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A short verbal exchanqe between a male and a female student,..
’l osten51bly taped durlng an 1n1t1al meetlng at a campus com-'f”ef

f”puter datlng serV1ce ‘was’ the stlmulus dellvered to the 80

’5ﬂlcollege women who served as. subjects 1n thls study.»iln the‘f,

"1inlt1al phase of the experlment the number (2, 5), latency

'NVFThe results support the hypotheses that casual observers

v,(2 sec, 4 sec) and dlrectlon (p051t1ve,_negathe) of the AN

‘rfemale students' attltude relevant responses were manlpu-vffb

‘iflated Only dlrectlon of response had a slgnlflcant effect

‘gon the attltudes attrlbuted to the female student In phase;fj'

ff2 of[the experlment, subjeCts wereﬂasked to llsten to the

stsame tape agaln;;fHalf were exposed to the same tape and half

;ﬁto the same dlalogue w1t ':he'alternatlve response latency.x;h”'5‘"“

[attend to latency and dlrecdlo"of”response 1n attrlbutlng

:“lnterpersonal attltudes.ﬂ:
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INTRODUCTION

| The spec1f1c‘focus of th1s paperlls.an experlmental
1nvest1gatlon of the effects of varylng the dlrectlon,_fre;~
‘quency, and latency of an actor s evaluatlve 1nterpersonal
responses, on the strength of the attltudes attrlbuted to
that actor.b In broader focus, however, the experlment may be.b
seen as an attempt to forge some emplrlcal llnks between
“theorles of attrlbutlon and general learnlng theory in: an..
area where both approaches have been applled. .The goal of
chlS 1ntroductory sectlon is« flrst to rev1ew attrlbutlon
theory, espec1ally the work done on the attrlbutlon of attl—;‘J
tudes.» ThlS w1ll be followed by a: rev1ew of learnlng theory
“based models of attltude acqulsltlon and change. 'These'rev1ews‘
attempt to clarlfy the loglc of the hypotheses tested in thlS

experlment.

-Attrlbutlon Theory fu

| Attrlbutlon theory grew from the study of-person‘percep—_;
tion. _Fundamentally,,lt deals w1th the soc1al perceptlons of
ordinary‘people and the manner.ln whlch»they organlzeuand‘ex—
tract meanlng from the soc1al events occurrlng in thelr env1ron;“
‘:ments (Harrls‘&dHarvey, l98l).h Frltz Herlder,”the acknowledged
progenitor of“attributlonhtheorles,‘1s a gestalt psychologlst. _
fHe and gestalt psychology have exerted a pervas1ve 1nfluence
'on research and theorlzlng 1n the area of attrlbutlon., Thus‘

. no rev1ew of attrlbutlon theory,.however cursory, would be



complete without some mentipn of gestalt psychology.
According to gestalt psychologists, a scientific

analysis of the objective‘characfefistics of an entity will
not yield an underStanding ef.hew the entity will be per-
ceived (Deutch and-Kraﬁss} 1965). A basic assumption of
gestal£ psychelogy‘is that perception is fnndamentally a
synthesizingnand organizing processbwhich isvimpOSedvby an
organism upon.the stimuli whieh impinge upon its sensory
systems. Consequently, an objective analysis of a stimulus
field would fail to detect the-organization rontinely con-
tributed by e‘perceiving organism;_ Another basic aSSumption
of the gestaltist‘is that perceptual organization is not
haphazard, but'directedwtoward achieving’some optimal state
of order and‘siﬁplicity’(Deutehi& Krauss, 1965).‘.Given these
two basic assumptiens»ﬁhe task of gestait psyehology is to
delineate the mechanisms of perceptual organisation and
speéify the limits of their epplication. 1 | ;

| Two sﬁch mechanisms are "perceptual grouping" and "assim-
ilation and contrast". Perceptual grouping is a mechanism
which allows the organization of a stimulus field on the
basis of a multiplicity of principles. These princibles
include, common fate; similarity, proximity, common'boundary,
good form,.cause and effect, past experience and expectancy
(Deutch & Krauss, 1965). These principles allow the‘grbuping
ef stimuli into fewer categories than the original’number of

stimuli and build in, among the categories established, sys-



B tematlc,_symetrlcal or balanced relatlonshlps. vAnalogous
’ processes have been postulated 1n the study of short term
i_memory.@ The process of "chunklng"V(Mlller,'1959) is dlrectly,f

‘analogous to grouplng and the process of "subJectlve organl—p~

zatlon" (Tulv1ng, 1962) 1s analogous to supplylng systemat1c- .

o relatedness among categor1es., In'elther case, perceptlon or

['short term memory,,fewer categorles and systematlc relatedness

among categorles are postulated as fasc1lltat1ng and econo—"

'mlzlng cognltlve work.

The mechanlsm of a551m11atlon and contrast 1nvolves

f‘51multaneously max1mlzlng and mlnlmlzlng perceptual dlffer-,

ences,-and accounts for: perceptual dlfferentlatlon and the»

'establlshment of flgure ground relatlonshlps.“'

’,Essentlally, thevtask'Helder'set'for,hlmself was‘to‘

~transplant these nOtions from his gestalt psychology of per—

“,ceptlon to the arena ‘of soc1al psychology. ‘Heider's . (l958f

flrst steps in thlS process were-to suggest that attemptlng
vto understand soc1al 1nteractlons, or351mp11fy a‘fleld of

soc1al.stlmull,»generally 1nvolves‘grouping the stimulus

fleld 1nto causes and effects, and further“grOuping causes
1nto personal and 1mpersonal causes. This grouplng, Heider
‘suggested is followed by a nalve analy51s of actlon. Heider

termed the analys1s "nalve” because 1t 1s carrled out by

ord1nary=people with no formal-tralnlng‘concernlng the

‘pr1nc1ples of sc1ent1f1c psychology. Nevertheless,vHeider

characterlzed the analy51s as a relatlvely systematlc and



rapid review of an‘actor‘s'motivatiOn, effort, and‘ability;
in conjunction‘with a review of the environmental.forces
vfavoring or opposingdtne action;

| According‘to Heider (1958), a strong perceptual bias
operates during the organization of a field of social stimuli
whicn strongly favors the inference that something about the
acfor(s) in thebfield‘caused action. The naive analysis of
action is a process through which adjustments for‘this bias
- can be made. If the naive analysis ends in,anvattribution of
‘intention to a person) the causevof'the action is economically
assumed‘to reside within'that person;: In Shorty'the person
is assumed to have a personal'disposition to act in the
manner observed. Much of the recent attribution*research
has,tended.to”equate‘"persOnal dispositions”lwith attitudes.

Heider's application of gestalt principles to social

psychology has several‘uniqnebcharacteristics. For example,-

‘his analysis emphasized the application of the mechanism of

perceptual grouping and he focussed on the perceptionsof'
social‘behavior rather than on social behavior itself. These
characteristics reduced the testability of his attribution
theory. That is, the functional mechanisms were phenom-
enological; causes and their perception were locked away

inSide the minds ofdrhe'actors and the observers. Consequently,
experimentai manipuiations which cOuld test his rheory were
difficult to devise.

‘The theory of correspondent inferences developed by Jones



and ﬁévis (1965) was specificallY‘intended to imprové the
testaﬁility of Heider's theory of sociél psychology.- It did
so byifocussing analYtical attention'on the effects of an
actor's actions rather than on the observers perceptual
process.

‘It has been suggested (Cowan, Note 1) that Jones and
Davis (1965) took the gestaltvout of attribution theory. It
is proposed here, however, that Jones and Davis merely
shiftea from perceptuél grbuping as the mechanism of choice
in the organization of social perceptions to the mechanism
df assimilétion and contrast. This shift is easy to charac-
terize; According to the theory of correspondent inferences
thevunique dispbsitional character of an actor can be in-
ferred:from the effects of én action, if that action has
effect% not common to the available alternative actions.

For exémple, if an actor chose to own one of two identically
equippéd automobiles, which only differed in that one was
yellowiand the other red, the color could confidently be
inferréd to be the criterion upon which the choice was made.
However?_the more effects the action taken had that were not
common to the available alternative actions (say the auto-
mobileséhad different sized engines and different interiors,
as wellias different color paint jobs) the less confidently
could aicausal inferrence be drawn about the actor's dis-
positioﬁ.

Ju$t how informative such non-common effects will be
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partiéily dependé upon the social deéireability of the effects..
Highlg deéirable ndn—commonveffectsjreveal only that the actor
behaved as others woﬁld‘have behaved. Thus choosing a new
Porche over an old Falcon, offered for the same price, re-
veals little about an actor that could not have been guessed
beforegthe action was taken. However ndn-common effects low

in social desirability reveal something unique about the

actof.: Choosing the o0ld Falcon over the Porche suggest the
actor is unusual.

Jones (1978) has since suggested that the theory of
correspondent inference is actually a theory of information
gain.v?The inferencevthat an actor's character is distinétive
in somé regardvis only justified if some unexpected behavior
is revéaled, either directly or indirectly.  In this case;

- an expecténcy has been violated, and information has been
gained over and above that which could have been reliably
gueésed correétly baséd on the expectancy. Jones goes on to
sugges% that an expectancy may be category based or £argét
based.; That is, an expectancy may be based on the beBaVior
of>oth¢r actors who share some category membership with £he
actor being observed. Or, the expectancy may be based on
past observations of the actor who is the attributiohalv g
target?(Jones & Berglas, 1976).

I# any event, the‘social perception process by assimi-
lating or contrasting it with the actions of othérvéctbrs

or with the previous actions of the same actor.



This utilization of the assimilation and contrast

mechanism in explaining the social perception process is

even more ev1dent in Kelley s ANOVA model of attribution (Kelley,

1967). - According to Kelley, observers attribute causal‘51gn1—

i
I o . .
,_flcance for an action on the basis of an attribution data
i :
I

table. Such a table is a three dimensioned conceptual cube‘

which allows the observer to systematlcally vary the ground

agalnst wh1ch the actlon in questlon is viewed. One dimen-
| ,

sion allowsftheﬁobserver to contrast the actor against other

possible actors.. Another dimension allows for contrasts among

entltles, the'recipients of the action;v‘The third dimension
allows for contrast among settlngs, or time and modality

”features of the’action. Kelley holds that the obJect of thls

systematlc rev1ew of an actlon is a search for consensus,
] e . .
con51stency,vand dlst;nctlveness. - Consensus and consistency

are consistentvwith_the concept‘of’assimilation, while dise
tinctiveness-ls analogous to the older gestalt'concept, con-
trast.
This emphasis‘on assimilation‘and contrastvas the principle
mechanlsm through whlch meanlng is extracted from a field of

soc1al stimuli ‘has focussed interest ‘on contextual issues.
| )

That 1s, a perSon“s,acts are alWays perceived within‘a‘context
of alternatlves,‘or‘options, the nature of‘Which.should‘power—
fully 1nfluence the attrlbutlons madevto that person. Interest
in such contextual 1ssues 1s very ev1dent 1n research concerning

the attrlbutlon of attltudes.



Attribﬁfion of Attitudes

Jenes and Harris (1967) repQrted three experiments in
thch’they attempted to demonstrate the dependence of atti-
tude attributions on contextual variables.  In the first ex-
perime%t,‘the‘action observed by the subjects was an essay
expressing either a favorable or an unfavorable attitude
towardéCastro's Cuba. Although‘this}involved a direct
manipuiation of the ector's behavior, the actor being the
essay Writer, it was conceptualized by Jones and Harris as
a manipulation of prior prebability, or expectancy. The
ether independent.variable waslchoice., Either the essay
expreseed a position that had been assigned. to its writer or

a position that had been freely chosen by its writer. In

either case the writer was obstensibly a student.

Tﬁe experiment had a 2 X 2 factorial design with two
levels?of prior probability (high, low) and two levels of
choicei(choice, no choice). In line with Cdrrespondent Infer-
ence Tﬂeory; Jones and Harris hypoﬁhesized that attitude
attribdtions would be correspondent (inferred directly from

behavier) only in the choice condition and only where the

‘expectancy. was violated. In the no—choice condition the

essay &ould_not be informative regarding the writer's atti-
tude. Thie was so beeause an alternative non-common effect
of writiﬁg such an esseY}.in addition'to_self—expression,
would be to satisfy the demands of a teacher. Therefore, the

attributors would discount the evidence as not being indicative
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of the actor s attltude and make attrlbutlons based on- the
1n1t1al expectancy or the hlghest prlor probablllty.‘»f

The results falled to support Jones and Harrls"predlc—@

.vtions. Ch01ce or no- ch01ce,‘att1tudes were attrlbuted in llne

W1th the oplnlons expressed in the essays.. In short thef

'attrlbut1ons were correspondent w1th behav1or regardless of

ﬂ_context;v ThlS pattern of results was: labeled “the’overeattried

bution effect,__v7

The second experlment was a repllcatlon of the flrst butf

, W1th many more subJects and elght addltlonal control groups.'

‘°Three of these control groups manlpulated the sallence of the'

no- ch01ce constralnts. Prlor to maklng attltudlnal attrl—'

: butlons to the wrlter, the subJect was requlred to wrlte an -
‘ essay and not glven a- ch01ce about whlch oplnlon to espouse.‘

cFlve other control condltlons 1nvolved essays w1th balanced 5

presentatlonsvof pro and_convarguments.’ Supposedly;vthese-

essays had been written despite instructions_tobexpress only:

'a‘pro_orwonly a con”position;”uThe]resultsIOf the replication

 confirmed the reSults‘OEfthegfirstyeXperiment.‘:Evenhin‘the

highly salientjno—choiCeycontext,’the attitudes attributed-:

were‘in'line'withtthe behavior'observed.' Only those 1nd1v1d—'

~uals 1n the no—ch01ce condltlon whose essays were balanced
'or‘amblvalent_werenattrlbuted;attltudes,contrary to the-
.assigned‘directiontof:their essays. This result was labeled,

“uthe‘footvdragging effect.

¢In‘eXperiment 3 there was a toplc change to rac1al segre-
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.gatlon and the mode of actlon changed from a classroom essay

to a tape recorded debate presentatlon.- Prlor probablllty

was manlpulated by hav1ng the presentatlon dellvered by a

»Southern or Northern soundlng gentleman. 'Thesetlnd1v1duaISf-

elther supported or opposed segregatlon, andgdid”so,feitherm.

.under condltlons of ch01ce or no- ch01ce.: As-before, thef~
v attltudes attrlbuted to the actors fell in llne with the1r

-behav1or regardless of the ch01ce manlpulatlon.f

-Over—attrlbutlon, 1nadequate dlscountlng, or;what-would |

ultlmately become known as the "fundamental attrlbutlon error"

Vhad been establlshed as a rellable phenomenon.'

Jones,‘Worchel Goethal and Grumet (1971) suggested that

there were two 1mportant weaknesses 1n the Jones and Harrls;

.(1967) serles of experlments.» Flrst the manlpulatlon of

expectancy was not experlmentally based. Rather,qlt was.based"
on a hunch about what the subJect/observer would expect from

the actors. Second, the strength of the attltude revelant

ubehavior:waS'not systematlcally varled..:The varlatlon that':
diad occur however suggested that 1t mlght account for 51gn1f1—
4cant amounts of attrlbutlonal varlance. TO»address these L

,vweaknesses the Jones, et ’al (1971) experlment varled expec;
»dtancy‘bybpresentlng 1nformat10n about the wrlter S attltudes
.on other s1m11ar 1ssues,‘and cons1stently presented hlm as .
obelng very llberal or very conservatlve.- The strengths of
.the essays were: varled at two levels,ystrong and weak.»

:Ch01ce and.dlrectlonoofrpresentatlon were also;var;ed;g Thus,



‘f xasb"The foot dragglng effect

‘M;much less sen51t1ve

':ffheld an oppos1ng5v1ew

—theieXPérimentihadVaf2fXﬁ'

v~no cho1ce pro Castro condltlon was takenﬂas ev1dence of a

”hqlndlcate that except where the behav1oral cues are weak

_“butlon effect m1 :

1

\hX 2 X 2 factorlal de51gn w1th

ntwo contextual varlables (ch01ce and expectancy) and two

=llbehav1oral varlables (dlrectlon and strength of essay)}flfiflml‘\

The results reafflrmed that the dlrectlon of the essay

fvfhad a 51gn1f1cant effect upon attltude attrlbutlons even j;
':;under the no ch01ce condltlon., However, the 1mpact of the
v;essay s dlrectlon on the attrlbutlons made was greater 1n
:the ch01ce condltlon than 1n the no ch01ce condltlon.a:Inffi»u
lrQllne w1th the results of Jones and Harrls' second experlmentfifb

‘»weak essays, under the no—ch01ce condltlons, lead to attl-ygf-'

‘tude attrlbutlons opp031te the attltudes espoused in the Q?Tﬂ

essay.’?For example, a weak pro Cas

olessay presented 1n a:

.’j&ba51cally ant;~Castro attltude.q Agaln,_thls was referred toi'?7

.;These experlmental resultsvgl“ﬁ

'fwgattrlbutors are much more sen51t1ve to behav1oral cues and

,o contextual cues.-w._***s'

.:In defense o the gestalt VleW Kelley-(l97l) and LOpes'”'“

l972° both suggestednthat the essay paradlgm 1s flawed because'#
essays are actually wrltten by experlmenters rather thani»'

by legltlmate actors belng forced to espouse unfamlllar v1ews.v,

‘:f'Thus, the no ch01ce essays are percelved as too smooth

”°jtoo pollshed to ha7e»been concocted by someone who honestly o

“Kelley suggested that the over attrl—

t be accounted for by the presentatlon of

lstrong behav1oral cues and relatlvely weak contextual cues.
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To test these pos51ble artlfactual explanatlons of the
'oyer attrlbutlon effect Snyder and Jones (1974) report a“”
serles.of flve'experlments.‘ The flrst experlment‘lnvolved
ressays Wthh were elther pro Castro or pro- marljuana legall—:"

’:Zatlon.t Half the wrlters 1n each condltlon were prlmed w1th

Jthree plaus1ble “pro“ arguments Wthh they could use 1n thelrl
?i{essays,_ The other subJects were not so’ prlmed.‘ Flnally, the.

vessays wrltten on each 1ssues were collected and dlstrlbuted

’among the subJects who had wrltten essays on the other 1ssue.

'-The two groups of subJects were housed 1n separated rooms’

- durlng the experlment ‘ Upon dlstrlbutlon, half of the essays

iwere presented as hav1ng been prlmed and half as not hav1ng
:7been prlmed. Thls manlpulatlon of percelved prlmlng was crossed
:w1th actual prlmlng.‘ Thus the experlment had a 2 X 2 X 2
rfactorlal de51gn, cross1ngllssues, actual prlmlng,_and”perenlvf
celved_prlm;ngr o | | | |

| Subjects‘ln;thisrexperiment served as-both aCtors‘andj
_bobservers."?urthermore} the*subjects attitudes on:the rele—'
;1 vant 1ssues were measured prlor to and after wrltlng thelr
’essays.: ThlS measurement allowed Snyder and Jones to deter-
mine 1f there was any systematlc attltude change as a functlon
of wrltlng the essays,‘and to determlne more accurately the
extent of’ any over- attrlbutlon.‘ That 1s, the attltude attrl—‘
buted to a wrlter mlnus the wrlters own attltude ylelded a
,more‘sen51t1ve‘measure of,over—attrlbut;ont_y

The resultsvéhowedineither attitude“changex(in the direc-
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tion of the opinion‘esp0used in the‘essay) nor any effects

.due to actual or perceived priming."Itvdid; however, clearly

demonstrate thé'Over;attributionieffect;
The second'experiment reported by Snyderfand Jones was'h
essentlally a repllcatlon of . the flrst with a much larger

number of subJects (139 1nstead of 38) The results were the

~ same.

' In the third experiment ‘the hypothesis advanced was that

the essay writers might actually be changing their attitudes

as a functionfof esSay writing but might be reluctant to

change thelr response from the pre to the post attltude

measurement.& In short 1t was hypothe81zed that the attrl—

butors might>behmorefaccurate>than the actors. To test this

3 possibility'only-half’of;the:subjects'were‘asked to register

btheirgattitudes‘prior tohwriting an essay. No significant

differencesuwere»detected-between'the post essay writing
attitudes ofvsubjects'whovhad and‘subjects who'had not,

commltted themselves on a pre essay wrltlng attitude measure.

5fThe over- attrlbutlon effect however was clearly present

1_Havlngwattrlbutors,wrlte essaysvunder‘constralnlng-
circumstances‘onrone:issuekmayQnotmsensitize?them‘to the
effectsiofhthoseusame conStraintS»Qh essay writers.dealing
w1th another issues. TIn the-fourth eXperiment all subjects
wrote and read essays on the same 51de of the same issue

under the‘same constraints. Furthermore, all attributors were

‘awarehthat“the essays;theY‘were'reading were the product of



'fessayi

'“5ythe same c1rcumstances under Wthh they had wrltten thelr ownhyb

:Although as actors these subJects dld not attrlbute

'fany attltude change to themselves as a functlon of hav1ng
v:*wrltten thelr essays, as observers, they systematlcally
y;attrlbuted attltudes to actors 1n llne Wlth the oplnlons ;F:f"

'u,expressed 1n the essays.

The flnal experlment reported by Snyder and Jones crossed

bthree levels of constralnt (ch01ce,vno ch01ce, forced prlmlng)
”_w1th two levels.of essay dlrectlon (pro and con soc1allzed
'hf‘vmed1c1ne) V-The prlmlng condltlon dlffered from the one that TV

rhad been used 1n earller experlments 1n that subJects werei

tforcefully dlrected to use: the arguments w1th Wthh they were
f‘prlmed. The results demonstrated that the attltudes attrl—g>

‘buted to essay wrlters were most correspondent in- the ch01ce

condltlon, and 51gn1f1cantly correspondent in- the no cho1cey“

’ condltlon but not 51gn1f1cantly affected by essay dlrectlon o

in the forced prlmlng condltlon."Snyder and Jones concludedh
that ”...when behav1or closely corresponds to detall con—:,.

stralnts, thelr 1mpact on the actor recelves fuller recognl—’
tlon"i(p. 596) SR | | L | |

Taken as a whole, the experlmental ev1dence on the

’_attrlbutlon of attltudes supports the conclus1on that casual
,observers are very’sen51t1ve to behav1oral cues.- So'much so,
,that unless the behav1oral cues are weak or amblguous, they

"henert a prepotent 1nf1uence over the attrlbutlon process..

.Put somewhat dlfferently, 1t appears that the casual observer,
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Fritz'Heider's "naive psychologiét”, displays a behavioristic
bias while inferring personal dispositions. Heider, in fact,
acknowledgéd this bias and.characterized it as "behavior‘ |
engulfing the fieldﬁ'(Heider, 1944) . Given these results
the.qﬁeétion arises; Just how sophisticated are naiVe--b
psychologists? How thorbughly do they'gfasp the causai net-
wbrk relating attitudes to behavior? Can they intuit the
relationships between attitudes and behavior that have beén
established in the iaboratory? The experiment presented in

this paper attempts to address these questions.

Learning Theofies 6f Attitude

| Gordon Allport (1935) traced the uée of the term attitude
in psychological literature to its iﬁtroduction,in:connection
,With reaction time studies. Anbattitude, or a motor attitude
as it was originally termed, was an explanatory device
hypothesized to exist in order to account for the discovery
that reacﬁion'times were.reliabiy shorter when sﬁbjects were
instructed to attend to the motor, rather than the perceptual,
aspect of a reaction time task.

Learning oriented theorists have attemptedvto accommodate
the attitﬁde concept into their theofies by empﬁasizing its
relationship to overt behavior. Doob (1947) conceived of
an attitude as "an implicit, driVe—producing response con-
sidered socialiy significant in the individuals societj.? (p. 136)
That is, Doob‘considered an éttitﬁdebto be an implicit response

which could serve as an internal stimulus to which overt, as



;;ﬂwell as cognltlve responses, coulddbe learned.; Construlng‘dd“

?siattitudes as responses 1mplied that they could‘be 1nfluencedv:_}
’by all the same varlables and procedures that 1nfluence otherfﬁhb
]responses., Unfortunately, Doob s analy51s of the nature of .:d"

| {an attitude was purely theoretlcal and lacked direct ex;‘vff

.,'perimental support.,

',Staats and Staats (1957) were among the first to prov1de,-

“L,experimental support for a learning theory of attitudes.
. ‘There theoretical formulations differed from Doob s 1n that
'they held that attitudes, 1mplic1t medlating responses of

'an evaluatlve nature, were class1cally conditioned while

attitudinally relevant overt behav1ors were operantly con—:f'

ditioned Their experimental 1nvest1gations demonstrated

' that nonsense syllables,.(CS analogs) which were. initially
‘Judged to be affectively neutral would- 1n the manner of a
condltioned stimulus) take on'the ability to elic1t an
gaffectlve response (CR analog) Via repeated pairings w1th
'-an affect elic1ting word (UCS analog) Follow1ng Doob the‘a
'Staats demonstrated that soc1ally 51gnif1cant stimuli, such‘
: as national names“and'common male names; could‘31milarly‘be

o conditioned (Staatsu&UStaats, 1958)

Deallng more directly w1th interpersonal attitudes,,Lott

hand Lott and their assoc1ates demonstrated that real people
»can serve as conditioned stimull as well ‘as Visually,,
'ldrauditorlly presented names. Lott & Lott (1960) reported an‘

vexperiment that 1nvolved small groups of grammar school
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'children{ isociometric'proceduresfwerevused to insure that
the children brought together‘in‘those'small groups were
vrelatlvely neutral toward each other in terms of thelr inter-
personal affect.’ Then, in the presence of . the other members
of hlS or her small group each child would play a game |
‘structured by‘the experlmenter.v.The chlld s performance
rwas then either rewarded‘or not‘rewarded.~7After thevgamesi
were concluded, llklng among members of the small groups was
‘shown to be a functlon of the reward versus no reward manlp—_
ulatlon. Chlldren who had been rewarded 1n’the presence of
a.groupfof,other$Childrendllkeduthe other‘children in“their‘
‘group‘more‘than’theyihad previously,'and-signiflcantly more
~so than‘those children Who'had notvbeen»rewarded.

Testlng the appllcablllty of learnlng theory one step
further Lott Aponte, Lott and McG1nley-(l969) had 32 flrst’
grade chlldren perform a task-twice, each time.in the presence
ofa different adult.‘ One adult rewarded each child 1mmed1ately
after his or her performance, whlle the other_adult rewarded
each‘child after a 10 second delaylh The children subsequently
identified the adult. who had rewarded. them 1mmed1ately as more
llked than ‘the adult assoc1ated with the delay. |

These and other*findings encouraged the development of
:more sophlstlcated learnlng models of 1nterpersonal attitudes.
»One such model is Byrne s Relnforcement Affect Model of
Attractlon (Byrne, l97l) Research reports by Byrne and hls

assoc1ates usually operatlonallze a re1nforc1ng event ‘as the
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discovery of an attitude similarity between a subject and a

~ real or experimentally implied, stranger. The reinforcing

effects of'attitude”similarity was established by Golightly

and Byrne (1964). They demonstrated on a simple discrimination

task, that presenting attitude statements with which a subject
agreed'contingent upon oorrect response, and attitude state—

ments with which a subject disagreed contingent upon incor-

vrect responses ylelded 31gn1f1cantly improved dlscrlmlnatlve.

: respondlng.»

Byrne sought to vary the strength or magnitude of the

'relnforcers he used in hlS experlments but found that vary-

ing thevlmportance of the issue the_attltude'statement dealt with
was ineffective. Instead)'Bane and Rhamey»(l965)<fouhd that
positive}or'negative'evaluations of a personal attribute were"

three times more potent as reinforcers and punishers than

statements revealing attitude similarity on impersonal topics,'
This discovery lead Byrne and his associates to reformulate
- the Law of Attractiou;~iThey suggested thet_attraction toward

‘a person is a positive linear function of the proportion of

weighted reinforcemeuts receiued from that:person, Although
the model_brohosed'bvayrne was elegant-compahed to other
learning_theory based modeis’of intefhersonal sttitudes it
only faintly reflected’the‘intrioacy of basithearning‘Theory
as formulated by Huil, Spence,and Miller.

Probably the most sophisticatea'learning theofy adaption

-of the‘attitude»concept was proposed by Weiss (1968). Using an
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approach labeled I"exten'sion-of’liberal':i.zed‘S—R,the‘ory‘,"w
(Miller, 1959), Weiss and his associatee‘have persued the

etudy of attitudes andﬁother soeiai psychologiCal pheﬁomena

by systematically eonstructing anaIOgieS”from1social'psYchology
to variables in Hullian,S—R theory. | |

All of the researchers diseuesed above used evaluativev‘
ratingxscales as their‘standard‘toels for meaeuring attitudes.
'Conceptualizingiattitudes as prepared‘evaluative or affective
respbnses, however, suggested an'alternative operationalization.
Weise realized that'a straight forwardvmeasure of the readi-
ness of an affeefively meaniﬁgfﬁl respenee issimply'its laten— '
CYy. By adopting such a meaeurevof artitude strength Weiss
moved the study Qf attitudes from an‘oraihai to an interval
level of measurement‘which is- closer to the original con-
ceptualization of the term, attitude.

‘WeiSS noted that the most common;meaSures of response
strength in learning experihents are speed and resistance tq
extinction for instrumental‘conditioningiand speed and pro—.
bability of responding for classical cohditioning. Although_
Weiss was unable to find a suitable anangue for resistance
to extinction in his persuasive communication paradigm,.he
found that relative freqﬁency of agreement was an excellent
analogue to probability of responding, and that speed of
‘agreement was highly correlated with probability of agreementfv
"Drawing analogies;betWeeniattitudes-and responses, and per-

suasive arguments‘and reinforcement, and using speed of agree-
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‘ment as‘a dependentfmeasure of attitude strength, Weiss and

'~ his associates were able to demonstrate a variety of relation-

Ships}_ For eXample, (1) the"strength»of‘an‘attitude‘is”al

,functlon of the number of times’ the attltude is palred w1th

a persuaslve communcatlon (Welss, Chapula, Gorman,rand'Goodman,

'“1981) . (2) Attltude strength is greater for attltudes palred

w1th strong rather than weak persuas1ve arguments (Welss,

Rawson, &.Pasamanlck 1963) (3)‘Att1tude'strengthlls a d:

» multlpllcatlve functlon of argument strength and number of

: persua31on trlals (Welss, Chapula, Gorman,vand Goodman,"l968)

All of these relatlonshlps were predlcted on the ba51s

,of analogles drawn between soc1al psychologlcal varlables and

‘ learnlng theory varlables. Most 1mportantly these studlese1

‘demonstrate that the latency of an evaluatlve response 1s an ‘
1nd1cator of the strength of the evaluatlon.

In short an actor can dlvulge the strength of hlS attl—”

‘h;tude by the latency of hlS att1tude relevant responses, the
*shorter,the»latency, the stronger the attltude and the longerlv

athe latency, the weaker the attltude.

"~.Thus, the learnlng approach to the study of attltudes,.

vlncludlng 1nterpersonal attltudes, has hlstorlcally empha51zed
.fdthe relevance of cla851cal condltlonlng, andfto a 1esser»de;ff'
,Algree the revelance of 1nstrumental condltlonlngr, Studles |
;aconducted w1th1n: thlS tradltlon have typlcally employed fﬂii
';1ndependent varlables such as number of condltlonlng trlals,

dstrength of condltlonlng Stlmull, and delay of relnforcement
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Given the sens1t1v1ty of the naive psychologist to

.behaVioral cues about an actor s attitudes,'it seems possible[

1f not‘probable, that naive psychologlsts utilize these cues
(frequency, latency) in making 1nferences about. the strength'
of an attitude.‘ The hypotheses to be tested 1n-the‘1nit1al

phase of the experiment'propose that upon obserying an eval--

‘uative'interperSOnal exchange'Subjects will:

l,i.attribute attitudes corresponding to response direction;
2. attribute stronger attitudes with higher frequencies-ofb
similar evaluations;
3. *attribute‘stronger attitudes to.shorter'latencY‘responsesr
4. ‘attribute attitude'strength as ahmultiplicative function
of response frequency and latency; |
5. be more confident of attributions made Whenjthe actors
behavior Violates expectancies in sociaifdesireabilityf
(negative interpersonal evaluation) than when it is high
in social desireability (positivevinterpersonal evaluation),
These hypotheses assume that subjects will have some category
based expectancies about what the;averade.college'student's
behavior-would‘be'like in the situation described in the
experiment. The behavior observed by the subjects will‘be
compared to these expectanc1es -during the process of attri—.

buting attitudes. These expectanc1es may vary quite Widely

among subJects and thus obscure the effect of the independent

variable manipulations,‘espec1ally Very‘subtle»manipulations,

In a second experimental phase this source of error variance
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is teduoed'because subjects ere provided with anvexplicit,

target based eXpectancy (developed in Phase i) against which

to judge the actor's attitude.‘ Thus two additional experi—

mental hypotheses relevant todPhase'Q,are:

6. shorter'than eXpected latencies will lead to ettribotions
of Stronger attitudes; |

7. longer than expected latencies will‘lead to attributions

of weaker attitudes.



CMETHOD -

' Phase 1

Sub]ects. Actlng on’ the susp1c1on that females would

be more sen51t1ve to the 1nterpersonal cues- glven by a fe—f'

,male,_80 female subJects were recrulted from undergraduate"

) psychology courses at Callfornla State College, San Bernardlno;

One subJect was run per experlmental se581on. Ten subJects_fH

: were randomly a551gned to each of the elght treatment con—vw |

ldltlonsng‘

De81gn.' Phase l of the experlment has a 2 X 2 X 2

:factorlal des1gn w1th two levels of dlrectlon of response ”
3(p081t1ve, negatlve), two levels of number of responses (two,

flve) and two levels of latency of responses (two seconds,

fourvseconds).

Apparatus. VA°caSSette'model'(LXI)-tape recorder was

used to present the prerecorded Verbal materlal to the subJect

Both the experlmenter and subJect wore a palr of headphones

pwhlle the tape recorder was on.; For the subJect the head—._

phones reduced the poss1ble 1nfluence of any external n01se/g

for the experlmenter[ the use of headphones fac111tated the,

B correct operatlon of the procedure at cr1t1cal p01nts.'

Procedure.n Upon arr1v1ng at the experlmental room, the

_ SubJeCt was seated at a desk equlpped w1th a set of head-
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phones., The headphone cord was draped over a 51x foot hlgh
"partltlon to the rlght of the desk. The partltlon obstructed
'_the subJects’ view of the sound reproduc1ng equlpment and
‘the experlmenter durlng dellvery of the recorded stlmull.

fOnce the subJect was seated an lntroductory statement-was

placed before her and she Was 1nv1ted to follow the state—
S

ment as- 1t was read to her by the experlmenter.

-The statement read :

Your participation in this inquiry will
" involve listening to a tape recording
:lasting about 2 minutes. After you are
exposed to the taped material you will

be asked several questions about the
impressions you formed from the tape.

.. The segment of conversation contained
on the tape was recorded at a campus
‘computer dating service. The service,
while it operated, was offered to students:
free in exchange for their cooperation
in a research project. The students were
informed that the research concerned
interpersonal exchanges and the develop-
ment of personal relationships.

~ The two people whose voices you will
hear were unacquainted prior to the
‘occurrence of the meeting at which.

the recording was made. .They were
furnished each other's names by the
‘dating service only 5 mlnutes ‘prior to:
their meeting. The only: additional
information they had about each other
was: that they had been selected by the
computer for the meeting.: Whether or
not they would actually seek to date
each other was, of course, left entirely
up to them. SR e '

After the statement had been read and the subject 1nd1—b
cated that she understood the nature of the stlmulus to. be-

;presentedftOgher,jshe»was asked.towput on the headphones,
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vThe'experimenter then took his position behind the partition.

A recording, one of 8 variationS‘of the following dialogue,

was then played to the subject.
Introductory | |

statements:

Trial

Trial

Trial

Trial

Trial

#1:

#2:

#3:

#4:

Bob:

Karen:

Bob:

' Karen:

Bob:

Karen:

Bob:

Karen:

Bob:

Karen:

Bob:

Karen:

Bob:

Karen:

Hi, you must be Karen.

Yes, I am. You must be Bob.

Yes, well its nice to meet
you. Is this your first
computer date?

Yes, is this your first
one, too? '

Yes, and I'm a little nervous
about what your first im-
pression is; give me a hint,
do you like my smile?

Yes, I do. It's ok./ Not
particularly but it's ok.

Oh! Well, do you like my
eyes?

Yes, I do. They're ok./
Not especially, they're ok.

How about my clothes, do
you like the way I'm dressed?

Yes, you look alright./
Not particularly, you look
alright.

Well, how about my hair; do
you like my hair?

Yes, it looks alright./ Not
especially:; it looks alright.

Do you like my body?
Yes, I do. It's alright./

Not particularly:; it's
alright.
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ClosingvStatement:

Bob: Well, I don't know if I
~ feel any less nervous now

~ that I've gotten a hint,

but how about dinner to-

night at the Castaways?

- The presentation of the stimulus to the subject was

interrupted as Bob finished asking Karen out for a date and

'before Karen had‘anlopportunity to respond.

The items about which Bob questioned Karen were chosen
by'listing twenty-five items upon which a male might be com-
plimented and submitting the entire list to a group of 20

undergraduate.women;» They were asked to rate as high, medium,

~or low, the reinforcement-value of being’oomplimented on
each item. - The 5 items judged'as having the greatest potency

~as reinforcers were included in the dialogue.

The dialogue;Was.aCtually recorded live twice; once with’

:negative‘responses on all 5 trials, and once with positive

responses onuall'S trials. These“Z]original_tapes were then

’bduplicated; and'thewduplicates:wete edited and spliced so as
to oreate,8 distinCt tapes,.representing the 8 cells of a
fbasic'ZYXVZ X 2bdesign; Four,tapes had positive responses
-and 4 tapes had negative_nesponses‘ tFour tapes had 2 trials

“and 4 tapes had all 5 trials. Four'tapes had 2 second pauses.

between Bob'! S questlons and Karen's responses and 4 tapes had

4 second pauses between Bob's questlons and Karen S responses.

After llstenlng to the flrst recordlng, the»subJect was

asked to- flll out a questlonnalre (Appendlx A). The order



of the questlonnalre 1tems was counterbalanced across experl—:

hf'mental subjects.g_f;"

Whlle the subJect fllled out the questlonnalre at the
end of phase l the experlmenter elther rewound the tape,‘;ngd'
preparatlon for presentlng the same recordlng agaln, or,j-”h

moved the tape forward (the same dlstance as would have-‘

, been necessary for a complete rew1nd) 1n preparatlon for

';presentlng the same dlalogue w1th the alternatlve response

Once the questlonnalre had been completed and collected o

‘the experlmenter 1nd1cated »”Now, I want you to llsten to'

the-tape agalntlpff"i

.Phase 2

Phase 2 of the experlment has a 2 X 2 X 4 factorlal

,-deslgn w1th»d1rectlon'of response (p081t1ve, negatlve) number,

:ofﬂresponses Kl 5). and latency Shlft (short to short " short

to,long, long to long, long to short) as the 1ndependent

variables. The subJects, apparatus, procedures and measures

used durlng phase 2. were the same as those used 1n phase l."‘

De51gn. Phase 2 of the experlment was spec1f1cally

vde31gned to prov1de the subJect/observer w1th a standard for

comparlson, regaralng the actor s response latency That 1s,‘_

‘1t was assumed that the response latency exhlblted by the

actor durlng the flrst exposure would establlsh an expec—g'

tancy agalnst whlch the latency dlsplayed durlng the second

exposure could be Judged as long or short.-yDur;ngnphase,Z
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the forty subJects who had origlnally heard short latency

responses were randomly a551gned to hear elther the same

: short latency responses again or the long latency response
vers1on of the same dlalogue.ﬁlekew1se, the forty subJects
'who had origlnally heard long latency responses were randomly

a851gned to hear elther the same long latency responses

again or the short latency response vers1on of the same

: dialoguer\

Dependent measures

3 Each'subject attributed_attitudes to the actors,onva~v'

'9—point'likert‘scales:Which'rangedffrom "extreme liking"

through "neutral" to "extreme dislike". The other modifiers

used.were»slight,vmoderate, and strong. The‘scales wereb

scored such that a score of one equalled the most negative

attitude attribution possible, 5 a neutral attribution, and

‘9;the most»positiveiattitude'attribution possible. Group

comparisons were‘based'on the mean attitude attributed to an
actor by all the subJects exposed to a common condition.

L1kew1se each subJect gave their subJectlve estimate of

the probabillty that Karen would accept Bob svoffer of a

,date.‘ Estimates ranged from 0%, indicating absolute cer-

tainty'that she ‘would reject his‘offer,ﬂthrough‘SO%,kindi_

1cat1ng both outcomes were equally probable, to71007 indi-
,cating absolute certalnty that she would accept his offer.
‘Comparisons among groups were based upon the mean proba—

~bility’ofvacceptance”attributedgto Karen.'-Finally,.attri—



butional confidence was assessed on a 5-point scale ranging

from no confidence to very strong confidence.
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'RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Phase 1

As noted in the 1ntroductlon, the specific focus of this

ffexperiment waS'the effect of varying,the‘directiOn,:frequencY '

and latency of an actor s evaluatlve 1nterpersonal responses

.on the attltudes attrlbuted to that actor by outs1de obser— |

 vers. -Thus, in thls partlcular experlment the focus was on-
vthe attltudes attrlbuted to Karen, the actor most dlrectly o
-expre581ng an attltude. The mean attltudes attrlbuted to
Karen in. tne varlous condltlons are. presented in Table 1.

A factorlal ana1y31s of varlance for those attltude attrl—
vbutlons reveal only a 51gn1flcant effect for the dlrectlon
of Karen's responses (see Table 2) h The attltudes attrl—vp
buted were 51gn1f1cantly more p051t1ve 1n the p051t1ve re—'

sponse condltlon than 1n the negatlve response condltlon.

'Nelther the number of tr1als~nor'thevlatency of the responsesi‘

accounted for an 51gn1f1cant proportlon of the total varlance.

The mean probabllltles of data acceptance, asslgned t04

Karen in phase l are presented 1n Table 3.' Agaln;'an analySiS'~

of the varlance for these attrlbuted probabllltles detected
da 51gn1f1cant effect only for the dlrectlon of response-‘“

‘manlpulatlon (see Table 4) : AS~hypothes12ed p051tlve-re;v

sponses lead to hlgher probabllltles of date acceptance belnga
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' Mean Attributions Regarding the Target Actor's

© Attitude® Toward the Object Actor in Phase 1

 fDiféction *f'
POSltlve NeGatlve
Cmrials . 2-trials S-trials 2-trials S-trials
R R
| Shdft'(éKSécjf?h:f 'f4°éi 'gff 4yé;ff_i;3§8:’.fv .4Q0P

~ °® Higher values mean greater liking
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Analy51svo,v

bRegardlng the Target Actor s Attltude ‘fffﬁilﬁg?‘

A_tToward the Oinh ‘Actor 1n Phase l

(D).j:fs sai2 1

Dlrectlon h[:fétiléiﬂf:ié;634hhljﬁ;612f}"‘

'**fTrlals (T) :...612!’“' Colel2 o o.446 506

'7ﬁjLatency (L) ”_,.1127f'jfi,f_h'f;llztj.;_:,ostfQ;}L§7é§f7f
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: eRes1dual  :L£98 90 1hbfi2£_{filf374if»”” o

*iﬂTota1y~pf?ﬂ,;ﬁllo;49e-5tj79g{*“ AR
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TABLE 3
Mean Probabilities of Data Acceptance Assigned

to the Attributional Target in Phase 1

Direction
Positive o NegatiVéE
Trials ~ 2-trials S—trials- 2-trials S-tfials
Latency : |
-vshortv(2 sec) 0.488 0.608 .365 . 447

long (4 sec) 0.610 0.542  .447  .391



Analysis of Variance Source Table for Attributions

TABLE 4

Regarding the Target Actor's Prdbability

Sourcev
Direction (D)
Trials (T)
Latency (L)
DXT
D XL
T X L
DX TXL

Residual

of Date Acceptance in Phase 1

SS

4477.5

77.0

84.7

8.3

10.9

1332.5

30.9

34675.9

as

-1

72

'MS
4477.5
77.0
84.7

8.3

10.9.

1332.5

30.9

481.6

9.297

.166

.176

.017

.023

- 2.767

.064

34

.003*
.690
.676
.896
.881
.101

.801



35

attributed to Karen. Howevef, ﬁd other siénificant effécts
were detected. | |

The correlation between the éttitudés.attributed to-
‘Karen and the probabilities ofvdate acceptance for phase 1
bw.as highly signif‘icant‘ (r = 0.353, df = 78, p <.001).

A t-test comparing.the attributional COnfidence'scoreé‘
for subjécts exposed to positive versus negative response
tapes failed to detect any difference between the two condi-
tions. |

In summéry, fcr phaSe 1, although the effect of directioﬁ
predicﬁed in hypothesis i was supported by the results; direc-
tion failed to interact in the predictedbmannér with the num-
ber of trials or the response latency. Thus, hypotheses 2,

3, and 4 were not sﬁpported. The results also failed to
‘support hypothesis 5 concerning attributional confidence.
Phase 2 |

The data concerning étﬁitudes attributed to Karen ih phase
2 are summarizéd on Table 5. A source table for £he cdrre—
sponding 2 X 2 X 4 factorial-analysis of Variance is pfesented
in Table 6. The attitudes attribﬁted to Karen after hearing
a "replay" éf‘the tape revealed significant main effects for
direction of response and latency shift conditions. In addi-
tion, the interaction of trials and latency shift unexpectedly
accounted for a significant amount of wvariance.

Thé effect of direction is again straight forward; the

‘attitudes attributed to Karen were more positive when her
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TABLE 5
Mean Attrlbutlons Regardlng the Target Actor s

Attltude Toward the ObJect Actor 1n Phase 2

‘1Direction'

‘-Trlals v-;‘ah'ihh;.fazetrialef>5¥trials;‘2—trialef'5—tfiale;h; v

Latency Shlft

short- long . 3.80° ':f14;493fnﬁ 3.60 :3;60"

short-short  4.00  6.40 . 4.00  4.40

long-long o ‘4;60-;n= '3!50h 't 4,60:1"7'3;8013 ’

' ?longQShoftfﬂhf,Sgéokhha:,S;SOffﬂ'hﬁ4,00< - 4.20
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Analysis of Variance Source Table for Attributions

Regarding the Target Actor's Attitude

Toward the Object Actor in Phase 2

Sourse
Direction (D)
Trials (T)
Latency shift (L)‘
DXT

DXL

| T X L
DX TXUL

Residual -

df

64

.1.30

.013*
.244
.050%*
.175
.284
.023%

.48
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responses were pesitiVe than when they were negative. The.
-significant:interaction of lateney shift with trials sug-
gestsfthat the'pattern of differences among the means of the
latency shift cenditions Varies as a function of the 2vand 5
trials.manipulation. Multiple comparisons among the four
latency shift conditions at the level of 2 trials failed to
detect any'significant differences (see Tabie 7). However,
~at the 5-trials levei) the_shbrt—then—long condition produced
attributions‘ef-significantly less liking than the short-then-
ishort condition, Also,_relative to the long-then-long cen—
| ditien tne‘longfthenfshort:conditionuproduced attributions
of*significantly‘more.liking;' These resultsvare perfectly in
line With'the'predictions made by the positive response con-
ditions and-epposite the predictions for thevnegative response
conditions. Surprisingly, they are basedbon data that sum
over‘the positive and negative response'conditions.

The plannea comparisons for phase 2 were those”between»
,eorreSponding expectancy fulfilling (Short—then—short and long-
then;leng) and}expectancy violating (shOrt;then—long and long-
then—short) latency shift conditons at each leVel of direetion
(see Figure 1). iHypdthesis 6 was supported in the positive
response conditien. That is; shifting to avshorter response
latency lead to‘attributionsvbf greater liking than did not
shifting latency (t = 2.ll, af ; 18, p <.05). -Hypothesis 7
was marginally supported:in the stitive response eonditionf

shifting to a longervreSponse latency leading to attributions
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TABLE 7 -
Multiple Comparisons Among Latency Shift Conditions
at the Two Levels of Trials Utilizing the

Least Significant Difference (LSD) Technique:

2 Trials
1atency shift Short-long Short-short Long-short Long-long

group means. 3.70 4.00 4.50 4.60

LSD sub-groups*
5 Trials

latency shift long-long Short-long Long-short Short-Short

group means 3.70 4.00 4.90 5.40

LSD sub-groups*

* Groups sharing a common underline are not significantly

different at the = ,05 level.
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.~ short- éhort—j’?ﬁ’fW l6ng:”v"'v:‘lOng_
short_” | lqng L j long o short

Latency Shift Condition
- Figure 1. Attitudesvattributédfto¢targét actor-during,‘

‘Phase 2 shown as a function of Latency shift condition for
- both positive (P) and negative (N) r¢sp0hse_¢onditions;~n =
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:of less llklng than not shlftlng latency (t 2 03 df”=‘ll;2,
pp”—;.068) Nelther hypothe51s was - supported in the negatlve .

response condltlon. ;fw

fgflatency Shlft reported earller, 1t seems adv1sable to 1nspect
\(post hoc) the relatlonshlps among the four p051tlve latency
5sh1ft condltlons at the two levels of trials. These-comparl-,

fsons revealed that the relatlonshlp between the correspond—

”'*‘1ng expectancy fulfllllng and expectancy v1olat1ng latency

'vsh;fttcondltlons,were'local;zed at theVS_trlals levela, Sub—»_‘
'jectslreceiVing”the’short;then;long latency, compared to the
ﬁsubjects recelVlngithe short—thensshortjlatency, attributed.
:to Karen less llklng for Bob (t :“4'26> df =8, p =‘.OO3)7‘
dOn the other hand ,subJects rece1v1ng the long thenbshort
.bcompared to long then long, attrlbute, to_Karen, more llklng
;Afor Bob (t 2. 36~‘df ;y4 p —‘,06) .. The differences at. the
2 trlals leyel were in the expected dlrectlons but not 51gn1—
:flcant (see Flgure 2) » FRE | -
Agaln the attltudes attrlbuted to Karen and - the proba—
.bllltles of date acceptance attrlbuted to Karen 1n phase 2
lwere‘51gn1f1cantly correlated (r. = 0. 4978 p< 05)

': The 51gn1f1cant effects detected in phase 2 clearly |

‘*.freflect the pattern of results expected 1n “the p051t1ve re--v

‘sponse condltlons. Among the negatlve response condltlons
‘nothlng beyond chance varlatlon was detected.,‘One pOSS1ble'

"‘explanatlon for the pattern of results obtalned is that thef
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1 : 3 ' 1
T T T

- short- ' short- long- - long-
short long long short

Latency Shift Condition
 Figure 2. Attitudes attributed to target actor during

Phase 2, in the positive réspomsé conditions, distinguishing
the 2- and 5f_trials conditions. '
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negative response manipulation'Was ambiguons. The taped
’vstimuli used in the_experiment'were constructed with the
intention of“providing’only a.minimal positive or negative
| direction in Karenis'responses. »This weak direction manin
ulation couldvthen be strengthened.by a shortened'latency,
repeated presentation, or both. Apparently, while the, "Yes,
'it'svok." type of responseneffectively conveyed a positive
eyaluation, the; "Not particﬁlarly,*it's alright;" type of
response conveyed an equivocal, rather than negative, eval—
uatlon,- Strengthenlng such an’ equlvocal response by shorten—
ing‘its latency or- by repeated presentatlon probably ylelded
a response akin‘to»a "deflnltlve maybe.

| The fact that the results in the positive two trials
condltlon of phase 2 were in the predlcted direction but not -
anlte statlstlcally 31gn1f1cant while’ the results in the
p081t1ve.flve trlalsfcondltlon were more.clearly significant,
Suggests'that'latenchiS»indeed avsuhtle cue about an atti-
tude's»strength and may become salient only after repeated
observations. |

General DlSCUSSlOl’l

In the studies concerning the attrlbutlon of attltudes
'which_were reviewed»earlier‘choice, expectancy, dlrectlon{
and.strength ofhaction were manipulated as independent vari-
ables. " Thedattitudes‘attributedbto the actors-were found to
be first and foremostna:functioniof the direction of the actors'

ibehavior. Essentially, the other variables served to modify_
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the impact of'thebditection variable. In the present study
alse, direction of behavior hes a elear and reliatle effect on
the attribution of'interpefsonal attitudes, as weli.as on the‘
assignment of probabilities for a specific attitude relevant
behavior. Indeed, the effect‘of direction is so robust that
it is clearlyjdetected‘even when one of the two directional
manipulations failed. |

Altheugh ehoice and the categoryvbased expectancies
ﬁanipulated by Jones and his associates were not directly
manipulated in the present study, expectancy probably did
vary with direction. That is, in the situation described in
Athe experiment, positive and compiimentery social interactiqns
were probably more expected than negative and non—complimentary
interactions. His covariation of expectahcy with direction
was the foundation of hypothesis #5. Actions freely taken
which violate social expectations lead to very correspondent
inferences. As it turned out, the failure of the negative
direction manipulation left this hypothesis untested. |

Strengthvof action was manipulated by Jones and his
assoeiates as the proportion of statements favoring or oppos-
ing a position. Multistatement presentations that were 100%
pro or con cohstituted the strong actions. Multistatement
presentations that were 50% pro and 50% con constituted the‘
weak actions. The contents of the weak pro end con presenf
tations were nearly identical with the ordering of the state—
ments being the principle distinction. In the weak pro pre-

sentation the salience of the pro statements was enhanced by
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presenting them in the first and the last serialvpositions'
with the actor finally stating support for the pro position.
In‘the weak con presentation the serial position effect
favored the ealience of the con statements and the presenta—
tion ended with an endorsement of the con position. Thus,
the strength manipulation in the present study was similar
‘to that utilized in the earlier studies only in that it
involved multiple actions, though not proportion of poéitive
or negative actions, The-manipulation of latency as an
operationalizatiOn of strength appears to be unique to the
‘present study.

' The results of phaSe'chlearly-indioate that in the posi-
tive‘re3ponse conditions obserVere are seneitive to response
latencies and attribute attitudevstrength in the predicted
manner. What is not entirely clear from the results is
whether the observers' sensitivity to reeponse latency is
dependent upon a Violation'of expectancj.(a shift in response
latency) or simply upon repeated exPoSure to the stimulus
material. Comparisons between shifting and nonshifting la-
tenoyvshift conditions that begin with the same latency but
end with different latencies indicate that the change is im-
portant. However comparisons between latency shift conditions
.that end with the same latency, without regard to the initial
latency,‘suggest that only the second'latency is attended to
by the observers. The fact that no latency effect was de-

tected for phase 1, when there were no latency shifts, but
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latency effécts were deteétéd’invphaéélz, tends to support
the former interpretation rather than_the latter.A Still, the
possibility ekists that sim?le repeated exposures without the
.shifts'invlatency might have sensitiZed.thé observers to the
latency of the actor response. In any case, the results do
suggest that the naive psychologist has an intuitive grasp

of thé relationship betweenxattitude strength and response
latency. The fact that not one subject who had been exposed
to a real shift in response latency mentioned the timing of
‘behavior, when asked what they thought had been manipulated
in the study, attested to the intuitive nature of the attri-
bution process.

In this particular experiment the focus was on the
attitudes attributed to Karen, an actor expressing an atti-
tude. The focus of the paradigm however is the relationship
between the attribution process and the empirically estab-
lished laws of learning and behavior. Thus, an alternative
focus for the experiment could have been the acquisition of
an attitude by the actor, Bob, who was being reinforced or
punished for interacting with Karen.

Data relevant to this alternative focus was collected.
That is, observers were asked to attribute attitudes to Bob
as well as to‘Karen. However, in order to justify a request
from the subject/observer for a prediction of Karen's probaﬁle
behavior it seemed advisqble to have Bob ask Karen out. This

request by Bob constituted a powerful behavioral clue con-
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cerning his attitude toward Karen. As one would expect from
'the literature reviewed earlier, this clue was prepotent and
probably overshadowed any of the more subtle effects of the
direction, trials, and latency variables.

The conversation between Bob abd Karen could have been
scripted differently to avoid this problem. That is, the
tape could have concluded before Bob asked Karen out. As it
turned out the correlation between estimates of Karen's atti-
tude and Karen's probability of date acceptance (behavior)
though significant hardly accounted for a quarter of the
variance among the behavioral predictions. Thus, the atti-
tude attributions end behavioral predictions made by naive
psychologists reflect the much bemoaned lack of correspondence

between attitudes and behavior (Calder and Ross, 1973).



APPENDIX A

Sample Questionnaire

Please base your responses to the following items on your
perceptions of the conversation between Bob and Karen. Take
~your time and consider all of the alternative responses for
each item before: you ‘check” the ‘phrase which you feel is: the

1.

a.

Bob}s

most approprlate.'

attitude toward Karen is one of:

extreme dislike
strong dislike ‘
moderate dislike
slight dislike
neutrality

slight liking '
moderate liking
strong liking
extreme liking

How much confidence do you have in the accuracy of

Karen'

I

. this estimate?

very strong confidence
strong confidence
moderate confidence
slight confidence

no confidence.

s attitude toward Bob is one of:

extreme liking
strong liking

moderate liking

slight liking

neutrality
slight dislike

moderate dislike
strong dislike
extreme dislike

‘43>7.;
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b. How much confidence do you have in the accuracy of
: this estimate? ' '

very strong confidence
strong confidence -
moderate confidence
slight confidence
no confidence

Estimate the probability that Karen accepts Bob's offer
of a date. Use any value from 0% (certain she declines)
through 50% (as likely to decline as accept) to 100%
(certain she accepts).



REFERENCE NOTE

l. Cowan, G. Personal communication, May 1982.
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