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Much of the research concerning the attribution of causality
for a person's behavior has focused on cases in which there is
no interaction between the subject and the person about whom
causal attributions are to be made. This is exemplified by
studies on attribution of responsibility (Feather, 1969; Reis-
man and Schopler, 1973), differences in attribution between the
actor and the observer (Jones and Nisbett, 1971; Nisbett, Caputo,
Legant, and Marecek, 1973), and the attribution of attitudes
(Jones and Harris, 1971; Jones, Worchel, Goethals, and Grumet,
1971). In these studies, subjects were typically asked to read
about the behavior of a fictitious stimulus person with whom
they had no interactions, and then asked to make certain kinds
of attributions about the stimulus person's behavior. In our
everyday lives however, it is probably true that the people we
are most interested in making attributions about are the people
with whom we must interact.

One common kind of interaction occurs when we make attempts

to influence or change another person's behavior. For examples

Dear Abby,

I have been married to Joe for three years and I'm
almost going out of my mind as a result of this habit Joe
has,

Whenever we have company over, Joe keeps talking and

talking until our company is bored to death and a whole



beautiful evening is spoiled. We've lost I don't know
how many friends this way. And don't think that I haven't
tried changing him., I've tried every way I know to get
him to change - I've threatened him with divorce, I've
tried reasoning with him ... but none of my efforts are
of any avail. He seems to be born this way and there's
nothing I can do to change it.

I really love Joe but this habit of his is ruining
our whole social 1life and driving me up the walls. What

should I do?

A desperate wife.

The above fictitious example 1llustrates an important and
frequent kind of interaction - that of an attempt by one person
to chanze the behavior of the other. Whether these attempts
succeed or fail may have serious implications for the causal
attributions of the other's behaviors and for attributions of
personality traits to the other, and thus, may affect the sub-
sequent behaviors of the behavior modifier towards the other.
For example, if the wife in the previous example saw the failure
of her husband to change as her own fault (self-attribution),
she might want to change some of her own behavior patterns.

But 1if she saw i1t as her husband's fault (other-attribution),
then she might very well decide that he is an inconsiderate,
soclally inept person, zive up trying to change him, and seek

a separation.



The present experiment is intended to explore the kinds
of causal attributions and trait attributions subjects might
make about another person after attempting to influence (change)
this other person's behavior. An attempt to change the behavior
of another person may be defined as a situational (external)
force acting on the other. Then, following Jones and bavis
(1965), it is hypothesized that any behavior on the part of a
person which is in the direction of a situational (external)
force could be seen as caused possibly by the external force
and/or by the person's personality characteristics (internal
cause). Thus, after modifying another's behavior, we may be
unsure to what extent the change in the other was caused by
our change attempts (external forces) or by the person's
Internal characteristics (e.g., a decision to change, or his
"true self" finally showing itself, a mood change, etc.).
In other words, behavior which is in line with external causes
may not be very informative about the "true" personality of the
person. Under these circumstances, we would expect ratings of
various traits which the person might have to be fairly moderate
(not extreme) and made with little confidence.

On the other hand, Jones and Davis (1965) suzgest that
a behavior which 1s contrary to situational forces would be
seen as definitely not caused by the external force, but
instead caused by the person's characteristics. So, if we

attempt to change anotherts behavior but he continues to



behave as usual, his behavior would be likely to be seen as
due to internal factors (e.g., 1nab111ﬁy or unwillingness to
change). Behavior which is contrary to situational pressure
is 1likely to be quite informative about the person's true
personality, and we would be willing to ﬁake eXxtreme tralt
ratings with confidence.
| Previous research in this area of attribution have pro-
vided substantial evidence for Jones'! and Davis' hypotheses
(Hastorf, Kite, Gross, & Wolfe, 1965; Strickland, 1958;
Kruglanski, 1970). For example, in a very widely-cited study
by Jones, Davis, and Gergen (1961), subjects were exposed to tape-
recorded "job-interviews" in which the interviewee either btehaved
in a manner that was very much in line with the fequirements of
the occupational role, or in a manner that was very much out of
line with these requirements. Although no measures of attributed
causality were made, it was found that subjects rated the inter-
viewee's traits with more extremeness and confidence when the
interviewee's behavior was out-of-role than when it was in-role.
Thus, behavior which is contrary to situational forces is more
informative of true personality than behavior which is in line
with situational forces,

It is hoped that the present study would shed light on
the effects of an important, and rather specific situaticnal
cause - an attempt to change the behavior of another. Thusg,
the present study differs from work cited so far in that it is
intended to investigate the attributions made following the

subject's interaction with the stimulus person. And, this




interaction takes place in the context of the subjects'! own
attempts to change the stimulus person's behavior, Hore
specifically, in the present study, the subjects were asked

to attempt to reduce a stimulus person's anxiety through the
administration of five relaxation procedures. The outcome

of the influence attempts were varled: the stimulus pérson's
anxiety level increased, remailned unchanged, or decreased,

It is hypothesized that the stimﬁlus person would be seen as

a more anxiocus person and be hold more responsible for his
anxiety level when the latter increased than when it didn't
change, and when it remained unchanged than when 1t decreased.
Also, it is hypothesized that as the subjects see the stimulus
person as being more and more responsible for his change

(or no chanze) in anxiety levels, they would also see the
relaxation procedures and the therapist (the subjects themselves)
as less responsible for the stimulus per=son's anxiety level.

& few studies have élready invéstigated causal attributions
following a behavior change attempt (Johnson, Feigentaum &
Weiby, 1944; Beckman, 1970; Ross, Bierbrauer, & Polly, 1974},
but these studies were few in number and alsoc conceptually
and methodolosically flawed. For example, in a study by
Johnson et al. (1964), student-teachers were asked to instruct
two fictitious students on multiplication arithmetic tasks.
One stimulus person consistently performed well, while the
second stimulus person elther consistently performed poorly
or started poorly but improved later on, The subjects were

asked about thelr percelved locus of causality of the stimulus



person's final performance. It was found that for the stimulus

person who consistently performed well, subjects attributed
the good performance to factors inside the stimulus person
rather than to factors external to the person. Further,
subjects attributed the student's performance to factors
inside the stimulus person when he was consistently poor in
comparison to when he improved, Finally, subjects made more
external attributions of causality when the stimulus person's
performance improved than when it remained poor. If we view
no change in performance as behavior contrary to the direction
of situational force (teaching attempts), and improvement as
behavior in line with situational forces, then these findings
support the present hypothesis that behavior contrary to situa-
tional force is attributed to internal factors to a greater
extent than behavior in line with situational forces.

In addition to measures of causallity, Johnson et al, also
asked subjects to rate tﬁe stimulus'person on stable personality
characteristics such as ability and understanding of the mater-
jal, It was found that the consistently good student was
rated more favorably than the improving student, who was in
turn rated more favorably than the consistently poor student.
These results could be interpreted as showing that behavior
which is not in line with situational forces (no improvement
following teaching) 1is seen as more indicative of true person-
ality, and thus leads to more extreme attributions of tralts
(very little ability or understandinz) than behavior which is

in line with situational forces (Jones and Davis, 1965).
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An alternatlve explanation is that the extent to which a person
1s seen as having some trait is a direct function of the overall
average level of the trait which he has shown (Anderson, 1973).
Thus, the consistently good student has a higher average per-
formance than the improving student, and the latter has a higher

average performance than the consistently poor student:(see B, da)

Fig, 1as  Johnson et al. (1964) study

hi no change (consistently good)
performance ‘ mprove
lo no change (consistently poor)
Time 1 Time 2

Fig, 1b: Beckman (1670) study

hi . .no change (consistently gocod)
improve
performance
eteriorate
1o =>no change (consistently poor)
Time 1 Time 2

Fig, 1c: Present study

hi \\\\\\/////;deteriorate
/////p\\\\\\no change

1o

anxiety

improve

Time 1 Time 2



Beckman (19?0) did a very similar study to Johnson et al,
with one modification in the design: 1in addition to the three
experimental conditions in which the stimulus person's perform-
ance was seen as elther consistently poor, consistently good,
or improving, a fourth experimental condition showed the stimu-
lus persont's performance deteriorating despite teaching efforts
(see Figure 1b). Beckman succeeded in partly replicating the
Johnson et al. results, For example, she asked her subjects
to Judge the stimulus persons on ability, and found that
abllity was rated higher for the consistently good student
than for the improving student, and higher for the latter than
for the conslstently poor student., Again, the abllity ratings
may have been a result of the stimulus person's overall average
performance, or may have been a result of attributing more
extreme traits (either positive or negative) when behavior
is contrary to situational forces,

The fact that overall average performance differed across
conditions in both the Johnson et al. and Beckman studies
produces two serious conceptual problems. First, as has
already been polnted out, trait ascriptions to the stimulus
perscn could have been based on either average performance or
attributional inferences from situational causes, but 1t 1is
impossible to know which., ©Second, if ability inferences were

based on averase performance, the subject could be making



causal attributions as a consequence of ability inferences,
rather than making‘causal attributions from aésessing the
environment and then ascrlbing traits, For example, if the
consistently good (poor) student is initially seen as high
(low) in ability (based solely on performance), then there is
no reason to seek external reasons to explain his performance.
But, the lmproving student is seen as changing in ability,

and so the environment is searched in order to find some exter-
nal reason for this behavior change.

To take care of these problems in the present study, it
was arranged for the average performance to be the same across
all patterns of behavior (see Figure 1lc). In addition it
would appear necessary to include three groups in the design

- consistently average, improving, and deteriorating in per-

formance, If mere change in performance is a cue to find an
environmental cause, then the improving and deteriorating
student's performance ought to be attributed primarily to
external factors. One would then suspect that ability infer-
ences based on performance determined causal attributions.
However, if behavior is initially seen in the context of
sltuational forces; then the deteriorating performance (most
contrary to situational forces) would be seen as internally
caused and the improving performance (most in line with
Situational forces) would be seen as malnly externally caused,.
In this case, one would have evidence that differential causal
ascriptions lead to differential trait attributions (rather

than vice-versa).
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Recall that Beckman (1970) did include a stimulus person
whose performance deferiorated. She found that ﬁhe deteriorating
performance was seen as due less to the teachlng attempts than
was the improving performance. Thus behavior change contrary to
situational forces is seen as due less to these forces than is
behavior change which is iIn line with situational forces.,

Beckman, however, interpreted these findings on teaching

as a cause as due to motivational bias, 1In other words, when

subjects saw deterioration in the stimulus person's performance,
they might also have seen themselves as failing in thelr teaching

efforts, The affective significance of such failure might

have reduced the extent of attribution of causality to teach-

ing attempts because subjects wished to maintain self-esteem.
Althoush the present formulation is based on an informational
approach to attribution, the notion that motivational factors might
play a part ia the attribution process is certainly not new in

the attribution literature (e.g., Kelley, 1967). The typical
research done on "ego-defensive" attribution usually involve

a comparison between actors and observers, in which the observers
are expected to have no motivational biases. However, the evidence
to date for the existence of motivational bias in behavior change
attempts has been equivocal at best, Gross (1966) and Polefka
(1965) found that actors gave themselves more credit for success

in a2 social influence situation than observers, thus supporting

a self-esteem enhancement interpretation. Sherrod (1971), on the

other hand, found the exact opposite in a situation where the
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influence attempt involved teaching a concept-formation task.
Also, in the Beckman (1970) study, 1t was found that for the
improving student, actors attributed the improvement in per-
formance more to the teaching factor than did obserwvers, and
Peckman interpreted this as supporting aﬁ ego-enhancing
mechanism., Unfortunately, Beckman did not use yoked observers.
Rather, her "observers" were given information in story form
about a situation similar to the actor condition. Hence the
information available to the actor and the observer, as well as
the perspectives of the actor and the observer, were not com-
parable to start with, This difference in information and/or
perspective between the actor and the observer could have been
responsible for the differences in results for aétors and
observers (Jgones and Nisbett, 1971; Bem, 1972). So, Beckman's
failure to rule out other non-motivational factors in account-
ing for the differences between the actor and the observer
weakzns her interpretation of ego-relevant attribution.

In a recent study by Ross et al, (1974), the motivational
bias hypothesis was once again tested. Actors and observers
were compared on their ratings of the importance of teacher
factors and student factors in accounting for elther success
or failure in teaching an 1l-year old boy a spelling task,
Contrary to the implications of the motivational bias hypo-
thesis, 1t was found that subjects rated student factors as more
important in success than failure conditions and teacher factors
as more 1mportant in failure than success conditions. However,

apart from the stimulus person's final performance after
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thelr teacnhning efforts, the only other piece of information
subjects were given was that the stimulus person was a typlcal,
average student, It is possible that subjects could have
inferred from this latter plece of information that the
stimulus person was of average learning ability, and the
salience of this information about the stimulus person's
learning ability might have inhibited the operation of
motivational bias mechanisms.

The status of the motivational bias proposition in
attribution research 1s perhaps best summarized in a review
article by Miller and Ross (1975). They concluded thats:

On the whole, the interpersonal influence studies seen
to provide little evidence to support the assertion that
perceptions of causality are distorted in the service of
self-protection or self-enhancement. The only finding to
recelve considerable empirical support is that people are
more likely to perceive that they have influenced a target
person's improvement than that they have produced his
repeated failure. As noted earlier, however, this finding
need not be interpreted in motivational terms, The self-
enhancing effect 1s readily interpretable by an information
processing model which assumes that attributions are

determined by intentions, expectations, and the perceived
covariation between behavior and ocutcome. (Miller and

Ross, 1975, pz. 216)

Nevertheless, despite the inconclusive findings of these
interpersonal influence studies and the questionable status
of the motivational bias proposition, this proposition is
still interesting and relevant to the present study since
motivational blas mechanisms could perfectly account for the
results that are presently predicted, For example, it is
predicted that more causal attribution and more extreme

trait-attribution would bte made to the stimulus person when
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subjects wltnessed a deterioration in performance than when
they witnessed impfovement followlng their beﬁavior change
attempts. This is predicted from the present formulation

since an improvement following a behavior modification attempt
1s behavior in the direction of situational force and hence
less indicative of true personality than when there is no
change, while a deterioration following a behavior modification
attempt 1s behavior contrary to the direction of situational
force and hence more indicative of true personality than when
there is no change. But identical results would be predicted
from a motivational blas approach, in which deterloration |
could be viewed as reflecting fallure and improvement as
reflecting success of the subjects' attempts. So, in order to
measure the possible effects of motivational bias, an actor-observer
variable was introduced into the present study. The observer-
subjects had the same information and the same perspective as
the actors - i.e., they sat beside the actors and perceived
everything that went on in the experiment the same way the
actors would perceive them. The only difference was that
since the actors were involved in the selection and admin-
istration of the relaxation procedures, the outcome of the
behavior modification attempts should be more relevant to

their self-concept than to the observers!'! self-concept. If

the situational forces formulatlion, and not the motivational
bias formulation, is truly descriptive of the subjects!
attribution process, then no differences in attribution between

actor- and observer-subjects would be expected since the



14

situational forces formulation is baéed on a purely rational,
Informational approach, On the other hand, if motivational
factors do bias the subjects' attribution judgements, then
differences between the actor- and the observer-subjects
would be expected: actors should attribute successful change
attempts more to themselves, and unsuccessful attempts more
to the method or tne stimulus person, compared to observers.
Even when a motivational bias explanation for the predicted
results can be ruled out by comparing actor- and observer-
subjects, still another factor could account for the results
that were predicted. 1In an article on order effects in
impression formation, Jones and Goethals (1971) discussed the
occurrence of primacy and recency effects and proposed that the
attribution process is systematically affected by the order in
which the information is received. 1In the present experiment,
the information that the subjects received were the self-reported
anxiety ratings of the stimulus person following the subjects®
relaxation attempts, If a recency effect was operating, the
information about the stimulus person's increase (or no change,
or decrease) in anxiety over time may be integrated with the
later information weighed more heavily,.which would result in
a higher trait-anxiety ratinz by the subjects for the stimulus
person reporting an increase in anxiety than for the stimulus
person reportinz no change in anxiety, which in turn would be
higher than for the stimulus person reporting a decrease in
anxiety (even though the average anxiety levels were identical

in all three cases - see Figure 1lc)., In other words, the
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subject's relaxation attempts (sltuational cause for the anxiety
level of the stimulus person to change) might not be a relevant
factor at all in the subjects! attribution judzgements. This
recency effect explanation is rendered even more plausible in
view of the fact that anxiety, the trait about which attri-
bution is made, is an unstable trait. Jones et al. (1971)
for example, demonstrated in a study that when the entity that
is the target of attribution is unstable or changing, subjects
tended to be more blased by a recency effect.

Since it is not possible within the realm of the present
experimental design to remove the possibility of recency
effects, another independent variable was introduced to

differentiate between the explanation of recency and that

of the present situational forces formulation, In addition
to subjects who were asked to make attributions about the
stimulus person who was administered relaxation procedures,
anothef group of subjects were asked to make attributions
about a stimulus person who was not exposed to any relaxation
procedures. So, all subjects had ldentical information about
the stimulus person's eelf-reported anxiety ratings, with the
exception that half of the subjlects thought that the stimulus
person had been exposed to behavior modification attempts
(situational cause salient for behavior change), while the
other nhalf thought that the stimulus person had not been
exposed to any influence attempts (no situational cause for

behavior change). If recency was the only factor that was
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operating, no differences in attribution would be expected
between subjects ﬁho learned of the stimulus ﬁerson's anxlety
levels in the context of the relaxation attempts and subjects
who learned of the stimulus person's anxiety levels in the
absence of any relaxation attempts. On the other hand, if the
situational forces formulation is correct, it would follow
that the stimulus person's behavior in the presence of salient
situational causes would elicit more extreme tralt-anxiety
ratings of the stimulus person and less self-attribution of
causality when the stimulus person's anxiety levels changed
against the direction of situatlional causes (increase in
anxiety) than when there is no change, and when there is no
change than when there is a change in the direction of situa-
tional causes (decrease in anxiety). For subjects who saw

the stimulus person's anxiety levels in the absence of any
situational causes, the situational forces formulation is not
applicable since there 1s no situational causes to provide a
context for the behavior. Therefore no differences are pre-
dicted in the attribution made by subjects regardless of the
anxiety levels reported by the stimulus person.

In summary, in the present study, it was hypothesized that
behavior in the direction of situational force is seen as less
indicative of true personality than behavior contrary to the
direction of situational forces. The present hypotheses are
Supported to the extent that the following tendencies appear

in the experimental results:
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2)

3)

k)
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When the stimulus person's anxiety levels are seen In the
context of relaxation attempts, more responsibility would

be attributed to the stimulus person, and less responsibility
would be attributed to external causes (the actor, the
methods used) when the stimulus person becomes more anxious
than when he remains anxious, and when he remains anxious
than when he becomes less anxious,

Similarly, more extreme trait-anxiety ratings will be made
of the stimulus person who becomes more aniious than when

he remains anxious, and when he remains anxious than when

he becomes less anxious, following exposure to relaxation
procedures.

This pattern should hold for both actor-subjects who were
actively inveolved in administering the relaxation procedures
and for observer-subjects who were not actively involved,
For subjects who did not see the stimulus person's anxiety
level in the context of any relaxation attempts, there will
be no differences among the attributions they made when they
saw the stimulus person's anxiety level increase, remain
constant, or decrease. Agzain, this would hold true for

both actor- and observer-~-subjects,
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METHOD

Design

The eXperiment was a 3 x 2 x 2 completely factorial design.
There were three levels of the stimulus person's reported level
of anxiety (increase vs. no change vs. decrease), two levels of
the salience of situational causes for anxiety reduction (present
vs. absent), and two levels of the subjects' personal involve-
ment (actor vs. observer).

Subjects

The subjects were 70 male and 70 female introductory
psychology students who attended Kansas State University} All
the subjects recelved experimental credit polnts for their
participation. They were run in same sex dyads. The data from
four female subjects were discarded because they failed to follow
the instructions or were suspicious of the experimental manipula-
tions.

Procedure

The study was conducted in two adjacent but separate rooms.
Upon the arrival of two subjects and the male confederate (posing
as another subject), they were ushered into one room. There,
after a rigged drawing of lots, the confederate was always
assigned to stay in the same room and be the stimulus person,
while one subject was randomly assigned to be the "actor", and
the other subject to be the "observer", 1In the presence of the
two subjects, the experimenter instructed the confederate to sit
In the room and pay attention to a green light in front of him,.

He was told that whenever the green light came on, he should
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report on the extent to which he had 10 different feelings
(emotions) by pressing one of the buttons on the button-panel

in front of him. The confederate was also given a list of the
10 feellings he had to report on, a sheet of written instructions,
and a 1 to 20 scale upon which his ratings of his feelings were
to be baged.

The experimenter then led the two subjects into the adjacent
experimental room. They were seated next to each other in front
of a long table. On the table there was a light panel that was
hooked up to the button-panel in the next room where the confeder-
ate was in, a button which when depressed would turn on the green
light in the next roon, a microphone, a cassette tape recorder,
and 12 "relaxation procedures". Each relaxation procedure was
actually a typed sheet of verbal instructions on achieving rela-
xation and reducing anxiety; four of these relaxation procedures
involved playing a musical tape on the tape recorder. The
experimenter then briefly explained to the subjects that the
purpose of the study was to lnvestigate what happens when non-
professlonals administer relaxation procedures to other people.

The actor-subject was given the following instructions:

You got the slip with the letter 'T' on it. That means that
you will be playing the part of therapist and trying out these
relaxation procedures. Here we have 12 relaxation procedures,
some of them will include playingz some of these music tapes.
What I want you to do is to look over these relaxation proce-
dures and plck out five that you thinx would work when you
administer them to someone else. You can also try out some
of the music tapes to hear what they sound like. Since these
relaxation procedures all have to be read out very slowly,

you might find that some of them will fit your reading style
better than others. Please pick out the flve that you think
would be the best and then you will read them out loud slowly,

Just as a professional psycholozist would read them in getting
a patlient to be relaxed.
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The observer-subject was given the following instructions:

You got the slip with the letter '0' on it. That means that

you will be playing the part of an observer in this experiment,
As an observer, what we want you to do is to Jjust sit back and
WATCH what the theraplst does., Please realize that you are
playing as important a part in thils experiment as the therapist.
As we sald in the beuinning of the experiment, we are interested
in what happens when nonprofessionals use these relaxation
procedures., The therapist will be asked questions about these
procedures at the end of the experiment. 1In addition, we need
an unblased, objective observer - you. So please pay close
attention to what goes on throughout thls experiment. Thank you.

Both subjects were told that the relaxation procedures had
been previously found to be 90% effective in reducing anxiety.
After the actor-subject (therapist) had picked out five relaxation
procedures, he/she was instructed to push the button to turn on
the green light in the next room each time after he/she administered
one relaxation procedure, and both subjects were told that they
could find out how anxious the confederate in the next room felt
by noting the last light that appeared on the light-panel before
them. They were further instructed to remember what these
anxiety .evels were since they would be required to recall them
at the end of the experiment. Furthermore, half of the subjects
were led to believe that the relaxation procedures tried out in
the experimental room were heard by the confederate in the next
room, while the other half were led to believe that the relaxation
procedures cannot be heard by the confederate in the next room.

Subjects in the "situational cause present" condition were told:

As you have already gmuessed by now, the relaxation procedures

you read out will be heard by the person in the other room.

When I turn that switch on, the microphone in front of you

will pick up the relaxation procedures you read out and transmit
them to the loudspeaker in the other room. Of course, the person
in the other room is not told that what he/she will hear are
relaxation procedures designed to reduce anxiety. PBut it is im-
portant for you to realize that the information you get is on

how anxious the person in the other room feels after he/she
has been administered one of your relaxation procedures.
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Subjects in the "situational cause absent" condition were told:

It 1s very important for you to realize that the relaxation
procedures you are trying out will have nothlng to do with
how anxious the person in the other room is., The room that
the other person is in is sound-proof and he/she cannot hear
a word of what you say in here. For reasons that will be
explained to you after the experiment, you will actually be
doing two tasks:
1) trying out the relaxation procedures that you picked, and
2) finding out how anxious the person in the other room feels.
It is very important for you to realize that despite the fact
that you are doing both tasks in this experimental session,
these two tasks are by no means related to each other in any
way. The relaxation procedures you are trying out will not
in any way affect how anxious (nervous) the person in the other
room feels.

At this point, the experimenter went behind a partition in
the experimental room so that he was no longer in direct visual
contact with the subjects. He maintained no contact with the
subjects throughout their administration of the relaxation
procedures, and came out from behind the partition only when
1t was time to administer the dependent measure questionnaires
to the subjects. This precaution was taken because since the
eXxperimenter was no longer blind to what conditions the subjects
were in after he read the verbal instructions to them, it was
important to eliminate any opportunity for him to unintentionally
blas the subjects.

After the administration of each relaxation procedure, the
subjects were given feedback on the confederate's anxiety level.
This feedback was relayed by a light indication a number between
1 and 20. The subjects were led to bellieve that the lights accu-
rately indicated the self-reported level of anxiety of the confe-
derate, and that the higher the number that the confederate
reported, the more anxlous he felt. Actually, the feedback on

the llght-panel was manipulated by the confederate according to

a pre-arranged schedule,
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Subjects in the "anxiety level increase" condition saw the
confederate's anxlety level increase over trials in the following

pattern:

7 8 11 13 14 17

Subjects in the "no change" condition saw the confederatet's
anxiety level stay constant in the following fashion:

12 11 12 11 12 12

Subjects in the "anxiety level decrease" condition saw the
confederate's anxiety level decrease over trials in the following
pattern:

17 14 13 11 8 7

Note that the average reported level of anxiety in all
three conditions were identical - 11.70. As was explained in
the introduction, this served to eliminate a confound between
the effects of overall level of anxiety and that of the chanze
in anxiety itself.

After all five relaxation procedures had been administered
and the subjects had received feedback on the confederate's
anxlety level, they were asked to fill out the dependent measure
questionnaire. When the questionnaires were completed, the
subjects were questioned about any suspliclons they might have
‘about the experimental manipulations. Then all the subjects
were ziven a complete account of the purposes and the use of
deception in the study. In particular, assurances were given to
the actor-subjects (therapists) that they were assigned randomly
to the experimental conditions and so the ocutcome of the session

should not be taken as any reflection on their actual abilities.
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Dependent Measures

The dependent measures consisted of a six-page questionnaire
(see Appendix A). The primary dependent measures tested the
subjects!'! attributions about the confederate, the relaxation
procedures, and the therapist. For example, subjects would be
askeds

To what extent do you feel (the perscn in the other room/

the relaxation procedures/the therapist) is responsible

for how anxious the person in the other room felt at the

end of the experiment?
There were also manipulation checks asking for the subjects!
prior expectancy of success before administering the relaxation
procedures and thelr liking for the confederate. Except for
an open-ended question about possible reasons for the confederate's

anxiety level, all dependent measures were based on a 20-point

scale,
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RESULTS

A multivarlate analysls of variance performed on all the
dependent measures indicated that significant F's were present
for all possible main effects and two of the possible interactions
(see Table 1), Individual univariate analyses of variance were
then performed on each of the dependent measures and the report
of the results and subsequent discussions were confined to just
the above main effects and interactions (see Table 2),

Control Measures

Besides the primary dependent measures, the subjects!
responses to manipulation checks and other control measures
were also analysed and these will be reported in this section.

Analysis of the manipulation check on the subjects’
expectancy of success in reducing the stimulus person's anxiety
level revealed no differences among all experimental conditions.
Also, the mean expectancy of success for all subjects was not
significantly different from the expectancy of success that
they were told to have (z = 1.60, p <.05).

It was also found that in the "Situational Cause Present"
condition, subjects saw the therapist as trying harder and more
responsible, and the relaxation procedures as being more effect-
lve and more responsible for the stimulus person's anxiety level
than in the "Situational Cause Absent" condition. This was
expected since in the Situational Cause Absent condition, the
stimulus person was not exposed to any relaxation procedures
adminlistered by the therapist and so the above effort, effect-
lveness, and responsibility ratings would necessarily be

extremely low for this condition (see Table 3).
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MULTIVARIATE F's FOR EACH MAIN EFFECT AND INTERACTION

Main effect or interaction term

F

Multivariate]

Level of

Saliance

Actor-observer

Sex of subject

Level of
Level of
Level of
Saliance

Saliance

Actor-observer x Sex of subject

Level of

X Actor-observer

Level of
X Sex
Level of
X Sex
Saliance
X Sex

Level of

X Actor-observer x Sex of subject

anxiety

of situatlional cause

anxiety x Saliance of sit. bause
anxiety x Actor-observer
anxlety x Sex of subject
of sit. cause x Actor-observer

of sit., cause x Sex of subject
anxlety x Saliance of sit. cause

anxiety x Saliance of sit. cause
of subject

anxiety x Actor-observer

of subject

of sit. cause x Actor-observer
of subject

anxlety x Saliance of sit. cause

3.86
109.23
2.68
443
2.42
.94
«90
1.19

2 .94

1.26

«90

1.55

.85

.93

.56

P less than

e By e W Pt e sy S

001 %
.001#
.006%*
.001%
.001*
«533
593
305
«003%
843
213

.583

.069

. 581

«553

* Multivariate F significant at .05 level
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Table 3

MEAN RATINGS ON THERAPIST'S EFFORT AND RESPONSIBILITY, AND
EFFECTIVENESS AND RESPONSIBILITY OF THE RELAXATION FPROCEDURES

Situaticnal|{ Situational
Dependent Cause Cause F
Measure Present Absent
Therapist's Effort 12.83 1,27 431,01
Therapist's Responsibility 12,11 1.10 329.87
Effectiveness of the
Relaxation Procedures 957 1.02 2h7,01
Responsibility of the
Relaxation Procedures 11.69 1.00 358,77

Notes all the F-values are significant at .05 level
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Attribution of Responsibility

It was predicted that in the Situational Cause Present
condition, subjects would rate the stimulus person as more
responsible, and the external factors (therapist, relaxation
procedures) as less responsible for the stimulus person's
anxiety level when he became more anxious than when he remained
anxious, and when he remained anxious than when he became less
anxious. For the Situational Cause Absent condition, no diff-
erences in responsibility ratings were predicted among the
stimulus person's different anxiety levels. Contrary to the
predictions however, this Level of Anxiety X Salience of Situa-
tional Cause interaction was not sizgnificant for the attribution
of responsibility to either the therapist or the stimulus person.
For the measure on attribution of responsibility to the relaxation
procedures, the predicted interaction was obtained: for the
Situational Cause Present condition, the responsibility ratings
were higher when the stiﬁulus pers&n's level of anxiety decreased
than when his anxiety level remained constant or increased; for
the Situational Cause Absent condition, the responsibility rat-
ings were equally low for 21l three levels of anxiety (see Fig. 2).

A maln effect for the Level of Anxiety variable was also
present for the responsibllity ratings on the relaxation proce-
dures., Subjects who saw the stimulus person's anxiety level
decrease rated the relaZation procedures as more responsible
for the stimulus person's anxiety level than subjects who saw
no'change or an increase in the stimulus person's anxiety level

(F (2,112) = 4,10, p <.05). Although this main effect was not
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predicted, it appeared to be due primarily to the Level of
Anxlety X Sallence of Situational Cause interaction.

The effectiveness ratings of the relaxation procedures
were found to be identical to the responsibility ratings of
the relaxation procedures: in the Situational Cause Present
condition, the effectiveness ratings were higher when the
stimulus person's level of anxiety decreased than when his
anxiety level remained unchanged or increased; in the Situa-
tlonal Cause Absent condition, the effectiveness ratings were
equally low for all three levels of anxiety. Again, there was
a similar main effect for the Level of Anxiety variable
(F (2,112) = 17.64, p <.05).

There were also significant differences between male and
female subjects for the responsibility ratings on the stimulus
person and on the relaxation procedures, as well as for the
effectiveness ratings on the relaxation procedures, These
will be discussed later in a separate section under sex diff-
erences.

Attributions about the Stimulus Person

In addition to the prediction on attributions of respon-
sibility, the prediction was also made that in the Situational
Cause Present condition, subjects will attribute more of a
trait of anxiery to the stimulus person when his anxiety level
increased than when 1t didn't change, and when it didn't change
than when it decreased; while in the Situational Cause Absent
condition, there would be no differences amonz subjects who
saw different levels of anxiety. However, analysis of the

subjects! responses to questions on the extent they believed

30
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the stimulus person was an anxious person and also the extent
they belleved the stimulus person had an anxlous disposition
did not yleld the above predicted Interaction. However, a
significant main effect was obtained with the Level of Anxiety
manlpulation: subjects rated the stimulus person as being a

more anxlous person when his anxiety level increased than when

it didn't change, and when it didn't change than when it decrea
sed (F (2,112) = 15.99, p<.05). Also, subjects saw the stimu-
lus person as having more of anxious disposition when his
anxiety level increased than when there is no change or a
decrease in anxlety level (F (2,112) = 13.94%, p <.05). This
pattern of results seemed to hold true for both the Situational
Cause Present and the Situational Cause Absent éonditions

(see Tables 4 & 5).

A control measure on the liking for the stimulus person
had been included beczause the subjects' liking for the stimulus
person might be mediating their attributions about the stimulus
person's trait-anxiety. For example, the stimulus person whoée
anxiety level increased might have been liked less than the
stimulus person whose anxiety level decreased, and so subse-
quently be rated higher on the negative trait of anxiety than
the stimulus person whose anxiety level decreased. Eowever,
an examination of the subjects"ratings on thelr liking for
the stimulus perscon did not seem to support such a possibility:
there were no differences in liking ratings among the there

different levels of anxiety.



Table &

MEAN RATINGS ON THE EXTENT THE STIMULUS

PERSON IS AN ANXIOUS PERSON

Situational
Cause Present

Situational
Cause Absent

Level of Anxiety
Increase No Change Decrease
13.04% 10,63#% 10,46
12, 75%% 11.23%% 9 Ll

# these
level
## these

level by a direct-difference t-test.

two means were significantly different at

by a direct-difference t-test.

.05

three means were significantly different at _05

Table 5

MEAN RATINGS ON THE EXTENT THE STIMULUS

PERSON HAS AN ANXIOUS DISPOSITION

Situational
Cause Present

Situational
Cause Absent

Level of Anxiety
Increase No Change Decrease
12 ,873% 9.96% 10.00
13,80%% 11.03%% 10.44

* %% these two means were significantly different at .05

level by a direct-difference t-test.

32
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The absence of a Level of Anxlety X Salience of Situational
Cause interaction for the two dependent measures on the stimulus
person's tralt-anxiety casts serlous doubts on the present
experimental hypotheses. HRecall that the Salience of Situa-
tional Cause variable was added to this study in order to
differentiate between the present hypothesis and a recency-
effect formulations: for the Situational Cause Present condition,
both hypotheses would predict identical results., However, for
the Situational Cause Absent condition, whereas the recency
effect formulation would predict the same pattern of results
as for the Situational Cause Present condition, the present
formulation predicted significant differences between this
condition and the Situational Cause Present condition. The
results here appear to support a recency-effect formulation and
disfavor the present hypothesis.

In an attempt to throw some light on why no differences
were obtained between the Situational Cause Present and the
Sltuational Cause Absent conditions (especially in view of
the fact that the responsibility measures have shown that
subjects could differentiate between tbe two conditions), the
subjects' answers to the open-ended guestion about causal
attributions were analyzed., This analysis was performed by
first constructing a list of 11 reasons that were frequently
given by the subjects in response to the above guestion. Two
independent judges who were blind to the nature and conditions
of the experiment were then asked to look at each subject's

answer and declde on which category (or catezorlies) of
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reason it fell into, Interjudge reliability was found to be
high (.84) and the number of these categories and the Chi-
square for each category are reportéd in Table 6,

This frequency data indlcated that subjects in the
Situational Cause Present condition typically gave the effect-
iveness of the relaxation procedures and the nature of the
experiment as reasons for the stimulus person's anxiety at
the end of the experiment. Although on the whole subjects
in the Situational Cause Present condition gave more reasons
than subjects in the Situational Cause Absent condition, what
was surprising was that a substantial number of subjects in
the Situational Cause Absent condition (54 out of 64) were
able to find situational causes as reasons for the stimulus
person's change (or no change) in anxiety level, For example,
when the stimulus person's anxlety level increased, many
subjects in the Situational Cause Avusent condition gccounted
for the increase with reasons like: he (the stimulus person)
was wondering what was going on in the experiment, or hne
wanted to get the experiment over wilth and leave. Whereas
when the stimulus person's anxiety level decreased, subjects
in the same condition would attribute the decrease to the
stimulus person getting used to the experimental procedures.
So, thére is a strong possibility that our Situational Cause
Absent manipulationr was not effective, since the subjects in
this condition were still able to find situational causes

(other than the relaxation procedures that they administered)
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for the stimulus person's anxiety at the end of the experi-
ment., To the extent that this could be‘happening, the lack
of significant differences between the Situational Cause
Present and the Situational Cause Absent conditions, as well
as the lack of a Level of Anxiety X Salience of Sltuational
Cauée interaction for the stimulus person's tralt-anxiety
should come as no surprise,

Attributions about the Therapist's Ability and Effort

On a dependent measure in which attributions about the
therapist's efforts (how hard he/she tried) was sought, a
Level of Anxiety X Salience of Situational Cause interaction
was present: 1in the Situational Cause Present condition,
subjects saw the therapist as trying harder when the stimulus
person's anxiety level decreased than when it didn't change,
and when it didn't change than when it increased; in the
Situational Cause Absent condition, the therapist was not
seen as trying hard at all in all three anxiety level condi-
tions. As was mentiocned in the section on Control Measures,
the low effort ratings in the Situatlonal Cause Absent condi-
tion are understandable and to be expected since subjects in
this condition were led to bellieve that the stimulus person was
not exposed to any relaxation proceuures.‘ However, 1t appears
that fof the Situational Cause Present condition, subjects
saw a posltive relationship between the stimulus person's
decrease in anxiety and how hard the therapist tried (see

Figure 3).
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No actor-observer differences were predicted for any of
the dependent measures. However, analysis of the data showed
that there were significant actor-observer differences for the
two measures on the therapist's effort and ability. On the
measure on therapist effort, therapists gave themselves higher
ratings for effort than observers did (F (1,112) = 6.47, p <.05).
The exact opposite pattern was found for the measure on the
therapist's abllity. Here, observeis rated the therapists as
being better at their tasks than the therapists themselves
did (F (1,112) = 5,90, p<.05). |

Sex Differences

Analysis of the data showed that there were pecurrent
sex differences for the various dependent measures., As was
reported earlier, male subjects rated the stimulus person as
more responsible for his anxiety level than female subjects
did (F (1,112) = 4,36, p<.05). This, plus the finding that
females indicated that thej liked the stimulus person more
than males did (F (1,112) = 5.64, p <.05), seemed to indicate
that females were more generous than males in their ratings
of the stimulus person. lMoreover, this generosity seemed to
have extended to the therapist too, as evidenced by the find-
ing that females rated the therapist as being better in
administering the relaxation procedures than males did
(F (1,112) = 8,73, p<.05).

In addition, a Sex of Subject X Salience of Situational
Cause 1nteracfion was also present for the responsibility and

effectiveness ratings of the relaxation procedures. In the



Situational Cause Present condition, it was found that females
rated the relaxation procedures as more effective and more
responsible for the stimulus person's anxiety level than males
did (t (1,70) = 4.70, p<.05). In the Situational Cause Absent
condition, since the stimulus person was not exposed to any
relaxation procedures, the effectiveness and responsibility
ratings across all levels of anxiety were at the lowest poss-
ible. Once again, this interaction also showed up as a mailn
effect for the Sex of Subject variable for attribution of
responsibility (F (1,112) = 12.79, p<.05), and for attribution
of effectiveness (F (1,112) = 12.67%, p <.05) of the relaxation
procedures. The overall pattern of these sex differences thus
seenmed to indicate that female subjects tended to be more
favorable and more generous than male subjects in thelr ratings
of the experimental procedures and of the people associated

with the experiment.

39
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DISCUSSION

Attributions of Causality and Tralt-anxiety

It was proposed that the administration of relaxation
procedures to the stimulus person might be construed as a
sltuational force acting on the stimulus person to become
less anxlous. Subsequently, it was predlcted that in the
context of these relaxation attempts, more causal attribution
would be made to the stimulus person, and less causal attri-
bution would be made to external factors (the therapist, the
relaxation procedures used) when the stimulus person became
more anXxious than when he remained unchanged, and when he
remalned unchanged than when he became less anxlious. Also,
these differences were not predicted when the stimulus person's
anxiety levels were not seen in the context of the relaxation
attempts., Thus, one would expect a "Level of Anxiety X Salience
of Situational Cause" interaction for dependent measures on the
subjects' attribution of responsibility to the stimulus person,
the therapist, and'the relaxation procedures. The present
results indicated that this interaction was significant only
for the responsibility and effectiveness measures on the relaxa-
tion procedures. For these latter two measures, this interactiocn
also showed up as a significant main effect for the Level of
Anxlety variable. However, the lack of this predicted inter-
action for the causal attributions made to the stimulus person
and to the therapist renders the other significant findings in
the direction that was predicted only partially supportive of

the present hypothecis at best.
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Furthermore, 1t was hypothesized that the less one can
attribute another person's behavior to external causes, the
more one will attribute that personts behavior to his internal
characteristics. In other words, when the stimulus person's
anxiety level decreased following the relaxation attempts,
this behavior is in line with the situational force and so
more causal attribution will be made to the external force
and less extreme tralt-anxiety attributions will be made to
the stimulus person than when his anxiety level increased
following the relaxation attempts. Unfortunately, this
hypothesis 1s not supported when we look at the subjects!
attributions about the stimulus‘person's trait-anxiety. For
the two measures of the extent to which subjects believed
that the stimulus perscn was an anxious person, it was found
that subjects rated the stimulus person as being a more
anxious person when his anxiety level increased than when
it decreased., Ajthough this finding was in the direction that
was predicted, what was disturbing was that this was found
to be true for subjects in both the Situational Cause Present
and Situational Cause Absent conditions. As a result, the
predicted interaction was not obtained, Rather, there was
a main effect for the Level of Anxiety variable,

As was mentioned earlier, the Situational Cause Absent
condition was added to this study in order to differentiate
between the present hypothesis and a recency-effect formula-

tion. B8ince the present findings on the subjects?
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attributions about the stimulus person indicated that there
were no differences between the Situational Cause Present
and Situastional Cause Absent conditions as far as trait-
anxiety ratings about the stimulus person are concerned, a
recency-effect formulation appears to be supported.

Before one discards the situational forces hypothesis and
accepts a recency-effect explanation however, there are other
possible explanations for the present findings that deserve
to be explored further. For example, there is some evidence
that the stimulus person might be liked better when the subjects
succeeded in reducing his anxiety level than when the subjects
failed (Chaiken & Cooper, 1973; Dutton, 1973). If this is
indeed the case, then when the stimulus person is liked 1less
by the subjects, he might also be rated as more anxious because
anxiety is a negative trait and not because of the change in
anxiety level, However, an examination of the subjects'
ratings on their liking for the stlﬁulus person revealed
no differences in liking ratings among all experimental
conditions, including different levels of anxiety, So this
eXxplanation does not seem to be supported at all by the
present data,

Analyses of the subjects' responses to the open-ended
causal attribution question suggest another possible explana-
tipn for the absence of a Level of Anxiety X Salience of
Situational Cause interaction in the present findings. The

finding that subjects in the Situational Cause Present
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condition used the effectiveness of the relaxation procedures
to explain the stimulus persont's anxlety level should come as
no surprise slnce the relaxation procedures were the most
salient situational cause present in this condition. What

was surprising was the ability of the subjects to come up

with varlious other situational causes to account for the
stimulus person's anxiety level even in the Situational Cause
Absent condition, where no situational cause for the stimulus
person's change (or no change) in anxliety level was intended

to be seen. It should be emphasized here that this finding
does not imply that subjects were not able to distinguish
between the Situational Cause Present and the Situational

Cause Absent conditions., Far from it, the ability of subjects
to distinguish between the two conditions is clearly established
by the overwhelming differences found between the two conditions
for dependent megsures on the subjects' attributions about

the therapist's responsibility and effort, and the relaxation
procedures' responsibility and effectiveness, So, what appears
to be happening is that subjects understood that in the
Situational Cause Absent condition, the relaxation procedures
did not have anything to do with the stimulus person's anxiety

level, but they were still able to seek out other situational

reasons for the stimulus person's change (or no change) in
anxlety level. Thus, it would appear that the Salience of
Situational Cause manipulation has falled., Unfortunately, this

means that within the context of the present experiment, one
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1s unable to determine whether the present results are due to

a recency effect, or due to a manipulation failure. It can
only be hoped that such a methodological flaw might be remedied
in future studies.

Actor-observer Differences

No actor-observer differences were predicted and none
were found for the primary dependent measures on attribution
of causality and attribution about the trait-anxiety of the
stimulus person. For the other dependent measures however,
significant actor-observer differences-were present for two
measures of the therapist's effort and ability. On the measure
of the therapist's effort, therapists gave themselves higher
ratings for effort than observers did. This finding could be
interpreted as the result of the operation of a self-esteem
enhancing mechanism. On the other hand, the present finding
could also be interpreted from a non-motivational, informational,
approach in which different aspects of the available data are
salient for actors and observers (Jones and Nisbett, 1971).
Since the observers has no direct knowledge of what the actor
is feeling about his efforts when he performs a particular
behavior, while the actor does possess this intimate knowledge,
‘it is possible that this difference in actor's and observer's
information could have resulted in the therapists giving
themselves higher effort ratings than observers did.

In addition, on the measure of the therapist's ability,
i1t was found that observers rated the therapists as being

better at thelr tasks than the therapists themselves did.
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Again, from a motivational-bias point of view, this finding
could be explained by postulating the operation of a self-
esteem protecting mecnanism: since the outcome of their

tasks was not always successful, the therapists would try to
avold being blamed for any undesirable outcome by not acknow-
ledging any responsibility on thelr own part. An alternative
explanation is that therapists gave themselves lower ratings of
abllity than observers did because they thought that thelr
self-ratings might be compared with other peoﬁle's ratings of
them and they did not want to appear conceited and boastful.

Of course, like any other post hoc speculation, the trouble
with the above interpretations is that they can neither be
refuted nor accepted on the basis of the available experimental
evidence,

General Conclusions

The present study was conducted to investigate the attri-
butions made following tﬁe Subject'é interaction with the
stimulus person. And, this interaction took place in the
context of the subject's own attempts to change the stimulus
person's behavior, It was hypothesized that tehavior in the
direction of situational force would be seen as less indicative
of true personality than behavior contrary to the direction of
Situational force., To the extent that the present results
indicated that subjects saw the stimulus person as a more
anxious person following eXxposure to relaxation procedures
when his anxiety level increased than when it decreased, this

hypothesis seems to be supported. However, the finding that
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this same pattern of results was present even when the stimulus
person's behavior was not seen In the context of situational
fdrces casts serious doubts on this hypothesis and actually
renders the recency-effect formulation more plausible,

It was also hypothesized that when the stimulus person's
anxiety levels are seen in the context of relaxation attempts,
more causal attributions would be made to the stimulus person,
and less causal attribution would be made to external causes
(the therapist, the relaxation procedures) when the stimulus
person became more anxious than when he.remained unchanged,
and when he remained unchanged than when he became less anxious.
The results indicated that this was true only for the causal
attributions about the relaxation procedures., For attributions
about both the stimulus person and the therapist, these
predictions were not borne out. So, this finding, in conjunc-
tion with the failure to obtain the results that were predicted
for the subjects! attributions about the stimulus person's
tralt anxiety, really does not lend any support to the present
hypothesis.

Recall that it was the intention of this study to show
that the results of previous studies on attributions following
1hf1uen¢e attempts (e.g., Johnson et al, 1964; Beckman, 1970)
could be interpreted, not from a motivational-bias point of
view, but from a rational, informational approach. To the
extent that the primary dependent measures on causal attribution

failed to yield any significant actor-obsérver differences,
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a motivational-blas hypothesis which would predict vast
actor-observer differences certainly does not seem to be
supported by the findings of the present experiment. On the
other hand, the proposed hypothesis does not seem to be faring
any better either, in view of our failure to obtain some of
the results that were predicted. 1In fact, it would appear
that the recency-effect formulation, which this study had
intended to disprove, would be a more parsimonious explanation
of the present findings: in making thelr attributions about
how anxious a person the stimulus person is, subjects could
simply be attaching more weight to the later part of the
information which they were given on the stimulus person's
levels of anxiety.

Finally, there were some surprising results in the present
study that seem well worth noting. First, the subjects!
ability to provide situational reasons for the stimulus person's
behavior indicated that fhe Salienée of Situational Cause
manipulation was not effective, and this could have accounted
for the study's failure to produce the predicted results.
Future studies of this nature should definitely be aware of
the subject's ability to come up with situational causes for
another person's behavior, even when such causesg were not
intentionally provided by the experiment, Also, this result by
itself seems to warrent further studies on how subjects perceive
varicus factors in the environment as possible causes for another
person's behavior. Secondly, the pattern of sex differences

found in the present study 1s also interesting. Typically,
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except for research on interpersonal attraction and related
areas, the Sex of Subject varlable 1is usually not given that
much attention. If 1t i1s true that in certaln kinds of
experiments female subjects tend to respond to the guestions
in a more favorable and generous way than male subjects do,
further research is definitely needed to establish the char-
acteristics of these experiments and the implications of sudh

sex differences.
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Footnotes

Originally 72 male and 72 female subjects were lntended to be
used, ylelding 12 subjects per experimental condition. How-
ever, the confederate had to withdraw from the study for
health reasons after 140 subjects were run. Also, the data
from four female subjects were discarded in the study because
debriefing indicated that they did not understand the instruct-
lons of the experiment, So the data presented here is for

136 subjects only.
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The following are questions about the therapist you've been observing:

To what extent do you think that he/she is responsible for how
anxlious the person in the other room ls at the end of the experi-
ment? (circle one)

1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1% 15 16 17 18 19 20

not at all moderately extremely
responsible responsible responsible

How hard would you say he/she tried in getting the person in the
other room to be less anxious? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

not hard moderately extremely
at all hard hard

How good would you say he/she was in administering these relaxation
procedures? (circle one)

1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 15 16 17 18 19 20

not good fairly extremely
at all good good
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The followlng are questions about yourself:

To what extent do ycu feel that you are responsible for how anxious
the person in.-the other room 1s at the end of the experiment?
(circle one)

12 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 b 15 16 17 18 19 20

not at all moderately extremely
responsible responsible responsible

How hard would you say you tried in getting the person in the other
room to be less anxious? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 1% 15 16 17 18 19 20

not hard moderately extremely
at all hard hard

How good would you say you are in administering these relaxation
procedures? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 72 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

not good moderately extremely
at all ‘ good good
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The following are questlons about the relaxation procedures:

How effective would you say the relaxation procedures were in
getting the person in the other room to the point where he/she
was at the end of the experiment? (circle one)

12 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

not at all moderately extremely
effective effective effective

Before the relaxation procedures were tried out, do you remember
how effective the experimenter said these methods were? (circle one)

1 2 3 & 5 6 72 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

not at all moderately extremely
effective effective effective

To what extent do you feel the relaxation procedures are responsible
for how anxious the person in the other room felt at the end of the
experiment? (circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 2 & 9 10 11 12. 132 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

not at all moderately extremely
responsible responsible . responsible
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The following are questions about the person 1ln the other room:

Based on what you've observed during this éxperimental session,

To what extent 1s the person in the other room an anxlous person?
(circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 972 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 419 20

not at all to a moderate extent to an extreme extern:

To what extent does the person in the other room have an anxious
disposition (i.e., a tendency to be anxious)? (circle one

1 2 3 4% 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 1 15 16 17 18 19 20
not at all to a moderate extent to an extreme exter-

To what exXtent do you think the person in the other room is
responsible for how anxious he/she felt at the end of the

experiment? (circle one)

1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

not at all moderately extremely
responsible responsible responsikble

To what extent do you like or dislike the person in the other
room? (circle one)
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

dislike him/her neither like like him/
very much nor dislike her very much
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Research in the area of attributions following interpersonal
influence attempts have frequently employed a motivatlonal blas
formulation in their interpretation of the findings. Thus, in
a typical experiment of this type, if a ﬁerson failed to change
another person's behavior and subsequently made more causal
attributions to the other person than if the change attempt
had been successful, this might be interpreted as supporting
the operation of a self-esteem defensive mechanism when one's
change attempt failed. The present study proposed an alternative
hypothesis for results like those described above based on a
cognitive, informaticnal approach.

Three variables were manlpulated: whether or not subjects
were presented with a situational cause for the stimulus person's
anxiety level to change (situational cause present vs. situational
cause absent), the pattern of change of the stimulus person's
anxiety levels (increasing vs. no change vs. decreasing), and
whether or not the subjects were directly involved in reducing
the stimulus person's anxiety levels (actor vs. observer). It
was hypothesized that the stimulus person would be seen as being
a more anxious person and more responsible for his behaviors when
his anxiety level increased than when it decreased. However, this
relationship was predicted to be obtained only in the condition
in which the subjects actually attempted to reduce the stimulus
perscon's anxiety; when subjects did not attempt to reduce the
stimulus person's anxiety, no differences in attribution were

predicted among subjects, regardless of whether they saw the
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stimulus person's anxiety level increase, remaln unchanged, or
decrease, Furthermore, it was predicted that no differences in
attributions would be obtained between observer-subjects and
actor-subjects, who were directly involved in reducing the sti-
mulus person's anxiety,

One hundred and thirty six undergraduate psycholoéy students
served as subjects. They were run in same sex dyads together
with a male confederate who posed as a third subject. For half
the subjects, they were told that thelr task was to try to reduce
the confederate's anxiety level by administering to him some
relaxation procedures that were avallable to the subjects (Sit-
uational Cause Present condition). For the other half of the
subjects, they were told to just try out the relaxation proce-
dures without administering them to anyone (Situaticnal Cause
Absent condition). In each experimental session, one subject
was randomly assigned to be the actor-subject who had to try
out the relaxation procedures, while the other subject was
assigned to be the observer-subject who only had to observe the
actor-subject, Throuzh a light panel that was connected to
another room which the confederate was in, all subjects recei-
ved feedback on whether the confederate's anxiety level increased,
remained unchanged, or decreased. Finally, subjects were asked
to fi1ll out a questionnaire on their attributions about the
confederate (i.e., the stimulus person), the relaxzation proce-
dures, and the actor-subject.

It was found that the stimulus person was seen as beling a

more anxious person when his anxlety level increased than when
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it remained unchanged, and when it remalned unchanged than when
it decreased. However, this was found to be the case in both
the Situational Cause Present and Absent conditions. This, in
conjunction with the absence of the predicted results for the
responsiblility measures of the stimulus person and the actor-
subjects, did not lend support to the present "cognitive;
Informational" formulation. The lack of actor-observer diff-
erences on all the primary dependent measures also ruled out
the possibility of the operation of motivational biases, It
appeared that the present results might best be interpreted

within the framework of a recency-effect approach.



