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ABSTRACT
THE EFFECT OF FREEDOM OF CHOICE
ON GROUP ATTRACIIVENESS
by Richard John Dieker

The rationales underlying the hypotheses of this study were
based on Leon Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance and on the
effects of reinforcement theory. According to dissonance theory, a
choice between two or more membership alternatives should arouse
dissonance. The subsequent pressure to reduce dissonance should result
in a more favorable evaluation of the chosen group and a less favorabls
evaluation of the unchosen group. In & no=choice situation, dissonance
should not be present and no changes in evaluation of the groups
should occur, except for those changes resulting from positive or
negative reinforcement associated with being assigned to a desirable
or undesirable group.

The present study manipulated fhe freedom of choice in
determining group membership and the attractiveness of the chosen and
unchosen alternatives. It was predicted that in a choice situation,
the more attractive the rejected altermative in a choice between
.groups, the greater the dissonance incurred and consequently, the
greater the resultant pressure to reduce this dissonance. To reduce
this dissonance, the person should evaluate the chosen unattractive
group more favorably and the unchosen attractive group less favorably
than subjects in a comparable no=choice condition. Information that
the alternative chosen is the more attractive of the alternatives

available should have positive secondary reinforcement value. As a
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result of receiving this rewarding information, the individual should
evaluate the chosen attractive group higher in attractiveness than |
subjects in a comparable no-choice condition, since ih the no-choice
condition the reinforcement associated with the act of choosing would
not be present.

Dependent variables in the study were ratings of attractiv’eness
of the chosen group, ratings of the unchosen group, time spent
listening to the unchosen group, time spent looking at average ratings
of the groups, desire to change groups, and ratings of the experimenter.

The procedure for the study involved having the eighteen male
subjects in each condition=-High Choice « Attractive Chosen, No=Choice =
Attractive Chosen, High Choice = Unattractive Chosen, and No=Choice =
Unattractive Chosen-=report individually to the experimental room.

The experimenter read the instructions to each S, indicating that the
S either did or did not have a choice as to which of two discussion
groups he would belong, which were purportedly on-going groups which
had previously met several times. Then E played a tape recording of
the chosen or assigned group and administered a group attractiveness
questionnaire. E then played a recording of the unchosen or unassigned
group and administered a group attractiveness questionnaire for that
groupe Then E again administered a group attractiveness questionnaire
for the chosen group. The other dependent measures were administered
following the last questionnaire.

Contrary to predictions, there were no significant differences

in the ratings of the chosen or assigned and unchosen or unassigned
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groups in the choice and no-choice conditions. Reinforcement theory
ocould account for the obtained ratings of group attractiveness. Those
subjects who were rewarded by being placed in an interesting group,
regardless of whether they did mr did not choose the group, rated the
group even higher after hearing the boring unchosen group. Subjects
who were punished by being placed in a boring group rated the group
even lower after hearing the interesting group. There were no
significant differences in the amount of time spent listening to the
unchosen or unassigned group, the amount of time spent looking at the
average ratings of the groups, the rating of the experimenter and in
the desire to change groupse

One possible explanation offered for the lack of significant
differences between the choice and no=choice conditions was the
psychological reactance resulting from the forced choice situation
which may have eliminated or significantly reduced dissonance arousal
in the choice conditions. Post-experimental interviews indicated that
the alternative of not participating in the experiment may have been
important for many subjects, and this factor may have reduced the
perceived freedom of choice in the situation, consequently depressing

dissonance arousal.
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CHAPTER I
RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES

Rationale
Group attractiveness is generally considered to be an important
variable in determining certain communication behaviors of the members
of the group. (e.g., Back, 19513 Costley, 196L4) Most prior research
on group attractiveness has dealt with the group after its formation,
and in particular, with variables within the on=going group which
correlate with group cohesiveness or attractiveness. Only in recent
years have researchers begun to deal with the ways variables relating
to group formation itself affect subsequent member perceptions of
group attractiveness. According to Festinger's theory of cognitive
dissonance, the amount of freedom an individual has in selecting the
group to which he will belong should influence the subsequent
attractiveness of the group for the individual. (Festinger, 1957, 196L)
First of all, dissonance theory predicts that ®all decisions
or choices result in dissonance to the extent that the alternative not
chosen contains positive features which make it attractive also, and
the alternative chosen contains features which might have resulted in
rejecting it., Hence, after making a choice, people seek evidence to
confirm their decision and so reduce dissonance.® (Zajonc, 1960,
Pe 290) Cohen adds that ."given the centrality of the act of choice
in either selecting an alternative or complying to an induced dis-
crepant behavior, « « . the theory certainly implies that a person

who is forced to behave in a manner he would avoid if he could
1



experiences no dissonance.® (Cohen, 1960, pe 303)

Briefly, then, if an individual perceives that he has freedom
of choice in a deciszion between alternatives, dissonance is produced
by selecting one alternative at the expense of others. One of the
ways in which this dissonance may be resolved is by a re-evaluation
of alternatives; in other words, the chosen alternative may be judged
more attractive and the unchosen alternative less attractive after
the choice is made. In a no=choice situation, however, the decision
process and resultant dissonance described in the choice situation
should not be present, and consequently, no re-evaluation should occure

The effect of freedom of choice on subsequent perceptions of
group attractiveness may also be partially explained in terms of
differences in the magnitude of secondary reinforcement values in
situations with varying amounts of freedom of choice. If on the
basis of limited information an individual sélects an alternative
which he later finds out is the more desirable of two available alter-
natives, the positive reinforcement resulting from confirmation of a
wise decision should result in a more favorable evaluation of the
chosen alternative than if a choice had not been made. Even in a no-
choice situation, however, an individual who has been assigned the
more attractive of two alternatives should be somewhat rewarded by
information related to the desirability of the alternatives and should
increase his rating of the assigned alternative as this information
becomes available. In the situation where later information demon-
strates that an unwise choice was made; i.e., where the individual
selects an alternative which he later finds out is the less desirable

of two available alternatives, the negative secondary reinforcement






resulting from such a choice should tend to depress the attractiveness
ratings of the selected alternative. However, this person should still
be affected by the dissonance incurred in making the choice, and
consequently, some increase in the ratings of the selected group should
occures On the other hand, the person who is assigned to an undesirable
group should rate the assigned group even lower after the information
about the alternatives is made known because of the negative reinforce-
ment resulting from being assigned to an undesirable group. In other
words, the individual will experience relative deprivation.

The effect of freedom of choice on ratings of attractiveness of
alternatives, then, can be explained in terms of dissonance reduction,
differences in secondary reinforcement, or a combination of both

factors.

Review of the Literature

Research evidence strongly supports the hypothesis that varying
choice situations result in varying ratings of the attractiveness of
both the chosen and unchosen alternatives. More specifically, it has
been found that under greater degrees of choice an individual will
evaluate the chosen alternative more favorably and unchosen alter=
natives less favorably. Brehm (1956) manipulated choice by having
undergraduate females in the high choice condition choose between two
manufactured articles, with the impression that they could keep the
chosen article as payment for participating in the experimente In
the "gift® (no=-choice) condition, the experimenter "randomly® selected
an article rated as highly desirable for the subject. Corrected pre

to post desirability rating changes were used to measure attitude



change. Chosen articles increased in desirability from pretest to
posttest, while similar articles in the no-choice condition did not.

Cohen, Brehm and Fleming (1958) used justification for compliance
as the independent variable. They assumed that the amount of justie
fication used to get the subjects to cooperate would be related to
the perceived freedom of choice. High justification Ss were given
several reasons why they should write an essay expressing an opinion
discrepant from their own. Low justification Ss were given only the
necessary instructions plus the option not to participate. The
dependent variable was the amount of attitude change toward the dis=-
crepant position. Although an analysis using all the Ss did not result
in significantly different attitude change in the two conditions, when
Ss with extreme original attitudes were thrown out, the low justifi-
cation Ss changed their attitude toward the discrepant position more
than the high justification Ss. However, the difference between the
two conditions reached a significance level of only .07.

In a second study by Rabbie, Brehm and Cohen (1959), perceived
choice was manipulated in the same manner. When attitudes were measured
immediately after the decision to take a discrepant position, as well
as after the behavior was actually engaged in, Ss in the low justifi-
cation (high choice) condition showed significantly more attitude
change toward the discrepant position than Ss in the high justification
(low choice) condition.

Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) tested the hypothesis that ®the
greater the pressure used to elicit overt behavior, the weaker will be
the tendency for an individual to change his opinion so as to bring it

into correspondence with what he has said or done.® Pressure was



manipulated by the amount of money offered to take part in a disagree=
able, monotonous task. As predicted, Ss in the low pressure condition
(high choice) rated the experimental tasks significantly more enjoyable
than 8s in the control and high pressure (low choice) conditions.

Cohen and Brelm (reported in Brehm and Cohen, 1962) used three
conditions of choice manipulated by the amount of threat utilized to
get subjects to participate. The task involved copying random numbers
for 3 to L hours, with attitude toward the task as the dependent
variable. Contrary to predictions, members of the high threat group
were most favorably disposed towards the random numbers task. However,
this group also reported that they had the greatest amount of freedom,
thus supporting the dissonance theory prediction.

Cohen, Terry and Jones (1959) manipulated choice by asking Ss
in the high choice condition three times if they wanted to hear the
experimenter read a message which contained information contrary to
the 8's beliefs. In the low choice condition, the Ss were simply told
that the E was going to read the contrary information to them. The
results indicated that the more discrepant the counter-argument, the
more the attitude change in the high choice condition, but not in the
low choice condition.

Wells (196Lk) manipulated choice by instructing Ss that they
did or did not have a choice as to which messagze they could read,
with the following variations: (1) One-message, no-choice; (2) Two-
messages, challenged choice; (3) Two-messages, choice; (L) Two-messages,
stressed choice; and (5) Two-messages, denied choice. Attitude change

in the treatment groups toward the position advocated in the messages



did not differ significantly. Wells attributes this lack of signif=-
cance to several factors, including the contaminating factor of choice
involved in cooperating or not cooperating with the experimenter,
varying feelings about the importance of the reading task, and varying
feelings about the importance of the choice between messages.

Festinger has pointed out several factors which may influence
the amount of dissonance produced in & choice situation. (Festinger,
1957, ppe 37-U42; 196k, p. 156) Three of these factors are the
importance of the decision, the relative attractiveness of the unchosen
alternative, and the amount of cognitive overlap between alternativese.

Importance of decision is related to the consequences of making
the decision, as well as to the extent to which the decision reflects
on the individual's self-image; i.e., the amount of personal involvement
associated with the decision. Brehm (1959) asked Ss (8th grade pupils)
to rate 3L vegetables on liking. Then each 8 was offered the choice
of stopping or of eating an unliked vegetable. A small inducement
was used to encourage the Ss to try the disliked vegetable. In a low
consequence condition, willing Ss ate the vegetable and filled out a
questionnaire again. In a high consequence condition, when the 8
had almost finished eating his vegetable, he was casually told that
his parents would receive a letter indicating that the S was eating
the vegetable-~the implication being that the S might be required to
eat more of the dislike vegetable at home. As predicted, the mean
increased liking for the previously disliked vegetable was significantly
greater in the high consequence condition than in the low consequence

condition.



Zimbardo (1960) and Deutsch, Krauss and Rosenau (1962) found
that Ss who were more personally involved in the decision changed
significantly more in favor of a chosen alternative than Ss who were
not as personally involved. Zimbardo informed Ss in the high personal
involvement condition that their judgements would indicate their basic
social values, personalities, and outlook on important problems.
Deutsch, et al., told Ss that their selection of a spread for bread
would indicate such personal characteristics as leadership aptitude,
executive potential, and artistic judgement. Half of the Ss were given
this inducement before the choice and half after the choice was made.
The amount of pretest=posttest change toward the chosen spread was
significantly greater for the high than the low self-involvement
group for flavor ratings, but there were no significant differences
for general preference ratings. The two high involvement groups did
not differ significantly.

The relative attractiveness of the unchosen alternative as a
determinant of post=choice attitude change was investigated by Brehm
(1956). Brehm varied the relative desirability of the two articles
between which Ss were asked to choose as follows: (1) High dissonance,
one-half to one and one-half scale points apart; (2) Medium dissonance,
about two scale points apart; and (3) Low dissonance, about three
scale points apart. Half the Ss were also asked to read four (ficti-
tious) research reports, each of which evaluated a product by listing
several good and bad points. Half the Ss receiving information were
given information evaluating the chosen product; half were not. Under
the condition of no information, attitude change was greater for high

dissonance than for low dissonance Ss, but the difference was not



significant. Under the information condition, high dissonance Ss
demonstrated significantly greater attitude change than low dissonance
Ss, thereby lending support to Festinger's theory.

Amount of cognitive overlap as a determinant of amount of
attitude change following choice was investigated by Brehm and Cohen
(1959). 1In this study, 6th grade children indicated how well they
liked certain toys, chose one of a selected group as a reward, and
then re-rated the toys. Half chose from among highly similar toys,
i.e., toys with a high degree of cognitive overlap, and half chose
from among highly dissimilar toys. Significantly more change in
attitude toward the chosen alternative occurred in the dissimilar
condition than in the similar condition, suvporting Festinzer's
hypothesis.

One of the few attempts to test dissonance theory in the small
group context is a study by Aronson and Mills (1959). In the high
dissonance condition, Ss read aloud extremely embarrassing material
before joining the group; in the mild condition, they read aloud
mildly embarrassing material; and in the control condition, they were
simply told that they would be members of the group. Aronson and Mills
found that Ss who underwent the severe initiation--i.e., those who
read extremely embarrassing material-~-rated the group as significantly
more attractive than did Ss in the mild or control conditions.

Chapanis and Chapanis (196L), Rosenberg (1965) and others have
criticized the Aronson and Mills study because of possible alternativg
explanations of the results. In a replication of the Aronson and Mills
study, Gerard and Mathewson (1966) utilized electric shocks to vary

the severity of initiation and added additional treatment conditions



to control for "relief™ and "contrast®™ effects, explanations based on
similarity of the content of the two phases of the experiment, and
explanations related to pleasure derived from successfully passing
the initiation. Gerard and Mathewson concluded that their results
ruled out these alternate interpretations and supported the original
dissonance or "suffering=leading-to~liking" hypothesis.

The present study attempts to take into account the previous
criticisms of dissonance research. In addition to the criticisms
noted above, Chapanis and Chapanis criticized some dissonance research
because Ss were selectively eliminated, with the remaining Ss being
most likely to yield significant results in the direction predicted.
In the present study, a relatively direct manipulation of freedom of
choice is utilized, thus minimizing the possibility of alternative
explanations of results, as well as minimizing the possibility of
evaluation apprehension and incredulity. Ss are randomly assigned
to conditions, and no Ss are selectively eliminated from the analysis

of data,

Freedom of Choice and Attractiveness of Group

The present study systematically manipulates the freedom of
choice in a decision between groups, and the attractiveness of the
chosen and unchosen alternatives, to study the effects of these
variables on subsequent ratings of group attraction.

On the basis of the theory and evidence cited above, it would
be predicted that after an individual has made a decision to join
one group at the expense of rejecting another group, he will experiegpo

dissonance due to the possible rewards foregone in the rejected
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relationship. Furthermore, as the individual encounters information
which indicates that the group he selected is less attractive than

the group which he rejected, the dissonance experienced should increase
and ratings of the attractiveness of the chosen group should be even
highere By contrast, if an individual later finds that the group he
has selected is the more attractive group, the positive secondary
reinforcement associated with making a correct decision should also
result in higher ratings of group attractiveness.

As indicated above, an important factor which should influence
the amount of dissonance and consequent change in the ratings of the
alternatives is the attractiveness of the alternatives between which
an individual chooses. In the study by Brehm (1956) cited above, it
was found that the prior knowledge of the relative desirability of
alternatives can have an effect on the ratings of the alternatives
following choice. In many choice situations, such as the choice
between groups with which an individual is unfamiliar, much of the
information about the attractiveness of the alternatives is not
available until after the choice is made and the individual has had
the opportunity to observe or participate in the group activity.
What effect does knowledge about the relative attractiveness of
alternatives following choice have upon the dissonance experienced by
the individual? Assuming that & choice between groups results in
commitment as defined by Festinger and that the decision does
unequivocally affect the individual's subsequent behavior and is not
simply & "statement of preference" (Festinger, 1964, p. 156), then

after the choice is made, as information becomes available about the
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desirability or attractiveness of the alternatives, predictable changes
in the evaluation of the alternatives should result.

First of all, on the basis of Festinger's assumption concerning
the relative attractiveness of alternatives, the more attractive the
rejected alternative in a cholice situation between groups, the greater
the dissonance incurred, and consequently, the greater the resultant
pressure to reduce this dissonance. In other words, any information
that challenges an individual's decision, such as the information that
the unchosen alternative is more attractive or more interesting than
the chosen alternative, should increase his dissonance. To reduce
this dissonance, the person should evaluate the chosen unattractive
group more favorably after receiving the new information.

An individual in a no-choice situation assigned to an
unattractive group, on the other hand, should experience no dissonance,
and any additional information indicating that he has been assigned
to an unattractive group should provide negative reinforcement.
Consequently, the individual in a no-choice condition should rate the
assigned unattractive group even lower in attractiveness after
receiving additional information concerning the relative attractive-
ness of the alternatives.

Specifically, hypotheses 1 and 2 to be tested in this study
are the following:

Hys Subjects in the Choice condition will rate a chosen boring

group higher after hearing the unchosenlinteresting group
than before hearing the unchosen group.

1Tho terms “boring group" and "interesting group" are used to
indicate relatively unattractive and relatively attractive alternatives
in a choice between groups. The terms are operationally defined in
Chapter II.
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sz Subjects in the No-choice condition will rate an assigned boring
group lower in attractiveness after hearing the unassigned
interesting group than before hearing the unassigned group.
After an individual has made a choice, information that the

alternative chosen is the more attractive of the alternatives available

should have positive secondary reinforcement value. As a result of
this rewarding information, the individual should evaluate the chosen
attractive group even higher in attractiveness after receiving informa-
tion about the unchosen unattractive group.

For an individual in a no-cholce situation, assignment to a
desirable or attractive group should be somewhat rewarding, and con=
sequently, he should rate the assigned interestingz group higher in
attractiveness after hearing {nformation about the unattractive
unassigned group. However, this increase should not be as great as
in the choice condition because the reinforcement associated with the
act of choosing would not be present.

On the basis of the preceding rationale, hypotheses 3 and L
to be tested in this study are the following:

Hia: Subjects in the Choice condition will rate a chosen interesting
group higher after hearing the unchosen boring group than before
hearing the unchosen groupe.

H)ys Subjects in the No-choice condition will rate the assigned
interesting group higher after hearing the unassigned boring
group than before hearing the unassigned group.

The rationale for hypotheses 5 and 6 is the same as for the
preceding hypotheses; namely, that dissonance will be experienced
following choice, and that this dissonance may be reduced by evaluating

the chosen alternative higher (H;) and the unchosen alternative lower

(H6) after the choice is made. Dissonance should not be experienced
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in the no-choice condition, and the ratings of the assigned and unassigned

alternatives should be affected only by the positive or negative rein-

forcement associated with being assigned to a desirable or undesirable
groupe Some change in ratings would be expected in the no=choice
condition, as discussed in relation to hypotheses 2 and L, although
this change should not be as great as in the choice condition, since
dissonance effects would not be present.

Hot Subjects in the Choice condition will rate the chosen alterna=
tive, whether interesting or boring, higher than subjects in
the No-choice condition will rate comparable alternatives.

H6z Subjects in the Choice condition will rate the unchosen alter=-
native, whether interesting or boring, lower than subjects
will rate comparable alternatives in the No-choice condition.
In addition to re-evaluating alternatives to reduce dissonance

produced in a choice situation, an individual may also seek informa-

tion which confirms his decision and avoid information which challenges
his decision and increases his dissonance.l In other words, if an
individual who chooses a boring group finds that the unchosen group

is interesting, he should experience increased dissonance and should
be unwilling to spend as much time listening to the unchosen interest-
ing oi attractive group as sameone for whom the information does not
produce dissonance. Since no volition is exercised by an individual
in a no-choice situation, knowledge of the interesting, unassigned
group should not produce dissonance, and this individual should be
willing to listen to the information for a longer period of time than

an individual in the choice condition. The specific hypothesis to be

11n a study by Canon (reported in Festinger, 196L) it was found
that some people will seek dissonance-=producing information if they feel
that the information is useful to them. It is doubtful that knowledge of a
rejected group in a non-competitive situation would be perceived as useful.
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tested is the following:

H7s S?bjects in.the Choice condition will ?e willing to spend less
time listening to an unchosen interesting group than subjects
in a comparable No-choice condition.

Since knowledge that the rejected group is less attractive than
the chosen group would be dissonance=reducing, an individual in a choice
situation should be willing to spend more time listening to the boring
or unattractive unchosen group than would an individual in a comparable
no-choice situation. In addition, this knowledge would reinforce the
individual's choice, and therefore should provide positive secondary
reinforcement. The individual in the choice condition should there-
fore be willing to spend more time listening to a boring rejected
group because of its secondary reinforecing and dissonance-reducing
qualities. The specific hypothesis is:

Hgs Subjects in the Choice condition will be willing to spend more
time listening to an unchosen boring group than subjects in a
comparable No-choice condition.

The rationale for hypothesis 9 is based on the commitment effect
associated with making a decision. Festinger points out that the
result of the "process of establishing cognitive elements consonant with
the decision and eliminating dissonant elements « . « would be to
stabilize or 'freeze' the decision.® (Festinger, 1957, p. 3L) Con-
sequently, individuais in the choice conditions should be less willing
to change groups after a choice has been made. On the other hand,
individuals in the no=choice conditions should be less committed to
their assigned groups, and consequently should be more willing to change
groups, since the stabilizing process of dissonance reduction would

not have taken place. In an experiment on postedecision regret,

Festinger and Walter (reported in Festinger, 196L) found that many Ss
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reversed their preference from an original ranking when they actually
made their choice. However, the reversal was made between alternatives
only one scale unit apart on a 13 point scale, and the reversal took
place when they actually made their commitment, rather than after the
commitment was made. The authors note that it is plausible to maine
tain that following & decision there is a sudden salience of dissonance
that is experienced as regret about the decision, but the data indicate
that the regret phenomenon is probably fleeting. The specific hypothesis
to be tested in this study iss

H9z Subjects in the Choice condition will le§s frequently express

a desire to change groups than subjects in & No=choice

condition.

One way in which the subjects in an experimental situation could
reduce dissonance, if they select an undesirable alternative, would be
to evaluate unfavorably the experimenter who is conducting the experi-
ment. Because of positive secondary reinforcement, subjects who
select a desirable alternative should rate the experimenter more
favorably. The specific hypothesis is:

Hyjpt Subjects in the Choice condition who are placed in an
interesting group will rate the experimenter more favorably -

at the end of the experiment than subjects who are placed

in a boring group.

In addition to having no choice, subjects who are assigned to a
boring group should feel punished because they are assigned to a rela-
tively undesirable group. As a result, these subjects should rate the
experimenter lower than subjects who are assigned to an interesting
group. Because of dissonance reduction in the choice condition, however,

subjects selecting the boring group should rate the experimenter even

lower than the subjects in the no-choice condition. The specific
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hypothesis to be tested is:
Hllt Subjects in the No-choice condition who are assigned to an
interesting group will rate the experimenter more favorably
than the subjects who are assigned the boring group, but this
difference will not be as great as in the choice condition.
Since knowledge of how others have rated the two groups in a
choice situation would increase the dissonance of the individuals who
select a boring group, these individuals should avoid such information.
On the other hand, such information would be reinforcing and dissonance-
reducing to individuals who select an interesting group, and they should
spend more time looking at the informatione.
Hipt Subjects in the Choice condition who are placed in a boring
group will spend less time looking at the average ratings of

the two groups than subjects who are placed in an interesting
groupe.



CHAPTER II

PROCEDURES AND RESULTS

Introduction

The present study will be reported in terms of two separate
experiments, Experiment I and Experiment II.

Experiment I, which will be reported first, had some procedural
weaknesses which made an interpretation of the results questionable.
The design and over-all results of Experiment I are reported in this
study since the experiment indicates some factors which can possibly
affect the arousal of dissonance in choice situations, but which are
not made explicit in Festinger's statement of dissonance theory. In
particular, the amount of information necessary to make a decision
between alternatives which would result in dissonance arousal has not
been adequately discussed in previous research, and this was a possible
contaminating factor in Experiment I. This will be discussed more
fully following the report of Experiment I.

Experiment II, which attempted to correct the weaknesses of
Experiment I, utilized different subjects and slightly different pro~
cedures. Changes in the experimental procedures and the resulis of
Experiment II will be reported followingz the description of Experiment

I.

EXPERIMENT I

Procedures in Experiment I

Subjects

Seventy-two male college students, eighteen randomly assigned
17
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each of four treatment conditions, were the subjects for Experiment
I. Subjects volunteered from undergraduate classes in sociology,
speech and psychology at Michigan State University during the summer,
1965. The average age of the subjects in Experiment I was 24.2, with
a range from 18 to Lh. Thirty-six Ss, or 50 per cent, were over 21

years old.

Procedure
Upon volunteering, Ss were told that they would be participating
in a series of on=-going discussions which would require several mestings.
Each 8 was randomly assigned to a Choice or No-choice condition, and to
a boring or interesting chosen or assigned groups
Ss reported individually to a room in which they found the E,
a tape recorder, and a table and chair for the S. The E explained
that discussions were being held to explore the problem of homosexu-
ality among university students. The E read the instructions, indica=
ting that the S either did or did not have a choice as to which
discussion group he would belong. After the S had signed his name on
the sign-up sheet, which had the fictitious names of the other two
members on it, E said:
The other members of the group to which you belong already
have met a couple of times, and to get you caught up on what
they have been discussing, I have a tape recording of their
last discussion. I'll play part of it for you to give you an
idea of what they are like, and then I'd like to get your
impression of what the discussion group you are in is like.
I might also mention that any description you give of them
is strictly confidential, and they won't see your rating of
them.
Then E played a tape recording of the "chosen™" or "agsignedh

group, and after it had been played, he administered the group
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attractiveness questionnaire. The the 8 was told:

We are also interested in your impression of the other group
which was available, but which you rejected (or were not
assigned to)e. I'll play a short tape for you taken from their
last discussion, and then I'd like to get your impression of
what this group is like. I'd like for you to listen long
enough to have & good idea of what the discussion is like, and
after you feel you've heard enough, you may ask me to turn
off the recorder. Again, your ratings will be strictly
confidential.

E recorded the amount of time that each S indicated he was
willing to spend listening to the second tape recording. Then E said,
“There!s only a little more left, so we might as well listen to the
rest of it," and continued playing the tape. This insured that all
S8 were, in fact, exposed to both entire recordings. All Ss readily
agreed to listen to the remainder of the tape.

After hearing the second tape, the S was handed a questionnaire
to evaluate the second group, and the S was reminded that he was now
evaluating the rejected (or unassigned) group. After it had been
filled out, the S was given a third questionnaire to evaluate the
chosen or assigned group again, according to how the S felt about the
group at that moment. The headings at the top of each questionnaire
corresponded to the tape to which the evaluation applieds One was
headed "RATINGS OF CHOSEN GROUP® and the other "RATINGS OF UNCHOSEN
GROUP". In the No-choice condition, the terms "ASSIGNED" and
"UNASSIGNED" were used in the headings.

After the S had filled out the questionnaires, including the
rating of the experimenter, E asked him if he would like to look at

the average ratings of the same two groups which were made by about

twenty people who had heard the discussions. The amount of time spent
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looking at the rating sheets was recorded by E with a stop watch. Then
the S was asked if he would now like to change groups; i.e., if he would
rather belong to the unchosen or unassigned group. This concluded the
S's participation in the experiment.

Before the S left the room, E told him that he would be notified
when to come for an actual discussion practice, in order to leave him
with the impression that the expsriment would have ®real® discussions.
After all Ss had participated in the experiment, they were informed of
the nature of the experiment and told that no discussions would take
place.

A summary of the experimental design is found in Table 1l.

Independent variables

Freedom of choice. The amount of choice in the two conditions

was manipulated by the verbal instructions to the participants in the
experiment. Those assigned to the Choice condition received the
following instructions:

You are goinz to take part in a series of group discussions
with two other participants. However, since we have two grouvs
which do not have their quota of members, you may have your
choice as to which group you would like to belonge We have
the groups labeled on this sheet of paper, with the names of
the other two members in each group. Choose which group you
want to join and sign your name in the space provided. You
have a choice between Group A and Group B, and since you may
be spending a good deal of time with these individuals, you
should make your choice carefully.

Those assigned to the No-choice condition received the following
instructions:
You are going to take part in a series of group discussions

with two other participants. We have two groups which do not
have their quota of members, but you are assigned to Group A.
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Table 1. Summary of the Experimental LCesign

CHOICE ATTRACTIVENESS OF ALTERNATIVES TIME OF RATING
(Chosen Group) (Rejected group) MjI * ﬁ;Té HiT}
Interesting Boring FC(IC)i* FC(BR)2 FC(IC)3
Free
Choice
Boring Interesting FC(BC), FC(IR)2 FC(BC)3
(Assigned) (Unassigned)
Interesting Boring NC(IA)y NC(BU), NC(IA)3
No choice
Boring Interesting NC(BA)]_ NC(IU), NC(BA)3

——

¥ T} = Rating of chosen or assigned group after hearing the tape of the
chosen or assigned groupe.

MpT2 = Rating of rejected or unassigned group after hearing the tape of
the rejected or unassigned groupe

M T, = Re-rating of the chosen group or assigned group after hearing and
rating both groups.

#+#The symbols used to represent the cells in the design are interpreted
as followss

FC = Free choice condition

NC = No choice condition

(IC) = Rating of interesting chosen group
(BC) = Rating of boring chosen group

(BR)= Rating of boring rejected group

(IR) = Rating of interesting rejected group
(IA) = Rating of interesting assigned group
(BA) = Rating of boring assigned group

(BU) = Rating of boring unassigned group

(IU) = Rating of interesting unassigned group
1,2,3 = Time at which measurement is taken, &s indicated above.

Thus, FC(IC), would be interpreted as free choice condition, rating of
an interesting chosen group at Time 1, or immediately after hearing the
tape of the chosen groupe.

The other dependent measures, including the rating of the experimenter,
the desire to change groups, and the amount of time spent looking at
"average® ratings of groups,® would be taken after Time 3.
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We have the groups labeled on this sheet of paper, with the names
of the other two members in each group. You do not have a choice,
80 sign your name in the space provided under Group A. I might
add that you may be spending a good deal of time with these
individuals.

Interesting and boring groupse. The nature of the fictitious

discussion groups was manipulated by having two trained discussants
record the discussions from scripts. As pointed out above, Ss were
asked to listen to both the chosen (or assigned) and unchosen (or
unassigned) groups. The boring group was characterized by a dry, factual,
uninteresting discussion. Discussants wsed numerous pauses, repetitions,
and vague or incomplete statements. The interesting group carried on a
lively, personal and colorful discussion, with a fast pace, personal
anecdotes, and interest demonstrated by comments made by the group
members. Both content and delivery were varied in the two groups,
although both discussions were on the same general topic. The discussion
scripts used in Experiment I can be found in Appendix A.

In a pretest of the experimental messages, it was found that
the discussions were consistently rated in the direction anticipated
by the experimenter. Twenty-five college students were randomly
assigned to two groups, each of which rated one of the discussions.
These Ss were not used in the actual experiment, and were asked to
rate the groups as objectively as possible. Table 2 shows the means
and standard deviations of the responses to Test I, & questionnaire
containing fourteen statements describing desirable and undesirable
characteristics of groups. The questionnaire was coded so that the

lower the score, the higher the attractiveness of the group.
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Table 2. Pretest Means of Attractiveness Ratings on Test 1

"Interesting group® "Boring group"
n =13 n =12
Mean Standard Mean Standard
deviation deviation t P
3k.92%  10.59 52.83 15.76 3.36 01

#11.00 = most attractives; 98.00 = least attractive.

The second part of the attractiveness questionnaire (Test II),
a semantic differential type scale on which Ss rated the concept
"Members of the Group", yielded results similar to the first part.
Twelve pairs of bipolar adjectives were used in the semantic differ-
ential. The results of Test II are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Pretest Means of Attractiveness Ratings on Test II

"Interesting group® "Boring group®
n=13 n =12
Mean Standard Mean Standard
deviation deviation t P
31.23 8.00 L5.58 13.71  3.23 01

#]12 = most attractive; OL.0O0 = least attractive

As Tables 2 and 3 indicate; the ™interesting" group was con=-
sistently rated more attractive than the "boring" group, and the
difference in ratings was significant at the 01 level of significance.

Two open=ended questions were included in the pretest to deter=
mine the appropriateness of the topic and to ascertain if the discussions
were offensive. Almost without exception, the pretest Ss found the
topic anpropriate for college students to discuss and did not find the
discussions offensive. No one questioned authenticity, indicating
that they were willing to accept the fact that these were actual

discussionse.
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Dependent variables

Group attractiveness. As indicated above, group attractiveness

was measured by a questionnaire containing 12 statements describing
desirable and undesirable characteristics of groups. The § was asked
to indicate the extent to which the statements applied to the group
in question on a fifteen point scale. The other group attractiveness
measure was a semantic differential type scale, with twelve bipolar
adjectives, using "Members of the Group™ as the concept being rated.
The questionnaire was modified on the basis of the pretest data, since
certain items appeared to be unrelated to the interesting or uninteresting
quality of the group; i.e., the discussion topic was rated nearly the
same on the pretest by both groups. Since the data from both tests
yielded essentially the same results, and since the semantic differential
scale was slightly more reliable, only the results from the semantic
differential were used to test the hypotheses related to group attrace
tiveness. This scale was also more similar to the scale used by Aronson
and Mills in their study of the effects of severity of initiation on
group attractiveness.

The group attractiveness questionnaire can be found in Appendix
B.

Time spent listening to unchosen group. Ss were told that they

could quit listening to the second (unchosen or unassigned) group at
any time. The amount of time spent listening was recorded with a
stop-watche As mentioned earlier, Ss were then asked to listen to the
remainder of the recording, so that all Ss were exposed to both entire

recordings.
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Rating of experimenter. On the last questionnaire administered

to the Ss, the following item was used to measure the Ss' evaluation
of the experimenter:

Circle a number on the following scale indicating your general
reaction to the experimenter who is conducting this experiment.

favorable 1 2 3 L 5 6 17 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 unfavorable

Time spent looking at average ratings of groups. After the

S8 had filled out all questionnaires, they were asked if they would
like to see how a group of about 20 people had rated the same dis-
cussions. The Ss were handed a questionnaire for each group with the
heading, "Average Ratings of Group A™ and "Average Ratings of Group B".
So that these ratings would not influence S's decision to change groups
when asked, the questionnaires were marked in a relatively neutral
fashion. The amount of time spent looking at the average ratings of the
groups was recorded by E.

Desire to change groupse After the S handed back the average

rating sheets, he was asked if he would like to change groups; i.e.;
if he had chosen or was assigned to Group A, he was asked if he would
now rather belong to Group Bs E recorded whether or not the S wished

to change groups.
Results of Experiment I

Group Attraction Ratings

Table L contains a summary of the means and standard deviations
of the group attraction measure for both the chosen and rejected group

for all conditions at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 in Experiment I.
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Table L. Summary of the Means of the Group Attractiveness
Ratings for All Conditions at Times 1, 2 and 3
in Experiment I

Condition Chosen Group Rejected Group Chosen Group
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Chosen Rejected _ _
group  group X sd X sd X sd
Inter- Boring  38.051 11.73  L43.C0 15.10 39.22 13.L46
esting

Choice

T Boring Inter-  LL.83 9.19 Lh1.28 1k4.17 L8.17 10.76

esting

Inter- Boring  35.00  8.L5 4,8.27 13.9L4 36.72 10.50
esting

No=-choice

Boring Inter- 36.06 8.58 L4.22 13.02 34.94 8.49

esting

Lihen observing the means in the analyses of group attractiveness
in this chapter, a low mean is indicative of high attractiveness, while
a high mean is indicative of low attractiveness.

Table 5 contains a summary of the three factor analysis of variance,
Lindquist Type III design, utilized to test the sienificance of these
data. (Lindquist, 1953, 281-28L4) The two between effects were Choice

and Attractiveness of chosen and unchosen Alternatives, and the

within effect was the repeated measures on the same subjects.
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Table 5. Summary of the Three Factor Analysis of Variance of
Scores on the Group Attractiveness Measure
in Experiment I

Source of variance df. MS F P
Between
Choice (A) 1 550.67 3.01 NeSe
Attractiveness of
alternatives (B) 1 127.57 68 NeS.
A/B 1 528091 208’4 NeSe
Error (b) 68 186.55
Within
Time of Measurement (C) 2 6L6.1T  5.79 .01
A/C 2 7h3.01  6.66 <.01
B/C 2 26’4.95 2037 NeSe
A/B/C 2 80.15 o72 NeSe

Error 136 11. 63

It can be seen that the main effects of Choice and Attractiveness
of Alternatives, and the interaction of Choice and Attractiveness of
Alternatives were not significante. The Time of Measurement within
effect and the first order interaction of Choice and Time of Measure=-
ment were significant . at the .01 level. The first order interaction
of Time of Measurement and Attractiveness of Alternatives, and the second
order interaction of Choice, Attractiveness of Alternatives and Time
of Measurement, were not significant.

There were no significant differences in the group attractiveness
ratings in Experiment I consistent with dissonance predictions. As
Table L indicates, the chosen and assigned groups were rated approxi-

mately the same, and the only significant differences in the analysis
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can be attributed to the Choice=-Borinz-Interesting condition, where
the observed differences are opposite those predicted by dissonance
theory.

In addition, the data from Experiment I indicate some possible

procedural weaknesses which are noted below.
Procedural Weaknesszs of Experiment I

First of all, the data from Experiment I indicate that the
attractiveness manipulation was not successful. This could probably be
accounted for by the fact that summer school students, who were older
and more mature than regular term freshmen and sophomores, were used in
the experiment, while the discussions were designed for more typical
freshmen. Consequently, the older Ss may have perceived the "boring"
group, which was more factual, as more interesting and attractive than
less mature Ss, and they may have perceived the "interesting" groun,
which was less factual and more personal, as less interesting and
attractive than less mature Sse.

In addition, the choice manipulation may not have been success-
ful in Experiment I. Ss in Experiment I were asked to choose between
"Group A" and "Group B® without receiving any information about the
members of the groups. Because of this, Ss had no basis for making a
decision. Many Ss in Experiment I, when given a choice between the
two groups, stated that it didn't make them any difference since they
had no knowledge about either of the groups. Since a feeling of choice
or volition is critical to Festinger's theory, this lack of information

about the choice alternatives may have reduced or eliminated the S's
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perceived control of his behavior and later consequences, and any out-
come of his decision could easily be attributed to chance or to "™luck™.
The procedures for Experiment II were changed to attempt to

overcome the weaknesses noted in Experiment I.

EXPERIMENT II

Procedures of Experiment II

Subjects

Ss for Experiment II were taken from freshman communication and
speech courses during the regular academic year. The average age of
Ss in Experiment II was 19.6, with only seven Ss over 21l. These seven
older Ss were distributed over all four conditions, 8o there was no

consistent age bias in the treatment groups.

Procedure

The procedure for Experiment II was essentially the same as
Experiment I, with the following modifications.

When 8s first arrived in the experimental room, they were asked
to f£ill out an information card with their aze, academic major, inter-
ests, hobbies and magazine preferences. §s were then given similar
fictitious information cards describing the members of the groups
available. In the Choice condition, Ss were told to read the infor-
mation cards and make a choice in terms of which group they would
like to join. In the no-choice condition, Ss were given the cards and
told that they were assigned to either H=5 or C-3, the labels used for

the groups. Ss were randomly assigned to either H-5 or C=3 by the
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experimenter to control for bias due to the information on the cards.
The rest of the procedure for Experiment II was the same as that

used in Experiment I.

Independent variables

Freedom of choice. In Experiment II, Ss were given fictitious

information cards on the members of the two groups between which they
were asked to choose. The information cards stated the group members!
age, major, occupational plans, hobbies, interests and preferred
magazines. The members of both groups were matched in many respects,
to control as much as possible for the influence of the cards on later
group attractiveness ratings. Although the descriptions of the groups
were not radically different, Ss were willing to make a choice between
the groups based on this information. Copies of the fictitious infor-
mation cards can be found in Appendix C.

Interesting and boring groups. To help insure that the attract-

iveness manipulation would be successful in Experiment II, new discussions
on the topic of mental health of college students were recorded. The

same criteria were used to manipulate attractiveness in Experiment II as
in Experiment I. An attempt was made to make the boring group even more
dull, with more pauses, more trivial comments, and fewer statements
containing relevant factual information. On the other hand, an attempt
was made to make the interesting group lively, personal and colorful,

with content which would appeal to a freshman or sophomore. The data
reported in the results section of this chapter indicate that the
attractiveness manipulation was successful in Experiment II. The

discussion scripts used in Experiment II can be found in Appendix D.
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Dependent variables

The dependent variables in Experiment II were the same as in
Experiment I. The first part of the group attractiveness questionnaire,
which was eliminated from the analysis of results in Experiment I, was

not administered in Experiment II.
Results of Experiment II

First of all, the overall analysis of variance for the group
attractiveness ratings for Experiment I will be summarized, and then
the individual hypotheses and data will be analyzed.

Table 6 contains a summary of the means and standard deviations
of the group attractiveness measure for both the chosen and rejected

group for all conditions at Time 1, Time 2 and Time 3 in Experiment II.
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Table 6. Summary of the Means of the Group Attractiveness
Ratings for A1l Conditions at Times 1, 2 and 3
in Experiment II

Condition Chosen Group Rejected Group Chosen Group
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Chosen Rejected _ - -
group  group X sd X sd X sd
Inter= Boring 38.95 11.45 68.33 9.10 34,06 12.69
esting
Choice
Boring Inter- 52,62 11.88 29.11 9.90 56,78 11.93
esting
Inter"' Boring 35.28 11.73 67095 7097 29.)45 1201&1
esting
No=choice
Boring Inter- 57.3L4 10.46 30.39 8.21  61.34 10.94
esting

Table 7 contains a summary of the three factor analysis of
variance, Lindquist Type III design, utilized to test the significance

of these data.
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Table 7. Summary of the Three Factor Analysis of Variance of
Scores on the Group Attractiveness Measure
in Experiment II

Source of variance df. MS F p
Between
Choice (4) 1 5.35 .03 Nn.s.
Attractiveness of
Alternatives (B) 1 275.63  1.U45 n.s.
A/B 1 55)4.2)4 2091 NeSe
Error (b) 68 190.52
Within
Time of Measurement (C) 2 256.53 3.17 .05
A/C 2 1.62 .02 NeBe
B/C 2 22707.06 280.97 .0l
A/B/C 2 76.53 095 NeSe

Error (w) 136 80492
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The only significant effects in Experiment II for the group attraction
ratings were the Time of Measurement within effect and the interaction
of Time and Attractiveness of Group. The ratings of the unchosen

or unassigned group at Time 2 were generally lower than the ratings

of the chosen or assigned group at either Time 1 or Time 3, resulting
in the significant within effect. The interaction of Time and
Attractiveness of Group was & function of the interesting rejected or
unassigned group being rated much higher at Time 2 than the chosen

or assigned boring groups at Time 1 or Time 3, and the boring rejected
or unassigned group being rated much lower at Time 2 than the interesting
chosen or assigned groups at Time 1 or Time 3. This would indicate that
the attractiveness manipulation in Experiment II was successful, since
the boring group was consistently rated low in attractiveness and the
interesting group was consistently rated high in attractiveness, these

differences resulting in the significant interaction.

Hypotheses of the Study

The analyses reported below were conducted to test the hypotheses
of the study. Comparisons of two means were tested with t tests, and
comparisons of more than two means were tested by means of F tests and
studentized range statistics. (Winer, 1962, p. 77) For the t tests,
two-tailed tests of significance were employed. The significance level
used in the study was «05. Results of only Experiment II are reported
under each hypothesis, since the procedural weaknesses in Experiment I

make the results of that experiment difficult to interpret.
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Hypothesis 1

" Subjects in the Choice condition will rate a chosen boring group
higher in attractiveness After hearing the unchosen interesting group
than before hearing the unchosen group. (FC(BC)B) FC(BC)l)1

The change in rating of group attractiveness from Time 1 to
Time 3 for the chosen borinz group in Experiment II was in the opposite
direction as predictsd, but the difference did not reach a satisfactory

significance level.

Hypothesis 2

Subjects in the No=choice condition will rate an assipgned boring
group lower in attractiveness after hearing the unassigned interesting
group than before hearing the unassigned group. (I\'-C(BA)3 (NC(BA)I)

Table 8 contains & summary of the mean ratings of attractiveness
of the assigned boring group in the No=choice condition at Time 1 and
Time 3 in Experiment II. It can be.observed that the assigned group
was rated lower at Time 3 than at Time 1, as predicted.

Table 8. Mean Ratings of Attractiveness of the Assizned

Boring Group in the No-choice Condition at
Time 1 and Time 3 in Experiment II

Time 1 Mean Time 3 Mean difference t P
57.34 61.34 -Li.C0% 2.59 &05

#A negative difference indicates a decrease in the rating
of attractiveness from Time 1 to Time 3.

1The symbols following each hypothesis refer to the cells in
the experimental design on page 22.



36

Hypothesis 3

Subjects in the Choice condition will rate a chosen interesting
group higher in attractiveness after hearing the unchosen boring group
than before hearing the unchosen group. (Fc(Ic)3) FC(IC)q)

Table 9 contains a summary of the mean ratings of attractiveness
of the chosen interesting group in the Choice condition at Time 1 and
Time 3 in Experiment II. It can be observed that the chosen interesting
group was rated significantly higher at Time 3 than at Time 1, supporting
the prediction made.

Table 9. Mean Ratings of Attractiveness of the Chosen

Interesting Group in the Choice Condition at
Time 1 and Time 3 in Experiment II

Time 1 Mean Time 3 Mean difference t

P
38.95 34,06 +L.89 3.34 (.01

Hypothesis L

Subjects in the No-choice condition will rate the assigned
interesting group higher in attractiveness after hearing the un-
assigned boring group than before hearing the unassigned group.
(NC(IA)3» NC(IA)p)

Table 10 contains a summary of the mean ratings of attractive-
ness of the assigned interesting group in the No-choice condition at

‘Time 1 and Time 3 in Experiment II. It can be seen that the assigned
interesting group was rated significantly higher in attractiveness

at Time 3 than at Time 1, supporting the prediction made. The
additional prediction that this increase would be less than the increase
in the Choice condition, however, was not supported, since the increase

in the No-choice condition slightly exceeded that of the Choice
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condition.

Table 10. Mean Ratings of Attractiveness of the Assigned
Interesting Group in the No=choice Condition at
Time 1 and Time 3 in Experiment II

Time 1 Mean Time 3 Mean difference t

P
35.28 29.L5 +5.83 304 {eon

Hypothesi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>