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The theoretical and emprical material presented in this
work was not written in isolation from works within the theore-
tical circle concerned with perceived control and freedom of
choice (cf. White, 1959; De Charms, 1968, 1976; Rotter, 1966;
Bandura, 1977; Kelley, 1971; Seligman, 1975; Abramson et al.,
1978; Kofta, 1983 and others). Presented studies remain in
clear relation with tens of others described in the literature of
the subject. Our task, however, is not to present this vast and
quite diversified theoretical circle nor to point to where our
ideas lie within that circle. This was a subject of separate ela-
borations, (cf. Lukaszewski, 1980; Nawrat, 1984). In the works
presented, results come from the relation of data obtained with
theories and with other studies.

Our intention here is to present theoretical concepts and
study results obtained by our research group in the years
1980-1985, For obvious reasons, theoretical propositions  should
be presented rather laconically and obtained data frequently
brought down to description of the most important dependencies

found.



Private concepts of causality and their psychological sense

Events occurring objectively, if they are not of chance
character, are usually conditioned by a coincidence of many
causes, interrelated and mutually conditioning each other. An
event takes place if there are several causes existing simul-
taneously and if previously yet another fact occurred. Thus, in
an objective approach, causative relations between events must
be described in terms of conditional probabilities and the final
value of probability ascribed to a defined event is for that rea=~
son smaller than the probability of occurrence of each cause
separately (productive function of conditional probability ).

Reasoning in terms of conditional probability, explaining
and predicting facts on its basis is quite difficult for an untrai-
ned mind and therefore rarely applied in everyday practice.
Subjective, private conceptions of causality avoid the problem
by appealing to additive functions.of causes prejudging occur-
rence of an event, Therefore, regardless of the number of con-
sidered causes, people are inclined to estimate the final proba-
bility of a given event and determine - if need be = contribution
of each factor in the probability separately. Thus, if success
probability for a given task situation is e.g. 60%, both the task
characteristics and characteristics of a person solving the pro-
blem being decisive in the equal degree, then each factor
brings a 50% contribution to the final probability, in this case
they equal 30%.

In private conceptions of causality, the number of consi-
dered causative factors is rarely smaller than two, one of them
being, most often, one’s self, generally speéaking. It is obvious
that for a variety of target or real life situations man is able
to differentiate further each factor considered. He can isolate
within his own self his his efforts, his abilities, etc.,
just as he can specify particular features or elements of the
remaining set of factors. One can find in the literature of the
subject more or less complex typologies of causes with which
people account for presence of events, the following dimensions

of cause being the most frequently distinguished:
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internal - external

stable - unstable

controlled - uncontrolled :

global - specific (cf. Weiner 1980; Abramson et al, 1978;

Miller and Norman 1989).

There are premises to believe that depending on their
tasks and needs people take into consideration a smaller or
greater number of causes for analysis of a situation, What is
more, two styles of causative thinking emerge (cf. Bukaszewski
et al., 1986), The first, let us call it contemplative or analytic,
is aimed at learning profoundly the structure of causative event
conditions thus considering the greatest possible variety of cau-
ses., The result of such an approach is undoubtedly better sub-
jective recognition of reality though not necessarily a decrease
of uncertainty. The second style may be named. activistic or
pragmatic, It is expressed in a strong tendency to reduce the
number of causes to the indispensable minimum, leaving out ot-
hers as marginal, so as to find finally and subjectively the most
advantageous effect, the one sufficient cause in a given event,
This approach in causative thinking effectively reduces diversity
and uncertainty though not alway ensuring better recognition of
reality., It is not, however, impossible that, subjectively speaking,
the two styles are equivalent from a cognitive standpoint.

It follows from the above, that private causality conceptions
are a priori erroneous though by no means useless., It appears
that they ensure a subjective comprehension of the world and a
subjective sense of ability to control events. They are a useful
instrument in prognosing future events, both the events already
known and quite novel ones, Also, these conceptions are an im-
portant factor in an individual®*s behavior organization becau-
se it is only the assumption about causative character of evenis
that enables the tendency to actively participate in the course
of events; also because the assumption about causative rela-
tions between one‘s own actions and a certain set of conse-
quences is the fundamental precondition to forming inner motive=-

tion of human activity.
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Influence upon events and perception of this influence

We can speak about one factor" s influence upon a given
event when - within the time span considered as a criterion -
probability of the event in the presence of separated factor is
different from probability of the same event in the absence of
the separated factor. Naturally, the notion of "presence" has a
general meaning also including actions, We shall say that a gi-
ven factor does not affect the event when the probability of the
event is the same in the presence as in the absence of the
factor., Objective influence so understood may result from passive
presence of the factor among others, e.g. catalyst, or may result
from active performance by this factor. Influence may include all
or only a few aspects of the event, that is: a) occurrence or
initiation of the event, b) structure of the event, course of in-
teraction, number of participants, etc., c) consequence of the
event in various time range, and d) distribution of consequen-
ces among participants (components) of the event and other
objects located outside the event.

The volume of influence is measured by the volume of a
difference between the probabilities., Considering that the span
is between zero and one, the smaller the initial probability of the
event (in the absence of a given factor) and the higher the fi-
nal probability of the event (in the presence of a given factor)
the higher the influence of the factor on an event., Note that it
is not obvious that hte differences between 0 and 30 and 70
and 100 are equivalent when we take values of probability into
account.

Our studies show that people - when faced with such a
task - are able to estimate probability of events considering
their own presence and absence, but usually they underestimate
the difference volume, It turns out, however, that this is not the
manner of estimation of one’s own influence which people turn
to spontaneously. When making spontaneous estimates of their
own influence on an event people make use of two values: sub=-

jective probability volume of a given event and estimation of the
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volume of that portion of subjective probability that is related to
actions undertaken by an individual. This is true for past events
as well as for anticipated events. In the first case (past events)
the first value is present only in its theoretical dimension becau-
se the probability of a past event is one, In this case people
usually estimate their influence by estimating the volume of
contribution to that probability. I is a relatively easy procedure
usually leading to a percentage estimate of one’s own authorship
of a given event, In the case of anticipated events the situation
is slightly more complicated. This is primarily so because in an
individual*s perception his own actions are in many cases the
condition of acoomplishing a certain event probability. Under such
circumstances, the higher the event probability estimation, and
the higher the portion of probability that depends on individual‘s
actions, the higher the individual‘s perceived influence upon the
event, Analogous reasoning may be applied to "negative" influen~
ce when actions taken by an individual are to prevent an event
from happening,

In the categoﬁes of perceived influence, constructive and
destructive influence upon events is often mentioned. Such an
approach is additionally connected with positive or negative va-
lues of events for their separated participant. The influence may
be regarded as consgtructive when its consequence is increa-
sed probability of a positive event and decreased probability of
a negative event. The influence is destructive when its conse-=
quence is an increase of probability of an event estimated as

negative and/or a decrease of probability of positive event,

Influence upon an event versus influence upon events

Inasmuch as an estimate of an individual's influence upon
a certain event is a relatively simple operation, estimating an
individual* s influence upon events (many events, sequences of
events, etc.) is an operation of such comyplexity as to render

objective estimates practically impossible. However, it turns out
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that within private conceptions of causality this problem has
been solved successfully and relatively simply, the solution
being general attitudes to one’s efficiency or inefficiency sha-
ped as a result 6f accumulated experiences. These attitudes
require comment because they make an appeal to relatively stabe
le convictions concerning event probability and beliefs concer=-
ning personal contribution to the probability volume.

As a result of individual and social experience accumula-
tion, an individual learns what is and what is not possible, what
is only partially possible, etc. In other words, he is learning
what a typical probability of a given kind of event is, what ty-
pical probabilities of events in a greater class of events, are
etc. These convictions, being a synthesis of earlier experience,
are expressed by means of a certain central value describing
the typical probability of events and a certain interval restricting
the range of typical variability of probabilities. The value of
this interval depends of course on quality and diversity of an
individual‘s experience, Having taken that into consideration,
we can talk about optimistic perspective in probability estimate
(typical probability of events in a given class is high) and pes=-
simistic perspective in probability estimate (typical probability
of events in a given class is low). Optimistic and pessimistic
attitudes are obviously poles of a certain dimension including
an infinite number of intermediate values. '

The described generalizations concerning the interval,
which includes typical probability values of events, are the ba-
sis for anticipating events both already known from one’s own
experience and new ones (Lukaszewski, 1974, 1984; Kozielec~
ki, 1975).

The subjects of cummulating experience are also pieces
of information ~ not necessarily accurate - on personal contri-
bution to events of certain probabilities, These are convictions
on event controllability in general and experience pertinent to
the relation between individual' s presence and action and events
~ their probability, development, etc. (cf. White, 1959; Bandura,
1977; Reykowski, 1977; Lukaszewski, 1974). They are convic=
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tions determining a typical level of dependence of events on in~-
dividual's actions expressed by means of a central value loca-
ted within the interval of typical estimate wvariability. The said
central value and accompanying it variability interval can be dif-
ferently located, one eﬂreme of the dimension being total help-
lessness (nothing depends on me) and the other being extreme
omnipotence (everything depends on me), Convictions of that

kind are an important element of self~evaluation and are one of
the basic premises in expectations of one's self and expectations
concerning the course of events,

We believe that the convictions described above do not
have to be numerically expressed, though everything seems to
indicate that they may. However, regardless of the manner of ar-
ticulation of convictions about typical probability of events and
typical personal contribution into probability, théy are - so we
believe -~ processed into a ‘more general scheme of personal con-
tribution to an event., Influence upon wider event classes or se~
quences perceived by an individual is increasing the higher the
value of typical event probability and the higher the value of ty-
pical contribution of individual to probabilities are. The convic=
tions may, though do not have to, be expressed numerically.

Naturally, from the fact that an individual's experiences
are subject to generalization and processing it does not by any
means follow that specific estimates, related to certain single
events or narrow classes of events, are impossible and insigni=-
ficant, Rather, we believe, we are dealing with various levels of
conviction generalizations with varying degrees of specificity and
unspecificity of the convictions in regard to events.

Belies concerning perceived personal influence upon
events play important regulative functions. First of all, they con-
stitute behavior-regulating standards in that that incoming infor-
mation is compared with the standard, existing divergencies ni~
velated in such a way as to, if possible, maintain the standard.
As in other areas of experience there are function standards
of two kinds: typical influence standards and ideal influence

standards.
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Convictions of personal influence on events are the basis
for formulation of expectations about cov'.Arse of events, progno-
ses for one's own efficiency and also for explanation of the
course of events and one’s own role in the events. Finally,
these convictions determine the manner of individual behavior
organization, involvement or its lack in the events, structure of
undertaken actions in sﬁch a way as to ensure realization of
one’s appreciated values.

The role of convictions about personal influence is parti-
cular in the formation process of task motivation -~ both perma-~
nent and situational. We find the failure of wvarious motivation
theories of anticipating and explairﬁng behavior to consist in

their exclusive focusing on, e.g. success or failure probability

_while ignoring_an_individual's contribution in that probability and. . ..

general opinions about one‘s own capability to influence events.
Thus, for instance, a man convinced of little influence capability
upon an event will engage in high success probability events

that do not require much activity from an individual On the ot~
her hand, an individual convinced of his great influence upon

an event will not get involved in such an event; instead he will
be very active in situations with relatively low success probabi=-

lity but modifiable by that individual® s activenes‘s.

The considerations presented above serve as starting point
to numerous theoretical and empirical hypotheses. These hypothe-
ses have been presented in separate works that also include in-
formation about conditions limiting accuracy of hypotheses (cf.
Lukaszewski, 1980; Lukaszewski, 1986).

Setting out from such cognitive understanding of perceived
personal influence upon events, we carried out a series of stu-
dies on various aspects of peoplels behaviors., Within the stretch
of several years, we conducted several cycles of studies that

will be discussed here. They were studies in which we diagno~
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sed relatively permanent (personality-wise) opinions about in-
fluence as well as studies in which we created these opinions
experimentally in randomly selected groups of examined indivi-
duals., The latter studies are especially important since the ob-
tained results are susceptible to generalizations,

None of the study results referred to above have ever
been published. ’I‘Hey are a fragment of a vast research project
the result of which should be a synthetic elaboration of found
regularities. However, it turned out that the studies at this stage
already signal a certain, relatively systematic image which made
us publish them prior to completion of the entire project. When
quoting research we mention names of authors but leave out the
year in which the material was worked out.

In describing materials we are making use of the contrast
“convinced about influence - convinced about lack of influence",
Such an antithesis is naturally a simplification conveniencing the

description itself,

Task preferences, result expectations and level of accom

plishments

‘The research cycle dealt with functioning of people in task
situations. Except for one (Weigl and Zukaszewski), all other
researches were carried out on adults, Two studies diaghosed
‘permanent opinion about influence (Stet‘ar’lczak, bukaszewski)
in others these opinions were induced experimentally,

One of the present research cycle problems were people's
preferences toward tasks they would like to solve, For all stu-
dies, analogous results were obtained in skill tasks (results de~
pending on an individual‘s actions) and chance tasks (results
depending on lottery): the persons convinced of their influence
preferred skill to chance tasks, while those convinced of lack
of their influence prefered chance to skill tasks (Lukaszewski,
Nawrat I, Nawrat II, Stefanczak, Weigl and Lukaszewski). The
obtained findings were the same whether opinions were formed

experimentally or were just diagnosed. Moreover, the result is
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manifested so forcibly and with such regularity that perhaps it
6ught to be considered an empirical indicator of an individual‘s
attitude,

One of the studies (Weigl and LukaszeWSki) tested child=-

ren®

s preferences with regard to difficult/easy tasks and indi~
vidual/group tasks., Ik was found that influence=oriented children
preferred difficult tasks to easy ones and individually solved
problems to group tasks, On the other hand, lack~of-influence-
-oriented children preferred easy tasks to difficult ones and
group tasks to individual work.

In three studies, we found that influence=~oriented indivi=
duals formulate higher expectations of the results of their ac-
tion. In other words, they expect to have better results in task
situation than those convinced of lack of. influence (Lukaszew—
ski, Stefaiiczak, Weigl and Lukaszewski). In all studies in which
we examined efficiency of task performance (resuit levels), in=-
fluence-oriented individuals achieved better results than indivie
duals convinced of lack of influence (Litawor, Pukaszewski, Na=
wrat I, Nawrat II, Stefanczak, Weigl and Lukaszewski), All our
stindies show high corelation between. expectation level and ob-
tained results for influence-oriented subjects, and low corelation
for those convinced of lack of influence, The situation is some~
what reversed in the case of corelation between obtained re-
sults and level of next expectations - it is much higher for
lack-of-influence subjects than for the influence~oriented, though
in both cases the corelation ic remarkable (Weigl and Lukaszew=

ski).

Causative justification of obtained results

In the studies where opinion about influence was diagno-
sed, Stefariczak found that influence~oriented individuals percei-
ved the source of achieved results to be located in themselves,
while the others tended to attribute their results to external fac-
tors. Other diagnostic studies showed that beth groups similarly

perceived the basis of their success as accomplished mainly



85

through their own efforts, but their perception of failure differed:
individuals convinced of their influence attributed failure to in-
ternal factors -~ their own effort, ‘while those convinced of lack
of influence attributed failure mainly to external factors espe-
cially to task characteristics and chance (Lukaszewski).

Similar relations were the findings of one of the experi~
mental studies where results were identified as success or fai-
lure. Both groups interpreted similarly the source of success
as due to internal factors, especially abilities and knowledge,
but at the same time those convinced of influence stressed the
role of the factor remarkably more strongly than those convine
ced of lack of influence. However, interpretation of failure was
quite different: individuals in the group convinced of lack of
influence accounted for their failure because of internal factors
- abilities, knowledge - while the group convinced of their in-
fluence pointed to external factors, especially features of task
situation, as the source of failure (Kurowska).

In ‘several studies results obtained by the subjects were
not identified as failure or success, Those studies yielded quite
systematic effects, Both children and adults who were convine
ced of influence attributed their results primarily to their capa-
bilities and to a lesser degree to their own effort. Those con=
vinced of lack of influence regarded their results as conditio~
ned by external factors, especially by an accident and presens
ce of other people and - to markedly smaller degree - task
features (Nawrat I, Nawrat I, Weigl and Lukaszewski),

The findings are quite systematic and indicate differences
in interpretation of accomplished results, depending on whether
or not those results were identified as success or failure, The
result pattern seems to show that the result is perceived by
influence=oriented group rather as a success (if, naturally, the=
re is no clear successffailure classification) while the group
convinced of a lack of influence seeg it as a failure, They al-
so show a definite "self' attribution of accomplished results
for influence~oriented individuals and lack of such attribution
(except situations univocally perceived as failure) for indivi-

duals convinced of lack of influence.
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Temporal orientation towards the future

A separate work discussing temporal orientation problems
(Bukaszewski, 1983) notes a number of facts that suggest a
link exists between the conviction about influence and an in-
dividual®s concentration on the future. We decided to examine
these relations experimentally, For that purpose three experiments
were devised: one with copper miners (Jenerat); the second and
third with high school students (Nawrat IlI, Andruszkiewicz).
Each of these studies examined a different aspect of concentra-
tion on the future. In the experiment with miners where opinion
on influence was being manipulated, Jenerat found that indivi-
duals positive about influence perceived their own future as lon-
ger and more attractive, while those convinced about lack of
influence perceived the future as shorter and less attractive.

An interesting finding made by Jeneral was that individuals po-
sitive about their influence anticipated longer life than the ot~
her group.

Nawrat, in his experiment, created opinions about influence
and tested whether they conditioned the so-called task concen-
tration on the future, i,e. concentration on long-term tasks and
tasks yielding effects after passage of some time (delayed ef-
fects). Nawrat found that if tasks were easy, influence-positive
individuals concentrated more strongly on the future than influen-
ce~negative individuals. A similar tendency was found in the ca-~
se of difficult tasks (low~success probability) but it was statis-
tically negligible. In the third experiment, individuals were to cho-
ose tasks of varying times of result availability - from one week
up to two months. Positive influence individuals, chose long-
~term tasks significantly more often while influence-negative in-
dividuals significantly more often chose short-term tasks (An-

druszkiewicz ).
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Social perception

The presently discussed cycle of studies is undoubtedly
the richest and the most diversified, In the first three studies,
convinction about influence was the subject of diagnosis, while
in others convictiong about influence were experimentally indu-
ced,

In her vast studies, Okreglicka examined the perception
of certain aspects of social life and an individual‘' s place in
the social world by studies differing in their opinions about ine
fluence. She was particularly interested in finding an answer as
to whether social environment is perceived as strong or weak,
safe or threatening to man. She was also interested in finding
whether people of different influence orientation perceive them=-
selveg as strong or weak (sense of power) and safe or threa-
tened (sense of security). The studies comprised a large num-
ber of women an men, workers of two large industrial factories.
The studies were conducted in the fall of 1980,

Oquglicka found that influence-positive subjects perceived.
social environment as less threatening and weaker than influen-
ce=negatives, She also found the influence~positives to have mar-
kedly higher senses of power and of security than influence-ne=-
gatives,

Similar results were obtained in the study on a much smal=
ler group of female industry workers in June, 1981, Also in this
study, influence~-positives perceived social objects as weaker
and less threatening than individuals convinced of a lack of ine
fluence upon events., Influence~positives had a higher sense of -
power and security than influence-negatives (Lukaszewski II),
Other studies examined attitudes of copper miners with differing
opinions upon influence toward various aspects of their work
(Stepieﬁ). Positive-influence individuals were significantly leés
satisfied with their wages and interpersonal relations in their
work groups, they were also more apt to change jobs and regar-
ded a significantly smaller improvement in offered conditions of
work as sufficient reason to change their job., Perhaps, satisfac-
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tion with work and stable relation in their factory is connected
in influence~positive individuals with lack of a sense of power
and lack of a sense of security found in earlier quoted studies.

In a number of studies we have examined attitudes to ot~
her people as a consequence of experimentally induced convice
tion about influence,

Weigl investigated whether opinion about influence condi-
tions the level of confidence in other people. Frequency of
checks on the partner and information on his honesty were ma~
"nipulated. The study also included high school students, The fin=
~::§lings show that individuals convinced of their influence have far
Vgreater confidence in their partners (if it is a partner presented
as trustworthy) than individuals convinced of a lack of influence.
This effect, however, is not-evident when the partner has been
presented as dishonest, In such case both groups examined,
regardless of what they thought about their influence, displayed
equally low confidence in their partners. The difference in the
confidence level is not modified by frequency of checks (1-3=-
-5~7=9 times). In one study variant where partners were checked
five times the objective was to find whether opinion about influ=
ence, information on partner‘s honesty and information on his
vulnerability to external influence would affect the level of con-
fidence, Under such conditions interactive effect of two wvariables
was found -~ conviction about the influence and partner‘s vulne-
rability to externally exerted influence, Individuals convinced
about their influence have greater confidence in partners less
vulnerable to influence, while individuals convinced of lack of
influence have greater confidence in partners vulnerable to in=
fluence (Weigl).

The studies presented indicate that individuals convinced
of a lack of influence are characterized by greater interpersonal
unconfidence., And if they have confidence, it is rather in part-
ners vulnerable to external influence, Many studies find a rela--
tion between distrust and tendency to dishonest behavior -(lie's,

cheating, manipulation of partner, etc., cf. Rotter, 1980). There-
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fore, the results found by Hlubek are extremely interesting, She
manipulated the conviction about influence and then eliminated
the individuals on whom manipulation did not give decisive ef-
fects. After manipulation the examined individuals were given a
Mach IV questionnaire to fill out, the questionnaire having been
designated to detect Machiavellian inclinations or an individual‘s
potential apteness to manipulate other people. The disadvantage
of the questionnaire as a diagnostic instrument is small stability
of effects in time and wvulnerability to situational influence, which
we have used in our studies. It was found that individuals ‘con=
vinced of influence were characterized by markedly lower Machia=-
vellian tendencies than individuals convinced of a lack of influ~
ence. It is coherent with results of studies on confidence beca=-
use one element of a Machiavellian attitude “is susgpiciousness
(cf. Jarymowicz, 1976). One should also anticipate other forms
of manipulation on social environment by influence-negatives,e.g.
ingratiation, favorable self-presentation, manifestattion of helples-
sness, etc. (cf. Lis-Turlejska, 1976).

Litawor in her studies manipulated conviction about influen-
ce and then put her subjects in a sgituation of a decision-making
game, which contained conflict of interests with their partners.
One of the players was the experimenter‘s assistant. In this ty-
pe of game, conflict of interests may be solved by application
of coercive and competitive tactics with the partner, which as
a result lead to maximizing one‘s interests even at the expen-
se of the partner's interest. Such behavior, however, calls for
persistence and an uncompromising attitude. Conflict of interests
may also be resolved by compromising tactics of concessions
in return for a partner‘s concessions. Obtained results show
that influence=~positives significantly more frequently applied com-
petitive tactics rather than cooperative, doing it significantly mo-
re often than influence~negatives., The latter often resorted to
strategies of concession in return for certain benefits obtained
from the partner, Perhaps, the tendency to concession is one

\

way to manifest one’s helplessness and to execute one'‘s inte=-

rests.
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Other studies examined whether convictions about influence
differentiate the aptness of study subjects to unethical behavior
toward partners (electric shock as punishment for a partner\s
mistake in learning). The studies showed that individuals with
a diagnozed conviction of influence are significantly less incli=-
ned to such behaviors ~ they punish less and more weakly ~
than individuals convinced of a lack of influence. Thus influence=~
-negatives are more inclined to unethical actions against the ot~
her man than influenc-positives (Barczak). Though a similar
vector tendency was found, no significant effect in the case of
experimentally induced conviction of influence was confirmed.
The author accounts for the fact by weakness of experimental
manipulation (Barczak).

It is apparent that results obtained by Barczak are quite
coherent with results obtained in the studies on confidence, Ma-
chiavellism and solving conflicts of interests, It is possible that
the tendency found in the latter studies is an element of some
syndrome characterizing people convinced of a lack of influence.
Perhaps, not without significance, there is also the difference in
vulnerability to external pressure of individuals differing in their
opinion about influence,

In another experiment on the relation between opinions
about influence and unethical behavior (Grromski and Nawrat),
not the readiness to such behavior such but further consequen-
ces of examined individuals behavior was the objective, The task
of the individuals was to persuade their partners to take a medi~
cine whose numerous negative side-effects were known to those
individuals, When the partner (in reality the experimenter‘s as-
sistant) took the medicine she developed disturbances in ba-
lance, a headache and nausea that required a doctor‘s (another
assistant) intervention. Gromski and Nawrat found that influence-
-positive persons felt far greater responsibility for the partner‘s
condition than the influence-negatives. Moreover, those convin-
ced of their influence more frequently showed their interest in
the partner‘s condition on the following day, giving the partner

a much greater compensation for participation in the experiment,
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These findings show that individuals‘convinced of their influen-
ce were inclined to see the harm inflicted upon a partner as
greater and had a higher sense of responsibility .and guilt as
the consequences of their own behavior.

Similar results have been obtained by Nawrat II in an ex=
periment on another form of unethical behavior toward a partner.
The subjects persuaded a young woman to learn and repeat
aloud, among others, taboo words. The partner was in fact the
experimenter‘s assistant, Those convinced of their influence
saw the harm done to the partner as greater -and gave higher
financial compensation to her for participation in the experiment
than individuals convinced of their lack of influence. This may
/suggest a greater sense of guilt in influence-positives than in

influence-negatives.

Submission to external pressure

In all studies of the present cycle, convictions about in-
fluence were manipulated under experimental conditions. In the
first experiment, subjects of diverisified convictions were expo-
sed to group and intermediate pressure. The subjects were
shown three highly equivocal photographs., Each photograph
was accompanied by a commentary explaining the quality of
presented events suggested by a certain number of persons
competent in perception of people (photographs presented so-
cial situations). Three pressure levels were applied: low (20
per cent favored the suggested interpretation), medium (50 per
cent) and high (80 per cent competent persons supported the
interpretation ). The study subjects were to determine the extent
to which they agreed with suggested interpretation of each pho~-
tograph, Obtained results demonstrate that groups differing in
their opinion about influence respond differently to pressures.
For influence-~-negatives, the higher the pressure the greater sub-
missiveness, For that group then, submission was a function of

pressure velume. Individuals convinced of influence were most
submissive at medium pressure, achieving the submission level
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similar to influence~negatives in the same situation. Under both
low and high pressure that group did not display the tendency
to submit.Submission under high pressure was for that group re-
markably lower than for the group of persons convinced of a
lack of influence (Biata). Apparently in the group of persons
convinced of their influence there manifested the effect of higher
resistance to higher pressure postulated by Brehm's (1966)
theory of reactance in limited choice situation. If so, then this
effect is found only in individuals convinced of their influence
while those convinced of the lack of influence do not perceive
high pressure as limitation to freedom of choice,

The purpose of another experiment was to find if persons
of different opinions about influence respond differently to exter-
nal pressure addressed directly to themselves (to only one per-
son) and to pressure addressed to two persong remaining si-
multaneously in experiment situation without pointing specifically
to any of them. Pressure was exerted when the examined per-
sons were completing other experiment tasks and knew about
completion of the session. Thus the pressure was unexpected
and unrelated to the task situation in which they had been so
far. Though in this situation persons convinced of influence dis-
played greater submission, the difference between them and
persons convinced of lack of influence is not statistically signi-
ficiant, However, it appeared that pressure worked differently u-
pon the two groups depending on whether it was addressed di~
rectly to the subject or "between two persons". Influence-nega-
tives submitted remarkably easier when pressure was addressed
"in between" than when directed only to them. Influence-positives,
when pressure was addressed directly to them, submitted signifi-
cantly easier than persons to which the pressure was addressed
"in between", To look at the results from a different point of
view: when pressure was addressed to only one person, influen-
ce=-positives showed greater submission than influence-negatives.
When pressure was addressed nonspecifically "in-between" the
influence negatives showed greater submission than influence-po-
sitives (Zarczyﬁska). In the interpretation of obtained results, we

should undoubtedly take into consideration the fact that the mea-
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sure of submission to pressure was the level of execution of
imposed task. As has been said earlier, persons convinced of
a lack of influence usually gave poorer results in such situa-
tions., The results seem to indicate that influence-positives res-
pond to pressure when it is addressed to them while ignoring
the pressure and delegating the job to the partner when it is
addressed to two persons., Consequently, individuals convinced
of a lack of influence are in this latter situation inclined to re~
gard the pressure directed "in between" as addressed just to
themselves. These effects, as important from the point of view
of effective social actions, call for more studies.

In the last experiment of the presently discussed cycle,
Nawrat tested whether differences in convinctions about influen-
ce and the volume of pressure exerted by subject on his part.
ner (volume of broken resistance offered by partner) propitiates
the subject’s submission to external pressure. This was exami~
ned in the experiment mentioned above where subjects persua-~
ded their partners to learn and repeat taboo words. Upon con-
clusion of this experiment, another experimenter turned to the
examined and asked them to wait for him for some time (his
exact words were: "Perhaps I'll need you. Hang on a bit I'll
be right back". He then left the subject to himself for half an
hour or until the subject left the room). & was found that indi-
viduals convinced of their influence displayed significantly grea-
ter submission than those convinced of a lack of influence (Na-
wrat IV). The results suggest that the experienced conflict cau~
sed by responsibility for harm inflicted on other people and as-
sociated guilt weaken the resistance of individuals convinced
of their influence to external pressure, There opens here a ve-~

ry interesting perspective for research.

Final remarks

As has been said, work on theoretical aspects of the pro-

blem of opinions about influence and research work on conse-
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quences of different peoples opinions their capability to influen-
ce events in progress, It is therefore too early for generaliza-
tions and tempting applications in social life.

Obtained results, however, show clearly different patterns
of functioning for people differing in their opinion about influen-
ce, This is reflected 'in the level "of task functioning of people,
in the manner of ‘evaluation of their achievements, in attitudes
to the future and, above ali, ir; social perception and social
behavior of individuals. Further studies will certainly bring new
data, but also - as presently - they will become the starting

point for formulating new expectations and hypotheses,.
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