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Abstract

Motivated behavior and emotions are, according to Weinerls attribution

theory (1986), determined by causal attributions. Little is known,

however, about the process by which attributions are selected. The

purpose of the present study was to investigate the cognitive processes

involved in the causal. search. This issue was investigated within the

context of reactions to social stigmas which are influenced by

attributions about the cause of these conditions (Weiner, Perry, &

Magnusson, 1988).

A priming paradigm was used in the present study, which involved

two phases: a priming phase and a person perception phase. Subjects

first completed a sentence construction task that was designed to

prime either controllable or uncontrollable attributions. In a second,

ostensibly unrelated task, they were presented with descriptions of

stigmas with one group of subjects receiving uncontrollable

information about the origin of the stigmas, a second group, no

information, and a third group, controlLable information. Type of stigma

was added as an additional independent variable, with each subject

responding either to tr,r'o physical or two behavioraì stigmas. Responses

to the first scenarío were analyzed separately from those to the second

scenario, resulting in a Priming (uncontrollabie, none, controllable) x

Information (uncontrollable, none, controllable) x Stigma Type

(physical, behavioraÌ) 3 x 3 x 2 factorial design for Scenario L and 2'

respectively.

The dependent measures were: perceptions of the controllability

of the cause of the stigma, angler, sympathy, and help-related
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judgments. Each of these measures was a summary acore based on three

questions, Moreover, the perceived cause of the stigmas .was assessed,

in that, subjects rated the extent to which they attributed the cause of

the stigma to behavioral, sÍtuational, or physiological factors.

The results for the first scenario show that priming affected

responses, but generally only when information in the priming task

matched information presented in the person perception phase. That is,

uncontrollable priming decreased the likelihood that the cause of

stigmas was attributed to the target's behavior, decreased the

perceived controllability of the cause, and increased wiÌIingness to

help. However, these effects were found only for physical stigmas,

which tended to be perceived as relatívely uncontrollable. Moreover,

controllable priming increased anger toward behavioral stigmas, r,"'ith

behavioral stigmas being rated as more controllable than physical

stignias. Controllable priming, in combination with controllabie

information, also decreased attributions to situational factors.

The results for the second scenario were somewhat different,

with controllable príming increasing the likelihood of attributing both

physical and behaviora] stigmas to behavioral factors. Uncontrollable

priming-uncontrollable information further increased ratings to

physiological factors, whereas controllabLe priming-controllable

informatíon decreased scores. Controllability, anger, sympathy, and

help measures were not affected by priming.

The findings of this study suggest that reading the priming

stimuli increased the availability of controllable or uncontrollable

attributions. In the subsequent person perception phase, subjects were



viii

therefore more likely to attribute the cause of the stigmas to factors

consistent with the primed constructs. Thus, it appears that the causal

search, and consequently emotions and help judgments, \d'ere affected by

the relative availability of a particular cause in memory. However,

these effects seemed to depend on the similarity between the

information provided in the priming and the person perception phase.

These results are interpreted in terms of two theoretical accounts

which incorporate the notion of context-specificity of priming effects,

namel¡' a "synapse" model (Higgins, 1989) and an episodic knowiedge

model (e.g,, Jacoby & Kelley, 1990).



Introduction

Overview

Weiner's attribution theory (1972, 1985, 1986) holds that

motivated behavior and emotions are determined by attributions about

the cause of an event. While the model focuses on the consequences of

causal inferences, making specific predictions about attribution-

emotion-behavior linkages, the determinants of attributions are of

secondary importance. Weiner argues that a variety of factors, such as

past experience or mood, determine which attribution is selected in a

given situation, but this issue has not been investigated systematically

within the context of Weiner's theory. Little is therefore known about

the factors guiding the causal search. Thus, the purpose of the present

study r¡'as to inrrestigate the cognitive processes involved in

attributional search, and consequently motivated behavior and emotions.

One area of research that may benefit from such an investigation is that

of social stigmas. As recent research indicates (Weinero Perryr &

Magnusson, 1988), people's reactions toward individuals with stigmas

are amenable to an attributional interpretation. By determining how

attributions are selected, it may therefore be possible to make more

specific predictions about an individual's emotional and behavioral

responses toward the stigmatized.

One useful approach for exploring the process involved in causal

search is the priming paradigm. This paradigm involves exposing

subjects to stimuli and assessing the effect of this experience on

.subsequent responses to related information. P.riming effects occur

without subjects' consciously appìying previous information and have
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therefore been discussed within the general framework of implicit

memory (Schacter, 1987). Priming has frequently been used to examine

cognitive processes in non-social contexts, such as word perception,

but has also been applied to person perception. In the social cognition

literature, priming effects have been a much-researched topic since the

seminal study by Higgins, Rholes, and Jones (1977) and several theories

of person perception have been proposed to account for priming effects.

These theories can be classified into two general theoretical

viewpoints, namely activation and processing models. These accounts

will be discussed in some detaíl in the present paper.

An Attributional Analysis of Reactions to StiAmas

Stigmas have been defined as attributes that are highly

discrediting and that "spoil" the possessor's personality (Goffman,

1963). Goffman (1963) identifies three types of stigmas: physical

disabilities, mental disorders and "blemishes of individual character",

and tribal stigmas of race, nation, and religion (p. 4). WeÍner et al.

(1988) argue that stigmas can be thought of as negative outcomes.

Consistent with Weiner's (1986) attribution theory, which predicts that

negative, as well as unexpected, and important outcomes initiate a

search to determine why the event occurred, stÍgmas are therefore

expected to elicit a causal search in observers. For example, on seeing

a blind person, one would want to know what the cause of this condition

is. It is important to note, however, that stigmas which, by definition'

are deviations from a norm can also be conceptualized as unexpected

.outcomes. Such a view is in line with research that considers stigmas

as novel stimuli (Langer, Fiske, Taylor' & Chanowítz, I976). Therefore'
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as negative, unexpected, and presumably also important outcomes,

stigmas should, according to Weiner's (1986) theory, maximize the

likelihood of inducing a causal analysis.

Weiner's (1986) theory further holds that any causal explanation

can be classified according to three underlying dimensions:

controllability, stability, and locus of causality.l Controllable causes

are subject to an individual's volition, whereas uncontrollable causes

are not, The stability dimension differentÍates between causes that are

relatively constant over time and those that are expected to fluctuate,

whereas locus of causality refers to the degree to which an outcome is

perceived as due to factors within the person, or factors that are

external to the individual,

Each causal dimension is associated with specific emotions

which, in turn, have behavioral consequences. Since the controllability

dimension is linked with emotions and behaviors that are directed

torr'ard oLher individuals, it is of primary interest for the present study.

Research shows that negative outcomes attributed to uncontrollable

causes elicit pity, whereas outcomes attributed to controllable causes

evoke anger. These emotions subsequently mediate helping behaviors,

with pity resuiting in willingness to help and anger leading to neglect

(Betancourt, 1990; Meyer & Mulherin, 1"980; Reisenzein, 1986; Schmidt &

Weiner, 19BB), Thç stability dimension determines expectations and is

associated with hopefulness {weiner, 1986). Stabitity is therefore a

determinant of the perceived permanence of a stigmatizing condition

and influences expectations of the perceived effectiveness of treatment

programs (Weiner et al., 1988). As locus of causality is associated with

¡lieiner (iS6) conside¡s trlo fu¡ther dinenrions, globality and intentionality, Sinæ lheir psychologicai reality hos not been

demonshated conclusively, they will nol be furlher ducussed,
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the self-directed emotions of pride and self-esteem, according to

Weiner (1986), Ít is not directly relevant to social. perception.

In Weiner et afs stud¡' (1988' Experiment 1)' subjects were

presented u'ith terr brief scenarios describing individuals with a variety

of stigmatizing conditions. No mention of the cause of the stigmas was

made. Subjects then rated each stiÉma on the basis of how much angler'

pity, and liking they felt for the stimulus person' how willing they

would be to heip the individuaì., and the extent to which the targets

were responsible and to be blamed for having the stigma, The latter

two questions were inciuded as indices of the controllabiiity of the

cause of the stigmas. It was found that stigmas with a physical origin

(Alzheimer's disease, blindness, cancer, heart disease, and paraplegia)

were perceived as uncontrollable and elicited a high degree of pity and

rvillingness to help, but little anger. Stigmas with a mental/behavioral

origin (AIDS, child abuse, drug addiction' obesity' Vietnam War

syndrome) were generally rated as controllable and produced iittle pity,

reduced willingness to help, but high anger.

Weiner et aI. (1988, Experiment 2) further showed that responses

could be alLered by describing the cause of the stigmas as either

controllable or uncontrollable. For example, obesity was ascribed to

either a Éilandular dysfunction (uncontrollable cause) or to excessive

eating (controllable cause). Results show that controllability

information increased ratings of blame' responsibility, and anger' but

decreased pity, and wilìingness to help. Cancer, for example' produced

mean ratings of blame of 2,6 on a scale ranging from 0 to 9, when no

causal information was provided. Responses decreased to 1.3 when



uncontrollable information was given, but increased to 5.0 in the

controllable condition. Similarly, in terms of pity' no information,

uncontrollable and controllable information elicited ratings of 6.9' 7.5'

and 5.3, respectively. These findings were replicated by Menec, Perry

and Perry (1990) who further showed that reactions were more positive

toward stigmas with a physical origin than stigmas with a

mental/behavioral origin, regardless of the type of information

provided. For example, physical stigmas that were ascribed to a

controllable cause produced more positive affective and behavioral

responses than mental/behavioral stigmas described as due to a

controllable cause.

The results of this research indicate that people's reactions to

stigmas are influenced by the perceived cause of the condition.

Furthermore, responses can be changed by providing specific

information about the origin of a stigma. It is not clear, however, why

people focus on one particular attribution when no specific contextual

information is provided, since most stigmas can easily be attributed to

several potential causes. For example, an individual may be paralyzed

because of his or her own careless driving habits or because of the

carelessness of a second party, a factor that is not under the

individual's control. Furthermorer some stigmas are likely caused by a

combination of factors. For example, a person may have a family

history of heart disease, but may also smoke. The relative contribution

of genetic factors and Ìifestyle may be difficult' if not impossible to

assess. Similarly, both hereditary factors and excessive sun exposure

increases the risk of developing certaín types of skin cancer. Despite
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this ambiguity, people appear to focus on certain causes only. In the

case of mental/behavioral stigmas, people tend to focus on controllable

câuses, whereas physical stigmas are attributed to uncontrollable

causes (I{einer et al., 1988).

Causal Search

Weiner (1986) notes that causal inferences may be guided by

situational and personal factors. Furthermore, he argues that only

certain elements of the causal structure, such as the controllability

dimensionr Dây be applied in a given situation. For example, Wong and

Weiner (1981) found that subjects favor internal and controlLable

causes, that is, effort attributions, after failure in an achievement-

related context. Moreover, research shows that attributions may be

influenced by the need to maintain a sense of self-worth (e.9., Covington

& Omelich, 1979, Harvey & Weary, 19Bl), Forgas, Bower and Moylan

(1990) further found that mood affects achievement attributions. The

authors interpreted these results in terms of a cognitive model,

according to which mood influences causal inferences by increasing the

availability of cognitive constructs.

Similarly, studies show that attributions are influenced by the

1>erceptual distinctiveness of an individuaÌ relative to her or hís

environment (see Fiske & Taylor, 1984 for a review). For example, the

behavior of one woman in an all-male group' and vice versar was

perceived as influenced more by situational and less by dispositional

factors than the behavior of a nonsalient actor (McArthur & Post, 1977l',

.Thus, attributions were influenced by the salience of the target. Such

salience effects have also been interpreted in terms of construct



availability (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Higgins & King, 1981), or the notion

that causal inferences are guided by the relative availability of a causal

explanation in memory. While such a cognitive explanation of the causal

search has been proposed by several researchers, it has not been

investigated systematically within the context of Weiner's (1986)

theory of motivation.

The construct accessibility hypothesis suggests that any

experience that increases the availability of a construct may affect

subsequent causal inferences, without peopìe being consciously aware

of it. For example, reading an article about the circumstances of a car

accident may affect inferences on seeing a paralyzed individual, even

though the two events are unrelated. Similarly, judgments about the

cause of behaviors may be influenced by one's perception of persons

encountered previously and, to the extent that such fortuitous events

affect causal attributions, emotions and motivated behavior might also

be influenced. The effect of brief exposure on subsequent judgments

has been investigated extensiveiy within the context of priming

research and several theories of memory and information processing

have ewolved from priming studies. Research on priming may therefore

be useful for investigating the cognitive processes involved in causal

search.

Priminq

Overview. Priming involves exposing subjects to stimuli and

assessing the effecL of this exposure on subsequent responses. Priming

is often defined as the facilitating effect of previous experiences on

later responses. However, since there is some inconsistency in the



literature as to the definition of priming and several other relevant

terms, "priming" will be used in this paper in an operational sense,

referuing to experimental manipulations whereby subiects are exposed

to category-related information (after Smith & Branscombe' 1988). The

term "activatíon" will be used to describe theoretical mechanisms.

Facilitating or priming effects have been demonstrated with

various research paradigms including: lexical decision making' which

involves judgments about whether stimuli are words; tachistoscopic

identification; and word completion, whereby subjects are presented

with word fragments and are required to generate a word (Schacter,

1987). In a classic study, for example, Meyer and Schvanefeldt (1971)

shorved that it took less time to decide that an item was a word (e,9.,

butter) when it was preceded by an associated word (e.9, bread) than

when the preceding item was unrelated (e.8,, nurse). Such priming

effects occur aubomatically, without the individual's au'areness and can

therefore be thought of as reflecting implicit memory (Bassili, 1990;

Schacter, 1987), Implicit memory is involved when subjects'

performance on a test task is influenced by prior exposure to

information without their conscious recollection of that experience

(Schacter, 1987). In contrast, explicit memory is revealed when

performance on a test task requires conscious retrieval of previously

encountered material.

Researchers have interpreted priming effects as evidence for a

semantic network model of memory (e.8r Anderson, 1983). According to

this vierv, memory consists of a network of nodes with each node

representing a concept. Nodes are linked if they are related or have



been studied together. Whether a concept becomes accessible in

memory, as well as the speed by which it becomes accessible, depends

on its level of activation. Concepts can be activated by environmental

stimuli and activation is assttmed to spread through the associative

network to related concepts, thereby increasing their activation level.

In Meyer and Schvanefeldt's (1971) study, therefore, reading the word

"butter" is assumed to activate the associated word "bread", facilitating

the speed by which the latter term is recognÍzed.

Activation of concepts in the associative network occurs rapidlyt

as little as 200 mílliseconds after presentation of the priming stimulus

and decays within seconds (Andersonr 1983). However, numerous

studies indicate that priming effects can persist for days (e.g., Jacoby,

1983), weeks (Mitchel & Brown, 19BB), and even months after initial

exposure (Kolers, 1976; Sloman, Hayman, Ohta, Law, & Tulving, 19BB).

These findings suggest that priming is not a unitary process, but that

there are aL ieast two, and possibly even more, types of priming

phenomena (Ratcliff & McKoon, 1988). Various theoretical viewpoints

have been proposed to account for long-term priming effects. One such

vier+' is, for example, that facilitating effects are due to memory for

details of the test situation, rather than due to activation of abstract,

representations (e.9., Jacoby, 1983; Jacoby & Witherspoon, 1982).

Priming in Social Settines. The effect of priming on people's

reactions to stimulus persons has been investigated extensively within

the context of person perception and impression formation (e.9.' Erdley

&. D'Agostino, 1988; Newman & Uleman, 1990; Sinclair' Mark' & Shotland,

1987; Sherman, Mackie, & Driscoli, 1990). In a classic study by Higgíns
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et a} (1,977), subjects read a paragraph describing a stimulus person

u'ho engaged in a variety of behaviors. These behaviors.were ambiguous

as to the personality trait they reflected. For example, the individual

was described as planning to go skydiving or crossing the Atlantic in a

sailboat. These activities might be interpreted as either adventurous or

reckless, Prior to reading the description, in an ostensíbly unrelated

study, experimental subjects had been exposed to traits, such as

adventurous, which could potentially be used to characterize the

stinulus person. A control group read traits that were not applicable.

Subjects v!'ere then asked to describe the target in their own words. It

was found that subjects tended to describe the stimulus person with

trait categories that had been prímed, but only when the priming stimuli

were applicable to the target.

Srull and Wyer (1979; 19BO) replicated these results using a

priming task in which subjects were exposed to behavioral examples of

a trait, rather than trait adjectives. The task involved forming

sentences describing hostile behaviors. Subjects then rated the target

on several trait dimensions, some of which implied hostility. Srull and

Wyer (1979) further manipulated the number of priming items and the

interval between priming and reading of the information (no delay, one

hour, and 24 hours). Results show that evaluations of the target on

traits that were similar to the primed concept were influenced by

exposure to the priming Lask. This priming effect decreased with the

time interval between the priming task and presentation of the target

description, however. Furthermore, hostility-related ratings increased

monotonically with an increase in the number of priming items.
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Furthermorer several researchers have investigated the effect of

priming on causal inferences (Pryor & Kriss, 1977; Rholes. & pryor,

L982; Smith & Mi1ler, 1979). Rholes and Pryor (1982), for example,

1>resented subjects with potential causal agents, either a person or an

object, in the first phase of their study. In the second phase, subjects

read one-sentence descriptions of a behavior, such as "The minister

liked the restaurant", with each sentence consisting of both a person

and an object, term. Subjects were then asked to indicate if the

behavior was due to something about the person or due to something

about the object. It was found that priming person terms, compared to

object terms, produced stronger person attributions.

More recentÌ¡', researchers have found that priming affects liking

and preference for a hypothetical political candidate (Sherman et al.,

1990), attributions of responsibility for rape (Wyer, Bodenhausen, &

Gorman, 1985), and inLeraction with a partner (Heru, 1986). In Herr's

(1986) study, subjects were first exposed to names of famous

individuals, personifying varying degrees of hostility (e.g., Adolph Hitier

u'as used as a hostile prime, whereas Santa Claus was a nonhostile

stimulus). In the second phase, subjects were asked to play a prisoner's

dilemma game with a fellow subject. Results show that subjects

exposed to hostile primes evaluated their partner more negatively and

also made more colnpetitÍve choices than subjects in the nonhostile

condition.

While this research indicates that constructs can be activated by

situational factors, one might argue that such brief exposure may not

override iong-held beliefs. That is, there may be individual differences
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in social perception, and people may habitually use certain constructs

to interpret information. In the case of stigmas, people's attributions

about the cause of the stigma may be based on beiiefs, stereotypes, or

cultural myths, which have been acquired as a result of socÍalization.

Several researchers have argued that both individual differences in

social perception and situational infiuences can be explained in terms

of the same mediating variable, namely construct accessibility (e.9.,

Bargh & Pratto, 1986; Bargh & Thein, 1985; Higgins, King, & Mavin,

1982). Long-term or chronically accessible constructs presumably

develop as a result of social interaction and frequent exposure to

particulal types of social behaviors (Higgins & King, 1981), an

assumption that has its roots in Kelly's (1955) conceptualization of

personality.

Constructs that are more accessible because of individuai

differences can interact with situationaliy activated concepts (Bargh,

Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 1986; Bargh, Lombardi, & Higgins; Southwick,

Steele, & Lindell, 1986). Bargh et el, (1986) examined the joint-effect

of chronically accessible and situationally activated constructs on

inipression formation. Subjects with either chronically accessible

(chronícs) or inaccessible constructs (nonchronics) for a particular

trait dimension (kindness or shyness) were required to give their

impression of a stimulus person whose behavior was ambiguous in

terms of these traits. Prior to this task, subjects had been exposed to

either kindness-related or shyness-related words. It was found that

judgments were influenced by both sources of accessibility, with
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situationally and chronically activated constructs combining in an

additive fashion.

In contrast, Bargh, Lombardi, and Higgins (1988) presented

subjects with a chronically accessible construct with nonchronic

priming stimuli. The use of primed versus chronic constructs was then

assessed at three time intervals. Idhile both chronics and nonchronics

were influenced by priming, chronics exhibited an increased tendency to

use their chronically accessible construct over time, r,r'hereas no such

trend was found for nonchronics. The results indicate that sítuationally

activated constructs can override chronically accessible ones.

However, this effect is short-lived, decaying after as little as tu'o

minutes.

In sum, research shows that priming can affect trait inferences,

evaluations of and liking for stimulus persons, causal inferences, as

well as behavioral responses. Furthermore, even brief exposure to

priming stimuli can override Ìong-he1d beliefs, at least for a short

period of time. However, no research has specifically ínvestigated

effects of priming on motivation. According to \,{einer's (1986) model,

motivation is a function of affects and expectations, which are

determined by causal attributions. By priming particular causaL

attributions, it should therefore be possible to influence affects,

expectancies, and consequently motivated behavior. Within the context

of stigmas, the perceived controllability of the cause of the condition is

of particular interest, since this dimension is linked with other-

directed affects which, ín turn, influence helping. Thuso by increasing

the likelihood of subjects attributing the condition to controllable or
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uncontrollable causes it should be possible to modify emotional

responses, and consequently behavioral judgments.

It is useful to differentiate between implicit and explicit memory

at this point since it clarifies the difference between priming

attributions and simply communicating a particular attribution.

Informing subjects about the cause of an outcome, as for example in

Weiner et al.'s (1988) study, qualifies as an explicit memory task since

subjects presumably consciously retrieve and apply the attributions

they are given. In contrast, in a priming study, subjects' judgments are

influenced by previous experiences even though they are not told to

remember and appl)' the priming stimuli in the test phase. Indeed'

priming effects have been found by administering priming stimuli

subliminally (Bargh et al., L9B6; Bargh & Pietromonaco, 1982).

Theor"etical Accounts

Schacter (1987) discusses three theoretical viewpoints to

account for priming effects, namely activation' processing, and multipie

memory interpretations, Accottnts proposed Ín social cognition can be

categorized in a similar way, although the distinction between

processing and multiple memory views is not clear-cut' The following

discussion will therefore focus on activation and processing models

only.

Activation Models, Activation theories hold that priming effects

are due to activation of schemas or constructs in memory (Higginst

1989; Higgins, Bargh, & Lombardi, 1985; Srull & Wyer, 1989; Wyer &

.Sruli, 1980; 1981). According to Higgins et aI.'s (Higgins et a1., 1985;

Higgins, 1989) neurally inspired "synapse" model, the excitation level of
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a construct is increased whenever the construct is activated. The more

excitation accumulated by a construct the more likely it is to be used

for encoding new, related information. Thus' priming increases the

excitation ]evel of a construct and, when encountering new information,

the construct is therefore more likely to be used for encoding that

information,

An alternative account is Wyer and Srull's (1980; 1981) "storage

bin" model. These researchers propose that information in long-term

memory is organized in, storage bins. The constructs or schemas that

are contained in these bins are stored in lhe order they have been

accessed, with the piece of information that was used most recently for

encoding being deposited on top of the bin. During information

processing, bins are searched from the top down. Information at the top

is therefore accessed first and, if applicable, is used for encoding new

information, The model therefore predicts that constructs that are used

during a priming task are more likely to be at the top of a bin and are

conseqlrently more likely to be retrieved and used for stimulus

processing in the social perception phase.

Processinq Models. Uniike actívation theories which attribute

priming effects to activation of schemas, proponenl,s of a procedural

memory account argue that priming tasks strengthen procedural

knowledge (Smith, 1-984; Smith & Branscombe, 1987; 19BB). Based on

Anderson's ACT* theory (Anderson, 1983), Smith and Branscombe (1987)

define procedural knowledge as knowledge of how to do things, including

motor skills, such as rÍding a bicycle, and cognitive skills such as

decision making, language generation, or mathematical problem solving.
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Procedural knowledge is made up of productions or condition-action

pairs. The condition, which is typically written as IF clauses, specifies

some data pattern, whereas the action part, denoted as THEN

statements, indicates what.to do when the condition is met. In a study

in which subjects are exposed to behavioral examples of a construct,

such as hostÍlity (e.9., Srull & Wyer, 1979), a production might be:

IF (actor) performs (behavior)

and (behavior) harms (target person)

and (behavior) is intentional

THEN conclude (actor) is hostÍie

(Smith & Branscombe, 1987, p.367)

The production is applied if the condition statements match information

contained in working menory. The inference that the actor is hostile

r,,,oulcl then be deposited in working memory. For example, if one learns

that a landlord withheld a security deposit from his tenant, and

concludes that this act was intentional and will also harm the tenant,

then the conditions of the production are met and the production might

be applied. One would therefore infer that the landlord was hostile.

According to the procedural view, the priming; task repeatedly activates

a production, since its conditions match information in the priming

material and, as a result, the production is strengthened (Smith, 1984).

The stronger a production, the more likely it will be used in subsequent

judgments of stimuius material. During the test phase, subjects are

therefore more likely to infer that the stimulus person engaged in

hostiie behavior.
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Similar to Smith, Jacoby and his associates argue that priming

effects are not due to activation of abstract knowledge representations,

but arise from memory for prior episodes (Jacoby & Kelley, 1-990;

Jacoby, Marriott, & Collins, 1990). According to this view, specific

details of the priming task are remembered, including the context in

which a stimulus was encountered and the type of processing engaged

in. Whether priming information will be retrieved and used for

judgments in the test phase depends on the similarity between cues

present during encoding and at retrieval.

The crucial difference between activation and processing accounts

is that the Latter predict that priming effects are process and context-

specific (Smith, 1990). That is, priming is expected to influence

subsequent judgments onLy to the extent that the såme procedures are

used or the same contextual cues are presenL in the priming and the test

phase. fn contrast, activation models have traditionally been thought of

as being independent of context and task demands since schemas

presumably represent typical characteristics of objects or events,

rather than specific experiences (e.9., Rumeihart, 1984). Several

studies indeed support the hypothesis that priming is process and

context-specific (e.g., Smith & Branscombe, 1987; 1988; Jacoby, 1983).

However, some data is more easily interpreted in terms of activation

models (Higgins, 1989). It appears, then, that both theoretical

viewpoints are necessary for a complete understanding of priming

effects. Moreover, it is important to note that recent elaborations of

activation models have attempted to deal with context-specificity (e.9.,

Higgins, 19Bg).
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Priminq Causal Attributions - an Overview

Research indicates, then, that people are influenced by brief

exposure to situational stimuli when judging new, related information.

Similarly, in the case of stigmas, people may attribute the cause of the

stiÉma to factors that are most accessible in memory. When no specific

ínformation about the cause of the condition is provided' people may

rely on long-term sources of accessibility' such as stereotypes or

social experiences. While Weiner et aI.'s (1988) study showed that such

attributions can be ajtered by specifically refening to the cause of the

stigma, reflecting an explicit memory task, the present study was

designed to investigate if subjects' responses could be influenced by

information that was presumably irrelevant to the stigma.

The present study involved two phases, a priming phase and person

perception phase. Subjects were first exposed to a task intended to

prime causal attlibutions that had been classified as either

uncontrollable or controllable. A control group received no priming and

was exposed to filÌer items only. In the second phase of the study,

which was described as being unrelated to the priming task' subjects

read brief descriptions of individuals with stigmatizing conditions.

Since this procedure might create demand characteristics, a plausible

cover story for running two "experiments" in one session was invented.

Furthermore, subjectst suspiciousness about the relation between the

the priming phase and the perception phase was assessed.

Three stimulus informatÍon conditions were included: one group

received no information about the cause of the stigmasr and two groups

were provided with uncontrollable and controllable information,
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respectively. Each subject responded to two stigmas, either cancer and

paraplegia, or obesity and drug abuse. These conditions .were chosen

from those used by Weiner et aI. (1988)' the former as examples of

l>hysical stigmas, the latLer as representatives of behavioral stigmas.

Two stigmas were included to obtain some measure of generality and to

investigate if priming effects would still be present after some tirne

had elapsed. The study therefore involved a 3 x 3 x2 x 2 mixed design'

with priming (uncontrollable' none' controllable)' information

(uncontrollable, none' controllable) and sti$ma type (physical,

behavioral) as between subiects variables' and stigma

(cancer/paraplegia and obesity,/drug abuse) as a within subjects

variable. In addition, stÍgmas v/ere presented in counterbalanced order,

The research design is presented in Figure 1. Dependent measures were:

perceiyed controllability of the cause of the stigma, anÉler' sympathy'

and willingness to help, Furthermore, subjects were asked to indicate

to what extent they attributed the cause of the stigmas to

physiological, situational, or behavioral factors.

It was hypothesized that subjects who were exposed to the priming

stimuli would be more likely to attribute the stigmas to factors that were

consistent with the primed attributions. Subjects in the controilable

priming condition should therefore perceive the stigmas as more

controilable than subjects exposed to uncontrollable primes. Based on the

literature, it is not clear how priming might affect judgments when

explicit information versus no information about the cause of the stigmas

is provided, Sruil and Wyer (1980) found that priming affected ratings of

ambiguous information more strongly than iudgments of
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Figure 1: Research Design
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unambiguous inforrìation, However, the reverse pattern was obtained by

Rholes and Pryor (1982) in a study investigating the effects of priming

on causal attributions. Rholes and Pryor (1982) argue that the

discrepancy Ín findings may be due to the processing of ambiguous

information. According to these researchers, the ambiguous

information in their study ma)¡ have been processed more actively and

more cautiously, thereby reducing the impact of priming.

Rholes and Pr¡'or's (l-982) experimental manipuìation is quite

different from that in the proposed study, however. While Rholes and Pryor

defined ambiguity in terms of covariation information (e.9., low consensus,

high consistency, and Ìor¡' distinctiveness covariation information

conceptualized as an unambiguous pattern), subjects in the present study

were expì.icitly told what the cause of the stigmas was, or they received

no causal information at ali. Given this difference in manipulation, Rholes

and Pryor's (1982) results may not be applicable to the present study.

Consistent with Srull and Wyer's (1980) study, it was therefore

hypothesized that priniing effects would be particularly likely in the

ambiguous no informatÍon condition, as compared to the unambiguous

controllable and uncontrollable information conditions.

Furthermore, it is possible that information that is consistent

with the priming stimuli (that is, controliable information-controllable

priming- behavioral. stigma; uncontrollable information-uncontrollable

priming-physical stigma) will produce the most polarized responses.

An alternative possibility is that a ceiling is reached which cannot be

further influenced by priming. Conversely, information that is

contradictory to the priming stimuli, that is: controllable information-
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uncontrollable priming, uncontrollable information-controllable

priming, behavioral stigma-uncontrollable priminÉr or physical stigma-

controllable priming, might interacL in a subtractíve manner' producing

relatively neutral responses.

. consistent with weiner et al.'s (i988) results, controllable

information was expected to elicit higher controllability ratinEis than

no information, which in turn should receive higher scores than

uncont¡ollable information. Moreover, controllable stigmas were

expected to elicit less sympathy and less willingness to help' but more

anger than uncontrollable stigmas. A main effect was further expected

for the type of stigma, with behavioral stigmas being perceived as

more controllable than physical stigmas and consequently evokÍng more

anger, less sympathy, and less willingness to help than physical

stigmas.

Method

Sub.iects

Subjects were 370 university students recruited from the

introductor)¡ psychology subject pool at the University of Manitoba.

They received course credit for their particípation in the study. The

sample consisted primarily of first year Arts and Science students'

with somewhat more female than male subjects particípating

(approximately 55o/'. vs. 45%),

Materials

priminÁ Task. The question as to when a construct is used for

interpreting new information has not been answered conclusively. It is

assumed, however, that features of the construct have to be
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sufficiently related to features of the new information to be used for

encoding that information (Wyer & Sruil, 1980). For example' Higgins et

al. (1g77) found priming ,effects only when the stimuli were applicable

to the stimulus information, Furthermore, priming stimuli have to be

perceived by subiects as relevant to the stimulus information (Higgins'

1989). In order to maximize priming effects, it was therefore

important to select priming stimuli that were applicable for encoding

the target information. Unfortunately, little is known about the

attributional process. It is not clear, for example, whether people's

initial focus is on a specific cause' such as lack of willpower, which is

subsequently categorized according to the causal dimensions of

controllability, locus, and stabiiity, or whether the causal structure is

invol<ed first and specific attributions are inferred from it. A study by

smith and Miller (1983) provides some evidence that the former

possibilit), is more plausibie. The researchers showed that specific

traits are inferred from stimulus informatíon during the initial

comprehension of a sentence and that this inference is encoded along

with the original information. Other types of inferences' such as

attributing causes to either the situation or the person, are then made

on the basis of that material.

Trait adjectives and behavioral examples of traits were used as

priming stimuli in.the present study, since they might be considered

potentÍal causal explanatíons of sti$mas. Weiner (1985) notes that

traits such as tolerance or laziness are often perceived as controllablet

.whereas personaÌ attributes like aptitude or physical coordination

would be considered uncontrollable. Moreover, traits Iieere chosen that
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might be perceived as relevant for the stigmas used in the proposed

study. For example, the trait "careless" might be relevant since

paraplegia might be attributed to an individual's carel.essness. In

contrast, a trait such as "honest" may not be considered relevant to the

stigmas used in the present study.

A sentence construction task was employed to prime causal

attributions. The task involved a list of items, each item consisting of

four words arranÉ;ed in random order, (e.g., her found knew I), with some

of the items reflecting the construct to be primed. Subiects were

instructed to underline three words that would form a complete

sentence. This task has produced reliabLe effects in several studies

with sentences involving behavioral examples of a trait (Srull & Wyer,

1979;1980) or trait adjectives (Bargh et aI., l-988; Sedikides, 1990).

Previous research showed that constructing one sentence

containing a critical priming concept influenced subsequent judgments

(Bargh et al., 1988). Furthermore, subjects' ratings of a target with

respect to the primed concepts increased monotonically as the number

of priming stimulí increased from six to 48 (Srull & Wyer, 1979). Ten

priming stimuli, two trait adjectives and 8 behavioral examples of

traits were used in the present sttrdy.

Selection of Primine S . A list of personality traits

compiled by Anderson (1968) was the starting point for constructing

priming stimuii. Twenty traits were chosen from this list which'

intuitively, appeared to be either controllable or uncontrollable, and

appeared relevant to stigmas. A preliminary list of 60 terms was then

generated with synonyms of these trait adjectives with the aid of a
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thesaurus. These traits were divided in half and the lists were given to

two groups of subjects (n=16, and n=19), who v/ere asked to imagine a

person being described by each word and to indicate to what extent the

trait was controllable by this individual. Each word was rated on a 9-

point scale, rangíng from "not at all under personal control" (1) to

"totally under personal control" (9). Furthermore, subjects rated each

word based on their emotional reaction to a person who possesses such

an attribute (l- = extremely negative; I = extremely positive), and in

terms of how meaningful the \^¡ord was (1 = I have no idea of the

meaning of this word; 9 = I have a clear understanding of the meaning of

this word ).

Stimuli were selected according to the foliowing criteria: 1)

Mean meaningful rating of at least 7;2) telativeiy neutral emotional

response, with ratings around 5; 3) controllability ratings clearly above

or below 5, that is, the midpoint. From the pool of potential stimuli'

traíts were chosen that best satisfied these criteria. The four stimuii

selected were: unlucky, doomed, daydreaming, and daredevil. These

traits clearl¡'differed in terms of controliability (Ms = 2.45 vs.7,22),

!(33) = 9.73, p <.0001, but produced simiÌar, neutral emotional

reactions (l'{s = 4.84 vs 4.63), !(33) =.34, P <.74, These traits were

also meaningful to subjects (M = 8.38). See Table L for means and

standard deviations. (Ratings for all stimuli are listed in Appendix A).

It should be noted that few trait adjectives met all three criteria'

one reason being that nany adjectives received low meaningfulness

.ratings. In addition, traits were generally perceived as relatively

controllable (overall M = 6.1-5), and controllability was correlated with
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Table 1:

Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of Priminq Stimuli

Uncontrollable Stimuli

Measures

Control Emotion

Stimuli

unlucky

doomed

she was let-go

she excluded them

she slipped

she was misled

she was abandoned

she was pushed

she was forgotten

she was shoved

1,95 (1.35)

2.94 ( 1.93)

3.14 (1.e8)

2.73 (r.52)

3.82 (2.1_t)

2,77 (1.72)

1.73 (1.6i)

2.r8 (L.74)

2,27 (7.80)

2,4r (7.94)

4.8e (2.16)

4.79 (2,32)

4.45 (1.e0)

4.86 (2.L4)

5,r4 (r.42)

4.77 (1..82)

4.64 (2.87 )

5.27 (2.33)

4.e5 (2.38)

5.oe (2.3e)

MeaninA

8.68 (0,95 )

8.26 (0.81)

8.14 (1.25)

8.23 (1.31)

8.50 (1,14)

8.50 (1.06)

8.68 (0.89)

8.64 (0.e0)

8.32 (1.36)

8.32 (1.36)
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Table 1 (continued)

Stimuli

daydreaming

daredevil

she misplaced ít

she confused them

she overturned it

she was late

she dirtied it

she failed it

she cut it

she slouched

Controllable Stimuli

Control

1.06 (2,29)

7.s8 (1.82)

7.41 (1.56)

6,05 (2.08)

7.r4 (1,82)

6.91 (1.60)

6.77 (1.85 )

6,82 (2.32)

7,68 ( 1.70)

7.72 (1.55)

Measures

Emotion

4.88 (1.8e)

4.38 (1.71)

4.00 (1.34)

4.47 (r.47)

4,82 (1.22)

3.68 (1.1.7)

4.32 (1.13)

3.86 ( 1.96)

5.41 (1.47)

3.5e (1.65)

MeaninÉ

8.88 (0.50)

7,69 (2.52)

8.64 (0.7e)

8.50 (1.14)

7.95 (1.5e)

8.55 (0.e6)

8.41 (1.22)

8.5e (0.e1)

8.64 (0.7e)

8.82 (0.39)

Note: Standard deviations are indicated in brackets.
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emotional responses (r = -,22). As a result, oniy four traits qualified as

uncontrollabie stimuli. Of these, two traits were chosen that most

ciosely matched two controilable stimuli.

A second list of behavioral examples of traits was then created.

These behaviors were generated on an intuitive basis, keeping the trait

adjectives used previously ih mind. For example, an attempt was made

to imagine an individual who could be characterized as unlucky, and

possible behavioral examples of that attribute were then listed. In

order to create priming stimuli that were consistent with filler items'

it had to be possible to express the behavior in a three-word sentence,

A list of 62 items was generated, which was given to a different group

of subjects (n = 22), Each behavior was rated on the same three

measures used for trait adjectives, namely controllability, emotional

reaction, and meaningfulness. ILems were selected according to the

criteria discussed earlier. These stimuli are listed in Table 1. T-tests

indicated that the sentences selected differed in terms of

controllability, !(21) = 11.71, p ( . 0001 (Ms = 7,06 vs. 2.63 for

controllable and uncontrollable stimuli, respectively)' but not emotions'

LQI) = 1-.07, p < .30 (Ms = 4.26 vs. 4.90).

The sentence construction task was then developed with the

selected items. Filler stimuli were taken from materials developed by

Costin (1975) and did not contain an¡' trait adjectives (priming

materials are presented in Appendix B) These fillers had been rated in

terms of their hostility content and had been found to refiect little

hostiüty. As such, fillers were not expected to produce negative

emotional reactions. Two tests \dere constructed, each consisting of 30
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items, 20 fillers and ten priming stimuli. A test consisting of 30

fillers was used in the no priming condítion. The items were listed in

random order, r¡'ith the exception that the location of the two trait

adjectives was the same on the two priming iists. The order of the

words was also randomly determined.

stiemas. Two physical stigmas, cancer and paraplegia, and two

behavioral stigmas, obesity and drug addiction, were included in this

study, These stigmas were selected from those used by \{einer et aI.

(1938) and Menec et al. (1990) since they were manipulated

successfuily, producing results that were consistent with l{einer's

attribution t,Ìreory. Furthermore, the four stigmas were chosen because

they are all physiologically based. l{einer et al. (1988) classified these

stigmas as physical or behavioral on an intuitive basis. Using data

collected by lr{enec et al, (1990), principal axes factor analyses were

run for affective and behavioral measuresr follou'ed by Varimax

rotation, to determine if this classification was appropriate. For all

dependent measures, cancer and paraplegia emerged as one factor and

obesity and drug abuse as a second factor' suggesting that they belong

to different stigma types.

scenarios for the physical stigmas are presented below. The

causal information presented in the controllabie information condition

is underlined. In. the uncontrollable condition, these sentences were

replaced by the cause presented in brackets.
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- Linda 8., who is 31 years old, has recently been diagnosed as having

cancer, The primary cause of the cancer is Linda's exc€ssive smokinA.

(The primary cause of the cancer are hereditary factors.)

- Nancy K, (29 years old) recently suffered extensive spinal cord

injuries in a traffic accident and is expected to remain paralyzed.

Nancy collided with the rear of a car stopped at a red light. (A car

coliided with the rear of Linda's car stopped at a red light).

In the no information condition any reference to age as well as the

sentences referring to possible causes were omitted and replaced by the

filler sentences: "The cancer was diagnosed shortly before Linda's 31st

birthday" in the cancer condítion, and "Nancy was 29 years old when the

accident occurred " in the paraplegia condition. Scenarios for the

behavioral stigmas were:

- Linda 8., who is 31 years old, has recently become excessively

overweight. The primary cause of the obesity is Linda's excessive

eating and lack of exercise. (The primary cause of the obesity is a

gìandular dysfunction ).

- Nancy K. (29 years old) is dependent on drugs. Recreational drug

experimentation has developed into a severe drug abuse habit.

(Previous treatment for pain resulting from an injury has developed

into a severe drug abuse habit).
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Filler items for these stigmas were: "Linda was 3l years old

when she realized that she was severely obese" and "Nancy

acknowledged her drug abuse habit shortly before her 29th birthday".

The causes of the stigmas have been used in previous research and have

been effective in ínfluencing subiects' emotional and behavioral

responses (weiner et al., 1988; Menec et aI., 1990). The order of

presenlation of the two stigmas was counterbalanced.

Dependent Measures. Dependent measures \4¡ere: perceived

controliability of the cause of the condition, sympathy, anger, and

helping, each of which was assessed u'ith three questions. The

questions were based on measures used by Weiner et al. (1988) and

Reisenzein (1986), These meâsllres are presented in Tabie 2. Each

question was rated on a lO-point scale and the order of the 12

questions was randomized for each stigma. Subjects were further

asked to indicate rr'hat they perceived to be the cause of the stigmas.

Questions for cancer and obesity were: "To what extent is the condition

caused by a genetic predisposition or a physioiogical defect"; "To what

extent is t,he condition caused by the person's lifestyie". In the

paraplegia and drug addiction conditions the questions were: "To what

extent is the condition caused by the personts behavior"; and "To what

extent is the condition caused by situational factors". These questions

were also rated on. a 1O-point scale (1 = not at all a factnr1' 10 = very

much a factor).

Postexperimental Suestionnaire. A funnel-type postexperimental

guestionnaire (Page, l-9?3) was included to assess subjects'

suspiciousness about the relation between the priming phase and the
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Table 2: Dependent Measures

Controiiability
1) How controllable, do you think, is the cause of this person's present

condition? (1 = noL at all under personal control; 10 = completely
under personal control)

2) How responsible, do you think, is that person for the cause of the
present condition? (1 = very much responsible;10 = not at all
responsibÌe)

3) I would think that it rt'as the person's own fault that she developed
the present condition (1 = rlor not at all; 10 = Yêsr absolutely so)

Sympathy
1) How much sympathy would you feel for that person? (1 = very much;

10 = none at ail)
2) I would feel pity for this person (1 = none at all; 10 = very much)
3) Hou' much concern would you feel for this person? (1 = very much;

10 = none at all )

Anger
1) How angry wouid you feel at that person? (1 = not at all; 10 = very

much)
Ð How irrítated would you feel by that person? (1 = v€rY much; 10 =

not at ali)
3) I would feei aggr:avated by that person (1 = not at all;10 = very

much so)

HeIp Judqments
1) How tikely is it that you would help this person r,"ith a small

problem (1 = definitely would heip; 10 = definitely would not help)
2) I would donate money for research concerning this person's

condition (1 = definitely would not; 10 = definiteiy would)
3) How likely is it that you would give money to this person (1 =

definitely would; 10 = definitely would not)
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social perception phase. Subjects were first asked to indicate what

they thought the experimenter expected to find in the two "studies",

followed by increasingly specific questions about the relation between

the two phases.

Manipulation Check. Subjects' perceptions of the priming stimuli

was also measured, in that subjects in the controllable and

uncontrollable priming conditions were given a list of the ten priming

sentences they had previously been exposed to and asked to rate each

trait or characteristic in terms of its controllabiiity. The question was

the same as that used ín the item selection studies, namely "Do you

think this behavior or trait is controllable by the person" (1 = not at all

under personaÌ control; 9 = totally under personal control).

Procedl¿¿e

Subjects were randomly assigned to one of the information and

stignia type conditions, They were tested in groups of approximatel¡'

15. At the beginning of the experiment¡ theS' were informed that the

sLudy they had initially signed up for was in the area of person

1>erception. They h'ere then told that since this study wouid not require

much time to complete, the experimenter would run a psycholinguistics

studl' prior to the person perception study. The experimenter further

explained that this psycholinguistics study would take only a few

minutes and would. involve creating sentences. ThÍs cover story was

used to minimize the likelihood that subjects would detect the relation

between the two phases.

Subjects were then presented with the sentence construction

iLems. The experimenter read the instruction with subjects and paced
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theni through the task by reading the scrambled sentences with them.

This ensr"rred that the delay between the sentence construction task and

reading of the first scenario was the same for all subjects, Subjects

were gÍven approximately 3 seconds for each item. Foliowing this task,

I'hich took approximaLel¡' three minutes, subjects were informed that

the first experiment was finished, and that they would now begin the

person perception study. Subjects then read the stimulus information

and, immediately following each scenario, they responded to the

dependent measures, Questions pertaining to the controllability of the

stigma, emotional reactions and behavioral judgments were presented

first, foliowed by the two questions about the cause of the condition,

(A Person Perception Questionnaire is presented in Appendix C). The

postexperinienlal questionnaire was then administered, followed by the

manipulatÍon checli in the case of subjects in the uncontroliable and

controllable priming conditions. Subjects were then debriefed about the

relationship betiveen the two "studies", and the purpose of the study

was explained.

The delay between priming and reading of the first target

information was less than one minute. This delay is within the range of

that in previous studies which used traits as priming stimuli (e.9.,

Higgins, et al., 1977; 1985; Smith & Branscombe, 1987). These studies

demonstrated priming effects with intervals of 15 seconds to

approximateiy two minutes. Furthermore, studies using behavioral

examples of priming constructs involved delays ranging from a few

minutesz up to one week (e.g., Srull & Wyer, 1979;1980), although the

effect of priming decreased rapidly over time,

t¡f* Ãfti* 
"i"to-ihÈìs 

a "no delayn condition æd

\

do not provide non spcific info¡nalion u to how long the interval was,
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Results

Desiqn and Rationale for AnaiYses

The study involved a mixed design with priming (uncontrollable,

none, controllable), information (uncontrollable, none' controllable),

and stigma type (physical, behavioral) as between subiects variables.

Stigma (cancer and paraplegía vs. obesity and drug addiction) was

included as a within subjects variable and was nested within levels of

stigma type (see Figure 1-). In addition, the two stiglmas were presented

in counterbaianced order. For each stigma, subjects responded to l-4

dependent, measures: The perceived controllability of the cause of the

condition was assessed wÍth three questions¡ âs w€re feelings of anger

and synipathy, and willingness to help. Summary scores were created by

averaging across the three measures pertaining to control, anger,

s.vntpathy, and help. Two addítional questions measured the perceived

cause of the condition.

In order to determine if there were any counterbalancing effectso

conlrol, anger, sympathy, and help measures were analyzed with a

Priming x Information x Stigma Type x Order x Stigma repeated

measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). A four-way

Information x Stígma Type x Order x Stigmas interaction was obtained'

F(8,606) = 3,92, p ( .01, indicating that a counterbalancing effect

occurred.. It was therefore decided to analyze the stigma presented

first separately from the second one. Two physical and two behavioral

stÍgmas had been included for generalizaLion purposes. Responses to

the two physical stigmas were combined, as were those for the two

behavioral stigmas. This resulted in a Priming (uncontrollabler none,
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controllable) x Information (uncontroilable, none, controllabte) x Stigma

Type (ph5'sical, behaviorat) 3 x 3 x 2 between subjects factorial design

for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, respectively.

Control, anger, sympathy, and help were analyzed with a 3 x 3 x 2

MANOVA, The MANOVA approach was deemed appropriate since the

dependent measures are conceptually relatedr with perceptions of

controllability leading to Lhe emotions of anger and sympathy which, in

turn, are linked to willinginess to help. This relation is reflected in

relatively strongi intercorrelations between the variables (see Table 3).

The Piilai trace test statistic was used since it tends to be the most

robust to vioiations of the homogeneity of variance-covariance matrix

assumption (Tabachnik & Fide]l, 1983). Significant multivariate effects

were followed up with specific univariate contrasts.

Effects were probed with a modified versíon of the Bonferroni-

Dunn multiple comparison procedure (Maxwell & Delaney, 1990, p. 180)'

Thís test statistic is calculated with a nonpooled error term and

therefore does not requile homogeneity of variances. Degrees of

freedom are computed according to the solution proposed by

Satterthwaite (Satterthwaite, 1946), with the significance level being

divided by the number of comparisons performed. Priming effects were

tested with a more liberal test than information or stigma type effects,

in that o( was not adjusted for the number of comparisons. Moreover,

the significance level was set at .05 for information and stigma type

effects, and at .10 for effects involving priming. It was decided to

apply different criteria since findings involving information and stigma

type rvere expected to replicate results of previous research' justifying



Table 3:

Correlation Ì,{atrix for Dependent Measures: Scenario 1

SympathyAnAer

Control

A n óêr"

Sympathy

^1 -,44

-.34

Help

-.32

-.26

À-
. ¿t.J
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a üore conservative significance ievel. Since the priming manipulation

was exploratory in nature it was felt that a Type II error would be more

serious than a Type I error, warranting a less stringent approach.

Sub.Íect Suspiciousness

Subjects' suspiciousness of the relation between the priming task

and the person perception task was assessed with a postexperimental

questionnaire. Responses indicated that none of the subjects was able

to identify the hypotheses. Many subjects reported that there was some

relation between phases only upon further questioning. The most

commonly stated hypothesis was that the priming task was some type

of personalitS' *""sure which would be related to responses to the

stinlulus persons.

Manipuiation Chech

Subjects' perceptions of the príming stimuli were also assessed.

If the manipulation was effective, priming stimuli in the controllable

priming condition should be perceived as more controllable than stimuli

in the uncontrollable condition. This assumption was confirmed,

L Q12) = 20.65, p < .0001, Ms = 6.80 vs. 4.11 (SD = 1.05,0.87) in the

controllable and uncontrollable groups, respectively. Several subjects

who clearly did not perceive stimulÍ in the intended way were dropped

from further analyses. Nine subiects with mean scores above 6 (upper

5%) in the uncontrollable priming condition, and 6 subjects with ratings

below 4.8 (Iower 5%) were excluded. These criteria ensured that the

number of subjects deleted in the two conditions was not too disparate,

while maintaining adequate sample sizes for all dependent variabies.
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It is interesting to note that uncontrollable stimuli were rated as

more controllable than in the selection phase (Ms = 4.11 vs 2,59),

whereas controllable stimuli \{ere perceived as somewhat less

controllable (Ms = 6.80 vs 7.09). This difference may reflect regression

toward the mean, but may also be due to a difference in instructions.

Subjects in the selection study were specifically reminded to use the

entire 9-point scaLe, which may have polarized ratings more than in the

present study in which no such instructions were given.

Overviev. of Results

The foLiowing result section is divided into two major parts:

results for Scenario l- and findings for Scenario 2. For each scenario,

anal5'ssg are provided for controllability, affective, and help measures,

follou'ed by findings for perceived cause measures. For these dependent

variables, effects for priming, information, and stigma type are

discussed in turn. Since the purpose of the study u'as to investigate the

impact of priming, results involving the priming variable are of

particuì.ar interest. Especially noteworthy are findings for Scenario 1,

since thís vignette was read immediately after the priming task,

thereby maximizing the likeiihood of detecting priming effects.

Analyses for the second scenarío provide some indication of the

persistence of potential priming effects. Findings for the information

and stigma type manipulations were expected to repiicate previous

research.

First Scenario: Controllability. Affective, and Help Measures

Controllability, anger, sympathy, and help were analyzed

simultaneously with a Priming (uncontrollable, none, controllable) x
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Information (uncontroliabie, none, controllable) x Stigma Type

(physical, behavioral) 3 x 3 x 2 MANOVA. Main effects were found for

information, F(8,648) = 20.36, p < .01, and stigma type,

F(4,323) = 35.73, p( .011 but not for priming. StÍgma type also

interacted with information, F(8,648) = 6.15, p (.01¡ as well as with

priming, F(8'648) = 1.83, p < .07. See Table 4 for means and st¿ndard

deviations. (Univariate results are presented in Appendix D). Priming

effects were further investigated with t-tests for physical and

behar.'ioral stigmas, respectively. The Information x Stigma Type

interaction l+ras probed wíth t-tests comparing the three information

groups at each level of stigma type. Furthermore, physical stigmas

1^iere compared to behavjoral stigmas at each level of information.

It was expected that priming wouìd increase the likelihood that

subjects would attribute the cause of the stigmas to either controllable

or uncontrolÌable factors. As a result, affective reactions and help

judgments should also be modified. However, it was not clear how

priming r¡'ould interact with information and stigma type. Two-tailed

t-tests were therefore used for all conLrasts.

Priming effects. The multivariate priming by stigma type

interactíon was followed up with contrasts for physical and behavioral

stigmas separateJ.y, since priming effects were of primary interest.

Several contrasts were significant (p<.10, critical ! = 1.66' degrees of

freedom according to Satterthwaite's solution were approximately 100).

A summary of results is provided in Table 5.

For physical stigmas, uncontroLlable priming elicited lower

ratings of control than no priming (! = L,75), and lower scores than
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Table 4:

Means and Standard Deviations qiven Information. Primin4. and

Stiqma Tvpe: Scenario 1

Uncontrollable Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

Measure

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Help

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

L.7 4

22

3.13

2,04

20

6.65

r.52

22

5.68

0.98

22

Phys

2.20

7.26

18

2.00

1.16

1B

8.24

7.79

1B

o. r+

1.39

18

Beh

4.09

1.93

22

2.91

I.73

22

6.5 5

1..72

oo

5,47

1.78

22

Phys

3.27

2.00

21

2.48

1.54

2l

7,90

1.58

20

6,37

1_.84

21

Beh

ó.+ I

1.55
1n
II

2.90

1?A

11

6.43

2.02

)-(

6,25

1.48

1.7

Phys

2.82

1_77

1q

2.00

1. JO

1v

7.81,

2.48

19

6.46

1.56

l9

M

SD

n

M

SD

n
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Table 4 (continued)

Measure

ControÌ

Anger

Sympathy

Help

No Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

Ð.lJ

n

M

SD

n

Beh

o,+¿

r,72

19

4.74

1.53

1q

1.90

10

1.48

19

Phvs

2.36
I llr. _L r

2.75

1.98

16

t.+o

_t. yt)

16

6.83

1.38

l_6

Beh

5.98

L.62

22

4.38

1.83

22

5.55

1-,72

22

5.27

_t. ou

22

Phys

3.08

r.24
¿¿

?,.47

L.28

22

7.71
1 n1
_1. t ,L

22

6.44

L,94

22

Beh

6.20

1.03

18

4.65

r.79

18

5,7 4

1.77

L8

4.76

1,64

18

Phys

3.26

1.32

18

2.20

r.49

18

7.54

1.85

1B

6.11

1.40

tð
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Table 4 (continued)

Measure

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Heip

Controilable Information

No Priming Uncontrollable
Priming

Controilable
Priming

M

SD

n

1'l

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

6,97

1,58

,n

4.07

1.bõ

20

5.22

¿. ro
t^

4.80
1 tr.)

20

Phys

Ê. ta

1.85

1q

3.89

1.73

10

7.30

T,B2

18

6.79

1.43

19

Beh

o.40

1.60

4T

3.97

2.r3

21"

6.00

1.68

¿I

5.4r

1.58

2L

Phys

6.05

1.88

22

4.27

2.05

22

7.08

1.90

22

Ãa?

_t. o4

22

Beh

6,37

1.58

17

5.31

1 1t7

1Q

1,59

18

4.78

1qî

Phys

5.7 5

1.26

T7

3,22

1.86

1,7

6.98

1.86

1B

6.15

1 t72

1B

Note: Beh = Behavioral Stigmas, Phys = Physical Stigmas,
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Table 5:

Means for the Stiqma Type and Pri

Behaviorai StiAmas Physical Stiemas

Uncontr No Contr Uncontr No ConLr

Priming Priming Priming Priming Priming Priming

Measures

Control 5.69 5.51 5.35

Anger 3.78' 3.7 5¿ 4.29i

Sympathy 5,87 6.03 5.77

Help 5,24 5.36 5.26

3.60u 4.l.3b 3.94

2.88 3.07a 2,47b

7.67 7.56 7 ,44

6.79. 6.21b 6,248

Note: Uncontr Priming = Uncontrollable Priming; Contr Priming =

Controllable Priming. Means that do not share a superscript are

significantly different, p < .10.
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controllable priming' although the latter comparison was not

significanb, ! = \,22, Comparisons for anger measures ind.icated that no

priming evoked more anger than controllable priming (! = z.OL), whereas

the other two contrasts were not significant, !s < 1.31. Similarly, none

of the comparisons reached significance for sympathy, !s ( 1. For help

judgments, uncontrollable priming ied to greater willingness to help

than controllable priming, L = ]_92, Uncontrollabie priming also

produced greater willingness to help than no priming, ! = 1.96. For

behavioral stigmas, only two comparisons were significant:

Controllabìe priming produced more anger than uncontrollable priming

(! = t.oz), and no priming (! = L.74),

These results show that priming índeed influenced subjects'

reactions toward the targets. For physical stigmas' uncontrollable

priming decreased the perceived controllability of the stigma and

increased willingness to help the target. Furthermore, controilabie

priming elicited more anger than uncontroliable and no priming' but only

in the case of behavioral stigmas.

Information effects. It was hypothesized ttraL stigmas that were

ascribed to a controllable cause wouid be perceived as more

controllable than stigmas whose cause was not described. No

information, in turn, was expected to produce higher ratings than

uncontrollable information. Furthermore, controllable information was

expected to result in more angerr less sympathy, and less willingness to

help than no information, which was expected to elicit more anger, but

less sympathy and heip than uncontrollable information. To test these

hypotheses, six comparisons were computed for each dependent
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measure, three for each level of stigma type. All test statistics were

distributed with approximately 100 degrees of freedom anrl the critical

t-value for 6 comparisons was 2.69, p < .05.

Replicating previous research (Weiner, et al., 1988)' stigmas that

were ascribed to a controllable cause were perceived as more

controilable than stigmas described as due to uncontrollable factors

(see Tabie 6 for a summary of the results). Simiiarly, controllable

information eLicited less anger, but more sympathy and greater

willingness to help than uncontrollable information. Such a difference

in sympathy and help judgments was found for behavioral stigmas only,

horn'ever. Unexpectedly, no information generally did not differ from

controllable information for behavioral stigmas and from uncontrollable

information in the physical condition,

Stigma type effects. Ph¡,si""1 stigmas were expected to elicit

more positive emotions and help iudgments than behavioral stigmas.

Comparisons between the two stigmas were computed for each level of

information, with a critica] value of 2,43 for 3 comparisons per

dependent measure, df = 100' p < .05. Ten of 12 conLrasts were

significant (see Tabie 6), with physical stigmas being perceived as less

controllable, and eiiciting less anger, but more sympathy and greater

r,"illingness to help than behavioral stigmas, alÌ !s > 2.56. No

differences were found between physical and behavioral stigmas for

perceived control (! = t.gS) and anger (! = 2.00) in the controllable

information condition.

First Scenario: Perceived Cause Measures

For each stigma, subjects answered two questions pertaining to
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Table 6:

Means for the Stigma Type and Information Interaction: Scenario 1

Behavioral StiAmas Physical Stiqmas

Uncontr No Info
Info

Contr

Info
Uncontr
Info

2,76t

2. L6a

7.98

6.52

Info Contr

Info

6,01b

.f.ty-

7,12

6.26

Measures

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Help

3.7 4E

2.98'

6.54'

5.80'

6.20b

4.39b

5.68

5.07

6.60b

4.45b

c.+c'

5.00b

2.90r

2.47t

7.57

6.46

Note: Uncontr Info = Uncontrollabie Information;
Information; Contr Info = Controllable Information.
share a superscript are significantly different, p
sk comparisons per dependent measure.

No Info = No

Means that do not
< .05 for a family of
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íts cause. The questions were worded in such a way as to be consistent

with the corresponding scenario, For cancer and obesity, subiects rated

the extent to which physioiogicai factors and the extent to which the

person's lifestyle caused the condition. Questions were somewhat

different for paraplegia and drug addiction, in that subjects were asked

about the extent to which the condition was due to situational factors

and the extent to which it was due to the person's behavior. Ratings

pertaining to lifestyle and behavior were combined. That is' it was

possible to collapse across stigmas, as in the case of the previous

analyses. However, questions related to physiology and situational

factors had to be analyzed separately. The analysis for physioiogical

causes therefore includes oniy cancer versus obesityr whereas the

analysis for situational causes compares paraplegia and drug addiction.

As a result, cell sízes are reduced for these measures (see Table 7).

Attributions to physiology, situation' and behavior were analyzed

separately with Prjming (uncontrollable, none, controllable) x

Information (uncontroliable, none' controllable) x Stigma Type

(physical, behavioral) 3 x 3 x 2 analyses of variance (ANOVAs). These

results are presented in Table 8.

Primine effects, Priming main effects were found for all three

perceived cause measures, although the effect for situational

attributions \^¡as quaiified by a Priming x Information interaction (see

Table 8), Similarly, a Priming x Stigma Type interaction quaiified the

main effect for behavior attributions (see Tabte 8). Probing the priming

main effect for physiology attributions (! critical = 1.68, df = 50'

p (.10) showed that controllable priming produced higher ratings than
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Table 7:

Means and Standard Deviations for Perceived Cause Measures: Scenario 1

Uncontrollable Information

Uncontrollable
Þr"imin o

No Priming Controllable
Priming

Measure

Physiology'

Situationb

Behavior'

Measure

PhysÍology

Situation

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

8.27

1,.42

11

7.45

2.38

11

5,59
2.20

22

Phys

7.00
9Aq

o

8.33

2.2,4

I

2.56

L.ó¿

1B

Beh

7.18

1..72

11

7.00

1.67

11

4.ìJb

2.59

22

Phys

6.60
2.59

10

6.82

2.32
11

3.71_

2,49

2l

Beh

7,50

r.77
ö

6.33

2.50
I

5.47

2,43

l7

Phys

7.50
2.95

10

8.44

1,.42

I

3,42

2,52

19

No Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

Beh

5.90
2.33

11

7.89
7.76

o

6.9 5

1.81

19

Phys

5.22

2,33
J

9,57

0.53
n
I

2.94
1.91

16

Beh

4.55
2.27

11

7,91

2.07

11

7.59

2.O4

22

Phys

Ãq1

2,07

11

7.91

1.87

11

4,73
2.27

22

Beh

5.50
2.27

10

7.88

2.1,0

I

8.33
r.37

18

Phys

7.38

1.85

I

8.30
1.95

10

+.v+
2.69

18

Behavior
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Table 7 (continued)

Measure

Physiology

Controllable Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

Situation

Behavior

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

5.64

2.77

11

7.22
2,44

q

7.70

2.25

20

Phys

4,67

2.29
q

7.70

1.83
10

6.58

2.48
19

Beh

4.70

2.83

10

7.55

1.51
11

I .IU
2,45

2T

Phys

4,18

1.60

11

8.00
0.89

11

6.86

2,23

22

Beh

6.60

2.07

10

5.75

2.60
B

7,72

1.87

18

Phys

5.44
1ÃO

9

6.00
2.69

q

o. óì,

2,85

1B

* "To what extent, do you think, is this condition caused b)' a genetic
predisposition or a physiological defect?". b "To what extent, do you
think, is this condition caused by situational facLors?". , "To what
extent, do you think, is this condition caused by the person's
lifestyle/behavior?" (1 = not at aIL a factor, 10 = very much a factor).
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Table 8:

Siqnificant Univariate Results for Perceived Cause Measures:

Scenario 1

Physiology Situation
Effect

PrimÍng

Behavíor

Information

Stigma Type

Priming x Info

Info x Stigma Type

Priming x Stigma
Type

MSe

Note: * < '10;
brackets; Info

3.81x*
(2,160)

14.55**x
( 2,1_60 )

0.4r
(1,160)

0.40
(4,160 )

2.57x
(2,160)

1.27
(2,160)

4,99

2.76x
( 2,156 )

5.29***
( 2,156 )

4.87t<*
(4,156 )

2.04x
(4,156)

0.27
( 2,156 )

0.99
(2,i56)

4,02

2.42x
(2,334)

44,7 4x*x
(2,334)

76.65***
(1,334 )

1. OO

(4,334)

8.91x**
(2,334)

2.60x
(2,334)

5.r7

xx < .05; *** <..01.

= Information.
Degrees of freedom are indicated in
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no primin1, t = 2.73 (Ms = 6.65 vs 5.52), but did not differ from

uncontrollable primÍng, þ = I.26 (Ms = 6.65 vs 6.12). Uncontrollable

priming also did not differ from no priming' ! = 1.40.

The PrÍming x Information interaction for situation attributions

(see Figure 2) was foLlowed by comparing priming groups at each level

of information (! criticai = l-.70, df = 30). Significant differences were

found only for controllable information, in that subjects in the

controllable priming condition attributed the stigma less to situational

factors than uncontrollable priming subjects, ! = 1.94 (Ms = 5.88 vs

7,46), and no priming subjects, L = 2,72 (Ms = 5.88 vs 7.77). No

difference was obtained between urrcontrollable and no priming gloupst

!=(1.

Moreover, probing the Priming x Stigma Type interaction for

behavior attributions (see Figure 3) showed that for physical stigmas'

uncontrollable priming elÍcited lower ratings than controllable priming,

! = 1.93 (Ms = 4.03 vs 4,92), and no priming, L = 2,63 (Ms = 4.03 vs 5.10)

(! critical = 1.66). None of the other comparisons was significant' ts (

1.65. Means for behavioral stigmas were 6,751 7.17, and 6.52 for

uncontrollable, controliable and no priming' respectively.

To summarize, priming interacted with stigma type and

information. As expected, subjects receiving uncontrollable priming

were less ìikely to attribute the cause of the condition to the

individual's behavior, although this effect was obtained only for

physical stigmas. Similarly, controllable primin$, when combined with

.controilable information decreased attributions to situational factors'

relative to uncontrollable priming. Unexpectedly, controllable priming
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Situation

Figure 2:

Information:
+ None
* Uncontrollable
==4- Controllable

ControllableUncontrollable None

Priming

The effect of priming on attributions to situational factors.
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-+-+
Behavior

I

7

b

4

3

U ncontrollable None

Priming

Controllable

Figure 3: The effect, of printing on attributions to behavioral factors.

Behavioral Stigmas
Physical Stigmas
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subject,s attributed the stigma more to physiologicai factors than no

priming subjects.

Information effects. The ANOVA results showed a main effect for

inforniation for physiology attributions. This effect was probed with

three contrasts (! critical for 3 comparisons = 2.43, df = 100)' which

showed that stigmas ascribed to uncontrollable causes were attributed

more to physioiogical factors than controllable stigmas¡ t = 7.51 (Ms =

7.34 vs 5.21), and stigmas in the no information condition' t = 5.81

(Ms = 7.34 vs 5,75), The difference between controllable and no

information was not significant, ! = 1'91' Probing the information main

effect for situational attributions resulted in only one significant

contrast: controllable information elicited lower scores than no

information (Ms = 7'04 vs' 8'24), þ = 3'24' ! critical(71) = 2'43'

Mor'eover,t-testsprobingthelnformationxStigmaType

interaction for behavior attributions showed that for physical stigmas'

uncontrollable informatíon elicited lower ratings than controllable

information (! = 7,52), The critical value for six comparisons (df = 100)

at p ( .05 was 2.69. No information also produced lower ratings than

controllable information (! = 5'29)' Similarly, for behavioral stigmas'

uncontrollable information led to lower scores than controllable

informatioD, t = 5.20 and no information, ! = 6'00'

rn sum, these results indicate that subiects receiving controllable

information were generally more likely to attribute the cause of the

condition to the person's behavior, but less tikely to explain it in terms

of physioiogical or situational factors than uncontrollable or no

information subject,s. stigmas ascribed to uncontrollable factors, in
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turn, were attributed less to the targetts behavior, but more to

physiological factors than when no causal information was provided.

StiEma type effects. Contrasts were performed to determine if

subjects responded differently to physical versus behavioral stigmas.

As one would expect, the cause of physical, as compared to behavioral

stigmas, was more likely to be attributed to situational factors, but

less likely to the target's behavior, aithough the latter effect was found

only for no information and uncontrollable information (! = 5.59 and

5.41), but not for controliable informatioh¡ t = 2.05 (! critical = 2,43).

Summary of Results for Scenarío 1

Results for the first scenario indicate, then, that priming

generally influenced perceptions of the cause of the conditions,

although priming effects depended on the type of stigma or the specific

information provided. As expected, subjects exposed to uncontrollable

priming were less likeiy to attribute the cause of the stigmas to the

person's behavior. These findings were obtained oniy for physical

stigmas, however. Furthermore, controllable priming decreased

attributions to situational factors, relative to uncontrollable priming,

but only when the cause of the stigma was ascribed to controllable

factors. A similar effect was obtained for controllability' anger, and

help measures, in that only physical stigmas produced greater

willingness to help. when uncontrollable priming was provided.

Moreover, greater anger was expressed when controllable priming was

combined with behavioral stigmas. Thus' it appears that priming was

effective only when information in the priming phase matched

information in the person perception phase.
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The effects for information and stigma type replicate previous

research, in that uncontrollable information generally evoked more

positive emotional responses and help judgments than controilable

information. As expected, reactions were more positive toward

physicai than behavioral stigmas. Moreoverr as one would expectt

controllable stigmas were generally attributed to behavioral causes'

whereas uncontrollable stigmas were more likely to be attributed to

physiological or situational factors. These findings are consístent with

Weiner's (1986) model, which would predict that behavioral factors ma].

be perceived as controllable, whereas physiological and situational

causes might be more readily thought of as uncontrollabie.

Second Scenario: Controllabilitv, Affective. and Help Measures

Controllabiiity, anger, sympathy, and help measures were analyzed

with a Priming (uncontrollable, none' controllable) x Information

(uncontroliable, none, controllable) x Stigma Type (physical, behavioral)

3 x 3 x 2 MANOVA, as in the case of Scenario 1. Results were similar to

those of the first scenario, with main effects for information'

F(8,654) = 21,.28t p ( .01, stigma type, F(4,326) = 32.38' P < .01' and an

Information x Stigma Type interaction, F(8,654) = 3.2I' p < .01. (See

Appendix D for univariate results and Table 9 for means and standard

deviations). Unlike Scenario 1-, however, no interaction effects were

found for priming. The Information x Stigma Type interaction was again

probed by comparing informaLion groups at each level of stigma type.

Results of these contrasts are shown in Table 10. Generally'

controllable information again produced higher controllability ratings'

more anger, and less sympathy than uncontrollable informatíon and no
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Table 9:

Means and Standard Deviations given Information. Primine and

Stiqma Type: Scenario 2

Uncontrollable Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

Measure

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Help

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

3.80

2.to

22

3. 17

2.00

2L

6.89

2.03

22

5.58

1.60

22

Phys

2.24

1.56

1B

2.35

2.16

1B

8.7 6

1.81

18

6.80

1,,27

18

Beh

4.óO

2.30

22

J.¿1õ

1.81

22

o. ¿¿l

2.04

22

5.53

1.89

22

Phys

2.29

1,11

27

2.21"

1. JO

27

7.94

1.99

2L

6.68

1.98

2l

Beh

4,14

2.57

77

3.51

2.L5

1,7

7.10

1.84

1,7

5.45

1.72

17

Phys

2,82

1.56

19

2.23

1. JJ

19

7.77

1.vð

19

6,72

1.36

19
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Table 9 (continued)

Measure

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Help

No Information

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Uncontrollable
Priming

Beh Phys

3.29

2.76

10

2.04

1.01

IO

B. 15

1-.44

l-o

6.60

1.56

tb

No Priming Controllable
Priming

6,7 4

1,38

19

4.26

2.1,2

19

r.47

19

Ã ?ñ,

1Y

Beh

6.25

]-46

27

3.85

¿. L¿

22

o.r1

1.37

22

5.32

t.o /

22

Phys

3.76

l.tv

22

2.77

1.OO

22

8.09

1.58

22

6.39

1.35

22

Beh

6.93

1.66

18

4.87

1.82

18

6.50

1.95

1B

4,7 4

1.86

18

Phys

3.37

1.38

18

1.94

1.50

18

7.93

I. I I

18

6.70

1.49

18



60

Table 9 (continued)

Measure

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Help

Controllable Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

AOn

1.4C

20

Ã 1Ã

1.85

20

2.42

20

5.23

1.83

20

Phys

6.52

2,40

1B

4.00

2.85

1q

7.27

2.04

1v

6.88

T.T I

Beh

7.53

I.4Y

21,

+.+o

2.30

21

5.83

r.79

27

5.08

r.23

21

Phys

6.70

2.19

22

4,42

2.26

22

6,77

2.49

22

b.Uö

10Ã

22

Beh

7,77

1,82

18

R 11

L92
18

5.61

1.85

Ið

4.9L

1.51

1-8

Phys

6.16

1.98

T7

4.16

2.37

L7

6.90

2,r0

II

5.52

1,75

18

Note: Beh = Behavioral Stigmas' Phys = Physical Stigmas.
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Table 10:

Means for the StiAma Tvpe and Information Interactíon: Scenario 2

Behavioral Stigmas

Info Contr

Info

Physical Stigmas

Measures

Control

Anger

Sympathy

Help

Uncontr
Info

4.10,

3.39,

6.7 4e

5.52

Uncontr No

Info
Info Contr

Info

6.64b

4.33

6.14

5.14

7.18b

4.93b

Õ.bu,

5.07

2,45t

2.268

8.16e

6.7 3

3.47b

2.23e

8.06r

6.56

6.46'

4. L9þ

6.96b

6.16

Note: Uncontr Info = Uncontroilable Information;
Information; Contr Info = Controllable Information.
share a superscript are significantly different, p
six comparisons per dependent measure.

No Info = No

Means that do not
< .05 for a family of
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information. Uncontroliable information generally did not differ from

no information. Interestingly, no difference between groups was found

for help measures.

In addition, physical stigmas were compared to behavioral

stigmas at each level of information, !(critical) = 2,43 for 3

comparisorrsr p ( .05, df = 100, Physical stÍgmas were perceived as less

controllable and eiicited J.ess anger, more sympathy, and more

willingness to help than behavioral stigmas, all !s > 3.30, As in the

case of Scenario 1, no difference was found between stigma types for

control (! = 2.00) and anger (t = 1.75) when controllable information

was provided.

Second Scenario: Perceived Cause Measures

Primine effects. Consistent with analyses for Scenario 1,

attributions to physioiogy, situation, and behavior were analyzed with

separate ANOVAs. These results are shown in Table 11, (Means and

standard deviations are listed in Table 12). Probing the Priming x

Information interaction for physiology (see Figure 4) revealed that for

controllable information, controllable priming produced lower ratings

than no priming, L = 2.77 (Ms = 3.82 vs. 6.01), and uncontrollable

priming' !=2,47 (Ms = 3.82vs.5.76),!critical(26) = 1.71,p <.10. The

difference between no priming and uncontrollable priming was not

significant, ! ( l-. . For uncontrollable information, uncontrollable

priming elicited higher ratings than no priming, ! = 1.83 (Ms = 8.59 vs.

7.55) and controllable priming, t = 1.87 (Ms = 8.59 vs. 7.39). No priming

did not differ from controllable primÍng, ! < 1. None of the comparisons

for the no information condition was signÍficant, !s < 1.62, Contrasts



63

Table 1L:

Siqnificant Univariate Results for Perceived Cause Measures:

Scenario 2

Physioloqy Situation
Effect

Priming

Behavior

Information

StÍgma Type

Primins x Info

Info x Stigma Type

MSe

Note: I a .10i
brackets; Info

4.93

x;k < ,05; x*x <.01.

= Information.
Degrees of freedom are indicated in

1.39
(2,154)

21.01**x
(2,154)

7.68x*
( 1,154 )

3.29*-*
(4,754)

L,47
(2,154)

0.15
(2,r55)

3.5gxx
(2,755)

2.49
( 1,155 )

r.32
(4.155 )

4.01xx
(2,r55)

3,38x*
(2.330)

73.06xxx
(2,330)

63,2l*xx
( 1,330)

u.ol
(4,330)

3,42x,k
(2,330)

5.073,82
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TabÌe 12:

Means and Standard Deviations for Perceived Cause Measures: Scenario 2

Uncontrollable Information

No PrimingUncontroliable
Priming

Controllable
Priming

Measure

Physiology'

Situationb

Behaviorc

Measure

Physiology

Situation

M

òU

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

8.18

1,54

11

7.00

2,53

11

5,23

2,72

22

Phys

9.00

r.41
It

8.44

2.65
I

2.89
?Âo

1B

Beh

8.00

1.18

11

7.00
2.75

10

5.27

2,55

22

Phys

7,09

2,77

L1

9,20
1.87

10

2,95

2.50
21

Beh

7,89

2.57

I

8.50
7,20

B

5.35

2.34

17

Phys

6.89
2.03

q

9.10
1..37

10

3.21

2.42

19

No Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllabie
Priming

Beh Phvs

7.63 5.80

1.60 2.86

810

Beh

5.56

7,7 4

7.80

1.03

10

7.It
2.3r

19

Phys

5.5 7

1.99

7

8.89
1.27

q

4.38
2.25

16

Beh

6.27

1.68

11

7.90

t,79
10

7,41,

1.84

22

Phys

5,82

2,40
L1

8.73
1.85

11

4,ô+

2.01,

22

8.33
1_.87

I

7,94

1.86

18

8.29

1.80

7

6.00
2.60

t7

Behavior



65

TabLe 12 (continued)

Measure

Physiology

Controllable Information

Uncontrollable
Priming

No Priming Controllable
Priming

Situationb

Behaviorc

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Beh

7.22

2.28
q

7.91

2.55

11

7.63

2.27

Phys

4.30
2.87

10

8.11
1.05

o

6.7I
2,44

19

Beh

6.20
.t.á¿

10

7,50
2.37

l_0

8.47

1,43

19

Phys

5.82

2.08
1I

6.90
1.79

10

7.09
2.27

22

Beh

4,75
2,25

I

7,80
1.48

10

8.56
1,20

18

Phys

2,89
1.96

o

6.3 3

2.24
q

7.67
2.30

18

4 "To what extent, do you think, is this condition caused by a genetic
predisposition or a physiological defect?". b "To what extent, do you
think, is this condition caused by situational factors?". ' "To what
extent, do you think, is this condition caused by the person's
lifestyle/behavior?" (1 = not at all a factor, 10 = v€ry much a factor),
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Physiology

None
U ncontrollable
Controllable

Uncontrollable None

Primin g

Controllable

Figure 4: The effect of priming on attributions to physiological factors
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probing the priming main effect for behavior attributions showed that

subjects exposed to controllable priming v/ere more likely to attribute

the stigma to behavior than uncontrollable priming subjects, ! = 2,54

(Ms = 6.46 vs 5.67) and no priming subiects¡ t = 1.74 (Ms = 6.46 vs 5.9?),

t(critical) = 1.66.

Information effects. As for Scenario L, an information main

effect was found for physiology attributions. Contrasts showed that

uncontrollable information resulted in higher scores than controllable

and no information (! = 6.27 vs. 4.51), t critical(85) = 2,44, p < .05. As

in the case of Scenario 1, controllable information did not differ from

no information, L = 2,71. Information x Stigma Type interactions for

situation and behavior were agaín followed with contrasts at each level

of stigma type. None of the comparisons was significant for

attributions to situational factors, !s < 2'36 (! critical for 6

comparisons = 2.78, df = 40, P < .05).

Resuits for behavior attributions replicated those of Scenario 1:

For physical stigmas, uncontrollable information produced lower ratings

than controllable (! = 9.28) and no information (! = 4.35). In addítion' no

information led to lower scores than controllable information'

t = 4.96 (t critical = 2,69 for 6 comparisons, df = 100). A similar

pattern was obtained for behavioral stigmas, with uncontrollable

informatÍon elicitin-g lower responses than controllable information

& = l.+Z) and no information (! = 5,27),

StiEma type effects. The main effect for stigma type for

physiology indicated that, as one would expect, physical stigmas were

more likely to be attributed to physiological causes than behavioral



68

stigmas. Moreover, physical stigmas received lower ratings than

behavioral stigmas, with Ls > 2,74 at all levels of Information

(! critical = 2.43 for 3 comparisons, df = 100). However, no difference

between stigma types was found for attributions to situational factors,

!s < 1.68 (! critical = 2,50 df=42).

Summary of Results for Scenario 2

Results for Scenario 2 were somewhat different from those of the

first vignette, in that priming did not affect controllability ratings,

anger, sympathy, or help judgments. However, the pattern for the

perceived cause of the conditions was similar. Subjects who received

controilable priming attributed the cause of the stigmas more to

behaviorai factors than uncontrollable priming subjects. As for the

first scenario, priming effects occurred when priming information was

consistent with stimulus information, that is, controllable priming in

combination wÍth controllable information, as well as uncontroliable

priming-uncontrollable information, produced the most polarized

responses for attributions to physiological factors. Effects for

information and stigma type generally replicated findings for Scenario

1.

Discussion

Priminq

It had been-argued that priming would increase the availability of

controilable or uncontrollable causal attributions and, as a result,

increase the likelihood that these explanations would be used during a

subsequent causal search. More specifically, it was hypothesized that

presenting subjects with stimuli that might be perceived as either
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controllable or uncontrollable would influence subsequent attributions

about the cause of the stigmas, with attributions being displaced in the

direction of the priming stimuli. As a result of this influence on causal

attributions, affective reactions and help iudgments were also expected

to be influenced. Priming effects were thought to be particularly likely

when no information about the cause of the stigma was provided, since

this experimental condition is presumably the most ambiguous one. In

contrast, it was not clear how priming would affect responses when

specific information was presented.

Although results of the present study show that information

interacted with priming on some dependent measures, priming also

interacted with the type of stigma. Results for the scenario responded

to first showed that uncontrollable priming subjects were less likely to

attribute the cause of physical stigmas to the person's behavior,

although no such effect was found for behavioral stigmas. Controllable

priming also decreased attributions to situational factors, but only

when subjects also received controllable information about the cause of

the stigma. These findings make sense within the context of Weiner's

(1986) model since behavior is presumably under a person's control, and

uncontrollable priming should decrease the likelihood of attributing the

stigma to controllable factors. Similarly, situational factors are

probabl¡' perceived as uncontrollable, and controtlable priming subjects

should therefore place less emphasis on such causes.

Moreover, for physical stigmas, uncontroilable priming led to

.Iower controllability ratings and, consistent with Weiner's (1986)

theory, to greater willingness to help. In contrast, controllable priming
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increased anger for behavioral stigmas. Unexpectedly' controllable

priming produced less anger than no priming for physical stigmas.

Interestingly, the effect of priming on positive and negative reactions

was not reciprocal in nature, in that uncontrollable priming elicited

more positive reactions, without decreasing anger. Similarlyt

controllable priming evoked more anger, but did not resuLt in less

sympathy or willingness to help, These findings are quite compatible

with Weiner's theory r,"hich posits sympathy-help and anger-neglect

linkages. Sympathy and anger are thought to be independent of each

other, a view that has received some empiricaÌ support (Reisenzeint

1986). Although increased help judgments were not associated with

more sympathy in the present study, this may be due to a weak priming

manipulation.

Subjects responded to two scenarios in order to obtain some

indication of the duration of priming effects. fn terms of perceived

cause measures, results for Scenaxio 2 were similar to those for

Scenario I . For attributions to physiologicai factors, subjects who

received both controllable priming and controllable information were

less likely to attribute the stigma to a physiological defect' whereas

uncontrollable priming - uncontrollable information increased

attributions to physiology. In addition, subjects who received

controllable priming attributed the stigmas more to the target's

behavior than uncontrollable and no priming subjects.

Interestingly' findings for physiology were very similar to those

.for situational attributions for Scenario 1 (see Figures 2 and 4),

whereas situational attríbutions were not affected by priming for
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Scenario 2. Moreover, attributions to behavior did not interact with

stigma type. Although MANOVA results showed that priming did not

influence controllability, affect, and help measures' inspection of the

means indicated that responses to the second vignette were in a simiiar

direction as those for Scenario 1. Controllable priming led to greater

anger for behavíoral stigmas, whereas uncontrollabie priming increased

sympathy and willingness to help for physical stigmas.

Results indicate, then, that priming effects were context-

specific, in that judgments were generally infLuenced only when priming

stimuli were similar to stimulus information. The príming condition

that did not match stimulus information did not affect responses'

producing ratings similar to those in the no priming group. For example,

although uncontrollable priming decreased attributions to behavioral

factors for physical stigmas, relative to no priming, controllable

priming did not increase ratings. It appears that controilable priming

stimuli may have been perceived as irrelevant within the context of

physical stigmas. Thus, in general terms, uncontrollable priming

affected judgments for uncontrollable stigmas, and controllable priming

influenced controlÌable stigmas. This was the case whether stimulus

information was explicit, that is when the cause of the stigma was

ascribed to a specific cause, or when the stigma itself implied a cause'

with physical stigmas being attributed to ttncontrollable factors, and

behavioral stigmas being interpreted as due to controllable causes.

These findings provide support for the availability hypothesis and

the notion that the causal search is guided by the relative accessibility

of inferences in memory. Weiner (1986) argues that the selection of
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causal attributions is influenced by situational contexts, as well as

personal concerns. This study shows that even fortuitous events can

affect subsequent judgments about the cause of an outcome. For

example, reading a news story about child abuse might influence

subsequent perceptions of a criminal incident. Similarly, in the

achievement domaín, clles present in t,he school setting may increase

the availability of particular attributions, such as effort (Wong &

Weiner, 1981),

Result,s of the second scenarío suggest that priming effects

persisted at least for several minutes. It is noteworthy that effects

were obtained for Scenario 2 for perceíved cause measures, but not for

controllability, affective, and help measures. A possible explanation

for this finding is that the cause of a stigma ma)/ be inferued upon

reading the stimulus infornation, with judgments about the

control.Lability of the cause being made on the basis of those

attributions. Questions that specifically assessed perceptions of the

cause may therefore have been more sensitive to priming. This

interpretation is consistent with Smith and Miller's (1983) results

which indicate that traits are inferred first from target sentences, and

attributions about situational or dispositional causes, and affective

reactions occur later. It is important to note, however, that these

interpretations are speculative since subjects were exposed to

stimulus information before responding to Scenarío 2, Priming effects

may therefore have been affected by prior exposure to causal

information. This previous experience may also account for the

inconsistencies in findinEs for the fírst and second scenario.
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Atthough the present resuits are promising, it is important to

keep limitations of the study in mind, which may qualify any

interpretations. First, it is possible that priming interacted with the

other variables because of the priming task used. Priming stimuli,

aithough rated in terms of their controllability by independent judges'

had been generated by the experimenter on an intuitive basis. It is

therefore possible that some stimuli were not perceived as relevant or

applicable to the target information, thereby reducing the magnitude of

priming effects. As a result, priming rnay not have been strong enough

to produce main effects, Wyer and Srull (1979)' for example,

denionstrated that the magnitude of priming effects increased as a

function of the number of príming stimuli included. It should also be

noted that priming stimuli, particularly controliabie and uncontrollable

trait adjectives, may vary along different dimensions of controllability.

While "daydreaming" and "daredevil" seem to reflect characteristics

that are under personal control, "unlucky" and "doomed" appear to

capture the lack of control resulting from being at the mercy of an

externaÌ force, such as fate. Future research should further investigate

this issue and attempt to match the priming stimuli. more closely.

Moreover, priming effects were tested with a liberal significance

level, thereby increasing the probability of commiiting a Type I error

and incorrectly declaring findings as significant' However, the fact

that there was some consistency across dependent variables and that

effects are consistent with Weiner's model instills some measure of

confidence in the results. In addition, results concerning information

and stígma type effects, which replicate previous research, indicate
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that subjects' responses were reliable, at least with respect to these

variables. Furthermore, the information and stigma type manipulations

affected perceived cause measures in the expected direction, suggesting

that these questions were reliable. Nevertheless, interpretation of

priming effects are quite speculative and findings are in need of

replication.

Information and Stigma Type Effects

Based on previous research (Menec et al, 1990; Weiner et aÌ.,

1988), it was predicted that uncontroilable information would produce

more positive affeclive responses and greater willingness to help than

controllable information. Moreover, physical stigmas were expected to

elicit more positive reactions than behavioral stigmas. These

hypotheses were generally supported' although information also

interacted with stigma type for most measures. Stigmas described as

controllable rr'ere generally rated as more controllabler eliciting more

anger, less sympath¡', and less willingness to help than uncontrollable

stigmas. The same pattern was obtained for behavioral stigmas which

were rated as more controllable than physical stigmas, and also led to

more anger, and less sympathy and redttced help iudgments.

The findine that these differences did not occur at all levels of

information and stigma type may be due to the fact that the wording of

the scenarios was slightly different from that in previous research. For

example, Weiner et al. (1988) used the phrase "Through personal

negligence, X. collided with the rear of a car ..." which clearly identifies

the stimulus person as being responsible for the accident. In contrast'

attributions of responsibility were Ìess explicitly stated in the present
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study. For example, subjects were required to infer a cause from the

sentence "X collided with the rear of a car... ". It is also interesting that

information did not affect help measures for the second stigma'

indicating that reading the first scenario may have interfered with

responses.

Theoretical Considerations

Findings of the present study suggest that priming influenced

judgments about a stimulus person only when the priming stimuli

corresponded to information about the target, These results are similar

to those by Bargh et aI.' (1986) who found that priming and chronic

activation of constructs combined in an additive fashion. Bargh et al.

interpreted their findings in terms of the "synapse" model proposed by

Higgins and associates (Higgins, 1"989; Higgins et a].' 1985). According

to this view, activation of a construct occurs if features of the

construct match features of the stimttlus information (Higgins, 1989).

In other words, only applicable priming stimuli are expected to

influence subsequent judgments. In the present study, judgments should

therefore have been affected only in the controllable priming-

controllable stigma, and uncontrollable priming-uncontrollable stigma'

which is consistent with findings.

The problem wíth this explanation is that the synapse model is

based on the assumption that priming activates abstract knowledge

representations. For example, an abstract construct reflecting

"unlucky" might have heen activated in the uncontrollable priming

condition. \{hen subjects were exposed to an uncontrollable stigma in

the person perception phase, this construct would have received further
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excitation and would have been more likely to be used for interpreting

the information, Research indicates, however, that models involving

abstract knou'ledge structures cannot account, for all priming effects

(e.9., Smith & Branscombe, 1987; 1988).

An alternative theory which may explain the present results, but

does not rely on schemas, is the episodic knowledge model (e.9., Jacoby

et al., 1990). According to this view, specific experiences are

remembered, and primÍng should occur only to the extent that cues in

the person perception phase match information in the priming phase.

This model would predict, then, that when asked to respond to the

stimulus person, subjects retriewed information provided in the priming

phase, with controllable stigmas providing retrieval cues for

information exposed to in the controllable priming condition, and

uncontrollable stigmas serving as cues for uncontrollable primes.

Although this account seems to imply that subjects consciously

letrieved ínformation, this is not the case, sÍnce priming effects occur

without subject,s' conscious awareness of priming effects (Jacoby &

Kelley, 1990). In the present study, responses to the postexperimental

questionnaire indicated that subjects were not aware of the relation

between the two phases. In addition, subjects were asked to list those

words presented on the sentence construction task, if any, that seemed

to "stick out". Inspection of the words reported showed that filler

words were equall-y likely to be listed than priming words, which seems

to suggest that priming stimuli were not particularly salient

Thus, both the synapse and the episodic knowledge model can

account for the present findings. However, the latter interpretation is
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particularly appealing since the model is supported by a considerable

amotint of research in social and non-social contexts (e.9,. Jacoby, 1983;

Jacoby, AIIan, Collins, & Larwill, 1988; Lupfer, Cl.ark & Hutchison,

1990). Moreover, the model draws on research on episodic memory. In

contrast, the synapse model has received less attention. Thusr as

Jacoby et ai. (1990) note, the primary advantage of the episodic memory

account is its heuristic value.

Implications for Stigmatízation

Discrimination against stigmatized individuals has frequently

been explained in motivational terms. One such expianation is the just-

world hypothesis (e.9., Lerner, 1971), which holds that people need to

believe that individuals deserve what they get and get what they

deserve. Other researchers propose that people derogate others in order

to enhance their own self-esteem (e.9., Graham & Perry, 1976; Wills'

1981; Wylie, 1979). Results of the present study indicate that

cognitive factors play a roLe in stigmatization, in that even brief

exposure to stimuli can affect subsequent emotional responses and help

judgments,

The context-specificity of priming effects suggests, however,

that previous experiences will affect reactions only if details of that

experience fit cues associated with an individual encountered. For

example, reading an article describing genetic causes of obesity might

be particularly likety to affect subsequent judgments about an obese

person if the cause of that condition is already perceived as

uncontrollable. A contextual model of priming effects leads to several

predictions that warrant fulure research. For example' stigmas may
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evoke different causal attributions depending on the context in which an

individual is encountered. Seeing an obese person in a r:estaurant, for

example, may lead to more controllable attributions than encountering

the same individual on a tennis court. Since the restaurant is linked

with eating, a behavior that is presumably under an individual's control,

the cause of the obesíty may be more likely to be attríbuted to this

facLor. Furthermore, attributions may be influenced by memory for

specific individuals who have the same stigma. Such a prediction is

consistent with work by Tversky and Kahneman (1973), which shows

that frequency judgments are affected by the ease with which people

can generate examples.

Conclusion

Weiner's (1986) attributional theory of motivation focuses on the

consequences of attributions, rather than their determinants. As such,

Weiner's model can be applied once one particular attribution has been

selected. Since Weiner postulates that attributions are the

determinants of motivated behavior and emotions, it is important to

investigate r,,,hich attributions are likely to be used in a given situation,

in order to be able to make predictions about behaviorai and emotional

responses. Typically, researchers have focused on internal causal

antecedents, such as hedonic bias or mood (e.g., Forgas et a1., 1990).

Alternatively, attributions have been influenced by explicitiy telling

subjects to attribute an event to a particular cause (e.9., Anderson,

1983). The present research suggests that the causal search can be

influenced by brief exposure to situational cues. Interpreted in terms

of an episodic knowledge model (e.9., Jacoby & Kelley, 1990), results
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seem to indicate that environmental stimuli may affect interpretation

of new information to the extent that contextual factors allow their

retrieval.. Future research applying such a retrieval modei would be

useful for a better understanding of the attributional process.
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Appendix A

Means and Standard Deviations for PriminE Stimuli

Trait Ad.iectives

Measures

Control Emotion

Stimuli

unconcerned

unhandy

unpredictable

uniucky

luckless

hasty

unprotected

irresponsible

preoccupied

foolish

powerless

reckless

awkward

forgetful

incompetent

weak

untalented

undependable

7.11 (2.18)

5.26 (1.e4)

5.63 (2.97)

1.e5 (1.35)

2.79 (1.65)

7.00 (2"27)

5.67 (2.76)

8.21 (1.32)

6.84 (1.74)

6.95 (2.01)

4.95 (2.61)

7.63 (1.86)

4.68 (1.e2)

5.26 (2.00)

5,42 (2.41)

5.8e (2.18)

4.37 (2.8r)

8,26 (1.19)

3.32 (2.16)

4.95 (1.54)

6.05 (2.17)

4.Be (2.16)

4.7e (L,84)

4.2r (2,0r)

5.50 (2.15)

2.58 (2.t4)

4.63 (1.61)

3.53 (2.01)

4.37 (L.57)

4.00 (2.13)

4.7e (1.93)

4,42 (1.77 )

3.37 (2.11)

4.63 (2.r4)

5.37 ( 1.8e)

2.84 (2,39)

Meaning

8,63 (0.68)

7.26 (2,70)

8,37 ( 1.46)

8.68 (0.e5)

7,47 (1,54)

8.05 (i.58)

7.7e (1..9e)

8.84 (0.50)

8.63 (0.68)

8.74 (0.45)

8.47 (1,2r)

8.16 (1.89)

8.68 (0.75)

8.89 (0.32)

8.11 (2.05)

8.58 (0.61)

8.74 (0.56)

8.79 (0.42)



scatterbrained

unfortunate

doomed

susceptible

thoughtless

absorbed

neglectful

vulnerable

untidy

clumsy

unskillful

all-thumbs

sloppy

distracted

unreliable

unobservant

careless

daydreaming

unattentive

helpless

absent-minded

daredevil

slovenly

in judícious

Control

5,21 (2.15)

2.42 (L.46)

2.94 (1.e3)

4.95 (1.e0)

6.56 (1.82)

6.53 (1.e2)

7.06 ( 1.6e)

4.56 (2.3e)

8.38 (1.31)

4.31 (2.33)

5.6e ( 1.92 )

4.75 (2.27 )

7.94 (1.53)

5.81 (2.59)

8.25 ( 1.34)

7.13 (1.67)

7.r9 (2.74)

7.06 (2.2e)

7.50 (1.51)

4.56 (2,48)

6.50 (1.51)

7.38 (1.82)

5.67 (1.e4)

5.81 (2.01)

Emotion

3.73 ( 1.48)

5.68 (2.21)

4.79 (2.32)

5.37 (1.57)

2.56 ( 1.50)

5.33 (2.09)

3.38 (1.54)

4.25 (7.65)

3.50 (1.46)

4.88 (1.41)

4.6e (1.58)

4.e4 (1.3e)

3.50 (1.5e)

4.13 (1.54)

1.94 (1.84)

3.63 (1.50)

3.38 (1.5e)

4.88 (1.89)

3.44 (1.41)

4.53 (1.64)

3.69 (1..82)

4.38 (1.71)

3.83 (1.7e)

4,25 (L.95)

MeanÍnq

7.31 (2.81)

8.58 (0.6e)

8.26 (0.81)

7,s2 (2.38)

8.38 (1.02)

6.19 (2.61)

7.63 (1.89)

7.69 (1.89)

8.75 (0.45)

8,44 (0.73)

8.56 (0.63)

7,38 (2.43)

8.31 (1.74)

7,63 (2.13)

8.81 (0.40)

8.63 (0.72)

8.75 (0.58)

8.88 (0.50)

8.81 (0.40)

8. 38 (0.81)

8.56 (0.51)

7,69 (2.52)

4.05 (3.37)

5,32 (2.e6)



iIl-starred

fumbling

iIl*fated

unheeding

ill-considered

devil-may-care

disregardful

negligent

rash

gauche

bungling

fickle

hapless

imprudent

ill-omened

ill-favored

inept

maladroit

Control

4.71 (1.e0)

5.32 (1.73)

3,47 (2.77 )

6.00 (r..84)

5.53 (2.32)

6,28 (2.L1)

6.63 (1.63 )

6.56 (1.55)

5.88 (2.1e)

5.60 (1.55)

4.e2 (1.85)

6.53 (1.68)

5.07 (1.54)

6.3i (1.66)

4.oo ( 1.36)

4,60 (1.68)

5.00 (2.00 )

5.08 (1.16)

Emotion

4.76 (1.35)

4.47 (7.58)

5.53 (1.58)

4.2e (1.61)

4.05 (2.0e)

4,44 Q.A7)

3.t9 (r.22)

3.38 (1.50)

4.38 (1.e3)

4.53 (0.83)

4.6e ( 1.03)

3.87 (1.41)

4,2r (L.25)

4.oo (1.10)

4.40 (1.18)

4.73 ( 1.28)

4,O0 (7.25)

4.75 (0,75)

MeaninA

3.e5 (2.55)

7.s2 (2.37)

6.21. (2.35)

4.47 (3.21)

6.7e (2.32)

5.58 (3.20)

6.56 (1.82)

5.88 (2.e0)

6.56 (2.92)

3.e4 (3.04)

4.56 (3.65)

5.38 (3.01)

3.94 (2.72)

6,13 (2.42)

4.25 (2.14)

6.38 (2.45 )

5.88 (2.82)

3,38 (2.80)



Stimuli

he fell

she stood him up

he was let go

he was excluded

he tripped

she dropped the books

ire misplaced it

she maltreaLed bhem

he jumped

she slipped

he spilled coffee

her books fell

he pushed him

she was neglected

he broke the glass

her coffee was spilled

he was misled

she shoved her

he was abandoned

she missed the train

he leaped

Behavioral Examples

Control

4.32 (2.28)

?.18 (2.30)

3.14 (1.s8)

2,72 (r.52)

4.4t (2.04)

6.00 (1.e3)

7,47 (L56)

7.27 (2.60)

8.18 (1.59)

3.82 (2,r1)

5.9t (2,r4)

3.e2 (2.28)

6,9i (3.08)

2.82 (2.54)

6.14 (2.03)

3.27 (2.25)

2.77 (L.72)

6.73 (2.85)

1.73 (1.61)

6.27 (1.91)

7,77 (7.88)

Measures

Emotion Meaning

8.23 (1.15)

8.32 (1,,29)

8.14 (1.25)

8.23 (i.31)

8.23 ( 1.54)

8.50 (1.06)

8.64 (0.79)

7.e1 (1.60)

8.73 (0.70)

8.50 (1.14)

8,5e (i.05)

8.55 (0.e6)

8.5e ( 1.30)

8.64 (1.09)

8.77 (0.6e)

8.73 (0.88)

8.50 (1.06)

8.68 (0"79)

8.68 (0.8e)

8.73 (0.88)

8.59 (0.9r.)

5.05 (1.70)

3.05 (1.81)

4.45 ( 1.90)

4.86 (2.14)

4.68 (1.76)

5.05 ( 1.46)

4.00 (1.35)

2.14 (1.58)

6.0s ( 1.34)

5,r4 ft.42)

4.36 (1.40)

4.5e (1.18)

2.23 (1.31)

4.32 (3.01)

3.e5 (1.53)

4.5e (1.65)

4.77 (1.82)

2,23 (7.48)

4.64 (2.87)

4,32 (1.551

5.86 (1.17)



he confused them

she neglected them

he overturned it

his glass broke

she was pushed

he abandoned them

she was late

he dirtied it

she helped them

they were confused

she was stood up

he was shoved

he was forgotten

he left her

his car was dirtied

she was failed

he hindered her

his bus was late

she was helped

he misled them

his wife left him

she was mistakerr

he lost it

her book was misplaced

he failed it

Control

6.05 (2.08)

6.86 Q.44)

7.14 (r.82)

4.O4 (1.94)

2.r8 (1..74)

7.oo (2.e8)

6.e1 (1.60)

6.77 (1.85)

8.5e (0.67)

4,45 (7.47)

2.86 (2.27)

2.41 (r.94)

2.27 (r.80)

5.64 (3.23)

3.86 (2.08)

5.82 ( 1.87 )

5.63 (2.34)

1.50 (1.22)

3.5e (2.06)

6,05 (2.82)

4.64 (2.54)

5.32 (1.e1)

6.14 (2,L9)

5.4i (2.0e)

6.82 (2,32)

Emotion

4,41 (L.47)

2.23 ( 1.1e)

4.82 (t.22)

4.82 (1.01)

5.27 (2.33)

1.64 (1.i4)

3.68 (1.17)

4.32 (,113)

8.5e (0.5e)

5,41 (1.50)

5.73 (2.03)

5.0e (2.3e)

4.95 (2.38)

3.14 (2.42)

4.82 (r.22)

4.18 (1.87)

3.5e ( 1.43)

4.82 (r.94)

7,45 (1..22)

2.86 (2.01)

3.23 (1.82)

4.55 (L.22)

3.e1 (1.34)

4,82 (1.33)

3.86 ( 1.96)

Meaninq

8.50 (1.14)

8,4L (L.22)

7.95 (1.5e)

8.64 (0.90)

8.64 (0.e0)

8.64 ( 1.0e)

8.55 (0.e6)

8,4r (L.22)

8.68 (0.57)

8.59 (0.e1)

8,5e (1.10)

8.32 (1.36)

8.50 (1.14)

8.5e (1.10)

8.50 (1.14)

8.36 (1.33)

7.32 (2.r7)

8.68 ( 1.09)

8.64 (0.e0)

8.09 (1.e5)

8.55 (1,10)

8.45 (1.06)

8.5e (0.e1)

8.5e (0.e6)

8,5e (0.el)



she excluded them

his cup overturned

he was assisted

he resigned

she assisted them

he stumbled

she cut it

he slouched

she was maltreated

he was lost

he was hindered

she mistrusts them

she was sliding

he was cut

he bungled it

she forgot it

Control

6.86 (2.62)

4.0e (1.85)

3.e5 (2.55)

7.55 (1.e0)

7,82 (1.56)

4.97 (2.20)

7.68 (1.70)

/. -F\/./J (1.CÐ/

2.32 (2.08)

4,36 (2.22)

3.14 (1.36)

6,45 (2,02)

4,95 (2,2L)

4.00 (1.88)

5.95 (2.I7)

7.oo (1.6e)

Emotion

2.41 (r.18)

4.86 (1.21)

7.18 (1,37)

5.55 (r..34)

7.47 (2,02)

5.00 (1.31)

5,41. (1.47)

3.5e (1.65)

5.41 (5.41)

5.05 (2.2r)

4.50 ( 1.e0)

4,4L (2.71)

5.18 (1.37)

5.04 (1.8e)

4.59 ( 1.50)

3.95 ( 1.25)

Meaninq

8.50 (1.10)

8.32 (1.76)

8.50 (1.19)

8.41 ( i.33)

8.5e (0.67)

8.73 (0.63)

8.64 (0.7e)

8.82 (0.3e)

8,27 (1,45)

8.68 (0.e5)

7.23 (2.4s)

8.23 ( 1.51)

8.23 (1.69)

8.50 (0.e6)

6.0e (2.54)

8.59 (1.10)



Appendix B

Priming Task

The following appendix contains instructions used for the priming task'

followed by the sentence construction material in the no priming,

uncontroliable priming, and controllable priming conditions.



1

This is a -rest of how people perceive worc relationships according to

their first immediate impression. Ii consists of sels of words which

are in a "Scrambled" order. By underlining three words in a seir Ycu

can make a complete sentence. Here is an exanple:

your hand head raise

You can make a complete Sentence from these scrambled words by

unóerlininq three words as foliows: vour hand head raise (that is,

raise your hand) or

your hand head raise (that is, raise your head)

qimnlv underline three !¡o¡dg which make a comDlete sentence. D0ettttYlJ::-:_:_

TH]S ÀCCORDiNG TO YOUR FIRST IMPRESSION. YOU MÀY CHOOSE ÀNY

COMBINÀTION OF 3 WORÐS YoU l^?iSH, ÀS toNG ÀS YOU MÀKE À CoMPIETE

SENTENCE. You will be given approximately 3 seconos for each

sentence.

Here are two more Se:s of scrambleo words for practice. UnderLine

the three words in each set which make a complete sentence:

you know see i

close swing door the

Now turn the paqe ano beqin on the other side. WORK RÀPIDLY.

UNDERTTNE T.]CRDS ÀCCORDING TO YOUR FIRST IMPRESSION.



nlrl

1 ) earns Hages she respect

?\ thp rioor onen f ix-t u¡¡ç svvÀ -l/-.

3) eggs some buy fry

4) missed I her met

5) saves time she money

6) find key use the

7) the taste nake tea

8) cards again play it

9) a read recite poem

10) me him knows he

11) the rake repair leaves

12) introduce mother his knows

13) find money keep ihe

'14) him oo me iet

15) watch grow eat it

16) mend the sort cloihes

17) winter has he gone

1R) ni¡l¡ fhc e:t ne¡chcqtvt

19) see the hear bee

20) grow the choose apples

21) some drink buy coffee

22) the work soil finish

23) find mother his left

24) a write read story

25) cake the bake take

26) feed the train dog

Ã¡ \')'ll hÞr ôô hrm t.gtÉ t r :v ¡.¿.¡¡ -

28) the book close read

29) songs again it sing

30) spring ís he here



I \ r.i.Ãaê c'hÞ rÞcy1êaiI I ËdII¡Þ IYOgEÞ Ð¡¡ç !çJPç9L

2) she doomed was has

?ì ¡ho nìrl q'l jnno.l 'nrcJt L¡¡s Y¡!¿ Ð¿¿PPcLr toJ

4) missed i her met

5) forootfen them she was

6) find key use the

'l ) the taste make tee

8) cards again play it
9) a read recite poem

10) me him knows he

11 ) she shoved shov,' was

12) introduce mother his knows

13) find money keep the

14) him go me let

15) watch grow eat it
16) meno the sort clothes

17) winter has he gone

18) pici< the eat peaches

19) let-go she r+as her

20) she pushed have was

21) them she those excluded

22) the work soil finish

23) keep misled was she

24) she has unlucky is

25) cake the bake take

26) his she was abandcned

^- \ll ) her g0 hlm tet

28) the book close read

29) songs again it sing

30) spring is he here



P5

1 ) earns rlages she respect

2) she daredevil was is

3) it work cut she

4) missed I her met

5) it think failed she

6) find key use the

7) the taste make tea

I ) cards aga in p).ay i t

9) a read recite poem

10) me him knows he

1 1 ) are late she was

12) introduce mother his knows

13) find money keep the

14) hirn oo ne Iet

15) watch grow eat it
16) mend the sort clothes

17) winter has he gone

18) pick the eat peaches

19) it she them mispiaced

20) she it overturned the

21) them she those confused

22) the work soil finish

23\ olace it dirtied sheF_ev v

24) she has daydreaming rlas

25) cake the bake Èake

26) she the slouched woman

?ll hcr nn hrm ìgle' , :v ¡¿¡¡¡¡ ¿

28) the book close read

29) songs again it sing

30) spring is he here



Appendix C

Person Perception Ouestionnaire

The following section contains the Person Perception Questionnaire

used in the uncontrollable information - physical stigma condition.



Questionnaire 1 0

PERSON PERCEPTION OUESTIONNÀIRE

This questionnaire concerns your impressions and opinions about some

characteristics and states of people. The information that you

provide here is confidential and will not be released to any other

person.

This questionnaire is not a test, so there are no right or vlrong

anslfers. The validity of the questionnaire depends on your honesty,

so please try to give your true thoughts and feelings. Work quickly

and do not omiÈ any questions. Thank you for your cooperation.



À number of questions regarding your thoughts and feelings about two

individuals will follow. Some will be difficult to answer and you

will feel the need for more information or feel uncertain about your

answer. Try to give the most accurate ansh'er you can, even though we

recognize that this may at times be difficult.

0n the following pages are several descriptions of persons. Read

each description carefully, and answer the questions that follow it.

Please do not omit anv questions. Record your ansv,ers in section 4

on vour IBM sheet.



3

Linda B.(31 years oì.d) recently suffered exlensive spinaL cord

injuries in a traffic accident and is expected to remain paralyzed.

A car coLlided with the rear of Linda's car stopped at a red light.

1. I would think that it was the person's own fault that she
developed the present condition.

No, not Yes,
not all absolutelY so
0123456789

2. How controllabte, do you think, is the cause of this person's
present condition?

Not at all ComPletelY
under personal under
control control

0123456789

3. I would feel pity for this person.

' None Very
at all much
0123456789

4. I would feel aggravated by this person.

Not Very
at all much so
0123456789

5. How likely is it that you would help this person with a small
probl em?

Definitely Definitely
would help would not

nelp
0123456789

6. How much sympathy would you feel for this person?

Very None
much at all
0123456789

7. How angry would you feel at this person?

Not at Very
all much
01234s6789



8. How 1ike1y is it
Íìcfinifclv

- _v_j

1{'ould
012

9. i would donate money for
condition.

Definitely
would noi
0123

10. Hor+ responsible , do
the present condition?

Very much
responsible

0123

1 1. How much concern

Very
much
012

1 2. How

Very
much

U

13. To what extent,
person's behavior?

Not at all
a factor
012

that you would give money to fhi c norcnn?

Definitely
would not

89

this person' s

Definitely
would

89

caused by the

Very much
a factor

89

research concernlng

t

you think, is this person for the cause of

wouS-d you

Not at all
responsible

56789

fecl fnr ihi c nerSOn?

irritated would you feeÌ by this

None
-! -11CI L (1IJ

789

per son ?

Not
cr L cl¿t

do you think, is this condition

4

you think,14. To what extent, do
situational factórs?

Not at all
^ t^^!^-cr tÉrL L9!

01

is this condition caused by

Very much
a factor

9



The following question concerns your impression of Linda.

Tf you had to describe Linda with one word, what would that word

be. We recognize Ehat this ís a difficult question, but please try

to think of the one word that best describes Linda.

Write down the word on the last page in your experimental booklet

(i.e. on the last page of Lhe questionnaire entitled

"Postexperimental Questionnaire" ) in the Space indicated. Do not

write the word on vour IBM sheet.

After you have recorded your word, 99 oD to the next section.



Nancy K.

cancer.

1 5. How

Very
much

0

20. How likely

Definitely
would
01

, who is 29 years o1d, has recently been diagnosed as having

The primary cause of the cancer are hereditary factors.

much sympathy would you feel for this person?

Non e
at all

3456789

you feel at this Person?16. How angry would

Not at
q¿¿

012

17. I would think that it was the person's otln
dpvpl oncrì fhc nresent condition.vs ! e¡vuee

No, not
not all
012345

18. How much concern

Very
much
012

19. How Iikely is it that you would
nrnhl om?
t/¡ vv¿e¡¡¡ !

rlcfinitclv
would help

would you feel for this person?

Very
much

9

fault that she

Yes,
absolut e 1Y

89

None
dL o¿¿

^tuJ

with a small

Def initeJ.y
would not
help

9

so

2

is it

help this person

5

wouldthat you give money to

T

rrnrr f ee l by this person?

this person?

Definitely
would not

89

Not
6L Crrf

21. How irritated would

Very
much
0123



22. I would

None
OL OJ¿

01

23. How responsible , do
the present condition?

Very much
rÞcrrôncihlc

0123

24. I would feel

Not
O L OIA

012 J

money

feel pity for lhis person.

you think, is

Very
much

9

this person for the cause of

^t^! -& -ì 1r\uL oL a¿¡

6 7 
' 

t"tBonsible

Very
much so

9

this person's

Definitely
would

89

thi s person' s

Completely
under
control

89

caused by a

Very much
a factor

89

caused by the

Very nuch
a factor

89

aggravated by lhi s person .

25. I would donate
condition.

Definitely
would not
012

for research concerninq

do you think, is the cause of

you think, is the condition
or a physiological defect?

you think, is the condition

25. How contro1lab1e,
present condition?

Not at all
under personal
control

012

27. To ilhat extent, do
genetic predisposition

Not at all
a factor
0'1 23

28. To what extent, do
person's lifestyle?

Not at all
- €-^¡^-ct lc¡L Lut

0123



The next question concerns your impression of Nancy.

We would like you to think of the one word that best describes

Nancy. Think of this word now. When you have thought of a word

write it down on the last page in your experimental booklet.

Àfter you have done this, continue answering the questions on the

next page.



While your name shoul-d not be on this form, we would like some

general information about you, so please respond to the following

questions by indicating the number on the IBM sheet which corresponds

to the number of your answer. Please record your ansl;er in section 3

of your IBM sheet

1. Sex

Àge

Univers

4. Year in

1 = male
2 = female

1 = 19 years of less
2 = 20 Lo 29 years
3 = 30 to 39 years
4 = 40 to 49 years
5 = 50 ôr môre veArs

ity Faculty
I - r*r-| - ãt LÐ

2 = Science
3 = Education
tl - Í ^.1:-law

5 = Social Work
6 = Nursing
7 = Human Ecology
I = Management
9 = Other

program
1 = first year
2 = second year
3 = third year
4 = fourth year

5. Does one of your familiy members or a friend have one of the
conditions (i.e., cancer or paraplegia) described. (If you feeL
uncomfortable answering this question you are free to leave this
question blank. Howevei, we would appreciate your responding)

.l = !€s
2=no
2=no

6. If your responded "yes" to question 5: How emotionally close are
you to this person?

very not at
close all close

0123455789



Signíficant Univariate

Scenario 1:

Appendix D

Results for Dependent Measures

Dependent Measures

Control Anger Sympathy HelP

Effect

Information

Stigma Type

Info x Stigma Type

Priming x Stigma
Type

MSe

Scenario 2:

Effect

Information

Stigma Type

Info x Stigma

MSe

Note: x < ,05;

Type

df

2,326

1,326

2,326

df

2,329

L,329

2,,329

103.44**

87.33xx

23,74tíx

r,81

106.1,1_x*

88.74**

12.3gxx

3.36

24.06*x

40.90x*

4.60x

3.49x

23.38{'*

39.93**

3.62*

3.86

7.80xx

75,L4xx

0.48

0.36

11.89*x

55.70**

0.87

3.68

3.26x

42.83x*

1,56

1.51

2.77

52.1gxx

0,41

2.64

2.56 3.34 2.54

Dependent Measures

Control Anger Sympathy Help

2.85

x* <.01.


