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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The practice of psychotherapy has undergone numerous 

changes since the time of Sigmund Freud. One such change 

was introduced by Harry Stack Sullivan, who focused atten

tion on the interpersonal communication of psychiatric 

patients. This represented a major departure from the 

psychoanalytic tradition in which emphasis was placed on 

intrapsychic conflicts. As a result, a new type of inter

vention was used with the schizophrenic patient. While 

the Freudian interpretation of "narcissistic transference" 

precluded therapeutic intervention for the schizophrenic, 

Sullivan proposed that schizophrenics communicate in highly 

idiosyncratic, yet potentially meaningful ways. According 

to Sullivan's Interpersonal Theory, the aim of psychotherapy 

is to understand the schizophrenic's seemingly meaningless 

communication. 

In recent years, many family therapists have become 

interested in interpersonal communication within the family 

system. In 1955, a group of researchers at the Mental 

Research Institute in Palo Alto began to study the communi

cation patterns of schizophrenic patients within the family. 

Their iO-year association led to some innovative theories 

in the field of human behavior. 



The "Palo Alto" group which included Gregory Bateson, 

Don Jackson, Jay Haley, and John Weakland proposed that 

communication takes place on two different levels. Bateson 

et al. (1956) referred to these levels as "communication" 

and "metacommunication." Communication involves a first-

order message while metacommunication—that is, communication 

about communication--involves a higher-order message that 

serves to qualify the original message. When these two 

levels are in agreement, the total message is considered 

logically consistent. However, when the second-order message 

contradicts the primary message, the communication is said 

to be logically inconsistent. At this point, the receiver 

does not know to which message he should respond. According 

to the Palo Alto group, the child learns to communicate 

idiosyncratically in order to respond to both messages. 

Bateson et ai. reasoned, in a deductive manner, that 

schizophrenics must have been reared in a situation in which 

they received logically inconsistent messages on more than 

one level. Basing their theory on Russell's Theory of 

Logical Types, Bateson et ai. (1956) outlined the conditions 

needed for what they called a "double bind" situation. 

These conditions included: 

1. Two or more persons, of whom one is designated 
the "victim." 

2. Repeated experiences. We assume that the 
double bind is a recurrent theme in the 



experience of the victim . . . (rather than) 
a single traumatic experience. 

3. A primary negative injunction. This will have 
either of two forms; (a) "Do not do so and so, 
or I will punish you," or (b) "If you do not do 
so and so, I will punish you." 

4. A secondary injunction conflicting with the 
first at a more abstract level, and like the 
first enforced by punishment and signals which 
threaten survival. This second injunction is 
commonly communicated to the child by nonverbal 
means. Posture, gesture, tone of voice, meaning
ful action, and the implications concealed in 
verbal content may all be used to convey this 
more abstract message. 

5. A tertiary negative injunction prohibiting the 
victim from escaping from the field. 

6. Finally, the complete set of ingredients is no 
longer necessary when the victim has learned 
to perceive his universe in double-bind patterns. 

(pp. 253-254) 

In terms of these conditions, Bateson et ai. considered the 

secondary injunction (condition 4) as a form of metacommuni

cation. Bateson et al. clarified the first condition by 

stating that the participants are involved in an intense 

relationship in which the "victim" feels the urgency to 

accurately discriminate what sort of message is being com

municated so that he can respond appropriately. The possi

bility of accurately discriminating the message is hindered 

by an inability to comment (i.e., metacommunicate) about 

the misperception. According to Vetter (1969), this in

ability to comment is analogous to an inability to leave 

the field (condition 5). 



The pathogenic quality of the double bind stems from 

the victim learning to distrust his own perceptions. Accord

ing to Gootnick (1973), the child is told something contra

dictory and then told that no contradiction exists. This 

creates internal conflict which may result in such feelings 

as anxiety, helplessness, or rage (Bateson et al., 1956). 

Bateson et al. reasoned that repeated use of suspicion, 

laughter, or withdrawal to defend against these conflicts 

could result in the manifestation of paranoid, hebephrenic, 

or catatonic symptoms, respectively. 

Since an intense relationship is a necessary condition 

in the double bind theory, it was originally assumed that 

the mother was the primary sender of double bind messages 

to the child. The term "schizophrenogenic mother" was 

coined to identify such mothers. According to Bateson 

et al., the schizophrenogenic mother creates the double 

bind situation by becoming anxious and withdrawing when the 

child responds to her in a loving manner. At the same time, 

she denies her own feelings of anxiety and hostility by 

expressing simulated loving behavior toward the child. 

This, in turn, is accompanied by the mother's withdrawal if 

the child does not respond to her. The child is thus unable 

to respond to his mother and is prevented from leaving the 

field. An example of this type of relationship was given by 

Bateson et al. (1956) who described an incident in which a 



young man, who had recovered fairly well from an acute 

schizophrenic episode, was visited in the hospital by his 

mother. He was glad to see her and impulsively put his 

arm around her shoulder, whereupon she stiffened. He 

withdrew his arm, at which point she asked, "Don't you 

love me any more?" He then blushed, at which time she 

said, "Dear, you must not be so easily embarrassed and 

afraid of your feelings." This type of communication 

illustrates the intense double bind on the part of this 

"schizophrenogenic mother." 

The etiological theory of schizophrenia was expanded 

by Weakland (1960) to include three-party interactions 

involving the father, mother, and child. This theory has 

undergone an additional modification and currently con

ceptualizes the entire family unit as dysfunctional rather 

than just the schizophrenic child. Thus, the current theory 

holds that the disturbed family functions as a reverberating 

unit in which double bind messages are eventually communi

cated by all the members. 

Before reviewing the empirical literature on the 

double bind, it is important to note some of the theoretical 

issues associated with double bind research. Three major 

issues involve questions about; (1) the different levels 

of double bind communication, (2) the specific effects of 

double bind communication, and (3) whether or not the double 



bind represents a sufficient etiological factor in schizo

phrenia. 

In a review of the double bind literature, Schuham 

(1967) found that lack of agreement regarding levels of 

communication had contributed to the confusion in double 

bind research. While most empirical research on the double 

bind have used verbal and nonverbal levels of communication, 

other levels discussed in the literature include abstract-

concrete, content-relationship, and literal-metaphorical. 

Since the pathogenicity of the double bind theory rests on 

the fact that incongruent messages occur on different levels, 

clarification of what constitutes levels of communication 

seems essential. However, this may be a difficult task 

since communication levels often overlap. 

The problems associated with defining levels of com

munication were illustrated by Sluzki, Beavin, Tarnopolsky, 

and Vernon (1967) who identified a type of double bind 

called "transactional disqualification." While their exam-

pies of transactional disqualification satisfy the necessary 

conditions for the double bind, the authors had difficulty 

specifying on what levels the communication occurred. 

Sluzki et ai. (1967), as have other double bind theorists, 

avoided the problem by defining "transactional disqualifi

cation" in general terms as involving two mutually incon

gruent messages imposed on two different levels. 



A second issue concerns the possible overextension of 

the double bind theory to explain many normal and abnormal 

behaviors. For example, the double bind has been used to 

explain such things as hysterical, phobic, and obsessive-

compulsive neuroses (Sluzki & Vernon, 1971) , juvenile 

delinquency (Ferreira, 1960), hypnosis (Erickson, 1967; 

Erickson, Haley, & Weakland, 1959; Haley, 1958, 1960, 1963), 

therapy (Haley, 1961, 1962), play, fantasy, and humor 

(Bateson, 1955; Haley, 1955). While Schuham (1967) believed 

that this overextension created confusion about the theory, 

Weakland (197 4) thought that applying the double bind to 

other areas represented a positive outgrowth of the original 

theory. 

The third issue, which has generated the most debate, 

concerns whether or not the double bind is a necessary 

and/or sufficient condition in the etiology of schizophrenia. 

Arieti has presented both sides of the issue by sitting on 

the theoretical fence. On the one hand, Arieti (1960) 

argued that since neurotics and normals, as well as schizo

phrenics experience double bind messages, this type of com

munication could not represent a causitive factor in schizo

phrenia. He reaffirmed this statement by contending that 

since the double bind represents a chracteristic of life to 

which we are all exposed, the content, rather than the 

actual double bind mechanism, was the pathogenic factor. 
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However, Arieti (1959) also found that double binds occurred 

with greater frequency in the childhood of schizophrenics 

than in those of other children. He then asserted that 

the double bind was one of the factors responsible for the 

general state of anxiety eventually leading to schizophrenia. 

Symonds (1960) rebuked Arieti's contention that the 

double bind mechanism itself is not pathogenic. He con

tended that the pathogenic aspect of the double bind centered 

around the child's need to ignore his own signals and deaden 

his own sense of appropriateness in order not to antagonize 

his parents. However, Symonds did concede that while the 

double bind may be one of the sources of the disorder, it 

does not entirely account for schizophrenia. 

In examining the etiological factors of schizophrenia, 

Ackerman (1960) partially agreed with Arieti that double bind 

communication could be observed in both neurotic and schizo

phrenic families. However, Ackerman did not think that the 

double binds were identical in both types of family. The 

neurotic double bind, he suggested, was a simpler, perhaps 

straightforward d£ and don't situation, while the schizo

phrenic double bind represented a real life-or-death situa

tion. This explanation emphasizes the intense relationship 

described by Bateson et al. in their original paper. 

Commenting on the effects of the double bind communi

cation on children, Halpern (1965) maintained that whether 



or not the double bind is the sole etiological factor pro

ducing schizophrenia, it seriously interferes with the 

child's ability to find himself and develop in a stable, 

constructive fashion. She contended that the potentially 

schizophrenic child placed in a double bind situation was 

far more threatened than the less sensitive child. This 

situation, according to Halpern, may be the precipitating 

factor in the development of schizophrenia. Halpern's 

position is consistent with that of Meehl (1973) , who 

proposed the involvement of a negative social learning 

history imposed by a schizophrenogenic mother. 

At the end of their research in Palo Alto, Bateson, 

Jackson, Haley, and Weakland (1963) reviewed their findings 

on the double bind theory and attempted to put the etio

logical issue to rest. They concluded that while the double 

bind represented an inevitable by-product of schizophrenia, 

it was a necessary, but not sufficient condition in its 

etiology. Underlying the specific focus between double bind 

and schizophrenia, Bateson et al. were interested in dis

covering the link between communication patterns and behavior 

in general. Weakland (1974), one of the original authors of 

the theory, conceded that the original paper may have failed 

to state this more general focus as plainly as it did the 

specific focus of schizophrenia. V7hile this is a valid 

criticism, an attempt was made to understand the 
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schizophrenic process in the context of normal behavior. As 

stated in the original paper: 

Many writers have treated schizophrenia in terms 
of the most extreme contrast with any other form 
of human thinking and behavior. While it is an 
isolabie phenomenon, so much emphasis on the dif
ferences from the normal . . . does not help in 
understanding the problems. In our approach we 
assume that schizophrenia involves general princi
ples which are important in all communication and 
therefore many informative similarities can be 
found in "normal" communication situations. 

(p. 261) 

This may help explain the difference in opinion between 

Schuham (1967), who felt that the double bind had been over

extended to nonschizophrenic areas, and Weakland (1974), who 

welcomed the generalization to areas outside of schizo

phrenia. The present research attempted to follow Weakland's 

advice to study the double bind conflict with nonschizo

phrenic patients. 

Review of the Research Literature 

The double bind literature can be divided into three 

major areas. The first contains anecdotal examples of 

double bind situations taken mainly from case histories 

and transcripts of family therapy sessions (Ferreira, 1960; 

Jackson & Watzlawick, 1963; Jones, 1964; Sluzki, Beavin, 

Tarnopolsky, & Vernon, 1967; Strum, 1971; Weakland & Fry, 

1962). The second category attempts to determine the 

extent to which parents of schizophrenics send double bind 
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messages. The general hypothesis underlying these studies 

is that parents of schizophrenic children send more double 

bind messages than do parents of nonschizophrenic children. 

The third category includes empirical studies which have 

investigated differential reactions of schizophrenic and 

normal subjects to experimentally created double binds. 

While all three types of studies provide valuable informa

tion about the double bind, those in the first group which 

describe various double bind situations do not provide an 

experimentally rigorous test of the concept. According to 

Schuham (1967), "Those who believe in the validity of the 

double-bind hypothesis cannot expect others to accept it 

on the basis of clinical evidence alone" (p. 415). Conse

quently, only the empirical research classified in the 

latter two areas were included in the literature review. 

Communication Among Parents 
of Disturbed Children 

Beavers, Blumberg, Timken, and Weiner (1965) inter

viewed mothers of hospitalized schizophrenic and nonschizo

phrenic psychiatric patients to determine whether the mothers 

of schizophrenics communicated their feelings in a more 

ambiguous manner. The taped interviews were transcribed to 

assess the number of definite responses, evasions, and shifts 

of meaning which occurred. The results indicated a signifi

cant difference between the two groups on all three variables 
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Mothers of schizophrenic patients gave fewer definite re

sponses, more evasive responses, and more communication 

shifts compared to mothers of nonschizophrenic psychiatric 

patients. Beavers et al. concluded that mothers of schizo

phrenic patients communicate in distorted ways. 

Sojit (1969, 1971) investigated how parents of schizo

phrenics, delinquents, ulcerative colitis and cystic fibrosis 

patients, and controls react to a double bind situation. 

Each parent was asked to decide on "the" correct meaning of 

a proverb having two valid but mutually exclusive interpre

tations. The results of the studies indicated that the 

parents of schizophrenics gave significantly more invalid 

interpretations of the proverbs and disaffirmation of mes

sages compared to the control and patient groups. Sojit 

concluded that the results supported the double bind hypothe

sis of schizophrenia. 

Bugenthal, Love, Kaswan, and April (1971) studied the 

verbal and nonverbal communication of mothers of disturbed 

and normal children. The hypothesis underlying the study 

was that mothers of disturbed children would communicate 

inconsistently compared to mothers of normal children. The 

authors defined inconsistent communication as conflict 

between verbal and nonverbal channels. Thirty families 

containing disturbed and normal children were videotaped 

while participating in various types of assigned tasks. 
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Randomly chosen scenes were analyzed for conflicts between 

verbal, vocal, and visual channels. The results indicated 

that mothers of disturbed children produced more messages 

containing channel conflict than did mothers of normal 

control children. Bugenthal et al. reported that the most 

common pattern of inconsistency observed in the disturbed 

sample was the combination of a friendly, disapproving 

verbal statement. They also found that sons of mothers 

giving conflicting messages had a higher degree of school 

aggressiveness than sons of mothers whose messages were 

consistent across different channels. 

In another study, Bugenthal, Kaswan, and Love (197 0) 

found that children interpret joking messages, which were 

defined as criticisms said with a smile, more negatively 

than do adults. They concluded that children confronted 

with a conflicting message resolve the incongruity by 

assuming the worst. 

In a third study, Bugenthal and Love (1975) investi

gated the degree of parental assertiveness with parents of 

normal and disturbed children. The investigators found that 

mothers of normal control children communicated with a more 

assertive voice quality when expressing verbal approval and 

disapproval. Conversely, mothers of disturbed children 

used a less assertive voice quality when expressing verbal 

approval or disapproval than when making neutral statements. 
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Beakel and Mehrabian (1969) also investigated the 

presence of incongruity between verbal and nonverbal com

ponents of parental messages. However, unlike the preceding 

studies, only verbal and postural measures were used. The 

results of the study failed to support the hypothesized 

relationship between incongruity and degree of adolescent 

pathology. 

Ringuette and Kennedy (1966) attempted to determine 

whether persons highly conversant with the double bind 

concept could reliably identify such communication in 

letters. This study was based on a previous investigation 

by Weakland and Fry (1962), which found that double binds 

were contained in letters from mothers of schizophrenic 

patients to their hospitalized children. Of the 60 letters 

selected for this experiment, 20 letters had been received 

by schizophrenic patients from their parents, 20 were 

received by nonschizophrenic patients from their parents, 

and 20 were written by volunteers as if they were writing 

to a hospitalized child. The five types of judges included: 

(a) experts closely involved in the formulation of the 

double bind theory, (b) first-year psychiatric residents 

who had received training in the double bind theory, 

(c) experienced clinicians trained in the double bind, 

(d) experienced clinicians trained in the double bind who 

had been informed that some of the letters were bogus, and 
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(e) naive judges untrained in the social sciences. 

Ringuette and Kennedy found that all judges experienced 

considerable difficulty in identifying double bind letters. 

Three possible reasons given for the negative findings were 

that double bind communication is not present in letters, 

it is not presently a measurable phenomenon, or third, that 

it actually does not exist. 

Review of the Empirical 
Double Bind Literature 

The first empirical test of the double bind was under

taken by Ciotola (19 61) who had schizophrenic and nonpsy-

chotic psychiatric patients discriminate between a set of 

impossible auditory discriminations. The double bind, 

which consisted of rewarding and punishing the same behavior, 

involved saying "bad" while giving the subject a nickel, or 

saying "good" and giving him a penny. The general hypothe

sis was that schizophrenics would be more affected by the 

double bind situation than nonpsychotics in terms of in

creased reaction time, more concreteness, and increased 

tension. The results, however, failed to support the 

hypothesis. 

Berger (1965) hypothesized that schizophrenic subjects 

would remember having heard a significantly greater number 

of double bind messages during their childhood compared with 

nonpsychotic and normal subjects. Thirty double bind 
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statements were presented to schizophrenic patients, non-

schizophrenic patients, hospital employees, and college 

students. The subjects were asked to rate how frequently 

they recalled their mother making these double bind state

ments. Although the schizophrenic patients remembered hav

ing heard more double bind messages than did the other 

subjects, their scores attained significance only when 

compared with those of college students. One weakness of 

this study was its use of recall as a dependent measure. 

Yarrow, Campbell, and Burton (1964) have questioned the 

reliability of retrospective reporting in empirical research. 

Potash (1965) attempted to simulate a double bind 

situation by creating a prisoner's dilemma game utilizing 

a two-person, three-choice game. Subjects included undif

ferentiated schizophrenic patients and normal adult males 

matched for age, education, and intelligence. One of the 

possible game choices was a situational withdrawal in which 

a player could neither gain nor lose money. This game choice 

was conceptualized by Potash to be similar to the schizo

phrenic's withdrawal when exposed to a double bind situation. 

The prediction that schizophrenics would show increased 

withdrawal responses when exposed to the double bind was not 

confirmed. Potash concluded that the double bind poses no 

distinctive threat to schizophrenic individuals. 

Loeff (1966) prepared tape recordings of both happy and 
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angry verbal phrases in which the affect was neutral, in 

agreement, or in conflict with the emotional tone of the 

words. The subjects included 24 normal, 24 delinquent, and 

24 reactive schizophrenic adolescent girls matched for age 

and intelligence. The subjects were asked to rate each 

message on a series of rating scales. Loeff hypothesized 

that the schizophrenic group would experience more diffi

culty when the content of the words and the spoken affect 

were in conflict. The results indicated a significant 

difference between the normal and pathological groups. 

Loeff found that the pathological groups which included 

schizophrenic and delinquent girls tended to be more in

fluenced in their ratings by the metacommunicative element 

of the messages. These results support the hypothesis that 

normal and pathological groups respond differently to con

flicting emotional messages. 

Smith (1973) investigated whether subjects exposed to 

a double bind situation would experience increased anxiety. 

The double bind was conceptualized as involving both punish

ment and contradictory material. Two levels of punishment 

which included false feedback and white noise, and two 

levels of contradictory material were varied across three 

levels of trait anxiety. The results indicated that the 

double bind situation produced high amounts of anxiety. 

Smith noted that the level of anxiety associated with the 
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double bind was significantly higher than the anxiety result

ing from punishment and contradictory material alone. Smith 

also found that the groups which received either punishment 

or contradictory material were able to adapt to the situa

tion, while the group which received the double bind condi

tion was not able to adapt during the two-hour testing period. 

Smith concluded that the double bind should be considered 

seriously as a detrimental factor. 

Hannon (1969) compared responses of normal and schizo

phrenic children to incongruent communication. Thirty 

schizophrenic and 30 normal subjects were matched for age, 

sex, IQ, and parental education. The subjects were required 

to interpret taped messages in which the content and affec

tive tone were varied independently. The results support 

the hypothesis that normals metacommunicate about the incon

sistency of incongruent messages more frequently than do 

schizophrenics. In addition, normals interpreted incongruent 

messages more objectively than did schizophrenics by recog

nizing the conflicts inherent in the communication. Schizo

phrenics, on the other hand, used their own personal reac

tions in analyzing the communication, thus relying on 

subjective interpretations. 

The studies cited to this point have investigated the 

pathogenic relationship between double bind communication 

and schizophrenia. Phillips (1970) and Shreiber (1970) 
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extended this focus to include the study of personality 

variables and communicativeness in normal subjects. This 

parallels a trend in the theoretical literature of applying 

the double bind to situations involving nonschizophrenics. 

Phillips (1970) investigated the relationship between 

ego strength, superego strength, pretension, and guilt 

proneness, as measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire (16PF), and types of responses to double bind 

messages. Responses to written parent-to-child communication 

containing double bind messages were categorized as cynical, 

euphemistic, or neutral, depending on the subjects' rejec

tion, acceptance, or withdrawal from double bind messages. 

Phillips hypothesized that cynical responses would be posi

tively correlated with ego and superego strength, and 

negatively correlated with pretension and guilt proneness. 

None of the hypotheses were supported. 

Shreiber (1970) studied the effects of the double bind 

on communicativeness in normal college students. The stu

dents were randomly assigned to one of three groups: con

flict, double bind, or control group. Those students in 

the conflict group received three standard conflict tasks. 

Those in the double bind group received the identical con

flict but were then given instructions which denied the 

presence of a conflict. Control group subjects received 

control tasks which were not in conflict. All three groups 



20 

were tested for their degree of communicativeness during 

the experiment. Shreiber hypothesized that students in 

the double bind group would be progressively less com

municative when compared to the other students. However, 

this hypothesis was not supported. 

Use of Information in Double 
Bind Situations 

Since a necessary component of the double bind theory 

is an inability of the victim to comment on the double bind 

message, it is surprising that only one study (Schaeffer, 

1972) investigated whether information about the double 

bind facilitates the victim's escape from the field. This 

study attempted to assess whether recognition or diagnostic 

classification had an effect on the patients' ability to 

recognize double bind communication. Two experimental 

groups,each containing 10 schizophrenic and 10 neurotic 

patients,were presented with theoretical information about 

the double bind and then tested for their ability to recog

nize double bind statements. One of the two groups then 

received additional training in recognizing double bind 

statements while the other group was allowed to rest. Fol

lowing a specific time limit, the original recognition task 

was readministered to all subjects. Each subject was tested 

in his ability to metacommunicate in response to double 

binds, ability to analyze double binds according to their 
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component messages, and ability to decide from a forced-

choice question whether certain messages were or were not 

double bind messages. Schaeffer reported that since schizo

phrenics experience greater initial difficulty in recogniz

ing double bind statements compared to neurotics, the double 

bind theory was supported. In addition, he concluded that 

while neurotic subjects improved in their ability to recog

nize double bind messages, training had either no effect or 

a negative effect in helping schizophrenics to recognize 

double binds. 

Problems in Double Bind Research 

A review of the empirical double bind literature 

produced equivocal results. Several major problems in the 

double bind research have contributed to these mixed find

ings. One such problem concerns the difficulty of adequately 

operationalizing a double bind situation in a laboratory 

setting. Consequently, some of the studies which purported 

to test double bind conflicts actually investigated other 

variables, such as recognition or memory of double bind 

messages. 

In a review of the double bind literature, Olson (1972) 

concluded that most studies failed to develop a conceptual 

or operational scheme that accurately reflected the double 

bind phenomena. He felt that these studies were plagued 

with serious conceptual and methodological limitations. 



22 

making their findings difficult to interpret and of ques

tionable value. According to Olson, by the time the 

concept is operationalized and an instrument devised to 

measure it, the final measure has little resemblance to the 

actual double bind phenomenon. 

Recognizing the difficulty in operationalizing a 

real-life double bind situation in a laboratory setting, 

many investigators (Hannon, 1969; Loeff, 1966; Phillips, 

1970; Schaeffer, 1972) have skirted the issue by presenting 

tape recordings and written examples of communication con

taining double bind messages to subjects. The subjects' 

responses to the tape recorded or written message were 

used to explain how they would respond to actual double 

bind communication. Nonsignificant differences between 

the responses of schizophrenics and normals to the tape 

recordings have often been interpreted as a refutation of 

the double bind theory. However, the procedure of equating 

recorded or written messages with the actual double bind 

communication and then generalizing to all double bind 

situations seems questionable. 

Internal Versus External 
Locus of Control 

Rotter (1954) proposed that the occurrence of a specific 

behavior was both a function of a person's expectancy that 

the given behavior would lead to a particular reinforcement 
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and the value that that reinforcement had for the person. 

Based on Social Learning Theory, Rotter (1966) developed a 

29-item locus of control scale (I-E) which ranked people 

according to their belief in internal or external reinforce

ment. According to this construct, internals perceive their 

situation as being a consequence of their own action and 

thereby under personal control while externals perceive 

their situation as being unrelated to their behavior and, 

therefore, beyond personal control (Rotter, Seeman, & 

Liverant, 1962). 

Despite the widespread popularity of the locus of 

control theory, no study has directly investigated how 

internally and externally controlled people react to double 

bind conflicts. However, several studies have investigated 

how internals and externals react in situations involving 

environmental influence and control. Since this type of 

control is an essential component of the double bind, these 

studies were reviewed. 

Locus of Control and Environmental 
Influence 

In his original monograph on the locus of control. 

Rotter (1966) suggested that when faced with environmental 

influences, externals would view events as being due to 

sources outside their own control while internals would 

feel deprived of not being in control of their environment. 
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He hypothesized that externals would conform to influence 

attempts while internals would resist such attempts. 

Crowne and Liverant (1963) studied internal and 

external college students under two Asch conformity condi

tions. In the first condition, the usual Asch conformity 

situation was used. In a second condition, subjects were 

given money and allowed to bet on each judgement, choosing 

how much to bet and whether or not to bet at all. No dif

ferences were found between internals and externals under 

normal conditions. However, internals yielded to group 

pressure significantly less often than did externals under 

betting conditions. They also bet more on themselves when 

going against the majority. 

Getter (1966) used a verbal conditioning paradigm to 

investigate learning differences between internals and 

externals. By comparing those subjects who learned the 

task during acquisition with those who learned the task 

during extinction, Getter found that externals were more 

likely to learn during acquisition while internals were 

more likely to give conditioned responses during the 

extinction phase. 

Strickland (1970) also investigated the relationship 

between verbal learning and internal versus external locus 

of control. Based on a postexperiment interview and recog

nition task, subjects were grouped according to their 
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awareness of response reinforcement contingencies and the 

degree to which they admitted influence by the experimenter. 

The results indicated that internals were more likely to 

deny influence by the experimenter and be more resistant 

to extinction than were externals. This finding seems to 

replicate Getter's results. 

In a study by Gore (1962), subjects were advised that 

the aim of the experiment was to determine which TAT cards 

produced longer stories. Before being presented the third 

card, each person was administered one of the following 

three treatments: overt influence to produce longer stories, 

and a no-influence control condition. Gore found no dif

ferences between the internally and externally controlled 

subjects in the first and third conditions. In the subtle 

influence treatment, however, internals produced signifi

cantly shorter stories than did externals. These results 

suggest that internals took control of the situation by 

reacting against subtle influence attempts. On the other 

hand, when subjected to overt influence attempts, internals 

apparently perceived either choice as under their direct 

control. 

In summary, these studies support Rotter's belief that 

internals are more resistant to environmental influence 

compared to externals. The study by Gore, however, suggests 

that this conclusion be limited to subtle influence 
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conditions. Several other studies have investigated the 

information-seeking behavior of internally versus externally 

controlled subjects. More specifically, these studies have 

examined whether internals take more initiative to obtain 

needed information and then better utilize this information 

in contrast to externals. 

Locus of Control and Information-
Seeking Behavior 

Davis and Phares (1967) studied the information-

seeking behavior of 42 internally and externally controlled 

subjects. The subjects were led to believe that they would 

later attempt to influence the attitudes of another person 

concerning the war in Vietnam. During the experiment the 

subjects were given the opportunity to acquire information 

which might be relevant to influencing the other person 

about the war. The results of the study supported the 

hypothesis that internals, in an effort to control their 

environment, would seek out more information compared to 

externals. 

Seeman and Evans (1962) investigated the differences 

between internally and externally controlled tuberculosis 

patients regarding how much they knew about their condition, 

how much they questioned the doctors and nurses about their 

own condition, and how satisfied they were with the amount 

of information they received concerning their medical status 
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from hospital personnel when compared to externals. The 

authors found that internals had more objective information 

concerning their illness, questioned the doctors and nurses 

more, and were less satisfied with the amount of information 

they received from hospital personnel when compared to 

externals. 

Phares, Ritchie, and Davis (1968) tested the hypothesis 

that internals would attempt to control their environment by 

initiating more remedial behavior than would externals. 

After completing the I-E questionnaire, college students were 

administered various personality tests. Two days later, each 

student was given a report containing both positive and 

negative information about his personality. Students were 

asked if they would be interested in: (a) receiving infor

mation about mental health, (b) attending a lecture by a 

psychiatrist on achieving better mental health, (c) attend

ing a small group discussion to talk about common problems 

of college students, (d) making an appointment with a clini

cal psychologist to discuss the test results, or (e) none 

of the above options. The above choices were seen as repre

senting an increasing degree of personal commitment to deal 

with problems suggested by the test ingerpretation. Phares 

et ai. found that internals, compared to externals, showed 

a significantly greater degree of willingness to initiate 

remedial behaviors. 
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Seeman (1963) presented prison inmates with three 

kinds of information. The information ranged in importance 

from very important information concerning factors related 

to achieving parole to information of lesser importance 

concerning the prison setting and long-range economic 

prospects outside prison. A recall test was administered 

to all subjects. Seeman reported that internals recalled a 

significantly greater amount of parole information compared 

to externals. Since no difference was found between inter

nals and externals in the recall of nonrelevant information, 

Seeman concluded that internals showed superior recall of 

information which could be useful in their control of the 

environment. 

In an effort to study whether internals more effec

tively utilize information, Phares (1968) presented the same 

information to both internally and externally controlled 

subjects. The subjects were asked to memorize the informa

tion and were tested for recall. No difference in recall 

was found between the two groups. After a period of seven 

days, the subjects were required to use the memorized infor

mation in a computer simulation task. Phares found that 

internals utilized the learned information more effectively 

than did externals. 

These studies support the hypothesis that internals 

take more initiative and better utilize information to con

trol their environment compared to externals. 
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Summary 

Double Bind 

The review of the literature has investigated the dif

ferent types of research on the double bind including the 

empirical studies. While the clinical studies have gener

ally supported the double bind theory, the empirical 

research has generally produced equivocal results. Most 

of the empirical studies have investigated the difference 

between pathological and normal subjects in double bind 

conflict situations. However, these studies have often 

been confounded by serious methodological and conceptual 

problems. The present research examined the effects of 

double bind communication on normal subjects. 

Double Bind and Locus of Control 

While no study has directly investigated how internal 

and external subjects react to double bind communication, 

several studies have investigated how internals, relative 

to externals, react to outside influence and control. A 

review of this literature generally supports the hypothesis 

that externals are more responsive--and internals more 

resistant--to environmental influence. Based on these 

results, this study investigated whether internals were 

more effective in escaping a double bind compared to 

externals. 
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Use of Information in Double Bind 
Conflict Situations ~~~ 

Although the pathogenic aspects of double bind com

munication have been widely discussed in the family 

therapy literature, only one empirical study has investi

gated methods for assisting a person caught in this type 

of conflict situation. In that study, Schaeffer hypothe

sized that information and training would facilitate 

recognition of, and escape from, a double bind conflict. 

Both neurotic and schizophrenic subjects were used in that 

study. The present study assessed whether information about 

the double bind facilitates escape from a double bind con

flict situation for normal subjects. 

Information and Locus of Control 

A review of the research concluded that internals 

more actively seek, and effectively utilize information 

compared to externals. The present study investigated 

whether internals were more effective in utilizing infor

mation to escape the double bind compared to externals. 

Statement of the Problem 

The present study investigated: the effects of a 

double bind conflict on normal subjects; whether internals 

or externals were more affected by the double find; whether 

information facilitated escape from a double bind situation 
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and whether internals or externals were more effective in 

utilizing the information to escape from the double bind. 

It was predicted that: (a) internals would escape from a 

double bind conflict more frequently compared to externals, 

(b) subjects who received information about the double bind 

would escape from the double bind more frequently than would 

those who did not receive the same information, (c) internals 

who received double bind information would escape from the 

double bind conflict more frequently than would externals 

who received the same information, and (d) subjects who 

were placed in a double bind conflict in which they received 

conflicting verbal and nonverbal messages would be more 

affected than subjects in the control experiment who re

ceived consistent verbal and nonverbal messages. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Experiment I 

The purpose of this study was to place each person in 

a double bind situation to determine whether locus of con

trol and information about the double bind facilitated 

escape from such a situation. 

Subjects 

Two hundred and thirteen college students enrolled in 

the introductory psychology classes at Texas Tech University 

during the spring, 1976, semester were administered the I-E 

questionnaire (Rotter, 1966) to determine each student's 

locus of control. Forty students who attained the 20 lowest 

and 20 highest I-E scores were selected to participate in 

the study. The low scores were classified as internal locus 

of control ("Internals"). These scores ranged from 1 to 7 

with a mean of 4.05, standard deviation of 1.96. The high 

scores were classified as external locus of control ("Exter

nals") and ranged from 14 to 19 with a mean of 16.20, stan

dard deviation of 1.61. 

Ten internals and 10 externals were randomly assigned 

to the Double Bind Information and Irrelevant Information 

groups. 

32 
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Information 

The case study format was selected as the most appro

priate method for presenting the double bind information to 

the subjects. In addition to providing examples of actual 

double bind situations, the case studies contained thera

peutic advice about how to escape from these double binds. 

The case study also provided those people in the Irrelevant 

Information groups with similar therapeutic information 

about nondouble bind problems. In addition, the possibility 

of reactivity was reduced by disguising the format in which 

the double bind information was presented. 

Two different sets of case studies were employed. The 

Double Bind Information group was given three case studies 

which contained information about the double bind. The 

Irrelevant Information group received three case studies 

which contained information about nondouble bind related 

problems. The six case studies are included in Appendix A. 

Procedure 

Figure 1 illustrates the procedure employed in the 

study. The following information was given to each subject 

by the investigator: 

I am running this experiment as part of my disser
tation. This study contains two parts. In the 
first part, I am trying to find out how beginning 
psychology students understand the material pre
sented in psychotherapy case studies. You will 
now be given three written case studies. Read 
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1. Read Case Study--Double Bind Information or 
--Irrelevant Information 

2. Answer Case Study Questions 

3. Listen to Therapy Tape 

4. Nonverbal Double Bind Message 

5. Complete Computer Answer Form 

T 
Human Ethics Committee 

6. Multiple Affect Adjective 
Checklist 

7. Experimenter Questionnaire 

T 
8. Debriefing 

Fig. 1. Procedure employed in Experiment 1 
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each one carefully. After you finish, there will 
be several questions for you to answer to test 
your understanding of the material. 

Each subject was then given either the Double Bind Informa

tion or Irrelevant Information case studies (Appendix A). 

To avoid potential biasing effects, the investigator was 

blind to the locus of control group and type of case study 

received. Questions about the case studies were given to 

ensure that each person in the Double Bind Information group 

had learned the material. These questions can be found in 

Appendix B. 

After reading the case studies and answering the 

questions, each subject was informed that: 

The following part of the experiment is designed 
to see how psychology students judge a patient 
and therapist after listening to a therapy tape. 
You will now be given a tape recording of an 
actual psychotherapy session. Listen to the 
tape carefully. After the tape is finished, 
you will be asked to rate the psychologist and 
the patient on several different dimensions. 

Each subject then listened to two 4-minute segments from an 

initial psychotherapy session which contained typical inter

actions between a patient and a therapist. The investigator 

then stated: 

This rating form was designed to find out how peo
ple perceived the psychologist and the patient. 
Since there are no right or wrong answers, it is 
very important that you give your honest opinions. 
If you do not answer honestly, my dissertation 
will be ruined. Is that clear? 
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Since this is so important, I want to make sure 
you understand the directions. I am going to 
show you the rating form from which you will 
rate the psychologist and the patient. Remem
ber, only your opinion is important. 

Let's start with #1 . . . how would you rate 
the psychologist, from "1" which is "warm" to 
"10" which is "cold"? (Appendix C) 

Regardless of the response, the investigator then stated; 

Good, let's go on to the next one. How would 
you rate him, from "1" which is "impersonal" 
to "10" which is "personal"? 

Again, the investigator responded "Good" regardless of the 

subject's response. These first two questions were designed 

to elicit positive feedback from the investigator and dis

guise the nature of the experiment. 

The investigator asked the subject to rate the psycholo

gist verbally on the 10-point scale for questions 3 to 7 

(Appendix C). Each of these responses was recorded by an 

assistant behind a one-way mirror in order to compare the 

verbal responses with the written responses given after the 

double bind manipulation. After each verbal rating the 

investigator responded by giving the following nonverbal, 

double binding injunction; 

3. "You saw him as empathic/unempathic? 
(questioning tone) 

4. "OK" (frowning) 

5. "What made him seem directive/nondirective 
to you?" (frowning, running hand through 
hair) 
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6. "Hmmm" (looking toward ceiling, squinting 
eyes) 

7. (Slightly shaking head negatively) 

The investigator responded to any question or comment about 

the nonverbal messages by saying, "Let's go on to the next 

one." After presenting five double bind injunctions, the 

investigator stated: 

All right, I think you have the idea. Since this 
will be scored by the computer, you'll have to 
record all the ratings, from 1 to 25 on this com
puter answer form. When you are finished, put 
the answer sheet in this envelope, seal it and 
leave it on the table. 

I'm going to leave you for a few minutes to see 
if the next subject is here. Here's the tape 
recorder. You can relisten to any part of the 
therapy tape if you want. I'll be back in 15 
minutes. 

The investigator then left the room. In addition to record

ing the initial verbal ratings to questions 3 to 7, the 

response time and tape listening frequency was also observed 

and recorded from behind a one-way mirror. 

After the ratings had been completed, the investigator 

returned and informed the subject of the final task. The 

investigator stated that the Psychology Department Human 

Ethics Committee was interested in obtaining feedback about 

various experiments. The subject was told that he/she was 

one of many subjects randomly selected to give feedback to 

the committee and was directed to the proper room. 

On arrival, the subject was told by a confederate: 
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The Human Ethics Committee was formed to learn 
how the psychology students feel about the dif
ferent experiments in which they participate. 
We are randomly selecting students to obtain 
this feedback. Since we are interested in how 
students, in general, feel about participating 
in the experiments, we are not interested in 
singling out any one particular experiment. 
Therefore, we want complete anonymity regarding 
the names of the students and experimenters. 
At the end of the semester, we will tally the 
results given to us by all the students. 

Each subject was also given written instructions (Appendix D) 

before completing the Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist 

(MAACL) which assessed the level of anxiety immediately fol

lowing the double bind (Appendix E). After completing the 

Experiment Evaluation Questionnaire (Appendix F), each sub

ject returned to the original room and was debriefed by the 

investigator. 

Review of the Design 

Using the specific double bind criteria proposed by 

Bateson et al. (1956) , the double bind employed in the 

present study was operationalized as follows: 

Bateson et al. 

1. Two or more people 

2. Repeated experience 

3. Primary negative 
injunction. 

Present Study 

1. Investigator and Subject, 

2. Although this study was 
obviously time-limited, 
the double bind messages 
were presented on five 
consecutive questions. 

3. a. "Answer honestly or 
my study will be ruined, 
b. "There are no right 
or wrong answers. 
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Secondary injunction 
(conflicting with the 
first at a more abstract 
level. Posture, gesture, 
tone of voice may all be 
used to convey this more 
abstract message). 

Tertiary injunction pro
hibiting escape. 

Nonverbal, tonal and 
gestural quality indi
cating that the person 
had made a mistake. 

When anyone attempted to 
escape from the double 
bind by commenting on the 
investigator's nonverbal 
messages or their appar
ent mistakes, the investi
gator prevented escape by 
responding, "Let's go on 
to the next one." 

Dependent Measures 

1. Rating change 

This measure consisted of the amount of rating change 

made by each subject for the five questions #3 to #7 (Appen

dix C). Each verbal rating was compared to the written 

rating on the computer-scored form. The differences between 

the two ratings were summed for the five questions. Since 

each question could have a maximum 9-point difference, the 

total rating change for the five questions ranged from 0-45 

points. 

2. Response time 

This measure consisted of the time (seconds) that each 

subject spent to complete questions 1 to 7 (Appendix C). 

Although the double binds were given in questions 3 to 7, 

questions 1 and 2 were included to facilitate time recording 
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Time recording began when the investigator closed the door 

and ended when question 7 was answered. 

3. Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist (MAACL) 

In an attempt to assess each person's anxiety state 

immediately following the double bind, the MAACL was com

pleted. While three subscores can be obtained from the 

I4AACL, namely anxiety, depression and hostility, the anxiety 

score was the only score used in the present study. 

The r̂ IAACL contains 132 items of which 21 items measure 

anxiety, 40 measure depression, 28 measure hostility, and 

43 are used as buffer items. The "Today Form" was used 

with instructions modified to read, "Mark an X beside the 

words which describe how you felt during the experiment." 

Odd-even reliabilities on the anxiety measure using the 

"Today Form" range from 17 to .92 with a median of .72. 

Retest reliabilities for the "Today Form" range from .00 

to .40 (Kelly, 1972). Such reliabilities are appropriate 

for a measure of state anxiety. In fact, a test attempting 

to measure affect should be statistically unreliable—using 

a test-retest method—if it is truly sensitive to individual 

fluctuations over time (Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965). 

Hypotheses Tested 

The hypotheses tested are: 

Hypothesis la. Internals will exhibit less total change 
in their ratings relative to externals. 
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Hypothesis lb 

Hypothesis Ic 

Hypothesis 2a 

Hypothesis 2b 

Hypothesis 2c 

Hypothesis 3a 

Hypothesis 3b 

Hypothesis 3c 

Internals will have a shorter response time 
compared to externals. 

Internals will report less anxiety on a post-
test mood check list relative to externals. 

Persons who receive information about the 
double bind will exhibit less total change 
in their ratings relative to those not 
receiving information about the double bind. 

Persons who receive information about the 
double bind will have a shorter response time 
compared to those not receiving information 
about the double bind. 

Persons who receive information about the 
double bind will report less anxiety on a 
posttest mood check list relative to those 
not receiving information about the double 
bind. 

Internals who receive information about the 
double bind will exhibit less total change 
in their rating relative to externals who 
receive the same information. 

Internals who receive information about the 
double bind will have a shorter response time 
compared to externals who receive the same 
information. 

Internals who receive information about the 
double bind will report less anxiety on a 
posttest mood check list relative to exter
nals who receive the same information. 

Experiment II 

The aim of the control experiment was to replicate the 

first experiment without giving the subjects the nonverbal 

double bind message. 

Subjects 

College students enrolled in the introductory psychology 
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classes at Texas Tech University during the 1976 summer 

session were administered the I-E questionnaire (Rotter, 

1966). Those students with the 20 lowest and 20 highest 

I-E scores were selected to participate in the study. The 

low scores ("Internals") ranged from 1 to 8 with a mean of 

5.15, standard deviation of 2.13. The high scores ("Exter

nals") ranged from 11 to 19 with a mean of 14.95, standard 

deviation of 2.35. 

Ten internals and 10 externals were randomly assigned 

to the Double Bind Information and Irrelevant Information 

groups. 

Procedure 

Figure 2 illustrates the steps taken in carrying out 

the procedure. The procedures for the two experiments were 

identical except for the type of nonverbal communication 

transmitted by the investigator (see pp. 36-37, nos. 3-7). 

While the investigator in both experiments responded 

to the subjects' answers by giving the same types of verbal 

messages, the nonverbal messages in the two experiments 

were quite different. In the first experiment, the non

verbal message conflicted with the verbal message creating 

the double bind. However, in the second experiment, the 

nonverbal message was consistent with the verbal message 

which asked each person to respond honestly. 
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1. 

2. 
. _ — 

Read Case Study--Double Bind Information 
--Irrelevant Information 

Answer Case Study Questions 

3. Listen to Therapy Tape 

4. Nonverbal Nonbinding Message 

5. Complete Computer Answer Form 

T 

Human Ethics Committee 

6. Multiple Affect Adjective 
Checklist 

7. Experimenter Questionnaire 

T 

8. Debriefing 

Fig. 2. Procedure employed in Experiment 2 
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The second experiment replicated the first experiment 

except for the following nonverbal messages given to each 

subject's response: 

3. "You saw him as empathic/unempathic?" 
(declarative tone, nodding head) 

4. "OK" (smiling) 

5. "What made him seem directive/nondirective 
to you?" (nodding after subject's response) 

6. "Hmmm" (smiling) 

7. (Nodding head affirmatively) 

Dependent Measures 

The dependent measures used in the first experiment 

were also used in the second experiment. 

Hypotheses Tested 

The hypotheses tested are: 

Hypothesis 4a. Persons in experiment II will exhibit less 
total change in their ratings relative to 
those in experiment I. 

Hypothesis 4b. Persons in experiment II have a shorter 
response time compared to those in experi
ment I. 

Hypothesis 4c. Persons in experiment II will report less 
anxiety on a posttest mood check list rela
tive to those in experiment I. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The major statistical analysis employed was a com

pletely randomized factorial (CRF-22) analysis of variance 

(Kirk, 1968) containing two independent variables, subject's 

locus of control and type of information presented to the 

subject. For each variable the two levels represent 

internal and external locus of control and double bind 

information and irrelevant information, respectively. 

For the purposes of clarity, the analyses of the two 

experiments will be presented separately. For the first 

experiment, each of the three hypotheses will be presented 

in separate sections. Each hypothesis was tested with 

respect to three dependent measures: (a) rating change, 

(b) response time, and (c) self-reported anxiety. Rather 

than duplicate the same statistical reporting for each of 

the three hypotheses, the major analyses will be presented 

one time in the first section. 

Experiment I 

The data were examined to insure that the assumptions 

underlying the analysis of variance were met. Because of 

the robustness of the F distribution with respect to 

violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance 
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(Kirk, 1968), an Fmax alpha level of .01 was used to mini

mize the possibility of type I error. The sample size was 

selected to meet an estimated a priori power of .78. 

Hypothesis I 

Internals will; (a) exhibit less total change in their 

ratings, (b) have a shorter response time, and (c) report 

less anxiety on a posttest mood check list relative to 

externals. 

The means, standard deviations, and analysis of vari

ance for rating change are presented in Tables 1 and 2. 

Although internals had a greater rating change compared to 

externals, this difference did not attain statistical 

significance. 

The hypothesis that internals would be less affected 

by the double bind message was also tested by recording the 

response time needed to complete the written test questions. 

Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 3. 

Testing for homogeneity of variance, a significant differ

ence was found between standard deviation of raw response 

times for internals and externals (Fmax = 17.82, p < .01). 

Transformation of the response time data (1000/x) was 

performed in order to meet the assumption of homogeneity 

of variance. Transformed means and standard deviations 

are presented in Table 4. Since a reciprocal transform was 

employed, the transformed score represents a speed score. 
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TABLE 1 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TOTAL RATING CHANGE' 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internal 

M SD 

7.30 4.79 

3.10 3.10 

5.20 

External 

M SD 

4.20 2.82 

2.50 2.17 

3.35 

Row Means 

5.75 

2.80 

N = 40 (10 per cell). 

TABLE 2 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTAL RATING CHANGE 

Source M df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 

Within 

34.23 

87.03 

15.63 

351.11 

1 

36 

34.23 

87.03 

15.63 

9.75 

3.51* 

8.92** 

1.60 

Total 487.00 39 

*£ < .10. 

**p < .01. 



48 

TABLE 3 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RAW RESPONSE TIMES' 

N = 40 (10 per cell). 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M SD 

103.10 31.48 

101.20 54.26 . 

102.15 

Externals 

M SD 

83.10 54.91 

122.20 132.92 . 

102.65 

Row Means 

93.10 

111.70 

TABLE 4 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TRANSFORMED RESPONSE TIIvlES* 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M SD 

10.45 2.83 

12.36 5.46 

11.41 

Externals 

M SD 

15.67 7.23 

13.84 8.12 

14.76 

Row Means 

13.06 

13.10 

N = 40 (10 per cell). 
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The analysis of variance for the transformed time 

score is presented in Table 5. The hypothesis that internals 

would have a shorter response time when compared to externals 

was not supported. However, a trend was found contrary to 

prediction indicating that internals had a slower speed 

(i.e., longer response time) compared to externals. The eta 

value of .27 approaches a medium effect size (Cohen, 1969). 

Because of the low F ratio for type of information, a 

nonparametric test was utilized. The Mann-Whitney U test 

was chosen to test the hypothesis. No significant differ

ences were found between internals and externals (U = 141,n, = 

20,n^ = 20). The difference in significance between the 

analysis of variance and the Mann-Whitney U test is appar

ently due to a reduction in power in the nonparametric test. 

TABLE 5 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TRANSFORMED RESPONSE TIME DATA 

Source SS df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X Type of 
Information (AB) 

Within 

112.31 

0.02 

34.90 

1 112.31 

1403.24 36 38.98 

2.88* 

0.02 0.01 

34.90 0.90 

Total 1550.47 39 

•p < .10. 
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Tables 6 and 7 present the means, standard deviations, 

and analysis of variance for self-rated anxiety on the J4AACL 

The hypothesis that internals would experience significantly 

less anxiety relative to externals in the double bind situa

tion was not supported. 

The data were further analyzed to determine which 

subjects relistened to the therapy tape recording before 

completing the rating questionnaire. Underlying this pro

cedure was the assumption that subjects affected by the 

double bind would be less certain of their answers. Thus, 

one way to relieve this uncertainty would be to relisten to 

the tape recording of the therapy sessions. 

The frequency with which internals and externals 

relistened to the tape recording is reported in Table 8. 

The chi-square test yielded statistical significance, 

X^(l) = 3.92, p. < .05 (Guilford & Fruchter, 1973). The 

computed phi coefficient which shows the degree of rela

tionship between the two variables was .31, approximating 

a medium to large effect size of .33 (Cohen, 1969). These 

results indicate that internals were more affected by the 

double bind messages and as a result, relistened to the 

tape significantly more frequently than did externals. 

Subjects' responses to eight Likert items evaluating 

the investigator (see Appendix F, #5-12) were factor 

analyzed using a varimax rotation to determine whether 
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TABLE 6 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SELF-RATED ANXIETY' 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M SD 

7.70 2.00 

7.70 3.06 

7.70 

Externals 

M SD 

8.20 4.26 

9.60 2.01 

8.90 

Row Means 

7.95 

8.65 

N = 40 

TABLE 7 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SELF-RATED ANXIETY 

Source SS df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 

14.40 

4.90 

4.90 

1 

1 

1 

14.40 

4.90 

4.90 

1.62 

0.55 

0.55 

Within 320.20 36 

Total 344.40 39 
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these items tapped some common factors. Results of the 

scree test (Lawlis & Chatfield, 1974) indicate the presence 

of one main factor consisting of seven items and accounting 

for 85.7% of the variance (see Figure 3). One item (#9) 

did not load highly on the main factor. The correlation 

matrix for all eight items can be found in Appendix G. The 

results of the factor analysis justify the combination of 

the seven scores into one composite evaluation of the inves

tigator. The analyses of the composite rating can be found 

in Tables 9 and 10. It should be noted that the lower score 

represents positive feelings toward the investigator while 

the higher score represents less positive feelings. These 

results indicate that internals gave a significantly higher 

positive rating of the investigator than did externals, 

F (1,39) = 5.40, p < .05. 

TABLE 8 

FREQUENCY OF LISTENING TO TAPE BY INTERNALS AND EXTERNALS 

Relistened 

Did Not Relisten 

Total 

Internals 

10 

10 

20 

Externals 

4 

16 

20 

Total 

14 

26 

40 

X f^-^^ = 3.92, £ < .05. 
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TABLE 9 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR COMPOSITE EVALUATION 
OF THE INVESTIGATOR^'^ 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M SD_ 

11.60 3.17 

13.70 3.16 

12.65 

Externals 

M SD_ 

16.50 8.62 

16.70 4.62 

16.60 

Row Means 

14.05 

15.20 

N = 40. 

'Lower score represents favorable ratings 

TABLE 10 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR COMPOSITE EVALUATION 
OF THE INVESTIGATOR 

Source 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 

Within 

Total 

SS 

156.03 

13.23 

9.03 

1041.10 

1219.39 

df 

1 

1 

1 

36 

39 

MS 

1 5 6 . 0 3 5 . 4 0 * 

1 3 . 2 3 0 . 4 6 

9 . 0 3 0 . 3 1 

2 8 . 9 2 

•p < . 0 5 
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In summary, no support was found for the first hypothe

sis on any of the three dependent measures. However, the 

evidence suggests that contrary to prediction, internals 

may have been more affected by the double bind conflict 

compared to externals. Internals relistened to the therapy 

tape significantly more often than did externals, suggesting 

a higher degree of uncertainty compared to externals. The 

results also indicate that internals perceived the investi

gator more positively than did externals. Although not 

attaining significance, a trend indicated that internals 

had a greater rating change and longer response time compared 

to externals. 

Hypothesis II 

Subjects who receive information about the double bind 

will; (a) exhibit less total change in their ratings, 

(b) have a shorter response time, and (c) report less anxiety 

on a posttest mood check list than those who do not receive 

information about the double bind. 

Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance 

for rating change on the second hypothesis can be found in 

Tables 1 and 2. The results of the analysis of variance 

indicate that those subjects who received information about 

the double bind had a significantly greater amount of rating 

change than did those subjects who received irrelevant 
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information, F(l,39) = 8.92, £ < .01. The actual relation

ship between type of information received and rating change 

as measured by the eta coefficient is .42 which approximates 

a large effect size of .46 (Cohen, 1969). These results 

which were contrary to prediction suggest that those v/ho 

received information about the double bind had significantly 

greater rating change compared to those who received irrele

vant information. 

The hypothesis that those who received information 

about the double bind would have a shorter response time was 

not supported. Means and standard deviations of the original 

and transformed data and the analysis of variance of the 

transformed response time data can be found in Tables 3, 4, 

and 5, respectively. Results of the Mann-Whitney U test 

were also nonsignificant (U = 196, n^ = 20, n = 20). 

Means, standard deviation, and analysis of variance of 

self-rated anxiety for the second hypothesis are located in 

Tables 6 and 7, respectively. No support was found for the 

hypothesis that those who received double bind information 

would experience less anxiety compared to those who received 

irrelevant information. 

A chi-square analysis on the frequency with which sub

jects receiving double bind information and irrelevant 

information relistened to the therapy tape did not reach 

significance (Table 11). No difference in frequency of tape 
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listening was found between internals and externals who 

received the double bind information (Table 12). 

In summary, the hypothesis that double bind informa

tion would facilitate escape from the double bind was not 

supported. In fact, those who received information about 

the double bind were somewhat more affected by the double 

bind message and made greater rating changes than those 

who did not receive information about the double bind. 

Tests of the remaining measures did not achieve sig

nificance. 

Hypothesis III 

Internals who receive information about the double 

bind will; (a) exhibit less total change in their ratings, 

(b) have a shorter response time, and (c) report less 

anxiety on a posttest mood check list relative to externals 

who receive the same information. 

This hypothesis, in effect, predicted an interaction 

between locus of control and type of information received. 

No support was found for this hypothesis (see Tables 2, 5, 

and 7). In addition, a chi-square analysis of the frequency 

of those who received information about the double bind 

yielded no significant difference between internal and 

external subjects, X^^^^ = 2.14, n.s. (Table 12). The Yates 

correction for continuity was used in computing chi-square 

(Guilford & Fruchter, 1973). 
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TABLE 11 

FREQUENCY OF SUBJECTS IN BOTH INFORMATION GROUPS 
WHO RELISTENED TO THE TAPE 

Relistened 

Did Not Relisten 

Double Bind 
Information 

6 

14 

Irrelevant 
Information 

8 

12 

Total 

14 

26 

Total 20 20 40 

'2 
X ,,V = .44, n.s. 

TABLE 12 

FREQUENCY OF THOSE RECEIVING DOUBLE BIND INFORMATION 
WHO RELISTENED TO THE TAPE^ 

Relistened 

Did Not Relisten 

Internals 

5 

5 

Externals 

1 

9 

Total 

6 

14 

Total 10 10 20 

X ,^. = 2.14, n.s. 
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Experiment II 

Persons in experiment II will: (a) exhibit less total 

change in their ratings, (b) have a shorter response time, 

and (c) report less anxiety on a posttest mood check list 

relative to those in experiment I. The second experiment 

was performed in order to provide a control experiment and 

to test the adequacy of the double bind manipulation. Since 

the same verbal messages were given to subjects in both 

experiments, the major difference between the two experi

ments involved the omission of the nonverbal double bind 

injunction in the second experiment. 

As in the first experiment, the control data were 

also analyzed using a completely randomized factorial 

(CRF-22) analysis of variance (Kirk, 1968). An alpha level 

of .95 was used to judge whether or not a given hypothesis 

had met significance. Similarly, an alpha level of .01 

was used to test for homogeneity of variance in order to 

minimize the possibility of type I error. 

The results in this experiment will be presented for 

each dependent variable rather than for each hypothesis as 

in the first experiment. 

Rating Change 

Tables 13 and 14 present the means, standard deviations, 

and analysis of variance for total rating change. The analy

sis of variance indicates no significant difference between 
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TABLE 13 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TOTAL RATING CHANGE' 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M SD 

2.40 2.76 

2.70 2.06 

2.55 

Externals 

M SD 

2.70 1.83 

2.30 3.02 

2.50 

N = 40 (10 per cell). 

Row Means 

TABLE 14 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTAL RATING CHANGE 

2.55 

2.50 

Source SS df MS 

0 . 0 3 

0 . 0 3 

1 

1 

0 . 0 3 

0 . 0 3 

0 . 0 1 

0 . 0 1 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 1.23 1 1.23 0.20 

Within 218.70 36 6.08 

Total 222.96 39 
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subjects in the control experiment for either locus of con

trol or type of information received. Due to the F ratios 

near zero, the Mann-Whitney U test was computed yielding non

significant findings for locus of control (U = 196, n, = 20, 

n^ = 20) and for type of information (U = 192.5, n = 2 0 , 

n^ = 20). 

To determine the presence of an interaction effect be

tween experiments, the data from both experiments were re

analyzed using a completely randomized factorial (CRF-222) 

analysis of variance (Kirk, 1968). Means, standard devia

tions, and analysis of variance are presented in Tables 15 

and 16. Table 16 indicates an interaction effect between 

information and the experimental double bind/control experi

ments. V/hile locus of control did not attain significance 

in either experiment, the type of information received had 

a differential effect in the two experiments. For subjects 

in the control condition who did not receive the nonverbal 

double bind injunction, no significant difference was found 

between the two information groups. However, those subjects 

in the first experiment who received information on the 

double bind made significantly greater rating changes com

pared to those who received irrelevant information. Thus, 

subjects receiving information about the double bind reacted 

quite differently depending on whether or not they were 

placed in the double bind condition. Figures 4a and 4b 

illustrate the 2-way interaction. 
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TABLE 16 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR RATING CHANGE IN BOTH EXPERIMENTS 

Source SS df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Experimental Control (C) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 

Locus of Control X 
Experimental Control (AC) 

Type of Information X 
Experimental Control (BC) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information X 
ExDerimental-Control (ABC) 

1 8 . 0 5 

4 5 . 0 0 

6 1 . 2 5 

4 . 0 5 

1 6 . 2 0 

4 2 . 0 5 

1 1 8 . 0 5 2 . 2 8 

1 4 5 . 0 0 5 . 6 9 * 

1 6 1 . 2 5 7 . 7 4 * * 

4 . 0 5 0 . 5 1 

1 1 6 . 2 0 2 . 0 5 

1 4 2 . 0 5 5 .31^ 

1 2 . 8 0 1 1 2 . 8 0 1 .62 

Within 

Total 

569.79 

769.19 

72 

79 

7.91 

9.74 

*£ < .05. 

**p < .01. 
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Response Time 

Tables 17 and 18 indicate that in the control experi

ment, no significant differences in response time were found 

for locus of control or type of information. In order to 

compare response times for the double bind and control con

ditions, the data were reanalyzed using a completely random

ized factorial analysis of variance, CRF = 222 (Kirk, 1968). 

The three variables include locus of control, type of infor

mation, and experiment/control conditions. 

The response time data required transformation (1000/X) 

to meet the assumption of homogeneity of variance. Results 

of Tables 19 and 20 indicate a significant main effect for 

locus of control with internals requiring a longer amount 

of time compared to externals, F(l,79) = 4.66, £ < .05. The 

eta value of .23 approaches a medium effect size of .24 

(Cohen, 1969). A second finding was that those in the 

experimental condition receiving the double bind injunctions 

required significantly more time to answer the questions than 

did those in the control experiment who were not placed in a 

double bind condition, F(l,79) = 9.85, £ < .01. An eta 

value of .33 approaches a medium to large effect size of .35 

(Cohen, 1969) . 

Self-Rated Anxiety 

Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance 

for self-rated anxiety are presented in Tables 21 and 22. 
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TABLE 17 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RESPONSE TIMES' 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M SD 

67.80 24.50 

70.50 24.39 

69.15 

Externals 

M SD_ 

54.10 24.42 

70.00 27.06 

62.05 

Row Means 

60.45 

70.25 

N = 40 (10 per cell). 

TABLE 18 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF RESPONSE TIMES 

Source SS df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 

Type of Information (AB) 

Within 

Total 

AB) 

504.10 

864.90 

435.60 

22712.91 

24517.51 

1 

1 

1 

36 

39 

504.10 

864.90 

435.60 

630.91 

628.65 

0.80 

1.37 

0.69 
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TABLE 19 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR RESPONSE TIMES 
FOR EXPERIMENTS I AND 11^ 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Experimental/Control 

Internals 

M 

13.51 

14.08 

SD 

5.47 

6.56 

13.80 

13.08 

Externals 

M 

18.59 

15.29 

SD 

8.00 

7.75 

16.84 

17.65 

Row Means 

16.05 

14.69 

1000/X. 

TABLE 2 0 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRANSFORMED RESPONSE TIMES 
IN BOTH EXPERIMENTS 

Source 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Experimental-Control (C) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 

Locus of Control X 
Experimental-Control (AC) 

Type of Information X 
Experimental-Control (BC) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information X 
Experimental-Control (ABC) 

Within 

Total 

SS df MS 

197.62 

37.17 

418.14 

1 

1 

1 

197.62 

37.17 

418.14 

4.66* 

0.88 

9.85** 

74.51 

0.86 

39.43 

74.51 

0.86 

39.43 

:) 0.08 

3054.91 

3822.72 

1 

72 

79 

0.08 

42.43 

48.39 

1.76 

0.02 

0.93 

0.01 

< .05. 

* * p < .01 
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TABLE 21 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SELF-RATED ANXIETY' 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Inte 

M 

4.70 

9.30 

rnals 

SD 

5.25 

4.22 

7.00 

Externals 

M 

7.30 

6.80 

SD 

4.25 

1.99 

7.05 

Row Means 

6.00 

8.05 

N = 4 0 . 

TABLE 22 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SELF-RATED ANXIETY 

Source SS df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 
Type of Information (AB) 

Within 

Total 

2.50 

4202.50 

6502.50 

60589.63 

71297.13 

1 

1 

1 

36 

39 

2.50 

4202.50 

6502.50 

1683.05 

1828.13 

0.01 

2.50 

3.86 



69 

Results indicate that none of the variables attained sig

nificance. This measure, in fact, was the only dependent 

measure that did not attain significance for any of the 

variables in either experiment. Due to an F value near 

zero, a Mann-Whitney U test was computed. Results indicate 

nonsignificant findings for locus of control (U = 174, 

n^ = 20, n^ = 20, n.s.) and type of information (U = 161, 

n^ = 20, n^ = 20, n.s.). 

Frequency of Listening to Tape 

The data were analyzed to assess the difference in the 

frequency of those relistening to the therapy tape between 

the first and second experiments. While only one person 

in the control experiment relistened to the therapy tape, 

14 people (35%) in the first experiment relistened to the 

tape (see Table 23). The results indicate that those in 

the double bind experiment relistened to the therapy tape 

significantly more often than did those in the control 

2 

experiment, X ,,. = 13.87, £ < .0001. The phi coefficient 

of .46 approximates a large effect size of .45 (Cohen, 1969; 

Guilford & Fruchter, 1973). The results strongly support 

the double bind theory. Unlike those subjects in the control 

experiment who received consistent verbal and nonverbal 

messages, those in the first experiment reacted to the 

double bind injunction by listening to the therapy tape. 
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TABLE 23 

FREQUENCY OF EXPERIMENTAL DOUBLE BIND AND CONTROL SUBJECTS 
WHO RELISTENED TO THE THERAPY TAPE 

Relistened 

Did Not Relisten 

Experimental 
Double Bind 

14 

26 

Control 

1 

39 

Total 

15 

65 

Total 40 40 80 

X , , . = 13.87, £ < .001. 

Composite Evaluation of the 
Investigator 

The results of subjects' evaluation of the investigator 

were again factor analyzed to determine whether the items 

were tapping the same common factor. As in the first experi

ment, seven of the eight items loaded on one factor which 

accounted for 87.1% of the variance. The correlation matrix 

is presented in Appendix H. These results justify the com

bination of the seven items into one composite evaluation 

of the investigator. Means, standard deviations, and analy

sis of variance are found in Tables 24 and 25. The lower 

scores represent positive feelings toward the investigator 

while the higher scores represent less positive feelings. 

According to Figure 5b, internals in the control experiment 
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TABLE 24 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF COMPOSITE EVALUATIONS 
OF THE INVESTIGATOR^' '^ 

Double Bind Information 

Irrelevant Information 

Column Means 

Internals 

M S£ 

16.10 5.71 

12.10 3.78 

14.10 

Externals 

M S^ 

13.50 3.17 

18.70 5.52 

16.10 

Row Means 

14.80 

15.40 

N = 40 (10 per cell) 

Lower score represents favorable evaluation. 

'Total evaluation for seven evaluation questions 

TABLE 2 5 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF COMPOSITE EVALUATION 
OF THE INVESTIGATOR 

Source SS df MS 

Locus of Control (A) 

Type of Information (B) 

Locus of Control X 

Type of Information (AB) 

Within 

Total 

40.00 

3.60 

211.60 

786.40 

1041.60 

1 

1 

36 

39 

40.00 1.83 

3.60 0.16 

211.60 9.69* 

21.84 

26.71 

p̂ < .01. 
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evaluated the investigator as more favorable when they re

ceived double bind information, and less favorable when 

they received irrelevant information. 

In summary, the results confirmed the predicted differ

ence between the two experiments. Subjects in the double 

bind experiment had significantly longer response times 

compared to those in the control experiment. In addition, 

those in the first experiment relistened to the tape sig

nificantly more often than did those in the second experi

ment. Subjects in the first experiment who received double 

bind information also made significantly greater rating 

changes compared to those who received irrelevant infor

mation. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The focus of this study was fourfold: (a) to assess 

the effect of double bind communication on normal subjects, 

(b) to determine whether double bind communication had a 

differential affect on internals or externals, (c) to assess 

if information about the double bind facilitated escape from 

a double bind conflict, and (d) to determine if internals 

utilized information more effectively to escape from the 

double bind than did externals. 

Effects of the Double Bind Conflict 
on Normal Subjects 

Subjects in the first experiment were placed in a 

double bind conflict and given conflicting verbal and non

verbal messages. Those in the second experiment were given 

the same verbal message without the conflicting nonverbal 

injunction. Comparing the results from both experiments, 

significant differences were found on several variables. 

Subjects in the first experiment required a significantly 

longer amount of time and relistened to the tape signifi

cantly more often than did those in the second experiment 

(Tables 20 and 22). Comparing those who received the double 

bind information in both experiments, a significant 
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difference in rating change was noted between those in the 

double bind and control experiments. These results demon

strate the effects of a double bind conflict on normal 

subjects. 

Subjects in the first experiment reacted with uncer

tainty and confusion to the double bind injunctions. They 

responded tentatively and studied the questions before 

writing their answers. By relistening to the therapy tape, 

subjects in the double bind experiment attempted to find 

the answers they apparently thought they missed. Those in 

the control experiment did not feel the need to recheck 

their answers. They were able to respond more quickly by 

writing down the answers they had given verbally. 

The uncertainty experienced by subjects in the first 

experiment seems consistent with clinical findings that a 

child caught in a double bind conflict learns to distrust 

his own perceptions. According to Symonds (1960), the 

double bind encourages the child to ignore his own signals 

and deaden his own sense of appropriateness in order not to 

antagonize his parents. The double bind recipient remains 

unable to identify the exact source of the confusion and 

may assume responsibility for the confusion. In the present 

study, several subjects reacted to the double bind message 

by expressing concern that the outcome of the study would 

be adversely affected by their mistake. One person 
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apologizing to the investigator stated: "I had a lot of 

therapy . . . I'm probably confusing my own therapy with 

the tape." Another woman who blamed her poor hearing for 

missing the answers on the tape expressed concern that she 

had ruined the experiment. Bateson et al. (1956) contended 

that the nonverbal secondary injunction often includes the 

message, "Do not see me as the punishing agent." While 

many subjects had previously participated in experiments 

where deception was used (and later revealed to the subject 

during debriefing), none of the subjects suspected the 

present investigator of deception, according to information 

gained from debriefing. The injunction against accurately 

perceiving the "binder" may explain subjects' positive 

ratings of the investigator. 

Most of the empirical double bind research have 

attempted to demonstrate differential reaction by schizo

phrenics and normals to a double bind conflict (Berger, 

1965; Ciotola, 1961; Kingsley, 1970; Loeff, 1966; Potash, 

1965; Schaeffer, 1972). The present study investigated the 

effects of double bind communication on normal subjects. 

While previous evidence supporting the double bind is 

equivocal, results of this research indicate that the 

double bind can produce disturbances in normal subjects. 

The extension of double bind research with normal subjects 

appears to be consistent with Weakland's (1974) view that 
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the double bind be considered a type of communication dis

order rather than solely an etiological factor in schizo

phrenia. 

Locus of Control 

Contrary to expectation, internals were more affected 

by the double bind than were externals. After receiving 

the double bind injunction, internals relistened to the 

tape significantly more often than did externals. Accord

ing to Rotter (1966) , internals perceive both positive and 

negative reinforcement as contingent upon their own behavior. 

Since the double bind injunction contained negative non

verbal feedback about the subjects' responses, internals 

apparently assumed responsibility for their errors and 

attempted to obtain additional information from the tape 

to determine the correct answers. This finding is con

sistent with the research of Davis and Phares (1967), 

Seeman and Evans (1962), and Phares, Ritchie, and Davis 

(1968) who concluded that internals actively initiate 

information-seeking behavior compared to externals. Ap

parently, externals who generally see reinforcement as due 

to forces outside their control did not perceive the tape 

as potentially valuable. Consequently, they relistened to 

the tape significantly less often than did externals. 

When the response time data from both experiments were 

analyzed, a significant difference was found between internal 
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and external subjects. Since internals used a longer amount 

of time in both experiments, the results indicate that in

ternals were generally slower regardless of the specific 

experimental or control condition. One possible explanation 

is that internals perceived both the double bind and control 

experiments as actual test situations. Since internals 

recognize the contingency for reinforcement in their own 

behavior, they spent more time trying to find the correct 

answer in both experiments. Externals, on the other hand, 

spent less time searching for the correct answers due to a 

lower expectancy that their efforts would result in rein

forcement. Some support for this interpretation was given 

by Rotter and Mulry (1965) who found that internals took a 

significantly longer amount of time compared to externals 

when subjects believed skill was an important factor. These 

findings suggest a general difference in reaction rate be

tween internals and externals. When placed in a test situa

tion, it is possible that internals invest more energy and, 

therefore, take more time compared to externals. 

Information 

No support was found for the hypothesis that double 

bind information would facilitate escape from a double bind 

conflict. Contrary to prediction, those who received the 

double bind information made significantly greater rating 

changes compared to those who received irrelevant information 
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This finding was surprising, and one can only speculate 

about why the double bind information adversely affected 

escape from the double bind conflict. Each double bind 

case study contained both a description of a patient's 

double bind problem and instructions from a psychologist 

advising the patient how to escape from the double bind 

conflict. Although the psychologist's information was 

designed to teach subjects how to resist the experimental 

double bind injunctions, it is possible that those subjects 

who received the information identified with the presenting 

double bind problems. This could have sensitized the sub

jects to the double bind process. These case studies may 

have heightened subjects' awareness of the nonverbal 

double bind message without providing the subject with 

sufficient information to escape. This would have had the 

effect of making them more vulnerable to the double bind 

pressures in the experimental situation and less effective 

in resisting the double bind injunction. According to the 

findings of Schaeffer (1972), information similarly affected 

schizophrenic subjects who were less able to recognize and 

respond to double bind communication following a training 

session. 

Results of the present study suggest that written in

formation about the double bind may hinder a person's escape 

from a double bind conflict. This suggestion receives 



80 

support from the clinical area. An aim of some of the 

rapists who witness double bind conflicts between family 

members is to effect change in the family system without 

calling direct attention to the double bind process. In 

this way, information about escaping from the double bind 

can be communicated without the risk of mobilizing the 

family's resistance to change. 

Utilization of Double Bind Information by 
Internal and External Subjects 

No support was found for the hypothesis that internals 

would more effectively utilize information about the double 

bind compared to externals. The results indicated that 

internals were less effective in escaping the double bind. 

In addition, the double bind information hindered rather 

than facilitated escape for internals and external subjects. 

Anxiety 

The self-report anxiety measure did not reach signifi

cance on any of the variables. Nevertheless, feedback 

attained from the debriefing sessions and informal behavioral 

observations of each subject during the experiment suggested 

that subjects did, in fact, experience anxiety. A review 

of the MAACL directions suggested a possible reason for the 

conflicting findings. Each subject was instructed to "check 

how you felt during the experiment." To avoid the possibil

ity of test reactivity, the directions omitted specific 
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reference to the double bind procedure. Consequently, sub

jects reported their feelings for the experiment, in general, 

rather than just for the double bind. Some subjects recog

nized the short duration of this anxiety in relation to the 

experiment in general, and reported minimal anxiety. When 

asked during the debriefing session to describe her feelings 

during the experiment, one woman stated, "The only time I 

was upset was when I couldn't get the right answer." When 

questioned why she had not reported being anxious on the 

MAACL, she stated, "I couldn't check any bad ratings because 

I only felt that way a little bit of the time." While the 

results may be due to an absence of anxiety during the ex

periment, an alternative explanation is that the brief 

anxiety experienced as a result of the double bind was not 

of sufficient duration to be reflected in the MAACL. It is 

also possible that some subjects reacted to concerns about 

being incorrect rather than to the double bind conflict. 

Composite Evaluation of 
the Investigator 

In an effort to learn how subjects felt about the in

vestigator, each subject was asked to evaluate the investi

gator following the experiment. After receiving the double 

bind injunctions in the first experiment, internals rated 

the investigator more favorably compared to externals 

(Tables 9 and 10). Since internals generally see 
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reinforcement as a function of their own behavior, they 

apparently assumed responsibility for the negative double 

bind messages rather than find fault with the investigator. 

Conversely, externals who normally project personal respon

sibility onto the environment apparently blamed the investi

gator for the double bind messages and rated him less 

positively than did internals. This finding is consistent 

with a study by Phares, Wilson, and Klyver (1970) who con

cluded that internals were significantly less prone to use 

blaming behavior than were externals under nondistractive 

conditions. 

Implications and Future Research 

Research on the double bind process poses several diffi

cult problems for the investigator. Perhaps the most diffi

cult problem involves adequately operationalizing a double 

bind situation under the constraints imposed by a laboratory 

setting. The fact that few researchers have used previously 

tested double bind manipulations speaks to the constant 

search for an improved test of the double bind hypothesis. 

The present research has continued the search for an inter

personal double bind situation which could be studied in an 

experimental setting. 

The results of this research demonstrated the effect of 

double bind communication on normal subjects. The intensity 

of the double bind manipulation was so strong that subjects 
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began to doubt their own answers and search for other 

choices. The findings also indicated that several subjects 

denied the role of the investigator in creating the bind 

and assumed responsibility for their errors. This occurred 

after the investigator had reinforced the initial message 

that no error was possible since there was no right or wrong 

answer. Considering the short duration of the double bind, 

one can only speculate about the lifetime effect on a child 

continuously placed in these conflicting situations. Since 

few studies have examined the effect of the double bind on 

normal subjects, further investigation in this area seems 

warranted. 

Many authors on the double bind have described several 

different levels on which the double bind conflict can occur. 

The present study confirmed the importance of the verbal-

nonverbal levels in creating a double bind conflict. 

Results of the present research suggest that internals 

were somewhat more affected by the double bind conflict com

pared to externals. This finding is noteworthy considering 

the previous research that internals were generally more 

resistant to outside influences than externals. A possible 

explanation is that the double bind contains several injunc

tions imposed on different levels, while other experiments 

using internal and external locus of control utilize environ

mental influence on only one level. Consequently, while 
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internals successfully resist outside influence on one level, 

they may be overwhelmed by the multiple injunctions inherent 

in the double bind. If confirmed by further research, this 

finding could prove valuable in assessing those persons who 

are more susceptible to the double bind conflict. 

One finding that was contrary to prediction was that 

double bind information hindered rather than facilitated 

subjects' escape from the double bind situation. This find

ing was discussed in terms of the case studies sensitizing 

subjects to the experimental double bind. Some interesting 

questions are raised regarding therapeutic intervention in 

a double bind situation: When does information facilitate 

insight as opposed to increasing resistance to change? 

Future research may address this question by varying the 

type of information presented to subjects prior to a double 

bind situation. 

One area of continued interest concerns the degree of 

anxiety experienced as a result of the double bind. While 

the nonsignificant results on the MAACL may reflect a lack 

of anxiety, questions regarding the sensitivity of the MAACL 

were raised by the investigator in light of conflicting be

havioral observations and feedback obtained during the 

debriefing sessions. Since anxiety is a manifestation of 

the double bind process, future studies researching the 

double bind should include other measures in addition to 

self-report scales to assess the degree of anxiety. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

The focus of the study was fourfold: to assess the 

effects of double bind communication on normal subjects; to 

determine whether double bind communication had a differen

tial effect on internals or externals; to assess if informa

tion about the double bind facilitated escape from a double 

bind conflict; and to determine if internals utilized infor

mation more effectively to escape from the double bind than 

did externals. 

In the first experiment, college students were given 

Rotter's Internal-External Locus of Control Scale. Forty 

students classified as high on the internal or external 

dimension were selected to participate in the study. Half 

of the subjects were given Double Bind Information which 

consisted of case studies designed to communicate informa

tion about the double bind and how to escape from the con

flict. The remaining subjects received Irrelevant Informa

tion which consisted of nondouble bind case studies and 

related information. Subjects were advised that the aim of 

the experiment was to see how psychology students perceived 

a psychologist and a patient from a taped recorded psycho

therapy session. After listening to the tape, subjects 

were asked to rate the psychologist on several dimensions. 
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Subjects were placed in a double bind situation containing 

conflicting verbal and nonverbal injunctions. The verbal 

injunctions instructed the subjects that there were no 

right or wrong answers and that they should give their honest 

rating or else the experiment would be ruined. The secondary 

injunction consisted of nonverbal messages suggesting that 

the subject had made a mistake in the preliminary rating. 

Escape from the field was prevented by not allowing the 

subject to comment on the conflicting messages. After re

ceiving the nonverbal messages, subjects were allowed to 

relisten to the therapy tape prior to recording their written 

answers. 

The same procedures were used in the control experiment 

except for a change in the nonverbal communication. In the 

control experiment, the nonverbal messages were consistent, 

rather than in conflict, with the verbal messages. Depen

dent measures in both experiments included the total amount 

of rating change between the preliminary and written rating, 

response time, self-reported anxiety and frequency of those 

relistening to the therapy tape. 

Significant differences between the experimental double 

bind and control experiments were found for response time 

and tape listening measures. In the double bind experiment, 

internals relistened to the therapy tape significantly more 

often compared to externals. A trend was also found on the 
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rating change measure suggesting that internals had a greater 

amount of rating change compared to externals. In addition, 

those subjects who received the double bind information 

made significantly greater rating change compared to those 

who received irrelevant information. 

The results supported the double bind theory and sug

gested that internals were somewhat more affected by the 

double bind conflict. Contrary to prediction, those who 

received information about the double bind were more affected 

by the double bind conflict in terms of rating change com

pared to those who received irrelevant information. No sup

port was found for the hypothesis that internals utilize 

information more effectively compared to externals to escape 

from the double bind. The results were discussed in terms 

of the double bind and locus of control theories. 
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APPENDIX A: CASE STUDIES 

CASE STUDY 1 

(DOUBLE BIND INFORMATION) 

In the initial therapy sessions, Debbie told the follow

ing story to the psychologist: 

My mother tells me that I should go out and date 
more than I do. But every time I begin to date 
someone, my mother finds something wrong with the 
guy and tells me that I could do much better than 
him. Although I try not to listen to her, I usu
ally find fault with him and don't want to see 
him anymore. After this happens with .a few guys, 
I stop dating completely. But then I get lonely 
and depressed. So I get a date and there she is, 
telling me what's wrong with him. 

Once I told her that I didn't care who she liked 
or didn't like. She began to cry. She told me 
that she was only trying to make sure that I didn't 
get hurt later on. She accused me of not appreciat
ing what she was trying to do for me and then she 
stopped talking to me for a whole week. That was 
horrible. 

Debbie continued in therapy for 6 months. During that 

time, the psychologist pointed out what a difficult situa

tion she was in. If she listened to her mother, she would 

never date. On the other hand, if Debbie rejected her 

mother's advice, her mother would say that Debbie didn't 

appreciate her and act hurt. This would cause Debbie to 

feel guilty about hurting her mother and making her angry. 

The therapist made Debbie realize the double messages 

that she was getting. Debbie began to see that she alone 

must assume responsibility for whom she dated. She also 
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learned how to disregard her mother's hidden message about 

feeling hurt and not being appreciated. Debbie began to 

assert herself and eventually told her mother to stop 

criticizing her dates. Although her mother acted hurt, 

Debbie was able to prevent herself from feeling guilty. 

Her mother eventually stopped giving her advice about whom 

she dated. 
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CASE STUDY 2 

(DOUBLE BIND INFORMATION) 

The 18-year marriage of Helen and George Smith had been 

stormy. On several occasions, their arguments had ended in 

a physical fight. After much deliberation, Helen decided 

to file for a divorce. Their one son, David, age 10, was 

very upset about the divorce. In spite of the marital prob

lems with Helen, George had always been a good father to his 

son. He enjoyed being with David and regretted the fact that 

he would have to leave David if the divorce went through. 

David's mother had recently asked him to testify that 

he had seen his father hit her. When David attempted to tell 

his mother that he did not want to testify against his 

father, she began to cry, accusing him of not loving her as 

much as his father. For the next few days, she acted very 

cold and distant to David. David did not know what to do. 

Although he didn't want to hurt his mother, he also did not 

want to testify against his father. 

David's teacher referred him to the school psychologist 

after his schoolwork began to decline. The psychologist 

talked about the dilemma he was in. The thought of testify

ing against his father was extremely upsetting. However, 

by refusing to testify, David's mother would be hurt and 

doubt her son's love for her. This would make David feel 
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like he was a bad son. On the surface, it appeared like 

David could not win. 

After several sessions with the school psychologist, 

David began to realize how his mother was using her crying 

and hurt as a way of manipulating him into testifying against 

his father. He came to the realization that he loved both 

his parents and that it was his mother's problem if she 

doubted his love—not his problem. David told his mother 

that although he loved her, he was not going to testify. 

When she began to cry, he stood his ground. She got over 

feeling hurt and never again asked him to testify against 

his father. 
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CASE STUDY 3 

(DOUBLE BIND INFORMATION) 

Since his father's death some years earlier, Jim, 

age 25, lived with his mother while going to college. While 

telling Jim that he should be more independent, his mother 

had used her mild heart condition to become increasingly 

dependent on her son. Although Jim had wanted to move out 

of the house and find an apartment of his own, he had been 

reluctant to let his mother live alone in the city. 

After graduating from college, Jim was offered a Rhodes 

Scholarship to attend graduate school in England. Upon 

hearing the news, Jim's mother congratulated her son. A 

short time later she grasped her chest, telling Jim to take 

her to the hospital. In the emergency room, Jim's mother 

remarked that if he hadn't been there, she might have died. 

She began to cry, at which time Jim told her that he v/ould 

not go to England. Three days later, she was released from 

the hospital with some tranquilizers. Although Jim had told 

his mother that he would not accept the scholarship, he be

came more and more depressed about the idea of turning down 

his one-in-a-lifetime dream. At this point, Jim consulted a 

psychologist. 

In therapy, the psychologist talked about his mother's 

need to hold onto him. They discussed Jim's need to please 

his mother and also the possibility that Jim's departure 
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could upset his mother's mild heart condition. In therapy, 

Jim began to realize the difficult position he was in. If 

he accepted the offer, his mother would be hurt, accuse him 

of lying to her, and possibly work herself up into a real 

heart attack. If he didn't accept the offer, he would be 

depressed and angry. He also realized how hard it would be 

in the future for him to leave his mother if he turned down 

the scholarship. 

Through therapy, Jim was eventually able to discuss all 

his options and realize the importance for him to take the 

scholarship offer. He was able to see how his mother had 

put him in that dilemma in order to get her own way. He 

accepted the scholarship, but waited until his mother had 

taken some tranquilizers before telling her of his decision. 

Jim arranged for his mother to share the house with a 

boarder so that she could have some company when he was gone 

Although she tried to make him feel guilty, he learned to 

disregard her manipulative behavior. 
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CASE STUDY 4 

(IRRELEVANT INFORMATION) 

Paul, a college sophomore, was referred by the Dean of 

Students to the university counseling center. He was fail

ing four courses and was about to be placed on academic 

probation. 

In the first session with the psychologist, Paul de

scribed his behavior pattern in school. Whenever a profes

sor gave an assignment that Paul thought was unfair, he 

became angry and refused to complete the work. This, in 

turn, resulted in his poor grades. 

At the beginning of therapy, Paul was asked to describe 

his parents. He described his father as an "authoritarian 

man who made me toe the line." As therapy progressed, Paul 

began to remember how he felt as a child having no control 

over his life. In one therapy session, Paul recalled that 

as a child, he had promised himself that when he grew up, no 

one would boss him around. During this session, he began to 

realize how his school behavior was also related to the 

recent difficulty he had had v/ith his boss, a strict, 

authoritarian man. 

Paul was able to gain insight into how he was directing 

his original anger for his father toward the authoritarian 

professor and boss. The psychologist pointed out that 
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whenever he felt that he was being bossed, he became rebel

lious and refused to comply. As therapy preceded, Paul was 

able to get in touch with his repressed anger toward his 

father. After several months of therapy, he was able to 

work through these feelings toward his father, which resulted 

in his improved schoolwork. 
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CASE STUDY 5 

(IRRELEVANT INFORMATION) 

In the first therapy session, Robert, age 26, described 

the following problem to the psychologist: 

I have been in college for five semesters but have 
only 24 credits. Every time it looks like I'm 
going to get below an A, I withdraw from the class. 
This time I decided that I was going to stick it 
out to the end of the semester no matter what grade 
I got. But last week, I got a C on a history quiz 
and dropped the class. I need some help to 
straighten this thing out. 

Robert continued in therapy for four months. He began 

to see how he demanded perfection from himself. If he wasn't 

perfect in school, he thought of himself as a complete fail

ure. To protect himself from these feelings, he would drop 

the class. In a supportive manner, the therapist pointed 

out the irrational, self-defeating part of Robert's behavior. 

Robert had equated not being at the top of the class with 

being a failure. These feelings were traced back to his 

childhood when his parents stressed the fact that "if you 

can't do it right, don't do it." Robert associated "right" 

with "perfect." With the therapist's help, Robert was able 

to accept himself as not having to be perfect. He continued 

in school that semester, getting two A's and two B's. Al

though he continued to try for the A's, his expectations 

became more realistic. 
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CASE STUDY 6 

(IRRELEVANT INFORMATION) 

Joan Andrews consulted a psychologist because her 

daughter, Carla, age 6, refused to go to school. She re

ported that Carla would cry continuously whenever she was 

taken to school. Finding it difficult to leave Carla in 

the room crying, Mrs. Andrews would take her home. Eventu

ally, Carla refused to go to school. 

Although Mrs. Andrews had recently had a second daugh

ter, she could see no relationship between this event and 

Carla's recent refusal to attend school. The psychologist 

explained to her how Carla's behavior might be related to 

her fear of being replaced by her new sister. He suggested 

that she try to reassure Carla that she was loved, whether 

she was in school or at home. He also suggested that she 

take Carla to school and leave the classroom immediately, 

whether or not her daughter started to cry. 

Although a bit reluctant, Mrs. Andrews followed the 

psychologist's suggestions. For the next few days, when 

Carla began to cry, Mrs. Andrews left the classroom. She 

learned from the teacher that Carla continued to cry for 

some time after her mother's departure. After several days, 

Carla's crying began to diminish. After two weeks, Mrs. 

Andrews returned to the psychologist with the news that 

Carla was now able to go to school without crying. In fact. 



according to .er .other, CarXa see.e. rather happ, a.out ^ ^ 

going to school. 
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APPENDIX B: CASE STUDY QUESTIONS 

CASE 1 

1. What were the two conflicting messages that Debbie was 
receiving from her mother? 

2. Why was it difficult for Debbie to choose which one of 
these messages to follow? 

3. What did the psychologist suggest and why did this 
advise work? 

CASE 2 

1. Describe the dilemma that David was in. 

2. Why was it so difficult for David to solve this dilemma? 

3. How was David able to solve this problem? 

CASE 3 

1. Describe the bind that Jim was in regarding being inde
pendent and taking the scholarship. 

2. Why was it so difficult for Jim to confront his mother? 

3. What insight did Jim get out of therapy and how did it 
help him resolve his problem? 

CASE 4 

1. Why was Paul having trouble in school? 

2. What did Paul realize during the course of therapy about 
his problem? 

3. How was this behavior related to his childhood? 

CASE 5 

1. How was Robert acting in an irrational manner? 
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2. His feelings in school were traced back to his child
hood. Explain. 

3. How did the therapist help Robert? 

CASE 6 

1. How did the psychologist explain Carla's refusal to 
go to school? 

2. What were the suggestions that were made to Mrs. Andrews? 

3. What happened when she followed these suggestions and 
why? 
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APPENDIX C: RATING FORM 

Instructions 

You have just listened to a tape of a psychotherapy 
session. The following questions ask you to rate the 
psychologist and the client. You may relisten to any part 
of the tape when answering the questions. Answer all the 
questions on the computerized answer sheet. Put your name 
and social security number on the answer sheet. 

Questions 1-15 
Rate the psychologist: 

1. warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 cold 

2. impersonal 

3. empathic 

4. rigid 

5. directive 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

personal 

unempathic 

flexible 

nondirective 

6. planned 

7. impressive 

8. unprofessional 

9. interested 

10. uncaring 

1 1 . u n i n s i g h t f u l 

12 . f r i e n d l y 

1 3 . e f f e c t i v e 

14. knowledgeable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

spontaneous 

un impress ive 

p r o f e s s i o n a l 

d i s i n t e r e s t e d 

c a r i n g 

insightful 

unfriendly 

ineffective 

unknowledgeable 

15 . conce rned 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 unconcerned 
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Questions 16-25 
Rate the client 

16. interested 

17. upset 

18. insightful 

19- b r i g h t 

2 0 . c o l d 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

d i s i n t e r e s t e d 

ca lm 

uninsightful 

dull 

warm 

Nonverbal feedback given on questions 3-7. 
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APPENDIX D: INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS REGARDING 

HUr4AN ETHICS COMMITTEE 

Each year, hundreds of Psy. 230 students participate in 

various psychology experiments. This year, the Human Sub

jects Ethics Committee, a joint student-faculty committee 

is interested in surveying the opinion of the students to 

find out how undergraduate students feel about these experi

ments. You are one of approximately 100 students who has 

been randomly selected to give feedback to the committee. 

We are NOT interested in any one experiment. Rather, 

we are interested in your general feedback regarding various 

experiments which you have participated in. After getting 

your response and the response from the other undergraduates, 

we will attempt to tally the results. In order for us to 

have an accurate idea about how students are feeling about 

the experiments, it is EXTREMELY IMPORTANT THAT YOU GIVE US 

YOUR HONEST ANSWER—NOT THE ANSWER THAT YOU THINK WE WOULD 

LIKE. Remember, the whole project hinges on your HONEST 

response. 

Since this survey is being done so that we may learn 

how to improve the experiments, rather than to reprimand 

anybody, this questionnaire will be completely anonymous. 

DO NOT put your name or the experimenter's name on the 

questionnaire. We will later combine your answers with the 



Ill 
other students' answers qn i-ĥ-n 

swers so that a compiled frequency count 
can be found. 

If you have already filled nut +-ĥ  
y i-iiiea out this questionnaire this 

semester, tell the interviewer so th.t 
viewer so that we do not duplicate 

your responses. 

HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE 



APPENDIX E: MULTIPLE AFFECT ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST 

Due to copyright restrictions, the Multiple Affect 

Adjective Check List was omitted. Copy of the test can 

be obtained from: 

Educational and Industrial Testing Service 
P.O. Box 7234 
San Diego, California 92107 
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APPENDIX F: EXPERIt4ENT EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. How many experiments have you participated in this 
semester? 

2. How many of the experimenters were male 
female 

3. In general, my experiences in these experiment(s) 
have been: (check one) 

very favorable 
favorable 
average 
unfavorable 

very unfavorable" 

4. What do you think was the true nature of the experiment 
in which you just participated? (If you think this 
experiment was about something besides what you were 
told, write that too.) 

5-12 Circle the number which represents how you would rate 
the experimenter. For example, in question 5, #1 would 
mean that you thought she/he was very important, while 
#7 would mean that you thought she/he was very unimpor
tant. Circle #4 only if you think the experimenter is 
EXACTLY in the middle. 

5. important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unimportant 

6. helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not helpful 

7. fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unfair 

8. honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dishonest 

9. made me ^i<^ ^ o ^ i^ake 
a n x i o u s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 me a n x i o u s 

10 . c o n s i s t e n t 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 i n c o n s i s t e n t 

1 1 . 

1 2 . warm 

bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 good 

1 9 -̂  4 5 6 7 c o l d 
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13. In question 6, if you rated the experimenter as not 
helpful (#5, 6, or 7), explain why he was not helpful 

14. In question 10, if you rated the experimenter as incon
sistent (#5, 6, or 7), describe how he was inconsistent 

15. Please give any other comments about the experiment you 
just participated in (Optional) 

tanrrmirBr-^-r t*^f* 



APPENDIX G; CORRELATION MATRIX FOR ITEMS 

EVALUATING THE INVESTIGATOR 

EXPERIMENT I 

ITEM 5 6 7 8 

6 .629 

7 .524 .739 

8 .247 .524 .562 

.142 .106 .134 .1 05 

10 493 .655 .526 .464 .238 

11 .479 .607 .484 .428 .264 .520 

12 201 .379 .350 .454 .224 .490 .511 
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10 11 12 



APPENDIX H: CORRELATION MATRIX FOR ITEMS 

EVALUATING THE INVESTIGATOR 

EXPERIMENT II 

ITEM 5 6 

6 .374 

8 

7 .379 .536 

8 .467 .454 .695 

9 -.178 .026 -.036 -.024 

10 .238 .638 .429 .465 .035 

^1 -^56 ••749 .359 .285 .159 .403 

12 .188 378 .023 -.061 .067 .296 .299 
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10 11 12 




