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ON THE SALIENCE OF PREMANIPULATION ATTITUDES?
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A controversy has arisen over the "interpersonal simulations” used by Bem
Lo support his coniention thal bis self-percepiion theoty accounts for cognitive
dissonance phenomena, Specifically, the critics challenge the implication of his
analysis that the premanipulation aititudes of subjects In dissonance experi-
ments are not salient in thelr postmanipulation phenomenology. The present in-
vestigation answers this challenge by demonstrating that subjects in a typical
forced-compliance experiment are not only wmable to revall their premanipula-
tion attitudes correctly, but they actually perceive their postmanipulation atti-
tudes to be identical to their premanipulation attitudes. Accordingly, they de
not perceive any attitude “change.” The epistemological aspects of the inter-
personul simulation melhodology are also discussed.

Individuals come to “know” their own
attitudes and other internal states partially by
inferring them from ohservations of their own
avert behavior and the circuvmstances in which
it occurs. Thus, to the extent that informa-
tien from internal cues iz weak, ambiguous,
or uninterpretable, the individual {s function-
ally in the same position as an outside ob-
server of his behavior, an ohserver who, nec-
essarily, must rely upon those same external
cuces to infer the individual’s inner states.

These two propositions comprise the heart
of Bem’s (1965) “interpersonal” theory of
self-perception, a theory which has received
direct support irom a number of experiments
designed specifically to reveal the existence of
the proposed inferential process. For example,
an individual’s observation of his own behav-
ior hag been shown to be the partial basis for
his recall of previous events (Bem, 1966}, for
his feelings of shock-produced discomfort
{ Bandler, Madaras, & Bem, 1068), as well
as for his beliefs and attitudes (Bem, 1965;
Kiesler, Nishett, & Zanna, 1969).

In 1967, Bem proposed that his self-
perception theory could provide an alternative
explanation for the major phenomena of cog-
nitive dissonance theory (Bem, 1967b). The
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hasic argument can be illustrated with the
paradigmatic case of the forced-compliance
experiment in which individuals write counter-
attitudinal cssays for varying amounts of
compensation, The “classical” finding of such
studics is that individvals who write such
essays for little or no compensation express
postmanipulation  altitudes which reflect
agreement with the position taken in the es-
says, whercas the final attitudes of individuals
who write the essays for large compensations
are not significantly different from those ex-
pressed by control subjects who do not write
essays.

The self-perception theory approaches these
results by considering the viewpoint of an
outside observer who sees an individual volun-
teering to write such an essay. If the observer
secs an individual writing an essay for little
or no compensation, he can rule out financial
incentive as a motivating factor and infer
something about the Individual’s attitudes, He
can use an implicit self-selection rule and ask:
“What must this man’s attitude be if he is
willing ta behave in this fashion in this situa-
tion?” Accordingly, he can conclude that the
individual holds an attitude consistent with
the view that is expressed in the essay. On
the other hand, if an ohserver sces an indi-
vidual writing an essay for a large compensa-
tion, he can infer litile or nothing about the
actual attitude of that individual because such
an incentive appears sufficient to evoke the
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behavior regardless of the individual’s private
views, The observer’s hest guess, then, js to
suppose that the individual’s attitude is simi-
lar to that which would be expressed by any-
body who was sclected at random and asked
for his opinion—the attitude of a conirol sub-
ject, in other words.

The self-perception theory asscris that sub-
fects in dissonance cxperiments are themselves
behaving just like these hypothetical ob-
servers, They survey their own behavior of
writing the cssay and then ask themselves:
“What must my atlityde be if T am willing
to bhehave in this Tashion in this situationp”
Accordingly, they produce the same pattern of
results as the outside observers: low-compen-
sation subjects infer that they must agree
with the arguments in their essays, whereas
high-compensation subjects discard their be-
havior ag a relevant guide to their “actual”
attitudes and express the same attitudes as
the control subjects. This same kind of rea-
soning predicts the differential effects of other
variabes In cognitive dissonance experiments
(e.g., justification and frecdom of choice
manipulations),

This analysis has been lested several tinles
with an experimental methodology now known
as the “interpersonal simulation’” (Bem, 1963,
1967a, 1967b, 1968). Tn these studies, an
observer-subject is actually given a deserip-
tion of one of the conditinns of a dissonance
experiment. and asked to estimate the attitude
of the subject whose behavior is either de-
scribed or aciually overheard. As the seli-
perception theory predicts, the attitude esti-
mates of observer-snbjects in such simulations
do, in fact, reproduce the original dissomance
findings (Bem, 1965, 1967Dh),

A controversy has now developed over this
analysis and iis supporting simulations, a
contrgversy centering around the information
that the observer-subject ought or ought not
to he given concerning the original situation
(Bem, 19672, 1968; YVlms, 1967; Jones,
Linder, Kiesler, Zanna, & Brehm, 1968; Mills,
1967; Piliavin, Piliavin, Loewenton, McCauley,
& Hammond, 1969). Most of the critics have
objected specifically 1o the fact that Bem’s
observer-subjects are not told the original
subject’s premaniputation atlitude, Because
much of this criticism has been based upon a

misunderstanding of the simulation methodol-
ogy, it is relevant here to restate some of the
cpistemological aspects of this methodology
{cf. Bem, 1968).

Self-perception theory asserts thai an indi-
vidual’s attitude statements and an observer’s
judgments about the individual’s attitudes are
“output statements” from the same internal
“program,” Both the individual and ohserver
arg assumed to use a seli-selection rule:
“What must my [this man’s] attitude be if
I am [he is] willing to behave in this fashion
in this situation?” To test this isomorphism,
we run a simulation of a seli-judgment situa-
tion, the dissonance experiment; but instearl
of writing our own program, we plug in an
interpersonal judgment program that the
culture has written for us. This program is
embodied in our interpersonal observer, who
“gtands in” for the original subject.

But before we can actually run such a
simulation, we must first abstract the relevant
“input statements” from the situation being
simulated; we must decide how to describe
the situation to the observer, This requires
some theoretically guided assumptions. For
example, if the dissonance experiment sub-
ject actually arrives at his final attitude by
using the self-selection rule, as the theory
implies, then it follows that any conflicting
initial attitude he may have had prior to the
oxperiment must no longer be very salient for
him, That is, the self-perception analysis
implies that the data of his incoming behav-
ior “update’ his information on his attitude,
replacing any prior information to the con-
trary. Insofar as the individual himself is
concerncd, his postmanipulation attitude is, in
fact, the same attitude which motivated him
to comply in the frst place; phenomenologi-
cally, there is no attitude “change” as such,
If an interpersonal simulation is to comprise
a valid test of the isomorphism between the
subject and an observer, then the theory dic-
tates that a conflicting “initial”? attitude of
the original subject must not he part of the
“inpul” description for the observer any more
than it is for the subject himself, The ob-
server, too, is poxtulated 1o be using the self-
selection rule to infer the original subject’s
postmanipulation attitude,
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It should he noted that this set of as-
sumptions about what input information an
observer-subject in the simulations should re-
ceive is self-correcting. Tf the wrong input
statementg are selected, then the simulation
will not succeed in producing output state-
ments which malch the output of the original
experiment, Thus, Joves et al. (1968) recon-
firmed that the simulations produce the
“dissonance effect” outputs when the inputs
dictated by thc self-perception model are
employed, but they found that the simulations
fail when a conllicting “initial” attitude is
introduced into the description given to the
observer-subject. After an intensive analysis
of obsecrver-subject’s inferential processes
under several variations of the simulations,
iliavin et al. (1969) reported that when the
“Bem” inputs are utilized, observer-subjects
do, in fact, utilize the seclf-selection rule and
replicate  hig results. But when additional
information, including a reference (o the
subject’s initial attitude, is introduced into
the description, the ohserver-subjects become
amateur psychologists and revert to hypothe-
ses about attitude charge. They are no longer
stand-ins for the original subjects and, ac-
cordingly, they fail to reproduce ithe disso-
nance effects.®

Tn spite of these findings, however, both
Jonesg et al. {1968) and Filiavin et al. (1969)
can and do maintain that their sets of inputs
more faithfully reproduce the phenomenolo-
gies of the original subjects for the ohserver-
subjects than do the deseriptions of the origi-
nal situation cmployed by Bem. Thus Jones
et al. still believe that it is “untenable to
hold that a subjcct fs bereft of knowledge
of his own [initial] attitude . . . [p. 266].7
In support of their helief, Jones et al. cited
the fact that control subjects in ¢lissonance
experiments often give the same attitude
ratings on the finul measurement that they

3 lut, a= Bem has noted elsewhere {1968) observer-
subijects apparently car reproduce dissomance cffects
when given the initial attitude of the zubject, if they
are also permilted to actually Lear the subject en-
paging in {he counteraltitudinal behavior as well
{Tones, 1966). Such a procedure would seem {o come
closest to actually reproducing the original situation
[ur the ohserver-subject. Neither the simulations of
Jomes et al. {1968) nor the more claborale ones by
Piliavin ct al. (1969} do this.
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give on the initial measurement, But since
no counterattitudinal behavior has intervened
for control subjects, the present authors
would argue that this observation is not rele-
vant for deciding upon the phenomenology of
an experimental subject, & subject whose atti-
tudinal information has been “updated” by
a hew experience,

It is clear, however, that the issue cannot
be resolved by continning the verbal argu-
ment or by simply running more variations
of the simulations, As Bem (1968) stated it
in his reply to Jones et al.: “No ‘as i’ meth-
odology, including the technique of interper-
sonal simulation is an adequate substitute for
the intensive study of the actual siluation
being modeled [p. 273].” Aronson (1969} was
even more specific about the next logical step:

What musi be cstablished in {uture experiments is
whether or not the subject’s behavior {wriling 2
counteratfitudinal cssay) becomes se very salient
that it overwhelms his memory about his original
posilion . . . . The question remains an open one
[pp. 15-161.

The present authors, too, had arrived at
Aronson’s conclusinn, Accordingly, the present
study was designed to answer this very gues-
tion: After enpaging in counferattitudinal be-
havior, do subjects in cognitive dissonance
experiments “know” thelr initial attitudes or
don’t they? Do they know their initial atti-
tudes or do they perceive them to he the
same as their postmanipulation attitudes, as
the self-perception analysis requires?

To answer this question, two experiments
were conducted simultaneously, an attitude-
change experiment and an attitude-veeall
experiment. Both experiments utilized the
foreed-compliance paradigm in which subjects
write counterattitudinal essays under varying
conditions of freedom of choice to write
againat their initial positions on a current
igsue. The attitude-change experiment is con-
ceptually identical to the usual forced-com-
pliance experiment and ensures that we have,
in fact, faithfully replicated the dissonance
paradigm our model seeks to explain, Tt also
yields a pattern of attitude changes among
conditionts with which we can compare the
data [vom the recall experiment. The attitude-
recall experiment examines the salience of the
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initial attitndes for forced-compliance subjects
just after they have cngaged in the counter-
attitudinal behavier, but prior te the inal atti-
tude asscssroent. Separate subjects are em-
ployed in the two cxperiments to avold the
passible confounding  effects of obtaining
both the attitude change and attitude recall
measurcs from the same subjects.

MeTIIOD

Volunicer subjects {rom inlroductory psychology
classes al Carnegie-Mellon Universily participated as
subjecis in lwo group sessions separated by an
interval ol 1 week, Because Lhe classes used [or t(he
experimental  conditions were composed predomi-
nantly of males f{rom the engineering and science
college, ihe few females from the lberal aris and
fine arte colleges who volunteered for these conditions
were nol included in the data analysis. Al sub-
jects received experimental credit points for their
participation.

During the first sessivn, all members of the intro-
ductory psvchology course filled out aftitude gues-
tionnaires on a puwmber of current campus issues.
The issue on which there was the most conscnsus of
student opinion was selected for use in the experi-
ment: "How much conirol should students have over
the kinds of courses olicred by the University 2
Responses were obtained from 2 61-point horizontal
scale labeled at 10-point intervals from “no control”
Lo “complete control.” Ninety percent of the siu-
dents al lhe first session held pesitions above the
midpoint of the scale, *some conlrol” Because the
forced-complinnce paradigm  reguires that all sub-
jecls argue the counteratiitudinal position, the few
students  whose initial responses were helow  the
midpnint were dropped {rom the experiment, and
all subjects were induced to argue against student
conirol of university cureiculun.

At the second session, subjects assipned to 1he fwo
cxperimenial conditions were given a set of wrillen
insiructions informing them that the psychology de-
parimend was conlinuing ils research inte campus
issues and that

This weck we are collecting arguments for and
against the wvarlous positions cxpressed. Bach par-
ticipant is being asked to write a short essay on
otie of the izsues,

Half of the subjects were randomly assipned to the
fto choice condition; thelr instructions continued:

On the atlached shect, you are to write & one-page
essay which argues as convincingly as possible that
“Students should have VERY LITTLE or NO
CONTROL over the kinds of courses offercd Dy
the University.”

The remaining subjects were assigned {o the choice
condition, They were told,

You may write an essay arguing that students
should have cemplete control aver the kinds of
courscs offered by the TUniversity or an cssay
which argues that they should have little or no
control. The choice is up to you.

But an addendum sheet Inserled between the instruc-
tion form and the hlank shect on which these sub-
jecls were Lo write their essay iuld them:

We now find that we have enough “pro-conirol”
arguments and are in need ol "anti-conirel” argu-
ments, Therelore, in this session we would appreci-
ate it if as many of yvou as possible would write
onc-page cssays which argued for the point of
view that “eludents should have VERY LITTLE
or NO CONTROL over the kinds of courses offered
by the University.” Thank you.

Subjects in the control conditions of ihe present
stiudy were run in separnle group sesslons. Their only
task was to {ill out the pretest and posticst attitude
and attitude-rccall measures, with 1 week inicrvening
helween sessions,

Attitude-Change Experiment

After the counterattiludinal cssuys were written,
half of the subjects in each experimental condition
were asked for their final opimion on the student
control issue, Caontrol subjects at 1heir second session
were also asked [or their final opinion on the lssue.

Attitude-Recall Experiment

After completing their cssays, subjecls assipned to
the attitnde-recall experiment were asked to recall
the attitudes ihey had expressed on the student
control issue at the first sossion. Control subjects
assigned to the attitude-recall experiment were stmi-
lavly asked to recall their iniiial ailituedes. Since all
subjects were roquived to Identily themselves on
both pretest and postiest materiuls, it was clear to
them that we would he checking upon the accuracy
of their recall. The desipn, in other words, attempled
ta place any “experimental demand® on accuracy of
recall rather than on consistency of recall with
curreni atiitndes,

After this recall measure had heen obtained and
collected, all subjects in thiy experiment were then
asked their final opinions on the student control
isswe. Nexl, experimentul subjects in both the
attitude-change and (he attitude-recall experiments
wete asked to indicate how much freedom of cholec
they felt they had had in choosing which side of the
issue to argue in their essays. Those responses were
alse obtained on 61-point horizontal scales Iabeled
at 10-poinl intervals from “no freedom of cheice™ to
“complete freedom of choice.® Finally, all experi-
mental subjeets in both esperiments were asked to
indicate whether or not they had perceived any atti-
fucte change in themselves on the student control
issue, Again, It was clear to them that wo could check
their prior responscs and, hence, the “experimentsl
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TABLL 1
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demand” was for accuracy of recall rather than for
reporied constancy oi opinion.

ResurTs
Attitude-Change Fxperiment

Before we can test the cxperimental hy-
potheses concerning the salience of initial at-
titudes, we must demanstrate that the present
procedure does, in fact, faithfully replicate
the usual forced-compliance study. Table |
supplies the relevant data.

it is seen in the first column of Table |
that the manipulation of the freedom-of-choice
parameter was successful, On the 61-point
freedom-of-choice scale, subjects in the choice
condlition averaged between 20, “little freedom
of choice,” and 30, “some freedom of choice.”
This is significantly higher than subjects in
the no choice condition whe averaged between
0, “no freedom of choice,” and 10, *very little
freedom of choice™ (£ == 3.70, ¢ < .001).2

The second column of Table 1 indicates
that subjects in the three conditions did not
differ on their initial attitudes toward student
control of university curriculum {30 := “some
control”; 40 = “a lot of control”).

The figures in the attitude-change celumn
were calculated by subtracting each subject’s
initial attitude from his final attitude, Thus,
negative quantities indicate that the subjects
became less favorahle toward stidlent control
of curriculum, the position argued in the
essays. It can be seen that the usual disso-

¢ Fven though all hypolheses in this investigation

arg actually onc-tailed, we have given two-tailed
significance levels throoghont.

TABLY 2

ArrreubE Recarl Ferow DPropucrn By ForeEn
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nance {inding has been replicated: subjects
given greater freedom of choice to engage in
the counterattitudinal behavior show signifi-
cantly greater attitude change in the direction
of upreement with that hehavior than do sub-
jects given less freedom of cholce (£ = 1.98,
# << 06) and significantly greater attitude
change than control subjects (& = 2.89,
# < .01}, Finally, subjects in the mo choice
condition do not express final attitndes signifi-
cantly different from those expressed by
control subjects. Tt is clear, then, that the
present experiment faithfully recreates the
conditions of the typical forced-compliance
experiment®

Attitude-Recall Experiment

It is now possible to ask the major question
of the present study. Can subjects recall their
initial attitudes? The first answer {o this
question is seen in Table 2, which presents
the data from subjects who were treated
identically to those in the attitude-change
experiment except ihat they were asked to
recall their premanipulation attitudes rather
than to express their current attitudes.

The first two columns of Table 2 reconfirm
that the {reedom-oi-choice manipulation was

& By requiring all suhjects to write an essay, lhe
design of the present study minimizes (he non-
compliance problem  which  sometimes  occurs in
[orced-compliance siudies, Only two subjects were
discarded because they wrole procontrel rather than
anticontrol cesays, one in cach experimental condi-
tien, Similarly, the noncompliance problem Is neghi-
pible in the aitilude-recnll cxperiment which follows.
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TABLE 3

Proprer-MomeNT CORRELATIONS irErwriN  Rucant
OF TNUTIAT, ATTITURES AND TNITIAL AND
Final AvmiTimnes

: |
Recall va, |

Recall va, 1
Treadmnent uitial final ‘ e

widitudes HUATRREINES li {ddliEerance)
Choice 2 | 98 ¢ 1005
No choice gl ] 06 II 4.3
Control 75 ' a7 bo—1.33
Note.—a# = L5 in cuch Lrealimend,
*po< 00,

efiective and that the random assignment of
subjects to conditions yiclded groups which
weore comparable on  initial attitudes. The
first two columns of Table 2 are virtually
identical to those in Table 1.

The figures In column 3 of I'able 2, recall
error, were calrulated by subtracting each
subject’s initial attitude from his postmanipu-
lation recall of that attitude, These figures,
then, patallel the attitude-change Ogures in
the third columm of Table 1: a negative quan-
tity indicates that the subjects recalled being
less favorable toward student contrel than
they in fact were. It can be scen in Table 2
that the attitude-recall figures closely parallel
the attitude-change results themselves and
display the same kinds of differences among
the three conditions. The fipures are s similar
to those in Table 1 that it would appear that
wo had asked these subjects for their current
attitudes rather than their initial atiitudes.
Thig is the pattern of results anticipated by
the self-perception analysis of the forced-
compliance experiment: actual premanipula-
tion attitudes are not salient features of post-
manipulation phenomenclogy and are recalled
as identical to postmaniputation atfitudes.

The prediction that the postmanipulation
attitudes arc phenomenologically identical to
the premanipulation attitudes for these sub-
jects can he lested in another way as well.
Subjects in the attitude-recall ecxperiment
were also asked {or thelr final attitudes after
they had attempted to recall their initial atti-
tudes. These data permit us to ask if their
recall of their jnitial attitudes is actually more
highly correlated with their postmanipulation
attitudes than it is with the actual initial at-
titudes they are attempting to recall. Table 3
yields the answer.

Tt can be seen in Table 3 that for all experi-
niental subjects, that is, for all subjects who
engaged in the counterattitudinal behavior,
the corrclation between their recall of their
initial attitudes and their {inal attitudes is, in
fact, significantly higher than the correlation
between their recall and their actual initial
attitudes. {The lower correlation between
recall and initial atfitudes for subjects in the
choice condition is not surprising in view of
the fact that they were the group who changed
their attitudes from the initial to the final
assessment.) The very high correlations be-
tween recall of initial attitudes and final
attitudes for the experimental subjects con-
firm the hypothesis that the data from the
incoming behavior “update” the attitudinal
information for the subject and destroy any
earlier information to the contrary. Accord-
ingly, this is not true for the control subjects,
who did not enpage in any intervening he-
havior. The data from the control group also
weaken the artifactual possibility that the
simifarity of recal]l and final attitudes of the
experimental subjects is due to experimental
demand for consistency between these two
measures, If there had been any such pressure,
control subjects should also have responded
to it. Recall, also, that subijects knew that
we could check the accuracy of their recall,
an awareness which presumably motivates
HCCUTacy.

Jounes et al. (1968) are thus correct in
agserting that control subjects scem able to
reproduce their initial attitudes when the final

is correct in asserting that (his is not germane
to speculations concerning the phenomenolo-
pies of experimental subjects,

All subjects who wrote essays in both the
attitude-change and  attitude-recall  experi-
ments were asked if they had perceived any
change In their own opinions on the student
control issue. These data enable us to ask the
linal question: Do subjects perceive attitude
changep Of the 62 experimenial subjects, 51
showed attitude changes. Only 14 subjects
reported perceiving any change, and five of
these either had mnot, in fact, changed, or
reported an attitude change opposite in direc-
tion to that which had actually occurred. It
would seern, then, that the subjects in these
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experiments did not perceive attitude change,
a finding similar to that reported by Tannen-
baum {1968, p. 66), who noted that cogni-
tive adjustments toward attitudinal consist-
ency are made without apparent awareness.

In sum, then, the results from this investi-
gation support the implication of the self-
perception analysis of dissonance phenomena
that the premanipulation atittudes of sub-
jects in dissonance experiments are not part
of the “input” to their subsequent processing.
The self-perception hypathesis that subjects
in dissonance experiments arvive at their final
atiitudes by asking themselves “What must
my attitude be if T am willing to behave in
this fashion i this situation?” remaing a
viable alternative to the dissonance-reduction
explanation of these phenomena,

DISCUSSION

As noted in the intreduction, the present
investigation can be viewed in the context of
the methodology of simulation. As Bem has
noted elsewhere (1968}, a successful inter-
personal simulation implies the same thing
that a successful computer simulation imples;
namely that the process model embodied in
the “program” is functionally equivalent to
the process being simulated, and, further, that
the selection of the input statements was not
in error, The simulation becomes a plausibil-
ity demonstration, a sufficiency test: The
process model embodied in the program is
sufficienf—hut not necessarily “true” or
unique—for generating the output statements
observed in the situation being madeled by
the simulation,

But there are weaknesses in this methodol-
ogy when it is applied in this context, Abelson
(1968) has noted some of the validation
problems connected with the simulation meth-
odalogy in general, and his discussion of the
“degrees of freedom” problem is particularly
relevant to Bem’s interpersonal simulations.
Ahelzon stated the problem this way:

If 3 simulatiovn could be “right for the wrong
reasons,” that is, it the data by virtue of compen-
satlng errors, then in what sense can a pood fit he
regarded as support for the theory underlying the
simutation model? . . . Most cognitive smulations
are so rich in qualitative defail that it is very easy
for themr to fail . ... Becausz it is so hard to

obtain good data fits, anyvihing which comes close
is impressive, and any cognitive model yiclding an
apparently perfect fil 1o 2 wide range of data would
indecd deserve serious theoretical recognition.

With social simulations, however, the issue is prob-
ably more cogent. If the outcome wvarinbles of the
model are few while the numhber of parameters to
be juggled is great, there can always be the lingering
suspicion that a good fit was too easy to achieve
and thus not sirongly supportive of the model {pp.
343-344].

This, then, is the main reason why the
interpersonal simulations provide only weak
support for the self-perception theory. There
are too many “degrees of freeclom,” input
variables that can be “juggled” (like the
initial attitude) while the complexity of the
output predictions rarcly exceeds a prediction
about the ordering of two or three means.
Abelson suggests some of the paths open for
strengthening simulation arguments, however.
The most obvious remedy, of cowse, is “to
design the simulation so as to generate as
large a number af outcome variables as pos-
sible, The more outcomes that can be vali-
dated, the merricr—and the mote convincing
the underlying theory [Abelson, 1968, p.
3441

This path toward strengthening the seli-
perception theory of dissonance phenomena
was followed in two interpersonal simulations
which not only replicated main effects of
dissonance experiments but reproduced either
an interaction effect which dissonance theory
itself had not anticipated or the secondary
effects of additional parameters in the experi-
ments (Bem, 1967b). Although these ex-
tended simulations do not go very far toward
eliminating the “degrecs of freedom” problem,
they are illustrative of the method.

A sccond remedy is “to show, if possible,
that the fit was nhat so easy by changing the
model in various ways and demonstrafing con-
sistent lack of fit [Abelson, 1968, p. 343].”
In effect, this is what some of Bem’s critics
have done. They have altered some of the
input assumptions of his madel and demon-
sirated that the simulations fail (Jones et al,,
1968; Pillavin et al, 1969). As Abelson has
noted ®:

R, P. Abelson, personal communication, January
22, 1969,
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Ironically, what [Bem’s] detractors should now really
ke doing if they must still simulate is to replicate
[his] outcome with clearly bad descriptions to the
ohserver, rather than to reverse {his| ouirore with
purporiedly good descriptions,

The present investigation iflusirates a third
way of strengthening simulation arguments
which suffer from the “degrees of freedom”
problem. One returns to the original situation
and demonstrates thal the assumed isomor-
phism between the inputs of ¢he original situ-
ation and the inputs of the simulation actually
exists, The process of moving back and forth
between the simulation and the actval situa-
tion ig precisely the one which cognitive theo-
rists have attempted to follow and, in fact,
it is this interaction between simulation and
direct experimentation which comprises the
heuristic utility of the simulation methodol-
ogy. A simulation reveals an underlying as-
sumption or implication of the model which
was not originally observed or even antici-
pated. The theorist can then return fo the
original situation armed with a new hypothe-
sis. Thus the hypothesis that subjects in dis-
sonance experiments would perceive their
postexperimental attitudes to be identical to
their preexperimental attitudes came to light
through the debate between Bem and his
critics over the simulations. Even though the
hypothesis was logically implied by the origi-
nal analysis, it remained unarticulated until
the “countersimulations” of Jones et al.
{1968} raised it explicitly. Apain, however,
it is important to emphasize that once one
of the isomorphisms is questioned, the issue
can bhe resolved only by returning to the origi-
nal situation, A simulation will not suffice,

I'inally it should be noted that the present
experiment was designed only to support the
viability of the self-perception analysis of dis-
sonance phenomena by demonsirating the va-
lidity of an isomorphism assumed by that
analysis. Accordingly, neither the simulations
themselves nor the present investigation pro-
vides a confrontation between self-perception
theory and dissonance theory. Tissonance
theory, for example, is not embarrassed by the
finding that subjects fail to recall their initial
attitudes; in fact it could be argued that for-
setting an earlicr conflicting attitude is itself
a mode of dissonance reduction,

If the past history of controversics like
this is any guide, it seems unlikely that a
“crucial” experiment for discriminating be-
tween the two theorics will ever be executed.
At this juncture each theory appears capable
of claiming some territory not claimed by
the other, and one’s choice of theory in areas
of overfap is diminfshing to a matter of loy-
alty or aesthetics (cf, Linder & Jones, 1969).
A recent investigation by Kiesler et al. (1969)
is Nlustrative. If confirmed the validity of the
self-perception analysis in a {orced-compliance
experiment designed to rule out the dissonance
explanation. Nevertheless, these investigators
~-1wo of whom appear in the “et al.” of Bem’s
critics (Jones et al, 1968)—-still prefer the
dissonance explanation in those forced-compli-
ance experiments where both theories can pre-
dict the outcome, Our preference for the self-
perception explanation in these cascs is, per-
haps, no less a matter of taste.
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