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ABSTRACT
Three studies were conducted to tést the effects of

familiarity, the definition of consistency-inconsistency;
instrumentality, and cognitive structure on tolerance for
inconsistency. Ss made a decision about the probable
‘'success of one of two professors, were glven an opportunity
to select and read additional information which wés éither
consistent or inconsistent, and made a second decisioﬁ

recommending one of the professors for tenure.

n

Study I (n. 12) yielded an effect for fahiliarity.

Ss read more new information than old information (p<.001),
Whether the new information was consistent or indoﬁsistent
made no difference.

In Study II (n = 40) the definition of consistency,
positive information about the chosen alternative (+C) or
negative information about the unchosen alternative (~U),
and the definition of inconsistency, negative information
about the chosen alternative (-C) or positive informatibn
aboﬁt the unchosen alternative (+#U) were varied in a fac-
torial design. There was a consistency main effect for (i)
the number of consistent cards read: Ss for whom consis-
tency was defined as +C read more consistent cards than
those for whom it was -U (p <.01), (2) ratings of the inter-
est for the inconsistent information: +C condition §§
rated it as more 1ﬁteresting (pe({OS), and (3) confidence on

the second decision: those in +C conditions were more conw~

fident (p«<.01). There was a significant interaction for
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(1) combined ratings of interest and usefulnessrof the
inconsistent information (p <.05), (2) confidence on the
second choice (p<<;01). and (3) the amount of change from
first to second choice (p‘{.OS). In each case the most
differentiating condition was that in which Ss had only
.negative information available (-U or ~C). The& rated the
inconsistent information as less interesting and-uSeful; '
changed more, and were least confident of their second
decision.

Study III (n = 40) yielded few significant effects for
cognitive structure (concrete-abstract) or instrumentality.

A number of subsidiary expectations were examined. Ss'
stated preferences for information and their actual reading
behavior were significantly related in all studies. 8s who
indicated a preference for consistent information read more
consistent information than inconsistent information. Con-
trary to dissonance theory predictions, there was no signi-
ficant relationship between confidence on the first decision
and tolerance for inconsistency. There was a -significant
correlation between tﬁe amount of inconsisteht informatioh
‘read and the amount of decision change in Studies Ii and III.

It was concluded that familiarity is a potent determi-
nant of information selection. The definition of consistency-
inconsistency was also important and was discussed in terms
of rélevance and positivity. This research yielded little
Information on the effects of cognitive structure and

instrumentality on tolerance flor inconsistency.
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INTRODUCTION

The area of'attitude change has been dominated by
various consistency theories (e.g. Festinger; Osgood,
Rosenberg & Abelson). Although the motivational basis for
consistency frequently has been left unspecified, a com=-
monly held assumption has been that there is some need to
seek and maintain cognitive cdnsistency, though 1t need
not be specified as a unitary drive (Tannenbaum, 1968).v
The approach has assumed that people need consiétency and
somehow work to avoid or reduce cognitive inconsistency:
given inconsistency, people seem to reduce it. Opposed
to this notion of some sort of consistency motivation
have been notions of epistemic behavior, curiosity motives,
and exploratory behavior (Berlyne, 1960; Fiske & Maddi,
1961; Fowler, 1965). These latter approaches have stressed
a need for novelty, new stimulation, and variety which méy
induce inconsistency. Recently the relationship between
these approaches has gained increasing interest (McGuire,
1966; McGuire, 1968; Tannenbaum, 1968). "Rather than a
continuing debate about the general validity of consistency
theofy. we hope for a situational analysis . . ; to tease
out variables that will better delimit the proper sphere
of applicability of consistency theory and help place the
fundamental postulates of this theory into thelr proper
place among the principles of behavior (McGuire, 1966,

p. 26)." The problem has not been one of choosing



2,

which source of motivation is really correct, but rather
one of .defining the limiting characteristibs of each, as
well as their interrelationships. There has been evidence
that man sometimes seeks consistency and sometimes seeks
novelty (which may yleld at least temporar& inconsistency).
The question has been when does he do one rathér than the
other; what are the situational determinants and personality
correlates of consistency vs. novelty seeking behaviors?
The purpose of this research was to assess some of the
personaelity and situational determinants of tolerance for

' 1nconsisteﬁcy. Specifically, the effects of cognitive
structure, instrumentality, familiarity, and the nature of
the consistency-inconsistency on information seeking were
examined.

There were many possible approaches to answering the
question of the determinants of consistency vs. novelty
seeking behavior. The approach used in this study stemmed
directly from consistency theory involving the tolerance
for inconsistency.1 Given that the inconsistency 1s
perceived, then obviously the higher'the tolerance for
inconsistency, the less consistency seeking and maintain-
ing behavior will be evidenced (and thus the more probable

Inconsistency was used in a general sense., It may
involve two cognitive elements which do not follow from
one another, it may be a disconfirmation of expectancies,
or it may be a discrepancy between one's behavior and
one's self-concept. These definitions are obviously not
mutually exclusive.
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the eplstemic behavior). The level of tolerance seems to
be a crucial and a limiting parameter for consistency
motivation. To the extent that tolerance for inconsistency
is generated, a person may be motivated by curiosity,
exploration, or whatever; but to the extent that 1ntolér-
ance for inconsistency is enhanced, he ma& be primarily
motivated by a need for consistency. |

Numerous factors could affect one's tolerance for
inconsistency. Personality factors which might produce a
low level of tolerance include dogmatism, authoritarianisnm,
defensiveness, low seif-esteem or self-confidence, and
concrete thinking. The polar opposites of these factors
might produce a high level of tolerance (e.g. low dogma-
tism, authoritarianism énd defensiveness, high self-esteem
or self-confidence, and abstract thinking). Situational
determinants which might prbduce a low level of tolerance
incivde high dissonance, high involvement in the issue,
and overstimulation. Again, the polar opposites of these
night produce a high tolerance (low dissonance,llow invol-~
vement, and understimulation or boredom). Another situa-
tional factor which might produce a high tolerance for
inconsistency is instrumentality, which implies that if
the inconsistency is somehow useful for attaining a goal,

4

it might be at least temporarily tolerated.

Tolerance for Inconsistency Measures

There were several possible ways of tapping tolerance
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for inconsistency. Ohe indirect measure was, of course,
attitude change. Consistency theorists have assumed that
one common source of attitude change is 1nconsistehcy;
change is a reduction of inconsistency. Attitude change
is, however, a very 1ndirec£. 1nferenfia1 approaph to
intolerance, in as much as a pefson who does not change
may or may not actually be tolerating inconsistency, he
-might simply be denying the inconsistency or derogating
the source. A similar indirect apprdach to tap tolerance
for inconsistency was to consider a compliance-change
difference. If a person is forced to comply but then shows
no private chénge he may be exhibiting a tolerance for
1hconsistency (but again there could be other factors
involved). A third possible approach to studying tolerance
for inconsistency was information seeking; a measure of a
person's tendency or willingness to confront himself with
1nconsistent information rather than rejecting it or
avoiding i1t appeared to be a direct measure of his toler-
ance for inconsistency. Research on information selecti-
vity has generally been inconclusive, partly because of
methodological problems (Freedman & Sears, 1965; Rhine,
1967). However, the information seeking approach appeared
to have considerable potential as a research paradigm.

The study of information seeking has been quite
prevalent in the literature, and has been approached
primarily within the dissonance theory framework.

Dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) has predicted that
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people seek supportive information and avoid discrepant
(nonsupportive, dissonant) information. Support for this
hypotheslis, however, has been equivocal at best, Freedman
& Sears (1965) reviewed seventeen studies and found only
five in which there was a preference for consonant infor-
‘mation. Consequently, there have been several attempts to
reformulate the inf'ormation selectivity hypothesis (Bréck,
1965; Feather, 1967; Festinger, 1964; Lowin, 1967). These
have stressed such variables as commltment, utility,
confldence, and the pbssibility that individual differences

are relevant to information selection.

Personality Determinants

Generally personality theorists have been more con-
cerned with the problem of tolerance for inconsistency than
have theorists in social psychology. Several personality
approaches have dealt at leaét indirectly with the problem,
For example, work in the area of‘tolerance for ambiguity |
1s, of course, relevant but not addressed directly to the
issue of cognitive coﬁsistency and attitude change. A
general trait of intolerance for ambiguity or inconsistency
has been examined in terms of the authoritarian personality
(Adofno. et al., 1950) and dogmatism (Rokeach; 1960). The

'area.of impression formation is also relevant in that
frequently subjects must resolve inconsistencies in traits.
Bieri (1968) discussed this problem with respect to dif-

ferences in cognitive complexity. The problem of resolving



trait inconsistencies, however, has more relevance for
inconsistency reduction than tolerance for inconsistency
(although the two are obviously related they are not
synonymous - how one reduces or copes with inconsistency,
_once present, is a prbblem slightly different from whether
or not he encounters the inconsistency or whether he seeks
it or avoids it). Glass (1968) has reviewed the work on
bersonality correlates of tolerance for inconsistency.
Among personality factors which might be important
for tolerance for inconsistency, cognitive developmental
factors may be critical. Specifically, cognitive structure
as described'by Harvey, Hunt & Schroder (1961) and Schroder,
Driver & Streufert (1967) seemed relevant. Concrete
individuals are most authoritarian, field dependent, and
characterized by unilateral dependence; They havg highly
fixed and simple rules for categorizing stimuli, they are
intolerant of ambiguity and use norms and authorities as
sources to structure their environment. They tend toward
categoriéal, black-white thinking and minimization of
conflict., Abstract individuals are most complex in their
thinking and have flexible schemata for categorization.
They are described as autonomous (Tuckman, 1965). A
concrete person is inéapable of tolerating much inconsis-
tency whereas this is noﬁ true for the more abstract person
Onet's level of cognitive devéiopment may provide a limiting
parameter and a predisposition to some level of tolerance.

- A concrete person may be unable to tolerate inconsistency
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because his structure is rigid and black-white. Because of
his limited functioning and his tendency to minimize con-
flict, he may not be able to either integrate or refﬁte
new inconsistent information. Concrete people tend to be
high authoritarian (Tuckman, 1965) and these people are
less tolerant of ambiguity (Adorno, et al., 1950). On the
other hand, abstract persons are more able to 1ntegfate or
'refute new inconsistent information because of their more
flexible structure. They may be able to tolerate more
uncertainty and vagueness (e.g. things are not necessarily
"black and white" or "right and wrong"), They should be
less defensive and upset by being exposed to contradictory
or conflicting information, thus they should‘tolérate more
inconsistency. Schroder, Driver & Streufert (1967) also
argued that more concrete persons’ avold information that
does not "fit" and that they attempt to avoid conflict by
distorting or excluding new stimuli. There has been some
evidence for more information selectivity (preférence for
supportive information) among concrete subjects (Sandilands,
1969) and indirect evidence can be found in studies using
dogmatism (e.g. Kleck & Wheaton, 1967).

But to view tolerance for 1nqpnsistency as strictly a
personality characteristic is probably misleading. Recent-
1y social psychologists ﬁave taken an interest in the
problem of situational determinéhts that might be important,
although 1ittle research has been directed to this problem,

Both MNcGuire (1966) and Aronson (1968) have stressed the
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importance of examining situational determinants. Probably
the most fruitful approach is fo consider that both
situational end personality determinants are important and
that perhaps thé interaction of these may yield the most

information about a personts tolerance for inconsistency.

Situational Determinants

- The simple dlssonance hypothesis that subjects prefer
supportive information, seek consonént and avoid dissonant
1nformation,Aapparent1y has not been sufficient. That
supportiveness (consistency) alone does not have a clear-

“cut singular effect on information selection has been amply
documented (e.g. Brehm & Cohen, 1962; Feather, 1667; |
Freedman & Sears, 1965; McGuire, 1968). Other variables
which may be important have received varying amounts of
attention.
Information may vary in numerous ways such as rele-
vance, familiarity, predictableness, interest, utility,
and consistency or inconsistency. For a study of tolerance
for inconsistency or iﬁformation selectivity, obviousiy
the most important variable is consistency~-inconsistency
but other factors may strongly affect a subject!s prefer-
ence for information.
Familiarity appears to be an especially important
variable in affgcting selectivitf. Perhaps subjects choose
incoﬁsistent informaetion because they think it will contain

“more new information, things they do not know (and thus
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both interest and utility might be high). Curiosity or.
epistemic behavior might account for information selection
in this case, Festinger (1964) suggested that in fact
familiarity might be important. He proposed that curioslty
motivation could, perhaps, have been the imporﬁant factor
in some studies of information selectivity. Sears (19655
offered some evidence on subjects! preference for !"new"
father than "old" information in a typical information
selectivity study but he clearly told the subjects that
the information was %“old," éo that.strong demand character-
istics may have been operative. Brock, Albert & Becker
(1970) found an extremely large main effect for familiarity;
Subjects.strongly preferred new 1nformation to old. Though
familiarity also interacted with commitment and utility,
the potency of the nain effect is undenilable.

Another important factor 1nfi;éhcing seléctivity mnay
be utility or usefulness of the information. To the extent
that inconsistent 1nformétion has some instrumental value,
one's level of tolerance may increase, at least temporarily,
until the goal is reached. The instrumentality of 1nfor-
mation may serve to increase one's tolerance by overcoming
dissonance effects. Even though inconsistent information
may increese dissonance, it may be more important to ob-
tain inconsistent 1nforma£10n than to avoid dissonance.
Inconsistent information frequently implies that the person
may have erred in his choice; but, in fact, people do admit

“mistakes and correct them. Aronson (1968) illustrated this



- 10,

by citing an example of a man who just bought an expensive
hduse and found water in the basement. It is dissonan? to
know one'g expensive house is not in good condition, that
one did not choose well. Ignoring the water would be the
best way to avoid dissonance but finding the source of the
1éak, while produclng temporary dissonance, would be the
best way to protect his house. In this case, it is instru-
mental to face the inconsistent information. Another
case in which tolerance for inconsistency is instrumental
is one in which a person must defend his decision. The
most successful debater is one who knows the opposite
position and can attack it. Ignoring the other side 1s
not the most effective way to debate. It is instrumental
. to find out about the opposite side, to examine the incon-
sistent information in order to prepare counterargumenté.
One further example of the instrumentality of tolerating
inconsistenoy is a case in which one must make another
decision about a similar issue. If one has previously
promoted some men and not others and is later looking for
somneone to promote to 8 new position, he would be better
able to make the best decision if he reviewed the current
pros and cons for all eligible employees, not just those
he favored with promotion in the past. It is instrumental
.to evaluvate all availablé persons even though this may
involve tolerating inconsistency (e.g. finding out that
someone who was promoted in the past is not doing well

“currently). Both Canon (1964) and Freedman (1965) offered
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evidence that instrumentality does increase tolerance for
inconsistency in a debating type situation in which incon-
sistent information could be useful in.preparing rebuttals,
Lowe & Steiner (1968) viewed their results on post-decision
information preferences in terms of percelved utility.
They presumed that information was more useful when
decisions had cohsequences and were reversible, They
found that Ss whose decisions had no consequences favored
consonant information whereas Ss whose decisions had con-
sequences wvere more inclined to seek dissonant information.
They did not find the expected greater preference for
consonant information when decisions were irreversible as
compared to reversible decisions. Although Brock &
Balloun (1967) did not find that utility was a determinant
of information receptivity, Brock, Albert & Becker (1970)
did report a significant main effect for utility. Subjects
generally preferred useful to nonuseful information when
utility was defined as information about the chosen al-
ternative and ronuseful information was information about
the unchosen alternative. This effect was modified by an
\interédtion with familiarity, however. The preference
for utility was evidence only when the 1nformation was
unfamiliar, not when it was familiar, |

Another important factor in information selectivity
may be the exact definitions of consistency and inconsis-
tency. Whethef information is positive or negative about

the chosen or unchosen alternative may be critical.
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Different definitions may lead to differentlal responses.
Fof example, if a person has chosen one pdsition on a two~
sided, mutually exclusive issue, then information consis-'
tent with his position may be positive information about
the chosen alternative or négative information about the
unchosen alternative. Similarly; 1nfofmation inconsistent
with his choice may be negative information about the
chosen alternative or positiﬁe information about the
unchosen alternative.' Table 1 presents the possible pairs

of definitions of consistency~inconsistency.

Table 1

Definitions of Consistency-Inconsistency

Consistent
Positive infor- Negative infor-
mation about mation about
the chosen the unchosen
alternative alternative
Inconéistent

Negative infor- %

mation about ' 1 2

the chosen

alternative

Positive infore

mation about '3 L

the unchosen

alternative

¥ The numbers refer to the four possible pairs of
consistent and inconsistent information. These
pairs are called Cases.

- Mills, Aronson & Robinson (1959) reported a preference
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for consistent information in Case #3 above but not in
Case #2. Brock, Albert & Becker (1970) also varied these
definitions but they were confounded within the factor of
utility as well as supportiveness soO théir effects could
not be examined separately. This writer would predict
that the most reinforcing consistent information would be
positive information about the chosen‘alternative (Cases
#1 and #3 above) and the most damaging, threatening incon-
sistent information would be negative information about
the chosen alternative (Cases #1 and #2 above). Negative
information about the unchosen alternative, while not
contradictory, ;s not highly supportive.of onet's cholice
and positive information about the unchosen alternative,
while somewhat contradictory, is not highly nonsupportive
(the other alternative may_be highly desirable, Jjust not
quite as desirable as the chosen alternative)., The
- following example is intended to illustrate the differen-
tial supportive and threatening nature of information
about the chosen and unchosen alternative. If a man buys
a large car X instead of a small car Y, it should be more
supportive to learn that large X cars are safe than to
learn that small Y cars are hard to repair. Conversely,
it should be more threatening to learn that large X cars
tend to have low trade-in values than to learn that small
Y cars are appealing to women. Thus, 1if the dissonance
effect -of é preference for consonant, supportive informa-

tion following a choice does occur, it should be strongest
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in Case #1 and weakest in Case #4.

The problen

The present series of studlies were designed to examine
tolerance for 1nconsistency.1n an information seeking |
paradigm and within the post-declsion dissonance framework.
One may tolerate inconsistency in a neutral setting (one
with no decision, commitment, or involvement) but this is
probably less difficult than tolerating inconsistency when
it may, in fact, increase dlssonance, Dissonance theory
predicts a preference for consistent information unless
the level of dissonance is extremely 1QW or excessively
nigh.. Tolerance for inconsistency thus works against
dissonance effects and should be especially difficult
under a post-decisicn condition. It is a case of two
possibly competing motives, one to maintain consistency.
and the other one of curiosity, exploration or whatever.

Factors varied in ﬁhese experiments were instrumen-
taiity, cognitive structure, the definitions of consisﬁen-
cy-inconsistency, and familiarity with the information.
The paradigm was a modification of the typical information
selectivity paradigm (e.g. Canon's, 1964).> General pfe-
dictions for the effects of these factors on tolerance |
for inconsistency were: (1) Instrumentallty should help
to overcome dissonance effects and enhance one's level of

- tolerance; if the inconsistent information 1s useful for

attaining a goal, one should be more willing to expose
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himself to it. (2)' Cognitive structure should affect
one's level of tolerance in that it may provide a pre-
disposition for some level of tolerance., Concrete subjects
(whose strﬁcture is rigid and limited) should have a lower
folerance 1evei than abstract subjects (whose structure
is broader and more flexible). (3) The nature of the

‘definitions of consistehcy-inconsistency may affect one's
tolerance for inconsistency. For example, if the '
inconsistent information clearly opposes one's own position
i1t may be much harder to tolerate than if it simply
-supports the opposite position., (4) Subjects! familiarity
with information may serve to increase their tolerance

for inconsistency. For example, if subjécts perceive that
some of the information available to them is "old" infor-
mation, they may exhibit a preference for inconsistent‘
information; the "old" information would probably be
interpreted as consistent with their position but since

it offers nothing new they might select the "new" infor-
mation, even if it were inconsistent.

In addition, the particular paradigm used may lead to
differential results. The conclusions drawn about toler-
ance for inconsistency may differ simply as a function of
the nature of the dependent variable measurement (i.e.
differences or significant effects could be artifactual).
Studies of information selectivity tybically have used
prefefence rankings as indicators of preference for con-

sistency or inconsistency. (One notable exception is
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Brock, Albert & Becker, 1970). Such measures are extremely
limited. In more usual cases, as in non-éxperimental
settings, peoplelusually read.information. not just rank
what they would prefer to read. Therefore, allowing
subjects to read various kinds of information may be more
interesting and more realistic than simply measuring their
preferences. It is possible that subjects may state a
preference for inconsistent jnformation in an attempt to
be "broadminded," in response to perceived demand charac-
teristics, or for any number of reasons. It is also
possible, however, that these stated preferences need not
Be higﬁly correlated with actual behavior. A subject
might express his willingness to read inconsistent infor-
mation, but then, if given the information, be bothered

by it. He might indicate a tolerance for inconsistency
by preference ranking, but then not exhibit this tolerance.
If he has an opportunity to read consistent information,
he might prefer it because his tolerance might quickly
dissipate. Thus in this researqh a paradigm was used
which allowed actual feading behavior to follow simple
preference rankings.“

Although all of the variables were of interest
because they should affect one's tolerance for inconsié-
tency, they were not readily incorporated into the '
design of one study. Thus, three studies were designed

_ to examine the effects of the variables of interest.

The basic paradigm required subjects to make a
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decision, select and read additional information sbout the
problen, and'make another decision., Subjlects read descrip-
tions of two professors and then indicated which one was
most likely to succeed. They were then presented with two
stacks of cards containing-édditional information about
one or both professors (the specific nature of this
information varied with the studies but generally one
stack contained consistent information and the other
contained inconsistent information). After reading two
cards from each stack they indicated which stack they
would prefer to read; they were then actually allowed to
read from both stacks, the only requirement being that
they read only a total of nine cards. Following this
they recommended one of the two professors for tenure.

The specific hypotheses and variables for each study
are discussed in subsequent, separate sections. However,
in addition to the variables of interest in each study,
several factors were examined for all studies: (1) The
relationéhip between onet's stated preference for consistent
or 1ncohsistent information and the actual reading behavior
for which a positive but not necessarily extremely high
correlation was predicted; (2) The relationship between
confidence on the initial decision and one's level of
tolerance for which a positive correlation was predicted;
(3) The relationship between the amount of inconsistent
information read and the amount of decision change for

which a positive correlation was predicted; and (&)
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Ratings of interest and usefulness of the information were'

examnined.
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2
STUDY I: FAMILIARITY

The hypothesis was that subjects would generally
prefer new information to old, familiar 1nformatiqn. but
perhaps less so when the new-information was inconsistent,
In this study subjects were allowed to choose between new
and old information following one decision andApreceding
the final decision. The new information was elther
consistent or inconsistent. An old inconsistent informa-
tion condition was not included because subjects who are
‘femiliar with the material presumably would interpret it

as more or less consistent with their decision.

METHOD

Subjects

The Ss were 12 male Introductory Psychology students
at the University of Alberta. Students in the course
participated in qxperlments for partial fulfilment of
'the course requirements.
Materials

Materials included brief descriptions of two pro-
fessors (Appendix B), first choice and confidence:
ratings (Appendix C), the information (Appendix E),
final choice and confidence ratings (Appendix H), and

This study was part of the pilot data. See Appendix
A for a complete summary of the pilot work.
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postexperimental questions (Appendix i).
~ Procedure
The 8§ was brought into the experimental room and
seated at a table. He Was.read the following general

instructions}

What we are interested in is how people make
decislons. We want to know not only what decisions
people make but what information they utilize in
making thelr declisions. We are studying decision
making vecause we want to find out what makes good
decision makers. It is extremely important for
people in situations such as you are about to face
to make the best declisions, they cannot afford to
make mistakes. We have a real situation within
the university setting and we're asking people to
make decisions about it.

I'm going to give you a description of two
university professors. Both of them were recently
hired by one of the departments on campus. The
department wants to know which of thesc two men
is likely to succeed. Both of them will be kept
for a couple of years on a probationary basis as
is done with all new professors on campus, but
1t would be extremely helpful if the department
could find out which of these men is 1likely to
do well. This information is very important to
the department and the people involved.

Your job, then, is to read the descriptions
of these two professors and decide which one 1is
most likely to succeed. Remember, good decision
makers are those who can use the information
avallable to them to make the best decisions in
any situvation.

The subject was then given the descriptions of the two
professors and the first cholce and confidence rating

sheet and told:

Here arc the descriptions; please read them
carefully because I won't be able to give this
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sheet back to you., Take your time in deciding
which professor is most likely to succeed since
this is an important decision. When you have
decided then answer the questions on the next

page.

When the S had completéd this the chéice sheet was
taken away and two stacks of cards, labelled I and II
were placed in front of him, There were two information
conditions in this study. Thus the stacks contained
elither 0ld Conslistent vs. New Consistent information,
or, 01d Consistent vs. New Inconsistent information.
There were two instruction sets so the S was given

either Neutral Instructions or an Inconsistency Set.

Neutral Instructions _
Which one did you choose? Fine, now as you
know, decisions are usually not single events.
Each decision has consequences and further
decisions are frequently made on the basls of
initial decisions. Studies of decision making
typically take place at just one point in time;
we want to find out more about long-term decision
making.
Assume now that it is two years later and
it is time for both of these professors to be
evaluated for tenure. Tenure means that the
faculty member is given a permanent job, that
although he may leave if he wishes, the university
will not fire him under ordinary circumstances.
It 1s the unliversity's method of assuring security
to its faculty. Assume also that it is your job
to recommend one of these same two men for tenure,

Inconsistency Set (exactly the same as Neutral
Instructions except for the addition of the
following paragraph at the end)
Good decision makers not only make the best
decisions but are able to defend their decisions
- well. When you have made your decision about

-~ tenure you will be asked to defend your cholce.

You will encounter arguments from others who have
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made the opposite choice and you will be expected
to defend your decision against these counter-
arguments,

In both conditions the instructions were then continued

as follows:

We are interested in the way people utilize
evailable information to make decisions. You
have already read the descriptions of the two
professors but we want to make available to you
some additional information before you make
Yyour recommendation about tenure.

In front of you are two stacks of cards.

The stacks contain different kinds of information.
First I want you to see what the information
available to you is like. Please turn over and
read the first card- in Stack I ... now the first
card in Stack II ... and the second card in each
stack,

The S read two cards from each stack and was told:

Now you know something about the nature of
the information. You are going to be able to read
nine more cards but only from one stack. Would
you please write down on the paper in front of
you which stack you would prefer to read...
Fine, oh, no, I made a mistake. That is a
different condition. You are not supposed to
have to do that. Well that's okay, you didn't
really do it so we can just switch. I'11l throw
that away and get you the proper sheet ... (the
S was then given a sheet with numbers from 1 to 9
for him to scratch off as he read the cards) ...
Now, as I said, you are going to be able to read
nine more cards but you can select them from
either stack, You may take the top card off
either stack nine times. Each time, select one
card, read it carefully, scratch off the next
number to keep track of the number of cards you
have read, and select the next card. Do this
nine times. Read each card carefully as you may
read them only once. When you are finished, let

me know.
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After the S selected and read nine cards he was
asked to decide which professor most deserved tenure.
He indicated his choice and his confidence in that cholce
and was then asked to completé the postexperimental
questions. Following that he was debriefed, given his

" eredit, and dismissed.

RESULTS
The daté provided a test of the effects of familiarity:
in each case the S had to choose between old and new infor-
"mation (either consistent or inconsistent). Twelve Ss
were run, four in each condition. The two instruction
sets (Neutral and Inconsistency) and the two information
conditions (0ld Consistent vs. New Consistent, 0C-NC, and
01d Consistent vs. New Inconsistent, 0C-NI) yielded three
conditions. It was not meaningful to include a condition
with Inconsistency instruections and OC-NC information.
Major analyses were done primarily on all 12 Ss to com-
pare the effects of o0ld vs. new information. The
instruction sets were hot relevant to the hypotheses of
this study, and hence were not examined.

First Cholice and Confidence

To check on the possibility of between group
differences prior to the experimental manipulations,
analyses of variance were done on Ss' first choice
“(scored 1-8) and their confidence in that choice (scored

1-9). As expected, there were no significant differences.
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Appendix L, Tables 1 and 2 contain summaries of the
analyses of variance.

Stack Chosen

‘ A chi-square yielded no significant differences
between groups for the stack chosen (either new or old).
Nor was there any significant preferehce for new or old
information overall., Eight Ss chose the new stack while
4 Ss chose the old stack. Appendix L, Table 6 presents
the frequency data.

Gards Read

There were no significant differences between con-
ditions 1n‘the number of cards read from the two stacks
but there was a significant overall difference between
the number of new and o0ld cards read., Summed over all
Ss and all conditions there were 108 choices (108 cards
read), of these 36 were old information, 72 were new

information (see Table 2). Thus only one-third of the

Table 2

Information Selection: Number of Cards Read

Cards Read
OLD NEW
Condition _ .
Neutral, 0C=NC 11 25
Neutral, OC-NI 11 25
Inconsistency, OC~NI 14 22
Total 36 72

choices were for old information which is a significant
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deviation from a chance selection of 50% at the .001 con-
fidence level (= 12.0.‘df = 1), Table 2 shows that the
preference for new information was no stronger when the
alternative available was consistent information than when
it was inconsistent.

Second Choice and Confidence

There were no significant between group differences
on the second choice or ratings of confidence for this
choice. Appendix L, Tables 3 and 4 present summaries of

these analyses.

Change
An analysis of decision change scores (differences

between first and second choice) yielded a significant

5.808, 4f = 2/9,

i1

effect for the information conditions (F
p<.05). Appendix L, Table 5 presents a summary of this
analysis. The means for the analysis are shown in Table

3. When all of the information was consistent, there was

Table 3

Mean Decision Change Scores

Condition Mean Change
Neutral, 0C-NI ~2,00 .
Inconsistency, OC-NI -3.25

essentially no change either toward or away from the initial

choice whereas when Ss were exposed'to inconsistent infor-
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mation, there was considerable change away from the initial

choice.

Additional Findlngs

There was a significant relationship between the
stack chosen and the cards réad. Ss who sald they pre-
ferred new information did, in fact, read more new infor-
mation than old information ("= 4.53, df =1, p<.01).

See Table 4 for these data.

Table U4
Relationship of Stack Chosen and Cards Read

Frequency Data

Stack Chosen

OLD NEW
Ss who read 5 or more 2 ' 0
0ld cards
Ss who read 4 or fewer 2 8
0ld cards

Correlations among other variables were not signifi-~
cant. There was no tendency for more declsion change to
occur when Ss read more inconsistent information (r = .042,
n = 8). Confidence on the first choilce was not siénifi-
cantly related to the number of inconsistent cards read
(r = .663, n = 8), And confidence on the second choice
was not significantly related to change (r = .37, n =12).

It should be noted, however, that the n's for these
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correlations were extremely small.

DISCUSSION

This study demonstrated the potency of familiarity as
a8 determinant of tolerance for inconsistency. When
subjects were confronted with familiar material they pre-
ferred whatever alternative new information ﬁas avalilable,
whether it was ‘supportive or non-supportive information.
Epistemic behavior appears to be more important than con-
sistency motivation under these conditibns. The reaséns
for this are no doubt numercus. Subjects may be bored
with the familiar material, they may interpret the situa-
tion as demanding that they not simply go over what they
should know already, they may expect new information to
give them some support even when it appears to be pre-
dominantly non-supportive, or new information may simply
be high in utility whereas oldlinformation is not. It is
impossible to say, on the basis of this study, why Ss
preferred new information. These data, however, are con-
sistent with findings by Brock, Albert & Becker (1970) |
and Sears (1965). The sum of the evidence is fairly
decisive, |

0ld information was quite clearly nct appealing to
subjects., Of ail informatlion choices only one-third were
choices of familiar information. It was expected that
this difference might be especially noticeable when the

alternative avallable was consistent information but this
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was not the case. The effects of familiarity were much |
more potent than the effects of supportiveneés in this
study. It is not necessarily expected that this would
occur in all cases, however. With strong commitment and
involvement, Ss might possibly prefer familiar material to
something nonsupportive, but the conditions would have to
be more extreme than those created in this study. Even
then, familiarity should be a more 1ﬁportant variable
than consistency as at least three studies have now
yielded similar results on the importance of famliliarity.

Furthermére, the information in this case was not
simpiy familiar, it was entirely known. That is, it was
completely old information, overlapping entirely with that
contained in the initial descriptions. One might expect
. the familiarity effect to be less predominant in a case
where the information was not totally redundant but merely
partially familiar.

Subjects evidenced changé in a2 highly predictable
manner., Subjects exposed to only consistent information
did not change but Ss exposed to nonsupportive information
did change away from their initial choice., In the first
case there was little reason to expect change as Ss read
information favorable to their initial choice whether it
was new or old information., It should be remembered that
Ss in the second case were not only exposed to the possibil-
ity of inconsistent information, but they read'predominantly

inconsistent 1nformation in preference to familiar infor-
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mation. Had Ss simply been exposed to the possibility of
nonsupportive information but not chosen to read much of

it, less change would be expected to occur.
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STUDY II: DEFINITIONS OF CONSISTENCY-INCONSISTENCI

The hypotheses were that dissonance effects (selec-
tivity of supportive information) would be strongest when
consistency was defined as positive information about the
chosen alternative and 1ﬁconsistency was negative infor-
mation about the chosen alternative, and the effects would
be weakest when the inforﬁation was about the unchosen
alternative. In this study subjects were allowed to
choose between consistenﬁ and inconsistency information.
The nature of the consistency-inconsistency was varled

according to the different possible definitions pfesented

in Table 1, page 12.

METHOD

Sﬁﬁjects

The Ss were 41 male Introductory Psychology students
who participated to partially fulfill course requirements.
Materlals

_ Materials included brief‘descriptions of the two

professors (Appendix B), first choice and confidence
ratings (Appendix C), the information (Appendix F), stack
chosen and raiings of interest and usefulness of the infor-
mation (Appendix D), final choice and confidence ratings
(Appendix H), and postexperimental questions (Appendix I).
Procedure

The gs was brought into the experimental room, seated

at a table, and read the following instructions:
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What we are interested in is how people make
decisions. We want to know not only what decisions
people make but what information they utilize in
making their decisions. We are studyling decision
making because we want to find out what makes good
decision makers. It is extremely important for
people in situations such as you are about to face
to make the best decislions, they cannot afford
to make mistakes. We have a real slituation within
the university setting and we're asking people to
make decisions about it.

I'm going to give you a description of two
university professors. Both of them were
recently hired by one of the departments on cam--
pus. The department wants to know which of these
two men is likely to succeed. Both of them will
be kept for a couple of years on a probationary
basis as 1s done with all new professors on cam-
pus, but it would be extremely helpful if the
department could find out which of these nmen is
likely to do well., This information is very
important to the department and the people in-
volved.

Your job then, is to read the descriptions
of these two professors and decide which one is
most likely to succeed. Remember, good decision
makers are those who can use the information
avallable to them to make the best decisions in

any situation.

He was then gilven the descriptions and the first

choice and confidence rating sheet and told:

Here are the descriptions; please read them
carefully because I won't be able to give this
sheet back to you. Take your time in deciding
which professor is most likely to succeed since
this is an important decision. When you have
decided then answer the questions on the next

page.

When the § had completed this the descriptions were
taken away, he was asked which one he had selected, and

asked to record three reasons for his choice in an attempt
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to increase commitment.

Two stacks of cards labelled I and II were then placed
in front of the S. There were four information conditions
;n this study. .$he stacks were always Consistent vs.
Inconsistent information but varied as to whether théy
contained: (1) positive information ébput the chosen .
alternative ns. negative information about the chosen
alternative, (2) negative 1nformation'about the unchosen
alternative vs. negative information about the chosen
alternative, (3) positive information about the chosen
alternative vs. positive information about the unchosen
alternative, or, (4) negative information about the
unchosen alternative vs. positive information ébout the
unchosen alternative. There was only one instruction set
in this study so all Ss were givén the following instruc-
tions, designed to enhance dissonance by stressing the
importance of the decision and leading Ss to expect that

they would have to defend their decision in writing.

As you know, decislons are usually not single
events, Studies of decislon making typically take
place at one point in time. We'd 1like to try to
find out more about long-term decision making.

So assume now that it's two years later and
it is time for both of these professors to be
evaluated for tenure., Tenure means that the
faculty member is given a permanent job, that
although he may leave if he wishes, the university
will not fire him under ordinary circumstances.

It is the university'!s method of assuring security
to 1ts faculty. Assume also that is is your job
to recommend one of these same two men for tenure.

Good decision makers not only make the best
decisions but are able to defend them well. After
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you have made your decision about tenure, you will
be asked to write a presentation of your point of
view concerning the decision and to explaln why
you made the decision you made, Your task is to
develop a forceful presentation of your case,
gilving your reasons.

Before you make your decision about tenure
we want you to have some more information. You
have already read the descriptions of the two
professors but we want to make available to you
some additional information before you make your
decision about tenure.

In front of you are two stacks of cards. The
stacks contain different kinds of information and
first I want you to see thé nature of the infor-
mation available to you. Would you please turn
over and read the first card in Stack I ... and
the first card in Stack II ... and the second card
in each stack. ,

The S read two‘cards from each stack and was told:

Now you know something about the nature of the
information available to you. You are going to be
able to read nine more cards before making your
decision about tenure, but only from one stack.

So Itd like you to indicate on this sheet which
stack you would prefer to read and answer these
questions.

The S was given the stack chosen and ratings of interest

and usefulness sheet to respond to. The E then said:

Fine ..., oh, no. I made a mistake, you're
not supposed to have to do that., That's a’'dif-
ferent condition. But since you didn't actually
do it I can just throw this away and we can go
on. Here is the sheet you are supposed to have.
(The 8 was given a paper with numbers from 1 to
9 for him to scratch off as he read the cards).

Now, as I said, you are going to be able to
read nine more cards but you may select them
from either stack, not just one stack. Select
the top card off either stack, read it carefully,
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scratch out the next number on the sheet so you'll
know how many cards you have.read, Do this nlne .
times, each time taking the top card off whichever
stack you prefer, Read the cards carefully because
you will only be able to read them once. Let me
know when you are through.

After the S selected and read nine cards'he was asked
fo decide which professor'most deserved tenure. He
indicated his cholce and confidence and was then asked
to complete the postexperimental queftions. Following

this he was debriefed, given his credit, and dismissed.

RESULTS

These data provided a test of the effecps of the
spécific nature of the consistency and inconsistency.
Forty-one Ss were run in this study, 40 of whom were
included in the data analysis. Oné S was eliminated
because he failed to follow the instructions correctly.
Two definitions of consistency (positive information about
the chosen alternative, +C, and negative information about
the unchosen alternative, =U) and two definitions of
inconsistency (negative information about the chosen
alternative, ~C, and positive information about the
unchosen alternativé, +U) were varied, ylelding four
conditions with 10 Ss per cell.

First Choice and Confidence

To check on the possibility of between group diffe-

rences prior to the experimental manipulations, 2x 2
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analyses of variance were done on first choice and con-
fidence scores. As expected, there were no significant
effects in these analyses. A summary of these analyses
is presented in Appendix M, Tables 1 and 2.

Stack Chosen

A chi=square on the stack chosen (consistent or
inconsistent) was not significant., In all conditions L
of the 10 Ss selected the consistent stack except 1ln
the case where all of the information was about the
unchosen alternative when 7 of the 10 $s chose the con-
sistent stack.

Ratings of Intefest and Usefulness

2 X 2 analyses of variance on the ratings of the
interest and usefulness of the consistent stack (each
on a 9 point scale) yielded no significant results, nor
did an analysis of usefulness of the inconsistent stack.
Appendix M, Tables 3, 4 and 5 present summaries of these
analyses. An analysis of the ratings of the interest of .
the inconsistent stack, however, did produce a significant
main effect for consisfency. With higher'scores indicating
more interest, those for whom the consistent stack was
defined as +C rated the inconsistent stack as more inter-
esting than those fof whom consistency was defined as =~U,
with means of 7.1 and 6.0, respectively (F = L, 624, af =
1/36, p <.05). A summary of this analysis is presented in
Appendix M, Table 6. No other effects in this analysis

were significant.
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Combined ratings (interest + usefulness for each
stack) for the consistent stack produced no significant
differences. An analysis of the combined ratings for the
inconsistent stack, however, ylelded a significant
interaction effect (F = 5,66, df = 1/36, p <.05), Table 5

presents the means for this effect. When the information

Table 5
Mean Ratings of Interest + Usefulness

of the Inconsistent Stack

Consistency
+C -U Total
Inconsistency
+U 14,2 10.2 12,2
Total 13.75 12.15

avallable was only sbout the unchosen alternative, the
inconsistent stack was rated as being much less interesting
and useful than in the other conditions No other effects
in this analysis were significant. Analyses of differences
between ratings (interest of consistent stack - interest of
the inconsistent stack, and usefulness of the conéistent
stack - usefulness of the inconsistent stack) also pro-
duced no significant differences. Summaries of all of

these analyses of combined ratings arc presented in

Appendix M, Tables 7, 8, 9 and 10,
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Cerds Read
A 2 x 2 factorial analysis of variance on the number
of consistent cards read produced one significant main

effect (see Table 6 for a summary of the analysis)._

Table 6
Summary of the Analysis of Variance

of the Consistent Cards Read

SOURCE. 8 af Ms  F
A (consistency) 15.625 1 15.625% 7. 695k
B (inconsistency . 225 1 .225 -
AXB 2,025 1 2,025 -
Error 73,100 36 2,031
TOTAT, 90.975 39
#% p<.01

There was a consistency main effect (F = 7.695, df = 1/36,
p<.01) with more consistent cards read (mean = 5.40)
when consistency was defined as +C than when it was
defined as =U (mean = 4.15)., This finding confirms the
prediction that positive information about the chosen
'alternative is more reinforcing than negative information
about the unchosen alternative, thus producing more of a
dissonance effect in these conditions. However, the

definition of inconsistency did not produce the expected
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effect of a gregter preference for consistent information
when the inconsistent information was defined as -C than
when it was +U. It had been assumed that negative 1nf§r-
mation about the chosen alternative would be more threaten-
ing than positive information about the uhchosen alterna=~

tive. Table 7 presents the means for thls analysis.

Table 7

Mean Number of Consistent Cards Read

Consistency
+C =U Total
"C 507 u’oo 4.85
Inconsistency ,
+U 5.1 b,3 L7
Total 5.4 b,15

Secdnd Choice and Confidence

As expected the results of a 2 x 2 analysis of
variance indicated that there were no significant differ-
ences on the second chioice (see Appendix M, Teble 11 for
a summary of the analysis) but an analysis of confidence
on_this choice produced two significant effects. (Table
8 presents a summary of the analysis). There was a
significant consistency main effect (F = 7.729, df =1/36,
p <.01). When consistency was defined as +C, Ss were more
confident of their second choice (with a mean of 6.85 on

a 9 point scale) than when it was defined as -U (with a
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Table 8
Summary of the Analysis of Variance

of Confidence in the Second Decislon

SOURCE SS . af MS ° F
A (consistency) 28.9 1 28.9 7.729%%
B (inconsistency) 3.6 1 3.6 -
A x B 16.9 1 16,9 k5208
Error 13,6 36 3.739
TOTAL 184,039

#% p<.0l, ¥ p<.05

mean of 5.15). The interaction was also significant (F =
4,520, af = 1/36, p <.05) such that Ss were most confident
when all of the information was about the chosen alterna-
tive and least confident when all of the information was

negative., Table 9 presents the means for these effects.

Table 9

Mean Confidence Ratings for the Second Decision

Consistency
+C ~U Total
-C 7.2 h,2 5.7
Inconsistency
+U 6.5 6.1 6.3

Total 6.85 5.15
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Change
Change from first to second choice was defined with
positive change being movement toward a more extreme
position on the inltial choice, negative change beling
change away from the initial position. The total change
possible was thus +3 to «7. An analysis of variance on
change scores ylelded a significant interactlon (Fr =
15,7197, af =1/36, p<.01). A summaiy of this analysis-:
is presented in Appendix M, Table 12. The most change
occurred vwhen all of the information available was
negative, the least change occurred ﬁhen all of the
information available was about the chosen alternative.
These déta'provided an exact parallel to the confidence
findings. See Table 10 for the mean change scores. No

other effects in this analysis were significant.

Table 10

Mean Decision Change Scores

Consistency
+C =U Total
"C "003 "2.7 "105
Inconsistency
+U -108 "0.6 "'1.2
Total -1.05 -1.65

A chi-square on the number of reversals (a reversal

indicated that the S changed his choice from A to B or
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vice versa) yielded similar significant re;ults (x*=11.2,
af = 3, p<.02). No reversals occurred when all of the
information was about the chosen alternative, the most
reversals occurred when all of the information available

was negative (see Table 11 for these data).

Table 11

Frequency Data for Reversals

Consistency . +C ~U

Inconsistency -C 40 -C ' +U
Reversal 0 3 6 1
No Reversal 10 7 by 9

Additional Findings

A chi-square on the relationship between what Ss said
they preferred to read and what they actually read yielded
highly significant results (z'= 11.49, af =1, p<.01).
See Table 12 for the exact relationship between the stack
chosen and the cards read.

A correlation between the number of consistent cards
read and the amount of decision change was also signifi-
cant (r = .37, n = 40, p<.05). The more consistent cards
read, the more change toward the ;nitial position. Other
correlations computed were not significant; there was no

relationship between confidence on the first choice and
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. Table 12
Relationship of Stack Chosen and Cards Read

Frequency Data

Stack Chosen

Consistent Inconslstent
Ss who read 5 or more
consistent cards 16 7
Ss who read 4 or fewer 3 14

consistent cards

the consistent cards read (r = ~.087) or between confidence

on the second choice and the amount of change (r = .210).

DISCUSSION

This study emphasized the importance of the defini-
tions of consistency and inconsistency. Subjects demon-
strated most selective exposure when the information was
about the chosen alternative and least when the informa-
tion was entirely negative about both the chosen and
unchosen alternative. There was a significant cdnsistency
main effect in that Ss read more consistent information
when consistency was defined as positive information about
the chosen alternative than when it was negative informa=-
| tion about the unchosen alternative., Both the positive-
negative nature of the information and the object of the
information (chosen or unchosen alternative) were appareﬁ;

tly important. Once again there was no evidence of a
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simple effect for suppoftivéness; Ss did npt simply prefer
consistent to inconsistent information. The nature of the
definition of both consistency aﬁd inconsistency was
important.

Although there were no‘significant differences in
the stack chosen due to the definition of consistency-
jnconsistency, there were differences in actual reading
behavior, and ratings of interest and usefulness, confi-
dence, and change. There was a consistency main effect
for ratings of the 1nconsisﬁent stack, cards read, and
confidence on the second choice. When consistent infor-
maetion was defined as‘+C (positive information about the
chosen alternative), Ss rated the inconsistent stack as
more interesting, read more consistent cards, and were
more confident of their second choice. While the latter
~two'findings were consistent, the first two seemed incon~
sistent with each other. Perhaps, as hypothesized, posi=~
tive information about the chosen alternative was rein-
forcing to the subject. Perhaps also seeing this infor=-
mation raised his confidence so that he was wiliing to
rate the other stack as fairly interesting. However, when
he actually started reading the 1nformation, he preferred
the supportive information. The latter two findings wére'
explicable in as much as Ss who read more consistent
information gained more support and were thus more confi-
dent of their finel choice (they also changed less than

other groups, though not significantly 50).
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There was a significant interaction on the combined
ratings of interest and usefulness of the inconsistent
stack, confidence on the second choice, and change. The
differentiating condition in each of these 1nteract;ons
was the one in which all of the informétion was negative
(=U vs. =C). In this condition Ss rated the inconsistent
stack as less interesting and useful, were less confident
of their second choice, and changed the most. Perhaps
as hypothesized, negative information about the unchosen
alternative was not perceived as very reinforcing (in
contrast to +C information) and negative information about
the chosen alternatife was quite threatening (in contrast
to 4U), thus Ss in this condition had the worst possible
alternatives. The consistent information was not highly
supportivé and the inconsistent information was hignly
threatening. They rated the inconsistent stack as less
interesting and useful, they changed more, and consequently
were less confident of their final choice. One might,
however, also have expected significant differences in
ratings of the consistent stack and in the number of
cards read. These did not occur.

The results of this study may be interpreted in
terms of a positivity effect of in terms of the informa-
tionts relevance to the Ss. Both explanations are

elaborated in the general discussion.

It should be noted that Ss confronted somewhat

different problems in the various information conditions
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of this study. In two conditions all of the information
was about one alternative (elther chosen or unchosen)
while in the other two conditions one stack was concerned
with each alternative, 1In the first case the 1nformation
was more clearly opposing (glthough the cards were
arranged so that the information was not clearly contra-
dictory). 1In the second case the conflict was less direct.
The exact effects of these differences could not readily
be assessed in the present study., It would have been use-
ful to know.whether Ss were specifically approaching or
avoiding information. Rhine (1967) pointed out that one
problem in information selectivity studies has been the
impossibility of assessing whether Ss were, 1in fact,
seeking supportive information or avoiding nonsupportive
information (or the opposite). This study ﬁad no control
group to provide a baseline for such an assessment.
Brock, Albert & Becker's (1970) study provided interesting

possibilities for a solution to this commbnlproblem.
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STUDY III: COGNITIVE STRUCTURE ANﬁ INSTRUMENTALITY

Thé;hypotheses advanced for thls study were that
there would be more tolerance of inconsistency under
instrumentality instructions than in dissonance only
conditions and that abstract subjects would tolerate
inconsistency more than concrete subjects. The latter
prediction was based on the cognitive theory of Harvey,
Hunt & Schroder (1961) and Schroder, Driver & Streufert
(1967). 1In this study concrete and abstract subjects
were allowed to choose between consistent and inconsistent
information under conditions designed to enhance dissonance

only or dissonance plus an instrumentality instruction set.

METHOD

Subjects

The Ss were 49 males, of whom 25 were abstract Ss
and 24 were concrete Ss, selected on the basis of the
Interpersonal Topical Inventory (Tuckman, 1966; see
Appendix J for a copy of the test). Thé Ss were Intro-
ductory Psychology students participating for partial
fulfilment of course requirements.
Materials

The Interpersonal Topical Inventory is a forced
choice questionnaire in which subjects endorse one of two
items which best represent their feelings about several

interpersonal topics. There are six leading stems
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("When I am criticized...," "When I am in doubt...,"
#When a friend acts differently toward me...," "This I
believe about peOple...,"' "Leaders...," and "When other
people find fault with me...") and for each stem there

are six pairs of answers., The subject chooses one of the
answers in each pair for a total of 36 items. Of the
Introductory Psychology students tested, there were 69
males classified as System I (concrete) and 104 classified
as System IV (abstract) by the Gouble criterion employed
(see Appendix K for the scoring criteria). It was
necessary to use a double criterion because the Tuckman
tlassification procedure did not yield enough concrete Ss.
Several recent studies have supported the construct
validity of the test (Corfield, 1969; MacNeil & Rule, 1970;
Sandilands, 1969; Tuckman, 1966).

- Other materials were brief descriptions of the two
professors (Appendix B), first cholce and confidence
ratings (Appendix C), the information (Appendix g), stack
chosen and ratings of interest and usefulness (Appendix D),
final choice and confidence ratings (Appendix H), and
postexperimental questions (Appendix I).

Procedure
The S was brought into the experimentai room, seated

at a table, and read the following instructions:

What we are interested in is how people make
decisions. We want to know not only what decisions
people make but what information they utilize in
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making their decisions. We are studying declision
making because we want to find out what makes

good decision makers. It is extremely important
for people in situations such as you are about to
face to make the best decisions, they cannot

afford to make mistakes. We have a real situation
within the university setting and we're asking
people to make decisions about 1it.

I'm going to give you a description of two
university professors. Both of them were recently
hired by one of the departments on campus. The
department wants to know which of these two men lis
most likely to succeed. Both of them will be kept
for a couple of years on a probationary basis as
is done with all new professors on campus, but it
would be extremely helpful if the department could
find out which of these men is likely to do well.
This information is very important to the depart-
ment and the people involved.

Your job then, is to read the descriptions of
these two professors and decide which one is most
likely to succeed. Remember, good decision makers
are those who can use the information available to
themnm to make the best decisions in any situation.

He was then given the descriptions and the first

choice and confidence rating sheet and told:

Here are the descriptions; please read them
carefully because I won't be able to glve this
sheet back to you., Take your time in deciding
which professor is most likely to succeed since
this is an important decision. When you have
decided then answer the questions on the next

page,

When the 8 had completed this the descriptions were
taken away, he was asked which one he had selected, and
. asked to write down three reasons for his cholce in an

attempt to increase commitment.

Two stacks of cards were then placed in front of the
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S labelled I and II. The stacks contained consistent vs.
inconsistent information (the same for all conditions).

There were two instruction sets so Ss were given either:

Dissonance Instructions

As you know, decisions are usually not single
events., Studies of decision making typically take
place at just one point in time; we'd like to try
to find out more about long-term decision making.

So assume now that it's two years later and
it is time for both of these professors to be
evaluated for tenure. Tenure means that the faculty
member is given a permanent job, that although he
may leave if he wishes, the university will not fire
him under ordinary circumstances. It is the univer-
sity's method of assuring security to its faculty.
Assume also that it is your job to recommend one
of these same two men for tenure.

Before you make your decision about tenure, we
want you to have some more information. You have
already read the descriptions of the two professors
but we want to make available to you some additional
information before you make your decision about
tenure,

In front of you are two stacks of cards. The
stacks contain different kinds of information and
first I want you to see the nature of the infor-
mation available to you. Would you please turn
over and read the first card in Stack I ... and
the first card in Stack II ... and the second card
in each stack.

or,
Instrumentality Instructions.

As you know, decisions are usuvally not single
events, Studies of decision making typically take
place at just one point in time; we'd like to try
to find out more about long-term decision making,

Often people have to make new decisions about
similar issues. They have to evalvate new infor-
mation in order to make these decisions, Each
decision is a new problem to be solved.

So assume now that it's two years later and
1t is time for both of these professors to be
evaluated for tenure. (From here the instructions
proceeded exactly as above).

The S then read two cards from each stack and was told:
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Now you know something about the nature of
the information available to you. You are going
to be able to read nine more cards before making
your decision about tenure, but only from one .
stack. So I'd like you to indicate on this sheet
which stack you would prefer to read and answer
thesz questions,

The S was given the stack chosen and ratings of interest

and usefulness sheet to respond to. The E then said:

Fine ... oh, no. I made a mistake, you're not
supposed to have to do that. That's a different
condition, But since you didn't actually do it I
can just throw this away and we can go on. Here
is the sheet you are supposed to have. (The S was
given a paper with numbers from 1 to 9 for him to
scratch off as he read the ecards).

Now, as I said, you are going to be able to
read nine more cards but you may select them fronm
either stack, not just one stack. Select the top
card off either stack, read it carefully, scratch
out the next number on the sheet so you'll know how
many cards you have read. Do this nine times, each
time taking the top card off whichever stack you
prefer. Read the cards carefully bscause you will
only be able to read them once. Let me know when
you are through.

After the S selected and read nine cards he was asked
to decide which professor most deserved tenure. He
indicated his choice and confidence and was then asked to
complete the post-experimental questions. Following this

he was debriefed, given his credit, znd dismissed.

RESULTS

These data provided a test of the effects of cognitive

structure and two instructional sets. Of the 49 Ss (25
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abstract Ss and 24 concrete Ss) who participated, 40 Ss
(20 abstract Ss and 20 concrete Ss) were included in the
date analyses. Eight Ss were‘eliminated because they
failed to follow the instructions correctly and one because
of a procedurél error. Coghitive structure (concrete and
abstract) and instruction sets (dissonance and instrumen-
tality) were varied, yielding four conditions with 10 Ss
per cell,

First Choice and Confidence Ratings

To check on the possibility of betﬁeen group differ-
ences prior to the experimental manipulations, 2 x 2
analyses of variance were done on first choice and con-
fidence scores. As expected, there were no significant
effects in these analyses. Appendix N, Tables 1 and 2
present summaries of these analyses.

Stack Chosen

A chi-square on the stack chosen (either consistent
or inconsistent) was not significant. See Table 13 for a

sumnary of these data.

Ratings of Interest and Usefulness

2 x 2 analyses of variance for ratings of interest
and usefulness of the consistent stack yielded no signi-
ficant effects. Similarly, an analysis of the usefulness
of the inconsistent stack yielded no significant differ-
ences. These analyses are presented in Appendix N, Tables
3, 4, and 5. There were two significant main effects in

the analysis of the interest of the inconsistent stack
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Table 13
Frequency Data for Stack Chosen

Number of Subjects Choosing the Consistent Stack

Concrete Abstract Total
Dissonance 8 5 13
Instrumentality 5 6 11
Total 13 11

(see Table 14 for a summary of this analysis), Concrete

Ss rated the inconslstent stack as more interesting than

Table 14
Summary of the Analysis of Variance

of Interest of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE SS af MS F

A (concrete-abstract) 10.0 1 10.0 L, 265%
B (dissonance=-
instrumentality) 14.4 1 14.h 6.142%
AxXB 3.6 1 3.6 1.535
Error 84,4 36 2,344
TOTAL 112.4 39
* p<.05

did abstract Ss and those in dissonance conditions rated

the stack as more interesting than did those in the
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instrumentality conditions (see Table 15 for the means),
Both of these findings were opposite to the predicted

results,

Table 15

Mean Ratings of Interest of the Inconsistent Stack

Concrete Abstract Total

Dissonance ?;6 7.2 7.4

" Instrumentality 7.0 5.4 6.2
Total 7.3 6.3

Analyses of combined ratings of interest and use-
fulness yielded no significant results (interest + use-
fulness for each stack) nor did difference scores yield
any significant results (interest of the consistent stack
- interest of the inconsistent stack, and usefulness of
the consistent stack - usefulness of the inconsistent
stack). Appendix N Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 present summaries
of these analyses, |
Cards Read

A 2 x 2 analysis of variance of the number of con-
sistent cards read ylelded no significant differences
(see Table 16 for the means). A summary of this analysis
‘1s presented in Appendix N, Table 10. One problem in this
analysis was that a Bartlett's test (Edwards, 1964) was

significant (%' = 7.927, p <.05) indicating heterogeneity
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Table 16

Mean Number of Conslstent Cards Read

Concrete Abstract Total

Dissonancé k.50 4,30 | Lk, o

Instrumentality  4.70 5.40 5,05
Total 4,60 | 4,85

of variance. However, since the F-test 1s robust with
equal n's and since the data were so far from being
sigﬁificant. no transformations of the data were done.
(It might be noted that the main cause of the hetero-
geneity was concrete §§ in the instrumentality condition.
They reacted rather extremely, though not consistently;
to this condition and tended to produce a bi-modal
distribution of scores).

Sécdnd Choice and Confidence

A 2 x 2 analysis of variance yeilded no significant
differences for second cholce or for confidence; Appendix
N, Tables 11 and 12 present summaries of these analyses,
Change

A 2 x 2 analysis of variance on debision change
scores (differences between the first and second choice)
ylelded no significant differences. Appendix N, Table 13
presents a summary of this analysis; A chi-square on
reversals from first to second cholice also falled to yield

any significant findings. There were three reversals in
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2ll conditions except for concrete Ss in the dissonance
only condition where there was only one reversal.

Additional Findings

A chi-square on the relationship between what Ss said
they preferred to-read and ﬁhat they actually read yielded
highly significant results (¥'= 9.18, df =1, p £.01).

See Table 17 for the exact relationship between stack

chosen and cards read.

Table 17
Relationship of Stack Chosen and Cards Read

Frequency Data

Stack Chosen

Consistent Inconsistent
Ss who read 5 or more
consistent cards 19 5
Ss who read 4 or fewer
consistent cards 5 11

Again there was a significant correlation between the
number of inconsistent cards read and the amount of change
(r = ,507, n = 40, p <.01), The more inconsistent cards
read, the more change (away from the initial position).
There was no significant relationship between confidence
on the first choice and the number of inconsistent cards

read (r = ,101) or between confidence on the second choice

and: change (r = .203).
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An analysis of the extremity of the first choice
yielded one interesting effect. Since Ss not only chose
one professor but.indicated a degree of certaintly for
his success it was possible to analyze extremity inde-
pendently of choice. Using scores of 1 to 4 (4 being
the most extreme, he is extremely likely to succeed, 1
being the least extreme, he is slightly likely to succeed),
there was a signif;cant main effect for cognitive structure
(F = 5.188, df =1/36, p<.05). Concrete Ss were more
extreme in their initial choice no matter which professor
they chose (with a mean of 3.00) than were abstract Ss
(with a mean of 2.65). Although there were no differences
in choice, either for A or B, concrete Ss simply rated
their chosen alternative as more likely to sucdeed than
did abstract Ss. A summary of this analysis is presented

in Appendix N, Table 1k,

DISCUSSION
This study yieldgd little significant data. Cognitive

structure and instrumentality both failed to evidence any
clear-cut effects on the information read. The lack of
findings is inconsistent with other reports of utility
effects (Canon, 1964, Brock, Albert & Becker, 1970) and
with the theoretical predictions derived from the theory

of Harvey, Hunt & Schroder (1961). The only significant

~ effects were un a variable of lesser importance, ratings

of interest of the information.
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As in the case of the other studies, there were no
significant differences in the stack chosen. That there
were no significant effects for the cards read was more
surprising and contrary to expectations; The only analyses
which were significant were oppoéite to the predicted
effects: concrete Ss rated the inconsistent stack as
more interesting than did abstract Ss, and those in the
diésonance-only condition rated the inconsistent stack
as more 1ntere§ting than did those in the instrumentality
condition. There appears to be no reasonable explanation
fér,these data. There were no significant differehceé in
elther confidence on the second choice or change scores;

The lack of significaht findings for the ﬁanipulated |
variable of dissonance-only vs. instrumentality might be
interpreted as a failure to successfully establish disso-~
nance and/or a failure to manipulate instrumentality. Since
all of the cell means for the number of consistent cards
read were near 50% (§s read almost equal numbers of consis-
tent and inconsistent cards, see Table 16, page 54) it
appeared that both failures probably occurred. An attempt
was subsequently made in Study II (which was actually run
following Study III) to correct the possible failure of
the dissonance cfeation. The instructlions were made more
emphatic and there was an addition in that Ss were told
they would have to justify and defend their final choice.
Although there was no independent check on the dissonance

manipulation, it appeared that it may have been successful
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as the results of that study weré more predictable and
expllcable. The change in the procedure made sense
theoretically and is thus consistent with the idea that
stronger dissonance was created, Ss in Study III may
simply have felt little commitment to their initial choice
or little involvement in the decision,

The failure of the instrumentality manipulation is
less easily explained. It had appeared to be successful
with a small number of pilot subjects where the results
were in the predicted direction at least. And it made
sense theoretically to stress the problém solving nature
of the situation to try to increase the utility of the
information. It was dissimilar to previous manipulations
of instrumentality, however. Canon (1964) and Freedman
(1965) told Ss that they would have to defend their
position and meke counterarguments. An attempt was made
to use this manipulation in pilot work for this research
and it was completely unsuccessful, Brock, Albert &
Becker (1970) made 1nformation useful by relaﬁing it to
the chosen alternative., Information about the chosen
alternative had no particular utility for Ss in this
study, however, Such an approach would not have been
feasible or meaningful for this study.

That cognitive structure did not produce the pre-
dicted results was more puzzling than the failure of the
manipulated variables. Here the differences should have

occurred as the Harvey, Hunt & Schroder (1961) theory
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quite clearly specifies that there should be a difference
between concrete and abstract Ss in their ability to
tolerate inconsistency. Furthermore, there has been
evidence of differences in selective exposure for these
two groups (Saﬁdilands, 1969). It cannot be sald that
Ss did not perceive the consistent-inconsistent nature
of the available information. It was gquite clear from
pilot data that the differences were obvious to Ss. And
tﬁe Ss in this study gave reasons for their information
choices which demonstrated that they perceived the
differences. In fact, it was interesting to note that
there were two quite clear-cut kinds of’reasons glven in
response to being questioned about why they chose the
information they did. Subjects who read more consistent
than inconsistent information usually said that they
wanted to learn more to support their position (e.g. an
S who reéd eight consistent cards said, "Since I was
going to argue for retaining Dr. B I picked the cards
which presented him in a good light," and an S who read
seven consistent cards said, "I was trying to find a way
to defend my decision. Thus I picked up cards mostly in
Stack I to confirm my decision. Occasionally I picked
up one from Stack II out of curiosity but I tried to avoid
it."), Similarly, Ss who read more inconsistent information
usually said that they thought they should learn more about
the opposite position (e.g. an S who read 7 inconsistent

cards sald, "I read more about Dr. B than Dr. A because
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in my mind Dr. A had the advahtage so I wanted to see
what attributes Dr. B has, it would useless to see Dr. A
good points (sic)," and an S who read six inconsistent
cards said, "I took the majority of cards from II so I
could have more informatioﬁ on him in the event my
decision was wrong"), These differences were quite
reliable but were unrelated to either the instructional
manipulation or the individual difference variable.

The one interesting difference that did emerge was
that concrete Ss tended to be more extreme in their
initial choice. They rated either A of B as more
extremely likely to succeed than did abstract Ss. This
might be explained by the tendency toward black-white
thinking which is supposed to be characteristic of
concrete subjects. It is interesting that this difference

was not accompanied by any difference in confidence.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present series of studies was designed to examine
some variables which might influence one's tolerance for
inconsistency. Although dissonance theory has generally
predicted information selectivity following a decision,
there has been ample empirical evidence thét people do;
in fact, frequently expose themselves to inconsistent
information. These studies have suggested that familiarity
énd the definition of consistency-inconsistency affect
one's level of tolerance. If one is confronted with
familiar material he tends to prefer other alternatives
whether they are consistent or inconsistent. When
consistency is defined as positive information about one's
chosen alternative, he tends to prefer consistent informa-
tioﬁ (show more selective exposure) than when consistency
1§ defined as negative information about the unchosen
alternative. In the first case he is more confident of
a subsequent decision, since he has read more consistent
information. A subject changes his decision more when
all of the information given to him 1is negative in nature
and he is then less confident of his position.

The effects of Study I were guite clearcut., The
potency of familiarity as a determinant of information
seeking has been sufficiently documented. In subseguent
studies of information seleotivity,~this factor should be

either controlled or examined. It is not of great
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theoretical significance that Ss prefer unfamiliar
material, in fact it is intuitively obvious and not at all
surprising, but it must be considered as a powerful effeét.
As Study III produced little significant data it is
difficult to discuss it furfher. Some possible reasons
for the lack of findings were previously diséussed (see
Discussion of Study III).

The effects of Study II may be best explained in
terms of relevance, that is, what information is especially
relevant to a subject in a given situation. When a person
makes a choice it is assumed that he is committed to it
and involved; information about this choice should then be
éspecially relevant to the person. The main effects for
consistency supported this notion in that Ss read more
consistent cards, were more confident of their second
choice, and tended to change less though not significantly
so vhen consistency was defined as +4C than when it was -U.
Information about the chosen alternative was relevant to |
the S, he was presumably committed to his cholce and
involved. Hence +C information was not only supportive,
but was relevant to his vested interest. The S's self-
esteem may have been involved with information about his
choice. On the other hand, =U information, while supportive,
was not highly relevant and in no way affected the Ss self-
esteem., VWhile +C information may enhance the S's self=-
esteem, -U information would have little effect, if any.

Recently there has been considerable interest among
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consistency theorists in the role of self-esteenm in
attitude change (e.g. Rosenberg, 1968). These data were
compatible with such an emphasis although there were no
data directly relevant to the issue.

Similarly, the 1ntera6tiq§effects on change and con-
fidence could be viewed in terms of their relevance to
the S, The two conditions primarily responsible for the
significant interactions were those in which all of the
information was about the chosen alternative (+C vs. =C)
and those in which all of the information was negative
(~U vs. =C). 1In the first case all of the information was
relevant to the S, one stack highiy supportivé and one
stack highly threatening. In the second case the incon-
sistent information was relevant but threatening and the
consistent 1nformation‘was not highly relevant or suppor-
tive so Ss in this case changed more and were less confi-
dent of their final decision.

While an interpretation in terms of relevance fit
the data quite well, there was one possible problem.

One might have predicted that the case in which Ss got
information only about the unchosen alternative would

have been the least relevant and might thus have lead

to a high level of tolerance. Ss in this condition night
have been expected to read more inconsistent information
and change more than in other conditions but this did not
occur, Ss read little inconslstent information and changed

little. Whether this significantly alters a relevance
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interpretation is unclear; an explanatioh of what did
occur in this condition is not readily apparent. A
positivity effect, discussed lafer; alsb fails to
account for this condition.

An explanation in terﬁs of relevance is interesting
in light of the recent Brock, Albert & Becker (1??0)
research., Their definition of utility was information
about the chosen alternativé; a notion similar to con-
sidering information about the chosen alternative as rele-
vant to the § and information about the unchosen alterna-
tive as less relevant. In the present study there was
little reason to consider information about the chosen
alternative as more useful specifically but utility and
relevance may have similar effects, Certainly the defini-
tions in terms of information about the chosen or unchosen
alternative are similar,

There is another possible explanatibn for the data
of Study II which should be considered. Perhaps there
was simply a positivity effect. That is,>§§ may simply
prefer positive information., The consistency main effects
can easily be explained in terms of positivity in that
Ss preferred +C to -U information. Predictions in terms
of positivity lead one to expect a main effect for incon-
sistency also, a preference for +U rather than -C informa-
tion, but there were no significant inconsistency main
effects in any analyses. The significant interactions,

however, can also be partially explained in terms of
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positivity. Subjects changed most and were least confi-
dent in the condition where 211 of the information was
negative (-U vs. -C). If Ss do, in fact, prefer positive
information,'then one woﬁld expect them to be most upset
and uncertain when confronted with all negative infofmation;

There 1s evidence for positivity effects in several
areas. Jastrebske & Rule (1970) found more conformity
when Ss encountered agreeing sources than when they en-
countered disagreeing sources. That is, when the pressure
toward conformity was in the positiw direction, Ss
originally neutral on the issue changed more than when
the pressure was in the negative direction. Osgood (1964)
and Jakobovits (1968) discussed people's tendency to
structure their worid in positive rather than negétive
terms (good rather than bad, strong rather than weak,
active rather than passive).. There is also evidence that
good" words outnumber "bad" in the language (Jakobovits,
;968). Perhaps the data from this study merely document
a general preference for positive rather than negative
descriptions.

The design of the studies allowed for examination
of several additional factors. Subjects initially selected
one of the professors and rated their confidence in this
choice. 1In no case did significant differences emerge
on these measures, Nor did the selection of one professor
influence any of the subsequent measures in the studies,

After being exposed to consistent and inconsistent



66.

stacks of information, Ss indicated which one they preQ
ferred to read. 1In no case were there any significant dif-
ferences in this measure; it appeared to be a fairly insens-
tive measuré. In these studies Ss actually read nine more
bits of information, and this measure appeared to be mdre
sensitive. It 1s not surprising that a variable of several
possible values is more sensitive than a simple dichoto-
mous rating. The imporfance of gathering data in addition
to subject's stated preferences appears obvious.

~ Subjects also rated the interest and'uéefulness of
the two stacks of information presented them. 1In no case
did ratings of the consistent stack yield significant
differences (either interest, usefulnéss, or interést +
usefulness). However, ratings of the inconslstent stack
did yield some differences in Both Study II and Study III.
The interest of the inconsistent stack was the best measure.
Ratings of usefulness alone did not yield any differences.
Why the ratings of the inconsistent stack should be a
better measure than ratings of the consistent stack is
unclear. Ratings of the inconsistent stack were simply
more sensitive in that they produced more variability;
subjects may have been more sensitive to the inconsistency
as they were somewhat threatened by it whereas they were
more confortable with the consistency and were thus less
discriminating in their ratings of the consistent stack.

Decision change scores and the number of reversals

(changes from one professor to the other from first to
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second decision) also provided useful datg. These data
tended to parallel the cards read. Subjects who read more
inconsistent information usually changed more but they
were not necessarily less confident of their cholce,

Some of the additional correlational data yieided
.significant results. It was hypothesized that there would
be a significant relationship between the stack chosen
and the cards read. 1In all three studies there was a
significant relationship between these two measures.
Subjects who said they preferred the consistent stack did,
in fact, read more consistent cards than those who said
they preferred the inconsistent stack, who read more
inconsistent cards. For Study I the relationship was
computed for choices of new or old information réther than
consistent or inconsistent information but the relationship
between preference and reading behavior was the same.

That this relationship is strong and highly consistent
constitutes support for those who use preferencé ratings

as their depehdent variable in studies of informétion
selectivity. However; in no case were there any significant’
differences based on the preference measure while there
were several significant effects for the cards read data,.
This constitutes an argument against thé use of preference
only as a dependent variable. Although it is possible to
get significant differences using only a dichotomous pre-
ference measure (e.g. Brock, Albert & Becker, 1970). it is

also common not to do so. For example, Canon's (1964)
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only significant data were ratings of interest and useful -
ness, his preference rankings were not significant.
Research 1h the area of information selectivity might be
more productive if there was a concerted effort to refine
the measurement of the dependent variable.

Dissonance theory_predlcts that there will be less
information selectivity when Ss are confident of their
position. These studies proﬁided no.support for this
hypothesis. The correlations between confidence on the
first choice and the number of inconsistent cards read
failed to reach significance in all three studies. There
was no evidence that Ss who were more confident of their
first choice.were less likely to read consistent informa-
tion (i.e. were more willing to expose themselves to
inconsistent information), |

There was a significant relationship betweeﬁ the cards
read and change, as expected. The correlations for
Studies II and IITI were significant, the correlation for
Study I, while in the predicted direction, failed to reach
significance because of the small n, The more inconsistent
Information the Ss read, the more they changed away from
their initial choice. It should be noted that Ss selected
the information they read, they were not simply exposed to
consistent or inconsistent information. This lends support
to the dissonance theory notion that free choice is important
(Brehm & Cohen, 1962). The Ss who chose to read more incon-

sistent information evidenced the most change; it was not
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simply exposure to the possibility of inconsistent infor-
mation that was effectiﬁe 1n producing change.

It was expected that there would be & significaht
relationship between confidence on the second choice and
change. This was not the cése. None_of the correlations
were significant. Subjects who changed most were not

necessarily less confident, as had been expected.
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Appendix A

Summary of Pilot Work

Pilot data were collected for 70 subjects to check on

phe manipulations as well as the feasibllity of the
"paradign, |

Five cells were included in the initial pilot work to
check on the instruméﬁtality ménipulation énd the responses
to the different kinds of information: two instruction
-sets, neutral and 1ncons1steﬁcy, and three pairs of infor-
mation, OC-NI, NC-NI, and OC-NC (the latter under neﬁtral
instructions only). In each case there were four sub-
Jects per cell so that 20 Ss were run.

The procedure was as follows: Ss read descriptions
of two university professors, they were asked to decide
which one was most likely to succeed, and how confident
they were of the decision. .They were then told to assuue
it was two yeérs later and time for the professors to be
evalvated for tenure;'their task was to recommend one.
Before making the decision they would be able to get more
information. Two stacks of cards were placed in front of
them (0C-NC, OC-NI, or NC-NI). FEach stack contained
ele&en cards. Ss read two cards from each stack and indi=-
cated which stack they preferred to read (previous pilot
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The information was 0l1d Consistent  (0C), New Con-
sistent (NC), or New Inconsistent (NI).
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data indicated that Ss could discriminate between the
stecks on the basis of the four cards){ Thej were.then
told that they could select cards from either stack to
read a total of nine cards. After reading the information
Ss recommended one of tne two professors for tenure and
indicatéd.their confidence in this decision. For the
inconsistency set $s were told before the information
selection that theylwoﬁid have to defend their final
decision. All information was about the unchosen alter-
‘native (old consistent = old information about the
unchosen alternative, new consistent = negative infdrma-
tion about the unchosen alternative and new inconsistent =
positive information about the unchosen alternative).

Results of the initial pilot data indicated a strong
preference for new information in all cases. These data
are summarized in Study I. The data showed no evidence of
an effective instrumentality manipulation, however. Under
neutral instructions Ss actually read more lnconsistent
information (in the NC=NI condition) than under incon-
sistency instructions. The mean number of NI cards read
were 4.0 and 2.75, respectively. It was concluded that
the inconsistency instructions may have created dissonance
and made the Ss defensive. Since both Canon and Freedman
had obtained an instrumentality effect, iﬁ was decided to
try their insturctions. |

Additional pilot data were collected for two conditions

using all NC-NI information in an attempt to improve the
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instruméntality manipulation. Instruction sets were
called "Réasons" and "Defense" and were taken directly
from Canon (1964). 1In the first case Ss were told that
they would have to give their reasons for their second
choice; in the second case.they were told that they would
engage in a written debate about their second choice.
This also proved ineffective; the.mean number of KI cards
read in Reasons and Defense were 3.55 and 3.0, respecti-
vely. Again, there was a powerful dissonance effect
overriding any possible instrumentality.

Several problems were considered as interfering with
the manipulation. One problem appeared to be that in the
Neutral condition (of the original pilot work) there
was little, if any, dissonance created. $Ss were not
committed to their first decision and they behaved in a
fairly instrumental manner, reading cards from both
stacks (getting both positive and negative information
about the unchosen alternative). They were not defensive
but were quite open about selecting and evaluating the
new information in order to make their second decision.
Instrumentality was included in the study because it
appeared to be somefhing which could overpower dissonznce
in some cases. Hence this Neutral condition did not
provide a valid baseline for comparison. It seemed obwious
that some dissonance had to be created in all conditions.
In later pilolt work where there was a strong dissonance

effect in all conditions, it became apparent that the
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instrumehtality manipulation was still ineffective.

A second problen waé related to the definition of
instrumentality in this situation. The writer had
assumed that positive information about the unchosen
alternative (NI) should be ihstrumental for planning a
defense and that Ss should at least select equal amounts
of positive and negative information to prepare for the
defense (it was assumed that this was the minimal level
of instrumental behavior as they would need arguments to
support thelr choice and to show fhat he was superior to
'the other aiternative). The error here seemed to be in
equating the stacks of information in this study with ‘
magazine articles in other studies. If one chooses to
read an article favoring the unchosen alternative, he
probably expects to read it critically, to find out the
favoring arguments for the other side, but also to find
flaws in the arguments, errors or misconceptions, etc.
with which he c¢an argue. However, the information in
the étacks in this study did not allow for that possibility.
The inconsistent information was simply statements of
supposed fact and there was no way to effectively counter-
argue Jjust given this information. Hence, the most
instrumental thing to do was probably to collect nggative
information about the unchosen alternative (NC) and use
this to counterattack. Thus Ss who selected and read
mostly NC cards were, in fact, probably doing the most

instrumental thing. The problem, of course, is that this
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1s also what dissonance predicts they would do and it is
impossible to tell why, in fact, they read that information.

It was evlident that different information must be used.
The alternative selected was to use positive information
about the chosen alternative as consistent information (NC)
and positive information about the unchosen alternative as
inconsistent information (NI). For reasons already stated,
it did not seem reasonable to make this NI information
Instrumental for a defense of the Ss' second choice.
Instead it was declded to vary instrumentality by stressing
‘& problem solving set; if the emphasis were on making the
second decision a new problem to be solved, it would be
instrumental to read at least equal amounts of consistent
and inconsistent 1nforma§ion. However, 1if dissonance were'
created for the first decision and there was no shift in
emphasis, Ss should read mainly consistent information.

Two new instruction sets were thus created: Dissonance
Only and Dissonance + Instrumentality. Dissonance was
created in both conditions by having Ss record three
reasons for thelr first choice (thus enhancing commitment)}
Instrumentality was manipulated by stressing problem
solving and the consideration of new information for each
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An initial attempt at creating dissonance here was
apparently unsuccessful. The importance of the first
decision was stressed but this was not enough to create
dissonance., Means for NI cards read in Dissonance and
Dissonance + Instrumentality were 5.25 and 3.0, respecti-
vely, opposite to the predictions. Thus commltment was
included to create stronger dissonance.
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decision. Pilot data were collected in these two conditions
(using NC vs. NI 1nformafion) and came out as predicted.
Those in the Dissonanceé + Instrumentality selected and

read more inconsistent cards than those in the Dissoﬁance
Only condition with means ofl5.0 and 3.74, reépectively.
For the first time there was also a choice difference;.when'
asked which stack they preferred to read (after having

seen two cards from each stack) Ss in the NC-NI conditions
had never before selected the inconsistent stack (of 24

Ss in these conditions only one had ever selected NI).

.Now some did (1 of 4 in the Dissonance Only, 3 of 4 in the
Dissonance +4 Instrumentality). Questions were also
included about the interest and usefulness of the stacks
and data on these also came out somewhat as predicted
(those in the Instrumentality condition rated the NI stack
as more useful than the NC stack while the reverse was

true for the Dissonance Only condition). See Table 1 for

& summary of these data,
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Table 1
Final Pilot Work Data
Instructions:

D = Dissonance Only
T = Dissonance + Instrumentality

Information:
' NC = new consistent
positive information about the chosen alternative
NI = new inconsistent
positive information about the unchosen alternative

'n =4 per cell

Stack  Cards Change Stack I (NC) Stack II (NI)
Chosen BRead inver- useful-~ inter- useful-
est ness est ness

D 025 ' 3975 -1-25 7.0 7075 700 6075
I .75 5.00 -3.75 5.5 5.5 7.0 8.0

i

D Dissonance Only

1

Dissonance + Instrumentality
Stack Chosen: 1 = NI, 0 = NC
Cards Read: each NI =1 (possible range, 0-9)

Change: + = toward initial choice
= away from initial choice

Interest: 9 = very interesting, 1 = not at all
' interesting

Usefulness: 9 = very useful, 1 = not at all useful
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Appendix B

‘Descriptions

~Q§;~& has been feaching at another university for six
years. Prior to that he received a Ph.D. from a smrall
university. He has had little research experience but

. hls students considered him a good teacher. He is known
to be hérd working but not especially ambitious. He is
very concrete and practical in his approach. Socially

‘he i5 quite withdrawn and quiet. He is single.

QI:_E just received his Ph.D. from a large well known
university. While in graduate school he did considerable
research and had several publications. He has not had
much teaching experience but his colleagues considered

him a good researcher. Although his working record is

not known, he is known to be ver& ambitious. His approach
is quite abstract and theoretical. Socially he is quite |

outgoing., He is married.
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Appendix C

First Choice and Confidence Ratings

Which professor is

one)

Dr.
Dr.
Dr.

Dr.

Dr.
Dr.
Dr.

Dr.

most

U ®W W O w o > > >

is
is
is
is
is
is
is
is

likely to succeed? (Please check -

extpemely likely to succeed
very likely to succeed
somewhat likely to succeed
slightly likely to succeed
slightly likely to succeed
somewhat likely to succeed
very likely to succeed

extremely likely to succeed

Please indicate how confident you are of this decision,

|

Extremely
confident

N T

' ' Mot at
all
confident
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Appendix D

Stack Chosen and Ratings of Interest and Usefulness

I would prefer to read the cards in: : Stack I
Stack II

The information in Stack I would be

I N N

Very | ‘ 'Not at
inter- : all
esting inter-
: esting
S [ I T N O A O
Not a't { ' ' J J ' Wery '
all useful
useful
The information in Stack II would be
[ I N T U T
Not at ' ' ) ' e Yery '
all inter-
inter- _ esting
esting ’
I T I O O I R
Very ' ' ' ’ * ' Not at
useful all
useful

Cards read: 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9
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Appendix E

Information for Study I

0ld Consistent Information (If A chosen, "Dr. B.,..")

is socially outgoing.

has not had previous teaching experience.

has a Ph.D.

is abstract and theoretical,

went to a large well known university.-

has had 2 years teaching experience.

colleagues considered him an excellent researcher.
has several research publications.

was known to be ambitious,

1s merried.
working pattern was not previously known.

01d Consistent Information (If B chosen, "Dr. A...")

is socially withdrawn.

research ability is unknown.

has a Ph.D.

is concrete and practical.

was known to be hard working.

went to a small university.

has had 8 years teaching experience.

students at his last job considered him a good teacher,
hasg little research experience.

is single.
was not known to be very ambitious.

New Consistent (If A chosen, "Dr. B...i" if B chosen,
"Dro Aooo")

lectures are often poorly received.
acadenic record was not especially good.
private 1life is of a questionable nature.
frequently misses lectures.

is not very well liked by the students here.
is not involved in university affairs.

is frequently thoughtless and rude.

rarely receives any recognition. .

does not always show proper respect for his students.
sometimes appears lazy.

is somewhat prejudiced.
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New Inconsistent (If A chosen, "Dr. B...:"
if B chosen, "Dr. A...")

spends a great deal of time with his students,
continually works hard. _ ,

is well liked by his colleagues.

is known to be a good public speaker.

came with excellent recommendations.

devotes considerable time to planning his lectures.
recelved a University faculty excellence award,

is emotionally stable. :
actively contributes to community affairs.

is open~minded.

is kind and considerate.
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Appendix F
Information for Study II

Consistent Information (positive information about the
chosen alternative)

spends a great deal of time with his students.
1s well liked by his colleagues,

devotes considerable time to planning his lectures,
is kind and considerate.

received a University faculty excellence award,
is emotionally stable. .

1s well informed in his area.

is open-minded. :

actively contributes to community affairs.
came with excellent recommendations.

1s known to be a good public speaker.

enjoys being with students.

continually works hard.

Consistent Information (negative 1nformation about the
unchosen alternative)

frequently misses lectures.

1s not well liked by the students here.

rarely receives any recognition,

1s often thoughtless and rude.

does not always listen to and respect his students,
is not very personable,

1s not very well informed in his area.

does not seem to enjoy being with students.

did not have an especially good academic record.
1s sometimes closed-minded.

does not always work hard.

gives dull lectures.

is not involved in university affairs.

Inconsistent Information (negative information about the
chosen alternative)

does not always work hard.

does not seem to enjoy being with sutdents.
is not a very good public speaker.

did not have especially good recommendations.
is not involved in community affairs.

1s sometimes closed-minded. '

1s not very well informed in his area.

1s emotionally unstable.

rarely receives any recognition.

is often thoughtless and rude.

devotes little time to planning his lectures.
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is not well liked by his colleagues.
spends 1little time with his students.

Inconsistent Information (positive information about the
unchosen alternative) S

is actively involved in university affairs,
gives stimulating lectures.

is hard working. -

is open-minded.

had a good academic record.

enjoys being with students.

is well informed in his area.

is personable. v
listens to and respects his students.
is kind and considerate.

received an Outstanding Teaching award.
is well liked by the students here.
never misses lectures, .
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Appendix G
Information for Study III

Consistent Information (positive information about the
chosen alternative)

spends a2 great deal of time with his students.,
is well liked by his colleagues.

devotes considerable time to planning his lectures.
is kind and considerate,.

received a University faculty excellence award.
is emotionally stable. o

1s well informed in his area,

is open-minded.

actively contributes to community affairs.

came with excellent recommendations.

1s known to be a good public speaker.

enjoys being with students.

continually works hard.

Inconsistent Information (positive information about the
unchosen alternative)

1s actively involved in university affairs,
glves stimulating lectures.

is hard workine.

is open-minded.

had a good academic record,

enjoys being with students.

is well informed in his area.

1s personable,

listens to and respects his students.
is kind and considerate.

-received an Outstanding Teaching award.
1s well liked by the students here.
never misses lectures,
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Appendix H

Pinal Choice and Confidence Ratihgs

Which professor would you recommend for tenure?
" (please check one) ‘

I would
I would
I would
I would
would
would

would

L R e B - R |

would

be
be
be

be

be

be
be

be

extremely likely to recommend Dr. A
very likely to recommend Dr. A

somewhat likely to recommend Dr,
slightly likely to recommend Dr.

slightly likely to recommend Dr.

O w o >

somewhat likely to recommend Dr.
very likely to recommend Dr. B

extremely llikely to recommend Dr. B

Please indicate how confident you are of this decision.

Extremely '
confident

D

I

i ! ! { Not at
all
confident
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Appendix I

Postexperimental Questions

Vere the two stacks of information different? If so, how?

When selecting the cards, what were you thinking about,
That is, how did you decide which cards to select and read?

Did you have any difficulty with the procedure? If so,
what?

What questions do you think were being investigated in
this experiment? ’
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\ Appendix'Jd

Individual - Topical Inventory
(Form A)

INSTRUCTIONS

You will be given some situations and topics to which
we would like you to respond. The responses are given in
pairs. You are to choose one responée from each pair.
Choose the response that most closely fits your opinion or
feeling and indicate your choice by blacking "AY or np
corresponding to the response chosen. Always choose one
member of each pair. Never choose both members of the
pair and do not skip over any of the pairs. If you agree
with both, choose the one you agree with most strongly.

If you do not agree with either, choose the one you find
the least disagreeable of the two.

Example:

Here is an example of the way the questions will be
asked and the way they should be answered. The manner in
which you will indicate your choice between the two given
responses 1s illustrated below: .

When I am confused . .

Pair No.
(1)
A B
I try to find a solution * T completely ignore the
and end the confusion. fact I am confused.
(11)
A B
I break out into a I remain calm at all

nervous sweat, times.

How to respond:

First: Decide which response you agree with most.

Second: Indicate which response you agree with most by
blacking in the identifying letter on the IBH sheet. Thus,
if in comparing the first pair of statements, you agree
with the statement, "I try to find a solution and end the
confusion," more than with the statement, "I completely
ignore the fact that I am confused," you would black in the
letter A" (above the chosen statement). Having chosen
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one (never both, never neither) statement from the first
pair of statements, you would then move on to the second
pair. If, in considering the second pair, you find that
you agree more with the statement, "I remain calm at all
times," (as compared to the statement, "I break out into
a nervous sweat!) you would black in the letter "B" on
the IBM sheet,

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

act,

Make sure that you are aware of the situation or
topic that each palr of responses refers to., You will
find the situation or topic identified at the top of each
page. All items on the page refer to the situation or
topic appearing at the top of that page.

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

Remember: (1) Respond only once for each pair; that is,
choose one member of the pair, never both,
never neither. Indicate your choice by
blacking in elther "A" or WB.M

(2) When you are finished ybu should have
made 36 marks.

Work at your own rate. of speed but work straight through
the inventory without stopping. Once you have completed
a page do not return to it.

YOU MAY BEGIN



i.

Olto

Imagine that someone has criticized you. Choose the
response from each pair that comes clesest to your feelings

about such criticism. Indicate your cholce by blacking
in either "A" or "B" on the IBM sheet,

When T am criticized . +

(1)

(2)

(3)

(&)

(5)

A I try to take the criticism, think about it, and

value it for what it is worth. ' Unjustified
criticism is as helpful as jJustified criticism

"in discovering what other people's standards are.

I try to accept the criticism but often find that
it i1s not justified. People are too quick to
criticize something because it doesn't fit theilr

standards.

I try to determine whether I was right or wrong.
I examine my behavior to see if it was abnormal.
Criticism usuvally indicates that I have acted
badly and tends to make me aware of my own bad

points,

It could possibly be that there is some misunder-
standing about something I did or said. After

we both explain our viewpoints, we can probably
reach some sort of compromise,

I listen to what the pérson says and try to
accept it. At any rate, I will compare 1t to my
own way of thinking and try to understand what

1t means.

I feel that either I'm not right, or the person
who is criticizing me is not right. I have a
talk with that person to see what's right or
wrong.

I usually do not take it with good humor.
Although, at times, constructive criticism 1is
very good, I don't always think that the
criticizer knows what he 1is talking about.

At first I feel that it is unfair and that I

know what I am doing, but later I realize that the
person criticizing me was right and I am thank-
ful for his advice. I realize that he is Just
trying to better my actions.

I try to ask myself what advantages thls view-
point has over mine. Sometimes both views have .
their advantages and it is better to combine
them, Criticism usually helps me to learn better



ways of dealing with others.

‘B I am very thankful., Often I can't see my own
errors because I am too engrossed in my work at
the time. An outsider can judge and help me
correct the errors, Criticism in everyday life
usually hurts my feelings, but I know it is for
my own good.

(6) A It often has little or no effect on me, I dontt
' mind constructive criticism too much, but I
dislike destructive criticism. Destructive
criticism should be ignored.

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

2. Imafine that you are in doubt. Choose the response

from each pair that comes closest to your feelings about
"such doubt. Indicate your choice by blacking either #A"
or "B" on the IBM sheet. ‘

When I am in doubt . . .

(7) A I become uncomfortable. Doubt can cause confusion
and make one do a poor job., When one is in doubt
he should ask and be sure of himself.

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

(8) A I don't get too upset about it. I don't like to
ask somzone else unless I have to., It's better
to discover the correct answer on your own.

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

(9) A I first try to reason things out and check over
the facts., Often I approach others to get ideas
that will provide a solution.

B I think things over, ask questions, and see what
I can come up with., Often several answers are
reasonable and it may be difficult to settle on
one.
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(10). A I realize that I'11l have to decide on the correct
~answer on my own., Others try to be helpful, but
often do not give me the right advice. I like to

Judge for myself.

B I usually try to find out what others think,
expecially my friends. They may not know the
answer, but they often give me some good ldeas.

(11) A I look over the problem and try to see why there
. is a deubt, I try to figure things out, Some
times I Just have to wailt awhile for an answer to

come to ne,

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

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

B I act according to the situation. Sometimes
doubt can be more serious than at other times and
many of our serious doubts must go unanswered,

3. Imagine that a friend has acted differently toward you,
Choose the response from each palr that comes closest to
your feelings about such an action. Indicate your choice
by blacking either "A" or "BY on the IBM sheet.

When a friend acts differently towards me . . .

(13) A I am not terribly surprised because people can act
in many different ways. We are different people
and I cant't expect to understand all his reasons
for acting in different ways.

B I am usuwally somewhat surprised but it doesntt
bother me very much., I usuvally act the way I
feel towards others. People worry too much about
otherst! actions and reactions.

(14) A I find out why. If I have done something wrong I
will try to straighten out the situation, If I
think he's wrong, I expect him to clear things up.

B I feel that I may have caused him to act in a
different way. Of course, he may have other reasons
for acting differently which would come out in

tinme.
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(15) A I first wonder what the trouble is., I try to look
at it from his viewpoint and see if I might be
doing something to make him act differently toward
ne.

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

(16) A It is probably just because something is bothering
him. I might try to cheer him up or to help hinm
out. If these things didn't work I would just
wait for him to get over it. _

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

(17) A There has to be a definite reason. I try to find
out this reason, and then act accordinely. If
I'm right I'1l let him know it. If he's wrong,
he should apologize.

B I usually let him go his way and I go mine. If a
friend wants to act differently thatts his
business, but it's my business if I don't want to
be around when hets that way.

(18) A I don't get excited. People change and this may
cause differences., It is important to have friends,
but you cantt expect them to always be the same.

B I like to get things back to normal as soon as
possible. It isn't right for friends to have
differences between them. Whoever is at fault
should straighten himself out.

k. Think about the topic of people in general, Choose the
response from each pair that comes closest to your thoughts
about people. Indicate your choice by blacking elther ua#
or “"B" on the IBH sheet.

This I believe about people . . .

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

B People can learn from those who have different
ldeas, Other people usually have some information



(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)
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or have had some experience which is interesting
and can add to one's knowledge.

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

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

Some people think they know what's best for others
and try to give advice. These people shouldn't
make suggestions unless asked for help.

There are certain definite ways in which people
should act. Some don't know what the standards
are and therefore need to be straightened out.

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

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

ways.

People have an outside appearance that usually
isn't anything like what can be found on the
inside, if you search long and hard enough,

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

People can be put into categories on the basis of
what they're really like. Knowing the way a
person really is helps you to get along with him
better. :

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

Think about the general topic of leaders. Choose the

response from each pair that comes closest to your
thoughts about leaders. Indicate your choice by blacking
either "A" or "B" on the IBM sheect.



Leaders
(25) A
B
(26) A
B
(27) A
B
(28) A
B
(29) &
B
(30) A
B

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

Leaders are necessary in all cases. If a leader
cannot make the right decisions another should be
found who can.

" Leaders cannot provide all the answers. They are

like other people--~they have to try to figure out
what action is necessary and learn from their
mistakes. '

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Leaders are needed more at certain times than at
others. Even though people can work out many of
their own problems, a leader csn sometimes give
valuable advice.

Some pecople need leaders to make their decisions.
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I prefer to be an individual and decide for my-
self, when possible. Most leaders wontt let you

do this.

Imagine that someone has found fault with you. Choose

the response from each pair that comes closest to your
feelings about such a situation. Indicate your cholice by
blacking either "A" or "B" on the IBM sheet.

When other people find fault with me . . .

(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

A

It means that someone dislikes something I'm
doing. People who find fault with others are
not always correct. Each person has his own
i1deas about whatts right.

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

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

help.

If enough people point out the same fault, there
must be something to it. I try to rid myself of
the fault, especiaily if the criticlzers are
people '"in-the-know."

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

They are telling me something they feel is correct.
Often they may have a good point which can help
me in my owr thinking. At least it's worthwhile

to consider it.

I may accept what is said or I may not. 1t
depends upon who is pointing out the fault.,
Sometimes best to just stay out of sight,

I accept what is said if it is worthwhile, but
sometimes T don't feel like changing anything.
I usually question the person.

I like to find out what it means; since people are
different from one another, it could mean almost
anything. A few people Just like to find fault
with others but there’s usually something to be
learned.



(36)

B

A

, 101.
There is something to be changed. Either I am
doing something wrong or else they don't like what
I'm doing. Whoever is at fault should be informed’
so that the situation can be set straight.

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

It often means that they're trying to be dis-
agreeable. People get this way when they've had
a bad day. I try to examine their remarks in
terms of what's behind them.

CHECK AND HAKE SURE THAT YOU'VE CHOSEN ONE MEMBER OF EACH
(A TOTAL OF 36 MABKS)

PAIR



‘Scoring for the Interpersonal Topical Inventory

Scoring Key
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15,

16.

17.
180

Systen
B
2
L
1

'1
3
I
3
1
N
3
1
I
2
3
2
I
2
1
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Appendix K

Item

19..

20,

21,

22,

2l
25,
26,
27.
28,
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.

System
A B
3 b
L2
2. 1
1 L
3 2
1 3
2 1
b3
3 1
2 L
1 i
3 2
2 4
3 1
3 b
1 2
b 1
2 3
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Norms for the Individual Topical Inventory

(obtained from 461 Naval Trainees - Tuckman)

Systens
Decile I II - IIX v
10 13+ 12+ 12+ 13+
9 12 11 11 12
8 11 10 10 11
7 10-11 9 9-10 10-11
6 9- 8- 8- ' 9-

'Norms for the Individual Topical Inventory
(Based on 387 first year Education students)

(University of Alberta - Hewitt)

Systens
Decile I II ITiI Iv
10 11+ 13+ 13+ 15+
9 10 12 12 1
8 9 11 12 13
7 8 10 11 12
6 8 9 10 12

System Scoring: (for both cases)

If S scores 9th or 10th Decile in one system and 8th or
lower in a1l others, classify him in his highest system.

If necessary, Ss who score 8th Decile in one system and 6th
or lower in all others may also be classified in highest

scoring system.



104,

Criterion for Subject Selection for Study III

Concrete Subjects:
(1) Ss who scored Systenm I by both criteria

(Tuckman and Hewitt). )
(2) . Ss who scored System I by the Hewitt

criterion and were unclassified by the Tuckman

criterion.

Abstract Subjects:.
(1) Ss who scored System IV by both criteria

(Tuckman and Hewitt).



Appendix L

Summaries of Analyses for Study I

_ Table 1
Analysis of First Choice

105,

SOURCE Ss ar MS . F
A , 12,167 2. 6,083 -
Error 62.750 9 6.972

TOTAL .917 11
Table 2

Anslysis of Confidence on the First Choice

SOURCE ss af MS P
A h667 2 2,333 1.b
‘Error © 15.000 9 1.667

| TOTAL 19.667 11
Table 3

Analysis of Second Choice

SOURCE SS arf MS F

A 8.667 2 4.333 -
Error 52,250 9 5.805

CPOTAL - 60,917 11




Table L4
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'~ Analysis of Confidence on the Second Choice

SOURCE SS af MS F
A 23,167 2 11,583 2.242
Error 46,500 9 5.167
TOTAL 69.667 11 ’
Table 5
Analysis of Decisién Change Scores
SOURCE ss . af MS F
A 25.167 2 12.583 5.808%
Error 19. 500 9 2,667
TOTAL L, 667 11
* p<.05
Table 6
Frequency Data for Stack Chosen
CONDITION Ss Choosing Fach Stack
Neutral, 0C-NC oCc =1 NC =3

Neutral, OC=-NI 0C = 2 NI =2

Inconsistency, 0OC~NI oCc =1 NI =3
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Appendix M.

Summaries of Analyses for §tudy 11

N.B. 1In all of the tables A is consistency and B is '
inconsistency.

Table 1
Analysis of First Cholce

SOURCE o sS ar NS F
A 13.225 i 13.225 2.423
B 2.025 1 2.025 -
AXDB ' 1.225 1 1.225 -
Error _ 196.500 36 5,458
TOTAL 212,975 39
Tgble 2

Analysis of Confidence on the First Cholce

SQURCE SS af NS F
A .025 1 ,025 -
B ' .025 1 ,025 -
Error 32.900 36 .91k

TOTAL 32.975 39




| ’ . 1080

Table 3
Analysis of Interest of the Consistent Stack

SOURCE SS af MS F
A . 3.025 1 3,025 1.307
B 1,225 1 1.225 -
"A'X B . 225 1 . 225 -
Error 83.300 36 2,314
POTAL 87.775 39
Table 4

Analysis of Usefulness of the Consistent Stack

SOURCE ss ar uS P
A 5,625 1 5,625 =
B 2,025 1 2.025 -
A x B . t.225 1 1,225 -
Error 207.500 36 5,764

TOTAL 216.375 39
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Table 5

Analysisvof Usefulness of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE . ss SE F
A . 2.5 1 2.5 -
B 121 1 12.1 2,276
A X B , 19.6 1 19.6 3.686
Error 191.4 36 5,317
TOTAL 225.6 39
Table 6 _ A

Analysis of Interest of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE . SS af MS F
A 12.1 1 12.1 I, 62l
B _ 1.6 1 1.6 -
AXB E 10.0 1 10.0 3.822
Error . 94,2 36 2.617
TOTAL 117.9 39

*¥* p<.05



Table 7
Analysis of Interest + Usefulness

of the Consistent Stack . .

110.

SOURCE Ss af- MS F
A | i uLl’ 1 0’4' -
B 0.1 1 01 -
AX B 2.5 1 : 2-5 -
Error 385.4 ’ 36 10.706
TOTAL 388.4 39
Table 8
Analysis of Interest + Usefulness
off the Inconsistent Stack
SOURCE SS afr MS F
A 25.6 1 25.6 2,517
B 22.5 1 22,5 2.212
AXxB . 57.6 1 57.6 5. 662%
Error 366.2 36 10.172 '

TOTAL b71.9 39

#%* p <.01
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Table 9
Analysis of Interest of the-Consistent Stack - Interest
of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE ~ 8s ar MS F
A 3.025 1 3,025 -
B .025- 1 .025 -
AXB 7.225 1 7.225  1.264
Error 205.700 36 5,714
TOTAL  215.975 39
Table 10

Analysis of Usefulness of the Consistent Stack - Usefulness

of the Inconsistent Stack

' SOURCE SS ar MS F
A 15.625 1 15.625 1.374
B 2L, 025 1 24,025 2.113
AXB _ 11.025 1 11,025 -
Error L09. 300 36 11.369

TOTAL k59,975 39
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Table 11

Analysis of Second Choice

SOURCE | ; 8s- daf MS F
A 1,225 1 1.225 -
B ' 625 - 1 .625 -
AxB 7.225 1 7.225.  1.928
Error 134,900 36 3,747
TOTAL 143.975 39
Table 12

Analysis of Decision Change Scores

SOURCE 5SS af MS F
A 3.6 1 3.6 1,747
B .9 1 .9 -
AxXB 32.4 1 32,4 15,71 9%
Error .2 36 2,061
TOTAL 111.1 . 39

*¥%F p<«.0l
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Appendix N

Summaries of Analyses for Study III

N.B. 1In all of the tables A is concrete-abstract and B
is dissonance-instrumentality.

Table 1
Analysis of First Choice

SOURCE B el SS af MS F
A O.LI" R 1 . ..Ll' ' -
B 01 1 01 -
AXxB 12.1 1 12,1 2.045
Error 213.0 36 5.917
TOTAL 225.6 39
Table 2

Analysis of Confidence on the First Choice

SOURCE | SS ar NS F
A U 1 iy -
B N 1 s -
A X B -9 1 09 . -
Error 58,2 36 1.617

TOTAL | 59.9 39
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Table 3
Analysis of Interest of the Consistent Stack

SOURCE o . 8s | af NS F

A | .9 1 .9 -
B 6.4 1 6.4 1.917
AxB ' 2.5 1 2.5 -
Error 120.2 36 3.339
TOTAL 130.0. 39
Tablé b

Analysis of Usefulness of the Consistent Stack

SOURCE SS af MS F
A 9.025 1 9,025 2,084
B .225 1 .225 -
AXxXB .625 1 .625 -
Error 155.900 36 4,330

TOTAL - 165.775 39
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Table 5

Analysis of Usefulness of the Inconsistent Stack~

SOURCE o ss ar Ms F
A 4,225 1 4.225 -
B ' .225 1 .225 -
AxB 18.225 1 18.225 3,903
Error 168.100 36 4,669
TOTAL 190.775 39
Table 6

_Analysis of Interest + Usefulness of the Consistent Stack

SOURCE Ss ar MS F
A I.225 1 4,225 -
B b,225 1 4,225 -
AXB .625 1 .625 -
Error 411,700 36 11,436

TOTAL 420.775 39
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Table 7
Analysis of Interest + Usefulness

of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE ss  ar MS F
A - 27,225 1 27,225 2,648
B 11.225 1 11.225 1,072
AXB 38,025 1 38,025 3.699
Error 370.100 36 . 10,280
TOTAL 146,375 39
Table 8

Analysis of Interest of the Consistent Stack - Interest

of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE SS arf MS F

A 16.9 1 16.9 2.495
B 1.6 1 1.6 -
AXxB : 12.1. 1 12.1 1,787
Error 243.8 36 6.772

TOTAL 2741 39
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Table 9
Analysis of Usefulness of the Consistent Stack

- Usefulness of the Inconsistent Stack

SOURCE . ss ar MS F
A . 09 1 09 -
B 0. 1 0 -
A XB | 12.1 1 124 1.2
Error 351.0 36 9.75
TOTAL 364, 0 39
Table 10

Analysis of the Consistent Cards Read

SOURCE Ss ar MS F
A | .625 1 .625 -
B L,225 1 L,225 1.83
AXB 2.025 1 2.025 -
Error ' 83.100 36 2,308

TOTAL 89.975 39




Table 11

Analysis of the Second Choice

118.

SOURCE SS ar MS F
A 01 1 . !1 had
B 6.4 1 6.4 -
AXB 3.6 1 3.6 -
Error 217.0 36 6.028
. TOTAL 225.1 39
Table 12
Analysis of Confidence on the Second Choice
SOURCE SS ar MS F
A 0625 1 ‘ 0625 -
B 3.025 i 3.025 -
AXB 11.025 1 11.025 2.829
Error 140,300 36 3.897
TOTAL 154.975 39
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Table 13

Analysis of Decision Change Scores

SOURCE | ss ar  ms F
A o 1 .1 -
B ‘ El 1 .1 -
A X B -9 1 09 . -
Error 188.4 36 5.233
TOTAL 189.5 39
Table 14

Analysis of Extremity of the First Choice

SOURCE ss  daf S F
A 1.225 1 1.225 5.188%
B .025 1 .025 -
AxB .025 1 .025 -
Error 8.500 36 .236
TOTAL 9.775 39

* p <.05



