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Abstract
The thesis investigated. the combinéd effecfs ofbcovariation
and augmentation information on “causal attribufiohs{ A
cognitive zeal model waé"presented. Thg'mddel predicted that
augmentation, in the form of inhibition information, would
serve to enhance the causal att?ibutions‘ﬁmp1ied b&
covariat{on information (consensus or distjnctiveness) when
individuals were highljdmotivated to afrive“at accurate

attributions. Thus, a stronger stimulus attribution was

—

-expected to result when high distinctiveness infdrmation was

presented in combination with inhibition information.

. Similarly, an enhancementiof a dispositional attribution was

anticipated when inhibition information was provided ‘along
with Tow distinctiveness iqﬁérmation. Parallel patterns were
prédi§£§d for high and low consensus information when
combined with inh{bition.‘

Two hundred énd seventy-eight female undergraduate
students were randomly assigned to the Conditionswof two.

separaté experiments. Each experiment had manfpuIationsqu

e ips L L L N
.inhibitory causal information (presence versus *absence) ,

motjyation to éccurate]y.attribute the target béhavig;:(high
versus low) énd the natufe of the target behawior to be
attribUtea (two behavioral scenarios). The finét study,
manipulated consensus information (high verSusrjoW);"ﬁhile

the other included a Ganipu]ation of distinctiveness

~information (high versus iowf._Thérefore; each experiment

‘was a 2 X2 X 2 X 2 factorial design. After the subjects

iv



”afrived in the Iaboratory, they were given bogus clinical
behaQior'profiles.;The bnofiles~contained the consensus,
Idistinctfveness or‘ihhibition‘%anileations along with a
taréet behavior. Afterustudying the brofjle, subjects were
eitﬁer induced té be‘refétively motivafed_fmaking correct
attributions onJd'pecome‘important). or be relatively
unmotivated (subjects'were aékedcto coﬁcentrate on the
timing of the experiment). Fina]]y, subjects were required
to form attributiong_about the.tafget behavior. The results
did not support the predictions generated by a cognitive
iea] model. Only traditional consensus, distinctfveness and
inhibition main effects were found. There‘wasnlittle
evidence of an enhancement of causal attributions when
inhibition-information was provided. Although the results
did not support pred;ctions genefated from a cognifive Zeal
_ model, the results did replicate past aftributién findings

when covariation information was.presented.
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I. Introductioh
Attribution theory, first formulated by Heider (1958), was
fur ther developed in Keiiey's analysis of variance (ANOVA)
-model" for causal attribution (1967). This ANOVA “mode 1
assumes - that peopie are able to think in some respects like
competent statistiCians In th theory. it is assumed that
man is capable of Weighing the various causal information
sources and then iogicaiiy arriving at an attributional
iexplanation for the causes of one’s own and{or other’s
hbehaviors in a social context._Perceiverszwiii thus
attrihute the cause of the etfect to either stimuius;-
Eisposition or circumstance sources. A stimuius_attribution
indicates that a stimu]us‘object has caused the particular
behavior. A dispositional attribution indicates that the-
behavior is caused by personal characteristics of the actor
And finai]y!_a Circumstance attribution indicates that the
behaviOr'oniy occurreo at a particular insfant in time due
- to an unknown confluence of causes. |
Kei]ey"aiso proposed that perceivers utiiiZe'three\

‘types of information to a:d them in the attribution Judgment

_process. The three 1nformation sources are consensus,
o distinctiveness and consistency. Consensus refers to
information\about how ‘others behave towards the stimuius
-objebt High consensus suggests agreement between the
. actor’ s and the others’ actions. That is, everyone else
responqs in the'same way towards. the stimulus. Low consensus
‘_suggests.that the actor: behaved uniquely and.that no other

[
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person responds in the same'way‘towards the stimulus. Fe -
~example, supposevthat one observes chaiacter X purchasing

newly released record by singer Y. Hiqr consensus would

1nd1cate that many other persons also bought the new

release, Conversely, Jow. consensus means that hardly any

other person purchased- th1s record by singer Y. The secorrc::::::
'1nformat1on source, d1st1nct1Veness,,reFers to how.the ac

behaves toward a particular‘stjmulus,in cbmparison_toeotrueEEEEEE
stjmuli.'High dlstinctivenesstmeans'that the actor reacts

a spec1f1c manner only towards the one part1cular st1mulL1¢======
For. example, character X only purchases the new release bﬂ---~
singer Y, ignoring new releases by other s1ngers 1n Y’

musical category Low d1st1nct1veness means that the acto

behaves s1m1larly towards other s1m1lar st1mulus obJects

For example apart from, buying records by s1nger Y 9"
character X also purchases new releases performed by a-

variety of other s1ngers F1nally,‘cons1stency'proques\
information about wvariation over time ‘or modal1ty That e

high cons1stency ‘exists when an actor behaves in a s1m1lar~
manner: towards the particutar stlmulus over time. In

addition high con51stency can also prov1de the 1nformat1c3

that an actor behaves in a similar. manner -towards the

"st1mulus regardless of where the stlmulus :s encountered

' Low consistency suggests var1able reactions towards th1s'“
stimulus over time. As well, low cons1stency can suggest

variable react1ons towards th1s st1mulus across presentat1

contexts. Therefore, from the example above, h1gh
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consistency would indicate that character X purchases singer

Y's records each time there is a newly released album.' Or,

high consistency over modality would mean;fhat a]though
character X typically purchases record albums, he would also
purchase a new release of singer Y's worK if it were only
available in cassette tape. Low cons1stency over time would
mean that character X purchases.some new releases by singer
Y but not all, while Tow consistency over modality would
occur if ne bought new releases in record album but not in
tape format

Ke]]ey suggests that once presented with these types of
informat1on, a perceiver will be able to make a rational

causal inference. The implication of this ANOVA model is

!that{different combinations of antecedent information will

lead to different attributions. For example, a stimulus
at?#ibution will be more frequently made when an observer is
présented wita hich consensus (many other‘peop]e'purchased
this record ty sincer Y), high distinctiveness (character X
only punchases ~= releases performeg by singer Y) and high
consistency (character X frequently ourchased new releases
by singer Y) fnformatfon A d1spos1t1ona1 attribution w1]1

be made if a low consensus (hardly anyone else bought the

" record by singer Y), low distinctiveness (character X

purchases new releases by many singers) and high consistency
(character X frequently purchased new releases performed by
singer Y) combination is presented. Fina]]y, a c1rcumstancé

attr1but1on should result from low consensus (hardly anyone
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else purchased the record by singer Y), high distinctiveness
(character X does not purchase records by other singers) and
lTow cohsistency (ih the past, character X only purchased
some of the records by singer Y) combfnation.

McArthur (1972) investigated Kelley’s model by
providing subjects with one of the eight,possible
information combinations concerning an actor’s behavior. She
found that high consensus, high distinctiveness and high
consislency information resulted in significanf]y mdre
stimulus attributions than when no information was given
about these dimensions. Fuhthermore, the combinatidn‘of ]ow
consensus, low distinctiveness and high consistency resulted
in more dispositional attributions than whén no.information
was presented. In addition, higﬁ consensus, high _
distinctivenesg'and high consiétehcy independently resulted |
im stronger stimulus dttributions than low consensus, low
distinctiveness and low consistency sources. MéArthur’s
basic results have been replicated in numerous studies (e.g.
Ruble & Fefdman, 1976; Zuckerman, 1978).
| Kel]ey’s covariation model basically involves the
presentation of a single cause over é time modality.

However’, common everyday uéage of the attribution brocess
thvolves the preséntatioﬁ of multiple causes within a
Specific time frame for a single effecf. People hust examine
each of the plausible causes and then decide which is the
causal factor most responsible for the effect. In addition,

people may have to combine informational sources about



causes in order to arr..e at a reasonable causal attributfon
for the effect. In view of this feature of real-life, Kelley
- (1972) introduced the discounting and thénaugmentatioh
principles. The discounting principle states thpt the
estimated impact of a particular cause ié reduced if other
,plapsibie causes are also present. Thisbprinciple implies'
that breceived causal influence is divided among all of the
plausible causes. Because of the multiple causes involved,
an observer is less certain about one particular causal
force. As an illustration of the discounting principle,
suppose that one observes character X purchasing a record by
sihger-f along with the observation that character X's
girlfriend very much likeg sinéer Y. One should be uncertain
about the true cause of X's behavior. Did X purchase the
record because he enjoys singer Y's music or is it because’
of his girlfriend’s preference? The discouﬁting principle
claims that an observer’s explanation is divided among the
various possible éauses‘and that thé observer is less
confident aont pointing out the enjoyment of the reéord as
a potent cause of the behavior than if pleasing the
girlfriend wére not Known to also be a plausible capée of
the behavior.

Similar to the discounting principle, the augmentation
principievalso involves the presence of multiple causes.
Howeveh, the addftiona] factor is some form of an inhibitory
cause.. The éugmehtation principle states that if there

exists both an inhibitory cause~and a facilitative cause,



the effect is attributed more strong'y toward the
facilitative cause than if the facilitative cause alone were
present. Thus, if an effect is present along with an |
internal facilitative cause and an external inhibitory
cause, thg‘attribution made should be biased towards the \
internal faci]itafive cause. In the record buying example,
the behavior Wou]d be attributed With increased strength to
an internal dispositional cause if it is observed that X
buys singer Y's new releases all the .time and now observes X
buying another record by Y with money that is actually
required by an emergency. The emergency would act as an
inhibitory for;e against the purchase of the record. Since
it is observed that X nevertheless.buys the record, the
conclusion is.that especially strong causes within X are
facilitating tée behavior (i.e.,'X mus t neally.liKe singer Y
in order for himbto buy the record despite the fact that he
wi]lﬁbe unable tb cope with the emefgéncy)t Although Kelley
did‘not explicitly discuss the péint; it is a logical
'extension that given an external facilitative cause and an
internal inhibitory cause, the effect would be aftributed
more strongly towards the external facilitative causé than//
if on]y\the external facilitative force wére”present. This
reésoning might occur, for example, if one observes that a
large number of people bought singer Y's record. %his wou 1d
imply that the record itself is attractive. In addition, it
is Known that X never buys records because he belijeves that

‘one should not spend money on transitory pleasures such as
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reccords. However, éharactor X is observed to have purchased
the particular record. In this case, the effect should Be
attributed more strongly towards the external foréeA(the
quality of the record) because the information suggests that
there must beysomething appealing about singer Y's record
that prompted X into buying it despite X's internal
inhibitions about sUch\purchases.

An elaboration of Kelley’s ANOVA attribution model was
presented by Orvis, Cunningham and Kelley (1975). They
suggested that .information patterns of consensus,
distinctiveness and consistency discussed by Kelley (1967)
serve as.tehplates against which incoming information is
evaluated. Orvis, Cunningham and Kelley‘(1975) defined
three ma jor t;mplates, 1) high congensus,khigh |
distinctiveness and high consistency (HHH), 2) low
consensus, low distinctiveness and high consisteﬁCy (LLH)
and 3) low consensus, high distinctiveness and low
consistency (LHL). These templatésocorrespond‘to stimulus,
disbositional and circumstance attributions, respeétive]y.
This temp]até\matching approach assumes that each
information séyrce is first compared to these basic
templates. An attributional response is then generéted
depending upon the tempjate matched. Thus, if:lbw
distinctiveness and low consistency information is given,
the obserQer matches the ]OQ\Histinctiveness information

with the LLH template and matches the low consistency

information with the LHL template. The interpretation is
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that something about the disposition of the person and/or
circumstances have caused the effect. In addition, low
consensus is inferred from the information given because
both the dispositional and the circumstance attribution
patferns are characteriz by low consensus. The results
found by Orvis et al. 'b?ijca]]y support this template
matching approach to the interpretation of behavioral
information patterns and the generation of attributions.
Hansen (1980) redefined this template matching process
as being a principle of cognitive economy. He suggests that
observers infer causation by first advancing a facilitative
force for the béhavior and then searching for supporting-
causal~info;mation. Hansen reasons that.since Kelley defines
distinctivéness as variance within anjactor across stimuli
and consensus as variance within a stimulus across actors,
distinctiveness and consensus therefore convéy information
about the actor and the stimulus, respectively. In other
words, distinctiveness information, by focussing on multiple
instahces of the actors behavior, directly focusées ouf
attention on whether orfnot the actor has a pérﬁonal
characteristic that causes the behavior. Cpnsensus
information, by grouping the actor among many other actors,
while dealjng with a single stimulus, focusses our attention
on whéfher or not the stimulus can evoKeﬁthe -same reaction
from many peop?e.‘Hansen then éeems to imglicitly raise the
question as to whether or not people use attribution

templates in an unbiased fashionf or in all of their
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completeness. His answer seems to be that they do not. He

proposes. that in the absence of causa) information, people

approach the attribution:process w;th an é priori causal
hypOthesfs, positing that the observed behavior was either
caused by the person or the stimulus. He then claims that

people access only those parts of causal te&pTates that are

\belevant to the hypothesfzéd cause, and attend to or seek

information 6nly relevant to that hypothesized cause as
represented in the partial template.
| Thus, Hansen (1980) suggests that observers with an a

priori hypothesized dispositional explanation for a behavior

)

-rely more on distinctiveness information than on consensus

information. Observers with a hypothesﬁZed stimu]us
exbianation for the behav{dr wou id éeek consensus‘
information a§ support. Hansen views this differgptial usage
of infbrmagion as "cognitive economy". Thus.thisibrinciple
claims that perceivers would seek éupport for the least

complicated causal exp]an§tion with the most congruent type

of informatinn.

Herize: attempted to explore cognitive economy as a
stepwise zt. ion process. The first step involves a
translatioi. ¢ ~usal informz “ion into propositions =
regarding cau. - ‘ces  These propositions, which are
inherenl in tnc ac . or “he s~ mulus, may be facilitory or

inhibitory. For € ~mz72, informe.ion in the form of
“character X alwwys [’ - -nases -ecords by singer Y"

translates into a facilitory p oposition of "X likes Y's
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music". Thus, propositidns supporting.digpositiona] causes
can be derived from distinctiveness information while
propositions stpbrting stimulus causes één be derived from
consensus information. It must be noted that Hansen provides
little rationale as to why individuals generate one type of
hypothesis over another. He merely cliaims that such. naive
hypdtﬁeées derive from sources such as attributional biases,
sex_of the actor and the type of behavior witnessed. Step o
two of the attribution process involves a comparison between
the given causal information and the observer’s own
'explanation of the behavior. A match would result in
advanéing the explanation as being correct. Another aspect
of cognitive economy seems to.be a limit on the search
précess when confirmatory evidence is found. Observers who
make'aldispositional facilitafﬁvé hypothesis and
§ybséquent1y receive low distinctiveness information would
discoveéﬁa match Betweenithe hypothesis and the proposition.
Their attribution process would ehd at this point even if
other relevant information were ayailab]e. A similar
“ecdnomicél" attribution process would'exist for stimulus
hypotheses and high consensus' propositions. \€§ |
Hansen ' also discusses the discounting and
augmentation principles in terms of hié cognitive economy
model. He claims that when observers discover that there is

more. than one facilitative force relevant to an actor’s

'Hansen, R. D., & Thompson, M. H. Cognitive economics and
commonsense attribution. Manuscript submitted for
pubiication, 1982. ‘ ‘

)
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behavior, they must discount their already held explanation
for the behavior. For éxample, if observers acquire high
consensus information when'they have advanced a
dispositional facilitative fohce, the stimulus faci]itative
force (inferred from high consensus) should “logically
discount the hypothesized dispositional force. In this case,
the observers must use both covariation and discounting in
arriving at a causal attribugion. The obseryers should not
be able to rely solely on their initial hypothesis.

Another difficult attributional process involves using
covariation along with augmentation. To i]]ustrate this\
complex process, suppose that observers are given low
consensus information for an;actor’s behavior. Low consensus
implies an inhibitory force in the stimulus. Hansen's
réasoniné is that if X's reaction is atypical of most
others’, thén the stimulus (a) did not caQse X's reaction
and (b) actually seems to fnhibit such responses among
people in general. Thus, observers must engage the
1augmentation principle before they can arrive at a é;usél
solutjon.’The observation that the actor still performed the
<behavioh even when an inhibitory force (the low consenéus
provoking stimulus) is present {mplies that there must be a
strong facilitative force in fhe'actor. If dbservers had
advanced a dispositional facilitative hypothgsié to account
for the behavior, then the facilitative force derived from
serial application of covariation and augmentation is

matched with the advahcedéexplanation. No othéf'processing
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procedure is required. However, if observers had advanced.a
stimulus facilitative hypotheSisvfbr the’behavyor: the
facilitative force derived from the application of
covariation and augmentation would not match with the
adyanced hypothesis. The observers-must discount their
advanced stimulus facilitative force. Fherefore,‘the
observers must use covariation, augmenﬂation and discounting_
tovconclude that Tow consensus does not\support‘a stimulus
attribution. The process firsf involves the conversion of
~covariation infobmation into either inhibitory or |
| faci]itative.forces. Then these forces are‘either augmé%ted
and/or discounted with the facilitative force in the
stimulus or person. Certainly, such pﬁocessing seems complex
and at vériance with‘a notion of cogni;ive economy .

Hansen tested hiS-ﬁnedictions in\éfseries of studies.
He confirmed that observefs tehd to genérate naive
hypotheses when confronted with a causal exb]anatjon task.
That is,'obséryers did generate a prio}i stimulus or
dispositional attribution hypothesés (circumstance cases
will not be'dfscussed Eecause Hé;seh chose to focus.oh
stimulus and d s.ositional explanations only). Furthermore,
he fouhd that'observers with.stimulus hypothesgg search for
consensus information while observers with dispositional
hypotheses search ‘for distinctiveness information to confirm
their'naive exb]anations. In addition, observers-pre%erred'

~information that did not require further augmentation or

discounting processes. Fiha]ly, he documented that observers



use distinctiveness to confirm dispos}tional attributions
and use consensus to'confirﬁ stimu]us attribptiohs. There
was also .evidence to éuggést that obéervers prefer causal
in%ofmation that directTy implies the causal attribution
crather than information that indirectly .implies the
- attribution via augmentétion or discounting. Fbr example,
the §trengtﬁ of dispositional attributions did not increase:
even if observeré were given 1ow(distinctjveness, Tow
Conéensus and high consistency infdrmation as opposed fo
only Tow distinctiveness informatfon. Similarly, observérs
given simple higﬁ consensus information made strong stimulus
attributions regardless of whether or not high | |
distinctiveness and‘high consistencyfinformatioh were also
given. It appears-that once the observers’ hypotheses are:
cohfirmed, additional information search aﬁd utilization is
aiscontinued. This is one of the mqstlimpértant under lying.
princip]es‘of his proposed cognitive economy model.
Hansen’s_propqsa}s are also partially supportéd from
results of a study by Garland, Hardy, and Stephenson (1975).
Garland et al. used an infofmation search baradigh'wheré
‘gubjects were given eitherAstimuius of disposftional
attribUtions for an act and were asked to reduest for
additional information neéded in order'to support the
particular éttribution. They found that there»weré more
requests- for consensus informafioh for a priobiistimulus

-

than‘for disposftiona] attributions. In contrast, there were

EN

more requests for distinctiveness information in the
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dispositional attributions than in the stimu]ﬁs-attﬁibution
conditidns. )
To.summarize, Hansen proposes that the mdst economical
attribution process involves using only covariation
information. When an inhibitory force is ﬁmp]ied from the
causal information, observers are then required fo‘use
augmentation to infer some type of facilitative force. Low
consensus and high distinctiveness. information imply
inhibitory forces which would require fully proéessiné
observers to augment before arr{ving at a facilitative force
explanation. Related to this augmentation p}ocess is tHe'
‘discoUnting process. If observers are faced with more than
one plausible cause for the actor’s behavior, full
processing of information would mean tha% they szt discount
their advanced causal explanation. In both of these cases,
“fully processing observers would have to use/covériation,
augmentation and diécounting simUltaneougly when making
their causaT judgment;lﬁlthough‘Hansen'discgsses these‘moreq
complicated attributionvprocesses, he is skeptical that‘tﬁey
would be commonly used. In effect he suggests that observers -
will run the risk of making fhe wrong inference rather than
considering all aspects of the-antecedents to a behavior.
When coQariation is'comﬁ?ﬁéd with augmentation and/or
discounting infdrmation,\abservérs wii] generélTy use only
the covariation information. This view of informatién.usage
cHaraCter%zeé the social perce{ver~as-an inefficient and at

times misdirected consumer of information.



It can be aTternatiVelv argued, however, that
perceivers»are'much more sophisttcated when they are
de]iberating the causes of behavior. If a‘causal judgment is
impOrtant,zberceivers shou]d'careful]y_weigh all the
antecedent events before maKing'an attributfon Past
researchers have found that factors such as d1sconf1rmat1on
" of expectat1ons ( Pyszczynsk1 & Greenberg, 1981), unexpected
events (Berlyne 1960) , 1ack of control (@1ttman & Plttman
1979), ant1c1pated future 1nteract1on w1t another person )
(Berscheid, Graz1ano Monson & Dermer, 1976) and ”
threatened self- esteem (Zuckerman,_1979) lead to enhanced
information search»and attributional processtngq These.
factors suggest thattmotivation is important for the'
.instigation and pursuit of attribution processes., Thus if
observers are highly mot1vated to understand someone,. the
attr1but1on process becomes a sianificant source of
1nformat1on 1f the process iz s1gn1f1cant 1t-would.be
1mportant for the observers to be correct in their |
attr1but1ona1 Judgments Therefore, given a set of relevant
1nformat1on pertaining to an effect motivated observers
should be h1gh1y 1ncl1ned to emp]oy all. relevant 1nformat1on
in arr1v1ng at a causal attribution. An a]ternat1ve to the
- principle of cognitive economy is thus proposed. ThJs
alternative'suggests that dndividuals search out diverse:a
aVa11ab1e causal information and engage hn comp]ex

attr1but1on processing when it 'is 1mportant for them to

achleve_an accurate understand1ng‘of the actor. .In contrast
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to Hénsen's notion of cognitive economy, it is proposed hee=
that social perceivers may sometimes be characterized by
. cognitive zeal. _ | ‘

The present writer thas proposes that perceivers can
moreianéiytic than suggested by Hansen (1380). Once they
écquire opposing types of information or‘when they acquir em———
caUsél information that poinfs the cause towards more thar~-=---
one causal source, observers may frequently weigh, in
complex ways, all aspects of the causal forces before mak f
an infenéhce, bfgvided thét the resﬁltant causal‘attﬁibuti
caﬁAYﬁe]d_important fnformation:to thelperceiver: This . is
the principle of cdgnitive zeal. Hansen argues othéerse.
;'maintains‘that onfy fnforhafﬁon wﬁich supports- the
peréeivérs“_naive hypbtheses will be Qti]ized.'All other
conflicting yét reTevant infbrmatibn will be ignQPed..The
present viéw is that.cdghitiVe,economy is likely to oécur
only when.so;iél perceivers.are.re]ativelyvunmotivated to
achieve accUrate.ﬁnformatioa about peopie€.

The préseﬁt study examines whether.cognifivéhzeal is ==
viable. concept. In‘order to permit a comparison tO»Hénsen'-EEEEE
notion of cognitiVe'économy,]it is necessary to recognize ===
difference in assumptions between the two approaches. Whiles—=

Hansen assumes that observers start the attribuzion‘proces======

with a naive hypothesis, the present approach does hot Hdr
does it cohéideﬁ_initial hypofheées to be impbrtant. Thus,
in developing comparafiye hypdthéses from the two

approaches, it must be understood that different starting

L



points are implied. Tﬁus,"fob Hansen, economy becomeé an
issue whenever covariation information contradicts the naive
hypothesis. Because his mode]l does not specify the origins
of naive hypotheses in sufficient detail to permit
experimental control over when economy becomes an issue at
this level, another ‘approach is taken here that focusses on
a later stage in the'attribuéion process. The research
literature shows, and Hansen seems to agree, that simple

- distinctions between high and iow distinctiveness
information and high and low consensus information reliably
produce, respectively for each type of information, stimuius
and.dispositional attrfbutioﬁsf}Thgs, we can assume that
even cogn{tive economizers can proceed through one source of
‘covariat{on information and-arrive at a theoretical]y‘
spécifiab]e attribution. The'eéonomy versus zeal issue can
therefore be addressed by the question of whether or not
people will engagé’in further complex processing strategies
(e.g., augmentation) to arrive at causal attributions, even
-though.avai]able and relatively simple covariatioﬁ

7 iﬁformation would-suffice to produce an attributional
judgmént;

For example, when high distinctiveness information is
available, both Kei]ey and Hansen agree that a stimuius
attribution would resu]t[‘What would resuit if this high )
~distinctiveness information were combined with information
relevant to the augmentation principTe? Assume that the

augmentation information represents an external inhibition
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against behaving in the observed manner. Thus, when the
.observer discovers high distinctiveness information, a
stimulus aﬁ&ribution might automatically be made. However ,
“with knowﬁgdge of . the inhibition information, which serves
as: another external force, the attribution should be
inékeasing]y biased toward the stimulus and away from a
dispo§itiona1 attribution. So, if one observes cl- -acter X
buying a specific record by singer Y and acquirgs_ihe
information that X purchases records by no other singers,
the informatijon would result in a stimulus attribution. That
is, it must be something pbout singer Y that prompted X into
buying that record. Hdwever, if more information is given
about .character X, for example, X actually needs the money
for somefhing else more important than the record, fhis lack
ofvavailablehmoney would serve as a Kind of inhibition
information. LacK of money should inhibit X from buying that
record.'waever, since it is observed that X did buy the
record, this implies thaf there must‘be somethir ery.
appéa]ing about.singer Y such that X cannot resist buyiﬁg
the record. This would:result in an enhancement of the
stimulus attribution; This is a primary prediction for
cognitive_zeal, assuming that the perceiver has a vest;d
interest in understanding character X. Cognitive economy, on
the other hand, proposes that observers would merely notice
the high distinctivénesS\information, make the . appropriate
©

stimulus attribution and that inhibition information would

not be significant in their attribution process. Therefore,

.
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a similarly strohg stimulus attribution wouid be made
- whether inhibftion information were present or not according
to H?nsen’s model .

In the case of low distinctiveness, thé general
attribution made would be a dispositiénal attribution.
Hansen’é cognitive échomy predicts that if observers would
generate the dispositional attribution, perhébs With some
difficulty, and that the attribution process would end. The
cognitive ecqﬁomy m@de] predicts that inhibition information
w%]] not be utilized. However, the cognitive zeal mode]l
predicts that inhibithn infor&ation onld'produce‘increased
strehgth of the dispositional attribution. Thus, if one
observes character X buying a record by Singer Y and
receives the information that X buys records by maﬁy.
singers, the informationAWould result in a dispositional
attribution. fhat js, character X muﬁt really enjoy music
and the purchasing'of ﬁeconds..Howevér, if inhibition
infprmationfis given, such as, X negds‘the money for‘
éomething more important than the record, motivated
observers should interpret this information to mean that ¥
ﬁust really like buying records since he cannot resist
buying even when he lacks the‘money.‘The'fesult_would be
enhancemehf of thé disposifiona] attribution.

Similar zealous process1ng would occur for consensus
1nformat1on Norma]]y, high consensus would result in a
stimulus attribution. The addition of inhibition information

would result in a stronger stimulus attribution. Thus, if it
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is observed that character X purchased a record by singer Y
and it is also known that many other people (high consensus);
purchased the record,-a stimulus attribution would result.
If it is also Known that X lacks money but still purchased
the record, this impiies that the record by singer Y must be
very specia].'The inhibition information (lack of money)
intensifies the stimulus attribution. Conversely, fOW'
consensus would result in a dispositional attribution. For
example, character X purchases a record by singer Y and it
- is Known that hardly anyone else (low consensus) bought the
record. This impliies that X must prefer Y's music in order
for him to buy the record since hard]y anyone else bought
the record. When 1nh1b1t1on information is provided in
addition to the low consensus 1nformat1on, that is, X is
very short of money, this would result in an enhancement of
the d1spos1t1ona] attr1but1on Thus, an observer would
reotionalize that since hardly anyone else bought the record,
it must be something about X that prompted him into buying
the record. Furthermore, X is short of money and yet still
purchased the record implies that X must really enjoy Y's
music. Therefore an enhancement of the dispoéitional
attribution would result if inhibition information were
presented along with low consensus information.

The present investigation is composed of fwo
experiments. Each experiment is a 2(high versus low
.motivation for attributional accuracy) X 2( stimulus

material replication) X 2(inhibition yersus no inhibition
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information) X 2(high versus low céQariation) factorial
design. The first experiment involves consensus covariation
while the second involves distinctiveness covariation. With
regard to the motivation variab]g, low motivation conditions
are intended to represent cases where the formation of
accurate attributions is unimportant for the observef. It is
predicted that for .the low mbtivation conditions, the
results will reflect the cognitive economy model. Thaf is,
there will only bg main effects for covariation and no
interaction effects with the inhibition variable. The%efore,
the high consensus’conditidns should yield stimulus ’
attributions while low consensus should produce
dispositional attributiOns-regard]eés of the inhibition
information. ~imilarly, high gistinctiveness should lead to
stimﬁlus attributions while low distinctiveness should
produce dispositiona]:attributions across all conditions of
the inhibition variable. This set of predictions is
consistent with Hansen's cognitive economy model.

In high motivation conditions, the attribution process
was made important for the observers. That fs, the observers
were primed toward making correct attributions. These
Zealous observers were thefe%ore expected to use inhibition
information, and interaction between the inhibition and the
covariation information was thus anticipated. High consensus
would again indicate a stimulus Cause, but when cémbjned_
with inhibition information, the result should be a strongeb‘

stimulus causal effect. Low consensus, on the other hand,
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indicates a dispositional cause. When jow consensus is
combined with jnhibition information,ma much stronger
dispositional éffect should result. Covariation in the form
of high distinctivenessvshould result in a stimulus
attribution. An enhanced stimulus effect was. anticipated
when high distinctiveness,waé combined with inhibition
infOrmat{on. Conversely, low distinctivéness information
combined with inhibition information should result in a
stronger dispositional attribution than when Tow
distinctiyehess infohmation was presented alone. These high
motivatioﬁ condition predictions illustrate the prjncip]e of

cognitive zeal.



II. Method

A. Subjects

| The subjects were students enrolled in intrbducfony
psychology cburses at the University of Alberta. Théy
participated in this reseafch to satisfy a course
requﬁrement;;Two hundred and seventy-eight female students
were randomly ass{gned to the conditions of two separate
experiments fhat had in common mahipu]ations of inhibitory
causal .information (presence versus absence), motivatiqh'to
accurafely attribute the tafget behavior (high versus low)
aqd fhe nature of the targét behavior to be attributed (two
béhaviora] scenarios). One study included a manipulation of
- consensus information (high versus low), while the other
included a manipu]ation‘d? distinctiveness information (high
versus low). Thus, each experiment was a 2 X 2 X 2 X'2

factorial design.

B. Materials |

.Bogus é]inical behavior assessment profiles were
prepared. The profiies consisted of behavioral observations
of a fictitious individual. The profiles included target .
behaviors for which subjects wefe later redUested.to make
causal attributions. These profiles also inciudedxthe |
manipﬁlétions of consensus, distinctiveness and inhibition
manipulations. Video and audiotapes were prepared to

standardize the presentation of the instructions. The

23
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experimental questionnaire was pr‘es’ed on viijeotape and
responded to onhT1~point keyed response panels. The answers

were recorded by an AIM micro-computer.

C. Procedure

Three subjects participated in each experimental
eession, but they.were isolated in individual rooms. After
the subjects arr1ved in the laboratory, they were told that
their task was to study and to remember information about an
individual as presented in the behavior profile. The
behavior profile consisted of vital statistics about an
.individual a]ong.wjth behavione recorded by an ebserver. fhe
recorded behayiors were actually manipulations of the
consensus, ‘distinctiveness and inhibition variables. In
adéition, a target behavior was included fer which subjects
were later required to provide a causal explanation.

. Subjects were given five minutes to study the profile.

Scenario replications

Two scenagios and target behavtors were employed. Half
of the subjects were presented with observations of a person
stricken with a sore throat. The observations were of this
person visitjpg a physician’s office. Included was an
abparently official bhysician’s report indicating the
peﬁson’s'heelth condition. The ebservations then continued
through  a work day at the person’s office. The critical

behavior observed was that of the person talking to another
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individual during his coffee break.?

The other half of the subjects read a story that
involved observations of a persohrspending an evening at
home with a fitfully sleeping baby. The target behavior was
that of the person laughing hysterically at a comedian
per forming inde television show.?3
Consensus manipulation

In the laryngitis story, high consensus involved\the
observation that the main character’s office mates also
ta]Red With the' stimulus person duringlthe coffee break. Low
consensus involved the observation that only the main
character talked intensely to the stimulus person. The rest
of the office mates ignored the stimulus character.

In the comedian story, high consensus provided the
information'that a survey was taken, and a strong majority
of the television audience watched and'enjoyed“the
particular comedian’s perfofmance: Conversely, low consensus
showed that a very smal] number of people enjoyed the

stimulus comedian’s performance.

Distinctiveness manipulation
In the lahyngitis story, high distinctiveness

information indicated that the main character only falked to

\ ,
the- stimulus person, although others were available for

2A11 information relevant to this story is presented 1n

Appendix A‘.
3A1T1 information relevant to this.- -story is presented 1n

Append1x A2.
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’

conversation. Low distinctiveness, on the other hand,
indicated that the main character talked to different peop}e
during his coffee break. |

- In the second story, high distinctiveness provided the
observation that the main character laughed at no other
'comedy rout{ne. Low distinctiveness information indicated
| that the main character had laughed at various other comedy‘

routines.

Inhibition manipulation . .

" In the laryngitis story, the inhibition information
occurred in the context of the main character visiting the
physician because he had been suffering,from‘a sore throat.
The disgnosis was that the main character had lTaryngitis.
The physician advised him not to use his voice under any:
circumstances for the next two days. In this first case, the
individual’s health inhibited him from talking. The no
inhibition information condition.mere1§ stated that the main
character had a sore throat and visited the physician’s o
office for an-.examination. The physfcian stated explicitly
that the main character need not restrain himself from
'taLKfag.' o .

In the comedian stofy} the‘iphibition iﬁformation ,
indicated that the baby must havé absolute peace and quiet |
because ‘the baby‘was not well.'If.was also observed that the
main character finaT]y put the baby to sleep after many B

trials. It was emphasized that there'éhould not be a sound
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in the house or else the baby would wake againt In the no
inhibitioh oonditioh, no infOrmation.relevant to the
necessity of being qdiet wae proVQded or imp]ied

SubJects were then told that Qhen students and patients
go to c11n1ca1 psychologists and counsel]ors for help, they
typ1oa1ly undergo a series of tests and assessments before
actual counse]]ing takes place. The instruotions explained
that a new assessment test had been developed by a group of
clinical psychologists, and thet these researchers
supposedly wanted to evaluate the test's validity before
tntroducing it for ¢linical Uee. The subjects’ task would be
to help refine this new assessment tool. The prof11e they
had read was described as the assessment report of an
individual who had participated in the first part of the
eva]uatioh program. The_recohded behaviors were ostehsib]y
made accordtng to the new_test’s guidelines. Subjects were
told that since this pahticular test was still in the
~ development stage, the assessed Tndivﬁddals were members of
the general nonclinical populetion. This new assessment test
would -supposedly be used in the mental health ebea after it

had been refined.

PR

P

Motivation manipu]ation

| The motivation mantpu]ation was intermixed with the
explanation of the new asse;smeht tool These.motivétion
instructions were presented after the subJects studied the -

prof1le 1n order not to confound information acqu1s1t1on
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with information processing. The motivatfnn_variable in this
‘ rgsearch was aimed at influencing infprmatfon“procesging and .
not attention.MHa]f of ;bé subjects were given instructions
. intended to motivate aétribution processing highly. Théy. N
werértnld that the resgarchers were interesfed‘in comparing
resu]fs from both trained and untrained assessors. The
purpose of this comparison was to digcovér osténsib]y what
aspects of the assessment feport were important far making
accurate judgments. This presumably“enabled researchers to
effecti?e]y train new assessors to use the test
productively. The subjects were fblduthat they shou]d but
tnemselves into an aobjective poéition, similar to thathof a
: c]inic{an, and'then'caréfullybexamine thgléssessment report.
They were told that following the examinafﬁoniof_the reportt
they would write an evaluation report about the person: They
were also told that to help them write the report,ufhex
would be given a series of questions concerning the \
'part1cu]ar person whose behav1or they had aq€lyzed
Furthermore, their answers to that questionnaire would be

compared with a set of correct answers generated by

professional clinical psychologists. . y

The other half of the squects wére as%igned to the tow -
motivatiqn condition. They were told that 1& order to refine
the new assessment test, University students were being
asked to evaluate the clarity of the instfuctions, the
behavior profile, and the questionnaire. The particular

questionnaire they were to work through was designed to help
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clinicians in the‘assessment process. Shbjects were told
that they should answer tHe questjonnaire and should pay
atténtton’to whether the questions were well formulated. In
: addition, the subjects were told thatlthe researchers would
like to time the presentation and the answering-of the
questiens The purpose of th1s exercise was to discover how
Tong 1t wou ld take 1nd1v1dua]s to read the quest1ons and to
answer accurately the questions since the answers were
supposedly recorded by an, expensive: computer connection. The
subjects were told that although the experimenters were only
1nterested in the timing of their answerT’@“the—quest4€wﬁf—~—~— ‘
they shou]d answer. the questions as acburate]y as possible.
‘They were told that following the questionnaire, they would
write a short report commenting on the clarity of the
behavior profile and the questionnaire.

After all the-instructiens'were presented, the profiles
were removed from the subjects’ rooms, and a Videetape of .
the experimental questionnaire Qas presented on the” ’
~ subjects’ monitors. The;videotape jnc]uded both,attributton
and ménipuletionteheck items.* The subjects were required to
answer on an 11-peint.response baﬁel Each quest1on was
displayed on-the monitors for one m1nute dur1ng wh1ch t1me
sub jects were requ1red to enter an answer. After all of the
vquest1ons were presente and answered, each subject wasa
probed for suspicﬁousness F1na11y, a videotaped debr1ef1ng

was presented to the subJects

'4The questionnaires are presented in Appendi x A3, -



N - LII. Results
Data from 22 subjects of the.total“sample of;27é
participapts were not included‘iﬁ thé results due to
rechding_failures in the AIM computer. Thus, eight subject
were included in each of the 32 cells of the two R -

. experiments. 5

A. Manipulations .

To check the effectiveness of the inhibition

manipulation, subjects were asked three.&uestions about eac /=
. story. For the‘la%yngitfs story, subjects were asked hpw

sore John’s throat was when ﬁe decided to talk to Sandy, hO ‘e
much dohﬁ\should-have used his voice acdbrding to his

physician’s advice énd how much they thbught'dohn’s throat

hurt when he télkedato Sandy. In the comedian story,

‘subjects were first asked how quiet John should have been

- when he watched Harq]d K.”s pebformance. The second questior——
asked whether John should have laughed hysterically and

(clapped loudly, and the third question qfked if there was

any risk.in waking fhe baby when John responded‘to the
cgmedian.llnﬂaddition, the items from both scenarios were
parallel in contént»and were associatéd with semantically -
similar scale labels. This‘allowed the aqﬁﬁeﬁs from

correspo?ding questions to be collapséd across. conditions

for the purpose of data analyses. Thus, for the first

>See ‘ables 1 to 15 in Appendix B for source tableé relevant
to the consensus study. See Tables 16 'to 29 in Appendix B
for source tables relevant to the distinctiveness study.
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question in both scenarios, the scale ranged ftom not at all
(1) to'extremely (11). The scale for the second items ranged
frqh should not have (1) to no restriction (11). Finally,
Athé scale for the third items ranged Fer none at all (1) to
vvery much (11)

For the distinctiveneés study, analyses of variance
ndicated a significant inhibition main effect for all three
items, F (1,112)= 64.03, p<.001, F(1,112)= 193.36, p <.001,
F(1,112)= 72.40, p<.001, respecti?ely. The inhibition
- condition mean‘gn the first item was 8.63 while * 2 mean for
no inhibition was 5.56. For the second item; the means for
inhibition werq‘2.61 and 8.64, respectively. On éhe third
item, the mean for inhibition waé 9.30.whi]e the mean for no
inhibition was 6.30. For the consensus study, analysis of
the first inhibition item yié]ded a significant inhibition
main effect, F(1,112)= 28.73, p<.001 with the means of 8.39
and 6.02 for the inhibition and no inhibition conditions,
respect1ve1y For the second item, there was also a
s1gn1f1cant inhibition main é%féct, F(1,112)= 167.58,
g<jOOiL‘The mean; were 2.31 for inhibition and 8.39 for no
iﬁhibition A significant main effect was also obtained for
the . th1rd inhibition item, F{1,112)= 42.18, p<.001. The
means were 9.16 and 6.38 for inhibition énd no inhibition,
respéctive]y:

The results from all three items in both consensus and
distinctiveness stud1es show that subjects knew that John’ s

throat was* sore and that he should not have ta]ked to Sandy



in the inhit _ion cases while such restrictions did not
exist for the no inhibition laryngitis conditions.
Similarly, subjects thought that John should not have
laughed and clapped loudly in the inhibifion comedian story,
while such regtrictions were not apparent in the no
inhibition conditions. |

Analysis of the first inhibition check item in the
consensus study also yielded a significant motivation X
Scenario-interaction, F{1,112)= 3.80, p<.05. The second item
in this.study revealed an inhibition X motivation
interaction, F(1,112)= 5.58, p<.02. This result indicated
that subjects in the no inhibition-high motivation condition
thought the main character should have laughed at the
comedian and should have used his voice in the laryngitis
scenario more so than subjects in the no inhibition-iow
- motivation condition. In addition, a signi%icant inhibition
X scenario interaction, F(1,112)= 17.30, p<.001, was also
~obtained. for the second item along with a significant
consensus X motivation X scenario interaction, F(1,112)="
4.97, Q<.03] Analysis of the final inhibition chec%_item
also yielded a significant scenario main effect aﬁdva
significant motivation X scenario interaction efféct'wifh
E(1,112)= 22.50, p<.001 and F(1,112)= 5.45, p<.02,
respectively. However, all of these main and interaction
effectsrinvolving the scenario replication factor revealed )
- no important.dfsérépancies or suggest modification of the

inhibition main effects for the consensus study. (The



33

relevant tables of cell means are presented in Tables A to F
in Appendix C.)

The first and,s;cond inhibition check items in the
distinctiveness stddy also produced significant inhib%tion X
scenario interactions, 5(1;112); 6.41, 9<L01 and F(1,112)=
19.95, p<.001, respectively. Analysis of the tﬁird
inhibition checK~item'yielded a significant motivation main
effect adong with a significant Scenario main effect,
£(1,112f: 3.80, p<.05 and F(1,112)= 22.07, p<.001,
nespectivé]y. Finally, analysis of this'third.item showed a
distinctiveness.x inhibition X motivation interabtion,
F(1,112)= 3.80,‘Q<.65. SA@ilac to the consensus study, these
main and interaction effects did not reveal any unexpected
discrepancies that would conflict with the proposed )
‘Ezgoghesis testing. (The relevant tables of cell means are
presented in Tables G to K -in Appendix C.) &

‘ As a check on the effectiveness of the consensus .
Vmanipu]ation,,subjeéts Weré asked how enthusiastica]]y‘
John' s offfce mates talked with Sandy and whether none or
many others talked with Sandy in the ]aryngitis story.'For
the comedian étory, sub jects Were asked hoW hyétgrically.
they thought other peoplé léughed at Harola K. and whether

®Pearson correlations were performed on the three inhibition
check items in each study. It was found that the three-
inhibition items were highly correlated (see Tables A and B
in Appendix D for the correlation coefficients). Thus,
analysis of variance was performed on’ the summed means (see
Tables C to H in Appendix D for the relevant source tables
and mean tables). The result was that many interaction
effects previously found were no longer significant.
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the first item in both scenarios ranged from not at all (1)
to very much (11). The scaie for the second items ranged
from no one else (1) to many others (11). For the consensus
study, there was a significant consensus main effect,
F(1,112)= 467.91, g<.001.for the}first.item.’The means were
8.80 for high consensus and 1.95 for low coﬁsensus.fAnaleis.
of the second item also yielded a significant consensus main
effect, F(1,112)= 394.16, p<.001 with means of 8.92 and 2.11
for the respective high and low consensus conditions. Thus,
subjects were able to ident{fy the cases where many others
performed the behavior in contrast to céses where few others
performed it. There was also a cdnsensus X scenario
interaction for the second item, £(1,112)3'6l507 p<.01.
However, this interaction was due to the fact that the -
consensus manipulation was stronger in one scenario than in
the other. (The relevant table of‘celf means is presented in
Table L in Appendix C.)

In the distinctiveness study, ana]ys{s of the first
consensus item yielded é s#gnificant séenario main effect
and a significant inhibitioh X scenario interaction effect,
E(1,112)= 46.70, p<.001 andv£(1,112)= 4.33, p<.04, |
resPectively. The second consensus item again yielded a
significant scenario ma{n effect, £(1;112)=-56.25, Q<HOQ1.

In addifion, analyses revealed an inhibition X motfyation
interaction, F(1,112)= 9.15, p<.003, an inhibition X
scenario interaction, F(1,112)= 8.15, p<.003, a

distinctiveness X inhibition X motivation interaction,
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F(1,112)= 5.58, p<.02 and an inhibition X motivation X
scenario interaction, F(1,112)= 4.12, p<.05. (The relevant
tables of cell means are preéented in Tables M to R in
Appendix C.) 7 v Y
As a check for the distinctiveness manjpulatiqn, two
questions were asked relevant to each of thé two stories.
For the/T;ryngitis story, subjects were asked whether:ddhn
never of always sat and talked to someone during his cqffee
break and how many others John talked enthuéiastical]y with
in the breceding week. In fhe‘comedian_story, subjécts were
asked whether John never or a]waYs laughed and clapped at a
comedian’s joKes and how;many comedians John laughed
hysterically at in the preceding weeks. Once again, subjects
anSwéred on an 11-point scé]e that ranged from dohﬁ never
(15 té John always (11) for the first items. The scale for
the secénd items rahgédlffbm'nq one at all (1) to 1augheq
‘hystefﬁéél]y at evéry coméd%an or talked entHusiasticaII;g
with someone eyer&day (11).-For the~distinctivenés§ study,
analysis of fhé finsi ftém yieldedAa signifjcant
distinctiveness main ef%ect, £(1,112f= 552.07, g<.dO1 with
means of 3.73 énd_9;78'forlhigh versus low distinctiveness.
THere was also'a scenario main effect, E(1,112)= 19.64,
p<.001, with the means bf 6.18 and 7.33 for thé_comedian and

7Pearson correlations were also performed on the consensus
manipulation check items in each study (see Tables I and J
in Appendix D for the coefficients). It was found that the
two items were highly correlated. Analysis of variance
performed on the summed means found that many of the
interaction effects were no' longer significant (see Tables K
to R\iT Appendix D for the relevant source tables and mean
tables) . R ’ g : ‘ o -
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the laryngitis stories, respectively. A three-way
interaction also appeared for the distinctiveness,
motivation and scenario variables, F(1,112)= 13.72, p<.001.

However, it was merely the case that the effect for the

-laryngitis story was stronger than for the comedian story.

(The relevant table of cell means is presented in Table S in
Appendix C.) |

| Analysis of the second distinctiveness check item aiso :
revealed a signfficant distinctiveness main effect,
F(1,112)= 349.34, p<.001. The mean for higH distinctiveness
was 2i16’ While the mean for low distinctivemess was 9.05.

Sub jects were awere of whether John per formed the behavior

-toward other.stimuli as opposed to cases in which the target

behavior was unique to a particular stimulus. This analysis
also yielded a significant story main effect, £(1{112)=
10.10, p<.002, with means of 5.02 and 6.19 for the cemedian
and the laryngitis stories, respectively. There was also a
significant distinctiveness X inhibition X motivation
interaction effect, E(1,112)= 4.67, p<.03. This result
indicated that subjects in the low distinctiveneés-high f
motivation condition perceived John to have talked to fewer
people and to have laughed at fewer comedians when
inhibition information was presented(than_those subjects who
did not receive the'inhibftion information;,This is
consistent with the stimu]ﬁs attribution resuft for fhe
distinctivenzss study which found that the difference

between high and low dietinctiveness was smaller in the
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inhibition'condition_thaﬁ in the no inhibition condition.
(The relevant table of cell means ié presented in Tabie T 1in
Appendix C.)

fn the consénsus study, ana]ysis'of_the first
dist{nctiveness check item yielded a significant inhibition
main efféct, £(1,112f= 4.11, p<.05, a significant scenario .
main effect, F(1,112)= 5.64, p<.02, and a significant
consensus X inhibition X scenario interaction, £(1,112).=
5.10, g<.03.'HoweVer, there were no significant consensus |
main effects for this item. Analysié of the second
distinctiveness item revealed no significant consensus
effect. However, there was a significant inhibition §ffect,
E(1,112)= 9.56, p<.003. Thebe also was a motivation main
effect, E(1,112)= 5.33, g<.02. Final]y, ana]ySis revealed a
significaﬁt consensus X scenério'interaction; £k1,112)=
4.93, Q<.d3. The means in tgis interaction showed that in®
the laryngitis scenario, subjects in the high consensus
éonditioné assumed that dohn.talked to many otheﬁs in the
‘preceding week while those in the low consensus conditions
assumed that John talked to few others. However, the reverse
is frue for the comedian scenafio, subjects assumed that
John laughed at feweﬁ comedians in the high consensus than
in thé low consensus conditions.'(The.relevant’celi means
are preseﬁted in Tables U to Z in Appendix C.) &

8Pearson correlations were performed on the distinctiveness
manipulation check items in each study (see Tables S and T

- 1n Appendix D for the correlation coefficients). It was
found that the two items were highly correlated. Analysis of
variance performed on the summed means found that many of
the interagtion effects were no longer significant (see



As a check on the motivation manipu]ation Subjects
were asked haw important the1r responses were in helping the
experlmenters/determ1ne the t1m1ng of the presentat1on of
'the quecf1ons They angwered on an 11- point scale w1th (1)
1nd1cat1ﬁ6 not at all i;;gzlant and (11) indicating
extreméay important. For the conéensus study, analysis
sh?yed a significant motivation main effect _(1 112)— 7. 28
p<.008, with means of 7.47 for high motivation and 8.69 For
low mot1vat1on For the d1st1nct1veness study, 'there was
also a significant motivation main effect, E(1,11é)= 4.63,
9<.03,.with means of 7.09 for high motivation and 8.05 for
Jow motivation. Thhsﬁ it appeared that subjects in the low
motivatjon conditions believed thg% thé timing of the
.questions was an important procédUre in the study. No othef
main or interdction effects occurred for this item'%or both
studies.

The second motivafion check question asked the subjects
how important the correctness of their answers was to the
development of the new psycho]ogi@al test. Once again,‘they
were.to answer on an 11-point scale with (1) indicating not
important and (11)_indicating extreme]y'important._For the
cdnsensus study, analysis showed a signiffcant motivation
main effect, F(1,112)= 21.01, p<.001, with the means of 7.31
for high motivation and 4, 88 for Tow motivation. For the
distinctiveness study, there also existed a significant
motivation main effect, F(1 112)= 12.21, p<.001, with the

8(cont'd)Tables U to Bb in Append1x D for the relevant
source tables and mean tabies) .
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‘meansiéf 7.08 and 5.31 for high and low motivation,
respectively. In additién, a story main effect also existed,
F(1,112)= 4;60,‘g§.03, with the means of 6.75 and 5.66 for
the comedian and Ihe laryngftis stories, respeétive]y;
Finally, therefexisted two interaction effeéts. The first
involved th%.inhibition X motivation X scenario interéction;
F(1,112)= 4.35, g<.04.-The second involved the covariation X
inhibition X motivation X scenario interaction, £(1,112)¥
6.95, p<.01. However, both merely indicated that the
manipulation Was more salienf\for ohé scenario than for the
other. The general trend was the case where high motivation
condition individuals appear to belﬁeve that coEre . wers
were very important to the development of the new
psychologiéa] test. (The relevant tables of cé]lvmeans'are

presented in Table AA and Table BB in Appendix C.)

B. Dispositional and Stimu]us&ﬁttributions

The first attribution 1tém'inV‘?ved ascriptions to the
target stimuli in the scenarios. Subjects'were‘asked how
important external causes were in causing‘the part{cular
behavior, and responded on én 11-point scale that ranged
from not at all important (1) fo extremely important (11).
Analysis of:varianée yielded a distinctiveness. main effect,
F(1,112)= 30.07, p<.001, with the means of 8.05 and 5.78 for -
high and low distinctiveness, reSpecfive]y. This result

indicated that subjects in the high distinctiveness

condition attribu.ed the actor’s behavior more to stimulus
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causes than did subjects in the Tow distinctiveness
condition. This analysis also revealed three significant
interaction effeCts. The first was a distinctiveness X
‘inhibition interaction, F(1,112)= 4.98, p<.03. (See Table 1 |
for the cell means.) These results show a strohger
distincfiveness effect in the no inhibition conditions than
in the inhibition conditions. Thus, subjects made stronger
";stimuius attributions under high distinctiveness than under
Tow distinctiveness conditions. o

Two additional interactions were found..The first was a
distinctiveness X scenario interaction, F(1,112)= 9. 38 |
Q(.OOB. The second was an inhibition X scenario interactien,
E(1,112)= 4.02, p<.05. Neither of these effects bear on the
present hypotheses (see Table CC and'Tabfe 0D in.Appendix C
for means). |

For the consensus study, analySis of the stimulus
attribution data yieided two main effects The first was a
consensus main effect, F(1,112)='9.84, p<.002. The meens
were 8.33”end 7.06 for high and iow consensus,, respectively.
This result indicates that subjects attributed the target
behavior more to the stimulus in the high consensus
condition than in the Tow consensus condition. The second
significant effect was for the scenario manipulation,
F(1,112)= 7.56, p<.007. The means for this effect were 7.14
and 8;25 forﬁthe respective comedian _.nc laryng.tis |

scenarios.
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Table 1

The Means for Stihulus Attributions as a
Function of the Level of Distinctiveness
and Inhibition ‘

Distinctiveness

‘ High Low
Inhibition 7.59 6.25
a b
No Inhibition 8.50 5.31
a b

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans. Higher
numbers indicate more stimulus attributions.
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The,second.attribution item invo]ved.dispositional
causes Subjects were asked how important the main
character s. personal characteristics were in caUSing the

particular behavior, and answered on an 11-point scale that

ranged from not at all important (1) to extremely important
(11). For the consensus study, analysis of variance revealed
.

a significant consensus X inhibition. X motivation
interaction effect, E(1,112)= 11.38, p<.001. No other
significant main or interaction effects were found (see
“Mable 2 fdr the cell means). Results of the Duncan’'s range
test conducted on-the means ~f this interaction show only
one meaningful difference among the means. Within the jow
motivation conditions, inhibition information decreased
personal attribution for the behavior dnder high consensus
conditions. A1l other cell means were not statistically
different. .

For tne distinctiveness study, the dispositional
attribution item only yielded a distinctiveness main effect,
E(1,112)= 17.17, p<.001. The means were 6.14 and 7.80 for
.high and low distinctiveness, respectiveiy. This result
indicated that subjects made stronger disposifionai
attributions under 1ow'distinctiyeness than high
‘distinctiveness conditions. |

Tne third attribution item involved a joint
consideration of disbositionai and stimulus causes on the
same 11-point sca]e.'A rating of (1) indicated mainly

dispositional causes while an (11) indicated mainly stimulus



Table 2

The Means for Dispositional Attributions
. as a Function of the Level of Mot1vat1on
Consensus, and Inhibition

High Mot1vatlon

Consensus
High Low
Inhibition 7.94 6.56
ab a
No Inhibition 6.88 7.94
' ab ' ab

Low Motivafion

Consensus
High - Low
Inhibition 6.44 7.75
, ‘ a " ab
No Inhibition 8.44 7.13
' o b. . . ab

.
M \
e

Means with different subscr;pts differ at
alphn less than .05 by Duncans. Higher
numt s indicate more dispositional
attr.outions.

43
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'caﬁées.-For the consensu§ stﬁdy, analysis of variance
revea]ed a consensus main effect, F(1,112)= 7;25, p<.9o1,
with the means of 6.33 and 5.11 for high.andilow consensus,
neépective]y. This result indicates that subjects attributec————
high consensus effects rélatively more to thé stimulus while=—————=
they-attributed low consensus effects relatively more to thee=—=
.éctor’s'dispositions. Analysis also yielded a scenario main
effect, F(1,112)= 11.12 ‘g<.001 with thé means of 4.91 and
6.53 for the comedian and the 1aryng1t1s scenar1os
respectively. There were no s1gn1f1cant interaction effects -

For the distinctiveness 'study, analysis of this third
item yielded a significant distinctiveness main effect,
E(1,112)= 37.00, p<.001, with means of 7.06 and 4.42 for
high énd_low distinctiveneés,-réspectiyely. Thi; result I
indicatés.that subjects‘made relative]y stronger Stimulus
attributions umder"hfgh‘distihctiveness conditiéns and
‘re]ét%ve]y strongér dispositional attributions under low
distinctiveness conditions. Analysis also revéa]ed a
‘significant inhibition main effect, F(1,112)= 6.90, Q( 01,
with means of 6.31 and 5.17 for 1nh1b1t1on and no 1nh1b1t1on
conditions, respectively. This result 1ndJcaLes that
'inhibition'information induced subjects té form stronger
dispositional attributions than when no inhibition
information was given. This finding is congruent with
conventional results which find that tﬁe presentation of
inhibition information biases causal attributions towards

the actor. There were no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on effects

/
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C. Confidence in Chusal Attributions
After each attribution question, subjects were asked
how confident they were that their answer to the question

was correct. The first confidence item.concerned the

.dispositional attribution question. The associated scale

ranged from not at all confident that the answer was correct

(1) to extremely confident that the answer was correct (11).

For the consensus study, analysis of variance on
dispositional attribution confidence item data yielded a
significant ccnsensus main effect, E(i,ii2)= 4.43, p<.04,
with means of 8.1§‘and 7.42 for high and low consensus,

respectively. This item also yielded a significant

inhibition X motivatié;Binteraction effect, F(1,112)= 4.04,

p<.05 and a significant consensus X inhibition X motivation
interaction effect, F(1,112)= 4. 04 g< 05 (see Table 3 and
Table 4 for means). These resuits basically indicate that
sub jects in’the inhibition-high motivation conditions were
less confident that their answers were correct. For the
distinctiveness study, ana]ysisAof the data from this item
yielded a significant distinctiveness main effect, F(1,112)=
4.70, p<.03, with the means of 7.13 and 7.84 for the
respective high and low distinctiveness conditions. This
resu]t indicates that subjects in low distinctiveness
conditions were slightly more confident that their answer
was correct.than subjects in the high distinctiveness .

conditions. S «



" Table 3

The Means for Dispositional Attribution
Confidence as a Function.of Inhibition
and Motivation (Consensus Study)

Motivation

High Low
Inhibition 7.31 8.19
a b
No Inhibition 8.03 .7.56
ab ab-

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans. Higher

numbers indicate more confidence.

[~

Table 4

The Means for Dispositional Attribution
Confidence as a Function of Motivation,
Consensus, and Inhibition

(Consensus -Study)

High Consensus
Motivation

High Low

Inhibition : - 7.88 8.44
ac bc

No Inhibition . 7.81 '8.38
' . ac bc

Low Consensus
Motivation

High Low
S U T 6.75. 7.94
S a ac
No Innicition 8.25 6.75
' ac a

o«

Means with different subsc}ipts differ at

alpha less than .05 by Duncans. Higher

» numbers indicate more confidence.

46
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The second question measured confidehce in‘suhjects"
stimulus attributions. SubJects were asked how conf1dent
they were that their answer to the st]mu]us attr1butloh
guestion was correct. The sca]e was s1m1lar to the one used.
in the first item. For the consensus study, analysis of
variance revea]ed a s1gn1f1cant consensus main effect
FE(1,112)= 12.25, g< OOT with the means of 8.66 and 7. 48 for
the respect1ve h1gh and Iow consensus cond1t1ons Analys1s§
| of variance also yielded a sngn1f1cant 1nh1b1t1on X_
motivation interaction effect El1, 112)= 4.41, b(’O@ (see’
Tab]e 5 for‘neans) There was also a s1gn1f1cant mot1vat1on
X scenar1o 1nteract1on effect, F(1 ,112)= 8.64, p<.004 (see'h
Table EE in Append1x C for a table of means) Once.agein,
these. results show that subJects in the high )
. mot1vatton-1nh1b1t1on condition were less confident that
the1r answers were correct A similar trend was observed 1n -
- the s1gn1f1cant 1nh1b1t1on X mot1vat1on X scenar1o f-_ :iﬁﬂ_ f
interaction effect found for the d1st1nct1veness study,,
F{1,112)= 4.36, p<.04 (see Table FF in Append1x C for a
table of means). | a
The final confidence measure was assoc1ated w1th the

third attr1but1on 1tem It asked the subJects how conf1dent
they were that their answer to the b1po]ar A
d1spos1tjona1-st1mu1us attribution quest1on,was correct. The
- response scale was Stmilar to that fon thevfirst two B

" confidence items. For the consensus study, analys1s of

variance revealed a significant mot1vat1on ma1n effect




Table 5

The Means for Stimulus Attribution
. Confidence as a Function of Inhibition
and Motivation (Consensus Study)

Motivation

High Low

"Inhibition - 7 7.59 . 8.63
. ‘ L a b

. No Inhibition  8.22  7.84
: ' - ab ab

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans. Higher
.numbers indicate more confidence.

\
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F(1,112)= 8.15, p<.005, with means of 7.65 and 8.64 for high
and low motivation, respectively. This result indicates that
subjects in low motivation conditions were more confident of
their answer. No significant main or interaction effects

~were found for ‘the distinctiveness study.



IV. Discussion
It is evident from the results that the cognitive zeal
hypotheses are not well supported. There is little evidence
of inhibition information augménting the various covariation
based attributions. The predicted patterns are found fn
neither the low nor the high motivation conditions. However ,
the present set of data is also discrepant with predictions
. from Hansen’s (1880) cognitive economy ﬁodel. Thus, neither
the present formulation nor Hansen’s model can easily |
explain the obtained data.

It should first be noted that the present study did
find the cdnventiona] consensus and distinctiQeness effects.
High consensus and high distinctiveness information
'independently prompted stimulus attributions. Cohversely,A
“low consensus and low distinctiveness fnformation
indepehdent]y led'subjéctéyto make dispositional
attr{butions[ These eXperimenta] findings are consistent
with the causal patterns describedvby~Ke]]ey’s'(1967)
analysis of variénce-mode] for causal‘atfribution.
Furthermore, these resulfs replicate existing findings in
the attribution area (e7g., McAbthQr. 1972; ZUcKerman,‘
1978). The fact that inhibftion'information also affected
attributions confirmé the importance of this‘type of'caUSai
force in the attribution process (Kelley, 1971). The
presence of inhibition information led té more disposifiona] 
attributions. than when no inhibition information was

presented. Furthermore, manipulation checks of consensus,

- . 50
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distinctiveﬂ%ss, inhibition and ﬁotivatjon all indicated
that the manipulations of the variables were successful.
Thus,‘there is clear evidence from the present study that
distinctiveness, consensus and inhibition information

- iﬁdepeﬁdently‘affect causal attributions.

Although the manipulations of the independent variables
appear to be successful, several issues musf be addressed.
\Dne area of concern involves the mdtjyation manipulation. It
is an extremely complicated variable to manipulate. In the
present study it is recognized that other sources of _
motivation do exist. For examp]e,_fhe subjects’ motivation
1evéls durihg the experiment may have affecfed'the |
‘manipulated Jeve]s. Thus, a low motivatibn condition subject
may actually be in a highly motivated state due 'to an
intrinsical]y high level of motivation that preexisted the
manipulation. This is a common pfoblem, of course. All
subjects may have been so highly motivated that the present
ménipulation'héd no impact. The second problem again
i%vo]ves motivation. In the present.study, Subjects were
told that they were aiding in the development of a.new
clinical psychology test. It is possible thaf thfs cover

-story was sufficient in itself to produce uniformly high
levels oF‘motivatfoh to arrive at éccurate attribut1on. This
would render Tow hotivation an ineffective manipulatibn.
Therefore, new motivafion manipulations might be designed to‘
fully test the contrast betwegn high and low motivation. One.

possibility is to give instructions to actually reduce

~
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métiVation in some cases. Perhaps a befteh method would be
to add a level to the ex1st1ng high and Tow levels. This new
lTevel wou]d provide no motivation manipulation instructions.
Thus, this condition would serve as a baseline against whicH
high and low motivation‘levels are contrasted.

A fiﬁal issue. in the research involves when people form
causal explanations for behavior. It is probable that given
the richness of information in the behav1or profile,
subjects may actually have formed causal attributions while’
reading the information, prior to the'mqtivation
manipulation. This would offset the motivation since the
present study is concernediwith how high and Tow motivated-
subjects differentially process information. An initial
method of testing this possibility would be to give the
motivation instructions before the subjects read the
‘profi1es and observe if differences occur in later
attributions. Of course; this would confound the éffects of
motivation on informatic acquiéition and processing, but )
wéuld avoid the prior processing difficulty. |

The main hypothesis df the present study, however, was
that the presence of inﬁibitéry causal forces would augment
the causal éttribution suggested by the nafure of
co-occurring covariation <information (consensus or
distinctiveness), especially when peoplé are hfgh]y B
motivated to arrive at accurate attributions. Thus, the
stimulus attribution suggested by high consensus information

. would be more extreme when the actor apparently acted in
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opposition to- an inhibitory force. Similarly, 1nh1b1t1on
1nformat1on was expected to enhance the dispositional
attributions suggested by low consensus information.
Parallel petterns were predicted for the distinctiveness
information. However, these major predictions were ndt
confirmed by the results. When inhibition information was
presented concomitantly with covériation infermation,
disparate attributions resulted. Only main effeets were
found eonsistently throughout the attribution items.

In contrast, Hansen’'s (1980) cognitive economy mode ]
predicted.that inhibition information would not be used if
covafiation informafion were avéilable due- to economy. His.
mode 1 proposes that 1nd1v1duals tend to use the s1mplest
forms of 1nformat1on when mak1ng causal attributions.
Accord1ng to Hansen 1nd1v1d§gﬁs infer causatlon by
1n1tlally advanc1ng a ﬁaq311tat1ve force for the behavior
and then searching for support1ng causal information. Thus,
once supporting ev1den¢;;§é found, process1ng of information
stops, regardless of{Whether other types of information are
present. For example, inhibition information would be
regarded as irre]event to causal judgments if presented
concurrently with covariation information. However, this
prediction was not supported either in that inhibition

EEhformation.did affect causal attributfons even when
covariation ‘information was also available.

One possible explanation for the present data could be

derived if one examines the effect of 1nhibif10n information
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more closely. From the stimu]us‘attribution item, it was
found that jnhibition information decreased the impact of
the distinctiveness in*ormation. There is a possibility that
inhibition informgtion is indéed complex in nature, perhaps
beéause inhibition information serves to make behavior
unexpected or surprising. For example, the observation of an
actor purchasing a record Qhen he degbarate1y needs the
money for an-emergency runs counter to expected behavior,
regardless of whether the cause was apparently a superb
record or the actor’s personal desire. The expected behavior
in either case would not'be"of;the actor spending the money .
" One poééibility, then, is that processing of the inhibition
information itself may cause confusion when covariation is
also present. The social perceiver might begin to posit a
very complex causal explanation for'which the availab]é
information provides no answer. Co%sider inhibited high
distinctiveness behavior.in the.record buyfng example. The %%\u
predicted result is that people will view the record as |
having 6utstanding characteristics. %he inhibited low
distinctiveness purchase should be seen as due to the
buyer’s strong preference for music by this singer. But
there exists a higher order explanation that can incorporate
both 6f these attributions. Specifically, the social A
percéiver could advance the hypothesis that the actor’s
counter inhibitory behavior reflects lack‘of self-zontrol (a
dispositional attribution), regardless“of whether thé

apparent facilitative cause inferred from covariation *
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information is a personal disposition or the stimulus.
Buying the record in the example could reflect
irresponsibility regardless of the cause of the actor’s
attraction to the stimulus. Thus, the social perbéiver migHt

shift h1s QN to a new attributional prob]em./fﬁe

éjﬁity of the actor, become uncertain of -
the;ang . ' fﬁaﬁésffon, and since insufficient
.va1lablg, "become s1mu]taneously less certain
~of the Iower 1é%e] ana]ys1s (from covariation information)
that has become'p;rt of the new higher level prob]eﬁ.

‘This present view of thé puzzling.nature Qf jphibition
information haé some impliéit advantages over Hénsen’s
cognitive economy view. His claim that inhibition
information is largely ignored in causal attributions
imagines the observer as an unsophjsticated user of
information. The present results have provided some eQidence‘
that inhibition information is indeeg processed by
individuals even_when Covapiation information is also
avai]able and used. However, the present results do not bear
on discovering. how subjects processed the infoﬁmafion.
Fur ther studjes would have to be conducted based on é néw
- conceptual framework in order to examihe tHi§ gquestion. -

Fufure research could, for e*ample; focus on an
information search paradigm. The purpose of this type of
research would be to determ1ne what 1nformat1on subJects
require in comb1nat16é w1th covar1at1on and inhibition

information before be1ng able to conf1dent]y form causal

o
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attributions. Subjects could be given various types of
covariation and/or augmentation information, but would be'
allowed to reques} additional information prior to rendering
causal judgments. If inhibition information leads to the
consideration of irresponsibility hypotheses, subjects

" should request more information relevant to the actor’s
sé]f-Control in other situations than if inhibition
information is not provided. ' -

In summary, the present results do not show strong
support for the proposed hypotheses. The resultsyhave
replicated past attribution findings well with high
consensus and high d1st1nct1veness 1ndependent1y leading
subjects to ma&e stimulus attr1but1ons Low consensus and
low distinctiveness 1ndependent]y led subJects tQ make
_d1spos1t1onal attributions. Although the resu]ts do not
support the present proposals well, interesting pefterns
- were found: These patterns have led to the speculation of a
comp]eX effect for inhibjtion information in causal

\

attribution processes.
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"{fvb1ce for ta1K1ng.

Appendix A1 -
A. Laryhgitfs scenario
. inhibition informat'ion '
idohn:vfsjjed me for éfmedica] examination. John has
been suffering froh~a sore throat for the past few days end
 has nearly.lbst his voice today. John said that his'$h at
» really hurts when he talks. Talking gives him a sharp paih‘
in the throat area. The dic s . is that he has an
infection resulting in laryngitis. I prescribed appropriate yf
medication. I also mentioned to him that ﬁe]iﬁ&‘frem the -
pain will not?be immediate. In‘fact he w11] continue to
expéﬁfence the sharp pain when he talks, The pain- shouﬁd
d1ss1pate after two or three days <
I have strong]y urged him not to use his vo1ce under
.any c1rcumstances for the next. two days. Otherw1se h1s
throat w111 be more, irritated and I will not be respons1b]e
'for the cbnsequences from cont inued 1nfect1on

/ : _.§

OTHER TREATMENT(S): YUnder no circumstances should he use his

O

e o " : T
\/.v & . “ A_,
, ’ o

.

';7No inhibition information o

“John visited me For a med1ca1 exam1nat1on dohh'has

T

’been suffering from a»sore throat. 1 prescr1bed appropr1ate

med1cat1on He need not restrain h1mse1f from us1ng his

voice. OTHER TREATMENT(S),.None

59 L



Behavior

Friday, June 15, 10:15 am: John left the-doctor’s
office and f111ed his prescription at a diugstore. He ~
returned to h1s off1ce and immediately took 2 p1lls He went

back to wozK aﬂd finished a produ*t1on report

En1day, dune 15, 11:30 am: dohn left for lunch with 3

R

of hr§ off]ce mates. They arrived at their usual luncheon

L oa

~re¢taurant John ordered a light lunch. His throat- continued

,l‘

\Xto be 1rr1tated and sore.

‘;;v Fr1uay, dune,15 2 30 pm “John and several»of his
office mates arrived in the office coffee room. Sandy (a .
visitor to the office) was sitting at a corner tablg. John
walked over to*theltable ‘He said hello to Sand@ and engaged

Sandy in. an ~nthusiastic and animated conversat1on ra1snng

y hh1s vo1ce seveiral t1mes to emphasize ‘a point or to, 1nd1cate

[
aggreement. The conversat1on 1asted until the end of dohn’

a'coffee break.

'wh1Le he ta]Ked to Sandy I not1ced that he c]eared h1s

-if’;

"High consensus-inHibition informat ion

“lObsePVer’s comment: I noticed that one by one John' s

‘pfficevmate§’Wa1Ked overr to Sandy’s%table. A1 of them also

"talked enthusiasticat]y with Sandy. In fact, they all

continued to talk with Sandy until'their coffee breaK ended

"It also was apparent that John's throat was very sore

.

throat severa] times and he p]aced his hand, aga1nstwh1s

thrpat on several occas1ons..

fenml
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" High consensus-no inhibition information

Observer’s comment © 1 néticed that one by one dohh'é
office mates walke to Sdndy’s'tab]er ATl of, theh\atso
tatked ehthusiasttcal]y with Sandy. In fact, theyhga#h

continued to talk with Sandy until their coffee break ended.

Low consensus—inhjbition information . %
Observer’s comment: i noticed that John was the only

one to greet and talk with Sandytfor the duration qf the

ent1re coffee breaK ‘ LY \ 7

It a]s® was apparent that John’s throat was very sore

0 .

while he talked to Sandy. I noticed that .he cleared h1s
throaf severa] t1mes and he placed his hand aga1nst his
throat on several occasins.

Ty U

-

Low cohsehéus-no_inhibition information

’r

r

Observeh’s comment:<l noticed tﬁa;hdohﬁ was‘the only
one to greet ahd ta]R With Sandy for the duration of the
entire coffee break. |
.High‘distinctiveness-inhibitioq jnformation

| Obsefver”gtcomment: I noticéd that for the past week,
John t;lked’tofno one in an enthusiastic and animated manner’
for the entire durat1on of the coffee break. He generally
soc1a]1zed 1n a subdued fash1on with a group of his office

_mates - {
N
/
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? It also was apparent that John’s throat was very sore
while he talked to Sandy. I noticed that he cleared his

W <
throat several tim€s and he placed his hand against his-

throat on several occasions.

¢
D

High distinctiveness-no inhibition information

Observer’s comment: I noticed that for the bast‘weeR,
déhn taiked‘fo ﬁo one in an enthusiastic and animatedvmanner_
for the entire duration of the coffee break. He‘éeﬁébajly
socialized in a subdued fashion with a group of‘pisMfoice

mates.

lLow distinctiveness-inhibition informatigq“

Obsérver’s comment: I noticed that fgﬁ&@ﬁe pgst week,
John always sat down and engaged someone in ah animated
cbnversatfoh for the entire duration of the coffee break. On
'Mondayuhe talked with Robert, on Tuesday with Sam, on
Wednesday with.Margapet and on Thursday w{th Chris.

It also was apparent that.dohnﬁsﬁfhroat waé very sore
while he talked to Sandy. I noticed that he cleared his
thféat several times and he placed his hand aga&nst his

throat on several occasions.

Low distinctiveness-no inhibition information
Observer’s comment: I noticed that for the past week,
John always sat down and engaged someone in an animated .

conversation for the ertire duration of the.COffe F-eak. On
AT . ' &L



Monday he talked with Robert, on Tuesday with Sam, on

Wednesday with Margaret and on Thursday with Chris.
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Appendix A2

7
N

'A. Comedian scenario

—
~
~

Inhibition information N
: , . N
Friday, June 15, 7pm: John was at home~w41h the baby.
The baby was at fhe docter’s. this morning. The d1agnos1s is
that the baby has a fever and must rest peacefully for a few
days. John fed the baby and started to put it to bed Ib\\
baby began crying loudly. The crying continued for about 1§\
minutes . Finally the baby guieted-down ahd,sjepr John

returned to the living room.

I o )
Friday, dJune 15, 8:30 ;'%)A loud bang next door woke
the baby. The baby. began cry¥bg John rushed fntc'the

bedroom to quiet the baby. dohn walked out 15/m1nutes later.

,/\\,

The baby was asleep aga1n . U e
Fn1day, June 15, 10 pm: Z shout "across {he ﬁtreet woke
the baby bhce more.‘The baby cried hyster1ca]1y. John ran
into the bedrooh to soothe the baby. It took over-20 mibutesk
to put the baby back tb sleep. John quietly mumbled to ‘ x&:
himsé]f that everything and everyone must be absolutely

quiet tOnight sc. the baby can sleep.
No inhibition information

Friday, dJune 15, 7 pm: John was home with the baby
John fed the baby and then put it to bed.

64
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Behavior

Friday, dJune 15, 11 pm: John turned on the telev1s1on
John selected a program that introduced novice comed1ans
Each week a new comedian is featured. Tonight, the last
segﬁeﬁt of this particﬂ}ar comedy program, comedian Hareld
K. is high]ighted‘ Harold K. started his routine and John
responded by 1augh1ng hyster1ca11y and c]app1ng loudly at

the Jokes

lH1gh consensus 1nformat10n

3 i Dbserver s cement The next day (Saturday, June 16) the
te]ev1s1on stat1on conducted a survey of Friday’s programs
They founq ‘that 'most people who watched the show also found

eomedian Hareld K. to be very funny and entertaining.

Low.consehsus informat ion

Observer’s,connént:.The next dayf(Saturday,edune 16)
the teleyision station cqndUcted a survey of Friday’s
program.’They feuhd that very few people found comedian

v ',“w %

Haro]d'K{ to bg funny and entertainihg.

High distincfiveness,inFormation

Observer’s comment: I observed‘that John has wa tched
this earticular comedy program every week. For the'past 4
weeks, 4 different comedians have been featured: I noticed
that dohn‘has.never laughed or clapped * any of the other

comedy routines.
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Low distinctiveness information

Observer’s comment: I observed that John has watched
this particular comedy program every week. For the past 4
weeks, 4 different comedians have been featured. I noticed

that dohﬁ has laughed and clapped at each of the other

comedians.



Appendix A3

A. Attribution questionnaire ?

1.

How impoftant were JOHN’"S OWN PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
in causing him to behave the way he did'(tbklaughi
hysteriéa]]y and to clap loudly at the comedian’s
jokes)? That is, to what extent do you think his
behavior was caused by something unique ébOut John
himself (for example, his pendency to_]augh at jokes,
his personality, etc.)? | |

How confidght afe you wifh respect to the unswer you .
gave to question 1?7 That is, are you confident that your
answer to the question is correct? ‘

How importént were CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITUATION in
CaUsing John to behave thq way he did (to Taugh |
hysterically and to c]ap loudly at the comediq&;s
jokes)? That is, to what extent do you think his
behavior was caused by sdmething uhique about comedian
Haroid K., (for example, his jokes, "his sty1e of
presentation, etc.)? K

How.conffdent are you with respect to the answer you
gave to question 3?7 That is, are you confident that your
answef to the question is correct?

Was John’s behavior mofe influenced by his ‘own PERSONAL
CHARACTERISTICS»(for example, personal{ty traits, his
tenaenoy'tq laugh at jokes) or moré jhf]uencedkby

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITUATION '(for example, Harold

67
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K."s jokes, the style of presentation)?
How confident are you with respect to the answer you
gave to question 5? That is, are you confident that your

answer to the question is correct?

Laryngitis scenario manipulation check questions

To what extent did John enjoy talking to Sandy?

How enthusiastically did John talk to Sandy?

How sore would yod say John's throat was when he decided
to talk to Sandy?

According to John’s.physician, how much should John have
uSéd his voice? g

How chhvwould you say dJohn's throat hurt when he talked
to Sandy? .
How enthusiastically did John's office mates talk with

Sandy? e

Did any of John's office mates talk with Sandy?

- How often does Joh sit down and talk enthusiastically
with someone during his coffee break? |
During the immediately preceding weéK, how many people
did John falk enthusk@stically with during his coffee

break?
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.

C. Comedian scenario manipulation check questions

1.
- 2.

How much did John enjoy the”comedian Harold K.?

How hysterically did John laugh and hbw loudly did dohh
clap at Harold K.’éljokesé |

How quiet should John have been when he watched the
comedian Harold K.?

Should John have laughed hysterically and clapped

- Toudly?

How much risk was there in waking the baby whén John
laughed hysterically and cvﬂo:‘ed ioudl»y acomedian?
H&% hysterical1y did other people laugh af?'afold K.?
Did otﬁer people also laugh hysterically and clap loudly .

at Harold'K.’sAjoKes?

Jj How often does., John laugh and clap at a comedian’s

- L(
jokes?
Ve

During‘the precéding weéks, how many comedians did dJohn

"laugh hysterically and clap loudly at?
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D. Motivation manipulation check questions

1.

How -“mportant aﬁe ydur responses in helping us determine
the timing of the présentation of the queétions?

How worried were you about whethef your answers were
correct?

How important is the correctness of the answers to the
' ’ J

'development of this .new psychological L. *?

How useful do you think your ar_Jers will be to the

development of ‘this new psycho: ical ilext;



Appenefif B

Table 1

Disposﬁtona] Attribution

Table 2 -

Source df MS p
- A{Consensus) 1 0.19 0.04 ns
".B(Inhibiton) 1 5.69 1.27 ns
AB . 1 0.07 0.02 ns
C(Motivation) 1 0.38 0.09 ns
AC ~ 1 0.19 0.04 ns
BC 1T . 2.28, 0.50 'ns
ABC 1 51.26 11.38 <.001
D(Scenario) 1 0.07 0.02 ns
AD 1 1.32 0.29 ns
- BD . 1 0.01 0.01 ns
ABD 1 0.95 0.21 ns
. CD 1 5.70 1.27 ns
ACD 1 0.07 0.02 ns
BCD - 1 '9.57 2.13.  ns
ABCD. . 1 4.13 0.92 ns
Error 112 4.50 S

Confidence of Dispositonal Attribution

MS

71

FLTE SN
. {»( v
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S

Source -df F p
A(Consensus) 1 15.82 4.43 <.03
‘B(Inhibiton) 1 0.07 0.02 ns
AB _ 1 0.38 0.11 ns
C(Motivation) 1 1.32 0.37. ns
AC 1 4.13° 1.16 + ns
BC 1 "14.45 4.04 <.04
ABC 1 14,45 4,04 <.04
D(Scenario) - 1 0.95 0.26 ns
AD - 1 0.0%1 0.01 ns
BD. o 5.69 1.59 - ns
ABD 1 1.32  0.37 ns
CD 1 13.13 3.67 = ns
ACD i 4.13 1.16  ns
BCD 1 . 4.88 1.37 ns
“ABCD 1 1.32 0.37: -ns
Error 112 3.58 '

o
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Table 3

Stimulus Attribution

Source . df MS F o)
A{Consensus) 1 51.29 9.84 <.002
B(Inhibiton) 1 13.13 '~ 2.52 ns
AB. . 1 0.95 0.18 ns
C(Motivation) 1 7.51 . 1.44 ns

AC f  5.70  1.09 ns
BC 1 1.32 0.25 ns
ABC . 1 0.20 0.04 ns-
D(Scenario) J- 39.38 7.56 <.00
AD - a 6.57 “1.26. ns
BD- . Y 4.88 0.4 ns
ABD 1 1.76 0.34 ns
Ch’ 1 17.26 3.31 ns
ACD i 7.5 1.44 ns
BCD 1 0.07 0.01 s - -
ABCD | 1 2.26  0.43 ns ¢
Error 112 5.21 3

Table 4

Stimulus Attribution Confidence

Source- df MS F p .

. A({Consensus]) 1 43.95 1. 5 <,001 _
B(Inhibiton) 1 0.200 - '0.U5 ns - ~
AB f  0.63 0.18 ris
C(Motivation) 1 3.45 . 0.96 ' 'ns
AC ' T - 0.19 ° 1 0:05" ns =
BC - 1 15.82  A4.41.7.<.Q4
ABC.. 1 6.57 .= ,1"83 " ns .

D(Scenario) . 1 ~1.76. 0.49  ns
AD 1 0.38 - 0.11 ns IR
BD 1 - 6.57~ 1.83° ns

ABD 1 0.95 0.26 ns
cD 1 31.01 '8.84 <.Q04
ACD 1 . 8.57 1.83% ns
BCD & 1 - 0.38 0.11 ns
ABCD 1 - 0.07 0.02 ns

2 “. 3.59 ~

Error

=
[y
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Table 5 . -
Dispositional/Stimulus Attribution TR
. Y
‘ Source S df MS . F- P, e
A(Consensus) 4753 . 6.5 <.01
BiInhibiton) 1 15.13 1.99. 'ns .
AB 1" - 0.03 C0.01 Tins e
‘ClMotivation) 1 12.50 ° 1.85 "*'ns
AC : <1 3.78 + 0.50 ns
BC P 0.50 _ 0.06 . ns
ABC ! . .18 0.50 <. 001,
- D(Scenario) "1 84.50 11.12 -<.001.
“AD ..t 1.53 0.20 ns
BD . ‘ 1 10.13 1.33 . ns
ABD- : o 11.28 - 1.4° ns
CD o < 1 28.13 . 3 ns e
ACD. S -1 2,53 NG 150 e
BCD S »1 + 0.00 C 1S : Co
“ABCD 17 11.28 .1‘;;': ns, ‘ iy
~Error o112 7..60- N -
SR o . N v ﬁ % "\‘.'.-:
ch Tab]e 8 T o L
'D1spos1t1ona1/5t1mu1us Conf1dence j ’
n\(,“,:k . . i O
’SourCe ) SREHE L cMs. TF P
' . SR | .
AT onsensusi T 0778 0.20 ns )
B(Inhibiton®  1° “'2.53 7 0.64 - ms
. AB f+ 7.03 1.7, ns- .
fC(Mot1vat1on) 1 32.00 8.10 <. 005
AC " B 0.50- 0.13 ns
BC 1 1.13 0.29 ns .. - )
ABC: { ° 013 0.03 ns .
D(Scenar1o) ’ 1 -2.53 . 0.64 "ns .. #
AD 1 1.53 0.39 ns . .
'BD | 1 3.78 . 0.96. ns
ABD ' 1. .0.28 . 0.07 : ns
- CD 1 0.00 0,00 - 'ns
ATD 1. 0,183~ 0.03 'ns
. .BED - ¢ 1 2/00" 0.51 ns
ABCD ' 1 v3.13 0:80° ns
Error - 112 3.83
o]

R
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i Table 7 "
Pirst Irh1b1t1on Mariipulation Check
o & .
R “ df MS F p
. t . .
A(Cﬁnsensus 1. 2.53  0.40- ns
hibiton) 1 180.50 28.73: €.001
) 1 -3.13° " 0.50 . ns
- g;; C(Motivation) 1 . 1,13 0.18 ns
MEGEAC "/W 1 10713 1.61. ns
BC 41 9.03: 1.44 ns
ABC co A 903 ¢ 1.447 .ns
D(Scepar}o) b9 s 1,44 'ns
AD" : 1 2.5 0,405 ns
BD 10 1. 137 g ‘
ABD PO 4, g
CD ,‘ Sk N B 1 . P ’
ACD ’ 1
BCD g 1
- ABCD 1
Error. 112 -
\d. “%i.?
Table 8
Second Ihh1b1t1on Maﬁ 3
. ik
% Sourge. df ms p‘,.A o
A(Consensus) "~ 1 0.85 " 0.13 . n e}?’
B(Inhibiton) 1 1182.20 167.58 p¢‘.'~801 #
AB 1 8.51 1.21 | ;
C(Mot1vat1on) 1 17.26 2.45 . ns '
AC a1 10.70 T1. 89, :
BC. 1 39.38 5.58" <5‘02
ABC - .1 133 1.88¢ ns .
D(Scenario), 1 1,32 0.19 ns v
AD + 1 70095 + @13 As
BD 1 122,07 17,30 A<, oo1
" ABD 1 1.76 » é
€D 1 4.13 0.59. ns -
~ACD 1 35.07 ;4 97“ <.03
BED - 1 7.51 ,' 1506 ns
, ABCD . A0 4,13 - 0.59 “ns |
. Error . 112 7.06 CUh #
\“ -

. -
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- BCD - -

'Source ,df 'MS - F p

Table 9~ .

Th1rd Inh1b1t1on Man1pu1at1on Check

'D(Scenar1o)
"BD

.CD e
CACD S

ry i E 5 ! , ’ -~ - '
A L Tab R

A(Consensus) » .53 ns
B(Inh1b1tgp

ABr
C(Mot1vat1on)¢

AC -

n

0

2
. 0.02 ns
.00 0.00 .ns
0
0
0.

o
™

.05 ns
. 0.53 ns-

8 64 - ns*
~~‘°w22‘50 <,001
e O 09 ns
~¥  1.20 ns

: 0.34 ns

ABC - <"
AD

i
)

ABD - %

BCD . .. ¢ ‘
ABCD - . | 3 78... . 0364 ns

Moo o am

Table 10

FirétqupsensuaJManipuiatiOn Check.

"Error Can, 5.8 €

“(Consensus)

1

1

1

BD. ' .
'ABD L ]
1

1

1

By
(o)}
w

.62 ns
.48 . ns -
.50 ns
.18 ns'
.50 ns
.09 ns
. ns
.98 s
.24  ns
.62 ns
.52 ns
.35 ~ ns

(Iﬁhibjtoq)

‘(Mot1vat1on)
AC : :
BC -
ABC A :
D(Scenario)

CD :
ACD: 2,

N

o
o
p-J
OCWOOOOCONANDOO
o
7o)

ABCD I
Error 112

WO =2 =2 NOWOOOWO —
w

.00 2.50 ‘:ns

28009 ns _

R 001,'

s

.18  <.001 .

5,45 <:02 .
0.05 ''ns .-
1.7 ns ' ™

[T

™
&
’ . s
by
T &‘ )
o PR
(L.,f s
v
o
. ‘ /"/
I '
//’
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Second Consensus: M@jipylation Check - i

source F p
‘ / Y :
A{Consensus) 1 . '394.16 <.001
© B{Inhibiton) 1 5.28 . 1.40 ns
+ AB 1 0.50 0.13 ns
" C(Motivation) 1 7.03 1.87 ns
- AC 1 4.50 1.19 ns
BC 1 1.53 0.41 'ns
ABC . " 1- 0.13 0.03 'ns
_D(Scenario) 1 5.28 1.40 ns
“AD O, 1 24 .50 6.50 <.01 -
BD 1 0.28:... 0.08.  ns Ly
ABD 0113 . 0.63  ns e
- CD B 9.03:¢+ 2.40 ns. B
ACD o 1 03.13 ™ 0.83 "‘ns .. . * o
BCD "1 - 1.53° .%0.41 ns 8
ABCD 1 8.00 2.12  ns = .
Error, t12, 377 .o Sy
" Table 12 ;
First Distinctiveness Manipu]atjpn Check
Source df mMs - F - p
" N SV
A(Consensus) 1 0.95 0.41 ns
Bf Inhibiton) 1 9.57 4.11 <.05
Ab 1 0.20 0.08 ns
C(Motivation) 1 4.13 1.77 ns .
AC i 0.07 0.03 * ns .
BC . i 1.76  0.76 ns -
ABC ~ ‘ 1, 4.88 2.10 ns
.D(Scenario) 1 13.13 5.64 <.02
AD . 1 {.13 1.77 ns ’ .
8D ' R 5.70 2.45 ns e ‘
ABD - . .1  11.88 * 5.10 <.03 . .. ' ,
cp ~ ¢ v 1 2.26 0.97 ns - = o
ACD. 1 0.38 0.16 ns ’ L e
. BCD- 1 2.26 - 0.97 © ns T s
ABCD - 1 0.20 " 0.08 " ns T
Error, . 112 2.33
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Jable 13
2nd Distinctiveness Manipulation Check e
.ource - df MS F p
A(Consensus]. 1 3.45 . 0.84 hs
‘B(Inhibiton) 1 39.38 9.56 <.003
. AB 1 8.51« 2.07 ns o
“. ClMotivation) 1 21.85 5.33 <.02 . S
e | 1 0.20 0.05 ns .
' BC 1. . 0.38 0.09 ns.
ABC | 1w 0.01 0.001 ns
D(Scenar1o)} oo 0.20 0.05-: ns
AD . 1 20.32 4.93 <.03° | -
BD 1 6.57 1.60 ns 4 N
'ABD 1 6.57 1.60 ns T
cD 1 0.38 0.09 ns
ACD 1% 0.63 ., 0.15 ns
BCD . "- 1 <11.88 2489 ns
ABCD - S 0.38,‘ 0.09 ns
. Error qgg 4,12 o
- ‘;) : .
Tab]e 14

Motivation Manipulation Check (Timing)

Il

S

Source df MS  F T p | -
A(Consensus) 1 &H>0.13 * 0.02 ns
B(Inhibiton) 1 2.00 -0.31 ns
'_,u AB V ’ 1., 5.28: O-
S . C(Motivation) 1 47.53 7.
AC 1 - 8.00 1.
BC 1 0.00 0:
.. ABC . _ ® o 1 46.53 2.
. D D(Scenario) 1 1.53 0.
" AD - P . 2.00 0.
BD ¥ 1 . 2.00 0. :
ABD Y\ 1 1.53 0. :
~:oocp Y i 19.53 2. o
" ACD i 2.00 . 0.
L e BCD - SRR J:Bawld 0. B
v ABGD T 1,
Error 112 6.53 -



Table‘15'“‘

Mot1vat1on Man1pulat1on Check (Correct)“’

Source = df . MS' - F p
A({Consensus) i 8.00 0.88 ns
B(Inhibiton) - 1 0.03 0.003 ns
AB i 0.78  0.0%... n&
C(Motivation) 1 190.13 21.0% ~<.001
AC l 3. 13 0.35 ns
BC 1+ 8,03 1.00 - ns
ABC 1 %2.53  0.28~ ns,
D(Scenario) 1 .7~ 3.78 0.42 ns®
~.aD 47 8.03 -z 1.00:~ ns
BD R 1.13 5.0.12 ns-
1+ 450  0.50: ns_
1 "2.583 . 0.28 .ns
1. 3.78 0.42 'ns
1 .4.50 - 0.50 ns
1.°70.50°  0.06 ns
1120 9.05 "
Coe 5%9; “  = o
s .hTabfeA16-
Disposito.1 Attribution -
Source df - MS F pT
A(Distinct]) 1‘{87.78 1717 0 <, 001
B(Inhibiton) 1t . 1.13 ~ 0.22 ns
AB lwwr 0.78. 7 0.15 ns
C(Mot1vat1on) 1 1.3 ~0.30 ns
AC -« 1 10.13 ?.98 ns
BC 1 3.78 ., 0.74 ns
ABC 1Y 10.13 " 1.98 ' .ns
D(Scenario). . 1 '0.28 0.06 ns«
- AD. 1.7 10.13 .  1.98 ns
BD { 0.78  0.15 ns
. ABD v 1.13 0.2 ns
ch - 1T 7 1.13 0.22 ns
ACD o 0.28 0.06 ns
- BCD - ;é?O 0.13.. 0.02 ns
ABCD 3™ 0.03 - 0.01 ns
~Error 112 5.11

7
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Table 17

79

fD1Spos1t1onal Attr1but1on Conf1dence

Source.‘ - df Ms. . F p
A(D1st1nct) wf.2 16,53 4.70 <.03
B(Inh1b1ton) ’1’*&43313; » 0.89 ns

AB 1 .0.13". 0.04 .ns

'C(Mot1vatTon) 1 0.13  0.04 s
AC ) 1 . 3.13 : 089 ns
BC & 17 1.53 . 0%44 . ns . .

2 ABC. =~ 10078, 0”22 ns’ . g

- D(Scenario):- 1T 4,507 28 ns 0

©ADT T Lo 1 e 2,00 0“57 NS L T@§:

"BD  ..wi. o1 0.28.. .0/08. ns < |

. ABD T w 1. 2.53 0.72 ns o

SCDL e f 7403 ¢ 2,000 ns -

L ACD e e 1 7403 2.0Q0". ns .

- BCD "f~:§“-,“4;_ 013> 0.04 -~ ns . i
ABCD™: .. et MTU13L 0032 s - o
Errort,. .. 112 . 3.52 B .
R _Table 18

St1mu1us Attr1but1on .
Source - df = MS%' T p
A(Distinct) 1 164.26 30.07 <.001
" B{Inhibiton) 1 0.01 0.001 ns

- AB ¥ 27.20 4.98  <.03
C(Mot1vat1on) 1 0.07 0.01 ns
AC .1 " 8.57  1.20 ns
BC 1 - 0.01 0.001 ns

- ABC ) 1 13.13 ° 2:40 ns *
D(Scenario) 1 1.32 0.24 . ns~

“AD A 1 53.26 9.38 < ‘003 - . o
BD E 21.95., 4.02 <05 _ ®

" ~ABD ] 1 7.51 1..37 ns : -
CD ~ N 1 0.63 0.12 ns
ACD, 17 11.88 2.18 ns
BCD . 1 8.51 1.56 ns’

ABCD 1 11.88 2.18 ns
Error 2 5.46.
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‘ Table 19

Stimulus Attribution Confidence

Source ' df Msﬁm' F - p
A(Distinct? 1 .0.03 0.01 ns
B{Inhibiton) 1 1.53 0.44 ns
AB _ 1 0.03 0.01 =~ns
C(Motivation) 1. 2.00 0.58 ns
AC - 1 1.13 0.32 ns
‘BC L 1 2.00 0.58 ns
ABC . - . 1 0.00 0.00 ns
D{Scenario) 1 - 1.53 .0.44 ns
AD 1 2. 0.73 ns
BD 1. 0. 0.08 ns
ABD 1 0. 0.23 n's
CD 1 8. 2.30 ns
ACD ?g,:'] 1 1. 0.32 ns
BCD AT 1 5. 4.36 <.04 .
ABCD ™ S 0.32 ns

2 3. ‘ ~

Error &

'bispositibnaW/Stimulus Attribution

Source .., df- Ms ' F, p
A(Distinct) 1 223.13 37.00 <.00f
B{Inhibiton) 1 ..41.63 6.90 <.01
AB . 1 582 2.62 ns
C(Motivationy, =1 2.26 0.37 ns
AC a1 20032 3.37 s
BC 1 92,82 '0.47 ns
i 4 ABC | 1 10.70 1.77 ns
~D(Scenario) - | 18.76 3.11  ns
AD ' 1 11.88 1.9% ns
BD Ce 1 ...14.45 2,40 ns
ABD 1 7 17.26 ° 2.86 ns.
€D 1 4.88 0.81 " ns
ACD 1 9.57 1.59 ns
BCD 1 1.76 0.29 ns
ABCD i 11.88 _ 1.97 ns
Error 112 - 6 : ‘



Téb]e 21

| Firsf41nhiBition Manipulation Check

81

Error : 112

Source df @3 MS F p
[} . v
A(Distinct) 11 2.53 0.54 ns
B{Inhibiton) 1 300.13 64.03 <.00t
AB N 1 2.53 0.54 ’ns %
C(Motivation) 1 11.28 2.41 ns '@%ﬁ
AC 1 10.13 2.16 ns :
BC 1 0.03 0:01 ns '
ABC 1 3.13 0.67 ns
D(Scenario) 1 0.78 ' 0.17 ns ;
AD T 0.50 ' 0.11 ns . |
BD 1 30.03 6.41  <.01
ABD A 1 10.13. 2.160 ns
CD a 1 0.13 0.03 ns
'ACD ’ 1 1.53 0.33 'ns '
BCD : 1 4.50 0.96 ns
ABCD 1 2.53 0.54 ns
Error 112 4.69
Table 22 ° A
2nd Inhibition Manipulation Check
Source df MS . F Ne)
A{Distinct] 1 11,28 11.87 ns
B(Inhibiton) 1-11684.03 193.36 <.001
- AB G 4.50 ‘0.75 r.
C{Motivation) 1 - 0.13 0.02 n.
AC N 1 0.78 0.13  ns : -
. BC _ ¢ 1 -0.28 0.05° ns N
- ABC - T o 0.50 0.08 ns .
D(Scenario) ¢ 1° 1,53 0.25 ns - -
D i 6.13 * 1.02- ns . -
BD , 1 120.13 19.85 <.001 C
ABD - .1 . 0.08  0.01  ns
_ACD v 1 - 16.53 2.75 ns
“.ACD © 1 -7 043 0.02 ns
BCD - 1 0.50 0.08 ns
ABCD 1 5.28 0.88 ns
5 :
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Table 23

- 3rd Inhibition Manipulation Check-

- AD

- AB

Source df "MS F p
A(Distinct) 1 6.13" 1.54 ns
B(Inhibiton) 1 288.00 72.40 <.001
AB 1 0.03 0.0t ns
C(Motivation) 1 15.13 3.80 <.05
AC 1 0.78 0.20 ns
BC 1 1.53 0.39 ns
ABC 1 15.13 3.80 <.05
D(Scenario) 1 87.78 22.07 < 001
: o T 113 0.28 " ns
BD 1 0.00 0.00 ns
. ABD 1 13.78 3.47 ns
cbh 1 3.13 0.79 ns
~ACD . o 3.78  0.95 ns’
BCD .- RO @.78 - 0.20 ns
ABCD. a1 o& 0.3 ns
Error jﬁﬁﬁ@%r SRR o I
‘,‘\" /{"'i?
o Table 24
First Consensus Man1pulat1on Check
Source : df MS. F p
A(Distinct) 1 0.63 10.15 ns
B(Inhibiton) - 1 4.13 0.95 ns
A 1 ©0.01 .. 0. Q02 ns
C(Motivation) 1. - 0483 = ™5 | ns
AC - 1 «1.76 0.4y ns §
BC . i 1 8.51 . 1.96 " ns
ABC 1T ' 13.13 3.03 ns
D(Scenario) 1 7202.51 '46.70 .00t
AD 1 0.01 0.002 ns
‘BD 1 18.76 4.33 <.04
“ASD 1 0.07 0. 02 7 .
T B 1 9.57 2.20 ns
ACD & i+ 0.95 _ 0.22 Wns
BCD 1 1.32 0.3t ns
ABCD K 1 0.38 0.09 'ns
2 4,34 C
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Table 25

Second Consensus Manipulatﬁon Check

ﬂ»¢1rst D1st1nct1veness Man1pulat1on C‘eck

Source - df MS F p
A(Distinct) 1- 4.88 1.07 ns
B(Inhibiton) " 2.82 0.62 ns
AB 1 3.45 0.76 _ns
C(Mot1vat1on) 1 0.63 ‘0.14 ns
AC 1 9.57 2.10 ns

- BC 1 41,63  9.15 <.003
ABC .1 25.38  5.58 <.Q2
D(Scenario) 1 255.95 . 56.95 <.001
AD 1 -4.13 0.91 ns
BD. 1. 41.63 g ,
ABD 1. 13. 13“
CD 1 2.82
ACD 1 0.38
BCD C el 18.76
ABCD « - ©OWEF - T 0,63

© Error ...112 - 4.55-

Ly .
Table 26

iy g

‘ Source ’ df Ms - F
~A(Distinct) 1 1170.07 - 553.07 .
B(Inh1b1ton) 1 18.76 - 8.85
- AB . 1 3.45 1.63
-C(Mot1vatﬁa1 > 2.82 1.33
. AC , 1 1.76. 0. 83
BC 1 0.20 ' 0.08
ABC_. 1 0.63 “0.30
*D(Scenar io) 1 ¢+ 41,63 19.64
AD 1 .0:38  0.18 :
BD - ‘1. 0.07  0.03 |
5 ABD wl S 1 29,07 13.72 < 001
cD - "1 '2.26. 1.07. ' ns
ACD 1 0.63 030 ns
BCD' 1 0.20 0.09 ns
ABCD 1 Q.20 -0.09 ns.
“Error 112 2.12
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Table 27

Second Distinctiveness Manipulation Qpeck

Source _b ‘ df

£

RERLTC &

MS p
A(Distinct) 1°1519.38 349.34 <.001
B(Inhibiton) T 0.01 0.002 ns
AB 1 8.51 1.96 ns
C(Motivation) 1 1.32 0.30. ns
AC . 1 0.01 0.002 ns
- BC - 1 . 9.87 2.20 ns -
ABC 1 20.32 4.87 <.03 -
D(Scenario) 1 43185 10.10 <.002
AD _ 1 1.76  .0.40. ns :
BD : 1 11.88 | 2.73. ns.
ABD 1 1.76¢.. 0.40 ns-
- CD 1 1.322 . 0.30 ns
ACD i 4°0.01 0.002 hs
BCD 1 5.78, . 1.31 ns°
ABCD | t . 0.07% 0.0z .ns
Error o t12 0 "4.35 .
.a -
Table 28
. . : ‘o
Motivation Manipulation Check (Timing)
Source df MS - ¥ p
A{Distinct] 1 2:.26 - 0.36 ns
B(Inhibiton) 1 0.20 0.03. ns
AB . o« v 1% 0.95- © 0.15 ns
C{Motivation) = 1 29.07 4.63 .<.03 . -
AC . v 1« 0.63 - 0.10 ns-
" BC . "1 0.07 - 0.01 ns
ABC } 1. 2.26 . .0.36 ns
. D(Scenaric): , 4 " 2.82 '0.45% ns.
. AD 1 771.32 7 0%21° ns
BD 1 6.57 +.05 ns
ABD 1 5.70 - 0.91 ns
cb. .. -1 10.70 1.71 ns *
ACD v " 1.76 0.28 ns
BCD . 1 t.76 / 0.28 .ns
ABCD 1 10.70 1.71° ns
_Error 112 6.27
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Table 29

Motivation Manipulation Check (Correct)

Source df MS F p
A(Distinct) T ..6.13  0.74 ns
B(.Inhibiton) i "0.50 ' 0.06 ns
AB 1 2.53 0.30 ns
C(Motivatiop 1. 101.53 2.21 <.001
AC ¥ 1 0.000° 0.00  ns-
BC 1. 3.13° 0.38- ns
ABC . -1 0.0.28- 0.03  ns
D(Scenario)- -1 .38.28 4.60 .03
AD. .- 1 4.50. 0.54 ns - - :
. 1. 21.13°.2.54: ng _—r
. 1 3.78.  0.46  ns, :
1 - 528 0.6 ns o
{  4.50° 0.54n ns -
1+ 36.13 4.35 .04 -
1 57.78 . 6.95.°<.01. *:-
112 8.32 . 7
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Appendix C
Table A
The Means for Inhibition Man1pulat1on

Check as a Function of the Level.of
.Motivation and Scenario (Consensus Study)

Scenario -
Comed1an Laryng1t1s
Motivation
Cy el S o '
JQ%m@h S 7.13 . 7.47
o . o
rtow - v7.81 % 6.4
W . . . .o
‘ S b LA
"Means w1th d1fferent subscr1pts d1ffer at
alpha 1ess than .05 by Duncams o 4
& s Table B ff{ '/f

The Means for Inh1b1t1on Man1pu1at1on - é‘.

« Check as a Function of the Leve] of, i
: Motivation and Inhibjtion b i
(Consensus Study) ; DR Su
- y a u

o ﬁv L Mot1vat1oﬁ
. H1gh . bow

PR
' 9

« g .' e ‘:1\’ ‘.‘m' 5 «\ :
- ‘Imhibition™ - ;,(2f18’f 2 50 v
R R S A T - a5t . ‘u o al e ,"w L a -

[ [N .
d o ot

R
5.

.Noalnhibitidnfyf' bg.éi DRI T

,&‘

Means with different subscr1bts d1ffer’étﬂs

‘falpha 1ess than .05 by Duncans ,
. : _ = f //(.‘
% :Q . . ,//
& 3 . ’ 4
N 3
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- \ n o Q
. % & 2
N % 86 r_ :
e -/.-_~

&
L)
-2
i
a
,{I
o



Table C

Tﬁe Means for lnhibitioh Manipulation
Check as a Function of the Level of

. Inhibition and Scenario

(Consensus Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Inhibition 3.%9 1.44
‘ a b
No Inhibition 7.31 C9.47
C d

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha“less than .05 by Duncans.
Table D -

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation .as
a Function of Consensus, Motivation and

~Scenario (Consensus Study)

High Consehsus

) Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis-
Motivation ‘
High - 6.25 . . 5.94
b ab
Low _ ©4.25 5.31
’ ‘ a ab

Low Consensus

Scenari.
: Comedian -ar ngitis
Motivation ‘
High 4.63 6.03
) : ab b
Low 5.88 4.50
ab - ab

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.
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Table E

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation as.
a Function of Scenario (Consensus: Study)

: Scenario ‘
Comedian  Laryngitis .
8.78 6.75 o

Table F

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation as
a Function of the Level of Motivation
‘and Scenario (Consensus Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis

" Motivation

High ' 8.28 7.25
bc ac

Low | 9.28 6.25
Means with different subsér1pts differ at
alpha. less than .05 by Duncans.

Table G

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation as
a Function of the Level of Inhibition
and Scenario (Distinctiveness Study)

~ Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis

Inhibition 3.19 8.06
b ’ c

" No Inhibition 5.16 5.97
A a a

Means with different subscr1pts differ at

alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

¢
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Table H

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation as
a Function -of the Level of Inhibition
and Scenario (NDistinctiveness Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis

Inhibition 3.69 ‘'1.51
a . C

No Inhibition. 7.78 9.50
A : b d

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

Table I

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation as
a Function of Motivation
(Distinctiveness Study)

Motivation

4 High Low
; o
Table J

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation as
a Function of Scenario
(Distinctiveness Study)

/»‘

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
8.63 6.97



Table K

The Means for Inhibition Manipulation
ChecKk as a Function of Distinctiveness,
Inhibition and Motivation
(Distinctiveness Study)

High Distinctiveness
Motivation

High Low

Inhibition 8.56 9.56
o, cd cod .

No Inhibition 6.06 -6.13
' ab ab

Low Distinctiveness
Motivation

- High Low
Inhibition 9.56 9.50
: ) , d ' d
No Inhibition - 5.8683 7.38.
- o a - bc

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

- Table L
" The Means for Consensus Manipulation as

‘a Function of the Level of Consensus
and Scenario (Consensus Study)

-

. Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
. Consensus
High 8.69 9.16
a a

Low 2.75 1.47
" b c

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.
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Table M

The Means for Consensus'Manipulation
Check as a Function of Scenario
(Distinctiveness -Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
5.42 2.91

Table N

The Means for Consensus Manipulation
Check as a Function of Inhibition and
Scenario (Distinctiveness Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis

&

Inhibition 5.22 ¢ 3,47

Y R a ’ b

No Inhibition 5.63 2.34
a “ c

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

Table O
The Means for Consensus ManipUlation
ChecKk as a Function of Scenario
(Distinctiveness Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
5.14 : 2.21
o v
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o Table P

.The Means. for Consensus Man1pulat1on

Check as a Function of Inhibition and
Motivation (Distinctiveness Study)

N

Motivation

> High Low
Inhibition 4.38 . 3.38
: b : C
No Inhibition - 2.94 4.22°
¢ ‘ac b :f

Means with different subscripts d1ﬁfer at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans ‘
NN

Table Q

The Means For Consensus Manipulation

Check as a Function of Distinctiveness,
Inhibition and Motivation
(Distinctiveness Study)

High Distinctiveness
Motivation

. : High Low

Inhibition ' 5.13 - 2.69
- ; c a -

No-Inhibition 3.13 4.75

.ab bc

Low Distinctiveness
Motivation-

High , Low
- Inhibition 3.63 . 4.06
: ' o ac a
No Inhibition 2.75 - 3.69
. - a a

Means with different subscripts differ at

alpha less than _05 by Duncans.

'5*‘7 3% v
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Table R

" The Means for Consensus Manlpulatlon»
Check as a Function of Inhibition and
Scenar1o (Distinctiveness Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis

Inhibition - 4.72 ' 3.03
b . C

No Inhibition 5.56 1.59
b ' _ a

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

Table S

The Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
Check as a Function of D1st1nct1veness,
"Motivation and Scenario

(Distinctiveness Study)

High Distinctiveness

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Motivation .
‘High . 2.75 4.19
: " a b
Low 3.69 4.31

ab b

Low Distinctiveness

Scenario
Comedian Laryng1t1s
Motivation
High - 9.06 10.44
X c d
Low g9.25 10.38
c d

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans. r.
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_ Table [l |
The Means for D1st1nct1veness Man1pu]at1®n
- Check as a Function of Distinctiveness,
Inhibition and Motivation

(Distinctiveness Study)

High Distinctiveness
Motivation

X “High Low
Inhibition - -2.44 .4 2.38
' Lo ' v a , . a
No Inhibition - ~3.69 2.13
a a

Low Distinctiveness"
Motivation

High ; Low AN
" . Inhibition . 8.00 9.56
b c
No Inhibition 9.88 8.75
- c bc

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

Table U

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
as a Function of Inhibition
(Consensus Study)

Inh1b1t1on
Present Absent

6.66° 7.20



Table V

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
as a Function of Scenario
(Consensus Study) .

Scenario
Comedian . lLaryngitis

7.25 . 6.61

Table W

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
Check as a Function of Consensus,
Inhibition and . .Scenario (Consensus- Study)

High Consensus

Scenario
. Comedian Laryngitis
Inhibition 7.44 6.13
bcd a
No Inhibition 6.88 7.63
ad bd

Low Consensus

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Inhibition 6.94 - 6.13
o ad a
No Inhibition 7.75 © 6.56
o _ ‘ bd ac

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.
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Table X

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
Check as a Function of Inhibition
(Consensus Study)

Inhibition

[,
Present . Absent C
ks N ‘\.‘1~ -
5.30 . b.41
Table Y

Means for Distincfiveness Manipulation
Check as a Function of Motivation
{Consensus Study)

Motivation

High Low
6.27 5.44
Table Z 2

Means for Distinctiveness Manipu]atioﬁ
Check as a Function of Consensus and
Scenario (Consnesus Study)

Scenario :
. Comedian - - Laryngitis
Consensus : ¥ :
High. = . 1 5.66 E 6.38
' : b a
Low 6..13 5.25
: ‘ b b

Means with different subscripts djffer'at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.




Table AA

Means for Motivation Manipulation Check
as a Function of Inhibition, Motivation
and Scenario (Distinctiveness Study) ‘

High Inhibition

Scenario-
- Comedian. Laryngitis
Motivation .
High 7.63, 6.38
‘ bc . a
Low 6.81 - 4.25
‘ bc. . a

Low ‘Irhibition

Scenario
' ‘Comedian Laryngitis
~Motivation ,
- High 8.06 - . 6.31
‘ c .. ac
Low ' 4.50 . 5.69
a ‘ ab

Means with different subscripts differ at

alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

7 o
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Table BB

Means for Motivation Manipulation Check
as a Function of Distinctiveness,

Inhibition, Motivation and Scenario
(Distinctiveness Study)

High Distinctiveness-Inhibition

Scenario” .
LT Comedian Laryngitis . |,
Motivation
High. - . 8.25d. - 6.00a
Low 6.38cd 4.75ac

High Distinctiveness-No Inhibition

Scenario
v Comedian Laryngitis
Motivation ' -
High 7.88cd 7.13bcd
Low 6.13a 4 .88ad

Low Distinctiveness-Inhibition
' : Scenario-

. ’ Comedian Laryngitis

Motivation . e
High 7.00bcd =~ 6.75bcd
Low

. 7.25¢d . 3.75ab

~ Low Distinctiveness-no Inhibition

" Scenario
: - Comedian_  -Laryngitis
Motivation , o
High 8.25d ) 5.50a
Low. - 2.88a’ 6.50bcd,

Means with different subscripts differ at -
alpha less than .05 by Duncans. i



Table CC

Means for Stimulus attribution as a

Function of the Level of Distinctiveness

and Scenario (Distinctiveness Siudy!

Scenario
e Comedian Laryngitis
Distinctiveness ' . ,
' - High . 731 ; 8.78
i ' ' c - b

Low .. 6.31 5.25
' ' ac . a

Means with different subscrlpts differ at
"alpha less than .05 by Duncans

Table DD

Means for Stimulus AftribUtion as a,
Function of the Level of Inhibition
and Scenario’ (Distinctiveness Study)

. Scenario .
Comedian Laryng1t1s

Inhibition  6,41.  7.44
" - ) b - a
No Inhib%;ﬁon . 7.22 6.59

‘ | - b, b

Means with different subscripts differ at

alpha less than 05 by Duncans,

f}
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;Table EE !

Means for Stimulus Attribution
Confidence as a Function of Motivation
and Scenario (Consensus Study)

, Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Motivation
High 8.28 7.51
' : ab b

Low 7.63 8.84
: b . a

Means with different subscripts. differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

Table FF
Means for Stimulus Attribution Confidence

as a Function of Inhibition, Motivation
and Scenario (Distinctiveness Study)

Inhibition

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Motivation , :
High 7.8 8.31
bc ac
Low 8.C) 8.13

ac ac

No Inhibition

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Motivation _
High 8.56 7.50
~ . ac b
Low 7.88 9.19
ac a

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.



Appendix D
Table A
Pearson Correlation Coefficients for

the Three Inhibition Manipulation
Items (Consensus Study)

Inhibition Item

Inhibition 1 2 3
I[tem : ‘ '

1 1.00 0.57 . 0.52

2 0.57  1.00 0.46

3 , 0.52 0.46 1.00

The correlations are all significant at
the .001 level.

Table B

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for
- the Three Inhibition Manipulation.
Items (Distinctiveness Study)

a

Inhibition Item

Inhibition’ R 2 3
Item

1 ‘ 1.00 0.61 0.69

2 0.61 1.00 0.56

3 0.69 . 0.56 1.00

The correlations are all significant at
the .001 level.
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Table C

Inhibition Manipulation (Consensus Study)

_Source df MS "F p
A{Consensus) 1 0.63 0.02 ns
B(Inhibiton) 1 4038.75 123.31 <.00t
AB o1 18.78 0.57 ns
C(Motivation) 1 9.56 0.29 ns
AC : 1 48.78 1.49 ns
BC 1 122.09 3.73 ns
ABC : 1 73.47 2.24 ns
D(Scenario) 1 244.75 7.47 <.007
AD 1 0.03 0.001 ns
BD 1 159.78 4.88 <.03
. ABD 1 4.84 0.15 ns
CD - 1 73.53 2.25 ns
ACD 1 67.53 2.06 ns
BCD 1 17.22 0.53 ns
ABCD 1 0.13 0.004 . ns
Error : 112 32.75

Table D

Inhibition Manipulation{Distinc Study)

Source df MS F p
"A(Distinct) 1 60.50 2.14 ns
B{Inhibiton) 1 .4728.78 167.14 <.001
AB 1 12.50 . 0.44 - ns
C(Motivation) 1 52.53 1.86 ns
AC 1 8.00 - 0.28 ns
BC 1 1.53 0.05 ns
ABC 1 21.13 0.75 ns -
D(Scenario) 1 75.03 2.65 ns '
AD A 10.13 0.368 ns
BD 1 26.28 0.93 ns
- ABD 1 55.13 1.85 ns
CcD 1 9.03 0.32  ns
ACD 1 0.50 0.02 ns-
BCD 1 0.03 0.001 ns
ABCD 1 15.13 0.53 ns
Error 112 28.29
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Table E .

Means for Inhibition Manipulation as a
Function of Inhibition(Consensus Study)

Inhibition

High Low //
27.923 16.00
Table F

Means for Inhibition Manipulation as a
Function of Scenario(Consensus Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis

23.00 20.23 S
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Table G
Means for Inhibition Manipulation as a

Function of Inhibition and Scenario
(Consensus Study)

Scenario

Comedian  Laryngitis
Inhibition " 27.50 26.97
\ a a
No Inhibition 18.50 ~13.50
’ b c

Means with different subscr1pts differ at
alpha 'less than .05 by Duncans.

Table H

" Means for Inhibition Man1pu1at1on as a
Function of Inhibition
(Distinctiveness Study)

Inhibition
Present Absent

27.31 . 15.16



Table 1

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for
Consensus Manipulation Items
(Consensus Study)

Consensus Item

Consensus ~ First Second
- Item o
First . 1.00 0.85
Second | '0.85 1.00

The correlations are all significant at
the- .001 level.

Table 'J .

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for
Consensus Manipulation I tems
(Distinctiveness Study)

Consensus Item

Consensus . First Second
Item
First 1.00 0.71
Second : 0.71 1.00

' The correlations are all significant at
the .001 Tevel.

<y
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Table K \

Consensus Manipulation (Consensus Study)

Source df .MS \F p !
A - \
A(Consensus) 1 5967.78 541.54 <. 001
B(Inhibiton) 1 13.78 1.25 ns .
AB 1 0.28 0.03 ns
C(Mptivation) 1 30.03 2.73 ns
ac 11853 150 s
BC 1 16.53 1.50 ns-
ABC C—— "> 8 0.78 0.07 - ns
D(Scenari?d 1 3.13 0.28 ns
AD 1 45,13 4,10 <.05
- BD 1 0.13 0.01 ns
ABD f  3.13  0.28 ns
cD - 1 40.50 3.68 ns
ACD 1 8.00 0.73 ns
BCD 1 0.50 0.05 ns
ABCD 1 32.00 2.90 ns
Error 112 11.02 '
Table L
Consensus Check(Distinctiveness Study) N
Source df MS F p
A(Distinct) 1 9.03 0.65 ns-
B(Inhibiton) 1 13.78 0.99 ns
AB 1 3.78 0.27 ns
C(Motivation) 1 1.53  0.11 ns
AC : : ! 19.53 1.41 ns
BC i 87.78 6.32 <.0f
ABC P 75.03 5.40 <.02
D(Scenario) 1 913.78 65.80 <.001
AD 1 T8 0.27 ns
BD T : 8.37 <.005
ABD 1 [ 0.81 ns
CD 1 2z 1.64 ns
ACD 1 2. 0.18 ns
BCD 1 9. 2.16 ns
ABCD 1 0.0% 7.002 ns
Error 112 13. ° .



Table. M

Means for Consensus Manipulation as a
‘Function of Consensus -
(Consensus Study)

Consensus
High Low
17.72 4.06

Table N

Means for Consensus Manipulation as a
Function of Consensus and Scenario
(Consensus Study)

Scenario

Comedian Laryngitis
Consensus : . S
High 17.28 18.16
a a
Low : 4.81 - 3.31
b b

- Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.
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Table 0O

- Means for Consensus Manipulation as a

Function of ‘Inhibition and Motivation
(DistinctiveneSS'Study)

Motivation

High Lot

Inhibition 8.94 7.50
ac bc

No Inhibition 6.63. 8.50
. b bc

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

Fe)
Table P A .

Means for Consensus Manipulation as a
Function of Scenario
(Distinctiveness Study)

Scenario
Comedian Larypgitis

10.56 %.02
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Table Q

The Means for Consensus Manipulation as a
Function of Distinctiveness, Inhibition,
and Motivation -
(D1st1nct1veness Study)

High DistincfiVeness

/ Motivation .
High Low
Inhibition 10.19 6.44
, bc a
No Inhibition 6.69 T 9,31

ac ac

Low Distinctiveness
Motivation *

' High = Low
Inhibition . 7.69 8.56
' ac ' ac
No Inhibition 6.56 7.69
" ‘ a ) T ac

Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

' Table R

Means for Consensus Manipulation as a .

Function of Inhibition andg Scenar1o
(D1st1nct1veness Study)

Scenarid‘
; Comedian Laryngitis
Inhibition |  9.94 16.50
: - a b

No Inhibition 11.19 . T 3.94
' a. o c’
Means with d1fferent subscr1pts differ at
alpha .less than .05 by Duncans.
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Table S

Pearson Correlat1on Coefficients for
the Distinctiveness Manipulation
Items. (Consensus Study)

Distinctive Item

Distinctive ., First Second
Item | .
First 1.00 -~ 0.81
Second 0.81 1.00

The correlatlons are al] siénificant at
the .001 leve] : .

Table T e
 Pearson Correlation Coefficients for
the Distinctiveness Manipulation

Items. (D1st1nct1veness Study)

o 4
- , Distinctive Item
Distinctive - First Second
Item S L
First 1.00 - 0.86
Second 0. 86 1.00

The corre]at1ons are all s1gn1f1cant at
the .001 1eve1

1
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Table U

Distinctiveness Check(ConSensus,Study)

Source df MS F p
A{Consensus) 1 8.00 0.79 ns
B(Inhibiton) 1 - 87.78 - 8.63 <.Qo04
AB 1 11.28 1. 11 ns
C{Motivation) 1 45.13 4.43 <.04
AC 1 0.50 0.05 ns
BC I 1 3.78 0.37 ns
ABC ' : 1 5.28 0.52 ns
D(Scenario) 1 16.53 1.62 ns
AD 1 4278  4.20 <.04
BD 1 24.50 2.41 ns
ABD i 36.13  3.55 ‘ns
CD 1 0.78 0.08 ns
ACD 1 0.03 0.003 ns
BCD 1 25.50 - 2.41 ns
ABCD 1 1.13 -~ 0.11 ns
Error 112 10. 18

L
Table V

"Distinctiveness ChecK(Distinc Study)

Source - .df . MS F " p
A(Distinct])" 1 5356.13 600:79 <.001
B{Inhibiton) 1 18.00 2.02 . ns v
. AB - ‘ 1 22.78 '2.56 ns
C(Motivation) , 1 8.00 .0.90 ns
AC . 1. 1.53 0.17 ns
BC 1 7.03.  0.79  ns
ABC . 1 28.13 3.16 ns
D(Scenario) 1 171.13 19.20 - <.001
AD 1 3.78 0.42 ns
BD 1 13.78  1.55 ns
ABD ° 1 45:13  15.06 <.03
cD i 7.03 0.79 ns -
ACD 1 0.50 0.06 ns
BCD 1 8.00 0.90 ns
ABCD 1 0.03 0.004 ns
Error 112 8.92 ‘



Table W

Meaﬁs for Distinctiyehess Manipulation
.as a Function of Inhibitio
~ (Consensus Study) .

Inhibition
Present ‘f Absent

11.95 ‘' 13.61
Table X Y u{
Means for Distinctiveness Ménﬁbulation

as a Function of Motivation
(Consensus Study)

Motivation

Present = - Absent
13.38 . - 12.19
i J ‘ Table Y

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
as a Function of Consensus and :
Scenario (Consensus Study)

Scenario
Comedian Laryngitis
Consensus _ '
High . 12.81 13.25-.
ab I a
| Low 13.47 11.59
a b

Means wi'th different subscripts differ at -
alpha less than .05-by.Duncans.

|

!

+

4
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Table Z

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
as a Function of Distinctiveness
(Distinctiveness‘Study)

a ] C‘:
Distinctiveness .
High Low
5.89 18.83
Table Aa '

PN

Means for Distinctiveness Manipulation
as a Function of Scenario
(Di “inctiveness Study)

. Scenario
- Comedian Laryngitis

11,20 13.52

Table Bb |
The Means.Fon DistinctivenessvManipu]ation
Check as a Function of Distinctiveness, _
‘Inhibition and Scenario :
(Distinctiveness Study)

3

High Distinctiveness

. Scenario _
: Comedian Laryngitis
Inhibition 5.44 7.94
‘ “ S ~ef - .. d’
No Inhibition . 4.38 . . 5.81
B s f def

Low Distinctivenes

Scenario . -
_ Comedian - Laryngitis:
Inhibition 18.38. - 19.19
_ bc ‘ ab
No Inhibition 16763 21.13

‘5 - ) c ~a
- Means with different subscripts differ at
alpha less than .05 by Duncans.

113



