Behavior change following a persuasive
communication'
Anthony G. G Id, Educational Testing Service*

It 15 a common observation that people mamtan consistency
between their beliefs and their actions. Another way of saymng
this 15 that we are generally able to “explain” our actions 1 terms
of our beliefs An ndication of the generality of this phenomenon
15 that we give the negative appellation, “hypocnite,” to the per-
son whose behavior 1s inconsistent with his professed belief
Further, when we find a person who does not “practice” what he
“preaches,” we often suspect that he has misrepresented hus belief

Smce beliefs are observable only i the form of verbal be-
havior, we must clarify our use of these terms In this paper,
“behef” will mean “a statement about the desirability of perform-
g some action ” “Behavior” wall refer to the actual performance
of that action Although this usage of belef 1s perhaps more re-
stricted than 1ts customary usage, nonetheless the class of state-
ments about the deswrability of performing actions 15 important
and worthy of separate attention It mcludes, among others, all
those beliefs commonly called “morals” and “ethucs ”

For the present, 1t makes no difference whether we consider
that people develop behefs to justify their actions, that they act
in accordance with therr belefs, or possibly that behef and be-
havior have no effect on each other but are, rather, parallel conse-
quences of some third factor (such as the environment) Which-
ever process causes of belief-beh A
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Relations, Harvard Umiversity, m partial fulfillment of the requirements fm the
Doctor of Phulosophy degree The author 15 mdebted to Gordon W Allport for
advice m the earlier part of the research reported here and to Albert E Myers
and this journal's editonal consultant for many helpful comments on
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1t appears to be a powerful one, as evidenced by one of its rarer
manifestations—voluntary martyrdom—the occurrence of belief-
behavior consistency even when 1t mvolves the sacnfice of one’s

e
It should follow, then, that when we mduce a change mn a
person’s behefs, such changes as are necessary to remew con-
sistency between belief and behavior wall soon occur. A search
of the hterature by the wrter, however, uncovered no empirical
support for this proposition It d that psychologists had

1gnored the problem entirely, perhaps considering the proposition
as too obviously true to need testng® The first of the present

ents was designed to provide some empirical verification
for this “obvious” proposition.

The study d more h , m hght of
Festinger’s (1964) more thorough search of the literature on this
problem Festinger found two relevant empirical studies, each
of which had, surpnisingly, failed to support the propos:tlon that
belief change will lead to change
One of the studies Festinger described (by Maccoby, Maccoby,
Adams, & Romney) has not been published In that study, a
communication advocating late toilet traming produced optmion
change n the mothers who were exposed to 1t, but failed to have
any effect on the time at which they actually commenced toilet
tranmg ther children In the other study (Fleishman, Harrs,
& Burtt, 1955), a two-week course stressing con51derateness m
dealng with subord; produced the expected opmion change
m a sample of mdustral foremen, but did not lead to any be-
havioral change m their subseq dealings with sub

In the present series of four expermments, changes n the rate

2 There 15 a moderately sizable body of research that can be charactenzed,
at best, as “consistent” with the proposition that “when we induce a change i
apﬂmn'sbehefs,mchchmgesumnmsarywrenew consistency between
belief and behavior will soon occur” Among the best known of these are the
Lewm (1943) and Bennett (1955) studies directed at changing eating habits

n these studies, behavior changes were observed, but relevant behefs were
nnt studied Studies by Thorndike (1935, ch 16) and Duncker (1938) sumlarly
observed only behavior change Another set of studies (e g, Thorndike, 1935,
ch 13 and 14, Bmhm 1959, 1960, Smith, 1961) demonstrates changes m behefs
without observing the effects of the cl anged belefs on behavior The dearth of
studies dealing wnth the relationship between belief and behavior change 1s dne,
then, to the falure of change studies to use simultaneous measures of both
behef nnd ‘behavior
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at which junior high school students volunteered to do vocabulary
problems and m their belief about the importance of vocabulary
learning were observed following a communication advocatng
the importance of vocabulary learning

ExpERMENT 1

SusJECTS

Two seventh- and two eighth-grade classes (from an elementary
school consisting mamly of children from middle-class fammlies) were
Ss in Experunent 12 The four classes were approxunately equivalent
m terms of mtelhgence and numbers of males and females One
seventh- and one eighth-grade class were assigned randomly to each
of the two conditions—Behef Change and Control Data from three
Ss m each cond had to be di ded owmng to Te-
sponses on the measures described below Ths left a total of 89 Ss—
45 m the Behef Change condition and 44 m the Control condition *

PROCEDURE

Introduction of the Experiment

‘When the E amved m each of the classrooms, he mtroduced him-
self and d d that, although he was gomng to ask
the students to answer some questions, the answers were to be used
only for research on “student attitudes” and would not be graded or
used m any way as a test This aspect of the mtroduction was prob-
ably quite mnportant, as evidenced by the fact that the students
visibly relaxed upon hearing this assurance

Pretest Belef Measure

After this introduction, the E distributed copies of a booklet con-
taming all of the experimental materials and asked the Ss to answer
a question on the first page of the booklet This question asked for
a ranking of eight activities 1 order of therr importance Two of the
achvities were “learning the meanings of difficult words” (1¢, vocabu-
lary learnmg) and “learning about current world events” (The other
six were other learning activies ) A score mdicating belef m the

3 The author 1s deeply mndebted to Miss Helena Glenn, Assistant Prncipal
of Weeks Jumor High School in Newton, Massachusetts, for her generous help
during some prelummary research and to Dr Robert Newbury, Pnncipal of the
Baker School 1n Brookline, Mass, for hus kind cooperation n making arrange-
‘ments for Expenment I

4 In the four expermments to be described mn this paper, male and female Ss
were used together in their assigned school classes The data were checked at all
stages for sex differences Since none occurred, no breakdowns of data by sex
will be presented However, care was taken m all of the experiments to balance
different treatments 1n terms of numbers of males and females
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mportance of vocabulary learning re]ahve to current events learning
was ok d from this q by g the ranking of vocabu-
lary learning from that of current events leammg This will be re-
ferred to as the “pretest behef” score

Pretest Behavior Measure
Followmg the pretest be be]:ef question, the Ss turned to a question-
narre labelex mg Q of 30

lapl (asking for the proper definition
of a word) and 30 h-ue—or false current events questions  All 60 of
the questions were designed to be quite difficult for the S population.
Along with this Learnng Preferences Questionnawe (LPQ), the Ss
were given a separate st of the answers to all of the questions

described humself as bemng imterested mn finding out which

of the two types of problems—current events or vocabulary—the Ss
really preferred to do The best way to find this out, he went on,
was to give the Ss an opportumty to do some actual learning (by
domg the difficult problems and having a chance to look up the
answers) and to let them choose which type of problem they wanted
to work on

The Ss were then mstructed to decide, for one problem at a time
(and for a total of five problems), which type of prx-lem they wanted
to do—current events or vocabulary—and were asked to mndicate therr
choices n writing  After each choice, the E gave one problem number
(that of a vocabulary problem) to those Ss who had chosen to do a
vocabulary problem, and a different number (that of a current events
problem) to those who had chosen to do a current events problem
The Ss did each of their assigned problems by reading the question,
looking up the answer, and wnting 1t down The five choices could
be divided between the two alternatives m any fashion, eg, one
vocabulary and four current events, three vocabulary and two current
events, etc The number of choices of vocabulary problems served as
the pretest measure of b for bulary learning.
It will be referred to as the preteet behavior” score (It should be
noted that this measure 1s indeed behavioral, the Ss, m all cases, did
the problems of the types they had chosen )

The Belief Change Condstion

The E went on to tell the Ss 1n the two classes i the Behef Change
condition that he had recently asked several college professors to esti-
mate the relative mmportance of the eight types of learnng hsted m
\‘.he (pretest be].lef) xankmg question These professors, he said, had
y learning as bemng the most
lmpomnt and had given reasons for thewr chmce These reasons—
which were rather sound for y learn-
mg to be very important and were not actually drawn from any mnter-
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views with college professors—were then read to the Ss Ths
communication will be referred to as the pro-vocabulary communica-
tion

The Control Condstion

For the two classes i the Control condition, no mention was
made of any beliefs of college professors or of any reasons for con-
sidering any type of learning to be more mmportant than any other
The Control condition differed, then, from the Behef Change condi-
tion only m the of the p bul

Ss m both conditons were then asked to do five more problems
from the LPQ, for which they were allawed no choice All of the
problems were to be vocabulary p Thls hoice proced
was used here to reduce individual duff P with the
LPQ prior to the final ten free (posttest) chost

Posttest Behavior Measure

For these final ten choices on the LPQ, the Ss were agam asked
to select a type of problem, one at a time, and were assigned prob-
lems to do, according to thewr choices The number of vocabulary
problems done served as the posttest measure of behavioral prefer-
ence for vocabulary learning (referred to subsequently as the “post-
test behavior” score)

Posttest Belief Measure

Followmg the tenth posttest problem, behefs relevant to the two
types of learning were measured by readmmisterng the ranking ques-
tion used for the pretest belief measure (The reason given to the Ss
for repeating this question was that the E was mterested m finding
out whether any change m their esimates had resulted from ther
“expenience with domng the two types of problems m the course of
working on the Learning Preferences Questionnaire”) The vocabu-
lary ranking was subtracted from the current events ranking m order
to assess posttest belief m the mmportance of vocabulary learning rela-
tive to current events learning This wall be referred to as the “post-
test behef” score

Perception of E's Wishes

One final question asked the Ss to judge whether or not the E had
any preferences about the way the Ss chose their problems on the
LPQ It may be ked here that resp to this mdi-
cated that the Ss perceived no expermmenter bxas That 15, virtually
all of the Ss mdicated that the E seemed not to care about which t);g
of problem the Ss chose to do, so long as the choices represented
Ss’ real preferences
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e p for Exp d m Table 8 In
addition to serving as a summgy of the procedures and results of the
four experiments to be reported m this paper, Table 8 will facilitate
any inter-experimental compansons that readers may wish to make.
Owmng to Limitations of space, such compansons will not be made
extensively m the course of presenting the data of the four expen-
ments

ResuLts

The p bul 100 (glven to the Belief
Change condition) was eff m p g an m be-
Lef m the importance of vocabula.ry leammg, relative to the
Control condition In both conditions the mean posttest belief
score was higher than the mean pretest belief score (¢=5.33,
p < oo1, Belief Change condition, t =145, ns, Control condi-
tion) The ncrease m the Belief Change condition was, however,
sigmficantly greater than that i the Control condition (¢ = 3 16,
p < o0o5)°

Table 1 presents the mean pretest and posttest behavior scores
for the Belief Change and Control conditions By mspection of
Table 1 1t may be seen that, following the commumication, there

Table 1 Mean pretest and posttest behavior scores for Behef Change
and Control conditions

Condition " Protest | Posttest | Change® +
Belief Change 45 160 496 +088 | 457%*
Control 44 189 252 —063 4610

*Change 15 calculated by subtracting the pretest behavior score from half the posttest be-
havior score, since the posttest was based on twice as many items (ten) as was the pretest (five).
Incidentally, it may be noted that there was no hme trend on the behavior posttest That 15,
means for the first five posttest choices were not signficantly different from those for the second
five choices in either of the condifions, nor was there a differance in frend between condihons.

**%p < 001, by 1 test for significance of mean difference

was a sigmificant mcrease 1 the rate of selection of vocabulary
problems m the Belief Change condition. In the Control con-
dition there was a significant decrease—most likely a product of
satiation on vocabula:y pmblems durmg the block of five no-

choice bulary p between the changes
m the two condit: 1sh1ghly gnufi (t=734, p< oo1).
In sum, the p bulary 1on produced

5 All tests of sigmficance reported m this paper are two-tailed
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m both belief i the importance of vocabulary learning and rate
of voluntary selection of vocabulary problems. Further, 1t
should be pomted out that, within the Behef Change condition,
the difference between pretest and posttest belief scores corre-
lated positively with the difference between pretest and posttest
behavior scores (r= 31, p < 05) ® From these results, 1t seems
ble to lude that a p can mb-
ate both behef and behavwr changes, these changes bemng such
as to belief-b
The most pressing problem raised by the finding of Expen-
ment I 1s the need to imtegrate 1t with the earher mentioned
failures (see Festnger, 1964) to obtan behavior change follow-
g persuasive communications. In trying to resolve this problem
created by apparently conflicting results, 1t 15 most natural to try
first to attack the legitimacy of the newcomer. For instance, 1t was
possible—despite the fact that Ss in the Behef Change condition
of Expermment I g lly gave neg when asked
if they percelved any preference on the part of the E concerning
therr choice behavior—that both the belef change and behavior
change that occurred in that condition were produced by “de-
mand characteristics” of the experiment (Orne, 1962) rather than
by persuasion. That 15, the Ss may have felt that they were “sup-
posed to” mdicate changes in belief and behavior and may not
have been, n fact, p ded by the 1on It was also
possible that the changes observed m Experiment I were weak
6 It may be remarked here also that pretest behef and behavior correlated
36 and posttest belef and behavior correlated 49 m the Beliof Change condi-
fion In the four expermments reported m this paper, it was generally true that
pretest behef correlated with pretest behavior (average r= 30 for eight samples,
average n= 41 0), also, posttest belief comlxted with postest behavior (aveﬁge
== 37 for 11 samples, average n=42 4), an correlated with

change m behavior within the recelvmg the pro-vocabulary
catuon (average r = 35 for three samples, averago n—u 7)
While there 15 o doubt that these lly significant, 1t

15 of some concern that the correlations are not hngher, 1e, that the consistency
between behef and behavior was not greater The fact that vocabulary learning
was an 1ssue for which the Ss” behefs and behavior were not well-formed may
account for this Also of mmportance 1n regard to the magmtude of correlation
between behef and behavior measures 15 lhe arder of testng used In the four
expeniments m the present semes, the beha posttest always preceded the
belef posttest This was done m hght of the fact that the focus of the present
studies was behavior change and 1t was felt that the reverse testng order (for
posttests) might have produced a spurious tendency for Ss to make thewr be-
havioral choices consistent with their belef statements
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and ephemeral ones, and were only noticed due to sensitvity of
the measuring procedures.

In hight of these possibilities that the finding of Experiment I
was not “genumne” or substantal, 1t was desirable to expend some
effort m rephcating the finding, using additional control groups
as a means of checking the validity of such potential criticisms.
One way of checking on the possible role of demand character-
1stics was to put the Ss n a situation m which the demand char-
actenstics would tend to produce changes opposite to those
duced by the 1on This was done n Experiment II.

P

ExpermvENT 11
SuBjECTS
Three seventh-grade classes 1 a jumor high school from a socio-
economically and racially mixed neighborhood participated m Experi-
ment I17 The classes were selected so as to be well matched mn terms
of mtelligence and numbers of males and females

PROCEDURE
The general procedure (which 1s outhned mn Table 8) was much
the same as n Experiment I This consisted, m order, of belef pre-
test, behavior pretest, mtroduction of experimental conditions, be-
havior posttest, and behef posttest Four changes may be noted
(1) A set of questions on world hustory was substituted for the current
events questions m the Learning Preferences Questionnaire (LPQ)
and the phrase “recent world history” was substituted for “current
world events” on the pretest and posttest belief measurement ques-
tions This change el d the for lly having to
update the LPQ items (2) The behavior pretest and posttest were
changed to seven-choice length (3) Two steps—the five no-choice
vocabulary problems following the experimental mamipulations and
the question on perception of expenmenter bias—were omitted (4)
Dufferent experimental conditions were used
In one condition (Demand vs Communication—DvC), the E fol-
lowed the belief and behavior pretests by saymg
Before 1 came to Educational Testing Service, I had studied
hustory and was concerned because 1 found that relatively few
7 The author 1s grateful to Prncipal Willam D Walker and Gudance
Counselor Mrs Olivia R Kneeshaw of Trenton (New Jersey) Junior High School
Three for their kind help mn making arrangements for Experment II Dr Sarah
C Chnste, Assistant Supenntendent of Schools i Trenton, generously super-
wvued the arrangements with the schools participating 1n Expeniments II, III, and
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people had an active mterest 1 learning about history—even about
recent hustory that is so important to our everyday hves. I decided
then to study the development of mterest m the topic of history,
with the hope of finding methods of mcreasmg people’s nterest

After this establishment of a “demand charactenstic,” the E went
on to say that he had mterviewed college professors m the course of
hus study, thereby ducing the p: bulary used
n Experment I Followimng the he d hus per-
sonal mterest mn shmulating more history learning and then admm-
astered the behavior and behef posttests

Table 2 Mean behef and behavior changes m Experiment II.

Conditions ]
Demand vs Demand | Commumcation
Communicahon Only Only
Belief Change® +44 —67 +60 172
(=321 (n=33) (=30}
Behavior Change® +29 - 56 + 94 625
(n=34) (n=34) (n=32)

*F values are for one-way analyses of vaniance within the rows of Table 2

PPosttest belief score minus prefest belief score

“Posttest behavior score minus pretest behavior score

n's for belief change are smaller than those for behavior change due to incomplete belief
data for some S

**p <0

In a second condition (Demand Only—D-Only) the procedure was
1dentical save for the omission of the communication A third cond:-
tion (Communication Only—C-Only) mncluded the communication but
omutted the statements mdicating the E’s desire to stmulate mterest
1n recent world hustory

ResuLts

The belief and behavior change results for Experiment II are
presented in Table 2 Conditions DvC and C-Only differed pro-
cedurally only in whether or not the “demand” was used There-
fore, comparison of these two conditions should mdicate any
effect of the demand This comparison shows no sigmificant effect
of the demand on either behef change (mean difference = o 16),
or behavior change (mean difference =065, t =1.51,ns )

The effect of the communication may be observed by com-
parmg the DvC and the D-Only conditions. This comparison
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shows a sizable but not sigmficant effect of the communication
on belief (mean difference = 1 11) m the expected direction and
a significant effect of the communication on behavior, also in the
expected direction (mean difference =085, t =204, p <.05).

The results of Experiment II, in summary, partially replicated
the mam finding of Experment I (only parhally because of the
lack of sigmficance of the effect of the communication on behef
change). In addition, they showed that the estabhishment of a
demand characteristic mn opposition to the communication had
Iittle or no effect on belief or behavior

Another, and perhaps more direct, method of testing the ex-
tent to which the results of Experiment I may be attnbuted to
demand characteristics 15 to have the demand manipulation work
in the same direction as the 10n and to pare the
magnitude of ther effects Experiment III was designed for this
purpose and, n addition, used a second posttest (two weeks after
the first posttest) m order to assess the durability of the communi-
cation-induced changes

ExpermvENT 11T
SujECTS

Three seventh- and three mnth-grade classes from a jumor high
school 1n a socioeconomcally and racially mixed neighborhood partici-
pated in Experiment ITI 8 One seventh-grade and one ninth-grade class
were assigned to each of the three conditions (to be described below)
m such fashion as to equate the conditions as much as possible m
terms of mtelligence and numbers of males and females

PROCEDURE
The procedure (outhned m Table 8) was sumilar to that for Ex-
perments I and II, with the addition of a second session to obtamn
delayed posttest measures The first session consisted, m order, of
belef pretest, beh pretest, d 1 cond:-

tions, five ( hoice ) probl behavior posttest, ami
behef posttest i

Two weeks following the first session, the E returned to readmn-
ster the belief measure (the question asking Ss to rank eight types of
learning) and to do another behavior posttest (usmg fresh LPQ

8 The author wishes to thank Miss Dalba Brllantine, Principal of Trenton
(New Jersey) Jumor High School Two, for her efficient orgamzation of the
arrangements for Experiments III and IV
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items) The behavior pretest and the two behavior posttests each
conssted of five choxces on the LPQ

In one cond: ), the same used

m Expeniments I a.nd 1I was admmstered following the pretests A
second condition (Demand) did not receive the commumcation In-
stead, the E mdicated hus mnterest in getting students more mterested
in vocabulary The wording of this demand manipulation was parallel
to that used mn Expeniment II In the third condition (Control),
netther the commumecation nor the demand was admimstered In-
stead, the E proceeded directly from the pretests to the five no-choice
vocabulary problems

Resurts

Belief Change

The changes m belief n the importance of vocabulary learn-
mg (relative to history learming) for the three conditions are
shown n Table 3. It may be seen that on both the immediate

Table 3 Mean behef score changes in Experiment III.

Pretest |Immediate Posttest | Delayed Posttest
Conditions. Ld Level Minus Pretest Minus Pretest

“Communication 51 —104 +198 +159

47 | -153 + 49 — 06
Control 48 | —100 00 + 29
P 046 829%** 428*

frests

Communication vs Demand - 293** 276
Communication vs Control - 39104+ 218*
Demand vs - 097 058

*These n's represent those Ss present at both experimental sessions  About four Ss in each
condihon missed the second session
VThese values of F are for one-way analyses of variance within the columns of Table 3
05

P <

**p <01

**%p <001
and the delayed posttests, the Communication condition showed
a greater mcrease m belief i the importance of vocabulary learn-
mg than did erther the Demand or Control conditions. The
Demand condition was not sigmificantly different from the Con-
trol condition In other words, the “demand” had no apparent
effect on the Ss” beliefs rel to bulary learning, wt
the 1on had a sul 1al effect
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Table 4 Mean behavior score changes n Experiment IIT

Prefest |Immediate Posttest | Delayed Posttest
Conditions - Level Munus Pretest Munus Prefest
Communication 51 190 + 98 + 73
Demand 47 245 - 02 + 04
Control 48 188 + 20 + 39
[ 297 577** 473
Hlests
Communication vs. Demand - 322% 310%
Communicahon vs. Control - 250* 149
Demand v Control - 072 148

*See note (a), Table 3
SThese values of F are for one-way analyses of vanance within the columns of Table 4

<ot
Behavior Change
It may be seen m Table 4 that the Commumcauon condmon
showed ficantly greater changes on the h

posttest than did elt.her the Demand or Control conditions, which
were not different from each other. On the delayed behavior
posttest, the Commumication condition was still superior to both
of the other conditions, but was significantly superior only to
the Demand condition.

In Light of the results presented m Tables 3 and 4, 1t may be

luded that the ges were durable
enough to persist over a two-week delay The balance of evi-
dence favors this conclusion despite the fact that the Communi-
cation-Control difference on the delayed behavior posttest was
not statishcally sigmficant Further, the combmed evidence of

Expermments II and III nd that d d 1stics of
the expenment were not sigmficant determmants of belief or be-
havior change.’

On the basis of the results of Experments I, II, and III, 1t
seems safe to conclude with certamty that 1t 15 possible to induce
g and moderately durable changes m both belief and rele-

8

9 It may be noted that 1t would also have been possible to test demand
charactenstics by having one condition recewve both a pro-vocabulary demand
and the pro-vocabulary commumcation Although the results from such a conds-
tion would have been 1nteresting mn an empincal sense, this particular condition
was not vital to accomphshing the strategic goal of demonstrating the “genume-
ness” of the Expenment I results and was not run due to Lmitations on the
number of available Ss
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vant behavior by means of a d d at ch

the behef m question The changes that occur are such as to
mantamn consistency between behef and behavior Let us recall
now the findings summarized by Festinger (1964) mdicating that
there are some situations mn which behef change occurs without
behavior change The juxtaposition of those results with the
present ones mndicates the direction to be taken by further re-
search—determmation of the situational or personality factors
responsible for the success or failure of a communication mn pro-
ducing behavior change when belief change occurs.

We may consider that certamn aspects of the situation or the
personality act to immunize the person agamst behavior change
(or possibly agamst both behef and behavior change) * In a
first attempt to mvestigate possible “immumzers,” Experiment IV
was designed, assessing the role of certam types of experience

prior to the 100 1 p g to the be-
havioral effects of the on It was d that a §
who had no practice on the expenmental task might not have
the same ptibility to the advocating the im-

portance of vocabulary learning as would a S who had just been
practicing domg vocabulary problems, further, that Ss with the
same amount of experience (practice m domg vocabulary prob-
lems) mght have different susceptibiiies depending on whether
the practice was voluntary or forced.

ExpERMENT IV
SusjECTS

One seventh-, one ninth-, and four eighth-grade classes from the
same school n which Expeniment III was done were subjects m Ex-
periment IV (Experments III and IV were actually run concurrent-
ly.) Assignment of classes to the three expermmental conditions to be
described below was done so as to equate the three conditions as
much as possible m terms of mtelligence, sex distbution, and age
distnbution  The school situation m which the experiment was con-
ducted did not, unfor ly, allow sell of six comparable classes
from one grade The final assigr of classes to d that

10 It 15 not possible to apply previous research on the problem of resistance
to change (e g, Hovland, Jams, & Kelley, 1953, Brehm & Cohen, 1962, McGure,
1962) directly to the present problem, agamn (cf footnote z) because of the lack
of dlttenuon mn previous research to problems of the mterrelatonship of belief
an wvior
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seemed best to equate the three conditions distributed the classes (by
grade) as follows. No Experience condition (8, 8), Forced Expenence
condition (7, 8), Voluntary Experience eondxhon (8 9)

PrOCEDURE

In order to test hypotheses about differences m ex‘penenoe with

vocabulary learning prior to exp to the pi

cation, 1t was necessary to elminate a bastc ¢ aspect of the procedure
of Expeniments I, I, and ITI—the behef and behavior pretests, which
necessarly gave all Ss a certain amount of both shared and unshared
expenience with the vocabulary and/or history problems prior to the
communication Wxth the exceptions of the ehmmamm of the pre’
tests and the of prior to the
commumeation (which was recewved by Ss all three conditions),
the remamder of Expeniment IV was quite similar to Expermment IIT
(see Table 8)

The experiment was run m two sessions, the second bemng a two-
week delayed posttest 1dentical to that 1n Expeniment III Both the
immediate and dclayed behavior posttests were based on seven choices
from the LPQ 11

Three conditions of expenience prior to the communication were
used In the No E: y
cation was admmstered immedhately after the E had completed his

(see Procedure section, I). In the Forced
Expenence condition, Ss m one class were asked to do five practice
vocal problems followed by five practice history problems and

m the other class were asked to do these problems m the reverse
order prior to receiving the communication In the Volun

ence condition, the Ss were given a choice as to what type of problem
they would do for practice prior to the commumication They were
asked to mdicate their preference for hustory or vocabulary practice
problems in wnting and then were given five practice problems of the
type they had chosen When they had completed these, they were
asked to read through five questions and answers of the type they had
not chosen 1n order that they would be familianzed with both types of
problems

In

summary, E IV was d d to compare the effects

of (1) no pnor expenence, (2) pnor expenence passively recewved,
and (3) prior expenence actively sought, on susceptibility to change
11 mfr;adefmyhvemeed&attbelmgthofbehnmwﬂshsvmed

m to uch vanation was not itself an
object of study, but was prompted rather by vanations i the charactenstics of the
school settngs (mamly length of tesnng time nvuhble) m wlnch the expen-

ments weme run For purposes of
Table 8 presents the behavior test means for all four expenments corrected to
a five-choice test length
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of vocabulary learning behavior and beliefs relevant to it (Experi-
ence 15 used here to refer to the practice acqured while doing prob-
Jems on the LPQ )

ResuLts

The results of Experiment IV were analyzed by computing
one-way analyses of vanance for the three conditions on each
of the six critena of performance m the expennment—immediate
posttest, delayed posttest, and change between the posttests for
both the belief measure and the behavior measure The belief
and behavior results will be presented separately In addition,
the results for the Voluntary Experience condition will be broken
down into 1ts two subgroups—imtal preference for history and
mitial preference for vocabulary—in order to assess differences m
performance due to diff m prior pref

Belief Change
Mean behef scores for Experiment IV are presented in Table
5 Ths table may be summarized briefly by noting that the

Table 5 Mean belief scores in Experiment IV.

Immediate Delayed
Condition " Posttest® Posttest® Change®
No Experience 51 + 3 + o8 - 24
Forced Experience 47 —~ 08 - 30 - .21
Voluntary Experience 53 + 15 - 3 - 49
[ 024 038 019

*n's Include only those St present for both experimental sessions  Sixteen Ss were absent for
the second sesion.

¥No behavior or belief prefest measures were made (soe text)

“Change Is the delayed posttest score minus the immediate posttest score

“These values of F are based on one-way analyses of variance within the columns of Table 5
treatments did not produce any differences m immediate or de-
layed posttest belief scores or in change of belief over the two-

week delay.
Behavior Change

Behawvior scores for Experiment IV are presented i Table 6.
Differences between the conditions occurred not on the immedi-
ate posttest, but on the delayed posttest and m the difference
between the two posttests. The sigmficance of the F’s for the
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Table 6 Mean behavior scores in Experiment IV

Immediate Delayed
Condition " Posttest® Posttest® Change®

No Experlence 51 369 325 — 43
Forced Expenience 47 387 428 + 40
Voluntary Expenence 53 423 379 - 43
A 177 335* 570%*

1 tests
No Expertence v.

Forced Experience - 258 293*
No Experience vs.

Voluntary Expenience - 140 ool
Forced Experience vs

Voluntary Expenience - 124 296%*

+2 <Sag notes (al, (b), and (c) for Table 5

‘ﬂ\.le values of F are based on one-way analyses of variance within the columns of Table &

*p <05

*p <01

delayed posttest and change scores can be attributed largely to
the data of the Forced Experience condition, which 1s sigmfi-
cantly superior to the No Experence condition on the delayed
posttest and significantly superior to both of the other conditions
m terms of change from immediate to delayed posttest

Rather than try to mterpret this “latent effectiveness” of the
Forced Expenenee condition as bemng due to the communication
“growmng” on the Ss durmg the two-week delay, 1t 15 perhaps
more reasonable to attribute 1t to a temporary negative effect of
the “coercive” forced practice procedure The forced practice
may have mduced a negative attltude towatd the experiment or
the E, reducing the diate b P of the
Ss m the Forced Expenence cond to the 10n
The full effect of the communication may then not have appeared
until the delayed posttest session when, presumably, any mitial
negative attitude would have dissipated This mterpretation has
obvious similanties to that given by Hovland and Weiss (1951)
for therr finding of delayed effectiveness of a communication at-
tnbuted to a negatively described source It should be noted that
this mterpretation does not account for the superionity of the
Forced Experience condition over the No Experience condition
on the delayed behavior posttest At the moment, this last-men-
tioned difference does not seem very amenable to interpretation
and 15 perhaps best left (for the present, anyway) unmterpreted.
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Voluntary Experience Condition

The fact that Ss mn the Voluntary Experence condition ex-
pressed mtial preferences for domng practice problems of one or
the other type made 1t possible to do an mternal analysis on the
basis of these preferences When the data from this condition
were thus subdivided ( ding to mitial pref for history
or vocabulary) several interesting findings emerged. The data
for the two subgroups are presented m Table 7

Table 7 Behef and behavior scores n the Voluntary Expertence con-
dation.

Immediate Posttest | Delayed Posttest Change
?rolfn:n”dm Belief | Behovior | Belief | Behavior | Belief | Behavior
History (n=27) + 26 | 307 - 67 270 - 93 - 37
Vocabulary (n=26) + 04 | 542 00 | 492 — 04 | — 50
1tests® 028 | 610%** 090 492¢* 113 034

%All t tests are based on companisons of the two subgroups withm the columns of Table 7
P < 001, two-tailed

Two results are immediately apparent n Table 7 (1) there
was no significant difference between the two subgroups on erther
the 1mmediate or delayed belief posttests, and (2) there was a
large duffe between the subgroups on both of the behavior
posttests. This discrepancy between the behef and behavior find-
ings for the two subgroups was quite pected, m hght of the
fact that posttest belef and behavnor were generally positvely
correlated n the present seres of expeniments (see footnote 6).

It 15 of derable nterest to compare the posttest data for
the two subgroups mn the Voluntary Expenence condition with
posttest data from the previous experments (The data for such
a companson are presented m Table 8 ) On the basis of this
comparison, 1t can be luded that the 1on pro-
duced the expected chs.nge m both belxef and behavior for the

1t produced belief
change but 10 behavior change for the ustory preference sub-
group This finding of behef change but no behavior change for
the hustory pref thy since 1t is exactly
the same pattern of results as those ated by Festinger (1964)




387

Behavior change

o|qis10d 041 *a11pe301d [DjuSwHGdX oY) BuBISIP f SuDLOAW] YW 4O 9 OF PX
SUOHDIBPISUOD Of ONP A PUD || HidX3 WOJ) POLIWO SOM § (] PUD | SidX3 U] AUO POSN DM UOHDIUAWWOD Sy BUIMO)
}4BuS) 93104-aAY OF woy NIPD of Aiss:

oy o) £/5 '8
101ADYRq [0 ‘Al P

103 oy Aq pejdujrw u 9190} $144 Uy
dx3 U] “593104D OAY 919 5153} JOIWOYG |[D

10%0q Popoyg  PadNpoi)
—rooo _Sux ~ono1 _ 800+

EE RN EE

o~ [esi- [ rsor _///////////////,7///,//7
N I T\

10uoyeq pekojeq

einpessg || vorsseg
00+ 9z0+ 800— \— 10+ = 001- —r yoL- _ 60+ = €20~ — s8l- _ id S = 08l- _ 0L+ 11ausod jeieg
8¢ ez LT 9T 802 144 882z e ol 144 9L ~ 8rz W5ayt04 Joioyeg
g
lad s Asoingosop pariog
>
» » » » lad A10jpqpo0A-0Id
GO30A qB0A qOOA pubweq
o, TV
881 sve 061 ez i 20z 681 9L J53j814 Ioinoyeg
001~ e roL- £80— L= 161- sve- 1€1—= o0l joneq
» A M ouniy
20 e oesepeid
Sinpesog | vorstes,
9% _ V3 2 Is (2 o 1S = e [ 2 sr N
= | ™ aa @ | ko | puoweq | wwwoo]| ANo | ANO | wewmwo> | o | sBuop
Ppaasoy oN ununio) | pusweq " o8
4 Ppubweq suoyipud)
kiopnop
AN " "

Sjuounzadxo oy W0t BEp puE sempocoid jo Areunung g 190,7



388 Anthony G. Greenwald

when he observed that persuasive communications did not pro-
duce expected behavior changes

Discussion

Let us attempt to sum up the findings of the four experiments
The first three experiments d ated that a 1on
advocating the importance of an action produced a change both
m the behef that the action was desirable and 1 the probabil
of choosmg to perform the action Further, they demonstrated
that the observed changes were due to persuasive aspects of
the commumication rather than to demand charactenstics of the
expermment and that the changes were not momentary but, rather,
durable enough to be observed after a two-week delay

The findings of these exp are ly eq
m regard to determming the process by which a persuasive com-
munication produces both belief and behavior change It would
perhaps be most pleasing mtwtively to assume that the com-
mumcation produced changes i belief which, m turn, produced
changes 1 behavior, 1, that the bel change was mediated
by the belef change However, the evidence equally well sup-
ports the alternative hypotheses that behef change was mediated
by behavior change or that behef and behavior change were
parallel prod of the 1on but had no effect on
each other

In the fourth experiment, 1t was found that under certam
conditions (history preference subgroup of the Voluntary Exper-
ence condition) belief would change without an accompanymng
change m behavior This finding logically casts considerable
doubt upon the possibility that the behef changes observed
the present experiments were mediated by behavior change
However, none of the findings of the fourth experiment can rule
out the possibihty that behef and behavior change are parallel

and

ng p of the It is perhaps
safest to summarize the results as showng thst behavior change
can be produced by a p ion, we thereby
avoid any more specific about the d of 1

m the underlying process.
to le these findings with the earlier-men-
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tioned data summarized by Festnger (1964) to the effect that
behavior change does not necessarily accompany the change of
relevant behefs.

The hustory preference subgroup of the Voluntary Experience
condition in Experiment IV, m showing the same pattern of re-
sults described by Festnger, offers the possibihity of such a recon-
cthation In hght of the fact that previous mvestigators (e.g.,
Hovland, Harvey, & Shenf, 1957, Brehm & Cohen, 1962, Freed-
man, 1964) have shown that commitment to an opmion produces
resistance to that opmion’s bemg changed, 1t seems that the first
procedural step 1n the Voluntary Experience condition—in which
Ss expressed a preference for either history or vocabulary—may
be chiefly responsible for the obtamed results. That 1s, the ex-
pression of preference for history (m the history subyoup) may
have had some of the ct 1stics of a
resistance agamst the behavioral effects of the ensumg pro-
vocabulary communication It is, of course, a bit of a mystery
that this “commitment” did not produce equal resistance to the
effects of the communication on the belief measure in the history
subgroup. (Parenthetically, 1t may be noted that there was, in
fact, some evidence of such resistance to belief change that
showed up in the second session of the experiment, the delayed
belief posttest for the history subgroup showed a near sigmificant
declme—t = 1 94, .10 > p > .05—from the immediate posttest, in-
dicating that the belief change 1n the history subgroup was not
very durable. )**

To what extent, then, is 1t possible that the data reported by
Festinger may also be accounted for in terms of commitment-
mduced resistance to the behavioral effects of a persuasive com-
munication? In favor of such an interpretation 1s the fact that
the behavi ded m the Maccoby et al. and Fleish-
man et al. studies were apparently m opposition to already estab-
hished behavior patterns m their Ss, these established behavior
patterns may represent a commitment to a position m opposition

12 Sub to the of this 'healllhothasobhhed
more evidence m support of the conclusion that resistance to the behavioral
effects of a communication (but not to the effects on behef) can be

persuasive
brought about as a result of pnor commitment opposing the ensmng commumeca-
tion These findings are reported 1 Greenwald (in press)
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to the communications used m those studies However, the at-
tempt to reconcile the data of these two studies with those of
the history subgroup of the Voluntary Experience condition m
Expenment IV must be qualified by noting a few differences
experimental proced (1) the 10ns 1n the former
studies dealt with topics (toilet traming and foremen’s behavior
toward subordinates) that were undoubtedly of more importance
to the Ss than was vocabulary learning to Ss 1n the present study,
and (2) the belef and bel were ad
virtually simultaneously m the present study, m contrast to the
separated observations used in the former studies Despite these
procedural differences, the results of Experiment IV should be
considered as promising 1 regard to the possibility that the data
reported by Festinger and the findings of the first three expen-
ments m the present series are not mutually contradictory, but
are, rather, observations of the behavioral effects of persuasive
10ns under two diff values of an important mde-
dent variable—prior opposing commitment
The emprical reconciliation of previously contradictory find-
mgs 1s only a first step. The cluef sigmficance of the present
results (particularly those of Experiment IV) 1s most likely their
mdication that the linkage between belief and behavior 1s not a
sumple one. Theorization as to the nature of this linkage has
been mmmmal Festinger (1964) has suggested that bebavior is
usually stubbornly resistant to change and that persuasive com-
munications normally are not enough to induce behavior change.
The present findings suggest that Festinger’s proposal 1s too ex-
treme Rather, 1t appears that behavior 1s more resistant to a
persuasive communication than 1s behef only when there 15 a
prior commitment (or an established beh pattern) opposing
the mfluence attempt, in the ted S, neither beh
nor belief resists persuasion Neither Festinger’s generalization
nor the present one (which, 1t should be noted, is based on more
data) makes much of a dent in the problem of theorizmg about
the processes underlying the relationship between belief and be-
havior. Further work will have to be directed both at accumulat-
g more data relevant to this important problem and (insofar as
the data permit) at theorizing about underlymg processes.
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Summary

When a persuasive communication causes a change mn belef,
will behavior relevant to the belief also change? Past studies
durectly relevant to this problem have failed to obtam such be-
behavior clmnge The first three studies 1n the present series did
succeed, h , 1 ob beh change followmng a com-
munication. The fourth expenment offers a reconcihation for
these contradictory findings by showing that the pattern of behef
change with no behavior change occurred only n Ss who, before

the 10D, to a position opposmg
it
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