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ATTITUbE CHANGE: A FUNCTION OF PERSCNALITY,
DEGREE OF DISCREPANCY, CERTAINTY OF
INITIAL JUDGMENT, AND CONDITIONS
OF SUBTLETY OF INFLUENCE

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A major problem of both practical and theoretical sig-
nificance concerns the identiflication of relevant varlables
involved in attitude change. Current trends in research
suggests at least two influentlial variables as well as the
nature of thelr Influence on attitude change. (Byrne, 1961;
Heoltzman, 1965). One varlable is the dimension of disagree-
ment or discrepancy. Another important varlable 1s a per-
sonallty dimension which appears to.dlvide Ss on the basis
of their tendency to change theilr own attitudes or. judg-
ments 1n the direction of attltudes, judgments, etc.,
of others (Christie & Lindauer, 1963; Worchel & McCormick,
1963; Deutsch & Solomon, 1959). Both dimensions of personalilty
and discrepancy represent current trends In research efforts %o
isolate and identify signiflicant factors effecting attitude
change. Thne primary purpose of this study is to explore the

1



2
manner in which these two dimensions interact in effecting

attitude change.

The Effect of Discrepancy on Attitude Change

The dimension of discrepancy refers to the amount of
disagreement or discrepancy between an S's initial attitude
and the information, Judgment, etc., which is encountered.
For example, Fisher and Lubin (1958) nad Ss .judge the number
of paratroopers in a picture which was presented below the
threshold for accurate counting, and judgments of another
person were then introduced which varied in diSagreement from
a small number of paratroopers to a very large number. By
varying the difference in judgments of number, Fisher, et. al.,
manipﬁlated what they termed "distance" which is equivalent
to the dimenslon of discrepancy as used in this study. Such
a dimension has been used by a varlety of writers in psycho-
logical research, and corresponds to the "opinion deviancef
as used by Festinger, Gerard, Hymovitch, Keily and Raven (1952),
"size discrepancy" as used by Ash (1956), and “"discrepancy"
as used by Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall (1965).

A large number of studles suggest a positive relation-
ship between the degree to whilch new information is dilscrep-
ant from an initial attitude of an S and the amount of change
in that attitude in the direction of the introduced discrep-
ancy (Fisher, Rubinstein, & Freeman, 1956) Fisher & Lubin,
1958; Goldberg, 1954; Hovland & Pritzker, 1957; Ewing, 1942;
Goldberg, 1954; Sims, 1938). These data indicate that when

disagreement fesults in attitude change in the direction of
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the disagreeing information, the relationship between the
amount of change and the size of the discrepancy 1is poéitive.
However, as Hovland, Harvey, and Sherif (1957) have noted:

"...a fairly common finding even 1in these studies

is that some individuals shift thelr stand away

from that (discrepant) information." (p. 244)
Such a shift in the initial attitude in a direction opposite
from the introduced-aiscrepancy has been called "contrast"
behavior, or the so called "boomerang effect" (Hovland,
Harvey & Sherif, 1957).

Hovland, Harvey and Sherif (1957) introduced the idea
that contrast behavior was also directly related to the di-
mension of disagreement or discrepancy. In what has been des-
cribed as "a few brilliant chapters" (Moscovici, 1963 p. 420),
this view was amplified by Sherif and Hovland (1961) as well
as by Sherlf (1960). They offer a convincing argument that
the dimension of discrepancy directly affects the direection of
attitude change, i.e., change toward or away from the intro-
duced discrepancy. The most extensive and recent presentétion
of this argument is found in Sherif, Sherif & Nebergall, (1965).

Generalizing from psychophysical weight 1lifting stﬁdies,
Hovland, et. al., (1957) proposed that discrepant information
or arguments for discrepant attitudes affect initlal atti-
tudes much the same as an anchor affects the judgments of a’
series of welghts. When introduced informatlion is discrepant
from an inltial attitude to only a small degree, the effect
is 2 change in that att%tude toward the discrepant position,

l1.e., assimilation. Thls range of relatively small discrepancy
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is called the "latitude of acceptance". As the difference
between the initial attitude and the introduced attitude is
increased, a point 1s reached where assimllation behavior
will no longer be observed. Hovland, et. al., argue that with
further increases in discrepancy beyond this point, the S will
change his initial attitude in a directlon opposite from the
introduced attitude, i1.e., contrast behavior. This change
of relatively large discrepahcies is termed the latitude of
rejection.

Many studles are presented 1n Sherif, Sherif and
Nebergall (1965) which strongly support the position'that
the magnitude of introduced discrepancy 1s a prime factor
In determining assimilation or contrast behavior. The con-
tent of the attltude studies reported varies from attitudes
toward prohibitlon in Oklahoma to issues in the 1957 and
1960 presidential election. The typical procedures in these
studies requlres the Ss to sort a serles of statements into
any number of categorles so that items in each éategory seem
to the S to belong together because of thelr favorableness or \J
unfavorableness toward a particular subject or issue. The S
may then be asked whilch categorles are most acceptable to him
and which are most .objectionable. With this "own categories
technique", an S's éttitude toward a particular issue may be
measured while the S believes he 1s engaged in an "obJjective"
sorting task. Those who chose a few extreme statements as
acceptable‘are designated to be Ss with strongly held, extreme

positions. The few cholces of statements which are acceptable
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characterize these S's relatively short "latitude of accept-
ance" for positions which deviate from their own. Similarly,
the many statements which are objectionable characterize their
relatively broad "lattitude of rejection' for opinions which
deviate from their own. Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall (1965)

argue that:

"Together, the acceptable andvobjéctionable posi-

tions form the individuals reference scale for

judging specific statements, objects and events

on the issue.” (p. 7) :

In the study reported by Hovland, et. al., (1957), oppo-
site, extreme and moderate arguments were presented to Ss
holding an extreme positlons and Ss holding moderate positions.
Only the moderate group assimlilated toward the extreme argu-
ment, while Ss with an extreme positlon opposite from the ex-
treme argument presented manifested contrast behavior. Many
studies of thils natufe are presented by Sherif, Sherif and
Nebergall (1965) which strongly support their position that
introduced infbrmation affects initlal attitudes as an anchor
weight affect judgements. Within a range of relatively small
discrepancy described as the "lattitude of acceptance", assimi-
lation occurs, and within the range of relatively larger dis-
crepancy, i.e., "lattitude of rejection", contrast behavior

.results.

Effect of Ego-Involvement and Nature of Influence
Attempt or Attitude Change

There is an apparent disagreement between (a) studies
reporting a positive relationship between the amount of dis-

crepancy and the amount of change toward the discrepancy
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(Fisher, Rubinstein & Freeman, 1956: Hovland & Pritzker,
1957), and (v) studies indicatlng that as discrepancy is in-
creased, assimilation behavior will be followed by contrast
behavior (Hovland, Harvey and Sherif, 1957; Sherif, Sherif
& Nebergall, 1965). Sherif, et. al., (1965) account for
this apparent disagreement in data-by pointing to two factors
which are not controlled in many other research efforts,
These two factors are (1) procedures Which result in the in-
~ fluence factor obvious to Ss or which hide the naturé of Iin-
fluence involved in the study and (2) the degree of ego involve-
ment or the extent to which the S's initial position is of per-
sonal relevance to him.

The procedures used by magzwother researchers consist of
relatively obvious means of measuring initial and final atti-
tudes (Zimbardo, 1960; Worchel & McCormick, 1963), while Sherif,
et. al., (1965) use the "own categories technique' which makes

the measurement and remeasurement of attitudes relatively hid-

D)

den or concealed from the 3s. As Sherif, et. al., (1965) ncte,
the Ss in many studies where attitude measurement is fairly ob-
vious: |
.surely are not unaware that repeating the (Judgment\
task has something to do wlth the investigator s re-
search 1nterests (p. 71).
Relatively obvious measurement procedures which make the L
fluence nature of the.research known to the Ss would appear to
complicate the results wlth such factors as attitudes toward

the experlmentor, attitudes toward attempts at forcing compliance,

e.q., resistance to change does appear to be affected by
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relatively obvious influence attempts. (Kerrick, McMillan,
1961). Thus, as Sherif, et. al., argue, it would seem most
helpful to use procedures which do not suggest an interest in
forced compliance unless one 1s interested in the effect of
such obvious procedures. |
. The second difference between the studies reported by

Sherif, et al., (1965) and those not reporting contrast be-
havior is the extent to which the Ss were ego involved in
the initial attitude. It has been argued that if the in-
dividual is not involved personally in thé initial attitude;
changing that attitude 1s a very different phenomenon from
the change in an attitude with which tﬁe individual feels a
very personal concern (Sherif, Sherif & Nebergall, 1965;
Sherif & Sherif, 1956; Sherif & Cantril, 1947). Describing
attitudes as having "motivation-affective properties", and
differentiating attitudes from other "habits', Sherif and
Sherif (1956) argue that:

"This criterion differentiates an attitude from

other learned items in the psychological make-up

of the individual. Attitude toward God or atti-

tude toward one's clique is quite different from

the hablit of putting matches in the right-hand

- pocket of one's coat." (p. 495)

Those procedures in studies which found no contrast effect and
which produced only a positive relationship between discrep-
ancy and change toward discrepancy such as those by Fisher,
et. al., (1956; 1958) made little effort to insure ego-in-
volvement on the part of the Ss. The Fisher, et. al., pro-

cedures involved asking the Ss to participate in a study for

the purpose of finding a normative threshold. No ego-
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involving instructions were administered which might have
resulted in the cholces or estimates being personally im-
portant to the Ss as were the case with other studies with
similar findings (Goldberg, 1954; Hovland & Pritzker, 1957;
Ewing, 1942). Thus, the studies reporting a direct positive
relationship between change and discrepancy seem to repre-
sent the reaction of Ss who are not persofally involved in
their judgments or attitudes. Sherif, et. al., (1965)argue
that findihgs‘under such condlitions are much different than
results found when the attitudes have a high level of per-
sonal importance to the Ss:

"When a communication is extremel® discrepant,

change toward that communication is never a

possible alternative for a highly involIved

person" (p. X). |

An independent study by Freedman (1964) offers strong
support for the argument that the extent of ego involvement
has a significant effect on attitude change, particularly
in response to high levels of discrepancy. Using instrué—
tions which maximized the personal relevance of a cholice
for one group and instructions which minimized the self-
relevance for another group, Freedman introduced three
levels of discrepancy; low, medium and high. He found that
both groups assimiigﬁed more to medium discrepancy than
low discrepancy. When a high level of discrepancy was in-
troduced, the low involved Ss continued to show increased
assimilation as in the Fisher, et. al., studies (1956;1958).
However, Ss which had feéeived instructions maximizing the

self relevance of the choice manifested no assimilation in
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and descriptions of low esteem Ss as more easily persuasible
and of high esteem Ss as more reslstant to persuasion, and
(b) the pilot findings that low esteem Ss were more resis-
tant to moderate discrepancy, while high esteem Ss appeared
to be more persuasible. The difference in results was
thought to be due to the differeing procedures. Worchel and
McCormick (1963) offered high and low esteem Ss a cholce be-
tween two alternatives and then introduced an argﬁment for
the unchosen alternative. Ss were asked to rate the source
of discrepancy on social desirability scales and then they
were asked to note the certainty of thelr original judgment.
Under the Worchel, et.'al., conditions, high esteem Ss were more
resistant to chahge, l1.e., more certain of original Jjudgment,
and low esteem Ss were more uncertaln of thelr initial judg-
ment. Even though difficult to compare, it appeared reason-
able that the two alternative choices used by Worchel, et.al.,
were more comparable to the moderate discrépancy used in the
first preliminary study described above. If these discrep-
ancles were roughly comparable, then the Worchel, et.al.,
'procedures.result in an effect on high and low esteem Ss .
which is markedly different from the éffebt produced by the
present wrilter's procedures. ‘

The critical difference in procedufes may have been the
extent to which the Ss percelved and responded to a relatively
obvious attempt at éoClal influence; that 1s, the extent to
which-the S's attention was dlrected toward influence attempts.
Asking an S to rejudge his initial choice or to judge the cur-

rent certainty of his past choice following an encounter with
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Rogers (1951) used self-ideal agreement to differen-
tiate between Ss who experienced themselves as being ¥bad"”,
ot what they felt they should be, unworthy, etc., from Ss
who were relatively well satisfiled Qith themselves. Rogers
further suggested that whether an S attributed little value
to themselves (low esteem_§s) or high value to themselves
(high esteem Ss), they tended to behave consistently wilth
their self concept. Such consistency between ideas and be-
haviors, i.e., cognitive structures, 1s also an assumption
of the major theories of cognltive functioning, such as
Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance (1957), Heider's
theory of cognitive balance (1958), Osgood's theory of
attitudinal congruence (Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955), and
Kelly's system of perscnal constructs (1955). As Deutsch
and Solomon (1959) have noted, it is by no means rare to
find persons who seem to have a vested interest in behaving
in such a way as to maintain & negative conception of them-
selves as "sick", "incompetent", "unlikeable", or "unworthy'.

As might be expecteé, low esteem Ss tend to accept nega-
tlve information about themselves whlle high esteem S tend to
reject such information (Stotland & Hiller, 1962; Stotland,
Thorley, Thomas, Cohen & Zander, 1957). Stotland and Hiller
(1962) introduced 1nformation about the performance of a
pefson who the Ss believed was much llke themselves. VWhen
this person was reported to have done poorly at a task, low
esteem Ss lowered their evaluation of their own perfofmance.

However, low esteem S did not adjust thelr perscnal task
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evaiuation to a proporticnate degree when they wers told
that the verson with whom they were simllar did very well.
The authors interpreted these results to indicate that low
esteem Ss only assimilate or incorporate information con-
sistent with their self concept.

High and low esteem Ss appear to use qulte different
means of defense. Cohen (1959) describes high esteem Ss as
using primarily avoidance defenses while low esteem Ss are
described as being inclined toward "sensitizing' defenses.
Cohen (1959) hypothesized that:

"..threatening appeals may be rejected more by

those of high self-esteem than those of low self-

esteem. On the other hand, appeals which enhance

an individual's self picture might be accepted

more by the highs than by the lows." (p. 119)

Stotland and Hiller (1962) offer support for Cohen's hypoth-
esis of different defenses for high and low esteem Ss as do
other authors such as Allison and Worchel (1957) and Veldman
and Worchel (1961). The use of these different defenses is
also indicated by the positive relationship between scores
on the Repression-Sensitization Scale and the degree %o
which self and idea-self descriptions differ (Byrne, 1961;
Altrocchi, Parsons % Dickoff, 1960). The Repression-Sensi-
tizetion Scale (R-S écale) is a scale constructed for the
purpose of differentiating between Ss who are characterized
by belng sensitized to threat and Ss who are characterized
by avoiding and denying defenses (Byrne, 1961). The posi-
tive correlations reflect the use of sensitizing defenses by

-low esteem Ss. Sensitizing and avoidance defenses are
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illustrated in a study by Tempone (1962) who found that
while there was no significant differences in recognition
threshold for non—threat‘words, however the sensitizers
showed a lower threshold for threat words than did repressors.

The low self value and sensitizing defenses to threat
of the low esteem Ss are reflected in the many studies des-
cribing them as more anxlous, insecure and self-depreciating
than high esteem Ss (Byrne, 1961; Hillson & Worchel, 1957;
Lucky & Grigg, 1964). The reliance on représsive defenses
sometimes results in what has beeﬁvdescribed as a facade of
adjustment which is maintained by denial of errors, hostility,
and other threat (Block & Thomas, 1955; Byrne, 1961; Hatfield,
1958; Veldman & Worchel, 1961). The repressive defenses of
high esteem Ss appears to reéult in more direct aggression,
while they describe themselves in unaggressive terms (Worchel,
1958; Byrne, 1961). On the other hand, sensitizing defenses
of the low esteem Ss appear to result 1n passive, qulet and
unobtrusive behavior as viewed by others, although these Ss
describe themselves as aggressive and competitive (Byrne,
1961; Fulgenzi, 1965). |

Other findings indicate that Ss characterized by low
esteem high aniiety; and sensitizing defenses are more per—
suasible than ére Ss characterized by high self'esteem, low
anxlety and represéive defenses. For example, highly anxlous
Ss are higher in persuasiblility than 1ow.anxious Ss (Bransfield
& Papageorgis, 1965), and Ss characterlzed by avoldance defenses

accept more "minimal fear appeals™ than "high fear appeals™
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(Goldstein, 1959). After a% extensive review of the per-
tinent studles of'anxiety, self-esteem, repression vs. sen-

sitizing defenses.and persuasibility, Christie and Lindauer

(1963) conclude:

"In summary, some respondents, who may be called
'sensitizers', or 'yeasayers,' or 'low soclal de-
sirability people,' have wide discrepancies be=
tween self and ideal self concepts (or simply

~  check more of the total number of offered adjec-

' tives), describe themselves as undesirably aggres-
sive or rebellious, see others as dissimilar to
themselves and also as unlike each other, are
more pessimistic, recognize more aggressive words
in a binocular rivalry situation, and accept more
suggestions by the experimenter as to the appro-
priateness of Rorschach responses. Other respon-
dents may be called 'repressors,' or 'naysayers',
or 'high social desirability people!', and admit
little discrepancy between self and ldeal-self
concepts, describe others in the same soclally
desirable terms they claim for themselves, are
less pessimistic, fajl to see aggressive words
in a binocular rivalry situation, and reject
the experimenter's suggested Rorschach responses."

(p. 215)

The generalization that Ss of low esteem are more per-
suasible than are Ss of high self esteem is also consistent
with some of the major theorles of cognitive functioning such
" as Festinger (1957), Heider (1958), Osgood (0Osgood & Tannenbaum,
1955) and Kelly (1955). These theories all contain the assump-
fion of psychological movement toward consistency within the
cognitive field, part of which are ideas concerning self and
' ideas concerning the behavior of that "sélf”. Accordingly;

“an S with a low evaluation of self would tend to value judg-
ments and choices of that self equally low. Under conditions
of' disagreement from a source of standard value, Ss wlth lower
self value would appear to be more susceptible to change, i.e.,

Judge their past choice as belng wrong or in error.
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Summary

A review.of the literature in attlitude change and the
literature concernihg the self esteem and the repression-
sensitization personality dimensions indicate that discrep-
ancy, personality and the nature of the influence attegPt
significantly affect attitude change. A series of studies
were undertaken by the author to explore the effect of these
- variables on attitude change. 1In thémfollowing séction,

three experiments are presented which were preliminary to the

experiment which 1s the main concern of this dissertation.
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Preliminary Experiments

First Preliminary Study

The genefalizations from psychophysical weight 1ifting
studies to attitude change (Hovland, Harvey & Sherif, 1957);
Sherif & Hovland, 1961; Sherif, 1960; Sherif, Sherif &
Nebergall, 1965) clearly predict that as discrepancy in-
creases, a glven Ss willl manifest assimilation toward smaller
discrepancles and contrast or resist in reépqnse to larger
discrepancies. Findings associated with self-esteem as a
personality dimension strongly suggest that low esteem Ss -
are more persuasible than high sélf esteem Ss. }In terms of
Hovland, Harvey & Sherlf, low esteem Ss would appear to have
a wider latlitude of acceptance than §s with high esteem. That
1s, low esteem Ss would assimllate or acqulesce toward advo-
cated positions which represent a greater disagreement from
thelr own position than should the high esteem Ss.

A preliminary study (Wall, 1965a) was conducted to test
this hypothesis. Sixty high esteem Ss and sixty low esteem
Ss were selected and led to belleve they were to be Ss for
‘two separate studies: one concerned with measuring thelr a-
bility to Judge sociaijsituations, and the other study con-
cerned with measuring their ability to accurately Judge other
people. After emphaslizing the importance’of these two ébili-

v brief

story of an individual.
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well adjusted school 1ife orior to accidentally killing
another person in a fight. Ss were to judge the appro-
priate sentence for tnis "crima", the extent %o which
soclety or the individual was responsible, and the cer-

tainty of thelr Judgments. Ss were instructed to write a

(o))

brief paragraph supporting their Judgment. The "secon

" was then intrcduced in which E explained that he

v 1
St ’.,.(k!‘v

was interested in the Ss abllity to Judge other pecple on
el ¢ J

the bagis of a limited amount of information. Tho S3 were

m

12

ihen given pre~arranged Jjudgments which were explained as

5]

»eing the judgments of a "peer" who had been matcred with
g Juag

b

~

cach § on the basis of age, college classification, and sex.
Trese pre-arranged Jjudgments contained a standérd paragraph
in which only key words were changed to support the indi-
cated Jjudgment. The "peer Jjudgments" varied in the extent
to which they disagreed with the S's judgments one point

on a8 nine point scale (low discrepancy), three points on s
nine point scale (medium discrepancy) and five points on
the nine point scale (high discrepancy). Ten high esteem
and ten low esteem Ss were assigned to each discrepancy
group. The Ss were to read thelr "peer's" judgments and
evaluate him onn a scale of soclal value.

It was then explained that there was one more aspech
cf this study to complete. ‘§s were glven a paragraph COoN=-
ccrningé%he early development of the individual abcut whom
they nad made their initial Jjudgments. They were led to

-

oelieve that this new iInformation was very important datia

D

n

which was "critical” for accurate assessment of the probler.

=y



The "new information” consisted of a series of ampigucus
and conbtradichory sentences. After reading this "new and
toportant information’, new jJudgments warse made ccncerning
tire appropriate sentence, responsibility and cerstainty of
Judgment,

Eal

In tnhis preliminary study, derogation of the scurce of
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Such a finding ls consistent with cther studies {Festinger,
1957, Frehm % Cohen, 1959; Worchel & McCormick, 19€1; 3erard
Blevans & Malcolm, 1964). Attitude change indicated that
low esteem Ss assimilated toward low discrepancy and countrasted
slightly with moderate discrepancy reflecting a narrow lati-
“ude of acceptance. However, attitude changes of high‘esteem
Ss reflected contfast toward low discrepancy and assimilation
toward moderate discrepancy which reflects a relatively wide
latitude of acceptance. Both groups assimlilated slightly
toward nigh discrepanc&. This interaction ketween self-

estecm and dlscrepancy was signiflicant beyond the .025 level

¢f confidernce. A further firdings was that inltial certainty
of Judgment was a significant factor such that Ss indicating

an iniltial certainty of 70 percent or lower assimilated mdre
then did S8 of higher initial certainty (p.<.05). A trend
.fpa<.lo) suggested an interaction effect between initial cer-
tainty and ésteem such that low certainﬁy increased assimi-
gtion for high esteem Ss more than for low esteem'§s.

Impiications for low and high esteem S8

There 1is an apparent difference between (a) the studies
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and descriptions of low esteem Ss as more easily persuasible
and of high esteem Ss as more reslstant to persuasion, and
() the pillot findings that low esteem Ss were more resis-
tant to moderate discrepancy, while high esteem Ss appeared
to be more persuasible. The difference in results was
thought to be due to the differeing procedures. Worchel and
McCormick (1963) offered high and low esteem . Ss a choice be-
tween two alternatives and then introduced an argﬁment for
the unchosen alternative. Ss were asked to rate the source
of discrepancy on social desirability scales and then they
were asked to note the certainty of thelr original judgment.
Under the Worchel, et. al., conditions, hlgh esteem Ss were more
reslistant to chahge, l.e., more certain of original Judgment, |
and low esteem Ss were more uncertaln of theilr inltial judg-
ment. Even though difficult to compare, it appeared reason-
able that the two alternative choices used by Worchel, et.al.,
wepe'more comparable to the moderate discrépancy used in the
first preliminary study described above. If these discrep-
ancles were roughly comparable, then the Worchel, et.al.,
procedures. result in an effect on high and low esteem Ss .
which is markedly different from the effect produced by the
present writer's procedures. ‘

The critical difference in procedufes may have been the
extent to which the Ss perceived and responded to a relatively
obvious attempt at éoCial influence; that is, the extent to
whichvthe S's attention was directed toward influence attempts.
Asking an S to rejudge his initial choice or to judge the cur-

rent certainty of his past cholce following an encounter with




19
discrepant information (Worchel procedures) appears to be a
procedure which makés the influence nature of the study falrly
obvious to the S. Similar procedures have been described by
other authors as makling the influence attempts fairly obvious
to the Ss (Sherif & Sherif, 1956; Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall,
1865). Under such conditions, the S's response would appear
to represent in part, his reaction to a perceived attempﬁ at
direct interpersonal influence. However, in the conditions
of the prelimlnary study, the S's attention was directed to
the new information which they were led to believe would in-
fluence their initial judgment. Under these justified condi-
tions, E's interest in soclal influence or forced compliance
'is much less obvious, and change in attitude reflects S's
reaction to discrepancy under conditions in which change can
be Jjustified or attributed to personal choice rather than
"giving 1n" or "resisting" a direct attempt to force com-
pliance.

From this line of reasoning, the findings of Worchel,
et. al., (1963), suggest that when attention is directed
foward the attempts at sdciai influence, or under condi-
tions in which social influence is fairly obvious factor

(unjustified conditions), high esteem Ss are resistant to

discrepancies which are moderate and low esteem Ss char-
acteristically acquiesce. The preliminary study suggests
that when attitude change can be justified as a relatively
autonomous choice ("justified" conditicns) or not attributed
to the results of dlrect influence attempt, low esteem Ss

are resistant, whlle high esteem Ss acquiesce to moderate
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discrepancies.

High esteemvés are often associlated with resistance
while low esteem Ss are associated with acqulescence.
However, the difference between the pllot findings and
other studies, e.g., Worchel and McCormick (1961), sug-
gest that resistance and acquiescence are characteristics
of both low and high esteem Ss depending on the conditlons

under which the influence attempt is made.

Second Preliminary Study

The procedure was the same as in the first preliminary
study except (a) discrepant peer ratings at only the moderate
level were introduced and (b) just prior to receilving the
"new information" and making a new judgment, the Ss were
asked to indicate the extent to which they were certain
that their initial judgment was accurate (Wallj 1965b). This
latter aspect of the procedure parallels“tﬁéée of Worchel and
McCormick (1961) and was expected to make the influence nature
of the study apparent to the Ss without clearly communicating
to them that the E wanted them to have such awareness. It

was predicted that under these unjustified conditions, low

esteem Ss would acqulesce or assimilate more than would Ss
of high esteem.

Under these conditlons, the low esteem Ss assimilated
toward moderately dlscrepant Jjudgments more than did the
Ss of high esteem (p.<&.05). These findings support the hy-
pothesis that under conditions in which attempts at socilal

influence are fairly obvious to the Ss (unJustified
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cenditions), low esteem Ss acquiesce while high esteem Ss
resist moderate discrepancies which in turn suggests a wlder
latitude cof acceptance for low esteem Ss than for high esteem

§s.

Comparison of the first and second preliminary studies

raised the question of the effect of Jjustified and unjustified

conditions on the reactions of low and high esteem Ss to all

Lo

tnree levels of discrepancy.

Third Preliminary Study

In this study by the author (Wall, 1965c), again using

s
v
the same basic procedures, high and low estecem Ss were se-
lected on the Worchel SAI (Worchel, 1957) and given 1ow,

moderate and high discrepant judgments under two different
conditions. One group was asked to indicate the certainty

of their initial Judgment just prior to receiving the "new

information" {unjustified conditions). The other group re-

celved the new information without any reference to their
initial Jjudgment {justified condition). Ten high esteem and
ten low esteem Ss were assigned to each discrepancy group in
cach condition. At the completion of the attitude change
study, the R-S scale (Byrne, 1961) was administered. |
The hypotheées were that (a) high esteem Ss would
resppnd to jusfified conditions with a relatively wide
latitude of acceptance which would include moderate discrep-
ancy and a relatively narrow latitude of assimilation which

would exclude the moderate discrepancy in the unjustified

conditiocn, and (b) low esteem Ss would respond to Justified
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conditions with a relatively narrow latitude of acceptance
which would exclude moderate discrepancy and a relatively
wide latitude of assimilation which would exclude the moder-

ate discrepancy in unjustified conditions.

Analysis of the attitude change scores revealed no
significant variation among conditions, discrepancy, and
esteem groups. Furthermore, there was no variation beyond
the .25 level of confidence within either conditions among
discrepancy, esteem and initial certalnty.

Analysis of the Worchel SAI (Worchel 1957) scores of
self-1deal agreement revealed a correlation of only -.32
with the R-S scores, much lower than has been reported by
othér researchers (Byrne, 1961; Byrne, 1964). There were a
number of Ss who recelved scores in the lower quartile of
ttie R-S scale (repressors) whose self-ideal agreement was
in the lower quartile (low self-esteem). Similarly, many
Sznsitizers scored at the high esteem end.

Ss were then divided into Repressors and Sensitlzers
according to.scores on the R-S scale (Byrne, 1961) below
and above the 50th percentile; Analysis of this date re-
vealed a significant interaction between the R-S person-
ality groups and the conditions (p.(.Ol). The Repressors
assimilated more in the Jjustified condition than Sensitizers,

while the Sensitizers assimilated more in the unjustified

condition. Repressors showed a relatively wide latitude of
acceptance in Justified conditioﬁs and a more narrow lati-

tude of acceptance in unjustified conditions, while Sensi-

tizers had a wider latitude of acceptance in unjustified
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than Justified conditions. The Repressofs in this third
study behaved in the same way.as high esteem Ss behaved in
the two previous studies (Wall, 1965a; 1965b). The Sensi-
tizers reacted to the two conditions similar to the low es-
teem Ss In the earlier studles by the author.
| Repressors were more certain of thelr initial judgments
than were the Sensitizers (p.<.005). Cells which contained
Repressors of low initial certainty and cells which contained
Sensitizers of high initial certainty contained a very few
number of Ss. - Five of these 12 cells contained a N of two,
and three cells contained a N of three. Thus, certainty was

not effectively controlled.

Summary and Interpretation of Preliminary Experimentation

The first two preliminary studies (Wall, 1965a; 1965b)
selected Ss on the basls of high and low self esteem and gave
rise to results which, if reliable, would seem to be a signi-
ficant contribution to the understanding of the role of per-
sonality factors (self-esteem) in attitude change. These
findings indicate that information of moderately discrepant
nature is responded to with maximum assimilation by high
esteem Ss and minimum assimilation by the low esteem Ss.
Furthermore, these studies indicate that the conditions under
which the influence attempt 1s made, l.e., Justified or unjusti-
fled conditions, had a significant differential effect on the
attitude change of nigh or low esteem Ss. Under Justified
conditions, high esteem Ss had a relatlvely wlde latitude of

acceptance, while the low esteem Ss showed a relatively narrow
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latitude of acceptance. Under unjustified conditions, the

opposite was the case.

The third study by the author (Wall, 1965c¢) found the
esteem variable to have no effect; however, when the Ss were
sorted on a basis of the R-S scale, the Repressors behaved
much like the high esteem Ss had behaved in the first two
studies and the Sensitizers reacted in a way simlilar to the
low esteem Ss In the earlier studies. One possible inter-
pretation of the inconsistencies in these data 1s that the
two earlier selection procedures resulted in a high proportion
of Repressors and Sensitizers wilthin the high and low es-
teem groups respectively (the R-S scale was not given in the
first two studies). If such were the case, all studies would
be in agreement as to the reaction of Repressors and Sensi-
tizers to varying amounts of discrepancy agministered under
two different conditions of subtlety.

A second and more probable interpretation is that in
the last study (Wall, 1965c), the Ss were contaminated by
other influence studies in which they had participated. One
such influence experiment conducted by a class of experimen-
tal psychology students used six stooges in an attempt to in-
fluence one nailve S. This “stooge-influence" experiment was
conducéed only‘one day prior to the beginning of the third
study which resulted in the factor of esteem showing no sig-
nificant effect. Many naive Ss and stooges in this other
experiment were also Ss in the third preliminary study.

Discussion of the "stooge-influence study" among the
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psychology students who were Ss in the third preliminary
experiment may have been a further cbmplipating ﬁactor.

The esteem variable may have been, as originally
postulated, the primary factor operating in the first
two studies and was not a significanf factor in the third
study because of the contamination. However, the R-S di-
mension did relate significantly to attitude change in the
third study. Thus, 1f Ss were selected on a basis of both
esteem and the R-S dimenslion, the high esteem Repressors
would behave similar to the high esteem Ss in the first
two preliminary studles and simllar to the R Repressors
in the third study. The sensitlizers of low esteem should
behave simlilar to the low ésteem.§§ in the two earlier
prelimlnary studles and similar to the Sensitizers 1in the
last study.

A complicating factor is that certainty was not con-
trolled in the three preliminary studles. Certainty was
found to have a significéﬁt effect in the first prelimi-
nary study, and the pefsonality dimension differed in
initial certainty on the third study. However, high and
low.certain S8 were nelther equally representéd in each
subgroup of high and low esteem in the first:study (Wal;,.
1965a) nor equally febresented 1h each SQbéroup of Repressor
and Sensitizer groups in the third preliminary study
(Wall, 1965b).

In any e&ent, these three studles have shown the fol-

lowing variables to be related to attitude change (a)
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personality variables of esteem and repressive-sensitizing
defenses, (b) amount of discrepancy encountered, (c) condi-
tlons which allow the S to justify his change of attitude
vs. condlitions which make obvious influence attempts, and
(¢) initial certéinty of judgment. The Qurrent study is
concerned with tne effect of these four variables on atti-

tude change.
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CHAPTER II
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In the field of attitﬁ e change, Sherif and his asscc-
iates have hypothesiéed and found that relativeliy small a-
mounts of disagreement or discrepancy will result in an
attitude change toward the disagreement, i.e., assimila-
tion. They define the range of discrepancy which results
in assimilation as the latitude of acceptance. Their hy-
pothesis also indlcates that relatively large discrepancy
results in attitude change in a direction éway from the dis-
agreement, 1l.e., contrast, and this range of discrepancy is
termed the latitude of rejection. A second body of research
in the area of personality indicates that Ss with sensiti-
zing defenses and Ss of low esteem generally acqulesce to
influence, while Ss with repressive defenses and Ss of high
esteem characteristically resist influence attempts.

Reasoning from these two broad areas of theory and
research, 1t was predicted that Ss of high esteem and/or
repressive defenses wouldvmanifest a relativély narrow
latitude of acceptance, while Ss of low esteem and/or sensi-
tizing defenses would menifest a2 relatively wide latitude of
acceptance. However preliminary studies by the author sug-

gested that such a generalization was contingent upon

264
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justified (subtle} vs. unjustified (obvious) influence ab-
tempts. Under Jjustified conditions of influence,’§§ of low
esteem and Ss with sensltizing defenses were found to have a
narrow latitude of accepfance, while Ss with high esteem and
Ss with sensitizing defenses were found to have a relatively

wide latitude of acceptance. Urder unjustified conditlions,

Ss with low esteem and Ss with sensitizing defenses were
found toc have a wide latitude of acceptance, while Ss with
high esteem and Ss with represslve defenses were found to
have a narrow latlitude of acceptance.

Preliminary studies were inconsistent in indicating
the role of the bersonality dimension affecting attitude
change. Two studies suggested that esteem significantly
affected attitude change, while a third study found no
effect of esteem but did suggest that the repression-sensi-
tization dimenslon tad an effect on attitude change. A
relatively low correlation (-.32) between the two person-
alify’dimensions suggested that the two measures were rela-
tively 1independent even though resulfing In similar effects
on attitude change within each condition. Since both per-
sonality dimensions appear to have similar effecté on atti-~-
tude- change, the current study will select Ss on a basis of
high esteem and repressive defenses as well as low esieenm
and sensitizing defenses.

With the procedures to be used in the preliminary and

current studies, major interactions between personality and .-

discrepancy were found to occur between low and moderate
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discrepéncy. On the basis of preliminary work by the

author including that of the Jjustified and unjustified

conditions, the following hypotheses are made:
Hypothesis I Sensitizers with low esteem
(a) wunder Jjustified conditions will manifest
a relatively narrow latitude of accep- |
tance, 1.e., will tend to assimilate
hore to low than moderate discrepancy
and,

(b) wunder unjustified conditions will manifest

a relatively wide latitude of acceptance,

i.e., will tend to assimllate more to

moderate than low discrepancy.
Hypothesis II Repressors with high self esteem

(a) under justified conditions will manifest

a relatively wide latitude of acceptance,

l.e., will tend to assimilate more to

moderéte than low dilscrepancy and,

(b) in unjustified conditions will produce

a relatively narrow latitude of accep-
tance, i.e., will tend-to assimilate
more to low than moderate discrepancy.

While the hypotheses concern low and moderate discrep-
ancy, a high discrepancy group will also be included in the
Interest of examining the affect of such great disagreement
on attitude change. Earlier studles suggest that with these

procedures extreme discrepancy has less effect on attitude
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change than does moderate discrepancy.

Initial certainty of Jjudgment or attitude was"sug-
gested by preliminary experimentation to be a possible
significant factor affecting attitude change; however,
initial certainty was not systematically controlled in
these earlier studies. If Ss were selected on the basis
of repressive defenses and high esteem vs. sensitizing
defenses and low esteem, equated for initial certainty,
and subjected to varying discrepancies under justified

and unjustified conditions, the nature of the interaction

between personality, discrepancy, and conditions of in-

fluence should become clear, and the above hypotheses

could be tested.



CHAPTER III
METHOD

Experimental Design. One group of Ss were high in

self esteem and used repressive defenses (R:HiE group).

A second group of Ss were low in self esteem and used sen-
sitizing defenses (S:LoE group). Esteem was measured by
Self-ideal agreement, while type of defense was measured by-
the R-S scale. These two groups were randomly assigned to

one of two conditions: Justified or Unjustified codndition.

All Ss were administered a task for which they made
Judgments and indicated the certainty of this judgment.
Each subgroup was further divided into §s who were highly
certain of their initial Judgment (80 percent or higher),
and Ss who were relatively low In the certainty of their
Jjudgment. FolIbwing the Ss' initlal Jjudgment, discrepant
information was introduced ostensibly from a peer. Each
subgroup was further divided into three subgroups on the
basis of the dégree to which the inrYormation was discrepant
from their initial judgment: high, moderate and low discrep-
ancy. Followlng the Introduction of discrepancy, procedures
were followed to measure attitude change. The procedures were
slightly different for the Justified and Unjustified condi-

tions as will be described lster.

30
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The experimental design and number of Ss in each ex- .

-

perimental group are indicated in Table 1.

Table 1

Number of Ss Assigned to Subgroups

Discrepancy groups Repression Sensitization
High Esteem Low Esteem
High Low High Low

Certain Certain Certain Certain

(Justified condition) -

Hignh Discrepancy 5 5 5 -5
Moderate Discrepancy 5 6 5 €
Low Discrepancy 5 - 5 5 5

. (Unjustified condition)

HAigh Discrepancy 8 5 5
Moderate Discrepancy 7 5 5
Low Discrepancy 8 5 6

J1Ur\Ul

Total N = 131

Worchel Self-Activity Inventory (WSAI). The WSAI

\Worchel, 1957) was used as the basis for assigning Ss to
aigh and low self esteem grouos. The WSAI is a check 1ist
consisting of 54 items. The S indlcates the degree to which
each item is applicable to himself, and his ideal self on a
five point scale ranging from "never" to "very often”". The
Ss. were—instructed to check the 54 items on the basis of
"how often you do what the items state", and were then direc-
ted to check the same 54 items on a basis of "if you were
exactly the kind of person you would like to be". The WSAI

nas been found to have a test-retest reliability for "self"
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and "ideal-self" descriptions by college students of .79
énd .72 respectively (Worchel, 1957).
Repression-Sensitization Scale (R-S Scale). The R-S

scale used in this study was the Byrne (1961) revision of the
R-S scale initially used by Altrocchl, Parsons and Dickoff
(1960). This revision uses 156 items from the Minnesota Multi-
phasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), and each item is scored
once. Byrne's revised R-S scale has been found to have a
corrected split-half reliability of .94 and a test-retest re-
1iability over a three month period of .85 (Byrne, 19€1).

Sub jects. The §s were selected from male college under-
graduate students enrolled in Psychology I at the University
of Oklaﬁoma during the spring semester of 1966. The Ss were
initlally contacted in thelr respective Psychology I classes.
They were administered the WSAI and immediately afterward the
R-S scale. The distribution of scores obtalned on the WSAI
from this pool of Ss 1s contalned 1n Table 2, and 1s quite

Table 2
Frequency Distribution on the Worchel
Self-Activity Inventory for the

~Worchel and Wall Studiles

- Self-{deal Dis- Worchel Study Wall Study
crepancy score N=153 N=365
86-107 3 1

4-95 2 2
72-83 6 5
60-T1 16 | 26
40-59 27 84
36-47 43 125
24-35 37 84
12-23 15 30
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similar to distributlon of scores for a comparable group
of Ss at the University of Texas which was obtalned by
Worchel (1957). The distribution of scores on the R-S
scale obtained from the current pool of Ss 1is contained

in Table 3, along with the distribution of scores in Byrne's
Table 3

Frequency Distribution on the Represslon-
Sensitization Scale for the

Byrne and Wall Studies

R-S Score Byrne Wall
: Study Study
120-129 0 v 0
110-119 2 1
100-109 9 _ 5

90-99 31 21
80-89 35 33
70-79 51 58
60-69 72 85
50-59 100 75
Lo-L9 . 66 61
30-39 26 25
20~29 1 0
10-19 1 0
0-9 0 1
N= 320 N= 5

normative data (Byrne, 1961). The distribution of R-S
scores in the current study is also simllar to the distri-
bution obtained by Byrne (1961) for comparable Ss.

One group of Ss wé§ selected on the basis of a WSAI
score of 46 or higher and an R-S score of 68 or above
{S:LoE group). Another group of Ss was selected on the
basis of a WSAI score of 38 or below and an R-S score of

57 or below (R:HiE group). On this basis, the pool of 365
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students ylelded a group of 90 R:HiE Ss and a group of 78
"S:LoE Ss. From these selected Ss, €9 R:HiE Ss were con-
tacted and agreed tc participate in the study, and 62
S:LoE Ss agreed to participate, When the Ss were contacted
by phone and asked to particlpate, they were told:that the
study was a dissertatlon and that they were being asked %to
participats because the "tests indicate that you are one of
the two particular kinds of people required for this study".
They were told that the study Involved their ability to make
judgments about a social situation as weil as involving thelr
abllity to make some judgments about other people. They were
also told that after the study was completed, the E would %e
glad to go into detail as to why they had been asked tc par-
Ticipate, |

Procedure. Ss were administered the experimental pro-
cedures Iin groups of from three to eight. When the Ss
arrived at the expzrimental rocoms, they were directed into
one of two rooms on the same floor. When the Ss were
seated In thelr experimental room, fthe following directions
were read. The directlons for the Ss in the Justiftied

condition were the same with the exception that the remarks

e
]

clos=d in parenthesis were omitted,

As you probably know, there are many studies
irn psyctology which have clearly indicated the
importance of people's ability to judge soclal
siguatlions and thelr ability to judge other peo-
ple, even when the information is fairly limited.
Such Judgment abilities have a well known corre-
lation with how well people get along with others,
thelr sensitivity to others, and their own seif
knowledge. You have been chosen to be subjects
{in two experiments) this evening. (In one study)
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I am concerned with your ability to judge social
situations, and (in the second studyg I am con-
cerned with your ability to Jjudge another person
on the basis of a fairly limited amount of infor-
mation.

(Since these two studles are combined to
save time, and) since the (second) study involves
a restricted amount of iInformation, 1t 1is necessary
that you remain silent throughout the duration of
(both of) the experiment(s). In order to rigidly
control the amount of information available to each
of you, and to assure that each receives the exact
same amount of information, all communications willl
either be handed to you in written form, or read
aloud, like this. The information given to you will
be all that is available to other subjects, and thus
no questions concerning the task itself can be ans-
wered. Please remember that audible noises such as
exclamations, questions, or laughing serves as in-
formation for other people.

I am now going to pass out a Soclal Judgment
Sheet which contains a brief description of a dif-
ficult situation. You are to read the directions
and then begin the task. There i1s a time 1limit of
20 minutes, but you will find that you will be able
to complete the task in much less time than that.
If you finish before the others, please sit quietly
until we continue (with the second study). If you
would like, you may read the magazines in front of
you after you finish with the Social Judgment Sheet.
The Ss were given the Social Judgment Sheet (Appendix A)
which requires that they read a few paragraphs concerning a
man who accldentally killed another person in a fight. On
this sheét, the Ss were directed to decide the degree of re-
sponsibility which should be placed on the individual or on
socliety, and thelr Judgments were made on a nine point scale
from the individual being "entirely responsible'" for the
crime. The Ss were also directed to decide the appropriate
sentence for this crime on a scale from one to 21 years.
Following these two judgments, the Ss were asked to write

a brief paragraph Justifying their judgments. At the bottom
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of the Social Judgment Sheet, they indicated the degree of
certainty ofvtheir judgment on a nine point scale ranging
from absolute certainty to absolute uncertainty.

When all Ss completed the Social Judgment Sheet,
their papers were collected, and all of the following in-
structions were read for the Justified condition. The re-
marks in parenthesis were omitted for the Ss in the Unjusti-
fied condition.

We now have some measure of your abllity to
evaluate social situations (and the first experi-
ment is almost over). Please remain silent and in
your seats, as the study is not yet over.

(I am trying to save some time by using what
you have already done as a basls for this second
experiment.) This part of the study involves your
ability to Judge another person on the basis of a
limited amount of information. Although the in-
formation is limited, most people are able to make
some excellent guesses about another person on the
basis of this kind of data.

Each of you has been matched with another per-
son who iIs your own age and who has a similar college
classification. Your peer has been assligned the same
task of social judgment which you have just completed
(in the first experiment), and I am now in the pro-
cess of collecting everyone's evaluation of this
social situation. When all of your peers have com-
pleted their task, thelr papers will be given to you
along with a rating sheet which you will fill out
describing the kind of person reflected in their e-
valuation and comments. Please remain as quiet as
possible while your peers in the next room are finish-
ing up.

There is a magazilne in front of each of you, and
1f you wlsh, you may read while you are waiting.

Each of the Ss papers were matched with pre-arranged
Jjudgments which were discrepant from the Ss judgment by one,
three or five points on the Responsibility scale and two, six

or ten points on the Sentence scale corresponding to the Ss
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assignment to the Low, Moderate or High Discrepangy Group
respectively. Two years of discrepancy on the sentence
scale was equlvalent to one polnt of dlscrepancy on the
| Responsibility scale. Ss assigned to the Low Discrepancy
Group were given a Jjudgment which was discrepant one point
on the Responsibility scale and two points on the Sentence
scale. Moderate Discrepancy §s’Were given prearranged
Judgments which were discrepant thrée and six. points on
the Responsibility and Sentence scale respectively. High
Discrepancy Ss were given pre-arranged judgments which were
discrepant five and ten points on the Responsibility and
Sentence scales respectively.

The prearranged Judgments contained a handwritten,

standard statement in which key words could be changed so

ponsibility scale (Appendix B). These statements made only
vague reference to the sentence cholce, e.g., "The sentence
I have indicated seems to me to be appropriate'". On the
basls of the Ss Judgment of responsibility, discrepant
Judgments of responsibility were chosen with ;heir'appro—
‘priate supporting sta@ements. The diécrepancy was always
in a direction toward the mid point of the Responsibility
scale (polnt five). After selecting the appropriate dis-
crepant judgment of responsibllity, the appropriately dis-
crepant sentence was marked. Since higher points on the
Responsibility scale reflected less responsibility assigned
to the individual for his actions, a discrepancy which re-

flected higher points on the Responsibllity scale than the
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Ss Judgment was accompanied by a discrepancy on the Sen-
tence scale indicating less sentence or punishment. For
example, if an S who had been randomly_assigned to the
Moderate Discrepancy Groun chose point four on the Res-
ponsibility scale and a sentence of elght years, a dis-
crepant judgment of point seven on the Responsibility
scale was selected with it's supporting statement, and
a sentence of two years was indlcated on the Sentence
scale of the discrepant Judgment. Certainty of choice on
the discrepant judgment was matched exactly with the Ss
o 2
indicated certainty of Jjudgment.

When the pre-arranged discrepant judgments were ready,
they were passed out along with a Person Judghent Sheet -
(Appendix C), and the following Ilnstructions were read to
all Ss:

Each of your peers have completed thelr task now,
and thelr evaluations are belng passed out. You are
to read your peer's Jjudgments and hls comments, de-
cilde what kind of person is reflected in these com-
ments, and then fill out the Person Judgment Sheet

which you also have.

I am interested in how you feel about this per-
son. Please be free to give your feelings full and
wide ranged .expression. If you follow your impres-
sions, you will find that you will do much better at
this task Your peer will never know what your e-
valuation 1s, or even who evaluated him, so be as
honest and as free as you can be. :

The.Person Judgment Sheet contained general directions
and four different nine poinﬁ scales on which the ”peer was
to be rated, These scales were labeled (1) intellectual
flexibility, (2) psychological insight, (3) ability to get -

along with others, and (4) positive regard for others.
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These four scales ranged from "extremely low" (one point)
to "extremely high" (nine points). These scales were
then used to measure thé positivée or negative value attrl-
buted to the source of discrepancy. 'Thése scales of soclal
value are similar to those used by Worchel and McCormick
(1963) and identical to those used in the three prelimi-
nary studies (Wall, 1965a; 1965b; 1965¢).

Unjustified Condition: When Ss assigned to the

Unjustified condition completed the Personal Judgment sheet,
the Additional Information Sheet (Appendix D) was distri-
buted face down, and the following instructions were read:

Please leave these sheets face down on your
desk. Please do not turn them over until you are
directed to do so.

Please make no comments to each other and
follow the directions. If the . directions are
unclear to you, ralse your hand and I will come
over to you and try to clarify your questions.
Please do not ask your questions out loud, as
questions:have a very high information value for
others., '

Remember the initial judgments that you made
concerning "Art". You judged where the responsi-
bility should be placed and the sentence that was
appropriate. HOW CERTAIN ARE YOU NOW OF THAT
JUDGMENT., Please mark down on the back of the sheet
in front of you, the degree to which you are certain

- that your initial judgment was accurate. Mark
elther zero, ten, twenty, etc., up to 100. That is,
mark in units of ten, the percent to which you are
certaln that your initial Judgment was accurate.
Make your numbers large and readable.

As soon as you have finished, look up so I can
tell when everyone has finished.

From this point on, the procedures are exactly ¢

same as for the Ss In the Justified condition.

Justified Condition: When the Ss assigned to the
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Justified Conditlon completed the Pgrson.Judgment Sheet,
the Additional Informétion Sheet was distributed, and the
following instructions were read:

The last part of this study will not take
more than a few minutes more so please remain
guiet and in your seats for Jjust a few minutes
longer.

This is the last part of the first study
and involves your ability to judge social situa-
tions again after you have had a chance to get
your mind off the task for a short time. This
time, you will have a small amount of additional
information available to you which 1s critical
for accurate Judgment. You are being handed a
sheet containing a small but critical amount of
additlonal information concerning the social situa-
- tion which you have already read about. This new
Information was purposefully deleted from your
initial information. Please read the brief para-
graph and follow the instructions.

The additional information (Appendix D) is meager and
offers little further information. The 38 are requlired to
rejudge the degree of responsibility for the crime which
should be placed on socilety and the individual, the sen-
tence which should be imposed, and the degree to which the
S 1is certain that this new judgment is accurate.

Following’this re-gvaluation, the Ss were dismissed
and arrangements.were made to fuliy explain the nature

of the study to all interested Ss.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

In socilal psychological research, the scales used
to test for attitude change must be carefully examined for
possible tiasing characteristics [Sherif & Sherif, 1956;
Sherif, Sherif & Nebergall, 1965). The scales used in this
experiment had been used in previous studies by the author
and it was found that no portion of the scales attracted
greater proporﬁioh of assimilation than contrast responses.
'Tﬁe scales were examined agaln in the present experiment
to determine 1f Ss differed on initlal Jjudgment and 1if any
portion of the scales attracted differential proportions
of assimllation and contrast responses. Partlcular atten-
tion was paid to the Responslibility Scale, since the verbhai
descriptions accompanylng each point on this scale would
seem to be more prone to produce polnts of greater attrac-
tion of objection than a simplé number scale such as the

Sentence scale.

Judgment Scales

The mean inltlal judgments on the Responsibility Scale
for each subgroup are presented in Table 4. Analysis of

varliance technlques appropriate for equal frequencies

41
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Table 4
Meun Initial Responsibility Scale Judgments for
Fersonallity, Certainty and Discrepancy Groups

in Justifled and UnJustified Conditions

Repressor- Sensitizer-
Discrepancy High Esteem Group Low Esteem Group
‘Groups High Low 1igh Low
Certailn Certain Certaln Certailn

(Justified Conditions)

Low 3.6 3.6 L.3 L.

Moderate 2.6 4, 2.6 5.5

High 5.2 4.0 3.4 4.6
(Unjustified Conditions)

Low 3.8 3.6 4.0 4.h

Moderate 5.1 L.o. 4,8 4.8

3.5 4,0 2.8 2.6

High

within cells.(wélker & Lev, 1953, pp. 381-38?)Agave the
results contaihed in Table 5. No significant variation was
found amoﬁg the Personality, Discrepancy,'ConditionS‘apd
Certalinty Groups. The mean responsibility Judgmenﬁ for all
subgroups ranged from 2.3 to 5.5, i.e.,‘indivi&ual waé Judgéd
more responsible for the accldental death than society.

A frequency count was made of the.number of Ss assimi-
lating and the number of Ss contrasting to each point on the

Responsibility Scale. These frequencies are contained in Table

N

The mean peer Jjudgment of responsiblliity which was encount-

ered by the §s and which resulted in assimilation was 5.25;
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Table 5
Analysis of Varlance for‘Mean Responsibility Scale
Judgments for Personality, Certainty and
Discrepancy Groups in Justifled and
Unjustified Conditions

Soﬁrce Sum of  Degrees Mean
Squares Freéedom Square F

~~

Personallity Groups (R:S) 02 1 1.02 ‘N.S
Certainty Groups (H:L) .81 1 .81 "
Conditions (J:U) .06 1 .06 "
Discrepancy Groups (135) .83 2 L2 "
R:S) x (H:L .15 1 .15 "
R:S) x (J:U .54 1 .54 "
R:S) x (135 3.71 2 1.86 "
H:L) x (J:U .63 1 .63 "
H:L) x (135 .82 2 A1 " '
J:U) x (135 4 .23 2 2.12 ‘3.03a
R:S) x (H:L) x (J:U .81 1 .81 N.S
R:S) x (H:L) x (135 .98 2 .49 "
R:S) x (J:U) x (135 .05 2 .03 "
H:L) x (J:U) x (135 , 3.49 2 1.75 "
(R=S). x (J:L) x (J:U) x (135) A7 2 24 "
Within Cells 400.43 107 3.74
Error . ‘ .699 b

a. BSigniflicant beyond the .10 level of conrldence
b. Harmonic Mean = ,187
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Table 6
Number of Ss Assimllating in Response to Each Point of

Jeer Judgment on the Responsibility Scale

o _ Number of Number of
Peer Judgments Sub jects Sub jects
of Responsibility Assimilating Contrasting

1 1 o)
2 2 2
3 1 3
! li 2
5 ' 3
€ 8 1
7 5 1
8 2 2
9 2 0
Total 36 o

the mean peer Jjudgment of fesponsibility encountered by the
Ss which resulted in contrast was 4.64. Comparison of these
two means yield a t of .100 with 48 df, 6bviously far from
signiflcance. These data concerning the Responsibility Scale
indicate that the groups did not differ to a significant ex-
tgnt in their initial Jjudgment of responsibility and that
there was no partlicular area of the Responsibility Scale
which tended to ellcit more contrast than assimilation nor
more assimilation than contfast responses.,

‘The mean choiceé on.-the Sentence Scale for each subgroup»
are presented in Table 7. A frequency count was also made of
assimllating and contrasting responses to the various peer
judgments of sentence {Table 8). Both assimilation and con-
trast responses occurred more frequently toward the lower end

of this scale such that 85 percent of the assimilation
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Table 7
Mean Initial Sentence Scale Judements for
fersonality, Certainty and Discrepzncy
Groups in Justified and

Unjustified Conditions

Discrepancy Repressor- Sensitizer-
Groups High Esteem Group Low Esteem Group
High Low High Low

Certaln Certain Certalnty Cerbainty. .

(Justified Conditions)
Low 5.0 5.6 5.2 7.0
Moderate 8.6 6.6 6.2 3.7
High 5.0 6.8 9.0 5,0
. (Unjustified Conditicns)
Low - 4.5 7.0 6.0 5.6
Moderate 7.4 5.8 10.6 4.4
High 7.1 9.0 6.7 6.2

]
i
{
!
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responses and 73 percent of the contrast reospenses coourrad
when the Ss encountered peer Judgments of from cne Lo 81X
years. The mean sentence Judgment by pesers toward which the
Ss assimilated was 3.04 years, and tihe mean seantence judge-
ment encountered which results in contrast was 5.73. Com-
parison of these means yield a t of 1.94 with 37 degrees of
freedom which indicates a trend {p £.10 $.05) for assimila-
tion to occur in response to lower peer judgments cof sen-
tence than do contrast respcnses. It is okvious, however,
that this difference is almost solely attributable to one
contrasting S who scored at the extreme on the Sentencs
Scale (Table 7).

Considering both the Responsibility and Sentence Scale
findings, 1t 1s apparent that the initial Judgment scales

had no major effect in ellcliting differential assimilation

and/or contrast responses.

Attitude Change

Following the procedure used in the preiiminary studies,
change in Jjudgment of responsibility (R-change} and change
in judgment of sentence {S~change)} were combined to yleld a
single measure of attltude change for each S. S-change of
one point or one year was weighted one half, and R--change
bf one point received one full point. {S-change was weighted
one half of R-change because the introduced discrepancy on
the Sentence Scale was two points for every cne point dis-

crepancy on the Responsibillity Scale.) Change in Jjudgments
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were scored positive when the attitude change was in the

direction of the introduced discrepancy f{assimilaticn) and
were scored minus when in the direction away from the intro-
duced discrepancy (contrast). A constant of pius five was
added to the combined attitude score of each S in order to
eliminate minus scores. This method of scecring has given
rfse to reliable and similar patterns of attitude change in
response to the varying amounts of discrepancy on the tWo
attitude change scales (Wall, 1965a; 1965c).

Overall Analysls. The mean attitude change scores for

each subgroup of Ss are contained in Table 9. Analysis of

Table 9
Mean Attitude Change Scores Followlng Disagreement for
Personallity Groups, Certainty Groups,
and Discrepancy Groups in Justified

and Unjustified Conditions?@

Discrepancy Repressor- Sensitizer-
Groups High Esteem Group Low Esteem Jroup
High Low High . LCW

-~

)

Certainty Certsiniy  Cesrtalnty ?ertainty

(Justified Conditlon)

Low 4.90 5.20 5.00 6.61
Moderate 5.90 6.00 6.50 5,42
High 6.10 5.30 5.20 6£.10
(Unjustified Conditlon)
Low 5.50 4,70 4,90 5.80
Moderate 4.93 5.30 6.80 4,60
Higta 5.44 4,80 ©.00 5.00

a Constant ol plus flve added.
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variance (Walker & Lev, 1953, pp. 381.382) was used to
analyze the attitude change scores of all subgroups in the
experimental design, and the results arz ccntained in Table
10. This overall analysis indicated a significant difference
in attitude change between the conditions {p ¢ .05). Tha mean
attitude change scores were 5,69 and 5.33 for ths Ss assigned
to the Justified and Unjustified Conditions respectlvely.
Thus, the Justified Conditions resulted in greater assimllation
than did Unjustified Conditions. |

The overall analysis (Table 10.) also indicated a sig-
nificant triple interaction (p ¢ .0l) between Perscnality,
Discrepancy and Certainty Groups. The mean attitude change
scores for these three subgroups are contained in Takle 11,
and Figure 2. Such an interaction reflects a relatively con--
stant pattern of assimilation to the varlous discrepanciles
in both conditions by the Personality and Certainty subgroups;
Collapsing over Conditlons and considering only the Low znd
Moderate Discrepancy Groups, the 1nteraction depicted in
Figure 2 suggests a relatively wide latitude cof acceptance

b

(including Moderate Discrepancy) for the High Certaln S:LoE
Group and the Low Certain R:HiE Croup, while & relatively
narrow latltude of acceptance {exciuding or not assimilating
to Moderate Discrepancy) is reflected for the Low Certain
S:LoE Group. The lack of differences of attitude change in

response to various Discrepancles for the High Certain R:HiE

Group results from interactions which will be discussed later.
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=0

Tavli

h

Results of Analysis of %ariance on Mzan ALtitude
Change Scorss Folilowing Disagresment for

Perscnallty Croups, Certainty Lrou

and Discrepancy Groups in Justified

and Unjustified Conditions

Ccrrected
Source Sum of Degrees Mean Mean
Squares Fresdom Sguare Square
‘ (Error) F

O &=

Personality Groups (R:S) 1.020 1 1.020 3.878
Conditions (J:U) 1,282 b 1.283 4,878
Certainty Groups (H:L) 065 1 ., 065
Discrepancy Groups (135) o0 = .31C 1.179
‘R:S) x (J:U) .183% 1 .183

R:SY x $HzL .013 1 .01l

R:S) x (135 .Cl5 2 .023

J:u) x (H:L) NIV 1 Y 1.738
J:U) x (135) 213 2 .106 _
(H:1) x (135} 1.452 > 1726 2. 760
(R:S) x gJ:UE x (H:L) 736 1 716 2.72
R:S) x {J:U) x {135 585 2 ey 14l
R:S) x $H:L2 X §135} 2.887 2 i LGk 5.49
(J:UY x (H:L)} x {135} .096 2 ,048 1.49
(ReS)x{J:U)x(E:L)x({135) 785 2 393 1.494
Within Cells | 150.533 107 1,507
Error 2634

[% Y]

V)

a JSilgnlilcant beyond the .10 ievel of confiqsnce
b Significant beyond the .C5 level cf confidence
¢ Significant beyond the .Cl lzvel of coniidence
d Harmonic Mean = 187 :

Ao



Table 11

Mean Attitude Change Scores Following Disagreement

for Personality Groups, Certainty Groups,

and Discrepancy Groups

Discrepancy Repressor- Sensitizer-
Groups High Esteem Groups Low Esteem Groups
High Low High Low
Certainty Certainty Certainty Certainty
Low 5.27 4.95 4,95 6.25
Moderate 5.33 5.68 6.65 5.05
High 5.69 5.05 5.64 5.55
Flgure 1

Mean Attitude Change Scores Following Disagreement

for Personality Groups, Certainty Groups,

and Discrepancy Groups

Atti-
tude

Change

6 6‘— O— R:H1E, High Certaln

Asslmi- 0-—R:H1E, Low Certain

- lation A—S:LoE, High Certain

6.2- A o---S:LoE, Low Certain
5.8-
’ 5.”’—
5.0

! ! ! Contrast
Low Moderate High
Discrepancy Groups
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The.overall analysis 1s relevant to the specific
hypotheses in that if both hypotheses were to be supported,
a triple interaction would be found among Personality, Condi-
tions, and Discrepancy. As 1lndicated in Table 10, this inter-
action was'not significant. However, the specific hypotheses
as stated in Chapter II were directly tested, since one or
the other could be significant, desplte the lack of higher
order interaction. Accordingly, the attitude changes within
each Personality Group were analyzed and are presented in
1

the next two sections. ’ -

Sensitizer-Low Esteem Group (S:LoE). Hypothesis I

predicts (a) a narrow latitude of acgeptaﬁce for S:LoE Ss
(less assimllation to Moderate than Low Discrepancy) in
Justified Condltions, and (b) a wide latitude of acceptance
for S:LoE Ss (greater assimilation to Moderate than Low
Discrepancy) in Unjustified Conditions. Essentially, 3
Hypothesls I predlcts an interaction between Low-Moderate
Discrepancy and Conditions for the S:LoE Ss. To test this
hypothesis, the attitude change scores for éhe S:LoE Ss who
received Low and Moderate Discrepancies (Table 4) were
analyzed; the results are contained in Table 12. The interac-
tlon between Discrepancy and Conditions which was predicted
by Hypothesis I did not approach significance.

However, the analysis of the S:LoE §’é attlitude change
gscores dld result in a §ignificant interaction.(pn<,01) be-

tween Certalnty and Dilscrepancy. The mean attitude change

1. Discusslon of Hlgh Dlscrepancy GroupsS in Appendix E.



54

scores for S:LoE Certainty Groups which received Low and
Moderate Discrepancies are contained in Table 13 and Figure
3. The High Certain S:LoE Ss show maximal assimilation to
Moderate Discrepancy, while Low Certain S:LoE Ss show minimal
assimilation to Moderate Discrepancy,; and this pattern of
assimilation to the Low and Moderate Discrepancy, and this
pattern of assimilation to the Low and Moderate Discrepancles
is not significantly affected by the Conditions. In other
words, High Certain S:LoE Ss manifested a relatively wide
latitude of acceptance in both conditions, and Low Certain'
S:LoE Ss showed a relatively narrow latitude of acceptance

in both conditions. Thus while Hypothesls I was not sup-
ported, highly éignificant results were found when certainty

was 1included in the analysis.

Table 13

Mean Attitude Change Scores Following Disagreement

for High and Low Certain Sensitizer-Low Esteem

Subjects at Low, and Moderate Discrepancy

Discrepancy High Certain Low Certain
Groups Grouv . Group
Low 4,g5 6.25

Moderate 6.65 5.05
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Figure 2
Mean Attitude Change Scores Following Disagreement for
High and Low Certain Sensitizer-Low Esteem Subjects

at Low, Moderate, and High Discrepancy

- High Certain Group

Atti-

tude Assimilation

,Low Certain Group

7
6
6
Change 5.8-
5
5
n

.6- Contrast

e 1
LOW Moderate
Dlscrepancy Groups

;

Repressor-High Esteem Group (R:H1E). Hypothesis II pre-

dicted (a) a wide latitude of acceptance for R:HiE Ss (greater
assimilation to Moderate than Low Discrepancy) in Justified
Conditions, and (b) a narrow latitude of'acceptance for R:HI1E
Ss (less assimilation to Moderate than Low Discrepancy) in
Unjustified Conditlons. Essentilally, then, Hypothesis II
predicted an Interaction between Low-Moderafe Disérepancy

and Condltlons for R:HIE Ss. To test thls hypothesis, the
attitude change scores for the R:H1E Group in Low and Mcderate
Discrepancy Groups (Table 4) were examined by analysis of

variance; the results are contained in Table 14,
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Table 14
Results of Analysis of Variance of Attitude Change Scores
Followlng Disagreement for Repressor-High Esteem

SubJjects in Justified and Unjustified Conditlons

Sum of Degrees Mean

Source Squares Freedom Sguare F
Conditions (J:U) .308 1 .308 2.31
Cartainty Groups (H:L) .000 1 ,000 NS

High Low Discrepancy (13) 419 1 419 3.150 a
(J g x (H:L) .087 1 .087 NS
} X §13; .392 1 .392 2,947 a
H:L) x (13 .118 1 .118 NS
(H:U) x (H:L) x (13) .233 1 .233 1.752
Within Cells 28.210 38 . T42

Error 133 b

a Signiflcant béyond the .10 level of ConfIdence.
b Harmonic Mean = ,179 :

No significant varlation was found. The 1nteraétion be-

tween Dlscrepancy and Conditions predicted by Hypothesis II

did shdw a trend (p¢ .10) toward significance. The mean atti-
fude change scores for the Discrepancy Groups of R:HiE Ss in
the two Conditlons are contained in Table 15. The interaction
between Dlscrepancy and Conditions indicates that the RéHiE Ss,
In the Justified Conditions, tended to assimilate mcre to
Modérate than Low Discrepancy and in the Unjustified Conditions
assimllated relatively less to Moderate than Low Dliscrepancy.
These flndings reflect a wider latitude of acceptance for R:HLE
Ss 1In Justified Condltions than“in UnJustified Conditions,

While not slgnlificant, this trend supports Hypothesis II.
—_— - ~- \

N
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Table 15
Mean Attltude Change Scores Following Disagreement for
Repressor-High Esteem Subjects in Low and Moderate
Discrepancy Groups under Justified and

UnJustified Conditions

Discrepancy Justified UnJjustified

Groups Condlitlion Condlition
Low 5.05 5.19
Moderate 5.95 5.08

The analysis (Table 14) also indicates a trend for a
main effect of discrepancy (p £.10). The mean attitude
change scores for the R:H1E Ss at Low and Moderate Discrep-
ancy were 5,13 and 5.50 fespectively, which suggest a rela-
tLbely wide latltude of acceptance for the R:HIE Ss in both
’CBnditions. However, it 1is apparent for the interaction
’between Condltions and Discrepancy, discussed above that
thls trend toward a maln effect of Discrepancy is primarily

the result of R:H1E Ss in the Justified Condition,
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Summary

Initial attitudes were not significantly dlfferent for
the various subgroups in thls experiment. The scéles on whigh
attitudes were measured were found to have no ranges which
would attract a greater proportion of assimllation than con-
trast responses and no ranges whilch would attract a greater
proportion of contrast than assimilation responses. Thus,
the scales did not significantly contribute to the differen-
tial attitude changes among the subgroups of Ss.

The results did show a highly complex interaction be-
tween Personallity, Discrepancy, Condltions of 1influence
attempts, and Certainty of iniltial Jjudgment affecting atti-
tude change. Conditions were found to have a significant
overall effect such that greater assimllation occurred in
Justiflied than Unjustified Conditions.

Hypothesis I was not supported. Significant findings
cbncerning the Sensltizer-Low Esteem Group wére as follows;
(a) High Certain S:LoE Ss manifested a wide latitude of
acceptance in both conditions,

(b) Low Certain S:LoE Ss manifested a narrow latitude of
acceptance in both conditions.

Hypothesis II was supported by a trend (p¢ .10) in-
dlcating that the Repressor-High Esteem Group manifested a
relatively wider latltude of acceptance in Justified than
Unjustified Condltions.



CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The results indicated that the factors of Personality,
Discrepancy Conditions and Initial Certainty of Judgment had
a significant effect on attitude change. Within the S:LoE
Group, Certainty and Discrepancy significantly interacted
such that High Certain S:LoE Ss manifested a relatively wide
latitude of acceptance and Low Certain S:LoE Ss showed a
relatively narrow latitude of acceptance. Within the R:HIE
Group, a trend (p {.10) reflected an interaction between
Cohditions resulted in a wilder latltude of acceptance for
the R:HiE Group than did Unjustified Conditlons. The overall
analysis found (a) significantly more assimilation in Justified
than Unjpstified Conditions, and (b) a significant interaction
between Certainty, Personality and Discrepancy. Thus, as
expected, the varlable ofvPersonality Conditlbns of subtlety
of influence and discrepancy were shown to significant;y affect
attitude change. The nature of the effects, however, differéd
in several respects from those predlcted by the hypotheses.
This divergence appeared to be result of another varliable,
initial Certainty of Judgment.

59
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In the followlng sections, the effect of initlal Cer-
'tainty is further explored, and an effort is made to under-
stand how and why Certainty 1s such a powerful factor in
attitude change. Finally, other results regarding valuatlon
of the source of discrepancy and changes in Certailnty of

Judgment (UnJjustified Conditions) are presented.

Initial Certainty

Initial Certainty was found to be a highly significant
factor affecting attitude change in both the overall analysis
and the analysis of the S:LoE Group. However, in the analysis
of the R:HI1E Group assigned to Low and Moderate Dlscrepancy
Groups, 1inltial certainty dld not emerge as a significant
factor in determining attitude change. In order to more
sensiltively examine the possible effect of Certainty on the
attitude changes of the R:H1E Group, the attitude scores of
these Ss were analyzed wlthin each Condltion and are pre-
sented in the next two sections.

Repressor-Hlgh Esteem Group: Justified Conditions.

Analysis of varilance was first applied to the attitude change
scores of the R:HI1E Group who recelved Low and Moderate Dis-
crepanciles under Justified Conditions and the results are con-
tained in Table 16ﬁ This analysis showed a significant main
effect of Discrepancy (p><.05). For the R:HiE Ss 1n Justified
Condltlons, the mean attitude change scores for the Low and
Moderate Discrepancy Groups were 5.40 and 5.64 respectively.

Thus, assimilation significantly increased from Low to Moderate
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~Table 16
Results of Analysis of Variance on Mean Attitude
Change Scores Following Disagreement for
Certainty Groups of Repressor-High
Esteem Subjects within Low and
Moderate Discrepancy Groups 1in

Justified Conditions

Sum of Degrees Mean

Source | Squares Freedom Square F
High-Low Certainty (H:L) .0k0 1 .0lo  .280
Low-Moderate Discrepancy (13) - ..810 1 .810 5.664a
(H:1L) x (13) .010 1 .010  .070
Within Cells 12.700 17 JTUT
Error 143 b

a Slgnlfilcant beyond the .05 level of Conrldence

b Harmonic Mean = .192

Discrepancy, reflecting a relatively wlde latitude of accept-
ance for the R:HLE Group in Justified Conditions. Initial
Certainty had no significant effect in Justifled Conditions,

Repressor-~High Esteem Group: Unjustified Conditions.

: Analysis of variance was applied to the attitude change scores
of the R:H1E Groups who received Low and Moderate Discrep-
ancies under Unjustified Conditions, and the resuits { Table 17)
show no significant effect beyond the .05 level of confidence.
However, a trend is.indicated (p & .10) reflecting an inter-

actlion between Certainty and Discrepancy. The mean attitude

change scores for the High and Low Certain R:HiE Ss who
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Table 17
Results of Analysis of Varlance on Mean Attitude Change
Scores Following Disagreement for Certainty Groups
of Repressor-High Esteem Subjects within Low
and Moderate Discrepancy Groups in

. Unjustified Conditions -

Sum of Degrees Mean

Source Squares Freedom Square F
Certainty Groups (H:L) .047 1 047 NS
Discrepancy Groups (13) .001 1 .001 NS
(H:L) x (13) J341 1 341 2.795
Within Cells 15.341 21 . 729
Error ' : 122 b

a .10 level of significance
b Harmonic Mean = .167
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received Low and Moderate Discrepancies in Unjustified
Conditlons were included in Figure 3. This trend indi-

cates that High Certaln R:H1E Ss tend to assimilate to Low
Discrepancy and contrast to Moderate Discrepancy while Low
Certain R:H1E Ss tend to do Jjust the opposite, i1.e., assimi-
late to Moderate and Contrast to Low Discrepancy. Thus, fthis
trend reflects a relatively wide latltude of acceptance for
Low Certain R:H1E Ss and a narrow latitude of acceptance for

the High Certaln Ss 1In Unjustified Conditlons.

Flgure 3
Mean Attitude Change Scores Followling Disagreement
for Certalnty Groups of Repressor-High Esteem
Sub jects wlthin Low and Moderate Dilscrepancy
Groups in Unjustified Conditions

Atti- 5.8«
tude - Z\\
5.4~ o -4—Low Certain R:HIE Group
Change - \\ﬁxg\is
JOE @ [EUL T SEORURRPER U i | ey
5 , 4 > -
4,6~ 4 \K~High Certain R:H1E Group

t - 1

Low Moderate
Dilscrepancy Groups
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Summary. The variocus analyses of attitude change as a
function of;Low and Moderate Discrepancy and initial Certainty
revealed that the S:LoE Group in both Justified and Unjusti-
fied Conditions manifested (a) a wide latitude of acceptance
when highly Certain of theilr initial judgment and (b) a
narrow latitude of acceptance when relatively unsure of thelr
initial judgment. The R:H1E Group manlfested (a) a wide lati-
tude of acceptance in Justified Conditions with no effect of
Certainty, but (b) under Unjustified Conditions, the High
Certain R:H1E Group had a narrow latitude of acceptance
while the Low Certain Group had a relatively wide latitude
of acceptance.

These findings reflect the very important effect of
‘Initlal Certalnty on both Personallity Groups in effectipg
differentlal reactions to dlsagreement, i.e., acquiescénge
Vs, resistaﬂce. The meaning of initilal Certainty, or the
attitudinal variable(s) reflected in measurement of initial
Certalinty and why such varlables have a strong differential
effect are questions which are consldered in the following

sections.
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Certainty and Involvement

One interpretation of initial Certalinty of Judgment
is that this reflects the degree to which strongly held
‘1attitudes of the Ss were engaged. Since, there are no
Spjective measures of what 1s "accurate” about soclal Jjudg-
menfsnor cholce of sentence to be lmposed for crimes with
many mitigating circumstances, the frame of reference which
leads toxgigh Certainty must come from within the S, i.e.,
his own attitudes toward what are to him relevant factors
in the Jjudgment situatlon. Such reasoning is consistent
with what Sherif and Sherif (1956) have offered as one of
the basic facts of soclal psyéhology:
- The more unstructured the stimulus situation,the
- greater the relatlve contribution of Internal factors
in the frame of reference. As stimulus sltuations
become more unstructured, the relative contributlon
of internal factors (motives, emotlons, attitudes,
ldentifications of the person, other products of past
learning) to the ensulng psychological structure be-
comes greater. Accumulating laboratory evidence
substantiates this assertion. (p. 82)
Certainty of Judgment when there are no objective standards
Mfor accuracy seems to reflect the extent to which an S has
relatively well developed inner attltudes concerning the
relevant 1lssues, or the extent to which he is personally
invdlved with qnd committed to his initial judgment.

As Sherif and his assoclates note, dlsagreement with an

S's strongly held inner attitude is in effect a challenge of

ct

1
H

®

S himself (Sherif & Sherif, 1956; Sherif, Sherif &
Iichergall, 1965). Such a challenge would appear to result

in the more characteristic defenses of an S. Thus, initial
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Certainty may reflect the extent to which an S receives dis-
agreement as a personal challenge and thus, the extent to
which an S may feel the need to defend himself from such a
challenge. The effect of initlal Certainty on defenslve

behaviors are considered in the followlng sectlon.

Defenses and Certainty

Sensitizer-Low Esteem Ss and Certainty. Sensltlzing

defenses and low esteem are described by many authors as
resulting In overt behavior whlch is seen by others as
acquiescent and passive (Byrne, 1961; Byrne, 1964). The
results of the current study lndicate that only the S:LoE
Ss who Were highly certain of their initlal Judgments res-
ponded to disagreement wilth such acquliescence, 1.e., wide
latitude of acceptance. That is, only the S:LoE Ss who
were more personally committed to thelr initial stand
responded with the defensive behavior which 1s character-
istically described of them.

When the S:LoE Ss of low initial Certainty encountered
disagreemept, their behavior was resistant (narrow latitude
cf acceptance). This seems characterlstic of the reported
feelings and self descriptions of hostility, stubborness, and
resistiveness (Byrne, 1961; 1964). If these Ss had no well
developed attitudes concerning tﬂe relevant 1issues of what they
were judging as 1s implied by thelr low Certainty of Judgment,
they may have experienced the discrepancy encountered as a
disagreement which was of no personal lmportance, and hence

characteristic defenses were not engaged.



67

In brief summary, the current findings can be inter-
preted as 1ndicating one of the ooﬁditions under which char-
acteristic defenses of S:LoE Ss are engaged: hilgh personal
involvement with a Judgment (High Certainty) prior to
encountering discrepancy. Similarly, the current findings
suggest conditions under which characteristic defensive be-
haviors of S:LoE Ss are not engaged: 10W personal involve-
ment with a Judgment (Low Certainty).

Repressor-High Esteem Ss and Certainty. Repressilve

defenses and high esteem are described by many authors as
resulting in behaviorsAwhich are percelved by others as
resistant and aggressive (Byrne, 1961; Byrne, 1964). The
results of the current study indlcate that only the R:HiE
Ss who were highly certaln of thelr initlal Judgments and
who encountered dlsagreement under condltions in which inter-
perscnal influence attempts were obvious (Unjustified Condi-
tions) responded to discrepancy with suqh resistance, 1l.e.;
narrow latltude of acceptance. That isfoply the R:HIE Ss,
who were personally involved with and committed to their
initial stand (due to a rélatively well developed attltude
structure concerning the situation being Jjudged) responded
with the defenslve behavior which is characteristically |
described of them. Under conditions in which interpersonal
influence attempts were relatively subtle and the Ss could
perceive thelr own attitude change as a relatively autono-
mous choice based on "new information" (Justified Condi-

tion), even the more personally involved R:HiE Ss, i.e.,



68

High Certain Group, 4id not respond with their character-
istic defensive behaviors.

When the R:LoE Ss of low initial Certainty encountered
disagreement, thelr behavior was more acqulescent (wide
latitude of acceptance) which is characteristic of their
reported feelings and self descriptions (Byrne, 1961; 1964).
That 1s, their behavior did not reflect an engagement of
theilr characteristic defensive behaviors. If it is possible
that these Ss did not have well devéloped attitudes concern-
ing the issues surrounding the Jjudgment as implied by their
low Certainty, they may well have experlenced the disagree-
ment encountered as one which égs of no personal importance
to themselves. As with the S:LoE Group, Low Certainty may
reflect a personal detachment, or a lack of personal chal-
lenge from the disagreeing Jjudgment such that characteristic
defenses were not engaged-with the resulﬁ.that behavior was
more or 1ess'consistent with reported feelings and self
descriptions.

Summary. When Certainty was found to have differential

A

N
effect on reactlons to disagreement, the effect was consis-

tent: High Certainty resulted in characteristic defensive
behaviors and Low Certainty resulted in behaviors which were
consistent with what dther authors have reported to be the
Ss self descriptions. ‘Defensive behaviors of the R:HLE Ss

empts

ct

were found only with the more obvious influence at
(Unjustified Conditions) while defensive behaviors of the

S:LoE Ss were apparent in both Conditions. Such a differential
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effect of the Conditions on the twc Personaliiy Jroups 1is
consistent with the greater sensitization to threat for the
S:10E Ss described by other suthors (Byras, 1961; 1654} .

Implications of Current Findings. The implications for

Fal

perscnality research and theory are clear: Dbehavliors of Ss
refiect their characteristlc defenses under certain conditions, -
and under other condltions thelr behavliors are more consis-

teny with their seif descriptions and what they report as

thelr. inner feelings.

4 second implication concerngiwhat might be called
Sherifian Theory of attitude change (Sherif, Sherif, 1956;
Hovland, Harvey & Sherif, 1957; Sherif & Hovland, 1961;
Sherif, 1960; Sherif, Sherif & Nebergall, 1965). One of
the basic assumptions of "Sherifian Theory'" is that the
more strongly commltted a glven S 1s to an initial position,
the more certaln he 1s that he 1s correct and the moré narrow
will be his latitude of acceptance. In circumstances which
result in high involvement and committment to an initial atti-
tude of position:

...our formulation predicts resistance to

change and re-entrenchment in the person's own

position. To the extent that the person is less

ego-involved 1n the issue (1% is less important)

and that the advocated position is not extremely

discrepant, the person will displace the communi-

catlion closer to his own position and react to it

more favorably so that the possibllity of attitude

change toward communication is greater. (p. X.,

Sherif, Sherif & Nebergall, 1965).

The highly significant Iinteraction between Certalnty
and Dlscrepancy for the S:LoE Group (Table ) clearly in-

dicates that the S:LoE Ss who were more certalin of their
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initial attitude manifested a wider latitude of acceptance
than did the S:LoE Ss who were relatively uncertaln of their
initial Jjudgment. This finding is contrary to that pre-
dicted by "Sherifian Theory" and suggests that the personality
or defensive characteristics of indlviduals must be taken
into account if accurate predictions of attitude changes are
to be made. |

A third implication of the current findings is methodo-
logical. The differential effect of the two Conditions were
such that greater assimilatlion occurred in Justified than
Unjustifled Conditlions and differentlal latitudes of accept-
ance for t;e High Certain R:HIE Ss occurred in the two Condl-
tions. The only difference in procedures of the two condi-
tions were that (a) in UnJustified Conditions the discrepant
ﬁeer-judgment was Iintroduced as another "part" of the experi-
ment whlle in Justifled Conditlons, the discrepant peer-judgment
was introduced as a "separate" and "independent" study, and
(b) Ss in Unjustified Conditions were asked to note the Cer-
tainty of thelr initial Jjudgment after the discrepancy was
Introduced, and this was not done under Justified Conditions.
These very small differences in procedure resulted in signi-
ficant differences in attitude change indicating that in social
psychological research even very small differences in procedures

may result in differential findings.

Reconsideration of Preliminary Studies. Preliminary
 studies wlth High and Low esteem Ss (Wall, 1965a; 1965b) and
with Repressors and Sensitizers (Wall, 1965c¢) did not indicate
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an- independent influence of initial certalnty which was
Pound in the current study. However, these earlier studies
did not control for Certalnty; meny cells contained only
High Certain or a greater proportlon of Low Certain Ss. In
the first preliminary study by the author, the high esteem
Ss were of greater Certainty than were the low esteem Ss.

In effect, the high esteem Ss in this first study repre-
sented High Certain Ss and the lcow esteem Ss were to a
significant extent Low Certain Ss. Similariy, the other
preliminary studles falled to control for Certainty of ini-~
tial Jjudgment so that the Personality dimensions and initial
Certainty could not be separated. It seems clear, then, that
any study of 1lndividual differences in attitude change must
consider inltlal certainty as a primary variable.

Summary: Initial Certainty appears to be a major factor
in determiningiindividual differences in attitude change and
appears to reflect the extent to which the S 1s personally
invelved in his initial Judgment, particularly in the current
study where no objective standards of accuracy of Judgment
are avallable. A lack of personal involvement suggested in
Low Certalnty of Jjudgment was found to result in behaviors
which were relatively consistent with what Ss report as thelr
inner feelings and self descriptions, 1.e., hostile-resistive
seli evaluations for S:LoE Ss and friendly-agreeableness for
R:HiE 8s.

When more personally involved in an initial Judgment,

as suggested by High Certainty,?disagreement results in
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behaviors which have been described as characteristic de-
fensive behaviors for the S:LoE §S, i1.e., acquiescence.

The results alseo indicate that high personal invoivement

alone as reflected by High Certainty 1s not sufficient to
engage the characteristic defensive behaviors of the R:HLE

Ss. When these R:HIE Ss are presented with relatively subtle
influence attempts and change in attitude could be percelved
as a relatively autonomous cholce based on "new information'
(Justified Condition), their behavior was consistent with
thelr reported self evaluatlons and was not the resistent argu-
mentatlive reactlon described as their characteristic defensive
beha&iors. Only when influence attempts were obvious, and

the R:H1E Ss were personally involved in thelr initlal judg-
ment did these Ss manlfest thelr defenslve behaviors of

resistance.

Other Findings

One of the measures used In studying the effect of dis-
agreement on attitudes or Jjudgments ha;\geen the value attrl-
buted to the source of disagreement (Festinger, 1957; Worchel
& McCormick, 1963). Festinger (1957) suggests that devalua-
tion of the source of discrepancy 1s one of the more basic
means of reacting to dissonance or disagreement. Simllarly,
Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall, (1965) imply that valuation of
‘the source of disagreement is one measure of the reactions of ~
individuals to discrepant Jjudgments or attitudes. The valua-

tion of the source of dlscrepancy by the Ss in the current
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study offer a second and relatively independent means of
validating earlier interpretatlons of the effect of per-
sonality, Discrepancy, Conditions and Certalnty on the
reactions of the individuals to disagreement. Accordinglyg
these valuation scores were analyzed.

Valuation 2£ the Source: Justifled Condltion. A mean

valuation score was computed from the four spcial value
scales (Person Judgment Sheet) on which the source of
discrepancy, l.e., the "peer", was evaluated by each S.

Thesg mean value scores are contalned in Table 18,

Table 18

Mean Valuation of the Source of Disagreement

Dlscrepancy Repressor- Senslitizer-
Groups High Esteem Group Low Esteem Group
High Low High Low
Certainty Certainty Certalnty Certainty

(Justified Condition)

Low g.oo 4,72 5.32 6.14

Moderate 4 .62 5.65 5,92 5.07

High 4,02 5.42 5.08 3.52
(Unjustified Condition)

Low 6.20 6.18 5.68 5.62

Moderate 4,70 4,42 4,62 L.20

High 5.24 4,22 4,43 - 3.88
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Analysis of variance was first applied'ﬁo'the value
scores for-the Ss in the Justified Condition (Table 19), and
a significant interaction (p & .05) was found between Per-
sonality and Certainty Groups. The mean scores for these
groups are reflected in Figure 4 and indicate an interaction
such that High and Low Certainty results 1n reversal of posi-
tion on value of source for the R:H1E Group and S:LoE Grocup-
Similar findings are reported by Worchel and McCormick (1963).
High Certain R:HiE Ss depreciate the source of discrepancy
which is consistent with their_reported defensive behaviors

1

(Byrne, 1961; 1964). Low Certain R:HiE Ss acqulesce more

Table 19
Results of Analysis of Variance on Mean Valuation Scores
Following Disagreement for Personality Groups,
Certainty Groups and Discrepancy Groups

in Justifled Condltlons

Source Sum of Degrees Mean

Squares Freedom Square F
Personality Groups (R:S) .219 1 .219 .595
Certainty Groups (H:L) .026 1 .026 .071
Discrepancy Groups (135) 1.687 2 844 2,293
fR:sg x (H:L 1.166 1 1.166 3.168 a
(R:S) x (135 1.687 > .BhL  2.293
(H:L) x (135 .90k 2 Jhsp 1,228
(R:S) x (H:L) x (135) 524 2 262 .712
Within Cells : gl oLl 50 1.899
Error . .368 b

a Signiflcant beyond the .05 Tevel of confldence
b Harmonic Mean = .194
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Figure 4
Mean Valuation Scores for Personality and Certvalnty

Groups 1in Justified Conditions
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4.2~
1 1
Low High
Certainty Certainty
Group Group

hlghly value the source of discrepancy which is more consis-
tent with their reported feelings (Byrne, 1961; 1964).
Similarly, High Certain S:LoE Ss highly value the source of
disagreement which is éhéracteristic of their reported de-
fensive behaviors (Byrné, 1961; 1964), and Low Certain S:LoE
Ss resist and devalue the source of dilsagreement whichlis,more
characterlstic of thelr reported feelings and self evaluations
(Byrne, 1961; 1964),

The lnteraction between Personality and Certainty on

value of the source scores suggests that High Certainty
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results in behaviors which are described as the charac-
teristic defensive behaviors for the two Personallty Groups
and that Low Certainty results in behavliors whlch are more
consistent with the reported feelings and se%f evaluations
of the Ss 1n the two Personallty Groups. Such an effect of
initial Certainty on the two Personality Groups was also sug-
gested by the independently measured attltude change scores
of these Ss.

Valuation of the Source: Unjustified Conditlons.

Analysis of varlance was applied to the value scores for the

Ss assigned to the UnJustified Condltion (Table 20), and a

Table 20
Results of Analysis of Varilance on Valuation
Scores for SubjJects Assigned to

Unjustified Conditions

Sum of Degrees Mean

Source Squares Freedom Square F
Personality Groups (R:S) .534 1 534 .738
Certainty Groups (H:L) 460 1 460 .635
Discrepancy Groups (135) 5.659 2 2,830 3.909 a
gR:S x (H:L .007 1 .007 .010
R:S) x (135 .111 2 .056 077
(H:L) x (135 .280 2 .140 .193
(R:S) x (H:L) x (135) .053 2 .027  .037
Error 135.388 57 2.375
Corrected Error ' .T42 b

a SlgnifTeant beyond the .05 level of confidence.
b Harmonlc Mean = .305
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significant effect of Discrepancy was found. The mean value
scoreé for the Discrepancy Groups are reflected in Figure 5.
As indicated in Figure 5, the main effect of Discrepancy 1is
such that value decreased with increasing Discrepancy, and
occurs between Low and Moderate Discrepancy. The almost equal
value attributed to High and Moderate Dlscrepancy in the Un-
justified Conditions supports the hypothesis that with these
procedures, High Discrepancy may not have resulted in a pro-
portionately high threét or psychdlogiéal discrepancy
(Appendix E). There was a striking lack of effect due to
Personality or Certainty factors nor was there any inter-
action effect of these two factors; 'Under the Unjustified
Condition, there was a striking lack of effect of Personality
and Certalnty as well as a lack of interactlion between Per-

sonality and Certainty variables.

Figure 5
Mean Valuation of the Source of Disagreement
for Discrepancy Groups Within

Unjustified Conditions
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Implications of Findings: Valuation of the Source of

Discrepancy. Differential findings in the two Conditions as

well as the findings within each Condition indlcate that Per-
sonality, Certainty; Conditions of influence attempts, and
Discrepancy were significant factors affecting the response
of these Ss to disagreement.

The different Condltions resulted in different findings
in regards to value of the source of discrepancy. As des-
cribed in Chapter III, the difference in the two procedures
up to the point at which the source was evaluated was that
in the Justified Condition, discrepant peer Jjudgments were
Introduced as an experiment which was Independent from the

one in which the Ss initial Judgments were measured; in the
Unjustified Condition, the peer judgment was introduced as a
part of the study in which the Ss initlal judgments were
measured. The pronounced effect of thls very small difference
in the procedures has strong implications for searching con-
siderationé of methcdeclogy in social psychological experi-
ments.

Under Conditlons in which Personality and Certainty were
shown to have significant effects on the value attributed to
the source of disagreement (Justified Conditions), the effects
were consistent w;th attitude change measures in suggesting that
High Certalnty results 1n characteristic defensive behaviors,
whille Low Certainty results in behaviors which are more consis-
tent_with what are reported to be the feelings and self des-

criptions of the Ss.



79

Summary and General Impllcations

The current series of experiments were initiated tb
clarify the variables involved in predicting attitude change
for indlviduals. Comblning research and theory in one area
of social psychology and one area of personallty, a rather
broad hypotheslis was suggested concerning the effect of the
amount of Diécrepancy and the Personallty of the S-on atti-
tude change. Prelimlinary studies indlcated a thlrd signil-
ficant varlable affecting attitude change: the Condltions
under which the influence attempt is made. Thus, the pre-
liminary experiments resulted in modificatlons of the original
hypotnesls suggested by a review of the literature. The re-
fined hypotheses concerned the effect of Personality, Discrep-
ancy and Conditlions of influence attempts.

The current study tested these hypotheses. The specific
predictlons were not supported, primarily due to the powerful
effect of initial Certalnty of Judgment, a factor which had
not been controlled in preliminary work, Thus, while the
specific hypotheses were not significantly supported, the
general purpose of the study was satisfied; the contributions
of some of the more ilmportant variables affecting attitude
change have been clarified and, more importantly, the way in
which these variables interact in affecting attitude change
was clarified.

The general conclusions from the results are that char-
acterlistlc defensive behaviors of the two Personality Groups

were ellicited by challenge of, or disagreement with, Judgments
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to which Ss were personally and strongly committed. A
relatively low level of personal committment to an inltial
judgment generally resulted In behavior which was more con-
sistent with an S's personal evaluation and Jjudgment of him-
self. Thils general statement, however, must be modifled to
consider the Conditions of influence. When Condltions were
such that the interpersonal influence attempt was indireet
and subtle, and when an "excuse" was made available which
the Ss could use to Justify change in Jjudgment as arising
from a relatively autonomous cholce; defensive behaviors

- were not manifested for elther High or Low Certaln R:HIE Ss
but were evident for the High Certain S:LoE Group. It is
concluded that such a differential effect of the Conditlons
on the two Personality Groups resulted from the high sensi-
tlzation to threat of the S:LoE Ss.

The specific findings have implications for soclal
psychological research and personality study. For example,
one general tenet of what might be called Sheriflan social
psychological theory 1s that Ss who are highly involved and
strongly committed to a position defend themselves from the
attack, represented in wide disagreement, by devaluation of
the source and contrasting in attitude change. While such
a general principle may well apply to the average S, this
study found a substantial number of Ss, dellneated on a
personallty varlable (S:LoE), who characteristically ac-
gulesce and highly value wilde disagreement. Simllarly a

review of the personality and defense literature reveals no -
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Specification of conditions which elicit non-defensive
versus defensive behavior. The current study ilndicates
that Ss of different personality structure are qulte cap-
abie under certaln condlitions of behaving in ways which
are opposite from thelr characteristic defensive behaviors
but consistent with thelr self descriptions. Furthermore,
the current study indicates some of the important variabies
effecting defensive vs. non-defensive behaviors: (a) the
degree of committment to an initial judgment or attitude
prior to disagreement (b) the conditions under which the
influence attempt 1s made and (c) the degree of discrep-

ancy encountered.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Review of the current literature in the area of per-
sonality associated with self-esteem and represslon-sensi-
tizatlon suggested that Ss wlth hlgh esteem and repressive
défenses (R:H1E) and Ss with low esteem and sensitizing
defenses (S:LoE) should respond differentially to influ-
ence attempts. R:HLE Ss characterlstically respond to
interpersonal threat with aggression and reslstance, but
describe themselves as friendly, agreeable and acquies-
cent: S:LoE Ss respond with passivity and acqulescence,but
describe themselves as hostlle, aggressive and resistive.

A review of the literature in the area of attltude
change ;ndicated that the amount of dlsagreement or dis-
" crepancy encountered was a significant variable affecting
attitude or Judgment change. Work by Sherif and hls assoc-
iates indlcated that disagreemént affects a Judgment or an
attitude similar to the way an "anchor" welght affects
Judgments of other welghts in psychophysical experiments.
With only sllight disagreement or discrepancy, Ss generally
change thelr initial Judgment in a direction toward the'dis-
crepant Jjudgment, l.e., asslimilation. The range of relatively

82
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1érge discrepancles 1n contrast is termed the latitude of
rejectlion. '

From these two relatively broad arcsas of research and
theory, it was predicted that S:LoE Ss would manlfest a rel-
atively wide latitude of acceptance and that R:HLE Ss would
manifest a relatively narrow latitude of acceptance.

Preliminary experimentation suggested that under condl-
tions in which influence attempts were relatliveiy obvious
to the Ss, the predlcted effect occurred and that under condi-
tions in which influence attempts were made fairly subtle,
the opposlte from the predicted effect occurred. Based on
these preliminary.studies, it was predicted that under condi-
tions of subtle Influence attempts, l.e., Justified Conditions,
the R;H1E Ss would manifest a wlde latltude of acceptance and |
under condltions of obvious Influence attempts, l.e., UnJusti-
fled Conditlons, the R:H1E Ss would manifest a narrow lati-
tude of acceptance. Also, 1t was predicted that in Justified
Conditions the S:LoE Group would manlfest a narrow latitude
of acceptance and under Unjustiflied Conditions, the S:LoE
Group would manifest a wlde latltude of acceptance.

The preliminary studles also suggested that initial cer-
tainty significantly affected attitude change. However, these
earlier experiments falled to control for initial certainty
such that the effect of thls variable on attitude change could
not be differentiated from the effect of Personallty, Discrep-~

ancy and Conditlon factors. Thus, in the current experiment,



84

tnitial certainty was controlled such that at least 5 high
and 5 low certaln Ss were represented in each subgroup of
Personality, Discrepancy and Condition of influence attempt.
A total of 131 Ss were run 1in the experiment.

Ss were selected from Psychology I students at the
Universlty of Oklahoma on the basis of high and low esteem
and repressive-sensitizingldefenses. One group of Ss were'
selected for both high esteem and repressive defenses (R:HiE)
and another group were selected for both low esteem and sens-
itizing defenses (S:LoE). Self esteem was measured by self-
ideal agreement on the Worchel Self Activity Inventory
(Worchel, 1957), and repressive-sensitizing defenses were
measured by the Repressibn-Sensitizaﬁion Scaie (Byrne, 1963).

Instructlons designed to involve the Ss in the task
were first administered. Then the Ss were presented with
a brief social history of a person named "Art'". The in-
formation 1indicated a deprived pre-school life for Art,
followed by a relatively averageAschooLwdevelopment. Fol-
lowing this brief social history, an incident was, descrlbed
in which Art\struck a man who fell and died as a result of
hitting his head on the floor. The Ss were asked to indi-
cate thelr attitude concerning (a) the extent to which Art
and Soclety were responsible for the_death, and (b) the
prison sentence which should be imposed on Art. The Ss
were then directed to write a brief paragraph supporting
thelr Judgments, and following this, they were asked to in-
.dicate the extent to which they were certain of their initial

Judgment.
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After the initial attitudes were thus mezsured, the 3s

were glven a prearranged judgment cf what was describzd to

them as a "peer's" judgment of the same situation, and the Ss
were asked to evaluate this peer on scales heaviiy weighted
with social value. For §s assigned to the Justifisd Condition,
the peer Jjudgments were in roduced as a comp-acshely different
experiment from the one in which the initlal attitude was
measufed° For the 8s asslgned to the Unjustified Conditions,
the peer Jjudgments were introduced as a differeﬁt part of the
same study.

_ The pre-arranged "peer" Jjudgments contained a standard
paragraph in which key words could be changed to support any
of the various Judgments. The Ss received "peer" Judgments
which were slightly, moderately or highly discrepant from
the S's initial judgment on a basis of the Ss having beén
assigned to the Low, Moderate or High Discrepancy Group.
AsSignment-to Discrepancy Group-was carrled out randomly
with the exceptlion that within each subgroup of Personallty,
Discregancy and Condition a frequency of not less than five
Ss of High initial Certainty (80 percent certain or higher)
and not less than five Ss of Low initiai’Certainty (70 per-
cent certain or lower) were included. o '

Following the S's evaluation of their assigned ”peef”,
those Ss in Unjustiiled Condltions were asked to re-evaluate
the extent to which they were certain or thelr initial judg-
ment. Thls procedure was designed to directly confront the S

with the influence nature of the study, but without explicitly
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saying so. Thls aspect of the procedure was the key
difference between the Unjustified and Justified Conditlons.

g in the last step in the experimental procedures, the Ss
;ere offered what was described to them as "new and critical"
information concerning the social history of Art. They were
directed to read this "new and critical information" and in-
dicate their new Jjudgments concerning the proper responsi-
bility and sentence whlch should be assigned to Art, as well
as the certainty of this judgment. This new information in
fact contained ambiguous and conflicting statements concerning
the soclal history of Art,

The specific hypotheses concerned only the Low and
ModeratéiDiscrepancy Groups, and were based on the findings
~of preliminary experiments. Specifically, 1t was predicted
by Hypothesis I that the S:LoE Group would manifest a narrow
latitude of acceptance in Justified Conditions and a wide lati-
tude of acceptance in Unjustified Conditions, and by Hypothesis
II that the R:HIE Group would manifest a wide latitude of ;
acceptance in Justiflied Conditions and a narrow latitude of
acceptance in UnJustified Conditions. '

These hypotheses were tested by appropriate analysis of
variance on scores fepresenting (a) attitude_changevand
(b) value attributed to source of disérepancy. The overall

analysis of varlance filndings were:

fied Condltions resulted in greater assimilation

|_J
y
P
n
ct
e e

that Unjustified Conditions.

2. Personality, Dlscrepancy, and initial Certainty inter-

acted in a complex manner to significénély affect latitude change.
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It was concluded that Personallty, Discrepancy, Condil-.
tions of influence and inltial Certainty were signiflcant
fgétors affecting attitude change.

Findings and conclusions resulting from the analysis of
the Low and Moderate Discrepancy Groups, with which thls ex-
periment was specifically concerned were as fellows:

3. Within the S:LoE Group, a significant Interaction
was found between Certalnty and Discrepancy such that {a) the
High Certalin S:LoE Group assimlilated more to Moderate than
Low Discrepancy and (byM;he Low Certain S:LoE Group assimi-
lated less to Moderate than Low Discrepancy. This effect
was present 1n both condltions.

It was concluded that High Certain S:LoE Ss manifested
a wide latitude of acceptance and that Low Certain S:LoE Ss
manifested a narrow latitude of acceptance. It was further
concluded that S:LoE Ss who are strongly committed to an
initial Judgment as indicated by High Certaintyzresponded to
disagreement wilth 6he1r characteristic defensive behaviors
and that those S:LoE Ss who were not committed to their ini-
tlal judgment (Low Certain) responded fo disagreement with
behaviors more conslstent with their self evaluations and
self descriptions. Hypotheses I was not supported.

4. Within the R:HI1E Group assigned to both Cénditioné,

a trend toward interactlon between Discrepancy and Conditions

was foun

[
ct

such that greater assimllation to Moderate than Low
Dlscrepancy occurred in Justified than in Unjustified Con-

ditions. This trend supported Hypothesis II.
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5. Within the R:HL1E Group assigned to the Justified
Condltions, a significant‘effect of Dlscrepancy was found
indicating that thils Group assimilated more to Moderate than
Low Discrepancy. |

It was concluded that the R:H1E Group assigned to the

Justifled Conditlons manifested a wide latitude of accept-

ance.
€. Within the R:HiE Group assigned to the Unjustified

Condition, a trend reflected an interaction between Certalnty

and Discrepancy such that (a) High Certain R:HiE Ss tended

to assimilate less to Moderate than Low Discrepancy and

(b) Low Certain R:HIE Ss tended to assimilate more to Moder-

ate tﬁan Low Discrepancy.

It was concluded that the High‘Certain R:H1E Group mani-
fested a narrow latitude of acceptance and the Low Certain
R:HIE Group manlfested a wide latitude of acceptance.

It was concluded that the more narrow latitude of ac-
ceptance for the R:HiE Group in UnJjustified gonditions
(4 above) was the result of the narrow 1at1tu5;Aof accept-
ance of the High Certaln R:HI1E Group. Thus, more accurate
prediction for R:HiE Ss requires refinement of Hypothesis
IT to include the variable of 1Initial Certainty.

In conditions of relatively high 1nterpersonai threat
in which influence attempts are obvious (Unjustified Condi-
"tlons) R:HiE Ss and S:LoE Ss who are strongly committed to
thelr Initlal Judgment as indicated by High Certainty mani-

fest their characteristlic defensive behéviors; and,
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R:H1E Ss and S:LoE Ss who were not committed to their ini-
tial judgment (Low Certainty) respond to disagreement wlth
behaviors more consistent with their self evaluations and
self descriptions (3 and 6 above).

The condlition of relatively low threat (Justified Condi-
tion) in which influence attempts were more subtle resulted
in defensive behaviors for the High Certain S:LoE Group but
not for the R:HiE Group (3 and 5 above). It was concluded
that the differentlal effect of relatlively low threat Condi-
tions (Justified Conditlons) on the two strongly committed
Personality Groups resulted from the greater sensitivity to
threat of the S:LoE Group.

Scores representing valuation of the source of dis-
crepancy were gnalyzed, and the findings were as follows:

7. Within Justified Conditions, a significant inter-
action between Personality, and Certalnty waé*found suéh that
(a) the High Certain S:LoE Group and the Low Certain R:HLE
Group valued the source of discrepancy more fhan did the Low
Certaln S:LoE Group and the High Certain R:HLlE Group.

It was concluded that under Conditlons in which Cer-
tainty and Personality interact,“High Certaln Ss behave in
" thelr characteristié defensive manner while Low Certain Ss

'behave i? a way which is more consistent with thelr self
eyaluations and self descriptions. Thils conclusion is con-
slstent wlth the concluslons based on attitude change.

8. Within Unjustified Conditions, a significant effect

of Dlscrepancy was found in whilch Moderate and High
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Discrepancy resulted in less value of the source than Low
Discrepancy.

From the differences in findings of the two Conditlons
(7 and 8 above), it was concluded that very slight differ-
;nces in procedures 1n soclal psychologlcal experiments
1ead to widely differed results.

The specific hypotheses were not significantly sup-
ported. However, the general purpose of the study was sat-
isfied, the contributions of some of the more important varia-
bles affecting attitude change have been clarified and, more
importantly, the manner in whlch these varlables interact in
affecting attitude change has been Speciffed.

The specific findings have implications for soclal psy-
chologlical research and personality study. For example, one
general tenet of what might be called Sherifian social psy-
chological theory is that Ss who are highly involved and
stfongly committed to a position defend themselves from the
attack, represented in wide disagreement, by devaluation of
the source and contrasting In attitude change. While such a
general principle may well apply to the average S, thils study
found a substantial number of Ss, dellneated on a personality
variable (S:LoE), who characteristically acqulesce and highly
value wide disagreement. Similarly a review of the person-
alityfand'defense literature reveals no specification of con-
ditions which ellcit non-defensive versus defensive behavior.
The current study 1ndicates that S8 of different personality

structure are qulte capable under certain conditions of
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behaving in ways which are opposite from their character-
istic defensive behaviors but consistent with thelr self
descriptlions. Furthermore, the current study indicates
some of the important varlables effecting defenslve vs.
non-defensive behaviors: (a) the degree of committment
to an initlal Judgment or attitude prilor to'disagreement
(b) the conditions under which the influence attempt is

made and (c) the degree of dlscrepancy encountered.
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Pags 1
MEASURE OF SOCIAL JUDGMENT ABILITY (college level)

The following is a very brief but highly informative description of
an actual person and actual events, After you have read this description,
turn to the next page and follow the instructions,

DESCRIPTION:

/’

Art grew up in a lower middle socio-economic level neighborhood which
was not far from a slum area in a8 medium sized city in California, His
father was a man who was unable to work because of a recurring pain in his
left arm, His father's arm had to be amputated shortly after Art's birth;
nevertheless, he never did work again, The mother earned only & small salary
at part time jobs such as baby sitting and housework., The mother's small
income and the father's welfare payments were only sufficient to maintain
the family within it8' socio-economic neighborhood. As a result of the
father's lack of work and the mother's employment, Art was left alone
during a larger portion of his pre-school life, Conflicting reports are
made by neighbors concerning Art's reaction to his very restricted pre~
school life,

Art's school officials reported that he was never in any serious
trouble, that he made average grades, and that he seemed to be a ''normal
child in most respects except for his lack of adequate clothing, He is
reported by his teachers to have had an average number of friends, and he
found enough time for extracurricular activities such as competing in
athletics, It was noted by some of his friends that the athletic coach
looked a great deal like Art's father,

When Art was graduated from high school, he was seen by a vocational
counselor to whom he indicated that he wanted to get a job immediately so
that he could help in the support of his parents, His mother had had a
stroke and had become unable to work and maintain their home. Art was
able to find the work that he indicated he had wanted,

One year after graduation from high school and 15 months after his
mother had been paralyzed, Art was talking to some of his high school
friends when a stranger bumped into him in a bar, The stranger made
some effort to apologize and said that he had been pushed by someone
else., Art refused to accept the apology, became enraged, and hit this
man, The man fell, hitting his head against the concrete floor, He died
shortly afterward. This stranger was described by Art's neighbors as a
man who looked like Art's father, and many of his high school friends
noted that the stranger looked markedly like the high school athletic
coach,

Art is currently serving a sentence in a state penitentiary.



Page 2

MEASURE OF SOCIAL JUDGMENT ABILITY (college level)

Check a single number below which best represents what you feel Art's
sentence should have been.

YEARS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Society has lost a productive member, and an individual has ilost his
freedom, Check below that single statement which you feel best describes
where the responsibility for this situation should be placed.

DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY

- Art is responsible ' Society is responsible
Entirely Almost Most More 50-50 More Most Almost Entirely
all all
(1) (2) (3) () (5) 6). (7) (8) 9)

Write a brief paragraph supporting your judgments concerning the
sentence and the degree of responsibility.

On the scale below, mark the number which best represents the degree
to which you are certain of your judgments, ‘

ABSOLUTELY . , o ABSOLUTELY
CERTAIN = UNCERTAIN

100%  90% 80% 70% 60% S0% 40% 30% 20% 10% 00%
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Paragraph on prearranged soclal judgment sheet

The following paragraph was written in the blank space
allotted for the "peer's" judgment on the Social Judgment
Sheet. The paragraph was wriltten 1n pencill.

(entirelyg

(almost all

(most)
(Society) (more than 1/2)
(Art) is (one half) responsible and Art

should recelve the punishment which 1s only Just. The sen-
tence that I have indicated seemé to me to be appropriate.

It is only when (Society)/(the individual) 1s willing to

aécept the appropriate share of responsibllity that people
can live together meaningfully. If we change the world
around without any Justificatlon, then there 1s very little
that we can depend on as belng stable and unchanging.

(All/almost all/, etc.,) of the responsibility should be

considered to be (Soclety's/ Art's).

P!
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Qui

PERSON JUDGMENT ABILITY (college level)

Mark below the number that best represents your impressions of
the person whose social judgment you have just read. Feel free to
use your impressions and feelings to their fullest extent.

Extremely Average Extremely
Low High ‘
Flexibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Psychological
Insight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 -

Ability to get
along with others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Positive regard
for others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
(Social Judgment - college level)

Read the following additional information concermng Art, and re-evaluate
your judgments,

FURTHER INFORMATION:

Art's neighbors gave conflicting reports concerning Art's reactions to
his early restricted environment. ' One neighbor reports that he was a sick
and weak child and "'on the shy side'’, while another nelghbor indicates that
Art was one of the most robust children in the block and "always getting
into things''. w

Art obtained two jobs after graduation from h1gh school, He delivered
milk during the mornings and was a general handy-man in the evenings.

He received a better than average salary, however, he worked overtime
for this pay.

Check the number below which best represents what you feel Art's
sentence shouicd have been,

. .YEARS _ >
123456789 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Check belcw that statement which you feel best describes where the
responsibkility for this situation should be placed.

DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY

Art is responsible Society is responsible
Entirely Almost Most More 50-50 More Most Almost Entirely
All All

m @ @3 @ (5) ® M @ (9

On the scale below, mark the number which best represents the degree
to which you are certain of your judgments,

ABSOLUTELY ABSOLUTELY
CERTAIN UNCERTAIN
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 00%
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High Discrepancy Group

The High Discrepancy Group was not involved in the
specific hypotheses, but was included in the hopes of
clarifying the effect of such extreme discrepancy.

Examinatiqn of Figure 1 reveals that in seven of the
eight subgroups, High Discrepancy resulted in a change  |
away ffom the level of attltude change to Moderate Discrep-
ancy and toward that level of attitude change at Low Discrep-
ancy. That 1s, seven of the elight subgroups showed a peak
or dip in attltude change at Moderate Discrepancy. In four
of these subgroups (High Certain S:LoE and Low Certain in
Justifled Conditions and the two R:HLE Groups in UnJjustified
Conditions), the level of attitude change at High and Low
Discrepancles are essentially equal. One of the contributing
factors to this nearly equal attitude change at Low and High
Discrepancy 1s similar to what Festinger (1957) hés descrilbed ¢
as "dissociatién”. .

Festinger (1957) suggests that discrepancies between atti-
tudes or cognltions may be so wlde that the S sees the two as
unrelated to each other, The nature of thé Responsibility
Scale may contribute to such a "dissociation effect" in that
one hélf of the scale concerns the extent of an individuals
reéponsibility. Inspection of the scale may suggest that the
two halives are mutually exclusive, 1.e., "soclety is almost
entirely responsible" vs. "the individual is almost entirely

responsible'. However, in the preliminary studies by the
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author several Ss evldently perceilved the Responsibility

Scale as being two different scales in that they indicated

a choice toward one end of the scale and another cholce

toward the oppbsite end. When these Ss were asked to in-
dicate which cholce they preferred, a féw of them argued
strongly that they supported both judgments. The behavior'

of these few Ss suggest that when wide dilscrepanciles were
Introduced which deplcted cholces bn opposite sides of the
Responsibllity Scale; Ss may have tended to percelve these
tWO.supposedly discrepant Judgments as essentially unrelated.
High Discrepancy Groups recelved a '"peer Judgment" which was
five points discrepant. from thelr initial Judgment on a nine
point scalé. Each S in the High Discrepancy Groups recelved

a widely dlscrepant judgment Indicating a cholce toward the
opposite end of the scale. Thus, the responses of Ss to High
Dlscrepancy may have been effected by a tendency to dissociate
the two attitudes as belng essentlally unrelated rather than
in conflict or "dissonant"”. Such a tendency would help account
for the simlilarlvy of responses to Low and High Discrepancy
for the majority of the subgroups.

In summary, *High Discrepancy may well have interacted
with the Responsibllity Scale such that the "dissociation
effect" described by Festinger (1957) was obtained. Such
an effect should be investigated with scales that do not lend
themselves to dissoclatlion at the more extreme levels of

discrepancy.
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Raw Data

" UNJUSTIFIED CONDITIONS
REPRESSOR-HIGH ESTEEM GROUPS .

Before Disagreement Following Dlsagreement
Sen- Respon- Percent Value Remeasure Sen- Respon- Percent
tence sibility Certaln  of of tence sibility Certain
Scale Scale Source Certainty Scale Scale

LOW DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)

1 6 0 3.0 90 2 6 90
2 1 0 7.5 80 2 2 80
5 L 80 7.0 80 5 4 80
10 3 80 €.5 90 10 2 90
3 3 80 7.3 90 2 80
5 3 90 7.3 80 5 3 80
1 5a 80 7.0 50 1 5 50
1 5a 90 4.0 90 - 1 6 90
(Low Certainty Group)
10 Sb 60 5.0 100 10 5 60
3 b 50 6.5 60 2 4 60
15 3 70 7.3 80 15 3 80
5 4 4o 4.3 70 5 3 80
2 2 40 7.8 Lo Y 2 40
MODERATE DISCREPANCY GROUPS
' (High Certainty Groups)
5 5a " 90 4.0 100 5 5 100
3 6 80 4.3 90 2 6 90
5 6 90 3.8 80 5 7 80
5 7 80 4.5 80 5 6 80
15 1 - 100 7.0 100 15 1 100
10 bBa 100 5.8 100 10 5 100
2 6 . .90 3.5 90 2 6 90
(Low Certainty Group)
5 6 70 1.8 70 5 6 80
2 5a EO 2.8 gO 1 & C
12 3 0 5.5 0 12 0
6 2 40 8.0 60 2 ? gO
4 4 50 4.0 50 4 3 60

o

G

Discrepancy above midpoint on Responsibility Scale.
Discrepancy below midpoint on Responsibility Scale.
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UNJUSTIFIED CONDITIONS Contlnued
REPRESSOR-HIGH ESTEEM GROUPS continued

Before Disagreement Following Disagreement

Sen- Respon- Percent Value Remeasure Sen- Respon- Percent’
tence sibility Certain of of tence sibility Certain
Scale Scale Source Certalnty Scale Scale

HIGH DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Groups)

10 3 80 5.3 80 10 ) 80
2 3 90 5.3 80 1 3 90
15 2 90 7.0 90 10 2 90
2 8 80 2.0 80 2 8 90
8 3 90 7.0 90 5 3 90
10 - 90 3.3 90 10 n 90
8 1 80 6.0 80 8 L 100
2 4 80 6.0 80 2 Y 80
(Low Certainty Group)

20 6 70 3.0 80 10 6 80

15 3 70 4.5 90 12 3 80
3 7 70 5.0 70 3 T 70
3 2 20 4.3 60 ﬁ 2 60
4 4 4o 4.3 Lo ) 4o

UNJUSTIFIED CONDITIONS
SENSITIZER-LOW ESTEEM GROUPS
LOW DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)

15 > 90 7.3 90 13 2 90
2 4 90 5.3 90 3 I 100
5 7 80 3.8 100 5 7 90
3 i 80 4.5 100 3 i 100
5 3 80 7.5 80 5 3 80

_ (Low Certainty Group)
3 4 50 6.8 50 1 5 50
3 3 60 6.5 80 3 3 80
2 6 20 5.5 50 1 6 Lo

15 3 70 5.5 70 15 4 60
5 6 60 3.8 - 70 8 6 80
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UNJUSTIFIED CONDITIONS continued
SENSITIZER-LOW ESTEEM GROUPS continued

Before Disagreement Following Dilisagreement

Sen- Respon- Percent Value Remeadure Sen- Respon- Percent
tence sibility Certain of of - tence sibility Certain
Scale Scale Soyrce Certainty Scale Scale

MODERATE DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)

5 7 80 3.3 80 5 4 70

20 7 80 k.0 70 20 7 80

8 3 90 5.0 90 8 3 100

10 3 80 5.8 70 6 5 70

10 1 80 5.0 80 8 5 80
(Low Certainty Group)

10 s - 30 5.0 30 10 4 40
5 7 50 4.3 60 5 6 50
3 5b 70 3.0 90 1 6 100
1 6 Lo 3.57. 60 1 7 50
3 2 60 5« 70 3 2 60

HIGH DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)
5 2 80 6.3 80 4 4 70

10 3 80 4.5 70 10 4 80
5 1 80 2.5 80 3 1 100
5 3 80 3.8 80 5 3 90
5 1 80 6.0 90 5 1 90

2 M 90 3.5 90 1 6 90

(Low Certainty Group)

10 3 40 4.3 40 10 3 40
2 3 60 2.0 60 2 3 60
7 1 60 5.8 50 7 1 50

10 3 20 5.0 20 10 3 20
2 3 70 2.3 60 2 3 80

b Discrepancy below mIdpoint on ResponsibIliTy Jcale.



112

JUSTIFIED CONDITIONS
REPRESSOR-HIGH ESTEEM GROUPS

Before Dlsagreement o Following Disagreement

Sen- Respon- Percent Value Remeasure Sen- Respon- Percent
tence sibility Certain  of of tence silbillty Certain
Scale Scale Source Certainty Scale Scale

LOW DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)

5  5a 80 5.3 - 5 4 80
10 5b 100 3.3 - 10 U 100
L Sa 90 3.3 - 3 5 80
1 2 100 6.8 - 5 1 100
5 1 100 6.8 - 5 1 100
(Low Certainty Groups)
y Y 70 4.5 - Y 5 60
2 6 70 2.3 - 2 6 70
21 2 60 7.3 - 21 2 60
2 3 70 3.0 - 1 3 80
4 3 70 6.5 - 5 3 70.
MODERATE DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)
19 2 100 4.3 - 19 2 100
D 1 90 6.5 - 2 1 90
15 i 90 5.0 - 12 i 90
5 1 100 3.0 - 5 1 100
2 5a 80 4.3 - 2 2 90
(Low Certainty Group) |
5 7 60 5.5 - 5 6 60
6 I 50 L8 - 6 i 50
5 4 60 6.3 - 3 5 60
5 5b 70 5.8 - 3 5 70
3 3 70 5.0 - 3 b 70
15 2 70 6.5 - 14 3 70
HIGH DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)
1 7 Q0 2.8 - 1 L 80
5 1 90 5.0 - 5 1 90
15 3 80 6.0 - 15 3 80
1 8 100 2.8 - 2 6 100
3 7 90 3.5 - 3 7 90

oW

D?screpancy apove midpoint on Responsibility scale.
Discrepancy below mldpolnt on Responsibllity scale.

-
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JUSTIFIED CONDITIONS continued
aﬁPRESSOR—HIGH ESTEEM GROUPS continued

Before Dilsagreement , Followlng Disagreement

Sen- Respon- Percent Value Remeasure Sen- Respon- Percent
tence sibility Certain of of tence sibllity Certain
Scale Scale ’ Source Certainty Scale Scale

HIGH DISCREPANCY GROUPS continued
(Low Certainty Group)

10 2 50 6.5 - 10 i 50
20 I 50 6.3 - 20 1 70
5 6 70 4.0 - 5 6 70
2 4 70 5.0 - 2 5 70
2 4 4o 5.3 - 5 i 60

JUSTIFIED CONDITIONS

SENSITIZER-LOW ESTEEM GROUPS

LOW DISCREPANCY GROUPS

(High Certainty Group)

5 3 . 90 6.5 5 4 100
1 9 100 4.5 - 1 9 100
5 _ 3 100 5.8 - 5 2 100

10 80 L.g - 10 3 . 90
5 5b 90 5.5 - 5 6 80

B (Low Certainty Group)
1 7 00 5.3 - 1 6 00

18 3 60 L.3 - 10 5 70
3 3 30 5.3 - N~ 3 Lo

10 2 70 8.5 - 10 2 70
3 7 70 7.3 - 3 6 90

MODERATE DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)

10 3 80 6.0 - 10 L 80

10 3 90 5.3 - 10 3 100
3 1 80 5.5 - 2 3 - 90
1 1 100 7.5 - 1 1 100
'’ 5b ’ 80 5.3 - 1 6 80

b Discrepancy below midpoInt dh Responsibllity Scale.
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. JUSTIFIED CONDITIONS continued
SENSITIZER-LOW ESTEEM GROUPS continued

Before Disagreement Following Disagreement

Sen- Respon- Percent Value Reméasure Sen- Respon- Percent
tence sibility Certain of ¢ of tence sibility Certain
Scale Scale Source Certainty Scale Scale

MODERATE ‘DISCREPANCY GROUPS continued
(Low Certainty Group)

5 T 70 4.5 - 5 5 80
5 5a 20 5.3 - 5 5 30
2 g ) 60 6.8 - 2 2 70
i 30 5.5 - 5 5 70
8 b 4o 5.5 - 5 5 70
1 7 70 ?.8 - 1 7 70
HIGH—DISCREPANCY GROUPS
(High Certainty Group)
5 2 80 4.8 - .3 2 80
21 1 100 6.8 - 21 1 100
5 8 80 5.5 -- 5 8 80
10 1 100 5.0 - 10 1 100
4 5 90 3.3 - 4 5 100
N (Low Certainty Group)
1 3 60 5.5 | 3 80
5 3 60 5.5 - | 3 80
5 6 60 4.3 - 5 g 70
17 4 70 3.3 - 1 80
3 7 50 1.0 - 3 7 50

a Dlscrepancy above midpoint on ResponsiblLlity Scale.

¥



