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A well-knowa hypothesis in the attitude change literature is that
people often resist persuasion by engagliog in a silent dialogua or argument
with the source of the message. Festinger and Maccoby's (1964) description
of the cognitive behavior of a person who, strongly comuitted to an opianion,
1istens to a vigorous and parsuasive message that attacks that opinion,
presents one conceptualization of the counterarguing process and, in additionm,
implies that people commnnly use it to maintain their prasent beliafs.

Certainly such a listener is not passive. He does not sit there
1istening and absorbing what is said without any counteraction on
his part. Indeed it is most likely that under such circumstances
o o o he is very actively, inside his own mind, counterarguing,
derogating the points the communicator makes and derogating the
coomunicator himself. In other words, wea can imagine that there
is really a dialogue going on, one side being vocal and the other
subvocal . . . 1f one could somehow prevent the listener from
arguing back . . . {t seems reasonable to expect that the persuasive
msssage would then have more of an impact. The listenar, not able
to ccunterargue, would bs more influenced (1964, p. 360).

The hypothesis that silent counterarguing can facilitate one's ability
to resist influence can be 2raced to the classic resaarch conducted by
Hovland and his assoclates eén the relativa effectiveness of one- vs., two-
sided communications. In the first of these studies, Hovland, Lumsdaine, and
Sheffield (1349) suggested that a one~-sided ccunterattitudinal communication
(containing only argumsnts that supported the advocated position) might be
less effective than a two-sided countersattitudinal message, because those
hearing the former would be "stimulated . . . to rehaarse their own position
and seek rew ways of supporting it (p. 203)." While the results of this
study were consisteat with this hypothesis, they wers also open to othar
{aterpretations. Neverthelass, counterargumsntatioc =emained an important
concapt in attitude change research. For example, coasider McGuire‘s now
classical research on incrcasing resistance ¢o perssasion via "belisf
bolstering.” In 2 series of studies McGuire {1964) demonstrated that pre-
commmunication presentatioz of mild, easily refuted argumeats attacking a
cultural truism (inoczlation) rendered subjects less susceptible to a
subsequent fnfluence attemyt also attacking that truism. McGuire's primary
explanation for the increased resistance of incculated sSubjects was shat
the Zaoccclztion traatment both increased subjects® motivation to covnter-
argue (by alerting them that their heliefs were not above attack) and
increased their ability to cruate zdequate counterargumants.
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In addition to explaining faoculscion effects, counterarguing plays an
essential explanatory rele in two ether related attituds change literaturag-~

distraction and forewarning. Thare are now at least twenty social psychological

studias of distraction (ef, Baron & Miller, 1970) and some two years ago -
Papageorgis (1968) reviewed approximately twenty-five studies on forewarning.

D GRS R T R G,

From the standpoint of the heavy explanatory burdem placed upon counter-
argumentation, it i{s striking that so little emphasis has been geared toward
measurement of counterarguments. Measurement is desirable for two reasons.
Pirst, despite the fact that theorists extensively use counterarguing as an
intervening explanatory variable, it is by no means clear that the counter-
argument process is either a typical or effective means of resisting influence.
That is, most of the data iaterpreted in terms of differential ability and/or
motivation to counterargue are open to other equally plausible alternative
explanations. For example, Tannenbaum (1967) reinterprets tha bulk of
McGuire’s inocculation research in terms of congruity theory. Given the fact
that this reinterpretation doss not invoke counterargumentation, it i3
intersesting to note that while McGuire conducted 11 studies investigating
inocclation, in only one does he report any direct support for the notiom
that the different ingoculation procedurss do indeed produce differences in
countararguing (McGuire, 1962), and even in this instance the standsrd level
of statistical significance was not obtained. Similarly, Festinger and
Maccoby®’s (1964) finding that distraction enhances persuasion is not solely
explicable in terms of their oun interpretation--that distraction interferes
with counterarguing. Indeed there are a variaty of explanations which pose
reasonable alternatives to this "interference" hypothesis and none of these
postulate or require any counterarguing process (3aron & Miller, 1970;
Osterhouse & Brock, 1970). lastly, there is no data in the forewarning
literature which demonstrates tnat differential counterarxgr‘ng properly
explains the foreswarning effect.

The 1literature dealing with inoculation, 3istraction, and forewarning
may well exaggerate the extent of man's ratfomality. By invoking the counter-
argument construct it tends to assume that a rational consideration of the
pros and cons relgvant to an issue gensrally determines the degree of attitude
changs that results from a persuasive attempt. Im psrt, this bias toward a
rational view of men may stem frcm using colleage students as subjects and
conducting ragearch in the university setting. Couslstency, logic, and the
suppression of emotional reaction, are probably particalarly salieant to taa
college student when he is being scrutinized by academicians in an acudemfic
setting. Indeed, the discovery of variocus response sets (Bentler, Jackson, &
Messick, n press; Couch & Keniston, 1960), shile not speaking on the extent
to which man is nouratioval, nevertheless grovida decumsatation for an

opposite emphasis,

In short, the counterargwmeent process m.y simply amount to a theoretical
fiction. Since there is little, if any, fimm evidencs that the process
directly affects persuagion, other interpretations msy well account for the
data that it has been inveked to explain. Quite cbviously a compeliing
resolution of these questions requires adequate measures of counterarguing.
Inferences of differential counterarguing made from differential attitude
change canmmot stand 3> support for counterargument explanations of persuasion
processes.

AR g
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A second argument for a direct measure of counterarguing is that if one
can indeed demonstrate that counterarguing increases resistance to persuasion
(or 1f one simply grants this assumption) it would be important to discover
what variables affect {ts production (see Brock, 1967, p. 298, for a similar
argument). Fuccher, it would be important to ascertain at what point(s) in
the persuasion process 1. occurs: whether in anticipation of the maessags,
during its presentation, after the message ends, or at all of these points.
Clearly, resolving questions such as these require a valid sensitive measure
of counterarguing. In brief, given the present state of knowledge, a variety
of iasues could be clarified if counterarguing were successfully measured in

studies of attitude chaunge.

The reason for this lack of direct data is easy to understand. Quite
simply, xany complex and subtle problems arise when attempting to devise an
adequate maasure and heretofors thess problems discouraged investigators from
reporting counterargument data with any confidence. This paper focuses on
the methodologfical problems of davising an adequats maasure of counterargument.
It will analyze the questionable aspects of the measurement techuniques used
thus far (e.g., McGuire, 1962; Brock, 1967; Baron & Miller, 1969; Miller &
Baron, 1969; Janis & Terwilligar, 1962; Osterhouse & Brock, 1970) and will

suggest some solutions along with suggestions for futurs research.

Inadequacies of Typical Measures of Counterarguing

Definition. Tha majerity of studies that attempt to measure counter~
arguing sioply ask subjects to list or write down specific counterarguments
or general thoughts that occurred to them during (or in some instances, prior
to) the presentation ef the persmasive appeal (Brock, 1967; Barem & Miller,
1969; Miller & Barom, 1969; Osterhouse & Brock, 1970). These free respouses
are then coded or scored in some manner. This t¥ne of measurement technique
requires a clear definitfon of what is and what is not a counterargumant.
Brock (1967) was the first to davelop an explicit definition. He originally
defined counterarguments as declarative statements directad against the
advocated position that contain "a speciffic unfaverable or undesirable
consequence that was not simply a restatement or paraphrase of the advocated
position.” Simple statemants of opposition, affective reactions (e.g., "It
makes me mad."), irrelevancies, aud statemguts agreeing with the advocated
position were not counted as counterarguments.

Brock's original definition was an important step in formally delinesting
what is and what is not a counterargumect. This particular definition,
however, had certain inadequacfes. Defining counterarguments as statemeuts
containing "a spacific unfavorable or undesirable consequence”™ of the
advocated position, specifically excluded such seemingly valid counterarguments
as statenents msntioning omissions, misstatements of fact, or logical errors
in the commnication. Osterhouse and Brock (1970) corrected for tals by
expanding Brock's earlier definitfon to alse {nclude statements which either
suggested alternatives to the advocated position or "challenged the acecuracy
or validity of the commmication (p. 350).%

Thus, Osterhouse and Srock's (1970) expanded definitfon would sesm to
(1) explicitly include statements that attack the credibility of the messages,
and (2) allow for counterarguments that do not mention undesirable consequences
of the advocated position. Howsver, even this uxpanded definition may La %oo
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narrow. Tae definition still sxciudes statements that sclely support the
position rejscted by the communi:ator (ai*hough scoring alternatives to the
advocated position as counterargwments comas close to this). Sscondly; his
requirement that a counterargument be a declarative sentence rulas ~uf
rhetorical questions. These restrictions seem inappropriate. Sick statemsats
certainly constitute the type cf countezargument described by Festioger and
Maccoby (1964) and by Freedman and Sears (1965). In many instances some
statements of the tyme listed above would constitute the moat powerful
refutation of a persuasive appeal. We therefore urge an expansion of Brock's
definition to include such statements.

A thoruier definitional problem, ne¢t specific to only Brock's definition,
concerns the categorization of rtatementz cthat pertain to the scurce of the
massage. Festinger and Maceeby strocily imply that such comments constitute
one of the typas of active defensas Ihat go on during a persvasive appeal.
"It ts most likely that . . . while he {tha subject) is listening to the psr-
suasive communication, he i{8 very actively . . . counterarguing, desrogating the
points the communicator makes and derogating the commupicator himself (cur
iralics, 1964, p. 360)."

While this implies treating statements derogating the source as couuter-
arguments, others contend that source darogation and content-rsiated countar-
arguments constitute alternative modes of resistirg influance (e.g., Fresdman
& Sears, 1965). Indead, Festinger and Maccoby, at a later pocint in the paper
quoted above, seenm to note this conceptuzl distivction. ™It may be that in a
distraction condition, not bsing able to effectively countarargue, subjects
ars influenced . . . unless they are able to derogate and raject the spesker
(p. 365)." The fact that expressions of saurce derogation may be the result
of successful content-oriented counterargument complicates thia ambiguity.
Por example, while 2 subject's statement that "the speaker doesn’t know what
he is talking about™ would certainly be classed as sovrce dercgation, the
gtatement also may express in shorthand that tb~ subject noted a2 number of
coutsnt-ralated faults in the cammunicatfon. However, given the possible

conceptual distinction, the only sensible approach is to construct separate
categories for both source- and content-oriented comments and observe the

saparste effects of distraction on each category ss well as on the combination.

Yalidity. Ancthar criticism of the typical measure of counterarguing
coucerns validity. The basic problem is the degree of correspondence between
the responses elicited by the measure and the process one really wishes te
uessure, The esssnce of this problem ia that to demonstrate that subjects
~an produce countarargwnents when asked by the experimenter to do vo in no
way establishes that they speantansously engage in such activity vhen not asksd.
That is, given tha reactive naturs of typical couaterargument msasures (a
2irect request to list the covaterzrgunants or {deas one had at sn earlier
point in time), it 1s quits possible thar the mexasurement attempt itself and
not the earlier anticipation of or actusl exposure to a persussive commnica-

tion firstigates counterargning.

Brock (1967; Ostechouss & Brock, 1970) showaed scnsitivity to this
problem and attemptel to circumvent it by not specifically asking subjects
to list counterazguments per se but ivstead, requiring them to simply 1iat
their thoughts concerning the forthcoming persuasive message. He argues that
such instructions should nof elicit counterarguing more than any other thought
process and in support of his contenzion .w0st of the thoughts expressed (in
the 1967 study) were not counterargumeats. Yet he does recognize that "it

4
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~snnot be claimud omat counterarguments occurred spontanaouwsly (1967, p. 305)."
»ince subjects wira asked to racord their thoughts snd asince the study
ostensibly councsruad thought procescas, subjects may :z:ve been encouraged to
produzce thoughts to an exteat to waich they would wer driiparily occur. Thus,
vhile Ereck may not have gpecifically enconraged couuterargumsnt prodection

as opposad to other types of couments, it {s possible that thisa count¢z-
arguments produced by his subjects represented cognitive activity that does
not typically occur in a comzunication sgetting. This prodlem is even more
apparent wvhen subjects are specifically a:kad to list "ideas, facts, or
exsmples you would use to support your o-v position (Miller & Baron, 1969)."

In short, it {s possible that in the abssvce of = request by the experimenter,
o0 counterargumsats vhatsoaver would have occurred to subjects in eithar

study. Of course, in cur discussion above, reactivity per se is not tha

s0le prodblem. This main effect of more counterarguments, though potsntially
theoretically misleading, would not by itself lead to errounecus conclusions
about the affects of the experimantal treatments. Rather, it is the likelihood
of an interaction betwean the reactivity of the counterargument measure and

the exparimental trsatments that concern us. In a later section we will
discuss in greater datail the way in wvhich such an intaracticn might arise.

The problem of validity is a general ome, but it can be dealt with in
terms of two slightly diffsrent situations: (3) the specific experimental
circumstances in which countararguing might occur, and (b) the more genersl,
natural, sveryday, or reasl-life characteristics of persussfoc situiticus.

Mgat theoretical treatments that interiect counterarguing into the explczatory
process 3rcibute any differential effects to counterarguing chat goes on
szither during or before the presentation of the persussive sassags (Festinger
& Macceoby, 1964; Freedman & Sears, 1965; McGuire, 1964). Here, the question
st validity focuses on the extent to which the counterarguasats gesansrzted on
the measure correspond to those thought of either fimediately prior to or
during the preseantation of the communicsticn. Note¢ that ian these sxperimental
sitvations, only counterargunents readily availabls cr ancessible to subjects
should aid thew in resistis; persuasion. In such settings, a subjact
attending to an scagoing wessage (or abour to hear ons) rarely has a great deal
of time in wvhich to prepare or mster ccuoulsrarguments. If so, then the
construct or proccss requiring assesssent (s the abllity of subjects to
produce couuntérarguments gquickly. That is, in tarms of tha theoretical use
to which counterarguing is put, the focus should be the zmount of counter-
arguments readily availsble to subjects at tha tims they are hearing or pres-
paring to hear a persuasive msagurea.

A straightforward means of eliciting primarily readily available counter-
argumants is to ssverely limit the amount of time subjicts have availlable to
respond. If subjects must respond within (say) 45 seconds,l one can be
fairly certain that whatever counterarguments they produce fn rasponse to a
request to "list all cuunterarguments you can think of" represent those
readily accessible to them. Unfortwnately, few mrasures of counterarguing
incorporate such time restrictions. For example, Brock (1967) allowed
subjects 10 minutes in which to respond to his msasure; Miller and Baron (1%55),
Janis and Terwilliger (1562), and McGuire (1962} imposed no tims limits whate
soever on their subjects. Clearly measares such as these do not seen to
provide valid assessment of readily available counterarguments. We have no
confidence that they assess subjects' ability to produce counterarguments

quickly, nor is there reason to expact closs correspondsnce betwesan the :esponses

elicited by ths measure and those that aross at ths earlier critical point.

S
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lmposing a strict time limit seams to hold promisae for insuring corres-
poudence. Certainly, {f subjecte actually engaga ia counterarguiag prior to
a reactive request to ligt counterarguments, thosa theay actually did pcoduce
should remain relatively fresh ia thefir minds and therafore capable of deing
expressed with a short latency, Uafortunately, while the abowve reasoning is
sound, utilizing 2 short response period does pot elimioate the possibility
that subjects re3pond to the measvre by producing counterarguments that are
readily available te them but pot spoutaneocusly used or thought of during or
before the messaga. Despite this ambiguity, however, we would still argus
that imposing a severs time restriction couastitutes a partial means of
exciuding f{avalfd corzsents. Specifically & ssvere time limit would exclude
all cea-available or &naccessible comments that, altbough invalid, would
otherwise ba raflectad {n the measure. A similsr point is madc by Osterhouwse
and Brock (1970) to explain thair use of a 3-mioute time limit. That s, if
a counterarguaeat spontaneously occurs to & subject befors or during
the message, that subject shculd subzequently be capabl: of expressing it
quickly. 1f, on the other hand, no countararguments occur spontanecusly to
the subjsct durfng or bafore the message and he is then given only a brief
variod to produce counterarguments, at mest his respouse will only include
those obvicus few that currsntly are veadily available to him. Thus, the
danger (referred to zbeve) of using a long responss period is that it increases
the possibility that responses will includs invalid comments.

Natural or "real life" persuasica situaticas differ from the exparimental
ssttiangs {n that ths satire perssasioa procass tesporally extands further oa
both sides of the point at which sos actuzlily heers the persuasive materials.
That ie, the temporzl omast of the axperizental conditiocns and the teaporal
positiocning of the raespouse msasures ddvicmsiy do not artifically delimit the
persuasion procese in resl life- Thers, sue typically bas zxple tims teo
sither anticipate or dwell upsa the tecks cr pesitions President Nixon will
taks if oone decides two woeks in advaace te listen to his press coaference on
IV, Likewiss, later ons can typiczlly aull owsr what oone heard (or cum recall)
aod in one’s leisure coastruct counterarguaents agaiast the spedker’s position.

Of course, experimmatal procedures could ba altered te correspond more
clossly to the tacporal realitice of rsal 1ifa. A logical zxtensicn of our
precediag argument, then, is that 1if cos wishez to gensralize to a setting in
which subjects orxdinarily have a good deal of 2éme to counterargus, as in
Brock (1967), the appropriate procedure is to give the subject an analogous
amount of time ir the setting aod then requirz him to producs his courter-
arguvents in a short perfiod of time. Thiz would not guarantee that the
responsas would correspoud to tkose counterargwmsnts sroatanscusly generaled
prior to the request to do 80, but it wcald restrict nouspontanecus respotses
to sbvious and readily available cues and thereby would improve the wvalidity
of the measure.

Ths Causal Relatjon Betwaen Attitude Chesage and Counterarguipg

The theoreatic..l treatmeats of attitude changs that invoke counterarguing
28 an explanatory mmchanism 2ll specfify a single causal chafu--that the amount
of cormterazguing detexmines or controls attituds changs. 7The existence of
Zhis puarticular causal sequence cannot be verified by the measurs smploved.
Indeed, e¢ven a totally flawiess measure would not answer the question of
cansaiity. It is always possible that regardless of how the researcher
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temporally orders his measures of counterarguing and attiteda change, people
counstruct (muster) counterarguments to support whataver position thsy hold
after they have been exposad to the persuasive materials. That is, cocon~er-
arguing may be a rationalization process, 2 post-persuzsioan techaique used
to justify whatever position one 7inds oneself holding. In other words, it
may not be a mechanisa {or resisting inofluence. If cbserved differences io
countsrarguing do stem from rather than cause differentfal attitude change,
the theoretical aexplanations that ianvoks couuterarguing become worthless.

It {s hard to guess how likely it is that people do develop or muster
counterarguments as a respoase to changes in their own attitudes. We suspect,
however, that in ordinary life people do not typically generats arguments
in response to their own prior attitude change. On the other hand, whan
people serve as subjects in an attitude change study, we suspect that this
way occur quite frequently. In other words, with highly reactive measures
of attitude and/or countararguing, a senzitivity to the causal sequence of
the two processes bacomes aspecially important. When people are asked their
opinion, they often fe«l that thsy should have reasons for it. In other wr—ds,
the act of scrutinizing a person'’s attitude may particularly predispose him
to produce counterarguments against the speaker (2ud fo support of his own
position). Moreover, aven when attitude assessment is absent, those who were
ia an experimental treatmeant that led thea to resist influence may interpret
the experimenter’s request to produce counterarguments as a demand to justify
retaining their original position.2 Thus, with a reactive measure of counter-
arguing, one would expect countarargument production to parallel the degree to
vhich subjects resist influence. In short, the possibility of an interactioa
between the reactive aspacts of this measure and the experimeatal treatments
oake it impossible to ascertain the causal directicn between attitude change
and counterarguing. This question of causality has clear implications for the
coastruct validity of the counterargument measure. The construct of interest
on such a8 measure is the degree to which subjects gsnerate thoughts which
allow them to resist pergeagsion. To the extent that such a mesasure sssasses
thoughts which result from persuasioa, the msasure is an fnvzlid or~.. How catc
wve resolve this question of causality, or at least the measursment probleas
it poses? The sections to follow address these issues.

Anticipatory counterarguments. Brock®'s (1967) response to this problem
wag to measure counterarguing just prior to the persuasive attempt (but after
his subjscts had been forewarnnd of the direction and nature of the communica-
tion). On casuai appraissul this procedure doas seesm to eliminate the
possibility that any observed differsuces in counterarguing betueen ais
corditions reflect the consequence cf prior differentfal attitude change.
Indeed, using this technique Brock did obtain significaat di{fferences in
counterarguing betwsen his conditions. The solution becomes more ephameral
than first suspected, howaver, wher one considers the poszibillicty of
anticipatory attitude changs. When, as Bauer (1965) suggests, subjects play
the social-psychological gams, the minimal {nformation given by the forowarniag
may, by itself, produce differentizl attitude changa. If 30, even a measure
of counterarguing inserted temporally prior to the presentation of persuasive
materials, may nevertheless reflect ths cousequence rather than the cause of
attitude change. In this {nstance, differential counterarguing could be a
respounse to or product of the differential agticipatory attitude change
produced by the prasence or sbsence of a few minimal cues about the speaker
and/or the position advocated in the commnicatioun.

7
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We clearly need to know more about the couditions that produce anticipa-
tory attitude change. Several studies show relatively small amounts (Deaux,
1968; McGuire & Millman, 1965; Papageorgis, 1967), vhereas others seem to
show somewhat substantial effects (Wickluod, Cooper, & Linder, 1967; Linder,
Cooper, & Wicklund, 1968; Janis & Gilmore, 1965). If, under circumstauces
that typically do not produce anticipatory attitude change, one nevertheless
obtafned differences in anticipatory counterarguing as a function of some
theoretically msaningful variable, onc could retain some confidence in the
conclusion that the difference did not simply reflect differences in anticipa-
tory attitude change. Unfortunately, our limited knowledge about anticipatory
attitude change makes it difficult to specify for any particular instance
whether anticipatory attitude change is unlikely. Given this state of affairs,
measuring anticipatory counterargumentation in and of itself doss not seem

to solve the problem adequataly.

This line of rsasoning, however, does suggest a procedure that might
offer a potential 3olution. If one could demonstrate that treatmsnts differ-
entially zffected anticipatory counterargument production but had no effect
oun anticipatory attitudinel position, one could be confident that tbe asbtained
counterarzgusent differences were not due to differential attitude change.
Moresover, if onc then exposed sudbjects to a communication and found that the
wessage had leaat impact in those conditions wvhich facilitated anticipatory
counterargvaent production, it would both iccrsasa one's cenfidence in the
measure and establish a causal relatfionship betweean counterarguing and ability

to resist parsuasion.3

Construct validity. Typically, the use af a reactive measurs dces not
totslly invalidate the resulting experimental data; it simply limits irs
generality to settings in which sohjects are aware that thsy are being measared.
The problem in the present instance is that reactive measures of counterarguing
may create specific demand zharacteristics that have differential affects on
counterargument production across treatments. The nature of this experimental
demand raises the possibility that mesasured counterargumentation msy be a
function rather than a2 causes of attitude change. Thus ons cbstacle in develop-
ing a theoretically useful measure of counterarguing is ambiguity about the
direction of causality between measured counterargument und attitude changs.

Inferring a causal relatiounship betwesen a measured attribute or process
and some other criterion event does not ordinarily present a great problam
since it is clear which of the two Ooccurred first. When a temporal sequence
is ambiguous, however, the process of inference becomes more complex. For
example, consider a situation vhere a powerful source delfvers an anti-smoking
massags and finds that the more 2 aubject changes his attitude as reflected
on a paper and pencil ilastrument, the more bhe gsubsaquantly cuts down on smoking.
Here one would be confident that attitucs change led to the criterion behavior
only if thare was good reason to assume that ths decigion to reduce smoking
folloved the attitude change. Since it ig difficult to substantiate this
assmiption, it raises the possibility that the drop {n smacking was not dus to
attitude change but instead to the subject's decisice to couply with the
request of a powerful commnicator [see Kelman {1958) for 2istiactiocu between
compliance and intersalized attitude change]. If this were ths case, attitude
change could be easily intCerpreted as a resslt rather than a cause of the
decision to cut down smeoking (as in Zimbardo et al., 1965; Smfth, 1961).

As in this example, it is difficuit in the situation under discussion te

8
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ascertain at what temporal point change occurs in either the so-called iater-
var.ing process (countararguing) or the so-called criterion behavior (attitude
change). As previously argued, given this state of affairs, one cannot
generally gain adequate information about causal dirsction simply by measuring
carefully both responses under a given treatmgot. We would argue, however,
that it £{s not the ambiguity about temporal sequence per se that renders such
data inadequate; the difficulty in establishing causality {s a joiat function
of this temporal ambiguity and the equal plausibility of both causal hypothe-
ses. Specifically, 1f it seemed logically imposeible for variable X to cause
Y and intuitively likely thac Y caused X and we observed X and Y covarying
when all elss was held constant, one would feel fairly confident that Y indeed
caused X even if the temporal sequence of events Y and X were unknown or
difficullt to specify. In short, 1f oune could specify a set of coaditions in
which it seemed implausible that attitude change could cause counterarguing,
one could make inferences about causal relationship despite the difficulty in
specifying temporal sequence. In point of facr, one can specify such condi-
tions. As mentioned above, it seems likely that people develop counterarguments
as a function of their attitudinal position only (a) when they are required
by the experimenter to counterargue or defend their own position or (b) when
thaeir attitudinal position is scrutinized. In other words, we assume that

the instances in which counterarguments stem from attitudinal position are
typically those in which the subject is highly awsere of assesament. Had ha
retaiced his attitude in the face of a persuasive appeal and no one queried
him about it, we doubt that he would feel much pressure to construct counter-
arguments against the persuasive message. Thus, one could gain insight ianto
the causal relationship between attitude change and counterarguing by using an
unobtrusive measure of attitude and a msasure of counterarguing that reflects
only the spontaneous cognitive activity that precedes the measuremsat attmptel‘

Unfortunately, as already indicated, even those countsrargument meagures
that utilize extremely brisf response periods (Baron & Miller, 1969) do not
generally guarantee the validity (i.e., spountaneity) of the responses in most
settinge. There is, howaver, one particular situation in which such a measure
would be useful. As indicated earlier, the difficulty of ascertaining the
validity of a counterargument produced on a measure having a shoct response
paeriod stems from the possibility that subjects mfght sfmply list readily
available counterarguments despite the fact that thsy did not spontanzously
think of thess arguments prior to the weagsurement procedure. Moreover, the
degree 2o which such noasnoantansous, readily avaflsble responses are produced
could well be an inverse function of attitude change. One could elimfnate
this possibility simply by using a message topic for vhich people typically
lack readily available couanterarguments. While restricting the validity of
counterargument measures to such situations rules cut the great majority of
comaunication topics, it still lsaves available a geries of topics that are
of great theoretical iaterest in terms of the relation of counterarguing to
attitude change--attacks on cultural truisms. McGuire (cf. 1964) specifically
chose such topics for his inoculation research because hc assumed that people :
lacked practice in defending those beliefs that rarely befall attack and which :
they ordinarily regard as unassailable. In short, {f ooe assumes that subjects i
ordinarily kave few readily available counterargmments with which to rebut an :
attack against, say, taking a yesrly TB or cancer X-ray, then any responses
produced with a short latency are likely to reflect thought processss that
occurred spontaasously prior to the msasuremsnt attempt. If one further
assumes (as we do abovae) that it is rather implansible that such spontaneous
counterarguments are caused by the degree of attitude change, one has some
hagis for inferring a causal relationship.
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Miller & Barom 10

In short, topics concerning cultural trxuisms hold promise for research
that utilizes dependent measures of counterarguing. As McGuire's research
implies, subjects should be capeble of gensratiang counterargumeunts om sua<n
topics if given sufficient time, practice, and moctivation to do so, but
otherwise they should be unlikely to have readily available counterarguments,
therefore, minimizing a major threat to the validity of open-ended counter-

argument measures.

Of course ong's confidence in attributing causality to the counterargumsat
process i3 heightened to the axtent that the experimental treatments seem
logically related to counterargument; production and no cther fatervening
process. Insofar as McGuire's work is concerned, howevsr, this is not clearly
the case (see above discussion of Tannenbaum)., Moreover, it must be recognized
that even dealing with such a rastricted situation as this, the validity of
one's Inferances are based upon assumptions that vwhile seemingly plausible
may well be invalid: (a) subjects may indeed spontaneously ge erate counter-
arguments after they make an attitudinal decision regardless of whether their
attitude is assessed and (b) it is possible that psople can readily produce
arguments in dafense of cultural truisms.

The discussion above suggests wvhy we refrafined from advocating the most
obvious means of assessing causality, i.e., independently manipulating
variables that have differential effects upon measured counterarguments and
observing attitude change as a dspsndent wvarfabls. The discussion bslow,
however, gives more explicit reasons for our raluctance.

For this particular type of problem, the experimsntal approach (ranmdom
assignment to iuncupendent treatments) genarally has mnch to recommend it,

One does not worry overly sbout the reactivity of the measure or the temporal
sequence of the measurad and criterion processsas. One simply identifies a asst
of treatments that have differential effects on the measured variable and then
observes what effect these treatments have on the criteriom behavior. If it
can be damcnstrated that the sole effect of the treatment is its effect on the
measured intervening wvariable, and if the treatment has the predicted effact
on the criterion response, one has confidence that changes in the criterion
are a funct’on of changes ic the intervening process, Moreover, suclk. am
outcome increases one's coafidence in the walidity of the measure used to
assess the intervening respoasc.

¢ The problem with using guch a strategy for assessing the role of counter-
arguing (and determining the validity of counterargument measures) is that
treatments that affect meagured counterarguments azs quite likely te have
other seffects that could also cause any observed attitude change. This
possibility explains why typical means of construct vaiidation {Cronbach &
Meehl, 1955) have not been stressed as a panacea. An exampl; will make this
clear. A straightferward means of investigating the construct validity of
any measure not having a specific criterion is to see if treatmsats thought
to affect the construct do indeed have pradicted effects on the measure. If
inrdeed this outcuome is obtained, it sheuld railse one's confideunce in the
validity of the measure. Moreover, one's confidence in the validity of the
m3asure should be increased even further if it were slso found to be related
in a predicted manner to ether elements of the "nemological net."™ Now suppose
one administered a treatment (such 28 distraction) which supposedly affected
counterarguing and found that the predicted decreagse indead occurrad among
distracted subjacts. In addition, suvpose that distraction not only decreased
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counterarguing, but it also increased attitude change. This outcome should
give us a good daal of confidence in both our theory and our measure, but in
actuality the reactivity of our measure and the possibility that distraction
has effacts beyond these of just decreasing counterarguing (such as creating
conditions of high effort, novelty, positive affect, high ambiguity, subject
suspicion, etc.) detracts seriously from that confidence. For instance, to
the extent that the distraction increases the effort required to hear the
massage, the dissonmance theory interpretation of the role of effort could
account for the observed attitude changa. And this differential attituda
change in turn could elicit the appropriate amount of counterargument on a
reactive measure of counterarguiag.

Other Msasuremaent Possibilities

In the preceding sections we have discussad prior attempts to measure
silent counterarguing. In the section below we will present some procedures
which though not as yet tried, may have some potential valua for establishing

construct validity for counterarguing.

Inserting time intervals during the presentation of persuasive materials.
One procedure for studying whether silent counterarguing can indeed aid in
resisting persuasion is te explicitly allow subjects (in the experimental
condition) time during which they can muster whatever coguitive resources they
caa tc resist the persuasive impact of the speaker, Hare one might explicitly
insert 15~ or 20-second intervals of silence after each major idea im the
communicator’s presantation. Presumably this would alliow but not necessarily
enccurage the respondent to think about tha content of the persuasive communi-
cation and decide whether it is faliascious and if so, why. With this added
time for theught, the respondent could presumably think of arguments against
the speaker's position without being distracted by the speaker's simultaneous
presentation of some new point. Of coe=sc the proper control group for such a
treatment is a critical comnsideratioa. Probably ths most reasonable control
is to insert the same tims intervals between the wvarious aspects of the
speaker’s presentation but require subjects to engage in some other cognitive
task during the 15- and 20-second breaks. The izrelsvant task should engage
higher mental functioning so that ian this control condition subjects can't

sasily counterargue.

This time interval solution is interesting for several reasons. First,
it would facilitate counterargument product’on without reactively reguiriag or
specifically requesting £t. Secondly, it would still permit the use of a
counterargument measure that utfilized a lfmited time fnterval. Admittedly,
however, it scems more appropriate to view this procedure as more of an
axperimental technique for assessing the role of distraction upon counter-
argument than as a measurement technique.

The distraction hypothesis (Festinger & Maccodby, 1964) proposes that the
pressnce of some irrelgvant source of stimnlation during the pressntation of

persuasive materials increases their persuszsiveness by interfering with subjects®

ability to effactively counterargue against the persuasive contaent. In other

wozds, the simultaneocus, irrelevant, or ancillary stimulation captures attention

and thereby praoccupies to some extent one's mental apparatus. If distraction
conditions were crossed with the experimental and control groups mentioned

PR NP

SO PR

L 3hom WA L B a8 125 R 0 e 108

TN UL

chinpaisins




R e el N S el

Miller & Barom 12

above such that half the subjects in each cell watched a sileat movie (e.g8.,
Day of the Paipter) duiing the pariods in which ¢the persuasive communication
was prasented--but not during the perfods in which either silsnt or inter-
poiated acrivity time intervals wers inserted--we should expect the theoretical
pradictions stemming from the distraction hypothesis to occur only under the
control counditions. That {s, only uader the condition vhere the time interval
insarted between the spaaker®s points was filled with irrelevant activity
should the distraction hypothesis be confirmed.

Recogpition vs. recall meagures. Another possibility s o explicitly
prapare subjects with coenterargumeunts tc aid in their resistasce of a persua-
sive appeal. This sounds on the face of it, similar to McGuire's procedures
in his studies oz incculation. However, unlike McGuiras's procedures, the
ictent¢ hers would be to use a more sensitive measure of counterarguing for
retrospectively picking up differences ir counterarguing that occurred at the
critical point in time. Likes cur earlier suggeetion abocut restricting the
time available for the recall of counterarguments, in the presant instance a
time limit would again be imposed, howsver, the measure of counterarguing
would be a recognition test. To spell out a procedure more fully, the subject
would first study a substantfal set of counterargumente agsinst various
propositions. Only some of these propogsitions would be presented in the
crucial communication, Later, after exposure to ths communication, the subjects
would be given a 1ist of counterarguments. It would coantain some cf those they
studied, some novel ones, etc. But only some of the ones praviously studied
would be relevant to tha critical commnication. 7The subject would be asked
to check off within the time limit imposed those counterarguments that occurred
to lifm during the presentation of the commnicatiom. Later, after the time
1imit elapsed, a2 subject could be further asked to 1dentify those segments of
the communfcation to which his counterarguments applied. In other words, could
he recz2ll the centent of the commnication fer which he thought his checked
counterargunents did disputs the communicator’s position?

This measuring technique has the advaatage of greater sensitivily in that
recegnition mmasures are typically mors sensitive than recall messures. Once
again, within this basic measurement technique ons could axamine whather
theoretical variables thought to influence counterarguing do in fact dec so
{as detected by this measure). In othsr words, we can look at whether a
distraction manipulation interferes with ability to ceunterargue as measured
by relevant counterarguments checked. Unfortemately, this measure is certainly
not free from reactivity, although the imposed time 1imit should mitigate
agafnst the reactivity to somé degree. Such a measure, howsver, would prove
useful as a quasi criterion measure in testing the validity of more open-ended
meagures.

Separating the motivatfional compopent of goupterarpuiung. The techanique
suggested above also provides a3 handle for ssparating out two aspects of counter-
argulng that are typically lumped together—--the motivational and the puraly
ccgnitive. The purely cognitive activity consists of bringing to one's own
aitention, reasons fer fgnoring or resistiag the spsaker’'s position. The
motivational aspect of counterarguing is the fnclination to want to resist the
communicator--the $nclination to want to have reasons to dfscard or ignore the
speaker's points. Fresumably, if a givan experimental treatmeat primarily

af?ects one’s motivation to counterargue rather than one's =bility to actually
LS
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cosnterargue, this could b® daty.tad from oy recognition measure. In a
treatment that primarily pf°’ides a ®Otivarional effect, the person would
presumably check many cotm“rawﬂcf 28 those that he used aven if in fact
they were not relevant to che 3peakst 8 Drggentation. In other words, we take
an activating or arousisg 41:" of moti"a&iono If the effect of the traatment
is primarily motivationsl, the ¢fect shoulg show up in the counterarguing
measure as a report by the ’“blucr. of the use of many counterarguments. The
emphasis from the subject'# POlye of View yo41d be on the number rather than
on the matching of purely f"""&nt couuterarguments to the speaker's pregents-
tion. Perhaps too the meti"tlg,sl €WPOngnt can be assessad by including in
the check list phrasss that PTingrilY Tedregent derogation or defamation of
the communicator and messz8® Tatper than Tatfonal objections to his position.

Evaluative vs, ratfonsh ZSyectioh Of pacenagive appesls. Elsewhers
(Miller, 1968) we have args®l thye tB® €mphagis on man's rationality hag
perhaps been overdona in tP#°T24cal treavpents of attitude change. Often
paople geem adept at resistils nflut™e {n gpite of the fact that they lack
concrete reasons for oppesifd the 1oformatyon and persuasive material to which
they are exposed. For this T®ayy,, i mighe pe important to try to assess the
extent to vhich people empl?Y Oueright @Vajyaeive rejection vs. reasouned
rejection of persuasion mat?Tialy, 09® techpique might be to supply subjects
with an instrument for facint‘hinz "lf‘l‘eport of their own cognitive activity
during the presentation of g Qoualﬂieation. This self-monitoring would of
course roquire some special PTngratiOR Such as prior practice aging the sslf-
monitoring device as well 32 30ng in$tTuctignal priming so as to insure
accurate self-report. rmfd thys sim Subjgers might be given a boaxd
containing two buttons labe>*d “rejoct Outright" and "reject with a reason.”
They would be instructed to 3@ qitheél OT both buttons ad 1ib while listening
to the course of the cm"cationo To Utdercut the typical biss toward
presenting oneself as ratic?2l, gpjects Right in advance be given directiouns
that provide social support _OT phe 058 Of the reject button. They might be
told that as a matter of fgact Yy w653828eg are so poor that it is quite
common for people to frgqu-f’u’ :-eja“ than githout necessarily having any
explicit reason that they c#? thisk 9f: Furthermore they might be instructed
that aftervard, whenaver th¥ Prggsed the "rejoct with a reason™ button, they
would be required to degeriV® thyyr r82S0n §p writing. Even with this
reminder that they will be F°Tiyegd tO 3Ctually produce reasons in instances
in which they say they have , the 3308 cripfcism mentioned earlier in the
paper arises. The reasops ?{ve‘ msy 29t haye been thought of at thes critiecal
point in time but instead tH%3€ tpought Of ot the time of measurement,
Nevertheless such a proecdu" Won1d Provide at least a rough index of the
relative frequency with yhich 3u) ject® 3Ctugily rely on rational ferms of
belief defeunse.

Using this kind of meas®T® or perbaPa 3 reiated one which employs three
buttons rather than two, cvbu‘lg subl€Cts ¢4 fndicate acceptance of the
speaker's point as wall as r#380yg and ENreasoned rejection, we would want
to examine, as ian the mamfhg axsmples above, the effects of variables
theoretically presumed to affoSt ghe ¢ounterargaing process. Again this
technique allows for separaﬁ’ 28255228t Of gotivation to counterargws from
actual rational cognitive actiVity,

13
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Subvocal meagures. Both Brock (1967) and Festinger and Maccoby (1964)
have hypothesized that counterarguing iavolves covert-subvocal rasponding.
This hypotheais saams quite plausible in light of the research dealing with
covert (subvocal) oral bahavior. McGuigan (1970) concludes, after an extensive
review of this literature, that covert oral behavior (measured by electromycro-
gram readings from the tengue and the lips) tends to increase during the silent
parformance of a wide variety of language tasks (e.8., silent arithmetic,
imaginary speech, silent reading, msmorixzation, etc.). This incroased oral
behavior £{s accompanied by ifncreased respiration rate and EMG activity in the
preferred writing arm. While there is nothing in this literature that
establishes that hefghtened covert oral behavior accompunies countsrargumenta~
tion, thase findings clearly suggest some exciting possibilities for establish-
{ng temporal location of the counterargument process. Ths problem of course
is determining when (znd 1f) covert oral behavior signals counterargumentatisn
as opposed to someé other language-related process (e.g., silently repsating
the message). Howaver, using sudvocal messures in conjuoction with the open-
ended msasures discussed at length above might well circumveat this problam
and, thersfore, wounld sesem to be a logical next step in counterargumeantatfon
research.

Conclusioo

The foragoing discucsion outlines a number of complex problems in both
neasuring couanterarguing and establishing its causal role in tha persuasion
process. Given these limitations we recognize (and in fact emphasize) that
data from measures camnot at this point clearly establish the validity of
theoretical positions that emphasize counterarguing 2s an intervening cencept.
But on the other hand, when responses on the measurs correspond to various
other elements in the nomological net in a predicted fashion, we certainly
will have more confidence in our theory anl cur measure than if the predicted
relationship fails to occur. Furthermore, the utility of counterargumeant
measures inheres not 80 much in settings wvhere the predicted outcome is
obtained but ian the opposite. For example, consider a situation in which,
counter to theory, a distraction manipulation decreases attitude change and
increases measured counterarguing (Miller & Barom, 1969). While one cannot
be certain that the heightened counterarguing caused the reduction in
persuasive impact, the fact that a given treatment had a nonpredicted effect
ot two alements of the nomological net gives us a good deal of confidence that
there is something inadequate in the theory responsible for the praediction.

It should atso be noted that while certain assumptions are necessary to
interpret responses te a counterargumsnt measurs as a valid indicator of the
construct of interest, eur osm criticisms are based in large part oa the
equally questionable assumptions that counterarguing can be czused by attitude
change and that subjects havs countsrarguments readily available ever wvhen

they do not spontaneocusly counterargue.

In short, although measuring counterarguing presants complex problems
that resist solution, we dou’t advocate abandening Ths problem. Instead, we
hope that attitude change theorists rote the fallibility of such measares
and remain cautious when using data from them to substantiats a theeretical
position. In addition, we feel that alternative measurement procedures warrant
exploration. 7This seams particularly trus in terms of the long-tem interest
of social psychologists in relating thoughts to attitudes. Though ressarchers

14
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bave used different labels for the thoaght processes that concerned them,
e.g., "defensive rezctions" (Janis & Terwilliger, 1962), "belief bolstering"
(McGuirs, 1964), "counterarguing" (Festinger & Maccoby, 1964), "source
derogation" (Aronsou, Turner, & Carlsmith, 1964), "communicator defamatfion"
(Miller & Levy, 1967), "communicatioa derogation” (Bochner & Insko, 1966),
"cognitive respouses” (Greeawald, 1968), the research area poses a common
set of methodological problems. We hope that our discussion clarified these
problems and encourages further work.
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FOOTNOTES

11: is likely that the optimm latency period for a counterargument
measure will be specific to the particular situation, audience, or messaze
utilized. Por example, Barom and Milier (1969) found that a 45-second rasponse
period produced a measure that was sensitive enough to detect treatment
differences. wvhila Osterhouse and Brock report that in their situation, a
1-minute response period was too drief to produce such differences. Thus it
deems likely that pilet data will be indispensable in determining the optimal
length of the response period.

2gven if all subjects viewed this requast as a demand to justify their
post-commnication position, only the cooments of those who resisted the
message would qualiiy as counterarguments for the comments of persuaded
subjects would not oppose the pesition advocated by the measage. Thus,
counterarguing would still be a function of persuasiocn.

3Something similar to a Solomon 4-gr-up design might be advisable in
isplementiag such a procedure to insure that the results would vcot be due
to the repeated testing of individuval sabjects.

4’slaoutanuuma cegnitive activity refers to that uvhich was not alicited
by reactive aspects of the experimsntal setting or the measurement procedures.
Implicit in the discussi’a above 1s the assumption that spontanecus counter-
arguing will not gensrally be 2 consequence of attitude change.

SThe axperimeutal demand to resist persuasion must also be aquated across
conditions.

17

i
;







