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- Abstract _ )

Cognifive dissonance theory predicts tﬁat when people

are induced to say sbmething contrary to their privafe bew
liefs, they experiénée a state of mofivating disturbance
which must be resolved. The purpose of this study was to

‘examine whether the cognitive dissonance evoked within a

forced=compliance pqradigm_is'the result of a beliefebehaw

vior contradiction or of the anticipated social consequene :

. ces from the deceived victim, Examination of dissonance

theory predictions as applied to a negative task setfing
suggested that dissonance can have its source in either
the belief~behavior discrepancy or the social consequen=
ces. To miﬁimize unfavoraﬁle consequences and also to
permit separation of the source of dissonance arousal,

two levels of a positive task, which was Pleasant and en-
joyable, were used. These two positive task levels invole
ved a positive task experience which was followed by a
counterattitudinal statement only, or by both counteratitie
fudinal statement and information regarding the reaction
of the next subject to the'statement. Subjects were also
offered either ﬁigh'or low justification for agreeing to.
perform the counterattitudinal advocacy.

No differences in predictions were made for the negae
tive task regardless of whether dissonance was based on
the beliefabehavior‘conflict.or the antigipated-social.
counseguences. Both of these appeared to be inhérently iMe
Plicated in a negative task experience, Postecounterattie
tudinal advocacy opinions after higher levels of justifia
cation were expected to show less favorable task evalua-
tions than after lower levels of justification. Several
possibilities existed with counterattitudinal advocacy of
a2 positive task. If the belief«behavior discrépancy was
sufficient to arouse dissonance, both positive task cone
ditiops were expected to diminish favorability of task eve
aluations, the evaluative decreases being greater after
low than high Justification. If the source of the dissoe-
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'nance was the expected reactions from the deceived éafget
of the advocacy, then only the positive task followed by
feedback regarding the #ictim's reaction was expecfed to
show dissonance effects. Task evaluations in this condie
tion should be less favorable, especially after low rather
than high justification., Stiil a third possibility suge
gested that dissonance effects (changes in task evaluaw-
tions congruent with the counterattitudinal advocacy)
would not result with the positive task conditions. Ine
stead, subjects could use some other mode to resolve any
disturbance they experiehced, this mode being a perceived
increase in the degree of‘favorébleness;with which the ale
réady pPleasant task was regarded. This mode of conflict
resolution is essentially a denial of possible grounds
for negative evaluations and attributions by the deceived
target, and following a positive task, may be preferable
to the mode predicted by dissonance theory.

~ The major significaht finding was that after countere
attitudinél'descriptioh, subjects shifted their task eva=
luations in a more favorable direction regardless of ini=
tial task evaluation. - Thé reason for this increased task
liking was speculated to be either a positivity norm, or
differing interpretations of the counterattitudinal "lve
ing" depending on the perceived social conseguences, -or
both. Supplementary measures offered 1imite& support for
the second notion by suggesting that "lying" was viewed
and interpreted differently depending on the expected cone
sequences. Task evaluations following low justification
were generally more supportive of dissonance theory pre~
dictions than those following high justification. High
justifica@ion appeared to increase the salience of the
counterattitudinal position and its implied censequences
without specifically affecting the direction which resolu;
~tion of the conflict took. Rather, high justification

showved gneralization from the initial task éetting.
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People often find it necessary to perform acts which
are nﬁt in accord with their béliefs and attitudes., Since
performance of such reltively disliked actions is fre= |
quently necessary for the attainment of pefsonal,and
group goals, a body of reseaxrch has developéd which exa-
mines the performef's beliefs subsegquent to his performing
a belief~discrepant act. People usually can be induced
to act counter to their beliefs if they are given suffie-
cient reasons for doing so. Consequently, the research
has examined the effects of different degrees of justi=
fying circumstances needed to induce the behavior. Ine-
ducements offered for performing the act have included
monetary ones as well as nonmonetary ounes, such as doing
the action for beneficent reasons.

Cognitive dissomance theory, proposed by Festinger
in.1957, has particular application for situations where
people perform counterattitudinal actions. Acting coun-
ter to one's beliefs is hypothesized to produce a state
of tension or conflict which the person strives to re-
solve. In dissonance theory terms, this conflict is betw
ween two discrepant cognitions: "I believe X%, and "I
have publicly stated I believe not-X"., The conflict is
therefore between the person's awareness of two simultane=
ous and contradictory cognitions, his private belief and
overt behavior. This belief-behavior discrepancy presu=
mably leads to a state of tension or dissomance according
to both the original formulation (Festinger, 1957; Fes-
tinger & Carlsmith, 1959) and later dissonance theory
formulations (viz. Brehm & Cohen, 1962).

The effects of the dissonance-causing discrepancy
have been examined within a "forced~compliance'! paradigm
which had been originally defined by Festinger (1957, p.86)
as public compliancé behavior performed without underlying
private acceptance. The question tested in this paradigm

is under what circumstances do a person's private beliefs



become moxre aligned with his overt or public behavior
‘even though he was "forced" or induced to perform the be-
havior under external pressure. - The forced-compliance
Paradigm has always used a task which was unfavorably
regarded by the person. In the usual dissonance paradlgm,’
the subject experienced a negative task and then has been
induced to describe it in favorable terms. Following the
induction of the counterattitudinal description, his bee
liefs towards the task were again measured. The usual,
although not. uncontested finding by dissonance theory re-
searchérs has been an increase in task liking, or a shift
in private beliefs to make them wmore congruent with the
public counterattitudinal expreésion of them (c¢f. Festin-
ger & Carlsmith, 1959; Brebm & Cohen, 1962; Carlsmith,
Collins & Helmreich, 1966; Linder, Cooper & Jones, 1967).
Dissonance theory has assumed that the inconsistency
between the person's beliefs and behavior motivates him
to adjust his private beliefs and thereby realign them
with his public behaviof so that the two expressions of
beliefs are consistent or consonant. Closer examination
of what has motivated the performing subject to shift his
private expression of beliefs suggests other possibilities.
First, the subject has been obligated to "lie" about what
he considers to be the reality of the task; This mnisre-
presentation comnotes more than a 31mnle underlying be-
lief-behavior .discrepancy. In addition %o being incon-
sistent, it is likely that the subject has also performed
an action which is incongrueant with either his self-image
(cf. Deutsch, Kraus, & Rosenan, 1962), or accepted cul-
tural mores or both. This involves at least three cogni-
tions, two of which are incongruent with the third. That
is, (1)I believe X, (2)I nave just stated or performed
not~X, and (3)I am not the kind of Person who lies or mise
leads others, or perhaps, lying is not a culturally or
personally acceptable behavior. The first and third
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cognitions are both at variance with the second Cognition.
To resolve this discrepancy, the relations of these cognie
tions may require consideration of a.fourth cognition,
"how I think the receiver or victim of my counterattitu=
dinal statement will view the task".

Thus, in the forced-compliance paradlgm, the motivae~
tion underlylng the subgect's attempts to resolve the
beliefebehavior discrepancy seems due rartly to the sub-
ject's concern with the expected consequences of the counsw
terattitudinal”statement»fbr_the target or victimized re-
ceiver. VWhen one'partiéipates in a disliked activity,
and is then asked to describe it to a péer (the usual tar-
get or victim of the counterattifudinal statement), it is
assumed that the other person will react to the task as
one's self did. Therefore if the subject himself disliked
the task, he would probably expect a peer to dislike it
as well. The question then arises, given the Subject's
favorable counterattitudinal description of the task, how
does he expect his victim to react to him and his counter~
attitudinal statement if the victim shares his private
evaluation of the task?

In the case of an unpleasant activity, the victim is
led by the subject to expect a pleasant experience. But
the Subject also expects the victim's reaction to the task
to match his own which is unfavorable. Therefore, the
.subject may reasonably expect that the victim will evalu-
ate him unfavorably. It is, after all, rather vexing and
disappointing to be "led down the garden path" and to have
one's hopes for a pleasant experience sharply let down.
This expectation may be all the more emphatic for the sub-
Jject because "lying" has strong connotations of cultural
disapproval attached to it.

It appears then that more than just a.simple belief-
behavibr contradiction, the éresumed defining feature of

dissonance as a motivating disturbance, instigates opinion
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changes towards the task. The subject also has to resolve
the results of the victim's assumed similarity of reaction
.to'the'task, and therefore the victim's subsequent evalue
ations of both the counterattitudinal statement and its
source. The latter evaluations involve anticipated reac=
tions of disapproval and other negafive connotations being
attributed to the subJect by his victim. The use of a
negative task in the forced-compllance paradigm thus has
involved at 1east three possible sources of motivating
diéturbance or dissenance which neéd to be resolved fole
lowing the counterattitudinal advocacy. These are (1)per=
'sonal or intermalized cultural standards against "lying",
(2)the actually perceived belief-behavior discrepéncy, and
(3)the anticipated consequences of the misrepresentation
or "lie" from the victim of the counterattitudinal statesw
ment. vThe'usual definition of the source of dissonance
as a motivating disturbance in the researchl(viz. Festine
ger, 1957; Brehm & Cohen, 1962) has been the second onesq
However, this definition 1mn11c1tly includes the first
definition even though it may not operatlonally specify.
the first definition. The third deflnltlon has not been
considered 1n the literature except for 11m1ted refereuve
in the Collins and Helmreich {(1965) study and in Pepitoncs
criticisms of dissonance theory (1966). ‘
Asia.motivating source of disturbance, one's stan-
dards against lying are part of the forced-compliance
paradigm by definition. However, the methodological use
of a negative task in foxrced~compliance studies has raised
an interesting theoretical question: 1is the source of the
subjecf's dissonance or motivating disturbance the beliefw-
behavior discrepancy, or is it the anticipated consequenw
ces of the lying from the victim of the‘deception? Both
of these are implipated and thereby confounded in coune
terattitu&inal descriptions of a negative task. To sepa-

rate these two possible sources of dissonancey; a task is



required which can be described counterattitudinally but
which presents minimal possibility of negative attribu-
tions and evaluation (thgt is, negative consequences for
the victim). The use of a positive task which was ene-
Jjoyable and interesting in.a counterattitudinal paradigm
is an ekample of such a task. .

. - Since a positive task has not been used in the forced~
‘compliance paradigm, only 5péculations regarding the ree
sults of such a study are possible. Because cognitive
dissonance theory does not deal with the variable of type
of task, predictions from this theory are the same for
both negative and positive tasks. Therefore, when a plea=
sant, enjoyable task is couﬁterattitudinally described -
as being distasteful and unpleasant,'subjects should shift
their attitudes towards the task to‘align them with their
counterattitudinal descriptions. A pleasant, enjoyable
task should thus be less positively evaluated following
couhterattitudinal advocacy. Subjeats should decrease
their liking of the task following the counterattitudinal
description so as to regard it moxre negati#ely oxr unfa=
vorably. ' _ _

However, couﬁterattitudinal description of a positive
task may not lead the subject to expect the same reéaction
from his victim as does such a description of a negative -
task., Whereas negative personal evaluvations from the vice
tim are expected with the latter task, the subject may
assume that the victim will enjoy the positive task note
withstanding his counterattitudinal description of‘it. It
the victiﬁ haé a positivé experiénce, he should be less
inclined to attribute negative evaluations to his deceiven
This may be due, first, to a simple generalization effect
where the victim is inclined to evaluate things in general
more favorably following the poéitive task experience.
Secondly, because the victim's counterattitudinal expece=

tancy is presumably disconfirmed, the victim will be
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pleasantly surprised, and relieved following the positive
task experience. The subject may expect his misdemeanor
to be "forgiven" or mnot taken seribusly. Application of
similar reasoning to the negative task suggests that,the
victim will be vexed at disconfirmation 6f his expectancy,..
and consequently, may attribute malevolent_iﬁtentions to
the deqéiver.'_The deceiver can more certainly expect to
be perceived quite negatively. Following the positive
task, even if the subject expects the victim to label his
counterattitudinal statement as a lie, he still also exe
pects the victim's experience to discoafirm the resulting
expectancy;- Therefore, when the task experience‘is ase
" sumed to be a pleasant one for the victim, it emtails no
negative consequences. Disconfirmation of the counter-
attitudiﬁal statement with a positive task .even if the
statement is perceived as a lie, can subsequently be
viewed as a Joke, the;eby rendering the counterattltudlnal
beLav*or an amusing nwhite" lie. v ' P

Thus, it appears that there are at least two reasons
foxr ezﬁecting different cénsequeﬁces for the deceived
VlCtlm after a pleasant task than after an unpleasant one.
Flrct, the expected afteroeffects of pleaoant surprise
and relief are clearly different from ex ipected aftere
effects of dlsaﬂnOanment, vexation, and perhaps, anger.
These afte;—effects may cause a "halo" effect where no
blame. is attributed to thé misinformer. SecondLy, the .
exnectatlon of the victim's pexrception of a “ighite® lie
and an amuszng joke also imply different conseguences from
e\pectlnc the victim to peiceive deliberate, and perhaps
malevolent misrepresentation by the deceiver. Boih‘of_
these reasons lead to the expectation that subjecté will
not shift in the direction of the counterattitudinal statee
ment fplléwing a positive task. Instead, either:no”opi-“
nion shifts will occur, or any shifts that are observed
will bé;positive increases which go counter to the coune
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terattitudinal statement. Such shifts/counter to the oune
terattitudinal statement may occuy because.they represent
an easier mode of resolving the counterattitudinal cone
flict than does the ghift in line with the counterattitu=
dinsl st&temeﬁt. The use of such an altérnative mode of
dissonance reduction will be elaborated -later in. this - .
-ﬁiscussion:;« : F |

A Amcunt of justification for Performing the countere
attitudinal statement is g significant factor in.detere.
mining changes in task evaluations. The nature of the
relation between magnitude of Justification and attitude
chénges following performance of the counterattitudinsl
statement has been the subject of considerable controe
versy. In 1957, Festinger's cognitive dissonance theory
predicted that the less Justification a person has for
performing a counterattitudinal act (i.e. just enough
Justification to induce the behavior), the greater will
be the attitude change. According to Festinger, dissoe
nauce associated with'counterattitudinal behavior decreass
. as the magnitude of pPerceived justification for performing
the act increases. Conversely, with decreases in magnie
tude of Jutification, dissonance and the motivation to ree
duce it increase. On the othér hand, incentive theory |
(Janis & Gilmore, 1965) a@d conszistency theory (Rosenberg,
1965) have predicted that the greater the incentives (that
is, jusﬁifications)'associated with ome's behavior, the
greater will be the change in underlying attitude, Thus,
two opposing sets of predictions about the effects of
different levels of reward for cdunterattitudinal advoe
cacy have been advanced in the literature. ‘

-According to consistency theory, being asked to Pube
licly advocate a counterattitudinal viewpoint is rather
unstabilizing to the person's cognitions or private views
(Rosenberg, 1965). The "expectations of payment for coun=-
terattifudinal advocacy may operate as an incentive to
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geherate qualitative arguments in support of the new ‘
cognitions" (the new cogunitions being the behavioral Sege
" ments) while "receipt of payment may operate as a reine
'forcement" to foster "internalization of the counterattie
tudinal cogntions" (Rosenberg, 1965, p. 39). Janis and
Gilmore (1965) argued in a simiiar vein with their "ine
centive" theory. chepting.the task of advocating a coun-
terattitudinal position motivates the person to think of
arguments in favor of‘the counterattitudinal position
while simultaneously suppressing orxr temporarily suspene}
ding consideration of arguments not in favor of the coun=
terattitudinal position. That is, accepting the countere
blattitudinal task advocation induces a motivational state

~

in the person which is task-oriented. This results in. .
"biased scanning” of one side of the arguments only, name-
ly those arguments favoring the counterattitudinal poOSie
tion. Under these conditions of increased attention to
the pro~counterattitudinal'position arguments, chances

of accepting the counterattitudinal arguments are ene
hanced (Janis & Gilmore, 1965, p. 17-18).

Thé predictions following from both cognitive dissoe-
nance theory and incentive and consistency theories have
assumed the presence of a state of motivational conflict
which is creéted when the subject undertakes action con-
trary to his private beliefs. To reduce this state of
motivational conflict or dissonance, the mode most pre=
ferable and the one most likely to be selected is the
mode requiring the least distortion of reality, or the
least effort. VWithin the forced=compliance paradigm, it
Presumably is difficult %o'deny the counteratttitudinal
- content or dissociate oneself from a public act. An
easier mode of counterattitudinal conflict reduction is
changing one's private beliefs to more closely approximate
the advocated counterattitudinal position, and this mode
has been the one most commonly employed and examined within
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However, if one has ample justification to perform
the counterattitudinal behav1or, cognitive dlssonance
theory has postulated that the counterattitudinal cone
flict and associated tension are minimized. There is less
need to'change one's belief;, and the least belief change’
should be observed under circumstances with high justifie
cation. Alternatively, greater conflict and hence, .
greater need to reduce it has béen found.undef'circuma
stances of low justification (but just sufficient to ine
duce the behavior). That increased justification de-
creases degfee.of attitude change'hés been replicated by
a number of researchers (i.e. Cohen, 1962; Nuttin, 1966;
Carlsmith et. al, 1966; Linder et. al, 1967)., The fine
ding is not nevertheless an unquestioned one (c¢f. Elms &
Janis, 1965; Janis & Gilmore, 1965; Rosembersg, 1965).

As indicated earlier, there are at least two possible
sources motivating evaluations of a counterattitudinally
described negative task.. One of these is the expected re=
actions of the victim of the deception. Given expectanw
cies of negative attribution by the victim following the
unpleasant task, the subject clearly has little reason to
perform the counterattitudinal behavior under low justifi=’
cation. Failing to have a gobd reason provided for him
externally, the subject must justify his counterattitudia
nal behavior or invent a reason for it. This rationale
leads to the prediction that the easist solutiom is to
rationalize his counterattitudinal behaovior by changing
his perception of the task. The negative task should then
be seen in ﬁcre favorable terms, as perhaps not "so .bad"
on second thought, or of scientific value. With high
justification for the counterattitudinal'advocdcy, there
is less need for such rationalization because part of the
blame is attributable to external circumstances, such as

the experimenter who offered the justification. Further=
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more, offering high_justification for performing an act
may increase the salience of the behavior with which the
Justification is associated (Pepitone,~1966). Justifie
cétion may serve as a situational cue to emphasize the
'activity with which it is associated. Hence, the subject
is obligated to pay more attention to the éctivity. Di-
rected by this focusing of attention, the subject consie
ders more carefully the impiications of the behavior. In
a forced-compliance paradigm, the jgstificatidn is asso=-
ciated with the counterattitudinal behavior) -and after a
negative task, may enhaﬁce the subject's awareness of the
unsavory kinds of consequences and evaluations he can
anticipate from his victim. Therefore undexr high justie-
fication, the subject is more cognizant of the implica=-
tions of his behavior and may feel more constrained to do
something about them. A more frank evaluation of the
task may be one way cf dealing with the situation since
parf of the blame is externally attributable. Less shife
ting §£ opinion would be expecfed than under low justifie
cation. Following counterattitudinal description of an
unpleasant task, then, regardless of whethexr the source
of the dissonance is the beliefebehavior contradicition or
the expected consequences of the counterattitudinal behae
vior, the predictions in relation to differing levels . of
Justification are the séme.' .

Different predictions are advanced for a positive
task in relation to justification levels depending on
whether the source of dissonance is the belief=behavior
discrepancy, or the anticipated social consequences. In
dissonance theory terms, presumably increasing justifica~
tion for counterattitudinal description of a positive task
will décrease the amount of dissonance created by the
counterattitudinal behavior. If the source of tension is
the belief-behavior discrepancy, low justification should
effect maximum changes in +ihe favorability of the beliefs
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about the task., A positive task should thus be viewed
considerably less favorably following counterattitudinal
behavior. Under high justification,'having less disso=
.nance to resolve, the subject'should decrease favorable
evaluations less than.under low justification. Extendlng
dissonance theory notions to the salience of Justlflcatlon
notions proposed by Pepitone (1966) suggests that high
Justification increases the salience of the counterattie
tudinal statement, and as a result, heightens the need

for resolution of the beliefsbehavior discrepancy. Ale
though less dissonance may be created with high justifie
cation because Justlflcatlon is conscnant with the coun=
terattitudinal behavn.or° the increased attention that high
Justification focuses on the discrepancy may still lead

- to somewhat less favorable task evaluatlons.

. Somewhat different predictions follow if the expected
conseguences of the counterattitudinal description are the
source of the dlssonance following .a positive task. Since
the expected task evaluation by a peexr is believed to be
similaxr to one's own evaluation, the subject ant1c1pates

a positive task experience for his deceived vzctlm. Undexr
low Justification, the subject may exhibit little or only
very small changes in task evaluations. Because the. sub-
Ject expects the victim to experience no negative conse=
Gueaces, these changes should be minimal. To the extent
that there aze changes, these should be positive shifts toe
vards evaluating the task even more favorably then at
first. This is because although the subject expects his
victim to be Pleasantly surprised, he also may be slightly
apprehensive or doubtful about his vidim's reactions to
his "lie", Although this is a "white®" lie, it is a lie
nonetheless. The subject may then slightly increase his
already favorable task evaluations as a selfndefen31ve
protest or restatement of his position. By doing so, he
in effect disclaims that the victim has any reason to
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blame him or challenge his counterattitudinal behavior,
since the task is a very positive ome and his behavior
caused no harm. Under high justification, the rewards
for the counterattitudinal behavior should heighten the
situational salience of the counterattitudinal behavior.
This 6bligates the subject to weigh its consequences more
fully than under low justification. The subject should
thereby increase his self-defensive perception of the role
of his counterattitudinal behavior and correspondingly
increase his over-statement of the favorable nature of the
task. This suggests that increased salience of the coun-
terattitudinal behavior under high justification may sime
ply increase the emount of self-defensive rebuttal and
disclaiming of any harmful effects to the victim. Conse=
quently, an "incentive" kind of relationship is predicted
if the source of disturbance following a positive task is
the conseguences of the counterattitudinal behavioxr to the
victim. Increasing the amount of justification offered
to the subject for the performance of the counterattitu-
dinal behavior should also increase the extent to which
the already positive task will be even more favorably
evaluated. '

A problem inherent in the comparison of a negative
with a positive task is how to equate the consequences of
the two kinds of tasks. The negative task intrinsically
contains expectations of megative conseguences which the
positive task does not have. This is because ocutright
deception is linked with more malevolent intentions than
is a "white" lie or joke. Perhaps, in order to arouse
dissonance with a positive task, it is necessary for the
subject to know the effect of his counterattitudinal ade’
vocacy. Knowledge that the counteratiitudinal statement
produced negative consequences by apparently depriving the
victim of an opportunity for a pleasant experience may be

needed to produce dissonance. The counterattitudinal
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statement by itself may be insufficient as a source of
dissonance arousal because it may not be an expected cause
of negative conéequences if the victim is expected to ene
Joy the task in spite of the counteratfitudinal descrip~
tion. However, if the subject is provided with informa=
tion that the victim has seemingly accepted the counter-
attitudinal description and is anticipatively reacting
accordingly, the subject has less leeway to defend his
beha#ior by disclaiming possibilities of negative attri-
butions. If such information is necessary to arouse dissow
nance;-testing the positive task under two levels as (1)
only counterattitudinal behavior, and (2)counterattiti
dinal behavior followed by infbrmation about its recep~
tion by the victim would also permit separation of the
source of dissonance arousal. Since the "white" lie qua=
lification may be cqﬁstrued as providing less potential"

~ for dissonance arousal under the positive'task than under
the negative task condition, it was assumed that maximum
dissonance arousal was possible under at least one of the
.positive task levels, namely that of providing information
to the subject about the consequences of his counteratti-
tudinal behavior for the victim.

This study was thus concerned with investigating two
questions: (1)do dissonance effects occur within the
forced-compliance paradigm iwhen using a positive task,
and (2)does the source of dissonance within a forced-com-
pliance paradigm reside in the bellef-benav1or contradice
tion, or in the subject!s reactions to the anticipated
social consequences of the counterattitudinal behavior,
Considerations of counterattitudinally described negative
tasks led to the coanclusion that such a task inherently
.involves both sources of dissonance listed in (2) above.
To separate the effects of these, the de31gn incorpoxrated
two levels of a positive task: omne used only counteratti-
tudinal advocacy, and another used both counterattitudinal
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advocacy and feedback to the subject regardiﬁglthe victirfs
reception of the counterattitudinal statement. These fwo
positive task levels were éxpected to allow comparisons
regarding the source of the dissonance.

Specifically, if the source of the dissonance was the
éounterattitudinal advocacy, the negative task was ex=~
pected to show less shift in attitude (towards more favore
able evaluations) with increasing levels of justification.
The positive task was expected to yield less favorable '
evaluations under both levels of justificaﬁiqn,’although
the decline wouldvbe greater when the positive task was ’
followed by both(counterattifudinal advocacy and feedback
regarding its immediate consequences; This is because
committment to the counterattitudinal statement is pre#
sumably augmented in the latter condition. Relative to
lovels of Justification, the positive task with low juse
tificatioh was expected to induce less favorable evalua~
tions than with high justification. |

Alternatively, if the scurce of the dissonance was
the ant;éipation of cousequences associated with the coun=
terattitudinal behavior, different relationé were expected
under each of the positive task levels. No differences
in evaluations 6f the negative task wezxe expected because,
as already indicated; the negative task appears inherentiy
to contain social consequences regardless of whether disso-
nance is aroused by the belief-behavior discrepancy oxr the
anticipated consequences for the victim. Thus, the nega-
tive task was expected to show the usual ‘effect = of less
change in task evaluations relative to increasing justi-
fication. However, if dissonance has its source in antie
cipated social consequences linked with the counterattie-
tudinal behavior, then the positive task followed only by
the counterattitudinal behavior may have no negative’' con-
sequences aésociated with it. Subjects would therefore

have no’ reason to vary their evaluations of the task here,



15

since'they.may experience no dissonance. In this event,
oniy the positive task followed by counterattitudinal
behavior aﬁd feedback regarding its consequences should
induce changes in task evaluatiohs. The task evaluations
in this cbndition should show declines in the favorability
.with which the task is viewed. Furthexr, this positive
task condition was expected to show more unfavorable task
evaluations with low justification than with high justifi-
catiom. - .
Still g third possibility suggested that dissonance
results (i.e. shifts in task evaluations congruent with
the. counterattitudinal description of the task) would not
apply to the positive task setting.at all. Rather, sub-
Jects could employ a method of counterattitudinal conflict
reduction other than that predicted by dissonancé theory;
Although subjects may or may not experience a disturbance
resembling dissonance following counterattitudinal advoe
cacy of a positive task, "lying" is cuitufally disapproved
behavior. It was therefore assumed that any existing per=
sonal standards against lying would be present regardless
of task setting. These standards should pro&uce defen=
siveness in persons who haﬁe been induced to "lie' regarde
less of the reasons or circﬁmstances for doing so. In
addition, although thé subject may not anticipate the
same negative consequences from his victim (disapproval
and negative personal evaluations) when the victim is exe
pected to have a pleasant, enjoyable experience, the sub=
Ject still does expect the victim to consider and evaluate
the why of his counterattitudinal statement. ‘(This is
perhaps because of an assumed similarity of background
where lyigg is fairly universally disapproved.) This

- diiscomfort regarding his counterattitudinal behavior

may or may not be similar to dissonance. Assuming that
this defensiveness can be incorporated under the rubric

of "dissonance', the mode used to resolve the dissonance -
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after counterattitudinally describing a positive task cah
be different from the mode used after similarly describing
a negative task. Subjects are assumed to choose the mode
of disturbance resolution which_is the easiest. In the
case of a positive task, theiuncertainty of the victim's
reception of and reaction to the counterattitudinal statee
ment is perhaps most easily resolved by defensively em=
phasizing one's position. This implies incfeasing further
the evaluations of an already positively evaluated task -
in a defensive over-statement of one's position. This is
an a priori kind of denial of the exiStenceiof Possible
grounds of negative attributions or blame for the victim.
Being provided with the immediate consequences of the
.counterattitudinal behavior in the case of the positive
task followed by both counterattitudinal behavior and
feedback can result in some increase of this defensive
over=statement of positivity over that bPresent with a
positive task followed only by counterattitudinal behavior,

Such a method of disturbance resolution appears less
feasible for the disturbance following a negative task.

It is difficult to disclaim responsibility for misleading.
the victim when one really expects him to have a dull,
boring experience. Instead of disclaiming responsibility
as can be done with the positive task, it may be easier
to distort or rationalize one's actual experience of the
negative task, thereby changing it to make it more cone
gruent with the counterattitudinal description.

In Summary, regardless of4the source of dissonance,
the predictions for the negative task are the same.
Changes in'task evaluations were expected to be in accord
with the countefattitudinal descriptions and greater un-
der low than high justification. With a positive task,
several possibilities existed. If dissonance effects oc~
cur with a positive task, one or both of the Positive task -
conditions could show evaluation shifts following countere
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_ attitudinal behavior wherein the task will be evaluated
moxre negatively. If a belief-behavior contradiction is
sufficient to effect dissonance, then the positive task
followed by both counterattitudinal advocacy only and
counterattitudinal advocacy and feedback should show dis-
sonance effects. If, alternately, dissonance is caused
mainly by the subject's concern about the consequences of
his counterattltudznal action, then only the positive task
followed by both counteratititudingl. behavior and- feedback
was expected to show dissonance results. It was also
pogssible that the kinds of evaluative shifts predicted
by dissonance theory would not be manifest at all in the
case of a positive task. ‘That is, changes in beliefs
congruent with the counterattitudinal advocacy would not
be the mode selected for reduction of whatever disture
bance occurred. If changes in task evaluations congruent
with the counterattltudlnal description did not occur af-
ter a posmﬁlve task, it was expected that both levels of
the p051t1ve task should display "incentive" or reinforcee
ment effects relative to increasing justification. That
is, the ca51est alternative for the subject may be to ine
crease his liking of an already liked task, these ine
creases being greater under high justification than low
Justification.

A3 X 2 factorial design was used to test these no-
tions. The factors were taske-type and justification.
Task=type levels were negative with counterattitudinal _
behavior, positive with counterattltudlnal behaviox only,.
and po<1t1ve with counterattltudlnal behavior and feed~-
back regardlng its immediate consequences, Justlflcatlon
levels were high (offer of a three=dollar payment) and
low (no- payment was offered).
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In addition, it has been postulated that volltlon
and committment are necessary for dissonance arousal
(Brehm & Cohen, 1962). In the present study, both of
these were kept constant at a high level. Volition was |
manipulated by seemingly Permitting subjects a choice
as whether or not to engage in the counterattitudinal
'behavior, and committment was manipulated by making it
necessary to always give the counterattitudinal statement

publicly, in a face~to~face encounter.
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Method

Subjects' . , T
Subjects were 66 males randomly selected from the
introductory psychology population. Subjects signed an
appointment experimental booklet for specified times withe
out knowing anything about the nature of the study. Pare
iticipation in an experimental session entitled them to a
credit towards their final grade.. T

Of the 66 subjects, 6 were not retained in the data
analysés; These 6 subjects were distributed among the:
experimentél conditions as follows: one was in the negae"
tive tgsk.with low justification condition, one was in the
negative’taék with high justification condition, two were
in the positive task with counterattitudinal statement
only andhlow4justification condition, one was in the posi-
tive task with counterattitudinal statement only and high
Justification condition, and one was in the positive task
with counterattitudinal statement and feedback and low
justificaéion condition. The first of these subjects was
not retained-in the final sample because he indicated a
strong belief in knowing the purpose of fhe éxperiment;.v
the remaining subjects were .. not retained because they
failed to carry out the stipulated counteratiitudinal

statement to the next subject.

Materiais 4 .

For the negative task conditions, subjects were die.
rected to write numbers at random in each square on pro~- -
vided sheets, The sheets were 81" X 11w Pages ruled into .
a grid which occupied the whole bage except for 1M
margins. The grid was comprised of squares whose sides
were approximately 14", -

For the positive task conditions, the first portion
of the task sequence was avprepared disélay of ten colored

feminine portraits selected from magazines.. All the
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portraits were passporf poses (head and'shoqlders) with
side dimensions of between 9"=12", The portraits were
mounted on construction paper for the display. Each Ppoxre=
‘trait had a number printed in black ink on top of. it
‘which subgects used forx 1dent1f1catlon when arranging the
portraits 1n order of preference on provided sheets of
scratch paper. The second part of the task sequence re-
quired the use of a film projector to show the firm
"Breakneck Sports", a black and white, 8-minute documenw
tary of unusualy international sports., The last portion
of the task sequence employed both a written and an audio-
taped description of a trial case history (Appendix D)
about a breaking and entering charge. The taped descrip-
tion ‘was played for the subjects who could follow this
along with a written copy of the same content. .The sube
jects were handed the written copy of the case summary
and a verdlct sheet prior to the .experimenter turning the

taped verolon on.

. Procedure("

Subjects were individually met and greeted, then es-
corted to the laboratory and asked to take a seat at a
desk. :

The experlmenter delivered the first portlon of the
instructions verbally. Appendix A contains these instruce
tions. Subjects were told that the purpose of the study
was to examine the effects of different kinds of task
stimulations. Following these instructions, thexre was a

slight divexrgence in instructions depending on whether

the subjects were in a negative or in a pos;tlve task
group. If the subject was in a negative task group, he
vias asked to read through the specific 1nstructlons for
writing raandom numbers (Apnendlx B). These instructions
stated that the subject was to place hié name on each page
and thenlto £fill in the page with randomly wrxitten numbers. -
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On completion of the pagey, he was to give that page to the
experimenter, and begin another bage. This procedure was
to continue until the experimenter stopped him. If the
subject was in a.positive task group, he listened to the
experimenter verbally enumerate the different portions of
the task sequence {Appendix C). Following the common ge-
neral instructions, the experimenter said that first, the
subject was to examine a display of feminine portraits
pasted on the wall in front of him. The subject was to
rate these portralts in terms of his "aesthetic® prefe-
rences. Following this, the subject was to be shown a
brief film. Last, the subject was to heazr a trial case
history. He was to deliberate the trial as a jury member
and then was to indicate a verdict on it.

Following these instructionms, subjects in the nega-
tive task groups wrote random numbers on the prdvided
Pages which were ruled into a grids The subject always
had a pile of at least ten of the gridded sheets placed
on the desk before him, many more than could possibly. be
completed in the alotted time., If the subject had no: -
questions following the written instructions (Appendix B),
he was permitted to continue writing numbers while the
experimenter sat at a table directly behind him. If the
subject raised questions about the time or whether he
should f£ill all the pages in front of him, he was told
that thevexperimenter—would'time*the‘task. ‘The experimene
ter stopped all subjects at the end of this arbitrary
time limit regardless of how many pages had been completed
. by the subjects,

After instructions in the positive task gfoups, the
subject was told to begin the first part of the task se=~
quence which involved rating the feminine portralts. When
the subject indicated that he had finished this activity,
the experimenter switched on the projector and the subject
viewed an 8-minute film, entitled "Breakneck Sports" a=
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bout unusual and somewhat dangerous sports activities,
When the film was ended, the subject was handed a summéry‘
of the jury case history (Appendix D) aund a verdict sheet.,
He listened to a tape recording of the cése, considered
the situation for a few minutes and indicated the verdict,
Both the positive and negative tasks occupied approxie
mately the same amount of time, which was 19=20 minutes.

Following both the negative and positive tasks, sube
Jects were asked to rate first their feelings on an ade
jectives-mood list (Appendix E) and secondly, their ree=
actions to the'experiment thus far (task favorability
scales in Appendix F). These measures consfituted the .
Pre=counterattitudinal manipulation ratings of the sube
Jects? opinions regarding the task.

When the subject had finished the pre~counterattitu-.
dinal manipulation ratings, he.was thanked and the experie-
menter then stated that he would be told something about
the design and purpose of the study. The experimenter
stated that the study was concerned with examining the
effects of expectancies on persons' subsequent evaluations
of the task. Since the subject had just completed the
task himself, and was obyiously a realistic source of ine
formation, the experimenter was seliciting his aid in ine
stilling the expectancy in the next scheduled subject.

The subject thus was given the impression that a half of
all experiment participants were given an expectancy prior
to undergoing the task and a half were not given the exw
pectanc&. This experimenter explanation and request -
served as the rationale for the counterattitudiral state-
ment (Appendix_G). Subjects in the negative task condie
tions were asked to tell the confederate (i.e. next sub~
Ject) that the task had been interesting, enjoyable,. and a
lot of fun (Appendix H). Subjects in the positive task
conditions were asked to tell the confederate that the task
had been.Boring, uninteresting, and duill (Appendix H).
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The justification variable was also manipulated at this.
point within the experimenter's counterattltudlnal request.
Wlth the high justification groups, subaects were offered
a three~dollar voucher prior to their consenting to car-
rying out the counterattitudinal statement. With the low
Justification groups, no mention was made of the money.
When the subject agreed to the counterattitudinal
request and appeared to understand what was expected of
him, the experimenter weat to get the next subjecf who
was actually a confederate. The present subject was told
that the next subject was waiting in another room. The
experlmenter always left the room for a few minutes when
the subject was doing the (pre«cc&;:Zrattltudlnal manipue
latlon) task ratings so that later reference to %the cere
tainty of the next subgect's presence could. be made at this
point. .
The confederate was then brought in and introduced to
the subject. The experimenter told the confederate that
she had asked the subject to comment briefly to him on
the task before he himself was to begin the procedure.
The.confederate and the éubject were left alome for about
two minutes ia the room following which time the experie
menter returned. The confederate listened to the sub-
Jject's counterattitudinal comment and then mildly remarked .
that he had heard the opposite from a friend of his who
had been in the experiment. In the case of the negative
task, this was a statement that he had been told that the
experiment was rather dull and he should try getting out
of it. In the case of the positive task, this was a state-
ment that he had been told that the experiment rather in-
teresting and he should be prepared for a rather pleasant
time. This converse statement by the confederate was made
stimulate the subject to further thoughts and support of
- his counterattltudlnal position. The confede ate in the
Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) study made a similar




statement for the same reasons. Presumably commitment is
also increased to the counterattitudinal position when it
' is elaborated. Beyond the converse comment, the confee
derate listened attentively to the subject's counter argu=-
ments and appeared to accept ‘them. Following the experi=
menter's return, the confederate was asked to sit down at
the desk where the subject had sat and told that he would
have to be left alone briefly before the experimenter

could return to give him specific instructions.

The experimenter then took the subject out of the
room and led him to a second room. The subJect wvas thanked
for his help in inducing the expectancy variable, and asked
for his reactions on "how thing went" and whether he had
been able to convey the information as he had been asked
to. The experimentexr then remarked that she hoped the
subject had not "minded" carrying out the verbalization
of the (counterattitudinal). statement (Appendix I)., In
the case of the negatmve task, the experimenter further

stated that mos% people so far seemed to enjoy it. 1In
the case of the positive task, the experimenter stated
that most people so far did not seem to "mind it too much!
This was included to be consistent with the.Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959) reasoning that this should make it ea$1er>
for the subjects to persuade themselves (if they were so
inclined) to adopt the counterattltudlnal bosition as
their own. ‘ C

The subject was then asked to re=rate the same ad-
jectives=mood list and task evaluation scales that he had
rated immediately following the task manipulation. Verbal
instructions (Appendix J) indicated that this was intended
mainly to check test reliability. The experimentexr left
the subject to do the re~evaluations and supposedly went
back to the second subject (confederate) to give him the
instructions. The experimenter returned to the subject's
room in a few minutes., In tﬁe case of the negative task
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and the positive task with counteratt1tud1na1 statement
only condltlons, no specific comments were made follow1ng
the experimenter's return to the subject's room. In the
case of the positive task with both counterattitudinai .
statement and feedback, the immediate comnsequences of the
subjéct's counterattitudinal description for the second
subject were de cribed at this time. This feedback oce
curred prior to the subject filling out the task evalua=
tions., The subject was informed that the second subject
apparently had accepted his counterattitndinal description
of the task at face value. The experimentex told the S5ube
Jject that this seemed to be the case because the second |
subject was supposedly being very inattentive and generally
disinterested in the outlined procedure and at least the
first portion of the task (Appendix X). The second sube
ject thereby seemed to be anticipatively reacting as if he
believed the first subject'!s description.

Following the subject's completion of the adjectivese
mood list and the task evaluations for the second time,
he was administered a series of scales regarding his pere
ception of his own behavior and that of the confederate
{(Appendix L). These scales were given under the guise of
being unrelated to the main hypotheses but of tangential
interest because of the relevance of‘the study to some
peripheral issues as how people form impressions of others
and informationeprocessing.

Debriefing followed the outlined procedure and the
subject?s cooperation was solicited about not immediately

discussing the experiment with his classmates.
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Design‘Summary
A 3 X 2 factorial was used with three task condltlons

and two Justlflcatlon levels. The task conditioms were
(1)negative with counterattitudinalbstatement, (2)positive
with cdunteratfitudinal statement only, and {(3)positive
with counterattitudinal statement and feedback. The
justification levels were high (offer of a three-dollar

voucher) and low (no money was offered).
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Results

I.Task Favorability Evaluatlons

In the two follow1ng sectlons the main dependent
measure was the task evaluatlons. The first task ratings
were taken immediately after the task experience but prlor
to the induction of the counterattitudinal statement.
These ratings constituted a manlpulatlon check on the task
experience. The second task ratings, taken after induce
tion of the counterattitudinal statement, were a measure

of the effects of the counterattitudinal advocacy.

Manipulation Checks _ :
_ An analjsis of vériance was performed om a sum of the
preacountérattitudinal manipulation ratings (items 3=7)
which served as a check on the task manipﬁlations. These
ratings,'faken prior to the counterattitudinal statement,
were the baseline from which the counterattitudinal state-
ment effects were calculated. Table 1 gives a summary of
the analysis of these scores. The significant task main
effect 1nd1cated that the positive and negatlve tasks
vere percelved as intended by the subjects (F= =38.28; df=
2,5%; p.{.01). The mean task evaluation for the negative
task was 23.25; mean evaluation for the positive task with
counterattitudinal manipulatibn'only was 39.90, and mean .
evaluation for the positive task with counterattitudinal
manipulation and feedback.was 43 10. The negative task
mean differed from both the posxtlve task means which did
not differ from each other (results of the Duncan Multiple
Range Test, Winer, 1962). The interaction in the analysis
of varience yielded no significant results, and the task
X justification means were then examined with the Duncan
Multiple Range Test (Table 2). No significant results
among the interaction. means were noted with the latter
test. Since justification levels had not yet been manie
pulated when these ratings were faken, an interaction was
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' _hot’expecfed to emerge with'eifher 6f thé tés£sQ The in-»V-
-»teractmon means were examined as a precautlonary measure

o agalnst the operation of experlmental bias prlor to the

counteratt1tud1na1 manlpulatlon. . e

Table 1: Summary of the Analyszsﬂdf Variaﬁce’df‘the N
Summed (Items 3-7) PrenCounterattltudlnal Manipulatlon

Scores
Source of Variation = df Mean Squafe F

A: Justification S 98.816 ,
B: Task - - 2 2435.850 38,289
AXB ' ) 2 3 3.816 . o
Error - 54 63.10

*p.<.01 |

Table 2: Mean Pre-Counterattltudlnal Score 1n Each

. Experiment Condition (Based on Sum of Items 3-7)

Tasks: Negatlve Positive: Positive: CA%and’
’ ~ e CA*only Feedback ’
High - : . Lo
Justification 22.lag ‘39'2b 3 41.9b
Justification 24.4a 40.6b Qé.Bb

Note: 'Cells having a subscript in common are not signie
flcantly dlfferent at the +05 by the Duncan Mul-
tzple Range Test here and in all. followzng tables.

Analyses were also performed on each of the itemg
 (3=7) separately. The significant findings, where they.
did océur, were always those indicating a significant task
main effect. The Duncan Multlple Range Test was applied
to test the task X Justlflcatlon interaction and did not

yield slgnlflcant flndlngs on any of.the items. As such,

*CA in the above table and in all subsequent tables stands

for counte;attltudlnal manipulation.




fvthese results repllcated the flnding already observed wnth |
the total pre-counterattltudlnal manipulation scores, -
Since there were no results in any of the 1tems that d1f-,

fered from the results of the analysis of the total scores,
these analyses will not be further discussed. Raw pre=- .
counterattitudinal manlpulatlon scores and analyses of

variance are given in Appendix N._

,Counterattltudlnal Advocacy Effects o

The main dependent variable was the oplnlon score .
obtained by finding the difference between each personf's
pre-counterattitudinal manipulation rating and post=coun-
terattitudinal manipulation rating., If the subject shif=-
ted his post-counterattitudinal rating in line with his
counterattitudinal descrlptlon of the task, the difference
was a551gned a posxtlve 51gn. If the subject shifted his
post-counterattltudlnal rating in an opposite dlrectlon
to his counterattitudinal description of the task, the -
difference was assigned'a;negative sign. All the items
.were rated on an 11§point scale where "1M was‘assigned to
the most unfavorable ettreme, and "11" was a331gned to the
most favorable extreme. Analyses were performed on both
the total scores of items 3-7 as well as on each of the‘
“items taken separately. _

A sum of the change .scores on items 3=7 was used for -
the first analysis of variance. Table 3 presents a sume A
marj of this analysis. A task main effect was observed
(F=13.25; ar=2,54; p.{.01) as well as a justification
main effect (F=8.36; df=1,54; p.{.01). Subjects under-
going the negafive‘task shifted an average of 7.0 units
in line with the counterattitudinal advocacy. This con=-
stitﬁted an increase in how favorably the task was per-
ceived. Subjects undergoing the poéitire task conditions
shifted counter to the counterattitudinal advocacy in both
conditions. Mean shift for the positive task with countem




»b att1tud1na1 statenent only wasﬂez 15, mean shlft for the“

 back was -.65.

‘”Jtherefore showed 1ncreases 1n task evaluatlons follov;ngf?*rk
Under ‘high Jusulfacatlon,.’dﬁ*f

'cacy, the mean skift bein

o :p051t1ve task Wlth counteratcltudlnal advocacy and feede 

Both of the pos;tlve tas& condltlons

.?'counterattltudlnal advocacy.v
*~sub3ects shlfted ‘counter to the counterattltudlnal advo~Vf  
Under 1ow Justlflcatlon,

g -0800

subaects shlfted in line wlth the counterattltudlnal ad-

'vocacy, the mean shift belng 3 60.~_31 

'rTable 3" Summary of the Analysis of Variance of the
* Summed Change Scores (Items_3~7 Summed) PR e

Source of Variation - df - Mean Square =~ F
A: Justification 1 299.266 8.36*
B: Task 2 474.616 '13}25*3 f
AXB 2 12.016 e
Error 54 35,80

*p.{.01 |

Although the analysis of varlance dld not yleld a

significant interaction, the Duncan Multiple Range Test
‘was used to examine the task X Justlflcatlon 1nteractlon

means. The reason for examining the interaction means
' pilot testing had indicated
an interaction in which high justification, relative to
low justification, effected less change in negative task
evaluations but greater change in positive task evalua-
tions. Only weak support for such an interaction was in-
dicated with the results of the Duncan Multiple Range
Test. 'All group means are_presented in Tab

was on an a griori basis:

Table 4: Mean Change in Each Experiment Condltlon (Basedi

on Sum of Items 3-7)

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
5 ' CA only Feedback

High '

Justification '4.2ac -3.4b‘ =3.2,

Low : ‘ : . :

Justification 9.8a -°9b¢ 1.9bc |
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The scores of each of the task favorability itenms
were examined separately because not all the items were
considered to be equally relevant measures and hence,
-might not be equally affected by the experlmenta; mani e
pulation. 5 :

Item 4 change scores, which dealt with the degree
of task 1nterest and enjoyment, presumably directly re-
flected the level of specific task dissonance (Festlnger
& Carlsmith, 1959, p. 207), and these results replicated
the main effects of the total change scores. A signifie
cant task main effect (F=8.22; df=2,54; p.(-01) and a
significant justification main effect (F_4.25, df=1,54;
p. (.05) were observed. A sumnary of the analysis is gi- -
ven in Table 5. Mean change in task enjoyment and inte-
rest for the negative task was 3+%; for the positive task
with counterottitudinal manipulation only, mean enjoyment
was =.20; and for the positive task with counterattitue-
dinal manlpulatzon and feedback, mean enjoyment was «50.
Both the negative task and the positive task followed by
feedback showed shifts in task evaluations which were
congruent with the counterattitudinal description. The
positive task followed by only counterattitudinal advoe
cacy showed a small shift counter to the counterattitudinal
advocacy. Mean change in task enjoyment under high juse
tification was .86 and mean change in task enjoyment une
der low justification was 1.73;; These means showed some
divergence from the means of the total change scores.
With item 4 scores, means of both justification levels
Yielded shifts in line with the counterattitudinal advoe
cacy whereas with the total scores, only the low justifie
cation mean demonstrated shift in line with the countere
attitudinal advocacy. Since the analysis of variance did
not yield a significant task X Justiflcatlon 1nteract10n,_

~

the means were examined for this interaction with the
Duncan Multiple Range Test. No support for such an intere



action was observed. All group means are presented in
Table 6 .

Table 5: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Change
Scores Regarding Degree of Task Interest and Enjoyment

Source of Variation daf Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 41.666 © k.25
B: Task ) 2 80.60 ~ 8,22%#
AXB 2 . l?.8§

Exrror 54 .9;83

I°‘1:».{.05

*#5.{.01

Table 6: Mean Task Interest and Enjoyment in Each

Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback

High ' : oo ' '

Justification 1.7, -2, 1.1

Low |

Justification 5.5a -.2b -.lb

Change scores of item 5 regarding the degree of per-
ceived learning yielded both a task main effect and a Juse=
tification main effect (F=5.62; df=2,5k; p(.01 and F=8.76;
df=1,5%; p.(.01l respectively). A summary of this analysis
is given in Table 7. Mean change in reported amount of
learning for the negative task was «953; mean change for
the positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation
only was =1.2; and mean change for the positive task with
counterattitudinal manipulation ard feedback was “o7e
These meahs show the same pattern already observed with
the total change scores where shifts following the nega=
tive task were in line with the counterattitudinal advoe
cacy but shifts following both the positive task condi-
tions were counter to the counterattifudinal advocacy.
Mean change in learning with low justification was .46
and mean change in learning with high justification was
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=.76+. Subjects thus shifted their task evaluatlons in
line w1th the counterattitudinal advocacy following low
justification but ‘counter to the advocacy following high
Justification. Although the analysis. of variance did not -
yield a significant task X Justlfzcatlon interaction, the
Duncan Multlple Range Test was used to examine this inter-
actlon. These results are presented in Table 8. Only
weak support for such an interaction was observed.

Table 7: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Change
Scores Regarding Perceived Degree of Learning

Source of'Variation ; df Mean Sounare P
A: Justification 1. 36.816 8.76*
B: Task 2 23.616  5.62%
AXB - ‘ 2 - 1.216 o
Error = . ' 54 ' 4.29

*p.(.Ol‘_?_._‘

Table 8: Mean Degree of Perceived Learning in Each

'Experiment Condition

Task: A Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback

Justification .1ac -l.?bc o -1.?bc

Low S

Justification 1.8a ~7pe : '3bc’

It is of interest to note that Festinger and Carlomlth
(1959) originally included in their study a similar item
on which they expected and found no 31gn1f1cant diffe~
rences. 'According to these authors, no differences were
expected on this item because the dissonance being created
was of a Sp801f10 taskerelated kind and not expected to

reflect itself in ratings about the experiment in general. =

Results of the present study indicated that subJects used .
generalization to the whole exper;ment, at least to the
extent’ to whlch they felt it to be a learnlng experlence,
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as a means of dissonance reduction. The pattern of difw-
ferences shown by the main effects of item 5 duplicated
the pattern observed with the total change scofes. Since
the task comprised the major part of both the current and
the Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) experimental procedures,
it appears reasonable that perceived situational learning
was associated with the task. u '

Analyses of change scores of task favorability items
3, 6, and 7 did not yield significant differences. Sume
maries of these analyses are presented in Tables 9, 10,
and 11, and group means for each item are given in Tables
12, 13, and 14, Item 3, which measured general experiment
enjoyment, was included because the Festinger and Carle
smith (1959) rationale implies that the forced=compliance
paradigm effects rélatively tasKkespecific kinds of disso=
nance. Therefore generalization to the whole experiment
as a means of dissonance reduction should not occur or
show only weak trends according to this rationale. Item
6, which dealt with the perceived degree of scientific
importance of the experiment, was included because it
could reflect an alternate way of reducing dissonance
which was by magnifying the value of the study. If the
experiment was considered to be important, less dissonance
should be created because "lying" for impoxrtant reasons
~ is consonant with the counterattitudinal behavior. Item
7, dealing with the desire to participate in a similar
study, was included because according to Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959, p. 208), this item should yield similar
results to those of item 4 but of weaker magnitude,
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Table 9: Summary of the Analysis of Variance ofAChangg‘r
Scores Regarding General Experiment Enjoyment ' ’

Source of Variation df Mean Sauare . F

A: Justification 1 6.016 -

B: Task = . 2 12,016 - - 2,24 -
AXB - 2 8.516

Error 54 5.35

Table 10: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Change
Scores Regarding Degreé,of-Experiment Contribution to

Science

Source of Variation - df Mean Sqgunare P
" A: Justification 1 | .816

B: Task . ’ 2 6.616 3.10*
AXB 2 . 1.116

Error ' 54 2,19 .

*p. .08

Table 11: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Change
Sc |

ores Regarding Desire to Participate'in a Similar

Experiment

Source of Variation df Megn Square F
A: Justification 1 8.816 2.64
B: Task - 2 4,116

AXOB 2 .616

Erroxr ' 54 3.33

Table 12: Mean Degree of General Experiment Enjoyment

in Each Expexriment Condition

Task: . Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback
High _ o
Justification 1.5 -7 -.8
a - a a
Low
Justification o7 =e2 .8

a a a
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Table 13: Mean Degree of Perceived Scientific Importance'

of Experiment in Each Experiment Corndition

Task: ~ Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback

High R |

Justification .9a -.7a 0.0a‘

Low _ .

Justification '6a -1, . '4a

Table 14: Mean Degree of Willingness to Participate in a .

Similar Experiment in Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
‘ CA only Feedback '

High | | '

Justification '4a : --'1a . L -.6a

Low ) | '

Justification 1.2a , .Ba .Sa

Since the results of the change scores provided only’
tenuous evidence for the task X Justlflcatlon 1nteractlon,
the postecounterattitudinal’ manlpulatlon SCores were exae
mined in an attempt to clarify this relation.* Analysis
of variance was first applied to the totél_post-éounter-'
attitudinal manipulation scores (based on a sum of items . -
'3=7). Raw scores are given in Appendix O. The total )
postecounterattitudinal manipulation scores yielded a -
significant task main effect (F=14.78; df=2,5%; p.(. 01).

A summary of this analysis is given in Table 15. Mean.
post=counterattitudinal manipulation scores for the negé-
tive task was 30.25; for.the positive fask with counter~
'atfitudinal.manipulation only was 41.90, and for the posi=-
_ tive task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feede

*These were the raw scores obtéined on the second rafings
of the task favorability items taken after the counterattie
tudinal manipulation. It is recognized that these scores
are not necessarily as direct a test of the exnerlmental

~ hypotheses as are the change scores.



}back was 43,75. As suéh; these results replicated the-
| taskbmain effect pattern already observed with the change
scores, The Duncan Multiple Range Test was used to exae
mine the task X justification interaction means although-'
this interaction was significant at the p.{.10 level with
.the analysis of variance. Group means are presented in
Table 16 and Figure l. With the Duncan Multiple Rangé
Test, no differences were observed due to levels of justie
fication among the positive task means, but the two negae
tive task means under high and low justificatioh were Sig—'
nificantly different from each other as well as from each -
of the four positive task means (p.<.05). This sugggéted
an interaction‘wherein jJustification made little diffee
rence within the positive task conditions but did show-
differentiating effects with the negative task., The mean
negative task evaluations were significanfly more favore
able following low than high justification, but both these
means were significanﬁly more unfavorable than any of the
four positive task conditionse. ‘ |
Table 15: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of the
Summed (Items 3=7) Post=Counterattitudinal Hanipulation

Scores

Source of Variation df Mean Square H)

A: Justification 1 30.816

B: Task ' 2 1112,066 ~  14,78%
AXB 2 - 192,266 2.55%%
Error 54 75.20

*5.{.01

*25,¢.10

Table 16: Mean Posthounteratfitudinal Menipulation Score

in Each Experiment Condition (Based on Sum of Items 3-7)

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
— CA only Feedback

High : L _

Justification 26.3a 42.6b 45.1b

Low

Justification 34.2c 41.2b 42.4b
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Analyses of the. postecounterattitudinal manipulation
'Scores of each item separately yielded similar results
to those observéd with the total scores. The raw poste
counterattitudinal manipulation scores of each item and
summaries of their analyses are given in Appendix P. it
was observed that the task X justification interaction
means as tested by the Duncan Multiplie Range Test resulted
in the same pattern on all items. The negative task with
low justification mean was typically larger than the
negative task with high justification mean, but both negae
tive task means were smaller than all four of the»posifive
task means. Uhere significant differences occurred using -
the Duncan Multiple Range Test, these differences were
always between one ox both of the negative task means and
some or all of the positive task conditions. No signifie
cant differences were observed on any of the items among’
the p031t1ve task conditions, This is the same pattern -
that emerged with the total (sum of items 3=7) postecoun
terattitudinal manipulation scdfes. In view of the con-
sistency of .the pattern on all the items, even though the
dlfferences anong the means were not always 81wn1flcant,
the suggested task X Justification 1nteractlon merits’

' further consideration.

II.Adjectives=Mood List .

The adjectives-mood list was included as a source of
supplementary data. The adjective components were a see
lected combination of the Nowlis (1965) and Zuckerman
(1960, 1962) scales and the instructions (given in Appen-
dix E) were adapted from Nowlis (1965). A1l the selected
adjectives had been pfeviously used and identified with
particular factoxrs in several of the studies revzewed by
Nowlis (1965). The criteria for selection of adJectlves
for this study were (1)theéir apparent relevance to the
counterattitudinal édvocacy situation, and (2)their tene



;ﬁr.ﬁlilﬁfr-f,ﬁ._.. ,1; ,:if.,ﬂ:.Wimlgtjgﬂﬁ,:,._.,uﬂ

dency'to~sh0w\minimal differences in- analyses of the pilot
data for the study. It was anticipated that the results
of the adjectives list would provide answers to al least
two questions: (1l)do subjects experience disturbance fol=
lowing counterattitudinal advocacy of a positive taskj; and
(2)is the disturbance following counterattitudinal advoe
cacy of a positive task different from the distufbance
following counterattitudinal advocacy of a negative task.

Each of the adjectives in the list was subjected to.
three analyées of variance. These were as follows: (1)
the ratings following the task experience but pre=countere
attitudinal manipulation; (2)the change scores, being the.
difference between the pre~counterattitudinal and post=
counterattitudinal manipulation ratings, and (3)the poste
counterattltudlnal manipulation ratings. The first of .
these constituted a check on the task manipulations while
the second and third were méasures of the counterattitudis .
nal statement effects. Although the second and third .
heasures were both measures of the counterattitudinal ade
vocacy7éffects, the change scores were considered a more
direct test of the actual counterattitudinal manipulation
effects, The poste-counterattitudinal analyses are included
as a source of supplementary data where the change scores
failed to demonstrate significant results. All adjectives -
were rated on 4=p01nt scales where "O" indicated no pre-
Sence of the mood, or feeling described by the adjective,
"1" indicated doubt regarding the presence of the mood,
"2" indicated some presence of the mood, and "3" indicated
a definite state of the described mood. A numerically
larger mean therefor always shows a greater rated degree
of the mood indicated by the particular adjective, and a
numerically smaller mean shows a lesser degree of the mood
described by the adjective.

For the salkke of brevity, only those adjectives which
ylelded 31gn1f1cant findings on either of the measures will
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be discussed, Analees of adjectives scores which did
not yield significant results are summarlzed in Appendlx
Q. The Duncan Multiple Range Test was performed on all
analyses that showed significant findings with the analy-
sis of variance. The results of this test will be ine
cluded in the discussion where significant differences
were revealed by it which were not already apparent from
the analysis of variahce. All differences reported using
tiie Duncan Multiple Range Test are at the p«{.05 level.

In presenting the 31gn1ficant findings, the adjectives
are ordered according to the factors they were chosen to
represent. For the underlying factor represented, the
standard reference of classification usedIWas fhat pPree
sented by Nowlis (1965). With one exception, each factor
was represented by at least two adjectives. Although
these adjectives scores could have been summed to repree
sent their ~underlying factors, this was not done becaLse
of the dubious nature .0f the underlying dimensions .ins’:sﬁ
volved. The Nowlis review is essentlally a.E___ hoc ine-
tegrative attempt, and further examination of the studies
included in it reveals considerable disagreement regarding
the components of particular dimensions, Even though ape
parently analogous procedures were used in several studies,
results did not necessarily dlsp;ay similar factor pate '
terns. To avoid the ambiguous status of assumptions that
are inherent in the use of pooled scores, each of the moode
adjectives was analysed sepaxately.

Manipulation Checks

Findings discussed in this section were based on ra-
tings taken immediately after the task experlence but
prior to the counterattitudinal statement.

An aggression factor appeared in all 15 of the stuw
dies reviewed by Nowlis. This factor was similar to
Zuckermgn's (1960) rostilityeplus adjective=components.
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It was represented in thlsstudy by "angry", "annoyed",

and to a lesser extent, "disagrecable'. Preacounteratti-
tudlnal ratings of Yangry" yielded a significant task

main effect (F=5.87; df=2,54; p.<{.01). A summary of the
analysis of'variance is presented in Table 17. Subjects
rated themselves as being more angry following the negae
tive task (meam = .55) than following either of the posi-
tive task conditions (both of the positive task means = 0).

Table 17: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Pre=

Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Angrv!

Source of Variation df Mean Saguare F

A: Justification , 1 W15 . .
B: Task . i 2 2.016 5.87%
AXB _ 2 15

Exror 54 .3k

®p.{.01 ' '

An anxiety factor was located in all the 15 studies
reviewed by Nowlis although the specific axes differed a-
mong the studies. Nowlis suggests this is similar to the
depression pole of Cattell's PUI 2, a pattern associated
with “some tendency to general emotionality, with situae
tions of frustration, and with a tendency to handle proe
blems crudely" (Cattell, 1960). Zuckerman (1960) diffe=
rentiated this factor from depression. This factor was
Arepresented by "tense" and "upset", neither of which
showed significant results on the pre-~counterattitudinal
scores.

A surgency factor was identified in 6 out of 7 stu=
dies by Nowlis. This factor overlapped with several other
factors, notably with elation and nonchalance; and occa=
sionally with social affection. It was represented by
"cheerful" and "“calm", two adjectives which Zuckerman
(1960) identified as.anxietyeminus characteristics, and
"carefree", identified by Zuckermzn as a depre551onnminas

adjective., Pre=counterattitudinal manipulation scores of
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Mcheerful® resulted in a significant task main effect (F=
5.17; df=2,54; p.{.01). Table 18 presents a summary of
this analysis of variance. Subjects rated themselves as
being less cheerful following the negative task {(mean =
+85) than following either the positive task with countere
attitudinal monipulation only (mean = 1.75) or the posie
tive task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feed-
back (mean = 1.70).

Table 13: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Pree-
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Cheerful"

Source of Variation df Mean Sauare F

A: Justification 1 . .016

B: Task 2 4,55 5.17%*
AXB 2 .016

Error ' 54 .88

*p.<{.01

An elation factor was discriminated definitely in one
ly 4 out of 12 studies reviewed by Nowlis. The apparent
reason for lack of more definite discrimination was that
the factor was one of the later ones to be noted and mere
ged with several other factors. It was represemad in this
experiment by "pleaséd" "happy", and "llghthearted"
Subjects rated themselves as more pleased after undergo:ng
a positive task (both positive task means = 1.35) than
after undergoing a negative task (mean = .70). A sumnmary.
of the analysis of variance of pre-counterattitudinal
manipulation "pleased" scores, which yielded a significant
task main effect (F=6.20; df=2 54, pe<e 01), is given in-
Table 19,

Table 19: Suﬁmary of the Analysis of Variance of Pre=
Counterattitudinal Manivulation Scores of "Pleased"

Scurce of Variation daf ¥Yiean Sauaxe - F-:
A:  Justification 1 .816

B: Task | 2 3.05 6.20%
AXB 2 © .016

Error ‘ 54 : .49

*po <001



A concentration factor appeared in all the studies
reviewed by Nowlis. This factor dealt with a reflective
mood, the central idea of which is an involvement with _
one's thoughts or task, or both. Adjectives representing
this factor were "thoughtful" and Mattentive", neither of
which sho#ed significant findings with the Pre«counterat=
titudinal scores. _

A separate fatigue factor was partialled out of the
more general activation~deactivation diﬁension and located.
in 14 out of 15 studies in the Nowlis review. In the cure-
rent study, "tired" and "dull" were used as representae
tives of this factor. This factor deals with a lack of
interest in one's surrounds, perhaps coupled with a lack
of ability or desire to act. Pre-counterattitudinal manie
'pulation scores of "dull" resulted in a.significant. task
main effect (F=10.66; df=2,54; p.¢.01). Table 20 gives a
sumaary of the analysis of variance of this adjective,
Subjects reported feeling more dull foliowing the negative
task (mean = 1.55) than following the positive task with
counterattitudingl manipulation only (mean = »50) oxr the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation and
feedback (mean = «35). '

Table 20: Summéry of the Analysis of Variance of Preo
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Dulli"

Source of Variation df Mean Square S

A: Jusfification 1 0.0

B: Task 2 8.55 10,66%
AXB 2 1.05

Error - 54 .80

*p.<.01 )

A social affection factor was noted in 10 out of 13
studies in the Nowlis review. This involved a positive,
helpful approach and social orientation which overlapped
with elation and concentration. "Kindly" and "affectio=
nate" represented this factor in the current study.
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A"Codperative" can also be included with this factor ale
though its placement here is more tenuous because the
McNair and Lorr (1962) results showed merging with other
factors. None of. the pre-counterattitudinal manipulation
scores of this factor yielded significant findings,

A sadness factor was definitely located in 7 out of
15 studies and a more general factor of depression and
guilt in amother 6 out of the 15 studies in the Nowlis
‘review. The adgectlves connoting this factor were "downe
hearted", "discouraged", and "regretful®™, the latter two
adjectives being identified as depression=plus adjectives
by Zuckerman (1964). As represented in this study, this
factor was analogous to Zuckerman's depression which has
a guiltbasis. No significant findings were observed with
any of the pre-counterattitudinal manipulation scores.

A skepticism or general suspiciousness factor emerged
if sultable adjectives were included in 6 out of 9 studies
reviewed by Nowlis.. Since this factor was of particular
interest.in relation to the counterattitudinal advocacy
but not one of major theoretical interest, one adjective
was used to designate it. This adjective, which was "skepe=
tical’, yielded no significant results with the pre~c6un-
terattitudinal manipulatibn scores,

A vigor or general activation factor w1th a unlque
axis appeared in 6 out of 13 studies reviewed by Nowlis,.
This was a general alertness tendency which was represented
by "active!" and "liveiy". Pre=counterattitudinal nanipue
lation scores of "lively" resulted in a.significant task |
main effect (F=3.49; df=2,54; p.{.05)., Table 21 presents
a summary of the analysis of variance of.these scores.,
Subjects rated themselves as more lively following both
the positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation one -
ly (mean = 1.55) and the positive task with counterattitue
dinal manipulation and feedback (mean = 1.40) than folloe .

wing the negative task (mean = .80).
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Table 21:  Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Prew=
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Lively"

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 «15

B: Task -2 ' 3.15 3.49%*
AXB 2. 35

Exrzror . 54 «89

*p.<.05

A nonchalance or éeneral deactivation factor was
postulated by Nowlis as an addition to the fatigue factor.
This was a tendency to be generally relaxed or unconcerned,
and was tentatively identified in & out of 7 studies, Ade
Jjectives representing this factor were "bored" and "leio
surely", Preacounierattitudinal manipulation scores of
"bored yielded a significant task main effect (F=8.63; dfs=
2,543 p.¢.01). A sunmary of the analysis of variance is
given in Table 22. Subjects were more bored following

the negative task (mean = 1.35) than following the posie
tive task with counterattitudinal'manipulation only (mean
= «50) or the positive task with counterattitudinal manie
pulation and feedback (mean = «35).

Table 22: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Pree
Counterattitudina Monipulation Scores of "Bored"

Source of Vaxiation df Meaq~§gpare F
A:  Justification R .816
B: Task -2 6.216 8.63*
A xB "~ 2 1.016 .
Exrxror ' ' 54 ‘ .72

- *p.<.01 - '

Pre=counterattitudinal manipulation ratings of Yloim
surely" also yielded a significant task main effect (F=
5.12; df=2,54; p.(.01). A summary of this analysis is pre-
sented in Table 23, Subjects following both the pésitive
task conditions were more leisurely than following the

negative task, the means being 1.95, 1.85, and 1.35 for
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the positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation one
ly, the positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation
and feedback, and the negative task respectively.

Table 23: Summary of the AnalySis of Variance of Pre-
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Leisurely"

Source.of Variation df Mean Sgauare F

A: Justification 1 1.35 4

B: Task 2 4,86 5.12%
AXB . _ 2 .80

Error : 54 295

*p.{.01

In summary, subjects wefe more dull, angry, and
bored following the negative task than following the posie
tive task. Alternately, subjects were more cheerful,
pleased, lively, and leisurely after the positive task
than after the mnegative task. Experiencing the negative
task incurred a rather hostile mood which was characte=~
rized by disinterest in the immediate environment or lack
of sufficient stimulation to maintain such interest. Exe
periencing the positive task evoked a pleasantly active
mood which was characterizZed by a feeling of relaxation

or lack of tensions

Counterattitudinal Advocacy Effects: Change Scores )
Findings to be discussed in this section are based
on scores obtained by finding the difference between the
pre=counterattitudinal and poste~counterattituvdinal manie
pulation ratings. The differences wrere as%igned a poéi—
tive sign where they indicated increases in the described
mood or feeling and were asszgned a negative sign where
they indicated decreases in the described mood or feeling,
Analysis of the change scores of "dlsagreeable" ree |
presenting the aggression factor resulted in a justifi-
cation;main effect (F=k.91; df=1,5%; p.¢.05). A summary-
of this analysis is presented in Table 24. Mean self=-

-
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rating of "disaéreeable" with high justification was .06% .-
and the mean with'lowvjustification was =+33. The éhanges
following high justification reflected a slight increase
in being disagreeable whereas the changes with low justie
fication showed a decline in being disagreeable. All |
group means are given in Table 25. Use of the Duncan
Multiple Range Test to examine the task X justification
interaction means revealed significant differences only:

among the most extreme means.

Table 24: Summary of the Anaiysis of Variance of Change

Scores of '"Disagreeable!

Source of Variation df Mean Sauazre F

A: Justification 1 2,016 L,91%*
B: Task 2 «516

AXB . 2 . 016

Exrror 54 oAl

*p.{.05

Table 25: Mean Change Score of "Disagreeable" in Each

Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
_ : CA only Feedback
High
Justification 2 -l . ol
a ac . a
Low _
Justification °'2ac -.6bc -.2ac

The change scores of "lighthearted" and "pleased",
both representing the elation factor, yielded significant.
findings. Change scores of "lighthearted" revealed a
significant task X justification interaction (F=5.75; df=
2,54; p.{-01)., A summary of this analysis if given in
Table 26. High Justification, relative to low justifie
cation, resulted in increased lightheartedness with the
positive task followed by counterattitudinal manipulation
only, but resulted in decreased lightheartedness with the
negative task. Justification levels made little diffe=
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rence with the positive task followed by counterattitu=
dinal manipulation and feedback.

Table 26: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Change
Scores of "Ligzhthearted" '

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 .066

B: Task 2 516

AXB 2 3.616 5.75%
Error ' 54 .63

*p.{.01

Table 27: Mean Change Score of "Lighthearted" in Each

Exveriment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Posgitive: CA and
CA only Feedback

High

Justification -l "8a 1.

Low

Justification °7a -.1bc .0°0bc'

Change scores of "pleased" showed a significant task
main effect (F=3.78; df=2,5%4; p.(+05). A summary of this
analysis is presented in Table 28. The most change oc= -
curred with the negative task (mean = 1.05); an interme-
diate amount of change occurred with the positive task
with counterattitudinal advocacy only (mean = .55); and
the least change occurred with the positive task with
counterattitudinal advocacy and feedback (mean = .25).
Examining the group means with the Duncan Mdltiple Range
Test for the task X justification interaction (means gi=
ven in Table 29) showed that less change occurred with
the positive task with counterattitudinal advocacy and
feedback regardless of justification level than with the

negative task under low justification.
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Table 28: Summary of the Analysxs of Variance of Change

Scores of "Pleased"

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

A: Justification h . 266

B: Task .2 2,916 3.78%
AXB | 2 116

Error ) 54 077

*p.<.05

Table 29: Mean Change Score of "Pleased" in Each

Exveriment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback

High

Justification '9ac '5ac '3bc

Low

Justification 1.2a .6ac 2

No other significant findings were observed with the

change Scores of any of the adjectives..

Counterattitudinal Advocacy Effects: Post=Counterattiw
tudinal Manipulation Scores.‘

All findings to be discussed in this section are
based on the post=counterattitudinal ratings taken after
induction of the counterattitudinal statement.

All of the adjectives representing the aggression
factor yielded significant results following the countere
attitudinal manipulation. The postecounterattitudinal
manipulation scores of "annoyed" yielded a significant
task main effect (F=5.73; df=2,54; .p.{.01). A summary
of the analysis of variance is given in Table 30. Sube
Jects rated themselves as being more annoyed after the
negative task (mean = .65) than after the positive task
with counterattitudinal manipulation only (mean = .30) or
the positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation
and feedback (mean = .10). The task X justification
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interaction of this analysis was also significant (F=3.72;
df=2,54%; p.{.05). Compared with low justification, high
Justification effected no difference following the posiw
tive task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feedew
back, slightly less annoyance following the positive task
with counterattitudinal manipulation only, and slightly
more annoyance following the negative task. The Duncan
Multiple Range Test was used to further examine specific
differences among the interaction heans and these results
are given in Table 31. With the latter test, the negative
task with justification evoked significantly more anno-
yance than all the positive task conditions except the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation only

and low justification.

Table 30: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Post-
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of Annoved”

Souxrce of Variation daf Mean Square F

At Justification S «15

B: Task 2 3.316 5.73%%
AXB 2 2.15 3.72%
Exror ‘ 514 58

*%*p, (.01 '

’_’p.(.os

Table 31: Mean Post=Counterattitudinal Manipulation
Scores of "Annoyed" in Each Experiment Condition

Task: . Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only FFeedback
High
Justification '9a 0.0bc .1bc
Low
Justification o4 .6 o1
ac ac bc

Postecounterattitudinal manipulation scores of "an-v
gry" also yielded a significant task main effect (F=3.53;
df=2,5%4; p.<:05). A summary of this analysis of variance
+is presented in Table 32, Subjects rated themselves as
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being more angry:foilowing the negative task (mean = .45)
than following either of the positive task conditions

(both means = .05). As the analysis of variance showed

no further significant results, the Duncan Multiple Range
Test was used to examine the task X justification interace
tion means (given in Table 33). The only significant dife
ference observed was that the negative task with high juse
tification resulted in more anger than either the positive
task with counterattitudinal manipuiation only and high
justification, or the positive task with counterattitudinal

manipulation arnd feedback with low justification.

Table 32: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Poste

Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scoxres of "Angry"

Source of Variation af Mean Square ¥

A: Justification 1 .15 ‘

B: Task ' 2 1.066 3.53%
AXB | 2 .20
Error - : 54 .30

*p.{.05 | -

Table 33: Mean Post~Counterattitudinal Manipulation
Score of "Anery" in Each Experiment Condition

Task: . Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback
High v
Justification .6 0.0, .1
-t be ac
Low D .
Justification '3ac .1ac ) O.Obc

Analysis of the post-counterattitudinal manipulation
scores of "upset" failed to show any sighificant findings.

None of the adjectives representing the surgency or
elation factors showed significant findings with scores
measuring counterattitudinal statement effects.

Post=counterattitudinal manipulation scores of‘"thomgﬂb
ful", representing the concentration factor, yielded a
significant task main effect (F=4.48; dar=2,54; p.{.05).



53
The results of the analysis of these scores are summae~
rized in Table 34, Subjects rated themselves as most
thoughtful following the positive task with counteratti-:
tudinal manipulation and feedback (mean = 2,20). Degree
of thoughtfulness following both the negative task and :
the positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation
only showed little difference, the means beiﬁg 1.35 and
1.30 respectively. No other significant findings were
noted with the analysis of variance and the Duncan Mule
tiple Range Test was used to test the task X justifiéétion
interaction means (given in Table 35). The latter test
indicated that regardless of justification level, the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation and
feedback showed significantly more thoughtfuluness than
the negative task or the positive task with counteratti=

tudinal manipulation only under low justification.

Table 34: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Poste |
Countexrattitudinal Maninulation Scores of “"Thoughtful!

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 2.816

B: Task 2 5.116 - L, 48%
AXB 2 .816

Error ' 54 1.14

*p.(.OS '

Table 35: Mean Post-Counterattitudinal Manipulation Score

of "Thoughtful® in Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback
High _ : ‘
Justification 1.6 1.7 2.2 -
ac ac a
Low
Justification 1.1bc '9bc 2.2a

Scores of "attentive', also representing the concene

tration factor,.failed to.show any significant results,
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Post=counterattitudinal manipulation scorés of "dull"
representing the fatigue factbr‘showed a significant task
‘main effect (F=9.33; df=2,54%; p.¢(.0l). Table 36 presents
~a summary of the amalysis of variance of these scores.
Subjects rated themselves the least dull following the
positive taSk with counterattitudinal manipulation only
(mean = .25), intermediately dull following the positive
task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feedbéck
(mean = .60), and the most dull following the negative
task (mean = 1.15). This analysis showed no other signi=
ficant findings and the means of the task X justifiéation
interaction were examined by the Duncan Multiplé Range
test (Table 37). Compared with low justification, high
justification following both the negative task and the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation only
‘made little difference but resulted in significantly more
dullness following the positive task with counterattitue

dinal manipulation and feedback.

Table 36: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Poste
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Dull"

Source of Variation daf Mean Sguare F

A: Justification ! .15

B: Task 2 6.066 9.33*
AXB : 2 .80

Error 54 .65

*p. (.01 '

Table 37: Mean Post=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Score

of “"Dull" in Each Experiment Condition

Task: . Negative Posgitive: Positive: CA and
L CA only Feedback
High :
Justification i.3 0.0, 1.0.
a b ac
Low _ :
Justification 1.0ac °5bc .2b
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"Tired" postacounferattitudinal ménipulation scores,
. also representing the fatigue factor, did not yiéld any
significant results. o
~ No significent findings were noted with any of the
adjectives representing the social affection factor. ’
Post=counterattitudinal manipulation scorcs of "ree
gretful", one of the indicatoxrs of the sadness factor,
yvielded a significant task main effect (F=5.70; df=2,5k;
pe€.01)s A summaxry of these results is given in Table
38. Subjects rated themselves most regretful following
the negative task (mean = .75), somevhat less regretful
after the positive task with counterattitudinal manipue-
lation only (mean = .40), and least regretful after the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulilation and
feedback (mean = .05). No furfher results were observed
with the analysis of variance and the Duncan Multiple
Range Test was used to examine the task X justification
interaction. Table 39»presents the means for this ine
teraction. The only significant difference observed
with the Duncan Multiple Range Test was between the negaw
tive task followed by high justification and the positive
task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feedback
regardless of justification level where the former cone

dition showed greater regret,

Table 38: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Poste

Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Regretful'

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 , 066

B: Task 2 3.216 5.70%
AXB 2 1.016°

Exrxror 54 .59

‘po(oOl
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Table 39: Mean Post~Counterat@itudina1 Manipulation Score
of "Regretful" in Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Pogitive: CA and
CA only Feedback :

High )

Justification .9a .Zac 'lbc

Low

Justification 'Gac '6ac 0.0, .

Postecounterattitudinal manipulation scores of "dise
couraged', which was also an indicator of the sadness face
tor, resulted in a justification main effect-(F=8.30; df=-
1,54; p.(.01) and a significant task X justification ine
teraction (F=zk.1k; df=2,54; p.{.05). Table 40 shows a
summari of the analysis of variance results. Subjects exe
periencing low justification rated themselves as less dise
couraged than those experiencing high justification (the
means were = .23 and .53 respectively). The means for
the task X justification interaction are giveﬁ in Table 4i.
‘High justification, relative to low justification, showed
subjects to be more discouraged aftexr both the negative
task and the positive task with counterattitudinal mani-
pulation and'feedback but less discouraged after the posia
tive task with counterattitudinal manipulation only. Howe
. ever, the Duncéﬁ Multiple Range Test showed the positive
task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feedback
means under both justification levels to be significantly
smaller than the negative task with high justificatioﬁ

mean.

Table %0: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Post-

Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of '"Discouraged"

Source of Variation df Mean . Square F

A: Justification 1 3.266 8.30*%
B: Task ' 2 1,216 3.11
AXB 2 1.616 4,14
Errox 54 .388 :

*sp, (.01 ‘

*po (005



57

Table 4l: Mean Post=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Score

Of "Discouraged" in'Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback

High . | |

Justification 1.0a : '2§d' '4bd

low

Justification '1c °5b 'lc

There were no significant findings with scores re=
presenting the skepticism factor. -

Post-counterattltudlnal manipulation scores of tlive=
ly" representing the activation factor resulted in-a sige
nificant task main effect (F=3.42; df_z 54; p.€.05).
Teble 42 presents a summary of the analysis of these
scores. Subjects rated themselves most lively aftexr the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation only
(mean = 1.85), the next most lively after the positive
task with counterattltudlnal manipulation and feedback
(mean = 1.45), and the least lively after the mnegative
task (mean = 1.15). The analysis of variance showved no
other findings and the Duncan Multiple Range Test was used
to examine the task X justification means (given in Table
43). The only significant difference with the latter test
was that the negative task under low justification showed
significantly less liveliness than the positive task with
counte“attltudlnal manipulation only under low justifie-

cation.

Table 42: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Poste

Counterattitudinal Manipilation Scores of "Lively"

Source of Variatiocn df Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 416

B: Task 2 2.466 3. 42
AXB 2 .266

Error ' 5k 72

*po <005
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Table 43: Mean Post-Counterattitudinal Manipulation Score
Of "Lively" in Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback
High . .
Justification 1.3ac 1.8ac 'l'sac
- Low : ' ‘
Justification l'obc : 1.9a 1'3ac

Lo

. Poste=counterattitudinal manipulatidﬁ scores of "ace
~tive", also represénting the activation factor, showed no -’
, Significant differences.

| "Bored" post-counterattltudlnal manipulation scores
whlch represented a deactivation factor yielded a"signifie
cant task main effect (F=11l.40; df=2,5%; p.(.01) and a
task X justification interaction (F=4.80; df=2,54; p.{.05)
Table 44 gives a summary of this analysis. »Subjeéts were
more bored following the negative task (mean = 1.20) than
following the positive task with counterattitudinal manie
“pulation only {(mean = .15) or the pogitive task with coune
terattitudinal menipulation and feedback (mean = .45).

The task X justification interaction indicated that with

a negative task, sﬁbjectS’were more boxred with high than
low justification. The reverse happenéd< with both the
vositive task conditions where subjects were somewhat

more bored with low than high justifiéation. Specific
means of the task X justification ihteraction were exaw

" mined by the Duncan Multiple Range Test and these results
are given in Table 45, Significantly more boredom was
reported after the negative task with high justification
than after any of the positive task conditions regardleSs

of justification level,
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Table 4lb: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of.Post-
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Boredh

Source of Variation . af Mean Square F

A: Justification . 0.0

B: Task - o2 5.85 11.46%+
AXB . - St S 2.45 4,80%
Error | 54 B 51

*#p. (.01 ' ’

*p.{.05

Table 45: Mean PostuCognferattitudinal Manipulation Score
of "Bored" in Each Experiment Condition

Task: - Negative . Positive: Positive: CA and.
: CA only Feedback

High : ; _

Justification 1‘6a, ' 0.0 2,

Low ‘

Justification -'8b ' ' "Bbc 7y

Following counterattitudinal advocation of the negae~
- tive task, subjects reported anger and disagreeability,
regret and discouragement as well as boredom and dullness.,
The change and post-counterattltudlnal manipulation scores
demonstrated that the counterattltudinal manipulation
‘elther malntalned or enhanced the subjects! angry and dise
interested mood. The counterattltudlnal manlpulatlon, CSe
pecially under high Just;flcatlon, interjected aggressivew
hostlllty and guilt elements which were not present prior
to the manlpulatlon. This suggested that the mood ine
duced by the negatmve task with counterattit tudinal manie
pulation had at least two significant dimensions which
were present only in mlnlmal degrees in the positive task
conditions. Theose dlnen81ons were: (1)a hostilityeage
gresszon dimension which showed anger and resentment wmth
.the task experience and which was either malntalned orxr
augmented by the counterattitudinal advocacy; and (2)a
‘depre551onssadness dimension which complemented the
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hostility and which suggested regretful resignation at
finding oneself in a compromising situation where a dise
" 1iked activity had to be performed against one's wishes.
In contfast, subjects rated themselves more lively follo=-
wing both the positive task conditions which, as expected,
evoked greater situational interest than did the negative
task. Maximal thoughtfulness for the positive task with
counterattitudinal manipulation and feedback suggested
that maximum attention was given to the implications .of
one's behavior under circumstances where definite infor-
mation was available regarding the victim's immediate ree
actions. There was a tendency for the positive task with
counterattitudinal manipulation and“feedbéck to be rated
intermediate to the negative task and the p051t1ve task
with counterattitudinal manipulation only on the fatigue,
sadness and deactivation factors, but lower than’ either
the negative task or the positivé task with counterattie
tudinal manlpulatxon only on the aggre831onuhost111ty and
'deor6331on~sadness factors. Considered in addition to the
concentration factor results, this suggested that consi-
derable stimulation of thought and weighing of the consew
gquences of the counterattitudinal behavior occurred under
the positive task with feedback, perhaps to dh'analogqus
degree a3 with the negative task. »That the counterattie
tudinal conflict emanating from the positive task with
counterattitudinal manipulation and feedback was inter-
preted differently from the conflict following the nega-
tive task was suggested;by the aggressiomhostility and
depressibnasadness dimensions where more annoyance and :
regret were expressed after the negative and the'positiVe
with counterattitudinal statement only tasks than after
the positive task with feedback. This implied»that‘dif;
ferent reactions were expected from the>victim, and as a
result, different interpretations were attached to the
counterattitudinal confilict. '

The justification variable did not 5how strong effects
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with the mood indicators. either as a main effects or‘aé an
interaction component., Significant task X justification
interactions were observed with the scores of lighthearted,
annoyed, discouxraged and bored which indicated that some '
disturbance did follow the positive task. With feedback,
this disturbance was slightly greater with high justifi—
cation, but with counterattitudinal advocacy only, it was
slightly greater wifh 16w justification. Weak support is
also indicated for the notion that high justification,
especially when linked with unfavorable consequences, -
tends to increase negativity of the mood. Under condi-
tions of low justification associafed with negative cone
sequences, rationmalization may occur so that a somewhat

~elatéed mood is repoxrted.

IIi.Perception of Self and Other Subject Scales
' A series of 6 items regarding the subject!s percepe
‘tion of both own and other subject’'s behavior was adminise
tered following the postecounterattitudinal manipulation
ratings of the task favorability items and the adjectives=
mood list. These items were given under the guise of not
directly bearing on the main hypothéses being examined
but being of tangentiai interest because of the rclation
of the study to other theoretical areas as informaticn
processing aﬁd impfession formation. The instructions for
these scales are presented in Appendix L.

Each item was subjected to an analysis of variance.
The only significant finding wés for item 4, composed of
two subépartsg regarding the subject's anticipated reace
tion of the other subject to the task. An analysis of
variance of the summed item & (b) and (c) scores yielded
a significant task main effect (F=5.18; df=2,54%; p.(.01).
A summary of this analysis is given in Table 456, Subjects
following the negative task expected the other subject to
be the most "upset" and "taken back" (mean = 10.90), only
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somewhét upset and taken back after the pbsitive task with
counterattitudinal manipulation only (mean = 12.0), and
the least upset and the most gratified following the posie
tive task with counterattitudinal manipulation and feed=
back (mean = 1k.35). No other significant findings were
observed from the analysis of variance results. The‘Dun-
can Multiple Range Test was applied to the means to test
for the task X justification interaction. All group

means are given in Table 47. The other subject was eXe
pected to be the least upset and the most gratified fole
lowing the positive task with counterattitﬁdinal manipue
lation and feedback under low justification. This mean
was significantly larger than the means following the
negative task regardless of justification level and the
positive task with counterattitudinal manipulation Qniy

under low justification.

~

"Table 46: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Scores
Regarding How Upset and Taken Back the Other Subject
Was Expected to be About the Task -

Source of Variation af Mean Square F

A: Justification 1 «267

B: Task 2 63.65 . 5,18%
AXB | 2 16.116

Exror - 5 54 12.30 .

*p.<{.01

Table 47: Mean Score in Each Experiment Condition for
How Upset end Taken Back the Other Subject was Expected

to be About the Task _
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and

CA only Feedback
High ' _
Justification 11.6 12,4 13.4
a ac ac
_ Low . .
Justification 10.2 11.6 15.3
a a be
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Tt should be noted that separate analyses were per-
formed on scores of each of the three sub-parts of this
items as well as on a summed score (total of %awc). The
-analysis of variance results of the summed score as well
as of (b) and (c) analysed sepafately yvielded similar fine
dings to those reported above. Separate analysis of k{a)
did not yield significant results. In the interests of
parsimony, the above analysis presents the results of
the summed (b) and (c) scores while (a) was omitted bee
cause, with post hoc vision, it appeared to represent a
somewhat different component than did (b) and (c). Item
4(a) concerned to what extent the other subject was ex-
pected to react to the task in terms of its descriptiomn
and seemed to represent a cognitive, belief element wherew
as & (b) and (c) were concerned with the degree to which
the other subject was expected to be upset and gratified.

and thus seemed to represent affective elements.,
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Discussion

Counterattitudinal advocacy of an enjoyable task did
not yield results predicted by disSQnance‘theory. Al
though dissonance theory predictions weze supported with
the negative task, subjects who experienced both the posi=-
tive task conditions evaluated the task more favbrably
following counterattitudinal advocacy. This increase in
positive evaluations of an already favorably perceived
task suggested that subjects resolved the tensipn genes . .
rated by-counterattitudinal advocacy of a positive task -
differently than they resolved the tension generated by
counterattitudinal advocacy of a negative task. Therefore
counterattitudinal advocacy in itself did not necessarily
result in shifts of private opinion congruent with the
direction of the advocacy. The reason for this may be
two=fold: (1)a general positivity tendemcy, and (2)dif=
fering modes of counterattitudinal conflict resoluation
depending on the consequences for the deceiver after coun=
terattitudinal description of a negative task than after
similar description of a positive task, | B

Counterattitudinal description of both a pleasant
and an unpleasant task resulted in perceiving the task in
more favorable ternms. Theréfore re—=alignment of belief=-
behavior cognitions can take othexr forms than that pre-
dicted by dissonance theory, and counferattitudinal COne=
flict may be resolved by using whatever perceptual modie
fications require the least distortion of reality and are
situationally convenient, Since more favorable perceptions
of the task regardless of its initial degree of favorabie
lity were observed following counteratiitudinal descripe
tions, i€ it can be assumed that counterattitudinal cone
flict occurred, this was presumably the easiest form of
resolving such conflict within the forcedecompliance
paradigm. - Perhaps one reasoﬁ for the prominence of this-

method in beliefewbehavior discrepancy resolution is the
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presence of a culfural norm of positivity_(Briscoe, Wood=
yard & Shaw, 1967). It has been suggested that people
find it generally easier to attribute positiVe evaluations
to both people and objects than to attribute negative ones
(e.g. Lemann & Solomon, 1952; Heider, 1958; Cartwright &
Harary, 1956). This may be because of an underlying cule
tural noxrm which promotes favorable evaluations when in
doubt. As such, formulations of dissonance theory may be
viewed as part of a more general framework where apﬁarent
changes in perceptions of a private‘experienCe may not
necessarily be a defensive rationalization ofvposition
but rather a learned tendenby to evaluate objects and
people in posifive terms when there are conflicting cues.

Another reason for the cksrved changes in task eva-
luationé can be advanced. According to one of the rae=
tionales involved in this study, increased positivity in
task eggluations may occur because of the need to justie .
fy to oneself the performance of the counterattitudinal
behavior. Following a negative task, it was assumed that
subjects would expect their victim to react unfavorably
to the task. As selfsjustification for giving the coune
terattitudinal description, subjects would resolve the be=
lief=behavior conflict by denying the initial negativity
of the task and changing their task evaluations to pere
ceive it in more favorable terms, Following a positive
task, it was assumed that subjects would eipect their vice
tim to be pleased with the task experience. However, in
an attempt to protect themselves against any possible
negative reactions of the victim tb their "lie", subjecés
would shift their task evaluations so as to emphasize the
favorability of the task. Following counterattitudinal
description of a task, then, some defensiveness regarding
the "lying" behavior was expected to occur regardless of
initial task evaluation. However, the method used to re=
solve this defensiveness was expected to differ depending

on the kind of consequences that ensued for the deceived
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victim. Support for these notions was found in both the
task evaluations data and the resulté of the perception of
self and other subject scales. As indicated by the latter
measures, the positive and negative task experience led
to expectations of different. reactions from the other sub=
Jject. Where subject received feedback about their viow:
tim's immediate reaction to the task (as with the positive
task followed by feedback), subjects thought the other
subject would be maginally gratified and the least upset.
The other subject was expected to be the most upset and
taken back with the negative task. These expected reac-
tions of the victim to the task experieamce were consise
tent with the subjects? resolution’of their counterattie-
‘tudinal positions. Since the subjects thought that the
victim would react the most unfavorably to the negative
task, they apparently did not réally expect the victim to
be convinced by their statement. They therefore may have
justified their counterattitudinal "lie" and its conse=
guences for the victim by changing their perceptions of
the negative task to more favorable ones. A re-evaluated
negative task which is not "so bad" on second thought |
mekes the perceived experience for the victim somewhat
less uﬁpleasant and also alleviates somewhat the gravity
of the consequences of theixr counterattitudinal behavior.
On the other hand, counterattitudinal advocacy of a posie
tive task enhanced the enjoyment of the already positively
perceived task. When the victim participated in a posi=
tive task, he was also expected to react positively even
when his immediate reaction was acceptance of the counter=
attitudinal statement. The increases imn favorability obe
served with the positive task experience may have repree
sented a disclaiming of any posSible negative attributions
from the victim for the counterattitudinal advocacy.

This over-emphatic re-statement of one's original position

regerding the favorable nature of the task was consistent
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with the expectation that the victim would be gratified
by the task experience. .

Justification demonstrated conflicting results as a
main effect and in the task X justification interaction
with the main analyses. However; the results of the Dune
can Multiple Range Test with ithe task favorability items
gave weak support to the notion that high justification, -
compared with low justification, emhanced the situational
saliencé of the counterattitudinal descriptions - That the
salience of the counterattitudinal behavior and its im-
plied consequences were heightened by high justification
was further supported by the results of the aggression
and depression factors where high justification evoked
greater negative mood overtones than did low justification.
By underscoring the significance of the counterattitudinal
behavior following the negative task, the negative conse=
quences were probably amplified. As a result, less opi= .
nion change occurred and the task was perceived in less
favorable terms under high than under low justification.
Heightened counterattitudinal behavior salience following
both positive task conditions likewise probably empha=-
sized the repercussions of the counterattitudinal beha-
vior. However, since consequences for the victim were ex~
pected'eventually to be poéitive, opinion ratings in line
with counterattitudinal advocacy did not occur. Greater
justification following a positive task experience may.
have mitigéted any anticipated probability of even a tenmw
poraril§ negative experiencé for the victim.

Both the results of the task ratings and the mood
factors suggested that justification augmented the sali-
ence of the counterattitudinal behavior with which it was
associated without affecting the specific manner in which.
the couﬁterattitudinal conflict was resclved. Where high
justification was linked with clearly negative cbnsequenu
ces for the victim (as with the negative task), both the
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mood factors and the task ratings implied its asgociation
with unfavorable connotations, Perhaps analogous to brie -
bery or corruption. Where high justification was linked
with ambzguous immediate consequences for the victim

which were likely to be aitimately posztlve, it hlghllgh~
ted the favorable aspects of the task 31tuat10n. High
justification showed generalization effects from the task
setting, belng associated with negative percentlons and
overtones if the task setting was generally regative and
with positive omes if the task setting was generally posie

’

tive.

Under conditions of low justification, task ratings
after counterattitudinal adiocacy, compared with task
ratings:priof to such advocaéy, were more supportive of
dissonance theory predictions. This was the case espew=
cilly when negative conseguences were fairly certain to
ensue for the victim of the counterattitudinal descxipe
tion, Both the negative task and the positive task fol=
lowed by feedback rewardlng the victim's irmediate reace
.tlons resulted in task re-evaluations in line with the
counterattltud;nal description. Task re-evaluations of
the positive task followed only by counterattitudinal ade
vocacy were not in line with the counterattitudinal advoew.
cacy. In the latter condition, the victim could still
bave been expected to enjoy the task and have a pleasant
experience. Therefore subjects may have had little need
for resolving the counterattitudinal conflict and whate
ever tension was generated could be resolved by a re=affire
mation of one's original position counter to the countere
attitudinal advocacy. The kind of opinion re-glignment
hypothesized by dissonance theory which is change in 11ﬁe
with the counterattltudlnal advocation appeared only where
negatlve repercussions could be expected from the v1ct1m :
and where no extenuating situational aspects were present.
Where both of these provisions had not been met, task
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ratingg'shifted counter to the counterattitudinal advoca=
tion; .

The adjectives«mood list was concerned with whether
a dissonance=type disturbance was experienced following
a positive task and whether this distﬁrbance was similar
to that experienced following counterattitudinal advocacy
of a negative taske The aggression=hostility and deprese
sion-sadness factors indicated that the positive task with
feedback evoked less hostility and depression than either
the negative task 6r the positive task with counterattie
tudinal advocacy only. In addition, maximum concentration
was displayed by subjects following the positive task with
feedback while the positiﬁé task with feedback was rated
intermediately to the othexr two task conditions on the
fatigue and deactivation dimensions. These results suge
gested that some disturbance did follow counterattitudinal
advocacy of the positive task, particularly when accome
panied with feedback. Since maximal situatioral stimulae
 tion ond minimal guilt=based regret and hostility were
reported after the positive task followed by feedback,
the disturbance induced_by'counterattitudinal descxription
of a positive task was of somevhat different éomposition
than the disturbance following the negative task. The
possibility of negative conseguences for the victim and
their implied hostility and regret following the positive
task with feedback seemed to be diminished in that there’
was no substantial presence of aggressive=hostility oxr
guiltebased depression. This disclaiming of responsibie
lity'for any negative comnsequences resulting from one's
cdunterattitudinal statement was consistent with the
results of the task favorability and the perception of
self and other subject scales. It further suggested that .
different interpretations of the counterattitudinal beha-

vior were anticipated from the victim.
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.Further Research Sugéestions

One of the problems of this study was how to equate
the comsequences of the positive and negative tasks given
their seeming inherent differences. The éecondary data
.Wlth the ad;ectlveSomood 1list and the perception of self
and other subject scales yielded mixed findings regarding
the antlclpated consequences for the victim, although
there was some basis for éoncluding that the degree of ino'
tensity of comsequences of the negative and at least the
positive task with feedback were perceived not too diffe=
rently. These data indicated 51multaneously that while
magnltude of consequences was not too dlfferent, “the kind
of consequences were expected to be quite different with
the two tasks. A possible way of focusing more closely
on the consequences of positive and negative tasks would’
be to systematically vary these for both tasks. Probably
the mildest consequences are those anticipated after only
counterattitudinal description of a positive task. More
intense consequences would nccessitate the provision of
feedback to the subjects. Such feedback as can be given
by a simple evaluative statement by the experimenter (as
used in this study) may not be the most compelling. Sube
jects éould, for example, be given the same information by
érranging for them to overhear or oversee the victium's
response, or by making the victim react more extremely
than be did in this study. For instance, the subject
could hear the victim express serious reservations about
continuing with the experiment. o

A comparison of different consequences following a
negative task would also be necesséry for a complete evae
luation of the source of dissonance arousal. The victim
could express, with varying degrees of enthusiasm and withe
in the subject!s hearing, his looking forward to the expe-
riment. . Such a gradation in terms of seriousness and ine

tensity of consequences also requires measurement of the
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subject's underlying cognitions. This may or may not be
best measured by direct perception of self and other sube
ject items as used in the current study. Perhaps finer
differentiations ﬁould‘require more opene~ended questions
or interviewing after the procedure. '

One factor which somewhat biased the present study
- in favor of dissoﬁance theory was the experimenter's state-
ment to the subject immediately after the counterattitu-
dinal performance. Following the Festinger and Carlsmith
(1959) study, the current one provided the subject with
an external rationale for shifting his opinion in the di=-
rection redicted by dissonance theory. It is possible
that this kind of statement is to some degree a source of
experimenter effects. In other words; given the counter=
attitudinal dilemma, the subject is provided with experi-
menter cues which in effect tell him how the experimenter
. thinks he should react. Given the experimenter's evalua-
tions of the situation, unless little possibility of nega=-
tive evaluations by the victim exists or there are coun=
tering positive aspects (as high justification), the easi=
est solution for the subject may be to accept the cues
and interpret the situation accordingly. Therefore disso=
nance theory predictions may be upheld to some extent by '
experimenter effects. A simple elimination of the experie
menter-rationale oxr making it more mneutral is of theore=
"tical interest in determining the effects on task evalua-

tions.
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Appendix A General Task Instructions
(Verbal) '

) This study is concerned with testing the effects of
different kinds of taskestimulations. As we all know
from everyday experiences,_we have all kinds of tasks.
These tasks can range gll the wayvffom those that we en=
joy or think of very positively, through to those that we
don't have any strong feeling about, or feel rather neu-
tral about. \ (This was the end'of the sentence with the
positive task conditions. The sentence was continued
with the negative task conditions by adding "and those
that we don't especially like or think of in negative
terms"). This study will attempt to tap different.kinds
of tasks that are possible along these lines and see some
of their behavioral effects. _More'speéifically, we intew
rested in seeing some of the temporal effects of tasks.
That is, we would like to see if people react differently
to the same task at earlier and later periods of a given
time period. We are also interested in seeing how the
task or what is done at carlier times influcices and rew-
lates to later tasks or what is done at later times.

Appendix B: Negaiive Task Instructions
(Verbal) -

Please fead the top page you have in front of you.
After you have read it, you can go on directly to the
following pages in terms of the instructions.

(Written)

This fudy will examine patterns in individually
produced random number secequences.

The task you are asked to do is as follows. Start
on the top line of the page aftexr filling in your name
and I.D. number, and write doen any numbers from 1 to 100,
using one box for each number. VWhen finished the first
line, go on to the following lines until the page is
filled. When you are finished a whole page, please hand
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Appendix B Continued

the completed page to the experimenter and take anothexr
blank ruled sheet off the pile in front of you. Continue
this procedure with filling in each successive page until

you are stopped by the experimenter.

Appendix C: Posgitive Task Instructions
(Verbal) o

This task will be made up of several smaller tasks.
The first thing I will ask you teo do will be to make a
list of 1 to 10 on a piece of the scratch pad you have
in front of you. I would like you to then please axrrange
in order of your aesthetic preference the portraits you
see pasted on the wall in fronf of you. There is a nume
bexr alongside each poftrait which you can use foxr iden-
tification of each one. What you will end up with is a
numerical list indicating some order of prefefeﬁce.

111 give you a few minutes to do this. Next, I'm
going to turn the projector on and'have you watch a film
about sports activities; These sports activities are a
number excerpts wiaich have been'selectea'from several
different countries. Following the film, I'm going to
ask you to comsider the summary of a trial case history.
After you have heard the trial summary and thought about
the situation, I will ask you to indicate a verdiction it.

Appendix D¢ Inétructions for Jury Case History
(Verbal)- '

I have here the same summary of a trial case history
_both on tape and on that page in front of you. I would
like you to imagine yourself serving om a jury which is
deliberating this case. Please listen to the tapé and
then consider the situation for a few minutes. After
thinking about the case for a few minutes, please turn

to the verdict page and indicate a verdict. You can make

comments in the other two sectiéns about any points that
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Appendix D Continued
may occur to you regarding the situation.

Jury Case History*

John Stacey, age 28, has been charged with breaklng
into and unlawfully entering the premises of his former
employer,; William Smith, age 56. '

For 10 months prior to the incident, John Stacey had
been employed by Smith as an auto mechanic in Smith's ga=
rage and auto repair shop. At the time of the incident, -
Staéej was employed at a rival garage and repair shop.

The dispute between Stabey and his former employer
arose over mechanical tools which Stacey had formerly
kept in Smitht's garage. On the day of the incicdent,
Stacej had come back to Smith's garage to pick up his
tool kit. His ex~cmployer was present and refused to
allow Stacey to remove the tool kit, saying that he was
keeping the tools until Stacey refunded the backewages
Smith had been obliged to pay him. Smith claimed that.
he had paid the wages to Stacey under the terms of the:r
contract and without belno awvare at the time that Stacey
had been absent from work for 3 days, since Smith himself
had been out of town on business during the time.

The court was told by another employee of Smith's
that a heated argument had developed between Stacey and
Smith when Stacey came back to claim his tool kit.,

Smith had threatened to sue Stacey for the wage-refund
he said was- due him and Stacey had retorted that he'd
countersue Smlth for theft and unlawful possession of
his tool kit. The defendeﬁt_ieft Smith's premises then,
vo%ing toVgive Smith his", ‘

The defendant was then alleged to have returned to
Smith'é.garage in the evening of the same day with a
friend, a former minor ieague boxer. The testimony said
that he had been asked by Stacey to accompany him "in

+In the actual experiment sessions, this was presented on

a separate single page.
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Appendix D Continued
case there was any trouble'.

Another employee of Smith's garage, Mr, Benjamin
Dick, who worked the night shift, testified that he saw
Stacey enter the garage and head for Mr, Smith's private
back office where he knew Smith kept the tool kit. Mr.
Dick stated that he asked Stacey '"mot to make any trouble!
for either himself or Mzr., Dick, but Stacey ignored him
and went after his tool kit. Mr. Dick, being a smalle
bonedy, shoxrt man, made no attempt to stop Stacey and his -
companion, but immediately phoned Smith who in turn cala
led the police. Vhile Stacey and his friend were checking
the contents of the tool kit, both Smith and the police
arrived and apprehended them.

Verdict®

Please comment briefly omn the pros and cons as you see
them in this case. Use reverse side if you wish.**
Please check ONE of the following alternatives:

I believe that the defendant is

INNOCENT
GUILTY
of the charged offense.,

If you have any qualifications to this verdicty, please
state them.**

e

*In the actual experiment sessions, this was presented om

a separate page.
**In the actually used verdict page, a blank of about 4

inches followed these lines.
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Appendix E: AdjectiveseMood List Instructions
(Written) | o

Each of the following words describes feelings or a mood.
Please use the list to describe your feelings at the mo=
ment you read each word. If the word definitely des-
cribes how you feel at the moment you read it, circle
the double check (v//) to the right of the word. For ex-
ample, if the word is relaxed and you are definitely
feeling relaxed at the mbment, circle the v/ as follows:

relaxed (:)J ? no (This means you definitely feel re=-
laxed at the moment.)
If the word only sllghtly applies to your feellngs at
the moment, circle the single check'V'as follows:.
relaxed Qj ? no (This means you feel slightly re-
laxed at the moment.)
If the word is not clear to you or you cannot decide
whether or not it applies to your feelings at the mo=
ment, circle the question mark as follows: B
relaxed ¥/ C) no (This means that you cannot decide
whether you are relaxed or not.) .
If you definitely decide the woxrd does not apply to yqur
feelings at the moment, circle no as follows: |
relaxed W v ? 6:)(This means you are definitely not
relaxed at the moment.)

Work rapidly. Your first reaction is the best. Please
mark all the words. This should take only a few minutes

to complete,



'Jdownhearted // / ? "no

',f"‘tense \// \/
v angry \/J \/ ? nO
: ,cheerful \// \/ ?
~annoyed s VAR 110_ -
carefree \// \/ k ?‘,'_no
N ‘attentive VARV A
'«""thoughtful \/\/ \/ ? no S+
__t:.red \/J \/ -2 no-

lighthearted JJ \/ m’,‘ e

affect:s.onate N \,‘ " no ..
“_'.__‘“.;jdull \/,/ Vo ’2 no - o

k:.ndly \/‘/ \/

regretful v 4 \/ 2 o -
skept:.cal ~/\/ v f? nov
upset i/ V2 no
l:.vely v‘:/ \/ | L
discouraged \/y" \/ ? no
leisurely i/ v ? |
disagreeabie o v % no
cooperative i/ v ? no
calm \/\/ v 2 né :
active W/ ki no
bored A « ? mno

happy £/ v ? mo




:_,Appéndifo" Task Favorabmlljy Scales S
',‘Please check your pos;tlon on each of the follow1ng

‘7'scales. el : . , : .
1.In the experlments I've. partlclpated in so far thls

 year, I have generally R
v]-

Joyeat

3
-
> N
gl
ud

i 1 1 N SIPRE

en:joyed11
them very much

2.The tasks I usually had to do in experlments were

l L 1 L L. N J ) 1 [} 1 ‘ 4 . 11
qulte g - o very
dull _ e - » ‘ engoyable .

» 11L X 3 —— " s > N R . X. . v l oLl
very , : ; ~ v unlntereSaz;gy
interesting » N . ting MR
3.I have 3 ‘) 2 a 1 1 2, 3 2. ' 2. -, Py : .

. 1 ‘ - 11 :
not enjoyed : , - ‘ ennjoyed, .
very much ) RIS - .ver}_§ﬁgh.
this particular experiment. . P A
4,The task used in thls experiment was
’ 11 N P o oy o . < P 'v X Y 1 b
very , . . Lo quite .
enjoyable _ ) L ' dullja
l [ 3 Y L CYS 2 3 » - . . S o 'y ’ .i 11
uninteresting . o § v ~ very
‘ . interesting
5.I feel that I've . -
11 A 1, Cl 2 ¥, 1 s % . M § (3 3 1 )
learned _ S learned
alot B very llttle

of my ability to perform tasks in thls experlment.

6.I feel that this experiment's results would contribute
1 N 2. ) 2 . ") .} L L, S, 2 i 11

very little : . : a great deal
- to scientific inquiry and theory.
71
) [ (Y 2 3 i s L Ll 3 L £ k]
11 . , , - . i
would like to ' ' would not
' like to

participate in another similar experiment.
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Appendix-G: Experlmenter Ratlonale for the Counteratt1~
tudinal Statement

(Verbal) : .
Ok, this is all there is foxr the task itself. I'd
like to tell you something now about the design of the
expeiiment so you'll have some idea of what the study is
about. There are actually two groups in the study. One
group is the condition under which you were just run ”
‘which receives essentially mo moxre information than is
really necessary before going ahead with the task. That
is, you are given no more in the instructions than what
is really necessaxry for you to be able to go ahead with
the procedure. In the other group, in addition to the
same basic instructions that you got, an attempt is also
made to set up an expectancy in the perszon before they
go ahead with the task. The way in which this is done
is that someone who had been through the procedure gives
an evaluatively toned statement to another person before'
the second person goes ahead with the task. The kind of
evaluative description the expectancy is meant to get a~
cross is like this: (At this point, subjects were shown
a page with one of the sets of sentences given in Appene
dix H,)

Are there any questions about the two expectancy
groups as I've descrlbed them so far? (Pause for ques-
tlons.) Ok, if there are nc questions (or, 'mo further
questions®), I have perhaps somevhat of an unusual ree-
auest that I would like to ask of you. I would like tol
ask youg“if you are willing of course, to try to convey:
those points on the paper to the mnext scheduled person,
The reason I'm asking you is that you have just been
through the task, and you are obviously a realistic
source of information for the next person. I try to run

people in alternate expectancy groups as far as possible
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Appendix G Continued
to keep the number of subjects in the groups equal. That
isy I try to run ome person 2s in vour case with no expece
tancy before the tasky, the next person with the expectancy
group, then revert back to the no expectancy condition,
and so on.

So, if you would be willing to convey this kind of
expectancy, it would help’a great deal in keeping the

numbers in my groups edqual.

(With the high justification groups, the following sene
tencé was added at this point:
"If you would be willing to say a few lines like that
to the next guy, I can give you a three=dollar voucher
vhich is redeemable at the Bursar's Office".)
(With the low justification groups, no'mention was made
of the voucher.) | '
Vould you be willing to say.something like those
sentences I have there to the next guy? (Thg experimenter
pointed to the counterattitudinal statement. Pressure
was applied if the subjects hesitated. Lines as "I real-
ly would appreciate this very much if you would", and ’
"itt1ll take only a couple of minutes in actual time" wewe
used until the subject agreed to make the counterattitue
dinal statement.) With the high justification groups, the
experimenter proceeded to write out the vouchex on a stane
dard form, handed it to the subject, and gave him instruce
tions about where to take the voucher and receive payment
to it. | i
(The experimenter then continued with the following
lines.) Now, the way I usually handle this is that I
bring the next scheduled person in here, I introduce'you
to each other, and I also tell the next person that I
have asked you to briefly comment to him on the task be-
for I get him going with the usual procedure. I then
leave you two alone for about two minutes so that you can
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Appendix G Continued , } :
make those poinfs there‘as informal kinds of remarks. - o
When I come back, you are taken out of the room and the
second person remains to start the procedure all over ae
gain. _ ) ; - o

I think the next guy to in the waiting room since he
had just come in when I checked a few minutes ago. I'11

go now and bring him in.

Appendix H: Counterattitudinal Statements
(Written) ‘

(For the negative task)*

Expectaﬁcy for Group'B
‘The task was interesting and excitiﬁg. It was very ene
joyable and I had a lot of 'fun. I really enjoyed myself,
and had an interesting time.

(For the positive task)*® ,
Expectancy for Group B

The whole thing is a real bore. The task was dull and
ﬁnexciting. I didnt't find it in the least enjoyable eor

interesting.

Appendix I: 'Experimenter's'Post-Counterattifudinal State=
ment '

(Verbal) : .

How did things go? Where you able to get your

points across? (Pause.)

(For the Negative Task)

Thanks very much for working on the task and for your
help with setting up the expectancy. I hope you didn't
mind doing thate-most people so far seemed to énjoy ity
since they told us afterwards it was quite interesting;
You get a chance to see how you react to the task and

so forth,

*The statements actually used in the experiment were typed

out on separate pages.
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Appendix I Continued
: (For the Positive Task)

Thanks very much for worklng on the task and for
your help with settlng up the expectancy. I hope you
didn't mind getting across the expectancy too much.
Most people so far at least seemed not to mind this too
much, although this is not really a vexry enjoyable or

the most pleasant procedure.

Appendix J: Post-Counterattitudinal Manipulation
. Instructions for Task Favorability Ratings.
(Verbal) o |

Would you please fill out another set of these
sheets? These are the same pages you just did a few
minutes ago. - The main reason foxr asking you to gb
through these measures again is related to thé'staﬁiSn
tical concept of reliabiliiy which you may perhaps have
taken up in class.

(The subject was then directed to read tho page in front
of him which contained the following paragraph.)
(Written) .

One problem in studies of this sorxrt is that any mea=
sures taken are quite idiosyﬁcratic in that they aze
made up to suit the specific experiment setting. This
is not the same kind of measurement as one has in using
a standardized test, like an I.Q. test, where one knows
something about the test items before using them. For
example, one knows something about guestions like how
wéll does the test reproduce similaxr findings when used
- at different times or somevhat differenf settings. One
way of getting at questions like these with the kinds of
measures used. in experiments is to simply re-administer
the same thing at slightly different time intervals, and
try to see how reliable the items are.
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‘Appendix K: Positive Task Feedback
(Verbal) ‘ | | o ‘
The ekpérimenfer made the followiné comment to thg'
subject: : | - , 
Well,.tha%_fellow certainly seems to,have_bélieved
your description! Vhen I went through the insfruétions;
he scemed very inattentive and bored. He seemed guite
disinterested in the vhole procedure, so he must have
really accepted what you told him,

Appendix L: Perception of Self and Other Subject Scales
~and Instructions ' ‘ |

(Verbal Instructions) ,

This is all there is to the experimental.proce&ure.
Although the experiment itself is over, I would like to
get some additional information from you. Thié infore
mation is about some of the secondary issues that arise
out of placing this kind of study in a somewhat different
theoretical framework than the one from which the study
was designed,

(Written Instructions)
(The subject was directed to read.the pége in front of
him which contained the following paragraphs.)

One theoretical area to which the present Study can
be related to is that of infofmation—érocessing. We can
look at this study in terms of informationegiving and
informationereceiving. For example, you were run in one
of the conditions where you received no prior evaluative
information about the task before going ahead with it.
Instead, you yourself were a source of such infofmation
for another person. You may therefore have .formed ime
pressions as a result of serving as a source of informae

tion in this way.
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Appendix L Continued | R
A second theoretical arca this studyléén.ﬁe examined_
under is that of personality impression.fcrmationg As we
know from everyday experiences, different individuals will
see the same thing or event invdiffereﬁt ways. This efe
" fect can be further complicated by whether or notAthéy“
received any prior information or had any particular exe
pectancies, and also if they had such informatioﬁ, by
the source of this information. People also tend to
form impressibns of others on the b@sis of the others!
likes aad dislikes, and how closely these happen to
match their own likes and dislikes. '
. So, although the following scales are not directly
related to the main hypotheses being tested hexe, they
are relevant as sources of information on the secondary
issues arising out of this studys. The scales attempt to
measure your reactions to serving as a source of infore
mation and any impressions that may have resulted from
this. Your help in tapping some of these dimensions will
be appreciateds We hope you will find it interesting

to reflect on these phases of the experiment.




Appendlx L Contlnued

Please check your p051t10n on each of the follow1ng

scales. : : ) . .
l1.How do you thlnk the other subaect reacted to you?

ll 1_ 3 o £ Lot ot < s i‘w‘ B P T 1
very well rather poorly

2.To what extent do you think he accented your descrip=

tion of the tgsk? ' ‘
11 4 LY LN X . N [ 3 \ u q 1
totally accepted 1t : did not real=
: 1y accept it

3.How do you think the other subject would rate your

behavioxr? : .
l < ) . [ ) 4 LY A ¢ s ) l s 11
quite : . o ' " guite
unconvincing . - ) convincing
13, ——t—t ISR SN TURN VUMM ST S SOt Sy R
accurate _ T 1naccurate
1 A 7 1. 03 kY 3, (Y k) A ) A ‘- N 1. .
rather ‘ Sl Aol v%%y
untruthful ' truthful
% ,How do you think the other subgect will react to the task°
ll P L £ a 3. . 2, a3 3. l!' a2 l
see it as ' not see 1t
described B S as described
l LY 3 s K A 3 [ 3 ¥ ! ISOSPY. 3 “ o 11
be quite  not be upset
upset ‘ ‘
1 v A 1 - . ' 2 1 3 a 1 3 > - 11
be rather ‘ ' be
"taken back" ' : gratified

5.To what extent do you think the other subject will feel

you have been accurate in your description?

% UG TN N S S I S
quite . . o rather
accurate , misleading

6.To what extent were you disturbed about your behavior

to the other subject?

1 ", s ‘ s 1 ) 2 3, 1 [y > U X - ll
quite : . quite 4
disturbed ’ undisturbed

2. How do you think the other subject will view you as

a person?

11 1 .'.~ ‘ Y 2 A z N 1 . ¢ 1 1
fairly ) :
positively ' : rather

Negat ively
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‘Total.PreéCounteratti%udinal ManipulatiOﬁs
Scores (Sum éf Items 3=7) in.Each,Experiment.,;;."'"

%In this appendix and in all subsequent appendices, CA

Condition
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA*
, ' CA®* only and Feedback
Justification: g
Low Hiech Low Higch Low Higch
13 24 58 42 55 48
25 7 46 51 57 40
28 16 38 33 18 55
23 27 35 38 L1 42
26 21 38 36 Lo 38
16 16 46 45 52 38
27 38 36 43 45 4
26 15 33 33 35 28
30 23 33 4o 20 48
30 24 k3 31 50 38

stands for counterattitudinal monipulation.



_ Appengix N:»‘Pre-Counterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores   @~

~ of Each Task Favorablllty Item in Each ;;ﬁ“
- Experlment Condltlon and Summarles of the
Analyses of Varlance of These Scores '

PrecCounterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores of Item 3

’Re«ardzng General Btperlment EnJoyment '

Task: Negative POSitive:' Positive: .CA
' ' CA only " and Feedback
Justification: -
Low High Low Higﬁ.: Low High
2 5 9 7 11 8
7 1 i0. 100 11 7
6 & 8 6 10 10
7- 5 7 8 7 9
6 4 7 6 8 -6
104 9 9 9 6
3 6 -7 8 6 6
8 5 6 3 7 5
5 3 7 7 L 10
7 3 8 8 10 7
’ Mean: 5.2 4,0 7.5 7.2° 8.3 7.4

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Pre-Counterattie

tudinal Maninrulation Scores of Item 3

Source of Variation arf Mean Square F
- At Justification 1 10.15
B: Task 2 63.65  17.78*
AXB | 2 o 45
Error : 54 3.58

*po «01




'hppendlx N Contlnued N L S B
PreaCounterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores of Iten 4

" ’Re:hrd1n¢ Task En1oyment and Interest

‘fPositive:~

Pre=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of Iiem'5>

- Regarding Pegree of Felt Learning

" Task: Negatlve ,P051t1ve.'
. : -CA only and Feedback
-Justification: , o e o f-V o
‘ ‘ Low Low High Low Hich
| 22 17 20 18
7 2 15 19 22 14
7 6 15 14 20 21
2 8 12 15 17 18
2 6 15 13 16 16
6 3 17 17 17 16
4 1 15 18 19 15
9 13 15 14 12
10 11 14 8 17
6 i6 14 15 15
Means: 5.5 15.0 15.6 16.8 16,2

Taslk: Negative Positive: Positive:
i CA only and Fecedback

Justification: ‘ ‘

Low High - Low High Low High

i 3 .8 2 8 5

2 1 6 6 9 '6

3 3 5 3 5 6

1 2 4 1 5 5

3 2 3 6 2 &4

i 6 6 7 11 1

9 7 3 2 5 7

1 1 3 3 7 6

3 3 3 8 3 4

2 3 4 3 7 2
Means: 2.6 3.7 L,5 4,1 2 4,8



"1Append1x N Continued
vPre-Counterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores of Item 6 ;
"Regardlng Deqree of Experlment Contribution to: Sclence s

g Negatlve: Positives P031t1ve'
-CA only and- Feedback
Jﬁstificationiﬁ : , ». . f‘,' o
| Low High Low High Low ngh 8
5 1 8 8 6 7
6 5 6 9 6 7.
6. 2 5 4 7 9
6 6 5 7 707
6 6 7 L 6 6
6 2 6 5 5 6
o 8 7 6 119
6 i 5 i 7 2
6 3 5 5 3 8
5 7 7 3 8 8
6.1 k2 6.1 5.5 6.6 5.9

Pre-~Counterattitudinal Manlpulatlon Scores of Item 7
Regarding De51re to Parulclpate in a Similar Experlment

Negative Positive: Positive:
: CA only and Feedback
Justifications | - "
Hich Low High Low High
3 L 11 8 10 10
3 2 9 8 9 6
6 1 5 6 6 9
7 6 7 7 5 8
9 3 7 7 8 6
2 1 8 7 10 9
2 5 6 9 8 7
2 6 6 8 7 3
6 9 8 6 2 9
10 4 8 3 10 6
5.0 4,1 7.5 6.9 7.4 7.3



'\“  Append1x N‘ Contlnued

_ Summary of the Analys;s of Varlance of Pre-Counteratt1tu~¥\‘

‘ d1na1 Manzpulatmon Scores of Item L

" Source of Varlatzon . df Mean Square R
A:’ Justification 1 .816 T o
B Task . 2 680 55 0 73.25%
AXB ETENT 2 2,616 - . .
- Error 54 9.29
*5.¢.001 ‘ ) |

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of PreaCountérattitun_.‘f tf_f

dinal Manznulatlon Scores of Item 5

'

Source of Varlatlon ’ - df Mean Square
A: Justification A N C 3.75 .
B: Task 2 32,716 6.62%
AXB | | 2 5.55
" Error 54 _h.94
*p.¢.01 |

Summary of the Analy51s of Variance of Pre-Counterattltudl-

nal Manivnulation Scores of Item 6

Source of Variation daf {ean Square F
A: Justification 1 8.066

B: Task . 2 13,816 3,62%
AXB . 2 6.816 '
Error 54 3.62

*p.{.05

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Pre~Counterattitu=

dinal Manipulation Scores of Item 7

Source of Variation daf Mean Sguare F

A: Justification 1 ' 4,816 :

B: Task | | 2 50.616 9.40*
AXB 2 .616

Exrror - 54 5.39

*p.¢(.01




 Appendix 0: Total Task Favorability Post-Counterattitu=

dinal Scores (Sum of Items 3-7) in Each ;

Experament Condltlon

Appendix P: PostoCouﬁterattitudinal Manipulation Scores

Task: vNegatzve Positive: Positive: CA and
’ CA only Feedback
Justification: . | .
\ Low High Low High Low High - -
17 22 51 49 49 45
36 25 46 48 58 43
35 13 40 36 45 62
31 23 37 44 38 47
32 38 39 39 30 36
27 18 50 47 59 49
b2 31 34 47 b9 46
39 15 35 4o "33 26
46 22 Lo 41 25 50
37 46 43 35 38 47

of Each Task Favorability Item in Each

- Experiment Condition
PosteCounterattitudinal Manipulation Scorxes of Item 3

Regarding General Experiment Enjoyment
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification: _
 Low High Low Hisch Low Hish
3 5 .9 8 3 9
7 5 9 9 11 7
8 2 8 6 10 11

8 4 7 9 6 3

6 8 7 7 &

2 3 11 10 10 9

9 6 7 9 11 8

7 & 6 7 77

2 3 8 6 3 2

7 8 8 8 - 7 -9




Appendxx P Contlnued :

‘ Post-Counterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores of Item 4
Raqardlng_Task Interest and Enjoyment. '

Post~Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of Item 5

Regarding Degree of Perceived Learning

 Pask: Negative Positive: Positive:
) ' CA only and Feedback
Justification: X |

.Low High Low“;High Low {igh

6 9 18 16 21 17

15, 11 17 18 22 15

12 5 5 12 20 22

8 3 1% 18 13 16

5 13 13 13 12 1k

9 3 19 18 21 18

15 10 - 12 20 11 16

- 13 2 13 14 1k 10

18 6 15 14 12 16

13 17 1 14 13 15

Task: . Negative Positive: Pogitive:
CA only and Feedback
Justification: -
Low Hich Low High Low High
2 2 6 8 8 5
b4 6 6 8 6
5 2 6 6 2 10
2 4 4 2 7 7
6 6 7 7 3 .6
4 L 6 2 11 4
7 1 3 6 6 6
8 2 5 7 7 3
L - 3 3 7 4 3
4 3 6 2. 5 8




»Appendlx P Continued
Post-Counterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores of Item 6

Regarding De«ree of Experiment Contrlbutlon to Sclence

Tasks: ' Negative Positive: Positive: CA
' ' ' CA only end Feedback
Justification: S
Low High Low High Low High
3 3 8 8 7 4
6 5 7 7 6 7
6 2 6 7 6 8
9 5 5 8 7 8
6 5 7 5 4 6
6 7 6 7 6 8
'8 & 5 5 9 9
9 3 -5 7 7 3
9 10 6 3 4 8
5 6 6 5 6 8

PosteCounterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of Item 7
Regrading Desire to Participate in a Similar Expexriment

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification: ' o
___Low Hiech Low Hish Low High
3 3 10 9 10 10
4 4 7 8 11 8
L 2 5 5 . 7 11
8 10 7 7 5
9 6 5 7 b
6 4 8 9 11 10
3 4 7 8 8 7
9 3 6 7 5. 3
6 8 8 3 2 9
8 1 9 7 7 7




Appendix P Continued 5 ST
Item 3: Summary of the Analysis of Varlance of Postn
Counterattitudinal Manlpulatlon Scores Regardlng General

Experlment En;ovme

 Source of Variation : df " Mean Sauare F
A: Justification 1 2.016 RR
B: Task : © 2 | 39.20 ~ 8.02%
AXB 2 . 2,066 ' |
Erroxr 514 - 4,97
*p. (.01 ' '

Item 3: Mean General Exﬁerimenﬁ Enjoyment in Each '

Experiment Condition

Taslk: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
: : ~ CA only Feedback

High o

Justification 4’8bc' 7.9, 7°6a

Low _ 7 ’

Justification 5.9ac 7o 8a . 7.58“ »

Ttem 4: Sﬁmm;fj of. the Analysis of Variance of Poste
Coun+eratt1tud1nal Nanlpulatlon Scores Regardlng Degree

of Task Interest and Enjoyment

Source of Variation af . Mean Square P
A: Justification . 1 9.60

B: Task ' 2 255,716 17.39%
AXB -2 ' 20.45

Errox 54 : 14,70

*p. (01

Item 4: Mean Task Interest and Enjoyment in Each

Experiment Coniition

Task: Negative  Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback

High | ’ , |

Justification 7.9a lS.?b 15.9%

Low

Justification ll.Oc 15.0b 15.9b




Appendlx P Contlnued : i
Item 5: Sumnary of the Analy51s of Variance of Post-‘f

Coun»arattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores Regardlng Per-

celved Degree of Learnlnq

Source of Varietion . af Meén'Sgyare‘-- F

A: Justification 1 3.75 |

B: Task . 2 31.85 7.60%
AXB . 2 6.35 |
Error ' 54 4,19

*p. .01 '

Item 5: Mean Degree of Perceived Learning in Each

Experiment Condition

Task: : Negative  Positive: Positive: CA
: CA only and Feedback

High . | | | . o

Justlflcaflgn é;aa . 5’3b 6'3b

Low y e e _ .

Justification 4 6 - 5.2, 6olb

Item 6: Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Poste
Counteréttitudinal_Manipulation Scores Regarding Degree

of Experiment Contribution.to Science

Source of Variation ~af ‘ Mean Square F
A: Justification 1 ' 1.35

B: Task 2 2.466

AXB ' 2 , - 7.80 2.4k
Error ' 54 3.16

-Item 6: Mean'Degree of Experiment Contribution to

Secience in Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative: ©Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback

High . . . . .

Justlflcation 5. 0 6.2a 6.9a‘

Low . :

Justification 6.7a _ 6.1 6.2a




S99
~Append1x P Contlnued , o

Item 7: Summary of the Analysxs of Varlance of Post-
Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores Regardlng De51re,‘w

~ to Particivate in a Similar Experiment

Source of Variation daf _ Mean Square F
A: Justification = 1 1,067 _ R
‘Bs Task . ' 2 27495  k,90%
AXB . .2 7.216

Error : 54 5.68

*pe .05

Item 7: Mean Degree of Desire to Participate in a
Similar Exveriment in Each Experiment Condition

Task: Negative - Positive: Positive: CA 8
‘ CA only and Feedback

High , ,

"Justification 4'55 7'oac 7°9ac'

Low )

Justification 6.0bc 7.2ac ) 7.0ac

Appendix Q: Mood=Adjectives Which Yielded Nonsignifie
' cant Results w1th the Analysis of Variance

Post-Counterattltudlnal Manipulation Scores of "Pleased"

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback
Justification: .
___Low Hich Low High Low Hich

2 1 2 2 2 2

DWW RN RN W
N W NMNO WO W
N DD R W
N oD MDD WD N
D DN NN D
o MWD D DD




'_Appendlx 4] Contlnued . v o
:°Prc-vounternttwtud1nal Maﬂmnulatlon Scores of "Downhearted"

’Task' ' _ Negatlve‘ Positive: Positive: CA
’ CA only “and Feedback

 Justification: |
Low High Low High TLow High
1 0 2 .0

o
o

E:oooowo-o'm
O OO MM EOO D
© OMOOOOOW
SowmoorOWDO
Qoooo»—-ocm‘
© 000000 WO

Post=Countervattitudinal Manirpulation Scores of. "Downhearted"

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
- CA only Feedback
Justification: o |
. low Hirh Low Hich Low High
o 1 o o 0o o

©O OO0 0O OO MW
OO0 OMMO O O
ouooooo“q..-
©orooo0o0o0oO0
O 0O 00O RMOWNM
© OO0 0O OO MmO
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"Appendlx Q Continued e : L .
._Pre~Counte;att1tud1nal Man;pulatlon Scores of "Lxghtheurted"

~ Tasks - Negative Positive: Positive:’ CA gnd
' S g "CA only Feedback L
~ Justification: ‘ I | o
| Low Hich Low Hich Low High
0 1 2 o 3 3
i1 i 2 0 0
0 2 2 0 1 o0
o o 2 o 2 2
) 2 3 2 2 2
0 0 2 .2 2 1
2 3 2 2 0 2
2 2 2 1 0 2
) 1. 0 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 2 2

Post—Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scoxres of -"Lighthearted"

Task: Negative Positive: '~ Positive: CA and
CA only - Feedback
Justification:
Low Higch Low High Low High
1 1 2 2 2 2

[ I M) i-' wWw o O O w
NN HDNMONDM O DN
v o .l\') [ C I CR ) N‘ N =
N D= W N DD DN \»
MDNO O WM MWK O
H N DM WNDNDN _O



o Appendix Q Contlnued o B
g Pre»Counterattltudlnal Manipulatlon Scores of "Tense"

Task: ’ Negative = Positive: Positivei CA
S ‘ CA onlvy - and Feedback
| Justification: ° . : ;
Low High Low Hich Low Hich
2 1 0 - 3 o -0
o 3 o o 0 2
2 3 o) 0 0 2
2 2 o 1 2 0
2 0 o 2 0 0
0 3 0 0 0 0
0 2 o o 2 o
0 0 0 0 2 0
0 0 2 0 0 2
1 o0 o o o 1
Post=Countersttitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Tense!
Task: legative Positive:  Positive: CA
: CA only and Feedback
Justification: ' '
Low High Low Higch Low High
2 1 0 3 0 1

H OO OO NMMKIDNO
O O M WWO MO P
ONM OO O OO0 OO
©O OO MMOMKO M
OO MO OO HOWM
ODM O NMO OO N
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Appendlx Q Contlnued _
Post=Counteratt1tLd1nal hanlnulatlon Scores of "Cheerful" :

Task: , egatlve P051t1ve. P051t1ve. CA and
' 3 . CA only Feedback -

»Justification: , ‘
Low High Low. Hich Low High

1 0 2 1 2 2
3 2 -3 2 -0 0
2 2 1 2 2 2
I 2 2 2 2
o 2 2 2 2 2
) o 2 3 2 2
3 3 2 2 2 2
1 2 2 2 o 2
2 2 o 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 2 2
PreoCounterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of l.’.‘-‘..;m'zcng,red"’
Task: - Negative Positive: Positive: CA
' - CA only and Feedback

Justification: A
' Low High Low Hich Low High
2 1 0 0 0

© O O | O

b=

1
4
0
0
o
[o
0
0
2
0

©0 00Ok MO M
P M OO OO OO O
O HOoOOOOOKDOD
© 0000000 o0

L]
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Appendix Q Continued » o _ _ S T
Pre~Counterattitndinal Manipulation Scores of "Carefree"

B Task: ” Negative Positives Poéitive: CA
‘ ' CA only .and Feedback

Justification:, A
Low Hich Low Hich Low Hich

o 1 1 0 3. 0
2 ) 1 3 o0 o0
2 0 1 1 1 3
0 0 2 0 2 2
2 1 2 2 1 1
2 0 3 3 o 2
') 2 1 2 0 0
3 1 1 2 ) 1
3 1 3 2 1 1
2 ) 3 0 2 1

Post=Counterattitudinal Manivulation Scores of "Carefree"

Task: Negative Pogitive: Positive: CA
CA onlvy . -and Feedback
Justifications
‘ Low Hirh Low Hich Low High
o 1 2 0 2 2

MW WNMOO O W
H N DO O
P O OO MM I M
O M P MMM O

D WP N W
OO D D RN W



Appendlx Q Contlnued :
‘,PrenCounterattltudzral Manlpulatlon Scores of "Attentlve" e

'_Task" B Nngat;ve " Positive: Positive: CA’ and
‘ ' CA only Feedback:

Justification: : . ,
' Low Hiech Low Hiech  Low High

o 1 3 2 2. 2
3 2 1 2 2 2
2 3 2 2 3 2
1 0 -2 3 2 3
0 1 2 2 2 2
3 2 2 2 3 3
-2 o 1 2 2 3
3 1 2 2 0 3
1 3 0 2 2 2
3 2 2 2 -3 2
Post-Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores. of "Attentive"
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback

Justification: _— .
Low Hich Low Hish Low High
2 1 2 2 2 2

PPN DWP DO M
HWHWD MO O
Hd:;:mwmwmu
DD NN DD D
BN O DWW DN W
DD WWD WW
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”Appéndix'Q Continued L LT e
Pre-Counterattitudinal Menipulation Scores of "Thoughtful®

 Pask: ’ ‘Négétive © Positive! Positive: CA
o .o Co -7 7 CA only and Feedback

Justification: L , _
Tow High Low Higch Low Hich

11 o 3 3 2
3 3 3. 2 2 3
2 0 0 2 3 0
2 0 2 . 3 2 2
3 2 ) 2 2 2
2 3 1 2 3 3
0 3 2 1 3 3
1 3 3 2 o - z
o 2 3 3 2 2
0] 3 1 2 3 2
Pre«=Counterattitudinral Manipulation Scores of "“Tired!
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification: ‘
Low Hich Low Hich Low High

2 1 ) 0 0 0o

©C O M ONMWNDNW
WoWWwWwN O oW
M WwWpHODOW
WO OOoOoO MMM M
OWPOONDMMIN
O M © WM DMDM O O
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- Appendix Q Continued

PosteCounterattitudinal Manlgulatlon Scores of "Tlred"

Task: Negative Positive:  Positive: CA
- CA only ﬂrd Feedback
Justification: | B
Low Hich Low Hich Low High

) o o o 2

3 3 3 1 2 o

2 o 4] 2 ) 0

1 o 1 0 0 2

3 1 o 1 2 1

2 3. 0 o o o

0 2 o o0 o 3

(o) 3 3 0 3 (o)

o O i 0o 3 2

0 2 1 3 o 2
Pre=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Séores of YAffectionate"
“Taslk: Negative  Positive: Positive: CA

CA only and Feedback
Justification: R
| Low Hiech Low High lLow High
1 1 0 1 2 1

M OO MO KINMOW
WONMNMNNMKOOW
MO MWD WD MW
Wk O MM MO © »
MDD ONN N N
| H e FJ.O;\» M WO
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Appendlx Q Contlnued : ,
PostaCoun»erattltudlnal Manipulation Scores of "Affec+lonate"‘°

Task: ’ Negatzve Positive:  Positive: CA
' CA only and Feedback

Justification: , : o
Low Hiech ILow . Hich Low High

o 1 .o 1 3 1
2 3 2 2 1
0 2 1 0 1 2
1 0 2 0 1 0
11 3 2 1 2
o 1 2 2 1 3
1 3 3 2 0 2
1 2 1 2 0 1
2 o o 1 2 1
2 3 1 3 2 0
Pre-Counterattitﬁdinal Monivulation Scores of "Kindly"
Task: Negative  Posgitive: Positive: CA
» ' CA only and Feedback
Justification: 2

Low Hich Low. Hich ILow Hich
1 1 1 2 1
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- Appendix Q Continued R AT
Poste=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Kindly"

Task:s = . Negative 'Positive} "Positive: CA-
. CA only . and Feedback

Justification: - - .

Low High Low .High Low Hich _

i 1 1 o 1 2

3 2 3 2 2 1

0 1 1 2 2 2

1 o0 2 1 2 2

2 2 2 2 2 2

o o 2 1 2 2

2 2 2 1 2 1

1 2 1 2 0 1

2 0 0 2 2 2

2 2 3 2 2 2
Pre-Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Regretful"
Task: Negative Positive: Pogitive: CA

o CA only and Feedback

Justification:
: Low High Low High Low Hich

11 o o 0o o

° 3 3 1 o o

o o o 2 o 2

3 0 o o 2 0

1 o 0 2 0 )

0 3 1 1 0 )

2 3 ) 0 0 0

0 1 1 0 1 2

0 ) ) 1 0 2

) 0 ) 2 o o
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 Append1t Q Contlnued - L
'Pre=Counte;att1tud1nal Manlpulktlon Scores of "Skeptmcal"

Task: Negatlve Positive: Positive: CA
: ‘ ' CA only" and Feedback
Justification: ‘ L |
Low Hich -Low Hich Low High
i 1 3
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Postelounterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Skeptical"

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
' CA only and Feedback
Justification:
Low Hieh Low High Low High
0 2 2 o o 1
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Appendlx Q Contlnued

PreaCounterattltudlnal Manlpulatwon Scores of "Upset"

ca

Task: Negative Positive:? Positive:
” ' CA only and Feedback
Justification: ; R
Low High Low Hizh Low High
o 1 0 2 0 0
o 3 2 0 2 0
0 0 0o o 0 3
2 0 o 0 1 0
2 ) 0 1. 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
o 3 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 o o0
o o0 3 0 0o o
i o0 0 0 0 o
Post~Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scorés of "pseit!
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification: -
Low High Low High Low Hich
o 1 0 0 R R
0 2 0 0 1 0
o o o o0 o o©
2 0 o 0 T 0
1 0 0 1 0 o
0 0 0o o0 0 0
0 2 o 0 o o0
o 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 2 0 1 0
2 0 0 0 0 0



Appendix Q,Continued

Pre=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "DisCouragéd"}J_,“’

Task: | Negative Positive: ' Positive: CA -

CA only and Feedback
Justification: ‘ L .
' Low Hich Low Hich Low ~ Hich
o 2 o o - 0. o0
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PosteCounterattitudinal Manipunlation Scores of "Leisurely"

Tasks: Negative  Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification:
' Low Hich Low High Low High -
0 1 2 1 2 2
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Appendix Q Continued _ » o
Pre-Counterattitudinal Manivulation Scores of'nDisagreeable”'

Task: '~ Negative Positive: Positive: CA
' CA only and Feedback

‘Justification: .
Low High Low Higch Low High
2 0 ) 0 .0 -0
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Pre=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Cooperative" -

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA:
CA only and Feedback
Justification: ‘ '
Low High Low High Low High
2 1l 2 3 1 3
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.Appendix Q Continued o R L

PosteCounterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Cooperative!

Task: | Negative Positive: Positive: CA.
S ‘ ' .CA only - ‘and Feedback

Justification:
Low Hich Low Hiesh  Low . Hich
2 1 2 2 2 3
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PreeCounterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Activel

Task: . Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification:
Low Hich Low Hish Low High

0 1 1 2 3 2

2 2 2 .3 0 2

o o 1 ) 2 )

3 0 0 0 2 0]

0 o 1 2 2 2

o o 1 2 2 2

2 2 2 .2 o o

0 o 1 2 0 0

2 3 1 2 2 2

2 .1 2 2 1 0



Appendlx Q Contlnuedv-

PostoCounterattltudlnal Manlgulatlon Scores of "Actlve" '

Task: Negative Positive: P051t1ve._ CA
' CA-onlx; -and Feedback
Justzflcatlon. . e Lo
Low Hich Low High Low High
1 o0 2 1 12
2 2 3 3 i1
0o 2z 1 o a 2
3 0 1 2 1 o
0 2 1 2 0 2
o o0 1 2 2 3
0 3 2 2 0 2
i o 1 2 0o 1
3 2 o 1 11
2 1 3 2 2 0.

Pre«Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Calm"

Tasks Negative Positive: Positive: CA
' CA only and Feedback
Justification:
Low High Low Higch Low High
1 2 2 0 2 3
2 0 3 2 2 2
2 2 2 0 3 3
o 1 '3 2 2 2
3 3 2 3 3 3
0o o0 3 3 '2 2
2 2 3 2 3 3
2 3 2 3 o 3
3 3 0 2 2 2
2 2 3 2 3 3



Appendix Q Comtimwed ... R
4 Post-CounteraftitudinalvMaﬁipulatipn'Scéres of'"Calm"

Task: Negative Positive: - Positive:r CA
) . - CA onlv’ and Feedback
Justification: T _ . : G
Low - High Low Hich  Low High
2 1 3 o 2 3
.2 i 2 1 2
o 2 - 2 2 3 2 )
L0 1 2 -3 2 2
1 3 ‘3 "3 -2 2
3 o0-.3 2 .2 2
2 3- 2 2 2 2
2.2 - 2 3 o 3
3 3-- 0 2 2 1
1 22 2 3 3

Pre=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of ‘'Hanpy"

Tégk: Negative - Positive: Positive: CA
o CA only and Feedback
Justification:
Low High Low High Low Hich
0 1 3 1 2 3
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"APpendlx Q Contlnued | ' o P It B
PosteCounterattitudinal Manlpulation Scores of "Hagpzﬁ

Task: Negative Positive:  Positive: CA
CA:only and Feedback

Justification: . : |
Low Hich Low Hich Low High

o -1 2 1 2 ‘2
2 1. 2 .3 - 0 0
o 2 2 2z 3 2
2 0 2 2. 2 3
i 2 1 3 2 2
1 o 3 3 2 2
2 1 2 .3 2 2
0o 2 3 1 .0 2
-3 2 ‘1 2 2 2
2 2 3 2 3 3

Appendix R: Scores of MoodmAdjectives'Which Yielded
Significant Results with the Analjszs of
Varlance

Pre=Counteratt1tud1nal Manipulation Scozxes of "Pleased"

Task: Negatlve Positive? Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback

Justification: .
Low High Low High TLow High
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Appendlx R Continued
, Pre-Couuteratt1tud1ral Van_pulat*on ccores of "anry"

'Task. - .- Negative  Positive: Positive: 'CA
‘ CA only and Feedback

Justification: ‘
Low Hirh Low Hich Low Hich

0 0 o 0 0 0
3 3 o. 0 0 .0
o o o o0 o o0
o o o o o o
o o o0 o o o
o o 0o o o 0
o 0 0 0 o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o0 0o o o o

Post=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Angry"

Tasl: Negative Positive: Positives CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification: '
Low Hich Low Hiech Low High

o 1 o o0 o o
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’ &ppendlx R Contlnued o : :
'PreaCounterattltudlnal Manlpulatlon Scores of. "Cheerful"

Task: ' Negatzve Positive: v Positlve.' CA
- : CA only and Feedback
Justification: - ‘ .
Low Hish Low Hich Low Hich
o 1 2 2 3 3
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Post-Counterattitudinal Menipulation Scores of "Annoved®

Task: - Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification:
| Low Hish Low Hich Low High
o 2 0 0 0 1

© 0O 00O MMOODN
©O © o n:xQ © 0 o
O O O O O K Kk N
©O © 00 00O OO Oo o
©O © 0 © °A*’Z° © ©°
O M OO OO O ¢ O



1200
Appendlx R Contlnued

PostoCounterattxtudlnal Manlnulatlon Scores of “mhouqhtful"

Task: Negative  Positive: Pos;tlve. ‘CA
. CA only and Feedback

‘Justification: : '
Low High Low High Low High
1 2 0 3 3 3
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Pre»Counterattitudinal Mznipulation Scores of "Dull"

Task: Negative Positive: Posgitive: CA
CA only and Feedback

Justification: _ )
Low Hieh Low Hich Low High

3 1 S o o
2 1 o 2 0

2 2 o o o o
o 2 1 o0 o o
3 0 o 2 1 0
2 3 o o o o
o 3 1 o o 2
o 3 0o o 1 0
1 2 25 0 o 1
0 o] 1 1 0 o]



Appendix R Continued ) L -

Post=Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Dull"

Task: Negative Positive: .Positive: CA
: o -CA only and Feedback

Justification: ) S
' Low High Low High TLow High

1 2 0O .0 o 0
1 1 0 1 o
2 0 0o 0 0 o]
o . 2 0 0 o] 0
3 0 0 0 O O
1 3 0 0 0] 0
0 2 1 0 o o0
o 3 0 0 o] o
0 0 3 0 1 1
1 0 -0 0 0 o

Post=-Counterattitudinal Manipulation Scores of "Recretfull

Task: Negative  Positive: Positive: ~CA
CA onlv and Feedback
Justification:
LTow High Low High Low High
0 0 o 0 o o
2 0 3 1 o o
o 2 0 0 o o
2 o o o o 0~
1 0 ) 1 4] o
o 3 1 o o o
0] 3 0] o o o
o 1 1 0 0o o
0 o 0 o o 1
1 0 1 0 0 o
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"Anpendlx R Contlnued 7
Pre~Connteratt1tud1nal Manlpulatlon Scores of "leely"'H

Task. '_‘Nevaxlve Pos;tlve. P051t1ve. CA :
: o CA only and Feedback

Justification: v _ : '
‘ ‘Low Hich Low High Low High

0 1 2 2 2 2
o o 3 3 0 1
0 0 1 2 2 0
3 0 o 0 1 2
o 1 2 2 2 2
2 1 a 2 2 2
2 2 2 1 o 2
0 0 o 2 o 1
2 2 0 1 2 2
o o 2 2 2 1
Post-Counteratititudinal Manipulation Scores of " ively"
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA |
CA only and. Feedbaclk
Justification:
Lowv High Low High Low High
0 1 2 0 2 2
1 1 3 2 1 1
0 2 1 2 2 2
2 0 2 2 1 2
0 2 2 3 1 2
2 0 2 2 2. 2
1 3 2 2 o 1
2 0 2 2 o 1
2 2 0 1 2 2
0 2 3 2 2 1



 Appendix R Continued’

Post=Counterattitudinal Manipulétion'Scores of HDiScouraged"v

Tasks ) Negative = Positive: kPositive:: CA
: ' CA only and IFeedback
Justification: | o -
Low High Iow High Low High
0 2 0 0 o o
) 2 1 0 1 .0
0 0] 0 0 0 2
0 ) 0 o 0 0
1 o 0 0 0 0
0o 2 i o0 o o
o 2 o 0 o 0
0 1 0 0 0 1
0 0o 3 1 0 1
o 0 0 1 o 0
Pre=Counterattitudinal Manivulation Scores of "Leisurely" .
Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA
g CA only: and Feedback
Justifications: ' ’ '
Low Hich Low Hich Low High
0 4] 2 0 2 3
3 1 1 3 2 2
) 2 2 2 - 3 2
0 0. 2 0 2 2
0 2 2 2 2 2
0 . 0 2 2 1 3
0 2 3 2 2 3
2 3 1 3. 0 1
0 2 2 2 1 2
2 -2 3 3 2 0
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vAppendlx R Contlnued

Post«CounterattltudlnaI Manlnulatlon Soores of "Dtsazreeable">:""

Task: . Negative DPositive: Positive: CA
: o CA onlv and Fecdbark»

Justification: '
. Low Hich Low Hich Low Hich
1 o o0 0 0

©
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Pre-Counterattitudinal Manivulation Scores of "Bored!

Task: Negative Positive:  Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback -

Justification:
Low High Low iigh Low High

3 2 ) ) 0 0
2 3 2 0 0 0
"o 3 o 1- o o
) 1 0 0. o o
2 2 0 2 1 o0
2 2 0o o 0 0
0 3 ) 1 ) 0
1 0 1 1 1 1
0 1 1 1 2 0
0 0 0 o 0 1



Appendlx R Contlnued

' Post=Counteratt1tudina1 Manlpulatlon Scores of "Bored"

Task: ~+  Negative Positive: Positive: “CA
o CA only - and Feedback: -

Justification: .
Low Hich Low Hiech Low Hich

1 2 o 0 0o o
2 2 i o 1 o
O 2 0 0 0 0
) 2 i 0 2 0
2 o) o 0 0 O
2 3 ) 0 0 0
o 2 o o0 o 1
) 2 1 0 2 1
1 ) 0 0 2 0
0 _ 1 0] 0 0 0
Change Scores of "Disacreeable
Tasks : Tegative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justification:
Low High Low Hich Low High
-2 1 o o o o
0 1 0 =1 o o
0 0 0 0 -2 ¢
0 0 0 0 o 0
0 ) ~3 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 ) 0
0 .0 0 18] 0 0]
0 0 -l 0 0 0
0] (o) -2 0 o 1
8 4] 0 0 0 0
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”Appendlx R Contlnued
Chznge Scores of "quhthearted"

Task: ' Negative Positive: Positive: CA .
o ' CA only and Feedback

Justification: | . |
Low Hich Low High - Low Higch

1 o o 2 el 1
2 0 O 1 o o0
2 o o =2 o 2
o 0 0 2 s ¢
0 0 =1 o0 o o0
0 0 0 0 0 2
1 =l 0 1 0 0
=l =1 o o o -1
2 1 o o o o0
0o o0 ) 0 0 =1 -
Chance Scores of "Pleased!
Task: Negative Positive:  Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback
Justifications:
Low Hich Low High -~ Low High
2 0 o 2 0 0
1 3 3 0 1 2
1 2 ¢ 0 =l 1
1 o 0o 1 1 o
1 1 1 1 o 0
1 o 1 o o 1
o o0 o o ‘2 0
2 0 1 1 1 0
2 2 o o el 1
11 o . o o o



_Appéndix S: Raw Scores and Summarles of Analyses of
| Variance (Yielding Nons;gnlflcant Results)
of PosteExperiment Ttems Regardln« the
. Percentlon of Self and Other Subject
Scores of”Item 1 Reéard ng How Well the Other SubJect was

Thought to have Reacted to Oneself

Task: Negative  Positive: _ Positive: CA
CA only and Feedback

Justification: : ) , . ‘
Low High Low High Low Hich

7 8 k7 10 2
8 6 & 8 5 7
8 8 4 & 9

8 7 8 9 87

3 9 8 8 3 6

6 3 11 9 8 3

8 7 7 8 1 3

8 5 5 9 7 9
5 2 2 7 8 9

6 7 6 8 6 8

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Pos%-Experiment

Item 1 Scores

Source of Variation ag ' Mean Sguare F
At Justification 1 .60
B: Task 2 616
AXB . 2 9,65 -

Error o 54 5,18
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vAppendlx S Contlnued . : :
Scores of Item 2 Regardlng the Extent to Whlch the Other O
Subject was Thouqht to have Accented One's Task Descrlgz;on'

Task: Negative Positive: Positive: CA and.
CA only Feedback
Justification: - . ,
' Low Hich Low. Hich Low Hich
8 8 5 7 11 2
8 8 6 9 5 9
8 10 7 4 5 9
8 6 9 7 11 9
i 9 10 5 3 7
3 2 10 7 10 &
7 5 6 7 11 8
8 2 b 9 6 7
3 3 3 3 8 10
A 6 10 9 5 8

Summary of the Analysis of Variance.of Post-Experiment

Item 2 Scores

Source of Variation daf {ean Square P
A: Justification 1 .816
B: Task 2 .80
AXB : 2 . 3,466

Error 54 6.54
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;Appendlx S Contlnued ; : : Co L ﬁ
‘Scores of Item 3. Re#ardlng How'Well the Other Subgect was

Expected to Rate One's Behavior
(a)Degree of Convincingness the Other Subgect was Expected

“to Attrlbute to Own Behavxor

Task: : Negative Positive:  Positive: CA and
CA only Feedback o

Justification: . -
Tow Hich Low Hich Low High

7 6 9 9 3 10
7 5
7 5
8 5
9 5

1 1

VW N O
0000V NN
o
N NN NN Y o

NWw W~ ™
O WU N DO OO
® 0~ 0

‘(b)Degree of Accuracy the Other Suoaect was Expected to

Attribute to Cwmn Behaviox

-Task: | Negative Positive: Positive: CA and
CA onlv Feedback

Justification:
Low Hich Low Higch Low High

2 9 3 8 9 9
8 1 6 9 5 8
3 11 5 b - 5 9
5 8 8 A 6 L
8 8 8 7 7 8
7 1 11 7 10 7
6 7 4 6 11 2
6 8 7 9 8 8
3 3 7 7 8 5
5 9 6 2 7 7



Appendlx S Contlnued

"(c)Degree of Truthfulness. the Other Sub;ect was Expected T:FTV”

to Attrlbute to Own Behavlor

Task: | Negative Positive: Positive: }CA
' CA only and Feedback
Justification: o ‘ |
Low High Low High Low High
1 9 3 7 -8 10
7 1 6 8 7 5
3 10 5 4 5 9
5 3 7 5 9 3
6 8 10 8 5 7
5 1 10 7 9 - 6
6 9 3 7 8 b
6 3 6 9 9 9
3 10 56 8 7
6 10 5 7 8 6

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Post=Experiment

Item 3 (Sum of ae=c) Scoxes

Source of Variation df Mean Sauare F-
A: Justification 1 . 8.066 o
B: Task 2’ : 64,466 2.071
AXB ' 2 18.466

Exrror | 54 31.11




“Append1x S Contlnued _ v _ : Ry
Scores of Item & nevardlng How the Othcr Subgec+ was‘ﬁ“
_Dxpectea to React +to the Task - o ' T
(a)Degree to Which Other SubJect was Ewpected to React

“.to the Task as Descrlbcd by Oneself

Task: ' Negative Positives Positive: CA
' 5 CA only and.Feédback

Justification:

Low Hiech Low Hich Tow High

3 9 3 7 9 2
3 i 9' 8 5 8
2 10 6 6 5 9
5 3 8 8 3
9 9 5 7 5 8
6 5 L 2 9 3
8 7 3 2 11 . 4
5 2 7 & 79
L L 5 8 8 7
.5 2 5 7 5 7

(b)Degree to Which the Other Subject was Expected to be

Upset About the Task

Task: Megative Positive: Positive: CA
: CA only and Feedback

Justification:
Low High Low High Low High

2 6 5 8 9 3
3 1 5 5 5 8
7 5 6 6 8 10
10 5 9 11 8 7

7 5 7 8 7 9
6 3 - 4 8 9 7

3 8 10 3 11 9
7 10 6 6 9 8

6 10 8 7 9 7
6 9 8 6 9

10



Appendlx S Contlnued \ : . : SRR =
“(c)Degree ‘to Which the. Other SubJect was Fxpected to be »fvi’"
""Taxen Back" or Gratlfied L e

Task: Negatmve - Positive:  Positive: CA
- CA only agg’Féedback e
Justification: | | SRS
Lew Hich Low High Low High
2 6 L 8 5 1
3 1 2 6 5 7
4 5 L 6 8 &
6 4 7 5 6 5
3 6 5 7 7 6
6 5 4 7 9 7
3 7 7 2 6 8
6 5 5 3 6 6
6 8 L 5 8 7
5 2 6 7 8 6

Scores of Item 5 Regarding How Accurate or Mlsleadlng One's
Description was Expected to be Judged by the Othexr Subject

Task: Negative  Positive: Positive: CA and

CA only Feedback

Justification: . ' ' '
Low High Low High Low High

1 10 3 8 7 2

2 1 6 8 5 7

3 10 5 9 3 6

. 75 8 3

1 9 L 3 4 6

7 i 3 3 2 7

3 4 -2 3 11 L

5 1 6 8 7 8

2 9 3 8 7 6

4 2 4 4 7 7



”jAbpendlx S Contlnued
: Summary of the Analy51s of Varlance of PostoExperlment

Item 5. Scores

. Souxce of Variation df Meen Square . F
A: Justificatiom a4 20,4166 Si3e2l
B: Task . = 2 15,266
AXB 2 10.466
Error - 54 ___6.35

Scores of Item 6 Regarding the Extent of Self=Rated
Disturbance About the Counterattitudinal Behavior

Task: " Negative Positive: Positive: CA
CA only - and Feedback '
Justification! '
Jow Hiech lLow High Low High
11 6 9 8 1 6
8 L 11 5 10 i
4 9 7 A 8 10
10 9 10 8 9 8
- 2 6 5 8 5 10
11 11 4 7 5 8
9 6 11 2. 11 10
8 5 4 9 7 10
8 10 11 8 11 8
7 10 10 8 10 10

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Postebxperiment

" Item 6 Scores

Saurce of Variation ' af Mean Sguare F
A: Justification ' 1 1.066
B: Task ‘ 2 1.80

AXB ~ -2 6.066

Error 54 7. 40




xyAppendlx S Contlnued
 Scores of Item 7 Re«ardlng How P031tively the Other
"wub)ect was Expected to Vlew Oneself as a’ Person

Taslk: Negative _Poslt;ve.; P051t1ve.-4CA5
- CA only ° and Feedbaclk
Justification: - , o .
Low Hich Low High Low High
2 6 3. 9 8 1
) ko1 6 6 3 3
3 10 5 &4 7 3
9 4 8 6 3 3
3 8 8 8§ 3 7
6 8 & 5 3 6
3 7 3 3 8 2
6 7 6 8 7 9
6 & 3 4 6 5
7 5 .9 5 79

Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Post-Experlment

Item 7 Scores

Socurce of Variation ar Mean Square  F
A: Justification 1 .816
B: Task 2 1.266
AXB 2 4,066

Error 54 5465




