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g In order to explore the hypothesis that sex-l;nked
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expectations regarding, the potential. inpact of causal forces on
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“.b vior of women and men may translate. into attributional biases. '
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"' Grady (1975) has suggested that there are two ‘loci of, sex differences subjec

sex differences, or differences within the individual and stimulus sex differeﬁtes,

dE differences that arige’ in response to the sex of the stimulus person, Subject -

sex differences have been established in the areas of'verbal ability, mathematica1

- ability, visaal-gspatial ability, and " aggression (Maccoby & Jacklin, l974) However,

in many of the areas where subject sex ifferences have been hypbthesized (achieve-

_‘, . -

ment motivation, self—esteem, indepeQde":c), strmulns sex differeqces,have been

found instead. of particular interest heve, are F*ndings of stirmtus sex: differ-

— -

ences in‘studies in which subjects of both sclés wera daked to attribute causes’

a

for men's and women s behavior (Deauy & Tayner, _1973; Deaux & Emswiller, 1974 ;

.EtaughA& Brown, 1975 Feather & Simon, "1975; Faldm31~Summers & Kiesler, 1975; ~

‘Hansen, 0'lLeary, & Stonner, 1976"° ' - o ]
‘e . . ' » : e
' The majority gf these studies have examinel causal_explanations for success >
and failure Lsing Weiner's two dimensional taxcnomv for'the perceived determinants
of achievempnt behavior (Weiner 1-974)° Witkin Weiner 8.2 x 2 framework female '
and male observers generally agree that a men's successful‘performancejon‘a task )
_is caused by internal, stable factors (high ability) while a woman 8 equally

successful behavior on the same task is attributable to: external and/or unstable

Y Bl

factors (good luck and/or great effort). In contrast, obserVers of both sexes are

~11kely to attribute a man's failure to external and/or temporary factors (bad luck

interna cters

P
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. (low ability)., Deaux (1976) recently_aréued‘that such-sex differences in causal

g

attributions may be explained in terms of sexPlinked@tasks, sex~1inked behaviore,

-and sex—linked performance outcomes. . L&

-

Currently, we wish to explore the’ hypotheéis that sex—linked biages in

attributions,'widely shared by female and male perceivers, may dg?ive, in part,
- { .
+ from perceiver 8 naive sex-linked.expectations regarding the potential impact of

'

causal forcea\on women s‘and men's behavior. Specifically, some of our research

’

(Hansen 3:: al.,l976 Lowe & Hansen, 1976) had suggested that perceivers of both

gexed ge _ally attribute women s behavior more to personal-factors and men's*®

13 (P2

behavior more to envirbnmental factors. We, therefore, sought to examine one

plausible source oﬁ ouk hypothesized sex-linked attribution bias. ' ”

At the crux of most’ attribution theories is a simple Covariation principle
. ) ‘
outlinEd by Heider’(l958), a behavidbr is attributed to that factor with which it

. is perceived to vary. Kelley (1967), for example, proposed an attribution process

.

whereby behﬁior is attribpted to the source of greatest potenti-al variance. It

. « ig not,surprising, therefore, that theo¥ists have proposed that perceivers' naive

N i

»3 -

. beiiefs about the potential of causal forces to produce behavioral variance are

4 r
impvrtont in the attribution process. Heider, for example, argued that enjoyment
i,

of an’ abjact typically is '4ﬂwed as a property of the ohjest.

¢

.tend to assume minimal variance acroaa beaple's enjoyment of any particular ob

-
¥

o/ /
ject. Thus,‘ given any one person 8 enj yme.nt of any 8ne objecty perceivers

-

generally, will assume that most people would enjoy the,ébject and tha%rt :
havior is readily attributable to the object.

1«;)

-~ ‘ . . ‘
manifest and subjective behaviors, She sugges d that emotions

., * - 4

’ 4\‘ - , 'r

Y/
_.viewed as being elicited by objects and that accomplishments a d action ar /

h/.
a
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perceiver§ wouldinaively eXp ct one actor's/motional” regponses to a number of

-

ticular object. f course, lo? ally would yield a tendency to attribute |,
, <emotions to objects hat is, to th source of the greatest variance). Likewise;~

L
. / we would hypothes e that perceivers would naively expect a number of person's -

" ~
\ e
n any one setting to be more varied than any one person 8 accOm-

plishments [ oss many settings. Again, we would expect an actor'g accompliéh-

‘

ment to be//ttributed to the source of the greatest variance, the pe{son. . -

. accomplishment

rrently, we wish to extend this analysis to our hypothesized tendency for

-

e eivers to attribute womenEs behavior to personal and men's behavior ,to environ-~ .

\ -

mental’ factors. The first er iment was conducted to test the hypothesis that

\
-

such attributional tendencies may derive from .divergent,- naive expectations re-

.garding the~source of the greatest variance in men '8 and Women 8 behavior. We
DRl T

expected perceivers of both sexes to view_differences between women as greater |,

than differences-between the entities to. which they were reqponding. Conversely, ) ,
(I 5 . !

Yy ,we exgected perceivers to view men as less varied than the entities to which they" .'- -
‘ were responding, - T -- ) " o ) ) ‘i . ; "- Y
’ h ' . . . Q . ' - ’ ' . .‘-.
’ : Experiment 1 ~ 5 B n e e * (.
J . . The experimdat was designed as a2x2x%x2x2 mixed factorial with two levels r,j

(34 S

of each of 3 sex of subject, sex of stimulus person, behavior eategory (embtion ang

f

accomplishment), and behavior (subjects were exposed to one of “two emotional be~ .-

R *" @ P .
haviors and one of two accomplishment behaviors) Fofty-eight females and 4§ﬁmaIes-’ PR -
. . 4# v [ S
. , N 44 .
participated in ‘the, study. . . « . . e ’ : ’

-~
L1 ey

- T Each subject was exposedxfo‘two behavioral variance problems. An emotion

'; ¢
[

- and an\hccomplishment., The order of exposure was randomly determined The fonrﬁ v

W bepnvars\used in the study can be seen on the handout. The patticular emotion. ’f' R
A 3 \ . Fe e ”

/f ¥ and the particular accomplishment selected for-each subject was randomly determined .

v

) - ) 2 .. .. o
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The format of each variance problemﬁwas'the‘same, with word changes appropriate

i

to the behavior.

A

Accomplishment emample. "Twelve differemt persons worked on 12 different

. S . . .
tasks, ‘Some succeed and some fail. To what extent do you think each of the

’following two factors accounted for the fact that some succeeded and,;Zme failed:

- B +

(L) differences betweefi the persons, and (2) differences between the tasks."

+

Subjects responded on two ll-poiat scales labelled at;0 ("accounted for wvery little")

<@
»

and at 10 (accounted\\b r a very great deal")

\ - . -

Half of the subjects were given problems where the persons were described
as women and half received problems describing men's behavior. 'Thusg behavior

category was a within subject variable and. sex of subject, sex of SP, and behavior

I

were between subjects variables. O -

. J
Results

R 4

Sex of subject and: - ehavior (accomplish 1 vs, 2 and emotion 1 V8. 2) produced _

'nO Significant effec;Z/or interactions. As expected, sex‘of SP and behavior

category prodnced significant main fffects on both dependent measures.<‘No'inter-

.

actions were obta:y d. ¢

[N

.

'Differences etween persons. As predicted, ‘differences Between women were

B »\ A )

and M = 4. 41) " Further, differences between perso‘s (both men-and women) were-
;o . '

»
-

seen as a more potent determinant of variance in ' accomplishment than in emotional

"'behaviors. L ' Lo . vl 3?” .
. . ' N ’ )
' Diff rences betdeen entities. Conversely) -as expected differences between
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Discussion : . - . .
_— .-

The data strongly supported the predictions, The findings of McArthur (1972)

, Were substantiated Differences in emotional reactions were describeq more in

v Te

terms of differences between objects and less in terms of differences between

”

-

s ' -

persons than differential accomplishments. Mofe importantly, our predictions
regarding the ° ehavioriof men and women were supported. Differences between women
were seen as more important determinants of~their varied behavior, whi1e dif-g

< ferences between entities were seen as’having more impact on the differential

.

. behaviars of men, On occasion, these divergent naive expectations regarding the
-\
behavior of women and men may translate into attributional biases. As a test of

‘ L]

. thig’ hypothesis, a se’cond study'was conducted, P . .
. : - ? . ." " L33
C : " Egperiment 2- ' ’ ’
- .- . . .
Y. _In experiment 2, 24 yonen aqd 24 men were exposéd to the behavrnrs used 1n

2 ‘ . -

‘the first study depicted as performed by either a man or A woman, The StUdY was .

a2x2x 2 mixed factorial,uith two 1eve1s of sex of subject, sex of SP and

]

behavior categery (succe%sful accomplishment and emotion) Again, subjects were |,

exposed to one of two emotions ‘and one qf two accomplishments. However, level of
- )
behavior was' not taken out as a "way" in the design.. Thus:“sex of s bject and

°

- - [y % -

\ 8ex of SP were betweén subjects and behavior category was a within subjects

- ooy - E) - . 3,

k2 ° - - ) - .
variable, .. . S T e o VIR, o

L]
a I} N

' After reading a behavioral statement (e.g., John or Mary successfully

e ¢ ,,r -

completes a task), perceivers were’ askedeto indicate the extent to which "the

¢

characteristics of' the person and "the wacte&}stics of the task"’caused ‘the

»
- )

behavior. Responses were%made on separate 11-point scales 1abe11§d at 0 ("had

‘

- » ol <
. . very little impact") and .at" 10 ("had a veryxgreat impact") Lo
- B ” 1 * R N ®
i . B * . : > ' R \-:(’ . ‘-" "\‘
‘; * % " x bl '. ’
Results Lo “ K Coet o o 3
4 - 2 L) . 3 - » - . - -
Cwoa ot ) b T \
A Again, sexeof spbjects produq%d no significant effects or interactions. The
- R —— . P \;‘ P » . . s , . A3 Lt . . - .
,'\"l? e v . e . . ‘
oo o - Ty . . . s
S e A A » .
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= effects evidenced on causal attributions'in study 2 paralleled those -found on

-

naive expectations in study 1, Emotions were segn a:nless persona11y caused . [ 4
l(M = 4,01 and M ;'6 84) and' as more environmentally caused than accomplishments

(M = 6,08 and M = 3,75). oMore imnoxtantly, womeh's behavior was attributed nore
stromgly to personal factors (M 6.84 and M= 3. 83) and 1ess strongly to envirvn-

mental factors than men's behavior M= 3 63 and M = 6.21), No other effects.or

- 'S

interactfons were obgained. by S . L. -
. ~ . 0 .
3 . . ' ) » . LT U .
Al % - * 3 : M - v
.Discussion A . - . -

These findings indicated that perceivers naive expectations regarding the

potential impact on causes, whether derived ftom the. type of behaviotuportrayed

¢

;' >

or the sex of the performer, can be. translated into attributional biases. Howevér,
a number of attribution theories (e.g., Jo

nes. & Davis, 1965 Keliey, 1967 1971) *

imply that perceivers max desire more information than that provided by the experi~

- -

menter in these studies and may, in fact, hold attributions inﬁabeyance until
such information iy gathered. We,'therejore, sought to explore the impact of .
naivc variance expectations-on the information gathering process. i "

%’ . Two theoretical consider tions 1ed us to hypothesize that perceivers‘wouldg

seek information about the variance across peopla.s behavior when attempting to

. ¢ . .

establish the cause for a woéman's behavior and vari ce across entities when

. : o r. <, — .

attemptingAto discover the cause for a man's behavjor, First -Héider's (1958)

discussion of "commOn sense" paychqlogy suggested that 1ay perceivers,-unlike the

. . s R
a scientist, may Seek information to confirm rather than to disconfirm a naive S
» RS - Loy . L '\' — °

hypothesis. In this view; perceivers of women's behavior would seek'dnformation

ke

oy

. . about variance across persons in order to eonfirm the naively hypothesized caugal . .
o v, . T ‘ ) A . . ' ’ ",
potency of diffefrence between women. Likewisé, a haive analysis of men's;behavior

) > > . -

.. would call for #nformation about var;aﬁce introduced—by entities. Second, a,' ,

number of theorisEs have suggested that, perceivers gather information 8o, ae to ?

-



-~ - * Handeofls Q'Leary - C ot 1 : " 7
. ol N . -

\ .
the greatest uncertainty (e.g., McArthur, 1972, 1976) Again, the infor-

\ -

\
most usefuI in reducing uncertainty would be information about the naively

esized sourcé of greatest variance. We, therefore, predicted that perCeivers

~
[y

. con nsus by Kelley, 1967), while perceivers of men's behavior would desire in- |

.. . L]
-

. formation about variance across entibies (distinctiveness).

-

. L, T Exgeriment 3 .‘ s

.'\ The experiment wasg designed as a 2 X 2 ‘X 2 mixed, factor*al with two levels -

of sex of subject,,sex of stimulus .person, and'behavior category. As in the

previous study, behavior‘category was a within subjects_variable: Subjects were

. . - . ¢ "
exposed to both an accomplishment or an emotion (behavior level was again randomly
- determined but not taker out as a factor in the design) The stimulus behaviors

~, were the same as’ those emplq‘Fd in the previous studies, | Subjects were asked to °

rate the importance of two types of~§nformation' "If you ‘were attempting to

establish the causq for the (behavior portrayed), how ieportant would it be for
. ~
S yoy to.know," {a) consensus information ("Do most people or do very few people

-

Behave in this,manner?"),and (b) distinctiveness information ("Does this person

4 -

behave in this way often or only in, the presence of this entity?"), Subjecls

B responded on two scales labelled at 0 ("very, unimportant") and at 10 ("very. .
¥ importantV).. : . ) t ’ ’ L ' o »
~- dg e — . ’ ' )
, . - - . 't . . . - ¢ :
Results ° ’ T ‘> ’ - \Q)
. Again, sex‘of subject'prOduced~no significant effects.//bnlike, .studies one
/

- ‘ and_two, behavior category produced no significant mai//effects. Further, sex

~
qf sp did not produce a wain effect on’the importancé/of distinctiveness infor-
/ e *

mation. However, perteivers of women 8 behavior’did’rate access to consensus

% . el

(information about variance across persons)/és’more dmportant than dig'perceivers

of men 8 behavior (M =5, 01 and M = 3 lZ). . S

. ; . 7
. . * . 7.‘/‘: -
. —
. Tt . -

. . . . .
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. desire for further information unnecessary;Q

Hansen & Q'Leary - R ' 8.

. ~ ' . . 0
. . f N
'

SigLificant interactions. The interactions of behavidrlcategory and sex of

L4

SP. were $ignificant on both dependcnt measures,’ The analysis‘of these effects

-

. is shown on the hand ut. As can be seen, the sex of the SP had no effect on -

»
PR °

perceivers' desire for either distinctiveness or consensgus informatiom when the“ o
. ) ( - ’ -7 * & -
behavior portrayed,was an accomplishment. 'However, the sex of the SP had a '

dramatic effect when perceivers were exposed to emotional behaviors. Pérceivers

[y

rated access to distinctiveness much more important ang?access§$o consensqs much

.
4 .

.~ 1ess important when the;emotional behavior was performed by a mar than a_woman.

P . . . .
These findings, then, supported(our pfedictfons. :

Discussion _ ' . ’ .

t
3 ' °

" Study 3 was conducted to explore the impact of perceiver's naive, variance

4

expectations on their desire for information upon-which-to base causa1 attri-

butions. The hypothesis that perceivers of men's. behavior would rate distinctive-
ness,information as more important and ‘consensus information as 1ess importanb'

than'perceivexs‘of women's behavior'bas obtained fOr emotions but not accomplish-
ments._ Subiects of both seges may desire more information,than is provided . <v,

>

R ~;

. - N \
by the experiménter when asked to make causal attributions for the emétional
responees of women and men and-may indeed.hold attributions in abeyance until -,

such information (distinctiveness for menj;. consensus for women) is gathered.

The main effects "obtained for'behavior category in studiés 1 and 2 suggest

‘that perceivers makd différent assumptions when attributing causg for emotions
\/ . B ’ - . ) = .
than accomplishments. In the case of accomplishments information regarding.
" 4

the sex (Hary vs John) of the person successfully completing' a task may be’. .
. M & -

' A A

sufficient to invoke sex—linked attribution;l biases and render perceivers

>

. L ;:/\’ . o«
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' Conclusion .
- ~ . \“‘ * .

1 The' .results of thlS line of attribution research suggest that perceivers have

v

different naive~expectations»regarding ‘the greatest potential source of behavior

- ” kY
et e

- A
. \/yariance in women 8 and men s behavior, Further, these naive expectations may
lead perc@ivers td base causal attributions for men's and women's behavior on ?"

different- causal information. Finally, these biases appear to imply that woten's -

’ .

behavibr is over attributed to personal factors and men *s behavior is over attri-

buted to envirdnmental factors suggesting that sex (Mary vs. John) -has con-

siderable psychologicaéfsalfbnce as an infortmation processing category (Grady,

1977). To the -eXtent that males and” femaies gshrare expectations regarding behavioral ]

differences between the sexea, the expression of such, differences may constitute

+ s ~

v a self-fulfilling prophecy. But the expectations for and beliefs in sex dif-

———— —e

¥
ferences appear to be stronger tjran ‘the- behavioral potentiol of’ women dnd men N

L - . < . . . . .
'  warrants,. . ) . ‘ . . ;
t NG . " . , ( . ‘ ° . . § ' ).
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EXPERIMENT ONE
ACCQUNT FQR VARIANCE IN BEHAVIQR

-

m

’

. ¥
2(sex of subject) X 2(sex.of stimulus person) x "2 (behavioral category: accomplishment vs emotion) X 2(behavior 1vs 2)

3

e (men) laugh.and some don't laugh. To what ex—- . v Accomplishmengs P Emotions Ct *
“tent do you think each of the following factors. ¢ Co - s ) .
. accounted for the fact that some laughed and , < Male SP. 5.85, 2.96 4.41
* . others,did not laugh? - : ) ' ! . : : : ,
Emotion 2: - Twelve different women (men) see, Female.SP 8.54 5.50° ©7.02°
. vtwelve different dogs. Some of ‘the women (men) 4 . - .
run away from the dogs and some ‘do not run away.” - . N 7.19 4,23 .

@

. VARTANCE PROBLEMS:. ' - ,

3

4

Emotion’ 1. Twelve different wonmen (men) watch
twelve different comedians. Some of the women

To-what extent to you thipk_the following fac-
-tors accpunted for the fact that some run away
d- o‘t;zz's do not run away?
- Accom ishment, 1:, Twelve different women (men)
‘workon twelve different ‘tasks. Some of the
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_RESULTS:
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Factor one:
‘ .
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Factor two:
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differences be.tween persons accounted for variance

*

[}

differences between enti'ties accounted for variance
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‘ﬁ-v‘? wo en. (men) suCceed and others/ do not sugceed, Accomplishments -Emotions
: o .what extent do*ybu think each of the following I ’ - . . ?
factors. dccounted fbr' the fact that some succeeded .. +:Male-SP-- 5.75 ., 8.42 7.08 .
and ‘othérs did" not’smcceed" - - Con P Ty n Ce N .ot T m e -
-Accomplishment 2: ¥ Twelve differeft worien (men) Female SP 2,62 . 4.63 3.52
played twelve different games. ome of jb \ Co a N N '
. = Women (men) won a prize and others did ndt win 4.08 6.53
5 '3 prize. To what extent ‘do” you think the fol- . . » - : s
lowing factors accounted for the.fact that some Summary of significant effects: e .
,won prizes and others did not win prizes? ' : "b N
- - < -f 1. ' obtained’ on differences between persons . o
“Factor one; . Difference(’between the women (men) © Sex of SP° 'F (1, 88) = 34,65, p < .001 ' kN '
.accounted. for the fact that some women (men) o Behavior Cat.a »F (l 88) 44,01, p.< w001 :
laughed (ran®away’, suéceeded, won prizes) and . o - -
others did not laugh (run. away, succeed win ae , 2, obtained on differences between entities
** prige). IR v .~ SexofSP F.(l, 88) - 67.39, p < .001 )
Factor two; *Differences between the comedians Behavior Cat. ‘ F (1, 88) = 31.55, p < ,001 -
(dogs, tasks, games) accounted for the fact ‘ L o .
" that some women “(men) laughed (ran.away, succeeded, . L . *
won prizes) and other women did not laugh , ’ \ : ~ - )
~(run away, succeed, win prizes). X . -~ " , A
) , . % At
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- . . - ’ EXPERIMENT THO .
S TN cRusa ATTRIBUTIONS - cle _
' ’ \\\, ) - ) .
| 2(sex of subject) X 2(behaviora1 category accomplishment ys emotion)l x 2(sex of stimulus person) i
: ATTRIBUTION PRGBLEMS. . RESULTS:, . ) : »
s Emotion 1% Mary (David) laughs at a comedian. . E‘actor 1: Personal attributions .o .
'+ To what extent do you think each of the fol-’ . : . v /\
 lowing factors might have caused Mary (David) .o Accomplisgménts Emotions S
.'to laugh at the.comédiap? . - ' “ o . .
Emotion 2: ‘Louise (John) runs away from the ©~ ° o, Nale SPy 5.33 ‘ ) 2.34 ¢ 3.83
dog. ' 'To'what extent do you think each of ’ - ' . v L '
- 'the follow%ng factors might have caused Louise . Female SP - 8.35 *5.67°° . 7.01 °
: (John) to run away from the dog? . e ¢ P _ ‘
Accomplishment 1: Virginia (Harry) successfuliy . . .6.84 401
"< '-completes the task. To what extent to you think - . - o - ?: T : :
each of the following factors might have caused - Factor 2: Environmental .attributions
Viaginia (Harry) to successfully complete the' task? : . . . , . ‘
Accomplishment 2: Helen (George) wing .a prize « . . ‘Agcomplishments Emotions B .
in the game. To what extent do ydu think, each - | , Y LT - . ’ Coee
of the followingfactors might have caused Male SP , 5.08 .. - 7.33 6.21." 5
Helen (George) to win d prize? E : o Ny . R e R . : .
o . + Female SP  ~ =+ 2,42 N 4983 . 3.63 1
Factor 1. .Something about Mary (David, etc.) : _ v ) _ .
.probably caused her” (him) to Laugh at, the o oo ‘ T ... 3.15- s, 06408 oy ol -
comedian (run from the dog,~etc.). T ", - ‘ o .
< ] K s ©  Summary of gignificant effectsi~
- Factor 2: Something about the ‘comedian’ (dog, . . A * <0 ) .
' -task, game) probably caused Mary (David,. etc.)* . 1. obtained on personal attributions . . A .V
(/ to 1augh at. the ,,comedian (run from the dog, etc ). . Sex of SP F (1, 44) = 43,16, p < .001
b o : - ’ B N Behavior Cat.. F (1,°44) = 34.55, p < .001
' ;,. 5 « - v 2. obtained on environmental attributions
i L - ) 3 - . Sex-of SP F (1, 44) = 29.82, R<.001
j N . - Behavior Cat. °F (1, 44) = 24,33, p < .001 ¢ )
. ‘A ‘ . . 7’. [ 4 * AN -
- 1Level of behavior (beha\% r 1 vs behavior 2) was randomly determin!d for B C e
e each subject but wag noy/taken out as a. way in the design. \ )
5 T - ' . < ‘
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N/ . CAUSAL INFOR}#ATION ~
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2(sex of subject)-k 2(sex of stimulus person) X 2(behaviora1 cdtegory:. accomplishment vs emotion)J;

N -

N\

CAUSAL INFORMATION PROBLEMS: o RESL{LT 2

. . PR

. ) . e .
Emotion 1: Mary (David) laughs at a\ comedian, / Distinctiveness?
If u-were attempting ‘to determine ‘what caused - ) LA \
(David) to laugh at the comedian,- how im- Accomplishments ‘motions
por ant would it be for yoit 46 know the answers ° . ' : . ¢ =
. to each of the followingquéstions? 3.67p . % 5.89; |7 4.78
Emotion 2: Louise .(John) .runs, away from the - ’ . . . ’ ‘
dog. 1If you were atte pting to determine what 4.6The - . ‘ 2’103‘ : 3.39
caused Louise (John) to run away, how important. - A, T
" would ‘it be for you to know the answers to the", » . o 4,173 S, 3099 0 o~
following questions? 4 i ,% L /; .ty T !
_ Accomplishment 1: Virginia (Harry) successfully Question 2: Consensus? . " Las o
" compleses.the task. If you wef!'attempting to ” ) '
determine what caused Virginia’ (Harry)fto ‘Buc~ , . 4 Accomplishments " Emotions
" cessfully complete the task, - ~how importa -would o : : . AN @ T, ) .
it be for you to know the answers to the??gl- " Male SP . . - 4.11 ) 2,22, = 3.17 ¢+
lowing quéstions? LT N ) R R P e T U ST ey
.~ + ~Accomplishment. 2:™ Helen \(George) wins ‘prize. i "+ " “Female SP - 3.89, : 6.14, 5.02 .
. 1ip the‘gamé. If you were attempting; to,deter- S , - S ) RS
mine what caused Helen (George) .to win h piize, - L - 4.09 : 4,18+ - ~ |
how important would it be foruyou to k ow the - e .
answers to the following questions? \;5 : . Summary of significant effects° . ' T
Quesbion (Distinctiveness varian e across L 1. obtained on question 1 (distinctiveness) (f :
entities): Doés Mary (DaVid Louisev etc.) ..  Sex, of 8P x Behavior Cat. F (1, 32) = 10. 97, 2_<,.002 . :
laugh- at-most clowns or at.véry few clowns (run’ _ e
from most dogs or from ver few dogs etc.). i 2. obtained on question 2 (consensus) ) i 3
| . Sex of SP . »F (1, 32) = 10.91, p < .002
guestion (ConsenSus—-variance acr-ss persons) v Sex of SP x Behavior Cat.~ F (1, 32) = 13.79, p < .001
- Do most people laugh ‘at’ this comedi in or do a : .
t Very few people laugh at this come-xan (run from , ) . -
:  this dog or do very few eople run [from this T . . . »
p dogy ete? o[ - D :
e lpevel of behavior (behavior f vs behavior 2) was randomly'determined for each'subject

—

s

but was not taken out as a""fway" in.the design._
2Distinc.tiVeness add Consens s cell means not sharing’ a common subscript differ at the
.05 level as indicated by a Duncan range statistic. < . ’
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