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SUMMARY

The present project included three separate studies all of which were relevant
to the field of study known as the "social psychology of experimental situations."
This field has its basis in the fact that executing an experiment with human subjects
necessitates social interaction, of some form, between experimenter and subject.
Experiments must be seen as both scientific and social occasions. Therefore the
social nature of experiments may have an impact on their scientific aspects, i.e.,
experimental validity may be affected by the features of experiments as social
occasions.

In the first study in this project, a random sample of undergraduate students
at the University of California, Santa Barbara were interviewed in a social survey.
Respondents were asked a number of questions relevant to their attitudes about and
reactions to social science experiments and other aspects of college careers. It

was found that the majority of the respondents had rather definite reactions to
experiments, most of them 'generally favorable. Although the models of subjects and
experiments proposed by various writers in the field (e.g., Riecken, 1962; Orne,
1962, 1969) received some support, none of f-Le models was sufficiently complex to
account for the range of responses exhibited by our respondents. Generally speaking,
the students saw experimentation as scientifically important and useful. However,
they saw little personal value in or enjoyment of their participation as subjects
in experiments. Experiences in experiments caused respondents to place a higher
value on experimentation as a method of increasing scientific knowledge, but had no
systematic relationship to subjects' attitudes about the social sciences or to their
attitudes about other features of their college experiences.

The second study was a "role-playing" simulation of the "classic" Festinger-
Carlsmith (1959) experiment on forced compliance. The Festinger-Carlsmith study
has been the focus of a.great deal of controversy; theoretical controversy between
dissonance theorists and incentive (reinforcement) theorists and methodological
controversy between those who have criticized the experiment from a "social psychology
of experiments" perspective and those who have defended it. Following a suggestion
by Orne (1962), a role-playing simulation of the Festinger-Carlsmith experiment was
run in which subjects were asked to read a description of the events of the study and
to respond to measures of the dependent variable "as if" they had really experienced
all they had read about. It was found that results from the simulated study almost
exactly paralleled the results of the original study (for men). Again following
Orne, it was concluded that the results of the original study may well have been a
function of the social features of the experiment rather than of the independent
variables that were manipulated.

The final study in this project was the execution of a "real" laboratory
experiment in which two variables were experimentally manipulated in an effort to
explore factors relaIed to subjects' honesty in post-experimental interviews. A
number of previous studies have shown thkt subjects are typically dishonest in post-
experimental interviews, i.e., they refuse to admit prior knowledge of the experiment
(knowledge the experimenter knows they have since he has had a confederate impart it to
them). Since post-experimental interviews are an important means of gathering data
in experimental research, it is extremely important to know why subjects lie to
experimenters about their experiences. Based upon the previous two studies in this
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project and upon a critical review of the relevant literature, it was hypothesized
that two factors would influence subjects' honesty in post-experimental interviews--
the extent to which subjects experienced "evaluation apprehension" (Rosenberg, 1965)
or anxiety about having their personalities evaluated by the experimenter, and the
extent to which subjects felt committed to the research (i.e., the amount of effort
they expected to expend in their roles as subjects). It was found that both high
apprehension and low commitment lead to greater subject honesty. Other features
of the experimental design were successful in inducing subjects to be generally
more "honest" than their counterparts in previous studies. Implications for research
design were discussed



I. INTRODUCTION AND SPECIFIC AIMS

In the sciences, experimentation is generally believed to yield data which are
epistemologically superior to data obtained through other research designs. Even
in those types of scientific activity in which experimentation appears to be im-
practical, the logic of the experiment serves as the methodological paradigm in terms
of which other research strategies are evaluated. "True" experimentation has long
been a favored research strategy in the social sciences, particularly in the areas
of social psychology, educational psychology, personality, and small groups. Only
in the last few years, however, have social scientists who engage in experimental
work become sensitive to the apparently unique methodological problems of success-
fully executing experiments on human subjects.

To satisfy the logic of experimental design, the social scientist, as any
scientist, must adopt procedures that allow him to control, or to assume random
distribution of, all variables other than the "dependent" variable he is studying.
Ideally, through the design of his experiment, the social scientist hopes to control
at known levels all variables which are "extraneous" to his hypothesis and which might,
through their effect upon the dependent variable, confound interpretation of the data.
But to control through experimental design the operation of effective extraneous
variables, the investigator must be able to identify them.

The basis for the more recalcitrant of the methodological complications in
controlling extraneous variables in the social sciences is that an experiment with
human subjects is both a scientific event and a "social" event. Conducting an
experiment with human subjects necessarily involves the experimenter and the subject
in a system of social interaction with each other, no matter how circumscribed their
relationship may be. The validity of experimental findings, therefore, depends, in
part, upon the nature of the social relationship between subject and experimenter.
More specifically, the validity of experimental findings may be said to partially
depend upon (a) the extraneous information conveyed to subjects by the experimental
setting and by the experimenter's behavior and (b) the extraneous expectations subjects
bring to experimental situations. A subject's imported expectations about "experiments"
will not only have direct effects upon his behavior, but will also serve as the
frame of reference within which he will interpret the various features of an
experimental situation.

The general hypotheses upon which this project was based are that (a) the social
science "experiment" is a social object about which college students share expectations
and that (b) the nature of such expections may influence the validity of experimental
findings.

The project proceeded in two phases. Phase 1 -- A random sample of undergraduate
students at the University of California, Santa Barbara was interviewed about their
previous experiences as experimental subjects, their attitudes toward experimental
research in the social sciences, and their general attitudes toward other features
of their college experience. farther, each respondent served as a subject in a
"simulated" experiment which was part of the interview schedule. Analyses of data
provided (1) a descriptive statement of the correlates*of college students' reactions



to experiments in the social sciences and (2) a preliminary sLatemnt of tn,
manner in which such reactions affect subjects' behaviors in experimental
studies. Phase 2 -- Findings from Phase 1 served as the basis for desiLming
and executing, in a conventional laboratory setting, an experiment. Si:,;nificant

dimensions of subjects' reactions to experiments were experimentally nariipulated
in an attempt to determine their effects in conventional experimental s tuations.

The reader will find the results from Phase 1 reported in the next t4o
chapters of this report. In Chapter 2, the findings from the interview study
are discussed. College students' reactions to social scientific experiments
are examined within the framework of the five features of experiments identified
by Ri.ecken (1962) and the effects of subjects' backgrounds and experiences are
explored. In Chapter 3, the results of the simulated experiment are presented.
It is shown that the results of a "classic" social psychological experiment, the
%stinger and Carlsmith (1959) study, were successfully replicated in a simulated
or "role-playing" context. It is contended that the results of the original study
nay, therefore, have been a function of "demand characteristics" (Orne, 1962, 1969).

Finally, in Chapter 1F, the results of a conventional laboratory experiment are
Iresented. The findings indicate that two factors are particularly inflential in
determining one important facet of subjects' experimental performance, namely,
evaluation apprehension (anxiety about being judged by the experimenter) and
commitment to (involvement in) the experiment. It was found that high evaluation
apprehension and low commitment both lead to greater subject "honesty" in the
post-experimental interview. It is concluded that work in the "social psychology
of experimental situations" does, indeed, have important implications for
experimental design in all the social sciences.
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II. THE SURVEY: THE COLLEGE STUDENT AS AN EXPERIMENTAL SUBJECT

Experimental research involving human subjects is an important, ongoing
activity of many social scientists, particularly, but not exclusively, those in
major universities. It is a safe estimate that the great majority of students
in social scientific experiments are drawn from the student populations of these
universities. Certainly it has been frequently observed that we haven't. a "psych-
ology of learning" but rather a "psychology of learning by college sophomores."
Similar statements may be made, justifiably, about most experimentally based
social science disciplines. It is surprising then, but true, that very little is
known of students' (subjects') perceptions of and attitudes toward social scien-
tific experimentation, and the way in which such reactions may influence the
validity of experimental findings. The present investigation, based on interviews
conducted with a random sample of Univ.:rsity of California, Santa Barbara, under-
graduate students, is intended to offer some insight into the manner in which sub-
jects and potential subjects view experiments.

INTRODUCTION

A new body of literature is developing that is clearly largely unrepresented
in standard textbook descriptions of social research operations. Hypothesis con-
struction is no longer regarded as the sole province of the principal investiga-
tor, but rather as a major preoccupation of research subjects (Riecken, 1962).
Members of the research team, be they hired interviewers and junior assistants or
advanced graduate student experimenters, are increasingly viewed as conscious
(Roth, 1966; Argyris, 1968) or unconscious (Rosenthal, 1963, 1966, 1969)4data-biasers,
a sharp departure from their traditional "professional" image. Professional con-
cerns are not absent, however, from the research scene. Surprisingly, it is the
research subjects rather than the junior researchers, who are thought to be imbued
with the expectancies and motivations of the dedicated social scientist (Carne, 1962,
1969).

Despite the considerable diversity evident in recent studies of the "social
psychology of research situations", they share a common perspective; namc.ly that
the social nature of social scientific research must be taken into account in
study design, execution, and interpretation. Studies involving human beings are
social situations in at least two contexts, each of which presents serious meth-
odological problems.

First, conducting a study with human subjects, respondents, or informants
necessarily involves the researcher and the person being-studied in a system of
social interaction, no matter how circumscribed their relationship may be. Ary

number of extraneous features of this data-gathering social interaction may ad-
versely affect the validity of study findings. Recent studies of laboratory ex-
periments have shown, for example, that the experimenter,' in interacting with his
subjects, is likely, to inadvertantly reveal to them not only certain of his per-
sonal attributes (for example, his sociability), but also certain of his expect-
ancies for their behavior relation to the dependent variable (Rosenthal, 1966).
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Second, studies involving human beings are social events in another sense--
they take place within some larger, ongoing sociocultural setting. This larger
social context is thought to be an important determinant of the way in which parti-
cipants view and react to research situations. For example, human experimental sub-
jects, unlike mineral or animal subjects, are commonly "borrowed" from an univer-
sity community to which they must be returned after thew tour of duty, Human sub-
jects thus have the opportunity to (and are, in fact, likely to) share their exper-
iences with their fellow students, students who may later become experimental sub-
jects themselares (Wuebben, 1967). Perceptions of and definitions of experiments
are therefore likely f become socially shared and structured within the univer-
sity. Orne (1962) he ;peculated, for example, that subjects drawn from American
culture come to e .neriments with built-in motivations to play the role of a "good
subject" by helpil confirm the experimenter's hypothesis as it becomes apparent
through subtle cuec or "demand characteristics",

When viewed as a social situation then, the validity of social scientific
research depends, in part, upon (a) the extraneous expectations participants bring
to research situations and (b) the social interaction that occurs during the research.
The effect of the former on the validity of laboratory experiments is the primary
concern of this paper.. It may be contended that subject's imported expectations
about "experiments" will not only serve as the frame of reference within which they
will interpret the various featutes of an experimental situation, but will also
have direct effects upon their behavior.

METHOD

The Survey

A random sample of 260 undergraduate students at the University of Califorria,
Santa Barbara were interviewed by 80 upper division students enrolled in a course
in methods of social research. Several items of information on completed inter-
view schedules were independently checked against information availattae from the
registrar in order to eliminate "faked" schedules. The resulting sample of 217
valid interviews may be regarded as representative of undergraduate student At
the Univer'ity of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB. Even though UCSB is nol, nec-
essarily representative of other "mrjor" universities, it may be reasonably re-
garded as comparable to a wide range of publicly supported institutions of Ligher
education in its genial size (approximatuly 12,000) and educational st?tus.

Most of the questions included in the survey were designed to tap major
dimensions of students' reactions toward experiments. Since, to our knowledge,
no other survey on this topic has been reported, two primary sources were con-
sulted in the framing of potentially relevant questions. First, the speculative
literature on the "subject role", primarilycontained in works by Orne (1962, 1969),
was a major source of ideas. Seconu, open-ended questionnaires which had been
previously administered to groups of experiiental subjects were carefully examined
for "leads". The resulting interview schedule contained a series of attitude
items potentially relevant to student-subjects' reactions to social scientific
experimentation as well as standard demographic and background questions.
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The Simulated Experiment

Each respondent in the survey also served as a subject in a simulated exper-
iment which was part of the interview schedule. That is, each respondent was
asked to read one of three descriptions of the experiences he would have had, had
he been a "real" subject in a "real" experiment. Each description corresponded
to one of three experimental treatments in the classic experiment on "forced
compliance" by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959).2 After reading the descriptions
and being asked to imaginatively "play the role" of a real subject, each respondent
answered the same questions Festinger and Carlsmith used to measure their depen-
dent variables.

Subject behavior in the simulated experiment may be viewed as a combined
function of (a) the experimental treatment and (b) the subjects' perception:, of,
expectations about, and attitudes toward experiments. For present purposes,
however, analysis will be restricted to assessing the impact of subject-related
factors on the results of the simulated experiment. A comprehensive analysis of
the simulated experiment, which successfully replicated Festinger and Carlsmith's
findings for male subjects (respondents), is presented in the following chapter
of this report.

A Word of Caution

Before the major findings are discussed, it is necessary.to stress the
exploratory nature of our analysis. First, because we started with fairly broad
theoretical notions (for example, prior experimental experience as an important
determinant of subsequent reactions to experiments) rather than with precisely
formulated specific hypotheses, it was necessary to search through a vast amount
of survey data (over 100 variables) for "significant" fragments of evidence.
Despite the obvious advantages of being able to refine and reformulate theoretical
ideas as one "interacts" with the data,.such a research tactic renders problematical
the statistical meaning of tests of significance (Coleman, 1956:429; Selvin, 1957:
526; Kish, 1959:336). Second, survey inquiries of this type are also subject to
"demand characteristics" and other methodological difficulties of a social nature
(Hyman, 1950). For examplej respondents may express favorable attitudes toward
the social sciences simply because they believe that this is what the interviewer
expects of them.

1

To control for "interviewer and experimenter expectancy" effects both
respondents and interviewers were randomly assigned to experimental conditions.
Interviewers were informed neither of the purpose of the simulated experiment nor
of the various experimental treatments it involved. Further the authors were them-
selves ignorant of which interviewers had been assigned to which conditions.

2
The decision to choose the Festinger-Carlsmith experiment for simulation

was based on several considerations. First, the Festinger-Carlsmith experiment is
well-known as one of the first experiments to successfully test derivations from
what is perhaps the most influential theory in contemporary social psychology, the
theory of cognitive dissonance. Second, although the theoretical basis for Fes-
Unger and Carlsmith's findings is disputed in the literature, the phenomenon
measured in their experiment is stable; the experiment has been successfully
replicated several times. Third, the methodology used by Festinger and Carlsaith
is representative of the methodology employed in most experiments. Fourth, Festinger
and Carlsmith's experimental treatments were easily presented in a role-pplaying
format.

5

1'3



Because of these various analytical problems, we will forgo the common practice
of testing the statistical "significance" of individual tables. Instead, we will
attempt to evaluate various hypotheses using evidential fragments that may be
gleaned from the present study and from relevant former studies. For example,
our survey data on the effects of previous experience on subsequent experimental
behavior will be supplemented by data from previous experimental investigations of
this question. Such an approach is in the spirit of multiple operationism (Campbell
and Fiske, 1959; Webb et. Al., 1966:3-5). Given the limitations and systematic
biases of all research procedures, we agree that it may be considered best to verify
hypotheses by a wide variety of research techniques.

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

Noting that the process of collecting data about human behavior in an exper-
imen may be viewed as a special form of social negotiation, Riecken (1962) has
provided a way of conceptualizing subject-experimenter interaction as it is shaped
by five potent features of experimental situations. Although we are not principally
concerned here with the process of negotiation, Riecken's five features will serve
as a useful framework within which to present our "background" data.

Features of the Experiment as a Social Situation

1. It is invitational. Since experimental subjects are usually recruited
by "invitation" rather than by "command", Riecken (1962:28) reasons that persons
who accept the invitation do so because they expect some rewards for their parti-
cipation. Pre-experimental expectations of reward, whether the creation of the
experimenter (pay, academic credit, prizes, etc.) or of the subject himself (satis-
faction of curiosity, self-insight, etc.), are thought to significantly influence
subject behavior.

While it is technically correct to describe subject recruitment as "invitation-
al", it is somewhat misleading in the sense that it fails to connote that the
"invitation" is often difficult to refuse, especially when it is extended under
the guise of a course requirement. Indeed, when the 108 experienced subjects
interviewed in the present study were asked about the last experiment in which they
had served as a subject, 75 percent mentioned a course requirement as their reason for
participating. "Volunteers" were nearly evenly divided between those who participated
for money or additional course credit, 7 percent; for miscellaneous reasons ("help
a friend", "curiosity", etc.), 8 percent; and for unspecified reasons ("just volun-
teered", etc.), 9 percent.

That as many as three-fourths of the experienced subjects in our random sample
had been required to participate in experiments as part of their course work lends
credence to the suggestion that many subjects may come to experiments with negative
feelings instead of the positively-toned expectancies suggested by Riecken. Although
direct examination of this issue is not possible in the present study, we can
explore the hypothesis that "involuntary" subjects describe their experimental
experiences in less favorable terms than do "volunteers". The findings are unfor-
tunately inconclusive. When asked, via open-ended questions, to reveal both the
"liked" and "disliked" aspects of their last experimental experience, "involuntary"
subjects mentioned more dislikes (67 percent as against 41 percent of the "volun-
teers") and "volunteers" cited more likes (85 percent as against 75 percent).
Comparison of the two groups on more structured items (ratings of their last

6
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experimental experience), however, yielded no substantial differences.
1

The fact that most students served as subjects to fulfill a course require-
ment does not preclude the possibility that such subjects also had other motives

for participating, such as a desire to help scienceor to satisfy their curiosity.

Unfortunately, our interview schedule was not adequately structured to enable
extensive probing of these more."personal" reasons for experimental participation.
In any event, it seems unlikely that direct questionnaires or personal interviews,

with attendant demand characteristics, are appropriate means of securing valid

data on subject motivation.

There is weak evidence from other studies that "curiosity" and "interest"

are more important motives for experimental participation than is a desire to

"help science". In a group of 28 volunteers recruited from a night psychology

course for a sensory deprivation experiment, 14 students reported volunteering out

of curiosity, 6 mentioned financial considerations ($1.25 per hour for 12-15 hours),

and only 2 were concerned with helping science (Jackson and Pollard, 1966:385).
Gustav (1962) also found "curiosity" and "interest" type reasons prevailing among
responses given to sentence completion tests by New York University students who

were favorably disposed to a departmental rule requiring experimental participation

as part of the introductory psychology course. It should be noted, however, that

approximately 40 percent of the psychology students expressed negative attitudes
about the course requirement of research participation.

If one were to attempt to summarize the meager findings thus far, one might

conclude that subject motivation and recruitment is too complex to codify by simple

models which presume "volunteer" subjects who expect rewards for their performance

or "good" subjects who expect to help the experimenter advance science.

In contrast to research subjects, the behavior of experimenters is easier to

model as a result of their commonly shared beliefs about appropriate procedures for

doing scientific experiments. Most experimenters, for example, believe that

revealing their hypothesis to the subject before the experiment would invalidate

the findings. It is to the practice of hypothesis concealment to which we now

turn our attention.

2. The terms of the experimenter's "invitation" are unspecified.
Although experimenters seldom disclose the nature and purpose of the experiment
prior to execution, the subjects are not completely in the dark for they ordinarily

have vague preconceptions about what occurs in social scientific experiments and

how they should behave as research subjects (Riecken, 1962:23). The content of

subjects' imported expectations about experiments is thought to be shaped by formal
contact with social scientific thought and practices as well as by everyday social

experiences. The extent to which students in our sample were formally exposed to
views about experiments is discussed below. Then we shall explore the nature of

subjects' preconceptions.

Suppose that the random sample of students in the present study had been
drawn for the purpose of an experiment rather than an interview. Would we have

1
Respondents were given ten response choices (from "very strongly agree" to

"very strongly disagree") to indicate their reactions to various aspects of their
last experimental experience, including: if they enjoyed being a subject, if their
experimenter knew what he vas doing, if they tried to figure out the experimenter's
hypothesis, if they tried anything to foul up the experimenter, and if they took

their duties as a subject very seriously.

7



obtained subjects who were largely unacquainted with experimentation? To the
contrary, about half of the sample (51%) reported having served as a subject in
one or more experiments.1 A large majority of the experienced subjects (76%) had,
in fact, participated in at least two experiments. In addition, slightly over
a third of those without experimental experience (18% of the total sample) reported
that fellow students had talked to them about participation in an experiment.
The students were also well exposed to another potent channel of informAtion
about experiments: many reported having taken at least one course in psychology
(71% of the total sample) and in sociology (54%). Thus, only a very small minority
of the sample--the 12 percent who lacked exposure to psychology cours..s, to exper-
iments, and to experimental subjects--could reasonably be classified as naive
subjects.

Obviously this profile of our random sample is not representative of subject
pools of college freshmen and sophomores enrolled in their first course in
psychology or sociology. Nevertheless, cross-tabulation comparisons of the exper-
ienced students versus the "unexperienced" students across a number of background
items (sex, year in college, major, exposure to psychology and sociology courses,
grade point average, age, birth order, religion, marital statue, father's occupa-
tion and education, and place of school residence) failed to disclose any substantial
differences between the two groups aside from exposure to psychology courses.
Students previously enrolled in psychology courses were over three times as likely
to have participated in an experiment (64% than were those without formal class-
room contact with psychology (18%).

Given the considerable exposure of the sampled students to social scientific
thought and practices, it is likely that they have formed some definite opinions
about experimentation. In this regard the responses to a series of structured
attitude items are very striking: The students nearly unanimously agree that
experiments produce knowledge of benefit to mankind, although they held more
divergent opinions about benefits to participating students. For example, the
students were given ten response choices (from "very strongly agree" to "very
strongly disagree") to indicate their reaction to the statement that "experiments
with human subjects will eventually produce knowledge which will be of considerable
benefit to mankind." Nearly half (49%) picked the strongest affirmative category
("very strongly agree") to respond to the statement, and only 6 percent expressed
any amount of disagreement. Similarly, a majority (71%) of the students thought
that the Festinger and Carlsmith (simulated) experiment may have scientific value,
although they were in little agreement as to what that might be.

In contrast to the opinions expressed about the scientific value of experiments,
the responses to attitude items about the value of experiments to subjects were
quite heterogeneous with little clustering on any response category. For example,
the statement that "most students look forward to serving as subjects in social
science experiments" was strongly or moderately agreed with by 25 percent of the
students, slightly agreed with by 33 percent, slightly disagreed with by 25 percent,
and strongly disagreed with by 17 percent. Similar response spreads were evident on

1
To avoid confusion of experiments with other types of studies, the following

question was read to the respondents: "As you may know, social scientists in the
last few years have been very active in conducting experimental studies of human
behavior. Of course many social scientists continue to do questionnaire and inter-
view studies, like the one we're doing. But increasingly they attempt to bring
students to a laboratory or some other meeting place where the students serve as
subjects in an experiment Have you ever served as a subject in any experiment
conducted by a psychologist, a sociologist, or any other social scientist?"

8



attitude items concerned with reactions to course-required experimental partici-
pation and the enjoyment that participating subjects may experience.

It is exceedingly difficult to determine the cor.terit of subjects' preconcep-
tions about e: ariments by direct inquiry for the preconceptions that influence
behavior in an experimental setting may also affect responses.in an interview set-
ting. Our sampled students, for example, may have expressed favorable attitudes
about the utility of experimentation because they believed this to be the response
sought by the researchers. Indeed, the behavior of subjects in any research situation
may be affected by their awareness of being studied for a scientific purpose.

It is easier to demonstrate probable effects of subjects' preconceptions
than to determine their specific context. One technique for studying how subjects'
preconceptions affect the way they interpret experimental stimuli involves modifying
features of the experiment that are extraneous to the true experimental variable
to ascertain if subject behavior is affected. For example, Rosenthal (1966:245-246)
has reported that manipulating the appearance of research rooms to make them look
more "professional" enhanced the capacity of experimenters to unintentionally bias
their results. Presumably, the appearance of the room conveyed to the subject
information about the status of the experimenter or the experiment. Another study
illustrating the effect of the research scene was Silverman's (1968), in which
subjects showed more acquiescence to a persuasive message when it was presented in
the context of a psychological experiment than in the context of a student sponsored
survey. In another study (Kroger, 1967), standard psychological tests were admin-
istered to randomly assigned ROTC students in two quite different test-taking sit-
uations: (1) a "military" condition in which the test instruments were given in
the military science department as a test of military effectiveness and (2) an
"artistic" condition in which the tests were labeled as tests of artistic ability
and were administered in a psychology laboratory containing art posters, art mag-
azines, and the like. The two conditions led to large differences in test,perfor-
mance. Thus the experimental setting and the research "cover story" may interact
with subjects' preconceptions and effect their behavior quite independently of the
true experimental variable.

The above studies seem to suggest that subjects in our culture have a pre-
conceived model of the experiment as being an orderly arrangement of carefully
planned scientifically-rational events. If the events of an actual experiment
conform to this model, subjects may feel obligated to help advance science by ser-
iously playing the role of a "good subject". For example, subjects may acquiesce
less to a persuasive message in the context of a student sponsored survey because
such a setting does not trigger the expectation that attitude change is appropriate
to the same degree that will occur in a well-executed experiment. Conversely, if
the events of an experiment violate'the subject's preconceived model, he may become
suspicious and his behavior may be affected.

Another factor thought to influence subjects' perceptions of appropriate
behavior is the nature of the status relationship between the experimenter and the
subject. It is to this feature of the social experiment that we now turn our
attention.

3. The experimenter is a powerful figure. Riecken (1962) and Rosenberg
(1969) have proposed that experimenters, particularly psychologists, are viewed as
powerful figures who have the ability to penetrate "common human disguises" for
the purpose.of evaluating asubject's emotional adequacy, mental health, and other
personality attributes. Wh'enever experimenters do anything to confirm this suspicion,
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the subject is likely to experience "evaluation apprehension" or concern with

presenting himself in such a manner that he receives positive evaluation and avoids

negative evaluation from the experimenter. For example, Rosenberg (1965) has

contended that offering inordinately large amounts of money to subjects for publicly

lying about a personal attitude in the low-dissonance (no attitude change) condition

of certain cognitive dissonance experiments may inhibit attitude change because of

the presence of evaluation apprehension rather than the absence of cognitive

dissonance. That is, subjects may believe that giving evidence of attitude change

after receiving a large sum of money would create the bad impression with the

experimenter that their integrity was for sale. Another well-replicated finding,

that lends itself to a favorable self-presentation interpretation, is the general

reluctance of non-naive subjects to admit preexperimental knowledge of the experi-

mental hypothesis during the post-experimental interview (Levy, 1967; Golding and

Lichtenstein, 1970). It may be contended that these subjects believe that the

disclosure of their failure to admit their prior knowledge to the experimenter

before they went through the experiment would bring into question their character

or moral integrity.

Riecken (1962;29) ptoposes that subjects may also harbor ambivalent feelings

toward the experimenter as he is a person to be respected and trusted as well as to

be feared for his powers of personality insight. Orne has suggested that it is

this very faith in the experimenter's integrity that leads subjects to seemly commit

dangerous and antisocial acts such as handling poisonous snakes or applying strong

electric shocks to another individual (Orne and Evans, 1965; Orne and Holland, 1968).

According to Orne, subjects are willing to engage in such activities because they

believe that experimenters would not really request them to do something dangerous

or unethical.

The conjecture that experimenters are highly respected by their subjects

is supported by the favorable ratings our experienced subjects gave the experi-

menter in their last experiment. Nearly half of our sample picked the strongest

affirmative category ("very strongly agree") and only 12 percent expressed any

disagreement with the statement that "my experimenter seemed to know what he was

doing in conducting his experiment." In addition, over three-fourths of the subjects

agreed with statements to the effect that their experimenter was "a very pleasant

or very helpful person" and not "stiff and formal in his behavior".

If these evaluations have any validity, it appears that experimenters are

generally viewed by their subjecte as competent and pleasant individuals. Do

subjects at the same time, however, fear the "psychological powers" of the exper-

imenter? Our data relevant to this question is very limited. All surveyed

students were asked to respond to the statement that "students in exper.Lments are

often uncomfortable because of what the experimenter might find out about them."

Nearly as many agreed (51%) as disagreed with this statement, and there was little

clustering on any of the ten response categories. Responses to this statement were

unrelated to prior exposure to actual experiments. Although is is impossible to

reach any firm conclusion about subjects' evaluation apprehension from this single

questionnaire item, it is noteworthy that the observed diffuse response pattern is

the opposite of what might be expected if evaluation apprehension were a major

concern of most subjects.

4. The segregation of the experiment from everzlay life. Although experi-

menters tend to view subject behavior as 'data" set apart from everyday life,

Riecken (1962:30) proposes that subjects may not share this perspective for several

reasons. First, the role of a representative "data-producer" is alien to many
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subjects who may wish, instead, to be recognized for their qualities as unique

human beings. Second, student subjects may suspect that the impressicn they make

on the experimenter, be it good or bad, will affect their academic careers at

some later time. For example, if tne experimenter is also the subject's teacher,
the subject may believe that the experimenter will be unable to ignore his experi-
mental performance in evaluating his academic performance. Thus subjects have
other reasons for being apprehensive about the experimenter's evaluation in addition

to his alleged powers of personality insight.

From the experimenter's perspective, the data produced by each subject is
viewed as a sample of human behavior which is independent of the behavior of other
subjects and the events of the world outside the laboratory. Indeed if the exper-

iment is to be scientifically useful, the observations that comprise the data must
be independent of each other. Otherwise, the experimenter will normally be unable
to legitimately apply statistical tests to determine whether or not observed rela-

tionships were due to chance factors. A serious threat to the assumption of inde-
pendent observations is the possibility of communication between earlier and later

run subjects. To fully appreciate the methodological implications of "illicit"
post-experimental communications, we must consider certain features which are

typical of most experiments in the social sciences.

In the usual experiment, successful manipulation of independent variables'
and/or valid measurement of dependent variables can be accomplished only if
subjects are ignorant of certain aspects of the experiment. Experimenters regular-

ly rely upon three related sets of practices in an effort to assure such ignorance.
First, subjects are procured from populations which are believed to be both unknow-
ledgeable about experiments in general and deceivable, e.g. college freshmen and
sophomores who are taking their first course in sociology or psychology. Second,

when subjects arrive for an experiment they are given a cover story which is designed

to conceal certain true facts about the experiment while at the same time facilitat-
ing its execution (Aronson and Carlsmith, 1968). Third, since most studies process
subjects ,sequentially, a "used" subject is allowed to return to the subject popu-

lation only after he has promised not to tell anyone about the experiment. It is

presumed that he will keep his promise and that, therefore, subjects who come to
later runs of the experiment will be as naive and gulliable as he supposedly was.

The tenability of the presumption that subjects keep their promises not to
talk to others about experiments has been put into question by a number of recent
studies (Lichtenstein, 1968; Rokeach, Zemach, and Norrell, 1966; Wuebben, 1967, 1969).

These studies indicate that (1) the proportion of subjects who break their pledges
to secrecy is very high, probably greater than 50 percent and that (2) subjects
who do talk, talk to an average of more than two other persons.

The information provided by our respondents about their last exper*ental
experience confirms the findings that subjects talk considerably about their
experiences, even when requested by the experimenter not to talk. First of all,

the arrangement of activities in many experiments presented an opportunity fcr
inter-subject communication. Over half (58%) of the 108 experienced subjects
reported that there were other subjects who went through the experiment at the
same time they did. Of this group, 25 percent admitted talking to fellow subjects
before the experiment began and 60 percent talked to other subjects after the
experiment.

About half (51%) of tree experienced subjects were asked by their experimenters
not to talk to other students about their experiences in the experiment. These
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respondents were asked the following question:

Most students say that even though they have been asked not to talk
about an experiment, they nevertheless usually do talk to some of
their friends and acquaintances about it. Did you talk to other students
about the experiment in which you participated?

A majority (64%) of those who had received a request for post-experimental silence
admitted that they later talked of the experiment. Those who talked, reported
talking to an average (mean) of 3.6 persons.

In a study of some of the factors related to whether or not subjects talk to
others about their experiences in an experiment, Wuebben (1969) found that the
experimenter's request for post-experimental silence does effectively deter some
subjects from talking. Of those subjects who had received no request for silence,
92 percent said that they had talked to others about the experiment they had been
in (one week intervened between the experiment and the questionnaire asking about
talking). However, 50 percent of the subjects who s.ad received a plea for post-
experimental silence said that they had talked to no one.

Data from the present study do not support Wuebben's findings. Subjects who
had received a request for silence were just as likely to report talking with
others about the experiment (64% talked) as those who had received no request for
silence (64% talked). Methodological differences between the two studies may
account for these discrepant findings. In the present study, if he received no
request for silence the subject was simply asked, "Did you talked to other students
about the experiment in which you participated?" However, if the subject had
received a plea for post-experimental silence, the question about talking was
prefaced by the statement that "most students . . .nevertheless usually do talk . ."

This preface may have biased the subjects who had been asked to remain silent.

The present study shows that several factors may encourage inter-student
communication about experimental experiences. First, it appears that the students
who are involved in a positive way in the academic life are more likely to talk
to others about experiments. Students who disagreed with the statement that
"the main emphasis in courses is on repeating what the faculty member has said in
class" were more likely to talk about their experimental experiences (85% out of
34 subjects) than those who agreed with the statement (58% out of 64 subjects talked).
The "talkers", as compared with those who remained silent about their experimental
experiences, were more likely to agree that "faculty members seem interested in
their students", reported having taken more psychology courses, and tended to
have slightly higher grade point averages. In addition, those among our experi-
mentally-unexperienced respondents who disclosed that fellow students had talked to
them about participaticn in an experiment had higher average grades than those
who did not talk with their peers about experiments. Taken together, these diverse
findings support the hypothesis that inter-student communication about experi-
ments occurs more frequently among the academically involved.

Second, there is evidence that inter-student communication about experi-
mental experiences is related to situational factors. Some students move in
social settings that provide good opportunities to talk with others about exper-
iments. For example, students who reside in communal living arrangements such
as dormitories or fraternity houses were slightly more likely to report talking
about or hearing about experiments than those living in private apartments.
Subjects who participated in their last experiment because of a course requirement
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also disTasyed a higher propensity to talk about their experience (70 percent

talked as against 46 percent of the "volunteers"). Presumably, these "involuntary"

subjects may have talked with others in the course in which experimental parti-

cipation was a requirement.

The conclusion to be drawn from the studies of inter-subject communication

is that independence of Jboervations may be the exception rather than the rule in

the typical experiment. Subjects do talk and most do not honor their promises

of silence. Thus it must be considered likely that at least some later run

subjects in the typical experiment will have received illicit information a:out

the study prior to their participation in it. The proportion of such "contaminated"

subjects ma5 be expected to vary widely with any number of factors, however.

For example, subject contamination is likely to vary inversely with the size of the

subject pool.

5. Asymmetrical information flow. The experiment is frequently conceptual-

ized as a lopsided game in which the advantaged player, the experimenter, not only

controls the flow of events but also witholds information from the subject about

both the study's purpose and the criteria being used to evaluate the subject's

behavior (Riecken, 1962; Mills, 1962). The subject or disadvantaged pla'yer, then,

faces a problem-solving situation in which he seeks to learn the nature of the

are from the limited information revealed by the experimenter and the experi-.

mental procedures.

The characterization of subjects as players prone 4-(1 construct hypotheses

that "make sense" out of the experimental situation is appealing but must be

regarded as an empirical question. Evidence from the present study suggests that

hypotnesis construction may indeed be a general concern of subjects. For example,

72 percent of our experienced subjects selected an affirmative category in response

to the statement that they were "particularly concerned with trying to figure out

the experimenter's hypothesis" while in the experiment. The two strongest of the

five affirmative categories were picked by 39 percent of the subjects.

The experiment also has other features in common with "games". Just as the

winner is not expected to disclose his winning secrets tO the other players after

the game, most experimenters apparently feel no need to debrief subjects after an

experiment. Somewhat surprisingly, half (50 percent) of our experienced subjects

reported that the experimenter never told them the purpose of the experiment.

About one-fourth (24 percent) were debriefed after the experiment, 18 percent were

told the purpose before or during the experiment, and the remainder (8 percent)

were uncertain or failed to respond. Since some of the subjects who were informed

during or before the experiment may have been given a false "cover story", a large

majority of our experienced subjects probably never learned the true purpose of

the experiment in which they served.

What effects does not learning the purpose of the experiment have on subjects?
This is an important question since most university students serve as experimental
subjects sometime during their educational careers. Students' reactions to such

experiences form a part of their response to the total educational experience and
may be particularly important in influencing their attitudes toward the social

sciences. Failure to learn the purpose of the experiment had measurable effects
in our sample of 108 experienced subjects. Those who were never told the purpose

or the experiment, as c. posed to those informed, rated their experimental experience

as less enjoyable (mean rating 4.7 as against 3.6, t = 2.36) and their experimenter

as less pleasant (mean rating 4.2 as against 2.4, t = 3.83). In addition, there
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was a slight tendency for the "not informed" subject- to question the accuracy
of the experimental findings (mean rating 4.3 as against 3.8, t = 1.08). Statis-
tically controlling for the time lapsed since the respondent's last experimental
experience did not appreciably change the observed pattern of more negative ratings
being associated with failure to learn the experiment's purpose. While it is not
possible to generalize from these data, they do suggest that students' experimental
experiences may affect their attitudes toward both experimental practices and
certain social scientific disciplines.

Portrait of a subject. The forgoing portrait of our respondents' 1:ackgrounds
and attitudes underscores the implausibility of the formerly held conce:Aion of
subjects as passive responders to experimental stimuli. A more appropn.ate model
of the human subject, apparently, is that of an active, fairly intelligent infor-
mation processor who uses the limited information revealed by the exper:menter and
the experimental procedures to construct hypotheses both about the stud:i's purposes
and about how his behavior will be evaluated. A potent influence on the way such
hypothesis-prone information-seeking subjects come to define the meaning of exper-
imental situations is the set of general expectations that they bring with them to
experiments. The content of subjects' imported expectations about experiments, in
turn, may be partially shaped by prior contact with social scientific literature,
courses, experiments, and experimental subjects.

An explanation of why subjects are not passive responders to experimental
stimuli must begin with noting the previously-discussed features of experimental
situations. The typical experimental experience, for example, is not designed to
instill neutral feelings in subjects. Usually subjects are "coerced" by a course
requirement into participating in a situation in which the experimenter intention-
ally conceals information about the nature and purpose of the study. Thu,:: the

subject may harbor hostile feelings arising from being impressed into service along
with his generally favorable attitudes toward the social sciences and exp(:rimentation.
He may also have ambivalent feelings about the experimenter, a man to be trusted
and respected, but also to be feared. In addition to these diverse attitudes,
further complications are introduced by the variety of sources that subjects may
draw upon if they wish to decipher the study's purpose. Often the experimenter
inadverently assists the subject in obtaining such information. For example, he
may stage his production in such a way that prospective subjects have ample oppor-
tunity to talk with earlier-run subjects either at the experimental site dr in the
introductory social science course from which the subjects are typically recruited.
Further, the experimenter may inadvertently, through his manipulations, convey
to the subject information about the purpose of the experiment.

The foregoing model of the subject has yet to be empirically verified. Although
our data are in agreement with thiS conceptualization, serious questions a )out
the validity of any interview responses must be entertained. First, since the
interviews were constructed on the basis of speculative literature on the "subject
role", the interview schedule may have spuriously generated confirmation of the
positions taken in this literature. For example, had we not directly asked our
experienced subjects structured questions concerning their efforts to decipher
the experimenter's hypothesis, evidence supporting the model of subjects as active
hypothesis-seekers may not have surfaced, i.e., the very asking may suggest the
answer. Second, as previously noted, interviews are subject tc the same sort of
methodological difficulties as are experiments.

In the two sections which follow we will attempt to fortify the evidential
base of our social psychological model of the human subject by examining data
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relationships that are less susceptible to the foregoing criticisms. We will examine
whether or not subjects' reactions to experiments and their prior experimentally-
related experiences have an effect on their subsequent behavior in real and simulated
experiments. First we will explore the effect of previous exposure to social
scientific information and practices.

Sub.ect Behavior and Prior Ex osure to Social Scientific Thou and Practices

Implicit in the operating r -ocedures of most experimenters is the notion
that experimental stimuli will arouse intended states only in "naive subjectf.u.
For instance, it is thought that subjects who have been previously fooled in e.

"deception" experiment may attach different meanings to the events in a subsequent
experiment than will unexperienced (undeceived) subjects. SimiThrly, exposure to
communication channels relevant to experiments (social scientific literature, course
lectures, campus Scuttlebutt, etc.) is thought to jeopardize subject naivete.

The available empirical evidence bearirr-, upon the "naive subject" formulation
is equivocal. Some studies have shown that "deceptions" and "debriefings" in
earlier experiments do not appreciably affect the performance of subjects in later
experiments (Fillenbaum, 1966; Cook, et. al., 1970). But other studies have found
that performance does van' with previous experience (Holmes, 1967) and prior
deception (Silverman, et. al 1970).

It is difficult to reach any conclusion from such mixed findings for the
relevant studies differed in many ways that might have affected the results, e.g.,
the nature of the experimental tasks employed in the .,rior and test experiments,
the time interval between successive experiments, and the "cover" story given.
There are some other findings, however, that provide some clues which may be used
as a basis for speculation. First, the impact of prior experimental deception may
only be significant in subsequent experiments that closely resemble the earlier
"deception" experiment (Brock and Becker, 1966). Second, previous experimental
experiences may affect subject motivation (Holmes and Appelbaum, 1970), which in turn
may influence the states aroused in subjects by subsequent experimental stimuli.
For example, prior deception may both arouse subjects' suspicions and decrease their
interest in performing as a "good" subject. In other words, the effects of experi-
mental experience on subjects' states may be unusually complex.

In order to further explore the validity of the "naive subject" formulation, we
divided our respondents into five groups based on their reported previous exposure
to experimentation: 68 uninfcrmed respendents who had neither participated in
experiments nor talked with experienced subjects about experiments, 39 informed
respondents who had talked with experienced subjects but had not themselves served
as subjects, 26 one-experiment veterans who had served once as subjects, 32 two-
experiment veterans who ha'd participated twice, and 51 over-two-experiment veterans
whc had served in three or more experiments.

Those with greater exposure to experimentation were generally both less critical
of experiments and more favorable in their expressed views about the value of exper-
iments. The statement that "exiperiments are not a very important means of increasing
our knowledge of human behavior" was given the strongest disaffirmative rating
("Very strongly disagree") by 31 percent of the uninformed, 33 percent of the informed,
42 percent of the one-experiment, 53 percent of the two-experiment, and 61 percent
of the over-two-experiment veterans. Affirmative ratings of a similar statement,
that "experiments with human subjects will eventually produce knowledge which will
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be of considerable benefit to mr,:nkind", were also direly ez:-ocure
to experimentation. On the other hand, exposure was not cyf-tem%%i::-1:y relted to
our respondents' ratings of other rispects of experiment;:tion, incluc: their
appraisal of the reactions of students to course-rerldrea ih rtxper-
iments, the typical experiences of exi;erimental subjects, subjects.

The finding that subjects' exposure to experimenttion mLy influ_nc their
attitudes about experiments is, of course, not linxpected (Cook, :970;
Holmes, 1967; Holmes and Appelbaum, 1970). The present how-.r;c.r,
suggest that only one dimension of subjects' reactions to experim,.tntr,--th-:
scientific value of experimentationmay be enhanced hy experiment- 1
Views about other facets of the experimental experience, including the plcasurs
and discomforts of being a subject, seem unaffected by actual exl-rience. This is
particularly interesting in that actual experimental experismce should provide
a better factual basis for eva3lating these other facets of experim%:ntation than
for evaluating their scientific value. Of all the participants in an ex:,erimehtal
situation, the "naive" subject would seem least qualified to assess scientific
value.

These findings beg for post factum interpretation. Cognitive dissonance theory
predicts that people often come to value things more highly after they have expended
some effort on them. Since the typical experiment is not likely to be very enjoy-
able or even enlightening, the very-experienced subject has little left to justify
his efforts except for a belief that his efforts were scientifically useful. This
dissonance theory interpretation of the findings is also sup:,orted by other data.
The effect of exposure is specific to attitudes about experimentation and does not
extend to global attitudes about the social sciences. That is, our measure of expo-
sure was unrelated to the respondents' rating of their respect for the social sciences.
In addition, the disciplinary backgrounds of the respondents were unrelated to
their views about the value of experimentation except when they were majoring in a
discipline (e.g., psychology) requiring considerable experimental exposure.

Given that subjects' experimentally-related experiences may influence heir
views on the value of experimentation, such experiences may as well affect their
behavior in subsequent experiments. The response data from our simulated experi-
ment failed to confirm this hypothe-is. The five differenti,lly-exposed respondent
groups did not differ significantly or systematically in their responses to the 18
questions (dependent variable measures and auxiliary questions) comprising our
simulation of the Festinger-Carlsmith experiment. For example, the following question
was asked after the subjects (respondents) in the simulated experiment had res-
ponded to the dependent variable measures:

From the time you arrived for the experiment until the time you
left, including everything you did while in the building, did you
become suspicious of anything that went on or anything the experimenter
said or did?

Prior experimental experience did not produce more suspicion in subjects as iLI:I.cated
by the following percentages of subjects who expressed suspicion: 75 percent of
the uninformed, 82 percent of the informed, 77 percent of the one - experiment,
72 percent of the two-experiment, and 78 percent of the over - two - experiment
veterans. Responses to the other 17 questions were similarly unrelated to prior
exposure.
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We also cross-tabulated our experienced subjects' ratings of their last

experimental experience by the number of experiments in which they had partici-

pated. Again, no strong relationships were evident. There was a slight tendency

for the more experienced subjects to express more negative views about the exper-

imenter and the experimental room, but they also rated their experience as more

enjoyable and acknowledged efforts to help the experimenter confirm his hypothesis.

Thus our data, taken together with the literature discussed above, indicate that

differential exposure to experimentation has, if any, only small direct effects

on behavior in subsequent experiments.

The "naive subject" formulation, in its emphasis on actual exposure to

social scientific thought and practices, may be said to overlook the importance

of our general culture as a basis for subjects' preconceptions about experiments.

Obviously, the ease with which experiments are performed is largely a function of

their similarity to everyday social situations. In addition, it is the general

culture that prepares subjects to expect "patterned and orderly stimulus experi-

ences" (Alexander, et. al., 1970), to expect professional experimenters who will

not do anything to actually harm them (Orne and Evans, 1965), to expect that the

experimenter is interested in evaluating their personality (Rosenberg, 1965),

and so forth.

The relative importance of actual exposure to social scientific thought and

practices, as opposed to everyday social experiences, in affecting subjects'

expectations about experiments cannot be determined with the available empirical

evidence. If we were allowed to speculate, however, we would predict that in

the future the "naive subject" formulation will be less influential as a method-

ological guideline for doing experiments. It appears that procedures intended to

isolate "naive subjects" (for example, the post-experimental interview) have low

reliability because of the overriding influence of subject motivational factors.

Moreover, we suspect that motives and expectancies formed in the larger socio-

cultural environment (including concern with favorable self-presentation) are

more important than those formed as a result of actual exposure to social scien-

tific thought and practices.

The Motives of Experimental Subjects

Theoretical discussions of subject motivation may be conveniently grouped

into three somewhat contradictory themes: (1) subjects in our culture are largely

motivated to play the role of a "good subject" (Orne, 1962)91 (2) the alienating

character of the typical experiment produces "bad subjects" (Argyris, 1968), and

(3) subjects in an experimental situation suffer from "evaluation apprehension"

and wish to "put their best foot forward" (Riecken, 1962; Rosenberg, 1965). Data

bearing upon the latter theme was presented earlier. A brief discussion of the

"good subjects" model and the "bad subjects" model follows.

The model of the "good subject" is intended to explain the apparent sensi-
tivity of experimental subjectsto the subtle, unprogrammed features of experi-
mental situations, especially those which might convey the experimental hypothe-

sis (such cues have been called "demand characteristics"). For example, in sen-

sory deprivation experiments thetypical procedure followed introduces into the
experimental situation nany features extraneous to the experimental manipulation

(sensory deprivation). Such features may include pre-experimental screening for

medical or physical disorders, emergency medical apparatus, forbidding release
forms, careful instruction and the presence of a "panic (release) button".
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Orne and Scheibe (1964) have shown that .:.en such features ~e excludcd from
an experimental situation, no sensory deprivation behavior on the part of subjects
occurs in the absence of actual sensory deprivation. However, the ;recence of
such cues alone is sufficient to elicit "deprivation behavior" even though actual
sensory deprivation ha: of taken place. Thus, in the typical deprivaticn study,
the extent to which "deprivation behavior" is a function of reduced sensory stim-
ulation (the presumed independent variable) as opposed to demand characteristics
is problematic.

According to Orne, the "good su'e,;ect" satisfies his need to 7-rrorm well
and advance science by consciously or unconsciously behaving in a manner designed
to validate the experimenter's hypothesis as it becomes app%rent to through

demand characteristics and other extraneous cues. The Orne model proven to
be extremely useful in explaining certain empirical phenomena. Now widely evoked
in post factum interpretations, the model of the "good subject" has been :roposed
to explain a diversity of findings ranging from the reluctance of Levy's (1967)
non-naive subjects to admit preexperirnental knowledge of a verbal conditioning
schedule during a postconditioning interview (the "good subject" does not want
to invalidate his performance) to the process by which Rosenthal's (1967) ex-,-eri-
menters unwittingly communicate their expectancies to subjects (the "good subject"
is responsive to subtle cues from the experimenter).

It must be recognized, however, that the major assumptions underlying the
"good subject" model have not been subjected to empirical test. For example,
Orne assumes that subjects come to experiments with built-in motivations to help
the experimenter confirm his hypothesis. Or again, Orne assumes that because
subjects have great respect for the social sciences, they will gladly comply with
almost any request an experimenter might make of them. Plausible as such assump-
tions seem, they are clearly speculative. Is it not equally plausible that some
subjects might resent experiments and thus attempt to impede the progress of an
experiment in which they find themselves? Or again, might not subjects feign
naivete to outwit the experimenter rather than to validate their performance?
What is the distribution of "good subject" types among subject populations? In

spite of the inherent plausibility of the "good subject" model, an assessment of
its explanatory and predictive capacity must await empirical inquiry into questions
such as these.

Given the present lack of systematic empirical knowledge, it is not sur-
prising that theorists of subject motivation frequently differ not only in their
explanations of the same phenomena, they also are often in disagreement over the
facts involved in an issue. A striking example of this observational selectivity
is evident in the empirical phenomena cited by theorists of the "bad subject"
persuasion. For every anecdotal account of the "good subject" mentioned in the
literature, there must exist an equally persuasive account of the activities of
his bad brother as the following passages illustrate:

In cperant conditioning, it is commonly observed that some Ss will
show a nice learning curve, only to show a reversal at some point. If
asked, Ss will say that they became tired of hearing "un huh" and wanted
to see what would happen if they varied the response, or they might state
that they did not want the experimenter to think he could control their
behavior (Masling, 1966:95-96)

In one major university, a formal evaluation was made of the basic
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psychology course by nearly 600 undergraduates...the students were very

critical, mistrustful, and hostile to the requirement Lthat they had to

participate in experiments]. In many cases they identified how they

expressed their pent-up feelings by "beating the researcher" in such a

way that he never found out (Argyris, 1968:188).

Observations of this sort have promoted limited speculation and theorizing

(Argyris, 1968; Aronson and Carlsmith, 1968:62; Masling, 1966:95-96; Rosenberg,

1969:340-341) about the motives and prevalence of "bad subjects", a theme to

which Argyris has contributed the most systematic treatment. Borrowing from

organizational theory, Argyris (1968:193) argues that rigorous experimentation

tends "to place subjects in situations that are similar to those organizations

create for the lower level employees." Unaccustomed to being subordinates in a

highly authoritariansytem, research subjects may react by adapting employee

ploys such as covert or overt withdrawal or opposition. One of these adaptive

strategies, overt dependency upon the experimenter, is usually associated with

the "good subject" model:

The studies that show subjects as all too willing to cooperate are,

from this point of view, examples of subject withdrawal from involvement

and not, as some researchers suggest, signs of subjects' high involvement.

To give a researcher what he wants in such a way that the researcher does.

not realize that the subject is doing this (a skill long ago learned by

employees and students) is a sign of nonresponsibility and of a lack of

commitment to the effectiveness of the research (Agyris, 1968:188).

Although they may disagree about everything else, .the "good subject" and

"bad subject" theorists are in agreement on one point--that is the implausibility

of the former model of human subjects as passive responders to experimental stim-

uli. Instead, the new theorists stress the importance of subject motivation,

although they disagree as to whether subjects are primarily motivated to help

the experimenter (the "good subject") or themselves (the "bad subject" or the

"evaluation apprehensive subject").

The foregoing discussion by no means covers all the current models of experi-

mental subjects. Numerous other models have been proposed, including that of

the "faithful subject" who remains faithful to the experimenter's instructions

and refuses to seek out the true purpose of the study (Fillenbaum, 1966) and the

"negativistic subject" who acts in the opposite way to the one he thinks is ex-

pected of him (Masling, 1966). More models, no doubt, are on their way. At

the same time, however, research in this area is starting to move in a more pro-

ductive direction. Instead of prolonged discussion over the relative merits of

various subject motivational models, attention is now being given to the experi-

mental conditions and to the subject population characteristics which may trigger

one or more of the various components of subject motivation (for example, see

Silverman and Shulman, 1970).

To what extent did the behavior of our respondents in their last actual
experiment or in our simulated experiment reflect "good subject" or "bad subject"

dispositions? We made an attempt to explore this question through open-ended
questions about the respondents' reactions to their actual experimental experi-

ences. In response to an open-ended query about what they liked about their last

experiment, only 1 of the 108 experienced subjects mentioned a desire to help

science. The more frequent responses to this question includad: positive com-
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ments referring to the nature of the experimental task or the experimenter (1-5i),
the challenge of a new experience or being successful in the experiment (15:,;), the
opportunity to learn something (7%), figuring out the purpose of the experiment
(7%), and nothing liked about the experiment (22;6). Subjects were less informa-
tive about disliked aspects of their last experimental experience: 39 percent
reported nothing disliked, 28 percent had negative comments on the nature of the
experimental tasks (e.g., "boring"), 12 percent criticized the experimenter for
failing to reveal the results or the study's purpose, 6 percent felt that the
experimenter had deceived them, 6 percent expressed concern over their perfor-
mance (e.g., "didn't do well"), and 5 percent offered technical criticisms (e.g.,
"questions were loaded").

The responses to the open-ended questions concerning liked and disliked
aspects of the last experimental experience fail to support either a "good subject"
or a "bad subject" model. On the one hand, the preconditions of the "good subject"
model--that subjects are motivated to help the experimenter confirm his hypothe-
sis and advance science--are not prominently visible in the responses. On the
other hand, the typical experimental experience seems to lack the alienating
character presupposed by the "bad subject" model. That is, our experienced sub-
jects by and large had more positive than negative comments to make about their
experimental experiences.

Our respondents were also asked whether or not they did a good job as an
experimental subject. About three-fourths (76%) reported that they did a cood
job. The most frequent reasons given for performing well were comments refer-
ring to a motivation or interest in doing well (37%), indications that they fol-
lowed instructions faithfully (23%), and assertions that they had been honest
(10%). Among the 26 subjects who felt they could have done a better job, the
most frequently reported reasons were that the task was difficult (35%) or that
they were unmotivated or uninterested (38 %).

In addition to their general feeling of performing well as a subject, the
experienced subjects by and large believed that the experiment in which they
participated was worthwhile. Those who felt this way (97 out of 108 subjects)
tended to offer vague or very general reasons why if was worthwhile from the
experimenter's standpoint (e.g., "provides statistics", "otherwise it wouldn't
have been given"), and a few (15 subjects) felt that they had personally bene-
fited or learned something from the experiment.

Taken together, the responses to the open-ended questions about the last
experimental experience suggest that the "good subject" component of subject
motivation may be more salient than the "bad subject" component. These Llotives,
however, do not appear to hang together in the way Orne hypothesized.

The "post-experimental" responses to the Festinger-Carlsnith (simulated)
experiment support the contention that "good subject" motives are relatively
disorganized and weak. Although nearly three-fourths (71%) of our respondents
felt that the results of the Festinger-Carlsmith experiment would have scienti-
fic value, only 32 percent expressed a willingness to participate in another simi-
lar experiment. Those who did not want to participate explained that the experi-
ment had no value to them (20%), that it was a waste of time (24%), that the ex-
periment lacked a purpose (21%), and/or commented negatively on various aspects
of the experiment (41%). Only 7 respondents mentioned a duty to science as a
reason for participating again in a similar experiment. Thus it would Seem that
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the contentions of the "good subject" model are only partially borne out. Subjects
may have great respect for and faith in science and experimentation, but they
fail to fervently share the experimenter's sense of duty to advance science.

We now turn to an exploration of the structured attitude items. Our res-
pondents were described eerlier as generally holding positive attitudes about
experimentation as reflected by their ratings of the importance of experiments
as a means of increasing knowledge of human behavior. The respondents also ex-
pressed a high regard for the social sciences. For example, they were given ten
response choices (from "very strongly agree" to "very strongly disagree") to
react to the statement that "I have great respect for the social sciences." The

two strongest affirmative categories were picked as a response to the statement
by 64 percent of the respondents, and only 10 percent expressed any amount of
disagreement.

It appears, then, that subjects generally come to experiments with positive
attitudes toward social science research and experimentation. To ascertain whether
or not such attitudes may have affected subject behavior in our simulated experi-
ment, we cross-tabulated the responses to the four dependent variables (rating
scales) from the Festinger-Carlsmith simulation with our respondents' expressed
attitudes toward the social sciences (Table 1) and toward experimentation (Table 2).
Both tables reveal a milt, association between behavior in the simulated experi-
ment (ratings on the four dependert variables) and expressed attitudes concerning
the social sciences and experimentation. Subjects who expressed a high regard
for the social sciences and experimentation tended to give more favorable ratings
on the Festinger-Carlsmith dependent variables.

The data in Tables 1 and 2, however, should be interpreted with extreme caution
First, the attitude items "explain" only a small portion of the response variance
in the Festinger-Carimith dependent variables, ,nd these patterns of association
are not consistent across all of the comparisons shown in Tables 1 and 2. Second,

since the ratings comprising the Festinger-Carlsmith dependent variables bear some
similarity to the attitude ratings of the social sciences and experimentation,
the two sets of ratings may be partially measuring the same things or they may share
a common response-bias component. However, the fact that the observed patterns
of association are stronger among the female respondents than among the males
militates against such an explanation.

Some of the reactions of the experienced subjects to their last experimental
experience were found to be correlated with the responses to the Festinger -Carl-
.smith simulation. As shown in Table 3, the experienced subjects who expressed
the most concern with figuring out the purpose of their last real experiment tended
to rate the tasks of the simulated experiment as less enjoyable and less educa-
tional than those less concerned with deciphering the experimenter's purpose. In
addition, the more "hypothesis-prone" experienced subjects rated the simulated ex-
periment as having greater scientific importance and indicated a stronger desire
to participate in a similar experiment (see Table 3). Another structured ques-
tion concerned with attempts to confirm or foul up the experimenter's hypothesis
was also systematically related to the Festinger-Carlsmith ratings. There was
a slight tendency for the patterns of association between concern with the experi-
menter's hypothesis and the performance on the simulated experiment to be higher
among the men than among the women.

The slight sex differe4tiation noted above may be indicative of greater male
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concern with scientific aspects of experimentation. That is, males may be more
likely to uefine exreriments in terms of their scientific purpose while females

may tend to focu. ca the "social" aspects of the ongoing Experimenter-Subject

interaction. While such an hypothesis may grossly overstate sex role differentia-
tion in terms of technical versus socioemotional orientation, it does suggest a
new tack for further study. A potent feature of the process by which subjects
define research situations may be whether or not their general orientations are

predominantly scientific.

SUMMARY

The literature on the social psychology of experimental situations is gener-
ally rich in ideas but weak in empirically-verified assumptions and hypotheses.
The present exploratory study was intended as a step in the direction of construct-
ing empirically-based explanations of the behavior of human subjects. Because of

the exploratory nature of the study, the "findings" are too numerous and too tenta-

tive to completely review here. Nevertheless, a brief overview of the results

is in order.

The classical experimental paradigm with its methodological prescriptions
(randomization of subjects, standardized stimulus presentations within experi-.
mental -onditions, etc.) was developed for work with mineral and animal subjects;
it does not adequately cope with the problems which may arise when working with

human subjects. Some of these problems were discussed in terms of the five social

features of experimental situations identified by Riecken (1962). Although

Riecken's ideas and those of other social scientists concerning human subjects
received some support from our data, it is clear that human subjects, experimenters,
and experimental designs are too diverse to codify by simple models presuming

passive, or "good", or "bad" subjects. Subjects, for example, may have both
hostile and favorable feelings toward experimentation and the social sciences.
Certain features of experiments (e.g., course-required experimental participa-
tion, unpleasant experimental tasks, etc.) may trigger "bad subject" motives and
behavior, while other (e.g., a well-liked teacher - experimenter) may stimulate

"good subject" motives. In any event, the subject is not likely to be a passive
responder to the experimental stimuli.

If we were to attempt to summarize, on the basis of our data, the typical
experiences and backgrounds of research subjects, the following composite por-
trait would emerge: The subject is participating to fulfill a course require-
ment and has had considerable previous exposure to social scientific thought and
practice through such channels as social science courses, experienced subjects,
and prior experimental experiences. He may also depart from the image of the
"naive" subject as he may have received some information about tle experiment
from an earlier-run subject. On the basis of his previous exposure to social
scientific thought and practice and his everyday social' experiences, he has
formed a definite set of expectancies about the social science experiment. In-
cluded in this model are beliefs that experimentation is scientifically worth-
while and will benefit mankind, that serving as an experimental subject is not
always an interesting and pleasant experience, that experimenters are persons to
be respected and trusted, and that sometimes experimenters should be feared for
their "psychological powers" of personality insight. If the events of an actual
experiment tend to depart from the subject's preconceived model of the experiment,

25

37



various components of subject motivation may be intensified and the subject may
exhibit unint..nded (from the experimenter's standpoint) behaviors such as attempts
to decipher and then confirm the experimenter's hypothesis.

i
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III. THE SIMULATED FORCED COMPLIANCE EXPERIMENT: COGNITIVE DISSONANCE
OR DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS?

Few experiments in social psychology have aroused the substantive controversies
or received the methodological attentions accorded Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959)

study of the "Cognitive Consequences of Forced Compliance." Festinger and Carlsmith
investigated how a person's private opinions change when he is forced, or more
accurately induced, to publicly say something contrary to those opinions. They
proposed, on the basis of cognitive dissonance theory, that the Dirger the reward
used to elicit the public statement (beyond the minimum needed to elicit it), the

less the individual's cognitive dissonance, and hence the smaller the dissonance
reducing change in the individual's private opinions.

To test their hypothesis, Festinger and Carlsmith designed an experiment in
which subjects were exposed to an extremely boring laboratory experience and then
induced to tell the next subject (in actuality a paid confederate) that their
experience had been both interesting and enjoyable. One group of subjects was paid

one dollar for lying,-one group was paid twenty dollars for lying, and a control group

was not asked to lie. Various measures of subjects' private opinions about their
experiences were administerea after they had lied. Subjects in the one dollar.

(small reward) condition expressed more favorable opinions about their laboratory
experiences than did subjects in the twenty dollar (large reward) and control con-

ditions. Festinger and Carlsmith concluded that their results had strongly corrob-
orated the hypothesis they had derived from cognitive dissonance theory.

CRITICISMS OF FESTINGER AND CARLSMITH'S STUDY

Since 1959, when Festinger and Carlsmith's study appeared, a great deal of
effort has gone into critical evaluation of their findings (for example, see Chapanis and

Chapanis, 1964; Elms and Janis, 1965; and Janis and Gilmore, 1965). In particular

the Festinger and Carlsmith study has provided a significant battleground for
continuing controversy between those partial to various reinforcement or "incentive"
theories of attitude change and those fond of cognitive consistency theories. The

details of the exchange between the dissonance theorists and their critics need not
concern us here, but the metholological basis of the dispute is of moment.

Social psychologists of a reinforcement persuasion have maintained, in essence,
that a methodological fault in the design of 'estinger and Carlsmith's experiment
invalidates the dissonance interpretation of their experimental findings (Chapanis
and Chapanis, 1964; Janis and Gilmore, 1965). Although stated somewhat differently
by different researchers, reinforcement theorists essentially agree; that the basic
difficulty with Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental design is that data from
subjects in their $20 condition may have been systematically biased, i.e., offering
subjects the large sum of $20 to lie may make them unusually suspicious of the
experiment and/or of the "true" motives of the experimenter (Rosenberg, 1965).

THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF EXPERIMENTAL SITUATIONS

While the experimental evidence for the foregoing speculation must be considered
ambiguous at the present time, the social psychological perspective at its base



remains provocative (for an excellent defense of the Festinger and Carlsmfth exTeri-
ment, see Aronson, 1966). Experimentally minded researchers have, in recent years,

become increasingly concerned with the methodological implications of the fact
that conducting an experiment with human subjects necessarily involves exrerimenter
and subject in a system of social interaction with each other, no matter how cir-
cumscribed. Rosenthal (1964) and Sarason (Sarason and Minard, 196), among others,
have shown that an experimenter, in interacting with his subjects, is likely to
inadvertantly reveal to them certain of his expectancies for their behavior in
relation to the dependent variable. Orne (1962), focusing on the social foie of the
experimental subject, has suggez-,.ed that experimental subjects are likely to be

acutely attentive to the subtle, unprogrammed features of any experimental situation,
especially those which might convey the experimental hypothesis. Orne has called
such cues "demand characteristics" and has suggested that because experimental
subjects in our culture are motivated to play the role of the "good subject," they
will behave in a manner designed to validate the experimental' hypothesis as they see it.

When seen within the perspective of the social psychology of exr..rimental
situations, previous studies of forced compliance by both dissonance theorists and
their critics appear deficient in two major respects. First, none of these studies
have systematically controlled for or measured the effects of variables associated
with the experimenter. It is thus conceivable that the findings of previous exper-
iments have been functions of either (1) the idiosyncrasies of the experimenters
who ran them or (2) the cues about the experlmental hypothesis the experimenters
unwittingly "gave off." Second, previous studies have not been designed to inves-
tigate the effects of demand characteristics per se. As Orne has poir ed out,
demand characteristics are defined by all the unprogrammed cues in an experimental
situation; any attempt to study the effects of demand characteristics must preserve
these cues in their totality.

The present paper reports an attempt to study the effects of .he demand character-
istics present in Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental conditions. The experi-

mental design employed provided for the control of experimenter effects.

METHOD

Experimental Design

Any attempt to study the demand characteristics of experimental situations
necessarily involves the use of an unorthodox experimental design. The basic
question of interest in such a study is, "Does the experimental situation contain
a combination of unrecognized cues ("demand characteristics") to which subjects
are responding in such a way so as to produce the pattern of experimental 'findings
or is the independent variable specified by the experimenter truly responsible for
that pattern?" The design of the present study illustrates one way in which an
answer to this question may be courted.

Following a suggestion by Orne, subjects in the present experiment were asked
to read a very detailed verbal description of everything they would have experienced
had they been real subjects in one of Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental con-
ditions. Then, under instructions to respond as if they had actually undergone
these experiences, subjects were measured on the same dependent variables as were
Festinger and Carlsmith's subjects. In other words subjects in the present study
were exposed to all features present in Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental
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conditions, but only in their imaginations. They did not undergo a boring labora-
tory experience for an hour, nor did they get paid for lying about it, i.e.,
compared to the "strong" manipulation of the independent variable in Festinger and
Carlsmith's experiment, the present study included only a very "weak" manipulation.
Thus, relative to findings from Festincfer and Carlsmith's study, experimenIal find-
ings from the present study should be especially reflective of the demand charac-
teristics inherent in the experimental conditions. The extent to which Festinger
and Carlsmith's results were a function of demand characteristics may thus be
reasonably inferred by comparing their findings with those of the present study.

One other feature of the design of the present study deserves special corlent.
To control for experimenter effects both subjects aria experimenters were randomly
assigned to experimental conditions. Experimenters ',ere informed neither of the
purpose of the experiment nor of the various experimental treatments it involved.
Further the authors were themselves ignorant of which experimenters had been assigned
to which conditions.

Procedure

Eighty upper division students enrolled in a course in methods of social
research completed interviews with a randwn sample of University of California
Santa Barbara undergraduate students. The "simulation" of Festinger and Carlsmith's
study was part of the interview schedule. The simulation was achieved by having
each respondent read a detailed description of one of the three experimental con-
ditions used by Festinger and Carlsmith. Respondents were told that when they read
the descriptions they were to imagine that they were actually experiencing what was
described. The descriptions they read are reproduced in Appendix B. It should
be mentioned that every attempt was made to make them faithful to Festinger and
Carlsmith's actual procedure, even to the extent of using the same cover story
that Festinger and Carlsmith used in order to achieve measurement of their dependent
variables.

RESULTS

The first question which should be asked of data gathered in the present
experiment is whether it is true, as critics of Festinger and Carlsmith's study
have argued, that subjects who are paid $20 to lie are likely to be relatively
more suspicious of the experiment than subjects who are paid $1 to lie. After
subjects in the present experiment had completed their experithental experiences,
they were asked the following question:

From the time you arrived for the experiment until the time you left, includ-
ing everything you did while in the building, did you become suspicious of
anything that went on or anything the experimenter said or did?

Examination of Table 1 shows that although most subjects in the present study
indicated that they were suspicious, subjects in the $20 condition were no more
likely to be suspicious than were subjects in the $1 condition. It is true that
subjects in the control condition are slightly less likely to express suspicion
than are subjects in the experimental conditions, but this finding has no direct
bearing on Festinger and Carlsmith's interpretation of their data.
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W,?. now may turn to examination of the main findings of the pres.,:nt experiment.

Since the purpose of the present study was to simulate in great detail Festinger

and Carlsmith's experimental procedure, we will follow the same strategy in 'resenting

our findings. Thus we have employed, as nearly as could be determined, the ;;FIMe,

statistical tests ac; did Festinger and Carlsmith. Futher, we will examine the re-

sults for male and female subjects separately since male subjects only were used

by Festinger and Carlsmith. And finally, we have discarded data from certain subjects

on the same basis that Festinger and Carismith indicated that they had discarded

data from certain subjects, i.e., if a subject indicated that he was suspicious

because he was 1-)einc: naid to lie, his data were not included in the analysis. Cn

this basis, 6 subjects were dropped from the $1 condition and 11 from the $20

condition.

Means from Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment are reproduced in Table 2.

The major results of the present experiment, for the sample of subjects correspond-

ing to Festinger and Carlsmith's sample, are summarized in Table 3 which lists, by

condition, subjects' average responses to each of the four rating scales employed

in both Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment and in the present experiment. Note

first subjects' average ratings of how enjoyable the experimental tasks were.

Although subjects in all conditions were of the opinion that the experimental tasks

were not very enjoyable, subjects in the low reward ($1) condition were significant-

ly more positive in their ratings of the experimental tasks than were subjects in

the control condition or in the $20 condition. This pattern of findings exactly

parallels the pattern found by Festinger and Carlsmith (although absolute magni-

tudes are lower) and was the pattern they considered crucial to support of the dis-

sonance hypothesis. Ratings on this scale are most directly relevant to the specific

dissonance which was experimentally created.

Noting next the pattern of ratings subjects gave to the question, "How much

did you learn from the experiment?", we observe that no statistically significant

differences emerge. Again Festinger and Carismith found the same and reported that

this too was in line with their hypothesis. They argued that responses to this

question could not serve to reduce dissonance since the question had nothing to do

with the dissonance that was experimentally created, i.e., the dissonance caused

by saying one enjoyed the experiment when one in fact did not.

In regard to subjects' average ratings on the questions, "How scientifically

important was this experiment?", and "How much desire do you have to participate in

another similar experiment?", Festinger and Carlsmith expected that the pattern of

findings would be very similar in each case to the pattern on "how enjoyable tne

tasks were". They reasoned that responses to each of these questions could serve

to reduce dissonance, although not so directly as responses to the first question.

In fact Festinger and Carlsmith found what they expected and, as can be seen in

Table 3, our findings again are very similar to Festinger and Carlsmith's.

In summary, then, it may be said that for a sample of males comparable to

Festinger and Carlsmith's, the patterns of findings from the present study are in

all cases remarkably similar to the patterns of findings Festinger and Carlsmith

reported. Since findings from the present study should have been even more

reflective of demand characteristics (relative to the independent variable) than

were findings from Festinger and Carlsmith's study, it seems reasonable to believe

that it is likely that the demand characteristics inherent in Festinger and Carl-

smith's experimental conditions were responsible for their results.
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Turning now to the female sample, it may be seen in Table 4 that no statis-
tically significant findings are present and that, further, the patterns of findings
shows no correspondence to the pattcrr found for males. (Again it may be recalled
that Festinger and Carlsmith used only males in their experiment.) Thus unless
dissonance theory is applicc.ble only to males--a conclusion which would seem unaccept-
able to its proponents--data from the female sample would seem to reinforce the
conclusion that demand characteristics are indeed important in accounting for the
present set of findings. While the nonsignificance of the results for females remains
puzzling, it is a problem which cannot be approached within the context of a com-
parison between Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment and the present study.
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IV. THE REAL EXPERIMENT: CONFESSION OF PRIOR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT EXPERIMENTFIL
PROCEDURES AS A FUNCTION OF EVALUATION APPREHENSION AND COMMITMENT

A recent issue in social psychology is the extent to which subjects who have
prior knowledge about the true purpose of a deception experiment will reveal
that "illicit information" (Denner, 1967) to experimental personnel. This topic
is of importance since deception is essential for the study of certain subject
matters in social psychology. In the basic Asch conformity design, for example,
it is usual to tell the subjects they are taking part in some sort of perception
study; to tell them the truth, that the study is concerned with their conformity
to group pressure, would undermine the study (Aronson and Carlsmith, 1968).
Indeed, it is probably the case in most experiments that subjects must be ignorant
of the experimenter's hypothesis. Thus, subjects are usually given a falFe cover
story before the experiment proper begins. But ethical considerations require
that they be debriefed after they have participated; i.e. informed of the true
purpose of the experiment and the nature of the deception that was practices on
them. Subjects are then typically asked not to tell anyone about the experiment.

Experimenters who use deception are therefore clearly vulnerable. Debriefed
and informed subjects may break their pledge to secrecy and talk to others
(Wuebben, 1969). If these others become subjects in the same experiment, the
requirement of naivete is not met. FUrther, these informed subjects may not
admit their knowledge. If it were the case that informed subjects always admitted
their prior knowledge then the problem would be trivial; the experimenter could
simply cull the data on these subjects. Recent research shows however that
subjects who possess illicit information typically do not divulge it to experi-
mental personnel.

The fact that subjects lie to experimenters is undergoing the usual trans-
formation from being a mere technical hindrance to being a substantive topic in
fts own right (McGuire, 1969). Clearly, lying is an important social phenomenon,
with great significance not only for many different kinds of research methods but
for all interpersonal relations. This experiment was designed to test two hy-
potheses relevant to subjects' lying about prior information. First, high eval-
uation apprehension (anxiety) will lead to more lying. Second, high commitment
to an experiment will lead to more lying. Before discussing these hypotheses in
detail, we turn to a review of the relevant literature.

THE LITERATURE

Levy (1967) introduced the basic design in this field. Its essential
features are that the experimenter arranges for the subjects to come into contact
with his confederate, who tells them, in some detail, about the experiment in which
they are about to take part. After the experiment, the subject is interviewed
and asked if he had any prior knowledge about the experiment. In Levy's experi-
ment, a male confederate fully informed half of the subjects about the Taffel Test
(a verbal conditioning task, Taffel, 1955) they were about to engage in. None
of the informed subjects voluntarily admitted their illicit information before
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or during the experiment. Though Levy was primarily interested in the effect of
the subjects' awareness of the reinforcement contingency, he also asked the
subjects if they knew anything about the experiment before they participated in
it. Of 16 fully informed subjects, one admitted full prior knowledge and three
admitted partial knowledge.

Several factors seem to have operated to produce this very low admission rate.
Levy's experimenter was an attractive female graduate student "whose physical
endowments and manner were such as to leave little doubt as to her ability to
elicit beneficence from the typical male undergraduate" (Levy, 1967). The subjects
were, of course, male undergraduates. The confederates script mentioned that the
experimenter was probably worried about getting the right results since the
experiment was for her doctoral dissertation. The female post-experimental inter-
viewer used the 12 item post-conditioning interview for awareness devised by
Spielberger and Levin (1962), followed by a single question asking if the subject
had any prior information.

Thus Levy's design resulted in a condition in which (a) subjects had been
induced by the beneficence manipulation to wish to help the experimenter and (b)
concealing prior information could be seen as being helpful. This condition was
combined with a post-experimental interview consisting of a single question on
prior information. This sort of situation in which experimenter and subject
combine to keep hidden any information which might be damaging to the experiment
has been called a "pact of ignorance" by Martin Orne (1962). In Levy's experi-
ment, the pact of ignorance lead to a concealment rate of 75%.

Levy'S design has been extended by several researchers. Though various
elements have been systematically altered, the basic effect, subjects' unwilling-
ness to report illicit information, has been consistently found. Denner (1967)
retained the Taffel Test experimental task together with the Spielberger and
Levin awareness questionnaire, but he used a greatly extended procedure to elicit
confessions of prior information. Denner was interested in the differential effect
of three kinds of informers (confederates) on the subjects' experimental and post-
experimental behavior. His confederates all imparted the same information to the
subjects, but the perceived motivation for their behavior differed. In the
Wheelerdealyr condition, the confederate tried to get the subject to do him a
favor in return for the information. In the Good Joe condition, the confederate
appeared to be merely trying to help the subject get through the experiment
quickly. In the Nonchalant condition, the confederate gave no rationale for his
action. After the experiment, subjects were asked four questions:

(1) How did you find the experiment? Did anything seem unusual?
(2) By the way, did you see anybody in the waiting room before the

experiment?
(3) Did you happen to talk to anyone in the waiting room before we began?
(4) Say, by chance did you receive information that helped you in the study?

These questions were followed by a direct statement:
(5) The young man you spoke to before the experiment proper was my assistant.

He told you what pronouns to use and--depending on the condition--he
made a deal with you or acted like a nice guy.

Subjects were given a confession score corresponding to the qiiestion on which they
confessed. If a subject denied having been spoken to even after having been
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debriefed (some subjects did), he received a score of six. The mean scores for the
Nonchalant, Good-Joe, and Wheeler Dealer groups respectively were 3.4, 3.2, and 5.6.
Eventually, after having been introduced to the confederate, all subjects confessed
that they had been given information which they could use to get through the exper-
iment more quickly.

In Denner's design there was no deliberate inducement to beneficence toward
the experimenter and clearly there was no "pact of ignorance" in the post-experi-
mental interview, yet even the lowest mean score of 3.2 indicates an attempt on
the part Jf the subjects to conceal their illicit information under direct and
explicit questioning. The highest mean score, 5.6, reflects great tenacity in
refusing to confess. As with Levy's study, no subject volunteered that he had
been informed.

Lichtenstein (1968) also modified Levy's basic design. He used male and female
subjects with two different experimental teams composed of confederate, experimenter
and post-experimental interviewer. Lichtenste.n's study had a control group and
two experimental groups. In onl experimental group, subjects were informed by a
confederate whose speech Was identical to that used by Levy's informer. The
second experimental group heard the same speech except that the last sentence of
Levy's informer's speech, "Better not say that I told you about it," was omitted.
Lichtenstein used the same verbal conditioning task as Levy. The post-experimental
interview differed from Levy's, being similar to the Spielberger and Levin aware-
ness questionnaire except for having only six items, the first of which was iden-
tical to the last question asked by Levy, "Did you know anything about this experi-
ment before you participated in it?" The change in position of the question, from
last item to first item, is imnortant in that it provides an immediate opportunity
for informed subjects to confess their illicit information. In the Levy experiment,
subjects who had concealed their prior information while answering their last
questions on awareness might have felt "locked" into a concealment strategy.

Lichtenstein's questions 2 through 5 were concerned with awareness of condi-
tioning. His sixth question was, "Did you hear anything about the experiment from
anyone who had been a subject earlier?" Lichtenstein found no differences between
(a) male and female subjects, (b) the two experimenter teams, or (c) the two experi-
menter groups. Four of the 34 informed subjects confessed having full prior informa-
tion. Thirteen subjects acknowledged partial information. Question one elicited
two full information confessions and four partial information admissions. Question
six (the second question that was concerned with prior knowledge) picked up one full
confession and an additional eight partial confessions. Thus Lichtenstein's addi-
tion of an extra question regarding prior knowledge improved the confession rate
over that obtained by Levy from 6% to 12% for full admission and from 25% to 50%
for at least partial admission. Again, no subject voluntarily admitted having any
prier information at any point in Lichtenstein's experiment. The lack of differ-
ences between the experimental groups presumably indicates that expressed requests
for silence by an informer has no effect.

The next study to be reviewed is that of Golding and Lichtenstein (1970) who
used all male subjects and experimental personnel. The experimental task involved
the Valins Bogus heart rate procedure (Valins, 1966) instead of the Taffel test.
A confederate imparted differential amounts of information to three experimental
groups to produce Naive, Suspicious and Informed groups of subjects. The charac-
teristics of the post-experimental interview were also manipulated. The first



condition, the Pact of Ignorance condition, was similar in tone to Levy'L; the inter-

viewer and subject in effect cooperated to conceal information damaging to the exper-
iment. In the second condition, the Scientific Integrity condition, the interviewer
made completely explicit his stroag desire to be told about any "irregularities" in
the experimental procedures. The same 13 item awareness/suspicion/prior information
questionnaire was administered to all subjects.

Again, focussing on the confession rate of fully informed subjects, the informed
experimental group had a substantially higher rate of admission in the Scientific

Integrity condition. According to the authors' scale, 10% of the Informed group
admitted full information, while 50% admitted partial information. The Scientific

Integrity condition accounted for both of the full admissions and 6 of the 10 partial

admissions. Once again, there were no voluntary admissions by the informed subjects.

These various studies have shown the stability of the phenomenon of subjects'
refusing to admit prior knowledge. The manner of informing, the sex of the subjects
and of the experimenters, the nature of the experimental task, and the rigor of
the post-experimental interview have all been varied yet the subjects have behaved
rather uniformly--none of them has voluntarily confessed,.most confessed very little
and a sizeable group denied any prior knowledge. The following table summarizes the
data:

Levy
Full confession 6%

Partial confession 19%

Denial 75%

100

Lichtenstein Lichtenstein and Golding
11% 10%

39% 50%

-11 IA
(N=16) 100 (N=34) 100 (N=20)

From the table we can see the trend toward improved admission rates. However, even
the best of these rates still shows 40% of the informed subjects denying having and
prior knowledge. In the case of Denner's experiment, all the subjects eventually
confessed, but only because the experimenter demonstrated quite unequivocally that
he knew they were concealing information from him.

The implications of these studies are clear. Researchers iho use designs which

rely on the ignorance of the subjects cannot assume that informed subjects will admit
their prior information. Increased rigor of questioning does improve confession
rates, but unfortunately, not to the point that a researcher can know which of his
subjects might have received prior information. Post-experimental interviews may,

of course, be made still more rigorous. But at some point, the researcher runs the
risk of making his post experimental interviews so demanding that false confessions
may be elicited. What is needed is a method or set of methods for maximizing the
incidence of true confession while slmultsneously minimizing the incidence of false
confessions. In this experiment we introduce several features designed to accomplish
this task.
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HYPOTHESES

This experiment was designed to increase our knowledge of the factors influenc-
ing confession rates. Two hypotheses we :e test :d, one derived from ccgnitivt: con-
sistency theory, the other from Rosenberg's work on the effects of evaluation apTre-
hasion (Rosenberg,196 5). Evaluation apprehension is defined by Rosenberg as "an
anxiety toned concern on the part of a subject to be judged by an experimenter as
psychologically normal or healthy." Rosenberg has sliown that if evaluation appre-
hension is aroused, it can systematically bias the reason :es of experimental subjects
by interacting with the experimenter's intended manipulation. The type of experi-
ment which is most likely to arouse evaluation apprehension in subjects is that
which is clearly clinical in content. Rosenberg and his associates (Duncan et. al,
1969) have shown that when evaluation apprehension was deliberately Iviried by experi-
mental manipulation, subjects in the high evaluation apprehension condition were
much more responsive to paralinguistic cues in the experimenter's speech. That is,
the high evaluation apprehension subjects :eemed t e especially active in seeking
and using any information that could help them in producing the "corre;t" response,
i.e., the res;,on-,e which unequivocally demonstrated their normality, maturity etc.
to the omniscient clinician-researcher. The interesting question from our point of
view is, how would a subject behave who "accidentally" acquired this kind of useful
information before he took part in an experiment?

Rosenberg (1969)suggests two main strategies open to subjects who experience
high evaluation apprehension. They can attempt to discover what the "normal" response
is, and then produce it, thereby showing the experimenter that they are normal or (2)
they can reduce their anxiety by convincing themselves that the clinician-experi-
menter's judgmerns are of no concern to them. They may do this repudiating the effi-
cacy of psychological research in general, or by questioning the competence of the
particular researcher with whom they are in contact. Since most subjects do not
possess the skills needed to assess a clinical researcher, and because of the general
high regard that student subjects have for scientific research, the usual response
to evaluation apprehension is the search for the right response. Hence, one may
expect that when a subject acquires illicit information about an experiment, 1.,e will
conceal that information and will use it in generating appropriate responses. Further-
more, if he is interviewed after the experiment, we would expect him to conti,ue to
conceal his prior knowledge--for to reveal it would be .o admit to having concealed
it and to having used it in the experiment, and admission of having manufactured a

false front. Our hypothesis follows directly from this line of argument. ,We hypo-
thesize that the more evaluation apprehension a subject feels, the less likely he is
to confess prior knowledge. To test this hypothesis, we experimentally manipulated
the extent to which the experiment appeared to involve psychological evaluations of
the subject's personality.

Our second independent variable is the extent to which the subject "commits"
himself to the experiment. Commitment is a variable that may be regarded as central
to dissonance theory (Abelson, et. al., 1968: 437). A number of dissonahce related
experiments have shown that the more effort an individual expends on a project, the
more highly he will value the project. As Abelson, et, al. put it (1968: 437),
"The experiments on effort and initiation implicitly involve commitment--commitment
to the proposition that the pot of gold at the end of this endeavor is worth the
price paid in effort." Similarly, we reason that subjects who know they are to
participate in two experimental sessions (high commitment) are more likf_y to want
their contribution to the experiment to be valuable (i.e. not cull_d) than those
who expect to participate only once (low commitment). Hence they are less likely
to confess to their possession of prior information.
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of :,hanc,es from Levy's basic design have been made in this experi-
ment. se these changes are common to all conditions they are not treated as
independent variables. Rather they were intended to raise the confession rate
across all conditions. These changes will be discussed below.

METHOD

The subjects were 98 male students enrolled in the introductory course in
sociology at the University of California at Santa Barbara. When a subject entered
the laboratory waiting-room, he found the experimenter's confederate (C1) sitting
there. Cl always asked if the subject knew what the experiment was about. After
a few moments another "subject" (C2) was led into the waiting-room by the experi-
menter (E) and asked to wait because the post-experimental interviewer (PI) "must
have stepped out for a moment." After E left, Cl and C2, who appeared to be old
friends, exchanged greetings and C2 then told Cl and,"incidentally" the subject, all
about the experimnt he had just taken part in, including the substance of the
debriefing. This conversation was tape recorded and monitored by E. When C2
had finished his speech, PI went into the waiting-room and led C2 out ostensibly
for his post-experimental interview. E asked the subject to fill out a MarloweL
Crowne S vial Desirability Scale (Marlowe and Crowne, 1964) and then left with Cl
presumably for his turn in the experiment. After the subject had completed the form,
E took him to another room in which the "experiment" was conducted. The subject
was exposed to a three-foot by five-foot board on which were mounted eight pictures.
Four had violent content, four had non-violent content. A TV camera lens was fixed
through the center of the board. The subject was told that E was studying hand and
eye co-ordination and that he was to point and look at all the pictures at least
once and then look at any that he chose for a period of 30 seconds, his pointing and
looking would be recorded on videotape.- After the subject had finished he filled
out a brief form asking his preferences in picture content and asking which picture
he felt he looked at the longest time. The subject was then given one of four
debriefings, depending on which condition he was in. In the high evaluation appre-
hension conditions, E informed the subject that he was a clinical psychologist and
that he was "really" studying what he called the "ostrich effect", namely, the
tendency for maladjusted persons to avoid unpleasant features of their environment.
He said he would be correlating the subjects' score on the "Personality Adjustment
Inventory" (the Marlowe-Crowne S.D. Scale) with his viewing preferences as recorded
by the video camera. He apologized for the deception but explained it was necessary
in order to obtain unbiased behavior. He emphasized the importance of subject
naivete, and asked the subject not to tell anyone about his experience in the
experiment.

In the low evaluation apprehension conditions, E's debriefing ran as follows:
he was a sociologist; he was studying the relationship between the amount of violence
in a culture and the viewing preference of persons raised in that culture. His
study, cross-cultural in scope, was seeking to answer the question, "Does being raised
in a violent society cause persons to tend to prefer violent to non-violent pictures?"'
The Attitude Inventory (American), (which was the "Personal Adjustment Inventory"
with a different front page) was providing E with additional information. E's
speech regarding the necessity of deception and of naivete was the same for both
evaluation apprehension conditions, as was his request for silence.



In the high commitment conditions, E told the subject that it might be necessary
for him to return in a few day's time for an additional session; he secured the
subject's agreement to attend if necessary. In the low commitment conditions,
nothing was said about attending another experimental session.

In addition to 87 subjects in the four experimental conditions, 11 control
subjects were run. The control subjects were given no relevant information by C2.
Rather, they entered the waiting room and were engaged in a conversation (not con-
nected with the experiment) with Cl until he left with E. They then proceeded
through the experiment in the same way as the experimental subjects.

It should be recalled that each experimental subject heard C2 tell Cl all
about the experiment in considerable detail, including the nature of the deception
and the content of E's debriefing speech.

After completing the debriefing, the experimenter brought the subject to a
cubicle where he was interviewed by PI. The interview consisted of five questions.
The first question asked the subject to relate any thoughts or feelings he had about
the study. The second asked if this was the first experiment the subject had parti-
cipated in. Questions 3, 4, and 5 asked directly if the subject knew anything about
the experiment before he looked at the pictures, if he had heard anyone talking
about the experiment before he spoke to the experimenter, and finally, if he had
heard anyone say anything at any time about the experiment. The interview was
tape-recorded.

Unique Aspects of the Experimental Design

Some brief comments should be made about certain aspects of the design that
departed from Levy's basic paradigm. Most of these changes were designed to increase
the rate of confession. First, though none of the studies discussed above mentioned
any suspicion on the part of the subjects, it seemed plausible that some subjects
might be made suspicious by a laboratory experiment which allowed two subjects to
sit together, and in which the veteran subject immediately described the experiment
to the prospective subject. We allayed this suspicion by having it appear that C2
was supposed to be seeing PI, but that PI was temporarily missing. Further, because
C2 and Cl were friends, they could quite naturally start talking, and their conver-
sation could rapidily turn to the topic of the experiment.

Second, we increased the perceived social relevance of the experimenter's re-
search. In much psychological research, the experimenter's interest is not shared
by the subject. College unac.rgraduates typically are not very interested in such
topics as verbal conditioning, stereovision, perception, serial learning, and the
like. By contrast, many of our subjects expressed interest in our "study of vio-
lence", and hoped thFt something would come of it. They therefore wanted the re-
search to be successful; many :subjects suggested ways to improve the design. To the
extent that subjects were convinced that confessing their prior information would
improve the study, the social rei'vance of the topic of violence and their desire
that the study be effective should have increased the probability that they would
confess.

A further important difference in this study was the feature of having the de-
briefing precede the post-experimental interview. Of course, the usual practice is



to have the debriefing as the final item in the experiment. In our design, the exper-

imenter explained what he was studying, apologized for his deception and emphasized
the crucial importance of subject naivete to the validity of his study. This was
immediately followed by PI's question as to whether or not the subject had heard any-

thing about the experiment. These factors probably resulted in strong Scientific

integrity motivation (Golding and Lichtenstein,1970).

There were other novel features of the design. First, having Cl ask the subject

if he knew what the experiment was about provided for a check on the efficacy of
the experimenter's request for silence, i.e. if earlier-ran subjects had talked,
later-run subjects may have known about the experiment. Second, asking in the post-
experimental interview if the subject had participated in other experiments permits
for an analysis of confession rate in terms of prior experimental experience. Finally,

the phrasing of the interview questions was carefully designed to avoid certain equivo-
cations by the subjects. If a subject is asked as is the usual practice, "Did you
know anything about this experiment before you participated in it?", the subject can
(more or less truthfully) answer negatively despite having heard a great deal, if
he defines his participation as having begun, say, when he entered the laboratory.
Using the phrase, "before you saw the pictures," restricts this definitional ambi-
guity.



RESULTS

Confession Rates

The responses of the subjects to the questions asked in the course of the post-
experimental interview are shown in Table 1. A Nil code indicates that the subject

confesses nothing.. A Trivial code applies to those subjects who admit hearing some
one talk about the experiment prior to their participation, but admit only to hearing
details which Dr. King himself told them in his pre-experimental explanatory remarks.
A code of Partial is given those s,..jects who admit hearing someone talk about the
experiment, and who admit to having heard any of the content of Dr. King's post-
experimental debriefing speech prior to their participation. Finally, a code of Full

is given to those who _dmitted knowing everything about the experiment before they
took part in it.

The control group subjects, who were informed, did not confess anything. This

is an important finding in that it shows that our post-experimental inquiry procedure
did not place undue demands on the subjects for false confessions. As the findings
in Table 1 indicate, the confession rate we obtained from experimental subjects was
an improvement over the confession rates obtained by other researchers. The propor-

tion of subjects denying 212,/ prior knowledge has improved from Levy's finding of 75%,
through Lichtenstein's 50% and Lichtenstein and Golding's 40% to our 14%. Thus our
study demonstrates that it is possible to reduce greatly the incidence of lying in
post-experimental interviews, while at the same time avoiding the problem of false con-
fessions.

TABLE 1

AMOUNT CONFESSED IN POST-EXPERIMENTAL INTERVIEW

Amount Confessed Experimental Groups Control Groups

Full

Partial '

Trivial

Nil

Total

N=

31%

34

21

14

100%

(87)

, 4.16

.111110 OM*

l00%

100%

(11)
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Experimental Variables

We now turn to a more detailed analysis of the results. There were four exper-
imental conditions. Each independent variable had two values, high and low, these
being factored in a 2x2 design to produce the four conditions shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2

PERCENT HONEST BY EVALUATION APPREHENSION AND COMMITMENT

Commitmmt

Evaluation Apprehension

High Low
Total

High

Low

Total

59% (N=22)

91% (N=22)

50% (N=22) 55% (N=44)

62% (N=21) 77% (N=43)

75% (N=44) 56% (N=43) 66% (N=87)

We have collapsed the Nil and Trivial groups into a single group labeled Dishonest
while the Partial and Full groups are combined to form an Honest group. The

rationale for this procedure is quite straightforward. In most experiments, the
subjects in our Dishonest group would not have been disqualified from the experi-
ment on the basis of their reports of what they knew, whereas subjects in the Honest
group would probably have been withdrawn on the basis of what they reported.

It is evident from Table 2, which shows the proportion of honest subjects in
each experimental condition, that the experimental manipulatigns affected subjects'
behavior. As hypothesized, the effect of high commitment is to decrease the honesty
of subjects. Contrary to our other hypothesis, the high evaluation apprehension
manipulation acted to increase the honesty of subjects.

To assess the probabilities that these results could have occurred by chance,
an uLweighted two-way analysis of variance for unequal cell frequencies (Winer, 1962:
241-244) war; performed. Although our dichotomous (honest-dishonest) dependent
variable violates the normality and homocedasticity assumptions of analysis. of
variance, there is evidence that this statistical procedure appears to be fairly
robust under the conditions found in our data (Lunney, 1970). Table 3 presents the
results of the analysis of variance. Although there was no interaction between the
two experimental factors, each factor independently made a contribution. Commitment
was significant at the .05 level and evaluation apprehension fell just short of this
level. This the probability is small, about .05, that these findings occured by
chance. Additional evidence supporting a non-chance interpretation of the results
is presented next.



TABLE 3

TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DICHOTOMOUS CONFESSION MEASURE

Source df MS F*

Commitment

Evaluation Apprehension

Interaction
Within Cell

1

1

1

83

1.0380

0.7899

0.2132
0.2119

4.90**

3.73".

*Error and interaction terms pooled
**

pl: .05

p <.10

Since we hypothesized that high evaluation apprehension would reduce honesty,
and our results show that it increased honesty, it may be that our manipulation
did not have the intended effect of raising the subject's evaluation apprehension.
An independent check on the effect of this independent variable, however, shows
that the high evaluation a:Trehension manipulation did alt.tr the subject's behavior
in the way intended. After our subjects had finished lookThg at and pointing at the
the pictures, but before they were debriefed by "Dr. King", they filled out a form
which asked them (1) which picture they looked at the longest time, (2) which picture
they liked e most, (3) which picture they looked at the shortest time, and (4)

which picture they liked the least.

For the subjects in the high evaluation apprehension condition, there should
have been a clear tendency to claim to prefer unpleasant pictures. This is because

the confederate had told them that maladjusted persons avoid unpleasant pictures.
Thus if they wanted to appear well adjusted, they should have chosen one of the
pictures with violent content. There is no such pressure on subjects in the low
evaluation apprehension ,ondition, so they should have been less likely to select
a violent picture in answer to our first question.

In answer to the question about the picture looked at the longest, the high
evaluation, apprehension subjects were indeed more likely to :lame a Tiolent picture
(47% as opposed to 21% of the low evaluation apprehension subjects, chi-square = 5.20,
1)4(.025). The same effect is seen in the answers to the other questions.

Two other pieces of evidence support the contention that the evaluation appre-
hension manipulation was efficacious. Post-experimental interviews were tape-recorded
and then coded. One of the codes dealt with criticism of the experiment. Of '6
subjects who expressed some criticism in the course of the five-question interview,
some offered constructive criticism by pointing out various ways to improve the
study, while other subjects expressed negative criticism of Dr. King's study, saying
that it would not prove anything, etc. Subjects in the high evaluation apprehension
condition offered twice as much negative criticism as those in the low evaluation
apprehension condition ( 58% as against 29%, chi-square = 2.95, p4;.10). One way to
reduce apprehension about being evaluated is, of course, to denigrate the evaluation
situation.
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We also coded any mention by the subjects of the biasing effects of hearing

about the experiment beforehand. Subjects in the high evaluation apprehension
condition were more likely to express concern about the validity of their performance

on the fake experimental task (50% as against 32% of 'ow evaluation apprehension

subjects, chi-square = 2.73, p<.10). This relationb.ip also appeared in the con-

versations which occured after the formal interview. After the last question had

been answered, the post-experimental interviewer asked if the subjects had any questions.

Not all the subjects wanted to prolong the conversation, but of the 58 who did, the

high evaluation apprehension eubjects were again disproportionately concerned about

the issue of validity (27% as against 11%, chi-square I. 2.40. N. S.). Thus subjects

in the high evaluation apprehension condition were not only more likely to criticize

the experiment, but were also more concerned about the validity of their own exper-

imental performance.

We continue our discussion of independent checks of the efficacy of our mani-

pulations by turning briefly to the commitment variable. As Table 2 showed, the

high commitment subjects were much less honest than the low commitment subjects,

as was predicted. The effect is quite striking given the "weakness" of the manipula-
tion; it consisted only in the experimenter (as well as the confederate) saying

that the subject might have to return at a later date. Dissonance theory suggests

that, "we co.a to love the things we work hard for". One way to summarize our data

on the effect of our commitment variable is to say that we come to love the thing

we expect to work hard for. High commitment subjects expected to put twice as much
time and effort into the experiment than did the low commitment subjects. They

valued their efforts more and wanted to ensure that their performance would not be

in vain. Hence they confessed less.

We have independent evidence that the high commitment subjects were more inter-

ested in the experiment. As mentioned above, the subjects were given the oppor-
tunity of asking questions or discussing the experiment with the interviewer after

the five-question interview was over. The high commitment subjects Were much more

likely to continue to talk about the experiment after they were free to go (77% as

against 55% of the low commitment subjects, chi-square= 4.51, p4.05), a trend which

supports our hypothesis with a check that is conceptually distinct from the amount

confessed.

DISCUSSION

For the most part, our results are relatively straight forward. We did achieve

an improved confession rate; the proportion denying all prior knowledge was reduced

'o 14%. Our two independent variable manipulations did have the intended effects.
Our findings about the effects of commitment may be interpreted as leading to 6
refinement of cognitive dissonance theory.

Cognitive dissonance theory predicts that the more effort a subject expends, the

more highly he will value the thing upon which the effort has been expended. In

previous studies, the effort preceded the payoff, whereas in this study it was the

anticipation of effort which was the antecedent condition--the actual expenditure of

extra effort never took place. This purely cognitive antecedent condition is method-

ologically preferable in that it is entirely uncontaminated by extraneous factors.
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One problem with "effect of effort" research has been that the various tasks that
subjects have engaged in have necessarily had dimensions beyond that of pure effort.
Researchers have therefore had difficulty separating the effects of the expenditure
of effort from the other task dimensions, e.g., intrinsic interest, dullness,
difficulty, etc. (Aronson and Carlsmith, 1968). We have avoided this contamination
and shown that merely expecting to expend effort has the predicted effeoit on
subjects' attitudes.

The effect of our second independent variable, evaluation apprehension, was in
a direction conrary to our hypothesis, though independent evidence indicates that
the manipulation "worked". Although the found relationship of evaluation apprehen-
sion to honesty was not predicted, it is not anomalous. Rosenberg's analysis allows
for the very effect we found. In our previous discussion of Rosenberg's work, we
alluded to his point that subjects who feel evaluation apprehension have available to
them two main methods of reducing it. In most experiments, only one method is feas-
ible, namely that of attempting to "figure out" the experiment in the hope of thereby
being able to generate "appropriate" responses. The other method of reducing evalua-
tion apprehension is that of derogating the research of the experimenter. This method
is usually not open to most subjects. In our experiment, the second option was
available to the subjects. The experimenter could be easily judged incompetent
because the subject had unmistakable evidence that something had gone wrong with the
experiment. An experimenter who was so maladroit as to allow veteran subjects to
talk to future subjects could be seen as not qualified to make evaluaAlons about the
subject's adjustment. Oren if the experimenter was not seen as inept, any particular
subject would be able to neutralize evaluation apprehension by pointing out that his
performance in the experiment could not be treated as valid because he had prior
information. In our experiment, subjects in the high evaluation apprehensim condition
could use and did use both me:thods of reducing evaluation apprehension, i.e., they
used their prior information in order to generate the responses appropriate for well
adjusted persons, and they used the fact of their being informed to convince the
experimenter tl-at he could not have made a valid e7aluation of their adjustment.

As researchers interested in the social psychology of experimental situations,
one of our goals is to make recommendations which will enable experimenters to im-
prove their experimental procedures. A situation faced by most experimenters is
that an unknown proportion of their subjects may have prior knowledge of the nature
of their experiment. Therefore it is important to know the conditions which will
ensure a high rate of confession of prior information. nat present experiment
suggests that both high evaluation apprehension and low commitment increases the
probability that subjects will admit 'orior knowledge of the experiment.



V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Three studies were completed in the present project. All were related to
the field of study know as the "social psychology of experimental situations",
a field which has as its focus the social nature of experimental research involving
human subjects.

The first study was a broad-based survey f students' reactions to experi-
mentation in the social sciences and their reactions to other aspects of their
college experiences. It was found that students do, indeed, have well-formed
opinions about experimentation and that their opinions are related to their
experiences as experimental subjects. However, the students' opinions seemed to
have little relationship to their general reactions to college.

The second study, a simulated or "role-playing" experiment, showed that the
results of an important social psychological experiment could be replicated using
essentially non-experimental methods. It therefore must be considered strongly
likely that the results of the original study were a function of uncontrolled
"social" features of the experimental situation.

Finally, in a "real" experiment, it was shown that the extent to which subjects
will be honest in a post-experimental interview is a positive function of the
extent to which they are apprehensive about being evaluated by the researcher
and a negative function of the extent to which they are committed to the research
in which they are participating.

The conclusions that may be drawn from the various studies completedduring
this project may be rather simply summarized. It is clear that researchers have
much to learn from studying the social psychology of experimental situations.
Student-subjects do come to experiments with well-formed opinions about the
activities in which they are about to.engage. They do respond to experimental
events within the context of those opinions. And subjects not only respond to
the games experimenters play, they also invent games of their own, games that
experimenters may have little information about. If the social science disciplines
which depend upon experimentation are to truly contribute to knowledge about human
affairs, it is incumbent upon them to seriously and actively pursue the study
of their primary resource- -the "all too human" experimental subject.
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4: O.K., now I'd like to cringe the subject riirrhtly to one part of campus
life that we particularly interested in. AL you may know, social scientists
in the last few years have been ve:ey active in cenducting experimental
studies of human behavior. Of course; many social scientists continue
to do questionnaire and interview studies, like the one we're doing, But
increasingly they attempt to bring students to a laberatory or some other
meeting place where the students serve as subjects in an e.Aperiment, Have
you ever served as a stbject in any experiment conducted by a psychologist,
a sociologist, or any other other social scientist?
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EXPERIMENT.) What I have here is a complete written description of a psychology
experiment which was actuall,y done a short time e,go. it is a complete report
of everything a subject experienced from the time he arrived for the experiment
until the time he left. Now what I'd like you to do is to read this
description and pretend that you are actually experiencing what is described.
That is, read this as if it is a description of what you are doing in an
exnertment. Please read it careful:1a, because afterward I'd like to ask you
same questions which were actually asked of the subjects who participated in
this experiment. (HAND THE 2EOPONDENT THE DESCRIPTION.)



rafm Trrce

('; illa THE RESPUNDOT HkS FINISHED RIVOING THE DESnIPTIO:T, A3K HIM TO 7:i1D ET
BACK TO IOU.) O.K.:, :co, like to ask you sam(3 questiolis about your err;o.z:.er.ces
in this experiment. I v1.11 eet as if I am the intorvje,ger rcm the introductory
7?sythology class . Please ans-aer my cAulticns as honestly mdfrarkly ar; ycm
as if you actual l4 just exparie:7.ced what was described. ReLiemLer, I am, for the
moment, the idt;e7vieger from Vac introdactory -psychology class.

A. Did you fiad the 'spool" and "pag-lloare tasks you pe-2fomea intertirg
and enjoyable?

:kYes 12-1
**No

. 2

*(1) ( IF 'VE:-.4` .A.SN) In wilat. 7.4a,7 thy enjoyeb3.e?

**(2) (IF '140', 1,.,31() M what ;ay were they not enjoyDble?

Would you rate be ,you about the exnernental tacks on e. scale
from -5 to 4-5 Lain ::! -5 means they were eztvomely dull and borjng,
+5 weans they it ext7ralcly Latc:,:esting and enjoyable, and zero
mans they were Lcutral, neithoz- interc:sting nor uninte7c-esting

B, Did the experiu.ent give you an oportmity to learn about your own ability
to Derford to se tasks?

*(1) (IP 'YES', ASK) In what wc.y?e

,.....

15

*Yes . . o . 16-1
WO C 0 0 c 0 0 0 . 2

**(2) (IT 'EO I ASK) In what -vay not?

6"

17

18



mc. 7

(3) limed you rate kw ycu feel abct this oa a &-:?1, v- AA)

where ()means you lermed nothing aad 10 means you. 3.earaed c;,

deal

C. Prom what you kaow about hn e-,:prir;leat and the tasks involvec)
in it, would you say ;;he ex1,-)erkileat uus veasur.:'ing allytb3.ng irm::2-

tant-,that is dn you think thc -es,Ilts may 'et.are vablc?

(XF "TES'p ASKj In tA0?

r 4 Q e

e t C 0 C

...10140 ,..
...Y. - - -... - .

( 2 N0' ASS) dcV;?

, 411./......sew, ....... ,.o..... .-"0,7...n.,.....

./.....1 ,Awe.n006, Nerw.111,usal .1110.., *.armes

'3' Woul you yovls fr7?J.110n on this natter on a rcale fn m 0 to 10

where 0 linain th3 rcsnit.3 have Jo zcientilac valte c:" *Norte' nce

and 10 means they _are a great deal of value and imnortance.

20

D, Kolad ye u have any desile to ilartleipate in anther fAmiler experiment?

*C11 CIF 'VEV:, ABY.. Why?

*Yes 0

C S L .)

a.am.

-. r...elm.

**f4V, 'y0'2 A13.X Why act?

(3)

*101400 4.4wAI .ago g NM, swAM.

Would you rate yaw desire °a-, partici-pate in a similar ccpe-zimeut

again on a scale fro -(5 to +5 Ifilere -5 reans yeuwci2id definitely

dislike to particiwAar, 5 Extans ynu would definitc17 like 4c,_; par-

ticipate, and 0 mearLs yott have ao particular feeling cllat it One

wktr or the other.

64

23

25

26



prlsr! ti ivf:

E. Now I'd like you to tell me what you think the eYmeriment was afl
about. In other words: what was the e:zperimenter trying to find
out?

F

.....1NIII

Pram the time you arrived for the experiment until the time you left
including everything you did while in the builqing, did you become
suspicious of anything that vent on or anythin the experimenter said
or did?

0 r,

0 C C

4:-(1) CIF 'YES', ASK) W1-1-1.t were you susnicims 0)out and why did you
beconx? suspicious?

*(2) Did your suspicions affect the way you aniwored the questicn3
I asked you eathor? Why or why net?

**(3) (IF 'no', ASK) Wha1,-; WES thQ. y.z:ason that you aidn't 11:lecrile
suspicious abaut anything?

32

G. Some students say that experimenters never tell you the true purpose
of their experiaents. Othnrs say that most e:,5:e?Itnenters do tell their
subjects the true pun,,:nr:.. cis their erc,,?rimnts, 1:3 ;;;;:t believe that

your experjiaenter told you th true.pul-po3e o-rhfin sl;udy?

3"

O

C



/117e Si: .

6. Fine. (PAUSE) low let's ge, away fmn questions abou-'e. this make-believe
experiment and move on to a few questic,ns which dell Ath real expLrifIlents.
By the way; don't ask me what the "as if" experiment ,.-as renlly about, (IF
THE RESPONDENT ASKS YOU WHAT MP "AS IF" EXPERINTH? t.1.43 RZILLY A11,7;15T;

EXPLAIN TO UM THAT YOU, YOURSELF, HAVE EOT BWIT TOLD WHAT IT VAS ABOUT).
(IF RESPONDENT SAID IN QUESTION 4.5 PAGE 2, TEAT HE HAS NOT SERVED AS
AN EXPERD tZ4 IL SUBJTCT, SKIP '1) QUESTIOE21, PAGE LO,)

(IF THE RESPONDENT SAID. IN QUESTION 4., PAGE 2., THAT EE SFAS SMIVED AS AN
EXPERIMENTAL SUBJECT, ASK TUM DIE FOLLNING

ASK "EXPERIENCED STUTATECTS" OND.!

O.K., now you said that you have served as a real experimental subject. 36
About how many experiment7 have you participated in? El
7. Please recall the last experhent in which you served as a subject, About 37

now long ago was it tha you were in that experiment?

8. Why did you participate in the experiment?

Course requirement .

Got extra credit in course if volunteered
Got pad Enpy for v o1unteer'! n o . 0

It was purely vole ntary . C 3

Other (Specifir

9. Cna you tell me in general what went on during the experiment, that is5
what did you actually do in the experiment?

-r.

MOWS, ,171117TION.7.1117101001:, 10.11,0.+1.08

......=a1.21Martnafte..rowwwe.vw...-1..s..*Waev Wb Pi....o/n7. .r.d. 0.0f

IC. What if anything, us there about this elTeriment that you particularly
liked?

0-1. Va....M.A 4011...WOQT =SS. =......

*.MMIlrOIM400,.

66

L

38-1
2

5

39



Page Seven

11, Vilat,if aaything ,ra,; Thefe V..2is exDcrimoat that you par'ciculyly
dislike0

12. Do you think that you did a trod job an an exnerinental subject or do
you think you could have done a better job as an :,:t.porimeuttil subject?

Why do ylu feel this :lay? 42 43

I

13, In general, do you thidk the experiment in which you participated uas a
worthwhile one or one that was not very vorthwhile?

WbY? 44 45

Ww 1

14. What do you think the erperimeuter was trying to find out in his study?
46 47

{ I

15. Did the experimenter ever directly tell you what the purpose of thn:
experiment was beThre it began, during the experiment, or after it was
over?

refore 0 C 0

During . OOOOOOOO 0

After . . . OOOOOOOOOO
He never told us the purpose . . .

JJ

,

.

0

0

0

0

.

0

4

,

0

M

.

0

48-1
2

3
4

5Other

16. Did the person. who served as the experimenter do a good job or do you
thint that he could have done a better job? Why? 49 50

1-1



17. Were there any other etthjeets yho went through the e-;p n-Iment at Liza
same time you did?

vICes a 0 . ..... O 51-1

No ,...0, 2

*(1) (IF 'YES', ASK) Did you talk to them about the experiment before
it began?

(2) After it was over?

Yes e o ......
No 0 0 J 0

YeE;000 c. 0040. 53 *1
0 0 a o 4 C

18, It is a common practice for experimenters to ask subjects not to talk
to other students about their experiences in an experiment. Did your
experimenter ask you not to talk about his study?

*VPs . 0 0 C 0 0 54.'1
'*Cg No G c OC... v

*(1F 'YES', NAM THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT TO THE RESPONDENT BEFORE YOU
READ THE NEXT QUESTION.) Most students say that even thougirtreji have
been asked not to talk about an experiment, they nevertheless usually
do talk to some of their frients and acquaintances about it.

*4(1) (ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTION OF BOTH THOSE WHO ANSaERED 'YES' AND
'NO' ABOVE.) Did you talk to ether students about the experiment
in which you particireted?

*Yes a. . . . a , a . s 55-1
No c C 0 0 0 O Oa C. 2

*(2) (IF 'YES', ASK) About how any persolls did you talk to? 56 - 57

19. Have other students ever talked to you about their em)ericuces in an
experiment?

le3000000C0C0C 58
No O co 0E040 4,00 2

(IF 'yEs'I Anr) About ho:; rally others have talked to you? 59 - 60

20. O.K. Now let's m ve on to a different type of question, Will you please _

look at this sheet of paper? (BAND RESPONDENT SHEET OF PAPER 11TH
ATTITUDE SCALE OE IT.) Now what I'm going to do is to read a series of
statements vhich have to do 74ith social science experiments, After I
read each statement, please give me a. number vbich best describes your
reaction to the statement. As you can nee, 0 !peens that you very
strongly disagree with the statement and 9 rieans that you very strongly agree
with the ststement. Numbers 4 or 5 are t? _post neutral, bui-4 means `.het
you slightly lean to disagreement and 5 means that you slightly leen
to agreexsent. Please choose one number in deciding what you think about
each stater" n4., even 'hang h you may feel it does not fully ex-press all
aspects of your opinion about the statement.



uce eHinee

In answering the first few statement: that I will read. please respond again in
terms of your experiences in the last experiment in which you particileated. 0"K"

A. I found that I enjoyed being an experimental subject.very much , t 61

B. My experimenter did not seem to know what he was doing in conducting
his experiment 0 .0 . 0 0 0 0 0 4,0.00,, 0 000 62

C. I was a little nervous while participatine in the ex-eceeiment e . 63

D. The experimenter I had was relaxed and informal in his behavior . 0 64

E. While I was in the experimentt I was not particularly conce-ned with
trying to figure out the experimenters hypothesis . . 0 . 65

F. I took my duties as an experimental subject very seriously . 0 . 0 66

G0 I think that the fiLdings of the experiment in which I participated
were very accurate 0 0 0000 0 OCGO 0 0 0 0 0 0000 0 0 0 0 67

H. I did some things to purposely foul up the experimenterls findings . 68

I. I was too rushed for time to do my best on the experimental task 0 . 69

J. The experimenter was a very pleasant and very helpful person . 70

K. The instructions the e-zperimenter gave me were not very clear and I
had some doubts about what I was suposed to do 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71

L. The room in which the experiment took place was very pleasant 72

Now I'd like to read sore statements that refer to social science in general
and to social science experiments. Please respond to these statements net
in terms of your experiences in any particular experiment but rather in
terms of your general opinicna and feelings about each item.

(SKIP TO STATEMEETS, cuEsTiop.o., ?AGE 11-9

2



Paz;e Ten

1 2 7,

21. 0.K., now you said that you have not served as a real experimental subject,

Has any other student ever told you enout his or her participation in an

experiment?
*Yes," noc000n4""1
"NOodeacoc

*(1) (IF 'YES', ASK) About how many students have you talked to about

their participation in experiments? n 0 0 C 0 . . 0 , 0 5

**IF 'NO', SKIP TO CJJESTION 22: PAGE ;I.?)

ASK ON7Y THOSE WHO Hojv TALKED "0 0'17iS

22. When other students talk to you about experiments, what do they say, in

general, that is what do- they usually mention about their experiences?111
OMC:.,....1.,

_Anucae_-

mcm

Ime,tuftssa...m.,-...r:- - .-...07..now.....asa-r.s..,vsa..4msw- ..fte,ww+.1wwmn:

230 Whats if anything. do the subjects you have talked tos say that they

particularly like about experiments?

.,:lMNOGAACIM...0...,.....,........3,1MMIRIa. MIN =ME tIr Se

.0...1. f....../n*A04.*..0w....70M101

24. What, if anything, do the subjects you have talked to, say that they

particularly dislike about experiments?

ar.w.,

41.1.0.0.110.==t1011.0

7n

.+Ma....Iyas....ms -

esmawedino*,111.....n..0

6

6nm:oft.

7

8
.....101101

v... ...IMMO



Page Eleven

25. From talking to these students, did you get the impression that most ofthem did good jobs as experimental subjects or do you think most of themdid poor jobs as experimental subjects? Why?,.-- aniaNeaw

.1=1.Naqnmv

Mrar-11 rd." - .

26. From talking to these subjects, do you think that most of them regardexperiments as worthwhile or do you think that most of them feel
experiments are not very worthwhile ?

Why?_

ANI.elorwor, mmes...111.11! .16,1 ...+1."-, ^11,........-...laa.

Ille ,MwyOWre+lw.04,01=1016
Va.P.....1114100rrlases...m.....111...e0..

27. how did the subjects you talked to regard the person who served as theirexperimenter? That is, is it your impression that most subjects reactfavorably or unfavorably to their experimenter? Why?

ruire-ms. a ...brown
eilseirr-- a-ts. _.....aarv.aN.N.a1.7-00* row.,

W/Vr
,,,0,7.rwre -

28. From having heard about experiments from people who have served as
subjects, what overall conclusion have you come to about the usefulnessof experiments in the social sciences?

^^-"^,er.t - ,.o2-0- . ,ftay...... .-.7.Kca A

,arammesoar- ^-,---

lot
6410011MA/Magn.,,,P. Jr. *4.}0/11,.

11 12

,,c-s-

0.K. Now let's move on to a different type of question, 1Ji11 you pleaselook at this sheet of paper? (HAND IREPONDENT SHEET OF P!. Eii /ITH ATTITUDESCALE ON IT). Now what Pm going to do is to read a series of stateleents
which have to do with social-science and with social science experiments.After T read each statement, please give me a number which best describes
your reaction to. the statement As you can see 0 means that you vet stron?;lysitsairam with the statement and 9 means that you vexx strongly aztei withthe statement. Numbers 4 or 5 are almost neutral, but 4 means that you
slightly lean to agreement. Please choose one number in deciding what you thinkabout each statement, even though you may feel it does not fully express allaspects of your opinion about the statement°

(SKIP TO STATEMENTS, QUESTION
4
PAGE 14)

7_1



Page Twelve

ASK THOSE WHO HAVE NEITHER: TALKED NOR ARE EXPERIENCED

29. 00K9 Now I°d like to shift the subject slightly and get some of your
opinions about general courses of study in the university. Some students
believe that a university education should serve primarily as the prepar-ation for a later career, others feel that a university education should
emphasize general cultural learning° What is your opinion?

111.111.0111/..0.1.

7,.,-f.2- .11.1. A.,WN.
1Imal.mywamfM

30. More and more people are continuing their education into graduate school.Do you think you will go to graduate school? Why or why not? 12 .12.

M11ltWe.=:.,7w7f.,..i..J17S,.Vi....YtowMAM..,
JMWR7W<YN.ZW,G.C.M.0.MOYMINMPIOMY!1.ae.Mt/

MMIL,..MC WO. IMMIli.
310 Some students say that they have become importantly changed persons

because of their college experiences. Others say that they haven't
changed that much. How much do you think college has changed you?

In what way;s have you changed?r--

74..0.00.M..*.
....471F. /..../,./NOP.wWrwm AMIIIWW.*.rMem...(....
In what ways are you unchanged?

MymIMIIIIIIImmbiaqsgett.-}111.10.1111m

1.1.11=01.11M11111-- -.0.011M-.40111.....71.M....Mistliamilmia.

aseaul.ftimerillmeroPt

Zwiralt,

....
AIN1.1namil.1..11JIaameamma...*.....*

320 Have there been any courses you have taken which have made a particularly
strong impression on you? Why or why not?

IAnanim- Pm.....:=

10,1.111.7111111111 01..0014...,

1

I I
71041MINEW*

U Li



Page Thirteen

33° Have their been any books that you've read that have made a particularly
strong impression on you? Why?

......M........ it ,I..a.4.a.,ou,/ rs.., -...- r-."- .......m. -- -werray.o. Om.....m,*,-- M.... ow-..... aMftw.M..

6....- - Wow,- `>- .^.........,..^,- . ...i.a.....ww...

.1.N,,-e=5:Cors.m..,1. . - .ww..m....m.wa.-.0.almuswawiwrway.s.w..

20

34. Have their been any friends that you've made since coming to college who
have changed your fundamental values in important ways? in what
ways? 21 22

0111,IN.RVPMIrrilLAC.7.--,

111111M.I. 01.11.1=1.10.Y.0110.11.....0. ...e.sMww.e

.1111.171111111M.M.11,

10-....

0K. Now lets move on to a different type of question. Will you please look
at this sheet of paper? (HAND RESPONDENT SHEET OF PAPER WITH ATTITUDE SCALE ON
IT). Now what I'm going to do is to read a series of statements uhich have to
do with social science and with social science experiments° After I read each
statement please give me a number which best describes your reaction to the
statement° As you can see? 0 means that you very strongly dlsaglee with the
statement and 9 means that you very strongly amp. with the statement. Numbers
4 or 5 are almost neutral, but 4 means that you slightly lean to disagreement
and 5 means that you slightly lean to agreement. Please choose one number in
deciding what you think about each statewent2 even though you may feel it does
not fully express alI aspects of your opinion about the statement°

73



Page Fourteen

(AsK TgEgg OF A4LAUEONDMZ:)

35. O.K. Here are the statements.
A. Experiments are a very important means of increasing our 474

knowledge of human I_

B. Few students look forward to serving as subjects in 24

social scienee experiments D 6 0 . 60%,

C. I have great respect for the physical sciences . . . . . 4

Li
D. I doubt that experiments with human subjects will over 26

vr../aws

produce knowledge which will be of much benefit to mankind, .

E. Most students seem to enjoy the experiments in which
they participate . 000e h0005 00000000000 0

F. Most students are annoyed when They find cut that a course
requirement is that_they serve as experimental subjects 4

G. I have little respect for the .social sciences .........

27

I I

28.

H. Subjects in experiments are often uncomfortable because of 30

what the experimenter might find out about them . .

I. I have little respect for the humanitie...........

J. Many experimental subjects try to behave in such a way that
2

the experimenter^s hypothesis will to confirmed 0000000 44.)

LI

74



36. Pine. Now we have just-a few background question-60

A. What is your year in college?

B. What is your age?

Page Fifteen

Freshman 0 0 , 33-1

Sophomore n c

Junior . 0 ft . C 3

Senior 0 0. 0 0 ) 4
Graduate . O , 5

17 or younger . . 34-1

18 0 P 0 0 0 2

190......03
20 " 0 . 0 4

21 0.00,0,5
22 0 0 0. O . . o , 6

23-24 . . 7

25-29 O r 0 0 0 0 0 8
30 or older . 0 O O 9

(ft:. What is your major? (IF UNDECLARED, ASK:)

What do you think you'll end RE majoring in 5

D. Have you had any courses in sociology? *Yes . . 0 . 0. 361
No0.0.0000 2

*(1) (IF 'YES', ASK) About how many courses have you had?

E. Have you had any courses in psychology?
. 0 q O . 0 0 0 38-1

NO000004000 2

*(1) (IF ,YESe, ASK) About how many courses have you had?

F. What is your grade point average?

GO What is your marital status?

ko

E
Married . 0

Single
Widowed 0 .

Divorced. 0
Separated 0

0 0 0 042."1

2

, 0 . . 3
...

0 0 5

H. Do you belong to a fraternity (sorority)?
Yes
N o

0,0000043-1
0 0 0 . 0 . 0 . 2



1.

Page Sixteen

(1) How many youAger brothels do yoa have? 44

k5(2) How many younger sisters do you have?
MOIR .1711

(3) Older brothers ,.........-. '#6

(4) Older sisters 00(.4 00 00
J. What is your religious affiliation? Protestant . . o o .

Catholic . . 0 2

Jewish . 3
Other fSpe-ify)

QIF "PRaTESTANT"$ ASK: WHAT DENOMINATION?

K. What was your fatheT;::s occupation while you were in high school?
(What kind of work did he do?)

.111.1.1112.111.111110.1.,.113,

",......411.011111rYnt MOLL., AL

14.1... IG 41
L. What was the highest year of school he completed ?

8th grade or less . . 51-1
Part High school , 0 . 2

High school graduate . 3
Part College.c...
College graduate . 5
Graduate degree or
professiDnal degree beyond
they bachelor's . . . 6
Do't know . 9



Thank you very much for your cooperation.

01......a

Fag; Seventeen

.

IMPORTANT: COMPLETE THE QUESTIONS BELOW IMMEDIATELY A.PaR 1,EAVING THE RESPONDENT

Where does the respondent lire?

was...
Dorm... ...
Fraternity (Soror!.t7)
Apartment

Supervised .

Approved .
Unsuperviec.d

At home .

How cooperative was the respondent during most of the interview?

Physical Description of the Respondent:

Interviewer's name an --vz

Respondents name and address

52 -i
2

5
6

Very cooperative . o o 531
Somewhat cooperative o 0 2

un-cooporative n e n c n 3
Very un- cooperative . 4

White male c ouSc 54-
White female . - v 2

Negro male . e o u r e 3
Negro female . a . 4
Other (racf0 maae O o o 5
Other (race) female . 0 6

..,,Marm..11-4JOSIAIN.la. ler./.4..1110-101.T.w.

Phone number:



APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF THE SIMULATED EXPERIMENT

76
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DESCRIPTION OF A PSYCdOLGZIY EXPERDiFNT

let the beEenning of the qmeter, you: instructor in an introduetory

psychology course tells yeti ehet as part of the co...el-se requirement you must

Biala up for a teo-hoar psyehology expercent. He also :el s 7' that onother

part of the course require!eent is that :70u ezree to be intervieeed by e member

of the lesychology d.!3- tment after the experiment in ehieh you partiei:e:te, The

instructor expla4ns thet peerehclogy y:ats to ieterview sebje:ts so

that they can eveeuate exleerimerts and pnesil*T jeil.rove thee. ln the feture. You

are therefore urged o ve oneleteely fran'e and honzt if yo:: are inzervieeed after

any experiment in which you tale. part. After the elees, you sign up for a twc

hour experiment called, "Measures of Performae::e,"

Later in the quarter: when you arrive for the experiment on "Measures of

Performance", you have to wait for a few minutes in tha office of the experimenter'

secretary. The experimenter then .extees in, introduces himself to you and shows

you to the laboratory room. There the experimenter says:

"This experiment usually takes a little over an hour but, of eourse, we ',lad

to schedule it for two hours, Sinee heve thet extra tiree, the introductory

psychology people asked if they could interview SO :1:2 of our subjects. Did they

announce that in class? (You reply that they did9) I gather that they're inter-

viewing some people who have been in experiments. I don't knew much about it.

Anyhow, they may want to interview you when you re through here."

You are then told about the first experimental task which involves rutting

12 spools into a tray, emptying the tray. refilling it with the spools and so on

You are told to use one hand and to work et your own speed,. You continue putting

the spools into the tray, emptying it, and putting there back in again, for

approximately oneheif hour.



2<,

One-half hour later the experimenter removes the tray and spools and pla-es

in front of you a board containing 48 square pegs. He tells you that your task is

to turn each peg a quarter turn clockwise, then another quarter turn, and so on.

You are again told to use one hand only and to work at your own speed You then

work at this task for another one-half hour.

While you are working on your tasks, you see that the experimenter is looking

at a stop watch and recording some figures on a sheet of paper.

After you have finished both tasks, the experimenter puts away his stop watch

and papers, lights a eigarette? pushes his chair baek and says:

"Me Well, that's all we haee in the experament itself. I'd like to explain

what this has been all about co you'la have some idea of why you were doing this

Well, the way the experiment is set 1.11) is this. There are actually two groups in

the experiment. In one, the feroup l'ou were in, we bring the subject in and give

him essentially no introduetion to the experiment That is, all we tell him i.e

what he needs to know in order to do the tasks, and he has no idea of what the

experiment is all about, or what going to be like, or anything like that,"

"But in the other group, we have a student that we hired that works for us

regularly, and what T do is take him into the next room where the subject is

waiting--the same room you wee waiting in beforeand I introduce him as if he

had just finished being a subject in the experiment. That is, I say This is so,

and-so, who just finished -the experiment, and I've asked him to tell you a little

of what its about before you start,' The fellow who works for us thent in conver-

sation with the next subjeet, ,wakes these points: 'It was ve paimahlt, I had a

lot of iun, I enjoyed myself, it was very intstiRE, it was JatdgEily? it was

excitingo' Now of course, we have this do this beeauee if the experimenter

does it, it doesn't look as realistic, and whet we re interested in doing is Komar

how these two groups do on the experimentthe one with this previous expectation

8.r)



3,

about the experiment, and the other. like yourself, with essentially none.11

Control Grim

"Is that fairly clear? (You answer 'Yes'). Good. Look, that fellow I was

telling you about from the introductory psychology class said he would get here a

couple of minutes from now. Would you mind waiting to see if he wants to talk to

you? (You answer that you wouldn't mind). Fine. Why don't we go into the other

room to wait?"

The experimenter then leads you back toward the secretary's office. As you

walk along, the experimenter says:

"Thanks very much for working on those tasks for us. I hope you did enjoy it.

Most of our subjects tell us afterward that they found it quite interesting.

You get a chance to see how you react to the tasks and se forth."

After you arrive at the secretary's offiee, you sit down and the experimenter

leaves for about four minutes aad you wait in the office. When the experimenter

comes back, he says:

"O.K. Let's check and see if he does want to talk to you."

The experimenter then leads you to the office of the interviewer from the

beginning psychology class. The experimenter asks the interviewer Kf he wants Lo

talk to you. The interviewer says yes, the experimenter shakes hands with you

says good-bye, and leaves.

One and Twentz Dollar Conditions

"Is that fairly clear how it is set up and what were trying ,;() do? Y012.

answer 'Yes'). Now, I also have a sort of strange thing to ask you. The th:;_n:,; is

this. The fellow who normally eons this for us couldn't do it today--he just

phoned in and something or other came up for him- so we've been looking arcurd fol
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someone that we could hire to do it for u:s, You see, we've got another subject

waiting who is supposed to be in that other condition. Now Professor Johnson; who is

in charge cf this experiment, suggested that perhaps we ;ould take a chance on your

doing it for us. I 11 tell you what we had in mind: the thing is if you could

do it for us now, then of course you would know how to do it and if something like

this should ever come up again, that is the regular fellow couldn't make it, and we

had a subject scheduled, it would be very reassuring to us to know that we had some-

body else we could call on who knew how to do it."

"So, if you would be willing to do this for us, we'd like to hire you to do

it now and then be on call in the future, if something like this should ever

happen again. We can pay you one (twenty) dollar for doing this for us, that is

for doing it now and then being on call. Do you think you could do that for us?

It will only take a few minutes, and the regular person is pretty reliable; this is

the first time he has missed. If we needed you we could phone you a day or two in

advance; if you couldn't make it of courser we wouldn't expect you to come."

You agree to help the experimenter by taking the job of giving the waiting

subject the introduction to the experiment. So the experimenter shows you a sheet

of paper which mentions the points you should make in talking to the subject who

is waiting. The points are: The experiment was yea 2/232-Lables_I had a lot of fun,

I elated aself, it was verb interesting, it was i.,L2tEizoaal it was exciting,

After you read the paper through, the experimenter pays you one (twenty)

dollar, makes out a hand-written receipt form for one (twenty) dollar, and asks you

to sign it. You do sign it.

The experimenter then says:

"O.K., the way we'll do it is this. As I said, the next subject should be

here by now. I think the next one is a girl. take you into the next room

and introduce you to her, saying that you've just finished the experiment and that
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we've asked you to tell her 5 little about it. And what want you to do in just

sit down and got into a conversation with her and try to get acrosz the points on

that sheet of paper.. I'll leave you alone and come back -fter a :ouple of minutes,

O.K.? You say lese),

The experimenter then leads the way back to his secretary's office where

you had previously v,aited and where the nex4; subject, a girl, is now wojting,

The secretary is not in her offf.cc.) The experimenter illtrodu-;e f3 you to the

subject and tells her that you have just finished the expriment and will tell

her something about it. The exre.eimenter then leaves and you tell the girl that

1;he experiment was very interesting, enjoyable, etc.

The girl is quiet most of the time, but finally says that a friend of here

took the experiment the week before and told her that it was boring and that she

ought to try to get cut of it. You respond that what she was told isn't true, and

you again try to convince the girl that the experiment was interesting and exceting,

etc. The girl then indicates that she believes you and accepts what you have told her

about the experiment

At this point the experimenter returns to the room thanks, you for talking to

the girl, writes down -,trov.r phone number for "future reference," and leads you

toward another room where the interviewer from the introductory psychology class

is waiting to interview you about the experiment in which you have participated

As you walk along, the experimenter says:

"'Thanks very much for working on those experimenter tasks for use I hope you

did enjoy it. Most of our subjects tell us afterward that they found it quite in

teresting. You get a chance to see how you react to the tasks and so forth."

When you arrive at the office of the interviewer from the begihning psychology

class, the experimenter asks the interviewer if he wants to talk to you. The

interviewer says yes, the experimenter shakes hands with you says good-bye, ald

leaves.


