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ABSTRACT

This paper describes a therapy analogue experiment in
vhich an interviewer's interpretation of a client®s presenting
problem vas systematically varied along dimensions suggested by
causal attribution theory. Subjects were 64 undergraduate students
with the same presenting problem of unassertiveness. They were given
two different interpretations of their difficulty. One group was
given a behavioristic explanation asserting that their problems were
‘caused by an unstable, éxternally induced conditioning process. The
other group was given a "depth" explanation which suggested that
their problems were caused by a subtle internal personality trait
with long and complex origins. Results indicated no differences in
expectancy for change and in behavior change between the two groups.
Immediately following the interview, those receiving the conditioning
interpretation reported more anxiety than those receiving the trait
interpretation, but a week later the differences had attemuated.
These results are discussed in terms of the "Rumpelstiltskin Effect”
and the equipotentiality of different insights. (ARuthor)
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Abstract

This papcr describes a therapy analcgue experiment
in which an interviewer's interpretation of a client's
presenting problem was systematically varied along
dimensions suggested by causal attribution theory.

" Sixty-four undergraduate students with the same pre-

- gsenting problem of unassertiveness were given two
different interpretations of their difficulty. One
group was given a behavioristic explanation asserting
that their problems were caused by an unstable, ex-
ternally induced conditioning process. The other group
was given a '"depth" explanation which suggested that
their problems were caused by a subtle, internal person-
ality trait with long and complex origins. Results
indicated no differences in expectancy for change and
in behavior change between the two groups. Immediately.
following the interview, those receiving the conditioning
interpretation reported more anxiousness than those
receiving the trait interpretation, but a week later
the differences had attenuated. These results are » /
discussed in terms of the "Rumpelstiltskin Effect" and
the equipotentiality of different inaights.
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Insight and Attribution in Psychotherapy
Ronald P. Matross and F. James Moynihan
University of Minnesota
An enduring conceptual stance towards psychotherapy is the

"essential ingredients’ approach., This view holds that there are

certain factors common té all types of psychotherapy which account
for their effectiveness. The "essential ingredients' approach has
been buttressed by an increasing number of outcome studies reveal-
ing few mafkéd differences in the effectiveness of experienced
therapists of diverse theoretical orientations (Sloane et al.,
1975; Di Loreto, 1971; Luborsky et al,, 1971).

One of the factors which frequently appears in lists of
features common to all therapies is therapist interpretation,
Although behavior therapists inirially asserted that interpreta-
tion was not one of their therapeutic techniques, recent evidence
that this is not so. In the Temple study of therapeutic
outcomes (Sloane et al,, 1975) experienced behavior therapisfs and
psychoanalytically oriented psychotherapists were compared on a
number of different dimensions, including théif verbal behavior in
randomly selected irterview segments. The behavior therapists
were found to have made as many statements iﬁﬁétpratiﬁgfaéﬂ clari~-
fying the causes of clients' problems as did the psychschergpists,

Surprisingly, however, when the number of therapists' interpreta-

(2]

tiohs were related to patient improvement con target symptoms, a

negative relationship was found for the psychotherapists but not

3.
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for the behavior therapists. Psychotherapists who made more in-
terpretations had significantly less favorable outcomes than those
who made fewer interpretations. Among the behavior therapists,
there were no significant differences in outcome between therapists
making many and few interpretations, but there was some tendency
for those who made more causal interpretations to have more effec=
tive outcomes than those who made fewer interpretations. The
causal interpretatioms of Lehavior therapists were as frequent éé
those of the psychotherapists and may have been more effective.

These findings suggest that the nature of therapeutic interpre=
tation remains an important iséue and that there is a particular
need for studies of the comparative utility of the interpreta-
tions mzde by diverse schools of therapy.

One of the tools which has recently become available for the

study of interpretatiom is attributional analysis (cf. Jones et al.,

1971). Broadly defined, attributional analysis is the sﬁudy of the

"determinants and consequences of individuals' attributions of the

causes of their behavior. The present study applies the concept

and methods of attributional nalysis to interpretation in a sim-

]

Qlated therapy setting. The. study examines the effects of té@
different interpretations of the causes of a presenting problem on
the client's emotional state, his expectancy for change, his
acceptance of the interpretation, and changes in hiS‘ﬂWEtg behavior.
The prablem incéfpfétagiaﬁs were designed to encompass opposite

points on tvo dimensions of causal attribution - internal/external

and stable/unstable. The jnternal/external dimengion refers to

4
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whether the rcausec of an action is seen as resziding in the person

or in his enviroument. The stable/unstable dimension refers to

[

whether the cause of an action is seen as sorething which is
consistent across situations or varies from situation to situation.
Social psycholegical studies of the effects of the attribution of
emotional states by Schacter and Siﬁger (1971) and Storms and
Nisbett {1971) indicate that persons tend to feel more anxious
when they attribute symptomatic behavior to internal causes than
when they attribute symptaﬁa to external causes. Similarly,
studiés of stable/umstarle dimenéian indicate a relationship EEE‘

tween causal attributions and cognitive and behavioral variables.

Levy and House (19715 found that individuals had‘a greater
expectancy for change imNattitudes which they saw as having 1eafﬁeé
origins rather than anlcafnéd origins. Meichenbaun and Smart (1971)
fauné that students who were led to gﬁtributg their academic
difficulties to an unstable cause of "late blooming”' improved
their grades more ;haa individuals who were not given this causal
attributien,

The present study hypgthesizes that sa interviewer's attribu-
tion of a client's pfcblém to an unstable, external conditioning
process will result in (1) sreater acceptance of the attribution,
(2) less emotional distress, (3) greater expectancy for change,
and (&) greater behavior change than would an attribution of the
probiem to a stable, int~rnal personality érait. Additionally,
the study compared Fhﬁ;effgcts of the two iﬂFRIprQCEEiGﬂS with

5 :
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those of a no thaEmEﬁEVCDnEfgl condition and a»manipulatién of
the presence or absence of a specific action plan for behavior
change. The aﬁtign plan manipulation was included to deal with
the possibility that :hé interviever's advocating a specific
bebavi?r zhangg plan might raise thé client's mafslavand induce
behavior change to a greater extent that either of the causal

interpretations.
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Method

Subjects

Subjects were 64 students enrolled in undergraduate psychology
courses at the University of Minnesota, Their median age was 20.5
years, and half were males and half were females. Subjects were
—recruitéd by advertising for persons who regarded thgméelves as
being unassertive. Students were promised that they would receive
an analysis of the causes of their unassertiveness but that they
would not be given specific solutions to their problems. In return
for their participation, they were offered either points toward their
grades in psychology or money.
Design

The study utilized a 2x2x2x2 crossed design. Subjects were

assigned to one of eight experimental conditions defined by (a) a

trait or a habit interpretation of the causes of their nonassertive~

ness, (b) the presence or absence of an action plan, (c) two interviewers,
and (d) subject sex.

Interviewers

Interviewers were two male advanced graduate students in coun-
seling psychology. Both had completed a practi:uﬁ ané internship
in caunsel;ng and had only their theses remaining for acmplet1aﬂ of
their PhD degrees. Interviewer A was 28 years old and had six years
of counseling experience. Interviewer B was 26 years old and had
three years of counseling experience, ;

Procedure ‘ ;

Session one. Subject's repértéd=session consisted of pretesting.
Subjects reported to a receptionist wha administered a statement of
informed consent outlining the possible risks of the study. The
receptionist then aéministered a 120 item inventory titled 'The
Minnesota Assertiveness Inventory.'" This questionnaire consisted
of two scales from the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Inventory,
Ullman's Facilitator-Inhibitor Scale, and filler items chosen fof
face validity from the MMPI. The purpose of this 1nstrument was slmply

to lend credibility to the test 1nterpretation interview which would

7



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Insight=~7

occur one week later. It was presented as the test that would help

the interviewer determine the causes of the subje&t‘s nonassertiveness.

assessed students' endorsement of various causal explanations for

their nonassertive behavior., In the first part of the questionnaire,
students rated on 7-point Likert scales how well each of six possible
causes explained their nonassertiveness. Included among the six
factors were the two experimental explanations of a conditioned habit
and the trait of low risk taking. On each scale the seven possible
responses ranged fron '"pracisely” to "not at all," Part two of the
questionnaire used a paired comparison format to assess dimensions

of tne client's causal attributicn. The subject chose éﬁe one state-
ment in each pair that most accurately described the nature of the
causes of his unasserctiveness. The six dichotomies presented encom-
passed the six main elements and included learned vs. unlearned,

stable vs. unstable, narrow vs..wide. The third instrument adminis-
tered to subjects in session one was the Problem Attitude Questionnaire
designed to assess the subject's expectancy for change, his attitudes
toward assertiveness, and his emotional state. Expectancy for change
was measured by 5-point Likert scale items asking rg;pondénts how much
they thought they could change and control their nonassertive behavior,

how serious they thought their problem of nonassertiveness to be, to

what degree did they feel that the problem would go away by itself.

Philosophy about assertiveness was also assessed through 5-point
Likert items which asked how much he would like to change his non-
assertiveness, how useful did he feel assertion to be, and how did he
feel in asserting himself, The 5@udent‘é emotional state was assessed
by having him rate how descrt riptive each of 97 adjectives was of his
mood when he considered his problem of nonassertiveness. Adje;tives
were chosen to cover a wide spectrum of positive and negative %ts;es,

After scheduling his interview for one week 1atar, the su@je¢ﬁ .
was given instructions to use the Assertive Behavigf Log for the camiﬁgl
week. The Assertlve Behavior Log was a daily diary for studen to
keep, re cording the frequency of their assertive behavior and the

anxiety they foit in performing these behaviors. The items in the

ES. ' 75?



structured log consisted of a comprehensive list of positive and
negative assertive acts in a number of different areas. Subjects
were instructed to maintain the log for the week prior to their
iantarviews. | ' ' ~

ession two. Subjects reported individually to the receptionist

L]

who collected their Assertive Behavior Logs from the previous week
and gave them another copy to be kept during the one-week interval
between session two and session three. The subject was then directed

to the interviewer who was introduced as Dr. __, 4 research

psychologist. 7The interviewer indicated that the results of the
Minnesota Assertiveness Inventory had been returned and showed the
subject an elaborate camputér printout, portraying a matrix of
correlation coefficients which supported either a habit or a trait
explanation of the individual's nonassertive behavior. The interviewer
then sought to explain the nature of the attributed causal factor and
sought to elicit data from the subject's personal experiences to
support his conclusion. At the completion of 45 minutes, the inter=- "
viewer terminated the interview except for those in the action plan
@énditions whom he directed to obtain a book for developing a
plan to combat a particular kind of nonassertiveness evidenced by i
the subject. The subjects assigned to the no action plan condiﬁion
received no such directive. Following the interview, the subject

was asked to return to the testing room whe:eéhe was admiﬁistéred

the Problem Attitude Questionnaire and the Causal Analysis Form,

Additionally, he was given a 33-item interview reaction questionnaire

s " which asked ‘for the subject's endorsement of true or false to items
goncerﬁing the'expertnessg trustworthiness, and attractiveness of
the interviewer. The subject was then told to report back for a

- third session one week later at which time he would rcturn his

second completed behavior log.

Session three, Subjects reported to the receptionist who admin=-
istered a.pcst test battery consisting of the Problem Attitude Ques-
tionnaire and the Causal Analysis Form and collected the Assertiveness
Behavior Log. Finally, a two-item Awareness Form was administered,

simply asking the individuél whether he was aware of the purpose of

ERIC
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the cxperiment. After completion of these forms, a debf;ef inter=
viewer appeared and explained the nature of the exéerimgﬁtdta the
subject and answered his questions about it. Following thé'dgbriéf—‘
ing, subjects completed a final 7-item post=debriefing questionnaire
which elicited their feelings about the nature of the experiment

and ethics of it.

Habit interpretation. The habit explanation was designed to

_portray the student's problem of nonassertiveness as due to a cause

which is clearly variable from situation to situation and clearly
stemming from his environment. The inte?viewar began Ey referring

to the test results and explaining that there uie basically two
causes of nonassertiveness. One type is due to a general petsanaiity
trait; the other is caused by "simple learned reaction to particular
external stimuli.d The subject was told that his test results indi-
cated that his nonassertiveness was definitely of the conditioning
type and not the personality type, He was told that his nonassertive=
ness was simply aflearned automatic reaction to certain specific
stimuli, in other WEIS%, a habit. 7The interviewer then took a piece
of paper and drew a diagram describing the conditioning of évoidance
reactions in assertive situations. The interviewer elaborated the
model with experiences thought to be common to college students at
large universities. Examples of conflict, e.g., open disagreement
with the course instructor, and nonconflict such as offering someone
positive feedback were given. In the next part of the influence
sequence, three personal éxperiéﬁces supporting the interviewer's
explanation were elicited from each subject. The interviewer asked

first whether conflict or nonconflict situations were more trouble-

[ , ) o
- some and then asked for an example of the situation in which he had

had the most difficulty in asserting himself. In analyzing the
examples, the interviewer pointed out how automatic the reactions
scemed and how they were characteristic of an avoidancealearning
process. The three examples were elicited to be specific either
to conflict or nonconflict situations, but not to both. <The inter-
viewer restricted the examples so that the problem would appear

10
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variable according to the situation. The interviewer ended the

explanation by summarizing the points that the person's nonassertive-
8

ess was caused by an "accidental" external conditioning process

j=]

specific to certain situations and definitely not due to a pervasive
. -aspect of his personality.

Trait interpretation. The purpose of the trait explamation was

to present the individual's behavior as beinggcauséd by a fixed,
pervasive aspect of his own person. " The interviewer began the explana-
tion by saying that for some individuals nonassertiveness is a -
"hEQEfDEEHEéES!QﬂilégtiOn of inappropriate. learped responses, but

for others nonassertive behavior falls into a more definite pattern.”
The subject was referred to the computer printout and told that his
results suggest that the personality characteristic of low risk
taking was definitely the causejof nis nonassertive behavior,

The interviewer went on to explain the nature of high risk takers

and low risk takers., The high risk taker was desc:ibed-as typically
being either a big winner or a big loser, while a low risk taker

was characterized as focusing on the possibility of harm rather

than on his potential for-gain. The subject was asked for three
examples of his inability to take risks in interpersonal situations.
Each of the examples was analyzed in terms of the risk-taking éitefa
natives actions which the person could have taken but did not in the
givén situation. -the interviewer attempted to draw from each example
the concept that the person had experienced some anxiety and there-
after consciously chose to avoid asserting. The emphasis on choice
was to emphasize the internal causation of the individual's nonasser-
tiveness. The interviewer attempted to draw examples from disparate
areas of the client's life in order to establish also the concept
that the person's low risk taking was a stable part of his person=
ality affecting many areas of his life. At the end of the inﬁerview,
the interviewer reiterated that the individual's nonassertivenéss‘
was due to a stable, pervasive, internal personality trait of complex

origins.

11
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A:tlcn Plan Hanlpulatlcn ©

Subjects in the action plan conditions were told this by the
interviewer at the end of either the trait or habit éxplanat;ons
that while treatment or counseling for their problem was beyond the
scope of the study. there was something that the counselor might
do to help. The subject was referrad to a colleague of the inter-
viewer who had in his possession a copy of a book addressing itself
to the particular nonassertiveness the subject had descrlbgd The
interviewer wrote the name and telephone number of a staff member
with the book and gave it to the subject. For the habit condition,

the book was Your Perfect Right and was deseribed as being particu=

larly suited toward the development of a plan for overcoming the
conditioning of nonassertiveness. For the trait condition, the book

was Risk and Behavior and was descrlbed as particularly suited for

persons who wished to overcome their general trait of low tisk tak~

ing.

Data Analysis
Scores were analyzed through separate analyses of variance at
each administration, following procedures suggested by Cronbach and

Furby (1970).

12
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Results

]
i

'?’T;ga;ﬁgqtrzﬁfggés
fhe firstiquészion we asked of the data was the degréé to
'whichithe two causal interpretations wé:ezaécepted by the
subjects ﬁhG.fééaived thém (see Table 1). Iﬁme&iatély follaﬁing
thécinté%views:the conditioning interpretatian had been ’1’éptéd
» significantlv (p < Dl) more by the persans wha had réceived it
in the intarview than by . Ehé persona wha had received;the trait
iﬁtefprétatian. Likg\wisei those who recgived thg trait axplanaﬂv
tinn Endarsed it as\;%e'cause of ;heir behavior significaﬂtly ;iﬂi 
(< .01) more than thqese who ha!;diréc:éivéd’ the conditioning
inserpretatign ' That both groups uﬂderstood the implicatigns of
the interplet,t ’”é was'iﬂdicated b?vthévattri§utioﬂal_diméns"
; 51§ﬁsﬁséare. Immédlately fallawing the iiﬁterfiéw-aﬁdréné ﬁéek
_after, those fec31ving the rai;,in;erpretati@n saw thé gausés
afitheir unasserzive behaviar- as sigpifiéantly more stabie;
complex, pervaslve ‘and uncommon than did Ehose who received the
‘:QnditiOﬂing explanatloﬁ. Thare was a Eandéncy for the tréit
.'explanatiaﬁ ;a be lass SCCEPtEd over time than tha cnﬂditicniﬁg
. explanation. At ‘the . final testing, a week after’%ﬁe interview,
those : ceivin?fthe tralt interpre ation no lnngar endnrsed it

si ificantly more than tkose wgo received the ccnditiaﬂing

explanatien. Examinatién Df thé.meaﬁs”indicaﬁes that this change

was accauﬁtedafar by a d,c ease in thefendcrs nt of the trait

explanazianfby the traitfinterpratatian,grcup;- In contrast, the
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’E§pianatian group. Thus there was partial support for the
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habit explanation continued to be endorsed by the.conditioning

iﬂperpfetatién group at the final testing. However, this latter -

finding is somewhat aﬁbiguaus,begéuse of a tendency for the

habit inﬁe;prétation group to endorse the habit explanation ‘'sig-

nificantly more in the pre-interview testing than. did the trait

RE

" hypothesis that  the habit interpretation would be more su‘f_w:_élzyi;;ad’:=~

in testing than the trait interpretation. Further data on the

auﬁeptance of the two explanaﬁions aéfiVé from the intérviéw

reaction questlonnalre adminlstered 1mmadiately after the inter-

view. Gompafed_WLth those who had geceived-the.cbnditiéning

in rP ?;atian, persons wha received the trait intetpre;étion
were significantly more likély to say that the 1nterviewer seemed

Dpinianated and was trying to change their m] ﬁd ,'and less likely
R \

to sgy'ghat the interviewer waskscmeone in whom ;hey cculd confide.

Descriptions of the client's mood were quite contra#y to

#

_the hvpaﬁhesis.' We had éxpectéd'thatvthase who received. the con-

ditioning interpretaﬁlan would repgr£ le%s anxietv and concern than
thésg who received the trait  interpretation. Instead immediatelv
after the £ﬁt2fvié§r the cgnditiéning.intérpfetatién subjects
described th selveé as slgnlficantly (r < 01) 1ess capable and
sfgnificahtlv more anxiousg=embarrassedg.fearful, helpless and

self-consclous than did the trait interpre tation subjects (see

'Tablesg)i A week following the intéryiewi the mood difference

were attenuated, with only the adjectives “rigid"‘and "self-

conscious" ‘differentiating the two interpretations.

. Y
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3
Data from the subject's ratings of their expectancies for
4 _ . .

éhanﬁé and control were aiso contrary to our h#pathesesg- Né

significant differences between the interpretations were fauﬁd

on. these variables, either immediately after or one week after

the interview.. The conditioning interpretation éﬁpeared not to

have produced either the more positive mood or éféatér expec-

tancy for chdnge which we had hypothesized. : | e ,,ﬂ”,;,
The behavioral effec;s of the treatments were iﬁgansisteﬁt

wiﬁh éur hypothesis. The assertive hghaﬁiér-lags for théVWEEk‘ﬁ

before and after the interview revealed no significant differences

- between the ;féit and'Qonditioning'intérprétati@n groups (see

.Table 3). The pattern of the means was that persons receiving

the trait explanation decreased the number of assertive actions

Ffamrbefafé the interview, while those receiving the conditioning

but these differences did not reach significance. Large
standard deviations in both conditions suggested that there

was considerable individual variation in performance.
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Actign Plan Effects /
' The effects of the action plan manip l iangw ere minimal. ‘ /

“aa . /

The only difference between the aatlog‘plan ca?éltigﬂs to reach /

significance at the .01 level was that the persﬂns receiving
the action plan manipulation felt less confused immediately after - /

the intarvie% than did the persons in the no action plan condition.

No . s ,1flcant diFf rences were noted on the expectancy, assertive

behavior and causal explanation variables.

Sex Effects -

measures. At one week hefore the interview and one week
women felt that it was more important to change

tivéness significahtiy (pé§¥.él) more than did
final testlng, the women also endorsed the idea that as
" is justified to a significantly gre#ﬁef éégfee thangéid the men
- _adjectives describing théir mood states) ‘§' 1 can
. ; adjec ivéé

in the logical direction were f
. 3
ine." The men were also moye likely to-

"masculine" and erminlnei
\
[ )
estiqg In sum,

Ehemselves as. unemetional at pos
minimal and -did not ?ppreciably affect /*

. sex differences were fairly

the impact of the treatﬁents. - - ]
. . : : . ]
f

describe

Interviewer Effects - _
No significant interviewer differences wéré fguﬁd'an the . |
. r : -

causal explanation, or expectanc

4558

T 1s

sertive behavior,
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However, the pattern of responses to the mood adjectives

immediately after the interview and one week later suggests that -

ztheiiecervieweye did have some differential effects. Immediecelyv
following the interview, etudenteheeeing iﬂterviewet'E felt

i '1fieent;y more guilty end less eeeebneble-tﬁen éié>etu§enﬁe»
seeing interviewet A, end et the finel teeting, interviewer B's-

subjects felt eignifieently less eenventieﬂel .Several mgad )

'=ed1eetivee reveeled an iﬁtefeetlon betWeen the interviewef end

/

&,

the eeueel‘eeeleﬂetieﬁ E:eetmegte - Immediately following the

etudeﬁte feeelving interviewer A's eenditiening in-

terpreeecien end interv1eWer E 8 trait interpretetion felt eienif—

‘icantly mote honest, hiopeful, mature and responsible than did

studerits .in A's trait interviews and B's conditioning interviews.
: > . . : .

In the final testing a week after the interview, a similar pattern

was evident. Those receiving A's habit interpretation and B's

trait interpretation felt significantly more calm, cheerful, con-

fident, heelthy, honest, relexed and reepansible than did Ehese

reéeiving A's trait interpfetetien and B 's eenditinning interpre—

- © o

tation. Thus, the apparent and surprising finding of a more

- positive emotional feeling engendered by the trait interpretation._

N :

has to. be qualified by the interviever interactions. In some

unknown’ wey,:iﬁtefviewef A was more reeeeuting*with the eenditien%

1n? interpretetlﬁn and iﬂtefvieeef B was mere reeeeufin? with

1

-the fieketeking, trait interpretecion of uneeeertive ess .
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ﬁiscqgsigg :
Eeép;tg our hypotheses to EEE canéréry, the data of Ehis.s;udy
did n@tﬁié} to dispell the idea of what Nicholas Hobbs (1962) has
termed theiéquigpgtéﬁtiality of dive:se~intefprétatians. Hébbs
argued that one interpreﬁatien is ess&néially as g@éd as another

because interpretation and insight are essentially epiphenomenal

\\ a )
to ghe processes of changebin'ﬁsychagherapy;\'Duf data support this
\ position in thaz"no:diEEEfence$ waré found between the’cgﬂditién?
f\\ - ing and trait interptezéFians aq;expéctancy for éhangé aﬁdiagtgal
N beﬁaviar éhange_ However, there were différenéés in the relative
acceptance a%_the Ewajingéfp;etatians and»their imﬁédiate;;ffézts

on the emotions of the students. ‘The fAmmediate effect of attribut-
1ing Qnaésartivegess to én internal, stable persanalitv trait was
.that of prnvlding some rélief when ccmpared ‘to the attributinn to

an. external,_unstable caﬂditinning pr cess. Following the intet»
view, subjects in- the trait attribution condition felt significantly
less gnxiaus, embarrasseé, fearful, helpless, rigid, self-conscious
and\mqte capabié‘than:sgﬁjéccszreceiving the conditioning gxplénaticﬁ;
‘However, the emotional a%fééﬁs of the traif explanation appeared

to be short-lived. One week Ecllawiﬁé the'iﬁzefvieﬁg féw difféfences
were found betwéen the modds of Ehcse whn had received the trait
_expiaﬁaﬁlcn and thgse whc.had fEEEiVEd the coﬁditinning explaﬁécicn
It .seems likely that the low risk- taking ttait 1nterpretatiaﬂ USEd

in th;s experiment prcduced what Torrey (1972) had tEfﬂEd the

Rum@lestiltskin effeng Torre} snggestg that a plaus sible and

18
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anvipcing_labél attachéd to a phenomenon, whiéh was previocuzly
not understood or éaﬁtralled has the effect of reducing the threat
¥ that phenomenon, just as naming the evil dwarf in the Rumple=
_ (gst ltskin fable stripped him of his pawer Thé Rumplégtiltskin
ﬁ:“ﬁ~- : { Effect, hawever; seems not to- last if the inzgrpretatinn which
: &;%QLuced it does not in some manner enhance Ehe‘inﬁividual s
Eantral over his prébiem, The behévibtal data;fr;m this experi-

men t suggast E,,E, while the trait explanutian was initially
feassufing, it did not énhance the subject S ma \§ hi
behavior and Een,ed to be rejected over timeg'=MDTEQYEf5 the inter-

A Lt , _ .
viewers differed in their relative effectiveness with the two

explanations. One interviewer was more reassuring withAhié'trait'g,f;,‘

éxpianaﬁiéﬁ than the other interviewef, sugéestingtthsfrthé"

{5; ’ péf%onality_cf tﬁe intefﬁiewer mayzﬁe impotténtg It isxposs;ble
Eh%t-ihe sttéﬁgth of ;he Eheraéiét'éxbelief in his intéfﬁrééatiéﬁs
énd the persua§ivenes$ with whigh he pa;trays‘this'yéliéf may be

more important than the spécific éOﬁEénts of his causal interpre=

tations. Interv1ewa:s may. have praduced some 1nEerac§icn5 with the
h 1 :
\

treatments because of their diff rential convictions about the -

.rightness of the two interpret

Clearly, m@fe_:ESEarEhiis needed on both the content of

therapists' interpr etations gnd the persuasiveness of 'the

i

therapist in conveying that content. The operation of causal
o ; N ' L
interpretations appears to be quite complex and subtle, and we
. surely did fiot diraéti§ manipulate dimensions in this study. For .

10

i
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instance, attributing actions to an internal trait does not

bl

mean that one .1is vclitianally rES?DnEiblE for these actions. A
;rait or SYﬁdfamé hayiiﬁétufn be éagsed by external circumstances
such as training, béékgraund and the sacial forces. Similérly,
a conditioning explanatiun might be qulte demarallzlng if it
implies that Ehe Dpetativé envernmenEai contingencies- are
invariant and out cf»the individual's control. In some éasés,
attributing an 1ndiv1dual 5 actiOné to his volition and implying
that ﬁe could choose tD be diffefent, may 1nspire him to turn his
life afauﬂd, to change h;s bghavi;r in tréumat%e wéys._ In other
cases, Eﬁé'mast uégfél-eiplanatiéﬁrmightggé that which implies,;
that an ;ndifidual'has not been-resﬁﬂnéible for his béﬁaviéf‘and
- is thus relicved af a bu:dén of guilt. We need muchvfuréhef re=
.search to see whether dimensiaﬂs of therapist interpfetatinn can .
inhibit and enhance EhélclléﬂtS' control over their livesg We
rémain eﬁcau:agedvthat comparative studiés of causal interpretations
in psychatherapy, using Eoncepts and methads of attributia al
"analysis, have pateptial fo éxpandiﬂg our knawledge of the Effects

“of 1nﬁerpretatians bayond what we have lEEfﬁEﬂ through other

approaches.
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Table-l
Meang, Standard Deviatinns and Sigﬁificance Df Mood Adjectives

Yielding Significamt Explaﬁatian Effects

Explanation
Items ) . _Habit _Trait .

_B fate Integview . X sd X sd F - P

 fearful - 2.75 1.14, 1.84 1.02 10.556 .002°

L
[V,
W
<
woi
b
f=]
(=]
£

. - ... feminine 2,09 1.28 1.3

impatient . . 2.81 118 2.09 1.09  6.478 .01

/

‘Immediately after
Interview

;A % amxtous .t~ 3,50 1:l4 © 2.63 1.26  9.630 .003

"

* capable . 2.13 ©1.10 2.91 .1.30 " 6.769* .01 .

 enbarrassed - - 2,84 "1 19 2:19 .97, ’5;73; -Lo§f7:
“fearful, | coonT ;ioé ;l;zz.ggziég;_l.ls_ - 8.871 ;cofa;
helpless . . . 2.09 1_;7'. 1.81 1.15  9.639 Vgcoéi‘
rigid 203 121 :'1.44 .88 7.049 'gai_:

self-conscious , . - 3.72 1,11 . 2.84 1.35  7.636 .0L

: Qne,Wegkfaftégflqtgrv;ew

o
(=] i

rigid -, © 2,22 1.07  1.50 .92 9.0

.28 1,22 .2.47 1l.4lgx

_ self-conscious 17

. w
Lol
L%
|
~d
o
et
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 Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations and Significaﬁcé-af

Assertive Behavior Scores by Explanation

‘Week after

‘Week before . . : e
Interview - S Interview

" Explanation b3 sd F p . ‘> -

' e 59.81 43.16

61.46 36.54 7 ,
- , T e

-Habit .

! Trait 64.53 36.06
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