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Chapter 1

Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment

1 Introduction
In spite of the fragmented and multifaceted character of its theory (cf. Aronson, 1992;
Berkowitz, 1992; Berkowitz & Devine, 1989a), social psychology counts several socalled "classical" experiments. One of these experiments is the experiment which
Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) conducted to test predictions derived from cognitive
dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957). A small 'study' may serve as an example of its
fame: of seventeen reviewed introductions into either general or social psychology,
only three did not use this experiment to illustrate cognitive dissonance theory: In tile
light of the important role such introductions are said to have had for developments in
social psychology (e.g., Aronson, 1989; E.E. Jones, 1985), a score of 82% renders
the experiment indeed a "classic".
The experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith does not only have an important
illustrative value, it also has had considerable importance for the development of
cognitive dissonance theory. In the beginning years of the theory it was regarded as the
most important proof for the theory (Elms, 1969, p. 18), and the study essentially
started off a new research topic (i.e., the forced compliance research). As a
consequence of the importance of the study for early dissonance theory, its
methodology has often been used by other researchers, both with the aim of replicating
the results of the original experiment (e.g., Nuttin, 1966) and with the aim of
extending the insight in cognitive dissonance mechanisms (e.g., Cooper & Worchel,
1970). From these observations we conclude that, at least for historical reasons, the
classical status of the experiment is justified. However, the experiment itself is not
without problems. Several aspects of its methodology have been heavily criticized (see,
e.g., Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964; Kiesler, Collins & Miller, 1969; Rosenberg, 1965);
many different interpretations have been proposed to account for its results (see, e.g.,
Alexander & Knight, 1971; Bowerman, 1978; Bem, 1972; Janis & Gilmore, 1965;
Nuttin, 1975; Tedeschi, Schlenker & Bonoma, 1971). The 'classical' character of the
experiment may therefore not be the result of its empirical value, but rather the
consequence of its historical position, of its clarity as an illustration of dissonance

These three are Berkowitz (1986), Dember, Jenkins, & Teyler (1984), and Morris (1982). The other
fourteen introductions are: Atkinson, Atkinson, Smith & Bem (1990), Brigham (1991), Deaux & Wrightsman
(1984), Gergen & Gergen (1986), Hewstone, Stroebe, Codol & Stephenson (1988), Hollander (1981),
Meertens & von Grumkow (1992), Mischel & Mischel (1980), Schouppe (1989), Seamon & Kennick (1992),
Sears, Peplau, Freedman & Taylor (1988), Shaver (1981), vander Zanden (1987), and Veen & Wilke (1984).
Of these fourteen only a few discuss criticism regarding the experiment.
2
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theory, and of the fact that the discussions in the research literature mainly have
centered around questions concerning the empirical evidence for competing theories
instead of the usefulness of specific methodologies for generating data. The problem is
that such commitment to the theoretical importance of research often leads to "weight
of the evidence" argumentations (see, e.g., Aronson, 1966; Cooper & Fazio, 1984)
which lead one to forget about the weaknesses of individual experiments. Therefore it
need not surprise us that the original methodology of Festinger and Carlsmith is still
subjected to reinterpretations and new research (Girandola, 1994; Joule, 1993;
Paulhus, 1982).

From these observations we conclude that a certain confusion exists with
respect to both the status of the original experiment within cognitive dissonance theory
and the extent to which it provides a useful research methodology. In this chapter a
systematic overview is given of the various positions held with respect to both these
issues. Such an overview has several advantages: it leads to a better view on the
scientific value of the original experiment, and it can deepen the insight in the
strengths and weaknesses of the methodology of the experiment. Furthermore, it can
help to assess the contributions to psychological theory of other experiments which
applied the same methodology.
In Chapters 2 through 5 a research project is described that bears relevance to
some of the topics discussed in the present chapter. Although this project originally
had the objective of testing an alternative interpretation by Rijsman (1981, see also
Rijsman & Bruin, in press). it will be shown that as the results accumulated our (i.e.,
the author's) investigations focused more and more on procedural issues. In the sixth
and final chapter we propose a new perspective, that may provide a solution to many
of the issues raised throughout the first five chapters.
The present chapter starts with an overview of the theory from which Festinger
and Carlsmith's experiment has emanated along with several developments in both the
general theory and the understanding of Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental
procedures (sections 2 and 3). The fourth section contains a detailed overview of the
procedure Festinger and Carlsmith used. Sections 5 and 6 are dedicated to the
methodological/empirical (section 5) and the theoretical (section 6) discussions about
the experiment. In these sections we also discuss experimental evidence that is directly
relevant for the issues raised. In the final section we draw several conclusions
concerning the procedure and the results of the experiment.
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2 Cognitive dissonance theory and its conceptual problems

2.1

Festinger's (1957) formulation of dissonance theory

The central concept of cognitive dissonance theory is that of the "cognitive element".2
Festinger (1957) defined this concept as all the cognitive structures that people hold
because they think they are correct (p. 10). Along with knowledge, Festinger explicitly
included in this concept beliefs, attitudes, opinions and values. According to the theory
in any pair of cognitive elements one of three possible relations exists: irrelevant
(when one element does not imply anything with respect to the other), consonant
(when considering the two elements alone, one element implies the other), and
dissonant (when considering the two elements alone, one implies the opposite of the
'
other). The implication' of one element for another is interpreted in a psychological
sense: apart from logical implications, Festinger (p. 14) also included implications
following from cultural mores, past experience, and logical necessity (i.e., as is the
case when a specific opinion is related to a more general opinion). All relevant
relations between cognitive elements, dissonant as well as consonan# relations, are
assumed to have a certain magnitude that depends on the importance of the elements to
the person holding them. Because Festinger hypothesized that dissonance will
frequently involve clusters of cognitive elements, rather than isolated elements, the
total amount of dissonance between two clusters of cognitive elements was defined as a
function of the fraction of the dissonant relations among all relevant relations between
the two clusters, with the magnitudes of the relevant relations functioning as their

weights (pp. 17-18).
The theory postulates that dissonance operates as a psychological pressure
which in its operation bears resemblance to drives and needs: firstly it motivates one to
attempt to reduce it (Festinger stressed that one may not succeed in this) and,
secondly, the strength of this pressure is directly dependent on the total amount of
dissonance (Festinger, 1957, p. 18). There are three actions that may accomplish
reduction: (i) changing behavioral cognitive elements (i.e., one changes his or her
behavior), (ii) changing environmental cognitive elements (i.e., one changes the social
or physical environment to which the element corresponds), and (iii) adding new
cognitive elements. The third action can serve either of two different purposes: it can
reduce the importance of the dissonant elements and it can reconcile both dissonant
elements. A special type of behavior which was hypothesized to both assist in the
reduction of dissonance or prevent the occurrence of dissonance altogether, was a
selective exposure of oneself to new information (pp. 30-31). The idea is that by
2

Later researchers have usually preferred the concept of cognition over Festinger's concept of cognitive
elements (see, e.g., Wicklund & Brehm, 1976). In this dissertation both concepts are treated as synonyms.
1 Festinger (p. 16) only explicitly defined dissonant relations as having a magnitude. However, his later
definition of the total amount of dissonance between two clusters of cognitive elements necessitates a
symmetry between dissonant and consonant relations. Later formulations of the theory (e.g., Festinger and
Carlsmith, 1959; Kiesler et al., 1969; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976) also suggest that such a symmetry exists.
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information,

possible

increases

in dissonance can be

anticipated.
Festinger hypothesized that an important quality of cognitive elements which
influences the possibilities for successfully reducing dissonance in a certain way is
their resismnce to change. He suggested that this resistance was determined by several
factors. To begin with, because elements are usually related to one another, changing
an element may resolve one particular dissonant relation while creating several
dissonant relations involving other cognitions. The number of related consonant
elements was therefore defined as directly proportional to a given element's resistance
to change (p. 27). Other sources that Festinger included in his list of factors which can
increase the resistance of an element to change are reference to (observable) reality
(changing certain elements can produce conflicts with reality), reference to behavior
(actions can serve certain goals: they can be satisfying in their own right, and they can
be irrevocable), and social support for certain cognitive elements (changing such
elements would generally require social support as well). In accordance with the
concept of resistance to change, Festinger argued that the maximum dissonance which
can exist between two elements, is equal to the resistance of the less resistant element
because this amount of dissonance is sufficient to change the less resistant element.
However, Festinger stated that dissonance will usually not reach this threshold because
people will generally be able to add new elements (that reduce the dissonance) before
the threshold is reached (p. 28).
Together with the presentation of the theory, Festinger (1957) reinterpreted four
existing lines of research (i.e., effects of decisions, forced compliance, exposure to
information, and social support); he also argued that dissonance theory could account
for the various results obtained in these fields. Over the years cognitive dissonance
theory has generated an enormous amount of research. According to Cooper and Fazio
(1984) more than a thousand articles have been published in a wide variety of settings.
The following are a few examples of the research topics: severity of threats not to play
with a preferred toy (e.g., Aronson & Carlsmith, 1963; Clemence, 1990), severity of
initiation (e.g., Aronson & Mills, 1959; Gerard & Mathewson, 1966), decision making
(e.g., Festinger, 1964a; Knox & Inkster, 1968), exposure to information (e.g.,
Himmelfarb & Arazi, 1974; Worchel & Arnold, 1974; see for an overview Frey,
1986), effort justification (e.g., Freedman, 1963; Joule, 19913), importance of
attitudes (e.g., Converse, 1982; Converse & Cooper, 1979), forced compliance
(Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959; Scher & Cooper, 1989), and partial reinforcement in
animals (Lawrence & Festinger, 1962). As the focus of this chapter is on the criticism
and developments around one specific type of forced compliance experiments, readers
are referred to Aronson (1969), and Wicklund & Brehm (1976), for overviews of the
general literature on cognitive dissonance, and to Collins & Hoyt (1972) and Cooper &
Fazio (1984) for more general overviews that concern forced compliance research. Let
us now turn to several conceptual problems of Festinger's formulation.
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2.2 Cognitive elements

A first problem of Festinger's formulation of cognitive dissonance theory concerns the
concept of a cognitive element. As has been described in 2.1, Festinger's (1957)
definition only states that cognitive elements are all those cognitive structures which
people hold "because they consider them correct': However, Festinger did not state
how 'big' these structures are. Festinger himself admitted this problem, stating that
there is conceptual ambiguity about the extent to which a cognitive element itself can
be considered to be built from other, smaller, elements. He considered this problem
insoluble, but not problematic for the theory. He even suggested that it might be a
question that did not need answering (p. 10). In retrospect, however, it appears that
Festinger was wrong at this point. First, the omission of a proper definition has
undoubtedly contributed to difficulties of dissonance theorists with quantifying the
theory, and deriving clear predictions from it (see also the following sections).
Secondly, in later years no uniform solution to this problem has been proposed. For
example, Wicklund and Brehm (1976) also did not provide a clear definition of the
concept, but rather stated (p. 2) that cognitive elements can be specific bits of
information as well as general concepts and relations. In this manner, the theory has
left researchers all the freedom to choose cognitive elements at any 'size' which
seemed appropriate (Kiesler et al., 1969; Pepitone, 1966).
With respect to the second argument, one might object that this may not be as
serious a problem because the most common approach, which has also been applied by
Festinger himself (1964b; Festinger & Carlsmith. 1959). is to reduce dissonance
situations to only two dissonant elements (instead of the proposed dissonant clusters of
cognitive elements). This widely accepted simplification, one might continue, will to
some extent cancel out potential ambiguities. There are, however, several problems
with this reasoning. To begin with, Chapanis and Chapanis (1964), and Kiesler et at.
(1969), have stressed that simplifications to 'two statements' do no justice to the
complexity of situations, either because the analysis becomes too abstract (Chapanis &
Chapanis, 1964), or because it follows from Festinger's theory itself that there is more
to take into account, (i.e., the weighted proportion dissonant relations of all relevant
relations, see Kiesler et at., 1969) Although we might agree with both positions to the
extent that such inaccurate use of a theory does no justice to that theory, it essentially
remains an empirical question whether a greater analytical complexity is really
necessary. However, also more fundamental theoretical issues are involved here. First,
a simplified analysis in terms of two elements does not solve the problem that one of
the most important concepts of dissonance theory (i.e., that of a cognitive element)
remains undefined. This may lead to unnecessary theoretical confusion, for example
about which cognitions are actually dissonant with one another. Secondly, based on the
original formulation of dissonance theory one may predict that there are no differences
between dissonance on high and low levels of cognitive abstraction. However, this
prediction is upgraded to an implicit assumption, if one analyses dissonance situations
in terms of only two elements. Before allowing for the proposed analytical 'shortcut',
one should first provide proof that it really is an allowed analytical step. Finally,

6
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Kiester et al. (1969) have suggested that there is yet another implicit assumption hiding
in the 'shortcut', i.e., that dissonance situations can always be reduced to only two
opposing cognitive elements. Kiesler et at. posit that the original theory does not
explicitly exclude the possibility that more than two clusters are involved in a
particular dissonant relation, and that therefore
unnecessarily restrictive.

such

simplifications may be

2.3 Psychological inconsistency

A second ambiguity of Festinger's original formulation of dissonance theory concerns
the definition of relations between cognitive elements. Festinger himself (1957) was the
first to recognize the difficulties his formulation posed for making a priori predictions
about the state of a given relation (i.e., irrelevant, dissonant or consonant), but he also
argued that in many cases this was clear and easy: Several problems have
nevertheless been identified over the years. First, the theory has been criticized for
dealing in a too implicit manner with the distinction between relevant and irrelevant
relations. Truzzi (1973; see also Pepitone, 1966) has pointed out that, formally
speaking, the theory implies that one needs to prove the relevance of a specific set of

cognitions before one is allowed to apply the concepts of dissonance and consonance.
He considered a clear distinction between relevance and irrelevance a crucial
precondition for using the theory for empirical tests and predictions because without
such a distinction one always can post hoc "explain away" disconfirming results by
referring to the irrelevance of the cognitions involved. The problem is that although
relevance is 'only' a precondition for cognitive dissonance, the hypothetical nature of
the concept of dissonance necessitates a clear explication of the situations in which it
can be found.
Also pairs of relevant cognitions have posed problems for theorists. Dissonance
theory explicitly states that dissonance does not only result from logical
inconsistencies, but also from personal and social background variables such as cultural
mores and past experience (Zajonc [1968] added to these several fallacies of the
psychological system). The problem was that although this inclusion gives the theory a
broader scope, it essentially limits the possibilities for deriving general predictions
(Kiesler et al., 1969; Pepitone, 1966; Tedeschi et al., 1971), or it provides at least yet
another way around a failure to arouse dissonance in people. A number of restrictions
have therefore been proposed in this context. First, Brehm and Cohen (1962, p. 8)
have argued that cognitions cannot by themselves imply anything with respect to one
another unless one of them implies that the person who holds them. is acting in a way
incompatible with hiss needs and desires. They argued that after being committed
(either behaviorally or by means of a decision) such an implication would be created

4 we fee| obliged to mention that Festinger (1957) himself indicated many of the ambiguities of his
theory, and that he considered them the inevitable result of the novelty of his theory (pp. 278-279)
5 Examples in this dissertation usually involve male persons. Use of the male form only serves practical
purposes, it should not imply that the psychological processes which are discussed are only relevant for men.
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(see also 3.2).
Other solutions have been proposed as well such as redefining dissonance in
terms of a failure to explain events by means of existing cognitive rules (Totman,
1973), taking a third cognition into account which specifies value as well as a
preference for the relation between the two elements (Kiesler et al., 1969), and
limiting the scope of the theory to relations between firm expectancies (such as the
self-concept) on the one hand, and (behavioral) cognitions on the other hand (Aronson,
1969; see also Aronson, 1980; Thibodeau & Aronson, 1992). Although the approaches
of Kiesler et al., and Aronson differ in many respects, they are similar to the extent
that whether some situation arouses dissonance or not, depends to a large extent on
expectations elicited in the individuals. Later Wicklund and Brehm (1976, p. 2) seem
to have adopted precisely this position. They stated that the psychological implications
of a given cognitive element can often be found by measuring what expectations people
have, when they hold a certain cognition -this would provide an empirical way
around the objections by Truzzi (1973) that were mentioned above. Furthermore,
Wicklund and Brehm (1976) proposed a restricted definition of the concept of
psychological relevance which contends that relevance only exists between two
cognitions if the person who holds them, considers himself responsible for the fact that
he holds the opposing cognitions (p. 7). For example, according to Wicklund and
Brehm a person will only experience dissonance following a counter-attitudinal act if
he considers himself responsible for that act.
Although Wicklund and Brehm's (1976) proposal to define psychological
relevance in terms of people's expectations may at first sight seem promising, they
have themselves undermined this solution. From their definition of psychological
relevance in terms of people's expectations, we conclude that they essentially defend
the position that dissonance is the result of disconfirmed expectations. The problem is
that, in their discussion of Aronson's perspective, who regards expectations as one of
the constituents of a dissonant relationship (see above), Wicklund & Brehm (pp. 245248) argue that there is abundant experimental evidence against the notion that
dissonance is the result of disconfirmed expectancies. Although Wicklund and Brehm's
perspective differs from Aronson's with respect to the manner in which expectations
are related to dissonance, it is nevertheless clear that the aforementioned conclusion
does not only seem to invalidate Aronson's views, but also those of Wicklund and
Brehm. Unfortunately Wicklund and Brehm have not indicated how this seeming
contradiction might be solved.
The definition of inconsistency of dissonance theory has been amended in yet
another manner. Various authors (Brehm & Cohen, 1962; Gerard, Conolley &
Wilhelmy, 1974) have pointed out that although the theory does not specify this,
intuition suggests that degrees of inconsistency can exist; i.e., that inconsistency is a
non-dichotomous variable which qualifies the strength of a relation between two
elements. The idea was that since attitudes can be more or less extreme, the
inconsistency between an attitude and a cognition could be expressed as a degree of
inconsistency (due to the symmetry of dissonance theory, also a degree of consonance
would be possible). This notion is difficult to incorporate in dissonance theory, and
later theorists (e.g., Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976) clearly
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abandoned this idea. However, Gerard et al. (1974) incorporated it in a reformulation

of the theory: they suggested to redefine dissonance theory in terms of sufficiency of
justdication for the presence of (in)compatible cognitions in somebody's cognitive
system. However, their model has essentially been built on the same ideas of relevance
and irrelevance of cognitions, and it is therefore subject to the same criticism as
presented above.

2.4 Resistance to change and modes of dissonance reduction

Two problems which are to some extent connected with one another, center around the
notion of resistance to change, and the hypothesized different modes of dissonance
reduction. As concerns the former, researchers have found it difficult to determine
which element was going to be the most resistant to change. Often elements referring
to some overt act may be the more resistant (i.e., one is committed, Brehm & Cohen,
1962), but this is by no means always true (as can be the case in a situation involving
an isolated action and a well-developed attitude; see Wicklund & Brehm, 1976).
Secondly, even if one would know which was the most resistant cognition, the original
formulation of the theory allowed no clear predictions about the type of dissonance
reduction that would be chosen (Kiesler et al., 1969; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976). One
consequence of this has been that researchers had great difficulties in testing the theory
because there are several ways in which dissonance can be reduced (e.g., Aronson,
1969). This in turn has led critics to argue that the theory is able to explain everything
(e.g., Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964; Greenwald, 1975; Schlenker, 1992).
Wicklund and Brehm (1976) have proposed a solution for both the resistance
and the reduction problem. In their view a careful analysis of the resistance to change
of all relevant cognitions would enable one to show both which cognition would be the
most resistant to change and how the dissonance is likely to be reduced (p. 6). There
are several considerations which shed serious doubts on the feasibility of this
procedure. First, before such analyses can be made a clear definition of a cognitive
element is needed. However, in section 2.2 it has been shown that this problem has
not been solved satisfactorily. A second requirement for such analyses would be an
assessment of the relative strength of cognitions in order to find out which would be
the least resistant. Wicklund and Brehm have admitted (p. 126) that such is not a likely
option, and that one has therefore to rely on commitment as a safeguard against
unwanted effects. A final problematic point is that, like Festinger (1957), Wicklund
and Brehm (1976) emphasize that people will attempt to reduce dissonance, not that
they will succeed in this (p. 5). Therefore, even if all other objections to their
proposed careful analysis" would be solved, it would only lead to predictions
concerning the direction of attempts without specifying the success of the attempt.
Hence, an unequivocal empirical verification of Wicklund and Brehm's version of
dissonance theory would still be difficult to obtain.
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3 Developments in forced compliance research
In the aforegoing sections it

has become clear that although dissonance theory has
an
enormous
amount
of research in many different fields, its original
generated
formulation has made it difficult for researchers to derive precise predictions from it
(see also Greenwald, 1975; Hoyt, Henley & Collins, 1972; E.E. Jones, 1985). In the

following sections several developments in one of the applications of cognitive
dissonance theory, the forced compliance research, will be described together with two
models that have relatively recently been proposed to account for forced compliance
phenomena, amongst others. As an introduction to the topic we first present
Festinger's (1957) analysis of forced compliance.

3.1 Festinger's (1957) analysis of forced compliance situations
Festinger (1957) used the concept offorced compliance as a shorthand for situations in
which people are forced through some external pressure (i.e., reward or punishment)
to publicly behave (usually: to express an opinion) in a way opposite to their own
opinion and ideas (p. 87). According to dissonance theory forced compliance should
lead to cognitive dissonance because the cognitive elements related to the opinion
("X") imply the opposite to the cognitive elements related to the actually expressed
behavior ("defending position not-X" -see p. 89). As for the idea that the greater the
external pressure (i.e., the amount of money, the severity of the punishment), the
greater will be the importance of the resulting cognitive elements that are consonant
with the act, Festinger predicted that the magnitude of the resulting dissonance would
be inversely proportional to the size of either the reward or the punishment. As the
reward and punishment increase, the dissonance resulting from the compliance is
predicted to decrease (p. 92). Furthermore, the magnitude of the dissonance was
hypothesized to be dependent on the importance of the behavior requested: as the
importance increases, the resulting dissonance is also predicted to become larger.
When the amount of pressure exerted is barely sufficient to elicit the requested
behavior the magnitude of dissonance is largest and as the pressure increases the
magnitude of dissonance is expected to decrease monotonously. Festinger also
predicted a monotonous decrease of the dissonance when the pressure decreases
because of regret over not complying with the request (people do not comply below the
critical point).
In accordance with this analysis Festinger (pp. 94-96) predicted that there are
situations in which either forced compliance, or a failure to force somebody to comply,
will result in so much dissonance that people will change their (private) opinion.
Strictly speaking these situations do not deserve the title 'forced compliance' (Chapanis
& Chapanis, 1964; Nuttin, 1966), however, since research into this type of attitude
change has come to be known as forced compliance research, we will adhere here to
this convention. In the case of forced compliance, the opinion will be changed toward
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the opposite of the previous opinion, i.e., closer toward the requested behavior,
whereas in the case of a failed attempt at forced compliance, the own opinion will
become more extreme (i.e., it will change toward the opposite of the requested
behavior). Festinger also considered other ways of dissonance reduction possible for
example adding cognitive elements in order to increase the importance of the
consonant elements, and decreasing the importance of the dissonant elements.
The experiment Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) conducted was designed to test
the notion central to this analysis that in a forced compliance context there will be an
inverse relation between the amount of pressure exerted and the amount of change in
the private opinion (p. 204). Although their experiment provided evidence in favor of
these predictions, most of the later forced compliance research and theorizing has
centered around further specifications of the precise circumstances under which these
predictions hold. In the following section these developments are further described. As
a consequence of this great attention for one situation, other predictions by Festinger
have received little attention (e.g., the predictions of what happens under conditions of
'just not sufficient' pressure).

3.2 Conditions for the occurrence of dissonance in forced compliance situations
As mentioned above, much of the research into forced compliance that was inspired by
cognitive dissonance theory has been concerned with finding the precise circumstances
for creating a situation, which will lead to attitude change away from the own position
through the elicitation of cognitive dissonance. The first condition to be proposed, was
intended to account for both theoretical problems mentioned in the previous section,
i.e., for the predictions of strength of resistance, and type of reduction strategy. The
idea was that before predictions could be derived from dissonance theory, a person
needed to be committed to a certain position or action (Aronson, 1966; Brehm &
Cohen, 1962; Festinger, 19648; Kiester, 1971). Brehm and Cohen (1962) have defined
commitment as the state which arises after making a choice or engaging in an action.
Such commitment was suggested to have several effects: (i) it would 'fix' one
cognition as the more resistant (i.e., the cognition connected with the commitmenO,
which would also facilitate the specification of the type of relation (i.e., relevant,
dissonant, consonant) between elements, and (ii) it would allow for a more specific
insight in the type of dissonance reduction that would occur (Brehm & Cohen, 1962;
Kiester et at., 1969). Several experiments provided evidence for this position (e.g.,
Carlsmith, Collins & Helmreich, 1966; Helmreich & Collins, 1968), but in later years
this approach seems to have been abandoned because results concerning commitment
were inconsistent with the idea that commitment was a necessary precondition, and
because other variables seemed to be able to give a better account of these effects (see
section 3.4; Calder. Ross & Insko, 1973; Collins & Hoyt, 1972). Although they still
regarded commitment an important mediator of cognitive dissonance, Wicklund and
Brehm (1976, p. 6) retracted the position of Brehm and Cohen (1962) that commitment
was a necessary condition for the occurrence of dissonance. As has been discussed in
2.4, they argued that a careful analysis of resistance to change would provide a better,
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less restricted view on cognitive dissonance. Recently proposed theoretical views
(Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Joule, 1986; see below) nevertheless argue that (behavioral)
commitment is a precondition for dissonance.
A variable which Brehm and Cohen (1962) proposed simultaneously with
commitment was choice. They stressed the importance of this factor because the act of
a choice was supposed to induce dissonance (i.e., over the rejection of not-chosen
alternatives) and because a choice often would imply a commitment (i.e., to the chosen
alternative). Numerous experiments have indeed shown that in forced compliance
situations choice is an important factor which helps facilitate dissonance (e.g., Calder
et al.,

1973; Cooper, 1971; Cooper, Fazio & Rhodewaldt, 1978; Cooper, Zanna &

Taves, 1978; Fazio, Zanna & Cooper, 1977; Hoyt et at., 1972; Linder, Cooper &
R.A. Jones, 1967; Pallak & Pittman, 1972; Scher & Cooper, 1989; Worchel &
Arnold, 1974; Zanna & Cooper, 1974). However, there is also research that seems to
indicate that choice is not a necessary factor for dissonance to occur (e.g., Baumeister
& Tice, 1984; Crano & Messt, 1970). Brehm and Cohen (1962) also hypothesized
about the foreseeability of the consequences. Later research has shown that this is
indeed an important factor: only if one couM have been able to foresee the aversive
consequences of a certain action, this would result in dissonance (e.g., Cooper, 1971;

Cooper & Goethals, 1974; Goethals, Cooper & Naficy, 1979; Zanna, Goethals &
Cooper, 1975). Furthermore, it has been shown repeatedly that the consequences of
the counter-attitudinal act should be aversive, i.e., one would rather not see them
happening to this person, before dissonance would occur (e.g., Calder et al., 1973;
Collins & Hoyt, 1972; Cooper & Worchel, 1970; Cooper, Zanna & Goethals, 1974;
Goethals & Cooper, 1972, 1975; Hoyt et at., 1972; Scher & Cooper, 1989).
Wicklund and Brehm (1976) have suggested that the choice and foreseeability
variables can be integrated in the broader notion of personal responsibility. Earlier
Brehm and Cohen (1962) had hypothesized that while commitment influenced
dissonance, responsibility influenced the magnitude of the dissonance. Collins and
Hoyt (1972) proposed responsibility as a means of accounting for various seemingly
conflicting results in the forced compliance literature. Wicklund and Brehm (1976)
proposed that, instead of commitment, personal responsibility for holding the dissonant
cognitions was a necessary antecedent of dissonance. As has been discussed in 2.3,
they reasoned that this responsibility is necessary in order to make any combination of
cognitions psychologically relevant (i.e., dissonant or consonant).

3.3 Recent developments of the theory

3.3.1 Cooper and Fazio's (1984) New Look

Complying with the research discussed in the previous section, Cooper and Fazio
(1984) have recently proposed an integrative model, which in reference to the title of
their article has come to be known as the New Look at cognitive dissonance (see
Cooper & Fazio, 1989). Cooper and Fazio (1984) present a model which comprises an
extensive amount of conditions to be fulfilled before a forced (induced) compliance
situation will result in cognitive dissonance. According to their model the process of
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raising dissonance is a two-staged sequence. The first stage comprises the assessment
of consequences of the counter-attitudinal act: upon performing this action, a person
will assess its (occurred or future) consequences. The authors place special importance
on the notion of an action. Firstly, because an action leads to cognitions which are
highly resistant to change (as compared with attitudes), and secondly, because an
action implies a behavioral commitment: Only when the assessment of the
consequences of the act results in the conclusion that these are both aversive (i.e., they
should fall in a person's latitude of rejection) and irrevocable, people will proceed to
the second stage.
The second stage comprises a search for the responsibility for these
consequences. At this level the variables of choice and foreseeability are crucial for
only when the behavior was the person's own choice, and also the negative
consequences were (formally speaking) foreseeable, responsibility for the action will be
attributed to the self. and dissonance will be aroused. This arousal is according to the

model a conditioned emotional response to such situations. The model next specifies
what happens once dissonance is aroused. Based on both direct and indirect evidence
for the notion that dissonance is a general arousal-state (e.g., Cottrell & Wack, 1967;
Drachman & Worchel, 1976; Pallak & Pittman, 1972; Watennan & Katkin, 1967;
Worchel & Arnold, 1974; see for overviews Fazio & Cooper, 1983; Joule, 1987;
Kiesler & Pallak, 1976), which is necessary for dissonance to occur (e.g., Cooper et
al., 1978) and furthermore based on research on labeling of arousal (i.e., Schachter &
Singer, 1962), Cooper and Fazio argue that once dissonance is aroused, this arousal
should be negatively labeled. In compliance with research which illustrates this point
(e.g., Cooper et al., 1978; Drachman & Worchel, 1976; Fazio et at., 1977; Zanna &
Cooper, 1974) they argue that the arousal should be rightly attributed to its internal
source (i.e., to having freely caused an aversive consequence). According to the
model, it may also happen that externally caused arousal is misattributed to an internal
cause (Worchel & Arnold, 1974). When both negative labeling and internal
(mis)attribution have occurred, the model predicts that dissonance motivation will
occur, i.e. an aversive pressure to change one's attitude (Cooper & Fazio, 1984, p.
256; see for a more extensive treatise on the role of arousal in dissonance, Fazio &
Cooper, 1983). Generally attitude change will indeed be the result of a forced
compliance situation. However, the model states that there are more possible ways for
removing the aversive pressure since attitudes may be at stake which are so central to
either one's self-identity, or to one's belief system, that changing them is no real

6 As concerns the role of behavioral commitment it is not entirely clear from Cooper and Fazio's text
why this is so important. They write: "The present view accepts the imponance of behavior, but not just
because of its resistance to change. It is the behavioral commitment that produces consequences and the
perception of the foreseeability and aversiveness of those consequences that determine the arousal of
dissonance (1984, p. 243) ". However. to our understanding 'commitment' is a psychological effect of an
action (Kiesler [1971] defines it as a pledging or binding of oneself to behavioral acts, p. 30; see also the
discussion in 3.2), and therefore the idea that commitment actually produces consequences at least demands a
further clarification of the precise relations between act and commitment (e.g., the question needs to be
addressed whether the commitment causes the act or the act the commitmenO.
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option. Reinterpreting several experiments Cooper and Fazio suggest that in such
situations people may retrace the attribution sequence for 'errors' (which can result in
[re]attributing the arousal to some external cause, and reassessment of the behavior, its
consequences or their responsibility), and (when such retracing is also impossible)
bolster their original attitude.

3.3.2

The radical conception of dissonance

Another recent reorientation to cognitive dissonance is the Radical Version (Beauvois
& Joule, 1981; 1982; Joule, 1986, 199 la,b,c). Festinger (1957) describes an ideal
situation in which all cognitions have equal importance. In such a situation, he argued,
the total amount of dissonance with respea to one cognition will be the proportion of
all relevant elements that is dissonant with that cognition (p. 17; Festinger generalized
this later to dissonant clusters of cognitive elements, and the unequal importance of
elements). Based on this description, the Radical Version contends that the total
amount of dissonance in a given situation is some function of the number of
dissonances divided by the sum of the dissonances and the consonances (Joule, 1986;
see also Festinger and Carlsmith, 1959).7 The actual model (Joule, 1986) can be
summed up in three propositions which further specify what will happen with the
proportion of dissonance. First, the model posits that the total amount of dissonance
should be evaluated relative to only one given (generative) cognition. In order to know
which cognition to use here, the model requires that the person should be behaviorally
committed (Joute, 199la). The cognition which refers to the behavior, is then regarded
as the generative cognition: the model essentially states that cognitive dissonance is a
post-behavioral process. It is argued, moreover, that behavior plays a crucial role in

triggering, and orienting cognitive activities before unequivocal predictions can be
about the effects of a given state of dissonance (Joule, 1986). The second
proposition states that the generative cognition itself is not present in the evaluation of
a given dissonance situation since it essentially forms the background against which
other cognitions are evaluated. The third proposition states that in the evaluation of a
given set of dissonant and consonant cognitions, no other relations are taken into
account than those between the generative cognition on the one hand, and the relevant
cognitions on the other hand. The consequence of this is that if extra relevant
cognitions are added to a particular dissonant state, only their relation with the
generative cognition will be taken into account. Therefore, the addition of an extra
consonant cognition will result in a decrease of the total of experienced dissonance
since the weight of the dissonant relations has been reduced, in spite of possible
increases in dissonance emanating from dissonant relations of the added cognition with
other cognitions. According to the model, a person who is being asked to defend a
made

1 It should be noted that the original formulation of the model (Beauvois & Joule, 1981) also includes a
notion of importance of cognitions. It is not entirely clear either whether Joule's (1986) presentation of the
model is somewhat simplified in this respect, or whether the notion of importance of cognitions was later
omitted from the model. A close investigation of several analyses of concrete situations (e.g., Joule, 1986,
1991a,b) indeed suggests that the notion of differences in the importance of cognitions does not lie at the core
of the model.
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position counter to his attitude, will experience more dissonance directly after agreeing
with the request than after actually holding the advocacy; this is the consequence of the
fact that during the role-play one will find arguments in favor of the defended position
(Joule, 1986). Similarly, the model predicts that people should experience more
dissonance after failing to convince another person by means of a counter-attitudinal
speech than after succeeding to convince the other (e.g., Beauvois, Ghiglione & Joule,
1976). The model does not state that people are interested in reducing all existing
dissonant relationships between their cognitions (a 'laxist' conception, see Beauvois &
Joule, 1982; Joule, 1986) but instead that people only try to reduce the dissonance
created by one generative cognition (Joule, 1986). Since this generative cognition is
referring to behavior, the model explicitly limits itself to rationalization of behavior, a
quality which renders the model 'radical' in the eyes of its creators (e.g., Beauvois &
Joule, 1981: 1982; Joule, 1986).

3.4 Some notes on the developments
3.4.1

General considerations

Although the main objective of this chapter does not allow for a thorough appreciation
of the developments in dissonance theory, a few remarks are justified here. From the
preceding sections it can be concluded that when research into forced compliance
proliferated it became increasingly clear that the original formulation of the theory was
not restrictive enough to allow for precise predictions as to what will happen under
which circumstances (Nuttin, 1975; Schlenker, 1992; e.g., the problems around the
multiple modes for dissonance reduction and the notion of anempts at dissonance
reduction). However, on the general theoretical level it is rather surprising that perhaps
with the exception of Cooper and Fazio (1984) dissonance theorists have not taken
more radical measures against these problems.8 Attempts could for example have been
made to further specify certain parts of the theory or, if such was considered
impossible, the theory could have been changed explicitly in order to get rid of its
problematic aspects. Instead the prevailing strategy seems to have been to neglect or
implicitly discard certain parts of the theory (e.g., the notion of clusters of cognitive
elements, the importance of cognitive elements, and the predictions about "just not
sufficient pressure to comply"; see also Greenwald & Ronis, 1978), and, at least in
forced compliance research, to place a great deal of emphasis on the conditions under
which forced compliance reliably leads to attitude change. Zajonc (1968) has argued
that dissonance theory is formally speaking no theory, and that it relies on many extratheoretical assumptions. Silverman (1964) has argued that dissonance theory had
generated much research, but that this research was not used for further development
of the theory.

8 It should be noted that there is considerable discussion possible over the question whether Cooper and
Fazio's New Look is either a variety of dissonance theory or an entirely new theory (e.g., the New Look
does not assume a cognitive consistency motive, see also Cooper, 1992). Throughout this dissertation the
New Look will usually be treated as if it were a variety of dissonance theory.
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Bagby, Parker and Bury (1990) point out one factor which may have
contributed to the empirical emphasis in dissonance research. From a citation analysis
they conclude that research interest in dissonance is decreasing. They note that after
the testing of the too easy hypotheses of the theory, all that remained was
'methodological quibbling'. Although we do not agree with the statement that the
theory, or at least its hypotheses, is easily testable (cf. Collins, 1992), it is certainly
true that much of the forced compliance research can be described as essentially
concerned with methodological matters (e.g., the notions of choice and foreseeability
can be interpreted as aspects of a method of eliciting dissonance, instead of aspects of
a theory). In itsel f this is not surprising since the forced compliance field has been
attacked on both methodological grounds (e.g., Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964;
Rosenberg, 1965) and on theoretical grounds (i.e., by competing theories such as
behaviorism [e.g., Janis & Gilmore, 1965], self-perception theory [e.g., Bem, 1965],
and impression management theory [e.g., Tedeschi et al., 1971]). The resulting
disputes have to some extent contributed to the importance of 'methodological' aspects
of attitude change by means of a counter-attitudinal speech (see also Greenwald,
Pratkanis, Leippe and Baumgardner, 1986). A second, more fundamental reason for
the empirical 'escape' of dissonance researchers can be found in the research strategy,
however. Several authors (e.g., Bagby et at., 1990; Berkowitz & Devine, 1989a;
Gergen, 1978; Greenwald et al. 1986; McGuire, 1983) have argued that dissonance
research (or social psychological research in general) has been too much concerned
with hypothesis testing and a search for empirical 'facts'. Although the positions of the
authors cited above differ in both their criticism of hypothesis testing, and in the
alternatives offered (e.g., Greenwald et al. regard overgeneralization of theories the
main problem, and suggest condition-seeking' as a solution while Gergen and
MeGuire attack the whole research enterprise and suggest that the notion of testing
theories should be abandoned), there is convergence on the point that too great a
reliance on such techniques can not help in the development of social psychological
theories. The present thesis can serve as an illustration of one of the dangers of relying
on such methods: it may lead to leaving fundamental theoretical problems unsolved.
A further problem of the present state of forced compliance research is that the

9 A little bit more attention should be paid here to the position of Greenwald et al. (1986) since their
notion of condition-seeking bears some relevance to the present discussion. They have argued that, in spite of
disconfirming results, researchers will often persevere in testing their theory by modifying procedures.
Therefore, they continue if after several false starts one finally finds proof for the theory. this 'proof may
well be the result of specific conditions, which the researcher due to not making systematic comparisons
during the search for confirmation will hardly be able to identify. Therefore, scientific theories tend to be
overgeneralized, which in turn will obstruct further developments. One of the solutions they propose, is to
decrease the importance of theories in the research enterprise, and instead of trying to test them to try to
reduce their scope by explicitly looking for the conditions under which a certain effect occurs. Berkowitz and
Devine (1989a). on the other hand, have argued that it has been precisely such condition-seeking that has
unnecessarily reduced the scope of dissonance theory. Although Berkowitz and Devine's position that
condition-seeking may lead to unnecessary reductions in the scope of theories, certainly bears some truth in
it, the present analysis suggests that dissonance research may not be a good example of this since the primary
function of the conditions seems not to have been the explicit limitation of the scope of a theory, which is
what Greenwald et at. discuss, but rather the search for a reliable manipulation of dissonance in spite Of
theoretical ambiguities.
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view has narrowed considerably (cf. Lord, 1992; Thibodeau & Aronson, 1992). If one
compares the scope of Festinger's original theory with that of the New Look, and the
Radical Version, it is obvious that the last two are much more restricted than the first
since both 'descendants' are only dealing with behaviorally induced dissonance
whereas Festinger's theory included more types of dissonance. Greenwald and Ronis
(1978) defend the position that such limitations have not been necessary; they argue
that due to the speed of the developments in certain fields, other parts of the original
theory have been neglected, and unjustly excluded in later revisions of the theory.
Berkowitz and Devine (1989a) have defended a similar position: they argue that the
analytic research strategy (see above) has not been the only solution available for
dissonance research. They furthermore defend the position that an over-enthusiastic
reliance on the analytic strategy has led to an unnecessary sacrifice of the broad
character of the theory. 10
The main defence to the criticism that contemporary dissonance theory does not
account for all dissonance phenomena to which it was earlier considered applicable,
has been to point out that the theory has been applied to situations to which it actually
should not have been applied (cf. Aronson, 1989; Cooper & Fazio, 1989). This
argumentation states that in its beginning dissonance theory was overambitiously
applied to a wide range of topics. When the research proceeded, and the theory
matured, the defence continues, it became clear that the theory had been over-extended
and that certain of these fields were outside the legitimate domain of the theory.
Cooper and Fazio (1989) have added to this that, although the forced compliance
paradigm is the best way of researching their model, the model accounts for more
dissonance phenomena than only forced compliance (e.g., effort justification).
In the light of the aforegoing overview of developments in dissonance theory,
this argumentation is, however, not very convincing. It can be concluded that over the
years a certain imbalance has developed between the theory on the one hand, and its
empirical applications on the other hand. While research into specific applications
flourished, and especially the forced compliance research has been successful, the
underlying theory was left untouched as far as its definitorial ambiguities were
concerned. In such a situation some of the applications of the original theory may seem
to lead to contradictory results, what some authors interpret as signs of over-extending
the scope of the theory, but these contradictions may well have been a consequence of
the unsolved theoretical ambiguities. It may, therefore, be understandable that theorists
who have been working in a certain successful application, later redefine the whole
theory in terms of their application, claiming that there is nothing else to dissonance
than their local redefinition, but from a theoretical perspective this remains an
unwarranted restriction of dissonance theory.

m Berkowitz and Devine originally formulated this argument in a critical discussion of Cooper and
Fazio's (1984) New Look. Later Cooper and Fazio (1989) have explicitly agreed with the assumption, which
underlies Berkowitz and Devine's argument, that their model is intended to account for all dissonance
phenomena, and not only for forced compliance. However, at the same time Cooper and Fazio explicitly
state that dissonance theory can only be applied to situations in which people can accept responsibility for
acts which produce aversive consequences.
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3.4.2 Considerations about the New Look and the Radical Version
Apart from these general considerations regarding the development of the field of
cognitive dissonance research, the two models that have been discussed above, deserve
some attention in their own right. First, it is rather surprising that both no longer
explicitly regard cognitive consistency per se as the motivating force behind the
occurrence of dissonance reduction. Instead the New Look argues that the perception
of personal responsibility for bringing about aversive consequences is the crucial factor
(Cooper and Fazio, 1989; Scher & Cooper, 198911) whereas the Radical Version
states that rationalization of the own behavior is crucial. Although both versions are
presented as continuations of Festinger's original theory (see Cooper & Fazio, 1984;
Joule, 1986), it might conceptually speaking probably be more useful to treat them as
separate theories since they do not accept the fundamental underlying motivational
basis of their predecessor. Apart from this circumstantial definitorial matter, there is a
more fundamental problem to the redefinition of cognitive consistency by both models
since it is in either case hard to see by what it is replaced. The New Look, on the one
hand, claims that dissonance arousal is a learned response to the perception that one is
responsible for an act with aversive consequences. However, since the model does not
specify more precisely how this "learning" occurs, nor why negatively labeled arousal
states should be reduced, the fundamental motivational basis of the model remains
essentially open (see also Berkowitz & Devine, 19891)). The following may serve as a
brief illustration that this is no purely academic question: in the described version of
the model it is possible to insert an ego-defensive motive which can both account for
the arousal and the desire to reduce this arousal; the perception of responsibility for an
aversive act leads to arousal because Of a possible threat to the se(f-concept, if internal
attribution occurs people want to reduce the arousal because Of the threat to the se(fconcept12. Since at least two different specifications of the same model can be made
(Cooper and Fazio explicitly exclude the self-concept from their model, see foomote
12) that could (theoretically speaking) even lead to contradicting predictions, it is not
trivial to demand that this motivational basis be specified (see also Schlenker, 1992;
furthermore, Aronson [1992] and Thibodeau and Aronson [1992] have defended the

position that many of the so-called "necessary" factors may not
preconditions of dissonance)

i

be necessary

Scher and Cooper (1989) have reported experimental evidence for this position. Students were required
to write either a pro-, or a counter-attitudinal essay on the increase of student-fees in their university, and
were led to believe that their essay would affect decision making directly or indirectly, i.e., that the essay
would either convince the decision makers, or that it would influence them of its opposite. However, it
should be noted that the type of "aversive consequences" used in this study, is somewhat different from that
of for example Cooper and Worchel (1970; see 6.3.2). The consequences used by Scher and Cooper were
directly personally relevant, i.e., the decision might affect the subjects themselves, whereas they were
certainly not in Cooper and Worchel's experiment.
u This idea is not entirely new since much of the dissonance research has been accused of implicitly
invoking self-protective motives in its explanations (Greenwald & Ronis, 1978). Furthermore, several
theorists have argued that ego-defensive motives play a role in dissonance (Aronson, 1969; Greenwald, 1982;
Steele, 1988; Tesser, 1988). A bit surprising in this context, however, is the fact that Cooper and Fazio
(1984) have stated that the notion of self-relevance needs more research.
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The Radical Version on the other hand, merely assumes that dissonance itself is
motivating (cf. Joule, 1987, 19914 without further addressing the question as to why
people should wish to reduce it. It is clear that Festinger's (1957) original general
consistency hypothesis cannot be readily applied to the Radical Version since the
model explicitly states that dissonance can only occur with respect to cognitions which
refer to one's behavior. Although Beauvois and Joule (1981) explicitly state that in
their view dissonance theory deals with the influence of behavior on the cognitive
system (see p. 69), one is essentially left to speculate about the answers to questions
such as why a behavioral commitment focuses people's attention on inconsistencies
between their behavior and their cognitions, and why people wish to remove such
inconsistencies, (i.e., why they should wish to rationalize their behavior). As is the
case with the New Look, several motives could be relevant here such as the
aforementioned self-protective motives, and a special kind of cognitive-behavioral
consistency; these could again lead to competing predictions in certain situations.
Although both models claim to be superior to the original theory of cognitive
dissonance, they are at least inferior in one respect, i.e., their providing an
understanding of individuals' motives to reduce dissonance.
A second aspect of the two models we wish to mention here, concerns their
ability to account for the problematic aspects of the original theory described in
sections 2.2 through 2.4. As has been mentioned above, the New Look confines the
applicability of the concept of cognitive dissonance to behavior: behavior is considered
crucial because it commits people, and because it produces consequences. Next, see
3.2, behavioral commitment is regarded as providing a practical way to pin down the
attitude as the cognitive element that is least resistant to change. Apart from this
advantage the focus of the model on perception of responsibility also circumvents the
other theoretical and practical problems that accompany dissonance theory, since the
model explicitly avoids concepts such as cognitive elements, inconsistency, resistance
to change, and modes of dissonance reduction. In spite of the disadvantage that the
model is only applicable to situations in which people can perceive their own
responsibility for bad consequences of their actions, and that it lacks a clear
motivational basis, the New Look provides a relatively unproblematic account of
(some) cognitive dissonance situations.
In contrast to the New Look, the Radical Version is considerably closer to the
original dissonance theory. This model still uses much of the terminology of the
original theory since situations in which dissonance can occur, are still analyzed in
terms of cognitive elements, dissonant and consonant relations, resistance to change,
and modes of dissonance reduction. Due to the focus of the model on behavioral
commitment several of the problems with these concepts are solved: the attitude is the
most vulnerable cognitive element, and it is therefore the most likely element to
change. However, owing to the (implicit) acceptance of the original definition of
cognitive elements of cognitive dissonance theory, the model inherits the problems
concerning this definition (see 2.2). It is in fact highly surprising that the model does
not define this crucial concept more clearly since its application to concrete situations
essentially depends on analyses of situations in terms of proportions of dissonant
cognitions. One consequence of the omission of a clear definition of the concept of
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'cognitive elements' has been noted in footnote 7, i.e., the fact that analyses based on
the Radical Version do not take into account that on a fonnal level, the model states
that cognitions can differ in importance. Therefore the Radical Version implicitly
assumes that all cognitions are equal in importance without providing justification for
this assumption.

13

3.5 Concluding remarks

In the previous sections attention has been paid to developments in dissonance theory,
both on a general conceptual level and within the field of forced compliance research.
It has been shown that a considerable amount of research has resulted in a clearer
understanding of the conditions which lead people to change their attitude following a
counter-attitudinal advocacy. Paradoxically, however, this deepening of our insight has
not been accompanied by the solution of several fundamental theoretical problems. It
has been argued that this "deepened insight" is at least to some extent the consequence
of a research strategy, which concerned itself too much with empirical matters while
neglecting several important theoretical questions.
The two models presented above can to some extent be perceived as the
children of these developments: the range of situations which both can be applied is
smaller than that of the original theory (i.e., both only deal with behaviorally induced
dissonance), and the model that has stayed closest to the original theory (i.e., the
Radical Version) still suffers from several of the weaknesses of its predecessor. From
these considerations we conclude that on a theoretical level dissonance theory has not
shown much development, and that considerable debate is still possible over different
interpretations of what dissonance is.
After these considerations about the theory Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) set
out to test with their experiment, we now turn to that experiment for a detailed
analysis of its procedures.

13
This type of analyzing situations has earlier been described as 'simplified' (see 2.2). Since the Radical
Version rejects Festinger's 'clusters' approach, such analyses follow more or less logically from the theory.
However, one may well wonder why this rejection is not formally defended by the supporters of the model

(e.g., Beauvois & Joule, 1981; Joule, 1986).
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4 The experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith
4.1 General overview

As mentioned earlier, the experiment Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) carried out, was
designed to test the prediction that in a forced compliance context there will be an
inverse relation between the amount of pressure exerted and the amount of change in
the private opinion. The experiment can be divided in three stages: a preparatoty stage
during which an attitude was given shape by means of the subject's performing two
boring tasks, and an explanation of the alleged purpose of the study (the latter was
necessary to legitimize the later request; see 4.2 for more details), a role-playing smge
in which the subject was asked to tell a "next subject", in reality a confederate, that
the tasks had been fun to do, and finally a measurement stage, which consisted of an
interview (containing the dependent variables) and a full debriefing of the subjects. The
dissonance induced in the experiment involved the negative attitude toward the tasks on
the one hand (which had been induced by letting the subject perform each of the tasks
during one half hour), and cognitions referring to the counter-attitudinal behavior on
the other hand (the conflict was about telling somebody else a lie). The pressure
exerted on the subject in order to comply, was operationalized as a reward, and was
manipulated on two levels: high ($20) and low ($1). In a third (control) condition
which was intended to provide baseline information the subjects went through the same
procedures, but with omitting the second stage; these subjects performed the tasks,
heard the explanation about the alleged purpose of the study, and then completed the
interview.
Dissonance theory predicts that the subjects in the low pressure condition would
show much more positive judgments of the tasks than those in the other two
conditions. The results of Festinger and Carlsmith (pp. 207-208) indeed showed this
pattern: for the first three dependent variables (i.e., subjects' ratings of the
enjoyableness of the experiment, desire to participate in a similar experiment, and the
scientific importance of the experiment), the low pressure ($1) condition showed more
positive judgments of the tasks than the other two conditions (although this was the
general pattern, significance was reached only for the ratings of how enjoyable the
tasks had been). On a fourth question, how much the subjects had learned from the
experiment -this question had been added in order to show that the effect was indeed
the result of dissonance about the advocacy- no significant differences were found.
Festinger and Carlsmith also rated the role-played communications (which had been
recorded) on five dimensions: strength and variety of arguments before the accomplice
made a remark (see below, step 12), the same but after the remark was made, a
general rating of strength and variety of arguments, persuasiveness of the advocacy,
and the amount of time spent discussing the tasks. On all ratings, the $20 condition
turned out to be slightly higher, but only on one rating (time) the difference
approached significance. Other analyses, reported by Brehm and Cohen (1962, p.
119), furthermore showed that in the $1 condition the attitude was positively related to
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a rating of "number and variety of arguments", whereas this relation was negative in
the $20 condition. Brehm and Cohen also report on a rating of how convincing the
advocacies had been: this showed a negative relation with the subjects' attitude in the
$20 condition. It is not entirely clear whether the ratings of the advocacies Brehm and
Cohen mentioned, are the same as those Festinger and Carlsmith originally reported;
Brehm and Cohen also warn that the results they mention are statistically unreliable.

4.2 Detailed description of the experimental procedure

In order to facilitate further discussions of the procedure Festinger and Carlsmith used
in their experiment this section will give a detailed description of the sequence of
events. The numbers attached to the different steps are of course arbitrary, and have
been added to ease referring to the procedure. The three stages of the experiment
which were presented in the previous section are presented as stages I to III. Stage
'zero' concerns both the context in which the experiment took place, and a general
informational manipulation which was probably intended to keep up the cover story.
All presented information is based on Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) article (pp.
204-207).

Context and preparation of the subject population previous to the experiment
1.
The experiment was run as part of a course-requirement in the introductory
psychology course at Stanford University. The experiment was one of a variety
of experiments from which the students could choose. With respect to this
particular experiment, the (male) subjects subscribed for a two-hour experiment
dealing with "measures of performance".

2. The whole student-population from which

the subjects emanated, was told that
the psychology department was doing an evaluation-study of the various
experiments in the course which involved the interviewing of a sample of
students, who had been subjects in the experiments.

I The preparatory stage of the experiment
3.
When the (male) subject arrived for the experiment he had to wait a few
minutes in a secretary's office.

4. Then the experimenter came in

and after introducing himself accompanied the

subject to the laboratory.
5.

Once in the laboratory, the experimenter explained that the experiment took a
little more than one hour, and that this was why it had been scheduled for two
hours (see 1) However, because of this extra time some of the subjects would
be interviewed by somebody from the department (see 2).

6.

Without explanation the subject was then shown the first task, which consisted
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of first putting

12 spools on a tray with one hand, and later removing them.
The subject was to do this at his own speed for 30 minutes. Next the subject
was given a board with 48 square pegs which had to be turned clockwise with
one quarter turn at a time. Like the first task this had to be done during 30
minutes with one hand, and at the subject's own speed. During the subject's
activities the experimenter sat with him, using a stop-watch, making notations,
and seemingly observing the subject's way of working.
7.

After the second

half hour was finished, the experimenter took a relaxed
he
reset
the stop-watch, put it away, pushed his chair back, lit a
posture, i.e.,
cigarette, and explained the purpose of the experiment. It was told that the

performance on the task by two groups was being compared, a no-information
group (in which the subject was said to have been), and an informed group. In
the former essentially no introduction was given to the subjects whereas in the
latter an assisting student briefed the subjects about the task under the guise of
being "the previous subject": while these subjects were waiting in the
secretary's office (see 3), the experimenter introduced the assistant to the
subjects as somebody who had just finished participating. This assisting student
told the subjects that it had been great fun to do. At this point the experimenter
showed the subject a sheet of paper with six arguments, which the assistant was
said to bring across. At the top of the list was written "for group B" and under
it: "It was very enjoyable, I had a lot of fun, I enjoyed myself, it was very
interesting, it was intriguing, it was exciting" (p. 205). The experiment was
said to investigate the influence of previous expectations on performance.

II The role-playing stage
8. The experimenter then explained in a somewhat hesitant style which contrasted
with his previous self-assurance, that the assistant could not do his job that day.
Because another subject was scheduled for the other condition that day, the
experimental team had been looking for somebody to replace the assistant that
particular day, and to be on call in case of future emergencies. Since a certain
professor who was in charge of the experiment, had suggested that they could
try this panicular subject, the experimenter now asked whether the subject was
willing to assist now, and to be on call.

9. The experimenter offered

the subject either $1 or $20 in exchange for his
participation depending on the experimental condition, and asked if the subject
thought that he could do it. If the subject hesitated, the experimenter tried to
gain his acceptance by playing down the time and effort it would take.

10.

After the subject's compliance with the request the experimenter gave him the

sheet (see 7), and asked him to read it through. He also paid the subject (see
9), made a receipt, and had the subject sign this.
11.

The experimenter then told the subject what was going to happen: he would
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introduce the subject to the waiting person, who happened to be a girl,
explaining that he was the previous subject. The subject then was to sit down,
and to start a conversation in which the six points (see 7) had to be mentioned.
12.

Upon going together to the secretary's office (which the secretary had left), the
experimenter introduced both persons, and left mentioning that he would be
back in a couple of minutes. The girl did not say much until the subject started
to make positive remarks about the tasks. She then said that she was surprised
because a friend of hers had participated the week before, and had said that it
was boring, and that she ought to get out of it. Then she again became quiet,
and accepted everything the subject had said.

III The post manipulation stage
13.

Next the experimenter came back, asked the girl to go into the laboratory,

thanked the subject for talking to the girl, wrote down his phone number (this
was done to maintain the subjects' impression that they might have to do this
again), and then took the subject to the interviewer (see 2 and 5).
14.

During the walk to

the

interviewer the

experimenter casually thanked the

subject for his participation in the experiment saying that he hoped that the
subject had liked the tasks, and that most subjects told him that they thought it
was interesting. At the office the experimenter asked the interviewer whether he
wanted to talk to the subject, to which the interviewer agreed. The
experimenter then shook hands with the subject, and left.
15.

The interview consisted of four questions to which the subjects first responded
verbally, and then rated their opinion on an 11-point scale. These questions
were: how interesting and enjoyable the task had been -this appears to have
been one question-, the extent to which the experiment had given the
opportunity to learn about the own ability to perform the tasks, whether the

experiment measured something important or not, and whether or not the
subjects would like to participate in another similar experiment. After these
questions had been answered, the subjects were asked about their suspicions
with respect to the experiment, and were debriefed.

Together with the presentation of the procedure, Festinger and Carlsmith provided
reasons for the inclusion of certain steps: step 2 (the announcement of a researchevaluation study) served as an explicit disconnection of the experiment and the later
interview. The reason for this was that the researchers wanted to ensure that the
subjects would answer the questions honestly. Next, as mentioned in 4.1, the whole
first stage of the actual experiment served the purpose of creating a somewhat negative
attitude in the subjects which later could be used in the actual dissonance experiment.
It also served the purpose of thoroughly misleading the subjects about the purpose of
the experiment. Finally, step 14 (the experimenter's persuasive communication) had
been included in order to make it easier for the individuals who wanted to persuade
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themselves that the task indeed had been enjoyable.

Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment

25

5 Methodological and empirical criticism on the experiment
In the following sections we describe criticism concerning the general method of
eliciting dissonance in the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith. As will be shown,
criticism has basically focused either on the design of the study, or on the
manipulations of reward. With respect to the latter it is relatively difficult to
distinguish between methodological criticism and reinterpretations of the results in
terms of other theories, as most methodological criticism also provides a
reinterpretation of the results. Therefore the distinction with reinterpretations (see
section 6) may seem somewhat arbitrary at times. After the presentation of the
criticism, several experiments are described, which were explicitly designed to sort out
some of the methodological weaknesses of the original experiment.

5.1 Underlying assumptions

Later revisions of dissonance theory did in general not differ much in their
interpretation of the situation Festinger and Carlsmith created (e.g., Brehm & Cohen,
1962; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976): usually these followed the original analyses of
forced compliance by Festinger (1957; see 3.1) and Festinger and Carlsmith (1959; see
4.1). As far as differences exist, these are for the most part located around the
motivating principle behind dissonance reduction (e.g., Aronson, 1969). However, it
has been shown in previous sections that from the start dissonance theory included
several ambiguities which seriously hampered analyses of dissonance situations, and
that these ambiguities were never adequately solved (this does not include Cooper and
Fazio's New Look). Therefore, it is clear that the account of dissonance theory for
Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment also suffers from several ambiguities.
To begin with, Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) reduce the situation of the
experiment to one in which three cognitions interact (Nuttin, 1966): the subject's
knowledge that he believes that the task is boring, the knowledge that he has said that
it was enjoyable, and the knowledge about the reward (Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959,
pp. 203-204). However, from section 2.2 it follows that such a reduction is somewhat
problematic due to the fact that there are no guidelines as to the appropriate degree of
reduction. There are no arguments inherent to dissonance theory which prevent one
from (for example) reducing the situation to only one cognition "I got a reward for
telling a lie". This makes the entire analysis of the situation somewhat arbitrary.
Furthermore, the relation between the first two of these cognitions is assumed to be
dissonant because where (in North American culture) private opinions are concerned,
people should publicly state those opinions, and not their opposite (p. 203). The
reward is assumed to be consonant with the cognition about telling the lie because the
reward is assumed to have functioned as a pressure to comply. However, as has been

argued in 2.3, it is difficult to derive from dissonance theory a pnon predictions about
the type of relations that exist between cognitions, and the same applies to the
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cognitions Festinger and Carlsmith identified: one can doubt the generality of the
assumption that there is a dissonant relation between a certain opinion and an opposite
advocacy (Collins, Ashmore, Hornbeck & Whimey, 1970), and it depends entirely on
the subjects' interpretation of the reward whether it has any relevance for the dissonant
relation between the attitude about the tasks and the behavioral cognition. For example
interpreting the reward as I got a reward for helping the experimenter" could render
the reward largely irrelevant to the dissonant relation (see also Nuttin, 1966).
Moreover, Pepitone (1966) has suggested that the subjects might even infer from
higher rewards that the requested behavior is a more serious transgression, and
consequently dissociate themselves from the content of their behavior.
One final consideration regarding the manipulation of reward comes from
Nuttin (1975). Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) state that a small reward should be
given, in order to provide for "just barely sufficient" pressure on the subject to
comply. However, they did not provide any evidence for the position that not giving a
reward leads to massive refusal among subjects. As will become apparent from results
of later experiments, the idea of the pressure being "barely sufficient" should be
discarded altogether. In fact the only assumption of which we can be relatively sure. is
that the subjects' opinion is the most vulnerable cognition due to its being opposed to a
cognition referring to a recent overt act (cf. Wicklund & Brehm, 1976).
We conclude that Festinger and Carlsmith present a set of assumptions
concerning the actual content of cognitions the subjects hold and the interrelations
between these cognitions that are not shown to be justified in their article by means of
pilot-studies, additional dependent variables, and manipulation checks (Singer, 1966).
Why such tests of the basic assumptions were not carried out is difficult to say; even
in Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure it seems possible to (let the interviewer) ask
questions about for example the subjects' interpretation of the reward as well as of
what had happened during and after the experiment. Since such additional tests were
not reported, the experiment itself is at best a tentative illustration of dissonance theory
rather than a rigorous test.

5.2 Criticism of the design
In their extensive criticism of dissonance research, Chapanis and Chapanis (1964) have
pointed out several methodological weaknesses of the experiment. First, they criticized
Festinger and Carlsmith for not reporting an overall analysis of variance, but only the
results of pairwise t-tests. Chapanis and Chapanis further noted that in order to test the
notion of an inverse relation between reward and dissonance, the experiment should
have included more levels of reward than only two: if there really is an inverse
relation, mere interpolation between two data-points can only provide weak support for
a theory. Thirdly, they argued that due to a confounding of two factors in the
manipulations, i.e., the reward and the role-play, the experiment essentially does not
allow for any conclusions to be drawn from it. According to Chapanis and Chapanis,
this problem originated from the fact that cognitive dissonance is a non-observable
mediating variable. In order to induce dissonance experimentally, one has to rely on
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complex manipulations that involve conflicting stimuli: positive (i.e., a reward), and
negative (the counter-attitudinal role-play). Therefore, the experiment should somehow
have controlled for the separate effects of such conflicting stimuli by means of
additional control conditions (Chapanis and Chapanis suggested two conditions: a noreward/role-playing condition and a reward/no role-playing condition). Since Festinger
and Carlsmith did not report such control conditions, Chapanis and Chapanis
concluded that one can not be sure that the observed effects were not the consequence
of other mechanisms.
Nuttin (1966) later suggested such a mechanism, and he furthermore refined the
view on the number of lacking control conditions. His starting point was the idea
(which was discussed in the previous section in a different context), that the subjects
may not interpret the reward as "being paid for telling a lie". Nuttin argued that in the
light of the context in which the reward is given this interpretation is not obvious:
since the experimenter is in an emergency and expresses his gratitude by means of a
reward, it might be possible that the reported attitude change is simply the
consequence of being offered a reward for extra help to an experimenter. Nuttin
argued that what would be necessary, is a proof that only the combination of assistance
to the experimenter and reward results in differences on the dependent variables when
also dissonance is elicited. The study he reported was designed to test these ideas; for
a detailed discussion we refer to section 5.6.1.
Based on the positions of Chapanis and Chapanis, and Nuttin, there seems to be
sufficient ground for the conclusion that the design Festinger and Carlsmith applied,
was not appropriate to test the predictions they wanted to test. However, Brehm and
Cohen (1962) have attempted to counter-argue this position. They noted that in most
forced compliance experiments it is very difficult to designate the proper baseline
conditions since there is no guarantee that the control conditions themselves do not
present a different context to the subjects. For example, they argued that a reward/no
role-play condition (in which the subjects are given a reward for the tasks), would put
the subjects in a psychologically different situation which would render this control
condition irrelevant to the experiment (the reward is not administered as a pressure to
comply). They considered the selection of the proper baseline an insoluble problem,
and they suggested that research could not go beyond finding (and reporting) the
predicted patterns even though other factors besides dissonance could be at work as
well. Their defence against Chapanis and Chapanis' (1964), and Nuttin's (1966)
criticism of the design seems to be that though some control condition may be relevant

from a methodologically perspective, it may not be so from a psychological
perspective. They argued that one cannot do more but look for the right patterns in
one's data. However, this defence does not render the criticism of Chapanis and
Chapanis (1964) and Nuttin (1966) irrelevant. In our opinion, the crucial point of their
argumentation is not that the results of Festinger and Carlsmith do not illustrate
dissonance theory, but rather that the data do not exclude other explanations. Brehm
and Cohen are certainly right in their conjecture that finding the proper control
conditions can be difficult, but this does not mean that one does not have to provide
evidence against other explanations; in fact, as will be shown in later sections, most
discussions about Festinger and Carlsmith's results have focused on the possible effects
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of the reward manipulation. We agree with Brehm and Cohen that Chapanis and
Chapanis' reward/no role-play condition would lead to a situation which differs so
much from the experimental conditions for which it is to provide a control, that any
result becomes difficult to interpret. However, such is neither the case for the
reward/role-play condition, nor for the reward-for-assistance controls Nuttin proposed,
and therefore his position remains valid that addition to the design of such conditions
would have provided relevant information for a test of dissonance theory.
A final point of criticism concerns the main dependent variable. Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959) reported that this was a question about "how interesting and
enjoyable" the tasks had been. Hence it is essentially not known which aspect of the
task (interesting, enjoyable) the subjects actually rated though Festinger and Carlsmith
interpreted it in terms of 'enjoyable' (see also Nuttin, 1966). Results (obtained in
Belgium) of Nuttin (1966) suggest that the dependent variable may indeed be somewhat
in trouble: he reported a correlation of only .66 between two separate items which
measured the interesting and enjoyable character of a task, and this does not suggest
that both words are exactly synonyms.

5.3 Criticism of the manipulation of reward
5.3.1

Chapanis and Chapanis (1964)

Apart from these general considerations about the design, critics have pointed at a
multitude of occurrences in the experiment which may have contributed to the
observed differences in subjects' judgments of the tasks. To begin with, Chapanis and
Chapanis have argued that the $20 reward was so unreasonably high that the subjects
may have become wary and suspicious. They point out that "over 16%" (i.e., 4 out of
24, or 16.7%) of the original subjects in the $20 condition either refused or were
suspicious of the intentions of the experimenter. Furthermore, they argued that the
slightly negative mean rating of the task in the $20 condition (-.05 on a scale ranging
from -5 to +5), can be interpreted as an evasive answer in the light of the actual
content of the tasks.
This argument has resulted in a lively discussion of the results. First of all,
Aronson (1966) has pointed at the fact that since a similar number of subjects refused
in the $1 condition (another three subjects in the $ 1 condition either said that they
were hired, or wanted to apologize and explain to the confederate) there are no
grounds for assuming that the $20 subjects were suspicious. He, furthermore, pointed
out that the subjects were debriefed after the experiment, and that these debriefings did
not reveal much suspicion among the subjects. Although these arguments are certainly
relevant, they are by no means conclusive: Janis and Gilmore (see 5.3.3) found that
subjects who were paid $20 were indeed puzzled by this reward; Rosenberg (1966)
hypothesized that the size of the $20 reward might have kept these subjects from
refusing. Rosenberg also suggested that the debriefing should have been carried out
more carefully since subjects might try not to show their suspicions. However, there
seems to be a more effective counter-argumentation against the idea that the means
show that the subjects were suspicious. The problem is that why, if the subjects in the
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$20 condition reacted with an evasive answer, the subjects in the control condition
were equally motivated to give evasive answers. After all, the means in the control
condition never differed significantly from those of the $20 condition, which suggests
that the same tendencies might have been operating in both conditions.

5.3.2 Rosenberg (1965)
Another criticism of the reward has been formulated by Rosenberg (1965, 1969). He
pointed out that subjects may approach psychological experiments with an expectation
of being evaluated by the researcher in terms of mental health or emotional adequacy.
He suggested that when cues from the experimenter suggest that such indeed may be
the case, subjects may experience evaluation apprehension, a concept he defined as an
anxiety-toned concern to either win a positive evaluation from the experimenter, or at
least not to provide grounds for a negative evaluation. Rosenberg suggested that paying
a subject a surprisingly high reward for generating counter-attitudinal arguments might
be such a cue. According to Rosenberg, the high reward leads to evaluation
apprehension, which causes the subjects to develop hypotheses about being evaluated,
(for example: on their honesty or ability to resist a bribe). These hypotheses could lead
the subjects to resist giving evidence of a change in their attitude.
However, Rosenberg did not show convincingly that this was the case in the
experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith. The problem is that Rosenberg explicitly stated
that evaluation apprehension is focused on the experimenter, and that therefore the
most effective way of eliminating it would be to explicitly separate the interaction with
the experimenter from the measurement-phase of that experiment. As can be verified
in section 4.2 (and as Rosenberg himself also admitted), Festinger and Carlsmith
explicitly separated these two phases by means of two preliminary announcements
(steps 2 and 5), and a walk to the interviewer (step 14), who was not present in the
laboratory. In the light of these occurrences it is hard to see how evaluation
apprehension may have operated in Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment (see also
Aronson, 1966; Kiesler et at. 1969). Perhaps in an attempt to forestall this objection,
Rosenberg (1965, footnote 6) suggested that the separation may have been incomplete
because of two reasons. Firstly, he argued that both phases should have been presented
to the subjects as independent studies from different departments of the university.
Secondly he considered it crucial that the dependent variable was not an attitude which
existed previous to the experiment. However, without research which supports it the
first argument seems to be an arbitrary distinction ('other researcher' versus
'researcher from another department'), which makes it difficult to accept. The second
argument is similarly problematic since it requires an extensive explanation of the
differential effects which evaluation apprehension seems to have on different types of
attitudes.

5.3.3

Janis and Gilmore (1965)

A different criticism of the reward levels has been formulated by Janis & Gilmore
(1965; Elms, 1967; Elms & Janis, 1965). As to secondary reinforcement notions, they
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argued that the relation between reward and attitude change depends on which
connotation the reward has to the subjects: if this is positive, i.e., the money is
perceived as a reward, a direct relation exists, but if it is negative, i.e., the money is
perceived in a negative manner, such as a bribe, an indirect relation may be found.
They argued that the latter was the case in the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith
(1959): their position was that the entire situation created in the experiment, was
somewhat unfavorable because the subjects heard from the experimenter that he
frequently lied to his subjects, while the role-playing consisted of assisting in this
behavior. In addition to this negative background of the experiment to the subjects,
they suggested that the high reward might have enhanced negative feelings over doing
something bad to another person (i.e., being paid for a counternormative action). The
crucial variable they focused on, was the subjects' perception of the reward. They
presented results from an experiment which showed that subjects who were given $20
for writing a counter-attitudinal essay, were generally puzzled by the high reward. In
reactions to these results Brehm (1965), and Aronson (1966) have argued that the
Festinger and Carlsmith procedure did not create such puzzlement since the reward
was given for both the assistance and for being on call, although Brehm (1965) has
admitted that one can not rule out completely the possibility that the subjects were
puzzled. In response to this Rosenberg (1966) has further suggested that 'being on call'
might also have served to increase subjects' suspicions, especially if such would have
seemed unwarranted in the specific situation at Stanford University, e.g., "He has a
regular assistant, why does he want me?"

5.3.4 Conclusion on the effects of the reward
In the three aforegoing Sections an overview has been given of several doubts
concerning the effects the rewards may have had on the subjects. Although it seems
easy to lose oneself in reinterpretations (and counter-arguments) which are almost
impossible to verify, there seems to be one question central to all the discussions:
" How did the subjects perceive the reward?" In section 5.1 it has been noted that
Festinger and Carlsmith did not provide any direct evidence for their assumptions
concerning the reward, i.e., that it was seen as a positive thing that was given out of
gratitude for assisting the experimenter, and that the low and high rewards were
respectively perceived as insufficient and sufficient; this omission has undoubtedly
added to the confusion around the interpretation of this manipulation. We conclude
that, since the manipulations of the reward may have had many other effects which
could have produced the same results (cf. Singer, 1966), the experiment by Festinger
and Carlsmith (1959) does not provide unequivocal evidence for the predictions by
dissonance theory about the effects of reward. In section 6 several other accounts for
the same results will be presented.
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5.4 Other suggested interfering influences

With respect to Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment, several other critical
remarks can be made concerning the relatively uncontrolled manipulation of many
factors which possibly affected the dependent variables. These factors are not
mentioned here to suggest additional variables which may have interfered with the
reward, but in order to show the full extent of the difficulties Festinger and Carlsmith
unintentionally posed for later research and theory.
One factor which can be considered a general weakness of their method, is
(again) connected with the reward. Kiesler et at. (1969) have argued that a greater
reward may lead to greater effort, i.e., to an increase in trying to convince the other
person. By means of results which illustrate their point (Zimbardo, 1965), they argued
that such a greater effort may have led to dissonance, which might have affected the
judgments in the $20 condition. Hence we can conclude that there are indications that
the independent variable may result in unwanted interfering effects which can only be
controlled on a post hoc basis. This objection to the procedure of Festinger and
Carlsmith becomes even more serious when we consider the fact that they indeed
reported data which can be interpreted in terms of Kiesler et al.'s effect. It will be
recalled that their auxiliary data showed that subjects' efforts tended to be higher
(though not significantly) in the $20 condition than in the $1 condition.
Another factor has been proposed by Chapanis and Chapanis (1964). They have
argued that even the experimenter's explanation (i.e., step 7) may have had effects on
the dependent variables. The subjects did not know beforehand what the experiment
was about (see steps 5 and 6), but the explanation may have resulted in a better
understanding of the reasons why the subjects had actually performed the task.
According to Chapanis and Chapanis, this may have resulted in a private acceptance of
the situation in which they had participated. This, they argued, may have had an

ameliorating effect on the rating of the tasks, which for example could explain why the
ratings of the tasks in the control and $20 conditions were only slightly negative.
To the potential influence on the dependent variable of the experimenter's
explanation we might add the effects of another intervention by the experimenter: the
'persuasive' communication during the walk to the interviewer (step 14). Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959) have justified this talk as a means of easing subjects' self-persuasion
that the task indeed had been fun. However, since they did not report any evidence to
this point, we can only conclude that Festinger and Carlsmith merely assumed that the
subjects indeed had difficulties with convincing themselves. Therefore, a possibility
that can not be ruled out, is that the experimenter's statement may have affected the
subject's opinions.14 Jastrebske (1981) has provided further arguments for this idea:
she suggested that the experimenter's message may have provided the subjects a way
out of their dissonance. She argued that since the experimenter obviously had a high

'4 In fact, it is even conceivable that this effect was not constant in all conditions. One possibility, based
on dissonance theory, could be that the experimenter induced dissonance in both the control condition and the
$20 condition. This would imply that the 'actual' effect was even larger than it seems to be.
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status because he was entrusted with the responsibility for the experiment, the subjects
accepted his opinion as the right one. Therefore, she suggested that Festinger and
Carlsmith's experiment was not as clear an illustration of cognitive dissonance
theory
as it might have been without this communication (in section 6.3.4 a study is discussed
which tested this analysis). 15

5.5 Short overview of the criticism

In the preceding sections several criticisms of the design and the manipulations of
Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) have been presented. First of all, the interpretation of
the situation by dissonance theory stands weak in its reliance on assumptions which
were not checked or controlled. It has essentially been argued that this interpretation is
a relatively arbitrary selection from a multitude of
different ways of specifying the
same situation. Therefore, although the data seem to be in line with the predictions,
the account for these data stands relatively weak. Another problem which has been
identified concerns the fact that the design of the study was too simple to allow an
unequivocal interpretation of the results since these were obtained through a highly
complex interplay of factors. This increases the problematic nature of the unverified
underlying assumptions because the complexity of the procedure allows for many
different interpretations of the results. Especially problematic in this respect are the
assumptions concerning the effects of the reward: since the discussions about the
interpretation of the (high) reward did not result in a clear answer as to how the
subjects perceived being so generously rewarded, one can not effectively rule out the
possibility that the high reward may have had other effects on the subjects' attitudes
than dissonance theory claims. Due to the general procedure of the experiment there
are no inherent arguments against alternative speculations about how the results could
have come about (cf. Singer, 1966). Finally, it has been argued that the procedure of
the experiment itself included several aspects which may have had their own influence

on the dependent variables.

Although these shortcomings of the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith may
seem impressive, they have no immediate implications for the validity of the method as
one of eliciting dissonance in subjects. In all cases the 'weaknesses' of the original
experiment can be neutralized by means of additional research, which would further
explore the precise mechanisms present in the situation (e.g., verifying the additional
assumptions by means of additional variables, and adding additional control
conditions). Therefore, we will now turn to research that is directly relevant to this

15 Jastrebske (1981) wrongly represents the experimenter's remark as telling 'his opinion'. However,
according to Festinger and Carlsmith's report (1959, p. 206) the experimenter only said that he hoped that
the subject had liked the tasks, and that other subjects usually expressed their liking for the task. It is not
obvious that the subjects interpreted this as the experimenter's opinion, and not as other mbjects' opinions.
However, the latter still leads to the possibility that the subjects were influenced by the communication
although the specific mediating processes may be somewhat different, e.g., one might think of it in terms of
an influence attempt by a high status source, who refers to a relevant group with whom the subject can
identify
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further exploration of the situation Festinger and Carlsmith created.

5.6 Relevant empirical evidence
5.6.1

Separating high reward and role-playing: Nuttin (1966)

Taking into account the considerations which have been presented in section 5.2,
Nuttin carried out an extended replication of the original experiment which involved a
reward (none, low, high) by role-play (none, consonant, dissonanO design from which
one condition (low reward/no role-play) could not be filled. The experiment provided
both control conditions proposed by Chapanis and Chapanis (1964; see 5.2), plus three
consonant role-play control conditions (the only difference from the dissonant
conditions was the content of the message, e.g., that the task was boring and not
interesting) which allowed a more precise investigation of the effects of a rewarded
assistance without cognitive dissonance. The experiment was a close replication of the
original although there were some differences in the procedure: the subjects were not
paid anything for their participation in the experiment (i.e., neither experimental credit
points nor money); the subjects were given no clue as to what the tasks were actually
about; even the labeling as a performance task, and the experimenter's stop-watch
were omitted in order to avoid the subjects from making the task more interesting by

inferring a speed-test (steps 1,6). After the experimenter's 'explanation' (step 7), a
"meeting" between the experimenter and a professor occurred outside the experimental
room, after which the experimenter came back, and explained that the assisting student
could not do it, and that the professor had suggested to ask the subject instead. Upon
agreeing with the request the subjects had to tell the "next subject" either that they had
liked the tasks a lot (i.e., enjoyable, interesting, worth-while to cooperate, that they
would like to do more such tests, and that psychology is interesting), or the opposite
(extremely boring, not interesting, loss of time, no more cooperation, and that
psychology is unintelligible). Since the experiment was carried out in Leuven,
Belgium, the subjects in the reward conditions were paid either BF20 or BF500, at that
time the equivalents of $1 and $20 (steps 1,9); among the dependent variables were
three items which tapped the subjects' judgments of the task ('enjoyable', 'interesting'
and 'monotonous', step 15).
Unfortunately, the experiment did not result in strong results, which makes the
data rather difficult to interpret. Of the three main dependent variables Nuttin (1966)
reports that only one reached overall significance in an analysis of variance which
included six of the eight conditions (with the item 'interesting' as a dependent
variable), and from the further breakdown of this effect it appears that only one
condition differed significantly from two other conditions (i.e., the BF500/consonant
condition reveals more negative means than the BF500/dissonant and BF20/consonant
conditions). However, since the three main dependent variables show more or less the
same pattern, the experiment nevertheless suggests several conclusions. To begin with,
the dissonanUBFO condition poses problems for dissonance theory. As has been shown
above, dissonance theory states that reward has a coercive function, and that it helps
reducing dissonance. Therefore removal of the reward would imply that subjects would
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either show more dissonance, or even refuse to cooperate. However, Nuttin's
experiment provided no evidence for either of these predictions: he reported that there
were no reasons to discard any subjects (which implies that no subjects refused to
cooperate), and the data show that the dissonant/BFO resulted in similar judgments as
the no role-playing/BFO condition, in stead of far more positive judgments. 16
Furthermore, although the pattern Festinger and Carlsmith obtained was
replicated in the corresponding conditions on two of the three dependent variables
(enjoyable, monotonous), essentially the same pattern was obtained in the mirroring
consonant conditions (i.e., consonant/BF20 resulting in more positive judgments than
the consonant/BF500), and the latter effect was, expressed in scale-points, even larger
(the means for the consonant/BFO condition lie close to both its dissonant counterpart
and the no role-playing/BFO condition). From these results Nuttin concluded that roleplaying essentially does not have any systematic effect on subjects' attitudes, unless
some reward is ofered. Furthermore, the results suggest that a low reward irrespective
of content leads to a moderately positive attitude change whereas a (too) high reward
results in various degrees of negative attitude change depending On the type Of
compliance (i.e., the most negative judgments were obtained in the consonant
condition, and the least negative in the dissonant condition).
As for these results, one may indeed doubt whether the experiment Festinger
and Carlsmith (1959) carried out, provided a clear manipulation of dissonance.
Although the significance of Nuttin's data is problematic, the general pattern of the

results is not in line with

the predictions of dissonance theory, which suggests that
Festinger and Carlsmith's results may have been a 'lucky shot". On the other hand,
however, there are several considerations that prevent one from jumping to this
conclusion. First, some of Nuttin's results can still be interpreted in line with the
theory. If we assume that paying subjects a too high reward can produce unwanted
side-effects, the confusing high reward conditions can be discarded as raising for
example embarrassment (cf. Nuttin,17 1966; 1975). Next, as to Cooper and Fazio's
(1984) New Look (see 3.3.1), one might argue that the increase in both the dissonant
and the consonant BF20 conditions is a regular dissonance phenomenon since in both
cases the subjects carry out an act with negative consequences for the next subject (cf.
Cooper & Fazio, 1989; Scher & Cooper, 1989). This leaves of course the two noreward conditions unexplained since the New Look like dissonance theory, would
predict attitude change in those conditions. However, later researchers (e.g., Insko,
Worchel, Folger & Kutkus, 1975; Jastrebske, 1974, 1976, 1981; Paulhus, 1982;

16
In order to avoid misunderstandings it should be noted that Nuttin's (1966) no role-play/BFO condition
involved exactly the same procedure as Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) control condition.
" Nuttin
(1966) suggested tile following alternative explanation for his results: depending on the role
played, the inappropriate character of the high reward induced a certain degree of either embarrassment or
dissonance in the subjects, which they reduced by increasing the negative character of the tasks. This
embarrassment, he suggested. might have been greatest for the subjects in the consonant condition (to whom
telling the truth was probably a very easy task); it was less to those in the no role-playing condition (to
whom the reward was in exchange for 1 hour of tedious work), and it was least for those in the dissonant
condition (who had been asked to tell a lie). Subsidiary data (i.e., ratings of the appropriateness of a reward
for participating in a 2-hour experiment), seem to support this interpretation: the reward is rated as least
appropriate in the consonant condition, and as more appropriate in the dissonant condition.
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& Zanna, 1973; Zanna et at., 1975; see 6.2 and 6.3) report results
indicating that attitude change can occur following a verbal counter-attitudinal
advocacy without the administration of reward (it should be noted that the subjects'
judgments of the task in tile two no-reward conditions were slightly more positive than
in the control condition -see also Chapter 2). Therefore one might suspect that maybe
Nuttin' s results furm an exception perhaps due to some defective aspect in the
replication. However, although the possibility of a defective replication certainly
cannot be dismissed, the results of this study nevertheless lead us to a somewhat
paradoxical situation. The problem is that we are dealing here with an experiment
which can be described as one of the more meticulous replications of the procedure of
the original study by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). Therefore one may dismiss
Nuttin's results as evidence against dissonance theory, but until the reasons for
dismissing the results have been provided, one has essentially no guarantee against the
possibility that these are inherent aspects of Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure. In
Chapter 2 we will return to Nuttin's results.
Sheras, Cooper

5.6.2 Adding more levels of reward: Cartsmith et al. (1966)
Carlsmith et al. (1966) reported data from an experiment that bear further relevance to
the present discussion. Their experiment involved more or less the same procedure as
Festinger and Carlsmith used, although there were several differences: the (male)
subjects were no university students, but high-school students; these subjects had been
recruited through an advertisement in a newspaper, and they were paid for their

participation ($2.50). The subjects performed only one task for one hour (they had to
strike out numbers) and this was done without an observing experimenter (step 6). The
experimenters asked their subjects either to role-play, or to write a counter-attitudinal
message. However, although both acts served the same purpose (in the role-playing
conditions because an assistant was missing, in the essay-writing conditions because
the original message was not convincing) the overtness of the acts was not similar: the
role-play was public whereas the essay was only to be read by the experimenter.
Furthermore, the supervising director himself suggested that maybe the subject could
help in the experiment (step 8), and after agreeing with the director's request the
subject was paid an additional amount of money. The post-experimental questionnaire
was presented to the subjects (step 5) as a record survey by a consumer researcher
who was not connected to the university; after delivering the speech or writing the
essay, the subjects were taken to this researcher (step 14) who carried out the
dependent measurement "because he needed to know what mood the subjects were in
before starting with his own research".
The experiment essentially involved a 2 x4 factorial design: the first factor
included role-playing versus essay-writing whereas the second included a (noadvocacy) control condition (in which the subjects were told either the role-playing
explanation [see step 7], or an analogous essay-writing explanation) plus three levels of
the (additional) reward ($0.50, $1.50 and $5.00). The dependent variables were
concerned with how pleasant and how interesting the subjects found the test, whether
they learned anything from it, whether they would recommend it to a friend, whether
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they would describe the test as fun, and what their general overall mood was.
Of the six dependent variables, only the 'fun' and 'interesting' items reached
significance in the whole design (in a separate analysis of the two "advocacy" halves
of the experiment only the essay-writing part showed an additional significant linear
trend on the 'pleasant' rating). Interestingly the role-playing part showed exactly the
pattern that dissonance theory predicts (i.e., an inverse relation between attitude and
reward), but the essay-writing part showed the opposite pattern (i.e., a direct relation
between reward and attitude). On the level of the entire experiment (i.e., both roleplaying and essay-writing) the researchers report a significant main effect for mood,
showing that the subjects' mood increased with the reward.
There are several reasons why these results are important to the present
discussion. First, the study shows that it is possible to obtain the inverse relation
between reward and attitude change which dissonance theory predicts. Hence the study
can be perceived as an answer to the Chapanis and Chapanis' (1964) criticism of the
inappropriateness of Festinger and Carlsmith' s (1959) design for testing this prediction
(see 5.2). Secondly, since the study involved much lower reward levels, chances are
lower that either embarrassment (Nuttin, 1966), or suspicion (Chapanis & Chapanis,
1964) may have played an interfering role. This reasoning does not rule out the
possibility of evaluation apprehension (Rosenberg, 1965) since this is no interfering
variable which is only active when rewards are too high, but rather a variable which is
supposed to gradually increase with the reward (Rosenberg [1965] reported an
experiment in which small rewards were paid of $0.5, $1 and $5). However, also the
idea of evaluation apprehension becomes untenable in the light of the mood ratings of
the subjects: with a positive relation between reward and ratings of mood it becomes
almost impossible to maintain that the rewards could have had negative side-effects
(Carlsmith et al., 1966). Finally, an important conclusion is that an overtly role-played
counter-attitudinal advocacy can differ in several respects from essay-writing
advocacies. One possible explanation could be that role-playing automatically includes
behavioral commitment (Aronson, 1966), and negative consequences (Brehm & Cohen,
1962), factors which would therefore be 'necessary' additions for dissonance to occur
in an essay-writing manipulation. However, later research indicates that these so-called
necessary additions also influence attitudes in situations of a verbal counter-attitudinal
act (Calder et at., 1973; Insko et at., 1975).
Although this study may to some extent provide a way around some of the
criticism on the method of Festinger and Carlsmith, it essentially leaves the problem
unsolved how the subjects perceive the relation between the reward and their
advocacy. Carlsmith et at. did not report on any variables designed to tap such
perceptions, and hence the mediating psychological processes may have included
dissonance, but one can by no means be sure.

5.6.3 Reward revisited: Collins et al. (1970)
Three replications of a part of the original design of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959)
are reported by Collins et al. (1970, experiments 1-3). Each study involved only two
conditions, i.e.: a high ($5) and a low ($.50) reward condition. In the first experiment
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subjects who would participate in an 'Aesthetic Judgments" study, reported to an
experimenter, who said that he was running late and that the subjects had to wait for at
least 20 minutes. He therefore suggested that maybe the subject could participate in
another experiment of an undergraduate in industrial psychology. He stressed that it
was completely up to the subject to decide whether he wanted to do so. The subjects
who agreed with this proposal met another experimenter who explained that he was
studying the effects of noise on task performance. Subjects were required to do a
boring task (crossing out numbers from a list) while wearing earphones which
produced white noise. After this task had been completed (it lasted 25 minutes) the
experimenter explained that there were actually two groups: one with, and one without
an expectation (see step 7). Next the subjects were asked to help the experimenter out
of his problems by telling a lie to the next subject (step 8). The experimenter told the
subjects the original story about the assisting student, but did not mention the
'professor'. Furthermore, he explicitly stated to the subjects that it was completely up
to them whether they agreed or not (i.e., choice was high; this text was adapted from
Linder et at., 1967). The lie was changed into a more personal form, e.g.. "I enjoyed
myself", in order to make it more difficult for the subjects to dissociate themselves
from the content of the advocacy (cf. Collins & Helmreich, 1970). If the subjects
agreed, they were given 1 minute preparation-time (step 10), after which they carried
out the advocacy. The confederate and the experimenter then acted precisely as
Festinger and Carlsmith described (see steps 12 through 14). After this the first
experimenter gave the subjects a questionnaire which was ostensibly concerned with
musical preferences. The questionnaire contained five attitude scales: these tapped how
pleasant, how interesting, and how much fun the task had been, whether the subjects
thought they had learned anything, and whether they would recommend the experiment
to a friend or not. This study did not result in any significant differences between the
conditions.
The second study involved the same procedure except for several minor
changes. First, the subjects participated for money ($1.50) in a study of students'
aesthetic preferences. The monetary reward was added in order to make the
manipulations of reward more salient. Because the experimenters felt that in the first
study several factors might have interfered with dissonance, further alterations were
made. More specifically, the researchers felt that: a) the subjects had not experienced
that they performed a unique counter-attitudinal act; b) the subjects had had too much
opportunities for reducing dissonance by referring to their association with the
experiment; c) the subjects should receive the reward sooner because in the first study
many had agreed before the reward was even mentioned; and d) the experimenter
should present the choice even more clearly. The experimenter's request was changed
accordingly: he first mentioned what he was going to ask of the subjects, and what
they would get for it, and Only after that he explained that subjects tended not to
believe him, and that he therefore wanted to try something new: have a subject tell the
lie to the next subject. He also emphasized that it was absolutely up to the subjects
whether they agreed or not (the wording was not changed here). The results of this
study indicated the opposite of the predictions: high reward ($5) subjects expressed on
three Of the five ratings a more positive judgment of the task and the experiment than
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subjects who received a low reward ($.50).
The third study again involved the same situation: this time the experimenters
wanted to rule out yet another set of possible weaknesses of the second experiment.
They argued that in the second study the justification of "participation in science"
could have been replaced by justification through helping a warm and friendly
experimenter". Furthermore, they suspected that perceived choice could still have been
low, that the experimenter's request was not strange enough, the subjects' uniqueness
not vivid enough, and finally that the confederate might not have looked as somebody
who could hold the subjects responsible for their lies. Therefore, the experimenter's
role was changed into that of a cold technician, and the confederate acted as a very
formal person, who expected to be told things as they were". The experimenter's
request was changed to the extent that he started mentioning that his request was
strange, and that it was completely up to the subject whether he agreed or not. The
study did not reveal any significant differences between the conditions. Moreover,
when all results were combined, analyses showed that results showed the opposite of
what dissonance theory would predict. Collins et al. furthermore mentioned that in
experiments 2 and 3 the confederate rated the subjects' performance, and that subjects'
self-reported moods were also tapped. On the ratings of performance no differences
were found, which rules out the possible objection that differences in performance
interfered with the manipulations (see 5.4). Furthermore, the researchers report that
there were no indications of relations between mood and attitude change such as

Carlsmith et at. (see 5.6.2) reported.
These results stand in marked contrast with those of Festinger and Carlsmith
(1959), and Carlsmith et al. (1966): even in situations involving a verbal advocacy,
reward and attitude change can show a positive relation. It seems even somewhat
astonishing that in three experiments that followed the original procedures of Festinger
and Carlsmith the results generally point in a direction opposite to the predictions.

Moreover, one striking similarity between these studies and Nuttin's (1966) study is
that a more explicit stress on factors, which according to dissonance theory should
enhance the dissonance conflict, only backfires and leads to non-significant or even
opposite results. For example, Nuttin made the task even more meaningless whereas
Collins et al. stressed subjects' choice and removed several possible alternatives for
dissonance reduction. However, it should be pointed out that although the results of
Collins et al. certainly are not in line with predictions from dissonance theory, their
interpretation is not easy, and it is not easy to indicate the possible consequences for
dissonance theory either. A very problematic side of the studies by Collins et at. is
that they did not include control conditions. Therefore we do not know what the
baseline evaluation of the task was, and we can in fact not even be sure that the task
was indeed a negative one. The consequence of this is that the conclusion by Collins et
al. that a positive relation between reward and attitude change was found, is essentially
unfounded. Such a relation could only be concluded if the low reward was at the
baseline level. If, however, the high reward was at the baseline level (or even worse:
below the baseline level), one could hardly speak of a positive relation between reward
and amount of attitude change. Therefore, although it is obvious that the pattern of the
results of Collins et at. (1970) does not fit with predictions from dissonance theory, it
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is absolutely not clear how they differ from the predictions, and whether the results
have consequences for results from other studies. If for example a positive relation
between reward and attitude change was found, it might be possible to bring the data
in line with results from a study by Calder et al. (1973; see 6.1.3). 18 However,
regardless of the direction of the attitude change, there is one problematic aspect of
this study which would hamper interpretation of the results even if control conditions
would have been present. This problem is related to the staging of the subjects'
participation in the two experiments. As will be recalled, Festinger and Carlsmith
(1959) made absolutely sure that neither confusing nor unexpected things occurred
during their experiment, except for the experimenter's request. The subjects already
knew of the evaluation study (step 2), they were informed by the experimenter (step
5), and they were only confronted with the interviewer after everything was finished.
Furthermore, the meeting with the interviewer was suggested because the subjects had
been given more experimental credit points than the experiment was actually worth
(see step 5). However, in the Collins et al. studies the subjects were immediately taken
by surprise: the experimenter did not yet have time for them, and suggested that
maybe they should go to another experimenter, who studied something quite different
than what the subjects (of experiments 2 and 3) had subscribed for. Furthermore, there
are no indications that the subjects somehow profited from the extra time spent in the
laboratory: apparently neither money nor extra credit points were awarded (subjects in
experiment 1 seem to have participated for free). One cannot rule out the possibility
that the subjects got to some extent confused by these procedures, and that this
confusion interfered with the manipulations.

5.7 Concluding remark

In the aforegoing sections several methodological and empirical considerations have
been presented regarding Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment. It has been
shown that the experiment can be criticized on various grounds, of which probably the
most important one is its reliance on assumptions about mediating processes without
providing a careful check of at least some aspects of these processes. One especially
important assumption which would have benefited from such a check, is the one
concerning the subjects' interpretation of the reward: as can be concluded from the 5.3
and from the discussion below, considerable debate could have been avoided if the
experiment, (or its successors, for that matter) would attempted to verify this
18

The results of Calder et al. (1973) suggest that a positive relation between attitude change and reward
can occur in two situations: a situation with high consequences and low choice, and in a simation with low
consequences and high choice (the latter effect was not significant, however, results of Insko et al. [1975;
see 6.3.5] show the same pattern). This suggests that either the subjects of Collins et at. (1970) did not
perceive the consequences of their act clearly (i.e., they were not given the feeling that they had actually
convinced the confederate), or that the subjects did not have a clear choice. In the light of the available
evidence it seems most likely that the latter may have been the case. First, the fact that Collins et al.'s
confederate reacted similar Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) suggests that consequences were high (see
6.3.1), and second Collins et al. themselves express doubt concerning the choice-freedom of their subjects.
However, they do not report the reasons for these doubts.
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assumption. Furthermore, several experiments have been described which bear
relevance to the various criticisms. The results of these are mixed: some critical
remarks can be counter-argued, but others still seem to pose a threat to the
interpretation of Festinger and Carlsmith's results. Also the discussed experiments can
be criticized in several respects. Since section 6 of this chapter also contains several
experiments relevant to the matters discussed above, a final conclusion will be
postponed until all the available evidence has been reviewed.
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6 Theoretical approaches:
reinterpreting the data with different mediating processes

Over the years several perspectives have been formulated which accept the inverse
relation between reward and attitude change as a genuine result instead of regarding it
as an artifact of experimenting. A great variety of alternative mediating psychological
processes have been suggested which differ considerably from the cognitive
consistency notions of dissonance theory. Several of these alternatives are discussed in
the following sections. However, an important criterion in the selection of the material
has been that the perspectives should have been tested in independent experiments
which followed the procedures of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). Therefore, the
following overview does not in the least pretend to be complete as far as probable
reinterpretations of Festinger and Carlsmith's results are concerned. Since possibilities
are numerous, and perhaps even infinite, priority was given to reinterpretations which
were supported by data obtained through experiments that copied the original
procedures. Since the encountered experiments either relied on highly similar
procedures or on completely different ones (e.g., essay-writing or verbal advocacy for
radio or television purposes) it was not necessary to develop a set of formal criteria for

classifying experiments.

19

6.1 The psychology of the situation
6.1.1

Self-perception theory and situated identity theory

Apart from dissonance theory, self-perception theory (Bem, 1965, 1967, 1972) was the
first theory which explicitly accepted the results of Festinger and Carlsmith. This
theory states that people often (i.e., when internal cues are weak or ambiguous) come
to know their own internal states (e.g., attitudes, emotions) by inferring them from
observations of their own overt behavior and the situation in which their behavior
occurs. The theory states that individuals often are functionally in the same position as
an outside observer since they also have to rely on external cues to infer their own
inner states (Bem, 1972). Applying his theory to the experiment of Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959), Bem (1967, 1972) argued that their subjects had acted as if they had
been observers of their own behavior. He suggested that if an observer would see that
somebody is paid $1 for assisting an experimenter, he cannot infer that the actor
assisted the experimenter for the money. Instead, Bem proposed that the observer
would use an implicit self-selection rule by questioning the actor's attitude: "What is
his attitude if he is willing to do this?", from which the conclusion would follow that

19 We should mention that one set of results has not been included in spite of the relevance of the
procedures through which they were obtained, i.e., the results of Girandola (1994; see for a brief overview
Joule, 1993). The reason for their exclusion is that the first publication of these data coincided with the
completion of the present dissertation.
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the actor's attitude must be rather positive. In the $20 condition on the other hand, the
reward was sufficiently high to motivate a person to assist an experimenter, which
would not lead to any specific inferences about the actor's attitude. Hence, Bem
argued, an observer would not infer an attitude different from that inferred in the

control condition.
Another theory which has been proposed to account for the results of Festinger
and Carlsmith is situated identity theory (Alexander & Knight, 1971; Alexander &
Weil, 1969). At the core of this theory essentially two notions lie. The first of these is
the assumption that in social situations people interpret each other's behavior in terms
of certain dispositional dimensions, in other words, in terms of situated identities. The
second notion states that whenever people have a choice between several possible
actions in a given social situation, they will choose the action that will lead others to
attribute the most favorable situated identity to them. Alexander and Knight (1971)
argued that this theory could account for the results of the experiments of Festinger
and Carlsmith (1959), and Carlsmith et at. (1966; see 5.6.2): they predicted that the
response alternatives of the main dependent variable were associated with differently
evaluated situated identity attributions, of which the subjects chose the most favorable
one.

Self-perception theory, and situated identity theory are by no means similar:
while the former was originally based on Skinnerian theory (cf. Bem, 1965), the latter
emanated from symbolic interactionism (cf. Alexander & Knight, 1971). This
difference also appears in both theories: while self-perception theory describes how
people acquire information about themselves, situated identity theory stresses attempts
to control other people's perceptions of oneself (in this respect, the theory bears some
resemblance to Rosenberg's [1965] notion of evaluation apprehension). However, both
theories agree that the main determinants of these processes lie essentially outside the
person, i.e., either in the situation, or in the person's behavior. Both theories
furthermore agree that people essentially perceive themselves in a similar manner as
observers do, and both theories predict that observers who are presented the necessary
information about a given situation, can accurately predict the behavior of persons who
actually participate in that situation. If one would replicate a certain experiment before
the eyes of observers who are each presented one condition and ask these observers to
predict how a subject would react, one should be able to replicate the results of that
experiment (Alexander & Knight, 1971; Bem, 1965, 1967). In the following section
empirical evidence is reviewed that is relevant to the reinterpretations by both theories

of the results of Festinger

and Carlsmith (1959).

6.1.2 Empirical evidence of situationally determined behavior
Bem (1967) carried out an experiment to test the aforementioned self-perception
analysis of the Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) experiment. He made observers listen to
a tape-recording of an experiment in which a person went through the entire procedure
(i.e., the tasks, the experimenter's explanation and request, and the counter-attitudinal
role-play). Subjects were then asked to estimate the judgments of the actor to the same
set of questions as Festinger and Carlsmith used. Bem's results mirrored those of the
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original experiment: estimated judgments of the tasks in the $1 condition were more
positive than those in the other two conditions, and the other two conditions were not
significantly different from each other.
Bem (1967) further argued that the results presented by Brehm and Cohen
(1962; see 4.1) could also be explained by his theory. They reported that in the $1
condition the attitude was positively related to a rating of "number and variety of
arguments", whereas this relation was negative in the $20 condition (see 4.1). Bem
argued that providing a greater variety of arguments is a kind of behavior that can be
expected from a communicator who is credible ($1); therefore a greater variety of
arguments should lead to more positive judgments of the tasks. At the same time,
however, with a communicator who is not credible ($20), a greater variety of
arguments makes it less likely that the person is defending his own position, resulting
in more negative judgments. A second experiment by Bem (1967) tested whether
observers were able to replicate the pattern Brehm and Cohen reported. As was done
in the first experiment subjects heard a recording of the procedure of Festinger and
Carlsmith. The experimental manipulations were the reward given ($1, $20), and the
length of the communication (short, long). The dependent variable was the subject's
estimate of the actor's judgment of the tasks. Bem found the predicted interaction
effect between reward and length of communication, plus a main effect for reward
which supported the result from the first experiment.
A third study which relied on a similar tape-recording, was reported by
Alexander and Knight (1971). Like Bem they made subjects listen to a tape-recording
of a person, who went through the entire Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) procedure.
The design included two levels of reward ($.5, $5) and two levels of advocacy (roleplay, essay). After the tape recording had ended, the subjects were asked to estimate
how the actor had liked the tasks. Next the subjects were told how the actor of the
tape-recording had actually rated the task; this rating was one of the five values
between -2 and +2 on the original 11-point scale (the experiment had a 2 x2 x 5
factorial design). After this final manipulation the subjects were asked to rate the actor
on 25 (bipolar) dimensions, and to select from these the 10 dimensions they considered
most important. In the basic 2 x 2 design, the estimated liking of the tasks replicated
the pattern Carlsmith et al. (1966) found: in the role-playing conditions an inverse
relation was found between attitude and reward whereas a direct relation was found in
the essay-writing conditions. This result can be interpreted as supporting both selfperception theory and situated identity theory. However, Alexander and Knight also
reported results that seem to provide more unique support for their theory. Within each
of the four basic conditions, the ratings of the actor were always most positive in the
'actual reward' condition, which lay closest to the mean estimate for that basic
condition. Furthermore, also the frequency distribution of the estimated liking of the
task was closely mirrored by the mean evaluations of the actor when each basic
condition was split for the five 'original' levels. Alexander and Knight argued that the
last pattern (for the ratings of the actor) was substantial since a one-way analysis of
variance in each of the four conditions was significant. Alexander and Knight
interpreted these results as evidence for the position of their theory that there should be
a close relation between the various actor' s responses and more and less preferred
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'situated identities'. They concluded that a " social desirability" bias may operate in
experiments which follow the procedure of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959).
However, there are serious doubts possible about the results which underlie this
conclusion. First, the experimental procedure does not rule out the alternative
explanation that the subjects may have simply judged the actor more positively because
he turned out to behave exactly as they had predicted. Alexander and Knight reported
that a pre-test of their procedure failed to show such an effect on the selection of the
10 most important dimensions, but it seems that this pre-test did not include a
comparison of actual ratings of the actor on these dimensions. Another result which
Alexander and Knight perceived as clear evidence for their theory, is also subject to
the proposed alternative explanation: they mentioned that consensus on the positivity or
negativity of the actor among the subjects was higher when the actor's 'actual' answer
was either clearly deviant, or clearly in line with the subjects' own estimates.
However, if, as we have proposed, the subjects liked the 'actor' more because his
judgment matched their predictions, one possible side-effect of this might be a greater
variability in the judgments of the actor in situations in which the discrepancy between
the two judgments was less clear. People may for example differ in their tolerance to
discrepancies between their predictions and someone's actual behavior. 20
The only results which remain untouched by this alternative explanation are the
previously discussed interaction effect on the estimate of the actor's rating, and another
highly interesting one. Alexander and Knight reported that on their selection variable
(i.e., the percentage of subjects which selected a certain dimension among the 10 most
important dimensions to form their impression of the actor), no less than 8 dimensions
showed significant differences between the two levels of reward (5 showed significant
differences between the two types of advocacy, and 3 dimensions showed significant
differences in both reward and type of advocacy). Thus, depending on the amount of
the reward subjects chose different dimensions as the most important for judging the
actor. As for this result. one is tempted to conclude that the differential manipulation
of reward may not be as unidimensional a manipulation as dissonance theory assumes
(Alexander & Knight, 1971). However, although these results certainly provide further
fuel for our doubts concerning the meaning of the reward to Festinger and Carlsmith's
(1959) subjects, it should be pointed out that before one can connect this result to
laboratory experiments one should at least show that the assumption is correct that
20

Another problematic aspect of the experiment, but which remains probably inconsequential, has to do
with the aforementioned analyses of variance. Alexander and Knight only state that all effects in the analyses
of variance have p <.01, without further illustrations of these analyses. This may have been a mere omission
for reasons of brevity, but one cannot help becoming slightly suspicious about these analyses in the light of
Alexander and Knight's claim that the consensus among the subjects changed with the discrepancy between
predicted and 'actual' judgment (again they do not provide evidence to support this). This seems to indicate
that the variance of the ratings of the actor was not constant across the levels of the 'actual' answers. Further
evidence for this idea comes from the figures which accompany the article: these suggest that within each of
the four basic conditions, there was a great consensus concerning the actor's estimated judgment of the tasks
(with the exception of the $.50/essay condition, in all conditions around 80% of the subjects scored in only
two [adjacent] categories). Hence, the omission of all the relevant data from the article (i.e., the variances
per cell and the summaries of the analyses) does not increase our confidence in the results. It should be
pointed out, however, that analysis of variance is robust against violations of the assumption of homogeneous
variances as long as cells have equal n (Hays, 1981, Maxwell & Delaney, 1990).
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subjects themselves are concerned with being judged by others, as is not done in the
Alexander and Knight study. The results certainly do warrant the conclusion that
manipulations of reward in observer erperiments may be less unidimensional than for
example self-perception theory assumes, but it is not clear from the study how in such
studies judgments of the actor are related to estimates of his opinion about a boring
task.

According to these considerations we can conclude that the studies by Bem
(1967), and Alexander and Knight (1971) provide support for the prediction from selfperception theory that observers are able to predict relatively accurately the judgments
of subjects who are taking part in a certain situation whereas there is no direct support
for predictions from situated identity.21 The study by Alexander and Knight shows
that the relevance of dimensions for judging an actor is influenced by different levels
of reward. Even though the Alexander and Knight study does not show a clear
connection between such judgments and attitude change, this result adds to the
importance of the question how the subjects who participate in experiments such as
Festinger and Carlsmith's, interpret the situation they are brought in.

6.1.3

A further investigation into the psychology of the situation

Calder et al. (1973) carried out a combined laboratory/observer experiment in which
they used the Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) procedure. Due to the design of their
study the researchers had to make several alterations to the original procedure. The
design included four factors with each two levels: choice (high, low) x consequences
(high, low) x reward (2 hours credit, half an hour credit) x subject (actor, observer).
The (female) subjects participated in a study for one hour, in exchange for
experimental credit points. They went through the procedure in pairs: one actual
subject and one observer. The 'explanation' for having one subject act as an observer
was that the psychology department did an evaluation program of experiments which
required that occasionally subjects had to be monitored by an observer. The
experiment involved only one boring task; it comprised the manipulation of pegs on a
board with holes and lasted for 20 minutes. After this the (actor) subjects were told the
alleged purpose of the study (step 7), and were asked to tell the next (male) subject

that the task had been fun to do. The experimenter did not mention problems with his
assistant, but instead suggested that this was always asked from the subjects (see step
8). In exchange for their participation (step 9), the subjects were offered a reward
(either 2 additional hours experimental credit or only half an hour; the latter reward
was verbally downgraded by the experimenter) and then they were either explicitly told
that they were free to decide (high choice) or were not presented an explicit choice

21 To this we might add that also on a theoretical level self-perception theory seems to be the superior
theory. Unlike seIf-perception theory, situated identity theory does not provide a clear insight in "dissonance"
phenomena (cf. Tedeschi, 1981). In spite of its postulation of several intra-psychic processes or orientations
(e.g., the theory has borrowed concepts from attribution theory, and the theory postulates an almost socially
anxious individual), the theory only leads to the unspecified predictions that in different situations there are
differences in both the preference of a person and in the relevance of judgmental dimensions. These render
the theory only fit for post hoc interpretations.
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(low choice). The experimenter then took the actor-subject to the (male) "next subject"
who was sitting in the waiting-room (the observer-subject seems to have been absent
during the actual role-playing; see below). The confederate showed initial skepticism
about psychological experiments being fun at all (step 12), and the subject either
succeeded in convincing him (high consequences), in this condition the confederate
also told the subject that he originally had intended to resign because he had to learn
for a quiz but that she had persuaded him to stay, or did not succeed in this (low
consequences). Finally, all subjects were asked to fill in an anonymous questionnaire
for the psychology department which was to be deposited in a box containing other
questionnaires. This questionnaire contained the main dependent variable (a 36-point
bipolar scale on how enjoyable the task had been), manipulation checks, and a set of
questions concerning other functions the subjects might have performed in the
experiment (e.g., success in. and misgivings about talking to the confederate). The
actor-subjects were asked to indicate their own opinion, whereas the observer-subjects
were asked to estimate the actor's responses to the same questions.
The study resulted in a significant Reward x Choice x Consequences
interaction effect which supported predictions by dissonance theory concerning these
three factors: the traditional inverse effect between reward and attitude could only be
obtained when consequences and choice were both high (a corresponding no-observer
low reward control condition suggested that the observers' presence did not influence
the actors' behavior). For the combination of high consequences and low choice a
direct relation was found. This pattern was reversed when consequences were low
(i.e., an indirect relation between reward and attitude was found under low
consequences and low reward), but the researchers report that it was not significant.
Since these effects were similar for both the actor and the observer subjects, it could
be interpreted as proof for the self-perception position. However, in the four high
choice conditions the actors rated the task much more positively than the observers'
estimates, and a correlational analysis showed that although under low choice the
observers' judgments correlated highly with those of the actors, this was not the case
under high choice. These results suggest that there are limits to observers' possibilities
to predict actors' judgments of a task. Calder et al. presented further evidence for such
limitations with respect to the question concerning subjects' misgivings about the
assistance to the experimenter. They reported that for this rating the pattern of
significances in analyses of variance of the actor conditions closely mirrored those of
the main dependent variable, but that the observer conditions had resulted in estimates
that did not correspond with those of the actors. Moreover, in the four high choice
conditions the observers gave higher estimates of misgivings than the actors actually
showed. This result again seems to indicate that the self-perception interpretation has
its limitations since observers may be able to estimate some, but certainly not all of the
actors' judgments.
However, there are some problems with these data. From the report by Calder
et at. it follows that the 'misgivings' variable originally was intended as a manipulation
check of the consequences manipulations. Since this variable did not only show a main
effect for consequences, there are grounds for doubting the effectiveness of this
manipulation. The fact that the manipulations of this factor resemble those of Cooper
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and Worchel (1970; see 6.3.2) does not provide much comfort since those authors
reported no check of their manipulation. Although the manipulation can certainly be

defended by pointing out that the 'misgivings' variable is not a very straightforward
check of the perceived consequences variable, further doubt concerning the
manipulation comes from the fact that the 'low consequences' situation introduces
much more than only 'performing an act which has no consequences". One possibility
for example, is that the manipulation creates differences in subjects' self-regard. After
all, the subjects were asked to do something embarrassing, after which they found out
that they were not able to do what the experimenter requested. This might have
profound effects on how positive the subjects regard themselves, which could in its
own right lead to for example misattribution of dissonance arousal. Therefore, even in
terms of the New Look (Cooper & Fazio, 1984) it becomes impossible to decide
whether this really was a manipulation of either perceived consequences or of

misattribution.
There is yet another problem concerning the procedure. The researchers stated
(p. 90) that the experimenter told the observer to remain seated while he got her a
questionnaire. Then he took the actor to the adjoining waiting-room where the
confederate sat. This suggests that the observer was not present during the roleplaying, and hence the question is raised if, and how the observers got to know the
content of the conversation between the actor and the confederate. There is little doubt
that somehow they did since the observer-data clearly show differences between the
high and low consequences conditions (it should be recalled that this manipulation was
administered by the confederate), but the problem is how. If it was by direct
observation there may be no special problems, but if it was by for example
"accidentally" overhearing the conversation through an open door, or by a hidden
microphone (cf. Jastrebske, 1974; see 6.3.2), it is possible that the observers may have
felt guilty over spying on a fellow-student. This may have especially influenced their
estimate of the actors' feelings of misgivings, for example through an exaggeration of
their feelings (Calder et at. indeed reported such exaggeration in the high choice
conditions).22

Regardless of the specifics of the explanations for its results, it seems that this
experiment essentially can be interpreted both in support of the notion of situational
determination of attitudes and as evidence against this notion. On the one hand, the
results suggest that Festinger and Carlsmith's results can be replicated by observers.
On the other hand there are results which would lead one to argue against this

22

For reasons of completeness, it should be remarked here that the actors' 'misgivings' ratings were not
easily interpretable either. Although the pattern of sign(ficances resembled that of the main dependent
variable, the pattern of the means did not. More specifically, the four high consequences conditions showed
that more positive judgments of the task were accompanied by fewer self-reported misgivings (in fact, none
at all). The fact that this result is shared by the high dissonance condition (high consequences/high
choice/low reward), and what Calder et al. designate as the high 'incentive' condition (high consequences/
low choice/high reward), runs counter to any predictions from both dissonance theory and incentive theory
(see 5.3.3). Calder et al. proposed that this effect may have been the result of the subjects' trying to resolve
an inconsistency between their rating of the task (as enjoyable) and their (negative) affect over their
producing negative consequences for another person by not reporting any such affect; a similar pattern was
not found for the low consequences conditions.

48

Manipulating more than we intend

conclusion although the possibility cannot be ruled out that the procedure of the
experiment may somehow have interfered with the observers' estimates.

6.1.4 Concluding remarks
The four experiments discussed above do not settle the dispute over which perspective
provides the correct interpretation of the Festinger and Carlsmith experiment (many
others that followed the same reasoning also provided no solution; see also Bem, 1972;
Green, 1974; Greenwald, 1975; Cooper & Fazio, 1984). For one thing, dissonance
theory does not imply that, under certain circumstances, observers are not able to
estimate actors' responses correctly. More importantly, since both self-perception
theory and situated identity theory rely on a long causal chain in the (actual) subjects'
dealing with the situation, one may well wonder whether an indirect approach of the
matter through observers who have to estimate the same dependent variable, actually
clarifies anything. The fact that experimental results can be replicated by observers,
does not imply that the mediating psychological processes also correspond, i.e., there
still remains the possibility that though the observable inputs lead to the similar
outputs, the psychological processes that lead to these outputs, are different (after
Pieters [1988] one might term this paramorphic correspondence). Therefore, at best we
can conclude from these experiments that self-perception theory poses a coherent
alternative explanation for both the original 'dissonance' results and the results from
the 'observer' experiments, which, admittedly, would make the alternatives superior to
dissonance theory to the extent that they are able to explain a wider scope of results
than dissonance theory.23 However, self-perception theory is by no means free from
conflicting results: Calder et al.'s (1973) results shed doubt on the generality of the
claims of self-perception theory, and further doubts come from the previously
described study by Nuttin (1966). Self-perception theory would predict that a low
reward for telling the truth would lead to more negative judgments whereas a high
reward would result in less negative judgments of the task (see also Chapters 2 and 4).
However, as will be recalled, Nuttin (1966) reported completely different results.
Therefore self-perception theory like cognitive dissonance theory does not provide an
24
unproblematic account for all results which are available.

23

It should be noted that in later years research turned to more direct tests of the theory; see, e.g., Bem
& McConnell, 1970; Green, 1974; Fazio et al., 1977; Shaffer, 1975).
24
Two further developments should be mentioned here. First, later researchers have proposed to limit the
applicability of self-perception theory to situations in which people perform pro-attitudinal advocacies (see
Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Fazio et al., 1977). A second development that seems important when assessing the
outcomes of interpersonal simulation studies is suggested by a partial replication of Bem's (1967) first study
by Wegner and Finstuen (1977). These researchers found in a study that replicated Bem's $1 and $20
conditions that observers only predicted "correctly" -i.e., as self-perception theory would predict- when
their attention was focused on the actor. When the observers' attention was focused on the situation, the
opposite pattern was found.
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6.2 Subjects' concern about other people's perceptions:
impression management theory

6.2.1 The theory
Although Alexander and Knight did not provide the necessary data to support their
claim that people react to the possible judgments other people may have of them, they
did show that observers select different dimensions for evaluating a person who lies for
a high reward, and one who lies for a low reward. This result is directly relevant for
the reinterpretation of Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) results by impression
management theory (Tedeschi & Rosenfeld, 1981; Tedeschi et al., 1971; see for
general overviews of the theory: Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Tetlock & Manstead,
1985). Impression management theory originally (Tedeschi et al., 1971) assumed that
experimental subjects in dissonance experiments may try to manage the impression the
experimenter forms about them. The central idea was that an actor's own perceptions
do not matter as much as his beliefs about the impression an observer may form.
When an actor believes that an observer will form the impression that he is
inconsistent, he will, according to the theory, often try to counter-act the impression of
being inconsistent. Based on the assumptions that subjects are inclined to regard
research as important, and that subjects regard experimenters as objective observers
who are above all impressed by rationality, Tedeschi et at. (1971) suggested that
especially dissonance experiments may elicit impression managing behavior because
dissonance experiments frequently involve counter-normative acts which might lead an
observer to conclude that the subject himself chose to perform that act. Tedeschi et al.
argued that their theory could explain the data from dissonance research, and,
moreover, that it gave a better account of the necessity of such factors as freedom of
choice, commitment (Brehm & Cohen, 1962) and an overt action (Collins, 1969).
They reasoned that without these, observers either may not perceive the person as the
source of the counter-normative act, or may not perceive the (seeming) inconsistency
in the actor's beliefs.
Later Tedeschi and Rosenfeld (1981) refined this analysis of dissonance
experiments. Their main point was that subjects, next to being concerned about
appearing consistent to others, might also be concerned about their moral integrity.
They argued that experimenters often use their prestige and status to induce subjects to
engage in counter-normative actions with bad consequences for others. Although the
subjects may experience a decision dilemma as to whether they should agree with the
request or not, Tedeschi and Rosenfeld suggested that the subjects will usually comply
with the request as a consequence of the high status scientific research has (i.e.,
refusal would imply that one denigrates the experiment). After the subjects'
compliance, however, experimenters often treat their subjects as if these had chosen
themselves to perform the act. Therefore, Tedeschi and Rosenfeld argued that the same
factors that dissonance theory interprets as "necessary" preconditions of dissonance,
are also necessities for creating a moral predicament for the subjects: choice-freedom,
negative consequences, and foreseeability of consequences in their view all constitute a
situation in which a subject can be considered (by the experimenter) as intentionally
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doing something bad to another person (see also Tedeschi & Riess, 1981).
Although neither Tedeschi et al. (1971) nor Tedeschi and Rosenfeld (1981)
explicitly applied this reasoning to the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959),
the implications are clear: the $1 subjects may have reported a more positive attitude
either in order not to appear inconsistent with their advocacy, or in order to appear
morally integer. The $20 subjects on the other hand, may have felt no such needs since
the high reward would prevent anyone from inferring other things than that they had
told a lie for the reward. Alexander and Knight's (1971) results bear some relevance to
this position since they show that observers differentiate in the relevance of
evaluational dimensions for the judgment of a subject. This indicates that observers at
least react totally different to the same situation when the subjects are paid different
amounts of reward. However, as with Rosenberg's concept of evaluation apprehension
(see 5.3.2), a possible way around obtaining such effects seems to be to make a clear
distinction between the researcher on the one hand, and the measurement of the
dependent variables on the other hand. This would of course render Festinger and
Carlsmith's (1959) experiment immune to the impression management reinterpretation,
since they did create such a distinction (cf. Cooper & Fazio, 1984). However, several
theorists have provided arguments which indicate that even in Festinger and
Carlsmith's experiment impression management may have taken place. For example,
Schlenker (1982) has pointed out that an audience may be either real, or imagined, and
Baumeister (1982) has proposed the notion of an 'audience transfer' effect, i.e., a
transfer of self-presentational concerns from one audience to another audience.
Although the specifics of the analyses may vary somewhat, the central implication of
all these ideas is that the judgments by Festinger and Carlsmith's $1 subjects may have
been the result of impression management. In other words, the reported attitude change
may have been feigned out of presentational concerns rather than being a genuine
change in subjects' private attitude (as dissonance theory suggests). The following
section deals with two experiments in which this prediction was tested in the context of
Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment.

6.2.2 Experimental evidence of subjects' impression management
Paulhus (1982) reports two experiments designed to separate dissonance and
impression management effects from one another.25 The first experiment consisted of
three conditions. In the first condition the subjects were asked to rate the task on an
anonymous questionnaire (which contained a rating of the task), after which the
subjects went through a bogus pipeline (BPL) procedure (E.E. Jones & Sigall, 1971)
under the guise of a second unrelated study (this contained a second rating of the task;

25
Although impression management researchers (e.g.. Gaes, Katie & Tedeschi, 1978; Gaes & Tedeschi,
1978) and theorists (e.g., Tedeschi et al. 1971; Tedeschi & Rosenfeld, 1981) originally claimed that
impression management theory alone could account for all dissonance results, later results showed that
probably both processes might be at work at the same time (e.g., Baumeister & Tice, 1984; Rosenfeld.
Giacalone & Tedeschi, 1983; Rosenfeld, Kennedy & Giacalone, 1986; Schlenker, 1982). Consequently,
several theorists have acknowledged the joint operation of both processes (e.g., Cooper & Fazio, 1984,

Greenwald, 1982).
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the BPL is supposed to prevent socially desirable behavior [such as impression
management] since the subject is connected to a "super lie-detector" which is able to
check whether their answers are really true; cf. Gaes et al., 1978; E.E. Jones &
Sigall, 1971). The second condition followed the same procedure except that after
carrying out the task the subjects were asked to lie to another subject. A third
condition contained the same procedure as the second except that the second
measurement was not done with a BPL but (again) with a questionnaire.
Changes to the basic procedure of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) included the
following: previous to the experiment all subjects were asked to fill in a Need for
Approval (NA) scale (NA is considered an important determinant of the extent to
which people engage in impression managing behavior: the higher one's need, the
more one will be inclined to manage his or her impression; see Paulhus, 1982). Next,
the (male) subjects, who seem to have been hired for only one study, were asked
whether they agreed to participate in two independent studies of 20 minutes each in
order to get a one-hour course credit (step 5). The boring task, which lasted 15
minutes, involved striking out numbers on a list. Before leaving the subject alone, the
experimenter said to him that he would probably enjoy the task (step 6). In the two
role-playing conditions the subjects were upon completion of the task asked a favor to
the experimenter: if the (male) "next subject", would bring up the study, they were to
present the task as positive as they could. In order to increase the consequences of the
role-playing, the subjects were furthermore told that the "next subject" had to do a
task three times as long as theirs (step 8). The role-playing situation then was staged as
follows: the subjects were given a demographic questionnaire to fill in, and were asked
to wait fur the experimenter to return. Shortly after the experimenter had left, the
confederate came in, and after some chatting asked the subject how interesting the
study was (step 12). In the control condition none of these events occurred; these
subjects completed the demographic questionnaire without being disturbed by the
confederate.
In all conditions the subjects were then given a questionnaire and a
"debriefing" sheet. The experimenter insisted that they should first fill in the
questionnaire, which was presented as an unrelated administrative formality and which
had to be posted in a box. In reality this was the first measurement of the subjects'
attitude toward the task. Next the subjects read the "debriefing" sheet presenting the
whole experiment as a study into the effects of cognitive styles (measured with the NA
questionnaire) on accuracy (the task). The subjects were then taken (by the same
experimenter) to the "second study" where they either went through a BPL procedure
or only filled in a questionnaire. The second study was about "recall of past and recent
emotional reactions" and involved a series of questions on this topic; among these was
a second attitude question about the task.
The results supported the idea that the two processes should operate
simultaneously. The two role-playing conditions showed higher judgments of the task
than the non role-playing control condition. With respect to the second ratings the
administration of the BPL to the role-playing subjects resulted in a decrease of the
positivity of the judgments as compared to both the first rating in this condition and the
role-playing/questionnaire condition. This result suggested that the subjects initially
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engaged in impression management. The assumption that the BPL had prevented
impression management was supported by the NA-ratings: correlations between NA
and judgments of the task were (much) higher when the ratings had not been obtained
through the BPL procedure. Furthermore, the results supported the notion that the
role-playing situation gave rise to stronger impression management: in the two roleplaying conditions the aforementioned correlation between NA and paper-and-pencil
measures was higher than in the control condition. In spite of the BPL the role-playing
condition still showed more positive judgments of the task than the control condition,
which could only be explained as a consequence of cognitive dissonance. However,
since the experimenter's presence during both "independent" experiments might have
influenced the subjects to show consistent judgments (cf. Gaes et al., 1978, experiment
2; Rosenberg, 1965), and since the NA-scale formed no unambiguous measure of
people's tendency to deceive others, a second study was carried out, which applied the
same procedure except that two experimenters were used, along with another version
of the NA-scale and Snyder's (1974, 1979) self-monitoring scale. Apart from these
changes two other changes were made: the second experiment included both male and
female subjects, the confederate was female.
The results of the second study confirmed those of the first one: again the
BPL/role-playing condition showed that administration of the BPL led to less positive
judgments, which confirmed the notion of subjects' impression management, but at the
same time these judgments were still more positive than in the no role-playing
condition, which confirmed to notion of subjects' experiencing dissonance. The results
of the NA-scale again supported the conclusion that the BPL indeed had ruled out
impression management: subjects with a high need for approval showed a greater
difference between the first (paper-and-pencil) and the second (BPL) rating of the task
influence of the BPL than subjects with a low need for approval. Furthermore, in the
experimental conditions low self-monitors gave higher ratings of the task than high
self-monitors (cf. Snyder & Tanke, 1976).

6.2.3

Implications

With respect to impression management theory one important implication of Paulhus'
second study seems to be that similar types of impression management can occur in
front of different audiences. It seems that it does not matter a great deal whether one
presents one's impression toward the experimenter or toward either an unrelated
institution or an unrelated experimenter. In this respect the results seem to be relevant
for the notions of audience transfer effects (Baumeister, 1982) or imagined audiences
(Schlenker, 1982). However, one may doubt this implication. In the first place, the
fact that in both experiments the first experimenter insisted that the subjects first filled
in the questionnaire before reading the *debriefing" sheet, may have aroused

suspicions of some remote connection between the questionnaire and the experiment
(the article does not mention that subjects were checked for suspicions). Next,
concerning the results obtained by the second experimenter (in the second experiment),
the problem is that although this person was formally not related to the first
experimenter, it was also obvious that they most likely knew each other and that their
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experiments were at least connected to the extent that they used the same subjects.
While the former consideration suggests that the subjects may have suspected a
connection of the first measurement with the experiment (which implies that the
experimenter was the audience for attempts to manage a favorable impression), the
latter suggests that the two studies may have seemed less independent to the subjects
than Paulhus claims.
The procedure of Paulhus' experiments raises one further question. Owing to
the omission of the literal texts spoken to the subjects, it is not clear from Paulhus'
article how the subjects were asked for their assistance. The problem is that it seems
that they were not given an explicit choice as to whether they wanted to cooperate or
not: all that can be derived from Paulhus' description is that the subjects were asked to
do the experimenter a favor in case the next subject started talking about the task. One
might interpret this as an implicit choice (i.e., the subject is not required to actually do
it, and therefore has a choice whether he complies or not); but Tedeschi and
Rosenfeld's (1981) statement that experimenters often use their status and prestige to
manipulate subjects into counter-normative behavior, inspires one to consider the
possibility that the subjects were to a large extent manipulated into agreeing.
Depending on the actual phrasing of the request, therefore, Paulhus' results might have
severe consequences for cognitive dissonance theory (as presented by fur example
Wicklund and Brehm, 1976), and for impression management theory (Tedeschi &
Rosenfeld, 1981) since both emphasize the importance of freedom of choice.
Concerning the effect Paulhus identified as the consequence of dissonance, however, it
should be noted that this may not have been the result of cognitive dissonance. After
all the available data only show that in this condition the BPL removed some but not
all attitude change whereas the cause of this attitude change might be as much due to
dissonance as, for example, to self-persuasion and self-perception.
From the aforegoing considerations it can be concluded that Paulhus' results
pose interpretive problems for both impression management theory and dissonance
theory: with respect to the former they raise questions about the type of audience
involved; with respect to both they may raise questions about the necessity of choicefreedom. However, although the problem of subjects' choice-freedom may have
important theoretical repercussions, the ambiguities around the audience do not
seriously seem to hamper an interpretation in terms of impression management theory.
Moreover, the various interpretive problems do not mean that the results have no
relevance for those of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). First of all, as will be argued in
section 6.3, Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure also may have involved a relatively
unclear manipulation of 'high' choice. In fact both requests seem to have been
relatively close to one another since both are about "helping the experimenter out".
This suggests that Paulhus' results do have some relevance for Festinger and
Carlsmith's study, and that their subjects may also have attempted to manage a
favorable impression. Secondly, apart from the similarity between the requests and the
type of behavior required, other aspects of both experiments which may have enhanced
impression management are also rather similar: in both experiments the subjects faced
two studies by two researchers who knew each other and who had some contact with
each other (see steps 2, 5, and 14). Also the fact that Paulhus' subjects were put
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through two more or less separate experiments, whereas in Festinger and Carlsmith's
experiment the first study was the object of the second, suggests that impression
management may have occurred in Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment.

6.3 Dissonance theory revisited

6.3.1 Preconditions of the occurrence of dissonance
In sections 2 and 3 it has been shown that over the years a more restricted version of
dissonance theory was formulated. Nowadays cognitive dissonance no longer is
perceived as the result of cognitive inconsistency per se, but rather as the consequence
of various preconditions (see, e.g., Calder et at., 1973; Collins & Hoyt, 1972; Cooper
& Fazio, 1984; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976). However, in spite of the narrowed
perspective, Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment is still considered a valid
support for the theory, as is evidenced by Cooper and Fazio's (1984), and Wicklund &
Brehm's (1976) discussions of the experiment. This implies that if we assume that the
various preconditions are really necessary preconditions, the original procedure
provided valid manipulations of such factors as commitment, choice, responsibility,
foreseeable aversive consequences, and correct attribution of dissonance arousal
(Cooper & Fazio, 1984). This conclusion seems justified with respect to several of the
preconditions, but certainly not all of them. It seems reasonable to assert that Festinger
and Carlsmith's subjects were committed (i.e., through the role-playing), and that the
consequences of their act were both foreseeable and aversive (the subjects could have
known that through lying they would make the experiment worse for the other person).
On the other hand, there may be several problems where the reward is concerned.
First, Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) originally assumed that a small reward was
necessary in order to persuade the subjects. However, this has certainly appeared not
to be the case (see 5.1 and 5.6.1). Besides, the experiment does not rule out the
possibility that different processes operated, such as the high reward's leading to
confusion, which in turn might have led to misattribution of dissonance arousal
(however, this explanation can not account for the results of Carlsmith et at. [1966;
see 5.6.2] and others [see below]).
Next, it is not so obvious whether the subjects actually had a choice as to assist
the experimenter. To begin with, choice may not have been constant for all subjects.
Festinger and Carlsmith's report stated that the subjects were asked for their
assistance, but that hesitations were counter-argued. For example (see step 9), the
experimenter said things such as "It will only take a few minutes" when subjects made
objections. This may have led to differences between subjects' actual choice-freedom
(Kiesler, et al. 1969). Furthermore, a close look at the mechanism employed by
Festinger and Carlsmith reveals that the subjects were not asked a straight question,
but that they were first confronted with a lot of information. After the intention of the
experimenter had already become clear (when the experimenter mentioned the
professor who had suggested that the experimenter could ask the subject to assist) he
proceeded about the conditions on which he was going to hire the subject (casually
mentioning how reassuring it would be to have another person as a backup), and about
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the reward. Although one could defend this procedure as an "honest" way of making
sure that the subjects knew everything they needed to know before deciding, the

subjects were at the same time familiarized with the idea of agreeing with the request,
and confronted with further arguments in favor of agreeing with the request. Therefore
one may well doubt the effectiveness of the choice variable in this experiment. One
might object to this that the fact that several subjects refused to cooperate, suggests
that they did have a choice. This argument is not very convincing, however, since
Festinger and Carlsmith also mention that 2 subjects explained to the confederate that
they had been hired to tell her a lie. This may indicate that these subjects had been
talked into compliance against their will. Moreover, one might even interpret the
straight-out refusals to cooperate as a sign that these subjects were aware of the
experimenter's pressure. Although no research has directly addressed this matter, a
combination of several results nevertheless suggests a solution to this problem (see
section 6.3.5). In the following sections several studies will be reviewed that
investigated choice and consequences using Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental
setting.

6.3.2

Research into choice and consequences

Cooper and Worchel (1970)
Cooper and Worchel (1970) carried out an experiment with two levels of reward (half
an hour experimental credit, one full hour credit) and two levels of consequences (the
subjects either managed to convince the confederate, or did not). The subjects were
paid a half hour experimental credit for their participation in the study. Upon their
arrival in the laboratory the subjects were left alone in a waiting room for 5 minutes
after which the experimenter came in to apologize for being late (step 3). The subjects
were then required to carry out a peg-turning task for 20 minutes. After the debriefing
(step 7), the experimenter asked the subjects for their assistance (steps 8 and 9), but
did not mention the professor. Instead he said that he had seen the director of
Undergraduate Studies, who had suggested to take "one of the subjects" (which also
accounted for his being late). Upon their agreement the subjects were given no
preparation time (step 10), but were immediately sent to the confederate. The
confederate reacted with doubt (step 12), and then was either convinced by the subject,
or held firm to his original idea that psychological experiments were not interesting.
Upon completion of the advocacy the subjects were sent to a secretary of the
psychology department for filling in a questionnaire, which contained the dependent
measures. A fifth control condition was run, in which the subjects only carried out the
task, were "debriefed" (step 7), and filled in the questionnaire. Dependent variables
included questions about how enjoyable the task had been, whether the subjects felt
that they had learnt something, the scientific value of the experiment, subjects' desire
to participate in a similar experiment, how pleasant the experimenter had been, and

how well the experimenter had performed his job.
The results supported the idea that one's behavior should have aversive
consequences before dissonance occurs: the 'enjoyability' item revealed that a clear
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inverse relation between reward and attitude was only obtained when the subject had
actually managed to convince the confederate that the task was fun (in fact, the
convinced/low reward condition was the only condition which differed significantly
from the other four conditions). A similar though much weaker effect was found for
the items about participating in similar experiments, about the scientific importance of
the study and about having learned anything. The two questions about the experimenter
(pleasanmess, job performance) had been added to test the possibility that subjects
reduced their dissonance by increasing the experimenter's competence. However, no
such effects were found.
As has been discussed in the context of the study by Calder et at. (1973; see
6.1.3), there are several problems with the "consequences" interpretation of these
manipulations. First, there are no manipulation checks that support the researchers'
claim that the manipulated variable had indeed something to do with the consequences
of the act. Next it has been argued that even within the framework of cognitive
dissonance theory the "low consequences" manipulation is problematic since it may
have lowered subjects' self-esteem; e.g., "I failed to do what the experimenter asked
me to do" (perhaps with this manipulation in mind, Thibodeau & Aronson [1992] have
suggested that "low consequences" simply add a dissonance reducing cognition).
However, the issue of the validity of the "low consequences" manipulation does not
seem to have any direct implications for our discussion of the results of Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959). Of the two manipulations used by Cooper and Worchel, the high
consequences manipulation comes closest to the situation Festinger and Carlsmith
created. They mention that the confederate, after the initial protest, accepted, and
agreed with everything the subjects said. Although we do not know the exact way in
which this was done, this does not resemble the protests Cooper and Worchel used in

their "low consequences" manipulation.

Zanna et at. (1975) and Sheras et at. (1973)
Zanna et at. (1975) took the issue of aversive consequences one step further, and tried
to find further evidence for the idea that Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) subjects
indeed performed an act with aversive consequences. Zanna et al. argued that it was
not clear whether mistreatment as such was necessary, (i.e., effectively guiding
another person in a situation he will find unpleasant), or that the act of misleading
another person was sufficient to arouse dissonance in subjects (i.e., presenting the
situation falsely). In order to answer this question they carried out an experiment with
four conditions which followed the Festinger and Carlsmith procedure (actually, there
were two experiments, each in a different university, but Zanna et at. presented these
in summarized state, i.e., as one experiment). The design included a control condition,
and an experimental condition which replicated the Festinger and Carlsmith procedure
except that (a) the subjects were given a choice whether to cooperate or not, and that
(b) the subjects were not paid. In a third condition, the subjects came to know directly
after their talk with the confederate that the confederate was not (i.e., never) going to
participate due to either a scheduling conflict, or a breakdown of equipment
(depending on the experiment). In the fourth condition the same happened, but these

Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment

51

subjects were forewarned beforehand that the experimenter had problems (i.e., either
with scheduling or with the equipment). Since the article does not give a full account
of the procedures of the experiment, not much can be said about these. All the authors
reveal is that the subjects participated in the experiment for payment, that the boring
(peg-turning) task lasted 10 minutes, that 'following Festinger and Carlsmith" the
subjects were asked to tell the confederate a lie, that they were given the impression
that they had had effect, and that the subjects filled in an anonymous questionnaire.
According to the authors the results of the study suggest that misleading per se is
indeed an aversive event, since in all three experimental conditions the judgments of
the task were more positive than in the control condition. Because the forewarned
elimination condition also resulted in more positive attitudes, the researchers conclude
that it clearly did not matter whether the confederate actually was going to do the task

or not.

Although it is indeed tempting to conclude from these results that the act of
misleading another person is producing negative consequences, this conclusion is not
fully justified in the light of the reported data. The problem is that the researchers only
presented attitude change data to support their conclusion without any additional
measures which could clarify the mediating mechanisms. For example, it would have
been most helpful if some manipulation check was reported, which indicated that the
subjects indeed thought they had misled the confederate. Since such a measure was not
reported, one is forced to believe the researchers on their word that the attitude
changes were indeed the consequence of dissonance, which resulted from misleading
another subject, and not of some other factor. Moreover, a major weakness of the
entire interpretation of the results is that there are absolutely no indications that the
manipulations indeed resulted in a dissonance-induced attitude change. For example,
the foreseeable elimination condition could have increased subjects' motivations to
manage a favorable impression since they were asked to do something that was
(possibly) not even necessary.

Our confidence in the results is further weakened by the omission of a detailed
description of the experimental procedures, and by the remark that in one of the two
experiments the unforeseeable elimination condition did not differ significantly from
the control level. Although the former omission may indeed have been justified, the
latter outcome is certainly disturbing since it raises once more the issue whether the
researchers really succeeded in eliciting dissonance in the subjects. The authors
mitigate the non-significant difference by pointing out that it has no consequences for
the hypotheses, and that another study (reported by Sheras et at., 1973) had also
reported attitude change in an unforeseeable elimination condition. Although the
former argument leads one to wonder why the researchers bothered to carry out (and
report) this particular condition, the latter argument simply is not valid. Specifically
Sheras et al. made their subjects observe a confederate in an interview situation after
which they carried out a boring (peg-turning) task for 12 minutes. Next, they asked the
subjects in a similar way as Festinger and Carismith did to tell a lie about the task
through an intercom system (they later found out that they had observed this person
before they did the task). The confederate reacted either convinced, or not convinced,
and (in one 'convinced' condition) the subjects found out that the confederate did not
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have to perform the task himself due to some urgent and unforeseen interruption (the
experimenter had urgent business elsewhere). Finally, the subjects filled in an
anonymous, and seemingly unrelated questionnaire. The study included three
conditions: convinced, not convinced and convinced/no consequences. The last
condition is similar to the unforeseen elimination condition of Zanna et al. The results
indicated that the convinced condition resulted in more positive judgments than the two
unconvinced conditions.
Zanna et at. based their argumentation for collapsing over the "experiment"
factor on Sheras et at.'s finding that the ·two convinced conditions did not differ from
one another whereas they both differed from the unconvinced condition. It is needless
to say that this reasoning is somewhat peculiar: since Sheras et at. did not include a
control condition, there are no reasons for assuming that the unforeseen elimination
condition is indeed different from the control level. Moreover, Sheras et at.'s results
also show that the judgments of the task in the unforeseen elimination condition tended
to be somewhat less positive than those in the 'simple convinced' condition. Hence,
although we do not know how these means are related to one another in the second
experiment of Zanna et at., there is almost as much ground for assuming that there is
no difference between a 'simple convinced' condition and an 'unforeseen elimination'
condition as for assuming that there is a difference. Therefore we conclude that the
results of Zanna et at. do not show convincingly that the mere act of mistreating
another subject results in cognitive dissonance.
One further remark should be made about the study of Sheras et al. Like the
experiment by Zanna et at., this study did not provide clear evidence that the reported
results were indeed the result of dissonance. The absence of a control condition as well
as a manipulation check implies that in order to interpret the results one has to rely on
several assumptions concerning the compatibility of this study with other studies (e.g.,
that by Cooper & Worchel, 1970), and the success of the manipulations. Against the
background of the possible problems around "consequences" manipulations that were
raised in 6.1.3, the interpretation of this study in terms of cognitive dissonance theory
becomes all the more problematic.

Jastrebske (1974 and 1976)
A study which seems to pose further problems for the position of dissonance theory
regarding aversive consequences has been reported by Jastrebske (1974). This
experiment comprised a 2 x4 design with two different tasks (one pleasant and one
unpleasant), and four levels of feedback regarding the success of the advocacy (no
feedback, feedback by the experimenter, overheard conversation between experimenter
and confederate, and delayed overheard conversation). With respect to the unpleasant
task conditions, attitude change was predicted to increase with the knowledge about the
consequences. However, based on earlier results (i.e., from Crano & Mess6, 1970) it
was predicted that this effect would be weaker in the immediate feedback condition.
With respect to the positive task, the inverse effect was predicted (i.e., a direct
relation between knowledge about the consequences and attitude change away from the
defended position). The underlying assumption was that telling a lie about a positive

Festinger and Cartsmith's experiment

59

task (i.e., saying that it is boring), is perceived as having less severe consequences
than lying about a negative task. However, since telling a lie nevertheless is a
counternormative act, one has to justify this act. One way of doing this, Jastrebske
suggested, would be to increase one's judgment of the positivity of the task. By means
of stressing the positivity of the task, one would reduce the negative consequences of
one's act. Hence, it was predicted that the more effect the subjects seemed to have
had, the greater the resulting attitude change would be. In contrast to the negative task,
it was predicted that the positive task/delayed feedback condition would result in little
or no attitude change since the salience of the consequences of telling a lie about a
positive task was assumed to decay quicker over time than with a negative task.
The procedure of the experiment resembled that of Festinger and Carlsmith, but
there were some differences. The (male) subjects were either required to write random
numbers, or to judge leg posturing (a task which involved pictures of feminine leg
poses). After completion of the task (which lasted about 20 minutes), the subjects rated
their reactions to the task. Next, the "design" of the experiment was explained to the
subjects (step 7), and they were asked to lie to a next subject since they provided a
good source of information after just completing the task (the subjects were actually
asked whether they wanted to cooperate, but whenever necessary the experimenter
engaged in "coercive" remarks such as Festinger and Carlsmith used; step 9). After
the advocacy had been completed (Jastrebske does not mention whether the confederate
protested; see step 12), the experimenter made a remark about the task which was in
line with the advocacy (step 14). Then the subjects did a filler task during which the
feedback manipulations were administered (the experimenter was allegedly busy with
the other subject). In the no-feedback condition nothing happened. In the other
conditions the feedback was either given by the experimenter, who came back after a
short time (saying what a success the subject's advocacy had been), or by means of an

overheard conversation between experimenter and confederate via an intercom which
"
had been switched on" accidentally. After this the subjects re-rated the experiment
and the task. The dependent variables were difference scores on two sum-scales that
were based on the ratings of the task and the experiment.
The results of the experiment showed that, as predicted, in all instances ratings
of the task and the experiment shifted toward the positive side of the scale. However,
contrary to the predictions, the negative task condition showed the largest shifts in the
no feedback condition and the experimenter feedback condition. In the positive task
condition the largest shift was found in the experimenter-feedback condition, and apart
from this condition only the delayed-feedback condition showed substantial shifts in
judgments of the task.
Another study which adopted a similar methodology, was reported by
Jastrebske (1976). Based On the same assumption that underlay the 1974 experiment
(i.e., that telling a lie about a positive task is perceived as having less negative
consequences than telling a lie about a negative task) she carried out another
experiment: this time the study basically comprised a 2 x2 design (high/low reward by
positive task witWwithout consequences) to which 2 more conditions (negative task/no
consequences with low or high reward) had been added. The prediction was that only
when consequences were clearly aversive, subjects who lied about a positive task,
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would change their attitudes away from the position presented in the advocacy. As
mentioned, the first factor consisted of two types of reward (low, high), whereas the
second factor consisted of three conditions: positive task, negative task, and positive
task/feedback condition (the feedback concerned the consequences of the advocacy).
The negative task consisted of writing random numbers on a sheet whereas the positive
task consisted of judging feminine head-and-shoulder poses, watching a spectacular
film, and indicating a verdict in a trial case history. Both tasks lasted for 20 minutes.
As in the first (1974) experiment (male) subjects then were first asked to rate the task
and the experiment on a number of scales after which they were "debriefed", and
subsequently asked to assist the experimenter by telling a lie to a confederate ("since
they were a good source for doing this"). Subjects were either offered nothing (low
reward) or 3 (Canadian) dollars. All subjects were required to lie about the task, and
the confederate always made a remark counter to the advocacy (step 12), whereas the
experimenter (after the advocacy) made a remark that was in line with the advocacy
(step 14). Next, the subjects did a filler task, after which they re-rated the task and the
experiment, for reasons of "test-reliability" (similar to Jastrebske's [1974] study, the
feedback was given by the experimenter just before the re-rating occurred). The
subjects also completed a series of questions concerning their perception of their own
behavior and that of the confederate (these questions were allegedly not connected with
the study). Finally, the subjects were debriefed.
The results of the experiment are to a high extent similar to those reported by
Jastrebske (1974): generally, subjects' attitudes toward the task became more positive
except for the (positive task) low reward/feedback condition, which showed a negative
attitude change. Furthermore, the subjects showed most positive attitude change in the
negative task/low reward condition, and in the positive task/high reward condition.
Although the ratings of self and other subject showed some differences between
conditions, these were apparently not large enough to reach statistical significance.
Jastrebske (1976) concluded from these results that they support the idea that only
when consequences are clearly aversive, subjects will change their attitude away from
the defended position. However, when these results are related to the experiment of
1974, this conclusion becomes somewhat difficult to maintain. Apart from the fact that
both studies showed a general inclination toward positive attitude change, the 1974
experiment indicated that when subjects learned about the consequences of their act
after telling a lie about a negative task, they changed their attitude less than when they

did not know these consequences. This suggests the opposite relation between
consequences and attitude change in cases when a lie is told about a negative task.
Furthermore the results of the two studies are contradictory in one respect. While the
1976 study resulted in a negative change in the low justificatioWfeedback condition,
the corresponding experimenter feedback/positive task condition in the 1974 study
resulted in a distinct positive attitude change.
However, there are several consideration about the actual procedures of the two
studies that suggest that other, interfering processes may have been at work. The main
problem is that both studies are potential candidates for interfering psychological
processes such as impression management motives or subjects' hypotheses about the
"actual purpose" of the experiment (e.g., Rosenberg's [1965] evaluation
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apprehension). To begin with, the experiments adopted a before-after design, in which
the experimenter herself carried out the dependent measurement. Although the coverstory (about the influence of expectancies; see step 7) was changed to "the influence of
expectancies on task-evaluation", this aspect constitutes a major weakness of both
studies as it leaves the subjects all sorts of possibilities for evaluation apprehension, for
example. Next the fact that the subjects confronted the dependent variable numerous
times (e.g., two ratings, an advocacy, a report on the consequences, and a remark by
the experimenter that she hoped that the subject either had liked the task, or did not
mind the task too much), may have provided further reasons fur subjects' unwanted
behavior. It may for example have increased their suspicions about the experimenter's
real intentions. Furthermore, Jastrebske herself has provided evidence for subjects'
suspicions in one particular set of conditions of the 1974 experiment. She mentions
(1974, p. 474) that the majority of the subjects in the "overheard communication"
conditions asked whether they were supposed to overhear it, or (even) whether it was
part of the experiment. Although this suspicion was counter-acted with feigned surprise

and confusion, she did not provide any information about how successful she was in
taking away these suspicions. The subjects were apparently not checked on suspicions
after the experiment was finished and there are no indications that subjects who still
appeared suspicious were omitted from the analyses. However, considering the various
weaknesses of the procedure, checks for suspicions would have been more than
appropriate. When a subject has already started doubting the experimenter's intentions,
there are no reasons why he should suddenly believe the experimenter when she
counter-argues this suspicion. On the contrary, if an experiment is suspected to be
"about something else", a suspicious subject can simply interpret the counterargumentation as further evidence for his suspicions that "something else is going on".
Moreover, the fact that the counter-argumentation was carried out by a 'confused'

experimenter may only have enhanced subjects' suspicions (the subjects may have
interpreted the 'confusion' as a sign that had discovered something they were not
supposed to discover). Another factor may also have contributed to the subjects'
suspicions: immediately after they had either "overheard" the conversation or heard the
report by the experimenter, the subjects were asked to fill in the questionnaire for a
second time. Although this was said to serve the purpose of "measurement reliability"
one may well wonder whether the subjects, who had already encountered so many
ambiguous situations, actually believed this. For these reasons it seems to us that
checks for suspicions would have been more than appropriate in this study. From the
aforegoing discussion we conclude that the outcomes of Jastrebske's (1974, 1976)
experiments cannot be attributed uniquely to her version of dissonance theory.

6.3.3 Dissonance theory versus balance theory: Insko et al. (1975)
Another relevant study for the issues of consequences and choice-freedom was reported
by Insko et at. (1975). The experiment was designed to test a balance theoretical
account of the Calder et al. data. The authors argued that balance theory could provide
an account for the data obtained in all actor-conditions whereas dissonance theory
could only explain the results from two of these conditions. Insko et at. proposed to
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analyze forced compliance situations in terms of individuals' evaluations of the self, of
the advocacy and of the task. Concerning the evaluation of the self they argued that
this usually would be positive. As to the evaluation of the advocacy they argued that,
in the case of the Festinger and Carlsmith procedure, this would generally be negative
because one attempts to mislead another person. When these evaluations are combined
with a negative evaluation of the task, it follows according to Insko et at. from balance
theory that people generally will attempt to avoid acceptance of responsibility for an

advocacy, since acceptance of such responsibility would cause an imbalance. They
suggested that acceptance of responsibility is the consequence of an interplay between
several factors, such as the extremity of both the evaluation of the self and the
advocacy (the more extreme, the more one will try to avoid acceptance), and the

ambiguousness of the evidence for the responsibility (tlle last was directed at
foreseeability of consequences). They, furthermore, suggested that in forced
compliance situations choice, per se is not sufficient to arouse dissonance. This
assumption was based on Calder et al.'s (1973) finding that choice did not result in a
main effect. They argued that in order to arouse dissonance, an interplay with another
factor is needed that leads to acceptance of responsibility. They proposed that (low)
reward might function as such a factor since it provides the subjects with clues about
(i) the amount of other people who would probably agree, (ii) the pressure exerted by
the experimenter, and (iii) the enjoyableness of the task (if the reward is low chances
are greater that the task is indeed fun). When one is found to be responsible for the
act, Insko et at. predicted that the resulting imbalance can be resolved in two ways:

either ceasing to evaluate oneself as positive, or ceasing to regard the act as negative.
Insko et at. argued that the latter would be easier, and they, furthermore, argued that
the easiest way in which the act can become positively evaluated would be to tell
oneself that "I did not mislead the other subject because I really did enjoy the task" (p.
173). They suggested that convincing oneself that misleading another person is not so
bad would also be possible, but more difficult.
Thus far the approach of Insko et al. essentially mirrors traditional dissonance
theory in its predictive abilities, and it even resembles to a certain extent Cooper and
Fazio's (1984) New Look. Insko et al. proposed, however, that the various inferential
steps described above are made sequentially; i.e., first one perceives the consequences,
then one tries to prevent imbalance by rejection of responsibility, next one may
encounter evidence concerning one's responsibility, and finally one will change one's
attitude. They argued that this sequence allowed for a wider range for predictions than
dissonance theory since there may be situations in which people will initially
contemplate responsibility, but later reject it. Insko et at. (1975) argued that rejection
of responsibility would lead to an extremization of the subjects' attitude toward the
task since it would emphasize their judgments of the act. Insko et at. predicted that the
evaluation of the act would be positively related with the attitude toward the task: if
one would become more extreme, the other should automatically follow. Calder et at.
(1973) reported results which can be interpreted in this vein: both the high
consequences/high choice/high reward and the high consequences/low choice/low
reward can be characterized as lacking the final necessary circumstances for subjects'
assuming responsibility: these conditions indeed showed means that were somewhat
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(though not significantly) lower than a control condition.
In order to test this interpretation Insko et at. (1975) carried out an experiment
which had the same design as the study by Calder et at., except that it did not involve
observers. Furthermore, instead of reward the researchers manipulated a variable,
which was assumed to have the same psychological implications as reward except that
it did not involve evidence of the pressure exerted by the experimenter. This variable
was the subjects' investment of time. The experiment followed exactly the same
procedures as the earlier study by Calder et at. (see 6.1.3) except for the manipulation
of the time variable: (female) subjects either had to wait 1 or 15 minutes before they
could talk to the (male) confederate. Since the actual experiment had been finished 10
minutes before its scheduled ending, and since the advocacy took about 5 minutes to
complete, participation in the experiment in the long time condition lasted 40 minutes
(10 more than scheduled), whereas it lasted about 25 minutes in the short time
condition. The manipulation of the invested time was carried out together with the
introduction of the subjects to the experimenter's problem (steps 8 and 9): in the case
of the long time, the experimenter explained that he had to "work on some data"
before the next subject could participate in the experiment, which meant that the
subject and the "next subject" would have to wait for respectively 15 and 5 minutes.
In the short time condition it was said that the subject could talk to the confederate as
soon as he turned up. After the subjects had completed the advocacy they were asked
to fill in a questionnaire for the psychology department, which was given to them by a
secretary (cf. Cooper & Worchel, 1970). This questionnaire contained the dependent
variable (a rating of the enjoyability of the task) and manipulation checks for choice (a
question about the amount of freedom the subjects had had in deciding about additional
requests of the experimenter) and consequences (how successful the subjects had been
in this function, and whether the subjects had any misgivings about performing this
function). Apart from these eight conditions, three controls were run: a standard taskonly control, a long time/high choice/no consequences condition, and a short time/high
choice/no consequences condition (in the last two the subjects filled in the
questionnaire before the anticipated advocacy).
Since the studies by Calder et al. (1973), and Cooper and Worchel (1970) can
be criticized to the extent that they did not provide a clear manipulation check of the
consequences manipulation (see 6.1.3), the "success" question is particularly
informative: Insko et at. reported that the manipulation indeed influenced subjects'
perceptions of their success in the manner dissonance theory would predict. Of course
this does not mean that this particular manipulation may not have unwanted side-effects
(such as the proposed lowering of subjects' self-esteem), but it does at least not
provide further grounds for doubts concerning the effectiveness of the manipulation.
However, the choice manipulation also showed a significant effect on the
"success" measure: high choice subjects reported having more success than low choice
subjects (this result did not correspond with the confederate's ratings of the subjects'
performance). The fact that both manipulations had (independenO effects on the same
manipulation check suggests that their psychological effects may not be as separate as
some dissonance theorists assume: Wicklund and Brehm (1976) as well as Cooper and
Fazio (1984) have argued that choice-freedom contributes to one's perception of
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responsibility for an action whereas the perception of the consequences of the action
form an entirely different factor. However, the finding that next to consequences also
choice-freedom determines the subjects' perceptions of how successful they were,
suggests that there may be some deep connection between the psychological effects of
these two factors.

Apart from these considerations about dissonance theory, the effect of choice on
perceived success also bears some relevance to the inferential processes Insko et al.
hypothesized. It seems reasonable to assume that if indeed the subjects' concern lies
mainly with their successful performance of the counter-attitudinal act, a high choice
could increase the perception of responsibility further, as the data of Insko et al.
suggest. A closer examination of the model, however, leads to problems for this
interpretation since the model implies that the proposed effect can only be expected to
occur in high consequences conditions. The problem is that only in the high
consequences conditions the inferential chain about one's responsibility is started,
which rules out the possibility of an interference by the choice variable on the success
ratings in the low consequences conditions. However, Insko et at. found a main effect
for choice which included all 8 conditions, and this contradicts their argumentation.
The results on the enjoyability rating copied those of Calder et at.: again the
differences between conditions were concentrated in the high consequences conditions,
which showed a direct relation between time and attitude toward the task in the high
choice conditions -it should be noted that both balance and dissonance theory predict
more positive attitudes in the long time condition-, whereas a (non-significant)
indirect relation was found in the low choice conditions. Furthermore, the control
mean was found to differ significantly from both the long and the short time high
choice/high consequences means as balance theory would predict. With respect to the
misgivings variable the results replicated the findings of Calder et at. 's high
choice/high consequences conditions.
Insko et at. interpreted these results as support for their theoretical account of
forced compliance situations, although they admitted that their account was not at all
'proven' by the experiment since it did not provide for a rigorous test of their analyses
based on balance theory. The experiment indeed showed that under "high
consequences" conditions (i.e., high effectiveness) such factors as choice and spent
time are somehow related to subjects' attitude change. However, the aforegoing
considerations concerning the "success" manipulation check and the low
consequences" manipulation nevertheless suggest that there may be other psychological
mechanisms involved as well.

6.3.4 The opinions Of the experimenter and the confederate: Jastrebske (1981)
Jastrebske (1981) reports an experiment that investigated the separate influence of two
aspects of the original procedure of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959): the confederate's

confronting remark about what she had heard from a friend (step 12), and the
experimenter's casual remark during the walk to the interviewer (step 14). The
experiment was designed to test the hypothesis that the presence of both remarks
influenced the changes in the subjects' attitudes. Absence of the confederate's remark
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was hypothesized to lead to more attitude change because subjects might interpret their
behavior in terms of deceiving an ignorant person. Jastrebske theorized that if the
remark would be present, the subjects might interpret it as an indication that the
confederate was to some extent familiar with the task. Jastrebske assumed that
deceiving an ignorant person has more severe consequences than deceiving a person
who appears to be familiar with the experiment, and she therefore predicted most
attitude change in the condition in which no remark was made. With respect to the
experimenter's remark it was hypothesized that either evaluation apprehension
(Rosenberg, 1965), or impression management (Tedeschi et at., 1971; see also 6.2.1)
would operate when the remark was present, which was predicted to enhance the
change in the subjects' attitudes (see also 5.4).
The study that was carried out had a 2 x2 design, with each of the remarks
either present (in this case remarks were made as in the original experiment), or absent
(i.e., when the experimenter's remark was absent he Simply thanked the subject for
participating; when the confederate's remark was absent he only accepted the subjects'
arguments). The procedure was similar to that of the studies by Jastrebske (1974,
1976): (male) subjects all did a boring task (writing random numbers) for 20 minutes,
and were then asked by the experimenter to rate both experiment and task. Next, the
subjects were asked to assist the experimenter by telling a lie to a confederate. Once
with the (female) confederate, the confederate either listened and accepted what the
subjects said, or reacted in the way Festinger and Carlsmith described (see step 12).
After the advocacy the experimenter took the subject to a separate room. During the
walk there he either simply thanked the subjects for their assistance, or reacted in the
way Festinger and Carlsmith described (see step 14). Then the subjects re-rated the
task and experiment after which they rated their perceptions of themselves and of the
confederate. Finally, subjects' questions about the experiment were answered, and they
were requested to give written comments on their thoughts during the experiment.
On the (summed) ratings of the task, the experiment resulted only in a main
effect for the type of reply by the experimenter: as predicted, attitudes changed more
after the original persuasive message than after the simple 'thank you'. The same
effect was found for the (summed) ratings of the experiment, but apart from this
effect, the attitude toward the experiment also revealed a main effect for the response
by the confederate: contrary to the prediction, attitudes changed less after the simple
acceptance than after the original 'protesting' message. The ratings of self and
confederate only showed main effects for the confederate's reply: in the simple reply
conditions subjects gave more positive answers to questions about the confederate's
reactions to the subject and her acceptance of the advocacy than in the more elaborate
'protesting' conditions. Conversely, following the 'protesting' manipulation, the
confederate was expected to react more favorably to the task, and the subjects thought
better of themselves as a person.
In section 6.3.3 it has been argued that the outline of the Jastrebske (1974,
1976) experiments did not provide protection against alternative interfering factors
such as suspicions and evaluation apprehension. Since the 1981 experiment applied the
same method, the same potential threats exist with respect to its data (i.e., subjects'
evaluation apprehension and impression management). However, since one hypothesis
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of this study explicitly dealt with

such factors, this criticism only seems important with
respect to the evidence around the other hypothesis (i.e., the one concerning the effects
of the confederate's reaction). Interestingly, the obtained effects were opposite to this
prediction, which Jastrebske (p. 199) explained in terms of impression management
theory (i.e., as an attempt to appear logical and rational since [implicitly] one's
integrity has been questioned by the confederate).
With respect to the hypothesis about the experimenter's remark the data indeed
indicate that the experimenter's remark leads to a larger attitude change. One could
argue that even if impression management concerns were already present, the
experiment nevertheless gave evidence of an increase in impression managementmediated attitude change. However, there is one important objection to such reasoning:
since the experiment did not show that only impression management could have led to
this result, cognitive dissonance theory provides an alternative explanation. Festinger
and Carlsmith (1959) themselves explicitly stated that the experimenter's remark was
added in order to assist the subjects in the resolution of their dissonance conflict. In
order to show that the mediating variable was indeed impression management, the
experiment should therefore have included either a manipulation check, or a dependent
variable which would allow us to separate the impression management effect from the
dissonance effect. Hence the results of this study essentially remain inconsequential as
evidence against a dissonance interpretation of the investigated aspects of Festinger and
Carlsmith's procedure: on the one hand impression management may have inteifered in
the experiment, on the other hand it cannot be ruled out that when impression
management was supposed to operate, the observed effects were the consequence of
dissonance-related processes.

6.3.5 Concluding remarks
Throughout the preceding sections several experiments have been discussed which are
relevant from the point of view of a dissonance interpretation of the experiment
Festinger and Carlsmith carried out. Since several experiments addressed more than
one issue at a time, a short overview of the evidence for the applicability of
contemporary dissonance theory to the original experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith

(1959) will be presented below.
To begin with the reward, Nuttin (1966) showed that the pattern could be
replicated, and Carlsmith et at. (1966) provided evidence of an inverse monotonic
relation between reward and attitude change. Other experiments which showed similar
results, have been reported by Calder et at. (1973), Cooper and Worchel (1970) and
Insko et at. (1975). There is only one report available that suggests a direct relation
between reward and attitude change (i.e. Collins et at., 1970), but since the reported
experiments did not include baseline conditions, their results remain ambiguous.
Although the results of the majority of these experiments converge on the notion that
(under certain circumstances) an inverse relation exists between reward and attitude
change, one can nevertheless doubt the traditional interpretation of this factor, since
none of these studies has provided positive evidence that the subjects regarded a low
reward instdlicient, and a high reward sullicient. The evidence that comes closest was
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provided by Calder et at.; they reported that subjects considered the high reward more
valuable than the low reward. However, since their experimenter verbally downgraded
the low reward, this result does not shed much light on the subjects' perception of the
low reward.
Furthermore, several experiments have revealed that having success is an
important precondition of attitude change: the results of Cooper and Worchel (1970),
Calder et al. (1973) and Insko et at. (1975) all indicated that the pattern that is
predicted by dissonance theory could only reliably be obtained when the subjects
actually managed to convince the confederate. Evidence against this notion was
reported by Jastrebske (1974, 1976), but these results can unfortunately not be trusted
due to the possible operation of interfering factors. Similar criticism is relevant with
respect to the experiments by Jastrebske (1981), Sheras et al. (1973), and Zanna et at.
(1975).

In section 6.3.1
it was argued that the question whether Festinger and
Carlsmith's (1959) subjects experienced choice-freedom is somewhat problematic.
From the description of the procedure it was concluded that the presence of
commitment and aversive consequences was almost self-evident, but that the choice
variable remained somewhat of a question. As to the results of Calder et at. (1973), it
seems possible to solve this problem. As will be recalled, the researchers only
replicated the inverse relation between reward and attitude change when high
consequences and high choice were present. This suggests that Festinger and
Carlsmith's subjects must have had a high choice as well (Insko et at. [1975] provided
evidence that points in the same direction). However, it should be noted that one has
to treat this extrapolation from one study to the other with caution. Visual inspection
suggests that Calder et al. obtained with 5 subjects per cell an effect that was much

stronger than Festinger and Carlsmith's with 20 subjects per cell,26 and this
impression is confirmed when, based on the relevant means and the accompanying tvalues, the effect size is computed for both studies (see Maxwell & Delaney, 1990; p.
115): d=.33 for Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment, and d= 1.32 for the experiment
of Calder et al. This outcome suggests that Calder et al.'s manipulations of high
choice and high consequences were much stronger than the situation Festinger and
Carlsmith originally created.27 This may indicate that Festinger and Carlsmith's
subjects did not perceive their responsibility as clearly as those of Calder et at.
26 Festinger and Carlsmith (1959, table 1) reported means of + 1.35 in the low reward condition, and of 05 in the high reward condition on an 11-point scale. Calder et al. (1973, table 1) reported means of 21.33
(low reward/high choice/high consequences) and of 14.80 (idem, with high reward) on a 36-point scale.
Expressed in percentage of the range of the scale, the difference between these means is respectively 13 %

and 18%.
27
In fact this result becomes even more surprising when one compares the rewards. Festinger and
Carismith gave a low reward that was 20 times smaller than the high reward, whereas Calder et al. used a
low reward that was only 4 times lower than the high reward. Furthermore, $1 is a clear underpayment to
stand-in for a regular assistant, and to be on call in the future whereas (in spite of what Calder et al.'s
experimenter said) half an hour in experimental credits is in fact still an overpayment for maybe five
minutes' extra trouble within the time of the experiment (the experiment lasted 1 hour, but the subjects did
the task for only 20 minutes). Although dollars and experimental credit points are not directly comparable,
these considerations suggests once more that the manipulations of Calder et al. had a much stronger influence
on tile subjects' judgments of the task, compared to those of Festinger and Cartsmith.
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-which would perfectly coincide with the importance several theories attribute to
choice-freedom- but it may also be a consequence of a general difference between the
experimental procedures (see Chapter 2).
From all these considerations we conclude that Festinger and Carlsmith's
(1959) experiment still can be interpreted in terms of contemporary versions of
dissonance theory such as the New Look (Cooper and Fazio, 1984), and Wicklund and
Brehm's (1976) reformulation. Although choice and consequences may not have been
perceived as clearly as in later studies, later replications nevertheless suggests that
Festinger and Carlsmith manipulated these factors correctly. On the other hand,
however, various ambiguities remain concerning the validity of the operationalizations
of the various preconditions. One may well ask whether the concept of "high
consequences" has not been operationalized as "perceived success" (which would
perfectly correspond with the manipulation check reported by Insko et at., 1975), and
this possibility even leads to alternative explanations within dissonance theory.
Furthermore, the data by Insko et at. (1975) suggest that the theoretical status of the
choice variable is subject to amendments since they found a main effect for choice on a
measure

of perceived

success.
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7 Conclusion
7.1 Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment and cognitive dissonance theory
This chapter has dealt with the relation between cognitive dissonance theory and the
experiment Festinger and Carlsmith reported in 1959. A multitude of problems were
encountered that concerned the dependent variables, the design, the theoretical
account, and the manipulations of the independent variable. With respect to the central
dependent variable it has been argued that this was somewhat ambiguous since it
confounded two different judgments. Furthermore, the fact that the dependent variables
are only indirectly related to cognitive dissonance, raises the need of a more direct
measurement of the hypothesized mediating processes; for example, the subjects'
perception of the reward. Also the design of the study was found to be defective: the
study did not include sufficient control conditions, and for this reason we cannot
conclude from the study that the reported effects were indeed the consequence of
cognitive dissonance. These criticisms become all the more severe when one considers
that the theoretical account for the results stands relatively weak. It has been argued
that there are no compelling reasons for either assuming that the subjects indeed
perceive the situation as dissonance theory suggests they should, or for assuming that
the subjects interpret the reward as justificatory. It can be concluded that these
problems are at least to some extent rooted in the original formulation of cognitive
dissonance theory: since the theory lacks clear guidelines for the interpretation of
situations, one needs to rely heavily on extra-theoretical assumptions when one wants
to predict what will happen in a certain situation.
Although there are several ways around this fundamental ambiguity of the
theory, it has been argued that none of these has successfully resulted in a less
arbitrary view on the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith. The first possible
solution that has been investigated, concerned revisions of dissonance theory. It was
concluded, however, that these revisions generally took on a purely "empirical"
approach by pointing out either "necessary conditions" (e.g., choice, commitment,
aversive consequences, and responsibility), or specific relations between cognitions
(e.g. , relevance to the selD. Although these revisions rendered the theory more easily
testable, they neither clarified the more fundamental issues (e.g., the level of
abstraction of analysis), nor did they provide for a theoretical defence of the
connection between the preconditions and the occurrence of cognitive dissonance. One
indication of this essentially open character of the fundamental propositions of
cognitive dissonance theory is that even relatively recently several quite different
models have been proposed which all are rooted in cognitive dissonance theory (e.g.,
Beauvois & Joule, 1981, 1982; Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Steele, 1988). A model which
somehow does provide a way around the many analytical problems, and which at the
same time gives a more theoretically founded view on the various preconditions, was
found to be Cooper and Fazio's New Look. However, at the same time the model can
be criticized to the extent that it relies too heavily on the research into "necessary
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conditions". This renders the model vulnerable to the criticism that instead of
providing a meaningful theoretical account of attitude change, it is a model which
specifies under what (empirical) conditions people change their attitudes toward the
opposite of what they formerly believed. Even in this function the model can only be
regarded as moderately successful because it does not specify why people should
change their attitude.
The second possible way around the arbitrary character of the account of
dissonance theory for Festinger and Carlsmith's results consists of further empirical
research. Even though the account of dissonance theory might have to rely on extratheoretical assumptions, research which would show that these assumptions indeed are
justified, would still allow one to conclude that the analysis is correct. Potentially such
research could also clarify the question whether the New Look's more reduced view on
"cognitive dissonance" is really justified or not. Such later research, however, has by
no means provided unequivocal support for the notion that Festinger and Carlsmith
indeed reported on the results of cognitive dissonance, no more does it justify the New
Look's reduced perspective on dissonance. Although the ambiguous "interesting and
enjoyable" question has been replaced by less ambiguous measures, the experiments
which have been reviewed in this chapter have all relied on the same indirect indicator
of dissonance, i.e., the subjects' evaluation of the task. Furthermore, no studies have
been encountered which addressed the questions whether subjects indeed interpret the
reward in terms of justification, and whether subjects are after telling a lie, in need of
justification of their action. Therefore we find ourselves in an almost paradoxical
situation: on the one hand the results of Festinger and Carlsmith have been replicated
several times in other experiments that have traditionally been interpreted in terms of

cognitive dissonance theory (e.g., Calder et at., 1973; Carlsmith et al., 1966; Cooper
& Worchel, 1970; Insko et al., 1975), and we can conclude that evidence against this
position stands relatively weak as a result of potential problems in the implementation
of the relevant experiments (e.g., Collins et at., 1970; Jastrebske, 1974, 1976, 1981).
On the other hand, however, there are no compelling reasons to assume that it is
indeed cognitive dissonance that produces the reported attitude changes (henceforth,
when discussing such alleged dissonance effects, these will often be referred to as
«dissonance" effects). On the contrary, the role of Festinger and Carlsmith's
independent variable (reward) even remains highly ambiguous. No results have been
reported which indicate that it is perceived as a means of justification, and there are no
results which suggest that it functions as a pressure. Moreover, it is even possible to
derive alternative hypotheses from dissonance theory about the effects the reward may
have had on the subjects (e.g., it may have confused them and it may thereby have led
the subjects to misattribute dissonance arousal).
Similarly, the fact that not all the criticism concerning the design of Festinger
and Carlsmith can effectively be discarded, only increases the already problematic
nature of the interpretation of the reward. Carlsmith et at. (1966) indeed found a
gradual decline of attitude change when reward increased, and this certainly eliminates
the objections of Chapanis and Chapanis (1964) on this point. However, the only study
which explicitly included various control conditions in order to separate the effects of
dissonance from those of "getting a reward for helping the experimenter" (i.e., Nuttin,
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1966), resulted in findings which certainly do not suggest that the reward may have
served as a justification for telling a lie: subjects who were asked to tell the truth,
showed even stronger changes in their attitudes. Although it has been argued that these
results can be brought in line with Cooper and Fazio's (1984) New Look, one still has

to take into account that an interpretation based on their model only makes sense when
one assumes that the BF500 reward produced unwanted (i.e., yet unspecified) sideeffects. We therefore conclude that the role reward plays in this type of experimental
situations remains a mystery.
With respect to the later revisions of cognitive dissonance theory in terms of
choice and consequences (such as Cooper and Fazio's New Look), it has been argued
that these provide adequate accounts (in terms of high choice and consequences) for
Festinger and Carlsmith's results. Since in other studies high choice and consequences
were found to exclusively co-vary with the pattern of results of Festinger and
Carlsmith, there are various indications that their results were obtained in a situation
involving general impressions of free choice and producing 'aversive consequences'.
However, although the reviewed studies generally suppon the idea that dissonance may
only reliably occur when various conditions are met, they do neither show
convincingly that indeed dissonance is the mediating variable, nor do they make this
possibility plausible. None of the reviewed studies has provided additional results that
would clarify even the most basic ambiguities concerning for example the assumptions
about justification, or reward. Moreover, close scrutiny of the results of Insko et al.
(1975), and of the manipulation of consequences that was first used by Cooper and
Worchel (1970), has revealed that the empirical support for the theoretical concepts of
choice and consequences is equally ambiguous.

From all these considerations it can be concluded that the experiment of
Festinger and Carlsmith does not provide as unequivocal an illustration of cognitive
dissonance theory as one might consider it to be. When regarded on its own the
experiment certainly does not warrant the conclusion that cognitive dissonance indeed
was the mediating process, but even when the results are related to other directly
relevant results from studies which adopted similar procedures, uncertainty and
confusion about the mediating psychological processes still remain.

7.2 Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure as a research method
Above it has been argued that the uncertainty and confusion concerning the mediating
processes may to some extent be traced back to dissonance theory's lack of specificity.
However, this could imply that, given a better theory, the general method Festinger
and Carlsmith applied, provides a good means of doing research into attitude change
phenomena ( the method" refers to the entire procedure of the experiment, i.e.,
making a subject perform a boring task, asking him to tell a lie about the task to
another subject, and finally asking him to rate how enjoyable the task was). This idea
is, however, not completely correct.
A first complicating aspect is that the experimental procedure in its own right
probably poses an influence on the subjects' attitude. Various authors (e.g., Chapanis
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& Chapanis, 1964; Jastrebske, 1981) have argued that the experimenter's behavior
may in itself have effects on the dependent variable. Since there is one experiment
which shows that such effects are indeed plausible (i.c., Jastrebske, 1981), the question
is raised whether these effects do not interact in an unwanted manner with the
manipulations of the independent variable. Although Festinger and Cartsmith implied
that one might find findings similar to Jastrebske's, it was never shown that the
experimenter's remark indeed facilitates the reduction of cognitive dissonance, and not
for example the occurrence of impression managing behavior.
A second problem of Festinger and Carlsmith's experimental method concerns
(again) the dependent variable. Kiesler et at. (1969) have argued that the reward may
affect the subjects' performance during role-playing, and that this may even lead to
dissonance in a high reward condition. Festinger and Carlsmith indeed reported such
results, although these did not reach significance. It is obvious that under such
circumstances the procedure is problematic: if it potentially has unwanted side-effects
on the dependent variable which can only be controlled for on a post-hoc basis,
experimenters never can be sure whether their results will be artifactual or not. One
might oppose to this that there are several studies which reliably showed the inverted
relation between reward and attitude change, and that there even are studies which
showed an ertremization of the dependent variable in high reward conditions (e.g.,
Calder et al., 1973; Insko et at., 1975; Nuttin, 1966). Therefore the issue raised here
may seem to be somewhat academic, since the "dissonance" elicited in the high reward
condition (if it is elicited at all) is probably much smaller than that in the low reward
condition. However, these objections do not render our criticism irrelevant. First, of
all the studies involving the payment of a reward to the subjects, only Festinger and

Carlsmith (1959), Carlsmith et al. (1966), and Collins et at. (1970) reported that the
quality of the subjects' advocacies had been assessed, and of these only the first team
of researchers reported more than the level of significance (i.e., "not significant").
Hence, there is only a small number of studies which provide direct evidence for the
idea that the influence of effort on the subjects' attitudes should be small. Next, the
number of studies which show an extremization in high reward conditions is the same
as the number of studies in which either no extremization occurred (e.g., Carlsmith et
al., 1966; Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959), or a more positive attitude (Collins et al.,
1970). Since these results are essentially inconsistent, it would be premature to discard
Kiesler et at.'s effect of effort on judgments of the task at present.
Undoubtedly the cause of these problems is to some extent the procedure itself.
Since the procedure is rather complicated, it is very difficult to replicate experiments
exactly. Local situations have frequently required researchers to change several aspects
of the original procedure. This should not be a problem, because successful
replications of results under different circumstances only add to the strength of a
theory. However, in the case of Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure things are not
that easy; several of the reviewed experiments suggest that the dependent variable may
be extremely sensitive to relatively small (and even worse, theoretically irrelevant)
procedural changes (e.g., Collins et at., 1970; Jastrebske, 1981; Nuttin, 1966). In the
experiments described in the following chapters we have tried to identify some of the
factors that may contribute to this complexity.
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7.3 Competing accounts for the results of Festinger and CarIsmith (1959)
Probably largely as a consequence of a too great reliance of dissonance researchers on
indirect indications of cognitive dissonance (i.e., on attitude change), a multitude of
different principles has been proposed to account for the results of Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959), and others. In this chapter only a small subset of these has been
reviewed, i.e., only those which were directly tested in experiments following the
method of Festinger and Carlsmith's original study. Several theorists have argued that
the $20 subjects may have become suspicious, and that this reward produced other
negative connotations (e.g., Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964; Janis & Gilmore, 1965;
Nuttin, 1966; Rosenberg, 1965). Furthermore, self-attributional influences on subjects'
attitudes (e.g., Bem, 1972), and subjects' concerns about their image and appearance

(e.g., Alexander & Knight, 1971; Rosenberg, 1965; Tedeschi et at., 1971) have been
suggested as alternative accounts for the original results. These alternative views have
even resulted in successful replications of data patterns through observers' estimates
(Alexander & Knight, 1971; Bem, 1967; Calder et al., 1973), and in results which
suggest that various processes may operate simultaneously (Paulhus, 1982). These
results have various implications. First, they strongly suggest that next to cognitive
dissonance other principles should be considered as possible explanations for the
original results of Festinger and Carlsmith. Secondly, considering the extent to which
the account of dissonance theory actually has received clear support, it should be noted
that dissonance theory stands weaker than for example impression management theory.
All dissonance theory can refer to are attitude change data which only can be related to
dissonance through several unproven assumptions, whereas impression management
theory can explain effects on the same variables, plus effects on other variables that
have no relevance for cognitive dissonance. For example, Paulhus labeled an
essentially unidentified effect as 'dissonance", whereas his impression management
effect is much more difficult to explain otherwise because of its co-occurrence with
effects on variables that are related to impression management.
To this reasoning one might object that the literature concerning cognitive
dissonance theory is somewhat bigger than the nineteen experiments which were
reviewed in this chapter. For example, cognitive dissonance has been shown to be
accompanied by a heightened arousal, a multitude of studies that were not presented
here have also investigated subjects' lying, and also the literature concerning the
preconditions is considerably larger than what has been included in the present review.
Therefore, one might continue, there is much more evidence for the dissonance point
of view than we have considered (cf. Berkowitz, 1992). However, there are several
objections possible to this criticism. First of all, the study by Carlsmith et at. (1966),
which has been discussed in 5.6.2, serves as a perfect illustration that face-to-face and
paper-and-pencil lying do not necessarily produce the same results even when both are
asked within the same context of a boring task. Therefore we conclude that it is not
self-evident that results which were obtained with one method, can be generalized to
results produced with the other method. For example, the "necessary" conditions
which may be (implicitly) present in one situation may have to be explicitly added to
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another situation. A second, more powerful objection concerns yet another dimension
on which dissonance research differs: although the "boring task" method necessarily
involves a newly formed attitude which could not possibly exist before the experiment
was carried out, many other experiments have used "real life" issues, about which
subjects can be expected to have had an opinion before the experiment started. More
important, perhaps, is that these opinions may have been connected to, for example,
societal beliefs. Again it is not self-evident that the different methods necessarily lead
to comparable results; for example Rosenberg (1965) has suggested that both types of
attitudes might differ to some extent in their resistance to change. The final, and most
important argument against the aforegoing criticism, however, is that even if
dissonance theorists' interpretation of the preconditions would be correct, and even if
the assumption of generalizability of results between different methods would be
justified, we still would not know whether actually dissonance is the mediating
variable. What forced compliance research generally has revealed, is that under certain
circumstances subjects' attitudes toward some issue change in a "counter-intuitive"
way (Collins et at., 1970), and that this change is probably accompanied by a
heightened arousal. There are no compelling reasons to assume that "counter-intuitive"
changes of the type dissonance researchers have been investigating, are indeed the
result of cognitive dissonance. On the contrary: several other theoretical accounts have
been forwarded to account for the "dissonance results, and these seem equally
probable. Apart from those encountered in this chapter we also wish to mention
subjective competence theory (Bowerman, 1978), contemporary learning theory (Lord,
1992), response contagion theory (Nuttin, 1975), and self-affirmation theory (Steele.
1988). This multitude of theories and explanations does not suggest that we can speak
of a strong and consistent body of results which supports one of many theories, but
rather of a particular type of psychological research in desperate need of "deeper"
dependent variables, which allow us to distinguish the effects of different psychological
processes. In fact, the integrative viewpoint that dissonance may operate next to other

psychological processes such as self-perception and impression management (cf.
Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Fazio et al., 1977) even demands such deeper dependent
variables.
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Theoretical considerations

1.1 The content of the advocacy

An interesting characteristic of many of the theoretical positions which have been
encountered in the previous chapter, is that they all implicitly assume that the
("dissonant") content of the advocacy stands in some direct relation to the mechanism
which causes the subjects' attitudes to change. Typically, the act of teUing a lie is
supposed to trigger several psychological processes (Rijsman, 198Oa, 1981).
Depending on one's theoretical point of view the content of the advocacy may lead to
attempts to justify one's behavior to oneself (dissonance theory), attempts to justify
one's behavior to others (impression management theory), the inference that one's
attitude is not so negative after all (self-perception theory), and to one of many other
mediating processes (e.g., Bowerman, 1978; Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964; Janis &
Gilmore, 1965; Joule, 1993; Nuttin, 1966, 1975; Rosenberg, 1965; Steele, 1988).
However, when one considers the type of situation Festinger and Carlsmith (1959)
created, one may well wonder whether this exclusive attention for the subjects' lying
(for a reward) is really justified. The procedure of their experiment is rather complex,
and it has been shown in the previous chapter that there are no inherent reasons to
assume that the "counter-intuitive" attitude change does not occur under other
circumstances as well. Nuttin's (1966) results suggest that telling the truth may result
in the same type of attitude change as telling a lie, and the New Look (Cooper and
Fazio, 1984) even explicitly predicts that attn'buting the responsibility for causing
aversive consequences to onesef is sufficient to produce the 'counter-intuitive" attitude
change. Therefore it is even somewhat surprising that so much attention has been paid
to the content of the counter-attitudinal and counter-normative act.

This chapter has been adapted from Bruin and Rijsman (1993) with permission of both the publisher
and the editors. As a consequence of re-analyses of the data the results reported here differ in minor respects
from the original presentation.
1
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1.2 Social motivation theory, assistance deception and
Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment

An approach that does not concern itself with the content of the advocacy has recently
been proposed by Rijsman and Bruin (in press; see also Rijsman, 1980a, 1981, 1983a).
This approach focuses on the interaction between the experimenter and the subject in
so-called assistance deception procedures. Rijsman and Bruin use the concept of
assistance deception to designate experimental procedures in which the subject is
ostentatiously led to believe that he is not a subject in the experiment. Such deceptions
are one of the means of making sure that experimental subjects do not find out that it
is in fact their behavior that is studied. By leading the subject to believe that he is
' neither a real subject" (e.g., Milgram, 1965) nor even an "assistant of the
experimenter" (e.g., Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959; Meeus & Raaymakers, 1986), the
subject is given a legitimate reason why he is performing some action whereas at the
same time suspicions about the experimenter's actual intentions are being forestalled
(cf. Alaphilippe [1990]; this writer furthermore argues that this type of reasoning
hampers the possibilities for conducting meaningful psychological research). Although
researchers traditionally only have been concerned with the extent to which the
subjects actually believe this cover story, and therefore apparently assume that it does
not pose a potential threat to the dependent measures, Rijsman and Bruin suggest that
the actual procedure of assistance deception may in itself have an influence on certain
dependent variables, and may even interact with experimental manipulations under
certain circumstances (see also Rijsman, 1981). One of these experiments, they
suggest, may have been the experiment by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). Before we
turn to their analysis, we will first describe the theoretical perspective from which
Rijsman's hypothesis originates. Next, the general perspective on assistance deception
will be outlined which was originally proposed by Rijsman (1981), along with
empirical evidence from Rijsman and Bruin (in press). The implications for Festinger
and Carlsmith's experiment are then investigated, and finally this perspective is related
to other relevant studies in forced compliance.

1.2.1

A short overview of social motivation theory

The theoretical derivation of the possible interfering effects of assistance deception
originates in social motivation theory (Rijsman, 1980b, 1981, 1983b). This theory
postulates that in an individual's construction of social reality three interrelated
psychological principles can be distinguished: social attribution, social comparison, and
social validation. The principle of social attribution refers to individuals' attribution of
observations to persons: an individual's picture of another person (in short, the Other)
is essentially built on a wide range of observations, e.g., bodily characteristics,
possessions, group memberships and actions, which have all been attributed to the
Other. The theory assumes that a similar process is at work with respect to the person
self (the SelD, which implies that social attribution can essentially be described in
terms of placing Self and Others on dimensions of comparison.
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The second principle, social comparison, states that individuals compare
themselves with others on these dimensions. Such a comparison is considered an
inherent consequence of individuals thinking about themselves and others as persons:
regarding oneself as one of a certain class (i.e., persons) necessarily involves a
comparison. Social motivation theory derives from these two principles two opposing
tendencies: a tendency to assimilate the Self and the Other on a certain dimension (this
tendency is the consequence of the similarity to others), and a tendency to discriminate
between the Self and the Other on the same dimension (this tendency is the
consequence of the differentiation between Self and Other). Since these two tendencies
oppose each other, an equilibrium between the two will be reached when a moderate
distinction between Self and Other exists. However, based on the notion that people
cannot do without a positive evaluation of themselves, the theory furthermore predicts
that on important dimensions (i.e., dimensions that a person considers important) an
equilibrium will only be reached when the result is favorable for the Self. Therefore
individuals strive, according to social motivation theory, for a moderately positive
distinction between oneself and others on valued dimensions (Rijsman, 1974, 1983b;
cf. social comparison theory, Festinger, 1954; Wood, 1989).

The third principle, social validation, states that individuals try to validate their
conceptions of the various aspects of social reality. Such validation implies that
individuals try to reach some form of consensus between their views and those of
others. Individuals not only attempt to validate their understanding of their own
relative position to others (i.e., their perception of a moderate superiority to others on
certain dimensions), but their entire interpretation of social reality. This general need
for consensus becomes clear when one considers that when there is no consensus
concerning the interpretation of a certain (social) object, it may not be possible to
further interact with others when that object is concerned. A clear example of such

attempts to validate one's interpretation of objects can be observed when people are
confronted by certain pieces of modern furniture: upon seeing a certain object a naive
person (say, J) may initially be confused and then assume that the object is a somewhat
unusually shaped small table. However, since J is not entirely sure of this he may ask
the owner of the object and then learn that the table is "really" a chair. In this case,
the means of validation is verbal communication: J asked another person what "this
thing" was supposed to be. However, verbal communication is by no means the only
way through which social validation may work: according to the theory any social
action is a potential means of social validation. If, in our example, J does not
immediately ask the other person for her opinion, it might have happened that she sat
down on it. Through the observation of this act J could then infer that she does not
regard the object as a table, but in fact as a chair.2

This example can be expanded to illustrate that essentially all of an individual's perception of social
reality is essentially subject to validation and negotiation. For example J's initial dilemma is the very
1

consequence of his being acquainted with the (social) concept of a table and a chair, and its related actions.
Furthermore, this dilemma itself can be interpreted as the consequence of a desire to coordinate his actions
with respect to the object to those of the woman. Likewise, in the second example in which J observes the
woman act, J can only infer that "it" is a chair because he knows the different actions that are related to
tables and chairs. If J would not know these concepts because he grew up in a culture that does not use these
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1.2.2 An analysis of assistance deception

Applying social motivation theory to assistance deception procedures suggests that
requesting an experimental subject to assist an experimenter may have consequences
for the way a subject will regard him- or herself within the experimental situation.
When, as the theory states, behavior does indeed have a social validation potential, it
follows that the act of asking an experimental subject for his assistance in an
experiment may have two different meanings (to the subject): one that is communicated
directly (i.e., "I need your assistance with this"), and one that is more "hidden".
Concerning the latter meaning Rijsman and Bruin (in press) suggest that this may
involve a kind of promotion in the hierarchy of the laboratory. Their analysis begins
with the notion, derived from role-theory (e.g., Biddle, 1986; Sarbin & Allen, 1968;
Stryker & Statham, 1985), that in assistance deception procedures subjects are
proposed to make a change from one role-position to the other, i. e., from the role of a
subject to that of an accomplice of the experimenter (see Silverman [1977] for an
extensive treatise on the subject-role). It is obvious that these are quite different roles:
the subject-role contains such elements as following an experimenter's instructions, and
allowing the experimenter to measure the data of his interest whereas the role of the
accomplice is one of active participation in a research-effort, and data-collection. It
should be noted that this is exactly the purpose of a successfully accomplished
assistance deception: in this way the subject is provided with a legitimate reason for
his activities without even considering the possibility that actually he is himself the

topic of study (Rijsman & Bruin, in press). A further characteristic of the transition
between the two roles is that even subjects who are unacquainted with psychological
experiments, such as students from other departments, and even non-students, can be
expected to grasp to some extent these differences -as can be deduced from
Milgram's [1965] successful application of assistance deception techniques on civilians.
Rijsman and Bruin propose that such a switch between two roles may in itself
have consequences for a subject's current self-definition. After all, one aspect of the
psychological laboratory is that it involves a strict hierarchy in which the experimenter
occupies the higher position, and the subject the lower. The experimenter decides what
happens whereas the subject's only function is to let the researchers study his or her
behavior and reactions. Assistance deception, however, essentially changes this
hierarchical ordering of experimenter and subject: instead of being the object of study,
the subject is given the opportunity to participate in studying the behavior of others.
The subject becomes an accomplice of the experimenter, and he is to some extent
initiated in the secret "real purpose" Of the experiment. Expressed in terms of placing
oneself and others on a dimension of comparison, these observations lead to the
hypothesis that assistance deception induces changes in the position the subject allots to
himself in relation to others, i.e., upward toward the experimenter, and away from
"other subjects".
Although the hierarchy of the laboratory is in itself rather artificial and

concepts, he might eventually kant the concepts together with the different types

require.

of behavior that they
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therefore not likely to have inherent importance to subjects, the fact that all actions
take place in a laboratory, can be expected to impose on the subject the importance of
being "high" on this dimension. Analogous to the notion that all subjects will to some
extent be aware of the content of the difference between the subject and accomplice
roles, it can be expected that they will be aware of the changes in the hierarchical
order, and that they will attach some importance to the change in it. However,
Rijsman and Bruin suggest that often such (subjective) changes in a subject's position
may be even more important for the subjects. The reason for this is that in most
psychological experiments subjects are not a random sample from society, but rather a
sample of university students (cf. Silverman, 1977). Because of the relevance of
dimensions such as academic achievement to students, one can expect that an alliance
with an experimenter has special significance for them: it may give them the idea that
they are more competent in terms of their academic achievement, for example (see also
Rijsman, 1981; Rijsman & Bruin, in press). Such a promotion can be expected to have
a variety of effects of which we will only mention two: firstly, since people generally
prefer positive comparison outcomes (e.g., Goethals, 1986; Tesser, 1988; Wood,
1989) and the situations that lead to these, a promotion may affect subjects' evaluation
of the experiment and associated matters (Rijsman & Bruin, in press). Secondly, since
the subjects are given a different role in the laboratory, a promotion may affect their
behavior with respect to an alleged "real subject" (usually an accomplice).
It may seem that such subjectively experienced promotions are nothing to worry
about. Social motivation theory along with many other perspectives (e.g., Brehm &
Cohen, 1962; Rosenberg, 1965; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969; Silverman, 1977;
Tedeschi et al., 1971, 1981) essentially argues that it is an illusion to think of social
psychological laboratory experiments in terms of sterile situations in which only the
independent variables influence the dependent variables. It seems therefore that this
type of influences in experiments is inevitable, and since assistance deception is
typically used with all subjects in an experiment, one may suspect that the
hypothesized high position is likely to be a constant factor across all conditions.
However, one negative side-effect of using assistance deception techniques in
experiments is that all manipulations of independent variables will be -nested" in the
context of a subjects' high position, which could pose a threat to the generality of
conclusions drawn from such experiments. Findings reported by Alaphilippe (1990) are
to some extent relevant in this context: he found that "assistant" subjects who provided
another subject with bogus estimates of a random number of dots, were when asked
for their own estimate of the number of dots, themselves more vulnerable to being
influenced by the other subject. The 'assistants" knew that the feedback was bogus,
and therefore placed more trust in the other subject's judgments than in the information
given to them by the experimenter.3

3 Based on this outcome, Alaphilippe hypothesizes that the same might have happened with Festinger and
Carlsmith's subjects: he suggests that especially when reward is low, subjects may start to doubt their own
judgments, and to rely on other people's judgments. Interestingly, this hypothesis once more suggests that
manipulating "consequences" in terms of successfully and not successfully convincing another person (e.g.,
Cooper and Worchel, 1970) is problematic: i f subjects indeed rely on the alleged other subject's opinion it is
obvious that when the other does not appear to be convinced. the subject also will not change his opinion.
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Another negative consequence of assistance deception may be that certain
control conditions do not provide accurate baselines due to the omission of 'assistance
deception' routines. Although these implications by themselves already pose a threat to
the interpretation of experiments which use assistance deception, even more serious
trouble may lie ahead. Above it was suggested that any effects which follow from the
subjects' perceived role-position in the hierarchy of the laboratory may be constant
under all conditions. However, this is not necessarily so. Social motivation theory
suggests that the negotiation of social reality is essentially an ongoing dynamic
process, in which necessarily nothing is ever fixed or finished. Moreover, since the
positional difference may only be somewhat indirectly suggested by the request for
assistance, one can expect that subjects will be sensitive to further (in)validating
information concerning their self-attributed high position. Therefore a subject's
impression of a higher position may be neutralized when the experimenter does not
behave consistent with it. For example, when the 'promotion' does not appear genuine
to the subject either because he is partly treated as a normal subject (Rijsman & Bruin,
in press), or because the experimenter appears to tell the subject only part of the
experimental procedures (Silverman, 1977), the subject can be expected to fall back in
his or her previous subject role:
Rijsman (1981; Rijsman & Bruin, in press) has suggested that certain
experimental manipulations may also serve as neutralizing factors whereas others may
not. It is obvious then that such interactions with experimental manipulations pose a
serious threat to experiments. If indeed in some experiment the manipulations are
confounded with subjects' perceived position, it is impossible to draw any conclusions
from that experiment. As will be shown below, one such experiment may well be the
experiment by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). However, before we turn to this
possibility first some relevant experimental evidence will be discussed.

1.2.3 Attitude change and the subject's position: Rijsman and Bruin (in press)
The foregoing analysis of assistance deception routines is, admittedly, mostly
hypothetical. As of now, only two studies have been published which bear direct
relevance to the analysis, both reported by Rijsman and Bruin (in press). The two
experiments were designed to test the hypothesis that changes in subjects' position in
the hierarchy of the laboratory can affect subjects' judgments of aspects of the
situation. The basic design of both studies was the same: subjects were required to
perform some task under different pretexts, and afterward judged this task on a
seemingly unrelated questionnaire.

4 Silverman (1977) has provided an argumentation that seems to imply that role positional influences on
dependent variables may occur more frequently than only after 'successful' promotions. Specifically, he has
proposed that subjects may develop the hypothesis that the experimenter expects them to react differently
from 'normal' subjects. However, this position assumes that the subjects do not believe the assistance
deception manipulation, and that they nevertheless feel inclined to pretend that they Still believe it. Although
such a sequence of events certainly seems possible, it does not seem very likely that all subjects look through
an assistance deception manipulation, that all of them then feel inclined to keep pretending that they did not
do so, and that the experimenter in his debriefing does not discover anything of this.
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In the first experiment (see also Rijsman, 198Oa), before doing the task (a
conditioning task that involved the subject to produce noise whenever "another
subject" [a confederate] hesitated in a free-association task) the subjects either went
through an assistance deception routine (a colleague of the experimenter had fallen ill
and the experimenter needed the subject's assistance), or the subjects were given the
impression that carrying out the task was part of the experiment. The subjects, all
first-year students who participated as part of a course-requirement, could administer
three levels of noise (low, medium and high), and were either left complete freedom to
administer a certain level following a hesitation, or they had to follow a fixed
schedule. The study had a 2 x2 factorial design with manipulations of subject's roleposition (high and low), and autonomy (high and low). After the alleged experiment
was completed and the subjects had been "debriefed", they were asked to fill in an

unrelated questionnaire for another researcher who was interested in subjects'
experiences in laboratory experiments. This questionnaire included four ratings of the
task (i.e., how interesting, annoying, enjoyable, and boring it had been), four
questions that tapped autonomy, and finally a question that tapped their feelings of
superiority toward the "other subject".
As predicted, the results showed that the subjects in the high role-position
conditions evaluated the task much more positively than those in the low role-position
conditions. Although the questions about autonomy indicated that the manipulations of
autonomy had indeed been successful, no effects were found on the evaluation of the
task for this factor. Furthermore, the researchers report a marginally significant main
effect for subjects' role-position on superiority ratings which suggests that position had
indeed succeeded in the predicted effect: subjects in the high role-position condition
indicated that they felt superior to the other subject whereas subjects in the low roleposition condition rated themselves only slightly superior to the other subject. These
results strongly suggest that subjects' hierarchical position in an experiment indeed can
influence dependent variables such as the evaluation of a task. In the light of all
research into the effects of content on subjects' attitudes (see, e.g., McGuire, 1985;
Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) it is even slightly astonishing that a variation in a purely
contextual variable such as the subject's hierarchical position is able to provide such a
strong influence on evaluative judgments.
The second study that is described by Rijsman and Bruin (in press) was carried
out in order to further pin down the precise variables which caused the attitude
changes (see also Rijsman, 19838). Brinkman (1981) reported results which indicate
that a high power-position (i.e., commanding another person versus providing advice
to another person) influences judgments of a task which is carried out in this high
power-position. Therefore, it is possible that the first experiment of Rijsman and Bruin
had actually confounded a high hierarchical position and a high power position. The
second experiment was carried out in order to separate both the subjects' powerposition from their structural position. The experiment consisted of two parts: a
factorial 2 x2 design with manipulations of the subject's role-position and powerposition plus a (fifth) control condition, and two additional conditions of which one
replicated the high role-position manipulation of the first study, whereas the other
condition involved a temporary promotion, followed by a degradation. As in the first
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experiment, all subjects (students of a home economics school) were required to carry
out the same task. The cover story" was that the experiment involved information
processing: the subjects were required to pass information that they received into either
a tape-recorder or to another person (this depended on the condition). In the high roleposition condition subjects were given the impression that they were no real subjects
whereas in the low role-position condition subjects were told that they were one of two
subjects. Next, in the high power-position condition subjects had to pass on the
information from the experimenter to another subject whereas in the low powerposition condition subjects had to pass into a tape-recorder the information that came
from the other subject. In the control condition no other subject was involved; instead,
subjects were required to pass on information they got from the experimenter, into a
tape-recorder. In the (additional) promotion condition subjects were asked to replace a
colleague of the experimenter.who was late. Apart from this request, the procedure in
this condition was similar to the high role-position/high power-position condition
except that the position was even somewhat higher than that in the high role-position
manipulation (i.e., these subjects replaced an assistant). In the degradation condition,
finally, the subjects were also asked to replace the assistant, but when the subject was
about to start, the assistant turned up and the same procedure followed as in the
control condition. After the experiment was completed, the subjects filled in a
seemingly unrelated questionnaire about their experiences in the experiment. This
questionnaire included the dependent variables: these were their judgments of the task,
and self-ratings of position relative to the other subject (i.e., inferior/superior).
Analyses revealed that only in both high role-position/high power-position
conditions, i.e., in the double-high and in the assistance deception conditions, subjects
evaluated the task more positively than in any of the other conditions. From this
Rijsman and Bruin conclude that the positive attitude change only occurs when both a
high role-position and high power-position are present. Furthermore, they conclude
that this effect only works if one actually has occupied the positions: since the
temporary promotion of the degradation condition did not affect subjects' judgments of
the task, it appears that the actual occupation of both high power-position and a high
role-position is necessary for the attitude change to occur. With respect to the
superiority ratings Rijsman and Bruin report main effects for both subjects' roleposition and power-position that indicate that when either one was high, subjects
tended to rate themselves as more superior to the other subject. Although the effect for
subjects' position was only "significant" at p< .10, the researchers report a curious
observation. Originally the rating of own superiority to the other subject had been
embedded in a larger set of questions which only had to be answered if there had
actually been another subject in the experiment; the questionnaire was presented as a
general a-specific questionnaire about experiments. Rijsman and Bruin report that a
great number of subjects in the high role-position conditions had not answered the
questions about the "other subject". This, they argue, can be interpreted in two ways:
either the high role-position manipulations were so successful in creating the higher
position that the subjects had stopped to see themselves as subjects (and hence they
stressed that there had not been another subject), or the question simply was not clear
to the subjects. The latter explanation stands rather weak, however: 17 out of 20
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subjects who did not answer the question about the other subject came from the three
high position conditions (n was 15 in conditions, and there were 7 conditions).
The results of these two studies are in line with the idea that manipulating a
subject's position in an experiment can influence variables such as judgments of a task.
The first study shows that an assistance deception routine in which a subject is led to

believe that his or her performance of a task is part of an experiment, will lead to
different judgments of that task than when subjects do not go through this routine. The
second experiment provides further support for this notion: it suggests that there may
be preconditions to the influence of assistance deception on a subject's attitude toward
a task: substantial attitude changes may only be found when both high role-position
and high power-position occur. This may indicate that the disturbing effects of
subjects' promotion within an experiment may only be at work when there are
sufficient reasons to believe that one indeed occupies the higher position. As the
foregoing analysis of assistance deception suggests, the single act of giving a subject a
higher position alone is not enough; instead, the subject must have sufficient other
grounds to conclude that he has indeed been promoted. The effects on the superiority
rating suggest, however, that having either a high role-position, or a high powerposition does affect the subjects' perception of themselves. The dropout data -more
than one third of all high-position subjects did not answer the question about their
superiority with respect to the "other subject„5- furthermore suggest that a high
position of either "not a real subject" or "assistant of the experimenter" may affect the
subjects' view on their relation to the experiment.

1.2.4 Assistance deception in the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith
From the foregoing considerations it is obvious that the experiment Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959) reported is a possible candidate for disturbing effects by assistance
deception (see also Rijsman, 1981; Rijsman & Bruin, in press). In their experiment,
and in many that followed its procedures, the subjects were given the impression that
they had participated in a certain experiment about "measures of performance". This
impression must have been strong to the subjects: although they carried out two
meaningless tasks during one hour, the experimenter's presence, and constant
"observation" of the subjects nevertheless suggested that the tasks simply had to have
some scientific purpose. Finally, in order to make really sure that the experiment was
considered "completed", the subjects were also given an explanation about the alleged
purpose of the study. In the experimental conditions yet another change occurred that
suggested that the experiment had been completed: the experimenter's behavior
changed remarkably from that of a self-assured dominant researcher who was in fu11
control of the experiment to that of an embarrassed person who did not know exactly
what to do. Social motivation theory suggests that at this moment it appeared to the
subjects that all role-positions which had previously been held, were abandoned, and

5 In order to avoid misunderstandings it should be noted that the dropout was not equally spread across
these three conditions: while in each high position condition 4 out of 15 subjects did not answer (27 %), 9 out
of 15 subjects (60%) did not answer the question in the promotion condition.
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that a new pattern of interaction between experimenter

and

subject was to be

negotiated.

Exactly at this moment, the subjects went through a strong assistance deception
routine. They were not only asked to assist the experimenter with something unique
and privileged, after all the experimenter had hired an assisting student to do this6, but
they were even told that a certain professor, who was in charge of the experiment, had
suggested that the experimenter might try with this panicular subjea. As concerns
subjects' reactions to such information, it seems likely that they must have felt
complimented because they had apparently been noted by the departmental staff as
exceptionally good students.
In accordance with these considerations Rijsman and Bruin (in press) propose
the hypothesis that also the experimental procedure of Festinger and Carlsmith may
involve a subjectively felt promotion: not only is the subject given the impression that
he has a higher position, but also a certain amount of power since he helps the
experimenter to mislead the alleged subject. If such a promotion indeed happened, they
further hypothesize, it may have influenced the subjects' judgments of the task even
though the task was carried out prior to the 'promotion'. There are several reasons
why this might be the case: first it might be that a promotion results in a generally
higher appreciation of the situation in which this promotion occurs. The promotion
might, so to speak, "ease the pain" of the boring task (cf. Rijsman & Bruin, in press).
A second possibility is that the attitude becomes more positive because the subject
attaches a social significance to the act of giving his opinion about the boring task.
Viewed from this perspective, a more positive judgment might not be the result of a
change in one's appreciation of the task, but rather a (social) sign that indicates that
the subject differentiates himself from the 'class" of subjects (Rijsman, 1981).7
Since this "promotion" of the subjects was an integral part of the procedure of
both experimental conditions Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) ran, these considerations
may seem relatively inconsequential. However, Rijsman (1981; see also Rijsman &
Bruin, in press) has proposed that this effect may not have been constant in the two
experimental conditions. Consider once more the situation in which the subjects were
placed: they were given the impression that they were asked a favor that implied
something unique and quite extraordinary, and they were even told that they had been
personally designated for this by one of the professors of the department. However,
immediately after mentioning this the experimenter further explained that he could
reward the subjects with a certain amount of money. In the case of the small reward,
Rijsman suggests that the subject may not have attached any special significance to the
reward concerning the hierarchical position. The subjects may well have interpreted
the low reward as a symbolic gesture by the experimenter rather than a serious attempt

6 Interestingly one of the reasons why Collins et al. (1970) suspected that they had failed to elicit
dissonance in their replications of the original experiment, was that the subjects were not enough convinced
of the unique character of the experimenter's request.
7 In support for this reasoning it should be noted that one implication of Bem's (1967, experiments 1 and
2), and Alexander and Knight's (1971) studies may be that people can be to some extent aware of "how
others might react" in this type of experimental situations, e.g., others who are not "promoted". However,
this does of course not increase our insight in why these researchers found differences between conditions.
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to gain the subject's cooperation. In the case of the high reward, however, the subjects
may have become aware of a discrepancy between their position and the reward. If one
is first given the impression to be held in high esteem and that this is the main reason
why one is asked something extraordinary, then being offered a high reward serves as
a negation of the high esteem. The high reward implies that the experimenter is only
interested in persuading the subject to participate with his request, e.g., "If you do it,
I'll give you a lot of money", which may to say the least have destroyed the subjects'
idea that the experimenter regarded them very positively (Rijsman,
1981). The
hypothesis that has been forwarded by Rijsman states that Festinger and Carlsmith's
high dissonance manipulation may at the same time have harbored a high position
manipulation whereas their low dissonance condition may have been confounded with a
low position.

1.2.5

Assistance deception in forced compliance procedures: other relevant research

It has been noted above that according to Rijsman (1981) the role-positional effect
should be independent of the content of the role the subject is asked to play. According
to the aforegoing analysis it does not matter what the subject is asked to tell to a "next
subject"; all that matters is that the subject is given the impression that he is assisting
the experimenter. When we apply this perspective to other studies that were carried
out with the method of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), it appears that it very well fits
many of the later results. Side-effects due to assistance deception may also have
operated in the studies by Carlsmith et at. (1966), Jastrebske (1981), Sheras et al.
(1973), and Zanna et al. (1975). These studies followed the original experiment's
request for the subjects' assistance close enough to allow us to suppose that the
reported attitude changes were to some extent the consequence of the subjects' high
role-position (Carlsmith et at. 's essay-writing conditions should be excluded from this
list since the experimenter merely asked the subjects to provide essays for future
research; see Rijsman, 1983a). It is, however, at present very difficult to indicate the
extent to which assistance deception may have inte,fered with manipulations in these
studies; we only wish to point out the possibility that the effect may have operated in
these studies as well. One problem is that very little is known both about the effects
that subjects' role-positions may have on dependent variables, and about the possible
interactions between role-position on the one hand, and independent variables on the
other hand. For example, it is neither known how easily subjects' impressions of their
role-position can be disturbed by the payment of a reward, nor how perceptions of
choice-freedom and consequences can interact with role-positions. Rijsman's (1981,
1983a) analyses of the experiment by Carlsmith et al. (1966) suggest that also
moderate rewards may have sufficiem disturbing power, and at first sight
manipulations of low choice and low consequences also appear to have negative effects
on a high role-position. However, it is clear that these hypotheses need further
theoretical development.
A clear advantage of the proposed role-positional effects is that some formerly
inexplicable results can be explained. Nuttin (1966) reported for two out of three items
that independent of the content subjects' judgments of the task tended to become more
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positive when a low reward is given, and Jastrebske (1974, 1976) found that subjects'
judgments of a task generally became more positive regardless of the character of the
task, i.e., whether it was boring or not. These experiments adopted procedures that all
can be suspected of raising a subject's hierarchical position, and their results are
exactly according to what one would expect if subjects' (self-attributed) role-position is
indeed a variable which can influence the subjects' judgments of the task. Specifically,
the effect of (self-attributed) role-position should be both independent of content and of
the nature of the task, which corresponds perfectly with Nuttin's findings and with the
majority of Jastrebske's.8
There are also, however, results which do not seem to comply with this
perspective. First, close scrutiny of the procedures of several of the experiments
reviewed in the previous chapter reveals that there are no grounds for assuming that
role-positional effects may have occurred. Specifically. although Cooper and Worchel's
(1970) subjects did replace an assisting student, this was brought about in such a
manner that the subjects may not really have felt as if they occupied a high position;
i.e., the impression was given that there simply was no other way left for the
experimenter but to ask a subject. Furthermore, Calder et at. (1973), and Insko et at.
(1975) told their subjects that they sometimes asked their subjects for assistance (thus
implying that it was nothing unusual), and Paulhus (1982) asked his subjects a favor in
case the other person started to talk about something. In none of these cases it is
possible to assume that the request had unwanted side-effects on the subjects in terms
of their role-positions. It should be noted that Rijsman and Bruin (in press) do not
present their role-positional analysis as a replacement of (for example) dissonance
theory, but rather as an attempt to identify an interfering factor. Their approach
suggests that the results of Festinger and Carlsmith should be regarded as determined
by several psychological processes, and this allows for the possibility that their
analyses may only apply to a subset of the available studies.
Also the results of Collins et al. (1970), and Nuttin (1966) do not seem to
comply with the hypothesized role-positional effect. Collins et at. report that subjects'
judgments of the task became more negative in the low reward condition, and Nuttin
reported further that when subjects were not given a reward for telling either a lie, or
the truth, they did not change their evaluation of the boring task. In both cases the
procedures copied Festinger and Carlsmith's original procedure close enough to
suggest that role-positional effects could have occurred. Specifically, the model
predicts that Collins et at. should have found more positive judgments in the low
reward condition, and that Nuttin should have found the same results in the no reward
s
With respect to a reinterpretation of Jastrebske's results, however, one should be somewhat cautious. In
Chapter 1 it has been pointed out that her implementation of the original procedure of Festinger and
Carlsmith was somewhat unusual since she used a within-subjects design in which the experimenter
administered the dependent variables. It was argued that her procedures allowed for several side-effects to
operate next to the hypothesized 'dissonance' effects. Also from the point of view of a role-positional shift

the procedures are problematic: if we assume that the subjects indeed felt promoted, there may have been an
incongruence between the subject's high role position on the one hand and having to fill in the questionnaire
may have interfered with the subjects' perception of their high role position (this would depend on the actual
phrasing of the request to fill in the second questionnaire -cf. Rijsman & Bruin, in press). This
incongruence would most likely result in either confusion or in a (self-attributed) low role position.
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condition as he reported for the low reward condition. However, concerning the results
of Collins et at., it has been argued in the previous chapter that since these researchers
failed to include control conditions, and since their experimental procedures diverged
somewhat from the original ones by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), their data are
very difficult to interpret. For example, if judgments in such control conditions would
have been (much) more negative than those in the experimental conditions, the high
reward condition would be at variance with the pattern which is predicted by the rolepositional model. On the other hand, if the control conditions would have shown
judgments similar to or even more positive than the two experimental conditions, there
would be no trace of a role-positional effect.9 Nuttin's results clearly do not
correspond with the role-positional model: for two out of three variables the means of
the experimental no-reward conditions are not as positive as those of the low-reward
conditions. However, it should be noted that at present this experiment is the only one
to which the role-positional model can be applied and which simultaneously allows a
clear comparison of reward conditions with no-reward conditions." This makes it
difficult to assess the circumstances of the role-positional effect based on reinterpreted
data. One plausible explanation that comes to mind is that perhaps a low reward is
required as an extra stimulus to convince the subjects of their 'promotion'.
From the foregoing discussion we conclude that the hypothesized role-positional
effect in Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure does not lead to obvious contradictions
when it is applied to the outcomes of experiments which followed the same procedure
of 'promoting' the subject. It seems possible to reinterpret several of the results in
terms of changes in the subjects' role-positions. However, throughout the discussion
several further questions were identified, which may require further developments of
the theory as well as consecutive empirical research.

1.3 Considerations leading to the

first experiment

The experiment that will be described in the remainder of this chapter, was designed to
obtain direct evidence for the hypothesis that the assistance deception procedures,
which were used by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) influenced the subjects' attitude
toward the task. The main objective of the experiment was to explore the possibilities
of inducing differences in subjects' judgments of a boring task by means of different
hierarchical positions, and, furthermore, to separate these effects from other effects
9 It should be noted that the role-positional model suggests two mechanisms that could have brought
about the latter result. The first mechanism states that if the multiple occurrences of unexpected events indeed
confused the subjects, as was suggested in Chapter 1, this may have prevented the subjects of effectively
taking the high role-position. The second mechanism states that none of the subjects felt 'promoted' because
they were already doing the 'second experimenter' a favor by participating in his experiment.
'0 Although many other oral role-playing studies have been encountered in Chapter 1 which did show
positive attitude change without a reward (i.e., Jastret)ske, 1974, 1976, 1981; Paulhus, 1982; Sheras et al.,
1973; Zanna et al., 1975), the vast majority of these was found to be highly problematic due to adopting
unclear procedures (i.e., the three Jastrebske studies), not providing a control condition (i.e., Sheras et al.,
1973), and inconsistent results (i.e., Zanna et al., 1975). Only Paulhus' (1982) data do indeed suggest that
also when the reward is omitted subjects' judgments of the task may become more positive.

88

Manipulating more than we intend

such as dissonance. Therefore one might describe the experiment as a step from the
two studies by Rijsman and Bruin (in press) to the more complex situation of forced
compliance experiments. All subjects were required to perform a boring task, followed
by an "explanation", and a request to assist the experimenter with the administration of
a manipulation to another subject". However, the subjects were required to do this in
one of two possible positions: a high and a low one. For the high position a
manipulation was used which stayed as close as possible to Festinger and Carlsmith's
(1959) original procedure, i.e., the subject replaced an assisting student; for the low
position manipulation the procedure of Calder et al. (1973) was used, i.e., the subject
was given the impression that the experimenter regularly asked his subjects to
administer the manipulation. The prediction was that subjects in the high position
would judge the task more favorably than subjects in the low position. No levels of
reward were manipulated since the purpose of the experiment was to provide a basis
for further experiments.
As a second independent factor the content of the advocacy was manipulated.
Half of the subjects were asked to tell a lie (i.e., that the task had been fun), and the
other half were asked to tell the truth (i.e., that the task had been boring). Since the
role-positional effects are hypothesized to be independent of content, it was felt that
adding this factor might be relevant for a separation from other processes which
operate in this type of forced compliance situations. More specifically, the three
theories which have generated most of the relevant research (see Chapter 1), imply that
telling a lie should result in more positive judgments than telling the truth. As concerns
dissonance theory, it should be pointed out that the traditional way of applying
dissonance theory to role-playing argues that when justification is low, a lie will lead
to dissonance, and subsequent attitude change. However, when under the same
circumstances the truth is told there will be no such change, as there should be no
dissonance. Of course one might assume that under such circumstances other factors
might affect the subjects' attitude (e.g., Fazio et al. [1977] have argued that selfperception theory would provide a useful perspective to such situations), but as will be
argued below, none of the other relevant theories which might be combined with
dissonance theory, predict that the subjects' attitudes should become more positive.
From impression management theory we derive the prediction that only when subjects
are asked to tell a lie, they may be in a need to manage a more favorable impression
toward the experimenter by means of a more positive attitude toward the task. The
reasoning behind this is that only in the case of having told a lie, the subjects will have
to avoid an inconsistency between their role-play and their answers to the questionnaire
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(see section 6.2.1 of Chapter 1).11 Finally, also self-perception theory predicts a
difference between the two content manipulations because the theory assumes that the
act of defending a particular position will itself directly guide the subjects' responses
provided that there are no external facts to which the behavior can be attributed. This
reasoning implies that telling the truth should result in an extremization, i.e., in more
negative judgments (as compared to a control condition).
On the other hand, however, the only theory that provides an explanation for
Nuttin's (1966) low reward conditions, i.e., Cooper and Fazio's (1984) New Look,
predicts that, for the factor content no differences should be found in subjects'
evaluations of the task since both telling a lie and telling the truth can be described in
terms of self-attributed responsibility for aversive consequences (cf. Scher & Cooper,
1989).
All four conditions should, however, show significantly more positive
judgments of the task than a control-condition in which only the task is carried out.
Although predictions of "no effects" are always somewhat troublesome it was felt that,
in the light of Nuttin's (1966) results, also the predictions derived from the New Look
should be included.
As indicated above, a separate control condition was added to the design in
order to provide a baseline. In this control condition subjects went through the entire
procedure of Festinger and Carlsmith's control condition except for two parts of the
"debriefing" (step 7): it was neither explained who administered the manipulation, nor
what was said.

1.4 Summary of predictions
The following predictions were made:
a)

High position subjects show a more positive evaluation of the task than subjects
occupying a low position as well as control subjects. This outcome was derived
from the role-positional model.

b) The pattern implied by a) will

be accompanied by one of the following three.
based
on
the
considerations that were presented in sections
was
This prediction
1.2.4 and 1.2.5.

bl Subjects in all four experimental conditions show more positive evaluations of
the task than subjects in the control condition. This outcome was derived from

"
Concerning telling the truth it is not entirely clear whether dissonance theory and impression
management theory predict that such conditions should differ from a control condition. From the assumption
of the former theory, that people have a need for cognitive consistency. one might predict that after telling
the truth the evaluation of the task should become more extreme, as compared to a control condition. Based
on impression management theory one might likewise argue that telling the truth is as counter-normative an
action as telling a lie since in both cases one makes things worse for the ignorant "other subject". For
instance, one might describe telling the truth as "bringing bad news", or as making the other already aware
of the boring character of tile task. This reasoning also suggests that telling the truth should also make the
subjects' evaluation of the task more negative.
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the New Look.
b2 Subjects who are asked to tell a lie, show a more positive evaluation of the task
than subjects who are asked to tell the truth as well as control subjects. This
outcome was derived from both impression management theory and dissonance
theory.

b3 Subjects who are asked to tell a lie, show a more positive evaluation of the task
than subjects who are asked to tell the truth. The judgments of the control
subjects lie in between these two groups. Though this outcome was derived
from self perception theory, it might also be brought in line with dissonance
theory and impression management theory (see footnote 11).

Although the evaluation of the task was the main dependent variable, two further
variables were investigated: the subjects' evaluation of the entire
experiment, and their evaluation of the experimenter. Both variables were added in an
attempt to further verify the proposed positional effects: if subjects indeed would feel
'promoted' following the mechanisms outlined in sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.4, they might
also show signs of a greater liking for the experimenter, since he was the person who
was responsible for the 'promotion', as well as for the experiment, since this provided
the context for the 'promotion'. It was therefore predicted that both variables should
reveal the same pattern as specified in a). Since previous researchers have repeatedly
shown that "dissonance" effects are usually closely related to the evaluation of the task
(see, e.g., Cooper & Worchel, 1970; Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959), it was expected
that none of effects would be found that have been specified in b). However, this
limitation to the subjects' evaluation of the task has a curious consequence for the
additional variables. The problem is that because the role-positional model represents
an attempt to identify different factors that may have operated jointly in (some of)
these earlier experiments, the fact that earlier researchers only found differences for
one dependent variable suggests that our experiment might also result in differences for
that variable alone.
dependent
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2 Method
As indicated above, the experiment was set up according to the procedures of
Festinger and Carlsmith (1959): subjects carried out a boring task, then were explained
the alleged purpose of the experiment, and after that they were asked to assist the
experimenter in his experiment. There were two independent variables: the content of
the advocacy (positive [fun, interesting], and negative [boring, not interesting]), and
the subject's position (high [following Festinger and Carlsmith], and low [following
Calder et al. ]). Both factors were manipulated in the "debriefing" that followed the
performance of the task: the different contents required that the experimenter showed
the subjects different sheets of paper when he explained what was told to the subjects
in the "experimental" condition (cf. step 7), and the different positions likewise
required different explanations of who administered this manipulation in the
"experimental condition". Apart from these four experimental conditions, a fifth
control condition was run in which the subjects were given the "debriefing", but these
subjects were not told anything relative to either the content or the position
manipulation. Below, further details of the experiment will be described.

2.1 Departures from the original procedures
The experiment was carried out at Tilburg University, The Netherlands, in the social
psychological laboratory. Since this laboratory includes several smaller and larger
rooms along with several sound-proof cubicles, it was relatively easy to get the
necessary space such as a separate waiting-room, experimental rooms, and a separate
room for filling in the "unrelated" post-experimental questionnaire (see below)
However, in spite of the possibilities provided by the laboratory-space, several aspects
of the experiment had to be altered.

The Department of Psychology of Tilburg University does not demand that its
(first-year) students participate in experiments. Therefore all subjects had to be paid in
exchange for their participation in the experiment. The subjects were paid directly after
completing the task and before the debriefing" of the alleged experiment. Although
one disadvantage of this alteration is that the separation between the experiment and
what comes after it, would become more explicit than it had been in the original study
Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), it was felt that this change was nevertheless
necessary for two reasons: i) a delayed payment might raise suspicions about the actual
aims of the experimenter; and ii) a delayed payment might be interpreted by the
subjects as a sign that the experimenter forced them to cooperate.
A second important difference concerned the task used: instead of the manual
manipulation task during which the experimenter was present, the subjects were
required to perform alone a repetitive and monotonous task on a personal computer
without anyone present. Two considerations led to this particular task: firstly, it was
felt that in the present age of telecommunication and automatization the subjects might
by
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consider a manual manipulation task, which required the experimenter to rely on stopwatches and observation, somewhat outdated (which, in turn, could result in
suspicions). Secondly, the social psychological laboratory of Tilburg University is
located in the same corridor as the Department of Work and Organizational
Psychology, which was doing research on the effects of office automatization. It was
felt that a study of "Performance on automated work" might seem more realistic as
well as credible to the subjects. A further advantage of the computerized task was that
during the attitude-building phase of the experiment (stage I), the interaction between
subject and experimenter could be better controlled. Since the subjects were left alone
with the computer (in a sound-proof cubicle), and the program introduced them with
the activities they were to carry out, potential interactions with the experimenter could
be prevented while the subject nevertheless would be under the impression that his
performance was being studied. Furthermore, following other experimenters (e.g.,
Calder et at., 1973), the amount of time spent doing the task was set to 20 minutes
precisel. Being equipped with a timer, the program simply halted after 20 minutes.
Thirdly, it was not possible to have a second "researcher" available to carry
out the dependent measurement. An alternative procedure was designed: at the end of
the experiment the experimenter gave the subject an envelope which contained the
questionnaire. The experimenter pretended not to know what this questionnaire was
about, and he, furthermore, suggested that it would probably be easiest if the subject
could return the sealed envelope (containing the questionnaire) to him. However, in a
pilot-study which followed the procedure of Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) control
condition, the procedure with the envelope was directly compared to one in which a
"second researcher" was used. Apart from the direct comparison of the two
procedures, other aims of the pilot were to check whether the subjects would believe
what they were told, whether they could interact satisfactorily with the computer
program, 12 and whether the task was indeed found boring. The subjects of the pilot
were drawn from the same population as the subjects of the actual experiment (i.e.,
students at Tilburg University). The pilot showed that none of the 30 subjects had
serious problems understanding the program, and that the task was generally rated
negatively on such aspects as how interesting, and how enjoyable it was; see section
2.3 for a full description of these questions. Furthermore there were no grounds to
doubt the effectiveness of the procedure: no subjects showed signs of either
disbelieving the experimenter or having suspicions about 'other purposes' behind the
study except for the questionnaire. In each condition two subjects stated that they had
strong suspicions about a connection between the experiment and the questionnaire;
13
two others indicated to have some slight suspicions in this direction. These findings
led to several small changes in the explanation which accompanied the questionnaire
and the experimenter's texts. The judgments of the task in the envelope condition were

12

The program was developed by myself; copies of the program and the accompanying files are available

for all who are interested. The program has been written for use on personal computers using the MS-DOS
operating system; it does not require a special graphics card. The program presents all instructions in Dutch.
13 It is possible that some of these subjects were influenced by the formulation of the question. In order
to persuade subjects not to hide any suspicions, they were deliberately asked a suggestive question, e.g.,
"Did you have any suspicions that the questionnaire was connected to the experiment?"
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consistently more negative than those in the researcher condition although the
differences generally did not reach significance (n = 11 in each condition). Only one
item, ' interesting', showed a significant difference: means were 1.64 versus 2.73 on a
six-point scale that ranged from 'disagree' to 'agree',(t[20]=2.64, p'4<.02). Other
means in the envelope condition were: 'annoying': 2.54, 'boring' : 1.54, 'enjoyable':
2.18 (all items used the same 6-point scale), and the sum of these four ratings: 1.98.
This finding suggests that the researcher condition may to some extent have induced
the subjects to hide their negative judgments. Further inspection of the data revealed
no other systematic patterns.
Another set of alterations to Festinger and Carlsmith's original procedure
concerned the actions which were requested from the subjects, and how the high
positional manipulation was carried out. Contrary to Festinger and Carlsmith, (but
conform to the procedure of Calder et al. and many others), the subjects were only
asked to tell the message to one other person. Apart from the fact that all subjects had

to be asked the same thing

-within Calder et al.'s procedure it

ask the subjects for multiple cases of assistance-,
might refuse to cooperate if they were going to be

is relatively difficult to
it was felt that too many subjects
hired for "now and maybe in the

future". Next, in the high position manipulation the remark about the supervising
professor, who had supposedly recommended the subject, was left out altogether.
From the beginning the plan was not to rely exclusively on students of psychology, but
to use students from different departments of Tilburg University. This made it entirely
impossible to implement the original manipulation. 15
A final alteration concerned the experimenter's behavior after the subjects had
delivered their speech: the experimenter only thanked them for their participation, and
asked them if they could fill in the questionnaire. Originally Festinger and Carlsmith's
(1959) experimenter also made a remark that other subjects generally liked the task,
which they defended as a means of helping subjects to reduce their dissonance.
However, as has been shown in the previous chapter, there are no inherent reasons to
assume that the remark indeed serves such a function, and moreover, Jastrebske (1981)
has even suggested that the remark may enhance subjects' impression management. It
was expected that inclusion of the remark in the procedure might provide a potential
threat to the interpretation of the results, and it was therefore left out of the procedure.
as close to the original ones of
and
Carlsmith
as
was
possible (see 2.3). However, it is nevertheless clear
Festinger
that the experiment was by no means a literal replication of the original procedures.

The remainder of the procedures was kept

For t-tests that are reported in this dissertation. values for p are always two-sided.
Even if only psychology students would have been used the remark still would not have had its
intended effect. The first year counts over 200 full-time students, most courses involve lectures, and there are
no oral exams. Against this background, 0eing noted' does not necessarily imply that one is an outstanding
snident. In fact, one psychology student who was confronted with Festinger and Carlsmith's original remark
during a try-out of the experimental procedures immediately started laughing, and did not believe anything
else the experimenter told her.
i4
I5
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2.2 Procedure
Subjects subscribed for participation in an experiment on "Performance on automated
work" which was supposed to last for 45 minutes in exchange for Hft 5 (between $2.5
and $3). The subscription list circulated during lectures of the first year in economics
and psychology (students' willingness to participate proved to be very low, perhaps
because they considered the reward too low). When the subjects arrived at the

laboratory, they were asked (by means of a printed notice) to wait in a waiting-room.
After a few minutes the experimenter entered (since all communication was in Dutch,
the following translation is an approximation):
"Hi. 1 suppose you came for the research? Let me introduce myself, my name is Bruin, I work as a
researcher at the Department of Social Sciences. This experiment will take about 20 minutes. But somebody
else has asked me if I could let the people who participate in this experiment, fill in a questionnaire. I think
he is conducting a study into the experiences of persons who have participated in experiments, but I don't
know exactly what he studies. I hope you will have some time for that?"

Here the subjects usually agreed. Some wanted to know how long the questionnaire
would take, upon which the experimenter answered that it took about 5 or 10 minutes.
Next, the experimenter took the subject through a short corridor and a big "controlroom" to a cubicle:
'Okay, you can sit down here. You are going to do some work with this PC. The idea is that you check
whether the information that is in this list [here he pointed at a computer print-out] corresponds with what is
presented on the screen. In order to make it not too complicated, you can use this liner [pointed at liner].
The exact aim will be explained by the computer program. In case something is not clear, or when you are
ready, you can press this red button [indicated a red button on an intercom, on the button was written
'alarm']. If you do, a light will come on where I am sitting, and then I will come and see you. Okay?
Success".

If there were no questions, the experimenter closed the door, and left the subject alone
with the task. The task required the subjects to verify information from a large
computer-printout with information, which was shown on the screen with a pace of one
item at a time. The items appeared to be order numbers, which were built from four
pieces of information. The order of these in the list did not correspond entirely to that
on the screen (e.g., on the screen appeared "ordernr OC14 clientnr K047 productnr
P28 amount 747"; in the printed list the order was the same, except that the "clientnr
came last). All the subjects were required to do, was to indicate whether the two types
of information corresponded or not; the program told them that they should work at
their own speed. In order to prevent subjects from running out of material they were
equipped with far more of these items than they could possibly work through in 20
minutes. Throughout the list presented on the computer, random typing and copying
errors had been spread: 21% of all items had such a mistake in it (e.g., in stead of
K047, the computer showed K074). As this task was bogus, the subjects' performance
was not monitored. However, in order to check whether the subjects carried out the
task seriously, the program recorded the total number of items completed, plus the
'
number of positive and negative mistakes (i.e., wrongly designating an item as false'
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or 'correct').
Since most subjects did not realize that they could get out of the cubicle any
time they liked, the experimenter kept a close eye on the warning-system. After the
task was completed and the subject had warned the experimenter, he opened the door,
looked at the screen of the computer, and said:
"Okay, that was it. You can come out now". After the subject had left the cubicle, and had entered the
control room, the experimenter paid the subjects, and asked them for their name and signature on a list for
reception of the reward (this was required for administrative reasons; the experimenter made sure that
subjects understood this). When this was finished, he continued: "I will explain to you what this was about in
order to give you an idea why you have been doing this. [Short break; very often the subjects indicated that
they were very curious.1 The way the experiment is set up, is as follows. There are two different groups in
the experiment. In one, the group you were in, We let the subjects carry out this task without an actual
introduction about the experiment. That is, we only tell them how they have to do it, but all kinds of other
information such as what it will be like, and what they are going to deal with, is left out. But in the other
group things are different. " Here, the procedure of the control-condition departed from that of the four
experimental conditions.
In the control condition the experimenter continued: "In that group, we do give the subjects a clear
expectation of what lies ahead of them. You see, what we are investigating is how these two groups perform
the task, the one with the expectation and the one without expectations about the task. Is it clear how it
works, and what we are doing?" [short break] The experimenter then thanked the subject for his or her
participation, and asked the subject if he or she minded to fill in the questionnaire he had mentioned earlier.
The control subjects were then checked for suspicions, and given a full explanation On the real purpose of the
experiment.
In the high position conditions, the experimenter said: "We have an assisting student, and what we
do is we take him into the same waiting-room you were sitting in, and introduce him to the next subject as if
he just has participated in the research. What we say is: 'This is so-and-so, who has just participated in the
experiment, and I have asked him to tell you something about what is ahead of you.' The assisting student
then tells the next subject in his own words:.. " In the low position conditions this was exchanged for: "We
take, whenever it is necessary, the previous subject into the same waiting-room you were sitting in, and
introduce him to the next subject as somebody who has just participated in the research. What we say is:
'This is so-and-so, who has just participated in the experiment, and I have asked him to tell you something
about what lies ahead of you.' He or she then tells the next subject in his or her own words:..."
In all experimental conditions the experimenter then took a piece of paper (with the words "For
group B" written on it), and read aloud, while showing the paper to the subject either "...it is very enjoyable
"
to do, it is pleasant, it is very interesting, it is fascinating, it is exciting Wositive content), or " . . .i t i s very
annoying to do, it is unpleasant, it is very uninteresting, it is monotonous, it is boring" (negative contenO.
After this he continued in all experimental conditions "You see, what we are investigating is how these two
groups perform the task, so the one with the expectation and the one without expectations about the task. Is it
clear how it works and what we are doing?" [short break]
In the high position conditions the experimenter continued: "Okay, now I would like to ask you
something. The thing is this. The assisting student who normally does this for us, is not able to do it today.
He phoned me that for some reason he is not able to come today. Now I want to ask you if you would like
to help me to replace this assisting student and tell this to the next subject. You see, the next subject is, if
I'm correct, waiting now [looked at his watch], and he should be in this other group. Would you like to tell
it to that subject?- In the low position conditions the experimenter said "Okay, if I am correct, the next
subject is waiting now [looked at his watch] and he should be in this other group. For that reason I would
like to ask you if you could tell that to him. Could you to do that?" As it was felt that the positional
manipulations might possibly affect the subjects' inclination to cooperate, no attempts were made to persuade
the subjects. However, no persuasion was necessary to obtain subjects' cooperation since all subjects agreed
to talk to the other subject.
In all experimental conditions the experimenter then continued: ' Good. What we will do is this. As

I said, the next subject should be here by now. I believe it is a boy. I take you to the waiting-room, and
introduce you as somebody who has just participated in the experiment. What I say is 'This is...' what is
your first name? [repeated the name]. Okay, '...this is [name] who has just participated in the experiment,
and I have asked him (her) to tell you something about what is awaiting you'. The idea is that you sit down,
and try to bring these five things across in your own words. I will give you a few minutes time to prepare
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yourself, I will be back soon. Alright?"
After a few minutes the experimenter came back and took the subject to the waiting-room. where
they found the confederate, waiting. The experimenter introduced the subject to the confederate as described
and went out. The confederate was a mate student of 22 years old. He did not explicitly introduce himself
unless the subject made this necessary and he generally attempted to say as little as possible. He listened to
the subject, and said depending On the content of the message: 'That surprises me. Last week I heard from a
friend who had participated that it was very funny/no fun at all and that I should by all means/not go". Like
Festinger and Carlsmith's confederate, our confederate opposed the subjects' message with this remark, after

which he fell silent, accepting everything the subject said. Apart from the objection about his friend he
attempted to remain neutral and to say as little as possible. Originally the experimenter left the two alone for
about two minutes. However, this period of time was later reduced to one and a half minute in order to keep
the procedure as constant as possible. The problem was that the subjects typically delivered their message in
about one minute, after which most of them started talking about something else. Two (low/positive)
subjects, however, attempted to leave the laboratory, and the experimenter could just catch up with them to
ask them to fill in the questionnaire. In the light of this occurrence it was considered safer to reduce the timeinterval somewhat.
When the experimenter came back, he told the con federate to enter the "control-room", and said
that he would meet with him shortly. The confederate then left, showing some confusion about where he was
supposed to go (since there were several doors). The experimenter then closed the door of the waiting-room,
pretending that the confederate was not supposed to hear the following conversation, thanked the subject for
participating in the experiment, and asked him whether he would mind filling in the questionnaire he had
mentioned before. The experimenter took the subject to a separate room, said that the envelope could be
sealed because of anonymity, and that it was probably easiest if the subject would give the closed envelope to
him. After filling in the questionnaire, the experimenter asked the subjects several questions in order to find
out whether they had suspected anything, and then gave them a full debriefing on the actual purpose of the

experiment.

2.3 Dependent variables
The questionnaire contained the central dependent variables. As described earlier, these
concerned the subjects' evaluation of the task, the experiment, and the experimenter.
Therefore the questionnaire had been disguised as a survey about the experiences of
people who participate in psychological experiments: in the introduction to the
questionnaire it was explained to the subjects that the questionnaire was being used in a
number of studies which were currently carried out in the Department of Psychology.
After a couple of general questions about the subject (e.g., age, gender, study and year
of study), and several questions that served to "identify" the experiment's general
procedures (e.g., "What was the title of the experiment?",

"What did you have to

do?", "What did you get in exchange for your participation?", and "Do you consider
that a reasonable reward?"), the subjects were confronted with three general attitude
questions about the experiment, the experimenter, and the task (e.g., My general
judgment of the experiment i s: . . . " ) that all used a 6-point scale ranging from "very
negative" to "very positive", with all six points explicitly described, e.g., very
negative, negative, somewhat negative, somewhat positive, positive, very positive.
These questions had been added based on Ajzen and Fishbein's (1980; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975) operational definition of an attitude. The reason for using 6-point scales
was that by presenting the subjects with a forced choice between positive and negative,
a possible occurrence of evasive answers (in the middle of the scale) might be

prevented.

Next the questionnaire contained 10 specific questions on each of these topics
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scattered throughout a total of 22 questions. The other 12 questions had been added in
order to make the questionnaire appear as a general evaluation survey of experiments,
e.g. , it contained extensive questions on the way the task had been explained and on
the presence/absence of the experimenter during the task. The 10 specific questions all
had the form of statements; the subjects were asked to indicate the extent to which they
agreed with the statement, using a 6-point scale (disagree very much, disagree,
disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, agree, agree very much). With respect to the
task, subjects were asked in this manner how boring, interesting, enjoyable and
annoying the task had been (these were the same items Rijsman and Bruin [in press]
used). Furthermore there were questions on how much the subjects agreed that the
experimenter had been formal, friendly, arrogant, and that his way of treating them
had been pleasant. Finally, two more questions tapped whether the subjects agreed
with statements that the aim of the experiment had been important, and that the
experiment had great scientific value.
Apart from these variables, some secondary data were gathered as well. To
begin with, an attempt was made to record all the conversations with the confederate
using a small wireless microphone the confederate carried with him. However, due to
yet unidentified interferences, and other technical problems, these data remained
incomplete, and could not be analyzed. A second, more successful set of data was
gathered using the confederate. Since he was kept 'blind' of the (position) condition
the subject was in, he provided a source of information about subjects' position-related
behavior. Therefore he rated how imaginative, and convincing he had found the
subjects, and whether they acted as if they were superior to him. He was also asked to
guess which role-position condition the subjects had been in (i.e., high, low).
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3 Results
3.1 Subjects

A total of

64 subjects participated in the experiment; there were 22 male and 42
female students (the average age was 21 years; the median lay at 20 years). As has
been mentioned earlier all subjects subscribed during first-year lectures of economics
(22), and psychology (41; one subject failed to answer this question). The subjects
were randomly assigned to conditions; the four experimental conditions each contained
13 subjects, the control condition had 12 subjects. However, a total of 9 subjects
showed signs of suspicions concerning either the questionnaire, or the procedure, and
these persons were excluded from the analyses described below. However, analyses
using all 64 subjects showed similar results as those presented here. The suspicious
subjects were divided as follows: 1 in the control condition, 2 in the low/dissonant
condition, and 3 in both the higWdissonant and the low/consonant conditions. All
subjects performed the task seriously: on average subjects found 91% of the mistakes,
and only 1 % of the items were falsely indicated as wrong. There were no significant
differences in performance between conditions.

3.2 Exploratory analysis

In order to explore interrelations between the 13 items of the questionnaire, a principal
components analysis was carried out on the data of all five conditions. This resulted in
a total explained variance of 72.6%, and four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.
After varimax-rotation the resulting solution more or less conformed to expectations:
the first factor only contained high loadings for the five items about the task, the
second had high loadings of four items about the experimenter (the 'experimenter
formal' item was not among these), and the third factor showed high loadings for the
three items about the experiment. The fourth factor only showed a high loading for the
item 'experimenter formal', along with additional loadings for all three attitude items
(a similar solution arose in the pilot-study mentioned earlier). Based on this analysis
three sum-scales were constructed. The first scale, task-evaluation (TIE), consisted of
the four specific items about the task; standardized Cronbach's a=. 84, this result is in
line with Rijsman and Bruin's (in press) results. The second scale (EE evaluation of
the experimenter) consisted of the three specific items about the experimenter that
loaded on the second factor (a=.73). The third scale (IR; importance of the research)
consisted of the two SpeCifiC items about the experiment (r=.69, p[two-sided] < .001)
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3.3 Comparisons between conditions

Multivariate analyses of variance of the data failed to show significant effects, although
some indications of trends toward significance existed (i.e., values for p under or
around 10 percent). An inspection of the means in table 2.1, however, shows that the
experiment essentially resulted in two patterns, which were on the one hand completely
at variance with the predictions, but on the other hand consistent for all variables
(variables not reported in the table show the same patterns). Specifically, all items
about the task show that both high position conditions led to more negative judgments
than the other three conditions, and the ratings of the experiment and the experimenter
all show that the higWpositive condition led to more negative judgments than the other
four conditions. Although the failure to find multivariate effects suggests caution when
inspecting the data, the consistency of the results together with the relatively small
number of subjects suggests that further (univariate) analyses of the data are
nevertheless appropriate.

*

Table 2.1
Condition

Mean ratings of task, experiment and experimenter in Experiment 1 (N=55)

n

Control
11

High
Negative

High
Positive

Low

Low

Negative

Positive

13

10

10

11

Attitude task

4.18'

3.69'

3.200

3.80*

3.55*

TE

2.83a

2.25*

2.06'

2.85

a

2.77'

2.70'
2.73'

1.89

1.67b

3.00:

2.15ah

1.90h

2.70ah

2.36a
2.73*

4.62

3.60

5.00

4.55

3.77'

3.14'

4.05'

3.91'

4.15*

3.25'

4.30b

4.00,b

3.39'

3.14'

3.80'

3.82'

Task interesting
Task enjoyable

Attitude experiment
4.60
IR
3.72'
Importance of research 4.105
Value of the research 3.33'
Attitude experimenter
EE

4.918

5.00'

4.10b

4.80 0

4.73ab

4.67ah

5.05ab

4.48h

5.07'

4.97'

Pleasant treatment

4.64

4.69*

3.90b

4.70

a

4.82'h

' Means with no common superscript differ significantly from one-another (t-test, p < .05). Values can range
between 1 (negative) and 6 (positive). Negative items have been recoded.

3.3.1 Evaluation of the task
The somewhat surprising outcome of the position manipulation is that the high position
manipulation does not result in more positive judgments of the task, but on the
contrary in more negative judgments. Univariate analyses of variance of the TE-scale
as well as of its constituting items show that this effect is substantial: for the scale as
well as forthe items 'interesting' and 'enjoyable' we find Fp.kio.(1.40) >5.00 (p<.05).
For the two remaining ratings of the task this main effect is not significant (however,

for 'annoying' Fp=an[1,40]=2.52 [p<.12] and for 'boring' Fp*wn[1.40]=2.05
[p <.16]). As can be concluded from the pattern of the means, these variables show no
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signs of a main effect for the content factor. Table 2.1 even shows a slight tendency
for the subjects' judgments of the task to be more positive after telling the truth -a
result that is, again, clearly opposite to any of our expectations. However, this
tendency is far from significant (for all five items about the task Fc. *[1,40] < 1.70).
A remarkable result is that the subjects' attitude toward the task differs from
the four TE items in two respects: there are no signs of a significant effect for the
position (Fpo,ition[l,40] =.28, n.s.) although the means show the same pattern as the TE
items. Secondly the attitude item differs from the other four in that it clearly shows
positive judgments of the task, whereas none of the other ratings shows a positive
mean (the same was observed in the pilot: the mean rating on the same question was
3.82). An implication of this finding is that the variable that has been studied for many
years in forced compliance research does not correspond to the more strict definitions
of an 'attitude' (e.g., Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). A result that supports this idea
concerns the correlation between the TE scale and the attitude item: r amounts only to
.49 (p[two-sided] <.001, n=55; a similar value of .47 at p[two-sided] <.05, n=22
was obtained in the pilot-study).

3.3.2

Evaluation Of the experiment and the experimenter

Analyses of variance of the subjects' ratings of the experimenter and the experiment
resulted in less clear results. The attitude item about the experiment resulted in two
significant main effects (both PTl,40] > 10,16 P <.01), and further significant main
effects fur the content factor were found for the rating of the importance of the
research and the attitude toward the experimenter (both FIt,40] > 4, p <.05). Next to
these significant effects, the analyses furthermore showed several effects that lay just
beyond the 5% level of significance (i.e., Fs>3.20, p< .10). Such effects were found
for the attitude toward the experimenter and the pleasantness of the treatment
(interaction), the IR scale, the scientific value of the research and the pleasanmess of
the treatment (main 'effect' for position), and finally the EE scale (main 'effect' fur
content). Although this mixture of stronger and weaker effects may seem somewhat
confusing, an inspection of table 2.1 shows that they can be summarized in terms of
more negative ratings of the experiment and the experimenter in the high/positive
condition (except for the item on the experimenter's arrogance -which did not
differentiate between conditions-, the ratings of the experimenter not presented in the

As a consequence of ANOVA's limited robusmess to unequal variances for unequal values of n (Hays,
1981; Maxwell & Delaney. 1990) the effects for the subjects' attitude toward the experiment are not reliable.
As we have mentioned elsewhere (Bruin and Rijsman, 1993), the low/negative condition showed no variance
on this particular item -it should be noted that problems with unequal variances only occurred for this
variable. Analysis of the 2 x2 design using the Welch-James procedure for unequal variances (see Algina &
Olejnik. 1984) resulted in a different outcome: for the two main effects and the interaction values were
obtained for Q that ranged between 1.82 (for the interaction effect) and 2.73 (main effect for content). With
df= 1, these values are above the 10 percent level (the corresponding critical value is 2.98, as A =.055). On
the other hand, however, a non-parametric one-way analysis of variance (Kruskal-Wallis) of the same four
conditions resulted in X2 = 13.66 (p <.004; after correction for ties x2 = 17.93, p < .001). Also two separate
variance t-tests that tested hypotheses that correspond with the two main effects showed significant outcomes:
for position 1(30.92) =2.60 W <.02) and for content 1(30.44)=2.96 (p <.01).
/6

Experiment 1: An exploration of assistance deception

101

tables showed the same pattern). The only exception to this rule are the rating of the
scientific value of the experiment, which indicate that the subjects' were more positive
in both low position conditions as compared to the other three conditions. These results
clearly do not correspond to the predictions: instead of the predicted main effect for
position with both high position conditions showing more positive judgments, only the
high/positive conditions differs from all other conditions, but in the opposite direction
of what was predicted.
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4 Discussion
It is clear from the foregoing discussion that the experiment resulted in relatively weak
outcomes which were, however, very consistent (in the sense that many variables
showed the same pattern) and completely at variance with all predictions. When one
considers the fact that the present study included a relatively small number of subjects,
the consistency of the results suggests that the manipulations had systematic effects on
the subjects. Before we will turn to possible implications of the results, we will first
address several questions concerning the success of our experimental manipulations.

4.1 Success of the manipulations
4.1.1 Preconditions of dissonance
One possible explanation for the fact that the present study does not provide support
for dissonance theory (see Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976)
impression management theory (Tedeschi & Rosenfeld, 1981), and perhaps even selfperception theory (Bem, 1972)17 contends that various preconditions were not fulfilled
by the procedure. In the previous chapter it has been shown that empirical evidence
exists that suggests that so-called 'dissonance effects can only be found when certain
preconditions are satisfied. Although the theoretical accounts for the effects of these
preconditions may be subject to criticism, the fact that *dissonance" has been shown
not to occur under certain circumstances, nevertheless suggests that the current
procedures may have been defective in some respect. Specifically one might propose
that the present procedure involved low consequences, low choice, or that the subjects
were not committed (Schunbach, 1993) Unfortunately, no data are available that
directly relate to these variables. It was felt that the inclusion in the questionnaire of
too specific questions about the experimenter's request, (which after all was not an
integral part of the experiment) might interfere with the image of the questionnaire as a
"general survey". Therefore the question what kind of consequences the subjects
perceived, what kind of choice-freedom they experienced, and whether the subjects

were committed or not, can not be answered directly. However, though there may be
no direct answers to these questions, there is some indirect evidence on this matter.
Starting with the consequences variable, it can be noted that the procedure
which was used in the experiment, closely followed Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959)
original procedure. The confederate was made to react exactly as Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959) described (e.g., he did not say much, he did not make any comments
on the task until the subject started talking about it, and after presenting his conflicting

17 Although Bem (1972) never included the notion of preconditions in his theory, they seem to be in line
with the theory. This is because situations with "own responsibility for aversive consequences" are (logically
speaking) the only situations in which a person cannot explain his or her own behavior through reference to
external factors (e.g., "He made me do it"), and hence has to assume that the own attitude is positive.
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information he did not object further but rather showed signs of believing the subject).
When this procedure is compared to the high and low consequences manipulations that
previous researchers have used (e.g., Calder et al., 1973; Cooper & Worchel, 1970;
Insko et al., 1975), it is clear that it comes considerably closer to their high
consequences manipulations.
Concerning the subjects' choice-freedom things are somewhat more
complicated. Since the procedure of the experiment had explicitly been designed to
copy that of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) as closely as possible, the subjects were
asked for their assistance in the manner Festinger and Carlsmith did, and not in the
way researchers have manipulated "high choice" later on, e.g., by adding phrases such
as "It is completely up to you". However, as has been pointed out earlier, the
additional pressure on subjects who initially refused, was deliberately omitted. Apart
from allowing us to gather data about the spreading of possible refusals in conditions,

one further consequence of this omission was that all those who actually played the
role had themselves agreed to do so. Evidence that seems to support the idea that the
subjects did not feel forced, comes from the ratings of the experimenter which were
generally positive (see table 2.1; the 'pleasant treatment by the experimenter' rating is
most relevant in this case, and the other three ratings of the experimenter not shown in
the table show, exactly the same pattern). Other evidence against the idea that subjects
were forced, comes from questions which had been part of the disguising questions in
the questionnaire: all subjects reacted positive to an item stating "If I had the chance, I
would participate in another such experiment" (M=4.72 on a 6-point disagree-agree
scale), and to another item about how pleasant they had found it to be a subject in this

experiment

(M=4.16

on a

18

6-point unpleasant-pleasant scale).
The strongest
argument against the idea that our subjects had low choice freedom, comes from
another observation. Like Collins et al. (1970) have reported, some of the subjects did
not wait until the experimenter had finished his question, but indicated their agreement
as soon as they understood what the experimenter was aiming at, e.g., by nodding,
and by interrupting the experimenter saying "Yes, I will do that"). Other subjects
immediately agreed as soon as the experimenter had finished his request, without
thinking or asking for further clarification. If subjects felt in any way forced to
comply, one would expect doubts and objections, but no straightforward agreement.
In a comment on our results, SchOnbach (1993) suggests that the procedures
may not have aroused dissonance because the subjects may not have been committed
(p. 167). He suggests that all subjects may have reacted directly to the questions,
without a need to reduce dissonance: in his view the tendency for more positive
judgments in the truth-telling conditions reflects a certain degree of satisfaction while
he interprets the more negative results in the lying conditions as consistent with the
fact, that these subjects were asked to carry out two unpleasant activities (i.e., the task
and talk to the confederate). He finally suggests that the more negative judgments in
the higWpositive condition may have been the consequence of subjects' disapproval

'8 The pattern of the means of both these items corresponds with that of the dependent variables about the
experiment and the experimenter; i.e., the high/positive conditions show somewhat less positive judgments
than the other three conditions. However, these differences are small and not significant.
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with the experimenter's methods, i.e., he requires his assistant to lie. Although we
agree with SchOnbach's separation of the task ratings from the remainder of the results
(see below), we have some problems with his assertion about subjects' commitment.
The problem is that to Schunbach a simple act does not seem to be enough to commit
a person. The way we understand his argumentation, he suggests that some additional
conditions should be met as well. However, it seems to us that many dissonance
theorists would not agree with this: neither the New Look (Cooper & Fazio, 1984),
nor the Radical Version (Beauvois and Joule 1981, 1982) explicitly specify such
preconditions, and Thibodeau and Aronson (1992) even have argued that simple
agreement to perform some act can produce dissonance. Regardless of dissonance
theorists' interpretations of commitment we should mention that auxiliary results
indeed suggest that SchOnbach may be right in distinguishing between degrees of
commitment (see below). Unfortunately, however, even the more committed subjects
(i.e., those in the high position conditions) did not show "dissonance"

4.1.2

The inverted positional effect

In accordance to the doubts about the correctness of the situation in terms of choice
and consequences, the inverted results for the positional variable cast doubts on the
validity of the high and low position manipulations. One possible explanation that
almost immediately comes to mind, states that the high status manipulation may have
backfired: instead of occupying a higher position, the subjects may have felt that they
occupied a lower position. One result Rijsman and Bruin (in press) found in their
second experiment, was that the subjects' evaluation of the task seemed closely
connected to their actual position (as defined by both high power and a high position):
only when subjects had sufficient reasons to assume that they had a high status, did
their evaluation of the task become more positive. Moreover, an initial promotion,
immediately followed by a degradation back to the original level (i.e., of a normal
subject), did not result in more negative judgments, but in judgments directly
comparable to the control level. If indeed subjects' judgments of a task are so closely
connected to their hierarchical position, then one might assume that what had been
intended as a promotion, in reality involved a degradation. However, this position is
somewhat difficult to maintain in the light of evidence suggesting that the high position
manipulation may have been effective after all. Firstly, as was mentioned in section
2.3, the confederate was asked to guess for each subject whether he had been in the
high position condition or in the low. Surprisingly, the confederate managed to classify
correctly 39 out of 52 subjects -including the suspicious subjects; barring those he
classified 32 out of 44 subjects correctly. It is unlikely that such a result can be
obtained by chance; following the binomial distribution for p=.50, the result of
scoring 75 % correctly with N=52 has a [two-sided] chance of p <.0003). When asked
after the experiment to describe how he had been able to differentiate the two types of
subjects, the confederate mentioned that in his opinion the high position subjects
behaved more haughtily than those in the low position condition. The same result
appeared from the confederate's ratings of subjects' haughtiness: analysis of variance
showed a main effect for the position manipulation (F[1,40] =12.72, p < .001), which
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indicated that in both high position conditions the confederate had judged the subjects
to be more 'haughty' than in the low position conditions, (concerning the main effect
for content and the interaction effect, both F[1,40] <.50, n.s.). 19 Checks on the other
ratings by the confederate revealed no further significant differences between
conditions. Apart from these ratings, the confederate also kept detailed notes on
unusual occurrences, and other events he considered important. From these notes it
appeared that high position subjects put more effort in giving a convincing advocacy,
sometimes tried to put the confederate at ease (this must have been a reaction to their
own nervousness since the confederate always behaved calm and neutral), and that they
counter-argued more after the confederate's objections. Furthermore, some of the high
position subjects appeared to take a 'superior' or even an arrogant posture, and some
of them did not sit down (as the experimenter had said), but remained standing. The
subjects in the low position, however, put less effort in their advocacies, appeared less
concerned with the experiment (cf. the "running away" after delivering the message),
and some even appeared to feel personally threatened by the confederate's conflicting
information (e.g., some actually started to defend themselves). Furthermore, the low
position subjects never appeared arrogant or superior, and all of them sat down as the
experimenter had told them to.
As noted in the previous section, the reported difference in subjects' effort
suggests that the high position subjects were more committed to the experimenter's
cause than the subjects in the low position condition. Interestingly, a greater
commitment together with the behavior as if the subjects were superior to the
confederate, suggests that the high position manipulation may after all have had exactly
the expected effect on the subjects. However, this still does not explain why these
subjects did not like the task more than those in the low position condition. As for this
discrepancy, it is important to realize that there is a difference between this procedure
and those by Rijsman and Bruin (in press). Rijsman and Bruin's subjects were asked to
judge a task which they actually carried out in a certain hierarchical position, whereas
the present subjects were asked to judge a task they had carried out before they
occupied the higher hierarchical position. This may of course constitute a crucial
difference: a high position may lead to a more positive evaluation of activities carried
out while occupying that position, but at the same time to a more negative evaluation
of the activities carried out in a previous low position. For example, in the latter case
the contrast between the two positions, possibly together with a greater commitment to
the experimenter's cause, might lead to an exaggeration of the negative character of
the activities carried out in the previous position.

" Means were 2.31 (high position conditions), and 1.33 (low position conditions) on
ranging from ' 1: not applicable' to '4: applies very well'.

a

4-point scale
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4.1.3

Procedural differences

Although there may be reasons to assume that the experimental situation did not
backfire, there is nevertheless room for doubts concerning the procedure followed.
After all the experiment did not involve a veiy close replication of the original
procedures of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), and hence it is possible that the
somewhat altered situation resulted in other psychological processes than their
experiment. Two aspects of the experiment stand out especially: the different task, and
the omission of the experimenter's persuasive remark.

The task

It is clear that there are several differences between our task and the simple manual
manipulation task Festinger and Carlsmith used. First, the computer task contained
some inherent meaning (thanks to suggestive words such as "Ordernr".), whereas
Festinger and Carlsmith's task involved manual manipulations of pegs and spools
which could probably only remotely be connected to something concrete. However, it
is not clear how such minimal information could have fundamentally altered the effects
of the later manipulations.
A second potentially relevant difference between our task and Festinger and
Carlsmith's is that some subjects appear to have inferred from the length of the
printout that they were dealing with a speed-test, or at least had to work as fast as they
could. This was undoubtedly the result of the lack of any reference to what the
experiment was actually about: since the procedure required that the subjects were only
introduced to the task, they were free to develop their own ideas on the purpose of the
experiment. In spite of the fact that they were told (by the experimenter) that the
experiment would take about 20 minutes and (by the computer) that they should work
at their own speed, some subjects nevertheless inferred that they had to work fast.
However, apart from the question whether the computerized task really differed from
those used by Festinger and Carlsmith (see below), it is not very clear how such
differences in the subjects' performance On the task could interfere with the
manipulations. The problem is that the hypothesized psychological effects of (among
others) dissonance, and subjects' hierarchical position are supposed to be independent
of the specific character of the task. Of course one might propose that differences in
meaning the subjects ascribed to the task, may have blurred the data, but further
analyses using the performance of the task, i.e., the number of "orders" worked
through, did neither show a systematic relation between performance and judgments of
the task (correlations between items about the task and performance do not exceed

r=.23, n.s.), nor did it show substantial effects when the performance was added as a
covariate in analyses of variance.
The other side of the coin, however, is that one cannot even be sure that we are
actually dealing here with a difference between Festinger and Carlsmith's tasks and
ours. Also in their experiment subjects did not really know what the task was for, and
there seem to have been subtle cues which could be interpreted by the subjects in
terms of working as fast as one could. As Nuttin (1966) suggested, the experimenter's
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use of a stop-watch may have given the subjects a cue as to what the experiment could
be about, (which is why Nuttin removed it from his experiment); especially when this
cue is combined with the name of the experiment ("measures of performance"), one
cannot exclude the possibility that some of Festinger and Carlsmith's subjects also
inferred that they were in a speed-test.
A final difference between the computerized task and the manual tasks of
Festinger and Carlsmith, is that the former may have demanded more concentration
from the subjects. Since they had to compare two types of information written on
screen, and on a printout, which were not presented in the same order, subjects were
simply forced to keep concentrated on the task. On the other hand, the tasks Festinger
and Carlsmith demanded of their subjects, were relatively simple motor tasks which
only involved a moderate level of concentration. Thus, one might suggest that perhaps
the high level of concentration that was required from our subjects, somehow may
have interfered with the manipulations, for example by tiring the subjects to such an
extent that they became less receptive to "dissonance" effects. However, this
possibility does not seem very likely: in general the subjects neither appeared tired nor
exhausted by the work they had been doing. The observations that many subjects were
eager to learn about the purpose of the task and that some even informed about their
performance (which was shown to them after the entire experiment had been completed
under the pretext that these were not readily available) also do not suggest that the
subjects had been exhausted. Next, the total time spent on doing the task in the present
experiment was shorter than in Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment (i. e., 20 minutes
VS. 1 hour). If tiredness would play an important role, then the shorter time of the
present study suggests that the two experiments may not have differed so much.
Finally it should be noted that Paulhus (1982) was able to obtain "dissonance" effects
with a number striking task, carried out for 20 minutes, which may have required a
similar level of concentration of the subjects. From these considerations we conclude
that there are no valid reasons for assuming that our task demanded too much
concentration of the subjects.

The omission of the experimenter's remark
The second alteration in the original procedures which stands out, is the omission of
the remark by the experimenter that in general the task is judged positively by his
subjects. When the present results are compared with those of Jastrebske (1981), one
possible way of explaining the present absence of "dissonance" effects is to accept her
conclusion that the experimenter's remark facilitates 'dissonance effects (as also
Festinger and Cartsmith suggested). Moreover, one might even state that high position
subjects are especially susceptible to this information since it provides them with a cue
as to which opinion they should adopt. This possibility certainly deserves further
attention: originally the experimenter's remark had been omitted because it was feared
that it might interfere with the main manipulations of the experiment. Although results
arose which suggested that the omission of the remark might prevent "dissonance
effects (e.g., Jastrebske, 1981), it was felt that these results could not really be trusted
(see Chapter 1). The present results nevertheless seem to suggest that the remark does
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somehow make a difference. However, before jumping to this conclusion one should

realize that the present results are not the only ones which show no signs of
"dissonance". In fact, there is a great similarity between our results and Nuttin's
(1966) no-reward conditions, which did include the experimenter's remark (see 4.2 for
a more detailed discussion). Therefore it seems unlikely that our failure to raise
"dissonance" in our subjects was caused by the omission of the experimenter's remark
about "other subjects".

4.1.4

Concluding remarks

From the foregoing sections we conclude that there are no compelling reasons to doubt
the procedures involved in the present experiment: there are no substantial grounds for
arguing that wrong manipulations of choice-freedom, responsibility for causing
aversive consequences, and commitment may have prevent dissonance from being
aroused. Furthermore, the two manipulations of subjects' role-position also resulted in
different types of behavior by the subjects toward the confederate which point in the
direction of the expected effects: the high subjects seem to have felt "higher", more
important, or simply closer connected to the experiment and the experimenter than the
low position subjects. Concerning the task it was noted that this perhaps differed
somewhat from tasks in other experiments, but that, on the other hand, there seem to
be no special reasons to assume that either the performance of the task, or the
concentration it demanded, may have influenced the subjects' susceptibility to the
effects of the manipulations. Finally, with respect to the omission of the remark (about
the opinion of other subjects) by the experimenter, it was suggested that although one
may suspect that this remark plays a crucial role (Jastrebske, 1981), the convergence
between the present data and Nuttin's (1966) no-reward results suggests that the
remark may not be a crucial aspect of 'dissonance" effects.

4.2 Theoretical implications and considerations leading to further research

In the foregoing section it has been argued that there are no reasons for assuming that
the results of Experiment 1 can be discarded as the consequences of an unsuccessful
implementation of the experimental situation. Therefore the experiment leaves us with
a number of intriguing results: the failure to find any differences which support a
single theory predicting "dissonance effects (positive shifts in the subjects' evaluation
of the task), the inverted positional effect, and the less favorable judgments of both the
experiment and the experimenter in the high/positive condition. In the following
sections attention will be paid to several theoretical considerations concerning these
results.

4.2.1

The content of the advocacy
As mentioned above, the first remarkable result of the present study is the total lack of
any effects which can be explained in terms of cognitive dissonance theory, impression
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management theory, and self-perception theory. In section 1.3 of this chapter it was
argued that all these theories predict that one should find a difference between the
positive and negative content manipulations, and from the New Look the prediction
was derived that all experimental conditions should show more positive judgments of
the task than the control condition. However, none of these effects was found: the
means in the negative (consonant) conditions tended to be slightly more positive than
the positive (dissonant) conditions, and the only conditions which differed substantially
from the control condition, resulted in more negative judgments of the task. Therefore
there is no indication that the manipulations had after all their predicted effects: all
results indicate essentially the opposite of the predicted effects.
At the end of section 4.1 it was mentioned that the present lack of a
dissonance effect has been reported before, i.e., by Nuttin (1966). As was described
in Chapter 1 (section 5.6.1), Nuttin found that when subjects were not paid anything
for delivering their speech, they did not show any change in their judgments of the
task. In fact all three variables show that the means of these conditions remained quite
close to that of the control level. The data of our present experiment show essentially
the same pattern: within each situational manipulation the judgments of the task do not
differ significantly from one another. It is therefore tempting to say that the present

results do not only form a replication of Nuttin's original outcome, but even a
generalization of that outcome in two different experimental procedures (i.e., the
situation created by Festinger and Carlsmith [1959] and the one of Calder et al.
[1973]).

A closer inspection of Nuttin's original data, however, casts doubts on the idea
that we really replicated Nuttin's results. As mentioned before, Nuttin's no-reward
conditions did not differ much from his control condition, and since Nuttin used
Festinger and Carlsmith's "high position" procedure, one would expect that in the
present experiment the two high position conditions also would lie at the control level.
However, as can be verified in table 2.1, we did not replicate this result since the two
high position conditions differed considerably from the control condition. A possibly
rather odd-looking explanation for this difference is suggested by a closer inspection of
the two control conditions. Nuttin's control condition, and the present control condition
are different from one another to the extent that the subjects were told different things
during the "debriefing". While Nuttin replicated the original procedure of Festinger
and Carlsmith (i.e., his control subjects were told something that might be called a
'high position/positive advocacy debriefing'), the present subjects heard a debriefing
from which both the high position and the content manipulations had been omitted.
This leads to the hypothesis that variations in the information provided to the subjects
during the "debriefing" phase of the experiment may alter their judgments of the
task.20 This hypothesis was tested in the two experiments which will be described in
20 The data of the 1-experimenter condition of the pilot-study (see section 2.1) are also relevant with
respect to this matter since the procedure in that condition had been a direct copy of Festinger and
Carismith's control condition. In fact, comparison (involving t-tests) with the means of the present
experiment revealed that the subjects' judgments of the task in the pilot-study were highly similar to those in
the high position conditions, and even differed significantly from the control condition of the experiment.
Specifically the following differences (ip <.05) were found between the pilot and conditions of Experiment 1:
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Chapter 3.

4.2.2 The effects of the positional manipulation
A second intriguing aspect of the present data is that an essentially situational
manipulation can affect the subjects' judgments of the task. This result was essentially
produced by means of a manipulation of the informational background to the request
for assistance. An explanation for this result is at present hard to provide. On the one
hand the results confirm the prediction that the two procedures have different effects
on the subjects: several auxiliary observations suggest that the manipulations indeed
may somehow have affected the subjects' role-position, e.g., the haughty behavior
toward the confederate. One worrisome implication of this finding is that, as long as
the reason behind this difference has not been identified, experiments which follow
Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) procedure may not be directly comparable with
experiments that follow the procedure of Calder et at. (1973). On the other hand it is
clear that the predicted pattern was reversed, and this implies that the analysis in terms

of role-positional effects

needs revising.
Concerning this reversal, two important considerations should be kept in mind:
first of all, very little is known about the actual effects of shifts in subjects' rolepositions on judgments of a task. Several variables have been encountered throughout
this chapter that may also play an important role: it might be important that the task
was not directly relevant for the role position (see 4.1.2), it might be important that
the subjects get at least some reward (see 1.2.5), and finally it might be important that
the subjects get a cue from the experimenter about what their opinion "should be" (see
4.1.3). One of these variables or perhaps a combination of them might play an
important role with respect to the direction in which the subjects' judgments change;
especially the experimenter's remark seems to deserve further study. Furthermore,
with respect to the effects on the judgments about the experiment and the
experimenter, it should be noted that these variables had originally been added for
exploratory purposes. The present results suggest that subjects' opinions about an
experiment and an experimenter do not change as easily as a consequence of shifts in
their role-position, as had originally been expected. Moreover, it should be kept in
mind that these judgments responded to quite different influences, which did not have
much to do with the mechanisms which brought about the changes in the subjects'
ratings of the task. For example, the notion that the subjects in the high position
condition put more effort in their advocacies, suggests that perhaps those who had to
tell a lie, were more aware of the difficulties they had to go through. Also
SchOnbach's (1993, see 4.1.1) hypothesis that the subjects disapproved of the
experimenter's methods deserves serious consideration.
A second consideration is concerned with the type of manipulations used in the

as to the item 'interesting' and the TE sum-scale the means obtained in the pilot differed significantly from
the control condition and the low role position/negative content condition; as to 'boring'. the pilot differed
significantly from the control condition and both low role-position conditions. For 'annoying' a significant
difference was found between the pilot and the control condition.
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present experiment. As has been mentioned before, the high and low positional
manipulations were in the first place manipulations of the background-information,
provided to the subjects in the "debriefing". After these informational manipulations
the procedures were identical except for some minor differences in the actual requests.
Hence we still need a proof that the effects found were really the consequence of the
actual occupation of the role-positions: from a logical point of view the informational
background could also have caused the effects. If we combine this procedural
consideration with the foregoing discussion of Nuttin's results (see 4.2.1), it is clear
that a closer investigation of the informational manipulations in the -debriefings" of
this study would be highly relevant. For this reason two further studies were carried
out which explicitly concerned these *debriefings". The next chapter contains a report
of these experiments.
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Experiments 2 and 3: Exploring the control condition

1 Introduction
In the closing section of the preceding chapter the hypothesis has been forwarded that
the inclusion of different types of information at the level of the control condition can
lead to differences in subjects' judgments of the task in experiments which follow
Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) procedure. A comparison of the results of
Experiment 1 with those of Nuttin (1966) suggested this hypothesis: Nuttin reported no
difference from the control-level between two experimental no-reward conditions
whereas Experiment 1 did show significant differences between the control condition
and two experimental conditions which mirrored Nuttin's experimental conditions; the
high position conditions. A close inspection of the actual procedures of the two control
conditions revealed that Nuttin gave his control subjects a high-position/positive
content "debriefing", i.e., an assisting student tells a lie, whereas our own controlcondition contained neither an explication of who informed the subjects in the alleged
experimental condition, nor a specific description of what they were told, e.g.,"...we
do give them a clear impression". When considering these control-conditions it seems
possible that the specification of the (positive) content, the specification of the person,
or even the interplay of these two types of information could influence the subjects'
judgments of the task. This could explain the inconsistency between the outcomes of
the two studies.
Unfortunately, Experiment 1 does not shed much light on this matter since the
experiment lacked the appropriate conditions. On the contrary, it has been argued in
the previous chapter that since there exists a possibility that only a difference in the
infonnation provided to the subjects in the debriefing, could have caused the reported
changes in the subjects' opinion, the assumption still needs to be proven that the
occupation of the role-position actually affected the subjects' judgments of the task.
Therefore we face two factors that need further investigation: the presentation of the
(positive) content in the -debriefing", and the presentation of the role-positional
information
in the "debriefing". The following section deals with several
considerations concerning these factors.

1.1 Consequences of content and role-position
The first factor identified above, concerns the experimenter's statement about the
content of the advocacy to the subject. It has been suggested that the simple act of
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telling the subject what the subjects in the alleged experimental group are being told,
influences the subjects' opinion. One relevant observation in Experiment 1 was that
many subjects smiled, and even started laughing when they were confronted with the
idea that the subjects in the alleged "other condition" were told a lie -this observation
was not systematically recorded. This suggests that the subjects were very well aware
of the boring character of the task, as well as of the fact that a lie was told in the
alleged experimental condition. Further evidence of the subjects' awareness of the
boring character of the task comes from the observation that subjects frequently made
remarks like "Whew, that was really boring!", and "I'm glad it's finished" when they
met the experimenter after completing the task. It seems possible that mentioning the
content during the "debriefing" resulted in an extremization of the subjects' own
judgments of the task, thus making them more negative as compared to a controlcondition in which no content was mentioned. This extremization might even be
independent of the actual content mentioned: if the subjects are aware of the negative

character of the task, the act of specifying the message of the alleged advocacy might
be more important than the actual content of that message (extremization hypothesis).
For example the preliminary confrontation with the evaluative dimensions might alter

the subjects' subsequent judgments on those dimensions.
The second factor that was identified, concerns the presentation of the
experiment to the subjects. In this case, a logical possibility exists that the mere
presentation of the situation in terms of the person who carries out the advocacy,
caused different judgments of the task. As will be recalled Festinger and Carlsmith
(1959), and Nuttin (1966) told their (control) subjects that this person had a high
position, i.e., an assisting student, whereas the control condition of Experiment 1 did
not contain such a specific reference to a person but rather implied the researcher and
his team, i.e., "we tell them...". It might be that exactly this difference in the

presentation of the experiment to the (control) subjects lies at the root of the
inconsistency between Nuttin' s results and our own that was described above
(presenmtion hypothesis). Although this hypothesis is admittedly somewhat difficult to
conceive as far as the psychological mechanisms that mediate it are concerned, the data
do not exclude the possibility. Moreover, if the information provided in the high
position manipulation would really have a negative effect on the subjects' judgments of
the task (as compared to either mentioning the subject or nobody), this would imply
that in Experiment 1 the consecutive role-playing would have had no additional effect
on these judgments, as Nuttin (1966) found.1

As will be recalled, the mean judgments of the task in the 1 -experimenter condition of the pilot-study
(see Chapter 2), which was run with a high position/positive content debriefing, were directly comparable to
1

those of the high position conditions of Experiment 1.
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1.2 Considerations about the experiments

At the time the two experiments which are reported in this chapter, were planned and
carried out, no further attempts were made to specify the mediating psychological
processes beyond what has been described above: especially the second hypothesis was
left somewhat incomplete as far as the mediating psychological processes are
concerned. Also no attempts were made to address the (logical) possibility that an
interaction of the positive content with the high positional information had caused the
difference. The two experiments were carried out with the objective of exploring these
effects without specific guidance by theoretical considerations. There were several
considerations behind this; most important is that both experiments were in the first
place aimed at ruling out the criticism that Experiment 1 does not show convincingly
that the actual occupation of a role-position caused the reported changes in the
subjects' judgments. The hypothesized effects were first and foremost regarded as
logical possibilities that could be derived from comparisons with Nuttin's (1966)
experiment, as well as with a pilot-study, but it was not really expected that the effects
might stretch beyond the level of control conditions. If any effects were to be found, it
was felt that these would come from mentioning the content to the subjects. In the case
of the second factor, and therefore also in the case of a possible interaction of the two

factors, there was also another problem: there simply seemed to be no differences
between the manipulations on which either effect could be based. It did not seem to
make much sense to assume that a rather subtle difference between explanations for
carrying out an alleged experimental task could lead to different judgments of that
task, nor for that matter that an interaction with the content manipulation would occur.
Two studies were carried out to further explore possible differences at the level
of the control condition. Actually only one experiment might have sufficed, but a
second one -below referred to as Experiment 2- was carried out because it provided
the possibility to investigate some effects in a different context, and because it could
easily be combined with another study of the Department of Social Psychology at
Tilburg University. Experiment 2 only addressed the extremization hypothesis whereas
Experiment 3 addressed both the extremization hypothesis and the presentation
hypothesis. Both experiments involved only control-conditions: in both, subjects first
carried out a somewhat boring task, then they were explained the "purpose of the
experiment", which contained the manipulations of the independent variables, and
finally the subjects were asked to fill in an "unrelated questionnaire". No role-playing
was involved in these experiments.
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1.3 Hypotheses
The hypotheses that were tested in the experiments were:
1

When subjects after carrying out a boring task receive a 'debriefing", which
explicitly mentions either positive, or negative evaluative statements about that
task, their judgments of that task will be more negative, i.e., they will become

more extreme, than when the 'debriefing" does not contain such statements
(extremization hypothesis).
2

When subjects after carrying out a boring task receive a debriefing", which
explicitly mentions that a person occupying a high role position tells subjects in
another condition a story about the task, their judgments of that task will be
more negative than when no reference is made to the high role position

(presenmtion hypothesis).

As mentioned before, Experiment 2 only addressed the first hypothesis while
experiment 3 addressed both, as well as the possibility of an interaction of the two
effects.
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2 The second experiment
2.1 Procedure

Experiment 2 was carried out in order to test the hypothesis that content information
might influence subjects' judgments about a task. The experiment was combined with
another study which dealt with social value orientations. Since that study did not
involve different treatment conditions -i.e., there were four different conditions, but
these contained four different orders of decomposed games- there was no reason to
assume that the first study might interfere with the manipulations of the second one.
Nevertheless the second experiment was counter-balanced fur the four orders of the
preceding study.
The general outline of the procedure was as follows: subjects, pupils from a
high school in Tilburg, first filled in two questionnaires containing the decomposed
games. It was expected that since these questionnaires were rather long the subjects
would find this boring. Then they read a written "explanation", which was essentially
the same as the one used in Experiment 1: it was explained that the study involved a
comparison of choice behavior between two conditions, one in which no information
was given prior to the questionnaire, and one with detailed information about the
questionnaire. There were three of these "explanations": one with a neutral content
(content not specified), one with a positive content (that the task was enjoyable), and
one with a negative content (that the task was boring). When the subjects had finished
reading this "explanation", they opened a separate envelope which contained a slightly
modified and shortened version of the "unrelated" questionnaire which had been used

in Experiment 1.
The experiment was carried out in the school. Subjects were asked for their
participation, and were offered Hfl 5 for their participation. If pupils agreed they were
asked to go to a classroom where they received the packet of questionnaires, plus
specific instructions about the order in which they were to work through all papers;
surveillance ensured that subjects did not depart from the proper order. Because only
one classroom was available and because there were always subjects filling in the
questionnaires, no subjects were debriefed.

2.2 Independent variables

A translation of the Dutch text used in the written 'explanations" can be found below:
"ON THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 'CHOICE AND DECISION BEHAVIOR'

As for the study in which you have just participated, we are interested in the influence information can have
on the way persons choose. In the study there were two groups, each with different instructions. The first
group, group A, (the group you were in), got only information in the instructions of the questionnaire about
the purpose of the questionnaire and how it had to be filled in. In the other group (group B) things were abit
different, for except the instructions they also got an extensive description of what filling in the questionnaire
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would be like".
Thus far, all three conditions were identical. In the positive and negative conditions, the following
text was inserted: "In this description, the following five aspects were mentioned: it is very enjoyable to do,
it is pleasant to do, it is very interesting, it is fascinating, it is exciting" (positive content condition). In the
negative content condition the same text was used, except that the five descriptions were changed into "It is
very annoying to do, it is unpleasant, it is very uninteresting, it is monotonous, it is boring" In the neutral
condition this explanation was omitted.
In all three conditions the text then continued: 'What we are investigating is whether there is a
difference in the choices the people in these two groups make, so whether there is a difference between the
choices of people without any prior expectation about what they are going to do (group A), and the choices
of people who do have a clear expectation about what they are going to do (group B)".
The text ended with a request not to talk with others about the study since this might possibly
influence those who had not yet participated.

2.3 Dependent variables

As in Experiment 1 the dependent variables were measured by means of a seemingly
unrelated questionnaire which was presented as a general survey into the experiences
of persons who participated in several researches that were carried out by the
Department of Psychology of Tilburg University. As in Experiment 1 the questionnaire
started with several general questions which served as an " identification" of the study
the subjects had been participating in (e.g., open questions about name, and purpose of
the experiment). Next the questionnaire contained 14 answering scales which dealt with
the experiment, the experimenter(s), and the task. All questions had been taken from
the questionnaire of Experiment 1, i.e., all items of the three sum-scales, the three
general attitude items, the item about how pleasant the subjects had found being a
subject in the experiment, and the item whether the subjects would like to participate
again in a similar experiment (see Chapter 2, section 4.1.l) . All items were completely
the same as in Experiment 1; in fact even the order of the items in the questionnaire
was the same. Ten 'masking' questions were left out for three reasons: first, the
double experiment required that the questionnaire should not be longer than was
strictly necessary -on average it took subjects about 40 minutes to complete all
questionnaires- and secondly, it was felt that the questions about the experiment and
the experimenter could serve as 'masking' questions since the variables of main
interest were the five ratings of the task.

2.4 Results

A total of

73 subjects participated in the experiment: 40 male and 32 female. Subjects'

age ranged between 15 and 18 with a median age of Md= 17. Subjects were randomly
assigned to the three conditions. One subject failed to fill in the final questionnaire,
and a further 7 were excluded from all analyses because they had given answers to the

open questions that indicated that they did not understand the connection between the
questionnaire and the main experiment (e.g. , when asked what they had to do in the
experiment several replied that they had either to answer honestly, Or to give their
opinion; these were all aspects of the instructions of the 'unrelated' questionnaire). The
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remaining 65 subjects were divided over the conditions as follows: 23 in the control
condition, 23 in the negative content condition, and 19 in the positive content
condition.2
Table 3.1 displays the results that were obtained on the five questions about the
task plus one of the 'masking' questions in the questionnaire. Inspection of the means
reveals that although the pattern corresponds to the hypothesis, the differences are
generally small, and not significant. The only exceptions are the attitude rating and the
subjects' willingness to participate again in a similar study: both items show a
significant difference between the control condition and the negative content condition.
One-way analyses of variance (using a type III model) showed the same result: for
only two variables significant effects were found for conditions. The items were the
subjects' attitude toward the task (F[2,62] =4.22, p < .02) and the subjects' willingness

to participate in a similar study (F[2,62] =3.69, p< .05). Since a principal components
analysis did not exactly confirm the pattern that had been obtained in Experiment 1,
(i.e., after varimax-rotation the item 'interesting' loaded higher on the factor that
contained the items of the IR sum-scale than on the factor that contained the remaining
TE-items), the table does not contain the means for the sum-scales.

Table 3.1

Mean judgments in Experiment 2 (N=65)'

Control

Positive

Negative

n

23

19

23

Attitude Task

4.26.
4.48'

3.90

3.44'

3.84

3.65'

3.91

3.84

3.65

3.13

3.21

2.74

Participate again

Annoying
Interesting
Enjoyable
Boring

3.35

3.16

3.09

3.13

2.84

2.78

' Values can range between 1 (negative) and 6 (positive). Means with
from each other (t-test, p <.05).

a

similar superscript differ significantly

2.5 Discussion
Although the means generally seem to be in line with the notion that mentioning the
content in the (written) debriefing" leads to more negative judgments, they do not
provide strong support for this hypothesis. One problem of the present results is that
sign(/icant differences were only found for the negative content whereas the crucial
positive content condition clearly was much less affected by the manipulations. This
2 The numbers of removed subjects per condition are: 1 from the control condition, 2 from the negative
content condition, and 4 from the positive content condition. The subject who had failed to answer all
questions, had been assigned to the control condition.
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outcome certainly does not suggest that the explanation for the difference between
Experiment 1 and Nuttin's (1966) experiment should be found in the experimenter's
mentioning the positive content to the subjects. However, even the conclusion that
merely mentioning the negative content may have had the predicted effect is in fact not
justified. First, the only item about the task that did show significant differences, was
the subjects' attitude toward the task whereas the comparison between Experiment 1
and Nuttin's study suggests that significant effects should have been found for the four
more specific items about the task. Even more important, however, is the observation
that the control condition resulted in moderately positive attitudes toward the task. As
will be recalled, originally an extremization of the subjects' initial judgments had been
predicted when the content would be added to the debriefing. It is obvious that the
reported changes in the subjects' attitudes are anything but such an extremization.
However, one can doubt the consequences of this failure to find support for the
extremization hypothesis. Although the texts that were used, are quite similar to the
ones used in Experiment 1, the entire setting of the experiment certainly was not, and
this might provide an explanation why the present study did not succeed in finding
support for the extremization hypothesis. For example one may well question the
present experiment for the subjects' fully understanding the "debriefing".The subjects'

relatively young age, and the fact that the "debriefing" was written instead of orally
presented, may possibly have prevented the subjects from fully understanding the
alleged intentions of the experimenters, and, for that matter, the purpose of the
questionnaire. An observation which seems to support both arguments is that seven
subjects had to be discarded due to confusing the instructions of the questionnaire with
the purpose of the experiment. From this one might conclude that the "debriefing"
puzzled the subjects more than that it clarified anything; the fact that in the positive
content condition twice as many subjects had to be discarded than in the negative
content condition also seems consistent with this. On the other hand one should not
exaggerate the subjects' difficulties in understanding the material since many of the
subjects were only 1 or 2 years away from entering university or similar types of
higher education. Even more important, however, is the fact that the results of another
study also did not provide support the extremization hypothesis.
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3 The third experiment
In order to provide a more direct test of the three hypotheses presented in the
introduction to this chapter, an experiment was carried out which closely followed the
procedures of Experiment 1. As was the case with Experiment 2, all manipulations
were essentially informational: all the subjects were required to do, was to perform the
boring task with the computer, listen to an oral "debriefing" about the alleged purpose
of the experiment, which contained the manipulations of the independent variables, and
to fill in a seemingly unrelated questionnaire. In order to differentiate between the
predicted effects, the experiment included two factors of each three levels which were
orthogonally manipulated: content (not specified, positive, and negative), and roleplayer (not specified, assisting student, and subject). The experiment included a full
3 x 3 factorial design.

3.1 Procedure and independent variables

The outline of the procedure was exactly the same as in the control condition of
Experiment 1 except for the manipulations, and a short explanatory sentence which
was added at the end of the "debriefing" (see below). During lectures students could
subscribe for a study in "Performance on automated work", which was said to require
somewhat less than 45 minutes. In exchange for their participation students were
offered Hft 7.50. Upon entering the laboratory subjects went through exactly the same
sequence of events as in Experiment 1 (see Chapter 2). After the subject had been paid
his reward the experimenter started the "debriefing":
"I will explain to you what this was about in order to give you an idea why you have been doing this. [Short
break; like in Experiment 1, subjects frequently gave signs of curiosity.] The way the experiment is set up, is
as follows. There are two different groups in the experiment. In one, the group you were in, we let the
subjects carry out this task without an actual introduction into the experiment. That is, we only tell them how
they have to do it, but all kinds of other information such as what it will be like, and what they are going to
deal with is left out. But in the other group things are different".
At this point the manipulations of the role-player factor were inserted. In the assisting student
conditions the experimenter said: "We have an assisting student, and what we do is we take him into the
same waiting-room you were sitting in, and introduce him to the next subject as if he just has participated in
the research. What we say is: 'This is so-and-so, who has just participated in the experiment, and I have
asked him to tell you something about what is ahead of you'. The assisting student then tells the next subject
in his own words:..." In the subject conditions this was exchanged for: "We take, whenever it is necessary,
the previous subject into the same waiting-room in which you were sitting, and introduce him to the next
subject as somebody who has just participated in the research. What we say is: 'This is so-and-so, who has
just participated in the experiment, and I have asked him to tell you something about what is ahead of you'.
He or she then tells the next subject in his or her own words:..."
Next followed the manipulations of the content factor: in the positive and negative content
conditions, the experimenter then took a piece of paper with the words "For group B" on it, and read aloud
while showing the paper to the subject: "...it is very enjoyable to do, it is pleasant, it is very interesting, it is
fascinating, it is exciting" (positive content), or " . . .i t i s very annoying to do, it is unpleasant, it is very
uninteresting, it is monotonous, it is boring" (negative content). In the no content condition this specification
was left out, and replaced for: "... and the assisting student/subject tells the next subject something".
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In the no role-player conditions the experimenter either said: "Before they carry out that task, we
tell them in our own words the following:..." (when the content was to be specified), or -In that group we
do give the subjects a clear expectation of what is ahead of them" (as had been the case in the control
condition of Experiment 1).
In all conditions the experimenter then continued: "You see, what we are investigating is, how these
two groups perform the task, the one with the expectation, and the one without expectations about the task.
What we are looking at is their performance, how far they get, and how accurate they work. [The latter line
was added because in Experiment 1 and the pilot-study many subjects asked for further specifications; this
addition was a (successful) attempt to forestall such questioning.] Is it clear how it works and what we are
doing? [short break] Then the experimenter thanked the subject for his participation, and asked the subject if
he or she minded to fill in the questionnaire he had mentioned earlier. The remainder of the experiment was
carried out in exactly the same manner as Experiment 1.

3.2 Dependent variables
The dependent variables were the five questions about the task which had also been
used in Experiments 1 and 2. Also similar to those experiments, the questions were
hidden in a seemingly unrelated survey into the experiences of people who have
participated in psychological experiments. Except for some minor changes in the
instructions, i.e., they were shortened a little and the explanation was added that the
subjects could seal the envelope, the same questionnaire was used as in Experiment 1.
Furthermore, some secondary data were gathered On the subjects' behavior. As was
mentioned in section 1.1, non-systematic observations in Experiment 1 suggested that
subjects sometimes smiled, and even laughed during the experimenter's mentioning the
content. In order to find out whether this reaction was systematically related to one of
the content conditions, the experimenter carefully observed each subject's reaction, and
(afterward) made a note whether the subject showed signs of amusement (laughing,

smiling) or not.

3.3 Results

A total of

51 subjects participated in the experiment; all subjects were randomly
assigned to the nine conditions. Five subjects had to be discarded for various reasons
(e.g., participation in an earlier experiment), which left 46 subjects for analyses. In
order to make the number of subjects in all conditions equal (5), the data of one
(randomly selected) subject were removed. Ten of the remaining 45 subjects were
male, and 35 were female. The majority of the subjects were students of the Tilburg
Department of Social Sciences (38); the other students were students of other
departments. About half of the subjects were in their first year of their study (23).
A multivariate analysis of variance on all five items about the task only resulted
in a significant main effect for the role-player factor: F(10,66)=2.06, p< .05. Further
univariate analyses had the same result for the four items of the TE-scale (for the item
about the subjects' attitude toward the task none of the Fs was over 1.30; n.s.;
df=4,36 for the interaction, and df=2,36 for the content main effect). The items
'enjoyable' and 'boring' showed all F < 1.00 (n. s.) except for the role-player main
effect: for 'enjoyable' F(2,36)=5.00 (p< .01), and for 'boring' F(2,36)=3.77
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(p <.05). The items 'interesting' and 'annoying' showed essentially the same pattern,
although the main effect for role-player did not reach significance. For 'interesting' the
main effect for role-player had F(2,36)=2.77 (p < .08) while all other F were below
1.00 (n.s.), and for 'annoying' the main effect for role-player was F(2,36)=1.92
(p <. 17) while all other F< 1.30 (n. s.). The TE-scale also showed this result: all
F< .50 except the main effect for role-player, which was 17(2,36)=3.75, (p< .05). No
support was found for the hypothesis that, as a consequence of an interaction of the
two hypothesized effects, the assisting studenUnegative and the assisting
student/positive conditions had resulted in more negative judgments than the seven
other conditions (all t[36]< 1.36 and all p> . 18; this particular value for t was
obtained for 'enjoyable'). Further exploratory analyses revealed that the manipulations
had not had any substantial effect on the other questions in the questionnaire: for all
variables means were directly comparable to those obtained in the control condition of
Experiment 1. Exploratory analyses also revealed that there was no substantial relation
between the subjects' performance on the task and their ratings of the task.

Table 3.2

Mean evaluation of the task in Experiment 3 (N=45)*

I

Mean judgments for all nine conditions

Content

No role-player
None Neg
Pos

Assisting student
Pos
None Neg

n

555

Subject
None Neg

555

555

Enjoyable
Boring
Interesting
Annoying

2.00* 3.00

2.60

2.60 2.60

3.60+ 3.8 3.20

1.60'
2.60

2.40

2.00

2.80

2.60

1.80

2.80

3.20

3.20'

3.00

2.20

2.20

2.60

2.20

3.20

3.20

3.00

2.60

3.00'

3.80

4.60*

3.20

3.80

4.20

4.40

3.60

TE

2.20

2.85

2.65

3.05

2.75

2.55

3.45

3.65

3.25

Attitude task

2.80

4.00

4.00

4.40

3.80

3.60

4.40

4.00

4.20

II

2.4001

Pos

Means after collapsing the factor content

No role-player (n = 15)

Assisting student (n= 15)

Enjoyable
Boring
Interesting
Annoying

2.532

2.53b

3.53ab

2.00'

2.40

3.07:

2.60

2.33'

3.13'

3.13

3.87

4.07

TE

2.57'

2.78

3.45'

Attitude task

3.60

3.93

4.20

Subject (n = 15)

' Means with similar superscripts differ significantly from each other (t-test, p <.05 with df= 8 for part I and
df=28 for part ID. For all variables values can range between 1 (negative) and 6 (positive). Negative items
have been recoded.

3 A varimax rotated principal components analysis on the questionnaire showed the same factorial
structure as Experiment 1 had shown: three factors could be discerned which corresponded exactly to the TE.
EE and IR scales. Standardized values of Cronbach's a were .86 (TE), and .86 (EE), and for the two IRitems,

r=.68 (p[two-sidedl <.001).
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of

table 3.2 shows the means of the dependent variables for all conditions. Part

II contains the means for the same variables after collapsing over the content factor.
The pattern of the means is for all four TE-items essentially the same: the subject roleplayer condition resulted in less negative judgments than the other two conditions (for
TE, the difference between the assisting student condition and the subject condition has
t[28] =2.01, p < .054; for 'annoying', the difference between the no role-player and the
subject conditions has t[28] =1.86, p < .08).4 Finally, concerning the subjects' overt
amusement after the explanation of the content it should be noted that the experimenter
recorded 10 amused reactions in the positive content conditions.5 1 in the negative
content condition, and none in the no content condition. From this we can conclude
that although the content manipulations did not affect the subjects' judgments of the
task, they had at least some differential impact on the subjects.

4 For exploratory reasons similar comparisons between means were made after collapsing the factor rolethese means came even close to normally accepted levels of

player. None of the differences between

significance.
5 Four of these 10 came from the assisting srudent condition; the other two role-player conditions
contributed each 3 subjects.
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4 Discussion
The results of experiments 2 and 3 together do not provide support for the hypothesis
that preliminary exposure to the evaluative dimension may lead to an extremization of
the subjects' judgments of the task. Therefore we conclude that this notion does not
provide a likely explanation for the difference between Experiment 1 and Nuttin's
(1966) no-reward conditions. Although "no significant differences" are of course
always somewhat difficult to interpret, the present results indicate at least that the
expected effects cannot easily be obtained. Moreover, the conclusion from Experiment
3 that other informational differences do influence the dependent variable, only
increases our doubts of the extremization hypothesis. However, the presentation
hypothesis did not receive direct support either. More specifically, Experiment 3 did
reveal significant effects for the role-player factor, but it was not the assisting student
manipulation which resulted in more negative judgments, but rather the normal subject
manipulation which resulted in more positive judgments. The results furthermore do
not provide evidence for an interaction between the assisting student and the positive
content manipulations: from part I of table 3.2 it is clear that there are no grounds for
assuming such an interaction, and a statistical test of this effect supports this
conclusion. Experiment 3 therefore presents us with a rather complicated puzzle. In the
following sections several aspects of this puzzle will be elaborated upon.

4.1

Effects of playing a role and of experimenter's explanation

In an attempt to gain a more complete insight in the effects of the various
manipulations, the results of Experiments 1 and 3 were combined, and analyzed
together. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 show the results of combined analyses of variance On the
four TE-items plus their sum-scale, and the corresponding means. The analyses
reported in the two tables involved a 2 x2 design; one factor being the Experiment (1
or 3), and the other factor being the type of "role-player" information provided to the
subjects in the "debriefing" of the experiment (whether the experimenter mentioned the
assisting student or assistance by subjects). Since the individual experiments had failed
to show any effects on the questions about the task by the factor content, the data were
analyzed after collapsing this factor. Analyses in which the factor content was
explicitly included showed that collapsing it is really justified: it neither showed
significant main effects, nor significant interaction effects.
Inspection of the tables leads to several interesting observations. First, as might
be expected from the separate analyses of the experiments, the results indicate that the
role-player factor resulted in a significant main effect. This Suggests that, as was
mentioned earlier, in Experiment 1 the actual occupation of the role-position by the
subjects did not have much to do with the differences that were found in that
experiment. Since there were no signs of an interaction between Experiment and the
role-player factor (i.e., all F< 1), there is no ground for the assumption that the
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occupation of the role-position had for example an enhancing effect. At the same time
the analyses of variance show that the subjects' judgments were more positive in
Experiment 3 than in Experiment 1. Finally, the fact that only significant main effects
were found, suggests that the effects are independent from one another.

Table 3.3

Pooled analyses of variance on Experiments 1 and 3 (N=74)'

Experiment

Role-player

Fp
Enjoyable
Interesting
Annoying
Boring

TE

Fp

13.46

.001

8.26

.005

12.94

.001

4.76

.033

7.77

.007

8.13

.006

4.54

.037

8.82

.004

' For all F, df= 1,70. Reported are the results of 2 x2 analyses of variance (Role x Experiment) after
collapsing the content factor. The values were obtained using SPSS MANOVA's UNIQUE sum of squares
(i.e., using a type III model). Since none of the interactions reached normally accepted levels of significance
(all F< 1, n.s.), the corresponding column was omitted from the table. The values for p are the values for
each F as computed by SPSS.

The combination of the two experiments suggests a time sequence of changes in the
subjects' judgments of the task as the situation develops. First, when the subjects are
"debriefed" about the experiment, their judgments of the task depend to a large extent
on the exact content of the Story they are told. If they are told about the fact that
subjects are sometimes asked to assist the experimenter, their judgments of the task
become more positive than when they are not told so (Experiment 3). Next, after
actually talking to an alleged "next subject" the judgments of the subjects become
more negative (Experiments 1 and 3 combined). As the tables indicate, this decrease is
independent of the prior information told to the subjects, i.e., both effects are additive.
'
The combined results suggest that first of all the subject' information triggers an
initial positive change of the subjects' judgments, which is later neutralized by the
actual role-play as it leads to an independent negative change.
Combining the results of two experiments is of course a somewhat hazardous
enterprise. After all, since both experiments differ in at least one respect, the amount
of reward offered to the subjects, it might be suggested that the results are not entirely
comparable. However, a strong indication that the experiments can at least to some
extent be compared, comes from a comparison of the two control conditions. As can
be concluded from table 3.4, the mean judgments in both conditions never differ
significantly. This stable "baseline" suggests that the combination of both experiments
is a legitimate step, although we admit that, theoretically speaking, there remains a
possibility of an interaction between the experimental manipulations on the one hand,
and for example the reward (Hft. 5 vs. 7.50) on the other hand.
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Table 3.4 Mean judgments of the task in Experiments 1 and 3 (N=100)'

Experiment 1
Assisting Subject

Control

student

Experiment 3
Assisting Subject

Control

student

n

23

21

11

Enjoyable
Interesting
Annoying
Boring

2.04b

2.7 Ic

2.73.

15
2.53k

3.59

15

15
2.53k

1.77'

2.67be

2.70*

2.33b

3.13c

2.6Ok

2.74'

3.386

3.64*b

3.87b

4.07b

3.13•b

1.96b

2.48*

2.27»b

2.4Oa

3.07'

2.0 b

TE

2.17'

2.8lbe

2.83k

2.78k

3.49

2.57'b

' The reported means were obtained after collapsing the content factor. Means with no common superscripts
differ significantly from one another (t-test, p <.05). Values can range from 1 (negative) to 6 (positive);
negative items have been recoded. The analyses reported in table 3.3 concern the four columns labeled
"Assisting student" and "Subject".

4.2 Second thoughts concerning the experimenter's remark
The original reason for conducting Experiments 2 and 3 was to clarify the question
whether differences in the "debriefing" might lead to different judgments in control
conditions, i.e., in conditions which did not involve a role-play. The main reason was
to provide Experiment 1 with its proper control conditions. Next the experiment served
the purpose of clarifying differences with Nuttin's (1966) results, along with the pilotstudy. Surprisingly such effects were indeed found, but the results do not suggest a
reconciliation of the various results. Instead of finding that the assisting student
debriefing led to more negative judgments, we found that the subject debriefing
resulted in more neutral judgments of the task. This outcome does not in the least
provide a clue as to why Nuttin's (assisting student/positive content) control condition
did not differ from his (assisting student) no-reward advocacy conditions whereas
Experiment 1 did show significant differences between these conditions. Moreover,
although Experiments 1 and 3 revealed a relatively stable "baseline", it seems that our
own results are internally inconsistent since the (assisting student/positive content)
pilot-study showed judgments of the task which were significantly more negative than
this "baseline" (see Chapter 2, section 2.1 and footnote 20).
However, the presumed internal inconsistency may well be the consequence of
yet another seemingly trivial difference between procedures. As will be recalled, the
experimenter's remark about the alleged opinion of other subjects was omitted from
Experiments 1 and 3, but a somewhat similar remark was an integral part of the
procedure of both the pilot -just before giving the questionnaire to the subject the

experimenter said: "I hope you enjoyed it"- and of Nuttin's experiment. Thus, we
face the possibility that perhaps this remark forms the crucial extremizing factor we
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have been looking for in Experiments 2 and 3. This idea is not entirely compatible
with Jastrebske's (1981) results; she reports that the remark led to more positive
judgments of the task. However, there may be at least two ways around this objection.
Firstly, as was pointed out in Chapter 1, Jastrebske's procedure of measuring the
dependent variables may have included various other influences on the subjects'
opinions, and it might therefore be possible that the person to whom one reports one's
opinion, -i.e., the experimenter or an independent researcher- determines the effect.
Secondly, it should also be remembered that all of Jastrebske's subjects actually
carried out a counter-attitudinal advocacy whereas the subjects in our own pilot-study
did not engage in counter-attitudinal behavior. It might therefore be possible that the
direction of the influence depends on the background against which the experimenter
makes the remark (i.e., positive after an advocacy; negative after just doing the tasld).

4.3 Second thoughts concerning the negative effect of role-playing

In the light of the negative effects of role-playing on subjects' judgments of a task, it
may seem that the present research implemented Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959)
original procedures wrongly. Since dissonance researchers who adopted the same
procedures, usually found more positive judgments after role-playing, the present
results may seem to stand relatively alone against an overwhelming majority of
research showing the opposite. However, although there are at present no further
grounds on which the present implementation can be defended, a few further
considerations should be kept in mind. First, there are no strong indications as to
where exactly the present implementation went wrong. Although this is not intended to
imply that "therefore the results must be valid", it suggests at least that our results
should not be discarded too easily. Secondly and more importantly, the present results
indicate that a great deal may depend on the exact procedure followed in the
experiment. Experiment 3 has clearly indicated that even seemingly trivial differences
in the "debriefing" can have a detectable influence on the dependent variable, and in
the previous section one more variable was identified which might influence the
dependent variable, the experimenter's remark about other subjects' opinions. This
suggests that although our 'negative change" may appear to stand out as a conflicting
finding, it may well be the result of the specific circumstances which were present in
both the control and the experimental conditions.
Although we realize that the following example is highly hypothetical, we
nevertheless want to include it as an illustration of the kind of mechanisms which
researchers may inadvertently be manipulating in this type of forced compliance

experiments. First we assume that, as our results suggest, the act of playing a role

6 One possibility Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) seem to have overlooked, iS that the remark has only
relevance for subjects who have been playing a role; e.g., as they suggest, in easing their attempts to reduce
dissonance, whereas to subjects who have only performed the task, it may seem rather incomprehensible.
One possible effect of it might be that the subject's original opinion is only strengthened, or even extremizes.
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makes subjects like the task less. kt us further assume that the experimenter's remark
only affects the subjects' judgment of the task negatively in control conditions (see 4.2:
the subjects become aware of the boring nature of the task). Thirdly, let us assume that
only in role-playing conditions the act of reporting one's judgments of the task to the
experimenter (as opposed to an unrelated researcher) leads to more positive
judgments7, as impression management theory would predict, and that this effect is
enhanced when the experimenter makes the remark. Finally, we assume that if they
occur together the first and the third effect are independent. Now let us imagine four

experiments, each of which has a control condition, and a no-reward role-playing
(positive content) condition. In experiments A and B the subjects are asked to report
their judgment to the experimenter whereas they report to an unrelated researcher in
experiments C and D. Furthermore, only in experiments A and C does the
experimenter make a remark about the pleasantness of the task. If we apply the
foregoing assumptions to these experiments, it is clear that there will be three totally
different results: in experiments A and B the role-playing condition will show more
positive judgments than the control condition, but this effect will be stronger in
experiment A; in experiment C there will be no difference between the conditions, and
in experiment D the experimental condition will result in more negative judgments of
the task.
Interestingly, relevant empirical evidence is essentially consistent with these
predictions: (a part of) Paulhus' (1982) data may correspond with those of experiment
A (that is, if we accept the argumentation -presented in section 6.2.3 of Chapter 1that the subjects may have attempted to manage a favorable impression toward the first
experimenter), and Jastrebske (1981) has provided direct evidence for the assumed
enhancing effect of the remark. Next, experiment B corresponds with several
conditions of Jastrebske8 (1974, 1976), experiment C corresponds with results of
Nuttin (1966), and experiment D corresponds with part of our own Experiment 1.
As concerns Paulhus' data it should be mentioned that there may seem to be an
inconsistency between his finding of an impression management effect and a
"dissonance" effect. The present approach seems to leave this effect unexplained.
However, it is important to note that the aforegoing assumptions contend that the
judgments in his control condition were too negative, due to the experimenter's

7 It seems reasonable to assume that such effects might be reduced through the application of a bogus
we furthermore accept that his procedures may have had a similar result as
reporting to the experimenter (see Chapter 1, section 6.2.3), Paulhus' (1982) results would be relevant here.
In both reported experiments he compared traditional paper-and-pencil ratings of the task with ratings that

pipeline. If we do so, and if

were obtained using a bogus pipeline. He indeed reports that the difference between these two measurements
was larger in the corresponding role-playing condition than in the no role-play condition, which suggests that
at least a role-play enhances the effect of reporting to an experimenter. On the other hand, visual inspection
of the graphs that accompany the article suggests that also in a control condition subjects' judgments may
become (somewhat) more positive. Unfortunately, Paulhus does not report whether these differences were
statistically significant: the only tests of such before-after effects he reports concern tests on the combined
data of two conditions.
8
Concerning Jastrebske's results two remarks are due here. First, her results are somewhat difficult to
interpret because she only reported attitude change data, and second we have assumed that her before-after
method produces results which are comparable to a "traditional" comparison between a control condition and
an experimental condition.
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remark. This implies that the so-called -dissonance effect of the bogus pipeline/roleplaying condition may not have reflected a positive change in the subjects' judgments
but in fact the baseline of the experiment.
Although the foregoing analysis is highly hypothetical, one might thus reconcile
both the inconsistencies within our own data, as well as inconsistencies between our
data and those of others. It is needless to say that this additive model might be
extended by making the further assumptions that changes in a subject's judgments of
the task also depend on the level of the reward one receives (Nuttin, 1966), that one's
perceived success in persuading another subject also plays an important role, and
finally that the difference between the student debriefing and the subject debriefing
introduces an additional constant effect. In Chapter 6 we will return to these
assumptions.

4.4 Concluding remarks

In the preceding sections several hypotheses have been forwarded; some of these are
highly hypothetical, whereas others are quite plausible in the light of the available
results. Unfortunately, however, the research project discussed in this dissertation was
limited in time and manpower, and therefore not all interesting topics could be
explored further. Perhaps the most compelling question, however, has until now
received virtually no attention in the discussions of the preceding experiments: What

caused the observed ditTerence between the "normal subject" and the "assisting
student" manipulations 7 Since this question has been to us the most intriguing of all,
the final two experiments were devoted to finding the answer to this question. These
experiments are described in the two following chapters.
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Experiment 4: The necessity of subjects' participation

1 Introduction
The three experiments discussed in the previous two chapters were originally carried
test Rijsman and Bruin's (in press) assistance deception
hypothesis. However, although the first results looked promising, later outcomes
suggested that the assumption is unwarranted that occupation Of a cenain position is
the crucial mediating factor. Similar results could be obtained by merely exposing
subjects to different explanations about the experiment. It is therefore more useful to
regard the previous studies as a series of explorations of an ill-researched territory
within the domain of "dissonance effects (for example, as a close comparison of
Festinger and Carlsmith's [1959] procedure with that of Calder et al. [1973]).
Experiments 1 and 3 do not suggest that the usual ("dissonance") interpretation of this
type of situations even approximates what is actually going on in the subjects' minds:
the findings that manipulation of the content of an advocacy does not seem to affect
subjects' judgments, that playing a role appears to lead to more negative judgments,
and that mere exposure to different explanations of the experiment can lead to different
judgments on the main dependent variable (henceforth the latter will be referred to as
the "debriefing effect"), can not be readily explained by the traditional theoretical
accounts.
As has been mentioned at the end of the previous chapter, the next step in the
research project boiled down to concentrating on the mechanisms which might explain
the debriefing effect. One reason for this change in the objectives of the project has
already been indicated. If none of the traditional accounts seems to be able to provide
an explanation for these results, the question automatically rises why these theories
fail. and what is the correct way of interpreting the data. A second reason comes from
the fact that the two debriefing manipulations had not been selected at random. On the
contrary, the assisting student" debriefing had been used by Festinger and Carlsmith
in their original experiment of 1959, and the "subject" debriefing had been used in
another influential experiment by Calder et at. (1973). Our results suggest that both
procedures are not directly comparable since they affect the subjects' judgments of the
task differently, which again raises the question why this should be so. However, the
fact that both debriefings were derived from earlier researches also has other
implications. The problem is that although our results suggest that both debriefings
only provide a different base-level for the subjects' judgments (cf. the two main effects
that were described in section 4 of the previous chapter), there is as of yet no
guarantee that this effect remains constant when other factors (such as reward) are

out with the intention to
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manipulated. In section 6.3.5 of Chapter 1 it has been noted that there are differences
between the results of Festinger and Carlsmith and Calder et al., and these may be
connected with the differences in the respective debriefings. Therefore the debriefing
effect may have direct implications for the comparability of the two procedures.
While planning the fourth experiment it was felt that removal of yet another
aspect of the situation, i.e., the subjects' participation in the experiment, might provide
useful further information with respect to the debriefing effect. As was mentioned in
Chapter 1, self-perception theory (Bem, 1965, 1972), and situated identity theory
(Alexander & Knight, 1971; Alexander & Weil, 1969) both state that observers are
often very well able to predict an actor's reactions in a certain situation. This notion
led to the hypothesis that the debriefing effect could also be obtained without actual
participation of subjects in the situation, i.e., without their actual participation in the
Experiment on performance on automated work".
However, it is important to note that replicating the results of Experiments 1
and 3 in an interpersonal simulation would not necessarily prove that one of the two
theories mentioned above is valid. There are two basic problems which prevent one
from drawing such conclusions: first, it is obvious that the outcomes of Experiments 1
and 3 themselves are not in line with both theories. For example, in Chapter 2 it has
been argued that the content of the advocacy should lead to different judgments after
role playing, and situated identity theory also seems to imply such a difference (cf.
Alexander and Knight's [1971] stress on the counter-normative character of the act).
Of course one might save both theories by proposing that perhaps other situational
variables also play a role, but at the same time it is clear that a replication of the
results of the two experiments should at best be a reason for further research and

theorizing.
The second reason why a mere interpersonal replication does not automatically
prove that either self-perception or situated identity theory can be applied, is that
completely different mechanisms might also lead to the same result. Consider for
example the case that the debriefing effect is mediated by systematic differences in the
subjects' imagination about the experiment. In accordance with Tesser (1978) one
might for example propose that either one condition leads to more and different
thoughts, or that the debriefings trigger different schemas, and that these cognitive
differences caused the different judgments. If such would indeed be the case, then
observers and subjects who receive the same information, might be affected similarly,
and therefore show similar changes in judgments, without there being any selfperception mechanisms and situated identity considerations involved.
Based on these considerations, Experiment 4 was designed with the strategic
purpose of determining whether the debriefing effect could be replicated without any
participation by the subjects. Rather than testing specific explanatory hypotheses based
on specific theories, the experiment tested the overall hypothesis that observers would
predict the same judgments as the actual subjects had done in Experiments 1 and 3.
The experiment which was originally conducted had a 2 x 2 between subjects factorial
design. In each of the four conditions, subjects were confronted with only one situation
in which an imaginary subject went through an experiment. The experiment described
was modeled after our earlier studies. The first factor which was manipulated
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concerned the two levels of the debriefing effect, i.e., subject or assisting student
(henceforth referred to as the debriefing factor); the second factor corresponded with
the difference between Experiments 1 and 3, i.e., the imaginary subject either carried
out the task, or carried out the task and was asked to assist the experimenter by
playing a role (hence referred to as the role-playing factor). In all conditions the
experimenter mentioned a positive content manipulation (i.e., that the task was fun),
and in accordance with this the imaginary subject also told a positive message to
another subject in the appropriate conditions. About one year later, i.e., after
Experiment 5 had been carried out, the opportunity arose to conduct a second study
with exactly the same design and materials, but with the other level of the content
variable: the negative message. Since both studies can be regarded as two parts of a
greater 2(content) x 2(role-play) x 2(debriefing) design, they will be referred to
below as Experiment 4a (positive content), and 4b (negative content). In order to avoid
confusion, the subjects of these two studies will henceforth be referred to as observers.
Based on the assumption that observers are able to correctly predict the
reactions of an individual in a certain situation, the following predictions can be made
concerning the outcomes of the two studies:

1

2

The role-playing factor will result in a main effect: when role-playing is
present, observers will predict more negative judgments of the task than when
role-playing is absent.
The debriefing factor will result in a main effect: when the normal subject
debriefing is used, observers will predict more positive judgments of the task
than when the assisting student debriefing is used.

3 Observers will make no distinction between manipulations of content: both
experiments will show the same results.
The third hypothesis is strictly speaking not verifiable. It has not been included here to
suggest that we were seriously considering testing it, but rather to clarify what, based
on the aforegoing discussion, was expected to be the result of Experiments 4a and 4b.
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2 Experiment 4a: Interpersonal simulation with positive content
2.1 Method
2.1.1 General overview
The method Bem (1965) termed "interpersonal simulation" boils down to presenting a
certain situation to an observer and asking him to predict what an individual in this
situation would do. The observer does not actively participate in the situation; his
function is to observe and to predict an individual's reactions. A variety of techniques
have been used to carry out such interpersonal simulations: observers have been
required to read a description (Bem, 1965, 1967; R.A. Jones, Linder, Kiesler, Zanna

& Brehm, 1968), to listen to
1967),

a

tape-recording (Alexander & Knight, 1971; Bem,

and to be an observer of the actual experimental situation, either with live

subjects (Calder et at., 1973), or without subjects (Beauvois & Joule, 1982). The
present experiment used written descriptions of the various conditions, of which each
observer read only one. The main reason for using a questionnaire was that our
intention was to rely solely on observers from another university in The Netherlands
(i.e., first-year students of the Department of Applied Physics of the Delft University
of Technology were used), which implied that we would not have many facilities at

our disposal for, for example, running subjects individually.
The idea of using students from another university had been inspired by the
following considerations. As will be recalled, one of the reasons of discarding subjects
from Experiment 3 was their participation in one of the earlier studies (i.e.,
Experiment 1, and the pilot-study), and against this background it was felt that using
on students from another university as observers in the present study would have
distinct advantages since it would both prevent contamination of the present data and
preserve the population for later (laboratory) research. However, as things turned out,
the number of questionnaires completed by Delft students turned out to be too small
for our purposes, and we were therefore forced to add students of Tilburg University.
It was attempted not to include students of economics and social sciences, since these
groups formed the prime source of subjects for our laboratory experiments. However,
as the Department of Economics is by far the largest of Tilburg University there were
nevertheless students of that department among the observers.

2.1.2 Procedure and content of the stories
In both universities students were after attending lectures asked if they were willing to
participate in a short study which required reading a story and filling in some questions
about it. When observers asked for more information, they were told it was a study on
people's ability in imagining situations. The observers were offered Hfl. 5 for their
participation. This money was paid to the observers after completing the questionnaire.
All used materials were handed out as one questionnaire; the front page
consisted of an introduction to the research, which explained its purpose. Apart from
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this introduction the page also served as a receipt for the money. Since these receipts
were only required for administrative reasons, this was mentioned explicitly on the
page, and the experimenter ostentatiously tore the front page off each questionnaire
returned to him, and placed it on a separate pile. The next two or three pages -this

depended on the manipulations- contained a story about a person (named L.M.) who
participated in one of the four conditions. This story contained literal transcripts of the
experimenter's verbal behavior, plus neutral descriptions of L.M.'s reactions and
activities. Care was taken not to provide the observers with clues as to L.M.'s
judgment of the task, and his willingness to assist the experimenter. Below, the content
is described of the introduction and the stories. 1

INTRODUCTION
In this research we are studying how people imagine descriptions of situations. The study includes a story
about a person who participates in an experiment and a number of questions about it. We ask you to read the
story carefully and then to answer the questions. When you are ready you can return the materials, and
receive your reward. Blext followed the receipt plus a short explanation of its purpose.1

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITUATION

L.M. is a student. He has subscribed as a subject for a stzidy of the Department of Psychology of his
university in «Performance on automated work". The study lasts about hal f an hour and in exchange for his
participation L.M. gets 5 guilders.
L.M. arrives at the door where he is to report. On the door there is an announcement that he can
seat himself in the room and that the researcher will arrive soon. L.M. does so, and after a few minutes the
researcher comes in, and says: "Hi. I suppose you have come for the research? Let me introduce myself, my
name is D., I work as a researcher at the Department of Psychology. This experiment will take about 20
minutes. Someone has asked me if I would let the people who participate in this experiment, fill in a
questionnaire. I think he is conducting a study into the experiences of persons who have participated in
experiments, but I don't know exactly what he studies. I hope you will have some time for that?" L.M. says
that he has time. "Okay, let's start; come with me please".
The researcher brings L.M. to a sound-proof room with a PC. After L.M. has seated himself, the
researcher says: "You will do some work with this PC. The idea is that you check whether the information
in this list (the researcher points at a list with data) corresponds with what is presented on the screen. The
exact aim will be explained by the computer program. In case something is not clear, or when you are ready,
you can press this red button (the researcher points at a button on a box next to the PC). Then I will come to
ask you what is going on. Is that clear?" L.M. nods affirmatively. "Okay, success!" says the researcher, and
leaves the room and closes the door.
L.M. reads the instructions which appear on the screen of the PC. He has to verify accounting data:
in the list columns contain consecutively an ordernumber, productnumber, amount, and clienmumber. On the
screen only one such order appears, but with the four types of information in another order than in the list:
first the ordernumber, then the clienmumber, then the producmumber, and finally the amount. For example:
Ordernr OC14 Clientnr K047

Productnr P28

Amount 747

There are typing errors in the data appearing on the screen. It is L.M.'s task to indicate whether the data on
the screen correspond with those in the Iist. For this, he has to press either " + " (good) or "-" (wrong) on

'

It should be noted that several typographical methods were used to assist the observers in keeping track
the story. For example all the experimenter's words were italicized. and L.M.'s initials
were printed bold.

of the occurrences in
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the keyboard of the PC, after which the next order appears on the screen. He can do this at his own speed.2
After he has read the instructions L.M. starts to work. After working for about 20 minutes an
announcement appears on the screen that he can warn the researcher that he is ready. L.M. presses the
button on the box next to the PC, and a short time later the researcher opens the door: "Okay, that was it.
You can come out now." The researcher pays L.M. 5 guilders and asks him to sign for receiving the money.
After L.M. has done so, the researchers says: "I will explain to you what this was about, in order to give
you an idea why you have been doing this. The way the experiment is set up is as follows. There are two
different groups in the experiment. In one, the group you were in, we let the subjects carry out this task
without an actual introduction about the experiment. That is, we only tell them how they have to do it, but
all kinds of other information such as what it will be like, and what they are going to deal with, is left out.
But in the other group things are different".
IHere the manipulations of the debriefing factor were inserted. In the assisting student condition, the
story continued as foitows.1 "We have an assisting student, and what we do is, we take him into the same
waiting-room you were sitting in, and introduce him to the next subject as if he has just participated in the
research. What we say is: *This is so-and-so, who has just participated in the experiment, and I have asked
him to tell you something about what is ahead of you'. The assisting student then tells the next subject in his
own words": lIn the subject conditions this was exchanged for the following.1 "We take, whenever it is
necessary, the previous subject into the same waiting-room in which you were sitting, and introduce him to
the next subject as somebody who has just participated in the research. What we say is: 'This is so-and-so,
who has just participated in the experiment, and I have asked him to tell you something about what is ahead
of you'. He or she then tells the next subject in his or her own words:..."
/7n aN conditions the stories continued as ./bUows.1 The researcher takes a sheet of paper and shows
this to L.M. On it is written "FOR GROUP B", and the following text. The researcher reads: "It is very
enjoyable to do, it is pleasant, it is very interesting, it is fascinating, it is exciting. You see, what we are
investigating is how these two groups perform the task, So the one with the expectation and the one without
expectations about the task. Is it clear how it works, and what we are doing?" L.M. says that he understands
it.

INext the manipulations of the role-playing factor followed. In the role-playing/assisting student
condition the story continued as follows.j "Okay, now I would like to ask you something. The thing is this.
The assisting student who normally does this for us, is not able to do it today. He phoned me that he is not
able to come in because of something. Now I want to ask you if you would like to help me by replacing this
assisting student, and tell so to the next subject. You see, the next subject is, if I'm correct. waiting now,
and he should be in this other group. Would you like to tell it to that subject?" tin the role-playing/subject
condition this tert was exchanged for the following.1 'Okay, if I am correct, the next subject is waiting now,
and he should be in this other group. Therefore I would like to ask you if you could tell that to him. Could
you to do that?"

lin both mle-playing conditions the sto,y continued as follows.1 L.M. says that he will tell it.
"Good. What we will do is this. As I said, the next subject should be here by now. I believe that it is a boy.
I take you to the waiting-room, and introduce you as somebody who has just participated in the experiment.
What I say is 'This is L.M., who has just participated in the experiment, and I have asked him to tell you
something about what is awaiting you'. The idea is that you sit down, and try to bring these five things
across in your own words. I will give you a few minutes time to prepare yourself; I will be back soon".
After a few minutes the researcher returns, and brings L.M. to the waiting room in which somebody is
waiting. The researcher introduces L.M., and leaves. L.M. describes what he has done, and mentions that he

found it very enjoyable. The other says: "Oh, that surprises me. Last week I heard from a friend of mine
who had participated, that there was nothing to it, and that I should not go". L.M. denies this, and stresses
that it really is an enjoyable experiment. After some time the researcher comes in again, and asks L.M. "Are
you ready?" L.M. answers that he is ready. The researcher asks the other to wait a moment, takes L.M.
aside and says":

11'he foregoing text was simply left out in the no role-play condition. In al conditions the story
ended as follows.1 "Good, I wish to thank you for your willingness to participate in our research. Now, this

2 It should be noted that this section Of the story contained a summarized and somewhat paraphrased
version of the instructions, originally given to the subjects in Experiments 1 and 3: e.g., the original did not
mention explicitly that these were accounting data nor that for example "Ordernr" meant ordernumber. The
shortening was considered necessary because we did not want to include a lengthy literal transcription of the
computer program's instructions.
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questionnaire about which I was talking earlier. Is it okay with you if I give it to you to fill it in?' L.M. says
that this is no problem. The researcher takes him to a separate room, gives him an open envelope and says:
"The questionnaire is in this envelope. The person who asked me to have it filled in said that when you are
ready you can seal the envelope, and give it to me". L.M. then fills in the questionnaire. In the introduction
to the questionnaire it says that the questionnaire has been made by somebody from the Department of
Psychology, who is interested in the experiences of people who participate in psychological research. After
he has finished filling in the questionnaire L.M. seals the envelope, gives it to the researcher, and goes
home.

Summing up, the debriefing manipulations involved the different background stories
about the type of person who the experimenter relied on, to tell the lie in the
"experimental" condition (i.e., an assisting student or a subject); the role-playing
manipulations consisted of the issue whether the experimenter asked L.M. to actually
assist him with telling a lie to a next subject or not.

2.1.3 Dependent variables
Apart from the introduction and the story, the questionnaire contained a set of
questions. There were three groups of questions: first the observers were asked to give
an estimate of L.M.'s judgment of the task along with his judgments of the
experimenter and the experiment. The questions were the same twelve questions used
in all previous studies plus a thirteenth question about the originality of the
experiment. The introduction to these questions stated that they had been in the
questionnaire L. M. had filled in, and that the observers were to indicate for each
question how they thought L.M. would have answered them. In order to avoid
misunderstandings concerning the type of answer required the questions were slightly
altered. The three attitude questions were altered as follows: *L.M.'s general judgment
of the task is: (6-point scale: very negative...very positive)", and the ten other
questions also explicitly mentioned that L.M.'s opinion was concerned: e.g., "In my
opinion the experiment in which I was a subject was original. L.M.'s opinion: disagree
completely...agree completely"3. The main dependent variables were the five
questions about the task; one reason for including the eight other questions was not to
draw too much attention to the questions about the task. A second reason for including
them came from our earlier results: as will be recalled, one of the results of
Experiment 1 had been more negative judgments of experimenter and experiment in
the assisting studenUpositive content condition, a result which was not replicated in
Experiment 3. Since the present experiment also used the positive content
manipulation, it was expected that inclusion of the other questions might provide
further relevant information about the extent, to which the results of the laboratory
experiments could be replicated (if at all).
The second group of questions had been added for mere exploratory reasons.
These questions were concerned with the observers' own opinion, and they were
explicitly introduced as such. First, the observers were asked to rate the degree to
which each from a set of 10 adjectives applied to the experimenter using a 5-point
3 Although this way of phrasing a question may look somewhat uncomfortable in English, the Dutch
original was less problematic ("L.M. is her met deze Uitspraak: zeer oneens. ..zeer eens D.
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scale: applies completely...does not apply at all. The following adjectives were used:
sympathetic, friendly, progressive, unreliable, pushy, energetic, honest, polite, distant,
and aggressive. Next, four questions were repeated from the first part of the
questionnaire, this time about the observers' own judgments: general attitude toward
the experiment, importance of the experiment, how enjoyable the task was, and the
originality of the experiment (all four questions contained the appropriate 6-point
scales). Two more questions followed whether the observers would like to be a subject
in such an experiment and whether the observers considered such experiments useful.
Both questions used 5-point scales which ran from surely yes to surely not. The third
and final set of questions concerned the observers' age, gender, year of study and topic
of study. The questionnaire contained 29 different rating scales plus the four
'demographic" questions mentioned above.

Table 4.1 Mean ratings and summary of 2x2 analyses of variance in Experiment 4a

(N=80)
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3.45*
3.50'

2.75'

2.85x

3.6(P

9.982

3.15'

3.10'

3.55:

4.83'

Experimenter sympathetic
Experimenter unreliable
Experimenter honest

3.75*b

3.45ab

3.95b

3.258

3.85ab

3.20'

4.1Ob

3.45'

3.70b

2.45'

3.55k

3.05*

Observers' own judgment
Task enjoyable
Attitude toward experiment
Research original

6.19'

7.602
15.933

' Means with no common superscript differ significantly from one another (t-test with df=38, p < .05).
Means for the predictions of L.M.'s opinion can vary between 1 (negative) and (6) positive. Means for the
observers' own opinion can vary between 1 (negative) and 5 (positive), except for the items 'Attitude toward
experiment', 'Task enjoyable', and 'Research original'. For these questions means can vary between 1
(negative) and 6 (positive).

- 1: p<.05,2: p<.01 3: p<.001 All reported F have df= 1,76. Due to the

debriefing factor, the corresponding column has been omitted from the table.

absence

of effects for the
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2.2 Results

A total of 80 students participated in the study: 34 from Delft, and 44 from Tilburg
(from the remaining 2 observers the university remains unknown). Observers' age
ranged from 18 to 44 (Md= 19). More than half of the observers were first (47) and
second year (8) students. There were 52 male and 27 female participants; one person
did not indicate his or her gender. All 34 Delft students came from the Department of
Applied Physics; the Tilburg students came from various departments, mostly from the
Economics (18) and Letters Departments (16). Observers were randomly assigned to
conditions. In spite of the missing answers in the "demographics" part, no observers
had to be discarded either because of suspicions or because of leaving parts of the
main body of questions incomplete. It should be noted that since the data were
collected under similar conditions as those of Experiment 2, debriefing and checking
for suspicions could not be carried out systematically.
Similar to Experiments 1 and 3 an exploratory principal components analysis on
the thirteen questions about L.M.'s judgments revealed a factor structure (after
varimax rotation), in which the three sum-scales could clearly be discerned. The
solution explained 61 % of the total variance, and there were three factors containing
all the items of the sum-scales; the other items all loaded relatively low on the 'TE'
factor, except the attitude question about the experimenter, which loaded on the 'EE'
factor. Standardized values of the Cronbach's a statistic for reliability amounted to .88
(TE) and .78 (EE); for the two IR items r=.61 (p[two-sided] < .001)
A multivariate analysis of variance of all 29 variables revealed a significant
main effect for the role-playing factor (F[29,48] = 1.85, p < .05), and an interaction
which lay just beyond normally accepted levels of significance OF[29,48]=1.64,
p <.062). No main effect could be found for the debriefing factor (F[29,48]=1.26,
p < .25). Univariate analyses of variance confirmed this general impression: as can be
verified in table 4.1, the analyses showed a multitude of significant effects, but no
main effect for the debriefing factor.
Based on the analyses of variance it is clear that the experiment does not
provide unequivocal support for the main reason for carrying out the experiment, i.e.,
whether the results of Experiments 1 and 3 can be replicated in an interpersonal
simulation. The fact that both independent variables interacted in the present study, is
clearly not in line with the two predicted main effects. Inspection of the means in table
4.1 shows that the data indeed do not support our hypothesis that observers can
replicate the results of our earlier experiments.4 A close inspection of the means
reveals two general patterns in the dependent variables. Concerning the variables of
prime interest (the predictions of L.M.'s judgment of the task), the two subject
conditions differ both from each other as well as from the other two conditions, while

4 In case the reader wonders why there are several variables shown in the table which did not result in
significant differences in the ANOVA, it should be mentioned that these were included for a later purpose.
Specifically, the means are relevant for the later discussion of the combined analyses on experiments 4a and
4b (see section 4 of this chapter).
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the other two conditions never differ significantly one from another, and show
comparable means. However, a comparison of all five items reveals something
remarkable: for the general attitude question plus the two items with a positive key
word ('interesting', 'enjoyable'), the subject/role condition resulted in more positive
(predicted) judgments of the task than in the other three conditions, but in both
questions with negative key words (i.e., 'annoying', 'boring') the subjecUno role
condition shows more negative judgments. Being the sum of these items, it is not
surprising that the TE sum-scale shows the combination of these two effects. A second
group of variables shows a slight variation on this pattern: for these items the role-play
condition also resulted in more positive judgments than the no role-play condition), but
now the two assisting student conditions show the opposite effect; the role-play
resulted in more negative judgments than the no role-play condition. However, the
really significant differences between the means are again mainly concentrated around
the subjecUrole condition; this pattern is found on the observers' estimate of L.M.'s
attitude toward the experiment, and the observers' own judgment of the task and the
experiment.
The second pattern is found for the remaining three ratings of the experimenter.
As is also suggested by table 4.1, there seems to be a general tendency for the roleplaying conditions to have resulted in less favorable ratings of the experimenter (less
sympathetic and honest, and more unreliable), than the no role-playing conditions. A
similar result was obtained for a sum-scale of all ten ratings of the experimenter: this
revealed a significant main effect for the role-playing factor (F[1,76] =6.56, p < .02)
while all other effects were anything but significant (both Fs <. 10, n.s.).5 However,
table 4.1 indicates that the really significant differences in the three items are mainly
concentrated around two conditions. Specifically, the assisting student/role condition
generally resulted in more negative judgments while the subjecUno role condition
generally resulted in more positive judgments:

2.3 Concluding remarks
Based on the results of the present experiment there are sufficient reasons to doubt the
idea that observers can successfully predict the effects discovered in our earlier
experiments. Although the assisting studem conditions did sometimes show a pattern
which reminds one of the results of our laboratory experiments (the role condition
leading to more negative judgments than the no role condition), the differences
between these conditions were generally not significant. On the other hand, the subject

5 MeanS were 3.36 and 3.37 for the no role-playing conditions. and 3.62 and 3.66 for the role-playing
conditions. In both cases the assisting student manipulation resulted in the least positive judgments.
6 For reasons of completeness it should also be reported that for all three items about the experimenter
the assisting student/role condition showed differences from other conditions somewhat beyond the 5 %
chance level. For the rating of the experimenter's sympatheticness the difference with the subject/no role
condition had: t(38)= 1.92 0 < .063). For the rating of his reliability. the difference with tile assisting
student/no role condition was: 1(38)=1.87 (p< .069). Finally, for the rating of his honesty, the difference
with the subject/role condition amounted to t(38)= 1.69 (p <.099).
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conditions generally show the opposite of our predictions (the role condition leading to
more positive judgments), and most of these differences are significant. Such outcomes
do not suggest that the psychological mechanisms triggered by our manipulations in the
laboratory experiments, are also active in the same manner when persons are merely
asked to observe the situation.
It should be noted that in this sense our results seem to be in line with those of
earlier researchers (e.g., Beauvois & Joule, 1982; Calder et at., 1973; R.A. Jones et
al., 1968), who also failed to find support for the claims of self-perception theory that
interpersonal simulation studies should result in similar results as laboratory
experiments. However, the fact that our results do not stand alone, does not exclude
the possibility that they were possibly the consequence of some artifact. Apart from
gathering complementary data with respect to the negative content (truth) manipulation,
Experiment 4b addressed one such possibility: the hypothesis that the unexpected
character of the occurrences in the stories might have influenced the observers'
(predicted) judgments. A further discussion of the implications of the results of the
present study will therefore be postponed until after the presentation of the results of

this experiment.
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3 Experiment 4b: Interpersonal simulation with negative content
3.1 Introduction
As mentioned above, Experiment 4b served two purposes. First, it was to provide the
complementary results of Experiment 4a, i.e., predictions of L.M.'s judgments after
hearing and telling the true message (that the task was boring). Our earlier experiments
reveal that the content of the message had no effects on the dependent variables, and
therefore the question was relevant whether the same would apply to observers. For
this reason Experiment 4b used exactly the same materials and conditions as had been
used in Experiment 4a except that all references to the content were reversed (see
section 3.2). The experiment contained four conditions in which L.M. was either given
the explanation about the assisting student, or the one about the assistance by subjects
(the debriefing factor), and in which he subsequently was either asked to assist the
experimenter by telling the truth to a next subject or not.
The second purpose of the experiment was to test a possible explanation for the
interaction effects of Experiment 4a. A careful comparison of the occurrences in the
various conditions of that experiment suggested that the degree of completion of the
stories, and the amount of unexpected events in the stories might be connected with the
interaction effects found in the observers' own judgments of the experiment and the
task and their estimate of L.M.'s attitude toward the experiment. As can be verified in
table 4.1, graphical representations of the interaction effects would generally resemble
an X (although the significant differences between means generally were centered
around the subject conditions), and exactly such a pattern might be explained by the
following reasoning. I.tt us return to the script of the four stories for a moment: in the
assisting studenUno role-play condition, L.M. is put through a standard experimental
situation. The situation as such involves no surprises; L.M. performs a (boring) task,
receives his money, is given an explanation, and fills in a questionnaire. Although
there may be some unusual aspects to this story -the experimenter and his team lie to
some of the subjects-, there are no surprising occurrences to the extent that the story
describes occurrences that can not somehow be expected from the information in the
story. Also the subject/role-play story shows a relatively straightforward situation:
L.M. carries out the task, is given an explanation which implies that he may be asked
to assist the experimenter, and is consequently asked to do this.
However, the other two stories are different in this sense. In the assisting
student/role-play condition L.M. is suddenly, and under some pretext asked to do
something unexpected (i.e., to tell a lie to a next subject), and likewise in the
subjecUno role-play condition L.M. is not asked for his assistance, even though this
was more or less implied by the experimenter's earlier communications. These two
stories involve occurrences which both are at variance with expectations elicited earlier
on: in the former something not expected occurs, and in the latter something which
might be expected does not occur. It might be that the degree to which the occurrences
in such stories can be anticipated, is somehow related to one's (own) judgments of the
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experiment and the task. When unanticipated situations (i.e., unanticipated by the
observers) were described, observers' judgments may have become less favorable as
compared to stories in which such situations do not occur.
What we essentially propose is that the interactions that were found in
Experiment 4a, were the consequence of a mere artifact in the construction of the
stories rather than the consequence of (for example) observers' situated identity
considerations. It is important to note that the proposed effect is independent of
variations in the content of the story (with content we mean in this case whether either
the truth or a lie is told in the alleged experimental condition). The only thing
considered important, is the degree to which the occurrences in the story can be

anticipated by the reader. Therefore it was considered possible to verify the
hypothesized effect in an experiment in which the truth is told instead of a lie. In order
to provide for such a test, several questions were added to the questionnaire, whether
the observers thought that the story they had just read, was complete, and whether they
thought that it contained unexpected events. The prediction regarding these questions
was that the assisting studenurole-play and the subjecUno role-play conditions would
result in more unexpected events, and that they would be judged as less complete than

the other two conditions. Concerning the other dependent variables in the questionnaire
the prediction was that similar results should be found as in Experiment 4a. This
prediction was based on the third hypothesis cited in section 1 of this chapter that
observers will not differentiate between levels of the factor content.

3.2 Method
The experiment used the same materials which had been used in Experiment 4a.
However, it is almost inevitable that there were several differences from Experiment
4a. To begin with, all references to the content of the role-play were changed. Instead
of mentioning a lie, the researcher told L.M. that in the experimental condition
subjects were told the truth. Likewise, in the role-playing conditions L.M. was asked
to tell the truth to a next subject, and this person answered with the conflicting
information that he had heard from a friend that it was an enjoyable task. This was
then opposed by L.M.
A second alteration involved several changes in the questionnaire. To begin
with, the questionnaire did not contain any of the questions about the experimenter
(i.e., the ten trait ratings plus the four questions about L.M.'s opinion). These
questions were left out in order not to make the questionnaire too long. Another reason
for omitting these questions was that we were mainly interested in the remaining
questions about the experiment, the task, and the story. Therefore three more questions
were added to the part concerning the observers' own opinion; these were an attitude
question about the task, a question whether the observers thought that the task was
interesting (both had the same format as had been used in Experiments 1 through 3 ;
the first question had a scale that ranged from very negative to very positive, the
second ranged from disagree very much to agree very much), and finally a question
whether the observers wanted to carry out the task themselves (5-point scale surely

Manipulating more than we intend

144

yes... surely

not).

All other questions were

presented exactly

as

in the previous

experiment. At the end of the set of questions about the observers' own opinion, six
more questions were added meant to tap the observers' perception of the story they
had read. These questions were: a question about the observers' attitude toward the

"
story ("My opinion about the story is: 6-point scale ranging from very negative to
very positive) and five statements "The story is complete", "The story has unexpected
turns", In my opinion the story is logically built", "The story has a predictable
ending", and "I find the story complete"7 (6-point scales ranging from disagree very
much to agree very much). The questionnaire again ended with the same
"demographical" questions as had been used in Experiment 4a. In total, the
questionnaire counted 24 questions plus four "demographical" questions.
A final alteration was merely forced on the experiment by the fact that it was
not directly related to an official research program (i.e., it was carried out under my
supervision by students as part of a course in psychology) Because of this observers
could not be paid for their participation.

3.3 Results
A total of 68 observers participated in the study. All observers were students of
Tilburg University: Two observers had to be discarded because they had failed to
answer all questions, and one more observer was discarded because of having already
participated in one of the earlier studies. In order to create equal numbers of observers
in all conditions, one more observer was omitted. Therefore 64 observers remained for
analyses. There were 34 male and 30 female participants, aging between 18 and 36
(Md=22). The majority of the observers were students of economics (34); the others
were students of other departments. Most of the observers were in their first (23), or
second (16) year of study.
A varimax rotated principal components analysis of all items resulted in a
solution with 7 factors which together explained 75 % of the total variance. There were
four factors that were readily interpretable: two of these corresponded with the TE and
IR factors also found in our earlier studies, and the two others consisted of the five
items about the story: the first contained the two 'story complete' items plus the 'story
logical' item; the second contained two other items, i.e., 'unexpected turns' and
'predictable ending'. Standardized Cronbach's a values or correlations were, however,
not high for all these scales: a amounted to .90 for TE and .83 for the 'story
complete' factor, but r only amounted to .47 (p[two-sided] < .001) for the two IR
items, and .33 (p[two-sided] < .01) for the 'unexpected/predictable' factor. Therefore
only the first two sum-scales were used in further analyses, however, no significant
effects were found.
i The second and the sixth items originally had two synonyms as key words (i.e., respectively voUedig

and con;pleet)
8 AS was mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, the experiment was carried out after the final
laboratory experiment (i.e., Experiment 5). Therefore there was no need to use students from other

universities.
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Multivariate analyses of variance of all 24 variables resulted in a significant
multivariate main effect for the role-play factor (F[24,37] =2.04, p <.025), and a close
to significant main effect for the debriefing factor (F[24,37] = 1.80, p < .052). The
multivariate interaction was not significant (F[24,37] = 1.44, p<.16). Table 4.2
contains a summary of univariate analyses of variance along with the means for
conditions. Although several of the variables of our main interest did not show any
significant effects in the analyses of variance, means of the most important ones have
nevertheless been included in the table.

Table 4.2 Mean ratings and summary of 2x2 analyses of variance in Experiment 4b
(N=64)
ANOVA-

Means'
Assisting student
n

Prediction Of L.M.'s judgment
Attitude toward task
Task annoying
Task interesting
Task enjoyable
Task boring

no role role

Subject
no role role

16

16

16

16

3.25ab

3.75ab

3.94'

3.13b

3.31'

4.000

3.888

3.38*

2.81'

3.44'

2.758

2.88'

2.882

3.13'

3.138

2.94'

3.138

2.81'

3.193

3.00'

TE

3.03'

3.34'

3.23'

3.05'

Attitude toward experiment
Importance of research
Value of research
Research original

3.63'

3.63'

4.06'

3.63'

3.568

3.50'

3.50'

2.56b

2.88*

3.258

3.19'

2.63'

3.38'

3.94:

3.81'

3.63'

2.50*

2.88'

2.69'

2.56'

3.50'

3.75'

3.44'

3.00'

Research original
Being a subject
Task interesting
Unexpected turns
Predictable ending

3.06*

3.698

3.88'

3.25'

2.94*

3.062

3.25'

3.068

2.25:

3.13b

2.50f

2.75#

3.253

2.948

4. lgb

3.75.b

3.50'

2.94'

3.38'

3.81'

Complete (sum-scale)

3.21'

3.40'

3.560

3.17*

Observers' own judgment
Task enjoyable
Attitude toward experiment

F,m...:- FRole-play FDebriering
5.691

4.31'

4.51'

4.231

7.552

' Means with no common superscript differ significantly from one-another (t-test, df=30, p <.05). Means for
the predictions of L.M.'s opinion can vary between 1 (negative) and (6) positive. Means for the observers'
own opinion can vary between 1 (negative) and 5 (positive), except for the items 'Attitude toward
experiment', 'Task enjoyable', and 'Research original'. For these questions means can vary between 1
(negative) and 6 (positive). For the item 'Unexpected turns' higher values indicate less unexpected turns.

- 1: p<.05, 2: p<.01 All reported F have df=1,60.

When inspecting the pattern of the means, it can be concluded that none of the
hypotheses received unequivocal support. Generally the items which correspond with
Experiment 4a, show the opposite pattern of what was found in that experiment. The
predictions of L.M.'s opinion and the observers' own judgments of task and
experiment indicate that the assisting studenUrole and the subjecUno role conditions
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generally led to more positive judgments than the other two conditions whereas in
Experiment 4a more negative judgments were found.9 Although the pattern is not
consistent with the one found in the previous experiment, the two independent
variables again show an interaction instead of the predicted main effects. The fact that
this interaction appears to be opposite to the one found in Experiment 4a, suggests two
further conclusions: first it suggests that, contrary to expectations, the manipulations of
content do appear to make a difference to observers. Secondly the reversal of the
pattern suggests that the interaction effects of Experiment 4a cannot be explained by
assuming an artifact in the construction of the stories which is independent of content.
However, at the same time it is obvious from table 4.2 that the observers did
give different judgments of the various stories. Concerning the 'unexpected turns'
item, the table clearly indicates that the observers judged the assisting student
conditions to have more unexpected turns than the subject conditions; although the
difference between the assisting student/role and the subject/role conditions is not

significant, it still has t(30) = 1.78, p < .09. Of course this outcome does not
correspond to the hypothesis, but the 'predictable ending' question does show the
predicted pattern. Specifically, the subject/role condition is judged to have the most
predictable ending while the assisting studenUrole condition is judged to have the least
predictable ending. However, since the differences between the means are far from
significant (the difference between the assisting student/role condition and the
subject/role condition comes closest with t[30]=1.89, p < .068) it is unlikely that the
predictability of the stories may have influenced the observers' (predictions of)
judgments. This conclusion receives further support from (univariate) analyses of
variance in which all six predictability questions were included as covariates. Although
the combined covariates showed a significant regression for L.M.'s predicted attitude
toward the task and for the observers' own rating of the task as interesting
(respectively F[6,54] =2.78 [p < .02] and F[6,54] =2.90 [p < .02]), the interaction
effect for L.M.'s attitude toward the task remained significant (F[1,54]=4.56,
p <.04), and so did the main effect of role-playing on the observers' own 'interesting'
rating of the task (F[1,54]=5.57, p<.03). For the third item in table 4.2, no
significant regression was found (F[6,54] =1.55, p< . 20), and here too the main effect
of the debriefing remained significant (F[1,54]=4.01, p<.05).10 There is no support
for the hypothesis that the predictability variables can be regarded as a mediator of the
effects shown in table 4.2. Therefore we conclude that, although the observers did
differentiate between the various stories, as is shown by the significant effect of the
unexpected turns rating, this effect was not directly related to the dependent variables.

9 For reasons of completeness we should also mention that the differences between the assisting
student/no role and the subject/no role conditions are just beyond the 5 % chance level for the predicted
attitude of L.M. toward the task: 1(30) =2.02 (p <.053).
io
These analyses were obtained using a type III model.
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4 Discussion
Together the outcomes of Experiments 4a and 4b show intriguing results. In the light
the original purpose of these experiments, the most important outcome is the
conclusion that the observers were not able to predict the results of Experiments 1 and
3 correctly. They failed to do so in almost every conceivable way: instead of the
expected main effects, both studies resulted in an interaction of the role-player and the
debriefing factors, and the results, furthermore, suggest that the direction of these
interactions depends on the manipulations of content. The present section starts out
with some interesting discoveries which follow from analyses of the combined data of
both experiments. The section ends with a discussion of the findings.

of

4.1 Joint analyses of both experiments and summary of the findings
4.1.1

Analyses of the combined data of Experiments 4a and 4b

As has been shown in previous sections, experiments 4a and 4b can be regarded as
forming one 2(content) x 2(debriefing) x 2(role-playing) factorial design. Based on
this design, a multivariate analysis of variance was carried out with all 15 items used
in both experiments as dependent variables.11 As the reported interactions suggest, the
analysis showed a significant second-order interaction (F[15,122] = 1.87, p < .033).
Two more multivariate effects were found: a significant interaction of content with
role-playing (F[15,122] =2.05, p < .017), and a significant main effect for the
debriefing factor (F[15,122] =2.04, p <.017). The most important outcome of
univariate analyses of variance of the individual items using the same design, turned
out to be the second-order interaction: for 11 out of 15 items this effect was significant
(Fs[ 1,136] ranged from 4.30 [p< .05] to 8.84 [p< .01]); and two more items, the
prediction of how enjoyable L.M. rated the task, and the observers' own attitude
toward the experiment, showed the same result but just beyond the 5 % level of
significance (both Fs[1,136]>3.65, p<.06; the two items that did not reveal the
interaction were the observers' rating of the importance and usefulness of the
experiment). The TE sum-scale also showed a significant second-order interaction

OF[l,136] =6.06, p<.05).
The univariate analyses also showed several other effects, but these were not as
widely spread across all items as the second-order interaction. First, three items
showed significant main effects for content (predicted attitude toward the experiment,

" These were 9 questions about L.M.'s opinion about task and experiment and 6 questions about the
subjects' own opinion about task and experiment. With the exception of TE, 13 of these items have been
included in both tables 4.1 and 4.2. The remaining two items 40 not appear in both tables because they did
not show significant effects in any of the combined analyses. These were the observers' rating of the
usefulness of this type of research, and the observers' rating of how interesting the task was. The total N was
144; considering the fact that n is either 20, or 16 in conditions, it should, furthermore, be mentioned that all
reported analyses of variance were carried out using a type III model.
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predicted judgment of originality and own judgment of originality; Fs of respectively
6.06, 6.49 and 3.97 [df=1,136; p<.05]). Inspection of the means (see tables 4.1,4.2)
reveals that for all three items the positive content (i.e., the lie) led to more positive
(predicted) judgments than the negative content. Secondly, one item (L.M.'s
'interesting' rating) showed a main effect for the role-playing factor OF[1,136]=5.70,
p<.05; this effect was also found for the TEsum-scale: F[1,136]=4.11, p<.05). In
both cases inspection of the means indicates that predicted judgments of the task were
more positive when L.M. was asked to play a role than when he was not asked to do
so. Finally, three items (predicted attitude toward the task, predicted rating of the task
as boring, and predicted rating of the importance of the research) showed significant
interactions for the role-play factor with the content factor (Fs of respectively 4.97,
6.31 and 6.70 [df= 1,136; p < .05]). Inspection of these means reveals no consistent
pattern across these three items.

Table 4.3 Summary of univariate 2%2 analyses of variance for subject conditions in
Experiments 4a and 4b (N=72)'
Flat:ragtion

Prediction of L.M. 's judgment
Attitude toward task
Task
Task
Task
Task

annoying
interesting
enjoyable
boring

r content

16.073

8.192
5.901
5.901

6.311

TE

7.912

Attitude toward experiment

7.4

Importance of research
Value of research

5.831

4.291

12.473

4.371

Research original

Observers' own judgment
Task enjoyable
Attitude toward experiment

FRole-play

5.001
4.471

2

3 p<.001
p<.01
Only significant values for F are reported. All F have df= 1,68.

'p<.05
'

Further analyses revealed that virtually all significant effects can be traced back to the
subject debriefing manipulation. For the four assisting student conditions, and for the
four subject conditions separate 2(content) x 2(role-play) MANOVAs were carried out
using all 15 items as dependent variables (Ns = 72). While the MANOVA for the
assisting student conditions did not reveal any significant multivariate effects (though
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the main effect for content reached F[15,54] = 1.82, p <.06), the same analysis for the

subject conditions did show

a

highly significant multivariate interaction effect

(F[15,54]=2.48, p<.01; for the two main effects Fs[15.54]<1.15. p>.30).
Analogous univariate analyses of variance closely mirrored these results. Specifically,

analyses of the four assisting student conditions showed only one substantial main
effect for content on the observers' own rating of the originality of the experiment
OF[1,68] =4.87, p <.05) whereas in the subject analyses nine out of 15 items showed a
significant content x role-play interaction (one additional item showed an effect lying
just beyond the 5% level: FIt,68]=3.88 [p<.06]; this item is L.M.'s predicted
'interesting' rating). Table 4.3 shows a summary of the results of these analyses.
An inspection of the means in tables 4.1 and 4.2 also indicates that the subject
debriefing resulted in greater differences between conditions than the assisting subject
debriefing. If one categorizes the eight conditions in terms of the most positive, and
the most negative means (per item), one finds that in the majority of cases the subject
debriefing resulted in both the most positive and the most negative (predicted)
judgments. Specifically the subject/role condition of Experiment 4a (i.e., positive
content) resulted 13 times (out of a possible 13, excluding TE) in the most positive
judgments. On the other hand, the most negative judgments are mainly located in
either the subjecUno role/positive content condition (5 times; among these all four TE
items), or in the subject/role-play/ negative content condition (5 times, including one
ex aequo). However, comparison of the actual means in the four subject conditions
suggests that generally only the positive content/role condition resulted in distinctly
more positive prediaed judgments than the other three conditions, (except for the
importance rating) whereas such a distinct pattern is absent in the questions about the
observer's own judgments. This impression received support from pairwise
comparisons using t-tests: except for the predicted importance rating, for which all
significant differences involved negative content/role condition, all predictions of
L.M.'s judgments showed that significant (p < .05) differences between means always
involved the positive/role condition. For the observers' own judgments no such clear
patterns could be found.

4.1.2

Summary of the results and relation to self-perception theory
be concluded that a general tendency was found for the three
manipulated factors to interact. Subsequent analyses revealed that though the assisting

In short it can

student conditions show

a

tendency

toward the opposite pattern of the subject

conditions, the really significant effects are confined to the subject conditions.
Specifically the positive content/role condition and the negative content/no role
condition generally resulted in more positive predicted judgments of experiment and
task. As concerns the observers' predictions of L.M.'s judgments of the task, these
findings are clearly inconsistent with the prediction that only two main effects should
have been found for the role-play and the debriefing factors. With respect to L.M.'s
predicted judgments of the experimenter and the experiment the present experiment
also failed to replicate the results of Experiments 1 and 3. Regarding our earlier
experiments we should expect that out of all eight conditions, only the assisting
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student/role condition of Experiment 4a should have resulted in more negative
judgments. However, this specific pattern was not found.
Before turning to the other findings in the present study, it is important to note
that the pattern found in the subject conditions can be reasonably well explained by
self-perception theory. First, if an observer would see somebody telling an obvious lie
without good reasons, the theory predicts that the observer will conclude that this
person is perhaps not telling a lie after all (see Chapter 1). This prediction clearly
corresponds with our findings for the positive contenUrole-play condition.
Furthermore, the data indicate that predicted judgments as well as observers' own
judgments tended to be more negative (but in general not significantly) in the negative
content/role-play conditions. Again this finding fits self-perception theory's
predictions. In Chapter 2 it has been demonstrated that if an observer would see
somebody telling the truth to another person, he might, based on the inference that the
actor really believes the defended position, over-estimate the negativity of the actor's
opinion. As concerns the remaining two no role-playing conditions, the data show that
the negative content condition consistently resulted in more positive judgments, and
that the positive content condition resulted in more negative judgments. This pattern
can not be explained by self-perception theory. However, although the pattern is
consistent, the differences betwen the means usually lack significance. As mentioned
before the really significant differences always involve one of the two role-playing
conditions (i.e., the differences between the two no role-playing conditions never reach

significance).
This explanation does not hold for the assisting student conditions. According
to self-perception theory one would expect that the four assisting student conditions
resulted in the same pattern as the four subject condition, and not in the opposite
pattern. However, there seem to be possibilities for explaining this contradiction. First,
one might try to explain our results by assuming that in the assisting student conditions
the observers may have been presented with an extra reason for the actor' s behavior,
e.g., that the experimenter had problems due to the absence of the assisting student.
However, this does not explain why previous researchers (i.e., Alexander & Knight,
1971; Bem, 1967) found support for self-perception theory while using the assisting
student procedure, nor does it explain why we found a tendency toward the opposite of
the predictions of sel f-perception theory. A second explanation therefore provides a
considerably better perspective to our data. In Chapter 1 (footnote 24) it was
mentioned that Wegner and Finstuen (1977) found that observers were only able to
correctly predict an actor's judgments when their attention was focused on that actor.
When the observers' attention was focused on the situation observers predicted the
opposite pattern. The similarity between our results and those of Wegner and Finstuen
suggests that perhaps the assisting student and the subject manipulations differed to the
extent that the former focused observers' attention more on the situation whereas the
latter focused it more on the actor. Of course this still does not explain why the
researchers mentioned above, did not find such results while using the assisting student
manipulation, but it might be explained by the different channel used for presenting the
situation. All previous researchers used Bem's original tape-recorded manipulations
whereas in the present research a written transcript was used. It seems possible that a
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written transcript more easily focuses observers' attention on the situation.
A second result of the present experiment is the finding in Experiment 4b that
the observers in the assisting student conditions judged the stories to have more
unexpected turns than in the subject conditions. Interestingly, this result may well
provide a deeper understanding of how in the present experiment the debriefing factor
may have been confounded with a manipulation of observers' attentional focus, as has
been suggested above. Let us picture an observer, who reads a story relatively high in
unexpected events. Because the story takes unexpected turns every now and then, the
reader is more or less forced to pay close attention to the chain of events in the story,
or otherwise he may loose track. However, having to pay close attention to the chain
of events suggests that one can pay less attention to the actor in that situation, and it is
exactly this difference from the subject manipulation, (which demanded less attention
to the situation), which may have caused the different results in the assisting student
conditions. 12 However we have to admit that it is unfortunate that the present data do
not provide information concerning the unexpected turns ratings when a lie is being
used in the story: in the foregoing speculations it is merely assumed that the content
variable does not make a difference for the observers' ratings of unexpected turns. In
the light of the finding that the content variable makes a great deal of difference to
observers, it is obvious that we should be cautious when generalizing over different
levels of this variable where observers are concerned.
A final result, found in Experiment 4a, concerns the observers' own judgments
of the experimenter. The results indicate that in general observers liked the
experimenter less in the role-play conditions than in the no role-play conditions. As
concerns the interpretation of this result, it is again unfortunate that experiment 4b did
not include the same ratings. As a consequence of this, we do not know whether the
less positive reactions were the result of the experimenter's question to L.M. to tel a
lie, or whether it was the consequence of the experimenter's asking L.M. some
additional unpaid favor. If the former interpretation is correct the second study would
not have shown the effect, while if the latter interpretation is correct, it would have
revealed the same result. In any case it is obvious that this finding shows at least some
resemblance to the finding in Experiment 1 that subjects liked the experimenter less in
the assisting student/positive content condition.

12 The suggested mechanism is based OIl action identification theory (Vallacher & Wegner, 1987). See
Chapter 5 (section 1.1) for a overview of that theory. We also wish to point out that the present analysis
suggests that tile Festinger-Carlsmith procedure may be too complex to use a written story in interpersonal
simulations. After all Wegner and Finstuen (1977) were able to find a reversal of the predictions only after
explicitly instructing their observers to pay attention to the (tape-recorded) situation, while our subjects did
not receive such instructions.
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4.2 Final discussion
4.2.1 The failure to replicate Experiments 1 and 3
Although self-perception theorists would be satisfied with the support for the analysis
of forced compliance situations of their theory, it is also clear that the present data do
not replicate the pattern of our earlier results. As has been shown in Chapter 1, selfperception theory (along with situated identity theory), explicitly states that observers
will only be able to correctly predict the behavior of other people if they have all the
relevant information at their disposal. According to this idea, one might coin the
hypothesis, in spite of the aforementioned support for self-perception theory's analysis
of forced compliance situations, that the present experiment did not contain all relevant
information, and that this is why Experiment 4 failed to replicate our earlier results.
However, finding such missing factors is not easy. A comparison of the sequence of

events in the original experiments with the stories used in Experiments 4a and 4b, will
show that there is a high correspondence between them, and that there are no obvious
omissions that could account for the discrepancy between the results.
A first possible difference between the interpersonal simulations and the
laboratory experiments concerns the task. Instead of giving the observers the
opportunity to actually observe the task being performed (as for example Beauvois and
Joule's [1982] and Calder et at.'s [1973] observers could),the present studies relied on
a necessarily rather abstract description, along with the observers' imagination. This
suggests that perhaps not all observers fully understood the essence of the task.
However, there are problems with this line of reasoning, which concentrate on the
possible effects an unclear description may have on the observers' own and predicted
judgments. An unclear description may have had either of two effects: it may have
confused the observers (which would most likely lead to predictions near the middle of
the scale), or it may have facilitated an influence of the content manipulations on the
observers' representation of the task (i.e., when a positive content was used, observers
may have made more positive predictions, and likewise a negative content may have
resulted in more negative predictions) However, neither of these possibilities is
supported by the data. The data show a great deal of consistency, and they certainly do
not warrant the conclusion that the observers simply accepted the content manipulation.
Moreover, an inspection of tables 4.1 and 4.2 shows that the observers understood at
least enough of the description of the task in order to conclude in most of the
conditions that L.M. could not like the task (see the means in tables 4.1 and 4.2). This
suggests that even if the subjects were not able to fully picture the entire task, they at
least understood its general outline. Unless one would accept the position that the
effects found in Experiments 1 and 3 were entirely the consequence of specific aspects
of the task, it becomes difficult to maintain the idea that the description of the task
caused the discrepancy between the present results and the earlier ones. The conclusion
that the subjects at least understood the general outline and the boring character of the
task, has one further implication we wish to point out here, for it also implies that the
subjects must have understood the content manipulations correctly -i.e., that a lie was
versa. This provides further

told in the positive content conditions, and not vice
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support for the idea that our operationalization was correct.
A second respect in which the present experiment surely differs from our
earlier ones concerns the behavior of L.M. As may be recalled from the discussion of
the two replicated experiments, several subjects said to the experimenter that they had
found the task very boring. However, in the present interpersonal simulation no clues
were given that L.M. did not like the task because it was felt that this information
might influence the observers' predictions. One might therefore propose that leaving
out this particular piece of information could have caused the different results.
However, such reasoning also runs into trouble. Apart from the fact that the observers
did correctly conclude that the task had been boring, a problem is that in Experiments
1 and 3 only some subjects made explicit remarks about the task to the experimenter,
and certainly not all of them. This indicates that the present experiments can at the
very least be considered valid interpersonal replications of our earlier experiments as
they appeared to most of the subjects. This does not increase our confidence in the
possibility that L.M.'s mentioning that he found the task boring could be an essential
piece of information for the replication of our earlier results.
A third reason why the experiment may have failed to replicate our earlier
results, has been encountered in section 4.1.2, i.e., the fact that earlier replications of
forced compliance experiments used a tape-recording (e.g., Alexander & Knight,
1971; Bem, 1967) whereas in Experiment 4 a written description was used. Since the
number of events in experiments of this type is necessarily high, one might suggest
that a written description is too abstract. However, as pointed out earlier, there are no
indications that observers got confused, or that they did not understand the
manipulations. Moreover, the fact that there is a good explanation available for the
results of the study also serves as an argument in support for the results.

4.2.2 Conclusion
Based on the foregoing discussions, it is relatively difficult to maintain the position that
the present experiment somehow lacked descriptions of "crucial" aspects of the
situation. One argument that adds to the difficulties is that (part of) the results can be
explained with the aid of the original analysis of forced compliance situations of selfperception theory, and that there are indications as to what may have caused the results
in the assisting student conditions. Therefore we conclude that, contrary to the
hypothesis developed in the introduction to this chapter, observers who have been

provided with written descriptions of Experiments 1 and 3 are not able to replicate the
results of those experiments. This does not suggest that the results of those
experiments could have been produced by the kind of processes self-perception theory
describes. For this reason the next study carried out in the present research project,
again required the subjects to actually participate in a laboratory experiment. This final
study is described in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5

Experiment 5: An investigation of the
reactions of subjects to the "debriefing"

1 Introduction
The most important outcome of Experiment 4 for our investigations of the debriefing
effect is that the observers were not able to reproduce the results of Experiments 1 and
3. Instead of the predicted main effects for the role-playing and the debriefing factors,
the experiment resulted in interactions between the three independent variables which
did not bear any resemblance to the predictions. On the contrary, the results generally
turned out to comply perfectly with the traditional self-perception analysis of how
observers would regard the actors. To the extent that the results did not fit this
analysis, there were several indications of how this difference may have come about.
In any case, as far as the debriefing effect is concerned, the results imply that there
must be something unique to the participation in the experimental situation itself,
which either does not come across or which does not have the same effect when
observers are confronted with written descriptions of similar situations.
After two experiments which had established the "debriefing effect", and after
a failure to replicate it by means of an interpersonal simulation, it seemed useful to
investigate the effect in yet another way, i.e., by means of interviews of subjects who
had been debriefed. There are several reasons why an interview study was considered
relevant. One very practical consideration is the following: in Chapter 1 it has been
shown that the relevant literature is crowded with theorists' implicit and explicit
assumptions about the effects Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) procedures have on the
subjects; for example, dissonance theory assumes that the subjects' judgment of the
task is not affected by the debriefing, nor by the way of asking for assistance.
However, since such assumptions have never been subjected to investigation, it should
in fact be no surprise that we (and others) have found "incomprehensible" results. One
reason for doing the study was therefore to take a closer look at the situation as the
subjects experience it.
The study carried out was not purely exploratory without any form of
theoretical guidance, however. Though its main function was indeed to explore how
the subjects view the situations they were put in, two topics had our particular interest:
how the subjects view the task, and how the subjects react to the debriefing. One
relatively obvious reason for paying attention to these two topics is of course the
debriefing-effect itself: if different debriefings result in different judgments of the task,
then the first circumstance to consider is the subjects' ideas about the task, and their
reactions toward the debriefing. Another one was the idea that if Experiment 4 shows
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that both debriefings lead to different results in both observers' liking of the
experimenter, and their rating of unexpected turns in the story -two results that
cannot be accounted for by self-perception theory-, then one should seriously take
into consideration the possibility that the debriefings differ in some other way, which

might also somehow affect actors.
Apart from these empirical considerations there were also theoretical reasons
for paying more attention to the subjects' perception of the task and their reactions to
the debriefing. These will be presented below. However, in order to avoid
misunderstandings it should be pointed out beforehand that Experiment 5 was set up in
a similar way as Experiment 3, without actually asking the subjects to play a role. One
reason why role-playing conditions were excluded from the experiment, was that our
theoretical considerations (see below) basically focused on the effects the debriefings
might have on the subjects' perceptions. Another reason was that since all interviews
had to be typed out and analyzed, we did not want to create too many conditions (and
consequently more interviews).
conditions and 22 subjects.

As

it was carried

out,

the study counted

four

1.1 The perception by subjects of the task

In the introduction to Chapter 4

a

possible explanation for the debriefing effect has

shortly been mentioned. It was proposed that the different debriefings might possibly
a cognitive level,
Although
this possibility
which then might lead to a different appreciation of the task.
was originally coined with respect to observers' perceptions of the task, it can also be
applied to the subjects' perception. A recent theory that might provide a more detailed
account of how this might work, is action identification theory (Vallacher & Wegner,
1987; see also Wegner, Vallacher, Kiersted, & Dizadji, 1986; Wegner, Vallacher,

give rise to different thoughts, schemas, or other differences on

Macomber, Wood, & Arps, 1984).

1.1.1 Action identification theory
In short, action identification theory describes the dynamic relation between people's
representation of an action, and the way this action is carried out. The theory
postulates that we can speak of a hierarchical arrangement of various identities of an
action. Lower level identities describe specific aspects of an action such as how the
action is done, while higher level identities are more abstract, and instead of dealing
with specific aspects, give a more general understanding of an action. The theory
postulates three general principles which describe how an action and its representation
are connected. The first principle acknowledges one's mental control over one's
actions. It states that actions are maintained with respect to their prepotent identity,
(the identity the actor applies to that action). This implies that the same physical action
can be maintained on different levels of identification; (for example: "pressing
buttons", "typing a text", "writing my dissertation", and "improving my position on
the job market" can all be representations of the same action). The second principle
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concerns a general tendency to search for more abstract levels of identification of
actions: when two different action identities are available which differ in level, the
theory predicts that the higher identity tends to become prepotent. The third principle,
however, states that when an action can not be maintained in terms of its prepotent
identity, there is a tendency for a lower level identity to become prepotent. These
principles essentially describe an optimization process, which allows an individual to
have the highest possible identification of his behavior.
The theory, furthermore, specifies several operational factors which guide the
identification of specific actions. First, the contert of an action is very important: on
the one hand the context generally suggests higher levels of identification because it
provides one with a wider view On the action one is carrying out; e.g., consider the act
of cutting an iron bar: if this is done at a construction site the actor may identify the
act as "building a house", but if the same act is carried out in a prison cell the actor
may identify the act as "escaping: However, at the same time the context of an action
can result in lower-level identifications because: (i) there may be factors which disrupt
one's performance of an action (e.g., external noise when one tries to talk on the
telephone); (ii) because there may be inconsistent or ambiguous cues as either to the
meaning, or the effects of an action (e.g., somebody who is telling jokes at a party,
may not be sure whether the audience really likes the jokes); and (iii) because the
context may demand that the actor pays attention to individual aspects of the action
(e.g., the equipment needed to carry out an action is more difficult to operate than
usual). Next, the ddlicully or disruption-potential of an action is an important
determinant of its identification level: the more difficult an action is, the greater the
probability that it will be carried out under a lower level of identification. The reason
for this is that as the difficulty increases, so does the likelihood that the actor has to
pay attention to individual aspects of the action. The theory distinguishes five aspects
of an act which determine its disruption-potential; these are difficulty of enactment,
familiarity, complexity, enactment time, and learning time (Vallacher & Wegner,
1987). Finally, one's aperience with a certain action is important. According to the
theory individuals will initially start identifying complex actions at a low level. For
somebody who has just started taking driving lessons, his actions may be identified in
terms of "turning the wheel", and looking in the mirror". However, as this person
gains more experience these lower-level identifications are hypothesized to become
'chunked" into larger (and more abstract) action-units, and these larger units then
become the identification level. After two years of driving, the person of the previous
example will be more likely to identify actions in terms of, for example, "overtaking a
car", and even "travelling to the south of France".

1.1.2

Action identijication theory and the debriefing effect

Applying action identification theory to the debriefing effect leads to several interesting
notions. Concerning the boring task carried out, several authors (e.g., Festinger and
Carlsmith, 1959; Nuttin, 1966) have noted that the subjects are placed in a situation
without obvious cues as to the purpose of their activities. Essentially the only
explanation the subjects get is what to do, and how to do it without further indications
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of

the purpose of the activities (cf. the description presented in section 2.1.2 of

Chapter 4).1 The general setting of the experiment also suggests that the subjects'
identification level is low. The subjects are placed in an unfamiliar environment (a
laboratory, in our experiments even a cubicle), they are not familiar with the task they
are required to do, and (in our experiments) the task is also somewhat difficult
(because the order in the list does not correspond with that on the screen). Action
identification theory contends that under such circumstances higher level identifications
of the task tend to be disrupted, and that lower identification levels will be the result
(Vallacher & Wegner, 1987).
Action identification theory furthermore contends that under such circumstances
people will be very susceptible to any kind of higher level identification of an action
that is available (Vallacher & Wegner, 1987). It has, in fact, repeatedly been observed
in our experiments that at this stage subjects either explicitly asked for a higher level
of identification (see Chapter 2, section 2.2), or agreed that they would like to hear an
explanation. The procedure of the experiment provides the subjects with this higher
level since a bogus explanation about the "purpose" of the experiment is given to
them. This suggests that the subjects' identification of the task may be higher after the
debriefing than before, since subjects are provided with a different perspective on the
task, and its function in the experiment. However, because the manipulations of
Experiment 3 also took place On the level of this background information, we can,
furthermore, predict that the manipulations (of the role-player factor) resulted in
dWerent identifications of the task, which then led to differences in the subjects'
appreciation of the task.

At first, this may seem to be a kind of over-extension of action identification
theory, since the main concern of the theory seems to be the relation between action
and its cognitive representation as that action is carried out. In Experiment 3 the
manipulations only took place after the action (i.e., the boring task) has already been
completed, and hence one might propose that the representation of the action cannot be
altered anymore, and has become irrelevant. However, an experiment by Wegner et
at. (1984, experiment 2) may serve as an illustration that this is too narrow an
interpretation of the theory, and that after a low identified action has been completed,
information can still affect people's representations of their behavior, as well as their
subsequent behavior. In this study, all subjects were offered some coffee upon entering
the laboratory. Half of the subjects drank from normal cups, and the other half from
cups which weighed 0.5 kg and which were difficult to handle; both types of cups
were said to be especially safe for use with electrical equipment. According to action
identification theory, the latter subjects had a low level of identification because the
cups focused their attention on the particular actions required for the actual drinking

1

It should be noted that exactly in this respect (i.e., the subjects' vs. the observers' perception of the

task), there may have been a difference between Experiment 4 and the two earlier experiments. This
difference is suggested by the fact that the description used in Experiment 4, contained explicit references
such as "checking accounting data" and "ordemumber", which may have provided a relatively high level of
identification. However, although the initial representation of the subjects may have differed from that of the
observers, it is not very clear how this discrepancy could explain the discrepancy between the outcomes of
Experiment 4 and those of Experiments 1 and 3.
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whereas the former subjects had a higher level (a manipulation check showed that this
indeed was the case). Next, all subjects were required to fill in a biased questionnaire
which induced them to believe that the act of drinking coffee either made them seek
stimulation, or made them avoid stimulation. The questionnaire also induced them to
either think that coffee made them prefer loud and exciting music (seeking condition),
or soft and restful music (avoiding condition). The experiment involved a 2
(identification level) x 2 (stimulation) factorial design. The measurement of the
dependent variable was staged as follows: after filling in the questionnaire, the subjects
were required to listen to a piece of music while certain physiological measurements"
took place. The experimenter remarked that the volume of the music had been set at a
random level, and that the subjects themselves had to adjust the level to a comfortable
listening level. The preferred volume was measured at 5 standard points during 8
minutes, and the mean level served as the main dependent variable of the study (since
there were large variations in the recording level of the music, most subjects adjusted
the volume). The results indicated that the low identification subjects agreed more with
the identity suggested in the questionnaire, and that the mean volume selected by the
subjects also corresponded more with the suggested identity. Low level subjects turned
up the volume when the suggested identity had been that of a "seeker" while

"avoiders" preferred a lower volume.
From this experiment we conclude that the proposed application of action
identification theory is correct. However, it should be pointed out that although the
application of action identification theory may itself be allowed, it is not clarified how
the different types of information affected the subjects' representations of the boring
task. It is assumed that the two debriefings result in different identifications of the
task, but it is not made clear in which manner these identifications differ from one
another, nor why they differ from each other (i.e., it is not explained what the
consequences are for the subjects' representations of the different debriefings). Another
matter that deserves pointing out, is that the proposed perspective on the debriefing
effect at best only provides a partial explanation for the results of Experiment 1. If the
debriefings indeed affected the subjects' representation of the task differently, one
would expect these differences to last. Indeed, Experiments 1 and 3 generally showed
a similar difference between the two debriefings (the assisting student debriefing
always resulted in more negative judgments), and to this extent the results are
consistent with our analysis.2 But as will be recalled from Chapter 3, the judgments in
the experimental conditions of Experiment 1 were more negative than those of
Experiment 3: while in the first experiment the subject conditions resulted in
judgments that were comparable to those in the control condition, they were
consistently more positive in the third experiment. It is precisely this difference
between the two experiments which can not be explained directly by means of action
identification theory. Therefore, we conclude that, at present, action identification
theory may provide us with a useful perspective to the debriefing effect, but that its
account for the effect remains incomplete.
2 As will be recalled, the confederate judged the subjects' behavior differently (e.g., they differed in their
haughtiness). These differences can, of course, also be interpreted in terms of different task identities.
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The study which will be discussed below, explored among other things the
subjects' identification of the task. Based on the assumption that if the debriefings led
to different identifications of the task, these should turn up in subjects' descriptions of
the task3, subjects (who had done the task and who had then received different
debriefings), were asked first to describe the task (on paper), and then to answer oral
questions about the task and the experiment. The research questions derived from the
foregoing analysis dealt with the issues whether the debriefings provided the subjects
with a higher identification level of the task (i.e., as compared to subjects who had not
been debriefed), and whether the different debriefings led to different identifications of
the task.

1.2 Reactions by subjects to the debriefing
In

section

3.1

of the previous chapter

the

idea was coined that there might

be

differences in the stories of Experiment 4 concerning the "completeness" of the
stories.

It was noted

that

in the subject conditions a role-play

was

more

or

less

implied, whereas this was not the case in the assisting student conditions. Although the
results of Experiment 4b do not suggest that the "completeness" variable can account
for all of the observers' data, one of the ideas that led to this hypothesis -the notion
that the subject debriefing implies that the subject is going to be asked to play a role-,
provides an interesting perspective to the debriefing effect.

1.2.1

Strategic attitude shifts in anticipation of a discussion
Cialdini, I.zvy, Herman and Evenbeck (1973) have reported results that are highly
relevant to our present discussion: they found that when subjects were led to believe
that they were going to discuss a certain issue with a peer, they shifted their attitude
(measured with semantic differentials) on the issue toward the center of the scale, i.e.,
the subjects' attitudes became less extreme. When this expectation later was cancelled,
the shift also disappeared, i.e., the attitudes snapped back to their original position.
This effect occurred regardless of the peer's alleged position (it did not matter whether
the peer's position on the issue opposed the subject's position or not). Cialdini et al.
argued that such attitude changes can have a strategic aim since a position in the
middle of the scale is advantageous since it allows most flexibility. Another reason

they proposed, and which they seem to favor, is that moderate positions serve the aim
of maintaining a favorable impression because broad positions are generally associated
with broad-mindedness and rationality. Later Cialdini, Levy, Herman, Kozlowski and
Petty (1976) reasoned that if such moderation shifts would really serve a strategic
purpose, one would expect the attitude to change only shortly before an anticipated
discussion. Furthermore, they argued that anticipatory moderation shifts would only
occur when the topic is unimportant, because only with unimportant topics one's prime
3
This assumption had been based on Wegner et al. (1984, 1986), who relied on exactly this reasoning in
their manipulation checks of subjects' identification level.
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concern would not be to proclaim one's own position as good as possible, but rather
with one's impression on the audience. In two experiments they indeed found evidence
for these predictions: subjects only showed an elastic moderation shift, if they expected
that they should immediately discuss a topic which was not personally important. If the
discussion

was

not

to take place immediately,

subjects' attitudes

did not change

Significantly. On the other hand, if the topic was personally important subjects'
attitudes always polarized; i.e., regardless of whether the discussion would take place
immediately or not.

1.2.2 Anticipatory attitude change and the debriefing effect
If we assume that the subject debriefing operates indeed as an implicit forewarning of
an oncoming discussion with another person, it seems that we can interpret the results
of Experiment 3 in terms of an anticipatory change. This interpretation would contend
that the subjects were forewarned of a discussion about the task, and that they
afterwards reacted with an anticipatory shift in their judgments of the task.4 In fact all
the preconditions which were identified by Cialdini et al. (1973, 1976), are satisfied:
the issue is low in personal importance and the experimenter's words can be
interpreted as implying that the advocacy will have to be held immediately after he has
finished his explanation of the purpose of the experiment. One important implication of
this interpretation is that the actual content of the discussion does not matter: it seems
that the mere expecmtion of an imminent discussion with another person is a sufficient
reason for the subjects to shift their judgments toward the neutral point (provided that
the issue is of low importance).
The results of Experiment 3 fit perfectly with the notion of anticipatory attitude
shifts. Moreover, the results even seem to provide a further refinement regarding the
motive, which underlies these anticipatory shifts. As will be recalled from the previous
section, Cialdini et al. (1973) propose two distinct motives as an explanation of the
elastic shifts: a strategic motive for trying to achieve an advantageous position which
can easily be defended in the discussion, and a self-presentational motive for creating a
favorable impression on the other discussant: If we accept the assumption that our
subjects in the subject conditions anticipated playing a role, the latter motive gets into
trouble. The problem is that in both subject/content manipulations of Experiment 3 the
message which was implied by the debriefing was not that the subjects were going to
discuss the task with another person, but rather that they were going to defend a
4 It should be noted that in Experiment 3 the only variables which show significant effects, are the
subjects' judgments of the task. This finding coincides perfectly with the notion of an anticipatory shift
because this is precisely the topic of the implied advocacy.
5 One may well doubt whether Cialdini et al. (1973, 1976) intended to make as strong a distinction
between these two motives as we do. Although they originally present the first motive as a strategic move
toward an advantageous starting position (1973, p. 101), they later add that one of the reasons for selecting a
position in the middle, is that one can use arguments for both sides of the issue without appearing
inconsistent (1973, p. 102). The problem is that wanting to appear consistent is a rather ambiguous motive,
since one can interpret it both in a strategic sense (i.e., if one wishes to win a discussion one has to be
consistent), and in terms of self-presentational concerns (i.e., I want to make a good impression on my
opponenO.
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specific position concerning the task. The subjects' own opinion was completely
irrelevant to the requested action, and there would be no need to change it out of a
self-presentational motive. On the other hand, however, even if one would have to
defend a specified position, a strategic shift in one's own opinion toward the center of
the scale would still be useful. Suppose that some person is asked to defend a certain
specified position toward an issue about which he has a different opinion (either
opposite, or on the same side of the scale). In this case his own opinion would be
irrelevant to the discussion, but it might nevertheless influence his ability to defend the
desired position (e.g., he might start to find counter-arguments to his own arguments
privately). Moving his own opinion temporarily toward the middle of the scale would
provide a solution to this problem, since it would result in fewer internal conflicts. As
Cialdini et al. (1973) wrote, it is easier to reconcile different arguments if one's own
opinion is more or less neutral.
Although the findings of Experiment 3 might thus be explained in terms of an
anticipatory change of judgments, the foregoing analysis does not provide a full
account of the combined results of Experiments 1 and 3. However, there seem to be

possibilities for at least a partial explanation of the results of Experiment 1 as well.
Specifically, it seems probable to extend the notion of flexible attitude shifts to the
circumstance that the anticipated discussion has actually been held. If these shifts really
serve a mere strategic purpose, this implies that the judgment should also snap back
after a discussion has actually been held (below this will be referred to as a "postdiscussion snap-back"). Exactly such a mechanism might explain why the subjectcondition of Experiment 1 resulted in judgments similar to those obtained in the

control condition.
However, for reasons already explained, the present experiment only deals with
"control conditions" (i.e., conditions in which the subjects are debriefed after the
task), and hence the possibility of post-discussion snap-back effects was not
investigated. On a more general level we will, however, return to this notion in the
discussion section of this chapter because it is closely related to an alternative
perspective to the type of forced compliance situations currently under investigation.
The research question addressed in the present study is whether the subjects anticipated
a discussion after the subject debriefing, and whether this was not the case after one of
the other debriefings (i.e., assisting student and no-role-player). During the interview
subjects were explicitly asked whether or not they had had the idea during the
debriefing that the experimenter was about to ask them for assistance.

1.3 Summary of the purposes of the study
The main reason for carrying out the fifth experiment was to explore the effects the
different debriefings had on subjects' perception of the task and the situation they were
put in. The experiment included 4 conditions: the three role-player conditions of
Experiment 3 (assisting student, subject, no role-player) and a no-debriefing control
condition. Although the purpose of the study was to provide a deeper understanding of
what the entire situation meant to the subjects, there were two aspects which had our
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special interest. These were the subjects' identification of the task and whether the
subjects anticipated to play a role or not. The foregoing discussions of action
identification theory and anticipatory attitude changes resulted in the following

predictions:

1

2

3

a lower level of identification should be found
than in the other three conditions (because the debriefings serve as a cue for

In the no-debriefing condition

higher level identifications).
a difference in identification of the task between the assisting
student condition and the subject condition. The type of this difference (i.e.,
either a difference of levels of abstraction, or different identities on the same
level of abstraction) was not specified.
Only in the subject condition will subjects anticipate that will have to play a

There will be

role.
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2 Method
2.1 General overview

After attending lectures subjects were recruited for participation in an experiment
involving "Performance on automated work". The subjects were offered Hfl. 15 for
their participation in the experiment. They were informed that it would take one hour
and that they would be required to carry out some work on a computer for about half
an hour, after which an interview would follow. The interview and the duration were
mentioned deliberately in order to avoid suspicions as well as the problem of
incomplete data. In the laboratory, the subjects were put through the same procedures
as in Experiments 1 and 3.

After completing the task the subjects were "debriefed" in the same manner as
in the other studies. However, the subjects were not paid at this stage because the
experiment had not yet been finished. In the debriefing the negative content
manipulation was used, i.e., all subjects were told that in the alleged "other condition"
subjects were told that the task was boring. There were two reasons for using this
content. Firstly, our earlier results had clearly shown that not the content but the mere
debriefing somehow influenced the subjects' judgments of the task. It was therefore
considered sufficient to use one manipulation only. The second reason is connected
with the hypothesized anticipation effect. The idea was that if a positive content would
be used, anticipation of a discussion would lead to a change in the subjects' judgments
in the same direction as the content of the message, while if a negative content would
be used, the anticipation would result in change away from the position defended. If
the latter case could be demonstrated, this would provide stronger support for our
argumentation that the change indeed served

a

strategic purpose.
a short questionnaire, and were then
two open-ended questions, plus five

After the debriefing subjects filled in

interviewed. The questionnaire contained
answering scales about the task (these were an attitude item about the task, and the
four TE items). The interview started with a discussion of the answers in the
questionnaire; after this the entire procedure of the experiment (i.e., from the moment
the subjects had entered the laboratory), was discussed in detail. Special attention was
paid to how the subjects described the task, and whether the experimenter's debriefing
had aroused expectations of an imminent discussion with another subject. Although the
interviewer made some notes, all interviews were recorded (with the subjects'
consent).

2.2 General procedure
The outline of the procedure is exactly the same as in Experiment 3. Upon entering the
laboratory subjects went through exactly the same sequence of events as in the earlier
studies. When the task had been completed the experimenter came to take the subject
out of the cubicle. After the subject had come out, the experimenter did not pay nor
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a signature.

In the three debne/ing conditions, the experimenter said: "1 will explain to you what this was about, in order
to give you an idea why you have been doing this. [Short break.] The Way the experiment is set up is as
follows. There are two different groups in the experiment. In one, the group you were in, we let the subjects
carry out this task without an actual introduction about the experiment. We only tell them how they have to
do it, but all other kinds of information, such as what it will be like and what they are going to deal with is
left out. But in the other group things are different. " In the assisting student condition, the experimenter said

next: "We have an assisting student, and what we do is we take him into the same waiting-room you were
sitting in, and introduce him to the next subject as if he just has participated in the research. What we say is:
'This is so-and-so, who has just participated in the experiment, and I have asked him to tell you something
about what is ahead of you. ' The assisting student then tells the next subject in his own words:..."In the
subject condition this was changed into: "We take, whenever it is necessary, the previous subject into the
same waiting-room in which you were sitting, and introduce him to the next subject as somebody who has
just participated in the research. What we say is: 'This is so-and-so, who has just participated in the
experiment, and I have asked him to tell you something about what is ahead of you.' He or she then tells the
next subject in his or her own words:..." Finally, in the no role-player condition the experimenter said:
"Before they carry out this task, we tell them in our own words the following:..."In all debriefing
conditions the experimenter then took a piece of paper with the words "For group B" on it, and read aloud
while showing the paper to the subject: "...it is very annoying to do, it is unpleasant, it is very uninteresting,
it is monotonous, it is boring. You see, what we are investigating is how these two groups perform the task,
the one with the expectation, and the one without expectations about the task. What we are looking at is their
performance, how far they get, and how accurate they work. Is it clear how it works and what we are

doing?" Ishort break]
In the no-debriefing condition no explanation was given. In aUfour conditions the experimenter then
said: "Good. Now I would like to ask you to fill in this questionnaire". The experimenter gave the subject
tile questionnaire to fill in. All subjects filled the questionnaire in while sitting in the same room with tile
experimenter; it generally took them about 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. However, in order to
avoid the impression that the experimenter was either observing the subjects, or waiting for them to finish the
questionnaire, he carried out some seemingly technical activities "connected with the experiment" (e.g.,
typing something in a computer, going into the cubicle and manipulating floppy disks). After the subject had
indicated that he was ready, the experimenter said: "In this research we are interested in several aspects of
the task you have just carried out. Except for being interested in the performance, we are also interested in
how the subjects experience the task, and the entire situation they are brought in. For that purpose I let you
fill in this questionnaire. Because such a questionnaire can only provide a partial answer to what we want to
know, I also want to ask you some verbal questions. For this, we will use the questionnaire you have just
filled in. However, before we start I want to ask you whether you have any objections to my recording the
interview on a tape recorder. [Here, the experimenter took the tape-recorder, and put it on the table.] Of
course I will treat all materials confidentially and anonymously". None of the subjects objected to making a
tape-recording. When the interview was completed (it generally took 30 minutes to complete), all subjects
were paid, and thanked for their participation. Furthermore, the experimenter gave a full explanation of the
real purpose of the study, inquired whether the subjects had had any suspicions concerning the real purpose
of the experiment (none of the subjects had any, although the nature of tile interview inevitably convinced
several subjects "that there is probably something else to the study"), and asked the subjects to remain silent
about the experiment to others.

2.3 The questionnaire and the interview

2.3.1 The questionnaire
As has been mentioned above, the questionnaire contained both open-ended questions
and rating scales. On the front page a set of instructions were printed; these contended
that the subjects were to try to write clearly and to give as complete answers as they
could. It was also mentioned that they did not have to write down grammatically
correct sentences. With respect to the answering scales it was stressed that only the
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subjects' own opinion counted. Subjects were also asked to stick to the order in which
the questions were presented. The next two pages each contained one open-ended
question, respectively "Please write below your general impressions of what you just
did", and Please describe below what you have just been doing". The latter question
was the one of our main interest; the former had been added in order to allow the
subjects to express any reactions or ideas they might have. This was considered
necessary for two reasons: first of all because such reactions might in themselves
provide valuable information about the subjects' general understanding of the task and
the experiment. Secondly it was expected that first allowing the subjects to state
whatever they wanted, might improve the responses to the second question.
The final page of the questionnaire contained five answering scales about the
task. These were the same questions we have used before, i.e., the attitude item and
the four TE items ('annoying', 'interesting', 'enjoyable', and 'boring'). As before all
questions had 6-point scales; subjects were instructed to indicate the answer which
came closest to their own opinion. These five questions had been added to the
questionnaire because it was hoped that we might thus replicate the results obtained in

Experiment 3 (see also section 2.1).

2.3.2

The interview

As may be inferred from the description of the procedure, the experimenter conducted
the interview himself. The interview consisted of a number of topics introduced by the
experimenter. He then let the subject do the talking and only asked for clarification
and further information when this was necessary. The experimenter always made sure
that the subjects understood that he wanted to know how they had interpreted things
rather than whether they had interpreted things correctly.
The interview started with a short check of the answers the subjects had written
down in the questionnaire. There were two reasons for this: first it served the purpose
of verifying that the answers could be interpreted correctly -subjects sometimes wrote
ambiguous things which required some explanation. A second reason was that this way
the experimenter had the opportunity to ask the subjects for one short descriptive term
for the task. Because it was expected that subjects would give more than one
description as an answer to the second question, this was intended to be a check on the
subjects' identification of the task. In this manner also the subjects' answers to the five
rating scales were discussed.

After discussing the subjects' answers in the questionnaire the experimenter
indicated that he now wanted to turn to the entire experiment. First, as an introduction
to this the subjects were asked to describe the general purpose of the experiment as
they had understood it (this emphasized in order not to embarrass subjects who could
not remember all the details). Next, the subjects were asked to indicate what they had
thought during the experiment, and how they had interpreted the situation. In order to
help the subjects with this, the procedure was discussed step by step starting with the
subjects' expectations prior to the experiment (e.g. "What did you expect to happen
when you came here?"). Then the following phases of the experiment were discussed:
the beginning in the waiting-room, the explanation of the task by the experimenter and
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the computer, carrying out the task (i.e., the task was discussed again, but this time
the subjects could do so more freely as there was no written answer to explain), the
end of the task, and finally, the debriefing (only in the three debriefing conditions).
About the debriefing tile subjects in de three debriefing conditions were asked four
questions: whether they had understood the explanation, whether they had believed it,
whether they had thought things like "He is going to ask me to do that too", (as this
necessarily was a somewhat suggestive question, it had intentionally been phrased
cryptically in order to reduce subjects' tendency to automatically give an afirmative
answer), and what they would think of this kind of assistance if they would be asked
for it. Finally, the experimenter asked the subjects' for their age, study, and year of
study. Also the subjects' gender was recorded.
After all data had been gathered, the tape-recordings were typed out. All
meaningful words and phrases were copied literally, whereas meaningless interjections
(e.g., "er... ") were omitted. The typed reports were then analyzed. The notes taken by

the experimenter were not used directly as these had only been made as a precaution in
of technical problems (this time all recordings were in good condition).

case
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3 Results
A total of

26 subjects were recruited

for participation in the experiment. Of these 22

actually came to the laboratory, and participated in the experiment. The subjects were
randomly assigned to conditions. There were 13 (59%) male and 9 (41%) female
subjects. The age of the subjects varied between 18 and 29 (Md=19). As in previous
studies, the majority of the subjects were first-year students (14); the majority of the
subjects studied economics (14). Both the assisting student and the subject condition
contained six subjects; the other two conditions (no role-player and no-debriefing) each
had five subjects. In the following two sections the results of the study will be
described. In the first section (3.1) all results will be discussed which are directly
relevant for the predictions we set out to test. In the second section the remaining
results will be discussed in order to provide some answers to the question how the
subjects perceive the experiment and its procedure.
One final remark should be made here about the manner in which both the
written material and the interviews were analyzed. All answers to a certain question
were collected, and then rated in terms of the topics mentioned. This resulted for each

question in a list of all the different remarks that had been made. This list was then
clustered into categories of remarks which were conceptually similar -e.g., if two
subjects said in different words that they had lost their control of time while doing the
task, both remarks were counted as loss of control of time"

3.1 Results concerning the predictions
3.1.1

Identijication of the task: predictions 1 and 2

Results
As concerns subjects' identification of the task, relevant evidence could be collected
from the following sources: the second open-ended question of the questionnaire,
subjects' oral comments to both open-ended questions, and subjects' remarks about the
task later on in the interview. While most of the subjects' written answers to the first
question contained negative phrases about the task (as anticipated), subjects used
typically a description of the task in their oral comments. A categorization of the
different elements of these descriptions suggested a difference between the nodebriefing subjects and those of the other three conditions. While no-debriefing
subjects relied on extensive descriptions of the task, what they had been doing and,
how they had gone about it, subjects in the other three conditions generally used less
extensive descriptions in which they only referred to remarkable aspects of the task.
Subjects in the three debriefing conditions generally did not refer to actual activities
(only one did in the subject condition), whereas four out of five no-debriefing subjects
did. For example, in all conditions remarks were made about the different order of the
data, the fact that subjects tried to structure their work, and the fact that the speed of
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working changed over time (e.g.,6 "At first the working is slow, but later it speeds
up",and "At first you are very careful, but later you are less so"). However, only the
subjects in the no-debriefing conditions provided descriptions of how they had been
working (e.g.."I put the list under the keyboard, but that was not clever..." and, I
was using the liner, and when I saw an error, I Saw that it was the same number as in
the line above...").
A highly similar result was found later when subjects discussed the task. In the
no-debriefing condition a total of 13 remarks was recorded which referred to concrete
aspects of the task (e.g., not being able to correct one's mistakes, the order, the
position of the keys), or to the style of working (e.g., as fast as possible) while only 2
such remarks were recorded in the no role-player condition, and 3 in each of the
remaining conditions. Conversely, only 3 remarks were made in the no-debriefing
condition which referred to more global aspects of the task (e.g., the fact that the list
was so long, optimizing one's method of working, feeling relieved that not the entire
list had to be checked, and thinking "When will this end"), whereas 10 were counted
in the no role-player condition, 13 in the assisting student condition, and 7 in the
subject condition.

Table 5.1 Subjects' descriptions of the task (Experiment 5, N=22)

n

Part I. written descriptions'
Actions
Method
Checking/comparing (total)
+ using comp./paper
+ with aid of liner/keys

Part II: oral descriptions

No
Debriefing

No

Assisting

Role-player

Student

5

5

6

6

6(4)

7(5)

9(6)

9(6)

6(3)

8(4)

10(5)

6(3)

2(2)

2(2)

3(3)

3(3)

Subject

6(2)

4(3)

**

Actions
Checking/comparing

2

1

3

4

4

1
5

' Part I contains frequencies of descriptive elements. Since many subjects provided more than one, the
number between brackets indicates the number of subjects which provided the responses.
- Part Il contains frequencies of descriptions. Since all subjects provided only one description, the totals in
the columns should add up to n. However, two subjects (no role-player, and assisting snident conditions)
indicated that they had nothing to add to their written description of the task (in both cases this was
"checking data").

6 All the examples of subjects' answers are based on actual responses. However, for the sake of
presentation their actual phrasing has not always been translated literally.
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of table

5.1 indicates that the same result was found when

subjects' written descriptions were analyzed. Only in the no-debriefing condition did
subjects make reference to specific actions (e.g., using the liner, looking, pressing

keys) or of specific methods of working (e.g., making a mental picture of all
information, talking to oneself, using 2 passes to check all pieces of information),
while in all conditions descriptions were given in terms of checking data (subjects used
several names, such as data, numbers, codes, and a list), using a computer and paper,
and working with a liner and keys (e.g., "I compared data on a screen with data on
paper, when they corresponded, I pressed 'G', otherwise 'F'").7 Subjects' oral
definitions of the task showed less differences between the no-debriefing condition and
the other conditions. As can be verified in the second part of table 5.1, only two nodebriefing subjects described the task in terms of concrete actions (i.e., "Keeping your
attention focused", and .Taking something in quickly"), while also two of the
debriefing subjects provided descriptions in terms of actions (e.g., "Finding

differences", and "Recognizing numbers").

Implications for prediction 1
When all the results discussed above are combined, it is immediately clear that they
generally support our first prediction. When subjects were asked to talk about the task,
those in the no-debriefing condition described the task more in terms of the specific
actions required, whereas the subjects in the other conditions tended to focus on more
general aspects of the task. The results strongly suggest that the debriefings provided
the subjects with the necessary means to reach a different level of identification of the
task. Although the background-information about the experimenter's alleged purposes
does not deal extensively with the task, the change of perspective on the role which the
task plays in the experiment, is apparently large enough to lead the subjects to a
different identification of the task.
However, when the subjects were asked to provide orally a comprehensive
definition of the task, this relatively clear distinction between the conditions
disappears. The fact that this result only was obtained for one specific question
whereas the other three questions discussed above consistently show a different pattern
suggests that the cause Of this difference must somehow be connected with the question
rather than with the subjects. One idea which comes to mind, is that the question for
an oral comprehensive "one-liner" may have forced the no-debriefing subjects to think
about the task on a slightly higher level than they actually did at the time. An
argument in favor of this idea is that the no-debriefing subjects generally talked about
the task in a relatively un-coordinated manner. It has been noted above that they
generally gave more extensive answers to questions about the task, and that they talked
more about specific aspects of the task than the other subjects. Against this background
it seems likely that a request for a comprehensive description of the task makes a
subject think about the task in a different manner, and that this causes a change in
1 It should be pointed out that aH ve no-debriefing subjects did either refer to method or to specific
actions. Neither of the 2 "actions" subjects in part I of table 5.1 did give a "method" description as well.
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identification level. Another argument in favor of such a mechanism is that it fits
remarkably well within the framework of action identification theory. As will be
recalled the theory states that people prefer higher levels of identification, and that

reality determines to a large extent these levels. It seems perfectly in line with the
theory to assume that reality (by demanding thought) could lead to higher identification
levels (Wegner et al. [1984, experiment 1] have demonstrated that thought about
specific aspects of an action can lower identification levels). However, there are
indications that this is not all that should be taken into account. The problem is that
some time after the no-debriefing subjects' identification level should have been raised,
they still discussed the task in terms of its specifics (see above). This suggests that the
subjects' identification of the task had either switched back to its starting level, Or that
it never had been raised. It goes without saying that both possibilities are problematic
since both do lead to contradictions with action identification theory and with the
remainder of our results. However, a possible way out of this problem is to assume
that instead of identifying actions uniquely in terms of one identification level, and
exclusively thinking about those actions in terms of that level, individuals have access
to other levels as well. For example, it seems possible that identification level should
be regarded in terms of one's "most preferred" way of thinking about an action. Such
a conception of identification level would not only explain the contradiction outlined
above, but it would also explain why we did not find an exclusive use of one type of
description in either the debriefing or the no-debriefing conditions, but rather
proportional differences (i.e., when all answers are combined, it is clear that most
subjects discussed both abstract concepts and specific aspects, but that they preferred
one

of these levels).8

Implications for prediction 2
As concerns the second prediction (about a difference in task identification between the
assisting student and the subject conditions), no differences could be found between the
descriptions of the task given in the assisting student and the subject conditions. It is
clear from table 5.1 that in both conditions subjects generally described the task in
terms of checking and verifying, and this does not suggest that both manipulations
resulted in a different understanding of the task. This impression receives further
support from the subjects' answers to the two questions discussed at the outset of this
section but which have not been included in table 5.1. In both cases there were no
differences either in the way the subjects discussed the task, or in the aspects of the
task which were discussed. Therefore we conclude that the assisting student and the
subject debriefings do not lead to observable differences in subjects' identification of
the task. This implies that there are no indications that differences in identification of
8 Moreover, it should be pointed out that although Vallacher & Wegner (1987) do not address this matter
explicitly, such an approach does not conflict with the research which underlies action identification theory.
For example, Wegner et al. (1984, 1986) had their subjects rate a number of descriptions of the task in terms
of how well they described the task, and these ratings were (after factor analyses) used as indications of the
subjects' identification level. This method also does not suggest that identification level should be regarded as
-one fixed level".
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the task might be used as an explanation of the debriefing effect.

3.1.2 Anticipation of role-play: prediction 3
Evidence concerning the third prediction comes from the subjects' answers to one
question: the one about having to play a role. In the no-role-player condition none of
the subjects expected to have to play a role, and in the assisting student condition only
one subject indicated to have thought about this for a moment. In the subject condition,
however, four subjects indicated that they had thought about this, and two said that
they had not thought about it (the resulting 3 x2 table has X2(2)=6.56, p<.05). Of
these two, one may not have understood the experimenter's question correctly because
she had

earlier in the interview indicated that she did think she had to talk with

somebody else.9 These results convincingly demonstrate that, as has been predicted,
the subject debriefing does imply to the subjects that they may be required to play a
role, whereas the other two debriefings do not imply this. Furthermore, this finding
suggests that the results of Experiment 3 may indeed have been caused by an
anticipatory change of the subjects' judgments of the task. However, as can be
concluded from table 5.2, the current experiment failed to replicate the pattern found
in Experiment 3, and this seems to cast doubts on the hypothesized mechanism. Instead
of more positive judgments of the task in the subject condition as compared with the
other conditions, all conditions resulted in similar results. As visual inspection of the
means already suggests, a oneway multivariate analysis of variance with four levels

using all five scales as dependent variables did not reveal any significant effects, and
neither did one-way analyses of variance in which the same design was used (for all
five dependent variables, p> . 30). Although our experiment does show that after the

subject debriefing subjects anticipated a role-play, it does not show that this
anticipation changed their judgments of the task.
A closer look at the entire procedure suggests a possible mechanism which
reconcile
these findings with our prediction. Let us first consider the effects an
might
anticipatory attitude shift may have. The assumption that anticipatory shifts merely
serve a strategic purpose, suggests that such shifts are not accompanied by extensive
changes on a deeper cognitive level (such as, for example, a temporary shift in all
relevant beliefs). After all, anticipatory shifts are assumed to be only temporary, and it
therefore seems unlikely that a lot of (cognitive) effort is spent on them. Therefore we
might assume that a temporarily shifted attitude is relatively fragile" in the sense that
relatively small influences can let it swing back to its original position. Let us now
consider the order of the questions in our questionnaire: before the subjects expressed
their opinion about the task, they were asked for their general impressions of the task,

9
Actually, prediction 3 stated that the subject condition would differ from both other debriefing
conditions. The fact that the assisting student and the no role-player conditions resulted in highly similar
responses, suggests that these conditions can be treated as one condition in the analysis. This enables uS to
compute a Fisher exact test which is in this case a more reliable test than a x2 because the expected
frequencies are too low (see Hays, 1981). A Fisher exact test of the resulting 2 x2 table showed p(one-

sided) < .03. If we accept that in the subject condition.tive subjects had thought about having to play a role,
we even obtain p(one-sided) <.006.
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a description of the task.w This suggests that the open-ended questions may
have wiped out any "fragile" anticipatory attitude shifts. There are, moreover, also
good theoretical reasons for supposing such a mechanism. Several authors have argued
that thought about an object can influence subjects' judgments of that object (e.g.,
Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Tesser, 1978), and one role of thought which is particularly
relevant in this context, is that it tends to make beliefs more consistent with oneanother (Tesser, 1978). Since thinking (about the task) is precisely what the first two
open-ended questions required the subjects to do, this provides yet another argument
for the notion that prior opinion shifts may have been cancelled by the two open-ended

and for

questions.

Table 5.2

11

Mean ratings of the task in Experiment 5 (N=22)

No

NO

Assisting

Debriefing

Role-player

Student

Subject

n

5

5

6

Attitude toward task

3.80

3.20

3.17

3.00

Task
Task
Task
Task

3.00

3.00

3.67

2.83

annoying
interesting
enjoyable
boring

6

2.20

1.60

2.67

2.17

3.20

2.40

2.50

2.67

2.40

2.00

2.50

2.67

' Values can range between 1 (negative) and 6 (positive). Negative items have been recoded.

However, a considerably simpler explanation for the failure to find an anticipatory
opinion shift states that the subjects simply did not expect an immediate discussion. As
will be recalled from section 1.2.1, Cialdini et al. (1976) found that anticipatory
changes only occurred shortly before an anticipated discussion. The problem is that the
present subjects knew that the experiment had not yet been finished, since the
experimenter was going to interview them. From this the subjects may have inferred
that the discussion would not follow immediately, which may have forestalled an

anticipatory shift.

'0

This order was no accident; it had been chosen in purpose. The reason for putting the questions in this
order was that if we had the subject explicitly judge the task pnor to having them describe it, this might
possibly influence the descriptions.
" At first sight it may seem that also impression
management theory (Tedeschi, 1981) can be used to
explain these results. This explanation would stress that the subjects were reporting to the experimenter, and
therefore attempted to manage a favorable impression through their answers. However. several subjects
clearly felt uncomfortable when the experimenter asked them to elaborate upon their answers to the ratingscales (as has been mentioned before, the experimenter always attempted to make it clear that he was only
interested in what the subjects thoughO. This does not suggest that the subjects' ratings were strongly
influenced by social desirability or attempts to manage a favorable impression.

Manipulating more than we intend

174

3.2 Results concerning the understanding by the subjects of the experiment
two purposes: providing information concerning two hypothetical
mechanisms which might explain the debriefing effect, and investigating the subjects'
general understanding of the "experiment". In the present section we will concern
ourselves with the latter purpose. However, it should be mentioned in advance that as
far as subjects' views on the experiment are concerned, neither large nor obvious
differences between the conditions could be discerned. The following sections provide
therefore a general picture of the subjects' responses in the interview. The results of
the interviews are presented as three topics: the general procedure of the experiment,
the task, and the debriefing. Whenever this is relevant, differences between the
conditions are mentioned.

Experiment

5 serves

3.2.1 The general procedure
Subjects' expectations prior to the experiment generally focused on "something with
computers", although the expected kind of activity varied somewhat (e.g., a
computerized questionnaire, having to test a new program, carrying out a task).
Several subjects also indicated not to have any particular expectations (e.g., *We will
see").

With respect to the beginning of the experiment, many subjects made remarks
about some aspects of the laboratory, e.g., the (small) size of the waiting-room, the
cubicle, the control-room which had been full with technical equipment. Some subjects
indicated that they had been impressed by the appearance of the laboratory (e.g.,
"Now things are getting serious"), and some reported that they had felt either
uncertain or observed. However, it should be pointed out that only a small group of
subjects (i.e., 3) reported such feelings; their answers generally suggest that at the
beginning of the experiment they had been relaxed and even curious. Several subjects
mentioned that the situation reminded them of earlier experiences (e.g. , medical and
psychological research, military medical tests,2).
When asked about the explanations of the experimenter and the computer
program, all subjects indicated that they had found them clear. Two subjects (one in
the subject condition, and one in the assisting student condition) added that it had been
clear, but that the purpose had been vague, and two (in the no-debriefing condition)

indicated that they had wondered for

a

second whether they had understood it

correctly.

12
Since at the time the experiment was carried out. The Netherlands had a drafted army, all men of
about 18-years old were required to have a medical examination. One of the tests during this examination
was a hearing-test, in which a cubicle was used resembling the one used in our experiments.

Experiment 5. An investigation of subjects' reactions to the "debriefing"

3.2.2

115

Carrying out the task

Many of

the subjects' remarks

dealt with the boring task. Most of the subjects

indicated that the task demands concentration, and that the work is monotonous and
boring. Not all subjects stated this directly (e.g., "For once it is not so bad, but I
would not want to do it for a job"), but in general the subjects said negative things
about the task. An inventory of how many times the subjects literally used the key
words of the debriefing in these descriptions (i.e., annoying, unpleasant, uninteresting,
monotonous, boring), showed that subjects in the debriefing conditions made more
frequent use of these words than those in the no-debriefing condition (13 instances
were counted in the no-debriefing condition whereas there were 21 in both the no-roleplayer condition and the assisting student condition, and 30 in the subject condition).
On the other hand, subjects did not exclusively give negative statements about the task.
For example, several subjects indicated that it had been interesting to find efficient
ways for doing the task, that the task was alright as long as one did not have to do it
daily, and that it was not so bad because they had participated in an experiment.
Concerning these positive responses it is hard to assess the extent to which the subjects
really believed what they said. The problem is that many remarks were made during
the discussion of the five rating-scales, which -see footnote 11- appeared to be
somewhat embarrassing for some subjects. Furthermore, the peculiar logic of some
remarks (e.g., "My judgment is positive because it is useful to check whether no
mistakes have been made", "I marked 'somewhat positive' instead of 'somewhat
negative' because there must be some purpose behind it") suggests that the subjects
either made them up "on the spot", (cf. Nisbett & Wilson, 1977), or that they found it
difficult to formulate a consistent opinion.
A different type of remark that was encountered concerns the ambiguity of the
entire situation. Subjects said that they had had no idea as to why the task had to be
done, what the general purpose of the experiment was, and how long the task had to
be done:3 Regarding this uncertainty, there seems to have been more remarks about
this in the debriefing conditions than in the no-debriefing condition (i.e., twice in the
no-debriefing condition vs three times in the no role-player, and five times in each of
the two other conditions). This suggests that the debriefing may have made these
subjects aware of their lack of knowledge about the purpose of the experiment.
In answer to the question what their reactions had been when the task had been
completed, subjects most frequently mentioned feelings of relief and of surprise (e.g.,
"So soon?").

13

Non-systematic observations of all laboratory experiments (Experiments 1, 3 and 5, as well as the
pilot-swdy) suggest that this uncertainty about the duration of the task may not be a general characteristic.
When the experimenter fetched the subjects from the cubide at the end of the task, several subjects reacted
with: "Have 20 minutes already gone by?"
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3.2.3

The debriefing

One question of the interview required the subjects to state what in their opinion was
the purpose of the experiment. In the three debriefing conditions subjects generally
gave a correct summary of the debriefing: 13 subjects (4 in the no role-player
condition, 5 in the assisting student condition, and 4 in the subject condition) gave
answers which reflected the most important elements of the debriefing (e.g., the
comparison between two groups and the difference between these groups in prior
information). Of the four remaining subjects in the debriefing conditions, one (assisting
student condition) indicated not to know what the purpose was; the other three simply
gave answers which reflected what their own ideas had been about the task. Together
with the answers of the no-debriefing subjects, these answers provide an interesting
perspective on what the subjects may think about the task before the debriefing takes
place. Subjects' ideas included such topics as eye-hand coordination, working speed,
attention-span and concentration.
the interview the debriefing was discussed, all subjects
indicated that they had more or less understood it. Subjects' answers can be divided
into two categories: a full affirmative, and an affirmative but uncertain answer (e.g.,
"I think so"). Interestingly, most subjects (four) in the subject condition fall in the
latter category, while in the other two conditions subjects tended to be somewhat more
certain (i.e., 3 in the no role-player condition, and 5 in the assisting student condition).
The same uncertainty about the debriefing is reflected in the answers to the question
whether the subjects believed the debriefing. Specifically, all subjects indicated that
they had believed the debriefing, except 3 subjects in the subject condition (one had a

When later on in

"strange feeling" about it, the other two indicated that they had considered the
possibility that it might have been a test of themselves), and 1 in the no role-player
condition (this subject did not believe it).
Next, the subjects were asked whether they had thought about the possibility
that they would be asked to assist (see section 3.1.2). Finally, the subjects were asked
what they thought of such assistance. Most subjects immediately said that it would be
no problem. There were only three exceptions to this: one subject (no role-player

condition) said that such a request would be strange, another subject (assisting student
condition) said that in that case he would like to know a little bit more about the task,
and the third subject (in the subject condition) said that she would not comply with
such a request.
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4 Discussion
4.1 The experiment from the point of view of the subjects

From the data which have been discussed above, emerges a complex view on the
subjects' experiences during the various stages of our experiments. When the subjects
participate in the preparatory stage of the experiment (steps 3 through 6), the
identification level of the task tends to be very low. The results indicate that at this
stage of the experiment (i.e., before an explanation has been provided), the subjects
think more about the task in terms of the concrete activities it requires, as compared
with subjects during later stages of the experiment (i.e., subjects who have received
the debriefing). Also the finding that the unfamiliarity of the laboratory affected the
subjects (e.g., subjects being impressed, associations with medical and military tests,
and feelings of uncertainty) suggests that subjects' identifications of the task are
generally low.
The next step in the experiment is the debriefing of the subjects (step 7). An
interesting conclusion which is suggested by the present data is that the subjects are
completely taken by surprise by the experimenter' s explanation. With the present task
(i.e., checking data on a computer), subjects' ideas about the purpose of the
experiment typically centered around ergonomic topics, and the experimenter's
statement that the "real" purpose was to investigate the influence of prior information
on performance, may therefore well have been a revelation to the subjects. As was
suggested in section 1.1.2, this may help the subjects to identify the task on a more
abstract level: although the debriefing usually does not contain much direct information
about the task, it places it in a wider context, and gives it a more explicit purpose.
As concerns the various debriefings there were no indications that the subjects
are induced to discuss the task differently. Although the prediction of different action
identities was not supported, the prediction of differences in subjects' anticipation of a
role-play was supported, however. Specifically, 4 subjects (out of 6) in the subject
condition showed signs of having realized that they might have to talk to another
subject themselves, and one further subject made a remark during another part of the
interview that also suggests that she anticipated this. In the other two conditions,

however, only 1 subject (out of 11) reported similar ideas. Unfortunately, however,
the subjects failed to replicate the results of Experiment 3. In spite of the fact that this
result can be explained from the order in which the questions had been presented in the
questionnaire, it necessarily renders our evidence for the proposed anticipation
mechanism incomplete.
A most interesting set of results was obtained for two other questions of the
interview. Generally all subjects reported that they believed the content of the
debriefing, and that they had understood the debriefing. However, in the subject
condition subjects more frequently indicated that they doubted whether they had
understood the experimenter's explanation correctly, and three subjects explicitly
indicated that they had suspicions about the experimenter's intentions. Especially this
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last finding is very interesting because it suggests that the subjects did not only
consider the possibility of having to talk with somebody else, but that some of them
simultaneously realized that the experiment might not yet have been over.

4.2 Criticism of the experiment
One might argue that the results of the present experiment have only limited value in
relation to those of the earlier studies. The problem is that since the present study used
a somewhat different procedure, the results may to some extent have depended on the
situation in which the subjects were placed. Let us consider these alterations for a
moment: the subjects were not paid before receiving the debriefing, they knew in
advance that there was going to be an interview after the task, and they knew that the
entire experiment would take one hour. As has been discussed in section 2, these
changes were considered necessary in order to allow us to carry out the study with all
subjects and without other problems (e.g., paying the subjects in the middle of the
experiment might give rise to suspicions, not telling the subjects about the "extra" time
required might lead to incomplete data, and not telling the subjects about the interview
might confuse the subjects). However, despite their necessity these alterations imply
that during the debriefing the subjects were well aware that the experiment was not yet
finished. One might argue that the subjects' awareness of the unfinished character of
the experiment had one very unfortunate side-effect as it may have made it
considerably easier for them to suspect a role-play after the subject debriefing than for
the subjects in the earlier experiments.
However, the idea that the circumstances under which the debriefing is told
determine the subjects' inferences from it, may in this case not be entirely correct. The
essence of the debriefings is that the experimenter provides the subjects with an
overview of his smndard procedure. In the case of the subject debriefing this standard
procedure requires the subjects' assistance; in the case of the other two debriefings the
manipulation is carried out in a way which does not directly involve the subjects.
Under such circumstances, the subjects' reactions to the debriefing in terms of
anticipating direct consequences for themselves (e.g., "I may have to talk to the next
subject") do not directly depend on whether they are aware of there being "something
more" to the study or not. More specifically, in either case the subjects only know
what the experimenter told them about his experiment, and the question whether the
experimenter has organized his experiment in one way or the other has no direct
relevance for the possibility that "I may be asked to talk to the next subject".
Therefore the procedural differences between the studies do not prevent the conclusion
to be drawn that the subject debriefing leads to more anticipation of a possible roleplay than the other debriefings.
On the other hand, however, it should be noted that the subjects' knowledge of
the state of the experiment (i.e., finished or not finished) does have some relevance for
another result of the present study, i.e., for the finding that the subject debriefing led
to more suspicions of the experimenter's true intentions than the other debriefings. In
the present study it may have been considerably easier for the subjects to suspect that
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such a request might itself be a part of the experiment (e.g., "The experimenter wants
to see if I'm going to do this or not") than for the subjects of the other studies (who,
after all, had no reasons to expect a further continuation of the experiment). For this
reason the conclusion that the subject debriefing generally leads to more suspicions
among the subjects than the other debriefings, may not be warranted. This is of course
consistent with the fact that in our earlier experiments subjects in the subject conditions

did not show more suspicions than those in the other conditions.

4.3 Conclusion and theoretical considerations
4.3.1 Identijication of the task
The present experiment did not result in evidence for the hypothesis that different
debriefings such as the assisting student and the subject debriefing lead to different
identifications of the task which might in their turn explain the results of Experiment
3. However, the study led to several interesting conclusions: first of all, it was found
that the presence and absence of the debriefings influenced the level on which subjects
identified the task. Concerning this finding we wish to stress that it does not only shed
a light on the occurrences in our own laboratory, but also on the occurrences in other
experiments which have followed the procedures of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959)
since this finding appears to be an almost inevitable consequence of the staging of the
experiment. After all, the procedure (and the debriefing) explicitly requires that the
subjects are only given the explanation what to do, but not what purpose their activity
serves. This implies that initially a low identification of the activity is more or less
forced upon the subjects; other factors that only enhance this effect are the subjects'
unfamiliarity with the task and the laboratory. Furthermore the procedure requires that
the subjects are given an explanation about the purpose of the task. Against this
background it is inevitable that the debriefing provides the subjects with a broader
perspective on their activities, which assists them to identify the task on a more
abstract level. Of course one might object to this that our task contained slightly more
inherent meaning than those of other researchers (cf. Nuttin, 1966), and that it
therefore may have been easier for our subjects to reach higher levels of meaning.
However, it should be noted that the most remarkable finding of the present study. is
not that the debriefed subjects preferred such a high level of identification, but rather
that the no-debriefing subjects preferred such a low level (i.e., the level of concrete
actions). This suggests that even with Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) simple pegturning task, subjects would show a similar difference (e.g., "rotate pegs with one
hand one at a time at my own speed" before the debriefing, and "turning knobs" after
the debriefing).
The finding that the general level on which the subjects identified the task, was
relatively low (descriptions of the task never exceeded the level of "checking data") is
also important for another reason. This finding may have important consequences for
other experiments which rely on the same procedures, because it implies that even
after the debriefing the subjects may be very susceptible to further information
concerning their role as a subject in the experiment (cf. Vallacher & Wegner, 1987, p.
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12). For example, in Chapter 1 it has been pointed out that manipulations of subjects'
success in convincing the confederate (e.g., Calder et al.. 1973; Cooper & Worchel,
1970; Insko et al., 1975) may have unwanted side-effects in terms of influencing

subjects' self-regard, which might affect subjects' attributions of dissonance-arousal.
Action identification theory seems to lead to a similar prediction, though the mediating
mechanism would be different. The theory suggests that when one identifies one's
actions on a low level, differences in one's effectiveness may affect one's
understanding of the action, and possibly of the entire situation. These differences, in
turn, might lead to different evaluations of those actions.

4.3.2

Anticipation of a role-play: the seeds for a new perspective

As concerns the hypothesis that the subject debriefing leads the subjects to anticipate a
role-play which would then lead to a strategic anticipatory opinion shift, the present
experiment indicates that the hypothesized mechanism may indeed work. Although the
results only provide direct support for the first link in the hypothesized chain of
events, it has been argued that the failure to find corresponding opinion shifts may
well have been a consequence of the order in which the questions appeared in the
14

questionnaire.
The present results nevertheless suggest that both debriefing procedures (i.e.,
the subject and the assisting student debriefings) even have different effects on the
subjects when they are applied to control conditions (i.e., conditions in which the
subjects perform the task and are debriefed). From this one might conclude that, since
both debriefings have been used in dissonance experiments, results which have been
obtained with one procedure, may not be directly comparable with results obtained
with the other procedure. Although there may indeed be a difference between the two
procedures, the notion of an anticipatory opinion change potentially has far deeper
implications than a mere difference between research procedures. The problem is that
according to Cialdini et at.'s (1973, 1976) perspective not only one, but both
experimental procedures should eventually lead to a temporary anticipatory opinion
shift. After all, the subjects always are asked to talk to another subject, and according

Some further results which can also be interpreted in terms of an anticipation, come from the studies of
Calder et al. (1973), and Insko et at. (1975). The results of both studies indicated that the subjects in the
control condition were not the most negative of the study. Insko et al. even found that it differed significantly
from some of the other conditions. These findings are remarkable because with the exception of Nuttin
(1966) no other studies are known, in which the control condition was not the condition which resulted in the
14

most negative judgments of the task (Jastrebske [1974, 1976, 1981] generally also reports changes toward the
the experiments of Calder et al. and Insko et al. both used a subject
debriefing, their outcomes suggest that the subject debriefing indeed leads to anticipatory changes. It should
furthermore be noted that the two additional control conditions of Insko et at. (in which the subjects
anticipated a discussion while filling in the questionnaire) also resulted in neutral judgments.
Also Girandola (private communications, October 1993, and January 1994) has obtained results
which suggest an anticipatory shift. He ran two conditions, in which subjects were required to perform a
boring task. In one condition the subjects were not debriefed; in the other condition the subjects received the
traditional debriefing (about the assistant), but it was implied that the subjects might be asked for assistance
('.. j'ai besoin qu'un knuti£Int travaille avec moi... 7. Subjects' judgments of the task were Iess negative in

positive pole of her scales). Since

the latter condition.
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to Cialdini et al. subjects should consequently alter their judgments of the task in
anticipation of the discussion. Therefore, the assisting student and the subject
procedures may differ in the moment the anticipatory shift starts (e.g., before vs.
during the request), and in the manner in which the anticipatory shift is brought about
(i.e., in a matter of fact way vs. as something unusual), but when the subjects are
taken to the waiting room, all should have undergone an anticipatory change (the
results by Girandola that were cited in fuotnote 14 also suggests that anticipatory shifts
do not only occur after a subject debriefing).
It is clear that an anticipatory opinion shift, together with a possible postdiscussional snap-back, presents a serious threat to the conventional explanation of this
type of situations. After all, the traditional approaches of forced compliance (e.g.,
dissonance theory, self-perception theory, and impression management theory) have
mostly been formulated in terms of one-time only changes in the subjects' judgments
of the task that generally take place after the role-play has been held. 15 At present it
is suggested that these notions may need revision since the subjects' judgments may
undergo a temporary change during the experiment. The temporary character of this
change furthermore suggests that multiple changes may occur, and this effect is
expected to be independent of the actual content that is defended. This is one reason
why the perspective of Cialdini et al. is so important: provided that the subjects indeed
show an anticipatory opinion shift following the request for assistance, it would even
not really matter whether there is such a phenomenon as a post-discussion snap-back or
not because in any case the conclusion is obvious that the traditional accounts for the
outcomes of this type of experiments do not accurately explain the effects which such
experiments have on the subjects' judgments.
As concerns the notion of a post-discussional snap-back it should finally be
noted that an actual occurrence of such a snap-back (followed by other independent
processes that are triggered by "high dissonance" circumstances) provides of course
only one way of describing the aftermath of an anticipatory opinion shift. There is at
least one other solution possible that might be termed the "freeze" effect. This solution
contends that "high dissonance" circumstances such as choice-freedom and acceptance
of responsibility for an act with aversive consequences prevent the occurrence of a
post-discussional snap-back. 16 For example, such circumstances could motivate
individuals to spend more cognitive effort on their opinion while it is in its anticipated
state. As a consequence, the opinion might, as it were, get "stuck" and not change
back. In the following chapter we will propose a model that builds further upon the

15

With a few exceptions (e.g., Beauvois & Joule, 1981; Gerard et al., 1974), cognitive dissonance
theorists generally have not been very specific about when the predicted attitllde changes are supposed to take
place. However, the very idea o f forced compliance sitliations (in which a subject is induced to change his
attitude by means of telling others things he does not agree on), suggests that the changes are postbehavioral. For example, if the changes would not be post-behavioral, one might derive the prediction from
dissonance theory that subjects will not engage in the requested act.
16 Interestingly, the majority of "dissonance" effects after an oral role-play can indeed be interpreted in
this manner (e.g., Carlsmith et at., 1966; Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959; Nuttin, 1966; Paulhus, 1982; Sheras
et al., 1973; Zanna et al., 1975). However, there are also a few studies which showed genuinely positive
judgments of the boring task (e.g., Cooper & Worchel, 1970; Insko et at., 1975;
Jastrebske, 1981), which
can hardly be explained in terms of a "frozen" snap-back.
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issues that have been discussed above.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions and discussion

1 Introduction
1.1 Overview of the preceding chapters
The main subject of discussion in the aforegoing chapters has been the experiment
reported by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). In Chapter 1 we have reviewed the
literature concerning this experiment, and we concluded that there are good reasons for
doubting the connection of the experiment with cognitive dissonance theory. The
experiment itself is not a textbook example of methodological rigor (i.e., there turned
out to be several weak points in its design and [in]dependent variables); it has also
been argued that, in spite of the aura of dissonance theory of a well-researched
"classical" social psychological theory (see, e.g., Aronson, 1992; Cooper, 1992;

Cooper & Fazio, 1984, 1989), one still gets into a number of interpretive problems
(e.g., problems with the appropriate level of abstraction on which subjects think, and
why dissonance should be reduced).
It was furthermore concluded that empirical inquiries have not provided
adequate answers to the interpretive problems which surround Festinger and
Carlsmith's experiment. Of course there have been several successes -e.g.,
researchers have replicated their results using more appropriate dependent variables;
Carlsmith et al. [1966] indeed reported evidence for the hypothesized continuous
relationship, and a number of circumstances have been identified under which the
"dissonance" effect does not occur-, but it has been argued that these successes leave
the most important problems unanswered -i.e., whether the act of telling a lie to
another subject actually leads to dissonance, whether the subjects interpret the reward
as a justification for this act, what kind of cognitions does the situation create in the
subjects, and whether the effects are really the consequence of dissonance.
Moreover,
circumstances under which "dissonance" does not occur in the Festinger-Car
lsmith
procedure, were found difficult to interpret. It has been argued that even from the
point of view of contemporary dissonance theory, the "low consequences"
manipulation (of Calder et al., 1973; Cooper & Worchel, 1970; Insko et al., 1975) is
ambiguous, and results of Insko et al. (1975) indicate that manipulations of choicefreedom may be similarly problematic.
In Chapters 2 through 5 we have discussed a series of experiments which
further add to the interpretive problems surrounding Festinger and Carlsmith's
experiment. The failure to find any dissonance effects in the first experiment
provides further support for Nuttin's (1966) conclusion that levels of the reward may
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be a much more important determinant of changes in the dependent variable than
traditional theories assume. Furthermore, our first experiment replicated part of
Nuttin's results, i.e., his finding that when no reward was paid, the content of the
advocacy did not affect the subjects' judgments of the task. These findings do not
suggest that the procedure can be regarded as providing a reliable way of inducing
"dissonance" in subjects. Another result of Experiment 1 concerned the fact that
subjects who had been asked for their assistance in different manners, behaved
differently towards the confederate, and also judged the task differently. Although the
dependent variables did not show the predicted effect, the subjects' behavior
nevertheless suggested that the manipulations had the intended effects on the subjects.

In section 4.1.2 of Chapter 2 the hypothesis was forwarded that perhaps the different
nature of the high status position of the subjects led to more negative judgments of the
task (below we will refer to this as the exaggeration effect), rather than more positive
judgments as had originally been predicted.
The next two experiments were dedicated to two hypotheses which assumed that
the dependent variable (subjects' judgments of the task) could be influenced by means
of what were basically informational cues in the debriefing of the "experiment"
ostentatiously staged (i.e., the content and the nature of the assistance to the
experimenter). These hypotheses were suggested by a close comparison of our data
with those of Nuttin (1966), and furthermore by the results of a pilot-study carried out
prior to Experiment 1. The two experiments revealed that there were no traces of the
hypothesized effect of the content manipulations. However, Experiment 3 did show an
effect of the role-player manipulations. Analyses of the combined data of Experiments
1 and 3 suggested two independent effects: firstly a 'debriefing effect", and secondly a
negative extremization effect which seemed to follow role-playing. Although these
findings seem to be inconsistent with those of earlier researchers, it was hypothesized
(see section 4.3 of Chapter 3) that one might reconcile the available data by means of
a series of assumptions, of which one contended that the presence of a remark by the
experimenter plays a more important role than has traditionally been assumed (below
we will refer to this set of assumptions as the additive model). This reasoning has two
important implications: firstly it suggests that in this type of experiments the
establishment of a proper control conditiont may be very difficult, if not impossible,
and secondly it contradicts the hypothesis that the results of Experiment 1 were the
consequence of role-positional differences (as the exaggeration effect assumes).
Experiment 4 failed to find support for the hypothesis that the combined results
of Experiments 1 and 3 could be replicated by means of an interpersonal simulation.
Surprisingly, the experiment resulted in evidence for self-perception theory's original
way of analyzing Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment (e.g., in the manner Bem
[1967, 1972] has proposed). Although not all the results provided direct support for
'
In order to avoid confusion we should add here that throughout this chapter the concepts of "control"
condition and "experimental condition" are used in the same manner as Festinger and Carlsmith originally
used them. Thus, a control condition is a condition in which subjects perform the task and are debriefed",
but in which they are not (explicitly) asked to assist the experimenter; an experimental condition is a
condition in which the subjects (after doing the task and being debriefed) are explicitly asked to assist the
experimenter. after which they actually play a role.
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this notion, there were several indications that suggested that one of the debriefing
manipulations (i.e., the assisting student manipulation) may inadvertently have
functioned as a manipulation of the observers' attentional focus (cf. Wegner &
Finstuen, 1977). As other researchers have concluded (cf. Beauvois & Joule, 1982;
Calder et al., 1973; R.A. Jones et al., 1968), this finding suggests that there may be
something to participation in laboratory experiments that cannot easily be replicated by
means of the interpersonal simulation method.
The fifth and final experiment again turned our understanding of the laboratory
situation upside-down. Most importantly, the experiment suggested that the results of
Experiment 3 may have been the consequence of a strategic anticipatory shift of the
subjects' judgments in one of the conditions (below we will refer to this interpretation
as the anticipation model). This outcome has two major implications: firstly it serves
as direct evidence against the assumption that subjects passively undergo the entire
sequence of events, and only change their judgments (of the task) when everything has
been finished (see Chapter 5). Apart from leading to serious interpretive problems for
theories like dissonance theory (see below), this again implies that it is very difficult to
make meaningful comparisons between experimental and control conditions in
experiments which follow Festinger and Carlsmith's procedures. As was mentioned
above a second implication of the anticipation model is that it again turns our
understanding of our previous results upside-down. The anticipation model casts
serious doubts on the additive model, and in fact on any interpretation of the results of
Experiments 1 and 3 in terms of a set of independent effects. According to the
anticipation model the effects which were discovered in the combined analyses of
Experiments 1 and 3 should be regarded as a coincidence.
A second finding of Experiment 5 concerned the subjects' identification of the
boring task. It was found that the debriefing itself influences the manner in which the
subjects identified the task, and the results furthermore indicated that subjects'
identifications of the task generally were low. Although these variations were not
found to have direct connections with the subjects' judgment of the task, they at least
indicate that the manner in which the subjects regard the task, is not constant during
the experiment, and that subjects may be very susceptible to any information which has
some relevance to the task. At present there are no indications that differences in
subjects' identification of the task lead to changes in the dependent variable, but it is
nevertheless clear that action identification theory is a potential source of further
complications for the "dissonance" interpretation of this kind of experiments (see also
Vallacher, 1992; Wegner & Finstuen, 1977).
All three laboratory experiments, along with various smaller and larger pilotstudies showed yet another result which bears some relevance on the issue of subjects'
passivity. It is quite remarkable that all our sessions in the laboratory consistently
showed that subjects were trying to make some sense out of the experiment. Some did
this actively (e.g., by asking for an explanation before the experimenter could even
start the debriefing), others in a more passive way (e.g., by showing great interest
when the experimenter said that he was going to explain the purpose of the experiment
-e.g., "Yes, I'd like to hear about that"), but in both cases the subjects displayed a
need to hear about the purpose of their activities. Unfortunately, these observations
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were never systematically recorded as they did not seem to be important at that time.2
However, when this observation is linked to the notion that the dependent variable may
be influenced by the anticipation of a discussion, it is clear that both findings suggest
that one could not be more wrong than to assume that subjects in this kind of

experiments are more or less passive participants.

1.2 Toward a deeper understanding of Festinger and Carlsmith's procedures
As has been argued in Chapter 5 these results together suggest that traditional accounts
for the outcomes of Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment do not provide an accurate
understanding of how the experiment influences the subjects. At present there are
several experiments by independent researchers which suggest that the content of the
role-play is less important than traditional accounts implicitly assume. Furthermore
there are indications that the dependent variable may change during the experiment,
and before the subjects have actually performed a role-play. Especially the latter
finding suggests that if one wants to understand what the experiment does to its
subjects, one may have to regard the Festinger-Carlsmith procedure as a series of
influences on the dependent variable rather than in terms of a "one time only" effect
(as for example cognitive dissonance theory does). Above it has been noted that
subjects in this kind of experiments are probably much more active than theories
usually acknowledge, and this notion perfectly coincides with the change of perspective
we propose.

In the preceding chapters three hypotheses have been suggested which provide
more detailed accounts of how (some of) the experimental procedures may affect the
subjects. However, these hypotheses are to some extent inconsistent with each other
and they all have their weaknesses. Below we will counter these views again.

1.2.1 Overview of the three hypotheses
The exaggeration effect has been proposed in section 4.1.2 of Chapter 2 as a post hoc
explanation for the finding in Experiment 1 that the judgments by the high position
subjects were more negative than the judgments in the other conditions, including the
control condition. Based on the role-positional model of Rijsman and Bruin (in press),
it was proposed that the fact that these subjects were asked for their judgments of a
task which they had performed prior to their promotion to a higher role-position, led

2

Actually Experiment 5 did result in some evidence of the subjects' need for information. but the
interpretation of these data remains equivocal. Several subjects reported that they had been thinking about the
purpose of the experiment while they were doing the task, and this finding seems to support our ideas.
However, a look at the text of the debriefings suggests that in the debriefing conditions these remarks may
simply have reflected part of the experimenter's text (e.g., the debriefings started with: "1 will explain to you
what this was about in order to give you an idea why you have been doing this"). The frequencies also
appear to be consistent with this possibility: in the no-debriefing condition only one remark was recorded
against two in the no role-player condition, four in the assisting stlident condition, and two in the subject
condition. On the other hand, one might of course assume that the debriefing simply made the subjects more
aware of their (previous) lack of knowledge.
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to an exaggeration of the negative character of that task. The idea was that the contrast
between the two role-positions, possibly together with a greater commitment to the
role-playing activity, could lead to a greater dislike for the activity carried out in the
previous position.
The additive model is considerably more complex than the exaggeration effect,
and its potential range of application is also wider. The model has been proposed in
of Chapter 3 as a post hoc account, which could explain why different
researchers who have not used a reward in their replications of Festinger and
Carlsmith's procedures, have found different results (i.e., when no-reward role-playing
conditions were compared with control conditions, results were found to be
inconsistent). The model makes the following assumptions: (i) role-play leads to an
extremization of the subjects' judgments of the task (as compared with control
conditions), (ii) the experimenter's remark (about other subjects' reactions to the task)
section 4.3

only affects subjects' judgments of the task negatively in control conditions because the
remark accentuates (to the subject) the boring nature of the task, and (iii) asking a
subject to report his judgment of the task to the experimenter or a related person, leads
to more positive judgments of the task (e.g., by impression management), and this
effect is enhanced when the experimenter has made a remark about the task. Finally it
was assumed that when they occur together, the first and the third effect are
independent from one another. Although the additive model originally only included
these three assumptions, it was noted in Chapter 3 that the model might be extended
by adding further assumptions about the effects of a reward, perceived success, and
about the difference between the debriefings. Of the three models we discuss here, this
is probably the most successful one since it is the only model which actually allows us
to integrate our results with at least some part of the literature. However, as has been
noted in the previous section, there are indications that the additive model is probably
not entirely correct. Since the corresponding model is the only one which was not
proposed as a post hoc attempt to explain results, it is only natural that we should pay
special attention to this model.
The anticipation model assumes that as soon as the subjects become aware of
the fact that they may be asked to assist the experimenter, their judgments of the task
undergo a strategic change towards the neutral point of the scale. The model does not
specify what happens after the anticipatory shift: the strategic nature of this type of
opinion shifts strongly suggests that they are only temporary (i.e., it suggests that socalled post-discussion snap-backs should occur). On the other hand it has been
suggested that there might be circumstances which "freeze" the subjects' judgments in
their anticipated state. However, though the notion of a "freeze" may seem to provide
possibilities for extending the anticipation model to the outcomes of experiments in
which subjects were asked to play a role, it has been noted in Chapter 5 (see footnote
16) that some researchers have reported genuinely positive judgments which can hardly
be interpreted in terms of a "frozen" anticipatory shift. Therefore one can not rely
solely on this model when one wishes to explain all results obtained with Festinger and
Carlsmith's procedures.
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1.2.2 Anticipatory opinion shifts: now you see me, now you don't

An interesting quality of the anticipatory shift is that it is supposed to be a temporary
variation in the dependent variable which occurs while the experiment is still under
way. Although they are presently only theory, "post-discussion snap-backs" follow
logically from Cialdini et al. 's (1973, 1976) theoretical framework as these researchers
argue that anticipatory opinion shifts basically serve strategic purposes. From this one
may conclude that an anticipatory shift should ideally not leave much traces once the

discussion has been completed.
Interestingly this temporary nature of the anticipation effect suggests a partial
solution to the problem of what is actually going on with the dependent variable of
Festinger-Carlsmith experiments. A temporary effect would have two advantages:
firstly it provides a relatively elegant way of conceiving the experiment in terms of
multiple effects on the dependent variable (i.e., an effect which disappears after some
time clears the stage for other influencing factors), and secondly it suggests that the
actual moment of measurement of the dependent variable is a Crucial precondition for
observing the effect.
Let us follow an imaginary subject through the procedure of Festinger and
Carlsmith, and determine what happens with the dependent variable during the
experiment according to the anticipation model. The subject begins with an essentially
neutral judgment of the task since he does not know the task. When the subject has
completed the task, he will judge it negatively since the task was not particularly
attractive; then the "debriefing" by the experimenter follows. As soon as the subject
becomes aware of (the possibility 00 his participation in the role-play (which is
suggested to take place immediately), there will be an anticipatory shift in his
judgment of the task. According to Cialdini et al.'s analyses (1973, 1976), his
judgment will become more neutral regardless of the content of the advocacy. Until the
expectation of an imminent discussion is cancelled in some way (e.g., either explicitly
or by circumstances such as his leaving the laboratory), our subject will maintain his
neutral judgments of the task because he is still expecting an immediate role-play (cf.
the neutral ratings in the subject condition of Experiment 3). If the anticipated
discussion actually does take place, the model suggests that the neutral position will be
maintained as long as the discussion lasts.
The anticipation model thus provides a clear account of what should happen to
the subjects' judgments of the task if one would measure these during the entire
experiment, and throughout the discussion. However, what happens after the
discussion has ended is less clear. We propose that other (post-behavioral -see section
4.3.2 of Chapter 5) processes take over, but there are different ways in which this may
happen. A first possibility is that psychological processes such as (for example)
cognitive dissonance take over instantaneously, and essentially prevent (or disrupt) an
orderly post-discussion snap-back. This is of course a variation of the "freeze" effect,
but a crucial difference is that while a "freeze" cannot explain why some researchers
reported genuinely positive judgments (see above), the notion of a prevented snap-back
does not get into such interpretive difficulties. The second possibility favors a delayed
onset of other psychological processes: in this case the subjects' judgment of the task
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snaps back to its original position while it may later be changed again. We admit,
however, that it may be very difficult to distinguish empirically between these two
alternatives.
Regardless of the question when other processes actually take over, postulating
a temporary effect on the dependent variable would provide an explanation for some of
the "inconsistent" results obtained with the Festinger-Carlsmith procedure. As has
been argued in Chapter 5 (section 4.3.2 and footnote 14) it can account for the results
of the subject manipulation in our laboratory experiments, and it, furthermore,
provides a solution for an inconsistency (i.e., the one that concerned the position of the
control condition relative to other conditions) between the data of Calder et al. (1973)
and Insko et al. (1975) on the one hand, and those of other researchers (e.g., Festinger
& Carlsmith, 1959; Carlsmith et al., 1966; Cooper & Worchel, 1970) on the other
hand.

The idea of a temporary effect on the dependent variable does not provide a
ready explanation for the remainder of the results obtained with the FestingerCarlsmith procedures. After all most of the studies were designed in such a way that it
is at the very least unlikely that they would detect anticipatory shifts in the dependent
variable. However, as mentioned above, it does provide a useful basis on which
further explanations might be built. In the following section we will discuss in more
detail what other effects the Festinger-Carlsmith procedure may have on the subjects.
Before actually doing so, however, we would like to mention a topic, which deserves
further attention in its own right. When one considers the proposed sequence, one may
well wonder how resistant anticipatory shifts are to change. On the one hand it seems
that we are dealing with a very fragile effect which might easily be wiped out (for
example by thought, see section 3.1.2 of Chapter 5). After all the entire anticipation
effect is only temporary, and it seems therefore plausible that an attitude in its
anticipated state can easily be manipulated. However, on the other hand one may well
doubt the effectiveness of such persuasion attempts. The problem is that the flexible
nature of the anticipatory change phenomenon implies that there must be some
"memory", which helps the subject to restore the original judgment. It might well be
that in the case of a successful attempt to change a judgment during anticipation (if
such is possible at all), the change is essentially as temporary as the anticipation shift
because the "memory" of the original position was left untouched.

1.2.3

Extending the scope: the relative effects model (REM)

In the aforegoing section we have described the first element of what will henceforth
be referred to as the "relative effects model" (REM). It was suggested that there may
be a temporary shift in the dependent variable which can only be found under special
circumstances. In the present section we propose that a combination of the additive
model with the exaggeration effect provides a useful second step for understanding the
effects of Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure On the subjects' judgments of the task.
I.Et us return to the original formulation of the additive model, and let us
confront it with our own results as well as with the analysis of the previous section.
Among other things, the additive model assumes that playing a role leads to more
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negative judgments of the task, and that there is an independent effect on these
judgments of the debriefing". Although these two assumptions can explain the results
of Experiments 1 and 3, it is clear that one would get into problems when one would
regard them as a second step in our "sequence of events". According to the
anticipation model there is no such thing as a "debriefing effect" (see 1.1) since the
model suggests that only the more negative judgments in the high position conditions
of Experiment 1 (as well as the control condition of the pilot-study) deserve further

explanation.

This problem can be solved by replacing the two assumptions which were
mentioned above by the assumption that an extremization of the subjects' judgments
exists only when the assisting student debriefing has been applied (which is what the
exaggeration model suggests). If we combine this assumption with the remaining
assumptions of the additive model (i.e., those about the experimenter's remark, the
audience, the content of the role-play, and the independence of the effects) it is clear
that the resulting model inherits the explanatory power of that model (i.e., it is capable
to reconcile the same set of conflicting findings with each other), while it is also
completely compatible with an explanation of the results of Experiment 3 in terms of
an anticipatory shift in the dependent variable. Moreover, the model which is thus
obtained provides a consistent framework explaining all our (laboratory) results in
terms of empirical effects: it contends that the negative results in the pilot-study which
was run prior to Experiment 1 are the consequence of the experimenter's remark about
the task (cf. Chapter 3). Next, the model states that the pattern which was obtained in
Experiment 1 (i.e., with the high position conditions showing more negative
judgments), is the consequence of an exaggeration of (the subjects' perception of) the
negative character of the task (cf. Chapter 2), and finally the model posits that the
results of Experiment 3 (i.e., the more positive judgments in the subject condition) are
the consequence of an anticipatory shift (cf. Chapter 5). Furthermore, the model also
explains why these results differ from those of other researchers (i.e., Jastrebske,
1974, 1976, 1981; Nuttin, 1966; Paulhus, 1982; see Chapter 3), and it finally explains
some inconsistencies between their results (cf. Chapter 3, section 4.3).
It is possible, however, to stretch the relative effects model a bit further by
adding two further assumptions: if a low reward is given in compensation for playing a

role, this will lead to more positive judgments of the task, and if a subject does not
perceive that he is competently assisting the experimenter (this occurs with "low
consequences" and "low choice" manipulations), this will reinstate the subjects'
original judgment of the task. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the addition of these
assumptions considerably adds to the power of the relative effects model.
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2 A deep look into forced compliance
In the preceding section we have assembled several notions which together suggest a
new look at Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) forced compliance procedure. In the
present section we provide a systematic overview of the REM along with its
reinterpretation of previous results. Next to eight empirical assumptions of the model,
we propose mediating psychological processes which might explain why certain
situational manipulations have certain consequences. In section 2.3 we argue that these
various processes can be traced back to one common underlying mechanism. However,
in order to avoid confusion about the status of these explanatory statements we should
mention that the most important reason for their inclusion is that they suggest (to us) a
potentially useful perspective for understanding why certain situational manipulations
should have certain effects On the dependent variable. We realize that because the
empirical effects are based on post hoc interpretations, and because the explanations
provided are largely hypothetical, our analyses await further empirical verification.

2.1 Formal outline of the REM
The REM consists of 8 assumptions concerning three different aspects of experiments
which follow Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) procedures: the general procedure of
the experiment, control conditions, and experimental conditions (see table 6.1 for an
overview of the assumptions). The "starting point" of all assumed effects are the
judgments of the task as they would be given in a control condition in which the
subjects have been debriefed, but in which none of the hypothesized effects are at
work. Examples of such control conditions are the ones we used in Experiments 1 and
3.

Regarding the general procedure the model assumes that the dependent variable
always undergoes an anticipatory shift towards the neutral point of the scale. This
assumption is based on the theoretical framework of Cialdini et al. (1973, 1976),
which predicts a moderation effect when subjects are given the impression that they
immediately have to discuss a topic which is low in personal importance. Therefore, if
one would let a subject rate the task while he is anticipating a discussion, one should
find more neutral judgments than when that subject is not anticipating a discussion. It
is obvious that, provided the subjects' anticipation of a discussion remains constant,
this anticipatory shift should be observable in control conditions as well as in
experimental conditions. The REM assumes that this is a temporary effect: when the
anticipated discussion has been either held or cancelled, the subjects' judgments of the
task should return to their original position. Above (see 1.2.2) it has been argued that
this may not provide an accurate description of the psychological processes which take
place just after an anticipatory shift has been cancelled, but it was also noted that the
difference between a post-discussion snap-back and an instantaneous take-over by other
processes may be difficult to verify empirically.
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Table 6.1
1

The eight assumptions of the relative effects model'

When in an experiment a subject becomes aware of the fact that he may immediately have to
discuss the task with another subject, this will lead to a temporary anticipatory shift in the
subjects' judgments of the task. These judgments snap back to their original position when the
expected discussion is completed, delayed or cancelled.

2

When in

a control condition the experimenter makes a remark about the task being enjoyable,
this results in an extremization of the subjects' judgments of the task.

3 When in

an experimental condition the assisting student manipulation is used in the manner
Festinger and Carlsmith originally used it (i.e., stressing the uniqueness of the position), this
results in an extremization of the subjects' judgments of the task.

4

When in

5

When in

an experimental condition the subjects have to report their judgments of the task to
either the experimenter or to somebody who is likely to be related to the experimenter, this
results in more positive judgments of the task. This effect is even enhanced when the
experimenter makes a remark about the task being enjoyable.
an experimental condition a subject is paid a low(er) reward for his assistance to the
experimenter, this results in more positive judgments of the task than when the subject is paid
a high(er) reward.

6 When in

an experimental condition the subjects' perception of their competence as a
participant is either undermined (e.g., they fail to convince the confederate), or rendered
irrelevant (e.g., they are not given a choice to assist), this cancels the effects of a low reward
(see the previous assumption).

7

All of the aforementioned effects

8

The effects which have been assumed above in assumption 3,4 and 5, are independent. In
order to determine the effect of any situation in which several of these effects operate, one
can therefore simply add the various effects.

are independent of manipulations of the content of the
(alleged) message the subject has to bring across.

' The purpose of the relative effects model is to provide an explanation for inconsistencies in
research which relied on Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experimental procedures. Therefore all
assumptions should be considered against the background of that procedure.

With respect to control conditions the REM predicts that if the experimenter
makes a remark about the subject's liking the task prior to the dependent measurement,
this will lead to an extremization of the subject's judgments of the task. The
explanation which has been forwarded for this effect, is that the experimenter's remark
focuses the subject's attention on how negative the task actually was (since the subject
is very much aware of the fact that the task was not enjoyable), which leads to an
extremization. At present there are no indications as to how this effect relates to the
anticipatory shift if both should occur in the same (control) condition: on the one hand
it is conceivable that the anticipated discussion would neutralize the effects of the
experimenter's remark, but on the other hand the increased attention to the negative
nature of the task might also break through the anticipatory shift.
The majority of the assumptions of the REM deal exclusively with experimental
conditions. First, the model states that in experimental conditions where the assisting
student debriefing is used, the subjects' judgments of the task will become more
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negative. As to the subsidiary data of Experiment 1, we assume that this extremization

is mediated by a role-positional shift which enhances subjects' commitment as well as
the negative character of the task. Secondly, the model assumes that when no clear
distinction between the experimenter and the dependent measurement exists, this will
lead to more positive judgments of the task. There seem to be two manners through
which these more positive judgments can come about: one of these is mere social
desirability (i.e.. the subject may feel that he should not give too negative judgments
about the task), the other assumes that whenever the subjects become aware of a
connection between the experimenter and the items in the questionnaire, they start
guessing for the reasons why the experimenter may want them to evaluate the task.
Under such circumstances it is possible that subjects will develop the hypothesis that
they should not answer too negatively (after all the debriefing mentioned that they
were only in an alleged "control condition"), and answer correspondingly. The model
contends that either of these effects can be intensified by letting the experimenter make
a remark about the task being enjoyable.
Thirdly the model assumes that when a low reward is given in compensation
for playing a role, this will lead to more positive judgments of the task, and that the
positivity of the subjects' judgments increases as the reward decreases. One way of
understanding this effect is based on the finding that our subjects generally seemed to
be willing to assist the experimenter even without receiving any reward, and that most
subjects did not even need any external "pressure" in order to comply with the
experimenter's request. These observations suggest that the act of helping another
person is in itself so rewarding that there is in fact no need for additional rewards. It
seems plausible to assume that this rewarding aspect is some kind of positive selfregard, self-perception or feeling which the subject derives from being able to help
another person. However, when the experimenter suddenly introduces a financial
reward, he essentially destroys the subjects' possibilities for deriving such rewards
from his behavior: no matter what the subjects' original motives were, the introduction
of the reward will probably replace them for cost/profit oriented feelings or thoughts.
When the reward is sufficiently high to balance the costs for the subject, the subject
finds himself in essentially the same situation as before since she is essentially
profiting from the deal, although the profit is different in nature (i.e., a financial
reward has replaced the positive feelings). However, when a too small financial reward
has been awarded, the subject will essentially find himself to be down in the deal.
After all it becomes rather difficult to maintain the idea that one has been helping the
experimenter (the reward effectively blocks this notion), but simultaneously the reward
is too small to be interpreted in terms of profit. We presently suggest that these
circumstances cause the subjects' judgments of the task (which are, after all, more or
less the object of all the rewards) to become more positive. How or why this exactly
takes place is difficult to say at present; one possibility which certainly deserves
further attention, is that some kind of dissonance reduction process plays a role here
(e.g., the change in the subjects' judgments serves as a compensation for the otherwise
unfavorable situation of the subjects). On the other hand, however, it should be noted
that also other theoretical perspectives may be relevant here, such as research into the
effects of reward on intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1980). A deeper
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investigation of the implications of their reasoning, however, lies beyond the scope of
the present chapter.
Since the three aforegoing assumptions all deal with different aspects of the
procedure of experimental conditions, it is clear that the model implies that multiple
effects may occur simultaneously. The model assumes that these effects work
independent from one another so that, in the case of the simultaneous occurrence of
multiple effects, one can determine their net effect on the subjects' judgments by
means of an addition of the various effects. At present it is difficult to provide a
deeper theoretical motivation for this assumption except that it is conceptually speaking
simpler to assume independence of effects than for example an interaction of various
factors. The model furthermore states that there is a precondition to one of the model's
effects: according to the REM, the effects of a low reward can only be found if the
subjects perceive that they are competent participants of the situation. If the subjects
have grounds for doubting their competence (e.g., as is the case when the subject is
forced to play the role, or when the confederate reacts unconvinced) the model predicts
that this will cancel the positive effect of a low reward on the subjects' judgments. Let
us again return to the mechanism through which a low reward produces positive
changes in the subjects' judgments: above we have noted that a low reward on the one
hand effectuates a change in the subjects' (intrinsic3) motivation for assisting the
experimenter, and that it simultaneously fails to replace it with an adequate (extrinsic)
motivation (i.e., the reward is too low to make the subject feel that he is profiting
from the situation). However, these considerations only hold for subjects who see
themselves as competent persons who actually deserve some kind of profit from the
role-play. If this perception of competence is destroyed (e.g., by making the subject
believe that he failed to accomplish the experimenter's goals) or if it is rendered
irrelevant (e.g., by forcing the subject to play the role), the subjects in fact lose their
rights to some kind of personal gain from the role-play (as mentioned in Chapter 1,
Insko et al. [1975] indeed reported main effects for both choice and consequences on a
manipulation check which measured subjects' perceptions of success). After all, a
failure to convince the confederate means that the subjects fail to help the
experimenter, and when the subjects are merely forced to assist the experimenter, they
are simply doing what they have been told to do. Under such circumstances, the
mechanism discussed above in the context of a low reward would not work, and hence
one would not expect more positive judgments of the task. The model finally assumes
that all the hypothesized effects are independent from the content of the role-play:
according to the REM, telling a lie or the truth about the task do not fundamentally
alter the discussed effects on the dependent variable.

It should be noted that though Deci and Ryan (1980) also use tile concepts of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation and competence, their use here is not intended as an implicit introduction of their theory into the
REM.
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2.2 The REM and Festinger & Carlsmith type of research
The prime concern of the relative effects model is the integration of our own results
with those of other researchers by means of a series of empirical effects. With the
exception of the two assumptions which concern the effects of a small reward and
perception of competence, all assumptions were originally made in attempts to explain
inconsistencies within our own results, and between our results and those of other
researchers. As was shown in section 1.2.3 the model is very well capable of
explaining why our experimental results differed from those of other researchers.
However, surprisingly the model not only provides an integration of our own data with
those of previous researchers, but it also suggests an integration of many of their

findings.
Table 6.2 presents an overview of the factors which according to the model
have contributed to the results of the role-playing experiments reviewed in Chapter 1.
For each of the listed experiments the table shows whether a certain factor has
contributed to the outcomes of that experiment or not. The six factors which form the
core of the model, are divided in two groups indicating whether a factor operated
either in a control condition, or in an experimental condition.4 There are five types of
entries in the table: 'yes' and 'no' indicate whether a certain factor was present,
'manip' indicates that a factor was manipulated in the experiment, a question mark
indicates that the research report is not clear with respect to a factor, and finally a
hyphen indicates that a factor does not apply because there were no corresponding
conditions. According to the table there are two experiments in which control
conditions an anticipatory shift actually interfered with the measurement (cf. section
1.2.2 of this chapter), and there are four experiments in which the experimenter
remarked on the enjoyableness of the task in the control condition. By the same rule
there are six experiments in which the exaggeration effect operated (see for a
motivation of this classification section 1.2.5 of Chapter 2), four experiments in which
the way of measuring the dependent variable may have influenced the measurement
(see also section 4.3 of Chapter 3; interestingly, in all these studies except Jastrebske's
[1981] the different measurement was also combined with a remark by the
experimenter), eight experiments in which levels of rewards were manipulated (in the
other experiments no additional reward was given for the role-play), and finally 4
experiments in which subjects' perceived competence was manipulated (in the
remaining experiments the impression was always given that the subjects were
competent).
According to the REM Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment resulted in
an extremization in the control condition which was a consequence of the

4 The REM does not exclude the possibility that an anticipation effect can be found in an experimental
condition. However, since such a study has to the best of our knowledge never been reported, the
corresponding column has been omitted from the section labeled "experimental conditions-.
5 Insko et al. (1975) argued that their manipulation of waiting-time had similar psychological effects as a
financial reward. It has been included in table 6.2 as a manipulation of reward based On the assumption that
the subjects experienced differences in personal investment or loss.
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Table 6.2

Factors which according to the REM contribute to the results of

experiments following the Festinger-Carlsmith procedure
Experiment

Experimental conditions

Control conditions
antici

remark

pation'

exag

measure

geration

ment

reward

cornpe
tence

Festinger & Cartsmith (1959)

no

yes

yes

no

manip

no

Nuttin (1966)

no

yes

yes

no

manip

no

Carlsmith et al. (1966)

no

yes

yes

no

manip

no

-

?

?

manip

no

Collins et al. (1970)
Cooper & Worchel (1970)

no

no

no

no

manip

manip

Calder et al. (1973)

yes

no

no

no

manip

manip

Insko et al. (1975)

Yes

no

no

no

manip

manip

?

no

no

manip

?

no

no

no
no

Sheras et al. (1973)
Zanna et al. (1975)

?

?

Jastrebske (1974)

no

no

yes

yes

no

Jastrebske (1976)

no

no

yes

yes

manip

no

Jastrebske (1981)

no

no

yes

Yes

no

no

Paulhus (1982)

no

Yes

no

yes

no

no

'

These entries correspond to the six factors, which according to the REM may be manipulated in
experiments following the Festinger-Carlsmith procedures. See the text for further explanations.

experimenter's remark, and a similar extremization in the experimental conditions
which was caused by their using the assisting student manipulation. Since these
researchers also manipulated reward, the model predicts that they should have found
more positive judgments in the low reward condition, which is exactly the pattern
Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) reported (along with Carlsmith et at. [1966], and
Nuttin6 [1966]). The REM is also consistent with results obtained by Calder et at.
(1973), Insko et al. (1975), and Cooper and Worchel (1970). According to the model,
these experiments show that when the subjects' perception of their competence in
convincing the confederate is disrupted by "low choice" or "low consequences"
manipulations, low reward manipulations lose their effect on the dependent variable.
However, when one relates the control conditions to what in terms Of tlle REM might
be called the "low competence" conditions, it is clear that these three experiments do
not replicate each other: while Cooper and Worchel's control condition resulted in
judgments which were comparable to those in their low competence" experimental
The extremization Nuttin (1966) reported in the high reward conditions remains unaccounted for.
However, Nuttin himself suspected that these subjects may have become suspicious by the size of the reward.
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conditions, the control means of Calder et al., and Insko et al. showed a tendency to
be more neutral than (some 00 the "low competence" conditions. While these findings
remain anomalous from the perspective of cognitive dissonance theory (cf. Insko et
at., 1975), the relative effects model provides a mechanism which explains this result:
according to the REM, the control means of the last two studies reflect an anticipatory
shift while the control condition of Cooper and Worchel did not result in such an

effect:
The REM does not, however, provide a ready insight into the results obtained
by Collins et al. (1970), Sheras et al. (1973), and Zanna et al. (1975). Based on the
evidence available, the model would predict that Collins et al. should have found more
positive judgments in the low reward conditions, and that the remaining two teams of
researchers should have found no effects whatsoever. However, as is apparent from
table 6.2, each of these three research reports can only with great difficulty be
interpreted in terms of the REM, since the brevity of the respective descriptions makes
it essentially impossible to get an accurate picture of the relevant aspects of the
procedures of these experiments. Although the results may seem to be opposing the
REM's claims, this ultimately depends on the exact procedures of these experiments.
For example, if Sheras et al., and Zanna et al. used a small reward or an equivalent
manipulation which made the subjects feel that they were investing more than they
gained (e.g., oral derogation of the fact that no reward could be given), their results
become consistent with the model. Similarly, if Collins et al.'s procedures really
confused their subjects (cf. section 5.6.3 of Chapter 1), this may have functioned as an

alternative "low competence" manipulation. However, it should also be noted that two
of the three reports do not mention control conditions, while the third report (i.e., the
one reported by Zanna et al.), describes results which are internally inconsistent.
These considerations suggest that it is difficult if not impossible to relate their
respective outcomes to the relative effects model.
Concerning the results of Jastrebske (1981), and Paulhus (1982), essentially the
same analyses apply as have been discussed in section 4.3 Chapter 3, and we therefore
refrain from presenting those here again. As concerns the results of the two remaining
experiments by Jastrebske (1974, 1976) things are, however, a bit more complicated.
As will be recalled, both these studies showed that after a role-play, subjects'
judgments of the task became more positive regardless of the nature of the task (there
was only one exception to this: the positive task/low reward/feedback condition of the
1976 study showed more negative judgments of the task), and both studies also showed
that different conditions resulted in different amounts of change. To some extent these
positive changes are of course consistent with the REM (see Chapter 3, section 4.3),
but the finding of positive changes following a lie about a positive task is anything but
obvious from the model. Intuition suggests that several of the effects of the model
would probably change direction, and this would mean that more negative judgments

1 The model does not explain why in both experiments some of the "low competence" conditions also
resulted in means that were comparable to those in the control conditions. This may indicate that the subject
debriefing reduces the importance of the competence variable for the dependent variable (after all the
assisting student manipulation typically explicitly addresses the subjects' competence).
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should have been found. Moreover, in both studies Jastrebske found different amounts
of change in the subjects' judgments of the tasks which depended on levels of
feedback, but since Jastrebske did not use feedback that may have disconfirmed the
subjects' competence, the model cannot be used to explain the resulting differences.
However, in Chapter 1 we have already remarked that Jastrebske's experimental
procedures are not exactly close copies of Festinger and Carlsmith's original
procedures, and that various aspects of the procedures lead to severe doubts concerning
the validity of her results. One of the factors which was mentioned, has been

incorporated into the model (i.e., the effects of reporting to the experimenter), but
there are several other factors which may have influenced the dependent measures. It
was argued that the outcomes of both studies partly contradict each other, that the
subjects may have become suspicious by the repeated confrontation with the issue of
"judgments of the task", and that subjects in the 1974 experiment may have become
suspicious by the method of giving the feedback. Apart from suspicions, however, we
wish to mention one further factor that only concerns the positive task. In both
experiments a female experimenter had male subjects judge female leg or head-andshoulder postures. Such a task may in itself already be somewhat embarrassing to
subjects (in both studies students of introductory classes in psychology), but when the
experiment is run by a female experimenter who also carries out the measurement of
the dependent variables the danger becomes all too real that other uncontrolled factors
are introduced in the experiment (e.g., embarrassment or refusal to answer honestly).
Therefore we conclude that though the REM is only consistent with part of the results
of both experiments, it is not very clear how the remaining results were produced.
Summarizing the discussion so far, the REM appears to be reasonably capable
to integrate the majority of the findings which have been obtained in experiments
copying Festinger and Carlsmith's original procedures: apart from integrating our own
results with the remaining literature, the model provides an explanation for the data
that were obtained in five other experiments. For the outcomes of five more
experiments the model only provides partial explanations (i.e., Calder et at., 1973;
Insko et al., 1975; Jastrebske, 1974, 1976; Nuttin, 1966), but in three of these
experiments (Jastrebske, 1974, 1976 and Nuttin, 1966) the remaining inconsistencies
may be related to unintended manipulations of factors such as embarrassment or
confusion. There are, finally, three reports to whose results the model cannot be
readily applied. These reports do not provide a detailed account of the precise
experimental procedures which were followed and this makes it impossible to apply the
model correctly.
However, despite the success of the model, there is one problematic aspect
which is worth mentioning. The problem is that the actual means which were reported
in the control conditions of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), and Nuttin (1966), lie
close to the neutral point of the dependent measure while the REM contends that these
means should have undergone a negative extremization. Therefore it seems that
although the patterns correspond with the predictions from the REM, the actual values
of the means do not. One explanation for this contends that the size of the
extremization (in control conditions) which follows the remark by the experimenter,
depends on the negativity of the subjects' initial position. For example, if the subjects'
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initial position is only slightly negative, it might be possible that the following
extremization may also be relatively small whereas a much larger extremization might
be obtained when the initial position was more negative.

2.3 A subject's quest for meaning
2.3.1

An underlying assumption Of the REM

At first sight the relative effects model may look somewhat like a loose assembly of
different effects with different origins. To some extent this is of course inevitable, as it
is the consequence of the idea that various aspects of the experimental situation each

have their own effect on the dependent variable. However, there seems to be a
mechanism which on the one hand can be described as an implicit assumption of the
model, and that on the other hand provides a useful background against which the
model can be more easily understood. This mechanism assumes that during the most
important part of an experiment following Festinger and Carlsmith's procedure (i.e.,

during the debriefing and the role-play), the subjects are trying to figure out what the
experiment is about, and therefore necessarily also try to find out what their own
function is in relation to the experiment and the experimenter.
If we assume that the subjects actively try to find meaning in the situation in
which they have been placed, several aspects of the relative effects model become
more easy to understand. For example, it becomes easier to understand why a
relatively indirect remark by the experimenter about "asking his subjects to assist" is
interpreted by the vast majority of the subjects as an indication that they themselves
are probably also going to have to talk to another subject (assumption 1, see table 6.1).
Logically speaking, this is not an obvious conclusion since the experimenter mentions
that this is not an integral part of the experimental procedure. However, if we assume
that a subject who listens to this story, is motivated to find the deeper meaning of the
experiment, the arrival at this premature conclusion becomes less surprising. Similarly,
against the background of a subject who is looking for an explanation, it makes perfect
sense that when the experimenter makes an explicit remark about the enjoyable
character of the task to a control subject, this can result in an extremization of the
subject's judgments of the task (assumption 2). In both cases, the idea is that because
the subjects are motivated to think about the information provided to them, the
probability increases that they will make quick inferences and that remarks by the
experimenter focus the subject's attention on specific characteristics of the task. This
idea, moreover, suggests why the latter (extremization) effect is limited to control
conditions: since experimental subjects have already spent time thinking about various
qualities of the task (as a consequence of the role-play), additional remarks by the
experimenter would not affect their judgments too much.
Although the idea that the subjects try to define their situation, also provides a
useful background against which the effect of having to report one's judgments of the
task to the experimenter (assumption 4) can be understood, it is especially relevant

with respect to the effects of a high position manipulation (assumption 3), a low
reward (assumption 5), undermining the subject's competence (assumption 6), and the
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notion that the effects of the model are independent from the content of the role-play
(assumption 7). In the case of assumptions 3,5 and 6, subjects' attempts to define the
situation are essentially implied by the argumentation in section 2.1 of this chapter (it
was assumed that manipulations of the request, reward, and perceived competence
affect the manner in which the subjects define their relation to the experimenter and
the experiment). However, also the notion that the content of the role-play does not
affect the dependent measures, becomes more easy to conceive: if the majority of the
effects on the dependent variable are mediated by the subjects' understanding of their
situation, it is obvious that the actual content of what the subject is asked to say to the
confederate, is a relatively unimportant factor.
It should be noted that also the outcomes of Experiment 4 seem to be consistent
with the aforementioned assumption. From the point of view that the subjects try to
define their own situation it seems at best unlikely that a relatively remote observer
could accurately predict the reactions of a subject after merely reading a written
transcript of the situation. It seems much more likely that the observers would derive
their predictions from the general 'picture' they have been provided with (e.g.,
reasoning along the lines Bem [1972] suggested). However, since the focus of the
observers' attention also has turned Out to be an important factor (Wegner & Finstuen,
1977) there exists a theoretical possibility that, once their attention has been focused
correctly, observers are able to make the right predictions.

2.3.2 The experimental procedure
The assumption that subjects are motivated to understand the situation they find
themselves in, is not so much different from what Rijsman (1981), and Rijsman and
Bruin (in press) have proposed. In fact, much of their analysis in terms of role
positions is directly relevant for the relative effects model. However, we would like to
emphasize that to a large extent the very nature of the experimental procedure induces
this motivation in the subjects, and in this respect our present position diverges
somewhat from Rijsman and Bruin's analysis. We do not want to suggest that
problems with the subjects' understanding of the experimental situation (i.e., the
subjects' representation of what an experiment may be abouO are unique to Festinger
and Carlsmith's procedures; in fact a subject's conception of the backgrounds of an
experiment may be far more important than researchers usually seem to acknowledge

e.g., Marques, Yzerbyt & Rijsman, 1988; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969).
However, in the previous section it has been noted that the entire relative effects model
essentially boils down to subjects' attempts to understand their situation, and when one
relates this to the experimental procedure as well as to some of our empirical findings,
it becomes clear that the experimental procedure itself essentially provokes the subjects
to think about what happens to them.
Consider once more the effects of the experimental procedures on the subjects:
by the time the debriefing has started, the subjects first of all think that they have
finished participating in the experiment. They have no information about the purpose
of the experiment: all they know is that they had to perform some (seemingly)
meaningless activities. Therefore it is very likely that the subjects want to know more
(see,
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about the experiment, which is of course exactly what may have made many of our
subjects so eager to hear the debriefing.8 This leads us to the conclusion that the first
stage of the experiment does not only induce a baseline of negative judgments of the
task, but that it also induces a curiosity to find out more about the experiment.
However, even the attention of those who might not yet be curious about the
experiment, will eventually become focused on the experiment. After all, the next step
of the procedure is that the experimenter debriefs the subjects on the "purpose" of the
experiment, and this undoubtedly will force the subjects to think about the situation
they were brought into. A further factor that can also be expected to focus the
subjects' attention on the situation is the conclusion from Experiment 5 (see Chapter 5,
section 4.1) that the alleged purpose of the study turned out to be quite different from
what the subjects expected.
To some extent one should admire the experimental procedure for catching the
subjects' attention so completely that some even ask for an explanation. After all, the
debriefing is only the start of the actual experiment, and if one considers the
manipulations which are about to come it only seems desirable that the subjects pay
close attention to the events which follow (in this respect Festinger and Carlsmith's
procedure differs of course from other forced compliance procedures: in the
experiment of Scher and Cooper [1989; Chapter 1, see footnote 11] for example,
subjects' attention was focussed on the issue). However the other side of the coin is, as
we have argued above, that the impact of the exact content of the information on the
subjects may become so large that relatively small, and (from the point of view of the
theory that was tested) irrelevant variations in the information can be expected to
influence the manner in which the subjects interpret their situation. Above we have
encountered several examples of this: the differences in the subjects' behavior toward
the confederate, the subjects' desire to hear something about the backgrounds of the
experiment, and the finding that a relatively simple remark resulted in anticipation of a
discussion with another subject. However, a result which can not be directly related to
the relative effects model but which is nevertheless connected to the issues raised
above, concerns the finding that the mere act of providing subjects with a more general
perspective to the task actually influences the manner, in which those subjects think
about the task. In a way this can perhaps be regarded as the best illustration of how
subtle the impact of the experimenter's words is on the subjects' perceptions of their
situation. Even though the debriefing does not actually deal with the task, the
presentation of a broader perspective contributes to the subjects reaching higher levels
of identification of that task. If such a subtle manipulation already suffices to affect the
subjects' conceptions of the task, it seems to us that we are currently only beginning to
understand what it actually was that Festinger and Carlsmith did to the subjects.

8
Another reason for the subjects' behavior can be derived from the fact that. to the subjects, the subjectrole has ended (cf. Chapter 2). The subjects would therefore no longer feel obliged to allow the experimenter
to strldy whatever it is he is studying. Instead they can assume other roles which allow them to ask for an
explanation of the experiment, for instance.
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2.4 Concluding notions concerning the relative effects model

When one relates cognitive dissonance theory (as represented by for example Cooper
and Fazio [1984], and Wicklund and Brehm [1976]) to the relative effects model, it is
clear that there are large differences between the two. On the one hand, the analysis by
cognitive dissonance theory is typically limited to only one condition in a certain
experiment (i.e., to a lie/low reward/high choice/high consequences condition) while
leaving the remaining conditions unaccounted for; on the other hand, the relative
effects model provides an account for all the conditions of most of the experiments
which followed Festinger and Carlsmith's procedures. This difference between the way
in which the two models operate, can perhaps best be illustrated by means of an
example. Consider Nuttin's (1966), and our own "failures" to arouse dissonance in
subjects who performed the role-play without being rewarded. When discussing these
results, a dissonance theorist would most likely refer to the ever growing list of
preconditions of the theory, and state that one or several of the preconditions were not
fulfilled in either experiment. Therefore, our theorist might continue, the experimental
outcomes should be discarded since it is not clear what kind of factors did mediate the
effects. This argumentation perfectly illustrates the manner in which cognitive
dissonance theory inadvertently obstructs a deeper understanding of the effects
"dissonance experiments" have on the subjects: to begin with, it is virtually impossible
to falsify the predictions of the theory, as one has numerous 'theoretical" arguments at
one's disposal fur claiming that some necessary antecedent of cognitive dissonance was
not manipulated correctly.9 However, the statement that an experiment does not
confirm the theory because one or several preconditions were not manipulated
correctly, has two implications: firstly. it places the results of that experiment outside
the domain of cognitive dissonance theory (this may in itself be a legitimate step, as it
is useless to assume that the theory can explain everything, but it also makes it
difficult to falsify the theory), and secondly, the notion of not having correctly
manipulated certain necessary preconditions effectively serves as an argument for
discarding the experiment, and not bothering any further about its results because it is
'defective" (already in 1975, Insko et at. complained that so many outcomes of forced
compliance experiments were left unexplained).
The relative effects model, on the other hand, does not limit itself to one effect
which can be observed under certain conditions; instead the model argues that the
effects of a given experimental condition depend on how that condition has been staged
in the laboratory. In the view of the relative effects model there are no "defective"
experiments (although one might consider experimental procedures in which subjects'
suspicions are provoked to be so); there are only different creations of a 'reality"
which have different effects on the subjects' judgments of the task.
9 One might well wonder, however, whether the theory has ever not been difficult to disprove. In
Chapter 1 we have shown that the original formulation of the theory led to many operational difficulties. In a
way there is a certain irony to the conclusion that the addition of preconditions may have resulted in a clearer
conception of when "dissonance" occurs, but that it did not make it easier to subject the theory to a "crucial
test.
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However, in at least three respects cognitive dissonance theory may appear to
be superior to the relative effects model. First, while even the more restricted versions
of cognitive dissonance theory can at least be applied to forced compliance situations in
general, it is, at best, unlikely that the REM can be generalized to for example other
forced compliance procedures. Undoubtedly, cognitive dissonance theory provides the
broader perspective of the two. However, this need not really surprise us since the
relative effects model was developed because of a wish to understand the mechanisms
"
that led to various
inconsistent" results obtained by means of one experimental
procedure. Moreover, one of the ideas behind the model is that specific aspects of the
experimental procedures make all the difference, and it is therefore obvious that the
model in its entirety (i.e., as discussed in sections 2.1 and 2.3) cannot be applied to
other methods of studying forced compliance, nor to other fields of psychological
experimentation. If one would attempt to apply the model to for example the
experiments described by Nuttin (1975) or to one of the many forced compliance
experiments in which subjects were made to write counter-attitudinal essays (e. g. ,
Scher & Cooper, 1989), one would discover that the model is not able to explain
consistently the entire body of results obtained in those studies.
A second respect in which cognitive dissonance theory can be considered
superior to the relative effects model, is the fact that while dissonance theory provides
a more or less coherent theoretical framework from which its predictions can be
derived, the relative effects model essentially boils down to a cookery book with a
series of recipes describing which procedural manipulations have what effects on the
subjects' judgments of the task. Attached to this cookery book are, of course, several
notions that intend to explain the relations between manipulations and changes in the
dependent variable. However, it is clear that, until further research has identified
them, these mechanisms remain hypothetical and relatively arbitrary (i.e., anyone can
propose another mechanism that explains the relations between inputs and outputs).
Based on this reasoning one might argue that the REM is inferior to dissonance theory
because it lacks a coherent theoretical framework to back up its predictions. However,
one may well wonder whether this difference has any implications for the superiority
of one theory over the other. In Chapter 1 we have concluded that there are no strong
indications that the assumption is justified that forced compliance experiments induce
cognitive dissonance in the subjects. Furthermore it has been noted that the limited
amount of knowledge about the psychological processes involved in forced compliance
experiments is highly surprising when one realizes that for 35 years researchers have
been debating the nature of these very psychological processes (e.g., whether one
should speak of self-perception, impression management processes, or cognitive
dissonance), while mostly relying on the same dependent variable. When dissonance
theory is considered in this light it seems to us that in fact, a cookery book model
would provide a more adequate perspective to the available results because it is only
limited to mere input-output relations.
A third aspect in which dissonance theory seems to be superior to the relative
effects model concerns the fact that, though the latter appears to provide a relatively
successful integration of many (seemingly) conflicting results, it can only do so by
relying on several external assumptions. For example, the model has to assume that a
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number of conditions of other researchers can be discarded because of suspicions or
confusion among the subjects (e.g., Nuttin's [1966] high reward conditions and many
conditions from Jastrebske's [1974, 1976] experiments), that the subject debriefing
reduces the effects of one of the factors in the model (see footnote 7). that Paulhus'
subjects perceived connections between the measurement of the dependent variables
and the (first) experimenter, and that the assisting student debriefing, when applied
'correctly: leads to a subjectively felt promotion (cf. Chapter 2). Although some of
these assumptions may seem reasonable enough, it is nevertheless obvious that the
application of cognitive dissonance theory to these experiments proceeds along more
straightforward lines (e.g., only if the preconditions are fulfilled, dissonance will
result). However, two considerations are important here: in the first place the REM
presents a first attempt to deal with the complexity that seems to be inherent to the
type of experiments we have been discussing in the previous chapters. The model does
not pretend to be a 'theory of everything'; evidence of this can be found in the fact
that connections with at least two other fields of research (i.e., action identification and
intrinsic/extrinsic motivation) have not been explored, though there seem to be good
opportunities for doing so. In the second place it should be noted that at least in
theory, the additional assumptions mentioned above are verifiable (e.g., by means of

new experiments). Such verification may lead to a deeper understanding of the
mechanisms that are involved in experiments of the Festinger-Carlsmith type (possibly
at the cost of the REM), although it might also lead to a further fragmentation of the
field. Cognitive dissonance theory, however, does not have such a growing potential:
if, as has been shown above, one's experimental situation does not fulfill some
precondition the theory does not provide one with the possibilities to understand
whatever results were obtained. The results lie outside the domain of the theory and,
unfortunately, also outside that of most of the theory's competitors.
It seems that at present one has a choice between a comparatively broad theory
which leaves a lot of results unexplained and which requires a series of hypothetical
mechanisms, and an empirically derived model which provides an integration of more
of these findings, but which is limited to the extent that it can not be generalized to
other areas of psychological research and which relies on several extra-theoretical
assumptions. When discussing experiments of the Festinger-Carlsmith type we prefer
the relative effects model to cognitive dissonance theory for three reasons: (i) the REM
has a greater explanatory power (i.e., it integrates more experimental findings than
dissonance theory), (ii) the eight core assumptions of the REM (i.e., the 'cookery
book') are more easily testable, and (iii) potentially, the REM provides a much deeper
understanding of how the various actions of the experimenter affect the subjects. It is,
however, obvious that in the end not personal preference but empirical verification will
have the last word on which of the two approaches is the best.
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3 Conclusion concerning the 6#classical" status of

Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment
When one relates the considerations of the previous sections to the original question in
we asked Chapter 1 (i.e., whether Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment
deserves its status of a "classical experiment"), it is clear that our answer is negative.
Already at the end of the first chapter we did conclude that the experiment itself is
open to serious criticism and alternative interpretations, and that neither further
developments of dissonance theory, nor further advancements of the empirical
knowledge of this type of forced compliance experiments have forwarded solutions to
many of the resulting problems. Chapters 2 through 5 have only increased these doubts
by showing that the dependent variable in Festinger-Carlsmith experiments is
extremely sensitive to situational variations. This culminated in the present chapter in
the formulation of a new model, which is potentially capable of explaining the majority
of the contradictions.
However, the REM nevertheless implies that Festinger and Carlsmith's
procedures produce meaningful, predictable and replicable results, and that some of
these may even be mediated by cognitive dissonance. This might be interpreted as an
indication that perhaps Festinger and Carlsmith were after all correct in assuming that
they had tested cognitive dissonance theory in their experiment, and that their
procedures was not as bad as some critics have claimed them to be. However, despite
the REM's success in integrating a large part of the relevant literature, we fail to see
the reasons for such positive conclusions. In the first place, though the model allows
cognitive dissonance to play a role in the original experiment of Festinger and
Carlsmith, it also claims that their experiment involved two other factors (namely, the
experimenter's remark about the task and a role-positional shift). Therefore the
experiment can hardly be regarded as a clear and unproblematic illustration of
cognitive dissonance theory. Next, the REM emphasizes (from a dissonance
perspective) irrelevant side-effects of the experimental situation. Although one may
understand most of these effects against the background of the subjects' need to
understand the situation they have been placed into, it is nevertheless clear that the
model serves as a strong argument against using these experimental procedures at aU.
After all, if an experimental procedure is so fragile that relatively irrelevant variations
have far-reaching implications for the dependent variable, it cannot be regarded as a
good and valid method of conducting psychological research. For one thing, such
sensitive procedures make it very difficult to replicate results from previous studies
(see for example our discussion of the procedures of Collins et at. [1970] in Chapter
1). In fact, the mere idea that attempts to understand why certain experimental
outcomes appeared to be inconsistent with one another resulted in a specific model for
this type of experimental situations, provides an argument against the use of Festinger
and Carlsmith's procedure. At present, We therefore see only two reasons for
maintaining the "classical" status of Festinger and Carlsmith's experiment: the role the
experiment has played in the development of social psychology as a scientific
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discipline, and the fact that it forms an interesting object of study in its own right.
Although the experiment undoubtedly has a highly illustrative value for what cognitive
dissonance theory is about, it nevertheless seems to us that writers of introductions into
(social) psychology should not use this experiment as an example. After all,
presentation in such books is likely to give the readers the impression that this is an
exemplary piece of social psychological research (especially when the problematic
aspects of the experiment are not indicated), whereas it follows from our analyses that
this conclusion is anything but justified.
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Summary
The subject of this dissertation is the experimental procedure of Festinger and
Carlsmith's (1959) experiment. This experiment has been very important for the
development of social psychological theory in general, and especially for cognitive
dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957). However, the experiment has also been at the
center of heated debate, and this raises the question whether its status as one of the
"classical" experiments of social psychology is justified.

Chapter 1 presents a critical evaluation of the relevant literature currently
available. The chapter starts with an overview of cognitive dissonance theory and its
developments. It is concluded that the original version of the theory contained several
ambiguous concepts which make it difficult to subject the theory to empirical tests.
From an overview of the developments in the theory which directly concern its
analysis of the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith, it is concluded that these
problems have never been solved satisfactorily; instead, the theory has been amended
with several empirical preconditions which pose unnecessary limitations to possibilities
for applying the theory. It is argued that (some of) these problems also hamper two
relatively recent reformulations of the theory (i.e., Cooper and Fazio's [1984] New
Look, and Beauvois and Joule's [1981] Radical Version).
Next, the chapter turns to the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith. An
overview is given of the various methodological and empirical controversies to which
the experiment has given rise. It is shown that the experiment by itself presents
anything but an unequivocal illustration of cognitive dissonance theory. From a review
of studies in which similar procedures were used, it is concluded that although some
issues can be settled in favor of the analysis by dissonance theory, other issues
remained unsolved. The most important problem is how one should interpret the
independent variable (reward). Next various reinterpretations of Festinger and
Carlsmith's data are discussed which have led to research involving (adaptations of)
the original procedure. It is concluded that, although the original experiment is
consistent with contemporary dissonance theory (Cooper & Fazio, 1984), there are no
strong indications that the experimental procedures indeed arouse cognitive dissonance.
There are alternative explanations available for many results and therefore cognitive
dissonance theory provides only one plausible explanation for the results of this type of
experiments.
experiment is reported which explored an alternative
explanation, suggested by Rijsman (1981) for Festinger and Carlsmith's outcomes. It is
assumed that experimental subjects attach more importance to information concerning
themselves than researchers usually realize. Based on this assumption we predicted that
variations in the manner in which the subjects are asked for their assistance have
different effects on the dependent variable. In the experiment an attempt was made to
stay as close as possible to Festinger and Carlsmith's original procedures. Subjects
were either asked to replace an assisting student (high position; this is Festinger and
Carlsmith's original question), or to help the experimenter because the experiment

In Chapter 2

an
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sometimes required so (low position; this manipulation was taken from Calder et at.
[1973]). Also the content of the role-play was manipulated (lie/truth). Based on
Rijsman's theory it was predicted that high position subjects would state that they liked
the task more than low position subjects; based on several considerations it was,
furthermore, predicted that subjects who told a lie, would show a greater liking for the
task. The results of the experiment were at variance with both predictions: there was

no difference between the content manipulations, and the high position subjects judged
the task more negatively than both the low position subjects and the control subjects.
There were no indications that any of the manipulations went wrong; in fact secondary
data suggested that the high position subjects felt superior to the confederate (as had
been predicted).
A close investigation of the procedures of Experiment 1 and of additional data
revealed that possibly manipulations of the information which was provided to the
subjects by the experimenter during the debriefing" stage of the experiment, affected
the subjects' judgments of the task. Two possible factors were identified: the alleged
content of the role-play and the description of the person who plays the role (i.e.,
either an assisting student, or a normal subject). In Chapter 3 two experiments are
discussed which explore these possibilities. Experiment 2 only deals with the first

factor; the experiment was conducted in a different context, but it involved an
explanation from the researchers which had been modeled on the one used in
Experiment 1. Subjects who had just performed a boring task, were given a (written)
explanation about its purpose. One third of these explanations involved positive
arguments about the task, one third contained negative arguments, and one third
contained no arguments. The prediction was that the confrontation with the explicit
arguments would make the subjects more aware of how boring the task had actually
been, which was expected to lead to an extremization of the judgments of the task. No
evidence could be found of this prediction.
Experiment 3 tested this prediction again, together with the second prediction
(see above) that reference to a certain type of assistance would result in different
judgments of the task. This second prediction contended that if an assisting student was
mentioned, judgments would become more negative than when assistance by a normal
subject was mentioned. In line with the results of Experiment 1 it was, moreover,
predicted that the normal subject condition should not differ from a condition in which
no explicit reference was made to the type of assistance. The experiment had a 3 x3
factorial design with three levels of content (none, positive, and negative), and three
levels of role-player (none, assisting student, and subject). All subjects were
confronted with exactly the same procedures as in Experiment 1, except that after
performing the task only the purpose of the experiment was explained to the subjects:

none of the subjects was asked to assist the experimenter. The results supported those
Experiment 2: there were no significant differences between the three content
conditions, and there were no indications of interactions between the two independent
variables. The subject condition resulted in significantly less negative (i.e., more
neutral) judgments of the task than the other two conditions. Combination of these
results with those of Experiment 1 suggested two independent main effects which were
of

also independent from content: playing a role makes subjects like the task less (as
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compared to only performing the task), and telling a subject that one sometimes uses
subjects to administer manipulations makes them like the task more.
In Chapter 4 two studies are described which attempted to replicate this pattern
in an interpersonal simulation (Bem, 1965). Although the traditional way of applying
self-perception theory (Bem, 1972) and situated identity theory (Alexander & Knight,
1971) cannot account for the results of Experiments 1 and 3, an interpersonal
simulation of the two studies would at least provide further information about the
mechanisms which led to the outcomes of the two studies. In Experiment 4 observers
read stories about a subject who participated in an experiment -all descriptions were
based on the procedures of Experiments 1 and 3. After reading the stories (each
observer read only one story), observers were asked to indicate what they thought
would be the subjectg answers to several questions. The experiment was run in two
parts, both with the same design, but with a different manipulation of content (i.e., the
first part dealt with telling lies, the second part with the truth). Each part included a
2 x 2 factorial design with presence and absence of a role-play (by the main character
of the story) serving as the first factor. and two levels of the role-player variable (i.e.,
assisting student/subject) as the second factor. Observers were not able to replicate the
earlier findings. Analyses revealed that in the four subject conditions, results
corresponded to traditional analyses by self-perception theory whereas results showed
the opposite pattern in the four assisting student conditions. Subsidiary data suggested
that observers in the assisting student conditions had greater difficulties in
understanding these stories. This result suggests that the observers' attention may have
been focussed on different aspects of the stories, which may explain the differences
from the 4 subject conditions (cf. Wegner & Finstuen, 1977).
Chapter 5 describes a more or less exploratory study with four conditions: a
no-debriefing condition (subjects only carried out the task), and three debriefing
conditions (no role-player, assisting student, and subject). The study had three
objectives: it tested predictions concerning anticipation of a discussion (Cialdini et al.,
1973, 1976), and action identification (Vallacher & Wegner, 1987), and it explored the
subjects' understanding of the situation in which they found themselves. Like in
Experiment 3, subjects were only told about the alleged purpose of the study, and none
of them was asked to actually play a role. After having performed the task and having
received the explanation, the subjects filled in a short questionnaire upon which they
were extensively interviewed about the experiment. Results indicated that the presence
and absence of the debriefing influenced the manner in which subjects regard the task,
but there were no indications that digerent debriefings led to different action
identifications. It was, furthermore, found that following the subject debriefing subjects
generally anticipated a discussion with another subject. Similar expectations could not
be found in the two other debriefing conditions. This anticipation provides an
explanation for the results of Experiment 3.
In Chapter 6 several explanations are reviewed which have been suggested
throughout the preceding chapters. It is demonstrated that though each of these
explanations by itself is not able to explain the results of Experiments 1, 3 and 5, their
combination (named the relative effects model) does provide a consistent perspective.
The model is also able to integrate these results with those of other researchers, and it
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even manages to reconcile many of the inconsistencies between the outcomes of other
researchers. As presented in this chapter, the relative effects model consists of two
parts. The first part can be described as an empirical "cookery book", which defines
the relations between situational variables and changes in the dependent variable (i.e.,
the subjects' judgments of the task). The second part of the model represents an
attempt to explain in psychological terms the reasons behind these empirical relations.
Based on secondary data, and on less systematic observations which were gathered
during the presented experiments as well as by other researchers, it is argued that
many of these mechanisms can ultimately be traced back to the assumption that, as a
consequence of the somewhat surprising course of events in Festinger-Carlsmith
experiments, subjects are induced to attempt to (re)define their function in the
experiment as well as their relation to the experimenter. Because the manipulations in
experiments of this type are necessarily carried out by the experimenter, it is inevitable
that even seemingly irrelevant changes in the procedure can influence the manner in
which the subjects come to see themselves and their function. The model posits that
there are various ways in which these differences influence the subjects' judgments of
the task. Naturally the status of this second part of the model is highly hypothetical. A
comparison of the model with cognitive dissonance theory shows that each approach

has its pros and cons.
Finally it is concluded that the experiment of Festinger and Carlsmith does not
deserve its status of being a classical experiment in social psychology. The problem is
that many uncertainties surround the experiment: even after 35 years of research it is
still not clear which psychological processes led to the outcomes of the experiment.
The relative effects model only further emphasizes these problems because it argues
that very small variations in the experimenter's behavior can have large effects on the
dependent variable.
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Samenvatting
de experimentele procedure van het experiment van
Festinger en Carlsmith (1959). Dit experiment is erg belangrijk geweest voor sociaalpsychologische theorievorming en in het bijzonder voor de ontwikkeling van de
cognitieve dissonantie theorie (Festinger, 1957). Het experiment heeft echter ook tot
veel discussie geleid, hetgeen de vraag opwerpt of de status van het experiment als den
van de "klassieke" experimenten in de sociale psychologie wel gerechtvaardigd is.
In Hoofistuk 1 wordt een kritische evaluatie gepresenteerd van de literatuur, die
op dit moment beschikbaar is over het experiment. Het hoofdstuk begint met een
overzicht van de cognitieve dissonantie theorie en de ontwikkelingen binnen die
theorie. Er wordt geconcludeerd, dat de originele versie van de theorie verschillende
ambigue concepten bevatte, die het moeilijk maken om de theorie empirisch te toetsen.
Naar aanleiding van een overzicht van de ontwikkelingen in de theorie, die direct te
maken hebben met de verklaring voor de resultaten van het experiment van Festinger
en Carlsmith, wordt geconcludeerd, dat deze problemen tot nu toe niet op een
bevredigende manier zijn opgelost. In plaats daarvan is de theorie uitgebreid met
verschillende empirische randvoorwaarden, die de toepasbaarheid van de theorie
onnodig beperken. Het wordt betoogd, dat (sommige van) deze problemen ook gelden
voor twee relatief recente herformuleringen van de theorie (d.w.z., Cooper and Fazio's
[1984] New Look en Beauvois en Joule's [1981] Radical Version).
Vervolgens behandelt het hoofdstuk het experiment van Festinger en Carlsmith.
Er wordt een overzicht gegeven van de verschillende methodologische en empirische
discussies, waartoe het experiment aanleiding heeft gegeven. Er wordt gedemonstreerd,
dat het experiment ze(f een allesbehalve duidelijke illustratie van de cognitieve
dissonantie theorie vormt. Uit een overzicht van onderzoeken, waarin dezelfde
procedures werden gebruikt, wordt de conclusie getrokken, dat hoewel sommige
problemen kunnen worden opgelost in het voordeel van de dissonantie theorie, andere
problemen onopgelost blijven. Het belangrijkste probleem is, dat niet duidelijk is hoe
men de onafhankelijke variabele (beloning) moet interpreteren. Vervolgens wordt een
aantal her-interpretaties van de data van Festinger en Carlsmith besproken, die geleid
hebben tot onderzoek waarin (aanpassingen van) de originele methode werden
gebruikt. De conclusie, is, dat hoewel het originele experiment consistent is met
moderne opvattingen over dissonantie (Cooper & Fazio, 1984), er geen duidelijke
aanwijzingen zijn, dat de gevolgde procedures inderdaad leiden tot cognitieve
dissonantie. Voor veel resultaten zijn ook alternatieve verklaringen mogelijk en daarom
biedt de cognitieve dissonantie theorie slechts 66n mogelijke verklaring voor de
resultaten van dit soort experimenten.
In Hoofamk 2 wordt verslag gedaan van een experiment, waarin een door
Rijsman (1981) voorgestelde alternatieve verklaring voor de resultaten van Festinger en
Carlsmith werd onderzocht. De aanname wordt gedaan, dat proefpersonen meer belang
hechten aan informatie, die over henzelf gaat, dan onderzoekers zich meestal
realiseren. Op grond van deze aanname werd voorspeld, dat variaties in de manier,

Deze dissertatie gaat over
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waarop proefpersonen om hun assistentie worden gevraagd van invloed zijn op de
afhankelijke variabele. In het experiment werd geprobeerd zo dicht mogelijk bij de
originele procedures van Festinger en Carlsmith te blijven. Proefpersonen werden
ofwel gevraagd om een student-assistent te vervangen (hoge positie; dit is de originele
vraag van Festinger en Carlsmith), ofwel om de proefleider te helpen, omdat dit soms

noodzakelijk was voor het experiment (lage positie, deze manipulatie was overgenomen
van Calder et at. [1973]). Voorts werd ook de inhoud van het rollenspel gemanipuleerd
(leugen/waarheid). De voorspelling was, gebaseerd op Rijsman's theorie, dat
proefpersonen in de hoge positie de taak positiever zouden beoordelen dan degenen in
de lage positie, en op grond van verschillende overwegingen werd voorspeld, dat
proefpersonen, die een leugen, vertelden de taak positiever zouden waarderen. De
resultaten van het experiment bevestigden geen van de voorspellingen: er waren geen
verschillen tussen de inhoud condities, en de proefpersonen in de hoge positie conditie
beoordeelden de taak negatiever dan de proefpersonen in zowel de lage positie als de
controle conditie. Er waren geen aanwijzingen, dat een van de manipulaties had
gefaald; in feite suggereerden secundaire gegevens, dat de hoge positie proefpersonen
zich superieur voelden aan degene aan wie zij de boodschap vertelden (hetgeen was
voorspeld).
Een nadere bestudering van de procedures van Experiment 1 en andere
gegevens liet zien, dat mogelijk manipulaties van de informatie die aan de
proefpersonen wordt gegeven gedurende de "debriefing" van het experiment, de
oordelen van de proefpersonen over de taak beinvloedde. Er waren twee mogelijke
factoren: de (zogenaamde) mhoud van het rollenspel en de verklaring over de persoon,
die de rol speelt (d.w.z., een student-assistent of een gewone proefpersoon). In
Hoofdstuk 3 worden twee onderzoeken besproken, die deze mogelijkheden
exploreerden. Experiment 2 onderzocht alleen de eerste factor; dit experiment werd
uitgevoerd in een andere context, maar het omvatte een verklaring door de
onderzoekers, die op dezelfde leest was geschoeid als die van Experiment 1.
Proefpersonen, die net een vervelende taak hadden uitgevoerd, ontvingen een
(schriftelijke) verklaring over het doel van die taak. Een derde van deze verklaringen
bevatte positieve argumenten over de taak, een derde negatieve argumenten, en een
derde bevatte geen argumenten. De voorspelling was, dat de confrontatie met de
expliciete argumenten de proefpersonen meer bewust zou maken van hoe saai de taak
eigenlijk was geweest, hetgeen zou leiden tot een extremisering van het oordeel over
de taak. Er kon geen bewijs gevonden worden voor deze voorspelling.
In Experiment 3 werd deze voorspelling getoetst samen met de tweede
voorspelling (zie boven), dat verwijzing naar een bepaald type assistentie zou leiden tot
andere oordelen over de taak. Deze tweede voorspelling hield in, dat wanneer een
student-assistent werd genoemd, de oordelen negatiever zouden worden dan wanneer er
resultaten
sprake was van assistentie door een gewone proefpersoon. Consistent met de
de
proefpersoon-conditie niet zou
van Experiment 1 werd voorts voorspeld dat
verschillen van een conditie waarin niets werd verteld over het soort assistentie. Het
experiment omvatte een 3 x3 factorieel ontwerp met drie niveaus voor inhoud (geen,
nt en
positief en negatief) en drie niveaus voor rollenspeler (geen, student-assiste
dezelfde
met
procedures
precies
proefpersoon). Alle proefpersonen werden
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geconfronteerd als in Experiment 1 behalve dat, nadat de taak was uitgevoerd, de
proefpersonen alleen een verklaring te horen kregen over het doel van het experiment:
geen van de proefpersonen werd gevraagd om de proefleider te assisteren. De
resultaten ondersteunden die van Experiment 2: er waren geen significante verschillen
tussen de drie inhoud condities en er waren geen indicaties van interacties tussen de
onafhankelijke variabelen. De proefpersoon manipulatie resulteerde in significant
minder negatieve (d.w.z., neutralere) oordelen over de taak dan de beide andere
condities (geen rollenspeler en student-assistent). Combinatie van deze resultaten met
die van Experiment 1 suggereerde twee onafhankelijke effecten, die eveneens
onafhankelijk zijn van inhoud: (i) een rollenspel leidt er toe, dat proefpersonen de taak
minder waarderen, en (ii) het vertellen aan een ander, dat men soms proefpersonen
gebruikt om manipulaties uit te voeren, leidt tot positievere oordelen.
In Hoofdstuk 4 worden twee onderzoeken beschreven waarin werd geprobeerd
dit patroon te repliceren met behulp van een interpersoonlijke simulatie (Bem, 1965).
Hoewel de traditionele manier, waarop de zelf-perceptie theorie (Bem, 1965) en
'situated identity theory' (Alexander & Knight, 1971) worden toegepast, geen
verklaring bieden voor de resultaten van Experimenten 1 en 3, zou een
interpersoonlijke simulatie in elk geval verdere informatie opleveren over de
mechanismen, die leidden tot de resultaten van de twee onderzoeken. In Experiment 4
kregen observatoren verhaaltjes te lezen over een proefpersoon, die participeerde in
een experiment (alle beschrijvingen waren gebaseerd op de procedures van
Experimenten 1 en 3). Na het verhaaltje gelezen te hebben (iedere observator las
slechts dEn verhaal) werden de observatoren gevraagd om aan te geven, wat zij
dachten, dat de proeipersoon zou antwoorden op een aantal vragen. Het experiment
werd uitgevoerd in twee gedeelten, ieder met hetzelfde ontwerp maar met een ander
manipulatie van inhoud (d.w.z., het eerste gedeelte ging over het vertellen van een
leugen, het tweede ging over het vertellen van de waarheid). Elk gedeelte omvatte een
2 x 2 factorieel ontwerp met aanwezigheid of afwezigheid van een rollenspel (door de
hoofdpersoon uit het verhaal) als de eerste factor en de twee niveaus van de
rollenspeler variabele (d.w.z., student-assistent/proefpersoon) als de tweede factor. De
observatoren waren niet in staat de eerdere resultaten te repliceren. Analyses wezen
uit, dat in de 4 proefpersoon condities de resultaten correspondeerden met traditionele
analyses op grond van de zelf-perceptie theorie, terwijl de resultaten het omgekeerde
patroon vertoonden in de vier student-assistent condities. Aanvullende gegevens wezen
uit, dat de observatoren in de student-assistent condities het moeilijker vonden om het
verhaaltje te begrijpen. Dit resultaat suggereert, dat in deze condities de aandacht van
de observatoren op andere aspecten van de verhaaltjes werd gericht, hetgeen de
verschillen met de 4 proefpersoon condities zou kunnen verklaren (cf. Wegner &
Finstuen, 1977).

In Hoofdsmk 5 wordt een min of meer exploratief onderzoek gerapporteerd met
vier condities: een geen-debriefing conditie (de proefpersonen voeren alleen de taak
uit) en drie debriefing condities (geen rollenspeler, student-assistent en proefpersoon).
Het onderzoek had drie doelen: het toetste voorspellingen over anticipatie van een
discussie (Cialdini et at., 1973, 1976), actie-identificatie (Vallacher & Wegner, 1987)
en het exploreerde de manier, waarop de proefpersonen aankeken tegen de situatie
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waarin zij waren geplaatst. Evenals in Experiment 3 werden de proefpersonen alleen
verteld over het vermeende doel van het onderzoek zonder dat iemand werd gevraagd
te spelen. Nadat ze de taak hadden uitgevoerd en de
hadden
verklaring
aangehoord vulden de proefpersonen een korte vragenlijst in,
waarna ze uitvoerig werden ondervraagd over het experiment. De resultaten wezen uit
dat de aan- of afwezigheid van de debriefing van invloed was op de manier waarop de
proefpersonen de taak beschouwden maar er waren geen aanwijzingen dat verschiUende

om daadwerkelijk een rot

tot andere actie-identificaties. Voorts werd gevonden dat
na
afloop van de proefpersoon debriefing over het algemeen verwachtten
proefpersonen
moesten treden met een andere proefpersoon. Vergelijkbare
in
discussie
dat zij
verwachtingen konden niet worden gevonden voor de andere twee debriefing condities.

debriefings

leidden

Deze anticipatie kan mogelijk de resultaten van Experiment 3 verklaren.
In Hoofatuk 6 wordt een overzicht gegeven van verschillende verklaringen, die
in de voorafgaande hoofdstukken zijn voorgesteld. Er wordt gedemonstreerd, dat
hoewel ieder van de verklaringen op zichzelf niet in staat is om de resultaten van
Experimenten 1, 3 en 5 te verklaren, zij gezamenlijk (het relatieve-effecten model
genoemd) wel een consistente verklaring vormen. Het model blijkt ook in staat om
deze resultaten met die van andere onderzoekers te integreren en het blijkt zelfs in
staat om veel van de inconsistenties tussen de resultaten van andere onderzoekers met
elkaar in overeenstemming te brengen. Zoals gepresenteerd in het hoofdstuk, bestaat
het relatieve-effecten model uit twee gedeelten. Het eerste gedeelte kan worden

gekarakteriseerd als een empirisch kookboek" dat de relaties omschrijft tussen
situationele variabelen en veranderingen in de afhankelijke variabele (d.w.z., de
oordelen van de proefpersonen over de taak). Het tweede gedeelte van het model
vertegenwoordigt een poging om in termen van psychologische effecten een
onderbouwing te geven van deze empirische relaties. Gebaseerd op secundaire data en
minder systematische observaties, die zijn verzameld gedurende de gepresenteerde
experimenten alsmede door andere onderzoekers, wordt betoogd, dat veel van deze
mechanismen uiteindelijk terug te voeren zijn op 66n aanname. Deze houdt in, dat
verrassende
proefpersonen in Festinger-Carlsmith experimenten er door de enigszins
proberen
hun
te
gebracht
om
ontwikkelingen in de loop van het experiment toe worden
Omdat
de
proefieider
te
(her)definieren.
functie in het experiment en hun relatie tot de
proefleider
worden
noodzakelijk
door
de
manipulaties in experimenten van dit type
uitgevoerd, is het onvermijdelijk dat zelfs ogenschijnlijk irrelevante veranderingen in
zichzelf
de procedure van invloed kunnen zijn op de manier, waarop de proefpersonen
verschillende
manieren zijn,
en hun functie gaan beschouwen. Het model stelt, dat er
beinvloeden.
waarop deze verschillen de oordelen van de proefpersonen over de taak
hypothetisch.
Een
zeer
De status van het tweede gedeelte van het model is uiteraard
van
dat
ieder
vergelijking van het model met de cognitieve dissonantie theorie wijst uit
de benaderingen voor- en nadelen heeft.
Tenslotte wordt geconcludeerd, dat het experiment van Festinger en Carlsmith
de status van een klassiek sociaal psychologisch experiment niet verdient. Het
probleem is, dat er veel onzekerheden zijn omtrent het experiment: zelfs na 35 jaar
onderzoek is allesbehalve duidelijk, welke psychologische processen verantwoordelijk
zijn voor de resultaten van het experiment. In feite benadrukt het relatieve-effecten
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model deze problemen alleen maar, omdat het impliceert, dat bijzonder kleine variaties
in het gedrag van de proefieider een grote invloed kunnen hebben op de afhankelijke
variabele.
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