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ABSTRACT 

A systematic investigation of the human mind's 

ability to self-reflect and create private interpretations 

of sensory data has been handicapped for years by conceptual 

prejudice and methodological bias. Until the arrival of the 

cognitive behavior therapists, little empirical attention 

was directed to the development of a methodology adequate 

enough to investigate the influence that distorted cognitive 

interpretations have on emotional arousal and inhibited 

behavioral performance. This study investigated these self

reflective mental capabilities in terms of outcome expec

tancies which were conceptualized in terms of guilt, and 

self-perceptions of performance ability which were concep

tualized in terms of successfully refusing unreasonable 

requests. 

It was hypothesized that guilt entails both 

emotional arousal as well as the distorted and fabricated 

cognitive perceptions of tragic expectation, causal 

attribution and self-perceived helplessness and that these 

perceptions influence behavioral performance and self

perceptions of performance ability. It was also hypothe

sized that guilt relates significantly to resentment and 

depression. 

viii 
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seventy-three subjects volunteered to participate: 

fifty-eight women and fifteen men with a mean age of 

thirty-three. 

Subjects responded to both self-report question

naires and open-ended self-report interviews. Seven 

independent raters judged the participants' responses to 

eight tape recorded stimulus situations to determine to 

what extent the responses fit the hypothesized categories. 

A stepwise multiple regression was used to analyze 

the data. The results were summarized and placed in tables. 

The results of the study supported the five 

hypotheses developed to test the general question. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

How do people stop themselves from doing what they 

have a right to do, from performing desired appropriate 

tasks, from refusing to perform unreasonable requests and in 

turn from making requests that are both reasonable and 

appropriate? 

Recent cognitive research suggests that an individ

ual's perception about his/her ability to perform (self

perceived efficacy) controls both behavioral performance and 

emotional arousal (Bandura, 1979). If the cognitive 

researchers are correct in this area, then the question 

about what influences an individual's perception regarding 

his/her ability to perform appropriate desired tasks, 

presents itself for investigation. 

Both clinical observations and empirical investi

gation suggest that, besides skills deficits (McFall & 

Twentyman, 1973), expected outcomes strongly influence an 

individual's perceptions and beliefs about his/her ability 

to behaviorally perform desired tasks (Fiedler & Beach, 1978). 

This study will attempt to further investigate the 

nature of this proposed relationship of expected outcomes 

1 
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with their fabrications, exclusions, and distortions of fact 

to perceived ability to perform desired tasks. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study investigates the relationship of expected 

outcome to self-perceived efficacy and behavioral performance. 

The first question to be addressed in this area is 

the relationship of perceptions about performance ability 

to actual performance. 

For methodological purposes, which will be addressed 

below, the role of perception in controlling behavioral 

performance and emotional arousal has until recently been 

ignored. Investigations in the behavioral tradition 

proposed that outcomes in terms of operant conditions and 

environmental stimuli automatically control behavioral per

formance. Current cognitive investigations into behavioral 

performance and affect, however, are beginning to indicate 

that primitive fabrications, exclusions, and distortions in 

perception control not only emotional arousal and behavioral 

performance (Beck, 1967; Michenbaum, 1977; Rizley, 1978) 

but also the operants and all treatment interventions as 

well (Bandura, 1979). 

This notion has historical antecedents in the work

ing hypothesis behind the theoretical writings of Alfred 

Adler (1968). Until the investigations of the cognitive 



therapists, however, no su:i.table methodology was developed 

to adequately submit this proposal to empirical testing. 

3 

Self-perceived efficacy is a term coined to 

designate perceptions about performance ability (Bandura, 

1977b). In a study with snake phobic subjects, it was 

indicated that perceptions about performing designated tasks 

with snakes varied significantly with the actual task 

performance (Bandura, Adams & Beyer, 1977). 

Self-perceived efficacy in this study is concep

tualized in terms of participants' perceptions about their 

ability to refuse unreasonable requests. Performance 

itself is conceptualized in terms of the participants' 

actual refusal of the unreasonable request. A review of 

the self-perceived efficacy literature indicates that this 

particular question has not as such been submitted to 

empirical testing. 

The second question this study investigates is the 

relationship of outcome expectancy to perceived ability to 

perform. If perceptions about performance ability influence 

behavioral performance, emotional arousal, and all treatment 

interventions, then which antecedent perceptions influence 

self-perceived efficacy? There are clinical indications that 

cognitively perceived outcome expectancies influence behav

ioral performance (Fiedler & Beach, 1978). Bandura (1979) 

takes exception to this indication and suggests that 
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self-perceived efficacy controls outcome expectancies. 

Initial empirical studies, however, seem to point in the 

opposite direction and justify an investigation of the 

relationship of expected outcome in terms of distorted cog

nitive perceptions to perceptions about behavioral per

formance (Klass, 1981; Rizley, 1978). 

Outcome expectancies have been considered in the 

literature for some years as influencing behavioral perfor

mance (Tolman, 1932; 1951). Tolman, however, conceptualized 

outcome expectancy in terms of contingency learning and 

operant conditions. He does not take into account the 

influence self-reflection or perception has on behavioral 

performance. 

In this study outcome expectancy is conceptualized 

in terms of guilt which has two essential characteristics: 

emotional arousal and distorted cognitive perceptions. 

As was the case for behavioral performance, until 

the cognitive therapists initiated their investigations, 

the role of perception in the various forms of emotional 

arousal had to a great extent been ignored. In the more 

traditional therapies (APA, 1952) the various forms of 

emotional arousal such as guilt and depression were 

primarily regarded as affective disorders in which per

ception and thought playa minimal role. 
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Now, the cognitive therapists propose that all forms 

of negative emotional arousal are related to primitive 

distortions in perception and interpretation (Beck, 1967; 

Michenbaum, 1977). 

If what the cognitive therapists propose is accurate 

about the relationship of cognitive perception to emotional 

arousal, then perception in general should vary according to 

emotional arousal and particular perceptions about perfor

mance ability should also vary according to emotional 

arousal. Initial probes in this area seem to justify 

further investigation (Klass, 1981). 

This study will attempt to further comparative 

research in this area by investigating whether or not per

ceptions about performance ability vary according to levels 

of negative emotional arousal in terms of guilt. 

The third particular question this study addresses 

is the nature of the distorted perceptions which influence 

guilty emotional arousal. 

If distorted perception controls emotional arousal 

and performance, then investigations into identifying the 

specific distortions that influence the various forms of 

negative emotional arousal and inhibited behavioral per

formance seem justified (Rizley, 1978). 

Investigations into the distorted perceptions in

volved in negative emotional arousal have been initiated 
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with studies of the clinically depressed (Seligman, 1974; 

Rizley, 1978). Preliminary indications show that causal 

attribution and perceived helplessness, terms which will be 

defined below, are distorted perceptions common to the 

clinically depressed. A factor analysis of the clinically 

depressed yielded a guilt factor (Rizley, 1978) which 

suggests that the guilty may also distort facts in a manner 

similar to the depressed. Together with the factor analysis 

there are clinical observations that, like the depressed, 

the guilty tend to attribute to themselves responsibility 

for the consequences of other people's decisions, exaggerat

ing the importance they play in other people's lives. 

Causal Attribution is a term that designates this tendency 

to attribute to oneself the responsibility for other 

people's decisions and responses (Rizley, 1978). 

There are clinical observations that the chronically 

guilty also tend to expect a negative reaction from the 

respondent which suggests that the guilty party's proposed 

behavioral performance is a transgression of sorts that will 

injure the respondent's feelings. The term Tragic 

Expectation is used to designate this tendency to expect 

an unpleasant, disapproving reaction from the respondent 

(Bandura, 1977a). 

There are also clinical indications that the 

chronically guilty tend to perceive the tragic expectation 
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as something that inhibits them from performing a desired 

task (Goulding & Goulding, 1980). This is especially true 

if the guilty believe they have caused the negative reaction 

(Bandura, 1977a). The term Perceived Helplessness, is used 

in this investigation to designate this tendency to feel in

hibited by the expected negative response of the other party. 

The distorted perceptions involved in guilt have to 

a great extent been ignored by the literature. 

No controlled research has been undertaken to inves

tigate the relationship of perceived helplessness or tragic 

expectation to emotional arousal in terms of guilt. 

-In a sample of undergraduate women, causal attribu

tion was submitted to empirical testing and related signifi

cantly to emotional arousal in terms of guilt (Klass, 1981). 

Using a sample population that is both different 

(undergraduate and graduate students) and broader (male and 

female) than the Klass study, this investigation will 

attempt to extend comparative research in this area by 

investigating the relationship of distorted perceptions in 

terms of causal attribution, tragic expectation, and per

ceived helplessness to emotional arousal in terms of guilt. 

The fourth question addressed in this study is the 

relationship of resentment to guilt. 

Originally, empirical investigations proposed that 

the more negative thoughts and hostile emotions the guilty 
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experienced toward the respondent, the less inhibited they 

would be in refusing the respondent's unreasonable requests. 

This hypothesis was tested and not verified (Klass, 1981). 

Contrary to the latter hypothesis there are early 

clinical observations which suggest that guilt, like 

depression, is suppressed anger and that the guilty tend to 

resent the respondent for "making" the guilty feel helpless 

and stuck in view of the tragic expectation (Goulding & 

Goulding, 1980; Per1s, 1969). 

Beck, Rush and Emery (1979) refer to this phenomenon 

and suggest that problem perceptions are automatic in that 

the subject believes his distorted perceptions are factual 

and that he has no other possible response option than the 

one suggested by the distorted perception. 

If these observations are correct, then resentment 

should vary according to guilt level. This question has not 

yet been submitted to empirical testing and is addressed 

in this study. 

The final question addressed in this study is the 

relationship of depression to guilt. 

Since clinical observation suggests that there is a 

link between guilt and depression (Perls, 1969) and since a 

factor analysis of the clinically depressed yielded a guilt 

factor (Rizley, 1978), which has not yet been submitted to 

empirical testing, it would be helpful for treatment 



purposes to further investigate this proposed relationship 

between guilt and depression. 

If guilt and depression are linked, depression 

scores on a standardized test should vary according to 

guilt. 

Summary 

9 

This study investigates the relationship of outcome 

expectancy to self-perceived efficacy and behavioral 

performance. 

Self-perceived efficacy is conceptualized as an 

individual's perceived ability to refuse unreasonable requests. 

Outcome expectancy is conceptualized here in terms 

of guilt. 

Guilt is conceptualized as both emotional arousal 

and distorted perception. 

The hypothesized distorted perceptions of the 

guilty are tragic expectation, causal attribution, and 

perceived helplessness. 

There are five related questions to be investigated: 

1. Does self-perceived efficacy as measured by 

the Conflict Resolution Inventory (CRI) developed by 

McFall and Lillesland (1971) predict performance in terms of 

refusing unreasonable requests? 



10 

2. Does guilt as measured by a self-report question

naire predict self-perceived efficacy as measured by eRI? 

3. Does resentment as measured by a self-report 

questionnaire of resentment predict guilt? 

4. Does depression as measured by the Beck 

Depression Inventory (BDI) predict guilt? 

5. Which specific distortions as measured by a 

self-report interview (SRI) predict guilt? 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1. Scores on the self-perceived 

efficacy measure will vary according to performance in 

terms of successfully refusing unreasonable requests. 

Hypothesis 2. Scores on the self-perceived 

efficacy measure will vary according to scores on the guilt 

measure. 

Hypothesis 3. Scores on guilt measures will vary 

according to scores on the resentment measure. 

Hypothesis 4. Scores on the depression measure 

will vary according to scores on the guilt measure. 

Hypothesis 5. 

A. Perception scores on tragic expectations will vary 

according to guilt scores. 

B. Perception scores on causal attribution will vary 

according to guilt scores. 



C. Self-perceived helplessness scores will vary 

according to guilt scores. 

11 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY 

Assumptions and Limitations 

A review of the literature indicates that a system

atic investigation of cognitive perception and the relation

ship it has to behavioral performance and emotional arousal 

has been handicapped for years by conceptual bias and metho

dological prejudice (Bandura, 1979). 

From a conceptual vie~~oint, as noted above, the 

various expressions of negative emotional arousal such as 

guilt and depression were traditionally considered affective 

disorders in which cognitive perception played very little 

if any part (APA, 1951). 

A science is as good as its method (Goldman, 1978). 

While method in psychological research needs to be tight 

and parsimonious, it also must be broad enough in scope to 

address what the human mind is capable of doing (Bandura, 

1979). In researching human knowledge and behavior, metho

dology, with its innate limitations and strengths, is in

herent to and proceeds logically from one's epistemology or 

conceptual model of the human mind and its capacities 

(Liotti & Reda, 1981). 

12 
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Historically, the investigation of human knowledge 

and behavior has recognized two distinct and recurring 

epistemological viewpoints regarding the capabilities of 

the human mind (Coppleston, 1959). 

On one hand there is the epistemology of association 

in which the human mind is conceptualized as being capable 

only of acquiring, associating, and memorizing sensory 

impressions. 

On the other hand there is the epistemology of 

cognition which goes beyond the acquisition and association 

of sensory data and takes into account the human capacity for 

self-reflection, cognitive perception, and the creation of 

private meanings and uses of sensory data. 

While cognitive epistemology and association 

epistemology when applied to a theory and treatment of 

human behavior both have scientific value, they present 

methodological difficulties to the researchers (Liotti & 

Reda, 1981). 

The method which inherently proceeds from the 

association model of the mind finds its clearest expression 

in the Cartesian tradition which seeks to establish precisely 

defined facts and to formulate mathematical relationships 

between the precisely defined facts. 

For the last three quarters of a century researchers 

in psychology, in an attempt to be precise and to accurately 
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predict, embraced the Cartesian methodology and the 

epistemology from which it flows and directed their attention 

almost exclusively to the quantification of human phenomena 

(Boring, 1957). 

From a methodological viewpoint, when this approach 

is used to construct a theory and treatment of human behavior 

there are serious limitations. The index of human needs and 

capabilities are by inherent necessity limited to animal 

psychology (Langer, 1941). The needs and capabilities that 

are specifically human do not fit the methodological cate

gories of the association model of the mind and are conse

quently ignored. 

The personality theory inspired by this method 

attempted to explain human behavior without including the 

influence of the cognitive capabilities of self-reflection, 

perception, and meaning. Proponents of this model proposed 

and worked as if behavioral performance and emotional arousal 

are controlled by external stimuli and are automatically 

shaped and regulated by their immediate consequences, all of 

which is easily quantified (Tolman, 1932). 

Quantification became such an exclusive focus and 

value that the methodology took on a militant characteristic. 

Psychological researchers began to assume it was the only 

source of valid knowledge. They not only allowed metho

dological requirements to dictate the theory and treatment 
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of human behavior, they excluded as a valid area of investi

gation whatever did not fit its categories (Boring, 1957; 

Langer, 1941). 

Human cognitive capabilities are not easily quanti

fied and do not congruently fit the demands of Cartesian 

methodology when applied to human behavior. For this reason, 

despite clinical indications to the contrary (Adler, 1968), 

the relationship of cognitive perception to behavioral 

performance and emotional arousal has not, until recently 

(Beck, 1967), been considered a valid area of investigation. 

Consequently, very little attention or effort has been made 

to develop a methodology to study these human capabilities 

and their influence on behavior and emotional arousal. 

Rather than restricting its theorizing and research 

to fit methodological limitations and bias, it seems 

appropriate, for the sake of scientific advancement, to 

develop methods that are broad enough to take into account 

what the human mind is capable of doing (Bandura, 1979). 

While much has been done to develop the methodology 

inherent in the association-acquisition model of the mind, 

very little was done empirically to develop the methodology 

inherent in and congruent with the self-reflective, cognitive 

model of the mind. 

The Cognitive Behavior Therapists have recently 

started to study this area by investigating the influence 
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that cognitive perceptions have on behavior and emotion 

(Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978). These attempts, however, have 

been methodologically handicapped by lack of epistemological 

congruity. Operant conditioning methods which proceed from 

an association model of the mind were utilized (Mahoney & 

Arnkoff, 1978). These methods are philosophically incom

patible with cognitive capability and are inadequate in 

assessing them. 

When developing a methodology to account for 

cognitive capacities the inherent differences and limits of 

the two models of the mind must be respected (Liotti & 

Reda, 1981). 

Consequently, there appears to be a need for a 

different methodology, qualitative in nature and congruent 

with the model of the mind that takes into account the human 

capacity to influence behavioral performance and emotional 

arousal by means of cognitive perception (Langer, 1941). 

Campbell (1976) who for years had been a leading 

writer on rigorous quantitative methods of research recog

nized the limitations of this approach and now emphasizes 

the need to reactivate research that is qualitative in 

nature. 

Along the same line of thinking Goldman (1978) 

suggests that the lab model is both a limiting and over

rated means of gaining knowledge and that there is a need to 

develop tools that are more qualitative than quantitative. 
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Self-report questionnaires and open-ended self

report interviews have been suggested in response to the need 

for a methodology that addresses the cognitive capacities 

and still allows for quantification without sacrificing 

epistemological congruity and integrity (Bandura, 1977; 

Merluzzi, Glass, & Genest, 1981). 

Michenbaum and Cameron (1981) proposed that all 

assessments of cognitive capacities ultimately depend on 

the subjects' self-report about how their perceptions vary 

according to different circumstances and configurations of 

information. 

The use of self-reports to investigate cognitive 

capabilities is now widely justified in the literature 

(Bandura & Adams, 1977; Beck, 1967; Goldfried & Lineham, 

1977; Klass, 1981; Levenson & Gottman, 1978; McFall & 

Lillesland, 1978; Merluzzi, Glass, & Genest, 1981; Mischel, 

1973) . 

In choosing between the use of self-report 

questionnaires and open-ended self-report interviews the 

strengths and weaknesses of each need to be considered. 

Self-report questionnaires, inventories and scales 

listing specific perceptions or cognitive themes can be 

administered. Because its scoring is straightforward, and 

it provides a basis for standardization across the board, 

this approach is attractive (Michenbaum & Cameron, 1981). 

There are, however, limitations. Using such inventories and 



scales the researcher is to a great extent limited to 

analogue situations which assess, after the fact, the 

cognitive perceptions and arousal the subjects experience 

in face of situations contrived by the .researchers. 

18 

Open-ended self-report interviews lend themselves 

well to natural interpersonal settings where the subject's 

spontaneous responses to spontaneous situations are 

recorded. This method renders richer data and controls 

better for fabricated and distorted responses, but is more 

difficult to score and standardize (Michenbaum & Cameron, 

1981). The richness of data and the control of fabrications, 

however, seem worth the trouble. 

Since the present study is research oriented and is 

directed toward identifying perceptions common to subjects 

who fit specific categories of arousal and perception, both 

self-report questionnaires and scales as well as self

report interviews were utilized. 

Using self-report assessments as retrospective 

thought probes after the actual performance and arousal can 

yield distorted and uninformative findings. The further 

removed in time the self-report is from the actual perfor

mance and arousal, the more chance there is for distortion 

and confusion on the subject's part. A detailed assessment 

of perception in close proximity to the arousal and 

perfomance it is supposed to influence will minimize this 



difficulty. The closer proximity that the assessment of 

perception has to the actual performance and arousal the 

more it will control for fabrications, distortions, and 

exclusions of fact (Bandura, 1979). 
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The present study is in the line of comparative 

research which has been successful in both meeting the need 

for epistemological congruency and in identifying the 

specific perceptions which vary according to specific forms 

of emotional arousal and behavioral performance (Hammen & 

Kranz, 1976; Klass, 1981; Smith & Sarason, 1975; Rizley, 

1978) . 

As comparative research, this study does not attempt 

to demonstrate that cognitive perceptions have a causal, 

linear effect on other psychological phenomena. Attempts to 

demonstrate cognitive perceptions as causal elements in a 

linear chain have resulted in a pursuit of pseudoissues 

(Coyne, 1982). 

This study is consonant with research that recog

nizes the need for an understanding of the relationships, 

complex and ever changing, of the person-as-knower to the 

environment as known. 

Population and Procedure 

Participants in this study were male and female under

graduate and graduate students and subjects recruited from the 
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general community at large who were invited to participate 
-

in a study of the relationships of guilt to self-assertion. 

As an incentive to participate in the study, participants 

were offered five, two-hour training sessions on self-

assertion. 

One hundred-twenty-four subjects registered to par

ticipate. Seventy-three actually participated: Thirty-

three graduate students, twenty-three undergraduates and 

seventeen subjects from the community at large. Fifty-

eight participants were female and fifteen were male. The 

median age for the total population was thirty-two. The 

mean age was thirty-three. 

Participants met as a group for the testing session. 

They first completed a standardized test on self-perceived 

ability to perform, in this case perceived ability to refuse 

unreasonable requests (See Appendix B). Then the partici-

pants were presented with eight tape recorded stimulus 

situations (See Appendix C) structured to involve a conflict 

between the pressure brought to bear by an individual's 

request and the participant's desire to refuse. 

After each stimulus situation was presented, the 

participants were asked to respond to a three adjective 

self-report questionnaire of emotion (See Appendix D) to 

determine the levels of guilt and resentment (Klass, 1981). 
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After each stimulus situation was presented a 

second time, the participants were asked to list their 

spontaneous thoughts in response to each stimulus situation. 

Then they were asked three specific questions as to what 

they expected to result if they refused the request. 

Finally, the participants were asked to perform by 

explicitly responding to the request (See Appendix E) . 

Seven independent raters were recruited to judge to 

what degree, if any, the responses fit the hypothesized 

perception categories of tragic expectation, causal attri

bution and perceived helplessness. The raters also judged 

to what degree, if any, the participant's responses in

cluded expressions of resentment and to what degree, if 

any, the participants performed. 

After completing their responses to the eight 

stimulus situations, the participants were asked to respond 

to a general post hoc self-report perception questionnaire 

adapted from Klass (1981) regarding the hypothesized per

ception categories and resentment (See Appendix L) . 

Finally, to identify the relationship of guilt to 

depression the participants were asked to complete the 

Beck Depression Inventory (1967) (See Appendix N) . 

Independent Raters 

Seven independent raters with advanced degrees in 

psychology or an applied discipline were recruited to judge 



the degree that spontaneous responses by participants fit 

the hypothesized categories. 
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These particular raters were selected because, due 

to their field work,they were familiar with the concepts 

behind the hypothesized categories and how these concepts 

are typically verbalized in common parlance. Because of 

this familiarity it was economical in terms of time to 

train the raters. Nevertheless, the raters met for a six

hour training session and worked with practice situations 

until the inter-rater reliability was significantly high. 

A manual for each of the hypothesized categories 

was supplied (See Appendices G, H, I, and J). Each of the 

subjects' responses were judged independently by three of 

the seven raters. 

The consistency among the three rater's judgments 

was determined by means of Cronbach's (1951) formula of 

inter-rater reliability. 

Stimulus Situations 

The eight tape recorded situations were standard

ized items taken from the CRI and from the Measurement of 

Guilt Inventory (Klass, 1981). 

Each situation involved a conflict between a 

stated request and the participantts desire to refuse. The 

situations presented requests from casual acquaintances, 

people hardly known, friends, close friends, neighbors, 
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parents, and employers. A multiple regression of the data 

showed some indications regarding which situations were 

more or less difficult to refuse. 

Perceived Ability to Perform Measures 

The perceived ability to refuse unreasonable 

requests was measured both by a self-report questionnaire: 

The Conflict Resolution Inventory (McFall & Lillesland, 

1971) and an open-ended self-report interview. 

The Conflict Resolution Inventory (CRI) is a 

standardized instrument consisting of 35 descriptions of 

situations involving a variety of requests in which the 

specific circumstances make compliance undesirable for the 

subject (See Appendix B) • 

The items on the measure were developed through 

empirical sampling. While the (CRI) lends itself well to 

quantification, it was designed to address the qualitative 

perceptions each subject generates in the face of the pre

sented challenge and fits the requirements of epistemolo

gical congruency. Participants who scored 18 or higher on 

the non-assertive side of this measure were considered non

assertive and did not perceive themselves capable of refusing 

unreasonable requests on a regular basis. 

The second measure of perceived ability to perform 

was the result of an open-ended self-report interview of 

self-perceived helplessness in view of the specific request 



24 

on each of the eight stimulus situations. According to 

Michenbaum and Cameron (1981), this type of open-ended 

self-report interview, while more onerous to quantify and 

standardize, is more likely to render richer data than the 

self-report questionnaire. 

Guilt Measures 

Guilt in this study was assessed by an empirically 

based three adjective self-report questionnaire of emotion 

adapted from Klass (1981). 

As they encountered the other person's request and 

before agreeing to it or refusing it, the participants were 

asked to rate their immediate emotional responses on the 

three adjective self-report questionnaire. The adjectives 

were sorry for the other person, guilty and resentful of the 

other person on scales rated from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very 

much). The guilt score was the sum of the guilt responses 

across the eight stimulus situations (See Appendix C) . 

Resentment Measure 

Resentment in this study was measured in three ways. 

The first resentment score was taken from the three adjec

tive self-report questionnaire of emotion. The resent

ment score on this measure was the sum of resentment 

responses across the eight situations as recorded on the 

self-report questionnaire (See Appendix C). The second 



measure of resentment was an after-the-fact self-report 

questionnaire (See AppendixL) . 

25 

The third resentment measure was the result of a 

self-report interview. As noted above, the literature on 

self-report evaluation suggests that self-report interviews, 

although more difficult to standardize, render richer data 

and control more strongly for fabrications, distortions, and 

exclusions of fact than do self-report questionnaires 

(Michenbaum & Cameron, 1981). To test the validity of that 

assumption for this study, three independent raters 

evaluated the participants' responses to the stimulus 

situations for expressions of criticism and resentment on a 

scale from 1 (weak) to 5 (very strong) (See Appendix K) . 

A stepwise multiple regression predicting guilt 

from both the self-report questionnaire of resentment and 

the self-report interview of resentment was utilized to 

determine which measure shared maximum variance with guilt. 

Perception Measure 

There were two instruments utilized in this study 

to measure perception. 

The first measure involved an open-ended self-report 

interview on the distorted perceptions hypothesized to be 

involved in guilt: tragic expectation, causal attribution 

and perceived helplessness (See Appendix D) • 
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Participants were presented with the eight tape 

recorded situations used in the guilt and resentment measures 

and asked to imagine themselves actually in the presented 

situation. They were then instructed to list their immediate 

unspoken thought responses to each situation. 

Subjects were also asked what they expected the 

other person to think and feel if they refused the other 

person's request, whether or not they felt responsible for 

the other person's thoughts and feelings and whether or not 

the other person's expected response had any influence on 

the participant's decision to perform or not. 

The participants' responses were standardized by 

means of three independent raters who judged whether or not 

the responses fit the hypothesized categories and to what 

degree. The inter-rater reliability was determined by 

Cronbach's (1951) formula. 

The second measure of perception is a general 

after-the-fact self-report questionnaire (See Appendix L). 

After participants finished listing their spon

taneous thoughts, feelings, and expectations to each of the 

eight tape recorded stimulus situations they were asked to 

respond to an empirically based self-report perception 

questionnaire suggested by Klass (1981), to determine to 

what degree they experienced the hypothesized perceptions 

over the eight situations taken together. 
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This questionnaire consists of forty empirically 

based items (Klass, 1981). Eight items address each of the 

hypothesized perceptions and eight items address criticism 

toward the other person which relates to the resentment 

variable in this study. On a scale from 1 (hardly ever) to 

5 (very often), participants were asked to indicate how 

strongly each perception characterized their thoughts during 

the time they were responding to the eight stimulus situa

tions. Scores for each of the hypoth~sized categories were 

obtained by summing the responses to the relevant items. 

Bandura (1979) proposes that the further away the 

self-report is from the event being measured the less control 

there is over distortions, fabrications, and exclusions of 

the fact. To test this assumption, the two types of self

report instruments were administered at two different times. 

The open-ended self-report interview was done immediately in 

the context of the stimulus situation and the self-report 

questionnaire was done after all stimulus situations were 

completed. 

A stepwise multiple regression predicting guilt 

from both instruments was utilized to determine which 

instrument is the better predictor of guilt. 

Performance Measure 

Performance was operationalized in terms of the 

participant successfully refusing the unreasonable request. 
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After listening to each stimulus situation the participants 

were asked to respond directly to the unreasonable request 

(See Appendix D) . 

Depression Measur~s 

The Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, 1967) was 

chosen as the most practical, reliable and valid self

report measure of depression currently available (See 

Appendix N) . 

Although there is some question about the sensitivity 

of all standardized self-report measures (Carroll, Fielding & 

Blashki, 1973), the BDI addresses the cognitive elements of 

depression which fit well the requirements of this study. 

Test and Measurement 

To maximize the results of this study both a 

mUltiple regression and an analysis of variance were used to 

interpret the data. 

The analyses of variance was attempted on all the 

hypotheses for the purpose of determining the interaction and 

main effect of the independent variables; The data, however, 

did not meet the assumptions necessary for the use of 

ANOVA. Preliminary analysis indicated a violation of the 

homogeneity of variance assumption. The data was 

collapsed and not maximized, and the quality and quantity of 

potential information was reduced. 



A multiple regression was employed to utilize all 

the elements of the distribution and not just the high and 

low ends. This way of analyzing the data more readily 

identified the predictor variables of guilt. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This study was designed to investigate the relation

ship of expected outcomes with their fabrications, distor

tions and exclusions of fact to self-perceptions about per

formance ability (self-perceived efficacy) and actual 

behavioral performance. Outcome expectancy was conceptualizd 

in terms of guilt. Self-perceived efficacy was conceptual

ized in terms of the individual's self-perceived ability to 

refuse unreasonable requests. Performance itself was 

conceptualized in terms of the individual's actual per

formance in refusing the unreasonable requests. 

Seventy-three subjects participated in the study. 

Seven independent raters working in triads judged whether or 

not and to what degree the participants' responses fit the 

hypothesized categories. Since no other system of weights 

will yield a higher correlation between the criterion 

variable and the weighted sums of the predictor variables 

than a multiple correlation coefficient (Ferguson, 1981), 

a stepwise multiple regression was used to analyze the data. 

Multiple correlation squared is the proportion of the 

variance in the dependent criterion variable which can be 
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attributed to the predictor variables. A test of signifi

cance was applied to R2 which rendered an F ratio. In 

2 this study, R was the measure of strength of the 

association between guilt as the criterion variable and the 

various predictor variables. 

Reliability Estimates for the Stimulus Situations 

Reliability estimates for the eight tape recorded 

situations are shown in Table 1. All eight situations 

exhibited acceptable levels of internal consistency 

indicating that each item in a given scale is measuring the 

same construct consistently. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient 

was used to measure the internal consistency. Clearly, 

causal attribution (alpha=.78), and tragic expectation 

(alpha=.76) were the most reliable instruments utilized in 

the study. Resentment as measured by the self-report 

questionnaire (alpha=.67) was the least reliable. For 

purposes of this study anything above .60 was considered 

acceptable. 

The participants' responses to the stimulus 

situations were standardized by means of three independent 

raters who judged to what degree the participants' responses 

fit the hypothesized categories (See Appendix E). Estimates 

of inter-rater reliability ranged from .92 to .98 across 

all eight situations. 
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Table l. Reliability estimates for stimulus situations. 

N of 
Scale Mean SD Items Alpha** 

Guilt* 3.39 .72 

Resentment * 3.61 .72 

Sorry* 3.39 .72 

Tragic Expectation 3.21 .57 

Causal Attribution 2.62 .74 

Perceived Helplessness 2.59 .74 

Performance 2.63 .60 

Resentment 2.60 .55 

*Self-reported questionnaire measures 
**Cronbach's (1~51) Alpha coefficient) 
Self-reported interview measures (unmarked) 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

Convergent/Divergent Valididty of the Measures 

Validity estimates of all the measures are pre-

.75 

.70 

.73 

.78 

.76 

.72 

.72 

.67 

sented in Table 2. Twelve of the fourteen scales exhibited 

significant correlational levels of convergent validity 

indicating the degree to which two or more scales signi-

cantly correlate and accurately measur~ the same construct. 

The performance scale, as expected, exhibited significant 

negative correlation coefficients when compared across the 

different situations, indicating to what degree this scale 

accurately measures how the "performance" construct differs 
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Table 2. Zero-order correlations within and between the 
before and after the fact questionnaire assess
ments and the open-ended interview assessments. 

" " " " r:: .. r:: r:: r:: " 0 GI 0 r:: 0 0 GI ... r:: ... 0 ... ... r:: CD ... .. ... ... r:: ... ... ... ... " U ... os '0" " r:: 0 , ... z r:: os " 'al~ r:: r:: ... GIGI ,Q GI ... ... " 0 OJ ... ,Q .. OJ 

~ 
U > .... ... li .. u .... ... li U ... > .... e li U OJ ... g, ..... " "'0 ~ U OJ ..... ...g, ... g, GI .... os ... r:: OJ ...." ... r:: ... g, os ... OJ .... 0 C >-CIl 1>1" UGI " ... GI .. ... OJ 0 .... GI 1>1" " ... UOJ ... OJ .. Z 1IIr.! .. = ~< " g, r::a:: ~ ... .. 1IIr.! ,,< .. = .. 01 .. r.! .. GI OJ ! 0 ... " OJ .. III GI OJ GI 0 t:1 ~ '" tJ a:: tJ <1.1 t:1 a:: ~ tJ '" '" a:: <1.1 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Tragic 
Expectations .86 .85 .58 .48 .58 .60 .56 .48 .57 .53 -.53 .54 .50 

Perceived 
Helplessness .87 .47 .46 .63 .63 

Causal 
.63 .40 .58 .52 -.55 .57 .55 

Attributions .47 .48 .63 .58 .40 .52 .52 .54 -.54 .52 .55 
Resentment .30 .21 .23 .36 .25 .17 .21 -.16 .41 .32 Depression .41 .19 .39 .37 .26 .32 -.29 .43 .22 Conflict- .66 .53 .48 .69 .60 -.65 .49 .55 Resolution 

INTERVIEN 

Guilt 
.69 .76 .87 .85 -.89 .70 .63 Resentment (S-R) - .55 .66 .64 -.65 .02 .50 

Tragic 
.78 .82 Expectation -.81 .71 .52 

Causal 
.88 Attribution -.89 .71 .59 

Perceived - .89 .70 .58 
Helplessness 

Performance - -.65 -.62 
Resentment (Judged) -.44 
Sorry 

R>.19; p<.05 
Re·.27; p<.Ol 
R>.30; p<.005 
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from the other constructs. The data reflect a high cross

validation within and between all the scales except for the 

post factum self-report questionnaire of resentment which 

did not significantly correlate with causal attribution (.17) 

or performance (-.16) as measured by the self-report 

interview. 

Results 

Hypothesis 1 stated that scores on the self

preceived efficacy measure will predict performance in 

terms of successfully refusing unreasonable requests. 

The results are presented in Table 3. The CRI 

which is a self-report questionnaire significantly predicted 

performance [F(2,70)=7.64; p<.Ol] and hence the data 

supported the hypothesis. An unhypothesized result of the 

investigation pertinent to this question indicated that 

self-perceived helplessness (SPH), which was measured by an 

open-ended self-report interview was a more robust measure of 

self-perceived efficacy and a more potent predictor of per

formance than the CRI, which supports the view that open

ended self-report interviews render richer data than self

report questionnaires (Michenbaum & Cameron, 1981). SPH 

accounted for 78% of the variance in performance and although 

the CRI did predict performance it accounted for only 3 per

cent of the variance above and beyond SPH. 
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Table 3. Results of stepwise multiple regression analysis 
predicting performance from perceived helpless
ness and conflict-resolution. 

Step entered Multiple R 

Perceived helplessness .89 

Conflict-resolution .90 

df-2,70 

.78 

.81 

Beta F 

-.78 137.41 

-.18 7.64 

Hypothesis 2 stated that scores on the self-per-

ceived efficacy measure will vary according to scores on the 

guilt measure. 

The results of this analysis are presented in 

Table 4. 

Self-perceived efficacy was a significant predictor 

of guilt [F(1,70)=96.80; p<.Ol] thus, the data supported the 

hypothesis. For purposes of parsimony, self-perceived 

helplessness, which is the result of an open-ended self-

report interview, was also used as a measure of self-per-

ceived efficacy and as a predictor variable. Similar to the 

findings in hypothesis 1, SPH was a more robust measure of 

self-perceived efficacy and a more potent predictor variable 

than the CRI. In this case, self-perceived helplessness 

shared 85% of the variance with the criterion-variable, 

guilt. The CRI added another 3% to the shared variance 

[F(2,70)=9.85; p<.Ol]. 
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Table 4. Results of stepwise multiple regression analysis 
predicting guilt from perceived helplessness and 
conflict-resolution. 

Step entered Multiple R Beta F 

Perceived helplessness 

Conflict-resolution 

.85 

.87 

.73 

.76 

.72 

.23 

96.80 

9.85 

df-2,70 

Hypothesis 3 stated that scores on the guilt measure 

will vary according to scores on the resentment measure. 

The results have been placed in Table 5 for 

clarification and examination. 

Table 5. Results of the stepwise multiple regression 
predicting guilt from questionnaire resentment 
and interview resentment. 

Step Entered Multiple R Beta F 

Interview resentment .70 .50 .43 9.31 

Questionnaire resentment .73 .53 .33 5.41 

df=2,70 

Resentment, as measured by the open-ended self-

report interview, shared 50 percent [F(1,70)=9.32;p<.01] of 

the variance with guilt. Resentment as measured by the self-

report questionnaire added another 3 percent [F(1,70)=5.41; 

p<.05] to the shared variance. The results indicated that 



both interview and questionnaire resentment were potent 

predictors of guilt. Once again, the data supported the 

hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis 4 stated that scores on the depression 

measure will vary according to scores on the guilt measure. 

A Pearson product-moment correlation was used to 

test this relationship. The resultant coefficient, r=.19, 

is statistically significant at the .05 level, thus 

supporting hypothesis 4. However, the issue of practical 

versus statistical significance should be mentioned. 

Specifically, when the correlation coefficient is squared 

(r2=.036), depression and guilt share less than four per-

cent common variance leaving ninty-six percent of the 

variance unexplained. From this practical perspective, 

little can be said about the relationship between guilt 

and depression. 

Hypothesis 5 has three parts. Hypothesis SA stated 

that perception scores of tragic expectation will vary 

according to guilt scores. 5B stated that perception 

scores of causal attribution will vary according to guilt 

scores. 5C stated that self-perceived helplessness 

scores will vary according to guilt scores. 

SA - Tragic Expectations 

To examine the relationship between tragic expec

tation and guilt, a Pearson correlation coefficient was 
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calculated (R=.76 p<.Ol). The perception of tragic expec

tation shared 57% (R
2
=.57) of the variance with the total 

guilt scores which is statistically significant (p<.001). 

The data supported the hypothesis. 

A multiple correlation technique was utilized to 

determine which of the stimulus situations provoked tragic 

expectations. The results are shown in Table 6. 

Situation 8, which involved a conflict with an employer 

(all stimulus situations are presented in Appendix C) 

provoked a tragic expectation which shared 35% of the 

variance with guilt (R2=.35; F(1,70=10.41<.01). Situation 

6 which involved a conflict with parents provoked a tragic 

expectation which added 12% to the variance (R2=47; 

F(2,71)=7.67<.Ol). Situation 5 which involved a conflict 

around personal responsibility added another 4% to the 

variance (R2=58;F(3,70)=5.63<.01). Although the remaining 

situations correlate significantly (p<.05 or better) they 

do not add significantly to the variance in the criterion 

variable when all eight situations are taken together. 
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Table 6. Predict guilt from TEl to TE8. 

Step entered Multiple R Beta F 

TE 8 .59 .35 .31 10.41** 
(Employer) 

TE 6 .68 .47 .25 7.67** 
(Parent) 

TE 3 .73 .54 .14 2.06 
(Friend) 

TE 5 .76 .58 .21 5.63** 
(Unknown) 

TE 2 .78 .61 .14 2.85* 
(Employer) 

TE 4 .78 .61 .09 0.91 
(Acquaintance) 

TE 7 .78 .61 .03 0.13 
(Casual 
acquaintance) 

TE 1 .78 .61 .02 0.07 
(Friend) 

df=8,64 for full model 
*p<.05 

**p<.Ol 
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5B - Causal Attribution 

To examine the relationships of the perception 

causal attribution to guilt, a Pearson C~rrelation 

Coefficient was calculated (R=.87 p<.Ol) •. Causal attri

bution shared 76% (R2=.76) of the variance with guilt. 

The data supported the hypothesis that causal attribution 

is a distorted perception that significantly varies with 

and predicts guilt. 

A stepwise multiple regression was used to 

determine which situations provoked perceptions of causal 

attribution that shared variance with guilt. The results 

are summarized in Table 7. 

Six of the eight situations shared and added to 

the variation in guilt at the .01 level of significance. 

Situation 4 which involved a conflict with a person 

hardly known and Situation 5, which involved a conflict of 

personal responsibility for one's commitments, although 

significantly correlating with guilt, did not significantly 

add to the predictive power of the regression model. 
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Table 7. Predict guilt from CAl to CA8. 

Step entered Multiple R Beta F 

CA 6 .61 .38 .17 16.80** 
(Parent) 

CA 3 .76 .58 .22 10.07** 
(Friend) 

CA 8 .82 .68 .23 14.40** 
(Employer) 

CA 1 .85 .73 .21 11.49** 
(Friend) 

CA 2 .87 .76 .18 7.75** 
(Employer) 

CA 7 .88 .79 .19 8.33** 
(Casual acquaintance) 

CA 5 .89 .79 .07 0.87 
(Unknown) 

CA 4 .89 .79 .03 0.24 
(Acquaintance) 

df=8,64 
*p<.05 

**p<.Ol 

5C - Self-Perceived Helplessness 

To examine the relationship of self-perceived 

helplessness to guilt, a Pearson correlation coefficient 

was calculated (R=.86 p<.Ol). Self-perceived helplessness 

shared 73% (R2=.73) of the variance with guilt. The data 

supported the hypothesis that self-perceived helplessness 



is a distorted perception which significantly varies with 

and predicts guilt. 
-

A stepwise multiple regression was calculated to 
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identify which stimulus situations provoked perceptions of 

helplessness that significantly predicted the criterion 

variable. The results are shown in Table 8. Four of the 

stimulus situations provoked self-perceptions of helpless-

ness which shared or added to the variance in guilt at the 

.01 level of significance or better. Situations 2 and 5 

added 2 percent to the variance (p<.05) and although they 

each correlated significantly with guilt at the .01 

confidence level or better, Situations 1 and 4 did not 

contribute anything to the variation in guilt. 
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Table 8. Predict guilt from SPH1 to SPH8. 

Step entered Multiple R Beta F 

SPH 8 0.65 0.42 0.36 25.46** 
(Employer) 

SPH 3 0.77 0.60 0.26 15.11** 
(Friend) 

SPH 6 0.83 0.69 0.22 11.78** 
(Parent) 

SPH 7 0.85 0.72 0.17 7.04** 
(Casual acquaintance) 

SPH 5 0.86 _ 0.74 0.14 4.50* 
(Unknown) 

SPH 2 0.78 0.76 0.12 3.62 
(Employer) 

SPH 1 0.87 0.96 0.08 1. 40 
(Friend) 

SPH 4 0.87 0.76 0.04 0.54 , 

(Acquaintance) 

df=8,64 
*p<.05 

**p<.Ol 

Because the data supported the five experimental 

hypotheses, they also gave support to the general hypothesis 

that outcome expectations, which include distorted 

cognitive perceptions and emotional arousal, influence self-

perceptions about performance ability as well as performance 

in itself. 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND CONCLUSIONS 

Discussion and Implications 

The stated purpose of this study was to investigate 

the relationship of cognitively perceived outcome expectan

cies to self-perceptions about performance ability and 

actual behavioral performance. Outcome expectancy was 

conceptualized in terms of guilt which, contrary to 

traditional notions, was not considered as a purely 

affective disorder but rather a phenomenon that also entails 

distorted cognitive perceptions. Self-perceived performance 

ability and actual performance were conceptualized in terms 

of refusing unreasonable requests. Five specific hypotheses 

were developed to investigate these general questions. 

Results were all in the predicted direction indicating the 

significance of the proposed general relationships. 

Bandura and his associates (1977b) proposed that 

self-perceived efficacy influences both behavioral per

formance and outcome expectancies. This proposal was the 
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result of a study on snake phobia which does not appear 

to be a conflict met with any great daily frequency by 

very many people. On the contrary, the challenge of 

meeting unreasonable requests is a conflict encountered 

frequently by many in daily social exchange. The data 

strongly supports Bandura's viewpoint and indicates that 

it generalizes to a greater population than snake phobic 

individuals. 

The sample population used in this study is both 

a strength and a weakness. Subjects were not screened 

for the purpose of selecting a particular type of popu

lation: depressed, guilty, snake phobic, resentful, or 

whatever. Subjects volunteered for various reasons. 

Some were interested in participating in research. Some 

wanted to learn. Some wanted to participate in a self

assertion study. The subjects were from various walks of 

life and ages varied from nineteen to sixty-three. It is 

possible that the resulting data would have more strongly 

supported the hypotheses, especially the relationship of 

guilt to depression hypothesis, if the volunteers had 

been screened and a sample of severely depressed or 

guilty subjects were selected. 

The argument that outcome-expectancy does not 

influence self-perceptions of performance ability 
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(Bandura, 1979) was inconsistent with the data generated 

in this study. Outcome expectancies in terms of guilt and 

the distorted perceptions involved in guilt significantly 

predicted self-perceived efficacy and actual performance. 

Actually, the strongest relationship indicated in the 

entire study was the negative correlation between per

formance and guilt. More is said about this result below. 

When commenting on outcome expectancy, however, 

Bandura (1979) refers to Tolman's (1932) conception which 

is rooted in the contingency learning model which proposes 

that behavioral performance is automatically shaped by 

the environment without the influence of self-reflection 

or cognitive perception. The empirical resuits of this 

study lend support to the recipricol determinism model 

which proposes that outcome expectancy, with its 

distortions, fabrications and exclusions of fact, 

influences self-perceived efficacy, performance and 

emotional arousal. The data further supports Coyne's 

(1982) contention that it would be tautological to pursue 

arguments regarding linear causality in a recipricol 

determinism model of behavior. 

There are indications in the literature 

(Michenbaum & Cameron, 1981) that measurement of cognitive 

perception ultimately rests on some form of self-report. 

This study utilized both standardized self-report 
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questionnaires, which are administered before or after the 

fact, and are limited to well defined preconceived response 

categories, and open-ended self-report interviews which, 

although more difficult to standardize, render richer data 

and control better for fabricated and distorted responses 

(Michenbaum & Cameron, 1981). As indicated on the Table of 

Convergent Validity (See Table 2), this was true in every 

instance. The overall pattern of results lends convergent 

and discriminant validity to the preferred use of open

ended self-report interviews. The resulting quality and 

quantity of data were far superior to that rendered by the 

use of the preconceived standardized self-report question

naires. The wealth of information was well worth the incon

venience of training judges to the point where they could 

consistently and reliably rate the participant's spon

taneous responses. 

The post hoc general self-report questionnaire of 

perception, although significant, was the most inferior 

measure in this study which supports Bandura's (1977) 

conjecture that the further away the assessment of 

cognitive perception is to the actual stimulation and 

performance the less it will control for fabrications, 

distortions and exclusions of fact. 

One conceivable drawback that deserves attention 

and has potential implications for future research was 
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the fact that the stimulus situations were standardized 

and to some degree preconceived by researchers and, 

hypothetically, it would be more relevant if conflict 

situations taken from the participant's current daily 

experiences were used as stimulus situations. It is 

possible that data gathered in this way would more 

validly and reliably control for fabrications, 

distortions and exclusions of fact. The results of this 

study seem to warrant an empirical investigation of this 

possibility. 

As mentioned above, guilt in this study was 

negatively correlated with performance. It was the 

strongest correlation in the study and indicates that in 

certain cases guilt significantly predicts inhibited 

behavioral performance. 

This result is consistant with the clinical 

observation (Goulding & Goulding, 1980) that dysphoria 

does not lead to an appropriate activity suitable to 

resolve the conflict, but rather to a state of agitation 

which is a pseudo-activity where the subject covertly 

bothers him/herself wishing and hoping that the other will 

change and not make the request. Specific covert thoughts 

such as, "don't do this to me," "don't put me on the spot," 

"Oh, no!" "I wish they would go away," which were recorded 

on the self-report interview form, reflect this type of 



agitation. This is a pseudo-activity because it does 

little if anything to appropriately address and resolve 

the conflict and leaves the subject stuck. 

While the empirical data in this study supports 

this clinical observation ih terms of guilt, it leaves 

open the question regarding other forms of dysporia. 
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The proposed relationship between guilt and 

depression was statistically supported by the data lending 

further credence to the argument that awkwardness and 

discomfort in self-assertion is associated with 

depression (Lewinsohn & Lee, 1981). Practically speaking 

depression shared only four percent of the variance in 

guilt. This too is congruent with Lewinsohn and Lee's 

(1981) observation that not all depressed individuals 

lack the same social skills. There seem to be many 

large individual differences in the specific nature of 

the social interaction problems of the depressed which 

warrant empirical investigation. 

The clinically observed (Perls, 1969) relation

ship of depression to resentment received both statis

tical and practical support at highly significant levels. 

This finding seems to justify the argument that 

depression in some cases might be a screen feeling for 

resentment which the subject is either not aware of or 

is for whatever reason, reluctant to express. This 
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finding also seems to justify clinical investigations into 

the link between depression and resentment in depressed 

individuals. 

What has been said about the relationship of 

resentment and depression can also be said about the 

relationship of resentment to guilt. The data rendered 

strong support for their proposed relationship at highly 

significant levels which is inconsistant with the 

argument that critical attitudes toward the other would 

lessen inhibited refusal performance (Bandura et al., 1977). 

This finding, however, is consistant with the implications 

of Klass' (1981) study. Both resentment and guilt 

correlated significantly with poor performance. 

Is all guilt dysfunctional and maladaptive? Does 

guilt serve any positive function? 

The data here suggests that in dysfunctional guilt 

the individual cognitively fabricates, distorts and 

excludes facts. The dysfunctionally guilty tend to 

fabricate an expected response from the other that 

involves a "tragedy" of sorts: "They will be hurt," 

"They will think I'm an inconsiderate, irresponsible 

person," "They will leave me, disown me, 9'0 crazy or die." 

In light of this fabricated outcome expectancy, the 

guilty individual excludes some facts by switching 

accountability and causally attributing to self, 



responsibility for the other personts decisions and 

response patterns. The dysfunctionally guilty do not 
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seem to attend to the fact that the other person's think

ing, feeling, response patterns have been uniquely self

developed and in most cases pre-date the present 

relationships. The empirical results suggest that like the 

depressed (Beck, 1974), the guilty also exaggerate their 

own importance by exhibiting an egocentric and primitive 

notion of causality believing themselves responsible for 

whatever goes wrong in their world. Then, in view of the 

fabricated tragic outcome and the tendency to attribute 

to self, accountability for it, the dysfunctionally 

guilty inhibit themselves from performing and in a distorted 

way complete the switch of accountability by blaming the 

other person for causing this sense of incapacitation 

and thereby find reason to resent the respondent. 

The results of this study point to the possibility 

that in the case of functional guilt the individual 

acknowledges that he/she has in someway committed an 

injustice for which he/she is factually responsible and 

accountable. In this phenomenology, there are no distorted 

perceptions or switches of accountability and the consequent 

affect does not incapacitate the individual in a state of 

useless agitation or pseudo-activity but functionally 
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assists him or her to take the necessary action to correct 

the injustices (Janssens, 1962). The results of this study 

suggest the further need for an empirically based analysis 

of functional guilt. 

As the various tape recorded stimulus situations 

suggest, the results of this study apply to a multitude of 

social situations: the work place, family life, educational 

settings, romantic situations, close friendships, and 

casual acquaintances. 

The clinical application of these results to 

marriage and family therapy is particularly noteworthy. 

There are times when a particular family member or spouse 

may feel too guilty or inhibited to say or do what is 

appropriate. Because he expects his wife to storm (tragic 

expectation) and because he believes that he will have 

caused the expected thunder and lightning (causal attri

bution), a husband often inadvertantly surrenders all his 

options assuming that he canlt perform and that the only 

chance left to him is either to separate or to live with 

little spontaneity in an inhibited, resentful lifestyle. 

In this circumstance, the husband unknowingly responds to 

his distorted cognitive perceptions as though they are 

facts and, as the data indicates, begins to resent his 

wife for "making him feel" inhibited, guilty, depressed, etc. 
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In this way the individual unknowingly becomes a victim of 

his/her own privately created logic (Adler, i968). 

In many cases the tragic expectation is not 

fabricated. If she appropriately challenges her husband to 

face a fact, a wife may "know" that he will storm. Knowing 

that he will storm and causing the storm, however, are not 

the same and the guilty often fail to make this discrimi

nation. Empirical indications (McFall & Lillesland, 1971) 

and clinical observations (Goulding & Goulding, 1980) 

indicate that when the distorted perceptions investigated 

in this study are successfully addressed and altered, the 

individual then has the opportunity to discriminate proper 

areas of accountability and consequently has the oppor

tunity to reclaim the options surrendered to rigid, 

automatic thinking. He is free then either to refuse or 

comply with the unreasonable request. Dissolving the 

family or living sullenly in mutual resentment then are no 

longer the only possible solutions. 

The clinically observed relationship of resentment 

to guilt distorted perception and inhibited performance 

had not been empirically investigated before this study. 

The empirical data indicate that these phenomena are 

strongly related and that further research in this area is 

both appropriate and clinically pertinent to marriage and 

family therapy. 
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Conclusions 

The statistical results of analyzing the five 

hypotheses in this study indicate that guilt is not only an 

affective disorder, but that it entails distorted cognitive 

perceptions which do influence performance as well as self

perceptions about performance ability. Further investi

gation of the relationship between distorted cognitive 

perception, the various forms of dysphoria in general and 

behavioral performance seems warranted. This present study 

points to the potential rewards of such an effort. 
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The following appendices indicate how the 

measurements were described and what instructions were 

given to the participants. 
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Name 

Address 

Phone 

Age 

Sex 

Graduate Student 

undergraduate 

other 

ASSERTIVENESS TRAINING 

Research Project 
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CONFLICT RESOLUTION INVENTORY 

Directions: 

Read each situation carefully. Decide which of the 

five responses (A-E below) you would be most likely 

to make if the situation actually happened to you. 

Mark the response you select by circling the appro

priate letter. Consider each situation separately, 

not letting your reaction to one situation influence 

your reaction to other ones. 

Alternative Responses 

A. I would refuse and would not feel bad about 

doing so. 

B. I would refuse but would feel uncomfortable 

about doing so. 

C. I would not refuse but I would feel uncomfortable 

because I didn't. 

D. I would not refuse even though I might prefer to 

but wouldn't be particularly upset because I 

didn't. 

E. I would not refuse because it seems to be a 

reasonable request. 



eRI Situations 

1. Suppose you want to sell a book for $20.00. A mere 

acquaintance of yours says that he/she really needs 

the book, can't find it anywhere, and can only pay 

$8.00 for it. You are sure that you can easily get 

$20.00 for it. 
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2. Suppose it were a friend who needed the book, but you 

were broke and needed $20.00 to pay off a debt. 

3. Suppose it were a mere acquaintance who needed the 

book, but you were broke and needed the $20.00 to pay 

off a debt. 

4. A friend of yours asks you to go with him/her to get 

something to eat and you know that he/she will not go 

if you refuse to accompany him/her. 

5. Suppose a casual acquaintance asks you to go with him/ 

her to get something to eat; you know that he/she will 

not go if you refuse to accompany him/her, but you 

have just finished eating. 
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6. Your roommate is constantly borrowing money from you 

in order to buy cokes, but he/she never pays you back. 

You are getting rather annoyed at this and have 

decided to stop lending them out to him/her. Now 

he/she asks to borrow a quarter. 

7. Suppose this person were merely an acquaintance from 

down the hall who kept borrowing quarters and not 

repaying them. 

8. Suppose your roommate is constantly borrowing money 

from you in order to buy cokes, but he/she never pays 

you back. You are getting rather annoyed at this 

and have decided to stop handing them out to him/her 

and besides you're really low on money and have put 

yourself on a tight budget. 

9. An acquaintance of yours is going to fly home over the 

weekend and will have to miss a class on Friday. Even 

though you are not enrolled in that class, he/she 

asks as a favor that you go to the class and take notes 

on Friday (you are free at that hour) . 



10. Suppose it were a close friend who asks for this 

favor, but you are somewhat pressed for study time 

since you have an exam on Friday. 

11. Suppose a casual acquaintance asks the favor, but 

you have an exam Friday afternoon. 

12. A slight acquaintance of yours asks to borrow $5 

until next week. You have the money, but you would 

have to postpone buying something you wanted until 

the loan was repaid. 

13. A student you do not know well is chairman of the 

dorm's fund-raising campaign. He/she catches you 

when you don't have anything special to do, and 

asks you to help out by soliciting room-to-room 

for about 3 hours. 

14. Suppose that your roommate is the fund-raising 

chairman, but that he/she needs your help right 

when you should be studying for an exam. 

15. Suppose the chairman, who is someone you don't know 

too well, needs your help right when you should be 

studying for an exam. 
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16. A friend in one of your classes borrowed your 

class notes several weeks ago, then failed to 

return them at the next class, thus forcing you to 

take notes on scrap paper. Now he/she is asking 

to borrow your notes again. 

17. Suppose that the person who borrowed your notes 

were someone you had only met in class and did not 

know too well. 

18. Suppose that it is your friend who is asking to 

borrow your notes again, but that there is going 

to be an exam on the next day of class. 

19. Suppose that your classroom acquaintance is now 

asking you to borrow your notes again, but the 

exam is scheduled for the next day of class. 
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20. You live in a dorm. Suppose someone whom you don't 

know calls on your phone one night. He/she says 

that the phone of the person he/she is trying to 

reach seems to be out of order. He/she asks if 

you would go get this person. You don't even know 

the person the caller is trying to reach, and you 

are expecting an important phone call yourself. 
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21. A class project has been planned. There are several 

things left to do before the project is finished, but 

instead of asking the other members to do the work, 

the chairman, whom you hardly know, asks if you 

would help him/her do i-t. You have already done your 

share of the work. 

22. Suppose the chairman who asks you to finish the 

project, were your best friend, but that you have 

already done your share of the work and had made 

plans to do something else. 

23. Suppose the chairman, who asks you to help finish the 

project was someone whom you hardly knew, and that 

you had already done your share of the work and had 

made plans to do something else. 

24. A person you do not know very well is going home for 

the weekend. He/she has some books which are due at 

the library and he/she asks if you would take them 

back for him/her, so they won't be overdue. From 

where you live it is a 25 minute walk to the library. 

The books are heavy, and you hadn't planned on going 

near the library that weekend. 
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25. You have volunteered to help someone, whom you hardly 

know, to do some charity work. He/she really needs 

your help, but when he/she calls to arrange a time, it 

turns out that you are in the middle of exams. 

26. You know you have a lot of schoolwork to do, but an 

acquaintance of yours, whom you do not know very well, 

asks you to go to a concert with him/her. 

27. You are studying for an exam but your best friend 

asks you to go to a concert with him/her. He/she 

suggests that if you were a true friend you would go. 

28. What if you are studying for an exam and it was some

one you hardly knew who asked you to go with him/her 

to the concert. 

29. You have been standing in the ticket line at the 

movie theatre for about 20 minutes. Just as you are 

getting close to the box office, three people, who 

you know only slightly from your neighborhood, come 

up to you and ask if you would let them "cut in" 

in front of you. 



30. You are in the thick of studying for exams when a 

person whom you knew only slightly comes to your 

door and says, "I'm tired of studying. Mind if I 

come in and take a break for a while?" 

31. You and two close friends are looking for a 4th 

person with whom to share an apartment. Now your 

two roommates come to you and say that they have 

found someone they would like to ask. However, you 

know this person and secretly dislike him/her. 
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32. On your way back to your residence you meet a slight 

acquaintance who asks you to carry a heavy package 

home for him/her since he/she is not going home for 

a while, but it would be quite cumbersome, since you 

are carrying packages of your own. 
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33. A friend of yours comes to your door selling magazine 

subscriptions. He/she says it would be a personal 

favor if you bought one since he/she is trying 

to win a scholarship in a sales contest. He/she 

is offering a good price, but you are only mildly 

interested in the magazines being sold. 

34. In the above situation, suppose that you not only 

couldn't find any especially interesting magazines 

on your friend's list, but that you also felt that 

they were slightly overpriced. 

35. A young high school boy comes to your door selling 

magazine subscriptions. He says it would really 

help him if you would buy one since he is competing 

for a college scholarship. You can't find any 

especially interesting magazines on his list, and in 

any case, you feel they are slightly overpriced. 
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CONFLICT RESOLUTION INVENTORY 

Answer Sheet 

I. A B C D E 

2. A B C D E 

3. A B C D E 

4. A B C D E 

5. A B C D E 

6. A B C D E 

7. A B C D E 

8. A B C D E 

9. A B C D E 

10. A B C D E 

II. A B C D E 

12. A B C D E 

13. A B C D E 

14. A B C D E 

15. A B C D E 

16. A B C D E 

17. A B C D E 

18. A B C D E 

19. A B C D E 

20. A B C D E 

2I. A B C D E 
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22. A B C D E 

23. A B C D E 

24. A B C D E 

25. A B C D E 

26. A B C D E 

27. A B C D E 

28. A B C D E 

29. A B C D E 

30. A B C D E 

31- A B C D E 

32. A B C D E 

33. A B C D E 

34. A B C D E 

35. A B C D E 
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The following situations were tape recorded using a 

male and female voice. The recordings were used to provoke 

thoughts and emotions experienced in conflict situations. 

The method of presentation is described in Appendix E. 



Stimulus Situations 

Practice: You want to sell a book for 20 

dollars. A casual acquaintance of yours comes up to 

you and says, "Gee, I really need the book and I can't 

find it anywhere, but the problem is, I can only pay 

8 dollars. (Female narrator; female speaker) 

1. A friend of yours comes to your door selling 

magazine subscriptions. She says, "It would really be a 

big help if you would buy one, since I'm trying to win a 

college scholarship." You can't find any especially 

interesting magazines on her list, and in any case, you 

feel that they are slightly overpriced. You know you 

don't really want to buy a subscription. (Male narrator; 

female speaker) 
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2. Several months ago, you let your employer know 

you were looking for a better job, and he seemed to under

stand. You just told him you've found the job you were 

looking for and are committed to start there in a few 

weeks. He looks very upset and says, "But I've been 

depending on you. You're so stable and reliable, the best 

worker we have. Can't you stay?" You really want to move 

on. (Female narrator; male speaker) 



3. You're studying for an exam when your best 

friend calls and asks you to go to a concert. Your 

friend strongly implies that if you were really a good 

friend, you'd go with them. But you have a lot of 

studying to do, and you'd rather do the studying. (Male 

narrator) 

4. You've just returned from eating lunch. A 

person you know very slightly comes up to you and says, 

III was thinking of going and getting something to eat. 

Would you like to come along? I really don't like 

eating alone. II You would rather not go, since you've 

just eaten, and you'd rather not spend more time just 

sitting around in small talk. (Male narrator; female 

speaker) 

I 5. You volunteered to help someone who is a 

new acquaintance to do some charity work. This person 

really needs you to help, but when she calls to arrange 

a time, it turns out that you are in the middle of exams. 

She says, lIyou volunteered to help, and we really need 

your help tomorrow. Isn't there any time you can make 

it?1I You are not excited about doing it. (Male 

narrator; female speaker) 

6. One weekday, you're chatting with your 

parents on the telephone, and your mother says, IIWe're 

free next weekend, and we'd really like to see you. How 
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about corning and visiting us?" You've been making plans 

with some friends to spend the weekend together although 

your plans aren't definite yet. You'd rather not visit 

your parents then. (Male narrator; female speaker) 

7. You've spent time casually with a person of 

the opposite sex whom you like as a friend. Now you 

realize the person has been viewing you romantically. 

While you enjoy the person as a friend, you definitely 

are not feeling romantic feelings. That person calls 

and invites you to spend a weekend alone with them in a 

cabin in the mountains. Given the implications, you 

don't want to go. 

B. You work part-time in an office in the after

noon. At four-thirty one afternoon, as you are looking 

forward to going horne and anticipating an evening out at 

a concert with some friends, your boss asks you if you 

would mind working overtime that night. 
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Emotion Measure 

Instructions 

In this part of the study, a number of social 

situations will be presented briefly on tape. In each 

situation, you may feel "put on the spot." 

Some have also been described on the situations 

questionnaire and others are different. Some of the 

situations may be ones you have experienced, and others 

may not be familiar to you. 
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In either case, as you listen to each description, 

place yourself in the situation. Pay attention to your 

thoughts and feelings as you imagine yourself participating 

in the situation. When the description ends, read through 

the list of feelings and circle a number to the right of 

each feeling which best describes how you'd feel in this 

situation. Be sure to circle a number for each feeling 

listed. 

The following is an example. After you take a 

few seconds to imagine yourself actually in the situation 

described on the tape, read through the feelings below and 

circle the number to the right of each feeling which best 

describes how you'd feel. 
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(The stimulus situation used as an example is labeled 

"practice" in Appendix C.) 

A. Sorry for the 1 2 3 4 5 6 

other person Not at all Somewhat Very 

B. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Not at all Somewhat Very 

C. Resentful 1 2 3 4 5 6 

toward other Not at all Somewhat Very 

person for 

asking 

much 

much 

much 

The above circles indicate that in this situation 

you're somewhat sorry for the other person, quite guilty, 

and slightly resentful. 

There are no right or wrong answers. Just choose 

the responses which best describe your own reactions. 

7 

7 

7 
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STIMULUS SITUATIONS 

RESPONSE FORM 

FOR 

THE EMOTION MEASURE 

AND 

THE OPEN-ENDED SELF-REPORT INTERVIEW MEASURE 

OF PERCEPTION AND PERFORMANCE 
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Since the participants' were expected to respond to 

eight stimulus situations plus a practice situation, they 

were supplied with nine stimulus situation response forms. 

Before each tape recorded situation was presented, the 

participants were instructed to appropriately number each 

response form to coincide with the proper situation. 

Each situation was presented twice. First, the 

participants were instructed to attend to their immediate 

emotional arousal and then ·to respond to the emotion part 

of the response form. When all had indicated they had 

finished this task, the situation was played again. This 

time the participants were asked to attend to their 

immediate thoughts and to respond to the perception and 

performance part of the stimulus situation response forms. 

This process was repeated for each stimulus situation. 



Situation 

Emotions 

A. Sorry for I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

other person Not at all Somewhat Very much 

B. Guilty I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all Somewhat Very much 

c. Resentful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

toward other Not at all Somewhat Very much 

for asking 

Perceptions 

A. List your spontaneous unspoken thoughts. 

B. If you were to refuse, what do you think the other 

person will think and feel? 

c. If you were to refuse, do you feel in any way 

responsible for the other person's thoughts and 

feelings? 

D. Does the reaction you are expecting from the other 

person influence you at all? If so, how? 

Performance Measure 

What do you actually say to the other person? 
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MANUAL FOR RATING RESPONSES 

ON THE RESENTMENT SCALE 

1. Weak Expressions of Resentment 

Any expressions that suggest criticism of the 

other. 

Examples: 

A true friend wouldn't ask. 

I wish she wouldn't ask. 

Please go away. 

2. Mild Expressions of Resentment 

Explicit expressions of criticism. 

Examples: 

Don't do this to me. 

Why is she doing this to me? 

He's conning me. 

3. Moderate Expressions of Resentment 
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Explicit expressions of annoyance and irritation 

of the other. 

Examples: 

Oh, No! Good Grief! 

Don't put me on the spot! 

You are using our friendship! 

I'm frustrated. 

I'm annoyed. 



4. Strong Expressions of Resentment 

Explicit statements of anger 

Examples: 

lim mad! 

They are guilt tripping me. 

They are ripping me off. 

You have no right to do this to me. 

Stop pressuring me. 

5. Very Strong Expressions of Resentment 

Strong explicit statements of anger 

Examples: 

Donlt torment me! 

I resent this. 

How dare you! 

What nerve! 

lim furious! 
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MANUAL FOR RATING RESPONSES ON THE 

TRAGIC EXPECTATION SCALE 

1. Weak Expectations of Tragedy 

The other person will: perhaps, kind of like, 

maybe have hurt feelings. 

Examples: 

86 

Perhaps they will be disappointed or frustrated. 

I wish she wouldn't ask. 

A true friend wouldn't ask. 

They might be upset with me. 

2. Mild Expectation of Tragedy 

The other person will be disappointed or have hurt 

feelings, but they will understand. 

Examples: 

They will be disappointed, but they will get 

over it. 

3. Moderate Expectation of Tragedy 

Expressions of hope that the other will forgive or 

not hurt too badly. 

Examples: 

I hope they won't be displeased with me or think 

I am responsible. 

I hope they forgive me or overlook this. 
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4. Strong but Qualified Expectations of Tragedy 

Qualified expressions of hurt, anger, disappointment, 

or rebuke. 

Examples: 

He's suggesting I'm responsible. 

She's suggesting I'm not a good friend. 

I'll have to prove myself. 

5. Unqualified Strong Expectations of Tragedy 

Unqualified expressions of expected hurt, anger, 

disappointment, or rebuke. 

Examples: 

He'll be very disappointed, etc. 

She'll be displeased and angry, etc. 
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CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION SCALE 
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MANUAL FOR RATING RESPONSES ON THE 

CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION SCALE 

1. Weak Attribution 
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Any statement that implies responsibility for the 

other's response. 

Examples: 

I feel sorry for them. 

They are counting on me. 

2. Mild Attribution 

Qualified statements of attribution. 

Examples: 

To some extent. 

Not really. 

Maybe. 

3. Moderate Attribution 

Any statements of pleading or asking forgiveness. 

Examples: 

Please understand. 

I don't want to hurt them. 

Please don't hold me responsible. 

Is it my fault? 
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4. Strong Attribution 

Explicit statements of responsibility for the other's 

reaction. 

Examples: 

I'll make them feel "X". 

I'll have to be responsible. 

I've done "X" to them. 

5. Unqualified Strong Attribution 

Examples: 

Definitely. 

Terribly responsible. 

Yes! 
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MANUAL FOR RATING RESPONSES ON THE 

SELF-PERCEIVED HELPLESSNESS SCALE 
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MANUAL FOR RATING RESPONSES ON THE 

SELF-PERCEIVED HELPLESSNESS SCALE 

1. Weak Perceptions of Helplessness 

Any statements that suggest or imply inhibition. 

Examples: 

I've kind of made other plans, but. 

I don't want to, but. 

A little! 

Perhaps. 

2. Mild Perceptions of Helplessness 
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Any statement that asks the others for permission to 

perform or the other must approve the performance. 

Examples: 

I've made other plans, OK? 

I don't want to, OK? 

I'm sorry, but (with facts). 

3. Moderate Perceptions of Helplessness 

Any statement of reluctance to perform. 

Examples: 

Do I have a choice? 

I'll have to think about it. 

What excuse can I give? 



4. strong Perceptions of Helplessness 

Any statement that suggests the subject is being 

compelled. An external force. 

Examples: 

I can't. 

I'll try. 

I'm sorry but (with excuses, e.g., my husband 

won't let me.) 

5. Very Strong Perceptions of Helplessness 

Unqualified statements of helplessness. 

Examples: 

Yes! 

There is no way out. 

I'm trapped. 
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PERFORMANCE SCALE 
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MANUAL FOR RATING RESPONSES ON THE 

PERFORMANCE SCALE 

No performance: Yes, I'll do wha~ you want. 

1. Weak Performance 
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Any statement that implies the subject will take on 

the responsibility for the other person's task. 

Examples: 

I'll do it for you. 

I'll get someone to do it. 

I'll train someone for you. 

2. Mild Performance 

Suggestion3 ~hat the others must approve the 

performance. 

Examples: 

Lengthy explanations that ask understanding. 

I'm sorry but (excuses). 

I can't, I'll try. 

3. Moderate Performance 

Non-committal statements 

I'd rather not, but maybe. 

Another time. 

What should I do? 



4. Qualified Performance 

Performance with reasons. 

Examples: 

lim sorry but (with facts not excuses) . 

No! Because. 

Why don't you ask so and so. 

5. Unaualified Strong Performance 

No! 

Not interested. 
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Appendix K is the summary sheet used by the 

independent judges to indicate their ratings on each 

hypothesized variable for each situation for each partici

pant. Each judge completed eight summary sheets for each 

participant. 
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PERCEPTION ASSESSMENT RATING SCALE 

Subject No: Situation 

Rater: 

Item Weak Moderate Strong 

A. TE 0 1 2 3 4 5 

CA 0 1 2 3 4 5 

PH 0 1 2 3 4 5 

R 0 1 2 3 4 5 

B. TE 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. CA 0 1 2 3 4 5 

D. PH 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E. R 0 1 2 3 4 5 

PERFORMANCE 

1. o 1 2 3 4 5 
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SELF-REPORT PERCEPTION INVENTORY 

Instructions 

When people react to situations, they have thoughts 

as well as feelings. In this part of the study, we want to 

learn more about the kinds of perceptions which people have 

while responding to unreasonable requests. 

On the following pages are listed a variety of 

thoughts which people have had while responding in the 

assertive situations which have been presented to you. 

After you read each thought, please consider to what 

degree or extent you were thinking ,a similar thought during 

the assertive situations. Since your thoughts will not be 

exactly the same in wording as those of other individuals, 

decide to what degree you were thinking a thought similar 

to the listed one. 

Then, circle the number from one to five which best 

describes your thoughts. 



Items 

Perception Inventory 

1. I can't say no to someone who needs help. 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 
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5 

Very often 

2. I don't wa.nt the other person to think ill of me. 

1 2 345 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

3. I felt like someone was trying to take advantage of me. 

1 2 345 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often 

4. I can't disappoint the other person. 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 

Very often 

5 

Very often 

5. lowe it to the other person to go along with what 

they're asking. 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 

6. How could someone expect me to agree to that? 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 

7. I have to help people who are friendly. 

1 2 3 4 

Not at all Rare~y Sometimes Often 

5 

Very 'often 

5 

Very often 

5 

Very often 
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8. I felt stuck. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

9. I wouldn't want to hurt the other person's feelings by 

saying no. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

10. Some people were trying to play on my guilt feelings. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

II. I thought I was letting the other person down. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

12. I was thinking no one should insist that I do something 

that I don't want to do. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 

13. I was thinking I have to take care of them first. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 

14. I thought that maybe I did something to make the other 

person expect I would do what they wanted. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 
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15. I have to do this or IIII make the other person feel 

rotten. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

16. I felt like I have to be cooperative. 

2 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

17. I thought the other person had nerve to ask me for what 

they did. 

1 2 345 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

18. I donlt want the other person to think lim not a friend. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

19. I canlt refuse a friend. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 

5 

Very often 

20. Now I have to do something I don't want to do. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 

21. The other person will probably be offended if I refuse. 

1 2 345 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often 

22. I felt like the other person was using me. 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 

Very often 

5 

Very often 
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23. I don't want to upset the other person. 

I 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

24. The other person will be angry with me. 

I 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

25. It will be my fault if the other person feels bad. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

26. I thought, the other person will think I'm terrible 

if I refuse. 

I 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 

27. I felt as though I would be backing out of something 

I said I would do. 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

28. I felt put upon. 

1 2 

Not at all Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 

5 

Very often 

29. I thought a good friend would be more understanding than 

to ask for that. 

I 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 
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30. I thought, if someone said no to me, I'd feel hurt. 

1 2 3 

Not at all Rarely Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Very often 
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PERCEPTION CATEGORY KEY 

Category 

Tragic expectation: 2, 9, 15, 18, 21, 24, 26, 30 

Causal attribution: 4, 5, 11, 14, 15, 23, 25, 27 

Perceived helplessness: 1, 7, 8, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20 

Resentment: 3, 6, 10, 12, 17, 22, 28, 29 
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BECK INVENTORY 

I do not feel sad. 

I feel sad. 

110 

1. 0 

1 

2 I am sad all the time and I can't snap out of it. 

3 I am so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it. 

2. 0 ·I am not particularly discouraged about the 

future. 

1 I feel discouraged about the future 

2 I feel I have nothing to look forward to. 

3 I feel that the future is hopeless and that 

things cannot improve. 

3. 0 I do not feel like a failure. 

1 I feel I have failed more than the average 

person. 

2 As I look back on my life, all I can see is a 

lot of failure. 

3 I feel I am a complete failure as a person. 

4. 0 I get as much satisfaction out of things as I 

used to. 

1 I don't enjoy things the way I used to. 

2 I don't get real satisfaction out of anything 

anymore. 

3 I am dissatisfied or bored with everything. 



5. 0 I don't feel particularly guilty. 

1 I feel guilty a good part of the time. 

2 I feel quite guilty most of the time. 

3 

6. 0 

1 

I feel guilty all of the time. 

I don't feel I am being punished. 

I feel I may be punished. 

2 I expect to be punished. 

3 I feel I am being punished. 

7. 0 

1 

2 

3 

8. 0 

I don't feel disappointed in myself. 

I am disappointed in myself. 

I am disgusted with myself. 

I hate myself. 

I don't feel I am any worse than anybody else. 

1 I am critical of myself for my weaknesses or 

mistakes. 

2 I blame myself all the time for my faults. 

3 I blame myself for everything bad that happens. 

9. 0 

1 

I don't have any thoughts of killing myself. 

I have thoughts of killing myself, but I would 

not carry them out. 

2 I would like to kill myself. 

3 I would kill myself if I had the chance. 
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10. 0 

1 

2 

I don't cry any more than usual. 

I cry more now than I used to. 

I cry all the time now. 
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3 I used to be able to cry, but now I can't cry even 

though I want to. 

11. 0 I am no more irritated now than I ever am. 

1 I get annoyed or irritated more easily than I used 

to. 

2 I feel irritated all the time now. 

3 I don't get irritated at all by the things that 

used to irritate me. 

12. 0 

1 

I have not lost interest in other people. 

I am less interested in other people than I used 

to be. 

2 I have lost most of my interest in other people. 

3 I have lost all of my interest in other people. 

13. 0 

1 

I make decisions about as well as I ever could. 

I put off making decisions more than I used to. 

2 I have greater difficulty in making decisions than 

before. 

3 I can't make decisions at all anymore. 
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14. 0 I don't feel I look any worse than I used to. 

1 I am worried that I am looking old or unattractive. 

2 I feel that there are permanent changes in my 
I 

appearance that make me look unattractive. 

3 I believe that I look ugly. 

15. 0 I can sleep as well as usual. 

1 I don't sleep as well as I used to. 

2 I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it 

hard to get back to sleep. 

3 I wake up several hours earlier than I used to and 

cannot get back to sleep. 

16. 0 I can work about as well as before. 

1 It takes an extra effort to get started at doing 

something. 

2 I have to push myself very hard to do anything. 

3 I can't do any work at all. 

17. 0 I don't get more tired than usual. 

1 I get tired more easily than I used to. 

2 I get tired from doing almost anything. 

3 I am too tired to do anything. 

18. 0 My appetite is no worse than usual. 

1 My appetite is not as good as it used to be. 

2 My appetite is much worse now. 

3 I have no appetite at all anymore. 



19. 0 I haven't lost much weight, if any, lately. 

1 I have lost more than 5 pounds. 

2 I have lost more than 10 pounds. 

3 I have lost more than 15 pounds. 

114 

I am purposely trying to lose weight by eating less. 

Yes No ------ ------
20. 0 I am no more worried about my health than usual. 

1 I am worried about physical problems such as aches 

and pains; or upset stomach; or constipation. 

2 I am very worried about my physical problems, and 

it's hard to think of much else. 

3 I am so worried about my physical problems, that I 

cannot think about anything else. 

21. 0 I have not noticed any recent change in my interest 

in sex. 

1 I am less interested in sex than I used to be. 

2 I am very much less interested in sex now. 

3 I have lost interest in sex completely. 
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