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DISSERHMION

M?lND and TACT ATTRIBUTION AS A PRODUCT OF ANTECEDENT 
AND CONSEQUENCE INTERACTION IN A 
PERSUASIVE COMMUNICATION SETTING

This s tudy  sough t  t o  r e s o l v e  t h e  i n c e n t i v e  th e o ry - d i s s o n a n c e  
th e o ry  c o n t ro v e r s y  by way of a new and ex tended o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of 
Bern's (1965) co n c e p t s  of  manding and t a c t i n g  behavior  a s  th e y  r e l a t e  
to  the  a t t i t u d e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r o c e s s .

A t h r e e - f a c t o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  was hypo thes ized  on the  b a s i s  of 
a  rev iew of th e  l i t e r a t u r e  in  the  c o u n t e r - a t t i t u d i n a l  advocacy 
paradigm. The h y p o th e s i s  s t a t e d :

Thf.rc; w i l l  be on i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  upon s u b j e c t s '  a t t i t u d e  
n e t r i b u t i o u s  wlien exposed to  a message under d i f f e r i n g  
env i ronm enta l  c c n d i t i o n s , as i n d i c a t e d  by tvo l e v e l s  of 
a n teced en t  c o n t e x t ,  consequence  aw areness ,  and consequence 
va lence .

M an ip u la t io n s  were c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  a Bern-type s i m u l a t i o n .  
Exper imenta l  p rocedu re s  produced an n - s i z e  of 100 s u b j e c t s ,  randomly 
s e l e c t e d  and a s s i g n e d  t o  10 c o n d i t i o n s :  A n teceden t  ( t a c t / r a a n d ) ,  
Awareness (U p . fo resecn /Roreseen) , Valence ( p o s i t i v e / n e g a t i v e ) .  A two- 
l e v e l  ( t ac t /m and)  n o -cuasequ tnces  c o n t r o l  c o n d i t i o n  was a l s o  u t i l i s e d .

The 3-way ANOVA f a i l e d  t o  c o n f i rm  the  h y p o th e s i s  i n  an 
a t t r i b u t l o n - o f  • • • i t t i t u d c - c c r i s i s t e n c y - t o - a n o t h e r  ' c o n d i t i o n ,  b u t  s u s t a i n e d  
th e  p re d ic te d  t h r e e - f a c t o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  i n two in s t a n c e s  of  o b s e r v e r s '  
own a t t i t u d e  r e s p o n s e s . Data r e s u l t s  p rov ided  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of  the 
i u c e e t i v e - d i s s c n a n c a  c o n t ro v e r sy  and g e n e r a t e d  12 i n f o r m a l l y  s t a t e d  
h y p o t h e s e s .

A m o d i f i c a t i o n  of  the Bern th e o ry  was advanced to  the  e f f e c t  
t h a t  s e l f - a t t r i b u t i o n  and o t l i e r - a t t r i b u t i o n  p rocesses  a r e  f u n c t i o n a l l y  
d i f f e r e n t ,  due t o  the  presence  in  the former  and absence  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  
of a s u b j e c t i v e  p r e o c c u p t io n  w i th  autonomy de r ive d  from the i l l u s i o n  
of  freedom.

F i n a l l y ,  th e  a b i l i t y  • of  e i t h e r  a " b ia s e d  s c a n n i n g , "  or  
"d i s sonance"  a c c o u n t ,  as  h y p o th e c i c a l  i n t e r n a l  s t a t e s ,  was c h a l l e n g e d  
a s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  to  subsume the  r e s u l t s  of  the s tudy .
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INTRODUCTION

In 1967 Bern expanded his  theory o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  (Bern, 1965) 

and o f f e r e d  a radical  b e h a v i o r i s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  to  the dissonance theory  

( F e s t i n g e r ,  1957) o f  a t t i t u d e  change. The Bern a l t e r n a t i v e  (Bern, 1967b)  

m s  an attempt to  move th e  d i scu ss ion  o f  a t t i t u d e s  from one concerned  

with hypotheti ca l  in tern a l  s t a t e s  that might d i c t a t e  behavior,  to one 

concerned with observable  behavior that demonstrably d ic ta ted  a t t i t u d e s .  

The Bern a l t e r n a t i v e  has not  ended d is cu s s io n  o f  hypothetical  in terna l  

s t a t e s ,  however, due la r g e l y  to  a continuing controversy  between i n c e n t ­

ive  t h e o r i s t s  and f o l l o w e r s  o f  the dissonance  p o s i t i o n .

The controversy  cont inues  today over  whether a t t i t u d e s  are  

"changed" because o f  "biased scanning" p r o c e s s e s  ( in c e n t iv e  theory)  or  

because o f  "the f r e e  choice /d is sonance"  e f f e c t  (d issonance th e o r y ) .  Thus 

the Bern a l t e r n a t i v e  has not  been a l to g e th er  s u c c e s s fu l  in i t s  at tempt to  

put ari end to  the use o f  hypothetica l  i n t e r n a l - s t a t e  accounts for  a t t i t u d e  

change phenomena.

This d i s s e r t a t i o n  provides i n s i g h t s  in to  a re s o lu t io n  o f  the  

i n c e n t i v e  theory-d is sonance  theory controversy  by way o f  an ex p lo r a t io n  

o f  Bern's theory o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  (Bem, 1965,  1966,  1967a, 1967b, 1968a,  

1963b; Bandler,  Madaras and Bem, 1968; Bem and McConnell, 1970).  The
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study d e a l s  with a new o p e r a t io n a l i z a t io n  o f  Bern's concepts o f  manding 

and t a c t i n g  behavior as th ey  r e l a t e  to  the a t t i t u d e  a t t r ib u t io n  p r o c e s s .

The d i s s e r t a t i o n  i s  presented in f i v e  chapters .  Chapter I 

i s  a r a t i o n a l e  for  the study and includes  a rev iew  o f  pert inent  l i t e r a t u r e  

and a h y p o th e s i s .  Chapter II o u t l i n e s  the d es ign  u t i l i z e d  in the e x p e r i ­

mental i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  Chapter I II  presents  the  r e s u l t s  of  the i n v e s t i ­

g a t io n .  Chapter IV d i s c u s s e s  the  r e s u l t s .  Chapter V summarizes th e  

study and terminates the d i s s e r t a t i o n  with a concluding essay .



CHAPTER I

RATIONALE AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The f i r s t  i s s u e  posed in the  p resen t  study i s  t h a t  o f  a 

r a t i o n a l e  for  a concern by the communication scholar  with research  in 

a t t r i b u t i o n  theory — an area t r a d i t i o n a l l y  reserved to  the s o c ia l  

p s y c h o lo g i s t .

S p e c i f i c a l l y  regarding the  concerns  o f  communication r e ­

s ea rch ,  Berger (1973) provides i n s i g h t ,  not ing:

Of spec ia l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  to the communication researcher  i s  
th e  f a c t  that  the communication behavior  o f  both on e 's  s e l f  
and others  i s  a su b s e t  of  events  f o r  which persons generate  
a t t r i b u t i o n s  (p.  280) .

The s p e c i f i c  formulation upon which the present  s tudy i s  

fo c u s e d ,  deals  with  a unique p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  the a t t i t u d e - b e h a v io r  r e ­

l a t i o n s h i p .  Bem has done e x ten s iv e  work in the area o f  a behavior-  

t o - a t t i t u d e  l in k a g e ,  revers in g  the t r a d i t i o n a l  a t t i t u d e - t o - b e h a v i o r  

c o n c e p t u a l i z a t io n .  Bem (1968a) emphasizes the communication process  

in  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  th e  b e h a v io r -a t t i tu d e s  i s s u e :

We t e n t a t i v e l y  conclude that the observed weak causal  l i n k  
between antecedent  a t t i t u d e s  and consequent behavior i s  
produced by the acquired s e l f - d i r e c t i v e  funct ion  o f  a t t i t u d -  
inal  s e l f  d e s c r i p t i o n  . . . The e v id e n c e ,  we b e l i e v e ,  i s  
c l e a r  in support ing our theory o f  s e l f - d e s c r i p t i o n  as a



-4 -

mechanism for  producing th e  b e h a v io r - t o - a t t i t u d e  causal  s e ­
quence.  We are l e s s  c o n f id e n t  o f  our understanding o f  the  
a t t i t u d e - t o - b e h a v i o r  sequence .  In s h o r t ,  we can be c er ta in  
t h a t  we l i k e  brown bread because we ea t  i t .  I t  may a l s o  be 
t h a t  we e a t  brown bread because  we l i k e  i t  (p. 2 1 4 ) .

The Bem a n a ly s i s  has been applied pr im ari ly  to  r e s u l t s  which 

support d is sonance  theory ,  and as  such provides an a l t e r n a t i v e  view 

somewhat l i m i t e d  to th a t  paradigm. Bem has had l i t t l e  to say about 

experimental s i t u a t i o n s  wherein a t t i t u d e  change occurs  in accord with  

in c e n t i v e  th eory .  The d is sonan ce  p red ic t ions  and f in d in g s  have o f ten  

been counter  to  that o f  the  i n c e n t i v e  t h e o r i s t s  (K ies 1er ,  C o l l i n s ,  and 

M i l l e r ,  196 9 ) ,  y e t  there  i s  empirical  support for  both p e r s p e c t iv e s .  

Much research has been conducted in an e f f o r t  to c l a r i f y  the c o n f l i c t  

with l i t t l e  su c c e s s .  Obvious b e n e f i t  would accrue from a r e c o n c i l i a t ­

ion o f  th e s e  c o n f l i c t i n g  p o s i t i o n s  within a s i n g l e  t h e o r e t i c  paradigm.

Bem (1965, 1967) has suggested  that h is  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  

theory might be extendable  to  such a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .  Such an attempt  

has not y e t  been undertaken,  however. The present study proposes to 

take a f i r s t  s t e p  toward t h i s  end.

Extending Bem's theory  w i l l  require a determinat ion  o f  the  

nature o f  mand and ta c t  a t t r i b u t i o n  processes  — key v a r i a b l e s  in the  

Bem p o s i t i o n .  Consequently,  we w i l l  begin t h i s  chapter  with a d i s ­

c u s s io n  o f  the  Bem p e r s p e c t iv e .  Our next co n s id era t io n  w i l l  be that  

o f  the d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy .  The f in a l  con s id era t ion  w i l l  

be th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  of  a r a t i o n a l e  and hypothes i s ,  from which to d i r e c t  

the balance  o f  the d i s s e r t a t i o n .
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THE BEM PERSPECTIVE 

Our d i s c u s s io n  o f  the Bem p e r s p e c t iv e  w i l l  take four p a r t s .  

F i r s t ,  we w i l l  cons ider  Bem's theory o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  as a unique  

type o f  a t t r ib u t io n  theory.  Second, we w i l l  provide an explanation  

o f  t h e  key v ar iab le s  invo lved  in the Bem p o s i t i o n  — mands and t a c t s .  

Bem's theory  as i t  r e l a t e s  to  c r e d i b i l i t y  and persuasion i s  the concern  

o f  t h e  th ir d  part ,  and w i l l  be presented w i th in  the context  o f  a b r i e f  

d i s c u s s i o n  o f  some o f  the empirical  support f o r  h is  p o s i t io n .  The 

f i n a l  part  summarizes the Bem p o s i t io n  in preparat ion for  the d i s ­

s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy  d i s c u s s io n .

S e l f - P e r c e p t io n  and A t tr ib u t io n

The i s s u e  to which Bem addresses  h is  theory o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t ­

ion i s  th a t  o f  in ferr in g  a person's  "own true  a t t i tu d e"  from h is  be­

h av ior .  This p ersp ec t ive  holds  that  one ju d g e s ,  imputes,  a t t r i b u t e s ,  

or a r r i v e s  a t  a conc lus ion  about another p ers o n 's  a t t i t u d e  on the b a s i s  

o f  (1 )  th a t  person's  behavior (primarily  verbal s e l f - d e s c r i p t i o n s ) ,  

and (2 )  the  st imulus c o n d i t io n s  (context )  in which that  behavior o c c u r s .  

In th e  same way, Bem argues ,  a person becomes aware o f  h is  own a t t i ­

tude through a process in v o lv in g  observat ion o f  h i s  own behavior and 

the c o n d i t io n s  under which i t  occurs.

Kelley (1967) notes  that  the Bem s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  theory seems 

to c o n t r a d i c t  our everyday exper iences  th a t  we have d ir e c t  and p r iv a te  

a c c e s s  t o  our own a t t i t u d e s .  He c i t e s  H e id er 's  (1958) suggestion  th a t  

such a con trad ic t ion  may be only an a r t i f a c t  o f  th e  a t tr ib u t io n  p rocess :
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A ttr ib u t ion s  may not  be experienced as in te r p r e ta t io n s  a t  a l l ,  
but rather as i n t r i n s i c  to the o r i g in a l  s t im ul i  (Heider ,  1958: 
256) .

Bem u t i l i z e s  t h i s  same argument in the formation o f  h is  t h e o r e t i c  

p e r s p e c t iv e ,  but does so from the p o s i t i o n  o f  a radical  b e h a v i o r i s t .

Bem's p o s i t i o n  i s  rooted in the  h i s t o r i c a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  r e ­

f l e c t e d  in the  works o f  Mead (1934) and Skinner (1953,  1957, 1972) .  

This  perspect ive  holds  that  se l f -aw aren ess  i s  a product o f  s o c i a l  

i n t e r a c t io n .

Skinner has elaborated t h i s  concept  within a framework o f  

behaviorism. S k inner 's  (1972) rec en t  and, perhaps, most co n tr o v e r s ia l

s tatements  demonstrate the is sue:

A person's behavior i s  determined by a genet ic  endowment 
t raceable  to the  evolut ionary h i s t o r y  o f  the s p e c ie s  and 
by the environmental circumstances to  which as an in d iv idual  
he has been exposed . . .  As we learn  more about the e f f e c t s  
o f  the environment, we have l e s s  reason to  a t t r i b u t e  any part  
o f  human behavior to  an autonomous c o n t r o l l i n g  agent (p.  101 ) .

A ch ild  i s  born a member o f  the human s p e c i e s ,  with a g e n e t i c  
endowment showing many id io s y n c r a t i c  f e a t u r e s ,  and he beg ins  
a t  once to acq u ire  a reper to ire  o f  behavior  under the con­
t in g e n c ie s  o f  re-enforcement  to which he i s  exposed as an 
in d iv idu a l .  Most o f  these co n t in g e n c ie s  are arranged by 
other people (p.  127).

We must a l l  begin as bab ies ,  and no degree o f  s e l f - d e t e r m i ­
nat ion,  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y ,  or s e l f - r e l i a n c e  w i l l  make us i n d i ­
viduals  in any s en se  beyond that o f  s i n g l e  members o f  the  
human s p e c ie s  (p .  124) .

In genera l ,  the verbal community cannot arrange the s u b t l e  
cont ingenc ies  necessary  to teach f i n e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among 
s t im uli  which are  i n a c c e s s i b l e  to i t .  I t  must r e l y  on 
v i s i b l e  ev idence  o f  the presence or absence of  a p r iv a te  
con d it ion .  A parent may teach a c h i l d  to say "I'm hungry," 
not because he f e e l s  what the c h i l d  i s  f e e l i n g ,  but because  
he sees him e a t in g  ravenously or behaving in some other  way 
re la ted  to dep r iv a t io n  o f ,  or re-enforcement with food.  The
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ev idence  may be good, and th e  c h i l d  may le a rn  t o  "describe  
h is  f e e l i n g s "  with some accu racy ,  but t h i s  by no means i s  
always th e  c a s e ,  because many f e e l i n g s  have inconspicuous  
behavorial  m an i fe s ta t ion s .  As a r e s u l t ,  the language o f  
emotion and se l f -aw areness  i s  not  p r e c i se .  We tend to  
d e s c r ib e  our emotions with terms which have been learned in  
connect ion  with other kinds o f  th ings;  a lmost a l l  the words 
we use  were o r i g i n a l l y  metaphors (p. 106).

The b a s ic  i s s u e  here i s  th a t  one i s  sa id  to  learn  d i f ­

f e r e n t i a l  responses  to on e 's  own behavior and i t s  c o n t r o l l i n g  v a r i a b l e s .  

The key-word here i s  "learn." That i s ,  one i s  taught  se l f -aw aren ess  

by o n e ' s  s o c i a l i z i n g  community; i t  i s  not an in h erent  s t a t e  o f  in tern a l  

c o g n i t i v e  a f f a i r s .

Bem argues that  s e l f - d e s c r i p t i v e  verbal s ta tem ents  are

the most common responses comprising s e l f -a w a ren es s .  Further,  he

a s s e r t s  th a t  the methods u t i l i z e d  by the s o c i a l i z i n g  community to

teach a person how to d escr ibe  h i s  own in ternal s t a t e  does not d i f f e r

fundamentally from the methods used to teach him to  d e s c r ib e  other

events  in h i s  environment.  There are  problems, however,  in teaching

se l f -awareness .  Bem (1965) notes :

The community . . . faces  a unique problem in t r a in i n g  the 
in d iv id u a l  to  make statements  descr ib ing  in te r n a l  s t im ul i  
to  which on ly  he has d i r e c t  a c c e s s ,  for  the co n d i t io n in g  
o f  th e  appropriate verbal responses  must n e c e s s a r i l y  be 
based upon the public s t im u l i  and responses th a t  o f ten  
accompany or resemble th ese  p r iv a te  events  ( p . 1 9 9 ) .

Bem a s s e r t s  th a t  the r e s u l t in g  se l f -knowledge  i s  in escap ab ly  inade­

quate:

In our w e l l - f e d  s o c i e t y ,  f o r  example, i t  i s  not  uncommon 
to  f in d  a man consult ing  h i s  w r i s t  watch to  answer the  
q u e s t i o n ,  "Are you hungry?" (p.  199).

I t  i s  in th i s  sense  then that  Bem's theory o f  s e l f - p e r -
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cep t ion  stands as a unique type o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  theory.  In th e  

o r ig in a l  formulat ion by Heider (1 9 5 8 ) ,  a t t r i b u t i o n  i s  sa id  to  con­

cern "the process  by which an in d iv idual  in t e r p r e t s  events  as being  

caused by p a r t i c u l a r  parts  o f  the . . . environment (p.  297 ) .  An 

a t t i t u d e  (o n e 's  own or that  o f  another)  may be viewed from t h i s  

p o s i t i o n  as simply another part o f  the  environment.  Kelley  (1967)  

d e scr ib es  the process  to  which Heider r e f e r s :

In the b a s ic  c a s e ,  where the person i s  concerned with the  
d i s p o s i t i o n a l  p ro p er t ie s  o f  h i s  surrounding environment the  
choice  i s  between external and in tern a l  ( s e l f )  a t t r i b u t i o n  
. . . The in f e r e n c e  as to where to  l o c a t e  the d i s p o s i t i o n a l  
propert ie s  r e s p o n s i b l e  for th e  ( s p e c i f i c )  e f f e c t  i s  made by 
in t e r p r e t in g  raw data in the c o n te x t  o f  subs id iary  in format ion  
. . . (p. 194) .

Thus the a s s e r t i o n ,  "How can I t e l l  what I think un t i l  .1 see what 

I say?" may be q u i t e  appropriate i f ,  as Bemargues ,  t h i s  a t t r i b u t i o n -  

checking process in v o lv e s  verbal r e s p o n se s .

Mands Versus Tacts

The keys to  the a t t r ib u t io n a l  p r o c e s s ,  from Bem's p e r s p e c t iv e ,  

are the t a c t  and th e  mand. The d i s t i n c t i o n s  are those  o f  Skinner  

(1953,  1957).  A t a c t  i s  a verbal response  under d i s c r i m in a t iv e  con­

tr o l  o f  some p ort ion  o f  the environment. I t  i s  a response which,  from 

the p ersp ec t ive  o f  an observer ,  i s  non-contingent  and r e la t e d  to  p r i ­

vate  s t i m u l i .  These verbal responses are  comments about the world ,  

epitomized by naming and d e s c r ip t i v e  s ta tem en ts .  Hence, from an ob­

s e r v e r ' s  po in t  o f  v iew ,  a t a c t  r e f l e c t s  an a c t o r ' s  true  a t t i t u d e ,  

b e l i e f  or e v a lu a t io n  o f  an environmental o b j e c t  or event .

Amand i s  a verbal response under th e  control o f  some s p e c i f i c
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r e in fo r c in g  cont ingency.  I t  i s  a response ,  which from the p ers p ec t iv e  

o f  an o b s e r v e r ,  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to some s p e c i f i c  p u b l i c , c o n d i t io n .  

Mands are comments about the  r e i n fo r c in g  p rop er t ie s  e x i s t i n g  with in  a 

s o c ia l  s i t u a t i o n  at  a given t ime.  They are viewed as r e l e v a n t  to  the  

s p e c i f i c  needs o f  the a c t o r ,  based on how we p e r c e iv e  him and the  

co n tex t  o f  h i s  behavior.  A mand t e l l s  us l i t t l e  about the "true" 

a t t i t u d e  o f  a person,  but ra ther  c o n s t i t u t e s  an a t t r i b u t i o n  to  the  

reward/punishment c o n t in g en c ie s  inherent  in th a t  p e r s o n ' s  response  

s i t u a t i o n .

While the mand/tact d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  q u i t e  s u b t l e ,  Bem's

(1965) d i s c u s s i o n  o f  ta c t in g  and manding behavior i s  more e x p l i c i t :

A speaker i s  tra ined  to  d e s c r ib e  or "tact" h is  environment  
f o r  th e  b e n e f i t  o f  h is  l i s t e n e r s  who provide gen e r a l i z e d  
s o c ia l  re inforcement in  re tu rn .  An i n d i v i d u a l ' s  b e l i e f  
and a t t i t u d e  s tatements  are o f t e n  t a c t s  o f  s t im u l i  a r i s i n g  
from h im s e l f  ( e . g . ,  "I am hungry"),  his  behavior ( e . g . ,  "I am 
gen erou s" ) ,  or the e f f e c t s  o f  s t im ul i  upon him ( e . g ,  "It  g ives  
me goosep im p les" ) . A t t i t u d e  statements in p a r t i c u l a r  have the  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  ta c t s  o f  the r e in fo r c in g  e f f e c t s  o f  a st imulus  
s i t u a t i o n  on the indiv idual ( e . g . ,  "I d e t e s t  ra iny  weather,"
"I'd walk a mile for  a Camel") . . .  A speaker who emits  a 
mand i s  asking f o r ,  r e q u e s t i n g ,  or "manding" a p a r t i c u l a r  
r e i n f o r c e r  ( e . g . ,  demands, commands). Only a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
consequence w i l l  serve  to r e i n f o r c e  the resp on se ,  and of ten  
t h i s  r e i n f o r c e r  i s  s p e c i f i e d  e x p l i c i t l y  by the  response  
( e . g . ,  "Please  pass the milk")  ( p . 200).

Mands need not be verbal in the usual sense .  That i s ,  the character­

i s t i c  consequence to  which the  mand i s  addressed may not  be e x p l i c i t ,  

but implied by other  contextual  s t i m u l i .  In o ther  words, smacking 

one's  l i p s  in  th e  presence o f  the  milk may be f u n c t i o n a l l y  equ iva lent  

to the vocal  req u es t .  Further,  i t  i s  apparent that  mands may be 

d is g u i s e d  in the  form o f  t a c t s .  "A l i e , "  Bem (1965) n o t e s ,  " is  o f ten
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a mand fo r  escape from a v e r s iv e  consequences" (p. 201) .  Any p a r t i c u l a r  

resp on se ,  then,  conta ins  e i t h e r  mand, t a c t ,  or  some combination o f  

mand/tact  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  A p a r t ic ip a n t  in an in te r a c t io n  must 

determine which component governs the t r a n s a c t io n  before he can a t t r i ­

bute "truth" to another 's  s tatement or behavior .

Mands, T a c t s ,  C r e d ib i l i t y  and S e l f -Persuas ion

I t  i s  g e n e r a l ly  accepted that  p ersu as iven ess  i s  r e la t e d  to  

the c r e d i b i l i t y  of  the speaker .  Bem (1965) s u g g e s t s  th a t  c r e d i b i l i t y  i s  

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  manding and t a c t in g  behavior:

A communicator i s  c r e d i b l e  to  the ex ten t  t h a t  h is  com­
munication i s  d i scr im inated  as a s e t  o f  t a c t s ,  and his  
c r e d i b i l i t y  i s  v i t i a t e d  to the ex tent  th a t  he appears 
to  be manding in the form o f  d isgu ised  t a c t s  (p. 201).

Bem u t i l i z e s  th i s  argument to  form the bas ic  c o n cep tu a l i za t io n  upon which

h is  theory  o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  i s  based:

Not on ly  i s  a c r e d i b le  communicator more l i k e l y  to  
persuade his  l i s t e n e r s ,  but to the e x t e n t  th a t  h is  
verbal responses appear to be "pure" t a c t s ,  they  
w i l l  be judged,  by d e f i n i t i o n ,  to be h is  own "true" 
b e l i e f s  and a t t i t u d e s ,  (p. 201).

I t  i s  from t h i s  p er s p e c t iv e  that  Bem o f f e r s  ev idence  to  support the  

l o g i c a l  ex tens ion  o f  h i s  argument.

The b e l i e f s  and a t t i t u d e s  of  a communicator h imsel f  may be 

viewed as s e l f - ju d g m e n ts  based upon his  own c r e d i b i l i t y  as a com­

municator.  Bem a s s e r t s  th a t  such statements w i l l  co in c id e  with j u d g ­

ments o f  h i s  b e l i e f s  and a t t i t u d e s  made by o u t s i d e  observers (the  

s o c i a l i z i n g  community). The conceptual t h e s i s  i s  s ta ted  by Bem 

(1965) as fo l low s:



-11-

An in d iv id u a l ' s  b e l i e f  and a t t i tu d e  s ta tem ents  and the  
b e l i e f s  and a t t i t u d e s  th a t  an o u t s id e  observer  would 
a t t r i b u t e  to him are  o f t e n  f u n c t io n a l ly  eq u iva lent  in  
th a t  both s e t s  o f  s ta tem ents  are " in ferences"  from the  
same evidence: The publ ic  events t h a t  the  s o c i a l i z i n g  
community o r i g i n a l l y  employed in t r a i n i n g  the  individual  
to  make such s e l f - d e s c r i p t i v e  s tatements  . . . The in ­
d iv id u a l ,  in s h o r t ,  i s  regarded as an observer  of  h is  own 
behavior and i t s  c o n t r o l l i n g  v a r ia b le s ;  accordin g ly ,  h i s  
b e l i e f  and a t t i t u d e  statements  are viewed as "inferences"  
from his  ob servat ion s  (p.  200).

Bem (1967) u s es  h is  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  theory to in t e r p r e t  

the c l a s s i c a l  forcèd-compl iance  experiment o f  Fest inger  and Carl smith  

(1 9 5 9 ) .  In th a t  exper iment ,  subjects  were asked to  misrepresent  to  

another  (a confederate)  t h a t  a dull  task was in t e r e s t i n g  and en joy ­

a b l e .  Subjects were paid e i t h e r  $1 or $20 to p a r t i c ip a te  in the e x p e r i ­

ment,  Consistent  with the  c o g n i t i v e  d is sonance  argument o f  i n s u f f i c i e n t  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  su b jec t s  in  the $ l - c o n d i t io n  were found subsequently  to  

hold more favorable o p in io n s  o f  the "dull" ta sk  than those  in the  $ 2 0 *  

c o n d i t io n .

As a t e s t  o f  h i s  t h e o r e t i c  form ula t ion ,  Bem (1965) simply  

informed a group o f  s u b j e c t s  about the c o n d i t io n s  o f  the F es t in g er  

and Carl smith exper i  ment and asked them to  p r e d ic t  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  

the  $l-and $20-experimental  su b jec t s .  The r e s u l t s  almost e x a c t l y  

p a r a l l e l e d  those o f  the  o r i g i n a l  manipulation.  Bem's observer -  su b jec ts  

apparent ly  concluded th a t  the  $20-inducement was the cause o f  the  mis­

rep resent ing  behavior and was therefore  a mand. On the oth er  hand, 

in th e  absence o f  the mand th e  behavior i s  taken as having a t a c t  

v a lu e  represent ing the true  opinion o f  the in d iv id u a l .  Bem makes the
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same a t t r i b u t i o n  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the actua l  s u b je c t s  in th e  F e s t in g e r  

and Carl smith s tudy.  That i s ,  when s u b je c t s  were asked at  th e  end o f  

the experiment what t h e i r  op in ion s  were o f  th e  t a s k ,  the su b jec ts  

examined t h e i r  recent  e x p e r i e n c e ,  t h e i r  b ehav ior ,  and the c o n d i t io n s  

e x i s t i n g  w ith in  the c o n t e x t  o f  i t ,  and in fe r r e d  t h e i r  opinion from 

the  e v i d e n c e ,  i . e . ,  the p resence  or absence o f  mands. This 

a t t r i b u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s ,  Bem (1967,  1970) a r g u e s ,  provides a c l e a r  

a l t e r n a t i v e  to the major v a r i a b l e s  involved in c o g n i t i v e  d issonance  

exper iments:

The s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  theory  a s s e r t s  th a t  s u b j e c t s  in dissonance  
experiments are them selves  behaving j u s t  l i k e  hypothetica l  
o b s erv ers .  They survey t h e i r  own behavior o f  w r i t in g  the  
e s s a y  (or speaking to  the  confederate)  and then ask them­
s e l v e s :  "What must my a t t i t u d e  be i f  I am w i l l i n g  to behave 
in t h i s  fashion in t h i s  s i tu a t ion?"  A ccord in g ly ,  they  
produce the same p a t tern  o f  r e s u l t s  as the  o u t s i d e  observers;  
low compensation s u b j e c t s  in f e r  th at  they  must agree with  
th e  arguments in t h e i r  e s says  (or s ta tem ents  to  the c o n f e d e r a t e ) ,  
whereas high-compensation su bjec ts  d i scard  t h e i r  behavior as a 
r e l e v a n t  guide to  t h e i r  "actual" a t t i t u d e s  and express the same 
a t t i t u d e  as the con tro l  s u b je c t s .  This same kind o f  reasoning  
p r e d i c t s  the d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  o f  o t h e r  v a r ia b le s  in c o g n i t i v e  
dissonance  experiments ( e . g . ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and freedom o f  c h o ic e  
manipula t ions)  (Bem, 1970:24) .

One n e c e s s a r i l y  concludes  from th e  l o g i c  o f  Bem's a t t r i b u t i o n  

a n a l y s i s  that  any i n i t i a l  c o n f l i c t i n g  a t t i t u d e s  in the s u bjec t  must 

somehow l o s e  t h e i r  s a l i e n c y  fo l low ing  behavior.  Bem agrees with th e  

im p l i c a t io n .  The behavior o f  an a c to r - s u b je c t  c o n s t i t u t e s  incoming 

d ata ,  which serve  to update h is  information on h is  a t t i t u d e s  r e -  . 

p la c in g  any prior information to  the contrary  (Bem, 1970:24) .  This 

s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  l o g i c a l l y  d i c t a t e s  that phenomenologically for  the
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a c t o r - s u b j e c t  h im se l f  t h e r e  i s  no actual  a t t i t u d e  change. Hence

in  the  s imulation c o n d i t io n s  u t i l i z e d  by Bem, pre-manipulation

a t t i t u d e  information i s  i r r e l e v e n t  data .  Bem (1970) notes:

Insofar as the in d iv idu a l  himsel f  i s  concerned [as  contras ted  
with the exper im enter] ,  h is  pos t-manipulation a t t i t u d e  i s ,  in  
f a c t ,  the same a t t i t u d e  which motivated him to  comply in the  
f i r s t  place; phenomenological ly th ere  i s  no a t t i t u d e  "change" 
as such (p. 24,  brackets  mine).

Bem's c r i t i c s  have focused upon t h i s  methodological  i s s u e  (Elms,

1967; Jones ,  e t  a l . , 1967; M i l l s ,  1967; P i l i a v i n .  e t  a l . , 1969) .  In 

resp onse ,  Bem (1970) has demonstrated t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in a ty p ic a l  

forced-compliance  experiment are  not on ly  unable to  rec a l l  t h e i r

premanipulation a t t i t u d e s  c o r r e c t l y ,  but th a t  they a c t u a l l y  p e rce iv e  

t h e i r  postmanipulation a t t i t u d e s  to be id e n t i c a l  to th e ir  premanipulation  

a t t i t u d e s .

A Summary of the S e l f - P e r c e p t io n  Theory Argument

The Bem s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  p e r s p e c t iv e  holds that a t t i t u d e  change 

in the  c o u n te r -a t t i tu d in a l -a d v o c a c y  paradigm i s  change only from the point  

o f  v iew o f  the exper imenter .  A s u b j e c t ' s  a t t i t u d e  change score  i s  s e l f -  

d e s c r i p t i v e ,  and as such i s  t i e d  to the co n te x t  in which the d e s c r i p t i v e  

behavior occurs.  That i s ,  a t t i t u d e  change scores  fo l lowing  co u n ter -  

a t t i t u d i n a l  behavior are  sa id  to  reveal the e x t e n t  to  which a su b jec t  

has a t tr ib u ted  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for h is  a c t io n s  to  the  environment or to  

h im s e l f .  To the ex ten t  th a t  a t t r ib u t io n  i s  to  s e l f ,  the experimenter  

becomes aware o f  a t t i t u d e  "change." To the e x t e n t  the subjec t  a t t r i b u t e s  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for h is  a c t i o n s  to  the environment,  the experimenter i s  

aware o f  no such change.
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A s u b je c t  w i l l  a t t r i b u t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to h im se l f  — an 

a t t i t u d e  score  c o n s i s t e n t  with h is  behavior — only under c o n d i t io n s  

amenable to t a c t i n g  co n c lu s io n s .  When c o n d i t io n s  are more amenable  

to  manding c o n c l u s i o n s ,  subjec ts  w i l l  tend to  a t t r ib u t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

to  the environment — revea l ing  an a t t i t u d e  score  which i s  not  con­

s i s t e n t  with h is  behavior .  I t  i s  in t h i s  way that  a t t i t u d e  "change"

i s  accounted fo r  in th e  Bem s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  a n a ly s i s  o f  the d is sonan ce  

paradigm.

No attempt has y e t  been made to  extend the Bem a n a l y s i s  to  

a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  o f  the  c o n f l i c t  between dissonance  f in d in g s  and 

th o se  which support a r e in fo r c e m e n t - in c e n t iv e  p ersp ec t ive .  S in ce  i t  

i s  our purpose to  begin  th a t  under- taking ,  a cons iderat ion  o f  the  d i s ­

son a n c e - in c e n t iv e  th eory  controversy  i s  now in order.

THE DISSONANCE-INCENTIVE THEORY CONTROVERSY

In the d i s c u s s i o n  o f  empirical  research  which f o l l o w s ,  we 

assume (as does Bem) that  the r e s u l t s  o f  th e  s tud ies  are  v a l i d .  What 

i s  sought in t h i s  p ort ion  o f  the review i s  some mechanism, c o n s i s t e n t  

with  the Bem p e r s p e c t i v e ,  which may r e c o n c i l e  the dissonance and in ­

c e n t i v e  research  f i n d i n g s .  Consequently,  our cons iderat ion  o f  the  

d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy  w i l l  be made with c l o s e  a t t e n t i o n  

devoted to the key v a r i a b l e s  u t i l i z e d  in the  Bem paradigm — mands 

and t a c t s .

The development o f  t h i s  port ion o f  the review w i l l  be 

h i s t o r i c a l  in nature .  I t  w i l l  begin with  a cons iderat ion  o f  the
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i n i t i a l  controversy between in c e n t iv e  theory and th e  "non-obvious" 

a s s e r t i o n s  of  d is sonance  theory .  I t  w i l l  then turn to  a concern fo r  

th e  l i m i t in g  c o n d i t io n s  o f  the research with a con s idera t ion  o f  the  

c h o ic e  and commitment v a r i a b l e s ,  inc luding a c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  the  

deve loping  controversy  in  l i g h t  o f  Bem's p o s i t i o n .  Attention then 

w i l l  be devoted to  the consequence var iab le  and i t s  r o l e  in the con­

t r o v e r s y .  This d i s c u s s i o n  w i l l  conclude with the  presentat ion  o f  

the  formal research h y p o th e s i s .

Dissonance:  The Non-Obvious Finding

The d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  theory con troversy  may be said  to  

have begun with the  i n i t i a l  Fes t inger  and Carl smith (1959) study,  

d escr ib ed  e a r l i e r .  Jan is  (1959) proposed a theory  o f  in cent ive  

e f f e c t s  with p r e d ic t io n s  o p p o s i t e  those  o f  d is sonance  theory which was 

fu r th er  elaborated by Jan is  and Gilmore (1965) ,  Elms and Janis (1965) ,  

and Elms (1967).  This th eory  suggests  that  i n c e n t i v e  generates  a

"biased scanning" a n a l y s i s  o f  arguments which,  in turn ,  leads to

a t t i t u d e  change. An o p p o s i t e  e f f e c t  was found in th e  Fes t inger and

Carl smith (1959) s tudy .  This i s  explained by Jan is  (1959) in terms

o f  a negat ive  i n c e n t i v e .  That i s ,  the $20-payment i s  said  to have 

r a i s e d  the susp ic ion  o f  the s ubjec t  and may have le d  him to b e l i e v e  

he was being e x p lo i t e d  — a suggest ion  q u ite  s i m i l a r  to that o f  

Rosenberg (1965), i s su ed  s i x  years  l a t e r .

The b a s ic  d i f f e r e n c e  between the Jan is  and Fest inger  

p o s i t i o n s  i s  one o f  emphasis .  K ies ler ,  C o l l i n s ,  and M iller  (1969)
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note:

F e s t in g er  says th a t  the  a c t i v e  process occurs  in h is  
$ l - c o n d i t i o n  . . . Jan is  emphasizes the i n c e n t i v e  value  
6 f  the $20. According to  in ce nt iv e  theory ,  i f  a very  
l a r g e  reward generates  n eg a t iv e  a f f e c t ,  i t  w i l l  tend 
to  i n t e r f e r e  with acceptance  o f  the con c lus ion s  advocated  
in th e  ro le  playing performance; but i f  monetary reward 
e l i c i t s  p o s i t i v e  f e e l i n g s  o f  grat i tude  and s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  
he (Jan is )  would expect i t  to  f a c i l i t a t e  acceptance  (pp .212-213) .

A l a r g e  amount of  research  was generated in response  to the d is sonance-

i n c e n t i v e  c o n c f l i c t  opened up by Fest inger  and Carl smith (.1959). Much

o f  t h i s  research has r e s u l t e d  in support fo r  the l o w - i n c e n t i v e = a t t i -

tude change (dissonance e f f e c t )  f ind ing  (Cohen, Brehm and Fleming,

1958; Brehm and Cohen, 1962; Cohen, 1962).

The E f fe c t  o f  Choice and Commitment 

Linder,  Cooper and Jones (1967) and Jones and Gerard (1967)  

demonstrated the e x i s t e n c e  o f  a l im it in g  con d i t ion  upon dissonance-  

i n c e n t i v e  f in d in gs  by manipulat ing the freedom o f  s u b je c t s  to  p a r t i c i ­

pate in the  experiment. L inder ,  e t  , found th a t  a dissonance e f f e c t  

( low i n c e n t i v e - a t t i t u d e  change) occurred when s u b je c t s  were free  to  

choose whether to p a r t i c i p a t e  or not .  In a somewhat s im i la r  fa s h io n ,  

Jones and Gerard paid s u b je c t s  d i f f e r e n t i a l  amounts ($ .5 0  and $2) to  

w r i t e  c o u n te r -a t t i tu d in a l  e s s a y s .  However, one group was paid before  

the req ues t  to w r i te  was made, whi le  the o th er  group was paid a f t e r  

the  w r i t in g  had a c t u a l l y  begun. Findings demonstrated that  the d i s ­

sonance e f f e c t  ($ .5 G -co n d i t io n = a t t i tu d e  change) occurred in the group 

paid before  the request  to w r i t e ,  while an in c e n t i v e  e f f e c t  ($2-  

c o n d i t io n = a t t i tu d e  change) was manifested in the group paid a f t e r
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w r i t i n g  had begun. Jones  and Gerard i n t e r p r e t  th e  in c e n t i v e  f i n d in g  

to  be an ins tance  o f  instrumental  reward for  the committed behavior  

r a th e r  than a d i r e c t  i n c e n t i v e  e f f e c t .  Findings support ive  o f  t h i s  

same c h o i c e - b y - i n c e n t i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  have been provided by s e v e r a l  

s t u d i e s  (Davis and J o n e s ,  1960; Brock, 1962; Cohen, Brehm and Latene ,  1959; 

Freedman, 1963; Holmes and S tr ick la n d ,  1970; Sherman, 1970 ) .

Bem's A nalys is  o f  the I s s u e s

Returning to  t h e  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  theory  o f fe r e d  by Bem, 

he r a i s e s  no i s s u e  w ith  th e  d issonance  methodology.  Rather,  he accepts  

the  f in d in g s  as v a l i d  and o f f e r s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  exp lan at ion .  The key 

v a r i a b l e s  in h i s  a c c o u n t ,  p rev ious ly  i n d ic a t e d ,  are  those  o f  the  mand 

and the  t a c t .  That i s ,  th e  $2G-condition in  the F es t in g er  and 

Carl smith (1959) exper iment  serves  as a mand cu e ,  w hi le  in th e  $1- 

c o n d i t io n  t h i s  cue  i s ,  r e l a t i v e l y  speaking ,  ab sen t .  The s u b j e c t  i s  

s a i d  to  examine h is  own behavior ,  concluding in th e  $ 2 0 - c o n d i t io n  th a t  

h i s  a c t io n  was manding, i . e . ,  t i e d  to  the $20~contingency.  The su b jec t  

in th e  $ l - c o n d i t i o n ,  conduct ing  the same examination and f i n d in g  no 

such cue ,  a t t r i b u t e s  th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  h is  a c t io n  to h im s e l f ;  

hence ,  an a t t i t u d e  "change" i s  recorded fo r  the l o w - in c e n t i v e  cond it ion  

s u b j e c t .

The same a n a l y s i s  i s  a p p l ic a b le  to  th e  Cohen (1962) d i s ­

sonance study.  Cohen's varying in c e n t i v e s  ( $ . 5 0 - $ 1  - $ 5 - $ 1 0)  rep re ­

s e n t  varying environmental  c o n t in g en c ie s  an teced en t  t o  the behavior
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and s e l f “d e c r i p t i v e  a c t i v i t y  o f  the s u b j e c t .  As th e  in c e n t iv e  v a lu e  

goes down, the su bjec t  i s  s a id  to  view h i s  i n s i n c e r e  behavior in ­

c r e a s i n g l y  as a t a c t  rather  than as a mand. Thus, there  i s  a t t r i ­

bution  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  the behavior to s e l f  rather  than to the  

environmental  cont ingency ,  i . e . ,  the monetary antecedent .

The Bem a n a l y s i s  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with the  cho ice  v a r i a b l e  

manipulation f ind ings  as w e l l .  The more a s u b j e c t  i s  seen (or  s e e s  

h im s e l f )  as  being f r e e  to  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  the  more in c l in ed  he w i l l  be 

to  i n t e r p r e t  his  behavior as t a c t i n g .  Converse ly ,  the l e s s  ch o ic e  

he has in the matter,  the  more a manding c o n c lu s io n  i s  l i k e l y .  Further ,  

Bem would not argue with the Jones and Gerard (1968) commitment f i n d i n g s ,  

The mand/tact  explanat ion remains v ia b le .  Subjects  in the $ . 5 0 -  

c o n d i t io n s  who were paid before  w ri t ing  began would be seen (or  would 

s ee  th em selves )  as more t a c t i n g  than s u b je c t s  paid $2 before w r i t in g .  

Payment a f t e r  writ ing  had begun would n e c e s s a r i l y  be a consequent  

c o n d i t io n  o f  post-behavior  instrumental  reward. In such a s i t u a t i o n ,  

the h igher  payment would be expected to  generate  greater  "change" than 

the  lower .

Thus, the Bem a n a l y s i s  has been extended to  cover the  i n v e r s e  

i n c e n t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  the  c h o ic e  v a r i a b l e ,  the commitment v a r i a b l e ,  

and t h e  ch o ic e  (commitment)-by-incentive i n t e r a c t i o n .  The a n a l y s i s  

in t h e s e  cases  r e s o lv e s  the in c e n t iv e -d i s so n a n c e  c o n f l i c t  q u i t e  n i c e l y .  

Empirical evidence prevents  acceptance  o f  the Bem a l t e r n a t i v e  o u t r i g h t ,  

however. The in c e n t iv e  v s .  d is sonance  f in d in g s  do not support th e  con-
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c l u s i o n s  th at  one w i l l  always f ind a n e g a t iv e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t i n g  

between pre-behavior in c e n t i v e  and a t t i t u d e  change.  To the c o n tra ry ,  

severa l  s tu d ie s  have demonstrated a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between th e s e  

two v a r i a b l e s ,  c o n s i s t e n t  with  the in c e n t i v e  theory  p o s i t io n  ( S c o t t ,  

1957,  1959; Bostrom, V lan d is ,  and Rosen, 1961; Linder ,  Cooper, and 

J o n es ,  1967).

These f in d in g s  have led to  the  growth o f  a group o f  

researchers  who are  c u r r e n t l y  concentrat ing  upon sp e c i fy in g  the  con­

d i t i o n s  under which one can f ind  a d issonance  e f f e c t  and/or an i n ­

c e n t i v e  e f f e c t .  Several  o f  these  s tu d ie s  pose problematic i s s u e s  f o r  

any extens ion  o f  the Bern mand/tact s e l f - d e s c r i p t i o n  a n a ly s i s .  They a l l  

appear to  have a common concern for the consequences var iable .

The Consequence Findings  

Prior to  the  d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy  development,  

S c o t t  (1957,  1959) demonstrated that  s u b je c t s  who debated in favor  o f  

c o u n t e r - a t t i t u d i n a l  p o s i t i o n s  for  a $20-"winner"-reward, evidenced  

more a t t i t u d e  change than th ose  who did not win. A s im i lar  f ind in g  

was reported by Bostrom, Vlandis and Rosen (1 9 6 1 ) ,  whose su bjec ts  

competed for "A's" in a c o u n te r -a t t i tu d in a l  e s s a y - w r i t in g  c o n t e s t .

S c o t t ' s  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e s e  r e s u l t s  d ec lares  th a t  the  

change in b e l i e f s  was due to the re inforcement af forded  the over t  

verbal responses o f  th e  s u b j e c t s .  Bern (1965) attempted to account
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f o r  th e s e  f ind ings  by s u g g e s t in g  that  the d e s ig n a t io n  "winner" adds 

a measure of  c r e d i b i l i t y  t o  the b e l i e f s  s t a t e d  in the winning argu­

ment:

The debaters in th e  debate  s tu d ie s  . . . based the c r e d i b i l i t y  
o f  th e ir  own communications on the d e c i s i o n s  o f  the judges.
The s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  i n t e r p r e t a t io n  i s  thus c o n s i s t e n t  with 
the  data from both th e  debate experiments and the  dissonance  
theory experiments (p. 210) .

There i s  a problem with Bem's account ,  however. The $20-  

reward in the Sco t t  study was foreseen by a l l  s u b j e c t s .  S c o t t ' s  

s u b j e c t s  were aware in advance o f  t h e i r  behavior o f  the potent ia l  

reward. Such a s i t u a t i o n  c o n s t i t u t e s  part o f  the antecendent co n d i t io n  

and would seem to confound i t  in that i t  was con trad ic tor y  to a t a c t -  

ing conclus ion  on the p art  o f  the s tudent.  The awareness o f  a $20-  

reward potent ia l  would seem to  q u a l i fy  as an "environmental c o n t i n ­

gency,"  and, conseq u en t ly ,  as  a mand co n d i t io n .  Further,  Linder,  

Cooper and Jones (1967) found an in c e n t iv e  e f f e c t  in t h e i r  choice  

manipulat ion  study which does not f i t  with Bem's mand/tact a t t r i b u t i o n  

p o s i t i o n .  Subjects who were f r e e  to choose whether to p a r t i c i p a t e  or 

not evidenced the d is sonance  e f f e c t  ( $ .5 0 = a t t i t u d e  change),  but sub­

j e c t s  who were forced to  p a r t i c i p a t e  evidenced a t t i t u d e  change under 

the  $2 -con d i t ion .  The q u es t ion  raised  for  the Bem a n a ly s i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  

one o f  c o n s i s t e n c y .  That i s ,  how can forced p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (a mand cue)  

and a $ 2 - in c e n t iv e  ( a l s o ,  a mand cue) lead  to a t t i t u d e  change, when such 

change i s  supposed to occur on ly  in ta c t in g  co n d i t io n s ?  Some l i g h t  may
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be shed on t h i s  problem with  a con s id era t ion  o f  the  consequences v a r i a b l e  

as i t  has been u t i l i z e d  in  the dissonance  paradigm.

Nels ,  Helmnwch and Aronson (1969) support the con ten t ion  

t h a t  dissonance  i s  aroused on ly  to the e x t e n t  th a t  an 

in d i v i d u a l ' s  s e l f - c o n c e p t  i s  v io l a t e d  by h is  in s in c e r e  behavior .  N e l s ,  

e t .  a l . .  a s s e r t  that  th e  a t t i t u d e  change was due to  the f a c t  th a t  s u b je c t s  

performed an a c t ,  which had fo r e s e e a b le  n e g a t iv e  e f f e c t s ,  with l i t t l e  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  In the S c o t t  debate s t u d i e s ,  th e  consequences were a l s o  

f o r e s e e a b l e ,  but i t  was the p o s i t i v e  (reward) condit ion  which r e s u l t e d  

in a t t i t u d e  change.

Carl smith, C o l l i n s ,  and Helmrich (1966) rep l ica ted  the  

o r i g i n a l  Fes t inger and Carl smith (1959) experiment with h a l f  o f  the  

s u b j e c t s  speaking to  a con fed era te  in a f a c e - t o - f a c e  s e t t i n g .  The 

oth er  group wrote anonymous e s s a y s .  They found an incent ive  e f f e c t  

in th e  anonymous-written con d i t ion  and a d is sonan ce  e f f e c t  in the  

f a c e - t o - f a c e  co n d i t io n .  This suggests  th a t  the  p o t e n t i a l l y  n e g a t iv e  

consequences  connected to  the f a c e - t o - f a c e  encounter  accounted for  the  

d i f f e r e n t i a l  f in d in g s .

The n egat ive  consequences-dissonance  e f f e c t  f ind ing  led  

C o l l i n s  (1969) to o f f e r  a more genera l ized  r e v i s i o n  o f  dissonance  

theory .

Dissonance occurs when in s in c e r e  behavior produces 
o b j e c t i v e l y  n ega t ive  consequences fo r  the subjec t  
him se l f  or to  his  audience  (p. 220) .
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Cooper and Worshel (1970) a l s o  rep l i c a te d  th e  F e s t in g e r  

and Carl smith (1959)  experiment,  but manipulated the w a i t in g  con ­

fed era te  c o n d i t io n .  All  su b jec ts  argued in a f a c e - t o - f a c e  encounter .  

The f indings  supported the C o l l in s  r e v i s i o n .  An inverse  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between in c e n t iv e  and a t t i t u d e  change was found only when the con­

fed era te  was convinced.  This n e g a t iv e  consequences-dissonance  e f f e c t  

i s ,  as we have p r e v io u s ly  pointed o u t ,  subsumed by the Bem a n a l y s i s .  

However, an i n c e n t i v e  e f f e c t  was found in th e  Cooper and Worschel 

study when the c o n f é r a t e  was not convinced.

Maintaining a concern f o r  th e  consequences v a r i a b l e ,  Calder,  

Ross,  and Insko (1973) hypothesized th a t  a c h o i c e - b y - i n c e n t i v e - b y -  

a v e r s iv e  consequences in t e r a c t io n  would account for the c o n f l i c t i n g  

f in d in gs  in the F e s t in g e r  and Carl smith (1959) r e p l i c a t i o n s .  D i s ­

cuss ing  th e i r  d is sonan ce  and i n c e n t i v e  f i n d i n g s ,  Calder,  Ross,  and 

Insko (1973) note:

The r e s u l t s  in d ica te d  that f o r  e i t h e r  e f f e c t  to occur ,  
in s in cer e  behavior ( t e l l i n g  a w a i t in g  s u bjec t  th a t  the  
dull task was i n t e r e s t i n g )  must cause  avers ive  consequences .
Given a v e r s i v e  consequences,  a d is sonance  e f f e c t  occurred  
only when s u b j e c t s  had a c h o ic e  as  to whether or not  to  
perform the i n s in c e r e  behavior.  Conversely ,  a re inforcement  
e f f e c t  r e s u l t e d  on ly  when s u b j e c t s  were required to perform 
the in s in c e r e  behavior (p. 8 4 ) ,

These f indings  appear to  reso lve  some o f  the in con s is tency  in th e  

c o u n te r -a t t i tu d in a l  advocacy l i t e r a t u r e .  A number o f  i s s u e s  were  

ra i sed  by the Calder ,  Ross,  and Insko (1973) study however. Their
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r e s u l t s  provide  a suggest ion  for  an extens ion  o f  the Bem s e l f - p e r ­

cep t ion  theory  to  cover both paradigms.  Thus, the  Calder ,  Ross,  

and Insko experiment may be said  to  provide a primary impetus for  

t h i s  study.

The f i r s t  i s s u e ,  ra i sed  by the Calder,  Ross,  and Insko

(1973) experiment i s  that o f  the n e g a t iv e  consequences v a r ia b le :

On th e  b a s i s  o f  the present  r e s u l t s ,  i t  appears th a t  
the Aronson-Coll ins hypothes i s  th a t  a v e r s iv e  consequences  
are  a p r e - r e q u i s i t e  f o r  d is sonan ce  i s  c o r r e c t ,  but why 
t h i s  i s  so remains unclear (p. 96) .

I t  should be noted that the a v e r s iv e  consequence was a l s o  an apparent 

p r e - r e q u i s i t e  for  the in c e n t iv e  f in d in g s  in the experiment.  I t  i s  

in t h i s  l i g h t  th a t  we suggest  th a t  the  reason fo r  the opaque s tatus  

o f  the a v e r s i v e  consequences v a r i a b l e  i s  due to lack o f  control  over 

the consequences  con d i t ion .  For example,  the Calder,  Ross,  and Insko 

su b jec t  s u c c e s s f u l l y  ( p o s i t i v e  consequences)  convinced a confederate  

that  the du l l  task  was i n t e r e s t i n g ,  r e s u l t i n g  in n e g a t iv e  consequences  

— the c o n fe r a te  indicated  that  he would be running th e  r i s k  o f  f lunk­

ing an important examination in order  to  p a r t i c i p a t e .  In the other  

c o n d i t io n ,  a su b je c t  f a i l e d  (n e g a t iv e  consequences)  to  convince  the 

confederate  th a t  i t  was i n t e r e s t i n g .  This r e s u l t s  i n ,  a t  l e a s t ,  the  

absence o f  n e g a t iv e  consequence.  Calder,  Ross,  and Insko (1973) agree  

that  th ere  i s  a problem in th ese  p o te n t ia l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s :



-2 4 -

Whether or  not the s u c c e s s - f a i l , rather than the  harm to  the  
co n fe d e r a te  element o f  the  consequences manipulat ion  i s  o f  more 
importance cannot be c o n f i d e n t l y  determined from th e  present  
r e s u l t s  (p .  96) .

Another f a c e t  o f  the  consequences v a r i a b l e ,  suggested  

e a r l i e r  in  t h i s  review, i s  recognized  by Calder,  Ross and Insko as 

p o t e n t i a l l y  complicat ing  t h e i r  r e s u l t s .  That i s , t h e  consequences  

may be f o r e s e e n ,  as we have suggested  e a r l i e r ,  or they  may be unfore­

seen .  The Calder,  Ross and Insko experiment contained elements  of  both 

in th e  n e g a t iv e  c o n d i t io n .  Their  confederate was convinced ( i t  i s  

assumed th a t  the  subjec t  foresaw t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y )  and gave up studying  

for  an important examination (u n foreseen) .  I t  would appear,  th ere fo re ,  

th at  d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  are p o s s i b l e  when foreseen  or unforeseen ,  

p o s i t i v e  or n egat ive  consequences e x i s t  in i n t e r a c t io n  with  cer ta in  

antecendent  ( c h o i c e — i n c e n t i v e )  co n d i t io n s .

Hypothesis  and Discuss ion

Bem argues that  people  a t t r i b u t e  b e h a v io r - a t t i t u d e  c o n s i s ten cy  

to o th e r s  (and to  themselves)  on th e  bas is  o f  (1) th e  verbal s e l f ­

d e s c r i p t i o n  or advocacy s ta tem en t ,  and (2) the contextual  s t im u l i  which 

surround the making o f  the  s ta tem en t .  From the p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  the 

c o u n t e r - a t t i t u d i n a l  l i t e r a t u r e  j u s t  reviewed, the "contextual  s t imuli"  

appear to  be constructed o f  th ree  components — an an teced en t  co n tex t ,  

e x t e n t  o f  awareness o f  the  p o s s i b l e  outcome o f  o n e 's  behav ior ,  and the  

actual  outcome in terms o f  i t s  be ing e i th e r  p o s i t i v e l y  rewarding or 

a v e r s i v e .  These three e l em en ts ,  or " factors ,"  should combine to  

c r e a t e  the  overa l l  mand or t a c t  con tex t  on the bas i s  o f  which an
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a t t r i b u t i o n  t o  s e l f  (or to other)  i s  made.

The formal hypothesis  thus  der ived  can be s ta t e d  as:

H-] : There w i l l  be an i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  upon s u b je c t s '  
a t t i t u d e  a t t r ib u t io n s  when exposed to  a message under 
d i f f e r i n g  environmental c o n d i t i o n s ,  as  in d ica ted  by 
two l e v e l s  o f  antecedent c o n t e x t ,  consequence aware­
n e s s ,  and consequence v a le n c e .

The t e s t i n g  o f  such a h y p o th e s i s  c a l l s  f o r  a h igh ly  complex 

des ign manipulat ion concluding with a t h r e e - f a c t o r i a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  var­

iance s t a t i s t i c  a p p l ic a t io n .  Each f a c t o r  o f  the des ign r eq u ir es  two 

l e v e l s .  Mand/tact context  ( c h o i c e / n o - c h o i c e - i n c e n t i v e )  c o n d i t io n s  

comprise th e  antecedent .  Foreseen/unforeseen  comprise the l e v e l s  o f  

the awareness v a r i a b l e .  And, p o s i t i v e / n e g a t i v e  comprise the two 

valence  l e v e l s  o f  the encountered consequence .

The m ult ip le  i n t e r a c t io n  hypothes i s  may a l s o  be viewed as 

a g u id e l i n e  f o r  an ex ten s ive  ex p lo r a t io n  o f  Bem's t a c t i n g  and manding 

behavior n o t io n s .  Further,  the d e s ig n  suggested by the hypothes i s  

should lead to  a more complete understanding o f  the in c e n t iv e -d i s so n a n c e  

c o n f l i c t .

Summary

An examination o f  the d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy  as  

well as the Bem p o s i t io n  with regard to i t  has now been completed.  Bem's 

account subsumes the dissonance p o s i t i o n  and can be extended to  r e s o lv e  

some o f  the e a r l y  d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  c o n f l i c t .  I t  has been determined 

however that  the  c o n f l i c t  between d is son an ce  and in c e n t iv e  t h e o r i e s  

cont inues  in th e  current research l i t e r a t u r e .  Current emphasis
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co n cen tra tes  upon s p ec i fy in g  th e  con d i t ion s  under which one can f ind a 

dissonance  e f f e c t  and/or an i n c e n t i v e  e f f e c t  to which to  a t t r ib u t e  r e ­

s p o n s i b i l i t y  for  "atti tude  change" occurring with in  t h e  counter-  

a t t i t u d i n a l  -advocacy paradigm.

The i s s u e s  addressed in t h i s  chapter concerned the ways in 

which m u l t ip l e  antecedent c o n d i t io n s  (choice /no  c h o i c e - i n c e n t i v e )  and 

m u lt ip le  consequences combine to  c o n s t i t u t e  a to ta l  c o n t e x t .  I t  i s  

assumed th a t  th ese  condit ions  c o n s t i t u t e  the bas is  from which a t t r i b u t ­

ions  are made which d iscr im in ate  between manding and t a c t i n g  behavioral  

c o n t e x t s .  We have proposed t h e r e f o r e  to  explore the i n t e r a c t i v e  nature  

of  the antecedent  and consequences o f  a persuasive communication act  

within a f a c t o r i a l  des ign.

Most aspects  o f  the proposed manipulation have been reported  

only  from a l im i t e d  and i s o l a t e d  persp ect ive  and not in  co n jo in t  i n t e r ­

ac t io n  with the  cond it ion s  which we propose to u t i l i z e .  Consequently,  

while  we have some e x p e c ta t io n s ,  v/e f eT t  that  s p e c i f i c  hypotheses be­

yond that  o f  a predicted  i n t e r a c t i o n  are premature.



CHAPTER II 

DESIGN AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS

This chapter  d e t a i l s  the procedure u t i l i z e d  in an e x p lo r ­

a t i o n  o f  the i n t e r a c t i v e  e f f e c t s  of  behaviora l  antecedents  and co n s e ­

quences upon s u b je c t s '  determinat ions  o f  manding and/or ta c t in g  c o n t e x t s .  

C onsiderations  inc lude  th e  procedure for s u b j e c t  s e l e c t i o n ,  indepen­

dent and dependent v a r i a b l e  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  and a plan fo r  th e  ana ly ­

s i s  o f  the data.

Subject S e l e c t io n  

A random sample of  one hundred su bjec ts  was taken from 

a populat ion  of  freshmen and sophomore s tu d e n t s  en ro l led  in the Soc ia l  

S c ie n c e s  c la s s e s  during th e  1974 Summer S e s s i o n  a t  Oklahoma C ity  Univer­

s i t y .  This s tudent  sample was then randomly as s igned  to treatment  con­

d i t i o n s  (n  ̂ = 10) .

Procedure

S ubjects  were to ld  that  they had been s e l e c t e d  a t  ran­

dom f o r  a survey research p ro jec t  dea ling  with  in form ation-process ing  

( s e e  Appendix A). Test  b ook le ts  were then d i s t r i b u t e d  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  

a d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  th e  antecedent to a communication act  ( see  Appendix

-27-
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B ) ,  the  communication a c t  ( s e e  Appendix C),  and the consequences o f  

t h a t  a c t  ( s e e  Appendix D). The d e s c r ip t io n s  c o n s t i t u t e d  the independent  

v a r i a b l e  adm in is tra t ion .  The f i n a l  page o f  the  t e s t  bookle t  contained  

th e  dependent var iab le  measurement items ( s e e  Appendix E).

The procedure c o n s t i t u t e s  a s im u la t ion  condit ion  in 

which o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t s  read a d es cr ip t io n  o f  an experiment in which a s tudent  

was asked to  prepare a one-minute speech in support o f  in creas ing  the  

b a s ic  speech-course-requirement  a t  h i s /h e r  c o l l e g e  from four semester-  

hours to  e i g h t .  Antecedent co n d i t io n  manipulations comprised the  con­

d i t i o n s  under which the speech was to  be w r i t t e n .  Subsequent to  the 

anteced en t  manipulat ions ,  o b s erv er - s u b jec t s  read the s tu d e n t ' s  "speech" 

(Appendix C). The purpose o f  the speech was to add a note o f  b e l i e v a -  

b i l i t y  t o  the experiences  o f  the s tudent.  I t  was not  designed to  

"persuade" the o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t  to  support or r e j e c t  the  advocated 

course-requirement i n c r e a s e .  Dependent v a r ia b le  checks upon the perce ived  

p e r s u a s a b i l i t y  o f  the speech served  in l i e u  o f  p r e t e s t i n g  and were i n ­

cluded as part o f  the dependent var iab le  instrument .  The speech was con­

s t r u c t e d  by the experimenter and checks for  n e u t r a l i t y  and ambiguity  

were in fo rm a l ly  conducted through con su l ta t ion  with  Socia l  Sc iences  

c o l l e a g u e s  a t  Lander C o l l e g e ,  Greenwood, South C arol ina .  Following th e  

reading o f  the speech,  o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t s  read o f  the  consequences which 

the  s tu d e n t  encountered as a r e s u l t  o f  the speech w r i t in g  e x e r c i s e .

Dependent var iab le  ad m in is tra t ion  fol lowed immediately.  Debrief ing o f  

s u b j e c t s  was conducted immediately th e r e a f t e r .
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The use o f  a s im ulat ion  methodology i s  j u s t i f i a b l e  in

terms o f  i t s  p o t e n t i a l .  The r a t io n a l e  i s  Bern's (1970);

The process o f  moving back and forth  between th e  s im ulat ion and 
the  actual  s i t u a t i o n  i s  p r e c i s e l y  the one which c o g n i t iv e  th e o ­
r i s t s  have attempted to  f o l l o w ,  and, in f a c t ,  i t  i s  t h i s  i n t e r ­
a c t io n  between s im u la t ion  and d i r e c t  exper imentat ion  which com­
p r i s e s  the h e u r i s t i c  u t i l i t y  o f  the s im u la t ion  methodology. A 
s im ulat ion  revea ls  an underlying assumption or im pl ica t ion  o f  
th e  model which was not  o r i g i n a l l y  observed or even a n t i c i p a t e d .
The t h e o r i s t  can then return to the o r i g i n a l  s i t u a t i o n  armed 
with  a new hypothes is  (p. 3 0 ) .

The isomorphism between ob server ' s  a t t r i b u t i o n s  and a c t o r - s u b j e c t  

a t t i t u d e  "change" scores  i s  not th e  major i s s u e  which the study ad­

d r e s s e s .  Bem has already d e a l t  rather  s p e c i f i c a l l y  with i t  (Bem, 1970) .  

However, s in ce  there  con t in u es  to be concern f o r  the  methodology 

expressed  in the current  l i t e r a t u r e  (Calder,  Ross and Insko, 1973; Jon es ,  

Linder ,  e t  ^ . ,  1958; P i l i a v i n ,  e t  , 1969) an attempt w i l l  be made 

to  provide  s u f f i c i e n t  checks upon the p rocess .  The i s s u e  w i l l  be d e a l t  

w ith  subsequent ly ,  under th e  d i s c u s s io n  o f  the dependent v a r i a b l e s .

Independent Variables  

Antecedent

Mand

O b server-subjects  were provided with information

which c o n s t i tu te d  cues to  the s p e c i f i c  re in forcement  cont ingenc ies

surrounding the speech:

The student was t o ld  th a t  he had to p a r t i c i p a t e  in the e x p e r i ­
ment in order to complete the four hour c r e d i t  requirement o f  
th e  Speech 101 course in which he was e n r o l l e d ,  even though 
the  experimenters were aware the s tudent  had ind icated  to  h is  
i n s t r u c to r  th a t  he did not wish to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in any e x p e r i ­
ments during the sem ester .  The experimenter  t o ld  the s tudent
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that  he had been authorized to pay s tudents  $20 as an i n c e n t i v e  
and to compensate for  the inconvenience .  Thereupon, th e  s t u ­
dent was paid $20 ,  in c a s h , ( s e e  Appendix B).

Tact

For purposes o f  t h i s  study,  and in keeping with the Bem perspec­

t i v e ,  the key to  th e  t a c t in g  condit ion  was freedom o f  c h o ic e :

The student  was t o ld  that  he was,  o f  course,  t o t a l l y  f r e e  to  
p a r t i c i p a t e  or not  to p a r t i c ip a te  in  the experiment.  The re­
searcher asked the  student i f  he would be w i l l i n g  to  prepare  
the speech.  The student sa id  th a t  he would ( s e e  Appendix B).

Awareness

Foreseen Consequences

Two condit ions  were required for a consequence to  

q u a l i f y  as f o r e s e e n " . F i r s t ,  cues had to be present in th e  anteee-^ 

dent suggest ing the presence of  a l t e r n a t i v e  consequences f o r  th e  be­

havior .  Further,  in  the antecedent i n s t a n c e ,  the cues must occur prior  

to  the s o l i c i t a t i o n  o f  p art ic ip ant  agreement, e l s e  i t  becomes a conse­

quence of  unforeseen q u a l i t y .  The second condit ion  o f  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  

was (as i t  was in a l l  consequence c o n d i t io n s )  that  i t  must be encoun­

t ere d .  We are concerned here with the e x te n t  to which th e  consequence  

may be i d e n t i f i e d  as p o t e n t i a l l y  n eg a t iv e  or p o t e n t i a l l y  p o s i t i v e ,  as 

w el l  as with the  awareness o f  i t s  nature .

Foreseen P o s i t i v e .  Observer-subjects  a s s ig n ed  to  

t h i s  condit ion  read th a t  the student was to ld  o f  the p o t e n t i a l  conse­

quences o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n :
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The experimenter then t o l d  th e  s tudent  th a t  th e  e x e r c i s e  would 
take the  p la c î  o f  h i s  f i n a l  exam for  Speech 101,  but that  the  
people  in charge o f  the p r o j e c t  were going to  award a $50 p r iz e  
to  th e  person who developed the b es t  argument in support o f  the  
proposed change in course requirements ( s ee  Appendix B).

Foreseen N egat ive .  Observer-subjects  assigned  to

t h i s  c o n d i t io n  read:

The experimenter then t o l d  the  s tudent that  th e  e x e r c i s e  would take  
the  p la c e  o f  his  f i n a l  exam f o r  Speech 101. Further ,  he was t o l d ,  
the  grade for  the e x e r c i s e  would c o n s t i t u t e  50% o f  his  overa l l  
course grade.  Such a s i t u a t i o n ,  he was t o l d ,  meant that f a i l i n g  to  
w r i t e  an acceptable  speech might r e s u l t  in some students f a i l i n g  
the  course  outr ight  ( s e e  Appendix B).

Valence

Foreseen  Consequence-Encounter

As noted e a r l i e r ,  the consequence r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with which we 

were concerned have to do with  the p o ten t ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  between the  

antecedent  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y / u n f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f  the consequence and i t s  

actual  encounter  fo l lowing  th e  advocacy behavior.  Thus there was a 

p o s i t i v e  encounter and a n e g a t iv e  encounter to correspond with the r e s ­

p e c t i v e  antecedent  manipula t ions .

Foreseen P o s i t i v e  Encounter:

Sh ort ly  a f t e r  turning in th e  speech,  the s tu d en t  was contacted  by 
the experimenter who informed him that  h is  speech had been judged  
as th e  b e s t .  He was t o l d  th a t  he was the winner o f  the $50 p r iz e  
and th a t  a grade o f  "A" had been recorded as th e  f in a l  grade ( s e e  
Appendix D).

Foreseen N egat ive  Encounter:

S hort ly  a f t e r  turning in the  speech ,  the  s tudent  was contacted by 
the experimenter who informed him that  h is  work had been judged  
"Unacceptable." He was t o l d  th at  a grade o f  "F" had been record­
ed f o r  the  Speech 101 f i n a l  exam. The experimenter had checked
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with  the s t u d e n t ' s  in s tru c to r  and had determined th a t  the  "F" 
would,  in f a c t ,  cause  the s tudent  to  f a i l  the courie  ( s e e  Ap­
pendix D),

Unforeseen Consequences

For a consequence to  q u a l i f y  as "unforeseen" no ihint  

o f  p o te n t ia l  outcome must be present  in the  antecedent and the con se ­

quences must then be encountered fo l lo w in g  advocacy behavior.

P o s i t i v e .

Short ly  a f t e r  turn ing  in the sp eech ,  the student was contacted  
by the experimenter  who informed him o f  th e  true nature o f  the  
experiment. The s tudent  was t o ld  t h a t  w h i le  he had not  been  
informed in advance,  the speech preparat ion had a c t u a l l y  been 
the  s tuden t ' s  f i n a l  exam in Speech 101.  The student was t o l d  
th a t  judges had awarded him a grade o f  "A" and that i t  would 
c o n s t i t u t e  50% o f  h i s  course grade.  Further ,  he was t o ld  th a t  
he had a c t u a l l y  been in competit ion f o r  a $50 prize  f o r  the b e s t  
speech.  On th e  b a s i s  o f  judges'  comparisons,  he was t o l d ,  the  
p r iz e  was to go to  him. Within the hour the student had 
received h is  $50 cash prize  ( see  Appendix D).

N e g a t iv e .

Shortly  a f t e r  turning  in the s p e e c h . . . i n  Speech 101. The s t u ­
dent was then t o l d  th a t  judges had d ec lared  his  speech "unaccep­
t a b le ,"  and th a t  a f in a l  grade o f  "F" had been recorded,  con­
s t i t u t i n g  50% o f  h is  course grade.  The experimenter had checked  
with  the i n s t r u c t o r  and had determined th a t  the "F" would cause  
the  student to  f lunk  the Speech 101 course  (see  Appendix D).

Consequence Control

A two-leve l  co n tro l  condit ion  was u t i l i z e d  comparing antecedent  

c o n d i t io n s  only (no consequence informat ion)  The condit ion  c o n s t i t u t e s  

th e  t r a d i t io n a l  d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  comparison .except  th a t  consequence 

in formation i s  whol ly  lacking  from the manipulation (see  Appendix B).

Dependent Variables

Consistency  A t tr ib u t ion

This v a r ia b le  c o n s t i t u t e s  the  item upon which the s im u la t ion
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h y p o th e s i s  r e s t s .  Consistency a t t r ib u t i o n  was d e f in ed  as the response  

(ranging from Disagree Completely to  Agree Completely)  on a one-hundred 

m i l l i m e t e r  l i n e  o f  an o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t ,  taking th e  r o l e  o f  the e x p e r i ­

mental c o n d i t io n  s tudent ,  to  t h e  fo l low ing  statement:

The Speech 101 course requirement o f  four hours a t  Bemian Col lege  
should be increased to  e i g h t  ( s e e  Appendix E).

Scoring i s  ca l c u la te d  by measuring the d is tance  from the  end point  on 

the  s c a l e  to  the v e r t i c a l  mark placed  by the o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t .  A con­

s t a n t  o f  10 was added to  each measurement-score fo r  ease  o f  computer­

i z a t i o n .  Thus the range o f  p o s s i b l e  scores  per s u b j e c t  was from ten  

(10)  to  one-hundred-and-ten ( 1 1 0 ) .  The same s c a l e  procedure and scor in g  

was fo l lo w ed  in each o f  the dependent var iable  c o n d i t io n s .

Speech Evaluation

This v a r ia b le  c o n s t i t u t e s  one o f  two items c a l l i n g  

f o r  the o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t ' s  own a t t i t u d e  ev a lu a t io n .  Speech eva luat ion  

was d e f in ed  as the response (ranging from E x c e l l e n t  Speech to Bad Speech)  

on a one-hundred m il l im eter  l i n e  o f  the o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t  act ing  in h is  

own b e h a l f ,  to  the fo l low ing  q u es t io n :

What did you think about the s tu d e n t ' s  speech? ( see  Appendix E).  

Speech Persuas iveness

This v a r ia b le  i s  the second o f  two items c a l l i n g  for  the  

o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t ' s  own a t t i t u d e  eva luat ion  and c o n s t i t u t e s  a check upon 

th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  the s im ulat ion  c o n d i t io n .  Speech persuasiveness  was 

d ef in ed  as the response (ranging from Disagree Completely to Agree Com­

p l e t e l y )  on a one-hundred m i l l i m e t e r  l i n e  o f  an o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t ,  ac t in g  

in  h is  own b e h a l f ,  to the f o l l o w in g  ques tion:
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Would the speech have convinced you to vo te  in favor o f  i n c r e a s ­
ing the Speech 101 course requirement from four to e i g h t  hours?
In other words,  would you agree or d i s a g r e e  that  the speech  
presented a good c a s e  f o r  increas ing  the  course  requirements a t  
Bemian College?  ( s e e  Appendix E).

The th ree  dependent v a r i a b l e s  j u s t  presented were i n ­

cluded among a l i s t  o f  f i v e  o th er  ques t ion s  and/or  statemedk ( s e e  Ap­

pendix  E) r e l a t in g  to  th e  experiences  o f  th e  s tudent  and asking fo r  

o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s '  own responses .  The l a t t e r  items were added f o r  purposes 

o f  masking the th ree  dependent var iab les  and were not included in  data  

a n a l y s i s  procedures.

In keeping with e a r l i e r  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  

the h igher  a s u b j e c t ' s  s c o r e ,  a t t r ib u t io n  t o  a t a c t in g  con d i t ion  was 

presumed. The lower the s c o r e ,  a t t r ib u t io n  to a manding con text  v/as 

presumed. I n t e r v a l i t y  o f  the  s c a l e  was assumed, in keeping with i t s  

use by others (Bem, 1965,  1970; J o n es , _et_al_._, 1968; P i l i a v i n ,  e t  a l . , 

1969; Vail  in s ,  1966; Dawes, 1972).

Data Analys is  Procedures

The in te r v a l  leve l  data from th e  dependent v a r ia b le  

measures was su bjec ted  to  a three-way a n a l y s i s  o f  variance procedure  

as a t e s t  o f  the i n t e r a c t i o n  hypothes i s .  Pos t  hoc c e l l  comparisons  

were carr ied  out u t i l i z i n g  the Schef fe comparisons procedure where  

t h e o r e t i c  quest ions  a r o s e .  An a pr ior i  l e v e l  o f  p. < . 0 5  was s e l e c t e d  

as th e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  c r i t e r i o n  for  the ANOVA procedures.  An a p r io r i  

l e v e l  o f  p . ^ l O  was s e l e c t e d  as the s i g n i f i c a n c e  c r i t e r i o n  for  the  c e l l  

comparisons,  as suggested  by Scheffe (1953) .
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The control  c o n d i t io n  d iscussed  e a r l i e r  formed the  

b a s i s  f o r  a simple comparison o f  the  mand/tact antecedent  r e l a t i o n ­

s h ip .  The data to be u t i l i z e d  in  the three-way a n a l y s i s  o f  variance  

did not  in c lud e  control  group d a ta ,  due to  the  extremely  large num­

ber o f  i l l o g i c a l  c e l l s  which would have confounded the  a n a lys i s  o f  

var iance  s t a t i s t i c .  However, th e  control  group c e l l  variances  were 

included as part  o f  the b e s t  e s t im a te  o f  the p opula t ion  variance  

u t i l i z e d  in the error-term o f  th e  Scheffe  c e l l  comparisons.

D iscu ss ion

Of p a r t i c u l a r  importance to i n c e n t i v e  and dissonance  

p e r s p e c t iv e s  would be a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  f o r  th e  antecedent con­

d i t i o n s  and/or a s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t io n  a t  any l e v e l  involving the  

antecedent  c o n d i t io n s .  Support f o r  the d issonance  p o s i t i o n  would be 

forthcoming should such a f i n d i n g  (1) be s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and (2) be ac­

countable  to  the t a c t - l e v e l  o f  th e  antecedent lead in g  to higher é v a l ­

u a t i o n - a t t r i b u t i o n  s c o r e s .  Support for  the i n c e n t i v e  p o s i t io n  would 

be forthcoming should such a f in d in g  (1) be s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and (2) be 

accountable  to  a mand-level in f lu e n c e  leading to h igh er  éva lua t io n -  

a t t r i b u t i o n  s c o r e s .  In terms o f  the control  c o n d i t i o n s ,  a s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e  in favor o f  t a c t  c o n d i t io n s  would su g g es t  support for  d i s -  

•sonance ,  w h i l e  higher é v a l u a t i o n - a t t r i b u t i o n  s co res  in the mand con­

t e x t  would provide support f o r  the  in c e n t iv e  p o s i t i o n .

I t  i s  in keeping with th e s e  concerns that we endeav­

ored to  maintain the i n t e g r i t y  o f  the competing paradigms (d issonance
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v s .  in c e n t i v e )  in th e  d e s ig n  o f  the a n teced en t  co n d i t io n s  by r e l a t i n g  

them to  p a s t  research  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n s  and f i n d i n g s .  Thus,  our  

a n teced en t  mand c o n d i t io n  involved both f o r c e d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and an 

i n c e n t i v e  payment Before  the  requested behav ior  was undertaken by the  

h y p o th e t i c a l  s tu d en t .  Conversely,  th e  t a c t  c o n d i t io n  contained  com­

p l e t e  freedom o f  c h o ic e  f o r  the s tudent  c o n s i s t e n t  with the  d i s s o ­

nance view.

Summary

This chapter  has d e t a i l e d  th e  procedure u t i l i z e d  in  

an ex p lo r a t io n  o f  th e  i n t e r a c t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  behaviora l  a n teced en ts  

and consequences upon o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s '  determ inat ions  o f  manding and/ 

or t a c t i n g  co n te x t s .

Random procedures f o r  s u b j e c t  s e l e c t i o n  and assignment  

t o  manipulation c o n d i t io n s  were o u t l in e d .  Ten su b jec t s  in each o f  ten  

c o n d i t io n s  were obta ined  r e s u l t i n g  in a t o t a l  n - s i z e  o f  one-hundred (100) .  

J u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a Bem-type s imulat ion  procedure was presented  and a 

check upon the procedure was included in th e  d e s ig n ,

Mand and t a c t  antecedent  c o n d i t i o n s  were o p e r a t i o n a l ­

i z e d ,  as were the f o l l o w i n g  consequence c o n d i t i o n s :  foreseen  p o s i t i v e  

and n e g a t i v e ,  unforeseen  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e ,  and a control  c o n d i t io n  

w ith  two l e v e l s  o f  a n teced en t  (mand/tact)  o p e r a t in g  with no consequence  

in form at ion .  Dependent v a r ia b le  measurement adm in is trat ion  procedures  and

s c a l e  d ev is e s  were d i s c u s s e d . I n t e r v a l  l e v e l  data was assumed in keeping  

w ith  pas t  research .



CHAPTER III  

RESULTS

This chapter  d e t a i l s  the r e s u l t s  o f  the a n a ly s i s  o f  the  

d ata  obtained  from the experimental manipulations d iscu ssed  in the pre­

vious chapter.  R esul ts  are  presented in three  s e c t i o n s  corresponding

to the  dependent v a r ia b le s  d i scussed  e a r l i e r .

Dependent Variable One: Consistency  A t tr ib u t ion

The s c o r e s  obtained from t h i s  v a r i a b l e  were su bjec ted  

to a three-way a n a ly s i s  o f  variance procedure as a t e s t  o f  the formal 

i n t e r a c t i o n  hypothesis  as i t  r e la t e d  to  the quest ion  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n .

The v a r i a b l e  s ta tement ,  to  which ob server - su b jec t s  responded, was as  

fo l l o w s  :

The Speech 101 course requirement o f  four hours a t  Bemian C o l le g e  
should be increased to  e i g h t .

The c o n s i s t e n c y  i s s u e  i s  r e la t e d  to  the q u e s t io n ,  

whether the o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t ' s  a t t r ib u t io n  o f  a t t i tu d e -b e h a v io r  con­

s i s t e n c y  would be shaped by the hypothesized t h r e e - f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n ?  

As can be seen in Table I ,  the in tera c t io n  hypothes is  was not confirmed.
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Table I: A na lys i s  o f  Variance: Consis tency  A t tr ib u t io n

Source SS+ MS F-Ratio P

Total 65405.8570 79

Between 18163.4810 7 2495.783

Antecedent 541.0550 1 541.055 0.8246 .6300

Awareness 3809.025 1 3809.025 5.8050 .0176*

Valence 12103.441 1 12103.441 18.4459 .0002*

Antecedent/Awareness 92 .147 1 92.147 0.1404 .7103

Antecedent /Valence 280.938 1 280.938 0.4282 .5220

Awareness/Valence 119.762 1 119.762 0.1825 .6742

Antecedent/Awareness/Valence 1217.111 1 1217.111 1.8549 .1741

Within 47243.3760 72 656.158

*= p.< .0 5

+= c a l c u l a t i o n s  f o r  SS not provided by computer output.  All SS 
computed in r e v e r s e  order (MS x d f ) .  F lo a t in g  point decimal 
operat ion  u t i l i z e d  by computer r e s p o n s i b le  f o r  rounding error  
(S3 re /V ar iab le  1= .0 0 8 0 ) .
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The a n a l y s i s  o f  variance procedure performed upon the  

responses  to  the c o n s i s t e n c y  a t t r i b u t i o n  v a r i a b l e  revea led  two main 

e f f e c t s — one for  the awareness f a c t o r ,  and one for  the  valence  f a c t o r .  

Dependent Variable Two: Speech Evaluation

The a n a l y s i s  o f  variance performed upon the responses  

to  dependent var iab le  two ("What did you th ink about the speech that  

the s tu d en t  wrote?") reve a led  two s i g n i f i c a n t  in t e r a c t i o n s  -  an a n te -  

ced en t -b y -va len ce  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and a t h r e e - f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n  between 

a n te c e d e n t ,  awareness,  and v a le n c e .  R esu l t s  are summarized in Table I I .

S c h e f f e  comparisons were undertaken t o  examine the  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the c e l l s  involved in the in te r a c t io n  con d i t ion s  

which had been dec lared s i g n i f i c a n t .  The r e s u l t s  o f  those  comparisons 

are reported  and d is c u s se d  in Chapter Four.

Dependent Variable Three: Speech Persuas iveness

Dependent v a r ia b le  three asked the o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t  t o  

record h i s  own eva lua t ion  o f  the p ersuas iveness  o f  the  s tu d en t ' s  speech:

"Would the speech have convinced you to vote  in favor  o f  in cr ea s in g  
the  Speech 101 course  requirement from four  to  e i g h t  hours? In 
o th e r  words, would you agree  or d isagree  th a t  the speech presented  
a good case fo r  in c r e a s in g  the course requirements at  Bemian College?"

The r e s u l t s  o f  the a n a l y s i s  o f  variance performed upon the speech per­

s u a s i v e n e s s  v ar iab le  are summarized in Table I I I .

The summary ta b le  o f  the a n a l y s i s  o f  variance o f  th e  

speech persuas iveness  v a r i a b l e  revea ls  one s i g n i f i c a n t  in tera c t io n  

c o n d i t i o n — an anteceden t ,  awareness,  va lence  i n t e r a c t i o n .  There are  

no main e f f e c t s  a t  any l e v e l  o f  the three f a c t o r s ,  and there are  no 

oth er  in t e r a c t io n  e f f e c t s .
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Table 1  Anal^s is^of  Varianc^e:__ Speech Evaluat ion

Source SS+ _MS_____ F-Ratio P

Total 48367.9210 79

Between 6904.1770 7 986.311

Antecedent 110.724 1 110.724 0.1877 .6700

Awareness 115.469 1 115.469 0.1957 .6638

Valence 120.352 1 120.352 0.2040 .6574

Antecedent/Awareness 83.711 1 83.711 0.1419 .7050

Antecedent /Valence 3174.844 1 3174.844 5.3806 .0219*

Awareness/Valence 173.750 1 173.750 0.2945 .5957

Antecedent/Awareness/Valence 3125.312 1 3125.312 5.2966 .0228*

Within 42483.744 72 590.052

*= P . C 0 5

+= SS re (Variable 2= .0440)
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Source 33+ df M3 F-Ratio P

Total 34269.8500 79

Between 4580.5060 7 654.358

Antecedent 90 .984 1 99.984 0 .2400 .6313

Awareness 52 .773 1 52.773 0 .1280 .7221

Valence 465.586 1 465.586 1.1291 .2916

Antecedent/Awareness 19.023 1 19.023 0.0461 .8250

Antecedent/Valence 456.016 1 456.016 1.1059 .2968

Awareness/Valence 300.313 1 300.313 0.7283 .5992

Antecedent/Awareness/Valence 3187.812 1 3187.812 7.7308 .0069*

Wi thin 29689.3440 72 412.352

*= p . <.01

+=SS re (Variable 3= .0450)
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Table IV: Summary R esu l t s  of  the Analyses  o f  Variance

Source Findings State o f  the  
Hypothesis

Dep. V ar iab le  One 
(C ons is tency  A t tr ib u t io n ) :  
Course requirements should  
be in cr ea se d  to e ig h t  hours

Main E f fec t  ( p < . 0 5 )  
fo r  Awareness Factor

Main E f fec t  (p < . 0 5 )  
f o r  Valence Factor

Dep. Variable  
One: not  sup­
ported

Dep. V ar iab le  Two 
(Speech Evaluation:  

Observer 's  Own):

Interact ion  ( p < . 0 5 )  
Antecedent-Valence

Interact ion  (p < . 0 5 )
Antecedent-Awareness-
Valence

Dep. Variable  
Two: supported

Dep. V ariab le  Three 
(P ersu as iven ess :  Observer's  

Own) :

In teract ion  (p < . 0 1 )
Antecedent-Awareness-
Valence

Dep. Variable  
Three: suppor­
ted
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The Sch ef f^  comparisons undertaken to  examine th e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among th e  c e l l s  involved in th e  in t e r a c t io n  are reported  

and d iscussed  in Chapter i v .

Summary

This chapter  has d e t a i l e d  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the a n a ly s i s  

o f  data obtained from th e  experimental  manipulat ions presented in  

Chapter I I .  Each o f  th e  three dependent v a r ia b le s  was s u bjec ted  to  

a three-way a n a l y s i s  o f  var iance procedure as  c a l l e d  fo r  in Chapter 

I I  as the t e s t  s t a t i s t i c  for  the i n t e r a c t i o n  hyp othes i s .

Table IV presents  a summary o f  the r e s u l t s  o f  the data 

a n a l y s i s .  As the summary o f  f ind ings  (Table IV) i n d i c a t e s ,  the  th ree -  

f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n  h y p o th e s i s  was supported in two i n s t a n c e s ,  both d ea l ­

ing  with  o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s '  own responses .  The hypothesized in te r a c t io n  

a f f e c t i n g  o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s '  a t t r ib u t io n  to  the communicator was not  

supported.



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION

The research ques t ion  fo r  t h i s  study was: "Can the Bern

s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  an a lys i s  p o s i t i o n  be extended to  subsume the a t t i t u d e  

change paradigm? More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  can a Bern a n a l y s i s  p erspect ive  

be u t i l i z e d  to  c l a r i f y  the d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy con t in u­

ing w i th in  the c o u n t e r - a t t i t u d in a l  advocacy trad it ion?"  The answer 

seems to  be a f f irm at ive .

The purpose o f  t h i s  chapter  i s  to  present  a d iscu ss ion  o f  

the r e s u l t s  o f  the data a n a l y s i s .  The chapter i s  div ided in to  two 

major s e c t i o n s .  The f i r s t  s e c t i o n  d is c u s se s  the r e s u l t s  o f  the  

various  an a lyses  o f  the data presented  in the  e a r l i e r  chapter.  S ec t ion  

two c o n ta in s  the c o n c l u s io n s ,  f i r s t  with regard to  the in c e n t iv e -  

dissonance  controversy and second regarding the r o l e  o f  the Bern 

p e r s p e c t iv e  within  the controversy .

The Data: Theoretic I ssues

In the d is cu s s io n  which f o l l o w s ,  the r e s u l t s  o f  the data ana­

l y s e s  w i l l  be d iscussed  from th ree  p resp ect ive s  -  dissonance theory ,  

i n c e n t i v e  theory ,  and the Bern s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  paradigm. The concern
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i s  the s u f f i c i e n c y  o f  each p ersp ect ive  to  account for  the r e s u l t s ,  and 

the  c o n s is ten cy  with which each may be a p p l ie d .  The p r e s e n ta t io n  w i l l  

f o l l o w  the same p at tern  as that presented in  Chapter I I I ,  taking each 

dependent var iab le  in  sequence.  In th e  d i s c u s s i o n  which fo l lo w s  the  

r e s u l t s  o f  the contro l  group comparisons w i l l  a l s o  be presented  f o r  

th e  f i r s t  t ime.  Such a procedure i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with the n o ta t io n s  

throughout that  the con tro l  group c o n d i t io n s  were to be u t i l i z e d  only  

f o r  comparison purposes and for a p o in t  o f  re ference  during th e  d i s ­

c u s s i o n .

Dependent Variable One: Consistency A t tr ib u t io n

The c o n s i s t e n c y  a t t r ib u t io n  v a r i a b l e  was concerned with  

responses made by o b s erv er - s u b jec t s  on b e h a l f  o f  the s tudent  t o  the  

statement "The Speech 101 course requirement o f  four hours a t  Bemian 

C ollege  should be in creased  to e i g h t ."  The var iable  was u t i l i z e d  in 

the  t e s t  o f  the formal con s is ten cy  a t t r i b u t i o n  in te r a c t io n  hypothes i s  

advanced in Chapter I .  The three-way i n t e r a c t i o n  did not occur .

Two main e f f e c t s  were revealed -  one for the awareness o f  the consequence  

and one for the va lence  o f  the consequence.  We w i l l  cons ider  the  

awareness f a c to r  f i r s t .

Foreseen consequences (X = 55 .525)  generated greater  a t t r i b u ­

t io n  o f  a t t i t u d e  c o n s i s t e n c y  than did unforeseen  consequences (X = 4 1 . 7 2 5 )  

I n te rp re ta t ion  o f  th e s e  f in d in gs  i s  confounded by the f a c t  th a t  conse­

quences were both p o s i t i v e  and n egat ive .  The implicat ion  here i s  th a t ,
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r e g a r d le s s  o f  the v a lence ,  ob server  su bjec ts  a t t r i b u t e d  greater  a t t i t u d e  

c o n s i s t e n c y  to  the s tudent when th e  student wrote in  condit ions  t h a t  

invo lved  consequences which were fo r e s e e a b le .

Dissonance t h e o r i s t s ,  i t  seems,would be hard pressed for  a 

s u c c i n c t  explanat ion o f  th ese  r e s u l t s  taken on t h e i r  face va lue .  D is s o ­

nance would seem to be more l i k e l y  under c o n d i t io n s  o f  unforeseen  

consequences.  Incent ive t h e o r i s t s  might argue t h a t  foreseen  consequences  

c o n s t i t u t e  a d ir e c t  i n c e n t i v e ,  but th i s  would seem to  be the c a s e  on ly  

i f  they were p o s i t i v e .  The c e l l  breakdown o f  mean score  values  (See  

Appendix G) ind ica te s  that  in the foreseen awareness-by-valence  

comparisons,  that the fo res een  p o s i t i v e  con d i t ion  had a mean value o f  

6 6 . 6 ,  w h i le  the foreseen n e g a t iv e  mean value was 5 5 . 2 5 ,  a d i f f e r e n c e  

o f  ll^Smm. Thus, i t  would appear that n e i th e r  the  in cent ive  nor the  

d issonan ce  persp ec t ives  are s u f f i c i e n t l y  able to  account fo r  the  

main e f f e c t  o f  the awareness f a c t o r .

The Bern persp ec t ive  would seem to  subsume these f in d in g s  w ith  

l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t y .  The p e r s p e c t iv e  would argue . s imply "If  he knew 

what might happen to  him when he did i t ,  then he must have meant i t . "

An examination o f  the contro l  condit ion r e a c t io n s  to  t h i s  v a r ia b le  i s  

i n t e r e s t i n g  in t h i s  l i g h t .

While there was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  two 

l e v e l s  o f  the  control  c o n d i t i o n ,  there was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  

between the control  con d i t ion  as a whole (Y = 6 9 .2 0 )  and a l l  other  

c o n d i t io n s  (Y = 48 .625 ,  = 20 .525,  C.D. = 11.4864 at  p<-10) on
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th e  a t t i t u d e  c o n s i s t e n c y  statement? The p o in t  o f  i n t e r e s t  i s  th a t  the  

contro l  condit ions  are absent  o f  any in formation regarding consequences .  

Apparently the lack o f  information in the con tro l  condit ions  generated  

even greater a t t i t u d e  c o n s i s t e n c y  a t t r i b u t i o n s .  In the absence o f  

information regarding consequences ,  the s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  (other  percep­

t i o n )  p ersp ec t ive  would s t a t e ,  "If  he did i t ,  he meant i t . "

The second main e f f e c t  y ie ld e d  in th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  variance  o f  th e  

c o n s i s t e n c y  a t t r i b u t i o n  va r ia b le  was for  t h a t  o f  the Valence o f  th e  en­

countered consequence.  P o s i t i v e  consequences (X = 60.9250; winning $50 f o r  

b e s t  speech and in being  given an "A" in th e  course)  generated g r e a te r  

a t t r ib u t i o n  o f  a t t i t u d e  con s is ten cy  than did n ega t ive  consequences  

(X = 36.350; be ing t o l d  the  speech was "unacceptable ," and r e c e iv in g  

an "F" in the c o u r s e ) .  This appears to  be a matter o f  reward/punish­

ment d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  on the part o f  observer s u b j e c t s .  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  

to  note that the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  was apparent ly  not in terms o f  endorsing  

t h e  proposal ,  but in terms o f  not endorsing i t .

I t  i s  obvious th a t  subjects  did p e rce iv e  the environmental 

cues provided by the awareness fac tor  and the va lence  fa c to r  and t h a t  

th o se  cues tended to  determine the d ir e c t io n  o f  t h e i r  a t t r ib u t io n a l  

resp onses .  This i s  e x a c t l y  the point o f  th e  Bem s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  

argument. However, the lack of  any s i g n i f i c a n t  antecedent e f f e c t  r a i s e s  

some confusion ,  as does th e  lack of  any s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f ere n c e  between

*Based upon Scheff^ t - t e s t  comparisons o f  group means (See Appendix H).
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th e  l e v e l s  o f  the control  group con d i t ion .  S ince  th ere  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  

c o n tr ib u t io n  to the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  means due to antecedent c h a r a c t e r i s ­

t i c s ,  n e i ther  d is son an ce ,  i n c e n t i v e ,  nor the Bem p o s i t io n  can be 

encouraged.

The most l i k e l y  source o f  an exp lan at ion  for  th e s e  f in d in g s  

l i e s  in  the des ign o f  the  experiment.  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  that  th e  c o n s e ­

quences i s su e  was overemphasized,  making i t  more v i s i b l e .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  

i t  should  be remembered t h a t  we asked the  o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t  to "put 

y o u r s e l f  in h is  ( th e  s t u d e n t ' s )  p o s i t io n ."  The f a i l u r e  o f  the t h r e e -  

f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n  in the  s im ulat ion c o n d i t i o n ,  in l i g h t  o f  i t s  occurrence  

on the other dependent v a r i a b l e s  dea ling  with o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t s '  own 

r e s p o n s e s ,  ra i se s  a q u e s t io n  for  the Bem p e r s p e c t iv e .  Is the s im ula t ion  

procedure r e a l l y  " f u n c t i o n a l ly  equivalent?" Based on the d ata ,  i t  would

appear to  be that  i t  i s  n o t .  Speculation i s  reserved  for  Chapter F ive .  

Dependent Variable Two: Speech Evaluation

The speech e v a l u a t i o n  variable was i n i t i a l l y  considered  a 

check upon the o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the speech the s tudent  was to  

have w r i t t e n .  O bserver -su b jec ts  were asked to  provide t h e i r  own 

e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  th e  speech by responding to  the  q u es t io n ,  "What d id  you 

th in k  about the speech th a t  the student wrote?"

The a n a ly s i s  o f  var iance  procedure performed upon the r a t in g  o f  

th e  speech revealed two s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  c o n d i t io n s .  An antecedent-by-  

v a le n c e  in te r a c t io n  was s i g n i f i c a n t  ( p < . . 0 5 ) .  The hypothesized t h r e e -
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f a c t o r ,  antecedent-by-awareness-by-va lence  in te r a c t io n  was a l s o  

s i g n i f i c a n t  ( p . < . 0 5 ) .  S c h e f fe - ty p e  comparisons were made a cro s s  the  

c e l l  means making up the  two i n t e r a c t i o n  con d it ions  in an at tempt to  

discern  the source  o f  the s i g n i f i c a n c e .  We w i l l  d i s cu s s  th e  two-factor  

i n t e r a c t io n  f i r s t .  Table V provides a summary o f  the S c h e f f e  

comparisons.

The S c h e f f e  comparisons w i th in  the tw o-fac tor  antecedent-by-  

valence  i n t e r a c t i o n  revealed  two s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  Mand/ 

negat ive  c o n d i t io n s  evidenced s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower ev a lu a t io n s  o f  the 

speech in c o n t r a s t  to  e i t h e r  t a c t / n e g a t i v e  or m an d /pos i t ive .  I t  i s  im­

portant to note t h a t  t h i s  in t e r a c t io n  represents  the t r a d i t i o n a l  para­

digm within which the d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy i s  waged. Both 

the t a c t / n e g a t i v e  and the mand/posi t ive  condit ions  hold th e  higher  

evaluat ion  p o s i t i o n s  and c o n s t i t u t e  both a dissonance e f f e c t  ( in  the 

former) and an i n c e n t i v e  e f f e c t  ( in  the  l a t t e r ) .  I t  would appear that  

su bjec ts  u t i l i z e d  th e  judges'  d e c i s i o n  ( th e  a c t u a l l y  encountered con­

sequences)  when th e  antecedent invo lved  the in c e n t iv e  (mand) con tex t ,  

but emphasized th e  f r e e  choice ( t a c t )  co n te x t  in the t a c t / n e g a t i v e  con­

sequences c o n d i t i o n .  The depressed mand/negative c e l l  would appear to 

be an ins tance  o f  a mand context  throughout the manipulat ion  with  con­

firmation o f  i n s in c e r e  preformance by the  judges'  d e c i s i o n .  The Bem 

p o s i t io n  may be s a i d  to  gain support from the fa c t  that  n e i t h e r  d i s ­

sonance nor in c e n t i v e  p ersp ec t iv e s  can provide a s u f f i c i e n t  account for  

these  f in d in g s .  Table VI summarizes the  th r e e - f a c t o r  i n t e r a c t i o n .



Table V; The Antecedent-by-Valence I n te r a c t io n  o f  Speech Evaluation  
Sch ef fè  Comparisons o f  Cell  Mean-Differences

Condition (Cell  Mean) Tact P o s i t i v e  Tact N egat ive  Mand P o s i t i v e  Mand Negat ive

Tact P o s i t i v e  (45 .30 )  10 .25  15,05 9 .90

Tact Negat ive  (55 .55 )  4 .80  10.15*

Mand P o s i t i v e  (60 .35 )  25 .95*

Mand Negat ive (35 .40)

MŜ  = 604.4403

C r i t i c a l  D i f f eren ce  = 18,3725 a t  p .10  (d f  = 60)

*p < . 1 0

I
o i01
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Each o f  the  three  h igh es t  r a t in g  c o n d i t io n s ,  whi le  not  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from one another ,  are  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from the two low est  r a t in g  condit ions  which have almost i d e n t i c a l  

c e l l  means. This s e t  o f  r e l a t io n s h i p s  provides  two valuable  i n s i g h t s .  

F i r s t ,  i t  sheds some l i g h t  upon the c o n f l i c t i n g  f in d in gs  e x i s t i n g  

with in  the " a t t i tu d e  change" l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed in Chapter I .  And 

second, i t  su g g es t s  the rather  s u b t le  d i s t i n c t i o n s  which o b s erv er - s u b jec t s  

apparently u t i l i z e  in t h e i r  response p a t tern s  as we suggested from the  

Bem p erspect ive  in Chapter I.

In terms o f  the t r a d i t io n a l  paradigm, the  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n ­

sh ips  represent  high speech eva luat ions  as a r e s u l t  o f  both (1)  an 

i n c e n t i v e / f o r c e d  cho ice  e f f e c t ,  and (2) a f r e e / c h o i c e  d is sonance  e f f e c t ,  

as they are c l a s s i c a l l y  o p era t io n a l ized .  Note that  the mand/foreseen  

negat ive  and t a c t / f o r e s e e n  negative provide the example o f  competing  

paradigm e f f e c t s  be ing  obtained under n e g a t iv e  consequence c o n d i t io n s .  

This was the co n d i t io n  which confronted Calder ,  Ross and Insko (1973)  

and confounded t h e i r  explanat ion o f  r e s u l t s .  The reason for  the  compli­

ca t io n  in th a t  in s t a n c e ,  i t  now becomes e v i d e n t ,  was due to lack  o f  

contro l  for  th e  awareness fac tor .

These f in d in g s  provide support f o r  both the f r e e  c h o i c e /  

dissonance p o s i t i o n  as well  as for i n c e n t i v e  theory f o l l o w e r s ,  but 

contain  problematic i s s u e s  for both p o s i t i o n s .  How, for example,  are , 

dissonance advocates  to expla in  away the high rat ing  under t h e  foreseen  

negat ive  c o n d i t io n s  which lead to an i n c e n t i v e  e f f e c t ?  The ch o ice



Table VI: The A n te c e d e n t -b y -A w a re n e s s -b y -V a le n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n  o f  Speech E va lu a t io n
S c h e f f è  Comparisons o f  Ce l l  M e an -D if f er e n c e s

Cell Means 

Tact Foreseen + 52 .3  

Tact Foreseen -  57 .8  

Tact Unforeseen + 48 .0  

Tact Unforeseen -  53 .3  

Mand Foreseen + 3 8 . 3  

Mand Foreseen -  62 .9  

Mand Unforeseen + 6 3 . 1  

Mand Unforeseen -  37 .5  

Tact Control 42 .0  

Mand Control 60 .0

Tact Tact Tact Tact Mand Mand Mand Mand Tact Mand 
F + F -  UNF+ UNF- F + F -  UNF+ UNF- Control Control

5 2 .3  5 7 ,8  48 .0  53 .3  38 .3  62 .9  63 .1  37 .5  4 2 .0  6 0 .0

5 . 5  4 . 3  1 n 14.0 10 .6  10 .8  14 .8  10 .3  7 .7

.5 .1  5 .3  20 .3*  15 .8  2 .2

15.1 10 .5  6 . 0  12 .0

9 . 8  15 .8  11 .3  6 . 7

I24. 3* 0 . 8  3 .7  21 .7*

0 . 2  25 .4*  20 .9*  2 .9

25 .6*  21 .1*  3 .1

4 . 5  22 .5*

18.0

I
o i
PO

I

F = foreseen  consequences  
UNF = unforeseen  consequences  
+ = p o s i t i v e  consequences  
-  = n ega t ive  consequences

MS = 604 .4 4 0 3
C r i t i c a l  D i f f e r e n c e = 18 .3725  a t  p <  .1 0  (df= 60)

Note: Control c o n d i t io n s  were not  inc luded  
in the a n a l y s i s  o f  variance  procedures.
Thus they do not  account f o r  any o f  the  i n t e r ­
a c t io n  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  They are  presented  
here f o r  purposes o f  comparison and su bse ­
quent d i s c u s s i o n .

*p ( . 1 0



Table VI: The A n te c e d e n t -b y -A w a re n e s s -b y -V a le n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n  o f  Speech E va lu a t ion
S c h e f f e  Comparisons o f  Cel l  M ean-D if f er e n c e s

Tact  
F +

Tact  
F -

Tact
UNF+

Tact
UNF-

Mand 
F +

Mand 
F -

Mand
UNF+

Mand
UNF-

Tact
Control

Mand
Control

Cell Means 52 .3 57 .8 48 .0 53 .3 38 .3 62 .9 63 .1 3 7 .5 4 2 .0 60 .0

Tact Foreseen + 52 .3 5 .5 4 .3 1.0 14.0 10.6 10 .8 14.8 10 .3 7 .7

Tact Foreseen - 57 .8 9 . 8 4 .5 19.5* 5 .1 5 .3 20.3* 15 .8 2 .2

Tact Unforeseen + 48 .0 5 .3 9 .7 14.9 15.1 10.5 6 .0 12.0

Tact Unforeseen - 53 .3 15.3 9 .6 9 . 8 15 .8 11.3 6 .7

Mand Foreseen + 38 .3 24 .6* 24 .3* 0 . 8 3 .7 21 .7*

Mand Foreseen - 62.9 0 .2 25.4* 20 .9* 2 .9

Mand Unforeseen + 63.1 25 .6* 21 .1* 3 .1

Mand Unforeseen - 37 .5 4 . 5 22 .5*

Tact Control 42 .0 18 .0

Mand Control 60 .0

I
tnroI

F = foreseen  consequences  
UNF = unforeseen  consequences  
+ = p o s i t i v e  consequences  
-  = n eg a t iv e  consequences

MS = 6 0 4 .4403
C r i t i c a l  D i f f e r e n c e = 18 .3725  a t  p<  .1 0  (d f= 50)

Note: Control co n d i t io n s  were not included  
in the a n a l y s i s  o f  var iance  procedures.
Thus they do not account fo r  any o f  the  i n t e r ­
a c t io n  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  They are presented  
here f o r  purposes o f  comparison and su bse ­
quent d i s c u s s i o n .

*p < .  10
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c o n d i t io n  apparently had l i t t l e  impact on the outcome o f  any o f  the  

t h r e e  higher ev a lu a t io n  r a t in g s .  In terms o f  the low r a t in g s ,  s im i l a r  

i s s u e d  are ra i sed  f o r  th e  trad i t iona l  paradigm. How can in c e n t iv e  

c o n d i t io n s  be r e s p o n s i b l e  for  both high and low rat ings?  Dissonance  

holds  that  unforeseen a v ers iv e  consequences w i l l  generate d issonance  

and be fol lowed by h igh er  eva luat ions  (Aronson and M i l l s ,  1959,  f o r  

example) ,  l-lhy the a b s o l u t e l y  lowest r a t in g  in  the  case o f  an unfore­

seen consequence? The answer may be a n t i c i p a t e d  in that i t  can be 

argued that  there  was no f r e e  choice .  I t  should be noted th a t  the  t a c t /  

unforeseen  nega t ive  c e l l  did not co n tr ib u te  to  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r ­

a c t i o n .

F in a l ly  with regard to in c e n t i v e  i s s u e s ,  how i s  in c e n t i v e  

theory  to  account f o r  the low score r a t in g  g iven  when the c o n d i t io n s  

c o n s t i t u t e  in ce nt ive?  That i s ,  the next lo w es t  ra t in g  involved in  

the  s i g n i f i c a n t  c e l l  i n t e r a c t io n s  was th a t  o f  a mand/foreseen p o s i t i v e  

manipulation.  The low r a t in g  was given when o b server -sub jec ts  viewed 

th e  student as g iven no c h o ic e ,  paid an i n c e n t i v e ,  to ld  in advance o f  

th e  p oss ib le  reward (another in ce nt iv e )  and as a c t u a l l y  r e c e iv in g  the reward. 

Perhaps the cond it ion  ra i sed  too much dissonance?

The s u f f i c i e n c y  o f  these two t r a d i t i o n a l  paradigms would appear 

l a c k in g  in the face  o f  th ese  f in d in g s .  The Bem funct ional a n a l y s i s  

approach goes much fa r t h e r  than e i t h e r  i n c e n t i v e  or dissonance in an 

accounting  for  the r e s u l t s .

The h igh ly  rated  mand/unforeseen p o s i t i v e  condition r e c a l l s  

Bern's (1965) d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the Scott  (1957 ,  1959) reinforcement e x -
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periments .  That i s ,  th e  dec larat ion  by a judge that th e  speech was 

b e s t  and the $50 -p r ize  provided th e  cues f o r  the high r a t in g .  The 

important contras t  here i s  th a t  the  p resen t  condit ion  involved a 

t o t a l l y  unforeseen consequence while the S c o t t  experiment was conducted  

w ith  no controls  on the  awareness f a c t o r .  This would appear to  be an 

example o f  behavior-consequence updating o f  the  context o f  th e  pre ­

b ehavior  con d it ion .  Without awareness c o n t r o l ,  su bjec ts  would be faced  

with  an e i th e r - o r  con d it ion  and the outcome would be expected to  hinge  

upon th e  valence i s s u e .

The high r a t in g  given to  the mand/foreseen n egat ive  s u g g e s t s  

t h a t  th e  mand q u a l i t y  o f  the antecedent was reduced due to the awareness  

t h a t  the w ri t ing  o f  th e  speech involved a n e g a t iv e  potent ia l  consequence.  

The t a c t / f o r e s e e n  n ega t ive  provides a t a c t - t y p e  context throughout the  

s t u d e n t ' s  experience u n t i l  the valence i s  encountered.  The n e g a t iv e  

encounter  apparently had l i t t l e  e f f e c t  upon th e  t a c t  determinat ion  

made by s u b jec t -o b s erv e rs .  The awareness f a c t o r  obviously  did make a 

d i f f e r e n c e .

Regarding th e  low r a t i n g s ,  the Bem a n a ly s i s  p e r s p e c t iv e  i s  

even  c l e a r e r .  The fo r e s e e n  p o s i t i v e  c o n d i t io n  in  conjunction w i th  the  

ttland antecedent context  makes for a c l e a r - c u t  mand a t t r ib u t io n  c o n te x t  

throughout the experience  in which th e  s t u d e n t ' s  speech i s  t i e d  d i r e c t l y  

t o  v i s a b le  c o n t in g e n c i e s .  The mand/unforeseen negat ive i s  an i n s t a n c e  

o f  both v isable  c o n t in g e n c ie s  in the  anteced en t  coupled with the  

ju dges '  confirmation o f ,poor performance in  th e  valence encounter .

The control  con d i t ion s  evidenced no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s
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an the speech e v a lu a t io n  var iable  in  terms o f  a comparison o f  th e

con tro l  l e v e l s  (mand vs t a c t ) .  However, t h e r e  were some perp lex ing

q u e s t io n s  for the Bem p ers p ec t iv e  ra ised  by th e  m u l t i - c e l l  comparison

procedures in v o lv in g  th e  control  l e v e l s  and th e  c e l l s  involved in  the

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n .  The mand/no consequence control  (Y = 6 0 . 0 )

was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the mand/foreseen p o s i t i v e  (Y = 38 .30)

c o n d i t io n  (Y = 2 1 . 7 ,  C.D. =13.372 at  p . < . 1 0 ) .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  the  
d i f f

mand control  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the mand/unforeseen

n egat ive  (Y = 37 .50)  con d i t ion  ( Y . .__  = 2 2 . 5 0 ,  C.D. =18.372 a t  p < .10 ) .
di f f

The po in t  made by th ese  comparisons i s  th a t  su b jec ts  without awareness 

or consequence information apparently u t i l i z e d  th e  ince n t ive  antecedent  

in r e g i s t e r i n g  h igher  eva lua t ion  scores  in  c o n tr a s t  to  two in c e n t i v e  

antecedent  con d i t ion s  which led to  lower s c o r e s .  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  

t h i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  s e t  o f  circumstances  a t  a l a t e r  point in t h i s  chapter .  

Dependent Variable Three: Persuasiveness o f  the Speech

This v a r ia b le  asked the observer  su bjec t  t o  in d ic a te  th e  

e x t e n t  to  which he was persuaded by the s t u d e n t ' s  speech. The statement  

t o  which the su b jec t  responded was "Would th e  speech have convinced  

you to  vote in favor  o f  in creas ing  th e  Speech 101 course requirement  

from four to  e i g h t  hours? In other words,  would you agree or d i s a g r e e  

t h a t  th e  speech presented a good case  for  in cr ea s in g  the course r eq u ir e ­

ments - a t  Bemian College?"

The a n a ly s i s  o f  variance in d ica te d  again th at  ob server -  

s u b j e c t s '  own responses  were d i s t r ib u te d  according to the hypothes ized
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i n t e r a c t i o n  -  an tecedent -aw areness -va lence .  No other  f a c t o r s  or combi­

n a t io n s  o f  fa c to rs  approached s i g n i f i c a n c e .

The Schef fe comparisons across c e l l s  provided fu rther  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the ra ther  complex f in d in g s  d i s c u s se d  thus f a r .  A 

summary o f  those  comparisons i s  presented in Table VII.

The Mand/unforeseen negat ive  c e l l  depressed  the o v e r a l l  

value d i s t r i b u t i o n  and i s  seen  here as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in t e r a c t in g  with  

the fou r  h igh es t  c e l l s ,  none o f  which are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from one another.

The f i r s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  th a t  the  lower score c o n d i t io n  

provided cues which led to  lower r a t i n g s ,  ra th er  than the h igher  score  

c o n d i t io n s  n e c e s s a r i ly  r e f l e c t i n g  "high" r a t i n g s .

Both l e v e l s  o f  th e  antecedent c o n d i t io n  are invo lved in  

s i g n i f i c a n t  c e l l  comparisons ,  and demonstrate th e  complexity o f  the  

mand/tact  context  i s s u e  we r a i s e d  in Chapter J. Two s i g n i f i c a n t  

t a c t  con d i t ion s  led to  "higher" persuasion s c o r e s — (1) when p o s i t i v e  

consequences were f o r e s e e n ,  and (2) when n e g a t iv e  consequences were 

encountered unexpectedly (u n fo r es een ) .  Two s i g n i f i c a n t  mand antecedent  

c o n d i t io n s  a lso  led t o  h ig h e r  persuasion s c o r e s  under a reverse  s e t  

o f  consequence c o n d i t i o n s ,  v i z . ,  (1) when n e g a t iv e  consequences were 

f o r e s e e n ,  and (2) when p o s i t i v e  consequences were unforeseen.

When the s tu d en t  was seen as be ing f r e e  to  choose ( t a c t  

a n t e c e d e n t ) ,  wrote the speech and encountered an unforeseen n e g a t i v e ,  

the  mean score went down ( 4 2 ,1 )  but the c e l l  was s t i l l  high enough to  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from the l o w - c e l l  co n d i t io n ,  a mand/



Table  VII:  The A n te c e d e n t -b y -A w a re n e s s -b y -V a le n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n  o f  P e r s u a s io n  o f  Observers
_________ S c h e f f è  Comparisons o f  C e l l  M e an-D if ferences__________________________

Cell Mean

Tact  
F + 
44 .3

Tact  
F -  
35.5

Tact
UNF+
35.2

Tact
UNF-
42.1

Mand 
F + 
34.9

Mand 
F - 
43 .6

Mand
UNF+
49.1

Mand
UNF-
23.1

Tact
Control

3 8 .8

Mand
Control

51 .8

Tact Foreseen + (4 4 .3 ) 8 . 8 9 .1 2 .2 9 . 4 0 .7 4 . 8 21.3* 5 .5 7 .5

Tact Foreseen - (3 5 .5 ) 0 . 3 6 .6 0 .6 8 .1 13.. 6 12.4 3 .3 16.3*

Tact Unforeseen + (3 5 .2 ) 6 .9 0 . 3 8 . 4 13.9 12.1 3 .6 15.6*

Tact Unforeseen - (42 .1 ) 7 .2 1.5 7 .0 19.0* 3 .3 9 .7

Mand Foreseen + (34 .9 ) 8 .7 14 .2 11.8 3 .9 16 .9*

Mand Foreseen - (43 .6 ) 5 .5 20 .5* 4 . 8 8 . 2

Mand Unforeseen + (4 9 .1 ) 26 .0* 10 .3 2 .7

Mand Unforeseen - (23 .1 ) 15.7* 28 .7*

Tact Control (3 8 .8 ) 13.0

Mand Control (5 1 .8 )

F = foreseen  consequences  
UNF = unforeseen  consequences  
+ = p o s i t i v e  consequences  
-  = n eg a t iv e  consequences

MS  ̂ = 4 5 5 .6 2 7 3
C r i t i c a l  D i f f e r e n c e  = 15 .9688 a t  p < . 1 0  ( d f  = 60)

Note: Control c o n d i t io n s  were not  i n ­
cluded in th e  a n a l y s i s  o f  variance  
procedures .  Hence they  do not  account  
f o r  any o f  the i n t e r a c t i o n  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  
They are presented here f o r  purposes o f  
comparison and subsequent d i s c u s s i o n .

Itn
I

*p < . 1 0
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unforeseen n ega t ive .  Deference to the ju d g e ' s  opinion would appear to  

be the b es t  s i n g l e  exp lanat ion  o f  these  f i n d i n g s ,  although such an 

exp lanat ion  does not hold  true  throughout th e  c o n d i t io n s .  The awareness 

f a c t o r ,  for example,  apparent ly  made an impact upon the mand/foreseen  

n egat ive  in  the sen se  th a t  a foreseeab ly  n e g a t iv e  consequence would appear to 

lend credence t o  the o v e r a l l  context.  But the awareness f a c t o r  

apparently  was not o f  in f lu e n c e  upon the t a c t / f o r e s e e n  p o s i t i v e  c o n d i t io n .

A foreseen  p o s i t i v e  consequence ,  i t  would appear,  should co n tr ib u te  to  

a mand-type con tex t .  I t  obvious ly  did n o t .

The contro l  group responses to  the persuasiveness  v a r ia b le  

provide comparably i n t e r e s t i n g  f in d in g s .  The rmnd/no consequences condit ion  

(51 .80 )  was not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the tact /no  consequences  

con d i t ion  ( 3 8 .8 0 ) .  But,  when compared to the e ig h t  experimental condit ions  

in vo lved  in the a n a l y s i s  o f  variance ,  the mand/control was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

(p < . 1 0 )  d i f f e r e n t  from four o f  them. The four  were not in v o lv e d ,  however,  

in  th ose  independent v a r ia b le  condit ions  a s s o c ia t e d  with th e  s i g n i f i c a n t  

i n t e r a c t i o n .  The p o in t  to  be made here i s  th a t  the nand/control con d it ion  

obta ined  the h ig h e s t  persuasion scores  in a l l  o f  the ten experimental  

c o n d i t io n s .  The lack o f  information regarding consequences obta ined  an 

obvious in c e n t iv e  e f f e c t .  I t  should be noted th a t  su bjec ts  in the mand/ 

contro l  condit ion  are not  confronted with an e i t h e r / o r  type o f  awareness  

outcome p o t e n t i a l ,  but a complete and c o n t r o l l e d  lack o f  information  

about consequences. The use o f  the h yp oth e t ica l  construct  o f  "biased  

scanning" i s  not necessary  in t h i s  in s ta n c e .  Rather,  the con d i t ion  ap­

pears one o f  a s im p le ,  s tra ightforward r e l a t i o n s h i p  between in c e n t i v e  and
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h ig h er  s c o r e s ,  i . e . ,  "I was paid to do a good j o b .  Lacking any i n f o r ­

mation to  the contrary ,  I guess  t h a t ' s  what I d id ."  In th i s  s e n s e ,  th e  

in t e r p r e t a t io n  i s  somewhat c o n s i s t e n t  with th e  fu n c t ion a l  approach o f ­

f ere d  by Bern.

The above approach to  the f in d in g s  w i t h i n  th e  control  group 

co n d i t io n  point out a major d i f f ere nc e  between our condit ions  and the  

t r a d i t i o n a l  in c e n t iv e /d i s s o n a n c e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  which Bem makes. In 

our c o n d i t io n ,  there  s imply  are no consequences .  In the r e p l i c a t i o n s  

o f  th e  Fest inger  and Carlsmith (1959) s t u d i e s ,  consequences are 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  l e f t  to  chance.

Toward a Resolution o f  the Dis sonance-Incent ive  Controversy

The i s s u es  underly ing  t h e  d i s s o n a n c e - in c e n t iv e  controversy  

appear more c l e a r l y  as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  s t u d y ' s  f in d in g s .  That a 

controversy  should have grown up around these  competing viewpoints i s  

n ot  su rp r is in g  in l i g h t  o f  th e  complexity exposed by the data.  Any 

paradigm concentrating  i t s  concerns for  the an teced en t  a lone,  or 

i n s i s t i n g  upon r e ta in in g  th e  view that  a t t i t u d i n a l  complexes are 

autonomous would n e c e s s a r i l y  be f i l l e d  with unexplained and o f ten  

con trad ic tory  f in d in g s .  The data suggest  t h a t  a d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between antecedent co n tex t s  and a t t i t u d in a l  responses  e x i s t s  only when 

information concerning outcomes i s  r i g i d l y  c o n t r o l l e d .  I t  should be 

apparent that such a circumstance rare ly  e x i s t s  in the  f i e l d .  The

im p l i c a t io n  i s  th a t  an " internal p r e d i s p o s i t io n  to respond" may e x i s t  in  

some form, but would appear most c e r t a in ly  as not  an autonomous pheno­

menon r e l a t i v e  to  the environment.
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The "real world" human engages in  a t t i t u d e  responses  which,

Bem argues ,  and w ith  which the w r i ter  a g r e e s ,  are s e l f - d e s c r i p t i v e .  As such 

they r e f l e c t  a h ig h ly  complex a t t r ib u t io n  p ro ces s .  The data support the  

argument herein t h a t  t h i s  process in v o lv e s  a t h r e e - f a c t o r  i n t e r ­

r e l a t io n s h i p  between antecedent c o n d i t i o n s ,  awareness and va lence  o f  

a c t u a l l y  encountered consequences. That t h e s e  were not ev idenced  in 

the  a t t r ib u t io n  to  o th er  s i t u a t i o n s  (Dependent Variable 1) i s  another  

matter to  be d i s c u s s e d  subsequently .  For the present ,  the concern i s

with the process o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  to s e l f .

The f in d in g s  reported in t h i s  study puts the cou n ter -

a t t i  tudinal -advocacy paradigm in a new l i g h t .  Most c e r t a i n l y  addit ional  

research should be forthcoming as a r e s u l t .  Some t e n t a t i v e  hypotheses  

w i l l  now be o f f e r e d  as a summary c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the f in d in g s  as they  

r e l a t e  to the t r a d i t i o n a l  p ersp ec t ive .

1. When consequences are  negat ive

a. i f  f o r e s e e n , then e i t h e r  i n c e n t i v e  or f r e e  c h o ic e  
antecedents  w i l l  obta in  h igher  eva luat ions  ( t h e s e  
f in d in g s  in d ic a te  a tendency toward the i n c e n t i v e  
a n t e c e d e n t s ) .

b. I f  u n fo r e s e e n , then th e  T a c t / f r e e - c h o ic e  anteceden t  
w i l l  ob ta in  higher e v a l u a t i o n s ,  while an in c e n t i v e
anteced en t  w i l l  obtain lower e v a lu a t io n s .

2 .  When consequences are p o s i t iv e

a. i f  f o r e s e e n , then T a c t / f r e e  ch o ice  antecedent w i l l
obta in  the higher e v a l u a t i o n s ,  while the  Mand/incentive  
antecedent  w i l l  r e s u l t  in lower ev a lu a t io n s .
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b.  i f  u n fo res een , then e i t h e r  in c e n t i v e  or  f r e e  choice  
antecedents  w i l l  r e s u l t  in h igh er  e v a l u a t i o n s  (and 
a g a in ,  th e s e  f i n d i n g s  in d ic a t e  a tendency toward the  
in c e n t i v e  c o n d i t i o n ) .

3. When consequences are w h o l ly  c o n t r o l l e d ,  i . e . ,  no consequence 
in format ion  i s  provided to  the  s u b j e c t ,  and no cues  are present  
t o  s u g g e s t  them

a .  an i n c e n t i v e  w i l l  ob ta in  higher  e v a l u a t i o n s

b.  the  f r e e  c h o ic e  c o n d i t io n  w i l l  obta in  lower  
ev a lu a t io n s *

4.  In an awareness context  o f  e i t h e r / o r  consequences

a .  an in c e n t i v e  a n teced en t  with an awareness o f  both a 
p o te n t ia l  p o s i t i v e  and a p o te n t ia l  n e g a t iv e  w i l l  
lead  to  h igher  e v a l u a t i o n s  depending upon th e  valence  
o f  the actua l  outcome:

1. p o s i t i v e  va le nc es  should obta in  h igher  
e v a lu a t io n s

2.  n ega t ive  va le n c es  should obta in  lower  
e v a l u a t i o n s .

b.  a f r e e  ch o ice  a n teced en t  with an awareness o f  both a 
p o t e n t ia l  p o s i t i v e  and a p o te n t ia l  n e g a t i v e  w i l l  
obtain  h igher  e v a l u a t i o n s  depending upon th e  valence  
o f  the actual  outcome:

1. n ega t ive  va le nc es  should ob ta in  h igher  
e v a l u a t i o n s

2 .  p o s i t i v e  va le n c es  should obta in  lower  
e v a l u a t i o n s .

5.  In a c o n t r o l l e d  awareness c o n te x t  with no consequence encounter

a.  an in c e n t iv e  an teced en t  with an a n t i c i p a t e d  p o s i t i v e  
consequence w i l l  lead  t o  lower e v a l u a t i o n s .

b .  an i n c e n t i v e  an teced en t  with an a n t i c i p a t i o n  o f  a 
negat ive  consequence w i l l  lead to  h igh er  e v a l u a t i o n s .

c .  a f r e e  ch o ice  anteceden t  with an a n t i c i p a t i o n  o f  a 
p o s i t i v e  consequence w i l l  lead t o  lower e v a l u a t i o n s .

* There are  a d d i t io n a l  c o n s id e r a t io n s  f o r  the f r e e -  
c h o ic e  c o n d i t io n  and w i l l  d i s c u s s  them subseq uen t ly .
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d. a fr e e  c h o ic e  antecedent with an a n t i c i p a t i o n  o f  a 
n egat ive  consequence w i l l  lead t o  h igher  e v a l u a t i o n s .

In c e n t iv e  vs Free Choice:  The Bem P er sp ec t iv e

E ar l ier  in t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  i t  was noted t h a t  the mand/control c o n d i t io n  

i n  our experimental procedures had evidenced a decided trend towards 

an in c e n t iv e  e f f e c t .  We have already noted a major d i f f e r e n c e  between 

our condit ions  and the  t r a d i t i o n a l  f r e e  c h o i c e - i n c e n t i v e  comparisons  

regarding the nature o f  control  over the consequence information.  Mand/

contro l  su bjec ts  may have u t i l i z e d  the same s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  process

descr ib ed  by Bem. A d i f f e r e n t  explanation i s  in  order for the low ev a lu a ­

t io n  scores  evidenced by the t a c t  ( f r e e  c h o i c e ) / c o n t r o l  con d i t ion .  The

f in d in g s  o f fered  thus far provide convinc ing  evidence f o r  a

conclus ion  that  s u b je c t s  are extremely s e n s i t i v e  to  environmental 

cues in the formation o f  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  r e s p o n s e s ,  or " s e l f - d e s c r ip t io n s "  

as Bem prefers  to  c a l l  them. I t  seems th at  not  only  are s u b jec t -o b s erv e rs  

s e n s i t i v e  to such c u e s ,  but they may a c t i v e l y  (but beyond awareness)  

seek  such cues wherever they  can f ind  them. I t  may be th a t  t a c t /  

contro l  s u b j e c t s ,  when asked for t h e i r  own o p i n i o n s ,  looked to  the  

c o n te x t  out o f  which t h a t  opinion was to  be drawn and found on ly  ty/o 

cu es :  free  choice  behavior  and a speech.  The hypothes is  for  t h i s  study

p o s i t s  three key f a c t o r s  in th i s  process:  the antecedent ,  the

'awareness,  and the v a le n c e .  Finding only th e  antecedent ,  su b jec t s  looked  

elsewhere  to the only  o th e r  b i t  o f  information they had - the speech -  

and based t h e i r  responses  upon the q u a l i ty  o f  the  speech.
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Hypothesis  3b s u g g e s t s  that the e v a l u a t i o n s  might in c r e a se

markedly were the speech more persuas ive .  Such a p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  worth

a fu tu r e  research p r o j e c t .  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note that  s u b je c t s

in the control  group (when l e v e l s  were c o l la p s e d )  evidenced much h igher

a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r s  s c o r e s  (Dependent Variable  1) (X = 69 .25)  than

th ey  did  when attempting to  provide t h e i r  own responses  (X = 4 3 . 3 0 ) .

The mean d i f f e r e n c e  ( )T ._^  = 25 .95) i s  q u i t e  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( p < . 1 0 ) .
d i f f

These d i f f e r e n c e s  r a i s e  some in t e r e s t i n g  p o in t s  f o r  specu la t ion  regard­

ing the p o s s ib l e  cause underly ing  the f a i l u r e  o f  the  s imulat ion  con d i ­

t i o n  to  r e f l e c t  the  hypothes ized  i n t e r a c t io n .  This to p ic  and th a t  o f

the  apparent lack o f  independence on the part o f  s u b je c t s '  a t t i t u d e  

responses  from environmental cues appear to  be i n t e r r e l a t e d  i s s u e s .

They are the focal  po in t  o f  the  concluding e s s a y  in  Chapter V.



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY/CONCLUSION

This chapter  i s  presented in two s e c t i o n s .  Sect ion one 

provides  a summary o f  th e  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  S e c t io n  two stands as a con­

c lud in g  essay on the s u f f i c i e n c y  o f  the Bem s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  paradigm.

Summary

This d i s s e r t a t i o n  has explored the r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between

Bern's (1965) concepts  o f  manding and ta c t in g  behavior as they r e l a t e  to

the  a t t i t u d e  a t t r i b u t i o n  process .  A t h r e e - f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n  was

hypothesized on the  b a s i s  o f  a review o f  the l i t e r a t u r e  in the cou n ter -

a t t i  tudinal  -advocacy research  t r a d i t i o n .  The h yp othes i s  s ta ted:

There w i l l  be an in te r a c t io n  e f f e c t  upon s u b j e c t s '  a t t i t u d e  
a t t r ib u t io n s  when exposed to a message under d i f f e r i n g  
environmental c o n d i t i o n s ,  as indicated by two l e v e l s  o f  
antecedent c o n t e x t ,  consequence awareness,  and consequence 
va lence .

A t w o - l e v e l ,  t h r e e - f a c t o r i a l  a n a ly s i s  o f  var ian c e  des ign  was u t i l i z e d  

in the  construct ion  o f  experimental c o n d i t io n s  r e s u l t i n g  in e i g h t  

manipulat ions:  Antecedent ( tact/mand).  Awareness ( f o r e s e e n / u n f o r e s e e n ) ,  

Valence ( p o s i t i v e / n e g a t i v e ) .  A two-level  (tact /mand)  no-consequence  

con tro l  condit ion  was a l s o  u t i l i z e d .  The manipula t ions  were carr ied  out

-64-
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in  a Bern-type s im u la t ion  wherein o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t s  were asked to  read 

an account o f  the e x p er i en ces  o f  another s tudent  involved in an e x p e r i ­

ment.  The exp er ien ces  c o n s t i tu te d  the experimental  manipulation o f  the  

o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s .

The e i g h t  experimental groups and two control  groups r e ­

quired a n a ly s i s  o f  100 su b jec t s  randomly s e l e c t e d  and ass igned  to  each 

c o n d i t io n  (n^ = 10 ) .  Three dependent v a r i a b l e s  were u t i l i z e d .  One 

r e l a t e d  to a t t r i b u t i o n s - t o - o t h e r s .  Another served as a check upon the  

independent v a r ia b le  manipulations .  A t h ir d  dependent v a r i a b l e  r e l a t e d  

to  s u b je c t s '  own e v a l u a t i o n s  and served as a check upon the s im u la t ion  

c o n d i t io n .

An a n a l y s i s  o f  variance  procedure resu l ted  in a f a i l u r e  

t o  confirm the h yp othes i s  as i t  r e l a t e d  to  "other" a t t r i b u t i o n ,  but  

s u s ta in e d  the p red ic ted  th r e e - f a c t o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  in the two in s ta n c e s  

o f  observers '  own a t t i t u d e  responses.

A d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the r e s u l t s  examined the s u f f i c i e n c y  o f  the  

dissonance  and i n c e n t i v e  p ersp ec t ive s  to  account  for the f i n d in g s  as 

contras ted  to  a Bern-type funct ional a n a l y s i s .  I t  was concluded th a t  

th e  Bem approach was a superior  one from which to view the "at t i tu de  

change" paradigm. In terms of  the c o u n te r -a t t i tu d in a l -a d v o c a c y  l i t e r a t u r e ,  

an attempt a t  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  in ce n t iv e -d is so n a n ce  con trover sy  was 

made in the form o f  twelve  informal ly  s t a t e d  hypotheses.  The o v e r a l l  

im p l ica t ion  o f  the d i s c u s s i o n  o f  r e s u l t s  was that  awareness o f  con se ­

quences and the v a le n c e  o f  consequences p lay  a more important r o l e  in
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a t t i t u d e  determinat ion  than do antecedent  c o n d i t io n s .  Lacking i n f o r ­

mation as  t o  th e  nature o f  consequences ,  the ev idence  was almost whol ly  

on the  s i d e  o f  the  in c e n t iv e  p o s i t i o n .

Further exper imentation u t i l i z i n g  the Bem p e r s p e c t iv e  i s  

c a l l e d  f o r ,  before  we are in a p o s i t i o n  to  f u l l y  understand the r e l a t i o n ­

ships involved  in the antecedent-awareness-va lence  i n t e r a c t i o n .  While 

the in terna l  mechanisms o f  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h r e e - f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n  remain 

somewhat l e s s  than c l e a r ,  one i s s u e  may be said to have stood out above 

a l l  o th ers :  O b server -su bjec ts ,  when asked for  t h e i r  own o p in ion s ,  took

on the  environmental c o n d i t io n s  u t i l i z e d  in the experimental  manipulat­

ions when provid ing those o p in io n s .  This one o v err id in g  i s s u e  — the  

non-independence o f  o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s ' a t t i t u d e  responses  — i s  the  

subjec t  o f  a b r i e f  concluding e s s a y .

On the Environmental Determinants o f  Att i tude  Responses

A "test"  of  the Bem s imulat ion  methodology was not the 

major i s s u e  f o r  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  Rather, the s im u la t ion  methodology 

was embraced without  r e s er v a t io n  and u t i l i z e d  to  g en era te  an experimental  

hypothesi s  which was confirmed in every ins tance  - -  e x c e p t  the  

s im ulat ion  c o n d i t io n .  Bern's argument th a t  observers '  a t t r i b u t i o n  pro­

c e s s e s  are  f u n c t i o n a l l y  e q u iv a le n t  to  the process u t i l i z e d  by e x p e r i ­

mental "real world" subjec ts  was used to  develop a "real world" 

h yp oth e s i s .  When we took the hypothes i s  to the "real world" o f  our 

o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s '  own o p in io n s ,  the  hypothesis  was confirmed. When 

we asked our o b s e r v e r - s u b je c t s  to  a t t r i b u t e  an a t t i t u d e  response to
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another  p erso n ,  the  hypothes is  f a i l e d .  To o f f e r  one p e r s p e c t iv e  on 

why i t  f a i l e d  i s  the purpose o f  t h i s  concluding e s s a y .

Dependent v a r i a b l e  two (Speech Eva luat ion)  was included in  

the  experimental  procedure as  a check on th e  e f f e c t i v e  n e u t r a l i t y  o f  

the  sp eech .  The concern was about  s u b je c t s '  a b i l i t i e s  to independently  

judge th e  speech .  Were they  a b l e  to  judge th e  s p e e c h ' s  q u a l i t y ,  

p e r s u a s i v e n e s s ,  e t c . ,  independent ly  o f  the c o n d i t i o n s  surrounding i t ,  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  r e s u l t s  might have been s e r i o u s l y  hampered. The 

check was conducted by c a l c u l a t i n g  a Pearson-product-moment c o r r e la t io n  

between dependent var iable  two (speech e v a lu a t io n )  and dependent 

v a r i a b l e  t h r e e  (speech p e r s u a s i v e n e s s ) .  The r e s u l t s  in d ica te d  a h ig h ly  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  between observer s u b j e c t s '  eva lua t ion  of  

speech p e rsu a s iv en ess  (how much they  were persuaded) and t h e i r  eva lua­

t i o n  o f  th e  speech (r= .5826 ,  n=80,  p . < . 0 1 ) .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between th e  two v a r ia b le s  may be sa id  to  be o f  "moderate" s tr e n g th ,  

sharing 33.94% o f  the var iance^

S t i l l  another i n d i c a t i o n  o f  the dependency o f  a t t i t u d e  

resp on ses  was the  evidence  t h a t  su b jec t s  fo l lowed  th e  environmental 

cues provided  by the experimental  manipulations  when responding with  

t h e i r  own ev a lu a t io n s  about t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  the  speech and as  to how 

persuaded they  were by the speech .

Related to t h i s  non-independence o f  respon ses  f in d ing  i s  the  

f a i l u r e  o f  th e  hypothesis  in  th e  s im ulat ion  c o n d i t io n  on dependent  

v a r i a b l e  one ( co n s is ten cy  a t t r i b u t i o n ) .  When observer  su bjec ts  were
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asked to a t t r i b u t e  an a t t i t u d e  response t o  th e  student the t h r e e - f a c t o r  

i n t e r a c t i o n  did not o ccu r ,  but a main e f f e c t  f o r  the awareness f a c t o r  

and another main e f f e c t  for  the  valence  f a c t o r  were revealed .  Why?

An extens ion  and m od if ic a t ion  o f  Bern's s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  theory  

provides  one p e r s p e c t iv e .  I t  i s  based upon a s e r i e s  o f  assumptions ,  

which in turn are der ived  from in t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  the p resent  d a ta .  

F i r s t ,  there appears t o  be a d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  processes  invo lved  

in  a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - s e l f  and a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r s .  Second, as Heider  

(1958) suggested ,  the  p ro ces s e s  by which we make a t t r i b u t i o n s  to  our­

s e l v e s  are not represented in our experience-awareness,  but are p art  

o f  the  to t a l  context  in  which that  ex per ien ce  takes  p lace .  That i s ,  

su b je c t s  are not aware o f  the components o f  the process by which they  

make s e l f - a t t r i b u t i o n s ,  but the process i s  n onethe less  t h e r e . This  

assumption i s  qu i te  c o n s i s t e n t  with the Skinner-Bem b e h a v io r i s t  model.

The exp lanat ion  fo r  the d i f f e r e n c e  between the s im ulat ion  

c o n d i t io n  and th at  o f  th e  o b s e r v e r - s u b j e c t s ' own r e s t s  upon one 

f u r th e r  assumption which i s  new but which i s  der ived  from the  

b e h a v i o r i s t  model. The assumption i s  th a t  the processes  by which 

a t t r i b u t i o n s  are made t o  others  i s  more a part  o f  awareness than t h a t  

by which a t t r ib u t io n s  are  made to the s e l f .  A b r i e f  e lab or a t ion  w i l l  

make the b a s i s  of  t h i s  assumption c l e a r .

Skinner (1972) has asserted  t h a t  much o f  human s o c i e t y  has 

condit ioned  i t s  members to  be unaware o f  th e  environment by emphasizing
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concepts such as "autonomy," "free w i l l , "  "free c h o ic e ,"  and the  l i k e .  Skinner  

argues from an operant  con d i t ion in g  p o s i t i o n  that such a th in g  as  

"freedom," as i t  i s  def ined  in s o c i e t y ,  s imply does not  e x i s t .  Freedom 

i s  an i l l u s i o n  in  t h a t  l i c e n s e  i s  g iven  to  engage in random behavior in  

search o f  th a t  which w i l l  c o n tr o l ,  i . e . ,  reinforcement.  There are  few 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  reinforcements  for  becoming aware o f  the  environment;  

q u ite  to  the c o n tra ry ,  the  re inforcements  are often  g iven  f o r  ignoring  

i t .  This s e t  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  f o s t e r s  th e  i l l u s i o n  o f  freedom and 

personal autonomy.

I t  would seem however th a t  one tends to be more aware o f  the  

environment as i t  a f f e c t s  o t h e r s . "Others" are " le s s  free" —  to  the 

Smiths, i t  i s  not they  who keep up with  the  Joneses ,  but th e  Joneses  

who keep up with the  Smiths.

While a t t r i b u t i o n  processes  may not be represented  in  a per­

son 's  su b je c t iv e  experience  ( i . e . ,  s e l f - a t t r i b u t i o n ) ,  perhaps they are  

represented in e x p er i en ces  which in v o lv e  a t t r ib u t io n  to  o t h e r s .  The 

im plication  i s  t h a t  one obtains  from th e  experience o f  observ ing  others  

an awareness t h a t  a l l  "other's" behavior (as d is t in g u is h ed  from one's  

own) i s  under some s o r t  o f  contingency  c o n t r o l .  Such an awareness  

would seem to  e l im in a t e  the n e c e s s i t y  f o r  considering the antecedent  

f o r c e d / f r e e  f a c to r  in the a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r  process .  Further ,  

because o f  the s u b j e c t i v e  i l l u s i o n  o f  freedom i t  i s  on ly  a t  the  subjec t ­

iv e  leve l  ( a t t r i b u t i o n  to  s e l f )  t h a t  con s iderat ion  o f  "free  c h o ic e /  

forced choice" becomes an i s s u e .

From t h i s  p ersp ect ive  a person may be said  to  learn  to  make
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"free" c h o ic e s  based upon o b serv a t io n s  o f  o th e r s  choosing between a l ­

t e r n a t i v e s  which the  observer  i s  aware o f ,  but the  other  i s  not (be­

cause  th e  o th e r ,  t o o ,  i s  co n d i t ion ed  not t o  q u es t ion  h is  personal  

autonomy). Let us con s id er  an example.

When observing a n o t h e r ' s  behavior,  th e  observer engages an 

assumption th a t  the o t h e r ' s  behavior i s  des igned to  achieve p o s i t i v e  

r e s u l t s .  That i s ,  the o th er  appears to be in  the process o f  choos ing  

( f r e e l y  s o )  from among a number o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  The observer  

fu r th er  assumes that  s i n c e  he s e e s  the a l t e r n a t i v e s  a v a i la b le  to  

the o t h e r ,  that the other does a l s o .  More r e a l i s t i c a l l y ,  however, 

the o th e r  i s  behaving in the same way that  the  observer behaves by 

act in g  w ithout  awareness o f  the con t ingen c ies  to  which his behavior  

i s  t i e d .  The other b e l i e v e s  h im se l f  to be f r e e  a l s o .

When the observer  becomes aware th a t  the o th e r ' s  behavior  

i s  t i e d  to  a p a r t i c u la r  r e i n f o r c e r ,  the q u es t ion  may be asked "Did 

he mean to  do what he did — i s  h is  a t t i t u d e  c o n s i s t e n t  with h is  

behavior?" For the a t t r i b u t i o n a l  answer, a l l  th a t  i s  required for  

the ob server  i s  information about the o t h e r ' s  e x t e n t  o f  awareness o f  

the p o s s i b l e  consequences o f  the behavior in q u es t io n .  The ques t ion  

i s  never asked (o f  the o th e r )  by the observer— Is there  an antecedent  

contingency?"— because one i s  already assumed: The other  w i l l  seek  

the p o s i t i v e  and try  to  avoid the negat ive .  Thus i t  i s  only when a 

n e g a t iv e  i s  encountered th a t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a t t i tu d e -b eh av ior  

i n c o n s i s t e n c y  occurs to the observer .  Two p i e c e s  o f  information are
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required for  the  observer  to  dec ide  i f  the  o th er  "meant what he d id ."  

F i r s t  he must confirm the  va lence  o f  the consequence — was i t  p o s i t i v e  

or negat ive?  I f  p o s i t i v e  the observer assumes the oth er  meant what 

he did and w i l l  a t t r i b u t e  c o n s i s t e n c y  to  th e  o t h e r ' s  a t t i t u d e ,  s in c e  

a p o s i t i v e  cont ingency  v/as assumed a p r i o r i . I f  n e g a t iv e ,  a second  

q uest ion  must be asked — was the other  aware o f  the n eg a t iv e  p o te n t ia l  

— s in c e  i t  was assumed th a t  the other  was aware. I f  the  o t h e r  i n d i ­

c a t e s  awareness ( f o r e s e e n )  then i t  i s  assumed he meant what he d id .

I f  unaware (u n fo r e s e e n ) ,  then the observer  assumes the o ther  did  not  

mean what he did s i n c e  he would not have done what he d id ,  had he known.

All that  i s  required for  the a t t r ib u t i o n - t o - a n o t h e r  i s  i n f o r ­

mation about the va le n c e  and awareness f a c t o r s .  The informat ion in our 

example i s  not o f  any n e c e s s a r i l y  i n t e r a c t i v e  sense .  The f a c t o r s  can 

funct ion  q u i te  independently .  This study §ëéms:to:Support t h i s  kind 

o f  assumption. Foreseen consequences generated s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher  

c o n s i s ten cy  a t t r i b u t i o n s  — the s tudent  was declared by the ob serv er  

to be in support o f  the advocated in c r e a se  in course requirements.  

Unforeseen consequences led to  apprec iably  lower c o n s i s t e n c y  a t t r i ­

but ions .  P o s i t i v e  consequences led to apprec iably  higher  c o n s i s t e n c y  

a t t r i b u t i o n s  than did n ega t ive  ones .

Now, l e t  us cons ider  the o b server .  The observer behaves  

" free ly ,"  j u s t  as the o th er  thinks he d oes .  And, because o f  a sub­

j e c t i v e  preoccupation with the i l l u s i o n  o f  autonomy, the observer  

f a i l s  to see  the c o n t in g e n c i e s  to h is  behavior.  When asked f o r  h i s



-72m

own s e l f - d e s c r i p t i v e  s ta tem ent ,  the observer  asks  the same two 

q u e s t io n s  asked o f  the o ther :  What was th e  outcome (va lence)  and/or  

did I know in advance (awareness)? But because o f  the autonomy i s s u e  

a th i r d  f a c t o r  i s  presented  in  the a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - s e l f  process  — 

the antecedent  f r e e / f o r c e d  choice  co n s id era t io n .

This bas ic  d i f f e r e n c e  between a t t r i b u t i o n  p rocesses ,  

assuming i t  e x i s t s ,  might w ell  explain  the  f a i l u r e  o f  our hypothes is  in  the 

a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r  co n d i t io n  (dependent v a r i a b l e  1: cons is ten cy  

a t t r i b u t i o n ) .  In th a t  c o n d i t io n  two main e f f e c t s  were evidenced,  

one each for  the va lence  and awareness f a c t o r s .  In the a t t r i b u t i o n -  

t o - s e l f  con d it ion s  the hypothes ized t h r e e - f a c t o r  in tera c t io n  did occur .

The hypothetica l  explanation presented here would a l s o  

account f o r  the s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  ev idence  between the control  

c o n d i t io n  scores  on the two var iab les  ( see  Chapter Four, p . 62) .  Further ,  

when contro l  group observers  were asked to  a t t r i b u t e  the s tu d e n t ' s  a t t i ­

tude ,  t h e r e  was p r a c t i c a l l y  no d i f f e r e n c e  between mand and ta c t  l e v e l  

mean s c o r e s  ( \ ,a^jj=67.30,  X^^^^=71.20, X^.^^=3.9mm). Without i n f o r ­

mation to  suggest  any other  conc lus ion ,  and s i n c e  by the account  

j u s t  presented  the antecedent  was of  l i t t l e  concern,  observers could  

only  say "He did i t ,  I guess  he meant i t . "

When asked for t h e i r  own responses to  whether they had been 

persuaded by the speech ,  the control group observers  presented a 

r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  arrangement o f  s c o r e s .  Again,  there was no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between l e v e l s ,  but with l e v e l s  co l lapsed
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t h e  o v e r a l l  mean s c o r e  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o w e r . This  i m p l i e s  t h a t  the

f r e e d o m - o f - c h o i c e  i s s u e  played a more s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  in t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n -

t o - s e l f  s i t u a t i o n  than i t  did in  the  a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n .

This account  for the d i f f e r e n t i a l  f in d ings  reported in the  

study has been o f f e r e d ,  not as the on ly  account ,  but as one explanat ion  

in keeping with  th e  Bem funct ional a n a l y s i s  approach. This approach 

suggests  th a t  a concern for antecedent co n t in g e n c ie s  i s  a f a r  more 

important component o f  the a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - s e l f  process than i t  i s  o f  

the  process involved in a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r s .

Suggest ions f o r  Further Study

The account  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  between a t t r ib u t io n  processes  

j u s t  presented makes r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  the present  study im perat ive .  V a l id i ty  

o f  the r e s u l t s  i s  o f  primary fu ture  concern.  There are severa l  a d d i t io n ­

a l  c o n s id e r a t i o n s ,  suggested e a r l i e r ,  which should be included  in any 

fu tu r e  r e p l i c a t i o n s .  F i r s t  i s  the matter o f  the  p ersuas iveness  o f  the  

speech.  Conditions  should be compared in which the p ersu as iven ess  o f  

th e  speech i s  v a r i e d .  The t h r e e - f a c t o r  in t e r a c t io n  should be evidenced  

in the a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - s e l f  c o n d i t io n s  and under the varied speech  

co n d i t io n s .  I t  i s  suggested a l s o  th a t  th e  t a c t / c o n tr o l  c o n d i t io n  

should r e f l e c t  the persuas iveness  o f  the  speech with increased e v a lu a t ­

ion ra t ings  when the  speech i s  o f  a more persuasive  nature.

The use o f  the s imulation methodology as " f u n c t io n a l ly  

equivalent"  to  the t r a d i t i o n a l  a t t i tu d e -ch a n g e -res ea rc h  environment has 

been questioned (Calder ,  Ross and Insko,  1973; R. Jones ,  e t  a l . , 1968;
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M i l l s ,  1967; P i l i a v i n ,  e t  a l . , 1969) .  This study s u g g es t s  that the  

s im ulat ion  methodology may be f u n c t i o n a l l y  e q u iv a le n t  only with regard 

to a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - s e l f  p r o c e s s e s .  A r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  the  present des ign  

comparing "real world" s u b je c t s  to  ob serv er - su b jec t s  in both a t t r i b u t i o n  

process  c o n d i t io n s  i s  c a l l e d  f o r .  The speech persu as iven ess  i s su e  could  

be incorporated  in to  such a s tudy .  Obviously,  however, e th ica l  

c o n s id e r a t i o n s  may prevent use  o f  th e  p ar t icu lar  c o n d i t io n s  u t i l i z e d  

in the p resen t  experiment. Care should be given to  maintaining the  

s p i r i t  o f  the  des ign i f  d i f f e r e n t  circumstances are u t i l i z e d  in a 

"real world" manipulation.

A Final  Note

Behaviorism, according to Skinner (1 9 7 2 ) ,  i s  not a method­

ology but a philosophy.  In i t s  approach to the explanat ion  o f  human 

behavioral phenomena,.behaviorism r e l y s  upon a concern for  the 

observable  behavior and the observab le  environmental context  in which 

such behavior occurs .  The concern i s  for th a t  which i s  uniquely and 

t r u ly  and observably  human - -  behavior.  I t  i s ,  t h u s ,  a t r u ly  "human­

i s t i c "  p o in t  o f  view.

The imputation o f  hypothet ica l  c o n s t r u c t s  to  explain  

human behavioral  phenomena d e t r a c t s  those o f  us who would s t r i v e  f o r  

t h i s  "human-ist ic" understanding,  and r e s u l t s  in a view o f  human 

behavior which confounds understanding by being couched in terms o f  

the non-observable .

I t  i s  from t h i s  p e r s p e c t iv e  that  Bem (1967b) of fered h i s
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th eory  o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n  as an a l t e r n a t i v e  to  that  proposed by d i s ­

sonance t h e o r i s t s :

I t  remains our c o n v ic t i o n  that  the appeal to  hypothetica l  
in ternal  s t a t e s  o f  the organism for  causa l  explanat ions  o f  
behavior i s  o f t e n  h e u r i s t i c a l l y  u n d e s i r a b le .  Such d i v e r s i o n  
appears on ly  to  retard  the d e f l e c t  the  t h r u s t  of  the a n a l y s i s  
th a t  i s  u l t i m a t e l y  required (p.  198) .

The imputation o f  e i t h e r  an internal s t a t e  o f  d issonance ,  or an in ternal

b iased  scanning process  to  account f o r  s u b j e c t s '  a t t i t u d e  sco res  would

appear ,  in f a c t ,  to  have d e f l e c t e d  long enough "the th r u s t  o f  th e

a n a l y s i s  th at  i s  u l t i m a t e l y  required."
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"Good Morning (Afternoon, Evening).  Professor

has given me permission to  speak with you a t  t h i s  time.  I rep r e se n t  the  

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Oklahoma Communication Research Laboratory. We are  

conduct ing a survey concerning informat ion-process ing .  This c l a s s ,  

among several  others  here and on other  campuses,  has been randomly 

s e l e c t e d  as part o f  th e  sampling populat ion  to  p a r t i c ip a te  in th e  survey.  

The packets which are  being passed among you are  s e l f - e x p l a n a t o r y .  Theyy 

co n ta in  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  an event which you should read.  At the  end,  

you w i l l  f ind several  q u es t io n s  about the even t .  Please answer them.

Note th a t  your responses are complete ly  anonymous. There 

i s  no requirement fo r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  I f  there  are any q u e s t i o n s ,  I 

w i l l  be glad to  answer them a f t e r  you have completed the e x e r c i s e . "
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Sometime l a s t  Spring a t  Bemian C o l l e g e ,  a number o f  Speech 101

s t u d e n t s  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  a r e se a r c h  e x p e r im e n t .  What f o l l o w s

i s  an account  o f  th e  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  one o f  t h o s e  s t u d e n t s .

When the student arr iv ed  a t  the lab ora tory ,  he was met by o n e  o f  
th e  re sea r ch ers .  The researcher  to ld  the s tud ent  that  he had 
been s e l e c t e d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in a mass media experiment.  This  
exper iment ,  he was t o l d ,  was designed to  help determine who would 
be the most persuas ive  speaker .  The student  was to ld  th a t  the  
experiment would t r y  to  determine whether s tud en ts  were more 
p ers u a s iv e  than f a c u l t y  members. The student  was asked to  prepare  
a one minute speech support ing  a proposed change in course r e q u i r e ­
ments a t  Bemian C o l l e g e .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  he was to  prepare an 
argument in favor o f  in c r e a s in g  the Speech 101 course requirement  
from i t s  current four  semester  hours to  e i g h t ,  thus making i t  a 
two-semester  cou rse .  The type of  argument, s t y l e ,  supporting  
e v id e n c e ,  e t c . ,  was l e f t  to  the s tu d e n t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n  and imaginat ion.  
The only  l i m i t a t io n  was th a t  i t  could be no longer  than one minute.

The experimenter then t o ld  the student th a t  the  e x e r c i s e  would take  
th e  p lace  of  h is  f i n a l  exam for  Speech 101,  but th at  the people in 
charge o f  the p r o j e c t  were going to award a $50 prize  to  the person 
who developed the b e s t  argument in support o f  the  proposed change  
in course requirements.

The student  v/as t o ld  t h a t  he was, o f  co u rs e ,  t o t a l l y  fr e e  to p a r t i c i ­
pate  or not to p a r t i c i p a t e  in the experiment .  The researcher  asked  
th e  s tudent i f  he would be w i l l i n g  to  prepare the speech.  The student  
s a id  th a t  he would.
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Sometime l a s t  Spring a t  Bemian C o l l e g e ,  a number o f  Speech 101

s t u d e n t s  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  a r e s e a r c h  e xp e r im en t .  What f o l l o w s

i s  an a c c o u n t  o f  the  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  one o f  t h o s e  s t u d e n t s .

When the  student arr ived a t  the  laboratory ,  he was met by one o f  
the  r e s e a r c h e r s .  The re search er  t o ld  the s tudent  that  he had 
been s e l e c t e d  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in a mass media experiment.  This  
experiment ,  he was t o l d ,  was des igned to help determine who would 
be the  most persuasive speaker .  The s tudent was to ld  that the  
experiment would t r y  to  determine whether s tud en ts  were more per­
s u a s i v e  than f a c u l t y  members. The s tudent was asked to prepare a 
one minute speech support ing a proposed change in course req u ir e ­
ments a t  Bemian C o l le ge .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  he was to  prepare an 
argument in favor o f  in c r e a s in g  the Speech 101 course  requirement  
from i t s  current  four semester  hours to e i g h t ,  thus making i t  a 
two-semester  course.  The type o f  argument, s t y l e ,  supporting  
e v id e n c e ,  e t c . ,  was l e f t  to  the s tu d e n t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n  and imaginat ion.  
The on ly  l i m i t a t io n  was th a t  i t  could be no longer  than one minute.

The experimenter then t o ld  the s tudent  th a t  the e x e r c i s e  would take  
the p lace  o f  his  f i n a l  exam f o r  Speech 101. Further ,  he v/as t o l d ,  
the  grade fo r  the e x e r c i s e  would c o n s t i t u t e  50% o f  h is  overa l l  
course  grade.  Such a s i t u a t i o n ,  he was t o l d ,  meant that f a i l i n g  to  
w rite  an acceptab le  speech might r e s u l t  in some students  f a i l i n g  the  
course  o u t r ig h t .

The s tuden t  was to ld  th a t  he was,  o f  cou rse ,  t o t a l l y  free  to  
p a r t i c i p a t e  or not to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the experiment.  The researcher  
asked the  student i f  he would be w i l l i n g  to  prepare the speech.  The 
s tud ent  sa id  that he would.
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Sometime l a s t  Spring a t  Bemian C o l l e g e ,  a number o f  Speech 101

s t u d e n t s  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  a re search  e x p e r im e n t .  What f o l l o w s

i s  an account  o f  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  one  o f  t h o s e  s t u d e n t s .

When the student arr ived  a t  the laboratory ,  he was met by one o f  
the  researchers .  The researcher  to ld  the s tudent  that  he had 
been s e le c t e d  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in a mass media experiment.  This  
exper iment ,  he was t o l d ,  was designed to  help  determine who would 
be the most persuasive  speaker.  The student  was to ld  that  the  
experiment would t r y  to  determine whether s tu d e n ts  were more 
p ersu a s iv e  than f a c u l t y  members. The student  was asked to prepare  
a one minute speech support ing a proposed change in course r e q u ir e ­
ments a t  Bemian C o l le g e .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  he was to prepare an 
argument in favor o f  incr eas in g  the Speech 101 course requirement  
from i t s  current four semester  hours to  e i g h t ,  thus making i t  a 
two-semester  course .  The type o f  argument, s t y l e ,  supporting  
e v ide n c e ,  e t c . ,  was l e f t  to  the s tu d e n t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n  and imaginat ion.  
The on ly  l im i t a t io n  was th a t  i t  could be no longer  than one minute.

The student  was t o ld  th a t  he ha^ to p a r t i c i p a t e  in the experiment in  
order to  complete the four hour c r e d i t  requirement o f  the Speech 101 
course in which he was e n r o l l e d ,  even though the  experimenters were 
aware the student had ind ica ted  to h i s  i n s t r u c t o r  that  he did not  
wish to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in any experiments during the semester.  The 
experimenter to ld  the s tudent  that he had been authorized to pay 
s tuden ts  $20 as an i n c e n t i v e  and to compensate for  the inconvenience.  
Thereupon, the s tudent  was paid $20, in cash .

The experimenter then t o l d  the s tudent th a t  he should be aware th a t  
the reason he had to  p a r t i c i p a t e  was th a t  th e  e x e r c i s e  c o n s t i t u t e d  
h is  f i n a l  exam for  Speech 101, but th a t  the people in charge o f  the  
p r o je c t  were going to  award a $50 p r iz e  to the  person who developed  
the b es t  argument in support of  the proposed change in course  
requirements.
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Sometime l a s t  Spring a t  Bemian C o l l e g e ,  a number o f  Speech 101

s t u d e n t s  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  a r e se a r c h  e x p e r im e n t .  What f o l l o w s  i s

an a c c o u n t  o f  the  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  one o f  t h o s e  s t u d e n t s .

When the  student arr ived  a t  th e  laboratory ,  he was met by one o f  
the  r e sea r ch ers .  The re sear ch er  to ld  the s tud en t  that  he had been 
s e l e c t e d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in a mass media exper iment.  This exper iment ,  
he was t o l d ,  was des igned  to  help determine who would be the  most  
p e r s u a s iv e  speaker.  The student  was to ld  t h a t  th e  experiment would 
t r y  to  determine whether s tudents  were more persu as ive  than f a c u l t y  
members. The student was asked to prepare a one minute speech  
support ing  a proposed change in course requirements a t  Bemian  
C o l l e g e .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  he was to prepare an argument in favor  o f  
in c r e a s i n g  the Speech 101 course requirement from i t s  current  four  
semester  hours to e i g h t ,  thus making i t  a two-semester  course .
The type o f  argument, s t y l e ,  supporting e v i d e n c e ,  e t c . ,  was l e f t  
to the s tu d en t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n  and imaginat ion.  The only l i m i t a t i o n  
was th a t  i t  could be no longer  than one minute.

The student  was to ld  t h a t  he had to p a r t i c i p a t e  in the experiment  
in order to  complete the four hour c r e d i t  requirement of  the  Speech 
101 course  in which he was e n r o l l e d ,  even though the experimenters  
were aware the s tudent  had ind icated  to  h is  i n s t r u c t o r  that  he did  
not  wish to p a r t i c i p a t e  in any experiments during the semester.  The 
experimenter  to ld  the s tud ent  that he had been authorized t o  pay 
s tu d en ts  $20 as an in c e n t i v e  and to compensate fo r  the inconven ience .  
Thereupon, the s tudent  was paid $20, cash .

The experimenter then t o ld  the student that  he should be aware th a t  
the reason he had to  p a r t i c i p a t e  was th a t  the  e x e r c i s e  c o n s t i t u t e d  
h i s  f i n a l  exam for  Speech 101.  A d d i t io n a l ly ,  he was to ld  th a t  the  
grade for  the e x e r c i s e  would c o n s t i t u t e  50% o f  h i s  overa l l  course  
grade.  Such a s i t u a t i o n ,  he was t o l d ,  meant th a t  f a i l i n g  the  
ass ign ed  speech-writ ing  task  might r e s u l t  in f a i l i n g  the course  
fo r  some s tudents .



-Tact A n te c e d e n t /C on tr o l  (No Consequence Informat ion)

and

Tact/UnForeseen

- 9 2 -



-93-

Sometime l a s t  Spring a t  Bemian Col l ege ,  a number o f  Speech 101 

s t ud e n t s  were s e l ec t ed  f o r  a research experiment .  What f o l l ows  i s  

an account  o f  the exper i ences  o f  one o f  t ho s e  s t ude nt s .

When the  s tudent  arrived a t  the l aboratory,  he was met by one o f  
the  r e s e a r c h e r s .  The researcher  told the s tudent  t ha t  he had been 
s e l e c t e d  to p ar t i c i pa t e  in a mass media experiment .  This experiment ,  
he was t o l d ,  was designed t o  help determine who would be the most  
p e r s ua s i ve  speaker.  The s tudent  was to ld  t h a t  the experiment would 
t r y  t o  determine whether s tudent s  were more persuas i ve  than f a c u l t y  
members.  The student was asked to prepare a one minute speech 
support ing  a proposed change in course requirements  a t  Bemian Co l l e ge .  
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  he was asked t o  prepare an argument in favor of  i n ­
c r e a s i n g  the Speech 101 course  requirement from i t s  current  four  
semester  hours to e i g h t ,  thus making i t  a two-semester  course.  The 
type o f  argument,  s t y l e ,  support ing ev i dence ,  e t c . ,  was l e f t  to the  
s t u d e n t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n  and imaginat ion.

The s t udent  v;as told that  he was,  of  course ,  t o t a l l y  f ree  to p a r t i c i ­
pate or not  to p ar t i c i pa t e  in the  experiment.  The researcher asked 
the  s t ude nt  i f  he would be w i l l i n g  to prepare the  speech.  The s tudent  
sa id  he would.
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Sometime l a s t  Spring a t  Bemian Col l ege ,  a number o f  Speech 101 

s t ude nt s  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  a research experiment .  What fo l l ows  

i s  an account o f  the  e x per i ences  o f  one o f  those  s tudent s .

When the student  arr ived a t  the  laboratory ,  he was met by one o f  
the  researchers .  The resear cher  told the s tudent  that  he has been 
s e l e c t e d  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in a mass media experiment .  This experiment ,  
he was t o l d ,  was des igned to  help determine who would be the most  
pe r s uas i ve  speaker.  The s tudent  was told t ha t  the  experiment would 
t r y  to  determine whether s tudent s  were more persuas i ve  than f a c u l t y  
members.  The s tudent  was asked to  prepare a one minute speech 
support ing a proposed change in course requirements  a t  Bemian 
C o l l e g e .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  he was to prepare an argument in favor o f  
i nc r e a s i ng  the Speech 101 course  requirement from i t s  current  four  
semester  hours to e i g h t ,  thus  making i t  a two-semester  course .  The 
type o f  argument,  s t y l e ,  support ing ev i dence ,  e t c . ,  was l e f t  to  the  
s t u d e n t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n  and imaginat ion.

The s tudent  was to ld  that  he had to p a r t i c i p a t e  in the experiment in 
order to complete the four hour c r e d i t  requirement  in Speech 101,  
even though the experimenters  were aware t ha t  the  s tudent  had i nd i ca t e d  
to h i s  ins t ructor  that  he did not wish to p a r t i c i p a t e  in any experiments  
during the semester.  The experimenter t o l d  the s tudent  that  he had 
been authorized to pay students  $20 as an i nce nt i ve  and to
compensate for the inconvenience .  Thereupon the s tudent  was paid $20,  
in cash .
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H e r e  i s  w h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t  w r o t e :

" T h e r e  has  b e e n  a l o t  o f  d i s c u s s i o n  on o u r  campus o f  l a t e  

o v e r  a p r o p o s e d  i n c r e a s e  in  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  t h e  b a s i c  

s p e e c h  c o u r s e .  A t  p r e s e n t  S p e e c h  101 i s  r e q u i r e d  o f  a l l  

s t u d e n t s  f o r  o n e  s e m e s t e r .  The p r o p o s e d  c h a n g e ,  i f  p u t  i n ­

t o  e f f e c t ,  w o u l d  i n c r e a s e  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  t o  e i g h t  s e m e s t e r  

h o u r s ,  mak i ng  i t  a t wo  s e m e s t e r  c o u r s e .

Now,  I r e a l i z e  many s t u d e n t s  do n o t  l i k e  t h e  c o u r s e  -  I ' v e

h e a r d  l o t s  o f  p e o p l e  s a y ' A w ,  i t s  j u s t  a c r y p t  c o u r s e  and t o ­

t a l l y  i r r e l e v a n t '  and many w o u l d  a r g u e  f o r  i t s  e l i m i n a t i o n  

r a t h e r  t h a n  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  r e q u i r e d  h o u r s .  B u t ,  I ' d  l i k e  

t o  o f f e r  an a r g u m e n t  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  p r o p o s a l .

F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  i t ' s  n o t  a hard c o u r s e .  N e x t ,  we n e v e r  know 

w h i c h  among us w i l l  e v e r  be c a l l e d  on i n  o u r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  

l i v e s  t o  make a p u b l i c  s p e e c h ,  so  w e ' d  be b e t t e r  p r e p a r e d  

i f  we w e r e  c a l l e d  u p o n ,  i f  we had m o r e  t r a i n i n g .  A l s o ,  y ou  

g e t  t o  h e a r  some p r e t t y  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h i n g s  -  i f  y o u  a t t e n d

c l a s s  -  t h a t  y o u  m i g h t  n o t  h e a r  a n y w h e r e  e l s e .  S o ,  a l l  i n

a l l ,  I t h i n k  we s h o u l d  s u p p o r t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  i n c r e a s e  i n  

c o u r s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  and make S p e e c h  101 r e q u i r e d  f o r  two  

s e m e s t e r s  i n s t e a d  o f  j u s t  o n e .

Thank y o u . "
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F o r e s e e n  P o s i t i v e  C o n s e q u e n c e s
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S h o r t l y  a f t e r  t u r n i n g  t n  t h e  s p e e c h ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  was  c o n ­

t a c t e d  b y  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  who i n f o r m e d  him t h a t  h i s  s p e e c h  

had b e e n  j u d g e d  a s  t h e  b e s t .  He was  t o l d  t h a t  he  was  t h e  

w i n n e r  o f  t h e  $50  p r i z e  and t h a t  a g r a d e  o f  "A" had b e e n  

r e c o r d e d  a s  t h e  f i n a l  g r a d e .  W i t h i n  t h e  h o u r ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  

had r e c e i v e d  h i s  c a s h  p r i z e .



F o r e s e e n  N e g a t i v e  C o n s e q u e n c e s
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S h o r t l y  a f t e r  t u r n i n g  i n  t h e  s p e e c h ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  was  c o n ­

t a c t e d  by t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  who i n f o r m e d  him t h a t  h i s  wo r k  

had b e e n  j u d g e d  " U n a c c e p t a b l e " .  He was  t o l d  t h a t  a g r a d e  

o f  "F" had been  r e c o r d e d  f o r  t h e  S p e e c h  101 f i n a l  exam.

The e x p e r i m e n t e r  had c h e c k e d  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  i n s t r u c t o r  

and had d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  t h e  "F" w o u l d ,  i n  f a c t ,  c a u s e  t h e  

s t u d e n t  t o  f a i l  t h e  c o u r s e .



U n f o r e s e e n  P o s i t i v e  C o n s e q u e n c e s
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S h o r t l y  a f t e r  t u r n i n g  i n  t h e  s p e e c h ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  was c o n ­

t a c t e d  by  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  who i n f o r m e d  him o f  t h e  t r u e  n a ­

t u r e  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t .  The  s t u d e n t  was  t o l d  t h a t  w h i l e  he  

had n o t  b e e n  i n f o r m e d  i n  a d v a n c e ,  t h e  s p e e c h  p r e p a r a t i o n  

had a c t u a l l y  been  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  f i n a l  exam i n  S p e e c h  1 0 1 .

The s t u d e n t  was  t o l d  t h a t  t h e  j u d g e s  had a w a r d e d  him a g r a d e  

o f  "A" and  t h a t  i t  w o u l d  c o n s t i t u t e  50% o f  h i s  c o u r s e  g r a d e .  

F u r t h e r ,  he was  t o l d  t h a t  he  had a c t u a l l y  b e e n  i n  c o m p e t i ­

t i o n  f o r  a $ 5 0  p r i z e  f o r  t h e  b e s t  s p e e c h .  On t h e  b a s i s  o f  

t h e  j u d g e s '  c o m p a r i s o n s ,  he was  t o l d ,  t h e  p r i z e  was t o  go  

t o  h i m.  W i t h i n  t h e  h o ur  t h e  s t u d e n t  had r e c e i v e d  h i s  $ 50  

c a s h  p r i z e .



U n f o r e s e e n  N e g a t i v e  C o n s e q u e n c e s
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S h o r t l y  a f t e r  t u r n i n g  t n  t h e  s p e e c h ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  was  c o n ­

t a c t e d  by t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  who i n f o r m e d  him o f  t h e  t r u e  n a ­

t u r e  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t .  The s t u d e n t  w a s  t o l d  t h a t  w h i l e  he  

had n o t  b e e n  i n f o r m e d  i n  a d v a n c e ,  t h e  s p e e c h  p r e p a r a t i o n  

had a c t u a l l y  been  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  f i n a l  exam i n  S p e e c h  1 0 1 .

The  s t u d e n t  was  t h e n  t o l d  t h a t  j u d g e s  had d e c l a r e d  h i s  s p e e c h  

" U n a c c e p t a b l e "  and t h a t  a f i n a l  g r a d e  o f  "F" had b e e n  r e ­

c o r d e d ,  c o n s t i t u t i n g  50% o f  h i s  c o u r s e  g r a d e .  The e x p e r i ­

m e n t e r  had c h e c k e d  w i t h  t h e  i n s t r u c t o r  and had d e t e r m i n e d  

t h a t  t h e  "F" w o u l d  c a u s e  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  f l u n k  t h e  S p e e c h  

101 c o u r s e .
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T h e  n e x t  d a y ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  a t t e n d e d  t h e  f i n a l  c l a s s  s e s s i o n  o f  t h e  s e m ­
e s t e r  f o r  h i s  c o u r s e  i n  S p e e c h  1 0 1  a t  B e m i a n .  U p o n  e n t e r i n g  t h e  c l a s s ­
r o o m ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  w a s  a s k e d  t o  f i l l  o u t  a  s t a n d a r d  c o u r s e  e v a l u a t i o n  
s h e e t ,  p a r t  o f  w h i c h  i s  r e p r o d u c e d  b e l o w .

Now t h a t  y o u  h a v e  r e a d  a b o u t  t h i s  s t u d e n t ,  we w o u l d  l i k e  f o r  y o u  t o  
t e l l  u s  h o w  y o u  t h i n k  t h e  s t u d e n t  f i l l e d  o u t  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  P u t  
y o u r s e l f  i n  h i s  p o s i t i o n  a n d  e s t i m a t e  a s  w e l l  a s  y o u  c a n  t h e  a c t u a l  
o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  s t u d e n t .  Do t h i s  b y  d r a w i n g  a  v e r t i c l e  l i n e  a t  t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e  o n  t h e  s c a l e s  b e l o w .  T h e  A g r e e - D i s a g r e e  a n c h o r  
p o i n t s  a r e  p r o v i d e d  a s  r e f e r e n c e s .  F e e l  f r e e  t o  m a r k  o n  o r  a n y ­
w h e r e  b e t w e e n  a n c h o r s ,  m a r k i n g  w h e r e  y o u  t h i n k  t h e  s t u d e n t  w o u l d  
h a v e  m a r k e d .

( m a s k )  I  e n j o y e d  my e x p e r i e n c e s  w h i l e  a  s t u d e n t
i n  t h e  S p e e c h  1 0 1  c o u r s e  a t  B e m i a n .

1

( ÿ l ; G o n s i s t e n c y )  T h e  S p e e c h  1 0 1  c o u r s e  r e q u i r e m e n t  o f  f o u r  h o a r s  
( A t t r i b u t i o n )  a t  B e m i a n  C o l l e g e  s h o u l d  b e  i n c r e a s e d  t o  e i g h t .

I- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - [•
D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e  

C o m p l e t e l y  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  C o m p l e t e l y

O o â sJ i) T h e  c l a s s  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  i n t e r e s t i n g  a n d  funv.

D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e ^
C o m p l e t e l y  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  C o m p l e t e l y
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( m a s  te) I  w o u l d  r e c o m m e n d  t h e  B e m i a n  S p e e c h  1 0 1  c o u r s e
I  j u s t  c o m p l e t e d  t o  a  f r i e n d .

D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e
C o m p l e t e l y  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  C o m p l e t e l y

( m a s k )  I  r e a l l y  l e a r n e d  ho w  t o  p r e p a r e  a  g o o d  s p e e c h .

D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e
C o m p l e t e l y  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  C o m p l e t e l y

Now, we would l i k e  t o  a sk  you some q u e s t i o n s  about  t h i s  exper im en t .

F i r s t ,  d o  y o u  t h i n k  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t  y o u  j u s t  r e a d  a b o u t  w a s  f a i r ?  
T h a t  i s ,  how d o  y o u  f e e l  a b o u t  t h a t  k i n d  o f  e x p e r i m e n t ?

(mask) I--------------------------- ;------------------1
eo m p l e t e l v  U n f a i r  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  F a i r  C o m p l e t e l y

n t S i r  ■ U n f a i r  F a i r  F a i r

W h a t  d i d  y o u  t h i n k  a b o u t  t h e  s p e e c h  t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t  w r a t e ?

(#2:  S peech  Eva lua t ion )
I---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------;

E x c e l l e n t  G o o d  F a i r  S o m e w h a t  P o o r  Ba d
S p e e c h  S p e e c h  S p e e c h  P o o r  S p e e c h  S p e e c h

W o u l d  t h e  s p e e c h  h a v e  c o n v i n c e d  y o u  t o  v o t e  i n  f a v o r  o f  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  
S p e e c h  1 0 1  c o u r s e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f r o m  f o u r  t o  e i g h t  h o u r s ?  I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,
w o u l d  y o u  a g r e e  o r  d i s a g r e e  t h a t  t h e  s p e e c h  p r e s e n t e d  a  g o o d  c a s e  f o r
i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  c o u r s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a t  B e m i a n  C o l l e g e ?

( # 3 :  P e r s u a s i v e n e s s )

I--------------------------------------------- 1
D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e

C o m p l e t e l y  S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  C o m p l e t e l y

I n  a  f e w  w o r d s ,  w h a t  d o  y o u  t h i n k  a l l  t h i s  r e a d i n g  a n d  i t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  
h a v e  b e e n  a b o u t ?
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__________ Table VIII: D es cr i p t i v e  S t a t i s t i c s / D e p e n d e n t  Variables__________

Dependent Variable One: A t t r i b u t i o n  of  Cons i s t ency  ( a t t r i b u t i o n - t o - o t h e r ) .

Statement:  The Speech 101 course  requirement o f  four  hours
a t  Bemian Col l e ge  should be increased to  e i g h t .

Mean = 51.7900
N = 100
Skewness = 0.0952 (p = 0.9212)
Kurtosis  = -2 .2697 (p = 0.0219)
Variance = 870.7515
Standard Deviat ion  = 29.5089
EX = 5179.0000
(EX)2= 354425.0000

Dependent Variable Two: Speech Evaluat ion ( Observer - subjec t s '  own)

Statement:  What did you think about the speech t h a t  the s tudent  wrote?

Mean = 5 1 . 1 2 0 0
N = 100
Skewness = - 0 . 1105  (p = 0.9083)
Kurtosis = - 2 . 0829  (p = 0.0350)
Variance = 626.2016
Standard Dev i a t i on  = 25.0242
EX = 5112.0000
(EX)2= 323320.0000

Dependent Variable Three: Persuas iveness  Opinion (Observer - subject s '  own)

Statement:  Would the speech have convinced you t o  vote  in favor o f
increas ing the  Speech 101 course requirement  from four to  
e i ght  hours? In other  words,  would you agree or d i s agr e e  
that  the speech presented a good cas e  f or  increas ing the  
course requirements  a t  Bemian Col l ege?

Mean = 39.7100
N = 100
Skewness = 1.6028 (p = 0.1048)
Kurtosis = -1 .5067  (p = 0.1278)
Variance = 461.5236
Standard Deviat ion  = 21.4831
EX = 3971.0000
(EX)^= 203379.0000
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l ao l e  ix:  Means tor  All  h f t e c t s  
Dependent Variable  One: A t t r i b u t i o n  of  Cons i s tency (At tr ibut ion to Other)

Means f o r A l l  E f f e c t s

A n t e c e d e n t  Main T a c t Mand
5 1 . 2 2 5 0 4 6 . 0 2 5 0

A w a r e n e s s  Main F o r e s e e n U n f o r e s e e n
5 5 . 5 2 5 0 41 . 7 2 5 0  p.<*.0176

V a l e n c e  Main P o s i t i v e N e g a t i v e  ............
6 0 . 9 2 5 0 3 6 . 3 2 5 0  P . < . 0002

A n t e c e d e n t  by A w a r e n e s s  I n t e r a c t i o n

T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 5 7 . 0 5 0 0 4 5 . 4 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 5 4 . 0 0 0 0 3 8 . 0 5 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by V a l a n c e I n t e r a c t i o n

T a c t Mand
P o s t i v e 6 5 . 4 0 0 0 3 7 . 0 5 0 0
N e g a t i v e 5 6 . 4 5 0 0 3 5 . 6 0 0 0

A w a r e n e s s  by V a l e n c e  I n t e r a t i o n

F o r e s e e n U n f o r e s e e n
P o s t i v e 6 6 . 6 0 0 0 4 4 . 4 5 0 0
N e g a t i v e 5 5 . 2 5 0 0 2 8 . 2 0 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by A w a r e n e s s  by V a l e n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n

P o s t i v e
T a c t Mand

F o r e s e e n 7 3 . 9 0 0 0 5 6 . 9 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 5 9 . 3 0 0 0 5 3 . 6 0 0 0

N e g a t i  v e T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 4 0 . 2 0 0 0 3 3 . 9 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 4 8 . 7 0 0 0 2 2 . 5 0 0 0
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Table X: Means f o r  Al l  E f f e c t s  ..................
D e p e n d e n t  V a r i a b l e  Two:  S p e e c h  E v a l u a t i o n ( O b s e r v e r s '  Own)

Means  f o r  A l l  E f f e c t s

A n t e c e d e n t  Main  

A w a r e n e s s  Main  

V a l a n c e  Main 

A n t e c e d e n t  by A w a r e n e s s

T a c t
5 2 . 8 2 5 0

F o r e s e e n
5 2 . 8 5 0 0

P o s t i v e
5 0 . 4 2 5 0

I n t e r a c t i o n

Mand
5 0 . 4 7 5 0

U n f o r e s e e n
5 0 . 4 5 0 0

N e g a t i v e
5 2 . 8 7 5 0

T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 5 5 . 0 5 0 0 5 0 . 6 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 5 0 . 6 5 0 0 5 0 . 3 0 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by V a l a n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n p . < .

T a c t Mand
P o s t i  ve 4 5 . 3 0 0 0 6 0 . 3 5 0 0
N e g a t i v e 5 5 . 5 5 0 0 4 5 . 4 0 0 0

A w a r e n e s s  by V a l e n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n

F o r e s e e n U n f o r e s e e n
P o s t i v e 5 0 . 1 5 0 0 5 5 . 5 5 0 0
N e g a t i  ve 5 0 . 7 0 0 0 5 0 . 2 0 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by A w a r e n e s s by V a l e n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n  n <

P o s t i  ve T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 5 2 . 3 0 0 0 3 8 . 3 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 4 8 . 0 0 0 6 3 . 1 0 0 0

N e g a t i v e T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 5 7 . 8 0 0 0 6 2 . 9 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 5 3 . 3 0 0 0 3 7 . 5 0 0 0
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Table XI: Means for  All  E f f e c t s  
D e p e n d e n t  V a r i a b l e  T h r e e :  P e r s u a s i v e n e s s  O p i n i o n ( O b s e r v e r s '  Own)

Means f o r  A l l  E f f e c t s

A n t e c e d e n t  Main T ac t Mand
3 9 . 5 7 5 0 3 7 . 3 5 0 0

A w a r e n e s s  Main F o r e s e e ? U n f o r e s e e n
3 9 . 2 7 5 0 3 7 . 6 5 0 0

V a l e n c e  Main P o s t i v e N e g a t i v e
4 0 . 8 7 5 0 3 6 . 0 5 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by A wa r e n e s s I n t e r a c t i o n

T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 3 9 . 9 0 0 0 3 9 . 2 5 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 3 8 . 6 5 0 0 3 6 . 0 5 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by V a l e n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n

T a c t Mand
P o s t i v e 3 9 . 6 0 0 0 3 9 . 5 5 0 0
N e g a t i  v e 4 2 . 1 5 0 0 3 2 . 5 5 0 0

A w a r e n e s s  by  V a l e n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n

F o r e s e e n U n f o r e s e e n
P o s t i v e 3 9 . 7 5 0 0 3 8 . 8 0 0 0
N e g a t i  v e 4 2 . 0 0 0 0 3 3 . 3 0 0 0

A n t e c e d e n t  by A w a r e n e s s by V a l e n c e  I n t e r a c t i o n  p

P o s t i  v e T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 4 4 . 3 0 0 0 3 4 . 9 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 3 5 . 2 0 0 0 4 9 . 1 0 0 0

N e g a t i v e T a c t Mand
F o r e s e e n 3 5 . 5 0 0 0 4 3 . 6 0 0 0
U n f o r e s e e n 4 2 . 1 0 0 0 2 3 . 0 0 0 0

p . <.01
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Table XII: Sche f f e  t - t e s t  Resul t s  f or  
Mand/No Consequences Control v s .  Tact/No Consequences Control*

Mean MS„ X j i f f  C.D. p . < . 10
Tact  Mand

Dependent Variable  One:
At t r i bu t i on  o f  Cons i stency 71 . 20  67 . 30  756.0290 3 . 9 0  20.5476

Dependent Variable  Two:
Speech Evaluat ion (Observers'
Own) 42 . 00  60 .00  604.4403 18.00 18.3725

Dependent Variable  Three:
Persuas iveness  Evaluat ion
(Observers'  Own) 38 . 80  51 . 80  456.6273 13 . 00  15.9688

I



Table XIII:  Sche f f e  t - t e s t  Resul t s  f or  
No Consequences Control (Mand + Tact)  v s .  Al l  Other Condi t ions

Mean N MS* %diff C.D. p.C. lO
Control Other Control Other

Dependent Variable  One: 
At t r i b u t io n  o f  69.250  
Consi stency

48.625 20 80 756.0290 20.6250* 11.4864

Dependent Variable  Two:
Speech Evaluat ion 51.000  
(Observers'  Own)

51.650 20 80 604.4403 0. 6500 10.2705

Dependent Variable  Three:  
Persuas iveness  Evaluat -45 . 300  
ion (Observers'  Own)

38, 463 20 80 456.6273 6.8375 8.9368

* p . < .10

00
I


