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ABSTRACT

There is some evidence to suggest that differemces in attitude
and trial context exert a differentfal effect upon the judgmeht of mod~
erate statements. The present fnvestigation was an attempt to clarify
these effects.

| Subjects who ‘held eitﬁer fayourable or qnfavourablerattitﬁdes 
regarding the‘topic of legalized abortion judged an initial triad of
three statements consisting of either two pro or two con abortion
statements plus a moderate abortion sfatement on a sevenwpoint scale
varying from very favourabie to very unfavourab1e. The pro or con con-
text of subsequent triads were alternated on each of the remaining
nine trials, which were followéd by a critical trial consisting of
three moderate statementé.r Two contrel groups, one composed of—éubjectsr
Who‘hel& favdurable attitudes and one composed of subjects who held
unfayourable attitudes, judged the'favqurability‘of the msderate state-
'ment within a moderate context on all élevgn trfals. The judgéd
fév;urability'of the moderate statement fuanionéd as the dependent‘
variable in both the ekperimental and control conditions.

Results revealed a significant attifude main effect. Subjects
with favourable attitudes judged the moderate statements févburably,
whereas subjects with uﬁfavourable attitudes evidencedraq unfavéurééle,
eyaluation of the méderate statements. Assimilation effects were not:
pfesent in the analysis of. the critical trial but contrast effects~
were found., The results also revealed a significant iﬁitiai‘anchor '
by trial context interaction, as well as a significant subject attituder:'

by inftfal anchor by trial context interactfon. The significant inter—-

il



action effects lent some sﬁpporé to the notion that the judggent of the
moderate statements diffeféd'wﬁeh'subjéct attitude and trial context
were congruent and when these two variables were incongruent.

The observed results seem to offer some support for Social
Judgmenf Theqry as well as Helsbn's,concept of adaptation level. Conh’

clusions and implications for future research were also discussed.
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L. INTRODUCTION

The present experiment is concerned with the influence of
subject attitude and contextual variables upon the judgment of sbc;al
stimuli. Past research suggests that either contextual or subject
variables influence a subject's judgment of social stimuli. Theories
of 'social judgment, on the other hand, would suggest an‘interaction
between contextual and subject variables. The present investigation
is an attempt to contribute to a resoiution of this incons%stency be-
tween theory and research. In order to trace the develépﬁent of this
"incénsistency, a review of some of the‘studies concerned with thg judg¥
ment of physical and noﬁphyéical stimuli is necessary.
| Fernberger (1931) had subjects judgé the relative heaviness
of a ;eries of weights until a stable response pattern emerged at‘which
point“the experimenter’ introduced into the series a weight which lay
within the stimulus range. Fernberger noted that the subjects shifted
their judgments in the direction of the new wéight. The wéight func-
tioned as an anchor; that is, it became the basis of comparison fof,
judging other weights. .A shift in judgmeﬁf of a stimulus toward an
anchor is called assimilatioﬁ.

In a replication of the Fernbérger'study, Hunt and Volkman
(1937) asked subjects to evaluate the aesthetic appeal of a series of
colors. When responses to the stimuli had stabilized the researche;s,
asked the subjects to reevaluate the stimuli in relation to the most
beautiful color they could imagiﬁe. Results indicated that somé sub-=

jects changed their evaluations in the direction of the external
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anchor (assiﬁilation), whereas othelr subiects pexceived a difference
between the stimulus range and the external anchor. ,The perception of
a difference between an existing responsé scale and an anchor,which pro-
duces a shift in placement of the stimulus away from the anchor, is
called contrast. ‘ _ 7 ,

‘Sherif, Taub and Hovland (1958) introduced a weight that.ﬁas
éither very similar to, or very dissimilar to,.the heaviest weight in
a series of &eights to which subject responses had become stabilized.
The researchers found that the response categories within the esfab%;f
lished weight series were not significantly altered when the new weight
was similar to the heaviest wéight; but the response categories were
radically altered when the new weight was dissimilar to the heaviest
. weight. Sherif, et al., suggest that in the former case the éubjécts
assimilated the new weight into the existing scale, while in the lgtter
case the subjects perceived a difference between the external anchor |
and the established resﬁohse scale resulting in a contrast effect.

The judgment of physical stimuli vary along other dimensions
in addition to the distance between an external anchor and an estab-
lished fange of stimuli, For example, an experiment by Trésselt (1948)
demonstrated the influence of past experience.:upon the judgment of
physical stimuli. Tresselt had professional weight lifters and watch
makers judge the heaviness of a series of weights. During the initial
trials the two groups were widgly disparate in their judgments, the
welght 1ifters judged the series to be very light, and the watch makers

judged the.weighté to be very heavy. At the end of' the experimhnt,



however, the two groups were making very similar judgments of the
welght series,

The experiments by Tresselt (1948), and Sherif, Taub and
Hovland (1958) indicate two variables influencing the judgment of
physical stimuli. Both experiments point to the influenée.of past
expefience‘in csntributing a considerable amount of respénse variance
on the initial trials. These investigations also point:to the influ-
ence of repeated stimulus presentation as a means of acquiring know-
ledge of the stimulus range which, in turn, has the effect of reducing
response variability by the end of the experimental session. Paraucci
(1954) showed that those subjects who had learned the stimulus range
were significaﬂtly less variable in fheir final judgments than those
subjects who did noﬁ learn the extent of the stimulus range. It would
~ seem that in psychophysical studies the range of a sﬁimulus geries is
a variable of no small importance in:the judgment of physical stimuli.

In an-attempt to demonstrate that some of the variables under-
lying the judgment of physical stimuli can be applied to the'judgment.
of social stimuli, Thurstone and Chave (1929) produced an influen~
tial volume regarding the cénstruction of attitude scales. The under-
lying assumption was that a subject was capable of judging the favour-
ability of attitude items independent of his own opinion toward the
attitude topic. This'aSSumption runs counter to the psychophysical
findings of Tresselt (1948) and Sherif, Taub and Hovland (1958). 1In
an attempt to reduce the inconsistency between Thurstone's assumption

and the psychophysical literature, Hovland and Sherif (1952) asked



students who differed in their attitude towatrd the segregation issue

to judge statements pertaining to the social position of Negroes along
a pro-con dimension of eleven response categorieé. Based on their con-
tention that attitudes function asranrapchor and are the result of past
experience, Hovland and Sherif hypothesiied thaf extreme—attitude sub-
jects would (1) concentrate.statements into a smaller number of re«
sponse categorieé than moderate subjects, and (2) concentrate state-
ments in a small number of extreme categories. The second hypothesis
was based on the observation that while subjects with extreme attitudes
may be quite 'discriminating in placing attitude items in a category
corresponding to their own position, they tend to concentraté state-
ments differing from their own stand at the opposite end of the attitude
scale. Both. hypotheses were confirmed. The tendency for extreme-
attitude subjects to displace neutral statementé‘away from their own
attitude position led the researchers to hypothesize that extreme-
attitude subjegts, as compafed to moderate subjects, exhibit a raised
thresﬁold of acceptance and a lowered threshold of rejection (Sherif
and Hovlanﬁ, 1953; Koulack, 1970).

Two important:conclusions follow from Hovland énd Sherif's
research., First, that the jﬁdgment of both physical and social stimuli
are a function of a subﬂect's pre—experimeﬁtal histor} gives credence
to Hunt®s (1941) conclusion that there is some communalifyrunderlying
the judgment of phféicél and social stimuli. Second, that extreme sub-
jectsrshowed a raised threshold of acceptance and a lowered tﬁreéhold
of rejection suggested that around the‘aftitude of extreme subjects

there existed a narrow latitude of acceptance and a wide létitude of
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rejection, Thus stimuli which the Subjectrperceivéd as falling within
his latitude of acceptance were judged as similar to his own:
position and were subsequently given a favourable rating; Whereas

- stimuli which the subject pérceived as falling wiéhin his latitude of
rejection were displaced towards the opposite end of the attitude scale
and were judged as unfavourable, | |

In an attempt to verify some of the hypotheses raised. by the

Hovland and Sherif reseérch, Hovland, Hafvey and‘Sherif (1957) asked
subjects ﬁho held favourable;‘unfavourable or moderate attitudes to-
ward. the consumption'of alcbholic beveragés to judge a communication

‘ which‘advocated either a wet, dry or modérate position regarding the
consumption of alcohol. ﬁovland‘gg_gl,; noted that extreme subjects
perceived the communication %hich supported their position as'fair and
unbiased, whereas the attitude—discrépant Eommunication was perceived
as biased and unfair. This study demonstrated thatiadvocateg of
extreme positions on the issue found significantly more. statements

unacceptable than subjects witﬁ intermediate positioms. In éther
words, the extreme subjects coﬁtrasted attitude—discrepant cominunica~
tions away from thelr own position. Hoviénd et al., write:’

"... when subjects have an established attitude and

are involved in a controversial social issue, their

"own stand" functions as the major anchorage affect-

ing reaction to and evaluation of the communication.

In this case, communications near the subjects stand

would be assimilated to it, while communications at
variance with the S's own stand would be displaced

still further away (Mcontrast effect"). Whether as-
similation or contrast effects appeared would be a

function of the relative distance between the S's )
own stand and the position of the communication." -(page 245)
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" Thus according to Hovland, Harvey and Sherif (1957) latitudes of accep-
tanée and rejection play a crucial role in determining a éubject‘s per~
ception of a communication. |
Attembting to défine a subject's latitude of acceptance and‘
rejection by”noting‘the displacement of attitudewrelevant statements is
much too cumbérsome to be ﬁseful as a mass testing device. fo oyercome
this problem Hovland, Harvey and Sherif (1957), developed a new metric
to assess latitudes of acceptance and rejection regarding the consump-—
tion of alcohol. The metric, The Method of Ordered Alternatives, con-
sisted of nine rank ordered statements ranging from A, a very pro state-
ment, through F a moderate statement, to I, a very con statement. Sub-
jects indicated their latitudes of acceptance and rejection by marking
those statements they found acceptable or objectionable. 'Hovland et al.
noted that extreme subjects selected very fgw statements as acceptable
(a raised threshold of acceptance), and indicated that many stgtements
were unacceptable (a lowered threshold of rejection). Thus in assess-
ing the latitudes of acceptance and rejection, the Method of Ordered |
Alternatives and the judgment of attitude statements gave comparable
results. The authorS’suggééted that extreme-attitude subjects find
more attitude statements unacceptable as compared to moderate-attitude
subjects who accept some favourable as well as some unfavourable atti-
tude statements (Sherif, Sherif ,and Nebergall, 1965).
Hovland, Haxvey and Sherif (1957) assumed that a change in the
threshold of accept#nge implied a concurrent ‘change in the threshold of
rejection. It should be pointed out that there are alternate explana-

tions of the Hovland et al., data. It is possible that extreme-attitude



subjects may have eyidenced a raised threshold of acceptance and no
change In the latitude of rejéction, or alternatively, the suﬁjectsrmay
have evidenced a raised threshold of rejection and no change in the
threshold of acceptance. Unfortunately, Hovland,'ggﬂgi., do not provide
any means for differentiating between these alternate explanations.

The concepts of assimilation.and contrast form the basis of
Social Judgment Theory (Sherif and Hovland, 1961; Sherif, Sherif and
Nebergall, 1965). The proponents of Social Judgment Theory demarcate
three zones in the individual's organization and judgment of attitude-
relevant stimuli; a latitude of acceptance, a latitude of rejection,
and a latitude of noncommitment (Shérif, Sherif and Nebergall, 1965).
The relationship between latiﬁudes of acceptance and rejection and
assimilation and contrast has been described. The latitude of non-
commitment is defined as an afea composed‘of those attitude items that
the subject does not evaluate as either acceptable or objectionable.

Much of the research conducted under Social Judgment Theory
is concerned with the relationship between subject attitude and attitude
change (Manis, 1960; C. Sherif, 1963; Dillehay, 1965; LaFave and Sherif,
1968; Rambo and Main, 1969; Weiss, 1969; Eiser, 1971; Rhine and Sever-
ance, 1971). A growing body of experimental literature under Social
Judgment Theory has been coﬁcerned with the discrepancy between subject
attitude, and the scalar position of a communication (Freedman, 1964;
Whittaker, 1965; Insko, Murashim#, and Saiyadain, 1966; Peterson and
Koulack, 1969). In the main, the studies mentioned tend to support the
tenets of Social Judgment Theory, but the results ére not unequivocal.

One explanation which has been offered is that subjects were not suffi-



ciently homogeneous with regard to attitude extremity.

The effect of attitude homogeneity uéon the judgment of atti-
. tude statements was demonstrated by Zavollini and Cook (1965). Subjects,
who differed in opinion regarding the segregation issué; were asked to
isort statements pertaining to the social position of Negroes. The re-
sults across attitude groups indicated strong support for Social Judg-
ment Theory; that is, extreme subjécts dgmonstrated a raised threshold
of acceptance and a lowered threshold of rejectiop, but reéults within
each attitude group revealed some marked inconsistencies. Some "extreme"
subjects, contrary to Social Judgment Theory, displaced a majority of
attitude statements toward their own position, Whereaé other "extreme"
subjects displaced a majority of the statements toward the opposite end
of tﬁé scale. Zavollini and Cook found that those subjects who accepted
more statements than they rejected were less extreme in-their beliefs
than those subjects who showed the opposite displacement pattern.

Diab (1965) demonstrated that variability within the same
attitude group can exercise a pronounced effect upon a dependent vari-
able. By the Method of Ordered Alternatives;‘Diab selected subjecks who
held favourable, unfavourable, or moderate attitudes towards the conceﬁt
of Arab-unity. The subjecﬁs were then asked to sort, into eleven re-
sponse categories, statements pertaining to the tbpic of Arab-unity.
Although the extreme subjects responded according to Social Judgment
Theory, the moderate subjects were inconéistent in thelr responses. In
an attempt to clarify this inconsistency, Diab administered thirteen
scales of the sgmantic differential (0Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum, 1957)

to the moderate subjects. Diab found that the Arab moderates, as



measured by. the semantic differential, had negative attitudes toward

the concept of Arab-unity even though they responded as moderates on Fhe
Method of Ordered Alternatives. Thus the Method of QOrdered Alternatives
seems imprecise in differentiating between individuals holding different
viewpoints, But the discriminative power of the metric éan be increased
. when used in conjunction with the semantic differential.

According,to Kiesler, Collins and Milder (1969) Social Judé—
ment Theory seems to be able to accommodate most of the' experimental data
with regard to the judgment of attitude statements. Conéeptualizing'a
subject's attitude in terms of latitudes of acceptance, rejection and
noncommitment (and the concomitant variables of assimilation and con-
trast) focuses attention upon judgment as a mediating factor in the per-
ception of social stimuli, Furtherﬁore, as Kiesler, et al., have point-
ed out, conceiving of attitudes in terms of latitudes of acceptance, re-
jection and noncommitment argues for the o?ganizatién of attitudes not
as a single point on an attitude continuum, but rather in terms of
degrees of favourability or unfavourability.

The literature reviewed to date suggests that such factors as
subject attitude, importénce of the stimulus to the individual and other
variables in the subject's pre-~experimental history, exercide a pro-
nounced effect upon the judgment of social stimuli. In addition to
these intra-subject differences, inter-subject differences have been
shown to exert a considerable influence on the judgment of social =
stimuli. An inter-subject variable of importance to the present in-
vestigation is the context in which social stimuli are judged. For

example, Campbell, Hunt and Lewis (1957). had college students judge
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the degree of disturbance in word definitions which had been’giyen by a
group of schizophrenics. Selécted'definiﬁions were.categoriéed as rep-
resenting high, low or moderate degrees of disturbance. The definitions
were presented in two counterbalanced orders of presentation consisting
: .of two blocks of ten trials each. Each trial inclu@ed either four def-
initions reflecting high disturbance or four réflecfing low.disturbance
plus one indicative of a moderate Aegree‘of diéturbance. In the low-to-
high order of presentation subjects judged four low disturbance défini-
tions and a moderate disturbance definition on each trial in the first
block of ten trials, and four high distﬁrbance'definitions and a mod-
erate disturbance definition on each trial in the second block. Sub-
jects in the high—to—léw order of presentation judged definitionsiin
the opposite order to that experienced by gubjects in the loW—to—high
order of presgntation. |

The researchers showed that the context with which the moder-
ate statements were paired exefted a markedﬂeffect upon the judgmént of
the moderate statements. Subjects in‘both orders of presentation judged
the moderate statements as indicative‘of less disturbance in the h;gh
severity context condition than in the low severity context condition.
Campbell et al., point out that in each presentation order there were
no significant differences between the- judgments of the low severity
context statements and those statements indicative of moderate severity.
.Significant differences were reported in each presentation order between
the judgments of the high severity context statements and the moderate
seyverity statements. It would seem that the significant results were

due to the influence of the high severity context condition.
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Campbélllgg_gl,, in a iEESEIEEi explanation of their results
state that subjects in tﬁe'high severity context condition may have
perceived a difference between definitions iﬁdicative of high sever-
ity, and definitions indicative of moderate severity, and thus maj
have contrasted the moderate definitions away from the surrounding
context. In the low context condition the subjects may have been un-—
abhle to perceive a difference between the low severity context aﬁd
the moderate definitions, thus subjects may have assimilated the mod-
erate definitions to the surrounding context,

The findings of the Campbell et:al., study prompted Bieri,
Orcutt, and Leaman (1963) to attempt to clarify those conditions which
might give rise to assimilation and contrast effects. Bieri et al.,
presented descriptions of aggressive or dependency behaviour to a
large number of students who were asked to judge the degree of path-
ology exhibited in each protocol. The protocols wére presented over
four trials with thfee protocols in each trial. Within each trial a
moderate aggression or moderate dependency protocol was rated along
with either two extreme aggression or two extreme dependency protocols
respectively. Bieri et al., presented the protocols in a counter-
balanced design which resulted in a total of eight orders of presenta-
tion. High and low anchor protocols were alternated over the four
trials, half beginning with high and half with low. In addition, the
first two trials were related to dependency and the last two to-aggres—
sion for half the conditifons, with the reverse order used for the other

half. Moderate protocols were similarly alternated.
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A result of the Bleri et al., investigation that is of special
interest to the present investigation was the finding that on three out
of four trials the rating of the moderate protocol was similar to the
context with which it was associated., Thus the context in which the
‘moderate.protocol was placed determined the judgment ascribed to that
protocol., The critical factor that emerged from the Bieri et al.,
study was the production and persistence of assimilation effects. as a
result of the alternation of the extreme protocols. In the light of
the Bieri et al., study, the results of the Campbell gg_gl,,'(195%)
study become somewhat clearer. In reference to the latter study Bieri
et al., state, "it is specifically the alternation of the anchors which
contributes to the assimilation tendency ...."(page 623). Thus the
alternation from a series of definitions indicative of high disturb-
ance to a series of definitions indicative of low disturbance would
seem to account for the assimilation effects noted in the Campbell
et al., study. The rationale offered by Bieri et al., does not seem
to account for the contrast effects found in the high severit& state—
ments which were preceded by statements indicative of low severity.
In this condition statements indicative of moderate disturbance were
judged opposite to the statements indicative of high disturbance.
Thus the alternation of context anchors resulted in assimilation effects,
as well as contrast effects, and it would seem that the assimilation
effects noted in these two studies are more complex than is implied by

the explanation put forward by Bieri et al.
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The research by Bieri gg_gl,, poses an interesting problem.
On ‘the one hand, assimilation effects wetre shown to be a function of
the surrounding context, whereas Social Judgment Theofy would predict
assimilation effects as a functfon of the width of the la?itude of
acceptancé; Atkinsr(1966)‘tested the éffeét of both context and atti-
tude upon the judgment'of a moderate statement by requiring subjects
who held favourable, uﬁfavourable, or moderate attitudes toward col-.
lege fraternities to judge the fa;ourability of a moder;te fraternity‘
statement which was paired with either twb favourable or two unfay~
ourable fraternity séatements. With two exceptions, the alternaﬁioﬁ
of statement contexts on each of the four trials and thejinclusipn of
the attitude variable, Atkins (1966) replicated the design of Bieri,
et al., (1963). |
| Atkins ;dvancéd four h&potheses: first, that the favourabié
and unfavourable contexts would have a differéntiél effect upon the
judgment of the moderate fraternity statements; second, fhat the mod-
erate statements would be displaced éway‘from the contextranchor on
trial one, but assimilated to the context anghor:on_subsequent trials;
third, from Adaptation~Level Theory (Helson, 1964) assimilation and
contrast effects would be atteﬁuated when subject attitude and trial
context were incongruent, but'assimiiatioﬁ and contrast effects would
be strengthened Wﬁen aftitude ana context were congruent; and fourth,
that subjects who were unable to discriminate between the context
anchors and the moderate statements would be more susceptible to con-
text anchoring effects than those subjects who were able to discrim-

inate between the attitude statements,
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The results supported hypothe;is one, but only. partially
confirmed hypothesis two. The favourable and unfavourable contexts
produced a differential rating of the moderate statement8; but'the_
predicted contrast effect failed to emerge on the initial trial; al-
'though.assimilation effects appeared on subsequent trials. The third
hypothesis was not confirmed. There was little evidence to suggest
that either the congruency or incongruency of subject attitude and
trial context exerted any differential effect on the judgment of the
moderate statements. The fpurth hypothesis was only partially confirmed.
There were no significant differences between the high and low discrim-
inators on trials one through.éhree. On trial four the“low discrimina-
ting subjects, judged the moderate statements as siénificantly more
favourable under the con context condition as compared to the pro con-~
text condition. No. significant differences emerged betwgen thevpro and
con context conditions fér the high discriminating éubjects{ In a foot-
note Atkins stated that fhe,relationship between subject attitgde and
discriminability was nonsignificant. Thus subject attitude does not
seem to be a crucial variable in discriminating between the context
anchors and the moderate statement.

It would seem that the critical variable in determining
assimilation effects was the context in which the moderate statemeht
was embedded. This conclusion has important consequences for Social
Judgment Theory, which would predict assimilation effects as a func-
tion of subject attitude, but the attitude effect in the Atkins' (1966)
study was negligible. There is a plausible explanation which could

account for this contradictory finding. It is possible.that the
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attitude effect was not salient enough to overcome the pervasive con-
text effects., Prevlous literature (Zav@llinl and Cook, 1965 Diab,
1965) suggests that within-group variance with respect to the extremity
of beliefs can have a demonstrable effect upon a dependent variable.

It is possible that the attitude groups in the Atkins'experimept were
not internally homogeneous. Thcs groups of subjects Within'each'atti—
.tude group may have responded differentially to the same stimuli, and
this response differentiation may have attenuated any attitude effect.

- On the basis of the foregoing assumptions one may hypothesize why the
attitude-context hypothesis was not confirmed; if the attitude“variacle
was not salient enough to match tﬁe alternating context in both con-
tent and strength, then it is not surprising that the congruency hypoth~-
esils was not confirmed It is p0881ble that the experiment by Atkins
(1966) was not a fair test of Adaptation—Level Theory.

The literature cited to date has been interprete& largely in
terms of Social Judgment Theory, although there has been some mention
of Helson's (1964) Adaptation Level Theory. Like Social Judgment
Theory, Adaptation-Level Iheory has its roots in psychophysical: re-
search, bct unlike Sccial'Judgment Theory, Adaptetion'Level Theof& has
received little attention in‘social psychological research. However,
Adaptation Level Theory does pro;ide some interesting hypotheses con-
cerning the judgment bf social stimuii.

Adaptation Level Theory states that individuals strive to
maintain some form of balance with their environment by reducing the
impact of new stimuli which might disrupt that balance. According to

Helson, adaptation.level refers to the null or zero point on an indi-
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vidualts continuum of stimulation. Helson argues that with each new
stimulus presentation the individuals' adaptation level changes in such
a way as to minimize the effectiveness of the stimulus. Helson suggests
that disruption of the adaptation level produces tension, and this ten-
sion forces the individual to reduce the impact of the new stimulus in
order to maintain an envirommental homeostasis.

Helson ifdentifies three types of stimuli which are crucial to
maintaining either the #ndividual or group adaptation level; focal,
background, and residu;l'stimgli. Focai stimuli are those stimuli which
are the focus of attention; that is, the stimuli to be judged. For
example, in the Atkins (1966) .study focal stimuli refer.to the ﬁodergte‘
statements on each trial. Background stimuli refer to those stimuli
which form the frame of reference or context in which focal stimuli are
judged. In the anchoring literature,background stimuli might refer to
the contextual cues in which focal stimuli are judged as in the study
by Campbell et al., (1957). Residual stimuli refer to stimulus vari-
ance which remains unaccounted for by background or focal stimuli. Re-
sidual stimuli seem to be a wastepaper basket category in which Helson
places such variables as attitudes, fatigue and motivation. Focal,
background, and residual stimuli pool in varying geometric proportion
to form the individual or group adaptation 1evel.;

The concept of spatio—temporél pooling plays an integral pért
in Helson's concept of adaptation level. Complex objects, Helson
states, are judged as if they were simple unitary wholes. In other
words, as the subject judges the stimulus object, focal, background,

and residual stimuli become less prominent as a single gestalt is
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formed. 1In the alternation of ancho¥s research, an atteﬁpt was made to
provide soﬁe evidence for the pooling concept. As has been demonstrated,
past research had been largely unsuccessful in this ;egard. There may
be two reasons why social judgment research has been unable to provide
evidence regarding the concept of spatio—temporalrpooiing. Not to be
discounted is the possibility that the concep£ may be inappropriate for
the judgment of social stimuli. Heléon provides many examples concern~
ing the relationship between épatio—temporal pooling and the judgment
of physical stimuli, but evidence concerning the relationship between
spatio-temporal pooling and the judgment of social stimuli are notice- .
ably missing. |

Second, the research cited to date may have been inappropriate
to test the concept of spatio-temporal pooling. The stimuli in the
Campbell, et al., (1957) study were rather vague and ambiguous, and the
hdmogeneity of the attitude gfoups in Atkins (1966) study has already
been called into question. Thus it is an open question, worthy of in-
vestigation, whether the concept of spatio-temporal pooling is an appro—

priate theoretical construct to use in the judgment of social stimuli.
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IL. PURPOSE AND HYPOTHESES

The present study is concerned with the judgment of attitude
statements. Specifically, the purpose is to test the effects of sub-
ject attitude, trial context and the context of the initial trial upon
the judgment of moderate statements. Social Judgment Theory (Sherif
and‘Hovland, 1961) would predict that subject attitude would be in-
fluential in determining subject responses. On the other hand, the
research by Campbell, Lewis and Hunt (1957), Biéri, Orcutt and Leaman
(1963) and Atkins (1966) which was drawn primarily from Adaptation
Level Theory (Helsom, 1964), would suggest that tiial context or an
interaction between subject attitude and trial context would‘be in:
‘fluential in determiningrsubjeet responses. In an attempt to clarify
the inconsistencies between theory and research the following hypoth~
eses are proposed:

(1) From the finding of Bieri, Orcutt and Leaman (1963)

and Atkins (1966) it is hypothesized that on the first

trial subjects will evidencé an Initial contrast effeét;

.that is, on the initial trial subjects will judge the

moderate statement opboéite to the context with which

the moderate statement is paired.

(2) Subjects holding favourable and unfavourable attitudes

will differ in their judgments of the moderate statements

(Sherif, Sherif aﬁd Nebergall, 1965). Thus subjects with fa-

vourable attitudes will displace.the.moderate statements toward

the unfavourable end’of the judgment scale, whereas subjects

with unfavourable attitudes will display the'-opposite dis-
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placement pattern.
(3) From the findings of Atkins (1966),7Bieri, Orcutt and
Leaman (1958) and Campbell, Lewis and Hunt (1957),.it is
bypothesized that subsequent to the initial trial, subjects
will judgg the moderate statements as being similar to the
context on any given trialj; fhat is, subjects will rate the
moderate statements more favourably when the trial conéext
is pro than when the triai context is con. On the other
hand, when the trial context is con, the moderate statements
will be rated more unfavourably than when the trial conééxt
is pro.
(4) On those trials where context and atfitude are con-—
gruent sdbjects wlll evidence assimilation effects} ﬁhat
is,'subjegts with favéurable attitudes will rate the moder—
ate statements as more favouraﬁle‘when the trial context is
pré than when thé context is conJ(Hélsén,il964;.Atkins, 1966).
Subjects with unfavourable attitudes should rate the mod-
erate statements as more unfavouraﬁle when the trial context
is coﬁ than when the trial context is pro (Atkins, 1966),
When attitude and context are incongruent subjects wili
judge the ﬁoderate statements similar to thercontgxt with
which the moderate statement is péired. Thus the subjedts
with favouréblerattitudes should judge the moderate state-~
ments. less favoﬁrably when the trial context is con than

when the trial context is pro (Atkins, 1966).
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+ I1T. METHOD
Subjects

An altered form of the Legalized Abortion Scale (McCrosky,
1968) was administered to 900 students who were enrolled in the Faculties
of Arts and Science, Education and Nursiné, - The scale, qonstruéﬁed ac-
cording to the method described in Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall (1965),
consisted of nine statements lettered A through T, where A and I rep-
resent the most extreme pro and con positions respectively.

To facilitate responding on a scale constructed by the ﬁethod
of Ordered Alternatives a practice scale, the Canadian election, pre-
ceded the Legalized Abortion Scale. Format and instructions for both
attitude scales were identical.

Subsequent to compléting the attitude scales the subjects
rated seven concepts on, ten scales of the semantic differential (Osgood,
Suci, and Tannenbaum, 196&; Snidér and Osgood, 1969). Five evaluative
scales; fair, good, valuaBle, sacred and clean; three potency scales;
heavy, sharp and large; and two activity scales; fast and hard, were
randomly ordered for each page of the pretest booklet. Therpretest book-
let is in Appendix E. Subjects having favourable or ﬁnfavourable
attitudes were selected on the basis of their respective scores on thg
Legalized Abortion Scale and a summation of the evaluative scales on
the concept of abortion. Subjects having favourable attitudes checked
A or B as the most acceptable position,and also obtained a summated
evaluative rating of 311; fﬁrther, subjects ﬁaving unfavourable atti-
tudes checked G, H, or I as the most acceptable position and obtained

a summated evaluative rating of £8, This procedure made it possible
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to obtain 3Q subjects haying favoprable attitudes and 30 subjects
haying unfayourable attitudes. ‘Subjects within each attitude group had
the most extreme ratings on both attitude measures.

Apparatus and Material

From an o?iginal pool of4136'pro and con birth conérol'state— :
ments (Thurstone, 1929; Granville, 1957; Guttmacher, 1967; Pick, 1968).
Thirty-three statements were selected"fér their .apparent. relevance to
the topic. The statements were jﬁdgéq by ninety-six malg'and female |
sophmore students who were regiéteéed in Social ésychology classes.
| The students were asked to judge the degree of favourability
which was expressed by each statement (see Appendix B). Pro, con and
modérate étatements, identified on the bas;s éf means and standard
deviations, are included in Appendix B, Ten pro éf = 6,08, s = 1.50),
ten con (ibf 1.75, s % 1.545,'and thirteen moderate 6§ = 4.14, s = 1.81)
statements were selected for the experimeﬁt.

# All pro statements were ;andomly paired, and to each pair of
p;o statements a moderate abortion statement was randomly assigned.
The same randomization proéedure was carried out for the con state-
ments. Thus there were five pro and five con triads consisting of
either two pro or two con statements and a moderate abortion statement.
The threg unassigned moderate stétements formed trial eleven.

Trials for the control groups were composed of 33 moderate
statements concerning~a;titudés'towadeSunday observances (Thurstone,
1929; Holtzman and Young, 1966),.attitudgs’toward child rearing and
punishing children (Koch, Dentler, Dysart; Streit, 1934; Ackerly, 1934)

and moderate statements regarding abortion. Eleven triads were
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randomly formed from these statements,- Eaéh triad consisted of one
moderate statement concerning Sunday observances, one concerning child
rearing practices, and one moderate abortion statement. Control state-
ments are listed in Appendix B.
| Slides showing the statements.were prepared, andjpfesented
via a Kodak Carousel 700 projector onto a desk top viewer. Subjects
recorded their judgments of each statement fn an ansiwer booklet (see
Appendix F).

Design

Subjects having favourable or unfavourable attitudes were
randomly assigned to an initial pro or con anchor condition. 1In the -
initial pro anchor condition sﬁbjects, on the first trial, were ex-
posed to a triad consisting of two pro statements and a moderate state-
ment regarding the abortion issue. On trial two, subjects were ex-
posed to a triad consisting of two con statements plus a moderate
abortion statement. This alternation of contexts continued over ten
trials, |

The same procedure.was followed for the initial con anchor
condition, except that subjects in the initial con anchor céndition
were exposed to the opposite context condition on each trial to that
experienced by the initial pro anchor subjects.

After the complefion of the tenth trial, a critical trial,
which consisted of three moderate abortion statements, was presented
to subjects in both iInitial anchor conditions. This trial provided a
measure of the effect of an extended series of alterﬁating contexts

upon statements lacking a contrasting trial context.
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In an attempt to reduce order effects, the triads were pre-
sented under two orders of presentation, One-half of the subjects in °
each initial anchor condition judged the triads under one of the orders
of presentation. 1In both ordeprs of presentation the triads were ran-
domly assigned to judgment position, with the only restriction being
that the pra-con or the con-pro order be maintained throughout the ten
trials,

To assess the relatiye weight of subject attitﬁde, two con-
trol groups consisting of ten subjects with favourable attitudes and
ten subjects with unfavourable attitudes respectively, judged a set of
three moderate statements dealing with Sunday observances, child rear-
ing, and abortion. To reduce the possibility of response set, state-
ments dealing with Sunday observances and child rearing were alternated
on each trial, while the abortion statement always appeared in the
third position. These statementé were judged over eleven trials. The
eleventh trial served as the critical trial for both groups.

Thus, subjects with favourable and unfavourable attitudes
were exposed to an initial triad consisting of either two pro or two
con statements and a moderate statement regarding the abortion issue.
The pro and con contexts of subsequent triads were alternated on each
of the remaining trials. Two control groups, consisting of subjects
having favourable and unfavourable gttitudes respectively, rated the

favourability of moderate attitude statements.
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Procedure

Subjects, upon entering the social psychology iaboratory at
the University of Calgary, read instructions which required them to
rate the favourability of tﬁe three statements presented on each trial.
Complete instructions are included in Appendix G. ‘ |

After the experimenter answered any quéstions régarding the‘
instructions, the projector was' turned on and the subject began to
judge the statements. The experimenter, who sat behind thg subject,
recorded the time in seconds that each subject took to complete each
page of the answer booklet. The task was completely self—pacéd.

At the completion of the judgment task each subject was
asked the following questions: (1) sometimes an experiment appears to
be different from what the person is told an experiment’is about. Can
you éell me what this experiment is about? (2) Did you notice any- |
thing special about the slide presentation, any particular order or
pattern? The first questién‘sought fo determine if demand character—
istics were present in the experimental situation, while the second

question attempted to detect the role of awareness in subject responses.
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" "IV 'RESULTS

The following results are presented in three parts, the major
analysis of variance based on the judgment of the moderate statements,
analysis of the critical trial, and the‘supplementaryF results.

With regard to the post-experimental questioﬁs, none of the
subjects was aware of the purpoée of the experiment, and only three
subjects noticed the context maﬁiﬁulation. Thus it appears that'the
subjects were responding to the experimental stimuli rather than to
possible demand characteristics.

The Major Analysis of Variance

Two levels of attitude (favourable and unfavourable), two
leyels of initial trial anchor (pro.or con), two levels of erigl con~
text (pro or con), and five trials.were analyzed using a four-way
analysis of variance with repeated measures on the trials faétor. The
results of the 2 x 2 x 2 x 5 analysis are shown in Table 1. The with-

in subjects effect reveals some disparity between the subject within
group mean squares. Bartlett's test for the homogeneity of error
variance (Winer, 1962) indicated a significant degree’of heterogeneity
X 2 - 150, daf = 2, p <,01) between the subject within group mean
squares. Winer (1962) suggests that a conservative F statistic be
employed when variance heterogenéity is present. Thus for the judg-

ment data, the degrees of freedom associated with the denominator of

the F-ratio are similar to the degrees of freedom associated with the



Table 1

Analysis of Variance for the Judgment of the
Moderate%Statement'on:thg:Eirst Ten Trials.
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399

Source of Variation SS df MS F ,
A (Attitude) 140.42 1 140.42 36.66
I (Initiai Anchor) 5.06 1 5.06 1.32
AxT 5,06 1 5.06 1.32
Between Subjects 138,02 36 3.83 _1.09
C (Context) 1.32 1 1.32 0.21
AxC 1 0.02 1 0.02 0.003
IxcC 46,92 1 46.92 7.34"
AxIxC 45.56 1 45.56 | 7.13%
C x Subjects within groups 230.07- 36 6.39 1,82
T (Trials) 8.66 4 2.16 0.57
AxT 47.51 4 11.88 3.15
IxT 11.23 4 2,81 0.73
AxIxT 25.97 4 6.49 1.72
'T x Subjects within groups 542.81 144 3.77 1.07
CxT 25.71 4 . 6.43 1.83
AxCxT 27.71 4 6.87 1.96
IxCxT 23.61 4 5.91 1.68
AxIxCxT , 20:62 4 5.16 1.47
CT x Subjects within groups 505.15 “144 3.51 0.76
Total | gssiazal. - |

* p<.OL , % p< .05
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between group error term, whereas the numerator of the F-ratio carries
one degree of freedom‘(Winer; 1962; page 322). |

As indicated in Table 1, subject'attitﬁde ) pro&ucéd a sig-
nificant effect upon the judgment of the moderate statements'(F7= 36.66,
df = 1/36, p<.01). The ﬁean'judgments for subjects having'févourable
and unfavourable attitudes were 5,13 aﬁd 3.95 respectively. Thus each
attitude group tended to assimilate the moderate statements to its own
position. No other main effect‘approached significance.

A significant interaction emerged between initial anchor and
trigl context (F = 7,34, df = 1/36, p <.05). The means of fhe inter-
action are shown in Table 2. Individual comparisons of therinteraction
means, which are included in Appendix H, revealed no significagt dif-
ferences.: These nonsignificant results may be attributable to the denom-
inator of £he F—ratiorfor'fﬁis interaction, the context by subjects
‘within group mean squaré (6.39). This error term; which is approxi-
mately twice as largé as the other subjects within groups mean squares,
might tend to mask aﬁy potentially significant differences betﬁeen the
interaction means thus precluding any further parametric analysis. Thus
the judgment of the moderate statements would seem to be a function of
the joint influence of both the trial context and the initial anchor,
but an inflated error term prevents any further g_gostéfiori analysis.

As may be seen from Tablg 1 a triple interaction emerged
between subject attitude, trial context and‘initial anchor (F = 7;13,

df = 1/36, p <.05). The means of the interaction appear in Table 3.
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Table 2

Mean Judgments on the Pro and Con
Anchox and the Pro ox Con Context Trials

Initial Anchor

Trial
Context o Pro . . Con
Pro | . 4.83 4.03

Con 4.37 4,94
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Table 3

Mean Judgments of the Moderate Statements by Favourable
and Unfavourable Subjects who Experienced Either an Initial
Pro or Con Anchor and Either Pro or Con Context Trials

Attitude
Trial | Favourable Unfavourable
Context i ‘ :
Initial Anchor
Pro ' - | Con ".‘Pro 2 Con
Pro 4,98 - | 4.84 4,68 - 3.22

Con 5.2 | 5.30 | 3.32 4.58
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Individual comparisons of the interaction means, which are included
in Appendix H, indicated that subjécts with favourable attitudes in
both the pro anchor-con context condition and the con anchor-con con-
text condition tended to judge the moderate statements more favourably
than subjects with unfavourable attitudes in the pro anchor-con context
condition and the con anchor-pre context condition. The results, which
are in the predicted direction, failed to_éttain statistical significance
despite the significant F value, The nonsignificant a posteriori re~
sults may be traced to the large error term for this interaction, as in
the case of the initial anchor by trial context interaction already dis~
cussed. Thus the judgment of the moderate statements would seem to be
a function of the joint influence of subject attitude, trial éontext
and the initial anchor. No other interactions approached significance.

| With regard to counterbalanbed:designs, Linquist (1953) notes
that while such designs reduce experimental error in.the ﬁaiﬁ éffects
and interactions, counterbalancing fails to remove experimental error:
from the interaction error terms, thus such designs tgnd to be rather
conservative., It is suggested that the significant findings found in
the present experiment, which were a result of a counterbalanced design,
as .well as reduced number of degrees of‘freedom, represent experimental
effects rather than statistical artifacts. |

Analysis of the Critical Trial

A 2(favourable and unfavourable attitudes) by 2( pPro or con
context) analysis of variance was calculated on the third moderate state-

ment of trial eleven. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.



Table 4

Analysis of Variance of the Judgment of the
Moderate Statement on the Critical Trial
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Source of Yariation -85 df“ MS ' F
Attitude (A) 30.63 | 1 30.63 96677
Trial Context (C)' 9.02 1 '9.02 2;84
AxC 11.02 1 11.02 3.48
Exrror 114.00 36 3.16 |
Total . 164.67 39

#%  p<,01
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Subject attitude emerged as a significant main effect (F = 9.66,
df = 1/36, p <.01l). The mean judgments of subjects having favourable
and unfayourable attitudes were 3.00 and 4.45 respectively, ‘No other
main effect or inte;action approaChed'significance.‘ This finding.in—
dicates that, at the conclusion of the ékﬁeriment; the subjects' atti-
tude influenced their responses to the modé;ate statement. Thus,
subjects with favourableiattitudes:contrastéd the mdderate statement
away from their own position, whereas subiects with unfavourabie atti-~
‘tudes displaced the méderate statement:towards the favourable end of
the attitude scale.

Supplementary Results

A 2(fayourable and unfavourable attitudes) by 2 (pro or con
anchor) analysis of Variénce was computed on the judgment of the mod- 7
erate statemenf ofi the initial trial, The results of the analysis are
shown in Table 5. No main effect or interaction approached signifi-
cance. Analysis of the firsf trial was done to compare the present
research with past investigations.

A t-test was used to compare the judgments of the experimén;
tal and control groups on the judgment of the third moderate statement
on trial eleven. There were no significant differences between the
judgments made by the experimental and control groupsr(t = 0.44).

This finding supports the conclusioﬂ concerning the results of the
crltical trial; that is, at the end of the task the subjects' attitude

influenced their responses to the moderate statement,



Table 5

‘Analysis of Variance for the Ratings of the

Moderate Statement on Trial One
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Source of Variation ) df " MS F
Attitude ZA) .899 .1 .899 | OfZl
Initial Anchor (1) 1.5§9 1 1.599 0.38
Ax I .899 1 .899 10.21
Error 150.99 36 4,172

Total 153.59 39
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V. DISCUSSION

The first hypothesis predicted- that on the ini;ial trial,
subjects would contrast the moderate statement away from the trial
context. Tt was expected that subjects with favourable or unfavour-
able attitudes who were exposed to a con context on the initial trial
would displace the moderate statement toward the favourable end of the
scale, whereas subjects with favourable or unfavourable attitudes who
experienced a pro context on the initial triai'were expected to con-
trast the moderate statement toward the unfévourable end of the judg-
ment scale. This hypothesis was not confirmed.

Adaptation Level Theory and Social Judgment Theory would
predict that on the initial trial both attitqde groups should con-
trast the moderate statement away from the trial context. The results
on the initial trial parallel the findings of Atkins (1966) who found
that on the first trial subjects who held favourable and unfavourable
attitudes toward fraternities were not significantly different in
their judgments of a moderate fraternity statement which was paired with
either two pro or two con fraternity statements. It would seem that on
the initial trial neither attitude nor trial context were influential
in determining subject responses.

The second hypothesis predicted a significant attitude main
effect. This hypothesis was confirmed. The result, that subjects with
fayourable and unfavourable attitudes judged the moderate statements
differently, runs counter to the finding of Atkins (1966). In the pres—

ent experiment the criterien for subject selection was a favourable, or
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unfavourable response on two attitude measures, thus only the ﬁost’.
extreme respondents were chosen. In the Atkins' experiment a single
attitude measure was employed. It is suggested that the.subjects in
the present investigatién‘were more extreme In their beliefs as com-
pared to subjects in past research,‘andrﬁhis differenég in attitude
extremity may account for the disparity between past and present inves-
tigations. Selecting subjects from the opposite extremes of an attitude
continuum tends to magnify differences between the two groués. Thus
comparisons between the present investigatton:and past research must be
made with some hesitancy, since extreme beliefs impose some restrictions
upon the ability to generalize the present resuits to other investiga—v
rtions in which subjecﬁs may have held more moderate positions.

Social Judgment'Theory (Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall, 1965j
argues that subjects with favourable attitudes should contrast the
moderate statements toward the unfavourabie end of thelju@gment_scale,
whereas subjects with qnfavouréble attitudes should displéy the
opposite displacement pattern. The results of the present investiga-
tion failed to confirm these theoretical notions. On those trials
where a moderate statement was paired with either two pro or two con
context statements, subjects with favouréble or unfavouraﬁle attitudes
assimilated‘the moderate statements to their own attitude position.

In other words, subjects with favourable attitudes rated the moderate
statements favourably,,whereas subjects with unfavourable attitudes

evidenced unfavourable judgments of the moderate statements. In the
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light of the assimilation effects that weke noted for each attitude
group, Social Judgment Theory would state that at Fhe completion of the
context trials, subjects with favourable and unfavoufable attituaés may
have perceived the moderate statements as being withinftheir respective
latitudes of acceptance. Further, according to Social Judgmeﬁp Theory,
subjects who are extreme in their views should demonstrate a narrow
latitude of acceptance and a wide latitude of rejecﬁiqn (Sherif and
Hovland; 1961). Since subjects with favourable or unfavourable attitudes
evidenced assimilation tendencies, it is suggésted that thg latitudes of -
acceptance for each attitude group may have increased in size as a
result of the trial context,

Sears and Freedman (1965) demonstrated that subjects who
were informed that they would be ekposed‘to alternate points of view
regarding a familiar tbpic;'evidenéed greater‘opinion change than
‘subjects’who were told that they would be éxposed to arguments:with
which they were alrea&y familiar. Sears and Freedman state that the
subject's anticipation of exposure to alternaterpqints of view may
have attenuated subject commitment to a particular position, thus
facilitating attitude change. Similarly,J{n the present experiment,
subjects may have anticipated exposﬁre to alternate points of view
after reading the experimental instructions;:and the expectancy may
have 1esseneé the subject's cémmitment to a particular position. It
is suggested that the possible decrement in subject commitment, aﬁd

the subsequent exposure to attitude~discrepant points of view, may
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have increased the subjects latitude of acceptance resulting in
assimilation tendencies for each attitude group.

The results of trial eleven, the critical trial, emphasizes
the transitory nature of the decrement in subject commitmett. When'
the external frame of reference, triai context, was removed,,subjetts
with favourable attitudes contrasted the méderate statement toward the
unfavourable end of the judgment scalé, whereas subjects with unfav-
ourable attitudes displayed the opposite diéplacement patterni These
findings seem to offer some support for Soctfal Judgment Theory. Sherif

and Hovland (1961) argue that subject attitude, an internal frame of

‘reference, may, in the absence of an external frame of reference, trial

context, influence subject responses. The attitude main effect noted
for .the judgment of the moderate étatements on the context trials, as
well as on the criticai trial, would seem to offer some support for
Social Judgment.Theory. ‘Further, subjects.when anticipating exposure
to attitude-discrepant points of view, may temporarily redefine'their
attitudinal position with reference to the attitude object. On the
critical trial, when the trial context was removed, subjectt were not
compelled to acknowledge alternate points of view, thus the internal
frame of reference, subject attitude, was influential in determining
subject responses.

The"third hypothesis predicted that on trials subsequent to
the initial trial the moderate statement would be rated similar to the
trial context with which it was paired. This.hypothesis was not con-

firmed. This finding runs counter to the results of Campbell, Lewis
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and Hunt (1957); Bieri, Orcutt and Leaman (1958) and Atkins (1966). in
the studies by Campbell:géfé},, (1957} and Biefi:§§_§g=) (1958) the mod-
eraterstatements may have beén yague and ambiguous, thus the trial con-
text may have facilitated the production of assimilation to the context
effects by providing a salient frame of reference from which to judge'
the moderate statements. The subjécts in'the-study ﬁy Aﬁkins (1966)
may not have been extreme In their beliefs reggrding the topic of fra-
ternities, thus frial context rather than éubject attitude may havé
been more influential in determining subject responses. The subjeét
selection criterion employed .in the present investigation would seem
to argue against the notion that subjects in the present ekperiment
were not extreme in their beliefs. Thus the significant context
effects noted iIn past research may be aﬁtributed to either the nature - °
of the stimulus material or thevdegree‘of eﬁtremity of subject a;titpde.

The fourth hypothesis:preéicte& that the éubjects Qith |
favourable attitudes would judge the moderate statements more favourably
under the pro context condition than -under the con context condition,
whereas subjects with unfavéurable attitudes were predic£ed to judge
the moderate statements more unfavourably in the con context condition
than in the pro context condition. This hypothesis was not coﬁfirmed.
However, partial support for this hypothesis was pfovided by an un-
prédicted interaction between initial anchor, trial context and sub- ]

ject attitude. In this intéraction, subjects with favourable attitudes.

1

in the con context, pro and con anchor conditions, tended to judge the
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moderate statements moré.favbufably than subjects with unf;vourable
attitudes in both the pro anchor~con context condition and in the con
anchor-pro context conditfon. Adaptation Level Theory would predict
that subjects in an attempt to maintain thelr adaptation level after
exposure to a stimulus,'would displace'that stimulus away from the
existing adaptation level (Helson, 1964). Thus subjects with favour-
able attitﬁdes,in the pro anchor—con'context‘conditipn who were
exposed to a moderate statement and two con context statements should,
according'to Adaptation Level Theory, displace the three sfatemenfs
toward the unfavourable end of the judgment scale, Furthgr, it is
suggested, that subsequent to.the displacement of the three statements,
the subjects with favourable attitudes contfastgd the modé}ate stéte—
ﬁent away from the con contgxt tpwa:d the favourable end of the judg-
ment scale. It is possible‘that the displacement of the moderate
statements re—estabiished‘the subjects' adaptation level.

A similar explanation may be offered to account for the judg-
ments of subjects with unfavourable attitudes in the con anchor-pro
context condition; that is, subjects‘with unfavourable attitudes‘may
hafe displaced the moderafe statements and the two pro statements
toward the favourable end of the judgment scale, and then contrastéd
the moderate statement away from the trial context toward the unfa-
vourable end-af the judgment scale. It is suggested -that the difference
in judgment between subjects with favourableAattitudes in the pro
anchor-con confext condition and subjects with unfavourable attitudes

in the con anchor-pro condﬁtioﬁ, although only marginally significant,
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may be traced to the opposite displacement tendencies between the
respectiye adaptation levels andrthe'attitude statements, as well as
the contrast effect between the trial contexts and the moderate state-
ments.

It would seem that the judgments of subjects with favour- -
abhle or unfavourable attitudes under each condition of initial anchor
and trial context may be explained accofdiﬁg to Adaptation Level Theory.
Thus subjects with favourable attitudes, In the con anchor-con context
condition, may have displaced the moderaté statements and the trial con-
text toward the unfavourable'énd of the jﬁdgment scale, and then con-
trasted the moderate‘statemeﬁt away from the trial context toward the
favourable end of the scale, Sﬁbjects with unfavourable attitudes, in
the con anchor-pro context condition, as noted previously, may have

. contrasted the moderate statemen£ away from the pro context statements
toward the unfavourable end of thetjudgment scale, Thus the marginally
‘significant differences found between these two conditions may bé
attributed to the opposite displacemént tendencies between the res-
pective adaptation levels and the attitude statements, as well as the
contrast effect between the trial contexts and the moderate stateﬁents.'

Subjects with unfavourable attitudes in the pro anchor-con
context condition seem to offer .an exception to the above explénation.
The moderate statement was rated similar to the trial context. Adapta~
‘tion Level Theory would predict that the congruency of unfavourable
attitudes and con contexts would result in a pooling of these two

variables, and this pooling efféct would tend to strengthen the existing
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adaptatipn leyel resulting in a salfent judgmentai anchor (Schwartz, j
1969). Further, Adaptation LeVél'Theory would predict.that the pro
anchor would be displaced away from the existing adaptation level
toward the favourable end of the écale; forming an additional judg—-
mental anchor (Helson, 1964). Adaptation Level .Theory posits that |
the moderate statement would be contrasted awayAfrom the initial
anchor toward the more salient subject: attitude; and this contrasf
effect should result in an unfavourable rating of the moderate s;ate—
“ment (Schwartz, 1969).> The observed results are in agreement with

this theoretical notion.
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Conclusions and’ Implications

- The results of the present investiéation'suggest that ‘sub- -
jects helding favourableor unfayourable attitudes assimilated thesnodn
erate statements to their respective attitude positicn. It wds suggested
that the actcnhation of cubjéct commitment to a particular position, énd
the subseéuent exposure to alternate points cf view, may have tempora-
rily increased the subjects® latitude of acceptance,iresulting in
assimilation tendencies for both attitude groups. Assimilation of
the moderate ctatemencs suggests that each attitude group evidenced-
attitude change in the direccion of the moderate statements. Further,
the assimilation effect suggests that extreme-attitude subjects who
anticipate exposure to aiternate points of view, and are subsequently
- presented with a series of persuasive communications, some of which
are consistent while others are inconcistent with the subject's posi-
tion, may evidence atcitudc cnange in the direction of the attittde-
discrepant communication. Thus the results of the present investd-
gation suggest a method for producing attitude change in subjects
who are largely unresponsive to traditional attitude change paradigms.

The observed interaction between attitude, trial context and
initial anchor would seem to give support to Adaptation Level. Theory
(Helson, 1959; 1964). The interaction strengthens Helson's .contention
that focal (the moderate statements),background (trial context and the
initial anchor) and residual stimuli (subject attitude) pool to form a
group adaptation level, Thus it would seem that the interaction pro-

vides some support for the notion of spatio-temporal pooling.
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In other words, the observed results suggest that during the context
trials, focal; background and residual stimuli become less prominent
in judging the moderate statements, and the resultant judgments may
represent a pooling of these stimulus attributes into a single gestalt.

With reference to the initial anchor, Adaptation Level
Theory, (Helson, 1964; Schwartz, 1969) wouid suggest that the con-
gruency of either subject attitude or tfial contexf and the initial
anchor would tend to increase the saliency of subject attitude or
trial context respectively as anchors in the judgmental situation.
Increasing the saliency of these two variables would tend to influence
the displacement of the adaptation level. A lack‘of relevant litera-
ture presents some diffigulties in assessing the role of the initial
anchor in determining subject responses, thus an assessment of the
initial anchor must wait for future research.

It is difficul; in the present investigation to arrive at an
overall assessment of the influence of trial context, subject attitude
and initial anchor in determining subject responses. The difficulty of
interpretation is reflected in the lack of significant differences
between the means of anchor byrcontext interaction, as well as the
marginally significant differences between the means for the attitude,
context and initial anchor interaction. Thus interpretation of the
triple interaction in terms of Adaptation Level Theory must remain,
at the presént time, as suggestive,

In the present invyestigation oniy a small percentage of the
students who were pretested were used as experimental subjects. Thus

caution must be exercised in generalizing the results of the present
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invgstigation to the.non—laboratéry population where more moderate at-
titudes might prevail. TFurther, it s not known whether subjects with
fayourable or unfayourable attitudes in the present investigation held
other extreme attitudes, thus generalization of the present results to
other extreme attitude groups must be made with some hesitancy.l

The present investigation employed two aftitude measures in
an attempt to obtain homogeneous‘attitude groups. The significant sub-
jects within groups error term,which was noted in the present experiment,
implies a subjects by treatment Interaction (Winer, 1962). The inter-
action suggests that the subjects within each attitude group responded
differently to the experimental stimuli, and such differences in re-
sponse may indicate that subjects were not homogeneous with regard to
the attitude topic. There may be a number of reasons why a subject
holds.a favourable or unfavourable attitude, but conventional attitude
measures are usually not sensitive to these individual differences. By
the use of multivariate analysis future investigations may wish to
focus upon the influence of individual differences upon the judgment
of social stimuli. The effect of individual differepces in the judg-
ment of social stimuli has received little attention, and an adequate
explanation of the judgmental processes should take these differences
into account.

Thege are several aspects of the present experiment that need
further investigation. For example, the relationship betweenvinitiai
anchor and subject attitude in influencing the judgment of a moderate
statement requires clarification, Rather than alternate the trial con-

text it may be desirable to manipulate the initial anchor and leave the
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trial context either similar or dissimilar to the subjects! attitude.
In this manner the effect of the intefactioﬁ upon the judgment of the
moderate statement could be ascertained. |

The present experiment required the subject to judge eleven,

" consecutively presented triads. Future research might wish to inves-

tigate the effect aof an interpolated task;upon the jﬁdgment of a con-
text embedded statement. It could be hypothesized that the statements
would be rated differently when consecutively presented triads are
compared with triads which were presentedrafter an interpblgted task.
Current research, as in past investigations, required the
subject to judge the favourability of thg modefate statement.  How
judgments would be effected when subjects were required‘to judge the
expressed degree of conservativeness or liberality present in a given

statement can only be ascertained by future investigations.



VI. REFERENCES ' 46
Ackerly, L. A. The fnformation and attitudes regarding child develop-
ment possessed by parents of elementary s¢heel children.

University of Towa Studies in Child Welfare. _In Shaw, M.E.

and Wright, J. J, (Bds.). Scdles for the Measurement of
Attitudes. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.
Atkins, A. L, Own attitude and discriminability in relation to anchor-

ing effects in judgment. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 1966, &, 497-507.

Bieri, J., Orcutt, B, Leaman, R. Anchoring effects in sequential

clinical judgments. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
1963, 67, 616-623.

Campbell, D. T., Hunt, W. A., Lewis, N. A. The effects of assimilation
and contrast in the judgments of clinical stimuli. American

Journal of Psychology, 1957, 70, 347-360.

Diab, L. Studies in social attitudes: TT. Selectivity in mass com-
munication media as a function of attitude-medium discrepancy.

Journdl of Social Psychology, 1965, 67, 297-311.

Dillehay, R. C. Judgmental processess in response to a persuasive

communication. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

1965, 6, 631-641.

Eiser, J. R. Enhancement of contrast in the absolute judgment of

attitude statements. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 1971, 17, 1-10.

Fernberger, S. W. On absolute and relative judgments in lifted weight

experiments. American Journal of Psychology, 1931, 43,

560-578.



47

Freedman, J. L. TInvolvement, discrepancy and change, Joufnal of

'Experimental Social Psychology, 1964, 69,.290-295,

Granville, W. The Sanctify of Life and ‘the Criminal Code. New York:

Knopf, 1957.

Guttmacher, A. F. The Case for Legalized Abortion Now. ' Berkeley,
California: Diablo Press, 1967.
Helson, H. Adaptation leyel theory. In Koch, S. (Ed.). Psychology:

A Study of a Science., Volume I, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1959.

Helson, H. Adaptation Level Theory: ég_Ekperimental and -Systematic

Approach to Behdviour. New York: Harper and Row, 1964.

Holtzman, W. H. and Young, R. K. Scales for measuring attitude toward

the Negro and toward organized religion., Psychological
Reports, 1966, 18, 31-34, .

Hovland, C. I. and Sherif, M. 'Judgmental pheﬁomeha and scales of
attitude measurement: Iteﬁ displacement iﬁ Thurstone scales.

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1952, 47, 822-832,

Hovland, C. I., Harvey, O. J. and Sherif, M. Assimilation and contrast
effects in reactions to a communication and attitude change.

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1957, 55, 244-252,

Hunt, W. A. and Volkmann, J. The anéhoring of an affective scale.

American Journal of Psychology, 1936, 33, 742-743,

Hunt, W. A. Anchoring effects in judgment.T American Journal of

Psychology, 1941, 54, 395-403.
Insko, C. A., Murashima, F., Saiyadain, M. Communicator discrepancy,

stimulus ambiguity, and inflﬁenQe. Journal of Personality,

1966, 34, 262-274.



7

48

Kiesler, C. A., Collins, B. E,, and Miller, N. Attitude Change; A

Cfitiéai'Aﬁélfgjs'ééjipédéétié;i Appféaches. New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1969,

Koch, H. L., Dentler, M., Dysart, B. and Streit, J. A scale for
measuring attituaes,toward the question of children‘s

freedom. Child Development, 1934, 5, 253-266. TIn Shaw,

M. E.,, and Wright, J. M. (Eds). Scales for the Measurement

of Attitudes, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

Koulack, D. A test of social judgment theory with the use of an

interval scale. Journal of Social Psychology, 1970, 82,
275-276. '
LaFave, L. and Sherif, M. Reference scale and the placement of items

with the Own Categories Technique. Journal of Social

Psychology, 1968, 76, 75-82.

Linquist, E. F. Design and Analysis of Experiments in Psychology and

Education. Boston: Houghton Miffiin, 1953.
Manis, M. The interpretation of opinion statements as a function of

recepient attitude. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,

1969, 60, 340-344.
McCrosky, J. Latitude of acceptance and the semantic differential.

Journal of Social Psychology, 1968, 74, 127-132.

Osgood, C. E., Suci, G. J. and Tannenbaum, P. J. The Measurement of
Meaning. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1957.
Parducci, A. Learning variables in the judgment of single stimuli.

Journal of Experimental Psychology. 1954, 48, 24-30.

Peck, A. Theraputic abortion: patients, doctors, and society.

American Journal of Psychiatry. 1968, 125, 797-804.



49
Peterson, P. D. and Koulack, D. Attitude change as a function of

latitudes of acceptance and rejection. Journal of Personality

and Social Psvchology. 1969, 2, 309-311.

Rhine, R. J. and Severance, L, Ego~involvement, diécrepancy, source

credibility and attitude change. Journal of Personality and,;

Social Psycholagy. 1970, 16, 175-190.

Rambo, W. W. and Main, R. S. External referent and the judgment of

gsocially relevant stimuli. The Journal of Social Psychology,

1969, 77, 97-105.
Schwartz, F. S. "Judgments of agreement with attitude statements as a
function of own attitude and series order.'" Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. University of Wagerloo. 1969.
Sears, D. 0. and Freedman, J. L. Effec£s'of expected familiarity of

arguments upon opinion change and selective exposure,

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1965,.2,
420-425,

Segall, M. H. The effect on attitude and experience on judgments of

controversial statgmenis. Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 1959, 58, 61-68.
Sherif, C. Social categorization as a function of latitude of accep-

tance and series range. Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psychology, 1963, 67, 148-156.
Sherif, M., and Hovland, C. I. Judgmental phenomena and scales of
attitude measurement: Placement of items with individual

choice of number of categories. Journal of Abnormal and

Social Psychology, 1953, 48, 135-141.




50

Sherif, M., Taub, D., and Hoyland, E. L. Assimilation and contrast
effects of anchoring stimuli on’ judgment. " Journal of

Experimental Psychology, 1958, 55, 150-155.

Sherif, M. and Hovland, E. I. Socfal Judgment Assimilation and Contrast

Effect in Communication and Attitude Change. New Haven:

Yale Uniyersity Press, 1961.

Sherif, C. W., Sherif, M., and Nebergall, R. E. Attitude and Attitude

Change: The Socifdl-Judgment-Involvement Approach. *

Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders, 1965.

Snider, J. and Osgood, C. Semantic Differential Technique: A Source-

book. Chicago: Aldine, 1969. '

Thurstone, L and Chave, E. J, The Measurement gf_Aftitude. Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1929
Tresselt, M. E., The effect of the experience of contrasted groups upon
the formation of a new scale of judgment. The Journal of

Social Psychology, 1948, 27, 209-216.

Weiner, B. Statistical Principles ig'Experiméntal Design. New York

McGraw-Hill, 1962.
Weiss, W. The effects on opinions of a change in scale judgments.

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1958, 58, 329-334.

Whittacker, J, Resolution of the communication discrepancy issue in
attitude change. In C. W. Sherif and M. Sherif (Eds.).

Attitude Ego-Involvement and Change. New York: John Wiley &

Sons, 1967
Zavollini, M. and Cook, S.W. Influence of judges attiftudes of ratings
of favourableness of statements about a social group. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 1965, 1, 43—54.




APPENDICES



52
APPENDTX A

The Relationship Between Semantic Differential
and the Latitudes of Acceptance and Rejection

Purpose

The purpose of the pilog test was'two fold. First, to test
the efficacy'of therLegalized Abortion Scale (McCrosky, 1968). Second,
to test Diabfs (1965) hypothesisgthaﬁ a less heterogeneous subject
sample could be obtained by the Method of Ordered Alternatives (Sherif,
Sherif and Nebergall, 1965) and the semantic differential (Osgood, Suci.
and Tannenbaum, i957).
Method

Subjects: Thirty-five male and female students who ‘were regis-
tered in a summer ;ession course in Social Psychology and thirty—six male
and female graduate students served as subjects.
Procedure

Subjects Weré'asked to indicate their most and least accept-
able and objectionable positions regaraing the topic of legalized abor-
tion. . |

Prior to compieting the abortion scale subjects compieted a
practice scale, the Canadian election. This scale was provided to famil—

iarize the subjects with the format of the Legalized Abortion Scale.

'Both scales were completed under the instructions given by Sherif, et al.,

(1965).
Subsequent to completing the attitude scales the subjects ratéd

three concepts dam, abortion, and adolsecence on five scales, favourable,
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good, sharp, fair and lafgé, on the semantic differential..Subjecté' |
completed the semantic diffefeﬁfial in the manner outlined by Osgood,
,gt__a_‘l__._, (1957). |
‘Results

' The latitude of acceptance, ihcluding the most acceptable
position, and ghe 1a£itude of r;jection, including the most objeégion—‘
able position, as well as the summated ev&luative rating on the concept
of abortion were calculated fog each subjgct.'The ;elationship between
these three variables was assessed firs£ with a Pearson correlation co-

efficient, and second, with a series of nonparametric tésts;_émﬁloy}ng h
the Mann-Whitney U;tést.‘: ’

There was a significént and positive correlation (r = .53,
p< .01, 2 tail) between the most acceptable position and the évalutive
dimension, A positive aﬁ& significant qorfeiation (r = ﬂ59, p%.Ol,,Z
tail) emerged between the létitude'ofAécceptance, including tﬁe.ﬁést
a;ceptable position, and the evaluative dimeﬁsion.

There was a significant and negative cor;elaéiqn (r= —.447,
p<.01, 2 tail) between the latitude of rejection and the evaluative
dimension. A significant‘ﬁeéative correlation ( r = ~.52, p<.01, 2 tail)
appeared between the latitude of rejection, including the most objection~,_
able position, and the evaluafive dimensién.

No significaﬁt difference was f&und between latitudes of ac+ ..
ceptance, mingsrthe most acéé@table bositibn, and the evaluative dimen-

sion.
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A significant difference occurred on the evaluative dimension
between those subjects who chose A as the most acceptable position and

those subjects who chose position D (U = 20, n, = 13, n, = 10, p €.02,

1
2 tail). Subjects who selected most acceptable position A and c -
differed significantly on their evaluative ratings (U = 2, n, = 5,
n, = 8, p<.01, 2 tail). Other comparisons between most acceptable
position and evaluative dimension were nonsignificant.

A significant relationship (U = 28, n. = 10, n

1 2

2 tail) was found on the evaluative dimension between those subjects who

= 11, p<.05,

indicated position G as their latitude of acceptance, and those subjects
who listed positions F, H, and L as their latitude of acceptance. All
other comparisons between the evaluative dimension and the latitude of
rejection were nonsignificant. There were no significant sex differences
on either the latitudes of.;cdeptance,irejection or evaluative rating.

Discussion and Conclusions

fhe significant relationship between the most acceptable
position and the evaluative ratings,-suggests that’ the selection of
extreme attitude subjects on the basis of an attitude scale and the
semantic differential would be more fruitful if the experiménter fo-
cused on the most acceptaBle positions (especially positions A and B)
rather than the latitude of acceptance.

The lack of significant differences between subjects of sim-
il;r latitudes of rejection but different evaluative ratings suggests:
tha? the latitude of rejection may be insensitive to'differences in
subject attitude, and this insensitivity renders the latitude of re-

jection unsuitable as a tool in subject selection.

-



‘ .
Subject selection is facilitated by the lack of any signif-

. ;cént sex differencesron the attitude indices; that is,zboth sexes can
be used to test the effect of;subject attitﬁde regarding legalized

abortion upon a;-dependeﬁt variable,
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APPENDIX B

Purpose
| The purpose of the second pilot test was to obtain pro, con,
and moderate statements regarding the issue of legalized abortion.
Method |
Sample one: sixty-eight male and female students were asked
to rate on a seven point scale 33 statements regarding the topic of
legalized abortion. ’

Results and Discussion

Means and sténdard devia£ions were calculated for all state-
ments. Although a majority of the statements were judged in accordance
with a priori notions regardingrthe composifion of pro, con, and mod~—
.erate statements, some statements were judged contrary to expectﬁtions.

Several hypothesized moderate statements suffered context
effects. For example, "to decide whether abortion is the destruction
of something sacred there muét be an émphasis on a personal definition
of life", was rated 1.93. The statements which preceded the above
statement were rated 2.27 and 2.89 respectively.

7 In an attempt to reduce connotative ambiguity several pro, con,
- and moderate statements had to be reworded. For example, one prb state-
ment "it is a disgracglthat abortion laws are dictated by religious
values rather than personal and social considerations',was rated 5.23,
a value too low to warrant inclusion in the pro group. The statement
was reworded to read, "that our abortion laws are dictated by religious
values rather thaﬁ social’aﬁd personal considerations is ludicrous".

One moderate statement, "in order to control family size abortion may
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have to be accepted®, Was:thought to give tacit support to the concept
of legalized abortion. VIn an attempt to make the statement more mod- -
érate the word tolerated replaced the word accepted, and the sentencer
was restructured to read, "abortions may have to be tolerated when
parents are unablé to control family size".
Procedure

Sample two: statements thought to be influenced by context
effects were reorded, énd those with faulty constructionrwere corrected.
Another group of twenty-nine male and female stu&ehts were asked to
rate on a seven point scale a set of thirty-three statements. This new
set included the corrected and reordered statements of sample one, as
well as the original statements judged by the subjects in sample one.

Results and Discussion

The statement means and standard deviations for the two
sample groups are shown iﬁ the table included in this appendix. It caﬁ
be seen tha£ the majoriﬁy of the judgment differences between the two
groups were nonsignificant thus providing some evidence of statement
context reliability. Of ten significant differences six were in the
) predidted direction. All reordered statements were judged in accord-

ance with‘é_priori ideas regarding their respective content. Of the

six restructured statements, two achieved significance, three were in
the predicted direction, while only one statement went against pre-

diction.



Means,  Standard Deviations of the

Pro, Con and Maderate Abortion Statements

STATEMENT

ig@ple 1
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An embryonic child is a
human being, and there-~
fore has a right to life.

Abortion is an immoral
act under any circum-
stances. “

Parental hostility toward
an unwanted child is
reason enough for granting
an -abortion.

Women must demand exclusive
rights in respect to the
functions of their own body.

An increase or decrease in
- moral values may be unrelated
to abortion accessibility.

The unborn child has a right
to life.

There is no social justi-
fication for the act of
killing unborn children,

Abortions may be tolerated
when parents are unable to
control family size.

The reason for wanting an
abortion varies tremendously,
and some reasons may have
merit.

No woman should bear a
child that she does not
want.

As long as doctors main-
tain ultimate control

over a woman's body, illegal
abortions will remain a
problem.

X

S

_Sample 2
X

S

12,10

1.16

5.41

5.61

5.00

2.34

3.50

5.56

6.03

6.34

4.54

1.57

0.84

1.92

1.75

1.63

1.82

2,13

1.71

1.30

1.33

1.94

2.40

1.68

4.83
5.53

4,94

2.73
3.90

5.12

5.64

6.03

4.84

1.49

1.08

1.41

1.76

1.64

1.82

1.62

1.94

1.42

1.74

1.90

0077

2.60%X

1.53
0.12

Q.11

1.81
0.33

1.26

1.40

0.87

0.68



STATEMENT

. Sample 1

Sample 2
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Q

It is almost inevitable that
women who have abortions
will suffer psychological
damage. .

When humans command life
and death they usurp devine
perogative,

While control over one's
body may be a desirable goal,
abortion, like suiéide, may
require social intervention.

Abortion is not senseless
destruction, as soOme
religious pressure groups
would have us believe.

The fact that a rich woman
can easily obtain an abortion,
makes the present abortion
laws biased and unfair.

Some women who have under-
gone an abortion may suffer
psychological disruption.

Abortion is an attempt to
overcome an issue for those
most directly concerned.:

Abortions are occasionally
necessary, although they
are highly undesirable.

Although there should be an -
emphasis on personal judg-
ment the religious impli-
cationvof the abortion
decision should be consid-
ered.

Liberal abortion laws
reduce the unborn to
expendable objects.

+ Abortion is race
suicide.

6.32

2.62

1.67

3.50

5,92

3.49

4,54

5.44

3.56

2.42

1.29

1.14

1.97

- 1.33

1.79
2.14
2,00

1.67

1.93

1.73

2.15

2.31

3.51

6.03

5.89
3.86
5.62

3.22

2.82

3.20

1.42

" 1.46

1.81

1.73

1.21
1.61
1.75

2.02

1.88

2.02

1.47

2.27

0.02

0.87

0.08

- 0.82

2.43

5.61

1,77

0.56
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- + People should be free
to do whatever they wish
about abortions.

That our abortion laws
are dictated by religious
values. rather than by
social and personal con-
siderations is ludicrous.

The embtyo may be a poten-
tial person, but sometimes
there is nd choice but to
abort that potential for
the sake of the living
person. ‘ :

To decide whether abortion

is the destruction of some-
thing sacred, there must be

an emphasis on a personal
definition of life, ‘

It is our duty to consider
all human life as sacred.

Abortion-on~demand will

result in the disinteégration

of all moral discipline.

Under economic deprivation,
abortions may have to be
tolerated. ‘

Abortion-on—-demand is a
woman's right.

It is the responsibility
and the right of the woman
to decide if an abortion
will take place. ‘

Unplanned and unwanted
preganancies may sometimes
result in a satisfactory
outcome,

5.61

X

S

X

S

" 5.21

6.40

1.93

2.87

1.93

- 5.10

5.17

5.44

2.04

1.04

1.35

2.14
1.35
1.76

1.87

1.75

1.75

5.50

6.13

4.94

3.11

2,06

5.61

5.47

5.32

5.13.

1.80

Q.97

1.94

2.03

'1.28

1.75

1.68

1.74

1.76

.653

1.53

8.6

0.36

0.43

1.26

10,77

0.30

1.26
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STATEMENT . ' : Sample 1 Sample 2

o X -8 X ~ 8§ t
P It is the right of parents to C

decide in favour of abortions

should the traditional contra- ,

ceptive devices fatl '6.03 1.29 5.93 1,41 0.33

NOTE:

+ statements taken from Thurstone (1929).
®% p .0l . . ,
%% p < ,001

P, C, M, represent the pro, con and moderate statements
respectively employed in the judgment task.
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The Triads used in the
Experimental Group Condition

- The unborn child has a right to life.

There is no social justification for the act of killing.unborn children.
Abortions may have to be tolerated when parents ‘are unable to control
family size.

"It is almost inevitable that women who have abortions will suffer
psychological damage.

When humans command life and death they usurp devine perogative.
While control over one‘'s body may be a desirable goal, abortion, like
suicide, may require social intervention. z

It is our duty to consider all human life as sacred.
Abortion—~on~demand will result in the disinteégration of all moral
discipline.

Under economic deprivation, abortions may have to be tolerated.

Liberal abortion laws reduce the unborn to expendable objects.
Abortion is race suicide. '
People should be free to do what ever they wish about abortions.

An embryonic child is a human being, and therefore has a right to life.
Abortion is an immoral act under any circumstance.

Parental hostility toward an unwanted child 1s reason enough for
granting an abortion.

Abortion-on-demand is a woman's right.

It is the responsibility and the right of the woman to decide if an
abortion will take place.

Unplanned and unwanted pregnancies may sometimes result in a satis-
factory outcome.

The reasons for wanting an abortion vary tremendously, and some of
them may have merit.

No woman should bear a child that she does not want.

As long as doctors maintain ultimate.control over a woman's body,
illegal abortions will remain a problem.

Abortion 1s not senseless destruction as some religious pressure

groups would have us believe.

The fact that a rich woman can easily obtain an abortion makes the
present abortion laws biased and unfair.

Some women who have undergone an abortion may suffer some psychological
disruption.
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That our abortion laws -are dictated by religious values rather than
social and personal consideratifons is ludicrous. ‘
The embryo may be a potential person, but sometimes there s no choice
but to abort that potential for the sake of the living person.

To decide whether abortion i#s the destruction of something sacred,
there must be an emphasis on a personal definition of life.

Women must demand exclusive'rights in respect to the functioning of
their own body. . oo )
It is the right of parents to decide in favour of ‘an abortion, should
traditional contraceptive devices fail. )

An increase or decrease in moral values may be unrelated to abortion
accessibility.
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Moderate Statements
used in the
Control Subject Condition

Conduct on Sunday should be entirely up to the individual.

Matters of conduct should be decided upon by the parent and child
‘together.

Abortion is an attempt to overcome an issue for those most directly
concerned. .

I believe that fear as a means of controlling children has an equal
chance for aiding and for harming the child's normal development.
The question of Sunday observances is unimportant.

To decide whether abortion is the destruction of something sacred,
there must be an emphasis on a personal definition of life.

People should observe Sunday or not, as they see fit. ,

The parent should choose the group with which the child is to associate,
but the child should be allowed free choice with respect to companions
within the group.

Under economic deprivation, abortions may ‘have to be tolerated.

I believe that the fear of social consequences is desirable in con-
trolling children, while fear of physical consequences is undesirable.
It makes little difference to me whether we observe the Sabbath.
Unplanned and unwanted pregnancies may sometimes result in a satis-
factory outcome. .

People who want to observe Sunday can do so without restricting other
people.

When imposing restrictions upon a child, a parent should have well
considered reasons and should be willing to give them.

Parental hostility toward an unwanted child is reason enough for
granting an abortion.

I believe that fear should be used only after other methods of control-
ling the child have failed.

I do not care whether there are Sunday closed laws or not.

An increase to decrease in moral values may be unrelated to abortion
accessibility.

Since Sunday observance is a religious practice, it should not be
forced upon anyone.

I believe in placing upon young children but few restrlctions and
enforcing these strictly.

Abortions may have to be tolerated, when parents are ﬁnable to contrel
family size.
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- Within certain selected situations a child should be allowed to assert

his-personal likes and dislikes.

Most people read the Bible because they have been taught ‘to.

While control over one's body may be a desirable goal, abortion, like
suicide, may require social ;ntervention.

Many students attend church only because of family pressure.

It is necessary to teach the child that he cannot always have his own
‘way.

‘Some women who have undergone an abortion may suffer some psychological
disruption.

I believe that fear should be used only in extreme cases to control the
behaviour of the child.

People attend church mostly to be with friends.

Although there should be an emphasis on personal judgment, the religlous
implications of the abortion decision should be considered.

I believe in observing the Sabbath but no one should be forced to.

* A child who .is entangled in a disciplinary problem should be allowed
to explain his way out. '
Abortions are occasionally necessary, although they are highly unde-
sirable,
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APPENDIX C

Rank Ordering of the Legalized’Abortion Scale
Purpése
| The third pilo£ test was iInitiated to verify the rank ;rder—

ing of the Legalized Abortion Scaie, (MgCrosky, 1968) .
Method | |

Twenty-three introductory psychology students were presented
wigh a random order of the abortion scéle. The students were asked to
?ank order the statements from 1, the most favourable statement, -
through 5, a statement which was neither favourable nor unfavourable,
to 9 the most unfavourable statement regarding the abortion issqe.

Results and Discussion.

Rank order correlations (rho) were calculated fo; each sub-
ject. Inspection of the data revealed that five subjects did not take
the task seriously. Two subjects used the same number to rank differ-
ent statements, one subject had a rank corfelation of -.03, while two
subjects reversed the.scoring Qrocedure.

The mean rho for the remaining 18 subjects was .923, with a.
range of 1.00 to .733. The lower bound correlation is significant at
the .01 level (2 tail).

Thus the order of the statements given by McCrosky (1968)
seems to have been verified in this experiment. It can be conclude&
that state&ent A is seen as more favourable than statement B, and B
is more favourable than C. The same relationéhip exists between state-

ments G, H, and I.
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Statement Rating Task

Below are some statements which have appeared in the popular
press regarding the abortion issue in this country.

Now readncarefully all the statements listed below., i

Your are asked to RANK ORDER these statements from VERY FAVOR-
ABLE to VERY UNFAVOURABLE. Where (1) represents the MOST FAVOURABLE
statement regarding the position of legalized abortion; (2) represents
the next most favourable, and so on. The MOST UNFAVOURABLE statement
regarding the position of legalized abortion should be rated (9). A
statement which is NEITHER favourable NOR unfavourable should be la-
belled (5). :

Remember: You are asked to RANK ORDER the statements being
as objective as possible. Do not let your own opinion influence your
ratings.

Place the rank of each statement on the blank that precedes
the statement. '

It seems that society's interests would be better served in
most cases if our laws against abortion were retailned.

It is absolutely essential to the interests of society that
abortions be made legal.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were left unchanged.

It is absolutely essential to the interest of society that
our laws against abortion be retained.

On the whole, the interests.of society will best be served
by legalizing abortions.

It seems that society's interests would be better served in
most cases if abortions were legalized.

. It is hard to decide whether society would be helped or harm—
ed by relaxing our laws against abortionms.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were changed to allow
abortions.

On the whole, the interests of society will be best served
by retaining our laws against abortion.
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APPENDIX D

The Reliability of the Legalized Abortion Scale

Purpose

The purpose of the fourth pilot test was to determine the
test-retest reliability of the Legalized Abortion Scale (McCrosky,
1968). |
Method

Thirty-four male and famale introductory psychology.students
were presented with the abortion scale and asked to indicate their
most and least acceptable positions, as well as their latitudes of
acceptance and rejection. Six weeks after the initial presentatipn;
subjects were asked to indicate their latitude; of acceptance and
rejection and their mést and least acceptable position.

Results and Discussion

The six week test-retest reliability (Pearson r) Wwas .65.
Thus the Legalized Abortion Scale seems to demonstrate an acceptable

degree of stability.
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In consideration of the Canadian election due in 1972, below

. are some statements regarding that issue.

Please read all of the statements listed beléw carefully

before making any marks on this page.

statement

A,

B'

Now that you have read all the statements, underline the one

that comes closest to your own point of view on the topic.

The election of a Liberal government in the next election is
absolutely essential to the country's interest.

On the whole the interests of this country will be served
best by the election of a strong Liberal majority..

It seems that ‘the country's interests would be better served
if a Liberal government is elected in the next election.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that the
country's interests may be better served if a Liberal Prime
Minister is elected.

From the point of view of the country's interests, it is hard

to decide whether it is preferable to vote for candidates of

the Liberal or Conservative Party.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable,that the
country's interests may be better served if a Comservative
Prime Minister is elected.

It seems that the country's interest would be better served
if a Conservative government is elected in the next-election.

On the whole the interests of this country will be served
best by the election of a strong Conservative majority.

The election of a Conservative government in the next election
is absolutely essential to the country's interest.

Please read, onee again, all of the statements, listed above,

There may be other statements listed above which you do not

find objectionable from your point of view. If there are such state-

ments, put a circle around the letter.in front of each statement: which

is not objectionable to you.
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Now kindly reread the statements which are listed below.

Cross out only one statement, the one which is most object-

tionable from your‘point of view.

A,

The election of a leeral government in the next electlon is
absolutely essential to the country's interests.

On the whole the interests of this country will be served best
by the election of a strong Liberal majority.

It seems that the country's interests would be better served
if a Liberal government is elected in the next election.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that the
country's interests may be better served if a Liberal Prime
Minister 1s elected.

From the point of view of the country's interests, it is hard:
to decide whether it is preferable to vote for candidates of
the Liberal or Conservative Party.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that the
country's interests may be better served if a Conservative
Prime Minister is elected.

It seems that the country's interests would be better served
if a Conservative government is elected in the next election.

On the whole the interests of this country will be served
best by the election of a strong Conservative majority.

The election of a Conservative government in the next election
is absolutely essential to the country's interests.

In the statements listed above, there may be other statements

which you may find objectionable from your point of view. If there are

such statements, cross out the letter in front of each statement which

is objectionable from your point of view.
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There may be other statements listed below, that ybu find
neither acceptable nor -objectionable., Indicate tﬁese statements, by

placing a check mark ) in front of these sentences.

A, . .The election of a Liberal government in the next election is
absolutely essential to the country's interests.,

- B. On the whole the interests of this country will be served
best by the election of a strong Liberal majority.

c. It seems that the country's interests would be better served
if a Liberal government is elected in the next election.

D. -Although it is hard to decide, it is pfobable that the
country's interests may be better served if a Liberal Prime
Minister is elected.

E. From the point of view of the country's interests, it is hard
to decide whether it is preferable to vote for candidates of
the Liberal or Conservative Party.

F. Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that the’
country's interests may be better served if a Conservatlve
Prime Minister is elected.

G. It seems that the country's interests would be better served
if a Conservative government is elected in the next election.

H. On the whole the interests of this country will be served best
by the election of a strong Conservative majority.

I. The election of a Conservative govermment in the next election
is absolutely essential to the country's interests.

Please indicate how important this issue is to you by placing

an "X" on one of the lines on the rating scale below.

Very important : :

.
e
e

.

: ¢ Not very
) important
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Below are some statements recently made concerning the

abortion issue in this country.

~ Please read all the statements listed below carefully before

making any marks on this page.

Now that you have read all the statémenté, underline the one

statement that comes closest to your own point of view on the topic.

A.

B.

It is absolutely essentilial to the interests of society that
abortions on demand be made legal.

On the whole, the interests of society will best be served
by legalizing abortions on demand.

It seems that society's interests would be better served in

" most cases if abortions on demand are legalized.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable.that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were changed to permit -
abortions on demand.

It is hard to decide whether society would be helped or harmed
by relaxing our laws against abortions.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were left unchanged.

It seems that society's interests would be better served in
most cases if our laws against abortion on demand are retained.

On the whole, the interests of society will be best served by
retaining our laws against abortion on demand.

It is absolutely essential to the interests of society that
our laws against abortion on demand be retained.

Please read, once again, all of the statements listed above.

There may be other statements listed above which you do not

find objectionable from your point of view. If there are such state-

ments, put a circle around the letter in front of each statement which

is not eobjectionable to you.
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Now kindly reread the statements which are listed below.

Cross out only one statement, the one which is most object~

ionable from your point of view.

It is absolutely essential to the interests of society that
abortions on demand be made legal.

" On the whole, the interests of society w1ll best be served

by legalizing abortions on demand.

It seems that society's interests would be better served in
most cases if abortions on demand were legalized.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable'that soclety
would benefit if present abortion laws were changed to permit
abortions on demand

It is hard to decide whether soc1ety would be helped or harm-

" ed by relaxing our laws against abortions.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were left unchanged.

It seems that society's interests would be better served in
most cases if our laws against ‘abortion on demand were
retained.

On the whole, the interests of society will be best served by
retalnlng our laws. agalnst abortion on demand.

It is absolutely essential to the interest of soc1ety that
our laws against abortion .on demand be retained.

In the statements listed above, there may be other statements

which you may find objectionable from your point of view. "If there are

such statements, cross out the letter in front of each statement which

is objectionable from your point of view.
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There may be other statements listed below, that you find

neither acceptable or.objectionable. TIndicate these statements, by

placing a check (V) in front of these sentences.

A.o'

_an

Very important : :

It is absolutely essential to the interests of society that
abortions on demand be made legal.

On the whole, the intefests of society will best be served
by legalizing abortions on demand.

It seems that society's interests would be better served in
most cases if abortions on demand were legalized.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were changed to
permit abortions on demand.

It i1s hard to decide whether society would be helped or
harmed by relaxing our laws against abortions.

Although it is hard to decide, it is probable that society
would benefit if present abortion laws were left unchanged.

It seems that society's intereSts‘would‘be better served in
most cases if our laws against abortion on demand were
retained.

On the whole, the interests of socilety Wlll be best served by
retaining our laws against abortion on demand.

It is absolutely essential to the interest of society that
our laws against abortion on demand be retained.

.Pleage indicate how important this issue is to you by placing

"X" on one of the lines on the rating scale below.

: Not very
important

.
.
.
.
.o
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We would like to measure what different things mean to various
people by having them judge some concepts’ agalnst a series of descrip—
tive scales, In taking -this test, please make your judgements on the
basis of what thése tliings mean ‘to you. On each page of the booklet you
will find a different concept to .be judged and beneath it a set of
scales. You are to rate’the coricept on each of these scales in order.

Here is how your are to use these scales:

If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the
other end of the scale, you should place your check-mark as follows:

colorful : X : H : : ] : ¢ colorless

or

colorful : : : : : : X : colorless-

If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the.
other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should place your
check-mark as follows: :

strong : s X+ : : : . weak

or

strong : : : i3 X3 i weak

If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to
the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should check as
follows: ‘

active X : : : : ¢ passive

Y

or

active : : : : X : ¢ passive

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of
the two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing you're
judging. If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale (both
sides of the scale equally associated with the concept) or if the scale
is completely irrelevant (unrelated to the concept) then you should
place your check-mark in the middle space:

safe : : : X - : : ¢ dangerous
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IMPORTANT : (1) Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not
" on boundaries: .

THIS NOT THIS
H v X : X :

.o
e
-

- (2) Be sure you check every scale for every concept -
do not omit any.

(3) Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale.

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item
before on the test. This will not be the case, so do not look back
and forth through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked
similar items earlier in the test. Make each item a separate and
independent judgment. Work at fairly high speed throught this test.
Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first im-
pressions, the immediate '"feelings" about the items, that we want. On

the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your true
impressions. :
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fast : :  : : : slow
clean é : : T ¢ dirty
sacred : : : : : profane .
sharp : : : blunt
hard : : : : : : soft
fair d : 3 : runfair
heavy : : : s : light
good : ) : : K : bad
valuable : : : : : worthless
large : : : : ; : : small
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AUTHORITY

sharp : : : H : + blunt
good : H : : : s : bad

clean : : : : : :. | ¢ dirty

sacred : ¢ profane .
larée : : I : : ¢ small
hard : : : : : soft

valuable ;. : : : : : : : worthlesg

fair : 3 : H : : ¢ unfair
fast : | H : slow

heavy : : : : :- light




large
sharp
fast
heavy
good
valuable
clean
fair
hard

sacred

»»

AUTOMATION
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’ . . .
. . .
H H .
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. . o .
. . . . o
. . . K] .
. . . ‘e
. . . .
. . . .
. . . .

small
blunt
slow
lighg
bad
worthless
dirty

unfair

sbft

profane

81



falr
fast
sacred
large
clean
éood
heavy
hard
valuable

sharp
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unfai;
slsw N
profane
small

dirty

‘bad

light
soft
worthless

blunt
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CONFLICT

hard : : : : : K : soft

: Ce ¢ worthless

L 1]
.

valuable : K

fast

s

: : : & slow

clean : : : : : : : dirty

fair : : : : : : : unfair
large : : : : : ¢ small
sacred : I : : ¢+ profane

sharp : ) : : : blunt

godd : : s : : bad

e

heavy I : : : ¢ light
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ADOLESCENCE
hard : : : : : : soft
fair : : : : : : unfair
large ? : : : small
clean : : : : ¢ dirty
sharp : : : : : ¢ : blunt
" sacred : : : : : proféne
good @ : : : bad
heavy : : H : : : : ': light
Valuabler : : worthless .
: : slow

fast : s : :
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable : : : : : ¢+ Very favourable

Statement 2

. Very unfavourable : i : s ¢ Very favourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable :

&; ¢ Very favourable
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable : : : : : : : Very favourable

Statement 2

Very unfavourable : s Very favoﬁrable

.o
..

e
.
.

Statement 3

: : 1 Very favourable

-0
..
-

Very unfavourable :




Statement 1

Very unfavourable

Statement 2

Very unfavourable

. Statement 3

Very unfavourable

88

: Very favouraﬁle

¢ Very favourable

: Very favourable
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable : s : : : ¢ Very favourable

Statement 2

Very unfavourable : : : Very favourable

Statement 3

: : Very favourable

.o
..
.o
-

Very unfavourable : :
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Statemént 1

Very unfavourable : : : : : : ¢ Very favourable

Statement 2

Very unfavourable : : : : : : :’Ver& favourable
Statement 3
Very unfavourable : S : : : Very-favoﬁrable
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable : s : : : ¢ Very favourable

Statement 2

.
.
»e
-

Very unfavourable : : : Very favourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable

.e
-

: I : ¢ Very favourable
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable : : : s : ;. : Very favourable

Statement 2

-

Very unfavourable K : : : Very favourable

Statement 3

: : Very fayourable

.o

o,
.

.

Very unfavourable : :
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable

-s
LYY
.
-

: Very favourable

Statement 2

Véry unfavourable K : : : : : : Very favourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable : s : : ¢ Very favourable




Statement 1

Very unfavourable

Statement 2

Very unfavourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable

94

¢ Very favourable

.
.

¢ Very favourable

-e

.o

t Very favourable
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable : : R ¥ 3 : ¢ Very favourable

Statement 2

Very unfavourable : ¢ Very favourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable s : : : Very favourabie
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Statement 1

e
.

.e
.

: : Very favourable

Very unfavourable : d
Statement 2
Very unfavourable : : : d

: ¢ Very favourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable : : : : t : Very favourable
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Statement 1

Very unfavourable L3 :

it :___: Very favourable

Statement 2

.0
.o
-
.
-

Very unfavourable : ¢ Very favourable

Statement 3

Very unfavourable : : : : : : Very fayourable
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APPENDIX G

:Experimentel Subject Instructions

The purpose of this task is to see how indiyiduals judge the
favourability of statements concerning a contemporary topic, legalized
‘abortion.

In a few moments- you will be shown a series of slides, Each
" slide will contain three statements concerning the topic of legalized
abortion. You are asked to read the first. sentence, and judge the

degree of favourability which is expressed by that statement by placing
an "X" on the appropriate rating scale. Having read and rated the first
sentence, then read and rate statement two, then read statement three.
The reading and rating of statements 1-2-3 in that order is to be
observed for each slide. ‘ ;

You will notice that each page of the Answer Booklet contains
3 widely spaced, seven point scales. The blank at the far left repre-~
sénts the most unfavourable position, the .blank-at- the® far right tep- .
resents the most favourable. While the blank in the middle represents
a position which is neither favourable nor unfavourable. On the first
rating scale on page one you are asked to rate the first sentence of
the first slide. On the second scale you are to evaluate the second
sentence of slide one; the third scale is for rating the third sentence
" of slide one. Then turn the page and proceed in the same manner for
slide two when it is presented

Thus you are to make 3 judgments for each slide on one page of
the Answer Booklet.

Please refrain from looking back and forth through the

booklet.
Please remember: (l) place your "X" in the middle of the
blank not on the boundaries.
This ‘ Not This
very X : : : X : -: very favourable
unfavourable :

(2) when judging the slides work as
quickly as possible, since your
time per slide is being taken.

(3) in judging the sentences try to
‘ ‘be as objective as possible, and
not let your own opinion influence
© your ratings.
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APPENDIX G (Continued)

Control .Subject Instructions

The purpose of this task is to see how indiciduals judge:the
favourability of statements concerning some conteémporary topics.

In a few moments you will be shown a series of slides. Each
slide will contain three statements. Statement one will express an
opinion regarding one of the topics, statement two will express an opin-
ion regarding a second topic, and so on. You are asked to read the
first sentence, and judge the degree of favourability regarding that
topic which is expressed by that statement by placing an "X" on the ap-
propriate rating scale. Hawing read and rated the first statement, then
read and rate statement two, then read and rate statment three. The
reading and rating of statements 1-2-3 in that order is to be observed
for each slide.

You will notice that each page of the Answer Booklet contains
three widely spaced, seven point scales. The blank at the far left rep-
resents the most unfavourable position, the blank at the far right rep-
resents the most favourable. While the blank in the middle represents
a position which is neither favourable nor unfavourable. On the first
rating scale on page one you are asked to rate the first sentence of the
first slide. On the second scale you are to evaluate the second state-
ment of slide one; the third scale is for rating the third sentence of
slide one. Then turn the page and proceed in the same manner for slide
two when it is presented.

. Thus you are to make three judgmenté for each slide on one
page of the Answer Booklet.

: Please refrain from looking back and forth through the
booklet.

Please remember: (1) place your "X'" in the middle of the -
blank not on the boundaries.

. " This Not This
-very ‘ : i X : : X : N very
unfavourable ‘ . favourable

(2) when judging the slides work as quickly
as possible, since your time per slide
is being taken.

(3) in judging the sentences try to be as
objective as possible, and not let your
opinion influence your ratings.
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4,37

4.83

APPENDIX H

- Table H-1

100

5

Multiple t—-test Comparisons of the Mean
Judgment of the Moderate Statement on the
Pro or Con Anchor and the Pro or Con Context

4.03

4,94

4.37

0.005

4.83 4.94

0.1Q 0.78
0.04° 0.06
.001

Note: Critical t ratio = 2.02 (df = 36, pz.05, 2 tail).
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APPENDIX H (Continued)
Table H-2
Multiple t-test Comparisons of the Mean
Judgments of Favourable and Unfavourable

Subjects who Experienced either a Pro or
Con Anchor and Pro or Con Context Trials

3.32  4.58 4.68 4.84 4,98 5.30

Q.09 1.20 1.29 1.43 1.56 1.84
111 1.20 1.34 1.47 1.79

0.09 0.23 0.35 0.64

0.14 0.27  0.55

0.12° 0.41

0.19

5.42

1.95
1.86
0.74

0.65

0.51

0.39

0.11
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- Table H-2 (Contimied)

322 332 4,58 4.68 4.84 4.98 5.30 5.42
3.22 | ’ . % L
3,32 o | B %
4.58
4.68
4.84
4.98
5.30

5.42

Note:, Critical t ratio = 1.64 (df = 36, p<.1, 2 tail).
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APPENDIX H (Continuedf

Table H~3

Bartlett's Test for the Homogeneity of Variance
for the Judgment of the Moderate Statements

7

Source of Variation : Ss df MS = logMs 1/4f
C x Subjects within groups 230.07 36 6.39 0.799 .028
T x Subjects within groups 542.81 144 3.77 0.569 .007

CT x Subjects within groups  505.15 144 3.51 0.544  .007

Total  1278,03 324

MS pooled = I(SS)/A&df = 1278,.03/324 = 3.94

A= I [(dFL)(MS1) = (36 x .799) + (144 x .564) + (144 x .544) } = 188.64

B = (Zdf)(LogMS pooled) = 324 (0.245) = 79.38
1 1 1 L
C=l+3—(K:.-l_)— {Z('&:) —m} =l+—3—2—2—)- { .0420 - .0031}
= 1.0065

X2 = 2,303 (B - A)/C = 2.303 (79.38 - 188.64)/1.0065 =- 250,001

df = 2, p <t00})



