


Actor-Observer Differences in the Big-Five Personality Factors: 
An Information-Processing Explanation 

by 

Alisha Janowsky 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of 

The Charles E. Schmidt College of Science 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

Florida Atlantic University 

Boca Raton, Florida 

August 2004 



Actor-Observer Differences in the Big-Five Personality Factors: 
An Information-Processing Explanation 

by 

Alisha J anowsky 

This dissertation was prepared under the direction of the candidate's dissertation advisor, 
Dr. Thomas C. Monson, Department of Psychology, and has been approved by the 
members of her supervisory committee. It was submitted to the faculty of the Charles E. 
Schmidt College of Science and was accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. 

w=c~ 
Dissertation Advisor 

Chatrman, Department of Psychology 

De~. Schmidt C~lege of Science 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to thank all ofthe faculty, staff, and students who assisted me not 

only in the completion of this project, but throughout my graduate training. Most 

specifically, I would like to thank my committee members Drs. Robin Vallacher, 

David Perry, David Bjorklund, and Kevin Lanning for their time and counsel. I have 

learned a great deal from you all. I would also like to thank Martha Hubertz, Susan 

McDonough, and Robert Shuhi for all of their help and humor. I don't know what I 

would have done without your friendship and support. 

Finally, I would like to extend a most grateful thank you to my advisor, 

teacher, and friend Tom Monson. He has been an amazing source of inspiration to 

me over the past ten years and I know I never would have made it this far without 

him. Moreover, his never wavering patience and compassion have helped me realize 

what I want to be when I grow up- not only professionally but personally as well. 

Thank you for everything Tom. You have impacted my life more than I can tell you. 

111 



ABSTRACT 

Author: Alisha J anowsky 

Title: Actor-Observer Differences in the Big-Five Personality Factors: 
An Information-Processing Explanation 

Institution: Florida Atlantic University 

Dissertation Advisor: Dr. Thomas C. Monson 

Degree: Doctor of Philosophy 

Year: 2004 

A basic difference between the perspectives of actors and observers is the amount 

of information each has to make attributional inferences. Jones and Nisbett ( 1972) 

suggested these informational differences lead to an inverse relationship between trait 

and situational attributions, such that better-known others receive more situational 

attributions while lesser-known others receive more trait attributions. While this 

difference has traditionally been accounted for as a function of individuals' perceptions 

of cross-situational variability in the actor's behavior, recent research has suggested that 

this explanation is inaccurate. Unfortunately, alternative explanations for the self-other 

differences in attributional tendencies have yet to be offered. It was hypothesized here 

that these differences might be better explained as a function of the specific traits people 

attribute to themselves versus those that are attributed to others. To that end, the first 

study in this paper examined different attributions offered for oneself versus one's 

acquaintance as a function of the social desirability of the Big Five personality traits (i.e., 

Extraversion/Introversion, Agreeable/Disagreeable, Conscientious/Not Conscientious, 

Emotionally Stable/Neurotic, Intelligent/Unintelligent). 

iv 



While it was expected that results would reflect self-enhancement tendencies on 

the subjects' part; i.e., subjects would make more positive trait attributions (Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Intelligence) to themselves than 

to their acquaintances and more negative trait attributions (Introversion, 

Disagreeableness, Not Conscientious, Neuroticism, U nintelligence) to their acquaintances 

than to themselves, findings suggested that whether subjects chose to self-enhance was 

based, at least in part, on the trait in question. The most counterintuitive of these findings 

being that subjects labeled themselves as being more Introverted than their acquaintances. 

While self-enhancement explanations are traditionally described as a function of a 

motivational drive to protect one's self-esteem, such reasoning could not be applied to 

findings reported in Experiment 1. Experiment 2 offered the alternative explanation that 

attributional differences on the part of oneself and one's observers are based on the 

amount of information available to themselves versus their outside observers. 
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The question of how we think about ourselves in comparison to others has 

been a primary focus of social psychological research since the birth of the field. One 

of the most popular avenues for this research has been the actor-observer hypothesis 

(AKA the actor-observer bias). Originally discussed in Jones and Nisbett's (1972) 

seminal paper, the underlying assumption of this theory is that actors make more 

situational attributions when interpreting their own behaviors than do those observing 

these same behaviors performed by others. In contrast, observers are hypothesized to 

be more likely to attribute the behaviors of the actor to some underlying disposition 

than would the actor himself/herself. The current paper will focus on these inherent 

differences and the rationale for their existence. 

To date, the two most popular explanations for these differences in attribution 

tendencies have been 1) motivational in nature or 2) based upon differences in the 

amount of information available to the different perspectives. The motivational 

argument is based on the assumption that actors alter their perceptions of causality to 

protect or enhance their self-perceptions ( cf. Hastrof, Schneider, & Poletka, 1970). 

Individuals' tendency to describe themselves as "better-than-average" others has been 

demonstrated empirically in research showing that actors offer more situational 

attributions for negative behaviors or outcomes than are offered by outside observers 

and more dispositional attributions for positive behaviors and outcomes than do their 

outside observers (Heider, 1958; Monson & Snyder, 1977; Snyder, Stephan, & 

Rosenfield, 1978; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, & Cook, 1972). 

The second explanation for the occurrence of the actor-observer hypothesis 

refers to the attributor' s familiarity with the target in question. The primary 
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difference between the perspectives of actors and observers is the amount of 

information each has upon which to base their inferences. Actors have a knowledge 

of their own behavioral histories which is lacking in their observers. Thus, when 

trying to decide what type of attribution to offer for a particular behavior, actors have 

a distinct advantage in that they are aware of whether or not the behavior in question 

is consistent or inconsistent with the behaviors they exhibited at other times and in 

other situations. Without such knowledge, observers are forced to use more subtle 

cues to make inferences about the actors' dispositions and their subsequent 

attributions. It is because of this difference in the availability of personal history 

information that Jones and Nisbett (1972) believe actors and observers evaluate each 

action along different scales of comparison. The observer characteristically compares 

the actor in question with other actors and judges his/her attributes accordingly. The 

actor, on the other hand, is more inclined to judge his/her actions with reference to 

his/her previous actions rather than the behaviors of other actors. 

The question, then, is which of these differences makes the most inherent 

sense when it comes to how individuals actually make attributions for themselves and 

for others? In my opinion, research in this area has been ineffective at answering this 

question. In fact, while attribution theory in general and the actor-observer difference 

in particular are discussed in nearly every social psychology and introduction to 

psychology textbook as fact versus theory, there has not been a true consensus as to 

the underlying processes leading to these differences. The current paper will attempt 

to make amends and begin to rectify this thirty-plus years' oversight. 
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The Attribution Process in General 

Research on attribution theory has primarily focused on predicting traits based 

on behaviors. It has traditionally been assumed that if a target's behaviors are 

inconsistent across situations then one cannot apply a trait to that particular target; the 

flipside being that if a target's behaviors are consistent across situations one can 

apply a trait to that particular target. In other words, there exists a hydraulic 

relationship in terms of perception of situational variability and the perception of 

traits. 

The notion of the existence of this hydraulic relationship between an 

observer's perception of the degree of cross-situational variability that an actor 

exhibits in his/her behavior and the likelihood that the observer will attribute 

personality traits to that actor is partially based on Kelley's ( 1967, 1973) co variation 

principle. According to this principle, if an actor exhibits high "distinctiveness" (e.g., 

high variability) in his/her behaviors across situations, then his or her behaviors 

would be interpreted as being caused by the situations in which the behaviors are 

occurring. If an actor exhibits low "distinctiveness" (e.g., high consistency) in his/her 

behaviors across situations, then his or her behaviors would be interpreted as being 

caused by stable traits and other dispositions which could be used to describe the 

actor. 

This assumption of an inverse relationship between perceptions of situational 

variability and perceptions of personality traits is held most evident in the empirical 

literature that has been generated by the actor-observer hypothesis (Jones & Nisbett, 

1972). Here, it is generally accepted that people, when examining their own behavior 
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as actors, will be diverted from attributing traits to themselves based on the 

knowledge of variability in their own behavior from one situation to the next. In 

contrast, observers, who are relatively unfamiliar with the actor, may not have had the 

opportunity to observer the actor's behaviors that are inconsistent with the behavior in 

question. As a consequence, observers have a stronger tendency to attribute traits to 

the actor than the actor would to him/herself. 

The most clear cut research with regard to Jones and Nisbett's (1972) 

framework has centered on trait ascriptions- general inferences regarding the 

behavioral tendencies of individuals over time. In other words, trait ascriptions are 

summaries ofbehavioral tendencies that go beyond any specific behavioral incidents. 

Looking at the actor-observer phenomenon from this angle, it can be seen that the 

vast majority of the research supports the traditional actor-observer hypothesis (for a 

review see Watson, 1982). The most exemplary study in this area was conducted by 

Nisbett, Caputo, Legant and Maracek (1973) who, in essence, laid the foundation for 

the extensive literature on trait ascription which has evolved out of the actor-observer 

hypothesis. 

Building on the original argument for the actor-observer difference, Nisbett 

and his colleagues ( 1973) postulated that people are more inclined to interpret the 

behavior of other actors in relatively dispositional terms, whether the behavior is 

routine and inconsequential or highly personal and important, and whether they know 

the actors well or not at all. That is, actors view their behavior as a response to 

momentary situational stimuli but view others as having more cross-situational 

stability in their behaviors. To test this possibility, subjects were exposed to what 

4 



would become the predominant test of trait ascription: subjects were presented with 

twenty trait terms, their polar opposites, and a "depends on the situation" option. 

Participants were then required to check one of these three alternatives for a given 

target: self, best friend, father, an acquaintance, and Walter Cronkite. As was 

predicted, results indicated that subjects more often choose a trait term to describe 

their acquaintances than to describe themselves and choose the situational response 

more often when describing themselves than when describing their acquaintances. 

Although the research on trait ascription is rich with data supporting the 

traditional actor-observer hypothesis ( cf. Watson, 1982), not all research has 

supported Jones and Nisbett's (1972) original hypothesis. Two studies conducted by 

Monson, Tanke, and Lund (1980) serve as prime examples of this inconsistency. In 

the first study, it was found that, when subjects were asked to describe themselves 

and "other targets of varying familiarity" via Nisbett et al. 's (1973) original scale, 

they consistently ascribed more traits to others than they did to themselves. But, what 

the first study offers, the second study taketh away. In this second experiment, 

subjects were asked to complete a "traits-only" questionnaire in which participants 

were given a list of forty traits, in random order, comprised of the twenty trait pair 

terms originally used by Nisbett et al. (1973). Subjects were asked to circle the traits 

which applied to themselves and to circle the traits which applied to an acquaintance. 

While the first study supported the original research in that participants endorsed 

more trait adjectives in their descriptions of their acquaintances than of themselves, 

this new version of the task found that raters ascribed more traits to themselves than 

to their acquaintances. 
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Similar results were found when Turner (1978) asked subjects to either 

complete Nisbett et al. 's (1973) original questionnaire or simply to list traits 

characterizing themselves and a friend. Once again, those participants who 

completed the original questionnaire attributed more traits to others than they did to 

themselves thereby reconfirming the original actor-observer hypothesis. However, 

when provided the opportunity to generate their own descriptions, subjects reported 

significantly more traits for themselves than for their friend. It thus seems that 

whether or not subjects ascribe more traits to themselves or others depends, at least in 

part, upon the methodology employed to obtain these results. The inclusion of a 

situational response apparently produces a diametrically opposite result from a 

response format that does not include a situational response. 

Research looking specifically at subjects' tendencies to utilize consistency 

information in the attribution process has suggested that people may not be capable of 

perceiving situational variability in a way that would make intuitive sense as a basis 

for attributing traits (Jackson, Monson, Etheridge, & Beer, 1998; Janowsky, Monson, 

& Jackson, 2001; Janowsky, Monson, Saigal, & Jackson, 2002b). For example, 

Jackson, Monson, Etheridge, and Beer (1998) reported data suggesting that the 

underutilization of situational information (e.g., the "fundamental attribution error") 

can be extended from classic examples with a single observation of behavior (e.g., 

Jones & Harris, 1967) where attributors fail to apply correctly Kelley's (1973) 

discounting principle to examples with multiple observations of behavior where 

attributors fail to apply correctly Kelley's (1973) covariation principle. They found 

that attributors paid little attention to situational variability in arriving at their trait 
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attributions; instead, the attributors appeared to utilize the average behavior of the 

target as the major basis for their trait attributions. 

Janowsky and her colleagues (Janowsky, Monson, & Jackson, 2001; 

Janowsky, Monson, Saigal, & Jackson, 2002b) took a more direct route in examining 

situational variability as a function of types of attributions offered for different, 

unspecified targets. In their research, subjects were provided with either two 

(representing the observer's perspective) or eight (representing the actor's 

perspective) samples of behavior for a series of different targets. Subjects were then 

asked for their perceptions of how variable they perceived the targets to be in general 

and for their perceptions of whether or not they would attribute traits to the targets. 

Although the variance in behaviors for the two sample and eight sample sets were 

equal, subjects actually perceived more situational variability when they possessed 

eight samples then when they possessed two samples. 

Additional analyses provided evidence that attributors's perceptions of 

situational variability were much more closely related to traditional measures of 

descriptive "sample variances" than they were to traditional measures of inferential 

"estimated population variances." "Sample variances" are biased in that they are 

almost always less than the "estimated population variances" (unless there is only one 

observation of behavior or the variance is zero). However, the degree of bias and the 

amount of the underestimation is much greater for small samples than for large 

samples. Since the perceptions of situational variability for observers are typically 

based upon small samples of behavior and those for actors are based upon large 

samples of behavior, the tendency for actors to perceive more situational variability in 
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their own behaviors than is typically perceived by observers may not be for any of the 

theoretical reasons proposed by Jones and Nisbett (1972). Instead, any differences in 

the perceptions of actors and observers may be only a statistical artifact. As a 

consequence, it should not be that surprising that attributors should be hesitant to use 

perceptions of situational variability as a basis for determining their trait attributions. 

The Actor-Observer Effect in Particular: A Methodological Analysis 

Despite these differences between results of empirical studies and bases of 

theoretical hypotheses, almost every social psychology book presents Jones and 

Nisbett's (1972) actor-observer hypothesis as a confirmed fact rather than a theory. It 

is therefore important to highlight some problems with this research which have 

heretofore been overlooked at best and ignored at worst. Based on the few studies 

outlined in the previous section, one can begin to look at the discrepancies in research 

findings as a function of the situational option utilized in most studies looking at self

other differences in attributional tendencies. That is, why would subjects report more 

traits as being descriptive of themselves than of others when they are given a 

questionnaire format without any situational response options and report fewer traits 

as being descriptive of themselves than others when they are given a questionnaire 

format with situational response options ( cf. Monson et al., 1980; Turner, 1978)? 

In an extensive review of the actor-observer literature, Janowsky (200 1) found 

that studies on actor-observer attributional differences can be broken down as a 

function of method based primarily on the usage of the "situational" option. She 

divided the research into one of two different categories: Dependent and Independent 

methods. Dependent methods were the methods in which subjects attributional 
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responses for themselves and another target were forced to yield to the inverse 

relationship established early on in the theoretical construction of attribution theory. 

Conversely, Independent methods asked subjects to make either trait or situational 

attributions independent of one another. In other words, subjects' trait ratings in no 

way effected their situational ratings. Janowsky (2001) found that, when examining 

the literature in these terms, the traditional actor-observer difference, which has come 

to be considered a gospel truth, comes into question. The following will briefly 

review her findings. 

Dependent Methods 

Janowsky (2001) describes studies utilizing a Dependent method as being 

those which require subjects to make either trait or situational attributions for 

themselves and another target. The most prototypical example of a study utilizing 

such a method is the classic Nisbett et al. (1973) study described previously. Here, 

subjects were asked to circle a trait, its polar opposite, or a situational option for a 

series of targets. In such studies, making a trait attribution necessitates the subject not 

making a situational attribution. That is, subjects cannot say that a target 

simultaneously holds a trait and displays variability in behavior. 

The Dependent methods category can be broken down further into those 

studies utilizing a "Trait versus Situation Only" method and those using a "Trait 

versus Situation versus 'Other"' method (Janowsky, 2001). The "Traits versus 

Situation Only" category of studies refers to research utilizing variations of Nisbett et 

al.'s (1973) questionnaire (cf. Watson, 1982). Some researchers have used the 

identical questionnaire used by Nisbett et al. while others have made some slight 
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variations thereto (Funder, 1980; Goldberg, 1978; Kerber & Singleton, 1984; Lord, 

1980; White, 1988). Variations on the original methodology allow for the recognition 

that subjects do not necessarily view their personalities in such black and white terms 

as either "I have a trait" or "I do not have a trait" but rather may see themselves as 

somewhere in the middle. Funder (1980), for example, allowed subjects to rate 

themselves on a 6-point continuum between two polar opposite terms or choose a 

situational option. This methodological alteration, however, did not alter the outcome 

of the study in that subjects were still more prone to make situational responses to 

themselves than others and to offer more trait responses to others than to themselves. 

The nature of the "depends on the situation" option comes into question again 

when one considers the possible definitions for same. Recognizing this issue, 

researchers utilizing the "Traits versus Situations versus 'Other"' paradigms have 

attempted to unravel these other possible confounds (Goldberg, 1981a; Baxter & 

Goldberg, 1988; Praeger & Cutler, 1990). In these studies, researchers attempted to 

unconfound the situational option by offering more selection alternatives than just 

trait and situational responses. Here, then, selecting the situational response would 

still mean that a trait response could not be made and selecting a trait response would 

still mean that a situational response could not be made. However, the lack of a 

situational response would not necessarily imply a trait response and a lack of a trait 

response does not necessarily imply a situational response. 

Goldberg (Study 1, 1981a), for example, asked subjects to describe 

themselves and various other targets via sixty trait terms. Subjects were given two 

trait options: zero (0) indicated that the term was an inaccurate descriptor and one (1) 
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indicated that the term was an accurate descriptor. This study, however, offered four 

alternative responses including a standard "depends on the situation" option as the 

only response considered "situational" in nature. Alternatively, subjects could 

indicate that they believed the term was "average or middle," that they were 

"uncertain" due to lack of familiarity; or that the term was "unclear or ambiguous." 

Results again suggested that, despite other possible alternatives at their disposal, 

subjects consistently ascribed more traits to others than to themselves and offered 

more situational responses for their own behavior than for the other targets. This 

study's methodology was later replicated by Praeger and Cutler (1990) and yielded 

identical results to those described above. 

Janowsky (200 1) reviewed 15 studies utilizing a "Traits versus Situation 

Only" method and 6 studies utilizing a "Traits versus Situations versus 'Other"' 

method. This review indicated that subjects are much more likely to assign more 

traits to others than to themselves and to describe their own behaviors as being more 

situationally dependent than are the behaviors of others (see Table 1). However, 

these studies were designed to create an inverse relationship between trait and 

situational responses such that if the subject answered with more situationality from 

the actor's perspective, he/she must answer more dispositionally from the observer's 

perspective. It should be noted that this finding held for both studies utilizing "Trait 

versus Situation Only" paradigms and those studies utilizing "Trait versus Situation 

versus 'Other"' paradigms which allowed subjects more than just trait and situation 

responses. Even with this latter grouping, results suggested that subjects continued to 

answer in the manner predicted by Jones and Nisbett (1972). What happens, then, 
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Table 1. Summary of actor-observer studies with Dependent methodologies. 

Method Number Situational Trait Response 
of Studies Response 

Trait vs. 
Situation 15/15 Actor> Observer Actor < Observer 
Only 
Trait vs. 
Situation vs. 6/6 Actor> Observer Actor< Observer 
'Other' 
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when the methodology employed asks subjects for trait responses or situation 

responses on Independent questions? In other words, do the results reported thus far 

replicate when the inverse relationship between trait responses and situation 

responses is not dictated by the format of the questions? 

Independent Methods 

Studies utilizing Independent methodologies allow subjects to make separate 

trait and/or situation attributions for each target such that ratings on one dimension in 

no wayinfluence ratings on the other. Such studies may ask subjects to make only 

trait attributions for a series of targets, only situation attributions for a series of 

targets, or independent trait and situation ratings for a series of targets. Janowsky 

(200 1) reviewed three such studies which asked subjects to make only situational 

attributions for various targets and nine studies in which subjects were asked to make 

only trait attributions for various targets. Conclusions reached from her review of 

these studies, however, were quite different than those discussed for her review of 

studies utilizing Dependent methodologies: when asked to make only situational 

attributions, results fell in line with traditional actor-observer hypotheses but when 

asked to make only trait attributions, subjects made more trait attributions from the 

actor's perspective than from the observer's perspective (see Table 2). 

For example, Baxter and Goldberg (1988), Krueger, Hamm, and Linford 

(1996), and Kammer ( 1982) conducted studies in which they asked subjects to rate 

the consistency with which they and others displayed various behaviors cross

situationally and found similar findings. Their results suggest that more situational 

responses are offered from the actor's perspective than from the observer's 
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Table 2. Summary of actor-observer studies with Independent methodologies. 

Method Number Situational Trait 
of Studies Response Response 

Situational 
3/3 Actor> Observer 

Response Only 
Trait Response 

8/9 Actor> Observer 
Only 

14 



perspective regardless of whether the situational responses are totally independent of 

trait responses, partially dependent on trait responses ("Trait versus Situation versus 

'Other"' methods), or totally dependent on trait responses ("Trait versus Situation 

Only" methods). 

Researchers have utilized different paradigms to determine what actors do 

when their trait responses are totally independent of situational responses. For 

example, Monson et al. (1980) asked subjects either to circle traits that they felt 

described themselves and others while Turner (1978) asked subjects to create their 

own list of traits for various targets. Another popular method was to have subjects 

complete a series of Likert-type scales for various traits for a series of different 

targets (e.g., Hampson, 1997; and Monson et al., Study 3, 1980). Sande, Goethals, 

and Radloff (1988) took a different approach by giving subjects the choice of 

endorsing either one of a bipolar adjective pair, a "both" option or a "neither" option. 

Despite the methodological differences, the results were consistent in that subjects 

ascribed more traits to themselves than to any other target; findings found in 8 of the 

9 studies reviewed. 1 

What can be concluded from these findings? It seems that whenever given a 

situational response option to describe themselves and others, subjects are more likely 

to endorse the situational response when describing themselves than when describing 

others. This finding seems to persist no matter how many alternatives participants are 

offered to distract them from the situational choice. However, when the situational 

response is taken away altogether, the pattern changes remarkably in that subjects 

1 Sande et al. (Part I, Study I, 1988) reported that subjects made more trait attributions from the 
observer's perspective than from the actor's perspective. 
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typically begin to describe themselves with more traits than they use to describe 

others. 

Acquaintanceship 

The explanation for actor-observer differences in trait and situational 

responses is aided by an examination of how length of acquaintanceship effects 

attributional tendencies. The underlying hypothesis with regard to familiarity is that 

actors, who have autobiographical knowledge of their own past behaviors and 

therefore the cross-situational variability of these behaviors, should be better than an 

observer's past knowledge of this actor. As a result, actors are thought to be less 

likely to attribute traits to themselves in favor of a situational explanation for their 

behaviors while observers, lacking in the cross-situational variability information 

regarding a given actor's behaviors, would be more likely to offer trait than 

situational attributions (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). 

Since the perception of personality traits is assumed to be inversely related to 

perceptions of situational variability, the more familiar one is with a target, the less 

likely the attributor would be to assign traits to said target. Nisbett et al. 's (1973) 

results fell in line with this thought process as they found a negative relationship 

between the degree of familiarity with the target and personality trait ascription. That 

is, when asking subjects to describe an acquaintance, their father, their best friend, 

and Walter Cronkite, it was found that the least personally known other, Walter 

Cronkite, received more trait responses than any personally known other (i.e., an 

acquaintance, their father, or their best friend). It should be noted, however, that the 

difference between the number of traits assigned to Walter Cronkite versus the 
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number of traits used to describe the subject's best friend was not significantly 

different. 

In another comparison of attributions for only the acquaintance, the authors 

assert that they found evidence for the predicted relationship between familiarity and 

trait ascription. They reported a significant positive correlation between reported 

length of acquaintanceship and a difference score calculated by the subtraction of the 

number of trait terms ascribed to the self versus the number of trait terms ascribed to 

the target in question. The way that this correlation was calculated was, at best, a 

very indirect way of assessing the relationship between familiarity and trait 

ascription. A less ambiguous test of the familiarity hypothesis would have been to 

correlate directly the degree of familiarity with the acquaintance with the number of 

traits attributed to him/her. Subsequent researchers have attempted to ascertain more 

concrete evidence that length of acquaintanceship, i.e. familiarity, effects the 

assignment oftraits. 

Dependent Methods 

In her review of the actor-observer literature, Janowsky (200 1) also examined 

researchers' results as a function of subjects' familiarity with different targets. 

Research in this area falls in line with the breakdown of the actor-observer literature 

discussed above. That is, some researchers concerned with the specific familiarity 

explanation of the actor-observer effect have utilized Dependent questionnaire 

formats while others have utilized Independent methodologies. Those studies 

utilizing Dependent methods can again be subdivided into those projects utilizing a 

"Traits versus Situations Only" method and those utilizing a "Traits versus Situation 
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versus 'Other"' method. As an example of a study utilizing a "Trait versus Situation 

Only" method, Lord (Study 1, 1980) utilized the Nisbett et al. (1973) questionnaire 

format and asked subjects to describe themselves, Walter Cronkite, their father, and a 

tree. It was found that subjects were more apt to describe their father (the more 

familiar target) with a situational responses than they were to describe Walter 

Cronkite. Since trait responses could not be made if a situational response was 

selected, more trait responses were offered for Walter Cronkite than for the father. 

Praeger and Cutler's (1990) study serves as an example of a familiarity study 

utilizing a "Traits versus Situations versus 'Other"' method. Participants in this study 

were asked to describe themselves, a person they have known for 10 to 15 years, a 

person they have known for 5 to 10 years, a person they have known for 1 to 5 years, 

and a person they have known for less than 6 months. Results indicated that subjects 

described those persons they have known longest (and thus are more familiar with) 

more situationally than they describe those whom they have known for shorter 

periods of time, and they describe those whom they have known for shorter amounts 

of time (those people with whom they are unfamiliar) more dispositionally than they 

describe those whom they have known for longer amounts of time. 

In total Janowsky (2001) reviewed 7 studies utilizing a Dependent 

methodology: 4 utilizing a "Trait versus Situation Only" paradigm and 3 utilizing a 

"Traits versus Situation versus 'Other"' paradigm. Based on her review, Janowsky 

(200 1) concluded that, regardless of which Dependent methodology researchers 

employed, more familiar others are described more situationally than unfamiliar 
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others whereas unfamiliar others are described more dispositionally than familiar 

others (see Table 3). 

Independent Methods 

The research discussed thus far indicates that, when given both trait and 

situational options, subjects tend to endorse more situational responses and fewer trait 

responses when describing familiar others than when they describe unfamiliar others. 

But what happens when subjects have the opportunity to make trait responses 

independent of situational responses? While J anowsky (200 1) did not discuss any 

familiarity studies which asked subjects to make only situational attributions for 

targets of differing levels of familiarity, she did discuss 9 studies which asked 

subjects to make only trait attributions for a series of targets of varying levels of 

familiarity. As was found in her review of the actor-observer literature, Janowsky 

(2001) found that, when looking at attributions as a function oftarget familiarity, 

when the situational option was removed, the results changed remarkably in that 

subjects made more trait attributions to familiar others than to unfamiliar others (see 

Table 4). 

As was discussed with reference to actor-observer studies utilizing 

Independent methodologies, researching looking at attributional differences as a 

function of target familiarity have utilized many different paradigms. Some have 

asked subjects to endorse either one of a bipolar trait pair, a "both" option or a 

"neither" option when describing themselves, two well-known others and two 

acquaintances (Sande et al., Study 4, 1988). Others have asked subjects to circle 

traits for targets of differing levels of familiarity (Monson et al., Study 3, 1980). 
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Table 3. Summary of familiarity studies with Dependent methodologies. 

Method Number of Situational Trait 
Studies Response Response 

Trait vs. 
Situation 4/4 Familiar > Unfamiliar Familiar < Unfamiliar 
Only 
Trait vs. 
Situation 3/3 Familiar> Unfamiliar Familiar< Unfamiliar 
vs. 'Other' 
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Table 4. Summary of familiarity studies with Independent methodologies. 

Method Number Situational Trait Response 
of Studies Response 

Trait Response 
9/9 Familiar> Unfamiliar 

Only 
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Others have utilized independent trait continua (Hampson, Study 3, 1997). Still 

others have simply asked subjects to write their own freelance descriptions of various 

targets (Fiske & Cox, 1979; Hampson, Study 1, 1983; and Hampson, Study 2, 1983 ). 

Overall, Table 4, then, presents a summary of literature which indicates that when the 

situational option is removed, subjects tend to ascribe more traits to familiar others 

than to unfamiliar others. 

Summary 

With the research described thus far, whether it be with regard to the actor

observer hypothesis or familiar versus unfamiliar others, we find that, despite the 

methodology employed, when subjects are offered a situational option they are more 

likely to utilize it when they are describing those targets with whom they have the 

most background knowledge (see Table 5). When looking at both actor-observer 

studies utilizing a Dependent methodology, actors are more likely to offer more 

situational responses for their own behaviors than for the behaviors of others. 

A similar pattern is found when examining the familiarity research which employs a 

Dependent methodology. That is, subjects are more likely to make situational 

responses for behaviors of familiar others than for behaviors of unfamiliar others. 

When looking at those studies utilizing Independent methodologies in which 

participants are asked to respond in situational terms only, Janowsky (2001) found 

that subjects follow consistent patterns to those mentioned above: subjects denote 

more situational variability in the behaviors ofthemselves than in the behaviors of 

others. Janowsky (2001) therefore concluded that when looking at subjects' 

perceptions of situational variability in targets' behaviors, the more information 
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Table 5. Summary of research looking at situational responses. 

Literature Method More Info <I Less Info 
> 

Dependent Actor > Observer 
Actor-

Observer 
Independent Actor > Observer 

Dependent Familiar > Unfamiliar 
Familiarity 

Independent Familiar > Unfamiliar 
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available regarding any one target, actor/observer or familiar/unfamiliar, the more 

likely subjects are to make a situational attribution. 

Whether subjects assign more or less traits to themselves (as actors) or others 

(as observers) or assign more or less traits to familiar or unfamiliar others, however, 

seems to be a function of the questionnaire format utilized by the researcher (see 

Table 6). As mentioned above, when subjects are given the opportunity to answer 

situationally in studies utilizing a Dependent methodology, they are more apt to 

choose the situational response when describing more familiar targets (e.g., selfvs. 

others; familiar others vs. unfamiliar others) than when describing less familiar 

targets. The design of such mutually exclusive studies necessitates that subjects who 

fit this pattern must therefore assign more traits to others when looking at actor

observer research and unfamiliar others when examining familiarity research. When 

the situational option is removed, however, a dramatically different effect occurs in 

that the findings seem to reverse themselves. When looking at the non-mutually 

exclusive/Independent literature which has removed the situational option, we find 

that subjects assign more traits to more familiar others (e.g., selfvs. others; familiar 

others vs. unfamiliar others) than to unfamiliar others. 

In general, then, when using a format in which traits and situation responses 

are linked, we find more situational responses when looking at the target with the 

most available information than when looking at the target with whom we have the 

least amount of information. However, while this situational effect seems to be 

strong and consistent, the trait effect undergoes dramatic changes with different 

methodologies such that the removal of the situational option completely changes 
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Table 6. Summary of research looking at trait responses 

Literature Method More Info <I Less Info 
> 

Dependent Actor < Observer 
Actor-

Observer 
Independent Actor > Observer 

Dependent Familiar < Unfamiliar 
Familiarity 

Independent Familiar > Unfamiliar 
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whether the data supports the hypothesis originally put forth by Jones and Nisbett 

(1972). 

Why is this switch in trait literature found when the situational option is 

included in the questionnaire format? It seems to be a question of the strength of the 

situational response option. When looking at Independent trait methodologies, we 

find that subjects ascribe more traits to those with whom they have access to more 

cross-situational information. However, when given the opportunity to answer 

situationally the response format switches. This leads me to wonder if it is the 

strength of the situational response somehow coaxes participants into complying with 

Jones and Nisbett's (1972) original hypothesis thus making the actor-observer 

phenomena nothing more than a methodological artifact. The following studies 

attempt to decipher this issue by looking at the manner in which we go about 

determining the amount of variability that targets exhibit cross-situationally with the 

assumption that the more information subjects have available to them, the more likely 

they are to make a situational attribution when given the opportunity to do so. 

Fighting it Out Empirically: Dependent versus Independent Methodologies 

In an attempt to demonstrate empirically the comparative differences mapped 

out in the preceding literature review, Janowsky and her colleagues have conducted a 

series of studies pinning the one method (i.e., the Dependent method) against the 

other (i.e., the Independent method). The first study in this series (Janowsky & 

Monson, 2002) was based on the behavioral information available from the actor's 

perspective versus the behavioral information available from the observer's 

perspective. Using a methodology similar to that employed by Janowsky et al. 
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(2002b ), an Independent questionnaire was constructed simulating familiarity 

differences inherent in the actor's versus observer's point-of-view. That is, subjects 

were again provided with either eight (well-known other/actor's perspective) or two 

(lesser-known other/observer's perspective) observations of behavior for a number of 

unspecified targets. Unlike the questionnaire utilized by Janowsky et al. (2002b), this 

study asked subjects for their perceptions of how Extraverted they believed each 

target to be, how Introverted they believed each target to be, and how variable they 

perceived each target to be from one situation to the next. 

The interesting twist of this study came in the analyses of the participants' 

attributions. Responses to these three questions were coded2 allowing Janowsky and 

Monson (2002), in essence, to translate an Independent methodology into a 

Dependent methodology such that targets were given either a trait or situational 

attribution. When analyzed for Independent responses, data did indeed indicate that 

attributors offered more trait and situational attributions from the actor's perspective 

(i.e., for those targets with whom they had access to eight observations of behavior) 

than from the observer's perspective (i.e., for those targets with whom they had 

access to two observations of behavior). Alternatively, when subjects' responses 

were analyzed for Dependent responses (i.e., using the coded responses), subjects' 

attributions fell more in line with Jones and Nisbett's (1972) original hypothesis in 

that subjects made more trait attributions from the observer's perspective and made 

more situational attributions from the actor's perspective. In other words, the results 

2 Subjects' responses on the three questions were coded such that the score with the greatest value was 
assigned a "1.00" and alternate responses were coded with a "0.00." Whenever a "tie" for the highest 
value was observed, the "tied" responses were assigned a "0.50" and the remaining score was assigned 
a "0.00". When there was a three-way tie, each alternative was coded with a 0.33. 
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offer clear support for the notion that the research supporting Jones and Nisbett's 

(1972) hypothesis (i.e., research which has assumed an inverse relationship between 

situational and trait attributions) has been a product of methodology rather than actual 

attributional tendencies. 

A potential problem with this study, however, is that the results were based on 

simulated target behaviors and the attributions thereof. Might different results have 

been attained if subjects had been asked to make attributions for themselves versus 

others? In order to answer this question, Janowsky, Monson, and D'Souza (2002a) 

conducted a study in which subjects completed a Nisbett et al.-style questionnaire 

(1973) for both themselves and an acquaintance (defined as someone they knew, but 

not too well). Instead of simply circling the trait or situational option they felt best 

described themselves and their acquaintance, however, subjects were asked to make 

their attributions using three unipolar scales. That is, participants were asked to 

indicate on a 9-point Likert scale separate ratings for where they felt targets fell on a 

particular trait and it's polar opposite (50 traits in total). In a third question, subjects 

were asked to indicate on a 9-point Likert scale how situationally dependent they 

believed the targets' behaviors were on these trait dimensions. 

Responses to these three questions were then coded in the same manner as 

that utilized by Janowsky and Monson (2002) allowing the questionnaire to serve as 

an exemplar of both and Independent and Dependent methodological instrument. 

Again, results suggest that the methodology employed dramatically influences the 

results for actor-observer differences in trait attributions. When analyzed as a 

Dependant questionnaire, results reflected the traditional actor-observer difference 
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where subjects made more trait attributions for others than for themselves and more 

situational attributions for themselves than for others. Conversely, when analyzed as 

an Independent questionnaire, results indicated that subjects made more trait and 

situational attributions for themselves than for others. In conjunction with results 

reported by Janowsky and Monson (2002), these results strongly suggest that 

questionnaires utilizing a Dependent format (i.e., a format in which subjects are 

required to make either a trait or a situational attribution only) are likely to provide 

misleading conclusions. Because so much of the research conducted on the actor

observer hypothesis has used such a limited methodology, we are forced to reexamine 

what really influences actor-observer differences in trait attributions. 

The Actor-Observer Effect Revisited as a Function of Traits 

The findings reported by Janowsky and her colleagues in the previous section 

strongly suggest that the methodology employed by researchers dramatically 

influences the results for actor-observer differences in trait attributions. Since so 

much of the research conducted on the actor-observer hypothesis has used a limited 

Dependent methodology, social and personality psychologists are forced to reexamine 

what really influences actor-observer differences in trait attributions. Why do we find 

this switch in the trait literature when the situational option is included in the 

questionnaire format? 

It seems to be a question of the strength of the situational response option. 

When looking at Independent trait methodologies, subjects ascribe more traits to 

those with whom they have access to more cross-situational information. However, 

when given the opportunity to answer situationally, these response tendencies switch. 
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It would appear, then, that the situational effect, an effect that has been clearly 

demonstrated to be generalizable across all methods and targets, is in and of itself a 

methodological artifact (Jackson et al., 1998; Janowsky et al., 2002b ). This 

conclusion brings to light a new perspective in attribution theory- a perspective that 

frames self-other attributions as a function of traits only. With that said, it seems 

reasonable to ask some new questions. For example, are more trait attributions 

offered from the actor's perspective than from the observer's perspective for all traits 

or do the results depend on the specific trait chosen? 

Introducing the Big Five into Actor-Observer Research 

Dating back to Nisbett et al. 's (1973) field-altering study, subjects have been 

given a choice between a trait, its polar opposite, and a situational response option. 

But what traits were used? Nisbett and his colleagues (1973) specifically chose 

socially desirable traits as, "it would have been uninteresting to show that people 

refuse to assign trait descriptions to themselves when both trait alternatives are 

undesirable (pg. 162)." In accordance with this precedent many previous 

examinations utilizing Nisbett et al.' s (1973) methodology were similarly confounded 

and designed to minimize the effects of social desirability. Goldberg (1978), for 

example, used trait terms most likely to show the actor-observer effect rather than a 

more balanced array of personality dispositions. Therefore, it is important to choose 

a more representative set of traits. 

Personality psychology has traditionally been concerned with developing 

taxonomies of personality attributes as reflected in any given lexicon and, thanks in 

part to work conducted by Goldberg (1970; 1977; 1981 b; 1990) and McCrae and 
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Costa ( 1985; 1991 ), the seemingly limitless number of trait terms has been reduced to 

what has been dubbed the Big Five: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, 

Intelligence, and Conscientiousness. The pervasiveness (John, Angleitner, & 

Ostendorf, 1988) and universality (Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984; Yang & Bond, 

1990; Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1990) of these traits would seem to make them an 

obvious choice for use in studies examining actor-observer differences. To date, 

however, researchers have failed to utilize the Big Five factors in such a manner. 

The Self-Enhancement Bias as a Moderator for Actor-Observer Differences 

Using the Big Five personality factors would theoretically eradicate the gap 

inadvertently caused by the utilization of only socially desirable trait dimensions and 

allow for the examination of alternative explanations for self-other differences in 

behavioral explanations. One such explanation may be a function of motivation on 

the part of individual making an attribution. Research on the self-enhancement bias, 

for example, suggests that amidst the general population, there exists a tendency to 

view oneself as "better-than-average" on most all dimensions thought to be socially 

desirable. In other words, people tend to describe themselves more positively than 

they describe others and describe others more negatively than they describe 

themselves (Funder & Colvin, 1997). Evidence for this tendency is widespread. 

People judge traits such as sincere, loyal, fair, kind, and sensitive as being more 

characteristic of themselves than others (Alicke, 1985; Fields & Schuman, 1976), and 

they believe themselves to be safer drivers (Svenson, 1981) and more intelligent 

(Wylie, 1979) than the average person. 
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While this tendency is strongest when comparing self-ratings to stranger 

ratings, Funder (1980) provides evidence that this bias is seen in acquaintances as 

well. In his study, subjects and two of their acquaintances were asked to describe the 

subject via the California Q-sort (an average of these scores was utilized as the 

"acquaintance" measure). Results indicated that acquaintance ratings were higher 

than self-ratings on negative items (e.g., "expresses hostility," "is dissatisfied," and 

"is self-pitying") while self-ratings were higher than acquaintance ratings on positive 

items (e.g., "has warmth," and "is perceptive"). 

Despite this tendency, however, in a normally distributed population it is 

statistically impossible for more than half of any population to actually be better than 

average for that population. While other explanations have been given for this effect 

(e.g., other-derogation), the most prevalent explanation for this phenomenon is 

people's basic need to self-enhance (for a review see Baumeister, 1998). Individuals 

want to present themselves as possessing positive characteristics and have others 

make attributions supporting this presentation because doing so enhances self-esteem 

and one's sense of well-being. In fact, individuals may actually be making accurate 

attributions for others but perceiving their own characteristics more positively than 

may be justified (Taylor & Brown, 1988). 

Research has continuously demonstrated that in order to perceive ourselves 

positively we look to others, both better- and worse-off than ourselves, to determine 

our own social standing. By engaging in downward social comparison, the process of 

comparing ourselves with less fortunate others, we can increase our self-esteem and 

reduce stress therefore finding it easier to cope with our own woes (Wills, 1981 ). 
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However, this only works if we are clearly able to label others as being worse-off 

than we are. Thus, we may look for ways to derogate others in order to boost 

ourselves relative to them. Klein and Kunda (1993), for example, found that subjects 

exaggerate the frequency of their own health-oriented behaviors to convince 

themselves that they were more physically fit than their peers. 

Alternatively we can engage in upward social comparison in which we 

compare ourselves with those who are better offthan ourselves (Collins, 1996). By 

doing so we can motivate ourselves to improve or work harder (Blanton, Buunk, 

Gibbons, & Kuyper, 1999). While this may seem risky in that we may force to light 

our shortcomings, the trick is to convince ourselves that we are in the same general 

range as our better-offs thus focusing our concentration on the connection and our 

possibilities (Wheeler, 1966). 

Self-enhancement biases should be, but have not yet been, accounted for in 

actor-observer terms. By looking at the Big Five not only in terms of self-other 

attributional differences but in terms of valence as well, Janowsky et al. (2002a) were 

able to determine what, if any, social desirability differences exist as a function of the 

actor-observer bias. Looking within the Big Five factors, one could argue that 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Intelligence, and Emotional 

Stability (i.e., not being Neurotic) are all positive traits, while their polar opposites, 

i.e., Introversion, Disagreeableness, Not-Conscientiousness, Unintelligent, and 

Neuroticism, could be considered negative traits. It was therefore predicted that 

subjects trait attributions for themselves and their acquaintances would vary in 

manner consistent with traditional self-enhancement theory such that subjects would: 
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1) assign more traits in general to themselves than to others; and 2) subjects would 

specifically assign more positive traits to themselves than to their acquaintances and 

more negative traits to their acquaintances than to themselves. 

A Closer Look at the Big Five as a Function of Valence 

Before discussing the actor-observer differences in the Big Five personality 

dimensions reported by Janowsky, et al. (2002a), it is important to understand the 

rationale for allocating the labels "positive" and "negative" to the different poles of 

each factor. In other words, what makes one end of the dimension more socially 

desirable than the other? To that end, the following will summarize Janowsky, et 

al. 's (2002a) rationale for their assignment of each of the Big Five dimensions. 

The first factor to be discussed is Extraversion. Although the most 

consistently found trait on any model of personality, Extraversion has gone through a 

series of different names and different definitions (for a review see Watson & Clark, 

1997). Jung ( 1921 ), for example, argued that Extraversion was not so much a 

personality dimension as a representation of different attitudes individuals might use 

to interpret their worlds; Extraverts are externally and objectively focused, concerned 

with others and oriented toward action more than thought, while Introverts were more 

internally oriented, tending to be introspective and ruminative. Later, Eysenck and 

Eysenck (1975) labeled Extraversion as a personality trait where Extraverts were 

described as sociable, needing people, friends, and cohorts, and craving excitement 

while Introverts preferred stability and solitude. Costa and McCrae ( 1985) took a 

similar stance to that of Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) but downplayed the risk-taking 

aspect highlighted by their predecessors. Instead, Costa and McCrae (1985) focused 
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on Extraverts' need to be sociable, talkative, cheerful and optimistic. Today, the 

facets contributing to Extraversion include well-being, social potency, social 

closeness, and achievement. On the flip side, facets contributing to Introversion 

include shyness, social withdrawal, and quietness. 

Regardless of the theorist or model, however, one thing remains relatively 

clear: 'tis better to be an Extravert than an Introvert (Costa& McCrae, 1980; 

Zimbardo, 1977). Costa and McCrae (1980) have proposed that Extraversion can be 

linked with positive affect. Arguing from a temperamental standpoint, they suggest 

that Extraverts are simply more cheerful and high-spirited than Introverts. Moreover, 

Introversion is linked to shyness, social withdrawal, and other facets generally 

described as unpleasant (Zimbardo, 1977). 

More contemporary views have empirically demonstrated that Extraversion is 

an adaptive, productive, and socialized quality. For example, if one were to look at 

subjects' self-rated moods, these ratings can be broken down along two dimensions: 

negative affect and positive affect (Mayer & Gaschke, 1988; Watson, 1988). 

Negative affect represents one's level of subjective distress and dissatisfaction, with 

high negative affect being associated with negative mood states such as fear, anger, 

self-dissatisfaction, and guilt. In contrast, positive affect represents a state of 

pleasurable arousal, reflecting feelings of excitement, joy, mental alertness, and 

confidence. Extraversion has consistently been linked to positive affect (Costa & 

McCrae, 1980, Tellegen, 1985; Emmons & Diener, 1986). Tellegen (1985) went as 

far so to suggest that a higher-order disposition be renamed "Positive Emotionality." 
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As stated above, Extraversion can be considered the "Big One" of the Big 

Five, as it seems to find its way onto all factor structures. Grouped with Neuroticism, 

then, we form the "Big Two." Neuroticism, the flip side of Emotional Stability, 

consists of individual traits such as nervousness, moodiness, and temperamentality 

(Goldberg, 1993). In other words, the Neuroticism factor identifies aspects related to 

adjustment (i.e., the Emotional Stability side) or lack thereof (i.e., the Neurotic side; 

DeNeve & Cooper, 1998). In fact, Costa and McCrae (1980) have suggested that 

Neuroticism can be linked with negative affect, primarily because of an unstable 

temperament. 

Whereas DeNeve and Cooper (1998) too have found evidence indicating that 

Neuroticism is the strongest predictor for life satisfaction (r == -0.24), happiness (r ==-

0.25), and negative affect (-0.23), they do not believe it to be due to temperament. 

Rather, they argue that being Neurotic predisposes a person to experience less 

subjective well-being, regardless of whether you examine subjects' perceived quality 

of life experiences, negative short-term emotions, or the lack of long-term positive 

emotions. Despite how the issue is framed, however, it would seem that it would be 

better to be labeled as "Emotionally Stable" than Neurotic. 

The third factor to be discussed is Agreeableness. Goldberg ( 1981 b) argued 

that the more important an individual difference is in interpersonal transactions, the 

more languages will have a term for it. Looking at interpersonal relationships 

through an evolutionary lens such that survival-related differences should be 

especially conspicuous in the language of personality description (Hogan, 1983), how 

Agreeable or Disagreeable one is should certainly be represented in the Big Five. 
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The more Agreeable the individuals are who make up a group, the more cohesive the 

group, and the more accomplished the group will become as a result. It would be 

important to identify those group members who are most likely to hold a non

normative viewpoint, about group action and who would be unlikely to conform to 

social pressures to change said viewpoint for these individuals are likely to stall group 

locomotion toward the goal in question (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). 

Although it has gone through many different labels (e.g., conformity (Fiske, 

1949)), friendly compliance versus hostile noncompliance (Digman & Takemota

Chock, 1981), and likability (Hogan, 1983)), the use of Agreeableness's place in the 

Big Five was secure since Allport and Odbert (1936) first published their 

psycholexical analysis of trait terms. More specifically, however, its place as the 

bipolar dimension of Agreeable- Disagreeable was formulated by Norman (1963) 

and Tupes and Cristal (1961). Because of the vast number of traits that load on this 

factor (e.g., kindness, trust, warmth, etc.), research on Agreeableness can take on 

many different forms from biological studies on temperament to moral propensities 

(for review see Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). 

The current focus, however, is more interested in looking at the Agreeableness 

dimension as a function of valence. In this sense, research has clearly shown that 

being labeled Agreeable is far more socially desirable than being considered 

Disagreeable. Generally speaking, Agreeableness enhances relationship quality and 

is therefore likely to be associated with one's level oflife satisfaction and overall 

happiness (McCrae & Costa, 1991 ). Agreeable individuals are more likely to show 

prosocial behaviors than are Disagreeable individuals (e.g., Schwartz & Howard, 
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1984; Staub, 1974). Such prosocial behaviors have been linked to other high levels of 

characteristics conceptually linked to other-oriented moral responding such as 

communal orientation (e.g., Clark, Ouellett, Powell, & Miliberg, 1987), nurturance 

(e.g., Romer, Gruder, & Lizzardo, 1986), social interest (Crandall & Harris, 1976), 

social extensivity (e.g., Oliner & Oliner, 1988), and social responsibility (Eisenberg, 

Miller, Schaller, Fabes, Fultz, Shell, & Shea, 1989). 

The fourth trait in the Big Five dimensions is Conscientiousness. This 

dimension, which refers to conformity and socially prescribed impulse control 

(Hogan & Ones, 1997), is made up of individual traits such as organization, 

thoroughness, and reliability and is contrasted with traits such as carelessness, 

negligence, and unreliability. Generally, research on this dimension has taken an 

industrial-organizational slant, looking at self-ratings on the dimension in comparison 

to job performance and academic successes (for a review see Hogan & Ones, 1997). 

In their reviews of the Big Five personality dimensions, for example, both Barrick 

and Mount (1991) and Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, and McCloy (1990) report 

that, of the Big Five traits, Conscientiousness is the only valid predictor for all 

occupational groups and job-related criteria reported. In fact, it can be argued that 

Conscientiousness has become the most important trait motivation variable in 

personnel psychology (Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993). 

The preponderance of research findings on Conscientiousness clearly 

demonstrate that it is more socially-desirable to be labeled "Conscientious" than "Not 

Conscientious." Besides having higher job performance in most, if not all 

occupations, Conscientious individuals are considered dependable, reliable, careful 
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thorough, organized, hardworking, persistent and achievement oriented (Mount, 

Barrick, & Strauss, 1994 ). Being labeled "Not Conscientious" would suggest that 

one is lazy, unreliable, and disorganized. 

If Extraversion is the one dimension all scales can agree upon, the fifth 

personality dimension has been the most controversial. History has shown that it is 

not entirely clear which personality variables should be included in this dimension 

and which should not. Having gone through many names (e.g., "Culture" (Tupes & 

Christal, 1961 ); "Inquiring Intellect" (Fiske, 1949); "Intellect" (Digman & Takemoto

Chock, 1981; Peabody & Goldberg, 1989; Goldberg, 1981 b); and "Openness to 

Experience" (McCrae & Costa, 1987; Coan, 1974), many argue that this dimension is 

best viewed as a set of cognitive skills (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Defined as the 

capacity for knowledge and understanding, factors loading on this dimension include 

"perceptive," "knowledgeable," and "analytical." Even when this trait is defined as 

"Openness to Experience," as is often the case, "Openness" can be thought of as a 

reflection of Intelligence in the personality sphere (Cattell, 1946). 

Using "Intelligence" as a factor, then, it is easy to see that being labeled 

Intelligent would be more socially desirable than being labeled Unintelligent. Those 

labeled Intelligent are considered curious, imaginative, and inventive (McCrae & 

Costa, 1997). Conversely, those who are Unintelligent, would be considered 

conventional, repetitive, and closed. 

Actor-Observer Differences as a Function of the Big Five: An Empirical Test 

It seems a grievous oversight not to have used the Big Five personality traits 

or to consider self-enhancement tendencies in an actor-observer study to this point. 
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In an attempt to rectify these oversights, Janowsky et al. (2002a) analyzed subjects' 

trait responses on the 9-point Likert scale previously described to determine what, if 

any, differences might arise as a function of target (i.e., self versus acquaintance), 

trait valence (i.e., positive or negative) and trait (i.e., the Big Five). The main effects 

reported were not too surprising. In line with expectations made salient by Janowsky 

and colleagues' research discussed previously, subjects made more trait attributions 

for themselves than for their acquaintances. Additionally, in conjunction with 

research on the positivity bias, subjects were more likely to make positive than 

negative trait attributions, regardless of target or trait dimension. Finally, looking 

within the Big Five trait dimensions, subjects were more likely to make trait 

attributions, regardless of target or valence, for Agreeableness and Conscientiousness 

than for Neuroticism, Extraversion, or Intelligence. 

The more interesting results came when analyzing the interactions. As 

discussed above, self-enhancement theorists postulate that people tend to describe 

themselves in more positive terms than they would describe others and describe 

others in more negative terms than they would describe themselves. Janowsky et al. 

(2000a) found that, whereas subjects do tend to rate themselves more positively than 

they do others, there was much less evidence that people make more negative trait 

attributions for others than they for themselves. This tendency, however, was a 

function of trait. Subjects rated themselves more positively than others on positive 

traits for all trait dimensions with the exception of Extraversion. With regard to 

negative traits, however, subjects made more trait attributions to others than to 

themselves only for Unintelligent and Not-Conscientious. They showed no 
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difference in attributional tendencies for Disagreeableness and Neuroticism. The 

most counterintuitive finding, however, was that subjects actually made more trait 

attributions for Introversion for themselves than for others. 

Experiment 1 

Purpose 

The purpose of the studies conducted by Janowsky and Monson (2002) and 

Janowsky et al. (2002b) outlined above was to bring to light the methodological 

inconsistencies inherent in the actor-observer research conducted to date. Having 

done so successfully, they concluded that the insertion of a situational option into 

Dependant questionnaire formats strongly encouraged subjects to conform their 

responses in a way consistent with the traditional actor-observer hypothesis while 

Independent questionnaire formats fail to produce such results. In other words, 

Janowsky and her colleagues have offered evidence that the actor-observer 

phenomenon as it has been traditionally accepted may in fact be a methodological 

artifact. 

Janowsky et al. (2002a) attempted to offer a counter explanation for self-other 

differences in attributional tendencies arguing that if the situational option acts as a 

sort of demand characteristic causing subjects to conform to traditional actor-observer 

predictions, then self-other attributional differences must instead be a function of trait 

characteristics. By using a more complete set of trait terms derived from the Big Five 

personality dimensions, Janowsky et al. (2002a) hoped to argue that the valence of 

the traits utilized by researchers may in some way offer an explanation into why, 

when using Independent methodologies, subjects actually select more traits terms for 
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themselves than for other targets. Their results that whether subjects showed self

enhancement tendencies, i.e., attributed more positive traits to themselves than to 

their acquaintances and attributed more negative traits to their acquaintances than to 

themselves, depended in large part to the trait dimension at issue, however, seemed to 

raise more questions than offer empirical answers. 

Because Janowsky et al. (2002a) conducted a study in part to continue to 

demonstrate that the actor-observer effect may be understood more in terms of the 

methodological than theoretical realm, it is important to demonstrate that their 

findings were not, in and of themselves, methodological artifacts before delving into 

possible explanations for their seemingly counterintuitive findings. The current study 

was therefore designed to replicate those results. 

Methodology 

One hundred and forty-two subjects enrolled in an undergraduate social 

psychology course were asked to log onto an internet web site 

(wise.fau.edul~elaw7381) and complete two 75-item questionnaires in exchange for 

extra course credit (see Appendix A). Very much inline with those questionnaire 

utilized by Nisbett et al., each questionnaire provided subjects with a series of traits 

(e.g., "talkative"), their polar opposite (e.g., "quiet"), and a situational option (e.g., 

"whether the target is talkative or quiet depends on the situation"). Unlike Nisbett et 

al. 's less representative traits, however, these questionnaires consisted solely of the 

big-five trait dimensions (5 trait terms, 5 polar-opposite trait terms, and 5 situational 

options per dimension). Moreover, while Nisbett et al. 's original questionnaire asked 

subjects to simply circle the most appropriate description for the target, the current 
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questionnaire asked subjects to indicate on a 9-point Likert scale separate ratings for 

where they believed the target fell on each trait and how much situational variability 

they perceived these targets to exhibit. 

While the two questionnaires were identical in content, we asked that the 

"target" of each questionnaire differ; the first being for themselves and the second 

referring to an "acquaintance" of their choosing. One possible explanation for the 

results reported by Janowsky et al. (2002a) could be a function ofthe "other" target in 

question. While Funder's (1980) results are indicative that the self-enhancement 

effect is seen when comparing self-ratings to strangers' and acquaintances' ratings of 

them, he points out that people tend to view their close friends and acquaintances in a 

favorable light. It may be that subjects are less apt to think of an ill-liked other when 

making attributions than a well-liked other and are thus less likely to make negative 

trait attributions to same. Therefore, different results might be obtained by specifying 

the valence of liking with regard to targets. In an attempt to overcome this possible 

shortcoming, "acquaintance" here was defined for them as someone they knew, but 

not well (e.g., a classmate is an acquaintance, your best friend is not). 

Dependent Measures 

1) Perception of Situational Variability: Subjects were asked to indicate how 

variable they believed each target to be on a 9-point Likert scale with one 

indicating consistency and nine representing extreme variability. 

1 
u 

2 3 

Extremely Stable 

4 
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2) Perception of Trait Position: Subjects were asked to indicate how much 

they believed each of a series of bipolar traits described themselves and an 

acquaintance on a 9-point Likert scale with one representing a poor 

description and nine representing an accurate description. 

1 
lJ 

2 3 

Not at all "Quiet" 

"Quiet" 

Hypotheses 

4 5 6 7 8 9 
lJ 

Extremely 

1) Perceptions of Situational Variability: Both Janowsky et al. (2002a) and 

Nisbett, et al. (1973) have found evidence that subjects' perceive greater 

cross-situational variability in their own and familiar others' behaviors 

than in the behaviors of others or lesser known others. It was therefore 

hypothesized that, subjects' perceptions of situational variability would 

replicate previous research and subjects would perceive greater situational 

variability in their own behavior than in that of an acquaintance. 

2) Perceptions of Trait Position: Analysis of subjects' dispositional ratings 

were hypothesized to reflect those findings reported by Janowsky et al. 

(2002a) in that subjects would offer more extreme trait ratings for 

themselves than for their acquaintances. 

3) Self Enhancement Bias: Janowsky et al. (2002a) expected that, due to 

self-presentation motivations, subjects would not only assign more traits in 

general to themselves than to their acquaintances, but subjects would 

assign more positive traits to themselves and more negative traits to 
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Results 

others. Their results, however, indicated that such tendencies varied as a 

function ofTrait Dimension where subjects' made more positive trait 

attributions for themselves than others for Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Intelligence and more 

negative trait attributions to others than to themselves for Unintelligence 

and Not Conscientiousness with no Target differences found with regard 

to Disagreeableness and Neuroticism. With regard to Extraversion and 

Introversion, subjects rated themselves as more Introverted than others. It 

is hypothesized that findings here will replicate these findings. 

Actor-Observer Differences in Trait and Situation Attributions 

In the interest of completedness, a 2 (Target: self versus acquaintance) x 2 

(Attribution: dispositional versus situational) within-subjects analysis of variance was 

conducted to evaluate the traditional actor-observer effect as originally stated by 

Jones and Nisbett (1972). As was hypothesized, the results failed to replicate those 

studies which have found great support for the traditional actor-observer hypothesis 

(e.g., Nisbett et al., 1973) but instead confirmed Janowsky et al.'s (2002a) finding 

that individuals make both more trait and situational attributions for themselves than 

for their acquaintances (see Figure 1 ). The main effect for Attribution(£ (1, 141) = 

2,776.80, Q<.0001) indicated that, as a whole, subjects were more likely to make trait 

attributions (M = 259.52) than situational attributions (M = 138.03). The main effect 

for Target(£ (1, 141) = 13.45, Q<.OOOl) indicated that subjects were more likely to 

make any attribution, trait or situational, for themselves (M =20 1. 97) than for their 
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Figure 1. Attribution x Target interaction for subjects' attributional responses on the 

Big Five questionnaire 
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acquaintances (M = 195.58). Although the Attribution x Target interaction was not 

significant C.E (1, 141) = 1.15, n.s.), additional analyses were conducted to confirm 

that subjects were more likely to make both trait attributions and situational 

attributions to themselves (Mtrait = 262.01 and Msituation = 141.93) than to others (Mtrait 

= 257.03 and Msituation = 134.13). This perspective difference was slightly stronger for 

situational E (1, 141) = 10.50, g<.01) than trait attributions CE (1, 141) = 6.74, g<.01). 

Actor-Observer Differences in Trait Attributions as a Function ofTrait Dimension 

(Big Five Personality Factors) and Valence (Positive versus Negative) 

Upon completion of the preliminary actor-observer analysis, attention was 

directed to the more interesting issues regarding which traits subjects were more or 

less likely to attribute to themselves versus others and what traits subjects were more 

or less likely to attribute to others than to themselves. Subjects trait responses on the 

9-point Likert scale were thereby analyzed via a 2 (Target: self versus acquaintance) 

X 2 (Valence: positive traits versus negative traits) X 5 (Trait Dimension: 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Intelligence) 

within-subjects analysis of variance. However, for ease of exposition and 

explanation, this three-way analysis ofvariance was simplified into a 2 (Valence: 

positive traits versus negative traits) x 5 (Trait Dimension: Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Intelligence) within-subjects 

analysis of variance with the dependent variable being the difference between trait 

attributions offered from the actor's perspective versus trait attributions offered from 

the observer's perspective. Positive values therefore indicate more trait attributions 

from the actor's perspective and negative values indicate more trait attributions from 
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the observer's perspective.3 Results for the complete three-way analysis of variance 

can be found in Appendix B. 

In concert with the results put forth by Janowsky et al. (2002a) and the 

analyses reported in the previous section, subjects were more likely to make trait 

attributions, regardless of valence or trait dimension, for themselves than for their 

acquaintances (F Grand Mean Eflect ( 1, 141) = 6. 7 4, p<. 01 ). The main effect for Trait 

Dimension (f ( 4, 564) = 1. 92, p<.ll; see Figure 2), while only approaching 

significance, offers support for the suggestion that this trend was not the same for all 

of the Big Five factors (MExtraversion = 0.98, MAgreeableness = 0.42, Mconscientiousness = 

0.41, MNeuroticism = 0.62, Mrntelligence = 0.07). 

As discussed in the introductory portion of this manuscript, self-enhancement 

theorists postulate that people tend to describe themselves in more positive terms than 

they describe others and attribute more negative traits to others than they do to 

themselves. The main effect for Valence (f (1, 141) = 12.49, p<.001; see Figure 3), 

offers support for this theory as subjects generally rated themselves more positively 

than they did others (Mpositive = 1.79) and made more negative trait attributions to 

others than they did to themselves (M = -0.79).4 However, this latter tendency, i.e., 

3 
The F-value for the grand mean in this analysis will coincide with the perspective F-value in the 

three-way analysis of variance. The F-value for the Valence factor will coincide with the F-value for 
the Target x Valence interaction in the three-way analysis of variance. The F-value for the Trait factor 
will coincide with the F-value for the Target x Trait interaction in the three-way analysis of variance. 
The F-value for the Valence x Trait interaction will coincide with the F-value for the Target x Valence 
x Trait interaction in the three-way analysis of variance. 
4 

This finding was further supported when analyzing for the simple main effects of the Target x 
Valence interaction obtained from the original three-way analysis of variance. Results from these 
effects, analyzed within valence, found that subjects made significantly more positive attributions for 
themselves (M = 163.51) than for others (M = 154.56; E (1, 141) = 20.49, Q<.0001). Although only 
marginally significant, subjects also appeared to offer somewhat more negative trait attributions for 
others (M = 102.47) than for themselves (M = 98.51; E (1, 141) = 3.40, Q<.07). 
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Figure 2. Main effect for Big Five Trait Dimension as a function of self-other 

attributional differences on the Big Five questionnaire 
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Figure 3. Main effect for Trait Valence as a function of self-other attributional 

differences on the Big Five questionnaire 
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making more negative trait attributions to others than to themselves, does not seem to 

be as prevalent as the former, i.e., making more positive trait attributions to 

themselves than to others. 

The Valence X Trait Dimension interaction CE (4, 564) = 17.88, Q<.0001; see 

Figure 4) in conjunction with the results discussed above, shows that actors' 

tendencies to make more positive trait attributions to themselves than to others is a 

function of the trait factor in question. That is, it is not a clear cut case of subjects 

rating themselves more positively than others on positive traits and rating others more 

negatively than themselves on negative traits. Instead it seems that self-enhancement 

biases are a function of the trait at issue. Simple main effects as a function of 

Valence conducted on this interaction to help flush out these differences. On three of 

the five trait dimensions mean differences indicate that subjects made more positive 

trait attributions for themselves than for their acquaintances, as indicated by the 

positive means obtained for the positively valenced traits, and more negative trait 

attributions for others than for themselves, as indicated by the negative means 

obtained for the negatively valenced traits. This trend occurred for Intelligence (E ( 1, 

141) = 35.45, Q<.OOOI; Mlntelligent = 3.76, Munintelligent = -3.63), Conscientiousness CE 

(1, 141) = 34.24, Q<.0001; Mconscientious = 4.49, MNotConscientious = -3.68) and 

Agreeableness (.E (1, 141) = 4.72, Q<.OS; MAgreeable = 1.87, Moisagreeable = -1.03). There 

was no significant effect for Emotional Stability CE (1, 141) = 0.15, n.s.). 

In line with hypotheses derived from Janowsky et al. 's (2002a) original study, 

results with regard to the Extraversion dimension showed a clear reversal in the self

enhancement trend reported thus far. Here subjects made significantly more positive 
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Figure 4. Trait Valence x Big Five Trait Dimension as a function of self-other 

attributional differences on the Big Five questionnaire 
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trait attributions to their acquaintances (MExtraversion = -1.52) and more negative trait 

attributions to themselves (Mintroversion = 3.48; .E (1, 141) = 11.24, .Q<.001). 

Auxiliary Analyses 

In order to clarify the Valence x Trait interaction described above, the Target 

X Valence X Trait interaction obtained in the original three-way analysis of variance 

(.E (4, 141) = 17.88, .Q<.0001; see Figure 5) was deconstructed into its simple and 

simple, simple main effects. In conjunction with the results discussed above, these 

effects again demonstrate that actors' tendencies to make more positive trait 

attributions to themselves than to others is a function of the trait factor in question. 

No question, there is a pervasive tendency for subjects to rate themselves more 

positively than others on positive traits. This trend occurred for three of the five Big 

Five trait dimensions; the strongest effects being for Conscientiousness (.E ( 1, 141) = 

39.27, .Q<.OOO 1; Mself = 36.03, Mother= 31.54) and Intelligence (.E (1, 141) = 31.26, 

.Q<.0001; Mse1r= 35.04, Mother= 31.28) with lesser, yet significant effects, for 

Agreeableness (.E (1, 141) = 6.28, .Q<.05; Mse1r= 32.89, Mother= 31.01). There was no 

significant effect for Emotional Stability (.E (1, 141) = 0.15, n.s.) as a function of 

Valence and Target. 

Similar findings were found with regard to the negative traits. Subjects made 

more negative trait attributions to their acquaintances than to themselves for Not 

Conscientious (.E (1, 141) = 21.31, .Q<.OOO 1; MseiL = 15.98; Mother_= 19.66), and 

Unintelligent (.E (1, 141) = 29.84, .Q<.0001) (Mself= 15.98; Mother= 19.61). There 

was no difference in trait ratings as a function of target for Disagreeableness (.E ( 1, 

141) = 1.95, n.s.) or Neuroticism (.E (1, 141) = 1.34, n.s.). 
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Figure 5. Target x Trait Valence x Trait Dimension interaction for subjects ' trait 

responses on the Big Five questionnaire 
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The one trait until now not discussed is that of Extraversion. Within this trait 

dimension we find a reversal of what would be expected under the self-enhancement bias. 

Subjects made more positive trait attributions (i.e., Extraversion attributions) to their 

acquaintances (M = 32.67) than for themselves (M = 31.15; _E (1, 141) = 3.71, Q<.06) and 

more negative trait attributions (i.e., Introversion attributions) for themselves (M = 21. 98) 

than for others (M = 18.50; _E (1, 141) = 17.76, Q<.0001). 

Discussion and Implications 

This study was designed to confirm the seemingly anti-theoretical findings found 

with regard to the valence analyses reported by Janowsky et al. (2002a). To this end, the 

current project proved successful. As was found in the original study, subjects made 

more positive trait attributions to themselves than to their acquaintances for 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Intelligence. The one departure found in this 

study, however, was that subjects here were no more likely to label themselves as 

Emotionally Stable than they were to apply the same label to their acquaintances. 

Looking at differences in ratings for the negatively valenced dimensions (i.e., 

Disagreeableness, Neuroticism, Unintelligent, and Not Conscientious), the current study 

exactly replicates those findings reported by Janowsky et al. (2002a). Subjects continued 

to make more negative traits attributions to their acquaintances than to themselves for 

traits loading on Unintelligence and Not Conscientious. 

With regard to attributions made for the Extraversion dimension, the current study 

replicated the somewhat counterintuitive findings reported by Janowsky et al. (2002a). 

Subjects described themselves as being more Introverted than their acquaintances and 

described their acquaintances as being more Extraverted than themselves. Because the 
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current study was able to replicate those findings originally reported by Janowsky et al. 

(2002a), the findings and implications for both studies can be considered reliable. 

Once again, then, these results force the question as to what, if any, motivational 

tendencies might be at work to explain why individuals label themselves as being more 

negatively (i.e., as being more Introverted) than positively traited (i.e., as less 

Extraverted) for this factor. 

Alternative Explanations for Self-Other Biases 

The research originally conducted by Janowsky et al. (2002a) was designed to 

investigate whether the tendency to offer more trait attributions for oneself than for others 

was the same for all traits. One possibility was that people make more positive trait 

attributions for themselves then to others and more negative trait attributions to others 

than to themselves. Such findings would have offered empirical evidence that the self-

enhancement bias is a major moderator of actor-observer differences in trait attributions. 

In light of their findings and the current replication of same, however, the pivotal role of 

self-enhancement tendencies as a major moderator is brought into question. That is, if it 

were simply a question of motivation to appear positively to oneself and to others, how 

could one interpret the current study's findings with regard to the Extraversion 

dimension? 

Bern's self-perception theory ( 1972) offers three alternative explanations for how 

self-attributions and interpersonal attributions can differ: the Insider versus Outsider 

difference, the Intimate versus Stranger difference, and the Self versus Other difference. 5 

5 
Bern (1972) also made a distinction referred to as the Actor versus Observer difference which referred 

differences in visual perspectives on the part of the Actor and the Observer where the Actor is visually 
focused on aspects of the situation while Observers are focused on the Actor him/herself. However, this 
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The Insider versus Outsider differences argues that, when making self-attributions, the 

Insider is able to detect stimuli inside him/herself that are unavailable to others. For 

example, the Insider can detect that s/he is exerting a great deal of effort to solve a 

particular problem and therefore can infer that the problem is difficult. The Outsider, on 

the other hand, lacks this internal information and may therefore infer laziness on behalf 

of the Insider and suppose the problem is easy. 

Closely related to the Insider versus Outsider difference is the Intimate versus 

Stranger distinction. Instead of focusing on internal motivations, however, this 

difference focuses on behavioral histories which, as suggested by Jones and Nisbett 

(1972) may color attributions. For example, if past experience has satisfied the Intimate 

that s/he is intelligent, s/he will blame external factors for failures at a task (e.g., the task 

was unfair) and credit internal factors for successes (e.g., I'm smart). Lacking knowledge 

of this behavioral history, the Stranger will be more likely to base his/her attributions 

upon the current task performance. In other words, the performer (i.e., the Intimate) has, 

based upon his/her extensive autobiographical knowledge which is lacking in his/her 

observer (i.e., the Stranger), established a stable dispositional inference regarding his/her 

intellectual capabilities. Therefore, minor fluctuations in performance are more easily 

attributed to external sources (e.g., the task) for the Intimate while the Stranger is forced 

to base his/her attributions on the current performance. 

The third difference between self-perception and interpersonal perception begins 

to embrace the motivational effects previously discussed with regard to self-

enhancement. This so-called Self versus Other difference focuses on the Selfs need to 

difference is more relevant to casual attributions (i.e., specific instances of trait attributions) than trait 
ascriptions ( cf. Storms, 1973 ). 
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protect and defend his/her self-esteem. Therefore, the Self may be motivated to attribute 

poor performance to external factors, not as a function of previous behavioral knowledge 

as is suggested by the Intimate versus Stranger distinction, but rather to protect one's 

positive sense of self. The Other is not bound by the motivation to view the Self as being 

inherently positive and therefore can label the Self on the basis of current performance. 

It is the distinction between these last two differences that are of interest here. 

Bern (1972) warns that jumping to motivational explanations for differences in self- and 

interpersonal perceptions can be made more rashly than is justified. As an example, he 

suggests that gravitating toward motivation explanations for differences in subject versus 

observer ratings of intellectual competence in success and failure conditions may be 

tempting (i.e., subjects are defensively trying to maintain their self-esteem) but ultimately 

inappropriate. As the example used to illustrate the Intimate versus Stranger difference 

suggests, these differences are often better explained in terms of the Self versus Other 

difference. 

A study conducted by Ross, Bierbrauer, and Polly (1971) nicely demonstrates this 

point. These researchers asked professional educators and college undergraduates to 

teach an eleven-year-old boy a spelling list. Contrary to what would be hypothesized by 

the Self versus Other difference, participants in this study rated "teacher factors" as being 

more important than "student factors" when the boy failed and "student factors" as more 

important than "teacher factors" when the boy succeeded; a pattern more pronounced for 

professional educators than for the undergraduate students. These results strongly 

challenge the frequent assumption that esteem maintenance factors override all others 

when outcomes are important to one's self-concept. 
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In light of Bern's (1972) alternative explanations, how might one interpret the 

results reported in the current study? Looking at each of the Big Five dimensions in turn, 

one could make a motivational and information-processing/selective exposure argument 

for differences found in the positively valenced dimensions. That is, the fact that subjects 

made more trait attributions to themselves than to their acquaintances for traits loading on 

Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, Intelligence, and Conscientiousness factors can be 

looked at as a function of self-enhancement motivation (as would be expected by Self 

versus Other differences) or as a function of information-processing factors (as would be 

expected by Intimate versus Stranger differences). 

Looking at differences in ratings for the negatively valenced dimensions (i.e., 

Disagreeableness, Neuroticism, Unintelligent, and Not Conscientious), however, findings 

are not as easily explained. Subjects in this study were more likely to make negative 

traits attributions to their acquaintances than to themselves for traits loading on 

Unintelligence and Not Conscientious. As discussed above with regard to the positively 

valenced traits, these findings can be explained in either motivational or information

processing terms. The fact that there was no significant difference in trait attributions for 

Disagreeableness or Neuroticism, however, can only be explained in informational

processing terms. Motivationally speaking, it does not make sense for subjects to label 

themselves as equally Disagreeable or Emotionally Unstable as their acquaintances. 

From an information-processing standpoint, however, these findings make more intuitive 

sense as we can argue that subjects have an extensive knowledge of specific instances 

when they were more Neurotic than not or more Disagreeable than Agreeable. 
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THE EXTRA VERSION- INTROVERSION ISSUE 

Looking at attributions made for the Extraversion dimension, one must again 

question what, if any, motivational tendencies might be at work to explain why 

individuals label themselves being more negatively traited (i.e., as being more 

Introverted) than their acquaintances for this factor. Explaining this in terms of a Self 

versus Other difference is difficult as, motivationally speaking, it is counterintuitive to 

assume people would find describing themselves as being more negatively traited than 

others a useful manner by which to defend their self-esteem. It is within this factor, then, 

that an information-processing perspective might find support. The Intimate versus 

Stranger difference suggests that the amount of information available to different 

perceivers affects the type and of attribution offered for a given target. It would make 

sense to assume that situations which allow the expression of or in fact encourage 

Introverted behaviors are often those in which the actor is unavailable for observation 

from many or in fact any outside observers (i.e., they are alone or in more autonomous 

situations). On the other hand, situations which allow for or encourage Extraverted 

behaviors are likely those in which the actor is involved with at least one and perhaps 

many more other people who would be able to observe their behaviors. In other words, if 

one is in the position of being observable to others, even the most Introverted of 

individuals must be acting more Extraverted than may be their natural dispositional 

tendency. If that is the case, then, the Intimate is able to be more accurate in her/his 

attributions because s/he has access to those behaviors which are unobservable to outside 

observers. 
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But what of these situations which do not allow one to act in accordance with 

their dispositional tendencies? Research on the predictability of behaviors as a function 

of traits has shown that traits predict behaviors in some, but not all, situations (Monson, 

Heisey, & Chernick, 1982; Monson & Snyder, 1977; and Price & Bouffard, 1974). Price 

and Bouffard ( 197 4 ), for example, indicated that there are certain naturalistic settings 

(e.g., at a funeral) in which the constraint of the situation is so extensive that few 

behaviors would be considered appropriate. In such highly constrained situations, one 

should find little in the way of individual differences in behavior that could be predicted 

by trait measures (Mischel, 1977). 

Conversely, Price and Bouffard (1974) report that there are other situations (e.g., 

the beach) in which there is little situational constraint yielding a wide array of possible 

appropriate behaviors. Such ambiguously structured, weak situations are more likely to 

have different meanings to different individuals making variance in individuals' 

behaviors higher (Mischel, 1977). In these situations, then, advanced knowledge of any 

one person's position on relevant personality traits would be beneficial when attempting 

to predict behavior. 

To empirically demonstrate the notion that traits are more useful in predicting 

behaviors when situational constraints are low than when they are high, Monson, Hesley, 

and Chernick (1982) asked subjects to complete a questionnaire measuring their level of 

Extraversion and a self-report questionnaire in which they indicated their likes and 

dislikes. After completing these questionnaires subjects were seated alone in a cubicle 

with an intercom connection to two other "subjects," actually confederates of the 

experiment while the experimenter "went to score the questionnaires." Subjects were 
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told that they had the option of chatting with the other two "participants" over the 

intercom or waiting quietly. The participants were randomly assigned to one of three 

conditions: forced-Extraversion, forced Introversion, and neutral. In the forced

Extraversion condition, confederates were instructed to use the personality information 

obtained from the questionnaires to help them induce the participant into becoming 

involved in conversation and exhibit heightened levels of sociability. In the forced

Introversion condition, confederates used the presented information to carry on 

conversations that would limit the participant's sociability without being unnecessarily 

rude. In the neutral condition, confederates were instructed to neither facilitate 

Extraverted or Introverted behaviors from the participant but rather carry on an 

unstructured interaction where the participant would have the opportunity to interact if 

s/he so chose. 

Results indicated that Extraverted subjects were more likely than Introverted 

subjects to have engaged in conversation with the confederates. However, regardless of 

their score on the Extraversion questionnaire, all participants were more likely to exhibit 

heightened levels of sociability in the forced-Extraversion condition and decreased levels 

of sociability in the forced-Introversion condition. The correlations between their traits 

and behaviors in the forced-Extraversion condition were I (16) = 0.10, n.s and I (22) = 

0.38, Q<0.05 in the forced-Introversion condition. In the ambiguous neutral condition, 

Extraverts were perceived to be much more talkative than were Introverts. The 

correlation between the trait measures and behavior was a much more impressive I ( 19) = 

0.56, Q<.Ol. These results offer strong support for the notion that behaviors are 

predictable as a function of the situation in highly structured situations (i.e., the forced-
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Extraversion and forced-Introversion conditions) while behaviors in weakly structured 

situations (i.e., the neutral condition) are more predictable as a function ofthe traits ofthe 

actor. 

In their second study, Monson et al. (1982) examined the extent to which 

individuals' Extraversion scores could predict their behaviors in a series of hypothetical 

situations. In each ofthese hypothetical situations, the researchers varied the situational 

pressures to exhibit Extraverted or Introverted behaviors (i.e., each situation had either 

strong situational pressures to exhibit Extraverted behaviors, moderate situational 

pressures to exhibit Extraverted behaviors, weak situational pressures to exhibit either 

Extraverted or Introverted behaviors, moderate situational pressures to exhibit Introverted 

behaviors, or strong situational pressures to exhibit Introverted behaviors. Subjects were 

asked to indicate the probabilities that they would engage in various behaviors for each of 

the hypothetical situations. In support of their findings from the first study, results here 

indicated that subjects' trait scores were better predictors of behavior when situational 

pressures were weak than when they were strong. 

The research suggests that Extraverts may exhibit considerable variability in their 

behaviors; they will frequently act Extraverted in situations which encourage 

Extraversion or situations which neither encourage Extraversion or Introversion. 

However, they can be expected to act very Introverted in situations which strongly 

encourage Introversion. On the other side ofthe coin, Introverts will also display 

considerable situational variability in their behaviors; they will frequently act Introverted 

in situations which encourage Introversion or situations which neither encourage 

Introversion or Extraversion. However, they can be expected to act very Extraverted in 

63 



situations which strongly encourage Extraversion. Thus, although Introverts and 

Extraverts display variability in their behaviors, it can still be expected that Extraverts 

will more frequently exhibit Extraverted behaviors and Introverts will frequently exhibit 

Introverted behaviors. 

Experiment 2 

Purpose 

Which situations encourage or discourage Extraverted/Introverted behaviors and 

when people engage these situations may inadvertently sway the types of dispositional 

attributions created for those under their influence. Situations which tend to encourage 

Introversion, for example, are likely to be those in which a participant is not engaged 

with another person (e.g., they are alone). This lack of engagement, however, means that 

an outside perceiver (i.e., an observer) is unable to observer the participant's behavior in 

such situations. The participant (i.e., the actor him/herself), on the other hand, is a 

constant observer of his/her behaviors regardless of the situational constraints inherent in 

his/her situation. Similarly, situations which encourage Extraversion are likely to be 

those in which a participant is involved in an interaction with one or more other people 

(e.g., a conversation). This engagement in an interaction allows the participant to be 

observed by others and him/herself allowing both or all to make attributions regarding 

how Introverted or Extraverted the participant might be. The following study was 

therefore constructed in order to empirically demonstrate that the observability of a target 

greatly influences dispositional impressions of that target. 
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Methodology 

Subjects enrolled in an undergraduate social psychology course were asked to 

complete the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) in order to ascertain their level of 

Extraversion. Subjects were then asked to participate in a diary study in which they 

answered a series of questions five times a day (12:30 pm, 2:30pm, 6:00pm, 8:00pm, 

and 10:00 pm), four days a week (Thursday through Sunday) for two consecutive weeks 

(see Appendices C and D). These days were selected to increase the probability of 

engaging subjects in both highly obligatory situations (e.g., class, work, studying) and in 

more leisurely, less obligatory types of situations (e.g., parties, shopping, at home). The 

specific times were similarly selected to maximize the chances of finding subjects in a 

plethora of different situations from the highly constrained (e.g., being at work or school) 

to the more ambiguous (e.g., hanging out with friends or watching television). It should 

be noted, however, that the current study only utilized the diaries collected for the first 

weekend (i.e., for the first four days). The diaries collected during the second weekend 

were collected for use in a different study. Therefore, only twenty of the forty collected 

observations were analyzed in the present study. 

Subjects were asked to respond to the questionnaires promptly at their assigned times. 

However, if they found it impossible to complete the questionnaire immediately, they 

were given a one hour window in which they could postpone responding. They were 

instructed, however, that under no circumstances should the questionnaires be completed 

any later than this, as memory distortion may set it in. The questions involved in this 

portion of the study were designed to assess subjects' self-perceived level of introversion 
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and extraversion displayed at the aforementioned times. Questions designed to ascertain 

this information were as follows: 

1) Were you involved in an interaction (defined as any encounter with another 

person(s) in which you attended to one another and adjusted your behavior in 

response to one another)? If so, how many people were involved? 

2) How Introverted/Extraverted do you feel you behaved in this situation? 

3) How Introverted/Extraverted do you believe average others would behave in 

this situation? 

4) How do you believe someone observing your behavior would describe your 

behavior along an Introversion/Extraversion continuum? 

Additional questions were included in this questionnaire regarding subjects' 

perception ofhow much influence they had over and initiation of their interactions, 

perception of choice in being in the situation, enjoyment of their situation, and 

situational and dispositional influences leading to their behaviors. Again, these 

questions were not addressed in the current analyses and discussion as they were 

collected for a separate study which was being run concurrently to the present 

investigation. 

Dependent Measures 

1) Self perception of Introversion/Extraversion: Subjects were asked to circle 

the word "yes" if they were involved in an interaction or the word "no" if they 

were not involved in an interaction. If they answered "yes," they were also 

asked to report how many individuals were involved in the interaction. 
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Subjects were then be asked indicate on a Likert-type scale (see below) 

separate ratings for: 1) how Introverted/Extraverted they felt they behaved in 

the situation; 2) how Introverted/Extraverted they believed the general 

population would have behaved given the same situational constraints; and 3) 

how someone observing their behavior would describe their actions on the 

same scale. 

-5 -4 
u 
Extremely 
Introverted 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
u 

Extremely 
Extraverted 

2) Simulated "other" perception of Introversion/Extraversion as a function of 

observers: A simulated rating of how observers were likely to view the 

subjects' behaviors was computed. In order to create this variable, subjects' 

composite self-ratings of their level oflntroversion and Extraversion was 

weighted as a function of other individuals able to view their actions. This 

method will outlined more fully in the Results section to follow. 

Hypotheses 

Part 1: Facilitative Situations- Looking within Most Extraverted and Most Introverted 

Situations 

1) Perception of the "average other:" A main effect for situation should be found 

such that subjects should believe that the general population would behave in 

an Extraverted manner in those situations which facilitate Extraversion and 

behave in an Introverted manner in those situations which facilitate 

Introversion regardless of their underlying dispositional preferences. 
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2) Self-perception: Subjects' perceptions of their behaviors should indicate, 

regardless of their true dispositions, that their individual behaviors span the 

gamut between Extraversion and Introversion (i.e., there should be a main 

effect for Situation). Moreover, a main effect of Trait should indicate that 

subjects' self ratings of their behaviors along the Introversion/Extraversion 

continuum should be significantly skewed toward their dispositional 

tendencies (i.e., Introverts should perceive their behaviors as being more 

Introverted than Extraverts and vice versa). 

3) Number of Interactants: Subjects should report interacting with a greater 

number of people in Extraverted than in Introverted situations regardless of 

their underlying disposition (i.e., there should be a main effect for Situation). 

A small Trait effect may also be seen in that Introverts may have less 

interactants in general when compared to Extraverts. This will also lend 

credence to using the number of interactants as a means of simulating the 

observer's perspective. 

Part II: Simulation - Selfvs. "Other" Across All 20 Situations 

1) Self versus "other" perception of Introversion/Extraversion for self-ratings: 

Analysis of subjects' composite self ratings of their behaviors along the 

Introversion/Extraversion continuum should be significantly more skewed 

toward Introversion than their ratings of how they believe others would 

behave in the same situation and how they believe others would rate their 

behaviors along the same continuum (i.e., there should be a main effect for 

Perspective). 
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Results 

Part 1: Facilitative Situations - Looking within the Most Extraverted and Most 

Introverted Situations 

Subjects' responses to the EPI were scored in order to ascertain an Extraversion

Introversion trait score for each subject. Responses were scored such that responses to 

items endorsing Extraversion were scored with a value of"l.OO" and responses to items 

endorsing Introversion were scored with a value of"O.OO." Therefore the higher the 

score on the inventory, the more Extraverted the subject. The first independent variable, 

a between factor labeled "Trait," was created by taking subjects' scores on the EPI and 

dividing them, based on percentiles, into three subsections: Introverts (the bottom third), 

Ambiverts (the middle third), and Extraverts (the top third). 

Upon completion of the diary questionnaires, subjects were asked to indicate 

which three situations they felt they behaved in the most Extraverted manner and which 

three situations they felt they behaved in the most Introverted manner. It was 

hypothesized that, by using self-rated strong situations, subjects' perceptions of their 

behaviors would indicate that their individual behaviors span the gamut between relative 

Extraversion and Introversion regardless of their score on the EPI. Subjects' responses 

for these 6 diary entries (3 Introverted and 3 Extraverted selections) were thereby 

collapsed into the two levels of the within subjects factor Situation: Introverted situations 

and Extraverted situations. All analyses were thereby conducted via a 3 (Trait) x 2 

(Situation) mixed-model analysis ofvariance. 

As a manipulation check, subjects' ratings of how the general population would 

behave given their current situational constraints offered further support for the notion 
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that subjects' behaviors in these strong situations were more situationally than 

dispositionally motivated (see Figure 6). The main effect for Situation (E (1, 58)= 

470.81, ,g<.0001) indicated that the average population should behave in an Extraverted 

manner in Extraverted situations (M = 2.93) and in an Introverted manner in situations 

requiring Introverted behaviors (M = -2.58). These results suggest that subjects were 

able to accurately distinguish between those situations which strongly encouraged 

Extraversion and those which strongly encouraged Introversion. 

As the manipulation check offered supported for subjects' accuracy in their 

selection of situations which facilitated Extraverted and Introverted behaviors, subjects' 

self-ratings of their behaviors were analyzed accordingly. The main effect for Situation 

CE (1, 58)= 840.28, ,g<.0001; see Figure 7) indicated that subjects were acting 

significantly more Extraverted in Extraverted situations (M = 3.70) than in Introverted 

situations (M = -3.48). While substantially smaller than the main effect for Situation, the 

main effect for Trait CE (2, 58)= 5.73, ,g<.05; see Figure 8) suggested that subjects' 

behaviors were also partly the result of their dispositional tendencies. Bonferroni post 

hoc tests for Trait indicated that Extraverted subjects perceived themselves to be acting in 

a significantly more Extraverted fashion (M = 0.71) than were perceptions offered by 

Introverts (M = -0.37). These findings indicate that, while trait differences do predict 

behaviors on average, in strong situations behaviors will conform to situational demands. 

That is, in situations which facilitate Extraverted behaviors (e.g., parties) even the most 

Introverted individual will act in an Extraverted fashion. Likewise, in those situations 

which strongly facilitate Introverted behaviors, even the most Extraverted individual will 

display behaviors more typically associated with Introversion. 
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Figure 6. Situation main effect for subjects' perceptions of average others' behaviors 

across levels of Trait. 
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Figure 7. Situation main effect for subjects' self-perceptions of behavior across levels of 

Trait 
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Figure 8. Trait main effect for subjects' self-perceptions of behavior across levels of 

Situation 
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The findings reported thus far gained further support when taken in conjunction 

with analyses conducted on the number of people reportedly involved in each of the 

subjects' reported interactions (see Figure 9). Subjects reported interacting with a 

significantly greater number of people in Extraverted (M = 3.25) than in Introverted 

situations (M = 0.28) regardless oftheir score on the EPI CE (1, 58)= 99.09, _g<.OOOl). 

Conclusion 

Clearly subjects demonstrated a great deal of variability in their behaviors in 

different types of situations. Introverted subjects exhibited Extraverted behaviors in 

situations which required Extraversion and Extraverted subjects exhibited Introverted 

behaviors in situations which required Introversion. However, the amount of people 

available to view these behaviors also varied as a function of situational constraint. 

Significantly more observers were available in Extraverted situations than in Introverted 

situations. The availability of observers to view the subjects' behaviors and the 

subsequent attributions resulting from these observations in comparison to subjects' own 

self-ratings will be examined in Part II. 

Part II: Simulation - Self vs. "Other" Across All 20 Situations 

Results thus far have suggested that despite subjects' dispositional tendencies 

their behaviors may reflect situational cues. That is, in situations facilitating Extraverted 

behaviors, Introverts will behave in an Extraverted fashion. Likewise, in those situations 

facilitating Introverted behaviors, Extraverts will behave in a more Introverted manner. 

Additionally, it has been shown that the number of possible perceivers varies as a 

function of situational constraint such that there are a greater number of interactants in 

Extraverted situations than in Introverted situations. These results suggest that 
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Figure 9. Situation main effect for number involved in interactions across levels of Trait 
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impressions of a given target may be the function of the situational constraint and 

observability of the target's behaviors. 

It should be noted that these results have been based upon subjects' self-ratings. 

However, the analysis of the number of interactants involved in different types of 

situations has suggested that subjects are not always in a position to actually be 

evaluated. In the most Introverted of situations, for example, subjects are not necessarily 

involved in an interaction at all making they themselves the only available observers of 

their behaviors! In order to simulate the observer's perspective, then, the number of 

possible observers in any given instance must be taken into account. To this end 

subjects' composite self-ratings of their level oflntroversion and Extraversion were 

weighted as a function of other individuals available to view their actions. More 

specifically, the number of witnesses in any given event was divided by the average 

number of individuals who had access to the subjects' behavior at a given time. This 

dividend was then multiplied by the subjects' self-ratings oflntroversion and 

Extraversion thus creating the "other" level to be compared with self-ratings for the 

within subjects factor "Perception." 

For example, assume Person A was not involved in an interaction during 8 of the 

20 observations, was involved in an interaction with 1 individual during 4 of the 

observations, was involved in an interaction with 2 individuals during 4 of the 

observations, and was involved in an interaction with 3 individuals during 4 of the 

observations. Person A's self-ratings will then be weighted according to the ratio 

between the number of people with whom he is currently involved (i.e., 0, 1, 2, or 3) and 

the total number of people who have observed his behavior throughout the 20 
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observations (i.e., 24). Therefore, for the 8 incidents when he was not involved in an 

interaction his self-rating for the specific incident will be multiplied by 0/24; for the 4 

incidents he was involved in an interaction with only 1 individual, his self-rating for the 

specific incident will be multiplied by 1/24; for the 4 incidents he was involved in an 

interaction with 2 individuals, his self-rating for the specific incident will be multiplied 

by 2/24; and for the 4 incidents he was involved in an interaction with 3 individuals, his 

self-rating for the specific incident will be multiplied by 3/24. By doing this, those 

incidents in which subjects were not being observed were not included in the simulation 

of the others perspective. Similarly, subjects' self-ratings were multiplied by 1120: 1 

being the subject him/herself and 20 being the total number of times the self observed the 

self (i.e., in all20 observations of behavior). 

Before analyzing subjects' self-ratings in comparison to the simulated other's 

perspective the accuracy of subjects' own self-ratings across all twenty observations of 

behavior must be addressed. Subjects' responses to the EPI were therefore correlated 

with their self-ratings averaged across all twenty observations of behavior. Results 

suggested that subjects were highly accurate in their analysis of their own behaviors (Iscit~ 

rating. trait (60) = 0.45, .Q<.OOOl) such that the higher the subject's score on the EPI (i.e., the 

more Extraverted items the subject endorsed on the EPI), the more Extraverted were their 

self-ratings; the lower the subject's score on the EPI (i.e., the more Introverted items the 

subject endorsed on the EPI), the more Introverted their self-ratings. 

Analysis of subjects' composite self-ratings of their behaviors along the 

Introversion/Extraversion continuum and the simulated attributions from an outside 

observer were thereby analyzed via a 3 (Trait: Extravert, Ambivert, and Introvert) x 2 
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(Perspective: self versus simulated "other") mixed-model analysis of variance. A 

significant main effect for Perspective(£ (1, 56)= 182.89, _Q<.0001) indicated that 

subjects rated themselves as less Extraverted (M = 0.27) than simulated "others" were 

estimated to rate them (M = 2.62). While there was no significant effect for Trait (£ (2, 

56)= 0.91, n.s.), there was a significant Trait x Perspective interaction(£ (2, 56)= 3.26, 

£<.05; see Figure 1 0). When analyzed for Perspective differences, simple main effects 

indicated that the Perspective differences for trait attributions held across all levels of 

Trait. Introverted subjects rated themselves as being more Introverted (M = -0.02) than 

did simulated "others" (M = 2.63; E (1, 16) = 61.29, _Q<.OOOl); Ambiverted subjects rated 

themselves as being more Introverted (M = 0.02) than did simulated "others" (M = 2.68; 

E (1, 18) = 65.75, .Q<.OOOl); and Extraverts rated themselves as being more Introverted 

(M = 0.81) than did simulated "others" (M = 2.56; E (1, 22) = 50.73, £<.0001). This 

supports Bern's (1972) Intimate versus Stranger difference as subjects seem to be able to 

differentiate their behaviors as a function of their internal traits while outside others 

lacking in this information are unable to detect these differences. In other words, results 

from Part II of Experiment 2 indicate that actors see themselves as more Introverted than 

others may view them due, at least in part, to the actor's ability to witness themselves 

behaving in an Introverted manner in those situations typically encouraging such 

behaviors while their observers are unable to witness such behaviors. 

Of course the Trait x Perspective interaction can be broken down into simple 

main effects for Trait within each level of Perspective. When analyzed this way, 

however, simple main effects indicated no significant differences for Trait from the 

perspective of the simulated other (£ (2, 57) = 0.1 0, n.s. ). When analyzed for subjects' 
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Figure 10. Trait x Perspective interaction for subjects' self-ratings 
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composite self-ratings, however, the main effect for Trait was significant CE (2, 57) = 

3.48, .Q<.05) such that Introverts rated themselves as behaving in a more Introverted 

manner (M = -0.28) than did Extraverts (M = 0.81). Again, this would seem to support 

Bern's (1972) Intimate versus Stranger difference as subjects seemed able to differentiate 

their behaviors as a function of their internal traits while outside others lacking in this 

internal information would be unable to detect such differences. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Research has been conducted for decades suggesting that actors perceive their 

behaviors to be a function of situational influences and observers perceive these same 

behaviors to be a function of the actors' internal dispositions. The most commonly cited 

explanation for this actor-observer difference in attributional tendencies has been based 

on the perceiver's perception of situational variability inherent in the actors' behaviors 

such that the more variability one perceives in a target's actions across different 

situations, the less likely one should be to assign a trait to that target. While this actor

observer phenomenon has come to be considered more fact than theory, closer 

examination of the empirical work put forth regarding this topic has shown some chinks 

in the armor (Janowsky, 2001). Not only has evidence been provided that perceptions of 

situational variability cannot be utilized to explain differences in attributional tendencies 

from the part ofthe actor and the observer (Jackson et al., 1998; Janowsky et al., 2002b), 

but whether results reflect the traditional actor-observer effect has been demonstrated to 

be dependent upon the methodology employed by the researcher (Janowsky & Monson, 

2002; Janowsky et al., 2002a). Based on these findings, alternative explanations for self

other differences in attributional tendencies must be explored. 
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Because researchers have shown that perceptions of situational variability, while 

an attractive explanation for the actor-observer phenomenon, is not an accurate 

explanation for the differential perception of targets (Janowsky et al., 2002b; Janowsky & 

Monson, 2002; Mischel, 1977; Monson et al., 1982; and Price & Bouffard, 1974), the 

next logical alternative would be to look within the traits themselves. Unfortunately, 

research on the actor-observer effect has often failed to use a comprehensive set of trait 

adjectives in their questionnaires opting instead to use a more limited set of primarily 

socially desirable terms. This oversight decreases the opportunity for alternative 

explanations for differences in which traits people are more or less likely to ascribe to 

themselves and to others. In an attempt to rectify this oversight, Janowsky et al. (2002a) 

looked for moderator variables which might account for differences in trait assignments 

made for oneself versus those made for other targets. More specifically, they utilized the 

Big Five personality factors, arguably the most representative set of trait adjectives 

available to date, in order to determine what, if any, differences might exist as a function 

of the trait terms themselves. They also looked for possible valence effects. In other 

words, they examined whether self-enhancement biases might effect subjects trait 

attributions. Results suggested that, while subjects do make more trait attributions to 

themselves than their acquaintances, this tendency is moderated by both trait dimension 

and trait valence. That is, subjects make more positive trait attributions to themselves 

than their acquaintances and more negative trait attributions to their acquaintances than to 

themselves in general, but this tendency varies as a function of trait dimension and is not 

always in a direction consistent with self-enhancement expectations. In fact for 

Neuroticism no differences in attributions, for the positive (i.e., Emotional Stability) or 
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the negative component (i.e., Neuroticism) of the dimension, were found in Experiment 1 

and in both the original study by Janowsky and her colleagues (2002a) and Experiment 1 

subjects made more negative (i.e., Introversion) attributions to themselves than to their 

acquaintances for the Extraversion dimension. 

These findings open the door to questions for why individuals might attribute 

certain traits to themselves but not see these traits in others. Outside of the actor-observer 

differences discussed thus far, Bern (1972) has offered alternative explanations for why 

differences in trait attributions might present themselves. One such explanation, the 

Intimate versus Stranger difference suggests that a vast historical knowledge about a 

target (e.g., oneself or a familiar other), i.e., the Intimate, may assist in establishing a 

stable dispositional impression of the target such that momentary fluctuations in 

behaviors from this impression will not lead to a change in attribution making such 

fluctuations attributable to situational rationales. On the other hand, those lacking such 

knowledge, i.e., the Stranger, are forced to base attributions on current behaviors only. 

Bern's alternative explanation, the Self versus Other difference, suggests that the Self is 

motivated to attribute negative behaviors to external, situational sources while taking 

personal credit for more positive behaviors in order to protect one's self-esteem. The 

Other, however, has no motivation to view the Self as being positive and can therefore 

describe the Selfbased on current behaviors. 

These two differences are the key to Experiment 2. The consistent finding that 

subjects describe themselves as more Introverted than their acquaintances does not seem 

consistent with the Bern's (1972) Self versus Other motivational explanation. It would 

seem, then, that differences in trait attributions as a function of perception might be more 
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accurately described by Bern's (1972) Intimate versus Stranger information-processing 

difference. Results of Part I of Experiment 2 suggest that people exhibit a great deal of 

variability in their behaviors. Analyses conducted on the three most Introverted and three 

most Extraverted situations, as chosen by the subjects themselves, indicate that, when in 

situations which strongly encouraged Extraverted behaviors, subjects, regardless of their 

dispositional tendencies, tend to act in an Extraverted fashion. Likewise, situations 

which strongly encouraged Introverted behaviors tend to extract more Introverted 

behaviors from participants regardless of their dispositional tendencies. However, the 

amount of observers available to view these behaviors differs as a function of the 

situation itself. Subjects are far more likely to be viewed, and therefore assessed 

behaviorally, in Extraverted than in Introverted situations. 

It is when the amount of information available about a target differs that 

perspective differences present themselves. Part II of Experiment 2 took this into account 

by simulating how others should view each ofthe subjects as a function of their 

observability. Results indicated that when the amount of information available to each 

target differs as a function of target intimacy (i.e., how many times a target has been 

viewed), subjects view their own behaviors as being more Introverted than would others, 

a finding in line with Bern's (1972) Intimate versus Stranger difference. 

Results from Experiment 2 suggest that, while motivational explanations cannot 

be discounted all together when trying to explain self-other differences in attributions, 

they cannot explain all attributional differences on their own. In fact, findings reported in 

the current paper suggest that a line of research long since taken as a foundation of more 

current psychological research is open for debate. While results reported thus far have 
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been interpreted strictly in terms of the actor-observer literature, they can be applied to 

attribution theory in general. As previously discussed, for example, research on 

attribution theory has centered on the idea that differences in perception of cross

situational variability for different targets creates differences in perceptions of traits; an 

idea solidified in Kelley's ( 1967, 1973) co variation and discounting principles. Research 

on the fundamental attribution error (e.g., Jones & Harris, 1967), however, has suggested 

that people do not utilize situational variability appropriately when making attributions. 

Rather, individuals tend to overestimate dispositional causes for behaviors and 

underestimate situational influences. While the fundamental attribution error has 

traditionally been applied to the discounting principle, Kelley's ( 1967, 1973) explanation 

for attributions made on the basis oflimited behavioral observations, research by Jackson 

et al. (1998) has suggested that the misuse of situational variability information can be 

extended to instances where perceivers have multiple observations of behavior (i.e., 

Kelley's (1967, 1973) covariation principle). These findings taken in concert with the 

research reported in the current paper, which suggests that looking strictly at trait 

attributions made for different targets without relevance to cross-situational variability 

can offer a great deal of information into perceptual differences, puts the foundations of 

attribution theory itself in question. 

Future researchers must therefore carefully consider what the next steps taken in 

attribution research ought to be. A good starting point might be to go back to Bern's 

( 1972) original warning regarding the draw of the motivational explanation. That is, can 

the findings reported in Experiment 1 which seemed to fall in line with motivational 

explanations be explained as a function of information-processing? Other avenues of 
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research on the "better-than-average" effect have suggested that findings reported for the 

other trait dimensions (i.e., Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and 

Intelligence) which may appear to motivational in nature may in fact be the result 

information-processing as well. Kovalik ( 1996), for example, suggested that self

enhancement biases are a function of Selective Exposure Attribution Theory (SEAT); the 

assumption that people's everyday decisions as to with whom to interact and in which 

situations to engage in these interactions are made on the basis of rewards and 

punishments. SEAT illustrates asymmetries that result when those with negative 

dispositions are assessed positively (i.e., when one commits the false positive attribution 

error) and, perhaps more importantly, when those with positive dispositions are assessed 

negatively (i.e., when one commits the false negative attribution error). 

It is assumed that people are more likely to seek subsequent interactions with 

those they believe to possess positive dispositions than with those they believe possess 

negative dispositions, however, false positive attribution errors should be more self

corrective with continued interaction opportunities than should false negative attribution 

errors. According to SEAT, then, targets with truly negative traits are likely to be 

perceived accurately within a relatively short number of interactions. In fact, when an 

initially valid negative attribution is made, not only is this attribution unlikely to change, 

it is unlikely that any future interactions with the target will occur. If, on the other hand, 

an initially false positive attribution is made, the nature of the error is self-corrective. 

Continued, and likely negative, interactions with a negatively traited individual should 

average into a perceiver's initially positive opinion thereby persuading the perceiver to 

alter his/her initial, and erroneous, attribution (i.e., the false positive attribution) to the 
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correct attribution (i.e., a valid negative attribution). In comparison, a number of targets 

with truly positive traits are not likely to ever be perceived accurately and will continue 

to fall victim to the false negative attribution error. Therefore, only those targets with 

positive true trait scores who elicited an initially positive attribution are likely to have a 

positive impression of them maintained in the long run. 

Because final attributions for most people are therefore expected to be negative 

this theory implies the existence of an overall bias for attributions based upon selective 

exposure to be negative. This selective exposure attribution bias (SEAB) is proposed to 

be a direct consequence of the fact that selective exposure of perceivers to targets results 

in the self-correction of false positive attribution errors but not in the self-correction of 

false negative attribution errors. In other words, SEAB not only refers to the tendency to 

view positive people negatively (i.e., commit false negative attribution errors) than view 

negative people more positively (i.e., commit false positive attributions errors) but to the 

tendency to eventually see most people negatively and to view the few people with whom 

they choose to have continued interactions positively. It is not necessarily the case, then, 

that people are inherently motivated to self-present themselves to be more superiorly 

traited than others; it may simply be a function of how people define the norm for any 

given trait and where they perceive themselves to fall in relation to that norm. 

Personality psychologists may wish to travel an alternative route to unraveling 

what process or processes individuals utilize when determining how to make attributions 

for themselves and others. Experiment 2 focused on the most obviously inconsistent 

finding from motivational expectancies (i.e., the Extraversion- Introversion dimension), 

personality psychologists may find it helpful to look at the next most obvious outlier in 
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Experiment 1 -Neuroticism. Remembering that subjects were no more likely to describe 

themselves as less Neurotic or more Emotionally Stable than their acquaintances, 

additional research must be conducted to determine why the most discrepant results occur 

for the strongest of the Big Five factors, i.e., Extraversion and Neuroticsm. That is, why 

do self-enhancement biases fail to explain actor-observer differences for the Big Two of 

the Big Five? 

From a motivational perspective one could argue that, to protect their self-esteem, 

participants should have described themselves as being more Emotionally Stable and less 

Neurotic than their acquaintances. Clearly, then, Self versus Other differences (i.e., a 

motivational explanation) cannot account for findings reported in Experiment 1 with 

regard to Neuroticism. However, Intimate versus Stranger differences (i.e., an 

information-processing explanation) does not wholly explain the reported findings either. 

Rather, for this dimension, Bern's (1972) Insider versus Outsider difference, which 

suggests that the Insider is able to detect stimuli within him/herself that is unavailable to 

others (i.e., Outsiders), may be a more appropriate choice for explanation. It may be that 

subjects are able to detect their own nervousness or emotionality and make attributions 

accordingly, but are unable to do so for their acquaintances. As results of Experiment 2 

suggested that subjects believed that average others would behave in a manner similar to 

their own behavior, subjects may therefore believe that others are feeling the same 

pressures and emotionality that they themselves are a victim to and therefore do not 

report any significant differences for themselves and their acquaintances on this 

dimension. 
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Whether self-other differences in the attribution of differently valenced traits to 

oneself or to another can be explained in terms of SEAB, Insider versus Outsider 

differences, or some combination of information-processing and motivational 

explanations, findings from the current studies suggest that how people make trait 

attributions is not inline with traditional attribution theory. Individuals are clearly not 

relying on their perceptions of cross-situational variability in order to determine who has 

traits and who does not. They are also not depending on motivational processes alone to 

when making trait attributions for themselves and others. Future research will continue 

to flush out exactly what process( es) account for attributional differences and, because so 

much of social psychological research and theory is based on traditional attribution 

theory, these findings will not doubt reshape the face of social psychology. 
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Appendix A 

I. The target for this questionnaire is: 
a. YOURSELF b. YOUR ACQUAINTANCE 

2. The trait term TALKATIVE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. The trait term QUIET is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

4. Whether the target exhibits talkative behaviors or quiet behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

5. The trait term SKEPTICAL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

6. The trait term TRUSTING is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

7. Whether the target exhibits skeptical behaviors or trusting behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

8. The trait term DISORGANIZED is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9. The trait term WELL-ORGANIZED is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 
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6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 



l 0. Whether the target exhibits disorganized behaviors or well-organized behaviors depends on the 
situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. The trait term WARM is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. The trait term COLD is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

13. Whether the target exhibits warm behaviors or cold behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

14. The trait term UNENERGETIC is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

15. The trait term ENERGETIC is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

16. Whether the target exhibits unenergetic behaviors or energetic behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. The trait term STABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

18. The trait term UNSTABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 
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6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 



19. Whether the target exhibits stable behaviors or unstable behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

20. The trait term CAREFUL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

21. The trait term CARELESS is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

22. Whether the target exhibits careful behaviors or careless behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

23. The trait term ANALYTICAL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

24. The trait term UNANALYTICAL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

25. Whether the target exhibits analytical behaviors or unanalytical behaviors depends on the 
situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

26. The trait term UNDEPENDABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

27. The trait term RELIABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 



28. Whether the target exhibits undependable behaviors or reliable behaviors depends on the situation. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

29. The trait term BOLD is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

30. The trait term TIMID is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

31. Whether the target exhibits bold behaviors or timid behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

32. The trait term DISAGREEABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

33. The trait term AGREEABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

34. Whether the target exhibits disagreeable behaviors or agreeable behaviors depends on the 
situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. The trait term STUPID is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

36. The trait term INTELLIGENT is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 
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6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 



37. Whether the target exhibits stupid behaviors or intelligent behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. The trait term SECURE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

39. The trait term INSECURE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

40. Whether the target exhibits secure behaviors or insecure behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

41. The trait term IMPERCEPTIVE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

42. The trait term PERCEPTIVE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

43. Whether the target exhibits imperceptive behaviors or perceptive behaviors depends on the 
situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

44. The trait term AT EASE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

45. The trait term NERVOUS is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 



46. Whether the target exhibits at ease behaviors or nervous behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

4 7. The trait term PASSIVE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

48. The trait term ACTIVE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

49. Whether the target exhibits passive behaviors or active behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

50. The trait term LENIENT is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

51. The trait term CRITICAL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

52. Whether the target exhibits lenient behaviors or critical behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

53. The trait term CAUTIOUS is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

54. The trait term RECKLESS is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 



55. Whether the target exhibits cautious behaviors or reckless behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

56. The trait term COMPLEX is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

57. The trait term SIMPLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

58. Whether the target exhibits complex behaviors or simple behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

59. The trait term HIGH-STRUNG is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

60. The trait term RELAXED is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

61. Whether the target exhibits high-strung behaviors or relaxed behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

62. The trait term STINGY is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

63. The trait term GENEROUS is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 



64. Whether the target exhibits stingy behaviors or generous behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

65. The trait term SOCIABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

66. The trait term RETIRING is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

67. Whether the target exhibits sociable behaviors or retiring behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

68. The trait term LAZY is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 

8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

69. The trait term HARDWORKING is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

70. Whether the target exhibits lazy behaviors or hardworking behaviors depends on the situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

71. The trait term IGNORANT is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

72. The trait term KNOWLEDGEABLE is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 

96 

6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 



73. Whether the target exhibits ignorant behaviors or knowledgeable behaviors depends on the 
situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

74. The trait term UNEMOTIONAL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

75. The trait term EMOTIONAL is a relatively accurate description of the target. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 

76. Whether the target exhibits unemotional behaviors or emotional behaviors depends on the 
situation. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 4 5 
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6 7 8 9 
Strongly 
Agree 



Appendix B 

Source of Type Ill Sum Degrees of Mean Square F Significance Variation of Squares Freedom 

Target 

176.50 1 176.50 6.74 0.010 

Error 
(Target) 

3,689.99 141 26.17 

Trait Valence 

97,355.77 1 97,355.77 398.19 0.000 

Error (Trait 
Valence) 

34,473.53 141 244.49 

Trait 
Dimension 

464.53 4 116.13 13.09 0.000 

Error (Trait 
Dimension) 

5,003.57 564 8.87 

Target x 
Trait Valence 

1,181.77 1 1,181.77 12.49 0.001 

Error (Target 
x Trait 
Valence) 13,344.33 141 94.64 

Target x 
Trait 
Dimension 63.37 4 15.84 1.92 0.105 
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Error (Target 
x Trait 
Dimension) 4,644.132 564 8.23 

Trait Valence 
x Trait 
Dimension 11,087.88 4 2,771.97 43.46 0.000 

Error (Trait 
Valence x 
Trait 35,974.83 564 63.79 
Dimension) 

Target x 
Trait Valence 
x Trait 4,317.54 4 1,079.39 17.88 0.000 
Dimension 

Error (Target 
x Trait 
Valence x 34,039.36 564 60.35 
Trait 
Dimension) 
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Appendix C 

General Information About the Current Study: 
The following questionnaires are designed to ascertain your behaviors in various situations 
you encounter throughout your day-to-day life. Throughout the course of this study you will 
be asked to complete each questionnaire at the five specified times (I 2:30pm, 2:30pm, 
6:00pm, 8:00pm, and 10:00 pm) over four days (Thursday, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday) for 
a two-week period (8 days total). You will be asked to complete the questionnaires at the 
exact time indicated. However, it is understood that there will be circumstances in which 
this isn't possible (for example, driving in rush hours traffic on 1-95 may not be the best time 
to complete a questionnaire). Therefore, you may postpone completing the questionnaire for 
no more than one hour after the scheduled time. Under no circumstances, however, 
should you complete the questionnaire any later than this as memory distortion may occur. 

Specific Questions: 
It is possible that you may run into some terminology in this questionnaire that is unclear. To 
that end, please use the following glossary as a reference: 

I) The first question is open-ended. Please briefly describe where you are at the time in 
question (e.g., movies, dinner, school, work, home watching TV, home studying, 
hanging out with friends at Joe's apartment, etc.) 

2) This question is concerned with whether or not you are involved in an interaction. 
An interaction is defined as any encounter with another person(s) in which you 
attended to one another and adjusted your behavior in response to one another. For 
example, sitting next to someone in a lecture is not an interaction while talking during 
the lecture for 10 minutes would be. Sitting in front of the television with your 
roommate but not speaking is not an interaction while chatting for I 0 minutes or so 
throughout the viewing of a rented DVD would be. If you were involved in an 
interaction you will move on to questions 2A through 2C. If not, you will move on to 
question 3. 

A) If you were involved in an interaction, how many people were involved? 
That is, if you were at a restaurant filled with 60 people but sitting with four 
friends, then those four friends and perhaps your waiter/bartender/bus-person 
were involved in the interaction; not all 60 patrons ofthe restaurant. If you 
were at a party with 20 people but at the time in question you were speaking 
to only 1, then there was only I person involved in that interaction. 

B) In your estimation, who was most responsible for the interaction? Did you 
start the conversation or did someone else initiate it? 

C) In your estimation, who was most influential in the interaction? Who spoke 
more or directed the flow of the conversation? 

3) This question is designed to ascertain how much choice you had in being in the 
situation. If you were at work, you may feel you had a great deal of choice ("I chose 
to take this job") or none at all ("I have to work ifl want to make the rent"). If you 
were "dragged" to a bar with some friends you may feel you had little choice ("They 
forced me to go") or if you suggested to your friends that you should go to the local 
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bar for happy hour, you would have had a great deal of choice. This is based solely 
on your perception. 

4) Regardless of how much choice you had in being where you are, how much are you 
enjoying your current situation? Are you having a good time or would you rather be 
somewhere else? 

5) This question regards your rating of your own behavior in terms of introversion and 
extraversion. Introverted behaviors are those behaviors in which you feel you are 
behaving quietly or in a withdrawn manner. Extraverted behaviors are those cases 
where you feel you are more talkative, outgoing, adventuresome, or impulsive. This 
is not solely based on the number of people with you. Whether you are at home 
quietly reading a book or are at the movies with four friends quietly watching the 
film, you are behaving in an introverted fashion. Whether you are animatedly talking 
on the telephone at home or hanging out talking with friends in the breezeway, you 
are behaving in an extraverted fashion. lfyou strike up a conversation with someone 
in line at the supermarket for the 10 minutes it takes to make it through checkout, you 
are acting more extraverted than if you were standing quietly in line reading the 
gossip papers. 

6) Using the same definitions given above, estimate how introverted or extraverted you 
think the general population (i.e., an average other person) would behave given the 
same circumstances. 

7) Using the same definitions given above, estimate how you believe some watching a 
videotape of your behavior would describe your actions. 

8) Some situations influence your behavior than others. Highly influential situations 
direct you to behave in specific ways, regardless of your traits. For example, if you 
are at a funeral, regardless of how extraverted you may be, you will most likely act 
like someone who is more introverted (e.g., sit quietly and, if you are to speak, do so 
in a reserved, quiet tone). Similarly, if you are at a loud party, regardless of how 
introverted you may truly be, you are more likely to act like an extravert (e.g., 
socialize with unknown others, dance, etc.) Less influential situations are those 
which have no strong pull on how you are supposed to behave. The beach is a good 
of example of this type of ambiguous situation. Here, if you are introverted, you can 
sit and read a book, listen to the radio, or simply drift offto sleep. If you are 
extraverted, you can find a volley ball game, talk to your fellow beach-combers, or 
have a barbeque with friends. With this in mind, this question asks you to estimate 
how much you think the situational constraints of your current environment 
determined your behaviors. 

9) If you act consistently with the pressures of the situation, for example, if you acted 
introverted in a situation which encouraged introversion and in which most people 
would act in an introverted fashion (e.g., a funeral), or if you acted extraverted in a 
situation which encouraged extraversion and in which most others would act in an 
extraverted fashion (e.g., a party), then the situation or both the situation and your 
disposition might have been important causes of your behavior. In contrast, if you 
act inconsistently with the pressures of the situation, for example, if you acted 
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extraverted in a situation which encouraged introversion and in which most others 
would act in an introverted fashion (e.g., speaking loudly in a public library) or if you 
acted in an introverted fashion in a situation which encouraged extraversion and in 
which most others would act in an extraverted fashion (e.g., sitting alone quietly at a 
night club) you would probably conclude that it was your disposition and not the 
situation that was important in determining your behavior. In a situation that neither 
discouraged nor encouraged your behaviors (e.g., an ambiguous situation like being 
at a beach where there is not "standard" by which you are to act and in which you see 
a plethora of different types of behaviors ranging from falling asleep to playing 
volleyball) you would probably think that it was your disposition that determined 
your behavior. With this in mind, this question asks you to estimate how much you 
think your personality effected your actions in the current situation. 

If you should have any additional questions over the next four days, please do not hesitate to 
contact Alisha Janowsky by phone (561-297-2820) or e-mail (ajanow@,bellsouth.net). Thank 
you in advance for your participation © 
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Appendix D 

1) Thursday: 12:30 pm 

1) Where are/were you?---------------------

2) Were/are you engaged in an interaction? YES NO 
If "yes," please answer the following questions. If "no" please continue on to #3. 
A) How many people were involved in the interaction? ___ _ 

B) Who initiated the interaction? Another Person Me 

C) Who was most influential during your interaction? Another Person 
Me 

3) Please indicate on the scale below how much choice you had/have in being in this 
situation. 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
u u 

No choice Complete choice 

4) Please indicate on the scale below how much you enjoyed/are enjoying the situation you 
were/are involved in. 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
u u 

Not at all Very Much 

5) Please indicate on the scale below how introverted/extraverted you feel you behaved/are 
behaving. 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +I +2 +3 +4 +5 
u u 

Extremely 
Introverted 

Extremely 
Extraverted 

6) Please indicate on the scale below how introverted/extraverted you believe average others 
would behave in this situation. 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
u u 

Extremely 
Introverted 

Extremely 
Extraverted 

7) Please indicate on the scale below how you believe someone watching you would 
describe your actions. 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
t t 

Extremely 
Introverted 
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Extremely 
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8) Please indicate on the scale below how important you feel situational factors (e.g., 
location, presence or absence of others, how others were behaving) were in causing your 
behavior. 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
u u 

Not at all 
Important 

Extremely 
Important 

9) Please indicate on the scale below how important you feel your dispositional 
characteristics (e.g., personality traits, abilities, attitudes) were in causing your behavior. 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
u u 

Not at all 
Important 
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Important 
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