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- Attribution Theory

Attribution theory is concerned with the process by which people
infer causation from Jparts of the relétively stable environment"
(Heider, 1958:297}. This process is a function of the need to control
the environment through explanation and px"ediction similar to the 'way
scientists attempt descriptions that render pfedictions. This analogy
has also been drawn by Xelley (196?), who has concluded that the way
in which causal attributions are made is similar to the way data is
analyzed by means of the analysis of variance procédure. Another ex-

- ample of the parallel between the scientific method and attribution
processes has been made by Kelley (1971) regarding compensatory causes.1
These have been shown'té be similar to the principles involved in scalo-
gram analyéis as develdped by Guttman (1950), in that the underlying'
characteristics of action are examinedAand analyzed (see Kelley, 1971).
Yhile the scientific method can be seen as a model of tﬁe way in which
people make atiributions, s0 too,'the way in which peoﬁle make attribu-
tions can be seen in the scientific method, though the "naive psychology"
(Heider, 1958) of the "man on the street” is less systematic. “A naive
version of J. S. Mills' method of difference provides the basic analytic
tool™ (Xelley, 1967:194). The following illustrates this method using
movies as the exemplar& entity:

The. effect is attributed to that con-

dition which is present when the effect

is present and which is absent when the
effecl 1s absent. This baslce nollon of

1. Compensatory causes take into account the possibility of multiple
causality. That is, not merely covariation with the effect, but
also degrees of cach perceived cause when the effect occurs.



™

covariation of cause and effect is used
 to examine variations in effects (respon-
ses, sensations) in relation to variations
over (a) entities (movies), (b) persons
gother viewers of the movie), (c¢) time
the same person on repeated exposures),
and (d) modalities of interaction with
the entity (different ways of viewing
the movie). The attribution to the ex-
. ternal thing rather than to the self
requires that I respond differeantlally
to the thing, that I respond consistent-
ly, over time and over modality, and
that I respond in agreement with a con-
census of other persons' responses to it.

Kelley'(1967) has developed a three dimensional modellthat visually
illustrates the conditions set forth above. The three dimensions in-
clude: a) entities, b) time/modality, c) persons. Entities correspond '
to things in the environment (in the example above, movies). Persons
are divided into "self" and "others" and interact with the entities.
vTime/modality is that aspect concerned with responses to the same stimuli
at different times and in'differént situations, under.a variety of cir-
cumstances.

As stated above, at{ributions are based on ‘the evaluation of dis-
%inctiveness, consistency, and consensus information. For Kelley (esp.
1967), responses of high magnitude over each of these variables results
in an attribution to the stimulus "thing". Low consistency results in
circumstance attribution (McArthur, 1972), and low distincti#eness and

consensus accompanied by high consistency leads to a dispositional attri-

bution. The following chart illustrates these connections:

e
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‘Tvaluation of information
for stimulus attributions
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‘Evaluation of information
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TABLE IIT
e Evaluation of information
K for dispositional attributions
'?' Distinctiveness Consistency ~ Consensus
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Kelley (1967) has provided a utilizable example which lends credi-
bility (face-validity) to the modgl. This example is concerned with the
dynamic processes involved in persuasion and influence as these are re--
lated to the three dihensional model of causal attribution. This example
is an extension of some of the work done by Thibaut and Kelley (1959);

The flrst dupect of this example begins with -information dependence.
"Person A is 1nfornationally dependent upon B if B can .raise A s level |
of information to a higher ;gvel than A can attain from alternate sources" -
(Kelley, 19§7:199)-‘ Information dependence can be, like "outcomes"z,
objeétively effective and désirable, but mdy also be subjective "in terms -
of anticipated oi experiencéd effects" (Kelley, 196?;199). Thibaut and
‘Eelley suggest that “objectiVely available outcomes" do not necessarily
correlate with what is actually experienced or expected. Kelley (1967)
similarly applies this notion of subjecfivity to information dependence.
For a participant to continue‘to‘engage in a particulér behavior (efgs
;information seeking) requires that thg outcomes remain substantially
sﬁbove the "comparison 1evel"3 and above the'"coﬁparison 1evei for alter-
ﬁatives"q. "Anticipated information dependence affords the basis for
seeking information.....(and) we may expect persons to be dissatisfied
-with their information state when it falls below the expected level" or

below the "CLalt"-the alternative being information seeking behavior in

2. "Outcomes" (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959) are cost beneflt analyses of
individual interactions.

3. "Comparison level" ("CL") is defined as an average of outcomes above
which satisfaction results and below which dissatisfaction results
(see Thibaut and Kelley, 1959:81).

4. “Comparison level for alternatives" ("CLalt") is the lowest acceptable
outcome level for a person when that person is presented with alterna-
tives. When the outcome level is below the "CLalt" the social re-
lationship will be terminated.



this instance-("clley, 1967:199-200).

Person A will be more susceptible to
influence the more variable his prior
attribution has been. Attribution in-
stability (and hence, susceptibility.
to influence) will be high for a person
who has (a) little social support, (b)
prior information that is poor or am-
biguous, (c) problems difficult beyond
his capabilities, (d) views that have
been disconfirmed because of their in-
appropriateness or nonveridicality and
(e) other experiences engendering low
self confidence (Kelley, 1967:200).

Given person A in the present state, and that B wishes to influence

A, B may attempt to influence A on one of two dimensions of Kelley's
attribution model. B may utilize either the consistency:or consensus
aspects of the process. In the first case (operating on the consistency
aspect of the attribution process) B may provide information which will
ald A in achieving consistency over the time/modality dimension. This
may be done through what Kelley has termed elther "instruction" or "educa-
tion". In the second case (choosing to operate on the consensus aspect
; of the process) the pursuader (person B) provides information concerning
his own or othef's‘opinions. The difficulty in this second case of in-
 f1uence is that:

Person B's message is itself an effect,

and A's problem is to attribute it,

either to that part of their common

environment under discussion (in which

case it is considered valid), to B

himself (his role, desires, etc.), or

to the situation or target (A himself,

the particular circumstances (Kelley, -

1967:201-202) . x
What attribution will be made by A, essentially what A will perceive and

infer causality from for the message, the déﬁse, will be determined by

those factors mentioned earlier (A's evaluation over the distinctiveness,



cqnsiatﬁnCy, §nd'cbnsensus‘dimenSionﬁ).
feider (i?ﬁS):has éisg posited a number of concepte, thé.experience
and evaluation of which are deemed to detcrmine the nature and direction
of causal attributions (i.e. whether or not the attribution w111 bé made
:personallyior environmentally) . Evaluatiop of, for example, information
"bn_the Jifficult& of the task;.amount‘of effort, andiability,_arQASaid.
to lead the aﬁiribufor in making a causal attribution to éifher the
eﬁvirbnmentzoruﬁhe person. ‘Heider (1958}296)_pr§poses that, "We try to.
make sensé out of ﬁhe maniféld_of proximal stimuli by érdering them in
orns of the digtal invariants and tﬁcir réievant dispositional p:obéftiesg"'
This “ordering and-classifyin@" is Heidér's coﬁcept of-attribﬁtion.
Jones'andﬁbavis (1965) hold a p@rspec£;VG of attribution similar to
lleider's. These researchers have, however, reorganized some of the“pro—
" cesses that Heider set.forth. Their’s ;s no£ an extension of Heider's

thought as much as it is a reformulation of the processes that Heider

E_originally outlined. A brief look at the "theory-data-model triangle"

‘-deveiopea by Leilr and Meeker (1975) will aid in clarifying the similarities
%.as‘weli as thé'diffcrenges between the thought of Heider, Yelléy, and Jones
and Davis. |
‘The'"theory—da:v—mbdel trianéio" (TDMt) is a mathematical model develop~
ed for use in scicniifiq endeavérs. Theipurpbse of substantive theory.is
seecn as thé formulation of sdqial variables iﬁto proppsitioﬁs S0 that sociai
,Tdoté‘may‘bcuexplained and predictgd. 'Likéwise, the purbbse of developing
a theory of cdusality for tﬁc'naivc psychologisﬁ is to make explanation
and predictioﬁ'pOSSible s0 that a better control'ovér the ~nvironment can
be echieved. Two modes or paihs of aﬁélysia are discusscd by Lelk and

Mecker who - suggest that these be labelled "inductive modes" and "deductive



“xodcsf5. These peths of analysis of. the social world are determined by
the point at which one begins the analysis. The generel propositions
about the social world that maké.expianation and prediction possible

are pontained within that point of the triangle labelled "theory".

For the naive_psychologist this theory‘pdint nay contain propositlions
about the social world'thaﬁ mé&.take'cn the characteristics of axiomatio
statements (efg;_giureétypeé).. The -point at which observations are ﬁédé,
is the data point of the TDMt. The point labelled "itodel” is, in the
Leik and Veekex foimulation,rnot codcerﬁed wiﬁh substantive material
directly. "The ncdel (point) is & sét‘bf_sfatements in mathematicél form
‘involving-abstract variables which may be équated_for theoretical purposes
with substantive'vafiables in whatever'ficld is'being'axamined" (Leik and-
ﬁé@ker, 1975:10) . ?orifhe naive psychologist the model~point-may be
é@nsiderod the formula that'the—datu is put into in order to malke the nec-
essary analyses. Tﬁ@;quci_includes ail those piéces of information that
ﬁ%e attributor hes cgmé to know'as‘indicative of causality and is consequént—
_Lgivaluable for the purposes of infcrring causality.‘

Por Leik Qnd.ﬁeékcr, the deductive mode develops from an intgraction'

“b@twéén_the_theory and model points éf.the triangle, and then predicte to-

ward the data point of the triangle. This may be illustrated as:

't,}].goi‘y s P - model

data
D Teductive Mode

1‘

5. These labels have been referred to as suggestions because they may not
be ubiquitously accepted as induction or deduction. '
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[Mlernatively, b inductive mode Juvelops from the oboervatiou of
’meri“wl Tacts (i.c. the data point). The data point has an influence
on the uL,oyy and hod 1 points of Lhc triangle through lntcrprctatlon

and generalisation of the data. This process is illustrated in DZ‘

Lheox jodel

Y -

duta

Dy Inductive Mode

The specific processes involved in the deductive mode have been out-
lincd by Leik and 'seker (p. 10) as
1. Tormalization of theory.

tation of mathcmatical pattcras.

‘_h

2+ DPerivition of substantive interpre
Z. Jathematical prediction or extrapolatioh.

P .GU‘\" tuntive pw (11(3‘1.;‘ on. |

The procczses invoelved ih induction wre:

. Mo xunatlcaW gencralis atjon of theory.

2. Ju~st3nti ve JNTv"pﬁctdtJOﬁ of me thomatlcdl patterns,

3 Hathomatical @eneraliﬁqtion of cuwpirical patteris.

e Substantive interprctetion of data.

Do&uctiop begins with a mathematlcal pattern qf a particular sub~
stantive area (e.s. juvunilc.deviaHCQ, person pcfception, ete.) Cnce this
wathematlcul pattern is developed from some nypothuccz aﬁuut the substantive
DL, & thcory ie formelizc!. lathematicdl pxu<1ct;onu develop from the
nodel paiﬁﬁ whilc subgﬁaﬁtjvc predictions develop from the fheory_point

of the TDIT.
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Trduction hes as its beginning a mathcmatical generaliéation of
the otsqrvdtiuns‘made about the data. Thé‘théory point 1s the result
of‘interpretatioﬁé of‘the mathematical formulations. The data is then
- examined and_geﬁeralizationa‘and-interpretatiohs are ﬁéde tbward'thé
‘raspective model end theory points.

Cartwright and Haréry (1?56) have construpted‘a‘generalization of
Heide?': larice theory (i?@@); This fqrmalizatiqn demonstrates the
_indubtive précess of’Heiderién thought. The mathematical formﬁlé that
Carﬁwrifhtlgnd Harafy‘dgvélopéd is: |

b(e) = C* (Q),

(G

j@1 e}

"uhere u(Q) is the &eéroe of balance of a‘grapﬁ G,
i¢+'(d)’i$ the‘number of positive cycles of G,iami
c(G).1is the total number of cycies of "¢
R sﬁbﬁtunhivo interpretatidh of this mathematical generalization‘fakes
‘the form of a proposition (fdllowing the TDMt:inducﬁive mode). An exemﬁlaryi
pﬁuposition‘for ba1ance iheqry bas 5een?set forth by Leik and leeker (p. 73):
"iho structural balance principle staies,fhét people want.to'agree with

theilr friends and diéagrée.withfthéir‘enemies. '_The'interaction between
theory and model is an ongoing process‘thai operates to imprdve the theory
.aﬁdvmodify thg5m0déi. Indccd;-Davis‘(1972).has deVeloped'the-gluster nodel
is a modification of.balance the@ry; The cluster model has retained the
_assumpfion that peoplc'fantvto agree with their friends, but has discounted
the prdpoqition that pcéyle'ﬁant to disagrco.uiiﬁ‘their ecnemies. “Instead,

«oopeoyple avoid getting themselves into a. situstion in which there is a sct

rd

6. 'This formule is corntained in Leil and Feeker (1975), they odd, "The
meacure b(G) will-ranzs between ¢ and 1 and will egual 1 whien G is
balanced. ... (and) that amount of tension in the system will be propor-
tional to the degree of imbalance" (p. 61).
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three peoplc with: exactly cne negative relationship (LciP and lMecker,
1975:67}. Cluster théoxjjpresumes that there is only ome imbulanced triad
'énd that is one thatiinclﬁdes one regative relationship and two positive
relationchips. |

Tn the inductive process the inpetvs for the interaction between

:thoory and modél‘is'the'mathematical generalization of observations ("empiri-
callpattmrnsf) and the "substantive ¢niblpT >tation of data". The data
for the Carturi ¢h1 and Marary cxanblo is information about tbe positive
and negative qftlthdes of persons involved in a set of relatidnships,

To put the theory into more formal
terns, begln by considering a sct
of - tliree persons... the theory
stotes that for P to feel comfort-
able and the gituation to be sta-.
wlc, if P likes G, ¥ and O should
serece on their cvaluation of OF,
sither toth 1liking C' or both dis-
1i%ing him. Vhen ouler combinations
“occury, the cituvation iz unstable, be-
cause ¥ will feel vncomfortable
and tend to change his evaluations

<2

(Leik and Mucker, 1975:55).
T TDIE for Car wr3~h+ and Harary way be illuntratcd as:

people want to agree -

with their friends and b(C) = Q)
disagree with their - G)
encmics (theoxy).qun,nwmwwmﬁwﬂﬂm__m,b (m0401)

(aa)

i information about the
pouitive and nepgative
attitudes of personu
involved in a seb ul
relationships

N,  Theoxry I abu Hodel triangle of Carthrlbut and Harary

]
e
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The naive puychologist, @z the attributer has been referred to here,
operates from a TDIt also.. Tf the schema presented abové is an accurate
- representation of the objective éxperience.of the naive psychologist,

“then the naive puychologlst may be subjectively represénted as:

I should agree with Is there tension
people I like and in this situation
disapree with those (i.e. is it imbalanced
I dislike because this or unstable)
 reduces tension.
' (theory) 4* o  (model)

l(data)'

l, evuluation of othexrs
‘in. this relationship
(positive or negdtlvg)

2, evaluations of others’
evaluations (positive

- oxr ncgative)

Ihh TDME of the naive_psychologist

;51mP1T10’_AuupP0rt for thc contentions COntalnod in these models may be

';-Jound in TM@;«:ﬂ’l, »traus, and Fa21o (1974) who found that "ﬁood" actlons'are

" attributed io the dispositionallqualiﬁy of & liked actorl while the same
action is attribghéd to situational factors for dislikéd>actors. Likewise,
Gbad"'aétioﬁs of those'whbm the observer'likes-are attriﬁuted“tb theTSitua—
tion, while "bad" actions of disliked others are attributed dis p031t10na11y.

1,Heidcr.récqgnized gimilam fendénc;es, fqr example, ﬁhat persons. would sece

?.

Cothers as clther positive or negative in all vespects

Returnine o iljeider's formulation of attribution theory, it is now
possible to analyze it in tufmg ol ‘Lhe TbML. Al the theory point of the
‘triangleApropqsitions such as,."maﬁ needs to'réfer'observables to invariances
 '?. Studies on perceptual biau have focused on °uch conceptb as the "halo

.effect" (Dion, Derscheid, and lalster, 1972) and the "positivity bias"
(Sears & Whitney, 19?3), both of which derive in lorge part from Hclder.
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in tho rnvipoam-nlt, 2th. uaderlyi . ciuce of avent by, cnvcele 'y others!

——

motbive o, :m‘-lthr~jlrvuriqncw;”:)f svironaont!, and "causcs are sither
woerseonal (intendéﬁ sr ounintended) o impérégnalﬁ,'are contained, Theée
nrosositions dériva frot’&bsorvétions that«joggiw rake ffom théip Qarlicst
expcriqnces. Tbe deta for thene =wrorositions aré contained in what Heider
has reférr@d to e¢ the "raw dmLaU. The data noint is modifieﬁ, ekﬁorient~
133}y bifurcated, in this attribution theory. On the one had thereais an
almr s automatie assign nment of causa 1ty to son e part of thc»eﬁv;fonment
(either #éraQnal or imyérsonal), on the othcr, information such as' in-
tention, sentiments, ouéht, and,muy,Aare welghed to befsure‘thai the attri-
bution is c@fféct. Phe attributional infercnc@iof causality is inductively
nrocoessed infd the theory point. Feanwhilé, other-information factors out
luclk and uwjortunit§‘ané leéves.one witﬁ » model of the combined-effects
of ﬁ%fert,iability; and the difficulty of~tho'taskf Heider (1658) details
thiu,?roéess Which is iliustrated in DE' One must note that the function
of the triangle is tQ_conbroi the environment through explznation and
prediction.'ﬁgidcr points outnﬁhat sction 1o determined or dodidedluﬁon
base%jon thevinrerences from‘observationﬁ {both experiential ones and
tranémittod ones, e.g. bocks, verbal communication; etc.), Again the in-

Iy

ductlvc proce.s is evident.

PrOﬁo,ltlonu Formula: ,

a) “e 'try to make sense out a) effort and ability are
of the manifold of proxi- stable dispositional -
mal stimull by ordering propertles.
them in terms of the dis- . S . .
tal invariants and their b) task difficulty is a
relevant dispositional - stable cnvironmental
aroperties, nroperty.

b) causcs are either nersonal ¢) luck and opvortunity
or 1mncr onal ‘are environmental prop-

. ‘ : erties that at'tect task
¢) man needs to refer ob- difficulty.

servables to invariances
in the environment,

N
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in,generai;‘ Lr has discuu;ed “the coucepts, with reg dld to’ Huid;r,
nentioned here, as well as a number of others that were used to show this
 connection bctwéen‘sécial psychology and attribution theory, particularly
as xeigted'to;motivatiqn. ‘Tellgy'(19?l} points out that there is evidence
of é schema that people use in attributin@ céusality; The‘tyﬁes of causal -
Schéﬁata have been di?ided into:A

. IS v o . . '
1. multiple sufficient causes

2.  nultiple nccessary causes
3. compensatory causes
L, effect

5. graded effects

Imltiple sufficient causes are said to operate primarily for easy tasks,

~that is, when task difficulty is not high, Simply Stated, "with the

g“wn il] chtornul cauuu ahsent, an appropriate internal cause is inferred
_to be greuanh with the ozternal cause pregent the pres sence of the 1ntorn—
@1 cause is cast in ‘doubt,..the effect of the prcoence of one cause (for

@xanple, the external one) is to render'ambiguous the inference regarding

ibc other cause" (“elley, 1971: 15)) rﬁér leider too, the more influence
'ihat.is ahfributﬁd‘tc'environmental factors, the}losw influence there.isg
1o be attlibuted to personal factors. [For.nore difficult tasks ﬂultiplc
'néce ;a*y ‘causes are convidercd. fhese causes‘éfe presumed to operate when
there appears to exist more than one cause, but thgse causes are weak.
1"The‘hypé£h@sis can bé proposcd that the more extremé fhé’effect_to be
atte LOULLd, tho n@tu llloly the dttrlbuto is to woswnc thdt 1t entails
_multlple necessary causes” (Welley, 1971:15G) . Both of these types of causes
ssume that the autrlbutor, our naive PsyChOIOLiut, is aware that more than

one factor is responsible for an outcome. To which LdCtOTS, and conuequuntly



'Whéther £ Situaiiou§1 or dispoaifionai attribution will Te made,;some—
times not only reguires thot thé.factors be present or absent, but thaf'
“they be preséﬁt in certéin degrees. This i the focus of conpensatory
causaliﬁy. “In scie ztifiC‘practice,the'schema appears in the form of
_fﬂutﬁman's procedure for scalogram analysis (1950), which affords'a,

scaling of persens in terms of the degree (to which they perform)"'(ﬁelley,;

1671:157). Tﬁé naive.dsycholo*isi ié able to distingulsh to what deglce
canges must rre Jﬁﬂt.ln order for a.particular ef;ect to occur.( These
effeét&_that.bave-heén referred’to here are also not‘only‘present or‘
'absent; but‘gradcd.  }he.greaterfthf effect, and as will be discussed in.
the pras wf'reséaréh, the more serious the consequence, the clearer the
~inference that‘ﬁhe;causcs present are-piesent to a high degree. Tor Jones
L and Davie, this is a highly significant aspect of thelr fhedry. They bave
LJODO «d that the ROTE TGE gative the outcomu, the more informaulve it is
 in terms of the &ttrlkutes of . thc ;hrsou (Joneo and LdViS, 106")
Cenerally apCaking, jonus and McCillis (1976).point out that'effects that
are not common increasc ccrreupondont 1nf0rgnccu (i.c. 1nfcrencem about |
'iztheAdisgositibnal characteristics of the actor). Correspondent inferenceé>
have been define@ by Jones and McGiil;s as "a shift in expected valences
@0 that the targef.pérsbn is ségn'as Qesiving certaihVCOnsaquences'more or
lessit an. beforo the behavioral observation” (p. 417). |

“elley (1971c) has categorimed causation in yet another way. Causes

" may T facilitative, inhiﬁiiory, or contain a discouniing effect. - Facili-
tative causes are ;blhose Factor pcrrelvei to onhancc the ; mobmbilitj of

the occurence of the effuect, while inhibitory conses work agalnst the
occurcrce of the cffect. Ability and effort nay be assessed aluhb this

dimension.  Also to be roted ig the role of discounting in the attribution
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effect 1z dic-

countod i other plausible causes arc presect” (Yelley, 19712:8), thus,

with multiple caucns it is clear that the attributor may not,
make an cttribution every time an action is perceived (see
and eCillis, 1974). ¥hen an inhiblitory cause éxists it

covses be much stronger

3 | . \ v » . . -
ception of the attrilutor;. Attritutions to the disposil
mentel Tuctors vequisite for the occurence of

4

upon the causes discussed above (i.c. the causal
facilitative and inbilitory causes, the "AKCV.L cube",

Lutional criteria of diztinctiveness,
rodality) .
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To consteoucted for Yelley's theory of attribution.

or
leidltj

wheres

in fact,

also Jonen

requires that

{at lesst in terms of the per-

'

tional or environ-
an of fecl are thus dependent
scﬁem&ta; discounting,
and the four attri-

concensus, and consistency over time

the infounation presented above it is now pluusible that a TDMt

™

ttributional_ D,

C+Cs

I=distinctivenesc,

O=consensus ’
Cs=consistency.

(theory) g . (wodel)

>

((j'a,‘*' )

DG' ”ellw”'s Attritution
Thicory
Do Teller (1?6?:2@?) Les pointed out, "the person is concerncd obout the
v lldity of an athfibuﬁian regaﬁdinc the envivonnent. il applics several
criteria in an attumpt‘to ruls out person-based sourcdes or “error' variance.,
hs owas presented ewrlicr (p. 2), Telley por ceives *he attribution_prdcoss
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o ouc of (,lu.u.zu’c.wn culminating in the remainder of the one plausible
ciplanation., This is indeed o yrocess of deduction, from theory and
nodel to data.

Jones and Lavis (19065) supply an alternative TEDY whilch follows
the induc*tive'r‘nodc. Toth Jounes and I'cCillis (1976) and ¥elley (1967)
conclude that their theowrlcs hLave diffcrent goals. dhile Yelley's
abtr iozuor attenpts to rule out "person-hased" detULS, Davis and Jones
raintain ,ha, ateroutloL“ are based on "persan-caused variance'

Tu s Aivergence between the theoretical
PL forts is illustrated by the differzices
ﬂupuud nt measurze -used in oxperiments
te test dhem. To the attitude attrilbution
experinents tecting correspondent infer-
¢rce theory, zpecific attitude or trait
atiribution scales. are used as dcpﬁudcnt
messures and subjects are requested to
indicate the degree to which the target
person nonsesses the given attitndc oxr
trzit. Tr rescoxch to tect elley's
theory, orn the other hend, Jdependent mea-
gurss reflecet the theory's orientation
towards allocating causal attrilutions
to either the peroca or tihe environment
(Jones and 'cCGillie, 1976:4006).

< This divergence is shown oy comparison of the previous diag.;ra.r;} (DB) with

the dicoram beler that illustrates the mejor points of the Joucu and Davis
inductive process.
people not conutrained Attritutional
physically ox Lecially Validity: I = "Tn+BEl,
(.e. people with be- where I = intentlons
havioral frecdow) will " = probable knowledge
attenpt to achicve de- A = ability to achiﬁ"o
airable results for ' the consceguence
their Lehovior, obuerved when de—
e sired

L = behavioral freedon

(theory) (modcl)

(data)
consequences of behavior

Des Correspondent Inference Theo
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Here, rqtlrr thon looklnv for dirs tinctlvene s, consistency, and
CONBONSUS informationvwithin the data, the‘attributor infers intentions
from the consequences of the behavior. These intentions are paramount

in the determination of whether the personal characteristics or the

-particular setting is responsible fdrvthe outcome.

Jones and Davié‘recogniZG'that the conseguences‘éf any behavior_are
mahy. Thesefére referred to as '"multiple consegUences". The inference
of intention isicomplicateduby this fact. However, once the perticular
consequence is focused uyon,_the attribution to the pefsdn or theiéétting
“for that consequence is baoed on the three fdctors 11 ted in the model
'(see‘Du,). A.focus upon a particular consequence.with a "noncommon effect"
is necegsary because only those effects "pfgvide a diScriminating reason

for the choice".

common offecﬁo chooen and ioronone

has guided the actor's behavior in

the observed direction.: As a first
approximation, we might say that a
dispositional inference i correspon-

“dent to the extent that an act and

the disposition are similarly described

by. the inference (for example, "his dom-
incering behavior reflects an undexrly-

inz trait of dominance™) (Joues and Hcflllin,

1976 :391) .

Fufther intentionalit& information'is contained in £he agsessment -
of the pergon 5 ublllty to achieve thc censequence desired. If a person
is seen-nqt.to have the ability to achicve the‘chired conscquonce, then

Cthat PElmOM wllL uoL be o iLHCd‘intentionalit‘; Lihewiée;:infedtion&lity
rcquixes'that the poruon have the ability to Forcsee the consequence of
i bchavior (*probabie'hnowlédge"). "attributions of probable knowledge
are facilitated by any evidence that thatﬁthe actor has the ability to

achieve the. consequences observed when desired" (Jones and McGillis,

1976:390).
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Jones and McGillis'(i 76) have added to the Joucs and Davie (19654
theory of correspoadiont inféreuce theory. They wish to extend correspond-
ent'inference theory Trom attributions toward str;ngers based on onc-time
.ubécrvations to inferencis about persons tiwt iurofpgtion.iz accumnla tod
on ("informafion‘gujn").' Joues and Kefiillic introduce tho types of
criteria that wre belicved te operate in the two difTexent circumstances
(attritutions to strangers and wbtributions to acquaintances).

Cétegéry*basel expecltancies &rc thoce bazed largely upon nowwative
information. Ztercotyping is an cxargple of thig iype of .cxpectdncy for
behavior., Target-based expectancios; on tha other nand, pertein to iafor-
mation'gained_about the pdrticular actor and the influcnce of this infor-
nation on the attributiéns nade by an observer. Dotir of these typos of
expectancles opcrate.undér the influszuce of the attriTutor's own theory
of personality or behavior with regard to the expoctancies for behavior
fromﬂthe,indi&idual actor under olservation. ‘a{qgc2y~based expectancies,
howe?er; are assumed to operate Qorc in attributions toward ctranger:s
thgnﬂin'attributions howard others that are femilisr, Familiar othewrs arc
subjéct té target-rased expectancice for thelr behavior.

Jones and cfillie (1976) Hoeve alge attempted to show that felley's
theory of attribution and corretpondent inference thebry are conceptually
similar. For‘example, parallels Lave been Jrawn between target-based

.
expectancies and the distinctivencus and conzlstency vari&blcz.' "Ir it
wére stated.that‘a gpecific behavior wan performad consiotently in the
same or simllax :eottings, this coulld Lo treateﬂ ac vither an cxample of

target-based prior probablility manipulation or as cquivalent *o “elley's

consistency over lime and rodality variatle" (Jeaes ard MeCillis, 1976).

Y

Distinctiveness informnation has been cited ainr clinilar to targel-based



expectancics in that Loth of thesc operate from inlormation on the wctor's

, . » ”
“behavior in prior situaticns with similar circunctances and stimull (Cones

r1e

and HeGillis, 197¢). Jones-and MeCillis have recocnized that "the aunalopy

Letueen target-basced expeclancy und distinctivencse laeck doun", houever,

they cling to thelr contention that, "The low-dicticctiveness case cun.
be compared to the hich probebility case of Jones et al., and the bish
distinctiveness case 1s comparable to the low prior probabillity manipula-

tion" (p. 409).

P

L 114 has alvo been established Letween consensus and category-hased

expcctancies.

Consensus, accoxrding to Yellsy, hes to
do with veridicalily, with the likell
hood that bchevior ls caused by the
situation or =ntity rether then the per-

n. IFf everyone likes the novie, then
¢ movie and not its viewers nust e
the prepotent causal factor. Irior prob-
ability variables in. correspondent ilnfer-
crice theory are treated in much the same
way: behavior in line with expectation
iz not irformative concerning the person,
One only hnowe thet he is 1ike cvexryorne
else - Ly lwplicatlion, that he places the
same value on the situetion in which he
Tinds hinzelf (Jones and MeGillis, 1076:408),

ﬁhilg the. attempt of Jones aud-ﬂcﬂilils toAsh W the'ﬁimiia:ity ol
purpose‘Between Yelley's theory of attributicn and the correspondent
inference theory is commendalle, much is“lﬁft»to te desired in terms of
the conceptual linkage between tihw two. Though the pur;llelc tetween

. theoretical concepts may ot be ws veridicai &5 Jones and MeGillis wish,i
they have contributed to the theorchtical 1ite;ature, which Lo traditlorally
not been well coastructed. The parallels that ﬁhc authors have éttempted
to SQow‘mc;ely ley the groundubrk Tor the major thosis, that K@llcy'b theoxy

and correspondent inference theory have polential Tor integrotion. Iu this
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light it is not so important that the cbncupts be chown equivelent, tut
that the processes of thic two bLe =set for£h so that the important aspects
of each nay be considered under one fheorctiéﬁl tenet. lnlle Yelley's
theory is useful in pxoviding three eleﬂénta ol utﬁ;lbution (pexcon,
circumafance, or wtirnlus), correspondent inforgnce theory ic desipued to
shov vhat factors causc particular attributions (J@’nos and HeGillis, 1976).
Iy combining thie two theoretical perspectives, Jones and FeGillis have
provided the theoretical literature with a more complete theoretﬁcal
construction of what attribution.theor& is. ”heir.effort has helped

i1l the gap in theory construction.

The integrated framéwdrk to which I heve reforred ﬂere.is'illustrated
in flow chart Form Ly Jones and MeCillis (1976:415). They prcpose the
followitq’OQtline as‘depicting "The Conceptual Variables of an Inﬁegrated
Attﬁibutional Analyéis":

1. Irior pxobability‘Variablos
4. Category-vaced expectancies
Type_l: Stereotypic
Type 2: lorrative
L. Target-hased cxpectancies
Type 1: TReplicative
Typc'2: Céncap{ual repliicative
Type 3: Structural
II. loncomnon cffect variables
III. "nowledge and ability variables
Throughout thé analysis Jones and MeCillis récognize the Important acpects
of the two theoreticul perspectives, that correspondent inference theory
S

126

is councerned with establishing the cause of a single tehavior and i1
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conscquence while elley's theory is coacerned with the accumulation of

information and Judgeucuts based on pust observed bebhaviors This

intesration lends itsolf o the construction of o TDUt that inCorporatQ:

both theories. Iu rebtrospect, the in retod fr;nonork for attrilbutional

analysis lends ifself more to a methematical model than do -t othex

"pure" thcorigs of attritution. The integrated framework'is noﬁ.molely
inductive or deductive as a result of the integration of the two "oppositc”
nodes.  As Leik and lleeker lhave pointed out, "”oLh inductive arid deductive
modes will be evident in the use of mathematical ﬁo 1s as well, with

oth wedes appearing betweci the rodel and substantlive theory and bcﬁwéen
the model and the uau"" (1075:11-12) . 4s #ill be domonstrated in the

dlageen below, this hLolds quite true for the intesrzted Framevori of

attzilutional analyris

iropositions: Yodel of wnalysic
1. Iupecteancies of Clven: Interntion = Emotion
benavior Tutention ConqiofonCJ
a. catecory-bazed Cons thcnc = persisteatly
be torget-hosed stiriven fer effacts
Tntentioa = T+A+4770
“24  eee load to wttributions where,  V=lhnouledre
of intenticn or crotion . L=alility
Ef=behavioral
3. +.. which in turn lead frecdon

to iaferences about the
dispozitional pCOPurLLCu

(Thoory)

(Tuta)

bservation:

. actor acting in
comitcree ith the
‘environnent.

2. perception of situction
a, cTimerad entity
b, Tackoround coatont

«  LONCOMNLGH offeﬁt: Cuial
L. offeets cho:
we o offcets foregoan

Uq. Tntesroted Telrowor of Attelbutionel Luwlyeirn
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Tn addition tc both modes (.'uw.luc-tﬁ;on and deduction) beinz present
“bhetween theory and mocdzl, end batueen xode,l and datu, Loth nodes are also
present between theory end data for the atltributor. u.cpcct acics of

bebavior for future behwvioral cpisedes armo ‘nflunn\,ud by the obscrvation

of tho previous behaviors. Lt the same ting, obomorvitions have been

aifected by the btheory of personality that one holids. -This deterwines
what particulaxn c:-cpoc{ancies will be héld; both in terms éf targets und
ca‘hé;;ories .

The perception of the situation, incl_uding & noncommon cffects
anelysis, is crucial in arriving ot an &ttribution'):}f intention or emo-

tion., Intenticn and emotion information iz wlzo fzl into the theory

influencing future n*’pec tancies for behavior, especially by way of consis-

The Tlow chart presented by Jones and 1"eGillis i wuch more lincar
in ihs—; tneoratlc 1 pexspe c-l:ivc, oviever. Cimply shown, the abtribation
srocass might look as follcowus:

T, ‘Irior

Frebaebility ITI. ‘"wmowledye and AbLility
Variables Veriables
\
(theesy) (inodel)

(data)
II. Toncommon Lffects
Yariables s

Lq. Simpla Integrated Framework
And lite: ‘élly:
i. Cbserva'tibn—b Ze 'oncommon cffects ans yeis P2, CIrior Irobability
Analysis9=l, ‘“nowledge & Ability validationps 5. Int;f;ntion vs. Bmotion-$
€. Infercnce® 7. Feedbaci-9»9, Crservation P ..

D, Lineor Tategrated Framowoek

10.



The linecar theory hard bheen adapted to the TOUt here (D
hotrever, duec to the thwory's "bettzr £1t" into the toelonsle than the
H - o ~ A

line. - The liuncar cuclysis of the wttributlon procesr nay, in fuct, Lo

i

an overcimpliflicd wversicn of the jrocens. Tt i "elt that feellack

e

from onc polint to arother o Lrobukly more cotiwon within thae Cframcuork

than ile 11lustrated by the unldinens 10 nal illustretion of the line between

(] 1

‘Teedback" and “observatlon" Ly compur¢uon of vith D, it ie clecr that

3 7 -
the triangular model depicie thlu 0u1plexlty in the atts iLutloﬂ process
rore accurately., That is, fhe TDIt shows that feedback occurs through-
out the process and does not "play down" the imPértancq of the Cegtalt
influencé in attritution thédry (see, for example,.H@ider,;19h6, 1958;
Telley, 1967; Jones and NéCillié, 1976). The lincar methbd of analysis

> T_ .

ect on theorctical thiluking, dovcs

"3

‘ahd iilnstration,_and ity connequent. el
1imit ﬁhis apparent Cestalt influedce on the thecry.

;Still, Jdﬂes and leCillis (1976) heve radc soms ialnlnuly inpert-
ant q%servations about regearch in attritution. Thelr attempt to bring
corregpondent inference thco;y and Telley's "ALOVLA cube" to terns has
shown. the coﬁmcn&lity ol wurpoise amongel dlvb ent perspectives in aitriw
tution theoxry end rosearch. This follows from their positioh fhaﬁ hény
theories about atiribution havs been posited without any real attompt
to establish an eclectic approach, as has been done, for example, in

. . °
‘personality, and cocial psycholory ia general,
The attribvtional "flow chert” hos provided this Lind of cclectic
framework'wlth which to woric., Thie outline of this abbributional Tramo-
- wor has added insigzht into how reople go dbout malting attributions; here-

tofore not provided in the exlsting theoretical 1iterature. Jones end

ctillis (lyfu H18) have ctateds
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The would-be attritutor appruises the
offects of the obuerved acht and of plau-
sivle altornctive acts, cousiders the
cffeets in terms of lic prior eigpectancics
off people in general and the actor 1.
particulear, valilates lhe Taoulad,.
affecte asmuiption, and males jnfé:ggpes
atout intentiors cnd ultirately rmors

statle ddopositione, Theoe dloporitional
ettributious becone expectuncics influencing
subsequent attirilutionul iaferences when

rore Lehavior by the cane acvor is. oboerved.
Dasically, this is the procecs that the interactional framewerk follous

Jones and cCGillis alce polnt out that thelr integrauted frameuox™

chonld sugeest areac of needed further recezrch. Thoe role of intention

]

versas emotlon is one such area. This is en ares with much potential- tut

) BN

: . ~ . 1 A Ty - . 4 . . : e v % -
1ittle rescarch; Suyder's (L97") wuoxrk has Leen the conly rescarch rocognized

‘

v

by Jorcs and Fcﬁillis dealing prinerily with this éspect of attritution.
Jcne;‘and Hcﬂillig (1976) recognisc thaﬁ; "Tn ;pite of "the apparent goﬁ~
‘plexiﬁy of the flow chart, it is, of cource, merely a'series'of sign poots
that{ioinﬁ to further complexities" (p. 417).
Cne of the complexitics that these so-called "sign posts" point to

ig what<are the factors tﬂaﬁ affect attrilutions? Ouce discovered, are
these Tactors diff@rgntiully importeant, that i1s, do wone factcrs'aécount
fox (i@ 7elley's terms) more of the variance then do others? TIf o, how
much? Clearly thgse gueztions pose more than one rcaearéh endeavor, buf
in the next sectisn_an invcgtigation into soie of the research Tindings on

~ A

vhat the foactors are will ald in narvwoulng the feeus for the present researvch.



Tactors alflfecting the

4 number of Tactors linve Loy

clted as

e

abtribution lrocess

i ‘ly lu;ldOhCZul in meliing

a'tt:z:i.bu'tiow;. dhether the a'{;'t:.:i'bﬁtér' is r;iafaj__l'jg Lhc attributions to the

gell or to otho:r, Low suerious the outcone &nd conéﬁqucnqcs the situa-

tion awe, and how clozely the observer iden ntifies with the ector are ut’
fe unarplew. T this cection the variocus factors that affcct what

attributions will Te nede arc discusccd.

Tha factor having teen

search litcrature is the diflference

OU CLYVCT cor*_f_)a:x,a o

f1971) nave proposud tlot actore and cbeenv
toward malking differcnt attributions. "le

Qs pervas ive tendency for actors

"a;qu i .(‘(‘1'-1(31'12,..» y . JhCTCas OLoervens

Ble personsl dicposition=" (p. 20).
Jones and Tis L(,t“ have cited numerous
their contention. leirthur's ( Q7o) atudy

infornation about & pe

olven the most attention
between attributions

aetiributions made by the actor..

=
jis

to attribute their

tond to a.LL,

A v eyt

roon to which the subject (the ¢b

in the current re-

madc by the
and Meslott

Jones

crs have o natural tondency

sh to argue that
actions to
to sto-

ute the sane actions

recearch examples thel support
Involved the prezentation cf

corver) was to

respond with an attritution to: a) the percon, b) the stimulus, c¢) the
. 4

circumstances of the situation, or 4) a combination of two or more of the

rcasons listed. The grestest proportion of responocs were "pure person

) u

attributio nr tiret otuervers do

N v,
SUognE i

foi an actor's actions.

(197

"inFornal

Positioual reasonz

Jones and Jib%et 1) have pointed

[T B
Citoansut

e

VeArthur study o that

lxmoao tend to attribute dip-

out thet a shortcoming ia the.

the actor': behavior was givea



1o obrerverss only ia printed, vexbal forms" (p. 82). This arti:

(=R i

}_‘o
o
1o
-

,_v.,

quelity may have some lipact upon the observer:' cttrilbutions. Thi

et be Tept 1n wind in regearch of this sort, however, thic chould not
completely discount the inportence of such studies, TeArthur's (1970)

study 1s sald to "eowe very cloce ho being a direet test of the proponi-

tion that actors whttribute couce to situwtions ubhlle ohservers attritute
cause to dispositionz" (Jones and Hisbhett, 197i1: p,}, In that she comparcd
the attributions nade Ly en actor and an observer cof the sane situation,

Jones and wisbebtt (197L) preseant tuo ctudies that are cald to luprove
on the methodological quality of'aciér—obserwor ¢xp¢riments such as ﬁé—A
Lrtiue's.  These studfios presént the actor and the oboerver with rore
equivalent foris of ln_oer fon. The criticisnm of the printed, vertul
Cormat is ihus cvoided. ‘

ichett énd Caputo_(lQ?l) utilized regponses made by & subject ag
both an actor and an obgerver. Subjects were to urite reasconeg for ﬁheir
paving chosen their » girifriend and thelr najor (actor_attribgtion), and
secondly, why they thought their best friend had chosen his girlfricend

and major (obzerver attribution). The result was that when the respouce

was from the actor's perspective abtiributions were phrazed in predorinantiy

w

situational ldl fuage, whercag whenthe revponse was from the perspective

‘of the observer (rcfdrdlu the best frieund's cholee of girlfrie.d and

N

major) the resporises werc phia ascd in p cdonlu&ntlg diopositional loom i«;&.
igbett, Legant, ana larecel (1971) had observers and acfdrz éegrcﬂd

to the same quections about u'ziﬁuation that both hod jus experiencc@f The

actor had Just been 11volv d in a situation whexe he was offcrcd eltier

high or lou payment to volunteer to show viasitors around the campus. The

questions Jnvolvod hether or not the actor's choice of action weés & result



of dispositional qual:l.’riou or something aboul the ¢ situation. Tt was
Tound that obgervers were nore wWilliong '!;han.acf,o' ~E ";Q infer dvi;po:::i.'tibilal
Yeasons for the actor's behavior. ﬁhile actors attributed their actions
largely to the cituational reguiremehts, OV ers wprc villing to_iufer
that the actor who hud voluntecred li this sltuwtlon would be 1i%kely
to volunteer in other witvations Loo.

Jones and Kisbetf (1971) couclude from this evidence that the reanon

. L

for the variancce between actor and observer attributions is two-fold:

[

a) actors : and observers have differcﬁf points o T .vicw.

L) actors have morc information aLov their owil past Lehavior
than ohservors'which usually shous his "nature" to te noxrc
situatiornally dopendent.

1"

.
=
H

line with the ”integratod Franevork" prescuted earlicr (p. 22)

Jores and lisbott state ha», "For the observer behavior is Tigsuvael

against the ground of the situat or the acbtor it i: the situetional =
Y .

cunnrthat are figural ard thatl ars scen to ¢licit bLehaviox” (1971:93;. AL

the aclor performs his behavier the obsexrver scoo the behavior as ifnlica-

-
}_.1
o]
s

tive of the undc crlying stab ispositional qualiticn of the acltor, while

the actor tends to see his bLehavior as a reaction to the requirements of
. . " . . - N 2 -
the gitvation. The availe blllty oP rore (target- based) iunformation Jor
the actor may be seen as one reason why this occurs, The observer sces the
.
actor as part of the larzer cavirormontal situation., As a rcsult, the

vehavior of the acltor is more saliont for the observer's “explanntion and

prediction" in his effort to comtrol the cnvizonmmert tlat surrounds him.

4

That actors and olservers have a Jdifferent focus of attention Las also

¢

becn investigated extensively (Duval, 19725 Storsms, 1973; arlia and Duval,

. _ A . . . ‘o . .
1975 Duval and ilcanley, 1976y. Ta thecoe shoadles Lo varlasnce ln abtrilu-



tlous betuween actors ard otoervers are exemincd 1n teino of their

Y

ent Informational percpectives (i.e. thelr differeant points of view;

h

Jones and Ficbett, l??l). Since the actor foves unot sce hlmsol_ &e maell.

as other etimulil ia the eanvivowront his focus of attewhtlon s cald to L

o tne enviyonnentol Jactor:. Deczuse of this Tocur on thic caviro:inneint
the aclor attributes causellity to cavirvommentel facltors much vore readily.

This may serve ag & cort of "self-fulfilliug propheey" ln the ugvkodojobg

of the nalve poychologict.

Cn the othox Cthe ob"“ er sees the actor as a dynawic Tipure
. N . y . / . T % \ o -
in the envirown:cent. /fxldn cund uvvul (i 375} uce Toffha (1026/ as one way

of 100E1ﬂ¢ at tu¢w. Thoy indicate that the arpument Lés been nade "that

obJ ccto which have the propert of b he Figure rather than ground
J I R - L

mi

are preelsely those objects which attract the focur of attenilon", The

attribution of causality is & rcsult of the focus of att entlon. L5 oueh,

it isg: clear that the actor would tend to iwle situatlconal dttflbliloqu

)
[a
Aa

vhile’ the obscrver would male digpositicnal. attritutious.

Acldin and Tuved (1975) tested the focus of atteastion lypothecis that

2 tali P |

is Toumded on the assunptlon that whe actor is fligural to thoe olcerveor.

They contended that 1L this were ltrue 1t ncont that the obszrver mict sce

[a]
. ,,u

the actor as o "novel s’lnul

lhb results of the frkin and Juval experinent cupporl the notion uhut

as novel stimull, actorc are the focus of attenticn, and as a coinzequence

of thig are assigued responsibility for cauvsality wiil high Trequency by

obsewvers.

8. Terylne (1958) has shoun that nevel stinmuli goic atiention.
Attertion, ox the focus of d»toutlou in the prcewent case, is linked
to the tLTTUU{lOUul process. Thus, the focus of t+~Pt1o” will Dbe
on novel "rjwnlw andl tukg; covod chiruli o will Lo wltuibeted hltk
censality., '



Cin o related topic, Shaver (1971) found that obscrvers may fyounder
conditions wherc an accldent Las occu“‘d infer dlepogsitional attributions
o ‘
J . eae, LY. .2

as & neans of defending thenscelves” aralnest the posaeibility that a sinmilar
A () (o J T

seerver hexselfs  Chever attempted to find

mizfovtune could hoppen Lo the ol
support Tor the proposition thafi "An observer of i accleaent, to prociude -
~the pouoibility ﬁhat he could cause such. o misfortunc, will-dttributc‘rc~
spcnsibllity for ito oceurncince to a psrcon potentinlly wesponsible uhd
will cttempt to differcntiate hins elf from that pervon; Turthcr, this
tendency will incretsc uith the probability of<occur§ncc aﬁd the ceveoritly
0f the accident's couscqucnce” (1971:101).

Dofensive attributions, it was concluded (Shaver, 1971), do operate
undex conditions of scvere cons equ wices and personal slmilarity. addition-
Al e?idcnce for. the ¢cr broklon ‘that Jﬂb.kquHT zerloucness of cdﬁsequcnces
leads to dicyo;i tional attributions has dlso been fourd ty Hals£er (1956).
Lalsbor sugzests that peoplse apply stricter norwl sanctlons to persons
éttrﬁbuted wi{h tho responsibility for causing & cerious aceldent. In
addition to the incxgaécd tendency to blanm: persors Tor serlous accidents
rather thas sowe‘ch~ onm<nLul factior, Laleter. (19640 found'thaf,pcoplc
1ish to atit-iiute & respoasibility to sonsons in oxder to reascurc thom-
selves that accldents do wot "Just happen'.: If.someoue iz seen é, r‘CLOd sible
Tor the occurcnce of an accident, copecially the victin, then the olserver
can rcassure herself thet such an occurence could not h;ppcn to her.

Trom the cv*”encc provided thQ it scems thwt people not only wis h
to differentiate thenselves From "unfortunats others”, but also wish. Lo
differentiate thomzolves frOH the pooslbility that "unfortunate circumstances"

wight befall thew (Shaver, 1971; Valster, 19(6) ene studice “(¢.e¢. Davis

- 1t

9. Chover (19?1) rofore to thic oo o "defenocive obbad but ](H .



; ' ‘ s aLs et €y T e e b s
and Jones, 19C0; Lorner wnd Jimnons, ¢90u) Lave pone co fox as Lo cufroest

that when one iz scen oo an "imnocral viebim” that pecson will Ly rejected

by otlers as an undesirzallce peioon to justify the uvalortunate occurciuce,

Torcover, Lerner cud Fabttliews (L900) huve Tound rupport for the Lypo-

thoesic that when o person sces hoveolf as rescponsible For an othor-person'

tate, the percown porvcelving horsell as lCOPO“uLblv devalucs the other

3

person to justify thét fd&e.

Lerner (19¢6) hac developed thils concept of & worlief in o Just world".
Terner proposen thut thore are ordy threc causes Ton xuffexing.and that these
afe the low worth of* the p\“:on, the person's behaviof, and chiance. her
the person percelives herself as responsitle fov causlig an unfortunate
occurence to happen to anothcr, the persen atlompts to attribute the oceour-

ence to OhunCﬁ (u0we+h1n in the cituation). Cu th- other harnd, vhen that

I

- persor sees hergell as not respongible for inflicting suffering, and as o
poseible vicetim, chance is discounted as a pocsible reason for the ocecurcnce.
Natlizy comething ebout the percons ianvolved ares re:peisille for the occurcuce

T R I T LT TS T A T U TR .
(e.g. "she deserved ubet gho cot") . The latter wa, Lo sesn oo "bho Lolie

[

.,

in a Just world" and results in dicpositional attributicas bt others who
"descrve 1t",

Alternatively, Shaw and Sholnicl: (1971) have concludad that pivceiving
another as experiecneing "good fortune"” will result Z:a an attribution to the

situation by the observer. ilien others' experience positive consequences,

in oxder io enhance the subjective protalility that .

. ‘__'
poy

a positive consc-

quoncc could happen to them the scteor is attrlbuted leos responsibility and

chance or situationui fectors arc cecn as recpousile for tha positive outcome.
cdway and Loue (1975 ) have coruined the fuctors of ceverity aul onteome

in tinelr cnalysis of the abtitrilbutilon’procces., They Live foun’ that ceverity



of outcome, sspecizlly in the negative dircclion, iafluences the abtri-
bution of wespousibility; to the weclor. Support was found for Velioten's
(1950) conclusion that cevere negative oulcomss result in dispositional

acttributions, whille #ild ontcowmes nove the atbtribatlon away fro:r the

pereon.  In additlon, the cpo-defcnsive attritution L»putheri; of
Shaver (1970) was cupported by the Tladings that, ".. oignificant inter-

21

action of reverity and outcome was obtaincd

-

Fowr 1
(ieduway and Loun, 1975:20M1),
Thares and dilson (1972) precented subjects with a runber of court

caces. Subjects were to cittribute responsi

oy
e
i
e

ty based on the information
contained in the cases uwhich varied scverity and clarity. The Tindinge
sugsest that the'attributipn of recponsibil: ty to thie defendant is great-
est where the éituatibn vas clearly defined (structured}, and the outcone
of the accldent was severe and "In a negetive directlon. Theres and wWilson
also point out that in the ambiguous situctions "uo relationship betuwcen
rOSPOuSlLiiit3 attritutlon andisove?ity of'outcome_(hxiétﬁj (p. LoO).
Uherothe situation is elearly Adefir.d (structured) it is suscested that
"judéc;" find it_eaéy to deternine who is recponsilble. This is not the

case under ambimuous circumstances. Lhares and Vilson coucluce ﬁhét,therc

ig & po uitive rels tLOQuhlp bc‘ ecn the interaction of severity and clerity,
and the attribution of responsibility to the écﬁor;‘

In the sgtudy above it was alco found that Intsrnals tend:to attribute -

more recponsibility to actors than do Ixternals. Dquloped by Rotter (1906),
the T-0 ﬂlmonwlou refleels the goaerallszed expoctanc; of the observer re-
gardin the cavse of eveutls, both sood aud b@d, that happen‘{o hih, Collin
(1974 found Sﬁpport for the rotion that one would zcore external on Dotter's
scale if he belleved in a "difficult world", wu "usjust world", a "“world

soverned by luc", or that the "wrerld is politicully. wirespossive”.
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Therc is couziderable cviderce, nowever,
that nany of the concluciong rcached Ly
an oboerver have move to-do srith the ob-
strver ticn the stimulus person.  Dorubusch,
};wtoxi Tichardson, Fuzmzy, and Vréeland
(1905y, Torv iustance, reported preebor cvers-
lap among descriptiomws when they acc
ated Wy the ceme olzerver atout JdUFFEicut
pecple thon uhon tle deseriptions cve gouci-
"vd Yy different obstrvers about the sume
THON (‘o]ling, Lo7h:2%1) .

{oaer-

“he Findinze bhexe 1ndlcalc that the otverver's own theory of person-
ality may influcace the degree of Pu gonal roeponcilility attributed to
an actor. Clservers, becausc of_their need to -control {(which nccessarily
includes beiﬂg "right"), may attribute responsibility based wpon tholr
vene"a]lacd expuctancy lor re sinforcement of Lnelr ot behavior.  This
vould inply that thosge who link rcwar& with their own behavior {(Iantcraals)
would tend to atirivute responslbllity tO‘&ctoré in other situctions. This,
thern, wouldl be a rosult op thelr gésneralized éﬁpect&ﬁcy-for.the_control-of

1972, Voetudy, it opuet

N

reinfor:emgnt'(?otter, 1966). The Pheres and Wilson |
Liopolnted out, Jound that the I-L dimcuslou aid ot change the touleacy
taﬁaﬁﬂ attributions Laced on #hq ihtoracﬁionvbetwuou ruﬁcxity «nd outecorme,
but merely unhancedrthe extent to vhich the en{ironmﬁqt Or peYson Weln k;l
respcnsibio for the CQﬁ‘equunce“.

Anthony (1973) divided subjects inte C-attrilutors and T-: tr icutorslo.
The variables of identification, serlouszuecs, and intentionality wére
analyzed in terms of the two types of attributors. Sub&ecta (attributoré)

were asked to read a story bhat invelved o victim, « perpebrator, and

manipulations of the seriousness, intentlonality, and similarity to the’

| | %
10.. C-atlributors and I-cttributors may be defined oo external and internalsi
(as per Rotter, 196€). C-attributors cre thozc who tend to auu(lbutéﬁy’. ,
the cause of events to circumstances while I-utlrilutors teud to. dtﬁfl—
bute the rospensibility for cutcomes of nibtunticus to the Lehuvier oT
persons involved. This 1s 1n llne with the percraelized cxpectonwy
inferceac wode abvove, that those who woee thels oun behavior as producing
revards aloo nee othour as rerponeiltle for the ovicornces of thoelsr Leaavior.



Sk
actors. The results showed that C-attributors who identified with th-~
victim attributed more resvonsibility to the perpetrator when the out-
comeé was serious and attributed less responsibility to the vernetrator
when the outco.e was not so seriocus, or mild. C-attributors who identi-

fied with tho'perpétrator assigned responsibility to a greater extent un-

der less serious cutcomes than under serious Qutccmes.‘I~atﬁributoré who
identifi@d with,fhe victim were fodnﬁ td éssign ”minimum_A? Qattributicn-
of responsibility} in the less serious-unintentiaﬁal outcome' (Anthony, -
1973:89). | | B
Interactionaﬁ nffects of Attribution
-The research findings and the theoretical literature (ésnecially

that of Heider, Heiley, and Jones and Davisj have beéh shdwn.to be
consistent. Factcré that have been found to influence. the naturs of
aﬁtrib@ﬁions have been reseafched and_this-reséarch has éhown that whether
an attribution of perscnél respoﬁsibilityjor that something sbout the
situation will be held rcsponsible for the perceived deoﬁ'is_depondent
upon: . 1) ‘the perspective of the attributor, |

2) the severityqu'thé consequinees,

3) the clarity of the situation.

L) the sersonal relovance tb.thé‘actor.

5) the personal characteristics of the attributor.

That therc. is a :

nervasive tendency on the nart of zctors to make situa-
ticnal attridbutions and for ohservers to infer disnositional cuuses, and

Y,

hzss been wall established (Jones and evis, 1665;

thus resvonsibitity,
YcArthur, 1970, 16972 Jon=c and Fisbett, 1971; Nisbstt and Caputo, 1971;
Jisbett, 7egant, and Varsce'i, 1971). Tho reasons for this cccurence are not

“as well establishod, houever. soxc (o.g. Joneis and Fisbett, 1071 indicate

that the differcnt information: . nersnectives -nre responsible for this
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“llu couneqiiences for either & poulbive or & acgative oubtcone SCTNS

to present the okseuver with some amblpguity in regard to what to atiri-

1.

) D . ~n
bute the occurcuce of a decd to. Ao Fharcs and Jilson (1972) have

chiovn, Lhere ¢ BCLR to be no relatloaship MiWLWlﬁhClﬂﬂq“Tw of the

consequences Tor on outcome and +the attribution of ruoponsilbility when
i X

IR}

an anbiguous sltuation arises. Vhen the cituation ceens cluarly defined

to the obscrver, however, the abiribution of respousitility ccems to Le
oreatest, assumlagy that the conditiocnc of seovere comsequences and a

egative outcome ave met.

-

There has been soue cvidence (Thaver, 197L; Ualster, 19G4 Z) that sugsests
the p wrcelived sinilarity to the actor hus an influuncc on the atbtribution

o ru‘pOﬂ :1bility. Juch factors oc sex, aje, aund the percelved likelihood

hat & sgimilar oituatioi could occus to the oboervenr, are facbtors Shat have

been iavest igated as cgo-involving. The iuavolvemcnt of the e¢go in naiilng
40

attributions mey account for ithe defencive atiribution procens bthat Zhaver

nas d 'onctrapcu.
Qotter (1900; and Collins (197%) have developed the concoptsy .of Tuberacl

cnd DTiternel geacral expectancics for the coutrol of meinforcenent, Theco

e

are assurmed to operate 1n "qiffercnt byyau L people", Thowe who wscore

Internally on ;otLe“' (19€6) scale arc belicved to generally attribute

responsibility to persons, while those who score Jxternal arc believed to
. . . »
see the world as governed by luck, uijust rewsrds, and political urnrcsponsiv

. y Y 7
ness (Uolllns, 197t . The converse of thﬂsc e sullg rLoLu are &lego held an

trie by Collins

: 4 f » - . . -
anthony (1972) hLas 1 :0 yuf'"‘- this line of rearoning in her roescarch

on the perceptions and attributions of pecoprlec she defines as C-otftritators

Wakls

and T-attributors. Jhe wers Iavestizated the '3 ”ﬂhwn,7: tuene porcorallry types
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i oconjuoction vith the attritulorx's idcentification wlth the perpetrutor

Hh

or vietim of & crine. Her fivdirge support the notion that these person-
allty end goclal fuctors have & predictable impact on the directlon of
wtiritulions.
Together, thege rescarch resulis iéad us to-the-cuhclusion that many
factors acting in coucert direct attributions in one of‘two directions,
ol then towardfths‘dispouitional or ;itﬁation&l end of the attributiou spec-
3

trum. Tt would seem certainly erwoacous to assume that those Tactors that

Lhave been researched and discussed in this paper nake up the whole range

1

of factors that influence attributions. Dven 1T these factoxs were to be
censidered as all the possible influcnciel fectors in the attribution pro-

1

ooy their interactional effects have not Leen deternined.
Clewxrly, rccearch on the attriwtion process is Toced with the task
of Lringing to ligh?t the nony other factors that influence attritutions.

'y

Tt is the purpose of the preSent regearch, howover, to.look at the 1nter-
th@t heve been shoun by previous resworch to nave

@ Jefinitc effect on the ~btritution mrocess. T .1"02.1(3}1‘ the discovery of the
4no@ructionai‘effccts'of thoge factors sows hypotheses regarding other

factors may be developed.

The proevious rosegrbh on :i*ributibn hasvdctarminéd that variabio$
zuch as outcows, severity, clarity, and go-involvement, have a -re-
dictable influcnce on the dircction of éttribgtions. This study Will
”c@ek to assess the interaction of thnﬁt factors; Thiu is necessary in
1iprht of the fact thoat rescarch un to now has faiied fo-da this. How
the clarity of the situation, the nature of the'outcomc, and the sever-
ity of the Consoquéﬁccs‘intfract vill bao ewxamined, It had been hoped
thut these conditions could be cxamined under bhoth ego—invblvcd and

Y

non-cgo-involved conditions, however, not cnough subjects in the nresent
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study felt thatfthu’sitﬁation,was porsqna1ly relevant tb‘give reliable
results. As a reéult,,this asovect of the rescarch was aborted in the
»analysis ofSth@ ddté.

Hypotheses

Trom‘thp PGQOJPCh findings one‘115ht urrlva at tho conclusion that

'the outcomu of a-mnecific ltuatlon, as verceived by the obsprvpr, is
vnry 1wnortant in terms of 1nflucn01np the ob server 1n'e1tqer”a s;tua-,
‘tiqnal Qr‘pef%onal direction. So too, however, arertﬂe'sevefity of
the cthequengéé‘fér this outcome. Negative outcomes would seem to
'beAﬁoétvinfluéncigl and thcée dutcomes would-résult in a perscnal
attributioﬁ.1Thesc tWo'factdrs are further ccmplicated‘Wﬁen the conditions
;6f.ambiguity and_qiarity are introduced. These latter two conditions
secm | to influ@poa the attribﬁtor,anf so much in the specific attribution,
.buf rathe:-inithe degroe of-cohfidence.wjth which the:attribution is made.
Tﬁ%t is, éincé the person is'figural‘égaihst the. ground of thec situation,
and a cléar situation would seen to produce a more confident state in
th at tributsr, then a clear-siﬁuaﬁion will 59 met witﬁ relatively great-
eb*attribuﬁion to the merson thzn an smbipuous sifuation. Ian ad mltlon,
'i£ i$ sxnacted that severe consequences will elicit more ,Atrome respon=
SAS'than-mild" nou.'ﬁcgative outcomes will be as sngned TOre peroonal

€370Ng 1b171tj unrl ﬁbsitive outcones wi;l be‘a,&i nou sztuatlon“1 reshon=-
Sibility. urthczu~1:, when o situa t10n>d““FaT‘ clearly defjneé, the
'atffibution-qf rﬁﬁﬁonsibility>shcu1&fref]wct this by being fufthéf L
iin the <ﬁ§MLu¢L30nﬁ7 ﬂir*cfion than the @mbigunua situationhcontaining
the zamcivarﬁab?éﬁconﬂjtioﬁu:fr; outcor . and r~v-rvty “Tke. svecilflic
;hy“utP}Rfu max-b? rank ordrrod to illustrate Afhﬁ veriance in fe1étive
smopnitude of fh-:: nt'{;ribut'-irm au ful’:__'.r;v‘.':cszl1' -
1. Tf Lhe conditions of o situation are aabilgnous, with severe con-

seoquences for a positive outcome, then. the attribution of rosvon-

1. Th h"*ofb*”mf are ranted scco to incraesing emounts of

, S
IR B T PSUR P ST I I
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sibility by en observer ni1l be, retative to thﬁ other combinations
nf these varichles, least,
Tf the conditiono Qf a situatiovn are clecar, with severe conseguences
for a pusitivé outcome, then the aftrjbution of rosponéibility‘by.an
observer will be, reiative to the other cqmbinationé of these variables,
iucapd least,
7f the conditisns_of a situation are anbiguous, with mild conscquences.
for a positiwe outcbme, then the attribution of responsibility by an
nbserver will be, relative to the other combinations of these Qariables,
thifd'leaﬁt.

Tf the conditions of a situation are clcar, with mild consequences for

2 nositive outcome, then the attribution of responsibility by an observer

will be, relaéive to the other combinations df_theée ﬁariables, fourth
léast. |

Tf the conditions ﬁf a situation are ambiguous,.ﬁith milé consequences
for-a negative outcome, then tﬁo aftribution of responsibility by an
QbServér will be, relativerto the bthérlcombinations of{theseAvariables,‘

fourth most.

. Tf the conditions of a situation are clear, with mild conscquences for

a4 nepative outcome, then the attribution ofvreSponsibility-by anfobsefver
will be, rel%tivg}to the other combinations of these variables, third
rost.

If thé cohditions of a situaiion afo ambiguous, with severe consequences
for a hégéfivc outcome, then the attribution of résponsibility by an
Qbsarvor(will‘bq, relative to -the other combinétions of'thcse variables,
socond most.

If thg conditions of a situation are clear, with severe consequences for
a negative outcone, thqn tho éttribution of reSpons;bility by an observer

will be, relative to the other combinations of these variables, most.
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‘Whggc hypoth@sos are bazed on emmirical aﬁsumbtions. Following
from Heider, thefo exists an inversc relationship béfwuen the aftrib-
ution of personal resyonsibilityAand the attribution of situational
responsibilit&. That is, the aﬁtribution to the verson is ﬂot exclusive
of ali-attributidn'to the situation, rather one dominates the other,
This would suggest that there exists some proportion between dis-
pdsifional snd situational responsibility, lleider's balan¢é theory
may have had sbﬂé‘impact uson his thought in terms of‘attributionf
theory. That a pr0pqrfjon between situational and disvositional
_attributidns evists dnvolves an assumntion of balance between the two.
it might be su&géstcd that the frdctién of situatiohally'attributed
ré$ponsibi}ity is coual to one min»ﬁ tihe fraction of personally
'ﬁttrjbuted rogwonsiblility in'mny one fivcn szituation, The inverse
of ﬁhiu équation would 2iso hold true.

“ther sungort way bvo found for the order of the hywotheses

dn Talster's (19263) roscerch that found people saking disnoasitional
attributions of resronsibi-ity for negative outcomes, =swecially when
3 i : [ H J

CONG " quANCces Virc zuevere, and ~lternatively found that hconle rre

situatjonal dttributions'when outcomes are
poajti?e. “haw ond Sholnich (1071) found simiiar resu]fs, that when

f”gsod-fortuno” hégwcns to an octor the situetion (chanée} is held re-

goonzible for the cccurcncs to "increase the lilkelihood that similar

gond fortuno could hanonn to thew',
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Cient shecdlow owrres writﬁfn, i(vxtfc:7 L seh other ~xewnt for
vovdiatiLae in Y netus o the onto cositie e onerative) . Rb
v:fitg vy connomisnc il ur vare)y, and the ¢larity of
L )Ltumticﬁ cleryr Do i s, oo stordos were dn larswe
sort ¢opived frow the ctuddies of o Funy on? Towe (1975), “alstor (?9f6),
aL Shoownd i“ﬁlnicL (TC?f}r
Tl wtory bosen wlth tho cane o oroproemhs
Tuo oy bafore the midteps swamiration
2ol nogdina Johv 't (Joont'y voeyecholory rro-

faonor announcorn that the nidters 2nomine-~

tion Wil consict of threo comrvrononsive

coay o ooutotlons. Do thon hends out e tis
T »ioht ~uestions from which he w111 aven-

~1ly oo et threo to be il ed on the ndd-
yo oovesdination. The clans com srenare the
nawers for tho cicht susoticns in advanco,
Lat Ehe studento susce teol the midterm ~wor-
funtion in c¢lass on the dncienated day.,

‘ubjects then rood onoe of the two soenbruccs that follow:

1. Pur to tho {sct that John has another uidtern exemination th  déay

aft » hie voyeholory oidtors Jobn uo"ncts four of the ~ight ~uon-

tisne wnd ~reosores the aasyeors for those questions thorourhiy.

o

This g ntenece wens indilicative of

a clear gitustion wherce John wal sub-

jret to extorna? factors. Subjocts eirescd to the ambijuous nmituation
read oniy that:

2. donn solects four of Lhe cight quostiong and creparss for thooo

nuestions Lhoroushly.



The outcows of John's preoscration was indicated in the cnsuing

-

_{)Efr('; 2

aph-which conteined cither information that the outcome was:

agT
nositive;

19}

1. The actual midterm examinaticn consisted of three essay questions,

all of which John had previously prepdred thoroughly‘and'as a result

or negative;
2. The actual midterm examination consisted‘of three essay questions,
‘"none of ‘which-John had previously vrepared thoroughly and as a result
he received a 1.
The final varagraph described the consecquences of the grade John
or Joan received., All subjects rcad:
Tn addition to the midterm examination
“a ten wagc rescarch paper was required of
all the students in the class. This profes-
sor has been known in past classes to delete
or add »ages to the reszearch paper depending

on the outcome of one's grade on the midterm.

" The fihal sentence stated the SGVGfify of the cénsequéhccs as being:

severe for the nepative outcome;.

71;%Since John recéived a D on the midternm éxamination he had to turn in

é.tweﬁty’page1researchl@apér..

'}Eiié for a‘negatiﬁélo@tcomeé

2. Sihéé'John feééiﬁedsa‘p'bn-the midterm examination he had to turn in
a fifteen page rescearch paper.

«éevefe for a positive outcone;

%, Sincée John recéive@ran A on the miéterm.gxémihation he only had to

turn in- a two-vage typed bibliography.

mild for a positive outcome;

L. Since John received an A on the midterm examination he only had to

N

turn in a five page research paver.



g

Jubjectr

ﬂigty sovor undorgradunte students bnroll@d_in introductory
coclotogy ot the Tniversity of Tebreska at ﬁm#ha served as vélun~
toers for bntru crodit., Tents wore administered din osmall groups of

Crer oix to fourteen wmeroons on o ccheduled basis. Tn an attzapt tof

recuce variation bhagod on sev, 2lo gubjects resd storico about a

malé.tarﬁct merson (John) while feumale subjegfa road stories about

2 femaié{tarwsf merson (Joan) to accdmtliah this. The statistical
&nélysis inéicatuu that this roduction was successful in that o sigp-
alficant variation bassd nn oy was not anproached (F=0.00, dT=7/260).

Subjacts :nuwcréﬂ'vach of four quostions on a seven yOlnt scale

.nd this scale found nuantitative basis for znalysis. ﬂuestiaﬁ T ("7as
vhat ha-~nened... go:ifivo or negeotive?!) was rated from "very ncgative!
(1) tp "very vositive” (7). nucstion 2 ("Should John or Joan have ox-
nected the con“Hquonceu?“) was rated fron nshould not have nkbected
+the cons equnnces” {1) to '"should have czpected the con““quﬂn0”<” (7).

| uoutlxu 3 (“How much effort.,.. put fofth?”) w.s rdt@d from'”vory
1ittle offort® (T) to "very much effort" (7). “uesfion L ("How re-
svonzible was John or Joan...?'") was rated from "not at all rﬂﬁwopsi-
bie (1) to "very responsible’ (7). While auestions two and threc
wero‘only tangantia1iy relatad to the oxperimcéntal design, they did
Serve to disguise the attribution of rcsgonsibiiity:question 25 being
the cssentidl question of the study. These two'qUGStions wi]l not be
¢laborated QH_ﬁgre,_but it was ¢xv e ctad that the mean for the attribu-
tion of reaponsibility‘would bo approximated by the mean for expectancy.
That is, one is not oxpectod to foresec consequences that one is not

responsible for, but when one is held re .101b10 the exnectation that

the :eoruoin ghould foreszos the sutcome and consorquencos 1s wvrosont,



I

so follow this oattern an it is an in-

23

Tn addition, cffort should a

formation source aboub the disosition of the actor (Feider, 1958).
The wmeans for ~v»oectancey, efferl, and the attribution of recvonsibility

arc »rcsented for comvarisen snd for rofocrence by futurs rescarchers in

Table TV (»nage LE).
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Comnaretive mceans for offort,
evwnectancy, and the attributi
of resvonsibility

G0

o

417 504

story:fl_ 1 2 % L 5, ‘ *‘6' f_ 7 8
lconditions As®  gun o pvs orn AT o Ann GEL
ﬁffort L,3%7 4;06 Ly G7 5.35 k.72 4.72 5.48 v5;56_"
Txpectancy  4.00  5.85  4.54 3.82 S;CB‘. 4.2§ 3.84 ,B.GT'
la.o.m. 555 5.21 541 hs1

5.58

~oQuestion 4, regarding the

attribution of responsibility, was

exnected to.vroduce results which would suvvort, or lead to. a ro-

jection of the hypothesized order of attributions of responsibility

. to the verson or situation, Table V indicates that no single variable

main.effects were wresent at a statistically significant level.

TABTLT OV

for main cffects

l’eans and standsard deviations

koﬁditionSA- means stand. devs, tfscbrés af
IClear v=0L,92 sd=1.99 | o
Ambiguous =4, 89 sd=2.45 “£=.109 3 £=204
vild g=4,8 dz*.li‘ : ' ‘ .
111 .82 sd=2 +7 t=.519 Ar=26h
Severe T=4.99 sd=1.91 S . -
Positive =4.8 sd=1.93 -

| =h. 69 e t=. 108 412262
Hegative g=4.92 sd=2.52 :




The introduction of )olyvbr ates dinto the anolysis vrocodure

does result in soun staticticaly significant ccores. Tabie VT

T

cshows the meanc and standard d Vlﬁtlunu, along .with t-scores, for

the rolyvarinate analysiu'combining two variabl..s:

Taw. VI

Means and ctendard deviations wntq t-scores
for two variablie enalyses

Varizhlces . - ad

Cleor/iild

Closr/Severe

Ny \\
A ey

L eoB t=2.20 (04.05)

Ambiguous/1ild
Ambiguous/Severs: i

e
.
(Rl

flear/Tositive L,yh 1.02 o
- v A o e s . t=.035
Coone T opative L, o7 A

Aubiyuous/ositive NI
imbigucus/Negstive L

5. 0C SR
S .l‘ t: . ],V, (s)<.(\5>

g B ) 5o L I o
evers/Tositive Yoo dg 200 2 s ,
- Lo Pore t:.'__;;, ~-€‘ ( f\(,'}])

v ".
Jevers/egative

5

thr.oo com;ariéons-prnjidm 3f9ﬁisticaliy»sjyni§1* ﬂt r‘“u‘tﬁ’
Tetween the clear ard wild znd the c¢leer and sevare conditions ﬁhorc is
a sigpificant ¢difference, Again when we compars thoe mild conditions
across the positive and négatlv, Othome vafiab*o thers is & sif njfiant
t-scorc. Finally, ﬁhcn comnaring the scvere conszauencs coundition qcross
outCOqu, a strong significant differcnce is obtained,
Intorestingly, when all thres variables oro incluéed in the test

for significance a groe tnr number th n that above emergn as significant.
Table VIT show. the butwcsn grous t-scores whi’e Table VITI contalns

the levels of sipnificance for the t-scorss in “obie VI,
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Ag can be seen in Cranh. I (below), it ap-cars that an intceraction
hac occured betwesn.outcom» and consequonc:s.
Graph I

Tnteraction between outcome and consegquences as
indicated by the attribution of resuons *bn]wty

CrwAT AYRICUﬁUS
|7 7
6 auetE—" Yzsee 6
C‘Mq{‘%%& gegai™dd 2 be“/ EEE AT
7 L Tt~ 5 e T ——
- T X waT / i ’
~ue Lot K:4.93 L K;&(ﬂj {=4.90
(rmw % 3
2 12
1 I
vositive ncgative positive negativ-

Here the rraatovt mean;attribution of'responsibility vas for

‘the.diear, nagatiVe, and scverec condition. This is in 1ino,with-the
orcer of the hynothQJcs.fAmhipudus, negafiVQ,fand sévero conditions
wereaalso consistent with the order of the hynoth ;s as this conditign
récei&ed the second highest at tribution of res oonsiblwtv. Tho'COndition
Which included mila and positive variables under a clear nituation

was not iﬁ'iine with‘théAhprthoses‘ ftfreceived the same amount of
resyonsibility assignment as dicd the ambigpouég SQVére, negative condition,
_Thé ambigﬁéus; mi1d; positive condition reﬁeivéd the next'greatesf
amount of responsibility assignment to the personfwith a mean of 5{21.
Unexpectedly, the poSitin and severe COndition ;n'the clear situation
recéivedlfhe next highest attributiqn'ofﬁrésyonéibility,Vplacing it
fiffh on the rank order list as opposed to iast as hypothesized.'The
ambiguous,zmild, and negative condition, with a mean‘of.4.51, received
lc s aftrnbutlon of resnmonsibility than had beecn expected, In tho

ambiguoué, seve re, mositive condition the assilpgnrent of res nonvibllzty
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was closer to the ewsectation ss the mean of 443 ranked gacond low-
est, nrecesd.d in loact attribution of resononsibility only by story

number six (6), the cilecar, mild, =nd negative condition., This serus

<

quite unusuei, howover, Troa the oreceedine, tho-ardere, by story, of

the attribution of rocrnacibility v

mamT o

cornarative renh-order of ctorics by
hyosotheois and zttribution of rooransibi’™ Tty
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A brief lookiat thé‘means and standard_deviatioﬁs in comvarison
to the responses fbr the attribution of rGSponSibility does not read-.
ily indicate whether Or'not there 1s a relationship between the por-
ceived odtcome and ﬁhe attribution of résponsibiljty.vHOwevor, a
statistical test of significancg indicates that there weg 5 vory
'.strong‘éifference betwesn grouns in whiéh'tho outcome of ﬁhe’sﬁoriﬁs
were positive and storics in which the outcomes woere nogative.fﬁnj.Zﬁ,
df=26L, . p .001), These findings suggest that the éﬁtéomp mani-ulaticn
was e¢ffective and that subjocts did discriminate boetween stories with

"nositive outcomes" aand stories with "nogative outcoumes'.
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Talster (1906) found that the attribution of resnenuibiiity
to an actor increasasd o theo suverity of the conscquences for aA
negative outcome increascd. The concluded that an obs. rver may fool
sym-athetic for an actor when an aceident resnita dn o mild consequence,
but will not’ when the cohsequences are sovere, “hen the consequrnces
are severs, Yalster suggests that the observer will attennt to.attrie
bute the cohsequoncos to the werson, Yot to do so would be to admit
that an Pqua.lv n”””tLVP cong=zjuence could hannenw to thh ohserver.

Ry attributinQ the resnonsibility to ths actor, however, it reassures
the obscrver. that simi]af uﬁdesirablo CONGRQUANC S& wilf'nof han »n

to her or his, ond that thc-&ctnr sust beoa PaiClferentisort ﬂflgﬁré
sont,

pedway and Towe (1975 slsoo Cﬁnduét@d éxg,mjyan,W roseoreh
éyami;in{ the'intefn Lnn of tho severity of t%vvcbnsa~uqncun aimh@-
with{tho‘nature of tiio outeconss (positivo or negativm}._mwcir findiner
sunmort Talsf;r’s (1266) resccrch and they CODJJU”f.thﬂt incraound
savrrity ti]"‘incrccma,the attribution of ransrd n.1b1 ﬂty, in oithor
pogditive or négatiVﬁ uituﬂti0nw, cnd furiheormsreo, the Lol =3 Tensivo
hygothmuis that atatos that »on 0o -tend to [RRaaly othirs for nrerotive
outconmus was civon Quq~¢rv.‘ .’

r thﬁm“rﬁ_wwarcllch:‘(f' . Tlores ornd Tilssnt keve found thiot the
clarity or anbi;ulty of th¢ cituation nave si rffzct on the abtri-
bution of vrremonegibdility. Their flnclu o éupgort'fh@ hywotheooes that
clear conditions wWill bo net vith grﬂator attribution 5f_rr£nonsibiiity
then unclear conéitimnm, and that severs outcoriee will obtein zn

incroncing asount of rsovonsibitity attribution o the Seyopity in-
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Serhocs the order effect was net controlled for ac well as had boon
asnumcd and after rﬂudina-nno story ahout the ucthfﬁtho subjoct be-
gan te develes =zone target based inf@rmatjonf Tf thie w. re a0 the
Timiled awount of attribution af PUE?OHSibi]iEXAtO'thO setor und-r
the CLvﬂr/ncguiiVP/ijC dondition'ﬁnd'tir incr 2coad amounl undor

the ulvur/miid/pasjtch condition way bﬁ-accounte& for. his beinp
the case would sunzort “alster (1966) i-. hor conclusion that =n ob-
server may feel symnuthetic for an actor uhon ﬁn accidcnt rasults in
mild conscquences, but in linc with the prossﬁt res u]tu, will not wheon
the consequences are severe, In addition, it‘might be sﬁgsvst that
the 1ogica1.nhtcn31on of thic may have been pr@vide& sunpport in the
present research (i.o. that an actor will be given credit for a milo/
nositivzs outcoms becauns of y1”J+ﬂ\th” or emnathic fzelings to-
ward hof).

A griticism of the pfesont.study is that subjecte werc asied if
they "had ever cxperienced a similer situation” in an attemnt to derive
informction concerning "ego-involve annt".Tt was previcusly montioned
that this aspect of tho research'was‘aborted due to th~ lack of nNOS=-
itive response ﬁo this ifnm. T“erhavss the quéstion would. have becn
better §hrased."can you relate.té the verson in tﬁe‘story?ﬂ To spec-
ulate, it might be that the actual samole was highly ego-involved
(as all wern students), but they identified with %hg person &and not
the situation. This would aff:ct their reactions to the story conditions.
As. the results show, more credit would be given tno person for mild/
positive outcones, and less responsibility would be attributed fo the
actor for mild/negative outcomes, The basic tenet of "alster's attri-

butional asnalysis would still hiold true, howcver, that ceverc/negsative
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‘not rmocorbed by the oot bs, e cennaistest vith Medolor o dn the

rotice thut covers/~oolitive ecotcnr oo will rocerive situstionel nttri-
buticns, This suggecte that seoosla ooy be willing to cazdgon rocnon-
s5ibility, vr give erodit, for ~ositive outcowrz, but whin they oro

seversly positive the attribution to cnvironmental circumstances
grovid%s thﬁ ohsecprvoer Wﬁth‘tﬂﬁ reassurance thaf siailar "aobd inr-
tune" could habpen Lo kar, Libeovdss, the obzerver may  he fi“?iny'tc
crent th&t wiied)ly nefotive outcowoé'ceuld hofsll snyonea, but anryore/
necative outeonoes wre bottoer copipgned to ﬂiparsan te fi-tingainh
tHe outcom® ms_tﬁc rosu't of "“u"ﬁ.other Lind of zorson™,
Tigure T (popc L9 cleerly sup;orts the conclusionsz Frawun hrre,
owevnrvfurthér ex:ldrﬁtory reozoren is dn order to obtain evidenc
tﬁat susports the contoatioas that are being oodeo, Thone findines
are unigue in'the liter aturr at the same time iﬁ lins with "olster

(1966) and vortialiy with Medway and TLowe {1975), The prasent study

=)

does hot find support for any difforconce based on the ciurit

<
o
)

the situation and is consegquently in d1ﬂagreemont with'hharos aﬁd
“ilson (1972) who wish‘to sunnort clarity'as un‘i;portant fuctor.
in dissositicnal attributions,

Table VIT (nage 48) furthor indicates thnt the_ﬁiff¢rnnca‘bntwhon

the clear/mild/nerative condition end the sovere/nepative conditions

was significant

[o5)

nc thht,thﬁsn ¢id net occur wmarely by chance. yeither

did extrem: seores co om to offret the results (Y417, o0=1.29),



FTurtheruore, the rosulte indicate that the c?«ur/mild/pnﬁitiV~

rs

conaition wos geen
nerson then the P‘vnrr/wmfﬂt'v condition (story numbor one) os

Sl rs‘signific&ntiy diffoerent from the condition attribut~d the

irest rosvoneibility (atory wi).
Jithough the resulte cu.~ort the contontion of an Yope-dofonss

metivation on. the _ort of the sttributor, it is supgparted

&n anoalysis of varionee bo rur to adomately onnalyzo the datn in tor

of vhat is uL fua’ y ¢ning wun in the interzetione that so nbvieucly

N

i

o oignificantiy more the responsibility of tho

oerebe Ginpu T Y. Adons wWith the dncreasesd sonhizstication o1 thhh

anelysis srocecurs, dt-1o suponstad that vhether the opson io opo-

involvad or not with thue werson in the story be wore reiiably chgckod,

Ao fined criticis: of the »recont study io thaty, oo Trdway ond

cove conclude dn thedy ostudy =lzo (1572:254), "sincs judgoeent of

restonedoility dnvolves o nunbhor of causel acscristions, slobal niagcurcs

11y ambicucus ond oon to the ints

vrotive caprice of subjects",. “hon zyvanining schiecvement po 1ot gitu-

may be ambiguous by paturs,. vhich iz supported in that there wes n

the srosent o tuuv, the stimiius =s=ituanti

“nmain effect for the ambigucus vo, cle zar conditiuns, Further research

night include =2 scale to cheel on the validity of the ambiguous versun

‘cles r rnaninulation as the rasults up to now goen rather incoénecliu

sive

‘.

fn a more gencral level, tnm Tanguage of the ~ttributional test in-

struments may reouire reszarch and davslovszent of their own. carhans

‘the wording of storiss haz as much to do with the attributicns olicited

a3 Ao the nmind sets of tho subjects. 11 so, tunis would lend sunrori

4

to the movaerm~nt tovarsd videcolon. tost dinstrumednls.
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