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Accuracy And Distortion In Judgment And Recall Of Political Discourse
Abstract
A major implication of political sophistication research is that most Americans lack the knowledge
necessary to make informed, rational judgments about issues, candidates, or parties they are voting for
(e.g., Campbell et al ., I960; and Converse, 1964). Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock (1991) challenge this
view by arguing that voters can make accurate judgments by using attitude in place of knowledge.
However, not all evidence supports their argument. To explore accuracy of policy judgments in greater
depth, the following research question was asked: How do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) lead to either distorted or accurate judgments about those same candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions? Schema research offers conflicting answers to this question, so results were
left open-ended. Two subsidiary research questions regarding recall and judgments of candidates' overall
positions were also asked so that hypotheses from research on expertise and social judgment theory,
respectively, could be used to interpret the openended results. The issue of abortion was selected to
operationalize the study. Using an experimental design, a questionnaire was administered to 134
undergraduates. The pre-test measured abortion attitudes and cognitive complexity. The stimulus was a
simulated newspaper article in which three different unknown candidates stated their positions on
abortion (pro-choice, neutral, or prolife) and women's health care (the distractor). The posttest measured
factual recall, judgments of overall position, and judgments of position on specific abortionrelated
policies not addressed directly in the candidate's statement. For recall, higher levels of cognitive
complexity, measured by knowledge, differentiation, or integration, predicted, as hypothesized, greater
accuracy. Attitude and knowledge predicted accurate recall best overall, though influence from the former
differed across candidate conditions. For judgment of candidates' overall positions, assimilation and
contrast effects were found as hypothesized initially among pro-choice respondents only. Additional tests
using the knowledge variable revealed assimilation and contrast effects among pro-life respondents and
suggested that judgmental distortions occur most often among low knowledge respondents. For
judgments of candidates' specific but unstated policy positions, schematic respondents were significantly
more extreme than aschematic respondents at every statistical level. Schematic respondents were also
found to have significantly higher levels of differentiation than aschematic respondents. Implications
from these results are discussed in terms of conceptualization and measurement of accuracy.
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ABSTRACT
ACCURACY AND DISTORTION IN JUDGMENT AND
RECALL OF POLITICAL DISCOURSE
DARIN WILLIAM KLEIN
JOSEPH N. CAPPELLA

A major implication of political sophistication
research is that most Americans lack the knowledge
necessary to make informed,

rational judgments about

issues, candidates, or parties they are voting for (e.g.,
Campbell et a l ., I960; and Converse, 1964).
Brody, and Tetlock

Sniderman,

(1991) challenge this view by arguing

that voters can make accurate judgments by using attitude
in place of knowledge.
their argument.

However, not all evidence supports

To explore accuracy of policy judgments

in greater depth, the following research question was
asked: H o w do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall stated
positions

(which span a continuum of possible positions)

lead to either distorted or accurate judgments about those
same candidates' specific but unstated policy positions?
Schema research offers conflicting answers to this
question,

so results were left open-ended.

Two subsidiary

research questions regarding recall and judgments of
candidates' overall positions were also asked so that
hypotheses from research on expertise and social judgment
ix
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theory, respectively, could be used to interpret the openended results.

The issue of abortion was selected to

operationalize the study.

Using an experimental design, a

questionnaire was administered to 134 undergraduates.

The

pre-test measured abortion attitudes and cognitive
complexity.

The stimulus was a simulated newspaper

article in which three different unknown candidates stated
their positions on abortion

(pro-choice, neutral, or pro

life) and women's health care

(the distractor).

The post

test measured factual recall,

judgments of overall

position, and judgments of position on specific abortionrelated policies not addressed directly in the candidate's
statement.

For recall, higher levels of cognitive

complexity, measured by knowledge, differentiation,

or

integration, predicted, as hypothesized, greater accuracy.
Attitude and knowledge predicted accurate recall best
overall, though influence from the former differed across
candidate conditions.

For judgment of candidates' overall

positions, assimilation and contrast effects were found as
hypothesized initially among pro-choice respondents only.
Additional tests using the knowledge variable revealed
assimilation and contrast effects among pro-life
respondents and suggested that judgmental distortions
occur most often among low knowledge respondents.

For

judgments of candidates' specific but unstated policy
positions,

schematic respondents were significantly more
x
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extreme than aschematic respondents at every statistical
level.

Schematic respondents were also found to have

significantly higher levels of differentiation than
aschematic respondents.

Implications from these results

are discussed in terms of conceptualization and
measurement of accuracy.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
In their seminal works on the American voter,
Campbell et al.

(1960) and Converse

(1964) noted an

interesting discovery from their interviews with a
nationally representative sample.

The authors found that

the vast majority of American voters knew almost nothing
about the issues, candidates, or parties they were assumed
to be voting for.

The finding that the American public

has only limited knowledge of political matters has been
replicated many times since the original studies by
Campbell et al. were conducted.

Two recent examples can

be found with regard to the 1994 election.

In 1993-94,

health care reform was expected to be one of the major
topics of debate in Congress.

Yet public opinion polls

conducted early in that debate showed that most Americans
were unfamiliar with the basic concepts of health care
reform such as “employer mandates” or the “single-payer
approach" (Jamieson and Cappella,

1995, p. 6).

Likewise,

when Americans were questioned about the much ballyhooed
“Contract with America,” which was attributed to changing
partisan control in both houses of Congress

(Bouffard,

1995), only 38% claimed to have read or heard anything
about it (“GOP Contract.” April 6, 1995) .
The implication of the original works by Campbell et
al.

(1960) and Converse

(1964) and the research which has
1
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been conducted in their wake is that Americans are poor
judges in the voting booth because they lack adequate
knowledge to make informed and rational choices.
conclusion is problematic on several grounds.

But this

First, it

can be regarded as condescending because it suggests that
only elite ideologues who view political issues in terms
of a liberal-conservative continuum have any business
voting.

Second, and more important,

researchers who work

in the tradition of Campbell et al. have not made
empirical tests to determine whether low levels of
political knowledge do indeed lead to inaccurate or
distorted judgments.

As such the Campbell et a l . approach

lacks theoretical interest because as Sniderman, Brody,
and Tetlock

(1991) so aptly put it, it is a research

program "whose first step is also its last" (p. 16) .

The

primary objective of the Campbell/Converse model seems to
be to document the ignorance of the American public.
this has been found, what else can be said?
Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock's

Once

Third, as

(1991) critique also

notes, the “minimalist” approach of Campbell et al. does
not seem easily reconciled with the findings that the
American public often has strong opinions on a variety of
issues

(p. 18).

According to critics of the Campbell et al. model
(e.g., Popkin, 1991; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock,

1991),

what is needed in political sophistication research
2
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instead is a more functional approach which takes into
account how citizens use what little information they do
have to make their vote decisions.
The contrarian view of Sniderman,
(1991) and Popkin

Brody, and Tetlock

(1991) is based on the assumption that

voters have ways to compensate for limited information.
In particular, these authors posit that voters can use
their attitude as a judgmental shortcut or heuristic to
get around the need to acquire a lot of relevant
information, which,

in turn, helps simplify the entire

decision-making process.
Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock

(1991)

focus on how

attitudinal position is used to estimate issue positions
of politically strategic groups.

The authors argue that

there are essentially two ways a voter can judge the issue
positions of politically strategic groups.

One way is to

go out and collect information, sift through it
systematically, and make comparisons.

This is what voters

who are politically sophisticated do.

For example,

if

politically sophisticated voters were asked about the
Republican and Democratic parties' positions on abortion,
they would be likely to answer from having been exposed to
their statements directly and/or attending to critical
discussion about them.

This would be considered a

“reality-based" answer.

But finding such information can

be laborious and time-consuming.

What about the voters

3
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who have some interest in particular issues but not enough
to immerse themselves wholeheartedly in the minutiae of
them?

These voters rely on what Sniderman, Brody, and

Tetlock describe as the “likability heuristic" instead.
The “likability heuristic," is defined as an affective
calculus “based on a. person's beliefs weighted by his or
her likes and dislikes" (Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock,
1991, p. 102).

The likability heuristic involves voters'

comparing their own feelings about an issue with their
feelings about the group in question.

If, for example, a

group of voters who were “con" on a particular issue were
asked to rate the position of a “pro" group on the same
issue, they could answer on the basis of how much they
like or dislike the “pro" group.

If they dislike the “pro"

group, we would expect those voters to place it toward the
end of the scale, opposite from their own position.

The

same goes for “pro" groups making judgments about the issue
positions of “con" groups.
Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock

(1991) argue that

attitudinal position can be used not only as a surrogate
for knowledge, they even propose that attitudinal position
can be used to make “remarkably accurate" estimates of
issue position for politically strategic groups
95) .

(pp. 94-

To make their case, they present tables which

compare mean scores of attributed position of different
strategic groups such as Republicans, Democrats, blacks,
4
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whites,

etc. to the mean scores of actual positions for

these groups, all of which are based on 1972 and 1976 NES
data.
Popkin

(1991) also explores the role of attitudinal

position, but in the context of how the electorate makes
decisions about which candidates to vote for.

Rather than

reviewing the candidates' prior history of performance,
which requires both knowledge and effort, Popkin argues
that most voters rely on cues which are new and readily
available so that an 1instantaneous' assessment of the
candidate can be m a d e .

Many of these cues are taken from

the party conventions and especially from the political
campaigns:
The convention allows voters to hear what other, more
familiar, political leaders have to say on behalf of
the nominee; the campaign exposes the candidates to
voters in complex and fast-breaking situations.
As
they watch the candidate handle crowds, speeches,
press conferences, reporters, and squabbles, they can
obtain information with which they imagine how he or
she would be likely to behave in office (Popkin,
1991, p. 62).
As voters learn which leaders and interest groups
support a particular candidate,

they can then assess

preference based on how they like or dislike the more
familiar leaders and interest groups.

Likewise,

for the

“fast-breaking situations" in political campaigns described
by Popkin, voters can assess their preferences based on
how much they agree or disagree with the way the
candidates handled the problems in question.
5
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The context of campaigns which Popkin (1991) explores
gets to the heart of what democracy and vote decision
making are supposed to be all about: selecting candidates
who embody positions on issues closest to those of the
voters themselves.
Brody, and Tetlock

Yet the question raised by Sniderman,
(1991) about judgment of issue

positions is also interesting because it addresses the
accuracy and distortion question first raised by Campbell
et a l .
Although each of the research questions raised by
Popkin (1991) and Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
engaging in its own right,

(1991) is

I believe that these questions

become even more interesting when they are combined.

I

propose to take the question of accuracy about specific
policy judgments raised by Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
and apply it to the context of candidate selection which
Popkin examined.

I therefore ask as the primary research

question of this dissertation:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall
stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) lead to either distorted or accurate
judgments about those same candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions?
Despite Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock's

(19 91)

predictions about accuracy, generating hypotheses to
answer the primary research is hardly a straightforward
task.

To begin with, Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock's

arguments about accuracy seem contradicted by their own
6
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results.

For example, in Table 6.2 from their chapter on

the likability heuristic,

the attributed position of

Democrats on busing, using a seven-point NES scale, was
3.83, whereas the actual position was 5.98, a rather
substantial difference.

Likewise, estimates for the

Republican party's position on busing seemed equally far
off.

The attributed position was 4.91 whereas actual

position was found to be 6.52.

Unfortunately, because the

authors did not include variance statistics, there is no
way to calculate whether these differences in mean scores
are statistically significant.'

Given the large sample

size of the NES data sets, it seems likely that they are.
Thus, Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlocks argument
notwithstanding,

attitudinal position may be correlated

with inaccurate rather than accurate projected judgments.
The argument that attitudinal position would lead to
accurate judgments also goes against the predictions of
social judgment theory (Sherif and Hovland,

1961; Sherif

and Sherif, 1967; Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall,

1965) .

recent example of how own attitudinal position leads to
distorted judgments of position can be found in polls
conducted during the O.J. Simpson trial.

According to a

Harris Poll conducted in about the middle of the trial,

1
Mean scores in Table 6.2 of Sniderman, Brody,
and Tetlock's (1991) work are presented as summary
statistics.
Statistical analysis of NES data was
conducted using regression techniques.
7
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A

approximately 60% of white Americans believed O.J. Simpson
was guilty, whereas approximately 60% of black Americans
believed he was not

(“O.J. Simpson." July 31, 1995).

Recent public opinion research shows the connection
between political knowledge and judgmental accuracy to be
equally tenuous.

In a fascinating national survey

conducted by the Center for Strategic and International
Studies and the University of Maryland, Americans
expressed concern that the U.S. contributes more than its
'fair share' in trying to solve international problems.
Six in ten respondents said the U.S. contributes more
troops to the U.N. peacekeeping operations than it should,
whereas eight in ten also believe that the U.S. gives more
aid than it should, compared with other industrialized
nations

(Morin, 1996) .

Nevertheless,

these judgments about bearing the

world's burden may be based on a number of inaccurate
facts.

The median estimate of U.S. contributions of aid

to developing countries as a percentage of contributions
from all wealthy countries was 40.
percentage of aid given is 12.
troops,

But the correct

Likewise, with U.N.

the typical respondent estimated the U.S. to be

contributing 40% of all U.N. peacekeeping troops.

But the

correct percentage at the time the poll was taken was only
4.

When these respondents were told what the correct

8
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figures were,

far fewer judged the

unfair burden in world affairs

U.S. to be bearing an

(Morin, 1996).

Finally, one other problem with Sniderman, Brody, and
Tetlock's

(1991) argument about accuracy of policy

judgments is that it is based on the assumption that
information,

though limited, is available from the broader

rhetorical landscape to help create a standard by which
accuracy can be judged.

But Page (1978) makes the common-

sense observation that it is often not within the interest
of a candidate to disclose a position on an issue,
especially when that issue is of a controversial nature.
Thus,

in many instances,

what the candidates'

it may be

impossible todetermine

true position is.

As I shall note in chapter four, the arguments about
whether cognitive complexity and attitudinal position lead
to accurate or inaccurate judgments are no more easily
resolved when other kinds of research are reviewed.
Because it is difficult to predict how all of the
different factors of the primary research question would
work in combination with one another to affect accuracy or
distortion of judgments about candidates'
unstated policy positions,

specific but

I shall argue that the primary

research question is best left open-ended to be answered
by the data once they have been collected.

However,

this

does not prevent us from applying other kinds of research

9
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in which parts of the primary research question have been
explored more thoroughly.
One kind of research is concerned with predicting how
either construct system development

(“cognitive

complexity”) or respondents' own attitudinal position is
involved in affecting recall.

The other kind of research

emphasizes how attitudinal position leads to distortions
in judgments of candidates'

overall position.

These other kinds of research have been conducted in
related information processing contexts, which help lay
the theoretical and empirical groundwork for exploring
results from the primary research question.

Consequently,

both kinds of research will be used to ask two subsidiary
research questions in this dissertation.
The first subsidiary research question will be asked
as follows:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall
stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) affect accuracy or distortion of basic
factual information recalled from those same
candidates' statements?
The relation between cognitive complexity and
accurate recall is relatively clear-cut.

Based on a

review and synthesis of research on political
sophistication and cognitive complexity, both
interpersonal and political,

I shall hypothesize that

increases in a person's cognitive complexity about a given

10
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political issue will lead to increases in accurate recall
of basic factual information from related messages.
Unfortunately,

the relation between attitudinal

position and recall is not so clear-cut.

In some cases,

recall is enhanced when the position advocated in the
message is the same as that of the respondent
Read, and Kenny, 1983; Cantor and Mischel,
1981; O'Sullivan and Durso,

(Berman,

1977; Cohen,

1984; Rothbart, Evans, and

Fulero,

1979; Tsujimoto,

1974).

In such cases, recall is considered “schema-

consistent.”

1978; and Zadny and Gerard,

In other cases, recall seems to be enhanced

when the position advocated in the message differs from
that of the respondent
and Kumar,
Rothbart,

(Hamilton and Gifford,

1976; Hastie

1979; Srull, 1981; and Srull, Lichtenstein,
1985).

and

These cases are referred to as

conditions of “schema-inconsistent" recall.

Because the

effects from attitudinal position upon recall are
difficult to predict,

the relation between attitudinal

position and recall will not be hypothesized separately
here.

Nor, accordingly, will any combined effects from

attitudinal position and cognitive complexity be
hypothesized here either.

Instead, this part of the first

subsidiary research question will also be left open-ended.
The second subsidiary research question will be used
to explore the relation between some of the other elements
of the primary research question:

11
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How do respondents' own attitudinal position,
cognitive complexity, and candidates' overall stated
positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) affect distortion or accuracy of judgments
of candidates' overall position?
Based on social judgment theory,

I shall hypothesize

a relation between respondents' own attitudinal position,
candidates'

stated position, and judgments of the

candidates' overall position:
The greater the discrepancy between the subject's own
stand and the position advocated, the greater the
displacement away from the s u b j e c t 's position
("contrast effect") . When only a small discrepancy
exists, there will be a tendency for displacement
toward his own stand ("assimilation effect") (Sherif
and Hovland, 1961, p. 149).
Assessing how attitudinal position, cognitive
complexity,

and candidates' overall stated positions

combine to affect the accuracy of judgments of candidates'
overall position involves many of the same issues which
the primary research question is intended to address.
Because research is no more effective at predicting
hypotheses here than it was for answering the primary
research question,

this part of the second subsidiary

research question will also be left open-ended.

12
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CHAPTER 2
Recall and Cognitive Complexity
2.01 Overview
The focus of research in this dissertation is on how
information gets distorted in three kinds of related
information processing contexts: recall,

judgment of

candidates' overall position, and judgment of candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions.

This chapter will

be concerned with reviewing literature relevant to the
first of these three contexts.
Establishing what the audience can recall about
information which it has just been exposed to is a useful
first step in the attempt to solve the judgment-distortion
puzzle.

If the audience's understanding of the issue gets

distorted at the outset, this may help explain why other
kinds of distortions occur in the judgment process later
on.
Because recall is an important part of the judgment
process, a subsidiary research question will be asked to
determine who retains information about candidates
accurately and who distorts i t :
H o w do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall
stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) affect accuracy or distortion of basic
factual information recalled from those same
candidates' statements?
To answer this research question,

it is necessary to

begin with a review of how cognitive complexity is defined
13

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

and measured.

Once this and other kinds of literature are

used to hypothesize a relation between cognitive
complexity and recall, then a second review of how
attitudinal position is defined, measured, and related to
recall must also be made.

14
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2.02 Cognitive Complexity: Definition,
Measurement, and Critique
A.

Introduction
Research on interpersonal cognitive complexity has

given special emphasis to discussing both what cognitive
complexity is and how it can be measured (e.g., Burleson
and Waltman,

1988; Crockett,

O'Keefe and O'Keefe,

1965; Delia,

1976; Delia,

1982; O'Keefe and Delia, 1982).

Working from a constructivist perspective,

it is assumed

in interpersonal cognitive complexity research that people
do not apprehend stimuli directly but instead use an
interpretive system to filter incoming information.'
Drawing on Kelly's
constructs,

(1955) theory of personal

interpersonal cognitive complexity theorists

posit that people give “structure and meaning to the world
through grouping events on the basis of their similarities
and differences.”

“Constructs

(e.g.,

friendly-unfriendly,

tall-short, etc.)” are therefore “the contrasts that
persons use to group events” (Delia, O'Keefe, and O'Keefe,
1982, p. 151).3

2
For a counter-argument, see Gibson's (1966;
1979) work in object perception.
Fiske and Taylor's
(1991) review also notes that Gibson's work in object
perception has inspired several theorists to make
corresponding arguments in social perception (e.g.,
Neisser, 1976, 1980; Zebrowitz, 1990) (p. 287).
3
Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder (1961) substitute the
term “concept" for “construct" though they mean much the same
thing: “A concept in the most general sense is a schema for
evaluating impinging stimulus objects or events.
Abstracted
from objects in the environing world, it represents a
15
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The most general units of cognitive organization are
what Delia, O'Keefe and O'Keefe

(1982) refer to as

“interpretive schemes” or what others would describe as
“schemata."
events.

These schemata do not merely categorize

Rather,

they organize events “within a larger

context of meaning and expectation" (Delia, O'Keefe, and
O'Keefe,

1982, pp.

152-153).

People's systems of constructs and interpretive
schemes can be analyzed structurally and developmentally.
This orientation is based on Werner's Orthogenetic
Principle: “Wherever development occurs it proceeds from a
state of relative globality and lack of differentiation,
articulation, and hierarchic organization"
O'Keefe, and O'Keefe,

(in Delia,

1982, p. 153).

When such systems of constructs or interpretive
schemata are compared with one another using the framework
of Werner's

(1957) Orthogenetic Principle,

found to have sparse,

some will be

concrete, and undifferentiated

constructs whereas others will be found to have relatively
differentiated, abstract, and organized constructs.

These

more developmentally advanced systems can be characterized
as relatively complex.

People who have such relatively

“differentiated, abstract, and organized systems of
category of definitiveness and breadth along some
specifiable dimension (hot-cold, good-bad, and so forth)"
(p. 10). Note, however, that concepts can also be of a
higher order, and also seem to correspond to Delia, O'Keefe
and O'Keefe's (1982) term of “interpretive schemes."
16
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constructs in a particular domain are considered

cognitively complex in that domain" (Burleson and Waltman,
1988, p. 4).
Interpersonal cognitive complexity theorists argue
that the “structure and quality of interpretive processes
are as important as specific content in directing and
organizing behavior" (Delia, O'Keefe, and O'Keefe,
153).

1982, p.

Although distinguishing form from content is

straightforward in theory, doing so in practice is often
much more difficult.
To understand the relation between the content of
information and its form, it is necessary to consider how
cognitive complexity is conceptualized.

Three approaches

are common: knowledge, differentiation, and integration.

B.

Knowledge
Definition
The Winston Dictionary gives us several definitions

of knowledge which are useful to start with:
That which has been perceived or grasped mentally...
the sum of information or enlightenment of the world,
a group, an individual or the like...practical
understanding gained from experience (1942, p. 543).

The Winston Dictionary also provides a sense of how
knowledge relates to information,

experience, and wisdom:

Broadly, knowledge is the sum of what is known; as,
every branch of knowledge.
In a limited sense,
knowledge is the whole body of facts, acquired or
intuitive, known to a mind; as, he has a marvelous
store of knowledge; referring to a single subject,
17
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such knowledge is an understanding of that subject; a
knowledge of botany.
Information is knowledge of
fact, usually not systematized, but gathered in a
haphazard or casual way as from instruction, reading,
observation, or hearsay.
Experience is the yield of
life as it has been lived; it is the knowledge taught
by all that one has enjoyed or suffered, viewed
especially as a source of better judgment and
increased skill for the future; as, he learned by
bitter experience; the lessons of experience.
Wisdom, though consisting of knowledge plus
experience, is a power which transcends them both. A
man may possess first-hand knowledge of life, yet
never apply it in such a way as to show wisdom.
Wisdom unites the facts of knowledge and the fruit of
experience into a genius for judgment; wisdom is both
ideal and practical (1942, p. 543).
These definitions suggest that knowledge in its most
elementary form consists of what Luskin

(1987) describes

as the "bits of memory" or “words in the grammar of thought"
(p. 857).

But knowledge does not consist merely of these

bits of memory.

Knowledge, as the dictionary definition

suggests, also refers to the system which organizes these
bits of information.
Luskin

(1987) argues that these bits of memory are

then associated through “intercognitive propositions" which
form the “beams and the girders of cognitive organization"
(pp. 857-858).

His definition continues with other

comparisons:
Simpler associations may be joined by higher, more
complex associations, just as phrases and sentences
link wor d s . Those associations which contain
relatively large packets of associated cognitions are
referred to as “schemata” (Luskin, 1987, pp. 857-858) .
Although these intercognitive propositions link
simple associations with more complex associations,

they
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are cognitions in their own right.
concludes,

Thus, as Luskin (1987)

the distinction between content and structure

may not be so clear-cut

(p. 858).

In effect, knowledge is both form and content.

It is

a system comprising both the individual elements or pieces
of information and those structures which link them
together.
If knowledge is both form and content, the nature of
its form is less clear than its content.

The term

knowledge by itself does not denote any particular kind of
form.

It only postulates that such form exists.
Because the term knowledge does not specify that we

look at its structure along any particular dimension,
questions of form are best left to discussion of
measurement.

As knowledge becomes operationalized and

measured, additional observations about how its form is
conceptualized can be more readily made.

Although

knowledge need not be conceptualized in any particular
form, operationalizations and measurements of the
construct exhibit certain common assumptions.

Measurement
General
One common assumption about knowledge is that it can
be broken down into propositions.

As Fiske and Taylor

(1991) note, “Each proposition consists of a set of nodes
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and links,

in which each node is an idea (a noun, a verb,

or an adjective), and each link is the relation between
the ideas" (p. 297).
Based on the assumption that knowledge consists of
propositions,

it then follows that it can be measured by

counting how many such propositions are “correct" relative
to some standard.

The more a person has a store of

correct propositions about a particular subject, the more
knowledgeable that person is assumed to b e .
The counting techniques commonly used to measure
knowledge come close to the concept of differentiation.
However, rules for measuring knowledge tend to be more
content-specific than rules for measuring differentiation.
Because knowledge is defined as consisting of facts or
propositions,

these facts or propositions are then usually

matched a priori with those of the researcher.

This

process involves matching content of the correct or proper
response with the response that is given.
Differentiation rules, at least as they will be
applied in this dissertation, do not require the same kind
of matching between researchers' and respondents'
propositions.

In differentiation tasks, respondents are

not expected to put down particular propositions.
Instead, the researcher counts the propositions as they
are listed by the respondent, regardless of whether they
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are right or wrong, just as long as they can be
distinguished.4
The preceding discussion suggests that knowledge is
usually conceptualized and measured in objectivist terms.
Researchers make a determination of what propositions are
appropriate for a particular measuring task and then look
to see if there is any correspondence between their
version of the propositions and the answers given by the
respondent.

When respondents score high on such measures,

they are often assumed to have not only knowledge but a
grasp of “reality."

This sense of objectivism is also

conveyed in Webster's Third New International Dictionary
which defines knowledge as “the fact or condition of
apprehending truth,

fact, or reality immediately in the

mind or senses" [boldface added]

(1981, p. 1252) .

Political Sophistication
Of the different kinds of cognitive complexity
research applied to politics,

that having to do with

“political sophistication” is most commonly associated with
the conceptualization and measurement of knowledge as it
has been discussed here.

A review of political

sophistication research shows how the use of such
knowledge-based measures began.

A more detailed discussion of differentiation
will be presented shortly.
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Campbell et al.'s

(1960) book, The American Voter,

was one of the earliest and most influential works in
political sophistication.

Using interview data collected

by the Survey Research Center of the University of
Michigan during the 1952 and 1956 elections,

Campbell et

a l . sought to describe the extent to which American voters
organized their thoughts about politics in ideological
t er m s .

The researchers asked their respondents a series

of questions about their particular likes and dislikes of
the Democratic and Republican parties.

The responses to

their questions suggested that most Americans1 belief
structures about politics were not only loosely organized
but also lacked basic information (see Campbell et a l .,
Chapter 10, pp. 216-265,

especially) .

Following the lead of Campbell et al.

(1960),

research in political sophistication has shown time and
again that most Americans are ignorant about politics.
a classic study, Lane and Sears

(1969)

In

compiled several

different public opinion surveys which found that a
majority of the American public was

(1) unaware of the

nature and meaning of the bill of rights;

(2) did not know

the central features of the electoral system; and
could not name the three branches of government

(3)

(p. 61).

Other studies found that knowledge even about
political issues which have been covered regularly in the
mass media seems equally lacking.

McGuire

(198 5) cites
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past public opinion studies which found that 4 0% of the
American public believed (1) Israel to be an Arab nation
and (2) Eugene McCarthy in the 1968 New Hampshire
Democratic primary to favor escalation of the Vietnam War
(p. 248).
Based on responses to their interview questions,
Campbell et a l . (1960) divided the mass public's belief
systems into four different levels of conceptualization
about political issues.

These categories move from

tightly organized, abstract, and consistent to loosely
organized, concrete, and inconsistent.
The top level of conceptualization is “ideology" which
includes “ideologues” and “near-ideologues."

Respondents in

these two subcategories are estimated to comprise between
3.5 and 12% of the voting population respectively.

Below

ideology, are the “group benefits" people who perceive
political issues in terms of conflict or single-group
interests.

This group constitutes the largest single bloc

in Campbell et al.'s sample and is estimated to make up
45% of the voting population

(Campbell et a l ., 1960, pp.

216-165).
The third level of conceptualization is “nature of the
times."

Typically, these are the respondents who evaluate

issues in terms of the “goodness" or “badness" of the times.
Such evaluations lack the ideology of the first category
or the references to group interests used in the second
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category.

However, they do make some connection to policy

issues, even if only vaguely.

This group is estimated to

make up 23% of the voting population.

Finally, the fourth

and lowest level of conceptualization is the “no issue
content" voters.

These people are best described as the

“don't know/don't care” respondents and are estimated to
comprise the remaining 17.5% of the American electorate
(Campbell et a l ., 1960, pp. 216-265).
In his article which is often cited as the other
seminal work in political sophistication,

Converse

(1964),

a coauthor of The American Voter, made additional
elaborations upon the levels of conceptualization.

He

argued that ideologues should be separated from near
ideologues, thus creating five levels of conceptualization
instead of four

(Converse,

1964, pp. 215-217) .

Converse further argued that each level of
conceptualization can be distinguished by differences in
“constraint."

Constraint is a principle or dimension which

helps structure and simplify a system of multiple
elements.
ideas

Constraint thus refers to an interdependence of

(Converse,

1964, pp. 208-209; 214-217) .

Constraint plays an important role in an ideologue's
system of ideas.

This is because the ideologue, by

definition, uses a higher order construct,

such as the

liberal-conservative dimension, Co unify his or her ideas.
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Constraint becomes less important with each lower level of
conceptualization

(Converse,

Campbell et al.'s

1964, pp. 214-219).

(1960) and Converse's

(1964) works

are still the dominant paradigm in political
sophistication research even today.

A more recent example

of work following in their tradition can be found in The

Paradox of Mass Politics by Neuman (1986).

Neuman's book

is an attempt to reconcile the findings of political
sophistication research that the American public's
awareness of politics is extremely low, on the one hand,
with the studies of decision-making in Washington which
find an articulate voice is being heard, on the other.
The question Neuman then asks is “Where is this voice
coming from?" (p. 6).
Neuman answers his question by proposing that there
is not just one public but three as far as political
sophistication is concerned.

At the top of the

sophistication distribution is a distinct but very small
group of articulate activists.

The cognitive style of

these activists in politics is much like that of a
professional politician or expert political journalist.
These activists,

though important in terms of articulating

public opinion, make up only a few per cent of the total
American population

(Neuman,

1986, p. 1).

In the middle of the sophistication curve is a large,
“undifferentiated” middle class, the majority of whom have
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college education and beyond.

This group accounts for

most of the weak correlations between knowledge and
opinion or behavior.

It also makes up about 75 per cent

of the total population

(Neuman,

1986, p. 6}.

Finally, at the bottom of the sophistication curve
are the apoliticals.

These are people who seldom pay

attention to or participate in public affairs.

This group

also makes up about 20 per cent of the remaining total
population (Neuman, 1986, p. 6) .
Although Neuman's stratification of the American
public is not the same as the “levels of conceptualization”
proposed by Campbell et a l ., it still has its
similarities.

First,

it seeks to understand individuals

as members of a mass public.

This means that individuals

are placed into any one of several groups according to
their levels of political sophistication.

Second, most of

the American public is assumed to be unsophisticated about
politics.

Neuman's book might thus be considered a “fine-

tuning" of the premises originally laid out by Campbell et
a l . (1960) and Converse

(1964).

In more recent years, research on political
sophistication has tried to branch out from Campbell et
al.'s (1960) and Converse's

(1964) approach.

One shift

has been to de-emphasize the role of “mass publics" and to
look instead at more specialized issues using more
intensive sampling techniques.

One such shift in
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orientation can be seen in Lau and Erber's

(1985) study

which examined political experts' and novices' beliefs
about the Massachusetts Proposition Two and a Half, a
property tax-reduction measure.
Another shift in orientation has been to develop new
ways to measure political sophistication.

Fiske, Kinder,

and Larter (1983) argued that political sophistication can
be measured indirectly by asking respondents about their
involvement with and interest in politics
Lau and Erber

(pp. 385-386) .

(1985) used similar measures in their study

of political sophistication but also included more direct
measures which sought to assess respondents' familiarity
with the presidential candidates and current issues as
well as their awareness of the polls

(p. 47) .

Despite some of the more recent attempts to measure
political sophistication in new ways and in new domains,
political sophistication research still relies heavily on
knowledge-based measures.
Smith

Reviews by Fiske, Lau, and

(1990) and Hamill and Lodge (1986) contend that

knowledge is fundamental to the measurement of political
sophistication.

Fiske, Lau, and Smith's

(1990) review

notes several studies cited in this dissertation which use
tests of accurate political knowledge as operational
criteria for political sophistication,
Erber

(1985); Lodge and Hamill

Stroh

(1989); and Lusk and Judd (1988).

including: Lau and

(1986); Lodge, McGraw, and
These and other
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studies underscore Luskin's
earlier,

(1987) conclusion,

noted

that “information holding measures represent the

best single approach" for measurement of political
sophistication (p. 890).
The heavy reliance on knowledge-based measures leads
to certain common assumptions in political sophistication
research.
First,

These assumptions can be summarized as follows.

facts about politics are knowable.

As a result,

research on political sophistication uses recall questions
to determine what a respondent knows or doesn't know.
Second, once people have been tested on their recall of
political facts,

it is assumed that more correct answers

to such factual questions mean more knowledge
Fiske, Kinder, and Larter,

(e.g.,

1983, p. 382; 384).

Critique
Political sophistication is supposed to be a matter
of “cognition” (Luskin, 1987, p. 857) .

Assuming that

cognition concerns not only the thoughts and ideas
themselves but how those thoughts and ideas are organized,
political sophistication falls short of the latter
objective by its heavy reliance on content-based measures.
Because these knowledge-based measures were determined a
priori by researchers, they may be more reflective of the
researchers'

organization of thoughts about politics than

that of the respondents they are trying to study.
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When other measures of political sophistication are
used such as media exposure

(e.g., Fiske, Lau, and Smith,

1990), the difference between measurement and
conceptualization can still be problematic.

Researchers

who use these additional measures assume that they
correspond to level of organization in the respondent1s
thoughts.
example,

Fiske, Kinder, and Larter

(1983)

argue, for

that if a respondent is found to have high levels

political activity,

it can be inferred that the

respondent's cognitions are more “tightly organized."
Although this may be a valid assumption,

it is necessary

to test it empirically with techniques directly measuring
the ordering and structuring of knowledge,

such as

multidimensional scaling or Q s o r t s .
Even if political activity and media exposure are
accepted as valid measures, they only provide a vague
picture of what cognitive organization looks like.
example,

For

a single issue voter could score high on both of

these measures just as someone who takes a broader view of
politics could.

Yet the organization of their cognitions

is likely to be rather different, which could also affect
their information processing.
In addition,

if respondents do not score high on

measures of political activity and media exposure, then is
it equally valid to assume that these respondents have
less tightly organized systems of constructs?

Such
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construct systems are likely to be smaller, but this does
not necessarily suggest that they are more loosely
organized.
The reliance of political sophistication research on
measures such as knowledge, media exposure, and political
activity can be explained by its orientation to “mass
publics."

All of these closed-ended measures are easy to

use in the collection of large data sets.

Other kinds of

open-ended measures which provide greater insight into the
ordering and structuring of knowledge are simply too timeconsuming for data collection, coding, and interpretation.
Because measures of political sophistication are so
heavily knowledge-based,

it hardly seems surprising that

we should be led into discussions about what people know
as opposed to how their knowledge is ordered and
structured.

Given the finding that a relatively small

portion of the American public orders its thoughts about
politics in ideological terms, all that is left to do is
explain why.

For the most part, these observations

consist of making the claim that the American public
cannot be ideological because it does not have enough
knowledge to be s o .
For these reasons, Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
(1991) criticize the Campbell et a l . (1964) and Converse
(1960) approach to political sophistication as
“minimalist.”

Because the seminal works by Campbell et al.
30

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

and Converse on mass belief systems show there to be a
lack of any such systems, Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
(1991) argue that the research program of minimalism
finishes where it begins.

Or, as the authors ask: “How

many times can one observe that mass belief systems are
poorly organized?

And, having said this, what remains to

be said?" (Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock,

1991, p. 16) .

Although political sophistication research can be
criticized for its heavy reliance on knowledge-based
measures,

the measures are not necessarily problematic by

themselves.

Knowledge is fundamental to cognition and we

need to know what its content is before we can begin to
consider how it is ordered and structured.

Thus, the

importance and necessity of knowledge should not be
overlooked.
The problem with political sophistication research is
that its claims of studying the order and structure of
knowledge are disproportionate to its measures.

Despite

these and other criticisms of political sophistication
research,

it is still the dominant paradigm in research on

political cognitive complexity.

But other kinds of

approaches can be used for the conceptualization and
measurement of cognitive complexity instead.

These take

the form of differentiation and integration.
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C.

Differentiation
Definition
Differentiation is often defined in relation to

integration, so it is sometimes difficult to discuss one
without the other.

Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder's

(1961)

book, Conceptual Systems and Personality Organization,
contains what is probably the most widely used and
accepted definition of differentiation: “Differentiation
refers to the breaking down of a novel, more
undifferentiated,
articulated parts"
rather general,

situation into more clearly defined and
(p. 18) .

Although the definition is

it represents a good starting point to get

into more detailed discussions of what differentiation is.
Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder (1961)

argue that neither

differentiation nor integration develops at a steady
linear rate.

Instead, the authors make the analogy that

the process of differentiation and integration moves
saccadically, much like the visual scanning process:
Conceptually, the saccades [eye movements (as opposed
to fixation) ] seem to operate much like “bracketing"
to borrow a term from artillery, in which defined
reference points, sensory or more conceptual, are
placed around the extreme limits of the target or
phenomenon.
With these end points at the extremes
serving as anchorages from which to radiate, the
subject begins to make finer differentiations in
between these defining limits. In conceptual
development, one seems to form gross differentiations
by cognitively cutting the ambiguous or
undifferentiated into large chunks. This larger
chunk one might differentiate more before moving to
break off another chunk, but generally one moves to
the cutting of a second chunk before finely and
clearly differentiating the first.
In fact, it seems
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in most cases that it is with the aid of
differentiations and reference points gained from the
latter gross segment that one is able to
differentiate more finely -- and even veridically -the facets of the first chunk (Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroder, 1961, p. 18).
Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder

(1961) also note that the

process of differentiation can only occur with the
existence of opposing extremes:
Underlying the hypothesis that concepts develop
saccadically is the further assumption that the end
points or poles of a concept operate as a kind of
opposites, exercising a force or energy that results
in a conceptual outcome that parallels cell mitosis,
in which the grosser parts are divided into more
articulated and numerous o n e s . Were a force of some
nature not brought to bear on a phenomenon, if that
phenomenon existed only in a cocooned vacuum, then
presumably no modification of it, growth or otherwise
could occur.
Hence, for a grossly differentiated
concept to attain a state of greater differentiation
and refinement we assume that its two poles must
exert contradictory pulls sufficiently strong to
produce evaluative alternatives other than the
either-or categories categorizing the earlier stage.
The concept “good," for example is nonexistent without
the opposite pole of “bad," in conjunction with which
it came into being.
Engagement of the concept in its
less differentiated form could lead only to a
bifurcated evaluation: The object is all good or all
bad.
With further delineation into multiple facets
through the reciprocal pull of good-bad poles the
engagement of the concept leads to more specific
evaluations of gradations from good to bad (Harvey,
Hunt, and Schroder, 1961, pp. 18-19).
Having defined differentiation and how it occurs,
Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder (1961) then set forth three
tenets about the relation between differentiation and
integration.

The first tenet is that differentiation does

not automatically lead to integration.

However,

integration must occur from differentiation.

The second

33

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

tenet assumes that differentiation can occur in an
“isolated,

compartmentalized way without integration.”

The

third tenet claims that differentiation and integration
need not be temporally separated.

In other words, even

though integration requires differentiation,

both can

occur simultaneously (Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder,

1961,

pp. 21-22).
Finally, Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder (1961) delineate
the connection between differentiation-integration and
concreteness-abstractness:
Although differentiation-integration and
concreteness-abstractness are inseparably linked, we
would like to attempt a distinction by viewing the
former as a psychological process or activity and
concreteness-abstractness as a resultant or outgrowth
of this process.
This cause and effect relationship,
however, like most such relationships, is reciprocal.
A given level or stage of concreteness-abstractness
is attained through differentiation-integration, but
this same level or stage of abstractness affects both
what kind of differentiations or discriminations of
the environing stimuli are made and how these are
subsequently organized or integrated by their being
related to existing internal standards (Harvey, Hunt,
and Schroder, 1961, p. 23).
Many of the premises and suppositions of Harvey,
Hunt, and Schroder's

(1961) book were incorporated into

the 1967 book, Human Information Processing, which
Schroder coauthored along with Driver and Streufert.

As

the title suggests, the 1967 book was more explicitly
concerned with how people's concepts, either more or less
differentiated and integrated, are used to process
information.

The 1967 book also put greater emphasis on
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developing methods for applying the differentiationintegration approach to particular research settings.
such,

As

it is a good place to begin a discussion of how

differentiation can be measured.

Measurement
Schroder, Driver, and Streuf ert

(1967)

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert

(1967) begin by

noting that measurement of differentiation is a matter of
determining how many dimensions a person uses in
perceiving an array of stimuli:

A dimension is defined as unique arrangement of
stimuli.
When a person makes a decision or judgment
of “agreement" or “good" or “similar," we ask how many
dimensions are involved in judgment [italics added]
(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert, 1967, p. 24) .
Factually-based or knowledge-based questions could be
used in political sophistication research to approximate
differentiation.

However, as Luskin

(1987) notes in his

review, political sophistication research does not seem to
have been given much formal consideration to such an
approach:
Both conceptually and operationally, the
sophistication literature has given differentiation
much shorter shrift.
Simple measures of
differentiation -- counts of factual items correctly
answered -- dot the broader landscape (e.g., Clark
and Freidin, 1978), but not the literature
consciously concerned with sophistication qua
cognitive complexity (p. 882).
By contrast,

research on interpersonal cognitive

complexity which derives part of its theoretical impetus
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from Schroder, Driver, and Streufert

(1967), has given

special attention to differentiation measures.

These

measures have been tested in a variety of settings over
the years and therefore warrant further discussion.

Interpersonal Cognitive Complexity
Reviews of the literature on interpersonal cognitive
complexity by Burleson and Waltman

(1988) , Goldstein and

Blackman

(1979), O'Keefe and

(1978), Miller and Wilson

Sypher (1981), and Streufert and Streufert

(1978) have all

noted that there are several distinct conceptualizations
and operationalizations of the cognitive complexity
construct. Although there have been several distinct
conceptualizations and operationalizations of
interpersonal cognitive complexity,
and Waltman

reviews by Burleson

(1988) and O'Keefe and Sypher

(1981) find that

only Crockett's Role Category Questionnaire

(RCQ) is a

valid and reliable assessment of interpersonal cognitive
complexity across a variety of conditions.
Burleson and Waltman (1988) describe current standard
procedures for administering the RCQ:
...having subjects describe, in writing, two persons
well known to them: a liked peer and a disliked peer.
Each peer is described for approximately five
minutes.
The two-role version of the Role Category
Questionnaire is administered through a three-page
questionnaire.
Total time for administration of the
two-role version of the Role Category Questionnaire
is approximately fifteen minutes (p. 5).
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Once impressions have been recorded using the RCQ,
they must then be coded for differentiation.
Burleson and Waltman

According to

(1988), interpersonal constructs are

operationally defined as “any characteristic, quality,
trait, motivation, belief, habit, mannerism, or behavior
attributed by the subject to the described person"
Burleson and Waltman's

(1988) operational definition

is based on Crockett, Delia, Press, and Kenney's

Scoring Rules for Differentiation Codings
Burleson and Waltman,

(p. 7) .

1988).

(1974)

(as cited in

These scoring rules are

included in Appendix C because they will be used later to
develop a differentiation measure for this dissertation.
As Crockett et al.'s

(1974) rules are reviewed,

two

attributes seem especially important in determining
whether an element should be scored as a separate
construct.

The first of these, as Schroder, Driver, and

Streufert's (1967) definition also notes,
If one element is unique from another,
counted as a separate construct.

is uniqueness.

then it should be

If, however, one element

only modifies another and appears to be an intrinsic part
of the latter,
construct

then it should not be scored as a separate

(as cited in Burleson and Waltman,

1988).

The other important attribute to look for when coding
impressions is relevance.
task at hand?
construct.

Is the element relevant to the

If so, it should be scored as a separate

If, instead,

the element is a general
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statement about what people should do, for example,

and

has little to do with the task at hand, then it should not
be scored as a separate construct
and Waltman,

(as cited in Burleson

1988) .

Although uniqueness and relevance are important
attributes in scoring differentiation, accuracy is not.
One reason for accuracy's absence may be that
constructivist researchers in interpersonal cognitive
complexity take it for granted that impressions of others
are subjective.

Thus, there is no point in checking for

accuracy.
The other reason accuracy may be absent has to do
with how differentiation is conceptualized.
noted, Schroder, Driver, and Streufert

As already

(1967) delineate

uniqueness as the principal attribute to be looked for in
differentiation.
matter.

In such a framework, accuracy does not

Respondents can lay out as many incorrect facts

as they want to about an issue but as long as each one can
be distinguished by its examination of a different
dimension, which is also relevant to the exercise,

then it

will be counted.
Although separate measures are available for
abstractness and organization of interpersonal constructs,
differentiation scores have been found to be “moderately to
highly associated with abstractness and organization
scores derived from the Role Category Questionnaire”
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(Burleson and Waltman,

1988, p. 7) .

Thus, the

differentiation score tends to be regarded as a good
overall measure of cognitive complexity (Burleson and
Waltman,

1988, p. 7).

But is cognitive complexity reliable?

Crockett

(1965) obtained a four-month reliability of .95 for
differentiation scorings using his original version of the
eight-role RCQ.

O'Keefe, Shepherd, and Streeter

(1982)

reported test-retest reliabilities of .84 and .86 for
differentiation scores from two different versions of the
standard,

two-role RCQ over a four week period

and Waltman,

1988, p. 11).

(Burleson

These test-retest

reliabilities are impressive.

Critique
Several critics have suggested that the interpersonal
cognitive complexity measures of differentiation are
merely measures of loquacity (Beatty and Payne,
1985; Powers, Jordan, and Street,
and Street

1979).

1984;

Powers,

Jordan,

(1979) were the first to make such a charge.

According to their study, loquacity accounted for about
33% of the variance in measures of cognitive complexity
(p. 69).

In their response article, Burleson, Applegate,

and Neuwirth

(1981)

found fault with the procedures used

by Powers et a l . and argued that their results were
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nothing more than an artifact of the measurements and
statistics used in their study (pp. 212, 213, 214).
A little more recently, Beatty and Payne
re-argued the case made by Powers et al.
different set of procedures.

(1984; 1985)

(1979) using a

Again, Burleson,

this time

in conjunction with Waltman and Samter (1985), rebutted
the arguments made by Beatty and Payne by noting problems
with their operationalization of loquacity and their
subsequent use of statistical partialling

(pp. 320-321).

The debate on complexity-loquacity is not yet
resolved
Samter,

(e.g., Beatty,
1987) .

1987; Burleson, Waltman,

and

Even though the proponents of the

differentiation measures have faced their critics head on,
it is difficult to dismiss the critiques made by Beatty
and Payne

(1984; 1985) and others entirely.

Because

measures of the Role Category Questionnaire are based on
output

(writing exercises), loquacity would seem to have

to be related in some way to cognitive complexity.
However, the argument can also be turned on its head:
perhaps cognitively complex people are loquacious because
they have a lot more to say about the topic which they are
being asked to discuss.
In addition, as was noted in the discussion of
differentiation rules, relevance is a key consideration in
determining whether a particular construct should be
scored.

According to the scoring rules, a loquacious
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person should not be given credit for laying down a lot of
constructs unless such constructs are relevant to the
exercise.

Thus,

the criterion of relevance helps mitigate

against the charges of loquacity.
In the final analysis,

the flap over loquacity

suggests there is some kind of relation between
differentiation and loquacity.

What is unclear,

however,

is the exact nature of the relation between the two or
which causes which.

Perhaps,

for this reason, the

controversy may never be fully resolved.
Another criticism of the Role Category Questionnaire
is that it lacks the stability which is claimed by its
proponents.

A study by Allen et al.

(19 90) found that

when slight changes were made in the instructions of the
RCQ, mean number of constructs and rank-ordering of
relationships between complexity scores changed
considerably (p. 49).
In their response article, Burleson, Applegate,
Delia

(1991) argue that Allen et al.

and

(1990) erroneously

assume that the Role Category Questionnaire is meant to be
an exhaustive measure.
merely samples,

Instead, they claim that the RCQ

rather than exhaustively taps the

interpersonal construct system (p. 115) .
In a more recent article, Allen, Burrell, and
Kellerman

(1993) make a slightly different critique of the

Role Category Questionnaire:
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...it is possible that a person could use the words
“cheat," “liar,” or “scumbag" to mean “dishonest.” Of
course, another person might use these four words to
point to four completely separate constructs. Any
consistent tendency on the part of some people to use
more verbal labels per construct than others would
necessarily alter the rank ordering of individuals1
cognitive complexity (p. 3).
Allen, Burrell,

and Kellerman's

both reasonable and appropriate.

(1993) argument seems

However,

it might also

be expected that proponents of the Role Category
Questionnaire would respond by admitting that the authors'
critique is true on an individual basis but that as long
as the RCQ rules are applied consistently,

these effects

of individual differences in use should get averaged out.
Because the criticisms of both loquacity and
stability of the RCQ have not been fully resolved,

neither

seems to be a fatal critique of differentiation either in
terms of how it is conceptualized or measured.

On the

whole, measures of interpersonal cognitive complexity seem
to follow logically from the conceptualizations upon which
they were originally made.

Moreover, they have been found

to be reliable in a variety of research settings, which is
another good indicator of their validity.

It therefore

seems reasonable to use some version of them, though it
should be kept in mind that they may be confounded with
other irrelevant factors such as loquacity, verbal
ability, or instruction set.
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D.

Integration
Definition
Where differentiation refers to separation and

distinction,
Schroder

integration, according to Harvey, Hunt, and

(1961) , “is the relating or hooking of such parts

to each other to previous conceptual standards” (p. 18) .
Integration thus reflects how much disparate concepts are
linked together.
In Human Information Processing, Schroder, Driver,
and Streufert

(1967) add the term “schemata" to their

definition of integration: "the complexity of schemata that
determine the organization of several dimensions involved
in a complex cognitive structure" (p. 165) .

Integration is

therefore determined by the presence and structure of
schemata.
In their chapter on “levels of information
processing," Schroder,

Driver, and Streufert

describe different levels of integration.
advancement in level,
different ways.

With each

information is processed in

The authors start by describing low

integration systems.
(concrete)

(1967)

Low integration systems have “simple

intervening structures

[which] are

characterized by compartmentalization and by a
hierarchical integration of parts" (Schroder, Driver, and
Streufert,

1967, p. 15) .
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Three qualities characterize the processing of
information in low integration systems.

First, stimuli

are interpreted unidimensionally, which means that the
system has fixed rules for identifying and organizing
stimuli.

Second, relatively few “degrees of freedom"

exist, which lowers the potential for perceiving conflict
or ambiguity.

If conflict or ambiguity is perceived, it

is usually resolved through exclusion.

Finally, third,

because a single hierarchy of rules is present,
are compared with yes-no categories.

Either they fit or

they do not and no finer distinctions are made
Driver, and Streufert,

1967, pp.

stimuli

(Schroder,

16-17).

Moderately low integration systems have two general
properties.

First, they have more than one way to

organize stimuli or more than one schema.
Schroder,

Driver, and Streufert

Or, as

(1967) claim, “if there are

three dimensions, such a structure would provide at least
two possible rules for combining these dimensions” (p. 18).
Second, however, moderately low integration systems still
lack a conceptual apparatus to tie these differentiated
rules together
18).

(Schroder, Driver,

In other words,

and Streufert, 1967, p.

even though moderately low

integration systems may use more than one set of rules or
schemata to classify stimuli, these rules operate in
relative isolation from one another.
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Moderately low integration structures have at least
several consequences for the way in which information is
processed.

First, people who have moderately low

integration systems are not as “absolutist” in their
categorization of stimuli as people who have low
integration systems.

Second, moderately low integration

systems generate “primitive internal causation.”

That is,

people with moderately low integration systems may
perceive that they have choices in categorizing stimuli.
Still, the categorizations of stimuli are made by a
relatively fixed set of rules, which is why they are
described as “primitive"

(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p. 19).
A third consequence of the moderately low integration
system is what might best be described as a lack of
consistency.

Because the rules for placing stimuli are

not as fixed as those in either low integration systems or
high integration systems,

there is “ambivalence and lack of

consistency in decision-making and judgment."

The result

is that people who possess a moderately low integration
system may appear to be noncommittal or indecisive because
it is difficult for them to apply the internal rules
consistently (Schroder, Driver, and Streufert, 1967, p.
19) .
Fourth, rigidity is present in moderately low
integration systems as it also is in low integration
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systems.

Yet it is at a different level.

For low

integration systems, rigidity results in the perception of
stimuli in a “minimally differentiated and complex way."
In moderately low integration systems, rigidity manifests
itself by a lack of conscious awareness of what the
alternative choice would bring.
schema is enacted,

there is no looking back.

schema that is not enacted,
what it might bring

In effect, once the
Or, for the

there is no looking ahead to

(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p. 19).
One final consequence of moderately low integration
systems is what Schroder, Driver, and Streufert refer to
as “negativism”:

People who have moderately low

integration systems may be seen as operating in a negative
framework because they start the process of categorizing
stimuli by first determining what those stimuli are not.
In low integration systems,

this negativism is

characterized by a failure to consider alternatives at all
(Schroder, Driver,

and Streufert,

1967, p. 20).

The next level of integration, Schroder, Driver,
Streufert

and

(1967) describe is “moderately high.” According

to the authors,

“moderately high levels of structure

require rules for matching,
of schemata"

(1967, p. 21) .

comparing, and relating pairs
In moderately high integration

systems, unlike either low or moderately low integration
systems, alternatives are thus thought through and
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envisioned.

Choices about where the stimuli belong are

then made accordingly.
Moderately high integration affects processing of
information in several important ways.

First,

is processed in a less deterministic way.

When

alternative systems are formally recognized,
possible resolutions is greatly increased.

information

the number of
Second,

moderately high integration permits a simultaneous
tracking of outcomes.
because,

for example,

This gives people adaptability
they can see their behavior not only

in their own terms but also in how it affects othe r s .
Finally,

third, the awareness of “self" begins to appear in

moderately high integration systems because the individual
begins to recognize that categorization of incoming
stimuli is a matter of his or her choice and perspective
(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p. 23).

High-level integration systems extend the development
found in moderately high integration systems.

They are

characterized by “additional and more complex
potentialities for organizing additional schemata in
alternate ways" (Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p.

22) .

Schroder, Driver,

and Streufert

(1967) help clarify

the difference between high and moderately high
integration by making an analogy:
...the difference between moderately high and high
levels may be described as the difference between an
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empirical and theoretical outlook.
At the moderately
high level, a number of classes of empirical
relationships are possible; in high level
functioning, it is possible to generate laws that
systematize a large and differentiated body of
information generally by simpler schemata in various
ways.
Unlike the low level, which consists of a
hierarchical set of established rules and procedures,
high level functioning (which again reaches a form of
unity in the system) is characterized by the ability
to generate rules of the theory, the complex
reactions and alternative schemata, as well as the
relationships between the various structures. It has
the potential to generate complex patterns of
interactions (p. 23).
Finally,

the authors describe the consequences of

high integration for processing information:
(a) an increase in the degree of diversity the system
can generate and handle, in the number of schemata
and the dimensions, and in the complexity of their
organization; (b) greater discrimination between
stimuli within dimensions; and (c) an increased
potential for the structure to generate alternate
patterns of interaction and new schemata without the
imposition of new external conditions.
Internal
processes can produce alternate organizations of
rules for viewing the world.
These schemata can then
be tested by exploration (Schroder, Driver, and
Streufert, 1967, p. 23).

Measurement
Schroder, Driver, and Streufert

(1967)

After their definition of integration and explication
of its different levels, Schroder,

Driver, and Streufert

(1967) offer a detailed discussion of how it can be
measured in Appendices One and Two of their book.
Appendix One describes how multidimensional techniques can
be applied as so-called direct measures.

Appendix Two

describes a scheme for analysis which might be thought of
48

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

as an “indirect” measure.

This indirect measure can be

used when direct interaction with a respondent is not
possible.

For example, an indirect measure might be used

on a set of essays which were written some time prior to
the experiment.
A manual for the indirect measure of integration
developed by Schroder, Driver, and Streufert
included in Appendix Two of their book.

(1967)

is

The manual takes

the conceptual structures described earlier, e.g.,

low

integration, medium low integration, etc. and assigns
values to them.

Because Tetlock and Hannum (1993) use

these same rules in their manual for integration, excerpts
on how each score should be assigned are also given below:

Low integration index (scale value 1) . To assign a
score of 1, the rater must decide that the response
could be generated by a single fixed rule, that no
alternative interpretations were considered, and that
subtle conditional changes would produce no changes
in response.
Medium integration index (scale value 3 ) . To receive
a score of 3, the [paragraph] completion must clearly
represent the availability of alternative rule
structures for perceiving the event.
Medium high integration index (scale value 5). For a
[paragraph] completion to be rated at the third level
of conceptual structure, it must give evidence not
only of alternative interpretation but also of the
use of comparison rules for considering the joint as
opposed to the conditional outcome of these different
perceptions.
High integration index (scale value 7) . [Paragraph]
Completions are given a rating of 7 on this scale
which not only state that alternative perceptions
occurred and were simultaneously held in focus and
compared, but also indicate that the outcomes of
various comparisons can be considered in producing
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causal statements about the functional relations
between “ways of viewing the world" (Schroder, Driver,
and Streufert, 1967, pp. 187-188) .
Even numbered scores represent transitions between
the four levels of conceptual structure.

For example, an

essay in which one side of an issue was discussed in some
detail while the other side is only briefly mentioned or
alluded to would receive a score of t w o .

This is because

the author shows the possibility of thinking in multiple
constructs but has not fully articulated what those
constructs are

(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p.

186; p. 201).
A score of four would be assigned when the author
appears to recognize similarities and differences between
different constructs but also begins to appreciate that
these similarities and differences are qualified.

This is

the level at which simultaneous effects being to appear,
though they are still somewhat vague.

Finally,

a score of

six is assigned when a superordinate structure, or an
organizing principle for specifying the nature of the
relation between concepts appears but is not yet fully
articulated

(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p.

186; p. 201).
Schroder,

Driver, and Streufert

the issue of inter-coder reliability.

(1967) also discuss
The authors suggest

encouraging coders not to judge the accuracy of content in
the responses but to ask instead “what complexity of
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structure would be required to generate the response?"
(Schroder, Driver,

and Streufert,

the differentiation measures,

1967, p. 190).

As with

Schroder, Driver, and

Streufert's indirect measure also de-emphasizes the role
of accuracy.

Tetlock and Hannum

(1993 )D

As Schroder, Driver, and Streufert's
for integration was applied more broadly,

(1967) measure
interpretive and

procedural questions arose which could not be answered by
the original scoring manual.

As a result, Tetlock and

Hannum (1993) developed their own Integrative Complexity

Coding Manual which sought
to clarify the distinction between “scorable" and
“unscorable" texts, to sharpen the operational
definition of conceptual differentiation, to
distinguish a number of different forms of conceptual
integration, to reconsider the utility of the
paragraph as the fundamental cognitive unit of
analysis, to recognize the need for specialized coder
knowledge in assessing certain types of texts, and to
be more cautious (than in PCT [paragraph completion
task] days) about assuming one-to-one correspondence
between cognitive structure on the one hand and
public verbal responses on the other (Tetlock and
Hannum, 1993, p. 4).
As the preceding quotation suggests, Tetlock and
Hannum1s (1993) manual was an attempt to elaborate and,

in

3
Tetlock and Hannum's manual is unpublished.
Its
earliest year seems to be 1984.
However, it has been
revised several times since then, so the year of 19 93 is
used in this dissertation because no year was given in the
manual and that was the year in which it was received for
review in the current project.
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some sense, codify the circumstances under which
integration scoring rules could be applied.
their manual is more detailed,

Accordingly,

though fundamentally it

still maintains the theoretical perspective developed by
Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967).
Because the theoretical orientation of Tetlock and
Hannum's

(1993) manual is the same as that of Schroder,

Driver, and Streufert,
concern us here.

the details of the former need not

Such details can be found in the summary

presented in Appendix E if the reader desires to see them.
Instead, Tetlock and Hannum's manual is worth mentioning
primarily because it can be considered the most up-to-date
method for measuring integrative complexity, which is
based on Schroder, Driver,

and Streufert1s original

approach.
Although it is not necessary to review the details of
Tetlock and Hannum's

(1993) manual, the same cannot be

said of the research from which it was originally
developed and to which it has been subsequently applied.
This research, principally conducted by Tetlock, provides
empirical evidence of how well the measures for
integration have held up in different research settings.
It therefore offers information on the validity of the
measure,

information which is lacking in Schroder, Driver,

and Streufert's (1967) work.
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From the late 1970s through the 1980s, Tetlock
published a series of articles on the belief systems of
political elites.

Each of these studies applied

integrative complexity scoring rules to documentary
evidence, such as essays,
interview transcripts,
political elites.

speeches,

letters, communiques,

etc., available from a sample of

The resulting integrative complexity

measures would then be used to test a number of different
hypotheses about how many and what kind of criteria
political elites use in their decision-making process.
Tetlock1s (1979) study attempted to test hypotheses
derived from Janis' theory of groupthink.

Janis used case

studies of key foreign policy decision-makers in the
American government to develop his classifications of
groupthink and non-groupthink behavior.

Tetlock's

research then analyzed the integrative complexity of
public statements made by the participants in J a n i s 1
original studies.

Consistent with J a n i s 1 theory,

Tetlock's study showed that groupthink decision makers
were “more simplistic in their perceptions of policy issues
and make more positive references to the United States and
its allies” (p. 1314) than non-groupthink decision makers.
However, Tetlock also found that groupthink decision
makers did not make significantly more negative references
to communist states and their allies, which is
inconsistent with the predictions made by Jan i s 1 theory.
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In a later article,

Tetlock

(1981a) uses integrative

complexity to test two different hypotheses on “pre- to
postelection shifts in presidential management.”

The

impression management hypothesis predicts that
presidents present issues in deliberately simplistic
ways during election campaigns but in more complex
ways upon assuming office when they face the
necessity of justifying sometimes unpopular decisions
to skeptical constituencies (Tetlock, 1981a, p. 207).
The cognitive adjustment hypothesis is more
internally focused and predicts that presidential rhetoric
becomes more complex as the president adjusts to his job
and evolves complexity of thought.

Using speeches made by

presidents before and during their tenure in office,
integrative complexity measures showed that pre-election
speeches were significantly less integrated than speeches
made after election.

But integrative complexity of

speeches did not change significantly at all once the
presidents had taken office.

These results were therefore

interpreted as supportive of the “impression management"
hypothesis and inconsistent with the cognitive adjustment
hypothesis

(Tetlock, 1981a).

Speeches made by U.S. senators seem to be one of
Tetlock's preferred sources.

In two articles,

integrative

complexity measures revealed (a) isolationist senators
made significantly less complex policy statements than
nonisolationist senators

(Tetlock, 1981b), and (b)

conservative senators made significantly less complex
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statements than their liberal or moderate colleagues
(Tetlock, 1983).
An article by Tetlock, Hannum, and Micheletti

(1984)

revisits the latter result and offers a possible
alternative explanation for i t .

It could be that

conservative senators made more simple statements, not
because their cognitive style was more simple, but because
their role as opposition gave them the rhetorical freedom
to present issues in “stark black-and-white terms.”

The

authors tested this alternative hypothesis by comparing
speeches made by liberal, moderate, and conservative
senators when they had the majority in the senate and when
they were in the minority.

Based on the integrative

complexity measures of speeches made in the 82nd, 94th,
and 96th Congress

(dominated by liberals and moderates)

and 83rd and 97th Congress

(dominated by conservatives),

Tetlock, Hannum, and Micheletti found the differences
between ideological groups much less pronounced in the two
Congressional classes dominated by conservatives.
However, this was because the rhetoric of the liberal and
moderate senators appeared to become less complex when
they were in the minority role and not because the
rhetoric of conservative senators became more complex
(Tetlock, Hannum, and Micheletti,

1984).

Tetlock1s (1983) article also attempted to test the
“ideologue hypothesis" which argues that leftist ideologues
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are much more similar in cognitive style to conservatives
than they are to individuals who are moderate or at the
center politically

(p. 119).

Although the results in

Tetlock's study did not support such a hypothesis,

there

could have been problems with the way in which the sample
was drawn for integrative complexity measures.

Above all,

as Tetlock himself notes, the U.S. senate may not include
enough representatives of the ideological left to make
valid comparisons with senators on the r i g h t .

This point

seems especially pertinent when one considers the lack of
influence from either socialist or communist parties in
the United States

(Tetlock, 1983, p. 119; p. 123).

Thus,

as Tetlock concludes, more appropriate legislative testing
sites may be found in Great Britain or the parliamentary
democracies of western Europe” (p. 123) .
Apparently based on these conclusions, Tetlock

(1984)

sought to apply integrative complexity measures to
transcripts of confidential interviews with 89 members of
the British House of Commons.

The author's research

showed that “moderate socialists interpreted policy issues
in more integratively complex or multidimensional terms
than did moderate conservatives who, in turn, interpreted
issues in more complex terms than extreme conservatives
and extreme socialists" (Tetlock, 1984, p. 365).

Some of

these findings seem consistent with the “rigidity-of-the-
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right hypothesis" whereas others seem better explained by
the “ideologue hypothesis"

(Tetlock,

1984, pp. 3 71-372).

An article which Tetlock coauthored with Bernzweig
and Gallant

(1985) used integrative complexity measures to

compare cognitive style and political ideology among
Supreme Court justices who served on the Court between
1946 and 1978.

The authors describe their findings as

follows:
Consistent with past work on cognitive style and
political ideology, justices with liberal and
moderate voting records exhibited more integratively
complex styles of thought in their early case
opinions than did justices with conservative voting
records.
Unexpectedly, these relationships between
cognitive style and ideology were more powerful on
cases involving civil liberties and rights issues
(Tetlock, Bernzweig, and Gallant, 1985, p. 1227).
Tetlock's studies of political elites suggest that
integrative complexity measures can be used on a number of
different kinds of documents.

Although,

in some cases,

the samples upon which Tetlock bases his conclusions may
have been inappropriately drawn (see previous discussion
of his 1983 article), this does not detract from the power
of the integrative complexity measures themselves.
Tetlock's measures of integrative complexity produce
consistent results which,

if nothing else, suggests that

they are reliable and valid.

Nevertheless,

other

criticisms can be made.
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Critique
To date,

there do not seem to have been any

comprehensive critiques of integrative complexity research
or its measures.

However, there are concerns.

The seven-point integrative complexity scale has
certain advantages over multidimensional scaling.
coders have been reliably trained,

Once

the seven-point scale

is relatively easily applied to documents already
available and its results are much easier to analyze.
Nevertheless,

the ease with which the seven-point

scale is applied also comes with certain costs.

First,

the seven-point scale results in a substantial loss of
qualitatively rich data.

It cannot provide a sense of

both the organization and content of p e o p l e 's cognitions
simultaneously.

It merely tells us whether people think

in multiple constructs and if they do whether these
constructs are connected.

The result is that rich data

are reduced into a narrow and rigid continuum.

It

therefore seems reasonable to ask whether the data are to
some extent being forced to fit the measure rather than
the reverse.
At least one additional criticism can be made of
Tetlock's work.

First,

it seems to have favored testing

the “rigidity-of-the-right" hypothesis over the “ideologueof-the-left" hypothesis.

Although his 1983 article

compares both and Tetlock cautions against politically
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motivated conclusions

(pp. 124-125), his studies show

again and again that conservatives think in less complex
ways than liberals do.

Not only does this observation

become less interesting after a while,

it brings the

political motivations of the authors into question.

What

is the purpose of showing time and again that
conservatives have less integrated construct systems than
liberals?

Moreover,

is this finding even true any more in

light of current “political correctness” trends?
Even though the measure of integrative complexity
through seven-point scales can be problematic,

it still

seems to withstand criticism reasonably well.

Above all,

the connection between the conceptualization of
integrative complexity and its operationalization as the
7-point scale is clear and the latter seems to follow
logically from the former.
In addition, Tetlock1s studies of political elites
provide empirical evidence on the applicability of the
seven-point scale.

Based on results from these studies,

the seven-point scale seems to be

(1) reliable and

(2)

predictive of group differences.
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2.03 Comparison of Knowledge, Differentiation,
Integration as Measures of
Cognitive Complexity
In the earlier sections of this chapter, it was
argued that cognitive complexity consisted of both content
and form.

It was also noted that although the distinction

between content and form is relatively easy to understand
in theory, observing it in practice is somewhat more
difficult.
In order to help clarify the relation between content
and form in cognitive complexity, it was proposed to
examine three different conceptualizations of cognitive
complexity: knowledge, differentiation,

and integration.

Each of these conceptualizations and the measures derived
from them relate form to content in different ways.
True/false measures of knowledge emphasize accuracy
of information held by the respondents.

One problem with

these measures is that they may be more reflective of the
a priori assumptions made by the researcher than of the
content of the respondents' cognitions themselves.

In

addition, although knowledge measures tell us about the
pieces of information held by a respondent, they tell us
very little about the way in which those pieces are
organized.

Cognitive complexity is supposed to tell us

about both.
If we want to learn more about the structure of
people's cognitions,

the differentiation and integration
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measures are the place to look.

As an open-ended measure,

one advantage of differentiation is that it permits
respondents to lay out the issues which they believe are
most salient to a particular topic.

Thus, differentiation

measures are more “data-driven,” as opposed to “researcherdriven .”
The two defining traits of differentiation measures
are relevance and uniqueness.

The more a person's ideas

are unique and relevant, the more differentiated those
ideas are assumed to be.
Unlike true/false knowledge measures, differentiation
appears to emphasize form at the expense of content.

At

its most basic level, once the number of differentiated
constructs is obtained, we are left with little sense of
what the quality of that information is.
Absent from the criteria of uniqueness and relevance
used for scoring differentiation is any concept of
accuracy.

When the differentiation measure is used, a

respondent could conceivably lay out a number of ideas
based on misinformation or erroneous assumptions and would
receive credit for all of them as long as each is unique
and relevant.
If differentiation is assumed to measure form and not
content,

the account it provides of form is relatively

incomplete.

Mostly what it tells us is how large a

respondent's construct system is.

From that, other sorts
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of inferences about abstractness
Waltman,

(e.g., Burleson and

1988) or tightness of organization

Kinder, and Larter,

(e.g., Fiske,

1983) of the construct system are then

made.
In addition, differentiation's account of form also
lacks description of breadth of constructs .
differentiation measure,

Using the

it is theoretically possible for

a person to lay out a lot of ideas within one relatively
small area of a topic and receive the same score as
someone who makes a broader but not as deep review of a
number of different areas related to the same general
topic.
Of the three measures of cognitive complexity,
integration seems to get at structure most directly.

The

two major criteria of the integration measure are
differentiation and interrelatedness.

The integration

measure therefore takes into consideration not only how
many constructs a person has, but also describes how they
are put together.

Because the integration measure uses

the criterion of interrelatedness of ideas,

the problem

with breadth of constructs found with the differentiation
measure is minimized.

A person who is high in integration

must, by definition, have not only a number of different
constructs

(differentiation)

but also give consideration

to alternative sides of the issue

(breadth).
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According to Schroder, Driver, and Streufert's (1967)
original formulation of the integration index, a person
found to have only one or two constructs for a given
domain could not have integrated thoughts.

Having only

one construct suggests failure to recognize another side.
Having only two constructs suggests that another side is
recognized but without having a third construct present as
a rule to describe the relation between those two sides,
the two constructs exist in relative isolation from one
another and are therefore not integrated.
The preceding suggests that at least three distinct
constructs are necessary for medium high integration, one
of which must be a higher order construct which organizes
the other two.

Although,

theoretically,

it is possible to

have medium high integration with only three constructs,
it seems rather unlikely to be found at this stage of
development because differentiation is still minimal.
Instead, according to Schroder, Driver, and Streufert
(1967), medium high integration is more likely to be found
with at least five constructs present.

Three of these

constructs would represent “alternate combinations or
perspectives" and the other two higher order constructs
would represent “more complex rules for comparing and
relating" (Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,
For high integration,
would be required.

1967, p. 20).

a minimum of six constructs

Five would be categorized just as
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described above.

The sixth would be of the highest order

and would constitute a “structure for generating complex
relationships"
22).

(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,

1967, p.

However, Schroder, Driver, and Streufert1s

“idealized" high integration index has nine constructs,
which comes from adding one construct to each of the
different levels just described.
These are, of course, only minimum guidelines.
practical matter,

As a

integration may not begin until much

higher levels of differentiation have already been
reached, such as fifteen or twenty constructs.
many constructs,

With this

integration would also seem to be a

necessity to keep all of the information straight.
Although the integration measure provides a more
detailed sense of form than the differentiation measure
does, the two measures have much in common in terms of
what they are lacking.

Both tell very little about the

content a respondent's constructs once they have been
scored.

Both also lack the criterion of accuracy.

A

person receiving a high score on integration could have a
complex set of interrelated ideas which is also based on a
number of flawed propositions.

Yet this person might

receive as high a score as someone whose ideas are
comparably complex and organized but based on assumptions
which are accurate.
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The differentiation and integration measures1 lack of
emphasis on accuracy is not problematic by itself.
Problems might arise,

though,

if these two measures are

used in a research context which emphasizes accuracy.
Because each measure of cognitive complexity,
knowledge, differentiation,

and integration, relates form

to content in different ways,

it seems best to keep them

together as different but related approximations of
cognitive complexity.

Doing so would enable the strengths

of one measure to complement the weaknesses of another.
For example, results from true/false knowledge tests could
be compared against differentiation scores in order to see
if constructs differentiated by respondents reflect
accurate knowledge.

Or, alternatively,

results from the

differentiation measure, which are more flexible and openended,

could be compared with results from the integration

measure, which is more rigid, but places greater emphasis
on structure.

Thus, "cognitive complexity," as the term is

used here will consist of knowledge, differentiation,
integration.
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and

2.04 Relation Between Cognitive Complexity and Recall
Two kinds of research will be reviewed to address the
connection between cognitive complexity in its general
form and recall.

The first compares recall of experts and

novices within a given domain of knowledge and includes
some research on schemata.

The second examines the

relation between the development of construct systems and
recall in interpersonal communication.3
Schneider, Korkel, and Weinert

(1990) divide the

research on expertise and recall into three general
categories: “expert knowledge and text processing,”
“relations between domain specific knowledge and
metacognitive knowledge," and “general abilities and
domain-specific knowledge."

The review here will

concentrate on the first and third of these categories.
One of the classic studies on expert and novice
recall was conducted by Chase and Simon (1973) .

In a

series of experiments on chess players, Chase and Simon
Because this dissertation is concerned with recall
and judgment of political discourse, it might be expected,
at least initially, that Tetlock's research on integrative
complexity would be germane to a discussion of the relation
between cognitive complexity and recall.
However, Tetlock's
articles present two problems.
First, none of Tetlock's
research explores the relation between political cognitive
complexity and recall in a formal way.
Second, all of his
articles focus on political elites, such as U.S. senators
(Tetlock, 1981b; 1983), members of the British House of
Commons (Tetlock, 1984), U.S. Supreme Court Justices
(Tetlock, Bernzweig, and Gallant, 1985), and U.S. and Soviet
foreign policy officials (Tetlock, 1985a) who are a very
different kind of sample than the ordinary citizens being
studied h e r e .
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found that when the master chess player was shown a chess
board of positions,

his recall after a brief interval was

more accurate than the recall of an advanced chess player,
which was more accurate than the recall of a novice,
turn.

in

One possible explanation of this finding is that

the master chess player has a superior short-term memory.
However, Simon and Chase eliminated this possibility by
also presenting chess positions which were made up
randomly.

In this condition,

the master's recall was no

better than that of either the advanced or the novice
player

(Chase and Simon, 1973, pp. 219-225).

The initial findings obtained by Chase and Simon
(1973) raised the question of whether the master, advanced
player, and novice were using different strategies to
encode information on the chess board.
seems to be that they did n o t .

The general answer

All three players used

“chunks" to break down the information on the chess board.
In addition, all three kinds of players were found to use
these chunks in roughly the same number.

Finally, Chase

and Simon found all three kinds of players to be applying
similar kinds of criteria in analyzing the positions on
chess boards, such as defense and same piece relations,
and visual properties,

such as color and spatial proximity

(Chase and Simon, 1973, pp. 232-240; 252-258).
Although both the novice and expert appeared to use
chunks as a strategy for encoding information,

the
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composition of those chunks, when retrieved, was rather
different.

To begin with, the master player recalled a

greater number of pieces than the novice.

In addition,

the master recalled the position of these pieces with
greater accuracy (Chase and Simon, 1973, pp. 232-240; 252258) .
Because the master was found to recall more and
better chess-related information, Chase and Simon then
sought to analyze the kind of information which he
recalled.

75% of the chunks recalled by the master player

were what could be classified as stereotypical moves in
chess

(Chase and Simon, 1973, pp. 232-233) .

Thus,

the

expert seems to have relied heavily on his expectations
based on his prior experience in the chess domain.
Subsequent to Chase and Simon's

(1973) study,

other

comparisons of expert and novice knowledge have been made
in other domains.

Chiesi, Spilich, and Voss

(1979), and

Spilich et a l . (1979) compared expert and novice knowledge
of baseball.

The results they obtained were similar to

those found in the Chase and Simon study.

When presented

with written accounts of a fictitious baseball game,
experts were found to recall more of the information to
which they had been exposed.

Second,

by the experts was also more accurate
and Voss,

information recalled
(Chiesi, Spilich,

1979; Spilich et a l ., 1979).
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More recent experiments on expertise and recall have
been conducted by Schneider, Korkel, and Weinert
and Bjorklund et al.

(1992) .

(1989)

Using a sample of nearly six

hundred children from the third, fifth, and seventh
grades, Schneider, Korkel,

and Weinert

(198 9) designed a

study in which children were divided by high and low
levels of domain-specific knowledge about soccer and by
high and low levels of overall aptitude.

In this way, it

could be determined how much recall was a function of
general aptitude as opposed to domain-specific expertise.
Low aptitude experts on soccer outperformed high-aptitude
novices on all memory and comprehension tasks within a
given grade level.

The authors therefore conclude that

“domain-specific knowledge can compensate for low overall
aptitude on domain-related cognitive tasks" (Schneider,
Korkel, and Weinert,

1989, p. 306).

Bjorklund et a l . (1992)

sought to assess how

motivation is involved with IQ and expertise in the recall
of familiar information.

Bjorklund et a l . presented

approximately 150 students from the first, third,
fifth grade with two kinds of recall tasks.

and

One was a

sort-recall task involving categorically related pictures.
The other was a class-recall task in which children were
asked to recall current members of their class.

For the

class-recall task, all children were assumed to be
experts.

Yet, unlike other kinds of expertise,

no
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particular motivation to be an expert was assumed to be
present.

Effects from IQ were only associated with the

picture sorting task.

No significant differences were

found between children on the class-recall task in which
effects from IQ were eliminated.

Thus,

the authors

conclude that the memory benefits associated with being an
expert “are related to the greater knowledge the expert
possesses and not to factors of motivation"

(Bjorklund et

a l . , 1992, p. 340}.
The findings presented above point to the existence
of a higher order structure used by both experts and
novices to process incoming information

(Bjorklund, 1992;

Chase and Simon, 1973; Chiesi, Spilich,

and Voss

Schneider, Korkel, and Weinert,
1979).

(1979);

1989; Spilich et al.,

This higher order cognitive structure or schema,

consists of expectations based on prior experience.

The

advantage experts have is that their expectations are
domain-related, which provides them with familiar and,
hence,

accessible categories

(e.g., pawn chains)

to

organize the constituent elements of incoming information
(e.g., the chess pieces)

efficiently.

Because the

categories of the expert are familiar and accessible,
recall is then facilitated later on.

Thus, although both

experts and novices may use higher order cognitive
structures when processing incoming information,

it is

also evident that these higher order cognitive structures
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group and categorize the incoming information in rather
different ways.
But how do experts and novices structure their
cognitions?

Several studies have attempted to describe

these cognitive structures within a specific domain.
example,

For

Chase and Ericsson (1981) studied how practice

enabled an undergraduate with average memory abilities and
average intelligence to improve his recall of randomly
generated digits from 7 to more than 80.
Glaser, and Rees

Similarly, Chi,

(1982) compared experts and novices in

their sortings of physics problems.

Based on their

results, both studies proposed schematic diagrams or maps
of how their study participants sort through domainspecific information placed before them.
In their article on political expertise, Fiske,
Kinder, and Larter

(1983) provide a more general account

of how experts' and novices' knowledge structures or
schemata differ.

The authors begin by noting the general

differences between experts and novices in their knowledge
structures:
As people become more expert, their knowledge becomes
more organized.
Experts may have a more tree-like
structure or they may have simply more and stronger
links among concepts.
In any case, the cohesion of
organized knowledge systems seems to be greater in
experts' memory.
Expert knowledge, then, may contain
more concepts, larger chunks, and more linkage among
concepts (Fiske, Kinder, and Larter, 1983, p. 384).
For all of these reasons, Fiske, Kinder, and Larter
(1983) argue that the knowledge structure of the expert is
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more tightly organized.

This has consequences for the way

in which information gets processed.

Even though experts

have a greater quantity of information available to them,
they are able to handle it more efficiently.

This tighter

organization enables experts to store relatively more
information in short-term memory.

This,

in turn, leads to

differences between experts and novices in their capacity
to process incoming information.

As Fiske, Kinder, and

Larter (1983) argue:
Assuming a limited capacity for short-term memory or
on-line processing, experts and novices place
different strains on the system.
Experts and novices
encountering the same information are using different
amounts of on-line capacity.
The extra capacity of
experts potentially frees them to process additional
relevant information, simply as a function of their
greater organization of the same information content
(Fiske, Kinder, and Larter (p. 3 84).
Because experts have greater on-line processing
capacity, they are able to process more of the incoming
information.

In addition, because experts are also able

to make more fine-grained distinctions with their
categories,

they are able to process incoming information

more accurately.

For both of these reasons, as Fiske,

Kinder, and Larter (1983) conclude, expert recall should
be better both in terms of quantity and quality (p. 385).
Interpersonal cognitive complexity also describes the
relation between developmental states of construct systems
and recall in ways similar to Fiske, Kinder, and Larter
(1983).

Following Werner's

(1957) orthogenetic
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principles,

interpersonal cognitive complexity research

assumes that construct systems, as they become organized
by interpretive schemata, develop from a relatively
undifferentiated state to one which is characterized by
articulation,

integration,

O ’Keefe, and O'Keefe,
Theoretically,

and abstraction (In Delia,

1982,

153).

for all of the same reasons outlined

by Fiske, Kinder, and Larter

(1983), these differences in

developmental states of interpersonal construct systems,
should also lead to differences in the amount and kind of
information processed and, hence, recalled.

Although the

argument about the relation between the state of
development of interpersonal construct systems and recall
can be made theoretically,

there is also empirical

evidence to support it, though most is indirect.
Research on interpersonal cognitive complexity has
not often explicitly explored the relation between level
of development of construct systems and recall.
Nevertheless,

recall is involved in many of the cognitive

processes which are explored in interpersonal cognitive
complexity research and, so, its relation to construct
system development can be deduced.
Research on interpersonal cognitive complexity tends
to emphasize the relation between development of construct
systems and social perspective-taking ability.

Some

studies have sought to explore this relation exclusively
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(e.g., Hale and Delia,

1976).

Others have linked

construct system development and social perspective-taking
ability with some other dependent measure such as
“communication effectiveness"
and Switzer,

(Hale, 1980; Delia, Clark,

1979) .

In earlier interpersonal cognitive complexity
research, communication effectiveness was most often
operationalized as the ability to produce persuasive
messages.

Some of these studies explored the connection

between development of construct systems and the ability
to produce persuasive message in children
Kline, and Burleson,

(e.g., Delia,

1979: Clark and Delia,

1977; and

Delia and Clark, 1977) whereas others have looked at the
same relation in adults
O'Keefe and Delia,

(e.g., Applegate,

1982; and

1979) .

Slightly later,

interpersonal cognitive complexity

research shifted its emphasis to explore the relation
between cognitive complexity,

social perspective-taking

ability, and the production of comforting messages
(Burleson, 1983; 1984; Samter and Burleson,

1984).

No

matter what the dependent measure, all of these studies
lead to the same general conclusions: construct system
development is positively related to social perspectivetaking ability which is positively related to
communication effectiveness,

in turn (i.e., persuasiveness

or the ability to produce comforting messages).
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Although the role of recall is not explicitlyaddressed in these articles,

it can be inferred.

In each

of these studies, recall serves as an intervening variable
between construct system development, on the one hand, and
social perspective-taking ability on the other.

Thus, a

superior ability to infer the perspective of another must
also reflect a superior recall of traits about another's
character which, in turn, is based on a more highly
developed construct system.
Occasionally, these same conclusions about the
relation between cognitive complexity and recall have been
drawn more explicitly by researchers in interpersonal
communication.

Based on a synthesis of findings from many

different studies in interpersonal cognitive complexity,
O'Keefe and Delia (1982) posit that “differences in
impression organization would obviously lead fairly
directly t o ... differences in the ability to retrieve
information about the target which is relevant to the
communicator's purpose" (O'Keefe and Delia,

1982, p. 65).

In his discussion on the relation between attitude and
behavior, O'Keefe (1980) notes that beliefs are the
application of constructs to events and that differences
in beliefs or what can be recalled from those events are
also a function of differences in development of construct
systems

(p. 122).
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So far, the review in this subsection has relied
primarily on sources outside of political sophistication
research to establish the connection between expertise and
recall.

This is because political sophistication research

has usually left it to these other disciplines to describe
the relation between development of expert systems and
recall.

Accordingly,

Kinder, and Larter

articles such as that by Fiske,

(1983) are more the exception than the

rule in political sophistication research.

Nevertheless,

research on political sophistication has occasionally
explored the relation between political expertise and
recall and some of these studies are worth noting.
In a recent study, Rhee and Cappella

(1995) compared

350 people living in six of the largest U.S. media markets
in their recall of a twenty minute debate on health care
reform which had previously appeared on C-Span.

The

authors found the following:
Even after controlling for the effects of education
and other potential predictors including media
exposure variables, people with greater political
sophistication were more accurate in their recall of
information than those of less sophistication (Rhee
and Cappella, 1995, p. 17) .
McGraw and Pinney (1990) conducted an experiment in
which 94 political science students were divided by levels
of both general political sophistication and more
specialized expertise on the income tax system.

The

experimental manipulation involved presenting respondents
with information about the 1986 tax reform act and then
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testing recall.

Based on their results,

the authors reach

the following conclusions:
General political sophistication and domain-specific
expertise have distinct and theoretically meaningful
consequences for political cognition.
General
political sophistication facilitated evaluative
clustering and on-line processing.
Domain-specific
experts showed enhanced overall recall and larger
selective memory effects; these effects may have been
strengthened by general sophistication (McGraw and
Pinney, 1990, p. 9) .
Other researchers have found a significantly positive
relation between political sophistication and recall
tasks, both open-ended

(e.g., Fiske, Lau, and Smith, 1990;

and Hsu and Price, 1993) and closed-ended (Price and
Zaller, 1993).

All of these findings are consistent with

research on expertise in other domains
1992; Chase and Simon,

(Bjorklund et al.,

1973; Chiesi, Spilich, and Voss

(1979); Schneider, Korkel, and Weinert,

1989; Spilich et

al., 1979) .
Together,

studies on expertise, demonstrate that

differences in the complexity of construct systems are
reflected in the form and content of information they
hold.

These differences have consequences, in turn, for

the way in which information gets processed.

Because each

measure of cognitive complexity, knowledge,
differentiation, and integration relates form to content
in different ways,

it is useful to consider each one

separately as it relates to recall,

for each predicts a
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positive relation to recall but in slightly different
ways.
The composite of issues selected by the researcher
for the true/false knowledge measure is assumed to
represent a scale of actual knowledge held by the
respondent.

Being "knowledgeable” increases the

probability that the pieces of information selected by the
researcher within a particular domain will correspond to
correct answers in a domain-related recall task.
The argument that level of knowledge should
correspond to level of recall is content-based,
the measure of knowledge itself is.

Thus,

can correctly answer knowledge questions,

just as

the more one
as stipulated by

the dual criteria of accuracy and quantity,

the more

likely it is that those particular pieces of information
found to be present in a knowledge system will help in the
recall of other, similar kinds of domain-related
information.
With the differentiation measure, respondents who
receive higher scores are assumed to have more total
constructs in their knowledge systems than respondents who
are given lower scores.

Because people who are high in

differentiation have more constructs, there should be, as
a result, more opportunities for information to be placed
into familiar categories.

Accuracy of recall should be

enhanced once information is placed into familiar
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categories because these categories provide more
opportunities of capturing and therefore retrieving the
incoming information.
In essence,

the argument for the connection between

differentiation and recall is relatively simple.

Once

open-ended information in the differentiation measure is
coded, neither content nor accuracy matters.

Thus,

if

scoring high on differentiation is meant to indicate the
presence of a cognitive structure or schema, then having
such a structure, no matter how one-sided or inaccurate
its content may be, is an advantage over not having one as
far as recall g o e s .
The integration measure can also be used to make
arguments about the connection to recall on the basis of
structure.

Because integration cannot occur without

differentiation,

some of the same structural arguments

made with respect to differentiation would also apply to
integration.

For example, with the integration measure,

it can be argued that accuracy of recall would be
increased by the presence of a relevant knowledge
structure, as indicated by a higher integration score, and
decreased by the absence of such a structure, as indicated
by a lower score.

Nevertheless,

the integration measure

can be used to make additional arguments about the
connection to recall which are not as easily made with the
differentiation measure.
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Higher scores on the integration measure are assumed
to indicate not only more concepts

more linkages

(differentiation) but

(interrelatedness) among concepts.

In this

respect, the integration measure comes closest to the
criteria of expertise laid out by Fiske, Kinder, and
Larter (1983) .
argument,

According to Fiske, Kinder, and Larter's

respondents who have high integration scores

should also have more tightly organized systems of
constructs,

which lead to increased capacity to process

information “on-line."

At the very least, Fiske, Kinder,

and Larter's argument suggests that high integration
respondents should be able to recall more information, by
virtue of their greater capacity to process domain-related
information on-line.

But being able to recall more

information does not necessarily suggest accuracy per se.
Nevertheless,

it could be argued, because the integration

measure is also assumed to represent breadth of knowledge,
that the high integration respondent has more fine-grained
and wide-ranging categories to process information
relevant to the recall task.

Thus, the combination of

being able to process more information on-line and to use
categories which are both more relevant to the domain of
knowledge and also more subtle should lead to greater
accuracy among high integration respondents.
In the first part of this section, empirical evidence
on how novices and experts differ in their recall accuracy
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was discussed.

Afterwards,

theoretical explanations of

why these differences would be found were offered by
comparing developmentally more and less complex systems of
constructs in their processing of information.

Finally,

based on the previous discussions and explanations,

each

cognitive complexity variable, knowledge, differentiation,
and integration, was then given individual consideration
in how it would affect recall accuracy.

Regardless of

whether empirical or theoretical evidence is used, each
leads us to the same conclusion that recall accuracy is
positively related to a construct system's level of
development or cognitive complexity,
knowledge, differentiation,

as measured by

and integration.

Thus, we can

hypothesize that as systems of constructs become more
cognitively complex in their knowledge, differentiation,
and integration, accurate recall of domain-related
information should also increase at the same time.
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2.05 Explication of Cognitive Complexity
and Recall Constructs
Having put forth an initial hypothesis, constructs
can now be explicated.

The independent variable for the

first subsidiary hypothesis is cognitive complexity.

As

already noted, cognitive complexity consists of three
components: knowledge, differentiation,

and integration.

Knowledge, which is the most content-based of the three
different kinds of cognitive complexity, refers to factual
information about key actors or events within a particular
political domain.

The more a person is able to answer

questions about key actors or events within a political
domain correctly,

the higher the level of knowledge he or

she will be assumed to have.
Differentiation refers to the extent to which a
respondent's constructs within a particular domain are
distinguishable from one another.

A person who is high in

differentiation in politics will be assumed to be able to
lay out more constructs about a political issue than a
person who is low in differentiation in the same domain.
When a person lays out his or her constructs,

the

distinctions between them need not be factually-based as
knowledge is.

Thus, a person could make a number of

distinctions in a way that is not necessarily “accurate."
As Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder (1961) note,
differentiation is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for integration

(pp. 21-22).

Integration occurs
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only when constructs are organized into higher-order
categories.

Thus,

there needs to be a unifying principle

which helps keep the different constructs together.

The

more a person uses higher-order categories to organize his
or her constructs,

the more integrated his or her system

of constructs will be.
Recall is the dependent variable of the first
hypothesis.

“Recall” refers to the process by which

information which was previously encoded is then brought
back out of memory and made accessible for subsequent use
and manipulation.

The more that one can correctly recall

information which was encoded earlier,

the higher recall

that person will be assumed to have.
Increases in cognitive complexity along any one
dimension, knowledge, differentiation, or integration,
assumed to lead to increases in recall.
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are

2.06 Attitude: Definition, Measurement,
and Critique
Definition
As McGuire

(1985) notes, “Attitude researchers have

been generous to a fault in clarifying attitudes by
definitions and distinctions"

(p. 238) .

Moreover,

these

definitions of the hypothetical construct of attitude vary
according to differences in the theoretical framework from
which they are generated

(Scott,

1968, p. 204).

Fiske and Taylor (1991) note thatthe evaluative
features of attitude are central to its definitions
463).

For example,

(p.

Fishbein (1967) defines attitude as

“learned predispositions to respond to an object or class
of objects in a consistently favorable to unfavorable way"
(p. 257) .
Although there seems to be little argument that the
evaluative or affective components of attitude are a
necessary part of its definition, not all
are sufficient
Taylor,

(Dawes and Smith,

1991, p. 463).

Hovland's

agree that these

198 5, p. 510; Fiske and

Thus, others prefer Rosenberg and

(1960) claim that attitude consists of three

separate components: cognition, affect, and behavior (p.
5) .
If Fishbein's definition of attitude seems too
narrow, Rosenberg and Hovland's
accused of being too broad.
review notes,

(1960) definition can be

As Fiske and Taylor's

(1991)

the connection between attitude and behavior
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is not always consistent

(p. 463).

Dawes and Smith's

(1985) review questions the utility of even trying to
measure the connection between attitude and behavior (p.
520; pp. 555-563).
Other definitions of attitude seem equally
problematic.

McGuire

(1985) notes that even the fairly

neutral conceptual definition of an attitude as a
“mediating process grouping a set of objects of thought in
a conceptual category that evokes a significant pattern of
response" is likely to raise objections from research in at
least eight different areas

(p. 239).

So where does this leave us?

Scott

(1968) questions

the value pursuing a general categorical definition of
attitude.

Instead, he argues that definitions of attitude

matter only in as much as they relate to measures
208).

(p. 2 05;

Dawes and Smith (1985) attempt no precise

definition of attitude either (pp. 509-510) .
McGuire

(1985) takes a slightly different tack.

develops a “working definition" of attitude,

He

based on a

synthesis of the way the term is used at least implicitly
in empirical studies.

McGuire's

(1985) working definition

proposes that attitudes are “responses that locate "objects
of thought" on “dimensions of judgment"“ (p. 239) .
“Objects of thought” are defined by McGuire

(1985) as:

foci of interest, such as self, mother, equality,
etc.
Some are concrete (a familiar person, a
specific sorrowful experience); others are more
complex or abstract (humanity, evil) or are semantic
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compounds (the goodness of humanity, a whole's being
greater than the sum of its parts). Anything that
the person distinguishes from at least one other
thing on at least one dimension of judgment is an
object of thought for that person (p. 239).
McGuire

(1985) then defines “dimensions of judgments”

as “axes of meaning."
to McGuire,

Some of these dimensions, according

are phylogenetic

others are ontogenetic

(e.g., temperature) while

(e.g., beauty).

Others are

transcendental which enables any object of thought to be
“meaningfully projected on them” (e.g., evaluative
categories of desirability).

Finally, still others are

“relevant only to a subset of objects” (McGuire,

1985, p.

239) .
McGuire's

(1985) working definition of attitude is

useful but not without its problems.

To begin with, it

seems to be distilled from studies whose measures are not
based on any formal consideration of what attitude means.
Thus, although McGuire's definition is functional, it
glosses over some of the more difficult conceptual
problems associated with attitude.
Aside from the definitions of attitude already
discussed, one other is worth mentioning.
Katz

This comes from

(1960) :

Attitude is the predisposition of the individual to
evaluate some object or aspect of his world in a
favorable or unfavorable manner...Attitudes include
the affective, or feeling core of liking or
disliking, and the cognitive, or belief elements
which describe the effect of the attitude, its
characteristics and its relation to other objects (p.
168) .
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Katz's

(1960) definition of attitude has at least several

advantages.

First, it is conceptually and theoretically

derived and yet it also seems to be measurable.

Second,

although the first part of the definition emphasizes
evaluation,

the second part emphasizes cognition.

attitude is not merely affective or evaluative.

Thus,
It is

also cognitive.
Although Katz's

(1960) definition of attitude

contains elements of both evaluation and cognition,
does not also include a behavioral component.

it

This seems

to be one of the other advantages of the definition,

for

it avoids digression into the argument about the relation
between attitude and behavior.
Finally, Katz's

(1960) definition avoids one other

pitfall commonly found in other definitions.

It makes no

claims about how the predispositions in attitudes
originate.

Other definitions of attitude

(e.g., Fishbein,

1967) tend to assume that these predispositions are
learned.

However, as Dawes and Smith's

(1985)

review

notes, the claim that attitudes involve a learning
mechanism is arguable

(p. 510).

If nothing else, definition of attitude is a
contentious issue.
seems appropriate,

Katz's

(1960) definition of attitude

for it takes both evaluative and

cognitive aspects into consideration.

Moreover,

it also
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avoids some of the problems for which other definitions
have been criticized.

Measurement
Reviews by Dawes and Smith
Carmines

(1981), and Scott

(1985), Mclver and

(1968) and many others have

discussed attitude measurement extensively.
these discussions and Katz's

Based on

(1960) definition, Likert

scales seem to be the most appropriate measure for
attitudinal position here.

Critique
A detailed critique of Likert scaling will not be
made here.

Problems associated with Likert scaling such

as inter-item correlation, unidimensionality, and the
neutral point are already widely known and have been noted
in comprehensive reviews by such authors as Mclver and
Carmines

(1981) and Scott

(1968) .
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2.07 Relation Between Attitude and Recall
The relation between attitudinal position and recall
is complex.

Schema research having to do with “person

memory" is helpful for sorting out that relation,

though it

does not provide any definitive predictions about what
that relation might be.7
When the position advocated in the message is the
same as that of the respondent, then recall is said to be
“schema-consistent."

When the position advocated in the

message is different from that of the respondent,

then

recall can be described as “schema-inconsistent.”
Quite a few studies have shown a bias for recall of
schema-consistent information over schema-inconsistent
information.
Gerard

Using a sample of 44 students, Zadny and

(1974) had participants watch a farcical skit in

which they were told by random assignment that the main
character was a chemistry, psychology,
one point in the presentation,

or music major.

At

the actor fell down on the

stage and dropped several items related to each of the
three majors, such as a slide rule, a copy of Psychology

Today, or sheet music by Beethoven.

Afterwards,

participants were asked to recall which items the student
had dropped and in each condition, objects consistent with
the major were remembered at significantly higher levels

A more in-depth discussion of schemata will be
offered in the next chapter.
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than objects not consistent with the major (Zadny and
Gerard, 1974) .
Cohen

(1981) employed a design similar to that of

Zadny and Gerard

(1974).

In her experiment,

96

respondents viewed a videotape of a target woman who was
identified as either a waitress or a librarian.

Before

the experiment, a series of objects had been identified in
the videotape as either consistent with the occupation of
a waitress or a librarian.

It was then hypothesized that

respondents would more accurately remember those objects
thought to be consistent with the occupation in their
experimental condition.

Thus,

for example,

if respondents

were assigned to the librarian condition, they were
predicted to be more likely to remember that she wore
glasses than those respondents who were assigned to the
waitress condition.

Based on her study, Cohen concludes

that “perceivers were selectively more accurate in
remembering those characteristics that fit their prototype
than those features which were inconsistent with the
target person's occupation” (1981, p. 447).
In other studies which show a bias for recall of
schema-consistent information, researchers have examined
how well people remember individuals' personality traits.
Cantor and Mischel

(1977) sought to determine how well

people recall trait adjectives related to the concept of
extravert and introvert.

Tsujimoto

(1978) compared
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respondents' recall of 12 adjectives which were
incongruent or congruent with one of three different
prototype conditions: positive, negative, and novel.
both studies,

In

the authors conclude that respondents are

more accurate in their recall of personality traits which
were schema-consistent than of those traits which were
schema-inconsistent.
Several other studies have focused on the recall of
schema-consistent and schema-inconsistent information used
in social stereotyping.

In each of these, the authors

also conclude that there is a bias toward recall of
schema-consistent information

(e.g., Berman, Read, and

Kenny,

1983; O'Sullivan and Durso, 1984; and Rothbart and

Evans,

1979) .

With all of these studies, it might seem as though
the question of whether there is a bias for schemaconsistent or schema-inconsistent recall has been settled.
Yet things are not always as they first might appear.

A

number of other studies come up with precisely the
opposite conclusion.
Hamilton and Gifford (1976) generated a list of
desirable and undesirable behaviors ascribed to two
groups.

Group A had double the number of desirable

behaviors

(18) compared to Group B (9).

undesirable behaviors
B (4) .

Group A's

(8) were also double those of Group

The ratio of desirable to undesirable behaviors
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was therefore the same with each group (9:4).

Hamilton

and Gifford then argue that because two-third's of al
behaviors are ascribed to Group A, Group B 's behaviors are
more distinctive than those of Group A.

Furthermore,

the

undesirable behaviors of Group B should be even more
distinct because of their statistical infrequency.

Thus,

the authors hypothesized that respondents would over
attribute undesirable behaviors to Group B, which is what
they found.

This finding suggests,

in turn, that the

study participants have a bias for recall of schemainconsistent behavior, rather than schema-consistent
behavior (Hamilton and Gifford,
Hastie and Kumar

1976).

(1979) evenly divided a list of 12

behaviors which were congruent,

incongruent, or neutral

with regard to a personality trait.

Their study also

found significantly higher recall of those behaviors which
were incongruent with the personalty trait

(Hastie and

Kumar, 1979).
Srull (1981)

sought to explore what effect set size

and time lapse after presentation of the stimulus would
have upon recall of schema-incongruent information,

he

concludes that respondents are much better at recalling
schema-inconsistent items “when the set size for
incongruent items was less than, equal to, or greater than
that for congruent items, and the difference was as
pronounced after a delay of 48 hours as it was for a delay
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of only a few minutes" (Srull, 1981, p. 440) .

Using the

same stimulus materials from his 1981 study, Srull then
replicated his finding of a bias for schema-inconsistent
recall in later study jointly conducted with Lichtenstein
and Rothbart

(1985).

The conflicting findings from research on schemaconsistent and schema-inconsistent recall make it
difficult to predict how attitudinal position merely by
itself will work in relation to recall.

Moreover,

the

attempts at synthesizing these conflicting findings in
terms of a schema development model

(e.g., Bargh and

Thein, 1985; Borgida and DeBono,

1989; Fiske and Taylor,

1991; Fiske, Kinder, and Larter,

1983; Pryor, McDaniel,

and Kott-Russo,
and Ruble,

1986; Ruble and Stangor, 1986; and Stangor

1986) do little to help predict how cognitive

complexity and attitudinal position might jointly have an
effect upon recall either.

For these reasons,

the role of

attitudinal position in recall, either on its own or in
conjunction with cognitive complexity,

seems better left

as an open-ended research question.
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2.08 Explication of Attitudinal Position Construct
The second independent variable for the first
subsidiary research question is respondents' own
attitudinal position.

The more a person agrees or

disagrees with a position being advocated by a message or
set of messages,

the more extreme in attitudinal position

that person is assumed to be.

For example,

if two people

read a statement advocating gun control and one person
indicates that he agrees “a little" with the statement
while another responds that she agrees “a lot" with the
statement,

the person who agrees a lot will be assumed to

have a more extreme position than the person who agrees a
little.
scale.

The same is true on the disagree side of the
Thus, the more one moves away from neutral on a

given issue toward agreement or disagreement,

the more

extreme that person's position becomes.
By itself, respondents' own attitudinal position does
not suffice as the only independent variable for assessing
whether recall is schema-consistent or schemainconsistent.

Conditions of schema-consistent or schema-

inconsistent recall can only occur if a comparison between
respondents' own attitudinal position and position of the
message is made.

Thus, the position advocated in the

message also constitutes an independent variable.
As with the independent variable of respondents' own
attitudinal position, the extremity of a message's
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position will also be assumed to vary as aa function of its
distance from neutrality.

Thus, the more strongly in

favor of or opposed to an issue aa given message is, the
more extreme that message is assumed to be.
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CHAPTER 3
Impact of Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, and Candidates1 Overall
Stated Position on Judgment of Another's
Expressed Attitude
3.01 Introduction
In the previous chapter I argued that assessing the
accuracy of information which the audience retains from
candidates1 position statements is a useful way to begin
exploration of how distortion might occur in the process
of judging candidates' specific but unstated policy
positions.
exploration,

In order to continue this process of
it is also useful to examine judgment of

candidates' overall position.
Judgment of candidates' overall position provides a
way of determining what the audience does with information
from the candidates'

statements once it has been retained.

Judgment of candidates' overall position may help
establish how the audience connects general information
about the candidates' positions with inferences about how
the candidates stand with regard to specific but unstated
policy positions, which are made later on.

To understand

how accuracy or distortion occurs in this other, related
information processing context, a second subsidiary
research question will be asked:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position,
cognitive complexity, and candidates' overall stated
positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) affect distortion or accuracy of judgments
of candidates' overall position?
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One of the challenges of this chapter is develop
standards for accuracy in order to determine who distorts
judgment of candidates' overall position relative to those
standards.

If effects occur at the level of respondents'

own attitudinal position,

then social judgment theory

provides us with a framework to predict how distortions
will occur relative to the judgmental standard set by
neutral respondents.

If only cognitive complexity effects

occur, predictions made by social judgment theory based on
effects from attitudinal position would not be applicable
here.

However,

if attitudinal position by cognitive

complexity effects are found, the distortions predicted by
social judgment theory would still be applicable, but they
must be tested against the judgmental standard set by
either low or high cognitive complexity neutral
respondents.

Because social judgment theory is directly

concerned with assessing distortions in judgment of
candidates' overall position and is applicable to two of
three possible statistical levels for results obtained
here, the bulk of this chapter will be concerned with
reviewing this approach.
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3.02 Relation Between Attitude and Judgment o£
Overall Message Position
The exploration of how a person's own attitudinal
position influences the overall position he or she
attributes to related messages has been the central focus
of social judgment theory.
addresses,

Social judgment theory

in particular, how people judge what they hear

relative to their own attitudes and beliefs.
Social judgment theory comes out of early
communication research on persuasion and attitude change.
Although widely criticized,

it has, nevertheless,

contributed some important and useful insights, especially
those pertaining to the relation between attitudinal
position and message perception.
Perloff

(1993) provides some relevant examples of how

social judgment theory is supposed to work.

Lord, Ross,

and Lepper (1979) compared respondents who were either for
or against the death penalty.

After reading two purported

investigations about the effectiveness of the death
penalty, each side felt stronger about its position than
it had before and seemed to assimilate ambiguous evidence
as favorable to its own position (as cited in Perloff,
1993).

Perloff

(1989) presented Arabs and Israelis an

identical video segment about the Arab-Israeli conflict in
the Middle Ea s t .

Both sides appeared to contrast the

position of the segment,

each arguing that it was
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favorably biased toward the other side
Perloff,

(as cited in

1993) .

The first broad statement of social judgment as a
theoretical approach appeared in 1961.

Authors Muzafer

Sherif and Carl Hovland reviewed factors affecting
judgment of “simpler stimulus material under wellcontrolled laboratory conditions” (Sherif and Hovland,
1961, p. 1).

Using the results of these laboratory

studies as leads, Sherif and Hovland then offered
hypotheses about how some of the judgmental factors are
involved with more complex problems of social attitudes
and attitude change

(Sherif and Hovland,

1961, p. 1).

Social judgment theory is based on analogies made
from the findings of psycho-physics.

One of the primary

objectives of psycho-physics is to measure the accuracy of
people's judgments of physical phenomena.
and Nebergall

Sherif, Sherif,

(1965) describe the psycho-physics approach

as follows:
In a traditional laboratory experiment on judgment,
the individual is presented a series of items.
He is
instructed to judge the items in some respect, for
example, as to weight, pitch, color, or area.
He may
be given a standard of some known value by which to
gauge his judgment of each item relative to others.
The experimenter ordinarily provides category labels
for the subject to use; for example, “very light,
light,...heavy, very heavy." How accurately the
individual judges and the effects of changing the
series or introducing new items can be determined by
comparing the subject's judgments to known values of
the items, say, weights from 100 to 2 00 grams or
tones ranging over two octaves.
In other words, the
individual's “psychological scale," formed by repeated
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encounters with the series of items can be studied in
terms of objective units of physical measure (p. 9).
Through carefully controlled experiments,

researchers

in psycho-physics were able to observe consistent,
systematic errors in the way people judged physical
properties.

Researchers in social judgment posited that

similar kinds of biases might also be occurring among
people in persuasive contexts.

The task set before social

judgment researchers was therefore twofold.

First, they

had to develop systematic measures for comparing people in
their biases of judgment.

Second,

they had to establish

how these differences would lead to differences in
persuasability.

As a result, the research shifted from

comparing judgments to an objective,

absolute scale of

accuracy to making comparisons between judgments relative
to one another and to a set of messages.
Social judgment theory views attitude change as a
two-stage process.

First, the receiver makes an

assessment of the position advocated by a message relative
to his or her own position.

Second, attitude change

occurs after the judgment has been made, with the amount
and direction of change dependent upon that judgment
(Kiesler, Collins, and Miller,

1969, p. 240; O'Keefe,

1990, pp. 29-30).
To understand how a person judges the position
advocated by a message relative to his or her own
position,

it is first necessary to get a better fix on
100

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission of th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

what that person's position is relative to other positions
on the same topic.

Toward that end, social judgment

theorists developed the “Ordered Alternatives
Questionnaire," which contains messages advocating a range
of positions on a given issue from one extreme to the
other (Hovland, Harvey, and Sherif,
Sherif,

1957; O'Keefe,

1980; Sherif and Hovland, 1961) .

1990;

The Ordered

Alternatives Questionnaire made it possible to place a
person's position on a given issue within a spectrum of
other possible positions.
An example of the Ordered Alternatives Questionnaire
can be found in Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall's
study of the 1960 presidential campaign.
election,

(1965)

Before the 1956

these researchers prepared nine statements “on

the basis of interviews and discussions with active
proponents of the two major political parties and
unselected voters"
27).

Afterwards,

(Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall,

1965, p.

they pretested the statements among

Republican and Democratic party supporters.
statements advocated a range of positions,

The

from extreme

Republican to extreme Democratic, with more moderate
positions in between.
The extreme statements were designed to go beyond
what most respondents would deem acceptable,
prevent a ceiling effect.

Sherif, Sherif,

in order to

and Nebergall

(1965) had found in their 1956 research that respondents
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were reluctant to endorse the end items, even if they
“...selected the position next to the extreme as most
acceptable..." and “...were actively committed to the
parties as campaign workers” (p. 28) .
Sherif, Sherif,

and Nebergall

(1965) claimed to have

made “...no assumptions about the size of the intervals
between the positions of the nine statements,
their design or in analysis of data” (p. 28) .

either in
They

designated nine statements of positions as the letters A
through I, which read as follows:
A. The election of the Republican presidential and
vice-presidential candidates in November is
absolutely essential from all angles of the country's
interests.
B. On the whole the interests of the country will be
served best by the election of the Republican
candidates for president and vice-president in the
coming election.
C. It seems that the country's interests would be
better served if the presidential and vicepresidential candidates of the Republican party are
elected this November.
D. Although it is hard to decide, it is probable
that the country's interests may be better served if
the Republican presidential and vice-presidential
candidates are elected in November.
E. From the point of view of the country's
interests, it is hard to decide whether it is
preferable to vote for presidential and vicepresidential candidates of the Republican party or
the Democratic party in November.
F. Although it is hard to decide, it is probable
that the country's interests may be better served if
the Democratic presidential and vice-presidential
candidates are elected in November.
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G.
It seems that the country's interests would be
better served if the presidential and vicepresidential candidates of the Democratic party are
elected this November.
H.
On the whole the interests of the country will be
served best by the election of the Democratic
candidates for president and vice-president in the
coming election.
I . The election of the Democratic presidential and
vice-presidential candidates in November is
absolutely essential from all angles of the country's
interests (Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall, 1965, p.
28) .
Because the Ordered Alternatives Questionnaire is
supposed to represent a continuum of alternative positions
on a given issue, a respondent's indication of which
messages advocate “acceptable,” “unacceptable," or “neutral”
positions was also assumed to represent that respondent's
“latitudes of acceptance,” “rejection,” and “noncommitment."
Thus, a respondent who selected a number of messages as
“acceptable" had a relatively wide latitude of acceptance
and narrow latitude of rejection.

Conversely, a

respondent who designated only one or two messages as
“acceptable” had a relatively narrow latitude of acceptance
and wide latitude of rejection.

Finally,

those positions

which were designated as neither “acceptable" nor
“unacceptable" were considered the “latitudes of
noncommitment" (Sherif,

Sherif, and Nebergall,

18-59;

Sherif and Hovland,

Sherif,

1967, pp. 115-116).

1965, pp.

1961, pp. 127-145; Sherif and
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When combined, a person's latitudes of acceptance,
rejection, and noncommitment form what social judgment
theorists refer to as a “structure of judgmental latitudes”
(O'Keefe, 1990, p. 32).

Thus, differences between people

in their structure of judgmental latitudes lead to
differences in persuasability.

But how do these

differences of judgmental structure arise in the first
place?

Social judgment theory proposes that “ego-

involvement" is a systematic source of variation in the
structure of these latitudes

(O'Keefe,

1990, p. 32).

According to social judgment theory, ego-involvement
tends to be associated with extremity of preferred
position.

Both high ego-involvement and extremity of

preferred position are associated,

in turn, with

relatively narrow latitudes of acceptance and
noncommitment and correspondingly higher latitudes of
rejection (Sherif and Hovland,

1961, pp. 139-140).

Thus,

a person with high ego-involvement “...will find
comparatively few stands on the issue to be acceptable,
and won't be neutral

(noncommittal)

toward very many

stands, and will find a comparatively large number of
positions to be objectionable"

(O'Keefe,

1990, p. 33).

As O'Keefe notes, one of the problems with social
judgment theory has been its inability to define precisely
what is meant by “ego-involvement."

A person might be said

to be ego-involved
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...when the issue has personal significance to the
individual, when the person's stand on the issue is
central to his or her sense of self (hence “egoinvolvement") , when the issue is important to the
person, when the person intensely holds a given
position, and so on (O'Keefe, 1990, p. 32).
Although the definitions of ego-involvement are
problematic, O'Keefe makes two additional distinctions
which may help clarify the concept somewhat.
involvement is not a personality trait.
issue-specific.

First, ego-

Rather,

it is

Accordingly, a person may have high ego-

involvement with one issue but not with another.
Secondly, although ego-involvement and extremity of most
preferred position tend to be associated with one another,
they are distinct concepts.

Thus, a person with high

levels of ego-involvement need not necessarily prefer the
most extreme position, though he or she often will
(O'Keefe, 1990, pp. 32-33).
As levels of ego-involvement increase, along with the
size of latitude of rejection, so too does the likelihood
of perceptual distortion.

As O'Keefe notes,

When involvement is exceptionally high, the
individual's thinking takes on an absolutist, blackor-white quality; in such a case, only two categories
might be thought to be necessary by the respondent
(“here are the few statements representing the right
point of view -- the one I hold -- and here are all
the wrongheaded ones”)
(O'Keefe, 1990, p. 35).
According to social judgment theory, perceptual
distortion resulting from high involvement is likely to
take the form of either an “assimilation" or “contrast"
effect.

Sherif and Hovland (1961) describe these effects:
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When the position in communication is susceptible to
alternative interpretations, displacements of the
position advocated will vary as a function of its
distance from the subject's stand.
The greater the
discrepancy between the subject's own stand and the
position advocated, the greater the displacement away
from the subject's position (“contrast effect”). When
only a small discrepancy in position exists, there
will be a tendency for displacement toward his own
stand (“assimilation effect”) (p. 149) .
Because extremity of preferred position tends to be
associated with high levels of involvement and
disproportionately narrow latitudes of acceptance and
noncommitment, we can infer that the perceptual
distortions of “assimilation” and “contrast" are most likely
to occur among people who hold extreme positions on a
given issue.

Likewise,

because moderate positions are

associated with lower levels of ego-involvement and,
hence, wider latitudes of acceptance and noncommitment, we
can assume that those people who maintain moderate
positions on a given issue will be much less subject to
the perceptual distortions of assimilation and contrast
that occur among people with extreme positions.

In their

own words, social judgment theorists make the comparison
in this way:
Unlike the moderate judge,... the extreme judge
neglects intermediate categories. As a result, the
distribution of his judgments is bimodal: the
judgments are concentrated in the extreme categories
opposite to his own stand and in the extreme
categories with which he agrees [bold type added]
(Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall, 1965, p. 140).
Finally,

if moderate position is also assumed in

Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall's

(1965) description of low
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involvement judges, further insights avail about how
moderate judgmental processes work:
Being uninvolved in the matter, the latter person
[moderate judge] has evaluative categories less well
defined, more labile, and encompassing more equal
segments of the stimuli in latitudes of acceptance,
rejection, and noncommitment.
His placements
therefore are more responsive to instructions,
arrangements of the immediate stimulus situation,
range of the items being judged, stimulus anchors,
and the immediate stimulus context in general (p.
129) .
For all of these reasons,

it can be argued that moderate

judges are more "objective” in their placement of messages
than extreme judges and,

indeed, Sherif and Hovland (1961)

draw the same conclusion

(p. 151).

Two applications of social judgment research in
politics have been made by Granberg and Brent

(1974; 1980)

using secondary analysis of large election data sets.3
first of these, conducted in 1974,

The

sought to determine

whether social judgment theory could help account for
variations among people in their estimates of presidential
candidates' policy positions taken during the 1968
election.

Using a nationwide probability sample of 1,673

adults from a presidential election study by Converse et
a l ., Granberg and Brent compared p e o p l e 's ratings of the
different presidential candidates on a dove-hawk scale:
subjects tended to assimilate the position of their
preferred candidate toward their own position on the
The review of empirical research on social
judgment theory will concentrate on that which has been made
in politics.
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Vietnam issue, but perception of their nonpreferred
candidate was unrelated to their own position...
(Granberg and Brent, 1974, p. 687).
In addition,

the authors found that respondents'

assimilation of preferred candidates was directly
associated with their level of involvement on the Vietnam
issue

(Granberg and Brent,

1974, p. 687).

Evidence of contrast effects was much more limited.
The only evidence of such effects that Granberg and Brent
(1974) could find in their data was when highly involved
Humphrey voters rated Wallace on his
dovishness/hawkishness.

Thus, in Granberg and Brent's

study, we find evidence that social judgment theory's
assimilation effect is at work in people's reasoning on
political issues and that this effect is explained by
level of involvement with the issue,
judgment theory would predict.

just as social

At the same time, we find

more limited evidence that social judgment theory's
contrast effect is present in people's reasoning about
political issues.
In their 1980 study, Granberg and Brent sought to
explore how assimilation effects occur.

Using data from

the 1968, 1972, 1976, and 1980 elections, Granberg and
Brent found that assimilation effects can be accounted for
by several factors:
Assimilation of a preferred candidate appears to be
affected by an attraction relationship, measured by a
feeling thermometer, and to a lesser extent, by a
unit relationship with the candidate, measured by the
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expectation of who will win the election and thus the
anticipation of a shared relationship with the
expected winner.
The degree of assimilation is also
directly proportional to the importance attached to a
specific issue as a basis for determining an
individual's vote (Granberg and Brent, 1980, p. 617).
Granberg and Brent's

(1980) study presents more

detailed evidence of the nature of an assimilation effect
and more broad-based evidence that it occurs.

In

addition, because the degree of assimilation was found to
be directly proportional to the importance attached to a
specific issue, we find further support for social
judgment theory's claim that assimilation effects are
explained by levels of involvement.
Although Granberg and Brent's

(1974; 1980)

studies

were based on presidential election data, one of the most
commonly selected issues in social judgment research in
politics seems to be abortion and its related concern of
birth control.

Four studies have been done in this area

that are of relevance to the second subsidiary research
question.
The earliest study to operationalize abortion as an
issue for social judgment research in politics was
conducted by Corenblum and Corfield

(1976).

Using a

sample of 600 undergraduates who held extreme attitudes
(both pro and con) toward legalized abortion,

the authors

sought to determine whether any one approach from social
judgment theory, Helson's

(1964) adaptation-level theory,

or accentuation theory would be more effective than the
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other two at predicting students' judgments of the
favorability of a series of attitude statements on
abortion.
According to Corenblum and Corfield

(1976) both

social judgment theory and adaptation-level theory predict
an inverse relationship between subject and attitude.
That is, the more extreme the attitude toward abortion,
the more likely fewer statements will be rated as
favorable.
At the same time, according to Corenblum and Corfield
(1976), accentuation theory predicts that “statement
ratings reflect the congruency between attitude, value
connotations of the rating scale, and the extremity of the
attitude statements"

(p. 249) .

To put it another way, the

wording of both the rating scale and the attitude
statements can make a significant difference in how a
respondent rates the favorability of statements.

Thus,

the slightest change in wording can make the difference
between a subject's rating a statement as favorable or
unfavorable, which depends,

in turn, on whether the

statement is still seen as congruent or incongruent with
the subject's own attitude.
In Corenblum and Corfield's

(1976)

study, each

subject judged an initial triad of either two pro or two
con statements plus a moderate abortion statement which
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was always in the third position.

The authors describe

their results as follows:
Subjects with favorable attitudes evidenced favorable
judgments of the moderate and pro statements and
unfavorable judgments of the con statements.
By
comparison, subjects with unfavorable attitudes were
less extreme in their evaluations of the attitude
statements (Corenblum and Corfield, 1976, p. 249) .
Based on these findings, the authors conclude:
Judgments of the statements were shown to be largely
inconsistent with predictions from social judgment
theory and adaptation-level theory, but consistent
with accentuation theory (Corenblum and Corfield,
1976, p. 249).
But the authors' conclusions seem to be based on a
partially erroneous interpretation of social judgment
theory.

As already noted,

the authors assume,

for

example, that the more pro- or anti-abortion a subject is,
the more likely it is that he or she will judge fewer of
the statements as favorable
p. 249).

(Corenblum and Corfield,

1976,

Such an assumption would follow from social

judgment theory's contrast effect and Corenblum and
Corfield's

(1976)

findings did not support the existence

of such an effect.
However, their assumption does not follow from an
assimilation effect, also posited by social judgment
theory.

Indeed, at least some of their data support the

existence of an assimilation effect.

For example, their

study found that subjects with favorable attitudes toward
abortion judged both pro and moderate statements as
favorable.

What is important here is that the subjects
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whose attitudes toward abortion were favorable judged not
only pro-abortion statements as favorable,

they also

judged the more moderate statements as favorable too.
Thus, they assimilated statements as favorable from the
next position over.

Such an assimilation effect is

consistent with the predictions made by social judgment
theory.
Further evidence of an assimilation effect in the
study can be found when the judgments of those with
unfavorable attitudes toward abortion are considered.
Corenblum and Corfield

(1976) found that “subjects with

unfavorable attitudes were less extreme in their
evaluations of statements” (1976, p. 249) .

Although such a

finding is not isomorphic with that previously noted,

it

still suggests an assimilation effect, because unfavorable
subjects were judging statements disparate from their own
position as favorable.

Thus, people with unfavorable

attitudes toward abortion were also likely to evaluate
abortion statements as more favorable to their position
than they actually were.
Despite Corenblum and Corfield's

(1976) conclusions,

at least some of the evidence in their study is consistent
with the assimilation effect posited by social judgment
theory.

Although perhaps not intended, this study offers

further support for the findings in Granberg and Brent's
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(1974; 1980) studies that voters assimilate positions on
issues which are not representative of their own.
In a follow-up study, Corenblum

(1978)

sought this

time to compare variable-perspective theory, as formulated
by H.S. Upshaw (1962; 1969), with social judgment theory
and accentuation theory again.

The study involved

dividing undergraduate respondents into three groups,
consisting of forty each, according to their position
toward abortion: favorable, unfavorable, or moderate.

The

groups were then asked to judge a series of pro or con
abortion statements that were either congruent or
incongruent with the subjects' attitudes

(Corenblum, 1978,

p. 147).
According to Corenblum (1978),
Accentuation theory predicts that when attitude,
statement favorability, and response scale are
congruent, subjects will accentuate the difference
between acceptable and unacceptable statements (p.
147) .
From Corenblum's description, we might also call
accentuation theory “the opportunistic politician theory”
because it suggests that when everything is in a subject's
favor, he or she will make a point of emphasizing the
difference between acceptable and unacceptable positions.
As for the other two theoretical approaches,
Corenblum (1978) posits that
H. S. Upshaw's (1962, 1969) variable-perspective
theory and the social judgment theory of C.W. Sherif
et al. (1965) both predict an inverse relationship
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between subject judgments and the favorability of the
attitude statements (p. 147).
To rephrase her claim, respondents will minimize the
difference between the acceptability or unacceptability of
statements if the statements are favorable with respect to
the subject's own attitudinal position.

Or, conversely,

if the statements are unfavorable toward the subject's own
attitude,

the subject will emphasize the difference

between the acceptable and the unacceptable statements,
just the opposite of what accentuation theory predicts.
Based on their study,

Corenblum

(1978) describes her

findings as follows:
A significant interaction between attitude, statement
favorability, and congruency of the response scale
supported the accentuation theory, suggesting that
the evaluative implications of response language
serve as a discriminative cue leading to more
polarized judgments of the attitude statements (p.
147) .
But, as with the previous article, not all of Corenblum's
findings are contrary to the predictions made by social
judgment theory.

For example, respondents with favorable

attitudes toward legalized abortion rated statements
representing their own position as significantly more
favorable than those statements opposing legalized
abortion,
was used.

regardless of what kind of scale

(pro or con)

Moreover, those respondents with favorable

attitudes made their ratings at more extreme levels,
both statement conditions,
counterparts.

in

than their moderate

These results are suggestive of
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assimilation and contrast effects predicted by Sherif,
Sherif,

and Nebergall

(1965) .

Nevertheless, because

Corenblum also obtained a significant three-way
interaction in combination with a third factor of scale
valence,

it is difficult to determine whether her results

are, on the whole,
judgment theory.

favorable or unfavorable to social
The role of this third factor is not

addressed by social judgment theory.
A more recent application of the abortion issue to
social judgment research was made in an article published
by Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord

(1991).

The general

purpose of the article was to test the “two-stage
hypothesis” proposed by Kiesler, Collins, and Miller
(1969), described earlier in the general review of social
judgment theory.

More specifically, the study was

intended to determine whether people make a judgment about
the position of a persuasive message relative to their own
position first and then change their attitudes according
to the judged discrepancy between the communication and
the respondent's own position

(the two-stage hypothesis)

or whether both these processes occur simultaneously
(Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991, pp. 364-365).

Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord
experiment in which they would

(1991) designed an

(a) experimentally

manipulate the degree to which individuals contrast their
judgments of a moderately discrepant message, and then
115

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission .

(b)

observe the changes in attitude following from the
manipulation (p. 365).

Toward both ends, the authors

presented members of a pro-life organization on a college
campus with a pro-choice message.

Each member was

randomly assigned to one of two experimental groups.

One

group of subjects read instructions designed to reduce the
extent to which they contrasted the position of the
message.

These instructions noted studies in which people

with strong feelings about an issue were found to rate the
position of messages as far more extreme than they
actually were.

Respondents who read these instructions

were urged to be aware of this tendency and to make their
judgments as objectively as they could.

The other group

was given no such instructions and was asked instead
merely to indicate its judgments of the position of the
message

(Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991, pp. 365-366).

In order to assess the effectiveness of the contrast
manipulation, the authors asked their subjects to judge
the position of the pro-choice message on a nine-point
graphic scale with points 1, 5, and 9 being labeled
respectively as “most anti-abortion," “neither anti- nor
pro-abortion," and “most pro-abortion.”

Aware that there

might be differential reactivity to this intrusive measure
of judgment, Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord had their
manipulation check occur either just before or just after
each subject stated his or her own attitude toward
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abortion.

By creating two kinds of manipulation checks in

each experimental condition, the authors were able to
monitor whether any differential reactivity had indeed
occurred (Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991, p. 366).

To measure respondents' attitudes toward abortion,
Sarup, Suchner,

and Gaylord (1991) developed a revised

version of the Ordered Alternatives Scale.

The scale

consisted of nine statements whose positions ranged from
strongly anti-abortion to strongly pro-abortion.
Participants' responses to these statements were used to
calculate their latitudes of acceptance, rejection, and
noncommitment

(Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991, p. 366).

The authors hypothesized that if there were
differences in mean scores of position between different
experimental groups, then subjects must be judging the
position of the message first and attitude change must be
occurring afterwards.

By creating two different

conditions of judgment for the two experimental groups,
the researchers were able to put a tag on their subjects'
judgments and follow them through the process of attitude
change.

The differences in judgment conditions would be

likely to produce different mean scores of position only
if judgment came first in the process of attitude change.
Otherwise,

if both these processes were occurring

simultaneously,

there would not likely be any difference

between the two experimental groups because the reduced117
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contrast instructions would not have had any time to take
hold before attitude change occurred.
On the whole, Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord (1991)
found support for the two-stage model first proposed by
Kiesler, Collins, and Miller

(1969).

They conclude that

their results "support the assumption of social judgment
theory that social judgments mediate attitude change..."
(Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991, p. 364).

In addition, Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord's

(1991)

study found evidence for assimilation and contrast
effects.

The assimilation effects were found among some

of the female participants in the study.

As a group,

women in the reduced contrast condition tended to shift
their attitudes “toward the position advocated by the
message and constricted the latitude of rejection” (Sarup,
Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991, p. 364).

effects, Sarup, Suchner,

As for the contrast

and Gaylord found that the

contrast condition maximally reduced the persuasive impact
of the message

(p. 364).

Finally, one other study made an examination of
social judgment theory quite similar to the other three
just described, only it did not use the issue of abortion
per se but, rather, the related concern of birth control.
Eagly and Telaak's

(1972)

study used a sample of 124

undergraduates who were given a message advocating a
position on birth control which was either mildly,
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moderately, or strongly discrepant from their own.

The

authors found that
for all three levels of discrepancy, the subjects
with wide latitudes of acceptance on the issue showed
greater attitude change than subjects with either
narrow or medium latitudes of acceptance (Eagly and
Telaak, 1972, p. 388).
From this finding, Eagly and Telaak

(1972) conclude:

Since a mildly discrepant message was in the latitude
of acceptance even for narrow latitude subjects and a
strongly discrepant message in the latitude of
rejection even for wide latitude subjects, this
finding cannot be reconciled with social judgment
theory (p. 3 88).
But, as was the case with Corenblum's
and Corfield's

(1978) and Corenblum

(1976) article, Eagly and Telaak's

conclusions may be overstated.

The finding that

respondents with wider latitudes of acceptance are more
likely to shift attitudes toward the position of the
message is consistent with the tenets of social judgment
theory.

If the width of latitude of acceptance is a

function of ego-involvement, then it can be assumed that
high ego-involvement respondents would have narrower
latitudes of acceptance than low ego-involvement
respondents.

The lower the ego-involvement,

the more

likely a person is persuaded by messages which are
discrepant from his or her own position.
Another finding which is consistent with social
judgment theory tenets is that less attitude change
occurred among those respondents with narrower latitudes
of acceptance.

Because these respondents have wider
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latitudes of rejection, this finding would seem to be
consistent with a contrast effect.

That is, these

respondents were less persuaded because more of the
messages were more widely discrepant from their own
position.
Eagly and Telaak's

(1972)

findings are not consistent

with the predictions made by social judgment theory
because attitude change occurred with messages which were
beyond

latitudes of acceptance and within latitudes of

rejection.

But there may have been problems with the way

in which latitudes of acceptance and rejection were
calculated.
One explanation of these findings is that Eagly and
Telaak

(1972) may have improperly measured latitudes of

acceptance, rejection, and noncommitment.

Indeed, at

least two separate studies have noted general measurement
problems in social judgment research, which account for
many of the inconsistencies in findings.
Endicott

Nemeth and

(1976) note that measurement problems may be due

to “variations in the range of discrepancy tested,
confounds of the initial position and discrepancy, and
confounds between side of issue and discrepancy"

(p. 11)

whereas Koulack (1970) describes the problems more
generally as having to do with “initial scale construction"
(p. 275) .
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Consistent with both of these observations, several
problems in scale construction appear to be present in
Eagly and Telaak's

(1972)

study.

First, the authors used

equal-appearing intervals or Thurstone-type scales to
develop the Ordered Alternatives questionnaire.
Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall

However,

(1965) note in their work

that no such assumptions were made about the distance
between items.

Thus, the Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall

scale is ordinal whereas that of Eagly and Telaak uses
intervals instead.
More importantly, as noted earlier, Thurstone-type
scales have been criticized on the basis of social
judgment theory results

(e.g., Scott,

1968) because there

is no assurance that the judges trained to do such scaling
will not fall prey themselves to the same assimilation and
contrast effects that are supposed to be studied in the
sample.

Finally, because Eagly and Telaak

(1972) use an

interval scale, they further assume that latitudes of
acceptance and rejection can be measured by scalar
distance rather than the number of acceptable and
unacceptable items as was originally assumed by social
judgment theorists.

In short, the scale construction and

measurement of social judgment theory constructs used by
Eagly and Telaak

(1972) were not consistent with those

originally used in social judgment theory research (e.g.,
Sherif and Hovland,

1961; Sherif and Sherif,

1967; Sherif,
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Sherif, and Nebergall,

1965) and this may have contributed

significantly to the discrepancy in results.
Nearly all of the empirical studies reviewed here
offer evidence of assimilation effects
Corenblum and Corfield,

(Corenblum,

1976; Granberg and Brent,

1980; and Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991).

1978;
1974;

Although

evidence for assimilation effects is fairly broad-based,
evidence for contrast effects is much more limited though
present in some form in at least several studies
(Corenblum,

1978; Eagly and Telaak,

1972; Granberg and

Brent, 1974; Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991).

Third,

of the two studies that assess how involvement is related
to assimilation, both find evidence that assimilation
effects become stronger as level of involvement increases
(Granberg and Brent, 1974; 1980).

Fourth, through a well-

designed study by Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord

(1991), we

find evidence that attitude change occurs in two stages,
just as Kiesler, Collins, and Miller (1969) proposed.
Although the empirical studies just reviewed note
some of the potential problems with social judgment
theory, none attempts to critique the approach
comprehensively.

The most thorough and well-rounded

critique is that offered by Kiesler, Collins,
(1969, pp. 253-301).

and Miller

These authors raise concerns about

the theory from two major standpoints -- empirical and
logical:
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The empirical considerations concern the extent to
which Sherif and Hovland's own data as well as
others' support their theoretical predictions.
Logical questions concern the extent to which the
predictions of the theory do indeed follow from the
basic premises (Kiesler, Collins, and Miller, 1969,
p. 253) .
But the most concise summation of the problems of
social judgment theory can be found in the first
concluding paragraph of O'Keefe's

(1990) review:

In some ways social judgment theory is obviously too
simplified to serve as a complete account of
persuasive effects.
Notice, for example, that from a
social judgment theory point of view, the only
features of the message that are relevant to its
impact are (a) the position it advocates and (b) the
clarity with which it identifies its position.
It
doesn't matter whether the message contains sound
arguments and good evidence, or specious reasoning
and poor evidence; it doesn't matter just what
contents the message contains, or how the message
material is organized.
Everything turns simply on
what position the message is seen to defend.
And
surely this is an incomplete account of what
underlies persuasive message effects (p. 43).
Most of O'Keefe's

(1990) criticisms seem on target

except for the last about incompleteness.

Although social

judgment theory offers an incomplete account of the
judgment process, so too does any theoretical approach.
Thus, incompleteness does not seem to be a particularly
good criterion for criticism of social judgment theory or
any other theory.
Although some of the principles of social judgment
theory are flawed, others have proven their merit over
time.

For purposes of answering the second subsidiary

research question, social judgment theory makes two
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important contributions.

First,

it predicts that

extremity of position on a given political issue is likely
to result in perceptual distortions of related messages.
Second,

through its description and positing of

assimilation and contrast effects,
perceptual distortions will occur.

it predicts how such
In particular,

social

judgment theory offers the hypothesis that people who are
attitudinally extreme on a given political issue, will be
more likely, because of assimilation and contrast effects,
to place messages in extreme categories as compared with
those whose positions are more moderate on the same issue
(Corenblum,
Telaak,

1972; Granberg and Brent,

1990; Sarup,
Hovland,

1978; Corenblum and Corfield,

Suchner, and Gaylord,

1961; Sherif and Sherif,

and Nebergall,

1976; Eagly and

1974; 1980; O'Keefe,
1991; Sherif and
1967; Sherif,

Sherif,

1965).
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3.03 Setting the Standard for Accuracy in Judgment of
Candidates' Overall Position: Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position, Cognitive Complexity,
and Candidates' Overall Stated Position
If effects occur at the level of respondents'
attitudinal position,

own

then social judgment theory tells us

that judgments made by neutral respondents should serve as
the standard for accuracy.

But what happens if effects

occur at lower or higher statistical levels?

Which

group's judgments would set the standard for accuracy?
If only cognitive complexity effects are found

(the

lowest statistical level for results in this
dissertation), research on political sophistication and
interpersonal cognitive complexity suggests that judgments
of high cognitive complexity respondents should be used as
the standard for accuracy.
Converse

The Campbell et al.

(1960) and

(1964) model of political sophistication is

predicated on the assumption that only high knowledge
voters who represent a small minority of the total voting
population have the information necessary to make
appropriate and rational voting decisions.

A number of

authors in interpersonal cognitive complexity have argued
explicitly for the connection between high levels of
cognitive complexity and accurate judgment of others
review by Goldstein and Blackman,

1978).

(see

Moreover,

similar conclusions about the relation between cognitive
complexity and judgmental accuracy can be also drawn
implicitly from many of the interpersonal cognitive
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complexity works reviewed earlier (e.g., Applegate,
Burleson,
Clark,

1982;

1983; 1984; Clark and Delia, 1977; Delia and

1977; Delia, Clark, and Switzer,

Kline, and Burleson, 1979; Hale,
1976; O'Keefe and Delia,

1979; Delia,

1980; Hale and Delia,

1979; Samter and Burleson,

1984).

If extremity of judgment is used as a proxy for
distortion, then alternative arguments can be made for
using low cognitive complexity respondents as the standard
for accuracy instead.
(1977)

Tesser

(1978) and Tesser and Leone

make a compelling case that extreme judgments of an

object arise with the development of focused thoughts
toward that object.

Thus,

high cognitive complexity

respondents who have had, by definition, more focused
thoughts about an object,

could also be expected to make

more extreme and, hence, less accurate judgments about
that object.
Markus and others' work on schematicity (e.g.,
Lewicki,

1983; Markus, 1977; Fong and Markus,

and Sentis,

1982; Markus

1982; Markus, Smith, and Moreland, 1985;

Markus et a l ., 1982) makes a parallel set of predictions.
The “schematics” or high cognitive complexity respondents
would be predicted to make more extreme judgments and
therefore arguably more distorted judgments about an
object than the “aschematics” would for that same object.
Although an alternative argument for using low
cognitive complexity respondents as the standard for
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judgmental accuracy can be made, it should also be noted
that neither the work on attitude development
Tesser,

1978; and Tesser and Leone,

(e.g., Lewicki,

1983; Markus,

Markus and Sentis,

1977) nor schematicity

1977; Fong and Markus, 1982;

1982; Markus, Smith, and Moreland,

1985; Markus et a l ., 1982)
distortion per se.

(e.g.,

is concerned with accuracy or

Thus, more extreme judgments need not

necessarily be considered less accurate or more distorted.
Although it is possible that cognitive complexity
effects will be the highest level of statistical effects
obtained for the second subsidiary research question, this
also means that hypotheses about assimilation and contrast
could no longer be tested.

Assimilation and contrast

effects must be measured in terms of attitudinal position.
Without any effects from attitudinal position,

it could

only be concluded that the predictions made by social
judgment theory are not supported here.
At the highest level of statistical effect for this
dissertation (respondents' own attitudinal position by
cognitive complexity), determining a standard for
judgmental accuracy is the most difficult.

No single

theoretical approach addresses accuracy at this level.
Instead, a synthesis of different theoretical approaches
will be required.
Because the argument from social judgment theory that
neutral respondents should be used as the standard for
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accuracy seems to be the most incontrovertible of the
different arguments made previously,

let us then begin by

making that argument an assumption for h e r e .

Given this

assumption, the next question becomes whether judgments of
low or high cognitive complexity respondents should be
used as the standard for accuracy here.
When assumptions from research on political
sophistication and interpersonal cognitive complexity
about high cognitive complexity respondents are
synthesized with those from social judgment theory about
neutral respondents,

then we can conclude that the

judgments made by high cognitive complexity respondents
should be used as the standard for accuracy against which
the distortions of all other attitudinal position by
cognitive complexity groups would then be compared.
However,

social judgment theory could also be synthesized

with Tesser's work on attitude development
1978; Tesser and Leone, 1977)
on schematicity
and Markus,

and Markus' and others' work

(e.g., Lewicki,

1983; Markus, 1977; Fong

1982; Markus and Sentis,

and Moreland,

(e.g., Tesser,

1982; Markus, Smith,

1985; Markus et a l ., 1982) to make the

counter-argument that low cognitive complexity neutral
respondents should be used as the standard for judgmental
accuracy instead.

Because the “aschematic" low cognitive

complexity neutral respondents have the least attitude and
fewest focused thoughts, we could therefore predict that
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their judgments will be less extreme than any of those
made by the other “schematic” attitudinal position by
cognitive complexity groups.
Both conclusions about low and high cognitive
complexity neutral respondents have their merit.
the Campbell et al.

(1960) and Converse

Because

(1964) assumptions

about judgmental accuracy are so pervasive in the
political sophistication research literature, it would be
interesting to determine how well they extend when
combined with effects from attitudinal position.

At the

same time, making comparisons between judgments of low
cognitive complexity neutral respondents and all other
attitudinal position by cognitive complexity groups also
seems worthwhile,

for it permits us to observe how

judgments are affected by attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity once they have developed.
reasons,

For these

it therefore seems best to make separate

comparisons using judgments of both low and high cognitive
complexity neutral respondents as the standard for
accuracy.
When the judgments of high or low cognitive
complexity respondents are used as the standard for
accuracy, assimilation and contrast can still be still be
tested at this higher level of statistical effect.
Distortions would be defined as those judgments by extreme
attitudinal position by cognitive complexity groups which
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move away from and become more extreme than the judgments
made by either the low or high cognitive complexity
neutral group.

Thus, for example,

if a low cognitive

complexity “con" group rated the position of a “con"
candidate in more extremely “con" terms than the high
cognitive complexity neutral group did, then these results
would be suggestive of an assimilation effect.

The low

cognitive complexity “con" group has pushed the position of
the candidate more
high cognitive
be.

Similarly,

toward its own position than what

the

complexity neutral group perceives it to
if the “con” group rated a “pro" candidate

as more extremely “pro" than what the low cognitive
complexity neutral group perceives that candidate to be,
then these results would be suggestive of a contrast
effect.
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3.04 Explication of Constructs
The independent variables of respondents' own
attitudinal position, cognitive complexity, and position
of the message have already been explicated in the
previous chapter.

However, an additional stipulation

about position of the message needs to be made vis-a-vis
social judgment theory here: it must be capable of
alternative interpretations
149).

(Sherif and Hovland,

1961, p.

An unambiguous message would not be expected to

elicit any variation in responses.
The dependent variable of the second subsidiary
hypothesis is “judgment of overall position."

“Judgment"

will be defined first here and then related to “overall
position.”
Wyer and Carlston

(1979) use the terms “judgment" and

“inference" interchangeably and, so, I shall do the same in
this dissertation.

Judgment or inference about an object

is defined by the authors as “the assignment of the object
to a verbal or nonverbal concept or category" (Wyer and
Carlston,

1979, p. 6) .

Wyer and Carlston's

(1979) definition seems adequate,

provided one further distinction is made.

Judgment or

inference requires going beyond the available information
to place an object into a category.

An example of

judgment can be found in Euclidean style reasoning (“given
this piece or these pieces of information,

I can therefore
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conclude the following..."),
formal.

though it need not be so

The distinction of “going beyond" the available

information is important here because recall can also
involve the placement of an object into a concept or
category as, for example, when a person notes particular
factual details

(e.g., “the house is red") of a message

while reading i t .
“Overall position," the second part of the dependent
variable, refers to both direction and magnitude of the
stand taken by a message,

in its totality, relative to the

stands taken by other messages of a related subject.
Overall position suggests that messages are comparable in
terms of being either “pro" or “con" (direction), for
example, as well as in the degree to which they are pro or
con (magnitude).
“Judgment of overall position” is therefore the sum of
these two separate dimensions.

It refers to the process

of categorization used by a respondent, going beyond the
available information,

in order to make a “bottom-line"

placement of the message in a continuum which rates both
the direction and magnitude of the message relative to
others, even if the latter are only hypothetical.
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CHAPTER 4
Judgments of Advocates1 Specific Positions Depend on the
Audience's Complexity of Knowledge, Attitudinal
Position, and Extremity of the Message
4.01 Introduction
In the previous two chapters, accuracy and distortion
have been discussed in terms of judgment of candidates'
overall position and recall.

Exploration in these two

information processing contexts is meant to help lay a
theoretical and empirical foundation for the primary
research question.

The primary research question uses all

of the same factors of the two subsidiary research
questions, but based on the work of Sniderman, Brody, and
Tetlock (1991) and Popkin (1991), its dependent measure
will focus on judgment of candidates'
unstated policy positions.

specific but

More formally,

the primary

research question of this dissertation can be stated as
follows:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall
stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) lead to either distorted or accurate
judgments about those same candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions?
Until now, my review has treated respondents'

own

attitudinal position and cognitive complexity as factors
operating independently of one another.

However,

it is

also possible that both work together as part of a larger
cognitive system or schema.

When these factors are viewed

as part of a schematic system, we are then able to avail
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ourselves of other kinds of research to predict how they
might influence judgments of candidates'
unstated policy positions.

specific but

This leaves three basic tasks

for this chapter.
The first task will be to define what a schema is,
discuss how it can be measured, and then critically
examine how well definitions and measurements are
connected with one another.

The second task will be to

determine what attitudinal position by cognitive
complexity group(s)

should be used as the standard for

accuracy in judgment of candidates'
policy positions.
questions,

specific but unstated

With the two subsidiary research

this task was relatively straightforward.

In

recall, accuracy is determined a priori by the researcher
based on the factual content of the candidates'
statements.

In judgment of candidates' overall position,

social judgment theory posits that the neutral group
should be the standard by which distortions are assessed.
However, when attitudinal position and cognitive
complexity are considered together simultaneously,
establishing a standard for accuracy becomes much more
complicated.

Research synthesized from political

sophistication, interpersonal cognitive complexity,

and

social judgment theory suggests that high cognitive
complexity neutral respondents should be used as the
standard for accuracy.

But social judgment theory can
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also be synthesized with research on attitude development
and schematicity to make the argument that low cognitive
complexity neutral respondents should be used as the
standard for accuracy instead.
Once the standards for accuracy have been determined,
the third basic task of this chapter will be to predict
how distortions in judgment of candidates' specific but
unstated policy position will then occur relative to those
standards.

Here research from a variety of domains,

including in-groups and out-groups,

social identity

theory, attitude formation, schematicity, political
sophistication,

interpersonal cognitive complexity, and

social judgment theory will be used to offer some
predictions, though, as already noted,

these predictions

hardly represent definitive hypotheses.
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4.02 Schema
Definition
Definitions of schema vary considerably.

Indeed,

there are almost as many different definitions of schema
as there are researchers who have written about the
subject.

Rummelhart

(1984) claims that Kant's definition

of the schema already anticipated its major conceptual
content:
Any one of certain forms of rules of “productive
imagination" through which the understanding is able
to apply its "categories” to the manifold of sense
perception in the process of realizing knowledge or
experience (as cited in Rummelhart, 1984, p. 162).
But current definitions of schema are traceable to a
more recent p a s t .

Most attribute the modern-day

inspiration for schema research to Bartlett1s seminal work

Remembering, published in 1932 (Brewer and Nakamura,
1984).

In this work, Bartlett defined a schema as “an

active organization of past reactions, or past
experiences, which must always be supposed to be operating
in any well-adapted organic response"
and Nakamura,

(as cited in Brewer

1984, p. 120).

Fiske and Taylor's

(1991) definition of schema seems

to enjoy fairly wide acceptance.
Brewer and Nakamura

(1984), Hastie

Ortony (1977), and others,

Based on the work of
(1981), Rummelhart and

Fiske and Taylor define a

schema as “...a cognitive structure that represents
knowledge about a concept or type of stimulus,

including
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its attributes and the relations among those attributes"
(p. 98) .
According to Fiske and Taylor (1991), schemata
facilitate:
what is called top-down conceptually driven, or
theory-driven processes, which simply means processes
heavily influenced by one's organized prior
knowledge, as opposed to processes that are more
bottom-up or data-driven.
As people's theories and
concepts about the world, schemas are concerned with
the general case, abstract generic knowledge that
holds across many particular instances.
The basic
message of schema research has been that people
simplify reality by storing knowledge at a molar,
inclusive level, rather than squirreling away, oneby-one, all the original individual experiences in
their raw forms, which would be pure data-driven
processing (p. 99).
Rummelhart

(1984) makes four analogies about

schemata, which also help explain their function:

Schemata are like plays . Just as a play has
characters that can be played by different actors at
different times without changing the essential nature
of the play, so a schema has variables that can be
associated with (bound to) different aspects of the
environment on different instantiations of the
schema.
Schemata are like theories . Perhaps the central
function of schemata is in the interpretation of an
event, object or situation -- that is, in the process
of comprehension.
In all of this, it is useful to
think of a schema as a kind of informal, private,
unarticulated theory about the nature of events,
objects, or situations which we face.
Schemata are like procedures.
Schemata are active
computational devices capable of evaluating the
quality of their own fit to the available data.
That
is, a schema should be viewed as a procedure whose
function is to determine whether, and to what degree,
it accounts for the pattern of observations.
Schemata are like parsers. A parser is a device
that, given a sequence of symbols, determines whether
137

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission .

that sentence forms a legal sentence (according to
the rules of some grammar) and if it does, determines
the constituent structure of the sentence (pp. 163164; p. 166; p. 167; p. 168).
All of these definitions suggest that schemata are
cognitive structures which function deductively.

They

provide rules for organizing incoming information and a
way of connecting that information with information
already stored.

Measurement
In schema research,

there does not appear to be a

widely accepted or “standard” set of measures as, for
example, Likert scales are in attitude research.

Instead,

measures in schema research seem to be custom-made and are
rarely defined independently of the objectives of the
research.

Nevertheless, measures of schema research can

be placed into three broad categories.

These can be

described as “a priori respondent sorting,” “content-based

sorting of responses," and “stimulus generated."
“A priori respondent sorting" is categorical.

It is

based on the assumption that a particular kind of
respondent will have a particular kind of schema (e.g.,
expert vs. novice).

A priori respondent sorting does not

measure the content of schemata per se.

Instead, content

is deduced on the basis of respondent type.

A priori

respondent sorting is often used in studies on expertise
(e.g., Borgida and DeBono,

1989; Lurigio and Carroll,
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1985; Pryor and Merluzzi,

1984) and social stereotyping

(e.g., Higgins and King, 1981; Linville and Jones,
Linville, Fischer,

1980;

and Salovey 1989; Marques and Yzerbyt,

1988; and Marques, Yzerbyt, and Leyens,

1988).

“Content-based sorting of responses" is made on the
basis of how respondents answer questions assumed to
represent underlying dimensions of their schemata.

The

division of respondents into “more” or “less" of a schema
attribute is therefore approached on the basis of answers
given rather than assumed a priori or categorically as the
first measure does.
Content-based sorting of responses seems to be the
preferred method for research on self-schemata and trait
accessibility (e.g., Bargh and Thein,
1988; Fong and Markus,
Lewicki,

1985; Carpenter,

1982; Howard and Rothbart,

1980;

1983; Markus and Smith, 1981; Markus et a l .,

1982; and Markus,

Smith, and Moreland,

1985).

It involves

(1) presenting respondents with a questionnaire containing
a list of character traits, such as “hardworking" or “lazy,”
“intelligent" or “stupid," etc. and (2) asking them to place
themselves along those particular trait dimensions.

Those

respondents who identify strongly with a trait are assumed
to be “schematic" on that trait dimension.

Those

respondents who do not identify strongly with a trait are
assumed to be “aschematic" on that same dimension
Markus and Sentis,

1982; Markus and Smith,

1981) .

(e.g.,
More
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generally, the answers to questions about particular
traits are thus assumed to represent an overall measure of
"schemat icity."
One of the advantages of this second type of measure
is that it does not take content of a person's schema for
granted.

It provides a better sense of the elements

assumed to make up a schema and, as a result, enables
division between respondents to be made with greater
certainty.
In studies which use “stimulus-generated measures,"
respondents are divided randomly into different
experimental conditions.

Differences in schemata are then

assumed to be represented by the differences in
experimental conditions.

These differences are measured

by the stimuli from the different experimental conditions.
Of the three different kinds of measures used in
research on self and social schemata, those which are
stimulus-generated are the least common.

Nevertheless,

examples can be found and these include studies by Fiske,
Kenny, and Taylor (1982) ; Howard and Rothbart,
Pryor, McDaniel and Kott-Russo

1980; and

(1986).

Measures of political schemata can be grouped without
too much difficulty under the three-part classification
just proposed.
schemata,

Of the three different measures of

content-based sorting of responses seems to be

the most common in research on political cognition.
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Studies which use content-based sorting of responses
emphasize respondents' political knowledge
Sullivan,
Feldman,

and Borgida,

(e.g., Aldrich,

1989, pp. 127-130; Conover and

1986, pp. 137-139; Hamill and Lodge,

74-77; Lodge and Hamill, 1986,

1986, p. 508; Lusk and

Judd, 1988, pp. 113-114; Miller,
Sears, Huddy, and Schaffer,

1986, pp.

1986, pp. 208-217; and

1986, pp. 171-173)

though

often in combination with other variables such as ideology
(e.g., Aldrich,

Sullivan, and Borgida, 1989, pp. 171-173;

Conover and Feldman,

1986, pp. 137-139; Hamill and Lodge,

1986, pp. 74-44; and Sears, Huddy, and Schaffer, 1986, pp.
171-173), media exposure

(e.g., Allen, Dawson,

and Brown,

1989, pp. 427-429; Entman, 1989, pp. 352-355; Hamill and
Lodge,

1986, pp. 74-77; Lusk and Judd, 1988), party

affiliation (Hamill and Lodge,
pp. 99-100; and Miller,
(Entman,

1986, pp. 74-77; Lau, 1986,

1986, pp. 208-218),

affect

1989, pp. 352-355; Lau, 1986, pp. 99-100; and

Sears, Huddy, and Schaffer,
interest in politics

1986, pp. 171-173), and

(Hamill and Lodge, 1986, pp. 74-77;

and Lusk and Judd, 1988, pp. 113-114).

Most often these

studies are correlational and based upon closed-ended
measures

(e.g., Allen, Dawson,

and Feldman,

1986).

and Brown, 1989; Conover

But some are experimental in design

(e.g., Lodge and Hamill,

1986)

and use open-ended measures

instead (e.g., Conover and Feldman,

1984; and Lau, 1989).

141

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

A priori respondent sorting measures were used in a
study on political expertise conducted by Fiske and Kinder
(1981).

The authors argued that differences between the

political schemata of experts and novices could be
inferred solely on the basis of differences in political
involvement
candidate,

(e.g., voting, proselytizing for a preferred
letters to the editor,

later articles, Fiske,

etc.).

However,

in two

Kinder and Larter (1983) and Fiske,

Lau, and Smith (1990) modified this claim by including
knowledge or content-based criteria as an additional way
to measure political schemata

(Fiske, Kinder,

1983, p. 385; Fiske, Lau, and Smith,

and Larter,

1990, p. 31).

Examples using “stimulus generated" measures of
schemata are fairly hard to come by in political cognition
research.

Nevertheless, at least one study conducted by

Lodge, McGraw, and Stroh (1989) used an approach similar
to that taken by Fiske, Kenny,
and Rothbart
(1986).

and Taylor (1982), Howard

(1980), and Pryor, McDaniel, and Kott-Russo

Respondents were randomly assigned to different

experimental conditions in which the information about a
fictitious candidate was varied as positive, negative,
neutral.

and

Differences in schemata were then measured by

the different stimuli in each of the experimental
conditions

(Lodge, McGraw, and Stroh,

1989, pp. 403-405).

The three categories of measures for schemata, “a
priori respondent sorting,” “content-based scoring of
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responses,” and “stimulus generated,” seem as appropriate
to research on political cognition as they are to research
on social and self and schemata.

In some kinds of schema

research reviewed in this section, such as that on trait
accessibility,

for example, there seems to some agreement

on how to approach schema measurement.

The same cannot be

said for research on political cognition, however.
Whether the measures are in the same general category or
not, no two studies in political cognition seem to measure
political schemata in quite the same way.

This suggests

the more general conclusion that there is not yet a
consensus in political cognition research about either
what constitutes a schema or how to measure one.
these and other reasons,
criticisms.

For

schema research has had its

In the next subsection some of these

criticisms will be discussed in greater detail.

Critique
One of the criticisms most commonly leveled against
schema research is that it has not yet adequately defined
what the term schema means

(Fiske and Linville,

1980;

Fiske and Taylor, 1991; Kuklinski, Luskin, and Bolland,
1991; Ruble and Stangor,
to Fiske and Taylor's
completely undefined.
offered,

1986).

In many cases, according

(1991) review,

the term is left

But even when a definition is

it tends to be vague

(Fiske and Taylor,

1991, p.

143

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

174).

This has led some to describe the whole schema

concept as “mushy."

Fiske and Linville's

(1980) review

explains:
The term schema connotes an aura of specificity that
it does not live up to, since the term per se
explains nothing.
Some investigators use the schema
concept as if a knowledge structure by itself
sufficiently explained the effects of schematic
processing (p. 545).
In addition to the general criticism of being “mushy,"
Ruble and Stangor's

(1986) review notes the definitional

problem of specifying how schemata process information:
Definitions of schemas in both the social and
developmental literatures are generally framed in
terms of knowledge structures.
Often, however, the
term is used with a connotation implying importance
or accessibility in addition to knowledge.
Hastie
(1981), for example, has referred to schemas both in
terms of expectation (knowledge) and in terms of
desirable, valued patterns of events (importance).
Moreover, it is common to refer to effects of schemas
on information processing in terms of differences in
the power or strength of schemas.
It is unclear,
however, whether these distinctions refer to the
depth and structure of knowledge, or to the level of
importance or accessibility; yet the implications of
such differences may be considerable (Higgins and
King, 1981) (p. 230).
If there is little agreement about what a schema is,
there seems to be even less about how to measure one
(Fiske and Linville,

1980, pp. 546-547).

The lack of

consensus about schema measures may be due,
to the definitional problems already noted.

in large part,
Because

schemata are too often vaguely defined, the validity of
their measures is also necessarily brought into question.
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One example of a measurement validity problem can be
found in the a priori respondent sorting techniques
described in the previous section.

In their most

elementary form, schemata are assumed to consist of
content.

Yet a priori respondent sorting measures do not

even test for differences in content directly.

Instead,

they seem to be based on the assumption that the schema is
“in there somewhere” and that it is accounted for by the
differences between input and output.
Measures of schemata which rely on content-based
sorting of responses,

such as the closed-ended questions

often employed in research on trait accessibility, can be
just as problematic.

Although these measures tell us

something about content,

they tell us little about the

organization of the content which is supposed to be
another defining attribute of schemata.
Finally, stimulus-generated measures present other
kinds of problems.
stimulus or stimuli,

When presented with a particular
respondents may apply different kinds

of reasoning or schemata to arrive at the same conclusion.
Because stimulus-generated measures are assumed to
represent both the content and structure of a particular
set of schemata, individual, within-group differences in
processing can be overlooked.

Stimulus-generated measures

therefore provide little insight into how or if these
individual differences occur.
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More generally, the different kinds of schema
measures can be criticized for being too task-oriented.
Because studies such as those in political cognition
reviewed earlier use custom-made measures, comparison
between their results is made much more difficult.

Each

is arguably measuring a different thing.
Having noted some of the problems with the way
measures are designed, we can now consider what the
results based on these measures tell us about schemata.
Ruble and Stangor (1986) note some of the contradictory
findings of schema research:
For example, in terms of memory, it is usually
assumed that items consistent with the activated
schema will be best remembered, and this result has
been found in many studies (e.g., Markus, Crane,
Bernstein, and Sidali, 1982; Mills, 1983; Rothbart et
al., 1979)...However, exactly the opposite result has
also been found (Hastie and Kumar, 1979; Srull,
1981).
Information that is inconsistent with the
activated schema may also be well remembered, because
it is unique and unexpected, and thus receives deeper
and more detailed processing.
In addition, the type
of memory measure used (recognition vs. recall) also
influences which type of information shows better
memory (Srull, 1981).
In terms of interpretation,
schemas may function to allow the drawing of
inferences and thus be efficient and functional.
On
the other hand, when people are forced to make
decisions on the basis of incomplete or only
partially remembered information, the activated
schemas can cause distortion and result in poorer
performance (pp. 229-23 0) .
The problem with these apparently contradictory
findings is that all can be explained by schemata.

For

this reason, some have suggested that the entire construct
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of a schema is non-falsifiable

(see Fiske and Linville,

1980) .
Kuklinski, Luskin, and Bolland's

(1991) critique of

the schema in political cognition also takes issue with
how results are used to interpret schemata.
particular,

they note some researchers'

In

tendency to equate

factor results from such measures as Q sortings with the
schemata themselves.

They further observe that although

such results are useful for describing schemata,

they

should not be confused with the schemata themselves
(Kuklinski, Luskin, and Bolland, 1991, pp. 1343-1344).
Although Kuklinski, Luskin, and Bolland's

(1991)

critique was made with respect to research in political
cognition,
generally.

it seems a propos to schema research more
At the same time, these comments might be made

of any measure of a hypothetical construct.

After all,

measures are only representations and not the thing
itself,

though the distinction is useful to keep in mind.

Another criticism which is commonly made of schema
research is that it has not yet adequately distinguished
the schema from other more traditional measures of
attitude and attitude structure
Bolland,

1991, p. 1343).

(Kuklinski, Luskin, and

The schema has therefore been

accused of being nothing more than “old wine in new
bottles"

(see discussions by Fiske and Linville,

1980;
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Fiske and Taylor,

1991; Miller, 1991; and Wildavsky,

1987) .
But if schemata are nothing more than old wine in new
bottles,

some have also noted that not all of the wine

seems to belong in these new bottles.

In their review of

research on political cognition, Kuklinski, Luskin,
Bolland

(1991) have noted that some distinctly “unschema

like things" are being called schemata
example,

and

the authors criticize Entman's

(p. 1374) .

As one

(1989) article in

which political schemata are operationalized as ideology.
Although some people may view their political world
through ideological glasses, Campbell et a l .'s (1960) and
Converse's

(1964) works suggest that their numbers are

very small indeed.

Thus, we find another example of a

researcher's construct being mistakenly equated with a
schema itself.
All of these criticisms might lead us to question
whether schema research is even worth using in the search
for answers to the question of how position of the
message,

respondents' own attitudinal position, and

cognitive complexity influence specific judgments.
Nevertheless,

the potential usefulness of the schema

concept should not be overlooked.
As suggested by reviews in previous chapters,
cognitive complexity research and attitude research have
been conducted in relative isolation from one another.
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Although scholars such as Scott

(1968) have observed the

connection between the two, arguing that cognitive
complexity is the “elaboration of the cognitive component
of an attitude” (p. 207) , little seems to have been done to
bridge the gap between the two kinds of research.
The major advantage of the schema is that it could be
used to bring attitude and cognitive complexity together
into a single, unified construct.

Proposing that a schema

consists of both attitude and cognitive complexity might
help clarify the concept from its current definitions.
Moreover,

it would allow us to use and build upon the

strengths of measuring techniques which already have wide
acceptance.
There is general agreement among scholars that schema
research has not yet reached the level of a theory (e.g.,
Fiske and Linville, 1980; and Lodge and McGraw,

1991).

definitional and measurement problems get sorted out,

As
it

may ultimately be possible to build such a schema theory.
Such a theory would help delineate the general components
of a schema while also suggesting how these components can
be measured within the design specifications of a
particular study.

In this way, the differing and often

disparate results obtained in schema research could be not
only explained but even reconciled.
The potential of the schema concept alone therefore
makes schema research worth reviewing further.

In the
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next section, schema research's predictions about specific
judgments will be examined.
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4.03 Relation Between Respondents' Own Attitudinal
Position, Cognitive Complexity, Candidates'
Overall Stated Position, and
Specific Judgments
In the previous chapter,

I argued that different

standards for judgmental accuracy could be set at
different statistical levels according to different
theoretical frameworks.

For effects occurring only at the

level of cognitive complexity,

I argued based on a review

of political sophistication and interpersonal cognitive
complexity that judgments by high cognitive complexity
respondents could be used as the standard for accuracy.
However,

if extremity of judgments is taken as a proxy for

distortion,

I also made the seemingly counter-intuitive

argument based on research on attitude formation and
schematicity that low cognitive complexity respondents
should be used as the standard for accuracy instead.

For

effects occurring at the level of attitudinal position,
social judgment theory makes it clear that judgments made
by neutral respondents should serve as the standard for
accuracy at this level.

Finally,

for effects occurring at

the level of respondents' own attitudinal position by
cognitive complexity,

I then argued that social judgment

theory could be synthesized with

(1) research on political

sophistication and cognitive complexity to make high
cognitive complexity neutral respondents the standard for
accuracy or with

(2) research on attitude formation and
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schematicity to make low cognitive complexity neutral
respondents the standard for judgmental accuracy instead.
All of these same standards for judgmental accuracy
would apply to analysis of results from the primary
research question as they would to analysis of results
from the second subsidiary research question.

The

question then becomes “How do distortions in judgments of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions occur
relative to those standards?”
with some clues.

Schema research provides us

But these clues can hardly be considered

definitive hypotheses.
Research on political cognition has focused on three
kinds of judgments: policy or issue
and Brown,

1989; Conover and Feldman,

Lodge and Hamill,

1986; Miller,

Wattenberg, and Malanchuk,
and Lodge,
Judd,

1986), character

1986; Lodge, McGraw, and Stroh,

and voting preference
1989; Lau,

Malanchuk,

1986; Entman,

1986).

1989;

1986; and Miller,

1988; and Miller, Wattenberg,

Borgida,

(e.g., Allen, Dawson,

(e.g., Hamill
1989; Lusk and

and Malanchuk,

(e.g., Aldrich,

1986),

Sullivan, and

1986; Miller, Wattenberg, and
When applied to candidates, policy or

issue judgments concern how stands on specific issues or
policies are related to the overall position being judged.
Character judgments tap into such concerns as the
perceived likability and competence of the candidates.
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Voting preference may be based on either policy position
or character judgments or both.
Of the three different categories of specific
judgments, only candidate character seems to have produced
any empirical evidence of how it might be affected by
attitude and cognitive complexity.

Even then, the

available evidence must be synthesized from different
kinds of schema research and thus requires "theoretical
bricolage.”

Because schema research has addressed

primarily character judgments, such research will also be
emphasized accordingly in this review.
At the cognitive complexity level of effect

(the

lowest possible level of effect in this dissertation),
research on political sophistication and interpersonal
cognitive complexity makes no predictions about how high
cognitive complexity respondents'

judgments will differ in

direction from those of low cognitive complexity
respondents.

We cannot use this research to predict,

for

example, whether judgments of high cognitive complexity
respondents will be on one end of the scale and those of
low cognitive complexity respondents will be on the other
or whether both groups'

judgments will be on the same end

of the scale but one group's will be more extreme than the
other's.
Research on attitude development and schematicity
takes us a little farther at this same statistical level,
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though not by much.

These kinds of research predict that

high cognitive complexity or schematic respondents who, by
definition, have had more focused about an issue than low
cognitive complexity respondents, will also have more
extreme judgments of that issue than low cognitive
complexity respondents.
Although research on attitude development on attitude
development and schematicity readily predicts magnitude of
judgment, this research is far less useful for predicting
differences in direction of judgment.
schematicity offers no help at all.

Research on
It merely predicts

that schematics will select traits consistent with a sense
of self, whether those traits are positive or negative,
favorable or unfavorable, etc.
Research on attitude development is hardly better.
In research on attitude development, direction of
judgments is assumed to be stimulus-driven.

If the

stimulus being judged is negative, then the judgments made
by respondents with more focused thoughts toward that
stimulus are expected to be more extremely negative.

The

reverse would also be expected for a positive stimulus.
If context for judging candidates here were focused
on personality, predictions made by Tesser's
Tesser,

(e.g.,

1978; Tesser and Leone, 1977) work on attitude

development would probably be sufficient.

However,

there

is little reason to assume that the specific policy
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judgment context proposed for study here is at all like
that of a personality judgment context.

Respondents may

agree that a candidate would be “pro” or “favorable" to a
specific policy position, yet may also, at the same time,
have an unfavorable rating of the candidate's character
for holding that position in the first place.
In short, predictions about accuracy are not made
independently of groups at the level of separate cognitive
complexity effects.

Because judgmental direction of low

and high cognitive complexity groups is not adequately
addressed by research on political sophistication,
interpersonal cognitive complexity, attitude development,
or schematicity, no hypothesis about the direction of
judgmental distortions can be made at this level either.
At the next level of effect

(respondents' own

attitudinal position onl y ) , social judgment theory offers
predictions about how judgmental distortions might occur
relative to the standard of the neutral group
Sherif, 1980; Sherif and Hovland,
1967; Sherif,

(e.g.,

1961; Sherif and Sherif,

Sherif, and Nebergall,

1965).

These

distortions would take the direction of assimilation and
contrast effects described in the previous chapter.
However, social judgment theory is applied to a different
kind of judgmental context

(candidates' overall position)

than the one being discussed here
but unstated policy positions)

(candidates'

specific

and may not be appropriate
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at all for the latter.

Moreover,

from a practical

standpoint, measuring respondents' own attitudinal
position on a variety of specific policy issues would be
extremely time-consuming.

Thus, hypotheses based on

social judgment theory also seem best avoided for here.
At the highest possible level of statistical effect
for this dissertation

(respondents' own attitudinal

position by cognitive complexity), finding hypotheses
about judgmental distortions relative to the standard of
low or high cognitive complexity neutral respondents
becomes more interesting, though no less challenging.
Research by Linville and her coauthors
Linville,

1982; Linville and Jones,

Fischer, and Salovey,
Fischer,

(e.g.,

1980; Linville,

198 9; Linville, Salovey, and

1986) posits a relation between attitudinal

position and cognitive complexity, on the one hand, and
direction of character judgments about in-group and o u t 
group members on the other.

In-group/out-group research

started with the simple observation that people tend to
evaluate out-group members in more extreme terms, both
good and bad, than their own in-group members.
Linville and Jones

(1980)

A study by

found that white undergraduate

students, when reading what were supposed to be law school
applications,

tended to evaluate the out-group member with

positive credentials more favorably than the in-group
member who also had positive credentials.

Likewise, the
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out-group member with weak credentials was evaluated more
negatively than the in-group member whose credentials were
equally weak

(Linville and Jones,

1980, p. 689).

results were obtained in Howard and Rothbart's

Similar

(1980)

study even when the division between in-groups and o u t 
groups was made arbitrarily (p. 301).
As other kinds of studies were run in which in-group
and out-group members were divided by other criteria,
as age

such

(e.g., Linville, 1982) and nationality (Linville,

Salovey, and Fischer,

1986), the argument began to emerge

that the differences between in-group and out-group
evaluations could be explained by differences in
experience and familiarity.

In other words, extreme

evaluations came about as a result of lack of familiarity
with an out-group.

Because contact with out-groups is

more limited than contact with in-groups,
when evaluating out-group members,
categories in which to place them.

respondents,

simply have fewer
Thus,

if contact and

familiarity with out-group members are increased, a more
rich set of constructs will develop from which finer, more
subtle and, hence,

less extreme evaluations will emerge.

Linville, Fischer, and Salovey (1989)
this conclusion experimentally.
an introductory psychology class,

sought to test

Using undergraduates in
students were asked to

estimate the distribution of classmates in terms of five
bipolar attributes.

The estimates were taken at the
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beginning, middle, and end of the semester.

The authors

found that differentiation did increase with each test,
suggesting that familiarity leads to differentiation and,
hence, more moderate judgments

(Linville, Fischer, and

Salovey, 1989, p. 175).
The studies from in-group/out-group research suggest
two hypotheses for how position of the messages,
respondents' own attitudinal position, and cognitive
complexity would affect specific judgments.

First, for a

given attitudinal group, we would expect judgments to be
more extreme of candidates whose positions are not
consistent with the attitudinal group's own position. If
the trait being judged of the out-group is favorable, such
as “friendly," then the out-group will be judged in more
extremely favorable terms.

Likewise,

if the trait being

judged of the out-group is unfavorable,

such as “stingy,"

then the out-group will be judged in more extremely
unfavorable terms.
When cognitive complexity is also taken into
consideration,

a second hypothesis based on in-group/out-

group research can be generated: judgments made of
candidates whose positions are not consistent with the
position of the attitudinal group will be more extreme
among the low cognitive complexity members of that group
than the high cognitive complexity members.

Thus,

for

example, low cognitive complexity “pro” respondents will
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have more extremely favorable or unfavorable character
ratings of out-group candidates representing “con” or
“neutral" positions than their high cognitive complexity
counterparts w i l l .
Although research by Linville et al.
1982; Linville and Jones,
Salovey,

1980; Linville,

(e.g., Linville,
Fischer, and

1989; Linville, Salovey, and Fischer,

1986)

offers predictions about the direction of specific
character judgments,

it unfortunately does not make such

predictions relative to an accuracy standard set by low or
high cognitive complexity neutral respondents.

Thus, in-

group/out-group research would be difficult to apply to
the research context proposed h e r e .
Aside from applicability,

the predictiveness of in

group/out-group research has been questioned on other
theoretical and empirical grounds.
Leyens

Marques, Yzerbyt, and

(1988) propose that extremity of judgments depends

on the relevance that the in-group or out-group behavior
has for the respondent's social identity (p. 1) .
According to these authors, the problem with the in
group/out-group research reviewed earlier is that it did
not present trait dimensions which were relevant to a
respondent's sense of social identity.
Linville and Jones'

For example,

(1980) study asked undergraduates to

evaluate law student applications.
Salovey, and Fischer's

Likewise, in Linville,

(1986) study, “Irishness" was
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probably not central to the social identity of American
students just as “Americanness" was not central to the
social identity of Irish students either.
Marques, Yzerbyt,

and Leyens'

(1988) initial

experiment was therefore intended to use information which
was relevant to a respondent's social identity.

In so

doing, the authors predicted that likable and unlikable
behaviors of in-group members would be judged more
extremely than the same behaviors for out-group members.
The hypothesis based on social identity theory was
supported both in the first experiment
and Leyens,
subsequently

(Marques, Yzerbyt,

1988, p. 1) and in one which was conducted
(Marques and Yzerbyt,

1988, p. 281).

In

addition, the effect of judging likable and unlikable in
group behaviors was found to persist whether respondents
had familiarity with the out-group or not
Yzerbyt, and Leyens, 1998, p. 1).

(Marques,

Thus, the authors

conclude in their second article that “social comparison
may be performed,

in purely symbolic terms, against a

cognitive standard of positivity rather than an out-group
present in the judgmental situation"

(Marques and Yzerbyt,

1988, p. 281) .
The studies by Marques and Yzerbyt
Marques, Yzerbyt, and Leyens

(1988)

and

(1988) suggest a different

set of hypotheses for how attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity affect specific judgments.

To begin

160

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission of th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

with,

their research suggests that cognitive complexity

will not play an important role in judgment.

Instead, it

could be hypothesized based on social identity theory that
those traits which are believed to be most relevant to the
attitudinal group's own identity are those which will be
judged in more extremely favorable or unfavorable terms.
For example, as the study by Marques, Yzerbyt, and Leyens
(1988)

found, Belgian students would be expected to make

significantly more positive and negative judgments of
likable and unlikable character traits of other Belgian
students than of North African students.
political context,

Likewise,

in a

if a “con” attitudinal group believes a

particular character trait to be especially relevant to
the group's sense of identity,

then judgments about the

“con" candidate will also be more extremely favorable or
unfavorable than judgments about a “pro” or “neutral"
candidate.
Research on attitude formation also explores how
judgments are affected by attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity.

Tesser

(1978) reviewed a number of

different studies on attitude formation including one by
Sadler and Tesser (1973) in which James'

(1907)

observation that thought can sometimes intensify feelings
was tested in an experimental design.
(1973)

Sadler and Tesser's

study involved placing respondents in a cubicle and

asking them to tell something about themselves to their
161

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

“partner" in the cubicle next to them.

Respondents were

then given two minutes in which to perform this task.
Next, the “partner," who was in actuality simulated by a
tape recording, would either be complimentary toward the
respondent and describe himself in favorable terms or
would criticize the respondent's answer and describe
himself in smug and arrogant terms.

Afterwards, half of

the respondents, who were randomly divided into the “like”
and “dislike” conditions were given instructions either to
think about their partner or to perform an irrelevant
distractor task.

Finally, a questionnaire was

administered in order to measure respondents' evaluations
of their partner.

As expected,

respondents who were given

the distractor task disliked the dislikable partner about
as much as they liked the likable partner.
thought condition
differences.

However,

the

(no distractor task) accentuated these

Thus, respondents who were in the thought

condition made significantly more extreme judgments of the
likable and dislikable partners than those respondents who
were in the distractor condition.
In a follow-up study, Tesser and Leone

(1977) sought

to determine whether attitude polarization is stronger for
person stimuli or for group stimuli.

Tesser and Leone

hypothesized that people are generally less likely to have
well-developed schemata for thinking about a group's
“personality" than about an individual's personality.
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Respondents read a list of trait adjectives about either a
person or a group and were asked to form a “brief overall
impression” of that person or group.

After this, an

initial measure was taken to determine the respondents1
attraction to the person or group.

At this point,

respondents were placed randomly in either a distractor
condition or thought condition, each of which lasted 90
seconds.

Then the respondents' attraction to the person

or group was measured again.
hypothesis,

Consistent with their

Tesser and Leone found that respondents had

more extreme judgments of persons than of groups.
the distractor condition,

But in

this difference was much less

pronounced than in thought condition.

Thus, extreme

attitude should be correlated with schema development or
cognitive complexity.
Based on the arguments made by Tesser
Tesser and Leone

(1978) and

(1977), Lusk and Judd (198 8) sought to

determine the role of cognitive complexity in the judgment
of political candidates'

character.

Consistent with

Tesser's and Tesser and Leone's hypothesis, Lusk and Judd
found that expert respondents made more extreme
evaluations of political candidates than nonexperts.

In

addition, they also found that experts tend to organize
their representations of political candidates in more
evaluative terms (Lusk and Judd,

1988, p. 105) .
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Tesser's

(1978) and Tesser and Leone's

(1977)

hypothesis about attitude polarization also seems to have
its correlates in research on self-schemata (e.g.,
Lewicki,

1983; Markus,

and Sentis,

1977; Fong and Markus, 1982; Markus

1982; Markus, Smith, and Moreland, 1985;

Markus et a l ., 1982) .

People who are “self-schematic” on a

particular dimension are also more likely to have given
thought to that trait than people who are “aschematic."

As

a result, self-schematic people select more traits
relevant to that dimension in making judgments both about
themselves and others.

If the number of selected traits

is taken as an index of extremity of judgment, then
schematic people who select more of such traits are also
more extreme in their judgments.

Thus, research on self-

schemata also seems supportive of the arguments made by
Tesser (1978) and Tesser and Leone

(1977),

though the

relation between self-schematicity and direction of
judgment is not explored explicitly.
The preceding works on attitude development and
schematicity all suggest that respondents with extreme
attitudinal position and/or higher levels of cognitive
complexity (the “schematics") will make more extreme
judgments of a schema-related object than low cognitive
complexity neutral respondents
that same object.
section,

However,

(the “aschematics”) will for

as noted earlier in this sub

it is not at all clear from this research how
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direction of judgments would be affected for candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions.
Finally, still one other way to predict direction of
distortion relative to high cognitive complexity neutral
respondents is to synthesize research from political
sophistication,

interpersonal cognitive complexity, and

social judgment theory.

From such a synthesis,

several

hypotheses can then be generated.
From research on political sophistication and
interpersonal cognitive complexity,

it could be generally

hypothesized that judgments of high cognitive complexity
respondents would be more accurate than judgments of low
cognitive complexity respondents.

Within both the low and

high cognitive complexity groups, it could be further
hypothesized, based on social judgment theory that the
judgments of extreme attitudinal groups will be distorted
relative to the judgments of neutral groups.

The

distortions by extreme attitudinal groups would move in
the direction of assimilation and contrast effects
described for judgment of candidates'

overall position.

These preceding predictions suggest a hierarchy of
accuracy.

At the top of this hierarchy would be the high

cognitive complexity neutral respondents who, as has been
argued in the previous sub-section, would set the standard
for accurate judgment by virtue of their expertise and
neutral position.

At the bottom of this hierarchy would
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be low cognitive complexity respondents with extreme
attitudinal position.

These respondents lack the

expertise stipulated by political sophistication and
interpersonal cognitive complexity research as necessary
for accurate judgment.

Likewise,

social judgment theory

would also predict distorted judgments from these
respondents because of their extreme attitudinal position.
Thus,

lack of cognitive complexity and extreme attitudinal

position would serve as a “double whammy” against accurate
judgment.
In the middle of this hierarchy would be high
cognitive complexity respondents with extreme attitudinal
position and low cognitive complexity neutral respondents.
High cognitive complexity respondents with extreme
attitudinal position have the benefit of expertise
specified by political sophistication and interpersonal
cognitive complexity research but, according to social
judgment theory, are likely to distort on the basis of
their extreme attitudinal position.

Low cognitive

complexity neutral respondents have the benefit of
neutrality in position, which social judgment theory
posits as an advantage but, according to research on
political sophistication and interpersonal cognitive
complexity, are likely to distort on the basis of their
lack of knowledge.
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Although determining who should be placed at the top
and the bottom of this hierarchy is straightforward,
ranking the middle two groups relative to each other is
far more difficult.

Does the neutral position of the low

cognitive complexity respondents make them more accurate
than the high cognitive complexity extreme respondents,
despite the former's lack of expertise?

Or, does the

higher level of expertise among the extreme respondents
make them more accurate than the low cognitive complexity
neutral respondents, despite the former's extreme
attitudinal position?

Unfortunately,

there is no

satisfactory answer to these questions at present.
In addition,

the synthesized hierarchy of accuracy

suffers from at least one other limitation.

The

predictions it offers are purely speculative and have no
empirical evidence to support or refute them.
As the different kinds of schema research are
reviewed, two conclusions seem warranted.

First,

there is

simply not enough empirical evidence available to answer
how policy or issue judgments are affected by attitude,
cognitive complexity, and position of the message.
Second, what empirical evidence there is with respect to
character judgments makes contradictory predictions.
Research on in-groups and out-groups
1982; Linville and Jones,
Salovey, 1989; Linville,

(e.g., Linville,

1980; Linville,

Fischer, and

Salovey, and Fischer,

1986)
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hypothesizes that

(1) people will make more extremely

favorable or unfavorable judgments of candidates who do
not represent their own position and (2) these judgments
will become less extreme as cognitive complexity
increases.

However,

(Marques and Yzerbyt,

research on social identity theory
1988; Marques, Yzerbyt, and Leyens,

1988) makes the prediction that judgments are more extreme
only for those traits which are relevant to the group's
own social identity and that cognitive complexity should
not play any significant role in affecting those
judgments.

Furthermore, research by Tesser

(1978) and

Tesser and Leone (1977) on attitude development and to a
lesser extent research on self-schematicity predicts that
more thoughts about and extreme attitude toward an object,
as suggested by higher levels of schematicity, will lead
to more extreme judgments

(the direction of which is

determined by the stimulus), the opposite of what is
predicted by in-group/out-group research.

Finally, a

synthesis of research on political sophistication,
interpersonal cognitive complexity, and social judgment
theory suggests that all other attitudinal position by
cognitive complexity groups would distort relative to the
high cognitive complexity neutral respondents with
judgments of low cognitive complexity, extreme attitudinal
position respondents being the most distorted of a l l .
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Because empirical evidence in schema research is
altogether lacking in some cases and contradictory in
others, the prospects for developing a hypothesis to
answer the primary research question of this dissertation
seem equally diminished.

As a result,

it seems best to

leave the primary research question open-ended, without a
hypothesis for testing, to be answered by the data once
they are collected.
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CHAPTER 5
Methods: Design Overview, Selection of Political Issue,
Participants, Materials, Procedures, Scaling
5.01 Design Overview
An experiment was designed to test relations between
the different variables of the primary research question
and its two subsidiary research questions.

Using abortion

as its political issue, a questionnaire was administered
to undergraduates which consisted of a pre-test,

stimulus,

and post-test.
The pre-test measured participants'

cognitive

complexity about and attitudinal position toward abortion.
Three separate measures were used for the cognitive
complexity variable: knowledge, differentiation, and
integration.

The stimulus consisted of a newspaper

article which contained three ostensibly real candidates'
statements of position on abortion, each of whom took a
pro-choice, neutral, or pro-life position.

After each

statement was read, participants were presented with a
series of questions designed to measure recall, judgment
of the candidate's overall position on abortion, and
specific judgments concerning candidates'

policy

preferences.0
9
As will be discussed later in this chapter, the
positions of two of the three candidates' statements were
not balanced in the pilot study.
Moreover, the sample
size of the pilot study was somewhat smaller (N = 71) than
that of the main study (N = 134).
For both of these
reasons, comparing pilot study results with those of the
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The questionnaire used a combination of betweensubjects and within-subjects design.

Cognitive complexity

and attitudinal position served as the between-subjects
factor.

Position of the candidates served as the within-

subjects factor.

main study is problematic.
Accordingly, pilot study
results will not be included in this chapter unless
relevant to the design of the main study.
Nor will pilot
study results be included in the chapters which follow.
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5.02 Selection of Political Issue
Abortion was selected as the political issue for the
questionnaire for several reasons.

First, because the

American electorate possesses a variety of relatively well
formed beliefs,

attitudes,

and opinions about abortion,

politicians are under constant pressure to address the
issue.

This provides the researcher with a rich source of

messages upon which further kinds of analysis and study
can be conducted.
Second, because there is a rich source of messages
made by politicians seeking to stake out their position on
abortion and because people already tend to have welldefined beliefs, attitudes,

and opinions about the issue,

the researcher is provided with an excellent opportunity
to make comparisons between people in how they use their
schemata to interpret such messages.

Differences between

people should therefore stand out relatively easily.
Third, because abortion receives considerable
attention in the mass media and because advertisements
concerning the issue of abortion already exist,

it should

seem natural to present people with abortion-related
messages,

as opposed to presenting a more obscure issue.

People should be relatively used to seeing and hearing
such messages.
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5.03 Participants
134 people participated in the main study.

All were

undergraduates at the University of Miami, Florida
International University (North Campus), and Broward
Community College.
Some of the students from the University of Miami
received extra credit for their participation.

Other

students from the University of Miami as well as students
at Broward Community College were enrolled in public
speaking courses and were given the questionnaire prior to
a lecture on persuasion research which included a
discussion of social judgment theory.

For these students,

the questionnaire was presented as pertinent to the
discussion of the day's topic.

Students at the University

of Miami and Broward Community College received no extra
credit for their participation.
Students at the North Campus of Florida International
University were enrolled in an educational psychology
class.

They were presented with the questionnaire on the

first day of the class.

The professor encouraged them to

participate by offering a few extra points of extra
credit.
Mean age for participants in the main study was 24.4
(SD = 7.17, N = 131) .

This mean is slightly higher than

what might be expected for a student population.

This

appears to be a result of where the sample was drawn.
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Broward Community College and Florida International
University both have quite a few “non-traditional
students."
Gender of participants in the main study was 61%
female and 39% male.

This distribution is slightly skewed

toward female respondents.

It appears to be a function of

the courses from which the sample was drawn, which were in
either speech communication or education.
Ethnic composition of the main study sample was 5 9%
Caucasian (non-Hispanic), 19% Hispanic,
American,

and 6% other.

Religious composition of the main

study sample was 39% Catholic,
and 17% other.

16% African-

21% Protestant,

For political ideology,

study sample was conservative,

18% Jewish,

34% of the main

33% moderate, and 33%

liberal.
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5.04 Materials
A.

Pre-Test
All pre-test,

stimulus, and post-test materials for

the pilot study can be seen in Appendix A.

Because a

number of changes were made in the questionnaire after the
pilot study, pre-test,

stimulus, and post-test materials

for the main study are included in Appendix B.
The section of the pre-test began with a consent
release form which also gave a general description of the
study.

The research project was described as concerned

with how people think about and recall things they have
read in newspaper articles.
After reading the consent release form, respondents
were asked general demographic questions.

Next they were

given a letter writing exercise in which they were asked
to pretend that they were explaining the abortion
controversy in the United States to a friend living in a
foreign country who was unfamiliar with it.

The open-

ended exercise was used to provide measures of
differentiation and integration on abortion issues.
Once respondents completed the letter-writing
exercise,

they were asked a series of true/false type

questions designed to measure their knowledge about
abortion issues.

The questions concerned a number of

topics relevant to abortion,
presidential election,

including activists,

the 1992

the year Roe v. Wade was passed,
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etc.

17 such questions were used in the pilot study.

14

were used in the main study.
Finally, respondents were given a series of sevenpoint agree-disagree attitudinal questions advocating a
variety of positions on abortion.

The original set of

five questions used in the pilot study was based on a
revised version of the Ordered Alternatives Scale
developed by Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord (1991).

In the

main study, two questions were added to the original five
(see discussion on scaling).
In the pilot study, the pre-test,

stimulus, and post-

test sections were in one stapled questionnaire.

For the

main study, the pre-test was stapled as a separate,
detached section.

B.

S timulus
The stimulus consisted of a fictitious newspaper

article about three candidates running for governor in a
primary for an unspecified party in an unspecified state.
The article was typeset so that it would look similar to
what would be found in the New York Times, though the name
of the paper was The Daily Journal.
The article stated that issues of national health
care and abortion were expected to be controversial topics
in the upcoming gubernatorial election.

As part of its

“Issues and Answers" series, run in conjunction with the
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League of Women Voters,

the newspaper article claimed to

be reprinting statements from all three of these
candidates on both issues.
The first statement made by each candidate was meant
to be consistent with “pro-life,” “neutral," and “pro-choice"
positions on abortion.

Although the names of the

candidates were fictional, all of the candidates'
statements were based on actual statements of position
made by different political candidates during debates
which had been presented on C-Span.

Because the

statements were based on actual political rhetoric,
hoped that they would seem realistic.

Nevertheless,

it was
the

statements were manipulated both in terms of length and
position in order to help create a balanced set of
stimuli.
Results from the pilot study revealed some problems
with the positions of the pro-choice and neutral
candidates' statements.

Consequently,

these statements

were revised for the main study.
Each statement of position on abortion was followed
by a separate statement on national health c a r e .

This

additional statement was meant to serve as a distractor so
that recall would not be made too easy afterwards.
The order of the stimulus messages was varied in the
pilot study.

Approximately half of the sample was

presented with the candidates'

statements in the following
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order: pro-choice, neutral,

and pro-life.

The other half

was presented with the reverse order.
A check was made for ordering effects by comparing
recall means from a particular candidate condition
obtained from two orders of presentation.

Means from each

of the two orders are presented in Table 5.01.
If a “learning effect” were present, we would expect
the means for the condition in which the candidate's
statement was presented last to be higher than the means
for the condition in which it was presented first.
alternative argument could be made, however.

An

Because the

questionnaire was quite long and involved, recall means
could also decrease when the candidate's statement is
presented last as respondents'

concentration lags.

Two-tailed independent samples t-tests showed no
statistically significant difference between means when
either the pro-choice
(t (62.45)

(£. (63) = .27, p < .79) or pro-life

= -.63, p < .53) candidate's statement was

presented first or last.10

A two-tailed t-test of recall

of the neutral candidate's statement did not reveal a
10
SPSS reports partial degrees of freedom for ttests in which variances are unequal.
All t-test results
whose degrees of freedom are followed b y a decimal point,
can be assumed to be based on t-values from unequal
variances. These results are reported only when Levene's
Test for Equality of Variances was not statistically
significant.
Conversely, all other t-test results whose
degrees of freedom are reported in whole numbers are based
on t-values from equal variances.
For these latter cases,
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances was found to be at
statistically significant levels.
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statistically significant difference either (£. (60.09)
.35, jd < .73) .

=

Because no appreciable ordering effect was

occurring in the pilot study, it was decided to present
statements in only one order in the main study: prochoice, neutral, pro-life.
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TABLE 5.01
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts of Recall of
All Three Candidates by Order of Presentation
(Pilot Study)

ORDER
1::PC-Neut-PL
Mean
CANDIDATE TYPE
Pro-Choice
Neutral
Pro-Life

.75
.75
.65

Std Dev

.18
.18
.21

2:PL-Neut-PC

Count

Mean

38
38
38

.74
.73
.69

Std Dev

.20
.22
.22

Count

33
33
33
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C.

Post-test
The post-test consisted of three sets of questions

which followed each candidate's statements.

Each set

provided measures for one of the dependent variables.
Recall was measured using 10 true/false questions
which referred to the basic factual content of the
candidates'

statements.

Each set of recall questions was

different for each of the candidates because each
candidate's statement was different.
As with the knowledge variable,

some of the recall

questions in the pilot study were found to have
reliability and variance problems in scale construction
from the pilot study results.

In addition,

some of the

questions from the pilot study were no longer applicable
once two of the three candidates' messages were revised
for the main study.

Thus, those recall questions which

were problematic were either revised or dropped from the
main study.
The second dependent variable of candidates' overall
message position was measured using a seven-point scale
with one being “strongly pro-life," seven being strongly
“pro-choice,” and four being “neutral.”
The third dependent variable of “specific judgments"
was measured by a series of seven-point Likert-type
questions.
candidates.

All questions were the same for each of three
They asked respondents to infer how much the
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candidate would support or oppose a specific abortionrelated policy such as second trimester abortions,
Catholic Church doctrine, etc.

the

None of the candidates'

messages directly addressed any of these policy or issue
matters,

so respondents were asked to make their “best

educated guess" as to where each of the candidates would
stand.
Most of the remaining judgment questions asked
respondents to rate the character of the candidate and of
his messages.

Two of these examined affective character

ratings of each of the candidates by asking respondents
how much they liked the candidate and how they would rate
the candidate's ability to handle the difficult politics
of abortion (competency).
In between the policy and character questions was a
question which was intended to address both.

This asked

respondents whether they believed the candidate seemed
ambivalent in his feelings about abortion.
At the end of each post-test section a third kind of
judgment question was asked.

This was intended to measure

respondents' voting preferences by asking whether they
would be inclined to vote for the candidate whose
statement they had just read.
The last section of the post-test contained an
additional set of follow-up questions.

These asked

respondents to describe what they thought the purpose of
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the study was and to indicate which one of the three
candidates used aa message which was artificially created
for purposes of the experiment.
experiment.
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5.05 Procedures
All main study questionnaires were administered to
students in classrooms.

Before the questionnaires were

handed out, students were given a general introduction to
the research topic and encouraged to participate in the
study.

They were also asked to sign a consent release

form at the beginning of the questionnaire in order to be
in compliance with the University of Pennsylvania's Human
Subjects Committee.

Finally, students were also

encouraged to ask questions, if they had any, before the
study began.
After the introduction, students were also given a
set of instructions about the questionnaire.

First, they

were told that the reading sections of the questionnaire
would be timed but that the times should allow them to
read at a comfortable pace.

Second,

they were asked not

to move ahead to another section until the researcher
instructed them to do so.

Finally,

third, they were told

not to go back to previous sections.

All of these oral

instructions were also in the text of the questionnaire.
The pre-test took approximately 15-20 minutes to
complete.

Each of the three subsections which followed,

consisting of a candidate's statement,

recall and judgment

questions, took approximately 10 more minutes to complete.
Total questionnaire completion time was about 4 5-50
minutes.

Total time for administering the experiment,
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from the introduction and general instructions given at
the beginning, distributing, completing, and collecting
all sections of the questionnaire,

to debriefing at the

end was approximately one hour.
Students were debriefed on the purpose of the
experiment after they turned in their questionnaire. This
usually only took a few additional minutes.

Some of the

experiments were administered to classes on public
speaking,

in which case students were debriefed as part of

the lecture given afterwards on social judgment theory.
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5.06
A.

Scaling

Independent Variables

Knowl edge
The knowledge pre-test of the main study consisted of
14 true/false questions.

In order to construct a

knowledge scale, individual questions were first inspected
for variance.

At worst, a couple of the knowledge

questions split with about 8 0% of the respondents
answering either correctly or incorrectly.

Although a

little high, these questions still seemed to have enough
variance to include them in the knowledge scale.

As a

result, no questions were dropped from the scale using the
variance criterion.
Afterwards, an inter-item reliability analysis was
conducted to determine if any knowledge variables were
negatively correlated with the scale.

Questions five,

eight, and thirteen appeared to be bringing down the alpha
for the scale and, so, these were removed.

Eleven items

remained.
Reliability of the knowledge scale was measured by
using a split alpha procedure.

First,

items from the

knowledge scale were randomly assigned to two sub-scales.
Then, reliability of the two sub-scales was calculated
using Cronbach's alpha.

This split alpha procedure

yielded an alpha of .47 for the knowledge scale.
this alpha value is low,

it is difficult,

Although

to obtain high
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levels of reliability with a knowledge test in which
categorical variables are used.
Respondents from the main study were divided into two
levels of knowledge at approximately the median score of
.55.

51.1% of respondents were placed in the “low

knowledge” group while 48.9% were placed in the “high
knowledge" g r o u p .

Differentiation
The differentiation measure was based on scoring
rules originally developed by Crockett et a l . (1974)

for

interpersonal cognitive complexity research (see Appendix
C).

A training manual was then developed applying these

rules to the scoring of constructs from the pre-test
letter writing exercise about the issue of abortion

(see

Appendix D ) .
Three coders were used to count the number of
abortion constructs in the letter-writing exercise.
Reliability of the coders'

scores was checked at the

beginning, middle, and end of the coding project using
Krippendorff1s alpha for interval scales.

In each case,

seven letters were drawn from the sample and scores were
compared on each.
the beginning,

The reliability alphas measured .88 at

.76 in the middle, and

differentiation coding.

.93 at the end of

All were at acceptable levels.
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Individual scores of differentiation were calculated
by taking the mean of whatever scores had been given by
the coders.

The frequency distribution of individual

scores for the main study and pilot study showed the
widest range of any of the cognitive complexity measures.

Integration
Scoring for integration involved the use of Tetlock
and Hannum's

(1993) Integrative Complexity Coding Manual.

A summary of Tetlock and Hannum's manual is presented in
Appendix E .
Training for coding of integration did not begin
until coding of differentiation had been completed. The
coders used to score for integration were the same as
those used to code for differentiation.

Procedures for

establishing inter-coder reliability for the integration
measure were the same as those used for the
differentiation measure.
Coding for integration did not begin until
reliability was acceptable.

After several false starts,

inter-coder reliability using Krippendorff's reliability
alpha for interval scales reached .95.
Individual scores for integration were calculated by
taking the mean of scores assigned by the coders.
Splitting respondents by levels of integration in the main
study was

difficult.

Nearly 25% of all respondents'
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letters were rated at a level of four in integrative
complexity.

Because four was also the median score,

this

clustering of respondents would then have to be shifted to
one side or the other of the actual dividing score used
for re-coding the integration variable.
Schroder, Driver, and Streufert

(1967) did not

consider a score of four to be indicative of high
integration

(pp. 14-23; 186-189) and on that basis,

it was

decided to place all respondents with a score of 4.06 and
below into the “low integration" category.

All respondents

above this score were therefore considered “high
integration."

The result was a rather uneven distribution

of respondents in the two categories.

66% of the

respondents were grouped as “low" whereas 34% were grouped
as “high."

ACtitudinal Position
Because reliability of the attitudinal scale was
found to be low in the pilot study, two additional items
were added to measure attitude in the main study.

These

two questions used language different from the scale
developed by Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord (19 91) upon which
the original attitude questions were based.

Each took

positions consistent with the most basic tenets of either
pro-life or pro-choice positions.
that “Life begins at conception.”

Question three stated
Question five stated
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that “The decision about whether to have an abortion must
be left up to the mother."
Scale reliability was checked using all seven
attitudinal questions.

Based on Varimax Rotated Factor

Matrix results presented in Table 5.02, it was found that
the question seeking to measure strength of attitude
commitment

(question four) did not belong with the others

in the scale.

Once the middle question was removed from

the attitudinal scale, only one factor emerged.
Eigenvalue of that single factor was 2.89.
alpha for the six item attitudinal scale was

The

Cronbach's
.78.

With individual attitudinal position scores
calculated, respondents were divided into three groups
whose intervals in the seven-point scale were of
approximately equal size.

Mean scores for pro-life

respondents ranged from 1 to 3.16 inclusive.

Mean scores

for the neutral respondents ranged from 3.17 to 4.83
inclusive.

Finally, mean scores for pro-choice

respondents ranged from 4.84 to 7 inclusive.

The

percentage breakdown of respondents by these three
categories was not quite even.
pro-life,

28.4% of the sample was

34.3% neutral, and 37.7% pro-choice.
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TABLE 5.02
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix Results
from Attitudinal Position Items (Main Study)
Factor
Abortion 1st 6 mos.? (Ql)
No Abortions Ever? (Q2)
Life at conception? (Q3)
Difficult to decide? (Q4)
Mother's choice? (Q5)
State funded abortions? (Q6)
Strict limits? (Q7)

.74
.80
.54
.19
.77
.54
.60

1

Factor
-.10
.09
.62
-.90
-.01
.09
.42
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Comparison of All Independent Variables
Appendix F presents correlations between independent
variables in the pilot study and in the main study.

None

of the complexity variables were correlated at significant
levels with attitudinal position in the main study.

Thus,

as can also be seen in Tables 5.03, 5.04, and 5.05,
comparisons between attitudinal position and each of the
cognitive complexity variables in the main study are
orthogonal.
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TABLE 5.03
Crosstabs of Respondents' Level of Knowledge
by Attitudinal Position (Main Study)
KNOWLEDGE LEVEL
Count
R'S OWN
POSITION

Low

High

(.09-.55)

(.56-.91)

Row
Total

Pro-Life

(1.0-3.16)

19

18

37
27.8

Neutral

(3.17-4.83)

26

20

46
34.6

Pro-Choice

(4.84-7.0)

23

27

50
37. 6

68
51.1

65
48. 9

133
100. 0

Column
Total

Number of Missing Observations:

1

TABLE 5.04
Crosstabs of Respondents' Level of Differentiation
by Attitudinal Position (Main Study)
DIFFERENTIATION LEVEL
Count
R'S OWN
POSITION

Low

High

(1.0-9.00)

(9.01-28.5)

Row
Total

Pro-Life

(1.0-3.16)

17

21

38
28.8

Neutral

(3.17-4.83)

30

14

44
33.3

Pro-Choice

(4.84-7.0)

22

28

50
37. 9

69
52.3

63
47.7

132
100.0

Column
Total

Number of Missing Observations:

2
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TABLE 5.05
Crosstabs of Respondents1 Level of Integration
by Attitudinal Position (Main Study)
INTEGRATION LEVEL
Count
R'S OWN
POSITION

Low

High

(1.0-4.05)

(4.06-7.0)

Row
Total

Pro-Life

(1.0-3.16)

24

14

38
28.8

Neutral

(3.17-4.83)

33

11

44
33 .3

Pro-Choice

(4.84-7.0)

30

20

50
37.9

87
65.9

45
34.1

132
100.0

Column
Total

Number of Missing Observations:

2
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B.

Stimulus
The three candidates' statements were to represent

positions of “somewhat pro-choice"
“somewhat pro-life"

(6) , “neutral"

(2) on a seven-point scale.

(4) , and
Position

of each of the three candidates was inferred on the basis
of ratings by the neutral respondents who were either high
or low in knowledge.

Knowledge was the only cognitive

complexity variable selected in this analysis because the
other two variables, differentiation and integration, had
not yet been coded.

Neutral respondents' ratings of the

three candidates in the pilot study can be found in Table
5 .06.
Results in the table suggest, no matter which rating
is used by the neutral group,

that the pro-choice

candidate is too close to the neutral point on the scale.
The ambivalence expressed by the candidate about abortion,
as is common in pro-choice rhetoric,
the problem.

appears to have been

The candidate's claim of personal opposition

to abortion seems to have been noted at the expense of his
other claims of support for a woman's right to choose.
a result,

it was necessary to

rewrite the pro-choice

candidate's statement of position on abortion, giving
greater emphasis to a woman's right to choose and
downplaying the candidate's personal opposition to
abortion.
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As

As the results in the table also suggest, neutral
respondents tend to place the neutral candidate at nearly
the same position on the scale as that of the pro-choice
candidate-

Although the neutral candidate's statement was

generally vague and noncommittal,

he did criticize the

tactics of extremists on the pro-life side without doing
the same for extremists on the pro-choice side.

This lack

of balance may have contributed to the perception that the
candidate had a pro-choice bias.
made in the neutral candidate's
bias in the main study.

Two major changes were
statement to remove this

First, the candidate made more

decisive claims about people wanting a middle position on
abortion.

Second, he criticized extremists on both sides

of the debate, pro-life and pro-choice.
In contrast to the
neutral

candidates, the

ratings of the pro-choice and
ratings given by neutral

respondents of the pro-life candidate were roughly where
it was hoped they would b e : close to the mark of two or
“somewhat pro-life."

As a result,

no revisions were made

in the statement of the pro-life candidate for the main
study.
Table 5.07 shows neutral respondents' ratings of the
three candidates' overall position in the main study.

As

the means in Table 5.07 suggest, none of the ratings of
the three candidates is quite at its ideal of either six,
four, or two.

But are the ratings given close enough?
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McNemar

(1969) provides a formula to compare obtained

means with hypothetical or ideal means:
represents the actual mean.

(M - Mh)/SM = z.

M

Mh is the hypothetical mean

and SM is the standard deviation from the actual mean
divided by the square root of the number of c a s e s .

The

resulting z. score is then checked in a table to determine
if the difference is statistically significant

(McNemar,

1969, pp. 85-86).
Whether the z. scores are calculated using all neutral
respondents'

ratings of the three candidates

(z. (46) = -

.47, p < .35; z. (46) = 1.29, p < .17; and z. (46) = -.28, p
< .38 for the pro-choice, neutral, and pro-life
candidate's statements respectively)
of high knowledge neutral respondents

or just the ratings
(z. (20) = .19, p <

.39; z (20) = 1.05, p < .23; and z (20) = 1.12, p < .21)
or low knowledge neutral respondents

(z. (26) = -.70, p <

.31; z. (26) = .85, p < .28; and z. (26) = .41, p <

.37),

none shows the differences between any of the means
obtained and the hypothetical means to be statistically
significant.

Thus, the messages in the stimulus for main

study were considered balanced.
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TABLE 5.06
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts of Neutral Respondents'
Ratings of All Three Candidates by Level of Knowledge (Pilot Study)
Knowledge

Group Total

Low
Mean
CANDIDATE TYPE
Pro-Choice
Neutral
Pro-Life

4. 60
4.89
1.67

Std Dev

2. 76
1.17
.50

High
Count

Mean

4.78
4.44
2.75

11
11
11

Std Dev

2. 86
.88
1.98

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

9
9
9

4.68
4 .67
2.18

2.73
1.03
1.47

20
20
20

TABLE 5.07
Means , Standard Deviations, and Counts of Neutral Respondents 1
Ratings of All Three Candidates by Level of Knowledge (Main Study)
Knowledge

Group Total

Low
Mean
CANDIDATE TYPE
Pro-Choice
Neutral
Pro-Life

5.81
4.23
2.15

Std Dev

1.39
1.39
1. 91

High
Count

26
26
26

Mean

6. 05
4.20
1. 65

Std Dev

1.15
.83
1.39

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

20
20
20

5.91
4.22
1. 93

1.28
1.17
1. 70

46
46
46

C.

Dependent Variables

Recall
Selection of items for the recall scales proceeded as
it had for construction of the knowledge scales.

Items

were inspected for variance and correlation with the
overall scale.

Items which fell short of either or both

of these criteria were then eliminated from the scale.
An additional recall scale was created by calculating
the mean of all three candidates' scales combined.
Because this last scale contained scores from every
candidate condition and weighted all of them evenly,
effects which might arise from differences in the position
of the respondent and position of the candidate would
cancel each other o u t .
Scale construction for recall of the pro-choice
candidate's statement went fairly smoothly.

Questions

two, three, and ten were eliminated because they had too
little variance in responses and because they were weakly
correlated with the rest of the items in the scale.
Reliability for the seven remaining items using the split
alpha procedure was

.62 (Cronbach's alpha).

Zero to two

cases were missing in the individual items of the scale.
As long as respondents answered at least six of the seven
questions,

their mean recall score was calculated.

This

criterion resulted in retention of 133 out of 134 cases.
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Scale construction for recall of the neutral and pro
life candidates' statements proved more difficult than it
had been the pro-choice candidate's statement.
neutral candidate scale,

four questions

For the

(one, two, six,

and seven) were removed for lack of variance.

In

addition, question ten was removed because it was
negatively correlated (-.37) with the rest of the items in
the scale.

With only five items left in the scale,

it was

therefore not too surprising that reliability using the
split alpha procedure would not be at a desirable level
either:

.25 (Cronbach's a l p h a ) .

Because only five items

were used in the neutral candidate's scale, cases would be
included only if all five questions were answered.
of the five items had any missing cases,

None

so all 134

respondents had a mean recall score calculated for the
neutral candidate1s statement.
Problems in construction of the recall scale for the
pro-life candidate condition in the main study were
slightly different from what they were for the neutral
candidate.

Only one item, question eight, had too little

variance to be included in the pro-life candidate scale.
Six of the remaining nine items had negative correlations
with the scale.

Questions two, seven,

and ten were

eliminated because they had the strongest negative
correlations.

Having already eliminated four items from

the scale, size of the scale started to become a concern.
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Of the remaining three items with negative correlations,
only one

(question one) was found to bring about any

substantial jump in alpha level when it was removed and,
so, it was.

Cronbach's alpha for the scale using the

splitting procedure was at .36, also quite low.
case

Only one

(in question five) was missing from any of the five

items left for construction of the pro-life candidate
scale.

The criteria for calculating individual recall

scores of the pro-life candidate were the same as those
used for the neutral candidate just described.

Thus, one

respondent's mean recall score for the pro-life
candidate's statement was not calculated out of possible
134 cases.
Table 5.08 presents summary statistics for each of
the recall scales.

As can be seen, statistics for recall

in the pro-choice, neutral, and pro-life candidate
conditions are all rather similar.

Standard deviations

suggest the possibility of a “ceiling effect" in every
scale except that used for all candidates combined.
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Table 5.08
Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges, and Counts for Recall
Scales in Pro-Choice, Neutral, Pro-Life, and
All Candidates Conditions (Main Study)

CANDIDATE TYPE
Pro-Choice
Neutral
Pro-Life
All

Mean

Std Dev

.69
.67
.64
.67

.20
.19
.22
.14

Range

.14
.00
.00
.25

-

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

Count

133
134
133
134
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Candidate's Overall Position
For ratings of the candidates' overall position on
abortion,

the item served as the scale.

The direction and

magnitude of this scale are consistent with those used in
the scale for attitudinal position.

For example,

seven on

the overall position scale indicated “strongly pro-choice"
whereas a one indicated “strongly pro-life," and so forth.
No cases were missing in any of the candidate conditions
for judgment of overall position.

Specific Judgments
16 questions were asked in the main study to
determine how respondents made specific judgments of the
three candidates with respect to policy issues, character,
and voting.

Using seven-point agree-disagree scales,

the

specific judgment questions for the main study are
presented in Appendix B.

Broadly speaking, these

questions can be put into three general categories.

The

first nine questions asked respondents to make inferences
about how the candidate would stand on different abortion
policy issues.

All but one of the remaining questions

asked respondents to judge the character of the
candidates.

Some of these questions referred to the

character of the rhetoric used to represent the candidates
and were meant to serve as internal checks.

Other

questions referred to the candidates themselves: whether
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they seemed ambivalent or willing to compromise, and
whether they seemed likable and competent.

Finally,

the

last question asked respondents whether they would vote
for the candidate.
As with the dependent variable of judgment of overall
position,

it could be argued that each specific judgment

question represents its own scale.

However,

the number of

specific judgment questions asked makes it unlikely that
all are measuring something different.

Thus, a factor

analysis was conducted for each of the judgment questions
in each of the candidate conditions in order to determine
if any sub-scales could be created.
Each factor analysis of judgment questions used the
Principle Components method with a Varimax Rotated Factor
Matrix.

If the loading of a particular item was more than

approximately .60 under a particular factor,
inspections were made.

then further

First, other loadings under the

same factor were inspected to determine if other variables
also appeared to be part of the same factor.

If a

particular combination was found, then it was compared
with the factor
conditions.

loadings in the other candidate

In some cases, the same items were

found

under the same factor with still other judgment questions
loading onto it.

These other questions were not examined

for further use

in a sub-scale, however, unless

they

appeared in the

same combination under each candidate
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condition.

Thus, the criterion of consistency between

candidate conditions was an important determinant of
whether questions would be kept together for a possible
sub-scale.

If the same set of factors appeared under the

same factors in each candidate condition,

then the content

of the items was inspected to

see if the questions seemed

to go together conceptually.

If the questions seemed to

have commonality both statistically in the factor analyses
in each of the candidate conditions and conceptually, then
a sub-scale was created.
Of all results from the Varimax

Rotated Factor

Matrices, the most consistent was that judgment questions
11, 12, and 13 seemed to belong together as one factor.
As Table 5.0 9 reveals, the loadings under this one factor
were quite strong in all candidate conditions.
These loadings also made sense from a conceptual
standpoint.

Each was asking respondents to assess the

effectiveness of the candidates' statement in terms of its
clarity (question 11), ease of understanding
12) , and certainty of position

(question

(question 13) .

Thus, each

of these questions was combined to form a "statement
effectiveness" sub-scale.

The reliability of the

“statement effectiveness” sub-scale was at acceptable
levels in each of the candidate conditions.
alpha for the sub-scale was

.83,

Cronbach's

.87, and .80 in the pro-
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choice, neutral, and pro-life candidate conditions
respectively.
Two policy items which seemed to go together
consistently in the factor loadings were questions five
and eight.

These asked respondents whether they thought

the candidate would support distribution of condoms in
high school

(question five) and favor the funding for

programs to teach sex education in junior high and high
schools

(question eight) .

Conceptually,

these questions also seemed to belong

together under the rubric of “teen sex policy.”

Table 5.10

shows the factor loadings for these two items.

Again, all

of these loadings are reasonably high in all candidate
conditions.
Cronbach's alpha level was not as high for some of
the individual “teen sex policy” sub-scales as it had been
for the other sub-scale just described.
found to be

.58,

Alpha levels were

.74, and .70 for the pro-choice, neutral,

and pro-life candidate condition respectively.

Thus, the

reliability for the sub-scale of “teen sex policy" in the
pro-choice candidate condition is low but acceptable.
Finally, one other possible sub-scale appeared in the
main study.

This consisted of two other policy items

which asked respondents whether they thought the candidate
would support abortion in the first trimester

(question

six) and in the second trimester (question three).
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Together,

these questions could be considered a measure of

the candidate's overall permissiveness of abortion.
The factor loadings presented in Table 5.11 suggest
that the first and second trimester questions are under
one factor.

However,

inspection of Cronbach's alpha for

each of the sub-scales reveals a problem.

In the pro-

choice candidate condition, the sub-scale alpha was found
to be .45, which is a bit low.

Sub-scale alphas for the

neutral and pro-life candidates were somewhat higher and
at acceptable levels though (.70 and .60 respectively).
Based on these mixed results,

it was decided to create the

abortion permissiveness sub-scale anyway, despite the
slightly low Cronbach alpha in the pro-choice candidate
condition.

From a conceptual standpoint,

it seemed as

though these questions ought to be placed together, even
if the evidence in favor of this conclusion was mixed in
the pro-choice candidate condition.
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TABLE 5.09
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix Loadings for Specific Judgment Questions
on “Statement Effectiveness" by Candidate Type (Main Study)
Candidate Type
Pro-Choice
Factor Loading
QUESTION
Clear? (Qll)
Understandable? (Q12)
Certainty? (Q13)

.82
.84
.72

to
o
oo

Neutral
Factor Loading

.72
.72
.80

Pro-Life
Factor Loading

.75
.73
.79

TABLE 5.10
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix Loadings for Specific Judgment Questions
on “Teen Sex Policy" by Candidate Type (Main Study)
Candidate Type
Pro-Choice
Factor Loading
QUESTION
Condoms in HS? (Q5)
Sex Ed? (Q12)

.75
83

Neutral
Factor Loading

.75
.68

Pro-Life
Factor Loading

.85
.77
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TABLE 5.11
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix Loadings for Specific Judgment Questions
on “Abortion Permissiveness" by Candidate Type (Main Study)
Candidate Type
Pro-Choice
Factor Loading
QUESTION
First Trimester? (Q6)
Second Trimester? (Q3)

to
o
U)

.75
.77

Neutral
Factor Loading

.83
.84

Pro-Life
Factor Loading

.70
.86

CHAPTER 6
Results: Impact of Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, and Candidates' Overall Stated
Positions on Recall
6.01 Hypothesis Tests1*
A.

Introduction
One way to explore the judgment process is through

what an audience recalls from the information it is being
asked to judge.

Because this dissertation is broadly

concerned with accuracy,

recall will also be

conceptualized in terms of accuracy here.

Accurate recall

will then be measured by retention of uncontroversial
pieces of factual information.
In order to explore how the recall part of the
judgment process is influenced by the factors assumed to
be predictive for the primary research question of this
dissertation, a subsidiary research question will be
asked:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall
stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) affect accuracy or distortion of basic
factual information recalled from those same
Candidates' statements?
Based on a review and synthesis of research on political
sophistication
1964; Luskin,

(e.g., Campbell et a l ., I960; Converse,
1987; Neuman,

1986; Sniderman, Brody, and

For reasons having to do with balance of the
stimuli and sample size, only main study results will be
presented here and discussed later.
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Tetlock,

1991) and cognitive complexity,

interpersonal
O'Keefe,

both

(e.g., Delia, 1976; Delia, B. O'Keefe and D.

1982; B. O'Keefe and Delia,

(e.g., Tetlock,

1982) and political

1979; 1981a; 1981b; 1983; 1984), a

hypothesis was proposed that increases in a person's
cognitive complexity about a given political issue will
lead to increases in recall of basic factual information
from related messages.

Because schema research makes

conflicting predictions about how respondents' own
attitudinal position will affect recall
Read, and Kenny,

(e.g., Berman,

1983; Cantor and Mischel,

1977; Cohen,

1981; Hamilton and Gifford, 1976; Hastie and Kumar,
O'Sullivan and Durso,
Srull,

1979;

1984; Rothbart and Evans, 1979;

1981; Srull, Lichtenstein, and Rothbart, 1985;

Tsujimoto,

1978; and Zadny and Gerard,

1974), effects from

these other two factors, whether separate,

in combination

with each other, or in combination with cognitive
complexity, were not hypothesized.

Accordingly, this part

of the research question was left open-ended for data
exploration.
Three different measures of cognitive complexity were
used: knowledge,

differentiation, and integration.

The

dependent measure consisted of recall scales based on the
number of correct responses given to questions about basic
factual information contained in the candidates'
statements.

A detailed discussion of how the independent
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and dependent variables for the first hypothesis were
measured can be found in the chapter on methodology.
Selecting statistical tests for the first hypothesis
involved consideration of not only what would present the
most easily interpretable results but also of how these
results could be compared with those obtained from the
other two research questions.

Because ANOVA techniques

will be used for answering the other two research
questions, comparison of group means was also used for the
first hypothesis.'2
Because the first hypothesis involves comparison of
only two sets of means
complexity measure)

("high" vs. “low" for any cognitive

and also predicts the direction of

those two means, one-tailed, independent samples t-tests
are most appropriate.

Mean recall scores for each of the

cognitive complexity variables can be seen in Table 6.01.

B.

Results
Table 6.01 shows that mean scores for all candidate

conditions are in the hypothesized direction.

People who

are high in cognitive complexity have higher recall scores
than people who are low on cognitive complexity, no matter
which measure is used.

12
Although simple correlations retain the full
range of scoring, the R2 values of significant simple
regression equations for testing the first hypothesis were
all quite low, ranging from .00 to .06. These values
hardly improved when nonlinear transformations were used.
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One-tailed t-tests of mean recall scores from the
knowledge variable were significant in the pro-choice
(130) = -2.33, p <.01), pro-life

(£. (130) = -1.86, p <

.03) and “all” candidates conditions
.00) .13

(t.

(£. (131) = -2.95, p <

A one-tailed t-test for the neutral candidate

condition just missed statistical significance(t

(130.67)

= -1.54, p < .06) .14
One-tailed t-tests for recall scores from the
differentiation variable were also significant.
Statistically significant results were obtained in the
pro-choice

(£. (128.54)

= -1.89, p < .03), pro-life

(t

(128.99) = -2.52, p < .00), and all candidates conditions
(t (127.30) = -2.97, p < .00).
the knowledge variable,

As was also the case with

results in the neutral candidate

condition were not statistically significant,

though they

Recall scales for each of the candidates were
different because the factual information contained in each
of their statements was also different.
All scales were
based on true/false questions.
None of the scales used all
items included in the questionnaires.
Mean recall was
calculated by dividing the number of correct responses by
the total number of responses given.
The “all" candidates
scale consisted of the mean of all responses from the three
recall scales combined.
i4
SPSS reports partial degrees of freedom for ttests in which variances are unequal.
All t-test results
whose degrees of freedom are followed by a decimal point
can be assumed to be based on t-values from unequal
variances. These results are reported only when L e v e n e 's
Test for Equality of Variances was not statistically
significant.
Conversely, all other t-test results with
degrees of freedom reported in whole numbers are based on
t-values from equal variances.
For these latter cases,
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances was found to be at
statistically significant levels.
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were not far off from being so (£. (128.96)

= -1.32, £ <

.09) .
Based on results from one-tailed t-tests, the
knowledge and differentiation variables seem equally
successful at producing statistically significant results.
Both produced significant results in three of the four
candidate conditions.

In the other condition

(neutral

candidate), their results were not quite significant, but
they indicate a trend.
Results from one-tailed t-tests of the recall scores
for the integration variable were not quite as strong as
they were for the other two cognitive complexity
variables.

The only statistically significant result was

in the all candidates condition
.04).

(t (130) = -1.75, £ <

Results were near significance in the pro-choice

(129) = -1.37, p .09) and neutral
.06) candidate conditions.

(t.

(t (130) = -1.6, p <

Results in the remaining p r o 

life candidate condition were above the .10 probability
level

(£. (86.03) = -.57, p < .29).
On the whole,

the integration variable seems less

successful at producing statistically significant results
than either the knowledge or differentiation variables.
Only one significant result was generated using the
integration variable.

Nevertheless,

two other conditions

produced nearly significant results, whereas only one
other condition was clearly non-significant.

Thus, even
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the integration variable is relatively successful at
producing results,

though not quite as much as the other

two cognitive complexity measures.
In all but one case, one-tailed t-tests for the first
hypothesis using all three cognitive complexity variables
were statistically significant or nearly so.

In all

cases, the mean scores upon which the tests were made were
consistent with the direction predicted by the first
hypothesis.

Thus, at this level of analysis,

there seems

to be solid evidence that recall is positively related to
cognitive complexity.
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TABLE 6.01
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts: Cognitive
Complexity by Recall for Each and All
Candidate Conditions
Cognitive Complexity
Low
Mean

Std Dev

High
Count

Mean

Std Dev

Count

KNOWLEDGE
CANDIDATE POSITION
Pro-Choice
.65
Neutral
.65
Pro-Life
.60
All
.63

.21
.20
.20
.14

68
68
68
68

.73
.70
.67
.70

.18
.18
.24
.12

65
65
65
65

.21
.21
.22
.15

69
69
69
69

.72
.70
.68
.70

.19
.17
.21
.12

63
63
63
63

.22
.21
.22
.15

87
87
87
87

.72
.72
.65
.69

.17
.15
.23
.11

45
45
45
45

DIFFERENTIATION
CANDIDATE POSITION
Pro-Choice
.65
.66
Neutral
Pro-Life
.59
All
.63
INTEGRATION
CANDIDATE POSITION
.67
Pro-Choice
Neutral
.66
Pro-Life
.63
All
.65
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6.02 Results: Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, Candidates' Stated
Position, and Recall
A.

Background
Attitudinal position of the respondent could affect

message recall in at least two possible ways.

Respondents

whose own attitudinal position is the same as the position
being taken by the candidate in his message could have an
advantage in recall, compared with those respondents whose
positions are different from that taken by the candidate.
When the position of the candidate is the same as that of
the respondent and the respondent is uncertain about how
to answer a particular recall question,

the respondent

could fall back on her familiarity with her own position
to answer the question.

If the respondent's expectations,

based on her own position, are consistent with the
position taken by the candidate,

she will be afforded an

advantage because she is able to draw on her own
experience in ways which respondents whose positions
differ cannot.

In short, this example suggests that as

distance of attitudinal position between candidate and
respondent widens, accuracy of recall will lessen.
An alternative argument about the role of attitudinal
position can also be made.

Suppose, for example, a

respondent reads a candidate's statement of position which
is similar, but not identical,

to his own position.

As he

reads the statement, he might then erroneously infer that
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the candidate's position is identical to his in every
respect,

in which case the closeness of position might

lead to inaccurate recall.

Conversely, a respondent whose

own attitudinal position is opposite to that of the
candidate might have the greatest advantage in recalling
information about the candidate's statement because it
defies her own set of expectations and she therefore pays
special attention to it.

In this example,

the greater the

distance between position of the respondent and the
candidate,

the greater the chances for accurate recall

will be.
Schema research would describe the first example as
an instance of "schema-consistent” recall.

The second

example would be described as a case of “schema inconsistent" recall.

Sometimes schema-consistent

information is recalled with greater accuracy than schemainconsistent information, whereas other times the reverse
is true
Mischel,

(e.g., Berman, Read, and Kenny,
1977; Cohen,

1983; Cantor and

1981; Hamilton and Gifford,

Hastie and Kumar, 1979; O'Sullivan and Durso,

1976;

1984;

Rothbart and Evans, 1979; Srull, 1981; Srull,
Lichtenstein, and Rothbart,
Zadny and Gerard,

1974).

1985; Tsujimoto,

1978; and

Regardless of which set of

predictions from schema research is correct, both suggest
that attitudinal position has effects on recall, and so
these effects should be tested.
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Two-way ANOVAs of respondents' own attitudinal
position by each cognitive complexity variable would
obviate false inferences about relations among the
different dependent measures.

However, using such two-way

ANOVAs also has at least one disadvantage over MANOVAs:
manning a number of separate tests could lead to inflation
of significant findings.

Although inflation of

significance is a legitimate concern, only 12 separate
ANOVAs will be run, which when using a .05 probability
level would predict that only little more than half
of one result would be due to random error.

(.6)

Accordingly,

separate two-way ANOVAs make the most sense for analysis
of how respondents'

own attitudinal position,

complexity, and candidates'

cognitive

overall stated positions

affect recall.15

'3
Because no particular hypothesis was made about
how attitudinal position would influence recall, a
statistical technique which is more open-ended than the
one-tailed t-test is required.
Initially, MANOVAs would
seem to make the most sense for post hoc data analysis
here.
The advantages of such a technique would be that
all dependent measures for the different candidate
conditions could be compared simultaneously.
However,
because each candidate made different statements about
abortion, the questions used to measure recall of the
basic factual content of these statements were also
necessarily different.
Thus, a MANOVA in which all of the
candidate recall conditions for one cognitive complexity
variable were placed together would lead to false
inferences about the relation among the dependent
measures. Another kind of statistical technique therefore
seemed necessary.
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Having selected two-way ANOVAs as the appropriate
post hoc statistical technique, post hoc t-tests can also
be used when questions about differences between two
particular sets of means arise.

But only Tukey-B and

Tukey-HSD tests will be used when asking such questions so
that significance from making many individual comparisons
will not be too inflated.'5

B.

Statistical Tests
Effects from attitudinal position on recall were

quite common.

Attitudinal position and cognitive

complexity were found to co-occur as main effects in the
pro-choice candidate condition when the knowledge variable
was used (E (2, 131) = 3.51, p < .03 for attitude; F (1,
131) = 4.79, p < .03 for knowledge)

and in the neutral

candidate condition when the integration variable was used
(F (2, 131) = 2.68, p < .07 for attitude; and F (1, 131)
2.84, p < .09 for integration).

Mean scores from the two-

way ANOVAs in the pro-choice candidate condition with the
knowledge variable are presented in Table 6.02.

Mean

scores for the attitudinal position by integration ANOVA
(neutral candidate condition)

=

can be found in Table 6.03.

iS
Results from Scheffe tests will not be
considered in depth here because none were significant at
the .05 level.
Although Tukey-B and Tukey-HSD tests did
produce results at the .05 level, these results must be
viewed with some caution because they are less
conservative.
Nevertheless, these two tests can be
helpful in identifying trends.
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No other possible dual main effects were found in the
attitudinal position by knowledge, differentiation, or
integration ANOVAs.
Attitudinal position was also found to serve as a
main effect on its own without F-tests for any of the
cognitive complexity variables appearing at or near levels
of statistical significance.
condition,

In the pro-choice candidate

attitudinal position was found to be a

statistically significant factor in two-way ANOVAs when
either the differentiation (F (2, 130) = 3 . 4 3 ,

p < .04) or

integration variable was used (F (2, 13 0) = 3 . 5 2 , p <
.03).

Attitudinal position was also found to serve as a

singular main effect in the neutral candidate condition in
ANOVAs with either the knowledge or differentiation
variables,
levels

though not quite at statistically significant

(F (2, 132) = 2.80, p < .06; and (F (2, 131) =

2.61, p < .08, respectively).
Table 6.04 shows mean scores for separate attitudinal
position effects when the missing knowledge or
differentiation and integration cases are filtered out in
the pro-choice candidate and all other candidate
conditions,

including those results which were not

statistically significant.17

The patterns of means in

17
Filtering out missing cases refers to the
process whereby means are generated in the attitudinal
position by cognitive complexity ANOVAs or MANOVAs. In
the main study and pilot study, there were always more
cases for the attitudinal position variable than for any
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Table 6.04 are generally similar to those presented in
Tables 6.02 and 6.03.
None of the separate two-way ANOVAs produced
interaction effects in either the individual or all
candidate conditions when the knowledge, differentiation,
or integration variable was used in combination with the
attitudinal position variable.

The probability levels for

all of the interaction F-tests were generally quite low.
None fell below .10.
Although no significant effects were found in the
Scheffe post hoc tests, two slightly less conservative
post hoc tests, the Tukey-HSD (“honestly significant
difference”) and Tukey-B, did reveal some significant
differences for recall in the pro-choice candidate
condition.

When the attitudinal position factor was

of the cognitive complexity variables. This meant that
mean attitudinal scores were limited by the number of
available cognitive complexity cases.
In addition, the
missing cases for the knowledge variable were not
necessarily for the same respondents as the missing
differentiation and integration c ases. The number of
missing cases for the differentiation and integration
cases was always the same because scores for the two
variables were based on the availability of the same
written exercise.
Because the number of missing cases is
different for the two sets of variables, it is necessary
to select out or “filter” those missing cases when
presenting attitudinal position means from a particular
ANOVA or MANOVA (e.g., attitudinal position by knowledge).
When the different sets of mean scores are compared in
Table 6.04, it can be seen that mean scores shift slightly
depending on which missing cases are selected out.
Thus,
showing means based only on attitudinal position cases
would not be presenting the means which are used in the
attitudinal position by cognitive complexity ANOVAs.
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combined with the knowledge factor, means of the high
knowledge pro-choice group and the low knowledge neutral
group, were found to differ in recall of the pro-choice
candidate in both the Tukey-HSD and Tukey-B tests
131) = 2.95; p. < .01; range = 4.09).

(F (5,

When attitudinal

position was used as a separate factor with missing
differentiation and integration cases filtered, both tests
showed means of the pro-choice and pro-life groups to
differ at significant levels
range = 3.36).

(F (2, 130) = 3.85, p < .02,

The Tukey-B test also showed a significant

difference between means of the pro-choice and neutral
respondents.

These differences may be viewed as

suggestive of trends.

However, because these trends do

not appear with much consistency,

they offer little

clarification about the nature of the relation between
attitudinal position and recall.
Because there are no differences from the attitudinal
position factor in the post hoc Scheffe tests and because
the slightly less conservative post hoc tests did not show
differences with any consistency,

comparison among post

hoc results in the different candidate conditions would
hardly seem to be worth making.

But even when such

results are set aside and means are compared on their own,
no consistent pattern emerges either.
candidate condition,

In the pro-choice

it appears that the closer a

respondent1s own attitudinal position is to that of the
223

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

candidate,

the higher his or her recall will be.

Were the

same principle to apply in the neutral candidate
condition, we would expect neutral respondents to have
higher recall of the neutral candidate than either the
pro-choice or pro-life respondents.

Instead, pro-life

respondents have the highest recall, pro-choice
respondents have the lowest, and recall of neutral
respondents is in between.

Although respondents' own

attitudinal position quite often influences recall, the
nature of the relation between the two is difficult to
specify with any certainty here.
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TABLE 6.02
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts: Attitudinal Position by
Knowledge for Recall of Pro-Choice Candidate
Knowledge

Group Total

Low
Mean
R'S POSITION
Pro-life
Neutral
Pro-choice
Group Total
to

to
in

.63
.59
.72
.65

Std Dev

.20
.20
.23
.21

Know
Count

19
26
23
68

Mean

.66
.74
.77
.73

Std Dev

.22
.12
.18
.18

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

18
20
27
65

.64
.66
.75
.69

.21
.18
.20
.20

37
46
50
133

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

TABLE 6.03
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts: Attitudinal Position by
Integration for Recall of Neutral Candidate
Integration
High

Low
Mean
R'S POSITION
Pro-life
Neutral
Pro-choice
Group Total
to
to
CTv

.71
.68
.60
.66

Std Dev

.18
.23
.19
.21

Group Total

Count

24
33
30
87

Mean

.77
.67
.70
.72

Std Dev

.11
.13
.18
.15

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

14
11
20
45

.73
.68
.64
.68

.16
.21
.19
.19

38
44
50
132
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TABLE 6.04
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts: Attitudinal Position
by Recall for Each and All Candidate Conditions
ATTITUDINAL POSITION
Pro-life
Mean

Neutral

Std Dev

Count

.21
.16
.26
.15

37
37
37
37

Mean

Pro-choice

Std Dev

Count

.18
.22
.20
.12

46
46
46
46

.19
.21
.20
.12

44
44
44
44

Mean

Std Dev

Count

.75
.64
.64
.68

.20
.19
.21
.14

50
50
50
50

.75
.64
.64
.68

.20
.19
.21
.14

50
50
50
50

KNOWLEDGE CASES FILTERED

to
to
-o

CANDIDATE POSITION
.64
Pro-Choice
Neutral
.74
Pro-Life
.59
.66
All

.66
.67
.67
.66

DIFFERENTIATION AND INTEGRATION CASES FILTERED
CANDIDATE POSITION
.64
Pro-Choice
Neutral
.73
Pro-Life
.59
.66
All

.20
.16
.26
.14

38
38
38
38

.65
.68
.66
.66

S. 03 Which Among the Variables of Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position, Knowledge, Differentiation,
or Integration is the best predictor of recall?
A.

Background
The first subsidiary research question is intended to

explore how attitudinal position and cognitive complexity
affect recall accuracy.

In the previous sub-section,

separate comparisons were made using the attitudinal
position variable with only one of the cognitive
complexity variables.

But let us now put all of these

variables together and examine whether any is more
effective than the others at predicting accurate recall.
Comparing all of the independent variables
simultaneously in their ability to predict accurate recall
is theoretically interesting for at least two reasons.
The first reason has to do with how cognitive complexity
is conceptualized and measured.

True/false knowledge

measures emphasize accurate content, whereas
differentiation and integration emphasize structure but
differently from one another.
measure,

From the differentiation

structure is inferred solely on the basis of

number of constructs.

From the integration measure,

structure is inferred both by the number of constructs and
the degree to which those constructs inter-relate.
Because the argument has been made in quite a lot of
research that the form or structure of cognition is as
important as content

(e.g., Converse,

1964; Delia,
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O'Keefe and O'Keefe,
Hunt, and Schroder,

1982; Fiske and Taylor,
1961)

1991; Harvey,

in predicting differences

between people in their processing of information,

it is

theoretically interesting to put this claim to test in a
recall context where information may be used later on for
vote judgment and decision-making.

Such a test will help

make it possible to determine generally whether form
matters as much as some researchers claim it does.

In

addition, comparisons among knowledge, differentiation,
and integration are of special interest to research on
political cognition because Luskin (1987) has argued that
knowledge or “information

held” is the

of political cognitive complexity

best single measure

(p. 8 90).

The other reason a simultaneous comparison between
all independent variables would be interesting is that
arguments made by Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock (1991)

and

Popkin (1991) about the importance of attitude in
political information processing and decision-making.

If,

as these authors argue, attitude serves as a surrogate for
knowledge, we might then expect attitude's influence upon
recall to be greater than

that of any

complexity variables.

this is true, then certain

If

of the cognitive

assumptions made in political sophistication research
about the importance of knowledge would seem to need r e 
examination.
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B.

Statistical Tests
In order to test which variables are most predictive

of each of the recall measures, stepwise multiple linear
regressions were run in which attitudinal position and
each of the cognitive complexity variables were entered as
separate blocks.

Table 6.05 presents results from each of

the stepwise regressions.

Table 6.05 shows that

statistically significant results were obtained in all
three candidate conditions, both separately and combined.
In the three separate candidate conditions, both
knowledge and attitude were found to be the best
predictors of accurate recall.

Influence from the

knowledge variable was significant in the pro-choice and
pro-life candidate conditions and nearly significant in
the neutral candidate condition.

The attitudinal position

variable had a significant influence upon recall in all
three of the same candidate conditions.

Despite these

slight differences in level of significance,

the change in

R-squared statistics in Table 6.05 suggest that the
respondents' own attitudinal position and cognitive
complexity variables influence recall results at nearly
identical levels in the three separate candidate
conditions.

Because, as was noted in the methods chapter,

these two variables are not correlated with each other at
significant levels

(r = .00, p < .98), each seems to have

a separate influence upon recall independent of the other.
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In the all candidates condition, knowledge and
differentiation were found to be effective predictors of
accurate recall.

The influence from accurate knowledge

was significant, whereas that from differentiation was not
quite significant but suggestive of a trend.
The statistical results presented here all lead to
the same conclusions: accurate knowledge and respondents'
own attitudinal position appear to be the most successful
predictors of accurate recall.

Of these two variables,

the influence from accurate knowledge is the most
pervasive and can be seen in every candidate condition,
both separate and combined.

Influence from the

attitudinal position variable is also widespread but
limited to those candidate conditions in which the recall
scales are separate.

In the all candidates condition,

differentiation is also an effective predictor of recall,
though not to the extent that knowledge i s .
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Table 6.05
Stepwise Multiple Regression of Effects from Respondents' Own Attitudinal
Position10, Knowledge, Differentiation, and Integration on Recall of
Pro-Choice, Neutral, Pro-Life, and All Candidates
(N = 129-130)19
Var's
Included
PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
Knowledge
Attitude

Var's
Excluded20

Adj R2 AR221

.09
Differentiation
Integration

M
U)

Beta

.05
.06
.01
.00

.22
.24

.02
.03
.01
.00

.14
-.18

Beta In

T-Ratio

Sig o;
T

.11
.09

2.61
2.90
1.27
1.29

.01
.00
.21
.29

.08
.09

1.66
-2.04
.94
.94

.10
.04
.35
.35

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
Knowledge
Attitude

to

.04
Differentiation
Integration

18
The attitudinal position variable was coded the same for each candidate
condition.
Lower values signify a more strongly pro-life position, whereas higher
values signify a more strongly pro-choice position.
19
N's differ because one case was missing in the pro-choice and pro-life
candidate condition which was not missing in the all candidates condition.
20

Criteria of p-in .01 and p-out .11 were used.

21
Refers to how much each variable changes R2 value for regression equation
when entered as a separate block.
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Table 6.05 Continued
Stepwise Multiple Regression of Effects from Respondents' Own Attitudinal
Position22, Knowledge, Differentiation, and Integration on Recall of
Pro-Choice, Neutral, Pro-Life, and All Candidates
(N = 129-130)23
Var's
Included

Var's
Excluded21

Adj R224

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
Knowledge
Attitude

.05
Differentiation
Integration

AR226

.04
.03
.01
.00

Beta

Beta In

T-Ratio

.10
-.01

2.19
2.12
1.11
-.15

.19
.18

Sig of
T

.03
.04
.27
.88

to

w

u>

22
The attitudinal position variable was coded the same for each candidate
condition.
Lower values signify a more strongly pro-life position, whereas higher
values signify a more strongly pro-choice position.
23
N's differ because one case was missing in the pro-choice and pro-life
candidate condition which was not missing in the all candidates condition.
24

Criteria of

p-in .10 and p-out

.11 were used.

26
Adjusted R2 and Change in R2 cannot be determined forattitudinal position
here because p-in .10 limits were reached for this block.
26
Refers to how much each variable changes R2 value
when entered as a separate block.

for regression equation
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Table 6.05 Continued
Stepwise Multiple Regression of Effects from Respondents' Own Attitudinal
Position27, Knowledge, Differentiation, and Integration on Recall of
Pro-Choice, Neutral, Pro-Life, and All Candidates
(N = 129-130)20
Var's
Included

Var's
Excluded29

Adj R2 30

AR231

Beta

Beta In

T-Ratio

Sig of
T

ALL CANDIDATES
Knowledge
Differentiation
Integration
Attitude

.10
.02
.00

.08
.02
.00

.23
.16
.02
.12

2. 65
1.78
1.02
1.46

.00
.08
.83
.15

to

oj

27
The attitudinal position variable was coded the same for each candidate
condition.
Lower values signify a more strongly pro-life position, whereas higher
values signify a more strongly pro-choice position.
28
N's differ because one case was missing in the pro-choice and pro-life
candidate condition which was not missing in the all candidates condition.
29

Criteria of

p-in .10 and p-out .11 were used.

30
Adjusted R2 and Change in R2 cannot be determined for attitudinal position
here because p-in .10 limits were reached for this block.
31
Refers to how much each variable changes R2 value
when entered as a separate block.

for regression equation

CHAPTER 7
Discussion: Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, Candidates' Overall Stated
Positions, and Recall
7.01 Overview
The purpose of this and the previous chapter is to
determine how respondents' own attitudinal position,
cognitive complexity, and position of the message
influence accuracy of recall.

Based on reviews of

research in political sophistication
I960; Converse,

(Campbell et al.,

1964; Fiske, Kinder, and Larter,

Fiske, Lau, and Smith, 1990),

interpersonal cognitive

complexity (Applegate, 1982; Burleson,
and Delia,
Switzer,

1983;

1983; 1984; Clark

1977; Delia and Clark, 1977; Delia, Clark, and

1979; Delia, Kline, and Burleson,

1979; Hale,

1980; O'Keefe and Delia, 1979; 1982; Samter and Burleson,
1984) and expertise

(Chase and Ericsson,

Simon, 1973; Chi, Glaser, and Rees,
and Voss,

1981; Chase and

1982; Chiesi, Spilich,

1979; Spilich et a l ., 1979),

I hypothesized that

increases in cognitive complexity will lead to increases
in recall of basic factual information from related
messages.

All 12 sets of mean recall scores were in the

hypothesized direction using each of the cognitive
complexity variables.

Of the twelve one-tailed t-tests,

eleven were found to be at or near levels of statistical
significance.

Only results in the pro-life candidate
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condition when the integration variable was used were
above the .10 alpha level.
Because schema research makes contradictory
predictions about how attitudinal position influences
recall

(e.g., Berman, Read, and Kenny,

Mischel,

1977; Cohen,

1983; Cantor and

1981; Hamilton and Gifford,

Hastie and Kumar, 1979; O'Sullivan and Durso,
Rothbart and Evans,

1979; Srull,

1984;

1981; Srull,

Lichtenstein, and Rothbart, 1985; Tsujimoto,
Zadny and Gerard,

1976;

1978; and

1974), no hypotheses about effects from

attitudinal position, either separate or in combination
with the other two factors of cognitive complexity and
candidates'

stated positions, were offered.

Of the 12

attitudinal position by cognitive complexity ANOVAs,

six

showed attitudinal position to be producing significant or
nearly significant effects as part of a dual main effect
with one of the cognitive complexity variables or on its
own as a separate main effect without any significant
influence from any one of the cognitive complexity
variables.

No interaction effects between attitudinal

position and any of the cognitive complexity variables
were obtained.
Although attitudinal position was found to have an
effect on recall, it did not seem to produce effects with
any sort of consistency in the Tukey-B or Tukey-HSD post
hoc tests.

Furthermore,

the pattern of means across those
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conditions in which differences were found to be present
in the ANOVAs was not consistent either.

In some cases,

congruence between respondents' own attitudinal position
and stated position of the candidate seemed to enhance
accurate recall.

In other cases, incongruence between

respondents' own attitudinal position and stated position
of the candidate seemed to enhance accuracy instead.
In order to take the analysis of effects from
respondents' own attitudinal position and cognitive
complexity one step further,

each of these variables was

entered as a separate block into stepwise regressions for
each of the recall variables.

Accurate knowledge and

respondents' own attitudinal position were found to be the
best predictors of recall in each of the separate
candidate conditions.

In the all candidates condition,

accurate knowledge and differentiation were the best
predictors of recall, though only the knowledge variable
produced results at significant levels.
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7.02 Hypothesis Tests
Although all of the mean recall scores were in the
hypothesized direction for each of the cognitive
complexity variables and 11 of the 12 t-tests were
significant or nearly so, we need to be careful in our
conclusions about how much any of these cognitive
complexity variables predicts accurate recall.

As can be

seen in Table 6.05, overall R2 values of the regression
equations are extremely low, even when the attitudinal
position variable is included.

Thus, the cognitive

complexity variables do predict accurate recall but not
necessarily all that well.
This leads us to the question of why the cognitive
complexity variables are apparently such weak predictors
of recall.

One general explanation might be that there

were extraneous variables exerting an influence on the
recall results which had not been controlled for.
different spurious variable possibilities,

Of the

two seem to

come most readily to mind.
One argument might be that the recall results were
determined by IQ rather than cognitive complexity.
Another might be that motivation played a role such that
those who were more interested in abortion had better
recall.

Articles by Schneider, Korkel and Weinert

(1989),

which were reviewed in chapter two, offer convincing
empirical evidence against both of these arguments.
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Another explanation for why the cognitive complexity
variables are such apparently weak predictors of recall is
scale reliability.

As noted in the chapter on methods,

reliability for the recall scales of both the neutral and
pro-life candidates is extremely low, ranging from .25 for
the former and .36 for the latter.

Moreover, even the

higher alpha level of .62 obtained for the recall scale of
the pro-choice candidate should also be viewed with some
caution.

Because the split alpha procedure involves

random assignment of items to two sub-scales, overall
scale reliability can increase or decrease depending on
how the random numbers appear.

Thus, even the higher

reliability of the recall scale for the pro-choice
candidate may have been from the luck of the draw.
Because reliability for the recall scales of two of
the three candidate conditions is known to be low and that
for the other candidate condition may also be
questionable,

it may then be the case that no variable,

spurious or otherwise, would adequately predict the recall
results obtained h e r e .

Without having somewhat stronger

levels of reliability and more stable procedures to
measure that reliability in scales using dichotomous
items, it is difficult to test this argument.

However,

the results presented in Table 6.05 may provide us with
some clu e s .
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Let us begin by assuming that the reliability or the
pro-choice candidate scale is somewhat lower than what was
reported originally using the split alpha procedure.
Indeed, when I went back and re-tested reliability of this
scale using three other sets of random numbers, alphas
ranged from .38 to .42.
assumed,

Even if these lower levels are

reliability for the recall scale of the pro-

choice candidate would still be slightly higher than that
for the other two scales.

Thu s , we would expect the

adjusted R2 value in the regression equation for the prochoice candidate to be higher than that for any other
candidate condition,

though not by all that much.

Inspection of results in Table 6.05 show this to be the
case.

Likewise, we would expect the adjusted Rz value of

the regression equation for the pro-life candidate
condition to be higher than that for the neutral candidate
because scale reliability for the former is also better.
Results in Table 6.05 also show this to be the case.
I suspect that if reliability for the recall scales
had been higher, predictiveness by the cognitive
complexity variables would have also improved.

Although

the evidence offered here is weaker than what might have
been hoped for, empirical evidence conducted from a
variety of domains
Clark and Delia,
Ericsson,

(Applegate, 1982; Burleson,

1983; 1984;

1977; Campbell et a l ., I960; Chase and

1981; Chase and Simon, 1973; Chi, Glaser, and
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Rees, 1982; Chiesi, Spilich, and Voss,
1964; Delia and Clark,

1977; Delia, Clark, and Switzer,

1979; Delia, Kline, and Burleson,
Larter,

1979; Fiske, Kinder, and

1983; Fiske, Lau, and Smith,

O'Keefe and Delia,

1979; Converse,

1990; Hale,

1980;

1979; 1982; Samter and Burleson,

1984;

Spilich et al., 1979), still overwhelmingly favors the
conclusion that cognitive complexity is positively related
to accurate recall.

Because high cognitive complexity

respondents seem to retain more accurate information about
the candidates than low cognitive complexity respondents,
there may also be differences between these groups in how
they use the information they have available to them to
infer the candidates' overall positions and specific
policy preferences.

If judgmental distortions are found

to be more prevalent among the low cognitive complexity
respondents, then perhaps a lack of accurate recall about
what the candidates said is where those distortions begin.
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7.03 Discussion: Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, Candidates1 Overall Stated
Position, and Recall
Any conclusions about whether accuracy of recall is
enhanced or hindered by respondents'

own attitudinal

position and position of the message must be drawn with
caution.

In the first place, there is a distinct

possibility that the apparent conditions of schemaconsistent and schema-inconsistent recall

(e.g., Berman,

Read, and Kenny, 1983; Cantor and Mischel,

1977; Cohen,

1981; Hamilton and Gifford, 1976; Hastie and Kumar, 1979;
O'Sullivan and Durso,

1984; Rothbart and Evans,

Srull, 1981; Srull, Lichtenstein,
Tsujimoto,

and Rothbart,

1978; and Zadny and Gerard,

1974)

1979;
1985;

in the

different candidate conditions are nothing more than an
artifact of scale construction.
constructed,

As recall scales were

items were selected on the basis of response

variance and correlations with the overall scale, neither
of which had anything to do with schema-consistent or
schema-inconsistent information in the items.

Thus, any

resemblance of these scales to conditions of schemaconsistent or schema-inconsistent recall may be purely
coincidental.
Although the apparent conditions of schema-consistent
and schema-inconsistent recall may be coincidental here,
it might be tempting to assume that they are serendipitous
and can still be used to address research on schema242
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consistent and schema-inconsistent recall anyway.
However, two problems present themselves against such an
argument.

The first problem is statistical.

None of the

post hoc Scheffe tests produced any significant
differences between groups by attitudinal position alone
as a factor or combined with cognitive complexity.
Moreover, when the slightly less conservative Tukey-B or
Tukey-HSD tests were used to ascertain trends for
differences between groups, few if any differences were
uncovered and those that were did not appear with any
consistency.
The second problem of interpreting effects from
attitudinal position on schema-consistent or schemainconsistent recall is the closed-ended nature of the
recall scale.

For example, for item number eight in the

recall scale for the pro-choice candidate condition (“The
candidate criticized his opponents for being opposed to
abortion") , pro-choice respondents answered correctly at a
higher rate than either neutral or pro-life respondents.
Yet without having a direct measure of each respondent's
expectations about whether a pro-choice candidate would
usually criticize his opponents for being opposed to
abortion,

it is impossible to determine whether the pro-

choice respondents' higher recall score is a result of
expectations being violated or supported or both.
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Despite the inability to apply results from
attitudinal position to a broader discussion about
research on schema-consistent and schema-inconsistent
recall, effects from attitudinal position should not be
overlooked entirely either.

The results obtained here

show that attitudinal position plays an important role in
the encoding and retrieval of information,

in some cases

on its own without any detectable influence from one of
the cognitive complexity variables, and, in other cases,
in conjunction with one of the cognitive complexity
variables.

Although the exact nature of the relation

cannot be specified with any certainty here, the results
obtained in this dissertation suggest more generally that
one's own attitudinal position is an important determinant
of whether information about candidates gets recalled
accurately or n o t .
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7.04 Post Hoc Results: Which Among the Variables of
Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position, Knowledge,
Differentiation, or Integration is the Best
Predictor of Recall?
The stepwise regression results in which each of the
independent variables of respondents' own attitudinal
position and cognitive complexity were entered against one
of the recall variables are especially interesting for a
discussion about how political sophistication is
conceptualized and measured.

Let us begin that discussion

by examining results in each of the separate candidate
conditions first.
As noted in the introduction and review, Sniderman,
Brody,

and Tetlock

(1991) and Popkin (1991) assume that

attitudinal position plays an important role in
information processing,

especially among those people who

already are low in political sophistication.

The finding

that attitudinal position was retained as a significant
predictor of recall in all three candidate conditions
therefore seems consistent with the arguments made by
Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock and Popkin.
Perhaps even more interesting here is the finding
that attitudinal position seems to be every bit as
predictive of recall as the cognitive complexity variable
of accurate knowledge is.

In two of three cases, the

change in R2 values presented in Table 6.05 suggests that
attitudinal position is even slightly better at predicting
accurate recall than accurate knowledge is.

This suggests
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that political sophistication might not be as knowledgedriven as what some researchers claim (e.g., Campbell et
al.,

I960; Converse,

1993; Zaller,

1964; Luskin,

1992).

1987; Price and Zaller,

Perhaps the relation between

respondents1 own attitudinal position and position of the
message determines initially what information is attended
to and then encoded for retrieval later on.
Previous speculations notwithstanding,

the findings

obtained here suggest that accurate knowledge is also an
important measure of political sophistication and this is
interesting for another set of reasons.
review, Luskin (1987)

As noted in the

claims that knowledge represents the

best single measure of political sophistication (p. 8 90).
Price and Zaller (1993) provide a theoretical explanation
of why knowledge should be the best single measure of
political sophistication.

One strength of the knowledge

measure is that it provides a means for tracing content
through the mass media to the individual.

Accurate

knowledge measures make it possible to ascertain whether
the respondent has been exposed to a particular kind of
information, has stored it, and understands it
Zaller,

(Price and

1993, p. 134).

In addition to the advantages which the knowledge
measure offers on its own, Zaller

(1992) notes the

advantages of knowledge measures compared to other
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measures of political sophistication, such as political
awareness and political interest:
Alone among the possible measures of awareness, tests
of political knowledge are relatively immune to a
social desirability response set; that is,
individuals cannot overstate their levels of
information holding because they perceive that it is
socially desirable to be politically aware.
Tests of
factual knowledge are also relatively immune to
response effects, such as Bishop et a l .1s (1984)
demonstration that expressed levels of political
interest are readily affected by the context in which
interest questions are asked.
Finally, unlike media
exposure and political interest, tests of knowledge
do not require respondents to estimate subjective
behaviors or inner states; they either pass or they
fail particular tests (p. 335).
Aside from these theoretical arguments, a more
practical reason can be offered for the relative strength
of the knowledge measure.

Both the knowledge and recall

scales are concerned with measuring accuracy and do so
through the use of true/false type questions.

Indeed,

the

knowledge scale can be thought of as a kind of recall
scale.

It tests whether people can correctly recall

abortion-related information which has been discussed in
the mass media.

A good knowledge scale should be most

successful at predicting recall results, because its form
is most similar to that of the dependent measure.

But if

the argument about form were entirely correct, then we
would not expect to find the effects from the attitudinal
position scale that we do.

Thus, commonality of form

seems by itself to be an insufficient explanation of why
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accurate knowledge is the most predictive of the cognitive
complexity variables.
Having discussed results from the stepwise
regressions in each of the candidate conditions,

let us

now focus our attention on results from the all candidates
scale.

Although the knowledge variable was retained in

the regression equation for this scale, which seems
explained by the arguments already presented,
attitudinal position variable was not.

the

Instead,

the

differentiation measure was retained, which requires some
additional explanation here.
The all candidates scale seems to represent a special
case among the results presented here.

In the three

separate candidate conditions, the differentiation measure
may reflect an attitude bias.

As noted earlier in this

review, Tesser (1978) and Tesser and Leone

(1977) argue

that having more thoughts about a subject,

i.e., having

higher levels of differentiation,

is also associated with

having more extreme views.

for example,

Thus,

pro-life respondent thinks about abortion,

the more a

the more p r o 

life thoughts he or she could be expected to develop.
In recall for individual candidates, effects from the
attitudinal position bias on the differentiation measure
would be most likely to cancel each other o u t .

For

example, in the pro-choice candidate condition,

any

advantage conferred to differentiated pro-choice
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respondents, who would be expected to have more pro-choice
constructs, would be offset by the disadvantage conferred
to pro-life and neutral respondents who would have more
constructs representing their position and fewer such prochoice constructs.

Thus, differentiation would not be

expected to be an effective predictor of recall in any of
the individual candidate conditions.
When the all candidates recall scale is used instead,
a different pattern of results might be expected.

The all

candidates scale controls for the attitudinal position
bias which might arise in the differentiation measure for
particular attitudinal groups in particular candidate
conditions.

For the all candidates scale, each

attitudinal group has as many advantages and disadvantages
as any other attitudinal group.

Consequently,

the

attitudinal bias, both favorable and unfavorable,
eliminated.

is

Once this attitudinal position bias is

eliminated, respondents are then compared strictly by the
number of constructs they have or have or don't have
(“schematics” vs. “aschematics") and differentiation then
becomes an effective predictor of recall.
If the differentiation measure can sometimes
distinguish “schematic" respondents from “aschematic"
respondents,

this would seem to offer an additional

challenge to one of Price and Zaller1s (1993) arguments
about why measures of accurate knowledge are preferable.
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Price and Zaller assume that “only people who actually
acquire information from the news can use it in forming
and changing their political evaluations"

(p. 134) .

Results from the differentiation measure, much like those
from attitudinal position,

suggest that information can be

acquired and applied without having to be accurate.

In

addition, results from the differentiation measure support
the conclusion that people who already have information,
whether factually accurate or inaccurate, are processing
political stimuli differently than people who do not.
Although respondents' own attitudinal position,
knowledge, and differentiation have demonstrated their
advantages in predicting recall,
for integration.

the same cannot be said

At no time in any of the stepwise

regressions did integration show itself to be the best or
even an adequate predictor of recall.
The finding that integration was never predictive of
recall in any of the stepwise regressions and that
differentiation was predictive of recall effects only in a
relatively special set of circumstances should be
troublesome to those in political sophistication research
who argue that structure of cognition is as important in
information processing as content is
1960; Converse,
Neuman,

(Campbell et al.,

1964; Fiske, Kinder, and Larter,

1986; Tetlock,

1983;

1979; 1981a; 1981b; 1983; 1984).

Results presented here therefore suggest one of two
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conclusions about the relation between structure of
cognition and accurate recall.

Either

(1) structure is

not an important determinant of accurate recall, except
under a limited set of circumstances when effects from
differentiation can be seen or

(2) the measures of

structure here are not adequate for their task.
On a methodological level, the integration measure
was problematic in other respects.

Not only was the

performance of the integration variable unsatisfactory in
the stepwise regressions, as noted earlier in the chapter
on methods,

training coders to use the integrative

complexity manual by Tetlock and Hannum
somewhat more difficult and, hence,

(1993) was

time-consuming than

training them to use the differentiation rules.

The

differentiation rules were relatively straightforward and
could be easily grasped with only a few practice sessions.
With Tetlock and Hannum's

(1993) manual, however,

satisfactory reliability levels were much harder to
attain.

Despite several practice sessions and discussion

of results afterwards,

adequate reliability levels, using

Krippendorff1s alpha, were only attained after the third
attempt.
Once these acceptable levels of reliability were
achieved, another problem was found in scaling for the
integration variable in the main study.

A number of

respondents were found to cluster around the score of
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four.

Given the nature of the abortion controversy,

finding hardly seems surprising.

this

The respondents who

received a score of four on the integration scale
recognized that there were at least two sides to the
abortion issue and that there were conflicts between them
but could not or did not specify the nature of these
conflicts.

Although it may not be surprising that many

respondents would receive the score of four on the
integration scale for the abortion issue,

it made dividing

the scale into “high" and “low" difficult.

Quite a few

respondents would be shifted over to one end of the scale,
creating a rather uneven distribution.

At the same time,

if a “middle" integration level were created,

it would have

been difficult to compare these results with those from
the other two cognitive complexity variables, knowledge
and differentiation, which divided quite evenly into “low"
and “high” levels.
The problem with dividing cases on the integration
scale into relatively even groups points to another
shortcoming of the integration meas u r e .

For all of the

differences in conceptual development described by Harvey,
Hunt, and Schroder
Streufert

(1961) and Schroder, Driver, and

(1967), the integration scale is relatively

crude compared to the knowledge and differentiation
s c ales.
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On the whole,

the integration measure seems to

require more work and produces fewer results than either
the knowledge or differentiation measures.

Because the

integration measure was also found to be moderately
correlated with differentiation measure

(r = .47, £ < .00

in the pilot study and r = .51, p < .00 in the main
study), it seems best to infer its presence without
measuring it directly.
In light of the above, only respondents' own
attitudinal position, knowledge and differentiation seem
worth retaining for predicting recall.
variables were permitted,

If only two

I would opt for attitudinal

position and accurate knowledge.

Such a conclusion is

consistent Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock

(1991) and Popkin

(1991) on the one hand, and Luskin (1987), Price and
Zaller (1993), and Zaller (1992) on the other.

At the

same time, if it were possible to include one additional
measure for political sophistication,
measure would get second billing.

the differentiation

The differentiation

measure also gives us indicators about the structure of
p e ople 1s cognitions which the knowledge measure does n o t .
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7.05 Conclusions and Implications
Results presented here suggest that high cognitive
complexity respondents have formed more accurate
impressions of the candidates, as measured by accurate
recall,

than their low cognitive complexity counterparts.

Respondents' own attitudinal position also seems to have
an impact upon accuracy of impressions, depending on where
that position is relative to a candidate's overall stated
position.

In some cases, accuracy of impressions seems to

improve when respondents' own attitudinal position is
consistent with the stated position of the candidate.

In

other cases, accuracy of impressions seems to diminish
when respondents' own attitudinal position is consistent
with the stated position of the candidate.

Because of

this, all of the same conclusions about accuracy can also
be drawn when respondents' own attitudinal position is
inconsistent with the stated position of the candidate.
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CHAPTER 8
Results: Impact of Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, and Candidates1 Overall Stated
Positions on Judgment of Candidates'
Overall Positions32
8.01 Introduction
Another way to explore how people make judgments of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions is
through how they make judgments of candidates' overall
position.

If judgments of candidates'

specific but

unstated policy positions are based on an overall judgment
of candidates' position,

then any distortions found with

the latter kind of judgment may help explain results
obtained with the former.
In order to determine if distortions were occurring
in judgment of candidates' overall position, a second
subsidiary research question was asked:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position,
cognitive complexity, and candidates' overall stated
positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) affect distortion or accuracy of judgments
of candidates' overall position?
When exploring effects at the level of respondents'
own attitudinal position,

two kinds of distortions in

judgment of candidates' overall position were hypothesized
based on social judgment theory:
The greater the discrepancy between the subject's own
stand and the position advocated, the greater the
32
For reasons having to do with balance of the
stimuli and sample size, only main study results will be
presented here and discussed later.
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displacement away from the subject's position
("contrast effect") . When only a small discrepancy
exists, there will be a tendency for displacement
toward his own stand (“assimilation effect") (Sherif
and Hovland, 1961, p. 149) .
Because effects were indeed found at this statistical
level, it is worth describing how assimilation and
contrast effects would appear in their “idealized" forms.
Then comparisons can be made to see how well results live
up to these idealized forms.
According to social judgment theory, respondents
whose attitudinal position is moderate are more likely to
be able to make accurate judgments about the position of a
message than respondents whose attitudinal position is
extreme on the same issue
Nebergall,
p. 149).
theorists'

(e.g., Sherif and

Sherif, and

1965; p. 129, p. 140; Sherif and Hovland, 1961,
Whether or not one agrees with social judgment
construction of accuracy,

it suggests that

comparisons need to be made between the positions ascribed
by neutral respondents, on the one hand, and the positions
ascribed by extreme, pro-choice or pro-life, respondents,
on the other.
As one example,

let us suppose that the neutral

respondents' mean rating of the pro-choice candidate's
overall position on abortion is 5.5 on a scale of 1 to 7,
with one being “strongly pro-life," seven being “strongly
pro-choice," and four being “neutral."

In order to assess

whether assimilation and contrast effects occur,

two
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related questions need to be asked.
in the hypothesized direction?

First, are the means

Second, are the means of

the pro-life and pro-choice respondents significantly
different from those of the neutral respondents?

If the

direction of means is consistent with what is
hypothesized, then one-tailed t-tests can be used to test
for statistically significant differences between the two
means.

If the direction of the means is not consistent,

then two-tailed t-tests should be used instead.

If there

is no statistically significant difference between the
means of either the pro-choice or pro-life group and the
mean of the neutral group, then we can infer that
attitudinal position is not a factor in determining
differences between groups in the placement of messages,
even if the direction of means is as would be predicted.
In order ascertain whether there are statistically
significant differences between attitudinal groups in the
placement of the pro-choice message, a one-tailed
independent samples t-test can be used in the example
given.

The test is one-tailed because social judgment

theory hypothesizes the direction of means.

In the case

of the pro-choice respondents, we would expect their mean
rating of the pro-choice candidate's overall position on
abortion to move away from that of the neutral group
5.50) toward the pro-choice end of the scale

(say

(say 6.30)

which is more in the direction of where their own position
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is.

This result would be consistent with an assimilation

effect because the pro-choice respondents have exaggerated
the similarity between their own position and the position
of the candidate.

Likewise,

social judgment theory

predicts that the pro-life group's rating of the prochoice candidate will also be farther down toward the prochoice end of the scale
group places it.

(say 6.25) than where the neutral

This result would be consistent with a

contrast effect because the pro-life respondents have
exaggerated the difference between their own position and
the position of the pro-choice candidate.

Based on social

judgment theory, we would expect the two means in both the
neutral/pro-life comparison (contrast)
choice comparison

and neutral/pro

(assimilation) to be different from each

other at statistically significant levels in the one
tailed t-tests.
One final note about tests at the level of
respondents'

own attitudinal position: social judgment

theory does not address how distortions of judgment might
occur with a candidate whose position is neutral.

This

does not mean that tests for distortion cannot be made in
this condition.

They can be made but they must be two-

tailed, rather than one-tailed.
Although assimilation and contrast effects were
originally hypothesized at the level of respondents' own
attitudinal position, testing for these effects can still
258

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

be made in modified form at the level of respondents'
attitudinal position by cognitive complexity.

own

Because a

nearly significant result was also obtained at this
statistical level, “idealized” versions of these modified
assimilation and contrast effects should also be
discussed.33
For the modified tests of assimilation and contrast,
it is necessary to determine which group or groups shall
set the standard for judgmental accuracy.

As noted in the

review of chapter three, when social judgment theory is
synthesized with research on political sophistication and
interpersonal cognitive complexity,

the argument can be

made that high cognitive complexity neutral respondents
should serve as the standard for judgmental accuracy.
However, when social judgment theory is synthesized with
research on attitude development and schematicity, an
alternative argument can be made that neutral respondents
should serve as the standard for judgmental accuracy
instead.

Because both arguments have their merits,

it was

decided to use both low and high cognitive complexity
neutral respondents as the standard for judgmental

No separate effects from cognitive complexity
were obtained here.
Accordingly, judgmental standards of
accuracy for “low" and “high" cognitive complexity groups
will not be discussed here either.
Besides, such
standards could not be discussed in the predominant
framework of social judgment theory because separate
cognitive complexity effects take do not take attitudinal
position into account.
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accuracy.

This means that two separate sets of modified

tests for assimilation and contrast effects must be
performed.
Whether low or high cognitive complexity neutral
respondents are used as the standard for judgmental
accuracy, modified tests for assimilation and contrast
effects will be made in the same manner.

Judgments made

by either low or high cognitive complexity neutral
respondents in the pro-choice and pro-life candidate
conditions will be placed in one-tailed independent
samples t-tests and compared to judgments made by each of
the other extreme attitudinal position by cognitive
complexity groups.

If high or low cognitive complexity

pro-life respondents judge the overall position of the
pro-life candidate

(say, 1.5) to be significantly more

pro-life than either group of neutral respondents

(say,

2.25 or 2.5), then the results will be considered
consistent with an assimilation effect.

Similarly,

if

either of these same low and high cognitive complexity
pro-life respondents judge the pro-choice candidate to be
significantly more pro-choice
of neutral respondents

(say, 6.5)

(say, 5.0 or 5.5),

than either group
then these

results will be considered consistent with a contrast
effect.

In the neutral candidate condition, tests for

distortion would have to be two-tailed for the same
reasons noted before.
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8.02 Social Judgment Theory Hypothesis Tests
A.

Respondents1 Own Attitudinal Position
Mean judgments of each candidates' overall positions

by respondents' attitudinal group are presented in Table
8.01.

One-tailed,

independent samples t-tests for p r o 

life and neutral respondents did not yield statistically
significant results in the pro-choice
< .26) or pro-life
conditions.34

(p (81.43)

(t (75.13) = .64, p

= -.19, p < .43) candidate

The corresponding two-tailed test in the

neutral candidate condition did yield any statistically
significant differences between neutral and pro-life
respondents either
A two-tailed,

(p (73.30)

= -.03, p < .97).

independent samples t-test of pro-

choice and neutral respondents showed no statistically
significant difference in the neutral candidate condition
(P (94) = .80, p < .42) .

However, statistically

significant differences were obtained in the pro-choice
(76.52) = -2.37, p < .01) and pro-life

(t

(p (94) = 1.79, p <

.04) candidate conditions.

As noted in chapter six, SPSS reports partial
degrees of freedom for t-tests in which variances are
unequal.
All t-test results which have degrees of freedom
followed by a decimal point can be assumed to be based on
t-values from unequal variances.
These results are
reported only when Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
was not statistically significant.
Conversely, all other
t-test results which have degrees of freedom reported in
whole numbers are based on t-values from equal variances.
For these latter cases, Levene's Test for Equality of
Variances was statistically significant.
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Table 8.02 summarizes results from all tests of
social judgment theory at the level of respondents' own
attitudinal position.

As can be seen, only pro-choice

respondents appear to be distorting the positions of the
pro-choice and pro-life candidates, whereas no such
distortions appear to be present among pro-life
respondents in those same conditions.

Overall, support

for social judgment theory's predictions of assimilation
and contrast effects therefore seems mixed here.

On the

one hand, when significant differences appear, as they do
among the pro-choice respondents, they are consistent with
the assimilation and contrast effects predicted by social
judgment theory.

On the other hand, however,

significant

differences did not appear among the pro-life respondents,
which is contrary to the predictions made by social
judgment theory.

Thus, if judgments by neutral

respondents are used as the standard for accuracy, p r o 
life respondents appear to be accurate in judging
candidates' overall position in each condition.

By the

same token, pro-choice respondents appear to be accurate
only in the neutral candidate condition.
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Table 8.01
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts: Judgment of Each
Candidate's Overall Stated Position on Abortion by
Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position

Mean

Std Dev

Count

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Neutral
Pro-Choice
Group Total

6.11
5.91
6.44
6.16

1.43
1.28
.84
1.20

38
46
50
134

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Neutral
Pro-Choice
Group Total

4.21
4.22
4. 06
4.16

.66
1.17
.71
.88

38
46
50
134

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Neutral
Pro-Choice
Group Total

1. 87
1.93
1.46
1.74

1.53
1.70
.76
1.38

38
46
50
134

Table 8.02
Judgmental Distortions of Candidates' Overall Position
by Extreme Attitudinal Group Compared to the
Neutral Group in Each Candidate Condition
Candidates
Neutral

Pro-Choice
R'S POSITION
Pro-Life
Pro-Choice

**

***

33

<

-05

£

<

.01

NONE
NONE

NONE
ASSIMILATION***

Pro-Life

NONE
CONTRAST**
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B.

Respondents1 Own Attitudinal Position by Cognitive
Complexity
To determine if cognitive complexity also plays a

role in judgment of candidates'

overall stated positions,

some open-ended tests will first be necessary.

Because

respondents were asked identical questions to rate the
overall positions of the candidates, a MANOVA which
transforms all three of the dependent measures in an
identity matrix will be used.

Three separate such MANOVAs

will be run using attitudinal position of the respondents
and position of the candidates as two of the factors and
knowledge, differentiation, or integration as the third.
Placing all three factors in the MANOVA will make it
possible to check for effects from cognitive complexity in
all three candidate conditions simultaneously.
Multivariate and univariate statistics will then be
inspected in each of the MANOVAs.
near significance,

If results are at or

additional tests will be made at the

highest level in which they are initially found.
example, multivariate statistics,

If, for

are at or near levels of

significance for the three-way results

(candidates'

position by respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity), then additional tests will be
conducted in all three candidate conditions, as described
in the introduction of this chapter.

If, however,

the

only effect at or near significance appears in a
univariate statistic,

then additional tests will be
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conducted only in the single candidate condition in which
it is found.

Thus, data exploration will be made only

when F-test results from the initial MANOVAs give license
to do s o .
A nearly significant effect from candidates'
position,

respondents' own attitudinal position, and

knowledge was found (Wilks' Lambda = .91, F (6, 250) =
1.93, p < .08).

In addition, a significant univariate

effect was obtained in the pro-life candidate condition
for the same MANOVA (F (2, 127) = 5.29, p < .01).

Aside

from the preceding finding, no other three-way effects
were obtained.
Mean ratings of each candidate from the attitudinal
position by knowledge MANOVA are presented in Table 8.03.
Because multivariate results were nearly significant for
all candidate conditions in the knowledge MANOVA, means in
Table 8.03 will then be compared in two sets of
independent samples t-tests, one of which is for the high
knowledge neutral respondents and the other of which is
for the low knowledge neutral respondents.

High Knowledge Neutral Respondents as Standard for
Accuracy in Judgment of Candidates1
Overall Positions
Among the high knowledge pro-choice respondents, no
significant difference between their judgments and the
judgments made by high knowledge neutral respondents
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emerged in the pro-choice
neutral

(p (40.14)

(t (38.67) = .87, p < .20),

= -.37, p < .61), or pro-life

(30.33) = -.27, p < .40) candidate conditions.

(t
Among the

low knowledge pro-choice respondents, only one significant
difference appeared in the same comparisons.
found in the pro-choice candidate condition

This was
(t (25.38)

=

1.86, p < .04) and was consistent with an assimilation
effect.

Otherwise, no significant differences were found

in the neutral

(p (34.13) = -.89, p < .38) or pro-life

(t

(24.59) = -.91, p < .19) candidate conditions.
Among the high knowledge pro-life respondents,
differences between their own judgments and the judgments
made by the high knowledge neutral respondents appeared to
be present in the pro-choice candidate condition but not
in either the neutral
choice

(p (35.52)

= .49, p < .63) or pro-

(t (31.66) = .27, p < .40) candidate conditions.

However, means in Table 8.03 suggest that the high
knowledge pro-life respondents pushed the position of the
pro-life candidate more toward the middle of judgment
scale.

This is not consistent with an assimilation

effect, which was what would be expected.

Because of

this, a two-tailed test was performed instead.
Differences in this t-test were not significant,
they suggest a trend

(p (36) = 1.77, p < .09).

though
Thus, the

high knowledge pro-life respondents' apparent tendency to
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contrast the position of the candidate representing their
own position, though present,

is not all that strong.

Among low knowledge pro-life respondents, a slightly
different pattern appears.

As with their high knowledge

pro-life counterparts, no significant differences were
found in the pro-choice
neutral

(p (29.85)

However,

(p (34.72)

= .13, p < .45) or

= -.44, p < .66) candidate conditions.

a trend was detected in the pro-life candidate

condition, which was consistent with an assimilation
effect

(p (37) = -1.32, p < .10).

Distortions among all extreme attitudinal position by
knowledge groups against the judgmental standard of high
knowledge neutral respondents are summarized in Table
8.04.

These results suggest several conclusions.

First,

judgments made extreme attitudinal groups of candidates'
overall positions, whether high or low in knowledge,

are

by and large accurate when compared to those made by high
knowledge neutral respondents.

In only one quarter of all

cases did any differences, significant or nearly so,
appear.

Second, when there are differences,

distortion,
three cases.

i.e.,

they are as would be expected in two of those
Third, and most important,

those distortions

that are found in those three cases are twice as likely to
be found among low knowledge extreme respondents than high
knowledge extreme respondents.

Finally,

fourth, when

judgments by the high knowledge neutral group are used as
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the standard for accuracy, distortions in judgment of
candidates' overall positions are two third's more likely
to be among pro-life respondents than pro-choice
respondents.
respondents.
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Table 8.03
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts: Candidates' Position by Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge for
Judgment of All Candidates' Overall Position on Abortion
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
HIGH

LOW
Mean

Std Dev

Group Total

Count

Mean

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
6.11
Neutral
5.81
Pro-Choice
6.57
Group Total
6.15

1.41
1.39
.51
1.20

19
26
23
68

6.17
6.05
6 .33
6 .20

1. 50
1.15
1. 04
1.20

18
20
27
65

6.14
5. 91
6.44
6.17

1.44
1.28
.84
1.20

37
46
50
133

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
4.11
Neutral
4.23
Pro-Choice
4.00
Group Total
4.12

.46
1.39
.60
.95

19
26
23
68

4.33
4 .20
4 .11
4 .20

.84
.83
.80
.81

18
20
27
65

4.22
4.22
4 .06
4 .16

.67
1.17
.71
.89

37
46
50
133

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
1.21
Neutral
2.15
Pro-Choice
1.35
Group Total
1.62

.42
1.91
.57
1.30

19
26
23
68

2 .61
1.65
1.56
1.88

1. 94
1.39
.89
1.45

18
20
27
65

1.89
1.93
1.46
1.74

1. 54
1 .70
.76
1.38

37
46
50
133

Table 8.04
Judgmental Distortions of Candidates' Overall Position
by Extreme Attitudinal Position by Knowledge Groups
Compared to the High Knowledge Neutral Group
in Each Candidate Condition
Candidates
Pro-Choice

Neutral

R'S KNOWLEDGE LEVEL
AND POSITION
Low/Pro-Life
NONE
High/Pro-Life
NONE
Low/Pro-Choice
ASSIMILATION**
High/Pro-Choice
NONE

* £

<

NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE

Pro-Life

ASSIMILATION**
CONTRAST*
NONE
NONE

.10

** £ < .05
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Low Knowledge Neutral Respondents as Standard for Accuracy
In Judgment of Candidates1 Overall Positions
Among the high knowledge pro-life respondents, no
significant differences between their judgments of
candidates' overall positions and the judgments made by
low knowledge neutral respondents appeared in the prochoice

(p (34.70)

= .80, p < .21), neutral

.30, p < .76), or pro-life
candidate conditions,

(p (41.37)

=

(p (36.31) = .77, p < .45)

though means in the last condition

were not in the expected direction.

Among the low

knowledge pro-life respondents, only one comparison with
judgments made by the low knowledge neutral respondents
produced a significant difference.

This occurred in the

pro-life candidate condition and was consistent with an
assimilation effect

(p (43) = -.21, p < .02).

Otherwise,

no significant differences were found in the neutral
(31.98)

= -.43, p < .67) or pro-choice

(p

(p (35.56) = .70, p

< .25) candidate conditions.
Among the high knowledge pro-choice respondents,
trends toward assimilation and contrast were found in the
pro-choice

(p (46.30)

= 1.56, p < .07) and pro-life

(51) = -1.47, p < .08) candidate conditions.

(p

Among the

low knowledge pro-choice respondents, effects in these
same two candidate conditions were significant
2.48, p < .01 for pro-choice candidate; p
< .03 for pro-life candidate).

(p (47) =

(47) = -1.94, p

No significant differences

were found for either group in the neutral candidate
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condition (£. (39.56)

= -.38, £ < .71 for high knowledge

pro-choice respondents; £

(34.91) = -.77, £ <. 45 for low

knowledge pro-choice respondents).
Distortions among all extreme attitudinal position byknowledge groups against the judgmental standards of low
knowledge neutral respondents are presented in Table 8.05.
For the most part, conclusions drawn from results
presented in the previous table seem applicable here with
one exception.

When judgments made by low knowledge

neutral respondents are used as the standard for accuracy
in judgment of candidates' overall positions,

instead,

pro-choice respondents, regardless of knowledge level,
distort more often
respondents.

(in four of five cases)

than pro-life

Otherwise, respondents are mostly accurate

in their judgments of candidates' overall position,

just

as they were using high knowledge neutral respondents as
the standard for accuracy instead.

Similarly, when

differences are found in five cases, all are in the
expected direction of assimilation and contrast effects.
Finally, as can be seen even more clearly in Table 8.05,
all three significant differences occur among low
knowledge respondents, whereas the remaining two
distortion effects which were only trends occur among the
high knowledge respondents instead.

Thus, the tendency to

make judgmental distortions seems to be more pronounced
among the low knowledge extreme respondents than the high.
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Table 8.05
Judgmental Distortions of Candidates' Overall Position
by Extreme Attitudinal Position by Knowledge Groups
Compared to the Low Knowledge Neutral Group
in Each Candidate Condition
Candidates
Neutral

Pro-Choice
R'S KNOWLEDGE LEVEL
AND POSITION
Low/Pro-Life
NONE
High/Pro-Life
NONE
Low/Pro-Choice
ASSIMILATION***
High/Pro-Choice ASSIMILATION*

* £

<

NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE

Pro-Life

ASSIMILATION**
NONE
CONTRAST**
CONTRAST*

.10

** E < -05
*** £

<

.01
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CHAPTER 9
Discussion: Impact of Respondents' Own Attitudinal
Position, Cognitive Complexity, and Candidates'
Overall Stated Positions on Judgment of
Candidates' Overall Positions
9.01 Overview
In this chapter and the one preceding it, the focus
is on how respondents' own attitudinal position, cognitive
complexity, and candidates1 overall stated positions
(which span a continuum of possible positions) affect
accuracy or distortion of judgments about candidates'
overall positions.

For results occurring at the level of

respondents' own attitudinal position two kinds of
distortions were hypothesized based on social judgment
theory:
The greater the discrepancy between the subject's own
stand and the position advocated, the greater the
displacement away from the subject's position
("contrast effect") . When only a small discrepancy
exists, there will be a tendency for displacement
toward his own stand ("assimilation effect") (Sherif
and Hovland, 1961, p. 149).
Consistent with the predictions made by social judgment
theory, assimilation and contrast effects were found among
the pro-choice respondents in the pro-choice and pro-life
candidate conditions.

However, no corresponding effects

were found among the pro-life respondents in these same
conditions, which is not consistent with the predictions
made by social judgment theory.
At the next level of statistical effect, respondents'
own attitudinal position by knowledge,

two sets of
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modified tests for assimilation and contrast were
performed against standards for judgmental accuracy set by
either low or high knowledge respondents.

For the most

part, patterns of results were similar, regardless of
which standards of accuracy were used.

Among the

commonalities in patterns were the following:

(1) in the

majority of cases, extreme attitudinal position
respondents, whether high or low in knowledge, were
accurate in their judgments of candidates' overall
position;

(2) when any distortions in judgment occurred,

they usually appeared in the their hypothesized form; and
(3) distortions were more likely to be among low knowledge
respondents than high knowledge respondents.

The only

major difference between the two sets of modified tests
was that those involving high knowledge neutral
respondents suggested that pro-life respondents were more
likely to distort, whereas those involving the low
knowledge neutral respondents suggested that pro-choice
respondents were more likely to distort instead.
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9.02
A.

Hypothesis Tests

Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position
Overall, results presented in Table 8.02 suggest that

respondents are accurate in their judgments of candidates'
overall position, which seems contrary to the predictions
made by social judgment theory.

However,

I am inclined

for two reasons to dismiss those results obtained in the
neutral candidate condition.

First, social judgment

theory makes no predictions about what kinds of
distortions would occur in the neutral candidate
condition,

so it may not be appropriate to lump these

results together with those obtained in the pro-choice and
pro-life candidate conditions.

Second,

the lack of

results obtained in the neutral candidate condition may be
because the neutral candidate's position was too
unambiguous.

All of the respondents' mean scores are

clustered together in the neutral candidate condition,
which suggests that the position of the neutral candidate
is relatively clear to all groups, regardless of
attitudinal position.

If this is true,

then one of the

basic tenets of social judgment theory about ambiguity in
the message has been violated in this condition.

When

results from the neutral candidate condition are removed
from Table 8.02, two of the four remaining results show
distortions to be present,

so let us now examine those

remaining conditions more closely.
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The tendency of pro-choice respondents to assimilate
the position of the pro-choice candidate and to contrast
the position of the pro-life candidate is as would be
predicted by social judgment theory (Sherif and Hovland,
1961; Sherif and Sherif,
Nebergall,

1965).

1967; and Sherif, Sherif, and

These findings also lend further

support to empirical research which has been conducted in
the wake of social judgment theory (e.g., Granberg and
Brent, 1974; 1980; Sarup, Suchner, and Gaylord,

1991).

Although social judgment theory seems to be
successful at predicting results for the pro-choice
respondents,

the same cannot be said for results obtained

among the pro-life respondents.

This lack of symmetry in

results is not without precedent in other studies of
social judgment theory.

Granberg and Brent

(1974)

found

that highly involved supporters of presidential candidate
Hubert Humphrey contrasted the position of candidate
George Wallace, yet no comparable effects were found among
either Nixon or Wallace supporters.

Because Granberg and

B r e n t 's effect was found only among liberal voters and
ideology was moderately correlated with position on
abortion in this study (r = .32, p < .00), ideology could
be contributing to the lack of symmetry in assimilation
and contrast effects obtained here,

just as it apparently

did in Granberg and Brent's study.

Even if this the case,
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however, Granberg and Brent, unfortunately, offer no
explanation for why this might be so.
More direct evidence that contrast effects occur only
on the pro-choice side can be found in another study by
Corenblum and Corfield

(1976).

These authors found that

respondents with more favorable attitudes toward abortion
(i.e., pro-choice) were more likely to make unfavorable
judgments of anti-abortion statements, whereas those with
less favorable attitudes

(i.e., pro-life) were less

extreme in their evaluations of the same attitude
statements

(Corenblum and Corfield,

1976, p. 249).

But as

was true of the previous study, the authors offer no
explanation for the difference in results.

Thus, we are

left with the question: “What accounts for the lack of
symmetry in results in the first place?"

Results from the

knowledge variable may offer an explanation, so let us
turn to those in the next sub-section.

B.

Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position by Knowledge
As noted at the beginning of the chapter, results

presented in Tables 8.04 and 8.05 suggest that extreme
attitudinal position by knowledge groups are by and large
accurate in their judgments of candidates' overall
positions.

But for the reasons cited earlier,

results in

the neutral candidate condition should probably be
dismissed here.

This leaves us with three out of eight
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and five out of eight possible distortions to explain
respectively in Tables 8.04 and 8.05.

If these results

are dismissed, we are left with three out of a possible
distortion effects to discuss in Table 8.04 and five out
of a possible eight distortion effects to explain in Table
8.05.
Table 8.03 shows differing patterns of results among
the two extreme attitudinal position by knowledge groups
in the pro-choice and pro-life candidate conditions.
the pro-choice candidate condition,

In

it can be seen that

low knowledge pro-choice respondents have the most extreme
judgment score of the pro-choice candidate.

The second

most extreme judgment score is that by the high knowledge
pro-choice respondents.

Thus, both low and high knowledge

pro-choice respondents appear to be in relative agreement
about the position of the pro-choice candidate.

Moreover,

this position also happens to be far enough removed from
that of the neutral respondents that it appears as a
significant assimilation effect at the level of
respondents' own attitudinal position.
Among the pro-life respondents in the pro-choice
candidate condition, we see even closer agreement between
the lows and the highs.

Although the direction of means

is consistent with a contrast effect, neither the low nor
high knowledge pro-life respondents have pushed the
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position of the pro-choice candidate sufficiently outward
to make this a significant contrast effect.
One reason that the low and high knowledge pro-life
respondents may not have pushed the position of the prochoice candidate as far out as the pro-choice respondents
did for the position of the pro-life candidate is that the
rhetorical positions taken by each side may not be
isomorphic.

When candidates declare their support for the

pro-life position,

they also imply their opposition to

choice, except under a possibly restricted set of
circumstances.

Yet when candidates declare their support

of the pro-choice position,

they do not necessarily affirm

their support for abortion.

The pro-choice candidate

claims in his statement that nobody likes abortion and he
also notes his support of '‘pro-life" programs that provide
an alternative to abortion, both of which are positions
commonly taken in pro-choice discourse.

Thus,

it is

possible for pro-choice candidates to also call themselves
“pro-life" but the reverse seems much more implausible.
Because the pro-choice candidate expressed some pro-life
sentiments,

this may have led the pro-life respondents to

perceive his position as still predominantly pro-choice,
but not quite as pro-choice as the pro-choice respondents
perceived his position to be.
In the pro-life candidate condition, high and low
knowledge pro-choice respondents still present a “unified
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front” as they did in the pro-choice candidate conditions.
Once again, the mean score of the low knowledge pro-choice
respondents is more extreme in placement of the
candidates' overall position than that of high knowledge
pro-choice respondents.

But both are sufficiently close

together and extreme that they are significantly different
from the neutral respondents1 score at the level of
respondents' own attitudinal position.
Among the pro-life respondents in the pro-life
candidate condition,
present.

a rather different pattern is

Low knowledge pro-life respondents place the

position of the pro-life candidate as more extremely p r o 
life than any other attitudinal position by knowledge
group.

This is consistent with an assimilation effect.

But the high knowledge pro-life respondents show just the
opposite tendency.

Their mean score places the position

of the pro-life candidate as less pro-life than any other
attitudinal position by knowledge group.
be more like a contrast effect.

This appears to

Because these two groups

place the position of their candidate in opposite
directions, effects at the level of respondents' own
attitudinal position are canceled out.
But why would high knowledge pro-life respondents
contrast the position of the pro-life candidate in the
first place?

One reason, again, may be the lack of

isomorphism between the pro-choice and pro-life
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candidates' messages.

The pro-choice candidate proclaimed

his unconditional support for Roe v. Wade, which may
explain why low and high knowledge pro-choice respondents
are relatively extreme in their judgments of his overall
position.

However,

the pro-life candidate supports

certain exceptions to a complete anti-abortion position,
namely life of the mother, rape, or incest.

Because only

the pro-life candidate stated certain exceptions, the high
knowledge pro-life respondents are uniquely qualified, by
virtue of their expertise and consistency of position with
the candidate, to notice this difference and recall it
when judging the candidates'

overall position.

Although

with the present data it is not possible to determine what
the high knowledge pro-life respondents' positions on
these exceptions are,

it may be that the high knowledge

pro-life respondents oppose some or all of them and upon
having noticed them, pushed the position of the pro-life
candidate a little more toward the middle of the scale.
Another explanation for why high knowledge pro-life
respondents have more moderated judgments of candidates'
overall positions than the high knowledge pro-life
respondents is that these two groups have slightly
differing levels of schema development.

If the

differentiation variable is used as a dependent measure
for schema development, Tesser's
Leone's

(1978) and Tesser and

(1977) hypothesis on attitude development can be
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used to test whether the high knowledge pro-choice
respondents of this sample have had more focused thoughts
(i.e., higher levels of differentiation)
knowledge pro-life respondents.

than the high

However, when the two

means from Table 9.01 are compared in an independent
samples t-test, it can be seen that they are in the
hypothesized direction but do not differ at or near
significant levels

(£. (38.21)

= -.27, p < .40).

If integration is used as an alternative measure for
schema development, we could then attempt to replicate
Lusk and Judd's

(1988)

finding that experts with more

highly organized and integrated construct systems
represent candidates in more extreme terms.

When means in

Table 9.02 are examined, an interesting pattern emerges.
High knowledge pro-choice respondents are the only high
knowledge attitudinal group who also have a high score
(i.e., greater than four) on the integration scale.

When

mean integration scores of high knowledge pro-choice and
pro-life respondents are compared in a one-tailed
independent samples t-test, they do not differ at
significant levels

(p (32.58) = -1.21, p < .12) but they

just miss being a trend.

This difference,

though non

significant, may be sufficient to produce differences
between these two groups in judgment of candidates'
overall positions.
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If the high knowledge pro-choice respondents of this
sample do indeed have a more integrated construct system
than the high knowledge pro-life respondents, then the
relation between judgmental extremity and schema
development may be that of a U-shaped curve.

When the

factor of integration is low or high, judgments are more
extreme.

When integration is at a medium level, judgments

are more moderate.33
Low integration respondents, such as the low
knowledge pro-life and pro-choice respondents, make
extreme judgments for a different set of reasons.

Low

integration pro-choice and pro-life respondents perceive
distinctions between candidates in absolutist terms.
Their construct systems lack the subtlety to place
candidates in more intermediate positions.

Low

integration pro-choice and pro-life respondents are
confident in their judgments as the high integration prochoice respondents are, but their confidence comes out of
ignorance, rather than expertise, and the belief that only
a few extreme positions are possible.
Because the low integration pro-choice and pro-life
respondents perceive the abortion issue in relatively

3
The one exception to this rule appears to be in
the pro-choice candidate condition where judgment scores
by both low and high knowledge pro-life respondents are
more moderate. But this may be for the reason noted
earlier: the pro-choice candidate expressed some support
for pro-life programs.
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extreme terms with few possible intermediate categories,
we should not be surprised that more distortion effects of
assimilation and contrast are found among these groups
than among either high knowledge extreme attitude groups.
These low knowledge groups, by virtue of their extreme
attitudinal position and lack of integrated accurate
knowledge, drive the distortion process within their
attitude groups.
The medium integration, high knowledge pro-life
respondents are somewhere in between these two extremes.
They have the accurate knowledge and differentiation to
realize that positions on abortion are more subtle than
what their low knowledge,
perceive them to be.

low integration counterparts

They can perceive the differences

yet they do not have the over-arching constructs of an
integrated cognitive system to make their judgments with
the same confidence that the high knowledge, high
integration pro-choice respondents have.

To put it

another way, these high knowledge, medium integration pro
life respondents have enough knowledge to appreciate that
the the issue of abortion is more complex than it might
first seem but they have no quite yet figured out how.
The result is that their judgments are less extreme and in
the pro-life candidate condition,

this offsets the

assimilation effect found among their low knowledge,

low

integration pro-life counterparts.
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These apparent differences between high knowledge
pro-life and pro-choice respondents in their levels of
schema development beg the question of whether higher
levels of integration are somehow more common among prochoice respondents than among pro-life respondents.

In a

similar vein, we might also ask why tests using judgments
made by either low or high knowledge neutral respondents
as the standard for accuracy lead to opposite conclusions
about whether distortions are more prevalent among prochoice or pro-life respondents.
are interesting,

Although such questions

they force us to draw conclusions about

the nature of the pro-choice and pro-life positions which
are not appropriate for the nonrepresentative sample used
here.

Differences such as these could have arisen solely

on the basis of the sample drawn and may have nothing to
do with differences in the nature of the two positions at
all.

Thus, all that can be said now is that these

questions may be worth asking but only if a representative
sample can be found to answer them.
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TABLE 9.01
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Uncoded Differentiation for
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge Groups
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
Low
Mean
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
9.16
Neutral
7.52
Pro-Choice
9.78
Group Total
8.76
to

00

Std Dev

5.39
3.27
3. 63
4.14

Group Total
High

Count

19
25
23
67

Mean

12.06
10.55
12.48
11.79

Std Dev

5.14
5.95
5.48
5.51

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

18
19
27
64

10. 68
8.83
11.24
10.28

5.37
4. 80
4.87
5. 07

37
44
50
131
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TABLE 9.02
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Uncoded Integration for
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge Groups
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
Low
Mean
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
3.25
Neutral
3.23
Pro-Choice
3.24
Group Total
3.24
to
00
00

Std Dev

1.45
1.32
1.16
1.29

Group Total
High

Count

19
26
23
68

Mean

3.89
3. 90
4.36
4.09

Std Dev

1.35
1.21
1.15
1.23

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

18
20
27
65

3. 56
3.52
3.84
3. 66

1.42
1.31
1.27
1.33

37
46
50
133

9.03 Conclusions and Implications
Results from tests of social judgment theory are
important for two reasons.

First, it is possible that

judgments of candidates' overall position are used as a
problem-solving strategy to answer both the recall
questions which were discussed in the previous two
chapters and the specific policy judgments which will be
addressed in the next two chapters.

In recall,

judgment

of candidates' overall position could serve as a heuristic
alternative to memorizing particular bits of information
about the candidate.

As such,

it could be used as a

“chunking strategy” (Chase and Simon,
simplify the encoding process.

1973)

to help

If a respondent were to

measure the overall position of a candidate implicitly,
then recall questions would become,
questions.

in effect,

judgment

Respondents could therefore infer the answers

to the recall questions on the basis of their own measures
of the candidates' overall position.
In the same manner,

judgments of candidates' overall

positions could also be an efficient way to infer
candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions.

An

assessment of a candidate's overall position at the outset
could obviate the need for using and organizing individual
bits and pieces of information recalled from the
candidates'

statements for comparison with the particular

criteria being asked for in the question.

Instead, the
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more global judgment of the candidate's overall position
can be used to infer the relation between the candidate
and the specific elements of the judgments.
The second reason the results discussed here are
important is because they have implications for social
judgment theory.

Social judgment theorists did not take

the role of cognitive complexity into consideration in
their original studies
Sherif and Sherif,
Nebergall,

(cf. Sherif and Hovland,

1961;

1967; and Sherif, Sherif, and

1965), yet one wonders how their results might

have been different if they had.

Perhaps the lack of

consistent findings from subsequent studies in social
judgment theory (e.g., Corenblum,
Corfield,

1978; Corenblum and

1976; and Eagly and Telaak,

1972)

is also

explained by different effects from cognitive complexity
on the different attitudinal groups which lead to more
extreme ratings, in some cases, and less extreme ratings
in others.
In either case, distortions in judgments of
candidates' overall positions,

such as those found to be

especially prevalent among low knowledge extreme
respondents, could also lead to inaccurate recall and
distortions in judgment of candidates'

specific but

unstated policy positions.
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CHAPTER 10
Results: Impact of Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position,
Cognitive Complexity, and Candidates1 Overall Stated
Positions on Judgments About Candidates' Specific
but Unstated Positions36
10.01 Overview
In the preceding four chapters, parts of the judgment
process have been explored through two subsidiary research
questions using theoretical frameworks which are already
well established.

In chapters six and seven, respondents'

own attitudinal position,

cognitive complexity, and

candidates' overall positions were found to affect
accuracy or distortion of recall.

In chapters eight and

nine, these same factors were also found to have an
influence on accuracy or distortion of judgments about
candidates' overall positions.

Results from these two

subsidiary research questions were intended to help lay
the theoretical and empirical groundwork for the primary
research question.
The primary research question continues exploration
of the distortional aspects of judgment, yet shifts the
focus to inferences about candidates'
unstated policy positions.

specific but

More formally,

the primary

research question can be stated as follows:
How do respondents' own attitudinal position and
cognitive complexity as well as candidates' overall
3d
For reasons having to do with balance of the
stimuli and sample size, only main study results will be
presented here and discussed later.
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stated positions (which span a continuum of possible
positions) lead to either distorted or accurate
judgments about those same candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions?
Because current research does not provide any clear
answers to the primary research question,

it was decided

to leave this question open-ended.
To operationalize the primary research question,
respondents were asked a series of eight questions about
candidates'

specific but unstated positions on various

abortion-related policy issues.

Factor analysis showed

that four of these eight items could be consolidated into
two sub-scales.

This left six measures of specific policy

positions on abortion.

In particular,

low-income funding of abortion,

these concerned

the Catholic Church's

position, permissiveness in the first and second trimester
of pregnancy,

teen sex education and counseling services,

and national health care.
For each of these six specific policy positions,

the

standards for accuracy will be the same as those used for
the previous two chapters on judgment of candidates'
overall positions.

For attitudinal position by cognitive

complexity effects, mean judgment scores of extreme
attitudinal position by cognitive complexity groups will
be compared against those of low and high cognitive
complexity neutral respondents.

For separate attitudinal

position effects, mean judgment scores of extreme
attitudinal groups will be compared against those of the
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neutral group.

For separate cognitive complexity effects,

mean judgment scores of the low and high cognitive
complexity groups will be compared against each other.
Because no hypotheses have been made about how direction
of distortions will occur, post hoc tests will be
performed here instead of independent samples t-tests at
the two highest levels of statistical effect.

For

separate cognitive complexity effects, comparisons using
F-test results from the MANOVAs will be sufficient because
this factor has only two levels.
In order to determine how distortions occur relative
to these standards of accuracy, we must first find out
where differences between groups arise at each statistical
level.2

Toward that end, Table 10.01 presents significance

of F-test results for the six judgment questions from the
respondents' own attitudinal position by knowledge by
candidates' overall stated positions MANOVAs.0
Presentation of resuits in this chapter will parallel
that used in Table 10.01.

Higher order effects

way) will be presented before lower-order
effects.

(three-

(two-way)

Any accompanying univariate results will be

noted at the appropriate level of multivariate effect.
Within each level of effect, results from each of the six
policy judgments will be introduced separately.3'
37
The strategy for conducting more in-depth
analysis is as follows.
First, the same set of judgment
questions for each of the candidates will be placed into a
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One final note about the results presented in this
chapter: sex and political ideology were entered into each
of the six initial MANOVAs for the policy judgments.

Both

of these covariates could quite easily be confounding

MANOVA which will transform the three dependent measures
in an identity matrix.
The MANOVA will use position of
the candidates, respondents' own attitudinal position, and
knowledge as factors.
Only results from the knowledge
MANOVA of the main study will be presented in this
chapter.
If multivariate results are found to be at or near levels
of statistical significance, then further explorations
will be made in two other kinds of MANOVAs.
One kind will
make simple contrasts, first, of means in each of the prochoice and pro-life candidate conditions with means in the
neutral candidate condition, the latter of which is
assumed to serve as a “control." If either the pro
life/neutral contrast or the pro-choice/neutral contrast
is statistically significant, then results from another
set of simple contrasts will be viewed in which means in
the pro-choice and pro-life candidate conditions are
compared against each other.
In this way, it will be
possible to compare all sets of means between candidate
conditions even though the degrees of freedom within any
particular MANOVA are one less than the highest number of
levels.
If the simple contrasts MANOVAs show differences between
means in the pro-choice/neutral, pro-life/neutral, and
pro-choice/pro-life comparisons to be at or near levels of
statistical significance, then one further exploration
will be made in a second kind of MANOVA which uses
repeated measures. This latter kind of MANOVA will be
used to determine if the means progress in either a linear
or quadratic (curvilinear) pattern.
In order to avoid inflation of the number of significant
findings, it should be noted that the simple contrasts and
repeated measures MANOVAs will be viewed only if results
are found to be at or near levels of statistical
significance in the MANOVA which uses the identity matrix
first.
Thus, reports of findings originate from only one
set of MANOVAs whereas the other kinds of MANOVAs are
merely supplementary to the first.
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variables.

For gender,

it might be expected that women

would have different sorts of judgments about abortionrelated issues than men because they, and not men, are the
ones who would undergo any abortion procedure.

For

ideology, because conservatives tend to be opposed to
abortion and liberals tend to be pro-choice,

it could be

argued that the policy inferences being drawn are more a
result of general ideological position,
specific position on abortion.

rather than a

Results from the

regression analysis of these covariates will be reported
only when they are at or near statistically significant
levels.

In no case did inclusion of either or both of

these covariates in the MANOVAs change the significance of
results substantially.
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TABLE 10.01
Probabilities for Significance of F-Tests30: Policy Judgment Questions
Policy Judgment Questions
LowIncome Fund

Catholic
Church

1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/ Nat'l
Trimester Discuss Counseling Health

THREE-WAY EFFECTS39
Cans' Pos by R's Own
Att Pos & Knowledge

to
CT\

06

.05

. 86

.35

,50

,85

Pro-Choice Can

.62

,02

64

,61

.46

.84

Neutral Can

.

02

.18

80

.15

.55

.37

Pro-Life Can

.02

,50

52

.42

.27

.82

.04

.01

10

.15

.07

.26

UNIVARIATE EFFECTS (FROM
THREE-WAY)
R's Own Att Pos by
Knowledge

TWO-WAY EFFECTS
Cans' Pos by R's Own
Att Pos

All F-test results are based on the initial MANOVAs which transformed the
dependent measures in an identity matrix.
Jy

Multivariate probabilities are based on Wilks' Lambda.

Probabilities for Significance of F-Tests: Policy Judgment Questions
Policy Judgment Questions
LowIncome Fund

Catholic
Church

1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/ Nat'l
Trimester Discuss Counseling Health

UNIVARIATE EFFECTS (FROM
TWO-WAY)
R'S Own Att POS
.14

.20

Neutral Can

.06

.16

.87

.53

.22

.32

Pro-Life Can

.01

.01

.16

.64

.15

.12

.35

.05

.05

.20

.56

.09

Pro-Choice Can

.20

.06

.18

.08

.24

1.00

Neutral Can

.52

.23

.98

.19

.74

.28

Pro-Life Can

.29

.65

.02

.73

.79

.02

CM

.32

CM
O

o

CO

to

vo

Pro-Choice Can

o
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TABLE 10.01 CONTINUED

TWO-WAY EFFECTS
Cans' Pos by R's Knowledge
UNIVARIATE EFFECTS (FROM
TWO-WAY)
R's Knowledge

10.02 Three-way Interaction or Main Effects: Candidates'
Overall Stated Positions by Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge
A.

Would candidates support funding for low-income women
to have abortions?
An effect from candidates' position and respondents'

own attitudinal position and knowledge was found for the
judgment about whether the candidates would support
funding for low-income women to have abortions
Lambda = .91, £ (6, 250) = 2.07, p < .06).
comes primarily from the neutral
.02) and pro-life
conditions.

(F (2, 127)

(F (2, 127)

(Wilks'

This effect
= 3.91, p <

= 4.24, p < .02) candidate

Means are displayed in Table 10.02.

When the covariate of respondents' sex was added to
the MANOVA,

significance of the multivariate statistics

(Wilks' Lambda = .92, F (6, 248)

=1.80,

univariate statistics in the neutral

respondents'

.10) and

(F (2, 126) = 3.57, p

< .03) and pro-life candidate conditions
3.58, p < .03) was reduced slightly.

p<

(F (2, 126) =

The covariate of

sex was found to be significant in the

regression analysis of the MANOVA for the judgment in the
pro-choice candidate condition

(t (126) = -2.39, p < .02)

and nearly significant for the judgment in the pro-life
candidate condition (p (126) = 1.82, p < .07).
Correlations between respondents'

sex and judgment of the

pro-choice and pro-life candidates were also modest but
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significant

(r = -.22, N = 134, p < .01; and r = .20, N =

133, ^ < .02 respectively).40
Only means in the pro-choice and neutral candidate
conditions were found to differ significantly in the
univariate statistics for the first simple contrasts
MANOVA (F (2, 127)
contrasts MANOVA,

= 3.16, p < .05) .

In the second simple

the pro-choice/pro-life comparison was

found to be suggestive of a trend (E (2, 127) = 2.65, p <
.07) .
Because means in the pro-choice candidate condition
were not found to differ at significant levels in the
univariate statistics of the initial MANOVA, results from
the simple contrasts MANOVAs just described appear to
arise primarily from overall differences among means in
the pro-choice/neutral and pro-choice/pro-life
comparisons.
condition,

Given results from the pro-choice candidate

little else can be said here except that all

respondents, regardless of knowledge or attitudinal
position, agree that the pro-choice candidate would favor
funding for low-income women.
Because both the neutral and pro-life candidate
conditions are significant in the univariate statistics of
the initial MANOVA,

these two conditions are where we need

to focus our attention.

Accordingly, means from these two

^
Women were assigned a score of zero and men were
assigned a score of one.
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candidate conditions are displayed in the line graphs of
Figures 10.03 and 10.06.
Results in Figure 10.03 were analyzed using post hoc
Scheffe tests at the

.05 alpha level.4*

Because no

significant differences were found between any two
attitudinal position by knowledge groups in the Scheffe
tests, two slightly less conservative post hoc tests,
Tukey-HSD

(Honestly Significant Difference)

and Tukey-B,

were run in order to determine trends for differences in
means.

Figures 10.01 and 10.02 present results from the

two Tukey tests.

As can be seen in Figure 10.01,

the

Tukey-B test shows means of pro-choice respondents, both
low and high knowledge,
respondents,

and also high knowledge neutral

to differ significantly from the mean of low

knowledge neutral respondents.

In the Tukey-HSD test,

results of which are shown in Figure 10.02, differences
between means of low and high knowledge neutral
respondents dropped from significance.

However,

differences among means of low and high knowledge prochoice respondents, on the one hand, and low knowledge
neutral respondents,

on the other,

remained.

In the pro-life candidate condition,

the overall

pattern of means is similar to that obtained in the
neutral candidate condition, but all mean scores exhibit

All post hoc tests referred to in this chapter
were run at the .05 alpha level.
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greater disagreement as would be expected for the pro-life
candidate.

Figure 10.04 presents results from the Scheffe

test in which the mean scores of low and high knowledge
pro-choice and low knowledge pro-life respondents were
found to differ significantly from the mean score of low
knowledge neutral respondents.

Aside from these

differences with the low knowledge neutral respondents'
mean score, no other significant differences were found in
the Scheffe test.
Figure 10.05 presents results from the Tukey-HSD and
Tukey-B tests, which show an additional trend toward
differences between means.

In the latter figure, means of

low and high knowledge neutral respondents are also shown
to differ.

Thus, the neutral group is the only

attitudinal group to have relatively stark within-group
differences by level of knowledge.
When mean scores of both the neutral and pro-life
candidate conditions are reviewed together,

two

conclusions about judgmental accuracy can be drawn.
First, if judgments made by high knowledge neutral
respondents are to be used as the standard for judgmental
accuracy,

then only low knowledge neutral respondents seem

to be making distorted judgments about the two candidates'
positions on low-income funding.

With the exception of

high knowledge pro-life respondents,

the mean score of low

knowledge neutral respondents is the only one on the agree
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end of the scale in the neutral candidate condition.

Even

then, the mean score of high knowledge pro-life
respondents is just barely above neutral, whereas that of
the low knowledge neutral respondents is closer to five
(“agree a little”) on the same scale.

Similarly,

in the

pro-life candidate condition for the same judgment,

the

mean score of low knowledge neutral respondents is
markedly closer to the middle of the scale than that of
any other attitudinal position by knowledge group,

though

all groups disagree about the pro-life candidate's
willingness to support funding for low-income women to
have abortions.
Second,

if judgments made by high knowledge neutral

respondents are used as the standard for accuracy instead,
however, different conclusions about who is accurate and
who distorts emerge.

When results from all post hoc tests

are viewed together, the only group that does not seem to
be distorting its judgments relative to the standard of
low knowledge neutral respondents is the high knowledge
pro-life respondents.

Nevertheless,

the mean score of

high knowledge pro-life respondents in the pro-life
candidate condition is closer to the mean scores of the
other four attitudinal position by knowledge groups than
it is to the mean score of low knowledge neutral
respondents.

This suggests that their judgment in this

candidate condition is closer to distortion than it is to
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accuracy.

Furthermore,

it should be noted that mean

scores of high knowledge pro-life respondents never differ
significantly in the two candidate conditions from the
mean scores of the other four attitudinal position by
knowledge groups either.

Because high knowledge pro-life

respondents seem to “bridge the gap” between the more
extreme judgment scores of the four attitudinal position
by knowledge groups, on the one hand, and the less extreme
judgment scores of the low knowledge neutral respondents,
on the other, any conclusions about whether the judgments
made by high knowledge pro-life respondents are accurate
or inaccurate must be viewed with caution here.
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TABLE 10.02
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Judgment of Whether Candidates Would
Support Funding for Low-Income Women to Have Abortions: Candidates' Position by
Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position by Knowledge
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
Low
Mean

Std Dev

Group Total
High

Count

Mean

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R ’S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
5.58
Neutral
5.38
Pro-choice
5.70
Group Total
5.54

1. 68
1.86
1.33
1.62

19
26
23
68

4 .83
5. 10
5. 63
5.25

1. 89
1.94
.79
1.56

18
20
27
65

5.22
5.26
5. 66
5. 40

1.80
1.88
1.06
1.60

37
46
50
133

1.68
1. 72
1.51
1.75

19
26
23
68

4.06
3. 45
3.33
3.57

1.55
1. 50
1.52
1.53

18
20
27
65

3.73
4.15
3. 30
3.71

1.63
1.73
1.50
1.64

37
46
50
133

.83
2.35
1.23
1.84

19
26
23
68

2.28
2.00
1. 67
1.94

2. 05
1.26
1.24
1.51

18
20
27
65

1. 95
2.78
1.74
2.16

1. 56
2.05
1.23
1.70

37
46
50
133

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
3.42
Neutral
4.69
Pro-choice
3.26
Group Total
3.85
PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
1.63
Neutral
3.38
Pro-choice
1.83
Group Total
2.37

FIGURE 10.01
Tukey-B Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position by
Knowledge Factors: Would Neutral Candidate Support
Funding for Low-Income Women to Have Abortions?
p
c
1
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n
o
w
Mean

POSITION BY
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(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower
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FIGURE 10.02
Tukey-HSD Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position
by Knowledge Factors: Would Neutral Candidate Support
Funding for Low-Income Women to Have Abortions?
P
c
1
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k
n
0
w
Mean

POSITION BY
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(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower
triangle
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FIGURE 10.03
M ea n J u d g m en t S c o r e s for W h eth er N eutral C andidate W o u ld Support
F u n d in g for L o w - I n c o m e W o m e n to H a v e A b o r tio n s: R e sp o n d e n ts' O w n
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FIGURE 10.04
Scheffe Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position by
Knowledge Factors: Would Pro-Life Candidate Support
Funding for Low-Income Women to Have Abortions?
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(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower
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FIGURE 10.05
Tukey-HSD and Tukey-B Post Hoc Test Results for
Attitudinal Position by Knowledge Factors: Would Pro-Life
Candidate Support Funding for Low-Income Women to Have
Abortions?
P
1
1
o
k
n
o
w
Mean

POSITION
BY KNOWLEDGE

1.63
1. 67
1.83
2.00
2.28
3.38

Pro-Life/Low Knowledge
Pro-Choice/High Knowledge
Pro-Choice/Low Knowledge
Neutral/High Knowledge
Pro-Life/High Knowledge
Neutral/Low Knowledge

P
c
h
i
k
n
o
w

P
c
1
o
k
n
o
w

n
h
i
k
n
o
w

P
1
h
i
k
n
o
w

n
1
o
k
n
o
W

(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower
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FIGURE 10.06
M e a n J u d g m e n t S c o r e s for W h e th e r P r o -L ife C a n d id a te W o u ld S u p p o r t
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B.

Would candidates oppose the Catholic Church's
position on abortion?
A statistically significant three-way effect appeared

in the MANOVA for the judgment about whether the
candidates would oppose the Catholic Church's position on
abortion (Wilks' Lambda = .90, F (6, 248)

= 2.15, p <.05).

In addition, the univariate statistic for the pro-choice
candidate condition was also significant in the same
MANOVA (F (2, 126)

= 4.09, p < .02).

Consequently,

the

pro-choice candidate condition is where we should focus
our attention for analyzing results from the three-way
MANOVA.

Means for the candidates' position by

respondents' own attitudinal position and knowledge MANOVA
are displayed in Table 10.03.

Means from the pro-choice

candidate condition are also displayed in the line-graph
of Figure 10.09.
The initial simple contrasts MANOVA revealed
significant differences between means in the pro-choice
and neutral candidate conditions
.05).

(F (2, 126) = 3 . 1 7,

p <

Because means in the neutral candidate condition

were not significant in the univariate statistics,

not

much can be said about results here except that
respondents agree significantly less about the neutral
candidate's opposition to the Catholic Church's position
on abortion than they do for the pro-choice candidate.
The second set of simple contrasts for means in the pro-
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choice and pro-life candidate conditions did not approach
statistical significance.
Results presented in Figure 10.09 were analyzed using
a post hoc Scheffe test.

The only significant difference

was that between means of the low knowledge neutral and
low knowledge pro-choice respondents.

Figures 10.07 and

10.08 present results from the Tukey-HSD and Tukey-B tests
respectively.

In the first figure, the mean of high

knowledge neutral respondents is shown to differ with that
of low knowledge neutral respondents.

In the second

figure for Tukey-B tests, means of high knowledge prochoice and pro-life respondents also differ with the mean
of low knowledge neutral respondents.

Thus, as was found

with the previous judgment on low-income funding,
differences whether significant or just trends,

all

arise from

comparisons with the low knowledge neutral group.
Although differences between means of low knowledge
neutral respondents and low knowledge pro-choice
respondents have occurred in other post hoc tests,

the

direction of means is different in the pro-choice
candidate condition for the judgment on the Catholic
Church, compared to what was found in the neutral and p r o 
life candidate conditions for the previous judgment on
low-income funding.

For the Catholic Church judgment,

low

knowledge neutral respondents and low knowledge pro-choice
respondents agree that the pro-choice candidate would be
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opposed to the Catholic Church's position on abortion.
However, the positions of these two groups reverse
themselves in this candidate condition.

Low knowledge

neutral respondents agree the least, whereas low knowledge
pro-choice respondents agree the most.

In between the

mean scores of the low knowledge neutral respondents and
low knowledge pro-choice respondents are those of all
other attitudinal position by knowledge groups.
As with the previous judgment on low-income funding,
conclusions about which groups are accurate and which
groups distort depend on whether judgments made by either
high knowledge neutral respondents or low knowledge
neutral respondents are used as the standard for accuracy.
If judgments made by high knowledge neutral respondents
are used as the standard for accuracy, then only low
knowledge neutral respondents seem to have made a more
distorted judgment of the pro-choice candidate's
opposition to the Catholic Church's position on abortion.
Again, the mean score of low knowledge neutral respondents
suggests that they prefer to stay toward the middle of the
scale when making their judgments.

Nevertheless,

it

should also be kept in mind that the low knowledge neutral
respondents still agree along with all of the other
attitudinal position by knowledge groups but just less so.
If judgments made by low knowledge neutral
respondents are used as the standard for accuracy,
311

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission .

instead, then only the judgments made by low knowledge
pro-life respondents are accurate and the judgments made
by all other attitudinal position by knowledge groups are
inaccurate.

For the most part, these conclusions are the

same as those drawn for the judgment on low-income
funding, except,

in this case,

it is low knowledge pr o 

life respondents who appear to be accurate, rather than
the high knowledge pro-life respondents.
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TABLE 10.03
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Judgment of Whether Candidates Would
Oppose the Catholic Church's Position on Abortion: Candidates' Position by
Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position by Knowledge
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
Low
Mean

Std Dev

Group Total
High

Count

Mean

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
5.58
Neutral
4.96
Pro-Choice
6.39
Group Total
5.62

1.95
1.66
.99
1. 66

19
26
23
68

6.17
6.25
6. 00
6.12

1.25
1.12
1.39
1.26

18
20
27
65

5.86
5.52
6.18
5.86

1. 65
1.57
1.22
1.49

37
46
50
133

1.45
1.49
1.49
1.47

19
26
23
68

5.06
4.50
4.00
4.44

1.56
1.24
1.14
1.34

18
20
27
65

4.86
4.83
4.32
4 .64

1.50
1.40
1.35
1.42

37
46
50
133

1.29
2.33
1.38
1.87

19
26
23
68

2.39
2. 85
1.89
2.32

1. 54
2.21
1.34
1.72

18
20
27
65

2.03
2.98
1. 90
2 .31

1.44
2.26
1.34
1.79

37
46
50
133

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
4.68
Neutral
5.08
Pro-Choice
4.70
Group Total
4.84
PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
1.68
Neutral
3.08
Pro-Choice
1.91
Group Total
2.29

FIGURE 10.07
Tukey-HSD Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position
by Knowledge Factors: Would Pro-Choice Candidate Oppose
the Catholic Church's Position on Abortion?
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FIGURE 10.08
Tukey-B Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position by
Knowledge Factors: Would Pro-Choice Candidate Oppose the
Catholic Church's Position on Abortion?
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FIGURE 10.09
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C.

Would candidates support abortion in £irst and second
trimesters?
No three-way interaction or main effects were found

to be occurring at or near levels of statistical
significance for the judgment on candidates'

support for

first and trimester abortions.

D.

Would candidates oppose women discussing their
reasons for abortion with a judge?
No three-way interactions or main effects from

candidates1 overall stated position by respondents1 own
attitudinal position and knowledge were detected at or
near statistically significant levels for the judge
discussion inference.

E.

Would candidates support teen sex education and
counseling?
No three-way effects, main or interaction, of

candidates' position by respondents' own attitudinal
position and knowledge were detected at or near levels of
statistical significance for the judgment on teen sex
education and counseling policy.

F.

Would candidates support abortion services as part of
a national health plan?
No effects from candidates' position by respondents'

own attitudinal position and knowledge were detected at or
near levels of statistical significance for the judgment
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10.03 Two-way Interaction or Main Effects: Candidates'
Overall Stated Positions by Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position
A.

Would candidates support funding for low-income women
to have abortions?
Effects from candidates' overall stated positions and

respondents' own attitudinal position were found at
statistically significant levels
(6, 246) = 2 . 2 3 , p < .04).

(Wilks' Lambda = .90, £

Univariate results were

statistically significant for the pro-life candidate
condition {£ (2, 127) = 4.44, p < .01) and nearly so for
the neutral candidate condition (F (2, 127)

= 2.86, p <

.06) .
The introduction of respondents' sex as a covariate
did not dramatically affect the significance of
multivariate statistics in the candidates' position by
respondents' own attitudinal position MANOVA (Wilks'
Lambda = .91, F (6, 248)

= 2.11, p < .05) or the

univariate statistics in the neutral

(F (2, 126) = 2.70, p

< .07) and pro-life (F (2, 126) = 3.98, p < .02) candidate
conditions.

Thus, as was found in the three-way results

presented earlier, effects from respondents' sex, though
significant, are relatively small.
The first set of simple contrasts found only the p r o 
choice/neutral comparison to be statistically significant
in the knowledge

(F (2, 127)

= 4. 1 6 ,

p < .02) MANOVA.

The

second set of simple contrasts also found differences
between means in the pro-choice/pro-life comparison to be
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statistically significant

(F (2, 127) = 3.70, £ < .03).

Because univariate statistics were not significant in the
pro-choice candidate condition,

results from the simple

contrasts must be viewed as arising primarily from
differences between means for the entire sample in the two
comparisons.

Thus, the difference in means occurs because

respondents move from a position of agreement in the prochoice candidate condition toward positions of
disagreement in the neutral and pro-life candidate
conditions.
Means for the two-way effect between candidates'
position and respondents' own attitudinal position based
on the knowledge MANOVA are presented in Table 10.02.
These means are also presented in the line graph of Figure
10.12.

Because univariate effects were obtained in the

neutral and pro-life candidate conditions, some additional
exploration of means can be made in post hoc tests.

In

the neutral candidate condition, all three post hoc tests,
Tukey-HSD, Tukey-B,

and Scheffe, showed only the means of

the pro-choice and neutral respondents to differ at
statistically significant levels.

Neutral respondents'

mean score was just slightly above the neutral point,
toward the agree end of the scale.

Pro-choice respondents

had the lowest mean score, disagreeing that the neutral
candidate would support abortion funding for low-income
women.

For pro-life respondents,

it can be seen in the
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table and the figure that their mean score is also toward
the disagree end of the scale for the neutral candidate,
though not enough to make it differ with the mean score of
the neutral or pro-choice group.
In the pro-life candidate condition, mean scores of
all attitudinal groups shift downward, showing that all
disagree about the pro-life candidate's willingness to
support abortion funding for low-income women.

However,

the mean score of the neutral group is somewhat higher
than the mean scores obtained for the pro-life and prochoice respondents.
Figure 10.10 presents results from the Tukey-HSD and
Scheffe tests in the pro-life candidate condition.

As can

be seen, mean scores of neutral and pro-choice respondents
differ significantly with one another at the .05 level, as
they also did in the neutral candidate condition just
described.

Figure 10.11 presents results from the Tukey-B

test which shows an additional difference between the mean
scores of neutral and pro-life respondents.

This suggests

that differences in mean scores of pro-life and neutral
respondents are nearly as great as those between neutral
and pro-choice respondents.
When judgments made by the neutral group are used as
the standard for accuracy, pro-choice respondents make
distorted judgments about the neutral and pro-life
candidates' willingness to support funding for low-income
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women to have abortions.

In both cases, pro-choice

respondents are more extreme in their disagreement than
any other attitudinal group, though in the neutral
candidate condition their score is still fairly close to
the middle of the scale.

By the same token, pro-life

respondents also show a tendency to distort but only in
the pro-life candidate condition.

Here, pro-life

respondents move to nearly the same position on the scale
as their pro-choice counterparts.

Thus, in this

particular instance, opposite attitudinal positions seem
to lead to similar judgments, both of which are distorted
relative to the neutral group.
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FIGURE 10.10
Scheffe and Tukey-HSD Post Hoc Test Results for
Attitudinal Position Factor: Would Pro-Life Candidate
Support Funding for Low-income Women to Have Abortions?
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FIGURE 10.11
Tukey-B Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position
Factor: Would Pro-Life Candidate Support Funding for Lowincome Women to Have Abortions?
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FIGURE 10.12
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B.

Would candidates oppose the Catholic Church's
position on abortion?
Significant effects from candidates' position by

respondents' own attitudinal position were found for the
judgment on the Catholic Church (Wilks' Lambda = .88, F
(6, 248), p < .01).

A significant univariate effect was

also obtained in the pro-life candidate condition
126)

(F (2,

= 4.99, p < .01).
Means from the first set of simple contrasts revealed

significant differences between means in the pro-choice
and neutral candidate conditions

(F (2, 126) = 3.08, p <

.01) and a nearly significant difference between means in
the neutral and pro-life candidate conditions
= 2.39, p <

.10).

(F (2, 126)

Means from the second set of simple

contrasts revealed significant differences between means
in the pro-choice and pro-life candidate conditions
126)

= 6.47, p < .01).

(£ (2,

In each case, these results

highlight overall differences in inferences about each
candidate's position on the Catholic Church, from
opposition in the case of the pro-choice candidate,

to

close to a position of neutrality for the neutral
candidate, to relative support for the pro-life candidate.
Means from the attitudinal position effects in each
of the candidate conditions are presented in Table 10.02.
These effects are also explored in the line-graph of
Figure 10.14.

Because no significant univariate effect
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was obtained in the pro-life candidate condition of the
three-way MANOVA, the significant results in the pro-life
candidate condition obtained here deserve some additional
description.

Figure 10.13 presents results from the

Scheffe, Tukey-HSD, and Tukey-B post hoc tests, all of
which are identical.

Neutral respondents have a

significantly higher mean score than either pro-choice or
pro-life respondents.

Thus,

the latter are more willing

to infer the pro-life candidate's support of the Catholic
Church's position on abortion than the former.
Conclusions about accuracy in the pro-life candidate
condition for the judgment on the Catholic Church are
identical to those made in the same condition for the
previous judgment on low-income funding.
groups'

Although all

judgments are on the same end of the scale, pro-

choice and pro-life respondents distort their judgments
relative to the neutral respondents.

Both groups with

extreme but opposing positions disagree about the pro-life
candidate's willingness to oppose the Catholic Church's
position on abortion to nearly the same extent.
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FIGURE 10.13
Scheffe, Tukey-HSD, Tukey-B Post Hoc Test Results for
Attitudinal Position Factor: Would Pro-Life Candidate
Oppose the Catholic Church's Position on Abortion?
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FIGURE 10.14
M e a n J u d g m e n t S c o r e s for W h e th e r C a n d id a te s W o u ld O p p o s e the
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C.

Would candidates support abortion in first and second
trimesters?
A trend toward interaction between candidates'

overall positions and respondents' own attitudinal
position was found for the judgment on abortion
permissiveness
< .10).

(Wilks' Lambda = .92, £

Univariate statistics in the pro-choice candidate

condition were also significant
.03).

(6, 248) = 1.83, p

Mean

Table 10.04

(£ (2, 126)

scores for these results are

= 3.64, p <
presented in

in the previous subsection. These means are

also explored in the line graph of Figure 10.15.
When the initial set of simple contrasts was run,
only means in the pro-choice and neutral candidate
conditions were found to differ at or near levels of
statistical significance

(£ (2, 126) = 2.66, p < .07).

In

the second set of contrasts, means in the pro-choice and
pro-life candidate
significant

conditions were also found to differ at

levels (£ (2, 126) = 4.62, p

< .01).

Although a significant univariate effect was obtained
in the pro-choice candidate condition, none of the post
hoc tests revealed any significant differences between
means in the slightly less conservative Tukey-HSD and
Tukey-B tests or in the more conservative Scheffe t e s t .
Accordingly,

the differences obtained in the simple

contrasts must be viewed as differences between means for
the entire sample in the different candidate conditions.
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Means for the entire sample in the three candidate
conditions reveal the following pattern.

In the pro-

choice candidate condition, respondents' overall mean
score is just above the neutral point on the scale.

In

the neutral candidate condition, mean scores are just
slightly below the neutral point toward the disagree end
of the scale.

The mean score for the pro-life candidate

condition is a little more toward the disagree end of the
scale than that for the neutral candidate condition.
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TABLE 10.04
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Candidates' Position by Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge: Would Candidates Support
Abortion in First and Second Trimesters?
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
High

Low
Mean

Std Dev

Group Total

Count

Mean

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
4.33
Neutral
4.08
Pro-choice
4.83
Group Total
4.40

2.15
1.58
1.68
1. 78

19
26
23
68

3.50
3 .70
4 .74
4 .08

1. 86
1.77
1. 91
1.91

18
20
27
65

3.92
3 .91
4 .78
4.24

2 .03
1.66
1.79
1.85

37
46
50
133

1.15
1.31
1.41
1.29

19
26
23
68

3 .61
3.88
3 .91
3 .82

1.39
.93
1.26
1.20

18
20
27
65

3 .74
3 .80
3 .87
3.81

1.26
1.15
1. 32
1.24

37
46
50
133

2.26
1. 78
1. 97
2.01

19
26
23
68

3.56
2 .73
2 .87
3 .02

2 .31
1. 90
1. 98
2.05

18
20
27
65

3.99
3.49
3 .06
3.47

2.29
1. 93
1. 97
2 .07

37
46
50
133

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
3.87
Neutral
3.75
Pro-choice
3.83
Group Total
3.81
PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
4.39
Neutral
4.08
Pro-choice
3.28
Group Total
3.90
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FIGURE 10.15
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D.

Would candidates oppose women discussing their
reasons for abortion with a judge?
Effects from candidates' position by respondents' own

attitudinal position were not found to be occurring at
normally accepted levels of statistical significance.
However, because effects from these two factors appear
relatively consistently across the different judgments and
the significance of these effects is still somewhat close
to the .10 alpha level for this particular judgment
(Wilks' Lambda = .93, F (6, 248)

= 1.60, p < .15), they

deserve some additional attention.

Further justification

for this argument can be made when related univariate
statistics are examined in the pro-choice candidate
condition for which a significant result was also obtained
(F (2, 126)

= 3.95, p < .02).

respondents'

Although entering

sex as a covariate dropped the significance

of the univariate result

(F (2, 125)

= 3.33, p < .04),

probability still remained above the .05 alpha level.
Thus, respondents' sex,
covariate,

though present as a significant

had relatively little influence on means in the

pro-choice candidate condition.
Because the significance level of multivariate
results is somewhat higher than what is normally used,
none of the simple contrast results will be reported here.
Means can be examined in Table 10.05 and in the line-graph
of 10.18.
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Because univariate effects were significant in the
pro-choice candidate condition, additional post hoc tests
can be made.

Figure 10.16 shows means of pro-life and

neutral groups to differ significantly at the .05 level in
Scheffe tests.

As Figure 10.17 shows,

slightly less

conservative Tukey-HSD and Tukey-B tests show means of
pro-choice and neutral respondents to differ as well,
which can be considered suggestive of a trend.
Once again, results from post hoc tests at the level
of respondents' own attitudinal position suggest that both
pro-life and pro-choice respondents are distorting their
judgments relative to the neutral group.

Here, pro-choice

and pro-life respondents agree more strongly about the
pro-life candidate's opposition to a judge discussion
policy than the neutral respondents do.
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TABLE 10.05
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Candidate's Position by
Respondents' Knowledge: Would All Candidates Oppose Women
Discussing Their Reasons for Abortion with a Judge?
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
Low
Mean

Std Dev

Group Total
Mean

High
Count

Mean

Std Dev

Std Dev

Count

Count

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
6.11
Neutral
4.69
Pro-choice
5.43
Group Total
5.34

1.49
2.48
2.25
2.21

19
26
23
68

6.17
5. 40
6.41
6.03

1.34
2.28
1.25
1.69

18
20
27
65

6.14
5. 00
5. 96
5. 68

1.40
2.39
1. 83
1. 99

37
46
50
133

1.80
1.81
1.61
1.77

19
26
23
68

4.00
4.15
4.30
4.17

1. 62
1.35
1.30
1.39

17
20
27
64

4.19
3. 87
3. 84
3. 95

1.70
1.63
1. 52
1. 60

36
46
50
132

2.05
1. 90
1.97
1.95

19
26
23
68

3. 89
3. 05
3.30
3.38

2. 14
1.88
2 .05
2.02

18
20
27
65

3. 57
3.35
3. 14
3 .33

2.09
1.89
2 .00
1.98

37
46
50
133

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
4.37
Neutral
3.65
Pro-choice
3.30
Group Total
3.74
PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-life
3.26
Neutral
3.58
Pro-choice
2.96
Group Total
3.28

FIGURE 10.16
Scheffe Post Hoc Test Results for Attitudinal Position
Factor: Would Pro-Choice Candidate Oppose Women Discussing
Their Reasons for Abortion with a Judge?
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FIGURE 10.17
Tukey-HSD and Tukey-B Post Hoc Test Results for
Attitudinal Position Factor: Would Pro-Choice Candidate
Oppose Women Discussing Their Reasons for Abortion with a
Judge?
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FIGURE 10.18
M e a n J u d g m e n t S c o r e s for W h e th e r C a n d id a te s W o u ld O p p o s e W o m e n
D i s c u s s i n g T h eir R e a s o n s for A b o r tio n w ith a Judge: R e sp o n d e n ts' O w n
A ttitu d in a l P o sitio n
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E.

Would candidates support teen sex education and
counseling?
A nearly significant effect from candidates' position

and respondents' own attitudinal position was discovered
for the judgment on teen sex policy (Wilks' Lambda = .91,
£

(6, 248)

= 1.96, p < .07).

However, no significant or

nearly significant univariate effects were obtained in any
of the candidate conditions.

Means from the effect are

presented in Table 10.06 and in the line-graph of Figure
10.19.
In the first set of simple contrasts, only means in
the pro-choice and neutral candidate conditions were found
to differ at or near statistically significant levels
(2, 126)

= 4.37, p < .02).

(F

In the second set of simple

contrasts, means in the pro-choice and pro-life candidate
conditions were not found to differ at statistically
significant levels.

Because no significant differences

were obtained in any of the candidate conditions, results
from the simple contrasts merely suggest that there is a
significant difference between the group mean in the prochoice candidate condition where respondents agree that
the candidate would favor teen sex education and
counseling and in the neutral candidate condition where
the group mean is still on the agree end of the scale but
closer toward the neutral point.
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TABLE 10.06
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Candidate's
Position by Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position with
Missing Knowledge Cases Filtered: Would Candidates Support
Teen Sex Education and Counseling?

Mean

Std Dev

Count

5.53
5.33
5.79
5.56

1.34
1.25
1.15
1.24

37
46
50
133

4.75
4. 62
4.26
4.52

1.27
1.35
1.42
1.36

37
46
50
133

4.16
4. 37
3.73
4.07

1.62
1.49
1.61
1.58

37
46
50
133

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Neutral
Pro-Choice
Group Total
NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Neutral
Pro-Choice
Group Total
PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
R'S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Neutral
Pro-Choice
Group Total
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FIGURE 10.19
M e a n J u d g m e n t S c o r e s for W h e th e r C a n d id a te s W o u ld S u p p o rt T e e n
S e x E d u c a tio n and C o u n s e lin g : R e s p o n d e n ts ' O w n A ttitu d in a l P o s itio n
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F.

Would the candidates support abortion services as
part of a national health plan?
Effects from candidates' position by respondents' own

attitudinal position were not detected at or near levels
of statistical significance for the judgment question on
national health.
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10.04 Two-way Interaction or Main Effects: Candidates'
Overall Stated Positions by Knowledge
A.

Would candidate support funding for low-income women
to have abortions?
No separate two-way main or interaction effects

between candidates' position and level of knowledge were
found at or near levels of statistical significance.

No

corresponding univariate effects were detected either.

B.

Would the candidates oppose the Catholic Church's
position on abortion?
Significant effects from candidates' position by

knowledge were found for the judgment on the Catholic
Church (Wilks' Lambda = .94, F (3, 124)

= 2.65, p < .05).

Univariate statistics showed a trend toward difference
between means in the pro-choice candidate condition as
well

(F (2, 126) = 3.58, p < .06).

are presented in Table 10.03.

Means from this effect

As can be seen for means in

the pro-choice candidate condition, high knowledge
respondents agree more strongly about the pro-choice
candidate's opposition to the Catholic Church's position
on abortion than low knowledge respondents.
In the first set of simple contrasts, only means in
the pro-choice and neutral candidate conditions differed
(F (1, 126) = 6.31, p < .01).

As with the first set of

simple contrasts described for the three-way results two
subsections before, this finding merely points out that
the largest gap in overall scores occurs between the pro341
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choice and neutral candidate conditions such that
respondents agree about the pro-choice candidate's
opposition to the Catholic Church's position on abortion
and

are more neutral in regard to the neutral candidate

for

the same judgment.
Results in the pro-choice

candidate condition lead to

opposite conclusions about whether accuracy can be
characterized by extreme or more moderate judgment.

If

the more extreme judgment score of the high knowledge
neutral respondents is the standard, then accuracy should
be equated with extremity here.

However,

if the more

moderate judgment score of low knowledge respondents is
the standard,

then accuracy should be equated with

moderation instead.

C.

Would candidates support abortion in first and second
trimesters?
Significant effects from candidates' position and the

knowledge variable were obtained for the judgment question
on abortion permissiveness
124) = 2.66, p < .05).

(Wilks' Lambda = .94, F (3,

The only significant univariate

effect appeared in the pro-life candidate condition (F (2,
126)

= 3.64, p < .02).

Consequently,

this is the only

candidate condition in which effects from knowledge
warrant further description for the judgment on abortion
permissiveness.

Means from candidates' position by

knowledge effects are presented in Table 10.04.

As can be
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seen in the table, high knowledge respondents disagree
more strongly about the pro-life candidate's willingness
to allow abortion in the first and second trimester than
low knowledge respondents.
In the first set of simple contrasts, only
differences between means in the pro-life and neutral
candidate conditions were found to be at or near levels of
statistical significance

(F (1, 124)

= 4.71, p < .03).

Results from the first set of simple contrasts show that
respondents disagree more strongly about the pro-life
candidate's willingness to allow abortion in the first and
second trimester than they do for the neutral candidate,
for whom mean scores are closer to the neutral point in
the scale.

In the second set of simple contrasts, means

in the pro-choice and pro-life candidate conditions were
not found to differ at statistically significant levels.
As with the previous judgment on the Catholic Church,
conclusions differ depending on whether judgments made by
low or high knowledge respondents are used as the standard
for accuracy.

The judgment score of high knowledge

respondents suggests that accuracy is characterized by
extremity, whereas the judgment score of low knowledge
neutral respondents suggests that moderation is the
hallmark of accuracy instead.
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D.

Would candidates oppose women discussing their
reasons for abortion with a judge?
Interaction or main effects from candidates' overall

stated positions by knowledge were not found to be
occurring at or near statistically significant levels in
the knowledge MANOVA for the judgment on judge discussion
policy.

However, a nearly significant univariate effect

from knowledge was found in the pro-choice candidate
condition

(F (1, 126)

= 3.11, p

.08) .

Means for the

knowledge effect are presented in Table 10.05.

As can be

seen, high knowledge respondents agree more strongly that
the pro-choice candidate would be opposed to women
discussing abortion with a judge.
When respondents'

sex was entered as a covariate,

the

probability of significance of results in the pro-choice
candidate condition decreased slightly (F (1, 125) = 3.54,
p < .06) .

The covariate of respondents'

sex was found to

have a statistically significant influence on the judgment
of the pro-choice candidate's opposition to women
discussing their reasons for abortion with a judge (£.
(125) = -2.18, p < .03).
judgment,

As with the low-income funding

the correlation between respondents'

dependent measure was modest but significant
= 134, p < .02).

In addition,

sex and the

(r = -.21, N

as was found previously,

the negative correlation suggests that women agree more
strongly than men about the pro-choice candidate's
opposition to judge discussion.
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Conclusions drawn about accuracy here follow the same
pattern as those drawn previously at this level of effect.
Judgments made by high knowledge respondents suggest that
accuracy is associated with extremity.

But judgments made

by low knowledge respondents suggest that accuracy is
associated with moderation instead.

E.

Would candidates support teen sex education and
counseling?
No effects at or near levels of statistical

significance were detected from candidates' overall
position and knowledge.

Nor did any significant or nearly

significant univariate effects appear in any of the
candidate conditions either.

F.

Would candidates support abortion services as part of
a national health plan?
Effects from candidates' position and knowledge were

found, though only as a trend (Wilks' Lambda = .95, F (1,
126) = 2 . 2 1 ,

p < .09).

In addition, significant effects

in the univariate statistics for the pro-life candidate
condition were found (F (1, 124) = 5 . 7 2 ,

p < .02).

Means

from the effects of candidates' position by levels of
knowledge are presented in Table 10.07.
In the first set of simple contrasts, neither the
pro-choice/neutral nor the neutral/pro-life comparison was
found to be at or near levels of statistical significance.
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Thus, no further contrasts were made with these two
variables.
Because results from the initial simple contrasts
were not significant, only the significant univariate
effect in the pro-choice candidate condition deserves
additional comment here.

As the means in Table 10.07

demonstrate, high knowledge respondents disagree more
strongly about the candidate's willingness to include
abortion as part of a national health care plan than L
knowledge respondents.

These results suggest the same

conclusions about the relation between accuracy and
extremity or moderation of judgment which have already
been drawn at this level of effect.
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TABLE 10.07
Means, Standard Deviations, and Counts for Candidates' Position by
Respondents' Knowledge: Would Candidates Support Abortion
Services as Part of a National Health Plan?
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE
Low
Mean
CANDIDATE TYPE
Pro-Choice
Neutral
Pro-Life
u>
-j

4.90
4.29
2.78

Std Dev

1. 87
1.84
2.14

Group Total
High

Count

68
68
68

Mean

4.92
3. 94
1. 91

Std Dev

1.77
1.62
1.52

Mean

Std Dev

Count

Count

65
65
65

4.91
4.12
2.35

1.81
1.74
1. 90

133
133
133

CHAPTER 11
Discussion: Impact of Respondents' Own Attitudinal
Position, Cognitive Complexity, and Candidates1
Overall Stated Positions on Judgments
About Candidates1 Specific
but Unstated Positions
11.01 Overview
In this chapter and the one prior to it, the
objective is to investigate how respondents' own
attitudinal position,

cognitive complexity,

and

candidates' overall positions influence judgments or
inferences about candidates' specific but unstated policy
positions.

Standards for accuracy were the same as those

used in chapters eight and nine on social judgment theory.
However,

because no satisfactory hypotheses could be

offered to predict direction of distortions relative to
those standards for accuracy, post hoc tests were
performed instead of independent samples t-tests at the
two highest levels of effect.
At the highest level of effect

(respondents' own

attitudinal position by cognitive complexity by
candidates' overall positions)
conclusions about accuracy.

results suggest two sets of

On the one hand,

based on political sophistication,

if research

interpersonal cognitive

complexity, and social judgment theory is synthesized to
make the argument that judgments made by the high
knowledge neutral respondents should be used as the
standard for accuracy,

then only low knowledge neutral
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respondents distort relative to this standard.

This

single attitudinal position by knowledge group distorts by
keeping its judgments toward the middle of the scale.

On

the other hand, if research on attitude development,
schematicity,

social identity theory, and social judgment

theory is synthesized to make the argument that judgments
made by the low knowledge neutral respondents should be
used as the standard for accuracy instead,

then all other

attitudinal position by knowledge groups distort their
judgments by placing the candidates at more extreme ends
of the scale than the low knowledge neutral respondents
do.
At the next highest level of effect

(respondents'

own

attitudinal position by candidates' overall stated
positions), the five univariate results are easier to
interpret than those found at the highest statistical
level.

Here research on attitude development,

schematicity,

social identity theory, and social judgment

theory all predicts that extreme attitude groups will
distort relative to the judgmental standards set by the
neutral respondents.

Results show that pro-life and pro-

choice respondents do indeed distort relative to the
judgments made by neutral respondents.

Moreover, results

also show the judgmental distortions of these two
attitudinal groups to be in the same direction and of
roughly the same magnitude.
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At the lowest level of effect

(respondents' knowledge

by candidates' overall stated positions), the four
remaining univariate results again become more difficult
to interpret.

If high knowledge respondents are used as

the standard for accuracy, which is what would be argued
from research on political sophistication and
interpersonal cognitive complexity,

low knowledge

respondents distort by keeping their judgments more toward
the middle of the scale.

But if judgments of low

knowledge respondents are used as the standard for
accuracy instead, which is what could be argued from
research on attitude development and schematicity, then
high knowledge respondents distort because their judgments
are more extreme on either end of the judgment scale.
Results at these different statistical levels,
results pose two sets of questions for this chapter.
First, which combination of theoretical approaches best
explains the pattern of effects obtained here?

Second,

are the patterns of effects obtained for judgments of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions any
different from those obtained for judgments of candidates'
overall positions?
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11.02 Which Combination of Theoretical Approaches
Best Explains Patterns of Effects for
Judgments of Candidates1 Specific
but Unstated Policy Positions?
A.

Separate Levels of Effects
Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position by Knowledge
by Candidates' Overall Stated Positions
The finding that low knowledge neutral respondents

make significantly less extreme judgments than any of the
other attitudinal position by knowledge groups seems best
explained by a synthesis of research on attitude
development,

schematicity, social identity theory,

social judgment theory.

and

From Tesser's research (e.g.,

Tesser, 1978; Tesser and Leone,

1977), it could be argued

that low knowledge neutral respondents are in the lowest
stage of attitude development.

This group falls under the

category of “don't know/don't care."

Respondents who are

in the low knowledge neutral group simply have not cared
enough about the issue of abortion to give it much of any
thought or attention.

By contrast, all other attitudinal

position by knowledge groups have given the issue of
abortion more focused thoughts because their attitude is
either more extreme or their levels of knowledge are
higher or both.

Thus, according to Tesser, because these

other attitudinal position by knowledge groups have had
more focused thoughts about abortion-related issues,

their

judgments of these same issues can also be expected to be
more extreme.
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Following this line of reasoning from Tesser, the
differentiation measure could be used to test whether the
different schematic groups have significantly more
thoughts than the low knowledge neutral aschematic group.
Means from such a test are presented in Table 9.01.

As

can be seen, all means are in the hypothesized direction.
Every other schematic group had higher levels of
differentiation than the low knowledge neutral group.

In

four of five of these comparisons, the differences in
levels of differentiation were significant

(p (44.42)

=

2.26,

p < .02 for low knowledge pro-choicers; t (41)

3.54,

p < .00 for high knowledge pro-lifers;

(p (26.16)

2.00,

p < .03 for high knowledge neutrals; t

(50) =3.92,

p < .00

for high knowledge pro-choicers).

=
=

For the

remaining fifth comparison with low knowledge pro-life
respondents, means are in the right direction but not
significantly different from one another

(p (27.85) =

1.17, p < .13) .*2
If differentiation explains why judgments of the
aschematic low knowledge neutral respondents are more
moderate than the judgments of all other schematic
attitudinal position by knowledge groups, then perhaps,
based on Lusk and Judd (1988), this same argument could be
extended to integration.
As can be seen in Table 9.02,
mean scores of all schematic attitudinal position by
knowledge groups are higher than the expected integration
score of the aschematic low knowledge neutral group.
However, when these means are compared in one-tailed
independent samples t-tests, no significant difference can
be found among the low knowledge extreme groups at all (t
(36.83) = .03, p < .98 for pro-life respondents; p (45.89)
= .02, p < .98 for pro-choice respondents). Among the
high knowledge attitudinal groups, differences in
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The arguments from Tesser's
Leone's (1977)

(1978) and Tesser and

research on attitude development are

further bolstered by research on schematicity.
latter framework,

In this

low knowledge neutral respondents would

be considered the “aschematic" group.

Of all attitudinal

position by knowledge groups, low knowledge neutral
respondents are the only ones unlikely to have a self
schema about abortion.

By the same token, all other

attitudinal position by knowledge groups, even the low
knowledge pro-choice and pro-life respondents, who are
lacking accurate knowledge,

still have definite,

extreme views on abortion.

These other respondents

therefore constitute the “schematic" groups.

if not

Because all

of these other attitudinal position by knowledge groups
have views on abortion or have some kind of abortion
schema, they are predisposed to making more extreme
judgments than those who have no such views or schema
(e.g., Markus,

1977; Markus and Sentis, 1982; Markus and

Smith, 1981; Markus et a l ., 1982; and Markus,
Moreland,

Smith, and

1985) .

integration were significant with the high knowledge
neutral (p (40.45) = 1.75, p. < .05) and high knowledge
pro-choice (p (47.79) = 3.26, p < .00) groups and nearly
so with the high knowledge pro-life group (p (3 6.39) =
1.59, p < .06).
Thus, integration does not offer a
satisfactory explanation of why low knowledge extreme
respondents would also have more extreme judgment scores
than the low knowledge neutral respondents.
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If arguments for research on attitude formation and
schematicity can be used to explain why schematics make
more extreme judgments than aschematics,
research by Marques and Yzerbyt
Yzerbyt, and Leyens

so too can

(1988) and Marques,

(1988) on social identity theory.

From research on social identity theory,

it could be

argued that schematics view abortion issues as more
centrally relevant to their social identities than do the
aschematics.

Because abortion issues are more centrally

relevant to who these schematics are or to their sense of
self, as Markus would argue, more is at stake in how they
make their judgments and, consequently,
become more extreme.

their judgments

Thus, the split between low

knowledge neutral respondents and all other attitudinal
position by knowledge groups is also predicted and
explained by social identity theory.
Although research on attitude development,
schematicity, and social identity theory successfully
predicts magnitude of judgments among different
attitudinal position by knowledge groups,

it does little

to predict direction of those same judgments.

This is

where the modified assimilation and contrast effects of
social judgment theory become useful.
For the most part, when direction of means is
examined in the candidate conditions with significant or
nearly significant univariate effects, low and high
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knowledge extreme respondents appear to be judging the
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions in much
the same way that they assimilated and contrasted the
candidates' overall positions.

However,

important exceptions to this pattern.

there are two

First, high

knowledge neutral respondents are as extreme in their
specific policy judgments as any of the other schematic
attitudinal position by knowledge groups.

This is not

necessarily consistent with what would be expected from
social judgment theory.

Second,

significant differences

were obtained in the neutral candidate condition for the
judgment on low-income funding.

But no such differences

were found in the neutral candidate condition when the
modified tests of social judgment theory were conducted
for judgments of candidates'

overall positions.

Thus,

social judgment theory is not sufficient on its own to
predict all results, but seems to be most effective when
used in combination with the other theoretical approaches
previously described.
If results obtained here seem consistent with the
predictions made by a synthesis of research on attitude
development,

schematicity,

social judgment theory,

social identity theory, and

they also seem largely

inconsistent with the predictions made by either in
group/out-group research or an alternative synthesis of
research on political sophistication,

interpersonal
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cognitive complexity, and social judgment theory which I
also proposed.

Let us begin by re-examining the

predictions made by in-group/out-group research.
At the highest level of statistical effect here,

I

predicted based on in-group/out-group research (e.g.,
Linville,

1982; Linville and Jones,

Fischer, and Salovey,
Fischer,

1986)

1980; Linville,

1989; Linville, Salovey, and

that judgments made by the low knowledge

respondents whose positions differed from the position
being advocated by the candidate would be significantly
more extreme than their high knowledge same position
counterparts.

In the neutral candidate condition for the

judgment on low-income funding,

the direction of means

among pro-life and pro-choice respondents is supportive of
such a hypothesis.

With both attitudinal groups,

judgments made by the high knowledge groups are slightly
more moderate than the judgments made by their same
position low knowledge counterparts.

In the other two

candidate conditions, however, these patterns do not hold
at all.

In the pro-life candidate condition for the

judgment on low-income funding,

judgments made by high

knowledge pro-choice and neutral respondents are more
extreme than those made by their respective low knowledge
counterparts.

Likewise,

in the pro-choice candidate

condition for the Catholic Church judgment, mean scores of
high knowledge neutral and pro-life respondents are more
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extreme than the mean scores of their respective low
knowledge counterparts.

Thus, for the most part, the

direction of means if not consistent with what would be
predicted from in-group/out-group research.

Moreover,

none of these apparent differences in means were
significant in any of the post hoc tests anyway.
From an alternative synthesis of research on
political sophistication,

interpersonal cognitive

complexity, and social judgment theory,

I offered a second

set of predictions about judgment results based on a
“hierarchy of accuracy."

At the top of this hierarchy

would be the high knowledge neutral respondents.

At the

bottom would be the low knowledge extreme respondents and
in between would be the low knowledge neutral respondents
and high knowledge extreme respondents, though how these
latter two would rank against each other was not
determined.
The findings obtained here suggest that the high and
low knowledge extreme respondents are no less accurate in
their judgments than the high knowledge neutral
respondents.

Furthermore, low knowledge neutral

respondents appear to be at the bottom of this hierarchy
and not in the middle,

as I had originally proposed.

Although the finding that the judgments made by low
knowledge extreme respondents are accurate in comparison
to the judgments made by the high knowledge neutral
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respondents is inconsistent with the hierarchy of accuracy
I proposed earlier,
Brody, and Tetlock's

it does seem supportive of Sniderman,
(1991) “likability heuristic.”

Contrary to the conventional wisdom of political
sophistication research,

these authors would argue that

low knowledge pro-life and pro-choice respondents use
their extreme attitudinal position as a surrogate for
knowledge and do so in a way which makes their judgments
“accurate," or at least similar to those made by the high
knowledge gr ou p s .

Respondents' Own Attitudinal Position by
Candidates1 Overall Stated Positions
Much like the previous sub-section,
attitude development, schematicity,

research on

social identity

theory, and social judgment theory offers convergent
explanations of why pro-choice and pro-life respondents
were found to have significantly more extreme judgment
scores than neutral respondents.

Because pro-choice and

pro-life respondents show the tendency to make
significantly more extreme judgments than neutral
respondents, we would expect, based on Tesser (1978) and
Tesser and Leone

(1977) that these two attitudinal groups

would also have significantly higher levels of
differentiation than neutral respondents.

Means presented

in Table 9.01 were analyzed using two sets of independent
samples t-tests.

In these t-tests, the mean
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differentiation score of one of the extreme attitudinal
groups was compared with that of the neutral g r o u p .

In

both cases, means were in the hypothesized direction and
differed significantly using a one-tailed t-test

(t

(75.00) = 1.64, p < .05 for pro-life/neutral comparison;
and t. (90.77)

= -2.41, p < .01 for pro-choice/neutral

comparison).

Thus, the findings presented here are

supportive of both parts of Tesser's
Leone's

(1977) claims, namely that

(1978) and Tesser and

(1) respondents who

have more thoughts or differentiated knowledge about a
topic are likely to have more intense feelings about that
topic; and (2) those more intense feelings are likely to
be associated with more extreme judgments.43
If differentiation is used as a measure for schema
development,

then the above results suggest that pro-

choice and pro-life respondents are more “schematic" with
respect to abortion than the neutral respondents are.
Thus, schematicity could be used as another explanation

Because, as a measure of schema development,
differentiation seems to explain the more extreme judgment
scores of pro-choice and pro-life respondents, perhaps
integration will also as another such measure.
As can be
seen in Table 9.02, mean integration scores of pro-choice
and pro-life respondents are indeed higher than those of
neutral respondents.
However, in one-tailed independent
samples t-tests, neither comparison produced a significant
difference (£. (75.07) = .33, p < .38 for pro-life
respondents and (t (89.87) = 1.20, p < .12 for pro-choice
respondents). Nevertheless, the pro-choice/neutral
comparison just missed being a trend.
But because it is
higher than a .10 alpha level, it will not be discussed
further her e.
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for why pro-choice and pro-life respondents judge
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions more
extremely than neutral respondents d o .
Similar explanations for why pro-choice and pro-life
respondents make more extreme judgments can also be found
in Marques and Yzerbyt1s (1988) and Marques, Yzerbyt, and
Leyens' (1988) work on social identity theory.

From this

theoretical framework, it could be argued that the prochoice and pro-life respondents make more extreme
judgments because they perceive the abortion-related
issues they are judging to be more centrally relevant and
therefore important to who they are than the neutral
respondents do.
Unlike some of the results discussed in the previous
sub-section, social judgment theory seems to be predict
effects found at the level of respondents' own attitudinal
position by candidates' overall stated positions without
the need for additional explanation or clarification from
any of the other theoretical perspectives just considered.
For each case in which significant results were found,
judgments made by pro-choice and pro-life respondents of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions were
consistent in direction and magnitude with assimilation
and contrast effects.

Thus, social judgment theory may by

itself be sufficient to predict distortions in judgments
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of candidates' specific but unstated policy positions at
this level of statistical effect.
Although the findings discussed in this subsection
offer support for the arguments made by research on
attitude development, schematicity,

social identity

theory, and social judgment theory, they are not
supportive of the predictions made by in-group/out-group
research.

The assumption of in-group/out-group research

is that in-group members will judge out-group members more
extremely than they judge members of their own in-group.
Of the five candidate conditions in which significant or
nearly significant results were found, only the neutral
candidate condition for the judgment on low-income funding
produced results which were even partially consistent with
this prediction.

Here mean judgment scores of the pro-

choice and pro-life respondents were more extreme than the
mean judgment score of the neutral respondents.

However,

only the mean judgment of the pro-choice respondents
differed significantly with that of the neutral
respondents in any of the post hoc tests.

Otherwise,

in

each of the remaining pro-choice or pro-life candidate
conditions, mean judgment scores of pro-choice and p r o 
life respondents were significantly more extreme than
those of the neutral respondents, which is not consistent
with the predictions made by in-group/out-group research.
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If the predictions of in-group/out-group research are
largely incorrect for the results discussed here, at least
such predictions can be made in the first place.

Research

on political sophistication is almost entirely
inapplicable to a discussion of effects at this
statistical level, works by Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
(1991) and Popkin (1991) notwithstanding.

The failure of

political sophistication research to address the role of
attitudinal position in the judgment process is one of the
major shortcomings of this theoretical framework.

Respondents 1 Knowledge by Candidates'
Overall Stated Positions
At the level of respondents1 knowledge by candidates'
overall position,

fewer theoretical frameworks can be

applied to explain results.

Research on in-groups and

out-groups, social identity theory, and social judgment
theory requires the presence of an attitudinal variable of
which there is none at this statistical level.

However,

research on attitude development, schematicity,

and

political sophistication is still useful as is also a
study by Lusk and Judd (1988).
As with the previous levels of statistical effect,
Tesser's

(1978) and Tesser and Leone's

(1977) hypothesis

about the relation between intensity of judgment and
differentiation can also be used to test differences
between groups by level of knowledge.

Of the four
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candidate conditions in which significant univariate
effects from respondents' knowledge by candidates' overall
stated positions were found, all showed high knowledge
respondents to make significantly more extreme judgments
about candidates' specific but unstated policy positions
than low knowledge respondents.

T h u s , we would expect

high knowledge respondents to have significantly higher
levels of differentiation than the low knowledge
respondents.

The means presented in Table 9.01 showed

this to be the case in a one-tailed independent samples ttest

(£. (129) = -3.57, p < .00).

and Tesser and Leone's

Thus, Tesser's

(1978)

(1977) explanation that more

extreme judgments are characterized by higher levels of
differentiation is supported at every level of effect
here.
If differentiation is an effective predictor of
judgmental differences, perhaps integration is too.
and Judd

(1988)

Lusk

found that experts with more highly

integrated construct systems judged candidates in more
extreme terms than non-experts whose construct systems
were not as well integrated.

Although integration was not

found to be predictive of differences in judgment between
schematic and aschematic groups at higher levels of
statistical effect,

it may work at this level where the

difference between groups is more basic.

When mean

integration scores of high and low knowledge groups
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presented in Table 9.02 are compared in a one-tailed
independent samples t-test, they differ at statistically
significant levels

(t. (129.00)

= -3.88, p. < .00).

Thus,

there appear to be fundamental differences between high
and low knowledge respondents not only in their levels of
differentiation but also in their levels of integration.
The finding that high knowledge respondents have
significantly higher levels of differentiation and
integration than the low knowledge respondents offers the
best evidence yet that the former are “schematics" and the
latter are “aschematics.”

If this is true,

then the

literature on self schematicity, once again, offers a
complementary explanation for why the high knowledge
schematics have significantly more extreme judgment scores
than the low knowledge aschematics.
Research on attitude and schematicity offers
convincing explanations for why high knowledge respondents
would have more extreme judgment scores than low knowledge
respondents, but perhaps an even simpler explanation of
these results can still be found.

Because respondents

were being asked to make policy judgments,

high knowledge

respondents would be expected to have more expertise about
these policies than low knowledge respondents.

The mean

scores of high knowledge respondents would therefore be
more extreme because they are able to make their judgments
with greater confidence and certainty than low knowledge
364

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

respondents.

Because none of these explanations is

contradictory, perhaps all are true.
Unlike the theoretical approaches just described, no
attempt has been made in research on political
sophistication to link extremity of judgment with levels
of knowledge, differentiation,

or integration.

Instead,

the explanation from political sophistication research
about differences between judgments of high and low
knowledge respondents is even simpler still.

Because high

knowledge respondents, by definition, know more than low
knowledge respondents, we should assume a priori that
their judgments are more accurate.

If there is a

significant difference between low and high knowledge
respondents,

regardless of the direction or magnitude of

the judgment,

it is because low knowledge respondents have

somehow distorted their judgment relative to the high
knowledge respondents.

B.

All Levels of Effects
At each level of statistical effect for judgment of

candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions,

I

argued that the synthesis of social judgment theory with
research on attitude development, schematicity,

and social

identity theory was more predictive of results obtained
here than either in-group/out-group research or the
alternative synthesis of social judgment theory with
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research on political sophistication and interpersonal
cognitive complexity.

Such an argument made sense from at

least two standpoints.

First,

judgments made by

“schematic" groups were significantly more extreme than
judgments made by “aschematic" groups at each level of
statistical effect.
Tesser and Leone's

Second, based on Tesser's

(1978) and

(1977) arguments, schematic groups at

each level of statistical effect were also shown to have
higher levels of differentiation than the aschematic
groups, usually at significant levels.

Thus, the

synthesis of social judgment theory with research on
attitude development,

schematicity,

and social identity

theory seems both predictive and explanatory as a model
for judgmental distortion.
Although the synthesis of social judgment theory with
research on attitude development,

schematicity, and social

identity theory provides an excellent model for predicting
judgmental extremity,

it seems problematic as a model for

predicting judgmental accuracy.

The aschematic

respondents who are being used as the standards for
judgmental accuracy are also the ones who have been shown
to have fewer focused thoughts on abortion.
aschematic respondents'

Many of these

judgments may be more moderate

because they have not cared enough about the issue of
abortion to inform themselves of i t .

By equating

judgmental distortion with judgmental extremity, the
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synthesis of social judgment theory with research on
attitude development,

schematicity, and social identity

theory selects those respondents who are probably the
least qualified in terms of knowledge to serve as the
baseline for judgmental accuracy.
The alternative synthesis of social judgment theory
with research on political sophistication and
interpersonal cognitive complexity seems to make more
conceptual sense because high knowledge respondents would
set the standard for judgmental accuracy rather than low
knowledge respondents.

However, predictions about

patterns of results based on this latter synthesis were
largely incorrect.
The common element to both of these problems appears
to be social judgment theory.

Social judgment theory

forces a choice between research on attitude development,
schematicity, and social identity theory, on the one hand,
and political sophistication and interpersonal cognitive
complexity on the other.

In so doing, any synthesis

across all of these different theoretical frameworks is
prevented.

I therefore propose another synthesis of all

of these other research approaches without social judgment
theory as an alternative way to conceptualize, measure,
and predict judgmental distortion.
In this new framework, we would begin with the
assumption from research on political sophistication and
367

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

interpersonal cognitive complexity that people with higher
levels of knowledge are more likely to make accurate
judgments.

Then, using the other theoretical frameworks

on attitude development, schematicity, and social identity
theory, we would look for higher levels of knowledge
wherever we could find them.
The tests for which groups have higher levels of
knowledge would be conducted as already described.

First,

respondents would be divided into “schematic” and
“aschematic" groups.

Second, using each of the cognitive

complexity variables as dependent measures,

the schematic

groups would then be tested against the aschematic groups
in order to establish that the former do indeed have
higher levels of knowledge than the latter.

Finally,

third, assuming there is ample evidence to demonstrate
that schematic respondents do indeed have higher levels of
knowledge than aschematic respondents,

judgments by

schematic respondents would then be designated as the
standard for accuracy.
As it turns out, removal of social judgment theory
from the alternative synthesis of research proposed here
does not make predictions about direction of judgmental
distortions any more difficult.

Results presented here

suggest that when a candidate's overall stated position is
either pro or con, respondents will infer a specific
policy position in a direction consistent with that
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candidates' overall stated pro or con position.

For a

candidate whose position is neutral, results obtained here
suggest that direction is not as easily predicted by my
alternative synthesis.

However,

the social judgment

theory framework offers no such predictions either.

On

the basis of the arguments above, direction of judgmental
distortion can therefore be hypothesized as follows:

When

the candidate's overall stated position is either pro or
con, schematic respondents will infer the candidates'
specific but unstated policy position more strongly in a
direction consistent with that candidate's overall stated
pro or con position than aschematic respondents will.
Thus, when aschematic respondents “distort," they do so by
under-inferring the candidate's specific but unstated
policy position and defaulting toward the middle of the
judgment scale where their own position is.
Although my synthesis predicts that judgments made by
aschematics will be significantly less extreme than
judgments made schematics,

I am also assuming that

judgments made by the schematic groups will all be in the
same direction and of the same magnitude that they will
not differ significantly from one another.

The procedure

to test this assumption would be the same as that which
has already been used in the previous two chapters.
First, multivariate and accompanying univariate results
would be inspected at each statistical level.

If there
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are significant or nearly significant F-test results with
any factors that has more than two levels, then additional
post hoc tests will be run in which mean scores of all
groups, both schematic and aschematic, are compared at the
same time.

In short, this new synthesis predicts that the

real differences in judgments of candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions are those between schematic
respondents, on the one hand, and aschematic respondents,
on the other.
Having made these arguments,

let us now briefly

reconsider who is accurate and who distorts at each
statistical level within this new framework.

At the

lowest level of effect, high knowledge schematic
respondents, who were also found to have significantly
higher levels of differentiation and integration are more
accurate in their judgments of candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions than low knowledge aschematic
respondents.
For effects occurring at the level of respondents'
own attitudinal position by candidates' overall stated
positions,

interpreting who is accurate and who distorts

within the framework of my new synthesis becomes
especially interesting.

Results at this statistical level

suggest that schematic pro-choice and pro-life respondents
are more accurate in their judgments of candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions than aschematic
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neutral respondents are.

Although such an interpretation

goes against the conventional wisdom of social judgment
theory,

I believe it is tenable.

Results at the highest

level of statistical effect demonstrate that many of the
neutral respondents, whom social judgment theory would
select as the standard for judgmental accuracy, are indeed
aschematic, don't know/don't care respondents.

Thus, my

new synthesis could be used to argue that the apparent
assimilation and contrast effects found in tests of social
judgment theory are not distortions in judgment at all
but, instead, are accurate judgments made by two schematic
groups with higher levels of knowledge who agree about the
more extreme placement of the candidate, despite their own
opposing positions.
At the highest level of statistical effect,
respondents1 own attitudinal position by knowledge by
candidates' overall stated positions, all five schematic
attitudinal position by knowledge groups have accurate
judgments of candidates'

specific but unstated policy

positions compared to the aschematic low knowledge neutral
respondents.

The finding that the low knowledge groups

with extreme attitudinal position would make judgments as
accurate as those of high knowledge groups runs counter to
the assumptions made within the separate frameworks of
political sophistication and interpersonal cognitive
complexity.

But because these low knowledge extreme
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respondents were also found to have higher levels of
differentiation than the low knowledge neutral
respondents, the conclusion about accuracy of the
schematic low knowledge extreme respondents is therefore
consistent with the overall synthesis presented here.
Thus, schematicity is what seems to make the difference
judgmental accuracy.
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11.03 Are the Patterns of Effects Obtained for Judgments
of Candidates1 Specific but Unstated Policy Positions
Any Different from Those Obtained for Judgments of
Candidates' Overall Positions?
In the previous sub-section,

I argued that a

synthesis of research on political sophistication,
attitude development,

schematicity,

social identity

theory, political sophistication, and interpersonal
cognitive complexity could provide an alternative to
social judgment theory as a way to conceptualize and
measure accuracy.

Yet I also noted that means for the

specific but unstated policy judgments were frequently in
the direction of assimilation and contrast effects
hypothesized by social judgment theory.

These

observations lead us to two rather interesting but also
crucial set of questions.

First, how adequately does

social judgment theory predict policy judgment effects at
the two highest statistical levels?

Second, would these

effects look any different from those obtained for
judgments of candidates' overall positions?
The way to answer these questions is to re-run
results from judgments of candidates'

specific but

unstated policy positions as tests for social judgment
theory.

If the social judgment theory tests produce

different conclusions about which groups are accurate or
distort compared to those obtained for judgments of
candidates' overall positions, then we can assume that the
differences in conclusions drawn are a function of
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differences in the two kinds of judgments which are being
made.

But if the social judgment theory tests produce

similar conclusions about accuracy similar to those drawn
for judgments of candidates' overall positions,

then we

can assume that any apparent differences in conclusions
are merely the result of different procedures used for
testing results and not because of any real difference
between the two types of judgment.
When judgments made by high knowledge neutral
respondents are used as the standard for accuracy, no
assimilation or contrast effects appear to be present at
all among any of the extreme attitudinal position by
knowledge groups in any of the three candidate conditions
for which significant or nearly significant univariate
effects were obtained.44

Furthermore,

in the pro-life and

In the neutral candidate condition for the
judgment on low-income funding, all independent samples ttests were two-tailed because social judgment theory does
not make any predictions about direction of distortion
when the candidates' overall position is neutral.
Results
from these t-tests were as follows: (p (36.03) = -.06, p <
.96 for low knowledge pro-life respondents; p (35.31) =
1.22, p < .23 for high knowledge pro-life respondents; p
(40.25) = -.41, p < .68 for low knowledge pro-choice
respondents; p (41.33) = -.26, p < .80 for high knowledge
pro-life respondents.
In the pro-life candidate condition for the judgment on
low-income funding, means were not in the hypothesized
direction.
Accordingly, the independent samples t-test
for this group was two-tailed.
For all other groups,
however, means were in the hypothesized direction, so
these t-tests were all one-tailed: p (33.11) = -1.09, p <
.15 for low knowledge pro-life respondents; (p (27.59) =
.50, p < .62 for high knowledge pro-life respondents; (p
(39.92) = -.46, p < .33 for low knowledge pro-choice
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pro-choice candidate conditions, where assimilation and
contrast effects could

be hypothesized from

judgment theory, means

were in the expected direction in

only half of the eight

tests.

theory does not appear

to be predictive of distortions in

judgment of candidates'

social

Thus, social judgment

specific but unstated policy

positions when high knowledge neutral respondents are used
as the standard for judgmental accuracy.
When judgments made by low knowledge neutral
respondents are used as the standard for accuracy instead,
then nearly all judgments by extreme attitudinal position
by knowledge groups are consistent with either
assimilation or contrast effects in each of the same three
candidate conditions.43

Results from the independent

respondents; £ (40.79) = -.90, p < .19 for high knowledge
pro-choice respondents.
In the pro-choice candidate condition for the Catholic
Church judgment, only means among the low knowledge prochoice respondents were in the hypothesized direction of
an assimilation effect.
Accordingly, the independent
samples t-test for this group was one-tailed but all other
independent samples t-tests were two-tailed: £ (28.35) = 1.31, p < .19 for low knowledge pro-life respondents; £
(34.67) = -.22, p < .83 for high knowledge pro-life
respondents; £ (38.31) = .44, p < .34 for low knowledge
pro-choice respondents; £ (44.63) = -.68, p < .50 for high
knowledge pro-choice respondents.
45
As noted previously, assimilation and contrast
effects are not hypothesized for a candidate whose
position is neutral.
Accordingly, all tests for any
effects are two-tailed in this condition.
For the pr o 
life and pro-choice candidate conditions, all independent
samples t-tests were one-tailed.
T-test results for each
of the three candidate conditions in which significant or
nearly significant univariate effects were obtained are
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samples t-tests for assimilation and contrast effects are
presented in Table 11.01.

Although no significant

difference between the means of low knowledge neutral and
pro-life respondents was found in the pro-choice candidate
condition for the Catholic Church judgment, these means
were nevertheless,
contrast effect.

in the expected direction for a
Means for all other attitudinal position

by knowledge groups in the pro-life and pro-choice
candidate conditions were also in their expected
direction.

Effects suggestive of assimilation and

contrast were also found in the neutral candidate
condition,

though the direction of these effects was not

originally hypothesized.

Thus, social judgment theory

appears to be quite successful at predicting distortions

listed below.
Neutral candidate condition for the low-income judgment: t
(39.44) = -2.49, p < .02 for low knowledge pro-life
respondents; p (38.96) = -1.28, p < .21 for high knowledge
pro-life respondents; p (47.00) = -3.10, p < .00 for low
knowledge pro-choice respondents; p (49.74) = -3.05, p <
.00 for high knowledge pro-choice respondents.
Pro-life candidate condition for the low-income judgment:
p (43) = -3.10, p < .00 for low knowledge pro-life
respondents; p (39.66) = -1.66, p < .06 for high knowledge
pro-life respondents; p (47) = -3.85, p < .00 for low
knowledge pro-choice respondents; t (51) = -3.35, p < .00
for high knowledge pro-choice respondents.
Pro-choice candidate condition for the Catholic Church
judgment: p (35.02) = 1.11, p < .14 for low knowledge pro
life respondents; p (41.66) = 2 . 7 5 , p < .00 for high
knowledge pro-life respondents; p (41.46) = 3.71, p < .00
for low knowledge pro-choice respondents; t (48.72) =
2.47, p < .01 for high knowledge pro-choice respondents.
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of candidates 1 specific but unstated policy positions if
low knowledge neutral respondents are used as the standard
for judgmental accuracy instead.
The patterns of distortion for judgment of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions appear
to be rather different from those obtained for judgments
of candidates' overall positions at this same level of
statistical effect.

For judgments of candidates' overall

positions, both tests of social judgment theory using
judgments made by either low or high knowledge neutral
respondents as the standard for distortion showed
distortions were

(1) present only in the pro-choice and

pro-life candidate conditions and (2) more likely to be
found among low knowledge extreme respondents than high
knowledge extreme respondents.
candidates'

However, for judgments of

specific but unstated policy positions,

tests

using either high or low knowledge neutral respondents
lead to widely divergent conclusions about who is accurate
and who distorts.

Tests using high knowledge neutral

respondents as the standard for judgmental accuracy
suggest there are no distortions among extreme attitudinal
position by knowledge groups whatsoever.

But tests using

low knowledge neutral respondents as the standard for
judgmental accuracy suggest that assimilation and contrast
effects are present in nearly every case, including the
neutral candidate condition.

Moreover,

these tests also
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suggest that distortions are just as likely to be found
among low knowledge extreme respondents as among their
high knowledge extreme counterparts.
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Table 11.01
Judgmental Distortions of Candidates' Specific but
Unstated Policy Positions Extreme Attitudinal
Position by Knowledge Groups Compared to
the Low Knowledge Neutral Group
Judgments and Candidates
Low-Income Fund:
Pro-Life
R'S KNOWLEDGE LEVEL
AND POSITION
Low/Pro-Life
ASSIMILATION**
High/Pro-Life
NONE
Low/Pro-Choice
CONTRAST***
High/Pro-Choice
CONTRAST***

* £ <

Low-Income Fund:
Neutral

ASSIMILATION***
ASSIMILATION*
CONTRAST***
CONTRAST***

Catholic Church:
Pro-Choice

NONE
CONTRAST***
ASSIMILATION***
ASSIMILATION***

.10

** £ < .05
***

£

<

.01
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At the next level of statistical effect, respondents'
own attitudinal position by candidates' overall stated
positions, assimilation or contrast effects or both were
found as would be predicted in each of the four
significant or nearly significant univariate results
obtained for the pro-choice and pro-life candidate
conditions.

For the remaining fifth univariate result,

direction of effects could not be predicted a priori
because the position of the candidate was neutral.

Even

so, a significant contrast effect was found among prochoice respondents in that candidate condition.40

Table

In the neutral candidate condition for the
judgment on low-income funding, independent samples ttests for assimilation and contrast effects were twotailed.
All other t-test results presented here were o ne
tailed.
Neutral candidate condition for the low-income judgment: p
(80.76) = -1.21, p < .23 for pro-life respondents; p
(89.61) = -2.57, p < .01 for pro-choice respondents.
Pro-life candidate condition for low-income judgment: p
(81) = -2.05, p < .02 for pro-life respondents; p (94) = 3.05, p < .00 for pro-choice respondents.
Pro-life candidate condition for Catholic Church judgment:
p (81) = -2.22, p < .02 for pro-life respondents; p (94) =
-2.87, p < .00 for pro-choice respondents.
Pro-choice candidate condition for abortion permissiveness
judgment: t (68.79) = .18, p < .43 for pro-life
respondents; p (93.99) = 2.47, p < .01 for pro-choice
respondents.
Pro-choice candidate condition for judge discussion
judgment: p (82) = 2.64, p < .00 for pro-life respondents ,t (94) = 2.22, p < .02 for pro-choice respondents.
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11.02 presents results based on the independent samples ttests.
Results at this statistical level suggest that social
judgment theory is also effective at predicting
distortions in judgment of candidates'
unstated policy positions.

specific but

Nevertheless,

the pattern of

results from social judgment theory tests conducted at the
next highest statistical level for judgment of candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions is still rather
different from those conducted for judgment of candidates'
overall positions.

In the first set of social judgment

theory tests conducted in chapter 8, distortions were
found only in the pro-choice and pro-life candidate
conditions and only among the pro-choice respondents.

In

the second set of social judgment theory tests conducted
here, distortions appeared in the neutral candidate
condition and were nearly as likely to be found among p r o 
life respondents as among their pro-choice counterparts.
Results from social judgment theory tests performed
here compared to those conducted for candidates' overall
positions suggest that the differing conclusions about who
distorts and who is accurate do not arise merely from
differences in testing procedures but, rather,

from

differences in how the two kinds of judgments are made.
Assuming that low knowledge neutral respondents or simply
neutral respondents are used as the standard for
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judgmental accuracy,

judgments made of candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions seem to produce
distortions which are more widespread among the different
candidate conditions but also more evenly distributed
among the different schematic groups.
Because these different kinds of judgments produce
different patterns of distortion, we might also ask what
it is about these two kinds of judgments which makes them
differ?

Ambiguity seems to be a key consideration.

Making judgments about candidates'

overall stated

positions is a far less ambiguous task than making
judgments about candidates'
positions.

specific but unstated policy

For judgment of candidates'

overall positions,

the candidates' statements provide plenty of information,
both direct and indirect, about their overall stances on
abortion.

Because respondents have more information about

candidates' overall positions,

judgments based on that

information become more splintered as a function of both
attitudinal position and knowledge.

For example, in Table

8.03, the standard deviation among low knowledge prochoice respondents is relatively narrow,

suggesting that

there is little variation in how this group perceives the
position of the candidate.
candidate condition,

Likewise,

in the pro-life

standard deviations of low and high

knowledge pro-life respondents are also quite narrow
compared to those of all other attitudinal position by
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knowledge groups.

The narrower standard deviations of

these attitudinal position by knowledge groups suggest
that they are relatively certain about the position of the
candidate.

By contrast,

the standard deviations of the

other attitudinal position by knowledge groups are not as
narrow.

Where the former use information from the

candidates'

statements to rate a candidate's position in

relatively certain terms, the latter attitudinal position
by knowledge groups do not.

These differences in level of

certainty pull those attitudinal position by knowledge
groups with narrow standard deviations away from the other
attitudinal position by knowledge groups in the tests for
social judgment theory.

The result is that distortions

are also usually found among those groups who seem to be
more certain about the candidates' overall position.
In the pro-life and pro-choice candidate conditions
where significant effects for judgment of candidates'
overall positions were obtained,

it might also be argued

that schema activation is at its highest level.
Respondents use candidates' overall stated positions,
their own attitudinal position, and knowledge all at the
same time to make an assessment of where they believe the
candidates'

true positions are.

When schema activation is

at its highest and the ambiguity of the judgment is
somewhat reduced, differences in judgments also appear at
the highest statistical level where divisions between
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groups are also the most subtle

(six cells as opposed to

three or two) .47
For judgment of candidates' specific but unstated
policy positions, a rather different pattern appears at
the highest level of statistical effect.

Examination of

results in the neutral and pro-life candidate conditions
of Table 10.02 and in the pro-choice candidate condition
of Table 10.03 show standard deviations to be somewhat
wider among those same attitudinal position by knowledge
groups whose standard deviations had previously been
narrower in judgments of candidates' overall positions.
The overall result is that the standard deviations of
attitudinal position by knowledge groups are more uniform
in Tables 10.02 and 10.03 than they were in Table 8.03.
For both of these reasons, width and uniformity of
standard deviations,

fewer differences between attitudinal

position by knowledge groups emerged in the social

This argument might at first seem contradictory
to an explanation I made earlier about why no assimilation
or contrast effects were found in the neutral candidate
condition.
But it is not.
For the lack of results in the
neutral candidate condition, I argued that his position
may have been so unambiguous that there was simply not
enough variance between groups to produce any significant
differences.
However, for the pro-choice and pro-life
candidate conditions, I am not arguing that there is a
complete lack of ambiguity as there seems to be in the
neutral candidate condition.
Instead, I am arguing that
there is still some ambiguity in judgment of the prochoice and pro-life candidates' overall positions but that
ambiguity is reduced compared to the inherent ambiguity in
judging candidates' specific but unstated policy
positions.
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judgment theory tests applied to judgments of candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions.
There is, however, one major exception to the
conclusions just drawn: low knowledge neutral respondents.
For schematic attitudinal position by knowledge groups,
the increase in level of ambiguity in judging candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions seems to make their
judgments more similar to one another.

Yet, for

aschematic low knowledge neutral respondents, higher
levels of ambiguity in judging candidates' specific but
unstated policy positions also seem to drive their
judgments distinctly more toward the middle of the scale
away from those made by the rest of their schematic
counterparts.
For those three candidate conditions in which
significant three-way univariate effects were obtained, it
might still be said that schema activation is relatively
high.

But it is not quite as high as what was found

previously for judgment of candidates' overall positions.
The only significant differences which appear in judgments
of candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions are

those between aschematic respondents, on the one hand, and
schematic respondents, on the other.

No significant

differences among schematic respondents were found as they
were for judgments of candidates' overall positions.
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Were it not for the presence of low knowledge neutral
respondents in the sample,

it seems doubtful that any

significant effects would have been found at this highest
statistical level.

Rather,

results presented in Table

10.01 suggest that differences in judgment of candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions are being driven
primarily by respondents' own attitudinal position.
Of all multivariate effects,

those from respondents'

own attitudinal position by candidates' overall stated
positions are the most common.

Such effects appear to be

present in some form in all judgments except that
concerning a national health care plan.

Thus, comparison

between one's own position and the overall position of the
candidate appears to be a basic strategy for making
inferences about candidates'

specific but unstated policy

positions.
One reason that respondents seem to rely so heavily
on their own attitudinal position is that the judgments of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions are
sufficiently ambiguous as to minimize the applicability of
knowledge.

This is not so suggest that the role of

knowledge is unimportant here.

But, as can also be seen

in Table 10.01, effects from knowledge are, on the whole,
more isolated than effects from respondents'
attitudinal position.

own

Multivariate effects from

respondents' knowledge by candidates' overall stated
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positions occur in half of the six judgments, as compared
to five for the attitudinal position variable.

Moreover,

four of the five univariate effects from attitudinal
position are significant, whereas only two of four
univariate effects from knowledge are significant across
the same six judgments.
Because there is more reliance upon attitudinal
position and less reliance upon knowledge, assimilation
and contrast efrects at the level of respondents' own
attitudinal position by candidates1 overall stated
positions are actually more pronounced in judgments of
candidates' specific but unstated policy positions than
they are for judgments of candidates' overall positions.
When respondents rely more heavily upon their knowledge in
combination with their own attitudinal position,

as was

found to be the case among low and high knowledge pro-life
respondents in their judgments of the pro-life candidate's
overall position,

assimilation and contrast effects may be

prevented from appearing at the statistical level just
below.
The relative ambiguity involved in making judgments
about candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions

reduces level of schema activation and makes results more
likely to occur at lower statistical levels.

For example,

the inference about whether the candidates would support
teen sex education and counseling is ambiguous enough that
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respondents make only a rough comparison between their own
position and the positions of each of the candidates.

No

significant univariate effects are present and schema
activation is therefore minimal.

Similarly,

for

candidates1 willingness to support first and second
trimester abortions and opposition to judge discussion,
inferences are only slightly less ambiguous in those
candidate conditions where significant univariate effects
appear.

But those effects from attitudinal position and

knowledge occur separately from one another,
that at this level of effect and ambiguity,

suggesting
schema

activation is still relatively minimal and isolated.
Thus, on the whole, judgments in which higher order
statistical effects appear are assumed to be less
ambiguous and represent higher levels of schema activation
than those judgments in which only lower order effects are
found.
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Table 11.02
Judgmental Distortions of Candidates' Specific but Unstated Policy Positions by
Extreme Attitudinal Group Compared to the Neutral Group
Judgments and Candidates
Low-income
Fund:
Pro-Life
R 1S OWN POSITION
Pro-Life
Pro-Choice

** £ < .05
***

b

<

.01

Low-income
Fund:
Neutral

Catholic
Church:
Pro-Life

Abortion
Permit:
Pro-Choice

Judge
Discussion:
Pro-Choice

CONTRAST* **
NONE
ASSIMILATION** ASSIMILATION**
NONE
CONTRAST* *
CONTRAST***
CONTRAST*** ASSIMILATION** ASSIMILATION**

11.04 Conclusions and Implications
Social judgment theory and the synthesis of research
on political sophistication,

interpersonal cognitive

complexity, attitude development,

schematicity, and social

identity theory predict the same pattern of means.

Yet

each leads to opposite interpretations of whose judgments
are accurate and whose are distorted.

In the social

judgment framework, extremity is a vice and neutrality is
a virtue.

Because respondents with extreme attitudinal

position tend to have more extreme judgment scores,

these

more extreme judgment scores are assumed to reflect
judgmental distortions in turn.

In the synthesis of

research on political sophistication, interpersonal
cognitive complexity, attitude development,

schematicity,

and social identity theory, neutrality is a vice and
extremity is a virtue instead.

Because aschematic

respondents have lower levels of cognitive complexity,
their more moderate judgment scores are assumed to reflect
another kind of judgmental distortion in which the
position of the message is under-inferred.
Although I initially proposed the synthesis of
research on political sophistication, interpersonal
cognitive complexity,

attitude development,

schematicity,

and social identity theory as a way to conceptualize and
measure accuracy and distortion in judgment of candidates'
specific but unstated policy position, it would also seem
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to be applicable to exploration of accuracy and distortion
in judgment of candidates' overall positions.

If such an

application were made, means would be in the hypothesized
direction at the two highest levels of effect for all
schematic groups except high knowledge pro-life
respondents in the pro-life candidate condition (whose
judgment scores are more moderate than those of low
knowledge neutral respondents).

Nevertheless, because the

post hoc procedure of testing for differences between
groups is more conservative than using separate
independent samples t-tests,

it seems likely that even

fewer significant differences between schematic and
aschematic groups would be found.

Because of this,

differences between schematic and aschematic groups would
not be as consistent or clear-cut as those found for
judgments of candidates'

specific but unstated policy

positions.
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CHAPTER 12
Conclusions
12.01 Accuracy
In the introduction of this dissertation I noted that
a number of studies in political sophistication research
have shown voters to have only limited knowledge of
politics

(e.g., Campbell et al.,

Jamieson and Cappella,

1995) .

I960; Converse,

1964;

Because the number of

people who vote exceeds considerably the number of people
who are well informed about politics,

I then proposed to

explore how accuracy or distortion is affected by
respondents' own attitudinal position, cognitive
complexity, and candidates'

overall stated positions in

three kinds of information processing contexts:
of candidates'

statements;

(1) recall

(2) judgment of candidates'

overall stated positions; and

(3) judgment of candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions.

Let us now r e 

examine each of these results more closely.

Recall
For recall,

tests for each of the cognitive

complexity variables, knowledge, differentiation, and
integration, demonstrated that respondents with higher
levels of cognitive complexity are more accurate.

When

each of these cognitive complexity variables was compared
against the others simultaneously,

the accurate knowledge
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measure was found consistently to be the best predictor of
accurate recall.
Conclusions about who has accurate recall of
candidates' statements and who does not become even more
complicated when respondents' own attitudinal position is
taken into account.

When the factor of respondents' own

attitudinal position is included with each of the
cognitive complexity variables, effects from each of those
cognitive complexity variables are often still present.
However,

some effects from the cognitive complexity

variables seem to disappear with the introduction of that
attitudinal position variable,

leaving effects only from

the latter to be interpreted.
If respondents' own attitudinal position is compared
against each of the cognitive complexity variables, we
find that attitudinal position is just as effective a
predictor of accurate recall in each of the separate
candidate conditions as knowledge is.

In some cases, it

seems to be even slightly more predictive than knowledge
is.

Although these results suggest that respondents' own

attitudinal position is just as important in predicting
accurate recall as knowledge is, it is difficult to
determine just how respondents' own attitudinal position
leads to accuracy or distortion of recall.

In some cases,

having a position consistent with that being advocated by
the candidate seems to improve accurate recall.

In other
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cases,

just the opposite appears to be true.

role of respondents'

Thus,

the

own attitudinal position in affecting

accuracy or distortion of recall, though noteworthy, has
cannot be determined with any definitiveness here.

Judgments of Candidates' Overall Positions
Tests for social judgment theory showed that
respondents with extreme attitudinal position often
distorted their judgments of candidates'
positions.

overall

When such distortions were found, they nearly

always took the form of assimilation and contrast effects
hypothesized by social judgment theory.

For example,

low

knowledge pro-life respondents assimilated the position of
the pro-life candidate by estimating his position to be
significantly more pro-life than the low knowledge neutral
respondents did.

Similarly,

low knowledge pro-choice

respondents contrasted the position of the pro-life
candidate also by estimating his position to be
significantly more pro-life than the low knowledge neutral
respondents did.

With both kinds of effects, judgmental

distortions are assumed to be represented by more extreme
judgment scores.

Although means were nearly always in the

hypothesized direction for judgmental distortions,
significant differences were sometimes not found where
they should have been.

One other item of note here is

that distortions in judgments of candidates' overall
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positions seemed more likely to be found among low
knowledge respondents with extreme attitudinal position
than among their high knowledge counterparts.

Judgments of Candidates1 Specific but
Unstated Policy Positions
Whenever significant differences between groups were
found for judgments of candidates'

specific but unstated

policy positions, “schematic" groups, that is, people who
have extreme attitudinal position or high levels of
knowledge or both, were found to make significantly more
extreme judgments than “aschematic" respondents.

Although

significant differences between schematic and aschematic
groups were often found,

judgments made by the latter

still tended to be on the same end of the scale as
judgments made by the former.

Thus, both groups usually

agreed or disagreed about a candidate's willingness to
support or oppose a particular abortion policy but the
schematic respondents did so more strongly than the
aschematic respondents.
When it was possible to conduct them, social judgment
theory tests also showed distortions in judgments of
candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions made by

respondents with extreme attitudinal position.

These

judgmental distortions took the form of assimilation and
contrast effects as would be hypothesized by social
judgment theory.

However, these effects appeared more
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frequently in results from judgments of candidates'
specific but unstated policy positions than they did for
judgments of candidates'

overall positions.

They were

also distributed more evenly among the different extreme
attitudinal groups than they were previously.
Each of these sets of results leads to rather
different conclusions about who is accurate and who is
not.

This leaves us with two questions to be answered in

the remainder of this sub-section.

First, why do each of

these results seems to suggest different conclusions about
accuracy?

Second, what do these different conclusions

about accuracy mean?
Each set of results is based on a different
conceptualization and measurement of accuracy.
closed-ended,

true/false recall scale used here is the

most researcher-determined at the outset.
of measure,

The

With this kind

the researcher reads the factual content of

the candidates' statements and decides a priori which
answers are correct or incorrect.

Testing for accuracy

with this measure then simply becomes a matter of
comparing how well the respondents' answers match those of
the researcher.

The more the respondents' answers match

those of the researcher,

the more accurate those answers

are assumed to be.
For measuring distortions in judgment of candidates'
overall positions

(assimilation and contrast effects), the
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researcher still makes a priori assumptions about where
such distortions will occur.

In particular,

it is

assumed, based on social judgment theory, that respondents
with extreme attitudinal position will distort in
hypothesized directions relative to respondents whose
positions are more neutral.

Although direction of

distortions in judgment is hypothesized, results still
depend on how the different groups answer the judgment
questions themselves,

rather than on a fixed, absolute

number specified independently by the researcher before
the test is made.
Conceptualizations and measurements of distortion in
judgments of candidates'

specific but unstated policy

positions are more open-ended still.

The same groups can

be used to set the standards for judgmental accuracy that
were used for judgment of candidates' overall stated
positions.

But no hypotheses about direction or

distortion were made relative to those standards.
Instead, post hoc tests were used to determine where any
differences might be arising.

Once results were obtained,

different theoretical frameworks were then applied to
interpret who is judgmentally accurate and who distorts.
Each of these different conceptualizations and
measurements of accuracy seems leads to rather different
conclusions about who is accurate and who is n o t .

But

differences in conceptualizations and measurements are not
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sufficient by themselves to explain these differences in
conclusions.

Each conceptualization and measurement of

accuracy is also aimed toward different but related
information processing contexts.
The recall questions focus on information which can
be traced back directly to the candidates'

statements.

Recall questions are therefore directly knowable if the
respondent can remember the specific pieces of information
referred to by the question.
Both kinds of judgment questions, whether about
candidates' overall positions or specific but unstated
policy positions, cannot be answered directly by referring
back to the candidates'

statements.

Instead, both require

respondents to synthesize what information is available
and categorize it in new ways.

Thus,

judgment questions

require inference, whereas the recall questions do not.
Within the two kinds of judgments,
in the previous chapter,

as was discussed

there are still substantial

differences in the amount and kind of information
available to make an inference.

For judgment of

candidates' overall positions, quite a lot of information
is available to make the inference,

though none of the

candidates states his position exactly in terms of the
judgment scale

(e.g., “somewhat pro-choice,” "neutral," or

“somewhat pro-life," e t c .).

For judgment of candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions, none of the
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information in the candidates'

statements directly

addresses the content of the questions at all.
reason, judgments of candidates'

For this

specific but unstated

policy positions appear to be somewhat more ambiguous than
judgments of candidates' overall positions, which also
explains why conclusions about which groups are accurate
and which are not are different even when the tests for
distortion within the social judgment theory framework are
the s a m e .
If differences in results arise because of
differences in conceptualization and measurement of
accuracy and also because each research question addresses
a different information processing context, we then arrive
at the broader question for this sub-section: What do
these differences mean in terms of accuracy?

For recall,

results seem broadly consistent with what researchers in
political sophistication research have been arguing for
many years

(e.g., Campbell et al., 1960; Converse,

Fiske, Lau, and Smith,

1990; Hsu and Price,

1964;

1993; McGraw

and Pinney, 1990; Price and Zaller, 1993; Rhee and
Cappella,

1995).

But such a conclusion should hardly come

as a surprise here because the objective measures of
recall used in this study are most like those used within
the framework of conventional political sophistication
research.
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Results from the stepwise regressions for each of
these recall scales provide us with an even more refined
picture of who is accurate and who is not in terms of
cognitive complexity.

Of the different measures of

cognitive complexity, accurate knowledge seems to be the
best predictor of accurate recall.

Thus, we can say with

even greater confidence that respondents who are high in
accurate knowledge are especially more likely to have
accurate recall than their low accurate knowledge
counterparts.
The overall success of the accurate knowledge
variable in predicting recall results seems consistent
with arguments made by Luskin
(1992), and Zaller

(1993).

from Tetlock and Hannum's

(1987), Price and Zaller,

Yet the lack of predictiveness
(1993) integration variable in

the stepwise regression results obtained here seems
contradictory to the commonly made assumption that
political sophistication research is as much about
structure of cognition as content
1960; Converse,
Neuman,

(e.g., Campbell et a l .,

1964; Fiske, Kinder, and Larter,

1986; Tetlock,

1983;

1979; 1981a; 1981b; 1983; 1984) .

Moreover, predictiveness of the attitudinal position
variable in the stepwise suggests that there may be more
to the public's lack of political information than a mere
lack of accurate knowledge.
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For judgment of candidates' overall positions,

social

judgment theory was usually pretty effective at predicting
judgmental distortions among respondents with extreme
attitudinal position.

When distortions were not found

where they would otherwise be expected,

the presence of

effects from the knowledge variable helped explain their
absence.

Modified tests of assimilation and contrast

effects in which the knowledge variable is added suggest
that low knowledge pro-choice and pro-life respondents
appear to be driving judgmental distortions within their
respective attitudinal groups.

These judgmental

distortions appear more frequently and at higher levels of
statistical significance among the low knowledge extreme
respondents than among their high knowledge extreme
counterparts.

Judgmental distortions among the low

knowledge extreme respondents were also always consistent
with assimilation and contrast effects
Aside from explaining why assimilation and contrast
effects appear or do not appear at the level of
respondents' own attitudinal position by candidates'
overall stated positions, results from modified tests of
assimilation and contrast effects are noteworthy for other
reasons.

First, they suggest that political knowledge is

just as important as respondents' own attitudinal position
in predicting distortions in judgment of candidates'
overall positions.

Second,

they support the implicit
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assumption in political sophistication research that
judgmental distortions are more likely to be found among
low knowledge respondents than high knowledge respondents.
This further suggests that higher levels of knowledge can
therefore help prevent judgmental distortions from
occurring.

Finally,

if higher levels of knowledge do

indeed minimize judgmental distortions,

results presented

here also seem contradictory to Sniderman, Brody, and
Tetlock's

(1991) “likability heuristic" which is based on

the assumption that attitudinal position can serve as an
accurate substitute for political knowledge when such
knowledge is lacking.
For judgment of candidates'
policy positions,

specific but unstated

interpretation of who is accurate and

who distorts differ radically,

depending on whether the

social judgment theory framework is used, on the one hand,
or the synthesis of research on political sophistication,
interpersonal cognitive complexity, attitude development,
schematicity, and social identity theory is used, on the
other.

Each offers its own advantages and disadvantages

for interpretation of results.
Social judgment theory has withstood the test of
time.

Its predictions of assimilation and contrast

effects are often,

though not always, correct.

On this

basis alone, social judgment theory has much to recommend
it.
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Another advantage of social judgment theory is that
it starts with the assumption that people with extreme
views are also likely to have distorted judgments.

Such

an assumption seems sensible if effects from attitudinal
position are analyzed by themselves.

However,

if any of

the cognitive complexity variables are included in
analysis of results,

then this assumption becomes

problematic in at least two ways.

First, the people who

are expected to make judgmental distortions are those who
have higher levels of knowledge.

Second, those with more

moderate views whose judgments are assumed to set the
standard for accuracy are also less likely to have the
knowledge they would be expected to need in order to make
accurate judgments in the first place.
Aside from these problems,

social judgment theory

poses at least two other disadvantages.

First,

it seems

unable to account for why high knowledge neutral
respondents would have judgments of candidates'

specific

but unstated policy positions just as extreme as those of
any of the extreme attitudinal position groups, regardless
of level of knowledge.

Second,

social judgment theory

cannot be applied reasonably to separate effects from
knowledge which include no attitudinal position variable.
By contrast,
sophistication,

the synthesis of research on political

interpersonal cognitive complexity,

attitude development, schematicity, and social identity
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theory can be applied to all levels of statistical effect,
with or without the presence of an attitudinal position
variable.

In addition,

it provides an explanation of why

judgments of high knowledge neutral respondents were found
to be as extreme as those of any of the other schematic
groups.

One final advantage of this alternative framework

is that respondents with significantly higher levels of
cognitive complexity are also expected to be those who
make accurate judgments.

But there is a major downside to

this assumption: schematic people who have higher levels
of cognitive complexity are also those who are
attitudinally extreme.

Although the argument that

schematic respondents should be used as the standard for
judgmental accuracy makes sense in terms of cognitive
complexity,

it does not seem to make as much sense in

terms of attitudinal position.
If social judgment theory is used to interpret
results from judgments of candidates'

specific but

unstated policy positions, support for Sniderman, Brody,
and Tetlock's

(1991) “likability heuristic" seems mixed at

the highest level of statistical effect.

If judgments

made by high knowledge neutral respondents are used as the
standard for accuracy,

then judgments made by low

knowledge extreme attitudinal position respondents seem to
be accurate.

But if judgments made by low knowledge

neutral respondent are used as the standard for accuracy,
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instead, then judgments made by low knowledge extreme
respondents seem to be distorted which is contrary to what
would be expected based on the “likability heuristic.”
Nevertheless,

if this latter conclusion is correct, then

the judgments made by the high knowledge extreme groups
are also distorted, which is both consistent with the
assumptions of social judgment theory and inconsistent
with the more conventional assumptions of political
sophistication research.
If the alternative synthesis of research on political
sophistication,

interpersonal cognitive complexity,

attitude development,

schematicity, and social identity

theory is used to interpret results from judgments of
candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions,

instead, then Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock's
“likability heuristic” is supported.

(1991)

Only those low

knowledge respondents who are lacking in attitude are
unable to make an accurate inference about a candidate's
specific but unstated policy position.
surprising,

instead,

What seems more

is the finding that low knowledge

extreme attitudinal groups are as accurate in their policy
judgments as the high knowledge neutral respondents.

For

those who subscribe to the more pessimistic model of
political sophistication advanced by Campbell et a l .
(1960) and Converse

(1964), the finding that low knowledge

extreme respondents are able to match their better
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informed, high knowledge counterparts seems to represent
“bad news" for political sophistication research.

These

groups are the “cheaters” who come up with correct answers
yet avoid the work necessary for achieving that elusive
goal of a well informed and, hence, more rational
electorate.

However,

for those who subscribe to the more

optimistic models of political sophistication based on
heuristics and advanced by such researchers as Sniderman,
Brody, and Tetlock (1991) and Popkin (1991), the policy
judgment results for low knowledge extreme respondents
could be viewed as “good news” instead.

In this framework,

low knowledge extreme respondents use their attitudinal
position to compensate for their lack of knowledge in such
a way that they are able to match the judgments of their
high knowledge counterparts.

Rather than being “cheaters,”

low knowledge extreme attitudinal groups are resourceful,
efficient, and perhaps even clever.
Whatever set of theoretical approaches one prefers to
use, it is evident that all lead to rather different
conclusions about who is accurate and who distorts in
processing information about candidates.

These

differences in conclusions merely underscore how difficult
it is to conceptualize and measure accuracy, especially in
the realm of judgment where we assume subjectivity is the
norm.

Although everyone is entitled to an opinion,

the

fact remains that many voters have wildly inaccurate
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perceptions about the extent and nature of basic political
problems,

such as, for example, domestic unemployment

(e.g., Morin and Berry,
overseas

(e.g., Morin,

1996) or U.S. troop involvement
1996).

This makes the need for

developing a framework of judgmental accuracy that much
more urgent.

Nevertheless,

also offer reason for hope.

the results presented here
For almost all cases in which

differences in judgmental accuracy among groups were
suggested, mean scores of all groups were in the same
direction on the judgment scale.

Thus, differences in

accuracy of judgment among groups appears to be more of
degree than kind.

12.02 Critiques
Any conclusions about who is accurate and who
distorts need to be drawn with caution here.

Such

conclusions are necessarily limited by methodological
weaknesses in the study, which if I had to do over again I
would try to prevent.

Most of these flaws were related to

measurement.
Of the measurement problems associated with the
independent variables,

the most serious one is that posed

by attitudinal position.

The main problem with the

attitudinal position scale is that it does not match the
one used for judgments of candidates' overall positions.
This made it impossible to test for assimilation and
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contrast effects in the way social judgment theory
originally did.

Without knowing how respondents rate

themselves on a pro-choice/pro-life continuum,

as opposed

to the pro-abortion/anti-abortion scale used here, it is
difficult to know whether the results obtained for
judgments of candidates' overall positions are truly the
assimilation and contrast effects they appear to be.

The

same applies to social judgment theory tests for judgment
of candidates'

specific but unstated policy positions.

However, having respondents complete individual scales for
their own positions on each of these specific judgment
items would have made the questionnaire even more timeconsuming to complete than it already w a s .
Problems encountered with the knowledge scale were
less serious but could still use some redressing.

First,

a larger number of items should have been included for
this scale because of the difficulty in achieving
satisfactory levels of inter-item reliability with
categorical variables.

Second, for the same reason, these

items should also should have been pre-tested more
extensively,

even before the pilot study, so that items

with too little variance could have been eliminated at the
outset.
Although the closed-ended knowledge scale offers a
number of advantages, both methodological and conceptual,
it might also be possible to develop an open-ended measure
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of accuracy based on responses used for measuring
differentiation.

Such a scale would have at least one

advantage over the closed-ended knowledge measure used
here.

It would be based on the respondents' own answers

and would therefore presumably be more reflective of the
extent to which the respondent's own knowledge system is
accurate.
Although an open-ended measure of accuracy might have
its advantages,

there would most certainly be

disadvantages to it as well.

If relatively few

respondents use constructs which can be coded for
accuracy, what are we to do with those respondents who did
not use any such constructs?

Are we to assume that their

knowledge is inaccurate, merely because they didn't use
any constructs which could be coded for accuracy?
perhaps even more problematic,
benefit of the doubt?

Or,

should we give them the

These questions can only be

answered if a study were conducted in which both kinds of
measures were used and compared.

But such a study might

well be worth making, if only to address some of the
issues discussed by Luskin
(1993), and Zaller

(1992)

(1987), Price and Zaller
in more detail.

Problems relating to the integration variable have
been discussed in earlier chapters.
time required for training coders;
reliability;

These include:

(1)

(2) inter-coder

(3) division of respondents into relatively
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even groups around the median; and (4) a lack of success
at producing significant results, compared to the other
two cognitive complexity variables.

All of these problems

suggest that the integration scale is simply not worth the
bother as a measure of cognitive complexity, compared to
accurate knowledge or differentiation.
As for the dependent measures,

two major problems are

apparent and these have to do with the recall scales.
First, the closed-ended measures for recall simply do not
enable us to infer whether recall is schema-consistent or
schema-inconsistent.

The problem here does not

necessarily have to do with the measures being closedended per se.

Instead, what may be needed is an

additional question after each recall question which asks
respondents whether what they recall is consistent or
inconsistent with what their expectations were.

Second,

not enough items were included in the recall scales to
prevent a ceiling effect in the neutral and pro-life
candidate conditions and improve inter-item reliability
more generally.
Finally, two other problems with this study involve
sampling.
small.
size,

First, the size of my sample is relatively

Although effects were often found with this sample
there may also be other, perhaps more subtle

effects, which could only be detected by using a larger
sample.

Alternatively, patterns of effects which were
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found with the smaller sample might not be prevalent at
all if a larger sample were used instead.

The other major

problem with my sample is that it was non-random and not
nationally representative.

Any one of these problems

suggests that conclusions about accuracy and distortion in
judgment and recall might be rather different if a larger,
more representative sample were used.

They also

necessarily limit the ability to generalize my results to
those studies which do use nationally representative
samples

(e.g., Campbell et al., 1960; Converse,

Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock,

1964;

1991, etc.).

12.03 Unanswered Questions
The research presented here raises many questions.
The most serious of these is how to develop a theoretical
framework to conceptualize, measure, and predict accuracy
for different kinds of judgment and recall at the same
time.

Although I hope my discussion has advanced that

cause, such a theoretical framework is still hardly
forthcoming.
Aside from this broad theoretical question, which
perhaps can never answered entirely,

the research

presented here raises other questions which can be more
readily investigated in the short term.

One such question

has to do with the relation between judgment of
candidates' overall positions and recall.

If respondents
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answer the recall questions based on at least an implicit
rating of the candidates' overall position, then recall
itself may be another form of judgment in which one tries
to match the criteria of what the questions are asking for
with one's prior expectations.
is not recall-based.

Rather,

In this scenario,

judgment

it is recall which is

judgment-based.
If, however, respondents do not use ratings of
overall position as a heuristic for answering recall
questions,

then a separate argument can still be made for

the specific policy inferences being recall-based.

Even

if respondents were unable to recall anything about the
candidates' positions,

it seems unlikely that they would

have then made specific policy inferences which were
generally consistent with pro-choice, neutral, or pro-life
positions.

Were it otherwise, no significant differences

between candidate conditions would have been found for the
policy judgment results.
Aside from the relation between recall and judgment,
at least one other unanswered question is raised by the
results discussed in this dissertation.

Although it has

been argued that levels of schema activation increase when
ambiguity is reduced,
empirically.

this claim needs to be put to test

This could be done in at least two ways,

both of which would probably be most useful if they were
combined.

First,

a question could be placed after each
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policy judgment task asking respondents to rate how
certain they felt about the answers they gave.

Second,

respondents1 reaction time to answering the policy
inference questions could also be recorded.

If responses

to the follow-up questions correlate with faster reaction
times, then we can be more certain in interpreting what
differences in reaction times mean.
Based on the arguments made with respect to policy
judgment results,

two hypotheses can be offered here.

The

first hypothesis would predict that schematic groups whose
judgments are also more extreme will also have
significantly faster reaction times than aschematic groups
whose judgments are more moderate
Markus and Sentis,

(e.g., Markus,

1982; Markus and Smith,

al., 1982; and Markus,

Smith, and Moreland,

1977;

1981; Markus et
1985).

The

second hypothesis would predict that overall mean reaction
times for those policy judgment questions which produced
significant multivariate and univariate effects will be
significantly faster than for those policy judgment
questions which did not produce any such effects.
Whether these additional questions concern the
relation between recall and judgment, on the one hand, or
judgmental extremity and reaction time, on the other,
finding the answers to such questions may help us
understand more about the nature and origins of accuracy
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and distortion
distortion in
in judgment
judgment and
and recall
recall of
of political
political
and
discourse.
discourse.
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APPENDIX A
Pilot Study Questionnaire
November 3, 1993

Darin Klein, Principal
Investigator
Ph.D. Candidate
Annenberg School
(215) 898-6017

CONSENT FORM
Newspaper Reading Study

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE: I am being asked to participate
in this research study in order to offer my views about
news-related issues.
PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to determine how
people think about and judge articles they read in the
newspaper.
PROCEDURES: My participation in this study will involve
answering some questions regarding my knowledge about and
attitudes toward certain political issues.
It will also
involve reading a few short newspaper articles and then
being asked to recall and interpret what has just been
read. All of my responses can be given in one session,
which should take no more than an hour of my time.
RISKS : No immediate risks or dangers should arise from
participation in this study.
BENEFITS: My participation in this study will help advance
social science research on politics, voting, and
governmental affairs.
COMPENSATION: I shall not receive any financial
compensation for my participation in this study.
However,
in certain cases, when pre-arranged with my course
professor, it may be possible to obtain some extra credit
for my participation in this study.
In addition, it is
also my understanding that I will be offered food and soft
drinks as a small means of compensating me for giving my
ti me .
CONFIDENTIALITY: I understand that all information in this
study will be kept strictly confidential, except as may be
required by law.
If any publication results from this
research, I will not be identified by name.
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DISCLAIMER/WITHDRAWAL: I agree that my participation in
this study is completely voluntary and that I may withdraw
at any time without prejudicing my standing within the
University of Pennsylvania or my c l a s s .
SUBJECT RIGHTS: I understand that if I wish further
information regarding my rights as a research subject, I
may contact the Executive Director in the Office of
Research Administration at the University of Pennsylvania
by telephoning (215) 898-7293.
I also understand that if I have any questions pertaining
to my participation in this particular research study, I
may contact the principal investigator whose telephone
number listed at the top of page one.
I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and
have had them answered to my satisfaction.

CONCLUSION: I have read and understand the consent form.
I agree to participate in the research study.
Upon
signing below, I will receive a copy of the consent form.

Name of Subject

Signature of Subject

Name of Investigator

Signature of
Investigator
Date
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BACKGROUND QUESTIONS
INSTRUCTIONS : Below are some questions about your
background that we need to have you fill out.
The
information you give us will be helpful in interpreting
the results we obtain from this study.
1.

Date of Birth:__________________________
(Month/Day/Year)

2.

Sex: _____ Female

3.

How many years have you been in college? ____________
Year(s)

4.

Are you a citizen of the United States?

Male

Yes

_____ No

If you answered “no" to the previous question, please
answer these two additional questions below:

5.

A.

What country do you come from originally?

B.

How long have you lived in the United
States? ____________ Year(s)

Is English your first language?
Yes

No

If you answered “no" to the previous question, do you
consider yourself fluent in English?
Yes
6.

No

Which of the following best describes your racial
background?

_____ African-American

_____ Asian

Caucasian, Non-Hispanic

_____ Hispanic

Native American

_____ Other (Please
Specify)
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7.

Which of the following best describes your religion?

------ Agnostic

_____ Jewish

------ Atheist

_____ Muslim

------ Buddhist

_____ Protestant

------ Catholic

_____ Other (Please

Hindu

Specify)
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INSTRUCTIONS: Pretend that you are writing a letter back
to a friend from another country.
Your friend's country
is beginning to deal seriously with the question of
abortion, choice, and life at conception for the first
t i m e . Your friend has seen that the issue has created
controversy in the United States and wants to know why
i t 's so controversial. Please write a letter telling your
friend about the abortion controversy in the United States
and what the concerns of the different sides are.
Write
what you would say to your friend in the space below.
Write as much or as little as you want on this page.
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INSTRUCTIONS : Below is a series
questions relating to the issue
if you feel uncertain about how
question.
Just select what you
answer.
1.

In the 1992 presidential election, Bill Clinton
described himself as “pro-choice" with respect to
abortion (please circle only one answer):

True
2.

False

Kate Michelman is a pro-life activist who favors
restrictions on abortion (please circle only one
answer):

True
3.

False

The 1973 Supreme Court Decision of Roe vs. Wade
legalized a woman's right to have an abortion (please
circle only one answer):

True
4.

False

RU-486 is a bill sponsored in the U.S House of
Representatives which seeks to ban abortions in
military-based facilities (please circle only one
answer):

True
5.

False

A human-fetus or child born five months before its
expected due date has excellent chances of survival
(please circle only one answer):

True
6.

False

Randall Terry is a pro-life activist who favors
restrictions on abortion (please circle only one
answer):

True
7.

of true/false type
of abortion.
Don't worry
to answer a particular
consider to be the best

False

President Clinton and Vice President Gore are opposed
to federal funding for fetal tissue research (please
circle only one answer):

True

False
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8.

A human fetus or child born three months before its
expected due date has excellent chances of survival
(please circle only one answer):

True

False

A person who is “pro-life” is almost always opposed to
abortion and usually believes that life begins at
conception (please circle only one answer):

True
10 .

False

Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, who was
appointed by President Clinton this past spring,
describes herself as “pro-life" with respect to
abortion (please circle only one a n s w e r ) :

True
11.

False

Under current law, a doctor who works at a federally
funded health clinic is permitted to discuss the
option of abortion with pregnant clients (please
circle only one answer):

True
12 .

False

President Clinton and Vice President Gore are opposed
to parental notification for underage mothers seeking
abortion services (please circle only one answer):

True
13 .

False

Approximately 3.5 million abortions were performed
last year in the United States (please circle only
one answer):

True
14.

False

Governor Casey of Pennsylvania describes himself as
“pro-choice" with respect to abortion (please circle
only one answer) :

True
15.

False

Nearly all women who seek abortions do so because
they did not use any other forms of birth control to
prevent their pregnancy in the first place (please
circle only one answer):

True

False
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16.

A person who is “pro-choice” believes it is the right
of the woman to choose whether or not she will have
an abortion (please circle only one answer) :

True
17.

False

President Clinton has sponsored legislation in the
1992-93 Congress which would make prevention of
access to abortion clinics by abortion protesters a
criminal act, punishable by law (please circle only
one answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Below are some statements made about the
issue of abortion.
Please indicate how strongly you agree
or disagree with each statement by selecting one of the
numbers given after each statement:
1.

A legal abortion should be available during the first
six months of pregnancy, but not after:
Agree
Strongly

2.

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Abortion on demand and paid for by the state should
be guaranteed by law to any woman when she asks for
it:
Agree
Strongly

5.

Disagree
A Little

It is difficult to decide whether the rights of the
fetus or unborn child or the woman are more important
in formulating laws regarding abortion:
Agree
Strongly

4.

Neutral

To protect the life of the fetus or unborn child,
legal abortion should not be available under any
condition:
Agree
Strongly

3.

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

To protect the rights of the fetus or unborn child,
legal abortion should not be performed unless it is a
case of rape or incest, thus severely limiting the
number of abortions performed:
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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INSTRUCTIONS
In the pages which follow, you will be presented with a
newspaper article.
You will be given a certain amount of
time to read each section and will then be asked some
questions about what you have read.
Try to read the
sections of this article as you would normally read a
newspaper.
Once you have finished reading a particular
section, please DO NOT TURN THE PAGES BACK to look at it
again. That would spoil our results.
If some of the
questions seem difficult, don't worry.
Just relax and try
to give your best answer.
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INSTRUCTIONS: This is the first section of the newspaper
article telling you what its story is about.
The person
leading the session will tell you when your time to finish
it is up. The times have been selected to allow you to
read at a comfortable pace, so don't feel as though you
have to rush. After you have finished reading the
article, please do not turn to the next page until you are
instructed to do so. You may begin reading the article
now.

(Hljt Daily journal
THURSDAY MARCH 11.1993

\Gubernatorial Candidates Show
Differences On Women’s Health Issues
By DAM EL HEEDORN

PENDLETON, Mar. 11 — The three
candidates in th e ^ B H B P runaDrfor
governor, Bill Lowery, Herb Chandler,
and Jerry Bartlow, showed their differ
ences again when asked questions about
women’s health.
The questions asked of each of the
candidates are part of the issue-and-answer
series run by the nonpartisan League of
Women Voters and are designed to help
“keep voters informed on the wide range
of issues in the current election.”
When presented with the League’s
questions, all three candidates disagreed
about what kinds of programs are neces
sary and how public funds should be spent
to protect women’s health. As candidate
Bill Lowery said after his interview,
“There are real differences between the
candidates on women’s health issues. It’s
a ‘voter beware' situation.’'
Each candidate was asked the same
set of questions separately in an interview
conducted with Daily Journal staff re
porters. The questions and the responses
to them are reprinted here as part of the
Daily JoumaTi ongoing coverage of the
candidates in the 1993 election.

Candidates’ Backgrounds
Bill Lowery is currently serving his
third term in the
House of Represen
tatives and has the most campaign expe
rience of the three Democratic candidates.
Herb Chandler is the owner of a small
but successful chain of video rental stores.
He has never run for public office and
claims to be an "outsider who represents
the everyday citizens of our state."
Jerry Bartlow runs a successful real
estate brokerage firm and has never run for
public office either. But he is well known
for his influence-peddling behind-thescenes in
politics over-the
years.
More Election Coverage
Tomorrow the Daily Journal will
reprint
gubernatorial candi
dates’ answers to the same questions.
These candidates are also in a contested
primary, since the incumbent governor
Robert Mifflin has decided not to seek
another term.
a

P L E A SE ST O P H E B E .
DO NO T TUBN TO THE NEX T
PAGE U N T I L YOU ARE IN S T R U C T E D TO DO S O .
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INSTRUCTIONS: Below are the statements made by the first
candidate, Jerry Bartlow, as they originally appeared in
the newspaper article.
The candidate's first statement is
on this page.
His second statement is on the next page.
The person leading the session will tell you when your
time to finish is up.
The times have been selected to
allow you to read at a comfortable pace, so don ’t feel as
though you have to rush. After you have finished reading
the two pages of this section, please do not turn to the
next page until you are instructed to do so. You may
begin reading the two-page section of the article now.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
■

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: No
women’s health care issue has received
more controversy over the years than
abortion. What is your position on abor
tion and why?

matters that relate to birth control, and
we can take that life late in the pregnancy.
I think that’s wrong from a moral per
spective. I think that's wrong from the
perspective of the greatness of our nation.
Because what’s made our nation great is
that every member of the human family,
just because you are a member of the
species, is given certain inalienable rights
including life, libeny, and the pursuit of
happiness. The lands of abortions we see
happening today show why people are
abhorred that the U.S. abortion policy is
much more wide-open than that of any
other nation in the western world. I favor
restrictions on those abortions. My op
ponents do not I believe that what most
Americans want is a balancing of the rights
of the unborn with the rights of the moth
er. I think it’s very wrong that in our na
tion today we would be in a position where
we would take the life of that human be
ing for less thanthe most serious problems,
such as when the life of the mother is en
dangered or when she's a victim of rape or
incest We need to balance the rights of the
unborn to ensure that there is some pro
tection for those living human beings.

JERRY BARTLOW: We do need civil
discussion of abortion in the political are
na. Why? Because in the political arena
we decide who is and who is not a mem
ber of the human family for purposes of le
gal protection. We decide what the poli
cies will be to determine whether or not an
individual is to be protected. I’ve already
told the people of our state that I believe in
the humanity of the unborn. But that isn’t
just a matter of personal belief. It’s a mat
ter of scientific evidence. There’s no dis
pute that the unborn is an individual hu
man being with a separate genetic code
who is in a stage of human development
Let’s just understand what happened in
Roe v. Wade. laRoe v. Wade, the Supreme
Court said that those who are unborn have
no legal protection until very late in preg
nancy, that until then they are not citizens
or part of the human family. What’s hap
pened since that decision? Here’s the re
ality: Four thousand abortions are per
formed every day in this country, some
late in pregnancy. Two hundred per day
are to individuals who are having their
fourth abortion or more. The bottom line
is that we can take the life of a human be
ing for matters of economic concern, for

PLEASE

TURN TO THE N E X T PAGE WHEN YOU ARE
F I N I S H E D W ITH T H I S PAGE
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Candidates Discuss Women’s Health

dent. One of my opponents says he would
support funding mammograms for women
over the age of forty. Now. I think mam
mograms are a good idea to prevent can
cer but there’s not one shred of scientific
evidence that they help at all in detecting
cancer for women under the age of fifty.
So, why we should we be paying out good
money for unnecessary procedures? We
shouldn’t It’s nothing but a political gim
mick. We need to stop that kind of gim
mickry, so we can cut out the waste and
save taxpayers money for a change.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: Be
cause women, single women, especially,
often have lower socioeconomic status
than men, they do not always receive the
same level of health care that men can af
ford. What kind of program would you
propose to improve women’s health
care?
JERRY BARTLOW: We need to have a
health care system that is prudently tun for
women and for all Americans. The prob
lem is that every time government be
comes involved in that kind of enterprise,
it creates more layers of bureaucracy with
out giving people the kind of service they
need and want. I think we need to be
careful about government becoming too
involved in health care. Mostof the time,
it just gets in the way. Instead of having
government runa national health instance
program, I think we should be looking
into creating a voucher system. With the
voucher system, government would de
termine an acceptable level of basic health
care coverage for the individual, for mar
ried couples, and for families. Then it
would deduct a certain amount from an in
dividual’s paycheck and write a check out
to the insurance earner of the individual's
choosing. This system would require min
imal government involvement and would
prevent the kind of micro-managing that
other health plans call for. I think we need
to be generous in our health care coverage
for women and children and for all Amer
icans, but I also think we need to be pru

P L E A SE STO P HERE.
DO NOT TURN TO THE N E X T
PAG E U N T IL YOU ARE IN S T R U C T E D TO DO S O .
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INSTRUCTIONS: The questions on the next two pages are
about the second statement made by gubernatorial candidate
Jerry Bartlow.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about
how to answer a particular question.
Just try to answer
each as best you can.
Also, please do not look back at
the candidate1s statements in the article.
1.

The candidate said that his opponent supports
mammograms for women over the age of forty (please
circle only one answer):

True
2.

False

The candidate said that a voucher system would enable
people to choose their own insurance carriers (please
circle only one answer):

True
3.

False

The candidate said that he is opposed to mammograms
for women over the age of forty (please circle only
one answer):

True
4.

False

The candidate said that he was not overly concerned
about government bureaucracy in the national health
insurance plan (please circle only one answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Using a scale of one to seven, please
indicate by circling one of the numbers below, how much
you agree or disagree with the following statements.
The candidate opposes raising taxes for a national
health insurance plan (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate supports giving health care coverage
for all Americans (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate opposes having government run the
national health insurance plan (please circle only
one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate believes that women's health care
coverage should be better than men's health care
coverage (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree Disagree
Somewhat Strongly
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INSTRUCTIONS: The following questions are about the first
statement made by gubernatorial candidate Jerry Bartlow.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how to answer a
particular question.
Just try to answer each as best you
can.
Also, please do not look back at the candidate's
statements in the article.
1.

On a scale of one to seven, with one being “strongly
pro-life" and seven being “strongly pro-choice,” how
would you rate the candidate's overall position on
abortion?
(Please circle only one answer)

Strongly
Somewhat
A Little
Neutral
Pro-Choice Pro-Choice Pro-Choice

A Little Somewhat
Pro-Life Pro-Life

Strongly
Pro-Life

The candidate said that the discussion about abortion
in this country has not been civil (please circle
only one answer):

True

False

The candidate said that the political arena is where
we decide when life begins for purposes of legal
protection (please circle only one answer):

True

False

The candidate used the term “pro-life” to describe his
position on abortion (please circle only one answer):

True

False

The candidate said that 4,200 abortions are performed
everyday in his state (please circle only one
answer):

True

False

The candidate said that women have abortions for
purposes of sex selection (please circle only one
answer):

True

False

The candidate said that people are abhorred by the
permissiveness of the U.S. abortion policy (please
circle only one answer):

True

False
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8.

The candidate said that he favors restrictions on
abortions performed for reasons of birth control
(please circle only one answer) :

True
9.

False

The candidate said that abortions should not be
performed on women who have been raped (please circle
only one a n sw er ):

True
10.

False

The candidate said that science has shown that the
“unborn” are fully developed early on in pregnancy
(please circle only one answer) :

True
11.

False

The candidate said that the needs of the “unborn" must
always be considered more important than the needs of
the mother (please circle only one answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Using a scale of one to seven, please
indicate by circling one of the numbers below, how much
you agree or disagree with the following statements.
1.

The candidate would support funding for low-income
women to have abortions (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree Disagree
A Little Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose the Catholic Church's
views on abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support placing strong
restrictions on abortions performed during the second
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose having women discuss their
reasons for having an abortion with a judge (please
circle only one answer) :
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support programs to distribute
condoms in high school (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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6.

7.

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortion performed during the first
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

7

6

5

4

7

7

7

Agree
Somewhat
6

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

5

4

3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate seems ambivalent in his feelings about
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

11.

1

The candidate would support resolving the issue of
abortion through compromise (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

10.

2

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support funding for sex education
programs in junior high and high school (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

9.

3

Disagree
Somewhat

The candidate would oppose including abortion
services as part of the basic coverage included in
President Clinton's health care plan (please circle
only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

8.

Disagree
A Little

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The style of speaking used by the candidate in his
statements was clear:
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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12.

The statements made by the candidate were easy to
understand:
Agree
Strongly
7

13.

6

Neutral

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

On the whole, I felt certain about where the
candidate stood on the issues he discussed in his
statements:
Agree
Strongly
7

14.

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

6

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

I would be inclined to vote for this candidate based
on his statements in the newspaper article (please
circle only one answer) :
Agree
Strongly
7

PLEASE

AgreeAgree
Neutral
Somewhat A Little
6

5

STO P H E R E .

Disagree
A Little
4

3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

DO NOT TURN TO THE N E X T

PAGE U N T IL YOU ARE

IN S T R U C T E D

TO DO S O .
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INSTRUCTIONS: Below are the statements made by the second
candidate, Herb Chandler, as they originally appeared in
the newspaper article.
The candidate's first statement is
on this page.
His second statement is on the next page.
The person leading the session will tell you when your
time to finish is up.
The times have been selected to
allow you to read at a comfortable pace, so don't feel as
though you have to rush.
After you have finished reading
the two pages of this section, please do not turn to the
next page until you are instructed to do so. You may
begin reading the two-page section of the article now.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
Abortion’s a good example of what’s
wrong with our system here. Americans
feel as though they’re being held hostage
by the fanatics on this issue and I say
“enough is enough." It’s time to stop play
ing the games and doing all the namecalling that the political extremists want us
to do on this issue. The people of our
state want an alternative on this issue and
I’m here to bring one to them. It doesn't
have to be all one way or the other. What
we need to do is sit down and talk this
thing out rationally and then make a de
cision. Even people of reason and good
judgment are divided as to how the rights
of the woman should be weighed against
the rights of the unborn. But that doesn’t
mean we can’t agree on some things. So,
I say wo shouldn’t give in to the extrem
ists on this issue. For my part, I intend to
keep up with the latest advances in med
ical science so I cankeep an open mind on
the issue and weigh the needs of the unbom against the needs of the mother. As
a leader, I believe it is my responsibility to
unify our state, rather than appeal to the
fear that divides people on this issue and
exploit it for political purposes like my
opponents have.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: No
women’s health care Issue has received
more controversy over the years than
abortion. What Is your position on abor
tion and why?
HERB CHANDLER: Abortion is one of
the toughest moral dilemmas of our time.
Since the Roe v. Wade decision came down
twenty years ago, both sides have been at
each other’s throats. Everybody’s seen the
pictures on TV. Each side parades down
the streets and yells at the other, as though
this is going to solve anything. So, why do
they keep doing it? I think it’s because
they’ll stop at nothing to impose their will
on everybody else. So. what should we
do? Well, no matter what we do, I think
we're just not going to be able to resolve
this issue to everyone’s satisfaction. You
and I both know that some bunch of peo
ple is going to be left out there complain
ing. All those pollsters say that most
Americans are pro-choice. But who wants
to decide morality in the ballot box? But,
then again, we can’t have those folks who
call themselves “pro-life" go around and
kill people in the name of protecting life ei
ther. What kind of sense does that make?!
As I campaign around the state, a lot of
people come up and tell me that they’re
just sick and tired of the whole debate.

PLEASE

TURN TO THE N E X T PAGE WHEN YOU ARE
F I N I S H E D W IT H T H I S PAGE
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Candidates Discuss Women’s Health

They’re lots of other options out there and
we just haven’t explored them fully. One
of the things that worries me, especially,
is how we’re going to pay for all this stuff.
I’m a small businessman. I have to pay my
bills. Ifldon’t, I’m out of business. The
president says he can do it without raising
taxes. I don't believe that and I don’t
think the citizens of our state believe that.
I don’t want to see our taxes raised but I’ll
bet most Americans would prefer to pay a
little more in taxes and get a health care
system that truly benefits all o f us. If we
can get that kind of a system, then I think
it ought to emphasize prevention because
that’s the most cost-effective.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: Be
cause women, single women, especially,
often have lower socioeconomic status
than men, they do not always receive the
same level of health care that men can af
ford. What kind of program would you
propose to improve women’s health
care?
HERB CHANDLER: I have been run
ning a small business for over ten years
and the cost of health insurancejust keeps
going up and up. I want to give my em
ployee’s health insurance but it’s getting
harder and harder to do that and stay in
business at the same time. So. I do think
we need to talk about women’s health
care. What worries me is the path we
seem to be headed down. It looks like
President Clinton is going to propose some
kind of ‘managed health care' program.
But in every other country that has done
that, the quality of the health care hasn’t
gone up, it’s gone down, and the waits
for health care have become longer. I
don't think Americans want that. Amer
icans warn choice in their health care sys
tem. Women want to be able to go to the
doctor they feel most comfortable with. I
think they should be able to do that.

P L E A S E ST O P H E R E .
DO NOT TURN TO TH E N EX T
PAG E U N T IL YOU ARE IN S T R U C T E D TO DO S O .
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INSTRUCTIONS : The questions on the next two pages are
about the second statement made by gubernatorial candidate
Herb Chandler.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about
how to answer a particular question.
Just try to answer
each as best you can. Also, please do not look back at
the candidate's statements in the article.
1.

The candidate said that he can longer afford to give
his employees health insurance (please circle only
one a nswer):

True
2.

False

The candidate supports President Clinton's managed
health care plan (please circle only one answer):

True
3.

False

The candidate suggested that we need to consider
alternative programs for health care (please circle
only one answer):

True
4.

False

The candidate said that our nation's health care
program needs to accentuate preventive medicine
(please circle only one answer) :

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Using a scale of one to seven, please
indicate by circling one of the numbers below, how much
you agree or disagree with the following statements.
1.

The candidate opposes raising taxes for a national
health insurance plan (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate supports giving health care coverage
for all Americans (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

3.

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate opposes having government run the
national health insurance plan (please circle only
one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate believes that women's health care
coverage should be better than men's health care
coverage (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree Disagree
Somewhat Strongly
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INSTRUCTIONS: The following questions are about the first
statement made by gubernatorial candidate Herb Chandler.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how to answer a
particular question.
Just try to answer each as best you
can.
Also, please do not look back at the candidate's
statements in the article.
1.

On a scale of one to seven, with one being “strongly
pro-life” and seven being “strongly pro-choice," how
would you rate the candidate's overall position on
abortion?
(Please circle only one answer)

Strongly
Somewhat
A Little
Neutral
Pro-Choice Pro-Choice Pro-Choice
7

2.

6

5

4

The candidate said that both sides of the abortion
debate have fanatics (please circle only one a nswer):

False

The candidate said that people want an alternative on
abortion (please circle only one answer):

False

The candidate said that most Americans are not prochoice (please circle only one answer):

True
7.

1

False

True
6.

2

The candidate proposed taking a vote to resolve the
debate over abortion (please circle only one answer):

True
5.

Strongly
Pro-Life

False

True
4.

3

Somewhat
Pro-Life

The candidate described both sides of the abortion
debate as being “in each other's faces” (please circle
only one answer) :

True
3.

A Little
Pro-Life

False

The candidate said that a lot of people are tired of
the debate about abortion (please circle only one
answer) :

True

False
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8.

The candidate said that because he is a doctor he
intends to keep himself informed of the latest
developments in medicine as they relate to abortion
(please circle only one answer):

True
9.

False

The candidate said that the needs of the mother must
always be considered more important than the needs of
the fetus or unborn child (please circle only one
answer):

True
10.

False

The candidate said that he does not intend to use the
issue of abortion to his political advantage (please
circle only one answer):

True
11.

False

The candidate said that only the pro-life side of
abortion has fanatics (please circle only one
answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Using a scale of one to seven, please
indicate by circling one of the numbers below, how much
you agree or disagree with the following statements.
1.

The candidate would support funding for low-income
women to have abortions (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose the Catholic Church's
views on abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support placing strong
restrictions on abortions performed during the second
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose having women discuss their
reasons for having an abortion with a judge (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support programs to distribute
condoms in high school (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree Disagree
A Little Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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6.

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortion performed during the first
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

7

7.

6

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

7

6

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

4

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

6

Neutral

5

4

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate would support resolving the issue of
abortion through compromise (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate seems ambivalent in his feelings about
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

11.

Neutral

5

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

7

10.

4

Disagree
Somewhat

The candidate would support funding for sex education
programs in junior high and high school (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

9.

5

Disagree
A Little

The candidate would oppose including abortion
services as part of the basic coverage included in
President Clinton's health care plan (please circle
only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

8.

Neutral

Agree
Somewhat
6

Agree
A Little

Neutral

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The style of speaking used by the candidate in his
statements was clear:
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Somewhat
6

Agree
A Little

Neutral

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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12.

The statements made by the candidate were easy to
understand:
Agree
Strongly

13.

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

On the whole, I felt certain about where the
candidate stood on the issues he discussed in his
statements:
Agree
Strongly

14.

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

I would be inclined to vote for this candidate based
on his statements in the newspaper article (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

PLEA SE STO P H ERE.
DO NOT TURN TO THE N EX T
PAGE U N T I L YOU A R E IN S T R U C T E D TO DO S O .
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INSTRUCTIONS: Below are the statements made by the third
candidate, Bill Lowery, as they originally appeared in the
newspaper article.
The candidate's first statement is on
this page.
His second statement is on the next page. The
person leading the session will tell you when your time to
finish is up.
The times have been selected to allow you
to read at a comfortable pace, so don't feel as though you
have to rush.
After you have finished reading the two
pages of this section, please do not turn to the next page
until you are instructed to do so. You may begin reading
the two-page section of the article now.

Candidates
Discuss Women’s Health
■
The issue is who makes the decision. Con
sider the alternative. Should the govern
ment set up some tribunal and then a
woman would have to go before the tri
bunal to discuss why she’s having an abor
tion? Should the government have every
woman take a lie detector test to see
whether she’s telling the truth? That’s
what we’re talking about. I’ve never been
for abortion. I find it abominable. But I
also find it even more abominable that
the government would step in and have
that kind of power and control over an in
dividual. I believe that the decision must
ultimately rest with the woman. Roe v.
Wade does provide limits, absolutely it
does. It says that states can pass laws pro
hibiting abortions in the third trimester
except to save the life or the health of the
mother. Our state has already passed such
a law and I support it because it’s consis
tent with the original Roe v. Wade decision,
which I think has withstood the test of
time. So, I stick by that position and the
people of my state can count on me to
maintain that pro-choice position to make
sure that the government is not going to in
trude in their private lives, on their per
sonal, moral decisions.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: No
women’s health care issue has received
more controversy over the years than
abortion. What Is your position on abor
tion and why?
BILL LOWERY: You know. I’ve never
met a person yet who is for abortion. I’m
not for abortion. I’ve never met anyone
who was. The question is “Who makes
this decision?” This is a personal, ago
nizing decision. But women don’t make
this decision lightly. Abortion is never a
first-resort. It’s always a last resort. What
we need is alternatives. I’ve worked hard
for programs to provide maternal and child
health care, expand Women, Infants, and
Children programs to the poor, put mon
ey in there for adoption services, voting far
family leave so a woman could take some
unpaid leave, have a baby, and have herjob
when she comes back, family planning
for planned parenthood, all of these things
so that women will have an alternative to
abortion. My opponents who call them
selves “pro-life" have it all backwards.
They say they’re pro-life and, yet, they’re
opposed to all these programs. I say you
can’t call yourself “pro-life"and be op
posed to ail these programs that give al
ternatives to abortion as so many pro-life
candidates are. The essential question
still comes back: “Who makes this deci
sion?" Some want government to have
that power. These people don’t trust
women. They talk about birth control and
everything like that. That’s not the issue.

P L E A S E TURN TO THE N E X T PAGE WHEN YOU ARE
F IN IS H E D

W IT H T H I S

PAGE
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Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: Because women, single women, especially,
often have lower socioeconomic status
than men, they do not always receive the
same level of health care that men can af
ford. What kind of program would you
propose to improve women’s health
care?
BILL LOWERY: Of course, the presi
dent hasn’t given us that many specifics
about his health care program yet, so it’s
a little hard to know what’s going to be on
the table, especially when it comes to
women’s health. But from what I can tell
so far, it looks to me like it doesn’t go far
enough. I think we’re in a new era now.
This era requires a bold new vision for
the future. If America doesn't get‘with it’
on health care, we’re going to be big losers
in the world market place because we
can’t compete with other countries who of
fer more affordable health care to their
citizens. It’s that simple. A lot of people
say that children are the future of our na
tion but they forget all about the women
who bring those children into our world.

The reason I think programs like pre-na
tal and post-natal health care are a good
idea is that they don’tjust benefit the child,
they benefit the mother too. If you’ve
ever talked to a doctor about the differ
ences between men and women, you’ll
soon realize that women's bodies are a
lot more complicated than men’s. They
have a lot more that can go wrong. They
have special needs. And I think we ought
to be aware of those needs. I would sup
port a national health program which
would allow women over the age of thir
ty-five to get mammograms every year.
These mammograms are worth it. They
help detect cancer early. They also cost a
lot less than treatment if the doctors find
cancer. Women’s health care does matter
and I hope we’ll see it getting more at
tention in the future than what it’s gotten
so far.

PLEA SE STO P HERE.
DO NOT TURN TO THE NEX T
PAGE U N T IL YOU A R E IN S T R U C T E D TO DO S O .
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INSTRUCTIONS: The questions on the next two pages are
about the second statement made by gubernatorial candidate
Bill Lowery.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how
to answer a particular question.
Just try to answer each
as best you can.
Also, please do not look back at the
candidate's statements in the article.
1.

The candidate said that President Clinton's health
care plan goes “too far" (please circle only one
answer):

True
2.

False

The candidate said that he would support a program to
enable women over thirty-five to get mammograms
(please circle only one answer):

True
3.

False

The candidate showed concern that America will fall
behind in the world if it doesn't improve its health
care delivery (please circle only one answer):

True
4.

False

The candidate said we need to have more doctors who
are women (please circle only one answer) :

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Using a scale of one to seven, please
indicate by circling one of the numbers below, how much
you agree or disagree with the following statements.
The candidate opposes raising taxes for a national
health insurance plan (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate supports giving health care coverage
for all Americans (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate opposes having government run the
national health insurance plan (please circle only
one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate believes that women's health care
coverage should be better than men's health care
coverage (please circle only one answ er ):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree Disagree
Somewhat Strongly
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INSTRUCTIONS: The following questions are about the first
statement made by gubernatorial candidate Bill Lowery.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how to answer a
particular question.
Just try to answer each as best you
can. Also, please do not look back at the candidate's
statements in the article.
1.

On a scale of one to seven, with one being “strongly
pro-life" and seven being “strongly pro-choice," how
would you rate the candidate's overall position on
abortion?
(Please circle only one answer)

Strongly
Somewhat
A Little
Neutral
Pro-Choice Pro-Choice Pro-Choice
7

2.

6

5

4

The candidate believes that women often have
abortions for frivolous reasons (please circle
one answer) :

only

False

The candidate said he supported funding for schoolbased clinics (please circle only one answer):

False

The candidate is opposed torestricting abortions
performed during the third trimester
of pregnancy
(please circle only one answer):

True
7.

1

False

True
6.

2

The candidate believes that every woman ought to be
allowed to make her own decision about abortion
(please circle only one answer) :

True
5.

Strongly
Pro-Life

False

True
4.

3

Somewhat
Pro-Life

The candidate is personally opposed to abortion
(please circle only one answer) :

True
3.

A Little
Pro-Life

False

The candidate criticized his opponents for not
supporting programs that provide alternatives to
abortion (please circle only one a n s w e r ) :

True

False
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8.

The candidate used the word “horrible" to describe
abortions (please circle only one answer):

True
9.

False

The candidate criticized his opponents for being
opposed to abortion (please circle only one answer)

True
10.

False

The candidate criticized his opponents for raising
the issue of sex selection when talking about the
issue of abortion (please circle only one answer):

True
11.

False

The candidate said he supports the Supreme Court
decision of Roe v. Wade (please circle only one
answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: Using a scale of one to seven, please
indicate by circling one of the numbers below, how much
you agree or disagree with the following statements.
1.

The candidate would support funding for low-income
women to have abortions (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

2.

7

7

4

3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate would oppose having women discuss their
reasons for having an abortion with a judge (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

5.

5

Disagree
A Little

The candidate would support placing strong
restrictions on abortions performed during the second
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

4.

6

Neutral

The candidate would oppose the Catholic Church's
views on abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

3.

Agree Agree
SomewhatA Little

Agree Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate would support programs to distribute
condoms in high school (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree Disagree
A Little Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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6.

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortion performed during the first
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

7.

7

7

7

4

3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Somewhat
6

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

5

4

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Neutral
Somewhat A
Little
6

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Neutral
Somewhat A
Little
6

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate seems ambivalent in his feelings about
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

11.

5

Disagree
A Little

The candidate would support resolving the issue of
abortion through compromise (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

10.

Neutral

The candidate would support funding for sex education
programs in junior high and high school (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

9.

6

Agree
A Little

The candidate would oppose including abortion
services as part of the basic coverage included in
President Clinton's health care plan (please circle
only one answ er ):
Agree
Strongly

8.

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The style of speaking used by the candidate in his
statements was clear:
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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12.

The statements made by the candidate were easy to
understand:
Agree
Strongly
7

13.

6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

On the whole, I felt certain about where the
candidate stood on the issues he discussed in his
statements:
Agree
Strongly
7

14.

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

I would be inclined to vote for this candidate based
on his statements in the newspaper article (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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INSTRUCTIONS : We would like to ask you a couple of followup questions. These will take only a few minutes and then
the study will be nearly d o n e .
1.

The statements made by two of the candidates have
been taken from actual speeches made by politicians.
The third set of statements was artificially created
for purposes of this study.
Which candidate do you
believe was reading the artificially created
messages?
Candidate 3 (Bill Lowery)
Candidate 2 (Herb Chandler)
Candidate 1 (Jerry Bartlow)

2.

In your opinion, what was the purpose of this
questionnaire? Do you believe its purpose was to
study (you may check more than one answer):
News
Politics
W o m e n 's Health
Abortion
Other (please specify in the space below)

3.

Please describe in the space below what you think
this study is about:
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APPENDIX B
Main Study Questionnaire
Part I
March 21, 1994

Darin Klein
Ph.D. Candidate
Annenberg School for
Communication
University of Pennsylvania
(305) 444-8473

CONSENT FORM
Newspaper Reading Study

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE: I am being asked to participate
in this research study in order to offer my views about
news-related issues.
PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to determine how
people think about and judge articles they read in the
newspaper.
PROCEDURES: My participation in this study will involve
answering some questions regarding my knowledge about and
attitudes toward certain political issues.
It will also
involve reading a few short newspaper articles and then
being asked to recall and interpret what has just been
read.
All of my responses can be given in one session,
which should take no more than an hour of my time.
RISKS : No immediate risks or dangers should arise from
participation in this study.
BENEFITS: My participation in this study will help advance
social science research on politics, voting, and
governmental affairs.
CONFIDENTIALITY: I understand that all information in this
study will be kept strictly confidential, except as may be
required by law.
If any publication results from this
research, I will not be identified by name.
DISCLAIMER/WITHDRAWAL: I agree that my participation in
this study is completely voluntary and that I may withdraw
at any time without prejudicing my standing within my
university or my class.
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SUBJECT RIGHTS: I understand that if I have any questions
pertaining to my participation in this particular research
study, I may contact Darin Klein at (305) 444-8473.
I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and
have had them answered to my satisfaction.

CONCLUSION: I have read and understand the consent form.
I agree to participate in the research study.
Upon
signing below, I will receive a copy of the consent form.

Name of Subject

Signature of Subject

Name of Investigator

Signature of
Investigator
Date
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INSTRUCTIONS
This survey has two different sections.
You must fill out
the first section before you begin the second section.
The person leading the session will tell you when you can
move on to the second section.
Please do not move on to
the second section until the person leading the session
instructs you to do so. Thanks again for your help.
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BACKGROUND QUESTIONS
INSTRUCTIONS: Below are some questions about your
background that we need to have you fill o u t . The
information you give us will be helpful in interpreting
the results we obtain from this study.
1.

Date of Birth:__________________________
(Month/Day/Year)

2.

S e x :_______ Female

3.

What

4.

_____ Male

year are you in college?

_____ Freshman

_____ Sophomore

_____ Senior

_____ Other (Please
Specify)

_____

Junior

Are you a citizen of the United States?
Yes

No

If you answered “no” to the previous question, please
answer these two additional questions below:

5.

A.

What country do you come from originally?

B.

How long have you lived in the United
States? ____________ Year(s)

Is English your first language?
Yes

No

If you answered “no” to the previous question, do you
consider yourself fluent in English?
Yes

No
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6.

Which of the following best describes your racial
background?
African-American

7.

Asian

Caucasian, Non-Hispanic

_____ Hispanic

Native American

_____ Other (Please
Specify)

Which of the following best describes your religion?

______ Agnostic

_____ Jewish

______ Atheist____________________________ Muslim
Buddhist

Protestant

Catholic

Other (Please
Specify)

Hindu
8.

In politics, I consider myself
one answer):

Strongly
Liberal

Somewhat
Liberal

A Little Moderate
Liberal

(please circle only

A Little
Somewhat
Conservative Conservative

Strongly
Conservative
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INSTRUCTIONS : Pretend that you are writing a letter back
to a friend from another country.
Your friend's country
is beginning to deal seriously with the question of
abortion, choice, and life at conception for the first
time.
Your friend has seen that the issue has created
controversy in the United States and wants to know why
it's so controversial.
Please write a letter telling your
friend about the abortion controversy in the United States
and what the concerns of the different sides are.
Write
what you would say to your friend in the space below.
Write as much or as little as you want on this page.
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INSTRUCTIONS : Below is a series
questions relating to the issue
if you feel uncertain about how
question.
Just select what you
answer. We need to have all of
please do not leave any blank.
1.

Kate Michelman is a pro-life activist who favors
restrictions on abortion (please circle only one
answer):

True
2.

False

RU-486 is a bill sponsored in the U.S House of
Representatives which seeks to ban abortions in
military-based facilities (please circle only one
answer):

True
3.

False

Randall Terry is a pro-life activist who favors
restrictions on abortion (please circle only one
answer):

True
4.

False

President Clinton and Vice President Gore are opposed
to federal funding for fetal tissue research (please
circle only one answer):

True
5.

False

The U.S. Supreme Court voted to uphold most aspects
of a recent Pennsylvania law designed to restrict
abortions (please circle only one answer):

True
6.

False

A human fetus or child born three months before its
expected due date has excellent chances of survival
(please circle only one answer):

True
7.

of true/false type
of abortion.
Don't worry
to answer a particular
consider to be the best
the questions answered, so

False

Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, who was
appointed by President Clinton this past spring,
describes herself as “pro-life” with respect to
abortion (please circle only one answer):

True

False
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Under current law, a doctor who works at a federally
funded health clinic is permitted to discuss the
option of abortion with pregnant clients (please
circle only one answer):

True
9.

False

President Clinton and Vice President Gore are opposed
to parental notification for underage mothers seeking
abortion services (please circle only one answer):

True
10 .

False

Approximately 3.5 million abortions were performed
last year in the United States (please circle only
one answer):

True
11.

False

Michael Griffin is a pro-life activist who shot and
killed a doctor who provided abortion services at a
clinic in Northern Florida (please circle only one
answer):

True
12 .

False

Governor Casey of Pennsylvania describes himself as
“pro-choice" with respect to abortion (please circle
only one answer):

True
13 .

False

Nearly all women who seek abortions do so because
they did not use any other forms of birth control to
prevent their pregnancy in the first place (please
circle only one answer):

True
14 .

False

President Clinton sponsored legislation in the 199293 Congress which would make prevention of access to
abortion clinics by abortion protesters a criminal
act, punishable by law (please circle only one
answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS : Below are some statements made about the
issue of abortion.
Please indicate how strongly you agree
or disagree with each statement by selecting one of the
numbers given after each statement.
Don't worry if you
feel uncertain about how to answer a particular question.
Just select what you consider to be your best answer.
We
need to have all the questions answered, so please do not
leave any blank:
1.

A legal abortion should be available during the first
six months of pregnancy, but not after:
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

7

6

5

4

3

2

Disagree
strongly
1

To protect the life of the fetus or unborn child,
legal abortion should not be available under any
condition:
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

4

Life begins at conception:
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

It is difficult to decide whether the rights of the
fetus or unborn child or the woman are more important
in formulating laws regarding abortion:
Agree
Strongly

5.

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The decision about whether to have an abortion must
be left up to the mother:
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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6.

Abortion on demand and paid for by the state should
be guaranteed by law to any woman when she asks for
it:
Agree
Strongly

7.

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

To protect the rights of the fetus or unborn child,
legal
abortion should not be performed unless it is a
case of rape or incest, thus severely limiting the
number of abortions performed:
Agree
Strongly

AgreeAgree
Neutral
Somewhat A Little

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

NOTE: If you have additional time left
before moving on to the next section, please
go back and make sure that you have answered
all the questions in this section. If you
still have more time, just wait for the next
set of instructions from the person leading
this session.
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Part II

INSTRUCTIONS
You have now reached the second section of the study.
You
should only be working on this section when the person
leading the session tells you to do so. Otherwise, please
wait for further instructions.
In the pages which follow, you will be presented with a
newspaper article.
You will be given a certain amount of
time to read each section and will then be asked some
questions about what you have read.
Try to read the
sections of this article as you would normally read a
newspaper.
Once you have finished reading a particular
section, please DO NOT TURN THE PAGES BACK to look at it
again.
If some of the questions seem difficult, don't
worry.
Just give your best answer.
Please make sure you
answer all questions.
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INSTRUCTIONS: This is the first section of the newspaper
article telling you what its story is about.
The person
leading the session will tell you when your time to finish
it is up.
The times have been selected to allow you to
read at a comfortable pace, so don't feel as though you
have to rush. After you have finished reading the
article, please do not turn to the next page until you are
instructed to do so. You may begin reading.

\Gubernatorial Candidates Show
Differences On Women’s Health Issues
By DANIEL HEIDORN
PENDLETON, Mar. 11 — The three
candidates in t h e m m p r i m a r y for
governor, Bill Lowery, Herb Chandler,
and Jerry Bartlow, showed their differ
ences again when asked questions about
women’s health.
T he questions asked o f each o f the
candidates are part of the issue-and-answer
series run by the nonpartisan League of
Women Voters and are designed to help
“keep voters informed on the wide range
of issues in the current election.”
W hen presented with the League's
questions, all three candidates disagreed
about what kinds o f programs are neces
sary and how public funds should be spent
to protect women’s health. As candidate
Bill Low ery said after his interview,
“There are real differences between the
candidates on women’s health issues. It’s
a ‘voter beware’ situation.”
Each candidate was asked the same
set of questions separately in an interview
conducted with DailyJournalstaff re
porters. The questions and the responses
to them are reprinted here as part of the
DailyJournal'songoing coverage of the
candidates in the 1993 election.

Candidates’ Backgrounds
Bill Lowery is currently serving his
third term in the U.S House o f Represen
tatives and has the most campaign expe
rience of the th r e e H H I H B candidates.
Herb Chandler is the owner of a small
but successful chain of video rental stores.
He has never run for public office and
claims to be an “outsider who represents
the everyday citizens of our state."
Jerry Bartlow runs a successful real
estate brokerage firm and has never run fewpublic office either. But he is well known
for his influence-peddling behind-thescenes
politics over the
years.
M ore Election Coverage
Tom orrow the DailyJournal will
reprint f l H H I gubernatorial candi
dates’ answers to the same questions.
These candidates are also in a contested
primary, since the incumbent governor
Robert Mifflin has decided not to seek
another term.

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: On this page is a statement made by the
first candidate, Bill Lowery, as it originally appeared in
the newspaper.
The person leading the session will tell
you when your time to finish is up.
The time has been
selected to allow you to read at a comfortable pace, so
don't feel as though you have to rush.
After you have
finished reading this page, please wait until you are
instructed to go on. You may begin reading.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
that power. These people d o n ’t trust
women. They talk about birth control and
everything like that. That’s not the issue.
The issue is who makes the decision. Con
sider the alternative. Should the govern
ment set up some tribunal and then a
woman would have to go before the tri
bunal to discuss why she’s having an abor
tion? Should the government have every
woman take a lie detector test to see
whether she’s telling the truth? T hai’s
what we’re talking about. Nobody likes
abortion. Most people find it abominable.
But it’s even more abominable that the
government would step in and have that
kind of power and control over an indi
vidual. I believe that the decision must ul
timately rest with the woman. Roev. Wade
does provide limits, absolutely it does. It
says that states can pass laws prohibiting
abortions in the third trimester except to
save the life or the health of the mother.
Our state has already passed such a law
and I support it because it’s consistent
with the original Roe v. Wade decision,
which I think has withstood the test of
time. So, I stick by that position and the
people of my state can count on me to
maintain that pro-choice position to make
sure that the government is not going to in
trude in their private lives, on their per
sonal, moral decisions.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: No
women’s health care issue has received
more controversy over the years than
abortion. What is your position on abor
tion and why?
BILL LOWERY: The question is “Who
makes this decision?” And I think, in most
cases, that the women ought to be allowed
to make her own decision. Some people
think women have abortions willy-nilly.
They don’t. Abortion is a personal, ago
nizing decision that women don’t make
lightly. It’s never a first-resort. It’s al
ways a last resort. What we need is alter
natives. I've worked hard for programs to
provide maternal and child health care,
expand Women, Infants, and Children
programs to the poor, put money in there
for adoption services, voting for family
leave so a woman could take some unpaid
leave, have a baby, and have her job when
she com es back, fam ily planning for
planned parenthood, all o f these things
so that women will have an alternative to
abortion. My opponents who call them
selves “pro-life” have it all backwards.
They say they’re pro-life and, yet, they’re
opposed to all these programs. I say you
can’t call yourself “pro-life”and be op
posed to all these programs that give al
ternatives to abortion as so many pro-life
candidates are. The essential question
still comes back: “Who makes this deci
sion?" Some want government to have

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: On this page is another statement made by
the first candidate, Bill Lowery, as it originally
appeared in the newspaper.
The person leading the session
will tell you when your time to finish is up.
The time
has been selected to allow you to read at a comfortable
pace, so don't feel as though you have to rush. After you
have finished reading this page, please wait until you are
instructed to go on.
You may begin reading.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
LEAGUE O F W OM EN VOTERS: Be
cause women, single women, especially,
often have lower socioeconomic status
than men, they do not always receive the
same level of health care that men can af
ford. W hat kind of program would you
propose to im prove w om en’s health
care?
BILL LOWERY: O f course, the presi
dent hasn’t given us that many specifics
about his health care program yet, so it’s
a little hard to know what’s going to be on
the table, especially w hen it comes to
women's health. But from what I can tell
so far, it looks to me like it doesn't go far
enough. I think we’re in a new era now.
This era requires a bold new vision for
the future. If America doesn't g et‘with it’
on health care, we’re going to be big losers
in the world market place because we
can’t compete with other countries who of
fer more affordable health care to their
citizens. It’s that simple. A lot of people
say that children are the future of our na
tion but they forget all about the women
who bring those children into our world.
The reason I think programs like pre-na
tal and post-natal health care are a good
idea is that they don’t just benefit the child,
they benefit the mother too. If you’ve
ever talked to a doctor about the differ
ences between men and women, you’ll
soon realize that women’s bodies are a

lot more complicated than men's. They
have a lot more that can go wrong. They
have special needs. And I think we ought
to be aware o f those needs. I would sup
port a national health program which
would allow women over the age of thir
ty-five to get mammograms every year.
These mammograms are worth it. They
help detect cancer early. They also cost a
lot less than treatment if the doctors find
cancer. Women’s health care does matter
and I hope w e’U see it getting more at
tention in the future than what it’s gotten
so far.

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: The following question is about the first
statement made by gubernatorial candidate Bill Lowery.
It
asks you to estimate the candidate1s overall position on
abortion using a range of positions from “strongly p r o 
life" to “strongly pro-choice." Please look at each
position carefully and circle only the answer which you
think is best.

1.

Using the scale below, please tell us what you think
the candidate's overall position on abortion is:

Strongly
Somewhat
A Little
Neutral
Pro-Choice Pro-Choice Pro-Choice
7

6

5

4

A Little
Pro-Life
3

Somewhat
Pro-Life

strongly
Pro-Life

2
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1

INSTRUCTIONS: The next two sets of questions are about the
first statement made by gubernatorial candidate Bill
Lowery.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how to
answer a particular question.
Just try to answer each as
best you can. We need to have all of the questions
answered, so please do not leave any blank.
Also, please
do not look back at the candidate1s statements in the
article.
1.

The candidate said that the state should pay for
abortion (please circle only one a ns w e r ) :

True
2.

False

The candidate believes that most of the time women
ought to be allowed to make their own decisions about
abortion (please circle only one a ns w e r ) :

True
3.

False

The candidate believes that women often have
abortions for frivolous reasons (please circle only
one answer):

True
4.

False

The candidate said he supported funding for schoolbased clinics (please circle only one answer) :

True
5.

False

The candidate is opposed to restricting abortions
performed during the third trimester of pregnancy
(please circle only one answer):

True
6.

False

The candidate criticized his opponents for not
supporting programs that provide alternatives to
abortion (please circle only one a n s w e r ) :

True
7.

False

The candidate said that most people find abortion to
be a “horrible" act (please circle only one answer) :

True
8.

False

The candidate criticized his opponents for being
opposed to abortion (please circle only one answer):

True

False
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9.

The candidate criticized his opponents for raising
the issue of sex selection when talking about the
issue of abortion (please circle only one answer):

True
10.

False

The candidate said he supports the Supreme Court
decision of Roe v. Wade (please circle only one
answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: This set of questions asks you to judge how
the candidate would take positions on specific issues
described below.
Do not be concerned that these issues
were not discussed directly in the article.
There is no
right or wrong answer to these questions. We are only
interested in what you think.
Please tell us what you
think by circling one of the numbers below and indicating
how much you agree or disagree with each statement.
We
need to have all of the questions answered, so please do
not leave any blank.
1.

The candidate would support funding for low-income
women to have abortions (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

2.

7

7

4

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree Agree
Neutral
Somewhat A Little
6

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

The candidate would oppose having women discuss their
reasons for having an abortion with a judge (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

5.

5

Disagree
Somewhat

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortions performed during the second
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

4.

6

Disagree
A Little

The candidate would support the Catholic Church's
views on abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

3.

Agree Agree
Neutral
Somewhat A Little

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate would support programs to distribute
condoms in high school (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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6.

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortion performed during the first
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

7.

7

7

7

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Somewhat
6

Agree
A Little

Neutral

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate seems ambivalent in his feelings about
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

11.

4

Disagree
Somewhat

The candidate would support resolving the issue of
abortion through compromise (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

10.

5

Disagree
A Little

The candidate would support funding for sex education
programs in junior high and high school (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

9.

6

Neutral

The candidate would oppose including abortion
services as part of the basic coverage included in
President Clinton's health care plan (please circle
only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

8.

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The style of speaking used by the candidate in his
statements was clear (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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12.

The statements made by the candidate were easy to
understand (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

13.

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate seemed as though he would be
incompetent in handling the difficult politics of
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

16.

Neutral

The candidate seemed like he would be a pleasant
person to get to know (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

15.

Agree
A Little

On the whole, I felt certain about where the
candidate stood on the issues he discussed in his
statements (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

14.

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

I would be inclined to vote for this candidate based
on his statements in the newspaper article (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: On this page is a statement made by the
second candidate, Herb Chandler, as it originally appeared
in the newspaper.
The person leading the session will
tell you when your time to finish is up. The time has
been selected to allow you to read at a comfortable pace,
so don't feel as though you have to rush. After you have
finished reading this page, please wait until you are
instructed to go on.
You may begin reading.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
LEAGUE O F WOMEN VOTERS: No
women’s health care issue has received
more controversy over the years than
abortion. W hat Is your position on abor
tion and why?
HERB CHANDLER: You know, people
come up to me all the time and say, “Herb,
which are you? Are you pro-choice or
pro-life?” A nd I say, “W ell, I ’m like
most Americans, I’m both.” Americans
aren’t all one way or the other on abor
tion and they don’t w ant a candidate
who is either. We've already seen where
that kind o f one-sided thinking has got
ten us: Absolutely nowhere. You know
what I’m talking about. We’ve seen the
pictures on TV. Each side parades down
the streets and yells at the other, as though
this is going to solve anything. Have you
ever taken a good look at those people?
The pro-choice people look like radical
feminists trying to get women to have
abortions whether they want them or not.
But the other side’s just as bad. They call
themselves “pro-life" and then go out and
kill people who don’t agree with them,
all in the name of “protecting life." What
kind of sense does that make?! How can
these people claim to be “representative”?
Most Americans don’t like the tactics of ei
ther group and neither do I. As I cam
paign around the state, a lot o f people
come up and tell me that they’re just sick

and tired of the whole debate. Abortion’s
a good example of what’s wrong with our
system here. Americans feel as though
they’re being held hostage by the fanatics
o n-this issue and I say “enough is
enough." It’s lime to stop playing the
games and doing all the name-calling that
the poliu'cal extremists want us to do on
this issue. The people of our state want an
alternative on this issue and I’m here to
bring the balance to them that they have
been looking for. Abortion is not a black
and white issue. Everybody has different
opinions ab o u t how the rights o f the
women should be weighed against the
rights of the unborn. But that doesn’t mean
we c a n ’t ag ree on some things. We
shouldn’t give in to the extremists on this
issue. The people of our state want an in
telligent, reasonable candidate who can
keep up with the latest advancements in
medical science, who can keep an open
mind on the issue and weigh the needs of
the unborn against the needs of the moth
er. I’m the person for the job. As a leader,
I believe it is my responsibility to unify our
state, rather than appeal to the fear that di
vides people on this issue and exploit it for
political purposes like my opponents have.

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: On this page is another statement made by
the second candidate, Herb Chandler, as it originally
appeared in the newspaper.
The person leading the session
will tell you when your time to finish is up.
The time
has been selected to allow you to read at a comfortable
pace, so don't feel as though you have to rush.
After you
have finished reading this page, please wait until you are
instructed to go on. You may begin reading.

Candidates Discuss Women}s Health
One of the things that worries me, espe
cially, is how we’re going to pay for all this
stuff. I’m a small businessman. I have to
pay my bills. If I don’t. I’m out o f busi
ness. The president says he can do it with
out raising taxes. I don't believe that and
I don’t think the citizens o f our state be
lieve that. I don’t want to see our taxes
raised but I’ll bet most Americans would
prefer to pay a little more in taxes and get
a health care system that truly benefits all
of us. If we can get that kind o f a system,
then I think it ought to emphasize pre
vention because that’s the most cost-ef
fective.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: Be
cause women, single women, especially,
often have lower socioeconomic status
than men, they do not always receive the
same level of health care that men can af
ford. What kind of program would you
propose to improve women’s health
care?
HERB CHANDLER: I have been run
ning a small business for over ten years
and the cost o f health insurance just keeps
going up and up. I want to give my em
ployee’s health insurance but it’s getting
harder and harder to do that and stay in
business at the same time. So, I do think
we need to talk about women's health
care. What worries me is the path we
seem to be headed down. It looks like
President Clinton is going to propose some
kind of ‘managed health care’ program.
But in every other country that has done
that, the quality of the health care hasn’t
gone up, it’s gone down, and the waits
for health care have become longer. I
don’t think Americans want that. Amer
icans want choice in their health care sys
tem. Women want to be able to go to the
doctor they feel most comfortable with. I
think they should be able to do that.
They’re lots of other options out there
and we just haven’t explored them fully.

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: The following question is about the first
statement made by gubernatorial candidate Herb Chandler.
It asks you to estimate the candidate's overall position
on abortion using a range of positions from “strongly pro
life" to “strongly pro-choice." Please look at each
position carefully and circle only the answer which you
think is best.

1.

Using the scale below, please tell us what you think
the candidate's overall position on abortion is:

Strongly
Somewhat
A Little
Neutral
Pro-Choice Pro-Choice Pro-Choice
7

6

5

A Little
Pro-Life
3

Somewhat
Pro-Life

Strongly
Pro-Life

2
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1

INSTRUCTIONS: The next two sets of questions are about the
first statement made by gubernatorial candidate Herb
Chandler.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how to
answer a particular question.
Just try to answer each as
best you can.
We need to have all of the questions
answered, so please do not leave any blank. Also, please
do not look back at the candidate's statements in the
article.
1.

The candidate said that Americans prefer pro-choice
candidates (please circle only one answer):

True
2.

False

The candidate said that extreme views on abortion
have not gotten us anywhere (please circle only one
answer) :

True
3.

False

The candidate said that pro-choice activists should
not be confused with being “pro-abortion” (please
circle only one a nswer):

True
4.

False

The candidate said that people want an alternative on
abortion (please circle only one answer):

True
5.

False

The candidate proposed taking a vote to resolve the
issue of abortion (please circle only one an sw er ):

True
6.

False

The candidate said that a lot of people are tired of
the debate about abortion (please circle only one
answer):

True
7.

False

The candidate said that because he is a doctor he
intends
to keep himself informed
of the latest
developments in medicine as they relate to abortion
(please circle only one answer):

True

False
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8.

The candidate said that the needs of the mother must
always be considered more important than the needs of
the fetus or unborn child (please circle only one
answer):

True
9.

False

The candidate said that he does not intend to use the
issue of abortion to his political advantage (please
circle only one answer):

True
10.

False

The candidate said that only the pro-life side of
abortion has fanatics (please circle only one
answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: This set of questions asks you to judge how
the candidate would take positions on specific issues
described below.
Do not be concerned that these issues
were not discussed directly in the article. There is no
right or wrong answer to these questions. We are only
interested in what you think.
Please tell us what you
think by circling one of the numbers below and indicating
how much you agree or disagree with each statement. We
need to have all of the questions answered, so please do
not leave any blank.
1.

The candidate would support funding for low-income
women to have abortions (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree Disagree
A Little Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support the Catholic Church's
views on abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortions performed during the second
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer) :
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose having women discuss their
reasons for having an abortion with a judge (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support programs to distribute
condoms in high school (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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6.

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortion performed during the first
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree Agree
Agree
Neutral
Strongly
Somewhat A Little
7

7.

6

5

4

7

7

7

1

6

5

4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

of
one

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate seems ambivalent in his feelings about
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

11.

2

The candidate would support resolving the issue
abortion through compromise (please circle only
answer):
Agree
Strongly

10.

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support funding for sex education
programs in junior high and high school (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

9.

3

Disagree
Somewhat

The candidate would oppose including abortion
services as part of the basic coverage included in
President Clinton's health care plan (please circle
only one answer):
Agree Agree
Agree
Neutral
Strongly
Somewhat A Little

8.

Disagree
A Little

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The style of speaking used by the candidate in his
statements was clear (please circle only one answer)':
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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12.

The statements made by the candidate were easy to
understand (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

13.

7

7

4

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

3

2

Disagree
Strongly
1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate seemed as though he would be
incompetent in handling the difficult politics of
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

16.

5

Neutral

The candidate seemed like he would be a pleasant
person to get to know (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

15.

6

Agree
A Little

On the whole, I felt certain about where the
candidate stood on the issues he discussed in his
statements (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

14.

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

I would be inclined to vote for this candidate based
on his statements in the newspaper article (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

4

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
481

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

INSTRUCTIONS: On this page is a statement made by the
third candidate, Jerry Bartlow, as it originally appeared
in the newspaper.
The person leading the session will
tell you when your time to finish is up. The time has
been selected to allow you to read at a comfortable pace,
so don't feel as though you have Co rush.
After you have
finished reading this page, please wait until you are
instructed to go on.
You may begin reading.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: No
women’s health care issue has received
more controversy over the years than
abortion. What is your position on abor
tion and why?
JERRY BARTLOW: We do need civil
discussion of abortion in the political are
na. Why? Because in the political arena
we decide who is and who is not a mem
ber of the human family for purposes of le
gal protection. We decide what the poli
cies will be to determine whether or not an
individual is to be protected. I’ve already
told the people of our state that I believe
in the humanity of the unborn. But that
isn’t just a matter o f personal belief. It’s
a matter of scientific evidence. There’s no
dispute that the unborn is an individual hu
man being with a separate genetic code
who is in a stage of human development.
Let’s just understand what happened in
Roev.Wade. In Roev. Wade,the Supreme
Court said that those who are unborn have
no legal protection until very late in preg
nancy, that until then they are not citizens
or part of the human family. What’s hap
pened since that decision? Here’s the re
ality: Four thousand abortions are per
formed every day in this country, some late
in pregnancy. Two hundred per day are to
individuals who are having their fourth
abortion or more. The bottom line is that
we can take the life o f a human being for
matters o f economic concern, for matters

that relate to birth control, and we can
take that life late in the pregnancy. I think
that’s wrong from a moral perspective. I
think that’s wrong from the perspective of
the greatness o f our nation. Because
what’s made our nation great is that every
member of the human family, just because
you are a member of the species, is given
certain inalienable rights including life,
liberty, and the pursuit o f happiness. The
kinds of abortions we see happening today
show why people are abhorred that the
U.S. abortion policy is much more wideopen than that o f any other nation in the
western world. I favor restrictions on
those abortions. My opponents do not. I
believe that what most Americans want is
a balancing o f the rights of the unborn
with the rights of the mother. I think it’s
very wrong that in our nation today we
would be in a position where we would
take the life of that human being for less
than the most serious problems, such as
when the life o f the mother is endangered
or when she’s a victim o f rape or incest.
We need to balance the rights of the unbom to ensure that there is some protection
for those living human beings.

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: On this page is another statement made by
the third candidate, Jerry Bartlow, as it originally
appeared in the newspaper.
The person leading the session
will tell you when your time to finish is up. The time
has been selected to allow you to read at a comfortable
pace, so don't feel as though you have to rush.
After you
have finished reading this page, please wait until you are
instructed to go on.
You may begin reading.

Candidates Discuss Women’s Health
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS: Be
cause women, single women, especially,
often have lower socioeconomic status
than men, they do not always receive the
same level of health care that men can af
ford. W hat kind of program would you
propose to im prove w om en’s health
care?
JERRY BARTLOW: We need to have a
health care system that is prudently run for
women and for all Americans. The prob
lem is that every time government be
comes involved in that kind o f enterprise,
it creates more layers of bureaucracy with
out giving people the kind o f service they
need and want. I think we need to be
careful about government becoming too
involved in health care. Most o f the time,
it just gets in the way. Instead of having
government run a national health insur
ance program, I think we should be look
ing into creating a voucher system. With
the voucher system, government would
determine an acceptable level o f basic
health care coverage for the individual,
for married couples, and for families.
Then it would deduct a certain amount
from an individual’s paycheck and write
a check out to the insurance carrier of the
individual’s choosing. This system would
require minimal government involvement
and would prevent the kind of micro-man
aging that other health plans call for. I
think we need to be generous in our health
care coverage for women and children

and for all Americans, but I also think we
need to be prudent. One of my opponents
says he would support funding mammo
grams for women over the age of forty.
Now, I think mammograms are a good
idea to prevent cancer but there’s not one
shred of scientific evidence that they help
at all in detecting cancer for women under
the age of Fifty. So, why we should we be
paying out good money for unnecessary
procedures? We shouldn’t. It’s nothing
but a political gimmick. We need to stop
that kind of gimmickry, so we can cut out
the waste and save taxpayers money for a
change.

PLEASE STOP HERE. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT
PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
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INSTRUCTIONS: The following question is about the first
statement made by gubernatorial candidate Jerry Bartlow.
It asks you to estimate the candidate's overall position
on abortion using a range of positions from “strongly pr o 
life" to “strongly pro-choice." Please look at each
position carefully and circle only the answer which you
think is b es t.

1.

Using the scale below, please tell us what you think
the candidate's overall position on abortion is:

Strongly
Somewhat
A Little
Neutral
Pro-Choice Pro-Choice Pro-Choice
7

6

5

4

A Little Somewhat Strongly
Pro-Life Pro-Life Pro-Life
3

2
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1

INSTRUCTIONS: The next two sets of questions are about the
first statement made by gubernatorial candidate Jerry
Bartlow.
Don't worry if you feel uncertain about how to
answer a particular question.
Just try to answer each as
best you can. We need to have all of the questions
answered, so please do not leave any blank. Also, please
do not look back at the candidate's statements in the
art ic le .
1.

The candidate said that the discussion about abortion
in this country has not been civil (please circle
only one answer):

True
2.

False

The candidate said that the political arena is where
we decide when life begins for purposes of legal
protection (please circle only one answer):

True
3.

False

The candidate used the term “pro-life” to describe his
position on abortion (please circle only one answer) :

True
4.

False

The candidate said that 4,200 abortions are performed
everyday in his state (please circle only one
answer):

True
5.

False

The candidate said that women have abortions for
purposes of sex selection (please circle only one
answer):

True
6.

False

The candidate said that people are abhorred by the
permissiveness of the U.S. abortion policy (please
circle only one answer):

True
7.

False

The candidate said that he favors restrictions on
abortions performed for reasons of birth control
(please circle only one answer):

True

False
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8.

The candidate said that abortions should not be
performed on women who have been raped (please circle
only one answer):

True
9.

False

The candidate said that science has shown that the
“unborn” are fully developed early on in pregnancy
(please circle only one answer):

True
10.

False

The candidate said that the needs of the “unborn" must
always be considered more important than the needs of
the mother (please circle only one answer):

True

False
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INSTRUCTIONS: This set of questions asks you to judge how
the candidate would take positions on specific issues
described below.
Do not be concerned that these issues
were not discussed directly in the article . There is no
right or wrong answer to these questions. We are only
interested in what you think.
Please tell us what you
think by circling one of the numbers below and indicating
how much you agree or disagree with each statement. We
need to have all of the questions answered, so please do
not leave any blank.
1.

The candidate would support funding for low-income
women to have abortions (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

2.

6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate would support the Catholic Church's
views on abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

3.

Agree Agree
Somewhat A Little

Agree Agree
Somewhat A Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortions performed during the second
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would oppose having women discuss their
reasons for having an abortion with a judge (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

5.

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate would support programs to distribute
condoms in high school (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly
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6.

The candidate would oppose placing strong
restrictions on abortion performed during the first
trimester of pregnancy (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly
7

7.

7

7

7

3

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

2

1

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

of
one

Disagree
Strongly
1

The candidate seems ambivalent in his feelings about
abortion (please circle only one ans we r) :
Agree
Strongly
7

11.

4

Disagree
Somewhat

The candidate would support resolving the issue
abortion through compromise (please circle only
answer):
Agree
Strongly

10.

5

Disagree
A Little

The candidate would support funding for sex education
programs in junior high and high school (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

9.

6

Neutral

The candidate would oppose including abortion
services as part of the basic coverage included in
President Clinton's health care plan (please circle
only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

8.

Agree Agree
SomewhatA Little

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1

The style of speaking used by the candidate in his
statements was clear (please circle only one answ er ):
Agree
Strongly
7

Agree
Agree
SomewhatA Little
6

5

Neutral
4

Disagree
A Little
3

Disagree
Somewhat
2

Disagree
Strongly
1
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12 .

The statements made by the candidate were easy to
understand (please circle only one answer)
Agree
Strongly

13 .

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

The candidate seemed as though he would be
incompetent in handling the difficult politics of
abortion (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

16 .

Neutral

The candidate seemed like he would be a pleasant
person to get to know (please circle only one
answer):
Agree
Strongly

15 .

Agree
A little

On the whole, I felt certain about where the
candidate stood on the issues he discussed in his
statements (please circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

14 .

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Agree
Somewhat A Little

Neutral

Disagree Disagree
A Little Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

I would be inclined to vote for this candidate based
on his statements in the newspaper article (please
circle only one answer):
Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
A Little

Neutral

Disagree
A Little

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

489

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

INSTRUCTIONS: We would like to ask you a couple of followup questions. These will take only a few minutes and then
the study will be nearly d o n e .
1.

The statements made by two of the candidates have
been taken from actual speeches made by politicians.
The third set of statements was artificially created
for purposes of this study.
Which candidate do you
believe said the artificially created messages?
Candidate 3 (Jerry Bartlow)
Candidate 2 (Herb Chandler)
Candidate 1 (Bill Lowery)

2.

In your opinion, what was the purpose of this
questionnaire?
Do you believe its purpose was to
study (you may check more than one answer):
News
Politics
Women's Health
Abortion
Other (please specify in the space below)

3.

Please describe in the space below what you think
this study is a b o u t :
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APPENDIX C
Original Scoring Rules for Differentiation48
Scoring the degree of differentiation of the
impression involves identifying, recording, and counting
the number of elements that an impression includes.
The
decision as to which elements of an impression are to be
scored as constructs is sometimes difficult to make.
To
reduce the ambiguity in scoring procedures, a set of rules
has been developed which clarify (sic) the application of
the general principles just discussed.

Rule 1.
(a) Whenever it is debatable whether a
phrase should be scored as one or several constructs, or
(b) when two nearly synonymous but not identical qualities
are mentioned in an impression, the subject should be
given the benefit of the doubt and multiple constructs
should be scored instead of just one.
Further
specifications of this rule are provided in Rules 2
through 4.
Rule 2 . When the uses uses an adverbial or
adjectival qualifier which, as used, appears to be an
intrinsic part of the noun it modifies, contrary to Rule
1 , the two or more words are to be scored as one
construct.
In such instances, it is presumed that the qualifier
refers to the degree to which the attribute is held, or to
one manner in which it appears, rather than to a
qualitatively different attribute.
Thus, the phrase
“unreasonably selfish” is scored as one construct, not as
both “unreasonable" and “selfish” because the word
“unreasonably” refers more to the degree of selfishness
than to a distinct quality of unreasonableness.

Rule 3.
Identical, repeated words or phrases are
scored only once.
Words which are very similar but which
are not identical are scored twi ce.
Thus, if a subject describes the other person as
“domineering, assertive, and aggressive," all three are
scored as constructs.
Similarly, if the other person is
described as a “hard and thorough worker," two constructs
Crockett, Press, Delia, and Kenney's (1974)
original scoring rules for differentiation were in an
unpublished manuscript.
Burleson and Waltman (1988) later
presented these rules as an appendix to their article.
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are scored on the assumption that the subject is reporting
both a hard worker and a thorough worker and that the two
adjectives describe somewhat different aspects of the
other person.
On the other hand, if a person is described
as “helpful” twice in the same question -- even if it is
phrased as “very helpful" the second time -- only one
construct should be scored.

Rule 4 . Idiomatic constructions which run into
several words are usually scored as one construct.
Thus, the statement “John is a big, fat slob" is
scored as only one construct because it is conventionally
used as a single unit.

Rule 5 . Only qualities which are relevant to the
task the subject has been set should be scored as
constructs.
In most of our studies only aspects of the other
person's personality or his stimulus value for his
associates have been scored as constructs owing to the
nature of the task that was set for the subject.
Physical
traits, information about the other person's social role,
his age, or the like usually are not scored.
Sometimes
this restriction must be liberalized, however.
For
example, Noymer (1965) conducted an experiment in which
subjects formed impressions from pictures which were
presented at gradually increasing shutter speeds. It was
expected that the content of subjects' impressions would
shift, with increased exposure, from descriptions of the
other person's appearance and dress to inferences about
his internal dispositional qualities.
In this case,
carrying out the critical comparisons in the experiment
required the scoring of both dispositional and external
qualities in subjects' descriptions.

Rule 6 . General statements about what people should
do about the nature of mankind or about the subject's own
feelings are not scored as constructs unless they are
specifically tied to characteristics of the person who is
being described.
For example, statements like “People should be
humble,” “No one likes people who are selfish," “Nobody is
perfect," or “I would like him as a roommate” (as opposed
to “He would make a good roommate") say nothing about the
person under consideration, however much they say about
the criteria the subject has used in evaluating the
person.
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APPENDIX D
Scoring Rules for Differentiation
of Abortion-Related Constructs
D.01 Introduction
The rules for scoring differentiation were originally
developed by W.H. Crockett, A.N. Press, J.G. Delia, and
C.J. Kenney in a 1974 manuscript which was never
published.
A published version appears in the appendix of
Burleson and Waltman (1988) .
Crockett et a l .1s rules are used for interpersonal
cognitive complexity research, which has objectives
somewhat different from the research being conducted here.
As a result, it has been necessary to make changes upon
these rules so that they can be better suited to the
purposes of this particular project.
The examples used to illustrate these rules have all
been taken from actual responses given in a study of the
1992 election which was conducted by the Annenberg School
for Communication of the University of Pennsylvania the
summer before last.
The study was funded by a grant from
the MacArthur Foundation and is, thus, referred to in this
paper as the "MacArthur study."
The structure of this codebook will be as follows:
first, general principles of coding for differentiation of
constructs will be described; second, specific rules or
guidelines about how and whether constructs should be
coded along with examples taken from responses given in
the MacArthur study will be offered; third, a series of
exercises consisting of complete letters written by
participants in the MacArthur study with the “correct”
coding given afterwards will be presented, all of which
are meant to help students develop a knack for the coding
procedures.

D.02 General Principles of Differentiation Codings
Scoring the degree of differentiation in a letterwriting task such as that used in the pre-test of this
study involves identifying, recording, and counting the
number of elements or constructs included in a given
letter.
The decision as to which elements of a letter are
to be scored as constructs is sometimes difficult to make.
In order to reduce the ambiguity in scoring procedures, a
set of rules has been developed which clarifies the
application of the general principles just discussed.
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D.03 Rules for Differentiation Codings
Rule 1.
(a) Whenever it is debatable whether a
phrase should be scored as one or several constructs, or
(b) when two nearly synonymous but not identical qualities
are mentioned in a letter, the subject should be given the
benefit of the doubt and multiple constructs should be
scored instead of just one.
An example would be the following sentence taken from
one of the MacArthur study letters:
The abortion issue is very controversial because
there are two completely opposite sides (MacArthur
study, summer, 1992).
In this case, two separate constructs should be
counted: one for saying that the issue is controversial;
the other for saying that it is made up of two opposing
sides. The elements of “controversy" and “two opposing
sides" tend to be strongly associated with each other but
they are not quite the same thing.
Controversy can
involve more than two sides.
Moreover, the sides in a
controversy need not be opposing so much as just
different.
Likewise, there can be opposing sides without
controversy.
One person may like vanilla ice cream,
another chocolate but there is no controversy unless the
two sides are allowed only one choice.
N O T E : When you are not certain whether a given phrase
should be coded as one or more constructs, a good rule-ofthumb is to cover up the words in question and re-read the
sentence without them.
If the same meaning is implied
without the words, then the omitted words should not be
coded as separate constructs.
However, if a different
meaning is conveyed by removal of the words in question,
then the words should be coded as separate constructs.

Rule 2 . When the respondent uses an adverbial or
adjectival qualifier which, as used, appears to be an
intrinsic part of the noun it modifies, contrary to Rule
1 , the two or more words are to be scored as one
construct.
In such instances, it is presumed that the qualifier
refers to the degree to which the attribute is held, or to
one manner in which it appears, rather than to a
qualitatively different attribute.
Thus, the phrase
“strong Christian belief" given by one respondent in the
MacArthur study is scored as one construct and not as both
“strong" and “Christian” because the word “strong" refers to
the degree to which the attribute “Christian belief" is
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held rather than to a distinct and separate quality of
strength.

Rule 3. Identical, repeated words or phrases are
scored only once.
Words which are very similar but not
identical are scored separately.
Thus, for example, when a subject describes “prochoice" supporters as “those people who feel that a woman's
body is hers to do with as she will” and then further
explains, “They believe that wives should not have to tell
their husbands if they get an abortion” and, finally,
writes “They also believe that teenagers do not need the
consent of their parents," (MacArthur study, summer, 1992)
each of these phrases should be scored as separate
constructs.
The second two may or may not follow from the
first, depending on how the issue is viewed.
Likewise, if the respondent describes “pro-life”
supporters as “those who bel ie ve ... [abortion] ... is a moral
issue, that it is really murder of an unborn fetus,”
(MacArthur study, summer, 1992) two constructs should be
scored on the assumption that the subject is describing
separate issues that often (almost always) appear
together.
But murder need not always be considered a
moral issue, as, for example, during times of war.
Moreover, morality covers a much broader range of topics
than just murder.
Thus, the two issues, while being
strongly related, are different from one another, though
somewhat subtly so.
Finally, if a respondent repeats a word or phrase
such as “moral issue” in describing one particular aspect
of abortion -- even if it is described as a “strong moral
issue” the second time -- only one construct should be
scored.

Rule 4. Idiomatic constructions which run into
several words are usually scored as one construct.
Thus, for example, “the right to choose” should be
scored only as one construct because it is conventionally
used as a single unit.

Rule 5 . Only qualities which are relevant to the
task the respondent has been set should be scored as
constructs.
In the letter-writing task used in the MacArthur
study, some respondents took the assignment to heart and
composed letters which included greetings in the opening
sentences, etc.
One respondent wrote:
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Dear Heinreich,
I was very happy to hear that your daughter is
expecting twins.
I am sure you and Helga will be
proud grandparents (MacArthur study, summer, 1992).
It is not necessary to code these sentences for
constructs.
The true purpose of the letter-writing task
is to measure respondents' cognitive complexity, not their
letter-writing etiquette.

Rule 6 . General statements about what people should
do, about the nature of mankind, or about the respondent's
own feelings are not scored as constructs unless they are
specifically related to broader discussion about the
controversy surrounding abortion.
Although this rule may
sound somewhat simple in theory, it can be difficult to
implement as a matter of practice.
One respondent1s letter in the MacArthur study
consisted merely of two sentences:
My religion and myself are
against
abortion and I
would try and talk you out
of it.
We believe that
life begins at the moment of conception (MacArthur
study, summer, 1992).
The information contained in the respondent1s
statement is too vague to answer the question about why
abortion is so controversial.
All we know from this
statement is that the respondent is against abortion.
We
cannot discern what his position is relative to other
positions.
Is his position unique? Who else holds this
position? Thus, no constructs would be coded here.
He
has not adequately answered the
question of what the
abortion controversy is about. For him, there seems
to be
no controversy.
Another respondent in the MacArthur study made a
statement similar to the one just given but with a little
more substance to i t . This respondent writes:
I have watched both sides of the abortion controversy
on T.V. in this country.
I am certainly against
abortion since I am a Christian and abortion is
against my beliefs (MacArthur study, summer, 1992).
In this letter, we find a proposition that there is
controversy surrounding the issue of abortion.
As a
result, this first sentence would be coded as one
construct.
However, the thrust of the statement is
concerned with the respondent's own position.
In this
letter, we know that the respondent's position toward
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abortion is connected with his religious views, which we
also know are Christian, but these views have still not
been sufficiently linked to the broader concerns of
abortion (Are these views one of the “sides” of the
abortion controversy?). Thus, on the whole, the
respondent's statement is still vague when it comes to
articulating the controversy about abortion, even as far
stating his own views is concerned and, thus, would not be
coded.
Moving farther down the continuum, we find another
respondent in the MacArthur study who writes:
First of all I'm pro-choice.
I should have the right
to make a choice, whether I should have this baby or
not. Maybe this time I can't have the baby because I
don't have a place to stay, the baby father left me,
and I have no money.
Abortion is not for everyone.
Maybe I just starting a new job (MacArthur study,
summer, 1992) .
By and large, this respondent has not done a very
good job of answering the question placed before her, much
like the other two respondents just noted.
However, one
difference between her letter and those written by the
other two respondents is that her own position is
described with greater specificity.
Nevertheless, it
still does not do an adequate job of explaining the
broader controversy surrounding abortion.
This letter
tells us where the respondent stands with respect to
abortion herself.
It also gives us some information about
why she has taken this position.
But it still does not
answer the question that is of interest here.
Thus, this
letter should be coded for only two constructs: one for
mentioning the term “pro-choice," which at least,
implicitly suggests that this is one of the sides of the
controversy (here I am giving the respondent the benefit
of the doubt since the reasons given in her letter suggest
some awareness of the pro-choice side of the controversy)
and another for saying that “abortion is not for everyone,"
again suggesting that there is more than one opinion on
this subject.
Sometimes respondents write in first person but are
making an obvious or explicit reference to the broader
controversy surrounding abortion.
An example of this can
be found in the following sentence:
The main values which are named include freedom of
choice, being able to do what I want with my body and
not wanting government to be able to interfere with
things private (MacArthur study, summer, 1992).
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In this case, the respondent has referred to herself
(“my body”) but the thrust of her sentence is obviously
more general. Her discussion is about the abortion
controversy.
Part of it just happens to be in first
person, presumably because the respondent sees the
connection between the issue as a whole and herself. But
the reference to herself is just illustrative.
The
sentence could also easily be rephrased to read:
The main values which are named include freedom of
choice, women being able to do what they want with
their bodies and not wanting government to interfere
with things p r i v at e.
The meaning would not change all that much from what
already appears to be intended.
Thus, this particular
sentence would be coded for three constructs: one having
to do with freedom of choice, another having to do with
women being able to do what they want with their bodies,
and the third having to do with government involvement.
One further n o t e : had the respondent in the previous
example linked her own position more explicitly to the
general controversy, then more constructs would have been
coded.
If she had claimed that her own concerns about
having a place to stay, support from the father, and money
are representative of some of the broader concerns of the
pro-choice position (which they usually a r e ) , then these
constructs, in particular, would have also been coded.
But from the information given in the letter alone, it is
difficult to discern whether this subject has broader
awareness or not, aside from her use of the term “prochoice” and her mentioning that “abortion is not for
everyone.”

D.04 Ancillary Rules for Differentiation Codings
In addition to the six rules listed above, it also
necessary to keep a couple of ancillary rules in mind.
These rules are especially important for this particular
coding task.

Ancillary Rule 1. Do not let your own views
influence the way in which you count constructs.
Your job is to count constructs and not to make value
judgements about them.
Do not write off some constructs
as invalid because you do not happen to agree with them.
Conversely, you should not count for additional constructs
because you are familiar with the position being stated
and “know" that the respondent, who happens to represent
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your point-of-view, actually meant to include additional
ideas but just forgot to do so for this particular task.

Ancillary Rule 2. Do not let the respondent's
spelling-, punctuation, grammar, style, etc. in the letterwriting task influence your count of constructs.
As you may have noticed in some of the examples
listed above, the letters written by respondents contain
errors in spelling, punctuation, and grammar.
But just
because they contain such errors does not mean that their
ideas are less valid.
By the same token, if some
respondents have done an especially good job of expressing
themselves in the letter-writing task, do not assume that
their letters contain more constructs simply because their
thoughts are well expressed.
Your job is to look at
content, not form.

499

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission of th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

D.05 Practice Exercises
Instructions
The following letters were taken from the MacArthur
study, conducted by the Annenberg School the summer before
last.
The purpose of these letters is to provide
exercises for you to become accustomed to the coding
scheme described above. These letters were drawn from a
fairly diverse sample of respondents so they may not
necessarily resemble the letters you'll encounter at Penn.
It is suggested that you read the letters once,
straight through, without counting for constructs.
Next,
go back to the beginning of the letter and use a pencil to
underline or circle the constructs you believe are
relevant to the coding task (feel free to make marks on
the pages in this booklet) . After you have underlined the
constructs and written their total number at the bottom of
the page, go back and re-read to see if you missed
anything and revise appropriately if you did.
Finally,
compare your codings with those given on the page which
follows and read the explanations given afterwards.
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Exercise 1
Dear John,
Back here in the U.S. the big problem is between
those who want abortion and those who don't.

That is what

it is all about.
Your Friend,
Milly

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution.
Dear John,
Back here in the U.S. the big problem is between
those who want abortion and those who d o n 11 .

That is what

it is all about.
Your Friend,
Milly

TOTAL NO. CONSTRUCTS:

3

Comments: Obviously, there's not too much going on in this
letter.
Basically all the person has said is that there
is a problem with abortion in this country (1) , and then
specifies the nature of the problem: there are those in
favor of abortion (2), and there are those opposed to
abortion (3) .
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Exercise 2
The abortion issue is very controversial here in the
United States.

Some people are pro choice and others are

totally against i t .

Pro choicers say that it would take

away from the rights of the mother if abortion was to be
made illegal.

People against abortion are furious that

people would actually kill another human being whatsoever.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
The abortion issue is very controversial here in the
United States.

Some people are pro choice and others are

totally against i t .

Pro choicers say that it would take

away from the rights of the mother if abortion was to be
made illegal.

People against abortion are furious that

people would actually kill another human being whatsoever.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS: 5

Comments:
This letter is fairly straightforward for
coding.
The writer begins by noting that the issue of
abortion is controversial in the U.S. (1).
He names two
of the groups involved in the controversy: those who are
pro choice (2) and those who are opposed to abortion (3).
He then describes the general philosophy behind each
position: those who are pro-choice are concerned about the
rights of the mother (4); those who are against abortion
are concerned about the life of the unborn (5) .

504

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

Exercise 3
A big question concerning abortion is, “Is it murder?

Or

is it the right of the woman because it's her body?"

Many

are pushing for abortion to be legalized.

But making it

legally right doesn't necessarily make it morally right.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
A big question concerning abortion is, “Is it murder?

Or

is it the right of the woman because it's her body?"

Many

are pushing for abortion to be legalized.

But making it

legally right doesn't necessarily make it morally right.

TOTAL NO. CONSTRUCTS: 5

Comments: Here the respondent has also begun by noting
that there is a question (or debate) about abortion (1).
Next, the respondent frames the question in two general
ways: is it murder (of the unborn) (2)? or should the
right of the mother supersede all other rights (3)?
Following Rule 1, I coded the phrase “because it's her
body" (4) as a separate construct here because the
respondent seems to be making an additional point about
women having control of their bodies which is not
necessarily suggested by the more general phrase “right of
the woman" on its own.
I also counted the comment about
many pushing for legalized abortion as an additional
construct relevant to a description about the controversy
surrounding abortion.
However, I did not count the last
sentence as a construct, as per Rule 6, because it seemed
to be a personal, editorial comment. Had the respondent
framed this concern in more general ways, by saying
something such as the following: 'While abortion may be
legal, those opposed to it question whether it is morally
correct,' then this sentence would have also been coded as
one construct because it helps describe the nature of the
controversy.
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Exercise 4
Everyone is interested in everyone elses opinions on the
subject and not on taking their own stand it, it seems,
right or wrong - pro or con.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:

1
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Solution
Everyone is interested in everyone elses opinions on the
subject and not on taking their own stand it, it seems,
right or wrong - pro or con.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS: 1

Comments: More than anything, this appears to be a
personal complaint by the respondent (see Rule 6 ) . It
might even be argued that no constructs should be coded
here at all.
However, I have given the respondent the
benefit of the doubt and have assumed that her statement
about everyone being interested in everyone else's
opinions is germane to a discussion about the controversy
surrounding abortion.
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Exercise 5
For many in the U.S. abortion is a heated issue, the idea
that the Federal Government can tell a woman what her body
should or should not contain is part of the key.

The pro-

choice faction believes that each woman needs to decide
whether she will sustain life from beginning to end
whereas the Right to Life faction believe that from the
moment the sperm and egg begin the process of life
creation a human being is created and is entitled to live
a full and natural life and no one not even the
contributor of the egg has the right to end i t .

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
For many in the U.S. abortion is a heated issue, the idea
that the Federal Government can tell a woman what her body
should or should not contain is part of the key.

The pro-

choice faction believes that each woman needs to decide
whether she will sustain life from beginning to end
whereas the Right to Life faction believe that from the
moment the sperm and eaa begin the process of life
creation a human being is created and is entitled to live
a full and natural life and no one not even the
contributor of the egg has the right to end i t .

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS: 11

Comments: This letter can be a bit tricky to cod e.
Sometimes it's difficult to determine whether the length
of some of the phrases used by the writer is the result of
not being able to edit her ideas well or is intended to
convey subtle differences in meaning.
For the most part,
I have given her the benefit of the doubt, as per Rule 1.
Like many of the other letters, this writer begins by
noting that abortion is a “heated issue" in the U.S. (1) .
She further notes that much of the controversy is over
whether the federal government should have any control
over a mother's body (2). She then elaborates the two
sides of the controversy.
She names the pro-choice side
(3) and claims that it stands for the mother's right to
decide whether to sustain life (4). After debating with
myself for a while, I decided to code the phrase “from
beginning to end" (5) as a separate construct.
The reason
I have done so here is because the writer may be
specifying a particular kind of pro-choice position not
characteristic of all pro-choice positions.
“Beginning to
end" could imply that the mother has the right to choose
even after viability, a relatively extreme position for
most pro-choice proponents.
It is difficult to tell if
this is what the writer really means here, but since there
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is no evidence to the contrary, I have given her the
benefit of the doubt and assumed she meant to make the
distinction.
After describing the pro-choice position, the writer
then names the Right to Life side of the controversy (6).
She then describes the major tenets of the Right to Life
position.
One of the tenets believed by Right to Life
proponents is that life begins at conception (7). Again,
after considerable debate with myself, I decided to code
the phrase “a human being is created” (8) as a separate
construct. I did so because the debate surrounding
abortion is not always about when life begins but when the
embryo can be considered a human being.
In other words,
some on the pro-choice side might even agree that life
begins at conception but they might dispute whether at
that stage the life can be considered human.
Thus, it
would appear that the writer is making a distinction
between these two categories because they need not always
occur together, though they often do from the Right to
Life perspective.
I have also decided to code the next phrase about
being able to live a “full and natural life" (9) (10) as
two separate constructs.
Basically, my assumption here is
that a “full life" is not necessarily the same thing as a
“natural life." These two phrases could be interpreted in
a number of different w a y s . Nor is it entirely clear what
meaning the author intends here.
Nevertheless, once
again, as per Rule 1, I have opted to give this respondent
the benefit of the doubt and assume that she means two
separate things here.
Finally, I coded the phrase “not
even the contributor of the egg has the right to end it”
(11) as an additional construct representing the Right to
Life position, which seems fairly straightforward here.
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Exercise 6
I believe that the abortion issue can be broken down
into two main issue one of control the other the
definition of life.
As a control issue many of the pro choice activists
believe a woman has the right to control what happens to
her body and in her life.

It is believed that the woman

knows what is best for her and her baby, not necessarily
the husband,

the neibor or the state.

people believe that the fetus
controlling focus.

The anti abortion

(unborn child)

should be the

That everything must done to save that

child.
The second major controvers is defining what or when
is life.

Some believe life begins at conception,

some

when the child is viable outside the womb and others not
till the baby is born.

This is an important issue because

this determines when the baby has “rights" as a human
being, and as a citizen.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
I believe that the abortion issue can be broken down
into two main issue one of control the other the
definition of life.
As a control issue many of the pro choice activists
believe a woman has the right to control what happens to
her body and in her l i f e .

It is believed that the woman

knows what is best for her and her b a b y , not necessarily
the husband, the neibor or the state.
people believe that the fetus
controlling focus.

The anti abortion

(unborn child)

should be the

That everything must done to save that

child.
The second major controvers is defining what or when
is life.

Some believe life begins at conception, some

when the child is viable outside the womb and others not
till the baby is born.

This is an important issue because

this determines when the baby has “rights" as a human
bei n g , and as a citizen.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS: 22

Comments:
This letter contains quite a few constructs
which are relatively easy to distinguish.
The writer
begins by asserting that abortion can be divided into two
main concerns (1). He then specifies what these concerns
are: control (2) and the definition of life (3).
From
here, the writer elaborates these concerns from the
different perspectives.
First, as a control issue, the
writer specifies that one side is pro-choice (4) and
claims that this side is not just concerned about women
being able to control their bodies (5) but being able to
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control their lives as well (6) . Furthermore, he notes
that these concerns are predicated on the belief that the
woman knows what is best for her body (7) and for her baby
(8) as opposed to her husband (9), the neighbor (10) or
the state (11). The writer then contrasts these beliefs
with those of the anti-abortion proponents (12), who
represent another side of the controversy.
The anti
abortion people believe that the fetus should be the
controlling focus (13) and that saving the life of the
unborn must be given the highest priority (14).
The second major concern surrounding abortion,
according to this writer, has to do with the definition of
life both what it is (15) and when it occurs (16).
From
here, the writer notes different positions on when life
begins: some believe it begins at conception (17), some
believe it begins at “viability” [when the fetus can exist
on its own outside the womb] (18), and some not until the
baby is born (19). The writer then notes that abortion is
an important issue (20) [not just controversial] because
it determines when the baby has rights as a human being
(21) and as a citizen (22).
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Exercise 7
Dear Fran,
I see from your last letter that Spatsylvania is beginning
to consider the abortion issue.
topic here in the United States.
sides are very strong.
“pro-life."

Abortion has become a hot
The feelings on both

Here we call anti-abortion people

Those in favor of abortion, or at least in

favor of the decision resting with the woman, “pro-choice."
The “pro-life" people believe that the fetus should be
protected,

just as if it had been born.

The “pro-choice"

group believes that the woman involved has certain rights
concerning her body and should have the ultimate decision,
without legal repercussions.
very personal in nature
person's rights),

The beliefs involved are

(the sanctity of life and a

therefore the topic is a touchy one.

Unfortunately, both sides go to extremes.

The pro-lifers

have been known to bomb abortion facilities

(which seems

antithetical to their purpose) and use graphic pictures at
their rallies

(which only serve to disgust m e ) .

Pro-

choicers use the hanger as a visual symbol to show that
women will get abortions one way or another.

The argument

is to have safe legal abortions rather than backroom
abortions.

Pro-choicers have also been known to

distribute films and kits demonstrating how to perform
your own abortion.

A few words of caution.

radicals in both groups.

There are

Don't let them lead the
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discussion on abortion.

Many times they do here.

Don't

assume that all pro-choice people are pro-abortion.

Many

pro-choicers would choose not to have an abortion but feel
that the decision is theirs, not the government's.
Personally,

I am opposed to abortion with the exceptions

of rape, incest, or health of the mother.

I believe that

abortion destroys the life of a human and therefore should
be illegal.

As for the woman, I think that her choice

comes when she decides to have sex.
sympathy for the pro-choice side.

I am not w/out
Freedom of choice is a

serious consideration but given the nature of the act,
think the consequences should be swift and negative.

I
I

think the best of all worlds would be that people didn't
feel the need to have abortions and then it wouldn't need
to be an issue of law.

Whatever you decide,

I urge you to

consider the matter carefully and act on your decision
rationally

(certainly not with violence).

The central

theme of the discussion shouldn't be hate.
As always,
James

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
Dear Fran,
I see from your last letter that Spatsylvania is beginning
to consider the abortion issue.
topic here in the United States.
sides are very strong.
“pro-life."

Abortion has become a hot
The feelings on both

Here we call anti-abortion people

Those in favor of abortion, or at least in

favor of the decision resting with the woman, “pro-choice."
The “pro-life” people believe that the fetus should be
protected, just as if it had been b o r n .

The “pro-choice"

group believes that the woman involved has certain rights
concerning her body and should have the ultimate decision.
without legal repercussions.
very personal in nature

The beliefs involved are

(the sanctity of life and a

person's rights), therefore the topic is a touchy o n e .
Unfortunately, both sides go to extremes.

The pro-lifers

have been known to bomb abortion facilities

(which seems

antithetical to their purpose) and use graphic pictures at
their rallies

(which only serve to disgust m e ) .

Pro-

choicers use the hanger as a visual symbol to show that
women will get abortions one way or another.

The argument

is to have safe legal abortions rather than backroom
abortions.

Pro-choicers have also been known to

distribute films and kits demonstrating how to perform
your own abortion.

A few words of caution.

radicals in both groups.

There are

Don't let them lead the
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discussion on abortion.

Many times they do h e r e .

D o n 11

assume that all pro-choice people are pro-abortion.

Many

pro-choicers would choose not to have an abortion but feel
that the decision is theirs, not the government's.
Personally,
of rape,

I am opposed to abortion with the exceptions

incest, or health of the mother.

I believe that

abortion destroys the life of a human and therefore should
be illegal.

As for the woman,

I think that her choice

comes when she decides to have sex.
sympathy for the pro-choice side.

I am not w/out
Freedom of choice is a

serious consideration but given the nature of the act, I
think the consequences should be swift and negative.

I

think the best of all worlds would be that people didn't
feel the need to have abortions and then it wouldn't need
to be an issue of law.

Whatever you decide,

I urge you to

consider the matter carefully and act on your decision
rationally (certainly not with violence).

The central

theme of the discussion shouldn't be hate.
As always,
James

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS: 3 0

Comments: This letter has about as many constructs as you
are ever likely to encounter in such an exercise.
Most of
the constructs are fairly easy to distinguish, though you
may have noticed that I did not underline the constructs
toward the end of the letter which (fortunately) the
writer makes clear are his own opinions.
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Like most of the other writers, this writer also
begins by noting that abortion is a hot topic in the U.S.
(1) . He also notes that the feelings on both sides are
very strong (2). From here he suggests that one side is
anti-abortion (3) and these people are usually referred to
as “pro-life” (4) . The other side is therefore pro
abortion (5) or, at the very least, believes that the
decision to have an abortion should rest with the woman
(6) [note the distinction] and is referred to as “prochoice" (7).
From here, the writer elaborates the two
major positions.
The pro-life people [note that I have
not coded this term again because it was already used
earlier (see Rule 3)] believe in protecting the life of
the fetus (8) . The writer then compares this to the more
commonly held position that the child who is born should
be protected (9). People who are pro-choice believe that
the woman has certain rights over her body (10) [which
might be slightly different in meaning from the expression
used earlier “pro-abortion" or “decision resting with the
woman," so I have coded it separately here], that she
should have the ultimate decision (11), and that there
should be no legal repercussions from this decision (12).
The writer then notes that the beliefs involved are
very personal in nature (13) and then offers some
additional terms for describing these beliefs: the
sanctity of human life (14) and a person's rights (15)
[again, these terms are slightly different from those used
earlier, so I have coded them h e r e ] . Because these
beliefs are personal in nature, the author also describes
the issue as “touchy" (16), which again is different in
meaning from the terms used earlier, so I have coded it as
a separate construct h e r e .
The writer then shifts his discussion to describe the
kinds of actions taken by both g ro u p s . He starts by
noting that both sides tend to go to extremes (17). He
notes that pro-lifers have been known to bomb abortion
clinics (18) and he also notes that there seems to be an
inherent contradiction in taking such action (19).
Additionally, he notes that the pro-lifers use graphic
pictures in their rallies (20) but I did not code his
comment about the pictures serving to disgust him because
this seemed to be a personal opinion [note that had he
phrased this in more general terms, such as “These pictures
often serve to disgust people more than convince them of
the rightfulness of their cause” then it would have also
been coded] . On the pro-choice side, he notes that the
hanger is often used as an icon (21), which he interprets
to mean that women will get abortions one way or the other
(22) [which although I don't agree with this
interpretation, since the hanger usually has a big red “no”
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mark stamped over it, is still an additional construct
about the pro-choice cause]. He offers an additional
elaboration of the pro-choice position b y noting that the
object is to get safe (23) as well as legal (24) abortions
as opposed to those which are illegal, performed in the
“backroom” (25) . The writer also claims that pro-choice
groups sometimes distribute films and kits showing how to
perform abortions (26) [this is a claim that I am not
familiar with but it should not be judged on its accuracy
but rather on its difference].
From here, the writer shifts his topic somewhat
again.
He begins by offering some words of caution.
He
notes that both sides have their radicals (27). But he
also admonishes the intended recipient of his letter not
to let these radicals lead the discussion about abortion,
which seems to be a statement about the way things ought
to be, so I did not code it as a construct (Rule 6).
He
then notes that the radicals on both sides often do lead
the discussion here (28), which can be counted as a
separate construct.
Finally, he makes two further
distinctions about the pro-choice position: that all prochoice supporters are not necessarily pro-abortion (2 9)
and that many pro-choicers would choose not to have an
abortion (30). The other points made in this sentence
about the pro-choice position, “the decision is theirs, not
the government's" I did not code separately as I believe
they are already covered in constructs 6, 10, 11, 12, and
24 .
The rest of the letter, quite clearly, is the
writer's statement about how he feels the way things ought
to be and not as they really are.
As a result, I have not
coded these other sentences.
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Exercise 8
As you already know, the issue of abortion is a hot topic
in the U.S. now.

The “Pro-choice", or as I call it, the

“Pro-abortion” people are working hard to get President
Bush out of office this election year.
abortion" for this simple reason.

I call them “Pro-

They say abortion is

fine if that's what suits your needs.

The question I ask

is where do they stand in accordance with God.

According

to what I believe, which is based on scripture,

life

begins at conception.

I guess that makes me “Pro-life."

Whether a person believes in a “heaven" or not is their
business, but I question their morals.

In this humanistic

society of ours, the push for the right to an abortion is
really growing.

One side, “Pro-life," argues this is

murder.

The other side, “Pro-choice," argues for their

rights.

Where is the responsibility of the people who put

themselves into that position to begin with?

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
As you already know,
in the U.S. now.

the issue of abortion is a hot topic

The ‘'Pro-choice'’. or as I call it, the

“Pro-abortion” people are working hard to get President
Bush out of office this election y e a r .
abortion” for this simple reason.

I call them "Pro-

They say abortion is

fine if that's what suits your n e e d s .

The question I ask

is where do they stand in accordance with God.

According

to what I believe, which is based on scripture, life
begins at conception.

I guess that makes me “Pro-life."

Whether a person believes in a “heaven" or not is their
business, but I question their morals.

In this humanistic

society of ours, the push for the right to an abortion is
really growi ng .

One side, “Pro-life," argues this is

murder.

The other side, “Pro-choice," argues for their

rights.

Where is the responsibility of the people who put

themselves into that position to begin with?

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS: 10

Comments: Obviously, this respondent has very strong
personal views about abortion which he has allowed to
dominate his discussion.
The trick with this letter is
trying to distinguish this respondent's personal views
from those that he uses as exemplary or representative of
some, broader perspective.
Once again, this respondent begins by noting that
abortion is a “hot topic” in the U.S. (1) . Afterwards, he
describes his perceptions about the sides of the abortion
controversy.
One side is “pro-choice" (2) which the writer
equates with meaning “pro-abortion" (3) . He also claims
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that pro-choice advocates are working to unseat president
Bush (4), which could certainly be viewed as a partial
explanation of why the issue of abortion is controversial.
The writer attempts to justify this categorization by
noting that pro-choice supporters place no restrictions on
one's reasons for having an abortion (5), hence they are
pro-abortion.
The next sentence, “The question I ask is where do
they stand in accordance with God" should not be coded as a
separate construct here because it appears to be a
strictly personal, editorial comment.
At first glance,
the sentence which follows, “According to what I believe,
which is based on scripture (6), life begins at conception
(7)," does not appear as though it should be coded either.
However, the writer concludes afterwards that this
personal belief is representative of the broader pro-life
(8) position.
As a result, some “back-coding" is required
here.
The sentence about the writer's own beliefs can
only be understood once the sentence subsequent to it is
read. Again, as with earlier sentences, the author's
comments about believing in heaven or not appears to be a
personal view, especially since he concludes it with the
phrase “but I question their morals" and, so, it should not
be coded here.
As for the beginning of the next sentence, “In this
humanistic society of ours," I found this to be one of the
most difficult of all phrases to code.
Some might argue
that it ought to be coded because it appears to be an
explanation of why the pro-choice point-of-view is so
popular.
But it is also, quite obviously, a personal
opinion.
I did not code it
as a construct for two
reasons: first, the writer has already shown a tendency to
state his personal opinions elsewhere;
second, the
statement seems to stand inisolation
-- that is, it is
not equated, more generally, with a pro-life position, as
other statements are.
Finally, the author concludes by suggesting that the
push for abortion is becoming stronger all the time (9).
He notes that one side (pro-life) views abortion as murder
(10), which is counted as a construct because it was not
mentioned before and that the other side, pro-choice,
argues for its rights, which is not coded because these
rights have already been described by the writer and are
not elaborated upon any further in this section.
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Exercise 9
Dear Friend, Tom:
First,

let me explain about all the things that's

being going, on, here in the United States with the
abortion situation.

Here in the United States, women's

don't want the Government to get involved with their
decision to have an abortion,

but because there's a lots

of religious people they also involved and together with
the Government, they do not approve the abortion.
I strongly believe that the Government as well as the
religious people are going to give up and let the women's
take their own decisions about giving a birth to a
beautiful life or destroyed in a bad way.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:
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Solution
Dear Friend, Tom:
First, let me explain about all the things that's
being going, on, here in the United States with the
abortion situation.

Here in the United States, women1s

don't want the Government to get involved with their
decision to have an abortion, but because there's a lots
of religious people they also involved and together with
the Government, they do not approve the abortion.
I strongly believe that the Government as well as the
religious people are going to give up and let the w o m e n 's
take their own decisions about giving a birth to a
beautiful life or destroyed in a bad way.

TOTAL NO. OF CONSTRUCTS:

5

Comments: I have put this letter in here as an exercise
because it contains a lot of “noise.” Given the numerous
spelling, punctuation, and grammatical problems, it is
sometimes difficult to see where the constructs are.
Moreover, some of this person's claims seem to be
factually off-base.
Nevertheless, they should still be
coded.
The writer begins her letter by asserting that women
do not want the government being involved in their
decision to have an abortion (1).
She then claims that
religious people (2) and the government (3) are both
working together to oppose abortion.
However, it is the
writer's belief that the religious people and the
government will both eventually give up their fight
against abortion (4) . This does not appear to be a
statement about the way things should be.
Rather, this is
the writer's personal assessment of what the general
situation surrounding abortion is, much, in form, though
not in content, like the letters of other participants in
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the MacArthur study. Thus, this construct should be
coded. Finally, the writer believes that if the religious
people and the government give up their fight, women will
then be able to make up their minds about abortion on
their own (5).
(5) .
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APPENDIX E
Summary of Tetlock and Hanmim1s (1993) Manual
for Scoring Integrative Complexity
E.01 Introduction
Integrative complexity is defined in terms of two
cognitive structural variables:
(1)
Differentiation, which refers to the number of
dimensions a person takes into account when
considering an issue; and
(2)
Integration, which refers to the development of
conceptual connections among differentiated
dimensions of judgment.

E.02 Unscorable Texts
Certain kinds of written responses will be impossible
to code.
These are likely to take any one or more of the
following forms:

(1)

Cliches

(2)

Satire and Sarcasm

(3)

Quotations

(4)

Definitions, which do not stray beyond the
literal meaning of concepts

(5)

Description, i.e., purely descriptive

(6)

Breakdowns in Understanding

E.03 Scoring Rules
Responses which can be scored should be done so by
use of the following rules.

Score of 1
Shows no sign of conceptual differentiation or
integration at this scoring level.
The author relies -527
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without qualification -- on a simple, one-dimensional rule
for interpreting events or making choices.
Critical Indicator:
only one way of looking at world is considered
legitimate.
Specific Indicators:
compartmentalization:
- categorical rejection of perspectives
or dimensions
- setting up and knocking down a “straw
man" (pseudo-differentiation)
- simple inclusion and exclusion rules
dominance of single evaluative dimension:
- lack of response differentiation
(minimal acknowledgement of other
sides)
- cataloguing -- may list other
dimensions but all for or against own
view
- denying existence of value trade-offs
conflict avoidance:
- reducing ambiguity
prescriptive generalizations:
- with no qualifications
temporal sequencing
content flags:
- absolutely
- all
- always
- certainly
- constantly
- convinced
- definitely
- entirely
- forever
- impossible
- irrefutable
- irreversible
- never
- solely
- surely
- unconditionally
- unquestionably
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Score of 2
Author recognizes the potential for looking at the
same issue in different ways.
Differentiations in
perspective are emergent rather than fully developed.
Critical Indicator:
conditional acceptance of other perspectives or
dimensions (implicit or explicit)
Specific Indicators:
- conditional statements
- conditions for a hypothetical outcome
- exception to the rule(s) (stated)
- emergent recognition of alternate
perspectives or dimensions
- increased tolerance for ambiguity
content flags:
- but
- nevertheless
- while
- however
- though

Score of 3
Clear specification of at least two distinct ways of
dealing with the same information or stimulus (no
conceptual integration).
Must have at least one of the following:
- multiple perspectives (recognizing
reasonable persons can view in more
than one way)
- multiple dimensions
- both multiple perspectives and
multiple dimensions (rare)
- CAUTION: Scorer must be confident
there are clearly two or more
perspectives/dimensions being
expressed (if the author recognizes
two or more but only develops one,
then a score of two should be
assigned).
Specific Indicators:
529
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alternatives and conditions for
application
probability statements
temporal perspectives (recognizing how
new perspectives can grow out of old
ones)
increased tolerance for ambiguity
(different perspectives are no longer
automatically wrong or bad)
content flags
same as above

Score of 4
Signs of the emergence of the second major scoring
element: Integration.
Begin to find indications of the
ability to integrate different and sometimes conflicting
alternatives.
Conceptual integration is not clearly
apparent at this level.
Integration of alternatives is
still implicit.
Critical Indicator:
- clear representation of multiple
perspectives
- implicit recognition of dynamic
relationship between multiple
dimensions
- recognition that multiple dimensions
can interact
Must also have
-

at least one of the following:
withholding judgment
tensions between alternatives
integration expressed
probabilistically
•
“it is likely that..."
•
“it seems possible...”
•
“they will probably..."
- integration expressed as superordinate
statement (usually stated at
beginning); e.g., “politician walking
on a tightrope" for such and such an
issue.
Score of 5

Explicit expression of integration.
integration that emerge include:
- mutual influence

Types of
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- negotiation
- causal attributions
- synthesis
Critical Indicator:
- alternative perspectives or dimensions
are not only held in focus
simultaneously but are also viewed
interactively
Specific Indicator:
- mutual influence and interdependency
- negotiation (author recognizes “give
and take" and does not force a speedy
resolution)
- causal attributions (explicit attempts
to explain why reasonable persons view
the issue in different ways)
- synthesis
content flags
- interplay
- interaction
- interdependency
- mutual(ity)
- compromise
- equilibrium
- balancing
- trade-offs

Score of 6
Involves high level interaction indicating that
author is working with multiple levels of perspective.
The alternatives at this level are dynamic or are
expressed as plans, processes, or courses of action made
up of several moving parts, and as such we may often refer
to them as systems or networks.
One of the indicators of
a score of 6 is the specific explanation of both the
“moving parts" within a system and also how those parts
affect each other or the system.
Alternatives are readily
accepted, compared or contrasted, and integrated so as to
present at least one outcome.
Global views or
organizational principles (temporal, causal, ideological)
are often presented.
Critical Indicator:
- working across several schemata and
developing at least one of the
indicators noted above
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- explicitly presented global overview
and implicit indication of specific
dynamics of alternatives; or
- explicitly stated details about
dynamic interaction and only an
implicit communication of the global
overview
Specific Indicator:
- comparison of outcomes
- systemic analyses
- hypothesis testing

Score of 7
Unique presence of an overarching principle or
perspective pertaining to the nature (not merely the
existence) of the relationship or connectedness between
alternatives.
Alternatives are clearly delineated and are
described in reasonable deta il . Description of the ways
in which levels of the system interact must be both
specific and dynamic, i.e., demonstrating how one level is
affected by the other, and vice versa.
Critical Indicator:
- overarching perspective is presented,
which contains an explanation of the
organizing principles
- discussion of the ways in which levels
of the problem or concept interact and
thus demonstrate the validity of the
overarching perspective
Specific Indicator:
- overarching perspectives
- comparison of outcomes
- systemic analysis
- complex trade-offs among conflicting
goals
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APPENDIX F
TABLE F.01
Pearson's r Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and
Probabilities of Significance for Knowledge,
Differentiation, Integration,and Attitude
Variables (Pilot Study)
Knowledge Differentiation Integration Attitude
Knowledge

1..00
62)
(
P= -

.14
52)
(
P= .32

.08
52)
(
P= .57

.33
62)
(
P= .01

Differentiation

.14
52)
(
P= .32

1..00
60)
(
P= -

.47
60)
(
P= .00

.13
59)
(
P= .31

Integration

.08
52)
(
P= .57

.47
60)
(
P= .00

1.00
60)
(
P= •

.13
59)
(
P= .34

Attitude

.33
62)
(
P= .01

.13
59)
(
P= .31

.13
59)
(
P= .34

(
P=

1.00
70)

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance)
NOTE:

. ” is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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TABLE F.02
Pearson's r Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and
Probabilities of Significance for Knowledge,
Differentiation, Integration,and Attitude
Variables (Main Study)
Knowledge Differentiation Integration Attitude
Knowledge

1.00
( 133)
P= .

.27
( 131)
P= .00

.25
( 133)
P= .57

.00
( 133)
P= .97

Differentiation

.27
( 131)
P= .00

1.00
( 132)
P= .

.51
( 132)
P= .00

.06
( 132)
P= .50

Integration

.25
( 131)
P= .57

.51
( 132)
P= .00

1.00
( 132)
P= .

.08
( 132)
P= .37

Attitude

.00
( 133)
P= .97

.06
( 132)
P= .50

.08
( 132)
P= .37

1. 00
( 134)
P= .

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance)
NOTE: “ . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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APPENDIX 6
TABLE G.01
Pearson's r Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Pro-Choice and Neutral Candidates' Policy Judgments49
LowCatholic
Income Fund
Church

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Trimester Discuss Counseling

Nat11
Health

lUTRAL CANDIDATE
Low-Income Fund

.0982
( 134)
P= .259

-.2081
( 134)
P= .016

-.0146
( 133)
P= .867

-.1664
( 134)
P= .055

.1642
( 134)
P= .058

1421
( 133)
P= .103

Catholic Church

.0226
( 133)
P= .796

.1695
( 133)
P= .051

-.0946
< 132)
P= .280

-.1173
( 133)
P= .179

.0655
< 133)
P= .454

0716
( 132)
P= .415

1st and 2nd Trimester

.0935
( 134)
P= .203

-.1492
( 133)
P= .010

.2765
( 132)
P= .001

-.0311
( 134)
P= .721

-.2512
( 134)
P= .003

2888
( 133)
P= .001

Judge Discuss

.0852
( 133)
P= .329

-.0986
( 133)
P= .259

.0675
( 132)
P= .442

.0851
( 133)
P= .380

.2931
( 133)
P= .001

_ ^
1491
( 132)
P= .088

Teen Sex Ed/
Counseling

.0161
( 133)
P= .854

-.1227
( 133)
P= .159

.2473
( 132)
P= .004

.0002
( 133)
P= .998

.3413
( 133)
P= .000

1524
( 132)
P= .081

-

_

Each policy judgment was coded such that higher scores indicate a more
pro-choice position and lower scores a more pro-life position.
This coding is also
consistent with direction of the attitudinal position scale.
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TABLE G.01 CONTINUED
Pearson's £ Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Pro-Choice and Neutral Candidates' Policy Judgments50
LowCatholic
Income Fund
Church

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Trimester Discuss Counseling

Nat’1
Health

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
Nat'1 Health

-.0088
( 133)
P= .920

. 0011

( 134)
P= .990

-.0848
( 133)
P= .332

-.1681
( 134)
P= .052

- .1418
( 134)
P= .102

.0765
( 133)
P= .382

ui

u>

cri

50
Each policy judgment was coded such that higher scores indicate a more
pro-choice position and lower scores a more pro-life position. This coding is also
consistent with direction of the attitudinal position scale.
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TABLE 6.02
Pearson's r Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Neutral and Pro-Life Candidates' Policy Judgments51
LowCatholic
Income Fund
Church

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
1st & 2nd
Judge Teen i
Sex Ed/
Trimester Discuss Counseling

Nat '1
Health

iUTRAL CANDIDATE
Low-Income Fund

.4372
( 133)
P= .000

.1530
( 132)
P= .080

.0935
( 133)
P= .284

_ ^0053
( 132)
P= .952

.1667
( 132)
P= .056

1067
( 133)
P= .222

Catholic Church

.1508
( 133)
P= .083

.1173
( 132)
P= .181

-,,0589
( 133)
P= .280

- #1506
( 132)
P= .085

_ .0148
( 132)
P= .866

0732
( 133)
P= .403

1st and 2nd Trimester

.1897
( 133)
P= .029

— .0714
( 132)
P= .416

.1710
( 133)
P= .049

1015
( 132)
P= .247

.2048
( 132)
P= .019

0813
( 133)
P= .352

Judge Discuss

.1828
( 133)
P= .035

- .0598
( 132)
P= .496

,1650
( 133)
P= .058

0598
( 132)
P= .496

.1873
( 132)
P= .031

0699
( 133)
P= .424

Teen Sex Ed/
Counseling

.3479
( 133)
P= .000

- .2215
( 132)
P= . 011

.2473
( 132)
P= .004

0002
( 133)
P= .998

.4062
( 132)
P= .000

0244
( 133)
P= .781

Each policy judgment was coded such that higher scores indicate a more
pro-choice position and lower scores a more pro-life position.
This coding is also
consistent with direction of the attitudinal position scale.
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TABLE 6.02 CONTINUED
Pearson's £ Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Neutral and Pro-Life Candidates' Policy Judgments52
LowCatholic
Income Fund
Church

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Trimester Discuss Counseling

Nat'l
Health

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
Nat'l Health

.0035
{ 133)
P= .969

.0489
( 132)
P= .578

-.1129
( 133)
P= .196

-.0687
( 132)
P= .434

.0811
( 132)
P= .355

.0604
( 133)
P= .490

in

u>

oo

Each policy judgment was coded such that higher scores indicate a more
pro-choice position and lower scores a more pro-life position.
This coding is also
consistent with direction of the attitudinal position scale.
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TABLE 6.03
Pearson's £ Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Pro-Choice and Pro-Life Candidates' Policy Judgments53
LowCatholic
Income Fund
Church

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Trimester Discuss Counseling

Nat'l
Health

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE

in

Low-Income Fund

-.1746
( 133)
P= .044

-.4198
( 133)
P= .000

,0028
( 132)
P= .975

Catholic Church

-.1996
( 133)
P= .021

-.2846
( 133)
P= .001

,
,1669
( 132)
P= .056

1st and 2nd Trimester

.0271
( 133)
P= .757

-.2765
( 133)
P= .001

_ _
,0216
( 132)
P= .806

Judge Discuss

-.2292
( 133)
P= .008

-.1951
( 133)
P= .024

,
,0123
( 132)
P= .889

-.1147
( 133)
P= .189

-.3869
( 133)
P= .000

.0977
( 132)
P= .265

0J

Teen Sex Ed/
Counseling

53

_

-

.2244
( 133)
P= .009

-.0348
( 133)
P= .691

,2207
( 132)
P= .011

i
.2177

( 133)
P= .012

-.1946
( 133)
P= .025

,1653
( 132)
P= .058

_ i
.2569
t 133)
P= .003

.0221
1 133)
P= .801

_ i
,1603
( 132)
P= .066

( 133)
P= .148

.0247
( 133)
P= .778

_ '.2268
( 132)
P= .009

.0050
( 133)
P= .955

.1401
( 133)
P= .108

_(
.2653
( 132)
P= .002

-

-

i
,1262

_

Each policy judgment was coded such that higher scores indicate a more
pro-choice position and lower scores a more pro-life position. This coding is also
consistent with direction of the attitudinal position scale.
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TABLE 6.03 CONTINUED
Pearson's £ Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Pro-Choice and Pro-Life Candidates' Policy Judgments5,1
LowCatholic
Income Fund
Church

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE
1st & 2nd
Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Trimester Discuss Counseling

Nat'l
Health

PRO-LIFE CANDIDATE
Nat'l Health

-.1016
( 133)
P= .245

-.4313
( 133)
P= .000

-.0848
( 133)
P= .332

-.0437
( 132)
P= .619

-.2068
( 133)
P= .017

-.1164
( 132)
P= .18 4

in
o

Each policy judgment was coded such that higher scores indicate a more
pro-choice position and lower scores a more pro-life position. This coding is also
consistent with direction of the attitudinal position scale.

Pearson's e Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Candidates' Rated Position, Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge by Policy Judgments
LowIncome Fund

Catholic
Church

1st & 2nd
Trimester

Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Discuss Counseling

Nat '1
Health

PRO-CHOICE CANDIDATE

541
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TABLE G.04

Can's Rated Position

.2700
( 134)
P= .002

.3713
( 134)
P= .000

-.0134
( 133)
P= .878

.2270
( 134)
P= .008

.0967
( 134)
P= .267

.1447
( 133)
P= .097

R's Own Position

.1218
( 134)
P= .161

.1117
( 134)
P= .199

.1664
( 133)
P= .056

-.0497
( 134)
P= .569

.0828
( 134)
P= .341

.0548
( 133)
P= .531

R's Knowledge

-.1111
( 133)
P= .203

.2238
( 133)
P= .010

-.0374
( 132)
P= .670

.1094
( 133)
P= .210

.0426
( 133)
P= .626

.0564
( 132)
P= .520

Can's Rated Position

.2031
( 134)
P= .019

.0458
( 133)
P= .601

-.0747
( 134)
P= .391

.0755
( 133)
P= .388

.2671
( 133)
P= .002

-.1206
( 134)
P= .165

R's Own Position

-.1367
( 134)
P= .159

-.1441
( 133)
P= .414

.0299
( 134)
P= .745

-.0874
( 133)
P= .355

-.1727
( 133)
P= .185

-.1389
( 134)
P= .229

R's Knowledge

-.1230
( 133)
P= .159

-.0716
( 132)
P= .414

-.0284
( 133)
P= .745

.0812
( 132)
P= .355

-.1162
( 132)
P= .185

-. 1049
( 133)
P= .229

NEUTRAL CANDIDATE
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TABLE G.04 CONTINUED
Pearson's r Correlation Coefficients, Numbers, and Probabilities of
Significance for Candidates' Rated Position, Respondents' Own
Attitudinal Position and Knowledge by Policy Judgments
LowIncome Fund

Catholic
Church

1st & 2nd
Trimester

Judge Teen Sex Ed/
Discuss Counseling

Nat'1
Health

to-LIFE CANDIDATE
Can's Rated Position

R's Own Position

R's Knowledge

.6098
( 133)
P= .000

.4547
( 133)
P= .000

.0474
( 133)
P= .588

-.0833
( 133)
P= .340

_ .0423

( 133)

-.1558
( 133)
P= .073

.2974
P= .001

.1938
( 133)
P= .025

.2135
( 133)
P= .014

P= .638

-.1854
( 133)
P= .033

-.0805
( 133)
P= .357

-.1508
( 133)
P= .083

-.1048
( 133)
P= .230

.0084
( 133)
P= .929

-.2329
( 133)
P= .007

.0118
( 133)
P= .893

-.1117
( 133)
P= .200

-.1652
( 133)
P= .057

( 133)

ENDNOTES
a.
Alternative approaches to organizing results from the policy
judgment questions are presented in Appendix G.
One approach
would be to determine if the policy judgment sub-scales could be
consolidated even further based on the correlations used for
factor analysis.
However, the results presented in Tables G.01G.03 show correlations between sub-scales to be quite low.
Another approach to organizing results would be to use
correlations of each of the factors with each of the dependent
measures.
Table G.04 presents these correlations.
Although the
results are often significant in Table G.04, two problems are
present.
First, no judgment questions had correlations with all
three factors at or near levels of statistical significance in
any one of the candidate conditions, much less three.
Bi-variate
correlations, though relatively easy to interpret, cannot provide
an overview of how more than one factor is affecting results with
the other factors present at the same time.
For both of these
reasons, comparisons would be limited along the lines proposed by
the primary research question.
b.
The reasons for presenting results only from the knowledge
MANOVAs are twofold.
First, only the knowledge variable produced
three-way interaction and main effects in the main study.
Second, although the differentiation and integration variables
also produced a number of two-way and one-way effects, most of
these effects were similar to those obtained with the knowledge
variable. Thus, the MANOVAs with the knowledge variable provide
us with the most concise view of judgment question results.
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