iéves'thtS'
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- ~ .

. ‘. at, -a'l-l .. :‘ : y : B r.

t 2 3 4 5 %5 7 8 9
S "JNQt}Venynpeg—,-
. persuasive - .

S Sua-sive-'. a,t‘ a]] ; ; \5' -



~'f)" C e
 APRENDIX G.3

;;,u4\vwésfthé'§uth6r'of thg;éésaylfreeitd'Chooseéthef_f'fg.

'upoSitionuadvpc?ted,jn;pis/her essay?

et

_'DO NOT TURN BACK TO.THE PREVIOUS PAGE OR PAGES -

v
» N »' .

. PLEASE SEAL THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNALREVAND THE

" OFHER MATERIALS IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED

N ) ‘ AT

"‘-5\7



"»fa;the quest1on

o

 APPENDIX H.1

| EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE =~ .

» NOTE DO NOT DPEN THIS QUESTIDNNAIRE UNTIL
A YOU HAVE FINISHED READING THE PRECEDING INFORMATION"}:

Quest1onnaIre Instruct1ons f Please read a]l the R

[

'I”quest1onna1re 1tems through.once before you answer any
'ﬂ;oof the questlons To respond to an 1tem c1rcle the

»number or opt1on that ref]ects your op)nlon regard1ng

-NOTE For the purposes of th1s quest1onna1re° the

target person 1s THE AUTHOR OF THE ESSAY

i q

o . e - .: . . o TR .
B I PR UIEC S LE SNSRI S
: T : T - ' e T . L

o e



" APPENDIX H.2

L‘ ' «
N

PLEASE CONSIDER EACH QUESTION ‘CAREFULLY
" 'RECALL THE INSTRUCTIONS

1. Do you think that the target person is a generally

‘well organized person? - ) )

P

Yes No Can;t say

d

2. What academic year do you think the target person is

Y

in? -
Fifst séggng | Third~ Fourth
Q.LWas fhé essayvtyﬁed orAhqndwritfen? .
" Typed | Handwrittén

2

©

4, How well do you th1nK the Eirgpt person generally
expresses h1mself/herse1f?
T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not at all- L Extremely
well ° - well
5. The true opinion of the person who wrote this essay

111



112

is- that the western provinces should éeparate‘from

Canada. ) : -

{ 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 39

“Author does Author
strongly | ‘ | |
.not believe this | believes this
af all |

6. How likely dovyoU think it is thaf the farget person
is interested in classical music? '

{ 2 3.4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at all : . Very likely.
likely | : |



L]

APPENDIX H.3

1.‘How persuasive would you say this essay is?

f 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
Not very per- : Vgry
‘persua;jve |
| suasive af all

2. Was the author of the essay free to choose the

pbsjtioﬁ advocated in‘his/her essay?

Yes ~ No.

- 113



Appendix I

Summary of Analysis of Variance on Attitude -

[+

Attributions .
. (Experiment 1)

_Source df  MS
A (Procedure) - i 0.630 "0.223 -
B-(éhojce) | " 0.047 0.017
AB . 397 1.345
C.@EssaykDirection) 1 958_u547j 339.584%%

AC - R »lig172 - 0.415 |
- BC i 1 159,505 561508*%"-'.
' ABC {29207  10.379%
Error 184 -1é:823 |
*p <002
*¥"E»§ 001
-

114



APPENDIX J
)

g

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS 10 PARTICIPANTS

AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO TURN TO THE MAJOR

\' EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE PLEASE READ ALL THE

'QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS THROUGH ONCE AND THEN . ANSWER THE
QUESTIONS.i.e. - DON'T ANSWER ANY QUESTION UNTIL YOU
HAVE READ THROUGH.ALL THE QUESTIONS.

t15



APPENDIX K
READ THIS CAREFULLY

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS 10 PARTICIPANTS e

AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO PAUSE 00 NOT TURN TO
THE MAJOR QUESTIONNAIRE YET. INSTEAD READ THE REST OF
LTHE INFORMATION ON THIS PAGE AND THEN RAISE YOUR HAND
IN A FEW MINUTES WE WOULD LIKE YOU 10 READ THROUGH ALL

'THE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS AND SPEND 10 FULL MINUTES

THINKING ABOUT THE RESPONSES YOU WISH TO MAKE 10 THESE
:QUESLIONS YOUR EXPERIMENTER WILL INFORM YOU WHEN THE *
10 MINUTE PERIOD IS TO BEGIN AND WHEN 1T HAS ELAPSED |

'_WE WOULD THEN LIKE YDU TO RECORD YOUR RESPDNSES 70 THED
'.QUESTIONS 0 REPEAT WE DO NOT WANT YOU 0. ACTUALLY -
'RECORD-ANY OF YOUR RESPONSES UNTIL THE TEN MINUTE.
“PERIOD HAS ELAPSED. =

© RAISE YOUR HAND



CAPRENDIX L
READ THIS .CAREFULLY -

', ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIDNS TD PARTICIPANTS

AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YDU TD PAUSE DO NDT TURN TD
\THE MAdOR QUESTIDNNAIRE YET. INSTEAD READ THR REST OF
THE INFDRMATION DN THIS PAGE AND THEN RAISE YDUR HAND

LINA FEW- MINUTES WE WDULD LIKE YDU TD READ THRDUGH ALL

THE QUESTIDNNAIRE ITEMS AND PREPARE TD DISCUSS YDUR
"LFEELINGS ABOUT: THESE QUESTIDNS WITH SDME DF THE DTHER _
PARTICIPANTS“IN THIS SESSIDN WE HAVE ENSURED THAT

T:'ITHESE OTHER PARTICIPANTS HAVE RECEIVED THE SAME -

: INFDQMATIDN AND QUESTIDNNAIRE THAT YDU HAVE RECEIVED
l fPLEASE NOTE. THAT THE QUESTIDNS YDU WILL DISCUSS WERE

- ’fRANDOMLY SELECTED FROM A LARGER pPooL. OF ITEMS. WE WOUL
~LIKE You TD TAKE 10 FULL MINUTES 10 PREPARE FOR THIS

'3,DISCUSSIDN YDUR EXPERIMENTER WILL INFDRM YOU WHEN THE

© 10 MINUTE, PERIOD 13 T0 BEGIN AND WHEN 1T HAS ELAPSED ,"
"TO REPEAT, WE DD NOT WANT YOU 0 ACnUALLY RECORD ANY. OF
- YOUR RESPONSES DURING THE 10 MINUTE PREPARATION PERIDD

. 117 S

s
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APPENDIX M. 1

EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE
NOTE: DO NOT OPEN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE UNTIL YOU HAVE |
READ THE ADDITIONAL. INSTRUCTIONS T0 PARTICIPANTS og,THE

PRECEDING PAGE. ONCE YDU HAVE READ THE ADDITIONAL

jINSTRUCTIDNS TD PARTICIPANTS PLEASE READ THE

INFDRMATIDN PRESENTED BELDW THEN DPEN THIS

QUESTIONNAIRE AND' CARRY out YOUR INSTRUCTIONS RtEASEL e

ET‘Enumbe" or 0Pt1on that reflects your opn1on regardlng

person 1s THE AUTHOR DF THE ES%AY

:,NDTE; To'ﬁespohd'to a'questTOnHaibe"item' circTthhe

the quest1on ;f. o ,f};

: i' R B ‘4"

For the purposes of th1s quest1ana1re, the taqget

.

LR



APPENDIX M.2

CONSIDER EACH QUESTION CAREFULLY
‘RECALtiTHE_INITIAL INSTRUCTIONS

. ‘V"
!

" 1. How well do you th1nK the target person generally

expres;es h1mse1f/herse1f7

12 3 4 5 6 1 8 9
 Not.at all L Extremsly
Cwell PR well

, ) . . ‘
2. The true optnton of the person who‘

wrote th1s essay 1s that the western prov1nces shou]d

- separate from Canada

12 3 4 5 %67 8 9
S o ~ Author does . Author
stronglyzvphh 'v'”f. '”:, ;Z‘.' |
R L ‘néi‘betieye‘thjs V-‘v'i"béijéyes-thiéi
Coatain S
"'h3 Do you th1nK that the target pehson 1s a generally -

’hhwell organtzed person7 S

r{"’gfﬁgﬁfsh"»No_f;?Cahft séy3,
2 e
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120

4. Was the essay typed or handwritten?

Typed ‘ Handwritten

' i . <. . . e
5. What academic year do you think the person is.in?

. First Second Third Fourth
\ . [ |
b How }1Ke1y do you th1nk 1t 1s that the target person

o is 1nterested in class1ca] mus1c°4

T 45 6 1 g 9» : .
. Not at all B Very Tikely.

-

]ikeTy .

{ NOTE: AFTER YOU HAVE RECORDED YOUR' RESPONSES, pLEASE'"t }’F
: \,.pur ALL THE MATERIALS INTO THE ENVELDPE BUT Do NOT ‘%ﬁ

o SEAL 1Tt THEN RAISE YOUR HAND! - YOUR EXPERIMENTER
_}HAs SOME DTHER MATERIALS-FOR YOU



/o |
APPENDIX N.

- . 1]

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

NOTE: WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE PLEASE
PLACE IT IN THE ENVELOPE ALONG WITH. THE REST oF -
THE MAIERIALS THEN SEAL THE ENVELOPE. THIS WILL'-
",HELP T0 ENSURt THAT YOUR RESPONSES REMAIN '
CONFIDENTIAL ‘

B o

B 121 ) R



APPENDIX N.2

| 1!'Hovaershésive‘Woqu-you/ééyuthis’essay is?

s -
RPN AP S TR S
'7"fNot:yeryipeP4, f  .f<: ',‘,,?\'l'er"y‘t 1‘-1”" |

persuasive . IR NG

suasive at all

2. Was the author free to choose the position advocated =~

gin hiS/h¢n es$ay? (iféi;iWhethen"the ésSéylw¢Qﬁd'bé;Qr6_: N‘

A

00 0T TURN TO-NEXT PAGE UNTIL YOU HAYE .

- ¢

. RESPONDED TO THE QUESTLONS ON THIS PAGE!!

o é;_Yeé‘gft,fNof?T fjf'vf"_ﬁgi;?jf]‘”""

° \\ - AR
RN :



-Aih:the bacK of th1S page 1f you need more room

‘

"vquestlon the way you d1d More spec1f1cal]y, weiv'

.'want to Know - as prec1se1y as p0551b1e,;fllf

‘hm1nutes ThanK you for your CO operat1on

“APPENDIX N.3

Please reca]l that in the maJor quest1onna1re you S

'__were asked to Judge the essay wr1ter s true be11efi;
'regardtng the 1ssue of western separat1sm We are .

*_-1nterested 1n Know1ng WHY you' answered th1s

'd‘steps you went trouqh 1n you mind- to reach wQur

v response Lf your Judgment was the result of an'wf"
;1nvo]ved analys1s in wh1ch you we1ghed several

Vfactors in, a conversatvon in your head’ ptease g

report as thorough]y as poss1ble what that

conversat1on cons1sted of PLease 1nc1ude any

,”thoughts you had that may helpnus understand o

"zf xactly why you made,your response You may‘use:}y_k

Please try to mep]ete th1s task W1th1n 5 or 6 (:},'

N



APPENDIX O °

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS TQ PARTICIPANTS

AT THIS TIME WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO TURN TO THE MAdOR

: EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE HOWEVER WE DO NOT WANT YOU H:ﬁ* 1

' ~TO RE\PDND TO: THE QUESTIONNARE ITEMS IMMEDIATELY" E

HYRATHER WE WOULD- LIKE YOU TO READ THROUGH ALL THE ITEMS;,,ZLT

AND THEN BEGIN 10 DISCUSS YOUR FEELIN“S*ABOUT THESE

f‘QUESTIONS WITH THE OTHER IS PARTICIPANTS N THIS S
SESSION. WE HAVE ENSURED ‘THAT. THESE OTHER PARTICIPANTST 2
VHAVE RECEIVED THE SAME INFORMATION AND QUESTIDNNAIRE =5

, 'TTHAT You HAVE RECEIVED PLEASE NOTE THAT THE QUESTIONS]T‘ e

; TYOU WILL DISCUSS WERE RANDOMLY SELECTED FROM A LARGER B

~ POOL OF ITEMS. WE WOULD LIKE THE DISCUSSION TO TAKE 10'_'I;f?

"-_FULL MINUTES YOUR EXPERIMENTER WILL TELL YOU WHEN TO

’v'vBEGIN AND WHEN TO TERMINATE YOUR DISCUSSION PLEASE

e BEGIN YOUR DISCUSSIDN WITH ITEM #1 AND WORK DOWN THE

I'PAGE IN ITEM SEQUENCE PLEASE DO NOT ACTUALLY RECORD

“'HITYQUR REPDNSES TO ANY. OF THE: QUESTIONS UNTIL THE

”'DISCUSSION HAS BEEN COMPLETED

NiTé4-T:l?ﬂv"T



Appendix P

Summary“of Analysis of Variance on Attitude
“Attributions

(Experiment 2)

s

Source S dE s E
A (Judgmental Context] °.73  4.393 1,331
B (Choice) . K &;1 2.164 °  0.655
AB | ) 1,671 0.506
C (Essay Direction) S 802.574  243.091*x
AC - 3 8.036 - 2.434
BC o R 85.015  25.750%*
ABC | 3 7.8 2.367
error . 208 13,302 :
<08
‘ *;ig <001 | | ‘7‘&5&
o . s
e



Appendix Q.1 ;

& N

Summary of Analysis of Variance on Attitude:

Attributions
For Representat1ve and Other Attr1butors in
| Group Discussion Cond1t1ons
Source | , df ‘MS a E
A (Attributor) o 0.072 0.018
B (Choice) ‘ o 4.758  1.185
Y D . 1 0.001  0.000
¢ (Essay Direction) { 279.001 .69.457%
AC | 4 2.901 0.2
80 1 107.508  26.764x
ABG | 1 30322 0.827
Error 272 4.017
A ) |
Q\‘ )
*p <‘§001 - |
S 126" o
/ A | t



Appendix Q.2
Mean Attributions of Attitudes Toward Western
Separatism by Attributors in Group Discussion Conditions

. _Rapfeser_ﬁ:at_ive ‘ O£her
, _ - Attributors Attributors
‘Pro Essay -, 4.9 . 5.0 - ‘
No-Choice = “ o
Con Essay = 4.0 © . 4.0

AV “A N

| Pro Essay 7.1 6.6
Choice '. ' |
Con Essay ' 2.5'_ ' 3.0

G
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