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ABSTRACT

Although selective exposure is often proposed as an explanation
for the failure of attitude manipulation attemﬁts, the phenomenon has
been difficult to produce in the social psychological laboratory.i A
variable which has been largely ignored in research on selective éxpo-
sure is that of individual differences in responses to attitude-dis-
crepant information. This study was an attempt to determine the ;gla-
tionship between selective exposure and such an individual differe;ce
variable, conceptual structure (Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967).
Two other variables, commitment to a pésition and level of discrepancy
of the communication, were also investigated. Sixty-eight subjects
from the extremes of the abstract-concrete conceptual structure dimen-
sion took part in a mock jury study. After reading a summary of a
murder trial and indicating their verdicts, subjects were offered the
opportunity of leaving or staying to read an article discrepant from
their verdicts. Three measures of selective exposure were used: leave-
stay behavior, willingness to read the article, and time spent reading
the communication. As predicted, concrete subjects were significantly
less willing to read the discrepant article than were abstract subjects
(p .01). A similar relationship was found between high and low commit-
ment subjects (p .01). Time spent reading the discrepant communication
was significantly less for concrete subjects than for abstract subjects
(p .05); however, this relationship was not found for high and low
commitment subjects. Variations in level of discrepancy produced no

significant main effects. It was concluded that conceptual structure
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and commitment to attitudinal position are significant determinants of

selective exposure.
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INTRODUCTION

Oﬁe of the most extensively investigated areas in social psychology
is that of attitude and attitude change. In the past decade more than
ten separate books dealing entirely with aspects of attitude and attitude
change have been published (Cohen, 1964; Fishbein, 1967 Hovlénd, 1957;
Hovland & Janis, 1959; Hovland & Rosenberg, 1960, Insko, 1967; Katz, 1960;
Newcomb, Koenig, Flocks, & Warwick, 1967; Rosnow & Robinson, 1967; Sherif
& Hovland, 1961; Sherif & Sherif, 1967; Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965)
and countless articles dealing with attitude and attitude change have
appeared in the literature over the same period. Moreover, this area of
research is one which has direct implications for the applied social sci~-
ences. Advertisers, politicans, salesmen, educators and many others are
jnterested in how attitudes form and how they change. However, although
it is often possible to produce changes in attitudes and opinions in the
laboratory, extra-laboratory manipulation of attitudes is too often
disappointingly unsuccessful (Hovland, 1959).

Various mechanisms have been proposed to account for the failure
of large scale attitude manipulation a;tempts. Many of these mechanisms
involve the notion that a person with a firmly held attitude can employ
techniques which will reduce the effectiveness of an attitude-discrepant
message. He can derogate the source, dissociate the source from the
communication, or distort the content of the message. These ways of
dealing with attitude-discrepant information have been widely discussed
in the literature (e.g., Feather, 1967a)., On the other hand, the person
with a strongly held attitude can avoid exposing himself to messages
which are discrepant with his attitude, thereby effectively removing

any perceived threat to his attitude. Klapper (1960) has concluded
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that a major barrier against mass persuasion is this yidely demonstrated"
tendency toward selective exposure. Thus, for example, it might be expec-
ted that a strong adherent of political party 1AM would actively seek
out arguments presented by his own party, and avoid listening to and
reading arguments presented by adherents of political party "B". In a
review, Freedman and Sears state that:

One of the most widely accepted principles of mass
communications and social psychology is that volun-
tary exposure to information is highly selective.
People seek out information that supports or rein-
forces their previous beliefs, and avoid information
that challenges their opinions (1965, p. 59).

Although the notion of selective exposure is a widely accepted
and often invoked explanation for the failure of attitude or informa-
tion campaigns, it, unlike attitude change itself, has been difficult
to demonstrate in the laboratory. Brehm and Cohen (1962), Brock (1965),
Feather (1962, 1963, 1967b), Freedman and Sears (1965), Rhine (1967b),
Steiner (1962), and many others have criticized the data, the experi-
ments, and the generalization of selective eprsure. For example two
researchers (Brock, 1965; and Feather, 1962, 1963) have shown that
smokers did not avoid information indicating a link between smoking and
lung cancer - contrary to a prediction derived from dissonance theory
(Festinger, 1957). Brock (1965) has suggested that dissonance theory
requires reformulation with respect to the avoidance postulate. 1In
disagreement with these reports are a smaller number of studies finding
some selective exposure effects in laboratory or controlled settings
(e.g., Brock & Balloun, 1967; Festinger, 1957, pp. 162-176; Lowin, 1967;
Mills, 1965a; Rhine 1967a).

Several early authors (e.g., Lipset, Lazarsfeld, Barton, and Linz,

1954, p. 1158) consider selective exposure to be the simple preference



for attitude consistent information. However, selective exposure appéars
to be more complex. More recently Festinger (1957) has pointed out that
the process has two aspects: avoidance of discrepant information and
seeking of supportive information. Although the latter aspect is con-
sidered to have more support than the former (Brelm & Cohen, 1962), the
support is minimal. Freedman and Sears (1965) reviewed seventeen studies
and found only five in which subjects indicated a preference for suppor-
tive information. They concluded that if there is such a process as
selective exposure to information, it is often masked by such other fac-
tors as characteristics of the audience (education, intelligence, social .
class), base rates of exposure (how readily the information is avail-
able), utility of the information, and past histary of exposure on the
issue.

By far the most influential theory for selective exposure is
| Festinger's (1957) cognitive dissonance theory. Festinger (1957) defines
dissonance as a psychological temsion aroused by inconsistency between
cognitions, and he further hypothesizes that a person who is experien-
cing dissonance is motivated to reduce the tension. One method of redu-
cing dissonance is by selectively exposing oneself to information. A$
Festinger originally stated it:

1f a source of information is viewed as potentially

decreasing dissonance or providing new elements

consonant with- (their) behavior, persons should

expose themselves to this source. If the source of

information is viewed as potentially increasing

dissonance, there should be active avoidance of

exposure to the information (1957, p. 163).

Since selective exposure is one of the basic postulates of dis-
sonance theory, doubts concerning the generality of selective exposure

reflect doubts about dissonance theory itself. Even though much support

for dissonance theory has been obtained, this support occurs mostly when



evaluations anﬁ attitudes are the.dependent measures (Brock, 1965).
However, Festinger (1957) and Brehm and Cohen (1962) observe that "selec-
tive exposure is a ﬁore direct reflection of avoidance of dissonant cog-
nitions than (is) attitude change (Brehm & Cohen, 1962, p. 93)." The
lack of support for the selective exposure aspect of dissonance theory
has resulted in a number of attempts to clarify the portions of disso-
nance theory dealing with selective exposure (Brock, 19653 Festinge;,
1964; Lowin, 1967).

Festinger's (1964) revision of his (1957) position introduced two
new variables: confidence and usefulness. He argued that a person may
expose himself to dissonant information if he feels confident that he
will be able to reduce the dissonance and/or if he feels that the infor-
mation will be intrinsically useful to him. Canon (1964) varied both
confidence of subjects and usefulness of information and found evidence
in support of Festinger's (1964) position. But in an attempt to repli-
cate Canon's findings, Freedman (1965) failed to obtain evidence for
the confidence postulate. However, Freedman (1965) did find support
for the usefulness postulate.

In reporting an experiment in which some subjects expressed a pre-
ference for dissonant information, Brock (1965) suggested a different
revision of the contrqversial dissonance postulate that persons would
avoid "situations and information which would likely increase dissonance
(Festinger, 1957, p. 3; quoted in Brock, 1965)." Brock's reformulation
stressed several aspects of post-decision behavior and the drive charac-
ter of dissonance. He suggested that following a decision, a person
always attempts to marshall cognition justifying his chosen alternative.

Thus Brock proposed that n(a) persons will expose themselves to cognition



dissonant with their choice (of behavior, opinion, object, etc.) in
direct proportion to the number and importance of (their) prior cogni-
tions consonant with the choice; (b) the gratification of dissonance
reduction is proportional to the magnitude of dissonance reduction; (c)
when dissonant cognition is not avoided, receptivity to it will be pro-
portional to the magnitude of the anticipated discrepancy (Brock, 1965,
p. 17)." This reformulation is closely related to Festinger's (1964)
confidence postulate.

Employing an approach conceptually similar to Byock (1965), Lowin
(1967) suggested that ease of message refutation was a variable impor-
tant to approach or avoidance of discrepant information. He hypothesized
that "in a controversial realm in which social support plays a central
role weak consonant information may prove uncomfortable (p. 2)' because
if the argument is easily refuted those who hold to the argument may
change their minds and withdraw social support. In such situatioms
weak dissonant information might be preferred over weak consonant infor-
mation. Although Lowin's (1967) study supporting this hypothesis suf-
fered from methodological problems (only 18 per cent of subjects res-
ponded to a mail survgy),.his hypothesis is in accord with other similar
theories (e.g. Brock, 1965; Festinger, 1964).

In a departure from the dissonance theory approach, Feather (1967b)
has proposed an nexpectancy-value model of information seeking behavior™
which considers this behavior as determined by the resultant of approach
and avoidance tendencies. He further analyzes these tendencies into a
resultant extrinsic tendency, a tendency to select information in order
to achieve consistency, and a tendency not to select information in

order to avoid inconsistency. He assumes that each tendency is determined



by the interaction of a relatively stable personality disposition or
motive, intolerance of ambiguity, with an expectation and an incentive
value that are assumed to be a function of the existing situation. In
an experimental test of his model Feather (1967b) found that a person
who has a high intolerance of ambiguity is more likely to seek out in-
formation consistent with his attitude than is a person who has a low
intolerance of ambiguity. |

The theoretical reformulations of Festinger (1964), Brock (1965),
and Feather (1967b) possess two common components. First, they stress
the possibility of individual differences in reactions to discrepant or
dissonant information; and second, they point out that different persons
may handle, process, or make use of the discrepant information differ-
ently. These individual differences in handling discrepant information
can be seen as differences in adaptation to the enviromment.

Adaptation can be viewed in part as a cognitive process involving
two variables: content variables and structural variables. One theory
dealing with the relationship between these two variables is that éf
,Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967). This theory maintains that "an
adaptive orientation acts,‘first, like a set of filters -~ selecting
certain kinds of information from the environment -- and, second, like
a program or set of rules which combine these items of information in
specific ways. The first aspect is the component or content variable,

and the second aspect is the structural or information processing vari-

able (p. 4).'" Information processing structures are in turn postulated
as having two interdependent properties: number of dimensions and com-
plexity of the integrating rules. Dimensions are the aspects by which

ranges of stimuli are categorized. 'The number of dimensions, taken



alone, . . . has no necessary relationship to the level of information
processing; but given complex combinatory rules, the potential for gen-
erating new attributes of information is higher, and the degree. to which
one stimulus can be discriminated from another is increased as the num-
ber of perceived dimensions is increased (p. 14-15).m

Schroder et al., (1967) have pointed out several characteristics
of different levels of information processing in persons. "Information
processing refers to the nature and interdependence of conceptual rules
available for organizing dimensional values (p.14)." A simple (informa-
tion processing) structure is characterized by compartmentalization and
by a fixed or hierarchical integration of its parts (rules). A complex
(information processing) structure "has more conpections between rules;
that is, (it) ﬁas more schemata for forming new hierarchies, which are
generated as . . . further rules for comparing outcomes. (These) struc-
tures contain more degrees of freedoﬁ, and are more subject to change
as complex changes occur in the enviromment (p. 7)." 1In the theory the
terms "concrete structure" and “abstract structure!' are used synony-
mously with the terms "simple information processing structure' and
tcomplex information processing structure," respectively.

With respect to selective exposure, Schroder et al. (1967) predict
that "the.lower £he level of information processing . . . the greater
the tendency to 'ward off' informational units" that do not fit into
the attitude (p. 27-28). Although no research has been done which
relates directly to this proposition, some related data are to be found.

A concept which is closely related to the notion of complexity of
information processing is that of open-and closed-mindedness or dogma-

tism (Rokeach, 1960). Rokeach has defined a system to be closed ''to



the extent that there is a'high magnitude of rejection of all disbeligf
subsysteﬁs, an isolation of beliefs, a high degree of discrepancy in
degree of differentiation between belief and disbelief systems, and little
differentiation within the disbelief system (1960, p. 61)." In a recent
study, Kleck and Wheaton (1967) examined tﬁe relationship between Hogma-
tism and responses to opinion-consistent and opinion-inconsistent infor-
mation. They found that dogmatic subjects showed less recall of iﬁcon-
sistent information and a greater tendency to evaluate consistent infor-
mation more positively than did open-minded subjects. Their data also
indicated, although not significantly, that closed-minded subjects
tended to show a greater preference for opinion-consistent information
than did open-minded subjects. However, the study had several short-
comings. The subjects were offered a choice between opinion-consistent
information and opinion-inconsistent information so that it is not
knowr. if the subjects were approaching one or avoiding the other (Rhine,
1967b). Also, all of their subjects were high school students, a group
which would be expected to be less open minded than a group of more
mature persons (Anderson, 1962). This is born out by the fact that the
groups overall mean score on the Dogmatism scale (Rokeach, 1960) was
higher than that of the group on which the scale was originally devel-
oped. In a related study, Clarke and James (1967) developed a scale

of generalized supportive-information seeking behavior. They found

that scores on this scale correlated significantly with Dogmatism scores.
Although these studies reveal something of the relationship between con-
ceptual structure and selective exposure, their measure of individual
differences in conceptual structure (the Dogmatism scale, Rokeach, 1960)

has been criticized as being a poor measure of system openness (Schroder



et al., 1967, p. 133-134). For instance, the items on the dogmatism
test do not completely avold agreement and disagreement based on the
content of the item. To the extent that items measure agreement with
content, they may fail to measure the structure of the attitude genera-
ting the agreement or disagreement.

To summarize, in spite of its wide acceptance, selective éxpo-
sure has proven to be a phenomenon which has been difficult to prﬁduce
in the social psychological laboratory. Several models dealing with
selective exposure point out the possibility 6f individual differences
in reactions to attitude-discrepant information, or in other word#,
differences in information processing.. One theory dealing with human
information processiﬁg is the conceptual structure theory of Schroder
and his colleagues (Schroder et al., 1967). Although there is no pub-
1ished research specifically relating conceptual structure to selective
exposure, there are severai experiments investigating selective expo-
sure and Dogmatism (Rokeach 1960). However, the data from these experi-
ments (Clarke and James, 1967; and Kleck and Wheaton, 1967) provide
only weak evidence about the relationship between dogmatism and selec-
tive exposure.

Statement of the Problem

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967) postulate several charac-
teristics of concrete and abstract conceptual structures which are per-
tinent to the investigation of selective exposure. First, it is postu-
lated that the more concrete a cognitive structure, "the greater the
tendency to ward off informational units . . . that do not fit into the
attitude (1967, pp. 27-28). Schroder et al. (1967) also hold that the

concrete person avoids conflict by distorting new stimuli to fit exisiting
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dimensions or else by excluding them altogether, Finally, it has been
demonstrated that, compared to abstract persons, concrete persons are
more likely to have a low evaluation of persons whose attitﬁdes are
deviant from their own (étreufert, 1966) .

Considering the above-noted characteristics of abstract and conw-
crete sﬁructures and the results of a pilot stud§§ several hypotheses
were formulated for the present research., It was hypothesized (1) that
concrete subjects would evidence greater selective exposure to attitude-
discrepant information than would abstract subjects; (2) that when ex-
posed to attitude-discrepant information, concrete subjects, compared
_to abstract subjects, would evidence greater distortion and exclusion
on a teét of memory for the information; and (3) fhat when exposed'to
attitude-discrepant information, concrete subjects would evaluate the
information aﬁd its author 1es§ favorably than would the abstract sub-
jects,

The literature on selective exposure and on conceptual structure
indicates that the variable of commitment is important to both of these
areas. Kiesler and Sakamura (1966) define commitment as 2 binding or
a pledging of the individual to a bghavioral act. They suggest that the
individual attempts to resolve inconsistencies between the attitudes he
holds and the acts he performs, and that one way of reducing inconsis-
tencies is to change either the act or the attitude. Furthermoré, they
suggest that the effect of commitment is.to make the act less changeable.
Kiesler and Sakamura (1966) have found that if an act is consistent with
a subject's attitude then commitment to the act makes the subject more
resistant to subseéuent attack on his attitude. However, their experi-
ment did not reveal the form of this resistance. Within the dissonance

framework, Brehm and Cohen (1962) and Sears and Freedman (1963) have

*Appendix R
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suggested that increased commitment to a position would result in a
greater tendéncy for a person to avoid exposiﬁg himself to information
which is discrepant from that positiom. In other words an increase in
commitment would be expeéted to result in an increase in selective
exposure.

Commitment is also an important variable in understanding ‘the
operation of different levels of conceptual structure. For exampie,
Harvey (1965) found that concrete individuals were more susceptibie to
attitude change under strong commitment (producing high levels of\in-
consistency) than under weak commitment. Generally, the concreteg
person seems less able than the abstract person to handle cognitive
inconsisﬁency (Harvey and Ware, 1967).

Kiesler and Sakamura (1966) propose that one way of manipulating
commitment is by increasing "the explicitness of the act, for example,
how public or otherwise ambiguous the act was (p. 350)." Thus if an
individual is led to believe that his act Qill become known to others -
his commitment is greater than if he is not led to have this belief.

In this study two hypotheses regarding commitment were advanced.
(1) It was expected that there would be more selective exposure under
high commitment than under low commitment. (2) It was also expected
that there would be an interaction between commitment and conceptual
structure such that differences in selective exposure between concrete
and abstract subjects would be larger the greater the commitment.

Recently, Rhine (1967b) has pointed out that selective expo-
sure experiments have yielded equivocal results because of inade-
quate representation of levels of dissonance. As Festinger (1957)
hypothesized, and Rhine (1967a) later confirmed, the curve for avoid-

ance of discrepant_(dissonance inducing) information is non-monotonic:



12
avoidance increases with dissonance up to a point and then decreases
beyond that point until the individual prefers to expose himself to the
information. At extreme degrees of dissonance, the subject!s easiest
choice is to expose himself to the discrepant information and change his
attitude, thus reducing his dissonance. One type of discrepant informa-
tion which would likely increase dissonance to a great extent is infor-
m;tion which is represented as having a high probability of changing
the person's attitude. It was expected, then, that if subjects were
offered information with différential probabilities of changing their
attitudes, their avoidance responses to this information would follow -
this non-monotonic curve, at first increasing in avoldance and then
decreasing in avoidance. Unfortunately, a shortage of appropriate sub-
jects precluded the possibility of employing more than two levels of
probability for the discrepant information which made a test of the non-
monotonic argument impossible, However, as.a test of the efficacy of
using differential probability of attitude change as a method of varying
differential discrepancy, two'levels of probability were chosen. They
‘were (1) low probability of changing the persons attitude, and (2) medium
probability of changing thg personts attitude. It was expected that
there would be greater selective exposure under medium probability than
under low probability.

In summary, six hypotheses regarding various facets of selective
exposﬁre were aannced. It was expected that (1) concrete subjects
wouid show greater selective exposure to attitude-inconsistent informa-
tion than would abstract subjects; (2) concrete subjects would recall
less of this information than would abstract subjects; (3) concrete

subjects would evaluate the information and its author less favorably



13

than would the abstract subjects; (4) high commitment would result

in greater selective exposure than would low commitment; (5) there
would be an interaction between commitment and conceptual structure
such that selective exposure differences between concrete and abstract
subjects would be larger the greater the commitment; and (6) there

. would be greater selective exposure when information offered had a
medium probability of changing attitudes than when it had a low

probability.
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METHOD

Overview

Following a design from the work of Sears (1965, 1966) and Sears
& Freedman (1963, 1965), subjects were asked to partake in a mock jury
study. In brief, they read a two page summary of a murder trial, gave
verdicts for the trial, wrote a paragraph in support of their verdicts
and filled out a form to indicate whether or not they wished to stay and
read more about the trial. If they chose to stay, they read a onevpage
article contradictory to their verdict, evaluated it, gave their verdicts
again, and completed a test of their memory for the contents of the article.
Design

There were three indgpendent variables, each having two levels,
comprising a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design. The independent variables were
concrete and abstract conceptual structure, low and high commitment, and
low and medium degrees of discrepancy. The main dependent variables were
(1) whether or not the subject chose to stay to read more about the trial,
(2) willingness to read the discrepant article (3) time spent reading
the article, (4) evaluation of the article, and (5) memory for the article.
Subjects

Eighty-six subjects, 66 male and 20 female, were selected from the
pool of subjects required to participate in experiments as part of their
course requirements in introductory psychology. Subjects were selected
on the basis of their responses to the Interpersonal Topical Inventory
of integrative complexity (Tuckman, 1966a) which had been administered
to the entire subject pool several months prior to the start of the

experiment.
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Of the 86 subjects selected, 11 had completed their experiment
requirements and refused to participate, 3 were impossible to contact,
and 2 had withdrawn from university. Of the remaining 70, 1 indicated
prior knowledge of the experimental manipulations, 1 was lost through a
mistake by the experimenter, and 1 was lost through the nature of the
experimental manipulations (see Procedure section, below). The 67 sub-
jects remaining were comprised of 16 females and 51 males.

All subjects were contacted by telephone and asked if they would
participate in a psychology experiment for one credit. A total of 12
subjects missed their first appointment and had to be recontacted. Seven
of these were concrete persons and 5 were abstract persons.

In order to counteract any gradual changes in procedure, subjects
were assigned to experimental treatments in rotation upon their arrival.
Usually, two subjects were run at one time in separate rooms; and the
two levels of each of the two experimental treatments were alternately
paired. The subjects' personality categories were coded by an assistant
for the experimenter and the code was not broken until the end of the
experiment.

Materials

Subjects were selected on the basis of their responses to the
Interpersonal Topical Inventory of cognitive complexity (Tuckman, 1966a;
see Appendix'A). This test is an objective form of the measure of con-
ceptual structure developed by Schroder et al. (1967). Several recent
reports indicate that the objective test has good construct validity
(Corfield, 1967; MacNeil, 1969; Tuckman, 1966a, 1966b).

"The Interpersonal Topical Tnventory of integrative complegity

is a forced choice instrument in which the subject is asked to choose
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one of a pair of items that best represents his feeling about or reaction
to an interpergonal topic (Tuckman, 19662, p. 372-373)." The topics are:
(a) when criticized, (b) when in doubt, (c) when a friend acts differently
toward you, (d) beliefs about people in general, (e) feelings about lea-
ders (£f) when people find fault with you. For each topic six pairs of
alternatives are presented and the testee must choose one from each pair.
Each member of a pair represents a typical response for a different level
of conceptual complexity. The test jdentifies four levels or four ;ystems
of conceptual structure, but since the concern 6f this study was with
the effects of concreteness-abstractness, without regard to content diff-
erences among the four systems, only subjects who were classified as
representing predominantly System 1, the more concrete level of concep-
tual functioning, and System IV, the more abstract way of functioning,
were selected for the experiment.

The Interpersonal Topical Inventory was admini;tered to a total
of 834 students enrolled in the introductory psychology course at the
University of Alberta. Of this total, 43 were classified as System I,
69 as System II, 193 as System III, and 213 as System IV. One hundred
ninety-two scored equally high at more than one level and 124 were not
predominant in any system, comprising 38.9% of the sample. Neither of
these two groups of subjects could be classified. The 43 subjects
classified as System I and 43 subjects randomly selected from the 213
System IV subjects comprised the experimental sample.

Two types of materials were used in the context of the experiment
jtself (see Appendices B to N). Besides paper and pencil materials
used to collect data for the dependent variables, there were several

materials used for the experimental manipulations.' In order to obtain



a measﬁre of selective exposure, subjects were informed of the existence
of the discrepant inforﬁafion and then asked to indicate their ﬁilling-
ness to read the information, aside from their curiosity about it, by
filling out a nine-point scale with endpoints labeled "Extremely unwil-
1ing" and “Extremely willing."

In addition to being asked to indicate their willingness to read
the new information, aside from their curiosity, the subjects were also
asked to indicate their curiosity about the new informatioﬁ, aside from

their willingness to read it. This separation of willingness and curio-

sity is a departure from previous studies of selective exposure. Rhine
(1967b) states that "curiosity may account for results of studies in
which avoidance of inconsistent information fails to occur,' and that
although information ''seeking behavior is predicted from curiosity moti-
vation as well as from dissonance theory, « . « MO effort is made in
research on selectivity to separate the two (p. 27-28)." The present
study attempted to separate the two possibilities.

After reading the article, the subject was asked to answer a
Likert type attitude questionnaire (adopted from Kleck & Wheaton, 1967)
to indicate his evaluation.of the article. The scale consisted of six
five-point scales with the endpoints labeled “Strongiy agree" and
"Strongly disagree." Finally the subject was given a short-answer type
of questionnaire to test his memory for the discrepant article.

Othef materials were used in the experimental manipulations. These
other materials were two attitude scales, Attitude Toward the Punishment
of Criminals (Thurstone, 1932), and the Law Scale (Rundquist & Sletto,
1936); a two page essay describing the murder trial of Johnny Burdick;

a form on which the subject marked his verdict by circling "Innocent"

17
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or "Guilty" and then placed his signature on the designated line; a form
for indicating his certainty about his verdict and his opinion about the
innocence or guilt of the defendent (these were adopted from Sears &
Freedman, 1965); a sheet of paper upon which the subject wrote a‘para-
graph in support of his ver&ict (coﬁmitment manipulation); a one page
article contradicting the subject's verdict; two formé for indicating
verdict, certainty, and opinion again (these were identical to those
used for the first verdict); and finally a questionnaire regarding the
subjects' feelings during the experiment and about the experiment in
general. Data obtained from these materials were used to supplement
the avoidance data. |

All experimental materials, with two exceptions, were reproductions
from a spirit process duplicating machine. The exceptions, the contra-
dictory articles, were Xerox reproductions. This was done to enhance
the belief that the articles had been written by someone other than the
experimenter.

Procedure

Upon arrival at the waiting area, the subject was escorted to one
of two experimental rooms, seated at a small desk, and supplied with a
pencil, He was informed that the experiment was a "psychological study
of the jury system designed to gather some information about the way
individual members of juries come to reach decisions." He was then given
two attitude scales, "Attitude Toward the Punishment of Criminals" and
"The Law Scale" and asked to complete them. The experimenter left the
room to allow the subject to work in private. When the subject had com-
pleted the attitude scales, the experimenter collected them and said,

"I have here a summary of a criminal court trial which I want you to
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read. The summary is an abstract of a trial which toék place somevhere
in Canada not long ago. When you have finished reading it, decide
whether the defendent is innocent or guilty of the charge. You will
then be given a form on which to enter your verdict." The subject was
then given the summary and allowed up to 8 minutes to read it. After
the subject had read the trial summary, it was taken from him and
replaced with two forms, one for his verdict and the other containing
questions about his degree of certainty. |
Following the completion of these forms thé subject was given a
form with the following statement on it, "“suppose you are in a jury
and some of the jury members are opposed to the verdict you have chosen.
In ten minutes or less, write a paragraph to indicate which aspects of
_the case influenced you most in your decision and which might convince
soméone else to change his or her decision to agree with yours." The
writing of this paragraph comprised the commitment manipulation. Low
commitment subjects simply wrote the paragraph; however, the high
commitment subjects' forms had an additional message, "When you have
completed your paragraph, sign yourlname at the bottom. In a later
part of this experiment, you will tape record your paragraph. This
recording will be played to a group of subjects in an experiment which
is related to this one." When the subject had completed his paragraph,
the experimenter collected it and said, "This is the end of my part of
the experiment and I will give you your credit cards in a moment. How-
- ever, a Dr. Hamilton, who is a psychologist at another university, is
also doing work on this aspect of human behavior. He has asked me to
have you fill out some more questiomnaires with regard to the trial.
1t will take about 20 more minutes of your time to finish his part of

the experiment.
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"Dr. Hamilton has written a short article about some aspects of
the trial which were not covered in the summary that you read. He has
tested this article on a group of students and found that it changed
their decisions 10% of the time. That.is, it has only a small chance
of chané?ng a person's decision. What he would like.to know is how
willing are you to fead this article?

nSince Dr. Hamilton is not doing research at this university, I
cannot give you any credit for extra time spent here and if you stay
it will be entirely voluntary on your part.

1So will you fill out this form to indicate'whether or not you
will stay for Dr. Hamilton's part of this study. I wifl pass you your
credit card with the form." ‘

This statement was read to one half of the subjects. The other
half of the subjects heard an identical statement except for the part
concerning the "data" which 'Dr. Hamilton" had collected. These sub-
jects heard, "He has tested this article on a group of students and
found that it changed their decisions 50% of the time. That is, it has
an even chance of changing a person's decision."

The subject was then.given the form along with the card certifying
that he had participated in the experiment. The form asked three ques-
tions. First, the subject was asked to indicate whether (1) he would
stay, (2) he would like to stay but couldn't afford the time, or (3) he
did not want to stay (only one subject chose this third alternative).
Those subjects who answered either (1) or (2) were reminded of the infor-
mation they were to be offered and asked to indicate (1) how willing
they were or would be tp read the article by marking 2 nine-point scale

having endpoints of'"Extremely unwilling" and “Extremely willing"; and
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(2) how curious they were about the article by marking a six-point scale
having endpoints of "Not curious at all" and “Extremely curious."

When the experimentér collected this form, he observed the subject's
response to thé first question and, depending om the response, he either
gave.a brief explanation of the experiment and dismissed the subject
with a request that he not discuss the experiment with anyone, or he gave
the subject an article contrary to the verdict he had chosen. The sub-
ject was asked to turm the sheet face down when he finished reading:the
article. A statement to this effect was also written at the end of the
article. When the experimenter left the room, he started a stopwatch;
and by means of one-way mirrors he watched until the sdbject turned the
sheet face down, at which point he stopped the stopwatch, thereby obtain-
ing a measure of éhe duration of the subject's self-exposure to the
article.

Subsequently, the subject was given a form for evaluating the
article, the verdict forms for a second verdict, a memory test, and fin-
ally the questionnaire regarding feelings during the experiment.

| After the final questionnaire was collected, the subject was given
a brief explanation of the purpose of the experiment, thanked, and dis-
missed with a request not to discuss the experiment with anyone who

might possibly be a subject.
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RESULTS*
The first hypothesis was that concrete subjects would show greater
selectivity than would ﬁbstract subjects. This hypothesis was tested
on three measures of selective exposure. The first of these was a beha-
viorai measure: the experimenter had asked subjects whether or not they
would stay to read some information which might change their opinion.
Whether or not the subject stayed was taken as an indication of selgctive
exposure. Table 1 gives the numbers of subjects staying and 1eav1né for
each experimental group.
Table 1
Numbers of Subjects Staying and Leaving )

Number Leaving Number Staying

Concrete Abstract Concrete Abstract

10% 1 1 7 7

Low Commitment
50% 2 1 -7 9
10% 0 2 8 6

High Commitment
50% 4 1 5 7

Chi-square analysis of these data indicated no significant dif-
ferences in leave-stay behavior between concrete and abstract subjects
(X2=u405, df=1). One factor which might have had some effect on the data

is that some subjects had voted guilty. (A total of eight subjects voted

%An inherent feature of the design of the experiment was that some
subjects were lost. A total of 12 subjects (7 concrete and 5 abstract)
took advantage of the opportunity to leave the experiment. Because
final cell totals were unequal, least-squares analysis of variance
were performed on all data except for leave-stay data. Computation
was done by the University of Alberta IBM 360-67 computer using a
program developed at the University of California (Sampson, 1964).
Summary tables for the analyses of variance are contained in Appendix
0. Raw data are in Appendix Q.



23

guilty, four abstract and four concrete). However, a Chi-square analysis
of the data in Table 1 with those subjects who voted guilty deleted indi-
cated no differences between abstract and concrete subjects.

The data on the subjects' willingness to read the new information
provided strong suﬁport for the first hypothesis. Concrete subjects
indicated significantly less willingness than did the abstract subjects
(F = 7.66, df 1/59, p<.0l). When subjects who had voted guilty were
deleted from the analysis, the differences remained significant (F = 8,53,
df 1/51, p <.01_) as they did when subjects who left were deleted (F = 5..25,
df 1/48, p <.05) and when both of these subject groups were deleted
(F = 5.37, df 1/42, p<.05). Table 2 gives the mean willingness for con-
crete and abstract subjects within these subject groupings.

Table 2

Mean Willingness for Concrete and Abstract Subjects

Subject Group N Concrete Mean Abstract Mean P
A1l Subjects | 67% 6.68 7.67 <.01
Subjects voting innocent 59 6.61 7.75 <.01
Subjects staying _ : 56 6.97 7.85 <.05
Subjects voting innocent and staying 50 6.91 7.88 <£.05

The third measure of selective exposure was the time in seconds
spent reading the discrepant article. Data were obtained for 56 subjects;
however, 6 of the 56 had voted guilty and consequently read an article
different frém the one read by those who voted innocent. Therefore only

data for the 50 subjects who voted imnnocent will be presented here.

¥One subject chose the third alternative on the form asking subjects to
stay (see "Procedure" section) and did not answer the willingness question.
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As predicted, concrete subjects spent significantly less time reading
the contradictory article than did the abstract subjects (F = 5.01,
df 1/42, p <.05). Thé meaﬁ reading ti:mes for the concrete and abstract
subjects were 106.34 and 145.59 seconds, respectively.

The second hypoﬁhesis concerned the cognitive effects of exposure
to discrepant information by concrete and abstract subjects. It was
expected that compared to abstract subjects, concrete subjects would
give lower evaluations and rememberiless of tpe discrepant information
when they were exposed to it. Evaluations of the discrepant article were
obtained by asking subjects to answer Likert-type opinion items. Each
item was scored five points for strong positive evaluation and one point
for strong negative evaluatibﬁ. Analysis was performed on the sum of
the item scores. No significant findings resulted.

Following the evaluation qﬁestionnaire, subjects were asked to
re-indicate their verdicts and then they were given a test of their
memory for the article which they had read. Due to differences in the
content of the articles, only the data for the 50 subjects who had
voﬁed innocent (who had read an article advocating conviction) were
analyzed. Since all questions were of an open-end nature, the experi-
mental group of a subject was not known to the scorer at the time of
scoring.

| Analysis of the memory scores revealéd no significant main effects.
However, there was a significant interaction between conceptual struc-
ture and level of discrepancy (F = 4.22, df 1/42, p <.05) such that
the memory of the concrete subjects was better under low (10%) than
under high discrepancy (50%) with the reverse relationship for the

abstract subjects. Table 3 shows the means for the interaction.
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Table 3
Interaction Between Conceptual Structure and Discrepancy on Memory

Concrete Abstract

Low Discrepancy 6.79 5.51
High Discrepancy 6.13 7.21

The third and fourth hypotheses concerned the effect of com-
mitment on selective exposure and the interaction between conceptual
structure and commitment on selective exposure. As for the first hypo-
thesis, three measures of selective exposure we#e available. It was
expected that more subjects would leave under high commitment than
under low commitment. Although this was the case (Table 1)? the dif-
ference was not significant (x2=.561, &f=1). It was also expected that
high commitment squects would show less willingness to read the new
information than would low commi tment subjects. Analysis of variance
for the total s#mple yielded a significant effect for commitment
(F = 8.83, df 1/59, p <.01) with high commitment subjects showing less
willingness than low commitment subjects. When subjects who had voted
guilty were deleted from the anélysis the effect remained significant
(F = 10.21, df 1/51, p <.005); as it did when analysis was performed
on only those subjects who voted innocent and stayed (F = 6.13, df 1/42,
p <.025). When analysis was performed on all subjects who stayed, inn-
ocent and guilty voting, the commitment effect did not reach signifi-
cance (F = 4.69, df 1/48, p <.10). Table 4 gives the means for low

commitment and high commitment subjects within these groupings.
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Table 4

Mean Willingness for Low and High Commitment Subjects

Subject Group N Low Commitment Mean High Commi tment P
Mean :

All Ss | 67 7.71 6.65 <.01

Ss voting innocent 59 7.81 6.56 < .005

Ss staying 56 7.82 7.00 < .10

Ss voting innocent 50 7.92 6.87 < .025

and staying

For the third measure of selective exposure, time taken to read
the discrepant article, it was expected that high comﬁitment subjects
would take less time than wouid low commitmént subjects. This expecta-
tion was not borne out (F = .03). There was, however, an interaction
between commitment and level of discrepancy such that less time was spent
reading under high discrepancy (50%) than under low discrepancy (10%) for
the low commitment subjects, with the reverse for the high commitment
subjects (F = 4.75, df 1/42, p£.05). Table 5 gives the meaﬂs for the
interaction.

Table 5

Interaction Between Discrepancy and Commitment on Time in Seconds

Low Discrepancy Mean High Discrepancy Mean

Low Commitment 147.43 101.55

High Commitment 112.18 142.72

The second hypothesis concerning commitment was an expected inter-
action between conceptual structure and commitment such that differences
in selective exposure between concrete and abstract subjects would be
larger the greater the commitment. This predicted interaction was

evident on only one measure of selective exposure and then only at a
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borderline value. The concrete subjects showed a greater decrease in
willingness under high commitment than did the abstract subjects (F = 3.11,
df 1/59, p &.10 for the total sample of 67 subjects; and F = 3.59, df 1/51,
p &.10 for subjects who voted innocent, N = 59). Téble 6 gives the means
for the interaction for the total sample. The means for the 59-subject
sample were almost jdentical to these.

Table 6

Interaction between Conceptual Structure and Commitment gE'Willingness

Low Commitment Mean  High Commitment Mean
Concrete 7;53 5.83
Abstract 7.89 7.46

The final hypothesis concerned the level of discrepancy of the
incoﬁsistent information. It was expected that when subjects were told
thaf information had a medium probabiiity of changing their opinions they
would show greater selective exposure than when told that the information
had a low probability of changiné their opinion. The results pertinent
to this hypothesis were jnconclusive. The main effect was not signifi-
cant on any of the measures of selective exposure. However, this inde-
pendent variable of pfobability of opinion change (or level of discrepancy)
cannot be consgidered to be impotent. It produced interactions with com-
mitment on the time measure and with cognitive complexity on the memory
measure. These interactions have been previously presented under the
data for the memory hypothesis and the commitment hypothesis.

As wﬁs mentioned previously, subjects were asked to indicate will-
ingness separately from curiosity; and they were also asked to indicate
curiosity. Analysis of variance was performed on this curiosity data
for exploratory purposes. No significant findings resulted, but corre-

lational analysis yielded several interesting findings. Indicated
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curiosity correlated significantly with indicated willingness (r = .42,
p £.01%), indicating that the two were positively related. Curiosity
also was related to certainty in verdicts (r = .26, p <.05), indicating
that subjects who were‘more certain of their verdicts later stated that
they were more curious about the new information. Certainty did not corre-
late with willingness.

A number of other significant correlations emerged from the corre-
lation matrices**, Only the more relevant ones will be discussed hére.
Prior to the experimental manipulation, subjecté filled out two attitude
questionnaires. These had two purposes, the enhancement of the subject's
belief that he was participating in a "p#ychological study of the jury
process," and a check on whether the attitudes measured might effect selec-
tive exposure. Correlations computed between the attitude scale scorés
and-all other variables indicated tha£ there were no relationships. The
two scales correlated with each other .317 (p <.02).

When willingness was correlated with leave-stay behavior, the corre-
lation was -.35 (df 65, p <.01), indicating that subjects who stayed indi-
cated greater willingness than those who left. A t-test on the means of
leavers (5.91) versus sta&ers (7.43) verified this relationship (t = 3.05,
df 65, p<.005). Although it would quite reasonably be expected, this
relationship serves as a check on the validity of the willingness measure.

After they indicated their verdicts, subjects were asked to show
their certainty in their verdict by marking a scale. Their certainty

scores correlated with leave-stay behavior (r = -0.24, df 65, p<.05),

indicating that those who left were less certain than those who remained.

*All correlation p-values are for two tailed tests.
#*%The correlation matrices are contained in Appendix P.
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A t-test here also verified the difference between the means of the
leavers (1.18) and the stayers (1.69) at a significant level (t = 2.00,
-df 65, p<.025).

The subjects evaluations of the discrepant article correlated signi-
ficantly with the time spent reading it (r = -.35, df 53, p<.02) and the
change in verdict resulting from reading it (r = .37; af 53, p<.0l).
These correlations jndicate that the more time a subject spent reading
the article he was given, the lower his evaluation of it; and that the
higher a subject's evaluation of his article was, the more likely he was
to change or attenuate his verdict to agree with it. -

Finally, the above mentioned change iﬁ verdict was positively rela-
ted to willingness (r = .38, df 53, p<.01) and curiosity (r = .36, df 53,
p <.01), indicating that subjects who indicated high curiosity and will-
ingﬁess were likely to change or atteﬁuate-their verdicts. There was no
relationship between change in verdict and conceptual structure. A
total of nine subjects changed their verdicts, five concrete subjects
and four abstract subjects (see Table 7).

Table 7

Verdict Changes by Experimental Groups

Concrete Abstract
10% 0 1
Low Commitment
50% 3% 2
10% 1 1
High Commitment
50% 1% 0

*Two subjects, one in each of these asterisked groups, changed from
guilty to innocent; all others changed from innocent to guilty.
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DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this study was to explore the relationship
between conceptual structure and selective exposure in an attempt to
better understand the phenomenon of selective exposure. It has been
suggested that selective exposure may be largely limited to persons
who funcéion at a conceptually concrete level (Feather, 1967b; Kleck
& Wheaton, 1967); and it has also been suggested that dogmatic or cog-
nitively cancrete persons have a tendency to avoid or ward off incon-
éistent information (Rokeach, 1960; Schroder, et al., 1967);

The results of the present study provide support for both of
these suggestions, but to a limited extent. It has not been shown that
seiective exposure is an exclusive mechanism of concrete persons; it has
simply been shown that concrete persbns are less willing to expose them-
selvés to discrepant information than are abstract persons. Throughout
this report,.the term Mavoidance! has been "avoided" and the term "selec-
tive exposure!" used instead. The methodology of asking subjects to indi-
cate their willingness to read discrepant information was employed in an
attempt to overcome a common difficulty in selective exposur2 research.
Many researchers (e.g+, Brock, 1965; Mills, Aronson, & Robinson, 1959;
Mills and Ross, 1964; Sears and Freedman, 1965) have asked subjects to
rate or rank articles with respect to their interest or lack of interest.
However, as Rhine (1967b) has pointed out, "failure to show interest in
jnformation does not necessarily measure avoidance (p. 24)." At best
"interest"iis an indirect measure of avoidance and it can often be a
measure of boredom, For these reasons, subjects in this study were

asked to indicate willingness rather than interest. However, the
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willingness‘means for abstract and coqcréte subjects were both above the
neutral, “neither willing nor unwilling," point, although the concrete
mean was only minimally so. Also a Chi square test of the proportion
of concrete subjects indicating any degree of unwillingness (6/34) com-
pared to a like proportion of abstract subjects (1/33) failed to reach
significance (%=2.40, df=l, p<.15). Therefore, it can be concluded that
compared to abstract subjects concrete subjects were less willing to
ekpose themselves to discrepant information. }

A further limitation of the conclusion results from the type of
information offered to the subjectse In descriptions of the information,"
- subjects were told that the informatioﬁ to be offered was new information.
Sears and Freedman (1965) found that greatest selectivity occured among
suﬁjects in a mock jury situation when they had voted innocent and were
offered new rather than old informafion. That acquitters should not
want to expose themselves to new information is quite logical, especially
when the infofmation offered is represented as probably c¢hanging their
opinions. They have acépitted the defendent, but new information might
now convict him. Thus, because it would be less. serious to acquit a
guilty man than to convict an innocent man, they do not want to subject
their decisions to new information. In the present study, 60 of the 68
subjects chose to acquit the défendant. However, there were no differ-
ences between concrete and abstract subjects, 30 of each voting innocent.
Thus in the present study new information was offered so as to obtain
maximal infofmation selectivity in oxder to observe differences in selec-
tivity between concrete and abstract personse. Further research is neces-
sary to determine whether these differences in selectivity are more

general.
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The expected cognitive expressions of selective exposure, decrgased
evaluation and memory, were not evident. The lack of findings on the
evaluation measure could have resulted from lack of variance in evalua-
tion scores. The evaluation questionnaire was quite short (six questions)
althéugh pilot work and previous research (Kleck & Wheaton, 1967) indica-
ted that the scale was adequate. It could also be the case that concrete
subjects do not derogate a communication as an avenue of dissonance reduc-
tion. However, correlational evidence points in a different direction.
The time spent reading the article correlated significantly with evalua-
tions of the article (r = ~«35). This neg;tive relationship suggests
the following explanation. The longer a subject spent reading the arti-
cle, the lower was his evaluation of it. Therefore, subjects who spent
é long time reading the article decided that it was poorly written, uncon-
vincing, dull or all three. 1f the article really were any or all of
these, then anyone who decided that he wanted to expose himself to it
became diséppointed when he read it and his evaluation of it became in-
vglid as a measure of selective exposure. 1f this were the case then
perhaps all measures of selective exposure taken after reading of the
article are invalid.

However, an interesting relationship was found in the memory data.
Although the hypothesis regarding memory for the inconsistent article
was not confirmed in the main effects of the analysis of variance, the
interaction between conceptual structure and degree of discrepancy can
be seen as partial confirmation of this hypothesis. The memory of the
concrete subjects changed little over discrepancy conditions, whereas

the memory of the abstract subjects showed a sharp increase from low to
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ﬁigh discrepancy conditions (Table 3). It is possible that the
abstract subjects felt that the material was not worth remembering
under low discrepancy, but was worth remembering under high discre-
pancy. That is, when it was.represented as having a 50% chance Sf
changing their opinions, the information was considered to be more
worthy of being remembered than when it was represented as having only
a 10% chance. Although factor might be expected to operate for con-
érete subjects as well (Schroder et al., 1967, p. 139), such tenden-
cles were possibly'over-shadowed by selective exposure effgcts. Thus
the slight decrease in mémor& for concrete subjects might have been

a reflection of selective exposure, whereas the increase in memory

for the abstract subjects may have been due to increased importance
a};cached to the 50% imformation.
| The second independent variable generating hypotheses was that
of commitment. High commitment subjects were led to believe that they
would have to tape record paragraphs which they had written in support
of their verdicts while low commitment subjects were not led to have
this belief. It was expected that subjects who were committed strongly
to their verdicts would show greater selective exposure to inconsistent
information than would subjects who were not strongly committed to their
verdicts. Analysis of the willingness data provided strong support for
this hypothesis. However, the time data did not. The reason for the
failure of the time data to show commitment effects may have been due
to the nature of the commitment manipulation. If high commitment sub-

jects expected to later record their arguments in favor of their verdict,
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it might have seemed uséful to find out what other arguments existed.
on the case. Therefore this factor may have counteracted any selective
exposure effects which might have reduced reading time under high com-
mitment.

It was also expected that there would be an interaction b?tween
conceptual structure and commitment such that concrete suﬂjects ﬁould
be more affected by commitment effects on selective exposure thaé
would abstract subjects. Support was achieved only at borderlinévsig-
nificance on the willingness measure. The argument presented above
would also hold for the iack of an interaction effect on the timeimeasure.

The final hypothesis was that when subjects were offered informa-
tion represented as having a 50% chance of changing their opinion, they
would show more selective exposure than if the information were repre-
sented as having a 10% chance. None of the selective exposure mea-
sures supported this. hypothesis directly. However an interesting inter-
pretation can be offered for the interaction of this variable with
commitment on the time measure. The interaction was such that most
time was spent in the "low commitment--10% (LC10)" and the "high com~
mi tment--50% (HC50)" and the "low commitment--50% (LC50)" conditions.

It might be expected that the amount of dissonance would have been
greatest in the HC50 condition and least in the LC10 condition with
intermediate amounts in the other two conditions.. Since time is an
inverse measure of selective exposure, the data neatly fit the inverse
U of informaﬁion avoidance proposed by Festinger (1957). Subjects in
the HC50 condition fall on the right side of the inverted U--on the

side of seeking out information to change their attitudes as the

only method of satisfactorily reducing their dissonance.
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An entirely different explanation for many of these experimental
results lies in the demand characteristics of the experiment (Orne, 1962).
Since subjects were told that another psychologist was interested in
their willingness responses, they could very easily have been effected
by the jnstructions. In other words, subjects might have perceived
that the purpose of the experiment was to determine if they were willing
to read the discrepant jnformation. Differential cooperativeness bet-
ween abstract and concrete subjects, for instance, thus might account
for the results. However, several points cen be made to counter this
interpretation. There is no evidence that abstract persons are more
cooperative than concrete persons; on the contrary, indications are that
the concrete person is more externally anchored than is the person who
is more cognitively complex (Schroder, et. al., 1967, p. 17). Secondly,
in order to have cooperation account for the findings one would have to
make numerous additional assumptions, such as assuming, for imnstance,
that inereased commitment reduces cooperation. Finally, if cooperation
had any effect on the experimental results, it would likely work against
supporting the predictions. Since the predictions concerned measures
of, in essence, the subjects! noncooperativeness, any cooperativeness
on their part would have attenuated the significance of the findings.
Thus, had the subjects not been so cooperative, more of them might have
left, and more of them might have been less willing or more unwilling.

The conclusion of the present study that concrete persons employ
selective exposure to a greater extent than do abstract persons corres-
ponds to findings in two separate areas of investigation, complexity
theory (Schroder, et al., 1967) and selective exposure. Research in

the complexity theory domain has revealed a number of differences in



36
the information handling and especially the inconsistent-information
handling processes of concrete and abstract persons. Crano and Schroder
(1967), for instance, found that concrete individuals were unable to use
more than one of several available conflict resolution processes where-
as abstract individuals were able to use several and in an internally
inconsistent manner. Harvey and Ware (1967) found that, compared to
abstract individuals, concrete individuals were more likely to perceive,
be negatively aroused by, seek to neutralize, and give few explanations
of inconsistencies. Furthermore, in the area of information seareh it
has been found (Karlins & Lamm, 1967) that, in a novel enviromment,
abstract individuals engage in greater amounts of information search
than do concrete individuzls. These studies together with those rela-
ting information handling and Rokeach!s {1960) Dogmatism (Clarke & James,
1967 Hunt & Miller, 1968; Kleck & Wheaton, 1967) indicate that in study-
ing human communication it is helpful to consider structure of thought
as well as content of thought.

The 1965 review of Freedman and Sears on selective exposure seemed
to sound the death knell for research on that variable: "Given the pau-~
city of theoretical notions, and the rather discouraging record of pre-
vious research, perhaps it would be wiser to seek alternatives (to the
gearch for variables which affect selectivity) (p. 93)." However, in
that long review not one study can be found which attempted to determine
if individual differences can affect selectivity. The work of Clarke
and James (1967), Kleck and Wheaton (1967), Feather (1967), and the
present study are attempts to do this. As such, these studies are part
of a general trend of investigating individual difference variables as

they relate to cognitive consistency models of behavior. This type
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of investigation has been called for by Festinger (1957) and Brehm and

Cohen (1962). The general result of these studies is that the cognitive
consistency models and in particular the cognitive dissonance model do
not apply well to conceptually complex persons, but do apply well to con-
ceptually simple persons (Crano & Schroder, 1967; Harvey & Ware, 1967
Ware & Harvey, 1967).

The results of the present study relate to three recent reports
(Brock, 1965; Brock & Balloun, 1967; and Sears & Freedman, 1963). Fol-
lowing Festinger (1957), Sears and Freedman (1963) hypothesized that once
a person has committed himself to a position, dissonance is created by
all cognitions inconsistent with that position; and therefore that in-
creased commitment to a position would increase selectivity of voluntary
exposure to informationm. However, they failed to obtain commitment
effects on severai measures of selectivity. Several factors could
account for the discrepancy between the results of the present study
and Sears and Freedman (1965). Although both experiments used a mock
jury study, different commitment manipulations were used. Sears and
Freedman told high commitment subjects that their trial verdicts were
final and irrevocable and gave them cards which indicated their verdicts
and which were to be held up in front of them during a discussion to be
held later. This commitment procedure would probably sensitize subjects
to expose themselves to any information that might aid them in later
discussion. On the other hand, the subjects in the present study were
committed to their present verdicts so that they would not want to change
them. A second factor might be that since the subjects in the present
study were selected from the extremes of the cognitive complexity con-

tinuum they do not represent the same subject characteristics that the
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unselected sample of Sears and Freedman's study did. A third factor
might be that information offered to subjects here was represented as
being new, whereas, as far as can be determined from their report, nothing
was said about the newness of Sears and Freedman's information. A final
difference between the two situations is that here.the commitment mani-

pulation was of the nature of fait accompli (Brehm, 1959). That is;

the subject had already made his decision when the commitment manipula-
tion occured whereas Sears and Freedman'!s subjects were given the commit=
ment manipulation before their decisions. ‘

Brock and Balloun (1967) using a different (behavioral) measure
of selective exposuré but the same discrepant information as Brock (1965)
obtained dissonance avoidance effects not obtained by Brock (1965).
Brock and Balloun attributed the difference to the timing of the measure
of selective exposure-~in the earlier study, selective exposure had been
measured prior to actual exposure whereas in the later study measurement
was during exposure. However, the present study obtained selective ex-
posure differences both before (willingness) and during (time) actual
exposure to the discrepant article, Brock!s earlier (1965) explana-
tion of his lack of findihgs is probably more correct than his later
(1967) explanation. That is, that the earlier study's choice of topic,
smoking, presented a difficult one for selective exposure research be-
cause the smoker is liable to enjoy exposing himself to dissonant infor-
mation in order to refute it.

Earlier in this report three models (Brock, 1965; Feather, 1967b;
and Festinger, 1964) were mentioned which had been offered as reformu-

lations of Festinger!s (1957) dissonance theory of selective exposure.
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The results of this study can be interpreted as supporting theée models
to varying degreese. Feather's (1967) model predicts that a person who
is highly intolerant of ambiguity will show greater selective exposure
than will a person who is not highly intolerant of ambiguity. The
present results are consistent with Feather's position to the extent
that concrete persons are intolerant of ambiguity as reported by Harvey
(1966). Festinger (1964) as well as Canon (1964), Freedman (1965), and
Mills (1965b) have speculated about the role of opinion confidence in
determining self-exposure to non-supportive'information; and Brock and
Balloun (1967) are of the opinion that Brock's (1965) statement subsumes
these. Brock's main proposal was that "“persons will expose themselves
to cognition dissonant with their choice (of behaviof, opinion, object,
etc.,) in direct proportion to the number and importance of prior cog-
nitions consonant with the choice (1965, p. 17)."' "Since opinion confi-
dence and choice certainty are particular kinds of consonaﬁt pre-expo-
sure cognitions, o « « 3S such (consonant) cognitions increase in num-
ber and salience, exposure to dissonant cognitions will jncrease (Brock
and Balloun, 1967, p. 426),' TFor the present study, if it can be assumed
that abstract persons handle information better than do concrete persons
(Rarlins and Lamm, 1967), then abstract persons would also be more con-
fident of their verdicts, and would be more likely to expose themselves
to discrepant information. Since data were collected on subjects! cer-
tainty, it is possible to test this contention. Abstract subjects were
more certain than concrete subjects, but the difference was not signi-
ficant. However, a second line of data does confirm the Brock (1965) hypo-
thesis; When certainty of subjects who stayed was compared to that of
subjects who left there was a highly significant difference. The sub-

jects who were more certain were those who stayed to hear a discrepant



communication.

A problem of this study was the lack of correspondence among the
three measures of selective exposure: whether or not the subject stayed,
the willingness measure, and the time spent reading the discrepant in-
formation. Although the three measures tended to conform to fhe predic-
tions, only willingness showed consistently significant differences.
The failure of leave-stay behavior to show significant differences can
be attributed to the previously mentioned demand characteristics of the
experiment (Orne, 1962). Subjects likely felt somewhat constrained to
volunteer for the second part of the experiment and in an attempt to
please the experimenter, most subjects remained.

Failure of the time measure to show significance on commitment
can be attributed to the nature of the commitment manipulation. When
subjects expected to record a speech in favor of theif verdict, a ten-
dency to‘avoid reading the article might have been counteracted by the
perceived utility of reading.the article.

Summary |

Six hypotheses regarding selective exposure were advanced for
this study. Of these six, four received confirmation or partial con-
firmation. The main hypothesis that concrete subjects would show greater
selective exposure than would abstract subjects was supported on two of
the three measures of selective exposure, willingness and time spent
reading the discrepant article. Although four of the six hypotheses
advanced dealt directly with selective exposure, the main hypothesis
was the only one to receive direct confirmation on more than one mea-~
sure of selective exposure. The hypothesis that high commitment sﬁbjects

would show greater selective exposure than low commitment subjects was



confirmed on one of the thrée measures of selective exposure, time
spent reading the discrepant article. The third hypothesis dealing
with selective exposure and receiving partial confirmation was the
hypothesis regarding the effects of variation in discrepancy of the
information. With respect to this hypothesis, the analysis of the
time data revealed an interaction between commitment and discrepancy
which approximated the inverted-U hypothesis of information selec-
tivity (Festinger, 1957). A final hypothesis dealing directly with

selective exposure was the predicted interaction between commitment
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and conceptual structure. Although this hypothesis was not confirmed,

such an interaction did reach borderline significance (p .10) on the

willingness data.

Two hypotheses were advanced concerning other reactions to
attitude-discrepént information: evaluation decrease and memory de-
crease. The evaluation hypothesis received no support; however, an
interaction between conceptual structure and level of discrepancy
on memory was interpreted as partially supporting the memory hypo~
thesis.

Conclusions

Although previous research has largely ignored all individual
difference variables which might pertain to selective exposure, the
present research suggests that conceptual structure is a signifi-
cant determinant of the likelihood or extent of selective exposure
behavior. However, much more research is needed to determine the
extent to which all levels of coﬁceptual ;tructure generally employ
selective exposure. Secondly the present study suggests that com-
mitment in the form of a public-private manipulation can also be a

determinant of selective exposure.
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APPENDIX A
INDIVIDUAL - TOPICAL INVENTORY

(Form A)

NAME SCHOOL

INSTRUCTIONS

You will be given some situations and topics to which we would
like you to respond. The responses are given in pairs. You are to
choose one response from each pair. Choose the response that most
closely fits your opinion or feeling and indicate your choice by cir-
cling the letter "A" or "B" corresponding to the response chosen.
Always choose one member of each pair. Never choose both members of
the pair and do not skip over any of the pairs. If you agree with both,
choose the one you agree with most strongly. If you do not agree with
either, choose the one you find the least disagreeable of the two.

Example:

Here is an example of the way the questions will be asked and the
way they should be answered. The manner in which you will indicate
your choice between the two given responses is illustrated below:

When I am confused « . .«

Pair No.
(i) _
A B
I try to find a solution I completely ignore the fact
and end the confusion. I am confused.
(i)
A B
1 break out into a I remain calm at all times.

nervous sweat.

How to respond:

First: Decide which response you agree with most.

Second: Indicate which response you agree with most by circling the
identifying letter. Thus, if in comparing the first pair of statements,
you agree with the statement, "I try to find 2 solution and end the
confusion," more than with the statement, "I completely ignore the fact
that I am confused," you would circle the letter At (above the chosen
statement). Having chosen one (never both, never néither statement
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from the first pair of statements, you would then move on to the second
pair. If, in considering the second pair, you find that you agree more
with the statement, "I remain calm at all times," (as compared to the
statement, "I break out into a nervous sweat"), you would circle the
letter "B". : :

On the pages that follow there are 36 different pairs of respon-
ses. There are six pairs on a page. You are to select one response
from each pair, the one that more accurately shows your opinion or feel-
ing and record your choice by circling the letter indicating the state-
ment chosen. Be frank and indicate, in each case, your true feeling or
opinion or the reaction which you actually would make in the situation.
Do not indicate how you should feel or act; rather, indicate how you do
feel and act.

Make sure that you are aware of the situation or topic that each
pair of responses refers to. You will find the situation or topic iden-
tified at the top of each page. All items on the page refer to the sit-
uation or topic appearing at the top of that page.

When you are finished, your paper should contain 36 circles. Check
back and make sure that you have made 36 choices, no more no less.

Remember: (1) Respond only once for each pair; that is, choose one
member of the pair, never both, never neither. Indicate
your choice by circling either VAU or WBM,

(2) When you are finished you should have made 36 circles.
Work at your own rate of speed but work straight through the inven-

tory without stopping. Once you have completed a page do not return to
it.

YOU MAY BEGIN




1. Imagine that someone has criticized you.
each pair that comes closest to your

Choose the response from
feelings about such criticism.

Indicate your choice by circling either VA" or "B'.

When I am criticized . « .+ &

Pair No.

A

I try to take the criticism, think

about it, and value it for what it
is worth.
as helpful as justified criticism
in discovering what other people's
standards are.

Unjustified criticism is

69) 5

1 try to accept the criticism but
often find that it is not justi-
fied. People are too quick to
criticize something because it
doesn't fit their standards.

A

1 try to determine whether 1 was
right or wrong. I examine my be-
havior to see if it was abnormal.
Criticism usually indicates that
I have acted badly and tends to

(2)

B

It could possibly be that there
is some misunderstanding about

something I did or said. After
we both explain our viewpoints,
we can probably reach some sort

make me aware of my own bad points. of compromise.
A 3) B

1 listen to what the person says I feel that either I'm not right,
and try to accept it. At any rate, or the person who is criticizing

I will compare it to my own way of

thinking and try to understand what

it means.

me is not right. I have a talk
with that person to see what's
right or wrong.

A

I usually do not take it with good
humor. Although, at times, con-
structive criticism is very good,
I don't always think that the cri-
ticizer knows what he is talking
about.

B

At first I feel that it is unfair
and that I know what 1 am doing,

" but later I realize that the per-

son criticizing me was right and
I am thankful for his advice. I
realize that he is just trying
to better my actions.

A

this viewpoint has over mine.
times both views have their advan-
tages and it is better to combine
them. Criticism usually helps me
to learn better ways of dealing
with others.

(5) B
I'try to ask myself what advantages 1 am very thankful.

Often I can't

Some- see my own errors because 1 am too

engrossed in my work at the time.
An outsider can judge and help me
correct the errors. Criticism in
everyday life usually hurts my
feelings, but I know it is for my
own good.

A

1t often has little or no effect
on me. I don't mind constructive
criticism too much, but I dislike
destructive criticism.
criticism should be ignored.

Destructive

(6) B

1 try to accept and consider the
criticism. Sometimes it has
caused me to change myself; at
other times I have felt that the
criticism didn't really make much
sense.




2. Imagine that you are in doubt.
pair that comes closest to your feelings about such doubt.
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Choose the response from each

Indicate

your choice by circling either MA" or "B'.

When'I am in doubt . + ¢

Pair No.

A

1 become uncomfortable. Doubt
can cause confusion and make one
do a poor job. When one is in
doubt he should ask and be sure
of himself.

(7

B

I find myself wanting to re-
move the doubt, but this often
takes time. I may ask for help
or advice if 1 feel that my
questions won't bother the
other person.

A

I don't get too upset about it.
I don't like to ask someone else
unless I have to. It's better
to discover the correct answer
O YOur Owne.

(8)

B

I usually go to someone who
knows the correct answer to
my question.’ Sometimes I go
to a book which will set me
straight by removing the doubt.

A

I first try to reason things out
and check over the facts. Often
1 approach others to get ideas
that will provide a solution.

(9)

B

I think things over, ask ques-
tions, and see what 1 can come
up with. Often several answers
are reasonable and it may be
difficult to settle on one.

A

I realize that I'll have to
decide on the correct answer on
my own. Others try to be help-
ful, but.often do not give me
the right advice. I like to
judge for myself.

(10)

B

I usually try to find out what
others think, especially my
friends. They ray not know
the answer, but they often
give me some good ideas.

A

I look over the problem and try
to see why there is a doubt. I
try to figure things out. Some-~
times I just have to wait awhile
for an answer to come to me.

(11)

B

I try to get some definite
information as soon as possible.
Doubt can be bad it if lasts
too long. It's better to be
sure of yourself.

A

I consider what is best in the
given situation. Although one
should not rush himself when in
doubt, he should certainly try
to discover the right answer.

(12)

B

I act according to the situa-
tion. Sometimes doubt can be
more serious than at other
times and many of our serious
doubts must go unanswered.
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3.  Imagine that a friend has acted differently toward you. Choose
the response from each pair that comes closest to your feelings about

such an action.

Indicate your choice by circling either "AM or "B".

When a friend acts differently toward me . . . «
Pair No.

A (13) B

I am not terribly surprised
because people can act in many
different ways. We are differ-
ent people and I can’t expect to
understand all his reasons for
acting in different ways.

1 am usually somewhat surprised
but it doesn't bother me very
much. I usually act the way I
feel towards others. People
worry too much about others'
actions and reactions.

A (14) B

I find out why. If I have done
something wrong 1 will try to
straighten out the situation. If
T think he's wrong, I expect him
to clear things up. )

I feel that I may have caused
him tb act in a different way.
0f course, he may have other
reasons for acting differently
which would come out in time.

A (15)

I first wonder what the trouble is.
I try to look at it from his view-
point and see if I might be doing
something to make him act differ-
ently toward me.

B

It is probably because he has
had a bad day, which would ex-
plain this different behavior;
in other cases he may just be
a changeable kind of person.

A (16)

It is probably just because some-
thing is bothering him. I might
try to cheer him up or to help him
out. If these things didn't work
I would just wait for him to get
over it.

B

I try to understand what his
different actions mean. I can
learn more about my friend if
I try to figure out why he does
things. Sometimes the reasons
may not be very clear.

A (17)

There has to be a definite reason.
I try to find out this reason, and
then act accordingly. If I'm
right I'11 let him know it. If
he's wrong, he should apologize.

B

I usually let him go his way

and I go mine. If a friend wants
to act differently that's his
business, but it's my business

if I don't want to be around
when he's that way.

A (18)

I don't get excited. People
" change and this may cause differ-
ences. It is important to have
friends, but you can't expect them
to always be the same.

B

1 like to get things back to
normal as soon as possible. It
isn't right for friends to have
differences between them. Who-
ever is at fault should straigh-
ten himself out.
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4, Think about the topic of people in general. Choose the response
from each pair that comes closest to your thoughts about people.
Indicate your choice by circling either “A" or "“B'.

This I believe about people . . « &
Pair No.
A (19) B

Whatever differences may exist
between persons, they can usually
get along if they really want to.
Although their ideas may not agree,
they probably still have something
in common.

People can learn from those who
have different ideas. Other
people usually have some infor-
mation or have had some exper-
ience which is interesting and
, can add to one's knowledge._
A (20) B '

People can act in all sorts of
ways. No single way is always
best, although at certain times a
particular action might be wiser
than others.

Each person should be able to
decide the correct thing for
himself. There are always a
few choices to be made and the
individual himself is in the
best position to pick the
right one.

A : (21) B

Some people think they know what's There are certain definite ways

best for others and try to give
advice. These people shouldn't
make suggestions unless asked for

in which people should act.
Some don't know what the stan-
dards are and therefore need

help. to be straightened out.
A (22) B

I can tell if 1 am going to get
along with a person very soon after
meeting him. Most people act either
one way or another and usually it is
not difficult to say what they are

It's hard for me to say what
a person is like until I've
known him a long time. Peo-
ple are not easy to understand
and often act in unpredictable

like.

WaYS.

A

People have an outside appearance
that usually isn't anything like
what can be found on the inside,

if you search long and hard enough.

B

Each person is an individual.
Although some people have more
good or bad points than others,
no one has the right to change
them.

A

People can be put into categories

on the basis of what they're really

like. Knowing the way a pexrson
really is helps you to get along
with him better.

B

People are unlike one another
in many respects. You can
get along with people better
and better understand them if
you are aware of the differ-
ences.




5. Think about the general topic of 1
each pair that comes closest to your t

eaders.
houghts about leaders.
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Choose the response from
Indicate

your choice by circling either MA' or "B'.

Leaders ; e s @

Pair No.

A - (25)

Leaders do not always make the
right decisions. In such cases,
it is wise for a man to look
out for his own welfare.

B

Leaders are necessary in all
cases. If a leader cannot

make the right decisions ano-
ther should be found who can.

A (26)

Leaders cannot provide all the
answers. They are like other
people--they have to try to figure
out what action is necessary and
learn from their mistakes.

B

Leaders make decisions some~
times without being sure of
themselves. We should try to
understand this and think of
ways to help them out.

A . (27).

I like a leader who is aware of
how the group feels about things.
Such a leader would not lead any
two groups in exactly the same
way.

B

A person should be able to put
his confidence in a leader and
feel that the leader can make
the right decision in a diffi-
cult situation.

A (28)

There are times when a leader
shouldn't make decisions for those
under him. The leader has the power
to decide things, but each man has
certain rights also.

B.

A leader should give those
under him some opportunity to
make decisions, when possible.
At times the leader is not the
best judge of a situation and
should be willing to accept
what others have to say.

A (29)

Some leaders are good, others are
quite poor. Good leaders are those
who know what is right for the men
under them. These leaders deserve
the respect of every man.

B

Leaders cannot be judged
easily. Many things go to
make up good leadership. Most
people fall short in some way
or another, but that is to be
expected.

A (30)

Leaders are needed more at certain
. times than at others. Even though
people can work out many of their
own problems, a leader can some-

times give valuable advice.

B

Some people need leaders to
make their decisions. I pre-
fer to be an individual and
decide for myself, when possi-
ble. Most leaders won't let
you do this.




6. Imagine that someone has found fault with you.
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Choose the response

from each pair that comes closest to your feelings about such a situa-
tion. Indicate your choice by circling either "AM or "BM.

When other people find fault withme « o o o
Pair No.

A (31) B

It means that someone dislikes
something I'm doing. People who
find fault with others are not
always correct. Each person has
his own ideas about what's right.

It means that someone has noticed
something and feels he must speak
out. It may be that we don't
agree about a certain thing. Al-
though we both have our own ideas,
we can talk about it.

T A (32) B

I first wonder if they are seri-
ous and why they have found fault
with me. I then try to consider
what they've said and make changes
if it will help.

If enough people point out the
same fault, there must be some-
thing to it. I try to rid my-
self of the fault, especially if
the criticizers are people M"in-
the-know."

A (33) B

They have noticed something about
me of which I am not aware. Al-
though criticism may be hard to
take, it is often helpful.

They are telling me sanething

they feel is correct. Often
they may have a good point which
can help me in my own thinking.
At least it's worthwhile to
consider it.

A (34)

I may accept what is said or 1 may
not. It depends upon who is point-
ing out the fault. Sometimes it's
best to just stay out of sight..

B

I accept what is said if it is
worth-while, but sometimes I
don't feel like changing any-
thing. I usually question the
person.

A (35)

T like to find out what it means;
since people are different from one
another, it could mean almost any-
thing. A few people just like to
find fault with others but there's
usually something to be learned.

B

There is something to be changed.
Either I am doing something

wrong or else they don't like
what I'm doing. Whoever is at
fault should be informed so that
the situation can be set straight.

A (36)

I don't mind if their remarks are
meant to be helpful, but there
are too many people who find fault
just to give you a hard time.

B

1t often means that they're try-
ing to be disagreeable. People
get this way when they've had a
bad day. I try to examine their
remarks in terms of what's be-
hind them.

CHECK AND MAKE SURE THAT YOU'VE CHOSEN ONE MEMBER OF EACH PAIR
(A TOTAL OF 36 CIRCLES)
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

Individual Topical Inventory Scoring Key

>

System

[

Pair No.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36

1>

System

[
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Norms For Individual Topical Inventory

(Obtained from 461 Naval Trainees - Tuckman)

Decile Systems
1 1I 111 1v
10 13+ 12+ 12+ 13+
9 : 12 11 11 12
8 11 10 10 11
7 10-11 9 9-10 10-11
6 9. 8- 8- 9-

System Scoring:

If S scores 9th or 10th Decile in one system and 8th or lower in
all others, classify him in his highest system.

1f nesessary, Ss who score 8th Decile in one system and 6th or
lower in all others may also be classified in highest scoring
system.
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APPENDIX B

ATTITUDE TOWARD PUNISHMENT OF CRIMINALS
Name

This is a sﬁudy of attitudes toﬁard punishment of criminals. On these
pages you will find a number of statements expressing different attitudes
toward punishment of criminals.

Put a check mark if you agree with the statement.

Put a cross if you disagree with the statement.
Try to indicate either agreement or disagreement for each statement. 1f
you simply cannot decide about a statement you may mark it with a ques;
tion mark. This is not an examination. There are no right or wrong
answers to these statements. This is simply a study of people's attitudes
toward thé‘punishment of criminals. Please indicate your own convictions

by a check mark when you agree and by a cross when you disagree.

1. A person should be imprisoned only for serious offences.
2. It is wrong for society to make any of its members suffer.
3., Hard prison life will keep men from conmitting crime.

4. Some criminals do not benefit from punishment.

5. Most prisons are schools of crime.

6. We should not consider the comfort of a prisoner.

7. A criminal will go straight only when he finds that prison life is
hard.

8. No punishment can reduce crime.

9, Prison influence is degenerating.

10. Only habitual criminals should be punished.

11. We should employ corporal punishment in dealing with all criminals.
12. I have no opinion about the treatment of crime.

13. Punishment of criminals is a disgrace to civilized society.




14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.

32.

- 33,

34.
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Solitary confinement will make the criminal penitent.

It is advantageous to society to spare certain criminals.

Only humane treatment can cure criminals.

Harsh imprisonment merely embitters a criminal.

No leniency should be shown to convicts.

Many petty offenders become dangerous criminals after a prison term.
Failure to punish the criminal encourages crime.

Only‘by extreme brutal punishment can we cure the criminal.

The more severely a man is punished, th; greater criminal he becomes.
A criminal should be.punished first and then reformed.

One way to deter men from crime is to make them suffer.

Punishment is wasteful of human life.

A bread and water diet in prison will cure the criminal.

Brutal treatment of a criminal makes him more dangerous.

A jail sentence will cure many criminals of further offences.
Prison inmates should be put in iroms.

We should consider the individual in treating crime.

Even the most vicious criminal should not be harmed.

It is fair for society to punish those who offend against it,.
Humane treatment inspires the criminal to be good;

Some punishment is necessary in dealing with the criminal.



62

APPENDIX C

THE LAW SCALE
Name

READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY AND UNDERLINE QUICKLY THE PHRASE WHICH BEST
EXPRESSES YOUR FEELING ABOUT THE STATEMENT. Wherever possible, let your
own personal experience determine your answer. Do not spend much time

on
to
Be

1.

2.

3.

4.

"~ 5.

10.

any item. If in doubt, underline the phrase which seems most nearly
express your present feeling about the statement. WORK RAPIDLY.
sure to answer every item.

The law protects property rights at the expense of human rights.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

A person should obey only those laws that seem reasonable.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

It is all right to evade the law if‘you do not actually violate it.
Strongly Agree ‘Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The sentences of judges in court are determined by their prejudices.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

On the whole, judges are honest.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Juries seldom understand a case well enough to make a really just
decision.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
On the whole, policemen are honest.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

A man should obey the laws no matter how much they interfere with
his personal ambitions.

'Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
Court decisions are almost always just.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Stromgly Disagree

In the courts a poor man will receive as fair treatment as a
millionaire.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree



11.
12,

13.

14,

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
‘21.

22.
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Personal circumstances should never be considered as an excuse for
law breaking.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
A man should tell the truth in court, regardless of comnsequences.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
A person who reports minor law violations is only a trouble-maker.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

A person is justified in giving false testimony to protect a friend
on trial.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
A hungry man has a right to steal. .

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
All laws shoul&.be strictly obeyed because they are laws.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Laws are so often made for the benefit of small selfish groups that
a man cannot respect the law.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
Almost anything can be fixed up in the courts if you have enough money.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

It is difficult to break the law and keep one's self-respect.

‘Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

On the whole, lawyers are honest.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
Violators of ;he law are nearly always detected and punished.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

It is all right for a person to break the law if he doesn't get caught.

Strongly Agree. Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree.
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APPENDIX D

John Burdick, age 19, h;s been charged with non-capital murder in
the stabbing death of his father, William Burdick, age 44. William
Burdick, a carpentér by trade, had been unemployed at the timenlb

John (Johnny) Burdick finished grade ten and quit school after
three months of grade eleven. He was a below average student. From the
time he quit school up to the time of the death of his father, he had
been employed in a succession of jobs, working as a “pump man" in a
service station, as a delivery truck driver, ;s an unskilled laborer,
and as a gardener. At the time of his fatﬁer's death, Johnny was unem-
ployed and had been so'fgr the previous three months.

Johnny and his father had engaged in a number of arguments about
Johnny's lack of.employment. Witnesses at the trial testified that
Mr. Burdick had often criticized Johnny for being '"too lazy to go out
and work" and also for "being too stupid to finish school." Mrs. Burdick
usually refrained froﬁ commenting, witnesses testified.

On the day of the stabbing (a Saturday) the defendent had slept
until early afternoon. When he got out of bed his father immediately
began to harass him in the manner mentioned above. His father is also
- reported to have said that if his son didn't start "paying his way around
here (the house)" or "doing something to help around the house", he would
be "kicked out." This harassment continued until the defendent went out
'to see a friend. When the defendent returned for the evening meal, the
harassment began again. During the meal, the deceased accused the defen-
dent of stealing money from him. A heated argument developed and, accor-
ding to Mrs. Burdick's testimony, the deceased began waving his dinner

knife around. He still had it in his hand when the defendent tried to




65

puéh his way out of the house. During what Mrs. Burdick described as
a ﬁshoving match", Mr. Burdick fell on the knife, stabbing himself in
the heart. Death was almost instantaneous. |

The prosecution's case was based mostly on two witnesses one of
whom was an acquaintance of the defendent. This witness testified that
the defendent had, on several cccasions; stated that he "hated his old
man's guts" and that he would like to "cut them out." The second witness
for the prosecufion was a police expert who testified that the angle of
entry of the knife made it unlikely that the deceased could have been
holding it at the time of entry. On crOSS'examinatiop, he stated that
although it was unlikely, there was a slight possibility that the decea-

sed had held the knife as it entered his body.



APPENDIX E

VERDICT FORM

CIRCLE THE WORD WHICH INDICATES YOUR VERDICT:

I believe that Johnny Burdick is INNOCENT/GUILTY of non-capital murder.

Signature
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1.

2.

4.

S.

6.

1.

2.
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APPENDIX F

Name

Circle the number of the statement which describes you best:

I am very certain that Johnny Burdick should be acquitted of non-
capital murder.

I am quite certain that Johnny Burdick should be acquitted of non-
capital murder.

I think that Johnny Burdick should be acquitted of non-capital murder.
I am completely uncertain.

I think that Johnny Burdick should be convicted of non-capital murder.
I am quite certain that Johnny Burdick should be convicted of non-
capital murder.

1 am very certain that Johnny Burdick should be convicted of non-~

capital murder.

Read each statement carefully and underline the phrase which best
expresses your feeling about the item:

Johnny Burdick should clearly be acquitted of non-capital murder.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
Johnny Burdick should clearly be convicted of non-capital murder.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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APPENDIX G

Suppose you are in a jury and some of the jury members are opposed
to the verdict you have chosen. In ten minutes or less, write a para-
graph to indicate which aspects of the case influenced you most in your
decision and which might convince someone else to change his or her
d cision to agree with yours. '

When you have completed your paragraph, sign your name at the
bottom. In a later part of this experiment, you will tape record your
paragraph. This recording will be played to a group of subjects in an
experiment which is related to this one.

Signature
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Suppose you are in a jury and some of the jury members are opposed
to-the verdict you have chosen. In ten minutes or less, write a paragraph
to indicate which aspects of the case influenced you most in your decision
and which might convince someone else to change his or her decision to

agree with yours.
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APPENDIX H

Name

Please underline one of the following three statements:
l. Yes, I will stay for Dr. Hamilton's part of the study.

2. I would like to stay for Dr. Hamilton's part of the study, but 1
can't spare the time.

3. No, I do not want to stay for Dr. Hamilton's part of the study.

|
|
i

1f you underlined either number one or number two, please read the following:

As you were told, Dr. Hamilton has written a short aricle about some
aspects of the trial which were not covered in the summary which you read.
He has tested the article on a group of students and found that it changed
their decisions 50% of the time. That is, it has an even chance of chang-
ing a person's decision.

As was mentioned, he is interested in how willing you are to read
this article. Even if you cannot spare the time to stay, please take a
few seconds to answer the questions below.

a. Aside from your curiosity about its contents, how willing or unwilling
are you or would you be to read the article? (Circle one number)

1. Extremely unwilling

2. Very unwilling

3. Unwilling

4, Slightly unwilling

5. Neither willing nor unwilling
6. Slightly willing

7. Willing

8. Very willing

9, Extremely willing

b. Aside from your willingness to read it, how curious are you or would
you be about the contents of the article? (Circle one number)

1. Not curious at all

2. Very slightly curious
3. Slightly curious

4, Curious

5. Very curious

6. Extremely curious
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APPENDIX I

CONSIDERATIONS FAVORING CONVICTION

The transcript of the trial of the crown versus John Burdick
reveals several inconsistencies in the testimony of the key defence
witness, Mrs. Burdick. At one point she testified that she had heard
her husband and her son fighting (implying that she was not in a posi-
tion to see them fighting). At another point she testified to seeing
them fighting. Also there was evidence presented which indicated that
Mrs. Burdick and her son were very close and that Mrs. Burdick always
took her son's side in arguments between the boy and his father. 1t
seems very possible then that the account given ﬁy Mrs; Burdick was a
fabrication which she made up to protect her son.

Another point is that the expert witness who testified that the
wound in the body indicated that the knife had to have been held in the
1eft hand of the deceased and at an angle which would have made it
difficuit'for the deceased to have been holding it at all. The fact
that the knife seems to have been held in the left hand of the deceased
(if he held it at all) is important because when a right handed person
waves something around in.an argument, he is likely to be waving with
his right hand and not his left hand. The deceased was right handed.

On the basis of this analysis, it seems that the defence's alle-
gation that the death was accidental was definitely not supported.

Furthermore, the defendent had motive and opportunity to kill his father.

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED READING THIS,

PLEASE TURN IT FACE DOWN ON THE DESK.
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CONSIDERATIONS FAVORING ACQUITTAL '

In the case of the crown versus John Burdick it is evident that
the evidence presented by the prbsecution was of a weak and circumstan-
tial nature. The basis of the prosecution's case is that the defendent
had made statements that he would like to kill his father, and that the
knife could not have been held by the deceased and must therefore have
been held by the defendent. This is truly circumstantial evidence of
the weakest sort! The police witness who testified about the position
of the knife even admitted that it was possible that the knife had been
held by the deceased.

Another consideration is the testimony of Mrs. Burdick., The prose-
cution made a point of trying to see if Mrs. Burdick had often favored
her son over her husband in arguments. Likely it was hoped that some
doubt could be cast on her testimony. However, this approach backfired
on the prosecution in that Mrs. Burdick and two other witnesses testified
that she always stood by her husband in arguments with the defendent.

Finally the prosecution witness who testified that the defendent
had made statements about killing his father was hesitant and unsure in
testifying, especially when he was asked where and when these statements
had been made. It is very conceivable that his testimony was false.

On the basis of this analysis, it seems that there is reasonable
doubt to the prosecution's allegation tha£ Johnny Burdick murdered his

father.

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED READING THIS,

PLEASE TURN IT FACE DOWN ON THE DESK.
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APPENDIX J

Name

 These are some statements about the information which you have

just read.. Please read each item and underline the phrase which best

expresses your feeling about the statement. Do not spend much time on

any item - indicate your first impression.

1.

2.

3.

S.

7.

1

The author of this information favored the verdict of innocent.ll
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided . Disagree‘ Strongly Disagree |
The author of this information was well informed.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
The author's arguments were clear.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
The author's approach was biased.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
The author's conclusions were valid.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
The author's conclusions were reasonable.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
The author's conclusions were justified by the facts.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
The information was interesting.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree



APPENDIX K

SECOND VERDICT FORM

CIRCLE THE WORD WHICH INDICATES YOUR VERDICT:

I believe that Johnny Burdick is INNOCENT/GUILTY of non-capital murder.

Signature
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7.

1.
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APPENDIX L

Name

Circle the number of the statement which describes you best:

1 am very certain that Johnny Burdick should be acquitted of non~
capital murder.

1 am quite certain that Johnny Burdick should be acquitted of non-
capital murder.

I think that Johnny ﬁurdick should be acquitted of non-capital murder.
I am completely uncertain.

1 think that Johnny Burdick should be convicted of non-capital murder.
I am quite certain that Johnny Burdick should be convicted of non-
capital murder. .

1 am very certain that Johmny Burdick should be convicted of non-

capital murder.

Read each statement carefully and underline the phrase which best
expresses your feeling about the item:

Johnny Burdick should clearly be acquitted of non-capital murder.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
Johnny Burdick should clearly be convicted of non-capital murder.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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APPENDIX M

MEMORY TEST*

1. Where did the author get his information about the trial?

2, The author pointed out that some of the testimony might have been false.

a) Whose testimony did he doubt?

b) What reasons were given for doubting the testimony?

3. The author made use of some of the testimony of an expert witness.

a) What was the testimony?

b) How did he make use of it to gain support for his conclusions?

#(Conviction Article)
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MEMORY TEST*

1. As the author sees it, what was the basis of the prosecution's case?

9. The author discusses or mentions several witnesses.
a) How many?

b) Who were they?

3. The author accepts some testimony and rejects other testimony.

a) Whose testimony does he accept?

b) Whose testimony does he reject?

*(Acquittal Article)



2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
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APPENDIX N

Try'to recall how you felt ﬁhen you were told about the new informa-
tion. For each item underline the phrase which best describes your
feelings. |

Very Comfortable Comfortable Slightly Comfortable

Slightly Uncomfortable Uncomfortable Very Uncomfortable

Very Anxious Anxious Slightly Anxious

Slightly Calm Calm Very Calm

Very Bored  Bored Slightly Bored

Slightly Interested Interested Very Interested

Very Tense Tense Slightly Tense Slightly Relaxed Relaxed

Very Relaxed

Very Pleased Pleased Slightly Pleased

Slightly Annoyed Annoyed Very Annoyed

Please answer the following questions in your own words.
Were you able to separate your curiosity from your willingness to

read the new information?

Did the experimenter have any effect on your willingness to read the

new information? On any other aspeét of the experiment?

How would you rate this experiment's interest value compared to

other experiments in which you have served?

Do you have any other comments?




APPENDIX O

Key: Variable A : Cognitive Complexity
Variable B : Commitment

Variable C : 10% versus 50% (Discrepancy)

TABLE 1

Analysis of variance of willingness scores
N=67 (All subjects)

Source df MS F
A 1 16.27769 7.66463
B 1 18.74403 8.82595
c 1 0.00775 0.00365
AB 1 6.60425 3.10972
AC 1 0.42716 0.20114
BC 1 0.00577 0.00272
ABC 1 0.51235 0.24125
Error 59 2.12374
TABLE 2

Analysis of variance of willingness scores
N=59 (Innocent verdicts only)

Source df MS F
A 1 19.18500 8.52666
B 1 22.95081 10.20036
C 1 0.16862 0.07494
AB 1 8.06674 3.58522
AC 1 0.85363 0.37939
BC 1 0.26347 0.11710
ABC 1 0. 67447 0.29977

Error 51 2.25000

.01

01
ns¥*

.10
ns
ns
ns

.01

.005
ns

.10
ns
ns
ns
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TABLE 3

Analysis of variance of willingness scores
N=56 (All subjects who stayed)

Source df MS F
A 1 10.40421 5.25107
B 1 9.30113 4.69434
c 1 0.21698 0.10951
AB 1 3.63744 1,83584
AC 1 0.14283 0.07209
BC 1 0.53215 0.26858
ABC 1 0.41164 0.20776
Error 48 1.98135
TABLE 4

Analysis of variance of willingness scores
N=50 (Subjects voting inmocent and staying)

Source df MS F
A 1 11.44186 5.37208
B 1 13.05904 6.13136
C 1 0.33632 0.15791
AB 1 5.25735 2.46838
AC 1 0.06236 0.02928
BC 1 0.03374 = 0.01584
ABC 1 0.12185 0.05712

Error 42

2.12988

.05
.10
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

.05
.025
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
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Source

A

B

C

AB
AC
BC
ABC
Error

Exrror

[a N
rh

e e

S
N

TABLE 5

MS

13171.76953
34,34450
1008,.23730
5929,76953
4632,96484
10270.14062
5254.75000
3862,42310

TABLE 6

Ms

18516,44922
105.37811
708,13184

4707 .79297
3560.86279
17552.04687
1013,55078
3698.53711

Analysis of variance of time
N=56 (All subjects staying)

F

3.41023
0.00889
0.26104
1.53525
1,19950
2.65899
1.36048

Analysis of variance of time
. N=50 (Subjects voting innocent and staying)

F

5.00642
0.02849
0.19146
1.27288
0.96278
4,74567
0.27404

.10
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

<05
ns
ns
ns
ns
«05
ns



TABLE 7

Analysis of variance of evaluation scores
N=56 (All subjects staying)

Source df MS F P

A 1 6.66550 0.59620. ns

B 1 0.10151 0.00908 ns

C 1 1,23123 0.11013 ns

AB 1 2.97506 0.26610 ns

AC 1 41,58849 3.71988 «10

BC 1 2,97506 0,26610 ns

ABGC 1 8.09649 0.72419 ns
Error 48 11.18006

TABLE 8

Analysis of variance of evaluation
N=50 (Subjects voting innocent and staying)

Source df MS F P
A 1 9,93155 0,90185 ns
B 1 0,76211 0.06920 ns
C 1 1,36932 0.12434 ns
AB 1 0.13344 - 0,01212 ns
AC 1 36.14264 3.28199 .10
BC 1 4,45749 0.40477 ns
ABC 1 4,40535 0.40004 ns
Error 42 11.01241
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TABLE 9

Analysis of variance of memory scores
N=50 (Subjects voting innocent and staying)

Source df MS F P

A 1 0.00522 0.00117 ns

B 1 0,01288 0.00288 . ns

C 1 4,21682 0.94271 ns

AB 1 1.,99857 0,44680 ns

AC 1 18.87309 4,21927 «05

BC 1 0.17900 0,04002 ns

ABC 1 6.70851 1,49975 ns
Exrroxr 42 4,47307
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APPENDIX P
Correlation Matrix
N=67 df=65
1 2 3 4 5 6
Cognitive complexity
1.000 .320 ,163 -.006 -.041 030
Willingness
1.000 .421 "0237 ".182 0209
Curiosity
1 0000 - .080 - .029 'o 257
Attitude toward punishment of criminals
1,000 317 .108
Law scale
1,000 -.004
Certainty
1,000

Stay or leave (l=stay, 2=leave)

Innocent or guilty (l=innccent, 2=guilty)

'0141

'0354

'0231

.050

«002

'0241

1.000

«006

.016

- 0144

'0214

<149

“'.285

«085

'1.000
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1.

2.

4.
5..
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

12.

1 2 3 4
Cognitive complexity
1.000 .301 .129 .223

Willingness
1.000 .389 .053

Curiosity
1.000-.130

Time
1.000
Evaluation

Certainty change

Verdict change

Attitude toward punishment of criminals

Law scale

Certainty

Correlation Matrix

N=55 df=53

(Subjects staying)

5 6

.090 .021

-118 - 0083

.118 .064

'.346 .153

1.000 .061

1.000

7

.055
.380
358
.098
.?72

.211

1.000

8

.032
-.183
-.063

.191
-.180

.046
-.117

1.000

-.092
~.165
.033
047
-.152
.007
-.049
332

1.000

Innocent or Guilty (Highs are innocent choosers)

Memory

*Correlations in this column are for N=49, df=47

10 11

-.039 .143
.039 .109
149 .236
.32 loi;

-.081 -.108

.487 - .318

-0029 .166

.196 .019

.012 -.082

1.000 .487

1.000

85

12%

-.023

'0054

- 0092

-.058

015

-.103

-.124

-.123

"0112

- -045

"0101

1.000
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APPENDIX Q

Raw Data
Key for Dependent Variables
Variable Number . Description of Variable

Main Dependent Variables

1. Leave-Stay behavior (1 = stay, 2 = leave)

2. Willingness

3. Curiosity

4, Time spent reading article (seconds)

5. Evaluation of article (Sum of scores on item Numbers 2 to 8)

6. Me?o§y for content of article (Subjects who voted innocent
only

Secondary Dependent Variables

7. . Attitude Toward Punishment of Criminals score

8. The Law Scale score

9. Verdict (1 = innocent, 2 = guilty)

10. Certainty rating regarding first verdict {Deviaticn from
uncertainty choice)

11. Second certainty rating

12. First attitude toward innocent verdict (Sum of two state-

ments scored toward positive attitude)

13. Second attitude toward innocent verdict

Key for Independent Variables

A] Concrete subjects By Low Commitment
Ay Abstract subjects B, High Commitment

C; 10% Information
C, 50% Information



Table 1

Raw Data for Group A; B, C1

Subject Number

Variable No.

1 1 1 1 1. 2 1 1 1
2 9 7 8 8 6. 7 8 7
3 5 5 4 5 3 6 5 4
4 141 112 248 107 143 76 165
5 20 18 24 23 22 29 25
6 8 6 7 6 7 8 9
7 3.75 7.85 3.3 4.8 3.75 3.1 41 7.0
8 80 74 58 715 715 65 79 78
9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
10 1 3 2 1 1 1 2 2
11 1 3 1 1 0 2 2
12 8 8 9 o 8 9 8 8

13 6 8 8 7 6 8 8
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Table 2

Raw Data for Group Al B1 Cy

Subject Number

Variable No.

1 : 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1
2 8 7 9 8 1 1 1 8 1
3 s 4 6 6 4 & 4 5 5
4 70 132 78 50 109 113 196
5 28 20 27 2 21 28 19
6 5 10 2 71 6 = -
7 2.9 2.9 4.8 4.8 5.4 4.1 3.4 5.6 3.3
8 65 84 68 93 73 76 67 715 69
9 i 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2

10 3 3 2 1 2 1 2 2 1

no 2 3 2 1011 1

12 0 10 8 8 8 4 8 8 4

13 g8 10 & 4 8 8 _*

*Subject failed to complete question regarding
attitude toward innocent verdict.



Table 3

Raw Data for Group A 32 C1

Subject Number

Variable No.

1 y 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 6 7 7 2 9 2 1 8
3 & 5 4 5 4 2 5 5
4 119 108 246 110 93 51 67 123
5 23 23 26 20 19 22 25 28
6 5 8 - 5 6 5 8 1
7 5.3 4.35 4.6 5.6 4.35 4.6 3.1 4.35
8 74 71 8 9 65 79 50 62
9 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1

0 6 1 .6 2 2 0 2 1

11 o 7 1 2 2 0 2 1

12 8 9 6 9 8 6 8 8

13 6 7 1 9 8 10 8 8




Variable No.

1
2

10

11

12

13

Table &4

Raw Data for Group Al B, Cy

Subject Number

99 82
28 28
5 6

3.75 5.5 5.15 4.35
77 72 78 54

1 1 1 1

10
3.1

66

77

28

4.8

87

113

19

3.15

75

6.6

81

4.0

73

90




Table 5

Raw Data for Group A, By G

Subject Number

Variable No.

1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 o 7 7 8 8 -9 71 8
3 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 ¢
4 135 374 136 90 122 106 109
5 20 21 29 25 28 27 2
6 5 4 7 3 3 8 4
7 5.3 47 46 4l 5.5 3.15 3.2 4.0
8 91 72 72 78 80 59 77 60
9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

10 2 - 2- 2 3 1 1 3 2

11 2 1 1 1 1 2 1

12 & 8 8 % 8 9 9 9

13 8 8 * 8 4 9 g

*Subject did not respond on this item.



Variable No.

10
11
12
13

Table 6

Raw Data for Group A, By C,

172
24

4.6
69

Subject Number

2 3
2 1
7 8
4 5
97

27

10

3.65 3.75
64 70
2 1
1 1
1

5 9
4

145

27

5.7

78

125

22

3.1

77

6 7- 8

1 1 1

9 7 8

6 4 -5
97 117 107
24 27 16
5 10 7

111

27

4.7 4.1 4.35 3,65

63 58 67
1 1 1
2 l1 1
2 1 1
9 8 9
9 8 8

69

2

10

72
25
10
4.7

73

10

92



Variable No.

10
11
12

13

Table 7

Raw Data for Group A, By C1

Subject Number

1 2 3
1 1 1
7 8 8
4 5 5

175 90 123

25 28 25

4,35 3.15 3.4

78 62 80

1 1 1
1 1 1
1 1 1
8 8 9
8 4 8

177
2%

5.7

68

10

91

28

4.35

64

*See footnote on page 23.

5.8

77

115
26

6.6

79

93

3%

3.1

52




Variable No.

1

10
11
12

13

Table 8

Raw Data for Group Ay B, Gy

105

23

3.75

73

Subject Number

193
21
10

4.1

64

354

19

6.6 .

74

261

21

5.7

80

181

24

4.0

94

10

3.3

88

116

24

5.8

74

88

27

11

3.15

66

94
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APPENDIX R

PILOT STUDY

The pilot study, done prior to the research presented in the
main body of this report, was identical in design to the later study
except in three ways. Although there were two levels of conceptual
structure in the pilot study, the concrete subjects could not be selec-
ted from the most extremely concrete group as identified by the selec-
tion instrument (Tuckman, 1966) because it was desirable to conserve
these subjects for the m;in study. Thus the next to the most concrete
subjects were used in pilot work. These were the System II subjects.
The abstract subjects (System IV subjects) were selected from the same
pool from which subjects were selected for the main study.

The second difference was in the number of 1e§els of discrepancy
employed in pilot work. Pilot sﬁbjects were offered the opportunity
to rgad information which either had a 10%, a 50%, or a 90% chance of
changing their attitudes, whereas the main study lacked the 90% condi-
tion.

The third difference was the nature of the commifment manipula-
tion. This manipulation in the main study is described on page 19.

In the pilot study high commitment subjects were toid, prior to giving
their first verdicts, that their verdicts and corresponding levels of

confidence would be compared to their reéponses to attitude question-

naires which they had filled out at the start of the experiment. Low

commitment subjects were simply asked to indicate their verdicts.

The hypotheses advanced for the pilot study were the same as

the first five hypotheses advanced for the main study and summarized on
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pages 12 and 13. In addition it was hypothesized that subjects' selec-
tive exposure would follow a non-monotonic curve with most selectivity
at the 50% level of discrepancy.

The design of the pilot study comprised the tﬁo levels of con-
ceptual structure, two levels of commitment and three levels of infor-
mation discrepancy. Eight of the twelve cells had'two subjects whiie

four of the cells had one subject. The configuration was as follows:

Concrete Abstract
10% 2 : 2
Low Commitment . -
50% 2 1
90% . 1 2
10% 2 1
High Commitment 50% - 1 2
920% 2 ‘ 2

The first hypothesis was that concrete (System II) subjects
would show more selectivity than would abstract (System IV) subjects.
None of the subjects in the pilot study left when given the opportunity.
Mean wiliingness for concrete subjects was 6.5 compared to 6.8 for
abstract subjects (t = 1.41, df = 18, p <.10 one tail test). There
was no significant difference between concrete and abstract subjects
on the time measure. Since 20% of the pilot sample chose the guilty
verdict and thus read a different counter-communication, no analyses
were done on memory data.

Subjects were asked to evaluate the article which they read. As
expected, concrete subjects had a lower evaluation than‘did abstract
subjects (t = 2.27, df =18, p .025). That this occurréd in the pilot

study and not in the main study may have been due to the difference
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between the concrete subjects in the two stu&ies;. System II subjects
have been characterized as being negatively independent (Tuckman, 1966),
and their negativistic tendencies may have been reflected in the low-
ered evaluations.

The two hypotheses which were advance& regarding commitment,
that increased commitment would produce more selective exposure and that
there would be an interaction between commitment and conceptual struc-
ture, were not supported. However trends in the willingness data sup-
ported both hypotheses. Finally the prediction that'selective exposure
would be non-monotonically related tollevglnofldiscrepancy was not sup=-

ported.



