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¥relat10nsh1p tetween explanation-seeking apd the -type of

\ ABSTRACT

. ; h .

)

’

- Although a number'of writers have focused upon tﬁe’

,nature of the attributlon process, little attentlon has been

dlrected tovard specifylng the conditions whlch lhitiate and

1nflnence the amount of explanation-seeklng undertaken byb

]

observers. Horeover, fev attenpt= have been nade*t% exaline
both the'effects on causal attnibutions of factors which.

inflnence ‘;explanation-seekino and, the nature " of the_"a

attribution which 1s nade. _

v‘-. o
. -)

.~ Two  experiments were. conducted to‘ assess several;vf'

¢

Y

one of the actors acted negatively towards the Other, jﬁTnefﬂ7;'

tn:_observer's liklng for the actor uere varied in, the first i

Lo

;r.rather than dlsliked This analysis alsq yielded

';x51gn1f1cant nornativeness x liking interaction.' COnnter-'

N

";observers regardless of 11king for the ACtor, whereas

,’fliy'

e

'hypogheses7Conoerninglthe inﬁ;uence of interpersonal and}Trﬂﬁf
situatianal factors on- observers' explanation-seeking and5fp.
'causaltattributions;l"_In both experilents uale subjects;>"

-observed' a filned vinteraction hetween two actors in whicht&f
”-> nornatlveness of the actor's negative behavior and the5fﬂ'~‘
f~exper1ment.- Analysis of subjects' re5ponses on Y leasure ofi;'”“;

~amount of 'eXplanation-seeking indicated tﬂit observers;'

7Tsearched nore for an explanation vhen the actor was 1ikedi>]

'.nOrmatlve negatlve behav1or 1nstigated extensive search hyfli o

e

Sty



-

normatlve hehav1or generated iften51ve search vhen the actofﬁ
vas liked rather than dis&?ked. Analysis “of _subjects'”:

causal ',attributlon_ responses indlcated only that ther

;dlsllked conpared uith 'fie x11ked actor's behavior vas

attrlbuted to more disp051t10na1 causesV Plnally, analysls'-.

. of the confldence Hltb whlch ohservers made théir Causal.’

“

Afattrlbutlons yielded‘ a sigqiflcant nornatlveness x liklng

‘9

1nteraction. Whereas“ the confidence of observers of

Adlsliked actor teand to’ decrease fron counter-norlative to

fi,nornatlve condltions, the confidence of observers of a 11ked

By

Vﬂactor increaced signlflcantly from connter—norTatlve to E

I
.

. nornatlve condltlons. Lo ,~:1'r7'.:-3*‘”“v o

In - the” second exper:meng'z the actor‘s status and thef,'

dlstractlon experlenced by observers fron a conpeting task'

.vere varied | The ‘ﬂata revealed only a 51gnificant naﬁn__;

"feffect for duratlon on the explanation-seeklng measure non- .f,f

"fdlstracted subjects searched more for an explanation than"r;

| 'fdld dlstracted snbjects.; Analysis of the cansal attrihntiOnﬂ;ff"
data 1ndlcated that the actor's bebavior vas attributed moref
..;;~to -Pls d15p051t10ns by the non—distracted cq-pared vith the7"‘

B ;dlstr cted subjecés.i In addition, distraction interactedfjfoﬁf

V*'ﬁfus1gn1f1cant1y vath st tus on this neasnre.v Hon—distracted«“‘:

.-subjects attr1buted the high conpared vith the equal stitu55r"i'

ey

ol

3, 3

actor's behav1or more to his dlspositions, whereas there vas;;“f}
"'*llttle l dlfference in attrlbutlons‘ due to status-lwhen*fnf'r7
: 'fobservers"vere dlstracted Flnally'- snbjects indicated'

‘-,rgreater confldence 1n their attributions when they vere non-sf_a"]d
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distracted rather than distracted.

The results obtained in the .tvo experinents were '

’dxscussed in terms of the need\for attrlbution theorists to

fspec1fy the conditlons. uhlch 1nstlgate the attr%bution

process and the spec1f1c condltions wh1Ch mlght serve 3@1
,function.. Dlscussion 'also focused on t‘% ack of :\\

con51stent relatlonshlp hetween amount of search and type ofjf

v

.causal attributlon' desplte thé findings~ 1ndicat1ng thatv'

>

‘1nf1uenced botb variables.v

0 .

— ‘L R . . 1 - c. . e IR

~
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"several of the 1nterpersopal ‘and situational condit1ons“”“_:/“
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-Beginnihg‘-wﬁth ‘Heider's (1958) 1n1t1a1 3 conceptual
: L o
analysis,; a number of theorlsts have.attempted to isolate

the cgﬁGitlone uhlch result in a’ perSEiver's attributlng

| another's 2 behav1ori to' dlsp051tional or 51tnational causes

\(ﬁllgg{der, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Joues & “Nisbett, 1971~
F-Kelley, 1973;'v5haver,.1975) : Although these ai&rdbutlonall

approaches va:j“in Tbbth} thelr breadtﬂ.‘bf ; focus_'fand?

conplexity; Qf propositio;aﬁ'stréanre, ‘dne basic assuiptionl

is common to them'allﬂ This assunption is, that a percegyer
Jattrdbutes ‘causality aS‘a result of his need to understand'
< the'deternlnants of the behavioral‘events v;th 'thh'.hen;is.

_ e 2 e S L
confronted. . L I - e -
. o ‘E.,AP

However, 'attr1but10n theorlsts havevnade fev attempts
to spec1fy the conditions under which a pepceiver typically
.i initiates a :o;e or lessﬁ conprehensive 'search for -an‘
7':explanation of an actor's behavior. 5 And,f_scant attentlon
v‘-lhas-vbeen pa1d to exanlninq the effects on a perceiver's.

'causal attrlbutions: of factors vhich- light affect his,
”fuetplanatlon-seeking.lsd Consé/uently, thet pnrpose of the‘;
‘ 5;present project was to assess t{p effects of several factors |

juhlch uere expected to influence a berceiver's’ explanatlon-:,

ifseeking .and his causal attributions of an. actor's negative a

fbehav1or.,, L;u]@

'57,‘ The a;m of each of thev attrlhntlon theories (Heider,a
L ‘ SR
; 'Tj‘1958 Jones 6 Davls, 1965" Jones 8 Nisbett, 1971. Kelley, 3

I 4




fpa551ve observers of actlon...(instead)... Peo

1967, 197; Shaver, i9755’has been to describe . the process
by ubich ecple derive an 1explana£ion’ for an ‘observed
behavioral event. . .The = assumption | underlying this
.theoretical and empirical enterprise is that people have a’

need to underctand the determlnants of the. events around

them so ‘that future events can be anticipated and, vhen

_possible and desirable, controlled.

¢
L

" While stressing the observer! s need to underStand,

attribution theorists have nade fev attempts to dellneate

those actions Or classes"of acts vhich 1nf1uence the.
1nit1atlon ~ and strength‘ of an observer's explanatlon-

seeking. Thlc issue is 1nportant fon at least tvo reasons.“
-~

First, there‘ ls a\ need to spec1fy the- behav1ora1 events

\ \ .

' e
~which serve to instlgate the process of 1nferr1ng cansallty

*

in onder that the paraneters of the attributlon process may
vy ]
be establlshedﬁp Althongh a number of suggestlons have been .

mnade concernlng the 1nstlgatlon .of the attrlbutlon process,

none has been systematlcalLy develgped and subjected _to
research. Pcrf‘example, a connon view appears to ‘be- that.

'observers purcue explanatlons for any and all behav1ora1

events Hlth vh;ch they are confronted./ Thuzl Shaver (1975,“

p. 125) says that '"people are not content merel toi be
Y Y -

‘search _for' neanlng “in_ the 5061a1 vorld ar‘und then"
Elsevhefe; - the same ‘vfiter- appears . to -apply asome'“

restriétidns7 to the’ types of behavlor' vhlch ' initiate.

explanat1on-seek1ng. For.example, Shaver (1975 p 125) also .

¢

aSSerts that, :“vhether the behav1or 1n questlon 1s that of a

. ’._‘_

e. actlvely;:
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nation, a group, or a single person,...if that behavior is

attempt is made to- define what is neant.by vimportant® .

}

'behavior. - Although three otheﬁ‘ analyses -also '»appear

-important to. us, we will try tofintergret itn, Honever, no

relevant to the present 1ssue, none has focused dlrectly on

the  conditions which nlght 1nstigate the attribution
process. -Thus,. Kelley ‘and Thlbaut (1969) have outlined a

number of different sources of attribution 1nstability uhich

which'night tc an inleiduah?s undertaking a full-blounlhf

at[ribution analysis rather than relying upon. his existing

‘1d1scussed the role of.‘inferential sets in‘terns.oflthe’

.inforlatlon selected hy 1nteractants and the inferential use

to which it is put.
-

Sécondly,.focusrng on the anount of search undertaken

by'-observers‘ should serve to shed further 1ight on the":'

. conceptions c¢f the attrlbution process have been advanced'

one hand, theorlsts such as Jones and Nishett (1971)

sugg st that attrlbuting the cause of behavior 1s a one step

""fprocessw in vhich observers tend to de—enphasise snch

-~

'_aggr9551ve dlspOSltiOn. Although the -t eorists are not

“'exp11c1t on the 1ssue, such a position 1lplies tbat causal

-result 1n 1nfcrnat10n dependence and 1nfornatlon seeking.

‘Again, Kelley (1972) _has dellneated a nulher of conditions

sal schemata. Pinally,,Jonesvyand Thibaut (1958) vhave y

'.nature of the :attrlbutlon process.v To date,i tvo najor

.;conditions_ asf 1ntentio§§llty and sinply attribute r'thers*

behavior- to a d1sp051t10n whlch natches the behavior.; ?or"_;

“exanple, an observed aggresslve act 1s attributed to *‘ﬁ -



attributions are relativelyiquickly'and easily acconplished;’

' Qn the other band hovever, bome theorists (Heider, 1958-

) Jones & Dav1s, 1965) view the attrlbution process as a step-

wise progre551on which commences vith the observation of a

v‘behavioral event and proceeds v1a a number of styps to a

causal attribution S to dlspositvona

| deterninants. These ‘steps 1nc1ude con51deration of whether

the actor had the ability to’ connnt the fact, ‘ hether he

tried to act in that nanner and, finally, why he connitted'_'
that act. Houever,_ialthough “the attribution process is '

vieVed as a relatively nore exten51ve and rational proce;s’

or }situationaliQ

" -than that proposed by Jones and Hisbett (1971), Rii is -

nevertheless COHSlderea that sone behavioral events nay bel

more ea511y explained ‘Pan others because the 1nfornation .

¢

available to obse;vers is less anbiguous (Heider, 1958).

However, the Sltuatlons which are 1ess anhiguous and hence

~

'result in less explanation-seeking, have not. been spec1f1ed

In_ vien"of he preceding considerations, one«of thef
"i purposes of tgF present project vas to assess the anount of'~

explanation-seeking 1n1t1ated by ohservers nnder different ,

onditions in 'ant_attenpt to /deternine ,uhether f ausal

- attributlons are basea on little, nuch or varyinq anounts ofjf'

_;search..- Purthernore, 1t vas intended to. assess whetherV'

"f'there is any consistent relationship between the .anount ofi

“ls%arch»sundertaken and the type of cansal attribution Whlch;v-

~ is made.

T .n o j.(.

‘A‘recentfstndy,b& ﬁeﬁtSon;(1973{:prorideo~fthen:initialr
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impetus for the«project.-}ln thisistudy,,Newtson@specified
at least one condition which ﬁight ‘initiate *explanation-

. seeking. - HBe suggested that an actor's unexpected action, o

which is by’deflnltion an unpredicted action,- should serve

to . increase explanation—seeking as the observer strives to

fre-establish predictability over the actor's behav1or. In -
‘T,clarifying and expanding upon this notion, 1t 1s suggested}»
“that any. observed behavior vhich is. inconsistent with the

.observer's 'expectations- concerning the hehav1ors uhich are

o typically asscciated uith a particular situation, night he~l
} ant1c1pated . to-_' 1n1tiate explanation-seeking. _ This_

f_suggestion is based on the assunption~ thab-‘observers;

through tbeir soc1a112ing experiences and their experience"

in observ1ng and seeking explanations for behav1or, develop;vj
"expectations or noras about the types of behaviors ‘which are B
_typically‘ assoc1ated vﬁth, or’ are nor-ative to, particular'u
‘situations. 'Injso doing,' the Iobservers will have SOneT .
.H'-understanding : that such noruative behaviors 'are nore
"’51tuat10nally deternined than initiated by the individual.jg
For _exanple, 1t- can reasonably be assuned that observers-_“

’-'develop’ n expectation about the behaviors which ~«“a_x:‘l'e'. e

B

t“°r“at1'eA ‘hen it rains, (i eo.f seeking shelter) and an
_explanation of vhy people act 1n this, lanner" (i e,,.
;_ aprevention fron getting uet) This viewpoint is- consxstenttxv
tfouith Kelley's (1967)~ analysis of variance uodel of the:h}
deternlnants of -situational attrlbntions.i In this noael,ii;
,:a:cause is attributed to the 51tuation if lany People act xiﬂikﬂ

"'7;the.}sane “uanner on- different occa51ons 1n one particular]s:

N



situation. . o - o,
| - | . v . o _ v
el . _ Y AT , :
Accordingly, it is assumed. in ‘the‘ presentf vievpoint

‘that 'pronided. the' observed actlon is consistent wvith the -

‘ norms for that 51tuatmon, the observer has no eed to. -

actlvely pursue an- explanatlon srnce he understands uhy the“ -

hehavxor occurred on the ba51s of his revious experience N

'v1th the .sane behavlor. . Inl contrast,v 1f- the observed.-
'behav1or’ is counter-nornative ror inc0nsistent with the

yobserver's expectatlons. regardlng the. behavaor typlcally‘

- 'assoc1ated vith that 51tuat10n, 1t night be antrcipated that _

o .the observer uould be notlvated to seek an explanation for‘

that» partlcular event 1n order to re-estahlish h \\,f

| understandlng and predlctabrllty.l
: co

Although a- nunber of : studies have | shovn ?.tnatif]
‘ nncertalnty produces 1nfornat10n-seeking in decisien—nakingiff
_dsituatlons (e.g.i Cravford, 197u'-Driscoll 8 LanZetta, 1965's;f
'Jones, wllklncon, 8 Braden, 1961- Lanzetta 8 Driscoll, 1965-frf
| .Nelnark, 1961), nore d1rect support for the present ideasc'f
| 5hasp been pfov1ded in Nethon's (1973) recent study.(z ’edﬂ5
‘;51tnatlona1 expectatlon whlch was ilplicated 1n this studyiﬁf
related to the hehav1ors uhich are typicafiy enployed 1n thef“:
'1dcoanet1on of a. gonstruction,nodel.' Thns, observers in the_
condition nanlpulating Expectedness san"ﬁpjan actor:sj
i;a"dellberately and methodlcally assenbllng the nodel.ine}g;
e'factor. consulted the instruct1ons; found the \necessary':

?,pleces,‘iand added then to the nodel, occasionally cheé*ing';v

".and. re—check1ng" (Nevtson, 1973, 3&). In contrast, 1n thee“



condition nanipulatinq Unexpectedness, the actor turned toi
‘hisi right after assemhling the pieces for a period of two .
- ninutes, “removed hls right shoe and sock, put the sock ‘in
the shoe and placed then on the table to his left bent downfl
again, and rolled his left pants leg up to his kneé; This;'

was done deliberately and vithout change of, expression,....:

"'The actor then completed the lodel at the sane pace as in"

[A;f@ust s’ Pe0ple develop exPectations ahont the hefQL

. Xhe standard tepe" (Nevtson, 1973 p 35).§ Although therei
ere, sone a-biguities in his dé/*\ Feutson found,o asir
ianticipated, that the counter-nornative behavior initiated;:
‘more: explanation-seeking in observers than did the norla’l::l.ve“-“t

[l

behaV1or.

“:i? Giren that counter-nornative hehavior does instigate a{e
fperceiver's explanat% n-seeking behavior, it is poésiblelf
i{that, : fcllovinq -_counter-nornativeness, f certain ' other';
?conditions vill 1ncrease or restrict the‘ c0lprehensivene55'i
lefj':' perceiver's explanation-seek;ng and hence lightia
; liinfluence his causal attribntions. Along se!eral conditionsgl
vﬂwhich night exert this additional inflneuce on explpnation -ﬁ}
'iseeking are, first,_ the particular relationship existingf:
f(between ’,;ue~’ ;ctor : and .ohserver\ and secondly, thoseﬁ;
'~;51tuationa1 factorsfrwhich ? -iqht interfjre yith 7rtheﬁ7

'"‘fperceiver's processing of available inforlation relating toﬁe

‘the observed heﬂev1or.vt;;f

Hith regard to the first.notion,- it is assnned thati;

'thlch occur~in particular situations,‘ they( also X
ST A L ir”h %_{_.\.¢

J" el



Texpeorations" about the types of behaviors particular people_.‘
| v111 perforn. Con51stent vith this assu-ption, CPeider's .
(1958) balance theory suggests that we expect good acts fron.‘f
good people and bad acts fro- bad people. In this context,.
_'good' people are those conceived to be. llked by, or: who_"
3’have hlgh status conpared v1th, the perceiver (Byrne 1961'j.'

t \‘ .':.

‘Grossnan 6 Hrighter, 19“8- Vreeland, 19#2) On this basis,”;

eit -ight be anticipated that tf a. Person V1th favorable'”fu

"-characteristlcs is ohserved to'QFonlit a negatlvev actionrfif

vhich is also counter-nornative, the nnexpectedness of that7'-

. act vould be 1ncreé$ed heyond that of the sitnationalf::”
L N R
‘unexpectedness of the behavior _becanse of the perceiveq:'

’ incon51stency hetVeen the natnre of the act and the actor.j';i

t

‘-And, uith the 1ncrease in unexpectedness. the anOunt ofl~"7

. explanation-seeklng night be anticipated to increase. ﬁfin.y”l

e;contrast,;ai£¢ person vith unfavorable -characteristics!”

»;fv(e g.. disliked, or lov status) is observed to connit a badxfe

' ,}action '_uhlch is also connter-nornative,n it light bef:7'

1;;.anticipated that the unexpectedneSS of that Ect vonld bejf_f

_deCreased because of the perceived consistency hetveqn the;ﬁ,g

'lfnature of the act and the actor.: Bnd. conconitantly, there3iTe

o vould be 1ess search for an explanation of that behavior. fify”f

ﬁ] In relation to the natnre of the situatioq in vhich theiii

nff::perceiver ohgerves' the hehavior, it is possihle that ani;VY

“7,observer tYPlcally has an: uninPazred opportunity to-zpnrsueféf.

"'g{an explanation of an ohserwed event to his ovn satisfaction.fj:ﬁ

9Nevertheless, it is also likely that situations vill arisef7.f

a*in Vhich conditions which are peculiar to the situationfoﬁ'



) night interfere uith and.reduce the.perceieerls processing

_ _of available 1nfornat1on concerning the pos51b1e

Vthe counter-nornative hehavior.l_ For exanple,

N .
\cause >of‘

_t nlght be<

.

.“antic1pated that , explanation-seeking folloving .;Fthe'

observation of bounter-nornatlve behavior, would be reduced,_

‘ 1f the perceiver 1s required to undertake another concurrentx“

ii"l <atisfactory to hin (e.g., if the actor's behavior‘ o

S
-

"le'these 1deas.. Specifically,_an attelpt was lade to evalnateif;j

task(s) or 1f the perceiver is otheruise severely restricted:-'

. in the tlle he can devote to reaching en explanation vh1ch~ej:

'°_’nece551tates an’ 1mnediate response by the perceiver).w.,fﬁ

Vo ..
R N

_ﬁy_- The present project vas designed to exa-ine sole of;"

'the proposlt1on that explanation-seekinq, vhich 1s initiated:fﬁﬁ

fby cozhter-noruative behavior, is increased or decreased byx}?'

o factors vhlc}l Lnfluence the unexpectedness of that behavior, '_"-\.., .

R 0 | o
‘and restricted by factors vhich interfere nith thefyiﬁ

| fperceiver's processinq of available inforlation.-A~

;ith'7~effects on thes perCeiverts cansal attrihutions °fﬁAfi

he present project vas also directed tovard exalining;I””

7_factors which affect his expTanation-seeking.? Althongh this”}lg

e.@jaissue has received little

‘:,lﬁbehavior as heing caused nore by,ndiSp;sitions than ;byfflf

"f‘o{situational events.- This propositioni

attention fio- researchers,i.f,

"firuewtson (1973) has proposed thaﬁ an actor's7nnexpected or_f.}

'")fcouuter-normative action leads an ohcerver tovinterpret t&at{]?:

'tas }based onxthefﬂ[}

e
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aSsnnption that the percelver's 1ncreased focus1ng iof.'

attentlon 'i the ’actor folléwing his connter-nornatire ES

beha'1°r provides greater infornation concerning the actorf J

rather than thé 51tnation,'

R

| Although a. nunber' of researchers have~ fonndf that' Lf’; ‘

S

perceivers'attrlbute an actbr's counter- nornative heth1or _-'

‘to his disp051tions (Jones; navis 6 Gergen, 1961 Jpnes eti:i»f“‘

al., 1971), their predictions have heen based upon“%qags Xiagt"“'*'

.ﬂh'is'(1965) theory of correspondent inferences rather thaan_?5~*~

“P°n ) “e'tSOn'S 1 (1973) ? suggestion , that dispositional?;ft

e

attributionc result fron increased focnsing hy observers..etif»

Thus, the forner researchers have predicted that a perceiverjs

_attributes an- actor's connter-nornative behavior to a'”'

'disposition | vhich latches ':thefi behavior (1.e., f"”g;;{,_f;g

correspondent inference) Silply hecause lost people are not‘*ﬁ°iw‘

pected to act in a way vhich is 1nconsistent with sociallYf;“'.“'

,accepted forns of behavior.-f These investigators havehf

f%si 2d that the perceivers uould feel that the connter-?jff,kf

fnormatlve behavior nust have heem caused hy the QCtor's"fﬁfa

funlque disp081tlons.» However, the consistent finding tﬁatju~

.ab actor's counter—nornative behavior is attributed to hisf;'ffé‘

disp051tions has heen obtained in sitia}ions where Virtnallyl[?f,“'

Tay

fcounter-nornative

hehavior.

A M RN ‘ 'e_u_,
'1nstigation or the actor's tenporary uood

the only infornation available to the perceiver has been thef,ﬂffﬁv

fperceivers have rarely observed an actor interacting 1n afff5ff?

v




a‘ . ',t

dyad. And, the effects on attributions of such potentially o
1nf1uent1a1 variables 'as the liking or status relationship

between the actor and observer has received little attention,

from researchers.' uoreOVer, the p0531b111ty of such factorsg_} S

as, the. llking relationship betueen actor ande ohse;ver"'

e:entinq ‘an influence on attributions is not enconpassed byl,i‘

thésiaﬁd DaViS' (1965) theory.  ‘- ui >ffi:il1‘.
: . . u(.

Accordingly, the\second prop051tion vhich vas evaluatedfjfiff3'5

in the present project was that factors ‘which affect theii.”%lsl

comprehensiveness of the perceiver's rexplanation-seeking;tjﬂja5gj

also directly 1nf1uence the perceiver's cansal attribntions.f{f?¢ffh

It vas assuned that, first, a perceiver nay attxibntg& anff.ﬁ;i-ﬁ

iactor's behavior. to his dispositions or to the“particulargjf-*i

situation.i Secondly, it was assu-ed that the sinplest orfi‘

'easiest explanation is one 1n vhich the action is attribntede;;i;gd?

¢

:téi fa' corresponding disposition (e g.,z=attributing an;;f7i'ﬁ

;aggres51ve act to an aggressive disposition). ,ifffn;?s"i':”"'

Based on these assunptions,_ i% was anticipated that‘;;fifst

-after ﬂ ohserving a counter-norlative actiOn,"

e

'perceivers°7';f~"

,attribute the gehavior to a cornespondiug dispo :1§§?Q*hé§f_f?f{_f




. . - o

‘_the %ehavior is attributed nore to " the?situation than to the

' actor's 'dlSpOSltlon. This expectation was based on the

A(e ger the perceiver's liking for an actor vho connits

*'hehavior, or the good or’ poor perforaance,'7y

-

?lfheyond a sinple correspodﬁent inference in his search for an

a liked or high statns person to the sitnation (e g.,

ty;good acts' is not conpronised..*tsf{hfh:ajﬂfi

v

o A nuaher of studies (e.g., Regan,__StrauSS andvfrazioiidi“
ff'j1973-~ Thihaut and Riecken, 1955-Fanes 8 Fitzgerald, note 1)
| ;efhave provided data' consistent vith these ideas althouqh

":their focus 'has not been on factors vhich affect hoth

%

x f* disliked actor to diSpositional or situational factors._ It

: c-assunption that those factors which are likely to increase

'i explanation-seeking he ause Athey increase unexpectedness fz
d‘g’counter- nornative negative action) lead the perceiver to go K
'>»acceptable explanation., In attributing the negative act of Af

et another's instigation or to the actor's tenporary bad nood), J?

| the perceiver's general expectation that 'good people do o

'ii,explanation-seeking and cansal attribntions.a lnﬂc observjfs'd'

'Qobservers : uere asked to fattribute either' the_fhelping

-fiﬁwas found that the behavior which was consistent vith affect f}f

"Vfattributed o: ﬁiSPOSiti°ns 'hile hehavio

"which nas

/.

| Hiiffor the actor (e.g.,; good actions by liked actors) ] éﬁjf

'ififinconsistent uith affect vas—attrihnted to the rsituation. gff



Lgﬂ

fvaatt:ibut;ons,d. In this expetilent |

‘5f dlstraction experienced by the observer as-'he»;

'a;ijtmhé a1| of the initial experinent vasj

exanine the effect of nornativeness ;j

¥

51m11ar1y,_ Thlbaut and Riecken (1955) found that. the :

1 .
p051tive act of a hlgh status person vas attrlbuted to' hlS o
'dispOSLtlons uhlle the same act by a lov status person wast

| attrlbuted tc external Causes. | Pinally, uanes Qand, :

Fltzgerald (Hete 1) repllcated Thlhaut and Reicken's findingdf

and also fodnd that the fallure to COlllt a p081tive act byir

a high status person vas attrihuted to external canses vhile; o

2

the sane act hy a low status person vas attributea to hisl”""
thSPositions. " e s e e T s

Although these studies have shedgsone light upon the te“;

o 1nf1uence of 11king and statns on cansal attrihutions, the'e"

. present lproject vas dlrected tovard exanining the influence;dﬂijf

-

‘] d¥ these factors andathOse whlch interfere_ uith p:ocessingjd -

both peiceiver's explanation-seeking \and causal}?]

u
‘0.

.v attributlons of another negative behavio:.i In order to. do}?g,f‘ij

thls, two experllents uere conducted.- The first experilent:f~7ﬁ'ﬁf

varied iiking for thel acto: and the norlativeness of his;“it'r

behavior, vhile the~second varied the actor's statnd'and thei,f

"vieeodi thejfdf“;'

actor's behavior. f»l“ifi-”

first,

”f behavior

explanat1on-seeking and causal attribntions. gnd, secgnd”"‘ :

an attelpt uas -ade to assess the inflnence of factors_vhi

-

mlght *ncrease or decrease the unexpeqtedness':ﬂ"

beha'i°r °n the perceiver's explanation-seeking and

LR M
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normatlve or counter -nornati‘e negative behav1or by ‘a liked
or dlsllked actor. - In accordance uith Neutson's (1973)
findings, 1t vas expected that explanation-seeking vould
1ncrease follqving counter-nornative behavior conpared .;ith
'nornative hehavior. Furthernore, it vas anticipated that a
PErceiver luoufd attribute' the actor's‘ counter-nornativei:

conpared vith is_}'nornative behavior o nore to his-"
;"- .

'disp051tions <inp1y because the forner behavior wonld not be -

expected fron nost people. That is,‘the behavior witl bep;,’

‘\..
LI

;seen as unique to the actor.'fj;: h "_-f'-[}:p},;p'.,_',.

or.ﬂhen }ithet_ counter-nornative negative behavior ig'"f.

_comnitted by a 1iked conpared vith a disliked person, it was.l

:anticipated that the 1ncon51stency between the liked person7

.connitting a negative act causes the perceiver to see hisé@b*

fbehavior as: nore unexpected than the sane action by ,gﬁ,f

e

:dlsllked person._ Consequently, the perceiver searches 1esshf;

ffor an explanation of the disliked person's counter-:f;],

tnornativef negative act and accepts the firSt and sinplestff o

ﬂexplanation--that is, that the negative act Ias the result;@iat

1of a negative' disp051tion. In contrast,the pereeiver's-{]ﬂt

*affect for the liked actor uould 1ead hil to increase hisglffi

Q ‘.

hsearch and to go beyond the dispositional attribntion byfﬁ”“f

1interpreting the ‘act as. being dne nore to the situation{f‘°“

: !

A(e g. ) ﬂhév vas 1é§tiqated by the other": or "he vas in ald'

ftenporary bad, mood") _“éf'?flfi;fff*f‘“
In sunnaé@ the following hypotheses vete advanced andi{{f

ftested in the first experinent°?~5*”'
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" 1a. ', P perce1ter*s- explanation-seeklngf is greater

follouingh ancther's counter~ nornative rather ~than his
S . _ " i |
noruatlve behav1or. o o , ~'_Nr,.\~‘ o

-

1b. Cdnpared with’ an'actor'S'nornatire behavior} an
“actor's counter-nornative behavior 1s!attributed more to hls

dispOSitlons than to the 51tuat1on._
L T . g . R . R
2a. A p%rcelver's explanatlon—seeking is  greater ‘

follov1ng a 11ked conpared v1th a disllked person's counter--*

11

normative negative actlon. -

~2b; A 11ked person's counter-noruative negatlve act is’
-

attrlbuted nore to the 51tuat10n vhereas the sale act hz a
e
. .

::disllked person is attributed nore. to his dispositions.v>

Lo N R . : o
& T

The seCOnd experiment uas undertaken iith tvo a1ns~

- flrst, tO«:accessz further the effect on the perceiver's_; .

;'explanatlon-seeklng and causal attributians of fdotors uhich

'7etn1ght inérease the unexpectedness of the actor's behavior*"'

‘ﬁd{and second,' to examine the perceiver's explanation—seeking

[ '
K}

and causal attrlbutibns uhen situational factors interfere .

'Adulth the perceiver's explanation-seeking.:,fi”

Accordingly, perceiverS’ ohserved a. counter-nornativevgf

- “negative action by a higher or equal status actur,: nnder};_r

?g;condltxons of distraction or non-distractiop. Becaqgg a&&f*

NN . T@
»

1Rcounter-normat1ve“negative act by a high .status cenparedfrfi

’J'-fvxth 63 egual status person is 11ke1y to enhance thej;{f

"°*J'ﬁjunexpectednes= ofcﬁhe forner'Saaction. it vas ant1¢1patedfeit

‘tﬂthat A, perceiver's explanatlan-séekgng folloving the higher;[fﬁ

T .
. - R N .
BRI T
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status person's negative act uould' be greater than that

folloulng the same action by an equal status person. hgain,
vhereas it would be plausible fot the percelver t3\51mply.

B attribute the equal status person's act to a negatlve

n~““§§‘ disposltlon, it vas con51dered that he vould go beyond this -

attrlbutlon in 1nferr1ng the cause of .the high status
person's act ‘because a negatlve dlspositlon would not be
seen te fit'the latter. - It vas anticipated that “theb high

1

status person's act vould be 'atttibuted more to ’the; v

situation than'to.histdisbositious.. | _ ‘
v L : ,”'-/ . B o _a ,
When a percelver observes another‘s‘ counter-normative
actlon and is also requlred to undertake a distractlng task,'e'
it uas, antlelpated - that the 1nterference fron the
dlstractlug task vould reduge his 'explanation-seeking loref .
than that of a percelver under u&h-distractlon condltlons,
Because the only 1nfornat1on avallabfz'to the observer isf
the - actor's counter-nornative hehav{?r; it vas antic1pated-h
that 1n both non—dlstraction and distraction condltions, the,
actor's hehavlor Hould be attrlbuted to his. dlsp051tions

‘ 51mp1y because nost peOple do not act that way. nouever,.

. view .of the reduced search under distraétion conditions, it\

was ant1c1pated that the actor's ”,avior : would he |

¥ 1

T attrlbuted lcre to dmspositlonal causes undeT distractlou o

fﬁan non-dlstractlon condltions. ef_ qfi :,-jAQ“:i

o with regard to the : interactlon éf stq@us ,"aa'if‘
dlstraction,A 1t vas anticgpated that under distraction;”

condltlons the 1nterference fron the dlstracting task wouldfl

-



reduce the_ percelvet's explanatlon~seek1ng and.ﬁigd hlm to
attribute th?A counter-nornatlve .act, toAf thed actor's _
Ldispositioﬁs,j- regardless of.: the actor's_ status. - In
eontrast, -it was hypothe51sed that the non-distractedJ
perceiver would attribute the high status person's actlon
'vmore to the situatiom vhereas the equal status person's act -
would be attrlhuted nore to hls dlspositions. That 1s, 1t g
vas antlcipated that the dlfferences hoth explanat10n~
“seeklng and cau?al attrlhnthns due to dlstraction vould be B
‘greater vhen the actor has higher rather than equal status.
In Sunuary, the following hypotheses_vere'adyanced .and
tested 1n the seco;d experllent' o g _ | :
1a. A perceiver's explanation-seeking is \greater
’follovlng a high conpared vlth an egual status: person'sv
counter—normatlve negative actlon. i |
1b._ hlgﬁ status person's counter-norlative negatite:
aetion'.iS; attrlbuted -ore to. the situation than “his
idiépositiene,' compared uity the sa-e act hy an equal statns;_..
; pe:sen; T : : | _v R
.v_.12a. '{L;_ percelver's 3 ;xplanA£ioAQse§kiﬁg szdliowiag"
-eanother s. counter-nornatlve negative hehavior is greateri

ﬁ;under non-d1=tractlon than distraction conditions.‘e

v H

zb. An actor-s counter-nornative negative behavior is”@
(attrlbuted nore t6 his dispositid;s than the sitnation nnder'“
'”ﬁhoth dlstraction and non-distraction conditions, but the“ -

o behav1or is attrlbuted uore to diSpositional causes nnderlrn
._ dlstractlon condltlous. 45_}&;2 | e o |
t?j3a,-; rolloving n actdr?s.cenntefﬁﬁgtiative hggatieé_”

o~ AN o S



- -more to the s1tuation.

- 18
-

behavior, the differénces in a_ perceiver's 'explaﬁation-
C i

seefing dﬁe to dlstractlon are- greater vhen the actor has
.‘hlgher rather than equal status.

3b. Following an actor's counter-nornative negatlve

beh&vibr, 'fhé dlfferences in "a.' percei‘er's causal
" . S r N

‘attrlbutlons due to dlstraction are’ greater vhen the -actor']e

N
he 3

has hlgher rarher than egual statns.; That is, an equal-
statﬁs'.person's» counter-nornative actlon ‘ ungé _*both;;
distraction and non-dlstraction conditions is attributed
: T

‘nore‘fo his dlsp031t10ns. ) In',contrast,';q hlqh statusTl

person's Avcounterfnorlatiye - action nnder ] dlstractlon

éonditions-is at{rihdtéd more to his dispositions uhereasw“'

’the ‘same per%cn's action under non-distraction is pttributed ?L”
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EXPERTMENT 1

. »

"Method

Suhjects,ggd Lesign
R AtotaI of .ud‘“nale undergraduate stndents at the: |
Univer51ty of Alberta part1c1pated 1n the experinent as part-A

of an 1ntroductory psychology course requirenent.t

.f"

A2 x 2 factorial analysis of variance design vas used -
_vith tvo levels of nornativeness and tvo levels of 1iking.d
SubjectS- Here rando-ly assigned to one of hef fouri.,

U

condltions..~ ,

- -;_B.Lzax_s_nd.usua_.
i,A v1deo tape recorder vas nSed to present the actor's«:f

behav1or.i Suhjects v1eued the taped sequence on a 23"1 Tvé

' ~-nonitor.L The hehavior sanple consisted of a2 visual displayfad,

"fonly, N0 sound vas pr071ded.‘jtr"

Two tapes, each showing an interaction sognence betweenf:i‘
' f'tvo people, vere prepared.:. The first tape,; a sonndlessdid
: _practice fill, vas a 3 ninute clip vhict depicted one person:-

: / :

Aip,entering a ropn and greeting a second person vho vas sitting}{{

,jcreading.;:dth tvo' then engaged in conversation before the’?f‘

"ffirst person stood and left the roo-. .QTTth SGCOﬁdf”ie

: (experi-ental) tape vas a 5 ninnte interaction seguence andf}j

Eadepicted tuo different people ( the actor and ‘a secondi_;d

0M"deperson) seated and facing each other at a tahle. Tbe tapedd,;

P
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s

“commenced with an experilenter apparenthY\ 1ntroducing the-f

task to the tuo people _who “then each read a set of

iustructions.. The. &wo' people then conlenced fat‘:-odeL'

}
: N o

!construction 'task each nov1ng quickly to supply pieces of"
" the model and each consulting the nodel diagran at frequent'
1ntervals.' As each ninute elapsed. 1t was iudicated by 1,
2, 3, or y bells. Shortly after the second ninute elapsed,*“

i'the~ actor stopped, grabbed ca piece of the nodel fron the.‘*

;_second person and then very obviously berated hid for/ alﬁ
L period of ten seconds.; The tvo people then contiuued the{-”

;ftask for a further 3 ninutes.
| _Pms.e_dgss B o . | ~e T

The subject was seated at a" table facinq a Tv uonitor'J
I ‘ -

'=.uhich ’s 10 feet distant K The subject vas told that the‘;

”'experinent vas one of a series beinq conducted on thef

-effects L of different nedia (e g. IV., ' radio) on an'_',‘"'

'-_:observer's inpre551ons (Appendix :1 contains the conpleteﬂfffxl

.jinstructions) Thew subject was infoxned that the ail Offffv]*

,tﬁthis particular experinent vas to conpake the~ 1l919881onsih"ﬁ"

. P forned by different peopfe fron a nor-alfrv filn (i e.,_i.

‘,ﬁfvpicture and sound) with those baSed oply on the picture;;.f“”ﬁ

-'f.(i e.,t'no sound).. Tbe subject was told that he was to viev‘fq

,i:~three fil-s, the first tvo of which were _intended to giveif_‘:,

'“;hin practice in the ilpression fornation tesk., In tact, theidelllh

.Hxsecond flll uas the nain expffliental fill and suﬁjects werefhfa'if

n;hled to believe there were three filqs so that the’ =

particularly oriented touards the second (experinental)

ii‘filu.



he experlmenter then explalned that the first practlce :

film uould present am 1nforna1 interaction seqnence betveen

.r‘two'=graduate studen&s uhich the experinenter had uade for.

e the ~purboses of the present experinent. - In contrast,  '

7subjects' iere told that the renaining tvo fills uere clipsf}f

ifvrev the soundless filus.xi te' 

W ..

taken fron fllms nade of real experinents.; After cousulting;'

a llst, the experlmenter told the subject that he 'vas to.{;A

L
'0_ :

-

f Before viev1ng the first filn, the suhject was 1nforued¥gf

' that all subjects vere frequired to fill 1n a standardfTJ

-/

‘Lrattltude scale ( Appendix i}) in .or&er to provide extra:tf‘

'1nfornat10n uhich could then be related to the type offﬂi

‘ .1npressions he forned fron the fills.. After coip%ﬁting this:"g

,}ttask. the subject vieved the first fill and gave his*dﬁ

»flnpressions. f the "general atnosPhere" in the fillﬁﬂfh?

'o;lnteraction sequence in a hrief guestionnaire ( Lppendix 3)

""”thle the subject uas undertaking this task the e!Petilenter??f

'elapparently 'scored'/the subject's attitude scale.fafif{fei;fF B

Aftgr ensuring that the subject £elt_‘ ”lfortable withﬂ"

“tktthe inpression fornation task, the experine er introducedf;;

bffthe second (experineutal) filu., The subjecttvas :told thatf;}




. . ‘ ' . .
,The' experinenter : then' carried out, the liking

nanipulation vhich vas acconplished hy lanipulating attitude
A sinilarity (chuire, 1969) Hhile turning to switch on the
‘tape, the experimenter noted that the :rbject niqht find the

_tape 1nterest1ng because, in terls of his responses on the

'1attitnde scale fe was’ very sinilar (Like condition)

“.tdifferent /(Dislike condition) to one of the participants infi

'¢fthe fll'ed experi‘e“t-;, The experilenter added that theff3

e}isubject and the 51-11ar .(or different) participant vouldi';[f'

;'probably "get on very uell together“ (or, P not get on; veryf’

”*{huell together at all") The tape vas then tnrned on. and the}}*hw

E fexperinenter identified f}t‘ sinilar ; (or dissinilar)fi:

'~ffsnbjects vho participated"

;i;uould see an exanple of this in the

1f1;person

**i;argnnent ensued

ffrparticipant to the snbject. After a. pause,' and jusﬁ vheniTﬁQ"fi

f};the co-petitors started the task, the experinenter ‘d'isedjrif;f

th?that the subject Hould see only the first conple of ninutesfif"“

5-“.fof the filn before goinq on to the nain experinental fill.'ﬂrbi'ﬁ°

\

'"5aj{'The 'experinenter then established the nornativenessflf57x

'"fffnanipulation-; For subjects in the Korlative_conditionr the-riw'

'~Iffexperinenter noted that "the task vas'iapparently quite'i':”‘

:"aronsing and tended to bring ont the conpetitiveness in thei{fj_p

shortly afterili""

»Thus; the NOrnati'

‘;Qift f establish 1n},w;”gv'”

xfi“°conpetitive hehavior Was fairl :conlon

”nsﬁtold that e

fii”*i* tha“ftue sinilaerfffu

this situation and
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.that it resulted from the nature of the task acting upon the

subjects.. In contrast subjects 1n the Counter—nornative'

condltion were told nothing about the behavior they vere .

“.about to .obcerve. d Asjfag result, the argunent sequence

'occurred suddenly to them and vas counter-nornative to then' '

' both 1n terns of thelr expectations regarding the vay in fd

_which tuo people would COlpete on an expérinental task like*l}

f thls and thelr expectations developed on the basis of the;;:
"flrst twd -1nutes of fill.l R R e
The experinenter ter-inated the tape 20 seconds iafter;ef

:the argulent cequence concluded.- The snbject then co-pletedﬁ

”the' naln questionnalre '( nppendix 4) which containedl;ci

_ t:manipu1ation check 1tens, the pain dependent leasures,-_:»di,l

"‘f!tffiller itens._ The experilenter then noted that there vereﬂ’“

Td}fabout three n1nutes of the filn renainffg and asked the»df;

”v*d?flll and that the experiu; t{vas concluded ~Ian?dﬁtit91fﬁd

| gisubject how lany nore of the renalningtt‘ree -1nutes °f theft.‘

| f11n he would like to see in order to»feelf’fully confidenti‘f

f_in hls attribution response.

The subject was then told that he uould,not,see a third ;7}




Y

[

g gulat;gn Check Itens =

- thenselves to he to the actor.--~f"ﬁ

Q’e'gegdegtﬂ _ggésﬁzés- S \

.

wlth the exceptlon of one explanation-seeklng neasure,[f~'

4 o~

the neasures to check the nanipulatlons and nain dependent'cf i

leasures uere contained in ‘the~ -aln gnestlonnaire' (Appendix‘_f

!

’_,a{,;, These _neasures were prlnarily in. the for- Of bi-polar' .

7-point scales. ": i

L 51 g, Thé subject's 1ik1ng for the actor vas checkedrfg”f,
usxng two leasurés.. First, as one 1te- of a. 7-itel5ff-7

impression 'scale, subjects were T:asked "o7u rate jftyciﬂfjj'

likeahility of the actor on a scale ranging fron likeable -ff”“'

I

unlxkeable.-’ Secondly, the subjects' j ratings 6‘;~_£ug;‘jc'*
i renalnlnq 6 itens of the 1lpression scale (reliable -fufnm

unrellable,' uaverlng-' persistent,_ honest dishonest,f ‘*ﬂ7

4

-

1rritab1e aé good-natured, hunorous - hnlorless, tolerant -f;f7 B

)

nanlpulation; subjects -vere also asked ftd{findicqte howfr;?“k

silllar (very sinilar " not %ililar at 1) ;hoy felta,c

nor-ativeness""”f

E ;gg ; ggg §, The

between. the '?t;Of;f wm"

;i rnnexpgctea,étﬁ?li);?T;HQ;” S

: finlcky) were sunned to give an overall favorability rating.{ L

”-f\; I' v1eu ,qf‘iﬁﬁ' procedure i enployed i}'ff the likingﬁfj_rf




? gg;_ eéendegi uéésuges N ﬂ ht':;_*j.'”..~‘ 1 :v " k_.\;ﬁ
_52l2233122:§2££;33; Three leasures uere used to. assess ;?’ 
the subject's explanatioﬁ-seeking follouing his ohserVationﬁf"
%Of the arg“lent seguence._a irst, snbjects uere asked tof~'
<indicate the extent to which they found thenselves searching!”ﬁ(i
'Afor an explanation of the actortf‘;ﬂ‘unentative behavior (noﬂéf?

f-search at all - great deal of search);; SecoJﬁﬁy,.jsubjects_b'

’-;were asked to recall the next three ﬁpecific lovelents ladéffiﬂ

}‘”t“bY the actor imnediately after the argunent seq“°“°°°rf t§éﬁT'3

"1nclusion.'of this neasure vas hased on Newtson's (1973):fp-1s

Zlfﬁsquestlon that the observation of unexpected behaviorf;sif

B ”lshould result 1n an incrgased focusing of attention on tha?‘Qfﬁ

”_:;actor's behavior._A Thirdly,: after co-pleting the nainiff;’

'vquestlonnalre, subjects vere asked to 1naicate hou qany noreff5”

'ffi'of the renaining three linutés of the fill they would need:ij;’v

sfif;t§f . in crder to heco-e fnlly confident inhf theirf'fff

' *}f;personallty traits or dispositions)
;’-fsof the situation (i e‘;fthe co-petitt

x;fffor the cther person's behavior)"

fif,attribntions. This nulber vas reCOrdea.?:

Tlcaused hy the actor's ‘own characteristi‘



J*,”neasures were analyzed in a 2

0
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confident (very confident - not confident at all) they feltj

in tbeir attribution of the actor's bebav1or. This neasure

‘:"was~1nc1uded in v1ew of Neutson's (1973) suggestion that the
ﬁi.increase bjin inforlation resulting fron an: cbserver's,

‘increased focusing on an actor's bebavior would _lakeﬂ;au-

actor feel wore canfident in his attributions..'“ o
o 'f‘; -",' 1Lf\.;guf'

ﬂ‘QéIQfAuggxsis[;jfff o

'f;;fu*vﬁf_f‘V"

Of the 46 subjects who participated in the experiuent,5

I

the responses of 6 subjects were excluded fron the aualy31s.ii ;;Zj

iThree subjects were excluded because of suspiciousness of;,‘ﬁ

:vifthe purpdse or procedures enployed in fhe experilent,-jfijfkﬁl

”efrenaining 12 subjects uere randonly excluded fro- twobﬁrj5ﬂ;ﬂ

’5t'conditions so. that nunber of subjects per condition vould be;j-df“73

The respcnses of uo subjects ou eacb ;f

'*avariance uith subjects a351gned betueen

.[fQOhdifibnsQaﬁdﬁfﬁﬁ}if?iﬂ§ﬁ¢§uditi§ﬁ§» Subjects”responses onfufff'xl

H'@ibecause he didn't, see the argunent sequence,, and the,;

;*‘\ﬂ= o - L o

?;the dependent :jdj'
lfz factorial analysis offﬁiV“""'

':rfinornativenesngii;j]_:
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":aan1pnlated prlmarlly by perceived 51lilar1ty with the;
snbject the subjects vere also asked to indicate the extenth"‘
to whlch they felt thenselves to be 51nilar to the -actor.ﬁ

'Ana1y51s 'of suhjects"responses on the sinilarlty neasure (:

t“

'Appendlx 5) 1nd1cated only a 51gn1ficant nain' effect forln

.'llking (r= =9. 99, af 1/36, p< 01). B Suhjects in the Like .

}-‘conditlon ( u -u 35) indicated that they felt thelselves to-i -

i «be‘ nore’ s1nilar to the actor than did subjeqts in thefw

Dlsllke condition ( H ~2 95)

Consmstent with these data, analysis of responses on i~';.

llkeability neasure ( Lppendix 5) also Yieldea only af?;”"

df51gn1f1cant lain eﬁfect for 11king (r=1o 80, df 1/36,f[5“*

'f'p< 01) A Subjects in the Like condltion ( l —3 85) perceivedffu~

’:ethed actor as . nore 1ikeab1e than d1d suhjects in the Dislike; f:dﬁ;

e condition (g‘ -2 70), _ |

"'D'

‘va'tafi; 5pendle 7) n; six other scales (teliable -igf;ff"
unfe; , persistent,; honest : dishonest,tﬁgﬁ'
irrita good-natured, hunorous - hunorlese%" .

'rffinieké _so revealed only a siqnificant nain:‘effect for]e

© 7 1iking JRe 49 1/36. p< 05)*”

- betveen the two conpetitors in the fill. ‘Ana

:]&1YSiS of the subjects' sul-ed favorabilityﬁt$v7'?



”'3gnornativeness was also obtained on this neasnre (Y 5 33, df

7';aisearch between suhjects 1n Like and Dislike conditions uasiv

g " S 28

. ry
data { Appendix 8) yielded only 2 'significant nain_-effect‘
fbr- normativeness (F 61 55,‘ df 1/36 p< 01)..LSubjectsain o
‘ithe;égunter-ncrnative condition ( H ‘5 1) 1nd1cated that the'“‘A
.d ancnnent was nore unexpected than did subjects 1n the}fds
o Nornative Fondition (M —1 5) | i -

o ggjgg gindings S
E;gl pat 193 § ;gg, Thtee leasnres were enployed to;:'¥..ﬂ
iassess suhjects' explanation-seeking folloving the argnnentftj'
sequence., tirst, subdects vere asked to mate the extent toai<“
"::thch they found thenselves searching for an explanation off .

"fethe. actor's argulentative behavior. Analysis of these data}ftfg;"

f'( Appendix 9) yielded tuo significant effects; fitst, | |
iv_significant lain effect for 1iking was ohtained (r=u SQ, afiftth;f

:i"1/36, p< 05) Like condition subjects ( ﬂ =5 3) indicatediAﬂIidf
‘?f{that they searched nore for an explanation than dld subjectsfid";"
“ih_in the Dislike condition ( g —u 1).,ece7ff'; | G R

R 5 significant 'intefaction’ hetveen liking - d:};l]ff
j}1/36 p< 05). j;ls'_indicated in Table 1, the difference in?

:'fqreater vhen the actor's %ehavior vas. lornative rather thanf~7f!

jCounter-nornative._ Duncan's uultiple ;Range Test revealedﬁﬁf R

'°elthat the search undertaken hy Disli,evc*ndition suhfectsfgfjf.}

£ follouing the actor's Horlative behavior_ vas significantl; _lff{f}

fj;mthls ana1y51s uere siqnificant..;cj;'ﬁf“;,
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Explanation-seeking . ias; also : assessed by ask1ng~

) subjects to recall the next three specific -ovenents Iade by

the actor folloving the argunent And, subjects vere asked':

. to - 1nd1cate " how many of the renaining three linntes of the'l~
' filn they vould vant to see \in order tof becoae fnlly
confident 1n their attribntion response. Hovever, analyses

. of these data yieided no significant effects. .

g g§ ; ;t;ng;igg‘, Jndglents of the cause 'of the'

“actor's behavior uere assessed hy asking suhjects to

indicate hou luch the argunent vas caused hy the actor's ‘own i“d

‘ i o
characteristics or the characterist}cs »of the sitnation.'

Y

o lain effect for liking (r-1u 05, df 1/36, p<‘01). Snbjects‘

. Analysis of these data { Appendix 10) yielded aésignifioantﬁi'

iﬂ _inf the' Dislike ‘condition ( n =5.15) indicated that thel ;fid'

_ﬁ actor's behavior vas caused nore hy his dispositions than‘fgff-'

did snhjects j.n the Lj_ke cOndition ( a! =3 75) W 4. l!one Of the

_~other effects 1n this analysis vas significant. '}ifigf }E-~s“
R T L e A
.eeiiésessi S“bjects vere also asked to indica!: hij-‘“
confldent they felt in lakinq their cansal attrihution.jif

Analy51s of these data ii' Appendix f1' épigaded

'i~ significant effects- first, a significﬁnt lain e fect for‘iff

1iking was. ohtained (r—n 16, df 1/36, p< 05). _ Subjects inl;fﬁ;f

:5the Dislike condition ', 5 -5 20) were aore confident inf,;;}}.

their judgnent than w;;e snbjects @n/the Like condition ( g;.ftx'f;

-, 15)

T : g |

i
gt

;l“~. signxficant 1nteraction betv en@ liking

- nornativeness vas also ohtained on this leasnre ‘f=5.71, df

-ov.' o
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Mean cqnfidenéé Ratings
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d1/36, §<505yf ns indicated in- Table 2,' the difference 1n.'
.confidence hetueen subjects in Like and Dislike conditions :
'was greater vhen the actor's behavior vas COunter-nornative ;i
.rather ' ' than f nornative. Duncan's ,nultiple Range Test |
i:,revealed that subaects 1n the Like condition vho observed fv a

'the“' Counter-nornative' behavior vere ‘s1gnificantly 1ess e

o confident than subjects in each of the other . threev

onditions (p( 05).; NQne of the other differences vas j_;>
~’S{9nif1cant. - e P : -
RIS T AT .
+°- Discusslen’ -
e -._":

The results of the first stndy indicated that the

: factor's - counter-nornatrve co-pared vith his nornative ;,j*ﬁ
)dbehavior did not increase the subjects' explanation—seeking
da§~' vas anticipated._ Instead,‘ 1t was fonnd that the

'i nornativeness of the actor's behavior inflnenced ‘nei“"

'»perceiver's explanation-seeking only in interaction vith the

.'¢fperceiver's liking for the nctor.; 1hen the actor's hehavio:

J_actor's behavior was counter—no:ld“'"“

Vfwas _norgéff/ perceivers searchedfﬁore;f .dan'egplanation

'ibwhen the actor was llked rather than disliked bnt ﬁhen the “f"'
- _'e nas little f

'ffdifference in anount of search dn‘* to ?liking._ noreover,-i'

'7fda1though a liking uain effectlo explnnation*seeking uas

e ifnornative negative behavior.'f;:lf;igeu'i' 8

'}obtained, the liking X nor:ativeness interactioy“ did not D

'f;'conflrn the hypothesised increase 1ﬁ.expia'_vi;"

'-~follouinq ar liked coupwred vith disliked person's counter- v’ |




33

S ' R ® ' ;
_-The liking x nornatlveness 1nteraction serves to_‘

. y .
",quallfy Nevtson's (1973) finding of greater explanation-b»

'seeking folloving observed conntervnorlative- rather than]d
D

"{nornative bebavior.Af The result indicates that altbough;,

;-jcounter-norn tive behavior instigntes explnnation-seekingp‘f

'regardless of 11king for the actor,. nornative behavior;;-T‘

fggenerates less search than connter—no:native bebavior Onlyq:;_..

ivben the nornative behnvior is connitted by a dislikedfelf~"

person., It is notevorthy that elthongb the finding tbatq SR

.*iliking influenced senrcb under nornetive conditions was noteund“7*

'Wbpreaictea 1nf _'b present stndy, 1t is neverthelesstVN;bv

~f-consistent vith the tralenork npon vhich tbe f present;t»

"fpredictions gg;e based. Tbnt is. the finding indicates thateQ””

“;even when the observed behavior is typicnlly;»SSocii&ed with.fj -

'b;thef sitnation, explanation-seeking nay be initiated by;fif[{‘

- 3violations of observers'. expectations conce:ning eﬁ{;f"“
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A ' B ‘ e
nornative behavior light have been so unexpected that5 -~'

"-differences due to liking vere ohliterated as the perceiverf ﬂf; ~‘

~—

'nerely sought to find sone explanation for the observedif 

‘7behav10r.\ The flnding that greater search uas generated__*‘"

~“undet nornative conditions by the 11ked rather than dislikedf_{f*

"actor's behavior is consistent \aith this suggestiou.—, It;f;f”(

ufindicates - that even though the negative behaviot vas,ff?ff%‘

f'nor-ativeness of his ‘hehavio:

e R R
* 'coapletely-discharge
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for his negative action by 51nply attributing it to purelyjf'

situational causos.A: Two explanations nay he suggested toﬁ,ﬁ

aCCOunt for this £inding. First, it is. possihle that the. .

- -findlng 1np1y reflects a wenk 1iking relationship hetweenA ;"J1

o the actor and the observer., Secondly. houaver, when viened :;'}i;

in conj°°°t1°n '1th Regan, Strauss and razioﬁs (1973)f{3“‘”

results,,this finding snggests that the ilpact of affect for;Aofiv

an actor a;r;a;; observer's attrihutions_; | ,b fﬂf7f4

'3':of the observed action.. Ihat 15,

i-plication of thislsquestion is that :

that negative act ohs are more indica
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oaE

'“itheir attrzbutlon jndgnents.:, subjects who observed the :

j negative action of 11ked actor vere less céntident in ﬁ i;k- 
‘__"\theif attributions than ‘were suhjec%s "h° °bse"ed )a ‘ :» '
i ﬁdisliked person.} aoreover, analysis Of“the confidence d‘ta". §;;  

?7{-;'a1so indicated that liking for the actor interacted vith the .

',norlativeness of his behavior to {;influence;'fsnhjectsvfjf;Q ﬁﬁ

j{;confidence ratinqs.i whereasethe confidence'df subjects vhoff §ﬁﬂlp

fffobserved the behavior of a’ dislikeﬂ actor tended”tildecreasefffii

IVifr°' °°““t°r'“°r'3ti'e ;:i« nor-ative conditioBSa fff§§ff ;f;]?

l

 ﬁC°nfid°nCe §f observers of a liked actor fi cneased‘fl5'

7"conditions._ Together vith.

'V_finding suggestsjth:t'vhereas-obaarver offlikedfnctons-b a{gﬁ;jiff
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thls influence and the Confldence vith vh;ch the attrihutlongaf\

' 1s nade nay also depEnQ~upon the positive or negative natureff"

".fof ‘the observed behavior.,1~%Q;g  ]f:jja;Af3f.:55; ;fji;;;f;¢ 




 EXPERIMENT 2

A l total of 63 nale undergraduate students at th°7i?
.f niversit! of a1herta pa:ticipated in the experinent as. partf; 

'hfof an introdnctOzy psycholegy cou:se regnitelent E

A 2 x 2 factoriul analysis o£‘ var1anceraesign vas;.j

fvﬁdistraction. thjects vare xandonly{assignod

f“]four conditions.w”



flnstructions) The subject then vieved the flrst fill andf7 l

'J‘Jgave his general‘mnpressions (Appendix 3) of the at-osphere?'7

_in the filned 1nteraction sequence betueen the tvo graduate ff;

n“;f¢59fi? eiperilenter q then‘ intrcduced | second&ﬁ"f

.,:i(experinental) fill 1n nnch the sale ter-s gs}vere usad 1n; 1f

;Lifthe first experilent.ﬁv The énbjectfias, ”‘d thutfhe 'ouldi~;f

ﬁff“observe a filn of an experileytJin ;v_;ch:.

:gf.noting that,

“.ﬂ_participants uere a professorfa

-"f;f,lconditiO“) or tuo stnqents' like ‘the preser

k:ffstatus condition).;

The experinenter’~then est

'L}ﬁnanipulation._



DR IR - | SEEAR
the . 'professor' to subjects in the ngh status condition. 7 g
‘2; 311 suhjects effect1vely sau the connter-norlative version3};¥ 
Lof the filn since they ;ere mot told anything about whatﬁ{f#i
 ¥:they would see in the filn.; ls the fil-ed participants?ffﬁﬂ
fjiCOlnenced <the lodel-huilding task, the- signal light uasﬂ;f ﬁ

5[ svitched on far subjects in the Distraction condition._dgrhéf ;§5

"€;rate of illniination of tha liqht '&3 held constant ‘t ZR;if;;

The snbjectw,v - then

d '} ',{: tha




‘ui_-‘explanatl{-

41 .
1.nan1pu1ations and the la1n dependent leasures uere contalned

5.1 1n the nain guestionnalre and, vith the exception of one,;

'Q;eking leasure, vere 1n the forl of bi-polar 7- ﬂ

f'pornt sci

of'the actor on 3 bi—polat scales of a, fo?

These scales

"fteferrod to the actor'sifl

j; (trustuorthy

* subjects vei

7 Qikeable

aistracted taly



02

o o e X z

Main Depepdent Measures ‘

Hain Depepdept Feagsures .
L e T e e

B TUO l@aS“IGS vere nsed tO HSSGSS' s

% £he subjects' explanation-f seeking followlng tbe arqunent;)“

' Q;sequence. As in the first experinent, suhjects uere asked~n ;

S : "‘ e

'” "tij1ndicate “qp 'a’ scale tbe extent to which they fonnd 7’i

vfgithEISGIVGS searching for an explanation of the actor's{fi:

";§ argu-entative behavior.f- And, second,. they vere asked tof{f

'{; recal1 the next three specifi‘ilovenents lade by the actor3 ;;

:5af*e‘ the. arquaent.;,;i;x_vs~~ :

vf; for the ’natnre of thE& §;tn§tion ; ffH‘;w,
l?i asked to inﬂicate hov Qanidén¢"'”

}‘*fattrihution of the acto



o T : ' - P ,',’ ] . L .
betveen -two status ' conditioms and- two distraction
o e L S 3

conditions.,te ' ﬂ’ i~ o c'V: fi‘- S S -
Lo e T e e
§t§§3§‘ !he effectiveness of the s atus"eanipulation:.

\

was chebked ucing three neasures. Pirst, subjects rated the»f

actor's trustuorthiness, knowledguhility; and intelligence*

LV

”cfgfstatus condition (i; -13 90). i;:;§f7f

‘." s
o e

and their reSponses on these three scales vere 'sunled.‘f

‘: Lnalysis of these data f( !ppendix 1n) yielded only afz

significant nain effect for status (P-7 57, df 1/36, gﬁ 01).}1
Subjects in the Hiqh statns condition( ; 816 05) perceived?,

the actor as higher in stutus than did subjects in the BQualff

Assuning that higher statns people"HOuld‘he perceivedV'

nore favorably than lover status people “hjebts uere aisof-

”iff asked to rate the actor'sfhlikeabi,it_tana toigive theirgf

o ten-ite- scale.. Analysis of the;likea

(r=1 7 79, . df 1/36»*
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by‘asking subjects in.tne.Distraction condition 'the ettent
 to vhich they vere distracted ;ron cbserv1ng the fill by the
'changing 1ight' task. m.On ‘a 7-point scale ranging fron' x
i "very distractﬁd" (scale‘value-7) to “not distracted at all"’y‘

(sc&le value-lo the mean response vas 5. 65 (s d.=1 31)

Finally,‘in qrder to”check'thnt' the actcr's “béh&vior ) )
fwas nerceived as counter-nornative, an: additional salple of; )
30 nndistracted subjects rated the nnexpectedness of thect'
~argunent sequence on a scale ranging fron "very unexpected"'-’
\(scale valne=7) to "not unexpected at all" (scale valne=1).
Subjects',lean rating of 5 35 (s d.=1 67) indicated that theﬁ TH

_ behavior vas perceived as counter-ncrlative.

ﬂsmnndinsé
E 2 g! jgg §'gkjgg Tvo i.neasures Were' enployed to'.‘f

. assess subjectsﬂ explanation seeking following the argunent o

| seguence. Y in the first experinent, subjects were asked o

to rate the extent to vhich they fonnd thenselves searchingl

__fOr. n explanntion of the actorls atgnnentative behaviot.i(,-"

| Analysis’of these data f(' Appendix 17) yielded only a"
| | 51gn1ficant -ain ~effect for distraction (P=17 61 df 1/36 L
"_p( 01);'Ncn~distracted suhjects ( n au 75) searched nore for_ s

L:;an explanation than did Distracted snbjects ( g =2 85)

A 51n11ar pattern- of findings uas obtained on the o

f;second explanatlon-seeking neasure vhich reqnixed subjectsff"

to list the next three specific ncvenents nade by the actor:f"”

S . ¥
following the argunent sequencee- Analysis of these data {
Appendix 18) yielded only a significant nain effect for,j:'v



u5

distraction - (F=1O ia;f "df 1/36, pi 01)5’ Non-distracted

subjects ( H -1 00) recalled lore of the actor's love-ents'

"'than did Distracted subjects ( g —.30).u This latterf .

‘~finding, of‘~course, serves to further substantiate the;f~.

.,"effectiveness of the distraction lanipulation. ;'
‘g;uggl A;_;ng;igg_; Analysis of subjects' judglents ofa

the cause of the actor's behavior ( lppendix A9) revealed

tvo’ significant @ffeCtS& Pirst, a significant nain effectr'

'for distraction was obtained (P=12 35, df 1/36, p< 01) Non-j':;;

’ distracted subjects ;(' u =5 QS) indicated that the actor's;\
‘ behavior uas due ‘more - t0' bis dispositions thaﬁ |

Distracted snbjects ( g =3 85). l significant interactlonji

betveen distraction and status vas also obtained on this'p":'

,vffneasure l(P=u 82. df 1/361 P< 05)a hs 1ndicated in Table 3'7-"

‘the difference in attributions was greater vhen subjects»ﬁr

| observed { th Bigh and Bqual status actor nnder Non-t‘}

distraction rather than distraction conditions. Duncan'sj;-?

_uultiple Range Test revealed that the attribution of thef;_-'

_ High status actor's behavior by lon—distracted subjects vasfff

- 51gnificant1y aore dispositional than vere the judgaents of-;}fu

";hsubjects in each of the other three conditions (p< 05)

'None xfof the other differences in this analysis Uas;'ﬁﬂﬁ

351gnif1cant

o

| a?_confidence fv1th vhich they -ade their causal jndgaents (?ifA:

ong;g ggg Analysis of subjects' ratings ffntihéf”ff*

:'.Appendix 20) yielded only a significant aain ettect forff ]j

:ZdlstIaCticn (r_zz 75, df 1/36, p< 01).‘ lon—distracted
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| _'ue’a'n"-CavdsA‘IT’A.‘Xti‘:.;_ilb‘u'tiod :'Jii.dg'_iénté -

Given in Di's't‘r"a'qtigh' x»'_'St,ét_us K:Ondifibns_‘ |

0 statue
Distraction lﬂ e | S
: R nigh ngual
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'-non-Distracted 5.30 li.G() =

_L;jjjj

. -

“
. E
. B -.! .
- : - . .,
o L ¥
/-



Lou7
'Subjects s ! 5 60) nade their attributional judgnents withi .
'greater ccnfidence than did Distracted suhjects-( g -3 QO)

3 ;I:jniggnssicn;l.:.:

} | The results obtained in the second stndy indicated thatj;vff
'sdespite the apparent snccess of the status nanipnlation, the;r»'
‘_actor's status did ‘not differentially inflnence fthasp?
l”subjects' explanation-seeking. Revertheless, the actor'sln‘
istatus did inflnence subjects' cansal attribntions thronghi{}'
\its interaction l:uith the anonnt of distraction theyiz;'~~
experienced in the situation. COntrary to expectations,fj;*
"non-distracted subjects attrihnted the high conpared vithf.ff
\'tthe equal status actor's behavior nore to his dispositions;
'j:swhereas there_ was little difference in attributions dne tof}m

‘fStat“S vhen obtervers uere distracted.. ..#V'*”“

Pocnsing on the first half of the latter interaction,ff,1

'Qits;_ﬁndf been 1‘antioipated that nndo‘

~}conditions, the high statns person vonid ﬁef

. favorag;y than the lower statns person and

'cause the ohservers to perceiye nn inconsistencyihOtveen the.*H

O

R forner's qualities and the-natnre ot the“act,{giving rise tocf

: 5f¢:noré' search nnd a nore sitnational attribntion. Thisj,pff

on-distraction};,§f

-f‘assnnption vas not upheld.. Rather' the lack Of differencefi;":

'fln explanation-seeking due to statns togﬁther uith the;f“f'

'attribution finding suggests that the action by the highfﬁnqi

‘~'f_;status person vas seen to he no nore inconsistent with his,ﬁf"-

r;;natnre than nas the sane action hy the eqnal statns person.,-f_f;
o e e A .



. The results appear to be 1n accord nith the _viev that.f“"

'1

observers attribnte a highnstatns person's actions nnder nof;jj'

o distraction to his ‘dispositions as a xesult \f'fjfhéfi'L'

observers' recognition that a high conpared nitn a louzfn:f

status person has the power to resist sitnational.influencesfifh:

if he‘ 50.. de‘ires-1 Snpport for this interpretation isF" .

provided hy the. nanipnlation check data ‘which indicated tnat‘f}ff

althongh snhjects recognised the difference in statnsTjstf

between the high and eqnal stafns actor, the forner was seeniffi:

<

L to be no nore 1ikeah1e or favorable than the latter.- Ihesewa7f'

1atter findings indicate that the obtained statns effect onffff”

attribntions is actually dne to a perceived difference inf_f,*

status or pcver rather than to the high and egnal stetnsfisfw

persons'. differing favorahility. Although lntterﬁfiiw

sngqestion Zwas 1arge1y discounted in !hihant and Biecken'si{%fj:

(1955) St“GY. it vas not checked in aane St

ritzgerald'sj“;f'“

(Note 1)“ stndy and night consequently acconn for heirs,;;-a

finding that a high Status Person's'onisaion&ot ef?Pos:l‘;ivet-iw s

'r;"act **** waS*attrihnted'tn sitnational cuua

;'fi'act was attrihuted to dispositional canaes.-

s_positive{js.z{

The !%cond stndy also yieldedl tindings?snhich aregiﬁfﬁ-

consistent ﬂlth the proposition that concnrrent tasks orffffcf

itens which reguire sinultaneons processing serve to rednceﬂfnff

the »anount cf search undertaken by an ohserver.- Thns, thef7f755

Subjects" explanation~seeking in the present stndy vaS-:fifﬁ

dlfferentially 1nfluenced by the presencé or ahsence of afietta

distractlng taek. B Non-distracted snbjeétsjfreported that;gkv-”

they searched nore for ‘an. explanation of the Obser'ed?fgf}i



Tl”it7addition, non-distracted subjects renelbered lore \pf the
“w'tactor's dlscrete -ovelents following the argnnent seqhence?.dﬂ

12~t""than a1a the distracted snbjects.;i;;df'v“'

“tl,}:dé_“ﬂ

ad:counter-nornatxve behavior than did distracted snbjects. .dhﬁd;i

./'_ o

nowever, although non-distracted subjects searched uoreh:“

o _for an explanation tban did distracted subjects as yasé;.

Eﬁpredicted, ,b anticipated etfect of distraction on cansal*"ffﬁ

o eattributions vas not obtained.u. That is, it ‘had been;;f;;

- expected tbat the actor's behavior uould be attributed toffﬂtw

’dispositional canses nnder both distraction e;h mﬁh-lfjfj

’“f']dlstract1on conditions, bnt tbat the rednced searchzunder;d;ld

“ l:distraction ccnditions yopld resnlt in A, lore dispositionalli;}f

7tdf”attribution tban that nade under non—distraction con 1tions.i?f%f

‘-;*dlstrqction, non-distracted subj"‘w
":;dlstracted snbjects.h !bis !inding, bow er

_.tfattributions which was obtained.;\3}gk

c}fIn contrast, it was fonnd that vhilevthe actor'd;bebaviorffgfb

.vd_wvas attributed to largely diSPositdona chnsés?rﬂgﬂtdless °fff .

th;significantly | nore dispos'tional han »f;fitééﬁﬂ}efgf_&;

1';ﬁfdi;t,ef; significant statuﬁtLA ;o

‘gijexerted little differential influence

IOIG

';;i.significantly ;

distraction conpared uith nonddistractic




.90

"i:attributions idf:'.acts of high statns people is lore{ fﬂ:,
 : ;ind1cative of a st@te of cantion in observers-'a state ﬂhichg?€ ﬁV
.55,15 engendered by the ohservers' recognition of the high;i‘f "
'zf;status person's pover and uhich 1ncreases the observers'j{; :f
" need to he accurate in their | judg-ents- consistent vith,.'-"ffﬂ;"?:
“ﬁ  this suggestion is the finding that distracted observersj?

‘ "Qvere generally less confident in their cansal attributionsfif:ry:

¥ \,"

"7};than iere non-distracted snbjects.ﬁi§;:4¢ﬁ~a.,f*




GENERAL ,br‘,scp_s.ggmu);. SRR

T e SR R SR B
SR rhg:irationale nnderlying the present project vas that*r
J~;there vas a need for attrihution apptoachea (e.g., neider,AQ;,

'~*1958 Jones 8 navis, 1965~ Kelley, 1967, 1973) to focus sone¢f3ﬁ,

-:attentxon on specifying thg conditions vhich 1nf1uence anﬁ'f{7

'ﬁ'a observer's search for an explanation ot anothet's behaviqr.if;f

u'”fn[7rhe present resnlts indicate thutfsnch consid”rntions:ajftho.ﬁi'f

“f?fffactors

'5¢'flohserver's | GXPl‘“‘t1°°'s°’kingi

'25"?diSPosition

experienced hy the ohsetVQ'

behaviors vhich

Secondly, contrary to t

"chonsiderations,:},inéfhl"



'“i?fﬂorgqye;, vhether ox not an obaetVer prg$9968?thron”hf&— E

- ’1958. '.

';1 -ere1y

**-;current

:Effgattribution. such factors

RN

{between_ the actor and the observer and the alonnt of ff

 ;cognitive interference 5 experienced ihyqfﬁiﬁé ohserver.;f ;f

Joﬂis 8 bqvis,

the actor's dispositions asf a ref“:;;§7[;37]fff°'7

attribution

aPProachGB,:  ‘o

"Q;fth perceiver is required't

'"7j;fbetveen the hnount




5”cansa1 attribution which is lade.;f That is, d15P051t5-°“1

"”*ifiattr1bntions vere not consistently hased on nore or ;iss ;},

~;;fsearch than vere situational attrihntiqns.;. n the figst

T f{::study..',.,oi: exa-ple. obset"’rs 39“"“9“ 1‘“ f“ ‘e

';ﬂf} exp1anation of a disliked ca-pared /vith a likad person's

ction and attributed the forler's act lore to dispositional

v'ffﬁgcauses than the 1atter's. In contrast, the data ohtained in

.“;the second study indlcnted that obsenvers'vho had unde:taken

‘-¢°fnore to’. disposit

\*f:lore rather than less search as a rehnlt of the a-onnt of

'Vzif;distraction experiinced, attributed the» acto:!sf behavior

“, iv1ev of these findings, it appears that regarﬂless of the fff

'""fj"anount of search undertakenf:f

' 'ﬂ’fto date, includes their liking};o‘ th ‘8 ;':i

onal.” rather than situational canses.ﬁ In i



"7u;1f the ohserverus Processiaq is 1“ti

56
S | SRR ‘ . \
e actor,j uith uhich the observer is bogfrontéq The great

iy

rfinherent in a 1iked rather than a disliked person COIlittinﬁéfj '

i

*i'{”the variance in \the ﬁbtential canses, the lower '?tﬁeﬂic -
»bmiiconfidqnce that any one vas the sufficient cause., According."
:ﬁgito this view,“ the difference in confidence &ue to likiig,f” ‘

"“*gfor exalPlev WOuld be a teflection of the g:eateri alhigﬂitY%f_g3

negative act.‘ This snggestion assunes, of cenrse, that,.fff

5'35;it is to be expected that his explanation'ﬁonldlgbe ,teachedﬁt‘fi

“bewith rednced COnfidence. Ihﬂsn in‘th

}f-fthey nade.sl It is also notewo‘

i: Ffthe ohserver 1s not prevented bY contlicting t“*‘ °rf;*"i
.erdenands fron Pnrsuing an explanation to his satisfaction.lfffi
‘”ered_'ith in this varfﬁf"fﬁ
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f’f explanation-seeking : neasnres!} used in the tvo stndies B
“ £f;eceisitates so-e conlent., Although thg self—report neasure ;i
'l.fof anount of sechh vaS‘/apparently sensitive in both

f ;ﬁ;studies, the recall ueasure was only sensitive 1n the second
:ffi‘study uhile the additional fill neasute used in tbe first
"ﬁfstudy also failed to register any significant effects._;:

” .ﬁifAssuning that the self-repo:t -easnre p:ovide& a reasonably

iﬁ;ﬂffvalid aeseéglent of suhjects' explanation-seeking, at 1east

;?jéi”tvo explanations -ay be offe:ed to gcconnt;separately f°r ;'

f“ﬁ@ffincrease observers‘ focn!inQ,:Of{

'?;isubseqnant behatiox. lccordingli




\\ . : L ‘AL. | o :J" }'; *l‘ -'- sgk.vA'
, : e _ \ e

: AL

A

'stuay would be expected on the recall leasure because the7

-»observer's -onitoring of the ongoing hehavior vould \ e .

.\“

'vsubjected to continued interference.v

| Secondly, 'the‘5additi¢hei fi1i>hea§ﬁfe7#&5’eiﬁloyed in .
' the first study on the assulption that suhjects"'anount of?"
'jfexplanation-seeking uould be directly reflected in the}

:fpr°P°rti°“ °f the re-aining fill they uished to see in orderf;l

;oejto bring sole closure to their jndgnents.; Bowever, the 1ackf,fﬁ

"'7;of effects on this -easore -ay be undetstood when consideredff"

54TK ,Ouse s Gross'_ UOte 2) 'h1¢h have obtained findi°987xf~7

ggesting that,

afte: they had lod: b

\ffeinfor-ation

Jﬁ?esnfficient ort:atisfactory explant
'“tfftather fthan one that¥tis ‘the

'“f,fexplanations“ f;if;

once .subjects have lade an attribntion,;fgf)
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~ Appendix 1

~ Instructions fof Experiment 1

‘“This experiment is one of a series.ve're_ddiﬁg-on”the

effects of different media (e.g., -gadio, TV., printed .
material) on the 'impressions peo&lé)'fOrn; In .this *

particular experiment, our interest is in the effects of . TV

.

~ on "people's ‘impressions. “Briefly, ve show people a number.
of films except that half the people see the films with-

‘'sound whereas: the other half see the films vithout sound.

" In this way we can compare the impressions - formed and see

the differences due to the presence and absence. of sound.

" {n addition, I'll get you firstly to .£ill . in. a. standard =
attitude €cale which ve give to all subjects - it just gives
_us  some more information. For: example, ve can correlate

'your ‘attitudes with the impressions you forw.

. So, 'I*am going to show you 3:-brief films, the first. two
of -which ‘are practice: filas so ‘you can-get used to.the

T imptesSion'fqrnation'tasx._?qu first film that you'll see

. is one that I made using ZA:grqdl’late_s_tnd‘e.n,ts.',; Briefly, what'

_you'll see in this - film .is one of the graduate students

doing some actions ' before"hg,uisv'joiﬁéd“hy‘~the'.secondbf ’
graduate ‘student. The tvo then interact casually for about

3 ninutes.”=In,COntraSt,*the:bthet_tiq films are.filas . -pade -

"{;Of1real experiments vhick vere conducted in this department. "

X ,.;]O,K;,-gsc*ybu'11~watch”the,g:aduate student film first, =
- and in your. case, you'll see the films’ vithout ' any sound, =
211 you have to do then is to sit back and relax and watch '
the films as if you were watching. an ordinary - TV program:
only you won't hear any sound. However, before watching the

I

o files I'11 get you t6 complete the attitude scale®. ' .

l;rhe fsuhjéctthénféégpietgdfthé*affithaérscaie,fvatéheﬂ o
- the first practice filn,-'nd‘co;pleted'thejfi:st-‘ilp:essioh-

- wrhis  first 1ques£ionnaifé”‘theﬁ 1sHo@1ﬂ,giié,ybﬁﬁéoie

:  idea' as to . the impressions ve're _inggrestedf’in;”‘ﬂ;ny«~'7;
'questions? - C.K., ~so' we'll. do the same for the next two -
filas = you  wvatch theufjand,~thgn,gregorﬂ.lan;j.genéralf&}gj

impressions. - v

| _'”fvﬁoé¢’ jﬁ$£-£o;gii9?Ydufsdnéjbackgtoun¢n6ﬁ thé_ngxiifiilff“'
= this is a film of an experiment vhich was . .run in this:

department ' and it wvas'one of 'a series done on competitive

. pehavior. fIn,this-experineﬁt,'tuo'SuhjéctSJfaCedaeacﬁ;bther§{ 

. at a table and vere given a diagram of a "model ~:which: they =~ -
g.had-%to;*coﬁSt:uctxjhetveen-fthen.'~Tﬁ9510de1ﬁvgs,a]sh1p'and;-2_‘
_they had to ccnstruct it in 5fqinutes;?_uoﬁ,=ﬁhat*nakes}thfs{;' -
experiment interesting iS“that;thevtask~va35”¢Onpetitiiejﬁin*f .

B thatltthe}most-sucCessfulfpe:Sqn-uasnthefonefthb“ccptgibutgaf-aA

most to the completion of the model.  Any questions?"
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, on said, ‘"Actuvally,. you wmight find
,1nteresting e T Just: conpared your

‘The E then walked. to the .monitor ind,before'turning,it ‘

cores on the attitude

" scale with thcse of  the 2 guys who, took part in the -

“competition experiment, ‘and. you are very similar (Like,

condition) or different (Disl1ke condition) to one of the |

guys. You know, your. attitudes on sport and politics and so’
on are almost identical (are almost. directly opposite). You.
two ‘would probably get on very well together (not get on

.very well together at a11)"

The E then turned the nonltor .on “and 1dentified the

| simildr (different) person. to the subject. After a. ‘pause’
and just when the conpetitors started the task, the E° said,-~

' ®get1ll just have ‘a look at the Yirst couple of miputes of
‘this film before going  on. ‘to the ‘main ~film". = In " the
Normative . condition, the E added" that, "Actually, this task.

was apparently quite arousing and tended to - bring ‘out the,

competitivéness  in - the subjects who’ participated. ‘You'll

" see an example of ‘this in this particular film. This guy

here @ (indicates . similar or- dissimilar  participant) gets

pretty’ co-petitlve and grabs a stick from the other guy  and
they . have an’ argnnent --1t happens at. around the 2'linute R
-,‘mark" . Lot : ; : - o

The subject then vatched the fil- which was turned off

20 seconds after the argument,’ ‘and - conpleted the: nain

rquestionnaire. The E then said,. "There are about another 3
minutes. of this film relaining. how many .more. mihutes of
film would you want to ‘see to become fully assured in: your
judgement of the cause of. the similar (different) person's:

" arqumentative behavior?" ‘After recording this number, the E .- .
indicated that the subject was not ‘going to be shovn a third i -

R 'f.\

o filn and that the experilent aas conclnded.;t_.

this film -somewhat -

i



wmon

' GENERAL ATTITUDE SCALE = . -
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™




JOTE :

- Ap)'

: T»jswimming,.hiking, canoeinss etc )

a)

T | AGE:

Department of Psycﬁology -.l' .H:Q SRR e

GENERAL ATTITUDE SCALE ,, s R

‘There . are NO right or. wrong answers.‘f, o f‘f~-.i O S

Rate your general interest in politics and elections:' S e
EXTREMELY - o oo . EXTREMELY =

INTERESTED-. [ 1 "".f/ :f"/“@l / _/ ‘.UNINTERESTED'

Rate the likelihodd that you would campaign actively for g

.'political candidaée of your choice. N

VERY LIKELY . . = . 5 ‘:.. VERY mrmr

T CAMBATON. [ / A / /’ : [’ - 10 CAMPAIGH.

'uIndicate how much you think you would be influenced by the views ;.'~~" |

-of a particular candidate or a party platform in caatingzyour vote.“

]Mos'r Imumcm o e " MOST nm.uwcm

B CANDIDATE - [ L [ / B A l _J BY ISSUES :

pﬂd)

‘*Rate how much you,feel that a political candidate should reveal
- his sources of income' i : : ‘ L

: SHOULD REVEAL o snoum nor ..
L CO’??ET?LY. / .;/g-,,i»/ JERA R Y 0 / J/ mmm. u ALL

\ .’. )

‘Rare your perso participation in winter sporta (e.g‘, skiing, PR RRR L

- skating, curling. etc )

'GREAT DEAL.OF - . " Dp m

| ,PARTICIPA’!ION / / Lol L / 1 / PARTICIPATE AT ALL

)

Rate your personal participation.in aummer sports (e s., tennis,_j;ffi;j" o

 GREAT DEAL OF - . . o i D0 NOT

. mtcreation < [l ) g gl e

‘. c)
. ‘”f'read 2 newspaper' T
B PROBABLE R A / /- .I' /L B AN B

"recreation 'y;,-

. FEEL smousmr
| ' THAT PEOPLE
i ;‘mn'ncrpm: '_ TR AR A MU Sy S

te the probability that you read the sport pages firet whon yon f?ffipﬁi;ff

B \ :

fIndicate how much you feel that people ahould take}pettjinsphjaicalfj3 e




3.

e)_'
~ concerned with protecting the environment* T o
CEEELVERY i e *n'o Nor‘ FEEL

s'moucmr o j ,._-/ S0 LIS R Sy KRSy NES LR STRONGLY AT ALL

by

r,“

Indicate how, strongly you feel that the government should be more in B

| IR e S R
Rate how much you feel that ‘the environment should be protected ﬁgQ; Ly
from commercial interests.-‘ . . : i

_ SHOULD BE ~ - .. ... oo snouw NOT
: .PROTECTED »j /: » "/_, // -/' ?/ // BE Pnon:crm

e

<

-Rate the likelihood that you would do something actively (e Be» mareh

in a protest parade. write a letter to—the newspaper, etc ) in support {,J{

;of your view

'LIKELY TO ,d‘"'lf AT '-A{.‘":'~?gfﬁi°~'*UNLIKELY TO

COUACTIVELY . | .0 et :j_,Ac-rmy
“_..*-SUPPORT -/*_-”~"./ ol ‘./- SSR JCSENY RS SR ~-vj[l,surroa'r _x;.

\. §;>,L

ﬁIndicate whether you feel that thé university courses should be , -7t;;fi]1t
- oriented{to solving soeiety s problems ox . to the pursuit of - knowledge~ﬁ,fﬁ

S .SHQULD BE L .' IR 7.' SO A i '.SHOULD BE

SR b) -
'“fﬁfp_course content.._ﬂr~13;
" " SHOULD' HAVE. |

- ‘ORILENTED TO : Lottt ORIENTED 'ro
SOCIETY'S. Um0 sl YPURSUIT OF -
r»,PRoans /- / i L 4 SRR AN A ;mowr.mcz

-Indicate how mucy of a say students should have in the selection of

Voo L

| snom.n “HAVE' No_

5 . "_{A LARGE SAY // o / / / _»_Ug / / SAY AT ALL

“A”ie)f

) } _
' *A:;or failed'

. FEEL' s'moncm
o SHOULD. BE 0
8 GRADED L I / :
‘a) R
Ly ENJOY

a;Indicate how much of a. ssy students should hsve in general university

SHOULD HAVE NO
SAY AT ALL

L y-,-

ARate how strongly you feel that courses should be graded or passed

__vmr uuca | / 7‘./ oy




b) Indicate how much you prefer 1 or 2 close friendships or ‘a number of
‘acquaintances.' ] S o . R

' STRONGLY PREFER <« | g STRONGLY PREFER -
- - A 'NUMBER-OF

FEW CLOSE = . - .o e AN Rl
| FRIENDSH;PS _;/' ,/f ../r_.'[“j"[}:'*/f.;E[c;”:/vrg'ACQ941N14N03§','

c) Rate how easily you adapt to new social situations._f_ﬁ’. R RREI
rVERY EASILY_' j/%, / /‘ ' /' 1 ”-/::';/..'?lf~;~AT ALL ,5'1._a‘;{

B




LB

ERREE .




Ixit_er_aétidn "Qdess‘idnﬁaire S
-1y Describe ‘on the following attribut:ts the general atmosphete in, this SR
- int:eraction, as you ‘saw 1:. : _ ‘ L L s

AU

omEeE / / L R A S [ oo
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B  !ACE:'

oo

1.V, Questionﬁaife-éjV’_'
v Discribe on the. following attributes the general atmosghere 1n this v e
situation, as you saw 1t. o P ‘ T SR

R VAR A / SRR srmc

' mssmasme | 44 L 1 14 ) | odmesme

B S A S My M L & _ omomm

fi‘rﬂ#ﬁAizﬁ;ﬁé.ﬁﬁfva;f;;g{flzf ﬁr,,f}f/i,ﬂfj“-}f]:»:,/fi,;NON_IHBEeTENING :

: "iﬁCdﬁTBbiéﬁbt?fil9/ilif/f<ff)f,5?/f;i1/:; ii“f*7] f}fi f  uuconTnoLLEn 'ftf

. ;_ guMogQus};;J;@*j; y’i,;r.,,g r§/ﬂ j§;f?f 7f‘if’ﬁi;57;‘ HUHDRLESS i*;{;sf,

2. Give yOur impreasion of Person "A" on the following att:zibutes

S wmume y e "_{1 f*i-,-- gt f mum

:"7LikﬁABtéi -;17;;/;7{5735:3/Q'177ffi:/;1'57**a.f';’-

iy MM
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3. a) As you watched the film, how unexpected to you :was the ergument between -
‘ ‘Person A and. Person B? ' ' A T

.__;vrm' . . o NOTUNEXPECTED "
 UNEXPECTED - = [ AR A S R / AT

.b)‘:To what extent did you find yourself searching for an explanation for 1
: Person A's argumentative behavior while you were watching the film’

‘,i“N,O SEARCH : / . - " GREAT DEAL
caran L L L [ 11 ~ OF . SEARCH

0

4. a)r‘Indicate how much the argument between Person A and Person B: was d
.+ caused by A's own’ characteristics.(i e.; his: personality traits or -
: 'dispositions) or the characteristies of the. situation (i e., the -
: competitive neture of the task or B's behavior)

A'soWN B O e A 'CHARACTERisTics‘-
‘ CHARACTERISTICS / .‘ :/ I -~./ . .;I'r' ! ] oF smmxou

,,.b)e,Indicate how confident you feel in making this jUdgment-°ﬂ'

E v-\com‘mxm g ./~ S */ Y o f- o '/ / / conrmm'r
"'"é);le you were not absolutely certain of the cause of Person A'

" behavior,’ indicate how much information you would need in order to _f_n
o feel more certain in your judgment°’“’ : L g

cm'r DEAL OF ;? , - .:,_jj'fj;ﬁ S f ‘¥ momuou
| .,--,..»mromnouv ol '/» / / / S AR /.':':_ /- A'l‘ ALL FREE

: 5;”,In the argument sequence, Person A first tekee a stick from,Person B then
. ~:Yspeake heatedly to. Person: B with ‘the’ etick in  his hand.‘ Try. to. 1ist the’
';;;next 3 specific movements (i e., with hende, head, etc ) mede by Person A.

e "

4'56Q~vTo what extenhgdo you feel yourself tobe similar to Person A?

vmw SIMII.AR A1 / N B I S / NOT AT m*




b

_ RELIABLE

'WAVERING
= S

HONEST

LIKEABLE

. TRRITABLE

HUMOROUS

‘TOILERANT, wr

‘u8.A Based on the behavior you observed, indicate which begween Person A and B

~

v

7. Rate Person "B" on the following attributes:

!

you think would have won the contest? o

D PERSON A "
D P.ERSON.‘.B:  ‘ o S

6.
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PERSISTENT -
I k DIs'mu'r.:s"rf.
| UNLIKEABLE
| 'COOD—NATﬁgﬁb

' HUMORLESS

. a

- ﬁ,'EINiCKY o

. “’-



| APPENDIX 5 T e
" SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

" OF SCORES ON SIMILARITY ITEM

‘Source W9  ss  Ms _ F . p

A: Normatiyeness 1 A0 ‘.4(‘). 0.20 o
" B: Liking 1 .19.59 19.59  9.99 ~ <.01
AxB 1 2,50 2.50 1.21

" Error .3 . 770.59. 1.96

’ '
©oghe o

RS




~ APPENDIX 6
© SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
. _OF SCORES ON LIKEABITY R

: SOu:ce“ daf . 8§ - HS | F p

1

A: Norﬁativ_eﬁ'essél 1 2,02 2,02 1.65
B Likag 1 (1322 1322 1080 <01
 AxB . .1 - .62 .62 . .51

Error © . 36« 44.09 1.2




APPENDIX 7

SUMMARX OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

¥

OF SUMMED SCORES ON FAVORABILITY ITEMS' S

Source

af.

SS

:‘/'

e

Ms

B: le;ng
AxB

"Error -

A: Ndfﬁatiyéhéagt 1
141
5 1 .

%

9. 02’_

133 22 133 22

- '3.02’ |

738.69

3 02

20,51;f

”’9>02_ 

e L

43
S U S

<.05.°



Source

Appm‘orx 8

;SUHMARX OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
_OF SCORES ON UNEXPECTEDNESS ITEM

af .Vfiﬁs‘s. ws F

Bi Liking
o A p B :

“Error

\1 ) a" :10 | - 210 .0{.

D s 20

75



’ _' APPENDIX 9 o
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

" oF sconzs ON EXPLANATION-SEEﬁING ITEM f:f'l

‘ Soufcé ‘ B '. df L 88 MS F o "

Y

A:-ﬁuérﬁsc1§éhe§§'” 1 .“?_ 4,90 £‘9d'”ff1,547_“

:'I'JB}‘ Likins T',]Zr 'j317 14 40 14 40 _;4~54

.,'{A xB o 3 1 . 16 89 1. 89 533

: Error 36 114 19 3 17

e

C@

"} f

€ . 7

.05

-

< 050

76
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APPENDIX 10 '"'“li?;‘ EERE SR AN e
P

SUMMARY or ANALYSIS or VARIAncg i-f‘: T

OF scoxxs QN CAnSAL ATTRIBUTION ITEM S

ko tomativeess 10 L L® LU

:';;B: Likins ?fff?i ff i?9?5§ffii9?§3 1"°5 " ’01 |

”r}xn ,gfffﬁiff;#ﬁfféﬁj 1” : S
Error ) 36 50.19 139 i S




o APPENDIX 11 R
| SUHMARY or ANkL!SIS oF VARIANCE g} n*;;fv2, L e

QF scom;s o CONmecx I'rm B B S

. ' 1‘35h‘5e”:»'flfrifﬂftffv'f5$<1;27i35;:}f«ﬁr1‘fﬂ?'féJf{iﬁél':ﬂﬂi'};:'

A Normtiveness 1 1-22 122 0 52
‘ f’~B§ Likins e 0z 11.02 4 76 ] < 05ff7?.j:5g ?¥ff-r 5
AxB ';f f3;? §'5117ff-13 22 1322 5 7 5 fﬁ9597f*~}fi* §=L'ff5F

‘5Error--‘5; . *ﬂ"~’:367"‘:83 Y z 31? SR
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Appendix 12 ilvlﬂf~iiT

Instructions for Experilent 2

;"This experilent is one of a series ve're doing on thé?j{

"”ﬂeffects ~ of  different media - (e.9., radio, TV, printedif}

”*naterial) ‘on. ‘the ilpression peOple form. " In this.

"%,particular “experiment, our in erest: is. in the effects of 5 A

.on p@ople's: 1lpressions. Briefly, ve show people ‘a -number
of films except  that  half . the ‘pecple see the fills with. ==
‘sound vhexreas the other half see the films  without ~'sound.

'.1i1AIn this - vay we can coppare the i-pressions formed and See;af
. ;ilthe differences due to the presence and absence of sound. Sl

So, I'l going to shov yon 3 brief fills, the first tvof~g
which ‘are: practice filns "s0..'you can get used to the -

- “iinpression formation task. The first £ilm that ‘you'll see -

“is one .that I madé using two graduate students. Briefly,.

~ : what you‘ll see in’ this £1i1m is one of the. graduate students . -
.~ doing some. .actions 'before “he -is .. joined By - the :second
,*r?graduate student.; The ‘two then interact casually tor ahont‘{u
3 linutes.; In contrast, ‘the other two. ﬁllls are tills -made’ .
< iof real experinents vhich uere condncte& in. this departlent.g»”

0 K.,, so you'll vatch the graduate'stndent fillffirst.éﬁf

fffiand in your case, you'll see the filas ‘without " any ~sound. -

A1l you ~have to do then is to- sit hack andArelax and vatch

. t“ffthe filns as 1f you wvere ‘watching an’ ordinary 5 4 28 prograp*f'

,-f;‘the first.practice film" and conpleted‘t
'-Tjscale. The E then said, o

tiit_fills e you watch. the- and} then
i .ji-pressions.vggﬂwc e ,

i ;Lhehavior.; In this},
"A-“}f(paricipants) aced{u
e diagram of a of a :
. theme The nodsl_,
Sl S ninntes. -’ '
’;@;fthe

- opnly you 'won't ‘ hear any. sound®, Thevsubject then vatchedej
‘ <Qiirst -ilpréssion;;;

RS . "This first q tionnaire then 'shonld 91'¢7 ou sonefﬁ
. f 169& ‘as.. tO . t‘\e i res 81°ns 'e're 1ﬁtﬂm8ted 1n v 3
;questions? ~ .K.,3 so we'll’ do . the sape fct.thg naxt t"Q?i;

“Q'( just iO R A

'the“expérinent _as_ un



oy

'jsald, "Now you're
. .vhile you're wa
' here? Right, vell it's going to ‘be flashing on and - off
;}vhile the. film ‘is running. ' “Most of the tine it will be
. giving short’ duration flashes.:~aouevqr, every now and then,”
1 in 'random ‘order, 'the: light 'will give longer: duration:
o ~;f1ashes.5 Every tile the duration changes like this, I -want
- . you to say,'change'.  The reason ve're doing this 'is  that
.~ we want - to . see what inpressions ‘people - form" ‘under:
.- distraction- conditions. 'So the task is meant to be roughly

80

going to have one additional . task : te do

To subjectsi in the Distractlon condition, the E then .
ching the film,. Do you :see: this red light

ulf.analogons to, for example, a person watching TV and reading

 '5.3 neévspaper at the same time --in effect, the person has’ to”

'”'vvpxocess tvo pieces of ‘information at the Same time.. Any.

- questions? O.K.; I'11 show you the ‘difference betveen 1ong:
v 'an@ -short = flashes" . The B then. delonstrated the: long and

. short dutation illulinations of the light, and  the suhject_
,inas given so-e practice at differentiating the-.‘;fl _ S

The E then turned on’ the lanitor and 1dentitied the*

”ffbiofessor to subjects in the High status condition. After a-

pause and. jnst ‘when the’ coupetitors ‘had " started ‘the = task,

"+ the $E said, "We'll just have a lcok at the firat couple of .
B [linutes of this film before going on to:the’ lain £ilan, rhe?
“‘subject then watched “the - £film  which was . turmed . off 20
'seconds. after ‘the ' argqument, and- conpteted the main

,;f’jquestionnaire. Ihe B then ‘indicated that ‘the subject was. .
© .not - going to. be’ shovn a hird fill and that the experilent"

-i;was coﬁcluded.;v-,v
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APPENDIX 13

HAIN QUES?IONNAIRE FOR mmn«mr 2
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- AGE:

A. y: o {‘f: ‘A;‘ L '1-'$Ex;'

:fT;V..Qﬁesfionnaiie'21 

- 1» Describe on the following attributea the general atmosphere 1n this o
T situation o O . o . _

Covwm o L) / // //smrc

L rzssmlsnc 1 ! , ) o _ /J opmusuc

B A o B T '_ f/_ v TaRBAT

"

L CONTROLLED // / / / // J uncomoum

.."Z;:'HUMonous [ / // l //J HHHORLESS

"f"f_j"'IRRnA'rmG i / / /’ I’ J mec

i 2 Give your immed:late :lmpression of Person ;A" on t:he following attributes

L1 'mmw

¢ a m.mus . L ';{".‘./J-%"'-Q
'-i‘__iijif»unmv.'nl.lcm

P éif?'aomr - e e

A _f,IRRImsLE : / o

"-"'.'_‘{.»;-rmom.mcmm.z /

r MOROUS L




7 3. a) Rate how much the argument between Person "A" and Person "B" was-

PR caused by A's own characteristics (i.e.; personality traits or

N dispositions) or the characteristics of the situation (i e.. thev
T competitive nature of the task or. uplg™ behavior) ' o o

b3

83

® eom - g ""¥; R ‘b_.*.*,;i-ﬁ }' CHARACTERISTICS_b
‘CHARACTERISTICS / o/ .-,/¢ -/ ._'/.~1:/_‘ﬁ [ : ‘l OF SITUATION ‘

b)‘fIndicate how confident you feel in making the above judgment' -

"

© ¥ EXTREMELY. . R -;-'--_'vv- .;fh 54 ','. ~ NOT.AT, ALL )
| ?“f_‘-.CONFIDENT. ;c;/~g“~/ S B .*5/~f{;/ SN A COEFIPENT-..» 8

~i4;; To " what extent did you find yourself aearching for an: explanation for

'Peraon "A'a" argumentative behaviour, while you were watching the film? 5;

":’N,

GREAT DEAL NO SEARCH

op SEARCH 7i“:];f;f/}i'uliiii) :fili oi?{?f/é.f‘/ AI ALL | ;?f_f77

’ “the next 3 sgecific movemente (i e., ‘uh hende, head, etc ) made by
»Hf;Person A.ﬂ_u R SR R LU , :

'fIn the argumant sequence, Pereon "A" firet takee a atick from Pereonx"B" S
then’ epeaks heatedly to- ‘Person B with the stick: in his hadn. Try to. 1ist .1;é“

e R

~

'INTELLIGENT ;jwﬂ:“fwg,,h. o

| ﬂ*f;fWAvaING

'?‘~ffnonnsr

. {¢;LIKEABLEu

'"f}nmnmmm 5§;g;.«f s

‘ffxnowLEDGEAELnfeif3f5“ff;f'if?”waf .

"*'ei?,fUNTRDSTwDRTHz,"‘3'i v

_€?§6; ‘Rate Peraon’"B"fontthejgollowing-attrihutiona:f B A



7..:

8.

84 -

\

»Based'on the behavior you observed indicate which between Person At
'and "B" you think would have won. the.contesc? ‘ :

. ;» 1: P Lo . \l
C !

To what extent were you distracted from observing this film by the ‘

"changing light' task?

VERY - S . f“i, o No'rmsmcm'
DISTRACTED - - [ /' /. /o [ [ A...ALL |
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| | APPENDIX 14
smwm OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE B e
OF smmn SCORES oF smms nms o R
Lt e q A

«

A "'Iiist.iac_ticio‘n'f"‘ 1 15 62 15 62‘._ 255 & |

g B: Status o | 1 46 22 46'-.22 7 57 | .< 01 '44%
axs 1 j ,_ _‘1;_.‘2_2- :i.zzz 0. zo L
.. E_rr’or o o . 36 : 21989 610 ’_ &

Tae o0 T e
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a APPENDIX 15
. ,‘ ,
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
- o L7 . » B ‘ -
) \ * OF SCORES ON LIKEABILITY ITH

\

‘Soufce df S MS , -F  p

. ) *
. ‘ ' ~ Tx — o ‘ : .
A: Distraction 1 35.09  36.09 ° 23.04 <.01
‘ | [ S
B: 'Status ' '. : T 1 St 090 ’ -90 . 0-57\ .

AxB b1 2507 250 159 ]

-

Error "// 36 56.39 1.56
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"APPENDIX 16 °
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS'OF VARIANCE .

~

OF SCORES ON FAVORABILITY ITEMS

daf SS . MS

F

A Distraction'; ‘  1

B: Status

. Error

s )
1 1.22 1.22
: . LE o
N | 1.22 1.22
\ B : t

3 1103:29 1123.29

555.02 555.02 ' 17.79

.03

.03



. APPENDIX 17
 SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE -

'OF SCORES ON' EXPLANATION-SEEKING: ITEM

o B Source - } -' df“' (Sﬁ/ " MS F

R

L]

B: Status 4,90 2.39

AxB i-"‘
Errori~ T 6 . 7.3..79: 2.04 -
L . . " ' . . ‘

A: Distraction , 1 36.00 36.09 - 17.61
L [ e . . .

.‘ ,1 ° B 4?0~ “‘ ‘
'(Tixi;:§4lsg5"’A1;6o S - N
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* APPENDIX 1B

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

" OF SCORES ON RECALL ITEM

]

) équr(;e. - df. 8§

.':MS‘A"“_ :

At Distraction 1.  4.90

_B: Status L 1 W40 .  .

¢

Error .. 36 . 17.39

e
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. ’ ST e T . L .
s .. SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE

=

'« . OF SCORES ON CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION ITEM-

"' . ' . . ) . / - ) ) - .

s
: o

o1 asuse 25059 12,35 k.01

Ai,'bistﬁaction :i
N . - ) - . S

K3 o

U B: sStatus - 1 A0S0 490 236

. AxB U7 110,00 710.00 U482 <05
. , € :.' » o - “ ‘ . , o o .
C Effaé*' S 36T 74059 0 2,070

T
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APPENDIX 20 *

':;’- A P .
'SUMMARY OF ANALYSIFFOF VARIANCE

' ' -
€ 88’ s

Y

-~ .. .OF SCORES ON CONFIDENCE ITEM - .

¥

: w

k)

A:  Distraction

B: . Status:
AxB
Errorx "

—

-

/

1 .90 .90

l‘ ;,E;QN > ;;iO J

P

36 7659 212

PR
R PAI

1 48.39 . 48.39  22.75

\'.104 Z,\. i

N

v

oy



