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- ABSTRACT. °
-, \.
Research on the group shift phenomenon has, far” the most” part,

n.im

employed a w1th1n subjecxs repeated measugis de31gn Than\1s, sub-

jects have typ1ca1]y comp]eted an individual.pretest prior to being
' . . . ¢ o o . ]

. formed into groups to discuss the tasks and, reach-group decisions.
* ’ ) ’/ v
" dn. them. Recent1y, however much concern has been expressed about -

the 1nf1uence which’ pretest1ng may exert on the phenomenon. v

<@

- This thes1s reports (hree "experiments wh1ch used risk- evok1ng

[3RY

Cho1ce D11emma Questlonna};g‘(CDQ items to examine the ramifi- . -
' cat1ons of the pretesting phase for the group shift effect The

Leffects of expectat1on of discussion, of pretest complet1on, and
AN ! . s T ¥ . .

of anonymféy on subjects' CDQ.itém~preference'selections were .
examined. In additioh‘ the reliability of the sMift effect was
cons1dered as was the extent to which subJects pay attent;on to
(or are’ aware of) certa1n exper1mental lnstructlons.

Stat1st1ca11y stgn1f1cant group sHifts to risk were obta1ned in

al] three experiments w1th a number of . d1fferent pretest man1pulat1ons

¢ e £

A1though the Tnfﬁuence of exposure to expectat1on-1nduc1ng manlpu-

' 1at1ons was not cons1stent across stud1es,,ant1c1pat1on of forthcoming

d1scu551on was related to relat1Veyy caut1ous initial preference'selec-
tion. There was, however, no ev%dence to suggest that subJects expec-
tat1on§'are causal]y 1mp11cated in sh1ft occurience. Moreover, the

e L

th1rdtexper1ment Suggested that if expectat1ons about future item- )

related activities, such as group-discussdoh,_areﬂstrongly[aroused,{

they may suppress the shift effect. ‘Finally, a. postexperimental
K P} .




'Y

. qdestibnnai'e indicated-that.deehfdl“mahfpu}ations may BE\necéssaﬁy

order'to cgnvince subjects thatithey~wi11 be

. 4,

.- /
A )

- 'offered 5 ‘support for-;he noﬁcon that pretest completton is not

causal]y i p]1cated in thé’group shtft ‘effect. That 1s, in two of

N

the three xper1ments, group ded’glon scores of subJects who Wene

Ve not pretes ed were 51gn1f1cq\t1y more risky than the in

L4

g ' ences of p etested subJects ;; was- also noted that in the absence
-of a prete t, group decision and posttest preferences tended aeross
stud1es, to be more Var1ab1e than when. pretest1ng had been employed

'Thus,-wh11 1t s unllkely that the pretest is causally 1mp11cated

cf
’jn the-shlft effect, it may exeﬁt a- stab11121ng 1nf1uence on’ the

L

-

.. »

magnitude pf shift.

Thenparticipants'

experimen ,

Subjects were e1ther asked to put the1r nhmes gn the

4

LT

degreé of aﬁonymity'was examined in the‘third‘

..-

i

itial prefer—

PN

n-
: . SN
\scussing the CDQ items.

A
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~ GENERAL INTRODUCTION .
17 .
- o L

( 1) Aﬂyrpose of the Research . T

The phenomenon that has been referred to as the 21sky sh1ft has

©

.been studied for moresthan 15 years and in that time -has accumulated
.a literature of ‘well .over 360;artic1es." A Sh?ftfto'risk.isgsaid to
. roecur if postdiscussion group°decjsionsqon Eertain’is;ues are more
risky‘pr extreme, Wan the‘averaée of“the’predistussipn.opinions of
individual group meﬁberst ﬂpéh ot_the resea;ch-deating wtth thisﬂ/
cteftegt has used a single instrnment,ithe @hdice Dilemmas Questtonn;ire
‘(CDQ), and a'§in§1e repeated measures researchedesign 'Despite the N
more than 3Q0 pub11cat10ns about th1s phenomenon conseqhences for the’

external va11d1ty of the efféct which m1ght ar1se from the extensive use

of the CDQ 1tems and the repeated measures des1gn have not been c]ear]y

de]uneated The task and methodo]og1ca1 genera]1zab111ty of the pheno- )

menon are 1ssues of con51dera€1e concern and 1mportadc§ (Cartwr1ght
%971 1973 Dion, Baron and Mfller, 1970 Myers andatamm, 19765 Pru1tt

1971b) L SR . - ;

[

<

fThe present research cons1sted of three.exper1ments wh1ch attemgted :

tq examine the genera11zab1]1ty questlon by c1ar1fyigg the 1mpact of

pretest complet1on on group dec1s1ons and of anonym1ty and ant1c1pat1on
° 7

of d1scuss1on on 1n1t1a1 pretést preference selection. The exact .

nature of: the sh1ft and the var1ab1es-whﬁch 1nf1uence it must be under-

stood- As Cartwrlght (1971) has poinﬁed out general1zat1on to natura1

. the“results have been obtalned" (Pa 37&) u T

-,
%
°

] . S
‘ ©

groups "requ1res carefu] considerat1oh pf the cond1t1ons under wh1ch %"

e



0" -~ (2) Background ‘ ce s .
‘ ~In.its original form the CDQ conta1ned,12 hypothet1ca1 life

S1tuat1ons {see Pru1tt 1971a) Although a 1arge number of stud1es ’e
have used this or1g1na] quest1onna1re developed by wa11ach and Kogan

1959), many others have emp]oyed abbrev1ated vers1ons or have

. 1ncorp9ra§ed new items constructed on the same format. ;Bothﬁthe . %

-

' - -. N ’ . . ) o . o ' . ‘/! o ‘ﬂ
‘ -, original 12 items and more recéntly, developed ones us1nb the same:-- -
format will -be referred to as CDQ“items.g Since a shift has also

) 4

‘begn found on non-CDQ items often having no explicit risk content,
/oy X , e
,it=has been su&gested that this phenoménon might more apt1y be

descr1bed as a."polar1zat1on" sh1ft,can "extrem1ty" $hift, or°a

“group" shﬁft (Do1se, 1969; Moscovici and Zava11on1, 1963' Pruitt, °

. . 1971a; and V1dmar, ]974). The present author will refer to the-
.\ < ‘ QG P . Q‘Q ' . . 'alo‘

phenomenon as a group, shift. ' < , .

aQ “- o

: » The bas1c repeated measures parad19m used in much of the group

“ shift research involved hav1ng subJectsfmake dec1s10ns three t1mes

v

< . for each item. -The f]rst of these decis1ons (11) is a pretest and

is made individually by each subject -Ihe subjects are then'usua11y

‘e

v : assignedcto a groyp°® (most ofteén %angwng between three and 5% members)

“oand are asked to discuss £he items as a.group and jo-arrive at'a - e
unantmous group decls1on (G).. Fo]]ow1ng G the subJects are asked to

B PR rergad the 1tens as 1nd1v1dua1s -and’ to 1nd1cate the1r*f1na1 risk, coe
- preference for each 1tem (12).’ They are usua]]y informed ‘that this

. 1ast~dec191on is to be made in‘ case they felt d1ssatisfact1on w1th L

o . 3 - the group dec1s1on and want to change the1r answers Group shift is
o o ®

© a - ¢ommonly ¢ons1dered to be the amount of/change from® the averaged

o

member 11 dec1s1ons to the G HeC1s1on.




'and by a]ter1ng the pdpular répeated measures desmgn Al though stud1es

(Myers and B1shop, 19Z0), hypothettcal traff1c cases (Myers and Kap]an,

'Amer1cans (Moscov1c1 and Zava110n1, 1969), a]tru1sm 1tem§ (Schroeder,
- Task (B]ascov1ch G1nsburg, and Howe , 1973%. B]ascov1ch G1nsburg, and

'(Madsen 1975) and items pertainzng to values of freedom and cequality

. having no exp11c1t rlsk content) when the trad1t1ona? des1gn is reta1ned

Although these studies do help- c1ar1fy the phenomenon s‘externa1 va11-

quest1on by attempt1ng to replicate the shift with non- CDQ mater1a1s

1ncorporat1ng ewther or both of these strateg]es are fa1rly we11 . ,

represented in the 11terature, it is not yet possible to draw firm’

conclusions about the extent of the grodp shift's generaffzabi]ity

i

or abéut the “factors which nay enhance or reduce it.
. .

s _ Attitudes towards rival schools (Doise,’1969), risk taking in con-

sumer product select1on (Johnson and Andrews, 1977), racial attitudes

]976), eth1ca1 1ega( dileémmas" (Myer§ Schreiber and V,iels, 1973);
att1tudes of French high* schoo] students towfrd DeGau]le and toward .

[~

1973),‘ﬁett1grew S Category w1dth Scale .(Vidmar, 1974),va BlackJack - -

Veach° 1975)v att1tudes tﬁhard relaxation of a#r po]]ut1on controlf

PR

1] g

(Pruitt and Cosent1no, ]975) havé been~used\as veh]cﬂes-for the emp1r1ca1 )
generalization of ‘the group shift eF{ectiv"However, the above studie$ .
uti]tzed the'repeatedfmeasure§~design,so commen'td the,gnodb sht?t nork. )
Thus bne might offer the somewhat 1imited cdnclusion that the group

shift effect can be genera112ed to many non- -CDQ mater1a1s (frequently

4

'

dity with regard to tasks they do not address the Cruc1a1 prob1em of

external va11d1ty be1ng affected the pretest paradigm ‘ L
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Thefeffects of the‘pretest‘paradién‘havesalsO‘been examined By

o
LA

4 stud1es us1ng both &DQ items' and¢d1fferent types of tasks in conjunction
. /, . ey -
with some form dF~between groups design. wh11e most of these stud1es

¥

have been concerned w1th ‘the occurrence of a pretest by treatment inter-
action, a few-have been:qddressed to }he,effects of the pretesting - .
‘environment on Zﬁxselection. Unfortunate]y theuresu1ts haVe been equi-
vocad. Taken agya who1e;‘the studies ‘leave many unanswered questions

and ‘do not Tead to firm. conclusions about the influence ‘of pretesting on  ©

- ’ ) ’

T the group shift effect. The present research was undertaken ‘in order to -

further examine’ this issue. . ’ &

®

There are a number of ways in which the pretesting phase may*influl\

f L ® ence the group shift. © Some poss1b1e mfluences (such as- prete’,st by

2 , ) treatment 1nteraction) ;h1ch pretest completlon may'exert on group
dec1s1on scores wvl] now be cons1dered FoT]ow1ng th1s d1scuss1on,'

: N considerable attent1on will be paid toathe 1nf1uence wh1cn.the pretesttng

enyironment (i.e. testiné.room& indiuidual vs. group'pretesgqu, etc, ) \

: ‘may eiert'op pretest;score selection. o co .

*i. " . '.-g‘t\'v ‘ ./ ’ . ’

% - . - '.(3) Effects of Pretest Comp1et1on ' R o o ]

g < Consider’ the/poss1b1e 1nf1uence of actua11y comp]et1ng the pretest. N

Initial exposure,to (and preference selection on) the 1tems max influence

IR subJects react1ons to group discussion and thus affect theﬁr group
3 A °

i .
qdec1s1ons. The comp]etion of a pretest preference on a part1cular 1tem .

‘ ! o« may sens1tizz subJects to certain aspects of that 1tem, may lead to ‘.

<

-greater comm1tment to a particu]ar a1ternatﬂve, or may g1ve subJects R ‘

) : pract1Ce Ain dealing with, or "so1v1ng“, 1tems of a gehenﬁ1 type. A . .19/'
L e . S / ‘ ) ) N

- : ) > ' Mo “_.:_—F*.. o

“ ..
. . 4 .
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. number of‘authors have aiready attempted to exam1ne the nature of pretest
b S e - ~ ) ] - - RN ‘.""
v .'jcompletvon. A f~ . o . N

: -, . e

. At ,least fwe stud-fes( h&ve been comp]eted wh1ch emp]oyed both non~ K ’l

. CDQ: 1tems and a- between groups design. He1mbach (1970) us1ng a gury_ -
task, Blank (1968) us1ng a gamb11ng task, Myers and Bach (1974) us1ngs s

€
m1]1tarlsm-pac1f1c1sm 1temg, and Y1non, Jaffee, and Feshback 1975%

= o \ 3

usrng an e]ectr:c shock as punishment man1pu1at1on obta1ned ev1dence

that newther the CDQ nor pretesting seem essent1a1 for the o/currence of Cor

v

. a group sh1ft Only one study (Davis, Kerr, Sussman, and/R1ssnan 1974, ;
A - . )
‘ using dupiex bets) conctuged that there was some-d e of justification
for concern about the effects of pretesting. ,xﬁé; found that pretested‘

groups and subJects, on subsequent test;ng//:ended to perceive bets of

;e zero or positive exoected.value as re attract1ve than did non- pretested

groups of subjects. On the‘w e, the ev1dence from these five stud1es

tends to favour the concldsion’ that pretesting is not essent1a1 for a

group'shift. Add1t' nal stud1es using CDQ items, and a between group

des1gn (Baron, aron, . and Roper, 19?4 Car]son and Dav1s, 1971 Castore,

1972, Gas '11 Thomas, and Farr 1973 McCau]ey,{Teger, and Kogan, 1971

:‘Myens,.Bach and Schre1ber, 1974 and Vidmar, Ferguson and Heapy, T973)’ “
. "i/wére aiso concerned, w1th the group decision consequences of hav1ng

e completed a pretest".These \atter stud1es, taken*as a who]e, obta1ned

‘ more equ1voca1 resu]ts Cod%1derat1on,must be gtven at 1gast three ways“
X ;// s :~ f' in which’ 1n1t1a1 preferehce se]ect1on may affect group, dec1s1ons

o i F1rst subaects‘?elect1ng an alternative on a specif1c 1tem may

»
»

‘become sens1t3zed to various aspects of that 1tem . This sens1t12ation

to the spec1f1c 1tem may then interact 1n some fashion with group




d1scuss1on on that item and thus 1nf1uende the “nature of the group

l\“‘—' >

dec1s1on scores. Mbst stud1es have been,addressed to th1s p0551b111ty~~,'-l

-
i

and have tended to assume that if ah. 1ntéract1on gccurred it wouhd _
Y R '.' t‘

‘result in subJects select1ng greater r1sk at G than at I] Castore
(1972) concluded that without & pretesn there is.no 1ncreased group s

pref;rence for risk and that the usual groupysh1ft to. r1sk coqu "most _

‘a .

aptly be attvﬁbuted to an 1nteract1on between the predtscuss100 assess—

4

ment process and the effects of group discussion (p 1655 "o the «t

other hand Gaskell et al. (1973), and Myers et al. (1973) obta1ned<i‘

’-

s1gn1f1cant group discussion effects in the absence of a pretest

' McCauley et al. {1971); Carlson and Davis’ (1971), Vidmar et a]. (1973) .
. RN . . L

L4

-and Baron etval.‘(1974)‘obtainedﬁinconCIUSTve results. The group decision

‘ . . . . . L, ,
- .. PR . . [P L . b4
scores in their'no-pretest conditions were not s1gn1f1cant]y;rfsk1er

-

than the I] se1ection of subjects-in standard conditions. A]] fou N f

the pretest scores in the standard cond1t1ons

Lo

Second, comp]et1on of a pretest may 1nf1uence group responses if
subJects become committed to their II se]ect1ons Comm1tment to a’
pé§t1cu1ar I] se]ect1on m1ght make subJects less inclined to change o
their opjn1on dur1ng d1squssnon and result in a decreasq"treatmeht
effect A]though numerous studies S LM the attatude 11terature (e Qs
Deutsch, Krauss and Rosenau, 1962; Gerard, Blevans, and Malco1m, 1964)
vouch for the importance of this factor, there 1s Tittle emp1r1ca1
ev1dence ava11ab1e i the group shift 11terature 1tse1f to e1ther support

or deny th1s poss1b111ty &
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/.
- 51m11ar type.' Gaskel) et aT (1973) found no ev1dence to support th)§

" notion 4nd, concluded that pretest effects do not genera11ze to items

generalizability of the shift, it deserves concentrate?jand systematic

_ examinatiom, - L, a B

Thard' p}etest exper1ence with 1tems of the CDQ fype"may make
* .
subJects "fam111ar with item characteristics or give them prattlce

R

so]vnng items of the CDQ type. Th1s genera] fam111ar1ty might then

1nteract ‘with 1ater d1scuss1on exposure to the same items or to atems of .

e

\‘. ‘.

-

which were not included in: the pretest. ,

Some of the above studies indicate that a significant shift occurs

a4

on--CDQ items in the absence of a pretest whereas others are‘tncdnc]usive '

. and one conc]udes that w1thout pretesting no shift occursl Thus the

'tonsequence§¥of pretest comp]et1on especially with respect to CDQ

-

-

1tems, are not at all clear. Because the issue is so cr1t1ca1 for the

-

L]

(4)' Effects of the Pretgsting.Environment

q

In addition to the poss1bi]1ty that I] select1on dur1ng the pre- -

'test1ng phase 1nf1uences later dec1s1ons» there 1s a]so a poss1b111ty

that the se]ect1on of I] itself may be unintentionally 1nf1uenced Thqs”
section w111 consider the possib111ty that a]terhattves ‘selected during

the pretesting phase may themselves be 1nf1uenced by the env1r0nment in

wh1ch they are chosen For efnmpte, the common]y ﬁsed'group pretest1ng

51tuat1on, the 1aboratory setting,or some other asbect of the s1tuat1on L
might supply subJects Wlth cues that d1scusston ‘t& imminent. If subJects
expect d1scuss1on tﬁey may se1ect more cautious (or perhaps 1ess extreme)

L preferencés than - they wou]d in the absence of such expectathns




Anticipation of havin' to discuss, and perhaps defend, Qa pretest opinion

may lead to ?nitia1 elections that are .easy to defend rather than ones

< -~ 7

wh1ch ref]ect true f e11ngs - B ™
The poss1Q111t' that 11 may - be,v1ewed as. a dependent variable -

1nf1uenced by est1ng-cond1t1ons has received little explicit consi-

- deratioh'in‘past studies Most studieséhave assumed that'the-I1 scores

- obtained us1ng the standard repeated measures des1gn are subgects true"'

1n1t40; preferences, un1nf1uenced by artlfact However, GaskeI] et al.

. (1973) and‘McCau]ey (1920) both suggésted that: I] scores $0 obtained may

‘not, represent subaects true preferences o '
Gaskell and his associates felt that '"1n the pretest phase SUbJeCtS .

1prob4!1y anticipate group act1v1ty and . th1s ant1c1pat10n or expecténcy:

~fcan affect pretest stores (p 193) w ﬂhen attempt:ng to test th1s not1onbﬂ

'athey did .not obtaJn a 51gn1ficant dffference bet n'the mean pretest

scq;es of subJects in the trad1t10nal pa;adigm and thosa'1n an "expec-

. . T
‘tancy control™ cond1t1on ‘who worked alone on what they were ‘told. wou1d be }

I

A

their only task On the other hand, they “found . that the pretest sc0re
var1ance of subjects. who wgrked a1one was’ gneater than that of the other.

. subjects. To the present authqr s know]edge th1s is the only publ1cat10n '
,;.whlch s1mu1taneously exam1ned exPectat1on and suggested that‘commonly

) ;Aobta1ned I] preferences m1ght not be true preferences Other stud1es
_,concerned with, pyetest1ng effects have focused 1argely on’ one or the

pther of these possib111t1es. ‘Heapy (1974) and Vidmar et a] (1973)
7‘both exp]ored the effects of discussion expectation on I ~!electwn, o

_ ,yhereas McCauley (1970), wh11e not exp11c1t1y concerned with expectancy

’

*




. expectancy may 1nf1uence group shift responses

: ‘ - ) -
- o ., ® . o ) °
effects, attempted-to see if I] selections in the traditional design

o

were 1ndeed true preferences !

’

-
\ L] -] v

. McCauley suggested that co- work}gg (be1ng in a- group during I]-
completion) may in sone fashion be: restra1n1ng subjects from exerc1s1ng
the full extrem1ty of their op1n1ons He found that more extreme I]
responses were se]ected when subJects were alone than. when they were Co-'

work1ng Vidmar et al. (1973) attempted to determ1ne the 1nf1uence of ’ -

o

exp11c1t d]SCUSSlOﬂ expectat1on on subJects responses at I], at G and

o In one condition they emp]oyed the traditional des1gn wuth group .
: [ *3
pretest1ng Another cond1t1on d1ffered in that subjects were told, “

gt

" prior to I‘ so]1c1tat1on, that they ‘would be broken into small gnoups to -
P>

. :at I

d1scuss and to come™to unanlmous group decisions on the items. There

.,;s}é'no between condiBten differences on any of the dependent measures. -

The resuﬁts of this study de not appear to support the not1on that

-
[

On the other hand, there are stud1es which .indicate that” subjects
“‘who “have reason to expect further 1tem related act1v;t1es will select
d1fferent 1n1t1a1 preferences on those items tian subJects w?gﬂdo not.
) A study by Heapy (1974) using CDQ ltems obta1ned evadence that subJects
who are told to expect a group dtﬁdbssion tend to take a sdgnxflcagkly
;‘more caatxous pred1scuss10n stance thaﬁasubJects who do not receive such Y
g 1nfonmation Additlonal support was. furn1shed by a study (gem, Nal]ach
x‘andAKogan 1965) which 1ead"LbJects to believe that persona]ly aversive '

\ physical consequencesem1ght result from the1r dec151ons SubJects were : i
told after’ pretest solicttation that they wou]d be. part1c1pat1q9 in a:fﬂ

-

group discuspfon.in order to Unan1mou51y agree upon an alternative t;"

&
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expose.themeelvesxto as a group. With the %onthc6Ming discussioh in -

mind they were asked t8 reconsider their initial Ereferences'and to

3
(]

«decide on an alternative to recommend to “the broup.‘,The¢second prefer-

ences setectéd were sdignificantly move cautious than the initial Qrefer-

~ e [+

a

es © i
[ N - v ’ ®
The occurrence of expectancy 1nduced pred1scuss1on,preference ' v

changes receives further support-from an exam1hat1on pf the attwtude
» change literature. A number of studies. have shown that under certain.
. ) ~ R : ¢
conditions individuals who anticipate receiving a persuasive communica-

iscussion about some issue will

tion or participating in a face-to-face

“to exposure to the communication

'y

" alter their opinions on that issue pri
or disEuss?pn. Studiesby Geoper and Jones (1970), Dinnér, Lewcowicz
and Cooper (1972), McGuire and ‘Millman (i9§5),{McGuire and Papageorgis

. (1962) and‘Papadedngfs (1967)'suggest that‘ff subjects are forewarned of
afpotential persuasive message aboutnsome iseue the}\wi]l, brior\to

receiging the message, shift their issue opinion'in the dinection of,fhe

©°

‘peréeived point of view of the’expected message. - . * o .

€1a]d1n1, tevy, Hérman and Evenbeck (1973), referrlng to such
change as-an accommodatlon effett proposed that forewarn1ng might 4
actually’be cau51ng subjects to select more neutral initial opinions (a
moderat1on effect) than they normal]y would. . They‘demonstrated that °

subaects when they ant1c1pated a mon1tored face to-face 1nteract1qg

w1th peers in which they had to give and defend their op1n10ns, tégded

"-(regard1ess of"theﬁperce1ved issue position of‘theoother discussant) to

" endorse more neutra] statements about tq‘i issue than subjects who

simply expected to hear a peer present his views on the 1ssue.‘ Recently

A




ev1dence that subJects who are forewarned of exposure to a counter

L " -

othér research (Haas, 3975) (emp1oy1ng expectatﬂon of persuasive communi-
catwons from experts rather than expectation of d1scuss1on with peers)
~

was reported whlch indYcated thatoboth mpderat1on and accommodat1

effectstmay occur Moreover Haas and Mann'(1976) pre t additional

att1tud1na1 message show ant1c1patory be11ef‘change

It seems»that pretesting environments have the potent{a1 to influenceo
the nature of subgects initial responses The ev1dence 1nd1cates that
fa1r1y exp]1c1t 1nformat10n about forthcoming d1scuss1on (or anv1mm1nent “k?

l

message) results in se]ect1on of more cautigus (or‘more moderate) 1nft1a1
. -
preferences; It does not°1nd1cate tha;‘mean I ‘responses in, standard *

group shift,parad1gms have reflected‘ant1c1patlon of d]scuss1on A]th0ugh

'subjects in such paradigms are noé exp]icittlyG informed that .they will be

part1c1pat1ng in group dlscuss1on of the CcDQ 1tems, it is fa1r]y certain
L] I

‘that, if they do come to expect d1scuss1on the1r I] selection may be

influenced. Cues wh1ch would 1ead=subJects t0'expect~dlscuss1on may :

"well be present ln common pretesting env1ronments=

.
o Part1c1pants in _group sh1ft exper1ments have often been recruited

for stud1es of "group decision making" Le g. ) Ferguson and V1dmar 1971*

-3

Baron, Dion, Baron; and M111er, 197}) : Many stud1es have had 1nd1V1duals

" )

meet in groups and f111 out the1r pretest in the group sett1ng before .

-belng requested to discuss the items. Some stud1es Baron et al., 1971-

Ferguson and V1dmar, 1971; Myers ‘and B1sh0p},1970 Vldmar and Burdeny, '
1971) have pretested quite large groups befere d1\«* them* 1nt6 smal]er

) groups for d1scuss1on. In ‘other stud1es (Car1son and Dav1s, 1971

Clark, Crockett and Arcfier,. 1971' Fraser, Gouge and 511119, 1970; McCau]ey

‘et al., 1971; Myers and Bishop, 1971 Schroeder,: 1973) subJects have, .




A -

- been recruited one discussion group at a time and have been-seated fo-
s Tt - . ' i
thEr at a table (freguently the table at_whiqh the ensuing discussion

-

eécars) or in the same room while they fild#dut the1r 11 preferences(\ﬁ“
The group pretest1ng situation may supply. subtle cues wh1ch could t1p
qub;ects,off about a forthcoming discuission. Subjects would appear to .
be vefy senéitive to any such information (e.g., Orng,z]%éz;lkeisier,
Collins, ang;Mialeh,'1969). For examele, 1h‘some cases they hay\have: «
-wondérea why they ;ere sitting aregﬂg a table, or why they were doing a

‘¢en minute task after having signed up for'a one or two %our'experiment.

. . e q '
« 'Furthérmore, the *experimenters, not concerning-themselves with the

. <
* . °

‘possible efFéctsagf subjects being aware of their 1'mmed1°a2teufqturest may

Y . e . S
have inadvertently made cues availabie which would suggest thag they

. <

would "be d1scuss1ng the 1tems in groups It is important to realize

-

that exp]1c1t attempts to contro] for ﬂﬁe possthle effects oﬁ-expectataon _‘

were,not undertaken, or at.leasy weére not reported, in many group shift -
L 4 - - . .

studiesg‘ It appears-plausible th tb a greatér or'lesSer~extent: -

- depending on the particu]ar study, subjects may have h!ﬂ the opportunity.

.

to ant1c1pate group discussion or’at 1east to anticipate some forthcomlng
actqv1ty While p]aus1b1e, however, the argument that the nature of the'
. standard pretest1ng s1tuation may lead subJects to expect d1scuss1en 1s

by emp1r1ca1 evidence. For this reason” the author conductéﬁ

<

not support

a-p11qt tudy in order to get some feeling for °“the 1ink between_prefést-

ing nditions,  expectations, and I, selections. . T .
. . 2 - ) . - e o
. ) 7 _ ° fg ) ..
(5) .A Pilot ﬂtudy on Expectanqy Effects . o - e > . °

- - - e

ﬂ

It was . thought that 1f trad1t19na1 pnetest1ng SItuat1ons 1nf1uence

I] selection through  the creation of expectancy, then subjetts wh6 have Q
- . ° " ‘ * v : . e,
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I

recéiVed different/Tnitial cués about the nature of an ‘experiment shoyld

> ‘ ‘tegd to endorse differentvf] c ."In addf%fon, they should admit to° .
oo ' . 2 . [ 3

différent eibectations about the ndt re»of forthcoming events The

pilot was undertaken in order to get SOme idea dbout whether subﬂects

l/

tend to respond in this fashion. \it’ emp]oyed .etght CDQ risk items. 9w -

N ) The pilot study dpcoﬁporated threé cond1t10ns manipulating three
v, “ x . s R . - P .

leveTs of cues which.might lead to afticipation of discussion. In the
o -Maximum Cues Condition 17 subjects ye#é recruited for a study- in "group

. » _ 1/ a

worked on the%r'pretest sitting around the: same table

decision maying,

. Sin groups of no more ,than five, were told that fhey would be discuésing
' - A
' the items as a group, and were ton that they wou]d have to defend the

o - L El

] preference they_se]ected. The Medium Cues Cond1t1on d1ffered in. that

O

2 13- §quects were tofd nothing by the exper1mén¢er about an 1mpend1ng
group discussion and were not given any indication that they would be bo*

committed to their I, preference selections. In the Minimal Cues Condi-
' 0 - fion=17 s&bjects were recrddted for“& study’in "individual- décision

- , mak1n§," were seated in 1nd1v1dua] rooms to comp]ete the1r I sg]ect1ons, .

< were told nothing by)the exper1menter‘!§oat an 1mpend1ng group d1scusston, T

[

and were, not given any 1nd1caf1on that they wdu]d be committed to thEIF
‘. * " < & B B i ) . [
I preferences - L t -

:: < . SubJects 1n ala cond1t1on§ c0mp1eted I] preferences for~the§éignt
€DQ risk 1tems prepared,for this . study They were'then to1d tﬁat-%he:'y ' Jﬂ‘
exper1ment was essent1a11y over but’ﬁhat the exper1menter was conduc ng -

“ oa pllot stde and wanted to know what thoughts or fee11ngs they had
dur1ng the exper1ment SubJects were g1ven an op1n1on quest1onna1re

"dealing w1th the, task they had Just, completed In addition’the.
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/}iper1menter d1scussed the exper1ment ‘with them §od attempted to form an

1mpre§sqon,offthE1r thOughts about it. , ,

° .0 ‘o

B .

The. prev1ous1y cited ‘evidence 1n§3cated that expectatnon of dis-

o, 3 - ¢,

: cuss1on resu1ts in I1 select1on§ which are caut1ous Therefore the . =

[} hd o

greater the avéﬁ%ab111ty of cues about ‘an 1mpend1ng discussion the s

greater sh0u1d be the }nke11hood that caut1d6§ ] preferences w111‘be .
chbsen > As . expected the mean I‘ scpres of the Max1mum Cues Cond1§1on

(5 68) t@nded to be more cautlous than those of the Medxum Cuei Eond1t1on
(4.%6), H6)"

the mean I1 scores of the<M1n19um Cues Cohd1t10n (5. §8) a]so tended to

< c,"

II”

1. 86,o 10 <p o< . 20. However contrary to expectat1on,

& -

be more “cautious thap those of the Med i um Cues Conﬂ1taon, 6% 2 3]

05«p<.16T”‘ Coer

1
L]
s 0

< o

. . . . . PR
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The. pp1nton quest1onna1re and subsequeﬁt d1scuss1on 1ndacate€ that

c
a-

o
EEEE e

. subJects rece1v1ng’Max1mum Cués’® felt an 1mpend1ng d1scuss1on was more s
o 2

11kePy thén th%fe recé1u1ng Med1um Cues 'or Minimum Cues ¢+ In addltron an °

& . ya . °.

exper1menta1 intetest 1n opan1oﬁ change Was, seen to be more 11ké1y by

t&e Max1mum Cues subaects than by the M1n1mum Cues subJects Th1s .

v

' 1nf0rmat10n 1s cons1stent w1th hypotheses about the subgects! expectat1ons o

and“w1th the nature of the I1 scores obta1ned’1n "the Max1Mum and Med1um

[
- °

N Cas 6
Cue Cond}t1ons A .. - ';! h L. P "
11 * » - . -

On the other hand,_Squects rece1vang M14_num Cues,weve 1east

]1ke]y tp expect d1scuss1on or to feeT that 0p1n1on change was of 1nterest
/ - b 0 O

to. tHe exper1mentér but were stt as tautﬂous as those recé1v1ng Maxwmum

o
"-

Cue These data appear to contrad1ct the not1on that subJecfs shou}d

e

se]ect more r1sky I] preferences when theg_do not expect &1scuss1on

S e

Expectatlon of group d1scussaon is-not,. howevér the only’reason why
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. ’ : subjects altér thejr;initia1~opipions. Anticipation of a per§uasive
T
\ . 2 . e
0 G A ~ . ° “ v . . N
N : “message also seems to result im premanipulation-gpinion change (Coqper

and Jones, 1970).. Perhaps any situation which led subjects“to be1$eve
. v that they wou1d hawe to. gefend or Just1fy the1r initial cho¥cess could
:PeSu1t in thein be1ng concerned about the1r-preference ;e]ectwon If

. o subjects fee] that they witl haVe to Just1fy thgsr se]ect1on, 1t is

reasonable to suppose that they will be rather carefu? to choose a

0 pos1;aon whwch they. perce1Ve as re]at1ve1y easy to defend or Just1fy

e Nhen asked what they expected to(occur next, subJe&ts rece1v1ng

Minimum Cues wereomost 11ge1y to 1nd1cate that they expected to have to
.explain why they cked a pqrt1cu1ar probab111ty and to jUstify or¢:

¢ 'rationalize' their cho1ce. This Just1f1cat1on theme _was not SO preva1ent

‘aff‘ L . in the‘other twonconditions . SubJects rece1v1ng,M1n1mum Cues, a]though

¢ . not expec$1ng d1scussaon per se, were. clearly expectirg further act1v1t1es
B ‘and were concerned about Just;fy1ngothe1r I] cho1ces In th1s ﬂ1ght,

. the sHmilar ratber cautious I] responses in the,Maximum;and Minimum Cues

“

o [ ¢

‘cond1t1on§ are not surpr}s1ng A N . ? . '
. - e B
L SubJect54 expectat1ons appeared to be re]ated to the1r 11 se]ec- .

© L, ‘t1on$ Moreover, tﬂ%se differences - “in expectat1onoand I seiection

o

- R 'Dseemed to be re]ated to’ the pretest1ng situations in .which subJects'

v © ©

' found themselves. Thus the p1]ot study was consistent w1th=the sugges-

[ °

o, t1on that thebpretest1ng phase may 1nf1uente group shift resu]ts by °

e

¢ o affgct1hgnsub3ects«~expectat1ons and I.I se]ect1ons
N ;f’ <0 < ) s )

o " &OA - ’ { . - - . ‘e N : ' N ‘ . <
- . % :

t . . " )
. _ (6) xnbps1s : - s ’ . e

[ L -

.o et A]though prev1ous stud1es have yielded somediat amb1guous results,

o
- . . hd A, s 7
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. N “ "




.
o

'they do suggest that the genera11zab114ty of - the group . sh1ft may be

<

11m1ted by the pretest paradigm. The ev1denCe reviewed 1nd1cates that
pretest1ng phaseagnfluence may operate through e1thee of tWQ mechanTsms.
First, expectat1on of further activities (such es group d1SCuss1on) may
. exert some influence om subJects initiaj prefereﬁce selection. Seéond,
the" process of choos1ng the I] preféfencés o?vthe“p%efe;encés aétua]]y
-chosen may Ln turn affect 1ater G and 12 decjeionsﬁ Furtﬁermoge it
should. be emphasued that consequences fo® the group shift effect may
arise from the s1mu]taneous ope*at1on ‘of these factors. In add1t1on, 1t

is pdssiple that fa11ure to contro] for expectancy effects may have .

contributed to the ambigu1ty apparent in the resu]ts of previods studies.l

< o

- i - - 3 ) . -
Experiment 1 wa% designed to examine these issues.
b ‘

-0




R ' studies and from the pwlotvstudycsuggestsathat subjects tend to select

~smore cautious.(or more moderate) initia],gpé*erencesi That is, they
tendgto be Tess likely to endorse alternatives recommending a risky

course of act1on than subjects in standard cond1t1ons who have not

rece1ved exp11c1t 1nformatxon A]though such explicit nformat1on has

- not usua]ly been made avaiJab1e in.past group shj stud1es it seems

. i, °
s may have been exposed to . .

-]

’ v . p]aush'b]ethat apsubjects in standard conditi
b ﬁsuff1c1ent cues to discover that group d1scuss16n or some other item-
. related act1v1ty was 1mm1nent If ant1c1pat10n of d1scuss1on is
generated 1n the somewhat ambiguous, standard cond1t1on, then one woqu
expect that I] preferences 5011c1ted 1n that cond1t10n wou]d be’ more
cautious than those sol1c1ted din a condition in which subJects were
{ - d re]at1vely less 1nc11ned to expectad1scuss1on If, qg the other hand,‘"‘ i
° | . the standard cpnd1t1on does rot 1ead to expectation,’ hen‘ff prefenences
| so]ic;ted in. that eondition ought to oe the same as those solicited in®
a cond1t1on w1th m1n1ma1 expectancy-inducing cues (1 e., an Expect~ >
,”dNofhlng cond1t1on) s “ A « .
° Assessment of the 11ke11hood of expectanc 1:ffects has already been
“ .attempted by Gaskell et al. (1973).‘ These authors included‘an expec-

,taney ‘gontrol condition in_which subjects were tested.a]one and,were‘

told that a singje_como1etion of the 1téms/you1d be their only task. o,

[ e ¢ ‘ Presumab1y'SUEh a.cond1tion,§hould.have tapped subjects' ‘true initial .




-

preferences, uninfluenced b(.poss1b1e ant1c1pat10n However,. these
ksngects, a1though told that I] completion was their only task, were
alone with the exper1menter and might have expected further act1v1t1es
Thus it is .possible that the expectancy contro] condition used by Gaske]]
et al. was not actua]]y expectancy free. GzThe scores obtained in_the
Minimum Cues cond1t1on of the p11ot study, wh1ch failed to make subjects
think that-I.I completiorrwas their only, task are Gons1stent with th:s
possibilitye The present author attempted to devise a more suitable '
means of retesting this notion. The scores -ofi subjects -in a Standard

~ ’

conditfbn were compared.to the I] scores of subjects -in a newly designed

(=]

' Expect Noth1ng condition.

A rep11cat1on of the expectancy contro] group employed by Gaske]]
( o
et al. was also undertaken (aﬁ Alone-Replication cond1t1on). It has -
! s
> been suggested that their expectancy control group; wh11e conceptua]]y

'Y

' s1m11ar to the currently proposed Expect- Noth1ng cond1t10n, may have

failed to accomp11sh its 1ntended purpose. While the proposed Expect-

Noth1ng cond1t1on could obta1n relatively r1sky I] scores because it was

indeed expectancy free relative to Gaske]] et a1 's man1pu1at1on (and ta,
the Standard cond1t1on), a conclusfve demonstrat1on required a rep]1ca-
‘tion. Sucgessfu] rep11cat1on df the Gaskel(/et al. resu]ts, in con-
Junct10n with the resu]ts of the a}ﬁgted Expect Noth1ng cond1t1on would

increase our conf1dence that any differences 1n the Expect Noth1ng -

cond1t1en were due to intentional chaﬁges in the exper1menta1 procedure ‘:

rather than to other’ extraneous factors such as a d1fferent subJect
population, exper1menter, laboratory set up, gtc. wathout a rep11ca-
tion, anyadifferencésjbetweeh Gaskell et al. {1973) and the present .

® oy

/




Expect- Noth1ng cond1tﬁon cou1d be attributed to such d1fferenoes rather

‘than to° 1ntent1ona1]y 1ntroduced ones (Aronson and Car1sm1th .1968).
= A fourth (Expectancy) cond1t1on in which subJects were c]ear]yi

informed that-discussion of the items would fo110w I, completion was
/

-

1nc1uded to demonstrate (and thus replicate the prev1ous finaings)'that

) exp11c1t warnlng wquld ‘lead tg cautious I] preference selection. It \ o~
" was hoped that this cond1t1on wou]d help to determ1ne “the Timits. of ° A

/- A
- expectation effects and serve as an end point or anchor against which to

weigh the responses obtained in the other conditions.

“w - \!

_Although expectancy is one mechqnism which may'influente‘the

group shift results, a pretest by treatment interaction i%lanother.

HoweVer, earlier studieS'which have examined this aépect of the pre-

¢

testing phase have, especially when uging CDQ items, been plagued
- by'1ncon§istentxfindfngs; For this rea;on'it was.pointed out in the
o 'I‘Jintrodnctiqn,that‘there.is enough uncertainty in.the finding; to “/
* warrant the conclusion that the effects of pretest eonpietion are
:as yet not clear. Whether or notrexpectancy influences I] selection,
there remain at least .three poss1b1e outcomes at G wh1ch might result
from .an 1nteract1on of pretest and group d1scuss1on ‘

-

- . First, sensitization, occurr1ng because of’ 11 0mp1et1on, may inter-

.

act with thHe treatment 1n 5uch a way as to enhance or cause the sh1ft

Fy -

. Secpnd, there may be no pretest-treetment 1nteract1on and thus no

{

effect on -the nature of the shift. Third, .sensitization,. occurring

]
A

because of I1 comp]etmn may 1nteract Nith xeatment in s,uch a. way Y
"as to suprse the magmtude of ‘the shift. Most studies .

€ X

have tended to assume that if the pretest is react1ve then 1t must

a




~ ° +
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- v
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_,v" " serve to enhance or ¢ause the shift. The a]tqrnatfve qutcome which

o - - might resu1f‘becausq.of a réactive‘pretest has not been considered..

7 .

To distinguish between . thesé bos$ibi1ities‘a No-Pretest condition was

NN £

Fo incorporated into the study Re]at1ve to. the Standard condition,
the results obta1ned by the No- Pretest cond1t1on should fac1]1tate
the understand1ng of pretest-treatment 1nteract1on.

~& .
e e One further’ poss1b111ty should be ment1oned Independent

v

examination of expectancy and pretest- treatment 1nteract1on may resu1t

' an ‘inadequate reflection of the processes occurring in many experi-
'<f12;;s. Although pretest ‘phase effects may indéed occur either beEau;e
of e&pectahcy.orgbecausg of I] completion, i£ is also possible thqt )
“ - both factors opera}e simu]tanéous]&. For'exﬁmp]é, subjects expectind
discussion might well select a somewnat cautious I} which in turn
m1ght 1nteract with thﬂ*treatment to enhance or suppress the ensuing-~
. ' . shift. An f]‘wh1ch 1nterapﬁ§ (or doé§ not 1nterd353 with a‘trpatment
may itself have or have not been affected by expecdtancy. _
Thu§ there were five conditions {n the study which employed CDQ
items. ! '16 the Expect-Nothing and the A]one-Rngication’ponditions
subjects completed the pretegt and“wene’allowed‘ﬁo leave (The Alone-
Rep11cat1on cond1t1on was intended to rep11cate Gaskell et al. L
,expectancy contro1 cond1t1on) “ In the Standard and Expectancy
. . cond1t1ons subJects completed I], G and I2 se]ect1ons Subjects
| in the No Pretest cond1t1on 1mmed1atf1y started. group d1scuss1on
and thus completed only the G and 12 preferences..

The uncerta1n and contradictory results obtained by pre-

vious authors and by the pilot study make this' examination
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“ “of expectancy and pretesting exploratory in nature. This Being:the
case, genera] statements of an Hif. then' nature were deemed‘to beuhore
appropr1ate than spec1f1c pred1ct1ons For- exampld, one might say that
if expectancy occurs ‘then I1 scores will  be less risky fn the Standard ) .
-cond1t1on than in"the Expect thh1ng cond1t1on, but if expectancy does

' not occur thén thére shou]d be no between- cqnd1t1on d1fferences in I] 4
- e ,'scqre 'selection. “The statements deal with three areas of. 1nterest

(1) relationships of mean I] scores across cond1thons, (2) relationships .

of mean I] scbres to mean G and 12 scores both across and within condi- -
2 v ¥ -

tions, and (3) re]at1onsh1ps of mean G and 12 scores acrpss conditions.

e - (1) If the ava11ab111ty of expectancy inducing cues 1nf1uences I]

-

selection then the more expectat1on 1nddf1ng cues present the less risky
> . N

" - will\berthe mean I] scores across cond1t1ons (i.e., Expect- Noth1ng <
. o Alone- Rep]1¢at1en < Standard < Expectancy) If expectancy has no -

.
inf]uence on I] se]ection‘then the mean I] scores in all conditions

* -

should be similar. IR ' .
: ’ e
(2) The G and I, scores of the Standard and Expectancy-conditions

should be more risky than the L; scores of those conditions. That is,‘a

usual group shift should occur. Thekrelatjonship of the G and iz_ . o

scores of the No Pfetest condition to the I] scores pf other conditions
shou]d be dependent on expectancy and on 1nteract1on effects Possib]e °
expectancy effects on 11 scores have been d1scussed Therefore'it will
) suff1ce to descr1be the relat1onshap of No Pretest G and 12 scpres thh
-respect to the Standard condition L scores If pretest—tneatment'
1nteract1on neither causes nor suppresses the shift effect then the G

and 12 scores of the No PrefEst condition should be more risky than the.

.
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R : , ‘ . . . ‘ )
'.1ﬁ'§€B%é of the Standard condition: If interaction suppresses the shift

-

then the G and 12 scores of the No Pretest cond1t1on sﬁbu1d also be more,
r1sky than the I] score of the Standard cond1t1qn (and more r1sky than
.the G and,’z scores of the Standard condition). If Tnteract1on0causes

B the Sh1ft then the G and 12 scores of the No Pretest cond1t1on should be
(“tr

vs1m1]ar ttl the I] score of the Standard cond1t1on aqd 1ess r1sky than

1ts G and I scores.

2 : . N

.»(3)\ Lf a retest-treatment interaction causes the shift then‘the Q and

- 1, scores of the No Pretest. condition should be, less risky than those of
the Standard condition. If a pretest treatment interaction suppresseS'
the sh1ft then the G and 12 scores of the No Pretestﬂcgnd1t1on-shou1d ‘be

more*r1sky than those of the Stamdard condition 1f a preteSt:treatment

™

1nteract1dﬁ does not influence the outcomes then the G and 12 scores of
the No Pretest and the Standard cond1t1ons should not d1ffer If expec-é
tancy Suppresses the mean I} preferences of thelfxpectancy condition

then the G and I scores of that cond1t1on should be tess r1sky than

those of the Standard cond1t1on If not then they shoqu be similar to -

: those of the Sfandard condition. - B : e e
o As these statements cleatly indicate, failure to obtafn4significant
s _ - . - : » s

diffErences must, in some cases, be-considered'an acceptab]e outcome,

For th)s reason care must .be taken when 1nterpret1ng the resu]ts If,
for example there were no differences botween I1 or betWeen G and 12;’
preferences, 1t m1ght be because expectancy had 'no influence or 1t m1ght
have reflected a manipulation failure. V Nhlle both s1gnif1cant and

nonsign1f1cant results can reflect 1nadequate man1pu1at1pns, th1s

» . . LAY
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.

(Greenwald, 1975). = - -

:Subjects anid Assignmént to Groups

(Sessions) -of two to eight subjects.. The condition run in'a partithlar

Tasks'and Dependent- Variables - B

s i

“

possibility is of greater concern in the face of nonsignificant results
» ° . - .

Method
\’ )

The 160 male subjects were recru1ted for an exper1ment 1n 'Decision-

Makang from the introductory psychology classes at the Un1vers1ty of

o

‘Westewn Ontario. Seventy-three subjects were recruited as'part of a

_course reqdirement from the introductory psycﬁo]ody subject poo] The
1

remaining 87 subJects a]so came from 1ntroductory psycho]ogy clasges but

2

were recru1ted for a fee of $3.00. There were 32 subjects in'each of

the five experimentaﬁ conditions. In the A]one—Rep]ication condition

subjeﬁts were recruited and appeared at the-laboratory singly, whereas

in the other ?Quk condftions they were recnuited and 5ppeared in grgupé

sessfon was randomly determined. - ' o N~

o . 3 . . . : .

ten,:allowéd subjeCts to chﬂgse’not to endprse the risky alternat1ve

~ Five CDQ risk items (see Appendix A), se]écted from among those

employed-in other studies, Were presented to subjects 1n each_of the

L

f1ve conditions. The three dependent measures were solicited on a
probab111ty preference scale wh1ch a]]owed endorsement of chances of

one to nine in ten . A tenth a1te£gat1ve, scored as ten chances‘\n

\

no matter what the chahces of success.

— . e ] i H
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¢ ' The three dependent peasyres were the sub3ect§“ responses to the:

1tems during the pretest (I ), the group_deC1slon (G), and the iMividual

oo % posttest (1,). Pre?t preferences were solicited in separate booklets,
whereas the group d%cjsions and'the 12 scores wetre both obtained jn‘the
sane booklet. . L . '
- Procedure s = . / . .
- ~ Upon arrival at the laboratory, subjects were given participation

o

_receipts (paid subjects did not, get these) and, excep#®for those in
.. the No Pretest cond1t1ops, had their I, preferences solicited. With

the exception of those in the Alone- Rep11cat1on condition, subJects

e were initially seated in the same room and where appropriate were

pretested. ‘
SubJects in the No Pretest condition were g1ven their task book-
lets (see Append1x B) and then read the fo1low1ng 1nsf?ﬁtt1qns
Please put your name on the upper right hand cqrner of - ,
the booklets. Our main interest in this experiment is
- concerned with ‘how groups make decisions. 1 am now , .
going to assign .you to rooms in small groups in erder
to discuss the items in the Questionnaire which you
- have in front of you. Before I.do so I'll read through
the cover instructions with you. Please follow.along .
.with me as 1 do so. : ' T
- The experimenter then read through the cover instructions.and assigned
the subjects to separate rooms in groups of four to discuss the items.
, \ - ';. . N
When- the subjects completed the group task they were asked.to © e
A ~ /make ‘postdiscussion individual degjﬁibns on the items. - The experimenten
" read them the fo110w1ng 1nstruct1ons (thgse instructions were useg to

e11c1t 1, preferences in all coﬁd1tions)

-
“ . . o

L4
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Now that you have finished the group task I woyuld.like =
_you to make some final individual decisions. I want
you to go back- ovetr éach of these sitwations-and indi-
S, - cate your own persond] dec1s1on with the letter "pP".
That is, in some cases you may fee] that.the group
_ decision was thé best one which could have.been made, - Ce
== in which case’you would place the "P" on the same:line . :
.as the check mark. In other cases you may tend to . R
disagree with-the group decision, in which case the
“P" would be placed on a different line from the one
‘with the. check. - In each case I want you to indicate
‘what you personally, now, at this moment, ‘feel would
be. the best decision. . o

- N . - ;""_ -
o - n
[N . N .\ B

. S

Upon comp}efdon of this task, the questionnaires were collected and sthe.

- subjec'té' ’debh’efed ' ’ . ) :
3 - %
In the fgur conditions emplqying pretest1ng the 1n1t1a} 1nstruc—

&

t1ons used to sodicit. I, preferences were varied according to the

#

. 1eve] of expectancy—1nduc1ng cues desired.’ -

" . In  the ExpecthNoth1ng,cond1t1on the exper1mentex handed 0ut the -

~

book]ets and then said “Tb1s should on]y'take a few minutes. I '11
- ‘ (=3 . X .
read. through the -cover instructions with you. ?Teaée.fo]]ow‘a1ong

with me as I do s0," - Most subjects had by this time put.their names

on the booklets. If any ‘had riot they were_é;ked to do so. The

>

cover instructions were-modified for this.conditjon through inclusion
. of the following statement:
o " As’ soon as you have completed the quest1onna1re you may.
go. “When you have finished teave the questionnaire on
~the desk in front of you arid pick up a copy of the .
information sheet at the door on your way out. It . o7
explains theé nature and purpose of the experiment.
Please leave quietly so that you won't disturb those
who are still workidg. , (Note: Paid subjects were ~
told to “p]ease pick, up your money on, the way out ")

. >

+

When the cqyerAlnstfqpt1dns had bgen :eqd the subjects were told to

-begin.' It wasfﬁéiter%ted that theyﬂshould 1eaye quietly- and n6ﬁ .

forget the‘inférﬁztion-sheeg,ﬁiheir money) .




" were then read to them (see Appendix B}. When sﬁbjéc;s completed =©

. the pretest, the questionna1res were immediately co]]ec}edé Asosoog o

B B). Tﬁey'were tq;n assigned to groups of four and taken te smaller ..

: preferences were solicited and the subJeets debr1efed and a1]owed to

o

" you wilf be making." The experimenter3§hen said, "please listen,”

He‘then told them that, JI just want yodur personaﬁ decisions for each ®. 7

Hhen the subject completed his I] selections the quest10ﬁna1re was

collected and he was debriefed.

‘In tHE A]one—Replicatioﬁ condidtion the subject érrjved.§1one ' e

and was seated alone in a small room. * The experimen®er gave them : .
. \ ~ .

- ] i . ) 5 -
the booklets and read through the cover instructions with thew. . P

< . o

. - >
of these items. When you have completed the 1te$§.the expg{iment

w111 be over _and yau 'ill be  free to Qo "OIf subjects had noﬁ put

[

the1r name on the book]et4by this t1me they(were asked to do, so. ¢
[ k\/ .

+ - . - £
. 0 =

e

-

Subjects in the Standard condition were given their task book-
. » . R

iets and asked to put their names on-them. The cover in§%ruq£?bps

> -

.

-

<o

<

as all subjects had completed the pretést the second hooklet was ©
¢ X + -~ b - ' -

passed out and the new_cover instructions read to them (see Appendix.

rooms to discuss:the items. Upon comp1et1on of the group task, 12

o

“ 0. o R . R .
go' B ) . - - ’ > -
) =g “ Y \

with the:exception of some additional expectancy—inducing{?n—

struct1ons the E&pectanqy cond7t1on wag the same as the Standard

2

condﬁtTOQ. Nhen g1ven -their pré%est quest1onna1res subjects were -

asked to put_thegr names on them so that the experimenter "will be

.

able to nfatch your work on this. questionnaire wfth later re$ponses
. <

and read:<:j::u : L . g
- *., ) - N )




of the group/tesk.

12

. .-.“ ' '7‘.°\, /
Our main interest, im this expériment is with How groups i
.make decisions. In. little while you are going to be

assigned to smaller groups; taken to separate rooms, .

and asked toediscuss gnd reach unan1mous group. decisions

on the items in the questlonnafre which you have in . _ ...

. = front-of you. .Before.l assign you to groups, however, .

I want 'you to first answer the problems as 1nd1v1duals
Select your own preferences carefully since- ] will want
_you to- represent or to argue for them during the group

. discussion. - 1'11 read through the cover instructions o
with you. P]ease follow along with me as 1 do-so. .
o
- o &

- k}

. . )
Whén everyone was f1d;shed and the quest1onna1res co]lected, the group

5O

dlscuss1on book]ets were passed out and the subjects asked to put
the1r names on them The cover 1nstruct1ons were read to them, and

" they were’ ass1gned to- groups of four to comp1ete the d1scuss1on task
o J

Posttest preference solicitation~and debriefingefollowed'comp]etion ’
e ; f A~ . :

2 ' Ce ° ¢ =

.

\0 tx: e S
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: . Results “and Discussion

<

[

2

Tﬁe.%irst area of interest~deiﬁt with the’re]ationship of pretest

scores across the Expect~Noth1ﬂg, Along- Rep]icat1on, Standard and .
-
Expectancy cond1tions It. was suggested that’ the more.expectancy-

? [

1nduc1ng cues available 1n a: conth1on the ]ess risky wou]d .be the s

e Fl )

I] scores in that cond1t1on Th1s was tested by a 4 by 2 (Cond1t1on by

Payggnt) unwe1ghted means ana?ysis of vargance performed‘on the subJects

9

meanigl scores of the four cond1t1ons employ1ng pretests isee Table ;'.’

,cond1tion by dec1s1on Jmeans for Exper1ment I .are presented in Tabl 3).3

NQ signifigant resu]ts were obta1ned fog the Condition of P(yme%t main

.effects, suggest1ng that ne1ther expectancy man1pu1at1on nor payment of

o

-




o

q

<

14

‘ sdbjects—consistenth inf]uehced pretest preference selection. A]though

payment Egg_se d1d ‘not seem td have an 1nf1uence°on I] se]eét1on in

o e ° -

every cond1t1on, the s1gn1f1cant Cond1tmon by Payment 1nteract1on (see

N\
A

Tab1e~2) 1nd1cated that its lnfluenCe was fe]t 1n con3unct1on w1th o

c o

. P .
. specifie expectaﬂcy man1pu1at1ons. Since. th1s interaction was not .
« e ) o ® ¢

diréctly retevant to<the issue eu}réntly being.examined, a discussion

-

© - [ °

of jt5°1mp1icat%ons will be bostponed until dater. - . ‘a:

.“" The second grea of interest wae‘coneerned with the Eradftipna]

4 and the G

v*  group shift effect; the differenCES ebtaiﬁed between sthe I
- and 12 scores. It-was predicted tﬁat the G and gzcscores of the StanQard'

‘and;Eipectancy conditions would be more risky than the, }T scores of f

those conditions.‘ The f1rst port1on of this prediction (I tp'G differ-

t

ences) was tested by a 2 by 2 by 2 (Cond1t1on by Decision by Payment)

‘ unwe1ghted means anaTy51$ of varwence on group mean . I] and G scores w1th¢
repeated measures on the Decisioh factor (see Tabﬂe 4) As°1nd1cated by
the s1gn1f1cant DeC1510n m\tn effect an overﬁ]] group sh1ft to risk was.
qbta1ned. Moreover. t test$ using the error term 1n the analysis of B
varﬁanee sI.yed that the I, to G shift forAthe Stanﬁardfcondﬁt1gn, was

) margxna]]y s1gn1f1cant t(12) 1 854. h0596.9_<' 16‘whe¥eas that forc

the: Expectancy cond1t1on, was stat1st1ca1]y swgn1f1cant t(TZ) 3 220, E

L
¥ - @

\_'<_.Oi. =0

‘e

. ¢
« . . P

"The failure of the Condition and Payment main effects to attain .

acceptable levels of statigtica] signifiéance suggests that neither

informat1on about forthcomvng d1scuss1on nor the fee for p%§t1c1pat1on

o
s "

’ exerted an 1nf1uence on subjects’ responses. ' These. findings vouch for

©

the robustness of‘;he‘shjft'effeqt, : .'( -

.

. . . ©
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TABLE 1

"EXPERIMENT 1:

-

L 4

. 0

Condition by Decision Means for all Conditions

]
c s 2

>
[

"All Subjects®

Subset of Subjects‘b

.- Condition® -~

I 1

-
-

Expett-
* Noth'irtg 5.156
‘Alone-"° )
Rep11cat1on C

9

15.33&‘

5.586

Standard 4, 925

Expectancy 5.025 -4 225

o

.Nb Pretééf 4,225

Y

1 2

4.969 | 5.492  4.967

. R
" 4,513 4,883 4.350° ..

<

4.406

-
>

“

°

a The:meﬁns'fh the first three columns were based on the total
ssample and were employed in the ana1yses using group means as

data un1ts o _ .

-

~ ‘ - °

. 3~

5
S

3
&

- v < 3
LT N ¢
e ©

b _The means 1q the fourthcand frfth co]umns were based on a random]y
Ut seTected subset of- thEvSUbJECtS and’ were used to exam1ne the I]

.t to 12 shift. (see Footpote 4).

L1
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0 n - . * s ‘ ] . -
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' VEXP‘ERI'M'ENT" I:» Condition by Payment Means f:'or«th,e-

5 R
RS . I] sfccl)res, %Hus'grating ‘the significant Condition by.Payment Interatti,on_
S ‘ . . )
. e — B N . ° : ; — ‘ - ’
. ,’ N . R .
Payment \ * - Londition - :
. of ¢ Expect- ~Kione- 3 : .
Subjects *Nothing Repl ication. S‘c‘andard Expectancy
B . .
0. .7 MNon-Paid  5.671 . 5.978 5.075, . 4.850 -
' “Paid . A43573 , 5:014 5.600 . -5.130 -
e N ’ . ° ° ¢, S




TABLE 3
PR
E%PERfMENT';:"hnalysignof Variance Summary Table for the .
- e ' , | Condifjdn 5);\ :Pa‘yménjcw({l x 2) Unwei'ghtec;Means Analysis o
o . . ; ' Bn'fhe i]'sés;es: Subject Méans és’Daté Points® . A

. ‘ '~. ) ~‘

L “Source T dF . MS ) CF

- Condition (€). = - 3~ ° 15581 ! 0.814 _
Payment (PY . % 3.087 . 1.588 ~
cxP .. 3 .  .546 _  2.810¢

’ Subjects 120 -, 1.944
“* p.< .05 - - e . . : ,
: . » o S N .2 . ‘ Q.\.

"o © . This analysis was pe‘r,for:med-on a,l'] 'subjnects who comp]v"ét;ed the
- pretest. . : . . 7 .

=N

< R 4




TABLE 4

EXPERIMENT I: " Analysis of Variance Summary Tab]é for tHe
Condition by Decision by Paymenf,(Z X 2 x 2) Unweighted‘Means
" . f t

Analysis on I1 and G Scores:- Groups Méans-as Data Pbints"

- s Q
o . o

.

3
I o

" Source o o df Ms

Condition (C) P03

Paymeﬁt (P) . . < 0.906

cxp 1.210

»

Groups (6) . 2, 1.425

N -

Decision .(D) " 2.468"
[ _ . " 0.179
D X S 0.028 .

C X 0.577 .

-

DX s . ' 0.198

*p
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An additiona]‘analysis of variance, using sebjects’ mean scores
as-data units,-was underta;en to determ1ne whether or not the’ I2 scores
were more risky. than the I]=preferences 4 This add1t1ona1 test 'was
undertaken using a2 x 2 X 2 x 3 (Cdnd1t1on by Dec1s1on QX Payment by

Groups) ana]ys1s of var1ance w1th repeated measures on the Dec1s1on

- factor (see Taple 5).? The s1gn1f1cant Dec1s1on ma1n effect 1nd1cated

-]

that an overall 1, td'I, shmft to r1sk.was obtained.  t tests using

" the error term for the analysis of variance shoWed-thét the 1, to I,

shifts for both the'Standard, t(8) = 3.472, i < .01, and‘the'Expectancx,

t(8) = 3.520,7p < .01, conditions were statistically significant.

S Ne1ther the main effects for Cond1t1on and Payment nor any of the

1nteract1ons atta1ned statistical s1gn1f1cance The statistically

s1gn1f1cant @roup main effect ref]ects the cons1derab1e var1ab111ty from
e .
“one’ discussion group to the next. .

Next, consider the relat1onsh1p of the G score of the No Preteste
condition ‘to the I, score of the Standard condition. If the pretest did
hot interact with the,treatment to capﬁe the shift, then the G score of .-
the Nd~Pretest condition should be more risky than the I score of the

[N

Standard'conditibn If the completion of a pretest is instrumental in

ng the sh1ft then the G score shou1d not be more risky&than the I]
of the Standard cond1t1on A p1anned independent ‘'t test used to compare_
these scdres- atta1ned stat1st1ca1 significance, t(]ﬂ) 2.3, p < .05,

and thus furn1shed support for the potion that the shift is not caused

by pretest comp]et1on/1n 1nteract1on with the treatment

Such a f1nd1ng is, however, not commonp]ace in the group shift

literature. ' A number of authors (Baron et al., 1974; Carlson and Dav1s,




-

1971, McCau1ey et al., 1971) have found that although a significant

@ .

within group shift occurs very consdstent1y, the "shift" is much less

©

Tikely to reach'traditional tevels of stattStica] signdficancetif an

"l,independent groups design is emp]oyed Baron et a] (1974) suggested

that perhaps the sh1ft ‘while reliable, may account for a small enough
‘ portion of the var1ance that 1t w111 not reach significance unless
1ntersubJect var1ab111ty is contro11ed by a w1th1n groups repeated
measures des1gn. The current study did not support that conclusion, '

A 3 by 2 by 2 (C?nd1t1on by Decision by Payment) analysis of variance
with repeated measures on-the Decision factor was performed to exam1ne G
T and 12 score d1fferences across conditions (see Table 6). None‘of the
main effects and none of the interactions were'significant. j}hus payment
" or’'the Tack of it did not inf1uence°subjects‘.responses,‘and, as

expected, there was no significant difference between the G and 32

scores.

@ -

The failure to f1nd a Cond1t1on main effect is consistent with the
results of the precedlng two ana1yses and supports the f1nd1ngs about
expectancy and pretest comp]et1on. First, explicit fhformat1on that
group‘discussion was'imminent d'id not. seem tg inf]uehcevsubjects' group
decisions -or posttest preferences There was no signi%icant deference
between the G and 12 scores of the Expectancy and Standard c0nd1t1qps
, Second pretest comp]et1on d1d not appear to be causa]]y implicated in

the g‘ﬁuprshlft.. The G and Ié scores of the No Pretest condition were

. mot significantly less risky than those of the Standard condition. ‘ More

to’ the point,,they were not signjficantly more risky than the G and 12

scores of the Standard condition. Thus there 1s no support for the

‘not1on that pretesting Suppresses the extent of the sh1ft effect

» ’
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TABLE 5

. EXPERIMENT 1: Analysis of *Variance Summary Table for’ the

’ Cond%tion'by Décision by Payment by Groups (2 x-2 x 2 x 3) Analysis

» on I, and I, Scores: Subject Means as Data Points?

»

1 Source Codf MS ¥ .
' . - A}
Condition (€) .1 9,004 1.189
" Payment (P N 1 3.300 -
CXP 1. ‘3.920 < ,
o Decision (0} . 1 '6.720 . 18.245%
N | g ,
N DXC S B 0.000 <1
pxpS 1 o004 <1 )
‘ DXCXP - - 1  o.63 - 1.721
“Group (G) ° o g8 ' 7.575 L2.347*
" subjects (S) .36 3.277 —-- .
‘ . ’ . ) ) ‘- .
DX G .8 0.368 ». <1 ,
DX'S 36 "0.455 -l
*p<.05 . "/>. )
**p<.006 . f " "o

3 This analysis was -performed on a sﬁbéet of the subjecfé who
participated in the experiment (see Footnote 4).

—_— R




1 ¥ ° @
. s- "36 ©
N "‘,‘ g .
o TABLE 6
EXPERIMENT. I Analysis of JVariance Sunm‘a‘ry.TaMé for the
. : Cbﬁdition by Decision by Payme’r‘\t (3 x 2 x 2)‘ Unweighted - '
- ‘ 'Mé%n's Aha]ysis on G and 12 Scores: "Group Me;ans as Dat.arfgjnts'
Source C ,d.f‘ - s ? F
. - = —— — o ‘ o
Condition® (C) 2 \ 1.906 - <1 -
Payment (P) Co s, . e
CXP S 2 1.139 - <1
Groups {G). - 18 . 2.113 ‘ . ¢
Decision (D) N .0.285 R
S CXD ' 2 0.037° <1 ’
pxp .- 1 0.026 - <1
cxopxpP 2 0.150 PR
bxe .. E 18 0.166 SR
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'certain,circum§%ances expectations, as manipulated, influenced I{
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At this point'a few’obsgrvations méy be offered. ?%kst, tﬁeré was
no supporﬁ for the notion that a'preteét—treathentointerachon is causally
implicated in group‘decision séiection. ‘Secondi expectancy, as manipu-
lated azross'the experimentat condjtiohs,\gid'n8%7ﬂifferen21a]1y influence

se;eétionfof I], G, and 12 preferences. Finally, the usual reliable

.group shift effect was obtained. It did not-seem to be undu]y:inf1u~

enced by the conditional variations in the pretesting situations.

Reconsider now the significant Condition by‘Paymenf{interactioﬁ'
. o s . .
obtained in_examining‘the I1 score differences (see'Tap]e 2). This i

o

interaction offered clues/about the effécts of the.experimehiai manipula-

tions and necessitated some modification of the preceeding concdusions

qﬂéout expectancy. It suggested that expectancy was not without some -

influénce in the study.’ Subjects responded differeht]y to the various
' (

treatments depending on whether or not they were'paidwfor participation
: ¢ : o : . S
in the experiment. Across levels of payment there were greater -

.

ﬁjfferences 1n411 selection in the two conditions where subjects were

’ . .

alone and/or not likely to expect further exposure to the items than in
the Standard an&‘the Expectancy conditions, .Nithin levels of‘paymeﬁt i£
can be seen that among subjects who wefe rot paid those in the Expect-
Nothing and A]one-Rep]icatiop»conditioQ§_se1e§§ed somewhat more cautious
preferences than*those in the»ofher two conditigns. The import of this

interacfion for the present study is not c1éar: It implied that uhder

A ©

<
- .

(' kelection; Héwever, there is-ample opporturity to develop Why.number of

plausible, or at least possible, specific°intekpretations. //

. , 4 . _ . /
o . "
e
. ' .
v
. .

L
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~in conjynction with payment did have some effect on initial prefer-

The manipulations may ‘have resulted, as intphded, in éubjects
ha;ing certain expectations, but thesexexpectations may have inf1uenced
responses only in'spectfit.situatjons. Second, t%e manipulations may
héve 1ead_to expectatipns, but tﬁe'expectétions may not havé'inf]uenéed

responses; some other aspect of the manipulation may be résponsjb]e.

Third, the maniputations may not have infTuenced subjects' expecta-.
o ’

Ct%ons in the least; the differences may be, due to- some other aspect

4
of the manipulagions. Fourth, contrary to prediction, aroused expec-

tations may lead .to the selection of still more risky initial pre-
3 N : .

fereqces. oreover, it §§<;nssib1e that pa}ment of subjects may have
confounde@d the issue by serving as an additional expectancy-inducing
cue. Subjects may percelve that $3.00 for a few minutes work is too
much and thus ‘may be inclined to expect quther work for their money.

Twq points are apparent. First, .the expegtancy‘manipulatidns

>

ence selection. If anything this influence would appear, at least -

non-paid subjects, to be in a direction opposite to that

for the

predifted. Second, 1t is 1mposs1ble to determ1ne«ﬂf this. occurred

_bec use of subjects' expectat1ons or begause the manipulat1on had

no eXfect or for some other reason. In retrqspect it is clear that

‘a manipulation check shdu]d have been employed to assess the nature

{ g phase expe;tations P

< a." : :
-not too successful in this regard. First,
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Q

the influence of subjects' expectations is quite unclear. The pre-
-sent study.failed to ﬁeplicate the findings of past studies whjch

‘suggested that subjects'whd'have explicft *nfbrmation about forfh—

L

com1ng d15cuss1on select more caut1ous or moderate initial preferences
than those in Standard cond1t10ns Why dld this fa11ure to rep]1cate

occur? In light of the interaction which.indicated that exbectatidn,

o

as manipulated, 1s not-without influence on subjects' initial pre-

‘ference.selection, erther examination of expectancy effects seemed

- .

crucial. Second, what is the relationship of the expectancy

. maﬁipu]atioh to actual expectations during the pfetesting pﬁasé?
Answers to- this quesStion, made salient-by the current resdlts, would

" involve the emplpyment of some form of'menkpﬁ]ation check. ]hi;q,
what, is the influence of pretest eompletion'on G and IZ.seiection?
}he results of the préséhthNo Pretest, Ebn&ifion, suggestfng phet
.pretest comp]et1on is not 1mp11cated, are at var1ance Zg‘the find-
1ngs of mapy previous studies. . The above questions are suff1c1ent )
to indieate that the stefed goal has fot been reached. The need
"_fe; further examieEFion of fhese‘euestions was apparent.

There, are, however, other related. 1ssues which may be raised-

12

and wh1ch géven the need to undertake further exper1mentat1on may

a]so be examined. First, in the context of an éxpect Nothlng man1pu- .
lation, an-attempt will be made to‘further assess the reliability‘

and rbbUEtness of }n’/23:¥t‘7 Second a p}ocedura1iissue (to'what '
extent do'subJects~a§::;;1afe the oral expectancy 1nducing 1nstruct1ons, )
. and what 1nf1uence doesfﬁy;;\ﬁave on thelr preferenee selection) w111 )

bq?tgrut1n1zed Third, sub3e8h§ degree of anonymity during the
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experiment should e considered. Personal identification with one's

. . 4 L . . . - )
‘opinion_should have an -“important bearing on statements of that opinion. .~
¢ . . ) . ‘

- -~ - L) a. ) ‘/\‘ - »
-~ These three issues were examined in the next two studies. e o

' A reassessment of the influence of pretest completion, of the

. replicability of the éxpectaqu condition results and of subjects'
L ) - . - .

-«
<.

assimilation of verbal expectancy dnstructions was undertakén -in

.

,Experiment II1. Expé;iﬁént ITI examined the;anonymity dquestion and

-

» the_issue of whether or not a group shift.could be obtained in an

! -

- Expect-Nothing condition. Post—eXpefimental'questiognairé
. o ) w ' :
to elicit §pbjects',expectations at the time they were working on the

s designed

Q

< . . . ) & .

pretest were incorporated intc both experiments. o
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"EXPERIMENT I , ‘ .

. . ”Consider the results of the Exbectancy conditton in the prev%ous:

exneriment, Contrary to prediction, subjects who.should have ‘expectéd .

discussion were not more .cautieus than subjects who should have been *
- - - . - . -

Tess likely to expect discussion. .They were, if anythﬁng; more risky. .
3 . . : .. ' c v

One might attribute tRis result to a number of things. Perhaps subjects'

- expectations were not nhat maght be expecte{ according to the manipula-
N - = - . ' 7 -
tions.” Perhaps the subject population (subjects were run in the later °

part of thegsecond term in a period when tésts and eséaysnfend/‘a abound

\\“\;end when fnal examinations are fast approaching) was unusual, or. the"
Eubjects, concerned about their own problems, were simp]y\not paying
T l" - - C : ’ L™ ‘g
’ e attention,to the experimenter.” Whateyer the'reason it'is\important to

Aattempt to‘?ep]icate the Standard and Expectancy-cenditions. If the

- - e

Expectancy man1pu1at1on does resuit in more caut1ous I] selection than

=

the Staedard man1pu1at1on, then it-may be conc]uded that the resq,jsqpf

the f1rst exper1ment wer@dueto chance or at 1east that some uncontro]]ed

P Y

factor-was operating. Iﬁ not then some’ recons1derat1on of the effects ‘

of*expectat1on should be undertaken. ' . -, : o T
r. ° ; > .
- R second 1ssue wnvolved the quest1on of whether or ndt subjects-
. & o~ . .
. ,actually.heard and\understood the exp11c1t Tnformatqon te111ng them that - =

M ,' : group d1scuss1on was forthcomwng The expectancy instruct1ons in the

K . .. -

.° ‘ ff1rst exper1ment were presented oral]y- they were not wr1tten on’ theé

quest1onna1re Perhaps the part1c1pants may not have heard or ass1m11ated

-,

them, The 1nstruct1ons were read at the beg1nn1ng of the sess1on and o

.®

-¢‘ it s p0531b1e that many. part1c1pants were st%.J occup1ed putt1ng their

0 . LN . @ - +

”

/ o Y N e
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. names on the questionnaires, glancing at the written instructions,

.
“)

Lo\ A .
getting out pens or penci]s,'q"otherwise not payiﬁd full attent1on to

the'exderimenter. If this was the case, it may’ have had 1mp]1cat1ons

'tor the preceed'ng hesults. In order to guard aga1nst th1s poss1b111ty,

a”condition (Exp]icit Expectancy) was 1nc1uded in wh1ch the expectat1on-'

1nduc1ng 1nstruct10ns "were pﬁ%sented both orally and in wr1tten form

.The man1pu1at1on was 1ntended to ensure “that subJects expect d1scuss1on,

o

or at least that they will be qu1te aware that 1t was ment1oned

-

In Exper1ment [ the I] score of the Standard cond1tﬁon W% sig-

n1f1cantgy Tess r1sky than the G score of the No Pretest cond1t1on and

.

‘tended to be (p <« .10) 1€ss risky than the 12 score of the No Pretest

“'condition This', inding is not ihconsistent w1th=the outcomes of some

prev1ous research bn pretest1ng effecf”(Gaskeil et a] s 1923; Myers et .

al., 1974), however, it is not the most commoghf1nd1ng ' A majority of

=

studies concerned w1th Lhis prob]em have found that scores in No Pretest
) .

‘cond1t1ons are not Slgn1f1cant1y fore r1sky than the I1 scores in Stan-

Sy ’

'dard cond1t10ns It 1s hot yet poss1b1e to reach consensus on the

) 1nfluence of pretest1ng‘ Pthaps such consensus will eventuaL]y be .

" and No Pretest nd1t1on5:¢,S1n

obtamed only- ¢hrough a 1arge number of repheatmns comparmg Standard

Exper1ment 11 was necessary in order

'

to examine the crucial expectanhcy est1on‘ and 51nce'1t was of cons1der-

ab]e interest to do s0, a No- Pretest condition was: 1ncorporated 1nto

th1s study. Even if not leading to s1gn1f1§ant results, it will at .

]

B'least provxde add1tional data abo the:resp6n5e§~of squects who have

not comp!eted a pretest

vae .- ) oY

-



.s' Finally, a post—exggsjaental questionmaire was included in order to - ¢

.during'fhe pretesting phase. 'This atlowed an estimate te be made about

'the re]at1onsh1p between the exper1menta] manwpu1at1ons and subgects

. ¢condition; a Stendafa coﬁdition3°a No Pretest condition and an Explicit -,

“Expectancy condition. The first three conditions were essentially.

. | 1 ° i
assess subjects' expectations while they were filling out the items

<

sxated expectatlons . : .

Exﬁerimen; 11 ghus - incorporated four conditions: an Expectancy

A 1

R . . . a o
replacations of -those used in the first study;- the last was new. In
essence this experiment was dttemptingo{o reexamine the findiﬁés in the
first exper1ment and to examine an additional factor (instructional

N
c1ar1ty) which might have a bear1ng on the results.

.

SubJects and Ass_gnment to Groups S - -

_ One hundred and twenty ma]es from the 1ntroductory psychology

subJect poo] part1c1pated 1n the experiment as part of a course requ1re-

ment: The- subJects were tested in sessions rang1ng ﬂn size from three

to nine 1nd1v1dua]sk Within eagh session subgects were°random1y ass1gned,°

- . ¢ ° a “a . N -
to three-man groups to discuss. the items. The condition run in a

part1cu1ar'!ess1on was randomly determ1nea ‘Subjects who coﬁp}eteﬁ’au
pretest were !ss1gned to groups mmedlate]y after its comp]etmn whereas
X .
subJects 1n the No Pretest. cond1tlon~were ass1gned to groups as_ Soon as .
. .

they had rece1ved the 1n1t1a1 1nstruct1ons Th1rty subJects were tested

o,

»

i_n each of the four condit‘ion‘ T S - F




4 : : . ' . .
. . ' ° .
Tasks and Dependent Variables o ' S .

» ' six’CDQ items.chosen from among those employed- by preytcus authors L
were emp]oyed (five of the items.were also u§ed in Expertment I;~see

Appendix A for the additiona1°jtem;i. As before, subjects reéponded'

three times’to each df the items (twice in the No‘Pretegt ccnditidn).v

The responses were made on the traditional CDQ item scale of one, three,. .
nine chances in ten with an additional a]terhative dhjch was. scored‘as

ten changes in ten and which al]owed subJects to réject the riskier
a?ternat1ve no-: matter what the chances of 5uccess -

In add1t1on, Qa post-exper1nenta1 quest1onna1re designed to elicit

X L2 . _ :
subjects' relevant expectations during the pretesting phase was in-

[+

cotponated into the experiment (see Append1x C) SubJects were asked

to 1nd1cate whether or not they expected d1scuss1on and to what- extent-

they anticipated hav1ng to Just1fy their preferences to the exper1- ' »
menter or to their fellow subJegts. Subjects in- -the No Pretest condi-

tion did not fﬁ11_odt'thi§ quéstionnaire; the first.contact they,had

-

njth the items was during grodp%discussidnﬂ ‘ )
Procedure S . ‘
- The Standard, Expectancy and Nowfretest cond1t10ns 1n th1s study '
were (with the except1on of the post—experimenta] quest1onna1re pre- .
. sented after I completlon) conducted in a manner identical to that |
ot the finst'exper1ment- The Exp11c1t Expectancy cond1t1on d1ffered ) L
,from the Expectancy eondition in that thé expectanzy-anduc1ng 1nstruc- ‘ .
o tions were 1nc}uded on the” coversheet of the pretest book]et (see

Appendix B) and were read aloud t0‘the_sub5ects as they followed along.'

’




A

Results -and Discussion ) .

The -overall condition by decision means are presented in Table 7.

" The CDQ 1tem resu]ts were. ana1ysed in a manner analagous to that used-

in the f1rst experlment
A one way analys1s‘of.?i£ignce (3 levels of Condition) emp]oying

subjects' mean-scores-as the units gfaana1ysis was used“to examine

@
.

' differences betweeri I] scores (see footnote 3 and appendtx F).. The

marginally. s1gn1f1cant Cond1t1on effect F- (2 87) = 2.863, p < .10,
1nd1cates that subJects exposed to expectancy 1nduc1ng, initial |
instructions tended.to se1ect more caut1ous 1n1t1a1 preferences than ,,/(—-4h\

those'in'the Standard eondition. A t test performed us1ng the analysis

[

of varidnce, error term 1nd1cated that the I] scores~of subjects'in the

<

Expectancy cond1t1on were s1gn1f1cant1y less risﬁy'than'those of sub-

“jects'in the Stdndard condition; t(87) .= 2.335, p'< .05, Jhe t] seores

- selected in -the fpricit'Einectancy-condition,'nhile less -risky than

4 .

"those tn the. Standafdc were ndt'significant]y so, t(87) = 1.623, N. S.).

These f1nd1ngs are cons1stent with the or1g1na1 suggestion that expec— .

. tation 1nf1uen§es I] se1ect1on and with resuTts obta1ned in prev1ous

.

“studies .concerned with the effects of expectancy They are not con-

sistent with the findings of Expeniment-t and hint that those f1nd1ngs S

, should be cons1dered wmth scept1cﬁsm The we1ght of evidence prevwous]y

c1ted would suggest that expectancy shou]d ‘have some moderat1ng influ- -

@

“ence. On the other. hand the magnitudes of the present . d1fferences

. were small’ and d]d not 1nsp1re a great deal. of c0nf1dence in the’ con- -

: c]us1pn that expectat1qn of discussion results in’ caut1ous I] selection.
“ - S - , oL

*

ryi
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“ The occurrence of a shift to risk was examined by .an analysis of .;-
‘variance.using'l] an @ group means as‘data units, and by t tests com-
pleted usfnp theé analysis ef yariance erhor term. The?0n1y significant N
résult obtained by the 3 by'2 (Condiditn by Decisi':on) analysis with -
repeated'measures on the Decfston factor‘was for the Decision factor -
(see Table 8). This t{nding mirrors those ofhthe first experiment; an
0vera11 group shjft to risk did occur. The'I] to G shift in the Explicit-
Expectancy condition was statistically s1gn1f\eint t 27) 2.427, E‘<
.05. The correspond1ng shift in the Standard cona*t1on was marg1na11y
significant, 't(27) = 2.045 ‘p < .10, whereas that in the Expectancy
condition was not s1gn1f1caht t(27) 1. 258 N.S. The Cond1t1on main

[3

- effect in this ana1y51s was not s1gn1f1cant, 1nd1cat1ng that the expec-

&

tancy manlpulatwons did not evoke overall response d1fferences to the

items. .
A3 x2x 10 (Condition by Decision'by Groups) analysis -of variance

with repeated measures on the Dec1s1on factor was used to determ1ne

:
whethér or- not the I2 scOres were more r1sky than the I preferences |

. tsee Table 9). The subaects mean scores were emp]oyed as units for the

ana]yéis. The s¥gnificant Decision main effect indicated that an over-‘

®

all Iy to I, shift td risk bccurred t teets-nsing the error term for‘

b

the ana]ysxs of variance obtalned results s1m11ar to those~found 1n the
I] to G analys1s The sh1ft in the Exp11c1t Expectancy cond1t1on was |
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant t 27) 2 '848,. p < In the Expectancyi

t(27)=1.709, p < .10, and" the Standard t{27) = 1 957 p < .107.condi-

tions the shifts wére. marg1na}]y s1gn1f1can; The non- s1gn1f1cant

Cond1t1on main effect Tnd1cated that ,the man1ﬁ/1at1ons d1d not 1nf1uence

L3

.
’




8 A . , s, . : . v
. ' o subjects' overall I1 :and'I2 selections. The significant Groups main
N ) . - - o

d/ﬂ—\'efféct reflects overall decision variability from one group to the next,

nhj1e the Decjsibn by Groups interaction suggests that the groups varied .

in their -responses from the I] to the-Ig decisions.
: : _Comparison of the Standard and the No Pretest conditions once again

. . . : -
“leave the infiuence of pretest completion uncertain. As can be seen in

¢

Table 7, the mean I] sgore of the Standard condition 1s quite S1m11ar to -

-

the G, t(18) = 0.331, N.S., and the 12,

the No_ Pretest cond1t10n Based onnth1s examination»of the means;

_118) = 0.184, N.S., scores of )

A ,‘ o pretest complet1on«wou]d appear to 'be imb]icated in the group shift.
effect (such a conc]us1on is not w1thout precedent 1n tHe group,sh1ft
. § A . ‘literature Castore, 1972)." .On the other "hand, the G and 12 scores of
o - the No Pretest condition were. not Tess stky than the correspond1ng
| scores of the Standard cond1t1on The 4 by 2 (Cond1t1on by Dec1s1on)
- ana]ys1s of var1ance (wjth repeated measures. on the Decision.factor)
using the:group mean G and\I2 scores as data units didanot;reveal a
o 'significant- Condition Majn effect (see Table JO).‘ Thus, neither pec-
- tations, as manipylated, nor pretesting seems toj!ffe;t shbjects’ groub
dec1s1ons or p05td1scuss1on preferencgs.
‘ On the surface’ th1s f1nd1ng s similar to that in the f1rst experi-
ment (the 6:and 12 scores of the No Pretest cond1t10n were not s1gn1f1-
cant1y 1ess'r1sky than ‘those ‘of the Standard cond1t1on) 'Howeyer, it
should.be pointed out that the relat1onsh1p of the Standard and the NQ
Pretest cond1t1ons is qu1te d1fferent when the f1rst and ‘the second
exper1ments are compared. In the previous expér1ment the scores of the o

No Pretest condition were somewhat’ more-risky (although=not significantly

hd ®
s

o . . ™
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EXPERIMENT II:

L J

TABLE 7

Condition by Decisi

!

on Means for all Conditions’

-

+ Condition |

I] ¢ G I2

.
Standard 5.156 ’ 47650, 4.71f
Expectancy . “~ '5.939 5.633" : 5.556
Explicit Expectancy 5.700 5,100 5.061
No Preiest -5:083 .

. 5.212




TABLE .8

EXPERIMENT 1II: Ané]ysis'o$ Varianée Summary Table for the
Cohd{tioq by Decision (3 x 2) Analysis on 13 %nd G Scores:

Grolp Means as Data Points

- ) L 4 [y .'
Source - ©odf L - MS - . F
Conditign c)° . ...z ' » 3.946 . 2,403
* " ' M
Group (G) - 27 1.642 . SRS
Decision (D) - . 1 3.35 < 10.946*
CXD - .2 R T
LDXxe - - Tt 0.306 . . - ---
"% o< 005 ‘ - )
/
)
.. T
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. ‘TABLE 9 -
” ¢ ) ,‘ ' . ] ) g . '
EXPERIMENT II: Analysis of Variance Summary Table for the -
Coziitibn by Decision by Groups (3 x 2 x 10) Analysis on
T § . ,
. 1, and 1"2 Scares: Subject Means as Data Points = .1~ ‘ ”
““ Source * T df ..t Ms. . F
: Condition (C) 2 9.899  1.885
Group (G) - 27 - 5.250 . 3117 *
IN ' ’ ’ ’ .
Subjects’ ()" - 60 - 1.684
v | | . ’ ' ' - < '
, Decision’ (D), ‘ 1 o 10.675‘ 14,141 %* .
ooosexp .2 © o B R
Dem . ' .V . > \ - : -~
: D'X G 27 0.755 .* . 1.723* .
TpxP 60 - 0.438
:*p < .05 .
** p < .001
‘ -
. ] ¢
‘. * - ( ¢ ‘
. ’ <. L = | |
. »
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4 TABLE 10
“ o . -
EXPERIMENT I1:, Analysis of ‘Variance Summary Table for
the Conditign by Decision {4 x 2) Analysis on t__h!
G and I Scores: Group Means a$ Data.Pothts ‘
o3 - - o
. Source \ : . df ©MS o F
, Condition (C) 3 . 2,782 . . 1.35%°
Group”{G) "3 . 2.054 Sl
+ Decision (D) a1 g, 0022
exp .3 -ie 0.066 . 1.170
px6 T .36 7 0.057 . -
¥ [y © N \‘ ) . N N . .
\
. )
3 “ a f’ P .

B




from "very unitkely" to "

exhose in the Ekpettangy{fx

'Expectancy, X (]) 5 11, 915,Vgi<f.

- .v T . - \52:‘

so) than -the corresponding ones of the Standard condition, whereas in
, 3 \ ) ,

the present experiment they are sdmewhat-]ets risky. " Rather than contri-

>

<r

buting to its so]utjon,nthe additional data about,ghe effects of pretest 4
. . , e

completion would seem to have complicated the g %ue.6 : ' v
H : ‘ s , “ .
Finally, censider the results obtained i*

hé post-experimental .
questionnaire desjgned to elicitJ:ﬁbjects' expectatidns during the

pretesting phase of the experime
7

Résponses were solicited to three .

questions. A yes or no response to the statement “Nhen you were working

’
on theiitemS(ikfyou think that you would be discussing them with the

others." was requested. [In addition, subjects were asked to. indicate to
! r : ‘ - o o
what extent-they expected to have to justify their/responses_to the’

o

experiménter or to the other subjects present during the pretesting,
" .7 « - /‘\' s N ?
<

phase, These two questions were”answered on seven-point scales ranging

ry 1ikeély". These: results are presented in

Table 11.

o
As can be seen, subject} responding to the first

Standard condition were less p one

(1)

y they expected discussion than .

6.239, p - .02, or in the’ Explicit

1, conditions. Thuéithe expectency
man1puTat1ons did wbrk However, they did not seem to work weﬁl. 'bnly
14 of 30 subjects ih the Expectanqy cony ‘to:thtnhing that
d1scuss1on would ?o]low Th1iﬂ§uggests that atAeast helf the subjetts
did not ass1m11ate the information contained in ‘the 1n1t1a1 verbal
1nstruct10ns or perhaps that fhey did not belteve the experimenter

The resu]ts obtq‘ped in the Exp11c1t'£xpectancy condition are still

’ 4more perplexing. A few more subJects in this cond1t1on (18 of 30)

g s ..

8
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2 4 e .
- 7 .

D Ly " a4

{ i - -

admitted to ant1c1pating group discussion than in thegExpectancy condi- .
Lion The fact remains, howeier that 12 of 30 subJects in the Expiic1t E)
Expectapcy conditicn, after hav1ng the opportunity of reading the 1nStFUCr
N tions and hav1ng had the instructions read co them, did not indicate. 1\ )

that they felt- group discu5510n was 1mm1nent While- the instructions in-
the Expectancy condition might not have beep heard or a551m11ated this
explanation ‘seems - ﬁess appiicabie 'to the*ExQ11C1t Expectancy condition

Perhaps the 1nstructions were., heard/and understood but were 51mp1y not

O«

beiieved

. . \
taining subjects' responses on the first Impressions
) , 7 . '

naire, the experimenter also solicited oral fesponses from a

N » °

'ln addition

4:///7/’>/number of the subjects who cﬁecked'the "no* response in'the Explicit
iExpectancy conditiona A]though the experimenter assumed that disbeiief
of the 1nstructions would be the main reason‘for the ‘no"response, this
was not the case for ‘any of the six‘subjects questioned They seeqied ‘;
somewhat peppiexed by the 1nquiry and tended to respond with hesitancy. -
When ?hown the printed mstructions and asked if they perhapthad not .
believed them, three of the subJects openly admitted‘that they hadn t
reai]y paid much attention to the 1nstructions The other three said
| essentialiy the same thing but with much ie55°candor It ?Eemed that,
the Expiicit Expectancy condition w&g not nearly as expiicwt as desired.
. It was suggested (Experiment Ilbwnat people whe expected group
discussion might be more ]ikely to.select cautious initial preference;,‘
The purpose of the pcesent manipulations was tp make peoPle expect L,
qiscussion in order to see ‘what effect_it.wouid,nave on their I, selec-
ciqn. Since fwi'fi?ths of the sd?jects said,ﬁhey did notAexpecthdiscussion

+

. . a8 - ;
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j' . (1) Did you ex--
T . e~ pect discussion? ee

'y -

A .

- W e m e m e e e

. R

o4 s > No

A - - -~ =

Standard 44'“ .

- . - Ay
S - § 30

. » * ‘%’i
X ., T, . :i,é_i' No
. Expectancy . ﬁ
¢ o L YUF Yes

B .
N Teag,
v
- . .
~ eI
. N 2 B

] i - $. ) - - ’
Explicit Y No (12) 2.83 = - 3.42 '
= Expectancy Yes r(18Y “ 3.00% 2:30 5.06 430
k*’ ~ * ) ! * - ) - i -‘/
e i e T -
r,2o* - ¢ ; . -~
| * Coltapsed " No - (53) 2.62 P P o
~ Agross - ) A .- 2.91 . 3.82_.
"~ Conditions Yes (37) . 73.32 . 4.84 .

] .

v W e m e e m e e o = e e e — -

" EXPERIMENT I1g

e T e e e e

. JABLE 11 . o

~.

> _Impressdions Questiennaire by Condition wnd ®(for Q%estiqn 22'\

. .
by Question 1 Re’esponses .
- .
- ]

- q L4 * e . . - El

- .

| -
(2) Justify. to® (2 Justify to
o Eipéaimenteg_ r _Other
- - e 3

L Number. , by ot @y
- Condition‘% Response of Subjects
1 4 - bt B . . e 3

No-Yes - e 8 No-Yes X
. - @ -

(28) - * @ 2.60 _2.76
& ' . . ¥
(16) 2.50 : :

\. (]4) . - Tt .
T i . - “

i3
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‘Mean Responses t.o{Questi'ons 1 and g of the First
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; | ak‘ \ S TABLE, 12
N d4 o e v A -~
» i ' - T
L EXPERIMENT TI: Analysis of Var1ance Sungﬂvy Tables for the Cond1t1on

'Qy No-Ygs_Responses (3 X 2) Unwe1ghted Means Ana1yses performed

) on Résponsés to_Que§fion 2 of the F1r§t Impress1on‘QuestJonna1re
. - I's L . ‘ * N ' : _~ . ! L e
. ‘Sdurcer . S df SMs F
; '—‘"'*'"""'_“”‘_"—'”'——;‘**"";'""""""'HA - -
- _ Justification to the Experimenter
-~ —:' -.-7"'- '.— . i .l
’ Conditien.(C) ’ 2 ) 6.59§ . " 1.835 .
; No-Yes (N-Y) R 3.200 ) <
' X NY - CoT 2 - 8.30 2.261
Subjects . 84’ . 3.596 . W
« “ ‘ ‘ .
. Justification to the Others . ‘ ) ‘ . a
- L .
. . C . o 9
<. ", . . " Condition (C) 2 . 13.636 . - 3.067*
‘ No-Yes (N-Y) . . T 30.706 " 6887 '
o TCOXN-Y - 2 5,440 -1:220
‘ Sgbjects : "84 . 4.4597 -
> = y “ § : 4 ¢ . ‘ )
- *|§«f.]0 / ;
L4 e . » ?
* % p « .0.25' - »
AV ' !
;] " i a N ’ .
R ' : '
: ‘., (. ’
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. (and the questioned Subjects indicated that they did not héarnor were

not.aware of'the eipectanoy instrnctions),.itﬁwou1d appear that the

<&

manipulation was only part1y"successfu}'_ Thus, expectancy influence:in
the cond1t1ons as a whole wou]d have been attenuated and perhaps for

. some. subJects non- ex1stent A post hoc examination of the initial -

[

preferences was cons1stent with this notion. The mean Y] scores across

® ’»

the Standard Expectancy, and E licit Expectahcy cond1t1ons of subJects

{j [y
who sa1d they expected d1scuss1on was 5. 905 wh11e ‘that of. SubJECt§ who
said they d1d not expect discussion was 5.384. Ih1s.d1ffer3nce wa's mar-

_ ginally: S1gn1f1cant t(88) = 1.861, p < .10.

.2 L 4

The two parts of ‘the second postexper1mental quest1on so]wclted
expectations about th