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'E;f;f{if‘r, Abstract

A ﬁiff. ‘ Thws d1ssertat1on examtned the lxnk between causal
attr1but1ons for, and sanctlon1ng evaluat1ons of actors
| _Jr success and fallure on. an interpersonal task In Study 1
:““fv110 (53 males, 52 females) college students were randomly
L ass1gned to one of e1ght conditions of a2 (actor vs:
)f;hobserver perspect1ve) X 2 (publ1c vs pr1vate evaluatlon
'hcontext) X 2 (causal attr1but1on Judgments preceded vs

l»followed by sanct1on1ng assessments) factor1al deslgn,ﬁt:

ﬂ7vr'wh1ch the outcome was always fallure In Study 2 212 (104

- males. 108 females) college students were ass1gned to one of VS\K_J
| \

| NA12 conditlons of a 2 (actor vs observer perspect1ve) X 2
_,1 vf(success vs fa1lure outcome) X 3 (h1gh vs low vs no task
’wil)d1ff1culty informatlon prov1ded) factor1al design, 1n which

'iffthe evaluation context was always publ1c Thé;,f*sz

?1°))GNt therapist PaPadlgm was used 1n bcth exper1ments. 1n

"‘fobserver v1ewed the cl1ent_lhenaplst,eXChange*‘,Measures of\,f4*;féi:

| 4-?fpersonal and situat1onal attr1bution, ascr1pt1ons of

") cred1t/blame, percept1ons of reward deserv1ngness, and

‘?cl_dec1s1on tlme were 1ncluded in both studies

The results of the first study showed that actors.’*ﬂ”*fl B
T_relative to’ observers accepted less personal causal

| drespons1bll1ty, less blame and recommended awarding

'/,7‘jfthemselves more money for fallure when these evaluations




o 1nformation‘.,'{ﬂ;55"

*77fff between causal att?lbUtT

f‘;!fwere public rather than private : The opposite pattern of

:»flresults was found 1n the private condition The results of

Anuf( 28) 1nd1cated that the effects of evaluation context

\ fwere not due to concerns for accuraCY. cautiousness OP

_,./

‘"7pmodesty The replication experiment also confirmed the 1dea
: A:that actors and observers experience d]fficulty in the |

| assuming the role of their counterpart and that observers

»Tf;would respond ,y7ff71f_5f?‘Tﬁ:t'fi;”

The results of the s%cond study replicated those found

| “}.fin Study 1 under public conditions Actors. relative to
f'fobservers accepted more personal causal respon51bil1ty and
7:j1\credit for success than for failure ~ Low task difficulty

_15;?1nf°rmat1on peduced the extent to which actors made

L self servang assessments of their success and failure

/ ﬁb actors Judgments reflected the perception that

““f:success was {mprobable whereas observers Judgments
;Vé,,reflected the perception that success was probable
'"“”fj'Observers also evaluated actors more harshly than was

"1¢lveXpected on’ the basis of the prOV1ded task difficulty |

Both experiments indicated strong support for the link

'i and sanctioning evaluation even

"’7lﬁ;lfw1th1n an ability based paradigm ﬁ\ﬂbservers harsh

"'.m

S v“.- " ’ L '7‘,"‘;;: . '?:"-»’ I ‘ \_: : . S \J L cE

[t¥the first study, a pilot study, and a replication eXpeleent .__f;y

TTTJUdgments may have been Tffected bY how they thought actors ';Tf?:f'

S e
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'5‘9?Judgments 1ndicated a need to cbnSider how the 1nterpersonal
| intrapersonai nature of the’outcome affects respon51vity ’iflhﬁ
dgtﬁ'causaily relevant 1nformation Responsivity to ) _" o
tffcausaily reievant informa/ion mgy diminish the more the}“
"ffobserved behaygor impiicates the weii beigg of another |
ff;person ’ There is aiso a need to recons1der the mechanisms
‘ 'ﬂjunderiying self serv1ng biases 1n causal attribution
A?Ff_ffSeif protection concerns may be aroused only under

5t;j»re}ative1y pubiic conditions or when the actor expects tor

perform the task in the future., Finaily, the traditionaif;iu”

Zfactog observer attribution difference may more accuratelyo;k_, |
”‘a'peflect participants perCeptions of That Other peOple inﬂ[?t_T' ,

X
NG

e situation beiieve than participants private belié?s
"rding causality
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e CHAPTER I
Overview of the Problem )

The process of causal attr1but10n has been ascr1bed

'ﬂ17¢ons1derable 1mportance over the past two decades~because of:f{uﬁdf

N ,fdthe belref that causal attr1but1ons at least partly

rjf80111tate the pred1ct10n and contro] of behav1or (He1der..5‘id-*”

:}irjf1958 dones & Dav1s,v1955 Kelley. 1967 1@72) According

'fie"to attr1but1ona1 frameworks. the causes to which we

BRI
.

: -_fgattribute our own and others behav1ors sign1ftcant]y affectf't;‘h

ifffother types of Judgment A con51derable amount of attentionhft9””H

f’has been gvven to how attrtbuttons affect the 1mpress1ons wet,e;.ﬁ

fisform our affecttve responses, fUture performance 73',,]Aﬂ1g?-;* ,

'fexpectat10nsv fee]ings of competence “and our subsequent

‘~tbehavioral responses to a person or s1tuatton (cf

fbte;Abramson Sel1gman & Teasdale. 1973 dones & Dav1s, 1965

‘;Kelley, 1967 1971 1972 Ru]e, 1974 Shaw & Reltan, 1969

'.;Wetnep, Fr1eze Kukla, Reed Rest & Rosenbaum, 1972 we1ner_vv

if-proposed that actors attr1bute

& Peter, 1973 Welner,.Russell & Lerman. 1978)

A central 1ssue in the attrtbutton literature concerns f.f"

"the extent to wh1ch the percetver s perspect1ve affects the .

'i,rattributtonsroffered , dones and N1sbett (1972) 1n1t1ally fr'"

’_situattoh whtle observers attrf

'”“[t§personal charactertsttcs Wh11e 1nit1al research seemed to g'}-

'support th1s proposal (e g , N1sbett Caputo, Legant & R

'TijMaracek_ 1973 Storms, 1973), subsequent research has also

’;h the actor s behav1or toff;ff;



llfgfoundnth.t actors sometimes attr1bute thelr behavior to
"fn;persona ch”racter1st1cs and that observers sometimes

'47;;attribute .he actor s behavior to character1st1cs of the

5'1tuat1on’(cf Monson & Snyder 1977 Solomon, 1978)

”'”?f;cond1t1ons under wh1ch either tendency w1ll be manlfested by o

““*actors or observers have not been clearly specxfied

| ff;ﬁHowever there is some 1nd1cat1on that actor-observer

v;fattr1but1on d1fferences may be expla1ned 1n terms of the.g}ff?-“"

[

ldlfferentlal ava11ab1l1ty or . sal1ence of causally relevanttﬁla"“u

“LafJnformatlon and in terms of the d1fferent1al influence of e

73}mot1vational concerns to actors and observers process1ngli*f7j~:

_3?’}jof the ava1lable causal informat1on (e g ' Eisen, 1979
ls,yf:M1ller Norman & wright 1978 Snyder Stephan & 3
- Rosenfield 1976 1973 Taylor & F1ske 1975 1978)
Wh1le,research on actor observer attribut1on :"
.h;i}dlfferences has been producttve from an emp1r1cal
’?5fstandpo1nt,,research has focused almost exclus1vely on
“:t]asse551ng whether, how. and why assumlng dlfferent Af;u L
"~'jfperspect1ves on’ a behav1or results 1n causal attrlb;tlon
fidlfferences Very l1ttle of th1s research has goﬁe beyondngh
»:i.these concerns to assess whether perspectlve d1fferenées 1n

0

| Vufattrlbutton have any functlonal s1gn1ficance for perspect1ve

”id?d’ffe"ences 1n other types Of Judgments or behavlor :;Aéj“; f}tﬂff

”“Vsuggested by Kelley (1979), actor observer attr1butlon Eaney

*fd1fferences may be of part1cular 1mportance ln the ‘=.f;5f§7Si‘ib,

7yfﬁ1n1t1at1on development and malntenance °f many



' ei{smotivate the actor s behaVior For these reasons, it seemedith“

_‘d.'interpersonal relationships ‘When’actorst}andfobsetVéféf)‘
ﬂf7hjfattributions conflict this conflict may be manifested in _
:ftheir divergent affective respOnses to each other or to the'w'
: “?Situation and in their respeCtlve expectations or t’ 1 I
Ai-;ﬁf;evaluations of the actor Such divergences may affect the
,.:ittQUality and outcome of many interpersonal relationships |
Ht"vb(e R employee emp]oyer, parent child teacher student)
i *t,For example, these differences may undermine the ablllty Of‘f<fi§ﬁs

observers in superVisory roles to modify, improve or-f7”

,ii1mportant to examine within the same set of studies whether;,
..i:actor observer differences in other types of Judgment such 7f;f X

Vﬂ'as those related to sanctioning, are as pervasive as and

i

.':f;could be predicted by actor observer attribution f*'fi ?g_?,AV

t«differences. In the course of examining between perspective;;tip

"jlf(i €., actor vs observer) differences in attribution and

”’jsanctioning evaluation, an examination could be made of

f”ffwithin perspective (i e, actor vs actor. observer vs ‘_p”'

'“_observer) differences in these two types of Judgment

< Attention to within perspective comparisons was also thoughtfaﬂff‘
”?-fto be important because of the differing implications of 3575
mh*ffspeCific areas of research for the extent to which S

evaluative processes reflect rational or irrational ﬂfrj-_

| ’hf{fperceptions of the causes of behaVior

The overall goal of this dissertation therefore. was o

.”§to examine the relationship between actors and observers f D,



: faevaluation lf:_f.“ -

'.'causal attributions for, and s'h’ttoning evaluations of

"thehav1ors that resulted 1n positive or negative outcomes

"JCausal attribution refers to perceivers beliefs regarding i

'?fythe extent to which the focal outcome was due to something

thﬁ5fﬂabout the actor s personal characteristics or was due tO

Tﬁisomething about characteristics of the 81tuation 1n which

V“i*si:?ascription of credit blame and the perception of reward
t,""f:"»:“."deserVingness,vi e , to Judgments that reflect approval of'”'”
::ﬂigdisapproval of the actor s behav1or and the ensu1ng outcome:ff_.
"‘”lAccording to current perspectives on judgments related to e
"cf?sanctioning, an actor will be credited or blamed and will |
o ﬁ;;receive rewards or punishments to the extent that the actor ir;hi'
a'djgis held personally causally responsible for a positive or bf;”ﬁd
}ldfnegative outcome that meets, surpasses or fails to meet |
}_]fgadjudged norms of proper conduct (e g . Harvey & Rule, 1978 :i,;ft}i’3
'it"hKelley,:1971 Ross & DiTecco 1975 Shaw & Rettan,v1969 o

”’*Tgf}causal attribution and sanct1onﬂng evaluation suggests that

“VEfactors that enhance or reduce between perspectlve

”*ﬁf‘differences 1n causal attribution should similarly enhance

““h.or reduce between perspective differences in sanctioning ;7 .

_lv.',. k

,—------—---—--—'-——

o Aternatively, the normative analysis of sanctioning

v.;':evaluation suggests ‘that.an actor may be credited- blamed“and
.. ‘rewarded-punished for a behavior even though' the behavior is SRR
‘1_;rnot attributed to personal characteristics (Harvey & Rule.;},,jy-,jg¢

'“ff}the behavior occurred Sanctionﬁng evaluation refers to theifﬁﬁiiffd

.ti Weiner 8 Peter; 1973) This treatment of the link between :‘“" EReE




',.Furthermore, factors that enhance or reduce | )
"f;iwith1n perspect1ve dvfferences 1n causal attributwon should' .

o~

‘ifﬂ‘llead to parallel w1th1n perspective differences 1n»‘314f1',

‘ttfsanctioning evaluatwon

Three factors were man1pu1ated that are Known to aﬁﬁBCt;sf_’;ng"*

’";igactors and observers iattribut1ons for task performance andf{:if;it{a%

’”ifh;};that were cons1dered re]evant to the causal

at tr1but1on sanct1oning evaluat1on l1nk These three o

'5Ifactors are causal amb1gu1ty,;the public VS' PP1V3te nature

\ RIS

"',of the evaluat1on context rand the poswt1ve VS, negat1ve

—

'1~l;}valence of the outcome By man1pulating causa] amblgu1ty,.,,,'fv'a " 4

‘jfan assessment was made of whether perspective d1fferences 1n 2‘1

"L”‘?causal attribution and sanct1oning evaluation reflected

';-actors and observers d1vergent percept1ons of external

-,,¢e1nf1uences on the actor E performance BY vary1ng the

‘ t,:publlc Vs pr1vate nature of the evaluat1on context, an“pffi"*

"Vdffassessment cou]d be made of the extent to wh1ch 2

‘;V?self presentat1ona1 concerns contrlbuted to within- and

A

~:’>dfbetween perspect1ve dlfferences 1n causal attr1but1on and

”-7-:',1(cont 411376; Kelley, :1971). From this viewoint,

'r;factor observer evaluatlon dlfferences ‘would ke attributabteifﬁfr-}'}“

b thmeore to perspect1ve differences in the norms applied to.
- behavior . than- they would . be" attributable to: perspect1ve

- differences in t@s perceived ‘causes of behavior.: However, aff’

. substantial body of 1iterature indicates that the salient: ~ .= . |
~.norms- of " evaluat1on often emphasize the perceived cau$es of SRR &
~ -behavior (cf. Weiner & Peter, 1973; Weiner et al., 1878), . = |

. . Despite, the: normat1ve analysis of sanct10ning evaluation
.~ therefore, it isa worthwhile enterprise to’ determine if.
fwﬁf'j;actor-observer sanctionlng ‘evaluation- d1tfe?ences parallel

*ijﬁiactor observer attr1bution d1fferences




sanctioning evaluation Finally, by manipulating outcome

valence, the generality Of Wlthin--and between perspective Af;';"

differences in attribution and evaluation could be

ey [‘f determined

L The literature}&elevant to the present dissertation is.
; reViewed in further sections of this chapter In the first
section an’ attempt is made to specify how actors
attributions may be affected by differences in causal

ambiQUity and in the nature of the evaluation context The ;;i

G impact of these latter two factors on sanctioning evaluation

’;:ls then speCified In the second section,_the evidenpe

relevant to observer attribution and sanctioning evaluation .}j,r-fi 1

1s presented This evidence is related to how observers

causal attributions might be reflected in tHeir sanctioning

.i%ff evaluations Then in the third section, the eVidence

1°'7f relevant to within perspective differences is considered inUL=?f";:d'ﬁﬂ

terms of its 1mplications for between perspective

differences in causal attribution and sanctioning | 1,;{31'"

evaluation Finally. a reView is given of the procedures L

and predictions for the two maJor experiments and theﬂ;
replication experiment conducted for the dissertationiﬁ

e A ‘L
U A SR




gg Actors !lg - lwg? | | | |
. Attrlbution—evaluation link It has been hypothesized o

A Review of the Literature _V’
{?wm : . ) o C

that actors are motivationallyzbiased in their perceptions

. of the causes of their behav1or (cf Bradley, 1978;

1a“Zuckerman. 1979) _ The tendency to make higher personal than

situational attributions for p051t1ve outcomes and lower‘»
personal than situational attributions for negative outcomeS'
‘has been v1ewed as a sel\iserving bias (Miller & Ross. 1975;
Ross, Bierbauer, & Pplly,‘1974) ) That is) actors are |

presumably motivated to make attributions that put them n o

"i the most favorable light as a ‘means of protecting or

o -
° Y
; +

enhancing their self esteem |
The ex1stence of self serv1ng attrtbutional biases

presumably results in @ bias to evaluate one s behavior

p051t1vely, i. e.. in a bias to accept credlt for POSltive svv,.l_'

outcomes but to deny blame for negative outcomes (e a. v

~ Arkin, Gleason. & dohnston,11976 Snyder, Stephan, &,_p;"” o

"'fvresearqh\,

Rosenfield, 1976 1976 Stephan, 1975) ..

supporting"self serv1ng evaluationalkbiases stems from

gat has assessed primarily the extent to which

actors offer personal or situational attributions for

positive and negative outcomes 2 ?'»”fhff

2 A study by Harvey, Harris, and Barnes (1975) id an’

-exception to this statement. In this study, actors and .
. observers ‘made attributions of responsibility'for an actor §'
behavior that resulted in either‘uﬂld or severe negative

:f'ever.,ev1dence |

\. : i



e Thus, the assumption that high personal attributions lead to

l,‘ the acceptance of credit or blame whereas high s1tuational N

R attributions lead to the denial of credit or blame has neverh B

}h\been directly tested in this literature Harvey and Rule
J (1978) recently demonstrated moreover. that causal
iattribution 1s not isomorphic with Judgments f

respons1bility in the form of Judgments of creditrblame

fActors whpawere perceived to have aCCidentally caused a

""negative outcome were blamed more than actors who were

1 perceived to have 1ntentionally caused a negative outcome

'l‘Harvey and Rule s findings raise questions about the

rnecessary dependence between Judgments of causality and

| f;percepttons of credit blame and. deservingness One purpose

'of the present two studies was to assess whether causal
attribution 1s correlated with actors ascriptions of
credit blame and perceptions of" deserv1ngness ' '
‘ Ev1dence based on an equ1ty formulation (e. g ) Adams,’
';1965 Walster, Berscheid & Walster. 1973) suggests}that :
| ﬁactors causal attributions may be directly linKed to. their

“';perceptions of deserv1ngness For example, actors work

f~i-2(cont d)outcomes for- another inidiv1dual They’found that
~actors reduced their ascriptions of- responsibility when the =
. outcome-was severe relative to mild, whereas observers .

increased .their ascriptions of respon81bility when ' the .
outcome was severe relative to mild. However, as noted by
" Harvey and Rule (1978), it.is unclear whether measures of

_responsibility attribution reflect perceptions of causality .
and/or perceptions of culpability. In order to assess

' adequately -the attribution-sanctioning link it is therefore

necessary to at least attempt to measure independently both
types of judgment g o » o

A -




harder on a~subsequent task 1f they percelve that the1r

};;fpersonat 1nputs on a pr1or task do not mer1t the payment
f;received (e g., Leventhal & M1é“§@1s, 1969) Actors |

"mhpresumably exert greater later effort to reduce the '51“"

1nequity d1stress created by h1gh payment for low persona\

”task 1nputs , Wh1le th1s ev1dence suggests that there 1s a

,‘11nk between actors causal attr1butions and sanct1oning

evaluations, there 15 an 1nterest1ng d1spartty between -

research on - self attr1butlon and research on how causa]

fattribut1ons for task performance affects actors |
_h;perceptions of reward deserv1ngness Specifical]y.,the ;{:,jﬁ‘
':‘gself attribut1on research suggests that actors should reward
h;;themselves ‘on a self serv1ng bas1s*” However, research that
‘fsg'has more dlrectly assessed actors perceptions of reward
,deserv1ngness ‘has- not found the self serv1ng tendency .
A"Instead it has been found that actors usually allocate}
';frewards to themse]ves and. o{hers in an equ1table manner

*f1 e. ._1n a. manner that 15 compatrble with manipulat1ons -

3

»,jdes1gned to affect actors percept1ons of. the1r own relat1ve =

to others personal task inputs even though th1s m1ght lead

actors to accept ltttle reward (e Qi Leventhal & M1chaels,

'1969) Thus wh1le ev1dence in the equ1ty area aff1rms the
link between ‘the attrxbutions and evaluations. of actors, it'h
”f*.]nevertheless raises quest1ons about whether self serv1ng N
.1;j,evaluatlonal b1ases are as pervasive as self serv1ng

.; attr1but1ona1 b1ases




j',In the equ1ty related research relatively low causal

CaUS&’ ambfguity | One of ‘the many interesting

‘;fdifferences between equ1ty based research paradigms and _
‘ '-;w'those yielding support for self serv1ng attributional biases',
3is the specificity WTth which information about possible |

iu}causal 1nfluences on the actor s performance 1s presented

ri_b

'ufambiguity is typically maintained That 1s, actors are (ff‘
h,given 1nformation that should affect perceptions of their
'personal 1nputs to a task For example actors_have been

’-'fj‘~given information that they worked for a shorter or longer

'~._(the same amount or quality of output (e g 4 Leventhal & '
o Michaels. 1969) This 1nformation should affect their

ftPePCeption of - their own ability and/or effort relative to~ <

:rcausal perceptions should 1n turn affect their allocations |
of self and other reward In the self attribution g:
‘Vresearch on the other hand conditions of high causal
d(ambxgutty seem most conduc1ve to finding ‘a self serving
.‘tendency (cf Snyder et al 1978) That 1s, actors |
:;'manifest stronger tendencies to attribute p051tive outcomes ﬂ(

7»to themselves. but negative outcomes to the enVironment

:specified (e g . Snyder et al 1976) Self serv1ng

(attributional tendencies are reduced when relevant causal

R t‘/‘;?'

-

' fiperiod than their co actor, when both actors produced either }:‘ [ ,

7the ability and effort of co actors on the same task These_f,7»'

' when potential causal forces on. their performance are not 'b_"}‘

| 1nformation is less ambiguous e g ’ when conditions suggesti'"”




A -

xthat good performance was to be expected or that bad

“ performance was unexpected (e g ,- Arkln et al 1976

j b??nFeatheP & Simon, 19716/Fr1eze & We1ner 1971 Harvey. Ark1n,-
‘-'”.-"Gleason & dohnston, 1974). IS | |

Whlle there are many other d1fferences between?i‘*f"

’ ’”Ht; equ1ty based and self attrwbut1on based research paradigms,_f‘lsf“”
%’El-ev1dence in the self attribut1on area suggests that '

Lu}'.fcond1tlons of h1gh causal amb1gu1ty may faCi]’tate :

| "self serv1ng evaluat1onal biases just as they fac1litate

»j’self serving attributlonal b1ases However, self servtng
"::fevaluational«biases may be reduced when causally relevant

B '_1nformation is made explic1t and thts tnformation is not

”consistent with the self serv1ng tendency : A second purpose
.of the present studies was to assess whether self serv1ng
1_b1ases 1n percept1ons of reward deserv1ngness and

»credlt blame occurred pr1mar1ly under cond1t1ons of h1gh

hlw.causal ambtgulty

Self—presentational concerns Equity based and

fﬁs‘self attr1but1on research parad1gms also dlffer 1n terms of

the extent to wh1ch self presentatlonal concerns may affect .

ey

\ _actors responses 1n the s1tuat1on Relat1vely pub11c gflv'sfs

'afcondttions are ma1nta1ned 1n equ1ty based research

vbjpapad]gms,bthese cond1ttons are engaged by the nature of thef';‘: |

cfdependent measures collected For example, actors are asked'

to d1v1de a ftxed amount of money between themselves and

'pother co- actors (e g 4 Leventhal & M1chaels, 1969) ;S1nce‘_'

SEEP g B S F
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'ﬂ“.dpart1c1pants are to rece1ve these tang1ble rewards actors e

’.'»may assume that other part1c1pants and/or at Teast the

T;exper1menter w1ll be aware of the1r reward allocat1on,, o

':ldec151ons The relat1ve1y pubT1c nature of the evaluat1on -

'\context may thus arouse concerns w1th 1mpressIOn managementhk,bfv'”*'<

«,Zaeye g . ga1n1ng the approval or avo1d1ng the dlsapproval of

.ldothers (Goffman,_1959) W1th1n the context of th1s type of

fparad1gm therefore concerns with impress1on management may

hﬂlead actors ‘to a551gn reward 1n accordance w1th the

_ava1lable causal 1nformation At the same t1me however,t“'abiwig;“

vactors may pr1vate1y d1sregard the man1pulated causes of

',task performance unless the prov1ded 1nformation is L;;v';rf

- compat1ble with the attr1but1ons or evaldat1ons they des1rejifquL"

'f'to make S1m1lar1y, when no expl1c1t causal informat1on 1sfr5:"

.ava1lab1e actors may ass1gn reward to themselves on a moref e

‘y_conservat1ve bas1s when these evaTuat1ons are to be made

'Taccept less reward fo;\a pos1t1ve or a negat1ve outcome
Ts‘wlth1n publlc relat1ve to pr1vate condltlons R
JT) The relat1ve publlc1ty of responses 1n the ,

‘“self attr1but1on research 1s less easy to d1scern It 1s
zﬁ‘often unclear from 1nformat1on about procedures whether
jpart1c1pants belleve elther that their responses are

"fsanonymous or that they w1TT be singled out for evaluatlon

“‘1However, as noted by GIfford Weary Bradley (1978),‘and
fiqy partly aff1rmed by research, self serv1ng attr1butlonal f"

| ”*-publ1c rather than to be kept pr1vate That 1s, actors may;wff‘¢f¢j’w
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rhﬁwtendenc1es are reduced when actors bel1eve e1ther that

R .others wil] evaluate the1r responses or. that the1r future

1_d3iperformance could contrad1ct the1r attr1butlons 3 Actors

”Tffmake more modest attribut1ons for their performance or

. 0 S
"Qreduce the1r assessments of the1r own ab111ty, ewther when':ﬂ;f

'rlthey eXpect to share the1r attr1but1ona1 )nterpretations

}Jf¥7w1th others (e g , Ark1n Appelman & Burger 1980 Study 1

Gould Brounste1n & slgall 1977 Wells, Petty.,Hark1ns,;v ;3~-.»-‘

‘:iﬁqKath‘rov & Harvey, 1977) or when they expect tO perform a

‘7’s1m11ar task 1n the future (e g , Wortman Costanzo & Witt

vd‘1973) Th1s ev1dence suggests that the se f- serv1ng

rattr1but1onal tendency is a relat1vely private phenomenon S

-”r'-that is less llkely to be man1fested w1th1n cond1tlons that

B arouse concerns with impress1on management

Evaluatlon context differences between the equ1ty and

'tvi se]f attr1but1on research suggests that self serv1ng

,ievaluatlonal assessments may occur pr1mar1ly when the -vﬁ; a

-fhuevaluatlon context 1s relatlvely prvvate, i e, ; when others

',w141 not see and evatuate the actor s responses A th1rd

'.'purpose of the d1ssertatlon was to assess the va11d1ty of

E ;this 1dea

o
LG .

-—_--—---——---—---

3 Gifford Weary Bradley (1978) also suggested that Jonlans
{Zself serving tendencies may occur under relatively publ1c.*.
conditions. This expectation was based on the idea that-
- others may approve of personal attributions for pos1t1ve

o joutcomes and situational aftr1but10ns for negat1ve outcomes
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”'bebservers

Attribution-evaluation Iink A con51derable body of

’5f?evidence in the equ1ty 11terature attests to the

1f_Signif1cance of attribution as a determinant of observers .

'5faperceptions of actors »reward deserVingness (e g Eswara,wf7ﬁ“*”° o

"9fff1971 Evans & Molinari 1970 Kaplan & Swant 1973 Lanzetta

& Hannah, 1969; Leventhai & Michaels, 1971; Leventhal &

h~;behiteSide, 1973 Weiner, 1973 Weiner & Kukla, 1970)

5ffexample, observers in the role of teachers reward their

73:pUpils (actors) more when pupils exert high rather than iow ;g«?.fe“‘

'f!:effort on a task Furthermore, high effort 1s rewarded more S

t'r;than high abiiity, and low effort is punished more than low

"7ﬁrabiiity (e gs.mWeiner & Kukla,.1970) This ev1dence'9

RS indicates that observers perceptions of reward

“"’»-deserVingness are predicated upon the causes to which they‘hfjg'ﬁf.’

eattribute actors performance This eVidence further,ff-

".indicates that observers reiy more on the 1nternal

u;controilable factor of effort than on the 1nternal
‘t7uncontroliable factor of ability in their perceptions.of
::-deSEPVIHQHGSS Thus. there seems to be a strong link o
.u.;between the attribution and evaluation processes of
h_observers S }“: th'“l f | 4} ‘ ‘Aatm :
Causal ambigulty The equ1ty based research fails toi ‘

:','1ndicate however, how observers wiil evaluate actors when.‘

S the available causai information is not as exp11c1t as’ 1t ff:,if-*7“

”3has been 1n this research In many settings Observers dOLfffru




vq?not rece1ve exp11c1t 1nformat1on about 1nterna1 causes of

"bfghactors performance Rather,_1t 1s more 11Kely that they

{‘_rece1ve 1nformat1on about the contr1but1on of eXternal

":ﬂffactors to the actor s performance Th1s then presumably

'alters the1r perceptlon of the extent to wh1ch persona]

L«H«,‘{- :
:‘."“ S

"t;causes are necessary to explatn satisfactortly the outcome (o

”";a(Kelley,,1972 Wells,h1930) When exter"a‘ fa°t°"5 d° “°t '

:;faccount completely for the outcome observers are st111

r”ff:faced w1th the dec1s1on of whether ab1lfty and/or effort
f_h§fshould be cited as. causes The dec1slon reached by "
- fobservers shou]d then affect the extent to wh1ch they

' \H?:x”credtt blame and reward punish the actor for ;sf.“}f?f;;£47"'”

4?fposft1ve/negative outcomes E\Another purpose of the present liaaﬂfj

";%two studies was to determtne, therefore how observers

*‘h1gh and low causal ambtgu1ty

Observers attr1but1ons for success and fatlure under

v'7f;cond1ttons of hlgh causal amb1gu1ty are d1fficult to predict

't“f,attr1butxons and evaluat1ons were affected by condittons of _ﬁ“ffa{

'fconfidently..thts,.of course presents d1ff1cult1es 1n aﬁﬁ;ﬁ'fﬁtf“b

\pred1ct1ng observers sanct1on1ng evaluat1ons.‘ Some

research 1nd1cates that observers attrtfute SUccessAmore

\/than fa1lure to personal factors (cf Fr1eze, 1976) Th1s

"{jev1dence suggests that observers enter the sttuat1on w1th

“':the causal presupposwttons that pos1t1ve outcomes are due to

-rpersonal factors and that negat1ve outcomes are due to

| ‘n;vs1tuational factors (Kelley & M1chela, 1980) Th1s ev1dence



?fj;uhas 1nvolved observers
" rg*actor who performs a mor

\ A"Jfanotber person) ﬂ;?,ﬁnit-

htﬂtgﬁk(e g ._Snyder et allv.
| F~":;-1977) L

:"ifafurther suggests that observers evaluatlons of actors W111
’3fujbe generous, 1 e - that observers w111 credit actors h1gh1y
’\T;for pos1t1ve outcomes, but not blame actors h1ghly for |

'"u;‘freSearch are limited 1n two respeCts F1’5t primar1ly

'}'fwiifwhich observers are asked to imagine that an actor has

n"ﬂ7ﬁtiﬁt0 role p]ay the po]e of an observer that 15,_they may

| f'tbsifassume the ro]e Ot;the actor and hence empathize With the t*f
’ Jﬁactor Second the tasks employed are °f a pr1mar1ly ;.

\'7ifta1ntrapersonal nature (e g v pass1ng/fa1l1ng a test), g”

| .fagfpr1mar1ly for the actorttcf Frieze 1976) Other. researchr‘

fre by hav1ng them w1tness a‘"11ve

research observers are not

"°Qsi7cons1stent1y benevolent“toward actors For examp]e._'v"
”~g@;bfobservers tend to offer higher personal than s1tuat1onal

‘*‘fifattrjbut1ons for negat1ve relat1ve to pos1t1ve outcomes

, Stephan, 1975 Wells et al

.‘.5

'nterpersonal task (e g help1ng '

J'tufénegative outcomes However the tasks used 1n thls area of L
‘:?ﬁrﬁrPOIE play paper and pene+1 paradlgms have been emPIOYed. in ;,;fr~f':'

<:5fi}succeeded or fa1led It may be very diff1cuTt for observersgtr'

Qb‘ifwh1ch the actor s behaV1or and the outcome have tmpl1cat1ons'sf"

Because an 1nterpersonal paradtgm was employed 1n the ftjit“

'”fs,fopresent research, 11 was thOUth that observers may be

Hah*‘f:?somewhat less generous toward actors under conditvons of S

"i;’*f‘f{high causal amb19u1ty Dbservers may thus blame actors for';:Ti



v

L negat1ve outcomes elther as much as or more than they cred1t

actors for pos1t1ve outcomes Furthermore Kelley s (1972

| ‘f 1973) analys1s of causal schemata and h1s dlscount1ng and

augmentat1on pr1nc1ples suggest that observers personal and

related to the1r perceptions of external causes of task

performance (e g v tasK d1ff1culty). wh1ch w1ll be reflected

1n the1r sanct1on1ng evaluat1ons Th1s suggest1on 1s based
on the 1dea that hlgh task d1fficulty 1s an external o
fac1l1tory cause of fallure but an 1nh1bitory cause of o
success whereas, lowwtask d1ff1culty 1s an external

facil1tory cause of success,vbut an 1nh1b1tory cause of

"?fa1lure | For example, an observer who perceives the task to
'”57; be easy should offer h19her personal than s1tuational e

attr1but1ons for fa1lure and htgher 51tuatwonal than '_ PR S

personal attr1but1ons for success If attr1but10n 1s

reflected 1n observers'xsanct1on1ng evaluat1ons observers

‘should thus blame actors more for fa1lure than they cred1t

actors for success R : e -
| At the same ttme however,_the magn1tude of the

difference between observers ascrlptlons of credit for B

success and ascrxptions of blame for fallure is d1fficult to

pred1ct conf1dently Accordtng to past Peseapch on i i

‘25 s1tuat1onal attr1butlons for success and fallure should be ;.Vh’i

4'/,

\,

observers perceptions of reward deserv1ngness (cf we1ner _g}7’7

et al 1978) the magn1tude of the difference between |
ascript1ons of credit blame should depend upon whether h'



”'qubears on whether observers are likely to make high effort

'.;jliand/or high ability attributions under conditions of high
"‘-f.g;have been applied more conidently to the attributions made Qi;,-n;*':°b‘

’f?;amount of research has assessed how uninvolved observers

B 'f'credit blame and assignments of reward should allgn Wlth

V:VObservers offer ability and/or effort attributions for ‘

e'p051t1ve and negative outcomes Unfertunately, no research

5'xlcausal amblguity

5*Fontaine, 1975 Frieze & Weiner, 1971) A con51derable }ffi‘ffyf,k

‘55ffattr1butions are affected by factors that should rationally
| l‘dfalter the attributions made (cf Weiner. 1973 Frieze,
| f“1976l.

- rati o:

'_'_.'vc'.i'ri’an*ex"j’zi itly easy task Similarly, high personal

~an easy k{rathéff}han fails a difflcult tasK (cf
r?;Frieze,:i976)

"7are related to thei'

—“‘w’

i

Kelley 5. (1972) discounting and augmentation principles

i

whole. this research indicates that observers ‘Af;ftf"}l»
their attPlbUthﬂS according to the E

lly relevant 1nformation A high personal

'db assuming that observers attributions\*v.lflff .

sanctioning evaluations Judgments of

"ftjtheir attributions in each of the causally unambiguous A;b’7rl;fflfi“
;rconditions Furthermore, assuming that effort relative to

: ,}a;'ability attributions better predict observers sanctgoning gf‘f



| '57teValuationS'(Weiner'etAal 1978) '1t W1ll be 1nteresting to.; L

'ldetermine how observers more spec1fic attr1butional
' A

tf'yvassessments are affected by. high and low task difficulty f*'.’“‘J

'* f-"*-.mformation It should be emphaswed hweverv-that

’“**observers 1n the present experiment may not maKe as rational'hi-':'”"t

'°5adJustments as would be predicted by the foreQOing data f?tr?ijf}*”‘h

'3idﬂfbase The reason for this was. spe01fied earlier i, e}.'fﬂgﬁrf?“*f:S

/

,-oobservers may evaluate actors more harshly when the tasK 1s‘¢f¢,_v

”fﬂ_of an interpersonal nature

Self—presentatlonal concerns Very little research hasﬂ”idf. o

“7*Tff;assessed directly and unamblgUOUSIY hOW changes i" the

""ﬂﬂnature of the evaluation context affect the attrib tions o

jmade by observers Furthermore, the existing research

'v'suggests that changes 1n the evaluation conte&t may induce R

d"ﬁndifferent types of concerns on ‘the part of observers which ﬂf}f],{f

]'uthen result in different patternsbof attribution

:"ACCOPdlng to ZaJonc (1954 1960) analy51s of cognitive
Atuning, an observer will be more motivated to develop or ii'

f“}fpresent a well unified and organized 1mpressron of another

hfﬂfjwhen the observer expects to communicate this impre5810n tO

| “}71f§someone than when the observer does not expect to transmit

'T?his/her impre551on This motivation may stem from a variety

"[Qfof concerns e g,. the de51re to be accurate or to appear

o ?fknowledgeable Expecteq communication and no expected :‘5i“”.’ﬂ"

*'.;communication are referred to as transmisSion and reception

"f?;fsets, respectively Research °“ °°9"it‘ve tuning has shown




‘ that expectant transm1tters are less recepttve to

?st'deve]op more unifled and po]arized‘ 1mpre5810n8, and make

'”,1nformat1on contradictory w1th the1r own 1mpress1ons, dg}zﬂﬂf{f’

“1'fmore extreme attr1but1ons than expectant recetvers (Brock.v&--”ﬁ.'-t i

o ftfj,s a]so Be1ng assumed that a pr1vate condttton ts more

v*“fitransmtt h1s/her 1mpress1on to other 1nd1viduals Accordlng P

| }Z}Tfto thts analy51s, the d1recttonal relat1onship between szhlf?f*-‘

b73transm1sston set 1s more operattve in what ts be1ng ,

S "I‘Fromkm,;1968 Cohen, 1961 Harkms Harvey, Ketthly, & .

ZaJonc d1st1nct1on between transmis51on and receptton

'afnfsets may bear on how the publtc vs pr1vate nature of the
ff;,evaluatton context affects the attrvbuttons reported by

‘Ufffobservers In this respect 1t 1s being assumed that a

. Heda

£

Af;]reXPGCts to communzcate h1s/her attrtbutions to others gitf'.

e

”“:freceptton sets because the observer does not expect to

f“‘«VQ,fobservers personal and s1tuational attr1but1ons w‘]] nOt

J%TT7R10h 1977 Harvey. narklns, & Kagehiro, 1976 Leventhal ‘dﬁtJ:djt
, _;1s1962 MaZ1s 1973 Zajonc.11954 1960) I el

‘tﬁffpublic condit1on, 1 e, ; a condit1on 1n wh1ch the obse,ferfj;itw"'.'z

d’ff¥f11kely to engage processes compat1ble WIth those 1nduced by ;;dff"t

t*sﬁfchange as a funct1on of the publ1c vs private nature of the ﬁxl':‘

'Tflgevaluat1on context For example, 1f the observer pr1vately

3

f”fgixbelieves that a greater personal than s1tuational

‘;”14 By polar1zed. 1t is meant that the subJect tends to use xf"$.357ﬁf
;the extreme POInts on: a.response scale B N T

Et'igattrtbutton should be made for the actor s behavior, aidiifff;f;f;eﬁﬂ



N

-s1milar attributlonal pattern should be found 1n a public

condition However the magnitude of the difference between

“the two scale responses may be greater in the public

'1relative to the private condition

Although ‘the cognitive tuning analysis 1mplies greater

sattributional polarization in public relative to private‘”

conditions. the type of attribution(s) that w1ll be made 1s

-difficult to predict confidently , Harvey and his colleagues

‘_(Harkin et al. 1977 Harvey et al . 1976) tried to minimize

this problem by suggesting that a*transmiss1on relative to a

’{,reception set leads the observer to make more extreme

: attributions to plausible causal factors 1n the situation

,Unfortunately. under conditions of high causal ambiguity,

 expects the target discussant to make Alternatively,

--‘plausibility is difficult to specify operationally

‘:Plausibility could mean the attributions the observers'Jf o

plausibility could mean the attributions the observer would

naturally" make - independently of changes in the nature of

the evaluation context. However, according tOstﬁﬂs

(29

:extension of ZaJonc analysis observers attributions and

'evaluations should be more extreme in the public relative to :

the private condition A _
o The prediction based on the cognitive tuning analys1s .

conflicts with Wells et al. ’s (1977) suggestion and findings |

,fthat anticipated discussion leads to more moderate

- fbattributions on the part of observers.- Wells %} al. .

”




-,‘moderation hypothe51s was based on the 1dea that observers

- desire to adopt a defenSIble p051tion when they expect to s:‘f

u-,dlSCUSS their evaluations Wlth others This occurs because f;t fi

observers presumably de51re to appear unbiased 1n their .

assessments of the actor s performance To do this,: Souh

observers offer mixed personal and situational attributions.*‘

To test their moderation hypothes1s, Wells et al.

.forced perceivers to treat personal and 51tuational causes

”f“as 1nterdependent by asklng them to distribute 100 p01nts :

',?;between descriptions depicting personal and 51tuational

'causal alternatives ’ They then calculated an index o

.”V;COHSIStlng of the difference between the degree to which

"'prpersonal and 51tuational factors were cited as causes.

‘fﬁTheir results supported the moderation hypothesis

flobservers were more liKely to c1te equally personal and

- ~-51tuational causal factors 1n the antic1pated discu5510n'jf

tfcondition In the no anticipated discussion condition,

Taobservers emphasized personal factors more than sxtuational_

;yfactors for negative outcomes and Situational factors ‘more -

- than personal factors for p051t1ve outcomes .’ e
| The personal situational attribution index used by

.Wells et al unfortunately obscures the various response

bf‘strategies that could have been used by observers _and 1t ‘l

'fassumes 1mplicttly that personal and situational

_‘attributions are highly negatively correlated Given two

aA,a'different scales, for example observers may have exer01sed

. 22‘




--_',the options of either attributing the actor 5 behavwor to

o »both personal and Situational factors or to neither of these

'stwo factors Because research ev1dence suggests that !ff'

- :<‘rpersonal and situational attributions are not necessarily

L *;Lnegatively correlated (e g o Solomon 1978 Taylor &

“77K01vumak1, 1976) 1t is difficult to 1nterpret Wells et R
::fal ’s results Furthermore Nells et al ’s public or

a.antic1pated dlSCUSSlon condition was unclear as to whether’s,.., :

'r*_tobservers thought they would be respon51ble for eXpressing

dh tuning ahaly51s suggests that observers w1ll make extreme

 of" their attributions made 1n public W1ll not change when -

h’their 1mpressions to others or listening to another_fgf

-hco observer s own: lmpressions Uells et al.fs anticipated

1h.dlSCUSSlOﬁ condition may have been somewhat comparable to 7
»Harvey and his colleagues -reception set condition, in which
_rcase the results of the two studies do ot conflict "1” .

The present rev1ew indicates that observers may . be‘n'.A

. affected in’a variety of different ways by tne public vs

"private nature of the evaluation context The cognitive _f

E

PR

;‘attribuq}ens in the’public condition but that the direction

:;these evaluations are solicited in private (Harkins et al
1977, Harvey et al _1976) Alternatively, Wells et al " |
. (1977) analysis suggests that observers w1ll make personal N
| “fand 51tuational attributions of the same magnitude 1n the \}
sr ﬂpublic condition but that observers in the private U :;-,
]

'yi“lcondition may offer higher personal than situatio




| ‘fattr1but1ons for negat1ve outcomes and Tower personal than ‘¢3h

cpresent two studies 1ncTuded separate measures of personal o

fhland s1tuattonal attributlon Then assum1ng that the two i

»»tscales were negat1vely correlated a personal s1tuat1onal

‘.observers attributions became more moderate or more extreme

vunder publtc cond1t1ons Furthermore, s1nce these

".-confl1ct1ng attr1but1ona1 tenden01es apparently exist

| 7attempts were made to determ1ne whether concerns for '

. accuracy, caut1ousness or modesty were different1at]y ’

:.affected by the pubT1c vs pr1vate nature of the evaluationf_=f.

L context.tﬁ-

R Actors vs Observers

| Most of the empha31$ has been placed thus far on what

-{:ﬁfactops 1ead to w1th1n perspectlve d1fferences in causalt ”

‘attributlon and on the 1mpT1cations of th1s research for

o ‘wlthin perspectlve d1fferences in sanctloning evaluatwonl’

o ;attr1but10n 1ndex could be constructed to assess whether B

?-The factor affect1ng seTf attr1but10n has been viewed as;ji“

| pr1mar1ly mot1vat1ona1 : That 1s, actors have been

4 character1zed as making attrtbut1ons that put them 1n thei;;_‘

‘ *»most favorab]e nght e1ther to protect or enhance the1r

'prlvate self esteem or to ga1n the approval/avo1d the

"’d1sapproval of others The factors affect1ng observers

\

'attr1butlons have been v1ewed as both mottvatlonal and

P
B
[
CA
S

T

”‘¢s1tuat1onal attr1but1ons for pos1t1ve outcomes In order toﬁ‘”

’_T;,assess the confllct1ng pred1ct1ons made in th1s area,‘the ;ﬂfp_i{:"*

4 .



's,1nformatwona1 in. nature Observers have been character1zed

N

05

“fas maK1ng s1m11ar assumpt1ons to those made by actors about 1wf L

| v,jthe causes of success and fatlure (Ke]ley & M1che1a. 1980)

‘ ‘"fObservers have also been shown to offer attribut1ons that

fftake 1nto account the mantpulated causes of success and

”e;faflure (cf Fr1eze, 1976) In th1s respect observers R
5.compat1ble W1th ratlonal models of the attr1but1on process

.-however. other aspects of the s1tuation--such as 1ts vf:'

'~7process the ava11able causal 1nformat1on 1n a manner that 1ngic

}'ft(Kelley,>1967 We1ner et al 1972) At the same t1me, y :“"'

V~1nterpersona1 nature--may underm1ne observers tendenc1es tofbj‘

'vﬂvtake into account the man1pulated causes of success or

\ .fatlure For example even though an observer may be told
'”Athat the task was d1ff1cult (s)he may harsh]y evaluate an
'Tsactor who fa1ls to help another 1nd1v1dual or (s)he may not
..cred1t an; actor who succeeds 1n he1p1ng another |

A Jo1nt con51derat10n of current f1nd1ngs relevant to

bactors and observers attrtbuttons suggests that actors andt ;.‘

ftdobservers may dlffer 1n the attrtbut1ons made not only for

t:bf;pos1t1ve but espec1a11y for negat1ve outcomes These

‘.id1fferences are most lxkely to occur under cond1t1ons of

B 1htgh caUSal amb1guity The attr1butlonal egotism 11teraturefh37-”'

’fisuggests that under cond1t1ons of htgh causa] amblgu1ty,.flfif’

';yactors are more ltkely to offer h1gher personal than

:i-i*fsituational than personal attributwons for negat1ve R

:"Tfhsituat1onal attr1but1ons for p051t1ve outcomes but h1gher;§gfﬁ“



_outCOmes Research on observer attr1but1on 1s more

"'1nconclus1ve For example observers somet1mes also offer \
; N

-f,h1gher personal than s1tuat1onal attr1but10ns for pos1t1vefogft‘»

"_than negattve outcomes At other times, they man1fest thef&ﬁ@f?ﬂjﬂ

T'oppos1te tendency Both of these tendenc1es occur under'-

'*cond1t1ons of h1gh causal amb1gu1ty, however.»the former L

’hfftendency 1s more prevalent when the task is of an

| ;1ntrapersonal nature (cf Fr1eze, 1976 Wells et al

n‘\fg1977l-‘ When external constra1nts on the actor s performance il,t_f~”

t:;are more exp11c1t however, actors and observers
i“attributtons may beg1n to converge ‘ The convergence
»w:hypothesis 1s based on ev1dence showtng that actors mantfest
;rless attr1but1onal egot1sm when other ev1dence can .

”7¥contradict thetr attr1but1ons and that observers rationally .

.f‘lwelgh externally prov1ded 1nformat10n when 1t 1s glven to

;kthem : These suggest1ons were examtned 1n both stud1es |
' 'conducted for the d1ssertat1on ' In add1t1on “an attempt was

"[made to determ1ne whether these convergence and d1vergence

" 3tendenc1es were man1fested on Judgments related to _ _ ;gf o

. sanct10n1ng evaluation e j hﬁ.:'.:"‘”«’“7 oS o
- 4 The publ1c vs pr1vate nature of the eva uatlon context
‘b‘iwas also expected to mod1fy the extent of attrtbutlonal :f;”‘
‘dtvergence on the part of actors/and/observers Because
‘,;actors may be more l1Kely to man1fest egot:sm under pr1vate
sc;cond1t1ons and because observers seem more llkely to respond i'

';_harshly toward actors Under pr1vate cond1t10ns,,1t was '

.‘.
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.!~m£eXpected that the greatest actor observer attr1but1on

v ;dtvergence would be found 1n the pr1vate cond1tton

ze*j;'Furthermore assumtng that\attr1but1on predicts evaluatton

"'7}:and an experimenta] Vantage pO“"t Bth exper1ments

'-Qf_1ncluded measures of causal attr1but10n and sanct1on1ng ;

| 'VQ;iydesepv1ngness) Both eXpertments also 1ncluded e1ther
LS 1nd1rect or d1rect man1pulat1ons des1gned to affect the L

’“'~jjextent to wh1ch an actor s task performance was attributed

'45<suggested'by current perspect1ves on the link between causal

| t-sWe1ner & Peter 1973)

R

".,c11ent therapxst parad1gm‘(e g ,‘Harvey et al 1974)

"t’[the greatest actor observ/ﬁ evaluatton divergence should be
4-“lfound in’ the pr1vate cond1tion _[' "p e ‘_f e
- Summary and Overvtew of the Research |
Both stud1es exam1ned the relat1onsh1p between causal

- attr1but1on and sanct1on1ng evaluat1on from a corre]at1ona1

'_f(1 e., ascrlptions of credit b}ame and perceptions of reward A

fi;: to personal characterist1cs or to character1stics of the Y

. jThese manlpulatlons were expected to affect bfff[;_

"E-evaluatlve appra1sals of actors performance 1n a manner

uVattr1button and sanct1on1ng evaluation (cf Kelley, 1971

.;Both exper1ments employed the

SR

‘rtwh1ch part1c1pants as actors del1ver a set of

"iffdesens1that10n 1nstruct1ons to a presumed "client" who has-vf""

}”:tst:some type of phob1a, wh11e paPt1CTPa"tS 35 observers watch-,»df

 the. aCt°" theraplst deltver the Tnstructions Feedback 1s§jfjf35f?f[

f_then g1ven about hew much the actor succeeded 1n relaxing



vnslthe cl1ent | _ o ,
-1 The flPSt exper1ment was des1gned to assess whether the'
:'gcl1ent therapist parad1gm was an appropr1ate sett1ng w1th1n )

[s,wh1ch to examlne perspect1ve d1fferences 1n causailw _3'~0'

’_'.v

'jj?attr1but1on and sanct1on1ng evaluation and to determ1ne
fﬁ,fwhether the pub11c vs pr1vate nature of the evaluat1on =
}f;context affected w1th1n- and between penspect1ve d1fferencest”z
”'i}1n attr1but1on and evaluat1on There were two reasons for ’t:ht

' ’:fjiassess1ng the effects of evaluat1on context on eva]uat1on

bf[;;and attr1but1on F1rst,,any future analys1s of

ttr1butwona1 conf11ct must take 1nto account whether, and

h’fhow demands of the soc1a1 s1tuat1on affect e1ther actors
;{17°r observers w1ll1ngness to express their privately held
;jfbe]iefs It could be the case, for example that actors

'iand observers pub11c1y eXpressed attribut1ons d\ffer

ffrthelimportant quest1on of how attributional conf11ct 1s ,f.

. R .
ttr1but1ons and eValugtwons expressed by actors actually

»fsor reflect more of a chcern w1th managing the 1mpress1ons th

tltformed of the actor by others

:j28 L

.fsd1ffer cons1derably (e g " We1154et al 1977) Th1s Pa‘Sesd;'v:z T
Second. it is 1mportant to understand whether thef[i:.f"

7*;ref1ect their pr1vate concerns w1th self esteem ma1ntenance :f'e"

- To: answer these quest1ons, un1nvolved observers watchedj'*“

“'s~actorseperform the ro]e of a theraplst : Actors rece1ved

”{;feedback that the'cl1ent was fee11ng much more tense by the 1]°,t':



‘-,end of the counsell1ng sess1on To ma1nta1n those

':cond1t1ons most conduc1ve to self serV1ng btases 1n

- attr1but1on, no- 1nformat1on was g1ven to guxde or dlrect ffflh “

t*:tpartic1pants 'attr1butions for the actor s fa1lure

)I:Partlc1pants were then led to bel1eve e1ther that the1r

'H’Qsperformance evaluat1ons would be d1scussed W1th a gr0up of
Aﬂs‘knowledgeable others (publ1c) or that these evaluat1ons o

7.fowould rema1n completely anonymous (prwvate) Part1cwpants

Vfthen summar1zed the1r percept1ons of what caused the actor s'f"d”

ljkperformance and 1ndlcated how much the actor deserved to be ‘dV

Sy ewarded and cred1ted blamed for h1s/her performance Tél esf,:llh |

f~jtcontrol for the possible art1fact of forc1ng a strong

';frelat1onship between measures of causal attribut1on and

‘%i1sanct1on1ng evaluation these measures were collected 1n two'.

'fgd1fferent orders In add1t1on eXploratory measures were

i.fjcollected of how long part1cxpants took to answer the

quuest1ons 4;

On the bas1s of the attr1but1onal egotlsm research

'-':(Snyder et al .‘1978) and the self presentat1onal l1teraturei{ﬂ" :

'"m(e g., Bradley. 1978), 1t was pred1cted that actors would be°if;f
i fmore likely to offer self serv1ng assessments of the1r o

~g_fa1lure 1n the pr1vate relat1ve to the publ1c cond1t1on

'fVTh1s would be reflected in h1gher s1tuat1onal than personal,{7,’5"

attr1butlons for fa1lure 1n the pr1vate than 1n the publ1c

— e

”condit1on 4Assum1ng that sanct1on1ng evaluatlon 1s affected;?

""by attr1butlon actors should also make lower judgments of



“?Hfattr1but1ons 1n the pub11c relat1ve to the pr1vate

' fﬁfblame and perce1Ve themselves to be'more deserv1ng of reward

| ﬁ”{{1n the pr1vate relatlve to the pub]1c conditlon- COnﬁde”t

;[pred1cttons regard1ng observers attrlbut1ons are more

Tﬁj?iﬂ;dtfflcult to offer On the bas1s of Wells et al ’s;(i977)
'f*{;fmoderat1on hypothes1s. Tt may be pred1cted that observers

tfffishould offer m1xed (i, e., moderate) personal and s1tuat10nal

e ftf;cond1t1on On the bas1s of the cognit1ve tunwng analys1s,__:£t7?ﬁ
'p'by1t can be’ pred1cted that observers wit] make more ‘extreme LT
” 5attr1butions 1n the pub11c relatlve to the Prtvate ;Q‘:gfgﬁ;fff; -

’”‘fcondition ;13'_”;Jefffsﬁff;*fh¢Jf@iﬁ.fxﬁV

S1nce 1t 15 difficult to predwct how observers

,u\

'hiattr1but1ons w111 be affected by changes 1n the nature of

" jthe evaluat1on context it is dtfficult to predict how ;’,””

T

-

'1actors and observers Judgments wtll differ as a funct1on :1é;'

ﬁfé??’ However, the ex1st1ng

| ,of changes in evaluation:;
'3evidence suggests that actors and observers personal

'_attr1but1ons may divérge the most under pr1vate conq1t1ons
A

~ This is based on evidence suggestmg that actors will maKe

: -“_high s1tuatlona1 and low personal attrtbut1ons under pr1Vate L
swcond1t1ons (cf Weary' 1980) but that observers will make f,fﬁ:f N B

l «,éh1gher personal than sltuational attr1but10ns (- Wells et ;::;

\ bf;}7751 1977) .or. less extreme personal and s1tuat10nal o

- ;{attr1but1ons under s1m11ar cond1t10ns (Hark1ns et al.._1977

'Harvey et al ' 1976)
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An attempt was made in EXper1ment 2 to exam1ne the
cond1t10ns that enhance and reduce perspect1ve d1fferences

f1n causa] attr1but1on and sanctloning evaluat1on for both

| fﬂu:success and fallure The maJor questlon gu1d1ng th1s study if-f

“.;fvwas whether actor observer attr1but1on and evaluat1on

| ‘7r:'d1fferences could be reduced or. enhanced by provvding |

' q1nformat10n that should reduce or increase persona]

"(“ftiattr1but1ons to the actor To assess whether attr1but10nal-}t':“:'

'h-ﬁ’yconfl1ct m19ht be\traced to d1vergent percept1ons of

‘*1fconstra1nts on the actor s performance. the attribut1ons '

,*made by both perce1vers under 1nformation and no 1nformat1onf3fﬂT'”'

“".cond1tions were also compared f“i@;;}.j,ot'r ]-f,: ;5 S

To addmgss these quest1ons. the cl1ent therapxst

"‘,ff'paradigm was aga1n used but actors received feedback thatv

vnthe cl1ent fe]t elther much more relaxed or much more tense
- by the end of the counselllng sess1on Part1c1pants were fthj“”;
‘fﬁthen exther g1ven or not g1ven 1nformat1on deswgned to ‘y h
_stﬁaffect the1r percept1ons of whether good or poor Performancenfb‘t';t

"fgwas to be expected and hence des1gned to affect the extent“e'f"

IR “to wh1ch performance was attr1buted to the actor or to the

'fuf~,81tuat1on Spec1fica11y. some partlclpants were told that " ffﬂ"

1geither 15% or 85% %é,past students had succeeded 1n relaxtng

e the]r respect1ve clwents. mean1ng that the counselllng task

-iﬁlon the whole was either d1ff1cult or easy H1gh task
,rfdifficulty 1nformat1on should lead to. h1gh personal

'-jattr1but1ons for success but low personal attr1but1ons for



' .~ sanctionis

Tflvlanswered~

'"'_attrlbut1ons

'*Fﬁgcond1tlons o

':'7outcomes (see Zuckerman, 1979)

yﬁffa1lure C-ft low task d1ff1culty 1nformation should

"lead to low? ttr1but1ons for success, and hlgh
: s for fa1lure In add1t1on other L
éxot ngen any 1nformatton regard1ng task

1n th1s cond1t1on :relevant causal

" finformat absent Part1c1pants then evaluated the é*f[a'

, aluat1on The order 1n whlch part1c1pants
'qjquestions agaln counterbalanced but these evaluations
7lwere collec with1n a publ1c cond1t1on only e

It was expected that actors and observers

z'causal»amb1gu1ty,,i._ in those

{-lcond1t1ons re partic1pants had been told e1ther that 15%

::f&fflt was expected that actors and observers Judgments would
lif¥f€d1verge the most under cond1t1ons of h1gh causal amb1gu1ty,
}‘;tfiti e, fftn the cond1t1on where no’ task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on
' was provided. Finally, it was. thought that the - 'v i
‘;ﬁrs”l?factor obserf_r d1vergence would be the greatest when the

*;,goutcome was a fa'rure rather than a success 51nce past

"lfﬂ;5d1fference is: more rellable;'lth negat1ve than W1th pos1t1ve

ese tendencies would be

'*grreflected 1n a s1gn1f1cant three way lnﬂfraction among

1

evaluatlons would dlverge the least under

mance on measures of causal attr1butlon and L

causal attr1bution and sanct1on1ng evaluat1on ?f;f;[i3{'ﬂ

. 'tor that 85% of past part1c1pants had succeeded Conversely.,ifh'

'f“wﬂfresearch seems ¢o 1nd[‘ate that the actor observer _Qf33%4-"’*hf



perceiver role tasK/difficulty. and outcome Again, o

assuming thi ‘sanctioning evaluation 1s affected‘by causaltff{y;f'

attribution a similan

l

i;hree Way:1nteraction»was expected on 0
judgments of creditlblame andfpepcept,ons of r_ward g

deserv1ngness,;

IVMii‘f;n} P1lot work and a replicatlon experiment were also

conducted In addition to WOPKlﬂg out the procedure, the

pllOt study asseSSEd whether the public vs private nature

"f of the evaluation context significantly affected perceiver s

concerns W1th accuracy The replication experiment assessed
the eXtent to which actors and observers own causal : ‘
& attributions and sanctioning evaluations corresponded w1th

their estimates of either the expected discussants (i;e ,;Ji~fft[fiv

aVQfT;dh the psychologists/superv1sors ) or their counterpart' SR
- F’"a"y' t“e "eSp¢"se °’def ma"lpUlation was. included

“"fﬁj 1n the two maJor experiments because past research has not

been careful t0 mlnlmlze the effectsx ’“priorVattribution i;ﬁ;{ S

questioning on responses to subsequentgdependent measures

Thus, 1t 1s unclear wheﬁher a s1gn1ficant relationship ﬁﬁfjﬁi,

between causal attributipn and other Judgments has been

L artifactually forced in’ gast“research Some ev1dence (e g .‘p/fffffff
"ft:ﬂ;jﬂsnzie & Schopflocher, 1)78 sugges' A

¢ that manipulations

xiﬂf-*?ﬁde51gned to affect causal;attribution do not always affect v{}”fil'f#’

’hif;:other responses 1n the anner PPedlCted by current

\ -jilfftperspectives on the attribution process (e g ) Kelﬁey,;.




,}artifactual production of a strong reiationship between

5;done 1n the present research by varying the order i“ Wh1°h

Udgments related to causal attribution and sanctioning

| ﬂf{;would not°sign1ficantly affect the magnitude of the scale
"w?7ﬂjresponses made Otherwise. questions can be raised about

fthe neccessary link between causa] attribution and other

;i972) It 1s therefore necessary to contro] for the 7»3f7su’v .

:chausai attributioh and other types Of judgment Th‘s was

;;fe#aluation were solicited It was hoped that response oqper

3 '?Q"?types of judgment‘ in this case, sanctioning evaluation f?tji;i?i'




'confederate and mele part1c1pants saw only a male

CHAPTER II
- Expgriment 1
‘Method

° Subjects and Design

One hundred and ten 1ntroductory psychology studentsi'-

- (58 males, 52 females) partic1pated in the first study in

Vhpartial fulfillment of course requirements One 1ike-sex

actor- observer dyad was run per se531on ~ Each dyad was

randomly assigned to one of eight conditions of a 2 X 2 X 2

" mixed factorial design, wi th Perceiver Role (actor vs. -..
.observer) assigned within sessions and Evaluation Context
lpublic VS, private) and Response Drder (causal attribution

-preceded vS§. followed by sanctioning evaluation) ass1gned

between sessions ' The same proportion of males to females

| sex of the confederate (i.e, client) were not crossed 1n the>

desvgn, i, e.. female participants saw only a female

; »confederate ] Gy
| >¢‘Procedure I '_{‘ .f‘ s . |
| Counselling phase Up0n~arrivalrht'theylaboratory{*;v"

: participanfs were asked to take a seat in one of two rooms.

l

;,The room chosen by a participant determined whether or not

\

| the participant was assugned to the actor or obse ver role
'"fThere was a television monitor. a 7- key response anel,_

»;“variable transformer controlled "distress-meter ;land a set

35

. Lo

‘was assigned to each condition. Sex of . the part1c1pants andfuld



*..of headphones 1n each room In addition a micrOphone and a

. camera were in the actor s room so that the observer and

"-‘~"experimenter could hear and see the . actor during the o ;A

| counselling phase 7 , .
Audiotaped instructions were delivered after the

'experimenter seated partic1pants in their individual rooms.

A transcript of these 1nstructions is presented in Appendix j

| A 1 } Participants were informed that the study was one in a
- series of experiments being conducted JOintly by the
1fPsychology Department and the University of Alberta Student

Counselling Serv1ce Partic1pants were informed that

' _Student Counselling was interested in determining the extent |

3*f‘to which nonprofessionally trained counsellors could

‘f-tadminister a set of desen51tization 1nstructions to students o

\'r

- who had problems w1th test anx1ety The maJor question
'fbeing asked by Student Counselling was whether the ‘same’

' jdquality Qf care could be provuded by volunteer counsellors

;"fffwho had. a minimum of profess1onal training Partieipants B

_were told that preVious research indicated that volunteer

- Vf_counsellors who had experience Wlth a problem liKe the

% client's problem could perform just as well as trained

“iﬂ.clin101ans This informatjon was given to assure

i.;alparticipants that they could succeed on the task but the f‘ ’
1'tffambiguous proViso who had experience w1th a problem like

u“the client’s problem was added to minimize 1nitially high -

4‘ andhoring of either personal or 51tuational attributions

36



l‘tjpartxcipants had been seated in thewr individual rooms to

“

A

Part1c1pants were then 1nformed that as they could see~b"

.afrom the notes on the1r tables one of them had been':

B \unass1gned to the role of student counsellor. whereas the

3

‘uIt was made clear that th1s as51gnment was randomly

: determined by wh1ch room each of them selected when they

“other person had been ass1gned to the role of an observer ‘:d_f'* ”!

}:entered the laboratory It was explained that both student ;;ff,”

.'counsellors and observers werp needed in the study to assess o

d1fferent perspect1ves on the research probJem
Partic1pants were then given some background
.1nformation about the cl1ents ‘who. were participat1ng in the

¢

“study. They were 1nformed that Student Counselling had

. these clients had problems cop1ng w1th exam1nation

Js1tuatlons It was emphas1zed that the client volunteers,

E had been fully 1nformed about the nature of the study “The

_cl1ents had presumably volunteered to part1c1pate because |

'“;Athey Knew they were go1ng to be helped by students, ltke

themselves who should be able to relate to being anx1ous f’
1.'about taK1ng exams | : : A 'l"\f'r ‘:

e It was then explalned that the client participatlng 1n
. the present sess1on was scheduled to arr1ve after both |

&

°vavold any potentaal embarrassment to e1ther participant3°or

. fthe cl1ent When the client arrlved (s)he would be seated

_ in a comfortable chalr at a desk in the main part of the ;

<

%

- ‘g'referred some of their clients to the study and that all of fjh

N . L

2



o psychological relaxation

—

"filabOratory, at which time the experimenter would place a set

38

f-of electrodes on two fingers of the client’s left hand “lhef}}'“

. ":-electrodes were presumably connected to an electropolygraph

- recorder deSigned to measure muscular relaxation This
. measure was described as being a very reliable index of
. Participants attention was directed to the meters on
N their tables Dn the face of the meters was a 10 point
’l scale, labelled from 1 (very relaxed) to 10 (very

,'unrelaxed) PartiCipants were told that movement of the

"needle toward pOint 1 indicated increasing tenSion whereas V,~35“°

S movement toWard point 10 indicated increaSing relaxation on o

.vthe client's part The instructions emphasized that the -

i]icounselling seSSion would actually be conducted only if the
*5client's level of muscular relaxation was, Just about at the ft:

| J-middle of the scale at the beginning of the counselling

-

SGSSlOﬂ

Q The counselling phase was then briefly described to R

’irhpartic1pants Participants were told that the student
S R
,ocounsellor was going to use a process called gu1ded
.y desensitization GUlded desenSitization was described as a

f'process in which the counsellor verbally -and gradually '

»_jguﬁded the client in- thinking about aspects of the PPOblem,_.f g;A,,

"fwhile helping the client caim down and relax It was
explained that two preliminary tasks had to be completed

‘ V:'however, before the counselling session could be started




' 7inghe counse110r f1rst had to complete a test of social

"3vsens1t1v1ty Thts test was descr1bed as a measure of the .3,»1'*

o tcounsellor s ab111ty to relate to people on an 1nterpersonal

Alevel Part1c1pants were told that the soc1a1

jperceptlveness test was a very we]l val1dated measure of

Af{ifsoc1a1 sens1t1v1ty They were told that data from th\s test

-,ﬂwere requ1red to determIne how effective the counsell1ng

1‘1tse1f was 1n relat1on to the counsellor s natural ab1]1ty g

‘-.to relate to people 5 Part1c1pants were then 1nformed that & h;fjﬂj

'f the counsellor would also recelve an outline of the four
'-‘most successful desens1t1zation approaches fThe‘“"":r» _
' aactod counsellor was asked to choose the approach w1th wh1ch
‘kt(s)he personally felt the most comfortable and the one that
v;(s)he personally felt would be the most effect1ve 6 |
| At thts t1me, the exper1menter delivered the soc1al.

sens1t1v1ty test and a. copy of the avallable counsell1ng

—----‘---‘—‘-—---—‘——-

-5 The 'social sensit1v1ty test was adm1n1stered as one means L
- of 1ncreaswgg actors’  involvement on the task (Miller, '
1976), by Teading them .to believe that. social sensitivity

- wasa good predictor of performance on the counselling task

- and that social sensit1v1ty~was highly correlated with .~

people’s general intelligence. In actua11ty, part101pants E

- never - received feedback about their performance on this
- test:. A copy of the soc1a1 percept1veness test 1s presented
~in Appendix ‘A.2.

6. Actors were: g1ven cho1ce among ‘the four ostensibly
~different types.of desensitization approaches. to reduce

- their tendencies to attribute failure to uncontrollable ,

' features of the task situation, such as: low choice (Ark1n et
al.’, 1976). . These approaches were labelled: (1) D1rect
‘Rational Approach (2) Indirect Rational Approach, (3) -

~ Direct Emotional Approaoh ‘and (4) Indirect Emotlonal

‘Approach. The one sentence description-of each approach was ;,.-‘
written so as to be plausibly consistent with the o .
qcounselling 1nstructions (See Appendlx A 3) :

\,‘



,‘vggwas 1nformed that (s)he had three minutes to complete the

o fgiven copies of both tasks and was 1nformed that the actor

: ?.,; had’ agreed to perform the role of the counsellor Thev,

T

3:outlines to the actor The actor s aggreement‘to assume the

"*role of counsellor was sollcited at this time The actor'.h

“etest of soctal sens1t1v1ty. after which (s)he was to pPOCGEd’fv

- pjnnediately to looking over and choosing the deswred set of f“

“jgdesen51tization 1nstruct10ns lt was again emphasized at

'“;lthis time that the actor was free to choose the counselling11;

{fapproach Wlth which (s)he felt the most comfortable and felt»"

:-would be the most effective Before the experimenter left

’t:the room. she directed the actor s attention to the camera 3'

3 located in one corner of the room } The experimenter noted

that usually both the client and the observer could view ther

- actor over their monitors but due to equipment :
‘ malfunctions, no one would be able to see the actor 7 The

,camera was noticeably pointed away from the actor and was o

-camouflaged to appear 1noperative Extra cables were draped.

'over the camera,_it appeared unplugged and a handwritten ' l

'note was taped,to 1t asking a shop techn1c1an to make some,

frepairs Unknown to the’ actor, (s)he was 1n full v1ew over

the monitors, through the use of a w1de-angle—lens¢—fs
While the actor completed the 5001al sen51tiV1ty teSt

| '”»‘and the available counselling outline,‘the observer was \\\

s This 1nformat10n was given to reduce anxiety on the ]

"7;_actor s part..

40 -



“’1fiwatched

_ _,than another

:observer was told that the counsellor would see the cl1ent
1;over h1s/her mon1tor, that the cl1ent could only hear theﬁf"
- ht;counsellor, and that the observer would see and hear botht;d?
'@::the cl1ent and the counsellor over h1s/her headphones and_ifr7h

Vlffalmon1tor It was stressed that the observer was not be1ng tf;’

TE q. Av

f At the end of the 3 minute t1me per1od

e

:ﬁf'exper1menter collected the soc1al sens1tlv1ty test and when
) fnecessary, wa1ted for the actor{to dec1de wh1ch counsell1ng
7';approach to use Even 1f the actor fa1led to 1nqu1re about
| 'd1fferences among the four approaches,,the experwmenterrx;‘f
v'aialways stated that the approaches dlffered along two .
:h‘fjdimenslons The exper1menter flPSt stated that all of the
r;;approaches 1nvolved desens1tization wh1ch meant that they
u“were des1gned to br1ng the cl1ent 1nto contact w1th the f
fidproblem of test anx1ety The exper1menter then stated that
d,the approaches d1ffered in terms of whether they dealt w1th
"h[the problem pr1martly on an affect1ve d1mens1on (1 e ,,the} E
;dyt{cl1ent"5ngut level" react1on to the problem) or on an.w -
'1ntellectual level (1 e ; the cllent’a\"understand1ng" of

A-‘the problem). and in. terms °f hOW qu1ckly the instruct1ons .‘ff{‘

tbrought the cl1ent 1nto contact w1th the problem Thei"'h
f;exper1menter 1ntenttonally made these statements amb1guous

' ”to avo1d b1a51ng the counsellor toward one approach more ' ;ﬁ5'5!“l
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After the actor made h1s/her de01s1on. the experimenter“a'

%

:gave the actor a copy of the‘"chosen 1nstruct1ons and

inexpla1ned several aspects of the counsel]1ng phase 8 The T}:‘

"~;j“;fexperimenter asKed the actor to spend the next 10 m1nutes S

":f;study1ng the 1nstruct1ons The actor was asKed f1rst to

Thipf:sktm the 1nstructions and then to go over eadh po1nt_and*to.1f"

-ﬂh;htthK very carefut]y about what each point was

| Qwah1ch (s)he felt uncomforta

'_commun1cat1ng The actor was told to mod1fy any po1nt w1th'

bl

S ut to retatn the gtst of
".ufieach po1nt‘" The actor was 1nétrhcted to then re read the

“*ﬂ:finstruct1ons and to underl1ne those po1nts or parts of thosehvm‘

”7§¢ipo1nts~that (s)he wanted to emphas1ze or elaborate on_,

relat1ve to other points The exper1menter 1nd1cated that

she. would return w1th1n the 10 m1nute study pertod to see

“Z'how (s)he was do1ng and to answer any quest10ns _The’;

“‘if;exper1menter then gave the observer a copy of the

:;¢ coUnselltng 1nstructlons that the counsellor had chosenﬂred;-:

-——---——--——----——

8 The. counselllng instruct1ons used by the actor and seen- by‘-‘

if/jthe ‘observer. consisted of 10 major points. The 1nstructions,ff
began with-a. ‘general introduction to the effect that the -

. counsellor was going - to_help. ‘the client understand and cope. R

~ with his/her problem. . The client was then asked to relax
- .and was given: various . 1mag1nation techniques to use to
o ‘relax, ‘The instructions. then very quickly brought the

client into contact with the. problem. . A copy of the o
* counselling instructions: is presented in Appendix A.4.- In

- ‘addition, regardless of which counselling approach’ actorsv.

. thought “ they ‘were using,: they always used the same set of

- ~counselling instructions. To maintain participants’ beliefs
“that the actor had in fact received the chosen -approach, the = -

~gfﬂ: name of the. counsell1ng approach selected by the actor was
. typed on the top of- the f1rst page of the counsell1ng L

-*1nstructions o



'Tand asKed the observer to look them over

Wh1le part1c1pants weretgo1ng over the 1nstructlons,_

'lvbthe cl1ent confederate arr1ved and KnocKed on’ the main’
5t'njflaboratory door - The exper1menter brought the confederate
:3:-nto the room seated h1m/her at a desK 1n the maln part of

o ijithe laboratory, and attached a bogus set of elecfrodes to

trlirnor the observer could see nor hear the confederate at th1s

’-

”.kfftwo f1ngers on the cl1ent’s left hand Neither the actor ff~ﬁ£“d'

ft1me The exper1menter returned to ‘the actor s room,i,;*1}>f5;_; g

jfanswered any quest1ons that the actor had and 1nformed

| ‘;jh1m/her that the counsell1ng phase was almost ready to
':‘begin{: The experlmenter then retr1eved from the observer f-li

"_*both the outline of the ava1lable counsell1ng approaches and

- the counselling 1nstructtons Before the exper1menter left

ﬁ:-geach partlclpant’s room. she 1ndicated that careful

*[dattentlon should be pa1d to the mon1tor and that the

,';'iypart1c1pant should leave on hxs/her headsets The~'a"l

'ﬂexper1menter also noted that she uould be busy monitorlng
:{;the phy81olog1cal apparatus dur1ng the counsell1ng phase so
ynpthat she would not be. able to pay attentlon to the ;'" '

’counsell1ng session ,t_~f” Vg_gl[,ifi”gjﬂyr;_’

‘?t The exper1menter returned to the ma1n part of the 7¥'f

'fitthe "distress meters % and del:vered aud10taped summary

| ‘instruct1ons about the counsell1ng phase At th1s t1me,_l

,'partic1pants could could see the confederate over the1r

P

P f\ o
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~



'._monitors, the observer could also see the actor,_although

'actors were unaware of this The 1nstructions indicated o

v" jthat the client had been seated in a comfortable chair and h
| f:fwas awaiting the counselling phase During the rest of |

| 7“[these instructlons, the "distress meter"'needle hovered

T
\ ;around point 5 on the 10 p01nt scale Participants were

‘unff;told that the point 5 reading meant that the client was
) ’Jf'neither completely relaxed nor completely tense at that

”vff;time | The actor was then asKed to prepare to begin the ;',_ff'

hcounsell1ng 1nstructions and was reminded to spend no more fr5"

/.

"“.,than one minute on each point of the 1nstructions and to

N

v' t‘present the entire set of instructions The actor was

a:reminded to pause for about 10 seconds after each point was ,

"made, and to look at the meter to see what effect the

j-"counselling was hav1ng on the client The actor was told toffx

‘hﬁfrom the eXperiment | It was finally stated that R

7fpart1c1pants would go on to the next experimental phase

'ﬁlafter the client was dismissed from the experiment

d“~laﬁ_fPart1cipants were given no idea at this time of what the'“i53

"t-:'next experimental phase involved

Both client confederates were trained to appear'ﬂf

'ffask the client how (s)he felt at the end of the counselling if;~ff(‘

L phase after Whlch the eXperimenter would dismiss the clientwf o

"fincreaSingly more tense over the course of the approximately‘d]f_p,;

=f10 minute counselling phase For example, when the

finstrUCtiQnS,stated_'"You re walking across campus towards t,a;:|




34
A

"ﬁthe bu11d1ng Where the examtnat1on wllT be her "'the}f&'* -

45

; a:confederate would frown and taKe a very deep breath , Both';ﬁ* R

,p;the cltent confederate tooK deep breaths every time the SN

A:”,}fthe exper1menter man1pulated the needle on the dlstress

s c]tent confederates also trted to accomodate the1r nonverba}"fl;yp“

,:sa_zﬁbehav1or to the statements made by each aCtor For example - L
1~“T'1nstructtons emphasized deep breath1ng At the same time,uiﬂijjs;ft
S»ffmeters us1ng the variable transformer Over the course of{ﬁfuﬂ R

| '*ffr“;the counsel]ing phase. the needle went from p01nt 5 on thef¢;";f;7>5

T scale down to po1nt 4 and progressively up to between nghlepg.”'

”T"points 7.5 and' 8. After the actor f1n1shed de]iver1ng thef}ifajfh;;

| '7°°U"531'1"9 1nstruct1ons the actor asKed the client how Sk

'[;(s)he felt The confederate he51tated and then made a

T-T'now ‘ (pause) I guess th1s dtdn t heTp me

The exper1menter term1nated the counsel]1ng sess1on as*g

s soon as poss1ble after the cllent confederate had answered
-‘the actor s questton Before walK1ng over to the i;f} |

.?hj;confederate s part of the room, the experimenter sw1tched

'ﬁ3;”istatement to the effect that "I don t feel very good rwghthh'aﬁ;t“ti

- off: the vartable transformer The experlmenter then walked,j5i“'

: .ﬂgaaover to the confederate and 1ndicated that (s)he was to go
n?»down to the counselling center on the second floor becaUse:T};,“,a

-there was a counsellor down there wa1t1ng to talk to jnut;,.;,

fgfhim/her | el : 5 S B
Dependent measure phase At this time,,audiotaped

- uinstructions regardtng the dependent measure phase were s‘,,n




M-V?fdcl1ent had been d1sm1ssed from the eXper1ment and that at

)fﬁjnresponse latencles were be1ng measured 8 Part1cipants were

Coas

":e;‘:del1vered to partlcipants over the1r headphones It was |

'"*?Eexplalned that as they could see over thelr mon1tors, the;

.f}?fﬂthat t1me they were go1ng to evaluate the counsellor s

N

' ﬁﬁfﬂidperformance on. the counsell1ng tasK Due to the v1deotaped

:j?fffnature of the dependent measure Phasertlt was explained that

W‘wikéfSeveral quest1ons would appear °” the‘b monitors It was
b**fﬂffurther exp]a1ned that the exper1menter would read each

| “ﬁ“ffoUestuon aloud and that the partmpant was_to ”ead eaCh

ﬁf;quest1on along wlth the experlmenter." Part101pants were

';ijtold that each question would appear on the1r screen for a.

h'”‘fﬁﬂ?f1xed perlod of 30 seconds and that after each quest1on had
'hfflobeen read to them,,they were to think about how they wanted

2?”{response to each question by depre551ng the desxred Key on

»““?*7}jfto:answer the quest1on They were asKed to indicate the1r'“7s*

tﬁ';thelr 7- key response panels before the 30 second period é’ B

;;elapsed At no twme were partlclpants informed that the1rz

1"[jonce aga1n rem1nded that there was no way to correct a

-—-.---——;---n‘-,-

.9 Exploratory measures. of response latency were included to
-determine whether Judgments of causal attribution’ actually:
facilitated the time: requwred to offer evaluations of the -

1 attribution actually speeds up the =~
ss.  The related question addressed: here
“attributional assessments ‘of ‘actors’

the t1me requ1red to evaluate actors

‘ “ {mistake on the1r response panels. so they were to be sure to

r‘ -

. actor's performance. Past research (e’g., Ferguson & Wells. ﬁfjh:'
" 1980) -has indicated that the consideration of information .. -



| di'f;ycondition

‘”“:151multaneously. the questions were always phrased with
't*respect to the student counsellor, rather than personalizingfgﬁffiiw';

-“:«the question for the actor or the observer To clarify this;"f{hfrft

dnfformat to. participants,yit was explained that those

f,quuestions spe01f1cally referring to the student counsellor
"77jffto him/her and should be 1nterpreted by the observer as

"-flinstructions It was. eXplained that other questions used

" qthe more general reference you and that these questions

R

“"f.glshould be 1nterpreted by the student counsel]or as referrlngif:fﬁ?qff

;:'*ff;~referring to the person who delivered the counselling w;};f;.%[-97 2

.r:should be interpreted by the student counsellor as peferpingye_#,

";to him/her and by the observer as referring to him/her

;*dPart101pants were once again reminded that they were not to 55'7

”*;;them and until they were sure of how they wanted to h

"fh};answer a question until the entire question had been read tof’ﬂf

7fhrespond ;'°Finally. part101pants were asked to remember thatf“gf}ffi,

o they were to answer every question ';Lj ;jtasgttij;vg;fR:};t.“”'“

During the dependemt measure phase, participants

—--—---—-—- -------

t*ﬁﬂresponded to 13 1tems designed to assess the effectiveness R

diﬂtfof the manipulations and to assess their causal attributions?5i B

nw='° Very 1nfrequently (n-- 2) a participant responded before -

. the experimenter finished reading the question. In these
“ rare instances, a: participant was" a531gned the mean responsei

- latency. for. that question for subjects in the same s




vf;f‘&ﬁ°jf" For the convenience of the reader, transcr
i:_}j,gﬁiteMs are presented in Appendix“A*S '

e . . A . oty
: R . e . R DR L.e - E
: ) B B o oA o 5T - :

“7fe'for. and sanctioning evaluations of the actor s performance

T

(:on the counselling tasK 1 All of these questions were_f”7ﬂf”*d*'

"'53“}fttwere labelled l not veny much and 7 very much

Partic1pants perceptions of actors ﬂﬁhoice over which

| 75fset of counselling instructtons could be,used was assessed

on the item Flow much choice was the student counsellor

L

*77fd591ven over whtch counselling instructions could be used?"'?

[.The successfulness of the counselltng sess10n was assessed

"'ri;;fpresented on 7 point scales and unless otherWise specifted

G by the question "Now that the counselling session is over,irti?f :

'"1,counselling session was 8 success?“

Four measures were included to assess the effectiveness,‘?‘f'

f'of the public vs private evaluation context manipulaticn

'Ttione 1tem simply tapped participants memory for the
| 'iﬁexpertmenteﬁ’s statement regarding the discu$sion of the

'f{fjcounSelling session Wlth the psychologists superVisors of

- 'the study. This item read“'“To what extent. did the

T“rhexperimenter indicate that you would be verbally discussing

o 7xyour answers to the evaluatton questions w1th a team Of

7*45P8¥chologists?"u Aisecond item asked ’“To what extent dld

,uzgfyou feel someone would evaluate your interpretation of the i
.tg;student counsellor s performance on the counsetling task’“??fgsf*‘

R ;*Two additional questions were included to assess the r’3;fﬂ

Fs jto what extent do you feel that the outcome of the :I; .f}5?7i




higher number reflected more of a need to feel cautious or.

. possible mediating effects of the nature of the Evaluation

-~Context on. participants answers\to the questions. These

questions asked how much of a need partiCipants felt to bej

8
cautious and modest in their evaluations of the student
counsellor s performance on the counselling task ‘where a

>

medest . , “ o '3 o /

N Parti01pants were asked to rate the personal and

s1tuational causes of the actor s performance on two |

: questions worded 'To what extent was the outcome of the

counselling session due to how the student counsellor

delivered the counselling 1nstructions?" and “To what extent

was the outcome of the counselling session due to

. circumstances beyond the student counsellor s control?“

- Because outcome valence was to be. manipulated in kR

Experiment 2, two measures of credit blame were included in

the first study. ' The First measure of credit‘blame to be

asked of partic1pants was presented on a bipolar scale and

7 was included within the Response Drder manipulation This ﬁ.
. vitem was phrased “How much do you feel the student |
{.‘counsellor should be credited (if the student counsellor |
| ‘succeeded in relaxing the, client) or blamed (1f the student
" couﬂsellor failed in relaxing the client) for the outcome of

the counselling session7” {1 = should be credited a lot 7
should be blamed a lot) The same question was repeated

- later outside of the context of the Response Order - B

B



e ‘50

'"manipulation but the scale endpoints were labelled 1 = not
_'very much and 7= very much. |

In addition to the two measures of credit blame.

""“measures of actor responsibility and client responsibility DROR T

':twere 1ncluded The actor (client) responsibility questions

"_werelworded “How personally respon51ble do you feel the
',student counsellor (client) is - for the outcome [ the |
f'counselling se531on7“'j';: ‘i fi .‘ ;" S

The final response measure of interest was '

"'ff'participants perceptions of how much reward the actor

‘ -;~deserved for- his/her performance on the counselling task

'_.Perceptions of deserVIngness were assessed by answers to the

J‘following question '“Student Counselling has offered to pay

wuithe student counsellor in this session a $7. 50 - fee for

’f'his/her serVices Indicate below the size of the fee which f_ »‘7%§“f

iyou éhink the student counsellor deserves for his/her

,”f:performance on the counselling tasK That is, you should

3=reward him/her an amount consistent with how much you think

| f'.his/her performance was worth . = $i,50,,7 = $7,50,u

: iﬂ;fisi 00 1ncrements)

~:$"'»rforator font and were then videotaped The experimenter s *fe?f-K&;;

:'F,:verbalization of each question was taped on one soundtrack

”u;-soundtrack of the videotape. To. minimize the 1nfluence of :

Questions for the dependent measure phase were typed in }

of the videotape A tone was also recorded*on the second

'fﬂfreading time on response latencies, this tone*was 1nserted

4 P

Py



By

| question The tone triggered a W1ndow discriminator

| connected to the digital timers, frOm which response ;-
latencies were recorded Ignoring reading time, each
question appeared on participants monitors for a fixed
period of 30 seconds, immediately after which the next o
question appeared Depression of a response key stopped the '.ﬁti
: part1c1pant’s timer and illuminated 1ts corresponding light |
on a panel from,which a. confederate or the eXperimenter then '
y recorded both the participant‘s response latency and scale
- response 3 " o - R l\ | R
EValuatlon context manlpulation Following the |
explanation of the dependent measure phase,,the experimenter
delivéred the audiotaped public vs. private evaluation |
context manxpulation A trans&{ipt of these instructlons is
(/presented in Appendix A 6 Par icipants in the prlvate .
condition were told that consistent w1th what they had been f
| told inﬂ&heir introductory psychology class. all aspects of
| their behav1or and their 1nterpretation of the counsellor s
performance would remain completely anonymous in the v'
B experiment It was explained that neither the experimenter‘”

~nor the psychol’ ists assocwated with the study would see ’

their answers o the qUestions because their answers were
being fed direc ly into the laboratory computer To ol
. maintain compar bility of the private with the public
condition the experimenter stated that the retention of

l»




"anonymity was not standard operating procedure 1n all

’xfifexperiments They were told that normally the team of

"1psyohologists superv1s1ng the study would v1s1t each session f{g"ﬂ |

”Af'to evaluate the entire session and the parthlPa"ts ‘" ‘t

’7It was explained that this procedure was: used to fa01litate i' }l

- fﬁfthe psychologists evaluation and. that the psychologists

: normally would ‘talk to each participant 1nd1v1dually about 7‘1.

| ~;‘the partiCipant saanswers to the questions It was noted )

»a'_that we would not follow this procedure because of the time ni“
' constraints involved in running the study. PartiCipants f“t |
B jwere then told that the experimenter would dismiss each of |

'them separately from the experiment as soon as the S

-A‘evaluation phase had been completed

Part1c1pants in the public condition were 1nformed that

S they were gOing to discuss their 1nterpretation of the

; 'counsellor s performance Wlth a team of psychologists ‘It

¥ elaborated on this point by noting that the team of

"swas explained that contrary to what they may have been told
‘in their 1ntroductory psychology class, there were some Tf
11experiments where no aspect of their behaVior or their

- 1nterpretation remained anonymous The experimenter

‘jipsychologists supervising the study and ‘the experimenter
twanted to see their answers to the questions.' They were

Jgg% that the team of psychoiogists was presently in thesi, [




'*',belng dtrected . It was’ then explatned that the

o

--‘each part1c1pant’s evaluat1on The exper1menter then noted

' ﬁlaboratory and was walttng to evaluate the ent1re ;
'sess1on ?‘2It was explained that the psychologtsts would see
‘their answers to the questions qver the teletype machlne

- connected to the computer 1nto which thetr answers were

psycholog1sts wanted to meet w1th each part1c1pant

’exper1ment after the d1scus510n phase

- phase began 1mmed1ately after del1very of elther the publtc

Individually (verbal emphas1s) so that they could discuss ufﬂ
that each part1c1pant would be dism1ssed separately from the

Response order manipulatlon The dependent measure o

or pruvate evaluatton context man1pulat1on Part\c1pants

ftrst responded to one pract1ce questton to fam1l1ar1ze them |

v'_ wtth the presentat1on and response formats ' The practice
"»‘_questlon was'“How much do you feel you have learned abouthi‘?f
' the f1eld of psychology from part1c1pat1ng 1n psychology R
'vexper1ments?.» (1 ='not very much 7 very much) . |
*';flmmediately following the one pract1ce quest1on, the four;hi}3ﬂ't
.TW“‘,iquest1ons compr1s1ng the response order man1pulation wereffﬁsga

: presented Part1cipants etther answered the personal and“;:ﬂ};y

s1tuational attr1but1on quest1ons f1rst followed by the

A b1polar measure of credlt blame and the reward ass1gnment

'l

——-u-——-----o-—-—--

'.»‘2 In the public cond1t1on the exper1menter loudly opened

and-closed doors to the lab and played an audiotape'at a

 loud volume from an unused cubicle. This_ extraneous noise

- was des1gned to lead participants to believe ‘that peOple. tn 's,hﬂf?
- addition to the experimenter were. in the laboratory suwte S

s



‘ff-;measure (Causal Attr1but1on F1rst cond1t1on) or the

"'fircred1t blame and reward ass1gnment quest1ons appeared f1rst r S
;:}hAttrlbut1on Last cond1t1on) The order of questlon

S a‘hpresentation w1th1n each class of Judgment (i e., causal

":iattrlbut1on vs sanct1oning evaluat1on) was counterbalanced

8 v1s1ted each room and probed the part1c1pant for demand

 then dellvered At the end of the debriefing, parttclpants j_

ﬁxlfwere brought out 1nto the main part of th,:

o {;completely understood the purpose of the study and the need

.}‘to use decept1on F1nally, partlcipants were reminded not

ft'f;5dismissed

'followed by the cauSal attr1but1on quest1ons (Causal

b A A G oo T S ki i i s st b

__across conditions ’*”h;'liifg?'f7a*fi_ _fj.’i]stf |

Follow1ng the dependent measure phase, the exper1menter

;_awareness and sUSplClOUSﬂ&SS An audlltaped debr1efing was g’

.

laboratory so

:s'that the expertmenter could ensure that partvlipants

to disclose the purpose of the exper1ment thanKed and

e L .
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Results e

Seven dyads were eliminated from data analyses due to

B *fudthe suspiciousness expressed by one member Of one dyad the
.‘rrefusal by two actors to participate as counsellors, and the?fﬁtt
hﬁf;remaining four dyads were removed either because of . |
jlh'.eqU1pment failures or experimenter enror Unless otherwise h
I ‘spe01fled univar1ate analyses of variance were conducted on;» Tfffz?

- ;y each dependent measure treating all but the blocking faCtop7'* .

. '1as fixed factors Actors and observers were functionally
o yoked Wlth one another Each observer saw and rated only

‘f one actor, each actor performed the counselling task in g

A

| g_front of only one observer | Therefore because actors and - _ﬁ
\l}'observers responses could have been affected by the pairingwh
l»f,of particular actors with particular observers. the dyad wasf?h'i_"Ff

‘Afconceptualized as the most appropriate unit of analy51s pr¢ifd,5Vr

: control for the variation due to the pairing of particular

‘f actors with particular observeps, the de51gn was li';;@';, B

r'fconceptual1zed as a randomized blocK design. 1n which each

‘A"'ﬁactor-observer pair was treated as a block lhe appropriatefh‘fi' .

' ';yerror term for the main effect of Evaluation Context

'1s7Response Order, and the 2- way 1nteraction between these

f_factors was Blocks (i €., pairs) nested Wlthln these two

o {factors The appropriate error term for any source of

'fl‘dvariation involv1ng Perceiver Role was the interaction

?between Blocks (nested within Evaluation Context and




T

Response Drder) and Perce1ver Role (Edwards, 1968) l5 The7'

~analys1s of var1ance summary-source tables are presented 1n ffc
:’iAppend1x B. 14 j.‘f v~A, hf»"fn" ' ', " | V," L
_'v Sex of the tr1ad (actor, ébserver, confederate) was_lﬂfs'
. 1ncluded as a factor 1n all of the in1t1al analyses L

‘a'S1gn1f1cant effects 1nvolv1ng Sex are always reported but

f;tno conclu51ons are based on’ these effects, because sex of

o f‘*confounded If effects due to Sex were not swgn1flcant

vf‘;;]thls factor was not 1ncluded 1n subsequent analyses
",,fuanipulation Checks_t;»--' | |

Part1c1pants concerns w1th the accuracy of thelrv..

Jl',PBSponses were assessed 1n a p1lot study (n = 24) “These -

"ffipartic1pants were asked “How concerned were you with the

I

e

------A-—-_---—---

13 A1 of these analyses were conducted usin ‘the ANUVAR

.~ program of the Statistical Package for: the Socfal Sciences
" To ensure the accutacy of the output. several of the

~+ ' analyses were computed by hand. In addition, another :
, -~ analysis was done to demonstrate that the reported effects.-

were  independent of the particular pairs of actors and:
~observers sampled in this study. The data: ‘were randomly -

hfi.spllt into ‘two ‘samples of 24 pairs each. .Analyflgs of
. variance on .the four major dependent measures wére then
- _conducted on-each group separately These analyses verified

the effects reported herein, even though the degrees of
freedom were reduced by half A similar analysis was =~ =
- conducted on. the data of Exper1ment 2 and revealed 51milar‘

| ‘effects, with the except1on of the personal attribution

item,: where none of the interactions was significant.
- 14 The mean values for any effect significant ‘at the .10
“level or ‘beyond are presented although conclusions are based

Vil.only on those: effects reachlng the conventionally accepted

.05 level.

5 When Sex. is- 1ncluded as a factor 1n the - analy51s. there

. are 40 degrees of freedom for the error term.  Sex was not -
included in analyses where it did not yield a significant

*-.effect ylelding 44, degrees of freedom for the error term




":accuracy of your answers to ali of the questions°"“(1 not

”3(very much 7 very much) Both actors (M - 6. 00 VS, 5 75

“(hffrespectively) and observers (M ©6.75 vs' 6 25

'iii_respectively) were somewhat more concerned w1th the accuracy

’{iiof their responses in’ the private than 1n the public

'T'condition (F < 1) However,fit can be seen that concern for

: °?hffaccuracy was high overali (M 6. 19) Dn th?S baS1Sv,hdfﬁ'7“’ h

'*:'~accuracy concern measure was 1ncluded 1n the main:

7'.,ftlexperiments

An analys1s of variance conducted on the verbai

| 'tddiscussion manipu}ation check item: showed that oniy the main o

”effect of Evaluation Context was significant F(i 44)
© 84.44; p < .001 (See Appendix B.1) .- Part1c1pants in the
':](public condition (M 5 06) 1ndicated more that they would -
Mﬁbe discuss1ng their answers with the team of psychoiogists";f‘d
f:than did part1c1pants in the private condition (M 2. 04).
’fOniy the main effect of Evaiuation Context was’ 51gnif1cant'
’ on the measdfe designed to assess the extent to which o

ftﬁpart101pants felt their 1nterpretations would be evaluated;ff!}

‘~:F(1 44) = 7 54 p < 009 (See Append1x B.2). Part:capants{[fiff"'

felt that they would be evaiuated more in the public (M

‘,~i;5 27) than in the. private (M 4 33) condition The main ‘}(5 (

rgfeffect of Evaluation Context failed to meet an acceptable

”'wfleVel of 51gn1f1cance on either the caution..F(i 44) 2, 37

. p <13 or the modesty. Fl1, 44) = 2.05, p ¢ 15-,'tems no f{. :

k '(other effects approached significance on these items, -




R L(14 6%), ‘and Direct Emotional (14 5%) Finally, the outcomeruff""

v““Fs(l 44) < l 40 (See Appendices B 3 and B 4) Participants" o
’ajin the public relative to the private condition reported
g“feeling only somewhat more cautious (Ms 5 07 vs 4 40

'fflrespectively) and somewhat more modest (Ms = 3 23 vs 2 71

o ﬁ' PartlmPants perceived actors to have moderately high | ‘7,:p;'3§
= choice (M 38) over which set of counselling 1nstructions7f e

'"could be used No effects reached 51gn1ficance on this

item, Fs(l 44) < 1 1ndicat1ng that differential perceptionsg}f;Fsr"d
‘fof choice across COﬂdlthﬂS cannot account for results on
t*the major dependent measures (See Appendix B 5) The publich
'lV_ vs. private nature of the evaluation context was not related.f f.':,dvn
'leignificantly to which of the four counselling approaches B L
-xf.?.actors chose,:X’(3) 3 91 p < 27 The most to- least JC;;
j;ilfrequently chosen approaches were Indirect Rational S

(a1, 7%) Indirect Emotional (29 2%) Direct Rational

'f,vof the counselling ses51on was perceived as uniformly
't-nfunsuccessful (M 1 28) by participants across all |

 experimental {:onditions Fs(1,84) < 2.40, ‘indicating that

. fc" .

’fperformance feedback was perceived as. 1ntended (See Appendixf’:i“d;7
| 'Major 50319 Response Dependent Measures
| Causal attr'imtions

fs,panalysis of varianoe conducted‘ﬁ”f'

'{bon the person attribution_;tem revealed only a significant

= -5
,Perceiver Role X Evaluation Context 1nteraction. F(i 44)
: S T e |




: 71'71 p < 001 (See Appendix B 7) As seen 1n Table 1

;actors attributed the outcome s1gn1ficantly more to

'effithemselves 1n the private than in the public condit1on, ';*L

'””.whereas the opp051te tendency was manifested by
sf”Observers {iéedg;l;ﬂ;;ﬂVﬁ[c”l”"'f“"vi o :
An analy51s of variance conducted on the situational

*lattribution item revealed only a s1gnif1cant Perceiver Role

X Evaluation Context interaction F(1, 44) 4656, RS 001

P5m(See Appendix B 8) As seen 1n Table 1, actors made greater

}c,qsituational attributions when their responses were to be

% made public than when their responses were ‘to Kept private, _[__Y‘st

swhereas observers manifested the opposite tendency

Because. theiper‘sonal and situational attributions madev'ff' e

xby actors P(44) ’7- 37 P < 009, and observers r(44)

- 21 p < 16 were negatively correlated.:__
b personal situational attribution 1ndex was calculated by |
:2taking the difference between scale responses to these two o

”ﬁitems The resultant scﬂle range on this 1ndex is +6

':fftfalhighest possible personal attribution. lowest pOSSible

| ":2ffsituational attribution) to -6 (lowest possible personal

flattribution, highest possible 51tuational attributlon) fAhM;“

’7ffanalysis of variance conducted on the persohal situational A,,3ﬂ375

' iﬂindex, revealed alsignificant main effect of Evaluation .

ffyConteXt F(t 44) = 7 14 p < 01. and a significant

-------------------

o Al post hoc comparisons employed Duncan s multiple range?fifﬁ« h
.,test with an alaha level of 05 ERgar = L o

. i



Persona] Attr1but1on (1) L V\&h'fl;f3t42a ;hw7;}f.:53755*h;:.¥;§3f='fC -

h SR Tab]e 1 "3"1' '
o }‘Meeh‘Per§0na1 S1tuational, and Persona] S1tuat1ona1 -
‘: jctAttribut1ons as. a Funct1on of Perce1ver Role and Eva]uat1on Context

TETN

(Exper1ment 1)

© . Perceiver Role

Evamamn cdh_tejxt_, “tem‘ Actor Observer

Situat1ona1 Attr1but1on (2):t<~ 7f7h ; 3if5.79aj]h::7A‘t14;185}f b

:.'tPrivate R . o

| Personal Attr1but10n (1) | Ehlth5ﬂ7ii 6:°5:'_'7'f;v:4517$h§f‘
Swtuatlona] Attribut1on (2) 7.”f'i 4. 12b'jth ” e7:5:175; 5
Personal S1tuationa1 Attribution (l) 1 88bevﬂ;./ﬁ ,;f.ddc‘t{ '

Y - [N

U Note. The higher the mean the greater the (1) péﬁﬁ@na?ﬁhttrxbut1on S
~:'H*‘r-or (25 3tuationa1 attribution. The subscripts refer to post-hoc - L
‘ :;ji;comparisons made. among the means contr1but1ng to. any one measure, not to
. comparisons among means across. ‘the measures. —Means within_an item shar1ng
=7 no subscripts in common d1ffer significantly (g,< 05) by Duncan s ” g
“ *Efi;mult1p1e range test e . e

Personal Sltuational Attr1but1on (1) -2;3853 : f;>&1‘1;57blvftxigﬁe‘f7%‘5 3

S AR it it )




75;’§%cond1tion, relative to their 51tuational attributions 1n

Perceiver Role X Evaluation Context 1nteraction F(1 44)
113. 86 p < 001 (See Appendix B 9) Greater 51tuational

: o than personal attributions were made in the public (H

-.41) than 1n the private iM 44) condition However. as j
t~seen in. Tabie 1, this 1ndex bears out the tendency of actors _

';to maKe greater situational than personai attributions in =

\; 5the public condition whereas the opp051te pattern emerged
-t«"for actors»in the private condition Dbservers on the ,3‘
'kvt_other hand tended to maKe greater personal than sxtuational

=

-”Jﬁattributions in the pubiic conditidn a tendency that was: :@

.'7;3”reversed in- the private condition 'h,t.f"}_ﬂfgggpif” 57:'

}".factors tended to manifest less moderation in the public

”ithfrelative to the private condition g This index obsoures.'

fthowever, the spec1fic 1tems contributing to moderation b
y fThat 1s,valthough actors moderated“ iess in the public,h:
e condition on the index ‘this seems to be. due to the high |

"li51tuational attributions made by them 1n this condition

‘7Actors personal attributions 1n the public condition
dev1ated nme from the scale midpomt Conversely, their

personal attributions were more extreme in the private

}'5lwlcond1tion Observers manifested the opposite tendency
'beservers personal attributions were more extreme in tﬁtv

‘ipublic relative to the private condﬁtion whereas the
o S S ‘ 'gtrx,._~5" -

- As seen by the 1ndex scores obseryers and especially o

'_-6-1',

o

35this condition or their personal attributions 1n the public ;J



| \'*i;the items reported in this section are presented in Table 2

'b;q°;'manifested the opposite tendency

’“L";ifactops,:higher Judgments of blame occurred in the

| Tropposite tendency emer;ed for their s1tuational
.attributions i SO 4l . :'»b d ' e

'. Sanctlonlng evaluatlons The mean ratings of
'1isanctioning evaluation partitioned by the significant

, Perceiver Role X Evaluation Context interactions on each ofr

i“An analysis of variance conducted on the bipolar measure of

H?icredit b]ame revealed a Significant Perceiver Roﬂe X

3{Evaluation Context interaction F(i 44) 43 91 001

“ffAs seen in Table 2 actors accepted‘less blame for fanlure

s 1ifwhen their judgments were to be made pUblic than when their j‘ﬁ:-

‘ TTfjudgments were to be kept privatev whereas observers

This analysis also revealed a significant 3~way .

*ftl"tePaCt‘O" among Perceiver Role. Evaluation Context and
_’-_Response order, F(1,44) = 7.82, < Lo07 (See Appendix .
B.10). As shown in Table 3, the ord&er in which pal“tICipants

’ _7;_made their judgments modified the exfent of this 'ﬁisgfﬁ .
'g'relationshipwésuch that for actorséand observers the

'difference between public vs private conditions was reduced

;,when judgments of blame were solicited after, rather than f;-ntf_r

B2

:"iffbefore. Judgments related to causal attribution }forf::fsﬁ7§“;fauyﬁff

public/causal attribution first and priVate/causal S
attribution last conditions. relative to the remaining two

°°"d’tl°"5 " FOP Observers on the other hand higher_Qd? ;-



.
o)

| S EE 63
Tab]e 2 e o
Mean Assignments of B]ame Actor and Client Respon51b111ty, and Reward .

as a function of Perceiver Ro]e and Evaiuation Context )

§

~“‘° N L (Experimentjl)'-*
T \ I — .
- | ' ~ Perceiver Role W
: Evé]uation’CohteXt}X Item . ° - _Actor. Observer =
Pub]ic | f;g; . ‘
© Credit/Blane - (bipoiar) X X N

‘ 'ﬂ.Credit/Blame (unidirectiona]) E ‘;,-vi3.17a o f5.08b o

Actor Responsibility ,§5 - usiwj fB,ZI; - . 5439bif;.
N Cllent Responsibility L o496, o ‘4;335
| Actqr—?iient Responsibility &‘, iei.ZSé,‘ .f,""1§q553
. Revard Assignment_), . »v»‘; R 363, ,?ﬂfz.eab'-
t‘\, Private | ‘ Y | _ : - g . ﬁ o (
. Credit/B]ame (bipoiar) R s.oog-' e,
o :Credit/Biame (unidirectional) ) S 96, ;{ il3’54é“,‘
RS Actor Responsibility R o oA e7bg | .,xg"“sgaaéf_
7 Clent Responsibilify 'f ‘ ;1, - f4.qpb s Vjs;ssg.‘
| ‘,?j;Actdr~c1ient Responsibility T oen, 200,
J"-‘g]"iReward Assignment ,n' E { %/u 62;42b o 4;00a
\.s.‘.e_A : 9

roer

- "Note.: The higher the means, he greater the biame or responsibiiity
-assigned to the actor, the greater the assigned client responsibility, or

_ ‘the greater. the qssigned reward.  The subscripts refer to post-hoc -~ .

- comparisons ‘made’ among the means contributing to.any one measure, not to

* ‘.v~'j"f;;comparisonsoaMOng means -across. the measures. . Means for each.measure,

- sharing no subscripts in common differ. significantly (2-< 05) by
;{Duncan s mu]tipie range test. S RRA TN

g o
e }' £




Tab]e 3

»Mean A551gnment of Cred1t/Blame (B1po]ar Measure) as a funct1on of' o

Perce1ver Ro]e, Eva]uat1on Context and Response Order '

(ExperIment 1)

¢

:.’:tPereeiver Ro]e-Xvaaluatiqn_Context

. Actor j‘ . :ObSQﬁiefa!“rX'iff

@

.fnRespbnseHOrder o '”""‘ Public "Private_zA,sPubliefif;Pntvate .

';Causal Attr1but1on F1rst ‘}“" 3,67.ab 4 75 d ‘ 4:83cd | ) 4.17

| b -
-*.Causal Attrlbut1on Last ',f‘"“Z;Qzaf ' 5 25 []E{ZSde : ,3;256

: Note The hlgher the mean the more- b]ame ascr1bed to the actor
Means shar1ng no subscripts in common d1ffer s1gnif1cant1y (E.< 05)
hy Duncan s mu]tlple range test , s .



!

’Judgments of blame occurred 1n the public/causal attribution o

last and private/causal attribution first condiﬁions, 2
| relative to the remaining two conditions - Post- hoc;p

‘ comparisons made among these means however, revealed that

. .actors ascriptions of blame 1n the public relative to the

private\condition were. not 81gnificantly affected by the '

order in which questions were presented Dnly observers

. ascriptions of blame 1n the private condition were

51gn1ficantly 1ncreased by asking causal attribution

questions first It can also be seen, that actors and N

observers ascriptions of blame dld not differ significantly :

in the private condition, when the causal attribution
questions preceded this blame question | \ffv

In response to the unidirectional credit-blame item,
‘only a significant Perceiver Role x Evaluation Context
-iinteraction was found Fl1, 44) 66 02 p< 001 (See
Appendix B.11). The mean ratings of credit blame on the
,untdirectional measure are also presented in Table’ 2 “In
lresponse to the actor responsibility question, s1gnificant

'_2—way interactions between Perceiver Role and Evaluation

. Context F(l 44) = 46 41 p < 005 ahd between Response
,,ROrder and Role F(1 44) = 4 91 p < 03 were obtained lSee- z

‘Appendix B.12). Actors attributed more responsibility to

f
themselves when the causal attribution.questions followed

l.rather than preceded the sanctioning evaluation questlons

o s = E: 25 vs. 3.83, respectively). Obse""e"s mani fested -

65




"”-the OppOSlte tendency (Ms = 4 13 vs. 4 63, respectively)

However, only the causal attribution first/actor,mean (M

| In response to the client responSibility question,

VSignificant Response Order X Evaluation Context F(i 44)

v5,02, p. < 03 and Perceiver Role X Evaluation Context F o
">(1'44)' 18 83, p < 001, interactions were found (See |

'Appendix B 13) Ascriptions of client responSibility were

_grgyter in the private than in the public condition when the 5

| cauSal attribution questions were asked first (Ms 5 25 Vs, '

4, 75, respectively) whereas ascriptions of client

| responsibility were, lower in the private than in the. public ;

,condition when the causal attribution quest ons were asKed
},last (Ms = 4 13 vs 4,54, respectively) ever, only the
vcausal attribution last/grivate mean (M 4,13) was:
’significantly different from the remaining three means .

- An analySis of variance conducted on an index of the
';‘difference between ascribed client and actor responSibility
(46 = highest actor, lowe t client responsibility |

“attribution,' -6 = lowest actor, highest client o

responSibility attribution) revealed a marginally

| 5Significa/t Evaluation Context X Response Order interactfon,

.66

“',‘3 63) was Significantly different from the remaining three‘?,“

F(i 44) 3 94 p < .055, and a Significant Perceiver Role X_ﬁ*

Evaluati n Context interaction, F(l 44) 87, 64 p ¢ 001

’ (See Appendix B 14) However, comparisons among the four




’TfTVContext 1nteract1on revealed tﬁat respons1b1lﬁty was

B t’pr1vate/causal attr1but1on last cond1t1on (M

’lattrlbuted sign1f1cantly more to the cl1ent on]y 1n the

means- contrlbut1ng to the Resoonse Order X Evaluat1on y‘:;ﬁ;,_

Sl 25)

" ’relatlve to the'prxvate/causal attr1but10n f1rst TM g- 08)

"(“t publ1c/causal attr1but1on f1rst (M 7— 54).7and\

a_‘publ1c/causal attr1but1on last (M - 17) cond1t1ons.‘,jg{f~“>“‘

It can be seen l" Table 2 that the Perce1ver Role X 115

ik Evaluat1on Context 1nteractions y1elded a consistent pattePn
"".jof results across the various sanctlon1ng evaluat1on

”“measures with actors accepting more personal respons1b1lity

7.:11n the pr1vate relative to the public cond1tlon and

B observers assigning more personal respons1b1lity to the

; factor and less personal responslb1l1ty to the cl1ent 1n\the .

‘flpubl1c relat1ve to the prlvate oond1tlon -,'lfj"'&*“ﬂlviji”fj;‘“

The f1nal scale response measure to be considered 1n ;’\.f»

-th1s sectlon concerns part1c1pants percept1ons of how much '

reward the actor deserved for h1s/her performance on the ,3_57 ‘

counsell1ng task The analysls of varﬁance conducted on the -f;"

t

' reward 1tem revealed a 51gn1f1cant ma1n effect of Response \

f’ Order F(1 44) 9 97 p < 003 ‘and a s1gn1f1cant Percelver‘

oy

ﬁ,ﬂ

0 .
Role X“EvaluatIOn Context 1nteract1on F(l 44) _ 11 71 p <ffr

Y
s

001 (See Append1x B 15) Less money Was awarded the actor f"‘

when th1s measure was collected after the causal attr1but1on 3_5";
- .

measures (M 2 81) than prlor to the attr1but1on measures»

}

(M 3 65) As seEn 1n Table 2 the reward ass19nment S o




L°measure was - also sen51t1ve to the same response tendenc1es :f‘-

‘52man1fested on the relat1vely tess concrete meaSUPeS Of

ﬂcredlt blame and respons1b1l1ty | _
;Response Latency and Order Effects »e;;/,*fa,ﬁiyyffLFL_;/f

As 1nd1cated above Response Drder was not cons1stently

'““vffeffect1ve 1n el1c1t1ng d1fferent scale responses to i

”"kjf;questions des1gned to assess part1c1pants percept1ons of

'”’;?the causes of the actor s performance or. to quest1ons

\

: ';;related to sanction1ng evaluatlon] Response Order was
'“75yexpected to’have 1ts maJor 1mpag$ on the length of t1me

7?f?part1c1pants took to scale the1r attr1but1on and achlevementﬂ o

‘bevaluatton Judgments The analysis of the response latency

";7data revealed sign1f1cant ma1n effects of Perceiver Role.

A“ffp < 001, and 51gn1f1cant 2- way 1nteracttons between

’fip .F(1 40) = 6. 96" p <-.01, Type of Quest1on F(3, 120) = 27 77 .

T

k "Q}Perce1ver Role and Evaluation Context F(1 40) 5 94 p <

001 (See Append1x B 16) 17, A descrlptlon of the

g . N
o 02 an Response Order and Type of Quest1on F(3 120)
¥ 93, p

A';Percelver Role X Evaluatlon Context 1nteract1on-is presented”‘ det

’f'wn a later section (See Table 5) The Type of Questlon main

3 neffect revealed that the reward asslgnment measure y1elded 'mrAr
f;the shoﬁtest overall response latency (M = 8 47)

7':'b1polar cred1t blame measure the longest overall respdnse:ry

o This analysis also revealed a 81gn1f1cant Sex X Respo o
Order X Type of Question:interaction,.F (3, 120) = 3.16, p <

-——--—-—--—~--_---

.03. The means for thlggeffect are presented 1n Append1x;»
. 1 S L L ,




- 89-
‘ijjlatency (M 14 77). and the personal (M 11 39) ‘and
"ffs1tuatlonal (H 12 92) attribut1on measures 1ntermed1ate R
'F;fresponse latencies Dnly the latter two means were not o

:f1519n1flcantly dlfferent An analysws of var1ance conducted

”ion the average of the two attr1but10n item response

5511tem response latencles also revealed a s19n1f1cant ma1n
th;effect of Perce1ver Role F(1 44) 6 65 p < 04 and
hiis1gn1f1cant Perce1ver Role 5 Evaluation Context F(1 44)
'q;f5 67 p < 05. and Quest1on Type X Response Order L
enﬁlnteractions F(l 44) 4 76 p < 03 (See Appendlx B 17)

'quuestlon Type X ReSponse Order 1nteractlons on the four B ng,?
:E?separate measures as well as on the average response e
?”;latenc1es to the two attr1but1on measures and the two 3l¢7‘1'

"W;measures related to sanctloning evaluatlon

These results most llkely reflect the effect of

“)fffexplanat1on is weakened somewhat by certaln comparlsons
'2.(9 g . the facts that the longest and shortest response

o latenc1es occurred for the cred1t gblame and reward "

9”'v1¥;a551gnment 1tems,,respect1velx. regardless Of response

Vllatenches vs the average of the two sagftioning evaluation St

'rﬁfTable 4. presents the mean resp0nse latencles for thequig’iffff7n””

-’““Qf“ractice on part1c1pants response latenc1es although th15,fflfi“"

'“tlf-order) Although practlce may aqcount for the 1nteract10nrﬂf‘5?f;f3'

v"'r;f evaluat1on quest1ons were 1ndeed shorter when they followedfr;:,

1t 1s noteworthy that response latenc1es to the sanct1on1ng:g:i;ja,._

lﬁff rather than preceded the causal attr1but1on quest1ons The 5 R

T S S S S
St A s U S )
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Tab]e 4
: _Mean Response Latenc1es to- Attr1but1on and Sanct1on1ng
B Eva]uat1on Quest1ons as a funct1on of ResPOnse Order -
:* (Exper1ment 1) "‘
\ ' :eQUestioanfpee{,'
e CPersonal  Situational Credit/  Reward
.ffReﬁpOnse:Orden> S .,AtfribUtion 'jAttribution:LeB1ame‘{iAs§ignment '
N ve;eCausal Attr1but1on7"]ff 10 80 abe 13 70 od 1. 13. 58 d N 8. 33
i ﬁf_(F1rst ‘n 5{'w‘;:fﬁ-A . (12, 25) -, (1 00) |
'p{”Causa1 Attr1but1on‘ﬁ'. 11 98b 1' 12. 14b , 15. 85d 8.61 ¢
Last .j'}f - (. 19) e (12:23) " |

: '_ S '§

i Note. The h1gher»the mean the longer the response 1atency (1n secs);
Means' within parentheses ref1ect ‘the- average response latency to each

" judgment class (attribution vs, sanctioning evaluation). Mean response .
. latencies sharing no subscripts 1n common differ sign1f1cant]y (E.< 05) e
“ L_Lby Duncan s mu1t1p1e range test - o RS



- same effec

dquestionsdh

‘7causalrattr1but

: 7assessments of a

is not as true of the causal attr1but1on e

these results re at least cohs1stent w1th the 1dea that

hons fac111tate sanct1on1ng related

‘ﬂ

lthough the effects m1ght have been strongen,iys:

d‘rson’s behav1or The other noteworthy f

71

'-tf”aspect of these res lts 1s the fact that the b1polar measure 7*~‘ .

\

I‘~iof cred1t blame ylelde
tfiﬁlatenc1es This most 11Kef
{ipartic1pants had 1n 1nterpret.t
'vtexplanat1on that was supported by
| 9 and by partic1pants compla1nts abou:j

dPerceiver Role X Evaluat1on Context 1nteract1on

';fpr1vate relatlve to ‘the PUb]‘C °°“d‘t1°"

' reflebts the d1ffyfu]ty

' th;s quest1on an

: e: results of Exper1ment

Ethe word1ng of th1s

h_actors responded faster 0veratl (M 10 46) than'did

observers (M 12 88) 1tscan be seen Ln Table 5 that th1s

ojeFTect was statvstlcally reliable only in the publ1c ”

f'~to the attr1butlon,and sanct1on1ng~related qUestlons W1th1n
’h'the public relat1ve to the pr1va\e cond1t1on whereas S

-f_observers responded faster to these quest1ons w1thin the f

.

'.“correlational Analyses

Pearson produot moment corretat1ons were computed on

1y

'the maJor dependent measures Corre]at1ons ﬁ%re computed

mong the maJor dependent measures separately for actors and

: the longest overall response“» f]f-*ﬁhl”

}‘Jthough

"condition Interest1ngly, moreover, actors responded faster -



'/i  . ! [f:., - B | 7:I‘ - 72\,
Tab]e 5 L o
Mean Response Latenc1es as a Funct1on
of Perce1ver Ro]e and Eva]uat1on Context»u7

(Experiment 1)

 Perceiver Role. .

Evaluation Context "'Ac'fo'r"‘ . Observer

 private T “M°;f:f 1. 39'-; Somse,

Note The hﬁgher the mean the 1onger the response 1atency (1n secs\
‘Mean Tatencies shar1ng no subscripts in common differ $1gnif1cant1y
(Q_<_ 05) by Duncan s mu1t1p1e range test. :




'7ﬂ‘participants As sﬁen in Table 7 actors personal

‘ ﬁfattributions were significantly pOSitively correlated with

T

;obserVers;'as well aS‘comparing“actors and observers

6, the various measures .of causal attribution and

Udsanctioning evaluation were Significantly correlated in the :

:‘gwill be seen below, however, actors and observers L
"fg;d,ffepent1a]]y took into account their perceptions of client,ff
""iipesponsibiﬂity when they evaluated both the causes of the

n:aactor s performance and the actor s deservingness of reward ,'

Table Ve presents the item intercorrelations for actor;

"itlltbut not with their assessments of reward aSSignment or { o
’fclient responSibility Conversely, actors s1tuational
e‘attributions were negatively correlated with their personal
fattributions and Judgments of credit blame. and zl
’ self responsibility, but were positively correlated with

':%;their assignments of reward Actors Judgments of
“credit- blame were negatively correlated with their :tﬂiltf7§,;;
;“perceptions of deserVinghess and positively correlated with N
o their ascriptions of self responsibility These ‘; o

jhlinterrelationships are interesting. as they suggest that

iffcilthere is not a- unidirectignal predictive relatiqnship among

Ty

“;173*3
’ responses to the maJor dependent measures As seen in Table.: eﬂl

- expected directions The client responsibility item yieldedli 5-'

‘»ithe weakest’overall relationship to the other measures AS]"fv*d

| their assessments of credit blame and self responsibility.'ﬁ‘;fg'ﬁf




Tab]e 6 e

Pr1nc1pa1 Intercorrelat1on5'%

(Experlment 1)

78

'R A

R ¢ ;:Véfiable v,  ff ‘ﬂ;j‘3j»§$Q ff}{;if’;;"*-‘

S 1;ijPersona1 Attr1bution ;ifl*f*4j,--'30* 40+ ﬁ;g26* [;45#}{:19"

:;.;2q>A51tuat10na] Attribut]on   { : ' R

G ;{'Credlt/Blame

"‘;f1Reward A551gnment
;"‘(/S;:}Acxor Respons1b111ty fi'
| v 6; _Cl1ent Respons1b111tyf .j.i»1“:'

'»'f{fe;_:;;43*fif39;;- 35%

:ﬁd— 48* ,37>._ 5]* 0 ‘} }-,.;

A
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| Tab]e 7
- Pr1nc1pa1 Actor Intercorre]atlons

(Experlment 1)

=W N

:3"6y fC11ent Respons1b1]1ty  ili-F:ff*fif" 

3 < -

;1;'<Persona1 Attr1but1on o é-fés_;k- 20 :49

. Situational Attr1but1on s ,;‘44. ,- 5%

,ffActor Respons1bi]ity ;t:§_,g

R
b

.f‘Credit/B1ame Jg’r"*";3--fffk;vgf{flf‘vgi g1v_ 43* ,,43§_
.;fReward A551gnment f °“‘fg«if.; j  *f”ff;;-J_‘75  \\r.]9‘~
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AL

'hwfur?present a similar plcture to that portrayed for actors with{ﬁ7p‘

R B

'observers perceptions of client respons1b111

‘;;causal attrlbutlon percept1ons of cred1t blame and reward |
dﬂx}7a5s1gnment | Actors assessments of credit blame S
35;;7[corresponded Mlth their perceptions of personal causal

B iresponsiballty which ln turn. are reflected 1n their

[ Lo >.

}ﬁfrFrf;percept1ons of reward deservingness However, perception?ﬁ |
-:f~of deservingness for failure seem to be related more tcﬂg?g*fi'*°.'j‘;
:ﬁlfbeing able to 1dent1fy situational factors as causes of :nlf'g"3"

"l5ffallure Perceptions of client responsib’l1ty were Vrf’*l°d_ |
- _'.."f‘-"*s!gniflcantly correlated Wi th only their perceptlons of |
'Qdﬁffzreward deservingness Thls further supports the A

‘"r;[interpretatlon that actors were reasoning that they deservedﬂflilim

'?""

;,imore reward the more failure was due to some aspect of the f;;eer;;;

‘v,v L.

Table 8 presents tbe results of the correlational

'r'sjanalyses for observers o Ihe observer-based correlations

"’7;;two major exceptions First observers perceptlons Of
/ 'H’?ffreward deservlngness were signif1cantly negatiVely

'jy”correlated with their personal attribut1ons .Second]y,_ i.c;r{;_“g

f'ghighly related to other judgments of re Zf ;lftﬁnd--57*“:.lﬂ

m;;Causal attribution \'%fnuiﬁffﬂl"m i ,,n;.crief{ffug,l,j”?

Table 9 presents the intercorrelations among ac&ors

~"”s{fand observers causal attributlons and responsibil1ty

J

.tF“sassessments As seen 1n the ma1n d1agonal of Table 9 only

"“ﬁjjtwo correlat10ns were s1gn1f1cant v1z N observers personal ]frjf




6. Client Regponsibi]ity';‘

¢

Table § ’ !
f \T..‘_‘ ‘ RrihcipéiJObsérvéryInfeﬁéOrré1§tions : “kr@_ |
LT (e
Variable -~ - v 23 s 6
1. Persomal Attribufion - .21 3% «.30% La0r -k
2. Sitpational Attribution - | A'->i\=fi41* 7,38*~»-.45% | .30*:
3. -Credit/Blame 7" o - -6 .35 -.52?
| 4:.‘Reward Assignment - u o Tl o -1.% -.28. 1}ﬂ48*
5. 'Actor Responsibflity: | *- | - —:29*A

-.Note. ANl correlat1ons are based p

nns=
w1th a superscrlpt ( ) are s1gn1f1cant t p < .05 or. beyond

S

18. A1l cow 1at1ons ;J
0 ‘\
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‘aattributtons were'negativety'correlated~thh-ac¢orsf‘

personal attr1but1ons as were actors and’observers’m
_ascrhpt1ons of actor respon51b111ty ;.'mfh - *}‘ - " ’ ,h
; | Replication Experiment L ‘V |
The results of Exper1ment 1 did not conf1rm completely o
| the or1g1nal expectat1ons regard1ng the effects of | |
| evaluatlonAcontext.on ejther actors}:or obseryersf,v

| attributtons}and sahctidh{ng'eValuations7’~1t’was ekpectéd-'
Vthat actors would not des1re to appear too self aggrand1z1ng‘
.h1n the public cond1tton where 1t was clear that others would

4

‘see and evaJuate the1r responses. Th1s expectat1on was

\:basedfon the idea that the. self- serv1ng attribut1onal

 tendency would be viewed by actors as self aggrand121ng and o
'thatvactors would try to avoid e11c1t1ng the:d1sapprova1 of E
evaluating others. It was thus’ predlcted that. actors in the

vkpub11c condition wou]d offer either hlgher personal than -

s1tuat1ona1 attr1but1ons for the1r fallure or that they

‘ :would at least offer. equal personal and s1tuat1ona1

f‘rattr1but1ons These attr1but1ona1 tendenc1es were a]sof.v

';bexpected to occur on Judgments of blame and perceptlons of
..reward deserv1ngness As seen “from the results of .

Exper1ment 1, actors d1d not ‘mani fest the expected response\:

tendencies.. In fact, actors manlfested the oppos1te

”tendency Furthermore, actors were not d1fferent1ally

‘“1nfluenced by modesty, accuracy. or caut1on concerns 1n the

publtc and pr1vate cond1t1ons, 1nd1cat1ng that nelther




80
1anttctpated pub11chty nor evaluatlon apprehen51onaffeoted
actors in the expected manner | : |

| Severa] d1fferent poss1b1]1t1es were exam1ned for
. observers . Observers. in the publ1c cond1t1on did not |
._respond 1n a manner complete]y conswstent w1th expectat1ons
}:,based on any oF the prev1ous research concerned w1th how BN
| ;.observers would be affected by changes in the nature of the
'evaluat1on context It appears as 1f the pub]tc condttton
did not engage concerns for accuracy, modesty. or caut1on
"at least as measured in the f1rst expertment Observers in
the publ1c cond1tlon responded 1n a manner that is most |
| oompattb]e w1th prev1ous character1zat1ons of how actors
~and observers attr1butlons d1ffer (cf dones & N1sbett _
'f1972 Monson & Snyder.}1977) The attr1but1ons of observers
in the prtvate condttton were more moderate than the |
' attrtbut1ons of observers 1n the publlc conth1on. a result ‘:* : :E
that was 1ncoMpat1b1e w1th Wells et al 's (1977) analys1s of L
v”}moderatwon R :r S o
| Because the attrtbut1onal and evaluatlonal assessments L
-‘offered by actors and observers could not be expla1ned 1nk |
| 'terms of concerns with accuracy, modesty. or caut1on, a-

nfollow -up eXper1ment was conducted to dEtertne whether -

part1c1pants responses reflected other concerns not

assessed in . the ftrst ex- ment After exam1n1ng the |
_.results of . Experlment 1, 1t was thought that perhaps

part1c1pants in the’ pub11c cond1t1on were trytng to mtmlc




'were collected in Experiment 1 to assess these

IR . .

}the psychologists superVisors) in the Situation would

'evaluate the actor counsellor s performance No measuresj

(' . S

)

)'possibilities Therefore, a replication experiment ‘was

";how they thought other people (e g ..their co- partiCipant orf'lm

,?}conducted in which partiCipants were asked to estimate the g# o

’Situation "*{ o ”'~'aﬁ’v’;‘r*r ff"kv‘,‘laywn 'f:lj'f"fi‘;;»ffl

vexpectations,:and attributions of, other people in the ;f

f'g Subjects Design. np Procedure

[ Twenty eight (14 males. 14 females) introductory

‘:psychology students were randomly assigned to one’ of four x*l

~conditions of a 2 (actoP. observer) X2 (public vs. private t»;‘f“)'"

'evaluation context) mixed factorial deSign Perceiver Role

- was again aSSigned within seSSions and Evaluation Context

vwas aSSigned beﬁween seSSions

_ The procedure—was—adeﬁtieal—tOWthat employed—in fb.

)v}Experiment 1 With a few exceptnons Rather than presenting

’W~questions on_vndeotape they were presented in a f

-.questiOnnaire”format This format was used because some of ,

'»the questions had to be phrased differently for actors and

v'observers , The evaluation context manipulation had to be C

modified to accomodate the reVised dependent measure,l

| v‘,collection procedure PartiCipants were given Similar

- instructions to those detailed in Experiment 1 however

3 partiCipants in the public condition knew that- the |

psychologists superVisors would not see their answers until




bf'f[;the pr1vate condlttonf

‘*fﬂljn any way on the questionnaire and they were»gtven an'“

':7if;Causal Attributlon

‘:.'performance on. 7 p01nt personal and

fff_l “The' analy51s of varlance conductedfon the person

"V:attrlbutlon 1tem revealed only a 51gn1fncant Percetver Role

'Vﬁffﬁfcond1t1on were asked to put the1r name and phone numbers on

'”'?the cover page of thefquest1onnajre ,whereas particlpants 1n

'ﬂlenvelope 1n wh1ch to seal the1r_completedzquest*onna1resJC

fSelf—attPibutions Partﬁctpan

'summar1ze the1r percept1ons of the causeslo ﬂ;f”hi or’

:1tuat1onal causal

battr1but1on scales 1dent1cal to those employed 1n Exper1ment

| S Evaluatton Context 1nteract1on F(1 12) 27 42 p < 001;»¢g,w'“vﬁl5

82

ske4 not to;1dent1fy'themselves;_:;:;,..

‘MSe 10 As 1n Exper1ment T. actors made greater_pf;‘“

’-fpersonal attr1but1ons in the pr1vate relat1ve to the publ1c

'\t'cond1t1on (Ms 5 57 vs. 3. 29 respect1vely) whereas

o observers manlfested the opposite tendency (Ms 4 29 vs

6. 14,vrespectively) An analys1s of var1ance conducted on . '!'

7L”the situat1onal attr1but1on 1tem, however, revealed no

fs1gn1f1cant effects, Fs(1 12) < 2 50 MSe 3. 66 Th g
z fa1lure to f1nd a sxgn1ftcant Perce1ver Role X Evaluatton
if'Context 1nteract10n on thls 1tem most assuredly reflects the

‘lower power of th1s statist1cal test (n 28) relat1ve to
"the power of the test employed in Experlment 1 (n =3110).’j

‘
r




o _'_‘vf"".:';:':»W'part1clpa"lt5 in:

(Mg = 3.867vs. 5.

“ﬂ{fisttuatlonal attr1butlons 1n the replxcat1on exper1ment were '3fﬁft;57

’fffﬁffcons1stent w1th the s1tuat1onal attr1butlons made by

Z*Experiment 1 Speclf1cally, actors,made

‘fff¥h1gher s1tuatlonal attr1butions 1n the publ1c than 1n the ”iiﬂfiV)f
ffjﬁfprtvate condition (Ms 5 00 vs 3 98.;respect1vely) it

3ﬁfffwhereas the opposlte tendency was manlfested by observers 'v,;},:i**’

”14./resgecthely)

- Q(;LPPOJected attributiohs Actors and observers were also 't

't"ifasked to estlmate the attdibutions that they thought the

'(psychologlsts superv1sors would make for the actors

“yf(;pepformance on the counsell1ng tasK Actors (observers )

- ”?T};;psychologlstshsuPeFVisops of the study bel1eve that the

. ‘very/much 7 very much) “No s1gn1f1cant effects were

' 7§"foutcome of the counselllng se551on was due to how you (the

"t”fggstudent counsellor) deluvered the counselllng 1nstruct1ons?'

':(1 = not very much 7 ~'very much) Actors (observers )

]yesttmates of the superv1sors }s1tuat1onal attr1but1ons were .f"
'_j:assessed on the 1tems '"To what extent do you feel that the
' -.psychologists—supervisors of the study belteve that the

.-'outcome of the counsell1ng sesswon was due to c1rcumstances

_lor s) control°“;'(1 = not

.beyond your (the student coun:
G

e iobtalned 1n the analyses of varlanceecond0cted on either the

t

((.personal Fs < 1. 05 or the sltuat1onal attr1butlon 1tems,_((ﬁf i

: - g

it ] a;{-;;..83‘j ;e

"*if,est1mates of the superv150rs personal attr1butlons were 5fﬂrl}ﬁ"”1

*7'¥;assessed on the 1tems "To what extent do you feel that the ;?'.;




SR
.»(.4

w, ]

Fs < 1 14 Overall part1C1pants esttmated that the _b;'_rali o

r;psychologlsts superv1sors would make h1gher personal (M

5 14) than s1tuational//M 4 50) attr1but1ons f,g?

Partic1pants were also¢asked to esttmate the personal

f?ﬂ and s1tuat1onal attr1but10ns made by the CO PaPth)Pant 1n

the study Actors (observers ) est1mates of the1r r'

'd co part1c1pant s personal attrtbut1ons were assessed on the i

1tems 7"To what extent do you feel the observer (student

' counsellor belteves that the outcome of the counsell1ng

¥

l”'sess1on was due to somethtng about how you (the student “yo*h -

counsellor) del1vered the counsell1rg 1nstruct1ons9““‘((’in}jvf;lf,f(

”.i not very much 7 very much) -and "To what extent do you

feel the observen (student counsellor) belteves that the
outcome of the counselling ses51on was due to 01rcumstances S

beyond your (the student counsellor s) control7“ '(1 not

| very much 7 = veny much) R An analys1s of var1ance

conducted on partic1pants personal attr1but1on prOJecttons-*f'u

():'revealed a s1gn1ftcant Percewver Role X Evaluatton Context

1nteract1on F(1 12) 6 54 p < 03 MSe 2 64 Actors
est1mated that observers would maKe h1gher personal l
attrtbuttons 1n the prlvate relat1ve to the publlc cond1t1on‘fhts,
(Ms = 5,29 vs 4 29,_respect1vely) Observers est1mated e
that-actors would make lower personal attrtbuttons 1n the
prlvate relat1ve to the publlc condttlon (Ms = 3 72 vs. |

5 86, reSpectlvely) An analysls of vartance conducted on.

part1c1pants 51tuat10nal attr1but1on prOJect1ons also S

2o
o



‘f’Lf‘}that actors would make h1gher s1tuat1onal

: __?f4 57 respectwvely)

4

revealed a s1gn1f1cant Perce1ver Role X Eval:atlon Context

,1nteract1on F(1 12) 14 12 P < 003 MSe

estlmated that observers would make lower SIt at1onal

>'afattr1butions ln the pr1vate relat1ve to the p'bl1c cond1t1on 5f}"lﬁ

1jp(Ms 3 15 vs 5 37 respectlvely) Observ _s est1mated

"ithe pr1vate relat1ve to the publ1c cond1t'on ( 5 43 vs
sL‘leficulty and Expectancy

if No measure of perce1ved task d1ff1culty was - 1n01Uded 1n

'ipExper1ment 1. In order to compare the results of Exper1ment

'-stﬂl w1th Experlment 2 a measure of perceived tasK diff1culty ? ,fdf}t'°
'V:v,was 1ncluded 1n the repl1cat10n exper1ment To assess ‘ o
'ffhwhether part1cxpants percept1ons of d1ff1culty paralleled

| thetr attrtbut1onal responses. they were asked the follow1ng ‘7 .

quest1on "To what extent do you feel the counselllng tasK

i} is:a d1ff1cult task for student counsellors to perform well

c7var1ance conducted on th1s 1tem revealed a 91gn”f1cant o

E Perce1ver Role X Evaluat1on Context 1nteract1on F(l 12) ‘rh
; P

%

22. 98 P < 001 MSe 821 Actors perce1ved the task to\fladdf"'

| tlbe s1gn1flcantly more dlfflcult 1n the publ1c relat1ve to

'ir‘fthe pr1vate cond1t10n (Ms.é 5 31 vs 3 72, reSpectlvely)

e
l

".;wheréas observers perce1ved the task as less dtfftcult 1n

dthe publ1c relat1ve to the pr1vate cond1t1on (Ms 4 14 vs

1 nl5.86 respect1vely) Percept1ons of tasK d1ff1culty thus :fxt”

_\.

. 01 Aotors e

'ttr1butlons 1n o

: ,;: nquv (jfg not very much 7 -»very much) The analys1s oF | ,.



paralleled the aitr1but1ons made by part1c1pants in the

'»f*frepllcatlon experlment and in Exper1ment 1 : f:i._\fcff

\

"Lstudent counsellors had to perﬁprm well on the counsélling

y !

task on the 1tem worded ‘"To what extent do you feel that

student counsellors. 1n general have a good chance of

"arelax1ng the1r respectlve cl1ents 1n th1s study°":7t1 not

'”tif7very much 7'- very much) No effects were s1gn1flcant on

= wsucceedwng (M 3 61) o e
A F1nally,.partlc1pants were. asked to estimate the (RS
.,enpsycholog1sts superv1sors expectat1ons of success on the ”nf“ﬂt7f°

7h?that student counsellors had only a moderate chance of

aﬁf1tem “To what extent do you feel that the

,psyChOIOngfS supervlsors of the study eXpect Student iy;;y,

counsellors.,ln general to have a good chance of relax1ng

~

t7nvfthe1r cl1ents in th1s study’ "(lﬂ= not very much 7 very

tsfmuch) The analysis of var1ance conducted on th1s 1tem

and Evaluatlon Context, F(1;12) = 13 32, p < .001, MSe =

"fh7596 Actors est1mates of the superv1sors expectanc1es

"-fﬁwere h1gher in the pr1vate relatlve to the publ1c cond1t1on

*the superv1sors expectanCIes were lower 1n the pr1vate

fvrelat1ve to the publ1c cond1t1on (Ms 3 57 vs 4 29

Lo

'“L‘h Part1c1pants were also asKed to Judge how good a chance o

afh_revealed a s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on between Perce1ver Role Lo

| jjrespect1vely) '\}7jn"'it"7 lfyti.iy‘.liff. h .'51;}95'”'

:-}fth1s 1tem.:Fs(1 12) < 2 78 Overall part1c1pants perce1ved .ff;jh’

ST
} L *

fvi(Ms =g5 00 vs 3 28 respect1vely) Observers est1mates of ‘h"



_ D1scuss1on ."-“":U_;_._.td" S
| The f1rst¢purpose of Exper1ment 1 was . to assess whether
M*causal attr1but1ons were 81gn1f1cantly related to . |

'fjsanct1on1ng evaluatlon as suggested by current perspectlves 3

“'».jon the - l1nk between these two types of Judgment

‘1‘gCorrelattonal analyses ver1f1ed the strength of th1s i T

”Pﬁrelattonsh1p | Personal attr1but10ns were pos1t1vely

*5ﬁrfcorrelated w1th ass1gnments of actor respons1btl1ty and

_];lascr1pttons of blame, s1tuat1onal attrtbut1ons were

"’lflnegat1vely correlated W1th these measures of sanct10n1ng {tl'i

u~hffevaluatton Wh1le 1t may be suggested that all of the

*ijeasures were be1ng 1nterpreted 1n causal terms, th1s'“5ﬂ.*

”'"fdfexplanat1on 1s weakened by the face value d1fferences in the"

/

.J-fword1ng of the attr1but1on and evaluat1on 1tems as well as

7'by the fallure to f1nd cons1stent effects of reSponse orderr.?.'?

'7‘,ron the magn1tude of part1c1pants scale'responses

The on]y measure less strongly assoc1ated overall with d;

athe attr1but1onal and evaluatlonal 11 s was the measure of;”].fiai'

-,fcl1ent respon51b1l1ty The latter f1nd1ng 1s

/

:'fthe actor and the fact that the s1tuat10nal attrtbutlon

frf.measure d1d not s1ngle out the cltent as ‘a plau51ble

[vx,external cause of the actor s fa1lure Nevertheless, itji[,‘5"

understandable however g1ven the focus of the measures oniv?7‘“b7

Vf}would be 1nterest1ng to determ1ne 1f 1t was someth1ng abouttf~-;f -

itthe cl1ent“:be1ng affected by the actor s behav1or that ’gfff

“wfytelded thls weak result Because the outcome had -




5'1npl1cat10ns for the cllent’s well be1ng,}1t could be that ~

':perce1vers were not very w1ll1ng to 1mpl1cate the cl1ent as _,"

a plaus1ble external cause of the actor s fa1lure ThlS

"fsuggests that the 1nterpersonal vs 1ntrapersonal nature of

”~che outcome 1n questlon may mod1fy somewhat the l1nk between

‘ *ﬁ;s;gn1f1cantly pos,t,vely correlated w1th the1r ascr1pt1ons

Af;}of cl1ent respons1b1l1ty. Although these are d1ff1cult

causal attrtbut1on and evaluatlon,-a suggestlon that has not o

_'been 1nvest1gated sff{h;;fir[ =

The second purpose of Exper1ment 1 was tp?assess
A od

| "whether the relat1onsh1p between sanct1on1ng evaluat1on and

causal attr1but1on was s1m1lar for actors and observers
\.‘\‘

"Although the relat1onsh1p was s1m1lar on the whole there

'q'was one noteworthy except1on Actors self attr1butlons and

~fself respons1btl1ty ascr1pt1ons were not s1gn1f1cantly
lcorrelated w1th thetr ascr1pt1ons of cllent respons1b1l1ty

However. thezr percept1ons of reward deserv1ngness were

iieffects to 1nterpret 1t may be that actors perce1ved

”’:';themselves to be more deserV1ng the greater the obstacle\

;fthey had to overcome regardless of whether they were 5vdgh
'successful 1n overcom1ng 1t Actors may have based the1r
'.,assessments of cl1ent respons1b1l1ty on the extent to wh1ch
.'they perce1ved thelcl1ent to have a: problem coplng w1th test

:(

'"anXJety They may have reasoned that the greater the

athf'cl1ent s problem the pOorer thelr chances of success,_: :

o [ ‘
: fregardless of thetr own ab1l1ty or effort At the same

e

"883 -
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\". s

'“ft1me actors -actual effort may have 1ncreased ltnearly W1th

"[‘thelr percept1ons of the magnltude of the c]1ent’s problem

tTh1s, in turn may have led to greater percept1ons of reward

L ':.’- .

deserv1ngness Vﬁff.d’,:>;i(;'»',_x.

.Hug.;iéqi.

a3

Y

For observers the cl1ent was a much more observably .";tjftﬁ f:

‘ﬁV;frespect suggests that 1nvolved relattve to un1nvolved

'°'3,'sa11ent factor 1n the1r attr1buﬁ1ona] and evaluat1onal
'7:assessments._espe01a11y 1n the pr1vate condt1on A]though

"Ay}observers were not un1form1y benevo]ent toward actors, they

“fiitended to base the1r dec1s10ns on tge other person 1nvolved

t‘;fffdperce1vers may exper1ence more. d1ff1culty in psycholog1ca11y

| """_ﬁ_.separating the1r 1nput from others 1nputs tg an outcome,_

efeven for}fa11ure Th1s 1s an 1ntu1t1ve1y appeal1ng

X vh:observatton. that was borne out 1n the rep]1cation

.a.;eROSS & S]CO]Y' 1979)

Furthermore the relat1onsh1p between actors aan Y

*5observers’”attr1but1ona1 and eva]uat1onal assessments were

1-:¥genera]1y negat1ve._although few of these correlat1ons were

t'-a

5;51gn1f1cant Only actors and observens personal f_j*«

l‘“,attr1but1ons and the1r ascr1pt10ns of actor respon51b111ty

results suggest that attributlonal confl1ct may be eas1er to

‘Trvﬁdhexper1ment and that is pported by prev1ous research (e 9 ,_‘

'r*tg_were s1gn1flcant1y negatlve]y 1ntercorrelated These 7_f;'*”~

v

' Jresolve 1f attent1on 1s focused more on the env1ronment than RO

‘t@fon the actor as an agent of respons1b111ty Recent data by

s

- . in' the 1nteract1on The actor observer d1fference 1n th1s : jf* .
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'Passer Kelley, “and Mlchelat(ngS) bears on th1s
‘observat1on They found that partners 1n an 1nterpersonal
:relatlonsh1p were 1n marked dwsagreement regard1ng 1nternal
. causes of“an actor’ s negat1ve behav1or "Their attr1butions

\‘converged mone when factors related to the actor s behavior

and "its implicat1ons for the actor Lk att1tude toward the

) partner were considered In add1t10n actors and observers

,‘may ach1eve a more stable relat1onsh1p should they focus ony

how the env1ronment may or ‘may not have Justifled a

#

art1cular behav1or than on personal characterist1cs of the;; RS

“actor that may not be mod1f1able or that the actor may not

[+}

w1sh to modify (e.g., Scott & Lyman, t§68)

The th1rd purpose of Exper1ment 1 was to assess whether.f

' actors and observers attr1but1ons and evaluatlons were ’

1nfluenced by the publ1c vs pr1vate nature of the

I 3

evaluatxon context .The results 1nd1oated an unexpected

“.turn of, events espec1ally for actors }t was expected that

actors would-offer more modest or counterdefens1ve

w»attr1bht1ons for, and evaluat1ons of, thetr poor performance .

wh

;n the publ1c relat1ve to the pr1vate cond1tlon Th1s'
expectat1on was based on- the 1dea that actors would perce1ve

the psycholog1sts/superv1sprs‘to be at least d1sapprov1ng of

.~attr1butlons cons1stent w1th the ' self- serving stance, 3

consequently, modesty was viewed as the best policy. .The
attr1but1ons and evaluatwons made by actors in the pr1vate
cond1t1on were expected to reveal more of a self- servxng

90



tendency This Was based on:the idea that actors7WOu1d'not
‘have to defend their attributional 1nterpretations nor would
'anyone contradict their attributions Neither of these - |
expectations was supported by the present results Actors 8
; offered higher personal than 51tuational attributions for
their failure in the private condition whereas the opp051te
,'tendency was manifested by them in the public condition
tlheir ascriptions of‘both credit-blame and~perception5'of
. reward deservingness.corresponded;with'theirvattributional
responses‘in theipublic-and privateicondition} | |
While surprising fromfthe abovevviewpoint- the preSent
results are understandable in light of similar results found
in another area of research Evidence from the literature
on self- and 1nterpersonal-evaluation (cF. dones,~1973;

Shrauger, 1975) has demonstrated that people describe.

themselves more positively when they have failed and believe .

that-others willAsee their self—evaluatiéns,vwhereas the
opposite tendency occurs'uhen others will‘not see their
self- descriptions (e g ' Archibald & Cohen. 1971; Baron,
1974i Dion & Miller, 1973; Jones & Pines, 1968: Schlenker.v
1975; Schneider, 1969; Worchel, Lind, & Kaufman, 1975).
These effectd are obtained 1ndependently ofvwhether the
~ expected discussants are:conarticipants, the experimenter,'
~or an "expert" aSsociated with the experimentv(e,g.;'Dion &
Miller, 1973; Schneider, 1969). gositive self-descriptions
unden‘public conditionslare reduced only‘uhen participants

3

Y
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‘_expect to perform\a s1m11ar task in the future and when |

part1c1pantsexpeétbthe1r future performance outcomég to be '

ones & Pwnes, 1968 Schlenker,-1975),v
No c]ear mechanﬂsm has been spec1f1ed in this
'ltterature for why people who exper1ence fa11ure descr1be
} themselves more posxt1vely 1n publ1c than 1n pr1vate

t cond1ttons In Itne w1th Weary s (1980) analys1s of »

“ elf attr1butlon, 1t has been suggested that the publtc‘
'"nature of the evaluat1on context arouses concerns w1th

'iga1n1ng the approval of others (e. g y D1ttes, 1959

‘ b;Schnelder 1969) Part1c1pants who fai] can presumably ga1n~

fthe approva] of others by descr1b1ng themse]ves morey
.p031t1ve1y Although no pPeCISe mechantsms have been -
'spe01fied or examtned 1t mtght be suggested that concerns

with self esteem enhancement or ma1ntenance are actually

"aPoused more in publ1c than in pr1vate cond1t1ons Wh1le

the person may r1sk embarrassment or soc1a1 censure by

present1ng the self 1n too unreallstlcally pos1t1ve a;uf

fash1on,-th1s r1sK may seem. too great only 1f more obJectlve,

means of assessment (e. g ’ future test1ng) are ava1lable

that may 1ater contrad1ct the person s evaluat1ons ori

attr1but1ons | A person who fa1ls a task that (s)he does not“f

:expect to repeat may feel that there 1s noth1ng to lose and,g:

A potent1a11y someth1ng to ga1n by not adopt1ng the strategy
of self- effacement . After all, (s)he may elicit the B

sympathy of others, furthermore even if sympathy is not

92‘ i




,'eJ1c1;ed (s)he is not lwkely to be cr1t1c1zed extremely for ,

’.'try1ng to’ ga1n the approva] of others Th1s strategy may
have been adopted by actors in the present study. in wh1ch
'the psycholog1sts superv1sors of the study were assoc1ated

'v'w1th Student Counsell1ng By v1rtue of th1s assoc1at1on,.t

'5.the psychologists may have been v1ewed as h1gh1y sympathet1c .t

’gand noncr1ttcal, In th1s regard 1t is 1nterest1ng to note

that*Ar@jn“etwal (1980) recently reported some ev1dence 1n,'”

~an 1mmedlate evaluat1on cond1t1on cons1stent W1th a ‘1':r D

se]f serv1ng b1ases 1nterpretat1on Ev1dence for a

83

self serving attr1but1onal tendency was found only when the F}f

;’target d1scussants were PhD students in clwn1cal psychology e

'1'(Study 2) but not when the target d1scussants were three

"‘members of a campus w1de comm1ttee of psycnolog1sts (Study s

"13. Whtle these two groups dtffer on an expertness
: d1mens1on, they also probably d1ffer on an . empathy
t‘d1mens1on. that 1s, it could be that the students were '

“'v1ewed as more sympathet1c or empath1c than the

':e'psycholog1sts

2

It is also 1nterest1ng to note that - the den1a1 of

' ‘causal reSpons1b111ty, in the publlc cond1t1on occurred
more on the s1tuat1ona1 than on the personal attr1but1on '
‘measure That 1s, actors \s1tuatlonal attr1but1ons dev1ated
more " from the scale m1dpo1nt than d1d the1r personal

3 attr1but1ons. These results suggest that actors were not

~being too'baldv1n the1r-refusa] to acceptrrespons1b1lJty for

e

e S i w2
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-,‘the outcome It is as though they were more moderate (Wells_k

et al., 1977) on the person attrtbutlon 1tem 1n order to
-Ag1ve themselves more degrees of freedom to move upwards or'
gdownwards in the1r later dtscuss1on w1th the o
m‘psycholog1sts supervtsors R

These results 1nd1cate that the mottvat1onal bases of

gparttcular,.we need to spectfy the cond1t1ons that arouse
":gconcerns‘Mch self esteem enhancement protect1on or

--matntenance The present results suggest that self esteem

,f‘concerns are - l1kely to be engaged 1n the presence of others Q“}

l‘ThlS suggestlon 1s compat1ble w1th Snyder et al ’s (1978)

. vtew that attrxbutlonal egottsm may occur when the actor f:}f"

, _percetves that a personal attr1but1on for fatlure is 't:*d
g em1nently makeable or apt to be made by others (p 95)

The present results are also compat1ble W1th research

fon soc1al fac1lttatlon,,1n whtch 1t has been found that the

94

:”.f*self attrtbutton should be cons1dered in greater deta1l In s

actual or 1mpl1ed presence of evaluatlng others facilltates;f,”}'

'actor s response hlerarchy (see S1mmel Hoppe & M1lton.-

-’:1968 ZaJonc;.1965)-: Accord1ng-to soc1al fa01lttat1on

"~theory, the presence of others 1s arou51ng and arousal

- act1vates the most dom1nant (1 e., most probable) response
-‘tendenctes of the 1nd1v1dual Assum1ng that d1fferent

&
. response tendenc1es are engaged s1multaneously, there 1s o

compet1t10n as to WhICh of these is most ltkely to occur.

E pthe em1ss1on of responses that are mos t dom1nant in the f'tt~ |



: \‘;&X"' o
“The response actually em1tted 1s presumed to be the most
ﬁ'domlnant one In a related ve1n, a var1ety of dtfferent

\goals are thought to gu1de the attr1but1on process (Kelley &

,.tLM,chela. 1980) The goals under]y1ng the attrtbut1on ; f_?g~7 =

| ‘h-(process appear to be those of a more rat1onal nature le.g. s ;(h'm

}sthe deswre to predlct and control the destre to be &¥;];fi»(:

"~Tf}ffaccurate) relattve to a less rat1onal nature (e g 3 the7;n;tﬁ~f

‘ f[ide51re to appear modest or to protect/enhance self esteem)

: ,,;TLZWh1ch of these goals predom1nates 1s assumed to affect the 7'

Y

~rcourse and outcome of the attrtbutton process (e g VO

:(7_Bersche1d GraZIano.vMonson & Dermer, 1976) However,_f('

'?.:'1nvest1gators 1nterested in attr1but1on have yet to spec1fy

5-clearly when less. relat1ve to more, rattonal goals gulde |

‘ :hthe attrtbution process These spec1f1cat10ns j;wnf' s

’:'fhnotw1thstand1ng. 1t seems reasonable to suggest that the

s percetver may be motlvated by less rat1onal concerns under -
1 »

' «acond1t1ons conducxve to h1gh arousal : Th1s may be what

H~»happened in the publtc cond1t1on of the present exper1ment

where concerns w1th self esveem matntenance or protect1on

' ,may have predom1nated Act rs | offered attr1but10ns s
‘(ﬂ‘cons1stent w1th pr1or oper.ttonal def1n1t1ons of the ;‘(
i self serv1ng tendency and 1n accordance w1th soc1al

vﬁ vfac1l1tatton theory, they actually responded faster 1n the
B _publ1c than 1n the prlvat' cond1t1on - s | |
o dones (1973) has. al‘o d1scussed self esteem concerns as 't,“::“

',a predom1nat1ng force 1» self- and 1nterpersonal evaluatton



o 7:*dom1nates peopTe s self descrtpt1ons, unless future

o cond1t1on Actors coqu thus afford to be honest w1th

S .(v
Y

“T{fDes1res to be accurate 1nternally con51stent r to r;;ff

: Tyiprotect/enhance self esteem have been Juxtaposed W‘th 0”9 i'fu

-

'tianother\}h thts research And, as noted earlier,-the-

”71f1apparent mot1ve to protect/enhance self esteem 1nvar1ab1y

tl

'T7performance is ant1c1pated From the research on- social ,}:'ﬁ’.”

. -
*“fac111tat1on, seTf- and 1nterpersona1 evaluat1on, and

"self attr1but1on 1t appears as though the des1re to gﬁfifiift}.ff,"u

'“'r“<_;protect/enhance seTf esteem 1s dom1nant 1n the person s

'fﬁresponse hlerarchy There are cond1t1ons that exacerbate

'future performance dtagnost1c1ty) may undermlne th1s ff;

5dtendency
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“'ffth1s tendency but,.at the same t1me other condlttons (e g ,ft'hk"'

Actors sh1fts toward Tess defens1ve attr1but1on 1n the T;L

‘pr1vate cond1tton are aTso understandable from the above

l,;fv1ewpo1nts In th1s condltlon actors should not have been :1

_concerned w1th be1ng evaTuated by others nor should they

"yhave been afra1d that others woqu see thelr answers to the ihi'lf

‘Qquest1ons Therefore concerns w1th seTf esteem protect1on :-3,1 :

“or 1mpress1on management were probably m1n1m1zed 1n thTS‘

fr:'themselves or str1ve toward accuracy’ The relevant question

-;now is why actors would have offered greater personal than' o

71fs1tuat1onal attr1but1ons for the1r fa1lure,x”A.t'{ o

- sre exam1nat1on of the 1nstruct1ons and cover s}ory 91ven to

t'fpartlcwpants suggests one reason why actors may have done e

PR



':Jtso Spec1f1ca11y, part1c1pants were told that previous;:

o research had 1nvest1gated the 1dea that nonprofess1ona11y

fﬂtra1ned counsetlors could succes$fu11y counsel cl1ents

“'*7ttThey were told that th1s research 1ndicated that

T-f'fffcounsetlors, who had exper1ence w1th a problem l1ke the

l

"ifcl1ent's problem could perform Just as well as tra1ned

| rﬁ,the actor and the observeF“ should be able to relate to k
| ”tfbe1ng anxxous about exams\\ Th1s 1nformat1on may have |

‘T°’ff)1nduced a pOS1t1ve outcome eXpeCtancy in partic1pants WhICh

Qfactors w1111ngly took 1nto account 1n the pr1vate cond1t1on

‘tfejliActors s1mp]y are not as self dece1v1ng as we have presumed

fj\

- f.Jthem to be, an observat1on that makes sense 1n 11ght of

”r57tomes of other research that does not flnd self serv1ng

: N
_'vattr1but1onal tendenc1es (cf Abramson et a1 1978 We1ner
etal,978). o _..uh
The above 1nterpretat10ns of actors response 5:

’3'strateg1es are entlrely post hoc and deserve future f*

’,ﬂ_ijnvestwgat1on Less worthy of future attent1on are
"_exptanat1ons that center on how evaluat1on context affects
i"‘,‘;t‘_iconcerns w1th modesty and caut1ousness because there were;;y,,'f~

'.”no stgn1f1cant effects of evaluat1on context °“.s

L]

';reveated that actors were somewhat more concerned w1th

“;response accuracy in the pr1vate relat1ve to the publ1c @é't'

uf;;condit1on In the ma1n expervment evaluat1on context dtd h 5

, _97 :

~'77fc11n1c1ans They were then laten told that students. ltke jf _iffit-f

.'ﬁfrﬁpart101pants responses to these 1tems P1Iot data in fact:f'”




e
ot affect 51gn1f1cantly actors felt need to be caut1ous orf"

: ﬁ5epcaut1ous (M 4 74) and felt a.m1n1mal need to be modest (M -

2 97) Thus, concerns w1th accuracy or responsev'i_;::

U:'ffﬁjdefens1brl1ty do not explatn sat1sfactor1ly the

'Usfffgchanges 1n the nature of the evaluat1on context ~i;f*"

The effects of the publ1c relat1ve to the pr1vatebif‘

”*(.nature of the evaluat1on COntext may reflect however,;_”"”"w

“*ffpsycholog1sts supervisors Although data from the -
f‘if‘urepllcat1on exper1ment revealed that actors estimates of
f.jrthe psychologtsts attrtbutlons were not affected |

“fi551gn1f1cantly by evaluat1on context,}actors estlmates of

‘”?r;how well the psycho)bglsts expected student counsellors to

'.”_ljcontext These esttmated expectatlons were lower in the

bjpubl1c relative to the pr1vate condttlon and corresponded

‘”7'-'ell w1th actors own expectatlons Of course, 1t 1s

' ?,imp0531ble to determ1ne whether actors est1mates of the

'71 -and attr1but10ns or v1ce versa Future research should

f '7y5modest Part1c1pants expressed only a moderate need to be' s

f:f*attr1but1onal and evaluat1onal dlfferences produced byfih)ftf@"7'“f

R ctors concerns w1th-nmtch1ng the eXpectat1ons of the,ffffbiV-\

”-'_;perform the task were affected s1gn1flcantly by evaluatlon ;_ :1f;3“

'5fﬂpsycholog1st§” expectat1ons 1nfluenced actors own est1matesff""

"'yassess these poss1bil1t1es by conJo1ntly man1pulat1ng self-,fff'

yself attr1but1on and evaluat1on = #%tf‘_
o . o @

"j,]and other expectat1ons and exam1n1ng thelr 1nfluence on ;2x?w



v s1tuat1ons (e g ) marrlage counsel]ors labor management

t The retattonsh1p between actors Self‘attrthtiOns and

8 fffest1mates of the observers: attr1but1ons va11dates the -:jfef

' ’“fearl1er noted observat1ons regardtng actprs"1nab111ty to

':;btake the perspect1ve of the other Actors stxmates of

'fhfy;observers attributtons 1n the pub11c and pr1vate cond1ttons_{~r:

,:1were s1m1lar to the1r own attr1but1ons, These data suggest jg,hr-'“

.'that actors may be attr1but1ng too much empath1c ab1l1ty to o

zljﬂf;berspect1ve to assume the other s perspect1ve These data

h7§support Stephan s (1975) f1nd1ng that actors prOJect1ons oftV:;h{‘ff

H;,observers and/or that actors are too 1nvolved 1n the1r own . :Aﬁ;'ff

) 'observers attr1but1ons were 1naccurate They resemble the ;f]<

kd

& morally evaluate another ch1ld's transgre531ve behav1or ,:-ff;;

'(P1aget 1930/1965) Actors seem to be approach1ng the1r

":hcentrat1on tendency found 1n young ch11dren who are asked totfph

'estlmates more from the p01nt of v1ew of dones and Th1baut shﬂf.

’:'_(1958) value ma1ntenance set '1n wh1ch the egot1st1c |

Q'fconcerns of the perce1ver overrtde the1r ab111ty to evaluateL' -

}"dlspass1onate1y the s1tuat1on These f1nd1ngs do not bode -

_f'well for the resolut1on of 1nterpersonal conf11ct at“the ;_'

*

' eattr1but1ona1 1evel and suggest that someone out31de of a

:‘{;relatlonshtp may often be needed to f1rst clar1fy where the 'f,

J confltct res1des~ Th1s need can be seen 1n many real l1fe': |

N arb1trators. and department cha1rpersons)
. §

Observers attr1but1onal and evaluat1ona1 responses f‘

.‘;were also affected by the pub11c vs pr1vate nature of the PRSI

¢

»



'1_;_evaluat1on context Aga1n hOWever, the1r responses were ‘

’.ﬂ,tnot ent1re1y cons1stent w1th any of the f1nd1ngs rev1ewed 1nﬁx;9»

“;ﬁthe 1ntroduct1on sect1on of th1s dissertat1on Although

"”y_observers offered more extreme personal attr1butaons 1n theAyf
_h"pub11c relat1ve to the pr1vate cond1t1on, the oppos1te was tfﬂV

'{fitrue of the1r sttuat1onal attr1but1ons Overall these»fv:“

% response patterns resulted 1n a somewhat more extreme ;f}g

"firesponse tendency on the part of observers 1n the pub11c

vhhpfor ZaJonc (1954/1960) analys1s °f cogn1t1ve tuntng.,th

"'fsupport was not very SO]ld and attempts should be made to

'1”‘repl1cate these f1nd1ngs using other 1nd1ces of

100

"”ff_cond1t1on Wh1le these results may be construed as supportf:~;f?f hf

‘fpolar1zaf1dn Furthermore‘ extreme degrees of polar1zatlon.ba~v

:~may not have been’ found because observers were not g1ven the;-?fff7~'

'thto be expla1ned (see Hark1ns et al 1977) L i
On the bas1s of Wells et al ’s (1977) f1nd1ngs, 1t was

»{'jsuggested that observers m1ght man1fest a moderat1on S

s

e estrategy 1n the pub11c relat1ve to the pr1vate cond1t1on

| "*g"transm1ss1on set unt11 after they had v1ewed the behav1or’ﬂyffiilpt

'.3 Very 11tt1e support was found for th1s suggest1on The onlyfhf

31tem y1e1d1ng effects cons1stent thh the moderat1on f“}”'
h-strategy was the cl1ent respon51b111ty 1tem It should be

,}tsnoted that observers felt needs to be more cautlous or

A't'modest 1n the publlc than 1n the pr1vate cond1t1on was not “

| “}fconftrmed stat1st1ca11y



The repl1cat1on exper1ment prov1ded a means of
”exam1n1ng other eXplanatlons of why observers were less

.'1benevolent toward actors in, the publ1c relat1ve to the o

Ve spr1vate cond1t1on Observers est1mates of the

| ~"fpsychologlsts performance expectatlons corresponded qu1te

r,well w1th thelr own personal and s1tuat1onal attr1but10ns -
: o

v-fi'for fallure in the two evaluat1on context cond1t1ons 'As

H.noted earl1er. part bf the cover story may have 1nduced a

‘“jpos1t1ve outcome expectancy 1n part1c1pants and 1n the

‘:‘?publ1c cond1t1on observers may have felt compelled to al1gn

vthe1r own attr1but1ons and evaluat1ons w1th th1s expectancy, _;g

‘lfﬁbecause the psycholog1sts superv1sors most l1kely expected

| "t‘fgcounsellors to succeed The fact that th1s correpondence f;'; o

r%;'eXJsted 1n both evaluatlon context cond1t1ons underm1nes

2 somewhat the lnterpretatlon that observers altered thelr:°'” o

attr1but1ons 1n the publlc cond1t1on to match the1r

"*wfc‘expectatlons regardlng what the psychologlsts wanted

-hffobservers to say Rather, these data suggest that observers

"st{prOJected thelr own bel1efs to the psycholog1sts Aga‘”v-;‘:;lf“""’

uhowever these data are only suggest1ve of the latter
vbmtendency In future research both sources attrtbutlons
;I-and expectat1ons W1ll have to be mantpulated as a means of
5:;determ1n1ng the dnrect1on of the effects | " -
o The possxbll1ty that observers were attemptlng to |
f'V'second guess the actor s responses was also 1nvest1gated 1n |

| }the replycatron eXperjment Th1s was cons1dered a l1kely o



' poss1b111ty 1n the pub11c cond1t1on because observers knew

'7that both perce1vers would be dlscuss1ng the1r ~"'w

-}1observers who had not performed the counsell1ng task mtght L
‘“5iiperce1ve actors to have a better bas1s for g1v1ng an eﬁ o
'ai1nterpretat1on : Hence observers may have des1red to g1ve

7?fan 1nterpretat1on compat1b1e w1th that g1Ven by actors

:“7°f31mp]1cat1ons of these data for observers response

102

1nterpretat1ons W1th the psychologtsts It was thought that

‘™ e

L et

| ~0bservers est1mates of actors attr1but1ons prov1dedg

'rtjsome 1nterest1ng data 1n thts respect i Observers ?Ftua]lyfj‘; ;xef

;ﬁpprogected to the actor personal and s1tuat1onal attr1but1ons
]:compat1ble W1th the or1g1na] pred1ct1ons made for actors by

. fg'the present author Dbservers pred1cted the se]f serv1ng-rf:v; %'

‘\

“3Ewattr1but10nal tendency 1n the pr1vate cond1t1on but a {f'de

n:'5dmodesty tendency 1n the pub]1c cond1t1on Apart from theﬁfgf'”'t

Axi}'strategles, they are an 1nterest1ng commentary on

'”'rsc1ent1sts as- observers They suggest that psycho]ogtstsif'

'af;trmay be 1ncapable of-modellmng accurately se1f att"‘bUt‘Ohh}fjuf'

.

B «ffpubl1c and pr1vate cond1t1ons Perhapsﬂ because observers fd"?“‘t

tffrom the p01nt of v1ew of the self (Ross,»1977) 'he;tfﬂy‘

';'thought actors would respond modestly 1n\pub11c, they

"'ipresent author certa1nly d1d not predlct accurately actors

eﬁ5response strateg1es as a functton of the publ1c vs. pr1vate S

Ve

'Lf?nature of the evg]uat1on context : _g)}f"‘

A conf1den9\account cannot be g1ven of why observers

::man1fested thewr respect1ve response strateg1es 1nwthe
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_ mimicked*this’pattern Th1s may have occurred not because , }’é\gx:l

‘iof observer modesty, but because of concerns w1th express1ng?'

a consensual optnlon to the psycholog1sts Why observers

‘:*ﬂ;may have m1m1cked the1r actor est1mates in the pr1vate d,“._vf__*;s”

?‘s:fcohd1ttoh is more anomalous A]bElt speculattve 1t could -"ﬁ_:.

’be that observers ant1c1pated 1nteract1ng w1th actors in. the{;l‘]',ff

o future and de51red to appear empathtc The 1tem measur1n9

‘part1c1pants expectattons of betng evaluated showed that

"tpart1c1pants éxpected to be evaluated even 1n the prtvate

v,;fcond1tion (M 4 33) It could be that they expected to beé”*if”77"

' Mlj.yevaluated more by the actor than by people more close]y

‘T;;858001ated w1th the exper1ment Ant101pated d1scuss1on w1thff*f"

‘:the actor could also account for observers 'responseldxrtn.,»«;ﬁ_

f ;f’strategtes 1n the publ1c cond1tlon FutUne researoh m1ght f‘jiffjff

ﬁf”:‘=1nvest1gate these possxb1l1t1es or at least be sure to

'3“}tvm1n1m1ze th1s type of concern perhaps by hav1ng

.h“;“fpart1c1pants arr1ve at d1fferent laborator1es and by better:lfffl7

@

'hassur1ng part1c1pants that they w1ll not 1nteract i#fio:“"’

The fallureJto f1nd the trad1t10nal actor observer ‘ﬁf

; ”lattr1but1on d1fference 1n the prwvate cond1t1on b”t

’fgfconftrmat1on of th1s d1fference 1n the publlc cond1t1on.alsof:’

“f-prompts several observat1ons F1rst 1t ratses quest1ons

d‘?f.about how attr1but1onal confllct 1s ever resolved It 1s fll7

“fa]most as 1f part1clpant5 are unw1ll1ng to adm1t the very

é>

*frg7pr1vate bel1efs that may result 1n\an eff101ent resolutton ; o

“‘~u~of attr1butlonal confl1ct Of course,_future research w1ll fﬁﬂ

L0



have to investigate this possibility, by varying whether or

‘"% one another. - These data also raise questions about the
‘-Lgeneralizabi]ity of past”actor-ObServer:research findings.

vThey suggestrthat attempts'Should be°made in future research

5.

W

“to m1n1m1ze the artifactual effect of evaluatlon context on

ﬂpart1c1pants responses. However, as noted by McGu1re

(1969), one researCher’s artifact lays the foundat1on for

- another researcher’s grant proposal} And, it is clear from

the present findings that more research'is-needed on. how

self- presentat1onal concerns affect the attr1but1ons

(v'expressed Researchers have only begun to address questions

regard1ng whether "self- sgrv1ng attr1but1onal tendencies

’actual]y fulf1ll the need to protect or enhance self- esteem

e. g Miller, ]978) At the same time, however, th1s

research’has not addressed whether concerns for self-esteem

'are engaged 1ndependently by.factors llke task 1mportance

.(M1ller, 1976) and the nature of the evaluat1on context or

104

'not,aCtors and observers open]y_communicate their;be]iefS‘toi .

whether these factors share ‘some common element that engages -

concerns w1th self esteem protect1on eafﬁﬁhancement ;In

1

this respect it would seem fruitful to- adopt the approach

taken by dones (1964) in h1s seminal work on 1ngrat1at1on,

where parth1pants were given various instructional sets

designed to determine when and how ingratiation was

manifested.
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F1nally, a maJor quest1on addressed 1n both exper1ments 3
V'was why equ1ty based research eV1dence relat1ve to
attribution- based research ev1dence seemed ‘to dep1ct a less
.}‘mot1vattonally b1ased actor One suggest1on was that the
.parad1gms employed differ in terms of the degree to which -
_causal amb19u1ty is high or low A second suggest1on was}
 that equ1ty based relat1ve to attr1but1on based research

paradigms may d1fferent1ally engage concerns w1th 1mpress1on
V‘.

"‘management Impre551on management concerns‘were expected to_

‘faffect the extent to whlch actors evaluated themselves ina
}self serv1ng manner . The second suggest1on was assessed in
'Exper1ment 1 by vary1ng the publ1c vs. pr1vate_nature~of the
evaluat1on context while ma1nta1n1ng conditionsvof high l

‘ causalbambiguity The results of this exper1ment fawled to
support the 1dea that actors may manifest- response |
tendenc1es under publ1c cond1t1ons ‘that were less compat1ble}
with a self- serving b1ases 1nterpretat1on- ‘These results

‘ challenge the 1nterpretat10n that self- presentat1on concerns
are’ engaged d1fferent1ally in, the equity- based vs. the |
attr1but10n based research paradlgms The fa1lure.to find
support for this 1nterpretat1on is d1fficu1t3to explain

For example, cond1t1ons of hlgh causal amb1gu1ty may have
.underm1ned actors concerns w1th 1mpress10n management
;Actors may have been more concerned in the publ1c cond1t1on

about the responses g1ven dur1ng the dependent measure phase

| " had they been g1ven an 1dea of what the dtscussants
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" believed about the 'c‘auses of their failure and/or their = .
eward deserV1ngness future research'mightsassess this ;
':1dea by varylng the nature of the é@h]uat1on context }he
f.degree of causa] amb1gu1ty present, as well as the presence’
H\v absence of co- act1ng others | | |
| Wh11e the results of Exper1ment 1 were 1nconclus1ve :
..regardlng why- and how self presentat1ona] concerns affect
“evaluat1ve~processes, they 1nd1cated that the | N h
' cl1ent therap1st parad1gm was a su1table one w1th1n wh1ch to :
assess a related 1ssue As stated in the 1ntroduct1on, ‘ |

L.

equ1ty based VS, attr1butlon based research parad1gms a]so e o

p differ in terms of the extent to wh1ch part1c1pants rece1ve
:'1nformat1on that should affect the attr1but1ons offered
*r:Low causal amb1gu1ty 1s typ1ca11y ma1nta1ned in the
equity- based ‘research procedures . ‘ That is, actbrs and/or o
’observers are given 1nformat1on that should affect the |
‘attr1but1ona1 conclus1ons reached In the attr1but1on
’research on the’ ‘other hand cond1t1ons of high' causal ::‘1f “
amblgu1ty seem most fac111tat1ve of self serv1ng -
attrtbut1ons on the part of actors and more b1ased
attr1but1ons on the part of observers The purpose of
: EXper1ment 2 was’ to examine the extent to wh1ch cond1t1ons
: ;of low causal amb1gu1ty reduced w1th1n- ‘and B
fbetween perspect1ve d1fferences in causal attr1butlon and

t'sanct1on1ng_eva1uat1on ConS1stent W1th the 1mp11cat1ons of -

"thé,QQU1tbeaSed research, 1t was expected that condit1ons
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of low causal amb1gu1ty wou]d reduce between perspect1ve
':ﬁd1fferences in causal attr1but1on and sanct1on1ng ”
\evaluatwons and would reduce actors tendencies to make b-'

"self- serv1ng attrwbut1ons and evaluattons Alternat1ve1y.
~conditions of h1gh causal amb1gu1ty should be those most
beconduc1ve to detect1ng between perspect1ve dlfferences 1n"b

'attr1but1on and sanct1on1ng evaluat1ons as wel] as>a¢d

= self serv1ng tendenc1es on: the part of actors Attent1on 1s

Ny
\ - .
N

"}now g1ven to these 1ssues



 CHAPTER III
o Experiment 2b

L Method

B ;lSubjects and Design l |

+108

Two hundred and twelve 1ntroductory psychology students'f

'»(108 female, 104 male) part1c1pated ln the study in part1al j | tt

. fulf1llment of course requ1rements One l1ke sex

.actor observer dyad was Pun per sess1on f}Thev‘”

',,w1th1n sess1ons factor of Perce1ver Role (actor observer)

‘1Viand between sess1ons factors of Outcome (success, fa1lure)

>’-;ﬂTasK D1ff1culty (high, low no 1nformat1on),‘and ResponSe :_‘;->-‘

"hiorder (causal attrlbut1on preceded vs. followed by a.ﬁl;?- :!-j

bisanct1on1ng evaluat1on quest1ons) were comb1ned 1n a 2 X 2 X i

3 X 2 m1xed factor1al des1gn The same proport1on of males

! ‘and females was ass1gned to each cond1t1on As in the f1rst
. PR |

":_dstudy, sex of the part1c1pant matched the sex of the

'Confederate.
' aProcedure o . ‘
h “ The procedure was 1dent1cal to that employed in |
Exper1ment 1 w1th the follow1ng except1ons. To reduce:
) hav1ng to fe1gn the presence of the | |

psychologlsts superv1sors, a sl1ght mod1f1cat1on of the

- publ1c evaluatlon context cond1t1on was }ncluded After the 7

:bexper1menter d1sm1ssed the cl1ent from the exper1ment he
\ereXperlmenter 1nformed part1c1pants that they would proceed |

to the evaluat1on phase and- that the
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.psycholog1sts-iuperv1sors of the study would be there soon
to evaluate the ent1re sess1on and the part1c1pants 1n 1t
dfln Study 1, part1c1pants had been" told that the - |
;psycholog1sts superv1sors were already 1n the lab wa1t1ng to
f’d1scuss the counsell1ng phase A copy of the rev1sed publ1c

'tevaluat1on context 1nstruct1ons 1s reproduced 1n Append1x \_f .

Unless otherw1se specwfled the dependent measure

| -51quest1ons were 1dent1cal to those employed 1n Exper1ment 1

‘d‘However, 1n add1txon to the global measures of personal and_f"“

AQ'! s1tuat1onal attr1but1on specwf1c assessments of the extent-F.'ﬁgf.f,

ito wh1ch performance was attr1buted to ab1l1ty. effort, and‘j»-* T

“_task d1ff1culty were. 1ncluded The Response Drder

.hﬁman1pulat1on was also 1dent1cal to that employed 1n Study 1,~r"

'.heHowever part1c1pants were 1nformed that the1r response

‘dlatenC1es were belng recorded and that although they should;"

Jvfrespond as qu1ckly as they could they were also to respond

l"riw1th as much certa1nty as they felt they could have 1n the1ri“"

. answern to each quest1on Both of these changes were made to,. -

"Q reduce w1th1n subJect Varlab1l1ty

0utcome manipulat fon. Part101pants were. led to believe g

’ f"that the counsellor e1ther succeeded or fa1led 1n relax1ng

*,the cl1ent The needle on the meter hovered around p01nt 5
at the beg1nn1ng of the counsell1ng phase and moved -
progress1vely upward toward p01nts 7.5 or: 8 (fa1lure) or.

progre531vely down toward po1nts 2 5 or 2 (success) by the ,
. , . . S
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end of the counselllng sess1on At the end of the .

".counse111ng sess1on, the c11ent stated e1ther'"I don t feel

| :rtoo good r1ght now (pause) 1 guess thts dldn t help ‘me"

E th1s helped me (success)

th}(fa1lure) o I fee] pretty good r1ght now (pause) I guess -(- ‘

Task difffculty manfpu]ation in'twoﬁconditjbns,':a{,”"”

. "";;'*v._papt]c]pants wepe 1nfor\med about past students sugcess
'('rates on the counse111ng tasK Th1s 1nformat1on was fndf
‘w:conveyed after the counse111ng sess1on had been completed

“"'but before the dependent measure phase The exper1menter

gl

»;noted that the cltent had been dlsmtssed and\that, as. they

A

o fcou)d te]l from the1r meters and from what the cllent sa1d

the c)1ent was fee)1ng pretty re)axed (success) or pretty

“_,two 1nformat10n g1ven cond1t1ons, the expertmenter went on-

”letense (fa1lure) by the end pf the counse))1ng phase In the .ftfh:

Cto. state that of the 200 and, more students who had been in )d§~"lﬂ

" the study, e1ther (a) 85% of them aotually succeeded in 5
'f-re)ax1ng thetr respect1ve c]1ents mean1ng that the i)

' “1y)counse)11ng task on the who)e was a pretty easy task for:-::

| h”actual]y succeeded 1n re)aX1ng the1r respect1ve cl1ents,

"n}.mean1ng that the counsel]xng task on the who)e was a pretty

;j§d1fftcu]t task for most students to perform well on In the

”'-no 1nformatlon cond1t1on the exper1menter s1mp1y noted how

o __the cltent was feel1ng,vas 1nd1cated by the oltent’

‘fstatement and the meter read1ng, and then exp]alned the

‘;.most students to perform well on or- (b) On)y 15% Of them t;‘,;_» =
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dependent measure phase A transcr1pt of these statements‘

"'Tfi is. presented in Append1x D 2. tf'l_-' ;_*"j,‘_ jf : \\ S

Results - : *'] -,‘h Li x;f 2\
o P e

The data from 10 dyads were excluded from analyses due

to susp1c1ousness expressed by at least one member of three &;‘

fdyads (1 male 2 female) the fa1lure of two males and one b.frji_fﬁh,}

'l-lfemale to understand the dependent measure 1nstruct1ons. the

' "“‘b:and the d1scovery that one female actor was a professlonal 1

\
4
;
A
Ll
LB
,:refusal of two females and one male to act as counsellors._ij-v'
4
i
5

'?g yoga 1nstpuctor ' The reported analyses always 1ncluded the

“tftwo between sesstons factors of Outcome (success, fallure)

d'iwjitfand Task D1ff1cu]ty (h1gh low no 1nformat1on) and the

:"f._w1th1n sess1ons factor of Perce1ver Role (actor observer)

‘f(fAs in Exper1ment 1 the actor observer pa1r was treated as a.

f“v'block1ng factor B |
; The Response Order factor was of prlmary concern w1th

V

respect to the response latenc1es and scale responses to the |
| 1tems conta1ned w1th1n thls man1pulat1onv(1 e., personal |

attr1but1on s1tuatlonal attr1but10n b1polar cred1t blame ,Q'f

S and reward ass1gnment measures) ' Response Order was

1ncluded however,"1n all of the 1n1t1al analyses due to the o

":iu_fact that effects of Response Drder were found on. the scale

response data of Study 1. If Response Order d1d not

| s1gn1f1cantly affect partlcxpants responses to an 1tem,4it;‘

-:f was not 1ncluded as a factor in. the reported analyses Sexlf

NG

w

of the trlad was also 1ncluded as a factor in the 1n1t1al »_f,j




e always noted when they were obta1ned otherw1se Sex was not'

o of var1ance summary source tables for the reported analyses -I‘

‘ “i}'analyses of all dependent measures :Effects'of"sex apé:'

lncluded as a factor 1n the reported analyses The analys1s'

;f‘are Presented 1n Append1x E.

percept1ons of success (Hs

Manipulation Checks

An analys1s of var1ance conducted on the 1tem tapplng

12

partlclpants percept1ons of outcome successfulness revealed _3ﬂv‘

a 51gn1f1cant ma1n effect of Dutcome F(1 90) 1094 62 p < g

OOl,la s1gn1f1cant Task D1ff1culty X Perce1ver Role

1nteract1on F(2 90) 4 51 p < Ol and a sign1f1cant :,?f?ff;*rﬂ

3 way 1nteract1on among Task Dxff1culty._0utcome and _
Perce1ver Role F(2 90) 5 50 p < 006 (See Append1x E 1)
Success relat1ve to fa1lure feedback gave rlse to greater

/.

5 73 vs: 1. 76 respect1vely)

An 1nspect10n of tﬁe mean values for the Task D1ff1culty X

Perce1ver Role 1nteract1on revealed that actors perce1ved

the outcome as equally more unsuccessful 1n the h1gh and no

t: task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on cond1t1ons relat1ve to the low ftu N

task dlfflCU]ty 1nformat1on cond1t10n ( s = 3 82 vs 3 78
3 44 respect1vely) Observers on the other hand
perce1ved the outcome as most unsuccessful 1n the no

lnformation cond1t1on relat1ve to the h1gh and low task

| d1ff1culty 1nformatlon cond1t1ons (Ms 3 54 R 4 00 vs

- '_";;-';‘L;_ﬂ_‘_v.?-'..-’.v_"';'_'-_’- N TR e ) AR e
18 The vary1ng degrees of freedom for the error term reflect

fallures to respond on the part of one or more subJect

E




fit3;91; respect1ve1y)

As seen in Table 10 however, the presumed success vs

"”ffallure nature of the outcome mod1f1ed the. descrlbed si'

:7gf1nteraction between Perce1ver Role and Task D1fftcu1ty

”Qwhen g1ven success feedbacK task d1ff1cu1ty 1nformat1on fb*

"*f§s1gn1f1cant1y affected actors , but not observers ,_”

' fpercept1ons of outcome successfulness Actors percetved the"

- f;ftask d1fftcu1ty cond1tton relat1ve to the 1ow and no tasK

'ﬁf‘d1ff1culty cond1t1ons, however, only the h1gh and low tasK

”?§d1ff1culty cond1t1ons d1ffered 51gn1f1cant1y from each

4-ﬂ-other Furthermore when g1ven success feedback actors
”?and observers percept1ons of outcome successfulness were

‘*.ors,gn1f1cant]y d1fferent only 1n the low task d1ff1culty

'”;“udto be less suocessfu] than observers When g1ven fa11ure

"vfeedback, actors percetved the outcome as less successful

\ ﬂt:no tasK d1ff1cu1ty cond1t1on,,only the latter mean d1ffered

'iﬁs1gn1f1cant1y from the former two means Observers

?»Tperce1ved the fallure-outcome as 51gn1f1cantly more’;ff

' oﬂ;successful 1n h1gh relat1ve to the no tasK d1ff1cu1ty

'fﬂ1nformat1on cond1t1on only these two means d1ffered
r,s1gn1f1cant1y Compartng actors and observers,_1t can be :

'f seen that thGIP percept1ons of the successfulness of the

' -f;;fallure outcome d1d not d1ffer 51gn1f1cant1y 1n the low task

Q"

113 -» Tf-‘

5fnfsupposed1y successfu] outcome as most successful 1n the h1gh.ﬂff: fw‘*f

7*f;_cond1t1on,f1n th1s cond1tton, actors perce1ved the outcome _;];x,

| 2;.the h1gh and 1ow task d1ff1cu1ty cond1t10ns relat1ve to the ;,fftﬂ




: L . Table 10 DR
Mean Rétings offoutcome SucceSSfuIneSshas a fnnétion‘df_[_-":
Outcome Perce1ver Ro]e and Task D1ff1cu1ty

[

(Experlment 2) |

S s o Success . Failure.

. Task Diffieuity R 1_Actonjf " Observer  A¢£bn;§. ';'obgérnennf

P

CHigh _}*.~6”13 7*;i=5:75¢de"‘“ 150, - 2.5

0y = 2By

5 50 cde .;2'00551 _;?v,{]538é

E ”9.:Irvf_°,rm?t;‘9n.'.,. ""S-S?cde‘

_ ”'Note The h1gher the mean the greater the perce1ved successfulness
o of the ‘outcome. . Means sharing no subscr1pts 1n common d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y
o (p <. ‘) by Duncan S mu1t1p1e range test



,K; d1ff1cu1ty 1nformat1on cond1t1on whereas}observers relat1ve o
' \\\to actors perce1ved the outcome as s1gn1f1cant1y more
: successfu] in the h1gh tasK dlff1culty cond1t1on, the -
oppos1te tendency was s1gn1f1cant in the no 1nformat1on‘_
u;?cond1t1on ‘ .}‘. | _ ‘_' | |
| | Part1c1pants 1n the h1gh and ]ow task d1ff1cu1ty |
;h‘cond1t1ons were glven 1nformat1on regard1ng the percentage n
'r;fof past students ‘who. had succeeded 1n relax1ng the1rvd;‘_
byc]1ents Part1c1pants in the no. tasK d1ff1cu1ty cond1t1on
:fwere not g1ven any 1nformat1on regardtng past students
v"hsuccess rates Part1c1pants reca]l (est1mates) of how effxi,-i
hd1ff1cult 1t was to perform we]l on the counsell1ng task wass )
tfafassessed by as‘ﬁng them to recal] (est1mate) how well other f::

on the counse111ng task Th1s 1tem wasf.ﬂ'"”

fSUcceeded 1n relax1ng the1r respectxve

rcentage of the students who have been in; f**rf'

_‘bcTients?" Jled 1= % 2 = 15% 3 i 50% 4 85% and Sfifﬁf faf:t

art1c1pants in the h1gh task d1ff1culty

ir_part1c1pant 1n th1s cel] fa11ed to answer the recal]

= 100%.
”t7cond1t1on ; :rect1y recalled that only 15% of prev1ous"*t”s:
A“tstudents hi _succeeded in relax1ng thelr cllents, one actor 13

:\‘_"

v_.,;~measure AT but one observer part1c1pant (1n the 1ow task

'fd1ff1culty/fa1lure cond1t1on) correct]y recal]ed that 85% of _dX'

*]:prev1ous students had succeeded In the ‘no task’ d1ff1cu1ty N

: 1nformat1on prov1ded cond1t1on 43 7% of the partic1pantsbf\'

‘3irest1mated that 50% of past students had succeeded 7 8%
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- est1mated that no students had succeeded 17 2% est1mated a

“,tthat only 15% of past students had succeeded 26 6%

-'est1mated that 85% of past students had succeeded, and 4, 7%
‘::est1mated that 100% of past students had succeeded | S

An analys1s of var1ance was conducted on th1s measure .

. ’to determ1ne whether part1c1pants 1n the no tasK d1ff1cu]ty

7 rtrates recalled by partrc1pants in the rema1n1ng two

ui.'cond1t1on estimated success rates d1fferent than the successf-”'

“;77 ond1t1ons ThlS analys1s revealed s1gn1f1cant ma1n effectshi d'

ot Outcome F(1 89) = 25.13, p < .00, Task lef1cu1ty,'f

"”]?F(Z 89) 248 33 p <u 001 and a s1gn1f1cant Outcome X TasK"':°‘

h‘f;aD1ff1culty 1nteract1on F(2 89) 23 04 p < 001 (?ee

b’succeeded when the outcome was fa1lure rather than success

faff(Ms é 2 82 vs 3 19 respect1ve1y7 Past students

:jperformance was 1nd1cated to be poorer when part1C1pants hadj

“‘dihpart1c1pants had been to]d that 85% succeeded (M 3 99)

’*fwhen part1c1pants were g1ven no 1nformatton regard1ng how

'ffethe low task d1fficulty 1nformatvon cond1t1on d1ffered

""*fffbeen told that only 15% had succeeded (M 2 00) than. when’ tif’fftﬂtif

ermany students had succeeded (M 3 03) Dnly the mean for o L

,hs1gn1f1cant1y from the means for the rema1n1ng two ?vtisdi,;?.x

LB

"‘tij;:lefICU]ty As can be seen 1n Table 11, outcome valence i

: ';'cond1t1ons Wh’Ch were ”Ot S‘inftcantly d1fferent from eachfj*'a“
.;thrlother Table 11 presents the mean recall (est1mates) Of f;jt‘5 Lo

o past students success rates part1t1oneq5by Dutcome and Taskv'ﬁt e




 5; ~ Lt Tab]e n e o
Mean Est1mates of Pr1or Students Student Success Rate as a Functlon of
| " Outcome and Task D1ff1cu1ty ’-*  -

(Exper1ment 2) o

CTask Difficulty . - " Success . - Failare’

ea s

S oo

, g Note The h1gher the mean the greater the percentage of students ’
~who were perceived to succeed “Means hot sharing a-common subscr1pt

litfiv d1ffer swgn1f1cant1y (E_<' ) by Duncan s mu]t]ple range test - R
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.Yielded a‘signiticant‘COngruency effect on the success"rate
est1mates given by part1c1pants in the no task difficulty |
information cond1t1on. ‘These: part1c1pants est1mated that

| more studentsvhad succeeded when the actor in the1r,sess1on;
had succeeded than when (s)he had failed. - |

To ensure that the 1nformat1on about past students

success rate appropriately affected perceptjons of task |
adiffiCulty, particioants were‘asKed to'ratelhow difficuTt
the counse]ling task:Was-on‘an item worded:‘"To what extent
do you feel the counsell1ng task was diff1cult°" (1 = ot
very much 7 = very much). - An ana]ys1s of variance ‘ |

conducted on this measure revealed s1gn1f1cant main effects

é of Dutcome F(1,90) = 38,37, p < .001, and Perceiver Role,

F(1 90) = 13 37, p < .001; a‘significant'2-way interaction

between Outcome ‘and Perce1ver Role F{1,80) = 10. lBva <
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.002, and a s1gn1f1cant Outcome X Task Dxff1culty X | s
Perceiver. Role 1nteract1on F(2, 90) = 3.07, p < .05 (séé{Q:
Append1x‘E.3). The task was percelved as more d1ff1cu1t in

the failure (M = 5. 37) ‘than in the success (M= 4.12)
'condition' The task was perce1ved as least to mostj a
dlff1cult in the Tow (M = 4. 22), no (M = 4. 69) and h1gh (M
5 81) task d1ff1culty condition; only the former two means
were not s1gn1f1cant1y different. The Outcome X Perceiver
_Role 1nteract1on revealed that the success Vs failurel |
n&&ure of the outcome s19n1f1cant1y affected actors’ |

?L

percept1ons of task d1ff1cu1ty (Ms = 4.17 vs. 6. 12

@




respectivelY), whéreas‘the»succeSS Vs, failure nature of the
) outcome d1d not s1gn1f1cantly affect observers perceptions
of task d1ff1culty (Ms = 4.06 vs. 4.61 ‘respect1vely)

Table 12 presents the mean task d1ff1culty ratlngs

'partttioned by Outcome Task D1ff1culty, and Perce1ver Role.

An 1nspectton of Table 12 reveals that outcome valence

'relattve to task d1ff1culty 1nformat10n had a greater effect

on actors percept1ons of task d1ff1culty, but that' task
d1ff1culty 1nformatton relattve to outcome 1nformat10n had a’

greater effect on observers’' - task d1ff1culty estamatesr» B

f» Actors’ eétimates of task difficulty'were'affected in thet>f“

expected d1rect1on by task dlfftculty 1nformat1on HoweVér;.
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actors est1mates of task diff1culty were also swgn1f1cantly ;f

affected by how well they performed the: counsell1ng task.
The effect of outcome on actors perceptlons of task
.'dlfftculty was not s1gn1f1cant only in the no 1nformat1on ,
: cond1t10n Dbservers on the other hand percelved the :
greatest task d1ff1culty d&f:erence between success and
Afa1lure prtmar1ly when they were not g1ven 1nformatton

v‘. regarding how well other students performed on the
counsell1ng task, although thts d1fference was not
swgntflcant

“An analy51s of var iance conducted on part1c1pants

perceptions of choice revealed only a margwnally s1gn1f1cant

1nteract1on between Perceiver Role and Outcome F(1,88) =

3. 70 p < .06 (See Append1x E 4) Although not svgn1f1cant
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Table 12 -

<'Mean_Per;ejV é Task Difficd]ty‘qf'a'Fun¢tion of?Percéjver7qué;,Outéome,
 ’,,?"d T&?E Difficulty -

| a"}(éxpérjmént"Z) S

< -

o Actofﬂ"°,fjf , ,'v/ - 'vaSéEver

' Task Difficulty . Success  Failure .~ Success .- Failure .,

- ”

High o Ak OBl ABlege 5 1%
oW Lt 331 e BB 3.88y - 3%

CNo Information 4T 58l B0y ABhe

Note.”jHiQheE_méansfref]e¢t~greatef perceived téék'dffficuTty. .
Means sharing no subscripts in common differ, significantly (Qf? .05).

using Duncan's multipie range test. .~ S




”'-they would be d1scuss1ng the1r answers to the quest1ons w1thl

’As in the first study,

’by‘conVentional‘standards, the partibipants mean ratlngs of
icho1ce revea1ed a pattern of results con51stent w1th
: .research on percept1ons of cho1ce (e. g ) Harr1s & Harvey,*
©1975). Spec1f1ca11y, actors perce1ved themse]ves to have |
‘As1gn1f1cant1y greater cho1ce when the outcome was a success
Aﬂrather than a failure (Ms 5.11 vs. 4. 50, respect1vely)
o whereas observers percept1ons of cho1ce were not affected
;swgn1f1cant1y by the success or fa11ure nature of the

joutcome (Ms-= 4. 48 vs. 4 63 respect1ve1y) ‘9."

To assess whether part1c1pants correct]y recal]ed that

"the psycholog1sts SUperv1sors of the study,vpart1c1pants .'

- were asked the follow1ng quest1on '"When d1d the
.’exper1menter 1nd1cate you would be d1scuss1ng your answers

:lw1th the team of psycholog1sts superv1s1ng the study°" w1th

when the evaluat1on phase is over ) 4 ("I won’ t\be,» o

‘ because they are not ava1lab1e ), and 7. ("I w111 be
'contacted by telephone in about two weeks t1me )

°Nmety nine' percent of the actors and 95% of the observers

correctly chose the f1rst alternat1ve Ne1ther the outcome

't nor the task d1ff1cu1ty man1pu1at1on was s1gn1f1cant1y

..__—_..-.._’__.._..—-__

- 19 Neither the' outcome nor dhe task d1ff1cu1ty man1pulat1ons
" was s1gn1f1cantly related<to which of the four counselling:

approacheés was selected by actors, X2(3) = 3, 89, p: < 27,
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v";the category labels of 1 ("at the end of the sess1on,fire;,‘gV‘,'::'

the most-to-least fr sen

f28.1§; D1rect“Rat10nal (12 5%), and D1rect Emotlonal
10.4 | o o | |

49%), Indirect Emot1onal;b~‘"
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'vrelated to elther actors - X2(2) = 1‘03. b < .31, orv

, observers , X2(2) 36 p X4 54,,answers to th1s quest1on‘ -
An. ana]ys1s of variance conducted on part1c1pants
H;‘feel1ngs of caut1on revealed s1gn1f1cant ma1n effects of
_?‘Outcome F(1 89) 6 59 p < 01, and Peroetver Role,’p_

.F(1 89) 17 15 P < 001 (See Append1x E 5)- Observers :;5‘
1 freported greater fee11ngs of caut1on than actors (Ms 4 74d

| 3 79 respectwvely) and success 1ed to greater felt

';jcautton than fa1lure (Ms 4 61 VS., 3 93 respect1ve1y)

”-i_MaJor Scale Response Dependent Measures

Causal attributions Part1c1pants were asked to

h_summar1ze the1r percept1ons of the causes of actors }b-,‘ e

w:performance on two measures of persona1 and 51tuat1onal

- causal attr1but1on as wel] as on three more spec1f1c

";;measures of attr1but1ons to ab111ty, tasK d1ff1culty, and ;

- -effort - The analys1s of var1ance conducted on the person

’fattr1but1on item. revealed several 519n1f1cant effects, ,;)';‘
B 1nc1ud1ng the ma1n effect of OutCOme F(1,72) = 14 76, p <
.001, 2-way. 1nteract10ns between Outcome and Task e -

-v‘,.}thfftculty, F(2, 72) 13411, .001, Outcome and Order, |
F(1,72) 4, 42 p < 04 Task D1ff1cu1ty and Order F(2 72)
-'{,4.8}5,--p‘<{.01 Outcome and Perceiver Role, F(1, 72) '
f353 52"p'<(‘001 Task D1fflculty and Percetver Role F

A,7(2 72) - 9.38, [4 < 001, and the. 3- way 1nteract1on ‘among

' Outcome Orde%, and Perce1ver Role F(1 72) = 3.90, p <
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. 05). (See Append1x E 6) 20 The 3-way 1nteractlon among

'h Dutcome, Task thf1culty,:and Perce1ver Role fa1led to meet o

an . acceptable level of 51gn1f1cance F(2 72) 2 04 P <
..}14' , S A

Table 13- presents the mean personal attr1but1ons for

;oeach of the conventtonally rellable 2+ way 1nteractlons,,not N

?1nclud1ng Response Order It can be seen 1n panel (a) of
.Table 13 that task d1fftculty 1nformat1on stgntftcantly

5'mod1f1ed the effect of success and fa1lure on parttc1pants

"'"fhcausal attr1but10ns 1n the expected dlrect1ons } AT
"r}spectflca]]y' h1gh tasK d1ff1culty 1nformat10n led to the S

:-J,greatest personal attrtbutton for success. but the lowest

| personal attrtbut1on for fatlure Low tasK d1ff1culty

i

1nformat1on led. to s1gn1f1cantly lower personal attrlbuttons_i'

"u”for success than fa1lure There was also a tendency to S

h

o gattrlbute success more than faxlure to personal causes in

rd'the no- tasK d1ff1culty cond1t1on, although th1s d1fference
was not 51gn1f1cant As seen 1n panel (b)

"ftrad1t1onally reported actor observer attr1but1onal

e
-

dtfference on success and fatlure was-found wh1ch '///h»

T

,./
,/ .

e

‘trepl1cates and strengthens the f1nd1ngs reported i the

P

------------------ a o / ‘
20 This analys1s also revealed a s/gntftcant Sex X Task

'lv,D1ff1culty X Perceiver. Role interaction, F (2,72) = 3.15, p

< .05, as well as a significant” Sex X Response Order X
- Outcome X Perceiver Role interaction, F (2,72) = 3.95, p <

.05. Due. to the fact that subject. and confederate sex were
experlmentally confounded, no conclu51ons or interpretations

should be based on’ these effects The mean values: for the
- two 1nteract1ons are presented 1n Append1ces F.1 and F. 2
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Tab]e 13

Mean Persona] Attr1but10ns as a Funct1on of Outcome Task D1ff1cu1ty,
Y P

and Perce1ver Role (2 way 1nteract10ns)
(Exper1ment 2) S

LN

- —\'\ ’

T E——

" Task Difficulty

‘;DUtcbmeaﬁf@’_'zf fi;'qAHighda;fl- ";L¢Q> ‘:i”7l'No'Ihfokmafiohf e

o Success . 6.004 ,'4 50, b 5 oobc S

ﬁvfai]urg' t.;.j;;:.:a:w;:3.97aj 7’fh{5 .38 d jab;g‘»gfspéb "uj'Ja‘: T

~ (b) Pperceiver Role X Outcone

Perceiver Role . ~~ . 0

Qutcome - Actor . Observer

Csuicess 63,396
CFaflure © ot T RSy T BTG

f_(é)‘fPerceiveh}Ro]e'X[Task;Diffiéujty'<1_5= ' o

L a.f-' |  “f"a;i'TﬂTa$k Difficu1tY:

Perceiver Role  High -~ Low Mo Information

Actor o 476, 535 4780

-—

- seryer, ,,;‘1“; B 1]5-22b ¢*~;“'4:§4a'- L T

S Note A higher mean ref]ects a greater persona] attr1but1on Meansk\ A
o .shar1ng no common Subscr1pts w1th1n a pane] d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (E.< 05) by :
. Duncan's-multjple range test. . .
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f1rst study w1th1n the publ1c cond1t10n

Prov1s1on of spec1f1c 1nformat10n seems to be necessary

to produce the actor observer d1fference, as reflected 1n/;'5

panel (c) of Table 13 : The apparent fallure to f1nd the -

‘: f actor observer personal attr1but1on d1fference 1n the no

'«1nformatlon cond1t1on 1s obscured somewhat however, by ;f’

collaps1ng across the success vs fa1lure nature of the 3"'11””
outcome _ __' ,‘.:. , n | S J,. ,;, mt | ERNPIEEAL
| In th1s respect the mean val&es reported 1n Table 14 '“d'ﬁ_fff

’ 1nd1cates that several 1nterest1ng and rellable effects were

\ilf. obta1ned even though the Dutcome X Task D1ff1culty X

Percelver Role 1nteract1on was not s1gn1f1cant F1rst the;e;’l
success fa1lure attribut1onal patterns for actors were mostdf”

s1m1lar 1n the no 1nformat1on and h1gh task d1ff1culty

}f: cond1t1ons Although actors cons1stently offered h1gher f

personal attr1butlons for success than fa1lure, th1s effect;*f””

was reduced by‘wa task d1fflculty 1nformat1on espec1ally -

fa1lure cond1t1on It thus appears as if the most '
psycho' ' cally 1mpactful cell for actors is fa1lure/low |

task dif 1culty Second a somewhat d1fferent pattern

e

riemerged for observers The success fa1lUre pattern was mOSt'::

_'h>51m1lar for observers 1n the low task d1fftculty and no

'.f1nformat1on cells whereas equally h1gh persona]
.;_attr1but1ons were made for success and fa1lure when hlgh

A Z]Itask d1ff1culty 1nformat1on was prov1ded Although h1gh

’-;task d1ff1culty fa1led to reduce 51gn1f1cantly observers



- S Y126
| ‘fAbTe W T
Mean Persoaa1 Attrabut1ons as a Funct1on of/Perce1ver Ro]e Outcome,k_f]

| and Task D1ff1cu1ty (3 way 1nteract1on) ; | )
' _‘1>f f; (Exper1ment 2) }" .

" Actor ff{'_l;iilﬁ; " .Observer

'<'Tgskjuifficurty?f,tz;,Success*;,fiFaijuré,jijr;nggaegs;:ra”;Failuréﬁ;;'

U wigh o ems, o 2as, o bas, s o

Pa 7

. Lowriav - f’iif*ff7'»f?§'ogefe'”:jf4f63cifal5ff 2 94 125*671?éf~ N

Mo Information .. 6.3Tgp 325, "326?b;;ffﬁyf,5f7sde%f§7""7 g

“Note A h1gher mean ref]ects a greater persona1 attr1but1on

:b;':Means sharing no subscripts in comon differ s19n1f1cant1y (B_< 05)i S

*;afby Duncan S mu1t1p1e range test
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‘;'dfvwhereas personal attrtbuttons were unaffected by task

dvetd1ff1cu1ty 1nformat10n when the causa] attrtbutlon quest1ons

C21

'\,*personal attrtbutlpns for fallure. 1t d1d s1gn1f1cantly . .
'"vf1ncrease the1r personal attr1but1ons for success ~ This

: suggests that the most psycholog1ca11y 1mpactfu1 cel] for»';~"

observers was success/h1gh task d1fftculty Th1rd

“fexam1n1ng the 1nteract1on between Task D1ff1cu1ty and
'”':r0utcome for observers only. 1t can be seen that observers f;tff
tbt;foffered persona1 attrlbut1ons for success compat1b1e w1th }'ﬁ
;g;the eXpltc1tly prov1ded d1ff1cutty 1nformat1on Observers

o j}also tended to offer attr1but1ons for fa11ure in 11ne W1th
*}ﬂtask d1ff1culty, although these adJustments were’ A
”f‘tbfcons1derably weaker than the attr1but1onal adJustments made ififfil

’Zfﬁffor success

Table 15 presents the 1nteracttons 1nvolv1ng Response

o l_nDrder on the person attr1but1on 1tem Panel (a) of thls

o ]-tab]e 1nd1cates that the tendency to attr1bute success more ;,7fff$v

K2 .

rf_than fa1lure to personal causes was greatest when{the
‘.personal attrlbutlon 1tem followed the sanctton1ng !
"“:evaluat1on items. Pane1 (b) 1nd1cates that the persona]
biattr1but10ns made 1n the no 1nformat10n cond1t1on .
ldiilcorresponded to the attr1but10ns made 1n the low tasK
”fdtff1culty 1nformatton cond1t1on when the causal attr1but1on o

ZJquest1ons preceded the sanct1on1ng evaluatton quest1ons

O S

'tfo]]owed the sanct1on1ng evaluatlon quest1on§ From any

;iiperspectlve Jth1s 1s a d1ff1cult 1nteractton to 1nterpret



" Qutcome =

'é;l'Causal Attr1but1on Last

-'-.~ti-Causa1 Attr1but10n Last

Tab1e”15’

o oes

’.1Mean Persona] Attr1but1on as a Funct1on of Response Order,, R

Outcome Task D1ff1cu1ty, and Perce1ver Ro]e

(Experwment 2) f;.

(a) OU£Cngjx Ordqr;fﬁf'»

y'.ﬁjsCausaT’AthibUfion”first

'?CaU5aT’AttfibUtionLLéSt' SRTNEE

© ‘Success i

: ﬁFai]uhélukfzf:l*”i" SN af4€65;aa;-i**fia

A0 e
2 “->r4'58a"

. Si“b

C(b) Task Diffiaulty XOrder .

“sh - f‘f el ﬁ:‘  ;\fx ; bﬁf.'v

O Higho o low

" No Information ..

| scaUSa1:AttnfbutioniFirstf" J;’5;13éf”i

4. 84

483

- ‘s(c):'OUtcomé,X Oider_X‘ﬁo}e o

. Success

~ Failure .-

. Observer.

Actor

Y]Causa1 Attr1but1on Flrst 55 6;04; Eif3,75'

eny

b 37

f.::3s335f

Sab 5 54

i 5. 83

Note

The h1gher the mean the greater the personal attr1but1on

"T‘Méans w1th1n a pane] sharing no subscr1pts 1n common d1ffer sign1f1cant1y

‘*1:(2_< 05) by Duncan s mu]tiple range test

fa€ 4?6§ab‘rulia~g’Qf‘

,’,Observer':;‘af
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"._fnons1gn1f1car "
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: because%1t ob~$

t the Response Order man1pu1at1on had

fvactors and observers personal

t“.attrtbdthn or. success when the attr1butlon questlons
| than preceded the sanct1on1ng eva]uat1on
:same tendency was man1fested _‘ h .
by observers 1n the fa1lure cond1t¢on‘

szctors on the other hand tended to make greater personal

j,f-_ifattr1but1ons for fawlure when the attr1but1on quest1ons

E preceded"rathe pen fol]owed the sanct1on1ng eva]uat1on
f{ﬂquestlons, alt augh aga1n th1s tendency was not s1gn1f1cant

The analys1s of var1ance conducted on the s1tuat1ona1 jff'"'

'*tfattr1but1on 1tem revealed a s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect of

"'{1outcome, F(1 84) 18 09, p ¢ 001 s1gn1f1cant 2-way. B

'f’vf1nteract1ons between Dutcome and TasK D1ff1culty F(2 84)

'tu18 69 p < 001 Outcome and Perce1ver Role, F(1 84)

'-'365 63 p < 001 s1gn1f1cant 3 way 1nteract1ons of Dutcome

°*";x Task D1ff1cu1ty X Perce1ver Role F(2 84) 3 30 p < 04

"‘tand 0utcome X Order X Perce1ver Role F(2 84) 6. 49 p <

01, and a s1gn1f1cant 4- way 1nteract1on F(2 84) 3 30 p
04 (See Append1x E.T). S1nce the 4 way 1nteract1on e

"qua11f1es all Iower order effects, th1s effect only 1si
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””]quest1ons Second under h1gh tasK d1ff1culty. observers 1n.1*
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o

*n;descr1bed Table 16 presents the mean s1tuat1onal

‘-.attr1but1on rattngs part1t1oned by the 4‘Way 1nteractton

As seen 1n&Table 16 actors tended to attr1butg fa1lure

to attrlbute success»more than fa1lure to the s1tuat1on

",Low task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on 1ncreased observers

‘f,tendenc1es to maKe greaten 51tuat1onal attr1but10ns for

l

'5F1rst cond1t1on Low task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on reduced

A

fifor fa1lure than success,'espec1ally 1n the Causal e
””;f‘“Attr1butlon Last cond1t1on Thus. the four way 1nteractlon
"foverall reflects the expeoted actor observer dlfference in
' . s1tuat1onal attr1butlons The response order mantpulatlon
L & had two anomalous effects F1rst the effects of h1gh and
insalow task dlff1culty 1nformat1on on, actors s1tuat1onal f;g;lj”
hfattr1but1ons for fa1lure depended upon response order - .
'7.fraActors made h1gher s1tuatlonal attr1but1ons under hlgh than

| lno task d1fficulty when th1s questlon preceded the T_h’wl:
";hfsanct1on1ng evaluat1on quest1ons, whereas actors made lower

51tuat1onal attr1but1ons under hlgh than no task d1ff1culty

when th1s quest1on followed the sanctlon1ng evaluat1on

1the Causal Attrtbutlon Last cond1t1on reversed the1r -
f o "'v._u‘

: tendency to attr1bute success more‘than fallure to the]:

f,:sltuat1on,; The latter effect 1s 1nterest1ng It may T

j .
EEI

_t}more than success to the s1tuat1on whereas observers tended o

1ﬂsuccess than fa1lure espec1ally 1n the Causal Attrtbutlon ‘;;-

'actors tenden01es to make greater 51tuat1onal attr1but1ons “h3'h



Tab]e 16 S
'RMean Sltuat1ona1 Attrlbutlons as a Funct1on of Percewver Ro]e, fr‘*'f

Task D1ff1cuﬁty, Outcome and Response Order

"'f; (Exper1ment 2) 3

' Causal Attribution First =

REER 3

”-5.,fask]Diff1¢h1ty'f:}*ffﬁsﬂtcéSS»;ff°Féi‘U?e'.b?ftfsﬁéééssi CCFailure’

High a3 ’s-sé*w, RN

Slow. ?;;[:3;',"?';3}bo,yf¢f 5.25 ”;ff5:75_f¢,{*,},zﬁisj;}‘ f ST

S o causal ‘Attribution Last

S Actor o o TU Qbserver o T

. Task Difficulty - Success _r"aﬁ:uré'Q_L,_1_s-;u‘c_ees's_;i{;:‘_Faiiigréi"_;.-.‘ RN

Hgh f;7j7ff2.25;“;,‘ 5 75 ¥A;?*3l75:f}j“ 544;887“?,“t"

* Note. The higher the mean, the greater the situational attribution. .

:“,: : L




o |
suggest that observers only ratlonally adJust thelrf-'
attr1but1ons to the ava1lable causal 1nformat1on when they
are given suff1c1ent time to oons1der the ava1lable ‘
1nformat1on ‘ " _

The s1tuat1onal attr1butlons made by part1cipants were
negat1vely correlated with the1r personal attr1but1ons,
r{190) = -.70, p < 001, a result that is 1nterest1ng in |
llght of recent statements that the two measures are not
necessarily percelved to. be 1nterdependent (Solomon, 1978
Taylor & K01vumaK1, 1976) To capture bet ter the 1nverse |
relatlonsh1p apparently perceived by part1c1pants between |
. the personal and 81tuat1onal attributlon 1tems, a |
personal sttuat1onal index was constructed by - subtract1ng

AN each subJect's s1tuat1onal attribution rating from h1s/her B

| personal attr1but1on ratlng This personal s1tuational }
lndex could range from +6 to. -6, w1th pos1t1ve scores
reflecting greater personal than s1tuat1onal attr1but1ons
and negat1ve scores reflectlng the opp051te tendency .Thea;
analy51$ of variance conducted ‘on this 1ndex revealed a ?'
s1gn1f1cant main effect of Outcome, F(1 72) = 24.20, P <

.001; 51gn1f1cant 2 way 1nteract1ons between Outcome and

Task Difficulty, F(2 72) 36 59, P < 001 Outcome and
Perce1ver Role, F(1 72) 542.62 p < 001» Task D\ff1culty

and Perce1ver Role, F (2, 72) 3 47 p < 04n and’

i

a
' 'swgnlfwcant Outcome X Perce1ver Role X Task D1ff1c#lty
' ' |
|
l

132
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& . ' , - : .

1nteract1on F(2 72) = 3.81"p‘ﬂ .03 (See Appendix E.8). 2! .~
‘As shown 1n Table 17 the personal-situational index |
revealed a tendency of actors to attr1bute success to
persona] factors but fa11ure to s1tuat1ona1 factors; a’
tendency that was reduced only when 1ow tasK d1ff1cutty
1nformat10n had been prov1ded Observers, on the other p”
-hand tended to attribute fa11ure to personal factors and
‘success to s1tuat1ona1 factors, a tendency that was reversed
somewhat when h1gh task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on had been
prov1ded Less conftdence should be placed in: the observer
b'results on th1s 1ndex however because of the s1gn1f1cant‘;

5crossover effect of response order on observers situationa]'

'ffattr1buttons in the h1gh task difficulty condition (See

'_Table 16) But; overall the separate and comb1ned 1nd1ces
of personal and 51tuat1ona1 attr1but1on suggest that actorS*_
dattr1but1ons for success and fa1lure are. made from the

v1ewp01nt that the counsell1ng task was d1ff1cult and it 1s

htonly when th1s bel1ef of actors is quest1oned that the

T“apparent attr1but1ona1 b1as is reduced somewhat Dn\the'
'other hand observers attr1but1ons for success and failure
~are made from the v1ewpo1nt that the task 1s less d1fftcult

'““'and 1t 1s only when th1s bellef of observers is exP11C1t1Y

N T R S S I

- 21 This a lys1s also revealed a s1gn1f1cant Sex X Task
‘Difficulty X Perceiver Role interaction, F(2,72) =73.59, p
< .03, as well as a s1gn1f1cant Sex X Task D1fflculty X
,_Response Order interaction, F (2,72) = 3.12, p < .05. The

. means- for these 1nteract1ons are presented in Append1ces F.3

".-»‘andF4

¢




A Tab]e 17

: Mean Persona] S1tuat10na] Attr1but1on Index as a Funct1on of Perce1ver

Ro]e 0utcome and Task D1ff1cu1ty

(Exper1ment 2)

134

'“'Actdr B “1v1sf f_Obsefyerj'
Task DifticUlty _.t; . SUCCess‘ ‘Fa11Qre‘f _;‘Successi_b.fFai]ure ‘
R Righ - . .‘.}, N 4.56¢ -Al -3. 06'f}*} 'f‘jilgcv'j ‘v7'8qc
Sl ody, 2e, s
© NoInformation = .  3.63, 2, 50" Coo-l0s, 231

- Note.. More pos1t1ve 1ndex scores ref]ect greater persona] than
-51tuat1ona1 attributions; more. negat1ve index scores reflect greater.

"'st1uat1ona1 than persona] attributions (range = +6 to -6). Means
har1ng no subscrlpts in “common differ s1gn1f1cant1y (p < .05) using -

" Duncan's mu1t1p1e range test



'underm1ned that they evaluate actors 1ess harshly for.
fa11ure and more benevolent]y for success | o
Attr1but1ons to ab1]1ty were assessed on ‘the 1tem
_ phrased "To what extent do you feel that the student
1counse110r 'S success or fa1]ure in re]ax1ng the clxent was
:due to, the student counsel]or s ab111ty on th1s ktnd of
A-;.task°“‘ An analys1s of var1ance conducted on thts 1tem L
A 'yrevealed s1gdﬁf1cant ma1n effects of Outcome F(1 90)
R b < .004, and Perceiver Role, F(t 90) =8.09, p <.

k005 s1gn1ftcant 2- way interact1ons between Outcome and

-} Task D1ff1culty, F(2 90) 24 08 p < 001 Perce1ver Rolejvif
and Outcome F1, 90) = 338 93 P ¢ 001 and a marglnally |

' 51gn1f1cant Perce1ver Ro]e X Task D1ffrculty interact1on,

th(2 90) = 2 82 p < 06 The 3 way 1nteract1on d1d not f“"

'5, approach s1gn1f1cance on. th1s measure F(2 90) < 1- (See

',Append1x E. 9) Tab]e 18 presents the mean abtllty

-attr1but1ons part1t1oned by each of the 2- way 1nteracttoméf4

Panel (a) of TabJe 18 ref]ects the tendency of-
,'part1c1pants to attrtbute success more. than fa1lure to the
héstable 1nternal character1st1c of ab1]1ty g1ven e1ther no
'task d1ff1culty or h1gh task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on whereas
~the oppos1te tendency occurred g1ven low task d1ff1culty ’

‘.tnformation ‘ Overall th1s reflects a rat1ona1 use of - task

~d1ff1culty 1nformat1on and- a potent1al bias of the s1tuat10n .‘

:toward perce1v1ng the task as d1ff1cult Panel (b) of Table

_18 howeyer, conftrms the actor observer attrtbut1on E
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Tab]e 18

Mean Attr1but1ons to Actors Ab111ty as a Funct1on of Outcome Task
| D1ff1cu1ty, and Perce1ver Ro]e

(Exper1ment 2)

'(a)‘ioutcome X qukajf%ieu1tyze e ‘

Task Difficulty

L et e e T T T T T
- Outcome - " -~ “High. - " Low - . No Information - . -

-\”Su;cess} g “%‘feff,eﬁeSTSQéf:r ee;§:Q§b¢:ef;'”eef§,j6§"Tf?}ag,f‘ej‘A';zt.:j;ﬁ;_;.;

';i(b)._Perceﬁver Ro}eAX>0Q£c0me7'f;f'f'757 L

‘Perceiver Role -

"‘:Outeomel S ?',if”-v 8 f‘-Actof? SRR 0b$erver,~;

Success o : l];, ' ;-ai_.~5.88é 4 o 3.94b - )

Failure B0 573,

" (c) - Perceiver Role X Task Difficulty

= Perceiver Role

Task Difficulty . Actor- ' Observer

High ka5,

Low © R  4.66 b' 459, R

qufInfokmation‘_j o l_ B - . 4391

Note The h1gher the mean, the h1gher the attribut1on to ability. E
“Means within a panel - sharing no subscripts. in common differ sign1f1cantly B

- (p < 05) by Duncan’ s mu1t1p1e range test.’




| REAE
y | | , .
,d1fference on the 1nternal/stable d1mens1on of ab111ty
tPanel (c) of Table 18 aga1n 1nd1cates that the least
‘d1vergence occurred between actors and observers when they
'-had been g1ven low tasK d1ff1culty 1nformatlon |
Attr1but1ons to task d1ff1cu1ty were assessed on the
1item "To what extent do you fee] the student counsel]or s "
success or fa1lure 1n re]aang the ctlent was due to the .

'hdtfftculty of the counse111ng tasK’” The anafys1s of

‘var1ance conducted on th1s 1tem revealed a. stgn1f1cant ma1n

.‘,jeffect of Outcome F(1 90) =4, 62 p < 03, si gnﬂt1cant

o -1f2 way 1nteract1ons between Dutcome and Task étff1culty,-‘

o UF(1,90)

“':1nteract1on among Perce1ver Role Outcome a'd Task

V-VF(2,90)» -5»94 p < 004, and Perce1ver Role and Outcome

145, 25 p < 001, as well as a 51gn1f1cant 3- way :v il
:'D1fftcu1ty, F(2,90) = 5.54, p < .005 (See Apbend¥x E. 10)

It can}be seen in Table 19 that actors made 1ow f:
attr1butlons to task d1fflculty for success,vregardless of‘f
"the task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on Specif1ed none of" these _:
compartsons was. s}gn1ftcant ; Actors made h1gher tasK

*d1ff1culty attr1but1ons for fa1lure espec1ally when ngeh?}
"lh1gh task d]fflculty 1nformat1on, although only the htah‘i |
task d1ff1culty cond1t1on d1ffered s1gn1f1cant1y from the no
.task d1ff1culty cond1t10n It thus appears as if actors,h\\f |
;d1scounted the exp11c1t task d1ff1culty 1nformatton for ; \g\

vxsuccess, but used th1s 1nformatlon to their advantage for '

)
‘fa11ure Dbservers man1fested a’ mtxed rat1onal and
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| Tab]e 19

vaean Attr1but1ons to Task D1ff1cu1ty as a Funct1on of Percelver Ro1e,"
Outcome and Task D1ff1cu]ty | | |

(Exper1ment 2) '_f

~ Actor’ 0. Observer

| -;rasg,oiff1¢u1tyfz=s;:a“sucae;s';<.f;saflure;,%a:f;sgccasg_;f;;ngiufe;'»;;i'

High 7”f717"3581bC; g, 5,

-.iNo;Iafprmatjoa‘;;”.f o 3321abia{_ 3 5 44 ?n;€ ..5.44éﬂ : {a 4707b§dxia“

Note A h1gher mean ref]ects a greater attr1but1on to task
o nd1ff1cu1ty Means shar1ng no subscripts 1n common d1ffer s1gn1f1cant]y
o (p<.0 ) by Duncan S mu1t1p1e range test. . o -

F"

6 25f _:a:;4344 g Ay

ef 0
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‘-jirrational use- of task difficulty 1nformat10n For success, -

7:_observers reduced their attributions to task difficulty when :

the task was described as difficult only thls mean differed

.‘fv”51gnificantly from the no and low task difficulty

_rinformation condition means Furthermore 1t appears as’ 1f

':fg»success led observers to think that the task was not ven;// _f'f e

:{]dlfflcult 1 An apparently different assumptlon was made y

'ff_obsérvers for failure 'v1z , unless exp]‘C‘t]y Spec‘f‘ed

;the task was difficult Obser:ers made Slgnlflcant]y IOWer R

rattributions to task difficulty in:the low task difficulty

| hcondition relative to the high and no task difficulty

‘rfconditions Results on. this 1tem are- consistent with the hff
'”idea that actors and observers make different assumptions ,gf?t"” i
3 5about external constraints on. the actor s performance which:"

f-are reflected in their attributions for task performance

Attributions to actors effort on the task were‘

assessed by responses to the follow1ng 1tem "To what extent

do’ YOu feel that the student counsellor '8 success or failure o

"riin relaXing the client was due to the amount of effort (s)heiu7

li'expended on the counselling tasK7 The: main effect of

ilOutcome F(1, 84) = 38. 88, p < 001, and the Perceiver Role X

| ;Outcome 1nteraction F(l 84) A4, 73 P < 001 were

'f.significant 1n the analy51s of variance conducted on- this d_t
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o 1tem (See Append1x E 11) 22 Greater attrtbut1ons to the

Q' oo

‘ ctor S effort were: made when the outcome was a success (M

s, 26) than when the outcome was a fa1lure (M 4 14)

,,hActors made 31gn1f1cantly greater effort attr1but1ons for _d

success than fa1lure (Ms f 5. 96 vs 3 50 respect1vely)

:-dwhereas observers made nons1gn1f1cantly lower effor&s

‘7:?r'attr1buttons for success than fallure (Ms 4 56 vs 4 77

f_frespecttvely)

‘In’ add1t10n to the separate ab1lity, effort, and tasK

:d{fdlff1culty attr1but1on measures, a combined attr1but1on

'ﬁjf}effort are 1nternal causes and task d1ff1culty is an

°7}fexternal cause th1s 1ndex consxsted of taklng the fhfj

'~5i€1ndex of these 1tems was calculated S1nce abwltty and :;lff,df”"

"7fffd1fference between tasK dlfficulty attrlbutlons and the :ﬁ e

vaverage of ab1l1ty and effort attr1but1éns w1th the

d*resultant score range of +6 (h1ghest ab1l1ty and effort

| flowest task d1ff1culty attr1but10ns) to 6 (h1ghest task

’}d1fftculty,.lowest ab1l1ty and effort attr1but1ons)

nalys1s of var1ance conducted on thlS 1ndex revealed a

."v;sign1f1cant ma1n effect of Dutcome F(1 90) 26 88 p < tl' [

001, and 51gn1f1cant 2 way 1nteract1ons between Task BE E

'2TD1ff1culty and Qutcome, F(2 90) - 15. 78 p ( 001' and

_-__..—---—_—.--».——‘.

22 This analysis also revealed a s1gn1f1cant Outcome X Sex R
" jnteraction, F (1,84) = 6.45, - p- <. 01, An 1nspect1on of the -
" -means for this interact1on revealed that males’ effort .- =
*'_attr1but10ns (Ms = 5.08 vs. 4.42, respectively) were not”
. affected as much by success Vs. “failure as were females’
" j:effort attributlons (Ms = 5 44 vs 3. 85, respect1vely)



Xy

lPercetver Role and Outcome F (l 90) 308'17 p <. ‘OOl‘(Seelf'F

h*»;Append1x E 12) As seen 1n panel (a) of Table 20, hlgher -

i 1nternal than external attrtbuttons were made for success-
| than fa1lure except when the tasK was ostens1bly easy
':Panel (b) 1nd1cates that actors made greater 1nternal than
5rexternal attr1but1ons for success than fa1lure whereas the |

tgoppos1te pattern emerged for observers ';: G ;2,5',771,"

| Sanctioning evaluatlons An analy51s of var1ance

'”“conducted on the b1polar credtt blame measure revealed

: "fwes1gn1f1cant matn effects of Outcome, F(l 84) 135 73 p <

‘°§ 001, Task leftculty, F(2 84) 21 92, P < 001, and

| *}Percetver Role,j;(l 84) = 371 44 p < 001, and a

Uﬁl?fjslgn1f1cant 2- way 1nteract10n between Outcome and Task ;'-hf7“

‘“';Hthf1culty,_F(2 84) 4 13, P < 02 (See Append1x E 13)

"W}The Percetver Role X Outcome 1nteractton and 3- way

”75f1nteractton among Outcome Perce1ver Role,,and TasK

o rD1fftculty d1d not approach s1gn1f1cance 1n this analys1s l' o

‘ It should be noted however/ that the btpolar nature of S

"the scale 1n conJunctlon w1th the success vs fa1lure nature pf

'vfof the outcome pract1cally forces the fatlure to f1nd these }
'1nteract1ons That 1s, part1c1pants 1n the success

{!condltton may have always responded w1th a lower number on:
l:the scale whereas parttctpants 1n the fa1lure cond1t1on may

;have always responded htgher on the scale Th1s is in. |

' contrast to what mtght have happened 1f a un1d1recttonal

S scale._reflecttng low to h1gh degrees of credlt (or blame)




AT 4
Table20 ‘,""g”

Mean Interna] Externa] Attr1but1on Index as a Funct1on of Outcome,

" Task D1ff1cu1ty, and Perce1ver Ro]e j

U

(eperinent 2)

. f{a), Outcome X Task Difficulty

'.:j_'i:Task Difffeu]tyf o

Cox Ty

Migh o Low ©  No Information

- Success: .-

o Failure

be

A‘i“(ﬁ) Perce1ver Ro]e X Outcome 5[;j'

‘3

)\Perce1ver Ro]e

o Gutcome

*~f,(ACtor('ff;f,:; obséryerfff*‘

| “Failure ;,f7ﬂff g

s TR e
L “ --248d ]35a

" Note.

A more pos1t1ve score: ref]ects a greater 1nterna1 o Py

. :attr1but1on to the  actor. Means wwthin a panel sharing no common B
1-subscr1pts d1ffer s1gn1f1cant]y (Q_< ) by‘Duncan s_mu1t1p1e range».‘:: I

7'_;,test

LA T e T
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l-;fh%dfbeen used Us1ng thts type of scale percelvers may.,for

e texample have htghly cred1ted but m1n1mally blamed the actor

v"i in the h1gh task d1ff1culty cond1t1on whereas the oppos1te L

”f;response pattern may have occurred 1n the low task _
‘fﬁfdtfftculty cond1t1on These response patterns would have

ilglbeen reflected 1n at least a Task D1fftculty X Outcome

‘fof1nteract1on

,ﬁ;f=?fj Furthermore, it could be the case that partlc1pants 1n43

: N*;the two outcome cond1ttons were dtfferently 1nterpret1ng the

ﬁfn:the two outcome cond1t1ons may not have been us1ng the full

4‘f€scale range or may have psychologtcally transformed the f

ff“lscale to reflect a un1d1rect1onal 7 po1nt scale of how much yf:

. ;blame (for fa1]upe) and how much cred1t (for success) the

actor deserved Several p1eces of 1nformat1on are

h”],lcons1stent thh thlS hypothests F1rst the response
o ‘ilatency results of Exper1ment 1 and the present exper1ment

'hffll,revealed that part1c1pants took longer to answer the

: ﬂhcred1t blame quest1on than the three other quest1ons
‘:1ncluded w1th1n the Response Drder man1pulatton (overall Ms
11 50 vs. 8. 40 ‘respect1vely) Second although no

',tyquan1t1f1able data were collected 1n th1s respect

lrof credtt blame. 1nqu1r1ng as to why the scale endpo1nts’

}t'were‘labell ‘rently than the other questtons Th1rd.:

~fhlhthere

o }Escale accompany1ng thls measure That ws, part1c1pants in
L

sffect, especially for participants in

IS

7“fpart101pants regularly Complalned about the btpolar measure_',,
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- vithe Causal Attrtbut1on Last cond1t1on, i, e. 5 part1c1pants
-had answered one to three earlter quest1ons labelled 1= not'n
7very much and 7 ; very much. Therefore the bipolar R
tcred1t blame measure was rescaled to reflect more of a
:.“_Tun1d1recttonal scale by subtract1ng scores from 8 1n the
'success condttton An analys1s of vartance conducted on
‘fdthe rescaled cred1t blame measure revealed s1gn1f1cant ma1nﬁ.'»7'
'fteffects of. outcome, F(1 84) 21 33, < .00 and Task B
,t;lefICulty, F(2 84) 4 13 p < 02 s1gn1f1cant 2 way

?eltnteract1ons between Dutcome and Task thf1culty, F(2 84)
g /’ﬁ .’ .

;_,gghjl;21 92 p ( 001 Outcome and Perce1ver Role F(1 84)
‘5»; K\\j 371 43 p < 001 but only a marglnally s1gn1ftcant |
.J‘“f“RSrce1ver Role X Outcome X Task thflculty 1nteract1on
Fl2,84) = 2 69, p < .07 (See Append1x E.14). S
i Table 21 presets the nonrescaled and rescaled means ‘on ;fl}}l
| ﬁlhfrkthe cred1t blame 1tem for the 2 way 1nteract1ons betweenj-sﬁ
'.ijasK D1fflcultyuand Outcome. Outcome and Percetver Role,vand :}i*‘”'
.?T:ithe 3- way 1nteractlon s .' St s
y :‘ It can be seen 1n all three panels of Table 21 that the
”ainored1t blame measure (scaled and not rescaled) reveals a l;lnju‘v}
7'fiss1m1lar pattern of results to that reported for causal'{ e
.yif;‘attrtbut1on Spe01f1cally, fa1lure was not ascrtbed as much
- blame as’ success was ascrwbed cred1t when the,task was
}descr1bed as d1fftcult or. when tasK d1ff1culty 1nformatlon

t'-]hwas not expllcltly ment1oned When low task d1ff1culty

FR 1nformatlon was prov1ded however. actors were blamed more

:” q".



| | Tab]e 21 o o
' f Mean Resca]ed and Nonresca]ed Cred1t/Blame Ascr1pt1ons as a: Funct1on off i
Outcome Task D1ff1cu1ty and Perce1ver Ro]e :: ’ -

(Exper1ment 2) T

‘, :;. ( ) Outcome X Task D1ff1cu1ty

i jQUﬁche‘,ﬁ ‘3", ;’ H1gh 11; "1L9w Q.fi'f No Infonnat1on dfn o '“ “'f

spcéess:!';f'_'ﬁf 2. 19 3, 16bff;" o2 97b
o R (5 81) : (4 84) (5 03)
3 97 5. 44df”ji_ 4. 19

- - bv)fj-f‘ngceiv,e‘r Role X ovu'fco:‘me i

S NG
AR

‘aC;Qdbeme;i;f*f_g 7a;: :'?‘?".Aéfdnf"f}dﬁfﬁthbSérVéhijﬂvi_f:fVaT;};f‘f}"

.“Hf‘SyééeSé*L;]g ‘jr’fi_f . 88 ':?“’3'675"’“:'*”"“"~ "

(6 13) | (4 33)

'7ii=;;Fai1dhef“fifd V:fn'fdn  dv\ 3f50b j:&“n_ 5 56

o j‘Task anf1cu1ty ';1f§UCcess ;;_nFaiﬂuré”:fij{SUCééss‘1'dfFajjnréaf; e

c

@ Pér'c»éi,v"'e;r*‘mef X ..,o'u't;cém'e Xlaskmiffiaty

| ’L..°“*’? B 3‘b:* e w00, A
B e 10 B

f;v;No;Infdnmation:.; EREES 94ab ;3;009 S B00, . 5,39 o

o _’5"’
L 4

**i__(ﬁ 06) .j:‘,l}ﬁ=.;wf;(4;00):~? _. R

. Note For the nonrescaled scores, ‘the h1gher the mean, the more
‘blame ascribed (1= should be credited a Tot;.7 = should be blamed a 1ot)
~For the resca]ed scores, the higher the mean the more credit (b1ame)

i ascribed. 'Rescaled scores are presented in ‘parentheses: (for success: on]y)

e »:‘s1gn1f1cant1y (g_< 05) by Duncan s mu1t1p1e range test

" Mean scores within a panel: sharing no. subscripts in common differ S
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for fatlure and credtted less'for success. . As found in

Study 1, actors cred1ted themseres more for success and

blamed-themse]ves less for failure than observers. F1nally,

Task lef1culty only somewhat mod1f1ed3the Perce1ver Role X
Outcome 1nteraction .such that the apparent actor observer
attr1butjon difference seems to reflect actors’ assumption
that the‘task was difficult in the no»informatton‘condition.
:whereas'observers’-seemed tO‘assumeﬁthat'the;taskiwas easy.
Actors andyobserverS”'differential perceptions of tasK
d1ff1culty bear out th1s 1nterpretat1on (See Table 12).

The analysis of variance conducted on the measure of

‘actor responsibility revea]ed 519n1flcant ma1n effects of

Outcome, F(1:90) = 14 33, p <« 001,°and s1gn1f1cant
Perceiver Role X Outcome F(1, 90) 390.95, p < 001
Outcome X Task D1ff1culty, F(2 90) = 22.28, p < 001, and
Perce1ver Role X TasK D1ff1culty, F(2,90) = 4.65, p < 05

“interactions (See Append1x E.15). Actors were percelved as

equally respons1ble for success and fa1lure when no task

d1ff1culty 1nformat1on was given (Ms 4,72 vs. 4, 25,

’ respectively), ‘as more:r eSpons1b1e ‘for success than fa1lure '

with h1gh task d1ff1culty (Ms = 5, 94 vs. 3. 59

%respectively);jbut‘as less‘responsqble for success than

failure under low task difficulty (Ms = 3.97 vs. 4.66,
respectively). Observers relative to actors assigned more -
responsibiljty.to;actors when the task wasspréSUmablyf :

difficult‘(ﬂs‘é 5.03 vs. 4.50, respectiveIY). unereas'l

146
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(} observers relatlve to actors ass1gned less respon51b1l1ty to-
?f;actors when the task was presumably less d1ff1cult (Ms =

4,19 vs. 4 44,‘respect1vely) and when no task d1fflculty
(711nformat1on was prov1ded (Ms = 4, 44 vs. 4 53, re8pect1Vely)
'f only the ftrst comparlson was 51gn1flcant e b
ﬁn analys1s of var1ance conducted on the client

respons1b1lity 1tem revealed only a s1gn1f1cant main effect

- ;of Outcome F(l 90) 31 5( 001, and a s1gn1F1cant

‘ (‘actor respons1b1lity 'scr1pt1on scores (range = +6 to 6)

w-fd:10 49, p ( 001,‘and,,erce1ver Role X Outcome F(1 90)

"‘-F,opposlte respon51b111ty attrtbut1ons were made by observers

Perce1ver Role X Outcome 1nteractton F(1 90) 79, 34 p <

- 001 (See Append1x E. 16) The cl1ent was perce1ved as_more -
»respons1ble 1n the success (M 5.70) relative to the ‘
“~fa1lure (M 4 18) cond1t1on | | |

| | Table 22 presents the Percetver Role X Outcome
"1nteract1on means for both the actor- and cl1ent-
7frespon51b1l1ty measures Also presented in Table 22 are the o

-'Peqce1ver Role X Outcome results of an 1ndex constructeﬁ by

A::subtract1ng cl1ent respon51b1l1ty ascr1pt1on scores from'
on which: only the Out.ome X Task D1ff1culty, F (2 90)

“)*233 86, p ( 001 1nteract1ons were s1gn1f1cant (See
. Appendlx E. 17) As seen in. th1s table actors held
, themselves relatlve to the cllent more resp0ns1ble for
'success than fa1lure but actors held the cllent relatlve to

'5themselves more responSIble for fa1lure than success . The
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_ Tab]e 2. ,

Mean Actor C]1ent and Actor C]1ent Index Respons1b31]ty Attr1but1ons o
h as a Funct1on of Outcome and Percelver Ro1e,

(Exper1ment 2)1

Outeome~X’Item>f.u_ e ;e o .Actoff S ngerver .
’1‘_Success :;-e Sl | |
| ~ Actor. Respons1b111ty (a) e oo 5.9 B _' . 3(81b ' 
C11ent Respons1b111ty (b ) SRR ‘n54.40;f:a‘ :j';e”6.00be,‘
Actor-C]1ent Respohs1b111%y ( ),<;;l1'54ae v ,t : ;2:i95:'
Fa11ure \ ’ B ' o "
Actor Responsibility " -‘3.04'(:__ 5;2A9d"'
- Client Ressgns1b111ty | 1’ va 5.15¢ | F  .21,
ActorXC11ent Respon51b111ty o {2.TOb S 2.08, ¥

- Note The higher the mean, the greater the respons1b111ty :
attributed "to (a) the actor and (b) the client. The subscripts refer
to post-hoc” compar1sons made- among‘%he means contributing to. any ohe . .:
measure, not to comparisons among .the. méans across the measuresy Means
within an item shar1ng no common subscripts d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y

(Q < .05) %Duncan S mu]twple range test. .




~ The Outcome. x“Task'Dif%iéulty-intéraction on this index -
v‘reaff1rms earller reported - f1nd1ngs The cl1ents were

‘,perce1ved as’more respons1b1e under success than fa11ure

'xw1th low task d1ff1culty (M = -1 34 vs. .50, respect1ve1y)

o and no task d1ff1cu1ty (Ms,=’-'38 vs - 03, respect1vely)

but not under h1gh task d1ffwcu1ty (Ms = .75 vs;'7}50,

J-respect1ve1y)

The 1ast measure to be cons1dered 1n th1s sect1on 1s -

- é S
;part1c1pants ass1gnments of reward to the actor._[An ;f;ﬁ‘

.‘analys1s of var1ance conducted on “this measure revealed

f;s1gn1f1cant main effects of Dutcome F(1 84) = 295 17 P < o

'—001 Task D1ff1culty,‘F(2 84) ='7.57, p < 001. and
B Perce1ver Role, F(1 84) 290. 66 p < 001 s1gnif1cant
- 2-way 1nterac§1ons between'Outcome and Task Difficulty, -

5 83 p < .005, Perce1ver Role and Dutcome.‘

F(2,84)
| F(1,84) =

5. 37 p < .02, and a marglnally s1gn1f1cant
PerceiVer Role X Task D1ff1cu1ty 1nteract1on F(2,84) =
2.88, p < 06 The 3- way 1nteractlon did not approach
s1gn1f1cahce on this measure (F < 1) (See Append1x E. 18)

' Table 23 presents the means for each of the 2- way

ST .

”1nteract1ons , ,

As seen in panel (a) of Table 23 h1gh task d1ff1cu1ty
1nformat1on increased recommendat1ons of reward for success
relat1ve to the no and low task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on
»cond1tlons. »Task-d1ff1culty,1nformat1on.d1d not s1m11arly

affect<recommendationsﬂof‘reward for. failure, i;e;;

143
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Tab]e 23
Mean Ass1gnments of Reward to Actors as a Funct1on of . Outcome Task
s D1ff1culty, and Perce1ver Ro]e ci

f,}j : (Exper1ment 2) E

"(3).'Qutcdme.x Tésklbfff1¢d1ﬁy _—

_ Task Difficulty

~ {30utcome | o o High 3_Lowhl_ o No~1nf0kmation :

seeess' sy os1m o so

Failue - 2.97, 24l 328

‘. (b) Perceiver Role X Outcome . -

- Perceiver Role .=

- Outcome’ e e N }Acfof'-f' - Observer

y'

Success o .:.’.W’ o :6;313 G . 4-4§b :
Failure: . R 4.1Qb“ o ‘ } ]f67C> 

‘' (c) Perceiver Role X Task Difficulty

Task Difficulty

Perceiver Role - High © Low No Information

Agtor A S 5.3}c , '4.94c o '5,38c

Observer 359259, S a-3;oo~': o

, Note. The h1gher the mean the greater the amount of money
.- awarded to actors. Means w1th1n a panel shar1ng no subscripts in
common differ s1gn1f1cant1y'(g_< .05) by Duncan s mu1t1p1e.range test.
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t‘recommendat1ons of reward were greater both in the high tasK -
: d1ff1culty and no task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on cond1t1ons '
»relat1ve to the low task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on condttlon

_LAs seen in panel (b) of Table 23, the actor observer B -
dtfference held up on thts measure Although both actors ;17.

”and observers awarded the actor ‘more money for success than :

' ‘ffatlure (Ms 5 39 vs 2 89 respect1vely), actors relat1ve

g to observers awarded themselves more money overall (Ms

' f€5 21 Vs, 3 06 respectively) and actors d1d not reduce as

.f"much the amount of money awarded themselves even when they f“d
:*’fatled Interesttngly, however ne1ther Percetver Role nor “
]‘fTasK thf1culty 1nformatton exerted the same- 1mpact on
reward allocatton as 1t d1d on measures of causal

attrtbutton and respons1b1l1ty , F1rst although hlgh task .

”":vd1ff1culty 1nformatton under success led to the greatest

,reward ass1gnment the same was~not true for fallure
7Secondly,‘both actors and observers s1m1larly altered the1rd'
..ass1gnments of reward wtth the level of task d1ff1culty .
implted furthermore 1t appears as 1f actors and observerS‘
were allocattng reward in the no 1nformat10n cond1t1on under
-ythe assumptton that the task was dlfftcult
ecorrelational/Analyses e | | |
CAs seen in Table 24 the;items related to perceiveded"
}causes of the actor s performance were interrelatedsin a
‘systematic fashjon;'e.gljfattrlbutions to general{personal:a-

‘faCtors'were-positively correlated with participants"
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- attribUtions to:abllity.and effort, Similarly,’ascriptions "

~

of cred1t blame (rescaled) percept1ons of reward

'_vdeserv1ngness, and respons1b1l1ty were 1nterrelated 1n the t;n'

expected manner

Table 25 presents the 1ntercorrelat1ons among the maJor

Aidependent measures for actog part1ctpants As seen 1n Table

”3'25 the measures of causal attrtbutlon and sanct1on1ng jf
ygevaluat1on were all s1gn1f1cantly 1ntercorrelated w1th the

exceptton of the measume of cl1ent respons1b1l1ty_v Actors |

'“-hcred1ted themselves more and perce1ved themselves as’ more

f’deserv1ng of reward when they attr1buted the outcome to

themselves Conversely, actors took less respons1b1ltty and.'Vf['f'"

vuass19ned themselves less'reward when they perce1ved the

'trioutcome to be due to character1st1cs of the 51tuat1on ﬁThe‘{’
7more spec1f1c attr1but1onal measures of effort, ab1l1ty. and
'atask d1ff1culty also show a s1m1lar relat1onsh1p to the .;‘_ftg

”*.:rescaled cred1t blame and reward ass1gnment measures "‘

Table 26 presents the 1ntercorrelat1ons among the maJor_

B dependent measures for observer part1C1pants Table 26 also

'_'reflects the s1gn1f1cant 1nterrelatlonsh1p among

’d]causal attr1but1on and sanct1on1ng evaluatlon although the ‘

.relattonsh1p 1s not as strong for observers as: 1t was for

‘,'actors Moreover, unl1ke the actors observers effort

“attrtbut1ons were not s1gn1f1cantly 1ntercorrelated w1th any_"

’ of the measures whereas observers attrvbutlons of '

xrespOns1b1l1ty to the cl1ent were s1gn1ficantly related to :

Vi?sures of_:j
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‘ . N - . - ‘f/ - N .
the1r attr1but1ons df causal1ty and ascr1pt1ons of

‘jdeserv1ngness Observers effort attr1but10ns were ]

moderately h1gh across cond1tlons and the1r was l1ttle B

'"?/var1ance ine these attr1but1ons The low varlance of
course accounts for the lack of any s1gn1f1cant correlat1on

'linvolv1ng effort

156

Table 27 presents the 1ntercorrelat1ons among the maJor -

"fudependent measure across actors and observers | As seen 1n‘f
’“»;the ma1n d1agonal of Table 27, actor observer percept1ons o

":~joverall were not h1ghly 1ntercorrelated The sign1f1cant

o

"}f-pesca]ed) ls of l1ttle 1mport g1ven the quest1onable ,

'-?*yval1d1ty of th1s scale | What stands outeln:Table 27 are the

’tfxnegat1ve actor observer 1ntercorrelat1ons on the personal j;"
“Tattrlbut1on and cl1ent respons1b1lvty measures, as well as. p°f"

""q: the pos1t1ve 1ntercorrelat1on on the reward aSS1gnment

v"*[behav1or, they are 1n constderably more agreement about

actors deserv1ngness

._Response Latency and Order Effects
. An analys1s of var1ance conducted on the response j:h:
fjlatenc1es to the personal, s1tuat1onal cred1t blame,‘and
‘5reward aSSIQnment measures revealed that the Perce1ver Role

{tand Drder effects found on response latency in Study 1 were

l/

1,not rel1able Inform1ng part1c1pants that the1r response ,_{

‘actor- observer correlatlon on the blpolar cred1t blame (not L |

lt_measure | These 1ntercorrelat1ons suggest that wh1le actors,?ft

»'Qand observers d1sagree about the causal locus of the actor g
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::'=h Append1ces F.S.and F 6.

e 158

latenc1es were be1ng measured s1gn1f1cantly reduced the y

Tv var1ab111ty and: length of dec1swon t1mes The results of

thls analys1sirevealed a s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect of Type of

Quest1on F (3, 216) 29 55 p <. 001, and s1gn1f1cant .
1nteract1ons among Dutcome X TasK D1ff1culty X Response

Drder, F (2 72) 3. 17 p < 051 and Task D1ff1culfy X T B

Response Order X Type of Quest1on F (6 216) 3 30 p <
004 (See Append1x E 19) 23 The Type of Quest1on ma1n ,a.;

effect repl1cated the results reported in Study 1, e
Specxflcally, the b1polar measure of cred1t blame yielded

the longest response latency (M 8 23) the reward measure

N

C{~fYTflded the shor test response ‘atency ‘” 4.76), and the

1ntermediate response latenc1es (Ms 5 55 vs. 7 30

‘?TTil respectlvely) Table 28 presents the mean response it

latenc1es part1t1oned by Outcome Task D1fflculty, and
Response Drder Th1s 1nteract1on 1s functvonally
unlnterpretable g1ven that the Order man1pulat1on should

have had an effect only 1n con3unct1on w1th the spec1f1c y1jijl

quest1ons asked

“i' .

Table 29 presents the mean response latenc1es to the ;“f"

;lr*’dé

vﬁpyr quest1ons as a functlon of Response Order and Task

. 7 , o
'; 23 Th1s analys1s also revealed s1gn1f1cant 1nteractlons :
among Outcome X Sex X Type .of Question, F (3,216) = .3.27, p
and Task Difficulty X ReSponse ‘Order X Sex X .
Perce1ver Role X Type of Question, F (6,216) = 2.77, p < |
.01. 'The means for. these 1nteract1ons are presented in o

b N

-

. e

"'personal and s1tuat1onal attrlbution measures y1elded ’;*f:ft*fr;f




h"7f3 Résbohﬁéhbrde?f_ff'rmefgh:;Low Informat1on Plgh Low iInfohmatfonhhfp'

| ’;[ffcausa1 Attrlbutuon,?ng;o17‘6:781 7 52 o ’7Iogfffs¢675;‘:;5,20”;fe;ﬁaff7

'fﬁz_Causal Attrgbutwonu;fh§i73: 7:53f;[;,§;d35fj3&1Sféozfi5;13 'n’78;dngE:17:

'f“,n o '!-; ,.s: nv01>..~:_ o ?ff_'_? ’f'15§~
| . Table.28

';V'Mean Response Latenc1es to the Causa] Attr1but1on and Sanct1on1ng

R Eva]uat1on QueSt1ons as a Funct1on of Outcome Task D1ff1cu1ty, i ‘

Y

and Response Order |

g . (Experlment 2)

© . -Outcome X Task Difficulty. - o wo @

o Success .. - .. CFailure o 0

~¥

. U"

F1rst

i,
KIS

RS ’l‘Nofe The h1gher the mean the 1onger the response latency (in secs) )
B None of the above means. d1ffered sign1f1cant1y' §%< 05 by Duncan 'S B

T mu1t1p]e range test '.;ﬂf Fg~ sf;~‘i ‘hif S '4=‘ir,' : ‘f R SR
. R T e SIEE VAR S




&

].60
Table 29 . |

Mean. Response "‘Latencie.s to 'the ‘Causal Attribution and? Sanctioning

~ Evaluation Questions as a Funct1on of Task D1ff1cu1ty, Response

Order ~and Type of Questlon

-

N\ High Eﬁf?iculty ‘Low Difficu]ty‘“No Infogmationi .

;\I" .

Causa1”AttributionzFfrst'*

~ Personal 32 68 5.6
Situat1o£;l - B 7;605 ”k j~6Q92ﬁ_ s 24‘
Credit/Blame L S 87 6.89  ‘8 75
Reward Ass19nment 5.8 ,f f 4.23 - ,f‘ | 4.81.f =

Causaliﬁttribut1on Last:_ o - _ |
628 470 - 66
687 740 7.3

Personal _
Situatfonal S
Credit/Blane AR AT 869 97
RewargiAssighmén} S   03.91 ‘Jr‘ -‘4ﬁ53 . ‘v°  "5;26_';,,

e -

‘Note. 3Theﬁhighér‘the_mean;éthé'longer'the,respbnse Tatency“(in‘seés);

% . A - :. T ‘.,, o w(




'o~Qifficulty Several noteworthy effects can be seen in th1s - e
‘*Itable F1rst,_responses to the cred1t blame quest1on were | |
L;facil1tated by precedlng attr1butlonal questlons only 1n the S §
" low task d\fftculty cond1tton As might be ‘expected,

. parti01pants took longer to answer th1s quest1on when they

- the reward ass1gnment measure however, only when h1gh tasK - (::E}g‘

_longer resbonse latenc1es occurred when the causal

‘attr1but10n quest1ons preceded rather than followed thts

- measure.

h‘under publlc cond1ttons, it was. expected that actors would
‘_offer hlgher personal than s1tuatlonal attr1but1ons for o
; :success. but htgher s1tuat1onal than personal attr1but10ns
’;ffor failure Observers on the other hand -were expected to:
J respond less benevolently than actors when the outcome was ht
: e1ther success or fawlure These tendenc1es would have been
. conf1rmed by a stgn1f1cant 1nteract1on between percetver
’” role and outcome As expected. acfors attrlbuttons were
J f;.affected strongly by outcome valence whereas observers ' " i’

é ;attribut1ons were affected less strongly by " outcome valence

rattr1butlons by actor and observers For,example, actors

o . 161

Qv :

S “.tcﬂ.;»;.u.. SR s e e

had been given no 1nformat10n about task dtff1culty ;Forf ‘ S

dtfftculty 1nformat10n was g1ven d1d Order have an effect. i

Thts effect ts the peverse of what was expected i.e.,d-”'

o Dlscussion

Dn the ba51s of the results obtatned 1n Exper1ment 1

i

In fact outcome valence led to rel1ably d1fferent

e




162

A

' made higher personal than situational attribUtiOns for
’ success, but h1gher s1tuat1onal than personal attr1butlons';[

for fa1lure Observers ne1ther man1fested the tendency

R deddil

toward overattr1but1on (dones,‘1979, Ross,‘1977), nor were
, they~more generous toward actors who succeeded or failed._;
(Kelley & Michela, 1980) ~Actors’ and observers :7_'; 1 - V"el !
sanct1on1ng evaluat1ons of the actor's performance were o R ':é
; conslstent w1th actors and observers ‘causal- attrvbut1ons '
| For example, actors. cred1ted themselves for success much.
more than they blamed themselves for fa1lure Although_

' k

observers did. not h1ghlyrblame actors who fa1led they also

(

ac[ors who succeeded

"; did not hﬁghly credl
S ‘These results repllcated those reported in Experiment
‘1,.1n wh1ch perce1vers assessments of only fallure were
examlned The results of both exper1ments suggest that :
| there were factors other than 1nformat1onal dlfferences
between actors and observers contr1but1ng to perspect1ve
dlfferences in attributlon and evaluat1on " An informat1onal
s 1nterpretatlon of the present results is weakened by the
| f1nd1ngs that actors relat1ve to observers more p051tively
evaluated the1r performance under both success -and fa1lure.
even when they were grven 1nformatlon thgt should have |

undermined a favorable evaluation. At the same t1me it

appears as though somé type of mot1vat1onal factor may havel\,f

affected observers attr1butions It would thus be

1nappropr1ate to suggest that actors were evaluating thelr o

A




’7serv1ng as an appropr1ate rat1ona1 basellne aga1nst wh1ch to
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behav1or in acself serv1ng manner, with observers’ reactions

\~

“compare actors responses

Task d1ff1cu1ty 1nformat1on was expected to affect the .

'>_fextent to wh1ch success. and fa1lure were attr1buted to

something about the actor s character1st1cs as opposed to

v'character1stics of the s1tuat1on As expected’ h1gh task

difficulty led to h1gher personal than s1tuat1onal _f

‘attr1but1ons for success, but to lower personal than

s1tuat1ona1 attr1but10ns for fa1lure Furthermore, low task -

| d1ff10u]ty Ied to lower s1tuatlona1 than personal

attr1but1ons for fa1lure but to h1gher s1tuat1ona1 than

‘personal’attr1but1ons for success The finding that effort

attribut1on was not s1gn1f1cant]y affected by task

| d1ff1culty is understandab]e in 11ght of when part1c1pants.

rece1ved the task d1ff1cu1ty 1nformat1on and in llght of the

’ natUre of the tasK at hand. Part1c1pants were told about

past students’ success rates after, rather than before, the

actor had completed the task. Furthermore, it seems .

reasonable to suggest that effort should have been perce1vedv

as relat1vely hxgh in atll Lctors, because they were to try

to help another individual. calm down and relax ' In fact,

had paPtICIpantS attr1butrons of effort d1ffered as a bé/ i
ut'

' funct1on of task d1ff1cu1ty, quest1ons could be ra1sed a

~ whether :lfferent1al percept1ons of effort rather than

motjvat1 al factors. led to the attrtbut1ona1 conclus1ons




y‘task was d1ff1cult Thus,_on these measures, part1c1pants

. augmented-the1r attributions to the actor (Kelley, 1972).

t
s1tuat1onal ‘cause of actors success or fallure.

R

reached by part101pants (Ml]]er 1978) ,
Task d1ff1culty s1m11arly affected part1c1pants

';ascr1pt1ons of cred1t blame percept1ons of reward

i -
deserv1ngness, and percept1ons of actor respon51b1l1ty .For

example successful actors were awarded more money, cred1ted

‘more. and perce1ved as more respon51b1e when the task was o

\
presumab]y d1ff1cult rather than easy, unsuccessful actors

*were awarded 1ess money, blamed more, and percewved as ‘more

respons1ble when the\task was presumably easy than when the

' :,responded 1n the predlcted manner to task d1ff1culty qua

consensus 1nformat1on They discounted personal causes whenf

B personal characterlst1cs of the actor were: not neccessary to
explarn success or fa1lure When aspects of the env1ronment,

.Could be construed as 1nh1b1tory of success or fa11ure, this

Interestingly}‘taskAdifficulty did not significantly aiter'

ascr1pt1ons of cl1ent respons1b1lity . This . result is not

understandable g1ven the nature of the task dlff1culty

o

' 1nf6rmat1on that part101pants received. It was made .
ff‘exP]‘C‘t in the experimenter’s statement that elther 15% or .
*;3-85% of Past students had succeeded 1n relaX1nQ the1r ‘ e

:respect1ve cl1ents _ There is thus no reason why perce1vers

should not‘have focused on the cllent as one potent1al

i

?ﬁa ) » ' : ) . v N
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'"-l made of several more 1nterest1ng questlons | It was thought

Compar1ng the attr1but1ons and evaluattons of

part1c1pants 1n the no 1nformat1on cond1t1on to those of

part1c1pants 1n the two 1nformat1on cond1t1ons revealed that fi'

utcome valence s1gn1f1cantly affected the extent to wh1ch
perce1vers 1n the no 1nformat1on cond1t1on sim1larly o
appra1sed the actor s performance There was a fa1rly

cons1stent tendency for part1c1pants in. the fa1lure/no

'1nformat1on cond1t1on to make attrtbut1ons and evaluatlons
f_ compat1ble w1th these made by part1c1pants in the
3 fa1lure/h1gh task d1ff1culty cond1t1on Although less

'~cons1stent there was also a. tend@hcy for part1c1pants 1n |

the success/no 1nformat1on cond1t10n to make attr1butlons

o and evaluatlons compat1ble w1th those made by part1c1pants

in the success/low tasK dfff1culty cond1t1on " These

response patterns may in part reflect a rat1onal use of ~

=

Q outcome 1nformat1on in the sense that people usually succeed
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on easy tasks and fa1l on d1ff1cult tasks HOWBVGP{ actors :,,

and observers were not consxstently rat1onal in the1r

attr1but1onal assessments Furthermore espec1ally when the :

outcome was fa1lure observers appeared to focus‘more on the o

N actor as a cause than on the env1ronment as a cause even "

though either type of cause could have been 1nvoKed by them
TasK d1ff1culty 1nformat1on affected attr1butions for
pos1t1ve and negat1ve outcomes in. the pred1cted manner

Conf1rmat1on of th1s pred1ct1on allowed an. exam1nat10n to ]

A

'(
j
f‘ ’

e R




' that cond1t1ons of low causal amb1gu1ty would result 1n '

three 1nterrelated f1nd1ngs F1rst 1t was expected that

l attr1but1onal egot1sm (Snyder et al.. 1978) would be reduced”ﬁb

when actors were g1ven 1nformat1on that should have led to> ST

attr1butions incompat1ble w1th the self serv1ng |
attr1but1onal tendency Second 1t was expected that

cond1t1ons of low causal amb1gu1ty would have produced

i self attribut1ons more 1n l1ne W1th f1nd1ngs 1n~the equwty

""h research area | Th1rd 1t was expected that cond1t1ons of

s

low causal amb1gu1ty would reduce the actop observer.“’“

attr1but1onal d1fference These expectat1ons were not y_'

cons1stently supported For example the 1nteract1on among‘d

outcome valence perceiver role, and task dlff1culty failed h

to reach a convent1onally acceptable level of s1ga1ficance

on the person attr1but1on 1tem ‘At the same txme however

: th1s 1tem, the s1tuat1onal attr1but1on 1tem and the v

personal 51tuational attr1but1onal 1ndex y1elded results

\

'f that are of 1nterest Actors attr1buted the1r success more
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to personal than to s1tuat1onal factors when they were glven o

h1gh tasK d1ff1culty 1nformatxon‘ the dlfferenée between |

actors personal and s1tuatlonal attr1but1ons for success -7n7

L

was reduced when they were g1ven low tasK d1ff1culty

1nformat1on Furthermore, the Tow and no task dwff1culty

‘1nformat1on cond1t1ons d1d not lead to s1gn1flcantly

d1fferent attr1but1ons, although there was a tendency fors:f“

actors to make greater personal than 51tuat1onal
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7hfdattr1but1ons for success in. the no relative to the low tast.

;fdlff1culty cond1t1on Actors in the success cond1t1on thusf”*l
“_responded 1n accordance w1th the 1dea that low causal
-e"amblgu1ty would reduce the self serv1ng attrlbuttonal

tendency Actors attrtbuted the1r fa1lure more to t: .

}‘?j;SltUatlonal ‘than personal factors in the hlgh tasK R

dfrvfavorable toward the actOr espec1ally in the no 1nformatton

.ffd1fftculty cond1t1on, low task d1ff1culty reduced thelr 3l’w
ditendency to deny personal causal respons1b1l1ty for fa1lure:v"
}.‘Interest1ngly, however.,the attr1buttons of unsuccessfuf
hactors 1n the no and hlgh task diff1culty cond1t1on d1d notff'
_differ s1gn1f1cantly The results w1th actors are ﬁ*f'_ |
'~compat1ble with the ldea that actors maKe ego defen51ve
"attr1but1ons, 1 e ; attribut1ons that wlll prevent the :
’lowertng of self- esteem iﬁowever, the results with actors B
N are 1ncompat1ble with the idea that actors w1ll make | X
”vego enhanc1ng attr1butions, i e y attrlbutlons that w1ll  :4
'rhe1ghten self esteem These results and their 1mpl1cattons :
for ego defens1veness and ego enhancement are compat1ble ’

w1th findlngs in. the self— and 1nterpersonal evaluat1on

,'__«,.,J. gl

ltterature in wh1ch lt has been found ‘that actors seem to
's]be more concerned w1th protect1ng than w1th enhahcing V

elf esteem (e. g , Schne1der,.1969)

» . _ ,,l :
o The attr1but1ons made by observers were not very

[}

-;cond1t1on Observers approprlately altered the1r \

| attr1buttons for success and fa1lure when gtven low task
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rd1ff1cu1ty 1nformat1on And. although observers |
.attr1butlons were affected 1n the pred1cted fash1on by hlgh

"5,,task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on. they seemed less respons1ve t°

. ’vth1s 1nformat1on than to low task d1ff1cu1ty 1nformat1on

'fﬂrfa11ure condit1on when g1ven h1gh task d1ff1culty ih;th

'7,f1nformation fv;'-f,”’-'-f'k; ;;'3»’¢'“

‘1“funct1on of . task diff1cu1ty revea]ed that pe"SPeCt"Ve l

“differences pers1sted in splte of the prov1ded task :;Aj”

',‘f.For example observers made nons19n1ficantly htgher personal

33than s1tuat1onal attrlbutions 1n the success relat1ve to: the _“ B

Compar1ng actors with: observegs attr1but1ons as a B

d1ff1culty 1nformat1on Thus, the expectat1on that low o

causal amb1gu1ty would reduce between perspect1ve

' d1fferences was on the whole unsupported : The only ev1dence o

remotely con31stent with th1s expectat1on was that actors

fﬁand observers ab1lity attr1but1ons were more compat1b]e 1n

&

| “the low task d1ff1culty relat1ve to the h1gh and no task

"‘dlff1culty 1nformat1on conditlons Th1s effect 1s obscured

t_phowever. by the potent effect of outcome valence on actors

- percentage of the variance in actors’ causal

. }aﬂ part1c1pants sanction1ng evaluattons of success and faxlure
IR I - . -
- as 1t d1d ‘on thelr causal attr1butmons

: as'and observers general attribut1ons ;i,: ,f»- f’iva.g .'i ’p'fff'

Task d1fficulty faxled to exert as much 1mpact on

. ...‘-.'. ------ '_---h‘----' 0

24 DUtcome (range = 7% to. 77%) accounted for a@$ucg :arger
ributions

- and sanctioning evaluations than either task d1fficu1ty or .,

T task dlfficulty in. 1nteract1on W1th outcome (range 1% to-



~

.revealed that actors reduced the1r ascr1pt1ons of cred1t for'.

1;Although not s1gn1f1cant the measure of cred1t blame
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_lsucoess but 1ncreased the1r ascr1pt1ons of blame for fa1luremsy;;_

'“i;ecausal attr1but1ons Observers more harshly evaluated the
| ‘7a;actor overall but they too were respons1ve to tagﬁ

’;dlff1culty 1nformat1on in the expected manner Task

o
d1ff1culty fa1led to mod1fy part1c1pants percept1ons of

i reward deserv1ngness in 1nteract1on w1th outcome and

7

;71n the low task d1ff1culty 1nformat1on cond1t1on relat1vé~to_@;_
"fthe htgh and no task d1ff1culty 1nformatton conditlons :The .1

”fjpattern here was s1m1lar to the pattern Obt%’”ed for actors 71;:

Fperce1ver role Actors perceptions of reward deserv1ngness'if

‘were unaffected by tasK difficulty information. Overall

'actors awarded themselves more money for. success than

'"»fa1lure Observers were more respons1ve to task d1ff1culty j<4

ii‘when they had been told that the task was d1fflcult thank

uwhen they were glven no 1nformatlon or low tasK d1ff1culty

'finformatton

£
-

These results sud:‘stdthﬁﬁ thete are potenttal

:Vmotlvational factors opératnngg

,'.a g\',‘ P i ST I

on both actors and observers

o-——--------—-----

4"2‘(cont d)26%). Wh1le outcome also accounted for a large

N

percentage of . the variance in observers’ causal. attributions

interaction with task d1ff1culty also accaunted for more: of

. the variance 'in the1r respohses than :in the actors’ ] L
responses (range = 0% to 40%). .The two mEasured percept1on53 e

least affected by outcome or task difficulty were

attributions. to effort and ascrtptwons of cl1ent

f-trespons1b1l1ty

4‘1nformat1on._spe01f1cally, they awarded the actdﬁ more money=i T

- and sanctioning eValuations (range = 0% to 74%), outcome in SRR
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o ‘maintenance are 1n part of fuhct1on of the publlc nature of

ﬂ3actors vwewed the1r performance as compat1ble w1th the

tactually contributed to the1r success or failure on the ,'3‘3
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B Prov1d1ng 1nformat1on that should gu1de or d1rect the.

.“.=attr1but1ons made is unl1ke1y to reduce between perspect1ve :
Q;differences 1n attr1but10n or: evaluat1on The actor results”
“are cons1stent w1th other results show1ng that actors are |

"T;re51stant to 1nformat1on that would alter the pos1t1v1ty of

the1r self evaluatrgg (Elsen, 1979 Fonta1ne.v1975 Stevens rfwa'”“

;?sh& dones,»1976) Although actors somewhat reduced the1r
Agpersonal attr1but1ons for success and 1ncreased the1r
'f[personal attr1but1ons for fa1lure under cond1t1ons of low ‘

Tlf;;task d1ff1cu1?y,,the shlft was not remarkable | The presenf sgj:fh

'r’dresu]ts,_like those obtalned 1n Exper1ment 1, suggest that

”;‘concerns with self esteem enhancement protectton or

0

.'the context At the same t1me however, actors evaluat1ons
_of the1r task performance suggest that factors 1n add1tlon o
'jto self esteem concerns were operatlng Actors were faced
'f'w1th a task on wh1ch they had had ]1ttle pr1or experlence }if
‘iand that had 1mp11cat1ons for the wel] betng of another -
’f¥1nd1v1dual Because of the 1nterpersonal nature of the .
‘.“-dtask actors were 11Ke1y very motlvated to perform the tasK

fto the best of the1r ab111ty and effort It may be that o :‘-»

o

~ demands of the task situat1on, 1rrespect1ve of what factors :E\” .

:task ' Thls may have reduced the1r emphas1s bn task =

:"f.dvfficulty 1nformat10n when‘they were asked to ass1gn

TN

ot .
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' ;; rewards to themselves Thls analys1s 1mpl1es that there may .T??
}blbe a b1furcatlon between the causes of tasK performance and . |
‘*cﬁperceptions of deserv1ngness in certaln contexts e. g ; in

;1nterpersonal contexts In terms of Kelley s (1971) ?jfﬁ
7,analys1s of moral evaluat1on actors may be real1ty
o evaluat1on or1ented That 1s, they may focus more on ‘iry u -

'outcome valence than on the causes of task performance ‘Itf.j-':

r;tjwould be 1nterest1ng to assess w1th1n the same study whether e

‘__}~?the relatlonsh1p between causal attr1but1on and ‘eva uatlon-"
*g~iels stronger 1n less relat1ve to more 1nterpersonal task .
'“JfTs1tuat1ons f' | e ‘_‘_‘ | -

The observer results were somewhat surpr151ng 1n l1ght

fcof past research that has shown observers to be responsivef s?f;jf

R

ﬁﬂdt° provided causally relevant 1nformat1on (cf Frieze,f’f“ o
;?1976) and 1n light of research show1ng that observers rather fg‘
"‘;generously evaluate actors (cf Zuckerman, 1979) 4§°f] |
jxd\scussed prev1ously. however. the nature of the task v1ewed
"i by observers may have contributed to the1r rather harsh
“:ﬂtreatment of the actor The present results are compatlble.'.
’_:vfor example w1th those 1n the respons1bllity attr1but1on _f
}Tarea that showfthat observers ascr1be h1gh reSpongﬁb1l1ty to
~:”,,ﬂ;actors for acc1dentally caused negat1ve outcomes. but less f?l;,7*7
'fprespon51b1l1ty to- actors for p051t1ve outcomes (cf Ross &
V-D1Tecco, 1975 V1dmar & Cr1nKlaw 1974) In th1s research ’f;ft'l
n»;,area pr1marlly 1nterpersonal tasK contexts haveg been b N

| the§%m1ned Conversely. much of the research on. observerj R



"f‘jffposittvely
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| attr1but1on has used more 1ntrapersonal tasks (e g _f: i | "3__f

performance on: an anagrams task) ‘1n wh1ch another person s f7
‘well- betng is not at 1ssue In these latter 1nstances.

”hgobservers may feel that they can afford to be generous e

toward the actor The suggestton be1ng made here is that

. regardless of the outcome observers may have felt that

uv-;1nexper1enced actors ought not to have even agreed to :v_,;_‘:,

f,counsel the cl1ent Observers may have taken the pos1t1on

, .1that the PlsKS 1nvolved 1n counsell1ng the Qllent were too : ;“~'

: l:v oo\
fgreat to warrant compliance w1th the exper1menter\s\request

?’relTh1s att1tude on the part of. the observers may have AR

fovershadowed thetr w1ll1ngness to evaluate the actor

‘

b oo

- This’ 1nterpretat1on is conSIstent w1th one: rather:h'

;i5i1nterest1ng f1nd1ng 1n the present study | Observers
‘}fattrlbutlons of abthty. but not thelr attr1butions of
'-effort, were 51gniftcant1y correlated with the1r perceptlons?':'

' ;of reward deserv1ngness and the1r ascrvpt1ons of

‘;;‘Hcredit blame ' Th1s f1nd1ng was quite surpr1sing 1n light of:whfl.;_

’“‘past research that has shown observers effort attr1but10ns .

tto pred1ct better thelr evaluattons of another s performance}, ‘f‘f

:~jcf§‘ We1ner 1973 Netner et al 1978) | W1th1n the -

: 7!context of the 1nterpersonal parad1gm employed here,{d' "";‘ o

'1however. effort may have been less sal1ent to observers than S

Athe actor s ab1l1ty to perform the task Aga1n observers

TQfEmay have reasoned that the actor should not. have agreed/to

2



";7'actual v1sua7 pePSDeCtive manipU]atlons °r'j

'*.l,instructions to empathize with the actor)'m_

'1’@bain Wh1Ch observers may have been trylng to m1mic either the e

i)

IR 7_5’?7173'"

-perform the task unless (s)he was very confident in his/heﬁ::

Nevertheless, the attributions and evaluations made by A

:--i_observers in the preseht experiment were more haﬁsh thanj;Q :

v ,EY L’ -

'v;:would have been expected on the bas1s of past:research thd&
enshas used the client therapist paradigm (e g.. Harvey et al
'r'31974) There are several procedural differences between thev
) ?}hfpresent experiment and past research that may partly account
‘:for the different results In the present studies..actors |

:nand observers were phy51cally separated from one another

feas observers in Harvey et al ‘s study were seated 1n :

h‘t‘the same room with the actor Physical Proximity W1th the

i -i}:actor may have caused observers to empathize more with the {’:E;:JT

léatikﬁiactor in Harvey et al ﬂs study relative to the present fifhf-
tbt:“study o Second observers in the present study were focused ‘

°:lboth on the client and the actor. whereas in Harvey et al "i5~”f7ik
'ifexperiment observers, like %ctors. were focused on the rpi::’if
'fclient ‘ Past research has ﬁound that observers who are'7‘

':';asked to assume the perspectxve of the actor_(either throughng;éﬂf-o

'ibdtions'”-«""

v:"f'lmore correspondent with the attributdogs actually made by
:_:actors or that/would be expected of actors (e g y. Storms.ja Hb
3 ,1973 Taylor & Fiske,_1975) | Finally, observers’were making_‘7

p'*htheir evaluations w1th1n a more explicitly public condition.fyfr”"

lr A

LA e e T AR
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& Peter 1973) and no research has exam1nedfthi: idea w1th1n

~. + . - . »
N -
|

actor’'s assessments or the psycholog1sts supervisors

*asses)mehts of the actor 5. performance The repl1cat1on

It would be 1nterest1ng to determ1ne 1n future research .
‘whether\the nature of the task context stgn1f1cantly affects
.;the extent to whtph actors and observer ely on outcome

valence and the ava11ab1e causal 1nformat1on Very ]1ttle‘ |

. research has exam1ned th1s 1dea w1th observers (e g., We1ner.

the “same study w1th actors. It would also be teresttng to

;determine whether the observers own\level of 1nvolvement 1n
'the 51tuat1on affects the extent to wh1ch they rely on
'outcome valence and causally relevant 1nformat1on and the

extent to wh1ch they evaluate actors harshly There is some_

emptrtcal precedence for the suggest1on that ob\ervers .

"respond less harshly when they too w111 perfbrm a s1m11ar

'tasK (Cha1K1n & Darley, 1973‘ Sherrod & Farber 1974)

I

the present study, observers may have responded less harshly

0

had they expected to counsel the client.
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,_'exper1ment prov1ded results compattble w1th thls idea.. } .

e
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p R Summary. and Conolus1ons ‘-f |
nfm&A’i 4Part101pants 1n the present exper1ment were asked to

k;maké‘causal attr1but1ons for, and sanctwonlng evaluat1ons\

of,; actors performance on an 1nterpersonal ‘task, 1 e , a

tasK in wh1ch the actor's- behav1or had 1mpl1cat1ons fon the

“welk be1ng of another 1nd1v1dual The results of both '
»;.exper1ments 1ndicated that attr1but1on was rel1ably related

"to part1c1pants evaluat1ons of task performance These

N
~

'\ results ‘and the fa1lure to f1nd cons1stent effects of 5\ :

4
:\\;. response order suggest that evaluat1ons of task performance

175

;are affected rel1ably by the percelved causes of success and B

failure. It would be 1nterest1ng to determlne 1n future

réaeansh 1f changes/:n the 1nterpersonal vs. 1ntrapersonal

,.’nature of the task affected what standards of evaluation are v”

. sallent to the- perce1ver For example the causal‘ -

Ny

antecedents of an outcome may be lesd 1mportant than outcome_c

valence or extremJty 1n determ1n1ng the resultant

jsanct1on1ng evaluat1ons 1f the. behav1or observed was of an

1nterpersonal nature Th1s pattern of results would be
t'cons1stent w1th Kelley s (1971) reallty standard of moral

’evaluat1on Alternatively,_the causal antecedents of am

,-outcome may be very lmportant in determ1n1ng the sanct1oh1ng

evaluat1ons offered for 1ntrapersonal behav1ors This
pattern of . results wou ld be compat1ble w1th Kelle§\

achievement standard of moral evaluat1on

L

/
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; evaluat1on context s1gn1f1cant1y affected the attribut1ons

S - _ o~ 176
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The results of both experiments also. revealed that o

!

and. evatuat1ons of. actors and observers Actors fatlure to .
(-
make’ self serv1ng attribut1ons under pr1vate cond1tlons

\1nd1cates that there is a need to re- exam1ne the assumpt1on .
s
that actors are mot1vated to protect the1r pr1vate ’

self esteem Furthermore the f1nd1ng that

| yself attr1but1ons and evaluat1ons 1n the publ1c cond1t1on

;were compat1b1e w1th a se]f aggrandxz1ng response tendency |

P

.1nd1cates a need to consxder whether these response

tendenc1es are v1ewed as se]f aggrand1z1ng by actors and

~whether actors perce1ve that others share th1s or a

| d1fferent v1ew

e The fact that observers responded harshly toward actors

- coutd be 1nterpreted as support for the ldea that observers e

'fe]t threatened by the actors outcome and were\reSpond1ng

1n a manner des1gned to underm1ne this threat (e g ) Shaver‘-_}i;,,
1870). If th1s observation 1s va11d' then past research may ‘
-have underest1mated potent1a1 mot1vat1ona1 1nfluences on
even unlnvolved observers . TherL may be a need to

recons1der whether defens1ve processes on . the part of

_observers are engaged only when the observer is an act1ve

part101pant in the s1tuat1on ‘or when actord’ and observers

-

outcomes are negattvely correlated At the same t1me other

xaspects of the results suggest that defen51veness is not the

'best way to 1nterpret observers react1ons to actors. Most

<

#




‘the prlvate cond1t1on of the f1rst exper1ment and the B
}‘the observed behav1or W1ll affect the standard adopted by

‘l*'perce1vers, should be 1nvest1gated 1n more deta1l

‘7,»d;be more of a funct1on of the 1mpress1ons perce1vers wish to

\suggested that more research 1s needed to determ1ne how

| 1 477

..notably, observers responded less harshly toward actors in

,hrepl1catlon eXper1ment’ These results suggest that A
"diobservers were less affected by defensive concerns than theyw«
'°were by self presentat1onal concerns Th1s suggest1on. and

‘"1the 1dea that the 1nterpersonal vs 1ntrapersonal nature of :

The tradwtlonally reported actor observer dlfference

‘f.was found ina publ1c evaluat1on context cond1t10n only. ':?’U

A“Th1s result suggests that the actor observer d1fference may o

’ make on others, than of A mottvated b1as by actors to r"
':protect or enhance the1r pr1vate Self ﬂsteem or of a b1as on -
:?:‘the part of observers to be moderate 1n the attr1but1ons
ll‘made The actor observer dlfference was sh1fted |
't_,s1gn1f1cantly in the pr1vate cond1t1on, in whrch perce1vers
.idId not expect as much ‘that they would be evaluated
"_Concerns for accuracy and modesty were ruled out as.

‘explanat1ons of the effects of evaluat1on context _ It was

var1at1ons in the nature of the publ1c evaluat1on context

'affects perce1vers attr1but1onal and evaluat1onal

assessmentskv Also left for future research is’ the

_ determ1nat1on of how an w?y perce1vers public and private

assessments may d1ffer




,,,,

The results of the second exper1ment revealed that

‘ “ self serv1ng attribut1onal b1ases were reduced by cond1t1ons

~}jof low causal amb1gu1ty, but were fac111tated by cond1t1ons

. ffof h1gh causal ambigu1ty These results SUPPOPted Snyder et

u:7ali's (1978) v1ew of attr1butlonal egotlsm Furthermore,\;g"‘

'-.'1£ons1stent wwth the causal amb1gu1ty 1nterpretatwon of

S compat1b1e w1th the prov1ded causally relevant 1nformat1on

confl1ct1ng f1nd1ngs in therequ1ty and se]f attribut1on

*-research areas,_actors offered sanct1on1ng evaluat1ons

‘fthow causal amb1gu1ty also appropriately affected observers

' attrtbutions and evaluat1ons. a result that 15 cons1stent 5‘

":’fw1th past research (cf. - Fr1eze 1976; Wewner et al 5 1978?

}f'd1fference was not reduced by condit1ons of Jow causal . éh

LTy

Desp1te conf1rmat1on of these 1deas the actor-observer i

: .amblgu1ty Th1s f1nd1ng suggests that both attrwbut1ona]
"and evaluatlonal confl1ct w111 be d1ff1cutt to resolve by an

“ 'outs1de agent who d1samb1guatestthe causal context for

[

o .perce1vers In add1t1on perce1vers inaccurate

attr1but1onal prOJect1ons suggests that attr1but1onal

'confl1ct‘between actors and even un1nvolved observers W1]l -

- not be eas1ly Pesolved Observers seenis to be ‘aware’ of "~5;

the ‘various reSponse tendenc1es that past research suggests

©

'should ex1st w1th1n actors W1th1n the present context
| jhowever. observers were s1mply wrong A task for future B

' research is to assess why observers make the assumption that

actors w1ll try to protect or enhance thelr self esteem -




A
e Q -

'funder pr1vate condnt1ons‘a Related to th1s task; more.f“i

'1qu$c1se assessments need to be made of what cond1t10ns_tﬁglh_; 2 e
“dﬁujfhengage var1ous concerns (e 9. r accuracy, modesty. | | S
'1V’defens1b1l1ty) on the part of actors and observers fi

S Perhaps the most 1mportant 1ssue ralsed by the present

Qresearch 1s how the'nature of the parad1gms employed 1n

,,, R

ihf‘5001al psychological research may affect the obta1ned ;;ﬂE)

iresults and the conclus1ons drawn about the phenomenon of ;fo”rt,hﬁ

¢1nterest Mahy d1fferent parad1gms haye been used 1n the ‘fj t
"?fwork on self- and other attributtonAH Many\of the ,5."'A | . l?
| confl1ct1ng results can be. traced totthese d1fferent j:;fﬁfﬁﬁ‘fif Zi
paradlgms If one th1ng 1s clear froMathe present resuf?s, -

it 1s that the nature of the context may importantly affect

\f fthe attr1but1ons and evaluations expressed and bel1eved by ‘?s17;23l

Akﬁ755part1c1pants More attentton needs to be. gtven to what ff
vfactors contrlbute to the s1gn1f1cant between paradtgms :?“;-;*g ‘;5§-

,tivar1ance ' Th1s, nfortunately, lS not what typ1cally

happens in soc1al psycholog1cal research Rather attentlon o
E ‘:15 usually fbcused ‘on m1n1mtz1ng the errdﬁ var1ance

._1ntroduced by one parad1gm relat1ve to another
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‘ﬁ‘ exper1ment 1s one of a ser1es of experiments be1ng conducted

s . ; 193}

| AAppe'ndtxA1 S
B Audwotaped\_nstruct1ons to Part1c1pants ’

(Exper1ment 1)

'fl "Please llsten carefquy to my 1nstru }4ons\ Th1s
' Jo1ntly by the Psychology Department and the Un1vers1ty of 7jf”:fn?f7“g
| 'JAlberta Student‘Counselling Serv1ce Every type of health
"~jfcare, as- you Know. has grqwn 1ncreas1ngly expen51ve over the :”

fpast few years The Federal*Department of Commun1ty]Mental f'?d”ff'g

St 2

.liHealth through Student Counselling, 1s study1ng ways of

’f]reduc1ng expenses for mental health servlces whlle.f’

S

Draapnie . it i i .

Sima1ntain1ng a htgh qual1ty of care - Communlty Mental Health glf.y'?
:l,.dec1ded that the first place to try to cut expenses was in
s i‘the type of care prov1ded for people w1th nelat1vely mlnor 'putf
;:problems -- for example people who would come to walk 1n i
~type counsell1ng centers l1Ke the Un1vers1ty of Alberta'
,1?Stdd\nt Counsell1ng Serv1ce | Of. course. 1n any type of
'1counsell1ng 51tuatlon counsellors spend t1me wf%% the
';fd cl1ent ‘ Up unt1l now these counsellors have had at least a
lcmaster s or W doctorate degree and of course they have ,
’ commanded fa1rly hlgh salarxes lOne quest1on be1ng asked by A

| Commun1ty Mental Health 1s whether the same quallty of care . ;,».2'

“jcan ‘be prov1ded by volunteer counsellors who have had ‘a

*} Y

- m1n1mum of profess1onal tra1n1ng There is, 1n fact, somé e

‘v ; research on- thls 1dea and the maJor f1nd1ngs show that

_:‘volunteer counsellors who have had experlence w1th a‘Eroblem ;_;




:-¥}’m1nor problems can be treated by student counsellors

IRCLE

N

'l1ke the cl1ent s actually perform Just as well as tralned
fclln1c1ans We are follow1ng up these f1nd1ngs 1n thls

<:study. our pr1mary questlon be1ng how well students w1th

Most of tbe students who come to Student Counsell1ng

'“h;come to work out thejr problems e1ther W1th 1nterpersonal

, fiarelat1ons or anx1ety about course work To elp these fyf'd

n'fistudents. Student Counsell1ng usually uses a process called _f“l"

lyfgu1ded desens1t1zat1on g\mefly, gu1ded desens1tlzatlon'

T efers to a process where a counsellor verbally and ,;"tfsss,i
‘.ljfgradually gu1des the student 1n th1nK1ng about aspects of |
t’the problem while help1ng the student calm down and relaxl )

) f fIt has been found that gett1ng the student to relax and to,efoﬁ

ke f\

. f-sS1mply 1magxne overcoming aspects of the spelelC problem’lf
\'can be the key to worklng out the problem : That 1s,\.‘

jfcounsellors who can get people to relax 1n Just a short gt

u*i;per1od of t1me perform well even if. they have had no )

"”;backg\*und informat1on about the cllent and are not in

. [phy51cal face to face contact w1th the cl1ent In tH1s

1iﬁstudy we would llke for one of you to take the role of a

'f;student counsello and deltver a set of desensit12at1on

.ﬁ1nstruct1ons to a student who has a problem w1th test
4
. anx1ety We would llke the other person to take the role of -
-an observer watch1ng the counsellor del1ver these S |

f.lf:1nstruct1ons to a text anx10us student As you can see @n

I

’your table each of you has been randomly aSSIgned to eitherV,V




f-,th1s sess1on,

.1'fthe’studenthounsellor or the observe}-role 'we'need"both

tlstudent counsellors and observers in the study to assess
d1fferent perspectlves on our research problem |
Student Counsell1ng has arranged for some of the1r

'*_fcl1ents to take part in the study All of the referred

’lcl1ents are students l1Ke yourselves, but they haVe some C

o Tﬂfproblems coping w1th exam1nat1on s1tuat1ons In over 90% of

,f;f;the cases th1s anx1ety is 1ll founded That 1s most of —

"tthese students are of at least average 1ntell1gence and they

'~f;actually need not fear fa1l1ng the1r exams The referred

't‘cltents have been fully 1nformed about th' na':re of the

't;istudy and they are aware of the fact that students w1ll be

'ffsadm1n1ster1ng the desen51t1zatlon 1nstructlons They have

f7ffellow students, who should be: able to relate to be1ng o

15anx1ous about exams, are go1ng to try to help them relax

ifyThe cl1ent scheduled for th1s sesswon should arr1ve soon andpf,rbt

'3w1ll be seated at the desk that you w1ll see over your- o

‘g'mon1tors Because th1s s1tuat1on 1s potent1ally

'Tembarrass1ng to the cl1ent we try to 1nsure thatj\ﬁe cllent

195

:1fovolunteered to part1c1pate pr1mar1ly because they Know that ff‘

1,'1nteracts pr1mar1ly W1th the exper1menter Th1s 1s why we e

p

"*‘If e1ther of you ha,pens to know the cl1ent who arr1ves fér'

\‘

'I;

fuexpertment =

TAll ask you to refrarﬁ(from complet1ng the

o
n the event of pr1or acqua1ntancesh1p, I Wll]

x”fﬁhave scheduled the cl1ent to arr1ve after all part1c1pants R

:j;;have arr1ved and hsve been seated in thelr 1nd1v1dual roomsvi‘ -




'Q g1ve you another task to completeh a‘»,f7‘: »"hvll o o
< When’ the cl1ent ar(\\es I w1ll attach a set of |
: electrodes to the cl1ent’s left hand These electrodes are
\\\\4nterfaced w1th an auxul1ary electropolygraph recorder'bfb"
des1gned to measﬁre muscular relaxatlon Th1s measure 1s an.
L”'lnd1rect but rel1able measure of psycholog1cal relaxat1on

{Th1s means that the greater the level of muscular relaxat1oniff-

“~'wj}1,exh1b1ted by the cllent dur1ng the course of the therapy, -

- 'lhe mOre pos1t1ve the effects of the therapy COnVersely,lff”""
cf,the greater the tens1on manlfested the more negat1ve the ”ff“fi'
.,;effects of the therapy Both of you have a meter on yOUrtu:_t,,.,_

3p;'ftable wﬁfch w1ll serve as an 1nd1cator of how relaxed or itfﬁa

""jfftense the cl1ent becomes dur1ng the course of the therapyf}ltf
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‘”:*Depend1ng on how the therapy sess1on goes the cl1ent mayffftf},{j:vn

7ﬁ» end up feel1ng very relaxed very tense, or somewhere 1n |
"“f:,fbetween tense and relaxed A h1gh level of relaxat1on would
o be 1nd1cated by the needle mov1ng toward the number 1 on fr“”‘f

| ;~‘your scale whereas a: h1gh level of tens1on would be f,{‘

'Lf?1nd1cated by the needle mov1ng ‘oward the number 10" on your.i}«"-a

~3‘

'V.f-scale R1ght now both of your. ,fters are off. I will: o

'fconnect your meters to the electropolygraph recorder near"l:
‘: the beg1nn1ng of the counsell1ng phase : Before we beg1n the frxfi””
rllfcounsell1ng phase, I w1l;\be collect1ng what we. call | :
| -t,basel1ne relaxatton data from the cl1ent so that we can make

,l»sure that we don t beg1n the counsell1ng phase unt1l the '

- cllent’s level of muscular relaxat1on is Just‘about at the o




"m1ddle of the scale

Two prelt'1nary tasks must be completed however

'Tbefore the counsill1ng se851on beg1ns F1r§t we need a-

o measure of the o unsellor s natural level of soc1al

”'“i]fsen51t1V1ty In a m1nute 1 w1l g1ve the counsellor a test

,}T-to complete Th1s test W1ll measure the counsellor s

"fab1l1ty to relate to people on an 1nterpersonal level The

K

'5°}soc1al perceptlveness test 1s a. very well- val1dated measure

Hf‘of soc1al sens1t1v1ty We need data from thls test to be

'”“*[}able to see how effectlve the counsell1ng 1tself 1s 1n'wr>"}“hf

,t_yrelatron to the counsellor s natural ab1l1ty to relate to _yh

'e'j*people After the counsellor has completed th1s test I

lfﬂw1ll g1ve the counsellor a descrlptlon of the four most e

'd‘fsuccessful types of ava1lable desen51t1zation 1nstruct1ons

7'ff_7from w&1ch the counsellor is to choose*thg\;%e Wlth Wthh

o ufithe counsellor personally feels the most comfortable and the ?r.ii»:"

"'5ffdone that the counsellor personally belleves w1ll be the most Tpffﬁ‘jty
"ﬂ-effect1ve o Counsellor You have complete cho1ce over the |
:“l}counsell1ng 1nstruct1ons that you use.;so please make th1s

‘;#cho1ce very carefully

Before I d1str1bute these mater1als, I would l1ke to SRR

“'17'say ‘some th1ngs about the actual counselllng phase Before ]fff e
| - the beg1nn1ng of the counselltng phase, I w1ll g1ve the i

;”person des1gnated to be the counsellor a copy of the

counsell1ng 1nstruct1ons that that person chose The?;fﬂf”“"

7ihvoutl1ne w1ll cons1st of several maJor po1nts The number of
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maJor»po1nts on the outl1ne w1ll depend on. the part1cular
,outllne chosen Qy the person de51gnated to be the ‘p"
counsellor ; In any event ea;h maJor po1nt should be made ff
in ‘the: order in wh1ch 1t appears on the outltne ) After each
'p01nt 1s made, the counsellor should pause to look at the'_}
"‘meter and make a mental note éf what effect the counselllng
has had on the clvent up to that p01nt in t1me It 1s ,

'1mportant that the counsellor elaborate on each of the

. points: by addung whatever 1nformatlon the counsellor

* ~:fbel1eves 1s necessary to re1nforce the mean1ng of the po1nt

- “hhrestate the po1nt 1n a sllghtly d1fferent mﬁnner or w1th a
vffnysl1ghtly d1fferent emphas1s Durtng the counsell1ng phase

,_‘;hthe counsellor should speak clearly 1nto the mlcrophone

*f!to the cl1ent In other words the counsellor may want to/y%;ff:

-T”ff,although there s no need for the counsellor to hold the

lfmlcrophone The counsellor should spend no more than three

"51}v1m1nutes on each page of the counsell1ng 1nstruct1ons After_fg .

5}7Ithe counsellor 1s f1n1shed w1th these 1nstruct1ons,.thefaf.:'

t'counsellor should ask the cl1ent how he or she feels 'Asghf_-,T
E°‘soon as th1s one quest1on had been answered 1 w1ll

‘“t'term1nate the counsell1ng se551on 1mmed1ately and after thlsffﬁgfv

: ffI w1ll d1smlss the cl1ent from the exper1ment Before we -}:,ufh-7ﬁt‘

/';ffbeg1n the counsell1ng phase I w1ll g1ve the counsellor a

"551gnal to beg1n the counsell1ng 1nstruct1ons Please do notf S

”:_'~beg1n unt1l I have glven the s1gnal




At this time I am go1ng to dtstr1bute the soc1a] | t' E ri}?, :
‘perceptlveness,test ‘and a copy of the ava11able counselltng
~t 1nstruct1ons The person des1gnated to be the counsellor 1s°
to complete both of these tasks I W111 also g1ve cop1es ofo»d
these mat?r1als to the observer, although the observer 1s

vinot to complete these ‘I Wit dtstr1bute these mater1als 1n ,d_v_4

. moment .

“The 1n1t1a1 tasks are f1n1shed I have several other

T —

,'p01nts to make before we begln the counselltng phase AS“’

f--you can over your mon1tors, the c11ent has been seated

”f;:1n a comfortab]e cha1r and 1s awa1t1ng the counsel]1ng

,;,.As you can see on youn meters, the C“Gnt's leve] of*itau?“’

:'“iafcompletely tense at th1s t1me The counse]lor should

| '*~_gtprepa e to beg1n the counse111ng 1nstruct1ons Counsel]or

:'TE;vplease emember that you are to spend no more than one S

' fmtnute

n each po1nt of the out11ne and you are to oomplete o

\d;?the ent1 e outltne f It 1s lmportant for you to pause for

'f'tabout 10 seconds after each po1nt 1s made to 1ook at your ,
‘iimeter so you can see how the cl1ent 1s fee11ng at that pozntbtr ff7'

‘”'ﬂ1ﬁ t1me F1nally, afteé\you have asked the cl1ent the

) x}equest1on about the c11ent’s feellngs I W111 d1sm1$s the

‘ fcl1ent from the exper1ment and we w1l] go on uﬁ the next
b'u“,eXper1menta1 phase I have to sw1tch the audlo system over

to the counsel]or s mlcrophone so the counsellor shou]d




L
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-

‘count very sTowTy, but s1TentTy to twenty and then beg1n the

i

‘icounse111ng 1nstruct10ns | ‘%v.~3

“As you can see over your mon1tors, the cT1ent has been

a';fbd1sm1ssed from the exper1ment At thTS t1me we are go1ng to

",jevaTuate the counsel]or s performance on the counseTT1ng

' 'V°task In a few m1nutes, severaT questtons w1TT appear on PP

.’1your screen The exper1menfer W1TT read eagh quest1on

’}Qia]OUd PTease read the quest1on along w1th the

:exper1menter Each quest1on w1TT appear on: youp Scpeen for f'fb S

";a f1xed per1od of 30 seconds F After each quest1on has been

"aread to you please th1nk about how you want to answer the

i i‘questlon Then, after the 30 second per1od eTapses,‘please

i rtnd1cate your response by depress1ng one of the seven keys ~:;fr

0

' ’"I:ton your response paneT There 1s no way to correct a

N

psm1stake on your response paneT so pTease be sure to depress
t;onTy that Key that best represents your answer R

Some of the quest1ons refer spec1f1caTTy to the sfﬁdent

‘ufffcounsellor These quest1ons shoutd be 1nterpreted by the

the observer as referr1ng to the person that

.'del'vered the counse]l1ng 1nstruct1ons Other quest1ons are ‘\

| lference you These quest1ons shoqu be 1nterpreted by

'the‘?tudent counsetlor as referrlng to h1m or her and by the
aiobserver as referr1ng to h1m or her.w Please remember that
'~eyou are not to answer a questlon unt1 the ent1re questfon

*f yhas been read to you and unt1l you are sure of how you want

iy
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gstion." (either the public or the private'eVaIUationf

dntext instructions were delivered at this point in time)



AépendixiA.z
'SOCIAL' PERGEPTIVENESS SCALE
INSTRUCT IONS

~ This is a test of your ability to discern a person’'s
characteristics from information provided using a standard

clinical format. We have obtained copies of case histories -

for you to read.and assess. Your results will be compated
to those provided by working counsellors who have received

~ the same information that you have received. We have always
found in the past that a person’s social perceptiveness:

score is highly correlated with the person’s general level

of ability, that is, the more socially perceptive a person
is, the better that person also performs on a variety of -
aptitude.tests. - ' : . _ . ‘

202 .

This is a timed test. 1 will give yQU'three‘minutes.to" |

- workK on the case.

At this time you are to read the attached case. After

you read the case, you are to complete the attached
questions. Work quickly and try to be as incisive and |,
accurate as you can. ‘ -

&



Case No. 213
Background Informat ion:

203

Name: o " Andrew
Age: : . 26

.Sex: : M o
Marital Status: |, single . ‘

' Date of Birth: .

Place of Birth: - ‘

July 21, 1953 -

Vancouyxer, B.C. - '4
Grad S%@dent'(Phys._ Ed.) ¢

Occupat ion: ! _

Education: ' Grad Student (Phys. Ed.)

Father’s Name: : - Howard . "= = 7
~ Father’s Occupation: ‘Doctor

Mother’s Name: Ruth -

Mother's Occupat ion: Teacher

I. Personality

Andrew’s days were full of events from most of which he
received satisfaction and pleasure. His mood could best be
described as playful. 'From rare experiences of dejection
his 'spirits tended to bounce back quickly. He once
specified the condition most conducive to furious anger:

- "when I think some injustice has beén done." R S
II. Intellectual Characteristics . | )

Standard intelligence tests placed Andrew in the very -
superior category with an 1.Q. of 130; performance on =~ . -
different parts of the test showed a fairly «even Lo
‘distribution of skills with no areas of marked weakness.

III., Social Skills and Attitudes

. It was plain from his high school record and from our
own observation of his behavior that Andrew was unusually
sociable. Companions and friends were involved in almost.

. everything that he did; in fact, he expressed a definite
distaste for being alone, and it was:the memories of ..
loneliness as a child that upset him the most about his

childhood. His'friendships with both men and women tended =

io be oi:lgg% duration.

Lo
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IV, ,Evaluations of Andpew;by some of his acquéjntances_
“Evaluat ion #1 | -
Name: | o
Occupat fon: Professor of History
. "Andrew was a student in one of my second-year .
university history classes. ‘The main thing that struck me
about -him was his talkativeness. _He was very active in .

class discussion, and generally prepared his assignments
conscientiously., One thing that he did that troubled me

- somewhat, however, is that he was often somewhat rigid in,

~his views and refused. to listen to the ideas of the: other
~students. This is a problem that he will pro&ggjy overcome .’
as he matures. He asked me to write him a recommendation

- for graduate school and I gave him a fairly good one.
. Bvawation#2 | :
'Occbpafian‘thSfb;,ffhenapfs§. [.

"I dated Andrew for about 8 hbnths<dUriﬁg_QUri]éstAYéar -"“

o oat University. We saw each other steadily during this time.

- Then, he began to lose interest. He said that he thought it

- would be better for both of us if we dated'others. This-

~made me feel very bad at the time, but in the long run, I
think he was right. We really weren’t very well ‘suited for

~each other. He was often inconsiderate and rude, and we o

~often had difficulty communicating. Also, his views on sex = '

. _were somewhat exploitative--1 really resent that now. " a
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SOCIAL PERCEPTIVENESS SCALE A

M

| Official Ouestlons Summarlze your 1mpress1ons of the

person described within the attached case number try to be
- as 1nc151ve and accurate as you. can

1.

- How pol1t1cally l1beral or conservattve do you thlnk the '

person is?

-l’,a. very liberal : B ;_'A
-b. about as liberal as most people e
0 c very conservat1ve o T

. What do you est1mate the pérSonhsuselffesteém tofhé?'

a. very high =~ .. L SR
b. about average R .

- c. very low

Do you think that the person is capab]efofﬁdeallng with
severe criticism from super1ors7 R
_a, def1n1tely ‘

"about as much as most people’” G

-.c def1n1tely not

.<aIf the person found a wallet on the street conta1ning

about:- $20.00,. would the Pperson return the. wallet7

. a. def1n1tely

. b. the person would probably return the wallet but keep
‘the money: , o

L oJ def1n1tely not

. -How do you. th1nk the person feels about abstract art7
. a. would dislike it very much R
- b. would Tike it as well as most people

. €. would like. it very much™ | ,

.’WOUId you say that éhe person is the ktnd of person who o
'could be manipulate : o S

by others°
def1n1tely

. b about as much as most people

‘C. not at all

ilie




. Is this thJ type of person who would brag about h1s/her
accomplishments? = L . . o
~a. Yes, probably a lot ~ ‘

‘b; _Yes, but only. about as much as’ most people ‘

No probably never

How do you th1nk the person would feel if
he/she met a grOUp of people L

‘_for the first time

very comfortable

':'b about as. comfortabie es most people
C. very uncomfortable o

.ffHow comfortable would th1s person fee] 11v1ng in a large ~ﬁ;'_°'"
- city (e.g., Montreal, Toronto New. York Chlcago)°‘; e

a. very comfortable

'Sl‘b, about ‘as comfortable es most people 'f*

-".-10.

C. very uncomfortable -

How likely is it that th1s person wil] have severe SRR
“'psychiatric. prob]em R ‘ TR R I

a. very likely =~
b. very unl1ke1y
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Appendix A.3

AVAILABLE CDUNSELLING OUTLINES

* en————

'STUDENT COUNSELLOR _SEX:
CLIENT
kaSESSION #

The follow1ng is ﬁ br1ef descr1pt1on of - the four types-

L9207

of . counse111ng gu1des that can be. employed. by you during the”',‘

'*;Acounse1]1ng session. Please read over the descriptions ‘and -

- select the outline:  (a) that you would feel most comfortable .
~using and .(b) that you believe would be the most effect1ve T

”.fp‘outl1ne to use with you as the counsellor

gi. Put an X’-next to the* approach you' w1sh to uge

'T1t’ Dlrect Emotional Approach meF h,f" ;\M;?pi'

K o

A procedure in which the c11ent is d1rectly led by the :v:;§th'

V'T_counSeltor to an 1mmed1ate confrontat1on w1th h1s/her
'_1rrattonal fear. o Sl = .

2. Indrnect Emotlonal Approach

”,~fA gradua] approach to dealxng wi th one’s phob1as 1n wh1ch
. the C]lent 1s carefu]ly gu1ded by the counsellor LT

3 Direct Rational Approach

- An- 1mmed1ate confrontat1on w1th the phob1c reactvon is ‘.
- brought about on a conceptua] level under ‘the counsellor s

‘,”dlrect1on

-'4? 'Indiréct Ratiohal Approach"

SN procedure 1n wh1ch the c11ent is gu1ded by the counsellor
- to a gradua] conceptual understand1ng of h1s/her lrratlonal
» fear S o S . : .
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.- . Appendix A.4
o _COUNSELLINGfiNsIRUCTIONS‘_

Please read over.: these 1nstruct10ns When you dellver
these" 1nstruct1ons you are to-make each point deliberately .

- and 'in the order in which /it appears:in the outline. ' You
" may restate the pownt or. make it in a- s]1ght1y d1fferent way

~and/or with a sllght1y different emphasis, because factors

"'{.]1ke tone of vo1ce can be cruc1a1 in relax1n9 the client.

| f{POINT ONE:.

f‘ThePapist In th1s sess1on, T am go1ng to try to. help you
understand ‘and’ cope with your emotions:  In particular I

'“v.w111 assist you in coping with your- feel1ngs about tak1ng YR

. tests. Now, I would like you to relax your whole body.
" 'Take a: deep breath and try to maKe your body completely Iwnp
-,and relaxed , } -

'}V(Possible addltlons (1) Let your arms’ fall 11mp 1nto your
" lap; position your legs so-that they are comfortable. (2] = - .
- Close your eyes; take a very deep breath and feel how tense e
~.your chest becomes. Now exhale slowly. “Feel the warm " ol
sensation of relaxat1on across your chest (3) Try to feel [

",as calm and pleasant as poss1ble )

r,of your choice. "The professor has exp1a1ned that the first

-Theraplst You shou]d be start1ng to feel re]axed now I am . -
going to present a number of scenes to your 1mag1nat1on '
which you should p1cture very clearly. in your mind. First,

I want. you to imagine a beautiful tropical beach scene, a . .
~mountain scene, or some place you have been where you felt :

. great calm tranqu1l1ty, and enJoyment - Now, Just relax .

v](POSSlb7e addltlons Ment1on spec1f1cs of the 1mag1ned
. scene, e.dg., sun brmghtly shining, warm refreshtng breeze,
'm1n1mal extraneous no1ses, etc ) S ‘

~ POINT THREE: R
’Theraplst Now 1mag1ne that you have Just begun a new course'”'

test will be in one month. You feel secure and motivated -
"because you know that the best way to prepare for a test is

~a gradual accumulation and repetition of the. material over .
-/ ‘an extended period of time. You feel that you have the

~ advantage. Now take a deep breath You feel relaxed and

. :




A‘perfectly at. ease o

L4

,‘(Possible addlttons remind’ pat1ent of the prev1ously o
- mentioned relax1ng scenes,_rem1nd pat1ent to breathe deeply
~and exhale slowly ) RO ; A

,’f _—POINT FOUR:

- 'Theraplst Now 1mag1ne that you are home study1ng 1n‘the
. evening. ‘It is two. weeks-before the exam. You are.

~breathing normaily. - You have kept up with the assignments

. 'and you feel very secure. Now it is one week before the
- exam. Relax you are in complete control " : :

: t(Possfble additlons Add whatever you bel1eve is necessary )

¢ p

5‘trfP01NT FIVE '}";" "il*f‘V' ,"°,ff;;¥ “7¢?’ R A
*}Theraplst Your whole body 1s limp You feel as 1f you :

could float away - It is four days before the exam. ,YOU.'n;"“""

-+ feel no threat. You look forward ‘to the chance to
‘.jdemonstrate your scholast1c ab111ty Relax

_L(Possible addltions Add whatever you bel1eve 1s necessary )

‘Theraplst It is now the day before/fﬁe exam. You'have
‘already set aside time for 2 general review. . Your th1nk1ng

L is steady and deliberate. It is now the: nlght before. the S

;Ih.exam You have' studed thoroughly and' you sleep very -
“~;soundly,_because you are confident and" secure. Relax,

relax. As you-rise if ‘the morning, you feel refreshed and“s7"“'

-sure of yourself. There is no need to hurry You have
Aawplanned plenty of time Take a dEep breath . .

;:(POSSIbIe addltlons Add whatever you belleve is necessary )

POINT SEVEN: ?:ft<2' o 77, FR

"‘»;Theraplst On . your way to the un1ver51ty you are at ease

You' re walking across .campus towards the building where - the -

- examination will bé held. The" building becomes larger as i
you walk toward it.” Ag you enter the bu1ld1ng you still
~.feel calm.  You remember the tranquil scene you’ imagined -
earlier and you feel relaxed. .You wait before the unopened
.~ doors of the examination room. You are calm v You are
- now awa1t1ng the dlstr1but1on of ‘the exam Breath deeply

)‘

- “_(POSSIbIe addltlons Add whatever you belleve 1s necessary )

209
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" POINT EIGHT:

'vTheraplst The professor arrives w1th the stacK of "

examination papers and begins to distribute them. You watch
the other students as they receive their examinations.

;;'F1na11y, you receive your examination. You feel an 1nner
. glow of confidence. You are not afraid. Close your eyes,_
'.j1nhale and exhale s]owly several t1mes : Relax o

‘f;(PossibIe addltlons Emphas1ze feel1ngs of pr1de peace, and

accompl1shment that pat1ent should eXper1ence )

.' POINT NINE:

,“Thehaplst You Iook at the exam1nat1on 1y1ng face down L
,before you. ~You' re wonder1ng if you studied the right
. things and if you’ 11 remember all the answers you memor ized ‘
- the n1ght before. -You're also wondering if your .classmates
~ostudied’ 1onger than you did. But you feel calm because you
. Know you' ve studIed as hard as you could ' ‘

.d'h-ff(POSSIDIe additions Add whatever you bel1eve 1s necessary )
o POINT TEN : . S S B

wﬂiThenapIst You turn the paper over and read the f1rst
- ‘guestion. - (Pause" br1efly ). “You Know that you can answer _
- this quest1on As you wr1te your response, you feel calm '
~ . and proud of yourself ~You proceed to answer the: other o
- 'questions on the examination. While some of your. responses'“
... .are better than others,,you feel.confident that you will
- rkcefve a good grade - You feel relaxed and happy as you‘ :
:.‘turn 1nsyour paper R S R , e Y '

'd«-Pause for a moment Then inform the pat1ent that the « S
.. session is: f1n1shed Frnally, ask the pat1ent to verba11ze»3uz_,u
.;:nhow (s)he feels. | Sy L O




~ Appendix.A.5.

' Dépendéht MeaSUres o J

N (Exper1ment 1)
'_,t;‘ Now that the counse))1ng se551on 1s over, to what
;:mhextent do you fee) that the outcome of the counsel)1ng
-session’ was. a: success?" (1 = not very much 7 = very much)

.1’2' 7"How much cho1ce was the student counse)]or g1ven

'7chover whtch counse))1ng 1nstruct1ons cou)d be used’ )(1,; not

“'tivery much 7 = very much)

' 3}i "To what extent d1d the exper1menter 1nd1cate that Wf"

fﬂ)you wou)d be verbally a1scuss1ng your answers to’ the )i' j[T;__{k L

'~:”teva)uat1on questTon w1th a team of psycholog1sts°""_(Tfianf"»f:i’ﬁ::

'*”fVePy much; 7 very much)

3*4hh'"To what extent d1d you feel a need to be caut1ousj)x"t~'

)»In your 1nterpretat1on of the student counsellor s
’7iperformance on the counselltng task7" ‘f) not very much 7

very much)

'”i 5 vinTo what extent d1d you fee] a need to be modest ]n-f"T"

5dﬁY°UP ‘”tePpPetat1on of the student counsel]or s performancelff"

>‘N?on the counsellxng task°")'(1f#‘not very much 7 = very v~'?7"'* :

'1-'
P

."much)

; your 1nterpretat1on of the student counse)]or s" -
performance7":h(1’ not very much 7 = very much)
| .7[-‘"To what extent was the outcome of the counse)l1ngn~ :

‘__ses51on due to how the student counsellor del1vered the o

T

: 6 TO what extent d1d you fee) Some0ne would eVa)uate':

L e e A g




and

~"*-che cl1ent) or. blamed (1f the student counsel !

'7')fbe credlted ('
)hhithe cl1ent)-)
; ~f_3Trelax1ng the“ﬁ

' ﬂyse551on7" *tl;

’-fcounsellor is f

- ltlr}ﬁnot_very_mu;

cousell1ng 1nstruct1ons7 lll =:not,yery}much;.7'=hVery -
much) | e

,8}" ‘To what .extent was the outcome of the counsell1ng

‘-_controlon' ll,5 not very much 7 very much)

’9‘ ‘"How much do you feel the student counsellor should

t

. fatled 1n

"'relax1ng the cl1ent) for the outcome of the counsell1ng

‘seSS1on9" ‘ll'élshould be cred1ted a lot 7~5;shouldsbe

_sess1on due to c1rcumstances beyond the student counsellor s

212

N be credtted (1f the student counsellor succeedE: in relax1ng;4'

10 "How much do you feel the student counsellor should), i‘

r the outcome of the counselltng
ery much 7 = ve%y much) S

'\‘itl; ’"How pf@

7f; very much)

712') "Hou pe

'ft,1s for the outcome of the counsell1ng se551on7""jtl not

'--fyery much 7 ; very much)

13 "Student counselltng has offered to pay the student
;'di’counsellor in th1s se851on a $7 50 fee for h1s/her serv1ces

l*Ind1cate below the stze of fee whwch you th1nk the student

o counsellor deserves for h1s/her performance on the

dent counsellor succeeded 1n relaang'

Ve : .
'

f the student counsellor fatled 1n PR

ally respon51ble do you feel the studentxr_;sf“_.

e outcome of the counselltng sess1on°“ [P

monally respons1ble do you feel the cl1ent éfbf. i

O SR T




COOhse]]jng task.. ;Thatfis;-you'Shou1d‘reWéba-Him/hér;aﬁl,fj

amount ConSistgnt,Wifﬁ_hoﬁ'mHCEfypu'feel‘hﬁé/heﬁ per formance

213

was worth (1 = §1.50; 7 = $7.50, in one dollar increments).
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| . Appendtx X | o v
'Pub11c and Pr1vate Eva]uatton ;’t xt Instructtons‘ o
}. ,“ | | (Exper1ment t) : 3.t
| ‘“ As you’can see over your monttors the cl1ent has been f;flé
'fd1smtssed from the expervment y (1nstruct1ons regard1ng o
i ;use of response panel, ete.. g1ven) ff‘,VVj}*;;?_f’ i

PRIVATE P]ease note that a]l aspects of your behavror
i-tand your 1nterpretatlon (that 1s, evaluat1on) of the student ';fi',

offcounsellor s performance w111 rema1n completely anonympus |

'[:*That 1S,_ne1ther 1 nor ~any of the team of psychologtsts

',fhassoc1ated w1th the study w1]1 see your answers to the fitfi‘“

";7lmquest1ons that. w1ll appeaP on YOUP screen because your

"”;f‘answers are be1ng fed dlrectly 1nto the computer Contrary

to what you may have been told 1n your psycho]ogy 260 class

”Jtth1s 1s not standard operat1ng procedure 1n all eXper1ments _f;}f”f"

”QilThat 1s,_n0rmally in: this study a’ team of psycho]og1st%

n‘j]v1s1ts each se551on to evaluate the enttre sess1on and the

| ]fpartwctpants Ain: 1t To fac111tate thetr evaluat1on, they

. '4$T?;}normally Verbally d1scuss w1th each part101pant

"‘JBecause of the t1me constra1nts 1nvolved in runn1ng ‘the

'f1nd1V1dually, the parttctpant’s answers to the questtons t;,
'study, however we w1l] not do thts So after the ,9"t
'rfevaluat1on Phase has been comp]eted I w1l] d1sm?ss each of

‘~n your separately frOm the: experlment We w111 now proceed to

the evaluatton phase




ey

i
1

215"

¢
PUBLIC P]ease note that contrary to what you may have
ﬁeen told in. your psychology 260 class, there are some
"exper1ments where no aspect of your behav1or remains
Hanonymous. This means(that no aspect of your behavior or
4$t | *_yourvinterpretation (that’is, evaluation) of‘the student
counselTor S performance w111 remain anonymous in this
experiment That is, both I and the team of psychoTog1sts
f‘assoc1ated with the study will see your answers to the
Aquestlons The team of psycholog1sts is here now to
evaluate the entire sess1on and the part1c1pants in 1t
They w111 see your answers to the quest1ons over the
| teletype machine connected to the computer into which your
answers are being directed. To fac1l1tate the1r evaluat1on,,
they will meet with each of you IndivldUaIly (verbal
temphas1s) to verbally d1scuss w1th you your answers to the
quest1ons After th1s is finished, I will dismiss each of

;you seéarately from the experiment. We will now proceed to

the evaluat1on phase."
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~ Summary of Analysis'o? Variance on Recall. of Verbal Discussion |

Manipulation Check -

' (Expefiment 1)

/L

Ms

T

44

Source df
A (Eva]uationfténtext) 1} ZIQ,EhOi‘ 84.437+**
B (Response.O#der) 1 ~.01i>‘ <1 b
Axe _‘ 1 094 <
S(AB) (Error) W 2.5%
C (PerteiVer.Ro1e)v 1 S <1‘
AXC - 1 302
BXC 1 YRS
AXB A C ] 012 <1
C X S(AB) (Error) 1.685 ‘
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. | Apdi:d]X B.2 L
Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance 0 Percept1ons of Extent to wh1ch
Part1c1pant wou]d be Evaluated -

: _(Exper1ment 1)

Source B _ "‘711 Cdf s | F.

A (EVa]uét%bn‘Cohf;xt)fv o VVQ j"21;094' o 7.543%
.B‘(Resbonse'Order). SR 1 s o a .
AXB T CoLTe0a

‘C (Percengr Ro]e)\  ;‘> o il e 3.760‘}1: ;_ 13097
BXC : ".-; I R fv2f398.' : 4<11A
AXBXC e g

C X s(AB) (Error) - aq 3.429,v,r o




Appendix 8.3 N
i

Summary of ‘Analysis of Var1ance on Fee11ngs of Caut1ousness -

(Exper1ment 1)

"iSourée. | o o 2,’ - df - | | ,MS“ W . .F _f

A (Eva]uat1on Context) R I 8760 2.369
B (Response Order) “ | " '-'-'1  - 3.801 ”f" 1;05,"

CAXB jf--ﬁ"‘ o s a
s(aB) (Eerr)f.h'f‘fz 4 3698

: V“C (Perce1ver Ro]e)  » _ - IR r_ f-1-2.344  "“ <1

CAXBXC o m g

< x s(h8) (Error) w338

A
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Summahy of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Fee]1ngs of Modesty

(Exper1ment 1)

'_)f_SOQrCéﬁl ' K  4'A:. S - dF

© oMs

(Response Order) _;{ui_‘ ” f, - ‘1' 

CAxs . S A 1
E “S(A v) (Err6r)i1";'if7f}, ,:- if | “

S C (Perce1ver Ro]e) 1 }'- " Q ;‘:: 1 _1 ff
.jB x'c ' "j  " .:i;_fr .»i,f"1j_5 |
A Xc *‘ v   ; T
,',-‘CXS(AB) (Error) T

A (Eva]uat1on Context) :,ff‘,_§ ']  -ﬂ.

510
S L2600

o0
~oa00
». “'5~844;;_ '
.8

2,05
<1

3185

‘><1 i

».<1~f

- 2.200

e




Append1x B 5

Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on’ Percept1ons of Cho1ce j

- (Exper1ment 1)

220

»

s

CAXB 1

;"'_Axsxc LT g
7 -CXS(AB);;W o

: A](EVaﬂQ?tiGn_céhiext)ri‘K  ~: ;1 AT
B Gesponse Orer) 1
| 5  i500‘}v

1.500
‘"jC,(Percéi?ér»RoIe)fvif.ff   ; i,~i:f   '“’.R§}169_, V 
BB
RERE /-

a

<1 :

anL

o

’/\ll\
OO 4

E.
B.



T 221
_ - Appendix B.§ | |
j%Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on. Percept1ons'of Successfu]ness of
| Counse111ng Sess1op o |

, (Exper1ment 1.

‘-’f:A (Eva]uat1on Context) ; »: ;:‘ :i”i .;Lf:f}_;261f1'ffE'<j1} . | o
| v,fB (Response Order) .jbj ;;::.;;:,1” _  ; - ?,344 323l 2;396;1¢;i ;'”
) S(AB) | (Error)?f Y R

j;:‘ff"'

oS (Eror) a0

i *
il
"/\l/\. )
oo |




' Append1x B 7

Summary of Ana1y51s of Var1ance on Attr1but1ons to Persona] Factors .

(Exper1ment 1)

. Source.

.,._.YMS -

N E?A (Eva1uat10n Context) 8

””f,B (Response Order) ‘:  :" o

CAXB

}  f  'S(AB) (Er;or)=u~,-, o

f‘C (Perce1ver Ro]e) § :;a‘J

:  “A XC

ff 1]c’xfs(AB) (Erfdf); ‘f

; 6.000 :1:
1089
 :¥A1.987j . e

e
| "fﬁid4;167.;
- :!f3}3751f
=  f  1§o4é  T

3508
a

s
Sl
Car S

05
| **RLS 00‘
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Append1x B 8

Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Attr1but1gps to Swtuat1ona] Factors |

(Exper1ment 1) o

v}:vA (Eva]uat1on Context) B 'if "<j‘;;

"v .fB (Response Order) - | f‘g .f'1 ﬂ: :
.'iA X8 S e R

s (AB) (Errér) ‘  jj - 5‘f*‘; f44;i

'{}filaAAX c  ';;'4.if  :;'7 l'*;,' ~,:j ]3
gB'xfC:],  f f?ff""f*V.fjf':;?ff,T“ |
“” _A B  ffi:?  .v_.;: !*_ 15; 7f"

kst (Error) o a g

2344
3.760.

1.832

3591

e
260

oz

2939

s
-}455'5»58,*‘,*- o B
el
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~Summary, of Analysis of_Va%ianCé'oh'PgrSOnaT-SituatiOna1

Attribution Index

"'(Ekpefiﬁent-I) .

v

. Source .-

” ”df'

F

" aA_(EVQTuation'ConfeXt)

BEY A

",ZA_X g\ -

B (Response Order)

s (Erron)

: vf5é:(Peﬁéefver'Ro]e)*ﬁf‘_f'ﬁfkﬁ
. ‘BfoCﬁ

. Cxs(e)

-l

(

Erkor)i;v?  ¥;7 »,;..44 e

]5

l.33d4
T

s
785

;éﬁO’ ;‘.
.22}',:””

{594-,f
;594  .
o0
976
3675*;5 :

Co7assx
e

<

.  2,2§8§9»53f3,: 
:f;iT35358*§;»  'fl:” ff‘ "'
i
,;ZKi.L:: j};M‘1’_.”

. . “ *
Lok

p
B

aneas |

05
001 -



-

- Source ' .

, A (EYaTdation‘Cbntext)"
.' B "‘("Re'sponsg '-Or“de"r.)' | .

hxe

LR

> (Experlment 1) o

Appéndix B.10 ,
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' Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on B1po1ar Measure of Cred1t/B]ame

- df

S(hg) (error)

Ed

"*; 0 (Perce1ver Ro]e)

A

©OAXBXC

975

010
;643J?’ S

;2§Ov1: .€f
5 ]0

t fld}012€\ 

'fs]‘v”
<l
<1

a0 |
Camooge
e
P
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~ Source -

B (RespOhseVOrdér)

CoAxB. T
©C S(AB) (Error) .

¢ (Perceiver Role)

'J f}';A B X“C3:1"i§  -'a'fl;vj;i g .

Cose
. 3.064

oW
o ee.0z3m v
R
Coea
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/Appendix B.12
'."Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Percept1ons of Actor Respons1b1]1ty

(Exper1ment 1)

.b;tA (Eva]uat10n Context) i. | ‘,q’_: ”. };”1;76]gi  Ji 'Ii075‘f .
B (Response Order) ,,,Ev T 0% A o
S axs o

i W e

| 'CI(PEFCG]VGr R01e) Lt 3;15‘1,;f g 5941?;5 ”5 2.0
;?f ﬁﬁA X C ;,f_:f_ L ’_3  o ,';'§"71 760f} ,?,;46 405**,:ff:'”'
‘:‘isif \ s(AB) (Error). lif  ﬁk hiE ﬂﬂii;;;fi 3 1f546‘»i;ﬁ'7

T = X B FE
BESRUENE NER
—

TS E
SCEAUAT




Append1x B. 13

. Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Percept1ons of C11ent Respons1b111ty

| (Exper1ment 1) ;“ 

Source " SR MR

Af(Evéluatidn»CdnteXt)°z 7"Ji:5;P‘.T; f¢€f-7f' 4813:1 ”   {1 ; 

B (RESPO"SE order) B E AR T
'”A X8 'ai ‘f”Qflﬁ; '1*°:ff,-'}f;,1f5f'ly' 10 667 if}f ¢fS:6T5*;yf.??"*5“' :

f7[fC (Perce1ver Role) e g:ﬁ;iCbﬁj‘,ffai=f} 3;375  ' 2 648

| '”f;A Xc ffi g=7if-_7; e ff.Tl*f{j}f*f24(ooo" 18,829+

~3=1

(- A
TATA
&3

e
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Appendix-B.]ﬁ
| Summary of Analysis of Variance on Actor-Client Responsibility Index

- (Experiment 1) -

.\Source-_ I ‘? | df R Ms F
A (Eva]uati061Context) : ‘ ];7 - 2}344 <i
B (Response Order) o 3760 1.040
AXB _— R 4260 3.943
S(AB) (Error) | M 3.616
_ C’(Perceive; Role) ST - .094 <1
Ak - 0 usge0 663
BXC . - 1 ‘ 2.001 <l
AXBXC | N 1 C3.010 0 1.139
CXS(AB) (Error) 4 2.643 -

.05
001
054

P

*k

P
p

N
SA LA
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. _'.Appendix B.15
Summary of Analysis of Variancé.on Perceptions of Reward Deservingness_

(Experﬁment 1)

Source o df . Ms | ) F
A CEVa]uation Cohfext) : BN .079 <1
B (Response Order) 1 16667 . 9.966%
AXB 1 - 2,667 © - 1.505
S(AB) (Error) RV 1,67211 | :
C (Perceiver Role) B . R 4:.167 - 1.494
AXC . - 32.667  11.709%*
BXC | o e g
AXBXC . L TP °
C.XS(AB) (Error) . . a4 2790

*p. < .05

**p < .001

e, P
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A
B
A
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A

~/ : « Appendix B.16

ki:::) Summary of Analysis of Variance on Response Latency Measures for each

MaJor Dependent Measure Separate]y]

(Exper1ment 1)

Source - v df - Ms. F
(Eva]uat1on Context) - R R 12 891 <1
(Response Order) -1 o .680 <]

X B o T 32016 <1
(Sex) Sy ©119.063 1.230
Xc o . | R 4,383 <1
X'C S - 64.641 <]
XBXC - DETE N 1.088 . <]
(ABC) (Error) . Y [ 96.805
(Perceiver Role) S R B 563.696 6.964*%
XD ‘ . . 480.539 - 5:936*
XD 1. 28.350° g
XB XD T T <
X.D . N 1 285.281 - 3.524
XCXD S 1 $2.203 <Y
X CXD o ST 195797 2.419
XBXCXD " - 1 9.375 <1
X S{ABC) (Error) y -4 80.947
“E (Type of Qgest10n ‘ 3 © 640.313. 27.769%* .
AXE , 3 - 5.578 <1

BXE R - & 3 . 136.789 5.932**

AXBXE | 3 7781 <1

CXE k .3 36.703 1,592

AXCXE o 25.011 1.003

B XCXE . 3 72.836 3. 159*

AXBXCXE" 3 27.703 1.021

E X S(ABC) (Error) 120 23.058
X E 3. <1
XDXE. 3 <1
XDXE . 3 <]
XBXDXE - 3 1.490
XDXE 3 <1
XCXDXE 3 <1
XCXDXE 3. <]
XBXCXDXE 3. 2.471
X E X S(ABC) (Error) 120 ‘

< v - . -
wpd.0m-
]In this analysis, response latencies to the four maJor dependent
_ Measures were included ‘separately. : . N
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Appendfx B,17\\ | B | |

Summary of AnaTysis of Varience on'RespdnsegLatency'Meésurés'withinAeach ~
- | ';C]assiof Judément]. | .

V(Experiment‘1)_~

»‘fjA (Evaluat1on Context) N f.,l]‘je »f’_~ 6.442 {1:‘ o
B (Response Order) .l:. , n1 B o f334 ;'.:,'<1‘°'i;’:
j AXB '»_,» s '.Ti' R . .']6;9421.,;n_ ;T- e
’.S(AB)‘(Erfdr) B 4.050 T
o slees 6.649%
A 240.270 ., 5.668%
B XC 14186 <1
o
C

o c (Perceiver Role) .. ’

—) et e s

‘ X B'X.C. “>“i R ;f.kx e B ,%467ff: s
XS(8) (Error) - 4 T a2.393

-(Type of Quest1on) 1 483+ ,<J -
XD e 1 1705 <
Xoo 1 e, 4,76%
XBXD : 1 sas3 a
XS(8) (Ervor) -4 13200

o o o> o,

a6 - <
363 <1
BXCXD 5710, <1
AXBXCXD 1 o a
CADXS(AB) (Error) - 44 14140

CXD
“AXCXD.

' d b mnd
wn

| *fg < o0t

. ]In this analys1s, an average response ]atency was computed for
- each c1ass of Judgment . , :

o
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‘ Mean Response Latenc1es to Persona] Attr1but10n, S1tuat1ona1 Attr1but1on

B1po]ar Cred1t/B]ame and Reward Ass1gnment Measures as’a Funct1on of

Sex and Response Order

(Exper1ment ]) .

Type of Quest1on '

FEER

“..rResanseNOrder X R 'Personal - Sltuat1ona1hf

;:vR]Sex; :[h:ff.f '17e;ﬁraf Attrlbut1on Attrlbution;‘ Blamé'frASSjgnment ft”T

CredltV’ hReWard_“i

o f:Males

‘»' Causal Attrlbut1on F1rst o ‘Ii 31 b‘d" 15, 16 d

Sanct1oning Evaluat1on F1rst 13 38b 11 08
,Fema]es o ‘ _ ‘:‘ | ”, SRR .

Causa] Attr1but10n F1rst 11-?0529ade - ]2 24

Sanct10n1ng Eva]uatgéh F1rst : lofsgahcdi ;;'9-7]

L]

Bz oo,

abcd 15;52¢ds»‘]9;72'

abcdr
vabcd -

abed

RNV

16174 6.51,

13F?4c

7Note; The h1gher the mean, the longer the response 1atency (in secs)

-Meansfshar1ng no common subscr1pt di ffer 51gn1f1cant1y at the .05 1eve1

‘us1ng Duncan s mu1t1p1e range test



Appendix D.1

Rev1sed Publ1c Instruct1ons

(Exper1ment 2) .

"P]ease note that contrary to what you may have been B

htold in your psychology 260 c]ass, there are some f. :d’

'j“exper1ments where no- aspect of your behav1or remalns |

yanonymous Th1s means that no aspect of your behav1or or

";fyour 1nterpretat1on (that 1s, eva]uatton) of the student

j;counse]lor s performance w1ll rema1n anonymous 1n th1s f.”‘

ff;exper1ment That 1s, both I and the team of . psycholog1sts ?

;assoc1ated w1th the study W1ll see your answers to the.“-'

thuesttons The team of psycholog1sts w111 be. here soon to fua-i’h

ff‘evaluate the entlre sess1on and the part1c1pants in 1t

234

LThey will want t° see your answers to the quest1ons and, to

"7;f-fa01]1tate their evaluat1on they w111 meet w1th each of you

hylndividually (verbal emphas1s) to verbal]y d1scuss w1th you

!F”your answers to the questlons  After th1s is f1n1shed 1,;’

~w1ll d1sm1ss each of you separately from the exper1ment ,We,‘

‘ "1w111 now proceed to- the evaluat1on phase
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Appendix D. 2
‘Task D1ff1cu1ty Man1pulat1on Instruct1ons
| (Exper1ment 2) o |
| Okay, as you.can see over your monttors,lI'Ve‘,;ff5:
_v‘d1sm1ssed the cl1ent from the exper1ment As you could tell
h from ]ook1ng at your meters and from what the cl1ent sa1d
‘tthe cl1ent was fee]1ng | L "

» SUCCESS/LOW TASK DIFFICULTY pretty relaxed by the end
t:f;of the counse]l1ng sess10n : I shou]d tell you that of the
yuvtwo hundred and some odd students that we ve run 1n the
"’;:ffstudy, I d say about 85% of them actua1ly succeeded 1n

1.tt re]ax1ng the1r respecttve cl1ents Now what thts means 1s ;,h
.‘"yh'that the counsel11ng task--on the . whole--is a pretty easy hh_
:fttask and, hence most people do we]l on 1t Both the ,h} |
L‘e“observer and the counsellor should take th1s 1nto account
"7;;when they evaluate the counsel]or s performance E*Inta7 |
”moment we 1 go on ‘to the evaluatton phase but before we do B

‘»{that I have a coup]e of bther p01nts to make (pubIth
.1nstructlons and dependent measure 4ﬁstruct1ons e
'\vadm1n1stered) ,' S | -: ‘ |
| SUCCESS/HIGH TASK DIFFICULTY pretty relaxed <by the end
: f'of the counsell1ng sess1on I should te]l you that of the
Utwo hundred and some odd students that we've run in the L
_1study, I d say about 15% of them actual]y succeeded in S

“_relax1ng the1r respecttve cl1ents Now what thts means 1s o

. ™
_~___that the counseIIIng task--on the whole--1s a pretty
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f d1ff1cult task and hence most peop]e don t do wel] on it,

t{;Both the observer and the counse]]or should take th1s 1nto

account when they evaluate the counse]]or s performance In

a moment we 1 go on to the evaluat1on phase but before we

'1~.'do ‘that, I have a. couple of other po1nts to make

"1”f,‘adm1n1stered)

wih(pub11c 1nstructlons and depende t measure 1nstruct1ons

SUCCESS/NO INFORMATION P tty relaxed by the end f'.
,;sthe counsell1ng se551on In a moment we ll go on to the e
vitbevaluat1on phase but before we_'o that I have a couple of
atbother p01nts to make (publlc'lnstruct1ons and dependent*h;7f7
r‘rmeasure 1nstruct1ons adm1n1stered) ' o
FAILURE/LOW TASK DIFFICULTY pretty tense by the end of
'fﬁ'the counsell1ng sess1on I shou1d te]] you that of the twootf"”
vtihundred and . some odd students that we ve run 1n the study,‘;fyf
]YI ‘d- say. about 85% of them actual]y succeeded 1n relax1ng 7
"f,the1r respectlve cllents Now what thls means is. that the J
’f‘counse111ng task--on the whole-—1s a pretty easy task and

g hence most people do we]l on 1t Both the observer and the’fik

| :counse]lor should take this. 1nto account when they evaluate o

“7__the counsellor s performance In a moment we' 11 go on to :“1

‘,the evaluat1on phase but before we do that I have a couple_n'“

-~ of other po1nts to make (pub11c 1nstructlons and

:Jdependent measure 1nstruct1ons adm1ntstered) ,
FAILURE/HIGH TASK DIFFICULTY pretty tense by the end

’i_of the counsel]1ng session. I shouldvtell you‘that,vof_thevlv“

e



| two hundred and some odd students that we' ve run in the o
"study,_I d say about 15% of them actually succeeded in
‘relax1ng the1r respecttve cltents Now what thls means is

Tthat the counsell1ng task—-on the whole--1s a pretty

v,;.dtfftcult task and hence most people don t do well on 1t

ziﬁoth the observer and the counsellor should taKe thls 1nto

:h account when they evaluate the counsellor s performance ‘Ini‘n

237

&

W

’f“a moment we ll go on to the evaluat1on phase but before we’f

.‘:%tiédo that, I have a couple of other p01nts to make |
‘Vbb(publ1c 1nstructtons and dependent measure 1nstruct1ons.ib;eth R
w'tl;adm1n1stered) ,} R .v'_'- 1_ '.“ . h o

| FAILURE/NU INFDRMATION pretty tense by the end of the;exts;;;_

'counsell1ng sess1on In a moment we ll go on to the

evaluat1on phase but before we do that 1 have a couple of __f-'_

“f'other p01nts tO make (publ1c 1nstruct1ons and dependentﬁi7i777'~

'measure 1nstruct1ons adm1n1stered) o

P

ot A o Aot b - b = ¢ K
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"' Appendix -E.1
- Summafy 0f‘And1ysis of Variance banérCEDtiOns of-SuCcessfuihe$s-of»'

I3

'CounSelling Session}.

V'(Expekiment~2)

st o g s F

A (Outcome) 1T 748,188 . 1094.617%%,
B (Task Difficulty) 2 1568  2.306

Cs(B) (Eror) e 680 S

R e
CRXC e e

CBXC g ared o asie

’ftﬁkxsxx;5 -:f; ‘ffw,;f;é;,f5, $$8f3*  5.498% -

C o CXS(B) (Error) 90 - .603

C*p o<

i

o S €_ ,~»‘j o »u.f}fg 31"” 1f'j,f1{ ”_f?; ‘5‘1 L
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Append1x E.2. E
:Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Est1mated Percentage of Pr1or Students N
| ' Success. Rate ' | [

(Exper1ment 2),.

Csoeee g g o

o (Outcome) S - '~l'f'f; S0 630 2aaees
B (Task D1ff1cu1ty) ;i ?'-“vfér' . 1' 62!§44“ ‘ 248:329§*  -

AN

.= ”S(AB)‘(Errqr). R T 251

‘1 :vA‘x:C::':- fﬁ¥' f:' '  {;i¥i>:f. Jtiva; ‘ ‘5féé3  , 'I ‘3fb25 : :  
‘fA X1B£X:¢ 7 tﬂ}:; -; ?} 131’f-k t;?f : §foT?.}#59}§v35 } 2}274_‘f»' i

s

.,,ifC X:S(AB)f(Erhbr)5 ?;f o ,,TI' 5i89  f;flf.‘s ;206f
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Append1x E. 3

Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance ‘on Est1mates of Task lef1cu1ty

o _,F)‘.': f f  (Exper1ment 2) h

. Source g:;_s"-j 7 “,t >" S odf CMs . F

RS
A

J 'A (Outcome) 1 75.000 oas36ee
B (Task D1ff1cu]ty) S waen 9.858%% -

,' 'A xs e FETE Y :v  1‘ 25Q.: jv<Tf 
»gS(AB) (ErrOr) ~ ,;  ,:v i {:”90  jff‘ ' .i.§55'f5"A
c (Perceaver Role) ' ?5';Q,‘ f, "?.f’f' f7l i31{688f[5uf 13.369%%
Axc ’_;ffJf’.'7;f:;[ffju o '“ﬂf',f,24;ﬁ827_7j f310 161*'
AxgxcH  7 ii?— 7§: 2f ¥j 72ﬂ¥];{§pw; f 
(i

'.' ',ﬁ“’.'. IR Y f:-

ox S(AB) (Brror) ~ . 90 ]f 2.370 _""

0
0

S aphs
fE 2.5 01
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AppendlxlE 4 v‘.

“

R

Summary of Analys1s of Var1ance on Percept1ons of Cho1ce -

(Exper1ment 2) o

»  Solurce =

e

wl;?A (Outcome) ;31.' |

(Task D1ff1cu1ty)

B S(AB) (Error) i

"3C (Perce1ver Ro]e) R

. AXC

BX ¢ ', S e

© AXBXC
",,. C‘XS(AB);(Erﬁorxia;ay :

2.om
S
Sk

s
b
Conen
:; f-;673' :f ‘f

1083

1340

1604

v‘3;7°0  :ii :,g> |
2;14OV;; ;3f;"‘

—_

BN [ W N I

BB A= =T
i
a
..
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Append1x E 5 ...,f, o

22

Summary of Ana1y31s of Var1ance on Fee11ngs of Caut1ousness o

(Exper1ment 2) BT

. Source

CodF

1 A (Outcome) : o
f (Task lef1cu1ty) .~‘.
d:.'fS(AB) (Errbf)fv »

KC (Perce1ver Ro]e)'.,1  o
LA c

e e

i C X S(AB) (E}}QE),};~7' 

’ 22
L0

e

122

781 -
908

290 a X

6.593% -
Co<l LT

 ffv1%;1&9*;‘ {v' }f;?  " ;f_.
S
295

."'
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“Append%x E.6 0 ; F .
‘ ' \’\} . ' ‘ g ° .

,ysnmhary of Analysis of ‘Variance on Attributions to°Personal Factors

- ) . 2]

(Experiment 2)

r=§§ff.;

MEOPOPEBOEO 0 >m

#Ource » L - df oy, Ms F
(Sex) - | 1 422 <1
(Response Order) 1 2,755 o 2.779

AXB - 1 1,505 1.518

- C (Qutcome) 1 14.630 © - . 14.758**

AXC: 1 .637 <1

BXC 1 4.381 - 4.419%

AXBXC . . a 822 Q-

D (Task Difficulty) 2 984 . <1

AXD - 2 2.078 ' 2.096 '

BXD . .2 4.818 ©4.860%

AXBXD 2 1 2.662 . 2.685

CXD 2 33.818 - 34,114%*

‘AXCXD 2 2248«

BXCXD - 2 255 <1

AXBXCXD . s 203 <1,

'S(ABCD) (Error) 72 .991 ~
(Perceiver Role) . 1 ..884 <1
XE ' U .635 - <1
XE 1 631 <
X BXE 1 ..256 <1 :
XE 1 249.797 353.521**
XCXE 1 - 1173 0 1,660
XCXE 1. - 2.755 - 3.899
XBXCXE 1 2,790 - 3.946*
XE 2 6.630 9.384**
XDXE- « . ¢ 2. 2.287 - 3.236*
XDXE 2 .897 Vo<l
XBXDXE 2 224 <1 A
XDXE 2 1.442 2.039
XCXDXE 2 .140 <]
XCXDXE 2 .005 <1
XBXCXDXE 2 .850 <1
X S(ABCD) (Error) 72 707 .

*2 < 005 A
**p < .001 Q?
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Summany of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Attr1but1ons to Situational Factors ‘

(Exper1ment 2)

¢

= Sourcg R o df

Ms

A (Outcome) o ﬂ-"}{ 1

 -B (Task D1ff1cu1ty o o 2

Axp . RS
c (Responsd Order - ":J‘-‘fj;
oy C ) ,7f |  : 'fi S
Cexe ’; , .  S X

,WXBxc oy

S(ABC) (Error) o

N Dv(Percefver Role) - Sy

Axo e

BXD
AXBXD

CXD. - E

CAXCXxD - - e
BXCXD
Axaxcxo R 2

DX S(ABC) (Error) . gy

26.

27.

-.297

. 206.

068

.881

317
452

131
254

474

.225

422

381
391
228
675 .

256

130

.047. <1

18.087%%

<1

©18.689%*

1.296
<]
<]

<] _
305.629%%
a
3.296*
<]

. 6.492%
_d.

3.295%"

v

. < .05
*:E< .001
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Append1x E 8 | |
Summary of Ana]ys1s of Varlance on Persona] Sltuat1ona1 Attr1but1on Index

(Experiment 2)

VIPTITOIPTIOTE DO

m>w>n>w>c>m‘>6>m>m

o 4 L
Source df 3 -Ms Foooo\n
A (Sex) B 1 .021 <1
.B (Task~Difficu1ty) 2 ~1.529 0 <]
AXB o 2 4.083 1.234
(Response Order) 1 2.097 . <1
X C - 1T 521 <1 ‘
XC 2 4.646 1.404
XBXC 2 10.333 . 3.123%
(Outcome) . B 80.083 26.201%%
XD o 188 <1
XD 2 - 121.083 - 36.592%*
XBXD. 2 187 <] '
XD T 12.000 3.626
XCXD ] .00
XCXD 2 .750 a
XBXCXD 2 1.2711 <
(ABCD) (Error) . 72 3.309
(Perce1ver Role) \\ 1 1.688 - 1.006
XE Y 1 .333 <1
X E 2 5.813 3.466* .
XBXE = | 2 6.021 3.590*
XE ‘ ] 098 <1
XCXE ] .356 <1
XCXE 2 271 <]
XBXCXE 21 .146 <
XE ] | B o 910.021 542.621%* .
XDXE 1 ' .749 <1 ’
XDXE -2 - 6.395 3.813*
XBXDXE 2 .562 <1
XDXE 1 .187 <1
XCXDXE 1 . 3.001 1.789
XCXDXE 2 2.312 1.379
XBXCXDXE 2 1.936 1.155
X S(ABCD) (Error) 72 1.677
*p < .05 ( : o
**p 2,001 | t -



: - 246
Append1x E. 9 ..
Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Attr1but1ons to Actors Ab111ty

(Exper1ment 2)

A Sourée"_ f._ - o df Ms -~ F .

",A (Outcome) R ,f ) S fif- 12.000 . . 8.767*

(Task D1ff1cu1ty) N R 1 .109{ w;<]?; u |
Axs o s 24075 T
s() (error) 901369 |

}
©C (Perceiver Role) - S 6.020 }{'8.093* R
Axe RPN S 1 o 252.082  338.934%
BXC - 2 2100 2.3
AXBXC o am a
Coxs() (o) e 744 .
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Append1x E 10

i

Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Attr1but10ns to Task D1ff1cu1ty‘

(Exper1ment 2)-

Source | R

$

ST T .,  . 7.9%?‘ ,u [Py
B (Task Difficulty) . 2 v a
A X B"j S 2 10088 5.938¢
Cs(8) (error) gy e
o IR L
C (Perceiver Role) 1 jgq D20
AXC . | '“ 135.008  145.246%
BXC N 2 2am 2.511
AXBXC 2 sus  5.53r
C X S(AB) (Error) “"' | g0 e .
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Append1x E. 11 ' 
Summary of Analys1s of Var1ance on Attrlbut1ons to Actors Effort .

!

(Exper1ment 2)

‘SOUfce;"‘  5 ,‘ 1 S df‘ i', ' oM P

(Outcome) e ,i-§7:- "1>if.v- ~60;750L>' f‘3é.880%*:. :

:j:?B (Task D]ff1cu1ty) R L 2 f;“‘  ‘“];§O6u | 'i;%] 1;1 

CAxs , ”:7'i .2 e 100

e (sex) R  ,° ,'1,ff'1  ""3_ s ‘f_;yz‘;’: |
axce 1 0m ease
Cexc 2 e a
AxBXC 2 me a

S(ABC) (Error) se 1863

V(Perce1ver Ro]e) el 1 };_ 188 ‘<1_~7
AXD e i I ,;44.730;*.
CoBxD e oa
KX BXD 2 e Los.
5 cxo A Lo e a

sxexn’ s aew

Axgxexo o um o a
DX S(RBC) (Error) 84 l.98

%p < .05
%P 2,001
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_ Append1x E 12 - » ,
' "Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Interna] Externa] Attr1but1on Index' }
| . (Exper1ment 2) . .ﬂ ; ‘f‘. v '

 ;vSourQe' ,fi;ﬁ {’*ifl? N ?“-';Ms’,‘ LB

: g_*A»(OGtgomé)vx; e SR »_‘.j"’71 297 26}873** o

(Task D1ff1cu1ty)’- - - v  1“ 23 , _.   ] 176 f:  ;f;433 1

- ste) (Error) e '2.65,37"

o Cerceiver Role) 1 se2 2.0
Axe e 1o '584;5b5»f" 5306.1¢9*¥f"
BXC 3 O ; A4;480'._""2.362'-  o
Axexc 2 a6
;c X S(AB) (Error) w1 - B

Y EEC
PRE.001 .
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_ Summary of Ana]ys1s of Varlance on B1po]ar Measure of Cred]t/B]ame

” (Exper1ment 2)

Source

: .'df':g'

Ms.

. ~,~f“A‘(Outcome)‘ L
‘ . (Task D1ff1cu]ty) _:‘
b fC;(ResponSe,Ofder)» o

: ﬂ,}A'x c

oBxeo
AXB X c '; o
ffS(ABC) (Error) :,

D (Perce1ver Ro1e),

Ay D

B X-D',“' o
AXBXD
Cx b,;» 
AXCXD
S BXCXD
CAXBXCXD

';DvX'S(ABCi}(Error) f 

48756
| 24;021_15;
s
RN
ot
1‘;';333fv  1:~
v\ . 2.896” :v;
.00

178.256
879
len
‘;146 :'
:j.504f
.008
‘,‘271.i’}'
e
: 5{480-5

P

‘ 1135, 728%

2. 918* S
4 125*
o
:J;714 j;' ’¢
a.

26430

3714354
et
- 2647
:Q ;]  .
. ‘ 3i134"'

-1i<1;2 |

;],}

<] e

*p< 05
**p < 001
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: Append1x E.14

. . . y
Summahy of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Resca]ed Measure nf Cred1t/B]ame

‘(Experument 2)

;{’~ff A (Outcome) “ ‘  B "5  }.1 ‘f h | 23.381  21.333%«

B (Task Diff1cu1ty) D - R Ga26%

CAXBL o

Semeo) 0w g

':;ImAvX Cf=* vf;ii” ?  ;”.‘1;.‘ . 1§§,:  oo ‘::;379thx*;j§ﬁ i;“ ,.
CBxe EE 2 2e%  2.em)

5;' 'A X1B'x°C'  ;;.. .f ‘.‘Pi' ' ;  .   2‘; '_H;\.;334 _ : -<]jlu’ ,1">

oSO (error) B 0%

D (erceiver Role) .y e ek
i:vAvX’D S | ,;a“  H;,, .f '];'_ e {'g‘371}431*?:=3:3
CAxBXD . T T e zes!

b b.'~‘ ,' v' R ‘,>'6O4‘:A:.; <1’  s .:

AXCXD o g I AL |
Bxcxp . 2 om
AxBxcxp R am o a

A XD(ABC) o am

.05
o

ni*n§n§
N ¥, 1A LA
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Appendix E.15
f  Summary of Analys1s of Var1ance on Percept1ons of Actor Respons1b111ty

(Exper1ment 2)

iy

"539ur¢e fv‘ 77’fj‘f e M L P

B

(Outcome) -:'f  L o ] { ,,9;24.083 S 14f33]**'t '

\ '- 'B (Task D1ff1cu1ty)_ 4 o ‘}. 2 3 o 3;349 f, . 993

CAXB o a3 22, 280** i

EPA

sy (Error)ffw'?'i” T R ST

._? C (Perce1ver Ro]e)‘;“?  ;- {f : ' ;]vm'ff_:“J§?384Ai, ' g;i i‘i :

SR T I e

"'iis,xvc j'ﬁzlfj S ey R
XSG (Eor) ey
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| Apoendlx E 16
Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Percept10ns of C]1ent Respon51b1]1ty

(Exper1ment 2)

Sourcei.¥?;f_: S df S Ms \'i_- F

A (outcone) o o s0.020 31,508+
B (Task D1ff1cu1ty%,-~i“ R g AN __<1‘yf :
i x 5   . e |  .>: R ;)  .‘ - ,537;2 ;:;QT

SUB) (Error) . a gy

c (Percelver Ro1e) :j'.'fj_'* j 1~’ -~  “; T;é32j,n.:lf?ff7
A X C | ?[i :f;{‘l ':ai,f--  1 ; ],i,‘; k’750;523;; _ 1.79:339;#;
AXBXC ‘“v‘iuﬁL "_?" 2w 2605

LA

cx S(AB) (Errqr),'; B T F
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B ¥

R | B ,H ' Appendlx E. ]7

o Summary of Ana]ys1s of Varlance on Actor Cl]ent Respons1b111ty Index

(Exper1ment 2)

| Source~v T e “v'df IR Ms‘;7 o F:

A,(oﬁtcomé)' ST ,.'1.“_1 e 4.688 "f 1.284
B (Task Difficulty) e 2 asls 138 -
AXB '_ { I O m29i o t0.4seet
V‘S(AB (Error) ’b‘-.‘;- ~“:_; §OV_ ,;f‘ R 3,652 g | .

fb@W@ﬁﬂR&ﬂ   f;j] THf ;ésﬁ7§'3f5'. |
Axe o s L ogsem
. BHXfC   . 5 >3 RN 5?  j;: . 349vi';}',§izﬁﬁib__ 
AXBXC _«?7f , 52*?7f'2;1md;f ?2n: L’f

Cocx S(AB) (Breor) s 3.216

e
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Summary of Analys1s of Variance on- Percept1ons of Actors Reward
| Deserv1ngness e

(Exper1ment'2)v

e A‘(Outébmé) "f !‘~ﬁ\‘>  v’-,»' 1 ,:f300 000 '-"295:168f*
B (Task D1ff1cu]ty)"¢'v ‘; T P 3 693 7.569%

o

A x B ;- ”_;'_h' f7 e s 5.827%

i i,liA X8 x ¢

| - C (Response Order) 2 _.i? ?.ff g 7 ,i7 1'1;021 3'5Q'_5-005' h
~ijc «yﬁ 5if,  f 3_1f5Q;;J4M **[dsn:;-

BT I N R 2. 403

) (Percelver Ro]e) o oo 290,658
VF.fA X D 'v3“'f/’ ;-€ } G ‘:TT -f'~'nﬂ-4;d84 . , ”;55.37]+;,2:.:

|  1A XBXD .jff' B G057

" ~1”t[;*o X S(ABC) (Error) e o760 T

'g”B xc x D S

Signi a2 e

R

:E 001——

‘lAl/\




B (Task D1ff1cu]ty)
. AB
R o (Response Order)
. ACH

R R
S ABCD

o E (Perce1ver Ro1e))

nBE
. A o B . ',,,]]3;055 ';1 .'2-294f:55~15;7;»n7;-- .

- ABDE

Append1x E. 19

Summary of Ana]ys1s of Var1ance on Response Latency Measures] .

| (Exper1ment 2) “ » “'1 : f/( o ."1

o
-’,
=
ST
-1

-Source -

A (Outcome)

(Sex) |

RO R = i RS N, =

o,

o

=N

w
‘;N;O-_oo'r\dc‘:ao\f-l S
POPRPNeS

* e——

o

o

T

@35- | ”7:ﬁf"?115.234 7, 1<’2;179 ;“*73“
a0 e i

“CD

“BCD -

MM M) et NI P ke
E oy .' ‘v - e
Qo . -

wd

(0]

(0]

O

LD

- e

—‘

N
OB OBRN.
o 0
@
o
O
O
IS

| s_iS(ABCD)(Efnnr).._L:.”' e

-k | SR
U BE '."5-ff_;;?f_,( S

CEC

ok
£

ST

" ABCE. .

~BDE- S BT
CCDE: o a1, 813 008120

ACDE ..

BOE

~ABCDE =~ - e o

E X S(ABCD) (Error),ef RS S

. '36.406 . 07707 -

)
0'1
m
(Yo
—
o
W
n
[0 0]

. sl.467

454 0089 <
2783 041~ _

”‘i_‘(bﬁhtinued)lf7‘“ﬁ i
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. ) - Appendix E.19 (continued) .
Surmary of Analysis of Variance on Response Latency Mga§ures]
- , - . o
(Experiment 2) o
Source, - v df -~ Ms F
* F (Type of Question) 3 484,625 29.551** .
AF : . 3 6.344 0,387 - "
- BE 6 8.445 0.515
ABF 6 24.693 - 1,506
CF - 3 13.083 0.798
ACF 3 17.854 1.089
BCF 6 - & 54,104 3.299*
 ABCF - 2.810 0.171
- OF . 3 -26.656 1.625
ADF 3 53.635 . 3.271*
BDF . .~ o o 6 126,456 - 1.613
_ ABDF - ' ‘3' T 6 23.245 1.417
E€OF - . aa 3 1.385 - 0.084
ACDF 3 9.042 0.551
BCDF- ¢ 6 1. 0.714
ABCDF - ‘ 6 "~ 9.880 0.602
F X S(ABCD) (Error) o 216 16.400
EF - 18.938 +1.248
AEF : /3 7.948 0.524
. BEF 6 21.583 1.423
;_ABEF S 6 - 19,760 1.303
C EE o8 f 3 8.188 0.540.
“ACEF S S 3 . 4,901 . 0.323
BCEF : P 6 9.865 - . .0.650
o ABCEF - o 6 - - 20.536 ©  ° 1.354
- DEF | , _ 3 11,807 - .0.778
RDEF ( -~ - . 3 23.115 -1.524
BDEF '\ 6 - _1.193 . -0.738
- ABDEF 6 -11.102 0.732
- . CDEF 3 11.792 - 0.777
.- ACDEF 3 15.339 S 1.010
- BCDEF ] 6, 42.070 , 2,773,
- ABCDEF - -~ o BN 14,438 0.952
E X F X S(ABCD) (Error) 216 15170 .
05 - H o § ' C . g
**E.< 00" R i . s

1In this analysis reSponse 1atenc1es to each maaor dependent measure
.were included . - .

“ .
o
.
S

4
i

3
o .

%
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| Appendix F.1 |
Mean Personal Attributions partitioned by Sex, Perceiver\Role, and

Task Difficulty

* (Experiment 2).
Sex -

“$ o  Males o Females

o . ‘ — - '
Task Difficulty ~Actor ~ Observer Actor Observer

~ High o AS6, s 4.95 500,

low - 5.26, 413, 5.4 4.9,
No Information ,4'75ab> @ 4.94ag o 4'82ab; - :4'50ab

- Note. The higher the mean, the greater the peﬁsona1 attributjon.‘;

Means sharing no subscripts in common differ significantly at the .05
level using Duncan's multiple range test. ' » -

r
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Mean Persgnal AftbibutidnS‘partitioned by Sex, Perceiver Rote, Outcome,

and Response QOrder

(Experiment 2)

Actor

Observer

Success Failure

Success Failure .

Causa]-Attribution'Last

g
Male 667, 2.92,
- Female . : | 6.754.. 3.75,
Causal Attribution First |
- Male o ' N '5.92Cd %'94ab
Female - | ' | ’ 6.17 .?3.58ab

cd -

'3.92ab 6.00Cd

4.42b 5.67

v

cd

375, 5.69,
375, - 5.42

' Note. The ‘higher the mean, the greater the personal attribution.
Means sharing no subscripts in common differ significantly at the 05

level using Dgncan's multiple range test. -
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Appendix F.3
Mean Persona] S1tuat1ona1 Attr1but1on Index Scores part1t1oned Sex,
| Perce1ver Ro]e and Task. D1ff1cu]ty - 'S

(Exper1ment 2) B

o

Male. ',f Female -
Task Difficulty | Actor Observer ‘Actbr Observer
High o .689b 1.375b ’ .8]3b .6275 :
Llow ].313b -.188a ].2§0b : 1.Q00b
Np Information S .500b ].000b | .625b _.‘250b

Note * More poﬁgzlve scores ref]ect a higher persona] than
situational attribution. Means shar1ng no subscr1pts in common differ .
significantly at the .05 leve] us1ng Duncan's mu]t1p1e range procedure



A

) L6
Append1x F.4 ‘ '

Mean Persona] S1tuat1ona1 Attr1but10n Index Scores part1t1oned by .
. Sex Task D1ff1cu1ty, and Response Order )
(Exper1ment 2) o
: ;ﬂ! o B
- Causal . Causal !
& , e - T .
Attribution First | Attribution Last
o ‘ T = ‘ - B _ g
Task Difficulty ~Males Females - Males ._;,Females
y : ‘ . . . . w . : )
H1gh . 1.44 - .69 . .63 : 50
low S 56 1.8

No Information. =~ .19 69 L3 19

1 ‘ L 0 .
, " Note. More pos1t1ve scores reflect a greater personal than
s1tuatlona1 attribut1on S o ; :
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,k;f} Append1x F. 5 | 7
‘ Mean Response Latenc1es as-a funct1on of Outcome Sex and Type of

- Question. o A
. (Ejper1ment 2)

B 5 Iype'of‘Questionv

»

Personal }SItuat1ona1 Credit/,‘ Reward.‘x

'/Attrfbutfon Attr1but1on 'B]ame B Deserv1ngness’

" Males

Success. EEEE | R ,7;§% 799 1 4.60

Failore 400 709 829 4.6
Femles RO e
Success. BN - R T 893 . 507

]

- Failure ST 7.27 . 6.74 7  |  :?;72‘ , "‘T‘E;Bif

~ Note. The higher the mégn, the Tonger theAresponseFIatency (in secs).. - -

ﬁ%?zs_"’
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