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ABSTRACT

r The researclo reported here 1s concerned w:Lth
attrlbutlons and’ thelr 1nformatlon base. Attrlbutlon
theory and research have, for the most part, neglected
questlons of 1nformatlon search in attrlbutlonal
processes. The present study 1nVest1gated these ques—

» t10nS in a natural settlng The research allowed us %o .
examine the appllcablllty of attrlbutlon theory for the
' natural settlng, to develop methods for the- study of .

4(\l attributions in ‘natural settlngs, to prov1de further test
of the theoretlcal framework of - attrlbutlon theory, and
to s’é%est reflnements of some of the concepts of ,
‘attrlbutlon theory. * . : ’ v c\\__,/J

v The results indicate that, at-least for the
settlng studled,'lnformatlon search is. fundamental.  When
1nformat10n search is cons1dered, the current formulatlons-

\ -
of attrlbutlon theory prov1de 1n31ghts for our under-

standing of - attrlbutlonal processes. A central frndlng/a_J
was that those studled typlcally ‘engaged in exten51ve N
1nformatlon search in order to construc:*‘be stlmulus.

- ThleconsVructlve process is exten51vely dlscussed and s

’hypotheses

e suggested for future 1nvest1gatlon.k It 18_/\\\
3 further sugé sted that much 1‘ to be galned by the
cross-fertlll atlon of attriy tlon theory and 1nter-.

pretive sociology.

..... . | - e { PR 1v
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oHAPTER S S

ATTRIBUTION THEORY . AND INFORMATION SEARCH:

'Introduotion

C | Attributlon theory comprlses a set of loosely '

d

Organlzed general pr1n01ples explalnlng how causal audgea'i

ments ‘are made., The stress is" on- what Helder called

e
"nalve psychology -—that 1s, the -théories that "everyman

. og

uses to comprehend his world. As such, attrlbutlon_
’theory deals w1th processes of 1nference and attributioh
'1n everyday life, coverlng the varlety of soc1al situa-
- tlons. Thus the theory should explaln attrlbutlons made'
~in meetlng a new. date,'ln dlagn051ng a patlent in . 1nter—
viewing an_ 1nmate up for parole, and SO ON. .

| W1th this focus,'attrlbutlon theory has the
potentlal of contrlbutlng to opr understandlng of many
of the c1a851c questlons of 5001al psycho’ogy. Foro
example,'inference and attrlbutlon are ba51c to 5001al
1nteract10n.‘ An adequate accounf of attrlbutlonal
;processes would therefOre be helpful 1n our attempts to
understand soélal 1nteractlon..

S?mbollc 1nteract10nlsts, labelllng theorlsts,

ethnomethodologlsts, an%;f—{%f"lnterpretlve"(Wllson,1970)
. &



. c:
- - : . » §2

'soc1olog1sts have been concerned w1th ‘how actors consﬂruct

of these approaches begln w1th the follow1ng assumptlon

o and understand their 1nt 7ctlons in everyday life. A1l ‘ |

. < that men can comment on their own behaviour,'

4

< o that they can hake indicatiorns to themselves, that, & "%
L . they can, construct alternatlve behav1ours in. glven N
':Sltuatlons.; e ) .
' ‘ (Brlttan, 1975 'M)

. ¢ o
It was bur general concern w1th‘th1s 1nterpret1ve process
.whlch stlmulated and malntalned our . 1nterest in attrlbu-r

n,tlon-theory._ Attrlbutloral processes -are central..

»

@9 They compel our attention . . . " because ‘they. are
. :_crltlcal both for understanding ihteraction and for
explarnlng the process by which people come to
acqulre‘51tuat10nal and personal 1dent1t1es.
. (Alexander and Epstein, ] :382)

: Soclal psychologlsts of whatever persuaslon agree that

1nteract10n is fundamental human behav1our.' Ba31c to
' 1nteract10n is attr1but10n.1'. ”
>~ . N'.Attribufion Theorz_

»

. The large volume of work in thls aréa was stlmu-
f-lated by Heldev (1944, 1946, 4958) Follow1ng Helder,

Jones and Dav1s (1965), and Kelley (1967) prov1ded |

theoretical statements systemat1z1ng aspects of Helder 's

.tplnklng. Rev1ews of these early theoretlcal statements

, are avallable elsewhere (Taglurlr 1969, Hastorf et al., .

5 . m/
N ! -
T :

1A dlscusslon of the 1mp11cations of attribution o
theory - for specific perspectlves within gne }nterpretlve-
paradlgm 18 presented in the flnal chapt



| 1970) 2

.Nufy

%

fyslons of dlstlnctlveness, conslstency, and consenses.

;paradlgm

4

oW . . N

More recently, Kelley‘has publlshed a number of
papers (1971 1972a, 1972by 4973) synthe31zlﬁg and |

&xtending. earller work.¢ These derelopments‘have recently

'stlmulated much research act1v1ty, however, the questLORS'

i are complex ana the1r;1nvest1gatlon is jus¥ underway._

iqr.-\«

This‘dlssertatlon addresses itself %o, a mglf_,ﬂw R

’theoretlcal and methodologlcal dlfflculty encountereﬁ by

thls research. More speclﬁacally, %y v1rtua11y 1gnor1ng

processes of 1nformat10n search 1n attrlbutlon, and by

g

"have been neglected. This diSsertation reports research

' }whmch confronts these 1ssues.

;{_ Kelley3 conce%ﬁuallzes attrlbutlonal processes*

}n terms of the patternlng of 1nformatlon along dlmenr

s

example will help to clarlfy h1s conceptua)-'

' ization. Let us- take the case of a man reactlng with

. obvious rellsh to a blklnl—clad woman.. He may assume

‘that his reaqtlon is occas1oned,e1ther by some

v R - ¢ -

A P . V4
R '\ v ) ‘e
J‘

: “See eSpecIally the blbllography 1n Hastorf et |

. (ov0). = | A | ‘
| 5Since Kelley s work (4967, 1972a, 1972b 1973)

has stlmulated by far the most research and since his

‘model incorporates  other contributions, he is con51dered

the central attrlbutlonal theorlst..



pxoperty(les) of h1
ﬁie woman, or by SO
ke

go about sortlng out‘ﬁge effects du

J v

S own, or by some property(les)

of

nme comblnatlon of thentwo. How ‘does

e to edch of these

CPOSSibllltleS? Accordlng to Kelley S model he “would

ascertaln the -sourc
subsidiar 1nformat
p of condlééons" (196
to . attrlbute hils re
'teélstlc of the obj
should hold

v wﬂ. He must

e of hlS enaoyment 1n llght of
ion. from experlment-llke variat

7:194). Thus, if heﬁts conf &e

w
ions.

ntly -

actipn bredomlnantly to some charao—l

ect then’ the folloW1ngOébnd1tlees“

>,

AT s

o

feel that hls'feSpense is asso

Mgistinctively": vith thls blklnl-clad woman. The

reaction sPould‘not.

&7.

,
'
. T

woman similarly att
2., He must
the same on othex ©
51sten£§5/ .
3. He must
in much. the same-fa

(consensus)

1red. ~

ciated

same

ocqur in respdhse to Just any

feel that h1s~respopse wguidVbb much

cca51ons with the ame stimulus

N )
’ . ER
Voo BN
¢

belleve ﬁhgy other men would r

shlon,to thls blklnl—wearlng wo

-~

"An 1mportant assumptlon underlylng thls mo

that where necessgfy, the 1nd1v1dual will" seek inf

,mai&pn which will enable nim to meke, causal attrit

'Unfbrtunatelﬁ”,’ we

o not know %the conditions whick

gate information search. We do not know what klna

'.__1nformat10n are souqht under whlch cOndltlons.

~ - 3

1
H

P

(con—

eact

man

del ‘e
J
OM
utions.
insti-

s of-

41
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e

%

The argument pres

1edge 1s basic to the dev

In its’ absence, attrlbutl

ented here is. that such know— ¥

;]
elopment of. attrlbutlon theory.

on theory 1s serlously llmlted

in scope,4 It is appllcable only to caSes where’lnfor-

matlon is conbrolled or where we can safely assume that‘

addltlonal 1nformatlon 1s

situations this rbja dang

. yvariety of potential sour

not sought. ‘However, in most
s {

erous assumptlon, a w1de

ces of 1nformat10n is always

bavailable.' Whgjher or not these ‘sources are used

depends upon proc%kses of

naturﬁ)remalns unknown.

N - The Resea

1nformatlon search whose .

rch Parad1

Although Kelley h
1nformatlon once it is ac
1mportance of 1nformat10n

(1973:119) for 1ts\1nvest

.o
as pha51zed the process1ng of
qulred he is aware of the

search and has recently argued

1gatlon. Un&ortunately, the

- current research paradign for attrlbdulon studles is

\r\
"fsearch but has not system

1ll-su1ted to the task.
trated by McArthur s. (197

gate a number of aspects

) ,structed a 51tuatlon whic

- f =T

.

L"Kelleg.: is avilte

This paradi w 1is nicely 111us-’

I

2) study.- In order to 1nvestb~
of Kblley s  mode}l, she con-

h, allowed her to’ vary the klnds

!

*

-

of the 1mportance of informati
ic 11y incorporated such

-giderations into his .m0 el. 1m11ar1yg*Uones’and>T 1baut

“;(4958 160ﬁﬂ62) .have consi

dered the importance of informa~,

tion and 1nformatlon search in 1nteract10n. Sor

e .

£
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-

of information subaects received when maklng a causal
attrlbutlon concerning a reported response of another v
person. More speclflcally, subaects were given wrltten
descrlptlons of others' responses.5. Control ‘subjects
were asked to make a cauSal at%rlbutlon w1th no

. additional 1nformat;on deliberately supplled by the

' researcher, experlmental subgects were given some com-

bination of the klnds of 1nformatlon spec1iled in .
Kelley s model (dlstlnctlveness, con51stency, consensus)”
- For our purposes, the dlfflculty w1th this ™

. paradigm is precisely'that the researchers conhrol the
anformatlon provided to the subaects, and ignore‘the
1nformat10n subaects brlng w1th them and other search
activities in the experlmental sett1ng.6 No opportunlty

for 1nformatlon séarch is allowed ' Under these con-

ditions, results cannot be - generallged to s1tuat10ns

which ailow the p0831b111ty of information search.

R2
‘e

o f, C Study Design -

®

While one is reluctant to lose fge‘conVenience'

Y

5Examples are: '“John ‘laughs at the comedlan.

. “Sue is afraid ¢f the dog.

6A1exander and Epsteln (1969) likewise contend
that the -current regearch paradigm fails-to consider the
complexity-and vari ty of variables in attributional
. processess Although they do not explicitly address the
question of information search, they find the current -
research paradlgm constricting ou other grounds. '

td



¥
of the experimental éituation, it&éeems obvious'that we
must‘know more about the sourc "énd kinds of infor—
méflon sought befone laboratory 1nvest1gatlons'of these
questions w111 be frultful. At thls stage, then,

!research approprlate to the investigation of }nformétlon
‘search would examlne attrlbutlonal processes ‘occurring
in natural settlngs. | '

Several studies have investigated someigépeots
-bf 1nformatlop search in decision making. For,the.ﬁost ;'
part they have sought to 1nvest1gate the Ponditions -
affectlng the amount of 1nformat10n sought in de0131on
tasks where 1nformat10n could be relatlvely ea51ly quan-
tified (e.g., Lanzetta and Kanareff, 1962; prfscoll and
Lanzetta, 1964, Nidorf .and Crocket?t, 1964 ; Barefoot and
Straub, 1971; Crawford and Haaland, 1972; Heslin et al.,

) 1972). Their focus has not been on types of 1nforqatlon
sohght. Further, the types of information which sﬁbjects'
were allowed to.seek were severely restrlcted in these

. studles. |

. Our céntral argument has been that there are

-sound theoretlcal ansons for skeptlclsm regardlng the

‘sdafg of attrlbutlon theory--a formulatlon of attribution
théory which, for the ‘most part, is based on~work done
aln the laboratory settlng.' Can attribution theory, s

developed without exp11c1t concern: for information

gearch, handle data from settlngs in which y@formatlon



. v o R
search is-n -restricted°.'We do not adopt the position i
that either 1 oratory or fleld prov1des the prgierred

settlng for the tady of attrlbutlon.‘ We are ndt at all

‘dlsposed to‘entip the entirely frultless polemlc over
field'versus 1aboratory procedures. Rather, we argue
that the field setting best allows us to explore our.
present theoretlcal concern w1th 1nformatlon search in
_attributlonal processes. " Radloff (1970) in his rev1ew
o£.Lacasf (4969)'field study presents our position
clearly: | |
. . the attempt to have one's cake and. eat 1t, too,
to achleve the 'a vantages of the laboratory in the
field (ox vice ve sa), seems doomed to failure. It
is fortﬁnate . . . that there is no necessity to con~
 tinue to attempt the impossible. Taboratory and
field studies can and must be unified on a conceptual -
level. We cannot generalize specific behaviors from

1aboratory to the field. The analysis must proceed
,thus--Laboratory results (-—) Concepts ¢—) Field

results.
o - (LRa_dloi‘f, 1970:672)

¥

Through an ey¥aminatio of information'search in a setting *

in which neither infor tion nor 1nformatlon search are

\—-i
restrlcted by the

searcher, we hope to 1so;ate vari-
~ gbles which may tren be further explored 1ﬁvv°th 1aborf
atory and fleld. f\\\; S - \‘ ’

A settlng whlch is nearly ideal for our pufposes
is provlded'by correctlonal facllltles, Here, in
-addltlon to the / ttrlbutlonal processes ba51c to inter-
action, the staff is formally ‘charged w1th maklng attrl—h

butions. Dlagn031s, treatment recommendatlons, decisions
. o .



v,,school (a correctional facrllty for auvenlles) The

as to punlshment, and 80 on,,allfdepend; in part, on
attrlbutlonal processes. | | |

This study.reports research carrled out in such

a setting. The research 1nvesblgated attrlbutions made

by correctlonal offlcers about the 1nmates in a trai ing

details Qf the research d951gn and settlng are. dlscussed

©in Chapter Two;'the hypotheses or research questlons

whiCh,focused the in#est;gaﬁlon are discussed below.

Research Questlons

. ;'\

. A proposition central to Kelley' s model holds

[

‘that information nust have qualltles of dlstlnctlveness,
consistency, and consensus before attrlbutlons can be
;ﬁade confidenﬁly. By comblnlng this prop051t10n w1th
the information search assumptlons lmpllclt in attribu- -
“tion theory, we can hypothe51ze that attrlbutors will |
seek or assume dlstlnctlveness con31stency, and con-=

T

gensus .in information.-7

t

e
It is necessary to 1nc1ude the phrase "or asSume"_
~X B

in this hypothesis 51nce attrlbutlons can be based not
'oniy on oyertly sought 1nformatlon, but also on infor—

mation assumed to exist (P;nes, 1975) For example, one

7Thls hﬁgothe51s takes the motlvatlon to make a
gnfldent "attri¥ution as given. Obviously this demands
research focus which allows some control of motl-.

vatlonal factors. ©See P. 16. A

! A



officer in the‘Training School

boys" were rude because they we

explalned that "these

Te never taught any

. mannexrs at-home. When asked whether that was true/pf (

T
all the boys, he replled that "

homes they wouldn't be here.

if they had had properv;

" Here, the officer's

assumptlon of a common home env1ronment suggests that

he. would make a varlety of attrlbutlons W1thout overtly

seeking further 1nformat10n.

It is worth noting that

in the usual attribution

<study_this problem has been 1gnored, studles have been '

conducted as if the information glven the subaects is

.all the 1nformat10n they have.
there is usually some speculatl
matlon 1s processed no study t

"1nformat10n the subaect brings

Whlle it is true that
on as to how the 1nfor-'
akes 1nto account the

to the task. We suggest

- that thls is llkely even.when the experlmenter‘assumes

that he is using a 51tuat10n unfamlllar to hls subaects.

'For ‘example, &an individual aske
an experlmental settlng may ass

‘Hake de0151ons arM act on the b

d to make attributions in
ume he is expected to

asls~of limited 1nforma—

tion. On the other hand he may search his memory, the

settlng itself, and perhaps eve

n the experlmenter for

* cues to enable him-to define hls task.

In view 6f the obvious

1nformatlon to attribution the

importance of assumed

neglect is difficult to

understand--eicept that the measurement of assumed

10
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1nformatlon presents dlfflcult methodologlcal problems.
‘We take the posltlon that some data, even if 1ncomplete,-
“are better than no data at all. Data on assumed infor-
mation will not only allow & stronger test of some of
the hypotheses in thls study, 1t w111 allow further inves-
'“gatlons to address questlons s&ch as the-;oilow1ng In
‘what ways, 1f any, does the reprocess1ng of 1nformatlon'- B
.assumed to exist dlffer from ﬁhe process1ng of "new" |
information; Under what condltlons does 1nformat10n
‘assumed to ex1st.notvsuff1ce for maklng attrlbutlons?’

As a’corollary to the first hypothesis, we expect
that confident attrlbutlons will be made where informa-
tion of hlgh distinctiveness, high cons1stency, and hlgh d
rconsensus is obtalned (or is assumed to exist). ~_) %

Now, while. we have hypothe51zed that attrlbutors -
- will seek certain klnds of information and will make
confldent attr;butlons given a sPec1fled pattern of
1nformatlon, we recognize that the full ana1y81s implied
by Kelley's model is not always carrled out. A whole

, new analysis will seldom be necessary: 51m11ar cases
. will have been analyzed before and beliefs will have
‘been establlshed concernlng the functioning of causal
factors. These beliefs are causal schemata for Kelley
vwho deflnes them as "an assumed pattern of data in a

complete ana1y51s of variance framework" (1972b 15). As

Kelley (1973 121) has empha51zed "one major task for
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‘attribution"égaory is to specify when 2 givenusehema is
evoked." o _ B | _ '
| : The-complexity of such schematacis>limited'on1y;
'by the ingenuity of - the attributor; however, on the evi—v
dence (e.8., ‘DeSoto, 19613 Chapman and Chapman, 1967,
1969), it seems that most people prefer s1mple schemata:
schemata which link one class of causes ‘to one class of
“effects. For exeaple, Kelley: ﬂpggests that “there nay
be a tendency for the attrlbutor to prefer 51mp1e8 sche—
. mata over complex ones" (Kelley, 1973: 124) These simple
schemata are conceptuallzed as "essentlally single~cause

3

patterns, all the variations in effect being as5001ated
wi%h'variations in one cause OT ‘one typemof cause."

Many attrlbutlonwtheorlsts g0 further to suggest that a
’Ajudgement of internal causality tends to dominate (e g.,
Jones and lebett 1971). \For example, Heider argues
that "behav1or . o e tends to engulf the total field"
.(4958:54). And Kelley belleves that "personal proper-
ties are inferred dlrectly from behav1or W1thout its

being interpreted in relation to the s1tuat10n in which

it occurs” (Kelley, 1973%:121).

8Kelley sometimes uses "multiple sufflclent
cause schemata', and "simple causal schemata" inter-
”changeably to denote schemata in which all the varia-
tion in effect is assumed by the attributor to be
attributable to varlatlon in one cause or one type“of

cause. : e
: ‘ ' SRS
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-~ Against these beliefs-manyféxperimeﬁts haﬁe'
found that éttributors'make frequent use of multiple
‘causé'schemafa,',Kelley suggéSts that these'findingé may
‘be an artifact of the experimental-situation. ‘That is,
the experimental;situation may be one "in which the sub-

' jedt's'subtlety and sqphistication as an attributor are
’_under evzal'luatic_m"-l (Kelley, 4975:122). Howe#er, this ié_
not the case for most,attributions made in everyday '
« situations. | .
»From‘th%sevarguménts'the following‘hypothesis can
be proposed:liAttributors_Will tend fo rely most heavily
on éttributig?s of internal causality. o |
| 'The\hypothﬁéis can also be proposed that:multiplé
causé sghemaﬁa will tend tg_be invoked whenvthe internal
cause is judged té_be‘weak.~vThis quaiifieS'fhe hypothesis
~offeredlaboveAto thé effect that.Simplé schemata involving
internal causatibn tend to be dominant. We‘exPectvfhaé |

this tendency will be found and that_éxceptions to it wili

: 9Of course many attributional tasks in the Train-

. ing School are made in situations in which the attributor
may be concerned about others' evaluations of his attribu-.
tions. This is often true, for example, of attributions by

- made by the social worker and the psychologist, who are, % q&
in a sense, professional attributors. This presents no ‘*3E§

%

difficulty in the present study since we concentrate on -
attributions made‘by)correctibnal officers. The cor-
rectional officers feel that they are evaluated in terms
- - of the'order that they keep rather than on the attri-
“butions that they make. - o :
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.tendfto}be characterized by judgementS‘of weak internal

-causatlon.

v
lealo

Thls last hypothes1s 1ntroduces the fact that
fattrlbutors attend to varlatlons in strength among causes.
They also attend to varlatlons in strength among effects.
- On present evidence weﬁcan hypothe51ze, with Kelley, that
. "the more extreme the effect ‘to be attrlbuted the more
111kely the attrlbutor is to assume that it entalls mul-
tiple necessQ;y causes (Kelley3 1972b'156) For example,
~1n the pre-test the explanation offered for the escape of
.one boy involved hot only attrlbutlons concernlng his

personal characteristics but also attrlbutlons concerning
o A

hlS relatlons with others 1n the institution.- Both fac-

" tors were held to be necessary to expl;;i/the escape. It
g .

1s concelvable that less serlous effecg produced by the
same boy would be explalned by reference/to personal
characterlstlcs alone. B 4

Thus, as we have just seen, the assumptlon of one
causal schema as against another will have 1mpllcatlons ‘
for information search.. The schemata prov1de the attrlb—'
utor with hypotheses and, as such, should guide his 1nfor-
matlon search act1v1t1es. Therefore, we can hypothes1ze
 that the assumption of a s1mple causal schema will result
"in 31mple 1nformat10n search act1v1t1es, the assumption of

a multiple cause schéma\w1ll result 1n multlple 1nformat10n

search activitles. For example, 1ﬂ’the escape 1ncldent

*
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mentloned above, the assumptlon of a multlple cause

‘schema meant that 1nformatlon concernlng the boy s per-

sonal characterlstlcs>was'rev1ewed,and inquiries were
made T ding-unusual features of his present .situation.

SRR - S .
Summary of Hypotheéeses

~ . . . 2

1. Attrlbutors will, seek or assume dlstlnctlveness,
con31stency, and consensus in 1nformat10n.

2. -Confldent attrlbutlons w1ll be made where 1nformatlon

- -of high distinctiveness,vhlgh consistency, and high

consensus is obtained (er is assumed to exist).

2. -Attrlbutors will tend to rely most heaV11y on attrl-
butlons of internal causallty." | ' o

4. Multlple causal schemata will tend to be invoked
when the 1nternal cause is audged to be weak.

5. "The more extreme the effect to be attrlbuted, the

' fmore llkely the attrlbutor is to assume that it

entalls multlple necessary causes"(Kelle33 1972b: ﬂ56)

6. ‘The assumptlon of ‘a s1mple causal .schema w111 result

~in s;mple overt 1nformat10n search act1v1t1es, the

_ . assumption of a multiple cause schema will result in

multiple overt information search activities.
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CEBAPTER II

s

" RESEARCH METHODS

L : : |
[N . . .

"

.Introduction

iy

Data to test the hypotheses presented in Chapter
rOnevwere collected prlmarlly through 1nterv1ews -with the
: correctlonal offlcers at the Tralnlng School, and ‘through
‘observatlon of thelr activ1t1es. In addition three 1nfor—:
mants prov1ded ac&%%& to otherw:se unavallable information
and allowed an inde endent check‘of some of the data
.gathered from. the correctlonal offlcers. _ ‘

For our purposes, the chlef advantage of the
research settlng lles in the freedom subaects have to seek

1nformatlon and make attrlbutlons 1ndependently of the \

,,,,,,

o researcher s 1nstructlons and restrlctlons. The research /

therefore focused on naturally occurrlng attrlbutlons.v ln
i
partlcular thls 1nvolved followlng up (as detalled below)

“1n01dents,ﬂ-that is, those events which- the correctlonal

offlcers felt requlred thelr spe01al attentlon._ Thig
“s.
. focus allowed us to assume that there would be at_leastf~~e
some motlvatxon to m@ke confldent attrlbutlons.g
B,

‘Each of %he‘?dhr dormltorles in the 1nst1tutjph'

is gnder the dlrectﬁgg GI one or two officers per shift. "

The offlcers are requf%ed to f111 out "incident reports"
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in whlch they brlefly desc 1be any eVent rerlrlng spec1a1
attentlon, together with the actlon they take.'_'he»
,researcher had access to ‘these 1nc1dent reports which
prOV1ded a falrly complete llstlng of the offlcers maaor
‘dGCISlonS.' In addition the researcher had’ establlshed
sufflclent rapport with/ the ofi%cers to have been “informed
of 1n01dents Wthh shZ;id“ have ‘been” reported but were
not. since the action taken mlght not have been approved.,\
Incidents reported by the offlcers 1nc1ude such dlverse

~activities as a boy's unusual quletness, homosexual rape,

and escape.

»

*ar,ch Setting

- The Tralnlng School is a correctlonal jnstitution -

under the aurlsdlctlon of the Department of Justice. It
°houses from 25 %o 60 boys between the ages of 12 and 16
Most of the bgys are sentenced under the Juvenlle Delln-‘
' quents EEt{’gzihough a. small number are wards ofthecourt.
> The 1nst1tutlon 1s organlzed into a dormltory
system. Each dormltory is pre31ded over by a correctlonal
h offlcer who is given the title "Unlt Co-ordlnator. He is
,’respon51ble for coiordlnatlng the act1v1t1es of the three
_ offlcers (1nc1ud1ng hlmself) who man the varlbus shifts.
During the period;of the research three dormltorles were
operating. There were,, therefore; nlne full—tlme éor=
rectionaiaoffrcers as well 'as several offlcers who were'“a'

called on'from tlme'to time as replacements.\ In addltlon'
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to the Unlt Co-ordlnators there is a. Floor Co-ordinator

:who is respon31ble durlng any one shlft for co-ordihating
the act1v1t1es of all of the dormltorles. The Floor :
Co—ordlnator also is avallable to deal with any espe01ally 2
dlfflcult problems or to advise any officer. The ranklng £
Floor Co—ordlnator is directly respons1ble to the Super—
1ntendent of the 1nst1tutlon. Other personnel 1nc1ude
| teachers, treatment.staff (con51st1ng of a social worker,
a psychometrlst and a nurse), and serv1ce personne&b

- The correctlonal offlcers came from varled back-
grounds; Six of them had become'correctlonal officers f.
1mmed1ately upon graduatlng from unlver51ty. Two others
were worklng on university degrees.. Five of %he correc-
tional’ offlcers had joined the Training School staff fol—'
lowing mllltary -service. The remalnlng two officers had

~

=d checkered careers. follow1ng hlgh school graduatlon. B

Most of the inmates attend classes durlng regular !

0.

'school hours. When the bgys are not in schooly or w1th
the recreatlon dlrector or treatment staff they are the
respons1b111ty of the dormitory offlcer. ”Thls means that
- for the greater part of each day the boys are in the »
charge of the offlcers. | T /
Whlle the theoretlcal focus of the present
research is on attrlbutlons in general, 1t is based in a
partlcular natural settlng. The general theoretICal

‘1ssues’ramsed howeve&, must be informed by data from a’ =
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of settings.' The collection bf such data, then, -

‘demahnds replication. After Galtung (1967), we suggest

hat thetnecessary repllcatlon is . of two kinds: | 1nternal

- and external.z Internal repllcatlon would prov1de a test

of: the applicablllty of our flndlngs for llke settings;
"external repllaatlon would allow-an assessment of the
generallzablllty of these flndlngs 1 In order to fac111— °
tate the selection of approprlate settings for both 1nter—

P
nal and external replfcatlon, it is necessary to descrlbe

some of the unique features of the present settlng. N

| The Training School is a correctlonal ‘institution.
ThlS means, anong other thlngs, that the officers an&.
Juveglles have not chosen one another as 1nteract10n part- N
ners; they have been thrust upon one another. Noreover,
the‘superlor status of the officers 1s off1c1ally defined
and clearly"agreed upon. In.addltlon, it seems,llkely,
4hthat trese status dlfferences are further consolidated by
ithe adult Chlld relatlonshlps charapterlstlc of the. 1nst1—
'tutlon ThlS feature of the correctlonal setting may
affect the . generallzablllty of the flndlngs of this study.
.As we focus. on attrlbutlons made by -correctional officers
abdut inmates, .it may be that the causatlve factors taken
into account may dlffer from those cons1dered 1n other

%

settings. For example, the officers may con51der their

‘ .

s - IFor excellent ‘discussions of the 1mportance of
both internal and external re lication, see Lipset, Trow, -
and Coleman (1956:427-432); Herton, Reader, and Kendall
(1957:301-305) 5 and Campbell a Stanley (’1966) '
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charge to_ be more éas;ly sWayedvby external pressures

o

A}

than would be the case for sdults.
As_welit,the inéégacfion'goalsz,areLfai;ly explic-
itly défined in this éetting. The'officers are~ékpeéted,
Mabove all eige, to maintain order, "to keep thefbdys in
iine." This of course does not precludgvothef goals. In
'particuiar, the offiéérs'oftéh wish to comé_to fundef—
stand" pheir_éharges. These goalslmay'operéte indepen-
dently or;fés is more often the ‘f%,:iﬁAconjunCtion; as
'_when'an officer feels he musf understandva bdyifor the . L
'purposg_of moféiefficiént“control;' |
.Furthgfmore;quqe\infOrmation is pro_vfi,ded'or_made~
’avaiiable to the officefé about the boys than is typically
‘the case in everydéylinteréétion. Some.kinds'of ihfofpa;.;
tion are likely to be available simply because of%tﬂé?sué;
tained, iﬁtensivé>and,extensiVe intéréctibn charadteristigf
of’"totél institutibhs“ (Goffman, 1961).'.As;Goffman,
(1959, 1961) points out; total institutidns are charac-

terized by a diminished -"backseage”; visibility is high.

2&05@3 and Thibault (1958) distinguish among a
number of interaction goals: the facilitation of personal
. goal attainment; the deterministic analysis of person- i
. alityy and the application of social sanctions. ‘As it is
likely that all of these goals are operating in. any given
interaction, it seems evident that one must distinguish
types of interaction in terms of which predominates. The -
correctional setting can be distinguished from many other
natural settings not only by virtue of the.predominance of
 the control goal, but also because it is often the case

that personal goal attainment involves thegapplication .of
social sanctions.. ‘ . ' : : o

o =
-



‘It seems evident that‘replication mﬁst involve
not only cther total institutions, but alsc‘settings

B

which do not manifest these distinctive features.

"Mode of Entry-

Since one*s.mode of'entry into the field setting
-i[foan have 1mportant consequences for the quallty of data

'/ccllected it is 1mportant‘§hat thls be handled with
‘care. It has been the experience of numerous field
.workers (Dean et et al., 4967 281) that 1f one's 1n1t1al
~contacts are among those of hlghest status in the organ—
1zat10n then there 1is generally greater access to vari-
ous sources of data.  For this reason the researcher
first galned the support of the Dlrector of Corrections.
The Director then contacted the Superlhtendent of the .
1nst1tutlon pnd arranged an 1n1tlal app01ntment. The

Superlntendent ‘was most 000perat1ve. He introduced the
.Lresearcher to key members of‘hls staff and requested
'3that the . researcher be. glven complete freeddm and coop-
5erat10n. Further, he allowed the researcher access to
‘all flles and prov1ded an offlce and a master key.

_ Cgearly, -then, this mode of entry provided a r
degree of -freedom whlch would have been unlikely" other;
W1se. On the other hand, entry. "from the top" may
create susplclons among the staff regardlng the A ;-E#

Syt N i
B i Prapv
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: researcher s relatlonéhip W1th the admlnlstratlon. In
fact, thls was & consequence of this mode of entry,Athls
problem is dlscussed below. %'

" A second con31deratlon w1th respect to entry
'1nto the research settlng involves technlques for
'actually galnlng the support not only of the 1n1t1al
contacts, but of all of those 1nvolved. More SpelelC—
ally, the researcher must portray his study in such a
way that it will appear reasonable to those he o
approaches;‘§;he llterature gives: confllctlng adv1ce3 on
how to deal w1th thms problem. These confllctlng pre-
scrlptlons reflec™ <ne dlfflculty in assessing what w1ll
be corisidered reasonable and non-threatenlng. By a
happy a001dent the researcher began w1th an account
which proved adequate. He explalned that he was wrltlng
a book on decision maklng in organlzatlons ‘and that the -
correctlonal 1nst1tutlon happened to prov1de an 1deal
settlng. He further assured all those 1nvolved that in

’no way was the study 1ntended as an "expose" and that‘

complete anonymity was guaranteed. The researcher

-‘stressed the fact that the study was not speclflcally

concerned with correctlons and, in fact, could have been

arrled out in other 1nst1tutlons. The aptness of this

N

3Dean et _al. (1967 282) give confllctlng adv1ce
_ within- the same article.
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‘partlcular explanatlon is underscored by the fact that

the staff often expressed dlsdaln for and rldlculed the

number of “reformlst" studles carrled out 1n the 1nst1—

lﬁ}Pre—Test | <\'

In order to test the hypotheses spe01f1ed in

_ tution.

: Chapter One, data were requlred on. a.number of varlables. -
To 1dent1fy operatlonal equlvalents and technlques for-
'the;r measurement, an exten31ve pre-test was carrled out;
© Initidly, the researcher ramiliarized hinself |
“w1th the. researc%&settlng. He observed the staff at
work in the dormltorles; in- counselllng sesslons, in
meetlngs, in the - classrooms, and talked to staff members -
at all 1;q%ls of the 1nst1tutlon. In addltlon he galned
access to- all avallable documents., It was durlng this k
.stage that he was able to establlsh rapport W1th the :
- officers and obtain the full cooperatlon, as. 1n,formants,4

~of three. staff members—-the ranklng correctlonal offlcer,\ :

the soclal worker, and the psychologlst. " The researcher-f”

3

’ ' 4‘Informant' is used in accordance with
7elditch's (1962:569) restricted definition: "« .
nemely that he be called an tinformant' only where he is
reporting jnformation presumed factually correct about
“others rather than about himself; and his information
about events is, about events in their {the researchers']
absence." The usage hete is different from that -
'employed by other soclologlsts (e. Bes Den21n, 1970: 202).

1
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' found the 1nformants 1mportant at every stage of the

1nqu1nr' Zeldltch's statement about the use of Such a

>

"'procedure is apt

Such a procedure is not only 1eg1t1mate but abso-
lutely necessary to adequate investigation of any
complex structure. In studying a social structure
"o ¢ . there are two ‘problems of bias that override
=a11 others. . . .. One results from the fact that a
gingle observer cannot be. everywhere at the same
time, nor can he be “everywhere" in time, for that
matter . . . so that, inevitably, something. haPPens
. that he has not seen, cannot see, or will not. see.
. The second results from the fact that there exiwst
parts of the. social structure into which he has not“
enetrated and probably will not. .
(Zeldltch 1962 572)

To 111ustrate ' 1n the - 1n1t1a1 stages of the pre-
test, many of the more "serlous" 1n01deqts were not |
reported to the researcher by the offlcers, nor were x _
they . .always entered’ in the 1og, supposedly a dally recbrd
of'incidents. The researcher only became aware of these:
1nc1dents through his 1nformants. Thls was partlcularly N
1mportant as 1t sen31t1zed the researcher to the faot

1

that several of the officers v1ewed nis role 1n the .
'llnstltutlon with susp1c1on, desplte prev1ous assurance R
of the researcher's independence. from,admlnlstratlon. |
The 1nformants 1nformat10n, therefore, allowed the
'researcher to take steps to 1mprove hlS credlblllty with -
the officers. That the offlcers subsequently prov1ded
rprev1ously withheld 1nformat10n (1nclud1ng 1nformatlon :
_potentlally damaglng to them) suggcsts that these steps ‘

. were successful.
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As well, during this period of familiarization,
o . ‘ .
" the researcher was able to penetrate the particular

E language and argot of the 1nst1tutfon s staff. " The
: importance of "learning the language" has been a central
element in many crlthues of 1nterv1ew1ng,(Denz1n, 19703
Becker and Geer, 1957;" Gordon, 1969) As Becker and -
Geer put 1t' o
. Any soc1al group, ‘to the extent that it is a dls-'
tinctive social unit, ‘will have to some degree a
culture differing from that of other groups, a sSome- ’
what different set of common understandings around’
which interaction is organlzed and these differ-
erces will find expression in a language whose
nuances are peculiar to that group and fu;;y under-
.stood only by its members.,,
_ (Becker and Geer, 1957 29)
They argue that the interview technlque does not allow
" the researcher to rectify:or even recognlze errors of
1nterpretat10n caused by these language dlfflcultles.
It is our contention that this is not’ so much a critique
of 1nterv1ewlng as it is a critique of 1nterv1ew1ng as
lthe sole 1nvestdgat1ve technn.que.5
| The issue of language further hlghllghts the
1mportance of informants in the present research. For
example, in early pre-test 1nterv1ews, the . terms
. . 1 Y

Y
&

5Webb et_al. (1966: 4) present a similar argument
about all research technlques when they are used alone.
“No research method is without bias. Interviews and
questlonnalres must be supplemented by methods testing
the same social science varlables put having different
methodologlcal weaknesses See also Martin Trow (195 7)
who comments directly on Becker and Geer's artlcle.
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"counselling" and. "adaustment center" were. frequently 3

aq:‘

used by the offlcers in deScrlblng the actlon they took

in response to a wide range of 1n01dents.6 Inltlallye;

. Qed .M
the correctlonal officers were unw1111ng to expand on,k,m .
,9‘.l

these and other terms. However, the offlcer who' served.qa

as one of our ihformantSvmade us aware of the "subtleﬁf”"“

of tﬁkse terms. 7 ) R
“"That s a couple of things. we picked up from the f-u¢ﬁ%
treatment staff. If you yell at a kid, that's:" S

- 'counselling'; if you give him a llttle push, that S

- tcounselling';: _counselling means a whole lot of

things. If you have to counsel a kid right into 1nto the

isolation .cell, that's the adjustment center."

A Finally, then, when the researcher felt "comfbrt- :
able" (after about six weeks) in the~sett1ng and there
appeared to be mutual ease 1n 1nteractlons between the
»researcher and the staff he began a systematlc seagch
for operatlonal equivalents and a spec1f1catlon of tech—

, nlques. The pre-test allowed tﬂ@ assessment of a variety
of technlques to ellclt the requlred data. For example,

_ an attempt was made to use a flve point Likert scale to
assess confldence of attrlbutlons. However, the officers
tended to find this non-meaningful and ~in addition, the
Likert scores tended to fall on. the hlgh confidence end.

By contrast, much more variability was volunteered in the

_ 6‘l‘hese terms also appear w1th regularlty in the
incident log and in "charge sheets." Charge sheets are
.official incident reports which become part of the boy s
file. : .
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',course of 1nterV1ews with the officers. ~Aoeordingly,
the leert scale was abandoned and the volunteered rat—
‘“1ngs were employed 1nstead. | |
| Durlng the pre—test an attempt was made to »
develop a structured interview which dlrectly asked the
offlcers for 1nformatlon on the. varlables of concern.
Tt became apparent that, in many cases, fixed questlons
t‘!'falled to ellclt adequate data. For example, 1n1t1ally, '

gén tried asklng the respondents: what they

— "knew" atofﬁbgg inmate. Very qulckly, he dlscovered
1 llthat'oftenvthe offgpers regarded such a questlon as
either too general QT even meanlngless.' These respon-
dents simply Shrugged oT gave general, non~informative
"answers.' On the other hand the offlcers freely revealed
what tbey “knew" about an 1nmate, when they-were asked to
explaln thelr attrlbutlons in a speclflc situation. That
1s, when asked such questions as-="Why do you say that
}about . 2" "How do you know that’"—-the offlcers
presented the researcher w1th "assumed-lnformatlon, In
this context, the dlrect queStlon served as an eXCellent"
- probe. That is, the" questlon became meanlngful to the
officers in the context of their dlscuSS1ons about a boy -
'1nvolved in a partlcular 1DC1dent It should‘be noted
that thls form of questlonlngaisalso truer to the
tneoretical_polnt: what is requlred is data on what the

9

officer assumes is relevant to & partlcular attrlbutlon, é:

e
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_not a general'catalogue of information,assumed_about an

inmate. Attributions are'made in context. -
| For example, one - ogflcer offered as part of his

explanablon of an attrlbutlon of “creeplness" that the

boy . "always does that klnd of thlng, that's what you

expect from him,” he acts the same wherever ne is."
- Further, the officer felt that this view of the boy was

'shared by virtually everyone who knew him.

What evolved, then, as the primary research
technique is best described as a “focused interview". &
(Merton.gg_g;., 1956). This is a "semi—standardiied ; ’
interview" in that while the wording of questions is not
specified'7 the list of topics to be covered is cieariy

specified. These toplcs are based onz§he issues of

,theoretlcal concern. The ordering of the topics and
_ guldellnes for SpelelC wording of questlons are based

“ von the demands of the research setting (Phllllps, 1966:

111). Offlcers involved in each 1nc1dent were 1nter—

viewed. The toplcs covered in each 1nterv1ew are as

followag

. 7Lazarsfeld (1954 : 675-686) has argued that
questions must be fixed in their "meaning" to respon- .
dents, rather than in their wording. Using appropriate A
wording is likely tgQ increase reliability and validity.
Gordon (1969) was partlcularly useful. in our development
§f 1nterv1ew1ng techniques. - See especlally hlS Chapter

ive, -
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’InformatiOn-sought-.

‘What information is sought with regard t© any
‘,pﬁgklcular incident? Informatlon whlch is overtly sought

presents no particular dlfflculty, 1nformatlon search

,act1V1t1es such as asklng others, the questlonlng of thef-

partlclpants, reading the files, are all act1V1t1eslwh1ch
‘are relat;vely ea51ly brought oii in rnterv1ew. In
addition, the researcher S dlrecgeobservatlon and ques-
tioning pf other offlcers allowed '‘some check on the .

validity of the answers given in the 1nterv1ew.-

2.. Assumed information )
fﬁg o “ As we have already 1nd1cated "agsumed informae.'
tion" presents greater methodologlcal dlfflcultles. In
_order to max1m1ze data on assumed 1nformat10n seve;Fi
dlfferent kinds of questlo;s were employed. The offlcers
were asked to explaln\thelr attributlons, or to 1nd1cate’
how they were able to make such an- attrlbutlon. in“v
"addi%dOh, the officers?were asked. dmrecthy what they 1
knew or assumed about 2 boy These questlons seem to'\'
have good face- valldlty offlcers made frequent use o
such phrases as "everyone knows," "1t must be," "of
‘course," etc. It 1svthe researcher s oplnlon that these
questloné‘ellclted a fairly complete. plcture.of ‘assumed
'1nformatlon. This. opinion 1s further supported by

offlcers suggesting that the researcher would make a

A

&
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"good offlcer.,‘ They seemed to'ﬁﬂ_lndlcatlng that the

researcher had abme to understand "what 1t s llke.?f

3 Causal schemata ‘ S '-_ . 'j;
‘Kelley suggests that "the 51mple direct questaon
is perhaps a useful device fnr determlnlng what causes\

are con31dered relevant for a glven effect . fj.? ’ &\::;>
i %‘:_:} .

§l%ey, 1972b: 170). We found that exptanatlons spon—

. 3
: tanéously offered by the offlcers for their de01s1ons
and/attrlbutlons prov1ded a good deal of data on causal

_scgpmata. In cases where this was not forthcomlng,

*.s.dmrect questioning as: suggested by Kelleyowas employed.

‘Agaln,Jthe varlety of questlons used to elicit 1nfor—
';matlon on causal schemata 1ncreased our confldence in

' the data. -

4, Locus of causallty o

| For the most part. 1nformatlon on the locus of -
"eausallty of attributions was volunteered durlng the
course of the 1nterv1ew. That ls, re%pondents almost
always 1nd1cated clearly what they fe§§ the causal fac-
tors were. In addltlon, for purposes of exploratlon,
“information was elicited concernlng how strong the

N

 officer felt the causal factors were.

S,V Confldence of attrlbutlons fiv

Although officers often volunteered 1nformatlon



° made. In addltlon, the. recordlng of the actlons taken

: whlch the offlcers reported high confldence in. their

31 '

‘abgut the confldence of attrlbutlons made. 1n a given’
 situation they were also asked dlrectly "How sure are

‘you?" Our confldence in the valldlty of these ratlngs

1s enhanced by the quallty of the rapport establlshed

with the officers. Durlng the 1n1t1al 51x-week pre-f

.test ‘the offlcers became 1ncreas1ngly w1111ng to admlt

»lack of confldence about some of the attrlbutlons they :

in response to an 1n01dent prOV1ded an’ 1mportant check'

of the confldence responses. For example, 1n cases in

attrlbutdons, they tended to move “with. dlspatch to . R

implement dec181ons taken. Moreover, ‘recording- the ‘

officers' explanatlons for actlons taken allowed an © o

-

-'assessment to be made a‘lto whether their actlons were:

i

'-'based on the confldence of thelr attrlbutlons or. on thelr_

felt need to malntaln order.’ ‘Without these checks, ' o

incﬁdents=such as_the followlng mighf have been miscon-
# : S : e

'strued. An officer stopped pool ‘and cigarette privi- .

: leges for a- "trouble-maker who had pro ably started a

wi

"“fight." The offlcer volunteered the in fmation that :

he ‘was moderately confident of his attrl utlon v
"trouble—maker" and explalned his action as a safety
measure.. "He probably dld 1t but even if he didn' t,

he'll think twice next time" Anyway, that 5 not a very
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/(_(- _ : . ’ AR
serlous punlshment.- The action taken in the context.of"
’3€he officer's explanatlon prov1des support for our

acceptance of hlS confldence response.'

)

6., Extremlty of effect

Generally, the staff 1ndlcated clearly how
serious they Judged a glven act to be. The offlcer S
assessment of "the serlousness of the act at the tlme of
the 1nc1dent was used in -the analy51s.. ThlS 1nformatlon
was obtalned by dlrect questlonlng when 1t was not
.offered spontaneously.‘ As a rough check on\the 51tu-
ational 1ndlcat10n of extremlty of‘effect a llst of
incidents dealt w1th 1n the study was complled. This o
list wasuprovided to all officers who were asked to rank
" the serlousness of the 1nc1dents.8

In addition to data collected through the focused

1nterv1ew, we made use (partlcularly as rellabxllty and

-,

> r.’. !

validity checks) of such secondary sources of data a8 h.”
1nformants, documents, and direct observation. - F%g “)\
.‘example, chargé sheets and 1n01dent reports prov1qu

limited check on what offlcers sald. ‘The specifics of L
Jthe foqused 1nterv1ew as well as the way in whlah 1nter—
view data were 1ntegrated w1th that from seoo?%;ry

sources is most economically cons1dered 1 e dlscus51on

8ppese rankings may be found rgilbpendix 2.
” :\l :

Q
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of recording procedures.

Recording Procedures " Theoretical
and hethodolovlcal Concerns

In the focused\intervie&,iparticularlyvintthis
‘settlng, the“researcher'is’provided with an abundance of
data, 1nclud1ng ‘aylarge body of apparently 1rre1evant
1nformat10n. Whlle, obv1ously, the hypotheses spe01fy
the varlables on Wthh data are required, it is nonethe-
less essentlal to develop a method for the recording gf
daﬂh whlch enables the researcher easily to 1dent1fy
those responses Vthh are relevant and to record them.
'accurately (Gordon, 1969: 172) This 1is partlcularly
important in the present study, 51nce verbatim accounts
of relevant responses are necessary. This nec9551ty
follows from the fact that the 1nterv1ewer was, of
course, aware of the hypotheses. The llkellhood of
bias would therefore be greater 1f he were to translate ‘
responses anto his own words., In addltlon, since the |
| present research used a number of supplementary sources
of data, it is pos51ble that ‘these sources - of data would
result in a set which would further blas non—verbatlm
re¢6§“lhg; Finally, as this study. employed~1ndependent
judges for asses51ng the rellablllty of coding pro-
cedures, it was important that the data be as "raw" as

possible.
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0bv1ously, i#f verbatim accounts are 1mportant a
dlrect "solutlon" would be to tape record the respon-
dents answers. However,‘thls technlque was reaected}
for a number of reasons. Although some of the liter-
ature (Gordon, 1969: 177) suggests that tape recorders
are mlnlmally dlsruptlve, it is hard to imagine that this
would be the gase in a correctlonal settlng. More
;generally, the’ researcher regardssthese "flndlngs with
skepticism, In any case, whatever'the»lnfluence on the
_respohdents, this researcher finds that his interview
performance is. substantlally altered when recorded., 7
Flnally, the high cost of transcrlblng recorded inter-
'v1ews made the tape recorder 1mpract1cal. -

Another;obvious "solutlon" involves exten51ve
note-ﬁaking during the course ofxthe interview. This too‘
presents- dlfflcultles. Copious note—taking during the
4interview may inhibit responses, a%noy respondents,ﬂand,
:more generally, dlsrupt 1nteract10n. | ‘ |

As 1t happened, the physxcal de51gn of the insti-
tution fa01lltated a solutlon to the problem of accurate
recordlng. -The dormltorles are stacked: two on the
‘ground floor, ‘side by side (llnked by a. common "control
"room" looklng out. on the dormltorles), and two 1dentlcal
unlts on the upper floor. The two control rooms are

cennected by a stalrwell. Durlng the period of the

research, one of the upper dormltorles was not in use. >

N -
—



Thls, together with the fact that the researcher clrcu—
Jlated among the dormltorles, allowed hlm to make use of
‘ the empty dormitory for note-taklng purposes. Thus 1t
'fwas pos31ble to take notes in prlvate 1mmed1ately after'
ieach 1nterv1ew. The researcher =3 memory was not over-"

xextended as most 1nterv1ews were 1nterrupted by the.

\_,ﬁfflcers duties. Thls meant that typlcally, responses

'...

-to three or four questions were recorded before proceed—4~

tlng with the rest of the 1nterv1ew, thus m1n1m1z1ng the

' problem of recall. Whenever the ' ncrdents was

too great to allow wrltten recordlng ‘ responses,,a
" pocket tape recorder was used to m ptes. ThlS
.instrument was kept 1n the empty dormltory or in the

4

researcher's office at the 1nst1tutlon and was never .
used to record the actnal 1nterv1ew, it was used to g
insure that the researcher dld not fall ‘behind. Thel
.tape-recorded data chuld then be transcrlbed at thea
researcher s cqgvenlence. The setting and the work
routlne, then, alloWed the fullest p0531ble recordlng
thlle dt the same tlme mlnlmlzlng the dlsruptlon of
" interaction. |

Typically, assessmng the valldlty of 1nterv1ew

- responses presents serlous methodologloal ﬁlfflculties.

In llght of thls, the researcher took palns to deVelop .

severalvsupplementary sources of data to. a1d in.

T

AT



asse551ng ‘the 1nterv1ew responses. InZOrder fhat this
be done systematlcally and efflclently, theifleld sheet9
"made room for fhe recordlng of the researcher s own
observatlons, 1nformat10n from 1ncldent dogs and charge
- sheets, and data from 1nformants. The researcher took
care to speclfy on.the fleld sheet’ the sources of all
f:data. The fleld &heet, then, was 1nva1uable in record-

[N

ing data fully and accurately and in a way whlch alded -

e

later analysis.

, ’ RO :
- Reliability, Validity and Sampling

It seems clear that reliability snd validity are
likely to be maiimized to.the extenf that the researcher
and his, respondents share a unlverse of discourse and-
rapport in interactlon (Gordon, 1969: 48) This is pre—
c1sely what the pre-test was designed to accompllsh. We

v_have discussed above the ways in which the technlques' ”

 finally adopted were arrlved at. Although we have con-
:fldence in our pre—test,'lt is obviously p0551b1e that

" bias and 1nadequac1es could stlll have been pr ent.
'Accordlngly, the study was des1gned in a way “such that |
ev1dence would®ve avallable to address the 1ssues of

'rellablllty and valldlty.

9S§éprpendix.d“for a_copy of the field sheet.

36 -



Reliability e N | |
| One 1n@;catlon of the rellablllty of the pro—\

- cedures. uggd is prov1ded by checklng/the Tesponses of
single offlcers across a varlety of 1ncldents. The fact
that a glveh.officer tended to prov1de the same "types
hof responses to the questlons asked of a varlety of ]

E

incidents suggested that the questlons worked " Thls
is the case whatever the truthfulness of the answers.

- A stronger test of the relldblllty of the focused
1nterv1ew was prof#fed by v1rtue of the large ‘number of
'1nc1dents 1nvest1gated. Speciflcally, a numberéoftthe
field sheets 1nvolved the same offlcer(s) maklng attrl-

tutions about the same boy in a number of 51m11ar 1nC1-
'dents. The responses on these sheets were substantlally
alike. For example, one inmate appeare ve t1mes in
the fleld sheets for fighting. One of the offlcers was
'the “attrlbutor" for eight of these incidents. In all
; but one,"O the attribution was. essentlally that “He?s‘
a flghter. " The explanatlon of this attrlbutlon always
'1nvolved SLmllar accounts of a deprived famlly background
"Theyazust don't want any ‘part of hlm..vv“They don't like

him, so-he takes 1t out on everybody else. "In each :

case, in_add;tlon,_ he offlcers p01nted out that this

10gyen thid one case is not a true exception, as -

the offlcer av01ded ‘what seemed to him to be unnecessary
repetltlon by saylng, "You know that kld as well as I do."

a -\
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had left the boy wi

recurrent features

th an “emotional problem. These -

in the, responses appeared despite

'variations in situational information for each case.,

“In addition, the researcher is confident that

Hawthorne effects were kept to a minimum., Such effects o

are frequently problematical in social science research;

.particularly 1n studies which depend. as did the

esearch reported h

ere. on rapport with those invest-

igated. Those - studied in this researoh had. as“prev-

iously mentioned. only the vaguest idea of the study 8

thrust.' They could not consciously have given the

 regearcher what he wanted to hear since they did not

know. They were, o
were unaware of the
clusion is based no
but also on that of

indicated that the

t course, generally curious but
specifics or the research., This con-

t only on the researcher s experience
the three informants who a11 l

correctional officers had no specifie

‘theorles about the research. This situation remained

virtually ‘the same

in spite of intensi

throughout the period of the research.

ve interviewins. Furthermore, the. -

- focused interview was designed in such a way‘as to

vavoid leading those

interviewed. What has been described

as an "open probe" was used extensively. Thus our

_questions asked for explicationz “How do you know that?"'

“th do you say that?“ ,"Could you explain . that to me?".

» !
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Thils process.uas continued untll the‘officer involved»
appearcd to have discussed all the factors he felt were
relevant to his attributions. '.l | | |
| | og | course. the strongest test of'reliability is
replication. In studies of this kind. replication is |
particularly important. Clearly, observer bias is dif-
ficult to control and assess where there is only one
experienced observer. One of the. methodological
’ strengths of the present work is that the techniques for
'-.eliciting and recording data have been specified so as

to allow replication.

yalidity e |

| 1t can be argued that the issue of validity 1is

.'best handled. through the maximization of data and tech-
niques (Denzin, 1970; Webb €t al., 1966)- our data are
derived not from any single source, but from unstructured
interviews (pre-test).'focused interviews, documents,

‘observation, and informants.  In developing these tech- . -

‘niques, we have avolded engaging in the polemic
the validity of one technique over. another. expecially'
where thils polemic is diVOrced from considerations of
- setting. Rather. as ¥e have repeatedly stressed. our
techniques were designed in the context of a particular '
by researoh gsetting. We feel that this spproach argues well

for the validity of the data.



The researcher'mas able to make on-going assess~-
ments of the valldlty of responses by observ1ngﬂthe\\
officers’ change toward a greater w1k‘t1ngness to share )
with the researcher 1nformat10n whlch was generally w1th—

held from outsiders. Furthermore, the physical des1gn
- . of the fac111ty frequently allowed the\re;zarcher to
observe unobtruslvely. He could then interview the
‘offiCer and compare[the two sources of data. Flnally,
the field sheet wab soideSigned as to allow easy com-
-parisons across sources of data.,vThese comparisons

strengthened our c¢bnfidence-in the focused interview.

| . 45‘ - |
Sampling
B Our strategy has been to derlve hypotheses from‘
attrlbutlon theor§ and to examlne thesb ‘using the déta
obtained in one natgggl setting. The dlstrlbutlon of” the
| pre-test data suggested that approx1mately 450 cases would
'nprovide adequate cell ffeqnencies for these purposes. |
The pre—testqq and subsequent data galhering were
A‘carrled out over a/sevem month perlod.' A* the er.d of )

“this period an ugant1c1pated difficulty arcs=. The

officers: became reluctantvto_elaborate on responses which

quhe pre—test is dlstlngulshed from the remaln-
der of the 1nvest1gat10n in that no cases from the pre-
test are included in the andlysis presented in the fol-
1ow1ng chapters. - :

”



40

they increasingly came to v1ew as repetltlous and unneces~

sary. As one officer put it: "Why ask me? You know}
that kid as well as I do." In v1ew of the 1ncrea51ng
frequency of such responses the research was termlnated
after 400 cases had been 1nvest1gated it appeared
likely that contlnued research'would have elicited dis~
torted or partial data. | , a

This is not regarded as a serlous methodologlcal
problem, since a smaller amount of good data provides a
better emplrlcal base than would a larger amount of
questlonable data,. partlcularly glven the purposes of .
our study. An assessment of the generallzablllty of the
present study's flndlngs can only be achleved through .
replication in a variety of»natural settlngs, One of the
contrlbutlons of the present work is that a technlque has
been developed whlch can be used in diverse settings. In
addition, it is hoped that other techniques w1ll be |
developed to 1nvest1gate these issues. |

The analysis of a 31ngle natural settlng stands -
in contrast to the more usual statlstlcal procedures
based on a probability: sample of individual behaviours.

It must be emph ized that in studies such as thls, two

- orders of samplln are 1nvolved. First, a natural
b3

settlng‘ls seiected which therefore constltutesha sample X

of one. mSecond, in thls case, 1n01dents are sampled
™
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E=N

W1th1n this settlng. Clearly, our 400 incidedtS'rep-
resent a non—random avallablllty sample of the incidentsi
in the Training School.} It is not based on probablllty
sampllng procedures. In such cases some methodologlsts
b’take the p051t10n that statlsttlal tests of 51gn1f1-
cance, based as they are on the assumptlon of probablllty(’
N sampllng, are 1nappropr1ate 2 ThlS position follows

from the bellef that one. mus?t have p031t1ve knowledge

of randomness. & Others take the pos1t10n that if there
" is no- clear eV1dence of bias then randomness may be © |
" assumed. The author is persuaded by the former p081t10n}
However, for the convenlence of those less conservatlvei
in their use of tests of 51gn1flcance, ch1 square‘value

have been calculated where the expected cell frequencles

allow. The P values are presented in notes tc the tables.

o R
N

=y

ngelltlz et _al. (1959:416), for example, “provide
the following caution: Ton: : "It should be kept in mind that
all statistical tests of significance, and thus all
generallzatlons from samples to populations, rest on the.
assumption that the samples are not biased--that is, .
that the cases to be included in the samples have been
selected by some procedure that gives every case in the.
populatlon an equal, or at least a spec1f1ab1e, chance -
of being included: in the sample. If this assumption 1s
not justified, s1gn1flcance tests become ‘meaningless."

13%ee the discussion by Galtung. (1967: 358—389) of
this and related questlons.' : _
-
]



Qoding Procedures

In order to guard against blas 1n codlng, the

1researcher s coding was checked agalnst that. of 1ndepen--*"

-dent cod(rs. Since it was unreasonable to ask out
volunteers to code” all 400 cases, a random sample of"
100 cases was drawn.

" The codlng dec1s1ons<xfthe 1ndependent judges -
also prov1ded a test of the usefulness of some of
_ Kelley s distinctions for attrlbutlons occurrlng 1n a
natural setting. =~ ' | N .ﬁ
‘ The 1ndependent coders were 1n£ormed that the‘”'
_=otudy involved the dec1smon maklng prOcess engaged 1n
by correctional officers inm a tralnlng school They
:were told that the codlng of fleld data 1s a process of
cla551fy1ng into a llmlted numbe® of categorles the

~

!unlque Tesponses of each,person 1nterv1ewed. The .

researcher explalned the fleld sheet to them detalllng
the entries’ c0nta1ned in each cell._ ‘The 1ndependent
- coders were famlllarlzed with the coding dlstlnctlons

and were’ encouraged to ask questlons about any aspect

pbfof the procedure Wthh appeared to them to be problem—

.atlc. '
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‘The codes empIOyedrare presented Helow,'ﬁoéether
with the compaﬁlsons between the researcher s codlng and
'that of the 1ndependent coders. In addltlon, we discuss
certaln dlfflcultles which arose with the codlng pro~
Cedures‘and*whlchvproved to be both methodologlcally and
'theoretically’significany. o | |

1, Information Sought: distinctivéness, consistency,
conseg@us - :

. )
: Thé’lnlormatlon search datawerecoded into these

§

three categories. | : ;- i
"Dlstlnctlveness information” refers to 1nfor—.
matlon which indicates that there is somethlng unlquev
Jw‘abéu‘ the boy 1nvolved or about the s1tuat10n in -
u“wquestipn. For exymple, a boy had escaped from the instl-
tution. Informatlon whieh indicated that the boy hgd ------------------
:only a week 1eft to serve was -coded as dlstlnctlveress
1nformatlon. fn such an example, dlstlnctlveness 1nfor~A
‘mation might also 1nvolve a number of dlfferent 1tems.
For example, 1nformat10n 1nalcat1ng that. the door had :
been left open would make the 51tuat10n hlghly dis~
":tlhdtlve.' .
"Consistency informaticnﬁ refers to lhformation
" which indicates that. the behaviour inUQuestiSh has been
exhlblted by the boy in questlon in the past _For

example, 1nformat10n that the boy had tried to escape

-y



many tlmes before was coded as con31stency information; '

"Consensus 1nformatlon" refers to 1nformatron
which 1nd1cates that others agree with the attributor! s
assessment of the boy. For example, &n offlcer was told"
by fellow officers that the boy ‘was a "runner," that 1s,
a'boy_who repeatedly tried to escape, thls was coded as

consensus information. e

<

. ! "
2. Informatlon Assumed., diStinctigeness, consistency,
. consensus e ,

The information assumed ‘data were coded 1nto
‘these threé categories and -were further-dlfferentlated
into "high" orr?lomﬁ_withdn each-category.“ o
: "7 :  :' o . o
S, Informatlon Recelved distinctiveness, consistency,
consensus o . _ R ’ . i
The same coding operatlon as: in "Informatlon‘
Assumed" was carrled out here. d t
It is 51gn1f1cant that the concepts "dlstlnctlve-
ness,' "con51stency,“ and_"doﬁsensus seem to "make

Yy
rengths of these concepts

sense to people. One\od'the
et TN

is that they have facés v g' gﬁ-people can use them.

et
Thls is_ _evidenced by the fé&%ﬁ% 7 the researcher found v
no dlfflculty in codlng ‘the data in these te;ms and
that the 1ndependent coders were in substantlal agree—-'

mente.



e

These independentqﬂ'ju&ges‘coded 400‘csses chosen °

at raﬁdom. The results are presentéd in Table 1 Des;
plte the substantlal agreement among the coders, in one-
quarter of the Cases there was disagreement-in the coding

_of "dlstlnctlveness. Most of these cases of disagree-

' ment could be ettributed to an inconsistency 3n the
‘researcher s recordlng of the casesa “T% wiil be}remem- -
bered tbat the focus of our 1nvest1gat10n 1s on attzri-
butlons made about boys. 1nvolved in "1ncn.dents,".q5 that

. 1s, those events which the officers feel require thelr
special attentlon. ‘This meant that our 1nvest1gat10n of
atrribgtionar processes began w1th this basellne .an
officer knew (orlsuspected) that an "incident" had

.occurred

v The record;ng of cases which resulted in the dis=-

<

agreements over the codlng of "dlstlnétlveneSS) included
7

1nformat10n relating to processes occurrlng.before the .«

‘baseline points. Spec1flcally, these were often cases in -

[~ o
whlch officers had "the feeling somethlx was up." -hey

14The coders were ignorant of att pution theory
and of the specifie hypotheses of the Rr,sent‘investiga-
tion. Of course, they did the actual coding indepen-
dently.

15There was wide consensus among the officers as
_to what constituted an "incident." Althdugh the decision
to call an event an ”1nc1d@ht" itself involves attribu-
tions, these attrlbutlons are not investigated here.

Lol o

-

7



46

© UOT4BUWIOJUT ¢qu3nos UOTFBWIOFUT ‘po
98JIU] JINO00. ,SUSUISUOCY,, pue ,,

TES

*pOATOD9I

wnsse uoT3emIoOFUT . 9ser Yovsd I0F S8uTtl

¢ £oUB]STSU0D,, , $SSQUSATAOUTESTP, 20UTs 00% = N«

c6 86 L mGe .26 SNSUSUOD
L6 ¢ 96 6 : L6 - £oua3sTSUOH
92 3 84 08 | §SPUSATZOUTASTA
L segpnp 09Uy ¢ o3pup = o3pup L E— -
_ setI08038) BUTPOD

TIV Ppus I9UYoIBISIY

Jo qusmadIdy 3utTpo)d

59p0p Uoew UFth

JoyoIeasay Jo quawseady SuTlpop cbﬂpmﬁﬁowcH §,10UoIE3S9Y

© a
.

YAHOUVISTYH O

LSTSYD O0L d0 IATAWVS V ¥0d
) . GASNASNOD. ANV u - KONTISISHOD.
L QSFIIATIONILSIAH NO gEHANL. TAMHL ANV -
(INTO¥Id NI) INTHATIOY ONITOD

Q

L1

L ATAVE B , | 3



then began, 1nvestlgat1ng to” see.if an "incident" had ‘
occurred and, if so, to reconstruct the "1nc1dent. - The
researcher had confused the’ coders by 1nclud1ng data on
the questlon of the occurrence of:an7"1n01dent" with ‘
-data on the attributmonal processes occurrlng after this
declslon had been made. For example, in one case, the
searcher had recorded.a good deal of 1nformat10n search‘
which went on to see if ‘a flght had in fact occurred and
whether 1t was serlous endugh to-warrant further-lnves—
.tlgatlon. The offlcer recelved 1nformatlon to. the effect

that "it was a: real bffwl; At this p01nt he dec1ded~

that an 1nc1dent had occurred. The 1ndependent Judges

@ coded thls 1n1t1al search act1v1ty as. dlstlnctlveness J'

search and the 1nformat10n recelved as dlstrnctlveness "

-
N

1nformatlon, the researcher dld not ; g‘ﬁﬁa'

. Once thls confu51on had been unﬁovered the coders

were. askedfto re—code all of the cases.qﬁ_ The results.of
the’ second codlng are presented in; Tﬁble 2 It is’

/
obv1ous that the clarlflcatlon rncreased the rellablllty

n_\_

'of-the codlng. L - .-;e

’ ﬁ : . ‘;‘ 4"
‘# Locus of causallty g}nternal ‘external

Verbatlm attrlbutlons were coded as "1nternal"

r )

L4

0

: 16Up to thls p01nt the ‘coders-were “volunteers.
N However, since . Fvolunteers ¢an be pushed -too far, they
j," vere pald for the second coding operatlon.
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.
T
1y

' when they 1nvolved personal characterlstlcs, and,“exter?
nal" when they involved env1ronmental factors._ Thus; an
'attrlbutron that "He's not rlght 1n the head" was coded .
as. "1nterna1._ An attrlbutlon such as "Those boys had
been on h1m for hours. It's no wonder-he flnally blew"™
waSACOded as "external " '

Again, we found the dlstlnctlons between inter-
1’nal and external attrlbutlons useful for coding the data.
‘The’ offlcers themselves dlstlngulshed between "aspects of,

the boy" and "aspects of the 51tuat10n. However, the

researcher dlscovered in his codlng of the data that 1t

'.'was not a matter 6f determlnlng the presence of one

factor'and the»absence of the other, rather, 1t was
.necessary to deternine which if any, was predomlnant.'
n'jQur'exploration'of the relatlve strengths of causal
”"imputations allowedvus to use this as. the crlterlon for
.distinguishing between internal and external causal
_imoutatiOns;' Accordingly the coders were asked to code
.causal attrlbutlons into the follow1ng codes: strong
1nterna1/strong external strong 1nternal/weak external,
_ weak internal/strong euternal weak - internal/weak
external._7' In the comparlson between the researcher s

coding and that of the independent judges, there was a

_"7See Appendix 1 for the coding _sheet..



-

minimum of 90% cOncordancigfor any category.
o : w & ,

- .
¥ .

5. Assumed~causal'scheﬁéta?v;simple, muitiple

Inltlally the researcher h&tempted to code
assumed causal schemata into 51mple (causal schemata
involv1ng elther internal or external causal factors)
and multlple (causal schemata 1nvolv1ng both 1nternal_
and external causal~facto S). o
| However, ds we h%%é pointed out above, the
attributors we studied attended (howeverosllghtly) to
“both external and 1nterna1 pressures. The'data on causal
assumptions, then, were coded in terms of the relative
strengths‘of internal and external 1mputat10ns. strong'_
internal/strong external, strong 1nternal/weak externals
weak 1nterna1/strong external; -weak 1nternal/weak exter-

nal. No coding category had 1ess than 87% concordance

among the four audges.
6. Informatlon search ~ simple, multiple

| Inltlally, we wished to test the appllcablllty
of Kelley's‘distinctlon between "simple and‘multlple

schemata". for 1nformatlon search act1v1t1es. Although

the data could be ea81ly coded - 1nto these categor:.es,‘8

i

qBAlthough officers do not make purely 1nternal

or purely external attributions, theyvoften feel that in =

order to make an attribution they. requlre only 1nternal
or only externaﬂnﬁormatlon. That 1s, 't ey may "“know"
the other.. :

o
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some 1mportant cons;deratlons would have been blnrred by
restrlctlng ourselves to thls dlstlnctlon. f@uhﬁéhta
allowed flner coding dlstlnctlons.. From oﬁr 1n1t1alv
inspection of the data, It seemed that while 1t was. true
thet officers might séarch for 1nterna1 Informatlon or

E external 1nformat10n in a direct search (cf. Daeis and -
Phares, 1967), it was also true thet on many occa51ons,
they were searchlng for "any" 1nformat10n. In other.
cases; they engaged in no 1nformat10n search at all.

In fact, the 1nformat10n search act1v1t1es cod~
able as "multlple were, as well, 1nstances of undlrected
open search | From our 1n1t1a1 1nspect10n of the data it
'appeared that the officers elther "knew" what specmflc
1nformatlon they "needed,“ or felt that: they "dldn't kmow
‘enough and had better know more. The offlcers frequently=
described these 1nvest1gat10ns as "talklng to everyone
about everythlng." This is 1llusth§ted 1n the follow1ng

incident. I ' | |

Some offieers’caught’several boys'shiffing‘glue
on the bus coming back from Chrlstmas pass. Thevofficers
did not seem to know wher' to begln thelr 1nvest1gat10n.
It appeared that they dlzpnot know whether thls was some~
' thlng that most boys might get lnvolved in, whether 1t

was fairly typlcal behav1ournof "thelr“ boys, whether the

boys were "excited" in this'partlcular situation, etc.
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4The officers questloned all the boys 1nvolved themgicial'
‘worker, fellow officers, even the researcher, abot "what
vthey thought.“ In. other words, this klnd of 1nvest1ga—
-tlon seemed to 1nvolve a search for an approprlate causal
_schema. The offlcer§ were not looklng specifically for
‘ information about ;he boys and about the s1tuatlon, they
appeared to be looklng for 1nformat10n to know what
specific 1nformatlon to look for.‘ o S T
| As welly many of the activities codable as-
- "simple" or "multiple" were examples of purely formal .
search—-that 1s, motlvated more by the neces51ty of .
’fllllng out; a formal report than by cur1051ty abégg the
behaviour. These cases were coded as "no search.
Cases were only placed in this eategory when the officers
made explicit cemmenfs to that effect--"Just going
through the motlons. | ‘
| Because of these considerations, the data were

™n terms of the follow1ng dlstlnctlons

_ Directed Search - Internal (Slmple)
| ' - External - (Slmple)
Undirected Search - Open " (Multiple)
'No Search : o |

For these: categorles the minimum concordance between the

researcher s coding and. that of the Judges was 87%
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B »

9. Confidence of' Attrlbutlon - high, médium, low
'v‘ , The officers'’ statements conceinlng the confl-

dence of the;r attrlbutlons could<re ably be %;aced 1nto

@

hlgh, medlum, and low éonfldence chteg%gles.-éﬁ_yagﬁﬂ"
@” "

8. Extremity of Effect: very Serlous, y%derately **1f“-”

serious,’ less serious *

) .

Therofficérs"statements regardlng the extremlty

of effect could reliably be plaqu into the catggorxes

very serious, moderately'serious,'less serious. .

i
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CHAPTER’III

INFORHATION AND ATTRIEUTION IN A NATURAL

o SETTING: THE HYPOTHESES ‘.;

The data relevaﬁ%ﬁto‘the hypotbeses are Qi;sented
below. Each hypothesis is discussed -in turn. E dis-
cussion 1ncludes an assessmént of the hypothesis and an

exploratlon of the theoretlcaL and methodologlcal impli-

‘cations of these data.j

_%&pothesis One: Attributors will seekugg assume dis-

. tinctiveness, consistenwy, and consensus-

in informgtion.

As Table 3 indicates, our data strongly suppbrt
this hypothe31s. Distinctiveness was sought or assumed
in all cases, consensus in 96% ‘'of the cases, and con51s-'
tency in 91%. Dlstlnctlveness information wa' assumed in
68% of the cases, con51stency in 65% of the cases; and
consensus in 79%. Dlstlnctlveness information was overtly
sought in 80% of the cases, consistency in 52%, and con-

census in 41%. .

: The discussion following Hypothe31s One provides
a perspective for the analytic understandlng of subsequent:
data presentatlon.
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‘_ 0.

It is of partlcular 51gn1f1cance that dlstlnc-
ht,veness 1nformat10n was sought or assumed in all cases.
Thls flndlng is 1ndlcat1ve of the soe01al role of d1Sm
ﬁtlndtlvene;s 1nformatlon in the attribution process..‘it»
might be- argued that part of the explanatlon épr the |
unlversalxiy of dlstlnctlveness 1nformatlon is that we -

deal or W th attrlbutlons made in response to 1n01-

'ﬁhents," Luat is, events deflned by the offlcers as .

S requlrlng specral attentlon. However, as we mention

'_ there is no. dlfflculty Ain speclgxlng the. stlmulus to

8
in Chapter Two, the offlcers do no¥% react to an inc1dent;

»they react to a boy in a 51tuatlon. In order.to develop
~this context the offlcers overtly sought further dis- |
.tlnctlveness information in 80% of the cases (Table 3).
ThlS information search occurred after the offlcers had
-tentatlvely 1dent1f1ed an event as an 1nc1dent. |
This finding regardlng dlstlnctlveness 1nforma;
Vtioﬁ p01nts to an 1mportant theoretlcal issue. Previous

i

research has tended toa operate on the assumptlon that

Wthh the subaect is respond&ngﬁ% The researchers may

feel safe in mak;ng fhls assumptlon because,gﬁ ‘the -

7 M

apparent s1mp11c1ty ‘of the attrlbutlonal tasks which have’

been used. wever, as our data shbw, the questlon of
what constltutes the stlmulug“ls very complex and should

" not be handled by assumptlon. We suspect that thls may

2



>
even be true when the experimehter’has attehpted'to'
51mpllfy aspects of the stlmulus 51tuatlon.‘ Part of
information search activity is devoted to uncovering the
stimulus. The stimulus is not obvious; rather it is-
| constructed by the actor. Dlstlnctlveness, then, can .
mean dlfferent thlngs at different staé@s of the. attrlbp—
‘tional process. For example, an offlcer may know that
a partlcular boy ran away, he’ may assume or search for
dlstlnctlveness 1nformatlon regardlng that boy. Hoyever,
in eVery case, the offlcer seeks to place the ‘boy in a
smtuatlon. He feels he cannot respond with - confldence
- untll he knows who is 1nvolved in what c1rcumstances.t'It
is "boy . in 51tuatlon" which is the "stlmulus and it is
the distinctiveness of thls stimulus whlch will prov1de

the officer's attrlbutlon. Thus,

'part of the basis for\

'1t is not simply that thmlagen'fgs "known to beﬂdls-
: tlnctlve, the officers want:;oaknow spe01f1cally what is
.dlstrnctlve about the boy, the S1tuat10n, the boy in the
situation. "ggﬁﬂy , ,

. ~ In v1ew of”§h1£? 1tvlsr4ronic that "unusual" is“
‘an attrlbutlon wh¥Hh hevllterature treats as a property
of the 51mu1us, rather than as an attn;butlon. For
example, Jones an& Davrs (1965) argue that unusual or
:,gurprlalng actlons carry more. 1nforMat10n aﬁout an actor.
‘ It is no doubt true that unusual behav1our frequently

m
T



calls 1nto consclousness a causal schema whlch allowsoan

g attrlbutlon to be made., In our sfudy, thls seems to

. have occurred in 20% of. the cases (Table 3). However,
Jones and Dav1s neglect the con51derat10n that an.

attrlbutrpn that an event 1s unusual may be tentatlve

»

and may motlvate search for more spe01f1c 1nformatlon.

t
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Con51der the follow1ng example. One of - the new _

offlcers caught: two boys engaged ‘in mutual masturbatlon.‘v

He found the act surprlslng and morally reprehen51ble.4;

He 1mmed1ately separated the boys and told them he would

talk: to them later.: The offlcer then went to the Floor

Co-ordlnator to seek ‘his adv1ce. He w1shed to know how”

4 <

“unusual this klnd of behav1our was .in general how

" unusual it-was for these partlcular boys, and, of course,

’ what ought to be done., The Floor Co—ordlnator, a man
w1th many years of 1nst1tutlonal eé%%rlence, had a clear
| pre—deflnltlon of mutual masturbation as belng an. inci-
dent requlrlng spe01al attentlon. Nonetheless, he felt
compelled to engage in further dlstlnctlveness search.
He asked the new officer who the boys were so that he
could audge whether there was 4 previous hlstory and
whether one of the boys was being “1n1t1ated._ He
explained that 1t was not partlcularly unusyal for somer
of the older boys to induce younger boys to partlclpete.

e
This klnd of occurrence ‘is not unusual and
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,1llustrates that a fundaﬁental dlstlnctlon must be made

when con51der1ng attrlbutlons at what level of

abstractlon.ls_the attrlbutor work;ng. An officer might

«

assume that "all boys fight from time to time"-or.that‘
"any boy in an institution is bound to get himself iato
:afflght sooner or later." He may.make,more speTHfic
aSsumptions: “That boy‘ls a fighter," or "You- always

get fights at Christmas.!" Not only are these assumptlons
-at dlfferent levels, they are also used dlfferently by

" the officers.

. ‘)f‘
The offlce“s are worklng with boys in a correc-

O

tlonal settlng The assumptlons that they call forth,
then, are those involving boys and correctlonal institu-
tions. We' can distinguish. among assumptlons made at the
‘following levels d{ abstractlon.2 »
1.. General - d
a)‘ Boys3 |
b) Correctional institutions for boys

v

2Compare Sllverman S (1970 122) discussion of
concentrlc circles of’ typlflcatlon. See also Schutz
(1964) , '
3We note here that the officers make certain
assumptions about "all boys. This would appear to
suggest a pure ‘internal attribution; however, the use
. of such phrases as "from time to time," or "sooner or i
later" underscore the of ficers' awareness that there must
be some external factors present to account for any
behav1our. See pp. 71-79.
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2. Categorical c .. o .
. ,‘ Qv..'.'
a) These boys )
8
b) - This correctional 1nst1tut10n
5. Particulaglstlc ‘
) ‘),'fi.'g‘ ’ i v .
a) This boy -~ - S 9
b) This situation ’
As the offlcer makes use of assumptions at the
general level of abstractlon, he can decide whether any
'1nformat10n search is required- to arrive at an "expla%%
ation.” Is this an instance of. "what ‘any boy would dc” -

For some kinds of events, theﬂcausal schemata incorpprated~
in the assumpticns'at the general level of abstréction are

suff1c1ent for "understandlng the behaviour. If the

behav1our 1s taken as an 1nstance of "what any boy would
do," nothlﬁg more.1is requlred the behaviour is explaineq.
In such cases, the causal schema 1nvoked "prov1des ‘an
‘attrlbutlon w1thout eny fugﬁher cognltlve activity.
"What'do you expect. boys. wlll be boys'"_

In ofher cases, the offlcer may not be satisfied
that the thaviour'ih questlon is a typical example of
ooy behaviour." "These boys don't know how to say 'thank

T

 you. Nonetheless, he may require no further 1nformat10n'

_ o ,
as Lhe agssumptions he makes about the boys in this setting
"prOV1de"9an attrlbutlon. ,

For other behav1ours, the offlcer may not be



satisfied th .the behav1our in questlon is an & ;fe of
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"these boys' behav;our. : "You ve .really got to watch out

for that one!"

The cansal schemata which organize these assump-

tions (at each level of abstractlon) do prov1de the basis

-

for generatlng attrlbutlons. - Firét, howevér, the - attrlb—
utor must dec1de which of the schemata in his repert01re

is approprlate for any glVen event ~ For some events,

this de01310n is. eas1ly made. In fact, the attrlbutor |

may appear touarrlve -at a causai attrlbutlon with a mini-

~mum of cogngtlve act1v1tv In other cases, the attrlbu-

tor may flnd it necessary to seareh out additional 1nfor—

. 1 L

fmatlon 1n order to sedect an appropriate causal schema.

= Thls selectlon of the approprlate causal schema
is crucial. The attrlbutor must decide what klnd of
event he 1S“faced ‘with. In many cases, he must be

actively engaged in constructlng a view of the stlmulﬁs

-

.s1tuat10n. Thls constructlve work is sometlmes guided

-

by the +tentative selectlon of a causal schema and by hls

) assessment of ‘the serlousness of the 1nc1dent (see

!

- below) The tentatlve selectlon of =& causal schema pro-

"vides the attrlbutor w1th questlons to guide. hls infor-

mation search. Thus, if the offlcer tentatlvely refers

 the incident to the assumptlons he holds at the categor—

1ca1 level of ab#tractlon, he may search for 1nformatlon”

Whlch corroborates his view that the 1n01dent is an



example of "boy behav1our in inf?gtutlons. If he feels
- his search has been successful that is, if heé fxnds
1nformat10n which. supports his hypothe31s, he then_can
make a confident attribution: he has "sufflclent explan-
»atlon" for the 1nc1dent

| This search for an approprlate causal schema is
nicely lllustrated by new officers. . They enter with
assumptlon% at the general level of abstractlon. They |

are at least falrly confident that they "know:what poys

are 11ke. However, they tend to be largely 1gnorant of

‘the behaviour commpn in institutions. When confronted

with "unusual" behaviours, that is,'those not explalned

by their most general assumptlons, they engage 1nga _

1

search for the aoprOprlate ca&sal schema.; Tﬂl§ is

generally characterized by the tentatlve appllcatmon of
:‘

62

assumﬁtions at the categorlcal 1evel of abstraetlon,lnﬁor‘;

example, one new officer was partlcuiarly shocked by the
language’ used by one 5? the boys.' He ordered the boy to
stop and then. 1nqu1red among fellow offlcers as to
_whether this was a typlcal case of "these boys
behavlour,‘v"I guess you get this all the tlme, eh°'tI
guess you just learn to e;;3%§*1t7" When he was told
that swearing was, in fact, noO¥ the norm; he moved to
the partlcularlstlc level of abstractlon, that is, he

asked about thig particular boy.

1f, as-: in this example, referrlng the event to a

>

4
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r'd

specific level of abstractlon prov1des an hypothesis, the
attrlbutor may be well on hls way to an. attrlbutlon.' This
follows from a fundamental characterlstlc of - attrlbutlonal )
_processes (Kanouse and Hanson, 1972: 47): the concepts

- which. attrlbutors use 1n;

 70:131ng a phenomenon are also

'~-frequently the concepts‘tﬁ%y
‘conrespondence may, as soc1a1 sc1ent1sts are 1nt1mately
aware, iead to tautology: Paul's anxious behaviour 1s
explalned by his trait of amuety.‘+
- To 1llustrate the utility of these dlstlnctiohs,

we return to the example of the newv offlcer 1nvest1gat— |
ing the case of mutual masturbatlon. The mew officer
seemed clearly‘to be engaged in a search for the appro;
priate . level of abstractlon Lo Wthh to refer the inci-
dent. On the otheﬁ'hand the ;loor Co—ordlnator seemed’
to be searchlng for dlstlnctaveness 1nformatlon at. the
partlcularlstlc level of abstraptlon, information Whlch

would allow hlm to reconstruct the 1nc1dent. Thus,»it
‘seems clear that even if an actlon 1s predeflned as
" unusual, the attributor willroften find it necessary to
engage in information search, to help him. audge "how
unusual. Homosexual behaviour "is" unusual in general;
44 is more freguent but still wnusual in the institution;

v
’

. v 4See Mischel's (1968) rev1ew of tralt ~-state
theorles in psychology.
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it would be partlcularly unusual if<one oﬁ the boﬁs invol-
ved was neither a "homosexual type" nor ea511y v1ct1m1zed.

In. thls 1nc1dent and 1n many others; a tentatlve
.apnllcatlon of the attr1hut1on 1nc1dent" was made. ﬁFre-
quently, the attrlbutorlseemed to be concerne§351th estab-
1lsh1ng whether the 51tuatlon was nearly normal or whether»
_anflnc1dent had in fact occurred 5.
Y These p01nts are relnforced by another flndlng.
Dlstlnctlveness 1n?ormatlon was assumed irr 68% of . the
cases (Table 3) nevertheless, the. offlcers nearly always
checked thelr assumptlons by overtly seeklng further dis-
tinctiveness information. In fact, in only 55 cases (15%)
did the officers failrtb construct'a stlmulus s1tuat10n
Wthh they v1ewed as’ hlghly dlstlnctlve. o

This was. not the case W1th consensus 1nformat10n.
The offlcers assumed consensus much more frequently than
they sought it. In fact they wete most llkely to assume?
consensus, as opposed to cons1stency or dlstlnctlveness
'informatlon (Table %) and least likely to search for con—
sensus information (Table 5). The offlcers belleved that
hthey did have consensus on most 1ssues, In fact, sﬂlarge
prOportion of the cases in which consensus information wss

¥

overtly sought involved new officers.

5The process of normalizing "unusual behaviour"
'is well documented. See, for example,’ Yarrow et _al. '
(1955); Sampson et al. (1962); Jackson (1954).

6Future investigstors-may wish toiattend to the
. . J BN . .

-~
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vypothesis TwWO' confident attrlbutions will be made
. where informatlon of high. distinct—;
iveness, high consistency, ‘and high
consensus 1s obtained (oF is assumed _
to exlst)

As Table b indicates, the confidence with which‘d~:f
an attribution was made was thhest when 1nformation

. received or assumed on distinctlveness, consistency, aﬁd?ﬁ

consensus Was nigh (7’— .19).* When this 1nformation was. . C

high'in all categorles, 85% of the attrlbutlons were made -

“with high confidence: none of the attributlons were made .

with low oonfidence with this distributlon of . 1nformation.A

when 1nformation was not high in all categories there. was

a fairly even dis tion among high, medium;.and low . &

confldence attrib ghs. _V | ‘

Although the hypothesis is supported by the,dsta,n
it 1s signlficant that even when 1nformation was not
hlgh 1nla11 categorles,onerv30% of the attributions were
made with high confidence. Table 5 presents the data

1evant to specifylng thchonditions ‘under which attrl-.

'butions were made with high confidence desplte the weakness

or lack of informatlon in one OT more of the categories.

“appropriateness" of 1nformation search’ in verlous
situations. - This may be partlcularly ‘relevant to the
search for consensus jnformation. For example,: vold
hands" may take 8s a sign of incompetence the frequent
seeking of consensus snformatlon. n the other hand,
the "old hand" may be offended bY 8. new man not seeking
consensus 1nformatlon.

#5411 taus are ‘Goodman Aand Kruskel's asymmetricdl 7}.
 gee Mueller et al (19?@: 262-263)

8

. H T
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In no case wWas & confident at_“ibution made without high

distinctireness information.: < i‘
occur when information was hi(';:
‘However, the eombination of hi;t{
and high—information on elther S“Qﬂ;r the remalining catcgories
gllowed a confident attribution. ‘Where. distinctiveness and
consensus were high, 29% of the attributions were made with
high confidence- where distinctiveness and consistency were.
high.~3?% of the attributions were made with high confidence.‘
An inspection of‘the cases in which such attributions were
" made suggest that*the seriousness of effect is an important |
‘factor. (See Tables 8 and 10). This seems particularly to
~be the case for the ctnfident attributions made under condi-
tions of low consistency information. For example, one of
the inmates was convicted on a charge of attempted murder.
Not surprisingly, the officers felt that with such an |
offence once wé&s enough. In general 1t seems that the offi-
. cers felt that certain offences were SO gerious that they
could be confident 1ln their attributions without consistency
information.7”' |

The number of cases (37%) in which highly

7The number of cases 1in which information was
low on only one category 1s too low to allow 8 meaning-
ful breakdown (107 cases distributed over 27 cells).



confident attrlbutlon

sensus 1nformat10n wa

b

s were made with weak or no con-

s surprisingly hhgh. A large num-

ber of these cases can best be understood by distinguish-

'1ng two klnds of cons

and assumed theoretlc

ensus assumptlons ~ assumed consensus

al consensus. Assumed consensus

occurs when the offlc
the same ‘attributions.

theoretlcal consensus

er feels that other off1cers make
in 51m11ar 01rcumstances. Assumed

occurs when an offlcer belleves

that other offlcers would make the same attrlbutlon if "

they had access to th
even whén an offlcer
over a cése, he’ nonet

» |
a generdy consensus.

e offucers

a !.S“

 fidence thelr attr

at least.iio categ/;;
only one category (7=
no case was there ah
'when information was
(Pable 5). An 1nspec
‘mation was high on on
fore, only a medlum o
made, indicated that

and for the boy(s)) o

to be minimal. In B!

3
e same Spé&iflc information. Thus,
knows that there is disagreement -

heless 1is frequently able to assume

.
O

were far more 11kely to have con—
1but%o s if 1nformatlon was high ony

TN
es thy

= 45)\$

1gh1y confldent attrlbutlon made

mf.lnformatlon was high on

As we have indicated in
o i)

high in only one of the categorles
tion of the cases 1n whlch infor-

ly one, of the categorles and, there-
T low confldence attribution was

the consequences (for the officer

bl maklng the attrlbutlon were Judged

neral these findings 1ncrease‘the



,\ )
oonfidence:mhich can be placed in the‘dsta sﬁppd!tiﬁg'the
_hypothesisp | | ' | ' |

Hypothesis Three: Attributors w1ll tend to rely most
s : , heavily on attributions of. internal
causality.

As we have elreédy poihted,out_in Chapter'Two,
causal attributions which'relied'exolUSively on intermal
- or external factors were never made. .As the officers
themselves insisted, .even the "worst" boy must be under—
stood in terms of his s1tuatloﬁ\

leen the finding that mo cases of purely inter-
nal causal attrlbutlon were found, one mlght argue that
our orfﬁrnal hypothe51s is dlsconflrmed.‘ However, our

ypothe51s does not spec1fy 1nternal cause alone.v That

internal cause is never used alone seems, from our data,

- to be glaringly obvious. However, many of the experl-

-mental studles 1nvest1gat1ng the\locus of causal attrlbu—
tions have found attributors who seemed to use pure
internal attributions (WoArthur, 1972). Although
McArthur, for example, allows her attributors to assign
the locusjof causality to a comblnatlon of 1nternal and
external factors, she treats the comblnatlons as a
residual category in not taking 1nto account the rela-
~ tive strengths of these causal 1mputatlons.‘ By contrast,

our data suggest that all causal attributions may be

" combinations and that, thefbfore, the relatlve strengths ‘



7
are crucial. These data. then, clearly indicate that
future 1nvest1gations of causal attributlons might
profitably employ a methodology whlch will not force
'attributions 1nto pure types. As 1t is, we suspect that
;the results showing pure 1nternal 'or pure external |

Judgements are due more to the research methods employed"
than they are to the attributors. It is therefore
Inecessary to look at combinations of causal factors.
.considering their relative strengths. As Table 6 1nd1~
-catesj.the~data strongly support the hypothesis~whem
_relative strengths/arebconsideredf In 53% of the cases\

causal attributions_were strong.internal. wesk external;

a ; 2
62

\

19% were;strong internal, stromg external; 74 were weak
1nterndl. strong external; 11%”weié weak 1nterma1, weak
external. Thus."?Z% of the attributions 1nvolved-strong
1nternal causai imputations. o |

In no case in which the 1nterma1 cause was
‘Judged to be weak was a high . confidence attribution _v‘fj
made. In facty in at least 50% of these cases, confidence -
in attrlbutions‘was 1ow. -The 1mputations 1nvolving
strong internal, weak external causal factors resulted in
the most confident attributions. In fact 87% of these
-1mputations produced highly confident attributloms, 1n
no case did they result ln a low confidence at*ributlon

_(Table ?). In cases in whlch both external and 1nterna1

 factors were consldered to be strong, it was also likely
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that attributlons would be made with high'confldence

8 (67%) As‘well asiTable 7 indicates,: there appears to
~ be a relatlonshlp between Jocus of causality and confl—
dence in attribution (7”~ .38). The strong 1nternal,

. étrong external comblnatlon was less likely to iﬁfult
in a confldent attrlbutlon than was the comblnatlon
strong 1nterna1 weak external. As.well, in 42@ of the
cases the confidence with whicﬁ tﬁe formér ("strOng,

"fstrong“) attrlbutlon was made was, low. This finding
appears to be due to the balance of the causal factors

in-suéh cases. Consider the attrlbut}ons "easldy o-

7

voked person ' and ”provoking situation. If the lnter—:

nal factor 1is audged to be strong and the external weak, .

the causal 1mputat10n 1s cIear. - For. example, the offlce

might say that the sltuatlon would not have trlggered

T

. any of the other boys (weak external) - If, nowever, . the -

: exterY L ;s Judged to/be strong &s. well the causalrlmpu~

tatlon 1s no longer Qlear>v For example, ‘the offlcer

f - v,
ht clalm that the boy 1s very‘ea31ly provoked but

k3

o tlon (strong external} In.suchyZzges,\the offlcers

tended to prOV1de multlple attrlb ons,‘oftenrwrtb

‘ 8Many cases of tbls type occurred just prIor t
Christmas. : The officers difl have difficulty arriving at
confident attributions. Boys whom they had preV1ously
jdentified as "trouble makers~ ght be excused because
, of "Chrlstmas fever. _ :

e ORI,

-any of the boys mlght have beeh provoked in thlS 51tua-'



diffefent‘deérees of'confidenceQ- "He's a 1itfie'érouble-
gmaker——but maybe Christmas is really ge%ting to hiﬁ'too."
2 Tn no cases in which there was a tyeak internal
1mputatlon (ewen when comblned with a strong extennal -
' 1nputat10n) was there a hlghly confldent attrlbutlon.\
It is not surprlslng that when both 1nternal and external
were aud ed to be weak “low condldence at‘crlbu.tlonu ‘ //
tended to result (54%). o . N '/
h Onevof'thexfaoto}s whien1helps to ecedunt for
the vafiation within each of these categories is tne
,‘percelved serlousness of the incident. Table;é p;esents

" data on the relatlonshlp between causal’attribUtion'and-

'confldence of attrlbutlon cowtrolllnw for serlousness of
L ¢ N L. A '_)

'1n01dent ‘
"1 spe tlon of the data ﬂn thls Table reVeals _d

that there was a~greater llkellhood-that attrgbutlons

FRERS

'wdﬁld be made W1th hlgh conﬁldence wben the 1n01dentfwas/ -

gudged to ‘be serlous. Tbls andlng is understandeble,

glwen that (1) the offlcers ‘felt 1t was nébessary that e

: they be confldent of tnan attrlﬁ&\lonﬁ when the 1&01dent .
T

. was~ser;0us, and (2) the o{iiiérs Teferred”serlous 1nc;4 1 .

-edents to a level of abstfh ion whose assumotions often‘.:'f\,

led them to search fo;_more spe01f1c 1nformat10n. Pre- f‘

RN

.dlctably, this tendency toward greater confldence w1th \\\

serious cases was most pronounced when\the cadsagtlmpu—

tatlons were Strong 1nternal weak external eli such

a~
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causal-imputations resulted.in highla confident attribu-

tlons (Tahle 8). 9 F; - . | \

Our argument that offlcers referred serlous
1n01dents to a level of zbstraction which "provided"
detalled 1nformatlon 15 relnforced by the flndlng that »»
there were no instances of weak 1nternal weak external
1mputat10nsvwhen the ihcident was Judged to bererlous.
Further, ﬁor serious 1n01dents the motlvatlon ¥0 search
for addltlonal 1nformat10n seemed to be greater.v

A further interestlng pattern is ev1dent ip the

data presented in Table 8. Con?ident'attribution57Were

‘made most often when the incident was elther most serious

».\'.

or 1east ‘serious; cases of moderate serlousness tended,

to result in attrlbutlons of lower confldence (7'-' 21)

«otrong 1nternal weah external 1mputatmons and strong

&3

‘factors and tended to\result in hlghly confldent

Alnternal strong external 1mputatlons each resulted in

hlghly confldent attrlbutlons in about one—half of the
cases. - In all the less”serlous gnc1dents the causal

1mputat10ns 1ﬁvo}/§d stronw 1nternal weak external

a . )

;'a‘th‘lbI}ﬁlonS (88%) B

’

« 7

N

tant that,a confldent attrlbutlon was fedt to be necessary

DRV

3

@

9Tau xs 6W for the relatlonshlp between locus of
¥sa11ty anﬁ con,_ld,enc,e of_attr'lhutj on whpn very.- sem&Qus%

ects are 1solated.

X Cases of moderate sewlousness wefe not S0 1mpor-

S



243 ' ,

nor did these cases "carry" as much informatién for the
officer.’ However,' they were'sufficiently serious that
the offlcers felt concerned about the consequences of

- their- attrlbutlons.L On the other handy less serious.

,ere referred to hlgher levels of abstractlon

LY

\

glmportant in understandlngsthe attrlbutlon process.

[y

Parblcularly, the causal schema invoked appears to

1nfluence the offlcer S de01s;%n as to whether addltlonal
(3 o -

L4 .

1nformat10n is requlred.

-
4
a

HJpothe51s ulx.qo The assumptlon of a 51mple caUSal

J schema will pesult in simple overt = ..
& - informafion search, actiwitiés; the
) . . LN zﬁ-\\v% — -
ey ST ~ S assumptien of a multiple caubal schema
2 ﬂﬁ* ST : will result in multiple overt 1nfor-
R T ~mat10n search act1V1t1es. - -
4 ’ - r
[t &

This hypothe31s (Dlau51ble from the experlmental

results) is not supnorted by the data, We flnd no cases
: . 4
1n§wh1ch 51mple causal scherataiare used% In view of” our'

a

14
. . s .
ol - - A
e e .

10The dlscu551on w1ll follow more- clearly 1f we .
first deal with information search and then deal with

o ;.

information received. Accordlngly,‘we consider Hypotnesis °

" Four last :
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. .
8 , ) ' v - ‘
. . ! . -r

consistent finding that pure forms (1nternal cause Only,
external cause only) were never assumed by our attrlbu—
~—««M»tors; the'simple conclusion that thls hypothe51s is not

suppofted by the data is true; it is also totally unen-

iightenlng, since none. of our cases flts the 51mple cause

- . -
‘schemata. ' .

-

These findings raise a number of issues. Many

~.

»experlmental studies find a large proportlon cf attribu-

tors making use of simple’ causal ‘Schemata; we flnd none
1n our field study.- How is this to be accounted for%a
'Several factors may be suggested ot
Flrst the'lact that our investigation was
: carrled out in a settlngﬁwhlch is itself unusual may
mean that attrlbutors are less likely to 1gnore 51tu—:
atlonal pressures in maklng causal attrlbutlons. As we
have pointéd out, thls tendency may even be helghtened
’when adults make attrlbutlons about chllﬁ%en.' We know
e that 1n thls partlcular settlng the attrlbutors 1nves-

tlgated conslstently assumed that 51tuatlona1 pressures

"were 51gn1flcant, at least to some degree. We do not

Know.. how attrlbutors wergh 1nternal and external causal'

R P

‘ factors 1n other natural settlngs. A ?§°‘

s

‘ of the ‘inmates-was an” 1ntegral pant of thelr Job. They

mlght then feel that the recognltlon of envrronmehtal

Second, the' offlcers felt that an understandlng;

79
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’R‘pressures, as well as dlsp031t10nal factors, is an -index . -
of thelr profe551onal competence.

)

< Thlrd, we. suspect;that a good deal of the
4;“1nternal only results obtal ed in. experlmental con—q'
“ditlons are an artlfact oft the methods used. ThlS is a_
_serious ‘charge whlch requlres support. Let us con51der,
for example, the ﬁones and Harris - (496?) experlment on
1the attrloutlon of attltudes. " Lest we be accused of
tujoh0051ng an unrepresentatlve example Sit shouldvbe noted
‘that thls experlment is dlsoussed in approving terms 1n
Jones and Nisbett s (1972) review. As well, the study
has'been replioated by Synder,qq and by Jones, Worchel,
Goethals, and: Grumet (1971) Jones and Harris'found
that thelr subaects tended to relyﬂpn@&nternal imputa-
tlons even in 51tuatlons in whlch!ihe experlmenters
‘stressed the 1mportanoe of externul constralnts. In
this study, subgects were 1sked to read paper° ‘or listen
to‘speeches on a polltlcal 1ssue._ The subgects weTe.
informed that the materlal was prepared by students.

.The subaects were requested to assess the wrlter s "true
attitude ‘or "real oplnlon.' Experlmental groups were;

formed b telllnb one & ‘oup of snbgects that the erters

“had4complete ch01ce in dec1d1ng which 51de of the 1ssue

<

qunpubllshed work summarlzed in Jones and Nisbett

(4972 81).

4



to defend the: other group

oy

-

of subaects was told that’ the

‘wrlters had been glven no choice but had been 1nstructed

Aas to whlch s1de of the 1ssues to defend "Jones ‘and

Harrls found that even in this: "no ch01ce group, sub—'

,aects tended to assess the

"real opinion® of the writer

¢

on the basis of the communloatlon they received. This

is not surpr1s1ng since the

respond in terms of dwsp051

A

subaects wereg sked to

tlonal factors ‘,and were

glven no opnortun;ty to respond in terms mﬂﬁuﬁuatlonal

constraints. That is, tne

the writer's "real opinion."

the question, "ihy do you think the writer took‘thﬂ b

stand?" we feel confldent that they would. less llke

have recelved Dure 1nternal

Furthermore, “the exnerlment also falls to DIO—.

v1de any: opnortunlty for 1n

subaects were asked to rlve

Had.the researchers asggg

.

attrlbutlons. - 3{

formatlon search. If you give

‘me "”nadequate" 1nformataonﬁon which to ‘base a dec1S1on

7 and requlre that I make it

anyway, I am forced- to use

what 1 have. I woudd much prefer, before making a

decisiony to gather. further

de0151on is of any- Derso%al

%o make an: attrlbutlon untl

’ . .
f ) [
s ,

qulexander and Eps

1nformatwon. Indeed if the
1mport i would llkely refuse

1 I was able to obtaln

.
4

teln (1960 85) make a. similar

"p01nt 1n their critique of studies f dlspos1t10nal infer--

cnce. They comment: M. .
pelled to explaln dlscrepan
terms. "

., observers are virtually com-
£ behav1ours in dispositional .

)
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ngufficient" information.
Jones and Nisbett draw the following conclusion
from this experimeﬁ%: -

The Jones and Harris experiment providés evidence,

" then, that observers are_willing,to‘téke behavior’ .
more or less at.'face value," as reflecting a stable &
disposition, even when it is made clear that the -
actor's behavior is under severe external constraints. .

(Jongs and Nisbett, 1972:81) -

¢ The conclusion does not follow from the data'presented,u

Obviously, Wwe requiré a good deal of careful;f'

[}

research before we will be 'able to resolve these issﬁes.‘

Nonetheless, 1t seems appropriate to make use of,oﬁr data

" +o make some suggestions which may contribute to a refine-

'meht of the'concéptualizatich of causal schemata.

Causal schemata reflect. the individual's,basic
notions of reality . . . the causal schemata enable
nim to integrate and make use .0f information gained
from temporally and spatially distinct occasions.
Once it is learned a schema ray be activated by any
of a number of appropriate sets of .data or cues and
it thereby has "mobility" in that it is applicable
to a broad range of objects and situatipns.

, L : (Kelley, 1972b:15%)

 This general conceptualization of causal schemata has

been used profitably.by a number of social scientists

Ce.g., Piaget, 1952, 1954; Woodwortn, 19383 DeSoto, 1960;

 DeSoto and Kuethe, "1959; Singer, 1968; Abelson, “1968).

“We”agree‘With‘pQQSé»authbrs\that causal_scheméta'aré.

basie to Cngitivé‘actfvity.--They form a foﬁﬁdation-"

, 13For evidence. on thesé poirts see Heslin et al.

(1972).



which allows us to de01de what of'that'which we'know,“

is relevant, and to dec1de what- further 1nformat10n 1s

necessary. However, our data make it clear that’ a com-

plex serles of processes are involved; it is not a mat-

. ter of schemata belng‘actlvated by cues and mechanlcally

produ01ng attrlbutlons. ’Although‘some of the experi—'
mental work based on Kelley's model treats attributions
as mechanicel, Kelley (1972b, 4979) has recently

cautioned zzainst such a view.
‘ ' T
. . one must identify the many 1mportant 1nstances
1n which. the apDroprlate schema is brought into play
only tentatively and inferences from it are withheld
until additional information can be gathered as to
the distripution o: cffect 1in relation to causes.

(1972b:173)
Accordingly, we devote the remainder of this

section to an exploratlon of ‘causal schemata in attrlbu-

‘tlonal processes in light of the data we have gathered;

We then present rev1sed hynotheses which can be tested

Sin other settlngs.

The data in Table 9 show falrly clear patterns of
1nformat10n search in terms of the likelihood of ergaglng

in overgjsearch ‘and the types- of information search given
1 VoL

: varlatlons 1n assumed causal cchemata (71-.14}

‘;! When the assumed causal schema reflected a- Da1~.

ance between'external’and 1nternal 1mputat10ns, offlcers

were most llkely to engage in some type of overt lnfor7
‘9

qatlon search.' When both were assumed to be strong, the
*‘b

n':“')‘:. .

83
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S

‘ findings is more clearly apprehended when we consider

'Thls suggests that thevofflcers had more confldence in

.
%

officersfengaged in infOrmation‘searchvin'all cases;

When both were_judged_qeak, predictahly,-the officers .
SOught additional infornhf;ph in most cases (84%). -On
the other hand;>When one’waéﬂﬁssnmed to be strong and

the other weak, the cfficers engaged in overt search in

.fewen‘than 60% of the cases. The;significance-of these
. J—

the klnd of 1nformat10n search guided by each of these

assumed causal schemata. -
. w L-'

When both internal and external factors were

fassumed to be strong, the officers elther engaged in

external 1nformatlon saarch (BON) or open search (50%)..
In no case did they search for only 1nternal information.
tﬁ%&ﬁ”asSump%lﬁhs.of internal causallty. Thelr search
activities'seemed.tO'be directed at either actually eval-

uating'the strength'ofAthe external factors»or.assessing

,the ‘balance between 1nternal and external factors. ‘The

_‘fact that the officers dld not flnd it necessary actually

to evaluate thelr 1nternal 1mputat10ns lends further sup-~

port to our thrrd hypothe51s.

When the officers assumed that the internal fac-

5

tors’ were strong and the external weak they more often

‘engaged in no search (43%) . When-they dld search they

were host llkely t6 look to 1nternal factors (26%) less

LAY,

85>



frequently they engaged in open search (21%)3 and;infre— .
quently they engaged in external search (10%) . This' |
1nd1cates that offlcers were mdst comfortable Wlth |
attrlbutlons based on assdhptlons of strong internal,

weak external causality. The 1nternal search carried

dr

L
ut under these condltlons apoearsfto beran attempt to

/'[verlfy for the offlcers, and for others what the officer

| already knew. o 1 ': f , X -

€

Whenéihe offlcers assumed that internal factcrs'

“were weak and external strong, they frequently engaged in- -
) .
no search (44%) When they engaged 1n§§earch it was most.

frequently open search (47%) and, 1nfrequently, 5ternal

search.(ﬂo%) Tt. seems s%gn1f1Cant that with th1s

: asgpmptlon,‘the offlcers were more than twice as'llkély |

n;cPen search then was - the’ case with the

. P

- ) ;strcng'lnternal, weak external causes. = /

rtable with the latter assumptlon. ‘ 5
n;hta suggest the follow1ng hypotheses | //
"Ettrlbutors W1ll be most 1ikely. to- engage in :9/7
‘ 1nformat10n search when 1nternal and external/lﬁ
causal factors are assumed . to be closely balanced
2. At 1butors will be most likely to engage 1n no

arch or 51mple verlidcatlon search when they

assume internal factors to” be\strong and\eqternal'

~



N s T ? )
. _
~ ° b .
factors to be w%ék. f RN S w L
3. Attrlbutors will Be" most llkely to engage in
open - search whenever 1nternal/factors are assumed -
h‘to be weak.
' T L ’i
- . | o ;L R 5

Much of the. 1nternal-var1at10n in the types of _
4
information search resultlng from the various chusal ' ‘

»

schemata can be understood by considering the influence -

.~

»f "serivusness of offence." This is examined below.

Hypothesis Five: The¥more extreme the:effect to. be
T attributed, the more likely the

- attributor is to assume that it

- e : entails multiple necessary causes.

This hypotheSis;Ifrom Kelley (19?2b:ﬁ56), is nct
supported by the data. ,To reiterdte, all cases involved
multiple necessary causes. As w1th the. precedlng
hypothe31s, our discussion w1ll be in terms of the cod—

- ing refinements discussed in Chapter Two;q-We then sug—va
:;gest new hypctheses.; | | | .

In Table 10 we examine information‘search activ—

ities resﬁlting from assumed causalbschemata sslinfluenced

14

by serlousness of effect Qur\data.indicate that overt

' - o .

1¢Although the celN {frequencies in this table .are

small, we nonetheless feel t these data are useful for
generatlng hypotheses: b

o . g . ‘ , ‘ 3 _‘ .";'.‘:‘_

»

A
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search partlcularly open search ‘was more llkely the, ‘

-

more serlous the effect. The less serlous‘%he effect
the less likely there would be any overt search.
. We first- con51der those incidents’ which were

Judged to ‘be most serlous. 15 When the offlcers assumed
’strong 1nterna1 stfong “external causal factors they

always engaged 1n open search.H Clearly, for very

serlous effects, the officers. felt it necessary to

"understand" the relatlonshlp between 1nternal and

external causes. ThlS klnd of search seems less a test

of . the assumptlon than an exploratlon of the relatlonshlp

>

between;the assumed causal factors. Con51der ‘the follow--,

- ing example.
A Floor Co-ordinator was called in £to handle a
/\case in which "a trouble makdr" had struck'an,officef |

who had been.?provoking the Qoy for,weeks‘" The Floor

'Co—ordinator'assumed strong jnternal and strong external = -

factors were operatlng. The open search he initiated was

concerned with ascertalnlng details about the/spe01f1c ,

‘51tuatlon and the quallty of the relationship between the

boy and the offLCer in the 1mmgA1ate past. - In addition,

15When very serlous effects are 1solated Tau is
.24 for the relationship between assumed causal schemata -
and information search.
_ Data on the officers' ranklng of "seriousness"
are found in- Appendlx 2. There was very hlgh agreement
among the officers.

89
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~

he asked the boy to tell him "What s your p;%blem7" Thls
seemed to be an attempt to determlne the- boy' s feellngs
when the 1n01dent occurred. Hls search seemed to be ;'
motlvated by the desire to welgh the causal £ ctors he
‘assumed were operatlve. | |
“ When the offlcers assumed 1nterna1 factors were
weak and external strong, they agaln engaged solely in
open search. -Thls agaln empha81zes the offlcers dls-
utlsi‘actlon with such a causal assumptlon, partlcularly |
when the effedt was Judged to be serious. "h
When both 1nternal and external were . assumed to
be weak the. officers most frequently searohed for inter-
nal 1nformat;?g (83%). Once dagain, thls flndlng suggests
that the pre erred causal schema, partlcularly for serlous
- effects, was strong 1nternal, weak external
- | When the offlcers assumed th;a=eausa1 schema -
(strong 1nterna1 weak external) they engagei in no
~ search in 52% of the cases. In 16% of the cases they :.N
engaged in ‘simple verlflcatlon search (1nternal only).
In the 52% of the cases in whlch they engaged in open
search the search seemed to be motivated less bi\qldeSLre
to check on the assumptlons than by the belief that they
'vought.to have as much knowledge as pos91b1e about serlous b

~

1ncadents. A a

N

’ .
The most con51stent flndlng in cases of low

serlousness was that offlcers tended not to engage in any

-



91 ',, "

d 16

1nformatlon search. .In fact “the 3n1y-circumstance

whlch resulﬁedrln any search act1V1tles~was the assump- |

_,_,\

T e

tlon of strong rnternal weak external factors. " In these
cases “the offlcers sought 1nternal 1nformat10n (74%)
This somewhat surprlslng flndlng can ‘be understood, in

part at least, through the ‘following comment of one of -

the‘offlcers R 1s surpr;51ng how much you can flnd

" -out about these boys by watchlng the llttle thlngs they

 do." The 1mpllcatlon we ‘“take from thls is that the =

offlcers-“use" thesemmanor 1nc1dents in their attempts

to characterlze a bf f' As we have prev1ously 1ndlcated,"

/AJ .

for, very'serlous ef?‘ ts con31stency information seemed

) 5

to be far less 1mportant.e It seems plau51b1e that con-

-serious effects.”

Finally, Jirlncldents Judged moderately

7»serlous were the o, : nc1dents whlch resulted in exter—'f‘\ '(:
nal seagch\ 7 Thls wasutrue when both 1nternal and |

X externaﬁ‘factors were assumed ‘to be. strong (85%) and

‘ when only lnternaI Was assumed to be st;ong (44%) This

Lmlght be described as’ search for extenuatlng circum- -

stances. The offlcers\seemed sat;sfred that they

-

: 16When less serious effects are isolated Tau is
.63. : : . . ‘ o

‘17Wheh‘moderate effects are-isolated@Taulis 40, .



;

understood many of these inc

: glVe the kid a break." This

1dentsfbut often'souéht "to

occurs only with moderately

serious offences as. the officers belleVe that no excuse . a

would do for serlous 1nc1dents, and were unnecessary w1th

f

. the 1east serlous offences.

assumed the 1nterna1 cause t

strong they engaged in open

’

However, when the offlcers

+

o -be weak-and the external

search (59%) These offences

were felt to be too serious to be adequately handled \y

this causal schema.‘ When both were Judged to be weak the

officers engaged in open search in all cases, in large

part, because they "Jjust don'

t know what's going bn."

§v In summary, then, therdata suggestuthe following

hypotheses which should rece

ive attentlon

1. Attrlbutors preference for srrong 1nterna1

weak external causal

9

,’the more serious the

assumptlons will be greater

effect.

2. ~Axtr1butors preference'for strong 1nternal

‘weak external causal
. the more serlous the
3. For serlous effects

. llﬁply to engage in

attrlbutlons will be greater

effect. ' . o ' .
attrlbutors will be most

" (open) search when/the

external cause is audged to be strong

4, Attrlbutors w111 be least llkely to engage in

41nformatlon search f

or least serlous effects.
L 4

,3. Attributors w111 be most llkely to engage ‘in



: ately serlous effects.
' - : .fl: :

'taken as support1ng~thas hypdtheslﬁ;_

between assumed causal sc~

"vaothe51s Four.' Multlple causaluschemata wlil tend to

Uealnvoked', the-anﬁernal cause is

We have already sﬂsgesté” bty

multlple cause

schemata were 1nvoked 1n ever?cc sé,v Thifh/the,hypothes1s

. e T s .~P & :
is true but trivial. Neverthele} g_tﬁe%réiated question

of how officers dealt wlth c&usal 1gputaﬁaons Wthh were

,notkthelr P eference 1s 1mportan¥. We, therefore, use

LIERRAN

.our data to examlne the extent “to whlc _flnal 1m1utatlons

ally; thls ‘invo

reflect the 1nlz;a1 causal schemata 1§kaé&. Sge01flc—

es an exaﬁlnatlon of theprelatlonshlp

V_1

i andmrnfcrmaylon received.

l’I‘able 41; presepbﬁwdﬂtawongth}g*relatlonshlp.‘

It appears that strong 1nterﬁ§}‘mnformatlon“yas.most
Jike ly to 1nfluence final causal attributions and that

balanced causal aﬁsumptlons were most llkely to change,

-

’whlr”‘strong 1nternal assumptlons, in combnnatlon with

any other causal assumptlon, were most resistanﬂé€0"'

)
P TR .
K@
- -.l'.

18,1 though the cell frequencies in this table ae
small, we nonetheless feel that the data are useful for:
generatlng hypotheses.

t - ' ' ] -
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thange (7= 60) 19 . First,
imputations whlch resulted
schemata when the informati
strong internal and stroQ%

expect, the causal assumpt

lwe examine the Tlnal causal
from the varlous causal

ion recelved indicated both B

95

external factors. As we wouid

ion of strong internal, stfong

external was 51mply relnforced by such information and

resulted in every case 1n

a "strong, strong" 1mputatlon.

On the- other hand as an- inspection of the table will

_ show, all other causal sch

emata changed. in the dlrectlon

of the 1nformat10n recelved in at 1east 50% of the cases.

It is partlcularly

interesting to note that‘when

the assumed causal schema was "weak, weak " the offlcens

changed ¥heir flnal 1mputatlon to strong 1nterna1 weakﬁ

external in 40p of the cas

order to deal with a balan

es. This suggests tbat 1n

ced causal schema (w1th whlch

the - offlcers were least comfortable), the officers gave

more welght to 1nformat10n
factors. ¥. '

It 1s significant

they reoelved on 1nternal

. !
° \

that “causal assumptlons ‘that .

gave greater welght to either Lnternal Or external

factors re51sted change mo

these orlglnal assumptlons

mation received and final
relatlonshlp between causa
tlon Tau 1s 24

:
DA

st. In some cases, nowever,

appear to have been affec ed

e

19pgu is .26 for the relatlonshlp between infor-

causal attribution. For the

1 assumptlon and final attrlbu—'



&

by the 1nformat10n recelved in a rather surprlslng "Way. )V

When the original causal schema gave greater weight to

internal factors and che information recelved was strong
on both 1nternal and exﬁg;nal factors, the. offlcers /7>3

arrlved at "weak weak" attrlbut'-- ”ln 19% of the cases.

: vthe initial

by

-assumptlon was weak'’ 1nterna1

This was true of 12% of the caf
» 'ff;aternai 20 -These
. AN

'1nstances seem to represent cases 1ﬁ which the offlcers
were . "confused" by what they found. ThlS is. 1llustrated
fln“the follow1ng 1n01dent. An offlcer 1nterrupted a

- fight between John and Paul. The offlcer "knew that
John w%s a flghter and that Paul "never bothered any-
body. However, the 1nformat10nﬁthe offlcer received
from all the witnesses was that although John, as every-.
- one would expect had thrown the flrst punch thls |
-occurred only after considerable harassment from Paul.

" The W1tnesses told the offlcer that John had been in a

surly mood earlier 1n the day.  The offlcer flnally con—_

;

-~ cluded that it must have been “a b1t ‘of ‘both." The impli-

catlon seems to be ‘that he felt 1t was p0551b1e tha too -
greap ES we ht was ‘being glVen to elther John s dl°—
position or Paul s harassment. Not know1ng whlch to dis-
count, he reduch both. AR |
, . o Z///k S

o 2'OS:'ane-the"se:figuresre;ﬁvresent a total of nine
cases our discussion must be speculative. »




Table 11 also presents data onvthe inal_causal .

attributionsvresulting-from the various ' usal_schemata
when information received was‘"Strong int‘ nai}ﬁh The
-central pattern Wthh emerged from these data was that
strong internal 1nformat10n seemed to. be used to resolve
 the dlfflcultaes the officers felt when thelr assumptlons'
suggested a balance between 1nternal and external factors.
; When they: assumed both factors were strong, they changed
‘thelr flnal 1mputatlon to strong 1nterna1 weak external
in 53% of the cases. When both factors were assumed to *
"be weak, the offlcers settled on a. strong 1nternal weak
external 1mputat10n 1n 88% of the cases.

Predlctably, this strong 1nternal 1nformatlon
simply reinforced-the strongvlnternal, weak external
causal schema. On the other hand' when'the officers
recelved strong 1nterna1 1nformat10n they never held to
The weak 1nterna1 strong external. causal _schema. In
60% of the cases they “added" this 1nformat10n on strong
1nternal factors to arrlve at a flnaf strong, strong
'1mputat10n.‘>In 51% of the cases they completely Leversed
their orlglnal assumptlon, arr1v1ng at thelr preierred '
'causal 1mputat10n--strong 1nternal weak external. It
appears clear that strong internal 1nformatlon carrles a

good deal of welght in the offlcers 'search for a causal

«attrlbutlon. In many cases the cers were w1111bg to
TS y cases, o e |
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‘modifyiorucﬁange their.origina:=;ssumptions in 1i8ht,9§

'.thls 1nformat10n._

4

; The data seem to 1ndlcate that external 1nforma-

_tzon does not have the same force.‘ Although this infor-

matlon was slgnlflcant 1n changing weak Lnternal weak

’ fexternal causal schemata, offiders rarely" used thls G

: 1nformat10n to resolve the balance between strong inter—

- nal and strong external assumptlonS-(IO%) When'the i.

offlcerihpad assumed strong 1nternal - weak external

factors, they elther "added" the strong external 1nfor—f

. X
matlou,(SO%), orvdlsmlssed 1t,(20%)t In no case did .

'they deny their original assumptiou‘of strong 1nteraal

v

: factors.«

The other p0581b1e comblnatlons of 1nformatron"

v

. drecelved produced no- 31gnlflcant effects on the assumed
'causal schemﬁta. | | J

- In - summary\\\e suggest that the folloW1ng

P

s hypotheses are worthy of test:

) ‘ . - ' : \
Strong 1nternal causal assumptlons (in comblna-

v

tlon w1th ‘any other causal assumptlon) are least

/
e llkely to be affected by 1nformatlon recelved.

%alanced causal schemata‘(strong, strong, weak

weak) are most lrkely to- be affected by recelved :

1nformatlon. . }z,e‘
N .

3. Strong 1nternal 1nformatLon w1ll be more 11kely

-3

RN



. to produce a reductlon 1n the‘strength of-eiter-

nal causal assumptlons than Wlll strong external_fh

lnformation be 11kely to, produce a reductlon 1n

/the strength of 1nterna1 causal assumptlons.‘

’ Although the number of cases dealt w1th in- thls>
1nvest1ga¢10nﬂd1d not allow us to control here for ser-

i _1ousness of offence and confldence of attrlbutlon, 1t 1s

‘clear that these are 1mportant factors. Our guess as
: that causal attrlbutlons w1ll be made w1th the greatest

‘confldence when no 1nformatlon is. recelved which calls
< \,\_ o

 1nto questlon the 1n1t1al causal. chema 1nvoked We put

thlS in the negative 51nce izjyk\ clear that hlghly

, confldent attrlbutlons are~made N ne 1nformatlon is
recelved supportlve of +the orlglnal causal schema. In

adjlt}on, we suspect that thﬁ most confldent attrlbutlons

will bekmade when the 1nformatlon recelved concerns strong

int rp%l factors and the orlglnal causal schema was ‘strong

1nternal, weak external.- Furthermore, we would suggest
that the most confldent attr;butlons will be made'when

,attrlbutors recelve 1nformatlon whlch 1ndlcates that the

[

1ncldent is ‘either extremely serlous or qulte_m;nor.bﬂ

5 v

v Yo Ly .
:
e
k . L4

Jsmﬁ
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CHAPTER IV

. A;TRIBUTIONAL PROCESSES:"CGNQLUSION

In the f?’st chapter we argued that att?§butloa;g ‘

theory could be of fundamental 1mportance to 1nter—
pretive soc1ology. An understéhdlng of attrlbutlogg
would obv1ously contrlbuté to an understanding of man's

everyday 1nterpretat10ns .~ In the course of our research

it Became eV1dent that attrlbutlon the®&y would benefit

substanglally through con31der1ng the central postulates

"of;interpretlve sociology. In this chapter, we shall *®

,firSt“fon51der the pos51ble contrlbutlons of attrlbutfon

theory to specific schools w1th1n the 1nterpret1ve para-

© digm. We shall then consider the utlllty of the: 1nter—

,.‘"

’mpretlve paradlgm for the theoretlcal and methodologlcal l

g

development of attrlbutlon theory as 1nd1cated by our

vmaaor contrlbutlons of the present study to soc1a1 pPSy-

'chology in general.

lgglications for Interpretive Sociology
. > s V !

It 1s 1ron1c that those who' have champloned ‘the
o

——

-

v

- data. Flnally, we dlscuss what we Jeel to be" some of the "~

quest for'an understandlng of 1nteract10n——the symbolic

>
!
;
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interactioniSts-apave not dealt in detall w1th a&trlbu—

| tlonal processes. When theypemphas1ze 1mputatlon of
motlves or 1ntentlons (Mead 19345 Shlbutanl, 1961
Zakhtd,'197o Mills, 4940) they are concerned w1th fun-
damenLdl attrlbutlonal processes. Indeed they have pro— .
v1ded valuable descrlptlve material on the imputations
that actors employ and tn’[consequences of these imputa-

. tions for 1nteractlon. They have not explored.how these

1mpufet10ns are arrivegdy at desplte thelr valuablo arﬂu—

ments that these 1mputatlo\s arise out of 1nteractlon and

LTy
that each ne 1mputat10n 1nvolves at least some cognltlve
_work (. amer 1969) " N

The éalue of attrlbutlon theory 1s most clear%y
,ev1dent "for those 1nteractlonlst 'ncerned with
label 1ng theory (Lemert, 1951 égif'Becker, 1963,

'!P Erik , 1966). Thelr expllc;t focus is on/ﬁhe attribu-
tion " euiant." Dev1anc§> they say is & maé%’r of
sociél’definition. The consequences of suck av. attribu-

ntlon are serious. Unfortunately, it is almc:t exclus—

eiy to the serlousness of these consequences that the

labelllng school has dlrecter its attentlon. They have
not 1nvest1gated the processes 1nvolved in arr1v1ng at 4~

vattrlbutlons of dev1ance.1J This attention to the
&

\ K

th least some prellmlnary work has been done to
.+ examine one aspecg-of the attrlbutlonal process. Kltsgse
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.consequences of labels (while valuable) tells us nothing

about the labelllng process.

Furthermore, attrlbutlon theory would appear to
have much to contrlbute to those 5001ologlsts who call
themselves ethnbmethodologlsts. To the extent that - the1r :

language can be penetrated they appear to be centrally

'concerned w1th how actors explaln thelr worlds to them=

selves and others. ThlS ‘is pre01sely the concern of

attribution theory;' The maaor spokesman for ethnometh Lod-

" ology, Harold.Garfinkel seems to understand the impor-

tance of assumed causal schemata and the search for,\and
proce581ng ofwjlnformatlon. This seems to-be what he is
referrlng to when he discusses patterns" and "1nd1ces;

To Garfinkel (4967), "anomle" seems to mean the way an

. actor feels when he has reteived information whlch seems

overwhelmingly to contradict the assumptlons hé holds at

ﬂthe highest level of venerallty; Garfinkel demonstrates

in numerous experlments and case studies_that "pattern"
and "index" are 1nextrlcably interrelated and that men -

can be made to feel anomic. We agree. Attribu

‘theory provides a COnceptual apparatus for exploring:ee,

(1962) and Schur (1972), for example, in thelr dls— Y
cyssions of "retrospective interpretation” and Becker
(19¢%) and Hughes (1945) in their discugsion of "master ~\

 statas" explore the ways in which the assumptions about

a person direct information search and processing.

- ;
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thesé i'elatiohshipms.2 _

A'further }eason for our concerﬁi&ith attribution
theory follows from énofher pointbzhat the ethnomethod; o
_ ologiéts pepeaﬁedly make. The ethnomethodologists insist
that sociologists, like all men, are in the business o¥v
explaining their woflds to themselves and othéré. This -
involves makihg imﬂutations, inferr;ng inner‘states,_
labelliﬁg, and categorizing. Cicourel (1964) and
Garfinkel (1967) warn us to treat sociology as a prbduct,v
as data. The warning would be mo?é constructive if |
appended to it was an undersfanding‘of‘how, in faét, men
'make7attributions. Attribution theory is geqeral enough:
‘in 'its épncern and formulation that the aétivities of the
social scientist are not exclﬁded from its purview. This
means! that the social scientist is a man¢and his theor-

- /
izing should 'apply to himself as well as to his "sub— /
jects." /

-

Summary'and Implications of Findings

Our investigatidh of attribution processes in a

natural setting leaves us -with the. conclusion ‘that much

+

. 2'l‘he degree to which these sociologists, somewhat
surprisingly, take for granted the attributional processes
is illustrated by McHugh's (1970) work on deviance. In.
his attempt to understand how an actor comes to be
lgbelled deviant, he fails to consider "unusual" as an
attribution. ' : SR :

oL ' : Q



of the conceptual work done by Kelley 1s, in fhet, use-

ful for the consideration of attributlonal processes in.

general. However, the more compEEx data we have
"gathered suggest a number oftreflnements and point to ‘a
inumber of 1ssues for futuy Je study.
Kelley's basic concepts "diSbinotiveness,é*
“consistency,"” "consensus“ provide a parsimonious way
of approachlng the‘questron of the réiationship,between
1nformation and attribution. Whlle'these concepts are
Vobviously highly interrelated each %ype of - 1nformat10n
is necessary to the attributional processes. That.these
dimensions of information have 1ndependent as well as
combined effects .has been demonstrated 1n much exper-
imental work (e.g. McArthur. 1972; Kelley, 1972a, 1972v,
1973 ) We have shown that these concepts can be mean-
1ngfu11y ‘applied 1n a fleld setting. "We discovered that
even though questions were not framed 1in terms of the
concepts of. "distlnctlveness." "consistency " and
vconsensus, " the officers tended to respond 1noterms of

B
them, Indeed. while the researcher was careful to-

(

—avold the use of these terms, the officere frequently >
‘used either the concepts themselves or cognate terms.»

This flnding is what one would expect glven the fact -

-

"

4 o

o4
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that Heider (19&4 1946 l958) and others have - induct-.- /;"
ively derived these concepts from their observations S
of everyday actors' attributions.‘ The correspondence
f_between the theory's language and that g? the actors |
_ provides additional warrant for our’ confidence in the T gl
construct validity of these central c}ncepts. ‘ | .

‘ Although the literature shows general agreement
thattthe concepts ”distinctiveness.“‘”consistency. -
'and “consenSus“ nave independent and .qombined effectss .
we have shown. in addition, that these dimensions of
linformation may . “be used differently at differen: stages
of the attribution process. The meaning and signifi-

- cance of thls point is made clear through the consid—
eration of a key argument--attributors construct the |
stimulus to which they then react. This, of course, -
,Ais‘the central tenet of the interpretive paradigm in

_ sociology. Interpretative sociologists have long

'argued that action’ is‘primarily based on the context-
'bound meanings actors place on obJects and events through
their interaction with these stimuli. Man's responses

- to stimuli are mediated by a process of interpretation.

~ Man constructs and recontructs the stimuli to which he

N

',_responds‘

Unfortunately. we, did not - begin our study with

‘the 'congtruction of stimuli" as an issue. since 1t 1s
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given no attenfion in the experimenta; work on attribu-
tlon.. We éxamined the attribntions thatlofficers made\ g
once the stlmqlus "1n01dent" had been .at least tenta— e
tlvely constructed.~ Nevertheless, ourggata reveal that
desplte thé fact that the offlcers would often make .
_1mmed1ate responses to “"partial" stlmull, more often
they engaged in “descrlptlve" information search to con-
-struct the stlmulus as fully as poss1b1e. In short “the ..
.ofrlcers generally 1n51sted that they had better know
what 1t is they were to explaln, before they arrived atw_
~their final explanation. . . Loy
. It is in this context’that we dan better under-
.stand the search for, and uses-of,~diStinctiveness,

>

consistency’and,consensus information. Distinctivenessf
.informationfgs used in the initial stages of the process
to estahlish that'an'"incident " or morevgenerally'some—
: th ng worthy of explanatlon, has occurred. This is what

| \Lave referred to as- establlshlng the approprlate level
of’abstractlon. Once thls has been establlshed, dis~-
tinctiveness information is used to'"flesh out" the —
incident. Cons1stency and consensus 1nformat10n may then
be used to further shore up confldence that the 1nc1dent
has occurred and that the reconstructron 1s falthful.
Flnally, dlstlnctlveness, cons1stency, and consensus

1nformat10n is used to determine the "nature of the

™,
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incident. 'The importance of t?ese kinds o; information
is supported by our finding thatvaCtors do tend to assume
or search for all three, partlcularly distinctiveness.
In_addltlon, the confidence with whlch attrlbutlons are
made is greater’When high inﬁormatlon ;s found or assumed
on all of these Categories. We are convinced that Tuture,
1nvest1gatlon of attrlogtlonal processes must attend to
the construction of stfﬁull. |

ve can dlstlngulsh analytically tﬂree stages in
the constructlon of the‘stlmulus (1) Has an incident
occurred? (2) What was the incident? (3)'What xind of
~ incident is this? Thls final question 1ﬁvolves attribu-
tors in a search for causes. ‘ | .

If the answer to the first question "Has an ».)

ncldent occurred”“ is negatlve, then no further search

or explanation is felt to be necessary. What this means'
simply is that the stimulus has been referred to a
causal‘scheﬁavat_a'high.level of generality. If the o
_answer is affirmative, the-attributor will want to know
more about the 1n01dent. This deScriptive search is
partlcularly 1mportant in that there: 1s often an
explanatlonrcontalned in the very descrlptlon. In other
, words, the constructed stimulus may be referred to a

‘vcagsal schema which seems to pr0v1de a ready explanation}

3Itisc_?],sopossible that the attributor will
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- For example, when an officer described an incii
dent as "That's Just Johnny again," he seemed to be
referrlng-thls to a cdﬁsal schema worked out in past
interaction: w1th Johnny. ~ In such a case, he may feel
that no addltlonal information 1s necessary or‘that
perhaps some 51mple verificational 1nformat10n is all
that is needed. " On the other hand this 1n1t1al search
may not result in a coul, dent attrlbuqion. That 1s, the
attributor may feel that his causal assumptlons do not
provide an exnlanation or, if they dd provide one, it may
be one that he feels uncomfortable with. We have found -
that not only do officers tend to give greater strength
to 1nternal factors in their causal assumptions, they
" also are more llkely to feel that causal schemata which
’emphas1ze 1nternal factors prov1de attrlbutlons with
whlch they can feel confldent ‘In fact, they are most
likely to arrlve at these causal attrlbutlons.

In summary, attentlon to the "constructlon of
stimuli" empha51zes the following p01nts
1. Causal schemata are 1ncorporated in assumptions p
at different levels of abstraction.

2. Attributors first-must decide whlch level of

abstractlon is approprlate for any ‘incident.

. 4 . ' ’

reassess his tentative decision that an incident has ,
occurred. _ , e

-

v S
[N . P
: AR
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.Under some condltlons, informatiﬂn search'may

A

- be directed more ‘toward developlng a better

picture of’what is involved than toward explaln—
iné it. )

As there is a clcse relatienship between the way
an event is described and how it is explained,
it is necessary to attend to the ways in which
‘causal schemata 1nteract with 1nformaéign
assumed, sought, and recelved in ccnstructing
“attributions. ‘ -

In particular, attention,shouid be directed to
specifying the r‘ondi‘cions resulting in various .

kinds of 1nformat10n seardh.

Dependlng on what causal assumptlons attributors

are operatlng w1th, they w111 engage in elther dlrected

" or open search when they have not arrived at a satls—

factory attribution. In Chapter Three we prov1de the

following hypotheses Whlch specmfy the condltlons under

which search is undertaken and under whlch each klnd of

search is more likely:

1.

"Attributors will be most llkely to engage in
information search when internal and external

~ causal factors are assumed to be closely

balanced.

Attrlbutors w1ll be most likely %o engage in no
search or simple verification search when they .
assume internal factors to be strong and exter-
nal factors to be weak.
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3. Attrlbutors w1ll be most llkely to engage in
open search whenever 1nternal factors are
assumed to be weak. :

Attrlbutlon theory has underscored the importance of
locus of causality. We’ too have found the dlstlnctlon
~ between external -and- 1nternal causal attrlbutlons to be

1

s1gn1flcant; However, our data have shown that they did
‘;not occur-inspure form. -
“An attributor may feel satlsfled that hlS
assumptions handle the stimulus aSvconstructed in whlch
case no further informatgon search may e necessary. In

some cases he may engage in simple verification. seanch.
On the other hand,  causal assumptlons are often invoked
-»tentatlvely, in which cases search will produce 1nfor-
matlon agalnst which these assumptlons can be te ted.

In our exploratlon of the impact of recelved‘}aformatlon
on 1n1t1al causal assumptlons we have prov1ded hypotheses
‘whlch indicate which. assumptlons are least and most
re51stant to change and what kinds of 1nf9rmatlon are
’most likely to produce such change. These hypotheses
.»are reproduced here ’

<

o 1. Strong 1nternal causal assumptlons (11 combln—

’ ation with any other causal agsumption) are
least likely to be affected by 1nformatlon .o
received. , '

2. Balanced causal schemata: (strong,,strong, weak,
weak) are most likexy o, be affected by received
‘ 1nformatlon. . : ,

3. Strong 1nternal 1nformat10n w1ll Sé more llkely
to produce & reductlon in the strength of

o | ) v-' c f‘b
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external causal assumptions than w1ll strong
‘ external information be likely to produceAge
N - reduction in the strength of internal causal

o assumptlons. R
: . . :

- Final! , we have conS1dered the attrlbutor S
;'evaluation of the seriousness of the- effect and how this

S 1nfluences +he as mptlons he brlngs to bear on the

"
nc1dent the klnds of search he engages in, and the -
klnds of attrlbutlons which result.l Ou; hypotheses on
_Serlousness of effect underscore the 1 ortance of con-
. sidering the meanlng that an attributor attaches to hlS’
‘ own :ttnlbutlon. We relterate these hypotheses ‘here:
1. Attr;butors preference for strong 1nterna1

weak external.causal assumptions w111 be greater
- the more serlous the effect.

2. 'Attrlbutors" preference for strong internal,
v weak external ~causal attrlbutlons will be
‘ ’ greater the fiore serlous the effect.

3. For serlous effects attributors will be»most
 likely- to, engage in (open) search when the
"external cause is. audged to be strong.

4, Attrlbutors w111 be least 11kely to engage ;n
1nformat10n search for least serlous effects.

5. Attrlbutors will be most llkely to engage 1n’
external - 1nformatlon search 1in cases of
moderately serlous effect.

We have emphas1zed the processual nature of
attrlbutlons., As well we hdve empha31zed %hat 1nfor—
’ matlon means different thlngs at dlfferent stages of the
'_process, that attributors search for dlfferent things at

dlfferent stages, and that attrlbutors attach dlfferent

meanlngs to the attrlautlon 1tself. Flnally, we

H
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emphas1ze that attr .'tipns‘are made in the context of
'assumptlons at various levels of abstraction. We have
prov1ded hypotheses to gulde future research. We7urgec
"that researchers exp101t opportunltles for 1nvest1gat1né
these. questlons in natural settlngs. ﬁn v1ew of thls
:Arecommendatlon, our flndlngs ‘on methodologlcal technlques .
' take'on particular s1gn1flcance, s1nce ‘we attempted to
“ dev1se technlques to enable us to treat attrlbutlon;as’

process and to conS1der 1nformat10n search.

.} ’ o NOteﬂ 11Pkthodologz

No 3001a1 scaentlstvwould argue agalhst the value
of a pre-test or pllot study ‘We argue that for the. study
.of attrlbutlon, a stage of 1mmer31on ‘and exploratlon is
}crltlcal. ThlS is partlcularly the Ease 51nce it 1s
essential to tap the assumptlons made af the hlgher levels

.....

'of generallty. Since these assumptlons/are abstract and i
often taken for granted, they arevlnfrequently verballzgd (’
in everyday 1nteract10n. 'Learning these assamptions
involves, ‘at least to some extent 4learning‘the language

and world view of the attrlbutors. ‘ThiS'knowledge is, '

. of course, 1mportant to khe researcher in a'variety of
cﬁ

e .ways; for framlng quest1§Ps, for understandlng responses,

) ﬂw ' . -
K and for establlshlng ﬁgppggg_u?_ . » . ‘*3

< «w'. : v )
Whlle rapport lsz-%sentlal for the successful

a
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.~ compl:tion of most fleld studles, it takes on added
' _1mportance in the study of attrlbutlon. 'Kelley has
: p01nted.out ‘that- attrlbutlons are llkely to be affected
when the attrlbutor feels that his "subtlety and
:sophlstlcatlon as anhattrlbutor are\under evaluatlon _
(Kelley, 197%: 122) - Rapport is one way 1n which observer‘
;vhlnfluence may be mlnlmlzed.’ Moreover, the use of J::‘Ifo:r:/'—1
| mants may enable the researcher to aSSess the extent of
observer 1n£1uence. ‘ 7 b
More generally:we urge that fie}d researchers

ablde by the methodologl £ fctum}' maximization of

data and technlques. of the any usefui~techniques, one

'A.

technlque is 1nva1uableoln 1nvest1gat1ng attrlbutlons-—
Cunobtrusmve ohservatlon.» Thlstallows the researcher to
mlnlmlze observer 1nfluence and to check on the veracity
of 1nterv1ew responses. In the present study, we were

fortunate that the phy51cal settlng fa0111tated unob-

:tlon. In any case, sufflclent t1me 1n |

'observatlon.

Flnally, we suggest that researeg:'s;‘ shfar_as'_
p0551ble, strive to record responses verbatlm._ This is

essentlal 31nce éttrlbutlon theory 18 formulatea from the
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\Vg%yrlbutor s p01nt of v1ew. It Will not‘do for the.
researcher to assume that he knows what that p01nt of»
view is. Verbatim accounts also protect agalnst the

_effects of the researcher s 1nfatuat10n w1th hlS
hipotheses. - These hypotheses are, after all, assumed

. causal schemata whlch may not only direct search but

may also 1nf1uence what is seen, and as our data

preferred assumptions are hlghly re51stant to chan e

Conclusion

Actors make attributions_in order to allow them
to act upon and "understand" thedr worlds: Actors.them—
gclves frequently dlstlngulsh between practlcal undeé—
standing" and "real understandlng. That 1s, they dif-
ferentiate%between attrlbutlons upon Whlch they can act'
but wh: - Jdo not "capture" the event and attributions
'@ which give them the feellng that they '"really understand."

_ When attrlbutlon is v1ewed -as process we often see actors

" using "“working attrlbutlons" to allow them to make A
.decisions whlle at the same time they may be engaged in |
a search for more adequate 1nf0rmat10n. Thus, the cor—.
rectlonal offlcersgstudled nere would frequently make Lo
de0151 ns based on what they themselves felt were 1nsuf— |

flCle t grounds, but whlch were demanded by con51der-;v

atlo s other than@understandlng, for example, malntalnlng’

Lo

2
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order. . The bonsistent‘findingdthat neither internal nor
external attrlbuélons were made in thelr pure forms
attests, to the sophlstlcatlon of everyday actors 1n the
;attrlbutlons they make. Thls, of course, is not to sug-
gest that their attrlbutlons are accurate, according to'

" some objective measure, but that actors do see events as
hav1ng complex ‘causes. When these actors typlfled people
and situations they often did S0 with the berlef that |
'these(typlflcatlons were also 51mp11flcatlons Often
these typlflcatlons were con51dered useful for the
_practlcal purposes at hand. ‘Certain typifications, how- 5

ever, were judged to be useful for providing a real

‘understandlng,_ In either case, no typifications were

c

> »completely obdurate in the face of new information.

Indeed, some‘typificatlons,seemed to demand a search .for
. new 1nformat10r. |

It appears, then, that actors nay use attrlbu-
_tions which they are aware are 1nsuff1c1ently sophlstl-
_ cated.. 8001a1 sc1entlsts should not take’ actors

attrsbutions at face value when actors themselves do

he® | | ///// -
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" CODE SHEET

o

..........

I. Kinds of Information Search

. --- ~ A. Distinctiveness
' Consistency: T
Consensus L ‘

II. Kinqg'of Information'Assumed'
P | | Hi
' Distinctiveness o
R -Consistency -
Consensus -

"III. Kinds of Information Received

A. Distinctiveness

Consistency

. -Cdﬁsensus

B. Strong-%nternal -
Strong External _
Strong Both .
Other -

IV. Kinds of Information Received
) and Assumed E

o Hi
Distinctiveness X
Consistency
Consensus '

/ N

Hi -

o

-Yes No
——

Low None
Low . ' None -
5

ap

' Low None
— N
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CODE SHEET--Continued

V. Assumed Causél Scheméta

Strong Internal/Strong Externali

S+ Strong Internal/Weak External
Weak- Internal/Strong External
Weak Internal/Weak thernal

VI. (Final) Causal»Attr;butlon ,

Strong Internal/Strong. Exterﬁai‘
Strong Ipternal/ eak External
- - Weak Internal/Sgrong External
" Weak Internal Veak'Externali

VII. Conf

<«

ence in>Attributioﬂ' - - |
Hi |
Med | Q\
Low . ° :

-

" VIII, Seriousness of Effect

Ve serious -
Ty < S
R ; Moderately serious

1]

' Less serious -
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APPENDIX 2

FIFTEEN OFFICERS' RATING OF SERTOUSNESS
OF INGIDENT
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PIFTEEN OFFICERS' RATING OF SERIOUSNESS
OF INCIDENT

1

Inpident* ;..‘ Very lioderately Less

Ser%ous Serious .Serious'

Swearing at an officer ( °3 2 0
Talking back'to an officer 13 2 0
Threatening an officer - \" 15 -0 0
Striking an officer 15 0 0
Glue sniffing y T 14 1 0.
Escaping- 15 0 0
Repeated homosexual acts 15 .0 0
Striking another boy a0 11 3
aDiscﬁssing escape 1 11 - 3
Refusing to eat’ 1 10 4
Refusing to carry out orders ! 12 2
~ Homosexual act 3 12 o)

Lying to an officer 1 14 0
Fighting resultlng in injury. . 7 12 2
Fighting .0 5 10
Swearing -0 I 1
Bed wetting .0 0 “15
Giving "butts" to non-smokers 0 0 15
Thunb sucking 0 0 15
"Impolite" behaviour 0 1 14
Cheating at games ‘O .0 15
o 2 13

Malingéring'

 *These inéidents represent the 400 recorded cases.



