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ABSTHACT

The theeries of cegnitive dissenance (Fastinger, 1957) and self-
perception (Bem, 1965) are reviewed in terms ef the "insufficient
justificatien" and "ebsarver replicatien" lahsratery paradigms. The
contreversy gensrated by their cempsating explanatery claims was avalusted
in three separate centexts: as debate, thesry, and metatheafy. In a
debating centext it was cencluded that Bem gef the batter sf the
centreversy by abserving the input r:quiremedts ef his thesry and
marshalling against his critics evidence generated hy their ewn fallure
te de likewlse, Analytical and epistem=alagical erresrs cemmitted by the
dissenance theery advecates werea majer factors in this coanclusisn, With
respect te the more substantive centaxt of theery—tosting, it was
concluded that Bem failed.ta establish the nlzusibility of the cegnitive
precess pestulated by the gelf-perceptien theery, A unigue ceunter-
instancs was cited ts demenstrate that self-perceptien is nst 2 whelly
viable alternative analysis of cegnitive dissenance phenemena, In
sdditisen, an exaﬁination of Bem's adherence to a functisnal analysis
;n cenjunctisn with a simulatisn methedslsgy rsised doubts that such »
;traﬁegy ceuld deliver the desirsd infermatien cencerning plausibility
of the salf-perceptien precess, Vhen viewed at the 1-=vael ef metatheory,
hewever, Bem was cansidered te have had a substantial influence upen
the werking cemnitments eof a swall cermunity of his colleagu=s, This

conclusien was derivad frem a metapherical applicatien »f ¥uhn's (1962)

1i



thesls cencerning scientific revolutions to events in the recent
nistery sf Secial Paychelegy, In this view, the self-perceptisn thesry
is an histerical murker which brings clearly inte facus the transitisn

of attitudinal research frem a asotivitisnal-censistency "psradizm" te

an infermatisn precessing/attributisnal "paradigm".

Three sxperiments are repsrted which make use &f Bem's credibility
cueing pracedure te® srticulate the newer "puradigm", The first experiment
provides suppert fer a fundamentul hypsthesis derived frem the self-
perceptien thesry. Subjects' recall of s task wac systematically
influenced by external discriminative stimuli fer self-credibility when
internal memery cues were ralitively weak, but nst when such cues were
relatively streng. The use sf o statistic which takes ints accaunt
subjects' differential guessing strategies increased cenfidence in the
self-perception interpretatisn af these results, The secend experiment
attempted te extend the credibility cueing effect bey@ﬁd the traditienal
impersenal cueing situatien t» one invelving interpsrsenal discriminative
stimuli fer self-credibility. Althsugh precedurél insighté rendered
the results incenclusive, a ssrendipiteus ebaervatien was made, The
results suggested a nevel hynethesis that different stimulus persens
could have differentixl sffects sa subjects' self-creditility, A third
experiment previded suppert fer this hypathesis, When ene live
interviewer was nunipulated as o discriminstive stimulus for czelf-
credibility, subjects' recall of o task was systewmaticully influsnced

in accerd with self-perceptien prodictisns, These saffects did net eccur



in the presence ef a secend live interviewsr, Speculatisn was advanced
cencarning the psychelsgical haeis far differential credibility cueing

oreperties of parties te secizl interactiens with particulser reference

te the credibility cueing potential of pselice jabrrreagatiens,
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QVERVIEW

The competing explanatory claims of Festinger's (1957) theory of
cognitive diésonance and Bem's (1965) theory of self-perception have
given rise to a lively controversy in Social Psychology. This dissertation
takes a élose look at the controversy, beginning with a review of the
opposing positions and ending with an empirical test of some self-
perception ideas.

Chapter One reviews a set of eight published articles in which the
controversy between dissonance and self-perception theorists is
represented, In an attempt to reach a clear understanding of the
substance of their disagreement, the various arguments are evaluated
within the narrow adversary framework of a debate,

Chapter Two examines the controversy more closely by evaluating
the self-perception approach in the substantive contexts of theory-
testing and contribution to metatheory,

Chapter Three describes three experiments which attempt to generate
some necessary hard-headed support for the theory of self-perception
and the new "paradigmatic" framework it reflects,

Chapter Four comprises a summary and discussion of the major

accomplishments of the dissertation,



CHAFPTER ONE: THE SELF-PERCEPTION ALTERNATIVE TO COGNITIVE

DISSONANCE THEORY

The recent history of attitudinal research in Social Psychology
has been dominated by a loose network of ideas known to the faithful
as the theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). According to
this theory, an individuai who is induced to behave in a manner that is
inconsistent with his beliefs and attitudes will experience some mental
discomfort as>a result of holding the two contradictory cognitions, "I
did X" and "I believe not X". The unpléasant state produced by this
inconsistency (cognitive dissonance) is considered to have drive
properties which motivate the indiﬁidual to seek resolution (dissonance
reduction) in a manner analagous to the reduction of such classical
physiological drive states as hunger and thirst. It is presumed that
this resolution will take the form of a mental manipulation whereby the
cognitions are altered to produce a more harmonious state. Because
beliefs and attitudes are subject to change whereas past behaviors are
not, the cognition "I be lieve not X" should be more labile than the
cognition "I did X", Consequently, attempts by the individual to
resolve lnconsistency, or to reduce dissonance, are more likely to be
directed toward altering the cognition which has its foundation in a
belief or attitude than the one which is derived from behavior, For
example, the individual may convince himself that he actually holds
the belief or attitude implied by his behavior. A change in his position
from "I believe not X" in the direction of "I believe X" would be

regarded as evidence for dissonance reduction,



Considerable research attention has been devoted to the riotion
of dissonance reduction as a vehicle for belief and attitude change,
An experiment conducted by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) has become
a classic in the field and can be used to illustrate the laboratory
paradigm for much of this work. In that study, college students
performed a series of boring tasks as part of a psychology experiment
(e.g., rotating pegs in a peg board), and were then asked to assist the
experimenter in establishing an "expectancy” in the next subject. Some
students were offered $20.00 to tell the subject (an accomplice of the
experimenter) that the tasks were fun and enjoyable, and others were
offered $1.00 to tell this same lie. A control group of students
performed the same tasks but were not requested to tell the iiec
According to cognitive dissonance theory, the $20.00 people should
experience little or no mental discomfort as a consequence of the two
contradictory cognitions, "I performed boring tasks" and "I tried to
convince someone that the the tasks would be fun and enjoyable". For -
these people, inconsistency can‘be averted by introducing.a third
cognition, "I told the lie because I was well paid to do so", The
#1.00 people, on the other hand, should expérience some discomfort or
dissonance because this additional cognition involving external
Justification for their behavior is not available to them. The theory
predicts that these people will resolve the inconsistency by changing
their beliefs about the tasks to a position which is more conslistent
with their behavioral descriptions of the tasks as fun and enjoyable.

Although this experiment does not directly test the motivational



interpretation of how the changes are mediated, the results provide
indirect support for this interpretation. Post-experimental ratings
of how much they enjoyed the tasks revealed a significantly higher
mean for subjects in the $1.00 condition than for subjects in either
the $20.00 or control conditions,

In the past fifteen years a glut of cognitive dissonance research
has appeared in print., This includes a great number of procedural.and
situational variations within the original insufficient justification
laboratory paradigm, the introduction of slightly different laboratory
paradigms, attempts to demonstrate and subsequently remove sources of
confounding, a few non-laboratory investigations, and an ocassional
test of the proposed drive properties of cognitive dissonance, (For
a review of representative dissonance hypothesizing and research in its
hey day, see McGuire, 1966; for a modern "pop psychology" account of
some of the same material, see Aronspn, 1973.). In addition, dissonance
research has traditionally attracted a number of critics who view £he
data as artifactual (see Rosenberg, 1963; Chapanis and Chapanis, 1964;
Jordan, 1964; and Elms and Janis, 1965).

 Recently, Daryl Bem (1965, 1967a, 1972) has taken a somewhat
different critical approach by accepting the data supporting dissonance
theory and proposing an alternative theory to explain them, He dismisses
the motivational assumption as unnecessary, suggesting instead that
subjects in "dissonance" situations infer, or discover, their beliefs
and attitudes by discriminating the apparent controlling circumstances

of their most recent relevant behavior., According to this self-perception



interpretation, many of an individual's self-descriptive statements
(e.g., "I found those tasks fun and enjoyable.") which appear to be
under the discriminative control of internal or private stimulation
are, in fact, under the control of the same external or public events
that others use in inferring that individual's inner states. Specifically,
Bem argues that an individual's belief and attitude statements and the
beliefs and attitudes that an outside observer would attribute to him
are often functionally equivalent in that both sets of statements are
inferences from the same evidence: the individual's overt behavior and
the circumstances in which that behavior occurs. A frequently cited
example involves the question, "Do you like brown bread?", and one reply
that a person might make: "I guess I do, I'm always eating it.,"., This
reply is considered to be functionally equivalent to the one an
acquaintance might give for him: "I guess he does, he's always eating
it.", Theorétically, the two persons are able to arrive at the same
conclusion regarding the person's liking for brown bread because they
use the same information in making their inferences. This information
consists of the person's public eating behavior and its accompanying
situational cues. In Bem's theory the individual is regarded as an
observer of his own behavior and its controlling variables; accordingly,
his belief and attitude statements are viewed as inferences which he
makes from his own observations (For a Skinnerian analysis of the
ontogeny of self-descriptive verbal statements, see Bem, 1967a.).

| The Festinger and Carlsmith experiment can be reinterpreted in

these terms, The self-perception theory considers the data from the



viewpoint of an outside observer who (1) hears a subject making

favorable comments about the tasks to a fellow student, and (2) knows
that the subject was paid $20.00 (or $1.00) to do so. If the observer

is then asked to estimate the actual attitude of the subject he has
heard, he is faced with an attribution problem: should he attribute the
comments to some inner state of the subject (did he really feel that way
about the tasks?), or should he attribute them to some causal factor

in the environment (did something outside the subject make him say what
he said?)? If the observer had heard a subject making favorable comments
for a large compensation ($20.00), he is likely to make an attribution

to the environment, That is, he may infer that the subject made his
comments in order to obtain the méney. Consequently, this subject does
not appear credible to the observer in the sense that his behavior

cannot be used by the observer as a guide for inferring an inner state

or attitude toward the tasks, The observer's best guess, then, 1s to
suppose that the subject's attitude is similar to that which would be
expressed by anyone who was selected at random and asked for his

attitude (i.e., the attitude of a control subject). On the other hand,
if the observer had heard a subject making favorable comments for little
compensation ($1.00), he is likely to rule out the environmental
attribution and make an attribution to the subject. That is, he may
conclude that the money was insufficient to elicit favorable comments

and therefore infer something about the subject's attitude ———w- i,e., if
the-subject made favorable comments and was only paid $1.00, then he must

have really found the tasks to be fun and enjoyable,



The crucial premise of the self-perception theory is that subjects
involved in the Festinger and Carlsmith experiment (and other "dissonance"
experiments) are themselves behaving like hypothetical observers, Since
this logic threatens to displace one of Social Psychology's most
ubiquitous theories, it is not surprising that attempts at empirical
validation have encountered a lively resistance. In the following
review I have attempted to faithfully reproduce the substantive eiements
and Byzantine character of the exchange between dissonance and self-

perception theorists,

A, A Review of the Dissonance~——Self-Perception Controversy

According to Bem's analysis, self-perception is a special case of
interpersonal perception. The basic propositions of the theory have
been formally stated as follows:

Individuals come to "know" their own attitudes, emotions,
and other internal states partially by inferring them from
observations of their own overt behavior and/or the circumstances
in which this behavior occurs., Thus, to the extent that internal
cues are weak, ambiguous, or uninterpretable, the individual is
functionally in the same position as an outside observer, an
observer who must necessarily rely upon those same external cues
to infer the individual's inner states.

(Bem, 1972, p. 2).

'By postulating the functional equivalence of self- and interpersonal
perception under liﬁiting conditions of internal cue strength, Bem
means that when these limiting conditions are satisfied, both self-
and other descriptive verbal statements (the behavior that the theorist

wishes to explain) are under the control of the same set of external,

publicly observable variables (the behavior that the perceiver wishes



to explain). Assuming that "dissonance" situations do not violate
its limiting éonditions, one derivation from this analysis is that
outsiders who observe a subject in a dissonance experiment should be
able to accurately estimate that subject's attitude statement.

To test this derivation Bem (1967a) gave observer-subjects tape
recorded descriptions of a college student who had participated in the
Festinger and Carlsmith experiment. Control observers heard a detailed,
non-evaluative description of the tasks and an outline of the alleged
purpose of the experiment, In addition to this information, experimental
observers were informed that the subject had accepted an offer of $20.00
(or $1.00) to tell the next subject that the tasks were fun, A brief
conversation to‘this effect was also presented. ‘hen observers were
asked to estimate an involved subject's attitude toward the tasks,

Bem found that they were able to reproduce the inverse relationship
between amount of compensation and subjects' attitude statements
obtained in the original dissonance experiment, Using this same
technique, which he originally termed "observer replication", Bem
(1965, 1967a) claims two additional accomplishments. First, he has
shown that observers can replicate a fairly wide range of "dissonance"
phenomena, including opinion statements (Cohen, described in.Brehm and
Cohen, 1962, p. 73.), hunger judgments (Brehm and Crocker, described in
Brehm and Cohen, 1962, pp. 133-136.), and toy ratings (Brehm and Cohen,
1959). Secondly, in an "extended replication" of the Festinger and
Carlsmith experiment, he has shown that observers can reproduce some

secondary patterns of data relating communication length, amount of



compensation, and attitude statement. The intricate form taken by
these data need not be outlined here. Of importance for Bem is the
observation that they are amenable to a self-perception interpretation,
whereas dissonance theorists have either been silent or openly puzzled
as to their explanation (see Brehm and Cohen, 1962, pp. 119-121). Bem
concludes that these interpersonal replications support his analysis of
self-perception as a viable alternative to cognitive dissonance
formulations’of attitudinal phenomena,

T - ti " i ": Commenting upon Bem's
analysis, Mills (1967) identifies what he considers to be a major flaw
in all of the replication experiments, He refers to the Festinger and
Carlsmith replication as an exemplar, and notes that Bem failed to
inform his observers that the amount of money which an actual subject
was paid to say the boring tasks were fun, was independent of his
initial liking for the tasks. This failure could allow observers to
-successfully replicate the subject's attitude statement by adopting a
judgment process which is presumed to differ from the one advanced by
the self-perception theory. According to Mills' interpretation of Bem's
position, Bem regards observers' differential estimates of subjects!
liking for the tasks as evidence that observers have made the following
assumption: the amount of money paid to a subject determined how much
he liked the tasks. In effect, Mills presupposes that Bem thinks the

causal relationship inferred by his observers is behavior + monetary

justificatiog ——» liking. The thrust of his critique is that observers

could produce the same attitude statements by inferring the reverse
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causal relationship, liking —> monetary justification + behavior,

That is, observers could just as well have assumed that a subject's

2 priori liking for the tasks determined how much he was paid for his
assistance (i.e., Because the tasks are boring, the experimenter is
going to have to pay most people well in order to secure their
participation. I1f, however, he finds some people who dont think the
tasks will be boring, he won't have to pay them so much.). This is
an implicit self-selecting subject hypothesis whereby observers assume
.differential initial attitudes on the part of subjects, which in turn
determine the experimental condition to which they are.allocated. In
concluding this critique, Mills notes that Bem has not shown that
observers can predict changes inisubjects' attitudes in dissonance
experiments,

In order to explore some implications of Mills' interpretation,
Jones et al (1968) conducted an extensive series of experiments in
which interpersonal observers attempted to replicate dissonance findings
under varying conditions of initial information. In each experiment,
observers were able to replicate successfully the attitudes or ratings
of the original subjects when provided with Bem's (or Bem-like)
4descriptions. However, when other observers were given information
about subjects' initial attitudes or ratings, a manipulation designed
to rule out observers' use of a self-selecting subject hypothesis, they
were unable to make similarly accurate estimates. Of course, had these
latter observers been able to replicate successfully, the self-selecting

subject explanation would have been rendered invalid, The failure to
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replicate is taken as evidence that Bem's results were produced by the
proposed judgmental artifact.

The self-selecting subject "fact": In a rejoinder to Mills, Bem

(1967b) notes that this author is correct in asserting that observers
_fail to predict attitude change, but errs in assuming that this constitutes
a valid criticism of his replications, Mills' error is attributed to a
misunderstanding of the purpose of replications with respect to the
phenomenology they are designed to duplicate, Bem contends that he has
reproduced the original dissonance situations as seen by the subjects
and observes that Mills has taken issue with him for not reproducing
these situations as ssen by the experimenters. Specifically, the
replications were designed to duplicate the phenomenology of a subject
who is asked to give an absolute judgment of his attitude following
some behavior in which he has engaged. They were not designed to
duplicate the phenomenology of an experimenter (or critic) who is
interested in comparing a subject's present attitude with one he held
prior to the experimental manipulation, A replication which duplicates
this latter phenomenology, wherein attitude change is a psychological
reality, would not be faithful to the theoretical goal of testing the
functional similarity between interpersonal and self-perception.

The notion that initial attitudes are not salient information for
subjects is implicit in Bem's dismissal of Mills' critique., A subsequent
reply to Jones et al (Bem, 1968) clarifies and expands this position,
Here again, Bem agrees with his critics and notes that their position

is perfectly consistent with his own. He concedes that observers do
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appear to attribute attitudes to subjects on the basis of a self-
selecting subject hypothesis: "What must this person's attitude be if

he is willing to behave in this fashion in this situation?", Jones et
al are presumed to have erred, however, in assuming that this inter-
pretation is different from the one advanced originally by Bem., Far
from being an artifact of the replications, this judgment process is,
according to the self-perception theory, the fact of the original
experiments, In this view, the data of Jones et al is considered as
support for Bem's original decision to regard subjects' initial.attitudes
as non-salient, and as evidence against the decision of Jones et al to
regard these attitudes as salient. Speculating on the phenomenology of
a subject in a dissonance experiment, Bem suggests that engaging in the
behavior may provide such strong cues for the subject that any control
exercised by the original attitude is swamped. In this connection he
notes that Heider has made a similar observation in the. context of
interpersonal perception (see Heider, 1958, p. 54) and that the findings
of at least two observer judgment studies are consistent with this idea
(see Jones, 1966, and Jones and Harris, 1967). With respect to the
replication methodology, the thrust of Bem's argument involves the
possible levelling and sharpening effects of information given to
observers by Jones et al, In their unsuccessful replications, the
descriptions provided by these authors gave equal prominence to a
subject's behavior and his initial attitude. Bem feels that this is a
serious distortion of the situation facing an actual subject. 1In effect,

behavioral information which is salient in a subject's phenomenology
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has been made less salient for observers by Jones et al, whereas an
initial attitude which is not salient information‘has been rendered
salient.

In addition to their misunderstanding of his theory, Bem criticizes
the Jones crew for failing to grasp the epistemological status of his
interpersonal replications., He suggests that this confusion could have
been avoided had he originally labelled his experiments "interpersonal
simulations", a term which conveys their status as analogs to computer
simulations., Stated in this way, the self-perception theory claims that
an individual's attitude statements and an observer's judgments about
them are "output statements'" from the same "pfogram". This hypothesis
is tested by plugging in the interpersonal judgment program prescribed
by the theory in place of the self-judgment process of a subject in a
dissonance experiment, If the simulation succeeds, then it can be
concluded that the process model embodied in the program is functionally
equivalert to the process being simulated. It further implies that the
selection of input statements (1l.e., the omission of initial attitude
information) was not in error. When their experiments are considered
yithin this framework, the epistemological error committed by Jones et
al becomes clear. In attempting to disconfirm Bem's program, they have
adhered to the very methodology whose truth value is the subject of the
attempted disconfirmation.

Piliavin et al (1969) suggest that the foregoing rejoinder is less
than satisfactory. While conceding that the descriptions provided

observers by Jones et al may well have rendered minimally relevant
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informati;n unduly salient, these authors point out that Bem has
omitted potenﬁially relevant information from his descriptions. This
information originally appeared in the instructions of Cohen's essay-
writing study and consisted of the experimenter (1) reminding a subject
to take a strong stand against his own. position, and (2) subsequently
inviting the subject to consider the issue in the light of this stand,
While these instructions presuppose, and draw attention to, a subject's
initial attitude, they also seem to constitute an important bit of
contextual information that would be a necessary input to Bem's judgment
program, More importantly, they were an integral part of an original
dissonance situation, and for this reason alone should be included as
inputs to a simulation of that situation, According to this analysis,
the outcome of a simulation which utilized a complete script of Cohen's
original procedure would either provide strong support for, or do
serious damage to, Bem's formulation, The findings parallel those of
Jones et al, Observers who were provided with Bem's abbreviated
descriptions were able to successfully replicate subjects' attitudes,
while other observers given the complete descriptions were unable to do
so, Piliavin et al conclude that Bem has produced the "right results
for the wrong reasons", The wrong rgasons consist of his choice of
information for observers. anticipating Bem's reply, that he has
selected only salient information, they point out that it is then
incumbent upon him to formulate, a priori, a general rule for selecting
salient information,

In an attempt to put an end to this argument Bem and McConnell
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(1970) conducted a non-simulation experiment to determine whether or
not subjects in dissonance experiments "know" their initial attitudes
after engaging in counter-attitudinal behavior., Subjects indicated
their opinions on a campus issue and one week later wrote an essay
arguing against those opinions, When asked for their final opinions,
subjects in one experimental condition produced the usual dissonance
effect —-—-— change away from initial opinion in the direction of the
position advocated in the essay. The major results occurred in a
second experimental condition., When asked to recall the opinions that
they had expressed in the earlier session, these subjects reported
opinions that closely paralleled the final opinions expressed by
subjects in the other condition, In addition, this second group of
subjects was also asked for their final opinions. It was found that
their recall of initial opinions was more highly correlated with these
final opinions than with the actual initial oplnions themselves, The
authors.consider these findings as suﬁport for the self-perception
analysis of a subject's post-manipulation phenomenology: data from the
incoming behavior updates attitudinal information and destroys earlier
information to the contrary.

The present investigation is also considered as a remedy for a
weakness in the simulation methodology. Abelson (1968) has noted that
in many social simulations it may be rather easy to obtain a good data
fit by virtue of the small number of outcome variables of the model
relative to the large number of parameters that can be juggled, This

observation is particularly germane to Bem's cognitive simulations since

3
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his outcomes merely involve the ordering of two means whereas the set
from which his inputs can be drawn is sufficiently broad to generate
conterersy and demand for a selection rule., By returning to the
original situation and demonstrating that the inputs of that. situation
and the inputs of the simulation are the same, Bem and McConnell have
attempted to resolve this problem,

Finally, the authors concede that neither the simulations nor the
present investigation provide a confrontation betwasen self-perception
theory and dissonance theory. For example, dissonance theory is not
embarrassed by the finding that subjects fail to recall their initial
opinions since forgetting of a conflicting opinion could itself be a
mode of diséonance reductidh. They conclude that a crucial, discriminating
experiment is unlikely, and that preference for one theory or the other
is "diminishing to a matter of loyalty or aesthetics", Although it may
be a pog sequitur, this comment is functionally significant in that it
signals the end of the controversy. In the remainder of the chapter I

shall discuss the prescriptive character of this signal.

B. Some Evaluative Comments on the Controversy

| The acknowledgment of only eight papers in the preceding review
invites the inference that I have arbitrarily limited the content of
the controversy between dissonance and self-perception theorists, VWhile
this is not the case, the rationale for excluding additional papers did
not extend beyond matters of semantics, style, and personal belief,

Although several critics continue to attack his position, Bem has
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ceased responding to them (at least in print). As a result we no

longer have ah exchange of arguments as a basis for controversy, nor

do we have the careful (devious?) reformulations which added intellectual
vigor to the exchange. In addition, the present author is firmly
convinced that the controversy deserves to be put to rest on grounds

that its extension would be epistemologically unsound. The remainder of
this chapter constitutes a partial justification for that belief, It
takes the form of a critical examination of the dissonance———self-
perception controversy in the limited context of a debate, The main
reason for viewing the controversy in this way is that it allows for an
examination of the various arguments within the narrow adversary framework
in which they have been exchanged., In this context we can consider what
it is that the two sides have been arguing about and the rigor of their
arguments, Like the protagonists themselves, we need not consider
broader questions of what we feel they should be arguing about or the
"truth" of propositions relating to such questions, Because the debate
has proceeded primarily on Bem's own terms, we simply want to know if

he has successfully defended the proposition that observers can

replicate dissonance results when given appropriate descriptive
information,

A consideration of the controversy in the context of a debate
reveals two serious errors on the part of Bem' critics., By describing
these errors I hope to show that Bem got the better of the debate, The
errors can be traced to Mills' argument that observers could have employed

a judgment process different from the one postulated by the self-perceaption
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theory, In outlining an alternative process, Mills has introduced an
analytical error which has been repeated by the other crities. In
addition, by arguing that this alternative process was made plausible

by Bem's failure to inform his observers about a subject's premanipulation
attitude, Mills has invited the following inferences: (1) that provision
of such information would prevent observers from replicating successfully,
and (2) that an unsuccessful replication under these conditions would be
evidence against the judgment process postulated by the self-perception
theory and for the alternative process. By making this argument explicit
and operational, Jones et al have committed an epistemological error,

The analytical error: Recall Mills' argument that observers could

replicate dissonance results by assuming that an a priori attitude

determined the amount of money a subject was paid for his behavior,
This interpretation was offered as a plausible alternative to the self-
perception analysis that behavior and monetary payment determined the
attitude attributed.to subjects by observers, Clearly these two
interpretations pertain tc different aspects of the judgment process.
The self-perception theory is con&erned with the real process by which
a judgment is made, whereas Mills has addressed the issue of causal
attributions which judges make subsequent to engaging in that process,
To compare one with the other, as Mills has done, confuses an ethnoscience
of the judgment process with a science &f the process., While an
ethnoscientific analysis would have real explanatory value in domains
where the layman operates as a scientist, it more commonly furnishes

insight into lay explanatory systems only. (For an entertaining
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discussion of how scientists ocaésionally perceive the layman to
operate like themselves, see Little, 1973, aspecially pp. 26-29,)
Because self-perception is a domain in which laymen do not appear to
behave very much like scientists, it becomes important to distinguish
between lay causal attributions and the explanation offered by a theory,
In this connection, Bem has acknowledged that "..... observers .so. |
appear to attribute attitudes .... on the basis of an implicit self-
selection hypothesis.," (Bem, 1968, p. 270, Douglas' emphasis)., In
effect, observers make the popular assumption that behavior follows
from attitudes by inferring that a subject held an attitude toward
Festinger and Carlsmith's tasks before the experimenter solicitted his
assistance, They then deduce what that attitude must have been from
observations of his behavior (he said the tasks were fun and enjoyable)

and its context (payment of $1.00/$20.00). The self-perception theory

assumes that attitudes follow from behavior and postulates that either

(a) no such premanipulation attitude really existed (strong form of the
argument), or (b) if a premanipulation attitude did exist, it is non-
salient in the subject's post-manipulation phenomenology (weak form of

the argument). In either case, the theory holds that a subject "discovers®
his attitude only after he has produced somes behavioral evidence from
which, in conjunction with contextual cues, it can be deduced. The

subject then assumes, incorrectly, that he held this attitude prior to
assisting the experimenter, and that, in fact, both his decision to

assist and the size of the payment offered were influenced by this

attitude, Although I have discussed observers and subjects separately
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here, thé real judgmental dynamics postﬁlated by the theory are the

same for observers and subjects, as are their post-judgment attributions,
This important distinction between real and attributed causes is shown
schematically in Figure 1. PcrhapSIMills' confusion in this regard

stems from the present unusual context in which a lay explanatory

system, the phenomenon of self-perception, is itself the subject of a
scientific explanatory system, the theory of self-perception. Indeed,

it is not all that surprising that such an error would he made in a
discipline wherein "scientific" explanation does not often extend beyond
common sense reasoning, ‘

The epistemological error: The epistemological error committed by
Jones et al is a curious one, It can be identified by comparing these
authors' approach with the one taken by Bem, The self-perception theory
holds that interpersonal judgment and self-judgment are functionally
equivalent, A derivation from the self-perception analysis of copgnitive
dissonance phenomena is that observers should be able to reproduce
attitude statements made by subjects in dissonance experiments.
Acco;gigg}to the theory, a subject's initial attitude is not salient
in his post-manipulation phenomenology and therefore should not be
i
included in descriptive information given to observers who attempt to
reproduce a subject's post-manipulation attitude statement, A successful
replication under these conditions is viewed as support for the theory,
Jongs et al believe that.interpersonal énd self-judgment processes are
not functionally equivalent in dissonance experiments. Howevar, they

have presented no evidence from dissonance research to support this
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belief, Instead, they have offered an armchair hypothesis that a
subject's post-manipulation phenomenology contains salient information
about his initial attitude, given this kind of information to observers
and demonstrated that the replication fails under these conditions, In
addition, they have reconfirmed that the replication succeeds when Bem's
choice of descriptive information is provided, On the basis of these
findings, Jones et al have concluded that the process embodied in Bem's
replications is not a valid representation of the judgmental dynamics
of a dissonance experiment,

This conclusion and its methodological context make little sense,
If a theory indicates that certain information should be provided in
order for observers to produce a particular result, and other information
witheld because it is irrelevant, then it is unreasonable to conclude
that the theory has been refuted when the provision of the irrelevant
information washes out the results.l In a sense, a failure to obtain
results under these conditions is consistent with the theory and should

have been anticipated by Jones et al on a priori grounds. In this

connection, Bem (1968) has pointed out that an attempted disconfirmation
of his theory is bound to fail if it adheres to the very methodology
whose truth value is the subject of the attempted disconfirmation. As

to what would constitute an appropriate strategy for refuting the theory,

lFre'edman has made essentially the same point in a critique of role
playing as a substitute for experimental methods (Freedman, 1969,
ppe 112-113).
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Abelson has noted:2

Ironically, what (Bem's) detractors should now really be

doing if they must still simulate is to replicate (his)

outcome with clearly bad descriptions to the observer, rather

than to reverse (his) outcome with purportedly good descriptions.
Finally, in support of his claim that initial attitudes are non-salient,
Bem has shown that subjects are unable to correctly recall these attitudes
following dissonance manipulations., While this finding is subject to an
interpretation other than the one offered by self-perception theory, the
experimental procedure is significant in the present context. It
‘represents the only non-simulation attempt to answer the question of
input salience.

In short, Bem appears to have gotten the better of the debate by
appealing to the input requirements of his own theory, the failure of
simulations conducted with altered inputs, and non-simulation evidence of
input salience., His critics' failure to state either theoretical or
empirical grounds for altered inputs, their misunderstanding of Bem's
theory and misuse of the simulation methodology, contributed in no small

way to Bem's success,

°This comment was offered in a personal communication from Abelson to

Bem and is reproduced in Bem and licConnell (1970). It was presumably

?ade in r;ference to the question of "easy" data fits in simulations
re p. 15 .
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CHAPTER Ti0: THEORETICAL AND METATHEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter extends the discussion of the dissonance——-self-
perception controversy to include substantive issues not considered in
the previous context. First, Bem's approach is examined at the level of
theory-testing in order to determine what it has revealed, and is likely
to reveal, about a hypothetical cognitive process. Second, his approach
is interpreted at the level of metatheory in an attempt to place it in
the context of the contemporary history of attitudinal research in

Social Psychology.

A, The Theoretical Contribution of Self-Perception

The self-perception theory was enunciated within a "radical behaviorist"
framework. (For a general outline of the radical behaviorist approach, see
Scriven, 1956; for an outline of this approach as it is applied to self-
perception phenomena, see Bem, 1964, 1967a, and 1972,) While Bem's
application of this strategy is articulate, it is open to question on
one important point, A "true" radical behaviorist is one who insists
that his analysis avoid reference to internal physiological or conceptual
dediators, either real or hypothetical, Commenting upon his own theory,
Bem notes:

It is probably the relaxation of this restriction which has
robbed latter-day self-perception theory of its radical
behaviorist flavor. One does not remain a behaviorist in good
standing with repeated references to "inferential processes"
and hypothetical inner dialogues ("ihat must my attitude be if
I am willing to behave ...."?. In order to reclaim membership,
therefore, it should probably be said that such concessions to

expositional clarity do not, in my view, add anything to the
explanatory power of the theory; it remains formally equivalent
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to its earlier, albeit nearly incomprehensible, incarnation

in the more rigid and arid vocabulry of radical behaviorism

(Bem, 1964, p. 558). But .... a choice of language is not

without heuristic consequences., For private "thinking"

purposes, functional analysis remains my preference; but for

expositional purposes, inglish prose does not seem overly

risky.

(BCm, 1972, Pe 55).
This deft statement might best be viewed in the light of a bit of folk
wisdom, which is itself "tehaviorist" in nature: "if you want to know
what someone is up to, watch what he does rather than what he says,"
In spite of his posture to the contrary, by speculating about subject
phenomenologies and adopting a methodology analagous to computer
simulations of cognitive processes, Bem appears to have a claim on a
mediating process, By renouncing it, the claim is rendered obscure but
no less real. In effect, the self-perception theory does not simply
dispense with the motivational mediator postulated by the dissonance
theorists, but instead replaces it with an information processing mediator,
This issue is not raised as an objection, or even as a contradiction in
terms, since the recognition of a mediating process need not detract from
(nor as Bem has noted, add to) the accomplishments of a functional analysis.
Without this clarification, however, the following discussion relating to a
"cognitive process" would make little sense,

While Bem has successfully defended the proposition that observers

can replicate dissonance rasults when given the descriptive information
prescribed by his theory, it is not clear that he has shown anything

about the importance of that information, Clearly, the information is

important only insofar as it can be established that involved subjects

could process it in the manner described by the theory. Hence, the crucial



issue here is not the suitability of informational inputs to al
hypothetical cognitive‘process, but rather the plausibility of the
process itself, Keeping strictly within Bem's own framework, this issue
can be examined Ey considering two rather ganeral questions, First, is
there any evidence to suggest that self-perception is not a wholly viable
alternative analysis of a cognitive process previously understood in
terms of dissonance reduction? Second, is there any reason to believe
that the strategy employed by Bem will deliver the information about the
plausibility of the self-perception process that he desires? By looking
'at a "cognitive" cognitive dissonance phenomenon I hope to show that the
answer to the first question is positive, By considering some of the
implications of combining a functional analysis with a simulation methodology
1 hope to show that the second question has not been given sufficient
attention. The intended purpose of this examination is to demonstrate
that Bem has not established, in any fhard headed" way, the plausibility
of the cognitive process postulated in his theory,

Self-perception ag an alternative agnalysis: With respect to thg
question of whether or not self-perception is%wholly viable alternative
to dissonance analyses, it is important to keep in mind that the former
theory was advanced as an alternative to the latter, and not the other
way around. One conseguence of this arrangement is that the self-
perception theory should be embarrassed by data which can only be explained
bydissonance theory, whereas the converse possibility ————— data explainable
by seif-perception theory only ———— has no implications for the question,

The experimental manipulation of anticipated behavior is one non-trivial
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phenomenon which merits attention in this connection.

The self—écrception theory, and the simulation technigue derived
therefrom, require behavior as a prerequisite to any inferences that a
person might draw concerning his or another's attitudes, Yet the notion
of cognitive dissonance does not require that the behavior actually be
carried out., The phenomenon of attitude change in situations where
behavior is merely anticipated should, therefore, pose a problem for
self-perception theory, To illustrate, Bem should have no difficulty
interpreting Yaryan and Festinger's (1961) dissonance findings within
the self-perception framework. In that experiment subjects who expended
a great deal of effort in preparation for a possible future event
(writing an aptitude test to be assigned to individuals at random)
believed more strongly in the likelihood of that event than did subjects
who engaged in a less effortful preparation. Seeing involved subjects
diligently preparing for an event and others engaged in casual preparation
should lead observers to make differential predictions about the subjective
probabilities of the event for those subjects., Bem should,-however, have
difficulty accounting for the results of an extension of the Yaryan and
Festinger experiment conducted by Arrowood and Ross (1966), These
investigators found that subjects who merely anticipated expending
effort in preparation for the possible event believed more strongly in
the likelihood of the event than did subjects who anticipated a less
effortful preparation,

In order to explore this possibility, Arrowood, Wood, and Ross

(1970) repeated the Arrowood and Ross study using each subject as a
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subject and observer simultaneously. They found that observers were
unable to reproduce the subjective probability estimates of other
involved subjects, Although this particular finding is equivocal due
to artifacts in the Arrowood et al procedure, removal of the artifacts
in a subsequent study by Dutton and Douglas (1972) revealed that observers
were still unable to replicate successfully, VWhile the epistemological
status of this finding is unclear, it is not likely to be of comfort to
Bem. On the one hand it could be argued that the anticipatory-effort-—
justification paradigm does not meet the initial requirements of Bem's
theory on grounds that no behavior is involved., Because the paradigm
lacks an informational input which is crucial to the self-perception
process, no conceivable outcome of an experiment conducted therein could
validate or invalidate the theory. The simpie demonstration of altered
subjective probability estimates after anticipated effort (Arrowood and
Koss, 1966) is, then, sufficient to establish a phenomenon explainable
by dissonance theory but not by the self-perception theory (in this view
the Dutton and Douglas experiment is excess baggage). Curiously, the
following expansion of a previously cited comment suggests that Bem
might not be troubled by this conclusion:

At this juncture each theory appears capable of claiming some

territory not claimed by the other, and one's choice of theory

in areas of overlap is diminishing to a matter of loyalty or

aesthetics,

(Bem and McConnell, 1970, p. 30).
This position fails to anticipate, or at least acknowledge, the possible

significance of anticipatory-effort-justification phenomena for one's

choice of theory. It is not only cavalier, but inappropriate when
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considered within the present framework,

On the other hand, it could be argued that the anticipatory-effort-
justificaﬁion paradigm does, in fact, meet the initial requirements of
Bem's theory. an indication that the theory céuld apply to situations
where there is no obvious overt behavior comes from Bem's analysis of
forced-compliance experiments in which subjects mereiy volunteer to
engage in behavior (Bem, 1965, pp. 204-205). He contends that the
commitment has crucial discriminative stimulus properties depending upon
the incentive offered, and reports a successful simulafion as evidence
for this positiono3 This analysis raises the possibility that by their
presence in an anticipatory-effort situation subjects implicitly commit
themselves to behavior, and that>this commitment falls within Bem's
framework, In this view the Dutton and Douglas study must be considered
relevant., In pafticular, it is a rather uniquc and convincing unsuccessful
simulation. It is unique because it avoids the problem of initial attitude
salience by using extemporaneously generated objective probability estimates,
It is convincing because the use of "initial attitude" in this fashion
comes close to satisfying the demands of both Bem and his critics for a
fair simulation of "dissonance" phenomena,
| To summarize, if the énticipatory—effort—justificatioﬁ paradiem does

~

not meet the initial requirements of Bem's theory, then Arrowood and Ross

3The role of commitment has not been systematically studied in these
experiments., Bem, for example, would probably require an explicit
statement of commitment on the part of a subject before observers could
make accurate attitude estimates, whereas commitment in the Dutton and
Douglas study was tacit in nature.
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have demonstrated a "dissonance" phenomenon not explainable by self-
perception theory, This demonstration has direct theoretical significance
in that it clearly weakens the self-perception claim to alternative
theoretical status. If, on the other hand, the anticipatory-effort-
Justification paradigm does meest thege initial requirements, then the
Dutton and Douglas simulation merits attention, Given that the self-~
perception alternative has bmen advanced primarily on the basis of
simulation evidence, this particular simulation should indeed prove
troublesome for Bem due to its unique character and unsuccessful outcome,
Its epistemological status is indirect, or remote, however, since it is
not clear just what simulations of the self-perception process, successful
or otherwise, tell us about the process itself., This issue will be
considered in response to the second of the two questions I have posed,
Functional apalysis and gimulation: The self-perception theory is a
statement that an isomorphism exists between the subject area of inter-
personal perception and that of self-perception., By specifying limiting
conditions of internal cue strength the theory indicates that this
isomorphism is incomplete, It is considered to hold for "dissonance"
situations, however, and empirical tests of this application have relied
primarily upon a simulation methodology. While conceding that simulations
of self-perception phenomena do not.constitute an adequate substitute for
an intensive study of the phenomena themselves, Bem feels that this
methodology is useful as a "plausibility test" (Bem, 1968, p. 273; Bem
and cConnell, 1970, p. 25). Let us consider some of the implications

of this kind of testing.
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According to the self-perception theory, when it comes to "knowing"
b

his own attitudes "(an) individual is functionally in the same position

as an outside observer." (Bem, 1972, p. 2, Douglas' emphases). In a
comment upon the epistemological status of his simulations, Bem (1968,

p. 273, Douglas' emphases) makes the following statement: "(a) successful
simulation .... implies the same thing that a successful computer
simulation implies, namely, that the process model embodied in the
"program" is fugctionally equivalent to the process being simulated oeees”
A distinction between the theoretical and epistemological uses of the
term "functional equivalence" is rather important, I take "functional
equivalence of position" to mean that both self- and other-descriptive
attitude statements are under the control of the same set of publicly
~observable variables. In keeping with my earlier argument concerning
Bem's claim to a mediating process (p. 25), this interpretation in turn
implies that self- and interpersonal inference processes are structurally
equivalent., Indeed, a more conservative interpretation would render the
theory comparatively trivial and uninteresting., I take "functional
egquivalence of process" to mean that an interpersonal perception process
is sufficient to generate the outputs of a self-perception situation,

It does not imply that the two processes are structurally equivalent,

but instead leaves open the possibility that different process;s mediate
the same outcomes. This is an obvious limitation of the simulation
methodology. Since the main theoretical issue concerns functional
cquivalence of process only insofar as evidence to this effect influences

the plausibility of an inference regarding structural equivalence of



process, additional problems are posed by this limitation, Tor example,
it would be important to determine (1) how the simulation methodology
can be used and/or strengthened to support a theory which implicitly
postulates the structural equivalence of cognitive processes, and (2)
the extent to which this has been accomplished by Bem,

A necessary first step in applying the simulation methodology is to
demonstrate functional equivalence of process between the referent and
"model" situations ( the areas of self-perception and interpersonal
perception in this case). A demonstration of both outcome equivalence
and input equivalence accomplishes this objective, While there can be
little doubt that Bem has demonstrated outcome equivalence, his claim
concerning input equivalence is less secure, To reiterate, Bem has
argued that thé similarity in outcomes between dissonance experiments and
his aimulations indicates that (1) the process involved in the simulation
is functionally equivalent to the process of the dissonance experiment,
and (2) that the inputs to the simulation must be the same as the inputs
te the dissonance experiment., While his critics dispute this claim on
both counts, it was concluded that Bem got the better of the argument in
a debating context, As is often the case in debates, however, the winning
arguments fail to clarify important underlying issués, Note that the
simulation equation consists of three slements ———-- input szameness,
output sameness, and process sameness ——---— and that an inference regarding
any one requires evidence about thes remaining two., Although Bem has
provided empiriéal evidence on the output side, his evidence on the input

gide is inferential and tenuous. His argument runs as follows: particular
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inputs are suggested by the self-perception fhcory, and the successful
matching of dissonance outcomes when thase inputs are employed is
evidence for the proper selaction of inputs; a failure to match outcomes
using different inputs is evidence that these inputs were inappropriate,
This is a clear attempt to pull a theory up by its own bootstraps since
the analysis requires the applicuation of the very theory that is to be
supported by the evidence in question.A Penner and Patten (1970) make
the same point in noting thet Bem's use of the term "functionally
equivalent" means, in effect, that different mediating processes gggjgg
different inputg produce the same outcomes. They suggest that in trying

to decide whether or not inputs or processes are the same, some evidence

may be derived from the fact that they lead to the same outcome. However,
it would be desirable to have assurance of prbcess as well as outcome
sameness in an attempt to establish input sameness, and of input as well
as outcome sameness in an attempt to establish process sameness,

The thrust of the preceding argument is that, in the absence of an
acceptable demonstration of input equivalence, Bem's simulations do not
constituté evidence for the functional equivalence of self- and interpersonal
perception processes, Consequently, an inference regarding structural
equivalence would not be plausible, Howsver, since an "acceptable"
demonstration of input equivalence would require dirsct evidence of the

very process which is the subject of investigation, this represents an

huissonsnce theorists ocassionally employ a similar tactic when confronted
with negative results, ihen their dependent measures do not show the
predicted attitude changes, this is taken as evidence that their
experimental manipulations falled to arouse dissonance,
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impossibly stringent criterion for thosas who would continue to simulate,
a4 necessary second step in applying the simulation methodology, then,

is to accept the notion of functional process equivalencs more or less

on faith and consider ways of strengthening the simulation arguments.

In this connection, Bem feels that his simulation arguments have been
strengthened by "an extended replication of some secondary data patterns"
in the Festinger and Carlsmith experiment (Bem, 1967a), and also by a
demonstration of input equivalence between a dissonance situation and a
simulation of that situation (Bem and McConnell, 1970)., These demonstrations
are not convincing. One means of strengthening a simulation argument is
"to design the simulation so as to generats as large a number of outcome
variables as possible. The more outcomes that can be validated, the
merrier —-— and the more convincing the underlying theory." (Abelson,
1968, p. 344). #hile it is quite plausible that a single (type of)
successful outcome match could be the product of a singular (type of)
input artifact, it is considerably less ﬂausible that a large and varied
set of outcome matches could be produced by either a singular (type of)
input artifact or by a large and varied set of input artifacts. Bem's
feplications of dissonance experiments, '"extended" or otherwise, do not
go very far towards ruling out artifacts by generating the desired large
and varied set of matchable outcomes. In fact, by restricting his
simulations to self-perception phenomena traditionally interpreted within

the relatively narrow domain of dissonance theory, Bem has pretty much

precluded this possibility. The second demonstration is unconvincing

because it is open to the dissonance interpretation outlined earlier (p. 16).
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By taking 2 non-simulation approach which simply mirrors Bem's
procedure, a third way of strengthening his arguments is suggested.
Although his terminology implies that he has adopted interpersonal
perception as a model for his referent process, self-perception, in fact
Bem has used modeling as a metaphor rather than as a faithful description
of an explanatory tool (For an understanding of the cxplanatoryluse of
modeling strategies in the social sciences see Anderson and Moore (1966)
and Harre and Secord (1972); for a classic application of this approach
to attitudinal research see McGuire's immunization model for propaganda
defense (19z%).). In outlining Bem's procedure and the non-simulation
approach suggested here, this small concession to proper terminology is
reflected in the use of the term "subject area" in place of '"referent"
and "equivalent area" in place of "model',

The simulation paradigm is outlined on the left-hand side of Figure
2. It consists of plugginé subject arc# inputs (a') into ths equivalent
area process (b) and demoﬁstrating that the outputs of that process (c)
match those of the subject area process (c')., A non-simulation paradigm
that could be used to strengthen (or weaken) arguments based upon this
procedure is outlined on the right-hand side of Figure 2., It consists
of giving inputs from the equivalent area (a) to the subject area process
(b') in the hope of demonstrating that the ocutputs of that process (c')
match those of the equivalent area process (c). A potentially useful
framework within which this demonstration could be attempted is offered
by thé "correspondent inference" theory of Jones and Davis (1965). This

is a theory of interpersonal perception which is clearly formalized and
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empirically supported. Moreover, the theory deals with inferencses from

the same kind of discrete public events that are of interest to Bem.5

If individuals' self-inferences were found to obey the some laws of
correspondence that apply to observers' infsrences (i.e., same inputs
produce same outputs), this would be evidence for functional process
equivalence, Becausge the correspondent inference theory applies to a

much broader set of situations than does the theory of cognitive dissonance,
it could conceivably generate a sufficiently large number of outcome
variables as to make plausible inferences about structural process
equivalence,

I am unaware of any systematic application of this particular
research strategy, Certainly Bem has not attempted to strengthen his
simulation arguments in this way, There is, however, a growing body of
empirical literature which compares individual actors’ perceptions of
the causes of their own behavior with outside observers’ perceptions of
those causes,. Reqently Jones and Nisbett (1972) reviewed much of this
work and concluded that individuuals have a pervasive tendency to attribute
their own actions to situational requirements, whereas observers tend to
%ttribute the same actions to personal dispositions of the actor, Of
barticular relevance to Bem's theory is their premise that actors and

observers differ fundamentally in their processing of the same information,

53y way of comparison, other interpersonal perception theorieg such as
Kelley's (1967) deal with inferences from events extended in time,
Although corresponding concepts could be abstracted from such theories,
they could not be integrated into the present non-simulation paradiem
as easily as could those from Jones and Davis' theory.
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This raises the possibility that the outcome of a systematic application
of the research strategy outlined above would weaken rather than strengthen
Bem's simulation arguments.

To conclude, Bem's claim concerning functional process eguivalence
seems overly optimistic. As a result, his argument for abandonning the
simulation methodology in favor of an intensive study of self-perception
phenomena per se becomes especially appropriaste. Abelson, an author
whose views are occasionally cited by Bem, suggests a similar conclusion
with his definition of a simulation:

Simulation is the exercise of a flexible imitation of processes
and outcomes for the purpose of clarifying or explaining
underlying mechanisms involved., The feat of imitation per se
is not the important feature of simulations, but rather that
successful simulation may publicly reveasl the essence of the
object being simulated, ‘
(Abelson, 1968, p. 275).
~ This goal is not reflected in the simulations carried out by Bem (and
his critics). . In fact, the major empirical accomplishment of this
particular application of the simulation strategy is the feat of outcome
imitation, Although evidence to the effect that individuals could
process information in the manner described by the self-perception theory
might be forthcoming from a more rigorous application of this approach,
contrary evidence seems a no less likely possibility. As a consequence,
further entertainment of the cruclial notion of structural process

equivalence would seem to require considerable imagination on the part

of those who wish to go on simulating.
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B, The Metatheoretical Contribution of Self-Ierception

If theoretical dissgraements were always settled by the kind of
logical argument and experimentation outlined in the preceding section,
it could Ee properly concluded that Bem has made no substantive éontribution
to the study of attitudinal phenomena., In fact, given that type I errors
are especlally loathsome to scientists, it might even be argued that he
has done a disservice by proclaiming a relstionship among variables
which he.has failed to support., If, howaver, theoretical disagreements
are sometimes decided by "mystical” factors which are psychological and
historical rather than logical and empirical, then it might be properly
concluded that Bem has made a fairly significant contribution, one which
extends well beyond the scope of attitude research, In the remainder of
this chapter Bem's approach is considered at the level of metatheory, in
terms of its real and potential effects on the informal rules that guide
the activity of a community of social psychologists., These considerations
make use of a loose interpretztion of Thomas Kuhn's (1962) thesis
concerning the structure of revolutions in the natural sciences.

Hopefully, confusion can be averted by emphasizing at the outset
that Kuhn's thesis is adopted here in 2 sense similar to Rem's use of
the modeling metaphor described earlier, In this context the arguments
are not considered to be "true" in a strict sense, but rather they are
thought of as useful in explicating a subject which would otherwise be
misrepresented, For example, when his critice persisted in misinterpfeting
his "observer replications" as purported demonstrations of self-perception

principles, Bem introduced the notions of "modeling" and "simulation" in
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an attempt to clarify their lesser status as plausibility tests, 1In

a related way I am introducing Kuhn's thesis as a basis, or vantage point,

- e

for viewing an event whoséfgaga;;enéemaatali§\non-scientific character
is traditionally misrepreggg{;&mgganQSr of explanation in terms of
scientific enterprise alone, CUGranted that social psychologists do not
practice normal science in a Kuhnian sense, do not embrace universal
paradigms, and hence do not undergo periods of revolutionary science,
still they do experience activities like these and for this reason it is
important to recognize the role of such experience in shaping a part of
their discipline., Perhaps the major danger in applying Kuhn's arguments
to Bem's work is one of pretension, since the concepts themselves suggeét
an influence on. a scale which is much too grand for the events at hand.
Yet, the psychological dynamics denoted by these same concepts applies
quite well to these events, If it is kept in mind that the analysis is
applied metaphorically to a relatively small communuty of academics with
restricted conceptual interests, the connotation of grandeur might be
avoided. As a collesgue has observed in a very apt euphemism, "Bem's
contribution is hardly Michelson and Morley stuff."; on the other‘hand,
when the working commitments of one's own academic communuty shift in

a way that is essentially cabtured by a Kuhnian kind of analysis, this

shift is worth bringing into focus ———— even in a PhD thesis,

Normal §cience'and the naradipm: "Normal science" is the term

Kuhn uses to describe the activity in which most scientists are engaged
almost all of the time, Its fundamental characteristic is that it takes

place within a strong network of commitments shared by a large sclentific
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community. These commitments constitute a paradigm which describes

what a portion of the world is like, specifies which problems are important
and what constitute adequate solutions, and provides a general set of

rules as to how one ought to proceed in order to make further scientific
contributions. ¥hen a scientific community acquirés a paradigm it acquires
a criterion for choosing problems that its members will be encouraged to
undertake, A proper interpretation of this term implies that Psychology

is so fundamentally different from Physics, Chemistry, or Astronomy, that
it more closely résemblee a random fact-gathering exercise than a science,
In particular, there are no parallels in Psychology to the universally
,jrx\

recognized achievements of Newton; Lavosier;~or Copernicus which for a

N

time provided model problems and solutions for their respective communities
of practitibners. In a strict comparativc sense, Psychology is pre-
paradigmatic and therefore a prescientific discipline,

Although this argument can be advanced even more forcefully with
respect to an individual subject area like Social Psychology, its
significance is largely metaphysical, ¥ost social psychologists think
of themselves and each other as scientists, Moreover, the bulk of their
‘ professional activity takes place in accord with the kinds of shared
commitments tﬁat define a paradigm. Although I shall retain the term

"paradigm" as a label for these commitments, since they are even more
circumscribed than the kinds of fundamental traditions that psychologists
might recognize as paradigms (i.c.z behaviorist, humanist, psychoanalytic)
it is more appropriate to think of them as "miniparadigms', These

differ from paradigms in the natural sciences primarily in the extent
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of their membership, normative influence, and precision., For example,
at any one time all physicists share the same paradigm, whereas all
social psychologists do not., MMoreover, physicists rarely, if ever,
think about possible alternatives to a current paradigm, whersas their
actual existence is usually a matter of toleration or indifference for
social psychologists. Finally, problems and solutions are clearly
specified in Physics so that there is little interpretive latitude,
whereas Social Psychology leaves considerable room for interpretation
in both matters.

When paradigms are considered in terms of the kind of normal
scientific activity which they sanction, this loose paradigmatic view
of Social Psychology seems quite justified, From this pearspective a
definite parallel can be seen between natural science and the work of
most social psychologists. DBecause it is contrary to the popular view
of science, however, this parallel is non-obvious, It is based on the
observation that a paradigm does not aim to produce major substantive
novelties, A bisic requirement of a problem in natural science is that
it be solvable, that is, that it have a known solution, In fact, the
?utcomc must be so clearly anticipated that a failure to approximate it
éan be, and usually is, seen as a failure on the scientist's part, This
seemingly peculiar arrangement suggests an intriguing question: why are
such problems undertaken? By relating normal science to a puzzle-
solving metaphor, Kuhn suggests the answer, Puzzles are sets of problsams
that can serve to test ingenuity or skill in solution, ¥hile their

outcome can be anticipated in detail, the way to achieve that outcome
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is very much in doubt., In Kuhn's view, this is where the interest
lies in doing research in the natural sciences:

(It involves) achieving the anticipated in a2 new way, and it
requires the solution of all sorts of complex instrumental,
conceptual, and mathematical puzzles., The man who succeeds
proves himself an expert puzzle-solver, and the challenge of
the puzzle is an important part of what usually drives him on,
eeeo What ...e challenges him is the conviction that, if only
he is skilful enough, he will succeed in solving a puzzle that
no one before has solved or solved so well, Mkany of the
greatest scientific minds have devoted all of their professional
attention to demanding puzzles of this sort, On most occasions
any particular field of specialization offers nothing else to
do, a fact that makes it no less fascinating for the proper
sort of addict,

(Kuhn, 1962, pp. 36-38).

The social pasychological parallel to this preoccupation is implicit
in the strikingly similar metaphor which William McGuire has chosen to
describe research activity in his discipline (McGuire is an unusﬁal
social psychologist who shares Kuhn's appfeciation for the psychology
and history of his own profession). Although his view is intentionally
pejorative, vwhereas Kuhn's is flatly descriptive, it captures the
fundamsantal quality and fascination of puzzle—sblving for social
psychologists:

Experiments .... naturally turn out to be more like
demonstrations than tests, If the experiment does not come

out "right", then the researcher does not say that the hypothesis
is wrong but rather that something was wrong with the experiment,
and he corrects and revises it, perhaps by using more appropriate
subjects, by strengthening the independent variable manipulation,
by blocking off extraneous response possibilities, or by setting
up a more appropriate context, etc., Sometimes he may have such
continuous bad luck that he finally gives up the demonstration
because the phenomenon proves to be so elusive as to be beyond
his ability to demonstrate., The more persistent of us typically
manage at last to get control of the experimental situation so
that we can reliably demonstrate the hypothesized relationship.
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But note that what the experiment tests is not whether the
hypothegis is true but rather whether the experimenter is a
sufficiently ingenious stuge manager as to produce in the
laboratory conditions which demonstrate that an obviously
true hypothesis is correct. In our graduate programs in
social psychology, we try to train people who are good erough
stage managers so that they can create in the laboratory
simulations of realities in which the obvious correctness of
our hypothesis can be demonstrated,
(McGuire, 1973, p. 449).
In addition to their prescriptive function in identifying appropriate
puzzles, social psychological paradigms play an important supportive
role by insuring that such metaphors will neither occur to the faithful,
nor be taken too seriosiy by them,

From the mid-1950's until quite recently, appropriate puzzles for
attitude change researchers have been identified mainly by a single
paradigm. This paradigm has committed a substantial community of social
psychologists to the proposition that psychologically inconsistent
cognitions are a significant motivational basis for attitude change.
This proposition has been formally expressed in a half dozen similar
theorie§ variously termed "balance! (Heider, 1946, 1953), “symmetry"
(Newicomb, 1953), "congruity" (Osgood and Tannenbaum, 1955), "psychologic"
(Abelson and Rosenberg, 1958), “cognitive diassonance" (Festinger, 1957),
and "affective—cognitive consistency" (Rosenberg, 1968), Because the
cognitive dissonance theory has attracted by far the largest and most
enduring group of practitioners, dissonance research can be properly
viewed a8 the model expression of the activity sanctioned by the
motivational-consistency paradigm. In fact, no other social psychological

theory has spawned a tradition of professional activity more characteristie

of the metaphorical descriptions of normal reseuirch given by McGuire and
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Kuhn, (For what amount to detailed applications of the stage
msnagement metaphor to dissonance research, see McGuire, 1969, pp. 139~
140; Kelley, 1967, pp. 224=231l; and Elms, 1972, pp. 210-219.)

Anomaly, crisis, and revolutionary science: Vhen normal science

is successful, it is a highly cumulative exercise which does not produce
empirical or théoretical surprises, Those unsuspected phenomena that do
appear are handled by minor adjustments of theory. On occasion, however,
normal research inadvertently leads to digcoveries which demand adjustment
on a much larger scale, Because their resolution is not conceivable
within the exiting paradigm, these discoveries are more than just puzzles.
They are major anomslies which signal a hreakdown in normal science,
Recognition of this breakdown by particuler members of the scientific
community marks the beginning of a perlod of speclal a2ctivity in which

a new and significantly different set of rules will be elaborated to
assimilate the anomaly, HKuhn uses the term "revolutionary science" to
describe this period of special sctivity.,

Although precipitsted by events thst are fundamentally scientific,
the definitive aspect of revolutionsry science is that it is not really
scientific at all., Becsuse the object of normal science is the solution
of puzzles for whose very existence the validity of the paradigm must
be assumed, the effects of this activity sre limited. Normal science
can articulate & paradigm and ultimstely lead to the recognition of
ma jor znomalies, but it cannot correct a psradizm. Instead, this
failure corrects itself by precipitsting a crisis state in which the

paradigm's validity is questicned and the rules of normal science are
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kinds of fiddling and tinkering activities characteristic of the popular
sterectype of the scientist, Becausg the paradigm no longer provides
sutisfuctory puzzles, he tries experiments just to see what will happen
and generates speculative theories, In addition, this aporoach is often
accompanied by @ search for rules and assﬁmptions in a philisophical
analysis of the contemporary resesrch tradition. Sometimes these unusual
procedures provide the incremental data needed to establish a new paradigm,
However, Kuhn contends that more often the new paradiem will emerge all

at once, frem a relstively sudden and unstructured perceptual "experience"

which enubles a scientist to sse & problem in a new way that for the first
time permits its solution. This experience is likened to the pioneering
gestalt demonstratiens in which a zubject fitted with inverﬁing lenses
undergoes a transformation of vision., Initislly his perceptual spparatus
fuciions 28 it had been trained to function and he sees the world upside
down., After a period of extreme disorientation and personal crisis, he
begins te learn to deal with his new world and his entire visual field
flips over., The assimilstion of 2 previously anomalous visual field has
reacted upon and changed the field itself., This switch of gestalt is
prototypical of a paradigm shift. (For sn account of the original gestalt
demonstrations see Stratton, 1897; for a contemporary metaphor which
captures the proposed epistemological transformation as well as the
perceptual alteration, see the sociological works of Castenada, 19¢3,
1971, and 1972.) The eventuul trunsference of commitments to the new

paradigm by the scientific communuty, and the controversy which accompanies
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this trangition, is a scientific revolution,

Becsuse Social Psychology is practiced within a number of mini-
parudigms rathear than within a single pervasive paradigm, the discipline
is not subject to the same kind of revolutionary paradigm shifts that can
be identified in the natural sciences, That is, there are no faithful
parallels to the shifts from Aristotelian to Newtonian dynamics, or from
Newtonian te Einsteinian theory. However, shifts from ons miniparadigm
Lo another have sccurred in the sense that different sets of commitments
have dominated social psychological communities st particular times,

For example, befere Festinger and the motivational-consistency people
took ever, the study ef attitude change was dominated by a losse
reinforcement tradition headed by Carl Hovland and his associates at
fale, What is central to the Kuhnian thesis that I am developing here
is an impression that the Festingerian tradition is now giving way to
an informstion processing/attributional approach to the study of
attitudinal phenomena, ZEach of these three approaches is not only
sufficlently articulated in theory, method, and style to constitute a
paradigmatic framework in the restricted sense in which I am using the
term, but also sufficiently distinct to justify using the tefm "paradigm
shift" to characterize the transference of academic allegiances from one
te another.

Although the dynamics of a paradigm shift in natural sciewne are
non—gcientific and often psychological, it was noted earlier that events
which precipitate the shift are fundamentally scientific. They involve

the production of anomalies by normal scientific activity. In partial
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contrasgt, beth the dynamics and precipitating factors of paradigm

shifts in Social Psychology tend to be of a psychological nature, Like
the natural scientist whe spends almost all of his time demonstrating
that the world fits intoe the conceptual boxes providad by his psradigm,

a similar activity preoccupies most social psychologists. Whereas the
natural scientist's paradigim tends to be sophisticated and esoteric,

the secial ésychologist?s paradigm contains a strong element of common
sense in the form ef folk psychelogical prineciples, Research in the
Hovland tradition (e.g., trustworthy communicators elicit greater
attitude changes than de untrustwerthy ones) and interpersonal attraction
studies (e.g., peeple like others who possess attitudes similar to their
own) are sxamplea.é Because a failure to demonstrate a folk psychelogical
principle is almost always attributed teo the bsychologist rather than to
nature, this standard brand.ef‘normal Social Psycholoéy virtually
guarantees the absence of anemalies. It is not surprising then, that

a flashier brand of Social Psychelogy flourishes against this austere
background. Its fundamental feature is the demonstration of non-obvious
or counterintuitive principles which, by definition, guarantees the
?mergence of anemalies, Research on bystander intervention (e.g., within
iimits, the mere witnesses te an emergency the less likely a victim will
receive aid) and interpersonal attraction studies (e.g., a highly
attractive target is judged te be even more attractive when he commits

a faux pag) are exsmples. (For a discussion of this brand of research

6
Occagionally this style of Secial Psychology is raised teo a non-trivial
level by an insightful practitioner such as Fritz Heider,
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and the values asszeciated with it, see the debate between Kenneth Ring
(1967) and William McGuire (1967).) Because its products will sometimes
be anomalous in more than just a counterintuitive sense, the potentizl
for revolutienary change in Social Psychology lies in this activity., By
articulating in theery those special anemalies that directly contradict
or threaten to replace an existing paradigm, a particularly creative
practitioner can precipitate a crisis among a small community of his
fellows, A subsequent rejection of the time-honored way of doing things
in faver of the newer approach, together with the controversy that almost
always accompanies such a transition, would define a sclentific revelution
for that cemmunity.

According te this analysis, the dynamics of paradigm shifts in
Secial Psychelegy are quite different from these in the natural sciences,
In the>natural sciences a new paradigm emerges in response to a crisis
initiated by a failure of the existing paradigm, This paradigm shift is
mediated by a loosening of the rules of nermal science, In Secial
Psychelogy it is the prior existence of a new candidate with the afora-
mentiened characteristics that provokes a crisis for an existing paradigm,
? lovsening of the abstract "rules" of normal Secial Psychology is a
érerequisite for this paradigm shift, Although the conceptual,
methedelogical, and empirical precedsnts for doing the standard brand
of normal Secial Paycholegy are taken for granted by most practitioners,
a general scepticism conéerning at least some of thege precsdents ie a
trademark eof the parallel, flashier brand of Secial Psyckelogy, It is

this prevailing scepticism which favors the kinds of speculating



and fiddling activities that ultimately enzble some of these latter
practitisners to ses their werld in new and different Ways.,

The emergence ef beth cognitive dissenance and self-perception
theories can be viewed in terms of this analysis. Attitude change
research cenducted in the reinforcement paradigm did not proeduce the
kinds of anemalies which weuld result in the breakdewn of that tradition,
Instead, a breakdewn was precipitated by speculation and data which were
ceunterintuitive and counterparadigmatic., When the reinfercement paradigm
was confrented with the incentive effects predicted by dissenance theory,
a2 peried of protracted centroversy marksd the shifting of a sustantial
bedy of professional'allegiance away from that paradigm., Subsequent
efforts ware directed toeward articulating (and expleiting) the newer
motivatienal-consistency paradiem in general, and the theory of cognitive
dissenance in particular, In a parzllel fashion, thé dissenance traditien
has never been seriously threatened by the werk of dissonance researchers,
It has been threatened by a counterintuitive hypothesis and evidence to
the effect that individuals de not have privilsged access t> their ewn
internal states, In terms of Kuhn's analysis, it is significaent thst
Bem acknewledges fyle's (1949) philesephical anslysis of the concept of
mind as a primary ssurce for this hypothesis.7 By advancing it as a
formal alternative to the dissenance formulatiens, he has made explicit

the counterparadigmatic preperty ef the self-percentien hypethesis. The

7Additional sources cited by Bem are alse far removed frem the contemperary
research tradition of Secial Psychelogy. These include Yead (1934),
Skinner (1957), and Chappell (1962),
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ensuing controversy in which the twe sides talked thrsugh each other,
each refusing to grant the other's non-empiricsl assumptions, is typical
of the kind of exchange that eccurs between scientists who view their
world fram the perspective of different paradigms. Moreover, it is
indicative of the kind eof activity which praecedes the transition from
one paradigm te anether,

The resslution of scientific revelutiens: ¥hat causes 2 scientific
community te abandon an old paradigm in favor of 2 nsw one? Ostensibly,
it is the recognition that the new parudigm fits the facts better than
the old one. 'Critical tests" between competing paradigms play a major
rele in this view., Results favoring a new paradigm are presumad to bs
especially persuasive, Kuhn suggests that £his formulatien is a
distortien which makes the task of choosing between paradigms appear
easier and mere straightforward than it actually is., The simple fact
that s new paradigmatic candidate is available implies thzst there ies more
than one way of viewing ﬁhe same scientific preblems, and more than one
set of standards fer defining seclutions., This insures that the proponents
of competing psradigms will be at lsast slightly at cress purpsses, The
earlier observation that Bem and his critics have been unwilling to grant
the nen-empirical assumptions thst the other needs to make his case is
an example of this incommensurability of standards. Hence we come back
to Kuhn's netien of a gestalt shift:

In a sense that I am unabla to explicate further, the propenents
of competing peradigme practice their trades in different worlds,
One contsins constrained bedies that fall slowly, the other

pendulums that repeat their metions again and again, 1In one,
solutions zre compounds, in the other mixtures, One is ambedd=sd
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in a flat, the osther in & curved, matrix of space. Practicing
in different worlds, the twe groups of scientists see diffarent
things when they look frem the same point in the same direction,
4gain, that is not to say that they can sees anything they
please. Both are looking at the world, and what thay look at
has not changed, But in some areas they see different things,
and they see them in diffesrent relatisns ene te the other, That
is why a law thast cannet even be demanstrated to eone group of
scilentists may eccesionally seem intuitively ebvious te snother,
Lqually, it is why, befere they can hope to communicate fully,
ane group ar the other must experience the ceonversisn that we
have been calling & paradigm shift. Just bacause it is a
transitien between incommensurables, the transition between
competing paradigms cannet be made a step at a time, forced by
logic and neutral experience, Like the gestalt switch, it must
eccur all at ence (though nat necessarily in an instant) or net

at «ll, :
(Kuhn, 1962, p. 150).

How, then, is this shift induced in a scientist? Kuhn suggests that
often it is net induced at all. Instead, a new paradigm is adsepted
simply becasuse its oppenents die eut while a new generation is grewing
up te be familiar with it. To the extent that a paradigm‘shift can be
effectively induced by argument, Kuhn identifies twe particularly
persuasive claims that might bc-made for a new psradigm, First, if it
can be shewn that the new paradigm selves the problem(s) that led the
2ld ene to & crisis, then many scientists may be versuaded te adapt it,
Often this claim cannet be legitimately mades in the natural sciences,
Lereavcr, it weuld be méaningless in Secial Psychslegy since crises in
that discipline eccur fer reasens that are fundamentally different from
these in the natural sciences. A new paradigm in Secisl Feychelogy does
not emerge as a selution te a crisis preveking problem, but rather it

prevekes a crisis because it saslves a new preblem, or becauses it solves

an old problem in a new way. Censequently, it is the secend claim that
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appears te be central te tha resslutien of revolutisns in bsth the
natural sciences and Sacial Fsychelegy., The new paradigm is likely to

be adepted if it permits the prediction of phenemena that had been
entirely unsuspected while the old one prevailed. 1In shert, a parsdizm
may well succeed en greunds of novelty, simply by cffering te replace an
eld and wern set sf puczles with a new set, Fer example, dissonunce
théory succeeded net becsuse it sslved prohlems pesed by reinforcement
theery, but rather because it was sufficiently unprecedented to attract
an enduring greup eof adhasrents away frem thst and ether competing modes
of scientific activity., At the some time, it was sufficiently spen-
ended te leave all serts of puzzles fer the redefined group of practitieners
te selve, If some form ef self-perception theery replaces dissenance
theery as a centemperary paradigm, this shift will have eccurred for much
the sume reasen., iihile it is clear that self-perceptien does net resolve
all of the preblems posed by dlssenance thesry, and z matter of debate

a8 te whether it prevides better solutiens te the osthers, a dacisive
fezture of the theery and its larger infermatien pracessing/attributienal
framewerk is that it effers a unique and extensive set of puzzles for
solutien, These puzzles provide a basis fer & new raund of standard
normal Secial Psychelegy in which the psradigm can be articulsted, Te
the extent that this activity is underway, it appesars te be centering
areund canceptual and empirical distinctiens between self and ether's
perceptions ef the causes of behuvior (fer a review, see Jsnes and
Nigbett, 1972). In additisn, the new par:digm pessessas sufficient

intrinsic novelty to insure the centinuance of a2 flashler brand of
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puzzle-selving activity, Hecent investigatinns of labelling errors
in the develepment and treatment of emetisnal diserders previde examples
(for reviews, see liinett, 1970, and Valins and Nisbett, 1972),

In cenjunctisn with a new psradigm's capacity fer sslving puzzles,
there is animpertant subjective censideration favering the adeptien ef
the self-perceptisn appreach. The self-perception theery has an aesthetic
appeal which is lacking in the dissanence feormulations., It is neat,
parsimenisus, and therefore elegant by cemparisen, Given that the
decisien te adept a new paradigm must be based mere upen future premise
than past achievement, this aesthetic quality ef the self-perceptien
theery ceuld well be a decisive factor in attracting secial psychelegists
te the related set ef puzzles., In a2 similar fashisn, ethers may be
attracted by_Bemfs debating skill., In Kuhn's view, the ultimate triumph
of any new paradigm may depend upen such persens, If they fail toe take
up the paradigm fer subjective reasens, it may never become sufficiently
develeped te attract the alleglance of a larger scientific cemmunity,
Viewed in these terms, Bem's aarlier ebservstion on thesretical preference
acquires a prescriptive significance beyend that which was originally
intended. DBy neting that ene's preference for theery has diminished te
"i matter of leyalty or aesthetics", he net enly signalled the heped for
end of a debate, but alse identified a petentially impertant persuasive
feature of his own theery.

It weuld be lncerrect te cenclude that Eem's werk has precipitated
the transfer of academic cemmitments frem a metivatienal-censistency

paradigm te an infermatien processing/attributienal paradipm, This
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transitien reflects a gensral trend in centempersry Psychelecy and

has specific reets fer Secial Psychalegy in Schachter's (1964) sarly
investigatisns of emetienal labelling and Heider's (1958) common sense
analyses of secial perceptien., A censervative interpreﬁation of the
role played by the self-perceptien theery would be that eof a hichly
visible histerical marker for that transitien in Secial Psychelegy,

A mere genereus, and I think mere apprespriate, interpretatien is that
the self-perception theery has had a crucial facilitatery er hastening
effect upen thig transitien., Shsuld the theery new be taken up and
developed by even a few practitieners, it is likely that this latter
interpretation will eventually be acknowledged by the redefined secial
psychelegical csmmuhity. In the fellswing chapter, I describe a set of
three experiments which attempt te develep the self-perceptien theeory

as an initial step tewards realizing this "prephecy",
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CHAPTER THREE: EMPIRICAL STUDIES IN THE INFORMATION

PROCESSING /ATTRIBUTIONAL PARADIGM

So far I have argued that the recent history ef attitudinal research
can be viewed in terms eof twe cenceptually distinct and sequentially
separate perieds ef nermal science and an intermediste peried of
revelutionary science, Festinger and Carlsmith's eperatisnalization ef
the insufficient justificitien concept was suggested as a representative
laberatery precedure fer the earlier motivational-cansistency nermal
research paradigm. In a related fashion, the simulatien studies conducted
by Bem and his critics constituted the representative laberatery procedure
for research during the subsequent revelutienary peried, "hile there is
as yet no single laberatery precedure which is representative ef the
new;} infermatien precessing/attributienal paradigm fer nermal rasearch,
Beg ha? develeped a unique "credibility cueing" precedure fer demenstrating
tﬁ; cerrectness of self-perceptien hypotheses. Vhile it has been pretty
much ignered in faver of simulatiens during the centreversy, it is a
uséful precedure fer deing research in the newer parsdigm. 'hat fellews
'is an eutline of this laboratery procedure and a description eof three
experiments cenducted therein., The first experiment attempts te establish
the internal validity ef the cueing precedure and tests sn hypothesis
which is implicit in the self-perceptisn theory. The sacend and third
experiments attempt te breaden the generalizability sf the cueing
precedure and thereby indirectly explere its external validity. In a

more general and impertant sense, these studies embrace beth the theory
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a«nd precedure of self-perceptien in order to begin s¥diculating the
newer paradigm.

According te the self-pezrceptian theery, individuals ceme to knew
their swn beliefs :nd ather internal states partially by inferring them
from ebservations ef their own behavier and the circumstances under which
it eccurs. This general prepesitisn is censistent with the findings ef
several studies in which individuals utilize available externzl cues in
inferring such inner states us the emstions of happiness, anger (Schachter
and Singer, 1962), and fear (Valins, 1966; Valins and Ray, 1967), aa well
28 the perceptisn ef pain (Bandler, Madaras, and Bem, 1968; Zimbarde,
Cehen, Weisenberg, Dwerkin, and Firestene, 1969)., In additien, the
self-descriptive behavier ef subjects in cegnitive dissenance experiments
which utilize menetary incentives is amensble ta 2 cueing interpretation,
Bem suggests that the meney acts as either a "truth" or a "lie" signal
te the subject. In the Festinger and Carlsmith experiment, fer example,
the $20,00 incentive te tell a lie about the tasks cues the subject te
attribute his verbal behavier ("I feund these tasks fun and enjoyable,")
to the incentive effered rather than te an internal pradispesitien such
as a belief about the tasks, The large amsunt of meney serves as a "lie
signal, telling the subject nst teo believe his statement, A subject whe
is offered enly $1.00 for the same verbal behavier is cued by the incentivs
te attribute his statement te an internal predispesitien, er belief abaut
the tasks, He dees net attribute his statement te the incentive because
it is of insufficient magnitude teo warrant deceitful hehavier, The

small ameunt ef meney serves as a "truth" signal, telling the subject



to believe his statement, In erder ts explere this cueing netien, Bem
(1966) has attempted to raise truth and lie cues "frem birth" in the
laberatery and t2 test their effects upen self-credibility,

Under the pretext of a study ef lie detection, a subject cempleted
a preliminary task abeut which he woeuld later be required to tell some
truths an? some lies. A cover stery infermed the subject that the
experimenter weuld tape recerd these statements and take varieus veice
readings for the purpsse ef determining whether certain veice cues
cevary with successful detectien of lies by a third persen. The
preliminary task invelved cressing sut 50 specified neuns frem a list
ef 100 cemmen neuns., The subject then underwent a training precedure
in which he answered alsud a series of innecusus persenal questiens
(eege, "Wnat is your name?"),. After each questien a tape recerder wae
turned en which autematically activated ene of twe colered lights in
a celling fixture. The subject was instructed te answer the questien
truthfully whenever the amber light went en and te give a false answer
whenever the green light went on, In this way he was presumably
cenditiened to believe himself whenever he speke in the presence of
the amber light and te net believe himself when he speke in the presance
ef the green light, After this training sessien he wus required te make
statements absut the preliminary task in the presence of ths twe lights,
These statements were assigned by the experimenter s» that instead of
taking his cue frem the lights, the subject simply verhalized a atatement
previded by the experimenter, Semetimes he wus required te state that he

nad cressed sut a werd and semetimes t» stzte that he had net cressed out
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a different werd (e.g., "I did net cress out the werd TREE."), Unknswn
te the subject, half of the statements he was required te make were true
and the ether half were false, Again, the celared lights were cennected
te the tape recerder se thut semetimes the amber light was en when he
made his statement and semetimes the green light was san. Ostensibly,

the lights were te serve the single purpese of indicating te the subject
when he sheuld make his statement by signalling when the tape recerder
was en (l.e., when either light is en, the tape recerder is alse en).

In fact, hewever, it is intended that the lights will influence the
subject's belief in the truthfulness eof his statements, After each
statement the subject indicated on a sheet of paper whether he recalled
cressing sut the werd eor net cressing it sut. He alse indicated hew

sure he was that his recall was accurate, According teo the self-perception
theery, the subject sheuld tend te believe these statements that he makes
in the presence of the light which had been previsusly paired with truth-
telling, and te disbelieve thase madé in the presence sf the light which
had been previeusly paired with lie-telling., The pattern ef recall data
shewn in Figure 3 weuld be csnsistent with these predictiens. False
statements in the presence of the "truth light" sheuld result in mere
recall errers than false statements in the presence af the "lis 1light",
Similarly, true statements in the presence of the "lie light' should
result in mere recall errers than trues statements in the presence »f the
“truth light", The subject was alse asked abeut a number ¢f werds that
he héd net made statements abeut, Fer these centrol werds he was simply

asked te recall whether or net he had cressed them out and hew sure he
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Figure 3. fRecall accuracy predictions made by the self-perceptien theery,
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was that his recall was accarate, o colored lights were activated in
relatien te these words. Presumably, recall of these werds sheuld
shew an intermediate number of errsors,

To summarize, the credibility cueing precedure consists of three
successive phases:

Phage I ~ the subject engages in seme activity which can
later be used as the subject matter of his verbal
statements,

FPhase 1I - the experimenter sbtains persenal infsrmatioen frem
the subject which he uses in establishing
discriminative stimuli fer truth and lie telling,

Phagse II1 — the discriminative stimull are paired with
stutements which the subject is réquired te make
concerning his previsus activity in Phase I, The
dependent measures are the subject's recall of
what he actually did in Phase I and his cenfidence
estimate for that recall,

These three phases can be termed task, training, and test phases,

respectively.

The results of this study indicate that subjects' recall was
influenced by their verbal behavier and the light cues in the directisns
predicted by the self-perception theory, Alse, subjects' coenfidence
estimates paralleled the recall ditu, Fihen questiéned, subjects were
unable te verbalize the stitement-light centingencies, and, in fact,

mest reperted that they pald ne attentien to the lights durins Phase III,



Altheugh net tested directly by this precedure, the theery presumes
that these results were mediated by differential self-credibility in
the twoe light cunditiens.8

In each of the studies cited se far, the authers have assumed,
apparently cerrectly, that the private intsrnal cuss asssciated with a
particular inner state (an emstien, perceptien; attitude, or memsry) are
ef a sufficiently indistinct nature that subjects wsuld use external,
public infermatien in erder te lsbel it, The self-perceptien theery,
however, appears te suggest a ssmewhat mere precise relatienship betviesn
the distinctiveness of internal cues and dependency upen external cues,
Specifically, Bem contends that teo the extent thet infermatien frem
internal cues is "weak, ambigueus, er uninterpretable'", the individual
must rely on external cues ag signals ef his ewn inner states. Altheugh
ne fermal pestulate is advanced, this ratisnale implies that the twe
kinds eof cues have a cevariant relatienship in the theery: when
infermation frem internal cues is indistinct, infermatien frem external

cues will play a prominent rele in the self-inference precess; cenversely,

8Bem (1965) has published ene ether study using the credibility cueing
precedurs, In that experiment he was azhle to influence subjective
judgments of the "funniness" ef carteons in the manner predicted by his
theory, Linder and Jones (1969) have conducted an experimant using this
precedure ard zrgued that the results can be accomadated by dissenance
theary, This latter study is an example of the kind eof "rear guard"
actien often undertaken hy advecates eof an esarlier paradigm, It misszes the
peint that the credibility cueing precedure and the related set eof puzzles
te which it can be applied were entirely unsuspected while the earlier
psradigm prevailed., Althsugh their demenstratien may he of comfort te
colleagues who are equally unlikely te experience the paradigm shift, it
seems deubtful that it will have a significant effect upen the commitments
of those whe have embraced the newer paradigm,
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when infsrmatien frem internal cues is distinect, infermztien frem
external cues will play a less preminent rele, The follewing experiment

is designed te test this empirical predictien,

Lixperiment 1

A test of the prepesed relatisnship between internal and external
cues can be accemplished by intreducing a third independent variazble inte
the credibility cueing precedure. In additien te the tws variables which
Bem manipulated in his experiment, verbal statement cuss (truth tslling
and lie telling) and light cues (truth signal and lie signal), the present
design attempts te vary the distinctiveness af the internal cues available
te subjects by requiring them te cress eut twe different kinds of stimulus
items in the task phase of the experimsnt, In additisn te cressing eut
words, as vias done in Bem's sxperiment, subjects in the present study are
reguired te cress out relatively mesningless trigrams as wall, Because
words are learned and recalled mere readily than trigrams, it is assumed
that any eperations performed an werds, such as cressing ene sut er nat
cressing it eut, will be essler te remember than the same eperations
perfermed en trigrams, In self-perceptien terms, a task which requires
éan individual te either cress aut or net cress eut particular words sheuld
previde the individual with mere distinctive internal cues cencerning his
own task behavier (presumably in the ferm of memery traces) than should
a task which requires him te perferm these operatisens en trigrams. If
reliance upen external cues is an inverse functien of the distinctiveness

of internal cues, then recall of trigfam operations sheuld be meore
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susceptible te systematic distertisn by verbal statements emitted in the
presence of discriminative lisht stimuli than sheuld recall ef ward
operatiens., according ts the self-perceptisn theery, the predicted
recall distertiens will have the follewing twe cueing cempeonents:

(a) false statements made in the oresence of the truth light will result
in significantly peerer recall than false statements made in the presence
of the lie light, and (b) true statements made in the presence of the lie
lighg.will result in significantly poerer recall than true statements
tade in the presence of the truth light, The majer prediction is that
these distertiens will be more prenounced fer recall of stimulus eperations
designed te preduce indistinct internal cues (cressing sut trigrams) than
for recall of stimulus eperatisns designed te preduce distinct internal
cues (cressing eut werds),

In a recent experiment, liaslach (1971) failed te replicate Bem's
findings.. Instead ef the interactien which Bem ebtained, she observed
that her subjects' recsll was mare accurzte in beth lie light conditisns
independent of the truthfulness of their statemants. In arder te account
fer this finding she speculated that the lie light may have acquired the
preperties of a "vigilance" cue by virtue of the relatively cemplex
reasening it demands in the training phase of the axperiment (the subject
must first think eof the cerrect answer te a questien, and then generate
one of meny pessible incerrect altarnatives). In the subsequent recall
phase, this light could cue the subject te take his time and think
carcfulLy abeut his respsnse., The effect of this "vigilance' would be

fewer recall errers in the lie light cenditien, In erder te rule aut
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this pessible methedelegical problem, in the training phase of the
present study subjects are required to think of a false as well as a
‘true answer to gach questien prior te the activation ef either light,
Of ceurse, they are enly required to give the false answer when the lie
light is illuminated,

A secend difficulty, the pessibility that Bem's results were
mediated by a precess ether than the ene he psstulates, can be minimized
by subjecting the results.ef the present experiment te a signal detectien
analysis, Although Bem assumes that the pattern of recall srrers he
sbtained was due te differential credibility cueing in the varisus
cenditiens of his experiment, it is pessible that thess data merely
reflect differential guessing rates. According te this view, when a
subject makes a false ststement in the presence eof the truth light, er
a true statement in the presence &f the lie light, he may beceme cenfused
by the “centradictisn" between the informatien previded by the light
cus and any infermatien that he pessesses in the fsrm ef m=mery traces
of his previeus behavier. This source of cenfusien, which wosuld be
absent in the false statement-lie light and true statement-truth light
éénditions, may predispsse the subject te increase his rate of pguessing.
The effect of such a differential guessing rate weuld be a cleser
appreximatisn ef chance respending in the false statement-truth light
and true statement-lie light cenditions, the tws cenditisns in which
Bem finds the peerest recall. .If differential guessing rates did in
fact eoccur in Bem's experiment, the effect would be confeunded with

any self-perceptien affscts by virtue of the type of data used as a
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recall measure iIn that experiment, That measure cembined twe categorias
of recall errors: items which the subject eriginally crossed eut and
subsequently recalled as net crossed out (misses), plus items which the
subjsct eriginally did net cress aut and subsequently recalled as crossed
eut (false alarms)., In erder te cerrect recall data for differential
guessing rates it is necessary te separate these twe respense categsries
and empley a measure which takes inte account the remaining pessible
response cutegoeries: cerrect recall of items which the subject did net
cross out (cerrect rejectisns) and cerrect recall ef iteams which the
subject did cress au£ (hits), One sucﬁ measure cemmenly used in psyche-
physics and human memery research is d' (Swets, 1964; Kintsch, 1970),

In signal detectisn terms, d' is an index of an observer's sensery
capacities, or ef effective signal strength., In the present study d!

is employed as a measure of how éécurately & subject recenstructs past 

events when a guessing facter 1s remeoved..

Methad

Subjects were feur male and seven female undergraduates, After
being seated at a table centaining a panel with a micrephane between twe
Lelored light bulbs'(red.and green), a desk lamp, and a large opaque
screen, the subject was given a twe—page list of stimulus items which
coentained a randem sequence ¢f 100 cemmen nouns interspersed with 100
low-meaningfulness CVC trigrams (from Archer's (1960) re-evaluatien
of meaningfulness of all pessible CVC trigrams).. The subject was alse

given twe alphabetical lists, one containing 50 sf the neuns and the
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other centaining 50 of tha trigrams, and instructed te draw a line
threugh each werd and each trigram on the lang list that alse appeared
in the alphabetical guides, After cempleting this preliminary task,
the subject filled sut a 50-item infermstisn ferm which asked innecueus
persenal questiens such as, "What is yeur faverite spert?", "Did yeu
watch televisien last night?", etc, After ebtaining the cempleted
questisnnaire, the experimenter pesitiened himself acrsss the table
frem the subject and bshind the spaque screan., A trainlng precedure was
then empleyed te establish the twe celered lights as discriminative
stimuli fer truth telling and lie telling. A lie-detectien cever stery
infermed thesubject that his veice weuld be recerded and varisus readings
taken in erder te determine whether lies ceuld be detected in this way.
The experiﬁenter then asked questisns ene at a time frem the infermatien
ferm, and a few secends after each questien ene of the twe celared lights
was 1lluminated. The subject was requirdd te answer the question truth-
fully whenever the red light went en and untruthfully whensver the green
light went en. For seme subjects the twe lights were reversed se that
the green light signalled a true respense and the red light signslled
;n untrue respense., In erder ts rule eut a psssible "vigilance artifact",
subjects were instructed te think of an untrue answer during the pause
betwesen the questisn and the enset of a light, Half ef the questions
required true respenses and half required untrue respenses,

The final phase of the study tested the effects of this training
preqedure en recall perfermance. The subject was required te make

statements about the werds and trigrams that he did er did net cress eut
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in the first part of the study. Fifty werds and 50 trigrams frem the
200~item list were employed in this phase of the experiment, Using a
predetermined schedule, the experimenter anneunceda werd or a trigram
and verbally cued the subject te either state that he had er had net
crossed eut that stimulus item earlier, The subject was instructed te
silently rehearse the statement he was abeut te make until the recerding
equipment was turned en, and then give the statement aleud (e.g., "I

did cress sut the item TREE,")., Se that he weuld knew whan the ecuipment
was turned en, the experimenter indicated that he weuld leave the celored
lights hesked up te the equipment and these weuld centinue to flash en and
off in a pregrammed randem sequence, The rehearsal-prwpedure was intre-
duced in erder te prevent the subject frem attempting te recall the
eriginal stimulus eperatien prier te his making a varbal statement in

the presence ef a light cue., On half af the trials there was a two-
second delay between the verbal cue frem the experimenter and the
illuminatien eof a light, and an the sther half ef the trisls this delay
was feur secends. The reusen fer using tws intervals was te maximirze

the cue value of the celored light., It was felt that a constant delay
between the experimenter's cue and the light cue might predispese
subjects te use the time interval rather than the light as a signal te
make their verbsl statements. When the subject cempleted his verbal
statement the celered light was turned off and the desk light turned

back en, The gsubject then verbally indicated te the experimenter

whether he recalled crossing sut that stimulus item or net cressing it

eut earlier, He alse indicated hew cenfident he was in the accurscy of
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his recall en a2 five-peint scale., In additien, on some eof the trials
the experimentér verbally cued the subject te simply recall whether he
had cressed 2ut a stimulus item er had not cressed it aut earlier, and
te give a cenfidence estimate. On these trials the subject did net make
a verbal statement and ne celered light was activeted,

A tetal ef 20 stimulus items, 10 werds and 10 trigrams, were
empleyed in each eof the fellewing cenditiens: true statement-truth light,
true statement-lie light, false statement—-truth light, false statcmgnte
lie light, and centrsl (ne statement-ne light), Half of the stimulus
items in each cenditian had actually been cressed eut by the subject;
half had net been crsssed sut. The twe centrel cenditisns were net
varied facterially with the statement cue and light cue variables,
Consequently, data frem the centrel cenditisns is excluded frem the
overall analyses and empleyed enly in subsequent cemparisens, This
precedure yields a cemplete 2 x 2 x 2 withinesubjects design with 11
observatiens per cell en each of twe dependent measures, recall accuracy

and cenfidence in recall accuracy,

Results and Discussien
Table 1 presents the mean propertiens ¢f hits (the number of
cressed eut items coerrectly recalled as cressed sut, divided by the
tetal number of crossed aut items presented in the test phase) and
false alarms (the number ef net cressed out items incerrectly recalled
as crossed sut, divided by the tetal number of net cressed out items

presented in the test phase), as well as the cerrespsnding d' values
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for each of the eight experimental cenditiens. The higher the 4!

scors, the mere accurate is subjects' recall. Fer example, in the true
statement-truth light cenditien fer werds, where subjects are highly
accurate, the mean d' scere is +1.77; in the false statement-truth light
cenditien for trigrams, where recall accuracy is peer, the mean d' scere
is -0.48, The negative sign en the latter 3' score denstes a false

alarm rate which exceeds the hit rate in thzt cenditisn. The mean
cenfidence ratings fer each of the experimentzl cenditiens are shewn in
Table 2. Separate analyses of variance were performed oen the d' data

and en the cenfidence data. These anulyses are summarized in Tables 3

and 4o They indicate a main effect for stimuli en beth dependent measures
(E= 6.90, df 1/10, p< .05 for recall data; F=235,30, df 1/10, p< .00L

for confidence data). This suggests that §he manipulatian of internal cue
distinctiveness was successful, In the experimental cenditiens, subjects'
recall perfermance was peerer and thcy were less cenfident in the accuracy
ef their recall for trigram eperatiens (X= 0.45 for d' and X=2.76 for
cenfidence) than for werd eperatiens (X= 1.69 for d' and X =3.80 far
cenfidence), Altheugh recall ef centrol werds is relatively poor in
camparison with recall ef experimental werds, the centrel results parallel
these ebserved in the experimental cenditiens. In the absence of statement
and light cues, subjects' recall performince yielded mean d' values of
0,52 and 0,97 in trigram and werd coenditisns respectively. This difference

appreached conventisnal levels of significance (t=1,52, df 10, p<-.07)°9

9
All § tests are ene-tailed,
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Tabls 1, lMean prepartiens ef hits, false alarms, and cerrespending
d' values fer recall of word and trigram eperatisns in

each statement and light cue cenditien,

Stimulus Cenditian
WORDS TRIGRAMS

Light Cenditien Light Cenditien

Statement Cenditien TRUTH LIE TRUTH LIE
Hits .85 .79 .66 °h5 _

' TRUE  Falss Alarms .43 31 o140 .36

| d' 1.77 1.77 1,07 0,16

Hits 76 .68 35 .66

FALSE False Alarms 27 ¢35 51 o 1,0

da' . 1.79 IRYNA -0.48 1.05

Table 2, Mean ratings ef cenfidence in recall accuracy for werd and

trigram apefations in each statement and light cue conditien,

Stimulus Cenditien

WORDS TRIGRAMS
Light Cenditisn Light Canditien
Statement Cenditien TRUTH LIE TRUTH LIE
TRUE 3.77 3,92 2.8l 2,90
FALSE 374 3.76 2456 2.75




72

Table 3. Analysis ef variance of recall sceres (_c_l').

Seurce daf NS F
‘Total 87
Subjects 10
Stimulus (A) 1 33.87 6.90%
Statement (B) 1 1,29 2.43
Light (C) 1 0,10 0.10
AxBxC 1 18,11 12,845
AxB 1 0.16 0.13
AxC 1 1.33 0.88
BxC _ 1 6.02 6,62%
errer A 10 4e91
errer B 10 0.53
srror C 10 . 1.05
errer A x B x C 10 1.41
errer A x B . 10 1.25
errer A x C 10 1.52
errer B x C 10 0.91
¥p< .05

“‘*p< .005



Table 4. Analysis of veriance of cenfidence sceres,
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df

M3 F

Seurce
Tetal 87
Subjects 10
Stimulus (A) 1 23.53 235, 30%*
Statement (B) 1 0.51 5, 10%
Light (C) 1 0,25 2.27
AxBxC 1 0.16 0.73
A xB 1 0.07 0,77
AxC 1 0.01 0.13
BxC 1 0.01 0,25
errer A 10 0.10
error B 10 0.10
errar G 10 0.1l
errer A x B xC 10 0.22
errer A x B 10 0.09
errer A x C 10 0.08
errer B x C 10 0.04

*p< 05

*Hp ¢ 4001
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The mean cenfidence ratings were 2,90 in the centrel trigram cenditien

and 3.84 in the centrel werd cenditisn, This difference was statistically
significant (£ =5.28, df 10, p<.0005). In addition te cenfirming the
success .of the distinctiveness manipulatien, the results af these analyces
shewed ne main effect for light cues en either dependent measure, Since
Maslach's "vigilunce" hypsthesis weuld predict supsrier recall perfermance
in the lie light cenditions (and pessibly greater cenfidence in recall
accuracy), the absence of any effects for lights suggests that either

this "artifact" may net exist, er that it was remeved by the precedural
safeguard empleyed in the present study,

We can new turn te the self-perceptien predictisng invelving recall
accuracy. The analysis ef variance en the d' sceres revealed an
interactisn effect of statement and light cuas (F= 6.62, df 1/10, p<.05)
as well as an interactien effect‘ef stimulus, statement, and light cues
(F=12.84, df 1/10, p<.005). The significant twa-way interactien is
consistent with the general prediction ef pesrer recall perfermance in
these cenditiens where the light prevides misleading infermatisn abeut
the validity ef a subject's statements. The meun d' value for the
cembined false statement-truth light and true statement-lie light
cenditisns is 0.81 as cempared with‘a mean d' value of 1.33 in the
combined true statement-truth light and false statemant-lie light
cenditiens, Similarly, the significant three-way interactien is censistent
with the majer predictlen of s more prensunced effect of external -cues sn
recall of trigram eperatiens, Hewever, an inspection ef these data,

shown in Figure 4, suggests that these twe interactisn effects previde
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76

only qualified suppert fer the predictions, The significant statemant
X light interactien appears te be entirely due te the trigrum stimulus
variable, and the significant stimulus x statement x light interactien
appears t9 reflect the presence of the trigram effect and the absence of
a word effect, rather than the presesnce of a strong trigram effect and

a relatively weaker werd effect as predicted in the majer hypsthesis,

In erder te further explere these pessibilities, d' sceres from the word
and trigram experimental cenditisns were analyzed separately using
erthegenal linear centrasts, The results sf the analysis ef the werd
data confirmed the absence of a statement x light interactien (F< 1,00,
4af 1/10). In additisn, there were ne main effects ef these twe variables
(E< 1,00, df 1/10 for statements; F< 1,00, df 1/10 fer lights), The
results ef the analysis ef the trigram data revealed the expected
interactien between statement and light cues (F=11.56, df 1/10, p<.0l1)
and absence of main effects (F< 1.00, df 1/10 for statements; F=1.19,
df 1/10 fer lights). This cenfirms thc netion that errors in the recall
of trigram eperatiens but net in the recall of werd eperatisns preduced
the significant interactien effects. The results eof a further analysis
of variance on the word data using uncorrected rscall sceres (hits and
cerrect rejectisns cembined) alse failed to reveal a significant
interactien. This analysis 1s summarized in Table 5, Taken tegether,
the results of these analyses suggest that the failure te obtain a
glgnificant intersctien for recall af word eperatiens was'net sinmply

due ﬁo the adoptien of a guessing-cerrected recall maesure in the pressnt

experiment, It fellews that this failure to "replicate" Bem's cueing
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Table 5. Analysis of variance of uncorrected reczll

scores fer words.

Seurce af MS F
Tetal 43
Subjects 10
Statement (B) 1 0.12 0.03
Light (C) 1 1.08 1,06
BxC 1 2,90 1,30
error B 10 0.42
error G 10 1,02

error B x C 10 223




effgct for werds cannet be taken as presumptive evidence fer a
"differential guessing" interpretatien of his eriginal findings. This
cenclusion is underscered by the significant interactien ebtained with
guessing~corrected scores in the trigram cenditien of the preseant
experiment. If anything, the present demonstrztisn ef a cueing mffect
with the pessibility ef "vigilance" and differential guessing artifacts
remeved weuld seem te establish the internal validity ef the credibility
cuelng precedure more firmly than was previeusly dene by Ben, |

Since Bem's interactien was net replicated for recall of word
operatiena, the results of the present experiment cannot pessibly
suppert a strict interpretatien of the majer predictien, Altheush
subjects' recall ef trigram eperations reflected 2 significent effact
of external cues, the absence of any such effect in the recall of werd
speratiens renders meaningless any comparisens of relative magnitude of
effects, The majer predictisn receives qualified suppert, hewever,
since external cues had their effect in the weak internal cue conditien
and not in the relstively strenger internsl cue cenditien, These are
the cenditiens which sheuld be mest likely and least likely respectively
to preduce effects accerding te the present interpretatien of the self-
perceptien thesry,

Because external cues had an effect en fecall per fermance in the
trigram cendition enly, individual cemparisens hbetween trigram and werd
conditions were net subjected te statistical test, Instead, enly the
trigram data were analyz;d further in order te examine the hypethesized

cempornents ef the external cue effect., Data frem the centrsl cenditien



79

were alse considered in these analyses, Tables 6 and 7 cempare the
effects of false statements and true statements separately., The results
ef these comparisens provide suppert fer beth of the hypothesized
cempenents. False statements mude in the presence of the truth light
resulted in significantly peerer recall perfarmance than did false
statements made in the presence of the lie light (£=2.21, df 10, p<,05).,
Similarly, true statements made in the presence of the lie light resulted
in significantly peerer recall perfermance than did true statements made
in the presence »f the truth light (4= 3,12, df 10, p<.0l). Altheugh
differences between cantrel and experimentsl cenditisns were all in the
expected directiens, enly that difference between the centrel and th¢
false statement-truth light cenditien achiéved the cenventisnal .05

levsl of significance (t= 2,10, df 10). The self-perceptien interpretatien
of these results is that cues previeusly asseciated with truth telling
induce a person te believe his ewn verbal staitements made in their
presence, Hence, in the trigram truth light cenditien, believing false
statements leads subjects te be less accurate, while believing true
statements leads them teo be mere accurate. Similurly, the theery helds
éhat cues previsusly asseciated with lie telling induce a persen te
disbelieve his ewn verbal statements made in their prasence. Hence,

in ﬁho trigram lie light cenditien, dishelieving false statements leads
subjects te be mere accurate, while disbelieving true statements leads

them te be less accurute,
Finally, the snalysis af variance aof the cenfidence data revealed

a main effect for statements (F= 5.10, df 1/10, p<,05) in additien te



Table 6., Recall accuracy cemparisens fer trigram eperatienrs

following false statements,

Light Cenditien Kean d' Value
Truth (A) -0.48
Lie (B) . 1.03
Contral (C) ‘ 0,52
t
A vs, B 2,21
Avs, C 2+ 10%
B vs, C 0.9
*p<,05

Table 7. Recall accuracy cemparisens fer trigram epsratiens

fellewing true statementas,

Light Cenditien Mean d' Value
Truth (A) 1.07
Lis (B) 0.15
Centrel (C) 0.52
3
A vs, B ‘ 3, 12%%
A vs, C 1.21
B vs, C 0.86

##p ¢ 0L
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the stimulus effect discussed earlicr. Subjects were more cenfident
in the accuracy of their recall after making true statements (Y==3.76)
than after making false statements (X=3.20), an intuitively plausible
finding. When cenfidence estimates were examined in the varisus
statement and light cenditiens within each stimulus cenditien using
Dunn's test (Kirk, 1970), ne significant differences were feund. In
additien, there were ne significant differences tetween any of these
experimental cenditions and the centrsl cenditisns. Althsush these
fidings are incensistent with Bem's ebservatien that cenfidsnce estimatas
purallel recall sceres (i.e., these cenditisns which preduced the mest
recall errers in his experiment alse preduced the lowest cenfidence \
estimates), it 1s net necessarily incensistent with his theery. 1In }
fact, if subjects.actually believed their false statements in ene /
cenditien and disbelieved their true statements in the ecther, then //
confidence estimates sheuld net differ acress these cenditisns,

When guestiosned at the cempletien sf the expsriment se?en subjects
indicated that the statements and lights had ne effsct upen their recall
and the remaining feur subjects indicated that the lights may have
confused them, Nene of ths subjects was able te verbalize a systematic
relatienship betvieen the lights and the fruth value of the statements,

It is unclear why Bem's findings were net replicated in the werd
conditien ef the present study. One pessible explanatien invelves the
rehsarsal precedure used te prevent subjects frem attempting te recall
prier te making statements in the presence of a light, This precedure

may have been ineffective in delaying reeall of operatiens fer stimull
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which preduced distinctive msmory cues, Because the subjects pssssssed
ralatively distinct internsl cues for werd eperat.iens, recall mzy have
baeq mere er less autematic ence the experimsnter verbalized the cus
werd, Censequently, subjects wsuld be predispesed te disregard
subsequent infermatien frem their statemsnt and ths light. However,
the rehearsal procedure may huve besn mere effective in delaying recall
ef trigram eperatiens since these eperaticns preduced relatively
indistinct internal cues which, by definitien, wauld net be as readily
accsssible as the mere distinctive wasrd cues, In shert, recall of these
stimulus eperatisns which preduce highly distinctive internal cues may
have capitalized en the rscegnitisn aspect of the present task, and
theresby eliminated, er at leust reduced, any need for additienal input
frem external cuss. This explanatien weuld acceunt fer the presence of
an external cue effect for recall eof trigram eperatiens and the absence
of an effect fer werd speratisns, Of ceurse, it dees net explain how

. Bem ebtained an external cue effect fer recsll ef werd apcratiené in

his expsriment,

Experiment 2

Given that subjects partially infer thsir own inner states frem
external cues which have been desigred and manipulated by an experimenter,
ene might speculate as te the sort of raturally eccurring external cues
which ceuld serve this functisn far pesple in the real werld., An ebvisus
pessibility far a secial psychslepgist te censider is thut the presence

of other peeple may previde an individual with cues te his inner states,
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For example, depending upen an individual's histary ef interactisn

with particular other persens, these othsrs may ascquire "truth"‘ar

"lie" cue preperties fer him in much the same way z2s hasz been demenstrated
for colored lights. A partial sppreximatien ef a real werld secial
situatien in which peeple might serve this credibility cue functien is
attempted in this experiment,

The design is similar te that ef the first experiment with twe majsr
exceptions, Videstaped int=zrpersenal cues are employed in place of ths
colered light cues used in the first experiment, These cues consist of
twe different interviewers whe appear full-face en a televisien meniter
and pese questiens in an "interviewing" fermat., In additien, the
stinmuli are net manipulated as an independent variable in this experiment.
Instead, trigram stimuli are used exclusively since a cusing effect was
previeusly ebtalned for.these stimuli, but net fer werd stimuli, The
self-perceptien thesry predicts the same pattern of recsll distertiens
that ﬁas ebtained for tripran stimuli.in the first experiment, an
interactien of the twe indepsndent variables, statement cues and
interviewer cuss, Fuilse statements made in the presence of the truth
interviewsr sheuld result in significantly peerer recall than false
statements made in the presence af the lie interviewer, and true
statements made in the presence ef the lie intefviewer sheuld result
in significuntly pesrer reczll than true statements made in the presence

of the truth interviewer,
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Subjects were 1l male undergraduates, After heino seatad at a
table centaing a lurge televisian maniter, telavisien csmera, micrephene,
and desk lamp, the subjact cempleted a cressing aut task (50 of the same
100 trigrams used in Experiment 1) and filled out the 50-iter infermatien
questisnnaire accerding te the precedur= described in Experiment 1,
After sbtaining the cempleted questisnnair;, the experimenter instituted
a training precedure to establish twe videetaped interviewers as
discriminative stimuli fer truth telling and lie telling., A lie-detectien
cever story infermed the subject that he weuld he recerded en videotapa
in erder te determine whether sbservers ceuld detect lies by ebserving
and listening te the tape. In erder to create an impressien that he was
being videstaped, the experimanter fscussed the camera en the subject
and fed this input inte the televisien meniter which faced him., This
input te the meniter was then replaced by a shert vidéotape of tvo
diffarent interviewers, each asking three innecusus questisns (e.g., "De
you like ceffese?"'), In the tape an intarviewsr sppeared full-face,
asked a questien, remained sn the menitor just leng eneugh feor an answer
@9 be given, and then disappeared fram the meniter, After a peried of
s few secends, he then either reappeared, or a different interviewsr
appeared, and the precess was repeated with a different question, The
subject was asked te watch this 6-question tape withsut respending,
Upen cempletion ef the tape he wis requested te cheese the interviewer
that he would answer truthfully when subsequantly acked guestiens frem

the 50-item questiennaire. The interviewer net chesen was, of ceurse,
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te be answered untruthfully, If the subject indicated thst he had ne
preference, an assignment was made bty the experimenter, The 6-questien
tape was then replayed and the subject respended te each questisn either
truthfully er untruthfully accerding te his cheice (or assignment), If
the subject made ne errers in this prictice sessien, the 50-questisn
tape was then played., This tape censisted ef each interviewer asking

25 questiens with the erder ef the interviewers' appearance randemiéed.
Hence, half of the questisns required true respenses and half reguired
untrue respenses. The subjebt was instructad te lsesok right at the
interviewer on the meniter when answering s questien. As in the first
experiment, he was instruéted te have an untrue answer rezdy teo give
fer each questien, To facilitate this request the subject was given a
list of the 50 questisns in the erder ih which they zppeared en the tape,
In this way he csuld anticipate each questien befere it was asked and
prepare an untrue answer., Of ceurse, he enly gave this answer when the
lie interviewsr asked the questien,

The finai phase of the study tested the effects ef this training
procedure on recall perfermance., The subject was required teo make
statements about the trigrams that he did sr did net cross out in the
task phase of the experiment. Ferty trigrams frem the 100-item list
were empleyed in this phase of the experiment, On each of the 40 trials
an interviewer appeared en the moniter, held up a 3" x 5" card with s
trigram printed en it, and asked "Did yeu crees sut this item?",

Within a few secends he disappeared frem the screen and five secends

later he elther reappeared, or the sther interviewer appeared, and this



precedure was repeated with & different trigram. A number betwean 1

and 100 was printed in the tep right-hand cerner af amach cerd, The
subject was instructed to answer "Yes, I did cress eut the item (spells
sut the trigram)." whenever the number wss less than 50, and te answar

"o ldid net cress sut the item (spells sut the trigram)." whensver the
nunber was gre2ater than 50, The cede was reversed fer the last 20 trials,
No rehearsal precedure was emplsyed in this experiment. Instead, the
subject was instructed ts make his respsnse as sesn as passible after

the interviewer finished asking the questien, The subject then verbally
indicated te the experimenter whether he recalled cressing sut that
stinulus item or net cressing it sut earlier, Cenfidence estimates

wers net ebtained in this experiment, In erder te maintain the
interpersenal interactienal preoperty ef the sxperiment, centresl items

were net interspersed with experimental itesms in the test phase, Instead,
after completien &f the 40 experimental trials the experimenter sequentially
shewed the subject icn trigraoms and asked him te recall whether er not he
cressed each ens oaut,.

A teotal of ten stimulus items were enpleyved in each of the fellewing
cenditiens: true statement-truth interviewer, true statement-lie interviswer,
false statement-truth interviewer, false statement—lie interviewer, and
centrel (ne statement-ne interviewer), Hslf of the stimulus items in
each cenditien hed actually been cressed sut; half had net been cressed
out, Data frem the centrel cenditien is excluded frem the sverall
analysis and smpleyed enly in subsequent cemparissns. This preceduge

yields a cemplete 2 x 2 within-subjects design with 1l sbhservatiens per
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cell en tha dependent measure, recall accuracy.

Results and Discussien

Table 8 presents the mean prapertiens of hits and false alarms,
as well as the cerrespending d' values fer each of ths feur experimental
cenditiens. An 2nalysis of variance performsd en the d' data is
sunmarized in Table 9, It indicates a main effect fer interviewers
which is highly significant (F=13.14, df 1/19, p< .005), a main effect
fer statements whih apprsaches conventienal significonce levsls (F= 4,59,
df 1/10, p<.07), and an interactien between these twe variables which
appreaches cenventisnal significance levels (F= 3.26, df 1/10, p< J11).
An inspectien of these data, sheswn in.Figure 5, suggests that these
effects are dus te the relatively high lavel eof recall accuracy in the
true statement-truth interviewer cenditien (X= 1.45 2s compared with -

Ls of O.41, 0.17, and 0,13 in the ather cenditiens), Becsuse the

3 [

interactisn appreached cenventisnsl levels of significance, a Newman-
Keuls test was empleyed sn the experimental m=ans in erder te confirm
this ebservatien, Recall accurscy was significantly highef in the true
statement-truth interviewer conditien than in any ef the sther three
cenditiens (p< .0l). In additien, there wers ne significaent differ=nces
between the other three cenditisns., A comparisen »f the centrel mezn
(§= 1.13) with the experimental means using Dunnett's test revealed

that recall accuracy was significantly higher in the absence of statement

and interviewer cues than it wus in the presence 8 such cues fer three

of the feur cemparisens (p<.05)., The single excaption was, ef ceurse,



Table 8, Mkean prepertisns of hits, false alarms, and
cerresponding d' values for reczll in aach

statement and interviewer cue csnditien,

Interviewer Conditisn

Statement Cenditien TRUTH LIE
Hits .76 o 45

TRUE False Alarms 42 42
g' led5 0,17

Hits 47 <49

FALSE False Alarms o34 o L7
4at O.41 0413




Table 9. Analysiz of variance of recall sceres (d').

[a)

Seurce ar s F
Tetal L3
Subjects 10
Statement (&) 1 3,21 1,59
Interviewer (B) 1 6.70 13, 1%
AxB 1 274 3.26
errer A 10 0.70
errsr B 10 0.51
error A # B 10 0.84

¥p< ,005
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the cemparisen beatwsen the mesns ef the centrel and true statement-
truth interviewer cenditiens,

There are tws pessible credibility cueing interpretatisns ef thase
detas (a) an interviewer cusing effect was preduced fer true statements
(recall accurscy higher fer truth interviewer than fer lie interviewer)
but net fer false statements, or (b) 2 statement cueing effect was
proeduced far the truth interviewer (recall accuracy highesr for true
statements than fer false statements) but net far the lie interviewer,
Altheugh the present experimsnt prevides ne direct evidence ts suppert
a cheice between these twe alternutive interpretatiens, the latter is
favered fer presumptive reasens. Recall that the trigram results ef
Experiment 1 supperted beth of the hypsthesized cempsnants of the cueing
effact (behavior and situatisnal cues). Since the present experiment
rstains the bshavieral cuee (verbal statements) empleyed in the first
experiment, but replaces impersonal situatisnal cues (celared lights)
with interpersenal situatienal cues (videstaped intarviewsrs), this
altered situatiensl cueing variable weuld be the mest likely saurce of
differences between the results of the two studies., In this cennectien,
it may be thal interpsrsenal stimuli, in particular the lie interviewer
of the present study, either de net acquire credibility cusing prepsrties
as readily as do impersenal stimull, er if they de readily acgquire such
prepertiss their effects sre fragile. With respect te the prepesed
ebsence of a statement cueing affsct for the lie interviewer, it may be
that telling a series of lies te another persen, even in the nresent

mechanized situstion, results in semething mere (or ether) than the
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attachment of (in)credibility cues te thit stimulus pevsen. This is

an vnusual and pessibly anxiety-prevsking bit of verbal hehavier, the
sffects of which might beceme canditiened te the stimulus persen's
presence, This anxiety ceuld interfere with the acquisitisn of
credibility cueing preperties by the stimulus persen, and, ance
cenditisned, everide any psssible cueing =ffects. This weuld result

in a unifermly (i.e., independent of statement cue) lew level sf recall
accuracy in the presence af the stimulus persen. The sbservatisn that
recall accuracy was significantly higher in the centrel cenditien is
censistent with this speculatien.

Te summarize this tentative interpretatiesn of the present results,
cues previesusly asseciated with truth te=lling induced subjects te
bslieve their swn verbal statements mude in the presence of these cuesy
but sther interpersenal cuss ppcvieusly assaclated with lie telling
failed te induce subjects te disbelieve their eown verbal statements
made in the presence »f these cues, Unfartunately, this interpretstian
is further cemplicatsd by a procedural preblem in the present experiment,
The precedure empleyed hsre allewed subjects tLe chsese the interviewer
?e whem they weuld give truthful respenses, Of the 1l subjects, eight
éhose te answer interviewer A truthfully, one chese te answer interviewer
B truthfully, and the remaining twe were assigned te answer B truthfully
when they indicated ne praference, Censequently, one intsrviewer (A)
served as the truth cue fer three—quarters ef the subjects, and the sther
interviewer (B) ssrved us the lis cue far these same subjects., The

interviewers' reles wers reversed for the reamaining subjects, This
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procedure introduces a cenfsund between the credibility cusing effects
which the expsrimenter is attempting te prsduce snd any "interpersonsl"
cusing effects thuit a particular interviewer might preducs by virtus af
his swn appearance, speech, manner, etc.lo Because there is seme
presurptive evidence far an interpersensl cueing effect in the present
experiment, this is a real preblem, While nsither lie interviawer
prsduéed a statement cueing effect (with lie interviewer A, ene of
thres subjects shewed the effect; with lie interviewer B, twe of sight
subjects shewed the effoct), it appears that the significant statement
cusing effect was preduced entirely by ene ef the twe truth interviewers.,
With truth interviewer A, eight ef eight subjects shewed the effect,
whereas only one of three subjects shewed the effect with truth
interyiewer B, Although the small sample precludes thq drawing ef any
firm cenclusions, these observatiens raise the pessihility that seme
stimulus persens are mere likely te preduce credibility cueing effects
than ethe?s, presumably by virtue of seme unspecified interpersenal

characteristics.,

Experiment 3

Altheugh deficiencies in the design of Experiment 2 sevserely limit

the value of the results, an intriguing spsculatien was advanced te the

lOb'inCe twe of three subjects were assigned te answer truthfully te

interviewer B, and nene were zssigned te intervieswer A, the effacts
of "cheice" would alse be cenfeunded with any credibility cueing
effect,
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effect thst different stimulus perssns céuld have different capacities
for preducing credibility cuelng effects, A third experiment attsmpts
te capitalize upsn this serendipitous effect ef the experimenter's

prier slcppiness by examining this pessibility mere clesely, In
additien te empleying interviewers as credibility cues as was dene
previsusly, the interviewer's ideﬁtity is manipulated as an independant,
variable in this experiment. Secend, in an attempt te increase hoth
laberatery and mundane realism, live interviewsrs resplace the relativeiy
machanical and impersenal televisien images af the previeus experiment,
Finally, the internal cue distinctivcness hypsthesis is retested in this
expsrimental setting,

The design and precedure are similar te those of the first experiment
with the fellewing exceptisns., Live interviewers are emplsyed as truth
and lie cuses in place of cslared lights, and this independent variable
is manipulated between subjects instead ef within subjects. Twe subjects
are run in an experimental sessien instead e ene, After independently
cempleting the cressing aut task, they are heth cenditiened to believe
statements which they make te one interviawer and te disbelieve statements
&hich they make to the sther interviewer, In the test phase af the
axpariment the twe subjects are sepurated 3o that ens is tested in the
presenca of the truth interviever and the other is tested in the presence
of the lie interviewsr., The interviewer's idantity is manipulated as
an independent variable between subjects by having =ach ef the twe
Interviewers serve as a truth cue fer ene-quarter of the subjects and

as a lie cue fer ene-quarter of the suhjects, This manipulatizn nrevides



95

3 weak experimental examinatien ef the questien raissd by Experiment 2
cencerning the differential capacity that varisus stimulus perssns
might have for preducing credibility cueing effects, If the twe
interviewers empleyed in the present study have differant capacitiss
fer preducing credibility cueing effects, this cauld be manifested in

a number ef different ways, including the bresence of an affect fer eone
interviewer and the absence of an sffect for the asther, the presence of
affects of different magnitudes, partial effects, stc. Of ceurse, if
there are ne differences between the effects prsduced by the twe
interviewers, this weuld only indicate that differential cueing affects
are net preduced by these twe stimulus persens., The questisn ef whether
er net ether stimulus persens ceuld preduce differentizl cueing effects
would still be unreselved,

In erder ts retest the hypsthesis relating te internal cue
distinctiveness which received partial suppert in Experiment 1, stimuli
are manipulated as an independent variable in the present sxperiment,
Again, it is predicted that recall ef trigram eperstiens will be more
susceptible te systematic distortian by verbal statemeants emitted in
the presence of discriminativa interviewer stimuli than will recall of
werd speratiens.

Methed

Subjects were 40 male undergraduates whe participated in pairs in
sach experimental session, They were seated acress frem sach sther at
a table in the center ef a 7' x 18' reem, An epaque screesn senarated

the twe subjects. They indspendently cempleted a cressing sut task
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(50 of the same 100 werds and 50 ef the sams 100 trigrams emplesyed

in Experiment 1) and filled out a 48-item infermatisn questisnnairs
according te the precedure described.in Experiment 1, After ehtaining
the cempleted questisnnaires, the experimenter instituted & training
precedure te sstablish twe live interviewsrs as discriminative stimuli
for truth telling and lie telling, A lie-detectisn cever stery infermad
subjects that they Would be asked the series of questisns frem the
infermatien ferm by the twe interviewers whe weuld attempt te distinguish
between truthful and untruthful answers by attending te the subjscts!
vsices, faclal expressiens, stc, Both subjects were instructed te

answer the same interviewer truthfully and te answer the other intesrviewer
untruthfully., These reles wsre assigned accerding te a prearranged
gchedule se that 20 subjects (10 pairs) answered interviewer A truthfully
and interviewer B untruthfully, and 20 subjects (10 pairs) answered B
truthfully and.A untruthfully. Subjects were instructed te lesk right

at an interviewer when answering his questiens and te respend with a
complete sentence, sstensibly fer the purpese of previding an interviewer
with a geed sample of bchaviof frem which he ceuld make a judgment
éonccrning truthfulness,

After allewing sdbjects a few minutes teo reread the 48 questiens
frem ﬁhe infermatien ferm and te practice preparing untrue answere, the
two intervievwers were breught inte the ream and intreduced ts the subjects,
Une interviewer was seated behind a desk at ene end of the reom and the
sther interviewer was seated behind & desk at the eppesite end of the

reem, £ subject ceuld sbserve ene interviewer by turning his head to
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the left, and the sther by turning his hesd ts the right. Each
interviewer asked half of the questlens frem the infermation form
accerding te the fellewing fafmat: an interviewer sddressed a question
first te ene subject, received an wnswer, scribbled sn 2 nete pad te
create the impressien that he was maling a judgment absut the truthfulness
of the answer he had just received, and then repeated the precess by
addressing the same questian te the sther subject, The arder of the
interviewsrs' questisning was randamized, as was the selection ¢f the
subject whe was te answer a questien first,

The final phase of the study tested the effects sof this precedure
on recall performance. The tws subjects were separazted and each ane
was tested independently in & small reoem by sne of the twe interviawers,
Ten subjects were tested in each af'thc faur cenditiens created by the
between-subjects manipulaﬁions of the interviswer cue and intarviewer
identity indspendsant Qariables: truth interviewer 4, lie interviewer B,
truth interviewer B, and lie interviewer A, Statements and stimull
were manipulated as independent varisbles within subjects, se that each
subject was reguired te make trus and false statements ahsut the werds
and trigrams that he did or did net cress eut in tle task phase of the
experiwent, Twenty werds and 20 trigrams viere employed and half of
the statements mude by a subject were true and half were false, An
interviewsr sat acress a tahle from s subject and en each of L0 trials
he held up a 3" x 5" card with eithar & ward sr a trigram printed an it,
He then askead "Did yeu cross sut this item?”, A number between 1 and 200

was printed in the tep right-hand cerner of each card and, az in
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Zxpesriment 2, subjects were given & simple coede f3r determining their
verbal response (either "Yes I did .....", ar "Ne I 3id nat ,....").
Ne rehearsal precedure was employed in this experiment, Instéad,
subjects were instructed te make their respsnse ss ssen ss pessible
after the interviewer finished asking a questisn, As befsre, subjacts
were instructed te leek right at the interyiewar whan making their
raspense,

In order_te ebtain the recall datu, the féllawing cover stmfy was
given te subjects:

Again, the interviewer will be trying te nake a judgment
absut the truthfulness ef yeur answer, and his judgments
sheuld be influenced by the way yeun answered his particular
questions sarlier en., One final thing, I wasnt the intsrviewer
te think that yeu are making « judgment as te whether or net
yeu think he believed the ststement yeu just made, I want
him te thirk that ysu are trying te guess hsw he judged yeur
answer, Se, I want yeu te make a decisian after each answer
that yoeu give, After yeu answer the interviewer, he will put
the card with the werd sr trigrem sn it sn the tsble, At
that peint, I want vou te try te recall whether you did er did
net cress sut that item eurlier (A subject wus then given a
small plastic bex with twe alsts in the lid, mearked DID and
DID WOT, He was instructsd te file sach stimulus card
accerding te his memsry in ane of the twe slats, In thse

test reem the bex was placed in an spen drawer belsw the tep
of the table 89 that the interviewer ceuld net abserve how a
subject filed the stimulus cards,). Altheugh ysu may find
this difficult, just try te do the best veu cin and file each
card in sne of the twe slets. This will give the interviawer
the impressien that ynu are maling a judgrent abeut what he
is thinking, and wlse ths msmery data that it preduces can

be usaed.

Twenty of the 40 stimulus items, 10 werds and 10 trigrams, were empleyad
in each of the four true statement cenditisns: truth interviewer A, lie

interviewar B, truth interviswer B, and lis Iinterviewer A, The remaining

20 stimulus ltems, 10 werds and 10 trigrans, were emplsysd in sach of the



four false stutement cenditions: truth interviewer A, lie interviewsr
B, truth interviewer B, and lie intervievier A, Half of the stimulus
items had actuslly been cressed sut by a subject; hzlf had net heen
crossed sut, There were no tentrel canditiaﬁs. This precedure yields
a complets 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 between-within-sgubjects design with ten

ebservatliens per cell en the dependent m=asure, recall accuracy.

Results and Discussisen

In erder te make the presentatisn manageable, the data is breken
dewn accerding te the interviewer's identity. Table 10 pressnts the
mean prepertisns eof hits and false alarms, as well as the cerrespsnding
4" values fer each of the eight experimental cenditisns in which
interviewer A served as a crédibility cue, Table 1l presents these
Asamo;étatistics for the cerrespending experimeantal cenditisns in which
interviewsr B served as a credibility cue, The d' values are alse pletted
for each experimental cenditien in Figures 6 and 7, An everall analysis
of variance perfermed en the d' data is summarized in Table 12, It
indicates a @ain affect fer the stimulus variable which appresaches
cenventisnal significance levels (F=3.68, df 1/36, p<.07). This
suggests that the manipulatien of internu) cue distinctivensss was
successful, Recall perfermance was peerer for trigram eperatiens (X=0.51)
than for werd opsrstiens (X=0.90), The analysis alss indicated a
significant main effect fer the interviewer identity variable (F=5.11,
af 1/36, p< +05), and the absence of main effscts fer the intarviewer

cue and statement variables. This suggests that the twe interviewers
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Table 10, Nean prepertiens of hits, false alarms, 2nd cerrespending
d' values fer recall of werd and trigram ensratisns in

each statement and interviavwiar cue cenditien fer interviewer

A,
Stimulus Cenditien
WORDS TRIGRAMS

Interviewsr Cue Interviewer Cue

Statement Cenditien TRUTH LIE TRUTH LIE
Hits 80 .80 059 39

TRUE  False Alarms 065 .69 .18 o2
q! 062 0.42 1.52 0.01

Hits 72 72 o34 46

FALSE False Alarms NYA .56 o34 28
d' 0.11 0454 0.01 0.68
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Figure 6. Recall accuracy fer werd and trigram eperatisns in each

statement and interviewer cue conditisn for interviewsr A.
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Table 11, Iiean prepertiens ef hits, false alarms, and cerrespending
g' values fer recall of werd and trigram epsratisns in

each statement and interviswsr cue csnditien fer interviewer

B,
Stimulusz Cenditien
WORDS TRIGRAMS

Interviever Cue Interviewer Cue

Statement Conditien TRUTH LI TRUTH LIE
Hits .80 .86 o4l .58

TRUE False Alarms 052 o413 o551 .40
L 1.2k 1.66 ~0,28 0.57

Hits .68 .86 .49 45

FALSE False Alarms .35 48 .2l .28
4! 1.21 143 1.1, 0.4L6
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statement and intarviaswer cus cenditisn for interviewer B,



Table 12. Analysis ef variance of racall scores (g'),
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Seurce df 1S F
Tetal 159
Between 39
Interviewer Cue (A) 1 0.04 0.03
Interviewsr Identity (B) 1 7.71 5e11%%
AxB 1 1.25 0.83
Subjects within greups 36 1.5
Statemant (C) 1 0.02 0,01
Stimulus (D) 1 6,11 3.68%
CxD 1 0.77 0.46
CxA 1 0,62 0.43
C x B 1 3420 2,03
DxaA 1 1.46 0.88
DxB 1 10,94 b4 59%%%
CxAxB 1 14.43 9, LG
DxAxB 1 0.21 . 0613
CxDxA 1 0.05 0.04
CxDxB 1 2426 1.35
CxDxAxB 1 3.98 2437
C x Subjects within greups 36 1.57
D x Subjects within greups 36 1.66



Table 12, (cant.)

10

Ssurce df MS F
C x D x Subjects within grsups 36 1.6
*p < ,07

*Hp < .05
WP < ,025

e <, 005
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hed diffsrent effscts uapen reczll accuracy., This sffect shauld net
be cenfused with pessible differentisal credibility cuaing =ffects hy
tie tws interviewers, It aimply indicates thut recell parfermance
Was peerer in the présonce of interviewsr A C"E'- 0.49) than in the
presence of interviewer B (X=0.93).

Two significant interactisns emerged from ths snalysis. These
interactiens were between the stimulus and interviewer i1dentity variables
(E=6.59, df 1/36, p<.025), and hetvesn the interviewer identity,
statement, and interviewsy cue veriables (F=9.19, df 1/36, p< .005);
The significant twe-wsy interactisn, shewn in Figure 8, suggests thst
the mein effect for stimull was entirely due te interviewer B, Becauss
the required comparisons ware incldentasl er past hec, a Newman-Keuls
tsst was empleyed teo cenfirm this observatien., Recall accuracy was
significantly higher for werds (X=1,39) thsn for trigrams (Z=0.47)
in the presence of interviewer B (p< ,01), There was ne diffsrsnce
in recall accuracy for wards (X= 0.42) and trigroms (Xz 0.56) in the
prssence of interviewer A. the significunt threa-way interactlen,
shewn in Figurg 9, suggests that enly ens of the twa interviewars
fabtained the predicted credibility cueing effect, Because the
comparisens required here were planned in advance (recall that
interviewer ideatity was manipuluted ss an independent varisble in
order te test for diffsrential credibility cueing effects), two
erthegenal linear cantr.a_sts'were erpleyed te confirm this ebservatlen,
The oexpscted interactisn betwean interviewer cues and statement cues

was significent fer interviewar A (F=6,29, df 1/36, p<.025) hut net
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for interviewer 3 (F=2,83, df 1/36). The significant intaractive
effect ef interviswer cues and statement cues fer interviewsr A is
censistent with the general predictien ef peerer recall performunce

in these cenditiens where these tws éues previde nisleading infermatien,
The mean d' valus far the cembined false statement—truth interviewer

aad trus statement-lie interviewar cenditisns is 0,1/ as cempared with

a mean d' valus af 0.8/ in the combinéd true statement—-truth intarviewar
and false statement-lie interviewer ceonditiesns,

The data fer interviewsr A were anslyzsd further in erder te
examine the hypethessized cempensnts sf the external cus effect, The
results previdse suppert fer beth sf the hynsthesized cempsnants, False
statements made in the presence of the truth intarviewar cue resulted
in pesrer recall perfermance than did false statements made in tha
presence of the lie interviewer cue (Xs= 0.07 and 0,61 respectively;
t=2,03, df 18, p«< .Oé).ll Similarly, trus statements made in the
presence of the lie intarviewer cue resulted in significantly pesrer
recall psrfermance than did true statements made in the presance of
the truth interviewer cue (Xs= 0,21 and 1.07 respeétively;.§= 2.33,

df 18, p< .05). The self-perceptizn intsrpretstion sf these resulte
has been sutlined earlier ( see De 79). A glance at Figure 6 suggests
that thess effects are msre preminant in the reczll of trigram eperatisns
than word speratisns, as weuld be expected en the baszis of the internal

cae distinctiveness hypethesis, Given the svarall pattern of results,

11
All L-tests sre 2-tailed.
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a4 gignificant h—Wayiinteracticn weuld previde statistical suppsrt

fer this hypsthesis, Since this interactien failed te reach canventisnal
significance levels, such suppert is lacking. Becauss there iz n»s
statistical evidence that the internal cue distinctiveness manipulatien
was successful fer recall in the prasence of interviewer A (ne differences
in recall accuracy fer werds and trigrams), hewsver, this result is nst
surprising.

While recall perfermance in the presence of interviewer A lends
itself to a self-perceptien interpratatien in a foirly straight-ferward
maaner, recall in the presence of B is puzzling. Altheugh Figure 9
indicates that this latter pattern of data ig the reverse of what
would be expacted en the basis ef the self-perceptisn theery, statistical
analyses previde seme measure of cemfert fer the thesry. A4s was
previsusly neted, the lihsar cqntrast which examined this "raverse"
interactien was insignificant, As this result weuld suggest, subsequent
2-tailed cemparisens cerrespending te these made fer interviewer A
also failed teo appreach cenwentisnal significance levels. There were
no differences in recall perfermance betvieen the false statement-

;truth interviewsr cue and false statement-lie interviewer cue cenditiens
(Xs=1.18 and 0.94 respectively; t= 0.67) and between the true stztement-
lie interviewer cue and true statement—truth interviewer cue cenditisns
(Xs= 1,12 and 0.48 respectively; t= 1.33),

When the significant stimulus variable is taken inte censideratien
in examining the data fer interviewsr B (shewn in Figurs 7), thrae

final cemparisens are suggested., These invelve recall performance fer
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Lrigram epsratiens, vhen enly the trigram duta were subjected teo

the sanme 2-tailcd comparisens described absve fer werd and tricram

deta cembined, the results were unchanged. Again, thers were ne
significant differences in recall perfsrmance between the false statement-
iruth interviewer cue and fzlse statement-lie interviewer cue conditisns
(Is=l.lh and 0.46 respectively; t=1.33) and betwsen the true statement—
lie interviewer cus and true stutement~truth interviewer cue cenditiens
(Zs= 0.57 and =-0.28 raspectively; t=1,49). Hewever, racall of trigram
eperations was significantly peerer in the true statement—trufh interviewer
cus conditien than in the false statemsant—truth interviewer cue cenditisn
(Xs= =0.28 and 1.1k respsctively; t=3.23, df 9, p<.02)., This finding
is centrary te the self-perceptisn prgdictiens and the revaras of the
statement cueing effect ebtained by the truth interviewer in Experiment
2. The interpretatisn of these rssults was that cues previeusly
asseciated with truth telling induced subjects te believa varbal
stateménts made in their pressnce. Hence, a related interpretatioen

of the present trigram results fer intarviewer B would have te hald

that cues pravieusly asseciated with truth telling induced subjects te
digbelieve verbul statements made in their presance, Although such an
interpretatisn makes ne senss in terms eof the self-perceptisn thesry,

the twe data peints which render it pessible are net easily explained
away, Fer example, 1t weuld be tenuous te srgue thut the statistical
significsnce of this cemparisen was due te chance while taking the
pesitien credibility cueing was respensible fer the stutistical

significance of the correspsnding cemparisen in the previeus expesriment
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(For &« discussien ¢f difficulties in interpreting the results of
multiple t-tests, see Hays, 1963, pp. L71-472.).

A simple interpretation of the present results is that they
previde support for the notien that seme stimulus parsens are ﬁ&re
likely te preduce credibility cusing effects than athefs. In this
experiment the effect was preduced by ens interviewer but net by the
ether, Hew sheuld this be explained? A clue is suggested by tha fact
that everall recall psrfermance was pesrer in the presence of the
interviswer whe preduced the predicted cueing effect. This sbservatien
is consistent with the internal cue distinctiveness hvpsthesis derived
frem the selfféerceptian theary., By empleying stimnli designed te
preduce internal cues differing in distincﬁiveness it is presumed thzt
this hypethesis was operatisnalized at tha gterage end of a memery

i ——————

proecess (i.e., trigram eperatiscs should praduce weaker internal cues
. 12
'Y Y +

presumably in the form of mamery traces). or

&

than werd pperations;
ceurse, this 1as net the enly way 1in which internal cues might he rerdered
mere or less distinct. Operatiens performed at the retrisval end of

a memery precess cauld have a similer effect, For axampls, the intre-~
ductien of a tims limit on recall might be expected te render internal

cues less distinct, er less accessible, tham they wsuld be in ths

LzAt the level sf behavier, distinctiveness 1s clearly a statistical

concept (mers werd eperations than trigraom aperatiens reculled
correctly)., although the terminelegy of tha dishinctivenasse hypethesis
implies that distimctiveness 1s a statistical cancept at the mediatiasnal
level as wall (mors word eperatiens than trigram eperatiens stsred in
mamary), the suther is cemmitted ta this nstisn fer the sake eof
terminslsgical censistency snly. It dses rob raflzct a thesrehtical
comnitment,
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[oery

«bsence of this censtraint, OSuch a precedure weuld have a debilitstin

effect upsn recall in general, and, zccerding te the intsrngl cue
distinctchaess hypathasis,vit should bring recsll mers under the
centrol »f available external cuss,

There is seme evidence thut a time—limited, ratrisvel-based
operatienalizatisn of internal cus distinctivensess was insdvertently
preduced in the present experiment., This was likely due te the casual
vway in whiph theviaterviewer identity vériabls was nanipulated, Because
there were ne sspecially ebvisus interpefé@nal characteristics and
behaviers which might preducs the credibility cusing effects, nsne
were selected fer manipulatien in this experiment. That is, ne attempt
was mads to haveveaa interviewer hehave in a particular manner that
might be cansidersd cffectiﬁe in preducing cueing effects, while having
the other interviewer behave diffarently, Instead, interviewsrs waers
allewed te interact with subjmcts relativelvy freely, particularly
during the test.phasc of the experiment, Although hsth interviewers
wers given the sime standard reutine te follew, eiuch was allewed te
preceed at his swn pace and level ef fermality when preszenting the test
Istimuli te a subject. Oxe ebservable cersequence of this arrangsment
was that interviewer A censistently presented the test stimuli at a
fagter pace tham interviewer B, Altheugh beth iaterviewers began the
test phase of the experiment at approximately the sams time, the
interviewsr whe preduced credibility cueing =ffects wus alwéys the
fir;t te fimish with his subject. If it can be assumed thut this

rapid pace was lupesed upen the time eof racall testing ss well as
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stimulus pressntstien, then a pessible affect muy have been te wauken
the presumed sterage-bzsed manipulatisn of internal cue distinctivensss,
Since recall of trigram aberatisns is already marginal, the impesitien
of &4 rapid pace wsuld have itas greatast affect upen recill of werd
opsratisons, A tims censtraint sheuld h;ve a debilitating effect upsn
the retrieval of otherwise accessible infermatisn, This weuld bring
recsll of werd eperations cleser te the marginal lavel of rscall
displayed fer trigram eperatisns than weuld sccur with & mere liesurely
pace., The same lew level of recall accuracy fer heth werd and trigram
sperations in the presence af interviawser A, and ths interactive effect
of the statement and intervi&wer cue variables for beth eof theses stimulus
eperatiens combinod in the presence =f A, are censistent with this
speculatien,

What appears te have eccurred in the present experiment can be
summarized ig terms of the presumed sterage- and retriseval~-based
manipulatiens af internal cue distinctiveress. The presumad starage-
based manipulatien of internzl cue distinctiveness was succesaful for
gsubjscts who atbtempted te recall in the pressnce af interviawsr B
(recall accurscy peerer far tri?raﬁ_aperatians than werd eperatians),
Due te the relatively rapid pace impesed by interviewsr A, this
manipulatisr had ne effact for subjects whe attempted te recusll in
his presence (ne difference in recell accuracy fer werd and trigram
operations). As a rasult, instead of the intended experiments] mani-
pulatien »f internul cue distinctiveness hised upen sterage, there was

an inadvertent interviewer manipulation of intarnal cue distinctiveness
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basud.upen retrievals Rather than estsblishing internal cues at twe
love;s of distinctiveness fer subjects within the interviewer identity
variable (stersge of trigram speratiens poerer than starage 2f word
eperatiens), intermal cues wers estsblished at twe lsvels ef distinct-
ivegess f?r subjects between the interviewer idgsntity variable (retrisval
of werd and trigram operatians combined in the presence ef interviewer A
pesrer than the retrisval ef these aperatiens im the presence of
interviewer B), |

" While this explanatien weuld acceunt for the greater likelihood
of credibility cueing effects in the presence of interviewer A, it dess
net explainithe absence of these effects in B's presence. Since the
presumed sterage-based mamipulatien ef internal cue distirctiveness
was successful for subjecte attempting te recall in the presence »f
B, and since recall ef trigram aperafi»ns wag at the same low lsvel ef
accuracy im ﬁhe presence of beth interviewars, recall ef trigram
eperatiens in B's presence weuld bs expected te show these effects,
An impressisnistic speculatien is offered as a tentative explanatien
fer their absence., It is my impressien that the twe individuals
emplayed in this axperiment differed strikingly in their telerance fer
the "interviewsr'" rele, As it was described te these twe individuals,
the rale of an intarviewsr was fermal, perfunctery, and rigid,
Interviewers were instructed te ask a predetermiiied get of questions
accerding te s dry and repetitive fermat, te stars diractly at subjects
in erder te give the appearance of evalusting thelr snswers, snd te

attempt te suppree their ewn reactiens te subjects' answers in erder
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te minimize the effacts of extraneeus, non-verbal cues. This precadure
was repested in 20 sessiens, Interviewer A appeared ts be quits
comfertable with this rele and was able te play it well. Ly ewn
impressisn of his perfermance iz that he was "caal", "efficient",
"serisus", ans "mechanical"., He appeared te transmit very faw inter-
persenal cues sther than these required hy his particulsr rele as the
party centrelling an interactien, Interviewer B, sn the sther hand,
appearsd te bs uncemfsrtable with this rele and 23 a result he behaved
differently. Ly imprassien of his pﬁrfarmance.is that he was "warm",
"ssnsitive'", "cavalier", ard "human", In centrast te the semewhat
"bureaucratic" perfermance sf A, B carried off his rals with cengidersble
animation and gave the appearance of being sensitive te subjects as
individuals. He tended teo tramsmit interperseral cues which were
inc;nsistent with his rele as the party centrelling an interactien,
Allowiﬁg subjects te preceed pretty much at their ewn pace in the
recall phase of the experiment is a cencrste example of this tendency.
His imsistence that the "interviewers" be allewad te talk with subjects
in srder to divast themsslves of their reles is ansther, B specificaily
irequested that the interviewsrs be allovied te assure subjects that they
were aet reslly the '"prebing, mechanical éambies" that their reles rade
them eut to bse, In shert, suhjécts would likely ferm relatively
differentiated impressiens of the kind of persan B is much mers readily
than they weuld for A, én asswiptien dﬂrived.fram the cerrsspsndent
inference thesry of Jenes and Davis (1965). Thut thesry Lelds that

sut-ef-rels behavier prevides an infermatlsnsl basis fer launching



iafereaces absut sn acter's "parssrallly characteristics”, whereas
in-rele behavier prevides little sr ne infermatien far such infer»ncas.lB
Given that B's bshavier resulted irn the trznsmissien eof censiderzhle
informatien absut his "persenality", a pﬁssible.:ffect ¢f this parsenslity
cueing weuld be ts obscurs thovcrédibility cuee which the exparimenrt wos
designed te establish. Given that A's behavier resulted in the trans-
misslen f very little of this kind of infermatien, credibility cnes
would net be ebscured in his presence by persenality cues. Taken
togethsr, these diffsrential persesnuality and credibility cueing effects
ceuld preduce the general pattern of results obssrved in the present

’/
expsrimert. OSilace ne imprassien fermatien da+" were c¢sllected from

gsubjects, hewever, this explanatiasn is merely speculative,

Cradibility cusing ia a nen-laberztsry context: Bem (1970) hes

speculated that the credibility cuelng precedurs, with particular

reference te "truth" cueing, ceuld have important implicatians im the

13Tho netien that censiderahle inforsutisn is axtractad frem sut-2f-
rele behavier is supperted in an experiment csaductad by Jenes, Davis,
«nd Gergez (1961)., Subjects wers expesed te tape-racerdsd interviews
in which individuals behaved in either an "innsr~directsd" er "fubter-
dirscted" magner in applying far a jeb which reguired eithar spe
"ianer-dirascted" persen (agtrenaut) sr an ”outnr—dlroctﬂd“ persen
(submariner)., When asked what they theught the applicsnt was really
like as & persen, subjects expesed te the sut—el rele recordings
yave more extrame rating te the ap-licant and exprasssd sreater
confidence iam their judgwents. The euter-directed astranuut (out—
ef-role) wus seen w«s veary affiliative and very cenferming whereas
the inner—-dirscted astrenaut (in-rele) was sesn as msaderataly
ircdepeadent snd mederately affiliative, Similarly, the inner-dirscted
submariner (eut-sf-role) was seen as very indapendent and very nen-
affiliztive whereas ths euter—directed subwariner (in-rels) waz zeen
a8 moderately «ffilistive und mederatsly cenferming,
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srea of pelice interregafiens. Specifically, he has presented his
Findings te the U.S. Senate Subcsmmitﬁﬁe en Censtitutisnul Arrmendrents
and argusd that isterregatien precedures migzht have danzersus
psychelegical effects om the beliefs and meameries of an inuscent persen
whe is suspectsad of cemmiting a crime, Accerding ts this argument,
glemants of the‘crodibility cueing precedura may ba inherently present,
or at least available, during an actual palice interragation, Fer
example, the physical surrsundings of any pslice interregatien nay act
as truth cuez fer an iannscent suspsct becazuse he simply ceuld net
ceaceive of himsgalf lying in such circumstances, Ag « reasult, ha is
in a situatien in which he isvlikely to be influsncad by his swn
sﬁitamentz. ARy inadvertent arfars or inaccuracies he makes in an
othefwise truthful testimeny sre likely te be acceptad thersafter by
him as true, In addition te this inherent predispesitien teward self-
credibility, a skilled pelice interregater can elicit inaccurscies

and distertiens by asking lsadingz questiens er by carefully pregrammin

the sequence of questisns asked. These inaccuracies cesuld then cema te
be besliaved by the suspsct in wuch the same way that experimental
faubjects perceived their false statements ts be truthful, Finally,
Bea sugcests that the recently impessd U.S. Supreme Ceurt guidelines
for interrogatisns may functien as truth cues facilitating belief in
any laadverteat errers a suspect might make in his statements, That
is, if the police can elicit false incriminating statemenis frem a

suspact after they have infermed him »f nhis right te remain sgilant

«nd his right te ceunsel, these statements are likaly to be balieved



119

by the suspect thereafter since they cunnet be attributed by him toe
ceercien, Suéh stutemsnts sheuld be perceived by the suspect as
given #f his ewn free will, in 2 situatien where he knesws such statements
can be subsequently used sgainst him in a ceurt ef law, and therefore
signal him thit he is telliag the truth, These speculatiens lead Bem
te an iraqic cenclusien: it seems that the less an interresgater uses
coercive tactics and the mere he takes advantazge of truth cue centingencies
inherent in the interregatisn situatien, the mors suscaptible a suspsct
becemss %o theuzht centrel through self-perceptisn (Nete that witnesses
weuld alse be sueceptible te the influence of seme of these same cues,),
The prssent results ceuld be applied to this argument in the
interests of & mere complete speculatisn, lhile Bem has drawn attentien
te aspects of the lnterrsgatisn situatien which ceuld cause 2 suspsct
to believe his swn verbal inaccuracies, he hzs nst addressed in any
detail the impertant questissm ef hew errors ir testimeny might eccur
ia the first place., It is onse thimg ts gel experimsntal subjects te
make & prepregrasmied set of false staterments cercerning a trivial t.ek;
it is quite amather thizgz tc induce errers in s suspect's testimeny
cencerning a crime. An examination of officisl pslice iaterragatisn
manuals 1s iastructive en this peimt, In each of three manusls cansidsrad
(Inbauw and Reid, 1953; Aubry «nd Capute, 1965; O'Hara, 1970), & pecullar
psychelogcy of the interrezatisn precess is described. The central
asswnptien of thls psychelegy 1s exprsssed by the adags, "Truth will

eut", Accerding te this view, pesple have a basic need te tell the

truth, aven when it is not In their best interests te de se, snd a
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alcillful 1nterrs> ter 1s one whe can create conditians which

facilitute the telling #f such truths by persens whe have committed
crimes. & cerollary te this "rule" is the assumptison that sn innecent
suspact canrot be led to falsely Incriminate himself, This psychelegy,

the style of its suppertive legic, and the prierity sf sscuring confessiens

are clearly expressed in ths following passage frem an interregstion
maauals R

The basic purpess of an imterrszatien is the securing of an
adinissien of guilt frem a persen whe has cermitted a crime
coses e might mentien here thea all-impertant fact that ths
cerrectly prepared and cerrectly structurad interrezstien

is ast likely te preduce am admissisn of suilt and a cenfessisn
frem sn individusl whe is net guilty eof ths comniseisn 8f the
crime fer which he is baing interregated, The resgen fer this
is basic and is firmly anchered in ths Censtitutisr of the
United Stutes; and upen the fact that every citizen af the
United States has Cermstitutiensl rights, Ged given and
imnalienable, which flaw frem and are guaranteed by the
Constitutien, and which may net be taken away frem the
iadividual,

(Aubry and Capute, 1565, p. 25)«

psychalegzy which legitimizes &

a

Presumably, it is this peculiar
standard set of interrsgxtien tactics advecated in each of the ranuala,
A partial list iacludes "The katt and Jeff Tachnique', "Zeverse Lise=lip",
"Bluff en Split P;ir", "Trad Dawn-Build Up Technique", and "vhat Will
the Wifs and Kids Think?", In the "utt and Jeff Techniqua, far
example, ona interrsgater behuves in a friendly fashlon taward the
suspect while the ether is anyry sad thf atening, Vhen Jeff is sut
of the interrs;etien resm, tubt cenfides that he deesn't thirk he can
neld off his vielence-prene ssssciabts puch lenjer, and that it weuld

be "best!" far the suspect te cenfass hafore Joff sets eut of coatrol,
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In the "Reverss Line-Up", the suspect is idestified by & confadsarate
pesing as a witnsess, Iz sdditisn te these orchestratad ploys,
iaterrsgaters are instructsd te sit clese te the suspect su 28 toe
make him feel uncemfertabls, to create an illusisn sf psychelwgicsl
igolatien, te display confideate in the suspect's zuilt, net teo allew
him a chance te sxplain er issue repsated deanizls, te samanticszlly
pL@y dewa the seriousnsss of the effense, to persist and rive tha
impressien of super-humen endurarce, ts nete symptams af lying aad
peimt these out te the suspect (sweating, inwhbility ts lassk the
interrsgater ia the eye, pulsating carstid artery, leng psuses), %o
advise the suspect of his right te remain silent erd then psint eut
te him the implicatiens of his deinz ss (guilty), etec,

Almost all of these tactics ars hased upen decaptise and their
slaeted geal is te preduce tensisn ard confusien en the part of the

auspect, It is assuned that when ths suspect is im this disadventaged

\

state the "truth will (pep) eut", Considar the fellswing ebssrvatiers
te this affect:?

(The interrsgater must be sble te) create the impressiea in
the mind of the sugpsct that ne undus adventage is gelng te
be takea of him ,.... that he is net 2oiny te te tricked or
eutsansuvered inte making the incriminating sdaiszien .oees
the iaterrezater must pessess & boyg of tricke similar to the
tep hat of a magicilaa, and like the magicianm whe pulls '
rabbits ard ether itema eut of the tep hat, the iaterrsgater
nust be able te pull varlsus appreuachas eub of his tag ef
tricks, and de so with the aease awrd cespeterce that ealy
cemes with leag heurs ef practice, sxperimsrtatien, and
applicstien +eese Tha use af subterfuye mekes u very effectivs
approach, «nd eccasiemally may be used with tellinz faerce
and offect, In a certain serse, sublerfugs say be thaught
of us trickery, aliheuzh it is ret dafined as ‘rickary,
(aubry end Caputs, 1985, pn, 76=77).
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The suspect is in a state of emotional confusion. He is
unable to think logically and clearly, since his sense of
values has been disturbed and his imagination is distorting
perspective., It is possible for the investigator to obtain
admissions or even a confession by further misrepresenting
the picture,

(O'Hara, 1970, p. 821).

When the interrogator initiates the interrogation with
gentleness and kindness, instead of the expected roughness,
the net result on the part of the subject is going to be
extreme confusion. The confusion will work to the advantage
of the interrogator, and the subject may well confess before
he even realizes what he is saying.

(Aubry and Caputo, 1965, p. 81).

«sse Subjects accused of a crime; apprehended and charged
with 1t; and particularly while actively being interrogated
for it; are not apt to be using the intellectual powers of
their mind to any great extent. If any of their mental
faculties are functioning at all, they will most likely be
in the psychological and emotional areas. An individual in
& nervous, upset, and highly emotional state is very
amenable to suggestions, and will tend to comply with and
carry out suggestions that are made to him; much in the same
manner that conditioned reflexes are carried out.

(Aubry and Caputo, 1965, pp. 114-115),

eses the interrogator must give no indication that he is

being influenced by what the subject may state in behalf of

his innocence; and this should be so even when the interrogator
actually realizes the reasonable implication of possible
innocence in some fact or evidence presented by the subject.

In other words, the subject should be required to extend
himself to the limit in order to avoid detection or confession,
for during the course of his efforts toward that end he is
more vulnerable to the tactics and techniques designed to
produce the desired information.

(Inbau and Reid, 1953, p. 153).

The "tone" of the interrogation is set by the interrogator,
He may give the impression that he is completely convinced
of the sutject's guilt, depending upon the facts of the case,
in which instance the subject will have to extend himself

to convince the interrogator that he is wrong. And it is
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just at the moments that the subject is extending himself

the most, that he is most likely to make serious errors,

(Aubry and Caputo, 1965, p. 153).
While the stated purpose of these tactics and procedures is the
securing of the right information from suspects who are factually guilty,
an inadvertent effect of the tension and confusion they are designed to
produce might well be the securing of the wrong information from
suspects who are factually innocent., The well documented interrogation
of George Whitmore by the New York police is a case in point (Shapiro,
1970). Subjected to many of the confusing and suggestive interrogation
tactics just described, Whitmore confesses to three murders which he
did not commit.Lh In two important respects Whitmore appears to be
a classic case for the application of self-perception theory to police
interrogations., He was possessed of a chronically poor memory (poséibly
predisposed toward storage in the form of weak internal cues), a
disposition which was exaggerated by confusing and suggestive inter-
rogation tactics (further weakening of internal cues in retrieval).
One effect of the combination of weak internal memory cues and confusing
linterrogation tactics was that the police were able to elicit incriminating
errors, including false confessions, in their interrogation of Whitmore.
A second effect of the combination of weak internal memory cues and

blatantly suggestive interrogation tactics was that Whitmore repeated

lhAfter spending almost two years in various penal and mental
institutions, Whitmore was cleared of any responsibility for the
three murders to which he confessed, His case has been cited as a
decisive factor in the U.S. Supreme Court's 196 decision to limit,
at least technically, the powers of the police in interrogating
suspects,
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in court many of the same incriminating errors he had earlier made to
the po].ice.l5 Although limited in scope, the present experiment can
be viewed as an analog to this particular police interrogation situation,
The presumed weakening of retrieval-based internal cués by interrogator
A's fast pace is analagous in principle to the weakening of internal
cues by confusing police interrogation tactics. The preprogrammed set
of false statements concerning the crossing out task is analagous to
the erroneous statements suggested by the police interrogators, A
subject's bellef in the accuracy of some of his false statements in
the recall test is analagous to Whitmore's bellef in the accuracy of
the erroneous parts of his testimony offered in court. Although
Whitmore subsequently revoked his confessions, he persisted in making
serious incriminating statements in his testimony in court, statements
which could not possibly be true., It seems quite likely that Whitmore
came to believe these statéments in much the same way experimental
subjects belleved their false statements -—-- by processing information
from his own verbal behavior and the situation in which it occurred.
Finally, the present results suggest that a particular kind of
. interviewer/interrogator is more likely than others to obtain credibility
{cueing effects. This invividual is someone who transmits little infor-
mation about his "personality characteristics", perhaps in the manner of
the inscrutable Sergeant Friday of the television sefies, Dragnet ("Just

the facts, that's all we want, just the facts.").

lSAs an example of suggestive tactics, by giving "clues" an interrogator
was able to get Whitmore to draw an accurate and detalled floor plan of
the apartment of an alleged victim, even though he had never seen it.
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CHAPTER FOUR: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

This dissertation took up a new "mini-paradigm" in Social Psychology,
more or‘less on the bases of faith and aesthetics, and attempted to
develop some hard-headed support for it. If the present research has
articulated the self-perception theory further than had previously been
accomplished by Bem and his detractors, this metatheoretical task will
have met with some success., By way of examining this contingency, the
final chapter summarizes the experimental findings and considers their
implic;tions for the theory. |

In testing a theory, the results of any intervention which increases
the subjective likelihood that an experimental effect is medlated by a
process postulated by the theory take precedence over other results of
that experiment. For this reason the elimination of a differential
guessing interpretation of cueing data by use of the d' statistic must
be viewed as the most important accomplishment of the first experiment.
Ruling out the possibility of this artifact increases confidence in
a credibility cueing interpretation of the recall data, In effect, the
internal validity of results produced by Bem's procedure has been
established more firmly than it had beeﬁ prior to this experiment,

A second accomplishment of the first experiment 1s the provision
of support for a fundamental hypothesis derived from the self-perception
theory. It was observed that external cues provided by subjects' verbal
behavior and the discriminative light stimuli had thelr effect in the
weak internal cue condition and not in the relatively stronger internal

cue condition., Because effects of different magnitude were predicted in
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the two internal cue conditions (large effect for the weak condition

and smaller effect for the stronger condition), support for the internal
cue distinctiveness hypothesis was viewed as "qualified". It should be
noted, however, that this qualification is based upon empirical precedent‘
rather than theory. Whereas Bem has previously obtainea a credibility
cueing effect for recall using word stimuli, no such effect was observed
in this experiment. Yet the theory of self-perception simply assumes
that credibility cueing effects are more likely under conditions of

low internal cue strength than under conditions of high internal cue
strength. The obsefvation of an effect in the recall of trigram
operations but not in the recall of word operations is consistent with
this assumptién. Nevertheless, given Bem's findings, a question is
faised by the present fallure to obtain a credibility cueing effect in
the recall of word operations. This question concerns the robustness

of the credibility cueing procedure., Of three experiments using this
procedure, only one has obtained the interactive effect of behavioral
and situational cues for recall of word operations (Bem, 1966),

Maslach (1971) observed a main effect for situational cues (better
irecall in the lie light conditions) and no cueing effect was observed

in the present experiment. While Maslach's claim to have found an
"alternative explanation" of Bem's findings is derived from an eccentric
interpretation of the term "artifact", and should therefore be dismissed
as foolishness, the actual results of her experiment are important as
they relate to the question at hand.16 Along with the word results of

16On the basis of her results Maslach claims that the "truth about
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the present experiment, these ffaings suggest that the credibility
cueing procedure is rather fragile so that unless certain conditions
are met the results predicted by the self-perception theory will not
be forthcoming. At present these conditions have not been specified
in any other than gross procedural terms. In this connection, the
cueing effect was not observed in a pilot study in which a slide
projector was used to present the recall stimuli., It may be that any
manipulation which diverts the subject's attention from the behavioral

and situational stimuli, such as the projection of recall stimuli in
e

o e e ey

a visual medium, washes out the effect. A manipulation which directs
subjects' attention to one of the discriminative situational stimuli

at the expense of the other, as seems to have occurred in Maslach's

(belief in) false confessions" is that they are the product of
subjects' decreased "vigilance" in the presence of the truth light.
While this could explain the pattern of data she obtained ( a main.
effect for light stimuli), it cannot explain Bem's results (an
interactive effect of statement and light stimuli). In fact, Bem's
observation of relatively accurate recall in his true statement-
truth light condition and relatively inaccurate recall in his true
statement-lie light condition contradicts the proposed "vigilance"
explanation., The observation of thiss¢ame interaction for recall of
trigram operations in the present experiment reduces the tenability
of this explanation still further. This experiment included a
procedural control designed to rule out a possible "vigilance" effect,
The discrepancy between the findings of Bem and Maslach suggests the
possible operation of some artifact in the latter experiment rather
than the operation of a "vigilance" artifact in the former. Maslach's
findings may well have been produced by her use of a polygraph. By
emphasizing lie detection to her subjects in this way, she may have
differentially sensitized them to lying and caused them to be especially
vigilant in the presence of the discriminative stimulus for lying.
Finally, it is difficult for me to let the Maslach experiment pass in
a polite fashion. To introduce a procedural artifact in one's own
experiment is one thing. To attempt to pawn that artifact off on
someone else's experiment and then announce it as the discovery of

an alternative explanation of that researcher's findings is qguite
another, To proclaim this series of mistakes in a major journal
makes a nuisance of such fooldshness for one's colleagues.
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experiment, could have a similar effect., The problem of subtle

procedural requirements which are essential for a successful "peplication",
but not disclosed in the published record of a researcher's methods, is
not uncommon in psychological research., Physiological investigations

of memory transfer via brain extracts is a popular example,

The second experiment offers little in the way of direct accomp-
lishments. In that experiment an attempt was made to exténd the
credibility cueing effect beyond the impersonal light cueing situation
employed in the first experiment to a situation which involved inter-
personal cues. Had the effect occurred with the use of videotaped
interviewers as discriminative stimuli for truth and lie telling, this
would have braodened the generalizability of the credibility cueing
procedure and thereby increased the external validity of the results
it can produce. Instead, this experiment produced a partial credibility
cueing effect which did not lend itself to unequivocal interpretation.
Hecall accurac& for trigram operations was higher in the true statement-
truth interviewer condition than in any of the remaining three conditions
which combined statement and interviewer cues. While this result was
Zregarded as a statement cueing effect for the truth interviewer (cues

'previously associated with truth telling induced belief in verbal
statenents made in their presence), interpretation was complicated by
a procedural oversight which allowed the interviewer's role (truth or
lie cue) to become confounded with his identity (interviewer A or
interviewer B), Bécause one of the two interviewers served as a truth

cue for almost all of the subjects, the possibility arose that the
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statement cueing effect was not simply the product of his role as a

truth cue, buf was to some extent peculiar to his identity. Presumably
this possible interpersonal cueing effect would have been mediated by

the interviewer's appearance, speech, manner, etc. Likewise, the
absence of a statement cueing effect for the lie interviewer could have
stemmed from some interpersonal aspect of the interviewer who served as

a lie cue for most of the subjects. Rather than answering a question of
generalizability, the results of the second experiment raised a questién
as to whether some stimulus persons are more likely to produce credibility
cueing effects than others.

By factorially varying the role of live credibility cues (truth or lie)
with their identity (interviewer A or interviewer B), the third experiment
examined this question., In addition, this experiment retested the
internal cue distinctiveness hypothesis. The results suggested that when
two persons serve as discriminative stimuli for truth and lie telling,
they can have a differential capacity for producing credibility cueing
effects. The interactive effect of external cues predicted by the self-
perception theory was obtained by one interviewer but not the other,

While the manipulation of internal cue distinctiveness was unsuccessful
. for subjects who attempted to recall in the presence of the interviewer
who obtained the effect, a modification of the distinctiveness concept
was invoked to explain the differential credibility cueing effects,

It was assumed that the rapid pace imposed on recall by the interviewer
who obtained the effect interfered with subjects' retwival of word

operations, thus rendering them as inaccessible as trigram operations,
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This did not happen to subjects who attempted to recall in the presence
of the ot@gr interviewer, Hence, the intended manipﬁlation of two
levels of internal cue distinctiveness within the interviewer identity
variable was unsuccessful, Instead, the discrepancy in pace imposed
on recall by the two interviewers inadvertantly resulted in a manipulation
of distinctiveness between the identity variable. In effect, internal
cues appeared to have been rendered less distinct in the presence of
the interviewer who obtained the credibility cueing effect, an inter-
pretation which is consistent with the self-perception theory. It
was suggested that the other interviewer's failure to obtain the effect
for recall of trigram operations was due to the transmission of "personality"
cues, Although a single anomaly in the recall data produced in his presence
could not be accounted for, a minimal interpretation is that it provides
evidencé of the cueing procedure's lack of robustness,

This third experiment accomplishes two things: it successfully
extends the cueing procedure to a situation involving interpersonal
credibility cues, and indicates that some stimulus persons are more.
likely to produce credibility cueing effects than others. This clearly
E'im:reases the generalizability of Bem's procedure and the external
Ivalidity of results produced by it., Because the explanation offéred
for the latter finding is somewhat speculative, two lines of follow-up
research are suggeéted. One concerns the investigation of retrieval-~
based interventions designed to optimize the effects of external behavioral
and situational cues in the self-perception of subjective states, The

other concerns the exploration of lnterpersonal bases for differential
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credibility cueing effects, including those suggested by attribution

theoretic sources such as the correspondent inference theory,
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