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-~ ' . .
receives information pertaiﬁing to a CD problem that is

more important than information previously available.
4 * *
Four experiments were undertaken to eva%Pate the

imélications of this formulation of the admired choice.

%

The first experiment revealed that the average

~importance of arquments favouring the already preferred

aiternative of CD proﬁlems increases following group
discussion and that the admired cﬁoice shifts in a direc-
tion consistent.w§th the increase in ihportance ratings of
arguments followiﬁg discussion.

The second experiment showed that, at least with

‘risky problems, admired choice was affected by the receipt

of information which is relatively important wﬁereas
personal Ehoibe’was affected by amount of information.
. The third experiment indicated that subjects
attfibute fewer argume?ts to an admired pérson making a '
decision on a CD problem than they do, to themselves and
these fewer arguments éte,\on Qve;age, rated as moie
important thanj¥£;se_attributed to oneself. ¢

: -

The fourth experiment demonstrates that the degree

of admiration attributed to,a’decision—maker is dependent
upon the péopo%tion of important to relatively unimportant

érguments ;grceived to have been used in arriving at a CD

decision. N

The implicatiéns of these findings are discussed in -

relation to relevant arguments theory and other areas of

social psychology.
- v
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ABSTRACT - R

» ~ "\ S
A problem ol considerable interest to social #

- psychologists has B%en the finding that individuals
. N «

-

endorse more extreme decisions on CD problems following
group discussion of these problem%.than would be predicted
on the basis of average risk levels preferred by group
members prior to ﬁiscussion. T™wo explgnations pf this
phenomenon have attracted considerable research attention.
One of these suggests that individuals make decisions on
CD problems in terms of some widely held cultufal value.
buring discussion of these problems somé group members
are presumed to discover that a number of their Co-
participants have made a decision that is more closely ]
aligned with a‘standard“qf comparison implied by the
salient cultural value than they expected. In light of
thds\discovery, these group members are assumed to re-
evaluate their initial dgcisions. This social comparisﬁn
explanation of group'shifts in decision competes conq’p—
tually in the literature with another view of group
process referred té as the relevant arguments position.
Researchers advocating thislﬁype of group mechanism argue

that the presentation of arguments, the content of the y

arguments and the number of arguments favouring each

iii
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alternative. comes to have a persuasive impact ‘upon some
. - . . ‘ .

-~ - ~ .

L " 1

group members,
Although there is consi@erablepshpport for the

~ [ 4

relevant arguments explanation of group shift effects, ¢

‘

‘there are a number of findings related to a variable_wﬁich
is of some i éértanc to the spcial éomparison position
that seem difficult to account for from an informational
influence point of viéw. This particular variable is
called the admired ghoice. It plays an important role in
operational definitions of cultural values, relevant to CD -
problems, and is viewed. by some researchers as the salient
comparison lgvél used by group members during gfouf inter-

action.' Of_particular interest are the findings that the.
admiféd choice is more extreme than personal choice, that
the admired choiée is highly correlated with persgonal
choice and that the admired choice shifés in a s?%ilar
manner as personal choice following gfoup discussion. The
thesis ofethis dissertation is that these findings can be
explained in terms of the assumptions underlying the
relevant arguments éccouht of group shi{F effects. It is
hybothesized that the admired choice is preﬁ;sed upon a
subset of thg considerations used by iﬁdividuals in making'
personal decisions. Tﬁis subset is viewed.as consisting

of the relatively more important reasons that a person

uses in arriving at a persohal decision. ‘Changes in ' -

]
admired choice are expected to occur when a person

iv -
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receives information pertaiﬁing to a CD problem that is

more important than information previously available.
[ .
Four experiments were undertaken to eva%Pate the

imélications of this formulation of the admired choice.

%

The first experiment revealed that the average

‘importance of arguments favouring the already preferred

aiternative of CD proﬂlems increases following group
discussion and that the admired cﬁoice shifts in a direc-
tion conslstent_w;th the increase in ihportance ratings of
arguments followiﬂg discussion.

The second experiment showed that, at least with

lrisky problems, admired choice was affected by the receipt

of information which‘is relatively important whereas
personal Ehoibe_was affected by amount of information.
. The third experiment indicated that subjects
attfibute fewer argume?ts to an admired pérson making a '
decision on a CD problem than they do to themselves and
these fewer arguments ;te,\on average, rated as more
important thanﬁzg;se attributed to oneself.
. -
The fourth experiment demonstrates that the degree
of admiration attributed ;o,aJdecision-maker is depen@ént

upon the proportion of important to relatively unimportant

érguments ;grceived to have been used in arriving at a CD

decision.

The implications of these findings are discussed in -

relation to relevant arguments theory and other areas of

social psychology.
- \
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Consider for the ﬁoment that you dre a member of an
investmeqt club. The membership.of your group must decide
e%ther to buy shares in afnew mining company or to invest
in a 'blue ch}p' organizatidn.i The mining company at the
moment is a risky chojce given thét little exploration‘hasv
been carried’out. If preliminary reports prove true, the
group can expect to double its money in a short time; if
false, the stock will,ﬁecome wbréaless. The blue chip
ipvestment virtually guarantees a mod;;;tevfeturn. 4ach
mémber has been- asked té consider this choice before the
club meeting’ but now pﬁe group must unanimously decide on
which stock to buy. Would you expect youiself, following

group discussion of this problem, to endorse a groug deci-
[
sion that differed significantly from your initial prefer-

ence? Would you expect the group decision to be more or
less in favour of the ris&y mining stock than%were the
initial decisions of your group members? Although ques-

tions_have been raised in terms .of a hypothetical situa-

< "

tion, the elements of this example are not unlike those

faced in many real life\circumstances. ’Fifst, there is aﬂ .
individual faced with the problem of forming a preference

»
-




'ip a siﬁuation Fhat pfesents two coursef of action. One
alternétive of the problem can lead to a highly desirable
outcome, but the probabiliﬁy of this occurring is quite
low whereas the other alternative is likély to lead with
greater assurance to a mdderate}y desirable outcome.

After having made a personal decision on the problem, the
indiéiddal goé} into a group where Fhe concern of the
~group discussion is to reach a dgcisidh that is acceptable
to tpe group as a whole. The important guestion posed by
this sequence of events is whether or not thé group deci-Q
sion would tend to be more in favour of the risky alterna-
tive than would the decision of ah individual faced with
the same problem. The answer to such a~question is impor-
tant inasmuch as ﬁany decisidns in business and government
take place in gréups and many of the problems they face
involve uncertain outcomes.

) In an attempt to answer this question, Stoner (1961,
as'cited in Brown, 1965) brought what appeared to be the
essential ihgredients of 'this problgm into the laboratory.
He devised an experiment which compared group decisions tp
individual decisions on problems that involved uncertain,l
outcomes. The task in Stoner's experiment involved twelve
problems comﬁrising'an instrument called the Choice
Dilemma Questionnaire (CDQ, Wallach & Kogan, 1959). Each

problem portrays a fictitious individual faced with the

dilemma of choosing between two alternative courses of

i
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action. One of the alternatives, if chésen, is described . .
as e&entuating in an almost certain outcome. The other
alternative involves risk. If this risky élternative is
successful, its outcome is the most attraétive, but/if it
. is unsuccessful, the outdéome is the most undesiréble. An
example of one of these problems is the followipg:

Mr. C is currently a college senior who is very
eager to pursue graduate study in chemistry leading
to the Doctor of Philosophy degree. He has been
accepted by both University X and University Y.
- & University X has a world-wide reputation for excel-
lence in chemistry. While a degree from University
X. would signify outstanding training in this field,
the standards are so very rigorous that only a frac-
tion of the degree candidates actually receive the
degree. University Y, on the other hand, has much .
less of a reputation in chemﬁstry, but almost every-
one admitted is awarded the Doctor of Philosophy
degree, although the degree has much less prestige
than the corresponding degree from University X.

- Imagine that you are advising Mr. C. Listed below
are several probabilities or odds that Mr. C would
be awarded a degree at University X, the one with
the greater prestige. Please check the lowest prob-
ability that you would consider acceptable to make
it worthwhile for Mr. C to enroll in Unlver51ty X
rather than University Y.

Place a check here if you think Mr. C should not
enroll in University X, no matter what the
* probabilities.

The chances are 9 in 10 that Mr. C would receive
a degree from University X. ' -

The chances are 7 in 10.that Mr. C would receive
a.degree from University X.

The chances are 5 in 10 that Mr. C would receive
a degree from University X.

]

The chances are 3 in 10 that Mr. C would receive

a degree from University X.




>

The chances are 1 in 10 that Mr. C would recelve
a degree ‘from University X.

The lower the probability of<success considered acceptable
by an individual, the more he is presumed to favour the
14 T P
_risky ldlternative. If a person demands a high probability
L}

»

of sﬁccess, he is'assumed to be supporting the cautious
alte{native. . -

The experimental procedure required subjects to
firet make individual decigions on the problems"while
wefking alone. Following the indiv;dual decisions, sub-
jects were assembled into 6-man~grou§§ and told to reach a
unanimous group decision on each of the problems. After
group discussions and decisions, subjects again made a
private decision on each of the dilemma problems.

Stoner foun@, after summing over items to’obtain en'
overall risk score, that group decisions were ﬁore risky
‘than the average of the risk levels preferred by the group
members prior to discﬁssion. It was also found that indi-
,vidual decisions following group discussion khad changed
towards greater risk. This fihding of a 'risky-shift'
following group decision-making areused considerable
interest among social psychologists inasmuch as it seemed
at va;iance with populér conceptions concerning the
effects of group discussion on decisions. It had been
influentially argued ey Whyte (1965) that group decision-

making would lead to more conservative decisions when

choices had to be made between risky and cautious alterna-
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tives. Literature in the area-of group.ptoblem-sblving

» L3

. (Barnlund, 1959) also suggests that on loéic'tasks, groups

i

are more*careful than individuals. As further research
wasxdgne compariné individual and group decisions on the
CDQ, however, it became apﬁ&;gnt that group decisions on
at}least two of the'Chgise Di*lemma ]CD)‘problems.shifted
in;a'cautious direction (B}u;it & Teger, 1967). Subse-
quent research showed that it was, 1n fact, possible to
wrlte CD problems tha£ con51stently evoked group shifts
toward'céution (Nordhoy, I962; Rabow, Fowlet, Bradford,
deeLlei and Shibuya, 1966). .

To the extent that there ;gf evidence for cautious
as well as risky shifts, it became apparent that an empir-
ically derived answer to Stoner s 1n1t1al question con-
cernigg individual and group deEESion—making was not going
to be easily obtained. The pra;tical implications of the
group induced choice shift bécome even more obscure when

one considers the somewhat artifiéial‘nature of the CD

" decision task. Subjects are being asked to ve advice to

a fictitious protagonist in a hypothetical é'demma. This

decision. task is quife different from that fa by a

group of people trying to reach a unanimous decision on

whether to bet on the long-shot or to pick the favourite

at the race track. In this situation, the decision has

consequences for the group members,1 whereas with Stoner's

1 In fact, a study by -McCauley, Stitt, Woods, and

-

[}
L ]

2
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"a - the end. : ' :

paradigm the group members do not gain or lose anything in

¥ .  While Stoner's procedure might not be adequate

¥

enéugh”to.answer the practicél question he set out to
answer, the discovery of risky ana cautious sgifts on CD
probiems has gecome aniimportant challenge tq sociai
psychology theory. Attempts to explain the problem have
dra&n on concepts fromlthe Qreas of group dynamics,
individual decision-making and from the field  of attitude
change researcﬁ{ The litérature relating to the choice
shift now involves well over 300 resea;ch articles and
review papers, and yet the thegretical controversy

continues unabated.

The complexity of the controversy can perhaps be

-
N Ll

- » .
better appreciated when one recognizes that at times as

many as eiqht different explanations have been advanced to
explain the choice shift. while it is important to
acknowledge the diversity of theoretical oriéntationg that
have been brought to the task of éxpléining the choice

-

shift (see Pruitt, 1971), it is clear. that by far the
greatest volume of research~reiated”to this phenomenon
takes as its starting point one or the other of two expla-
nations suggested by Brown (1965) = Uﬂderpinning both of

positions is the assumption that fost individudls make

Lipton (1973) did create a situation where decisions had
consequences for participants and discovered a shift
toward more cautious decisions. ,

.



initial decisions in accordance with widely held cultural
.values. Brown maintained that with CD problems either a
culturally endorsed value of moderate risk or caution is
engaged. if a particular CD item typically evokes the
value of riskj then an individual's decision will repre-
sent a probability level that is felt to be at least as
risky as those¢chosen by similar others. 1In like manner,
certain problems are exéected to make salient a value of
cautién. Persons making decisions on these'prgb;ems pre-
sumably will see their choices as representing pogitions
which are at least as cautious as the majority of their
peer group. Brown views the unaq}mous group decisions as
choices that are more extreme in th& direcﬁion.of the
value engaged by a CD problem than are average individual
choices. 1In order to account for this, Brown offers two
possible reasons.

One is that the value engaéed yill bias the flow of
information such that more relevant arguments are brought
out during discussion supporting the value than oppose it.
Presumably, no one member in a group has all the relevant
information bearing on a decision and hence a number of
members can be expected to receive information that argques
for them moving closer to the salient value.

> The second reason offered by Browﬁ to explain why

group decisions move in #he direction of engaged values is.

described in terms of a social comparison mechanism.
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Since mostﬂﬁeople view .themselves as being as close or ..

somewhat closer to the cultural ideal elicited by a CD
problem than the majority of their peer group, a number of .
subjects iﬁhthe group situation are bound to find they are
less in the direction of the cultural ideal than they ~
thought. These subjects presumably have to altef qheir-
estimate of where the majority of other people stand and
in an effort to appear at least as close to the cultural
ideal as others, they change their response to a more
extreme pesition in the valued direction. 'In effect,
Brown has posed two empirically answerable questions: The
first is whether or not values of risk and caution play a
role in determining individual decisions on CD problems.
The second challenge is to determine the extent to which

group shifts in decision can be attributed to either a

«
L 4

social comparison mechanism or an exchange of new informa-

. -

ﬁion within the group. .
On the basis of a detailed review of the literature
addressing these issues, it will be argued_that Brown's
view of individual decision-making, as it relates to CD
problems, is incompletg and that an alternative conception
of CD decision-making is mqfé<parsimonious with the exist-
ing research to date. The hypothesis to be preferred,
given the preponderance gfuevidence, is that individuals

approach a CD item as a problem-solving task. As such,

they weigh the information available to them in terms of

3

.

1
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the pros and cons of each alternative. This information
N L}

is not seen as being concerned with values of risk or cau-

o
&

tion but rather is concerned with the utility or imppr-

. tance of thé potential implications of each alternative of

a CD problem.

»

Further, it will be shown' that this alternative view

-

of individual decision-making is entirely compatible with'
Brown's tion that group shifts in CD decisions éomed
about be:S!Lé of an exchanée of arguments by group members
subétantively’relatga)to the contént of each CD probiem.
The weighé of evidence, thever, will make it clear that
the nature of the information exchagged by group meﬁbers
is not concerned primarily with values of risk or caution
but rather is focuséd upon the importance of the conse-

quences associated with the alternative of each CD problem.

The research of the present dissertation attempts to

“add further support to the proposition that decisions on

CD probleﬁs are a function of information available to

individuals and that changes in decisions, following group.

decision-making, result from an.exchange of relevant

-
information during discussion. This view of group shift

effects serves as a basis to account for.a number of.find-

ings that have been interpreted as supporting Brown's view
-

of individual decision-making and his expianation of 'group

-

shifts in terms of social comparison. The particular

findings of interest are those that relate to a variable

-
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called the admired choice. A number of researchegg

]

(Levinger & Schneider, 1969; Pruitt; 1971) suggest that an
important implication of Brown's value hypothesis is that

an individual will indicate admiration for a choice of

Dy

odds that is more extreme in the direction of the valued
alternative than is the actyal personal choice made by
that person. ﬁresumably, the admired choice represents to
a person tﬂg choice that would be considered ideal if his
behaviour was COﬁsistent with the cultural value engaged
by a CD éroblem. ThHis variable is ggen by a number of
authors in this field as playing an imporéant role i; bbth
individua} decisions on_these prob%ems and in the dynamics

-

of group procesé! A number of findings related to this
variagle‘do in fac£ appear to be embarrassing to the view
that~iﬁaividuals make initial decisions on CD problems by
reflectinq upon the iﬁformation available to them and that
group shlfys in dec151on result from an exchange of rele-
vant information. The thesis of this disgertation is that
the gdmiréd choice'éan be reconciled to the assuﬁptions of

* e

the informational influence view of the choice shift.
What follows ar; eight chapters. The first two are

concerned witﬁ a review of literature dealihg with

decision-makindg on CD problems. The first of these pre-

sents and evaluates research relevant to individual

decision-making on CD problems. ©Of particular interest

e
v //

here .is the controversy between advocates of a value -
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explanation of decision-making and those' researchers who

-

account for CD preférehceé in terms of a problem-solving
approach. ™ The major goals of this chapter are to présent
a basis for argu;pq in favour of the problem-solving
approach, and to“draw_attention'to the difficulty4posea
this explanation by the admired choice variable.

The second chapter of the literature review focuses
on group éecision—ﬁaking on CD problems. Here, the major
interest is to isolate those factors that lead to changes
in individual decisions as a result of group interaction.
Social comparison processes and information exchange .
during dis;ussion are both examined, in te;ms of the rele-
vant research, as possible explanations of why changes in
'débision on CD problems occur following group decision-
making. The major ccnclusiqﬁ of this chapter is that the
exchange of information by group members appears to be the
important Qgterminant of grdup shift effects on CD prob-

2

lems. It is acknowledged, however, that certain findings

regarding the admired choice are not readily accounted for
by this account of shift effects.
The next chapter attempts to integrate the conclu-

sions of the previous two, and suggest that findings asso-

ciated wWith the paradigm of the choice shift gan be

2

2 "Choice shift" will frequently be used, henceforth,
as a_.phrase to refer to the phenomena of group induced
shifts in decisions on CD problems. This phrase has
achieved almost universal usage in describing this phenom-
ena since it was first introduced by Pruitt (1971).
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readily accounted for by the view that both individual
decisions and changés in these decisions are g.function of
information available to an individual that is considered
relevant to a particulér CD item, The'problemqt;cal |
findings related to the admi:ed.choice are shown tb be
readily reconciled to this propos&fion with the aid of a
few assumptions.

Four experiments that were designed to eQaluate the
assumptions that link the ;dmired choicg to the proposed
explanation -of the choice shift are presented in the hext

four chaptéré. The following, and last chapter, summar-

izes the findings of the research and considers implica-

tions that these results suggest for future research

related to the rgglevant arguments explanation of the

choice shift and the admired choice.

™

o

a
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. 1 . CHAPTER IT _ _ - _ -~
THE INDIVIDUAL DECISION .

N

ThesValues of R&Sktand Caution, ~ - . |
Although Brown has proposed‘two'possibLe.ﬁechanisgsv'

« that ‘could account for group shlfts in déClSlon, it is .

._\.

clear that the fundamental assumptlon underlylng each

[

explﬁnation lS;Ihat 1nd1v1dﬁals make deelslons on :CD prob—A“

~ *

""‘\
lems in terms of values of either rlsk or cautlon. Per-
1

haps the most ﬁrequently c1ted evidence (Prultt, 1971) in’

supgort of thas contentlon as the{ilﬂdlnq that 1ﬂd1viduals

,J B

take an 1n1t1ally rlskler p051tlon on. 1tems that Shlft

towards rlsk tHan they do on problems that mOve\fowards

a s

< N
dautlon follow1ng group dlscu551on. JConszstent with. tkhese-

,flndlngs are the results of a study by Madaras and Bem

'

o (1968) These authoxs found that flctltlous tndividuals

-who endorsed low probablllty choxtes ‘on CD problems which

N

shift in the risky dlrectlon receaved more favourable

°

ratlngs than persons® >who endorsed oautlous choices on

oo - o
a L ,‘)

these same problems. , s

o

SomeWhat simllar ev1dence &omes frdm a reported

¢
+ -experlment undertaken by’ LeV1nger and . Schnelder (1969) .

LA

These researchers reasoned that adherenee to a value by an

©

1nd1vgdual leads td two consequences. The f;rstnls that-

)
£l N -
< . B -~
y .
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o latter Varlables being® moge extreme than peﬁsonal choice *° .

fal . 5}

o ¢ o~ ~

the pefsonbwifl view hisvbeﬁaviour%as being at least as

» e ey

c9n51stent w1th 1mportant vaIUes as is ‘the behavfour~of
M U

S ~ W

the ma;orlty OF one's peers. The second lmp;lcatlon is

o ©

s 4

that one' 5 behav1our is never qulte .as worthy cE admlra—‘
‘tion as the 1deal of behav1gur sugdésted by cherlshed T
. > .
) values.

More pa;tlcularly, on 1tems that evoke rlsky

< J «

shlfts, it was expected that peOpleuwould v1ew theifr own

o
@

choice as being at least as,¢1f not meore rlsky than, the - ¢

mejorityoof similar othérsi The second hypothesxs stated . S

b

that the ch01ce of odds most admlred by a- persqn would .

represent an even rlskaer ch01ce than the 1nd1v1dua1 would ¢

o

personally endorse. These authors-ln fact stressed thatu N

¢

the existence of a @iscrepanty between the most- admired >

° v

choice and personal choice would‘p}ovfae direct evidence

in suppprt of: the assumptlon that rlsk is a value on those

Levinger and Schneider found that

!

1tems that shlft‘rlsky.

personal choice‘did indebd fall between scores obtained on

u < ’ o <

a measure of most adm;reduchOLOe and estlmaﬁes of the per-

ceived majorlty choice, wath the, scores on both. of these “~

¢ el

o

Heapy (1975) has also found L,

that with problems which . epnslstently shlft caut;ous the

v

admlred choide 15 more cautious than personal choice, .
B : bR DN . - ° v
whereas the majority estimate is peiceived’as moxe risky.

o

*in the dlrectlons predlcted.

Levinger and Schneider con-

(%

Given this sort of evidence,

clude” that personal decisions reflect‘comprOmiqes between-

o . ! . 4
) .
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two conflicting ?ressuteSzv";ne, wggt:khe individual
values or desires; and the second wha%:he considers'
realistic or reasonable" (Levinger & Schneider, 1969).

6n the basis of thisgéonclﬁsion,yﬂeapy (1975)
reasoned that if a measure of admired choice reflects the
value orientation and a'meas&re ﬁf the méjority choice
mirrors what i# aonsidered reasonable, then ‘each of these
variables should independently account for variatior in

individuals' personal choices. Ambivalent support was

found for this prediction. A multiple correlation énalx—
sis, Qheré‘admired»choice and majordty estimate were pre-

dictors and personal choice was the criterion, revealed

4]

that admired choice received a highly significant weight-

ing-whereas the beta wgqjght associated with the majority

estimate. variable was nonsignificant. These findings are
. - bl 9 - . -

somewhat similar to those reported by Lamm, Schaude and

’

Trommsdorf (1971) who also found the admired choice to be

better correlated with personal choice than the majority
estimate. The significant relationship between admired
choice and personal choice®is at least consistent with

Levinger and Schneider's view that the admired choice -

.«

reflects, the value orientation of a CDO item; "admiration

is likely to be an unalloyed gxp%ession 0f the dominant

Q

value engaged by the decision". (Burnstein, Vinokur &

" Pichevin, 1974, p. 430).

o
8

The relatively poor relationship found between

i

924



personal choice and majority estimate can perhaps be
explained in light of a study by Burnstein, Vinokur and
Pichevin (1974). .These authors argue that the majority

-

estimate bears no causative relationship to personal
choice“but rather each  of thése choices has distinct
causes which havé nothihg:to do with value adherence.
They account for the discrepancies found between personal
choice and majority estimate in terms of the confidence
associated with each of these decisions. Their prediction
is that personal choice is,made more confidently than the
perceived majority choice. Since cornfident choices tend
to be more extreme than less confiéent ones kSuchman,
1950),Lpersopal choices on CD problems are’ alwaysg, expected
to be more extreme than estimates of majority choice.
Burnstein et al.'s research did show that personal choices
are made more confidently than choices attributed to B
others. This lack of confidence in ascribing a choice to

one's peers might result in greater variability being

associated with' scores on the majority estimate variable

»

>

than is the case with personal choices. This might in
part account for the low correlation between majority -
estimate and persqnal choice. There might also be, as
Burnstein et al. argue, no causative relationship between
these variables.

Although a numbér of the studies reviewed present

findings which tend to be consistent with Brown's value
[ 4
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notion, it is clear they demonstrate only that with

various CD problems there tends to be an initial consensus
as to which alternative of the problem is most atééactive.
It would require very little ingenuity to suggest a number
of reasons as to why a partjicular alternative of a CD
problem would elicit consensual appeal without having to
refer to values of risk or caution. What is regquired is
evidence that‘suggests people intend to be risky on CD
problems shifting risky and that they mean to be cautious
on items that shift cautious. A study.by Pruitt (1969)
bears on this gquestion. Subjecgs were asked to ra£e the
various probability options made available with a risky CD
problem as to whether they should be viewed as being risky
or cautious choices. Following this, subjects then made a
probdbility choice under typical instructions. It was
found that the respondents tended to choose pfobabilities
that they had previously rated as being cautious. These
results are extremely difficult to reconcile with Brown's
hypothesis that subjects will view their choices on prob-
lems which shift risky as ini;ially)representing a risky
choice. -

The apparent weakness of evidence in support of the
hypothesis that values of risk and caution determine
initial CD choices has led a number of researchers to
speculate that a risky or cautious choice of odds might

represent behaviour that is instrumental to the satis-
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faction of cultural values other than risk or caution.

The Value of Ability

‘

Risk and caution are not the only values that have

L been used to explain why one alternative or another of a
CD problem appears to be consensually attractive. Jelli-

, son and Riskind:(1970) have postulated that tﬁe relevant

value affecting choices on CD problems is ability. Their

position derives directly from Festinger's theory of
Social Comparison (Festinger, 1954). Festinger stated
ghat people wish to see themselves as having slightly more
> ability than other people with whom they compare them-
selves. Jellison and Riskind go on to suggest that the
risk level chosen by an individual represents how he sees
himself with regard to ability. The.higher the risk level
endorsed, the more ability an individual presumes himself
to have. A peréoﬁ is also exéecged to see himself as
having more ability than the majority of othér people. 1In

4

support of these assumptions, Jellison and Riskind have

shown that: (a) risk taking in others is taken as an indi-

cation of ability, (b) people who are high in ability are

also seen as willing to take risks,‘hnd‘(c) people tend to

view themselves as having more ability than-others. ; .
Cau£ious individual decisions and cautious group

depisions, however, pose a problem for this theory. To

account for these data, Jellison and Riskind have hypothe-

sized that individual and group decisions are influenced

IR TR
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by item specific values such as the value of appearing

responsible. They'have offered no evidence, however, to --
/‘ .

support such a contention. Furthermore, their data point

merely to the fact that risk taking and ability are

perceived as being correlated in our society.

\

Item Specific Values

Another view of CD decision-making wﬁich resorts to
the importance of item specific values has been proposed
by Stoner (1968): ﬁe argues that each item engages prob-
lem specific values which are assumed to be implicit
within the outcomes associated with each alternative. The
particular“value.that is considered most important to the
individual is expected to sway the decision in the direc-
tion of the alternative which gives rise to a considera-
tion of this particular value. The iﬁdlvidual is also
expected to view his probability choice as reflecting a
closer adherence to the dominant val&%?ihan would.be the
case with other people similar to himéelf. As a first
step tow;rd testing this view, Stoner wrote phrases which
described, in general terms, the alternative outcomés

implicit in'each of the twelve CD problems he used. These

-statements were then matched to the CD items by six inde-

. \
pendent judges and there was found to be substantial

agreement as to which problem the statements referred.
Subjects were set the task of ranking the importance to

them of each of the value statements and as well made

-
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personal choices en‘each of the twelve problems. Stoner
found that those subjects who rated the value'statement
associated with the risky alternatiQé as more important
than the caution:associated value statement.preferred more
risky courses of action than those subjects who ranked the
caution—associatéd statement as more impor?ant. This led -
Stoner to conclude'that the difﬁfrepce in'impdrtance to
subjects of the values associated with tﬁé risky and cau-
tious alternatives is predictive of initial choice‘on CDh
problems. Pruitt and Cosentino (1975) in a reapalysis of
Stoner's data found that if one subtracted sybjects' rank-
ings'of the value statement associated with‘the risky
option and then correlated this igdex with the level of
risk taken on each item; a somewhat different conclusion
emerged. Pruitt found that the correlation coefficient
for the twelve items ranged from -.01l to .30 with a median
of .1l2. Thesé data can hardly be construed as‘strong
support for Stoner's contention that the d;fference;in
value rankings associated with a CD‘problem are predictive

-

of personal choice.

-
-

A study recently published by Pruitt and Cosentino
(1975) tends to cast a degree of doubt on any position
which argues that values play'an important role in direct-

ing choices on CD problems. Most of the research dis-

,
cussed so far has involved attempts to verify some pagsgc-

ular researcher's view as to what values are important in

ey




influencing an individual's choices on CD problems.

Pruitt and Cosentino's study involved a quite different
straﬁegy. They constructed CD problems in which it was
extremely clear that successful risk-taking would lead'to
satisfaction of a widely held value. Their question was
whether or not an individualvwho endorsed the value in
guestion would choose the risky course of action on the
relévant CD item. In other words, if a person holds some
value dearly, is that person willing to take risks in
order'to satisfy that vélue. In effect, this is what all
other proponents of value theory have maintained in one
form of another; people will decide upon a choice of odds
that is perceived to be instrumental in satisfying the
dominan; value elicited by a CD problem. The study
involved two new CD problems. In one of these, successful
risk-taking clearly legds to the satisfaction of the value
of freedom whereas in the_other the willingness to choose
a risky course of odds could lead to the satisfaction of
the value'of equality. The extent to which subjects in
the experiment valued freedom and eéuality was measured by
meéns of the Rokeach Value Survey (1970). This task
requires subjects to rank in importanée eighteen values,
including freedom and equality. The important analysis
involved the calculation of the correlation between the

rankings of freedom and equality and the choices made on

each of the two CD problems. The correlation between the
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ranking of freedom and personal choices on the freedom-CD
»
items was .34, whereas the correlation between the rank of

\

equality and personal preference on the ‘equality-CD prob-
‘1ém was .37. In both ca;es, these correlations are
significant; however, with correlations of this magnitude
one must be concerned with the extent to which method
variance can account for the relationship. Regardless of
the basis for these correlations, tﬁese fi&hres do suggest
that a considerable proportion of' the vaiiability in\
responses to the CD problem is left unaccounted for.
These éoncerns recommend that even if it were clear what
value was dominant for each of’the CD problems breviously
discussed, there is good reason to believe that other
factors-beyond -the dominant value play a role in deter-
mining CD responses.

Anbther aspect of this study which is_pf interest is
that measures of admired choice and majority estimate were
administered to subjects as well as the other measures
described. If, as Pruitt and Consentino point out, the -
discrepancy between personal choice and admired choice and
the discrepancy between personal choice and majority esti-
mate are supposed to reflect the extent to which a subject

-
endorses the value implied in a CD problem, then one would
expect a high correlation between each of these discrep-
ancy measures and tpe ranking of the value implied in each

of two CD probiems. There was no significant correlation




s e d ey

e

..

between the self-admired discrepancy measure and the rank
of* the value relevant to each CD problem. The majority
estimate-personal choice discrepancy was found to be
related to the relevant values only by virtue of one of
its components, personal choice. These results lead one
to once :again question t;xe importance o‘e majfrity ;
estimate variable in relation to personal choices. They
also suggest the rather paradoxiqal conclusion that the
admired choice no longer seems to have the concepthal
foundation of values to support it and yet it must be *
remembered that this variable is one of the bettér pre-
dictors of.personal choice. Even if values do not play as
important a role in determining personal choices as
initially believed, one is still left with the residual
issue of the admired choice; why does it relate to per-
sonal choice and why is it discrepant from personal

choice? Shortly: it will become apparent that this vari-
able poses a problem not only for value explanations of CD
decisions but alsa for views of the individual decision

-

that are offered as alternatives to Value theories.

The Alternative to Values

It would seem reasonable at this point to conclude

a

that the evidence adduced to support the notion that

culturally shared values influence CD decisions is at best

marginal. This lack of definitive empirical support for a

value conception of individual detision has prompted a

number of researchers to expldre an alternative view of

the individual decision on CD problems. The mest
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~ sustained program of research developed to evaluate an

alternative to value explanations of CD decisions comes

from the endeavours of a number of researchers often

referred to as the "Michigan Group" (Burnstein & Vinokur

t

being the most prominent in terms of authorship). These
researchers have proposed that decisions on CD items

-

represent the end result of problem solving rather than

the reflection of widely held values. Their congecture is
"that choosing a minimum acceétable probability of success
s
reqﬁires the individual to organize the facts g;ga;ding
the alternatiyve courses of action, to weigh their impor-
tance, and even to make some -inferences based on these
facts and on his familiarity with similér situations"
(Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974, p. 306). It is expected that
with anﬁ CD problem where there is an average initial
choice which clearly favours one alternative over another,

most individuals will havetmore information and better

-

" quality information in favour of the preferred alterna-

tive.: As weli, this info;mation is presumed to focus on
thé consequences that each alternaL@Ve-of a CD problem
sdggésts4to decision-makers.

In }ecent-years, a considerable amount_of research
has been undertaken in an effort to support the Michigan
Group's conceptions of the individual choi;e on CD

problems. A study by Vinokur and Burnstein (1974) asked

subjects, after they made a personal decision on a CD

problem, to write down arguments that they felt would
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jgstify the choice of a low probability of success in the
situation the problem described and all the relevant
reasons that‘would argue in favour of demanding a high
probability of success in the situation depicted.
Subjects were also asked to rank all the ‘arguments the§
listed, both pro and con risk, as to how important they
were té them. It .was found that the relative frequency
and importance of pro-risk to pro-cautious arguments
correlated with subject's 1initial choice of risk level and
the overall initial mean choice on the dilemmas. It was
also found that-the arguments most important to individual
decision-makKers were also considered as very persuasive to’
individuals who were asked tb evaluate the'arguments‘
generated in'thi; stﬁdy.‘ . |

Given the correlational nature of their stud&, one
can only argue that VvVinokur and Burnstein have enhanced
the plausibility of their viéw as to how decisions are
made on CD problemst " However, ﬁbbesen and Bower (1974)
offer experimental support for the relative proportion of
argument§ hypothesis. These authors wf%te twenty risky
and twenty cautibu§ arguments for each of five CD problems.
Pre-test:-subjects in their experiment rated the persua-
siveness of each of the 200 ;rguments so generated. On
the basis of these ratings, the nine most persuaéivé risky

and the nine most persuasive conservative arguments

relevant to each CD probleﬁ were selected. This pool of

D T B R o “ - N o
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arguments for each CD problem made it possible to system-

atically vary the proportion of risky to conservative

L .
arguments made available to subjects. Five experimental

condiéions were created each of which involved presenting
ten different arguments to subjects. The proportion of
risky arguments in oge'condition was .90; for another .70;
for the third .50; for the fourth .30 and the last .10.
Each proportion was paired with each CD item. Subjects
in each condition made CD decisions both before and ;fter
exposure to the proportion of arguments ‘relevant to thé
particular condition. The results clearly showed that
regardless of CD item, post—treétmé% decisions were a
- Y

direct linear function of the propo ;p% of.risky to
cautious arguments. This would seem to‘be‘strong support
%orAthe vieW.that subject's decisions on CD problems are
dependent upon the amount of information available to them
in support of each of the two alternatives a problem
provides.

Attempts'have also been made to inquire about the
n;ture of the information individuals bring to'béar upon

the CD prgblems. A rather ambitious study by Vinokdr,

Trope and Burnstein (1975) reguired subjects to generate

, érguments that were favourable towards &ch alternative of

a CD problem. A content analysis of the arguments
revealed that slightl§ over seventy percent of all thén

arguments pertained. to the utilities of the outcomes

e oy sy B s N . . . N v




o

problems in the manner predicted by these theories. The

- )
N . c

assoc1ated ‘with each alternatlve course of action avail- -

able. JIt was furthér found that virtually neae of the-

arguments ‘examined revealeﬁ content that suggested peOple
should cﬂoose aaéourse of action becauseorlsk; or cautlous
behav1our is 1nﬁerently valuable or rewardlng. This last

finding would:.seem to further argue against the Proposi-

tion that subjects’make)decisions on CD problems inf%erms‘

g ' ‘
of values of risk or caution.

In“summary,‘it would appear that the weight of
current evidence subpofts the viéw that ihdi?iduals make
decisions on ‘CD prpblem% in termscothhe relevant ;nﬁe?ma—
tioﬁ or a;@umehts availablé té them. _The Qnehédintithat
remains a curiosity, hdwevér, wit; regagdvto the~ihdi;

vidual decision is the finding that the admired choice is

a very good predictor of personal choice. It is not jmme-

B}

wdiately clear how a:-relevant argument position could

accaunt for thls flndlng or explaln why the admired choice

7 i}

is typieally more extreme than personal ch01ce. It'w11;

L}

be recalled that the admired ch01ce is a varlable that

s

derlves from theories wh1ch suggest that ch01ces on CD

problems are -caused by the interplay of widely held

values. It is in fact one of the few variables associated

v . . .
with value theories that relates' to personal choiées on CD

-

credibility of the gelevant arguments position would be,

o

* considerably ‘enhanced if the’ admired choice could be

o~ V. e em el Al mmoame



28

accounted for in terms of the concepts associated with

El

this position. One attempt has been madg by the Michigan
Group to account for this variaﬁle in relation to CD
decisions from the peint of view of the persuasive argu-
ments hypothesis. Burnstein, Vinokur and Pichevin (1974)
speculate that one Qf the reasons why an extreme choice is
admired is because it indicates to an observer that there
must be a large number of persuésivé arguments ih support
of such a preference. 1In othgr words, an extreme choice,
regardless of its direcgion, is likely to be admired,

-~

since it is a sign of confidence. A further reason for

-

<

admiring e particular choice relates to the basis for

o
one'gacwg\éhoice.’7Wheqian.iﬁdividuél makes a,decision, he

.. ) ; ) .
1is 1ike1y<t5\be aware of whichﬁalternative has the most . 4
supportive information. ' An indication of preferenée £or
this "alternative by another person suggests -they are a;l“;fe’
of what is the correct choice to make. Burnstein et al.
are suggesting&then fhat admiration for a choicg depends
upon the independent éffects of direction and correctness
(as they say "a special sense of correctness") of a
choice. 1In, an experiment designed to suppoét these views,
evaluative ratings of hypothetical individuals making
choices on CD problems indicated that both the direction .
of choice and the confidence with which the fictitious

- f

individual made a‘décision did have the predicted effects.

o

On the evaluative ratings, analysis of variance .révealed

-
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that.tyere was a significant main effect for confidence
and in 1nteracti§n between item type ,(risky or cautious
items) and direction of ghoiée. These findings are con-
sistent with the expectation that high confidence choices
ﬂiil be more admirable than low confidence ones, as will
be riéky choicestqn risky items compared with cautious
choices, and cautious choices on cautious probléms as con-
trasted with risky oices. Although these findings are
‘consistent with a pérsuasive arguments account of the
admired choice, they are not compelling support for the
assumptions linking persuasive arguments to the admired
choice. There was no attempt to determine wkether
subjécts viewed high confidence choices as)being premised
upon a large number of persuasiv% arquments. Also; £here
zwasbno effort to determine whether individﬁals view their
own decisions as being "“correct" in any sense of the word.
Of further interest is the finding that a ¢tonfident,

camtious choice on & risky item was not rated as highly as

et >3

a low confidence risky choice on a risky item. Similar

©

findings are found with cautious items,-inasmuch as highly

“ «

confident, risky choices on cautious probiems are not
viewed as positively as low confidenﬁe, caufious choices
on these items. This suggests that tpe direction of
choice made on a particular CDrproblém is of more impor-
tance in affecting how admired it will be than is the

expression of confidence indicated by the decision-maker.
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It might well be that a decision-maker who is confident
- ‘
receives admiration somewhat independent of choice made;

however, whether confidence bears upon the decision

J0

processes leading a person to make an admired choice, is |

an open question. It would appear that the relationship
between personal choice and admired choice is still
unclear. ’

Keeping the loose end of the admired choice in mind,
the focus of this literature review will now turn to the

research concerned with group decision-making on CD

problems.

R e A ekl g o




CHAPTER III
THE GROUP DECISION

Certainly the greatest volume of research concerned
with the topic of the choice shift concentrates on expla-
nations of why individual decisionsoehange during group
decision-making. 1In part, this is understandable. It is,
in fact, as a result of group interaction that a shift in
decisions occurs. Very often, howéver, the impression
gained from this literature is that an understanding of
grbup process can alway; proceed without an understanding
of individual decision-making. Certainly\fhere are many
instances where group process does not relate to the basis

for arriving at decisions prior to a group experience.

- Conformity in a group setting is but -one example. What is

intriguing is that very often when the nature of group

process is unrelated to the process of decision-making

-used by a person in an insulated situation, the decision

or behaviour indicateéyby the individual in the group is
not likely to endure following the. interaction with
otfers. A person might coﬁform in a group, but that
altefed behaviour does not necessarily endure outside the
collective. The shift in decisions following group dis-

cussion, however, involves an enduring change (Wallach &
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Kégan, 1965) . The new decisions persist as long as six
weeks. This would suggest that what happens during group
discussion might well be affecting the decision pFasess
used by an individual prior to group discussion. An
understanding of group process might well benefit from an

understanding of the important variables affecting indi-

vidual decisions. The two explanations of group shifts to
be discussed in this chapter rely to different extents
upon the nature of the individual decision-making process.
'Social comparison theories, as one type, do not have to .
‘gglatq to the individual decision-making process prior to
group discussion at all. Although some do (Levinger &
Schneider, 1969), it is not a necessary relationship.
Relevant arguments theory, however, relies quite heavily
on the proposition that decisions made by persons in - .
groups are affected by much the same factors as those made
individually. A review of the liferature relating to
these divergent theoretical positions should underline the
importance attached to carefully examining individual
decision-making prior to undertaking an attempt to under-
stand'group process, especially if the outcomes of group
interaction are long lasting. It might be the case, more
often than-not, that the nature of the individual

decision-making process places necessary constraints upon

the possibilities that can be entertained with regard to

.group process.
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Social Comparison and Persuasive Argquments

As has been stated, the preponderance of literature
dealing with attempts to abstract the essential elements
of group process that can account for the choice shift,
takes as its starging point one of twoc group mechanisms
formulated by Brown (1965). One broad class of theories
argue that the crucial function of group discussion is to
reveal the distribution of individual members' initial
decisions. This exchange presumably leads to comparison
between a member's initial choice and choices made by
other participants. It is expected that some individuals
will discover that a number of their co-participants will
have made a decision_that is more closely aligned with a
salient social standard and that there will then be
pressure on the individual to re-evaluate the initial
decision in light of this discovery.- These social or
interpersonal comparison theories compete conceptually in
the liferatufé with another view of group process which
might best be described as the relevahﬁ arguments posi-
tion. Researchers advocating this type of mezhanism argue
that'the presentation of arguments, the content of the
arguments and the number of arguments favoﬁring each
alternative comes tov have a persuasive impact upon some

group members. Each of these positions will be discussed

in turn.




is qhéllenged, however, by the finding that both admired
‘ : 1y

choice and the normative estimate are predictors of deci-
sions following an exchange of initial positions with&ht

.

‘discussion. It will be recalled that one of the assump-
tioné‘of social comparison theories (of all varietjes) is
that the necessary and sufficient condition for g%oﬁp :
shift effects is thg exchange of initia} positiohg or,
decisions between members without discﬁssion. If Pruitt
were correct about the mechanism of social‘comparison,
then one would expect only the admired choice and not the
normative estimate to be sighificantly felated‘to personal
choice. A further problem for Pruitt's view was the
finding that the admired choice shifted,following group
discussion in a manner giﬁilar to- the ﬁ:fsonal choice
shift. One would Expecg, givep,Pruitt's account of the
admired choice, that the ideal decision would remain P
stabf;; that it représents some enduring ‘standard. It
would appear thét clear support for either Levinger and
Schneider's or Pruitt's view of social comparison mec¢han-
isms is at present either lacking, or at best, ambiguous.
The admired choice once again appearé as a vériable
importantly related to personal decisions. The admired
choice is found, fblloyiné group discussion, to be as
highly related to personal choice as was found to be the -

case when individual decisions preceded group discussion.

The  emerging ubiéuiﬁy of this va;iabie is ag difficult to
' ‘ , ¢ o



ideal in relation to vthe value engaged by a particular co*
‘ v
problem, but nonetheless the decision is more in the

direction of what would be considered an admired choig’ 3

than is the case with the majority of one's peers. This
is, of course, reminiscent of.Levinger and Schneider's
(1969) explanatioﬁ of how individual decisions are made on
CD problemé. No doubt, these authors are attempting,
understandably, to account for £he initial individual

_4idecision.on CD problems and the change in decision follow-

-ing group discussion with an elegant economy of variables.
Even though there is at best ambivalent support for their
view that both the admired choice and the estimate of
majority opinion are causative factors in relation to per-

. sonal choice, one cannot dismiss the possibility that
these judgéments become relevant events as a result of
cultural values becoming salient during group interaction.
It is certainly conceivable that initial individual deci-
sions might result from a weighing of informationhin a

problem-solving sense, and yet the dynamics of the shift
effect result from a re-evaluation of one's opinion in
terms of social standards or comparison levels made
ial&ent du¥ing gré&p'discussion._ Alfhough social com-
parison theorists appear to agree that a percefved ideal

. choice and an anticipated peer choice become relevant con- s

cerns to group members, disagreement exists as to which of -

these potential comparison levels is the one responsible

»
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for change. _ Levinger and Schneider, for instance, argue
that a group member is likely to change an initial deci-
sion in a group if it is discovered that a number -of ather
éarticipahts endorse probability levels closer to the
admired choice £han had been anticipated. In order to
avoid negative evaluation, the group memberréicks a new
choice that allows for the continued self-perception of
being at least as close to ong's admired choite as are the
choices 6f}one's peers. Clearf&} the éstimate of quority
choicé serves as the important comparisoﬁ~;e§e1:in this -

version of social comparison theory, when predicting how

individual decisions will change. Pruitt (1971), however,

Y

argues that the choice most admired by an individual serves
as a far more important comparison pos;tion if one's con-
cern is to predict how personal changes in preference on
CD problems come about. Pruitt maintains that group |
‘members are likely to be desirdus of making a decision
that accords with their ideal choice but they anticipate
the normathe constrainté of their pee;s' décisions.
Changeﬁ in persgnal decisions, is expected to occur i%
some one individual in a group endorses a position that
epitomizes the admired choice of anothér group member.
This admired individual is assumed to release a group o
member from a qucgived majority obinion.

A third, and common assumption of social comparison

theories is ;hat informationnibout the initial risk levels

4 '




particulpr problem. Groups were then created which

o

chosen by other members of the group is all that is neces-
N

sa;y to bring about the shift in individual decisions

which ultimately eventuates in a group shift in decision,

Whatever comparison level is hfpothesized as being used by

subjects, it is assumed to be inferred from the risk .
preferences of other group members.
In evaluating the social® comparison explanations of
»

the choice shiﬁf, the research related to each of the

. . . . A,
three basic assumptions will be discussed in turn.

< 5]
¢

values in the droup

.

The most prevalent strategy used in an attempt to
establish the salience of values during group‘discussion
has been to show that groups of subjects who place great

<

importance on the cultural value presumably engaged by a
CD problem manifé;t lérger choice shifts than groups char-
acterized by lesé adherence to the particular value (Clark,
Crockett & Archer, 1971, Lamm, Schaude & Trommsdorf, 1971).
A étudy by Prﬁitt and Cosentino (1975) used a similar
strategy to directly confront the pfoposition_that values
are causative factors influencing decisions during group
digcussion. These researchers éonstrﬁcted CD'problems'
where it was patently clear that choice of risky odds
woﬁld be instrumental in promot?ng a widely held social

value. Subjects rated how much they endorsed the value -

clearly implied in the description of the dilemma of each

1




48

consiséed of either members who highly ranked the walue
implicit in a particular préblem or i?dividuéls who rated
the relevant value very low. The hypothesis stated that
if the value imbedded in a CD problem became salient, then
groups composed of subjects who favoured the valué would

" shift more inbthe risky direction than would groups who
attaéhed little importance to that value. The findings
indicated that both grodﬁs shifted in the risky direction
and further there Qas no differeﬁce in the degree of shift
shown by either high value or low value é}oups. This
evidence would seem to ﬁe very diffidhlt to reconcile with

the contention that values supply the energy for the

choice shift.

The Standard of Comparison

?he next issue is whether éhe admired choice or thé
estimate of majority.opinion serves aé the comparison”
level in bringing about the choice shift. Evidence con-
sistent with thé viey that chanées in personal choice
following group discussion_ are contingent‘upon revisions
in the estimate of normative opinion comes from a study by
Ferguson and Vidma£‘11§7l). It was found that shifts in -
:persqnal choice following grohp decision-making were .

. paralleled by shifts in the estimate of‘majorlty opinion.
The authors point out ‘that this change in perceivéd norms
in itself does not substantiage the notion that changes_in

the normative egtimate will cause c¢hanges in personal

»
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preferences. They found, however, that the chqnge'in
majority estimate was more robust than the change'in pre-
ference following.&iscussion, and henceé the ﬁgasonable
. . s

assuﬁption\that the>change in normative estimate is the
more basic phenomenon. They further cite an unpublished
study by Steiner (1970) where subjects supplied with false
"norms about how others responded to CD items were found to
shift their preferences.in a diréction consistent with the
‘supplied norm. Weideman (1972) has since replicated tHese
findings.

* Although these experiments demonstrate that it is
possible to change personal decisions in some situations

by maniuplating norms, and that changes in normaéive esti~-
mafes'correlate with changes in personal decisions, certain

critical evidence is lacking. Can it, for instance., be

clearly estabii;hsd that perceivéd changes in norms

accompanying group discussions of CD problems charige per-

kJ
sonal decisions? Even though changes in normative esti-

mate correlate with chépges in personal choice, does per;l
sonal choice in fact correlate with the estimate of norma-
tive opinion ﬁoilowingvgroup interaction? These questions
would have éo be answered in the affirmative if the ver-
sion of social comparison under discussion is correct.
Unfortunately, the evidence which relates to éhese ques-

tions appears to answer both questions in the negative.

Baron, Dion, Baron and Miller (1971) *reasoned that if a

©
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« *tion in this particular experiment. A second condition

’

-<dictor 8f personal choices, whereas the admired choice

h

group member's éstimate‘of the typical choicé made. by his
peers in‘a group was gonfirmed,“thep a sociai cogfarison
view would predict there would be little, if any, change
in the individual's personal choice. What was found, was
thap an individual faced with a majority choice in the

.direction expected, actually shifted in the direction of

4
the .consensus. In other words, even though there was no
[ 4

shift in the normative estimate, there was a choice shift;

‘an outcome clearly contrary to a notion.of social
' {

comparison which relies “upon shifts in normative estimate

to explain shifts in personallchoice.

With fegard to normative'estimateQ relating to
persomal choices following discussion of CD problems, the
eVidénce is equally discouraging.' A study (Heapy, 1975)

which reqﬁired subjects to indicate;adﬁired choices and

: . .
perceived normative choices as well as personal choices on
e C 2 Y .

CD problems following group decisions found that the

[

normative estimate variable was not a significant. pre- ‘ e
7 kN "

'3

was. This result does not appear to be an artifact of
overlapping method variance ‘between the 'two predictor

measures given the outcomes associated with another condi-

did not allow subjects to discuss each CD problem until
- .

unanimous agreement was reached; however, subjects weTe

instructed to make each other aware of thgir initial

3
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decisions. Following this, subjects made admired choices, -

personal‘choices and selected estimates ,of majorityfpre—

ference. In this.condition, both the admifed choice ana
. r . - .

the normative estimate received significant betda weights

in a regression equatioﬁ used'ip predict personal choices.

The finding that the ?ormative estimate can be a' signifi- )

cant pfédictor iﬁ some-sitﬁat;ons suggests thaé %u§3tan—~“

tive importance should be attached to the discovery that

this variable does not receive a siénificant weighting

’followihg full group discussion. The most obvious,ﬁeaning | -

to att;cﬁxfg this fiﬁding is simply that the estimate of

majorit® opinion does not play a 1;ole- J.n determining deci‘—

sions following group discussion. Lth does the admired

choice turn out to be such a good predictor -of dec¢isions

fol;pwing’groupwdiécﬁssion? This fipding could be con-

strued as evidencé in'sﬁpport of Pruitt's contention that

the admi;éd choiece, not the normative estiéate, is the

re%evant comparisén ;evél du ing group iqtéfacgzon. In

: fact, this is one of the fey studies that offers evidence
that diféctly relétes to the hypothesis tﬁat the admired * -

choice when represented by somecne in a group "releases"

group members from normative constraints. If theﬂadmirgd

1 «

choice becomes salient during group discussion and this
variable does serve ag a comparison level, then one.ﬁould

'expect personal decisions to be highly related to admired

choice féllowing the group experience. This interpretation
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is qhéllenged, however, by the finding that both admired
choice and the normative estimate are predictors of deci-
sions following an exchange of initial positions withéﬁt

’

‘discussion. It will be recalled that one of the assump-
tion;*of social comparison theories (of all variet;es) is
that the necessary and sufficient condition for gfoﬁp ’
shift effects is thg exchange of initia; positiohg or,
decisions between members without discﬁssion. If Pruitt
were correct about the mechanism of soc1al comparlson,
then one would expect onIy the admired choice and not the
normative gstimate to be significantly felated‘to personal
choice. A further problem for Pruitt's view was the
finding that the admired choice shifted following group
discussion in a manner 51m11ar to the p:}sonal choice
shift. One would expect, given Prultt s account of the
admirgd choice, that the jideal decision would remain P
stabI;: that it représents some enduring -standard. It
would appear thét clear support‘for either Levinger and
Schneider's or Pruitt's view of social comparison mec¢han-
isms is at present either lacking, or at best, ambiguous.
The admired choice once again appearé as a vériable
importantly related»to'pérsonal decisions. The admired
‘ghoice is found, fblloyiné group d§scussiqn, to be as
highly related to personal choice as was found to be the
case when individual deéisiohs’péecedeqlgroup discussion.

The. emerging ubiduity‘of this variable is as difficult to
' ! . [ |
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understand in the context of group process as it was to’ o
. Id
appreciéte its role in discussing indiwidual dec}sions in

y
relation to CD problems. This variable's theoretical sig-

nificance in' the discussion of group process was asfa com-
parison level. Once again, however, its theoreticalﬂ
underpinnings seem in jeopardy and yeé the vafiabie
remains robust.. In the discussion of individual decision-
making, in relation to CD problems, it was’concluded,that
an adequate explanation of the decision-making process
should be able to account fo; the relationship between
édmired choice and personal choices. Now it appears that
a successful account of “how group process leads to changes
in individual decisions must be able to explain how the

relationship between admired choice and personal choice is

sustained following group interaction.,

The Distribution of Initial Choices

The last aspect of social comparison views to be
evaluated is the assumption that information abo&f the
initial risk levels chosen by other groﬁp\members is all
that is necessary to bring ;bout the changéﬁin individual
decisions (an assumption briefly allpded to in the fore-
going diécussion of compérison levels). This issue in
many ways has been the central focus of the controversy
between advogatés of a sociél comparison process and the

suppdrters of a "relevant arguments"” position. The rob-
PP ; g p p

lem comes down essentially to one of trying to determine
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whether it is the revealéd initial preferences, or the
content of the arguments brought out during group discus-
sion, that produce the choice shift. A study frequently
cited in support of a social comoarison position (Teéer &
Pruitt, 1967) involved onedexpérimental condition where
_subjects inggioups were not allowed to discuss their
initial decisions. Rather, group members exchanged infor-
mation about their initial positions by holding up cagos
stating their desired probabilff?“igyels. Groups in this
condition showed a choice shift. However, the magnitude
of the shift was leso tﬁan Fhaf following full group dis-
cussion. St. Jean (1970) undertook a similarqexperiment
Qith the addition of a condition called an "arguments-
only" condition. In this condition, subjects were allowed
to discuss only "the pros and cons attached to the risky
action without revealing their own risk preferences."
Groups in this condltlon showed almost as stéong a sh*ft
on CD problems as that follow1ng full group discussion of
the same problems. A number of studies have followed the
example of St. Jean in the sense that they ha;e attempted
to.determine whether or not chqice.shifts eccur when o
either exchange of arguﬁents_or exchange of initial‘posi?
tions is prevented from occurring. The most tenable con-

clusion to be drawn from these experiments (Burnstein &

.Vinokur, 1973; Burnstein et al., 1973; Clark et -al,, 1971;

. Wallace & Kogan, 1965) is that when an,exchangé of




arguments is permitted, but social comparison opportuni-

ties are minimized, one reliably obtains choice shifts.

If the opportunity for interpersonal comparison is opti;
mized with an attendant restriction upon the exchange of
arguments, then choice shifts rarely occur. If they do
occur (Clark & Willems, 1969), they are ﬁéually not as
large as those following group discussion. These findings
would seem to argue strongly against social comparison of
initial choices ;eing the exclusive cause of the choice
shift. Pruitt (1971) attempts to salvage "the soclal com-
parison notion by proposing a two process account of the‘
choice shift. He suggests that social compari§on accounts
for a portioh of the shift, and that the spcial compdrison
process is augmentgd by the exchange of relevant argu-
ments. Pruitt argues that in experiments wgerefgroups are
not allowed to reveal their initial chﬁices and only argu-
ments are allowed to bgksxchanged, it is still possible
that social comparison can take place. If one assumes
that group members can accurately infer each other's
initial risk preferences from the arguments they present
during the group interaction, then the information avail-
able to members is exactly the same as that available
duriqg full group discussion. Support for Pruitt's com-
promise comes from an experiméﬁt by Clark, Crockett and

Archer (1971). A condition in their experiment restricted

subjects to exchanging arguments without revealing their

i
»

.
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initial choices. It was found that subjects in this con-

dition were as accurate as those subjects in a full group

] * ’

discussion cpndifion in estimating the choice of odds
pickéd by other group members. Given that ;t can.be shown

- that groups change their decisions after members reveal
their initial choices, and that it is possible for grouﬁ
members to infer initial choices from only the arguments
presented, it appears tenable to argue ﬁhat at least some
portion of the choice shift can be attributed to a form of
social comparison. This conclusion is seYerely ch;llenged,
hoquér, by a recent'expe;iment (Burnstein & Vinokur,
1975) which makes it possible td account for both of the

“ above findings from a relevant arguments point of view.

The authors of the research argue that knowledge of

others might have had for the unexpected ¢hoicas they
made. These reasons are assumed to be ones which ordinar-
ily would not come to mind without this knowledge. These
new arguments cause the group memberjto persuade himself
that the perceived majority choice suggests the already
-favoured alternative has greater merit than was granted
orig{nallf. The experiment designed to test this analysis
consisted of three conditiéns. Subjects in all qoﬁditions

initially made personal ghoiées on CD problems. Following

this, subjects in one condition learned one another's pre-

ferences on a specific CD problem and were then required

“

0y
N . - «
3
4 ’
4 . . .
-

other's choices leads a group member to think of reasons —_
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to generate arguments in favour of each alternative
involved in that CD problem. Subjects.-in a second condi~
tion learned other's preferences on one CD problem and
were then asked to generate arguments in support of the
alternatives associated with a different CD problem. The
1;;2 condition of this study involved subjects who knew
only their own.preferencg on a CD problem. Without any
knowledge of the prefe;énce of others, these subjects
/ ’

wrote reasons in favoér of each alternative of the partic-
ular CD problem. After the writing of arguments, subjects
in all conditions again made choicés on the CD problems.

The first prediction was that shifts in decision
would occur in condition one but not in the other two con-
ditions. 1In the first condition, it is expected that
knowledge of others' choices serves as an incentive to
‘generate argumenty/zhat are relevant to the problem
involved. 1In the second condition, Burnstein and Vinokur
argue that subjects are prevented froﬁ generating argu-
mgnts that are relevant to the problem for which they
' received knowledge of others' ghoices. In the third con-
dition, it is of course expected that no new arguments
will be generated by an individual ’given there is no
knowledge of others’ choices.

The second prediction is that more arguments will be

generated in support of alternatives suggested by the

choice of others, when knowledge of others' choices is
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made available than is the case when this knowledge is not

made. available.

Both of the predictions of the Burnstein and Vinokur -

experiment were supported inasmuch as shifts in decisions

occurred only in what has been described as condition one,

L}

and there were also more arguments generated in this con-
dition iﬁ support of the preferred alternative than was
the case when subjects had no knowledge of others' cﬂoices.
¥ This study offers a strong support for the conjec-
ture thatcknowledge of others' choices leads to a revision
of initial choices only to the extent that an opportunity
exists to think of arguments in support of the choices
‘others have selected and that these arquments had pre-
viously .not come to mind. It would appear in fact thgt".
all the major predictions advanced by social comparison
theories can‘'be readily accounted for by research predi- \
cated upon the view that sﬂifts in decisibn occur as a
result of receiviny new information or argquments in the
context of groﬁp ihteractioh. The one finding that has
not been aécounted for is the significant relationship

between personal choice and admired choice following éroup

-

discussion. Attention will be turned to this problem once

a discussion of research dealiné directly with the

"relevant arguments” hypothesis has been completed.

]
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~ Relevant Arguments Theory

The research described in the discussion of social
comparison theories would appear to greatly enhance the
credibility of the view that shifts in decision on CD
problems are a result of group members receiving new
informatidn supporting their already preferred alterna-
tives., The research described, héwever, Qas concerned
primarily with challenging the assumptions of social com-
parison theory. ‘It is necessary now to discuss research
which attempts to examiné more directly the notion that
arguments brought out during group discussion effect

i

shifts in individual decisions on CD p:oblems.

&

The first researcher in the area of the choice shift
.to look %t the nature ;f the discussion during group
decision-making was Nordhoy (1962). His findings indi-
‘cated that the weight of arguments broughf out»during .

group discussion favoured direction in which change

was found to occur. These early findings of Nordhoy's are

consistent with more recent literature (Ebbesen & Bowers,
1974) which demonstrates'that the magnitude of the shift
to risk or caution correlates with the proportion of

L prorisk3 to procaution arguments brought out during group

3 Writing on the topic of the choice shift often
presents stylistic problems. Phrases like "the risky
alternative of risky problems" very often lead to cumber-
some sentences. In an attempt to bring conciseness to .
some sentences and also to, at times, avoid redundancy,
the risky alternative will be referred to as risk and the
cautious alternative as caution. Arguments that are
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discussion. . \

i

Nordhoy's findings have also been replicated and

extended in a study undertaken’ by Silverthorn (1971).
This research found that a content analy31s of arguments
follow1ng group discussions of CD problems- revealed a‘
larger number of arguments favourdng the risky alternative
than there were supporting the cautious alternative on
problemsithat shifted risky and‘VLce bersa on problems
that led to group induced shifts‘to"caution. Silverthorn.

lso created conditions ghere grgup~members were essen-

- ) * «
ially instructed to bias the flow"of

iscussion. In one
condition, group members presented m re argumehts in
favour of the risky alternatlve of C" problems; in another

condition the preponderance of arguments w in ;a@oﬁr of .
caution, and in yet another, group‘members were.to nr ent
an equél number of arguﬁents in favour of each alterrmative™
associated w1th the CD prqblems discussed. As was pre- ‘
dicted, these three conditions. led, respecrively, to risk&;
cautious and. no shifts‘inldeeision regardless of -CD prob-

lem discussed. ‘These findings can be considered as only

suggestive, however,‘given the potential artifact of
-

prorisk is 1ntended to mean thlt the arguments are in
favour of the risky alternative; they are not argumeénts
favouringgsimply riskiness. Any such confusion is not
likely to occur in future, since, the context of discussion
will make the use of terms like risk and caution ¢tlear.
The research literature will also make it clear that risk
“and caution per se have little to commend them im the
context of tEe choice shift.
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demand characteristics in this study. Subjects in éach of

v the conditions described higpt conceivébly be tailoring
their decisions to accord with the balance of arguments {
they were instrdcted to present in an effort to Rlease the
experimenter. | ‘

A more qpmpelliﬁg‘stud} regarding the importance of
information exchange during group discussion has been
undertaken by Vlnokur, Trope and Burnstein ‘(1975). Fofﬂ
the purposes of their experlment, two sets of arguments
were collected. One set was produced by individuals
privatelyu Subjects in this condition were asked to lis£
all the agéuménts they felt would justify the choice of a

4 . low probpbiliﬁy of success on a particular CD prbblem as
well as those arguments that would jugtify,the acceétance
of é high probability of success. ‘

The other set of arguﬁents analyzed in this sﬁudy

' came froﬁ,the éroup discussion o§ CDh probleﬁs. These

. arguments Were thbse proddﬁed by group members during
group decision- maiing. : -
- ) ﬁoth sets of arguments wéré subjected to a rathex

- ‘ extensive content analysis. The resultshof this analysis

. justifiea the authors in drawing a number of cénclusi;ns.

- . One of these conclu31ons was that the majorlty of argu-

ments produced both prlvately and durlng group dlscu551on

' were concerned weth‘the utilities qf the partlcula: out-

A

comeé“specifieddin the CD proBlems. Very.few of the

Ed




arguments were congerned with the utility of risk or .

~

caution per se. Of»further interest was the figa}ng that
the proportion of arguments diregted towards thé ;arious
possible outcomes specified in a"CDyproblem was the same
for arguments producéd individually and those produced

+

- during group discussiéh. This argues strongly for the

view that all the arguments possessed by group members
-
-prior to group decision-making are brought out during

group discussion of the- various CD problems. A last, anq

important conclusion was that in both sets of arguments,

E »

as well as being primarily concerned4ith the utilities of

outcomes, the content was such as to 'make the risky alter-

natfve highly attractive on items shifting towards risk
and the caufidus alternative attractive on items ;hifting
towards caution. There is of course a difference betweén
tryinge to make an issue attractive to‘iemeone and it being
perceived as peréuasive. Vinokur and Burnstein (1974) do
demonstrate; however,‘that the ;verage arqument in favour
of thé risky alternative of risky problems is perceived as
more persuasive than the tyﬁical argument favouring the
more certain alternative. ' The éonverse was found to be
true for cautious CD .problems. These findings, together
‘with evidence that a considerable proportion of the infor-
mation brought outvguring group discussion ig non-overlép-

ping (Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974) in content, would seem to

satisfy important conditions that have to be met if the

o
-~ -




exchange of arguments position is to be.considered viable.
During group discussions, more iﬁformation is brought out
in favour of the altérnative of a CD problem towards which
group decisions move. :This information is such as to

enhance the utilities of the outcomes of the favoured

alternative, and fhrther much of the information will be -

new and persuasive to individual group members.
) T

In summary, the majority of research which has been
viewed as support for a social comparison explanation of .
group shift effects, appears to be accountable for in

terms of the assumptidns of a "relevant arguments"
position. Further, the research which attempts to
»~ ~ ! 4

evaluate the impliéations of the information exchange view
has been largely supportive of its original assumptions.
' To the extent that this research has essentially gbng‘

unchallenged, it would seem reasonable to conclude that
. . ' P>

{

the currently more credible-account of group proceéé; in

relation to CD decision-making, is the relevant argﬁments
A w

position. ‘ ‘ |

-



. CHAPTER IV *

T AN INTEGRATED VIEW OF INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP

DECISIONS ON CHOICE DILEMMA PROBLEMS

So far, the present_review of the choice shift
literature has focused separately upon individual and

group decision-making on CD problems.  In light of the .

evidence related to each of these facets of the choice

shift, 1t is now possxble to advance, with some con-

fidence, an explanatlon of the phenomenon that integrates

individual decision-making with group process.

Brown.(1965)'in his attempt to account for gfgup
shift cffects was able to relate individual and group
decision-making on CD problems by means of the concept of
cultural values. The values of risk or caution directed’
individual decisions and thcy forméd‘the backdrop againét
whicﬁ grcup decisions emerged. The‘rescarch relevant to -
individual and group aecisionwmaking has been thoroughly.
examined cnd in each case the role of values seems~to be
obscure. Parsimony would be well served if the vg&d left

by cultural values could be filled w1th a construct which

the research findings reviewed. All too often, however,

Occam's razor is a doublc—edged swo;d. The urge to -

.

Wt
e

e

is of equivalent conceptual power and also better embraces-




. ,
integrate different frames o{ reference in terms of some

unifying construct can lead to a premature striving for
theoretical elegance in the absence of enmpirical justifi-
cation. Happily, this is not the case with regard to ﬁhe
choice shift phenomena. A considerable amount of excel-
lent research has focused on both individuel and group

decision-making on CD problems since the time of Brown's

speculations. The findings of this extensive liﬁerature
in large part support a hypothesié which; with consider-
able conceptuél economy, links individual decision-making '
on CD problems with an explanation of how group 'shifts in
—decisions oﬁ these problems come about. This hypothesis
(Vinokur, 1971) states that a person, either alone or in a
group, makes decisions on CD problems in terms of the
information available and considered relevant. ° X
| Given this h&ppthesis,'it is now possible to advance »
an overall account of the choice.shift which is consistent
" with the COnclﬁsions put forward with regard to bofﬁ
individual and group décision—making on CD problems and

-

which can account for the controversial admired choice

» =

} , variable. . X ,

The Choice Shift

When confronted with'a CD problem, it is assumed
that an individual becomes involved in problem-solving, in
. L4
the sehde that this term is traditionally employed (Thor-

dike, l938f. A person is expected to formulate arguments




. A3 ..
in favour of each alternative of the problem. The minimum

probabiliity decided ugon reflects the difference in the

number and importance of the arguments supporting each
alternative. Proslems which have been Eermgd risky are
those wh%ch”elicit more arguments in favour of the
un;ertain alternative. The-argumenés favouring ﬁhe risky

alternative are also, on average, more important to the
h - G -
decision-maker. The situation is reversed with so-called

s

cautious items. More, and more important arguments favour

the certain alternative.

During a group discussion of these problems, members

" advance to each other the arguments that were used in

making individual decisions. During the discussion of a

-

risky problem, for example, most of the arguments. put:
] ~

%

forth‘are in- support of the risky alternative. A con-
sidefable number of these arguments are non—overlapping
énd hence most group memﬁers will be exposed to new infor-
‘mation favouring their already preferred alternative.

This new information in.support of the risky alternative
is also,more pérsuasive, on the average, than-is thé

. “information favouring the caugioug.alternative. This new,
persuasive‘inforﬁation leads.many group members to change
‘their decisions to a choice of odds that is more fisky
than initial preferences. The situation with cautious

problems ig the complete reverse of that discussed in

4

relation to risky problems. Group discussion of cautious

*

N




items brings out more new information in favour of the
cautious ﬁiternative and these arguments are‘likely to be
highly persuasive. Revised personal decisions are likely
to be even more in favour of a cautious decision than
initially. These revised individual decisions on risky-
and cautious probiems lead to the endorsement of group
decisions that are more risky and cautious, respectively,
than, would be predicted on the basis of the average
initial prefefences of gioup members.

The explanation offered above reveals a certain
elegance in the sense that individual decisions and group
,;hecisidns are both seen to re1§ on the information avail-‘
able in support of the alternative of a CD probiem. Argu-
ments can be personglly generated or individuals can com-

municate arguments to each other. In each case, decisions

are a function of the information considered relevant by

the individual, 1In spite of. this elegance, there are a
few findings related to the choice shift which appear to

be embarrassing. In relation to the individual decision, .
the admired choice was found to be a good predictor.of*(\‘
personal choice and further it was discovered that the

admired choice is more extreme than personal choic? in its
support of the preferred alternative. It was also found

that ‘these relationships -between admired choice and per-

;onal choice are sustained following group discussion.

’ .

Admired choices shift in the same direction and tend to be
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more extreme than personal choices following group discus-
sion. The admired choice is also as good a predictor of
persbnal decisions following discussion as it is prior to

group interaction. Although advocates of a relevant argu-

ments éosition have attempted in part—to account for the
admired choice, their efforts ha&e not been eptirely
satisfactory. If the challenge posed by .the édmired
choice can be met, the credibility of the relevant argu-
mengs account of the choic; shift would be greatly
enhanced. What follows is a new attémpt to account for
the curious relationships between admired choice and

personal choice from a relevant arguments point of view.

s

‘ The Admired Choice and
Relevant Arquments

When a subject is asked to make his most admired
choice on a CD problem, he is in effect being requested to
indicate a preference that he would admire the central
figure in thenproblem for choosing. In order to better'
understand the basis for this admired choice it will be of
value to examine whyvan individual is admired in'; more
general sense. McGui¥e (1968) , commenting on a study.by
Berlo and Lement (1961), has suggested .thdt an admired

person is likely to be a person with whomyone shares one's

134

most important beliefs. This implies that admiration is
not contingent upon'a complete congruence of beliefs but

rather a sharing of the most important beliefs within a

@
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belief system. There is in fact conéiderable evidence to
indicate that the sharing of one's most valued beliefs is
an important precursor to the attribution of positive’
characteristics to a person.(ﬂircomb, 1953; Byrne, 1961;
Rokeach, 1960). It has further been shown that the degrge
of admiration felt for the source of a persuasive communi-
cation varies with the {ated importance to the audience of
the issues being advocated by the source (Byrne and
Nelson, 1964). One facet of the admired person, then, is
that he is berceived as holding a set of beliefs that are
viewed as being among the most important to oneself; in a
sense a subset of one's own.

The sharing of valued beliefs, however, is not the
only characteristic assoéiated with the admired person. A
person is also regarded very hiéhiy if his behaviour is
conéistent with the beliefs he holds as important, and, if
he is also seen as successful‘acting in terms of these '
beliefs tKulp, 1934). These characteristics lead to an
intuitively Eompelling conceétion of the admired person.
He is someone who holds the same important beliefs as one-
self; his behaviour is consistént with those important
beliefs, and one tends to think of him as’ successful in so
acting. More briefly, the admired person is someone_who
is viewed as behaving consistently in terms of considera-

tions that are very important to an observer. . If one is;b

posed the task of trying to imagine the behaviour of an .

’ .
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admirable person, it would seem reasonable to suggest that
one would attempt to construct a response in the particular
situation that is consistent with the consi@erat@ons that
are among the most important to oneself. How does this
contrast with the behaviour one would imagine oneself4
engaging in given the sa%é situation? It has already been
suggested that the admired person is viewed as behaving in
terms of a subset of the consigerations that are available
to an observer. This is entirely consistent with litera-
ture concerned with attribution processes. The causes,
attributéd to an admired person are those that would beJ
rated by an observer as being very important (Regan,
Strauss, and Fazio, 1974). The benaviour of the observer,
however, is aftributed not only to these important causes
but also to gonstraints that in themselves would be
evaluated as less impoEEant than the factors_viewed as
influencing the admired person's behaviour (Burnstein &
Vinokﬁr, 1974). One's own behaviour, then, is seen as
being affééted by cpnsiderations that would not influence
the behaviour df an admired person, and these considera-
tions would individually be evaluated as being of somewhat
lesser importance than those attributed to the admired
persoﬂ?’ Perliaps an example might. clarify this attempt to
distinguish between how one would imagine an admired
person behaving and how one would. see oneself acting in

the same situation.




Consider that one admires Bertrand Russell. This
admiration derives from Bertrand Russel% hélding beliefs
one coﬁsiders impértant as well as perceiving. him as
someone who acts consistently in terms of those beliefs.
Bertrand Russell was someone who didn't believe in war‘and
who went to jail rather than go to war. If one is faced
with the(requirement of going to war, doeé it necessarily
follow that one will not go.to war even if one admires
Bertrand Russeil,'and considers his action in that similaf
situation admirable? Not at all. There might be a number
of reasons which contribute to the decision to go to war,’
each reason in and of itself notlthat important, bit none-
theless relevant, and givén enough suph reqsons: they come
to have an impact on one's decision. 22e~would expect -
someone to avoid conscription only if there wére more, and
more important afguments available to oneself supporting
the alternative of avoiding war. In fact, one w0uld
usually egpedﬁ a discrepancy between one?s own, behaviour
and the behaviour of an admired individual. All our
important reasons are attri@uted to the decision processes
of the admired person.. Our beﬁayioug, bowevei, mirrors
the compromise bet@ee% the important and the not so
important. This distinction betwéeh the causes of.one's -
own behaviour and the perceived causatioﬁ pf the acts of

an admired person can now be‘applied to personal and

admired chHoices on CD problems.

-




[
A d

62

-~ - .

Recall that pergonal choice on a cD problem reflects M
all the reasons that an individual considers relevant to

making a decision as to choice of odds. sEach of these

- (\V v
reasons caﬁ be r* ordered as to their importance to the T

. “ \t - ' ' '
"individual.® Sometof the relevant reasons in favour of the

alteéhative will be weighted much more in terms of impor-
o tance éﬁan will others. The same will be true, af courge, )
for £he éeasons favouring the cautious alternative.
Simply s£a£ed,'££e'reasons favouring each alternative will
-'differ‘as to their importance in influehbing the final
decision. The suggestion has begn ﬁade that the admired
. persdn is someone who is V;Q:FQ'a§j3€£ing corisistently in
° - terms of reasons that one viewéga; most important‘to one-
self. in effecé,_the considergtions that are most impor-
‘tant to a person are projected into the decision précess
of ‘the admired\person.» One is likely to imagine an
admired“inAividual faéed with the same decision problem. as
oneself making a decision only on the basis of the reasons
\'réted as'very fhpoftant to oneself. An individual Fhen
makes.a<persopal cﬁoice on a CD problem in terms of all
the.reaéons considered relevant to the actual CD problem.
The admired choice attribu;ed to the central figure in a |
CD probiem,:ﬁowever} reflects only a subseé of these
“rélevahé reasons which congists of the relatively more

\

. _ important arguments.

'+ One 'is now im ‘a position to offer answers to the

! s

PR
M




63

questionsnposed by the admired choice. The first question’

was: Why are the most admired choice and personal choice

highly correlated? To facilitate the effort to answer
this question, only risky items will be considered for the
moment.” With a risky item, it is known that there are
usually‘more arguments in favour of risk than there are in
favour .of caution and that the average argument in favour
of risk is more important to the individual making the
decision than the argumgnts in favour of caution. The
important arguments'are also the ones which serve as the
basis for making the most admired choice. Given this, it
is expected that the arguments favouring the risky alter;
native are the pr?mary bases of the most admired choice,
whereas the arguments favouring both alternatives togéther
form the basis for personal choice. One can now relate
- . most admired éhoicé to personal choice using a common
| element analogy of the correlation coefficient. This
interpretation suggests that the degrée of correig;ion“is
a function df.the number of elementévcommon ﬁo the two
variables. If the most admired choice defives primarily
from the arguments favouring the uncertain alternative,
and persconal choice results from the, arguments favouring

both»alternaﬁives, then the common elements of these two

variables are the arguments primarily févouring the risky

choice. The greater the proportion of arguments in favour

!
i
|
i

of risk relative to those favouring caution, the higher the

L)
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correlation between most'admired choice and personai
choice to bed expected. Most CD items that show shifts
following group discussion are exéected to have more
arguments in favour of one alternative, and hence a high
correlation with most admifed choice. =
It is also possible to explain the reason why the
most admired choice tends ﬁg be more ektreme;than personal
choice by referring 0‘ same notions o;t'hat were used to

explain the correlation. As previously suggested, personal

choice will depend upon the number of reasons favaauring

each alternative and the importance of these reasons.
the extent that there are more important arguments
ing that alternative. With risky items, it has in-f
begp shown .that there are, both more and more important
arguments favouring the risky alternative. The most

admired choice would reflect- predominantly the reasons
offered to support the risky alternative, inasmuch as

these are typically considered to be more important and

persuasive to individuals making their decisions. This

-

would lead to“;‘more extreme position in favour of the
risky alternative than personal choice since there would
be few arguments in favour of caution considered in
making the most admired choice.

<

The next guestion to be answered is: Why does the

most admired choice shift as a result of group discussion?




b

- «

The answer tonthis depends upon whether or not the infor-"
mation whi¢h leads to shifts in personal choice following
group discussion is viewed by the group member as more
important than.some of the reasons used to make an initial

decision. If some of the arguments which are accepted

-~

during group discussion come to be seen as important argu-

w
v

menté, then- the group memper will have a largef number of
'v;elqtively important‘arguhents thén previously and hence a
different basis for making an admireq choice. To elaborp+
éée, personal choices shift because the individual is
exposed to more informatién relevant to the alternative
“that ini;ial choic# favoured. With a risky item, for
example, there are more arguments broug&t out in favour,of
the risky alternative and only thirty percent (Vinokur and
Burnstein; 1974) of these arguments are likely to overlap
among group members. These arguments are also likely to ,

3

be considered more persuasive th@h the arguments‘brouth
out in favour of caution.  If these persuasive arguhents
come to be considered as very important considerations, . :
then an individual’ would have more impdrtant arguments
favouring the risky alternative than previousiy held. The
increase in the number of important arguments favoﬁring
this alternative would lead to a more extreme admired

choice as well as personal choice if such responses were

solicited following group discussion. The pivotal assump-

3
o

tion here s that arguments perceived as persuasive come

[ 3]
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to be assimilated as relatively important in the hierarchy

~ s

of reasons relevant to a particular CD problem. Indirect

N

support for this contention comes from the results of a
study by Leventhal § Niles® (1964). It was found that

information which was highly persuasive was assessed as

- °

beipg more important to later decis%ons where this infor-
‘mation was relevant than information considered less

-persuasive.’
C arl 1 s i
’ The. ve attempt to link the findings related to

the admired choice with'the'relevaﬁt arguments position it

in effect proposing that the admired choice, Ségsonal

2z ’ ~ 3
choice and shifts in these choic%s contingent upon discus-

sion are a function of Varioﬁs’typﬁ@ of arguments or
information available to {individuals. Admired choices

itself is not seen as a factor directly affecting personal

* -

-t - b
choice, nor is a change in admired choice seen as directly
+ i ’

leading to changes in personal choice. The findings

-

related to ‘admired choice are seen;as artifacts of the

-

‘conditions that lead to personal decisions and cﬁanges in

these decisiéns, following group discussion, This view is -
: .cqmpletély at variance with that held by researchers who
view the admired choice as a_%asii;of personal evaluation

and hence a determinant of.pe#sonal decisions, both indi-
vidually and’ in the context of group discussion. .It is

7 F 2
also a different conception than that put forth by other

adherents of the Féievant arguments position. Burnstein
x
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- decisioh on"CD problems,

«

<

! . .
. h . ‘TS

et al. (1974) suggest(éfat an admireg choic¢e of an indi-

Pd

vidual is premised on an assumption that an admired person
has’ more arguments.koot less, as is being argued) than
oﬂeself.io defense of thé’favoured alternative, andhhence
the admired choice reflectsrthe ant1c1pated dlSparlty
between one's, own, arguments and those of an admlred
person. Given'these differing coooeptions;of the rela-
tionship.betweeo admireo ohoioe and personal -choice on CD

L3 \
problems, it is cleat that empirical validity must be

attached to the present explanation’, if it is to attain

\‘\ Ve

credibifzty.

. The Research

"Each of the assumptlons relatlng the admlred choice

to personal decxslons, both before and after group discus-

©
~

sion of CD problems, w1ll be examlned experlmentally. In

S
particular, these assumptlons are:

(l) the. admlred ch01ce i's premlsed upon a subset of

-

the reasons’ leading to personal choice,

> (2) thlS subset consists of the more important con- |

A

szderatlons a person uses in makxng personal dec151ons, »’

(3) changes in personal- cho1ce acgompany the

acqq131tlon of new information considered relevant to a

’ Ll
(4) changes' in admired choice.are contingent upon

»
S

; ; - N . -
receiying‘neW\information which is not only relevant but

-

relatively importaht, and

’
- .
3 -
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(5) admiration for a particular choicg is égg a
funcéion of extreme decisions or a large number of argu-
ments supporting d.particular CD alternative, but rather ’
is a function of the ?roportion of impor€hnt to less
important arguments suppérting the'altegnative of 'a CD_

problem, i

Four experiments' are presented in the following
‘chapters, each of which bears uponsat least one of these
assumptions.

Experiment I attempts to examine the hypothesis
that, followiq?’grohé diséuésioﬁ of risk§‘prob1ems; the
average importance of arguments available to individual -
members, favouring éhe risky alternativeé, increases; As’
well, a similar incréase in £he importgncg\of arguments
agsodiatéd with the ca‘;ious,alternative of cgutious prob-
le?s is’ expected to occur, follswing group decigion—
making. Given the présentlccheption~of the admired. -

-

choice, such shifts in th? ;;erage importance of arguments
~are expected to be a necessary cdrreiate of the répor;gd
;hifts in admired éhoice on Fisky and_cautious CD prob-

léms‘ following group decision-making. Shifts in personal N

preferences, admired decisions, and the'nqmber'of argu:

ments favouring the alternatives of CD problems are also

examined in this study.

-
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by different facets of information made available to indi-
viduals. fhe experiment was. designed to demonstrate that

perkonal decisions on CD problems are contingent upon the

proportion of arguments ,favouring a éarticular alternative
"of a CD problem, whereas the admired. choice is atfected by
the proportioﬁ of information favouring a particular CD,

~

alternative that is rated as important.

The third experiment is concerned with testing the
hypothesis that the_ arguments attributed to a hypothetical
‘admlred person, m&klng a dec151on on a CD problem, will be ’

-,

fewer in-.-number than those_an 1nd1v1dual would assign to

-

himself wpen making the same decision. Even thqugh fewer
arguments are expected to be associated with the decisions
of an admired person, they are predlcted to be those
“typlcally rated. as 1mportant by dec151on—makers. .

;Ihe fourth, and last, study is concerhed w1th
testing the ;:;p051t10n that the degree of admiration
accorded an indlvidual is dependent‘upon thé ratio of
relatively impertant to unimportant argumente used.by;that
pereon in arriving ‘at a‘decisionron'a CD problem.

| Before proeeeding to a detailed Bresentation of each

[

experiment, an issue relevant to the analyses of each

°

'
experlment must.ge considered In each‘experiment, hypa-

theses have beén formulated whlch meke speclflc predic- _

‘tions about the behaviour of .subjects when faced with t

-~

risky and cautiqus CcD brobleﬁs. Asg such, the design of
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Xﬂeach experiment has included the type‘of CD problem pre-
sented.to subjects as an inaependent variable. The
effects of this variable upon the dependent measures rele-
vant to eaéh'experiﬁent have been assessed by q;ans of
analysis\of variance. Item type, in each such analysig,
'is.included és a factor involving two levels: risky prob-
lems® and cautious prqblems. In order to create the appro-
priate levels of this factor, two éisky and two cautiodus
problems were used in each experiment. Since individual
problems can be considered as sampled f;om their respec-
tive populations, it is not uﬁreasonable to expect that
they will vary, in terms of their effects ﬁ;on‘ahy.partic—
ular dependent meésure. Hence, the variance due to pfob-
lems is not likely to be zero. This suggests tﬁat the
individual CD problems shoqld-aléo be included as a factor
in any ahalysig‘of variance involving item type. In being
-sampled, however, a specific item factor musgt bejincluded
in the analysis as a random factor, whereaé itém type can
be considered a fixed fac{or. Since eachwanalysis of
var%ance will incléaé at least tw? random factors (sub-
'jects.in the ékpefimenﬁs are always'a:rgndéh fédtqr),'it
was not possible to Eonsfruct F ratios. for a number of
main effects and intéfégtions, invdlving vafiables.of sub-

- gstantive interest, by éireé£ application of the rules’

(Winer, 19715 bésediupon:expected values of mééq sguares.

Quasi F ratios (g'), however, which have the proper

. -
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structural requirements, in terms of expected values .of
mean squares, can be constructed to test the effects’l‘
requiring evaluation. Althougﬁ the sampling distribution
of the F' ratio is not the usual F distribution,’ the
latter distribution may be used-as‘'an approximation if
appropriate degrees of freedom, associated with each
effect, are used. Tﬂese are calculated using a formula
sugéested by Satterthwaite (1946; as cited bw Wine;,
l97i). . r -

The inclusion of item type and specific items in *
the designs of each experiment is a:novel feature of this
-féséarch, given the' usual techniques of analysis in this '
area. Items arevoften treated in a somewhat cavalier ’
fashion:in cﬁo;cg sbift studies. Eithér éatingS'On items
are averéged atross or are’ahalyzed separately. Coleman
(1964), and Clark (1973) argu; that similar appréaches~invl
‘the area of verbal learning often lead to misleq@
conclusioﬁs. Even if the inclusion of specifié items
reqpires the use of an unfamiliar statistic (E'),, the }
appro#imation of thé quasi F ratio is éo'closé to & true F

L]

ratio’ (Clark, 1973) that its use is seen as preferable to
‘other procedures which eithergﬁgnore specific -items as a
' source'of‘variation or treat‘them‘as levels of a fixed
factor. - |

’ In turning now to thé reséarch,‘the prgsentation'of.
each experiment will folio& mucﬁ the same,fér?at. An

-»
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introduction to each study will detail the rationale ‘and
specifid hybotheses. This will Belfollowed by a descrip-
tion of the methodology, the presentation of &nalyses and

results, and finally a discussion specific to each study.

Y 4
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CHAPTER V
/ b -

!

EXPERIMENT 1

-

Advocates of a relévant aréuments explanation of the

choice shift presume.that during groué discussion more
arguments come out in favour of one alternative of -a CD
problem because most members Begin with moré f;forﬁaﬁion
‘favouring that alternative. * Changes in personal decision

' A 4
occur since some of the information is new, resultihg in
group participants ending up with more inéormation favour-"
ing the preferred altern;tive than initially. A direct
impliqap}on of this is that the majority Q;Mgroué members

should have more reasons supporting their desired alterna-

~
"

. tive following grouﬁ discussion than could be articulated

_érior to collective decigibn-making. The argument of this
present study goes further; not only éhquld groﬁp'members
have ﬁore information to support their favourite alterna-
" tive but also theréwshould»be mpré‘importaﬁt,ihformation
favouring this'aiternativg. The average importance of the
argumehts sgpﬁo;ting the prefergéd*alternaFiVe should
rgc;ease. This, of course, is the exblanatitﬂ for why
admixed choice changes following group dischssiSn. 1f
admired choice shifts, a person ie expected to be in

fn

possession bf new arguments that are considered relatively
L
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more important than some previously considered relevant.
The specific hypotheses of this study are that:

(1) group members ;ill have more arguments favouring
the Alternative originally prefefred, follqwing groué dis-
cussion, thaq were available to them prior to the group
decision,

(2) the averaée importance of thiQSYguments in
favour of the preferred alternative Gfll increase,v

(3) the admired -choice ;ill shift in thé\same direc- .
tion qs”personal choice following discussion of CD pr;b—
lems that are known to give rise to group-induced shifts

in decision.

-

Method

bverview
Subjects in this experiment were randomly assigned
to one 92’%hree different conditions, each of which .
involved a pr;test, & group phase.éﬂa a posttest.” In two
of tthe cdnditions, the pretest.required the completion
of the same four tasks. Subjects indicated their personal
‘ choice of minimum odds on four CD problems, llsted the- .
arguments they considered in maklng each of these ch01ces,
rated the arguments as "to how 1mportant they were in -
, influencing personal ch01ces and also estlmated thelr most
admired choice on each prdblem. Th15§4n1t1§1 phase in

. both conditions .preceded subjects beipg\brodéhf tpgéther

i » . to form four-person groups. In one -condition, fﬁeﬁgrodpg -

v .y .

‘aa
.




engaged in discussion gplevgnﬁ to each of the four CD
problems and had to reach a *unanimous group decision as to
what would be the best choice of odds with reqaMd to each.
In the second'condition{ the four iAdividuals‘in”each
group sat around a table and were instructed to write
individuél essays on how university educatfon might be -
improyed. These groups were not to engage iﬁ any discus-
sions. For both of the conditions so far described, the
posttest involved exactly the same tasks as the pretesé.

In the third condition, the pretest phase required

subjects to indicate only personal choices with regard to

& '

each of the four CD problems. Follbw;ng this, groups of
four were creatqd and each*grpup was instructed to regch a
unanimous decision on each item. The last phase in thiss
condition required subjects to again make pefsonal choiées
on' each of‘the four CD problems. This third condition was
.included in order to evaluate whether ér not t;é.éddition
of a nymber of measures in the pretest phase of the £ypi:

cal '‘paradigm, as is the case in previously described

~

conditions} alters the usual shift phenomena. L
Subjects T o

One hundred and'thirtyfthree studeﬁts took part in-

this experiment. The data obtained on one hundred -and -

L]
s " - .®

"twenty of these were retained for_analysi§ (Appendix-A).

-
ah

2

Ninety-four of.the”aubj%ﬁta,were étudents whom the present

- . . .

author was teaching in a Social Problems course, twenty-

-

[#24

-
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four were students‘taking a sociology course being given
during the same term, -and the remaining fifteen students

were volunteers who were enrolled in a Physical Education

course, also being given during the sanic term.
. -

[N » N ‘y'

Materials

CD Probleps. A sethof four CD problems was used
.ﬁhat included two Etemé known to yield reliable risky
shifts and two problems which typically éh%ft in the
cautious direction'(Appendig A). ‘

Dependent Measure Booklets. In conditions one and

two, ealth sub}ect was initially given four depgndent
%eaéure booklets. Each of thé booklets related to one of
+-the four different CD pfoblems. Each of the fou; booklets
wag divided igto four sections. One section involved
instructions that req&esékd the 'subject to make a personal
-choigé on a CD problem; Another section requl;ed subjects

-

to indicate”an admired choice on the same CD problem.- A

.

- third set of instructions reguired subjects to list the

argdmenfs that they felt were relevant in making‘p per-
sonal decision on the CD proplem; IA order éo do tﬁ@s,
’éubﬁects first read the éD érob}gm and then turned to a
new page. This page was divided into two columns with

headings in the left and right column reading “Risky

Alternative" and “Cautious Alternative,’ respeéﬁively.

[
,

Each column w;s further diviéed horiiontaily into small

boxes. It is in these boxes that subjects wrote thei;

. v
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d relevant arguments. Following the listing of arguments
‘@;s;the next task related to a particular CD problem. The
instructions of this section began by asking subjects to
rip off the paée of instructions and to tuﬂack to the
page on which they listed their arguments. The in;tnuc—
tions then went on to describe how subjects iﬁould rate
tﬁe importance of each of their relevant arguments. The

"

instructions presented a seven-point bipolar scale which

ranged from "very important"” to "not at all important,"
and how this scale was to be used to rate each of their
already written arguments. For each of their own argu-
mqnts, suﬁjects were asked to choose a number, from t@e
. scale described, that best reflected the importance of a
particular arqgument and then write that humber beside the

-

argument listed. As a result, each argument listed ended

up accompanied by an importance rating. Of necessity, the
importance rating always followed the listiﬁg of -argu=
ments. These’twd sections will be referred to hence as
the arguments-importance sectibn. 'The arguments--.
importance section, the personal choice section, and the
admired choicé section were randomly arranged within any
one .dependent measure booklet. This was the case with
each of the four dependent measure booklets. Each of the
four depehdent measure bookletg was made available to a

subject in a pile that was also arranged in a random order.

In condition three the instructions requested only

7
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b

that subjects make a personal decision on each of the four
[}

CD problems. !

Procedure.
L
Subjects were assigned to one of five experimental
sessions on the basis of timetabling convenience for the

students. Four of the one-hour sessions were held at

different times in one day, and the fifth was scheduled a

”week later.

-

Before each session, dependent measure booklets were

P N

set out on dqsks in front of the available chairs in the
exberimqntal réom. One third of the desks were randomly
assigneé the dependent measure booklet which required only
personal ch01ces with regayd to each of the CD problems.
The remaining desks were assigned all four gboklets

When subjects appeared for a session, they were
randomly assigned to a desk. When all‘subjects were
seated, they were instructed to c@gmnplete the booklets on
their desk. After the initial tasks were completed, the
subjects were divided into four-person groups and assigned
to separate cubicles. The sﬁbjects who completed only the
persoqal choice booklet were in grdhps-with subjects who
had completed the same task. This was similarly the case

N

with subjects who had been assigned all four depeﬁdent

measure booklets. Half of the groups, compr@sed of sub-

jects who iRitially completed the four dependent measure

My

booklets, were then given fresh copies of the four CD
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problems and ask to arrive at unénimous ?r.oup decisions ’
on each of ;he items N\ The remaining half of thése groups
were instructed to write an essay on how they felt
universfly edpcatioﬁ could be imprﬁ%ed.

All groups whose members initially indicated only

e

personal choices with regard to the four problems were

requested to reach unanimou} decisions on each of the four
problems, ﬁaving been givén new copies of each when they
arrived at their cubicles. After the group disc9ésiohs-
_qnd essay writ}ng Had been complétea, all sgbjects
returned to the large expe:imental room and were given tﬁe

sane number of booklets they were initially assighed.

They were then asked to complete these tasks a second time.

3

Results ;
This experiment involves six dependent measures.
They are pngOnal decisionp, admired choices, the nuﬁber
of afgumentsniﬁrfgvour of the risky alternative, the
number of arguments favouring‘g;;tion, the average impof-
tance of risky..arguments, andnthe average importance of
cautious arguments. Thg scores oaltheselmeasures were
analyzed us;ﬁé a gsix-way analysis of variance, in each o
case. One factor is the grbhp condition fackor. The
first level of this Qariable involves group discugsion, to
consensus, of the CD problem in thé study, and the second

requires subjects to work at an extraneous control task in

the same setting as subjects’ in level one of this vdriable.

-
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. e
In the analysis this ig'treaﬁed as a fixed factor.™

The second factor is called the decision factor, the

+

~ ‘ -
two levels of which are the individual decisions®made

o« -

prior to the partlcular droup condltlon sub]ects flnd
themselves in, and the personal ¢hoices made after'belng -

in one 'of the two grdup settings. This ¥s_also a fixed

s
-

factor in the_analysis.
Item type is a factor, involving.the levels ofrisky

and cautious CD probsilems. This fixed factor is created
3 " . - .

.

usigb two risky and two céptious problems. These items,

-

.as a Spec1flq 1tem factor, 'are nested within their-

N
\.

<
~

respective item type. The factor of spcc1f1c»problems is

P
treated as a random factor. . - *
< 7 ¢

\
Slnce‘groups ‘are composcd of four Lnd1VLduals in

each of the group conditions,of”the experiment, one can
R 4 : - . .

expect tﬂét there.will ‘be Variénce<associated with each
particular group. Individual groups, then, are included
; ..
. e .

as a }andom‘factor, consisting of ten levels,; and are

I3

. nested within group condition. The finalffacgor in the

analysis is the random factor of subjects. They gre

v e .
.  a .

nested within group condition and groups. . . '
‘ . 3 . . . ’.
The Minimum Probability Choice -
‘ o _ & - .
In order to discuss the analyses of persgonal deci-
) ) B ' L, . oL .
s (as isfalso'the‘case with the rother dependent meas-

~ T . . ~ . .
ures in this experiment), a stylistic problem ‘of scale
.- © T L . T 4
must be faced. There are six MaAjn effects, eldvén two-way -
, A : " S .
y oy
?_ « .1 ’. ,:
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.interéctions, and five three-way interactions which could
‘. " / - . -~

‘be statistically significant. Any attempt to explain

v ~ twenty~two potentially.significant effects 'is at best

) - liKely to be cumbersome, if not counter-productive. -

~._

Recall that the faétors.of'specific items, groups, and
subjects afe incluéed as controi or methodological
chﬁprs. Any sign;ficant effeéts iﬁrol;ing these factors
justifies the inclusion of these factors in the design, in
, the sense that the assumption of"null‘vgfiation associated
. witp these factors i; unwarranted. Their significancé,
however, does not detract from the interpretatioﬂnof.
effects related to the substantive factors included in
this analysis, these being'decisions,‘group condition, and
item tigé. These methodological ﬁactors.are included}in .
the analysis, in fact, to guard against afternaéi;e inter-
pretations which refer to factors such as groups, sbecific

igems or individué; differences in subjects, in order to
. account for significant effects, involving substantivé »
factors. | ‘ / -
In an effort to promote economy in the presentation
of results, only the significant findings involving group
‘ conditions, deciézons and item type will be specifically
\ ‘ discussed. All significant effects involving subjects,

groups and specific items will be clearly indicated as

.such in the appropriate anélysis of variance Eab;es. They

-will be discussed only to the extent that they aid in the

\ - - )
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TABLE 1

MAnalysis of Variance Summary 'Table
for Personal Choices

Source - df \iig\*\~. F'
Group () 18 4.36 - .85
Iten Type (T) ! 389.0 . 40.22%
Decision (B)‘ b 3.45 L 6.57*
Group Condition (A) 1 T 7.01 6.66%
G X°T . 18 2.13 .35
G XB ) 18 1.06 . 1.15
TXB - ' 1 9.26 Y9444
‘ T X A 1 .97 1.45
CXTXB 18 .72 - .87
B XA 1 .35 .20
T XB XA 1 7.¢7 C 5.43*
y ' | F
Item Level (L) T2 5.87 .99
L XA <2 2.60 .44
o L X3B 2 .64 : .55
L XBXA ' 2 1.88 1.63
Subjects (S) 60 2.40 .75
W - SXT 60 W, .24 1.01
G XL 36 5.94 1.85
S X L 126 3.19
S X B ‘ 60 1.05 .80




TABLE 2

Personal Choices on Risky and Cautious
CD Problems Before and After Two
Levels of Group Condition

Problem Specific . Decisions
Condition Type Problem. Initial Final
. . 1 5.15 4.63
Risky
2 . 5.60 5.00
Group Mean - 5.38 .81
Discussion
1 6.50 7.03
Cautious
2 6.60 6.80
Mean 6.55 £.01
-
1 5.50 5.00
Risky
2 5.48 5.55
Mean 5.49 5.28
Control
Task 1 6.80 6.50
Cautious
! 2 7.10 7.05

84
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FIGURE 1
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The significant decision by item type interaction
revedls that decisions on risky problems are more risky,
and choices on cautious problems more cautious, in the
post decision i conditions, than tpose in the pregroup
deéisions. )

All the Q}gnificagz effects, so far describeq, can
be better understood on the basis of an interpretation of
the significant three-~way interaction which ipvolveé group
condition, item type and decisions. This interaction is
accounted for by the findings that decisions on risky
problems become more risky, and choices on cautious prob-
lems more cautious following group discussion, compared
with the changes in choice following the extraneous group
activity in the control group. These shifts to risk and
caution on risky and cautious problems, reSp;ctively,
explains why postvmanlpulatlon decisions are more risky on
risky problems, and more cautlous on cautious items,
following group manipulation, than are those found with
;nitial decisions.

The further finding that shifts to risk on rlsky
problems, following group discussion, are greater’%han the
cautious shifts on cautious problems, explains why the
scores in the experimental group are less cautious than

those in the control group. This fact, however, must be

considered in conjunction with the previously discussed

result indicating that the initial control group means, on

';ﬂfw‘ A, oy s

b, e S
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risky and cautious problems, were mQre cautious than those

~

found in the experimental group.
The greater shift to risk on risky problems also .

explains why post manipulation decisions are more risky

1

than those made initially.‘
]

The Admired Choice

The lysis of scores on the measure of a&mired
choice rev::Zed four significant effects of interest. The
F' rafios associated with item type, group condition, ’
group‘conditién by ftem type, and thelfhree-way inter-
action involving conditions, decisions‘and item type all
exceeded the critical F ratio established for each using

a; alpha level of .65 (Table 3).

The significant item type effect (Tablegt: Figure 2)
reflects the finding that before and after group manipula-
tion, and in the experimental and control group condi—'
tions:‘risky CD problems receive riskier choices than do
cautious problems.

The significant condition effect repults from the
mean choices in the experimental group being more risky
than those in the control condition._

The interaction between group condition and item
type is significant due to risky problems receiving more
risﬁy choices, in the experimental group, than are

indicatedAin:the control group. The choices on cautious

problems are also more cautious in the experimental group

3

ﬁ“
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. TABLE 3
Analysis of Varianée Sumﬁ;ry
Table for Admired Choices
Source af MS F'
Group (G) 18 3.68 41
. Item Type (1) 1 514.80 81.84*
Decision (B) 1 106 1.20 %
AcCondition (A) 1. 2.03 . 3.11¢ %
s G XT : 18 3.91 .53 ,§
G XB 18 4.15 © .82
TXB 1 3.90 ’ 1.73
T X A 1 11.03 4.96%
GXTXB 18 5.54 1.22
B XA ‘ 1 2.03 1.55
. T XB XA 1 16.19 6.17*
. F
Item Level (L) é 11:29 ’ . 11P6
L XA 2 .16 02
L XB 2 1.83 .36
. LXBZh 2 2.31 .45
Subjects (S) 4 60 .25 _ 1.02
SXT * 60 ‘ 6.28 .89
G XL 36 8.93 ~ 1.26
- S X L 120 7.09
S X B . e 60 3.64 .97 ' :
SXTXB - 60 3.18 .97
GXLXB : 36 5.12 1.37
SXLXB 120 3.74 ’
* p < .05
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than those in the control group.

- Again, the significant effects described above are
better understood ;n light of the mean differences which
lead to the significant item by decision by cpndition

interaction. This three-way interaction results from

admired choices on risky problems becoming more risky, and
choices on cautious problems shifting cautious, following

group discussion in the exﬁerimental group, whereas the

shifts on CD profilems, in the control condikion,rare of

small magnit These differences also explain the con- .
ditions by itenf type interaction. It is the finding that ]
choices on ri;ky problems are ris#ier following group dis-
cussion than they are after the control task which leads

to decisions on risky problems being more risky in the

experimental group than in the control group. Similarly,

the fact that more cautiousgychoices on cautious problems

a)

* follow group discussion, accounts for the more cautious
decisions on cautious problems in the experimental as
opposed to control group conditions.

A further‘examination of the means associated with
the three-way interaction inéicates that the shifts to
risk -on risky problems, following group discussion, are
greater than the cautious shifts on cautious problems, in
the same condj n. These riskier post manipulation

fhoices on risky.problems, in the experimental group

condition, account for the finding that the experimental

]

-




TABLE 7

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Number
af Argumecnts in Favour of Caution

Source

Group (G)
Item Type (T)
Decision (B)
Condition (A)
GX T

G X B

tw Q
>
3
]
[ve]

Item Level (L)

L XA

L XB
LXBXnAn '
Subjects (S)
S XT

G X

=

S X

af

18

1

1

1

18

18

A\

.M
1.68
111.38
.26
1.50
3.74
.72
.56
1.2}

YA

.69

L 08

v

[§3

]

1.76
-C4
77

.27

S 1.24

.99

1.03
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TABLE 5

Analysis of Variance Summary 'I‘al;le for
- . Nurber of Arguments in Favour of Risk
Source oo daf | ﬂ§m
Group (G) 18 1.€5
Item Type (T) 1 342.22
Decision (;) | 1 .10
Condition (A) T, 1.06
G XT 18 2.5@
G X B ¢ 18 .14
T XH‘B 1 4.56
T X A J 1 1.60
GXTXB 18 2.37
B X A N 1 ‘ 2.25
T X B X A l 4.56
. ’
Item Level (L) < 2, 3.49
L X A 2 .83
.

L XB .02
L XB XA s .43
Subjegts (S) 60 1.%8
S XT o 60 1.57
G XL | 36 R . 1.33
S XL o 120° 1.28
S X B .28
S XTXHBHB 19 .23
G XL XB ;C\ .14
S XL XB 120 .. 17
* p < .05

1.59

1"

2,62
.62
.11 b
3.09
1.15
?
1.22

1.04

l1.60%*
1.35

.81




TABLE 6

[y
\

Number of Arguments Favouring Risk on Risky
and Cautious CD Problems Before and After , ‘ :
Two Levels of Group Condition,

&

Problem Specific Number of Arguments
Condition Type Problem ‘Initial Final
1 2,55 2.80
Risky
» 2 2.53 2.93
Group Mean 2.54 2.86
Discussion '
. 1 o 143 1,03
Cautious
> 2 1.20 .90
Mean 1.31 .§7¢
1 2.65 2.83 -
Risky : - ;
2 . 2.65 2.60
Control Mean 2.65 2,71 e
Task ’
1 1.48 1.58

Cautious




NULIBER OF ARGUMENTS FAVOURING RISK
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FIGURE 3

NUMBER OF RISKY ARGUMENTS
ON RISKY AND CAUTIOUS PRO3LEMS
BEFORE AND AFTER GROUP DISCUSSION
AND A CONTROL TASK
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risky alternative of cautious problems, however, declines,
following groué discussion, relative to the change in
number of arguments favouring the riskf alternative of
these problems, following irrelevanﬁ group activity.

Theée outcomes are consistent with the finding of a signi-
ficant item type by decision by condition interaction.

It is the increase in arguments favouring risk on
risky problems, following group discussio&, that results
in the overall mean number of risky arguments on risky
problems being greater in the post decision condition;
than is the case wi;h initial decisions. As well, the
decline in these arguments relev;nt to cautious problems
in the post decision condition of the experimental group
accounts for there being an overall lower number of argu-
ments bn cautious problems in the second, post manipula—
tion ‘condition as compared to those in the first-level of
the decision factor. This details the basis for the
significant dec%;ions by item type interaction.

L]

~Number of Cautious Arguments

The only .significant effect of interest with regard
to the "number of cautious arguments” dependent variable

is item type (Table 7). Table 8 indicates that this-is

» [

due to more arguments Being written in favour of the

o

o

cautious alternative of ‘cautious problems than is the case

Y uv

with risky problems. e " %

C . . “
b




TABLE 7 '
Analysis of Vvariance Summary Table for Number
af Arguments in Favour of Caution
Source daf . MS F;'_
! Group (G) 18 1.68 : .94
Item Type (T) 1 111.38 ) 2%.80*
Decision (B) 1 : .26 1.57
Condition (A) . 1 1.50 .87
GXT 18 2.74 1.89*
)
* G XB 18 . .72 1.89
TXB ) 1 .56 1.44
T T xa : 1 1.2] . 1.22
GXTXB .18 .57 . 1.83
B XA ‘ 1 .69 1.87
TXBXA 1 08 40
) ¥
Item Level (L) 2 2.58 > ©1.76
’ L XA . 2 , .85 o4
L XB 2 .38 i .77
LXBXa ' 2 13 .27
Subjects (S) . . 60 - 1.76 o l.24
s X T o 6o 1.40 .99
’ f G XL 35 1,47 1.03
v S XL 120 1.42 ' -
- S XxB ~ 6C .66 .85
S X T XD 60 .61 78
G XLXB 36 .49 63
S XLXB - 120 T
2 .
( v T * p < .05 N ) -
o - “ N - '
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TABLE 8
¥
Number of Arguments Favouring Caution
on Risky and Cautious CD Problems
Before and After Two Levels
of Group Condition
. Problem Specific Number of Arguments
Condition Type ~ Problem Initial ° Final
[ \
1. 1.88 1.75
\ Risky ;
) 2 1.60 1.78
Group Mean 1.74 T.7%
Discussion e .
’ 1 2.50 2.68
Cautjous .
2 2,30 2.50
Mean 2.40 2.59 .
1 1.90 1.80
Risky
) 2 ) 1.675 1.65
Control Mean 1.79 - I.73
Task - , »
. 1 2.80 2.78
Cautious .
. 2 2.55 2.60
Mean 2.68 2.69
w




~ The Importancé of Arguments Favouring
~the Risky Alternative

-

Item type, and the interaction between decisioné,
conditions and item type led to statiséically significant.
effects upon the importance ratings of‘arguments favouring
the risky alternative (Table 9).

The significant item tyée effect reveals that the
arguments favouring the risky alterna£ive of risky prob-
lems were rated  as more importgnt (Table 10, note that a
rating of 1 indicates high importance) than those favour-
ing the same alternative of cautious problems. )

The ;hree-way interactiog‘reéhlts from arguments )
favouring the risky alternativeiof risky problems being
ratéé as more important fdllowiﬁg groﬁp discussion than
they were initiallly whereas the ratings of these arguments

following the control task decrease in importance compared

with initial decisions.

The I@pdrtance'of Arggmenfs Favouring

° the Cautious Alternative

With this dependent measure item type, conditions by
item type, and the interaction involving decisioné, coqdi—
tions and item type were all significant, using an alpﬁa
level of .05 to establish the critical F ratios (Table 11).

The item type effect indicates that the importance '
of: arguments favouring a cautious choice on céutious prob-

lems is greater than the importance of arguments attached

to the cautious alternative of risky problems (Table 12).
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' TABLE 9 : T
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Importance h, ‘
of Arguments in Favour of Risk ' i
Source ‘ af ’ MS 'I:_ T .
. Group (G) ) 18 3.13 1.16
Item Type (T) 1 280.37 15.04%*
Decision (B) 1, .77 _ l.5§
Condition (A) 1 .26 17
G xT 18~ - 3.06 .99
. T X B 18 .61 , .78
o T X B 1 1.64 2.27
T X A 1 .59 .41
GXTZXB 18 . .81 1.03
B XA 1' .90 2.20
. TXB XA, : 17 2.24 , 11.60%*
 E
Item Level (L) 2 17.45 9.32%
L XA 2 .27 .14
L XB 2 63 .84
‘ . LXBXA 2 .14 .19
Subjects (S) 60 2,87 1.54*
S XT
- ’
G XL
S XL
i S X B
S XT XD
GXLXB
SXT XD
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TABLE 10

JImporEance of Risky A¥guments on Risky

\ and Cautious CD Problems Before
and After Two Levels of, - .
Group Condition . . )
e Problem Specific Importance of Arguments
Condition Type Problem Initial Final
1 1.84 - 1.62
. Risky g .
2 T 2.22 1.72
Group Mean : 2.03 1.67
Discussion " -
1 2.77 2.90
Cautious
2 3.37 3.40
Mean . 3.08 3.15
1 1.70 1.77
Risky k
2 1.94 1.91 3
Control , Mean 1.82 T.84 .
Task ,
- ' 1 2,81 2,91 -
Cautious
; 2 3.63° 3.50
Mean 3.22 321
~ (
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TABLL 11

Anadysis of Variance Summary Table for Importance
of Arguments

Source

Croup (G)
Item Type {(T)
Decision (1)
Condition (A)

GXT

G X B

Q
>
-3
<
[ve)

TXB XA

Item Level (L)
L XA

L X B
LXBXA
Subjects (S)

S XT

G XL

SXLXB

as
18
1
1
1
18

18

" 120

60
60

36

120

in Favour of Caution

. Ms
1.11
217.97

1.02

13

.40
.49

*p < .05

1.82
6.61*
.41
.68

17.15

i

2.81
e 57
.52
.92

1.15

1.07

1.09

1.38
1.35

1.65*

3
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TABLE 12

Importance of Cautious -Arguments on’
Risky and Cautious CD Problems
. Before and After Two Levels
of Group Condition

Problem Specific Importance of Arguments T
Condition . Type *. Problem Initial Final
1 2,90 ' 3.10 .
Risky . , - ’ )
2 - 2.87 3.00
Group ’ Mean T 7789 3.05
Discussion . ‘
1 2,01 1.64
Cautious
2 1.59 1.49
Mean 1.80 1.57
. 1 2.87 2.52
’ Risky . ‘
S et ' 2 - 2.96 2.86
Control . Mean 2.91 - 2.69
Task
, 1 1.94 1.91
' Cautious
2 -1.60 1.57
Mean 777 - T.74
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The interaction between conditions and decisions is

raccounted for by the importance of arguments favouring the

cautious alternative of risky problems becoming less, and
the importance of the arguments advanced in favour of a
cautiodé choise on cautious problems becoming greater in
the second decision condition compared with initial deci-
sions. If oneclooks, however, at the post degisioq means
in 5oth the experimental and control group conditions, it
is apparent that the above pattern of results is due
almost éntirely to the shifts in importance ratings
following group discussion. Thg importance of arguménts
favouring the cautious alternative® of cautious problems
increases more, following group discussion, than these
same ratings following the control task, in the second
group condition. F'urt:her,r the importance of these argu-v‘
ments, relevant to risky problems, declines more following
group discussion than it does after the control task.
These findings account not only for tHe conditions by item
type "interaction, but also are consistent with the

significant three-way interaction indicated.

The Problem of Multiple Measures

’

A concern that might be voiced, with regard to the
study described, is thaf the inclusion of four specific
tasks both before and after group interaction might alter
the usual chbice shift phenomenon. The typical paradigm

requires subjects to complete only one task (personal




decisions) before and after group discussion of a CD prob-
lem. A third condition was included in this study to
evaluate this hypoﬁhesig. Subjects'inAthis condition ‘made
personal decisions on each of the four CD pfoblems, dis-
cussed each problem in a group and then made individual
decisions once again. It is possible, given this condi-
tion, to assess whether the’multiple measures used in the
previous design in any way affect the phenomenon. What is
necessary is a comparison between the personal choice made
before and after group discussion of CD problems in the
previous analysis and the individual decisions madeiprior'
to and following group discussion, when there are no other
potentially distrac;ing'tasks required of subjects (condi-

L]

tion three described 'in the meéthod section of this

’ -

experiment) .

The Analysis

One factor in this analysis was the number of tasks
undertaken prior to group discussion. One level of the
variable4 includes four ‘tasks, one of which is personal
decisions. The other level involves only the task of
personal decisions. A second factor is thé decision
factor which includes two levels. This is the "decisions
before and after group discussion" variable described in

the previous analydis. Item type, specific items and

4 The data collected in group condition one of the
previous analysis will be used in the present analysis.
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»

groups are also included in this analysis.

The dependent measure which is being evaluated is .
. ‘the minimum probability choices made by sﬁbjects. A six-

way analysis of variance was performed on these scores.

-

“The factors include the five described above and the

factor of subjectép
’ f

\

The Resx&s\ .
1

The analysis {(Table 13) revealed that there was a

o

significant decision by problem type interaction. This

reflects the finding (Table 14, Figure 4) that personal
decisions become more riskf on risky problems and more
cautious on cautious problems following group discussion.
The lack of a significant decision by task number by item
type intéraction suggests that there is no basis to reject
the hypothesis that there is no difference between the two

.

levels of task number in their effects upon shifts in CD

decisions.

o

@ Discussion ™
The findings of this experiment, on the whole, are
consistent with the stated hypotheses. ‘Personal choices,
admired choices and number of arguments favouring the
risky alternative of problems were all affected by group
discussion as anticipated. The number of arguments

favouring the 'cautious alternative, however, did not show

the predicte& consequences of discussion. What is of




TADLL 12 )
s o
Analysis of Variance Swirary Table for Personal
Choices Versus Multiple Measures .
‘ - Source atg MS - . Ll
R Group {(G) - 18 4..49 1.83 @
Ttem Type (T) . 1 2.7¢ , 30.31%
, Decision (B) 1 486.51 ’ 2.08 .
Cendation (A) ° 1 1.06 1.22
‘ G X T. 18 - 5.80 1.25
G XB | 1§ - .74 .63 .
T X K ‘ ! 0 35.16 T 75,231
T X A 1 1.81 .30
GXTXW S .73 ‘ 61
B X.A 18 ¢ .06, 1.25
T XL oA 1 .01 ) 1.21
\ N |
. ; F .
‘ L/ Iten Level (L) 2 13.82  s.eur
< L X A ) 2 1.33 .37
LXB - 2 .73 ' .76
' L XB XA - 2 07 .07
) Subjecfg (s) . 60 2.39 .68
©8S X 7T 60, "\4.60 o 1.31

"G X L ) 36 3.56 1.02




TABLE 14

P
Personal Choices with and without Other
Tasks-on, Risky and Cautious CD
Problems Before and After.
- Group Discussion
\ Prablem Specific
Condition Type Problem
1
Risky
2
Fersonal Mean
Decisions .
Only 1
Cautious
2
Mean
1l
Risky
’ : 2
Pexrsonal Mean
Decisions
Plus Three 1
Other Cautious
‘Tasks - ~L. 2

Decisions
Initial Final
4.98 4.50
5.80 5.20
5'§§ 1I§5
6.70 7.20
6.83 7.15
6.:3 :OIE
5.15 4.63
.5.60 5.00
30‘33 l.gI
6.50 7.03
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FIGURE 4

PERSONAL CHOICES WITH AND WITHOUT OTHER TASKS -
8 O — ON RISKY AND CAUTIOUS CD PROBLENS : _
) ¢ BEFORE AND AFTER GROUP DICCUSSION, ,
AND A CONTROL TASK

. y
A4 .

—

1 CAUTIOUS PROBLEN'S —~ PERSONAL DECISION
60+ 2 CAUTIOUS PROBLENS — FOUR 1ASKS

3 RISKY PROBLEMS — FOUR TASKS

4 RISKY PROBLEMS — PERSONAL DECISIONS
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lntereSt 10 reLatlon to thlS, 1swthat the average meor—

tance of cautlous arguments 1ncreased follow1ng discussxon

o

: of cautious problems. Thls sugqests that even 1f there, °

<

was not' a sdbstantlal 1ncrease An ‘the number of arguments

favouring the cautious alternat;ve~ofccaptrous problems,)

o

there is §t111 a—basis to argue that . personal choxces and

admired choices would change on these problemS«glven the

2 o

. . lncreased lmportance attached to the arguments*avallable

> N to decision-makers. The ayerage 1mbortanpe of , arguments .-
> ‘ . N B ¢
Ufavouring the risky aiternatlvegaigp shlfted followxng S

w - [

. group dlscusslon as expected. L

on’ the ba81s of these results, 1tfappears thattthe

4

conceptlon of the admlred ch01c beln proposed, and the
f g

- L 3

overall explanatlon of the ch01ce¢§h§ft have
€

support Of . critlcal 1mportance to the acco nt of the

LY

9]

: manher entxrely consxstent Wlth shlfts in: admlred cholce.~
It must be recognlzed however, that the shlfts
recorded lend only cprrelatlonal sugport to the view that
. 'changes in admired ch01ces areocontlngent upon changes in
the number of important arguments a55001ated with CD
alternatlves. The fbllow1ng expernmént involves. an
e .Q"?attempt to manipulate the arquméntevmaoe avaalab}e ‘to
subj'egl:ts in s(ué'h’ a manneg as to affect Jpersonal‘ choice and

v ~ .admired choiges ,in predictahl?“different ways.

; ) - o  , . - s
- % = B " s o !
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‘ supportlng either the risky or cautious alterhatives of a . ; v
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. ﬁ Since it: has been suggesteddthat most admired-“choice ©
and personal-choice on CD .problems reflect different

Y . - L ” - . s u- "
aspectg of- the same décision process, it follows”that it

a

should be possrble to devxse a manlpulatlon that’ dlfferen—

™ (X o oo

tlally affects most‘admlred cholce and persenal ‘choice.

It has been suggested that the most admxred choice is a

2 >

functipn of the numbex of relatively. 1mportant arguments

kS

J -

! Y T

€D problem. THlS suggests that one can alter—most admlred

[

choice by changlng the number of 1mgortant arguments o

favourlng elther alternatlve of a CQ problem. Personal

choxce, however, 1s a functlon of both the relatlvely ' ’ &/
1mportant and the/relatlvely pnlmgortant arguments favdur- 3

ing”eabh’aiternative. Personai cho;ce then will change to “ .

u-
o o
-~

the extent that one dhanges the number of arguments that a 1

C

person ton51ders relevant to erther!alternatlve of-a CD

o
1

., @
o . e.,,

ThlS suggests that it is not possxble to changeu."u . N

50

problem.

1f-

“ 'y,

a pérsqn»accep ted - arguments which favoured one alternative

most admlred choice without changlng pe%sonal choice.

LU0,
&

and the 1nd1v1dual felt these arguments were 1mp6rtant,

N B Log

then both personal choice and most admlred ch01ce would

u
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mo;e in tlie direction of that'alterﬁétive. I1f, however,

one-created a situation where an individual came to accept

a number of relatively unimportantﬁarﬁuments, then it
(&3 ¢ .

would be expected that personal choice would move in the
™~

‘direction advocated by these arguments, but most admired
. >

o

choice wouldbnot;lfkely be affected. 1t appears that the

best way to demonstraté that ‘one can differentially affect
.
most admired choice and personal choice is to create a

situation where an individual accepts a large number. of ™

arguments in favour of the least preferred alternative of
B - . ’

a CD problem. o ’

Once again, it would seem feasible to take advantage

of the fact that the arguments suppdréing the risky and

cautioustalternatives of risky and cautious iﬁems tend to
dlfﬁer in the1r rekatlze importance to the decision-maker.
Thé rather overworked example of thé rlsky item ijaﬂgf)
used to- 1llustrate this. It w111 be rememberéa“that an

individual usually has more arguments supportlng the rlsky
alternative for such an item and th;t the avergge argument
supp;rtingutﬁe risky al;ernqpive is considered more impor-
t;nt to the ipdividual than. the éverage argument support-
ing the cdutious alte:hativeﬂ Consider that one preserts
to a giveﬁ individual a.ngmbercqﬁ érgumeqts in favour of
the risky alternative that other-people say they have used

in making thelr dec1sion on CD jitems. Since such argu-

0

‘ments are rated as important to the people that generate

0
[

-

e
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them (Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974) and are considered per-
suasive by individuals who rate them (Vinokur & Burnstein,
1974), it is likely that the person they are presented to
will accept a go;d proportion of the arguments and also
consider them important to his decision (Ostrom, 1966) . -
The person now has more arguments in favour of the risky
altérnative and it is likely ﬁhe new arguments would be
‘ considered;important. One:would’then predict that per-
sonal decision would shift towards the risky alternative
because there are now more arguments favouring this alter-
native. -One would aiso predict that the most admiféd
choice would become more extreme rﬁasmuch as the new
arguments accepted would be considered important.

In a similar way, it should be possible to show that
most admired choice and personal choice diyerge as a
result of presenting arquments in favour of the cautious
alternative that other people have used in making their =
decisions on the same risky item. Suchha speculation
derives from the following reasons:

" (1) If one presents enough arguments in favour of
the cautiousJalternative, the persuasion literature
suggests that personal decision would be expected to move
in the cautious direction (Goldberg, 1954; Anderson, 1971).

(2) The arguments people have supporting the
cautious alternative are usually considered by them to be

less important than the reasons supporting the risky
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alternative.

(3) People usually rate the reasons supporting the
y cautious alternative as less persuasive than the reasons

supporting the risky alternative. .
(4) Iﬁ would be expected then that even though the

reasons supporting the cautious alternative will have an

impact on personal decisions, they would have little, if

any, impact~on most admired choice because of their lesser

importance.

Given these considerations, it 'is possible to devise
an experiment which can test the hypothesis that most .
admired choice and personal choice diverge under appro-
priate circumstances.

In summary, the predictions of this experiment are
as follows:

(1) Personal choices of odds on CD problems will be
an inverse function of the proportion of arguments
supporting the risky alternative of a particular CD prbb—'
lem. The iigher the proportion of argﬁments in favour of
the risky alternative, the lower the probability choice
made by‘sdbjects personally.

(2) The admired choice of odds will be dependent

upon both the type of CD problem being responded to and

the proportion of arguments in favour of the risky alter-

native. With risky problems, a high proportion of argu-

ments in favour of she risky alternative will lead to an
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even riskier choice of odds than is found with personal
choice under the same conditions. If a preponderance of
arguments are presented in favour of the cautious alterna-
tive of a risky problem, however, personal choice will be
much more in favour of the cautious alternative than is
the admired choice. The rate of change of admired choice
is lower than tget of personal choice, the lower the
proportion of arguments in favour of a risky choice.

(3) If a high proportion of cautious arguments are
presented in relation to a cautioQus alternative, admired
choice will be morelcaptious than personal choiee given
the same circumstances. Presenting a preponderance of
afguments in favour of the risky alternative of a cautious
problem will change admired choice much less in the direc-
tion of a risky choice than is the case with personal
‘choice. 1

onk further point must be raised before going on to
the experiment itself. An important assumption made in a
number of statements being advanced concerning the admired
choice is that new arguments considered persuasive by a
decision-maker are likely to becdme relatiYely important
considerations in the hierarchy of reasons considered

relevant to a CD problem. 1In order to evaluate whether

the arguments used, in this and subsequent studies, do

differ in the importance individuals-attach to them, the

arguments used to construct stimulus materials were
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independently rated as to how important they would be in
decision; ori CD problems where the arguments are relevant.
These ratings, in effect, constitute a maﬁipulation check.
It is of some interest to determine wheth&r the argquments
presented to subjects in vérious e&perimental conditions
differ with regard té perceived importance as predicted.
The results of this manipulation cheék are detailed in
Appendix B and a;e‘summarized under the heading of

Materials in the Methed section which follows.

Method
overview
Subjects were asked to read a CD item. After having
read the problem, a list of fourteen arguments relevant to
the problem were handed out. The propértion of these

A

fourteen arguments that supported the gisky alternative
were varied. aSubjects were told thagégh average:student,
at the University of Western 0ntario4used these arguments
to arriv; at his decision. Instructions then went on to
require subjects to.read the arguments and to seriously

. consider them befqre arriving at a decision on a CD item.

. -Following a reading of the adrguments, half the subjects

were asked to choose a probability level th;t they would
most admire the figure in the problem for choosing. The
remaining subjects were requested to indicate their

personal preference of minimum odds. This procedure was

repeated four times, once for each of four CD problems
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used in the experiment.

, ; ,\gbk
Subjects - .

Sixty students were recruited t& take part in this
experiment from the Introductary Psychology course at
Huron College. fﬁifty volunteers were accépted from each

of the two sections which made Gp the course. :

Materials

CD Problems. The same four CD problems were used in
this experiment that were used in the previous study.

-

Depending upon which experimental condition’a subject was

-

in, a subject resbonded to the minimum probabiliiy scale
with instructions to m;ke a choice that he would most
admire or was asked to indicate a personal prgference.

The instructions appropriate to these conditions are to be
found in Appendix B. A subject responded to each of the

four problems in terms of only one instructional set.

List of Arguments. The arguments required for the

varioﬁs conditions in_this)experiment and for the Subse-
quent two studies to be reported were derived from the
arguments solicited from eighty subiects who took part in
the previously discussed expe?iment. These subjgéts were
those that took Part in the two conditions of the previous
study which required a listing.of arguments, personal
choices and admired choices both before and after a group

L Y
condition. The actual arguments used to create a pool

4
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were those obtained from these eighty subjects prior to

the group phase in each condition. The arguments from
these subjects were formed into a pool of arguments
favouring both the risky and cautious alternative of each
CD problem, For each problem, . twenty arguments were
randomly drawn from the pool favouring the cautious alter-
native and twenty arquments were r;}domly selected from
the available arguments supporting the risky alternative.
The forty arguments now available for each CD problem
served as the basis for all subsequent stimulus construc-
tion involving arguments.

As was indicated in the Introduction to this study,
these argquments were rated by an independent group of
subjects as to how important they would be in making deci-
sions on CD problem; to which they were relevan£. These
ratings (Appendix B) indicated that, with the two risky
problems, the average importance of arguments favouring

‘v o
the risky alternative was greater than the average impor-
tance associated with the reasons supporting the cautious
alternative. On cautioqs problems the opposite pattern
was observed. -The mean importance.of the twenty arguments
selected in favour of caution was significantly greater
than those written in favour of the risky alternative of
these same problems.

In the present experiment, subjects were randomly

assigned to .one of three different argument conditions.
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»
N

One condition involved ten arguments favouring the risky
alternative and.four supporting the cautious alternative
of each of the }our CD problems. The second condition
included seven risky and seven cautious arguments, whereas
the third level of this variable required four risky and
ten cautious arguments for each CD' probleg. The arguments
used in each condition for each'problem were random&?

- .

selected from the twenty arguments pro risk and the twenty
argﬁments favouring the cautious alternative available for
each problem,

As a result of this selection procedure, each of the
four CD problems had three different lists of arguments
that could be-associated with it, each list equal in the
number of arguments, but varying in proportion of arguments
favouring each alternative of the problem.

Depending upon which of the three argument condi-
tiohs a subject was in, he received the same number of

-

arguments favouring the risky alternative and the cautious
alternative for each of the four problems used in the
experiment.

Stimulus Booklet#? This experiment involved two

imMportant independent variables--~proportion of arguments,

which included three levels, and instructional set requir-
»

ing two levels. As a consequence, there are six different

-

conditions Qith‘each necessitating a unique stimulus book-

let. 1In all-conditions, the first page of the stimulus’

I
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booklet was a general description of CD problems. Follow-
ing this, subjects in all conditions were asked to tear
the first five sheets from their booklet. Theée sheets
consisted of one CD problem and a list "ai)propriate
arguments. The proportion of riskf to cautious arguments
depended upon the level of the ﬁroportion variable
assigned a particular subject. The instructions then went
on to request subjects to read the problem and the‘argu-
ments. Subjects were alsoc told where the arguments came
from, i.e., they were told that An average student at the
Univers}ty of Western Ontario used these arguments when
making his personal decision on the particular CD problem,
Depending upon the instructional set condition a subject
was in, the instructions then asked subjects to indicate
thei; personal choice on the minimum prbbability scale
under the problem or they were asked to indicate»the
choice they'moét admired. Subjects were also told éhat
they should seriously consider the arguments accompanying
the problem before making their decision. The instruc-
tions then went on to request that subjects repeat the
above procedure for the next three problems.f In each

I

booklet, in each condition, the order to the four problems
'O 4

with their associated arguments was randomly determined.

-

Procedure
When a subject arrived to take part in the experi-

ment, he was given one of the six stimulus booklets.

P
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These-bookletSjgpre handed to subjects from a single pile,
the order of %he booklets in the pile being randomly
prearranéed.

‘Subjects were then seated, read the instructions and

completed their particular booklet. ' After all subjects

had completed their booklets,.they were told the purpose

of the experiment.

- ) Results
There is one er?ndent measure in this styfly, and
that is the minimum choice of odds seiectedron the CD
. problems in each condition. ‘The scores on this measure
were analyzed using a five fdctor analysis of variance.
One factor is the propertioh of arguments supporting the

alternatives of phe CD proBiemé._ There are three levels
‘of this factér and it is treated as fixed. The decision
set given subjects is also a fixed factor, which con;ists
of two levels. The ﬁhird factor is theé type of CD

problems decisions are made upon. This variable is fixed

~ since the ‘only two levels of interest are risky and
cautiéﬁs problems. ‘igg_two risky and two cautious
problems used to create the item type factor are them-
selves a factor in the anal;gis. The two levels of this
specific item factor:-are nested within the item type vari-
able. This factor is considered randﬁm. The subjects, as
a random factor in this analysis, are nested within

proportions of arguments and decision set.
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The Minimum Choice of 0Odds

5

The analysis of variance summary table is found.in

' Table 15.  The significan£ findings in this experiment

' were the main effect due to item type, the main effect of
proportion of arguments, the proportion of argﬁments by
decision interagtion, and the decisions by item type
intereétion.

.

The main effects due to item type, and proportion of

arguments indicate that risky problems receive riskier

. choices than do cautious problems, and that the higher the
proportion of arguments in favour of risk, the riskier the’
decision.

The'éignificant effect that is of critical impor-

<

" tance to the hypotheses of this experiment is the propor-

tion'of arquments by decision‘type interaction. Examina-

tion of the means of the various conditions related to

proportion of arguﬁents, decisions, and item type (Table

16, FigureAS) reveais that personal choices become riskier
as the proportion of arguments presented in favour: of risk
increases, regardless of item type. Admired choices, -
although they qhanqe iﬁ a similar manner as personal

-0 decisions, ao not vary as much across the various argument
}\gpnditions, with bot@ risky and cautious problems. This

- 1is consisteht with the hypotheses of this experiment,’in ) &

7

the sense that personal choices and admired. choices were ' i

éxpected to respond differently to the proportion of
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TABLE 15 ;
.Analysis of Variance of Personal and .
Admired Choices under Different
Proportion of Arguments
Source af MS F'
Arguments (A) o2 30.72 18.95¢% "
Decisions (B) .1 .15 .06 3
Item Type (T) 1 60.07 12.73*
AXB | 2 7.85 . 7.27%
AXT 2 .22 lx . .15 )
BXT 1 - 24.07 9.90*
AXBXT 2 .32 | .35 .
' ‘ F
Subjects (S) 54 2.92 1.15
Item Level (L) - 2 4.%h\\‘ ©1.89 .i
-5 X T ' ) 54 2.%1\'} 1.09 .

AXL " 4 1.26 .50 o
B XL . 2 2.21 : .87
A XBXL 4 A .71 .28
S X L 108 2.55 )
*p < .05
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TABLE 16 >
L) S
.Personal and Admired Choices on A
) Risky and-Caufious Arguments ) .
in Different Proportion ‘
of Argument Conditions T
Argunment Itém Specific 'Decisions
Condition Type Item ‘personai Admired
. 1 : 4.40 " 4,20
. Ri\sky - .. o S
.10 Risky ) .2 . 4.60 « 4.30
4 Cautious - : Mean ’ {50 4.30
ol n - . - . - N -
. : 1 » 5.00 . 6.00
* Cautious - B o R
: : e 2 .. 4.80 . o 6.40 .
: | * . Mean E .30 €.20.
B - i
. 1 5.70 . 4.60
. Risky -
2 " .5.30 - 5.40°
. Meah 5.50 - 5.00
7 Risky - : : , e - :
+. 7 Cautious ' 1 i , 6.10 6.10
. Cautiocus ' ' '
2, - . .5.90 6.90
Mean . ' ’ §.50 ¢
. 1 .00 4.60
RiSkyv ‘
- 2 ¢ 6.80 5.50
Mean . 6.40 5.05
4 Risky i . '
10 Cautious .. 1. .. 6.40 - 6.20
Cautious - ) ° :
. 2 7.00 7.10
Mean 6.70 .




FIGURE 5

PERSONAL AND ADMIRED CHOICES
ON RISKY AND CAUTIOUS PROBLEMS
IiN DIFFERENT PROPORTION OF ARGUMENT CONDITIONS
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arguments presented'subjects. More specific hypotheses
.than this, however, have been advanced: In order to
evaluate these predictions, it is nec?ssary to examine the
>
differences in admired choices between each of the propor-
fion of arguments conditiqps for both risky and cautious
-arguments. A similar comparison of means is required for
personal choices. 1In order to make these comparisons,

Dunn's procedure (Kirk, 1968) was used.

Personal decisions will be considered first. The

first comp?rison is [petween the choices made in the condi- .
tion where there is a high proportion'of arguments in
favour of caution and those in the condition involving
equal numbers of riskyJand cautious arguments. It was
found that the personal choices were significantly more
cautiotis in the high éroportion of cautious argumenﬁs
level than they were in the equal argumenté condition on

. both risky and cautious problems (.66 is the difference-

required to establish significance at :the .05 level). A
o similar comparison between the equal\number of arguments

condition and the condition involving a high proportion of

o <

. o
- arguments, in favour of risk, revealed that choices were

significantly more risky in the high propertion of risky -

arguments condition on both risky and ‘cautious problems.

With decisions in the admired choice conditions, a
quite»differen} picture emerges. On risky problems, the

admired choices, in the high proéortion of arguments

v
2

bes vy P e Obmo——— —p o e 2w
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favouring caution condition, are significantly“mofe
cautious than those in the #rguments condition, involving
a preponderance of arguments in support of risk. As well,
the decisions in the proportion of arguments condition,
favouring the risky alternative, are significantly.more
risky than those in the equal arguments level of the pro--
portion of arguments factor. There is no significant
difference in mean choice between the arguments condition
supporting the cautious alternative and the equal argu-

~

" ments condition.

On cautious problems there are no significant

differences in admired choice between any of the propor-

tion of arguments conditions. The significant decision by

item type interaction reflects the finding that admired

choice is‘;;skier than personal choice on risky items and
that with cautious problems admired éhoices are more
cautious than persoqal choices,’reqardless of the argu-
ments presented”subjects. This generai statement, how-
ever, masks a somewhat disquieting outcome of ®he present
study. It.was.fully expected that with risky problems the
change in admired choice from the condition involving
equal number of. risky and cautious arguments to the pre-
ponderance of risky arguments condition would be greater
in the direction of risk than found. There was a signifi-
cant difference between tbese two conditions, as has been

indicated; however, it is apparent that personal choice
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and admired choice are converging, in the arguments condi-
tion favouring the risky alternative. As well, it was
anticipated that the change from equal numbers of argu-
ments, in favour of each alternative, to the high proﬁor—
tion‘of arguments favouring caution would result in a’
greater change in admireq)choice in the direction of
caution, on cautious problems, than obtained. This)differ-
ence was not found to be significant, and personal choices

and admired choices converge in the arguments condition

supporting the cautious alternative.

Discussion

The major hypotheses of the present experiment have
been confirmed--to an extent. Personal decisions on risky
and cautious problems were found to be a function of the
propértioﬁ of arguments favouring the alteghatives of the
CD problems used. Admired choices on risky problems were
more risky when there was a preponderancé of risky. argu-
ments presented than they were when an equal numgér of
arguments favouring risk and caution were made available.
Admired choices on risky problems were affected no differ;
’ently in the arguments gondition favouring caution than
they were in the equal arguments condition. These
fingzngs accord with the prediction that admired choices
would be affecfed on risky problems only when a high pro-

-,
portion of arguments favouring the risky alternative were

made available.
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There is only qualified support for the hypotheses
related to the admired choice on cautious problems, how-
ever. As predicted, there was no effegt upon admireq(
choices, with cautious problems, when a high proportion of
arguments favouring the risky alternative were presented,
relative to the equal arguments condition. Unfortunately,
this was also true ofthe comparison between the equal
argumeAts condition and the high proportion of arguments,
favouring caution, condition. One possible explanation of
this is that the average importance of cautious arguments,

.in Ehe hiéh proportion‘of cautious argument$ condition, is

less than the similar ratings of risky arguments in the

arguments condition favouring the risky alternative of .
risky problems. This does not, however, appear to be the L
explanation. As is clear from Lhe importance ratings

analyzed in Appendix B, cautious arguments are rated as

more important, on the average, than are risky arguments.

It is conceivable that the lack of an effect in this cell

of the desigﬁ might be attributed to the effects of the
individual items. The admired choices assigned one

cautious problem conformed, tolerably well, to the hypo-

thesis. The admired choices were somewhat more cautious

in tpe arguments condition, favouring caution, than they

were in the equal arguments condition. The admired

choices on the other problem, however, were even less

cautious than personal choices on the same problem., Such -
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an-gutcome occurred in no other cell of the design.
Although the results were basically as predicted, it
is apparent that the changes predicted in relation to
admired choices were not as robust in certain conditions
as expected. It was hypothesized that the discrepancies
between admired choice and personal choice, on risky prob-
lems for example, would be greater than those found in the
.condition where a high proportion of risky arguments were
presented. This is even more true for cautious problems
in the high proportion of cautious arguments condition.
There are at least two possible explanations for these
findings that would still be consistent with the advocated
assumptions that link a@mired choice with personal choice.
First of all, it might well be that the manipulation in
the present experiment is not as strong or precise as
might be desired. The arguments generated by a hypothe- -
tical peer are not as compelling, perhaps, as the argu-
ments thaf issue from a co-participant in a group discus-
sion. Of greater theoretical interest is the possibility
that,, at some point, the arguments attributed to oneself,
when making a decision, and to an admired person become
very similar. If an indi#idual is exposed to new informa-
tion which is considered relevant and important, and the
individual considers a finite number of reasons when
making a decision (Fishbein, 1967; Miller, 1956), it is

conceivable that more important information will displace
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old, less important i-ﬁformationT .Most of the information
now a§ailable, in relation to a CD decision, would be more
equivalent in importance. This could lead to a situation‘
where the information presently available and applie@ to a
personal decision is considered very important. This
suggests that there might be a greater congruence between
the arguments attributed to an admired person when making
a decisionand the arguments, or considerations, that.afe
used personally in deciding ubon a minimum odds pg;ference.
Although an account is being offered for a less than,
ideal outcome (in terms of the stated hypotheses), it is
important to recognize that this experiment represents the
first reported instance of predicted effects, regarding
the admired choice, that were, in their essentials, demon-
st;ated. There was only ome condition where expectations
were not at all confirmed. This was the situation where a
high proportion of arguments, supporﬁing the cautious
alternative, were presénted in relation to cautious

problems.

In summary, the present experiment demonstrated that

personal choices on both cautious and risky problems can
be altered by varying the proportion of arguments favour-
ing a particular alternative of a €D problem. Admired
choice varies in a _similar fashion, albeit a more ‘reluc-
tant manner than is true of personal choiceé. As pre~

dicted, it was found that a high proportion of cautious
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arguments presented subjects in relation to a risky pgob— :

lem did not alter admired choice as much as it did per-

' sonal choice. Similarly., a high proportion of risky argu-
ments presented, as reasons to consider when making.a
choice on a cautious problem, affected admired choice less
than personal choice. These findings are consistent with
the hypoéhésis that the arguments favouring the least pre-

: .ferred alternative of a CD problem are perceived as less

important and hence there is little basis to reconsider

. .

one's admired choice. A preponderance of risky arguments
presented individuals, making decisions on risky problems,
' led to more risky decis;ons than those accompanying the
pfesentation of equal numbers of risky and cautious argu-
ments on the same problems. This difference is consistent
with the expectation that changes in admired choice are
dependent upon the acceptance of arguments that aré con-—
sidered as ;elatively important. The fact that admired
choices were not more cautious than tho#e, in the equal
arguments cendition, on cautious problems, does quality .
the above cénclusion.

+  So farf then, it has been shown that shifts in the
rated importance of arguments, following group discussion,
are cérrelated with changes in the admired choice.
Further, quaiified support exists for the view that pre-
sentation of arguments, typically viewed as importgnt by

-

. individuals, leads to a change in admired choice, in the
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direction advocated by thelarguments. The next experiment
to be described examines the assumption that the admired
choice is premised on a subset of the arguments used in
making a personal decision on CD problems, and that this
subset coqsists of considerations that are réi;tively more
important than some used in arriving at a personal

»

decision.

’;
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CHAPTER VII

EXPERIMENT III

”

An imporsgft assumption regarding the admired choice
is that it is premised upon a subset of ;he\arguments used
to make personal Qecisiogs; the considerations considered
relatively more importané to the decision-maker. This
impfies that with riskyéand"caﬁiious problgms,cthé argu-
ments attributed to an admired person making a decision on
a CD problem would be prima}ily in favour of risk and
caution respectively, and that fewer arguments would be
attributed to this person than would be attributed to one-
selft It is also prediqtéd that the éhghces attributed to
an admired person Qiii be more risky than personal choice
on risky problems and more cautious than decisions attri-
buted to oneself on cautioﬁg problems. This hypothesis
regarding arguments appears to be conﬁrary to.é statement
madé'by Burnstein, Vinokur and Pichevin (1974). These
authors maintaig that extreme choibes are admired becausée
it is . assumed that the person making the decision has more
persuasive arguments .than oneself in favour of the alter-
native revealed as preferred. Although the present con-

ception of 'the admired choice agrees that an admired

person is assumed to have persuasive arguments in favour

134 ‘
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of the preferred alternative, the actual number of reasons
attributed to the admired person is e§pected to be few

compared with the number of arguments attributed to

“
»

oneself. X
The following e&periment attempts to evaluate which
of the two predictions discussed is best supported by

evidence.

< Method

Overview i

Subjects in this experiment were randomly assigned
to one of three conditions. Subjects in each condition
Qere giveﬁ a CD problem and a set of forty arguments that
previou; subjects had listed as argumenfs they used in
arriving at personal decisions on thevCD problem. Twenty-
of the arguments favoured the cautious alternative of the
CD item and twenty supported the risky alternative.
Subjects in one conditlon wetre asked to indicate what
arguments they thouget a person they most admired would .
use in arriving at a deci;ibn on the CD problem. The next
task was to attribute a minimum probability oice to this
most admired person. In anotﬁer experimental cghdition,
subjects were asked to’choose the arguments and the risk
level that they wéuld attribute ta themselves. The final
group .of gubject; ?xcerpfed the arguments they thought a

9]

person they least admired would select and chose a risk

preference they felt such an individual would‘endorse.

| ~




Although no specific predictions have been advanced
regarding a least admired~individual,“}t was expected that
the results of this group should be, essentially, the

opposite of those found with the most admired individual.

‘The inclusion of such a tagget person also lend; a certain
syﬁmetry to the levels of the indépendent variégie being
considered.

The procedure, described above, was repeated with

éach of the four CD problems used in the previous two

. experiments, in each condition. N

Subjects

‘A total of thirty students from a sociology course
»
at the University of Western Ontario participated in this

experiment on a voluntary basis.

Materials
———————

CD Problems. A set of fdur CD items was used that

included two ithg_known to yield reliable rigky shifts
and two items-known to yield reliable éautious shifts.
These items were the same as those used in the previous
two studies described, Tpe forty arguments relevant to
each problem were those selected from the 1§rge pool as
described in stgdf two. The forty arguments related to a
particulér itéﬁ were listed on two sheets ‘of paper in a
random order and stapled to the appropriate CD problem.

. ) -Ingtruction. There were three sets of instructions

-
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5
b
used in this experiment, oﬁé"for each experlmental condl—
tion. They differed only Lnﬁgbe p01nt of view that a
subject was asked to take wheh performing the tasks com-
prising the experiment. Inst;uctioné in all conditions
asked sﬁbjeéts to first read ;ver the first CD probf%m ‘
completely and a@ait fother instructions. In one condi-’
tion the subjects-were asked to iﬁagine that the person he
most admired was making a deéision on the problem. The
list of arguments appropriate to that 41tem were Eren .
broughf to the subjeft's attention. The instructions con-
~tinued to the effect that %ubjects should read over this
list of arguments and then select the afq“ments they felt
the ie:son they most admired wouid use in ﬁaking a deci-

\

sion on the CD problem. The subjects were then asked to
1nd1cateithe1r selectlons by underllnlng the ielevant
arguments. Once this task was completed the kubjects
were asked to make a choice of odds on the m1n1mum proba-
bility sca;e that they thought the admired person would
prefer. L 5 ; : N
In the other two canditions of the experiment, the
séquence'of tasks éosed the subject was exactly £he same,
except the point of view the Subject was asked to take
when sélecting arguments or indicating a probability'pre—
ference.diffe;ed. In the pers§nal'point of view condi- |

tion, subjects chose arguments that they themselves would

use in making a decision and also made a personal decision.

’
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The least admired con@i;ion ehbjects‘were required to
select the arguméhts a person they least admired Qouid use
in decisien-making andyfurther picked a minimum proba-
bility thar such A person’would“select. 3

‘After completion of the teeks appropriate to the
first CD problem, subjects in all conditions were told to
continue with the following three problems in their book-
let in exactly the same manner as they did with the flrst
problem. Each subject then selected arguments, and -

indicated a probablllty preference w1th only one pdlnt of

view in mlnd.

~

4

‘ " Results | . B
. The scores on five dependent variables were analyzed

in this study. The ndmber of risky d cautious arguments

" attributed to tﬁe hypothetical decision-maker were each

treated as separate dependent measures. The,ayeraée

importance of the risky aed cautious arguments assigned

'the target person was also assessed. Each argumernt that

an inéividual underlined, in relation to a particular CD

problem, was given the average imporfance raéing obtained

for that problem .in the manipulation check of Experiment -

II.'rThe importance ratings assigned,eaeh of the argu-

ments, chdsen in favour of the risky alternative, were

L}

then‘averaged. This average importance rating for risky

arguments was the third dependent measure. Similerly; the

v

importance ratings of the cautious arguments, attributed
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to a target person, were averaged. This mean importance
of cautious arguments score was also treated as a
dependent measure. i c

The minimum probability choices attributed to a

target person were the fifth set of scores analyzed.

The\analysis performed on each 6f the dependent
Qariabies was a four-way analysis of variance. Target
persén, item type, specific problems, and subjects were
the particular factors in the dgsigﬁ. The target person
factor,consists of three levels; the mosﬁ admired person,
self and the least admired person. It s considered a
fixed factor. Item type i§ a fixed factor,'énd consists
of a level of risky problems ;nd one of cautious problems.
Each of the two CD problems associated with a lével of
item type comprise levels of a third random factor called
specific items, Levels of specific item are nested within

. )
item type. Subjects, as a random factor in the analysis,

are negted within the ﬁarget person factor. pu

The Number of Risgx>Aiguments

The analysis of variance sﬁmmary table is found in
Table 17. The important significant effect of this analy-
sis was the interaction between target person and item
type. An exaﬁination of the means in Table 18 reveals
that on risky items subjects attribute fewer risky arqu- -
ments to both the most ad;ired and'least admired person

than they do‘to themselves. On cautious items, subjects * ¢#.°

-
[

‘




TABLE 17 °

Analysis of Variance of'Risky Arguments
Attributed to Different
Target' Persons
Source af Ms
Admiration (a) 2 2.43
Item Type (T) 13.33

AXT

Subjects (S)
Levels (L)
S$XT

AXL

S XL

"*p < .05




Person
Attributed to

TABLE 18

Number of Risky Arguments
Attributed ,to Different
Targeé Persons

Problem Type
Risky Problems Cautious Problems

Admired
Self

Least
Admired

.

Mean .1 2 Mean
2.95 . 1.20 1.60 1.40

3.45 1.85

L4

1.95 3.10
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also attribute fewer risky arguments to the most admired
person than to themselves but more risky arguments are
assigned to the least admired person.

Of less importa;ce~to the hypotheses of ;his study
are the indicated main effects due ;o subjects and speci-
fic CD problems. The fact that subjeqﬁé differ in their
overall willingness to attribute risk& aréuments is not
unexpected. That’Specific levels of problems show a
significant effect_on the dependeﬁt measure indicates that
studies using a number of different CD prob%ems sho?ld
include these as levels of a factor so the variation of
scores on the dependent measure can be partitioned

appropriately.

The Number of Cautious Arguments

The important significant effects, on this dependent

measure, involved ‘the factor of item type, thevvariable of
target person and the interaction between these two

(Table 19). o
’ The interaction, as can be seen in Table 20 of the
means of ;he various éonditions, reflects the fact that on
cautious CD problems the number of arguments attributed to
the most and least admired person is less than arguments
attributed to subjects themselves. Yet, with risky
problem;} even though fewer arguments are attributed to

most admired person, more are attributed to the least

admired individual than are ascribed to subjects person-

[

AR iy s il
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TABLE 19
R +*
Analysis of Variance of Number of Cautious
~ Arguments Attributed to Different
Levels of Admiration

. Source df MS F'
Target Person (A) 2 11.23 4.34*
é Item Type (T) 1 14.70 13.60*
AXT 2 27.70 25.60;
F

Subjects (S) 27 3.49 2.22¢%

Item Level (L) .2 .67 .42

SXT . 27 1.98 ( 1.26

“ A XL 4 4 .67 .42

S XL 54 1.57
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TABLE 20

Number of Cautious Arguments
Attributed to Different
Target Persons

.&‘
*

Person -~ Problem Type

Attributed to Risky Problems Cautious Problems
’ 1 2 Mean 1 2 Mean

Admired 2.00 1.60 1.80 3.00 3.40 3.20

Self 2.00 2.40 2.20 4,10 4.10 4.10

Least

Admired 2.90 2.50 2.70 1.30 1.70 1.50




14

«<

ally. The finding that the least admired person has the
fewest.argu;ents attributed to him, regardless of item
type, is the main reason why the target person variable is
sighificant. A further examination of Table 20 makes it
clear that the main effect due to item type results from
subjects attributing more arguments on cautious problems
than they do on risky problems. As with the dependent
measure of attriﬁuted risky arguments, subjeéts differed
gignificantly in their tendency to attribute cautious
éréuments, regardless of item type or specific item
involved,

Average Importance Ratings:
Risky Alternative

Examination of Table 21 indicates that the main -
effects due to target person and item type are signifiéant.

The t;rget person effect (Table 22) arifes due to
the importance gatings associated with the most admired
”person being higher than those assigned either the self
condition or the least *admired condition. Subjects in the
self condition also tended to choose arguments with higher
importance ratings than those seiected°for the least

admired person,

The significant item type effect results from the

importance ratings in favour of the cautious alternative

being higher than those in favour of risk.: This appears

_to be consistent with the results of the manipulation

0




TABLE 21

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for Importance Ratings:
Risky Alternative

Source , af MS F'
Target Person (A) 2 13.19 - 31.i0*
Item Type -(T) 1 2.47 ) 5.15%
AXT 2 .97 1.00
F

Subjects (S) 27 .62 2.04%
Item Level (L) 2 .19 .64

] LS X T i 27 “ .60 1.97*
AXL 4 .07 .21
S XL 54 .30 | ‘

%p\_—

*p < .05




TABLE 22

Average Importance of Arguments Supporting

the Risky Alternative in Different
Conditions of Target Person

Target Problem Type

Person Risky Problems Cautious Problems
1 2 Mean 1 2 Mean

Admired 3.91 3.78 3.85 £.35 4.50 4.42

Self 3.86 3.75 3.80 3.78 3.99 3.88

Least

Adnired . 2.95 3.10 3.03 2.97 3.09 3.03

»
\ oY .,
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check which showed:cautious argquments to be rated aé more
important than risky arguments, overall.
The supjects‘gy‘item type interaction was signifi-
- cant as w&s the main. effect dqe~to subjects. The inter-
action indicatgétthét subjects on risky problems:differ in
' térms-of the impoitance ratings assigned. Similarly, with
cautious‘items, supjects also differed insthe importance
ratings of the arguments they chose. This - interaction
algo accounts for the significant main effect due to
subjects which indicates that subjects differ in the
overall iﬁportance of arguments they attribute to a

hypothetical decision-maker.

Average Importance Ratings:
Cautious Alternative

.
¢

The importance ratings of the cautious arguments
essentiaily mirror those of the risky argumen;s. Item
type and targét person main effeots were significant

4 .
{Table 23, Table 24).

The import#nce ratings of the aféuments chosen for
the most admired person were the highest-féllowed by éhe
ratings associated with the self cbﬁditioh. _The arguments
attributed to the least admired person were thé lo#est of
the three conditions in terms of average impé:tance
ratings.

The Item type effect 4is consistent with the finding

that the cautious arguments received higher importance

U




s TABLE 23

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
fér Importance Ratings:
Cautious Alternative

T
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-

Source af MS F'

' Target Person (A) 2 14.97 42.57*%
Item Type (T) 1 4.96 8.30*
AXT 2 .74 / .2.67

N .

Subjects (S) 27 .42 ) 1.05
Item Level (L;' 2 ' .64 f.61‘
S XT | 27 .35 .90.
AXL o 4 32 . .82
S XL 54 .39

Y

»
*p < .05 . -
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TABLE 24
Average Importance dof Argumenté Supporting
° the Cautious Alternative in Different
Conditions ‘of Target Person
Target ’ Problem Type : i
’ Person *-  Risky Problems Cautious Problem ’
1 2 Mean 1 2 Mean .
Admired 4.01 3.80 3.90 5,43 4.69 4.62
) self 3.74 3.42 3.58 3.88 3.90 3.89
.Least ' ’.

Admired 3.01 2.88 2.94 2,93 3.35 3.14




\
rdtings than the risky arguments.

The Minimum Probabilitx}Choice

The SLgnlflcant effect of interest in relation to

this dependent measure was agaln the interaction between
item. type and target person (see Tabke 25). The inter-

action term, as can be seen in Table 26, is significant

>beCfuse with risky items the riskinese of the choice of

odgézmadelby subjects varies directly with the degree of
admiration attrig?ted to the described decision-maker,

-

whereas there is an inverse relationship between the
riskiness of the choice of odds and'the“degree of
edmiration shown the stimulus pereon on cautious prob-
lems. There is a complete cross»err interaction revealed

[

on this dependent meaéﬁre

- Two other statistlcally significant f;ndlngs
involved‘subjects.' The gsubjects by 1tem type 1nteractlon
was found}to‘bé significant, as was the main effect‘due to
subjects. These effects reveal that subjects on risky
problems differ, to an extent, on the degree‘of riskiness
endorsed. ' Similarly, with cautious ieepé, even though
‘most subjects ettribute a relatively cautious choice,
there is a difference found in the extent of attributed
eaution. This interaction also accounts for the 31gni£;—
cant main effect due to subjects, whlch suggests that,

subjects do differ in the overall level of odds they

¢ Cattribute to a hypothetical decision-maker. As well, it

"




TABLE 25 *
0 Analysis of Variance 5? CD Choices .
Attributed to Different Levels
v of Target Person
Source : af MS
~ Admiration (A) 2 .48
T 4 Item Type (T) 1 4.41
AXT 2 24.00
Subjects (S) - 27 . 2.93
Levels (L) ‘ 2 . .04
‘ s x'T . 27 4.44 .
) AXL 4 T 5.14
S XL . 547 l.64 ™
*p < .05 ) -

2.69%

3.12%
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TABLE 26

14

Personal Choices on CD Problems Attribﬁted;
to Different Levels of
Target Person

2
»

Person Problem Type :
Attributad to Risky Problems Cautious Problems
. - o=
? 1 2 Mean 1 2 Mean '
Admired 5.80 5.50 5.65 7.80 6.30 7.05
~~
Self 5.50 6.00 5.75 * 6.30 7.50 6.90
Least : . .
Admired 7.00 6.70 6.85 5.40 5.50 5.45 ‘ o
| ’*
A
’ |
’ : - {
: :
AN

-
PR 2 @ SR, e 2 e P




' was found that the target person by specific item inter-
action was significant. This is consistent with thea
finding that although the average choices across risky and
cautious préblems behaved as predicted, individual prob-
lems in the "self" level of the target pérson factor acted

Q

unexpectedly. Of interest, is the very cautious mean

associated with the second cautious CD proﬁlem in this

condition.

‘ ' Discussion

Although the major hypothesis of this study was con-
firmed, an Qnexpected finding has emerged which suggests
some iptefesting iffiplications. It was found, as pre-
digked, tgat subjects attribute fewer arguments to the
admired person making a decision than they do to them-
selves, and th&t these aréuments, on the average, tend to
be more important than those attributed either to oneself
or a least admired person.

What i§ of interest, beyond this, is the finding

that subjects attribute a larger number of arguments, in

support of the least preferredwalternativé,'to the least S
admired person than they do to either éheﬁselves or an
admired individual. ‘Althdugh the result that admired
individuals use few arguﬁénts is consistent with the Hypo-~
tﬁesis that admired individuals are perceived as using on;y

. the arguments considered as most important to oneself, the

fact that the less admired person is seen as making




decisions, at times, with a large number of unimportant
arguments suggests two posSible interpretations. One
hypothesis might be that a least admired person is simply
viewed aé a person who makes decisions in terms of a lot
of trivial arguments. As such, the attripgtion of a
greater number of arguments, in the §resent experiment, to
the least admired person might represent how;peOple view
the decision processes of a less liked. individual.
Another_interpretation, howeveé, might suggesﬁ that the
attribution of arguments to a least admired person has
nothing to do with one's imagé of this person's decision
processes; rather, it is a hostile act conséstent with
one's disliké for the person. If a person is gvalﬁated
negatively, oﬂe attributes as many poor attributes to that
person as are currently avai;able."ln this experiment,
this would be the arguments that tend to be rated as the
least important. ¥t is not possible(to’EValuate these two
hypotheses, giveh the design of the present study. They -
are, howevef, of sufficient iqte:est to warrgnt_further
investigation. .The results of such further study wdéuld be
of par;ichlar interest to attributi;n~theory (shaver, -
1975), since i& is primarily concerned with the factors
that influence one's perception of the causes of other
people's behaviour. Y

Regardless of the merit; of the aone hypothesé?,

v

" the findingé regarding the admired person are entirely

.




consistent with the hypothesis upon which this study is

premised; the admired person is perceived as making a

decision in terms of fewer arguments than contribute to

personal decisions, and these arguments tend to be those ‘
that are considered most important personally.

It is possible, however, to advance another inter-
pretation of these findings, and it must be addressed,
critically. If one accepts the view that an admired
choice is a decision made by a person who is imagined to
have more (Burnstein, Vinokur, & Pichevin,, 1974) persua-
gsive arg;ments, in favour of the preferred alternative,
than oneself; it is possible to argue that the present
experiment does not represent a serious refutation of this
position. A protagonist of such a position might argue
that, even though only a few important arguments are
attributed to the admired person in this study, the
findings are an artifact of the list 6f arguments pre-
ﬁented subjects. The list of arguments was introduced as
representing considerations otlrer people have used in
making decisions on those probleﬁs. If one imagines that

an admired person is someone who-has reasons for behaving -

that are much more important than éhose‘usea by most other
people, it is reasonable to suggest thét the arguments
presented in this study are not representative of the
population of arguments that an adﬁired person would use.

Of the arguments most other people use in making decisions%‘i : -3

- -

.
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only a few are likely to be as coéent as those used by an
admired person. Hence, only a few of the arguments pre-
sented subjects are attributed to an admired berson. This
criticism implies that, regardless of the list of argu-
ments presented an individdﬁi, it is always possible tou
imagine a list of arguments used by an admired person that
would supercede in importance a l}st of arguments based
upon the considerations of one's peers. More'succinctly
stated; it is difficult to know what arguments an admired.
person would use, but one can be sure they are important,
there are a lot of them, and certainly not those used by
most other people. This position reérgsents a serious
challenge to the methodology of the present experiment. -7
It is certainly conceivable that, when subjects are asked
to choose arguments they feel an admired person would’use
in making a decision, they choose only what they”feel are
the best, and yet imagine there are still a lot more that
have not been»iisted. The present study cannot dirgctly
confront this challenge; however, there is.one implication
of this bosition that can be refuted. Ironically enough,
the refutation is premised upon some unexpected results of
Experiment™II. |

If it is true that one always imagines a; Ad;ired
éerson to have more arguments, in favour of the preferred
alternative, than one personally is Aware of, it follows

that one should always attribute a more extreme decision
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to an admired person than to oneself. The results of
Experiment II, however, indicated that personal choices

and admired decisions tended to converge in the situation

.where individuals are presented with a high pfoportion of

arquments supporting the preferred alternative of a CD
problem. If one is always supposed to imagine an admired
person having more, and better, reasons than oneself for
choosing, irrespective of the current information avail-
able, then it is necessary to predict that éersonal and
admired choice w9ﬁ¥d not converge. fhé acpggl resﬁ%ﬁs of

Experiment II seriously question, then, the view that the

admired person is. always expected to have considerably
b ] .

more, and better“qﬁality/ information availagle: o

S
This experiment lends more support to the - -position

that the admired choice is a functlon of a subset of

important arguments available to a decxsxon-maker.‘ The
final experiment, to be descrlbed, attempts to bubt;ess
the present account still further by demonstratlng that - T
alternative accounts of - the admired ch01ce based upon
various value explanations of persbnal decisions,*on cD

<

problems can be reformulated in terms of the relevant

]
arguments p031tion which has_ served as the ba51s for the

present conception of the admired choige.




‘given the present conception of the admired choice. 1In

< . 4 . CHAPTER VIII
1,4 3
EXPERIMENT IV N
A
A study by Madaras and Bem (1968) has been cited -

(Pruitt, 1971) as support for the view that extreme

/ . - N
choices indicate adherence to values of risk or caution.:

A pers%p who endorses such values is assumed to be an

admirable ‘person. Jellison and Riskind (1969) resort to
-
the value of abillty to explain the p081t1ve evaluation of

‘extreme choxces‘(at least on ndsky probieﬁs). Extreme -
choices 1ndicate abilxty to Judges of such decisions .and
hence admiratlon ‘for fhe possession of a valued quality.
Bqth of-thgse posgtions are claiming that the degree of
admiratiéh accorded a hypothetical decision-making is a
fdnééion o§iphe~perceivéd degree of endorsement of a con-

sensually appreciated value. It is possible to cast the

conclusions of these authors iqto‘somewhat different terms

terms of this viqﬁ, it is expected that the degiee of
admiration attributed to a hypothetlcal person is contin—
gent upon the extent to which the arguments being used are
evaluuted as important, as well ag- their number. A person
ysing a uiqgfproportioh,of afguments typically wviewed as .
imporﬁ&hifis likely to be viewed as admirable, whereas the

2
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use of a high proportion of arguments evaluated as
unimportant is expected to be admired less.

‘Past research also indicates that the importance of
arqguments dégs not depend upon their content being related
to cultural vafues. Each CD problem suggests its own
unique arguments; the bulk of which focus upon the éartic—
ular outcomes of the individual problem (Vinokur, Trope,
and Brunstein, 1975). Jellison and Riskind's (1970)
findings that extreme chdices suggest to judges that the

decision-maker‘ﬁas high ability would seem to follow quite

. easily from the supposition that an admired person uses

important arguments in' arriving at a decision. If a
person uses primarily what would be judged as persuasive

considerations in arriving at a decision, it would seem

reasonable to view the decision-maker as being someone

possessing high abilitj.
The present experiment is an attempt to evaluate the -
hypothesis that the degree of admiration attributed to a

hypothetical decision-maker is a function of the propor-

‘tion of relatively important reasons used in arriving at a

decision on a CD problem. More pa}ticuldrly, it is

expected Ehat, with risky problems, when a high proportion

.of risky arquments are ostensibly used by a decision-

haker, greater admiration will be attributed to this

--person than is the case when a high proportion of cautious

arguments are used. Risky arquments on risky problems

-
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%
are, on the average, rated as more important‘!han cautious

arguments. With cautious problems, higher admiration will
be indicated for the decision-maker who uses a higﬁ“
proportion of cautious arguments than will be granted a ‘

‘'person who uses a preponderance of risky arguments. The

average importance rati arguments associated with the
' 4

cautious alternative of cautious problems is higher than
the rating of arguments in favour of the risky alterpative.

Another hypothesis of this experiment is that the

actual choice of odds attribated to a hypothetical
decision-make; on a CD problem will be a function of
.éroportion of arguments présehted in relation to.a
particular CD problem. A high proportion of risky argu-
ments will eventuate in risk;er choices on both risky
and éautious problems than those preferred when a high

proportion of cautious arguments are presented.

Method®
Overview . _ ’ : -
.

Subjects were randomly assigned to one of three
experimental conditions. Individuals were given a CD
problem and a set of fourteen arguments that have in the
past been listed as reasons for arriving at a choice on
the particular CD problem. The experimental conditions

differed in terms of the proportion of these fourteen

arguments that supported the risky and cautious alterna-

tives of the CD problem. In one condition, ten argﬁments

A RACAD s AR B
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were supportive of the risky alternative and four favoured
the more cautious alternqtivg. The second condition
involQéd seven arguments favouring both the risky and the
cautious alternatives whereas the third condition had ten ‘,
arguments pro the cautious alternative and four reasons
pro the risky alternative. Subjects in all conditions
were told that the argumepts before them were reasoAs s
formulated by a student their own age in arriving at a
decisioﬁ on the CD problem. In each condition, subjects

wére askgd to indicate on a scale how much they admired

the person whé made the decision on the basii of these -

arguﬁents and also what'decision they thought he made in

terms of these arguments. Each subject repeated this

procedure with four CD problems in the condition to which'

he was assigned. For a subject 'in any. one condition,‘the

*

N

proportion of the fourteen arguments favouring the risky

alternative was the same for all four CD items.

Subjects

‘Thirty subjects from a Child Development Course at

Huron College participated in this experiment on albb%un- ;
g )
\\

teer basis. ) ;;

Materials

CD Problems. The four CD items used in this expéri—

ment were the same as those employed in the~previous

studies. Thesﬁ,consisted of two risky and two cautious
*
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problems. Each problem was arranged in-a booklet along
with a list of arguments appropriate to ‘each pfdblem.
Arguments. The same li%ts of arguménts were used in
.this exéeriment as were used.in Experiment II.
Instructforrs. Subjedts in each condition were

. s 5
instructed to read the firsgt.problem in thdir CD booklet.

After having read the problem, the list of arguments.on

-

. ] )
the following page of their booklet was brought to the

subject's attention. Subjects were .told that the argu-

ments were reasons that a student their own age said he

N

considered and used in making his decision on the .CD prob-

lem they had just read. The subjects were then asked to

‘indicate€ on a scale available on the third sheet of their

v

booklet how much they thought they woulgtadmire the:
student who used these arguments, and to also seleét'theh
minimum probability that they felt this student would
chOASe. This selection was made on the scale which imme-
diately followed the CD problem on the first page. After
compieéing thege tasks, subjects in ai} conditions were

instructed to deal with each of the three remaining CD

problems in their booklet in the same way.

» >
Procedure .
y Since the instruFfions_were the same for each

experimental condition, the three experimental conditions
were administered at,one experimental sesgion. The thirty

‘cD bookleta.requiréd for the exéeriment were arranged in a




AS

gfff/minimum probability chdices attributed to the fictitious

X

' experlmentai session, they were handes a booklet off the

. : ~
of variance. One factor was the gropprtlon of . arquments,

The Degree of Admiration .
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?

pile imr a random order. As sﬁbjeéts appeared for the

/, -
top of the pile.- Afteér al{ subjects in tEe ses$1og were

seated, the experimenter proceeded with the instructions

described here. . ¢

»

-] . - ‘ Results

The dependent variabfegﬁzﬁ\fhis experiment are' the

scores on a seVeanoint scale of admiration, and the

individué; in each’of the ‘experimental conditionad The

analysis performed on theee scores was a four—way analysis

—~
consrstlng of three levelsr treated as a fixed factor,'

another was the problem type (risky’ and,cautious), also

treated as a fiked fadtor. The thirdlfactor was the'

®

specific CD problems of whlch there are two nested Wlthln

each level of problem type. This is gonsrdered a random
factor. The last factor\ie subjects which are nested

within each level of the proportio& of arguments factor..

. . .
, Cd
1 [ - .-
v B

The analygis of variance summary table relevant to

P
scores on the admiration varlable is found in Table 27. ’

None ii'the main effects in this analysis was found to be
statisticaily.significant (an albhe ;ébel of .05 was‘néed

to determine the oriticalig values/necessary'to establish 7 3

- : .
7 - A .
e

\ | N




Analysis of Variance Summary Table for
Degree of Admiration Attributed

Source
Arguments (A)
" Item Type (T)

AXT

Subjecﬁs (S)!
Item Level (L)
SXT

A X L

SXL

TABLE 27

-

to Target Persons

af

——t—nn

2

.21

27

54

MS
.43
.04

8.13

2.02
.68
2.69
.83

1.59

4.21*

| 1

1.26
‘042
1.68%

.52
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the‘significance of computed F and F' ratios).. The inter-
action between proportion of arguments and problem type
was significqﬁt. Referring to T;ble 28, it is clear that
this effect arises because subjects attrxbute a higher
degree 6f admiration to an 1ndiv1dual who ostensibly used
a high proportlon of risky arguments in making a decision
on & risky problem than to the same person usinyg a high
proportion of cautious arguments to’reach a decision en
the same problem. vThe bpposiﬁe is found to be tfue with .
cautious problems. Admiration was higher for the person ~
- using more cautious arguments on a cautious problem than
for the individual whq_uséd a high proportion of rlsky
arguments.

The interaction between éroporfion of arguments and
specific CD pfoblems was also significant. Tﬁis fi;;ing
" indicates that the individual problems associated.with the
risky-cautious dichotomy react somewhat differently to the
preport{en of arguments manipulation. Overall, hodeyer;

the risky and caagious‘broblems affect the level of

admiration as predicted.

The Attributed Choice of 0Odds -,

. The analysis of variance summa;y table for the
. )
"minimum choice of odds" dependent measure is found in
Table 29. The impoiﬁant slgnificant effect thi% analysis

revealed was a significant main effect due to prOQOrtioni

of arguments, Table 30 shows that the hlgher the i




TABLE 28 q
v ' ﬂ.
Admiration Attributed to Hypothetical Persons

Using Different Proportions of Argument
on Risky and Cautious CD Problems

w -
* Proportion of . Problem Type
Arguments Risky Probliems Cautious Problems
1 2  °"Mean 1 2 Mean
> 7. 10 Risky
_ 4 Cautious S.l 405 408 ‘4.0 3.8 - 3-9

7 Risky - ‘
7 Cautious 4.2 4.7 . 4.5 4.6 4.1 4.4
4 Risky b

10 Cautious 4.1 4.1 4.1 5.1 4.9 5.0
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TABLE 29
.
Choices Attributed to Hypothetical Persons
. Using Different Proportions of
‘ ‘Arguments on CD Problems . ;
Sourée ‘ af - Ms . , F'-
Arguments (A)  » 2 14.91 . 4.95+
Item Type (T) 1 2.70 ’ .85
AXT -2 1.08 . .93
E &
Subjects (S) .27 - 4.10 2.25%
Item Level (L) 2 2.47 - 1.36
S XT 27 2.25 1.24
A XL 4 .74 .41
L

S XL © 54 1.82 ‘ .
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TABLE 30
. Choices Attributed toVHypotheticaL Persons
. Using Different Proportions of Argument
on Risky and Cautious CD -Problems
. 7
Proportion of Problem Type )
Arguments ' Risky Problems Cautious Problems
- 1 2 Mean 1 2 Mean
10 Risk 4.90 5.10 5.00 - 5.00 5.10 5.05
* 4 Cautious - T
7 Risk 5.10 5.90 5.50 5.30 5.00 5.15
7 Cautious _ )
4 Risk 6.30 6.70 6.50 6.30 5.50 5.90

10 Cautious
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proportion of gfguments favouring the risky alternative of
a CD problem, the lower the minimum probability of success
"attributed to the decision-maker by subjects, regardless

of item type. . ’

Discussion A !
The two hypotheses of tifis study have been con-
firmed. It was found that subjects indicaée admiration’
fér a problem solver, only if this individual used a high
proéortion'of arguments favouring the alternative t;pi-

cally preferred by subjects making personal choices on a

particular CD problem. Subjects admired a person for

’ . using a high proportion of risk supportive &rgumentslon )

risky problems and a high proportion of arguments favour- §

; ing the cauyigus aLterha;ive on cautious CD'items. Ig is — ’§

’ clear that subjécts attribute-a choice of‘odds to the_ ‘ g

f ' hypothétical decision—makérfthat is cénsistent.with the- {
q/' ‘balance of‘arguments op.both riéky and cautious problems,

. In order to be admired, then, it &bpears that the , i

- majority of‘argumehts a person uses mustAéupport>thé” ) ) ;

v alternative typically préferred on a pD~érob1em:V As has R %

. been shown in past studies, the arguments supporting the

preferred alternative are rated as more important and N

persua®ive to subjects. Hence, the reasonable conclusion -

- Fl

/ . that the Admiration for the decision-maker is a Function

of the proportion of important and peréuasive arguments

]

. used in arriving at a decision.
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It mighf appear, without further clarification, that
the findings of the present study confiict with the con-
clusions of the previops st&dy described in this chapter.
Recall tﬂat, in the last experiment, subjects attributed
fewer arguments to- an admired person than they-did to L
themsélves. The present investigation, hqﬁQK?r, demon-
strated that the more arguments used to fgpport the
favoured alternative of a CD problém,’thé)greater the .
admiration %ndicated. If a contradiction is perceived, it
is only apparent. With a risky problem, for example, if a
subject is presented with a high proportion of arguments
f5v6uring the risky alterna?ibe, and the subject is asked
to evaluate the decision-maker, ; number offthe arguments
presented are likely to be new and éersuasive. - If these
argumenté are construed as important, ghen the sub%gct has
even more reagon to admire the hypothetical problem solver
than yould fgﬁzhe'case when there 15,90 information

'about how the decision was arrived at. If one(discovers
" that a person has used even more considerations, deemed
important, than one,would expect on the basis of informa-
tion available ;o‘oneself, then thag pergon will reééiyg
greater admiration than would be the case in the absénée
of the discovered infoimation. '

| To the extent that the hypotheses of_thié_stud&xhave

been confirmed, the view of the admired chéice béinq { .

argued for again receives support. Peréqasivefarguman;h

4 ~

”

-
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theory, as an explanation 8% thé.éhoice sh:ft,'is glso
enhanced in credibility inasmuch as the presenf congsption

of the admired choice takes as its initial assumption the
hyppthgsis that personal decisions énd,changes in these .

decisions in the context of group decision-making are a

function of information available to the decision-maker. -
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CHAPTER IX
. » SO ¥
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

~

A review of the literature concerned with the choice

)

shift makes clear that the major controversy surrounding

its explaﬁation stems from the advocacy of two- very

3

different alliances. \‘Ielue explanations ofnipdividk‘.
decisions on CD problems and sociai comperieon'eccoents of
group induc%d sh;fts in these decisions line up squarely
ageinst a problem solving account of personal choices and
a relevant arguments view o} changes in decieion fol}owiﬁé.
greup aiscussien.i Value explanations of individual
‘decisidns and social compari;Ln ecceuntsxof group process

interface: 'through the construct of social values. ‘A

.
& -

prob}em solving "exchange .of information““exélanation of
f g:bep shifts views individuals as meking‘decieions in
.terms of information available; ‘the availability of which
. depends upon whether the individual is isolated or in a
pesiteon to obtain new information. Although the coher-
ence lent to each of these posxtions by their respectlve
unlfying constructs, in part shapes thelr continuing
: popularity, a complete account” of their eminence in the

choice shift literature must recognize that the components

. of each of these alliances has a respectable niche in :
. ’ .

173
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various theoretical discussions in social psychology. The
N ) demonstrat;d role of values in social behaviour (Rokeach,
1970) and the importance of social comparison in T?HX
‘ gréup contexts (Festinger, 1954;‘Ring,’Lipinsky &
Braginsky, 1965; Wrightsman, 1960) lends considerable .
credibility to an explanation which involves both of these .

concepts. As well, one finds neither a lack of justifica-

j -
tion in applying a problem soiviﬁg approach to individual

decision on CD problems (Becker & McClintock, 1967) nor
novelty in sﬁggest%ng that graoups affect decisions through
the exchange of #pformation (for a reviey, see Kelly &
JThibaut, 1969). The backgrounds of the elements of each
ofPthe two important theorieé of the choice shift have
cleaily contributed to the large numbers of researchers

* associated with the examination and defense of each of
these positions in the coﬁter of the choice shift. ’ghe -~

typical strategies of researchers has been to either

examine the implications of a particdlar position (e.q.,
. Vidmar, 1970, ;n relation to social comparison) or to
assimilate the central variables of one position into the
domain of phenomena that can be accounted for by the
important assumptions of the other (Burnstein qhvinokur,

1915,'in support of relevant arguments theory). The

research of this dissertétion has been premised upon the
latter strategy. An attempt has been made to account for t

the findings associated with a variable important to the
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’ !
vaIue—sociql comparison explanation of the choice shift
from a relevant arguments perspective. The variable that
was focused updﬁ'was the admired choice. The importance
of this variable to val:e-social comparison accounts of
the choice shift has perhaps been best summarized by
Burnstein, Vinokur and Pichevin (1974, p. 433):

The discrepancy gek;een what a person chooses and

- what he admires seems a straightfoxward indication
of value adherence (and thus the potential for

i coqparison processes inducing a shift-im choice).
The findings related to this variable, hézi;zzg can be -
interprefed ip terms of the assumptions of a relevant
arquments position. It has‘%een suggested that the
admired choice is derived from a'subset of the coQi}dera-

tions used to formulate a personal choice, and that/this
subset consists of the relatively more important r¢asons
available and considered relevant to personal choicles.
Support for this contention comes from L&periment III of
the series of studies described. In this expe;iment, it
was found that individuals attribute a fewer number of
arguﬁents to an admired pefson than they QO to themselves,
and that these fewer arguments tend, on the average, to be

. ~
more important than those used personally. - .

It was also advanced that changes in admired choice
should océur_following group decision-making on CD prob- P
lems, if there'is'Q\Eoncgﬂiﬁant“aéquisition by group

members of new important information during discussion. [

It was found, in Experiment I, that thérexwas a ghift in
# .

-
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odmired choice following group discussion and that these
shifts wene’in tho same direction as sﬁifts in personal
decisions on the CD problems. Parallel to these shifts
there weré also changes in the average importance of the.
arguments associated with the pleferred élternatives ofi
fisky and cautious problems. The average importance of
arguments supporting the risky alternative of risky .
prob{ems increased; as 8id the importance of arguments in
favour of the cautious alternati&e of cautious problems.
The number of arguments supporting the risfy alfe:native
on risky problems also increased following é;oup decisio?-
‘makinq. There was no such increase in arguments favouring
caution on cautious problems, following group interaction.
The results of this experiment conformed quite weli with
expectations.
The basic hypothesis underlyiqg’the.predictions, of
the study discussed above, is thatyohe admired choice is

more susceptible to change following the receipt of new,
. . ¢ . ‘
important information, whereas personal choice is viewed
¢
as alterable in .the face of simply weight of information.

Experiment II attempted to evaluate this hypothesis more

w

directly than was the case in Experiment I. It was found
that indeed personal choices are affected by the propor-
tion of arguments presented in favour of the alternativess

of a CD problem. The higher the proportion of information

. in favour of a CD problem, the more extreme th& preference
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“indicated for that alternative, régardless of item fype. .

The findings with regaxd to admired choice gave qualified

. support for the hypothesis’syggested. When a high propor-

tion of arquments favouring risk on ri§ky problems’was'

presentea, subjects ‘indicated a riskier choice .of odds’
than was the case when either qg*al numbers of arguments

favouring each alternative were presented, or there were

R ‘ , N , '. ’ -
more arguments favouring the ‘cawtious alternative. “This
was the predicted outcome since the arguments in favour of
risk on risky problems are rated as more‘importanx E@ah

those in'favour of caution. With cautious problems
. ’ . T ,
however, there was not found to be any difference between

the different "proportion of arguments donditions" in
‘ T - . . .
* their affect upor admired choices. It was expected that

the hdmireg choices in the situation where a high propor-
'3 T . .
E}on of cautious arguments were pregentel would be more

~
L

cautious than those found in the conditions involving a

°

lower number of arguments in favour of caution. This was

"

expected since the arguments supporting caution or

cautious’ problems tend to be more important than those

favouring risk. o

L

Also, it was.sudQested that admiration ig accorded

anqther to a degree dependenf upon the proportion.of,per—'

ceived\égportant t@ less important argumépts used by that
N e :

person in making a decision. Experiment IV offered

support for this ﬁxPBtheﬁis and also};gdicated that
. < , . '

’ ) . v ]
. - '
r, -
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; choices attributéd to hyppfhetical decision-makers were
‘contingent upon the proportion of arguments supporting the
alternatives of CD problems. : R

" On the whole, it appears that the research offers-

’con51derable support for the present’ conceptlon.of the
,Tadmlred ch01ce which has been premised upon,Lhe assump- .

tions of relevant arguments theory. One pglnt of interest
- is that the situations which have led to disconfirmation
of hypotheses have all involved cautious problems. .
Cautious CD problems have been the bane of a considerabl;
number of_gtudieé in the choice shift area (Brown, 1Q§5;
Jellison and Riskind, 1970; Levinger and Schneider, 1969)1
Experiment I of the present research found that gollowing
group diséussion of cautious problems, ,there was no
increase in the\number of qrgumen;s favouring caution and
yet there was an increase in the average importg&ce of
arguments associated with the cautious alternative. In-
Exéériment II, although the arguments in favour ofAthe
cadkious alternative of cautious problems are raéed,as
 important, they do not “appear to have an affect upon the
adﬁired choice. It is f;t immediately clear how these
resﬁlts can be reconci{ed to the relevant arguments

position, but‘they do suggest that~greater}attention will

have to be given to how informatipn is processed in

ri&ation to these cautious items.
- The present research also suggests some refinement
. A

@




z

th%'admiredgchoice. The results. of
A J A

the second experiment suggest that as the proport%on of .

to the ini¥ial view of

importaét to less iﬁportant information presented a pe;son
iﬂcreases, personal choice and admired choice become more
congruent. ©One explanation of this finding is that it is
possible to reach a poiht, in terms of the in%ormation
available to ?Ee, where most of the reasons considergd
relevant to a decision are duite equivalent in importapce,
and hence pérsonal- and admired choices are more similar,
The third of this series of experiments found that
although one consistently refers fewer arguments to an
admired<person than to oﬁeself, a less admired person has
more relatively unimportant arguments attributed to him
than é&e considered by oneself; a finding somewhat

unexpected, at least from an attributionhtheory anaiysis
of the situation. éach of these un;xpected outcomes
deserves further research attention in order to explore
the hypotheses advanced in the discussion of each of
these experiments.

To thg extent that this research‘has been consistent
with the view of the admired choice which has yeen
advanced, the relevant argument account of the choice
shift has received further support.‘ It is clear,-however,
that this effort must _be supplemented by further efforts

at exploring the implications of the relevant arguments

position, if this view of the choice shift is to endure.
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Notable among these efforts should be the attempt.to
‘expand the domain of ‘group decisiqn—making\to\yhich this
account is éppiied. Changes in decisions followind group
decision-making haye been recorded usiné a number of tagks
other than Choice Dilemma probiemsi Shifts follow dis-
cussion of attitudinal items (Doise, 1967: Gouge & Frazer,
1972; Moscovici & iavollon;, 1969) , category width prob-

- lems (Vidmar, 1974), and g}ems éoncerning matter; of fact
;r logié‘(Barnlund, 195%; Thomas & Fink, 1961). I£ would
be of considerable value to explore .the possibility of
generalizing the relevant arguments explanation of group
shifts to each of these tasks. This effort would be of
particular interest in the case of group shifts on attitu-
dinal problems. Relevant arguments'theory is a view of
decksion change that is entirely consistent with a number
of theories of attitude change (Anderson, 1971; Fishbein, i
1967; Greenwald, 1968). As such, it affords the possi-
Qility of linking what have been iamenﬁ‘j (McGuire, 1968)
as fields of study too often occupying separa£e attention.,

A further reading of the attitude literature

(Rokeach, 1970) also suggests that it is possible to

entertain rapprochment between two constructs which have
~so-far be£:>considered as antagonistic in the choice shift
literature. These are the constructs of values and rele-

vant arguments. The proposition that values are important

P ” ’ .
to personal decisions on CD problems and the choice shift
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appears at present to have at best mafginal support, and
yet even in some research where the role of values is
questioned, it is clear that the authors (Pruitt & Cosen-
tino, 19755 are reluctant to éismiss their importPnce.
This reluctance is understandable given-there is research
to support the v;ew that values play an important.role in
social behaviour (Rokeach, 1970). A reconciliation
between values and relevant arguments is perhaps best
approached by considering the distinction made between
attitudes and values by Rokeach (19?0). He defines atti-
tudes as "a package of beliefs consisting of intercon-
neéted assertions to the effect that certain things about
a specific object are true or false,-and other things
about it are desirable or undesirable" (Rokeach, 1970, p.
%59). An‘atpitude, thep, is a cluséer of arguments rele-
vant to a parﬁiEuLaf situation, It is clear that there is_
virtually no distinction between how Rokeach defines an -
attitude and what has in the choice shift literature been-
referred to as relevant arguments. A further quote from
Rokeach, h?wever, is of critical importance.

Once a value ié internalized it beébmes, consciously

or unconsciously, a standard or criterion for

guiding action, for developing and maintaining

attitudes toward relevant objects and situations,

for justifying one's own and others' actions and

. attitudes, for morally judging self and others, and

for comparing self with others.
(Rokeach, 1970, p. 160)

*

[N
Such a notion of values suggests that attitudes (relevant

arguments) are in effect derivative of values. Values are
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isuperordinate in the héerarchy of one's beliefs and poten; '
'tial assertions.' This offers an'answer to the inevitable
question fégaraing relevant arquments. Where do they come.
from? fhe arguments or asser£ions-one brings to a situa-

v

'tiogqare dependent upon one's values. The failure of

s

research in the choice shift literature to compellingly

)

demonstrate the impofzénce of values in this context might

be attributed to three factors. The first is theoretical.

Relevant argﬁments or éttitudes‘are the direct precursors
of 5ehaviour in a particular situation whereas the influ-
ence of values, being superordinéte in the hierarchy of
-beliefs, is mediated throéugh the.particuiar arguments
relevant in a situation. Relevant arguments, then, will
~always demonstrate a more'direct influence upon behaviour
thar is the case with values.
\ The second problem in assessing values .in the choice

shift literature has been the reliance upon operational

definitions-which have involved the most' admired choice.

-

As the present research suggests, the admired choice, as
is the casé with personal decisidns, is more directly
affected by relevgﬂt»arguments and hence any expected
relationship betﬁéen admired choice and values is likely
to be of a second ofder nature.

The third problem with the study of values, in the

)
. context of group shift effects, has been the attempt to

isolate some one value that is prepotent in its influence ' 1
~ .




183

on CD choic?s. It is much more reasonable to expect that
the arguments considered relevant to the consequences of
CD problems are influenced by any number of social, ‘ .

1 ,
.economic, and moral #alues. y

Although the above represents an acknowledgement

that values can ultimgéely have an affect upon CD deci-
sions, their second order nature suggests that greate¥
benefit is to be derived in the immediate future, by
examining the more direct antecedents 6f decisions which
in the present context appears to be the argumentg rele-
vant to the consequénces of aiternatives made available on
CD problems. The Benefit ﬁo be derived, however, in
ultimately using a framework like Rokeach's to examine-
group phenomena is that it might represent the "tggoreti—
cal home" (Cartwright, 1971) which saves the work on the‘.
//(/’ choice shift fr;m becoming~"nothing morevthan an interest-
ing episodé in tﬁe history“of social science" (Cartwright,
1971, p. 376).

The research of this dissertation has tried to
support the view that the admired choice is neither
causally related to personal decisions on CD problems nor
is it a standard of comparison in the group conteit. It
is seen essentially as an artifact of the factors influ-

encing personal decisions. Although the admired choice . °

might be an artifact in the context of the choice shift,

there are two areas of research .to which the present
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findings regarding the admlred choice appear to have

relevance. One is the fleld of pensuaSLOn.

A factor that is of some lnterest in a persuasion
situation is;the source of rhe-message. Ié is generally
argueq that the at;raééiveness of the source has some
bearing upon the persua51ve 1mpact of a dellvered message.
One of the concerns w1th the study of source effect€:
however, has been that it has proceeded too often in an
atheoretical fashion. A number of variables have been
posited as. 1mportant lnfluences upon source attractlve—
ness, but these results at tlmes appear contradlctory,

‘with little hope of reconciliation given the general lack
of theorymlinking source effects to the process of

attitude change within the individual. What appears
necessary is an incorporation of source effects into
rheories of attitude ehange by the use of terms that are
consistent,wirh those that are assumed to mediate attitude -
development and chaﬁge. The present researcﬁ suggests

that this ﬁight be possible.'lAnderson (1971), for

instance, argues that present attitudes. and attiéude

change are dependent upoﬁ the effeétive scale value of
information availeele and rts relative importance. Thes
;re eractly the, terms thar have been used to diecuss the
admired person aﬂe his expected behaviour. The behaviour .

and decisions of an ‘admired person are expected to be a

function of the relatively more fmportant reasons that are

>Rl
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E available to oneself. This suggests that it }s possible
to offer hybotheses about thése situations in which a
particular source will be'agmired or not, and a£;o predict
thé circumstances under which admiration for a source will
change, with conseqﬁent implications for attitude change
in a . message recipient, entirely in terms of information
available to the recipieﬂt.

A
Another area of research where the present view of

s 7

the admired choice might have implications is in the
discussion of attribution theory. Attribution théory is
primarily concerned with the sourxce to which an individual
attributed-the causes of one;s own or others' behaviour.

-

Typically, these causes are seen as zfsiding in the

|
|

person; in the environment or, to some extent, both. It

has also been aégued that persons very often see their own f
behaviour as resulting from a greater complexity of causes
than ‘the éausation attributed to others' acts (Nisbett &

3

Valins, 1971). Thg/%resent’research suggests that the
i R ~

attribution of causation will be dependent upon the

evaluation of the author of the behaviour. To admired

individuals one attributes ‘important reasons for acting,

whereas the, less admired or valued perscn is viewed as
- acting in terms of less important considerations. It is
possible that a number of attempts that have been made to

predict the lécus of causation in terms’.of situation or

« person might be reformulated on the basis of the
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evaluation of‘thé source of the behaviour. It is also

¢
1S

conceivable, given the results of ExperimeMt III in the . i
present series of studies, that the complexitg or number

of reasons attributed to a person's behaviour might depend

upon the evaluatiop of the .source of the behaviour rather

than simply upon whether the behaviour is of oneself or
another. ‘

In conclusion, it would appear that the findings of
the present research suggest a number of areas of study
where the assumptions underlying the relevant arquments
account of the choice shift, and the conception of the

,

admired choigi: might be profitably used.
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Risky Choice Dilemma Problems

-Mr, H, a competent chess player, is participating in a national
chess tournament. In an‘early match, he draws'the top-favoured
player in the tournament as his opponent.” Mr. H has been given
a relatively low ranking in view of his performance in previous
tournaments. During the course of his play with the top-
favoured man, Mr. 4l notes the'possibility of a deceptive though
risky maneuver which might bring him a quick victory. At the
same time, if the attempted_maheu#er should fail, Mr. H would
be left in an exposed’position and defeat would almost certainly
follow. . ’ \ N
- Imagine thatuyou are advising Mr. H. Listed below are
several probabilities or odds that Mr. H's deceptive play would

succeed. Please check the lowést probibility that you would

consider acceptable for him to try the deceptive play.

Mr. G, ép electrical enéineer, who is married and has one
child, has been working for;i‘large electronics corporation
since éraduating from collebé‘five years ago. He is asséred of
a li?etime job with a modest, though adequate, salary, and
liberal pension benefits upon ;etirement. On the other hand,
it is very unlikely that his salary will-increasé’musa before
he retires. While attending a convention, Mr. G is offered a
job with a“small, neyly founded company which haé a highly
unéertain future. The new job would pay more E? start and would
offer the poséibility of a share in the ownership ifuthe compagy

-

survived the combetition'of the larger firms.




Cautious Choice Dilemma Problems

-

Mr. and Mrs. B have been attempting to have a child
" for a number of years. Mrs. B is now pregnant but a com-
plication has arisen. The doctor has advised Mr. and
Mrs. B that if tpe pregnancy is allowed to progress,

Mrs. é'é life could be in danger. If further complica-
tions do develop,‘the doctor will not be-able to save the
cﬁild and may not be able to save M%s. B. If the preg-

nanci is terminated, at this time, it will be impossible

for Mrs. B to become pregnant again.

£

-
*

Mr. I is about «to board a-plane at the airport at
the beginning of his overseas vacation. Although he has
been looking forward to this trip for some timeﬁ he is
;tfoﬁbléd“because he awoke in the morning Qith a severe Qq
abdominal pain. Bécauselhe has never flown before, he
thinks that the pain may simply be an upset stomach
brought on by anticipation of.the flight. Although he is
not far from a hospital where ne knows he will obtain ‘ .
quick attention, he realizes that a visit to the hdspipal '
will cause him to miss his flight which, in turn, will

’

seriously disrupt his vacation plans. The pain has gotten

;_/

more severe in the last few minutes.
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Booklet Instructions

Nami}// !

Sex: ’ \

On the following pages you will finé a number of
duestions being asked about a particular type of problem. Below
is an example of this type of problem. Read the example

carefully.

Mr. C is currently a college senior who is very eager
to pursue graduate study .in Chemistry leading to the
Doctor of Philosophy degree. le has been accepted by
both University X and University Y. University X has
a world-wide reputation for excellence in chemistry.
While a degree from University X would signify out-
standing training in this field the standards are so
very rigorous that only a fraction of the degree candi-
dates actually receive the degree. University Y, on
the other hand, has much less of a reputation in
chemistry, but almost evexyone admitted is awarded the
Doctor of Philosophy degree, though the degree has ,
much less prestige than the corresponding degree from
University- X.

As you can see the central person in each situation is faced
with a choice between two alternative courses of action. One
alternative is more desirable and attractive than the\other, but
the“probabilitx,of~at£aining or achieving the desirable alter-
native is less,than that of attaining the less attractive
alternative.

In this booklet there are four sections. Each section
will be preceded by a set of instructions that tells you what
sort of questi;; Will be asked about a problem.‘ The instruc-
tions will also specify how you should answer the,h particular

gquestion. Each section asks you for different information about

a problem but the problem in each of the sections will be the

same.
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Personal Choice Instructions

> For the situation on the .following page, you will be
asked to indicate the minimum odds of success you would
demand befoYe recqmmending to thércentral person in the

; ‘ -y . . .
problem that the more attradtive or desirable &lternative.

"be chosen.

Read the s;&yélion carefully before giving your

judgement. Try to place yourself in the pbsitiqn of the

central person in the situation, before giving.yhg;h &
¢ : < .

advice.

When makiﬂg your decision, make a check mark in - ;j
££gﬂé of the statement of miéimum odds wirich represents
_your personal choice. Remembef that -each time the fiskier
alternative is always assumed to be more desirablé than
the safer course. Similarly, the mggping of the ddds)you
’ afe being asked to mark are hypotﬂé;ical, and thus iq ié
not your task to decide what the odds might actualiy be in

“

a.real life situation. The odds you mark"iné&catq the ~
" lowest odds you personally wou%d gzuwilling to take or
still advise the central figure to take before giving the
risky a%ﬁernative a try.

.
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etent chess player,

e

e a national chess tournament.

Mr. is partiqip;ting in
In3§n early’m;tch,)he draws®
the topffavgured pkpyer in the tournamenﬁ as his opponent.
Mr. H has been given a relatlvely low ranklng in view of
his performance in prev1ous tournaments. buring the
cou;se of his play with the top-favoured man, Mr. H notes
pherbassibility of a deceptive though risky maneuver whig¢h
might -bring him a quick yictorx. At the same };me, if the

" attempted maneuver should fail, Mr. H would be left in an

t

e;bosed pOSlthn and defeat would almost certalnly follow.

-

Imaglne that you are advising ME. H. Llsted below

are several probabilities or odds that Mr. H's deceptive

play would succeed. Please check the lowest probability

v

v that you would consider acceptable before advising him to

choose the

The

‘ . The

—

The

The

The

———ee

The
Im—{

The

The

The

———rt

risky play.

chances
chances
chances
chanceé
chancés
chances
chances
chances

chances

are

are

are

are

are

are
are
are

are

1l in
2 in
3 in
4 in
5 in
6 in

7 in

8 in.

9 'in

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

that

that the
that the

\", <
that the
that the
tﬂat the
that the
that the
that the

the

play
play

play

play

play

play

play
play

play

would
would
would
/
ould
.oﬁld
woaid

would

would

would

Place a check here if yau feel Mr. H should
attempt the risky play no matter what the
probabllltles.

hY

éucceed.
succeed.
succeed.
succeed,
succeed.
succeed.
succeed.
succeed.
succeed.

nof
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"8 V Admired Choice Instructions '

b

%6r the situation on the following page, you will be
asked géfiﬁdiéate the minimum oddé‘of-succéss that you
would most admire someone demandlnngefore they '
recommended that the more attractlve or de51rable
alternative be chosen. C L

Read the situation carefully before giving your’
judgement. Tfy to think of éomeoné yop—admire being in
the positién Qf the central person in the situation.

When makiﬁg your decision about the. choice you would .
most admire the central person makiﬁg,ipué an A in front
of the alternative that reflects your adﬁired chbiceﬂ
Remember that sach time the riskier-aléernatiye is always
assumed to be Rore desirable than the safer course:
Similarly the odds you are being asked to mark are Hypé—

thetical, and thus it is not your task to decide -what the
odds might actltally be in a real life situation. The odds
you mark are the lowest odds you would admire spomeéene for

taking or advising the central figure to take befq{g

giving the risky alternative a try. -

200
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Mr. H, a competent chess player, is participating in
a national chess tournament. In an early match, he draws
the top-favoured player in the tournament as his oéponent.
Mr. H has been given a relatively low ranking in view of
hisfperformance in previous tournamenté. During the
course of his play with the top-favoured man, Mr. H notes
the possibility.of a deceptive though risky maneuver thch
might bring him a quick victory. At the same time, if the
attempted maneuver should fail, Mr. H would be left in an
exposed position and defeat would almost certainly follow.

Listed below are several probabilities or odds that
Mr. H's deceptive maneuver would succeed. Please indicaté
‘with an A the lowest probability that ;ou would most °
admire Mr. H choosing before he considered it accepéable
for the risky play in question to be‘attempted.

The chances are i in 10 that the play wouid succeed.

_____The chances are 2 i;ﬁTD\@hi% the play would succeed.

The chances are 3 in 10 éhat tﬁe play would succeed.

The chances are 4 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 6 in 10 that the play would succeed.

- -

The chances are 7 in 10 that the play would succeed.

[

The chances are 8 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the play would succeed.

’
Place a check here if you think Mr. H should not
attempt the risky play, no matter what the
probabilities.



/ . s
é .

J - 202
Instructions Regarding Listipg

‘ of Argquments

The following section of this booklet consists of two

«

pages. On the first page is a description of a problem similar
to the one described on the first page of tﬁis booklet. Your r
first task in this section, following your reading of these
instructions,~will be to read the problem carefully. After you
have read over the.problem, you are to turn to the next page.
On this page you will find two columns. One column is headed
by the title "Risky Alternative" whereas the other is titled
"Cautious Alternative."” You will also notice that each column
is subdivided into boxes. What I would like you to is think of
all the arguments you can that support the choice of the
uncertain but attractive alternative and write them down in the
column under the heading ovaBisky,Alternative." Write one and
only one argument in a box Qnaer this/heading.y After you have
written all the arguments that support the risky alternati;e, ‘
one per box, try to think of all the arguments that you think

support the choice of the less risky but less attractive alter-

native of the problem. Write these argquments‘ down under the

heading of "Cautious Alternative.’
In summary, after reading the problem write down all the
arguments that you feel would support the choice of the
attractive but risky alternative, and‘then write down all the
arguments that you think would support the choice of the more
certain but %gss attractive:alternétive under the appiopriate

headings.
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Mr. H, a competent chess player, is participating in
a n§tionai chess tournament.- In an earl§ match, he draws
the top-favoured ﬁ&ayer in the tournament as his opponent.
Mr. Hg&as been given a relatively low ranking in view ©of
hi; performance in prévious tournaments. “During the
course of his plavaith(the top~favoured mén, Mr. H notes
the bossibilit;’gf a deceptive though risky maneuver which
‘might'bring him a quick victory. At the same time, if the
attempted maneuver should fail, Mr. H would be left in'an

exposed position and defeat would almost certainly follow.

~

tr

<
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Argument Listing Sheet

Risky Alternative

+

gautious Alternative

204
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Importance Rating Instructions

* '

The first thing I would like you to do now is rip

-y

out this sheet of instructions and turn back to the prob-

 lem' that precedesutgﬁ arguments you listed. Familiarize
yourself with the problem again. Imagine that you must
advise the central éerson in the problem to choose one
qlte;;ative or the other. Given this, I would like you to
rate each aigument you wrote down as to how important it
would be to you in coming to a decision about such advice.

I would like you to rate the importance of each

Argument using the following scale:

extremely important 123456 7 not at all‘important

If én argument is extremely important in helping you make
a decision between the alternatives of the problem, then
rate it 1. If a particular argument was not at all
impertan£ to your decision, then choose 7. If an arqu-
ment's importance is somewhere between "extremely
important" and "not at all important," choose a number

that reflects the degree of importance relative to these

a

]

two extremes.
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decision, you are to mark it on your questionnaire so that you °
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Group Instructions

Name: o

Sex: Mor F

The guestionnaire you have in front 6f you involves the
same decision problems that appearéd in the booklet ydu ﬁave
just finished. What we are interestqﬁ in now is having the
group discuss each problem in turn and arrive at a unanimous
decision on each. You will regognize that a unanimous decision
is different from a majority vote. That ts, discussion should
continue until everyone is in agreement. You may not reﬁurn to
a guestion; discuss each one until the group decision is

reached and then go on to the next. When the group reaches its

will have a record &f the group's decisions.

I am not going to participate in any of the discussion,
although I will be available to answer any proetedural questiéns‘
which may arisg.

You will have 20 minutes to discuss and complete the four
items. In order that you may time yourself properly, I will
provide you with a time signal iz-fifteen minutes. - *

If you have any questions, then open your door and I or
cone of my assistants will hélé you out. Otherwise start

immediately. Remember, in each case we are interested in only -
- -

the group's final decision.




Shbject:Seiect;dh

In this*study; it.was essent1a1 that there be four-

[ v

person groups in all condltlons 1h Qrder ‘to carry dut’ the’

>

ant1c1pated analysls of Varlance which would inelude‘

groups as a feétor.‘ In order to accomplish this, each of

N ) ’ B

. the three m%jor cénditions (gréup discussion, comtrol

task, and unitary decision,eondition) required exactly = . °

fonty .subjects whd_would)comprise ten four—person groups ..

On the ilrst day experlmental se551ons weré held,

“ "l

one hundred and nlne students reported to one of four.

' sessions. The number of students in each of these
N ] [ -

segsions were as\follows: Se351on 1 - 32 students,
. Session 3 - 26 and Session 4 - "27. Iy sessiqnfene, eight

4
3 et ]

subjects (two grpups):could ngt eompIete.theApost group

tasks because of time constraints: In sessian ‘tliree,

there was one two—person group -that had to be formed,vand

. 2 »

inasessrén four;:a‘three—person group was required. The
‘data on these thirteen subjects couid.net be ipciuded in
the analy51s,‘glven its constralnts. '

A flfth session was requlred to complete the study
'~ In this sesslen, twenty—four studedes who? as part of
Zelassjtime work'in soeiologx,ﬁtdbk p;rt.‘ The;instruetor

, B agreed to thls in exchange for a iecture on the choice

shlft phenomena by the preseng experlmenterc“

L
-t o ~ i
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Instructions o

Name

Sex: . M or F

On the following pages you will find questions being
asked about a.pEfticular type Sf problem. Below is an
example of this type &f problem. Read the example
carefully. | ‘ ) ) ¢

Mr. C is currently a college seriior who is very
eager to pursue graduate study in Chemistry leading
to the Doctor of Philosophy degree. He has been
accepted by both University X and University Y.
University X has a world-wide réputation for
excéllence in chemistry. While ,a ‘degree from
University X would signify outstanding training in
this field the standards are so very rigorous that
oniy a fraction of the degree candidates actually
receive ‘-the' degree. University Y, on the other -
“hand, has much less off a reputat;on in chemistry,
" - but almost everyone admitted is. awarded the Doctor
of Philosophy degree; though the degree has much
less prestige than the cofreSpondlng degree from
University X. ) .

As you can see the central person in this situation is

faced -with a choice between two alternative courses of

action. One alternative is mdre desirable and attractive

than the other, but the probability of attaining or

achieving the desirable alternativye is, less than that of

L]
L.
@

attaining the less attractive alternative. .
Now thatoyou arejfamiliarAwiﬁh the type of problem

you will be dealing with, I would like you to tear off

‘this sheet and the following four from this booklet. Go

on to the second page and read the instructions there.
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Qn”the next page you will find ‘a problem similar to

the 'one you just read. Please read the problem carefufiy.

Ignore the rating scale below. You will be instructed on

" how to use this later..
After ybu have read the problem turnkto the next
B page. There you will find a kist of arguments that an
average student at the University of Western Ontario felt
the c¢;£ral fighre in the problem showld consider in

making a decision in the situation described. Read these

carefully and then turn to the next page.

LW




211

Mr. H, a competent chess player, is participating in
a national chess tournament. In an early match, he draws’
the top-favoured player in the tournament as his opponent.
Mr. H has been given a relatively low ranking in view of
his performance in previoué tournaments. During the
course of his play with the top-favoured man, Mr. 'l notes
the possibility of a deceptive though risky maneuver which
miéht bring him a quick victo;y. At the same time, if the

attempted maneuver should fail, Mr. H would be left in an

exposed position and defeat would almost certainly follow.

The chances are 1 in. 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 2 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 3.in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 4 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The, chances are 6 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 7 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 8 in 10 that the play would succeed.

4

The chances are 9 in 10 that the play would succeed.

J Place a check here if you feel Mr., H should not
attempt the risky play no matter what the
probabilities.




f Now that you have read the problem and the

® arguments, I want you to turn Eack to the problem., You

are now to imagine that you are advising the central

N character in th problem. I want you to check in one of
the spaces provided below the problem, the lowesg
‘probability that you would consider acceptable before
advising the central figure in the problem to choose the
rigky alternative. You should seriocusly consider the
arguments you have read before makihg a decision.

After you have made¢ your decision on this problem

you will find three other problems on the following pages

s accompanied by arguments used by students. I would like

you to go through each of these problems and arguments, in
turn, and do ex&ctly the same tRings, in the same order as

you did with this first problem.

L4
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Now that yeu have read the problem ahd the
argﬁments, I want you to ‘turn back to the problem. You
are now to imqgine that the central figure in 'the problem
is someone you admire greatly. I want'you to place an A, °
in 6ne of the spaces pro&ided below the problem, the
lowest probability that you think your admired person
would considef acceptable before attempting or choosing
the risky alternative. ’You should seriocusly consider the
~ arquments you have read before making a decision.

“ After you have indicated the decision your admired
person would have made on this problem, you will~find
three other problems on the following pages accompanied by
arguments used by students. I would like you to go
through each of these. problems and arguments, in turn, and
do exactly the same things in the same or@é@ as fou did
with this first problem. o

.
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. Stimulus Arguments for Mrs. B .

=\

It's not a happy decision to make, but certainly Mr. B is
not going to jeopardize the life of someone he has known
and loved. .

You just don't fool around with the life of someone you
love. ) . N

If the parents desire children so much, they can always
adopt following an abortion. . )
Mrs. B might always be nagged by doubt if she has the
abortion. It is possible that the child and she could
have lived. .

Abortion is murder of an unseen life.
5 .
They have a once in a lifetime chance of having & child.

Mr. B could become mental if he lost both his wife and the
new child. g :

The child might not be a healthy one even if it did
survive, since the mother seems so unhealthy.

Given the fact that it took a long time for a pregmancy to
occur and a complication did arise, it seems Mrs. B isn't
the type 'of woman to have babies, -

The decision of whose life is to be saved occurs many
times in history. Surely one decides in favour of somecne
one has known and loved>-the mother. '

- It seems the odds are that the child is going to die in
either case. The best bet is to ensure the survival of
the mother. .. ) ' ‘

Abortion is a drastic decision, but it very often has to
be considered if one is going to save a life.

Sometimes protecting the life of Someone you love means
that someone else has to die. -

. There is no justification for threatening an adult
: woman's life when abortion is legal in this situation.
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Mrs. B

Given the fact that it took a long time for a pregnancy to’
otcur and a complication did arise, it seems Mrs. B isn't
the type off woman to have babies.

Mr. and Mrs. B now at least have a chance of having a
child after so many years.

Maybe Mr. and Mrs. B are underestimating medical
technology.

If they have an abortion, they are not onl;‘giving up a-
child but the chance of ever having a child.

The B's don't have an alternative; they can adopt a child
and avoid the risk of having the mother and baby die.

The life of Mrs. B and the baby could be endangered.

Mr. and Mrs. B's idea of male and female roles might
require a child in the family.

Abortion is contrary to religious and moral beliefs.

Having heirs to carry on the family name is important to
many families.

The child might not be a healthy one even if it did
survive.

The decision of whose life is to be saved occurd many
times in history. Surely one decides in favour of someone
one has known and loved--the mother.

Abortion is murder of an unseen life.

[ ]
You just don't fool around with the life of someone you
love.

There is no justification for threatening an adult
woman's life when abortion is legal in this situation.
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Mrs. B

Mrs. B might always be nagged by doubt if she has the
abortion. It is possible the child and she could have
lived. )

If the pregnancy continues, there will be an heir to carry
on the family name.

If she does have the abortion, it's not just the baby's
life that is lost, there is also no chance of g&ver having
their own children.

It seems the odds are the child is going to\fie in eithéf
case; the best bet is to ensure the survivall of the mother.

Mrs. B is likely to feel guilty the rest of her life if
she has an abortion.

The decision of whose life is to be saved occurs many
times in history. Surely one decides in favour of someone
one has known and loved--the mother. .

Sometimes protecting the life of someone you love means
that someone else has to die.

The husband would never forgive himself if hg encouraged
his wife to continue the pregnancy and she died.

o

The mother and father might become much closer if they
face the risky decision together. t

Abortion is murder of an unseen life.
It's worth a degree of risk to have your own child.

Having heirs to carry on the family name 1is important in
many families.

Every pregnancy entails risﬁg.

Abortion is contrary to religious and moral beliefs.
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. Stimulus Arguments for Mr. G

When you own something or part of something, you work
harder for it.

There will pé‘increased financial reward if he takes the

job. . . ‘ .

Anybody would rather work for themselves rather than
someone else.
L)

The time to make a change is now while he's young.

If the new company fails, he is not likely to find a job
as good as he left given today's job market. - ‘

The competition within the electronics industry almost
guarantees a rnew small company will fail.

It's comforting to know his future is safe in his present
job. :

In his present job, he has guéranteéd salary.

More money just isn't worth the risk.

He has Jjob security--that's valuable. f
He must consider the future of his’family also.

lle won't have to worry about his reti;ement'with a
guaranteed pension.
L

His wife would appreciate knowing he has a steady job.

He doesn't need more money.




Mr. G

)

When you own something or part of something, you work
harder for it.

There will be increased financial reward if he takes the
job.

A share of the action makes one feel one i8 accomplishing
something. -

If you don't take a few calculated risks, you'll never get
ahead.

- €
With a good education he can get another job if the
company fails. . >

If the new company fails, he can't help but to h@#ve gained
a lot of valuable’ experience.

One reason to stay with his present job is that he can't
afford to jeopardize the future of his wife .and child.

More money just isn't worth the risk.

The competition within . the eleétronics industry almost
guarantees a new small company will fail.

If the new job failed, he would have no income and an
uncertain future. 3

-

It's more exciting to look forward to part ownership in a
company than liberal pension benefits.
¢ .

More security in the end with the new job if it succeeds.

-

~ 1 .
It's more interesting to be part of something new and
growing than part of some huge corporation.

If -the company succeeds, he can offer his fémily a more
rewarding and richer future.

o
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Mr. G .,
A change of life is good. It gets you out of a rut.

As a young man he'll be able to find other jobs if the new
one fails. : '

-
)

If you have a good job, keep it.
He doesn't need more money.
He must consider the future of his family as well.

when you are part of something, you work.harder for it.

——
More security in the end with the new job if 7it succeeds.
He has job security--that's valuable.
i A share of the action makes one feel one is accomplishing
' something.
" ' He has financial” security--why take a risk.
t " ) .
To join a company with an uncertain future is not good.
Anybody'would rather work for themselves rather than
someone else. ‘
If you don't take a few calculated risks you never get
ahead..
. More money just isn't worth the risk.
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Stimulus Arguments for Mr. H

It's more exciting to try something risky than just play
safe, especially if you'!re expected to lose anyway.

He has nothing to lose. Why not try.

If he does win because of the tricky play, he can take a
certain satisfaction in putting down the champ. Chess
champs' egos need humbling. ‘ )

Mr. H is low ranking, hence he has to try something
tricky.

There's no use being rash and tricky in chess; a persis-
tent development of a strategy is likely to win in the end.

The player would be respected a lot more jn chess circles .
if he displayed a carefully thought tnrough play rather
than trying a flashy play.

It's better to play carefully. Anot'ér\surer play might
come . N

« -
If you are defeated, you can try again whereas if you are
defeated trying a deceptive move, you might be disquali-
fied.: ,

o

Mr. H has been lésing previous tournaments.

If you're playing an expert, he's likely to see the
deceptive strategy.

He's probably underestimating his opponent s overall
defense strategy.

There's less of a chance of getting a checkmate at the
beginning of a game with a chess master, no matter what
move he makes.

He's playing ‘.known expert who will probably see the
mowve. '

) -«
There will be other chances--why not play a solid game.
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) ~

_He has nothing to lose, Why nog try. ‘
If he does w1n because of the tyicky play, he can take a
certain satisfaction in putting”down. the champ. Chess
champs' egos. needﬁhumbllng 7

If plan doesn' tbwork, defeat will foliqy.

It's best to stick to traditional strategies that have~
bgen tried and tested rather than try and be deceptivély
cleyer. . ]

o

Mr. H has. been losing previous tournaments.

Even if he wins with the deceptive.play, his glery will be
.short—lived. Later tournaments will show that his.win was
a lucky break,® and that it wasn't victory of skill.
There is a chance of galnlng the prestlge of beating a -
tOp—favoured player.

Mr. H is low ranking, hence he has to try something tricky.
Sometimes in & chess game a chance opening occurs that
even a champion can't defend against. Might as well take
advantage of the chances when thiey. come up.

I1f he doesn' t try the play, how will he ever know.
whether it can work. ‘

A chess game is not all that 1mportant therefore, why not
take the gamble, - . :

It's more exc1t1ng to try something risky than just play
safe, e5pec1ally if you re expected to lose ‘anyway .

Sometimes a deceptive move can throw your opponent off
just enough to take advantage of.

-

Mr. H mlght become a prestlglous figure if he tried the
play angd succeeded.
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Mr. H

'4

The player would be respected a lot more in chess circles
Aif he displayed a carefully thought through play rather
than trying a flashy play.

It's better to master a carefully planned cautious strategy
in chess even if it means being beaten along. the way.

It's best to spickAto traditional strategies that have
baen tried and tested rather than try and be deceptively
cllever.

If he tries the deceptive move, he could blow the match
entirely.

~
\

There will be other chances--why nét play a solid game.

It's more ekciting to try something risky than just play
safe, especially if you're expected to lose anyway. .

If you do win against a champion chess master, there are
very often vgry'rewggding s?@e penefits to be gained.

He has noéhiné\ﬁo‘lose; Why”no£ Ery.\ '

The 'risky' move might just win out. ojﬁ
You never get anywhere if you don't take chances. &»~~

Since he's playing a top-favoured man, he's likely to lose
so why not try something unusual.

" Even if the play doesn't work when he tries it, he'll
learn something anyway. That's the.most you can expect
when you're playing the best.

If he hasn't been doing well in past tournaments, why
should one expect that the play would be so devastating.

Another chance' might come up in the game that doesn't
require such a great risk.
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Stimulus Arguments for Mr. I

¢ o <
A vacation would do him a lot of good in the way of health.

The myost time he is likely to be on the plane is six hours.
Nothﬁng too serious is likely to happen in that time.

The acute pain may be due to a bleeding ulcer which
reqdires 1mmed1ate attention.

He's probably only anxious. >

The relief of finding out there is nothing wrong is
certainly worth the in?gnvenience of rescheduling a

- ' vacation. I
If he doesn't go on the trip, he'll be missing a long-
awaited vacation. N

The flight staff knows how to deal with emergencies.

If it's a charter flight, he is 11kely to lose a lot of
money.

Even if there is a doctor on the plane, if the condition
is serious, a doctor without proper facilities is useless.

oo
e The problem is most likely excitement.
» LN
- If the pain lasted the whole trip, he can get ‘attention
where he is going.
- v If the plan has to turn back because his condition
A begomes serious, won't he feel the fool.
1’.‘ ? Wouldn't he feel stupid in front of his family if he
disrypted the vacation only to find out there's nothing
wrong.’ .

e

o

Most people have a nervous stomach before a plane trip.
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Mr. I -*
If the pain lasted the whole trip, he can get attention

where he is going.

The pain may be due to working too hard anyway and the
trip would do him good.

The relief of finding out there is nothing wrong is
certainly worth the inconvenience of rescheduling a
vacation.

It could be gall bladder trouble.

He's prokably only anxious.

If he doesn't go on the trip, he'll be missing a long-
awaited vacation.

Good medical treatment is hard to get in many resort
areas. - -

There is not likely to be medical help on the flight.
Wouldn't he feel stupid in front of his family if he
disrupted the.vacation only to find out there's nothing

wrong.

It would be better to be sure nothing is wrong and board
another plane. ’

It is just fear of flying.
The flight staff knows how to deal with emergenc®es.

It is certainly stupid to take chances with your health
just to catch a plane.

It could be a heart attack.
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The pain may be due to working too hard anyway and the
trip would do him good.

If the plane has to turn back because his condition
becomes serious, won't he feel the fool.

The relief of finding out there is nothing wrong is
certainly worth the inconvenience of rescheduling a
vacation.

A vacation would do him a lot of good 1n the way of
health.

If the pain continues to get worse during the trip, he'll
require medical attention at the destination which
involves great expense, a ruined plane ride, and perhaps a
ruined vacation.

If it's a charter flight, he is likely to lose a lot of
money.

Good medical treatment is hard to get in many resort
areas. \

He might have to spend his vacation in a hospital
overseas. °

A vacation plan can be rearranged.

This could be a life and death situation.

Even if the condition only lasts a couple of days, it's
better to recover at home, reschedule the trlp and be
assured that when he starts his vacatlon, he 1l feel well
and enjoy it.

[%
If the pain persists during the trip, he can seek medical
attention at his destination.

There is not likely to be medical help on the flight.

Even if there is a doctor on the plane, if the conditiop
is serious, a doctor without proper facilities 1s useless.

N




Manipulation Check

In each of the four studies of this dissertation an
assumption has been made. It has been claimed that the g
arguments generated by subjects in Experiment I, favouring
the risky alternative of risky problems, will be viewed by
subjects in later éxperiments as more important to
decision-making on CD problems than_ﬁhose supporting
calition on the same problems. Simiiarly, it has been
assumed that the arguments in favour of the cautious

alternative of cautious problems will be seen as more

important than those supporting the risky alternative of

these items. Since these assumptions are of considerable
importance to éhe'hypotheses of Experiments IT, III and IV,
the present study was ¥ndertaken in an effort to evaluate

the assumptions regarding the importance of arguments in

relation to CD problems.

Method
Overview
Subjects were given the four CD prbblems used in
each of the experiments and a list of forty arguments
appropriate to each. These forty arguments consisted of
;twenty arguments in favour of the risky alternative of a
particuiar érdblem and twenty supporting the cautioug

alternative of a problem. After reading a CD problem,

subjects rated, on a seven-point scale, how important each




argument would be to them in making a minimum probability

choice on each CD problem.

Subjects

Forty-two students in a course on Social Problems
took part in this study.' Their instructor requested they
volunteer to take part. Of the forty-two, the data on
thirty~three were retained for analysis. Nine of the
subjects did not .complete the ratings on all arguments

e

‘presented.

Materials

CD Problems. The four CD items used in each of the

experiments were employed 'in this study.

Arguments. The forty arguments associated with each
CD problem were randomly selected from the pool of argu-
ments made available in Experiment I. Thé details of this
selection are described in the method section of
Expériment II under the heading of 'Materials.'

Instructions. Subjects were instructed to read the

firsﬁ broblem in the booklet they had been presented.
After having read the problem, the list of arguments on
the following two pages were brought'éd the subjects'
attention. Subjects were told that the arguments were
considerations students their own age had used in making

decisions on the CD problem they had just read. Subjects

were then verbally instructed to use a seven-point scale
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to rate each of the argumegps as to how important each
would be to them if they had to decide 'upon a minimum odds
choice on thg problem they had read. Their importance
ratings were placed beside each argument.

After completing the ratings of the argumeﬁts
concerned with the first CD problem, subjects were
instructed to go on and rate the arguments associated with

each of the remaining CD problems.

A

Procedure ¢ : l/
Since the experiment was!carried out during class
time, the experimenter waited until all the students had
arrivéd for class. When all the students were seated, a
booklet containing each CD problem, and associated
arguments, was handed out to each student. Following

-

this, the instructions described above were given.

Results

The dependent measure in this experiment is the
average importance rating of the twenty arguments favour-
ing either the risky or cautious alternative of a CD~
problem. The scores were analyzed using a four-way
analysis of variance. One factor is whether the arguments
favour risk or caution. The two levels of this factor are
fixed. Item type is a two-level fixeg factor. Tﬁe‘two

problems which make up each level of the item type factor

comprise two levels of a-specific item factor. The levels

-
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. of this random factor are mested within item type.

Subjects are also a random factor and are crossed with all

other factors in the design.-
' Of interest to the assumption of this research are
ﬁhe significant main effects (Table 31) due to argument
type and the argument type by item type interaction. The
significant argument type effect arises (Table 32, Figure
6) because oﬁ the whole, the arguments in favour of the
‘cqutious altérnative are rated as more important than
tﬁose in support of the cautious alternative.
. The significant ﬁwo-way interaction is accounted for
.by the findings that the importance ratings in favour of
's the cautious alternative of cautious problems are higher
than those in favour of the risky alternative of these
problems. As well, the imporﬁance of arguments in favour
of risky alternatives of risky problems is greater than
that found with the arguments favouring the cautious |

alternative of these risky problems.

Discussion
These results support unequivocally ;he'assumption
that the arguments in favour of riék on risky problems are
- on aver;ge more important than those in support of caution

on the same problems. As well, the arguments favouring

the cautious alternative of cautious problems can be said

to be, with research support, more important than those in




Source

Item Type (T)

Arguments (A)

‘T X A

Subjects

S

S

*p <

X

X

Item Level (L)

T

L

.05

TABLE 31

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for Importance Ratings

df MS

1 .70
1 35.64
1 79.86
32 1.69
2 3.34
32 1.23
64 .66
32 1.52
2 5.57
32 1.61
64 1.63
¢
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TABLE 32 -

The Average Importance of Arguments in
Favour of the Risky apd Cautious
Alternatives of Risky

adskCautious Problems

Problem Specifir
Type . Problem
1
Risky .
2
Mean
1
Cautious
2
Mean

A

Importance of.Agguments

Risky Cautious
Alternative Alternative

5.15 ) 4.06
4.34 4.15
1,75 1.10
3.13 5.13
3.58 -d) 5.15
3.36 5.14

231




FIGURE ©

s

4

E THE AVERAGE FAPORTANCE OF ARGUMENTS
< FAVOURING THE RISKY AND CAUTJOUS ALTCRANATIVES
o2 60—~ °  OF RISKY AND CAUTIOUS PHOBLLLIS .

- ' . i

bl : 1 RISKY PROBLLMS
O d 2 CAUTIOUS PROBLINS

S\JU‘
_(.ﬂ

c‘“
.
.z 40}

s SyltTe e RS Y
=L Czt AL Vs Jed . Rg

, S T R e o TSI AAEERIeat} S akony
_\ui SR 2 Ah’\u\. L«il..z'i.a

o - . RARGUNIEHT TYPE

l

L]

L




favour of
What were
TN

arguments

empirical

) 233
ST .

v

the risky alternative of cautious alternative.
assumptions regarding the importance of
R ! . - 0

in relation to CD problemé can now be.claim&d as

givens.




APPENDIX C
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MATERIALS USED IN EXPERIMENT III

Most Admired Instructions

Personal Instructions

Least Admired Instructions

Mr. and Mrs. B List .of Arguments
Mr. G List of Arguments
Mr. H List of Arguments -

2

. Mr. I List of Arguments ‘ ) ?

€
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/ ‘Most Admired Instructions~

i f ¢
. v

Please gead ovér the problem on the following page

-

and the 1nstructlons below .the prdblem carefully.

Now I would like you to use your 1mag1nat10nc Think
of the central flgure in the-problem as. belng someohe you
admire greatly and that thlS person. is faced w1th mhking

the dec1szon requlred in- the 1nstructlons follow1ng the

problem. The admired person you 1maglne may be a friend

Il

or a famous pe{sgn or anyone you might thlnk of. The o
important point is that they must be someone you admire
greatly. Thlnk of thlS person as having to select the -
minimum acceptable odds of success.

T would nowvllke\you to tear off the sheets which
follow the prohlem. LYou will notipe that there are forty
arguments liste% on these sheets. These arguments are a.
saiple of oonsiderations that other people who have read»
this problem thought were relevant to making”a decislon on
this problem. "What I would like'you to do fs to first read
through the arguments‘carefully and to then underline the coal

¢

arguments you thlnk the person you greatly admlre would
conSLder relevant ‘to maklng hlS or her dec181on. Whlch of
the arguments before you do you think the person you .
%dmire would take into”consideration before making a’
N, detision on this problem. Now go ahead and read the

arguments and underline the points’ that would be relevant

to your admired person's decision.




o]

_.Having completed this task, I would like ydu now,
using the scale under the problem, to choﬁge the minimum
odds of success you think your admlred person woeld select
for tpls problem. : - {

Following this problem you will find three ekﬁer
problems very similar to the problem you‘haye just ‘com-
pleted and lists of appropriate arguments. I would like
you to go through each problem in turn‘and do exactly' the
same things, in the same order as you*ﬁid with the first

“

problem.
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Personal Instructions

Please read over the prdblem on the followfhg page
and the instructions below the p;oblem carefully. c

Now I would like you to use your imagination. Think
of the centraI-figure in the problem as being yourself.
Think of yourself as having to select the minimum
acceptable odds of success.

I would now like you to tear off the sheet which
lfollows the problem. You will notice that there are
forty‘argpments listed on this sheet. These aréﬁments are
a sample oé considerations Qbat other people wh§~have read
.this problem thought were relevant to making a decision on
this problem. What I would.dike you to do is to first
réad thropgh the arguments carefully and to then underline
the arguments you think you would considerarelevant to
making your decision. Now go ahead and read the argumehts
and underline the points that would be relevant to your
decision. Having completed this task, I would like you
now, d%ing the scale under the prob;em, to choose the
minimum odds of success you think you would select for
this problém.

Follgwing this problem you will find three other
problems veéy similar to the problem you have jdét eom-
pIétLd and lists of Appfopriale arguments. I would like )

you to go‘ through each problem in turn and do exactly the

same things, in the same order as you did with |the first
problem.
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Least Admired Instructions

) i Please read over the problem on the following page

and the instructions below the problem carefully. .

Now I would like you to use ydur imagination. Think
of the central figure in the problem as being .someone you
least admire and that this person is faced with making the
decision required in the instructions following the prob-
lem. This least admired person you‘153§ipe may be someone
you know or a famous person or anyone you might think of.
The important point is that they ,must be someone you least
admire. ’Think of this person as having to select éhe
minimum acceptable odds of success.

I ;ould now like you to tear off the sheet which-
follows the problem. You will notice that there are forty

- arguments listed on this sheet. These arguments, are a
sample of considerations that other people whe have rea
this problem thought wegé relevant to making a decision on
this problem. What I would like you to do is to first
read tﬁrough the arguments carefully and to then ugderline

the arguments you think the person you ledst.admire would

consider relevant to making his or. her decision. Which df

the afguments before you do you think the person you don't
admire would take into consideration before making a
decision'on this problem.4 Now gboahead and read the -
arguments and underline th; points thét would'be‘relevant

to your least admired person's decision.
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Having completed that-task, I would like you now,
using the scale under the problem, to choose gﬁe minimum
odds of success you think your least admired person would
select for this problem.

Following this problem you will find three other
problems very similar to the problem you have just com-
pleted and 1lists of appropriate arguqents. I would like
you to go through each problem in turn and do exactly the

same things, in the same order as you did with _the firgt

problem.
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Mr. and Mrs. B List of Arguments

You just don't fool around with the life of someone you

love.

It's not a happy decision to make, but certainly Mr. B is
- not going to jeopardize the life of someone he has known

and loved.

Mrs. B might always be nagged by doubt if she has the
abortion. 1Is it possible that the child and I could have
lived. )

There is no’justificafion for threatening an adult
woman's life when abortion is legal in this situation.

If the pregnancy continues there will be an heir to carry
on the family name.

I1f she does have the abortion it's not just the  baby's
Tife that is lost, there is also no chance for ever having
. thétr own children.

}If the R&fents desire children so much they can always
ﬁi_adopt following an abortion.

y not let the pregnancy continue for now. If things get
rse, surgery can occur at the last minute.

Mrs. B is likely to feel‘guilty the rest of her life if
she has an abortion. ’

Sometimes protecting the life of someone you love means
(that someone else has to die.

"Abortion is a drastic decision, but it very often has to
be considered if one is going to save a life.

The risk involved seems to be no different than that
involved in driving a car or motorcycle.

" The mother and father may become much closer if they face
the risky situation together.

There is a feeling of pride that comes from taking a risk
for a desirabYe goal.

The husband would never forgive himself if he encouraged
his wife to continue the pregnancy and she died.

13




It seems that the odds are that the e¢hild is going to die
in either case; the best bet is to ensure the survival of
the mother.

The decision of whose life is to be saved occurs many
times in history. Surely one decides in favour of someone
- one has known and loved--the mother.

Abortion is murder of an unseen life.

It's worth a‘'degree of risk to have your own child.

Even if the pregnancy is succesdsful, the pain and anguish
of the pregnancy are likely to affect the development of
the child. The child won'f be the perfect baby the
parents hoped for. /

/

Maybe Mr. and Mrs. B are underestimating medical
technology.

If they have an abortion, they are not only giving up a
child but the chance of ever having a child.

The B's don't have an alternative; they can adopt a chilad
and avoid the risk of having the mother and baby die.

Mrs. B seems like the type that even if they both survive,
the pain will be unbelievable.

Given the fact that it long time for a pregnancy to
occur and a complication to arise, it seems Mrs. B isn't
the type of woman to have babies.

-

Mr. and Mrs. B now at least have a.chance of having a
child after so many years.

There is a chance that both can live and be saved. They
should take it.

Having heirs to carry on family name is important to many
families.

- No point taking a risk since the child could die anyway.
A child is not worth a current life.

Mr. B couldlbecome mental if he lost both his wife and the
new ild.

Mr. an§ Mrs. B's idea of male and female roles might
require a ¢hild.




[

A child is worth risks.
Every pregnancy entails risks.
_He could lose his wife,

They could adopt a baby.

Abortion might be contrary to religious or moral beliefs.

The life of Mrs. B and the baby could be endangered.

The child might not be a healthy one even if it did
survive, since the mother seems so unhealthy.

They hHave a once in a lifetime chance of having a child.

}
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Mr. G List of Arguments

‘

With today's job market he should be happy he has a decent
secure job.

He's still young. le should wait to gain the experience a )

big corporation can offer before he thinks about startlng .
up a new company with others.

A change in life is good. It gets you out of -a rut.

If the new job failed he would have no income and an
uncertain future. :

It's more ex01t1ng to look forward to part ownership 1n a
company than liberal pension benefits.

More security in the end with the new job if it succeeds.

One reason to'stay with his present job is that he can't
afford to jeopardize the future of his wife and child.

One of the things lacking in most jobs is the opportunity
. for commitment. This new job sounds like a situation
° where an individual could feel that one's future is a
result of his own hard work.

As a young man he'll be able to find other jobs if the .new
one fails. . ‘

If the new company fails, he ;ﬁ‘nbt likely to find a job
as good as he left given today's job market.

You shoudn't start off a new risky job unless you know the
people running the enterprise very well.

If the new company fails, he can't help but to have gained
a lot of valuable experience.

If the company succeeds, he can offer his family a more
rewarding and richer future.

If you don't take a few calculated risks, you'll never get
~ ahead. ° :

- It's comforting to know his future is safe in his present
job.

The competition within the electronics industry almost
-guarantees a new small company will fail..
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He won't have to worry about his retlrement with a

guaranteed pension.
.

. . !
It's more interesting to be part of something new and
growing than part of some huge corporation.

New job 1is llkely to 1nxplve excitement and challenglng
interest.

In his present job he has guaranteed salary.

When you own something or part of somethlng, you work
harder for it. -

He can't throw away five years of job experience on an
undertaking like this.

There will be increased financial. reward 1f he takes the-
job. . )

He has financial security--why take a rijsk.
He has job security--that's valuable.
He must consider the future of his fgmily also.

He's highly qualified in a profession and should try~ for
better thae he's got.

With a good education he can get another job if the
company fails. ’ : :

-

Wwith a family and child he'll work harder in the new
company.

He should take the Job--there s an exC1t1ng Opportunlty
He doesn't need more money.
To join a company w1th an,uncertain future is not good.

A share of the action makes one feel one 1is accompllshlng
something.

His wife woulﬁ appreciate knowing he has a steady job.

If you have good job, keep it,

He has knowledge of what the jobs ahead will require.
That is an important form of security.




S —

. »
v

More money just isn't worth the risk.

No reason to worry abbut giving up pension. 1In his own
company he can arrange a benefit plan.

Anybody would rather work for themselves rather than
someone else.

The time to make a change is now while he's young.

O
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"Mr. H List of Arguments

A

e

He's probably underestlmatlng his Opponent s overall
defense strategy.

If you're playing an expert, he's likely to see the
deceptive strategy.

You never get anywhere if you don't take chances.

The player would lPe respected a lot more in chess circles
if he displayed a carefully thought through play rather
than trying a flashy play.

Even if the play doesn't work when he tries it, he'll
learn something anyway. That's the most you can expect
when you're playing the best.

. . - ' X ’ )
Since he's playing a top-favoured man, he‘ likely to lose
s0 why not try -something unusual.

It's best to stick to traditional strategies that have
been tried and tested rather than try and be deceptively
clever.

If you do win against a champion chess master, there are .,
very ofteq'yery rewarding side benefits to be gained.

It's more exciting to try something risky €H%n just play
safe especially if you're expected to lose anyway.

If he hasn't been doing so well jin past tournaments, why
should one expect that the play would be so devastating.

There's less of a chance of getting a checkmate at the
beginning of a game with- a chgss master, no matter what
move he makes.

If he does win because of the tricky play, he can_take a
certain satisfaction in putting down the champ. * Chess
thamps' egos need humbling.

If he is just lucky enough to w1n, he'd gain a great deal
of prestige.

Sometimes in a chess game a chance opening occurs that
even a champion can't defend against. Might as well take
advantage of the chances when they come up.
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Another chance might come up in the game that doesn't
require such a great risk.

Even if he wins with the deceptive play, his glory will
be short-lived. Later tournaments will show that his win
was a lucky break, and that it wasn't a victory of skill.

There's no use being rash and tricky in chess, a
persistent development of a strategy is llkely to win in
the end. .

If you're playing the best, you have to play somewhat
different than you usually do, why not take a chance.
Sometimes a decebtive:move can throw your opponent off,
just enough to take advantage of.

It's better to master a carefully planned cautious
strategy in chess even if it means being beaten along the

T way.

The risky move migh& just win out., -

Mr. H hasn't been pLéying well. What he thinks is
deceptive might -hot be.’

If he cheated, he could be caught and'disgraced.

He's playing a known expert who w111 probably see the
move. .
There is a chance of gaining the prestige of beatlng a -
top-favoured player

Mr. H might have found this maneuver successful in past
games.

’

! £y

If he doesn' t try the play, how will he ever know whether
it can work. A

If he tries the deceptive move, he could blow the match
entirely. ‘

Mr. H might become a prestlglous flgure 1f he tried the
play and suéceeded. -

If plan doesn't work, defeat will follow.

There is a chance of quick victdry;; Why nq;‘take the
chance,

o~




2hS

A chess game is not all that important, therefore, why not
take the gamble.

-~

Mr. H is low rénking, hence he has ta try something ‘
tricky.. ) = ‘ , 4 ‘:\'

. Mr. H has been losing previous tournaments.
He has been rated low.
He has nothing to lose.” Why not try.

If you are defeated, wyou can try again whereas if you are
defeated trylng a deceptive move; you might be disquali-
fied. ‘ 1

=

"He might catch his opponent off guard. ' o s

It's better to play carefully Another surer play might
come. . :

‘There wili<be other éhgnces--why.not play a solid game.

e . ) Q
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‘A plane trip is worth a little pain.

We worry too much about aches and pains in our society.

" Most people have a nervous stomach before a plane tiip.

‘attention at his destination.

244
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Mr. I List of\hrgumgpts

Wouldn't he feel stupid in front of his family is he
disrupted the vacation only to find out there's nothing
wrong.

If he is sick on the plane, he'll be upsettlng everybody
on the plane.

The relief of finding out there is nothing wrong is.
certainly worth the inconvenience of rescheduling a
vacation. S .
If the plane has to turn back because his condition

becomes serious, won't he feel the fool.

If he doesn't go on the trip, he'll be missing a long
awaited for vacation.

If the pain is due to acute appendicitis M3 he is not
immediately examined, he might die on the trip.

The acute pain may be due to a bleeding ulcer which
requires ihmediate attention.

It is most likely not a serious allment and the pain will
go away during the trip. . 1

It is certainly stupid to take chances w1th your health
just to catch a plane. p

It's certalnly not. mu¢h trouble to r schedule a vacatlon
given you ve only missed a day or so. .
If the pain continues to get worse during the trip, he'll
require medical attention at the destination which
involves great expense, a ru1ned plane ride, and perhaps a
ruined vacation. .

He might be suffering from nothing more than indigestion.

1f the paiﬁ‘persists during -the trip, he can seek medical
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The pain may be due to working too hard anyway and the

. trip would do him good.
Even if the condition only ldsts a couple of days, it's
better to recover at home, reschedule the trlp and be
assured that when he starts shis vacation, he'll feel well
and enjoy it, .

Even if there is a-doctor on the plane, if the condition
4s serious, @ doctor without proper facilities is useless.

g

There are doctors on planes sometimes.

If 1t s a charter flight, he is llkely to lose a lot of

mdney.

( | The most time he is likely to be on the pldne is six

‘ hours. Nothing too serious is likely to happen in that
time. -

A vacation would do him a lot of good in the way of
health.

He might create a lot of trouble for others on the
airplane.

p A vacation plan can be rearranged. ‘ ) . )
The problem i; most likely excitement.
Thgﬁg is notnlikely to be medical help on the flight. .
Iéris just fear of flying. ﬁ
He's probably only anxious.
It could be a heart afiack. .

It could be gall bladder trouble.

2
Sl wmdbt S @ T

The flight staff knows how to deal with emergencies.
He might have to épend his vacation in a hospital overseas.
It’could be appendicitis. ’ _ ,

If the paln lasted the whole trip, he can get attention
where he is '‘going. :

If it's a reasonébly short flight, there is no problem.




. Good medical treatment is hard to get in many resort

areas.

It would be better to be sure nothing is wrong and board
another plane.

This could be a life and Qeaih situation.

It doesn't

<

sound like his past health indicates a problem.

-
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APPENDIX D - _ '

MATERIALS USED IN EXPERIMENT IV

, Procedural Instructions

Admiration and Attributed

Choice Instructions .

252 ' : .
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Procédural Instructions

(1) Please read the problem on the front of your book-
let. As you will see the central person in this situation
is faced with a choice between two alternative courses of

action. One alternative is more attractive than the

_other, but is less likely tO\Pccur than the less desirable

alternative. After reading the problem please look up.

.

(2) On the next page you will find a list of arquments.
These arguments were reasons that a student your own age
said he considered in making his decision on the CD

problem you have just read. Read these problems care-

fully. After you have read them look up.

(3) Now turn to the third page and read the instructions
there. After you have done what the ‘instructions request

please look up.

(4) Now go on to the next page. - You will find another
similar problem and argquments used by a student. Do

exactly as you have ‘done with the problem you have just

"read. You will find a set of written instructions

“following the arguments that are exactly ﬁhe same as the

one you have just read.

There are three more problems to deal with.

(5) If you are missing any problems or anything seems

A

out of line- please put your hand up. You must complete-

all problems.

3

»
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Admiration and Attributed

Choice Instructions

. Indicate on the scale below how much you would
admire the student who used the arguments you have just

N

read. As you can see, there are seven points on the

scale.
-
Admire not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Admire greatly

If you admire the person greatly, choose 7. If not at
all, choose 1. If your admiration is somewhere between
thése two extremes, choose a number that reflects the
degree of admifatiqn relative to these Ewo“extremes.
Please make your choice now by circling a number.

Now that yoﬁ have rated how much you admire the

Sstudent, turn back to the page with the problem. I would

like you to now indicate the minimum odds of success you

b
think the student would demand before recommending, to the

-

central figure in the problem that the more attractive or

desirable-alternative be chosen.
To do this, place a check mark in front of the
statement of minimum odds, under the problem, which you

feel-represenﬁh the'choice that the student would have

. Co ’ .
made, given the arguments he used.
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