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ABSTRACT
-This -study- examined the effectivenqaf of advice fpr cgpingrwith
interpqrsoﬁaT'conf]icts. The -focus was on helping with psychelogical -
stfess and the maintenance of relationships. Recently, advice-giving
has been viewed from an‘attributional framework, é theory emp@asizing
causality. Brickman et al. (1981); howevér,.suggest the need to .-
consider also the attributions of responsibility for solution.
Moreovgr; strafégies focusing on intenfions and outcome are quife common
but have not Geen itudied systematically within an advice-gi¥ing
paradigm. - . '
This experiment_iné1uded 320 undergraduate females. A factorial
-dgsigﬁ involved two levels of each of four variables: responsiﬁi]ity for
cause, responsibility fof solution, outcome and intentions. A letter-
vignette technique waéldeveloped to preseht the différent possible
. combinations, resulting in 16 differentt1gtter4vignettes. Each
subject was presented with the same letter describing an interpersonal
conflict in wh{ch the writer asks for advice, and a second letter which
contained one of the 16.combinations of advice. The instructions
were to rate the advice given. in terms of hé]pfu]ness. ) Two types of
dependeﬁt measures were used.to assess the advice. The first type
included the affect variqp1és of feelings of anger, sadness and feeling
_better. The relationship-maintenance variables included facilitation
of trust and resolution to cdntinué the relationship.
The most dramatic finding was the differenfia] effect of advice.

Advice*focusing on nonresponsibility for cause was judged to be more

g o-

iii



effective for helping with the affect variables, sﬁggg§ting that people
would rather see themselves as innaceft victims. In"contrast, advice

fdtusing on responsibi1it§ for resolving the problem situation was

[y

* Judged to be most effective for repairing the relationship. Attributidﬁ.

' of resbonsibi]itj accounted for most of the variance. Intentions aqd
outcomes had inconsgquentJy main or interaction effeéts contrary to
popular beliefs. _ ' b

'One_imp]ication of the study is that %nfonngl advice-giying
stratégiés can be profitab]y eigmfned withﬁén experimental 1etterl
vignette tethnique Also, in view of the fact that most, people turn to
non- profess1ona]§$%§r advice, 1nforma] advice-giving strategies
desg}ve further attention. Such research should examine behavioural
vs. characterological self blame, levels of responsihi]ity, and type

and severity of the problem.

iv
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CHAPTER I
. 'S

INTRODUCTION

Overview
———

What matters above all is the attitude we take towards
suffering, the attitude in which we take our suffering
< ‘upon ourselves (Viktor Frankl, 1963).

’ - -

Suffering from emotional stress is an unaveidable qxpéfieﬁce of
life. Although sufferiﬁg has-been the objéct of philosophical specula-
tion (Nietzcﬂe, 1965),lthere has been littlIe empirical research on this
topic. It is not known which strategies are perceived to be more effeé—
tive in helping in the endurance of emotional pain.

It appears that most psychic reactions to emotionally stressful
events involve attempts to derive some sort of meaning from the sufgering
and various types of meanings have been noted (Bulman § Wortman, 1977).
Theée is some suggestion from the empirical ang fheoretical literature

P

that the perception of positive benefits, real or intended derived from

the suffering renders the pain to be more tolerable, There is also some

suggestion that the assumption of some dégree of responsibility for the

stressful event lessens or makes more tolerable the pain experienced.

Little is known about the relative effectiveness of these types of cog- *

nitive strategies.,

. - ~

Much suffering occurs due to conflicts arising from interpersonal £

.
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relationships. Sﬁakespeare gave exprepsion to the common observation
that the path of true love never did/run smooth. The same would appear
to apply to all types of intimate relationships. Several hundreds of
years sincé that line was authored, relationships are still viewed as
%ver—fluctuating, dynamic phenom;na.

The dynamic fluctuations in the course of a relationship implies
the existenée of many crisis points. Indeed, it has been speculated that
conflicts are essential for the growfh of relatidnships and the more

. intimate the relationship, the greater is the chance for conflicts to
larise (Altman § Taylor, 1973). However, although the existence of mul-
tiple érises during the course of a relationship has been observed un-

.. doubtable many ages before Shakespeare's famous line was ever penned,
there has been ver? little empirical study of cfisi§ poin;s in rélation-
ships. , This is unfortunate as knoﬁle&ée about fesponées'to“crises in
~relationships would appear to yield valuable information about the
nétuge of the relationship itself (Shapiro, 1977). While some knowledge
about the initiation of relationships has been obtained, litfle is known
about factors whiph promote the maintenance of these relationships

(Mikula, 1975), _

The\type of relationship with which this paper iswcéncerned withe is
that of friendship. One frequent source of ﬂissolutién‘ of and conflict
in friendships are incidents involving acts.of mistrust (Bigelow §

La Gaipa, 1980j.. Although the importance of trust ana mistrust on the
development of relationships is generélly acknowledgéd'(ﬁfickson, 1950;
Kleiﬂ, 1557; ﬁahler, jo6g) the process of the development of trust and

mistrust among intimates has not been extensively studied. It is the

Vo



" trust and friendships will be presented.

a ‘ . 3
aim of this study to explore the intra-psychic responses to the crisis

caused by mistrustful acts initiated. by a friend.
Two points wiil be considered. No doubt, acts which involve
breaches of trust, of which one of the object provoke some type of emo-
tional pain and stress. How does one protect oneself against this pain?
Also, after the experience of an untrustworthy act, the choice of
whether or not to continue to trust and to continue the relafionship
must be made. What factors influence these decisions? As most psychic
reacti0p§ to stressful events involve attempts to derive some SOTU of
meaning from the occurrence (Bulman § Wortmaﬁ, 1977), the amount of emo-
tional pain sufferéd and the decision of whether or not to continue to
trust may be influenced by the type of meaning.which she protagonist hés
derived from the untrustworthy act. It is the purpose of this paper to
explore these possibilities, “What types of meaning reduce the emotional
pain of being betraygd by a friend? What tfpes of meanings dispose one
towards re-establishing trust in a fr;end and re-establishing the desire
to continue the relationship? Before preceeding to a more precise defi-

nition of the problem and the experimental design, a literature review

of the areas of meanings, toleration of pain andstress, trust and mis-

Meanings as a Cognitive Strategy

One of the most influential schools of North American psychology

of the first half of this century was behaviourism. The philosopﬁy of

this type of scientific inquiry was in general that of materialistic
monism, i.e., psychology was studied in terms of the physical aspects

of behaviour and was usually explained in terms of reductionistic con-
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. cepts (Wertheimer, 1972). A reaction against ;his type of logiéal
atpmism ensued during the second half of this centufy and the necessity
'éor stﬁdying menta%istic conéepté was proposed (Ryle, 1949),

Heider (1958) asserted that individugls have an overwhelming de-
sire to fi;; meaning in. events, _Currently,‘it is generaily aéknowledged
that behaviour is understood in terhs_of an individugl‘s perception of a
situatj (Swenson, 1973) and that in communication, the meaning which
an indiividual derives from a message is at least as important in deter-
mining behaviour as is the iy%grmational content of the message (Duck,
1976; Giffin § Patton, 1974; Harre § Secord, 1974).

One difficulty'with the study of meanings is that the meaning of
"meaﬁing" is broad, One definition of meaning is that of intention or

purpose .(Webster, 1971), implying the endeavour to determine the reason

for behaviour. A second definition cited by the same source is that of

. 'significance: This is similar to the colloquial definition of '"mean-

ing"--i.e., explanation. One of the most frequently used types of ex-
planations is'teleological explanations i which events aré explained
as having happened in order that something should occur, i.e., there was
a mqtive. Another commonly used explanatibn is that which follows the
form of Hempel's "Covériné Law" model, This is a logicél argument which
consists of a uniyersal generalization, a statement of conditions and a
statement of consequent conditions (e.g., Girls sing. Jane is a girl.
Jane sings). According to Thompson (y981),'meaning5 can be used as cog-
nitive strategies to defend against vulnerébilities,

The study of meanings has been explored most e%tensively in psycho-

‘ o = 3 . b - . -
logical research in relation to communication theoTy and to attribution

theory. In terms of communication theory, the meaning which an indivi-
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dual derives from a situation has been seen to be a function of his per-
ception of the social rules of the situation (Pearce, i976) as well as
the individual's perception of the perception that his interactive part-
ner has of him, i.e., the meta-perspective (Laing et al., 1966). In-
formation about the perception that the interactive partner has of the
individual can bé derived frém the direét content of the message as well
as from inferences as to how the sender of the message defines his re-
lationship with the recipient of the message through the analysis of the
usually implicit psychological syntax of the message, i.e., the meta-
message (Watzlawick et al., 1967).

Research in the field of attribution theory (which attempts to
jllustrate how individuals explain behaviour by making attributions) has
dealt with the study of certain types of meanings more explicitly.
Various types of attributions have beq&%studied (e.g., attributions of
personal characteristics to others, attributions of thoughts, etc.).
Pertinent to the topic of this paper, there has been considerable re-
search in the area of attributions of means by which an effect is pro-
duced. When examining the.means by which events occur, the following
types of attributions can be made: th is the person who is thought to
have caused the event?; How much control did the protagonist have in
controlling the event?; What was the intention of the causal agent?;
Will the causal factor persist or change over time? Can the causal
factor generalize its ability to cause other events in other situations?
(Wong § Weiner, 1981), Most research has focussed upon aftributions of
the source of causality (who did it?) and attributions of cqntrollability,
which are attributions of physical causality. According to Buss (1978),

this stress is unfortunate, as it is questionable whether people use ex-
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clusively causal attributions in order to explain behaviour. Buss, fol-

lowing the ideas expounded upon ir R, S, Peter's A Concept of Motiva-

tion (1958), argues that in order for a purposeful behaviour to be made

intelligible, an action must be explained in terms of means and ends,

P

which may involve the justification or evaluation of the action, i.e.,

stating the reason, Whereas causal explanations allows for predictions

v

and lawfulness, reason explanaticns add meaning by referring to the

'

" rules for social behaviour. From the above, therefore, it appears that

in order to understand behaviour, perceptions of intentions and meanings

must be studied.

One of the most significant findings in the area of attribution re-

. search is that attributions are not always logical and that certain cog-

nitive distorfions occur. Contrary to Kelley's (1967) medel of raticnal
formation processing, it appears that individuals do not optimallyuuse.
certain types of information (e;g., consensyal data) when forming attri-

-
butions and judgements and instead rely on simple heuristics (Tversky §&
Kahnman, 1974) leading to systematic errors.  In addition, it appeafs
that individuals often attribute the occurrence of random events to
their own control and in general over-éstimate the amount of control
over events they perceive themselves as exercising (Bucﬁer, 1957;
Henslih, 1967). In addition, it seems that attributions of causality
are influenced by motivational needs to protect self-esteem (Bradley,

v

1978). Furthermore, certain types of attributions and cognitive dis-
tortions are associated with various emotional states, sUcb as 'depres-

sion (Seligmaﬁ, Abramson, Semmel § von Baeyer, 1979; Goetz & Dweck,

1980) . Therefore, the type of attributions made or the type of meaning’

.

;

in-

~
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derived from a situation often reflects cognitive distortion and is
determined in part by emotionai needs.

Most research.on the derivation of meahings and attributes concen-
trates upon attributibn.of causality ' for physical events., The explana-
tion of intimate interpersonal behaviour has not'béen qdequately ex-
plered and presents a fertile ground for empirical work. o

In summary, it can be seen that while behaviour is ﬁo; being ex-
amined in terms of mentalistic concepts through research in the areas
of communication and attribution theory, certain areas have been
neglectgﬁ.‘ In particular, attribution theorists have concentrated upon
the E}tributions of .the source of physical ‘causality and have left re-

latively unexplored the examination of reasons for interpersonal be-

haviour.

Toleration of Pain and Stress

The many varieties of emotional suffering include énxiety, sadness,
anger, etc. Relief from some of these experiences has been dealt with
* in the empirical, theoretical and clinical literature, Increased toler-
ation of emotional pain through cognitive réappraisal has been studied
in the context of attribution;theory (Abramson, Seligman § Teasdale,
1970; Beck, 1976); rational-emotive psychotherapy (Ellis, 1974); logo-
therapy (Frankl, 1963), and psychoanalytic psychotherapy (Greenson,
1§67). The common thread linking these various branches of psychologi-
cal research is the idea that emotional pain can be made more tolerable
through the provision of certain types of new meanings of.the painful
experiences,

+

Furthermore, when left to their own devices, in order to relieve

(

<
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painful emotions, it appeafs fhat individuals spontaneously derive their
own meanings fo£ events. In a study of paralyzed accident victims,
Bulman § Wortman (1977) found that 86 percent of the vicg}ms generated
explanations and meanings for their misforﬁunes, presumably to reduce
their stress. Tpe search for meaning and attributions of causality

appears to océur most often in response to negative outcomes (Wong &

Weiner, 1981).

. .3
L}

Meanings can reflect cognifive reappraisals of the protagonist's
role in and reaction to a painful event, as well as a reapfraisal of
the painful event itself. The types of meanings which appear most
prominently in the anecdotal, empirical and theoretical literature are
those which reflect reappraisals of the actual benefits and harm ex-
perienced by the sufferer, reappraisals of the intentions of the other
to harm the sufferer; and reappraisalslof the amount of responsibility |
that the sufferer had in bringing about his emotional pain. Literature

pertaining to each of these types of'meanings will be discussed below,

Perceptions of Harms and Benefits

Viktor Frankl (1963}, a former prisoner of Auschwitz, observed
that survival of inmates in the camp was related to the ability to find
a positive meaning in one's suffering and noted that suffering could be
better endured if a benefit for oneself or for another could be per-
ceived. As an illustration, he reports about a patient who was dis-
traught by the fact that his wife had died.’ However,'the patient was
comforted when he realized that his wife's dying before himself had

spared her of the pain of grieving for him. Similar types of meaning

often occur after an accident when it is realized that one is lucky to
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be alive (Bulman §& Wortman,-1977). Such ; sentiment was expressed ina
letter to Dear Abby (cited by Thompson, 1981), in which a woman stricken
with multiple sclerosis reports that her illness has biought her family
together and prompted her to realize the importance of living for the
" moment, ’

Often a.misfortune may be interpretéd as an opportunity to overcome
adversity and to gain strength. This type of reasoning is reflected by
Mary Cunningham;s account of her coping with the Bendix scandal (Parade,
1982). She is quoted as saying "... what dawned on me is that you can
overcome anything, because you're never tested beyond your will"™. A
similar sentiment is voiéed by Nietzche: '"That which does not kill me
makes me stronger". The common meaning of all.these messages is that
the misfortune may have brought some'good.

The above observations are gathered from cases studied, There have
been only a few studies of a more systematic nature. Langer et al.
(1975} found tﬁat compared to a control group, patients manifested less
stress during hospitalization if they were given coaching in inter-.
preting hospital experiences in terms of positive benefits (e.g., an
opportunity to rest). Beecher (1956) conducted a study of wounded
soldiérs and civilians undergoing surgical oberétions fbr comparable in-
juries. He found that the soldiers experienced less pain and suggested
that this was because injury for the soldiers had the positive benefit,
of a reprieve from the rest of the war and a return to home. |

In éddition, it has been reported that subjects are more able to

tolerate electric shock if they interpret the event as being an experi-

ence of interesting physical sensations rather than as being an experi-
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ence of pain (Holmes & Houston, 1974). The perception of the electric
shock as being an interesting experience may be construed as being a
benefit, which de-emphasizes the harmfulnesé of the situation.

The above studies have assessed the effects oé the ‘perception of bene:
fits'arising from negative phyéical experiences upon the ability to
tolerate ﬁhysical pain. By way of contrast, little is kpown about
th;se effects upon ps¥chologica1 pain, In terms of the effects of the
perception of benefits upon the alleviation of aversive emotional states,
Lipsky et al. (1980) found that anxiety and depression decreased sig-
nifigantly compared to a control group in those patients wh6 had been

taught to moderate their evaluations of negative consequences of aver-

sive events as well as other types of negative cognitions.

Perceptions of Intentions

Aside from perceptions of actual benefits and harm which have
arisen from a situation, benefits and harm may be éxperienced also in
terms of perceptioﬁs of intentions by another to do helpful ox harmful
actions towards oneself, According to some attributional theorists
(M;Killip & Edwards, 1974), the type of motive attributed to a be-
haviour determines in part the emotion (e.g., trust) which the recipi-
ent feels towards the sender. Support for’this hypothesis is provided
by a study cited by Horai (1977) which Teports that dull, incompetent
people who produce detrimental effects are blamed less than.are com-
petent people. Présumably, ghis phenomencn occurs because competeﬁt
people are seen as having negative motives when they effect negative
consequences. Similarly, Horai (1977) cites a study which found that

N

the more effort which is expended in trying to harm someone, the more
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the aggressor is seen in negatively tinged emotional terms, Again, it
. L

“is presumed that a greater effort to harm someone denotes a stronger

motive.

There has been little empirical research which has directly
assessed the effects of various perceptionﬁ of others' intentions to
harm upoﬁ the relief of émotional suffering. However, anecdotal litera-
ture suggests that when subjected to a huxtful action, emotional pain
is relieved if a malevolent motive is not perceived. The need for a
meaning of this sort is iliustrated in the following letter to Dear
Abby (1982), written by a woman who has récently discovered that her
deceased husband had been having an affair before his recent death.

She write; ",.. if the other woman could bring herself to write.me a
jetter and tell me that my husbaﬁd had said some nice things about our
life together, that he spoke well of me, I would be ever so grateful ...
1 desperately need a few words to restore my self-esteem and have some-

thing to hang on to in the years I have left ..."

Pérceptions of Responsibility and Control

. bility for negative consequenhes may relieve aversive emotions. For

Some of the literature suggests that the perceptions of Tesponsi-

example, Abrams and Finesinger (1953) interviewed cancer patients and

found that 93 percent felt that their cancer occurred due to their

. previous misdeeds. Feelings of guilt heve also been noted to occur in

the victims of the nuclear holocaust at Hiroshima (Lifton, 196%) and
among victims of rape (Medea § Thompson, 1874). This type of thinking
may also be observed in the statement of Mr, John Hinkely, Senior, the

father of the unsuccessful presidential assassin: "I am the cause of
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of John's tragedy" (Beroza § Freidman, 1982). Also, it has long’ﬁeen
noted By psychqanalytic authors (Abraham, 1924; Rado, 1928), and by re-
searchers (Averill, 1968; Lindemann, 1944) that during the bereavement
ﬁrocess, survivors express feelings of guilt about real or imagine@
'wrongjdoings against ;he‘deceased. In addition, Chodoff et al. (1964)
noted that parents of leukemia victims blamed themsélves for their
child's condition. In further support of the occurrence of this phe-
nomenon, it has been obsexved that people engage in "goodﬂ behaviour
when faced with the prospect of illness, unemﬁloyment and deprivation
(Janis, 1951; Kubler—Ross; 1969)}. It seems that good behaviour is Qnder—
taken to ward off harmful future events.

Others may blame themselves for a misfortune without explicitly
evoking the concept of guilt. TFor example, Bulman and Wortman (1977)
cite the case of a victim of a motorcycle accident who chose to sge the

T

accident as a consequence of his freély chosen life—style.‘

In terms’of theoretical speculation, Janoff-Bulman (1979) has dis-
tinguished two types of attributions of self-responsibility for negative
events, i.e., self—blaﬁe: behavioural self-blame which involves the
attribution of unfortunate eéents to pést behaviours and character-
ological self-blame, hhis&_fnvolves the attribution of an unfortunate
event to one's character or perscnality traits. The fo;mer, which in-
volves an attribution to a modifiable, controllable fﬁctor is hypothe-
sized to lead to a better adaptation than is the latter, which involves
an attribution tc.a relatively non-changeable and hence non-controllable
factor., Thus, not all attributions of responsibility embrace the con-

cept of control and control is defined as the ability to modify events.

' Similarly, it has been hypothesized that when depressed individuals
\
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meet with failure, they will tend to attribute the. detrimental effects
to factors which are internal, enduring and generalizable across situa-

tions (Abramson, Seligman & Teasdale, 1978). Along parallel lines of

reasoning, Beck (1976) maintains that individuals suffer from depression - -

when they engage in negatively tinged cognitions and when they attribute
their failings to internal causes. The essential aspect of these mean-.
ing attributes is whether the factors leading to the detrimental effects
are changéable and hence can be controlled. It is hypothesized that
depressed individuals tend to see unfor;unate events as being un-
modifiable and uncontrollable,

Responsibility hay also be distinguished in terms of responsibility
for having created problems and reﬁponsibility for the solution of the
created problem (Brickmah et al., 1982). Attributions of responsibility
Ifor the origin of a problem are concerned with the discovery of whom is
to blame. Attributions of responsibility for the solution of a problém
are concerned more explicitly with the concept of control, i.e., the
determinagion of who is able to influence or change the unfortunate
present state of affairs, Brickman et él.'(1982) explain that these two
attributions are often confused and that there is z misguided tendency
to search for a solution to a problem through efforts t6 determine whom
is to blame,

The distinction between attributions of responsibility for the
onset of a misfortune and attributions of responsibility for.the modi—_
fication of a problem is also reflected in the work of Tﬁompson (1981)..
She proposes the classification of behavioural control, which refers to

the availability of a response that may directly influence or modify an

event; and cognitive control, which refers to the psychological pro-

.)
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. cessing of an event in such a way as to reduce stress., In addition,

Thompson proposes the classification of retrospective control, which
refers to attributions as to the cause of an event, after the event has
already occurred, Thus, this appears to involve attributions .of blame
for the onset of an event, whereas behavioural and cognitive cantrol
are concerned with the modification of an event while the event is
occurring.

In terms of empirical support, there has been little research on .

" the effects of perceptions of responsibility and control on the reduc-

tion pf emotional pain, Bulman and Wortman (1977) found that victims
of acc?den;s who blamed themselves for the cause and who_regarded their -
accidents as being the result of their freely chosen life-styles, made
the best post-traumatic adjustment. In a study sf breast cancer
patients, it was found that women who attributed the cause of their
ﬁisease to previous modifiable behaviours, e.g., having taken birth con-
trol pills, coped more adabtively than did women who madé ;t%riﬁutions
to non-modifiable factors, e.g., having a worrying type of personality
(Timko § Janoff-Bulman, 1982). In terms of control over the solution
to problem situations, some suppdit for the relationship between con-
trol and coping is provided by stpdiés which assess the relationship
between various types of mental dysphofia and general feelings of con-
troi over the environment. As an example, Schultz (1976) reported that
inmates of a nursing home who felt that they exercized more control

over certain aspects of their life were found to be healthier than
individuéls who felt that they exercized less control. In general,
there aﬁpéars to be a positive relationship between feelings of un-

controllability and various types of disease onset (see the APA Task

.
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‘Force on Health Research, 1976). Also, it has been found that spinal
cord injured patients who demonstrated feelings of an interhai_locus of
cqgt;ol fdr events in general, displayed less emotiona; diétieSs con-
cernini their injury (Shadish et-al., 1981). -Furthermore, a significant
relationship has been found between feelings of genéral internal locus
of control and relief from &epressioh and anxiety (Molinari § Khanna,.
1981j. Certain type; of feelings of control also have been found to be
associated with good post-divorcg adjustment'(Wilder, 1981}. In a study
of marital relations, Madden and Janoff-Bulman (1981) reported that
blaming cne's spayse for marital probleés Qas negatively associated with
marital satisfaction and that peréeiﬁéd control over the solution of
conflicts wa§ positively associated yith marital satisfaction. Also,
depressed adults who received cognitive psychotherapy desigﬁed‘to empha;
size, their feelings of control showed significant improveﬁent in com-
parison to a control group (Comas-Diaz, 1981). In contrast, attribu-
tions of negative events to factors outside one's personal control is
associated with increased proneness of adults to deEr;ssion (Seligman
et al,, 1979) and with helplessness and socially maladaptive behaviour
in children (Goetz § Dweck, 1980).

Support for the role. of meanings of control upon rélief of stress
is also provided ﬁfom the area of-toleratioﬂ of physical péin {(Thompson,
19815. In laborafory sfudies assessing the painfulness of certain
physical sensations, such as noise, coldness and electrical shock, it
Jhas been found that knowledge that one can perform a behaviouf which

can control the occurrence of an aversive stimuli affects one's endur-.

ance of the pain (Thompson, 1981). The pre-event anxiety and the
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.anticipatory physiolgoical arousal are reéheed”(Sé;iré} & Epstein,
1976; Gatchel é Proctor, 1976; Hoeeton 1974) ‘ While ngé actual sen;a~

tlon of palnfulness is not reduced durlng the traumatlc period (Averlll &

Rosenn, 1972; Mills. G:Krantz, 1979;- Pennebaker et- al.; 1977), one is

more W1111ng to tolerate more of the nox10us stlmull (Bowers 1968
Glass. et al., 1969 Kanferw& Seider, 1973) Knowledge that ‘one can per-

form a cognltlve act that w111 reduce the palnfulness of a noxious,
¥

.

stlmull (e g., cognltlve avoidance through selectlve attentlon) is re~

ported to lessen ant1c1patory anxlety and phy51olog1ca1 arousal (Holmes &
' P

Houston, 1972; Houstony 1974;.Langer et al., 1975), and to reduce’ the

' palnfulness of the noxious st;mu11 (Glrodo & wood 1966 Khnfer«&

6318£oot, 1966;.Spahos, He%ton G-Ch&ves, 1975). Thus- the percept1on of . -
control over a noxious event appears to increase the ability to tolerate

the resultant phy51ca1 pain.
Support fbr the notion that some degree of assumption of self-
g_‘
responsibility should render the paln ar151ng from a misfortune to be

. more endurable is also provided by research in the fieid of attrlbutlon

study as it has been widely found that 1nd1v1duals tend to exaggerate

their ability to control events. This suggests that man has a very
Pl ' v

strong desire to see himself as being inﬁcontrol. For example, indivi-

duals often conclude that a causal relationship exists for chance' events
S ¢

* . that occur in temporal succsssion {Jeqkins & Ward, 1965; Ward‘& Jenkins,

1865). Also, other experiﬁents suggest that peoﬁle often believe that
they can influence chance events {(Wortman, 1976).  As an illustration,
Henslin (1967) repoTts the common observation that people helieve that'

they can influence the throw of a die.-by certain procedures such as by

T,
i
%l\
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shooting the die forcefully, by concentating, etc. It,algo appears that
people feel more certain about winning a lottery if they can choose
Fhei; lottery ticket (Langer, 1975). It seems that the more effort

_which 1is made to control a situation involving chance occurrences, the
ﬁdrp‘it is felt that control can be exercized over the situation (Wort-
man, 1975; 1976). Whe; observing disasters, individuals ofteﬁ exaggexr-
ate their ability to have influenced the outcome, as though they are
uncomfortable with the idea of random occurrences'(Bucher, 1957; Dra-
beck § Quarantelli, 1967). These studies support the idea that people
like to assume control for their behaviour and.to assume control over

. chance evenbe,_

Howevexr, although it seems that people like to assume control over

-

chance and random events and sometimes cven responsibility for negative
océurrence, some contrary studies exist. Some attribution theorists
beligve that judgments of self-control reflect a need to view oneself
in a positive'light, thus seemingly opposing the view that one may want
to assume reéponsibility for a negative occurrence (Cialdini, Braver &
Lewis, 19%4). For example, there is a tendency-not to make disposi-
tionallattri$utqs for another actor's Behaviour ié it rgflects a’ nega-

. 4 *

tive self-image of oneself '(Beckman, 1973). The view that people may

distort events to see themselves in a positive light may be reconciled
with the view that people wish to see themselves as being in control of
a misfortune, if it is hypothesized that it is more damaging to ;ne's
self-esteenm to see oneself as a victim than as a causal aéent for an
aversive event. .

Thus, there seems to be grounds for argﬁing that the perception of

control for an aversive event may be more comforting than the perception
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of being a victim. We must now examine why this may be the case, The
above review of empirical studies sﬁggests that man has a desire to see
himself as being able to control his environment. This view is also
supported by several personality theorists (Adlér, 1956; Brehm, 1966;
de Charms, 1968; White, 1959). 1In addition, the attribution theory of
Heider (1958) and the cognitive consiétency theﬁrigs (see Abelson,
Aronson, McGuire, Newcombe, Rosenberg § Tannebaum,’ 1568) are based on
the assumption that predictioﬁ and hence controllability is positively
reinforcing.

Another approach is to explore why control of the environment is
reinforcing. One basic reward of control is that it reduces cognitive

t

uncertainty. Knowledge that one can control to some degree the outcome

of an aversive stimuli reduces the discrepancy between the anticipation

‘and the outcome, As cognitive discrepancy is thought by the theorists

of cognition to be aversive, reduction of this discrepancy must be
rewarding {(Zanna § Cooper, 1976). = .

Also, control sometimes affords predictability. Prediction as to
the time of onsdg of an aversive stimuli allows one to cognitively pre-
pare for the pgin or to take:.steps to ﬁinimizg its painful impacé.
Miller's mini-max theory of control (1979) proposes tha£ control is re-
inforcing because it allows one to avoid danger. Similarlf; the abil;ty
to control an aversive stimuli implies that the situation can be pre-
vented from occurring again {(Walster, 1966) or from becoming worse
beyond endurance.. It is the elimination of this fear of recurring and/
or unendurable pain which may be reinfor;ing.

In addition, being able torprotect-bneself from hgrm probably

boosts self-esteem. Inability to control a harmful stimulus may stimu-
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late feelings of incompetence and personal inadequacy (de Charms,
1965). Seligman (1975) proposes that persistent feelings of helpless-
ness leads to feelingg of deﬁression.

Lefcourt (1973) proposes that the belief of control over 'the
environment is reinforcing because the perception of some measure of
control is an essential ingredient of hope. Once hope is lost, it has
been observed that the health of critically ill patients worsens. Thus,
Lefcourt conteﬁds that the perceptidh of control-is an illusion which
fosters hope and which has a positive role in sustaining lifé.

In summary, the above literature Teview has shown that certain

0
meanings are adopted by individuals in order to relieve emotional pain,
However, there has been little empirical work systemafically assessing
the efficacy of these meanings.

-From naturalistic field studies and case reports, the typés of
meaning which appear to be particularly effective ifi reducing pain are
those which reflect the belief in a positive benefit from the suffer-
ing; those which reflect the belief in the absence of a malicicus motive
to do harm to the sufferer; and those which reflect the belief that some
measure of éelffresponsibility was exercized in the outcome of the mis-
fortune., Responsibility can be classified into two catégoéies, Te-
sponsibility as to the origin of the misfortune and responsibility‘as_
to the solution of the problem. These two aspects of responsibility
have usually not been distinguished.

In addition, most of the field studies and natural observations
cited refer to reactions’to events such as illnesses, accidents and dis-
asters. There has been little work on meanings, whicﬁ individuals de-

rive to cope with emotional pain arising from conflicts in their inter-
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personal relationships. Research in this area would provide valuable
information about the concepts by which people structure tpeir'world.
The possible fiﬁding that certain meanings relieve mental pain-may pro-
vide information about vulnerabilities, basic needs and preferred coping

mechanisms. As such, it would have important implications for psycho-

therapeutic interventions, . '

Trust and Mistrust

Emotional péin in interpersonal relationships often arises from
bregches of trust between friends (Bigelow & La Gaipa, 1980)}. The im-
portance cf the establishment of a basic attitude of frust upon the
development of healthy interpersonal relationships has been well-
emphasized (Cameron, 1963; Erickson, 1950; Mahler, 1968)%

Trust has been variously defined. In colloquial speech, trust
refers to the belief in the honesty, sincerity and good will of another,
It also refers to the'belief'that cne will.reciprocﬁte_social obliga- .
tions and will be reliabie and predic£ab1e. In the empitical litera-
ture, trust has been most usually measured in terms of the willingness
to cooperate iﬁ game situations (Bridges & Schoeninger, 1977), the
willingness to be persuaded by an orator (Giffin, 1967) and as the
willingness to disclose intimate information (Whéeless & Grotz, 1977)}.
In general, mistrust is viewed and defined in opposite terms to those
of trust. Thus, in colloquial terms, mistrust usually refers to thé
belief in the insincerity and ill-will of another.

Despite theoretical speculgtions as to thé importance of trust,
certain areas have not been adequately explored by empirical methods.

The lifgxature on mistrust is even scarcer. Regarding trust and inter-
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personal relationships, a brief summary of the literatLre follows.
Little is known about the variables that affect trust in intimate
interpersonal relationsh;ps. In terms of communication in quasi—fnti—
mate relationships, it has been found that communication of certain
_ltypes of self-disclosures by another (e.g., mildly revealing and posi-

tive disclosures) increase one's trust of the other (Gilbert § Horen-
’

* +

stein, 1975). Also, people who communicate in an amiable and expressive
way are more trusted (Chitwood, 1981).

The more one trusts another, the more one self-discloses (Broder,’
198%; Golgmbieski, 1975; Wheeless § Grotz, 1977). When one distrusts
another one communicates Qith significantly more lies, threats and
ultimatums and with less genuine and sincere attempts to exchange in-
formation (Kee, 1969). When sugpicious, one is more likely to distort
one's. own attitude in communication with others (Mellinger, 1956).
Furthermore, low trusters are hdre assertive than high trusters when
communicating (Doherty & Ryder, 1979).

Regarding other personal characteristics, those who act in a con-
sistent way are regarded as being trustworthy (Rosenberg & Newman, 1930).
It has also been found that non-possessive warmth and similarity of back-
ground positively influence the trust of a potential tﬁerapy client to-
wards the therapist (Hlasny & McKarrey, 1980). In addition, those who
do not threaten oﬁe's self image are more trusted (Giffin & Patton,
1974). o

In terms of mistrust, it has been found that previous untrust-

worthy behaviour in a game situation generates suspicion in later game
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situations and that suspicion is more eésily established than is trust
(Kee:& Knox, 1969). How untrustworthy behaviour ié reacted to in a
more intimate type of situation is not known, As being the object of a

mistrustful act is a painful experience, it is hypothesized that one's

reaction to the pain and one's tendency to re-establish trust would de-
1

pend upon one's perception of the motives of the untrustworthy actor and

the meaning which is derived from the act.

Trust and Control. Certain situational variables are thought to
affect the trusting process. It has been found that in ambiguous situa-
tions with strangers (particularly those involving Prisoner Dilemma
games), one is léss likely to trust another the less control one can
exert over ancther and the greater the assesgmept of a risk (Bridges §
Schoeninger, 1978; Charlesworth, 1980; Deutsch, 1958; Lippitt, 1969),

In the Prisoner's Dilemma game, sequential interactions facilitate trust
more than do simultaneous interagtions (Brickman, Becker & Castle, 1979).
This efﬁn&g probably occurs because sequential interactions affords more
knoyledgé as to the intentions of one's opponent and hence more control
than do simulfaneOUS interactions. This may suggest that low levels of .
feelings of personal control may promote a mistrustful attitude.

In Prisoner's Dilemma game siguations, distrus; of another was
found to depend upon the perception of the other's temptation to cheat
and the amount of harm exﬁerienced when betrayed (Komorita § Mechling,
1967). As the amount of harm experienced may depend upon the interpre-
tation of the mistrus£fu1 act, again reactions to mist;ustful.acts may
depend upon the peaning derived.

Trust, Benefits and Intentions. Trust has been hypothesized to
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occur when social obligations are fulfilled. Empirical support for this
view has been reported (ﬁosenberg § Newman, 1580). Hake and Schmid
(1981) have found that when trust exists, people do not reseht.tempofai
dispari}ies in social equities. When considered from a social consis-
tency framework, the view that trust occurs when one expects cqnsis-
tency between past and future behaviours has been supported (Fontaine §
Lubow, 1977). In terms of attribution thedry, the decision to trust
'someone depends upon the solution to the attributional puzzle "What are
the motives of the person?" (McKillip & Edwards, 1974). ft is hypothe-
sized that those whose actions are thought to be performed in order to

—— /
obtain a personal gain are trusted less.

From a review of the literature on trust and mistrust, some pat-
terns can be discerned, Most of the aforementioned studies have focussed
ubon the trusting process between strangers, while the study of the’
trusting process between social acquaintances and intimates has been
relatively neglected. Most of the studies reviewed are concerneq with
extremely limited and artificial definitions of trust which ﬁave only a -
tenuous connection to the everyday understanding of the trusting pro-
cess. )

Another characteristic of the above reviewed studies is that most
of the Tesearch done does not focus upon intra-psychic reactions to mis-
trus%ful acts. How does one respond to such acts? What types of pro-
tective cognitive measures are taken? What meanings can be derived which
are most condusive to emotional well-being?

Furthermore, most of the above mentioned studies concentrate on

factors which promote the initiation of the trusting process. Few
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studies focus upon factors which promote the maintenance of a relation-

ship once it has been initiated, The study of responses to a crises

invelving mistrust in a relationship has been neglected. What determines

lwhether one will decide to re-establish trust in a partner whom has
previously acted in an untrustworthy manner? What meanings are most
condusive to emotional well-being after one has been Eetrayéd?

In summary, there appears to Ee a need to study the process of
trusting and mistrusting in the céﬁtext of an intimate relationship and
to study how the meanings ascribed to mistrustful acts influence the

decision of whether or not to continue a relationship.

Several theorists have hypothesized that friendships arise and con-
tinue to the extent that they are positively reinforced. Thus, accord-
ing to the social exchange theory of Thibaut and Kelley (1959}, social
interactions are thought to occur in order to obtain social rewards.,
Eidelman (1980) has delineated two conflicting factors important in the
growth of relationships--the desire for affiliation and the desire for
independence, both of which are rewarding. As affiliation grows, the
fear of loss of independence may become so great as-'to évershadow the
reward value of the fiiendship, leading to some degree of withdrawal.
The degree to which one is involved in a friendship is hypothesized to
be a function of the relative values that affiliation and independence
have for an individual,

Friendsﬁips may provide several types of benefits, Wright (1974)
proposes éhat three direct rewards from friendship are utility, stimula-

tion and ego-boosting. At older ages, psychological benefits derived
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from friendships gain increasing importance. For e;ample, according to
Sullivan (1953), affection and friendship grow due tc "consensual
vglidation", that is, the confirmation of one's beliefs about the world
by one's chum. Wright, (1978) proposes that tﬁe recognition of one's
individuality by one's friend is one of the most rewarding benéfitﬁ of
friendship. | .

. Relationsﬁips are fraught with misunderéténdings and conflicts.
Indeed, Altman and Taylor (1973) maintain that conflict is essential
for the growth of reiationships and that the more intimate the relétion-
ship, the greater the chance for conflict to arise. Wilmot (1979) views
" relationships as the '"'negotiation of soccial relationships", thus again
the inherence of change and cenflict is implied., .Certain aspects of
confiicts, such as ways of pérsuading one's partner, modes of conflict
resolution and ways of dissolving identities have already been
studied (Falbo, 1967; Baxter, 1979; Levinger § Mellinger, 1981, respec-
tively). However, these studie; have focussed upon the behavidural
topogr?phy of conflicts and there has been iittle work on the intra-
" psychic responses io crises. This is an important area to study as the
interpretation of a conflict will sureiy influence behaviour. The study
of conflicts and crises is interesting in its own right, However, it
has also been suggested that reactions to conflicts and crises can pro-
vide valuable information about the maintenance of relationships
(Shapiro, 1977)--an area which has been less explored than the initia-
tion of relationships (Mikula, 1975)., What factors determine whether a
cgnflict or crisis will lead to the termination of a friendship or to

its repair? What dynamics occcur in a continuing relationship? These

questions remain to be explored.
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Statement of the Problem

A variety of coping strategies are used to deal with the tensions

" and conflicts arising within close interpersonal relationships. When

one party perceives himself/herself as being a victim or the recipient
of negative, hurtful acts, one is likely to react so as to protect
one's vulnerability. Two broad categories of strategies are behaviour-
al and cognitive. While the behaviourai topography of some reactions
to deteriorating relationships have been studied (cf. Baxter, '1979},
cognitive reactions have received little systematic attention. Deriva-
tions of meaning are one type of intra-psychic, protective mechanisms.
Stress and emotional pain in a close relationsﬁép can generate
various meanings. ' In this .proposal we are éoncerned witﬁﬂidentifying
the tyﬁe of meaning that i$ perceived as providing the "best" self-
protection for reducing the intensity of the felt pain as well as in
the maintenance of the relationship itself. The cognitive restructur-
ing of a negative event has possible effects on the reduction of tﬁe
intensity of the emotional pain as well as in the.}epair or dissolution
of the relationshiﬁ. Whether the same kind of interpretation is equal-
ly effective in pain-reduction and in the repair of the relationship is
not known.' ' |
A major type -of meéning invelves perceiving the negative experience
in terms of possible benefits received, Anecdotal studies have suggested
that suffering. appears to be reduced when benefits to the suffering are
perceived (Beecher, 1956; Bulman § Wortman, 1977; Frankl, 1963; Langer

et al., 1975). The cost/benefit paradigm has a long history in the

social exchange approach to friendship. One group of thecries concede.



27
tha£ friendships continue as long as each partner perceives that he/she
is receiving sufficient benefits relative to the cost (Thibaut § Kelly,
19§§; Wright, 1974; La Gaipa, 1977}. Extrapolating from_ghis theory,
it can be hypothesized that a conflict will incur less emotional pain if
some kind of benefit is receivéd (e.g., the érisis is seen as providing
la chance to learn something about onegzlf).

Another major type of meaning which involves the perception of the
intentions of one's partner to harm or benefit oneself apéears to be
very important (Buss, 1978;'Jones § Davis, 1965; McKillips §_Edwards,

1974). Accarding to the latter attribution theorists, the fype of

-motive attributed to a behaviour determines in part the emotions which

the recipient feels towards the other--an hypothesis which has empi}ical
support (Bridges'&'S%Poeninggr, 1978; Charlesworth, 1980; Deutsch, 1958;
Horai, 1977; Lippitt, 196Y). That this type of meaning may reduce
emotional pain and stress is congrdent with another group of relation-
ship theories, which propose that friendships continue to the extent
that one's sense of.self is confirmed (Laing, .1961; Rogers, 1957;
Sullivan, 1953; Wright, 1978). Assﬁming that individuals wish to tﬁink
well of themselves and wish to believe that others think well of them
(Bibring, 1953), it may be extrapolated that there exists thg wish to

believe that others do not have harmful intentions towards them and

“that this belief is a factor in the continuation of relationships.

Anecdotal accounts and natural field studies suggest that percep-
tion of control is, also, important in reducing emotional pain and
stress. Empiricél literature froﬁ the field of attribution theory
{Wortman, 1976)‘and theoretical literature from perscnality theory

(Adler, 1956; Brehn, 1966; de Charms, 1966; White, 1959), all suggest



28

( that individuals desire to see themselves as being in control._ Further-
more, several researchers have documented thét victims of éccidents and
disasters often view themselves as being responsible'for their mis-
fortune (Abrams_& Finesinger; 1953; Chodoff et al., 1964; Lifton, 1963:
Medea § Thompson, 1974}. These accounts have been concerned mostly with
reactions to accidents and to natural disasters. Are attributions of
self control concerning the development of crises in interpersonal re-
lationships associated with sfress and adaptive coping? Attributions of
control over painful stimuli have also Been.found to be associated with
the reduction of physical'pain (Thompsdn, 1981). In addition, empirical
studies report an association between feelings of lack of control and.
poer physical :and mentgl health (APA Task Force on Health Research,
1976; Molinafi § Khann;,1981; Seligman et al,, 1979: Shadish et al.,
1981).

There is also considerablé grounds for hypothesizing éhat the per-
‘ception of 'meanings of dontrol should be a factor in determ;ning the
amount of stress experienéqd'from crises in interper;:hal relationships.
in the factor-analyses of the various dimensions of relatiomships, the
pole of control-submission has almost invariably emerged as one of two
axis, the other axis being the affection-h&stility dimension (Bocﬁer,
1974; Leary, 1957; Wish et al., 1976}. Thus the control aspect of re-
lationships is-a very imﬁqrtant dimension. Indeed, the level of in-
volvemenfiin a reiétionship has.béen hypothesized to be refleetive of the.
struggle between the need for aﬁ‘gliation gnd the need for in@gpendence,

which reflects the need for control (Eidelman: 1980; Feldman, 1979).

As well as functioning to protect the individual from pain, the

o
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meaning which has been derived from a conflict may -also have an effect °

b

upon determining whether the relationship will continue. Again, meagn-

ings of perceived benefits, perceived intentions and of perceived con- °
‘t¥ollmay have partiéular relevance. ' fxtrapolating once more from the
social ;xchange theéry of relationships ( Thibaut & Kelley, i959) a
réiatiqnship is less likely to'dissolveﬁif‘é'benefit from the crisis is
perceived, In addition,,féllowing the argument previously stated, it -
may ye hypotheéized that if following a crisis an intsption by oné's
_partner to benefi£ rather than to hérm has been detected, there will be

*“a greater desire to continue the relationship. Fuxthermore, based upon

-

. the literature previously reviewed, as individuals tend to want to see

-
v

themselves hs having .control over their envirpnment-(Adier, 1956; Brehh,
1966; White, 1959; Wértman; 1976), as control is a major dimension of
fclationships (Eidelﬁan, 1980; Leary, 1957), and as t}ust‘ié relﬁted to
perceived control (Bridges'& Schoeninger, 1976; Charlésyorth, 1980;
Deutsch, 1958; Lippitt, 1969), it isi;uégested that Teaﬁings derived
followipg»:elationsﬁip crises which emphasize that one has had in fact
some type of control over the evéht.should promote Fhe desire to con-

4

tinue the relationship, more so than meanings which emphasize one's*lack
of influence‘in the eﬁeht. | -
Therefore, the preMiOUS'literatﬁre review suggests that meanings of
perception of benefits, pergeptions of intentions, perceptions of con-
trol have an éffect.upon’the a&ount of emotional pain and stress ex- -
perienéed and the‘desire‘to re-esfablishla relatiohship once arcrisis

has occurred. While the effect of attribution and social-exchange

variables upon certain aspects of friendships have been studied, and the
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ihportance of further exploration of these variables has been stressed
o ' ]

(La Gaipa, 1977), these variables»have not been‘studied in conjunéiion
- .
_with variables of perceived control. Nor have the combined cffect of
thesefﬁariables been extensively studied in relation to the alleviation '
of stress and in relation to the repair of relationships. - ; .

The reader will recall from the literéture review the distinction
made between the concept of responsibility and the concept of control
{Brickman et al,, 1981). Control implies that one may change his/her
behaviour or even;s; While one may be seen as responsible for a certain
event,'he/she may not be perceived as having coﬁtrol‘over the outcome,

‘i e., one may have generatéd an action leading to an eﬁeﬁf, but may net
'have had the power for modifying his own behaviour.

Regarding the diffcrent types of attributions of responsibility
Brickman et -al. (1982) stress that respdnsibility may be distinguished
along the dimensions of responsibility for the_éause of a_probleh and
responsibility for the solution of a problem, -Brickman proposes that
fhis distinction has several important;pherapeutic implications for the
rélief of emotional stress, as various models of helping seem té be
based upon the diffggtht aséumptioés and attributions of responsibility
for caﬁse and responsibility for solutioanf a problem.. According to.
the fir;t model of helping, commonly called the moral deel, individuals
are seén to be responsible both for the cause and the solution of a
'problem.-'If'the probleﬁ situation does not ;équeéresolved, then the
individual in question is seen.to~1ack the proper métivation. Accord-.
ing t; the second model of hélping,‘called fhe compensatory model, in-

dividuals are seen as being not responsible for the origin of the prob-
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lem but as being responsibile for the solutibn. To solve the-problem,

the individuals are seen as being in need of obtaining knowledge and

.power. The spirit of this idea is embddied by fhe message of the Rev-

erend Jesse Jackson to his audience "You' are not responsible for being
down but you are responsible for getting up'., The third model, common-

ly-cdlled the médical_model, sees the individual as not responsible for
. .

the problem onset nor for the solution. The problem is solved through

treatment by eﬁﬁerfs. This view reflects the concept of determinism,

<4

as one'is not seen as having had a choice in the enset of the events of
his life, nor in his responses to these events. In the fourth model,
called the enlightment model, individuals are seen as being responsible

for causing the problem but are not seen as being responsible for the .

solution {due to inability or unwillingness), In order to solve the

. problem, individuals in this model are seen as needing discipline, A

powerful eiternal agent, e.g., a deity, is seen as being the agency Qho
ean effect a solution. Alcoholics Anonymous groups belong to this cate-
gory of helping models, as the alcoholic is seen as being one who is
responsible for his drinking, but one who is unable to contfol the prob-
lem without the help of God‘or without ‘the help of his fellow reformed
alcoholics, |

Brickman's distinction Betyeen respoﬁsibil%ty fér-éause and re-

sponsibility for solution appears to be a promising one as each type of

. attribution appears to affect a relafionship differentially (Madden §

Janoff;Bﬁlman, 198i). In addition, the differept models appear to

attract different types of patients who vary in their psychological pro-
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Although the effect of attributions of responsibility‘for the

' cause of a problem and attributions of respon51b111ty for the solutions,

of a problem upon the relief of emot10na1 stress have been studied

separately, there has been little work comparlng the relative efficacy
of the four helping models which result from the combination of these

two types of attributions. The work which has been done, suggests that

i

problems are relieved moTe effectively when individuals see themselves

!

as being respdnsible for the solutions to their problems, than when they

do not (Chambliss § Murray, 1979; Liberman, 1978).

-

While the present writer contends that the theoretical models

developed by Brickman et al. (1392) provide a highly systematic approach

. to descriptions of helping and coping, the categories in this conceptual

scheme may be incomplete for the purposes of the present study. Attri-
butions and respon51b111t1es regarding the cause of the event and con-
trol over ‘the outcome may provide only part of the answer. It is not
known whether, and if so how, these attributions of résponsibility in-
teract with other meaning variables. The relative impact of Brickman's
four models on the dependent measures in this'study may gonceivably vary
with the perceived intentions and-benefits, Under what conditions do
these differerit models work qést effecti&ely? For exampie, aavice that
one is not responsible for either the cause of the problem or the solu-
tion to the‘problém.ma§ have differentiél effects depending on the
nature of the intébtions attributed to the other. Research is needed”
to establish the generality of thevBrickman et al. theoretiFal models

regarding the area of the intensity of stress experienced and the repair

of relationships. " The generality of these models may dgpend on other .

-

-~

+
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meanings associated with a negative interpersonal event. Responsibility
regarding cause and outcome may operate jointly with intentioqs and
benefits rather than independently or separately.

The kind of stress which is of concern in this proposal involves
the violation of trust in a close personal relationship. This type of
incident is one oi-‘ the most common causes of %onflict in relationships

{Bigelow § La Gaipa, 1980). However, little is known about reactions -

.to mistrustful behaviour in intimate interpersonal relationships as most

.

studies in thlS area havye examined the process of trustlng and mistrust-

1ng among strangers. This research will explore the types of meanings

which are most effective in the toleration of stress which has arisen

from a mistrustful act as well as the types of meanings which premote

the re-establishment of trust and the desire to repair the relation-
\ A

.ship. The kind of questions.asked are: How do different types of mean-

ings interact to reduce emotional stress, and to promote rhe continua-
tion of friendships after a conflict has.occurred? Which combinations
of meanings are most effeérive under which conditions? Which Brickman '
model is most affected by perceptions of intentions and benefits?

The t&pes of meanings which will be manipulateﬁ will be meanings
which refléct the assumption of responsibility and non—responsibility

for the origin of the stressful event; meanings which reflect the assump-

tion of responsibility and non—respon%1bi11ty for the rTesolution of the

stressful event; meanings which reflect the perceptlon that some harm
or benefit has arisen as a result of the stressful event ~and meanings
which reflect the percepticn that the outcome which has arisen was in-
rentionaf'or unintentional. The dependent measures will include ratings -

of the perceived cffectiveness of these meanings in'reducing emotional

stress and in promoting the willingness to maintain the relationshiﬁ.



CHAPTER 1II
METHOD

Subjects

A_tota] of three hundred and twenty undergraduate students served
as part%cipants in this experimentatl sthdy. Nine£y‘six studenés were -
obéained from the University of Windsor. The remaining were obtained
from colleges in the Washington, D. C. area. A minimum of three years
residency in North America was used to minimize the possible effects of
any language or cultural differences. Because-sex differencgs might
have comﬁ]icated the design, the sample was restricted to females. The

mean age of subjects was 19.8 years. .

Experimental Design

The purpose of this study was to determine whether certain
N\

dimensions of patterns of meaning in the form of various types of advice are

more effective than others in relieving emotional stress and in

- premoting the re-establishment of trust and the continuation of a

relationship.

The'experiment was @ 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 factorial designawith manipulation
of Responsibility for Cause {Responsible or Not Responsible). Outcome
(Good or Bad); Intentions (Intentional or qunféntiona]), and

Responsibility for Solution (Responsible or Not Responsible).

_Independent Measures

. hesponsfbility for Cause. The twp levels of this condition were

L
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-
Responsible for the Céuse or Not Responsible for the Cause. The
Responsible fof the Cause condition indicated that the stimulus person
was to blame for the 1ntgrpersonal problem. The Not Responsible for
Cause condition indicated that the stimulus person was fnnocent.
OQutcome. ‘The two levels were Good Qutcome or‘Bad Outcome. The Good

Outcome céndit1on high]ightéd beneficia] consequences arising from the
interpersonal problem. The Bad Outcome condition emphasized ‘the
negative consequences.

Intentions. Tne two levels were Intentional acts and Unintentional
actg. In the Intentional condition the interpersonal problem was

described as being the result of a deliberate act. In the Unintentional

condition, the -interpersonal problem was described as being non-deliberate.

Responsibility for Solution. Tné two Tevels were RESPOQEiElEdeI;"
Solution or Not ReSponsible for Solution. The Reéponsib1e fof Solution
éondition fﬁdicated that the stimulus person_waé expected to mend or
correct the interperéona] prablem. The Not Responsible for Solution

condition indicated that the étimu1us person was under no such obligation.

-

Dependent Megsures
In order to determine the differences in the subjeﬁts' perceptioﬁs

of the effectiveness of various combinatioﬁs of advice, subjects were

asked to respond to the vignettes by means.of six rating scales. Each

of these measures took the form of a nine-point bipolar scale. ({(The

“order of presentation was varied). The responses ranged from (1)

indicating “not at al1" (helpful) to (9) indicating "a great deal"

(of help). The dependent measures are as follows:

\ .
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Perceived help with anger. "How much would this advice help you

with your feelings of anger?"

. Perceived nelp with sadness. “How much would this advice help you

with your feelings of sadness?"

Perceived help with fee]%nq better. "How much would this advice
help you in feeling better?” |

Perceived help in regaining trust. "How much.wou1d this advice help

you to regain your trust in your friend Pat?"

Perceived help in continuing Friendship. How huch would this advice

increase your resolve to continue your friendship with Pat?"

Perceived logicality of advice. "How logical was this advice

overall? Did this advice make sense?" (This was a control item).

Materials

. An instrument was needed to present the subjects with a simulation
of‘an uﬁp]easant situation. A letter was devised in which the writér
describes herself as being betrayed by a friend. Upset by this
distu;bing éxperience, she asks for help and advice. Subjects under
all experimental conditiong received the same letter asking for

advice. (See Appendix A).

In order tb manipulate the independent variables, vignettes reflecting
combinations of these variables were constructed.- Each vignette consisted -
of four segments: each segment represented one-of the two levels of
each of the four independent variables.

In the construction of vignette segments, it was essential that the

independent variable reflected in each segment was readily perceived
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by the subject as intended by the experimenterﬁ A vigne@te segment
was considered to reflect fhe independent varfable if it was
correctly identified by 70 percent of the judges; iﬁ order to cbtain
vignetteusegments,_which reached this criterion level, a series of
'prgfgsts:were hecessary. Fokfy items were administered to 70 subject?
in an undergraduate psychology course. Subjects were asked to
identify the vignettes along with the dimension of responsibility for
caﬁse, responsibility for solution, perception of outcome, and
intentions. Most of these items were discarded (32 out of 40) becausé
they did not reach the criterion level. An additiona1.12 items
tapping meanings of responsibility for cause and solution were
developed and administered to a second group of 40 subjects. Sixteen
. segmehts tgpping intentions and outcomes were developed and
administered to a third group‘of 40 students. Ten segments Wgre
.retained.

The previous analyses dealt wiih the identifiéation of single,
'separate items. To determine if these items still retained their
distinctiveness when combined together'in a longer text, each
vignette segment was embedded in a 1et¥er of. four pqragraﬁhs. These
vignettes composed of four different segments were administered to 59
additional female subjects. Students were asked to identify the level
of responsibility for cause, responsibility foF solution, outcome and
intentions expfessed in the vignette letter. Two of the segments did
) not reach the criterion level of 70 percent. |
Ten more experimental segﬁents were developed and administered

to a group of 45. 'Of these: ten, four segments which had reached the



criterion 1eve1 were selected as part of the f1nal repertoire of vignette
segments. The percentage of judges accurately identifying each of

the vignette segments.in the final repertoire is displayed in Table 1 and 2.
Each vignette segment and its test question are displayed in Appendix

B. A copy of the vignettes used in the experiment may bé found in

Appendix C.

" Procedure

Pamphlets containing the materials for the various experimental
manipulations were administered during classtime. The cover sheet of
the pamphlet contained instructions and several questions eliciting
demographical information (See Appendix A). The first letter which
all subjects read and which conveyéd the unpleasant experience was
devised with the aim of reflecting a concern common to this age group
(Appendix A). The second letter differed across experimental conditions
and contained advice which reflected one of the two Tevels of the four
independent variables (i.e., this was a 2 X 2 X 2 X Z design). There
were, then, sixteen different replies, which reflected each of the
sixteen different experimental conditions (Appendix C)}. Subjects
were randomly assigned to the following experimental” conditions.

The following instructions were given:

Most people on occasion seek advice from others

about problems they may be having. Different people give

different types of advice and not all advice 'is equally

effective. In the pamphlet I have given you are two

letters. In the first letter which you will read, the

writer asks'tor advice. I want you to imagine as

vividly as you can that you are the person who has wr1tten

that letter and that the letter describes your experience.

Imagine that you are wr1t1ng to seek advice from some-

body whom you trust. - The second letter,is the reply to
the f1rst Tetter and conta1ns the adv1ce I want you to
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i

imagine that this is the letter which you have received
from the person to wnhom you wrote to for advice. After
you have read the reply, you will be asked to rate the
advice given along several dimensions.

After the subjects had read both letters, fhé following instructions

were given:

Listed below are several questions. as You answer these
questions, continue to imagine as vividly as you can that you
have written the letter which you just read and that you have
received the.advice which followed. After reading each
question, complete the rating scale which follows the question
by circling the number on the scale which corresponds to the
rating which you believe the advice deserves (see Appendix Al).

Upon completion of this task, the subjects were asked to identify
the person they had in mind. "Who did you choose to write to? Indicate
your answer by checkmarks." A choice was given of nine possible

adviéors (e.g., friends, parents, siblings).



-

TABLE 1
Identification of

Attributions in Vignettes

40

Independent N of Accuracy
Variables Judges of -Judges
. (Percent)
Respo ible for
Caﬁi@ 72 90
Not ﬁesponsib]e for
Cause 73 85
Responsible for _ 72 93
Solution
Not Responsible for
Solution 91 77




TABLE 2

Identification of Outcomes

and Iptentions in Vignettes*

41

“{for Bad Outcome)

Independeﬁt N of Accuracy
Yariables Judges of Judges
(Percent)
Good Qutcome 21 91
.-Bad Outcome 18 83
Intentional Act
(for, Good Outcome) 19 a0
. Intentional Act
(for Bad Outcome) 21 86
Unintentional Act ' )
{for Good Outcome) 28 86
Unintentional Act
‘22 9

*This accuracy Tevel was obtained after revising vignettes.

Y
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_CHAPTER I1I
RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

National Differences. Since the subjects were obtéined from both
Canada and the United States, it was nécesséry to find ouf‘if any
differences existed in the responses tp,ihe instruments. Means were
computed on responses to all 16 conditions by couniry. Then, t tests
were conducted on two of the dependent variéb]es: Feeling Better and
Continue Friendship. No signif{cant diffgrences were obtained, and
the two samples were combined. - ‘

Type of Advisor. The subjects were asked to indicate whom

they chose for their advisor in responding to the letters. Tabulation
of the results (§eé Appendix D) indicated that.friends were the ﬁost
popular choice accounting for 70 per cent pf the résponses. Siblings
were the next most popular choice (11%) followed by Parents (10%f.‘
Examination of the frequéncy distributions indicated that the advisors
that‘were mentioned were distributed By chance across the 16 conditions,
suggesting tﬁat there was-]itt]e,‘jf any, confounding of perceived
effectiveness of advicé as a function of type of advisor. This was
further established by computing responses given by type of’advice and

type of advisor. No significant differences were found.

Statistical Analyses

Six separate analyses of variance were conducted using a four-fold

[
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experimenta1 design. - Table 3 presents the means for the dependent
measures by each of the four indépendéﬁt variab]és. .The cell means for
each of the 16 condition§ are presented in, Appendix E.  Table 4 =&
presents a summary of analyses of variancé of the dependent measures
consisting of affect variables. Table.5 pre§ents'a summary of analyses
of variance of the dépendent measures that include relationship-

.

maintenance variables.

Dependent Measures: Affect

" Coping with Anger. Responsibility for Cause had a significant main

effect on Anger, F(1, 304) = 9.32, p<.01. Advite that the person .
undergbing'£h§ stress was not responsibie was rated as more effective
for copjng with anger (M = 4.70) than advice that the person was
responsib]e (M= 4.30)._ Intention also had a main effect on Anger of

borderline significance, F(1, 304} = 3.61, p ¢ .10. " Interpretations made

by the advisor that the hafmful acts by the adversary were probably

unintentional influenced the perceived coping with anger. Unintentional
acts were rated as more effective than intentional acts (M = 4.58 vs.
M= 4.16)t No other sigﬁifiéant’main_or interaction, effects were

found.

Coping with Sadness. Responsibility‘for Cause had a significant

maiﬁ effect on-Sadness, F(1, 304) = 11.73, p <.01. A@vice that the
person was not résponsih]e was rated as more effective for coping with
sadness (M = 4.41) than advice that the persaon-was responsible

(M = 3.66). f;tention had a significant main effect also, F(1, 304) =
5.52, £1<.05. Unintentional acts were seen as being more effectivg in

nelping with sadness {M = 4.30) than were intentional acts (M = 3.78).
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JABLE 5
Summary of Analyses of Variance of

Relationship-Maintenance Variables

—

Source of - : " Trust Continue.
Variation Friendship

df MS F MS F
Cause (A) 1 2.55 0.79 11 .030
Outcome (B) 1 5.00 - 1.62 17.11  4.62%+
Intention {(C) 1 1.11 2.95% . 201 .00
solution (D) 1 131.25 10.25%*% - 143.11 38,61 FHkk
AXB | 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AXC 1 0.01 0.00 1.25 0.34 -
AXD A \ 0-80 V.26 7.20 1.94
BXC 1 23.11 7. 4Gk 11.25 3.08% N
BX D | 3.21 0.31- 3.20 0.86
C XD 1 0.3+ 0.10° 3.20 0.86
AXBXC R 0.31 0.10 1.01 0.27
AXBXD 1 1.80 . 0.58 0.61 0.17
AXCXD 1 .0.31 0.10 .01 0.27
BXCXD 1 0.11 ° 0.04 1.51 0.4
AXBXCXD | 0.61 1.00 0.45 0.12
Error 304 3.09 3.7
* p ¢.10
* p €.05"
ek p €.01
ekt p €.001
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1 . ""
%o other main or interaction effects were significant.

* Help in Feeling Better. Responsibility for Cause had a significant

main effect in helping a person to feel better, F(1, 304) = 21.64, p¢
.001. Adv1ce that the person was not responsiﬁ]e for ‘the Problem was
judged as more effective (M = 4.97) than advice that%the pérson was
responsible (M = 3.88). Outcome also ﬁéd a main effect, though of
borderline sfgnificance, F(1, 304) = 2.80, p¢ .10. Good outEpme was.
perceived as.more effective advice in helping the advisee to feel .
better (M = 4.62) than advice calling attention to bad outcome§ (M=
- 4.23).

Dependent Measures: Relationship-Maintenance

Facilitating Trust. Responsibility for Solution had a significant
main effect on Trust, F(1, 304) = 10.12, p<.01. Advice that the ”
person was responsible for the sp]utioﬁ to’the.?roblem was perceived.
as being more effective in facilitating trust (h = 3.91) than advice
that the per%on was not responsible (M = 3.29}:‘ Intention had a méin
effect of borderline significance, F(1, 304) = 2.95, p <.10.

. Suggéstions that the adversary acted Unintent1on$11y was rated as more
effective (M = 3.77) than indications tnat Other acted iﬁtentfonal]y .
(m = 3.43). |

Figure 1 shows the signifitant Outcome X Inténtion-interaction,
F(1, 304) = 7.49, Q!(.O]. Examination of the simple main effects
indicated that for bad outcomé, unintentional aEts were rated as being.
more effective in helping the advisee than intentional acts, F(1, 304)

= 9.80, p<.01. For good outcomes, there were no significant

.,



TRUST RATINGS .

©3.80 #—

48

3.90

X

Unintentional
3,70 jum .

3.60 jaw
3,50 e
3,40 L-

3.30 = Intentional

3.20 f=
316 |

3.00

Good Bad

OUTCOME -~

_Figure |. ‘Outcome X Intention interaction effects on trust.



CONTINUE THE RELATIONSHIP RATINGS

49

4.90 g -
4.80 jw
4,70 - ’
4.60 b Bad 0p+cone
4.50 f»
1
4.40 je
4.30 k»
4,20 e
w0
4.10 fme Good Outcome
4,00 o=
[}
3.90 Buw
s ,.'».‘

3-80 home ' ! : ] .

.

1. |

Intentional Untntentional

% : INTENT | ONS

Figure 2. Outcome

ntention: interaction effects on resolution

to continue ™he relationship.



50

differences régarding the nature of intentions, F< 1. If the outcomes

were positive, trust was not influenced by intentions.

Facilitating the Continuation of the Relationship. Responsibility

for Solution of the problem had a highly significant main effect on

LI

Resolution to-Continue the Relationship, F(1, 304) = 38.61, p< .001.
Advice focusing upon the résponsibi]ity of the victim was judged as '
mqré effective (M = 5.03} than advice suggesting the victim was not
.responsib1e (M= 3.71). _
. Outcome had é‘significant main effect on increasing the resolye

to continue the re]atidnship, F(1, 304) = 4:62, p ¢.U05. Focusing an

bad outcomes arising from the conflict was Qiewed as more effective
advice (M = 4.59) than stressing good outcomes (M = 4.13). An Outcome
X Intention interaction of borderline siénificance was obtained,
F(1, 304) = 3-04’.E.<'10- As shown in Figure 2, when behaviour was .
viewed as beinélunintentiona1, focusind on the bad outcome was judged:
as being more effehtive than focusing on the gobﬁ outcomes. The
simple main effect test was sign{ficant, F(1, 304) = 7.98,.p <.01. When
the behaviour was perceived as being intentional, it made no difference -
whether the outcome was good or bad, F< 1.

Perceived Logicality. A-secondary analysis was conducted to

determine whether the advice made sensgn(see Table 6). Responsibility
for Cause had a significantlmain effect oh logicality, F(1, 304) =
6.36, E.<-05} Not being hg]d responsible for the cause was judgeﬂ to
be more logical (M = 5;30)'than‘being held responsible for the cause

(M = 4.67). There was also a main effect trend for Responsibi]i;y for

‘Sdlutiod, F(1, 304) = 3.70, p¢ .10. Responsibility for Solution was
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" TABLE 6 -

Analysis of Variance of Logical Scale

. Source of

Variation - MS’ F
Cause (A) . : 31.88 . 6.36%%
Outcome (B) ‘ 8.13 1.62
Intent (C) 2.63 0.52 -~
Solution (D) . 18.53 3.70%
AXB o 0.70 0.14
AXC < 9.45 1.89 .
AXD ©11.63 2.32
RXC 3.40 - 0.68
BXD 0.90 0.18
CXD 5.25 1.05 '
AXBXC 3.00 0.60
AXBXD 1.38 0.28
AXCXD 8.13 1.62
BXCXD 7.50 1.50
AXBXCXD 1.95 0.39
Erroxr . 3.04

1 ]

*p<0.1
** p < .05
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rated as being more logical (M = 5.23} than was not being responsible
for the so]uﬁ%on (M =4.74). No other main or interaction effects were

found.

Relative Impact of Advice_Stratedies

Omega squares Qere compﬁted from the analyses of variance data
to assess the relative strength of the associations between each of the
independent and dependent variables (see Apﬁendix B). This index
providg§ a rough estimate of the "pay off" of each.kind of advice.
The s{ze of the advice effect was stro&gest for Responsibility for
Cause on the fee]ing.better scale (six per éent), and the
Responsibility for Solution on the resolution to continue the
relationships (11 per cent). The other variables with significant
Fs accounted for three per cent or less of the variance. The main
finding was that responsibility for cause or solution accounted for
‘several fimes as much variance as outcome or intentions. In addition,
the main effects were several times as important as any of the inter-

action effects.



CHAPTER IV
_ DISCUSSION

Peopié turn to a confidant to dis;uss persona]_prob]emsl Such
conversations can be helpful in reducing emotional stress. About one-
fifth of all individuals seek méntal health professionals to deal with
.their}psycho1ogica1 problems (Gurin, Veroff & Feld, 19685.

The formal institution of advice—gjving is psychological counée]ing.
Most people, however, seek advice for personal problems from non-mental
health professiona]s,>such as c1ergymen, as well as from persons in
their own informal support system (Bergin & Lambert, 1968). Much of
our knowledge about the helping process is based upon the psycho-
therapeutic literature which involves onIy a small part of the total
number seeking help (Cowen, 1982); Relatively little is known about
the nature and effectiveness of non-professional helping in spite of the
fact that %uch types of helping transactions are most prevalent. An
examination of these processes might be of value to both professional
and non-professional he]pérs alike.

fhére.iS'an exteﬁsive literature on attribution research, perceived
control, outcome and intentionality. We have applied some of the findings
from this body of theory and research fo the context of psychological e
advice—givfng. Several predictions might have been generated from (1{
this 1iterature: (1) Acceptance of responsibility fof,the cause and |
solution of the interpersonal problem reducesvnegative affect and

increases the willingness to continue the relationship; (2) The impéct
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of tne benefits or har depends on the perceived intentions of the other
person; (3) Advice that benefits were derived aS_a result of the

prob1em would help to reduce tension and stress, as wetl as promote the
continuation of the relationship, and {4) Attributions, outcome and
intentionality have interactive effects on affect and relationship-
maintenance.

The most dramatic finding was the differential effects of advice
on the two depepdent measures. Avoidance of responsibility for the
cause of‘the problem was apparentiy effective 1n re&ucing the perceivéd
psychological streSs, whereas acceptance of responsibility for the
solution to the;ﬁroblem tacilitated re]ationship-méintenance.' This
diametrically opposed finding was not expécted. Only partial support,
then, was obtained for the prediction that perceived control over an
aversive event reduces stress.

Tne preference for the denial of responsibility for the cause of
the problem can be interpreted in various ways. One possibility involves
making a distinction petween responsibility for cause and solution in
terms of ego-defensive reactions versus perceived control. Much of thé/
literature treats ego dgfenses and perﬁeived coﬁtro] somewhdt separately.
The results of this study regarding causal attributiens are congruent
with research 1n the area of defensive attributions (Burger, 1981);
self-serving biaseﬁv(Brad1ey, 1978) and perceptual defense (Erdelyi,
1974; Greenwald, 1980). A common theme in these studies 1s‘that people
distort events in order to perceive themﬁelves in a positive lignt.
_Peoble use flattering distortions to maintain psychological adjustment

(Nelson & Craighéad, 1977; Riziey, 1976). Forsythe and fbrsythe
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{1982) have,obser!gd that "normal" people often externalize tpeir
failures, and think they confro1 outcomes when they don'p, and feel
comforted when arousal is misattributed to unrelated but alteraple
causal factors.

A further distingtion is necessary between two kinds of
attributions - dispositional and situational. The findings of the present
study were essentially concerned with dispositional attributions rather
than situational attributions insofar as the focus is on interpergona] ‘
problems that typically arise because of dispositional attributes.
Problems in interpersonal relations are likely to genefate‘dispositiona1
characteristics that are countered by ego-defensive tactics. To .
accept blame for an interpersonal prob]em 1mp11es a defect in one’s
disposition Tikely to have long-term consequences. Taking the blame for
the cause of a problem is likely to reflect on one's personality,
whereas taking responsibility for the so]ufion is more 1ikely to focus on
situational factors.. '

An impqrtant difference between dispositional and situational
attributions is that dispositional interpretatiOns_ref!ect_stable
qualities not easily modifiable, while situationa] interpretations are
more variable and modifiable. Moreover, the aim in dispositionai
attribution is to maintain a public image of being a "good guy"
whereas for situ&tiona], there is a bias, instead, toward maintaiﬁing
an image.of being in control of the situation. There is some reason
to believe, then, that people are more Tikely to acceptlresponsibflity
for situational than dispositiona] “causes". If this assumpt1on is

valid, then the results of this study are not necessar11y inconsistent
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with findings that people are willing to accept responsibility for

illness and accidents (cf. Timko & Janoff-Bulman, 1982; Wortman, 1976),

insofar as this cafegény‘of problems is situational rather than
rgigﬁositional.

Tﬁéffindings of this study are consistent with the notion that
‘responsibility for the solution of a problem affords a type of control
over the situation. Research studies suggest that such control has
positive psychological effects. Therapy designed to increase the
perception of c6ntro] over outcomes facilitates adjustment for a variet}
of clinical ailments (Chambliss & Murray, 1979; Comas-Diaz, 1981;“
Liberman, 1978). Adjustment can be improved if the patient believes

that the unpleasant event occurred due to behaviour on his/her part

. that is modifiable {Janoff—Bu]mah, 1979; Timko & Janoff-Bulman, 1982).

The attribution of negative events to non-modifiable behaviors can
lead to depression (Abramson et al., 1976; Beck, 1976). Presumab]y,:
attributions to modifiable behaviors implies a method for preventing
the reoccurrence of the event in the future, and a kind of solution
as well. . '

The perception that behavior can be modified is an important
consfderation iﬁ the search for solutions to control the environment
(Rothbaum et al., 1982). Primary control is an attempt to modify
the environment in accordance with one's aims and goals. Secondary
control arises when mohff1cation is not deeméd as feasible. Rothbaum
et al. suggest that under.this Eond1tioﬁ, indiviauals search for tne
causes of the problem so as to gain control through understénding.

Thus, again the saliency of attributions of éause and solution may

]
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depend on whether the'focus of an {ndividual is towards primary or
secondary control - variables not man1pulated in the present study.

The preference for Tow respons1b111ty for the cause - of the prob]em
for the affect-type var1ab1es and high responsibi]ity for solution for
the. relational var1ab1es might also be 1nterpreted from a temporal
perspect1ve The Anger, Sadness and "Feeling Better" scales dealt nftn

 1ntrapersona1 reactions to past events, whereas the Truyst and Conflnue
: Friendship sca]es dealt with behaviours proaected into the future As
future 1nteract1on involves an element of uncerta1nty, and 1nsofar as
interpersonal behav1our 1nvo]ves more commi tment than 1ntrapersona1
behaviour, there is more of an element of risk in interpersonal than
fntrapersona1. Thus, 1t is not_surprisinp that taking control cver
the future situatipn should have a greater impact on the relationship-
‘maintenance variables. ReSponsibi]1ty over the solution to a problem
is desirable in that it maximizes control and reduces some of the
uncertainty that is uncomfortable. ‘ )

" A similar temporal 1nterpretation is suggested by researcﬁrconducted
by Diener and Dweck (1978) These 1nvest1gators found that subjects
exper1enc1ng fa11ure could be d1st1ngu1shed in terms of whether the
focus was on' the causes for fa11ure or solutions to avo1d future
fa1]ure ~Those who f0cused ‘on the causes tor" fa1|ure rum1nated about
_the1r recent failures in an effort to accept the1r past experiences. .

‘Those who focused upon solutions, however, were action- or1ented _ Thus,
the saitency of attr1but1ons upon cause or solution may depend on
whether the focus is upon acceptance of past_experiences or upon

mastery of future experiences.
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There -is some. evidence suggesting that‘acceptance vs denial of
respon51b111ty varies with the va]ence of che outcome Teachers, for-
.1nstance, have been found to take more respons1b111ty for the successes
of their etudents than for theirlfaiTureg (Beckman, 1970; Schopler & !
Layton, 1972): Therapists accept responsib?]ity for positive outcomes‘_
but accept relatively little responsibility- for negative outcomes
“(Arkin et al., 1976). Exper1menta1 studies have also demonstrated the
_tendehcy to accept respons1b111ty for position and denial of
. respons1b1]1ty for negative outcomes (Miller, 1976; Sicoly & Ross, 1977:
Stevens & Jones, 1976). S1m11ar results were found in-studies on
the percept1on of harm 1nf11ct1on "(Harvey, Harris & Barnes, 1975%—

Heider has suggested that peopie areu1nc11ned To attr1bute to
oneself good things, but one suffers when one has ‘to attr1bute to,
oneself someth1ng that is not so good Tn1s position is supported by

'Greenwa1d (]980) who labels this tendency as "beneffectance e the
perception oﬁ/?;epons1b1]1ty for desfred but not. undes1red outcomes.

.
S1m11ar]y,_Forsythe and For§§tne (1982) concluded that attr1out1ons

are more often than not biased by desire to reduce feelings of - )
incompetency, insecurity, gui]ﬁ or'emharraesment" (p. 149)._ Heider

(1953) has also suggested that self responsibility may be cbncebtua]ieed {
in terms of several levels from being responsible for every action

to being responsible onl¥ for intentional, fréely ;hosen acts.

IPersone] theories ofiseTferesponsibi]ity may aiso vary with the degree

to which self-responsibility for an act is shared with another. -In
V - L .

this study, several sohjects commented that they dio not feel that the

phob]em as stated in the- e SRERS & letter was all their “fault"'implying
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have been a factor in its denisl.

&% -

that they were-willing to accept partiaj blame or shared\tespgusibility,

but not complete blame. 1In study design used, it was an "all or none"

condition. Feelings of inequity in the‘dfstricution'of blame, then, may
Outcome. The findings regarding the benéfits/harm advice were -

qu1te unexpected for boih the affect and the relational var1ab]es

It appears to make very 11tt1e difference whether the adv1sor focused

on the gains or 1osse§ arising out of the interpersonal conflict.

Psychological stress was not influenced by advice on outcome. WHnat was

alsd unexpected was the tinding that focus on bad outcomes were
o . . 3

perceived to be moye facilitative of the continuation of the
re]atibnshib'than focus on good outcomes. .
| Several interpretations could be made for the perceived

effectiveness of the "bad-outcome" advice. 1t is conceivable that under

.certain conditions, 0§pt1ve 1nterpretat1ons of negative events 1s not

perce1ved as helpful. In therapy, the positive 1ncerpretat1on of a
patient's negative experience is sometfmes interpreted by the patient

as’an attempt by the therapist to avoid dealing with the client's

* pain. (Greenson, 1968). Such an intervention strateqy may be

-perce1ved as aversive and as a type ot maneuver designed to avoid

de_ahng with the proble.

-An aTternat1ve 1nterpretat1on could be made in terms of the
cred1b111ty or realism of 'such adv1ce Bad outcomes may be viewed as
more be11evab1e than good outcomes. 1t may be difficuﬁt to accept the
suggest1on that a negat1ve interpersonal event can be v1ewed in a
positive way. Perhaps more dissonance is created by seek1ng to tie i

4
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in a*good outcome with a bad exberience:. A further possibility can be
| made {nvterms‘of the attitude expressed by the advisor in presenting

a "bad outcome"” interpretation. The advisor may have been perceived as
* more empathic than the advisor forwarding a good outcome interpretation.

This may have been an uncontrolled variable in this study.

Iotentions.. There is nothing really new to the finding that a
person will feel better 1f told that any harm done te him/her was not
1ntended Such a f1nd1ng 1s also of 11m:ted 1nterest Considerable
research has shown that the motive under1y1ng behaviour influences the
emot10na1 reaction towards the protagonist (Horai, 1979; McKitltip
Edwaﬁds, 1974). Hhat we were looking for was the possible 1nteract10n
of intentions with other variables, such as attr1but1ons of cause and

L outcome. The small number of interactions in this study was unexpected.
Causal attr1but1on and intentions operated 1ndependent1y of one
' another.

Jrust. The finding that responsibility for problem solution -
faci]itates’trust is consistent with orior research. It is necessary,
however, to make the assumpt1on that be1ng responsible for the
so]ution involves some perce1Ved control over the.future event. A
number of studies have found that one is more likely to trust another,
the more control one can exert and the less the assessed risk '
(Br1ckman Becker & Castle, 1979; Brldges & Schoen1nger, 1978;
(Eharlesworth, 1980)

The Brickman He]ping Models. The Brickmen et al. mode] provides
a conceptual framework for intervention strategies for helping people
with various psychological and medical prob]ems.‘ A major attraction of

these helping models is its heuristic value. Using different combinations
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of responsibility for cause énd solution, these authors have generated
four helping models that appear to corresbond with major interventibn
stﬁategieé employed in ‘the area of support systems. But these helping
models have; as yet,'received little validity in terms of their
utility under different conditions and situations. The present study
involves a; application of these he1p%ng models to communication
tactics used in informaf support systems. A basic brob]em has been
that of operationalizing this paradigm. The present study is an
. attembt in this direction. The use of vignettes penn%t§'the ‘
manipu1afion of the different kinds of attributions.ih comﬁination
with other variables. |
Let us review the four Brickman et al. helping models as these
have been applied to advice-giving. In the moral model, the advisee
is regarded és responsible for both the cause and the solution to the
problem. In the enlightment model, the advisee is responsible for
the cause but not fér the solution. 1In the compensatory model the
advisee is not responsible for the cause, but responsible for the
solution. In the medical model, the advigee is not responsibte for
either the cause or the solution. The main finding of this study is
that tﬁe_percefved effectiveness of the models depends on the criteria
employed - the objectives underlying the advice-seeking. Advice
" focusing upon non-resposibility for the cause is judged to be more
éffect1ve in helping with anger, sadness and in feeling better;
the compensatory or the mediéa] mﬁde1 may be the.best choice to use
when-he1p1ng someone with their feelings and emofions. In gonfrast,

advice focusing upon responsibility for resolving the problem situation



is judged to be most effective in repairing the relationships, the
compensatory or the moral model may be the best choice for.such a
situation. As a.general rule; the compensatory model is Iikely to be
viewed as most effective with both types of prQb]ems. This involves
te]]iné the advisee that he/she is not'respoﬁs;£1e for the cause but is
responsible for the solution. This 1stthe Brickman et a]ﬁ preferred
model as it justifies fhe act of ne]piﬁg; wnile leaving the helped
recipient with a'sense‘of.control. In contrast, it appears that tne
enlightment model would be the worst choice as it woﬁad not be effective
for ei1ther the cause: or the solution to a problem. .
A major prediction ih this study was that the attributional
variable; in this model would have interactive effects.w1th such '
variables as outcome and infention. In’'general, the results provide
limited support for an {nteractive perspective. Instead, the
significant :indings were essentially main effects with %he attributfon:
of responsibility accounting for mogt'of thé’varia;ce, with a much
1essér amount related to.oufcome and i tentions: It is possible, of
" course, that methodological problems d:;;éhed the emergence of sich
interactions. But we have little data to support such an interpretation
as yet. The findings of this study support, instead, tHe robustness
of the Brickman et a1: mode in'that the impact of the type.of
: attribution does not depend to any great extént on ather'cond%tions.
Strong main effects, then, enhance the viability of the theoretical

paradigm.
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Limitations and Research Implications |

1.- Individual Differences are likely to be a factor in the response
made-to advice. Personality factors are deserving of further |
consideration. Forsxthe and Forsythe (1982) found that causal
attributions stressing interrally controllable factor; produced more
positive reactions for individuals with an internal locus of control than
for an external Tocus of control.. Advice. regarding self-blame may have
differential effects depending on an individual's internal-external
scale score. |

2. Demographic considerations should be examined further. In the
present study, the sample was limited to females. We cahnot
generalize from the pfesent s£udy to males. Sex differences have been
no;ed in the attribution procéss (Harvey, 1978; Orvis et al., 1976).
Gurin et al. (1960) found, for instance, that men are more.]ike1y to

attribute blame to themselves than women when discussing interpersonal-

: prob]ems; ~

The sampie was also limited to university students. There may be
some generational differences in responselto.different advice strategies.
An older sample with 1e§§ edhcation, for instance, may'have reacted in a
different way.

-~ 3. The artjfiéiality of the experiment may have begh a factor in
determining thp-resu]ts obtained. The subjects were asked to respond as

if they were receiving the advice. We do not know how effective this

. simulation was for these subjects. How ego involved were they with

the task? How realistic did it seem to them?
+  The subjects were asked to focus on:aﬁ'advisor of a particular type,

such as friend, in rating.the effectiveness of the advice given. We
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suspect there were differences in the degree't; which different subjects
fol]bwed this instruction. Moreover, the experimental design did not
permit manipulation of the advisor, and so it was impossiblé to
evaluate the contribution of this variable.

4. The nature of the problem may have an impact on the perceived
effectivene§s of different kinds of advice. "It is conceivable thét
the assessment of advice strategies varies with both thg nature and
seriousness of the problem. It is necessary to establish if the same
findings are obtainedlﬁhen the problem has different “demand

characteristics." For instance, the same kind of.advice regarding a

' _problem with alcohol might have a different effect than a problem

concerning a disloyal friend.

5. The vignette method itself is an importanf consideration.
Some of the differences obtained could be due to uncontrolied variation
amgng the vignette segments. For ‘instance, it is possible that there
were differences along such dimensﬁons as the empathy expressed by
the advisor in gi?ing theladvice that may have had an effect. A
semantic differéhtia]-study of the vignette segments seems necessary;

The paucity of interactioﬁs might Be due to vignette problems.
The use ‘of multiple vignette-segmeniﬁ permitted systematic | '
variatieg of variables. But it is possible thaf the use of combination
of vignettes had a "di]utiﬁb" or "weakenting" effect. The meaning of ”
any gi;en vignette segment, e.g., regarding intentfons, might change
when interposed as part of a Targer configuration o% segﬁents.

6. Further research is needed to assess the reliability of the
finding that few 1ntéractions were obtained regarding responsibility,

outcome and intentions. Each independent variable may not have been



equai]y potent, thus reducing the likelihood of interactions.

7. This study was dgsigned essentially to.tab the perceived
short-term effectiveness of advice. It is possible that strategies
effective for short-term re]ief might not have long-term benefits and
vice versa. Advice which alleviates anxiety {short-term relief) may
not be instrumental in effecting fundamental personal change (long-term
effectiveness) and may even hamper more lasting beneficial change.
Future research should consider these temporal variables.

8. -This study involved judgements about the effectiveness of
different kinds of advice. -Whether the ratings of perceived . \
effectiveness actuai]y corresponds to real effectiveness has yet to

be determined.

Item in San Francisco Examiner, April 22, 1979.
The telephone pole was approaching. I was attempting to swerve out of

- .
its way when it struck my front end. ' «



APPENDIX A
SAMPLE OF TEST MATERIAL
Instructions
Letter to Advisor
Reply from Advisor

Rating Scales
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On the next page (page 2) you will read a letter in which
the writer describes. a problem that she is having with her friend
Pat .. When you read the letter, imagine as best as you can that you
have written that- letter and that the letter describeé yéur experience.
Imagine that you are writing to seek advice from someone whom you
trust. Pick someone whom you would turn to for help. (Later on, you
will be asked the type of person whom you chose. ) Pretend that you
have written to this person and that you have received the reply which
follows the letter (on page 3) After you read the reply, you will.
be asked some questions. ' o

s

Please indicate youp sex. Male Female

fa

How many years have yon .lived in this country? &eérs.

How old are yon?
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Dear

I'm very upset about what happened between my friend Pat
and myself. I met Pat a few months ago. I really liked her because
she was so much fun to be with and because she had a great sense of
humor., We became good friends very quickly, doing everything together
and having a great time. We seemed to understand each other really
well and could talk to each other about all our problems.

Lately, however, Pat has begun to change. 1've noticed that
when we're in groups together, she almost ignores me and seems to
prefer talking to others. She spends more time with other people
and seems, to invite me to do things only'when she has no one else.
She even gets together with my old friends, whom I introduced hefito,
without asking me to come along. It seems that the only time I see
her now is when she wants to borrow my lecture notes or when she wants
me to drive her somewhere. The thing which really upsets me is that
lately I haﬁe heard that Pat has been saying some things about me
" which are not too nice. I am really disturbed by all this. What do
you think I should do? ’

Please write soon.

Sincerely,




Dear _ . ,
© 69

- Perhaps you-did something which provoked P ' ‘ i ‘
The way you describe Pat is guite diffgrent fromatnzngagagehgsg =EEY
observed he? to-aet with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
gave acted in the way which you describe, unless she had a réason to
ho so. I thlnk ?hat most probably you did something first which lead
er to act in this way. I am sure that when you examine your past
behavio;, you will rea}ize what you did to provoke Pat. TFor a.friendshi
to ?urv1ve, You must give as much.as you receive. Did you reaily fulfilg
Pat's needs? I think that probably, you djd not give as much as you ‘
thought you did and that this could havgjiiused Pat to respond by
wltP@raWLng. Remember that people react to the behaviors of others
I think that you are probably responsible for what hanpened. ]
-

ou look at this situation in another way, you w;ll see that
sometiiné-positive has resulted. I think the fact that you see less
of Pat may actually be a blessing in disguise because .this may spare
both of you from more pain in the future. Regardless of whom :Ls-}.l .
responsible for causing the rift in your relgthnsqlp, it seems tha 1
each of you wanted different things from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually have become g;gn 4
more disappointed and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did en
completely. So your seeing less of Pat actually has a good consgqugnie
for you. Alse, You now have a great opportunity to develop meaning 3
relationships . with others now that you have more time. making friends L
with people who like you will also hglp you to feel_petter aboutl%ourse '
‘and help you to reduce your dependenty upon Pat. This has actga ty
been a lucky break for you and things have turned out for the best..

The eqd result is good fpr you.

-~

Again laying aside the question of whom is to blame for starting
the problems in your friendship, I think that after Pat became aware
that there were gifficulties in your relationship, she began to withdraw
from you on purpose because she felt that it would be best for both
of you in the long run. She thought that seeing less of each other
would spare both of you more pain in the future. She wanted to give
.you both a chance to make new friends and to become more independent.
Although this may be hard to believe because you are going through a
painful experience,.Pat was actually trying to help you (which I think
she did) and she had good intentions. She decided what had to be done
to help the both of you and then she did it. She was well aware. of
what she was doing. I think that her plan worked because you have both
been helped. .She meant kindly and acted in the best interests for
both of you.. -

No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that "you
have this problem in your friendship, what are you going to do about
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe it
to her to work on the problems in this friendship. A good friend is
one who can be counted on not to back away when things go wrong.

You are committed to this friendship and should try to save it.. You

are acting as though you are helpless, although in reality, there are
many things you could be doing to repair your relationship. It's time .
to take the initiative and try to find a solution to the problem.

If you don't find a way to work this problem out, no one else will do ,
it for you. I think that you are responsible for trying to work things
out beitween you and Pat. .

. I hope that you soocn feel better,

- , Yours sincerely,

e
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Listed below are several questions. As you answer these questions
continue to imagine as.vividly as you can that you have written tne
letter which you just read and that you have received the advice which
followed. After reading each question complete the rating scale
wnich follows the question by circling the number on the scale wnicn
corresponds to the rating which you believe the advice deserves.

1) How muéh-wouldrthis advice help You with your feelings of sadness?

! 2 3 S 5 6 T8 9
- L 1 1 " | 1, . 1.
not at ail . a bit moderately ‘- quite a great deal
i so a ot

. 2) How much would this advice help you to regain your trust in your friend

Pat? ‘
1 3 3 y 5 & 7 e 9
‘ L. e } ) d 1 1 | S
not at all . a bit moderately quite a great deal
so a lot ‘

3) Hpﬁ much would this advice increase your resolve to continue your
friendship with Pat?

! 2 3 Y 5 & > 'z 9
L L 1 4 ! * P S :
not at all a bit "moderately ' quite a great deal
: s0 a lot

4H) How much would this advice help you in feeling better?

\ 2. E 4 S b > % 9
! L . 1 A z- | I | ) N
not at all : a bit =~ moderately quite a great deal
so a lot

-, - ) i \.q

5) How much would this advice help you with your feelings of anger?

' 2 3 4 3 e T 3% 9
1 l I. ! ! . Fl (] A . "
not at all a bit moderately quite ' a great deal

so a lot ‘

L) How logical was this advice overall? Did this adﬁice‘make sense?

\ 2 3 Ly ‘g b 3+ 8 9 -
L i 3 1 Il ! ! r ) .
not at all a bit moderately ' ‘quite ' a great deal

-~ so a lot

-7) .Who did you.cﬁdose to write to? Indicate your zanswer by checkmarks.

*riend Parent Brother or sister
Rélative ' Teacher Clergy _ '

. / ) )
o id 1] : Other (Indicate whao
Doctor Guidance counseilor — _ e

L ?) Wnat was this 'experiment abopt?_
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*  Perhaps you did sometnlng thch ‘provoked /Pat and made her
angry.. The way you describe Pat is quite different from the way
have observed her to act with other people. I do not think
that Pat would have actéd in the way which you describe,
unless she had-a reason to-do so. I think that most probably
you. did something first which’ lead her to act in this way.

I am sure that when you examine youyr. past behaviour you
will realize what you did to provoke Pat..-For a friendship

" to survive, you must give as much &8s you receive, Did ycu

really fulfill Apt's needs. I think that probably you did
not give.as mucl as you thought you, did and that this could
have caused Pat to respond by withdrawing. “'Remember that
people react to the behav1ours of others. :

’ Q

- According to the writer s reply, who does the writer see.
sas - beimg the one who {s ‘respoisible for having caused the
problem? Whd is being blamed fof.being at fault or for
having started the problem in the flrst place'P Cirele the
correct answer. Chris Pat

! '

5

_ Not Responsible for Cause - | ' ' o

Pat sounds like she is going.through a dlfflcult,ﬁeriod
and is experienceing some emotional difficulties. This-
seems to be the reason why your friendship is falling apart
It sounds like Pat's preblems have nothing to do. with you -
and that you should not ‘blame yourself for the problems-in
your relatlonship From the way you describe the situation,
it seems that you dig-nothing which provoked her or made her
angry. You always acted like a good friend, helping her
out and introducing her to other people. You ‘should not take.

- her behaviour too personally because she is probably acting -

this way with otherpeople too. You have nathing to reproach
yourself with. ' _ o ‘ -

Accordlng to-the writer's reply, who dces the writer see
as being the orié who is responsible for having caused the

. problem? Who is being blamed for being at fault or for

having caused the problem in the flrst place? Clrcle the”
correct answer Chris Pat. - ’
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Condition: Good Outcome
- o .

Vignette: - If you look at\this situation in another way, Yyou will
see that something positive has resulted. I think the fact
that you see less of Pat may actually be a blessing in dis-

‘;5\\3 : guise bhecause this may spare both of yow. from more pain
in the future. Regardless’of whom is responsible -for
., ' causing the reft in your relationship, it seems that

eaoh  of you wanted different things from friendship
of you wanted different things from friendship,and that
unless you changed your expectations, you mzy eventually
have becoue even more disappointed and hurt Jater on, if
your. friendship ever did end completely. Also, you now '
.have a great opportunity to develop meaningful relation-
'ships with others now that -you have more time. Faking
friends with people who™ liké you will also help you to
' S feel better aboutlyourself and help you to reduce.your
- dependency upon Pat. This has actually been a lucky’'~
break &ee”you and things have turned qgt for the best.

« Test . :
AQuestion: = According to the writer 's reply, which of. the interpretatior,
. lis}ed below fits best? ‘ ’ v
Something good may have resulted from the problem situation.
Nothing good resulted from the problem situation.

Condition: Bad Outcome .

Vignette: Forgetting for a moment whom is to ‘blame for causing
. the problem in your relationship, it's always painful to
feel rejected. You sound very hurt by Pat's abruptiway
of withdrawing from your. friendship. Understandably,
' you are disappointed because Pat did not take the trouble
’ to discuss her perceptions of the problems in ydur rela-
tionship with you and instead withdrew. On top of this,
you may now find that your other friends now have divided
loyatfties because Pat is now friends with all of your
old friends. Some of them may be sympathetic to hex
side of the story and may no give you as much support
as you may like. Losing friends when you are down must
-add to your pain. I can understand why your confidence
in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom is at fault
for cauing this situation; you certainly have been very
hurt. o : -

. v
r

Test . . N

Question:  According to the writer's reply; wnich of the {nterpreta‘clon
listed below fits best? - ‘

o T Somefhing good may *have resulted from the problem situation,

I "., Nothing good resulted from the problem situation.
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Intentional Act (for Good Outcome)

Again laying aside the question of whom is to blame for
1n1t1311y causing the difficulties in your friendship, I
think that after Pat became aware that.there were problems

_in your relatienship, she began to withdraw from you on
purpose because she felt that it would be best for both of
*you in the long run. She thought that'seeing less of each

other: would spare both of you in the .future. She wanted o
give both of you a chance to make new friends and to become
more independent. Although this may he hard %o believe,

“Pat was trying to help both of you (which I think she did ).

She: decided what had to be done and then did it. She was

-well aware of what she was doing. I think her plan worked

because you both have been helped. -She meant kindly and
acted in the best interssts for both of you. “

According to +he writer's reply, did Pat dellberately 1nteno to do
something good for Chrls° Yes . No

Unintentional Act (for Good Cutcome)

Again, forgetting who is at fault for starting the problem
in your friendship, I am sure that Pat was not aware that she
was actually doing you a favor when she began to spend less -
time with you. She did not realize that she was sparing &
you moxye pain in the long run or that she was making it easier
for yogg%o make new friends, Making new frlends will make
you hagpier, another outcome which I am sure that Pat did not
imagine that she was making possible. Pat did not know what
the results of her behaviour would be and how much she may

-be helping you,

According to the writer's reply, did Pat deliderately intend to do
something good for Chris? Yeg ¥: No :

”}ntentional Act (for Bad Outcome)

I thlnk that Pat knew exactly hov murt you would be by
her behaviour but that 2idn't bother her. Again, laying aside

‘the question of whom is to blame for initially creating the

difficulties in your friendship, after Pat felt that you two
were no longer such good friends, Pat probably wanted to meet
new people and decided to make friends with all your old friends
although she knew very well that she was taking friends away
from you. Pat didn't care about hurting your feelings because
your hurt feelings were a small price to pay for getting a
chance - to-hang around other people, Pat is a -smart girl and
knew exactly vwhat she was doing and was very aware of how much
you'd be upset. She put her needs before your. best interests.
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According to the writer's reply, did Fat nurt Cnris deliberately?
That is, when Pat nurt Chris, did Pat act ingtentionalliy? Yes No

Unintentional Act (for Bad Lﬁfdpme)

However, it's important to realize that Pat probably did
not mean to hurt you on purpose. Regardless of whom,is at fault
for initially creating the difficulties in your friendship, after
it became clear that you two were no longer such good friends,
Pat probably wanted to back off a bit from you but did not know
how to handle this delicate situation in a better way. Her behaviour
was hurtful and clumsy but probably not spiteful: When Pat ‘
spent time with other people, probably she only wanted to make
new friends. I think that most Likely Pat did not want to hurt
you and did not realize that she was insulting ycu. I believe
that she would not have acted in this way if she knew how
upsetting you found her behaviour.

. According to the writer's reply, did Pat willfully intend to

harm Chris or cause a painful experience for Chris? Yes No

Responsible for the solution

No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that

you have this problem in your friendship, what are you going to
do about it? I think that if you are such-a good friend of
Pat's you owe it to her to work on the problems in this friend-
ship. A good friend is one who can be counted ‘on not to back
away when things go wrong. You are committed to this friendship
and should try to save it. You are acting as though you are '
helpless, although in reality, there are many things you could
be doing to repair your relationship. It's time to take the
initiative and try to find a solution to tne problem..If you
don't find a way to work this problem out, no one ‘else will do
it for you.

According to the writer's reply, who does the writer see as being
responsible for finding a solution to the problem? Regardless

of who caused the problem in the first place, in the writer's
opinion, who is the one who is morally obligated to work out the
problem? Who suould do something t» résolve the gituation?

JChris Pat.

f,
i
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Condition: XNot Responsible for the Solution

Vignette: Because there are certain things going wrong in your
‘ relationship, Pat sounds as though she is not sure about how

much cshe wants to continue being good friends with you. Unly
she can make this decision as only she knows her own mind
and how much value she puts on her relationship with you.
Attempts to persuade her will do no good to your relationship
in the long run.” Hot only are attempts to influence her
useless, I believe that Pat has the right to decide.on her own
and that you should respect this rignt. You have to wait and
give her time to make up her mind and to work thingd out for
herself. You have to let her make the first mcve and see what
she wantsito do., There is nothing more which you can or
should do. '

Test . , :
Question: According to the writer's reply, who does the writer see as bking
responsible for finding a solution to the problem? Regardless
of who caused the problem in the first place, in the writer's
opinion, Mo is the one who is morally obligated to work out
the problem, Who should do something to resolve the situation?
Chris Pat :

-

A
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SIXTEEN VIGNETTES: EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

e

*Note, Each vignette letter begins with "Dear ,..." and ends.uith ‘

"Yours sincerely....”
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" The way you describe Pat is guite diff
‘Obzerved her "to act with other people.

 something

-

-RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, GOOD QUTCOME, INTENTIGONAL, RESPONSIBLE FOR éQLUTION '

Perhaps you did something whicly provoked Pat and made her angry.
erent froam the way I have

:I do not think that Pat would

€, unless she had a reason to

did something first which lead

have acted in the way which you describ

go‘sg. Itthink that - most prodably you
er to act-in this way. I am sure that when yoy examin

bghav1o;, you will rea}ize what you did to prgvoke Pat.e %g;rapiifendshi

to survive, you .must give as much as you receive. Did you really fulfill

Pat's needs? I think that probably, you did not give as much as you

t@ought you did and that this could have caused Pat to respond by .

w1th§raw1ng. Remember that people react to the behaviors of others

I think that you are probably responsible for hhat-happened. )

ook at this situation in ‘another way, you will see that
ogltive has resulted. I think the fact that you see less

of Pat may\actyally be a blessing in disguise because this may spare

both of you, fro@ more pain in the_future. Reggrdle§s of‘whom lsth R
respensible Wor causing the rift in your relationship, it seems a L >
each of you .wanted different things from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expegtations, you may eventually have become even

‘more disappointed and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did end

. o your seeing less of Pat actually has a good 'consequence
%ggpigﬁ?lyAlsg, gou now haée a great opportunity to deva}op'meanlggful
relationships with others now that you have more time. #aking friends »
with people who like you will also help you to feel betiler aboutl%ourse
and help you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has actza ty
been a 1lucky break for you and things ha‘F turned out for the best.

The end result is good for you. o 2

Again laying aside the question of whom is to blame for starting
the problems in your friendship, I think that after Pat became aware
that there were difficulties in your relationship, she began to withdraw
from you on purpose because she felt that it would be best for both

* of you in the long run. She thought that seeing less of each other
- would spare both of you more pain in the future. She wanted to give

you both a chance to make new friends and to become more independent.
Although this may be hard to believe because you are going through a
painful experience,.Pat was actually trying to help you (which I think
she did) and she had good intentions. She decided what had to be done
to help the both of you and then she did it. She was well aware of
what she was doing. I think that her plan worked because you have both
been helped. She meant kindly and acted in the best interests for
both of you. o - S

No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you
have this problem in your friendship, what are y going to do about
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe it
to her to work on the problems. in this friendship. A good friend is
one who can be counted on not to back away when things go wrong.

You are committed to this friendship and should try to save it. You
are acting as though you are helpless, although in reality, there are
many things you could be doing to repair your relationship. 1It's time
to take the initiative and try to find a sqlution to the problem., =
If you don't find a *ay to work this problem out, no one else will do
it for you. I think that you are responsible for trying to work things
out between you and Pat.

-

I hope that you soon feel better,

. , Yours sincerely,



RESPONS (BLE FOR CAUSE, GOOD OUTCOME, !NTENTIONAL, NOT RESPONS(BLE FOR SOLUT|ON

Perhaps §ou did something which provoked Pat and made ner angry.
Tha way you describe Pat is juite differeant from the way I have
observed her to act with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
have acted in the way which you descgibe, unless she had a reason to
do so. I think -that most probably you did something first which lead
her to act in this way. I am sure that when you examine your past ]
behavior, you will realize what you did to provoke Pat. TFor a friendship
to survive, you must give as much as you receive. Did you really fulfill
Pat's needs? I think that probably, you did not give as much as you
thought you did and that this could have caused Pat;tg respond by
withdrawing. Remember that people react to the behaviors of others.
I think that you are probably responsible for what happened.

If you look at this situation in another way, you will see that

something positive has resulted. I think the fact that you see less

of Pat may actually be a blessing in disguise because this may spare
"both of you from more pain in the future. Regardless of whom is
responsible for causing the rift in your relationsnip, it seems tnat
each of you wanted different things from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually nave become even

more disappointed and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did end
completely. So your seeing less of Pat actually has a good consequence
for you. Alse, you now have a great opportunity to develop meaningful
relationships with others now that you have more time. iHaking friends
with people who like you will also help you to feel better about yourself
and help you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has actually

been a lucky break for you and things have turned out for the best.

The end result is good for you.’ ‘ .

Hgain Yaying aside the question of whom is to blame for starting
the problems in your friendship, I think that after Pat became aware-
that there were difficulties in your relationship, she began to withdraw
from you on purpose because she felt that it would be best for both ’
of you in the long run. She thought that seeing less of éach other
.would spare-both of you more pain in_the future. She wanted to give
you both a chance'to make new friends and to become more independent.
Although this may be hard to 'believe because you are geoing through a
painful experience,,Pat was actually trying to help you (which I think
she did) and she had good intentions. She decided what had to be done
to help the both 6f you and then she 'did it. She was well aware of
what she was doing. I think that her plan worked because you have both

“been helped. She meant kindly and acted in the best interests for-
both of you. ) : : )

Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship,

- Pat sounds ag though she is not sure about how much she wan to continue
being good friends with you. Only she can make this decis¥on as only
she knows her own mind and how -much value she puts on her relationship
with you. = Attempts to persuade her will deo no good to your relationship
in the long run. Not only are attempts to influence her useless, 1
believe that Pat has the right to decide on ner own and that you should
respect this right. You have to wait and give her time to make up her
mind and to work things out for herself. You have to let her make the
first move and see what she wants to do. There is nothing 'more wnich
you can or should do. Pat is the one who is responsible for trying
to work out. the problem in your relationship - not yow,



RESPONS IBLE FOR CAUSE, GCOD QUTCOME, UNINTENTIONAL, RESPONSIBLE FGR SOLUTION
Perhaps you did something which provoked Pat ie | e
The way you describe Pat is guite diffgrent from tnzniagaiehggg EnERY-
observed her to act with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
have acted in the way which you describe, unless she had a reason to
do so. I tpink ?hat most probably you did something first which lead
her to act in this way. I am sure that when you examine your past
tehavior, you will realize what you did to provoke Pat. For a friendshi
to ?urvive, you mugt give as much as you receive., Did you really ful’il?
Pat's needs? I think that probably, you did not give as much as you i
tbought you did and that this could have caused Pat to respond by
withdrawing. Remember that people react to the behaviors of others
I thlnk that you are protbably responsible for what happened. |

If you look at this situation in ‘another way, ﬁou will see that
something positive has resulted. I think the fact that you see less
of Pat may actually be a blessing in disguise because this may spare
both of you from more pain in the future. Regardless of whom is .
responsible for causing the .rift in your relationsnip, it seems that
each of you wanted different things from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually have become even
more disappointed and hurt later om, if your friendship ever did end
completely. So your seeing less of Pat actually has a good conseguence
for you. Alse, you now have a great opportunity to develop -meaningful
-relationships with others mow that you have more time, pMaking friends
with people who like you will also help you to feel better about yourself
and help you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has actually
been a lucky break for you and things have turned out for the best.
The end result is good for you. e

‘Again, forgetting who is at fault for starting the problem in your
friendship, I am sure that Pat was not aware that she was actually doing
you a favor when she began to spend less time with you. She did not
realize that she might be sparing you more pain in the long run or that
she wag making it easier for you to make new friends. Making new friends
will make you happler, anotheﬁ\outcome which I am sure that Pat did not
imagine that she was making possible. Pat did not know what the results
of heér behavior would be and now much she may be helping you. Although Pat
has actually belped you, she did so uninppntionally.

R

No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you
have this problem in your friendship, what are you golng to do about
{t? I think that if you are such a good. friend of Pat's, you owe it
to her to work on the problems in this friendship. A good friend is'
one who can be coumted on not to back away when things go wrong.

You are committed %o this friendship and should try to_save it., You
_are ‘acting as though you are helpless, although in ;eallpy, thefe are
many things you could be doing to repair your ;elatlonshlp. Itts time
to take the initiative and try to find a solution to the problem.

If you don't find a way to work thig problem out, no one else will do

it for you. I think that you are responsible for trying to work things
out between you and Pat. | _ .
. 7 / L
1 hope that you soon feel better, _ . -

Yours sincerely,




RESPONSIBLE_FOR CAUSE, GOOD OUTCOME, UNINTENTIONAL, NOT RESPONS!BLE FOR éOLUTION

Perhaps you did something which provoked Pat and made her angry.
The way you descride Pat is quite different’ froam the way I have
observed her to act with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
have acted in the way which you describe, unless she had a reason to
do so. I think that most probably you did something first winich lead
her to act in this way. I am sure that when you examine your past
behavior, you widl realize what you did to provoke Pat., For a friendship
to survive, you must give as much as:you receive., Did you really fulfill
Pat's needs? I think that probably, you did not give as much as you
thought you did and that this could have caused Pat to respond by
withdrawing. Remember -that people react to the behaviors of others.
I think that you are probably responsible for what happened.

If you look at this situation in another way, you will see that
something positive has resulted. I think the fact that you.see less
of Pat may actually be a blessing in disguise because this may spare
both of you from more pain in the future. Regardless of whom is
responsible for causing the rift in your relationsnip, it seems that
each of you wanted different things from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually have become even
more disappointed and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did end
completely. So your seeing less of Pat actually has a good consequence
for you. Alse, -you'now have a great opportunity to develop meaningful
relationships with others now that you have more time. #aking friends
with people who like you will 21so help you to feel better about yourself
and help you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has actually
been a lucky break for you and things have turned out for the best.
The end result is good for you. :
Again, forgetting who is at fault for starting the problem in your
friendship, I am sure that Pat was not aware that she was -actually doing
*you a favor when she began to spend less time with you., She did not
realize that she might be sparing you more pain in the long run or that
she was making it easier for you to mazke new friends. Making new friends
will make you happier, another outcome which I am:sure that Pat did not °
imagine that she was making possible. Pat did not know what the results
- of her behavior would be and how much she may be helping you. Although Pat
has ‘actually hdelped you, she did so unintentionally.

Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship,

Pat sounds as though she is not sure-about how much she wants to continue

being good friends with you. Only she can make this aecision as only

she knows her own mind and how much value she puts on her relationship

with you. Attempts to persuade her will do no good to your relationship

in the long run. Not only are attempts to ififluence her useless, 1

believe that Pat has the right to decide on her own and that you should ¢

respect this rignt. . You have to wait and give her time to make up her

mind and to work things out for herself. You have to let her make the

first move and- se¥ what she wants to do. There is nothing more which
_~—"you can or Bnould do:; Pat is the one who @s-responsible-for trying

' %o work out: the problem in your relationship - not you.

I hope‘ that you soon feel béttér,

Yours gincerely,




RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, BAD OUTCOME, INTENTIONAL, RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

Perhaps you did something which provoked I

Thae way. you desecribe Pat is gyuite diffzrent frogaznzngaga%ehgsz'angry.
pbsched he; to act with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
gave acted in the way which you describe, unless she had-a reason to
ho sz. I think that most probably you did something first which lead
bei o act in t@is way. I am sure that when you examine your past

te avior, you will rea}iae what you did to provoke Pat. For a friendship
o ?urv1ve, you must give as much as you receive. Did you really fulfill
fat S needs? _I think that probably, you did not give as much as you
,bnught you did and that this could have caused Pat to respond by
w1t?§raw1ng. Remember that people react to the behaviors of others
I think that you are probably responsidble for what happened. )

Forgetting for a moment whom'is to blame for causing the prbblem
in your relationship, it's always painful %o feel rejected. You sound

" very hurt by Pat's abrupt way-of withdrawing from your friendship.

<y

Understandably, you are disappointed because Pat did not.take the trouble
to discuss her perceptionsof the problems in your relationship with

you and instead withdrew. Gn top of this, you may find that your otaer
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends with all

of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her side of

~the story and may not give you as much support as you may like. -

Losing friends when you are down must add to youx pain. I czn understand
why your confidence in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom is at
fault for causing this situation, you certainly have be'en hurtiand ‘this
has been a very negative experience for you. I can not see any good
consequences from this situation for you. .

I think that Pat knew exactly how hurt you would be by her behavior
but that didn't bother her. In fact, I think that she- deliberately
wanted to upset you. Again, laying aside the question of whom is
to blame for initially creating the difficulties in your friendship,
after Pat felt that you two were no longer such good friends, she .
became angry at you and deliberately wanted to hurt you. She thought
that taking away friends from you and turning them against you would
be a good way of getting back at you. Pat.is a smart girl and knew
exactly what she was doing. She knew exactly how much you would be
upset by her behavior. She hurt your feelings on purpose. Her unkind
acts were intentional. .

R —-—

No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you
have this problem in your friendship, what are you going to do about
1t? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe it
to her to work on the problems in this friendship. A good friend is
one wﬂb can be counted on not to back away when things go wrong. -

You are committed to this friendship and should try to save it. You
are acting as though you are helpless, although in reality, there are
many things you could be doing to repair your relationship. It's time
to take the initiative and try to find a solution to the problem.

If you don't find a way to work this problem out, no one else-will do
it for you. I think that you are responsible for trying to work tnings
out betWeeh you and Pat. . )

I hope that you soon feel better,

Yours siqcerély,




L

RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, BAD OUTCOME, INTENf?%NAL, NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

Ferhaps you did something which provoked Pat. and made her angry.
The way you describe Pat is yuite different froa thg way 1 have -
observed her to act with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
have acted in the way which you describe, unless she had a reason to
do so. I think that most probably you did something first which lead

her to act in this way. I am sure that when you examine your pasE o
For a friendship

behavior, you will realize what you'did to prquke Pgt. , 1
to urvi;e, you must give as much as you receive. .Dld you really fulfill
Pat’ eeds? I think that. probably, you did not give as much as you

“thought you did "and .that this could have caused Pat to respond by

withdrawing. Remember that people react to the behaviors of others.
T think that you are probably responsible for what happened.

Forgetting for a moment whom is to blame for causing the problem
in your relationship, it's always painful to feel rejected. You sound
very hurt by Pat's abrupt way of withdrawing from your friendship.
Understandably, you are disappointed be&cause Pat did not take the trouble
to discuss her perceptions of the problems in your relationship with
you and instead withdrew. On top of this, you may find that your otner
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now frieands with all
of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her side of
the story and may not give you as much support as you may like. 4
Losing friends when you are down must add to your pain. I can understand
why your confidence in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom is at
fault for cavsiag this situation, you certainly have been hurt and this

‘has been a very negative experience for you.. 1 can not see any good.

consequences from this situation for you. 1

_ I think that Pat knew exactly how hurt you Qould be b; navi
but that didri't bother her. 1In fact, I thini that she deI{bzggt:i;aVIor
wanted to upsgt.ygu. Again, laying aside the question of whom is.

to blame for initially creating the difficulties in your friendship
after Pat felt that you two were no longer such good friends, she .
became angry at you and deliberately wanted tohurt: you. Shé‘thought
that taking away friends from you and turning them against you would:

be a good way of getting back at you. Pat is a smart girl and knew
Sxaczl% wgat ihﬁ was doigg. hShe knew exactly how much you would be

pse y her behavior. e hurt your feeli i
unkind acts were intehtional. Y : ngé °n phrpose. .Her T

. Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship
PaF sounds as though she is not sure about how much she wants to contiﬁué
being good friends with you. Only she can make this decision as oﬁly
she knows her own mind and how much value she puts on her relationship
with you. Attempts to persuade her will #lo no good to your relationship
}n the long run. Not only are attempts to influence her useless, I°
believe that Pat has the right to decide on her own and that you should
respect this rignt. You have to wait and give her time to make up her
mind and to work things out for herself. You have to let her make tre
first move and see wnat she wants to do. There is nothing more which
you can or should do. Pat is the one who is responsible for trying '

"to work cuti. the problem in your relationship - not you.

H

I hope that you soon feel better, ¥

Yours sincerely,

R -BOFI-NRS - L ‘.

N



!

.

. RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, BAD OUTCOME, UNINTENTfONAL, RESPONSIBLE FOR SO

Pe_z-haps you did. somethﬁg}? which ﬁrovoked-?at and made he
The way,you describe Pat'is gyuite differeht frem the way I have
observedither to aect with other people.

do sb. I think that most, probably you did somethin

LUTION

r angry.

sl *do not think that Pat would

nave acted in the way which you describg, unless sh? had a reason to

¢ Tirst whiéh
ner to act in this wa *

behavior, you will realize what you digd to provoke Pat.

- I am sure that when you examine your past
For a friendship

lead

to survive, you-must give as much as you Teceive. Did you really fulfill

Pat's needs? I think that probably, you did not give as much as
thought you did and that this could have caused Pat to re
withdrawing. Remember that people react to the behaviors
I think that you are probably regponsible for what happened.

Forgetting for a moment whom is.to blame for causing the PT
in your relationship, it's always painful to feel rejected. You
very hurt by Pat's abrupt way of withdrawing from your friendshi

"Understandably, you are disappointed because Pat did dot take th
to discuss her berceptions of the prablems in your relationship
you and instead withdrew. On top of this, you may find that you
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends wi

" of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her side
the story and may not give you as much, support as you may like.
Losing friends when you are down must add to your pain. I can u
why your confidence in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom i
fault fior covsing this situation, you certainly have been hurt an

you

spond by
of others.

oblem

rsound
p. .
e trouble-

with

r otner
th all

.of

nderstand
3 at
d this‘

has been a very negative experience for you, I can not.see any good

consequences from this situation for you,

However, it's important fo realize that Pat pProbably did not mean

~ to hurt you on purpose. ‘Regardless of whom is at fault for starti
the problems in your friendship, after it became clear that yvou two

were no longer such good friends, Pat probabky wanted to back off
bit, but did not know how to handle this delicate 'situation in a be

‘way. Her. behavior ‘was hurtfol and clumsy but probably not spitefu
"When Pat spent time with other people, probably she only wanted to

new friends. I think that most likely Pat digd not want-to ‘aurt yo

ng

a
tter
1,

malke
u and

did not realize that she was insulting you. I believe that Pat would

not have acted in the way you. describe if she knew how upsetting y

ou

- found her behavior. Although 'Pat hurt you she did not intend to do so,

3

No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you
have this problem in your friendship, what are You going to do about
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe it
to her to work on. the problems in this friendship. A good friend is

. One who can be counted-on not to back away when things g0 wrong.

You are.committed to this friendship and should try to save it.

You

- are acting as though you are helpless, although in reality, there are

many things you could be doing to repair your relationship. It

's time

to take the initiative and try to find & solution to the probdlem.
If you don't find @ way to work this problem out, no one else will do

out between you and Pat’

it for you. I think that you are responsiblé for trying to work things

T hope that you soon feel better,

s

ﬂ\\ Yours ‘sincerely,

hy ¢
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UNINTENTIONAL, NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION '

’

RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, BAD OUTCOME,

Pernaps you did something which provoked Pat and madgMser angry.

The way you describe Pat ia yuite different from the .way I have
observed her to act with other people. :I do not think that Pat would
have acted in the way which you describe, unless she had a reason to
do so. I think that most probably you did something first which lead ..
her to act in this way. I am sure that when you ‘examine your past
behavior, you will realize what you did to provoke Pat. - For & friendship ,
to survive, you must give as much as you receive. Did you really fulfill
- ~~_Pat'g™meeds? I think that probably, you did not give as mu¢h as you

. bt you did and that this could have caused Pat to respond by
Xawing, " Remember ,that people react to t¢he behaviors of others.
Wink that you are probably responsible for what happened.

L N

Forgetting for a moment whom is to-blame for causing the problem
in your relatitnship, it's always painful to feel rejected. You sound - .
very. hurt by Pat's abrupt way of withdrawing from your friendship.
Understandably, you are disappointed because Pat did.not take the trouble
to discuss her perceptions of the problems dn your relatignship with *
you and instéad withdrew. Gn top of this, you may find that your other
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends with all
of your old friend. Some of them may be-sympathetic to her side of
© the story and miy .not give you as much’ support as you may like. -
Losing friends when you are down must add to your pain. I can understand
why your’'confidénce in.yourself is shaken. Regardless 'of whom is at
fault for cavsing this situation, you certainly have been hurt and this
has been a very negative experience for you, I can not sée any,good
*  consequences from thig situation for you. C »

LN

However, it's important to realize that Pat probably did not mean: LI
to hurt you on purpose. Regardless 'of whom is at fault for starting . ‘
the' problems «in your friendship, after it became clear that vou two’
were no longer such good friends, Pat probably wanted to back offra
-bit but did not know how to handle this delicate situation in g better
way. Her behavior was hurtfel and-clumsy but probably not.spiteful.
When Pat spent time with other people, probably she only.wanted to make
new friends. 1 think that most.likely Pat did not ‘want to hurt you and
'did not realize that she was insulting you. I believe that Pat would
“not have acted in the way you describe if' she knew how upsetting you

. found her behavior. Although Pat hurt you she did not intend to do so.

G

. Because there are certain things géing wrong in our relati nip,
,Pa?-sounds as though she is not sure aboutghow mgch'sge Want;a:;Pzggifﬁue '
. being good friends with you. Only she can make this decision as only '
shre knows her own mind and how much value she puts on hetr relationship
with you. Attempts- to persuade ‘her will do no good to ‘your relationsdip -
in the long run. Not only are attempts to influence her useless'.,I
believe that Pat .has the right to decide on her own and that you%should ‘
respect this pight. You have to wait and Zive her .timeé to make up her °
mind and to wogk things out for herself. You have.to let her make the
first move an@')see what she wants to do. There; is nothing more wﬁicﬁ
you can’' or should do. Pat is the one who is responsible for trying
to work out:the problem in your relationship - not you. . :
LN : . . . N " )

I hope that you soon feel.befter' S, /iB : ) J:
Yours sincénglj, -

o o ' ) ’ ¢

’ >.. . . - ‘ ‘—_H—_'_""‘—-w
RC-Bo- vi- nes - ~
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NOT RESPONS | BLE FOR CAUSE, GOCD OUTCOME,. INTENTIONAL, RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

[

Pat sounds like she is going through a difficult period and is
experlencing some emotional difficultie5. This seems to be thé reason
wvhy your friendship is falling apart.. It sounds like Pat's problexs
have nothing to do with you and that you should not blame yourself for
. the problems in your relationship. From the way ybu describe the

sitvation, it seems that you did poéthing which provoked her or made {
ner angry. you always acted like' a good friend, helping her our and
introducing her to other people. You should nof take -her behaviovur .

teco personally because she is probably,acting this way with cther people
too. 'You have nothing to reprpach yourself with and should not think .
tpat it was you who caused the problem. You are ndt responsible for
.wnat happened. It was Pat's fault. Tt

If you look at this situation in another way, you will see that
something positive has resulted. I think the fact tnat you see less
of Pat may actually be a blessing in disguise because this may spare
both of you from more pain in the future. Regardless of whom is’
responsible for causing the rift in your relationship, it seems that
each of you , wanted different things from friendship. Tﬁerefoie, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually nave become even '
more disappeinted and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did end
completely. So your seeing less of Pat actually has a good consequence
for you. Alss, you now have a great opportunity to develop meaningful
relationships-with others now that you have more time. Mbaking friends
with people who like you will also help you to feel better about yourself
and help ‘you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has actually
been a lucky break for you and things have turned out fot the best.
The end result is good for you. T

' Again laying aside the question of whom is to blame for starting-
the problems in your friendship, I think that after Pat became aware
that there were difficulties in your relationship, she began to withdraw
from you on purpose because she felt.that it would be best for both
of you in the long run. She thought that .seeing less of each other
would’spare both of you more pain in the future. She wanted to give
you both a chance to make new friehds and to become more independent.
Although this may be hard to believe because you are g01ng‘phrough a
painful experience,.Pat was actually trying to_help you (which I think
she did) and she had good intentions. She decided what had to be done
to help the both of you and then sfe did it. She.was well aware of
what she was doing. I think that her plan worked becguse you have both
been helped. She meant kindly and acted in the best interests for
both of you. Y . -
' N
No matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you
have this problem im your friendship, what are you going to do about
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe.it
to her to work on the problems in this friendship. A good friend is
one who can be counted on not to back away when things go wrong.
You are committed te this friendship and should try to.save it. You
are acting as though you are helpless, although in reality, there are
many things you could be doing to repair your relationship., It's time
to take the initiative and try to find a solution to the problem.
If you don't find a way to work this problem out, no one else will do .
it for you.” I think that you are responsible for trying to work things
out between you and Pat. . : \

I hope that you soon feel’ better,

. . - Vasrieerm mivnanralar
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NOT 'RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, - GOOD OUTCOME, INTEN}IO&AL, NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

. . . .

Pat sounds like she is going through a difficult period and is
experiencing some emotional difficulties. This seems to be the reason
. why your friendship is -falling apart. It sounds like Pat's problems
have nothing to do with you and that you should npot blame yourself for
the problems im your relationship. _From the way you describe the
situation, it seems that you did 'dsthing which provoked her or made
‘her angry. You always acted like a good.friend, helpirg her our and
introducing her .to other people. You should not take her benaviour
too personzlly because she is probably acting this way with other people
too. You have nothing to reproach yeurself with and should not think
that”it was you who caused the gzyoblem.. You are not responsible for
what happened. It was Pa}“E‘Tgﬁit.

If you-look at this situation in:another way, you will see that
something positive has resulted. I-think the fact tnat you see less
of Pat may actuiﬁly be a blessing in disguise because this may spare
both of you from more pain in the fulure. Regardless of whom is .
responsible for causing the rift in your relgthnsplp; it seems that
each of you wanted different things from frlenash}p: Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually have become even
more disappointed and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did end
‘completely. So. your seeing less of Pat actually has a good consequence
for you. Alse, you now have a great opportunity to dev }op-meanlggful
relationships with others now that you have more time. ptaking friends
with people who like you will also help you tq_feel‘petter about yourself
and help you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has gctually
been a lucky break for you and things have turned out for tne best.
The end result is.good for you. .
!
Again laying aside the question. of whom is to blame for starting
the problems in your friendship, I think that after Pat became aware
that there were difficulties in your relationship, she began to withdraw
from you on purpose because she felt that it would be best for both
~of you in the long run. She thought that seeing less of each other
would spare both of you more pain in the future. She wanted to give
you both’a chance to make new friends and to become more independent.
Although this may be hard to believe because you are going through a
painful experience,.Pat was actually trying to help you (whieh I think
she did) and she had good intentions. She decided what had to be done
to -help the both of you and then she did it. She was well aware of
what she was doing. I think that her plan worked because you have both
been helped. She meant kindly and acted in the best interests for '
both of you.

1

Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship,
Pat sounds as though she is not sure about how much she wants to continue
being good friends with you. Only she can make this decision as only
she knows her own mind and how much value she puts on her relationship
with you. Attempts to persuade her will do no good to your relationship
in the long run. Not only are attempts to influence her useless, 1
believe that Pat has the right to decide on her own and that you should .
respect .this right. You have to wait and give her time to make up her
mind and to work things out for herself. You have to let her make the
first move and see what she wants to do. There is nothing more wnich
you can or should do. Pat is the one who Is responsible for trying
to work out. tne problem in your relationship - not you.

I hope that you soon feel better,

Yours sincerely,
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NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE,'GOOD OUTCOME, UNINTENT IONAL, RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

Pat scunds like she is going through a difficult period and is
experiencing some emotional difficulties. This seems to be the reason
_why your frigmpdship is falling apart. It sounds like Fat's probleas
have nothingago do with you and that you should not blame yourself for
the problems in your relationship. From the way you describe the
sitvation, .it seems that you did ncthing which provoked her or made
her angry. You-always acted like a good friend, nelping net our and
introducing her to other people. You should not take her behaviaur
too personally because she is probably acting this way with other people
. too. You have nothling to repaeach yourself with and should not think °3
that it was you who caused the problem. You are 'not responsible for
what happened. It was Pat's fault.. ' '

If you lock at this situation in another way, you will see that
something positive has resulted. I think the fact that-you see less
of Pat may actually be a blessing -in disguise because this may spare
both of you from more pain in the future. Regardless of whom is . :
responsible for causing the rift in your relationsnip, it seems that
each of you wanted different things from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually have become even
more disappointed and hurt later on, if your friendship ever did end
completely. So your seeing less of ‘Pat actually has a good consequence
for you. Alse, you now have a great opportunity %o develop meaningful
relationships with others now that you have more time. iMaking friends
with people who like you will also help yqa to feel better about yourself
and help you to reduce your dependency upon Pat. This has actually .
been a lucky break fer yoﬂ and things have turned out for tne best.
The end result is good for you.

v
[

Again, forgetting who is at fault for starting the problem in your
friendship, I am sure that Pat was not aware that she was actually doing
you a favor when she began 1o spend leéss time with you. She did not ’
Tealize that she might be sparing you more pain in the long run or that
she was making it easier for you to make new friends. iiaking new frienfs
will make you happier, another cutcome which I am'sure that Pat did not
imagine that she was making possible., ‘Pat did not know what the results

.of her behavior would be and how much she may be helping you. Although Pat,
has actually helped you, she did so unintentionally.

»

Mo matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you
have this problem in your friendship, what are you going to do about
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe it
to her to work on the problems in this friendship. A good friend is
one who can be counted on not to back away when things go wrong.

You are committed to this friendship and should try to save it. You

are acting as though you are-helpless, although in, reality, there, are -
many things you could be doing to pepair your relationship. It's time
to take the initiative and try to find a solution to the problem.

If you don't find a way to work this ‘problem out, no one else will do

it for you. I think that you are responsible for trying to work things
out between you and Pat. '

I hope that you soon feel better, )

1]

Yours sincerely,
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NOT ?ESPONSlBLE FOR CAUSE, GOOD OUTCOME, UNINTENTIONAL, NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR'SéLUTJON

Pat sounds like she is going through a difficult period and is . -
experiencing some emotional difficulties. This seems to be the reason
why your friendship is falling apart. ' It sounds like Pat!s problems
have nothing to do with you and that you should not blame yourself for
the problems in your relationship. From the way you describe the "
situation,. it seems that you. did ‘nothing which provoked ner or made N
her angty. You-always-actad like a good friend, helping ner our and
introducing her to other people. You should.not take her behaviour .
too personally because she is probably acting this way with other people
too. You have nothing to reproath yourself with and should not think
that it was you who caused the probl@m. You are not responsible for
what happened. It-was Pat's fault. y

| 3

If you look at this situation An another way, you will see that
something positive has resulted: think the fact that you see less
of Pat may actually be a blessing in disguise because this may spare
both of you from more pain in the fuiture. Regardless of whom 1s
responsible for causing tne rift in your relationsnip, it seems that
each of you wanted different tnings from friendship. Therefore, unless
you changed your expectations, you may eventually ‘have become even
more disappointed and hurti later on, if your friendship ever did end
completely. So your seeing less of Pat actually has a good consequence
for you, Alse, you now have a great opportunity to deve;op_meanlqgﬁul
relationships with others now that you have more time, imaking friends
with people who like you will also help you to feel_petter about yourself
and help you fa\giduce your dependency upon Pat. This has gctually
been a lucky bdbre for you and.things have turned out for the best.
The end result is good for you.

at fault for starting the problem in your
frién&ship, 1 am sure that Pat wasdngt awiigetaithsgguwasSggtgiélﬁoio1ng
vor when she began to spen ess e wit . _
igglizgathzt she might be sparing you more paln_ln_the %Zig ruﬁezrfzgzzds
she was mzking it easier for you to make new friends. “h tn% " did—not
will maKe you happier, another outcome which I am'sire tha . ihe id not
imagine that she was, making possible. Pat did not 1n9w wnau N e Soh Bat
of her behavior would be and how much §he may be ?e ping you. !
has actually Lelped you, she did so unintenticnally.

Aéain, forgetting who is

Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship,
Pat sounds as though she is not sure about- how much she wants to continue
being good friends with you. Only she can make this decision as only
she knows her own mind and how much value she puts on her relationship
with you. Attempts to persuade her will do no good to your relationship
in the long run. Not only are attempts to influence her useless, I
believe that Pat has the right- to decide on her own and that you should
respect this right. You have to wait and give her time to make up her
mind and to work things out for herself. You have to let her make the
first move and see what she wants to do.. There is nothing more which
you can or should do. Pat is the one who is responsible for trying
to work out: the problem &P your relationsnip - not you.

-

_ e

-

I hope that you soon feel better, : .
N

Yours singerely,

- - < e
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NOT RgSPONSfBLE FOR CAUSE, BAD OUTCOME,

-INTENTIONAL, RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

Pat. sounds like she is going through a difficult period and: is -
experiencing some enmotional difficultie8.’U This seems.to be the rezson
wny your'friendship is falling apart. It sounds like iPat's probleis
have nothing to do with you a2nd that you should not blame yourself for

%our relationship.' From the way you déseribe thne
situation, it seéms that you did no thing which provoked her or made
her angry. You always acted 1ike a good friend, hélping her our and
introducing her to other people. You should not take her benaviour
‘too personally because she is probably acting this way with other péople
too. You have riothing to repsecch yourself with and should not think
that it was you who caused 'the problem. " You are not responsible for
wvhat: happened. ' It was Pat's fault. L o

- Forgetting for a moment whom is to blame for causing the problen
in your relationship, it's always painful to feel rejected. You sound
very hurt by Pat's abrupt way -of withdrawing from your friendship.-
Understandably,. you are disappointed because Pat did not tzke the trouble

" to discuss her perceptions of the probems in your relationship with

you and instead withdrew. On top of this, you may find that your other
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends with ‘211
of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her side of

the story and may not give yo2 as much support as you pay like.

Loging friends when' you are down must add to your pain. ' I can understand
why your confidence in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom is at .
fault for cauing this situation, you certainly-have been hurt and this
has been a very negative experience for you. . I can not see any good
consequences from this situation for you.

. I think that Pat knew exactly how hurt you would be by her behavior
but that didn't bother her. In fact, I think that she delgbergtgly o
wanted- to upset you. Again, laying aside the question of whonm is
to blame for initially creating the difficulties in Your friendship,
after Pat felt that You two were no longer such good friefids,.she
became angry at you and delikherately wanted to hurt: you. She thouszht
that taking away friends from ‘you and turning them against you wouid
be a good way of getting back at you. Pat is a smart girl and knew
exactly what she was doing. ' She knew exactly how much you would be
upset by her behavior. She Rurt your feelings on purpese. Her _i.z. -
unkind acts were intentional. R i

-

: 1atter who's to blame for the present situatiqn, now tnat you
have ggigaproblem in your friendship, 'what are you gol?g to do abogz
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you ove i
to her to work on the problems in this friendship. A good friend-is
.one who can be copnted on not t6 back away when things go wrong. v

" You are committed to this friendship and should try to save it. ou
are acting as though yon are helpless,_although 1n*;ea11§y, thefe iye
many things you could be doing to repair your relationship. It's btine
to take the initiative and try to find a solution to the problerpil q
If you don't find a way to work this problem out, no.one else wi t‘iou
it for you. I think that you are responsible forX trying to work things .

out between you and Pat. '

— L - ——

I hope that you soon feel better,

Yours sincerely,
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NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR CAUSE, BAD OUTCOME,

INTENTIONAL, NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION
) . ~a ' -

Pat sounds like she is going through a difficult period and is
experiencing some emotional difficulties. This seems to be the reason
why your friendship is falling apart. It sounds like Pat's probleas
have nothing to do with you and that you' should ndt blame yourself for
the problems in your relationship. From the way you describe the
situation, it seems that you did nething which provoked her or made
her angry. You always acted like a good friend, nelping ner our and
introducing her to other peqple. You should not take her behaviour
too personally because she is probably acting this way.with other people
too. You have nothing to reprooch yourself with and should not think
that it was you who caused . the problem. You are not responsible for
what happened. It was Pat's fault.

Forgetting for a moment whom isg” to blame for causing tHe problem
in your relationship, 1T7s Always painful to feel rejected. You sound
very hurt by Pat's aprupt way of withdrawing from your friendship. .
Understandably, you e disappointied because Pat did not take the trouble
to discuss her perceptions ,0f the problems in your relationship with =~ -
you and instecad withdrew. On top of this, you may find that your other
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends with all
of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her 'side of
the story and may not give you as much suppert as you may like.
Losing friends when you are down must add to your pain. 1 can understand
why your confidence in yoursélf is shaken. Regardless of whom is at
fault fer causing this situation, you certainly have been hurt and this
has been a very negative experience for you. I can not see any good

" consequences Ifrom this sitwation for you.

- T think that Pat knew exactly how hurt you would .be by her behavior
but that didn't bother her. 1In fact, I think that she deliberately -
wanted to upset you. Again, laying aside the question of whom is
to blame for initially creating the difficulties in yoculr friendship,
after Pat felt that you two were no louger such good friends, she
became angry at you and deliberately wanted to. hurt you. She thought
that taking away friends from you and turning them against you would
be a good way of getting back at you. Pat is a smart girl and knew
exactly what she was doing. She knew exactly how much you would be
upset by her behavior. She hurt your feelings on purpose. Her unkind
acts were intentional. ' -

-

Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship,
Pat sounds as though she is not sure about how much she wants to continue
being good ffiends with you. Only she can make this decision as only
She knows her. own mind and how much value she puts on her relationship
with you. Attempts to persuade her will do no good to your relationsinip
in the long run. Not only are attempts to influence her useless, 1
believe that Pat has the right to decide on her own and that you should
respect this right. You-have to wait and give her time to make up her
mind and to work things out for herself. You have to let her make the

© first move and see what she wants to do.. There is nothing more wnich
4&ﬁu can or should do. Pat is the one who is responsible for trying

to workfout: the problem in your relationship - not you.

I hope that you soon feel better,

Yours sincerely,
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S . ing through a-difficult period and is
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introducing her to other peop. acting this way with otner peopl
too personally because she is pro??;izrsélf gith S vhould not think

in to reproac e
EPO% i¥o§a2a;§un3;21;§used tge problem. You are mot responsible for
na

what happened. It was Pat's’ fault.

Forgetting for a moment whom is to blame for causing the problem
in your relationship, it/!s always painful to feel rejected. You sound
very hurt by Pat's abrupt way of withdrawing from your friendship. -
Understandably, you are disappointed because Pat-did not .take the trouble
to discuss her perceptions of the problems in your relationship with '
You and instead withdrew. ©n top of this, you may find that your other
friends now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends with all
of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her side of.
the story and may nbdt give you as much support as you may like.
Losing friends when you are down must add to your pain. I can understand
why your confidence in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom is at
fault for cawsing this situation, you certainly have been hurt and this
has been a very negative experience for Yyou. I can not see any good
consequences from this situation for you, :

However, it's important to realize that Pat probably did not mean
to flurt you on purpose. Regardless of whom is at fault for starting
the problems in your friendship, after it became clear that vou two
‘were no longer such good friends, Pat probably wanted to back off a .
bit-but did not know how to handle this delicate situation in a better

new friends, I think'that most.likely Pat did not want to hurt you and
did not realize that she was insulting you. I believe that Pat would -
not have acted. in the way you describe if she knew how upsetting you

found her‘behavior, Although Pat hurt you she did not intend to do so.

N\

. No. matter who's to blame for the present situation, now that you"
have this problem in Your friendship, what are you going to do about
it? I think that if you are such a good friend of Pat's, you owe it
to-her to work on the problems in this friendsnip. A good friend is

You are committed to this friendship and should try to save it. You

If you don't find a way to work this problem out, no one else will do
it for you. - I think that You are responsible for trying to work things
-out between you and Pat.

I hope that you soon feel better,

\ Yours sincerely,



-
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NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR CAOSE, BAD OUTCOME, UNINTENTIONAL, NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SOLUTION

Pat sounds like she is going through a d}fflcult period and is
‘experiencing some emotional difficultiés. This segps to ?e thebiegson
why your friendship is falling apart. It sounds liXe Pat's pro l;m?
have nothing to dé with you and‘that you should not blame yoursi or
the problems in your relationship: From thg_wgy you describe the 4
situation, it seems that you did nething which prOVOged per or ma g
her angry. You always acted like a good friend, helpirg her our an
introducing her to other people. You should not take her benakurp ) .
too personally because she is probably acting this way with otherhg_;p e
You have nothing to reproach yourself with and should not thin

Egg% it was you who caused the problem. You are not responsible for
what happened.” It was Pat's -fault. ‘ ’

Forgetting for a moment whom is to.blame for causing the problem
in your relationship, it's always painful to feel rejected. - You sound
very hurt by Pat's abrupt way of withdrawing from your friendship.
Understandably, you are disappointed because Pat did not take the trouble
to discuss her perceptions of the problems in your relationship with
you and instead withdrew. On top of this, you may find that your other
friend® now have divided loyalties because Pat is now friends with all
of your old friend. Some of them may be sympathetic to her side of
the story and may not give you as much support as you may like.
Losing friends when you are down must add to your pain. I can understand
why your confidence in yourself is shaken. Regardless of whom is at
‘fault for .cevsing this situation, you certainly have been hurt and this
has been a very negative experience-“for you. I can not sée any good’
consequences from this situation for you,

. However, it's important to realize that Pat probably did not mean
to hurt you on purpose. Regardless of whom is at fault for stéﬁting
the problems in your friendship, ‘after it became clear that vou two'
were no longer such good friends, Pat probably wanted to back off a
bit but did not know how to handle this delicate situation in a better
way. Her behavior was hurtfJ\ and clumsy but probably not spiteful,
When Pat spent time with other people, probebly she only wanted to make
new friends. I think that most likely Pat did not want to hurt you and
did not realize that she was insulting you. I believe that Pat would
not have acted in the way you describe if she knew how upsetting you
found her behavior. Although Pat hurt You she did not interd to do so.

Because there are certain things going wrong in your relationship,
Pat sounds as though she is not sure about how much she wants to continue
being good friends with you. Only she can make this decision as only
she knows her own mind and how much value she puts on her relationship .
with you. Attempts to persuade her will do no good to your relationship .
.- in the long run. Not on are attempts to influence her useless, I
“ believe that Pat has the right to decide on her own and that you should
respect this right. You have to wait and give her time ‘to make up her
mind and to work things out for herself.. You have to let her make the
first move and see what she wanis to do. There is nothing more which
you can or should do. Pat is the one who is responsible for trying
to work out: the problem in your relationship - not you.

I hope that you soon feel better,

Yours sincerely,
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" TABLE 7

Choice of Advisor: Percentages

Advisor . Percentage
. v
Friend 70. '
Pagent 10
4 si-p.
' Brother-Sister ) _ 11
Relative . _ 4 .
Teacher 0
! Clergy 1
Physician ' 0
- Guidance i
Counsellox )
Boyfriend g 2
Other 1

Note. N = 320,
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TABLE 8 = ° .
Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Measures:t
Affect Variablés
Anéer Sadnéss Fg:iizg
Experimental ' , -
conditi?n M SD M SD M SD
LA - .
"RG GO I RS 3.95 1,73 3.60 1.85 4.30  2.43
RC GO I NRS 3.35  1.84 3.30  1.95 3.20 2.07
"RC GO UI RS 4.40 2.14 4.30 1.84 4.70  2.06
RC GO UI NRS 4.10 2.15 3.95  1.82 4.00 2.38
RC BO I RS - 4.10  2.15 3.95  1.82 4.10 2.08
RC BO I NRS 4.15 1,84 72.85 2.16 3.45.  2.04
RC BO UI RS- 4.25  2.15 3.90 . 2.17 3.80 ' 2.46
" RC BO UI NRS 4:00  2.25 '3.90 1.94 3.50  1.91
NRC GO I RS 4.80  1.94 4.80 . 2.24 5.40  2.01
NRC GO I NRS 3.95  1.36 4.10 1.71 4.50  2.14 ~
NRC GO UI RS 5.15  1.63 . 4.75  1.94 5.35  1.84
NRC GO UI NRS 5.10  1.25 4.65  2.18 . 5,50  1.96
NRC BO I RS 4.70  2.06 3.95 - 1.93 4.75  1.92
NRL BO I NRS 4.30 2.25 4.15 1.90 . 4.65 1.98
NRC BO UI RS 4.35  2.16 4.40  2.0L 4.25 . 2.05
NRC BO UI NRC 5 1 1.88 5.55  2.21

.25 .92 - 4.55

Note: Cell n = 20; High numbers indicate greater perceived helpfulness

of advice.
RC = Responsibility for Cause; NRC = Not Responsible for Cause;
GO = Good Outcome; BO = Bad Outcome; I = Intentional; UI = Uninten-

tional; ‘RS = Responsible for Solution; NRS = Not Responsible for
Solution. . N




TABLE 9 ~
Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Measures:

Relationship-Mainterance and Logical Scale

STt lmdme logicn
Experimehtal' ceo -
condition . - M sb M sD M sD
RC GO I RS 4.05  2.52 5.20  2.19 4.60  2.68
’ RC GO I NRS 3.35  1.79 3.65  2.21 4.50 Z.16
RC GO UI RS 3.90 1.80  4.55  1.64 4.95  2.06
RC GO UI NRS - 3,35 i.27 . 3.05  1.76 "3.80 1.96
RC BO I RS 3.15  1.18 5.35.  1.63 ° 5,70 1.87
RC BO I NRS 2.80  1.61 .3.45  2.04 4.20  2.48 .
RC BO UI RS 4.10 1.97 5.55  2.14 5.15 2,06
RC BO UI NRS 3.50  1.85 3.95  1.85 4.45  1.82
NRC GO I RS 4.40 1,60 4.65  2.23 5,40  2.46
NRC GO I NRS 350  1.85 3.80  2.04 4.85  2.08
NRC GO UI RS 4.30° 1.84 ° 4.40  1.60 5,10  2.17
NRC GO UXI NRS - 3.05  1.64 3.75 1.71 5.40  1.73
NRC BO I RS 3.29  1.86 5.35  1.84 5.35 * 2.18
NRC BO I NRS 295" 1.73 3.50  2.19 4.55  2.56
NRC BO UI RS 4.25  1.68 5.20 - 1.99 5.55  2.78
NRC BO UI NRS 5.80  1.54 4.50 1.64 6.20  2.42

Note: Cell n ='20; High numbers indicate greater perceived helpfulness

of advice.
RC = Responsibility for Cause; NRC.= Not Responsible for Cause; .
GO = Good Outcome; BO = Bad Outcome; I = Intentional; UI = Uninten-

tional; RS = Responsible for Solution; ' NRS = Not Responsible for
" Solution. )
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TABLE 10

Omega Squared: Percentage of Variance Explained*

. /
Dependent Measure Indepehdent Mgasuré Percentage
_ Anger Responsibi]ity for cause . 3
¢ Intentioﬁs ‘ 1
Sadness , Responsibility for cause ’ 3
"D Intentions 1
Feeling Better Re%ponsibi]ity for cause , ° 6
Trust Responsibility for cause 3
Continue : ' Responsibility for solution 11
Relationship ' .
. Outcome . . 1
Cutcome X Intention 1

*Note. Omega squared were computed only on main or interaction
effects that evoked significant F values.

v
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