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ABSTRACT

A counseling analogue study was conducted to
determine the effectiveness of a method for changing clients'
self-perceptions in an interview. Based on causal attribution theory,
an interview procedure was designed to systematically control
behavioral information assumed to be utilized by individuals in
inductively arriving at views of their personal characteristics., It
was hypothesized that greater acceptance of an interviever's
inference about an interviewee's personal characteristics will occur
when (1) the inference is based on normatively deviant action rather
than when it is based on norsatively average action, and (2) the
inference is based on a review of several consistent actions rather
than when it is based on an analysis of a single acuion., The
hypotheses were tested by examining changes in self~ratings of
assertiveness by 60 college males. Subjects! ratings were made
inmediately before and after a simulated counseling interview vhich
focused on an analysis of each subject's actions in an arranged
social conflict situation. Results indicated that an inference based
on a single action was highly persunasive (p=.002) ; neither the
perception of deviancy nor of consistency of performance
significantly added to acceptance of the inference. (Author)
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How can a client's self-perceptions be altered in an interview? Several
experimental studies of interview processes have shown that an expert, attrac-
tive interviewer can produce short-term change in an interviewee's self-view
by fongpfully expressing an opinion about the client's personal characteristics,
with only a minimal attempt to explain the rationale for that opinion. (Schmidt
and Strong, 1970; Strong and Schmidt, 1970; Strong and Dixon, 1971),

while providing ceonvincing reasons for a conclusion does not appear to
be essential for change, other interpersonal influence studies suggest that
a strong informational rationale deepens and stabilizes induced attitude changes
(Kelman and Havland, 1953; Strong and Gray, 1972, Strong and Schmidt, 1970).
Thus a superior approach to changing client self-perceptions in an interview
may be to control the information the client uses to make inferences about his
personal characteristics. A logical basis for the development of such an
{nforumational control approach is current theory concerning the ways in which
individuals process experiential information to determine their self~perceptions.
One attempt to specify the processes in the development of self-knowledge is
causal attribution theory (Heider, 1965; Jones and Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967,

Strong, 1970).

Strong (1970) discussed attribution theory in terms of how an individual
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Q makes inferences about the personal causes of his own behavior. The basic
:3 assumption of this analysis is that people inductively infer their personal

characteristics bv cbserving and analyzing their over: behavior (Bem, 1967).

Strong proposed that an interviewer can change a client's self-view by controlling
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the bvehaviora! information utilized in the inductive reasoning process. A
proposed interview method for achieving such informational control was termed
"mersuasive instruction", after Kellev (1967),

The first step in persuasive instruction is to induce an internal or
personal causal attribution of a behavior which is inconsistent with a present,
inappropriate self-perception. For example,a client who believed he was in-
competent would be induced first to produce an example of successful performance
from his experience and then to attribute that performance to personal causes
such as effort or-ability, rather than to external causes such as luck or
task ease., Based on hyvotheses by Heider’ (1965) and Kelley (1967), Strong
assarted that clients will attribute their actions to pers-aal causes only if
these actions are seen as different from the actions of other pcople in similar
circumstances. Thus an individual will attribute a successful performance to
personal factors only if he believes that other people fail at the task, If
all {ndividuals perform equally we.., then performance says little about the
personal characteristics of any one individual, If an interviewer docs not
convince his client that & given action is normatively atypical then the client
will not use that action to determine his self-concept,

Once a client is induced to see & target action as personally caused,
the next step in persuasive instruction is to coatrol the client's inference
of the personal characteristic which is responsible for the action. Strong
suggested that such control cam be achieved by demonstrating that the target
action had unique consecuences which could be accounted for by only one expla-
nation. The interviewer establishes the imiqueness of the consequences of the
target action by contrasting them with the conscquences of alternative actions
available to the client. For cxample, {f an interviewer wished & client to

attribute an fngtance of sueccessfn’ porformance to high achievement motivation,
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he would suggest that the client could have chosen to take several alternative
actions, all of which would have resulted in failure. The interviewer then
points out that the only inference which can adequately account for the choice
to perform successfully i{s high achievement motivation,

The final step in the persussive instruction method is to show that the
* inferred target characteristic applies to a wide range of behavior and not
just the target example. It is assumed that a client will be more likely to
see himself as having the characteristic if he bdelieves that the characteristic
consistently explains a wide range of important instances of his behavior.
The interview technique for increasing the generalizability of the inferred
characteristic is to guide the client in a review of past experiences, cliciting
a number of examples of target behavior and pointing out the consistency with
which these behaviors were performed. The greater the mmber of behaviors
supporting the target churacceftstic, the more convincing the attribution becomes.

The purpose of this study is to examine the effectiveness of the persua-
sive ‘nstruction method. The following hypotheses were tested: (1) Greater
acceptance of an inference about a&n interviewee's personal characteristics will
occur if the inference is based on nornntively atypical action than if it {s
based on normatively typical action. (2) Greater acceptance of an inference
about an interviewee's personal characteristics will occur if the inference
{s supported by a guided review of several past actions than if the inference
is not supported by a guided review,

Method

The hypotheses were tested in a two-stage experiment. Flrst, subjects
experienced an event which appeared to be incidental to the experiment, Then
the subjects' reactions to the "incidental event" were used as the content of

an interview. 1In this way, the subjects' experiences and reactions discussed
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‘n the interview were standardized., Independent variables of '"mormative
information', "inference" and "review'" were manipulated by constructing inter-~
‘view écripts or "modules" for each level of eacl variable, which were then
combined to form the experimental conditionc presented in the interviews. Two
levels of the "mormative information" variable were "average" (the individual's
reaction was presented as being the same as everyone else’'s) and "deviant"
(the individual's reaction was presented as being highly atypical), Two levels
of the inference variable were "low assertive” (the individual's action was
interpreted as indicating low a-s2-tion) or ''non~specific” (no interpretation
wae given for the individual's act:.ns), The review of past experiences was
either "guided" where the interviewer actively sought to find other incidences
of low assertiveness in the individual's past actions, or "unguided" where the
individual reviewed his past actions without the presence of the interviewer.
The two levels of the nommative information and the inference variables were
crossed to create four experimental conditions all with non~guided review of
past events, A fifth condition was created by comdining "deviant', '"'low
assertive' and "guided review'" and its effects were analyzed by comparing them
to the effects of the "deviant", "low assertive' "non~guided revicw" condition.
Cubiects

Subjects were 60 male volunteers from an introductory psychology course
in the College of Lideral Arts, University of Minnesota, who received points
for their participation which applied to their course grade, Ages ranged from
18 to 35 vears, with a median age of 20 years. Seventy-two percent were sophomores,
Procedure

Studente were telenhoned and asked whether they would like to partici-
pate in a study of the "relationship between peoples’ !ife experiences and the

way they looked at themselves,”" 1€ they agreed to do so, they were told that
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the relatfonships between experiences and personality would be explored in
an interview and in psvchological tests, in two sessions. They were then
told, "We are well into the study', and given a number of times to choose
from for their first session.

When the student arrived for his first session, the receptionist told him
that his intecviewer would be about 20 minutes late. The student was shown
to the interviewer's office and asked to wait. On the desk and shelves of
the office were props designed to enhance the interviewer's perceived expertise:
his bound Ph.D. thesis and a letter from a psychology journal informing him
of the acceptance of 8 manuscript.

Incidental Even:. Three minutes after thé subject had been taken to the
office, another student (a confederate of the experimenters) entered the room
and said that the receptionist had told him that the student had some time
before the interview, and asked the student if he would do him a favor. The
confederate explained that he was nearly finished with his Masters thesis,
wut needed a few more students to take an intelligence scale so he could complete
the thesis for his committee in time. He went on to explain that the scale was
designed to measure intellectnal capacity as well as utilization and thus con-
tained a wide variety of questions (the test consisted of selected items from
several intelligence and personality tests, and three personality rating scales
including "assertiveness'), The confederate continued that if thc student
would take it, he would score the test and give the student the results after
+he research session., He finished by saying "I'd really appreciate it if you'd
take {t. I am really pressed right now to get it finished," He gave the stu-
dent the instrument ard said he would be bhack in 15 minutes to pick it up,

Al. the students agreed to take the test,
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Twelve minutes later,‘the receptionist burst inte the room saving,
"r, is here, T have to have the test!" She grabbed the test frar the
subject and closed the door. The timing of the interruption was such that no
student had ‘inished the test completely, but all had finished over half of
it including the "assertiveness' rating scale. Five minutes then elansed be-
tween the removal of the test and the entry of the interviewer, During the
five minutes, & research staff member assigned the student to one of 10 exper-
imental conditions defined by the five interview conditions and two iuterviewers.
Sublects were assigned on the basis of their initial rating of 'assertiveness"
such that (1) the conditions were equally represented in each two-day period
of the experiment, and (2) the average initial ratings of "assertivencss"
were approximately equal for each cell in each two-day period, Six students
wvere assigned to each cell. Interviews were conducted over a ten-day
period., A two-way analysis of variance of initial ratings yielded no signif-
fcant differences among the five conditions or betwecen interviews on the initial
assertiveness ratings,

After the subject was assigned to one of the conditions, an Interview Guide
was given to the intervicwer or which the i{nterview condition was spccified.
The Guide listec the interview events with spaces for interviewer notes hencath
each, and served as a "prompt" sheet for the interviewer., Ome of the inter-
viewers was a Ph,D., counseling psychologist, the other was an advanced graduate
student in counseling psychology. They were trained extensively to portray
the interviews as closcly to the interview scripts as possible, and Lo ohtain
spontaneity. Throughout the interviews, the interviewers were warm and res-
ponsive to the student. All interviews were 45 minutes lomg, including a taping

task control fthe “uyneuided roview').
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Interview Structure, Five minutes after the receptionist took the test,
the int(rviewer entered and introduced himself, After reviewing the stated
purpose of the study,the interviewer inquired abrut the student 's experiences
tn the lust 20 minutes, being sure to obtain some account of the Masters stu-
dent s ﬁuest.md the receptioni-t's interruption., The interviewer then ex-
plained, "Now, t! incident 4is a vital part of the study to provide a focus
to our research, Quite obviously, it is not possible to explore all aspects
of your personality in 435 minutes, so we're only looking st one thing. Ve
hope to learn how you respond to interpersonal conflict generally, specifi-
cally in this instance of conflict. So, beginning with this incident, we want
to ‘identify the personality traits and critical incidents in your background
accounting for your reactions., Do you follow what our purpose is then?" After
the student indicated he understood, the interviewer handed him a sheet des-
cribing the tasks of the interview and reviewed them with the student. The
tasks were: (!) Describe the incident and your reaction to it., (2) Explore
why you reacted as you did, Look at what you {ntended to accomplish and what
thet means about your characteristics., (3) Explore other incidents of inter-
personal conflict in your life, such as getting along with parents, friends,
teachers, store clerks, and so on, Look at how you respond to these situations
and explore why vou respond as you do, After the student indicated he under-
stood the tasks, the ¢{nterviewer invited him to descride in some detail what
he did, felt and thought durinz the incident, leading him through the following
tempora! order (this phase of the interview took adout 20 minutes): (1) What
were your thoughts about the study when you were called? (2) What were your |
ti oughte wvhen you reported for your interview? (3) Vow did you feel ahout being
asked to walt? (&) What did vou think when the WA, student asked vou to help
Wim? (5) Yow did the ¢tnst seem” ‘A) What was vour reaction wher the cir? Ape

ansved and as¥ed Tor your teet? (7)Y tow d1d ynu feel after she lefty (F) An
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you look at it now,.why do you suppose you objected/gave in? That is, what
di¢ you intend to accomplish?

Experimental Conditions. Following the detailed description of the inei~
dent, the interview:r stated, 'Well, that pretty well covers the incident,
vour reactions, and the meanings of your reaction, For the rest of the period,
1 would like vou to work on the third thing on your 1ist, exploring other
{ncidents of interper:ronal comflict, Just describe these incidents into the
tape recorder. Just talk normally from where you are sitti#g and it will
secord fine, A research assistant will come in when the time is over and give
you the personal .y m<asure we mentioned on the telephone, as well as a form
for describing your reactions to the experiment. Okay, all set?" Stand,

extend hand, shake hands, and say, "*Thanks, (name) , for coning today

and helping us out,” The interviewer then left the room, The task of talking
into the tape recorder comprised the "unguided review" condition.
"Deviant non-specific" Coundition. Following the incident analysis, the

{nterviewer said, 'You know, (name) , your description of this incident

has been very helpful to me in understanding its impact, Besides, I guess 1
feel 1ike I'm getting to know you as a person, So 1'd like to share with you
some things we have iearned from other students' reactions to this incident,
1 think these things will be helpful to you in thinking about the personal
significance of your actions, You mentioned that you were quite surprised by
the girl's asking for vour test. You'll be interested to know that almest
everyone has had similar feelings of surprise. 1'd be interested to know why
this might be - is it something about the girl? What do you think?' (Explore
sublect's renponse for a few moments, write down his remarks,)

"another thing ! think is very important {s your final reaction. You
gee, ah.,.we l.,.vou're one of, uh, two students out 0f 40 some that Dr.

and * have snen who actually gave e pixl the test, ~he rest of the pcople
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sort of hung in there and kept it onc way or another. Moct people worked
something sut - some that I've seen pointed out that they had given their
wvord and wanted to do the Master'e student a favor, Others emphasized their
desire to get their rvesults and finigh waht thoy 'd started, One guy ever
satd,"that guy made me wait 20 minutes, he can wait five minutes for me'" I
guess the toirs is that almost evirvane did something to finish, Your roac;
tion really sort of separates vou from the other students = !'m wondering
tow vou might explain this difference.” The interviewcr then explored the
student ‘s explanation for scveral minutes, pointing out other actions the
gtudent could have taken which would have alloved him to make sure that he
did his favor and got his results, although at the risk of interpcrsonal con-
£1ict. After several aminutes, the interviewer stated,"Well, that pretty well
covers the incident, vour reaction, and the meanings of your reaction”, and
{introduced the unguided review condition as above,

"Average low-assertive” Condi:iom,. Following the incident analysis,
the interviewer said, "You know, there are a mumber of traits which could
account for vour recaction - T'm thinking of politencss, disorganization, social
reticence. 1 gu 8s we have to keep in mind fiere al! bhut two of the 40 some
students Or, and T have seen reacted pretty much the <ome way you did,
weil, now, just in thinking about it, 1'm wondering if this doesn't say some-
shing about your assertiveness and, for that matter, the other students’ assert-

{veness." (Nod. got a short resoonse). Well, by assertivencss ° mean, ah,

1ike standinz un for vovr cwn rights and desires - 1 guuvss, freely and {orce~
fully oxpressing your feelines, Do you see whtat T'm getting at? - Well, you
Wed a scormitment, you had nsrecd to halp that astudent out = You were somewhat

{avolved fp taking the test And wantod to get the results - So ({inishing was

tmnortant to vou, .Just thinkisr 2dout e atianrian, theor were a numher of




-10-

things you might have done to finish the tesat. You might have held on to it
and tried to work something out with the girl. You could have asked for just
a few more minutes to work on the test, Then you could have done the favor,
and gotten your results, I had, after all, made you wait so you could have
rightfully made me wait for a while. Instead, you (refer to notes) just, ah,
meekly surrendered, You said you didn't make your feelings clear, you didn't
caimly explore working it out so you could finish, you didn't hold true to

your obligation, or to your own desire to €inish, (Name) ., instead you

gave in easily, quickly, meekly. You hesitated, felt uncasy, even angry.

But vou didn't express vourself! You didn't act! You failed to assert your-
self! 7This sure indicates low assortiveness to me, Does that make sense to
you?" After response, "Well, T just have to stay with this asscertive explana-
tion" (write it down). The interviewer then stated, "Well, that pretty well
covers the incident, your reaction and the meanings of your reaction,”" and
introduced the student to the unguided review as above.

"Deviant low-assertive' Condition. Following the incident analysis, the

{nterviewer said, "You know (Name) , your description of this incident

has been very helpful to me in understanding its impact,” and continued as

described in the "deviant non-specific” condition. Following the exploration

of the student's explanatior for his actions, the interviewer stated, "You know,
there arc a number of traits which could account for your reactions,,. and con-

tinued as described in the "average low-asscrtive” conditiom, omitting, of

course, the "average norm” sentences), Finally, the interviewer introduced
the student to the unguided review and departed,

“Deviant low-assertive guided review” Condition. Following the incident

analysis, the interview proceeded as described in the "deviant low-assertive"

condition. Wowever, irstead of cpding with the urguided review, he stated,
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“sell, : think I've learned about all I can from examining the incident fteelf,
Let's mowe on té the third task on your sheet -~ looking at other interversonal
conflict situations, I'm wondering if yvou can think of other inciderts when
vou did not assert your feelings or stand up for your rights as much as you
thought you should. Okay?" Pause, re-cxplain until subject agrees to continue,
"vavbe 1 could give you an example of a sitvation with the potential for con-
£1{c: and non-assertivenese, I know when I was an undergraduate, 1 wiuld some-
timee be studying the night before ¢ test and a couple of friends would come
dowr and want me to have a beer with them, 1€ ! said no, their feelings would
be hurt, but if ! went along,I would lecse study time, Maybe something like
that has happened to you?" The intervieser then gaided the student 's examina-
tion of non-assertive material, but being careful to cover asscertive instances
also. The analysis began with the student's current situation, and moved
backvards in time, covering cxperiences in the classroom, with girlfriends ond
wife, ‘riends, work, family, and impersonal cvents.

when the 45 minutes were up, the interviecwer stated: "WOil, we're out of
time. et me sum up., My purpase in talking to you was to explore the way you
hand'e interpersonal conflicts, particularly the standard conflict incident
here, “rom reviewing vour rather unusual rcaction to that incident and your
other experiences, it looks as if vou have often not spoken out - you often
do not forcefully asscrt vour rightse and feelings. 1 think it clearly indicates
Tow-assertiveness, and in my ‘udgement, your reaction to the standard conflict
situation was ‘vs: arncther example of that since you gave up the test vh;n
most peoplo did rot, "Well, T've got to run. A rosearch assistsnt will be in
soon to give you the pursonality measures as well as a form for you to des~
cribe vour reactions o this experiment,” <Stand, oxtend hand, shake hands,

and say, "Thantis agalr, IXame) , for roming todav and helping us out,

* weatly anarcciate 10,7 Teoart,
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Toliowing the interview, a moember of a research team entered the room
and administered a set of instruments in a standard order (measurcs described
below), wWhen the student had completed the forms, the interviewer re-enterod
the room and de-briefed the student of the purposes of the study., After the
de-brief, the student was scheduled "or a 20-minute period one week later.
The purpose of the re-test was to explore the effectiveness of the de=-bricfing
in returning the student to his pre-experiment state, and will not be dealt
with further in this report.
Measures

The main dependent measure was change in self-ratings of assertiveness,
The first administration of the assertiveness rating was accomplished by em-
bedding it in the intellectual efficiency instrument administered bv the con-
federate in the incident. The scale asked students to rate their assertiveness
compared to other college men from 'very much less" to 'wery much more" in
nine stanine steps, The scale was anchored »y descriptions of individuals at
the upper and lower levels of the trait, Assertiveness was described as "the
ability to confidently assert one's feelings and rights in social situations,
High scores are forceful, frank and verbally fluent. They are able to maintain
their rights without unnecessarily hurting others. low scores are hesitant,
uneasy, unassuming in social situations, They are agreeable with others even
if they have to compromise their needs and rights to do so." A post~interview
rating of assertiveness was obtained by embedding the same scale in a oerson-
ality rating form containing 10 trait-rating scales, which were Good Impressionm,
Defensiveness, Complexity, Fear of Failure, Assertiveness, Emotionality Self-
Acceptance, Dependency, Persistence, Impulse Expression and Need for Achievement,

In addition, all subjiects werv given an open-ended Incident Analysis form con-

11y

tairing the following three questions: '"When the secretary demanded my test I1,.."
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"1 reacted this way hecause..." "My reaction to the situation suggests that
1 am..." fwo instruments were administered which were designed to measure
factors related to assertive behavior: the Interpersonal Importance Inventory,
a measure of attitudes tosards expressing feelings: and, the Discomfort Inven-
tory, A measure of perceived anxiety in interpersonal situationms. Both measures
were developed on the basis of discrimination between individuals improving
in assertive behavior therapy and those not improving (Roszell, 1972), On
the Interpersonal Importance Inventory, students reacted to each of the 25
gtatements bv indicating their agreement with the statement on a S5-step scale

from "strongly agree" to ''strongly disagree"”., Students reacted to the 20 items

on the Discomfort Inventory by indicating their degree of discomfort with the
situation described in each of the statements on a 5-point scale from "no dis-

comfort" to "a great deal of discomfort". Finally, and Interview Reaction

form for evaluating the quality of the interview was administered. Students
reacted to each of the 30 items by indicating whether the statement was true
or false,

The assertiveness ratings were converted into a change score by sub-
tracting the post-interview rating of assertiveness from the pre-interview
rating of assertiveness. Responses to the open~ended statement 'My reaction

to the situation suggests that I am,,,." on the Incident Analysis Form pro-

vided a means to evaluate the students' subjective reactions to the experiment.
Ptudeﬁts' responses were classified {nto two categories: (1) unassertive, sub-
missive or avoidant of conflict: and (?) "normal", or able to make &
rational analvsis of the situation. Two raters independently assigned responses

to one of the two categories with only one disagreemen: hetween them.
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RESULTS

Normative Information and Inference Analvsis

Veans on the assertiveness stanine ratings for the 48 students in the
"average non-specific', "deviant-non-specific', "average low-assertive', and
"deviant low-assertive" conditions were 5.48 on the before-interview ratings
and 4.69 on the after-interview ratings, and standard deviations were 1.38 and
1.36 respectively. Assertiveness ratings change score means and standard

deviations are presented by treatment condition in Table 1. For both inter-

viewers, the mean changes for the '"low assertive" conditions (means range frem
1.00 to 2.00) are larger than the "non-specific' conditions (means range from
-.17 to .50). Means for the "deviant' conditions are not greatly different
from those for the comparable "average'" conditions., For interviewer B the-
greatest change was achieved in the "deviant low assertivéd'condition (X = 2.00
compared to X = 1.17 for the"average low assertive'’ condition), for interviewer A
the change obtained in the "average low assertive" condition is the largest
(X = 1,17 versus a mean chrnge of 1.00 for the "deviant low assertive" condition).
A three-way analysis of variance of differences among assertive change scores
by normative infornation, inference, and interviewer, resulted in a significant
difference for the inference variable (p = .002). None of the differences for
nomative information, interviewers, or interaction effects approached statis-
tical significance.

Table 2 displays the tallies for the''unaszertive' versus "other" explana-
tions students gave to the question "My reaction in the situation suggests that
1 am..." for the five treatment conditions. None of the students receiving

the "non-specific" conditions responded by indicating low assertiveness.
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Five of the twelwve students in the “a-erage low-assertive" condition, seven
of the twelve irn the "deviant low-assertive" condition and nine of the twelve
v the "deviant low-gssertive guided review' condition indicated low assertive=
resc in their rezponses. Chi-square analysis vielded non-significant statistics
for interviewer and normative information differences. and a chi-square of 16,
sigrnificanz at the p £.001 level, for the ir ference difference.

In o three-way analvsis of variance of differences arong treatment condi-

tions on the 54 items of the Interpersonal Importance Inventory, the D scomfort

Inventory and the rine personality traic-ratings. 15 differences were found to
he statistically significant (p £.05). Three items reflect significant J{ fer-
ences between the 'deviant" and 'average” conditions. ctudents in ;he deviant
conrditiors as compared <0 students in the average conditions disagreed more

with the statement "I dislike doing things on the spur of the moment," indicated
lese discoifors st "piving opinions about which ~ am rot sure,” and indicated
more discomfort at "sskinrg employers for a 3obY"., “hree items relfected
csierificont differences hetween students in the "non-specific" and "low-
ac-artive' conditions, tudents in the "low-gssertive"” conditions. as cowpared
with studente {n the '"ron=soecific” conditions rated “hemselves o= having higher
fear of f£~ilure compared to other college men, more discomfort at Riving opine
fons "about which - am not sure" and agreed more with the statement "7 dislike
doing things or the spur of the momert". A sipgnificant interaction effect
"etween the normative and inference variables occurred on ratings of impulse
expression. Of students in the "deviant" conditions, thosc in the "non-specific"
concitions rated them<elves higher on impulse expression (X = 5.42) than did
students {n the "low-assertive” conditions (X = 3.83), with the opposite

patters i~ the "average' rorm conditions (sversge non~-snecific conditions

1= 3,7 avergae low~asaertive conditiare o= 4 0R),

(W1}
.
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Statistically significant differenes hetween interviewers were found
or throe iteme. Ctudents interviewel by A as compared to students interviewed
“v 8 disagreed more with the statement "Contradictirg 2 domineevirs verson
dorsn’t pay since vou will just make him angry anyﬁay" and disagreed less with
+he statement "One is detter off solving his own problems rather than asking
for holp from a stranger', One interviewer “»v normative informatior inler-
action was siznificant - students interviewed by A in the average condition
arreed more with the statement "Civing in to other peoples’ dem;nds indicates
low assercivenesd' than students in the deviant condition, with the opvosite
pa-terr for interviewer 3. Five_items had statistically significant three-way

interactions: sclf-scceptance and emotionality ratings and three Discomfort

Lnventory items ("dealing with bossy people”, "taking sexual inftiative",
and “"asking an emplover for a job").
A chi-square analysis of the 30 interview reaction items vielded four

statistically significant differences (p<.05). Students receiving the low-

_assertive conditions versus those in the nonespecific conditions more often

erdorsed as true the statements ''the interviewer seemed opinionated’ and "the
interviewer seemed to e trying to change my beliefs ahout myself”, and they
less often indicated that 'Y have talked to a counselor or psychologist in my
1ife", ¢tuydents also more often said of {nterviewer A than of interviewer 3
"the interviewer seemed opinionared”.

Review of Past Fxperiences Analysis

Maane of the 12 students in the "deviant low-assertive guided review"
corditions on the pre-interview and post-interview assertiveness ratings were
6.33 and 4,75 and the standard deviations were 1.04 ard 1.16 respectively,
~he change score mears and standar! deviations for the "deviant, low-assertive,
guidnd review' condi;ion% and the "deviant low-acesrtive, none-rulded review”
fﬂﬂﬂitiﬁﬂﬁ'ﬂfe aresentoed in Tahle 3. Tor hoth interviewers, tha rslianar ccores

A ARSI R s

tagert Tahle 3 Yerg

P T R R R R

| i|I||ii

oo



17a
in the guided review condition were larger than those for the non-guided review
condition (megns changes were 1,67 and 2.50 for the guided review conditions,
anc¢ 1,00 and 2.00 for the non-guided history conditions for interviewers A and B
respectivelv), As is evident, interviewer B's mean changes were larger in both
conditions than were interviewer A's. A two-way analysis of variance by guided
;ersus non-guided review and inerviewers yielded no statisticully significant
.differences. the closest being the difference between interviewers (p = .17,
More <tudents gave & non-assertive explanation for their reactions to the in-
cident in the guided review conditfion (N = 9) than in the non-guided review
condition (N = 7) but the difference was not statistically significant,.

Using two-way analysis of variance, nine.differences between conditions

were found to be statistically significant on the 54 items of the Interpersonal

Importance Inventory, the Discomfort Inventory and the nine rating scales.

Five of the items reflected differences between guided review and non-guided
review conditions é&nd fpur reflected interaction effects between interviewers
and the review variable. All of the items differentiating the guided and non-
guided review conditions reflected more low-assertiveness seif~ratings for

the students in the guided review condition, Students in the guided review
conditions. compared to the students in the non-guided review conditions

rated their discomforf as greater at "disappointing close friends'", "expressing
my own opinion in a discussion group"” and "making & bad impression”, they

agreed more than "contradicting a domineering person doesn't pay since you will
Just make him angry” and rated themselves as making less of a good impression
on others. On items reflecting an interaction between the review variable and
interviewers, students in the guided review condition who were interviewed

by A as opposed to those interviewed by B indicated greater discomfort at
“"asking ar employer for a job" and agreed more that "I have often not expressed

my opinion or stood up for my rights when I wanted to do so"; they also rated
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themselves as demonstrating more 'emotionality' and less 'self-acceptance’,
In the non-guided review condition the interviewers achieved opposite effects
on thece {tems, There were no sipgnificant differences between interviewers

or review conditions on items from the Interview Reaction items.

DISCUSSION

Hypothesis one states that greater aéceptance of an inferred personal
characteristic will occur when the inference is based on atypical action than
when the inference is based on typical action. The results are contrary to
this hvpothesis. Interviewees accepted the inference of low assertiveness
whenever it was suggested regardless of whether actions were presented as
deviant or average. One possible explanation of this result stems from the
strong emphasis in the "low-assertive'" conditions on the existence of alter-
native actions in the target gsituation and the undesirability of the action
taken by the student. Informing the interviewee that others performed desirable
alternative actions may have been simply another way of telling him that he
could have performed alternatives also. The perception of deviancy may have
been redundant with the perception of possible alternatives, and thus did not
add to the case for the interviewer's inference. Cfelf-perception may be
based more on personal standards of performance than on normative standards.

A second possible explanation for the#e results is prestige suggestion.
This study may have simply replicated the finding that attractive, expert
interviewers can produce short term changes in interviewee's self-perceptions
hy expressing an opinion discrepant from the individual's original view. The
interviewer's highly structured reasoning may have had little or nothing to
do with thé influence observed in the “low~assertive! conditions. Further
research is needed to separate the effects of an interviewer's statement of

opinion from the effects of his s+*ated rationale for that opinion.
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The "deviant" condit{on alone seems to have led students to attribute
their astion to impulsiveness in that the two items reflecting the effects
0f the normative information conditions,'doing things orn the spur of the
moment" and "giving opinions I'm not sure of', suggest impulsivrness., Fur-
ther, the interaction of normative information and inference variakles on
"{mpulse expression” ratings indicates that students who received the deviant
condition attributed their actions to impulsiveness when they did not re-
ceive the low assertiveness label, but to low-assertiveness when they did.

Contrarv to hypothesis two, changes in self~ratings and the number of
persons reporting "low assertivenesgs" to account for their action were not
significantly greater with the guided review than with the non-guided review.
Yet there were small increases in both change scores and reports, and four
of the assertive behavior items reflected significant differences due to
the guided review. These results suggest that the guided review may have
extended and deepened the perception of low assertiveness., Observation of
the robhustness of the change over time would have been a more precise test
of the effects of the guided review. However, because the inference of low-~
assertiveness might have been distressing to students, they were de-briefed
immediately after completing the tests following the interview., With a
beneficial target trait, it might be acceptable to allow a longer period to
elapse hefore de-hriefi:z.

The study has a number of methodological weaknesses. First, subjects
were not assigned to conditions i{n & rigorously random fashion, The thrust of
subject assignment was to balance the treatment conditions in terms of pre-
ratings on the target variable., The problem of random assigmment into several
conditions with few subjects in each condition remains unsolved. Secondly,
the two treatment conditions which were taken as the "average' conditions were

in €act dissimilar. “n the "average non-specific’ conditions no mention was



- - -made of how others did, while in the "average low-assertive” conditions it

was s-ated that all hut 2 out of 40 students “reacted as vou did”, 11 doth
the deviant and the low-sssertive cornditions, alternstive actions and their
possible effects were presented. The statements i{n the low-assertive condi-
tion rather riore expressed the {nterviewer's views or interpretetion than
ermerated aiternatives., The tiree elements of nomative {nformation, alter-
native analvsis and over: inference should he more clearly differentiated,

We fopl that the "incidentel event' procedure wtilized {n this =tudy
holds promise for both interview research and actual practice. For research
purposes, the procedure of irducing and analyzing an overt target behavior
offers a relatively hipgh degree of control over the interviewee's immediate
personal experience, ac well as a clear structure for the interview. In
practice. the technique may have cons{derable therspeutic valve. Beck (1974)
Yhas reporced cagses in which depressed pstients were helped by first inducing
them to omit a hehavior which was {nconsistent with their self-concepts, and
than pofnting ovt the tmplicaticns'%f that hehavior for their celf-views,
“eck hasg hupothecized thet part of the depressive syndrvome for many patients
{s a1 unrealiqcicelly negative view of their sbilities. Wis treatment for
thie prohlem {n colf-perceptior is to have the therapist induce the patient
to undertake a tsask on which: auccess is essured. The therapist then points
nut how *ho cocceesful Sohavior ls fnconsistent with the fadiyiduri'e repi-
wive view of his abililies,

The strons persuasive effect of using an induvced behavior to supoort an
trearviewer's conclusion has beern domorstrated in the pregent study hy the
finding that aone of the 12 students in the “average non-gpecific” cordition
attriyuted their action *o low assertiveness, while 9 of 12 students did o
in *he "deviant loweagsertive, zided review" condition. It weuld appeoar that
the sopraach of i~ducing and aralvzine conceste hehavior is 2 gotentinlly
prwerfyl morted for changing client self-perrnption but %hat the persussive

{nstruction which led to our ur~ of this technique needs considerable revision.
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Table 1

Means and standard deviations of asscertiveness ratings change

scores bv inference, normative information, and interviewer

colls,

X Inference
f> non-specitic i ‘ow assertive

Normative ! T

Information | Intervigwer A | Interviewer B Interviewer A Intervicwer B
{ [ 4 1
' i } -— —_ i —~
Xy s X s.D. X i S.D. | X | S
! 1 i | %

average I & ] .94 1,50 .50 1.17 | 1,76 1.17 | .89

: ! !
deviant Co_ay bouar o 33 e 1 1000 100 | 2,00 1,52

LA




Zable 2

Frequency of 'unassertive” and "other' axplanations piven for

rcactions to the incidental event, by treatment condition,

Condition Category
Unassertive Other
average-non specific-nonguided review 0 12
deviant-non specific-nonguided review ‘ 0 12
average-low assertive-nonguided review ' 5 E 7
deviant-low assertive-nonguided review 7 ’ 5
deviant-low assertive-guided review 9 3

< D



Table 3

Means and standard deviations of assertiveness ratings change

scores by guided and nonguided review,

and interviewers,

Review
Interviewer Guided { Nonguidcd
X S, D, X S,D.
1.67 1,22 1.00 1.00
2.50 1.38 2.00 1.52

A/




