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meapproadxtothestuiyof mferentlalblases thathasenergedoverthe
past ﬁew years involwes an exaunnat:.m o?the bomdary ccndJ.tJ.cns that spec.xfy
the generahzab:.hty of these mferent.la.} tendencn.es. The present researcn
" concems the generahzabJ.lJ.ty of cne such mferent:.al blas -— perceptual sahenoe
effects — wmder cond;.tlcns of perscnal mvolvement. -

¥

Racent research in social cogrutlcn sug‘gests that judgxrents made by soc.l.al

'

P

1

. " percei 5 are often mfluencea by seemlngly trivial, but sahent situational
.. cues. Sallen@ tends to, draw the attentlcnal focm; of perceivers. Thls attenticnal
. focus, m tum, has mportant ccnsequences for various types of social ngments
made by percelveg Evaluative judgnents, for exanple tend.to be mo::e extreme
for sa.hmt than for ncnsal:.ent stimuli” Ia.kemse, research mdlcates that
whether causality :Ls attributed to a 51tuat.1cn, object or actor may depend an,
whmch'entlty‘ls more sal:lent to the percelve\r \Taylor\ and Fiske (1:978) have
labelled these attenticnal effects "tep of the head" processing. * :
Taylor, Fiske, as well as McArthur (1981) and others, have dxamined the .
: pervasi\;eness of these attenticnal effects. “ For e:tanple Taylor, Fiske and
t:heJ,r colleagues (1979) conducted three e.xpermmts to assess the extent to
th.ch saJ_lenoe effects occur in ' more mvol'vmg situations. In all their
expenmental ccnd.lt:.gns, sahe;}ce effects ererged despite attenmpts to reduce
’ their Jmpact ) - - ‘ . -
To date, few delimiting ccnd.ltlcns for the pervaswe:ess of pe.roeptual -
. salience have been dem:nst.rated, While z.t is evident that salient stimuit
have a strcng mpa‘t:t o attributions in many situvations, it is not‘ clear that

L Y
any study: has yet demcnstrated sdlience effects in a51tuat.1.cn which is hlghly

'3
~

» involving for the percelver. Taylor, Fn.ske, and thelr colleagues operat:.mahzed
7

ipvolverent as the level of importance subjects assighed to ah issue and fomnd
. l “

that salience effects genera.‘l.i.zea to high' involverent subjects. We suspect

- . N
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that the reascn involved subjects fell prey to the visual salience Cues can

[y

be expla.med by the nature of theu: rather hmted level of J.nyolvenent N

S Involvemt, ope.ratlmal:.zed as mportance may not be\sufflcn.ent to motivate

) subject_:s to attend to cues other than the sal:.ent cues. Persmal involvement

\ ' N ’ A -
is activated when a perscn perceives that an issue, persm or situaticn has ' %"

-

hedmic relevance for the persn's life. “A nineteen year old Minnesotan who

drinks, for example, is likely to Seel perscnally involved with legislation

that proposes to faise‘tthe state dnnkmg age to twenty-cme. h {
'J;.‘he.inportance of persanal involvement as a moderator xs/p.riable ha,e emerged

:%n- other areas of research in social cogniticn. Persanal invoivement, for ‘

e:arple, appears to moderate attitude-behavior ccnsistencx{. .Borgida ana Canp-bell i

(1982), for example, have demcnstrated that the hedmnic cmsequenoes of an

’ attltxximally-zelawd behavior mderated attitude-behavior relaticns. Not cnly
does persmal involvement appea.r to moder attitude-behavior omsmtency, 1t
also has important consequences for Sattitude change and the processing of atti-
tudinally-zelevant infommation. Petty, Cacicppo, and their colleegues (1981)

" have shown that perscnal mvalvenent activates attent:.cnal direction and mfluenoes
the t-houghtfu]ness or mindfulness with which 1ssue—re1evant 3rgments are con-—
sidered. Perscnal involvement appears to motJ.vate the malv:.dual to expend .
the effort necessary for more thoughtful evaluation of message contents. S

Given the importance of persmal invoivenent as a moderator variable i -
! these damains, we predlcted perscnal mvolvenent mlght also moderate the effects
: of;)n.sual salience on social judgments and atm'lbutlcns ngh pé al involvement '_' )
l may moderate the effects of visual salience by directing a perceJ;:Z‘ s attentim
to aspects of ‘the situation that are mofe impartintand relevant to forming :
.mpress:.cns and making attnbut:.a:s .Pers;cnal involvement may also increase

'

the amount and quality of thought devoted to evaluating the stimulus situation.

—
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If the attenticnal effects assocéted with salient stimili can be modified by

_ pexsmal mvolverent, then it mght be expected that the enhanced awareness .
of cues other than the vz.sual,ly salient cues might attenuate salience effects.
In other words, high involvement may shift attention from peripheral, salient
stimili to the message conteivt of the situaticn. 'The extent to which high ‘

persaal involvenent moderates, .a'ﬁd therefare limits, the generalizability of
salience attenticnal effects was examined in three experiments.

P;‘ocedm:e: In eacl"x experiment that we condicted, .sa}ience was manipulated

. by varying the vigual pranihence of disaﬁsants in a twojpersan cmver%,atim.
'The conversatién format involved each discussant giving opposing views cn an
issue. Bach discussion was filmed cn videotape and three dlffexent visual
perspectives were created, cne in Whldl the For dlscussant was v:.sﬁally salient,
&einwmchthekgannstda.scussantwasvn.suallysahent, andcnemwluchbeth
discussants were equally visible. This perceptual 'salienge manipulation was
the'same as that used by Tayic'ar, Fiske, and,theitr collea\gues. Care was taken

to ensure that each di'scussant presented an equivalent 1{unber of equally strng
»

Iy
’

argurents.

. 13
In Experiments ?s2 . persoﬁal involvement was manipulated by varying whether

-
_ subjects believed they wo&ld be perscnally affected by a proposed change in

psychology course requu:ements. 'I‘hls proposed change was the issue discussed .

in the videotape. . In Expemmt 1, subjects were either told that the proposed
change in psychology course requirements would be mglem_en’ced in the next quarter
(High Involvement) or in-three years' ti.ne (Low Involvement) . This is ar in-
volvément mampulatlcp used in other research by Petty,, Cacicppo and their
colleagues As mExpennent 1, subjects in Experiment 2 were toldthat the
proposed dmange would be inplemented next quarter (High Involvement) or in

5-10 yea}.'s' time (Low Involvement) . In Experinent 3, t;.he issue discussed was

a state-wide change in the legal drinking age and perscnal invol\}erfenti became

9. p -

A
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a subject variable. For each experiment, a mani.pulaticn check for involvement
md:Lcated s:.gnlflcant differences between high and lew involvement subjects.

-

Bach subject viewed a 10-12 minute videotape and each discuss:fmt was
rated an the following measures which have been typically't;sed in research cn
. salience effects. The Influence Index was cqmposed of subjects' ratings of = .
w.p;rsuasive, ccnvinciqg, thorough, and cawpetent each discussant was. The
Causallty Index was c&xpdsed of subjects' ratings of how much each discuss'ant
set the tane of the ccmersat{i;:n, determined the information that v.vas exchanged,
ahd,caused the behavior of his or her partner. 1In mapem@t 2, an additiendl
meaSure of hw.rmch the discussant caused the partner to be persuasive, -convincing,
thorough and campetent was included in the Causality Index. SG.bjects were also '-
asked to recall as many for an.d against issue argurex:xts as they could. Far each
Adepaldent ‘measure the For discussant rating minus the Against discus;ant
rating was calculated. Thus, ‘a positive score indicates i:hat, the For discussant
was. judged mqre infliential or cusal or had more arguments recalled. A negative
score indicates ﬂuat the Againsé'disw;smt was j?udg'ed more ‘in\fltf'ential or causal
s or had more argurents recalled. .
The reséa;qch Gesign in each .experiment was a 3(Salience) x é(ﬂwolygrent)
” between-subjects design. '
. Results: In Experiment l‘, salience effects were cbtained an’ two .9f three
depenéent measures. Subjects tended to rate the For discussant'nbré highly
o the Influence Index when the For discussant was sa‘.llent When the Against

discussant was szmt she was rated more highly an the Influence Index. The
v A

same pattem of ults was fond an the recall reasure.

~

In Expennent 2, we strengthened persmal mvolvement By selecting cnly

those subjects who would be mare bexscqally oconcemed if a change were made

K

- in psychology céurse requirements, i.e., ‘those subjects who reported that they

ap—
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planned @ taking mare psychology courses. We also selected subjects who were
opposed to the proposed change. This procedure allowed us to prediét a particular
pattem of means for our High and Low involvement subjects taking into account
their positin on ‘this issf We expected that High involvement subjects
' would show a pamsanshlp for the Against discussant, thé discussant with whom :
they agreed. Thus we expected High involvement smject’s/ to rate the Against
discussant as more infliential and causal in the situation. For-Low involvement
+ subjects, we expected that their relative lack .of persmnal involvement in the
issue would result in their rating the salient ;'li;cussant as more influential
and causal. Two orthogonal contrasts were performed to assess the extent to
- . vwhich the predicted pattern accounted for the data. The appropriately weighted
oontrast analysis tested the prediction that anly the Low involvement subjects
in the For discussant salient condition would rate the For discussant more in-
fluential and causal fhan the Against disa:ésaz-mt;. ' )
' " he overall contrast revealed that énly on the Causality Indéx did the
da?a fit the predicted pattern, indicating that our Low involvement subjects'
causality ratings were influenced by the salience of the discusSants. High
involvement subjects, on the othef hand, were not influenced by the salience ‘
manipulation in the usual manner. .

In Experiment 3, we again altered our involvement criteria and changed
the issue that was discussed to a legislative proposal to change Minnesota's
legal drinking age. Subjects selected for the High involvement condition ‘
disagreed with the proposed legislation, rated the issue as perscnally important
and indic:ated cn a behavioral .chedc‘l_ist that their social actiyities were likely
to be aﬁve::'sely affected by a change in the drinking age. Low involvement sub-

jects also disagreed with the proposed legislatitn, but rated the issve as wn-
important and reported that a change in the drinking age would have little effect |

1
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a their soc:. act.1v1t1es. .

An apprcpr:.ately we:.ghted contrast analysz.s was again applled to the
Jinfluence and causality rat.mgs. " Salience effects were found not to generalize
for High involvement subjects. (n the Influence Index, Low involvement subjects
clearly vere affected by the visual salience of discussants. When the For dis-
cussant was salient, Low involvement subjectsirate;i the For discussant as more
persuasive, convincing, thorough, and competent in the d,iscussicn.’ When the
2Against discussant was sa‘]ieni:, Low involvement 'subjects‘rated'the Against
‘discussaz}t more highly on these meagures. However, the High involvement subjects
rated the Against discussant more highly cn the Influance Index regardless of
which discussant was salient. 2n analy\sis of va.rlanoe was- performed cn the
recall measures and anly a marginally significant effect for Involvezrent was

found suc:h that ngh involvement subjects accurately recalled more Against

~ arguments relative to For arguments than Low involvement subjects

The question addressed by these three experiments was whether High
perscnal involvement constitutes a boundary condition for salience effects.
The answer seems to be yes. A state/of High mvolvenent seems to increase the
motivation &Wor a.élllty to fccus attentlcn a other aspects of.,a eltuaum
and not just those stimuli that are perceptually sal:.ent, namely, the salient - \
$timulus persan. In our expen)rents, High persenal involvement was sufficient > '
to motivate. subjects‘to gi.ve more thoughtful consideration to the message argu-
neht's made by discussants. High perscnal involvement, we would argue, increases
thesallencyofmesmmstakemthemsue andattenuatesthesallencyof -

other ava.llable but penpheral cues.

. Low perscnal mvolvement subjects, on the other hand, do engage in "'top .
of the head" processing. These individuals seem"to focus attention on more ' .
peripheral cues tg guide their judgments and evaluatimns. Since the situatimn

!
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has minimal hedaruc relevance for.them, they are less motivated to engage in
more mindful evaluation of the message presentati, ) R .
. Higgins, Kuiper, and Olsan (1981) hawve reoently'noted the need for researchers
| ’ in sociél cognition "to get pe;sa.xal". Our findings that perscnal involvement |
may l.um.t the generahzabll:.ty of saJ.xence effects leads us to beliewve that

this is indeed a fnnt.ful dJ.rectJ.cn for social cogniticn researchers.
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Mean Influence, Causality, and Accurate Recall as a Function of .Salience and ° Y
' : . /
Personal Involvement - Eaperiment 1
s "
. l Salience
) Personal For Discu%sant Aghinst Discussant Neither
Involvement Salient[/y" Salient Salient
Influence’  Tow -.65 (n = 17) 22.50 (n = 16)  -1.23 (n = 13)
Index . o N .
Migh 2.45 (n = 20) -6.00 (n = 15) -5.14 (n = 14)° \
Causalityb Lo\\y' -3.12 -1.94" ¢ . p. -1.54 ]
Index . ¢ B I 4
High ‘.80 .~1.20 --.86
‘Recall® ~ .= Low .59 » .06 .23
- ~ Z .
High 1.10 -.13 : . .07 ,

3

Qg .. . e i s .
Positive scores on this composite measure indicate that the For discussant
was seen as more persuasive, thorough, convinéing, and competent relative to the

Against discussant. ~ "

by ' e .
Positive scores on this composite measure indicate that the For discussant
was seen as setting the distussion tone, determining the kind of information -
exchanged, and causing the other discussant's. behavior. .

Cps%s e s
Positive scores indicate mor

B

R s - ,
e accurate recall of arguments made by the For .

discussant relative to-arguments made by tha Against discussant. °

~ -
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) Table 2 ] .
) - Mean. Influence, Causality, and%Accurate Recall as.a *
) Function of Saltience and Personal Involvement - Experiment 2 )
K P ) - . . .
. Salience [
* = As 1 ¢ -
Personil For Discussant Against Discussant Neith
Involvement Salient ~Salient - Sali¢nt
Lo a . Y . ’ . .
> Influence . Low -5.32 (n = 19) -7.10 (n = 21) -2.56 (n = 18) .
» Index ' - ' . )
High . -7.18 (n = 17) -2.16 (n = 19) 3,58 (n = 19)
. b N ' , - : .
. Causality Low 1.68 -3.19 . 1.06 e *
- . Index - . - ) -
High -1.88 - .16 ¢ . .79 |
Recall® Low . -.42 , -.10 17 , ]
High .18 ‘.' -.21 4 . -.26 j
. - s : ’ 1
|
- }
a s * R / e . P )‘
. Positive scores of this composite measure indicate that-the For discussant ‘ :%
was seen.as more pe;sua;ive, thorough, convincing,, and competent relative to the |
* Against®*discussant. ‘. : . vy ”
' . . . ; ’ |
bPositive scores on this composite measure indicate that.the For discussant |
was seen as setting the discussion tone, determining the kind of information |
exchanged, causing the other discussant's behavior, and causing the other dis- }
cussant to be persuasive, thorough, convincing, and, competent. . i
Cpositive scores indicate more accurate recall of arguments made by the For . 1
discussant relative to arguments made by the Agdinst discussant. }
. ' ’]
_ o
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o ' Table 3
TR . . .
Mean Influence,-Caqsa{ity, and Pccurate Recall as d .
~ . : -,
.. " Function of Salience and Personal Invqlvement - Experiment 3
. * ¢ N
\ , - Salience
Personal For Discussant Against Discussant ™ Neither
Involvement Salient_ Salient Salient
L4 ’ * - *
. .’ . a e - *, ' '
, Influence Low’ 2.50" (n = 16) -3.12 (n = 17) .69 (n = 16)
: . Index ‘. ’
" S High -3.41 (n = 17) -1.85 (n = 20) 1.09 (n = 23)
Cau%ality? X Low -.18 . 1 1.35 2.44
. ¥ndex e . ' )
: . . High - _o=.12 -.90 * 1.61
~ . .
e Recall Low -1.00 -.71 : -.06
High ¥ -1.18 -.95 7% -1.09,
! o ‘s . . . :«’~ e gs ) : L '
) 2positive scores on ‘this composite measure indicate that the For discussant
was seen as more persuasive, ‘thorough, convincing, and competent rglative to the
. Against discussant. '

. PPosiiive scores on this composg%e measure indicate that the For discussant
wa's seen as setting the discussion t né, determining the kind of information
exchanged, and causing the other discussant's behavidy.

, CPositive séb;zg\indicate more accurate recall of arguments made by the For ‘
_ discussant relative to arguments made by the Against discussant. ,
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