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Abstract

This study is an attempt to clear up some confusions
which have been prevalent in the research on Jones and
Nisbett's (1972) actor-observer causal attribution
hypothesis. The central theme is that there is an
important difference between trait ascription and causal
attribution which has been ignored in past research and
which may account for the weak and mixed evidence for the
hypothesis. A study was designed to determine whether
these two processes are independent phenomena and to test
the importance of interpersonal distance as a manipulation
of salience. Both strangers and friends were studied.

The results provide tentative support for the main
hypothesis but no support for the role of distance or
level of familiarity. Important differences were found
between the actor-observer method and the self-other
method, in addition to some unexpected correlations
between the age and year at university of subjects and the
dependent variables. The significance of these findings

and their implications for future research are discussed.
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Introduction

Historical Perspective

For over twenty years the problems of causal
attritution have been a major concern in social
psychology, What is the underlying process by which
people make inferences about social behavior? What kind
of information do people use in making these inferences
and how therough is their search for it? The way people
perceive and explain social events 1s considered to be
important tecause people's impressions and attributions
affect their behavicr, The present study examines the
role of perceptual salience and amount of information 1in
this process, It also investigates some problems 1in the

measurement of attributions,

These issues were first raised by Heider (1958), who
was interested in the biases and motivational factors that
affect attributions, He began by trying to determine
"what is a social event?" He had subjects view a film of
simple geometric shapes (triangles, circles) that were
moving around in groups, bumping into each other, etc,,
People described these objects as if they had human traits
and were acting as casual centers (e,g,.,, "an aggressive
triangle"™, "a reclusive circle"), The events were

meaningfully orcanized and motives were attributed, This
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led to a thecry cf interpersonal perception and cognition,
a "causal calculus"™ as it is sometimes referred to, For
example, how causally important a person is seen to be in
a given situation is a result of the combination of two
main factors, ability and effort, each formed of many

components,

Harris (in Antaki, 1981) attributes Heider's importance
to four arcuments that he emphasized: a) that much can be
learned from the exrlanations given by normal people; b)
that cognitive processes are important causes of behavior;
c) that people try to achieve a balance and stability in
their cognitions; and d) that people go about their social
thinking like naive scientists, !YMore relevant to the
subject matter of this paper is Heider's idea that
dispositional attritutions allow one to simplify and
organize the environment more than do situational

attribtutions,

Jones and Davis (1965) and Kelley (19%9€7, 1972) both
developed Heider's notions into theories of their own
which were mocre amenable to experimental study, Jones and
Davis's (1965) Theory of Correspondent Inferences 1is
concerned with the conditions under which dispositional
attributions to another person will be made, (They do not

discuss self-attribution,) For example, few inferences



will te macde fcr behaviors that are seen as socially
desirable, More inferences will be made for behaviors
that bkreak social ncerms because such behavior is more
informative and supposedly reveals more of one's true
self, They were also concerned with biases in
attritutions: for example, according to their concept of
"hedonic relevance", whenever another person's behavior
has consequences for oneself an inference is more likely

to be made,

In Kelley's theory (1967, 1972), people are depicted as
full-time scientists with much information and sharp
cognitive abilities trying to discover the true causes of
behavior, His "analysis of variance" model of attribution
asserts that people look at whether behavior occurs in the
presence or absence of possible causes and at the
covariation between the possible causes and eftects of a
behavior, In trying to determine the "real" cause, people
check for three kinds of information: a) consensus
inforration; that is--whether other people behave the same
way; L) consistency, whether the behavior is consistent
over time; and c) distinctiveness, whether the person
behaves in a similar manner in difterent situations,
People alsc have "causal schemata" concerning the usual
causes of social behavior, and use the "discounting

principle"™ in which a possible cause is discounted if



other causes are also present,

These theories of Heider, Jones and Davis, and Kelley
are very general and broad, The writings of Bem (1972)
and of Jones and Nisbkett (1972) may be seen as a second
generation of aprroaches to attribution that are more
limited in range but which have stimulated a great deal of
research, Bem's (1972) theory 1is concerned with self-
attritution, People do not have knowledge of the internal
causes of their behavior but come to know their emotions
and attitudes by inferring them from the context of their

behavior,

Jones and Nisbtett's (1972) attribution hypothesis is
concerned with the divergent causal attributions of actors
and okservers, and is the subject of this study. Jones
and Nisbett proposed that "there is a pervasive tendency
for actors to attriltute the causes of their actions to
situational requirements, whereas observers tend to
attritute the same actions to stable personal
dispositions" (1972, p.86), They suggested three reasons

for this difference,

First, different information is salient to actors and
observers due to perceptual focus and attention, To the
actor the changing environment and the demands of the

situation are most salient, To the observer, the actor is



the meving figure and the environment is the ground,

Second, actors and observers differ in historical
knowledge, or information level, Taking for granted
Mischelts (1968) assertion that stable dispositions exist
more in the eye of the beholder than in the actor, Jones
and Nisbett said that actors are more aware of their own
cross-situational inconsistency and so make more
situational attributions about their own behavior, This
implies that the more familiar one is with someone, the
fewer dispositional attributions one will make about that

person's behavior,

Firally, Jones and Nisbett suggest that there is a
general human need for people to feel as if they can
understand, predict and control present and future events
in their envircnments, To an observer, another person 1is
easier to understand and is more predictable if that
person possesses unchanging personality characteristics or
dispositions, It ic less clear how this need affects the
actor, The present study will not be directly concerned

with this last suggested reason,

Salience: Ferceptual Focus and Attention

Salience has repeatedly been shown to have a



significant effect on attributions of causality,

According to Jones and Nisbett (1972), the visual focus of
actors is on the situation, and so actors should make
situational attributions, The visual focus of observers
is on the actor and they should make dispositional

attriktutions,

An experiment by Storms (1973) is often cited as
evidence for this effect, He had two actor subjects
engage in an unstructured conversation while two observers
watched, Fach observer was told to watch one actor, or
could see only one actor, Videotapes of the conversation
were replayed to half the subjects, where observers saw a
replay of the actor he had just seen and actors saw the
other person in the conversation with them, Later, a
questionnaire measured the actors' attributions for his
own behavior in the conversation and each observer made
attritutions for his matched actor's behavior, Both these
subjects and subjects who saw no videotape made

attritutions according to the actor-observer hypothesis,

For a third group, subjects saw a video replay of
themselves in the ccnversation and observers saw a tape of
the actor to whom they had not attended, This caused
self-viewing actors to attribute more responsibility for

their behavier to dispositions than observers did, Taylor



and Fiske (197%5) and Taylor, Crocker, Fiske, Springen and
Winkler (1279) also varied visual orientation and found
actor-observer differences as predicted by Jones and
Nisbett, Fowever, Uleman, ¥iller, Henken, Tsemberis and
Riley (in press) rerlicated Storm's study and found no

effects,

More recent studiecs have been concerned with attention
and causal attribution, Aspects of the environment,
including people, which "grab" one's attention are seen as
more causally important in a given situation than are non-
salient aspects (MacArthur & Ginsberg, 1981; MacArthur &
Post, 1977; Folinson & MacArthur, 1982), This is usually
demonstrated by having observer subjects make attributions
about two confederates involved in an unstructured
"getting-acquainted" conversation, One of the
confederates is made salient by manipulations such as
sittirg under a bright light, rocking in a rocking chair,
wearing a bright striped shirt, and other similar
manipulations, Sometimes observers view the conversation
live but more often it is seen on videotape, The usual
finding is that the salient actor was seen as more

causally important/influential in the conversation,

The present study examines the effects of salience on

the attributions of actors and observers in a design using



just cne acter subject whose salience will ke varied for
different grcuprs of observer subjects, Taylor (1978)
concluded that "causal perception is substantially
determined by where cne's attention is directed in the
envircnment and that attention itself is a function of
what information is salient"(p, 253),., If so,
interprersonal distance could be used as a manipulation of
salience: an actor vho is very close to the observer
should be more salient to him than an actor who is farther
away (Hall, 1966), A difference in attributions would be
expected, (The srecific kind of difference shall be
discussed later on,) This study will vary the distance

between two subjects to determine 1f this is true,

It has also been shown (Taylor & Fiske, 1978, study 2)
that salience has a greater effect when the observer-
subject is more invclved with the actors about whom he
makes attributions, in contrast to many experiments where
subjects merely view a videotape, The present study will
not manipulate involvement as an independent variable but
it will have all sultjects actively involved in the
situation, making it more likely that interpersonal

distance will te an important salience variable,



Information level

Jores and Nisbett (1972) suggested that actor-observer
differences may also stem from differences in the amount
of information each has about the actor, They assumed
that people neither possess stable traits or dispositions
nor show much cross-situational consistency in behavior,
The actor is alleged to be more aware of his inconsistency
and so makes situvational attributions, This implies that
being more familiar with someone should lead you to make

more situational attributions when observing his behavior,

The evidence for this notion is mixed, Sometimes it is
supported, sometimes no effects are found, and sometinmes
the effect is reverced, 1In a typical experiment, subjects
are asked to descrite themselves, their best friend, and
an acgquaintance (or someone who is widely known, like
Walter Cronkite) using a list of bipolar trait-adjectives,
each with a "depends on the situation" option, W¥hen
subjects use the situation option for their best friend
more often than for an acquaintance (e.g., Goldberg, 1978;
1981), support fer the information level notion is
inferred, Other studies have found just the opposite
(Monson, Tanke & Lund, 1980) or no significant differences
(Nisbett, Caputo, lLegant & Maracek, 1973; Taylor &

Koivumaki, 1976),
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There are two imrortant factors which could account for
these mixea results, First, in none of these studies are
actor asked to perfcrm some behavior while an observer
watches him, Subjects simply give general descriptions of
themselves and others from memory, In his review of the
actor-observer literature, watson (1982) has refused to
call such experiments "actor-observer" studies and refers
to them as "self-other" studies instead, The Jones and
Nisbett (1971) hypothesis states that
actors tend to attribute their actions to
situational requirements, whereas observers tend
to attribute the same actions to stable personal

dispositions, (p.2)

Having subjects give general descriptions from memory 1is

not an adequate test of this hypothesis,

This assertion is supported by the findings of Monson,
Keel, Stephens and Genung (1982), They gave subjects
detailed information about the personality characteristics
and present life situation of another person, W¥hen
subjects expected tc interact with this person, they made
"valid"™ attributions, in contrast to the "top of the head"
attrirutions of other subjects who did not expect to
interact with the person described, In other words,

people are more thoughtless and inaccurate in their
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attrirtutions when the person being described is not

present,

Furthermore, recent experiments that have examined
subjects' causal attributions for past behaviors have
reported conflicting results: Moore, Sherwood, lui and
Underwood (1979) found a reduced actor-observer difference
as time elapsed; Peterson (1980) found a dispositional
shift; and Miller and Porter (1980) found that subjects
gave more situational attributions as time elapsed, The
present study will te a more substantial test of the
effect of information level because the subjects will make
attributions for an interaction episcde in which they had
just been involved, In one condition previously
acquainted subjects will be used, and in another the

subjects will be strangers,

The second important factor that could account for the
mixed results on information level (and for the mixed
results on actor-observer studies in general) 1s that the
attrikution measures which have been used are poor and are

not measuring what they are supposed tc,

Attrikution Measures

Three recent reviewers (Goldberg, 1981; Herzeberger &



Clore, 1979; wWwatson, 1982) have stressed that the usual
methods of determining a subjects' attritutions are
confusing and inappropriate, Watson described three
different kinds of methods in popular use, There are
"direct attribution" measures, "trait ascription®
measures, and prediction tasks - where subjects are asked
to predict whether the actor will behave in a similar
manner in a similar situation in the future (Gurwitz §&
Panciera, 1975; Nistett, Caputo, Legant & Maracek, 1973,
study 1), Viewed altogether, the majority of actor-
observer studies may be classified as either trait

ascription studies or as causal attribution studies,

In causal attribution-type studies (e,g,, Moore,
Sherwcod, lLui & Underwood, 1979; Storms, 1973; Taylor,
Crocker, Fiske, Springen & Winkler, 1979; Taylor & Fiske,
1975) subjects are asked to rate the extent to which they
think "something about the situation"™ and/or "something
about the actor/ yourself" is responsikle for their

own/the actor's behavior during the experiment,

In trait ascription-type studies, which are the more
common in actor-observer research, subjects are given a
list of trait-adjectives which they use to describe
themselves or someone else, Some studies have used a list

of bipolar traits on Likert scales where more extreme
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responses are interypreted as stronger internal
attritutions (Funder, 1980a; Monson, Tanke & Lund, 1980;
Ross, 1977; Taylor & Koivumaki, 1976), Cther studies have
used a list of bipolar traits each with a "depends on the
situation" option where subjects must decide whether one
of the traits or the "depends"™ option is the best
descriptior of the rperson, Choosing one of the traits is
interpreted as a willingness to infer dispositions,
whereas choosing "it depends on the situation"™ indicates a
situational attribution (Funder, 1980a; Goldberg 1978;

Goldberg 1981; Nisbett, Caputo, Legant & Maracek, 1973),

Herzeberger and Clore (1979) have proposed that there
is an important difference between the inference of traits

and causal attribution:

When used in its proper sense, attribution means
to postulate an explanation or cause for a
behavior, Stcrms (1973) demonstrated the
correct usage of the term when he asked subjects
to explain the degree to which behavior was
caused by personal or situational
characteristics, In other experiments, such as
the "trait-derends" study of Nisbett, Caputo,
Legant & Maracek (1973), subjects have merely

assigned trait-like adjectives tc the target
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person, Perhaps it would be best to label this
process "ascription", When subjects choose a
trait, (a) the subject may have been attributing
causal pcwers to the trait, or (b) the subject
may simply have been describing or summarizing
the person's typical behavior without reference

to causaticn (p. 11),

Herzeberger and Clore proceed to describe how this
difference cculd account for the mixed results of their
study: the attribtution measures they used had trait

ascription ard causal attribution confounded,

Miller, Smith, and Uleman (1981), in a more recent
study on the measurement of attributions, reached a
similar cornclusion: "subjects define dispositional
causality as denoting acts freely chosen by the actor, and
situational causality as denoting acts for which choice
and responsibility are limited," and this is "inconsistent
with the definition in actor-observer research, such as
Storms (1973), where dispositional causality can be
identified with statle traits that determine behavior
accross situations" (p, 87). These conclusions prompt one
to more carefully inspect the attribution measures and

recults of other actor-observer studies, too,
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To begin with, the popular bipolar trait/depends-on-
the-situation measure obviously has trait ascription and
casual attribution confounded, FKecently, Goldberg (1981)
demonstrated that the depends-on-the-situation option
confounds true situationality with uncertainty, ambiguity
and neutrality, Using a modified version of this measure
which unconfounds these four, he found significant actor-
observer differences in the direction predicted by Jones
and Nisbett, But his new measure still has causal
attritution confounded with trait ascription, (For each
pair of traits subjects had to choose either one of the
traits or one of the following options: uncertain,

ambigious, neutral cr "the situation",)

Studies that have used bipolar traits on Likert scales
would seem to be true measures of trait ascription, Rut
for the most part, these have also had some confounding
factor present, Taylor and Koivumaki (study 3, 1976) used
such a measure hut all their bipolar traits were on a
favorable-unfavorable dimension (e,g,, pleasant-
unpleasant), due to the purposes of their study. One dces
not get a clear picture of actor-observer differences with
such a dimension involved, Funder (1980a) and Goldberg
(1981, study 4) used bipolar traits on Likert-type scales
but included a depends-on-the-situation option with each

set of traits, acain confounding trait ascription and
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causal attribution,

Most causal attribution-type studies have used the
following measure: subjects are asked to rate the
friendliness, talkativeness, sincerity (or something
similar) of the person on 9-point bipolar scales and for
each of these subjects are also asked to rate, again on
9-point scales, the extent to which "something about the
actor/yourself" or "something about the situation" caused
your/the actor's friendliness, talkativeness, etc,, Not
only is the relation between trait ascripticn and causal
attritution unclear here too, but every study that used
this measure analyzed only the situation and disposition
scales and reqarded the trait scales as unimportant [and
Regan & Totten (197%5), Taylor & Fiske (1975), Taylor &
Koivumaki (1976), and Taylor, Crocker, Fiske, Springen &
Wwalker (1979) have 2all reported problems with this
measure ], Added to this confusion is the fact that
different studies have not obtained the same results,
Storms (1973) and Mcore, Sherwood, Lui and Underwood
(1979) found actor-cbserver differences as predicted by
Jones and Nisbett, tut Taylor and Fiske (1975), Taylor,
Crocker, Fiske, Springen and Winkler (1979), Miller,
Smith, and Uleman (1981), and Uleman, Miller, Henken,
Tsemberis and Riley (in press) found no difference in

causal attributicns among their groups of subjects, (The
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Uleman, Miller, Henken, Tsemberis and kiley study was an

exact replication of the Storms study,)

The confounding of trait ascription and causal
attritution could also account for two other puzzling
findings, One is that dispositional and situational
attritutions do not work in an opposing or hydraulic
manner, as Heider (1958) had originally proposed, Storms
(1973), MacArthur and Post (1977), Miller, Smith and
Uleman (1981), and Solano (1979) have reported that an
increase in situational attribution is not reciprocated by
a decrease in dispositional attributions (or vice-versa),
Also puzzling are the results of Taylor and Fiske (1975)
and Taylor, Crocker, Fiske, Springen and Winkler (1979)
who found that the more salient of two actors was
perceived to be the more causally important/influential in
an interaction episcde but that there was no difference in
the relative amounts of situational and dispositional

attritutions for the two actors,

If there is an irmportant difference between causal
attributior and trait ascription, what does this imply for
the attributions of actors and observers? V¥hen one
carefully considers the actor-observer hypothesis, "that

actors tend to attriktute their actions to situational
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requirements, whereas observers tend to attribute the same
actions to statle personal dispositions", it seems to be
referring to internal versus external causes and not so
much to trait-adjective descriptions of people, Yet much
of the support (and conflicting evidence) comes from trait
ascription studies where actors use "depends on the
situation"™ more often when describing themselves than when
describing others, If trait ascription and causal

attritutionr are different, why might this be so?

One answer comes from recent work on in-group versus
out-group perception, Linville and Jones (1980)
hypothesized and demonstrated that people have more
complex cognitive schemas regarding their own group than
out-groups, This is due to greater learning experience
with the in-group, rroducing more dimensions available to
characterize the in-group, This leads people to make more
moderate judgements about in-group members than out-group
members when faced with relevant information, Why would
more complex schemas result in more moderate judgements?

Linville and Jones offer three reasons,

First, the greater number of dimensions used 1in
considering a2 stimulus makes it more likely that some
dimensions will be considered good and others bad,

resulting in mocderate overall evaluations, More extreme
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evaluations would be expected for the out-group due to the
fewer number of dimensions on which they are evaluated,

causing less mixed judgements,

Second, new information would be expected to have more
impact on a smaller, simpler schema, "Because schemas
concerning the in-group are rich and highly
differentiated, evaluative information abtout a particular
in-group meets the inertia of a complex expectancy and has
relatively little impact on one's impression of that

group" (Linville & Jones, 1980, p, 691),

Finally, they point out that there is a greater chance
that new information will be considered incomplete or
trivial in the case of complex schemas, This lack of
information could result in "reserved or suspended
judgements", In contrast, new information would be
expected to be more complete and significant for the
simple schemas, leading to more extreme evaluations,

Apart from their own experiments, studies by Quattrone and
Jones (1980) andé by Park and Rothbart (1982) also support

these ideas,

In the actor-observer situation, where the bulk of the
evidence comes from trait ascription studies, actors would
be more likely to choose "it depends on the situation"

rather than one of the bipolar traits to describe



themselves because they have a more complex schema about
themselves than observers do, An unfamiliar person who
observes the acter for a couple of minutes would have a
very limited impression or schema of the actor and would
have little grounds for saying "it depends on the
situation", He would describe the actor by using the
adjectives, Similarly, being more familiar with someone
should lead one to make more moderate judgements about

him,

The present experiment will use two attribution

20

measures to examine whether or not there is a significant

difference between trait ascription and causal

attritution, The trait ascription measure will be similar

to the one that linville and Jones used, Subjects will be

given a list of trait-adjectives, each on a 10-point
scale, which they will use to describe themselves or the
other person, Subjects should make more moderate rating
when describing themselves than when describing others,
and olservers shculd be more moderate when describing a

familiar other than when describing a stranger,

The trait terms will be presented in a list, one at a
time, and not as birpolar pairs (e.g.,
talkative--reserved), as linville and Jones and others

have done, This was deemed useful since Wiggins (1979)

S



21
has shown that althocugh terms such as "talkative" and
"reserved" may seem to be polar opposites, this is not
necessarily the way in which everyone thinks about then,
The trait terms will all be neutral 1in terms of
favorableness and social desirability in order to prevent
the confounding effect of self-serving biases (Bradley,

1978) .

In order to study extremity of trait ascription (i.e.,
the willingness to infer trait terms) for single trait
terms on scales of one to ten, the scales will have to be
recoded, That is, on such scales both ones and tens, for
example, represent equally extreme ratings, The same for
twos and nines, threes and eights, and fours and sixes,
Therefcre the trait ascription data will be recoded this

way,

The predictions concerning trait ascription conflict
with the results of Monson, Tanke and lund (1980), They
found that subjects made more extreme trait ratings about
themselves than about others, and more extreme ratings
about familiar others than about strangers, A closer look
at the trait terms vwhich were used, however, shows why
they obtained such results: all of the trait terms were on
a favorable--unfavorable dimension (e,g,, exciting--duil),

Furthermore, Goldberg (1978, study 1) found that more
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moderate trait ratings were made about oneself than about

others, a finding not mentioned in the Mcnson et al study,

The other measure to he used in this study is a "causal
attribution" measure, Subjects will be asked to rate, on
10-point scales, hov important they think internal and
situational factors were in causing their own or the other
person's behavior in the experiment, It is predicted that
there should be no rervasive tendency for actor subjects
to make stronger external attributions and for observers
to make stronger internal attributions about the actor's
behavior, A brief cverview of past research will

illustrate why this should be so,

Jones and Nisbett (1972) had derived their actor-
observer proposition from the results of a number of
"indirect" actor-observer attribution studies, These were
mainly attitude attribution studies of the following
general design: observer subjects read essays (or listened
to speeches) that were written by actor subjects, These
essays were either for or against some controversial
social issue (e,g,, abortion, drugs), Some actor subjects
had been forced to write an essay supporting one side of
these issues and observers were made aware of this, It
was found that even when actors were forced to support one

side of an issue, observers said that actors really



favored that positicn whereas actors themselves did not,
R numker of such findings led to the conclusion that
observers are not ccnsiderate enough of the situational

constraints on actors,

Curiously, there were other "indirect" actor-observer
studies which had been published arounéd the same time and
which reported opposite findings (e.,g., Freedman, 1969;

Gross, 1967).,

After Jones and Nisbett (1972) had formulated their
hypothesis there was a burst of studies which were
directly concerned with verifying its various aspects,

The evidence from these studies has also been mixed, most
of it comes from trait ascription studies, and, as noted
above, most cf the studies confounded trait ascription and
causal attribution in the attribution measures that were

used,

A pivotal point in this research was Monson and
Snyder's (1977) refcrmulation of the original hypothesis,
although their work does not appear to have had the impact
it warranted, Atftter reviewing the research that had been
done, they stated that the attributions of actors and
observers are often different Lut not always in the
direction predicted by Jones and Nisbett, Some studies

support the original hypothesis, some find no effects, and
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some report the reverse effect (see their article for a
detailed review), Yonson and Snyder concluded that
sometimes the actors' social behavior is due to
situational constraints and sometimes it is due to
dispositional factors, Actors should be more aware of
vhich of these is the case and wi1ll therefore sometimes
make more situational attributions than observers and will
sometimes make more dispositional attributions, depending
on the situation and on how the actor feels, It is for
this reason, combined with the finding that only a few
people make causal attributions as Jones and Nisbett
predict (Funder, 1980; Herzeberger & Clore, 1979), that no
actor-observer differences are expected on the causal

attribution measure to be used in this study,

Some researchers have persisted in studying the
original Jones and YNisbett propositicn and their general
conclusion that there is "weak but consistent" support for
the hypothesis could be due to their using attribution
measures which confound trait ascription with causal

attrikution,

In summary, there are three sets of hypotheses, The
first set have tc do with actor-observer differences, It
is hypothesized that a) there is no '"pervasive tendency"

for actors to make situational attributions and for
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observers to make dispositional attributions about the
actor's behavicr, and (b) observers should make more
extrere trait ratings about actors than actors make about
themselves, Support for these hypotheses would suggest
that there is an important difference between trait
ascription and causal attribution: people are more
willing to make trait ascriptions about others than about
themselves due to the size and complexity of their
cognitive schemas, Therefore one cannot draw conclusions
about internal and external causal perceptions based on
trait ascripticn data, as has been done in much of the

research on actor-otserver differences,

Second, in accordance with this, it is expected that
observers who are previously acgquainted with the actor
should make more moderate trait ratings about actors than
observers who do not know the actor, This alsc would be
due to the size and complexity of cognitive schemas and
therefore no differences are expected on the

internil--external causal attribution measure,

And third, it is predicted that interpersonal distance,
as a rmanipulation of salience, should show a2 significant
effect on the trait ascription measure but not on the
casual attribution mreasure, Because an actor who is nuch

closer to an olserver is more salient to that observer,
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more extreme trait ratings are expected than when the
actor is further away, This should only be so when the

observer is not acquainted with the actor,

Unlike past research, in the present study participants
will ke either actors or observers, not both, Having a
participant complete an attribution measure describing his
own behavior would probably affect the way he completes
the measure a second time when describing someone else (or
vice versa), For the same reason, a participant will
complete either a trait ascription questionnaire or a

casual attribution questionnaire,
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Method

Subjects

Sulkjects were 152 female and eight male volunteers
recruited from psychology classes at the University of
Victoria, Their ages ranged from 17 to 3% Lbut most were
between 18 and 21 years old, Of a total of 80 pairs of
subjects, 40 of these pairs were acguaintances and 40 were
strancers, There were no unacquainted ofpposite-sex pairs
of subjects, Acquaintances were obtained by asking

volunteer subjects to bring a friend,

Design

The experiment can best be viewed as two 2 x 2 x 2
between subkject designs, In one, Trait Ascription is the
dependent variable and Interpersonal Distance, Information
Level (high and low), and Point of View (actor or
observer) are the independent variakles, 1In the other,
Causal Attribution is the dependent variable and
Interpersonal Distance, Information Level and Point of

View are the independent variables,

Setting

The setting was a 2,6 m by 1,85 m carpeted laboratory

decorated like a living-room, There were two soft chairs,
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a coffee taltle with magazines, two lamps, a bookcase,
paintings on the walls, and a desk, The two soft chairs
were always placed at a 90 degree angle to one another,
For half the pairs c¢f participants these chairs were
placec¢ close together (0,5 m from edge to edge) and for
the other half the chairs were placed far apart (2 m from

edge to edge) with a coffee table in between,

Procedure

Upen arrival, participants were introduced (if they
were strancers) and told that the study was concerned with
what they thought should be done in the following moral

dilemma, which they were given to read:

In Europe, a woman was near death from a very
bad disease, a special kind of cancer, There
was one drug that the doctors thought might save
her, It was a form of radium that a druggist in
the same town had recently discovered, The drug
was expensive to make, but the druggist was
charging ten times what it cost him to make, He
paid $20C for the radium and charged $2000 for a
small dose of the drug, The sick woman's
husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to
borrow the money, but he could only get together

about %£1000 which i1s half of what it cost, He
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told the druggist that his wife was dying and
asked him to <sell it cheaper or let him pay
later, But the druggist said, "No, I discovered
the drug and I'm going to make money from it,"
So Heinz got desperate and broke into the man's

store to steal the drug for his wife,

Should the husband have done that? Why or why

not?

Would you have done the same if the dying
person was a friend rather than a spouse? Why

or why not?

Would you have done the same if the dying

person was a stranger? Why or why not?

Should a judge punish Heinz? Why or why not?

When the subjects finished reading, the experimenter
explained that this was a difficult problem to which there
are no right or wrong ansvers, but "what's interesting is
that different people have different reasons for doing
vhat they would do in these situations, I'm going to
leave the room for a couple of minutes and I would like
you to talk it over and see i1f you agree or not on what

should be done in these situations, and especially what
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your reasons are, V¥hen I return I'1l1l ask you to fill out
a short questionnaire," The experimenter assured the

participants that the conversation was not being recorded,

The experimenter returned ten minutes later and asked
each participant to complete one questionnaire after which

they were debrieted and thanked tor their participation,

The Questionaire., All subjects first answered four
filler questions abcut the moral dilemma, This was

followed by an attribution measure which they completed
describing either their own or their partner's behavior

during the discussicn, Forty pairs of subjects answered

the following trait ascription-type attribution measure:

The following is a list of adjectives on
numbered scales, For each one please circle the
number which you think best describes your [ the
other person's) behavior during the discussion
of the moral dilemma: (1= a poor description,

10= a good description),

The 15 trait terms were: talkative, serious, relaxed,
uninhibited, trusting, passive, firm, quiet, active,
reserved, casual, self-controlled, expressive, sensitive,

and calm,



The other U0 pairs of subjects answered this causal
attribution measure:
Think about ycur (or your partner's) behavior
during the discussion, Using the scales below
please indicate how much influence the following
factors had in causing your behavior cduring the
discussion: (1= not very important, 10= very

important)

Please read all the items before beginning,

your personality 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 10

the topic you discussed 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8

the arrangement of the room 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7

your attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

the other person's behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

your mood 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 & 9 10

the situation in general 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8

31
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Results

Two analyses of variance tests were performed, one
using Trait Ascription as the dependent variable, the
other using Causal Attribution, There were ten subjects
per cell, For the U0 pairs of subjects who knew each
other, the mean length-of-acquaintance was 25 months and

the standard deviation was 34 months,

Trait Ascription

For each subject who completed this measure an
extremity-of-trait-ascription score was computed., This
was ccemputed by first recoding the one-to-ten scales into
five-to-ten scales; e,g,, a one became a ten, a two a
nine, etc, Thus, fcr each trait, a five was the most
moderate possiltle rating and a ten the most extreme, Then
the ratings on all 15 traits were added together and
divided by 15 for an average trait-extremity score, &
test of the reliability of this computed extremity-of-
trait ascription scale showed it to be a reliable measure

(alpha = 0,84),

No significant effects were found, The results in
Table 1 show that olservers did make more extreme trait

ratings about actors than actors made about themselves but
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this difference was not significant (F = 2,97, p = 0,086),
Table 2 shows that this was true both when actors and
observers were strangers (F = 0,49, p = 0,48) and when

they were friends (F = 2,97, p= 0,093).

As for Informaticn Level, it had been predicted that
observers who were unacquainted with the actor would make
more extreme trait attributions than observers who did
previcusly know the actor, due to smaller and less complex
cognitive schemas, But no such effect was found (F =

2,15, p = 0,15).

There were no Interpersonal Distance effects (see Table
3), It had Lkeen predicted that observers who were
unacquainted with the actor and close to him should make
more extreme trait attributions than did observers who
were slso unacquainted with the actor but farther away
from him, But no such effect was found (F = 0,046, p =
0,83), There was nc main effect for distance either (F =

1,49, p = 0,23),

Anelysis of Trait Ascription Scale Subsets. Goldberg
(1981, study 1) and Funder (1980b) found that trait terms
differ in the degree to which they show actor-observer
differences, Terms which denote overt behaviors (e.g.,

talkative) showed strong actor-observer differences in the



Table 1, Extrermity of Trait
actors
Point of View M 7.68
Sb 0,72

low
Information level ® 7,72
sp 0,69
close
Distance ¥ 7,93
sp 0,74

Note, 40 subjects rer cell;
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Ascription: main effects

observers F
K 7.97 2,917
Sp 0,77
high F
 7.93 1+59
St 0.81
far F
M 7.73 1,49
sp 0,77

higher numbers indicate more

extreme trait ratings, An "a" indicates p< 0,05,
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Table 2, Extremity of Trait Ascription: simple main

effects,
actors observers F
strangers ¥ 7.65 ¥ 7.80 0,49
sb 0,7 sp 0,68
friends M 7,72 K 8,15 2.97
sp 0,76 sb 0.82
F - 215

Note, 20 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate more

extreme trait ratings,
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Table 3, Extremity of Trait Ascription: simple main

effects
close tfar ¥
low familiarity K 7.77 K 7.83 0,05
observers
spD (.68 sp 0,71

Note, 10 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate more

extreme trait ratings,
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direction predicted by Jones and Nisbett, whereas teras
describing internal characteristics (e,g., trusting)

showed a reverse actor-observer difference,

Rnalysis of variance tests were performed on those
traits in the present study that fall into these
categories, The trait terms in these categories were
recoded to form extremity-of-trait-ascription scores
instead of leaving them on scales of one to ten, A closer
examination of the measure which Goldberg (1981, study 1)
used will show why this should be so, In that study, for
each trait term subjects had to choose one of the
following options when describing themselves and others: 0
eess MOt an accurate description; A ,.. average or middle;
B +es it depends on the situation; C ,,., I'm uncertain; D
ese the term is unclear or ambiguous; 1 ,,, accurate as a
description, Goldberg's conclusion that trait terms which
denote overt behavicrs show the expected actor-observer
differences wvhereas terms about internal characteristics
show reverse actor -cbserver differences 1is based solely on
actor-observer dif ferences in how often they chose the
situation option (B), Were there actor-observer
differences in how often the trait options were chosen?

Or in hov often the other options were chosen? Goldberg
does not say, So although, for example, actors may have

used the situation response less often than observers for
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items denoting an internal characteristics, one cannot
conclude that actors considered those characteristics more

(or less) internally caused than observers did,

The peculiar nature of this situation makes it one 1in
which a precise test of the Trait Ascription hypothesis,
derived from linville and Jones, is possible, 1If actors
and okservers ditfer on terms about overt behaviors and
internal characteristics, and if these differences are due
to the size and comrlexity of cognitive schemas, then
actor-observer dif ferences should appear on the trait
terms when those terms are recoded for extremity-of-trait-
ascription, There cshould be no actor-observer differences

when the terms are not recoded,

On a combination of the terms denoting internal
characteristics (trusting, sensitive, and self-
controlled), recoded to form an extremity of trait
ascription scale, actor-observer differences were
found--see Table 4, Observers rated actors more extremely
on these terms than did actors themselves (F = 7,28, p =
0.,009), in accordance with the predictions derived from
Linville and Jones (1980), When these trait terms were
not recoded for extremity (and remained on a scale of one

to ten) no actor-observer differences were found (F =

3,43, p = 0,07).,
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Table 4, Trait Ascription for difterent trait categories

actors okservers

terms denoting internal characteristics

recoded for extremity 87.80 M 8,37
5p 0,92 sp 1,03

not recoded ¥ 7,43 ¥ 8,02
sp 1,19 S0 1,60

terms denoting overt behaviors

recoded for extremity ¥ 7,58 M 7.84
SD 0.81 sp 0,84
not recoded ¥ 6,22 ¥ 6,47
sSb 0,79 sp 1,08

Note, U0 subjects per cell: "a" indicates p< 0,01,

7.28 a

W

K
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For a combtination of the trait terms denoting overt
behaviors (talkative, relaxed, passive, firm, guiet,
active, calm), no actor-observer differences were found,
This was true both when the ratings were recoded to fornm
extremity scores (F = 1,84, p =0,18), and when they were

not (F = 1,34, p = 0,25),

Causal Attribution

For each subject who completed this measure an overall
index of the extent-of-internal-attribution was computed,
This was done by reversing the ratings on the four
external attribution items (e,g., a ten became a one, a
two became a nine) , adding the resultant scores to the sunm
of these internal attribution scores, and dividing by
seven, The resulting score for each subject is on a scale
of one to ten where higher numbers represent greater

internal attritutions,

The internal consistency of this extent-of-internal-
attribution scale was 0,23, implying that the scale was
not reliable, Thus, it is not surprising that no
significant main effects or interactions were found for

this measure (see Table 5),

The poor reliability of this scale is not entirely
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unexpected, Herzeberger and Clore (1979) had subjects
complete the Storms (1973) causal attribution measure for
both their own and someone else's behavior in hypothetical
situations, This was done a second time one week later
and the test-retest reliability of the measure proved to
be very low, (The Storms measure, which is popular in
actor-observer research, is the one where subjects are
asked to rate the friendliness, talkativeness, etc, of a
person on nine-point scales, and the extent to which each

of these is the result of internal and external causes,)

In an attempt to salvage the extent-of-internal-
attribution scale, two of the items ("the topic that was
discussed”" and "your/the actor's mcod") were deleted; this
improved the reliability somewhat (alpha= 0,54), On this
revised extent-of-internal-attribution scale a significant
difference between actors and observers was found (see
Table 6), Actors attributed the causes of their behavior
to internal causes to a greater degree than did observers
(F = 5,93, p=0,017)., Such a difference was not
expected, It had been predicted that there should be no
"pervasive tendency" for actors to make stronger external
attritutions than oltservers, as Jones and Nisbett would
(1972), And although this did not happen, it is

surprising that the reverse proved true,



Table &, Causal Attribution 7-item scale:

actors

Point of View M 6,36
sp 0,98

low

Information level M e,21
§Sp 1,11

close

Distance M 6,12
sp 0,99

Note, 40 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate

strorger internal causal attributions,

observers

vl

SD

I 4

Sb

se

42

main effects

1,95

0,002



Table 6, Causal Attribution
actors
Point of View M 7,27
sp 1,18

low
Information level m 6,66
SD 1.54
close
Distance K €&,87
SD 1,37

Note, 40 subjects rer cell;

stronger internal causal attributions:

p= 0.017,
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S5-item scale: main effects

ohservers F
® 6,52 5.93 a
SD 1.58
high F
7.4 2.43
5D Y29
far F
m 6,93 0,04
SD 1.52

higher numbers indicate

“"a" indicates
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The results in Table 7 show that this Point of View
difference is confined to pairs of subjects who were
unacquainted with one another (fF = 5,70, p = 0,022), Ko
Point of View difference was found on this measure when

the actor and observer were friends (F = 0,96, p = 0,34),

As for Information Level, observers who did not
previously know the actor did not make stronger
attritutions than observers who were previously acquainted
(F= 2,91, p =0,09¢). And there was no effect for
Interpersonal Tistance when observers did not previously

know the actors (F = 1,01, p = 0,33; see Table 8),

Twe of the Causal Attribution items, "your/the actor's
personality"®™ and "the situation in general", are the itenms
on which actor-observer differences should be strongest,
according to Jones and Nisbett, When these two items vwere
combined tc form an extent-of-internal-attribution scale
(computed by reversing the one-to-ten scores on the
"situation item", adding them to the "personality" itenm
scores, and dividing by two) no Point of View differences
are found (see Table 9; F = 1,34, p = 0,25), There were
no Interpersonal Distance (F = 1,68, p = 0,19) or
Information level (F = 1,68, p = 0,46) effects either,
These results may be due to this two-item scales'

unreliability (alpha = -0,146),



Table 7,

us5

Causal Attribution 5-item scale: simple

main effects

actors observers
strangers N 7.2 M 6.11
sp 1,23 sb 1,6%
low high
friends no7,34 6,94
sp 1,16 SO 1,42
F - 2:97
Note, 20 suljects fer cell; higher numbers indicate
stronger internal causal attributions: "a" indicates

p= 0,02,

.70

(8]



b6

Takle 8, Causal Attribution 5-item scale: simple main

effects
close far F
low familiarity M 6,48 K 5,74 1.01
observers
sp 1,74 SPE  1.56

Note, 10 subjects per cell; higher numbers indicate

stronger internal causal attributions,
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Table 9, Causal Attribution using "personality" and "the

situation in general" as scale items:

actors
Point of View M 6,88
SD 1.56

low
Information level M 6,44
SD 1.56
close
Distance ¥ 6,54
SD  1.45

main effects,

observers F
M € U6 1,34
SD 1.62
high F
M 6,90 1.68
sp 1,61
far F
¥ 6,80 0.54
sp 1,74

Note, U0 subjects fper cell; higher numbers indicate

stronger internal causal attributions,
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A rumber of researchers have tounc that internal and

external attritutions do not work in an opposing or
hydraulic manner (MacArthur & Post, 1977; Miller, Smith &
Ulemar, 1981; Storms, 1973; Taylor & Koivumeki, 1976,
studies 1 and 2), Actors and observers (or different
groups of observers) did not difter in the extent to which
they considered internal causes as important but they did
differ in the extent to which they considered situational

factors as important,

In the present study, a combinaticn of the three
interral attribution items ("personality", "attitudes",
and "mood") Adid not prove reliable (alpha= 0,44), but a
combination of two of these items (personality and
attitudes) did (alpha= 0,76), In accordance with past
findings, there were no differences Lbetween actors and
observers on this strictly internal measure (see Table 10:
F=0,12, p=20,73), Nor vwere there Information level (F

= 1,73, p =0,19) or Interpersonal Distance (F = 0,124, p

=0,73) effects,

A combinaticn of the four external items did not prove
reliakle (alpha= 0,39), The most reliable scale was a
combination of three of the external items, "the
arrangement of the room", "the other person's behavior"

and "the situation in general"™ (alpha= 0,54), On this



Table 10, Internal-item Causal

effects

actors
Point of View K 8,59
sp 1,62

low
Information level M 8,1
sp 1.9
close
Distance M 8,30
sb 1,7

Note, U0 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate

Attribution scale:

observers
¥ 8,15
SD 1. 86
high
M 8,63
SD 1.,46
far
¥ B, U4
SD 1.76

stronger internal causal attributions,

49

main

1523
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Table 11, External-item Causal Attribution scale: main

effects
actors observers F
Point of View ¥ 4,60 ®5.56 5.05 a
SD 1.73 s 2,03
low high F
Information level M 5.31 ¥ 4,85% 1.1¢€
sp 2,02 sSpD  1.84
close far F
Distance ¥ 5,08 M 5,07 0.00
Sp 1.9 sp 1,93

Note, 40 subjects per cell; higher numbers indicate
stronger external causal attributions: "a"™ indicates

p< 0,05,



measure there was a significant Point of View difference
(see Table 11), providing more evidence for the conclusion
that internal and external attributions do not work in an
opposing manner, Of greater interest is the finding that
observers made stronger situational ratings than actors (F
= 5,05, p = 0,028), contrary to the predictions of Jones
and Nisbett, There were no Interpersonal Distance (F =
0,00, p = 0,98) or Information Level (F = 1,16, p = 0,28)

effects on this measure either,

Age and Year at University

Subjects were asked to give their age, year and
specialization at university when filling out the
questionnaire, The age mean was 19,4 with a standard
deviation of 2,9, Mean year at university was 1,5 with a
standard deviation of 0,74, Pearson correlations of two
of these variables (age and year at university) with the
dependent measures produced some striking findings--see
Table 12, V¥Neither age nor year at university was
correlated with extremity-of-trait-ascription (for age,
= -0,09, p = 0,20; and for year at university, r = -0,002,
p = 0,49), However, both showed highly significant
negative correlations with the five-item extent-of-

internral-attribtution scale (for age, r = -0,u488, p <
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Table 12, Pearson correlations between Age, Year at

University and the dependent variables

Extremity of

Trait Ascription

Causal 2ttriktution

F-item scale

Causal Rttribtution

internal item scale

Causal Attritution

external-item scale

Causal Attritution:

"personality" and

"situation in general"

Note, BO subjects per cell:

age

=g, 09

-0.49

-0,36

0.39

-0,41

year at university

-G, 002

-0, U8 a

-0,37 a

-0.35 a

"a" jindicates p< 0,001,



53

0.001; and for year at university, r = -C,476, p < 0,001),

Because actor-observer differences had been found on
the external-item Causal Attribution scale but not on the
internal-item causal attribution scale, and because this
finding is puzzling and cannot, at present, be explained,
it is of interest tc look at the correlations of age and
year at university vwith the internal and external itenms
separately in order to see if such a puzzling finding 1is
also present for these correlations, When the overall
causal attribution scale was partiticned into two scales
(one internal-only scale made of "your/the actor's
personality"™ and "the situation in general", and one
exterral-only scale made of "the situaticn in general",
"the arrangement of the room" and "your/the other person's
behavior"), Pearson ccrrelation tests also procuced
significant results, Age and year of university were
negatively correlated with the internal item scale (for
age, r = -0,389, p < 0,001, and for year at university, r
= 0,36, p = 0,001, And age and year of university were
positively correlated with the external item scale (for
age, r = 0,389, p < 0,001; and for year at university, r =
0,36, p = 0,001), The non-reciprocal nature of the
interral and external causal attribution items seems to be

confined to differences between actors and observers,
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Pearson correlation coefficients were also computed for
a scale composed of the two items on which actor-observer
differences are usually expected: "your/the actor's
persorality"™ and "the situation in general", The same
effects were found (for age, r = -0,41, p < 0,001; for

year at university, r = -0,35, p < 0,001),

In other words, as age and year at university increase
there is a highly significant tendency for people to make
stronger external attributions and less strong internal
attritutions, (The correlation between age and year of
university for subjects who completec this qguestionaire

was high anrd significant (r = 0,79, p < 0,001)) .,

Could this tendency be confined to just actors? or just
observers? The tigures in Table 13 show these
correlations when subjects were divided into actors and
observers, There was a Point of View difference in only
one case: on the external item scale there was a positive
correlation between the year at university of observers
and the extent ot internal attribution (r = 0,46, p =
0,002) but no correlation between the year at university
of actors and extent of external attribution (r = 0,21, [
= 0,097), This one correlation did not reach significance
but it was in the same direction as the cbserver

correlation, and because no Point of View difference was
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Table 13, Pearson ccrrelations: Age, Year at University

for actors and observers

age

actors

Causal Attribution

S-item scale -0.,47 a

Causal Attriltution

internal item scale -0,42 b

Causal Attribution

external-item scale 0,27 c¢

Causal Attrilution:
"personality" and -0,40 a

"sitvation in general™

Note, 40 subjects per cell:

indicates p< 0,01: "c"

year at

observers actors

-0.51 a -0.35
-0.30 ¢ =0,31
0,47 a C.21
-0.41 b -0,27

"a"  p< 0,001: "b

indicates p< 0,05,

university

observers

c -0,42
.46
o -0,41

indicates
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found on all the other measures, it is safe to conclude
that there are no actor-observer differences in the
correlations of age and year at university with the

dependent variatles,

Categories of Causal Attribution

Research cn the actor-observer hypothesis has always
assumed that internal and external attributions are
opposite poles of one dimension, Subjects are called
"internals" when they make more internal attributions and
"externals" when they make more external attributions,

But it is quite possible that this is not the way that
everyone thinks about the causes of behavior, 1In addition
to "internals" and "externals", there may also be people
wvho see both internal and external causes as important and

there may be others who see neither as very important,

This possibility was examined by forming four
categories (internal-only, internal-and-external,
external-only, anl neither-internal -or-external) and
looking at the distribution of subjects across these
groups, To do this, the centers of the "personality® and
“"situation in general"™ item scales (which was 5,5) were
used as the cut-cff points, A subject was considered an

"internal-only" if he made a "personality" rating greater
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than 5,5 and a "situation" rating less than 5,5, &
subject was an internal-and-external if he made a
personality rating greater than 5,5 and a situation rating
greater than 5,5, "Externals-only" were people who made a
personality rating less than 5,5 and a situation rating
greater than 5,5, And those people who made a personality
rating of less than 5,5 and a situation rating of less

than £,5 were "neither internal or externals",

Because "personality"™ and "situation in general”™ did
not form a reliable scale, as mentioned above, the four
categories of causal attribution were also constructed for
the most reliable combination of internal itenms
("personality" and "attitudes") and for the most reliable
combination of the external items ("the situation in
generel", "the arrangement of the room"™ and "your/the

other persen's behavior"),

The resvlts in Tables 14 and 15 show the frequencies
for each of these categorizations, In both cases, the
majority of subjects were either internals-only or
internal-and-externals, The number of subjects falling
into the external-only and neither-internal-or-external
categories was negligible, The distribution of subjects
across the internal-only and internal-and-external

categories was about even: 32 and 42 for the
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Table 14, Distribution of subjects among the four
categories of Causal Attribution: "perscnality"

and "situationn general" scale

actors observers total
internal-only 18 14 32
internal and external 20 22 42
external-only 0 2 2

neither internal or

external 2 2 3
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Table 15, Distribution of subjects among the four categories

of Causal Attribution: internal and external itenms

actors observers total
internal-only 26 16 42
internal and external 13 20 33
external-only 0 2 2

neither internal or

external 1 2 3
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personality-situation analysis and 42 and 33 for the
internal and external factors analysis, (A similar
distribution is obtained when observers are divided into
high and low information observer groups,) The finding
that many raters are internal-and-external supports the
hypothesis that the causal attribution process is more

complex than usually considered,

Chi square tests were performed on the distribution of
actors and observers within the internals-only and
internal-and-external categories, This was done in order
to determine if there was a tendency for actors or
observers to fall into one of the categories of causal
attribution and not the other, These tests were performed
for both the personality/situation analysis and for the
interral/external item analysis, In both cases no

significant effects were found,

The Actor-Observer method versus the Self-Other method

One possible reason for the lack of significant
findirgs regarding the overall trait ascription hypotheses
could be that subjects were either actors or observers, in
contrast to most studies in which subjects are both actors
and obkservers (e.,g,, Funder, 1980a; Goldberg, 1981,1978;

Herzeterger & Cleore, 1979; Nisbett, Caputo, Legant, &
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Maracek, 1973; ¥onson, Tanke, & Lund, 1980; Solano, 1979),
In his review of the literature, Watson (1982) referred to
the former as real "actor-observer" studies and termed the
latter "self-other" studies, As mentioned above, subjects
were either actors cr observers in this study because
having people complete a questionnaire once should affect
the way they complete it a second time, A proper test of
actor-observer dif ferences should not have such an order
effect involved, 1In order to determine if this difference
between the present and past studies is important, twenty
more pairs of subjects were run, Ten pairs of subjects
completed the Trait Ascription questionnaire for both
themselves and their partner, and another ten pairs of
subjects completed the Causal Attribution questionnaire
for both themselves and their partner, (The order of
completion of the questicnnaires was counterbalanced in
both cases,) TFive rairs of subjects within each of these
blocks were acquaintances and five were strangers, There
was nc manipulation of distance in this analysis because
it did not prove to be important the first time and
because of time concstraints, Apart from these minor
variations, the procedures were the came as those in the

first study.

Two analysis of variance tests were performed, one

using Trait Ascription as the dependent variable, the
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other using Causal Attribution, For the ten pairs of
subjects who knew each other, the mean length of
acquaintance was 24 months and the standard deviation was

36 months,

Trait Ascription, For each subject who completed this
measure, two extremity-of-trait-ascription scores were
computed -one for the "actor" questionnaire and one for
the "observer" questicnnaire, As in the original study, a

test of the internal consistency of this scale showed it

to be reliable (alpha = 0,91),

No significant effects were found (see Table 16),
Observers did not make more (or less) extreme ratings
about actors than actors made about themselves (F = 0,62,
p = 0,u4), This was true regardless of Information Level
(F =0,15, p =0,71, for strangers: F =0,67, p =0,42, for
friends--see Table 17), And observers who were acquainted
with the actor did not make more extreme trait ratings
than did observers who did not previously know the actor

(I =0068! E = 0.”2),

As in the first study, analysis of variance tests were
performed on those trait terms denoting internal
characteristics and those terms denoting overt behavior

(see Table 18), No Point of View effects were found in
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Table 16, Extremity of Trait Ascription: main effects

actors observers F
Point of View K 7.9 ¥ 8,02 0,62
spb 0,90 sp 0,92
low high F
Informaticn level M 7,7 ® 8,05 0.99
sp 1,03 s 0,76

Note, 20 subjects fer cell; higher numbers indicate more

extreme trait ratinge,
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Table 17, Extremity of Trait Ascription: simple main

effects
actors
strangers n 7,67
sSb 1,06
friends B 7,91
sD 0.7
F -———

Note, 10 subjects rer cell;

extreme trait ratings,

higher

okservers b3
¥ 7.85 0,15
spD 1.06
¥ 8,19 0,67
sp 0,77

0,68

numbers indicate more
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Table 18, Trait Ascription for different trait categories

actors

observers

terms denoting internal characteristics

recoded for extremity M 8,00
SD 1,32
not recoded M 7,60
SspD 1,5

terms denoting cvert behaviors

recoded for extremity M 7,74

sp 0,89
not recoded M 6.41
spD 1,26

Note, 20 subjects rer cell,

~
s

SC

SD

SD

SO
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either case (F = 0,75, p = 0,39 for the internal
characteristic trait terms; F = 0,01, p= = 0,92 for overt
behaviors), This was also true when the traits were not
recoded for extremity (F = 0,46, p = 0,50 for internal

characteristics; F = 0,44, p = 0,51 for overt behaviors).

Causal Attribution, For each subject who completed
this measure, two extent-of-internal-attribution scores
were computed from all seven attribution items (one for
actors and one for observers), No Point of View
difference (F = 0,72, p = 0,40) or Information level
effects (F = 0,09, p = 0,77) vere found--see Table 19,
The reliability of this scale, however, was very low
(alpha = -0,36) and no scale formed from a subset of the
items improved the reliability to a reasonable level,

(The best was a four item scale where alpha was 0,14,)

As before, the seven items were divided into internal
and external groups, A combination of the three internal
items did not prove very reliable (alpha = 0,54), The
best was a coamtination of "yocur/the actor's personality"
and "your/the actor's mood" (alpha = 0,63; see Table 20),
As in the original study, no Point of View difference (F =
0,001, p=0,97) or Information Level effects (F = 1,11, p

= 0,30) were found con this internal attribution nmeasure,
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Teble 19, Causal Attribution 7-item scale: main effects

actors observers F
Point of View M 6,61 K 6,39 0y T2
sb 0,79 sr 0,81
low high F
Information level M 6,46 K 6,54 0,09
sp 0,79 sy 0,82

Note, 20 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate

stronger internal causal attributions,
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Table 20, Internal-item Causal Attribution scale: main

effects
actors oktservers 3
Point of View ¥ 6,20 6,17 0.001
sp 2.12 st 2,23
low high F
Informaticn Level M 6,55 ¥ 5,82 1. 11
sp 2,27 S 2,01

Note, 20 subjects rper cell; higher numbers indicate

stronger internal causal attributions,
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A combination of the four external items did not prove
reliable either (alrha = 0,44), but &@ combination of two
items ("the situaticn in general" and "the other
person's/your behavior"™) did (alpha = 0,73; see Table 21),
Unlike the first study, on this scale no actor-observer
dif ferences (F = €,39, p = 0,54) or Information level

effects (F = 1,08, r = 0,31) were found,

An extent-of-internal-attribution scale was computed
using the two items on which actor-observer differences
should be strongest--"your/the actor's personality" and
"the situation in general"--see Table 22, As in the first
study, no Point of View difference (F = 0,012, p = 0,91)
or Information level effects (F = 0,58, p = 0,45) were
found, But also as in the first study, this scale proved

to be unreliable (alpha = -0,06),

Age and Year at University., Pearson correlation
coefficients were calculated for the relationships between
age, year at university and the dependent variables in
order to see if the correlations that were present in the

originral study were also present in this analysis--see

Table 23,

As in the original study, these variables did not

correlate with trait ascription (for age, r = -0,19, p =
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Table 21, External-item Causal Attribution scale: main

effects
actors okservers F
Point of View ¥ 5,00 ¥ 5,45 0.39
sp 2,30 S0 2.21
low high F
Information level M 5,60 M 4,85 1.08
sD 2,66 sp 1,70

Note, 20 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate

stronger external causal attributions,
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Table 22, Causal Attribution using “perscnality"™ and "the

situation in general" as scale items:

actors
Point of View ¥ 6,92
SD 1,46

low
Information level K 6,20
50 1.%

Note, 20 subjects rer cell; higher numbers indicate

stronger internal causal attributions,

observers

n

Sb

Sb

main effects,
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Table 23, Pearson correlations between Age, Year at

University and the dependent variables

age year at university

Extremity of

Trait Ascription -0,19 -0,24

Causal Attribkution

internal-item scale -0,19 -0, 14

Causal Attrikbution

external item scale -0 .02 -¢,008

Causal ARttribution

"personality" and 0,19 0.18

"situation in general"

Note, 40 subjects rer cell,
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0.11; and for year at university, r = -0,24, p 0,08),
Surprisingly, there were no significant correlations for
the Causal Attribution scales either, This was true for
the best internal-item scale (for age, r = -0,19, p =
0.,13: and for year at university, r = 0,14, p = 0,19);
for the best external item scale (for age, r = =0,02, p =
0.,45: and for year at university, r = 0,008, r = 0,u48);
and for the "personality" and "situation in general" scale
(for age, r = -0,19, p = 0,12: and for year at
university, r = 0,18, p = 0,13), These findings suggest a
reason why the strong correlations which were found in the
first study had never been mentioned in past research: the
correlations are not present when subjects are both actors
and okservers, as subjects are in most actor-observer

studies,

usal attribution, The four categories

Categories of

2]
1Y

of causal attributien (internal-only, internal-and-
external, external-cnly, and neither internal or external)
were again created in order to determine if the
distribution of subjects across these categories would be
the same as it was in the original study, Also as before,
this was done for bcecth the "personality'" and "situation in
general" scale and for the most reliable internal and

external item scales (see Tables 24 and 25),
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Table 24, Distribution of subjects among the tour
categories of Causal Attribution: "personality" and

"situation in general" scale

actors observers total
internal-only 9 6 15
internal and external 8 9 17
external-only 3 4 7

neither internal or

external 0 1 1
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Table 25, Distribution of subjects among the four

categories c¢f Causal Attribution:

external items

internal-only

internal and external

external-only

neither internal or

external

actors

y

internal items and

cbservers total
7 11
6 1L
1 u
6 11
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As before, for becth of these catecgorizations the

majority of suktjects were either internal-only or
internal-and-externals), and the distribution of subjects
across these two groups was about even (15 and 17 for
personality/situation; 11 and W for internal/external).,
HYowever, unlike the original study, the distribution ot
subjects in the external-only and neither-internal-or-
external categories was not negligible (4 and 11 for the
internal/external scale; 7 and 1 for the
personality/situaticn scale), Despite this difference,
these results also support the hypothesis that the causal
attrikbution process is more complex than usually
considered, Classifying people as internals or externals
is apparently not an accurate reflection of what actually

happens,

As in the original study, there were no significant
differences between the distribution of actors and

observers within the four categories,
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Discussion

Rlthough the main hypotheses did rot recieve the kind
of support that it was predicted they would, some results
did provide evidence for the central theme of this study.
ARs for the secondary findings, (i.e., the correlations of
agé and year at university, the catecories of causal
attribution), these represent substantial issues worthy of

discussion and consideration in future research,

The Main Hypotheses

Based on the mixed results of past research on actor-
observer differences, on suggestions by some researchers
(e.9g., Herzeberger & Clore, 1979) as to why this evidence
has been mixed, and on other ideas derived from research
on in-groups and out-groups (linville & Jones, 1980), 1t
had been predicted that actors and observers would differ
in their willingness to infer traits but not in terms of
internal and external causal attributions, Presumably
this would be due to differences in the size and
complexity of cognitive schemas and not to differences 1in
internal and external causal perceptions, PBut there were
no actor-observer differences on the overall trait-term
measure, and the overall causal attribution measure proved

unreliable,
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The level-of-information (or familiarity) hypothesis
recieved no suppert either, There were no differences
between strangers and friends in terms of trait ascription

or (causal attribution),

Two possibilities remain as to why no significant
effects were found, (R third possibility, the fact that
subjects were either actors or observers, was eliminated
in the added study,) The most important is that this
study was a test of actor-observer differences involving
subjects in an actual real-life situation, In contrast,
the bulk of actor-observer studies have asked subjects to
give general descrirtions of themselves and others fronm
memory (e.¢,, Funder, 1980; Goldberg, 1978,1981;
Herzeberger & Clore, 1979; Monson, Tanke, & Lund, 198¢;
Nisbett, Caputo, lLegant, & Maracek, 1973: Solano, 1979;

Taylor & Kcivumaki, 1976; Turner, 1978),

Certainly this raises the possibility that the
attributions of actcrs and observers do not always diftfer
for real-life social events, in contrast to the original
hypothesis (Jones & Nisbett, 1972), The small number of
studies that have had both actors and observers in an
experimental situation have usually had some confounding
factor present, For example, Duval and Wicklund (1973)

asked actor sultjects to make attributions for liked versus
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disliked others, Hansen and Stonner (1978) reguested that
subjects make attritutions of freedom and responsibility,
And two attempts to replicate the famed videotape-reversal
study by Storms (1973) have failed (Uleman, Miller,

Henken, Tsemberis & Riley, in press),

The second possitle explanation for the lack of
significant findings has to do with the nature of the
situation in which the present subjects were involved, It
has been noted (Mischel, 1973: Monson & Snyder, 1977) that
situations vary in the extent to which they allow
personality and individual differences to be expressed,
"Strong" situations are ones in which there are pressures
and constraints such that a limited number of behaviors
are acceptable and everyone behaves the same way., In
"weaker™ situations there are fewer constraints and a
person's behavior is chosen by himself and is more

revealing of his personality,

In the present study it is possible that having two
people come to a "psychology experiment" and asking them
to talk about a moral dilemma is a somewhat overpowering
situation, one in which most people would behave in the
same way, This could account for the lack of significant
effects on the trait ascription questionnaire, This seems

especially possitle when one considers that in most actor-



observer studies sulbjects give descriptions from memory,

A related poscsibility for the lack of significant
findings could be the fact that both actcrs and observers
were rparticipants in the same situation--both were equaily
aware of the situational constraints, This is in contrast
to studies such as Storms (1973) or Regan, Strauss and
Fazio (1974), where observers viewed the actor through a
mirror or on videotape, 1In such situations observers
really are focusing on the actors whereas in the present
study observers had to deal with the same situational

demands as did actors,

Despite the fact that the overall predictions were not
supported, some impertant findings did emerge, First, on
those trait terms denoting internal characteristics
observers did make more extreme trait ascriptions than
actors (in the original study), as predicted, Second, on
the most reliakle causal attribution measure (a five-item
scale), actors made stronger internal causal attributions
than did observers, Third, on the most reliable external-
item scale observers made stronger external/situational

attritutions than did actors.

The significant causal attribution findings were not
predicted but they do lend support to the hypotheses

developed in this study., Jones and Nisbett (1972) and
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other researchers wculd have expected observers to make
more extreme trait ascriptions than actors (as subjects
did on the internal traits), and they would have said that
this was a reflecticn of more internal causal attributions
having been made by observers, But actors made more
interral causal attributions and observers made more
external causal attributions, This supports the present
hypothesis that generalizations about internal and
external causal perceptions cannot be based on trait
ascription data, as most studies are, The assigning ot
traits seems to be influenced by the size and complexity

of cognitive schemas,

The fact that actors and observers differed in one
direction on one measure and 1in the opposite direction on
the other suggests that there are two ways in which the
attritutions of acters and observers are different instead

of one, More research on this i1ssue is necessary,

At this pcint, let us again consider the possibility
that the experimental situation was too "strong" to allow
individual differences to appear, If so, then all
subjects would have behaved in about the same manner and
one would not expect to find actor-observer differences on
those trait terms which denote overt behaviors, One

would, however, expect differences on those less
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observable trait terms denoting internal characteristics,
and this is what was found, This lends further support to
the idea that the lack of significant overall effects for
trait ascription was due to the nature of the experimental

situation and not tc false hypotheses,

Ancther explanation for why actor-observer differences
were found on those trait terms describing internail
characteristics but not on those terms ccncerning overt
behaviors, Twc interactants are not likely to disagree on
how "active"™ or "talkative" one of them was during the
interaction because it is equally obvious to both who was
the most active or talkative, On the other hand, the
extent of "self-control" or "trusting" of one of the
interactants is much less obvious and there is more roon

for disagreement,

The most satisfactory reason for the pattern of trait
ascrirtion results, however, is that having two people sit
down and talk abtout a moral dilemma involves very little
overt behavior, There is no basis on which to make trait
ratings abcut cvert behaviors and no differences should be

expected,

Another finding which deserves mention is that the
causal attribution items which were used in this study did

not tcgether form a reliable scale, One explanation could
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be that it is inappropriate to force people to think atbout
the causes of social behavior on an internal-external
dimension, O©On the cther hand, perhaps subjects were
simply confused when presented with a list of seven
possitle causes, In order to determine which of these
possitilities is the case, it is suggested that in future
research the various possible causes (e,g,, personality,
the situation in general, attitudes, the arrangement of
the room) should remain lumped together in two groups--in
one internal cluster and in one external cluster--and the
reliability coefficient of a scale composed of these two
clusters be reported, Although some past researchers have
used & measure similar to this (e.,g,, Storms, 1973), the

reliability of this scale has never been reported,

The Hydraulic Assumption, A recurrent and puzzling
findirg in past research on causal attributions has been
that internal and external attributions do not seem to
function in an opposing or hydraulic manner, Storms
(1973), MacArthur and Post (1977), Killer, Smith & Uleman
(1981), and Solano (1979) reported that an increase in
situational attributions is not reciprocated by a decrease
in dispositional attributions (or vice versa), In this
study, it had been suggested that maybe this was due to
the confounding of trait ascription with causal

attribution in the reasures that were used, But the sane
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results were found here as before, There were no
differences between actors and observers on the internal
causal attribution scale but there were differences on the
external causal attribution scale, This is further
evidence for the firding that internal and external
attritutions are not psychological reciprocals of one

another,

Interperscnal Distance as a Manipulation of Salience,
Past research has shown that a variety of manipulations of
perceptual salience have significant effects on causal
attribtutions, Aspects of the environmnent, including
people, which "grab" one's attention are seen as more
causally important than are non-salient aspects, In this
study, it had teen predicted that Interpersonal Distance
should also show such an effect, Someone who is close to
you should be more calient than someone who is farther
away, Unfortunately, no such differences were found on
the measures that were used, This does not mean that
Interpersonal Distance should immediately be dismissed as
an unimportant manipulation of salience, To the
experimenter in this study, there were very noticeable
differences between pairs of subjects who were close
together and pairs who were farther apart, Subjects who
were strangers and close together seemed quite

uncomfortakle (e,g,, crossed legs, folded arms, leaning
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away from the other person, a hand covering part of the

face),

Most salience studies have had observers watch two
actors, one of whom is made salient, Perhaps if
Interpersonal Pistance had been used as a manipulation of
salience in a design where observer subjects rated two
actors, one close and one farther away, significant

effects would have teen found,

Ancther explanation for the lack of significant
findings for Interpersonal Distance comes from Argyle and
Dean (1965), They found that there is reduced eye contact
when people are placed at unusually close distances, and
so in the present study the close proximity may have
reduced the salience of the actors instead of increasing
it, However the visible emotional reactions of those
subjects who vere close together would tend to discount
this possibility, On the other hand, it could be argued
that being unusually close to a stranger increased the
personal discomfort of subjects and caused their attention
to shift away from the person they were with, But if this
was the case, one wculd expect to tind a distance effect

within actors and nc such effect was found,
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The Actor-Observer method versus the Self-Other method

Different results were obtained when subjects were hoth
actors and olservers as compared to when subjects were
actors or observers, This was true for the trait terms
denoting internal characteristics, for the extent-of-
internal-attritution scale, for the external attribution
scale, for the correlations of age and year at university,
and for the categories of causal attribution, Clearly,
there are important learning effects when subijects
complete the same guestionnaire twice, Due to the designs

of past studies, such an effect has never been reported,

On learring of this, one may be tempted to conclude
that havinc subjects complete both actor and observer
questionnaires should be the way to study actor-observer
differences, since in real life people are both actors and
observers, Rut this would not be a precise test of the
Jones and Misbett (1972) hypothesis, That hypothesis 1is
concerned with the differences between the attributions
wvhich actors make atout their behavior in a given
situation and the attributions which observers make about
actors in the same situation, Therefore the proper method
of studying this is for subjects to be either actors or

observers,
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Because it was fcund that the two methods did not
produce the same results, the ditference between self-
other studies, to use Watson's (1982) terms, and real
actor-observer studies now seems more important than ever,
The results frcm these two paradigms should be treated as

separate but related phenomena,

Secondary Findings

The highly significant tendency for subjects to make
stroncer external attributions and weaker internal
attritutions as age and year at university increase was
truly unexpected, based on past research, PRuble, Feldman,
Higgins and Karlovac (1979) had found increasing
dispositional attritutions with age, but this finding 1is
not directly relevant because they had used subjects from
three age groups ranging from nursery schoolers to college
students, And, as mentioned above, most past studies
would not have found such correlations because the effect
is only present when subjects are either actors or

observers,

It is remarkable that such a highly significant
tendency was found for so small an age range, Because
there was a high positive correlation between age and year

at university, the correlations with the causal
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attritution measures must be the result of one common
underlying factor, There seems to be an important change
which takes place within university students that causes
them to make stronger external attributions and weaker
interral attritutions with increasing age and year at
school, Students generally learn more aktout external

causes (of everything) than about internal causes,

One explanation for this change could have to do with
the fact that all of the subjects in this study were
recruited from psychology classes, 1In recent history
there has undoubtedly been a shift in how psychologists
view the causes of ltehavior --a shift away from person
causes towards situation causes-- and it is possible that
as students grow older and take more psychology classes
from these professors they also come to see behavior as
situationally caused, Support for this notion comes from
Antonio and Innes (1978) who found that psychologists tend
to make external attributions whereas psychiatrists make

internal attributions,

The fact that there were such correlations for Causal
Attritution but none for Trait Ascription is further
support for the hypothesis that these two processes are

different and should not be confused,
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Firally, the distribution of subjects across the four
possikle categories of causal attraibution is also of
interest and has never before been reported, The results
show that it is misleading to divide people into two
groups, "internals" and "externals", Most individuals
appear to be either "internals" or "internal-and-
external", Recause there were no differences in the
distribution of actcrs and observers across these groups,
as Jornes and Nisbett would have predicted, the research
implications of this finding are unclear, Possibly an
individual difference variable is important (e,q.,

cognitive complexity),

What this finding should do, however, is to aid in
causing a shift in how the causal attribution process 1is
viewed, PRecause recsearch on the effects of salience on
causal attributions has been the most successful and has
produced the most clear-cut results, there has been a
tendency to view the causal attribution process as a "top
of the head"™ phenomenon in which "availability heuristacs"”
are most important (e.g., Nisbett & Ross, 1980), People
mustn't be doing much causal thinking if a manipulation of
salience such as wearing a bright striped shirt produces a
significant effect on the attributiors of observers, But
the present finding that many people consider both

internal and external causes as important suggests that



some people are more thoughtful than such a view would

suppose,

Conclusion

The present findings suggest that trait ascription and
causal attribution are two different processes which
should not be confused, ITIf future research supports these
findings, it will question the validity of past
generalizations about actor-observer differences which
were tased on measures which confounded these two
processes, Furthermore, the social perceptions of actors

and otservers seem to differ in more ways than one,

As for how these divergent perceptions should be
studied, the present results suggest that the difference
between the self-other method and the actor-observer
method is important and should not be ignored, It is also
recommended that actor-observer differences be studied in

more natural, less overpowering situations,



91

References

Antaki, C, The Pschology of Ordinary Explapations of

Social Behavior, New York: Academic Press, 1981,

———— —— i — S

Antonio, 2, & Innes, J, Attribution biases of

psycholegists and psychiatrists, Psychological

Reports, 1978, 43, 11495-1150,

Argyle, M, & Dean, J, Eye contact, distance, and

8, 289-304,

affiliation, Sociometry, 1965,

Bem, D, Self perception theory., In l, Berkowitz, Advances

in Experimental Social Psychology, vol, 6. New York:

kcademic Press, 1972,

Bradley, G,W, Self-serving biases in the attribution

process: A re-examination of the fact or fiction

buval, S.,, & Wicklund, R, Effects of objective self-
awareness on attributions of causality, Journal of

Experimental Sccial Psychology, 1973, 3, 17-31,

Freedman, J, Roleplaying: The psychology of concensus,

Journal of Persomality and Social Psychology, 1969,

—— . ————— —— . o o . . o S



92

Funder, D, The trait of ascribing traits: Individual

differences in the tendency to trait ascription,

[ [}

ourna

I

of Research in Personality, 1980a, 14,

w

76-38

@

Funder, D, Seeing curselves as others see us, Journal of

Fersonality, 1980b, 48, 473-495,

Goldberg, 1, Tifferential attribution of trait
descriptive terms to oneself as compared to well
liked, neutral, and disliked others: A psychometric
analysis, Journal of Personality and sSocial

Psychology, 1978, 36, 1012-1023,

Goldberg, L, Unconfounding situatioral attributions from

uncertain, neutral, and ambiguous ones, Journal of

———— v —— ——

[ae)
"
|
o]
=]
o
I
1=
Iag
[
(o]
=
fo¥
w
lo]
(e)
H-
o
—
e
]
15
1o
(o)
[
L]
(o)
<
-

1981, 41,

o

Y7=532.,

Gross, R, ©Evaluation of the target perscn in a social
influence situation, Dissertation Abstracts, 19€7,

27, 4338,

Gurwitz, S,, & Pancieria, l, Attributions of freedom by
actors and cbservers, Journal of Personality angd

—— ——  — —— ————————— —

Social Psycholegy, 1975, 32, 531-541,

Hall, E.T.

)
1=
1™

1%
(Lo
1=

ent language, New York: Doubleday,



93

1966,

Hansen, R, & Stonner, D, Attributes and attributions:
Inferring stimulus properties, actor's disposition's

and causes, Journal of Personality and Social

~J

|
(e p)
~J
(@]
Ll

Esychology, 1978, 36A, 65

Heider, F, The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations.

— s e i S e S i . e S ——— ——— — — —

New York: Wiley, 1958,

Herzeberger, S,, & Clore, G, Actor-observer attributions
in a multi-trait multi-method matrix, Journal of

esearch in Persopality, 1979, 13, 1-14,

Jones, E,E, & Davis, K, From acts to dispositions:
attribution processes in person perception, In L,
Perkowitz, Advances in Experimental Social

- _—— ——

Psychology, vol, 2, New York: Academic Press, 1965,

Jones, E,, & ¥isbtett, R, Actors and observers: divergent
ferceptions of the causes of behavior, 1In E, Jones,
f,, ¥Kanouse, D,, Kelley, H,, Nisbett, R,, Valins, S.,
& Wierer, B, (Eds,) Attribution: Perceiving the

of Behavior, Hillslale, N,J.: General Reading

Kelley, H, Attribution theory in social psychology, In D,

levine, Nebraska Symposium on Motivatiom, vol, 15,



lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 19¢7,

Kelley, H, Causal schemata in the attribution process.

——— ——— ——— o ——— - —— —— — —— . o o

Eehavior, VNew Jersey: General learning Press, 1972,

Linville, P, & Jones, E, Polarized appraisals of outgroup

members, Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 1980, 38, 689-703,

- a. alh —

Mackrthur, L, 2,, & Ginsberg, B, Visual attention to

reople with a salient physical attribute, Journa

=

of

w

Personality and Social Psychology, 1982, 42, 547-552,

MacArthur, L, 2,, & Post, H, Figural emphasis in

perception, Jocurnal of Experimental Social

—— o — v — o — o . . s i | e . S

|

sychology, 1977, 13, 520-528,

Miller, D,, & Porter, L, Effect of temporal perspective
cn the attribution process, Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 1980, 39, 532-538,

Miller, D,, Smith, E,, & Uleman, J, Measurement and
interpretation of situational and dispositional

attritutions, Journal of Experimental Social

Mischel, W, Personality and Assessment, New York: Wiley,

1968,



Mischel, W, Toward cognitive social-learninga
reconceptualization of personality psychology.

Psychological Review, 1973, 80, 252-283,

——— —-— —— . ——

Monson, T,, Keel, R,, Stephens, D,, & Genung, V, Trait
attributicns: relative validity, covariation with
tehavior, and fprospect of future interaction,

Jdournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1982,

——— ———— —— o — e - — ———

Monson, T., Tanke, F,, & lund, J, Determinants of social

perception in a natural setting, Journal of Research

————— —— —— ———— — s T

s
=
]

ersonality, 1980, 14, 104-120,

Monson, T. & Snyder, ¥, Actor's and observer's and the
attribution process: Toward a reconceptualization,

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 13,

£9-110, V1% %

Moore, B,, Sherwcod, D,, lui, T,, & Underwood, B, The
dispostional shift over time, Journal of

xperimental sSccial Psycholegy, 1979, 13, 555.

Nisbett, R,, Caputo, C,, Legant, P,, & Maracek, J,
Behavior as seen by actors and as seen by observers,
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1973,

——— - ——— o — — o T ——— — ——— —— — . . . o~ ——

27, 15u4-166,



96
Visbett, R, & Ross, L, Human Inference: Strategies and

Frentice Kall, 19890,

park, B, & Rothbart, ¥, Perception of ocut-group
homogeniety and levels of social categorization,

Journa

=

of Personality and Ssocial Psychology, 1982,

42, 1051-1068,

Peterson, C, Memory and the dispositional shitt, Social

Psychology Quarterly, 1980, 43, 372-378,

—— . i i

Quattrone, J, & Jones, E,E, The perception of variability
within ingroups and outgroups: Implications for the

law of small numbers, Jou

L}
1]
1<}
1=

[o]

h

)

®

e

[}

o

[=}

foi]

-t

H.
12
[[2]
1=
[=%

8, 141-152,

Social Psycholcqy, 1980,

Regan, P,, Strauss, E,, & Fazio, R, Liking and the

Experimental Social

Regan, P,, & Totten, J, Empathy and attribution: Turning

observers into actors, Journal of Personality and

w

social Psychology, 1975, 32, 850-861,

Robinson, J., & MacArthur, L, Z, Impact of salient vocal
gualities on causal attributions for a speaker's

behavior, Journal of Persomality and Social



Psycholeogy, 1962, 43, 236-2u7,

Ross, L, The intuitive psychologist and his shortcoming:
distortions in the attribution process, 1In L,
Berkowitz (Ed,) Advances in Experimental Social

Psychelogy, vol, 10, New York: Academic Press, 1977,

Ruble, D,, Feldman, N,, Higgins, E, & Karlovac, ¥, Locus
of causality and the use of information in the
development of causal attributions, Journal of

Personality, 1979, 47, 595-607,

Snyder, M, Attribution and behavior: social perception

and social causation, 1In J, Harvey (Ed,) \New

k4

irections in Attribution Research, vol, 1, :

— —— —————— ——— —— ——— ———

Erlbaum, 1976,

Solano, C, Actor-otserver differences in attribution: &

replicaticn, Psychological Reports, 1979, 44, 583,

Storms, M, Videotape anad the attribution process:
Feversing actors' and observers' points of view,

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1973,

Taylor, S.,, & Fiske S, Point of view and perception of
causality, Journal of Personality and Social

———  — ——— - ——— ——— —— ——— o —————

Esychology, 1975, 32, 439,




98
Taylor, S., & Fiske, S, Salience, attention, and
attribution: Top of the head phenomena, In L,
Ferkowitz (Ed,) Advances in Experimental Social

Psycholegy, vol, 11, New York: Academic Press, 1978,

Taylor, S., Crocker, J3,, Fiske, S., Springen, K,, &
¥inkler, J, The generalizability of salience

effects, Journal of Personality and Social

—— o ——— ——

Fsychology, 1979, 31, 357-368,

Taylor, S., & Koivumaki, J., The perception of self and
cthers: Rquaintanceship, affect, and actor-observer

ersonality and Social

differences, Journ

[

1

e}
I

Psychology, 1976, 33, 403-412,

vleman, J,, M™iller, Vv,, Henken, V,, Tsemberis, S, & Riley,
FE., Visual perspective or social perspective? Two
failures to rerlicate Stomm's videotape reversals and
support for Monson and Snyder, Replications in

Social Psycholeqy, (in press),

Watson, D, MActors and observers: How are their

perceptions of causality divergent? Psychological

Fulletin, 1982, 92, 682-693,

Wiggins, J. A psychometric taxonomy of trait-descriptive
terms: The interpersonal domain, Journal of

Persopality and Social Psychology, 1979, 31, 395-412,




VITA

Surname: O'Connor Given Names: Brian Paul

Place of Birth:Quebec, Que.Date of Birth:December 14,1959

Educational Institutions Attended, with Dates of Entering
and Leaving:

St.Francis Xavier University,Anitgonish 1977 to 1981

to

Degrees, Diplomas, Ec., Awarded, with Dates and Names of
Institutions:

Bachelor of Science (Honors) 1981 St.F.X.U., Antigonish

Honors and Awards:

University of Victoria Fellowship, 1982/83 and 1983/1984

Publications:




Partial Copyright License

I hereby grant the right to lend my thesis (the title of
which 1is shown below) to users of the University of

Victoria Library and to make single copies only for such

users or in response to a request from the library or any
other university, or similar institution, on its behalf or
for one of its users. I further agree that permission for
extensive copying of this thesis for scholarly purposes
may be granted by me or a member of the University
designated by me. It is understood that copying or
publication of this thesis for financial gain shall not be

allowed without my written permission.

Title of Thesis

Trait Ascription, Causal Attribution, and the

Actor-Observer Hypothesis

Author
Signature

BQ/AN O CounoR

Name

ded Y[98

ate



