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Intro

> (Mynatt, Doherty & Tweney, 1977)
> (Evans, 1982)
> (Kahneman, Solvic & Tversky, 1982)
> (Legrenzi, Girotto & Jonson-larid, 1933)

o
>

o

>
> ( )

1.1. The confirmation ‘bias’
. (Wason,1960)

(Motivational reasons):ex (Mynatt et al.,
1977)
(Cognitive difficulty)(Evans, 1989)
(Cognitive limitation); (Legrenzi &
Legrenzi, 1991)

1.2. Majority and minority influence in inductive reasoning

ol ( )
. (Moscovocici, 1985)



Mugny & Perez, 1991)
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(De Dreu & De Vries, 1983; Nemeth,

1983, Nemeth & Kwan, 1985, 1987, Volpato, Maass, Mucchi-Faina &

Vitti, 1990)

(Huguet, Mugny & Perez, 1991)

(Nemeth, 1986)

(Nemeth, Mayeseless,

Sherman & Brown, 1990)

(

3

) (Legrenzi, Butera,
3
)
( (82%) or (12%))
) ( )

(Butera & Mugny, 1992)
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1.3. Social influence and the representation of the task

ol ( )
(Brandstatter, 1991)

2( ) Vs

(majority/one)
(minority/several)
Method
2.1. Procedure

> 155 (19 ) 12
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Experimental Design
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2 (
Neuchatel, Monteux,

(Legrenzi etal., 1991)
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4. Results
3.1. Choice of hypotheses
e 2(majority/minority)x 2(one/several) (Figure 1. )
>
(F(1,151) = 40.672, p < 0.001)
(F(1,151) = 42.310, p< 0.001)
>
(F(1151) =5.887, p< 0.017)
>
majority/one > majority/several (t(151) = 6.300, p < 0.001)
majority/one > minority/one (t(151) =6.319, p < 0.001)
majority/one > minority/several (t(151) =2.572,p< 0.011)
majority/several > minority/several (t(151) = 2.914, p < 0.004)
3.2. Hypothesis testing
e 2(majority/minority)x 2(one/several) (Figure . )
>
(F(1,151) = 44.828, p < 0.001)
(F(1151) = 73.162, p < 0.002)
>
(F(1151) =9.234, p < 0.003)
>
minority/several > minority/one (t(151) =8.215, p< 0.001)
minority/several > majority/several (t(151) =6.786, p < 0.001)
majority/one < majority/several (t(151) = 3.861, p < 0.001)
majority/one <minority/one (t(151) = 2.829, p < 0.005)

3.3. Self-generated hypothesis and hypothesis testing
e 3 (Legrenzi et al. 1991)
1.
2 specific
3.
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° (Tablel )
(x*(2) =3.322, p< 0.190)
> (same hypothesis)
< one (z=2.31, p<0.02)
> (reformulation)
< majority :(z=3.41,p<0.001
> (new hypothesis) ;
< minority ; (z=5.41, p<0.00)
< several ; (z=2.93,p<0.002)
° (Table2 )
(x*(1) = 22.161, p < 0.001)
(x*(1) = 22.292, p < 0.001)
> minority/several
majority/several  (x*(1) = 24.144, p < 0.001) minority/one
(x*(1) = 25.213, p < 0.001)
3.4. Representation of the task

° (Table3)
( )
>
< (F(1,151) = 63.308, p < 0.002)
< (F(1,151) = 34.882, p< 0.001)
>
< (F(1L151) =11.264, p < 0.00))
>
< majority/one>majority/several (t(151) = 6.541, p < 0.001)
<~ majority/one>minority/one (t(151) = 8.064, p < 0.001)
< majority/several>majority/several (t(151) = 1.833, p < 0.004)
< majority/one>majority/several (t(151) =1.883, p < 0.07)
2( )
>
< (F(1,151) = 39.229, p < 0.001)
< (F(1,151) =52.075, p < 0.001)
>
< (F(1,151) =14.068, p < 0.001)
>

< majority/one>majority/several (t(151) = 7.743, p < 0.001)

7
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{}

majority/one>minority/one (t(151) = 7.140, p < 0.001)
minority/several<minority/one (t(151) = 2.486, p < 0.014)
minority/several>minority/one (t(151) =1.523, p < 0.13)

3( )

+ <

{}

(F (1,151) = 80.928, p < 0.001)
(F (1151) = 54.086, p < 0.001)

{}

{}

(F (1151) =14.068, p < 0.001)

minority/several>minority/one (t(151) = 5.792, p < 0.001)
minority/several>majority/several (t(151) = 6.721, p < 0.001)
majority/one<majority/several (t(151) = 4.603, p < 0.001)
majority/one<minority/one (t(151) = 6.034, p < 0.001)

4( )

R

{}

(F (1,151) = 54.2445, p < 0.001)
(F(1152) = 61.921, p < 0.002)

{}

{}

(F (1,151) =12.085, p < 0.001)

minority/several>minority/one (t(151) = 8.037, p < 0.001)
minority/several > majority/several (t(151) =7.572, p < 0.001)
majority/one<majority/several (t(151) = 3.069, p < 0.003)
majority/one <minority/one (t(151) = 3.031, p < 0.003)

IR

Discussion

e majority/single

(reformulation) )



minority/several

<>

> Majority

<>
<>

» Minority

<>
<>

SRR

!

v

(Janis, 1972)

(Latane, Williams & Harkin, 1979)

(ex.

)

2006/11/21
Rep.



155
(Wason,1960)
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Figare 1. Mean frequencies of yielding in the firse two exercizes.
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Figare 2. Mean frequencies of desconfirmacion in the i owo exeromes.
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Table 1. Type of hypothesis in the third exercise (expected frequencies in parentheses

Majority Mingrity

One Severl One Seveml

Samne hypothesis 18 4 9 2
(B.8) (6.9 9.0} (8.2)

Reformulation 13 17 f |
9.8) 78 (10.1) 9.3)

New hypothesis 7 9 24 43
(19.4) (15.3) (199 (18.4)
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Table 2. Frequencies of confirmation and disconfirmation in the third exercise (expected
frequencies in parentheses)

5 Majority Minanity
One Severul One Several
Cenficmation ar 8 35 11
29.5) 23.3) {(30.3) (27.9)
Disconfirmation 1 2z 4 25
{B.5) 6.7 @amn (8.1)

11e
Table 3. Mean answers in the post-experimental questions (standard deviations in
parentheses)

Majoriry Minotity
One Several One Severnl

I it importane to follow ene single idea all the way? ﬂ.g.} :f.la?m ?1??} ;ﬂi‘}
Sroestiommet 45 D5 i i
Is it important to be open 10 every possible sclution? é‘g.j ‘-{1% :1'.;%.; {%1;3
TRt i i3 B &

Mair, For each question, mens having the same sabacripes are mor signihrantdy clifferent ae p< 0%
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