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Testing Two Classes of Theories about Group Induced
Shifts in Individual Choice?

EUceENE BURNSTEIN? AND AMIRAM VINOKUR
The University of Michigan

One class of theories explains group induced shifts in individual
choice in terms of interpersonal comparison process. By comparing
himself with others a member finds out that his position is uncom-
fortably discrepant, e.g., he is overly cautious or overly risky.
Knowledge of this discrepancy presumably is necessary and suf-
ficient to induce him to change his initial choice. Another class of
theories holds that merely knowing one is different from others is
unimportant. Shifts in choice occur because during discussion a
member is exposed to persuasive arguments which prior to dis-
cussion were not available to him. Two experiments were con-
ducted, the results of which give considerable support to per-
suasive-argument theories and none to those based on interpersonal
comparison: When a member did not know whether others were
arguing for their own position or were forced to support a position
contrary to the one they had originally chosen, and the former in
fact was the case, typical shifts in choice were obtained. However,
if a member had to argue for a position contrary to the one he
had initially chosen (and thus he would not be able to muster
highly persuasive arguments) typical shifts did not occur, even
though another’s initial choice could be accurately inferred.

There is a traditional distinction made in the analysis of interpersonal
influence and conformity which has to do with uniformities in belief and
behavior due to informational processes versus those due to normative
processes (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). The former involves the dissemina-
tion of knowledge among group members regarding an issue over which
they differ. Faced with a collective choice, members inform each other
about the merits of their respective position. Information which initially
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was only partially shared thereby becomes available to all. Consensus is
achieved when the shared knowledge is persuasive, when it is sufficient
to demonstrate the superiority of one particular course of action. In con-
trast, normative processes describe the impact of rewards and punish-
ments, actual or anticipated. When a person values his membership in a
group and finds his position on an important issue differs from that of
other members, he is likely to experience a variety of distressful cimo-
tions—fear of disapproval, of being shamed, of loss in self-esteem. cte.
The person will then ostensibly abandon his position and shift toward
the consensus in order to reduce such threats.

While the distinction between informational and normative processes
is not new, its relevance to collective decisions involving “risk™ is only
now becoming evident. This is the consequence of somewhat overdne
attempts to explain such exotic group induced shifts in choice as the
“risky” shift in terms of more general interpersonal processes.” The
present research represents such an effort and considers the informa-
tional-normative distinction as basic in understanding these eflects.

A few reviews have recently appeared on group induced shifts which
raised several important and heretofore neglected points (Cartwright,
1971; Pruitt, 1971a; Vinokur, 1971a). One is especially significant for our
purposes. Both Pruitt and Vinokur suggest that the various theories
proposed to account for shifts fall into two distinct classes corresponding,
we think, to the normative-informational distinction. More preciscly.
therc is a group of theories which asserts that discussion is unnccessary
and insufficient to produce shifts in choice. A member merely must
recognize that his own position differs (in a specified direction) from
others, such realization being sufficient to induce a shift, These theorics
thus depend on interpersonal comparisons, although only one is cast in
terms of classical social comparison theory (see below). A second group
of theories assumes exposure to or participation in discussion is both
necessary and sufficient. They stress persuasive argumentation and, to
some extent, differential influence or leadership based on such argumen-
tation. A brief description will demonstrate that these classes of theories
make quite different predictions which are rcadily testable.

* Although “risk” is the usual term of reference in the literature, as is “cautions™
or “conservative” for another collection of decisions and their corresponding shifts, it
has been clear for some time that the person’s respouse to these items may have
little to do with the concept of risk (or caution) either as defined by everyday
usage or by decision theory. Merely one example: the same kind of group induced
shifts have been obtained on issues totally unrelated to risk, such as the individual’s
evaluation of DeGaulle (Doise, 1969; Gouge & Fraser, 1972: Moscovici & Zavalloni,
1969; Myers & Bishop, 1970, 1971). For convenience sake, however, the quotation
marks will be omitted in the remaining text.
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The importance of persuasive argumentation in group decision making
was noted some time ago by Thorndike (1938a,b). It has been variously
used to analyze group induced shifts in choice by Nordhgy (1962), St.
Jean (1970), Stoner (1968), Teger and Pruitt (1967), Vinokur (1971a,b),
and Vinokur and Burnstein (1972). The Vinokur version assumes that a
particular decision elicits a set of standard arguments in support of the
various alternatives among which the person must choose. Presumably
the arguments reflect certain cultural values engaged by the decision. A
persuasive argument is thought to be similar in effect to that of a correct
solution in group problem solving: once made, it is very likely to be ac-
cepted either because it is intrinsically cogent, the member who proposes
the argument is highly confident of its merits, or both. These phenomena
have been observed and discussed in a variety of group decision and
group problem solving situations (Burnstein & Katz, 1971; Clausen,
1965; Thomas & Fink, 1961; Thorndike, 1938a,b; Vinokur, 1971a).

The number of arguments available to the average member (or the
probability of a particular argument) will vary as a function of the
issues raised by the decision. Thus, faced with a particular choice, a very
large, a moderate, or an extremely small number of arguments may come
to mind. The extent of the shift in choice a group will induce depends on
the likelihood that the average member will have available all or most of
the persuasive arguments. If the likelihood is very great, then individuals
will have already made their initial choice on the basis of all or most of
the persuasive arguments. Therefore, not only will they have confidently
taken a relatively extreme position beforehand, but they also are unlikely
to encounter new persuasive ideas in discussion, ones which had not been
considered in making their initial choice. If the likelihood is very small,
very few individuals will be able to muster strong support for their
position during discussion, and thus hardly anyone will have a good
reason for changing their choice. It follows that the largest shifts will be
induced by group discussion when persuasive arguments have a mod-
erate likelihood of being available to the average member.*

Among the interpersonal comparison theories, Brown (1965), Levinger
and Schneider (1969), and Jellison and Riskind (1970) assume that an
individual contrasts his choice with the average choice of other mem-
bers; and they predict, for somewhat different reasons, that relatively
moderate choices will be changed so as to be equal to or more extreme
than this average. Pruitt (1971a) believes the comparison is made with
the most extreme member, to the same effect. The incentive for shifting
also varies somewhat from theory to theory. For Brown, the member’s

“ This analysis owes much to Steiner’s work (1966) on the optimum distribution
of information in problem solving groups.
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choice reflects his adherence to cherished social values; an immoderately
moderate member will change because he wants to demonstrate as much
or more adherence than the others. Jellison and Riskind define the choice
(of a risk level) as an assertion of ability: because, according to social
comparison theory, the person wishes to appear slightly more able than
others. a shift in choice will be made by the relatively moderate members.
Finally, Levinger and Schneider, as well as Pruitt, think the moderate
member really wants to take an extreme position but initially suppresses
this yearning; the observation that others have made extreme choices
legitimizes the desire and allows the member to shift with impunity.

Past work on the relative significance of knowledge of other’s position
and of group discussion had members either discuss without revealing
their own choice or reveal their choice without discussing. The former
procedure produced sizable shifts (Clark ef al., 1971; St. Jean, 1970).
However, reasonably accurate inferences probably could be made about
where another member actually stood from what he said in discussion
even without his making an explicit statement to that effect. With the
latter paradigm some researchers have observed rather weak shifts
(Clark & Willems, 1969; Teger & Pruitt, 1967), while most have found
no shifts at all (Clark et al, 1971; St. Jean, 1970; Wallach & Kogun,
1965). Hence, although there has been a good amount of work on dis-
cussion versus knowledge of other’s choice, the matter is still unresolved.
The present study takes a different approach to this problem. In the first
of two experiments a subject knows that on some decisions he must
argue for his own position (ambiguous-for condition) and on others he
must argue for the opposite (ambiguous-against condition). He is awure
that this is true for the other members as well. However, on anv given
decision he does not know who is permitted to argue for their own
choice and who is obliged to support some other position. Thus. a sub-
ject’s own position cannot be inferred from what he savs. The second
experiment consists of only one condition (unambiguous-against); its
control would merely replicate the standard paradigm for shift in choice.
In this experiment any subject can precisely determine another’s real
preference because it is always the exact contrary of what he advocates
during group discussion.

The theories based on interpersonal comparison predict no shift in
choice as long as members remain ignorant of cach other’s real prefer-
ence; typical shifts will occur, however, when such knowledge becomes
available, independent of discussion. In the first experiment the person
never knows who is arguing for or who is arguing against their actual
preference. Thus according to interpersonal comparison theories. there
should be no group induced shift in choice. In the sccond experiment.
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because a member’s real preference can be readily determined (even
though it is contrary to the position he advocates in discussion), the
typical shifts toward risk and toward caution should be observed. Per-
suasive-argument theory leads one to expect almost the opposite results.
Note that this theory assumes the individual will initially choose the
alternative for which he has the greatest number of persuasive argu-
ments, Hence, when asked to support a position which he had previously
rejected (in the ambiguous-against and unambiguous-against condi-
tions), the person is being required to advocate what for him is rela-
tively unadvocable, that is, to take a position for which he has few
persuasive arguments. It follows that persuasive argumentation is less
likely to occur in these circumstances than under conditions in which the
individual is free to advocate his initial choice (ambiguous-for). Ac-
cording to persuasive-argument theory, this means that little or no shift
should be expected in either the ambiguous-against or the unambiguous-
against situation; typical shifts, however, will occur when individuals
argue for their initial choice (ambiguous-for) even when they cannot
infer another’s real preference, that is, they do not know whether he is
advocating his own position or one quite different.

Finally, keep in mind that obliging the subjects to argue against their
own position allows the possibility of certain celebrated counter-at-
titudinal phenomena. These have little to do with the theories under
consideration; in fact, they are beyond the scope of either. Changes in
choice resulting from counterattitudinal processes, e.g., dissonance re-
duction, would, in fact, create atypical shifts in choice, opposite in direc-
tion from those normally obtained with these decisions, Shifts of this
nature are predicted neither by interpersonal comparison nor by per-
suasive argumentation. They therefore have little bearing on the issue
at hand.

EXPERIMENT I

Method

Subjects. A total of 149 male students from introductory courses in psychology at
The University of Michigan participated as subjects in this experiment. Participation
was part of the course requirements. Each experimental session lasted for an hour.
The subjects were run in 21 five-man groups and 11 four-man groups, making a
total of 32 groups.

Material. A set of five items were taken from the Kogan and Wallach (1964, ap-
pendix E) Choice Dilemma Questionnaire (CDQ). These were assembled in a
booklet which was entitled “Opinion Questionnaire.”

The CDQ items were chosen to include two risky items (items that have been
found to yield reliable risky shifts), two conservative items (items that have been
found to yield reliable conservative shifts), and one neutral item (an item that has
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been found to yield no consistent significant shift). These items (numbers 4, 6, and
2 in the CDQ) begin with Mr. A, Mr, B (risky items), and Mr, H (neutral item)
in our questionnaire, The two cautious items, Mr. E and Mr. F, were taken from a
questionnaire used by Stonmer (1968; numbers 2 and 8, respectively, in his ques-
tionnaire). These five items were also used by Vinokur (1971b) in a set of experi-
ments in which the typical findings were replicated.

Each choice-dilemma was accompained by the standard instructions to choose—
between odds of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, or 9 chances in 10—the lowest odds of success
acceptable in order to recommend trying the uncertain (risky) alternative; or,
instead, to indicate that this alternative should not be attempted, no matter what
the odds. In the latter case, a response is usually scored as 10. Choice of risk level is
measured as the odds that are selected by the subject.

Procedure. Subjects sat at small tables when they arrived at the laboratory and
filled out the Opinion Questionnaire at their own rate. The questionnaires were then
collected and subjects performed an anagram task as interpolated activity for about
10 min while assistants coded their answers to the CDQ items and prepared
materials for the experimental manipulations which were introduced immediately
before group discussion. Following interpolated activities, subjects were given clean
copies of the Opinion Questionnaire. They were then informed in order to be sure a
wide variety of positions were represented in the discussion they would be told
privately by the experimenter, beforehand, what position to take. It was pointed out
that often the position they were given to support would be contrary to the one they
had initially chosen. Finally, the experimenter stressed that the subjects were to
argue as effectively as possible for the position given to them and that although they
were to explicitly state this position at the start of the discussion, they were to re-
frain from giving any indication of whether or not it corresponded to their initial
choice.”

It was made clear that the discussion on each CIDQ item was to last for 5 min
and that the experimenter will indicate when to begin and when to end the dis-
cussion before moving to the next item. Just before the first discussion each subject
received a slip indicating the position he was to take in every item. The position
was stated in the usual “chances out of 10” and varied in a predetermined way over
items (see below).

Experimental manipulations, The CDQ items were arranged in the questionnaire
in the following order: Mr. B, F, H, A, E. Items which typically give risky and
cautious shifts were thus alternated. In half the groups, subjects were assigned a
position contrary to their choice on the first Opinion Questionnaire for items B, H,
and E, and a position identical to their initial choice for items F and A. In the other
half of the groups, subjects were assigned contrary positions on items F and A, and
identical positions on items B, H, and E. Note by “contrary” is meant the mirror-
image of the subject’s initial scale position; thus, an initial choice of 1, 2, 3, or 4
out of 10 was assigned 9, 8, 7, and 6 out of 10, respectively, and vice versa. Half
of the subjects who initially chose 1 were assigned 9 and half were assigned 10 out
of 10. An initial choice of 10 out of 10, which meant that the uncertain alternative
should not be chosen no matter the odds, was always assigned 1 out of 10; and 5
out of 10 remained unchanged. Unknown to the subjects, on each item either they
were all assigned a position which was contrary to their own choice, or they were all
assigned a position which was identical to their own choice. Thus, although each

5 Verbatim instructions are available from the authors upon request.
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subject knew whether he argued for his own position or not, he could not know this
for the others. In fact, the manipulations sought to create the impression that
positions were randomly assigned.

The experimental conditions are not based on data from different groups but on
data from the same groups on different CDQ items. Instances in which subjects
argued for their initial choice constitute the ambiguous-for conditions; instances in
which they were obliged to argue for a position contrary to their initial one con-
stitute the ambiguous-against condition.

After the discussions of all the items were completed, each subject was asked to
reconsider and to mark what he now felt to be the best decision.

Finally, subjects were asked to indicate whether (a) everybody in his group
argued for his position, (b) against his own position, (c) some for and some
against, or (d) do not know. This was done separately for each CDQ item. When
this was completed, subjects were given a full explanation of the experiment and
its purpose.

Results

There is no evidence that subjects could reliably infer another’s initial
choice from the position he advocated during discussion. In instances
where every member argued for his initial choice (ambiguous-for con-
dition) only 23% indicated they felt this to be the case; 3% indicated that
they felt everyone was arguing against his initial choice; 59% indicated
they felt that some argued for and others argued against their initial
choices, and 15% indicated they could not tell. In instances where every
member argued against his initial choice (ambiguous-against condition)
only 15% indicated they felt this to be the case; 10% indicated they felt
everyone was advocating his initial choice and 63% and 12% indicated
they felt some argued for and others argued against their initial choice
or they could not tell. Given four response categories, 23% of correct
responses (i.e., responses indicating correct identification of the experi-
mental situation) in ambiguous-for condition and 15% of correct re-
sponses in the ambiguous-against condition are well below chance.
Moreover, internal analysis of the shifts produced by the subjects who
correctly inferred the relationship between initial and advocated choice
showed that they were not different from the shifts produced by the
other subjects. In all cases the shifts of the correct subjects were in the
same direction as the shifts of the other subjects, and in no case was the
difference statistically significant. Indeed, in most cases, contrary to what
would be predicted by interpersonal comparison theories, the shifts of
the correct subjects were smaller in magnitude than the shifts of the
other subjects.

The major results for shifts in choice are presented in Table 1.

Under ambiguous-for conditions both risky items give reliable shifts;
one cautious item produces a highly reliable shift while the other gives a
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TABLE 1
Mean Inpivipual CHoickE BeFORE (p1) AND AFTER (p;) DiscuUssioN anD Mrax
SHIFTS FOR Groups (d) Arrer DiscussioN UNDER
Two CONDITIONS OF AMBIGUITY

Individuals Giroups
dh
Ttems N pn pe N Shift ND,y { P
Condition Risky
Ambiguous-for A 77 3.36 4.17 16 — .83 0.681 ~4.704 001
B 72 5.42 5.76 16 — .33 0.531 —2.531 0D
A+ B 149 4.35 4.94 32 —.59 0.651 —5.060 00]
Cautious
12 72 8.42 776 16 BN 0,880 2452 01
¥ 77 8.56 8.36 16 200 0.554 1.397 -
E+4+F 149 8.49 807 32 A4 0770 3185 0t
Neutral
H 72 7.26 6.87 16 41 0.697 2267 05
Condition lisky
Ambiguous- A 72 4.36 4.21 16 13 1,050 0. 451 =
against B 77 5.43 5.61 16 — .19 0765 —0.945
A+B 149 401 4.935 32 —.03 0920 —0.167
Cautious
I 77 749 T.14 16 L3h 0 1.350 1.0053
¥ 72 8.10 %.32 16 —.23 1.161 —0.760
E+4+F 149 7.79 7.71 32 L0600 0898 0.262
Neutral
H 770579 6.74 16 — 90 1.064 —3.285 0]

= The value of p indicates the risk-level chosen in terms of p chances out of ten. A p of 3
would denote the choice of three chances out of ten as the minimum acceptuble probu-
bility of success on the uncertain outcome.

bd = p» — pi; negative values indicate shifts toward risk (visky shift).

“p for two-tail ¢ test.

shift which approaches but does not quite reach traditional levels of
statistical significance. There is no sign of such shifts in the ambiguous-
against condition. A comparison between the overall shift on risky items
(A + B) under the two experimental conditions reveals that the mag-
nitude of the shift is reliably greater in ambiguous-for than in ambiguous-
against (t = 2.768, P, < .01); a comparison between the overall shifts
on cautious items (E + F) gives a similar difference but at a less robust
level of statistical significance (¢t = 1.775, P, < .10).

Unexpectedly, shifts were obtained on the neutral item, toward caution
under ambiguous-for and toward risk under ambiguous-against conditions.
Neither persuasive-arguments nor interpersonal comparison would pre-
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dict these effects. They are curious findings and defy straightforward
explanation. However, since they weigh neither for nor against the
theories in question, we will merely note their occurrence and not
venture to speculate as to their cause.

On the whole, it is clear that the first experiment gives reasonably
strong support to persuasive-argument theory and no support at all to
interpersonal comparison.

EXPERIMENT 11
Method

Subjects. A total of 76 male students from the introductory courses in psychology
at The University of Michigan participated as subjects in this experiment as part of
their course requirements. Each experimental session lasted for about an hour. The
subjects were run in 12 five-man groups and 4 four-man groups, a sum of 16 groups.

Procedure. The procedure was identical to that of the previous experiment up to
the administration of the first set of instructions. At this point the experimenter told
the subjects that each time they would all be arguing for a position which was
contrary to the one they had chosen initially. Several examples were given of
“contrary positions,” e.g., if 2 in 10 was initially chosen, then the subject would have
to argue for 8 in 10, if 4 in 10 then 6 in 10, etc., so that the mirror-image principle
was clear and they could readily determine another’s initial choice from the position
he supports in discussion. As in the first experiment, subjects were asked to be
explicit about the position they argued for at the outset and to argue as effectively
as possible.

The remaining procedures were again identical to those of the first experiment.

Results

The findings from this experiment are presented in Table 2. Again the
curious shift on the neutral item which, again, we will merely note.
Neither risky item alone demonstrates a reliable shift; for both items
combined there is some evidence of a shift, albeit quite weak. In ab-
solute magnitude it is less than half the size of the shift obtained in the
first experiment with the identical items under ambiguous-for conditions.
Statistical analysis also indicates that it is reliably less (& = 1.968,
P: < .07). While there is stronger evidence for shifts on the cautious
items, they all are in the wrong direction. That is to say, these mildly
reliable changes in choice suggest the atypical shifts which were
mentioned earlier as often associated with counterattitudinal behavior
and as such are not considered to be group induced. Consistent with
persuasive-argument theory, the typical shift for both cautious items
combined under ambiguous-for conditions is considerably greater than
that under unambiguous-against conditions (¢ = 4.601, P; < .001). Once
again, there is virtually no support for theories of interpersonal com-
parison.
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TABLE 2
Mgpan Inpivipval CuoicE BEFORE (p1) AND AFTER (p2) DIscUSSION AND Muan
SHIFT FOrR GROUP (d) Arrer DiscussioN UNDER
Unamsicuous CONDITION

Individuals Groups
b

Items N P2t me N shift S, t pe
Risky

A 76 3.83 4.07 16 — .24 0.789 —1.149 -

B 76 5.11 5.43 16 — .26 0.654 —1.552 —

A4+ B 152 4.47 4.75 32 — .25 0.725 —1.906 Rt
Cautious

ki 76 7.12 7.72 16 — .63 1,283 —1.894 0

F 76 .04 8.31 16 — .29 (1,826 —-1.376

E+F 152 7.58 8.02 52 — .46 0.759 —2.349 05
Neutral

H 76 6.68 7.34 16 — .65 0.968 —2.59% KI5

¢ P indicates risk-level chosen in terms of chances out of ten.
bd = ps — p1; negative values indicate shifts toward risk.
¢ p for two-tail ¢ test.

Discussion

Theories of interpersonal comparison attribute shifts in individual
choice to normative processes—the anticipation of disapproval and loss
of pride or self-esteem were one to maintain his discrepant position—
which comes into play once the discrepancy is known. Because knowl-
edge of other’s position is the essential element, it must then be that
if a member does not know where his colleagues stand, changes in initial
choice cannot be induced, and if he does know, such changes can and
will occur. The results of both experiments give no support to this point
of view. Group induced shifts were obtained when little or no informa-
tion was available as to the real position of other members (ambiguous-
for), that is, under conditions in which not only were members pro-
hibited from announcing their initial choice but also, they were aware
that the latter could well be quite different from what they were obliged
to advocate in discussion. Moreover, where it was clear that the choice a
member announced and defended in discussion was mirror-image of his
real position, which thus could be calculated, typical shifts in choice
were not induced (unambiguous-against).

These findings are, however, fully consistent with the point of view
that this widely studied group decision situation is governed by informa-
tional processes as specified by persuasive-argument theory, according to
which knowledge of other’s choice has little significance and the shifts
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typically obtained are the result of persuasive argumentation during dis-
cussion. Vinokur (1971a,b) has conjectured that a specific decision will
engage a set of standard arguments that vary in their persuasivesness
and in their availability to the average number. A member’s initial choice
is determined by the number and the persuasiveness of arguments which
come to mind as he weighs the decision. Thus, the extent to which a
member commits himself to a particular alternative reflects the easy
availability of many persuasive arguments in favor of the alternative.
At the same time, of course, it is an indication that persuasive argu-
ments in favor of the nonchosen alternative are difficult to come by.
Thus, when (a) the decision elicits persuasive arguments which pre-
dominantly favor a particular alternative, (b) there is a moderate
probability of such arguments being available to the average member,
and (c) members are free to argue for their own choice, as is ordinarily
the case, shifts in choice will occur following group discussion. The first
two conditions above need not concern us here. In part, their rationale
was suggested earlier and a detailed presentation appears elsewhere
(Vinokur, 1971a,b). The significance of the final condition is perhaps
rather obvious. Because initial choice indicates the position for which a
member has a relatively large number of persuasive arguments available,
to require that he argue for the contrary position insures rather im-
poverished, that is, unpersuasive, argumentation. Therefore, in terms of
our two experiments, persuasive-argument theory would lead one to
expect typical shifts in choice following discussion regardless of whether
the positions of others are known, if the person is permitted to advocate
his initial choice. Typical shifts are unlikely to occur, however, when the
person is constrained to argue for a position other than his own.

These expectations are reasonably well confirmed, although in general
the shifts are smaller than those found in other studies, e.g., on the
average they are slightly more than half the size of those obtained by
Vinokur (1971b). This might suggest two or more processes at work
(Pruitt, 1971b), that ordinarily both interpersonal comparison and per-
suasive argumentation operate to produce the typical shifts toward risk
or caution. By excluding one of these components, naturally, we obtain
a weaker effect. The two-process explanation would also lead us to ex-
pect relatively small but reliable risky and cautious shifts in the second
experiment where persuasive argumentation was minimized but inter-
personal comparison was distinctly possible. In general, such shifts were
not observed. There is, however, another possible explanation of why
attenuated shifts would be likely to occur in the present study. This
explanation seems quite plausible and, moreover, assumes only one pro-
cess at work, persuasive argumentation. Briefly, if a member believes
others are arguing for a position which they do not really hold, he
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treats their arguments with heightened skepticism. In other words, our
experimental treatment probably reduces somewhat the credibility (and
thus the persuasiveness) of the argumentation. Because the arguments
lose their usual force, the shifts in choice are necessarily attenuated. It
seems unneccsary, thercfore, to invoke interpersonal comparison pro-
cesses {or the lack of such) to account for the attenuation of the shift.

Finally, let us briefly attempt to clarify those curious shifts on cautious
items in the second experiment. It is well-known that getting a person
to advocate a position contrary to what he believes (i.e., to engage in
counterattitudinal behavior) may lead him at least partly, to accept the
position he advocates (for example, sec Carlsmith, Collins, & Helmreich,
1966; McGuire, 1969). In the present study cffects of this type would
appear as atypical shifts. The reason for this is simple. It has been
cstablished that CDQ-like items which give shifts toward a particular
extreme, say toward risk, also elicit initial choices which in general tend
to fall toward that end of the scale. to be somewhat risky, for example.
Thus, members initially find odds of slightly less than five out of ten as
acceptable on items which subsequently produce a shift toward risk and
odds of more than five out of ten on items which subsequently produce
a shift toward caution (sce Cartwright, 1971, and as a case in point
notice this holds for most values of p, in Tables 1 and 2). When in-
dividuals are required to argue against their initial choice this means
that on risky items most wonld be argning for cantion, and vice versa
on cautions items. Because of dissonance reduction or some comparable
process, it they accepted the arguments they were induced to make,
then a cautious shift would appear on tvpically risky items and a risky
shift. on typically cautious items.

While members argued against their own choice in both experiments,
such atypical shifts occurred, however, onlv in the second. This is not
totallv inexplicable. In their scarch for the conditions which are most
likelv to produce changes in attitude following counterattitudinal be-
havior Carlsmith, Collins, and Hehnreich (1966) indicate that the like-
lihood is greater when there is public knowledge of the counterattitudinal
act. Such public knowledge was a salient feature of the unambiguous-
against condition. Under ambiguous-against or ambignous-for conditions.
it was not possible for any member to know whether another was ad-
vocating his real position or its contrary.”

*The atypical shifts do not appear as readily explained by incentive or self-
persuasion theory as by dissonance theory. The former would seem to demand that
shifts oceur in both experiments, whenever members engage in counterattitudinal
hehavior. MeGuire (1969) makes an excellent comparison of these two theories and
points out a large number of loopholes whereby findings of this kind may be safels
reinterpreted within either context.
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Still, why is there no sign of an atypical shift for risky items in the
second experiment? A dissonance reduction explanation would require
a shift toward caution in this case. An examination of the average initial
choices (see p, in Table 2), however, suggests how counter-attitudinal
effects might well have been more marked for cautious than for risky
items, to wit: in terms of their distance from the scale midpoint (five
chances out of ten), initial choice (p,) on the former is more extreme
than on the latter. According to our procedure for assigning a contrary
position, the scale was pivoted about the midpoint with an initial choice
of four out of ten being assigned six out of ten (and vice versa), three
out of ten being assigned seven out of ten (and vice versa), etc. Thus,
for cautious items, on the average, the position to be argued was quite
contrary to the initial position, a difference of about six scale points
between initial and argued choice—from eight out of ten to two out
of ten for item E as well as item F. Not so with the risky items. A diff-
erence between initial and argued choice of about two scale points
obtained, from four out of ten to six out of ten for item A, and virtually
no difference existed for item B. The implication is clear. Greater dis-
sonance could well have been produced on cautious than on risky items
because the advocated positions were more incompatible with initial
choice in the former than in the latter case. It follows that greater
dissonance reduction and, thereby, a relatively marked atypical shift
should have occurred on cautious items.
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