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mi .‘e ‘ gocent r i stu and (4) thr r~ ~i Ii c ut  ions 0 (
~~oL(’ntr Sr for group i ot r- r —
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~ ~~t i~o s .  h i .  r~-~ €~~r~ c SUCLCSS IUI in arro : ! is l ij ng ~he .:ujur O b je c L I v e ~~.
F i r -  L, , - it c-i~s d, tne n,,.trctcd tha t ( ucet i t r ic pcrce~~ lori s do’ occur in g r o
Si L- ~,t U f l~~, ~ ‘ d ~ic ic j  bi t i t  ~e l f - e i H u ~c cir t an’i 5 ( 1 1 — j i P ’f t i l l O , ~ t O n  a t
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( of (t~o~rs iii the gicu; ). he~ uII( , ~ pe c i f i c  ~~~~ lii l~~~h e~~.-
‘ ‘ ( t ’ ~~L r i :- n i~ ~‘~n fested ‘~~~ N- iso~a1. -d . It w~ ; sha in ~f i - tt egocentr ism af -

~ecL. cro Up ~~~r h rS ’ l ( - ~ i I~~e o~ ;~ - ‘‘ ‘ , !o1 r~ ~~
- i i  ty  for a qi’u i~~’ s ~o~’ —

k~~; l i L t - , r 1at iv ~’ r c s V c~ Li1 ItJ I (~ L i I C  I~~r~~~ ip ’ S pei for . ; IO ’ , F ( Co ~ t iOl S
of domina i ci’ cr ~ lcadt~r,~t : j ~ ~

- t t c r i c , nv ’.lu t ions of the cc c ora c j  of ~i : u p
p-.rrfori;v-u: .~ feod h Ick~ un pt’r~e~ t ioo~ of th~ ~~u t  of iIIL ’’ - p L rsu i a l  C rJ r c (

r C ’ O L  thit c,J, s~i ui~~ii~~,L ~~~~~~ r ’;:J ~~~~~~~~~~~~ T~y i  ri l~~, ii-r , - : i  ~ of s~ cce:sfu l ~~

~n lail ir~~ yrcu s no ted t~ ‘ se lve s  LO u’, per~~r Ir 1 ly res~onsi i le fc
t in g ’ : ~~~’ L ; ei’for~cnc , r-~u r o  L’S~iu ’ t l h l C  thci~ o~~:lnrs ii the y r ou~~ , ‘o re d o r l -  C

nt -L ~1e g ’uu~ , and [e l i r v t d tL.t tH nr’ , L ~~’ s Iceoback c-~~ ~c;re accu~ dte
ciii Lh~: Un,’ rc ;, .hitr: aq ’LL- .~ o’ u:~jst t i r i rwe l  yes r i ro .  Third , the ef fects  of
s i  tuati C I a  1 ar id p rs’ur . ii ~y v~ riahi cs ci C~ CC (Ii t~ cm were t est~ J . - l c
~hx. , ’ Ll -~ t u :uce r it r i  SI: nus ni nirn i zc : d primari 1 y ~-i } - i~ ~a ) ~ s u p  cohes I venus:

s high ; (b) iembers 1:01 sel f—c u: :cious about th ir grunp ro les; anti (c)
~ non e ‘or: br: no r i  ci .ed e p l  I ci t ly ~r if av~ i co le cv~ 1 uatior: from thei i’ peer :
Ei:-ce ntr ism c ls o we: d’ f f c ’ rent ia l ly  af f ected IiJ: (a ) ’  personal ity var iab les
such as se l f— c : Loen and ~ chiavel 1 ian ism , (b) se ; ., (c ) r a t t e i n s  of (J rC up
dissent , (d) 1 eaJ~-rs h ip ro le in Uc qr iup, and (e ) whe ther or not perso nal
accou nt : of the group ’s ac t vi tics y nu l  d be SeLl by other group rc~o L : r s .
Fun tli, the cornep tu a l f r ;  couch a l lo - ;~d for predict ions to Lu r ude concern—
incj the effects of cgocentrisr: on lo ng—ter m group cy rer : : i cs .  Know led t: of the
t y .’s of percepti on :, attitudes , and expectations likel y to occ u r in specific
~~~Ij U 7  s i t ua t i ’ :’ : shr;’old a id group djnoi ic~ sts in s k ing recoo. :endutio i s about
h:.’ to :Or, IV O  group functioning and r ra inta in group cohesion. Since the
perceptions previous ly described had not received prior attention in theo ry
or research on groups , the present research represents a step forward in
unders tanding group dynamics.
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Gi’c-u rs ccl  oresn i  z :rLio s cease to funct io n e f fec t ive ly  i;hen d i v i s i v e —

I - S O S  a i d  di r r n , ’ por e-a te  the air . One of the more co l on Ca ses of S UC h

d iss er i s i n  is the develo i it  of r i va l  n ie s  o .’ r s te t a : , leade rship ,  ~nd the dis-

tn bu ti On of qro ;p r -:u rIs . In ‘ru ny ca s es , a ~‘aj  on to of the croup mcni e -s h- c-

l ie~’u t L t  th~~ ore- Luing t i  to- i inerr it a b ly  n~ t re ce iv i r n  e i i e r j j a t r  co o pe r --

s o ti on fro the oru:ip eel a Li -.n to their i pots  , and ho- I ieve that the ir shar e of

the n ’  up . o~’ard: sh-o ui d ha i ncr e aseJ .  ~‘die Ui  s occurs , the gr ’o i r  can eas i l y

d i s in~~epoa te  fran c i  thin.

Th ese niv L: lnies are LOch cat e d on ti e gro up :cr nber: ‘ re t ros pect iv e PC I ” L 0 -

t i n .’: of c-h o did sho t  i i  the group, an l  cha t cf b ets these act ions hI on the

-

- 

;~ e ,’ t i a i  outco no; to the group as a n :L c i e .  A l thoo r r h such retrospective er a lv s e s

noy so ’ ne t i unc s La quite accurate , they arc- frequently b iaced h ’  sel f -servin g moti-

vat ional r~ruCe Sse S.  To protect a~d enhance se l f -es t ecm , people seeni to d isplay

a cone non hun ~;:: foible of structur incr thc ir retrospect iv e anal yse : of events

such that they rc ’ as ive p e r s o i s i credit for desirable , posi t ive outc c ’so: ~: n i l e

avo i ding t ia r a for undo - -si rah le , negative outcorocs —— a procc cs termed ~~ocent r i  c

perception. Thus , following a group success , the group a rc hers nay eac h g b :

with the be l ief  that their input ~as crucial  to the cocp letion of the task and

assu re hi gh pe rso na l rc-s ionsibi i  i ty for the group ‘ s pcrfor mancc ; foil oi-iing a group

fai lure , the groc 10 ’  er: . nay each sorrowful ly recall all of the incorrect

opinions vo iced by others and minimize -c ’rso iial rEsponsibil ity for the fa ilure .

It i s not hard to think of nu rurous examples of such phenomena from every day

expe n ienco , natio n-e l ps i i tics , shoi-: busi ness pa rtnersh ips , etc. , w here group

L
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members apparentl y tried to enhance personal res ponsibility for a group success

and m i nimize person al respons ib ili ty for a g roup f a i l u r e. Unfortunately, such

anecdotal examples always involve numerous confoundings and fall far short of

allow ing any type of precise analysis. It is not even clear from such everyday

examples that egocentrism does indeed occur in groups ; it is possible that those

people who do taPe high responsibilit y for a prior group success or low ro - spoi si—

bility for a pr ior group failure actual ly did contribute more to the grouo than

others . To determine if egocentrism does occur in groups , it is necessary to

control contributions to the group and independently vary the outconres received

by the group. A d o i tfa na l ly, examination of everyday examples tell us little or

nothing about specific situational and personality variables that mi ght maxim ize

or minimize egocentrism if it does occur.

The present program of research systematically examined various personality

and situational variables to determine (1) if egocentric perceptions do occur

in group situations , (2) the precise ways egocentrism is manifested , (3) the

factors that mi ght maximize and minimi ze egocentrism , and (4) the ramifications

of egocentrism for group interactions . With answers to these questions , it be-

comes possible to describe more clearly what transp ires during and after group

problem -solving endeavors and to make recommendations about techniques which

could potentially improve group functioning .

The present program of research differs from traditional work on related

topics in at least two major ways . First , although egocentrism had previousl y

been studied in individual testing situations (i.e., where a person works alone

on a task and then receives personal performance feedback), no studies had sys-

tematically examined the phenomenon in group settings. It is not altogether

obvious that the same types of reactions obtained in individual testing situa-

tions (in which personal performance information is received) occur in group

_ _ _ _ _ _
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testing situ ations ( in which group performance i nformation but not personal

performance information is received). Discovering that one ’ s group succeeds

or fails might have quite different psycholog ical implications than discovering

that one has personally succeeded or failed. Also , in group situations there

are a myriad of possible reactions that could occur which are unavailable in in-

dividual situations , e.g., blaming the other merab ers for failure , believing that

one has influenced or failed to influence the others and vice-versa, believing

that one has been a leader or follower , etc . These reactions deserve scrutiny

in their own right.

Second , although numerous group studies have been directed at specifying

variables which increase or decrease group harmony , such studies typ ically employ

a limited nu mber of dependent variables and stop short of obtaining information

about processes which could undermine group functioning in the long run . Sub-

jects are rarely asked to provide detailed retrospective analyses of what

transpired in their groups . For example , one of the most consistent qeneraliz-

ations made about group satisfaction is that group success produces group har-

mony and interpersonal attraction while failure produces group disharmony and

dislike (Cf .  Car twr igh t  & Zander , 1968; Shaw , 1976 ; Zander , 1971). Studies

supporting the generalization typically provide groups with bogus performance

feedback and then measure expressed liking. However, consistent with the pre-

vious discussion , group satisfaction might occur momentarily because each member

of a successful group retrospectively believes that he was above-average in con-

tributions to the group and was a group leader. rn the long run , such perceptions
could undermine group harmony if each member expects a greater-than-average share

of the group rewards but receives only an average amount. There is no way of

knowing whether such processes occu r since prior studies have not measured

the relevant variables .
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F qnn ’ r r f r i s r n  ~n lieu vi liu1~ Test~~j S~tuat ions

Peso- i sP on egoro - r t! - i so in in- i iv idua l  test i  rv~ Si tua t ions prov ides a In~~P—

qru ‘a dra i n s t w h ich t P present r e - n i l  ts con c o n n - i r c n - d .  A f re~uentl v mentio ner!

1 hor~~~~~t io n~ in the p sy h iog i cal literature is the tendency of rreo~ 1 c to believe

ca l  ‘, t iie bcat ( POOL f j r c o Sc l  yes and their act io n s (cf.  6en nan , 1971 J~ r r - s , 1973;

Re - c nrbn r p , 1 9f~ W~ l i e  , 1 5u1 ) . A va r iety of stud i c-s have shu’e rr that r c-o nl (

ally accept the impi i c a t  iue: of fav r r~ble pe rs o rral  infoi rat ion hut tonI to re—

j eut  the ii.~ib ic a t io ne  ob unfav orab le pc rson l infor mation. In pe r’ sona l i ty - tes t ino

Situations , for ins t sr- , peop le ~cc~nt the Eccnlr acy of icasuren rent instrur rut :

which pro . rrn positive personal info rmation F a t  de roqr te  those instrurents :dn ich

~r -Juce ;iep otiv e r e r o c o e l  infom et ion ([ag ly, 1937; Steiner , 1968 ) , and th is

has been found i rrc-sp: r Li ve of wh et her the instr:c:aiits are careful ly devise d

psyrhu log ical tests , astro loq ical analyses , or handw ritinq anal yses (Felice , 197’? ).

In interpersonal inte rocL ions , p c C c l e  l ike t hose i’iho p r a i s e  theinl and disl ike

those who criticiz e t e n  (Ar on son & Linder , 1965 ; Dittos , 1959; Jones & WOrLI’:7 i ,

1973 ).

Not only do peop le respond more favorably to the source of pos i t ive rather

than negative info r i - ’  tion , they a lso a l ter  the ~ :a n in n and imp l ications of t he

information i tsel f  depending upon its val e nce.  People w ho receive negative per-

sona lity evaluations , for instance , often project similar negative oualit ies

onto tirci r associates , allo win g t hn ; rsc lves to look good by comparison (tP’aans- l ,

1962; Pepi tone , 1964; Steiner , 1968). People also tend to underrocal 1 the conter , L

of negative as compared to positive evaluations (Steiner , 1968 ). Indeed , f l OS s - r i-

berg (1968) argues that through sel ective interpretation of their behavior and

judicious selection of the standards by which it is judged , peop le manage to

view themselves favorably in most situations. As such analy ses imply , people

actually change their self-evaluations more following receipt of discrepant 
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p - i  ~nal Inf er ’ tion whc ’ r n the i of r ation is posi tive r- t Fe r than oe hcl t iv e ([ag ly

1967; l i cl y & Acksen , V)71 ; ~y 1ie , 1061 ). The procesSes described above are

allo wed rust loe\IJ y, an d  i C Or  e p ir u - i r i l y occur , in rel a ti vel j  ambiguous situations

in w hich m u  in:al f u t u r e  “ test ing is antici pated , thus freeing the person from

huv in’j to defend challenges to his or her restructuring of the situatio n (Eagly ‘~
Acksen , 1971 ; Jones , 1973 ; Regan , 1976 ; Regan , Gosselink , Hubsch , & Ulsh , 1 975;

Schienker , l975a ;  Wortm an , Costanzo , & Witt , 1973).

Research on attribution theory , wh i ch deals with how people process infor-

mation when inferr i ng the cause of a particular action or outcome , has also

noted the existence of systematic self-protective biases in the attribution of

c~ salit y. People seem to attribute causality for an event in a manner which

reflects well upon themselves. After completing a problem-solving task , subjects

attribute personal success largcly to internal , personal factors such as ability

and effort, while attri buting personal failure to external , environmental factors

such as bad luck and task difficulty (Fitch , 1970; Fontaine 1975 ; Luginbuhl

Crowe , & Kahan , 1975; Sobel , 1974; Snyder , Stephan , & Rosenfield , 1976; Wort-

man et a]., 1973). Predicting such results , Heider (1944, p. 369) observed that

the “tendency to raise the ego level will fcause a person to] structure causa l

units in such a way that good acts and not bad ones are attributed to the

person.”

Model for the Study of Egocentrism in Groups

It was proposed that individuals in group situations will retrospectively

describe the group ’s activities in such a way that they increase their personal

association with positive group outcomes and decrease their personal association

with negat~ve outcomes. From this basic proposition , specific hypotheses were

derived concerning how members perceive particular aspects of the group ’s en-

deavors , e.g., how they assign responsibility for the group ’s outcomes , descri be 

--—~~~ -~~ - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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U -  ir person- i jo -f e n - n - m oe r c -l ~~t i’.’ - to the ge : ; - ‘ s pt-i f i r : -~tnc r , ‘- c i v e  tatU r-n _

of i n t o  Ond ie flv ~ ; cr,- ~~~~~ - n m :  n o d , : r c m i v -  in l~ t i .’e l~ a dcn ’~hi p 00-I d~~ i ni ~

o nce , u,n i c- al:: ntu the a c c u r a c y  ci :: dSU 1 , Ci L i e  yi~~ o ’ n~ perfo ii’ - n-i e . lie

a f t -  - 

~i:t i ~e- -d - r iJ l C - S  5 O ’ m d  ~:n depc .erh-r l - iou c - n In tic  c- - - r i - - etc ; tie

t 1 I 1 C  h , ; o~~ne~m-s r n  i i ’ -  c ich ~iil1 I-a c : s i d e n r  s r r t l v .  It was also

1 r ~~ ; r c e ~ t P t  sp ecific citn ati u ll , g ras: -  c i t e - , - - -
, ir~ p :rsonali sy factors : : ‘ s i d

m~~~: n i z -  cc m i nn i m: i j ze  su ch e~ss -n t et c effa-ats ; spec f ic o ; ;en - at io nol izc t ior n s c-f

ti c-se f ~cte rs  serv e d s I rndepc dr ot va n ub1 es in the ~x neni r , nts

Fi gure 1 prese nts  ~m n~ Ircu istic b l u e ;  ‘ m t  cf vari ables that wo re  hy p s t h r —

si i c—i  to af r~~t e — n s c n ~ m- ism in gri ps . On the ‘mop-u t sid e are th ree j o r  c lasses

of ~ar iob les  ~. Pa t  shoal I , in inte rac t ion , d~ termine the degree to w h i c h  c’~ o—

c c n t ’ i  c bia;e: -- i f f e c t  t he pe rcc ~~tions , att i tudes , and CX~~e Ct a t i C n S  of qroup now - j
i c - s .

The :roJ;) ‘ S successful or unsuccessful pc-r icer nec on a task determine s

the v a i c n- ,~ of the gr~~p outco r r . All of th e experi ; ant s in t i e  program varied

grcup o ut cc rs - s by ci p loiis g bopus group perfo rm ance feec h:-ack as one of the in—

de pende r t van i ab le r’ eni pal ations . fly ra r’:dr~ ly inforni ng group r c n ihcrs that their

group ta d either done very wel l  or very poorl y, actua l contr ibutions to the group

and the actu a l pe rfor e- ’mec of the group can he separated from p~ rce ived group

out ,com~s , providing an uncontam inated means of assessing egocentrism.

According to the f irst proposit ion , group members wi l l  increase their per-

sona l associat ion with posi t ive group outcomes and decrease their personal a ssoc i—

a tion wi th neqative gro m p outcomes . There are numerous r ays such association !

d issoc f at i o i i can he achieved , each of wh ich could be more or less interchangeable

in accomplishing the person ’ s goal. The m o s t  d irect leans  of personal assoc i~-

tion/di s~nri atio n is through claiming high personal responsibility for a group suc—

cess and low personal responsibility for a group failur e . Alternatively, a pen-son 

--‘- --~~~~~—-~-~~~~~ J
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c ui P cii inn hi n- a - . ‘ ne 1 do:: m - -~rm - - e - m n 1 ,i 0-rnh ‘i i’ f o i l  0 - ,’ n p  a n rona c S n i ’ - S  S C ’ - d  10..

~~ ‘ ;ooa l do 1 ::c a -~ i c - i b m  ~P ii, fol t, .’ i i ~~ C rJ: -
~~~~~~ 

f~- i1rar ’ . It mro~ 1 :~ : t $ ~ro ’L :  I

tL t t ie ,~ n and u t w ~i :; nen: e Ui ~ff’-ct m! -~ b - c o m m ~ - I es’~~e ia t i ’jn mm alP b~ o r :  eel :~ - , d .

h ’  fo l -;“ing s~ cc ii ‘ mc mn - t ~ i’: OS L c i s L ~~ i : Hrj as c ‘ i n t i c j s w i L i - y rm-u
~
; cu tco oc s

o - a- te~ ed. (1) fl-n,- : mbc - r~ m ild n - c a n t  g c r o m r  r c ’ csc ’ :al respo: ’ -e ih i l  tv  fur -1

qru~ ; K Sod 0 0 5  t i~: n a r i -eL; l a i lu r- ’ . (P) -~m , ’ nr s mwu l d  as s j n  t,h~~r so l~~e~ r u - c

n~~- s l K , - ;~ m~ i t V  u~~r J:~ ’, ~~~~ oLi~ -~ u - - , - i n - b o o, folir ::ing a r-re np s t u n s

c m i  lc-n -s ice ; - r i b i l i t y  U t~~-y o c c i lin - them fcilo ’,-iin t- a uceu n failure .

(3) t~ him’s m :cul~ p;- rcc~ .
‘ - - U ‘ ‘ : ,~~1 V ’ S C S  ha’.’inrj i o n  OOr ’C C ’ S -i m e n t in n r e n m p

in n t - c t i -:ns  a itar a arO-a~’ c i - ~-’ - ‘ s s  t h ee  att ic  a pm-cup fai i nca (~ -r:th absul u le ly  
—

am . H utive to- other group mn h~ r~ ). (
~) Pen ‘ - -i ’s :- om :lP perceive thc oeJv ~s

as he ’.’ m c in C lu ’ rvc’ P oLhe ’~ cone and in , -.- i g  Loon  j ul luc ’nccd Pm oth: n- s less fol — -
‘

le t .: n - ~ a group Sac ass t i :  n a prm -ip t ’ i )  ore . (h) t” - hers n - neul P l,~~’cc~”e their

~c rsc - n ml per fc- --in un cc to P - o ’

~ui v. 1 cm l, to the g m -r ip ’ s pnrfo r ;na!:ce fol la - - i  m c ’  a

e ros; - s uc c es s hut anal J c ’s I cc i vs  the i r per onsl ecn io m- n -~m c e  es supe rior to the

qro :, ‘ s l-nm- fo r ’ wy.a f e l l s - aj a r ’  a g roup f-a iL’re. (1- ) P— -shc rs : - cw ld  eva lu a te  the

grou p -- n - fornancc -f , r ’P o a: ho -ing non - : accure Ic foil em-/ i np a gra in success tN-s e

a ot a:;: failu: a.

F a mr c las~ :s f c i  m a t  cn~ l von - la !  las are r’~~ic tad in Fi2u - c 1: (1) th~ suc H

c 1ie ’ s t - ~ of the prea , (2) n l i ty ca,~~t manin ts , (3) task in -a: ~auce , and (
~

) a

ri mr ’ s lo s i t i on ( e .g . ,  I- -a i r var - us fo l io - i - am - )  in tin e gr oin ’ - . Each of 

Vt-  i - i :- hi as u~r~ ex pel tc- .i to i n n a reict ‘a t!n group or (~ ~ a to af f ect  ceocra ( m l  sum .

Ira - so c ia l  
- 
(.1 i ’ nt e  ef a - -n m c i ’  dnm sc ci has the d~~ cc ’c ’ c i  coNes i ven ee- o o:id

a t t n m -  f- io n cxis ~ itnen c i Smip gin in’ n- c ’ mh ;’ n s . Less eg-s c en tr is m ’ m should occur in g ram ;; s

wh Im hi gh as cr - p a t - - P to in-a co hes iv ’ noss.  Ir hi n im cohe s ive groups , ne c- -n-

irm lc, ,’i ’ - snmlil 1 -u Ps Shual d ex i s t  which n i m i w i O c  hi r: ‘imn ~ oi,hoi’s for fai lure or

t~P ing c m - e di t  I t i O  the: ; f”r success.  Further , t m - r I c a n  (1070) has s u j ’ i — - ’~f -~ tha t

lii nd o~l m-r - ’ a n - i v ie-w i as an e n - nbc - n : : -  ion of se l f  Oy mn ~ which n - - ecc n t r i c  j r c t e c t io n  

— -. -- —
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iS t .  i~I. ( Y s e n  I n t .  11 (~- ‘ ‘ I i k~ I ! ’  , 1b7 b ) t r-~~ted  t 1 n  ( - f f ec t ’ , of

h i c K .: ,
, C , t ’ S ’~’ i S ’  ( ‘ 5  (‘( n J r m , tm ~~ F

P ‘ l i’ , - ‘ t n ’  ,
~~_ , p t m _ a i . ~ 

- a l i m i t . - i n n  ( ‘i i  t oe _ t r e e  t O N i_ i , ‘ ‘ e - ; - N — ’ — - . _~~~,

1 % f  rn - i . F ’ -n ~n 5 ’  - 5 I :  I~ : . n1 ; t ~’ ( : , I r i ; P m  t o - n  exm ’ i mne d i i  t ime

‘n t pm ~~
- t a F r- - C~~-~ a ‘ 5 ~ -e t n t : .  con r h-at i a a - to a r et ’ - C C - n  0 ’ i-na L ’

Sa cS anne c - - m t  t o m- ~, i :~~r ( 5 s  cc  b - l a ’ ,- - fur f u i  lure . F -  i ; n L - n :~~- ,

ai m 1 , -I ‘ ‘! .n ‘,-: mO’ -; ‘ - c i a - , ’ a l y  i n  I H qiC ie - 
- - i c - n  i ty a , C r -  mrt i  immi a r v ale r e a l  P

Ii m.d i t  i Ii ‘ :1 t r e n t ;  ~
— t 1 - s t  ec r e i n  op a~ ‘ 1 ri m -  e neon , iii 112 ; ,

~ , r~n -; 1 a

a m : i: ” ’ .-L’ u- m!  c-P ci is c i - , m ’l,- ~ ‘ t ie ’  e ra- ’ 1- imn ’ o r i  0 .’ c - a  m a r t  ic u l a r  ‘,‘ r ’ tn - :,‘n ’ m~~:

f Li it P cu lt U s’ .cn’ n, hi P: 15’ i n S l - ‘ , o r n : c i b j i ’  I~’ f a t  ~j g t  one so c e -- o s .

L,,!m.-mi t Ii (t c b:l~: , h ,er P i l l - ’ 1 , 107Cc ) ~ n~ ;,lj~t C b  t i - ~- - if~~ ’LS of n.iun - ’ L - --

1- ,- ~~ -, in, 
~ C r ( ~~ Cu P ; - ~s c nn ’aj ’u . t ( ‘ i d :s s s ; ; t  Lh- t  r ; - ; s ’ i H ia- 1- - - t !w - - j r ’  ~t ,’

‘~ - .e c - mn C-~j ’Jc~ r1t.: ’ iC ~r c tp L :o : i c . ~m c-S: ’! , t i e  ~ - / : m iu~ f i~ t~ a ne:- P~ r n

C5- ’ u S  ~- s he P . ~~~~ C i C ~~Il05’ Ut oh on: ‘- rb I. Ii,, r o n -. 1dtC’: ’ C ic~’ ’ . T I

a ~m h .  a Pj ~ ou,-o ’ ro L i n t  Ha l’ - L’ : ’~ ‘.‘ L n ’ - -’ : ~~~ - as c c c l  en a C t : ;  e giCCt t! eCi to l ’ m ’~
F C :  ,. ii iii’: il cu d- 0 - n  c~~~ir. n i r ; b , c -spo1~s ’ i - i l i t 1 ’ for a gram e snn r ecs ,-

m - 0’ ; lc’ ii H P i - s c c’~, re U nt. his ‘t n-n. \‘ l l:l-”I IL. c -- a n rL’ntim ’ mn ‘as Fa i n’ -’ nv-- mw ‘c

Ic s h i n : :  i , m i - ~ t u I f’’I c - ’ ir t t O ~te r cm i: r i m ,  - a c m  -u’; . ’ - iii , - fur suc - cm s :- .

L :-::n~ r i .~ : m0 ~“ (u I11:  - r - P i l l c : r , 1C7~ c) c- - La - t n  ef lec tm s 01 n - - a r  c-v l e n t ’

on r g : : on t t r ’is l.. . Thi n- i , it ha s l ee ’ :  fr amed i. i m , -t iv i  !nn’ l t’s;t inni s i l .mai t icn;’~ t ’ - i, L

m U ’ - a (— - ‘ ; m ~~~. 1 c n t i c : j ’ L c ~ t~ b I,~ -: sm ; P~ e - ’s ’ i , t  io~t of iflS ab ilit ,’. h i~ eon-ce-a-

t r is  h- -a P c r i !- i cq  in i ti~~ co c a  .p l iU ~~~ ~ .‘‘ c , i .a~H (a.q ., Pop l y tH~,h.

sm , n , 1 07 ] :  ,o !~~,, P;’~~; ~~~r i . ,  : , P- ” s te ni’-n , ~ U t t , 1 073). The :51 - C u t of

f a i ii i - j  t an  -~- :h ,e r i:na:: t t e n t  o f t e n ’  c i  i n m i  Ha l ‘- ne c - sc  c a s e - n ;  t .eom~is to r e s t - i n

t, h~ (t c (j ~.
- ce U’ i- b Ic I t t’ c -- ~ at t n - i  Iii 

~
‘ Lh - m l  Hal emn c c ’n-:s to er’s -c’ -l aPi Ii to

c Obs - n t lm - m : m  l’,nnl . F~
, ’ e r i maa m ’ t  I ( h U m a n : ’ - c i m c ;rs m p , 19 15)  ex~ :uinmei t Ine c f f c c t s

el f u t n n n , - t c s t i n m p  omi a r - e l :  i - ‘ . Four t h , mhn’ :r ’ ’e o l (‘‘ci cc nin’i n - m ’ Sh i P he- co ’ -

_ _
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a i n  n i  ri~’d I; abc t I m  a m - - ;  - r a r L S d I - ‘ 1  nag tN - ~n p ‘ s ~r- t.j v i ii es to an a

v , l .~ P O I c . uon ( - .g .  , mn expf- r i ;- - i ter) o r h - - c  m n - b  - : s  of r ms r - ’ s ‘j n’ n : .  ~~~~

rsici - ,l U:, nIl-a: g~ Oil C r - C O m m i t  e d e n n d,’ m m i r . the of I i a - j r  
~~t~~ ’U t or gis’ca U ni

i Ior nI n~ r iLS ~O .  1.-’ -u’ i m u .  1 - .’ (~ ci i a i ’ - . n P i l l c n  , 1Y 7 U ) , :aeLa - J t In” c t -

f c-c t ~ Oil C -T C ’ lc ml . ?  S n  C ,  5bdtL’ m u ii” i c - t n t / c ,  (‘- ‘SC :’ ;pt o:- .s o’i t im ”  (m m uL ip ’ s imntc - r -

not io n:  r u T h  - - I.’ only t a  r >n~- c i: ‘m i t t e n ’ m r by r~~h -’ n ’ gna ’ n .Fp - - i- -mrs .

Ta r- ! P n r l c n , ,c r- L~ al P ~Ffnc. t  the ia r! w .r: to t i m i d :  1 aprt  - - m l d  v i r - : r

t t i  g n- ua p e Cjtcr ’ a c” m n:lt , - ,’cn f La sal t - o s O - - to . iNc l i - n :  i n - n m m rton t t Ic tn- b ,

t i c  laura 1 cHI c I: - i n ; ’ m i vid n ,t: , i c m ,aU i~! I.:’ hI d iop l~10- ecmae n ’ , 1 ’ ic  hj~ s~s cc pro-

L’. t c r -nhcn - en s e l f  -msst c- :- ;; ti s i y so t l ,os is  c- ms t~ St ~ P in Exp e a ‘ ant I ( S c i : i c - nP’ e r

~
. ~rsytb , 1- b i b )

F i c ~ 1’,’, o~ O ! : ‘ C~~~~ In 0~~2 ~~(1’J’ ( e . g . .  pt - nap lea Per , ri pia me- i n- w hom )

sHall aVe- ct ac;o- ’ - t r ’ i c  b ia s e s  In- ” ~fPy 
~~~ bath t i - i f r ’  c omcst rc i n i t s  C a — I

So ; :Si  i r : s ’ o l . ’ , , , : ’. L - I ea~~-ra s hou ld  f ind it mac e d~~f ic u iis th an peri pheral

(p- ma p K ‘a; ’ .h~ r: or n;: ‘n a s c’~ lc’~ inm - ic:s groaps to d~ry persona l ens sonsi hi ii t~’

for a fai l  are . Ihese imypa t ) ao ~ :-c- :- r r  teste d in a st un! ’ ,’ i-h i  ch c- -nt  r o t  s pe-c i f i  ccl  ly

m c i Had j mm the cci: ’ ‘ . 0  L hut i.’Uni HIt1 Pu -i fl9 the co ntract O’er 1 cd (Cai n-s & Schl enbar ,

1576).

TN:: c - t i s c t s  (ml sc~’an ’~ 1 l’a r ’oouui i to  va r -i :Nl en - (c .~~. , sd f-em , tecn n , inter :’ : ,- 1-

e~ tcrr1:l control or ientat io n , ! -bsch iave l l i : - m t i s~ , need for social ansi -oval , tes t

ana n i ety , 0 briar acc r.dt~ ;’nce ) on e-: nc t ce m ltr i  S r i  t- ;:re asscs r-e .nl in Exoe ri a- nat 11 (Schl enker

& ~i 11cr , 1 975) a;, ,! in two e >’pn ri n .n cn u ts that w a re independent of t’ me contract

(Schi emn !:cr , 1 975b ; Schi c uber , Sorac i, ~‘ McCsn-thy , 1976).

Oy i ew o_f~_~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Th u f i ve  cxp er i : ’a nts crc - p la ted uridia,’ the contn ’act  and four related exocri—

rni ’ m tn at specific ally it ìclui:d in t ine contract  (Ca ine & Schlenke r , 1976 ; Pi l la r ,

Go] d:n:a~ , & Sch ien inom ’ , 1976; Sn ch len kcr , 1975b ; Sc hlmu n n L rr , Soraci , & McCarth y , 1976)

_ _ _ _
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all imi v o l . - , d a s l iuni l ‘c basic f : ’aH’dUre . bu! ’jects s, ) n ’ l n . l  in four —person , Sante

Sex q n ’~ Up5 On C c - :  i u.n p i n ! ] en i — so l  v ing teaks that r -In i red group dec isi o r ms

( ‘ e n t , rul i, t i  li ty ‘ n - f m c s ’ ,n l ts sm - m s a asasn s e ’ t  by using different subject popu lat ions

(e.g. , Puff cad ets c ,, . intn u- Par - tory psychalogy s tun in - r i t s , r ia les v s .  fc-ma les )

and d i f f e - , ~w . pie ! 1a- - - so lv i : ; ’j tdsLs (e .g . ,  m ’ ,:lti p l n - _ c hoj c e  fomn’m t problen is ,

1 di iL -SC ~ 5 P- i  c- as , m i  l i t’  n -y- i ’m-i ava nt prnsb l ems) in di ffe reut C m/ p a n - inn mm ;  Os

Af t e r  c ’ac c ’ .n ’:ering each pn’obicai , the oroup n enimber: pr ivately voted for one of

sev e ra l  a l ternat i o n sol ut ion : :  that :‘lecC provid ed :.- i th t i e  proble m . The so lution

chosen by the n ’ Jj ori Li of t i e  c I n ’O; i: m ’ ; c ’ n ’ nbe n rs us t .ensib ly represented the “group

de c is i n ,:.r ” c- na each prob lem . Alter completion of the prob lems , eva lu a t ive  feed-

V e - u s  g iven concerning the qualit y of the group~s overal l  pen-fo rnnarce , bath

in te rts~ of absolute ~-a ints sec-n - ed and standing re la t ive to other groups . The

perfo r a isin’ feedn- ~ ck t-u as ac t ua l l y bogus an mJ era s ranlosni ly ass igned to indicate

either a very succ essful , very i nsuccess lul , or average overal l  performance.

~n severa l of the cx pen ’ im e nhs ( l x ne r i r n a r ” ,t s I I I , IV , and V) m embers of the sa~ o

group received di f is a-: - : I gn’ ”: feedback scores ; thus , some of tine members be —

1 ~evcd th~’t their group had succ e eded sc hile others bel ieved that it had fai led .

Since these group nacm ’- nhcrs had observed the identical group interact ion , any

differences in F m - n - , tl ey ret’ -ospc ct iv a l y  described group act iv i t ies  must renresent a

subjective bi as of some type. In many real groups , the on ly feedback that

is provided dbOut how much a group member ob ject iv e ly  contributed to the group

is L a s  s - i  on inferences he wishes to make from the performance of the group as

a who le , and th is consider ation was built into the experi mental sett ing. No

object ive individua l performance feedback from the experimenter was ever given ,

so par t ic ipants  generally had no tan g i ble basis aside from overall group per-

for innance for inferring persona l contributions . In fact , in all but Expcr i imne nt II

subjects did not even know the exact pattern of answers selected by the other group

— -- -‘~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~ -- --~~~~ .--- - ~~~~- —-- - —-
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n -  - ‘ - ‘ n  - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ r Lhc’~r pe’ - - - “ ily p m ,  f :’: ’ um- i ! ~o lutio n :s ag: ’i ei ~-: Lim or d isag r i - ’ - ’!

c . i  0 f L - ’ . - (, hHS u’ n I ,- 1’ , . r:~ j am i~ , . Thus , tine basic inrosc-d ure pai l ie1~ t hat  of

m y  t’ umul ‘ a - - :ps: I, ::; rn nc ) nf n ’o f l t  a pir o b i c - : , -x m - s t - s  t !mu ir ‘raf rH inOs in vo t c - :

that p rt - 1a . . (- a n - n ‘j i m  a t  0 /  “gr o up dcci n i (in , “ and then di:; CO’ -,’ei’ whet he r  the group

(!~ c is iOn a- a- a w i s e  or nd - n ’ O I H.  Tf~an ’ rL ’ ce ~v ing t ia - - group pc rf oi ’ aa mt ce to- ’ d—

back , pur t i s  ipsu ts n:~ a ask-i La c -/ r ’ess th a im ’  as ’ r i .aptions of tb~ group sit u - tian

On q i e at i ; n : m : n m i res tai b red for this purn os e .

Results

For p in - poses of i n ’it , c -- : ra t i on  ari d ease of rmm ’c ,sentaticn , the rcs ults frau :

exp~ rirni’nnts ‘- ‘ il l be gm - caged acco r l i  ng to r a jo r  class es of egocen t r ic effects

fou nd across studies.  [ ‘ or deta i ls  concern ing each study , the rea d er is refa- r : - .ed

to the re l cvee t  journal art icle or technical n c . p c m r t .

It w ill be recalled that the k-as ic  proposit i on guiding the rese a rch r-ma s

that group n ;c;nnhcrs c o u l d  attem pt to increase their personal assoc ia t ion  wi th

positive group outcomes and decrease their personal associat ion c- ’ith negative

group outc os ,as . To achieve this goal , group -s e:n:bers could vary their ascr ip—

tions of personal respo n sibility , relativ e responsibilit y , an d do m m n i n a n c e  an d

leadershi p in the group. These var iables wi l l be cons idered in turn .

The most obvious manner of increasing personal asso ciat ion w ith a posi—

tive group outcome and decreasing personal association wi th  a negative group

outcome is by taking high personal responsibi lity for  a group success and los’

personal responsi bility for a group failure . In every study conducted in the

research p rogram , such an ef fec t  was obtained --  members of successful groups took

h i gher persona l rnipons ibi l i tv  for the group ’ s performance than did mennihers of

fai ling groups (Cain e & Sci ,lr~nh,:n’ , 1976 ; Schienker , l9Thb ; Schlenkcr P Forsyth ,

L.. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~
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lfT ; ‘ n, , ,l~ ‘ u P H trar , 107 5 , 1P /h -n , 19/ 5 . i 5 /m ~ ; Scin l ’ , ; im n ’ , ~,n aci , ~
-

ct ; i ~
‘ ,‘i, I e / ~ ) . ‘ -~~ - i i. :  - H L’,’ a d  (m c ’ n iOr , :  lit:’,’ (,~~ ii ~ c Ni CL SOn ’, r- i I k ing.  It

(- CL m - - m  ( 1 )  f o r  i- - j i m  n - ~le d m ” .‘,-n ic ~~~~~~~~ ( P) m a n :  hi n n i le ~ n : ~ fe: ,~~le c - a -

i ,  : 1 , 1 - , (.
~~~ a ’ n ’~ 

-
~~~ d H ~ ‘I I. t:,gi~a ~~ g ro I n  den , i d i o m  - rci ’ i t , a , a n ; d (1)

~i’i~~5~ i ~~L : ’5 r  si t  km. -a Nna’ - c m  a ’  ri;, , , , n I , ( 1  H e  ~i s ni p r,: ‘ a’ ”, ( a . . ,

far - - ’, a “a d i n  a t . t ’ l  a 
~~~~~~~~ 

-
, 

~ r :~ ‘ : n  t I L i  (‘ :5 c ia  Cf :  - ra L i u rn ii nP i v i P - : 1

(, m~~ i C i C : 5 )

As pm - C ~ic~ ni , e i t u a t i ’ n ’ n  ‘ 1 va i~ iL ] n - ’ did i n k ,  ..cl _ w i t . n qrn~m - n  r~j~~~_ p : n ~~ Ir

~f f ~:J e-m n ’can ~ n mo - , . m e esaL clia -o t~ of Hoe Os ~‘OS nax~ e’cH ’’ i  t o a f f e c t

is:.; by n n - m i ; i , i a H : ni i ts rs. c - ’n’r’ nec i -  i.i~ t n ‘~Oi~i5 i’,’ r - n n-o; :p: ~~~~~~~~

1, : d i (lP7b) f,rnn N H t s j r - r O e  t :a ! n  ‘ n - -  ‘LL ’ m perso. 1 i c y  - n is i b i l  H ,’ for

~m g - O n ; :  a m e r - - S i n ‘Hue: ,n r n  : 5 ’  1 Mi m i a cal :‘Le:’ the gnus ’ s ’  ‘ mae  icc ’ - , in u

/n S i . .C
~

’ S c L i ’_ s  a n mi , i an - Pe r — : . ~: H~ ui~
,’ c~ : - - - : - .-

~~ ::‘rn ’_ J I ,;s n j !, h i a ’ : ‘ n r:on~l n ’ ‘ ‘ s n  N—

b i l i l ’ ’ f m ties c m : u-o p ’ s autc : mans i n :  isa ‘, H- .’~ of c ;n :a:p s ’ m cc e ss  or Nilursu .

a ll  ~~“ C n - es ‘a a 5- i n - n i  I an ’ ly at fec - -
‘ a : - c n  ~ ‘ i - j O i n S  o nm-s m’: c n n ,  1 -: m’ s’ :!--

s ib :  ii ’, : — - -  ro le ~ OS loin lfl tV ~j c c’Js - , n ’ “jna r’it~- - - ; , , : n , O i  - : - ‘ g m— o n: ” - sL: t : m e , s’~ati m ’:g

a r m - c u p .  ; ,~, , t s  i rc dsc i rg  a,,,- l i - s e m macmees n ues s. and p- ’e ,’ c’,’a l n m a i, i o ne . (nin e c- :m d

SeP 1 ~ak:m’ (~ 9~ f-) fo:n:id n~ t k~’f C cnd, ’l.s too ’ c; rc~ ter cs , ’dC iOl m -: :pons i hi 1 it:’ fo r

a gr am s u c c e s s  O hani a g m - m m  - f e M u r s :  onl y n - - Pen  Lhe~ m c i i  in a fo l l c ”, - ’ an’ -m ~la ‘Hi

a qm ’ omu w i t h  a lc -mc !:- r or ‘,.‘hui t i m -:-y w ere en1 o’nl p s - o n c e  naa: ,Pa e- rn in a lca ’ J n n— ic ’ s s

q r an ’n - . A ’ I t  ~,c! ~~ t H , group len - P. l’s [cc !- hiph pen an n u l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for t P~
g:’oug ’ o j ; :: 10:’ . - , o a ’  i m ’ r - , : ’~p- s- o L i ’ ,’e of c-: het h-~r the pinup s uccc- cicd o n ’  fai l c ’i ’ .

Schlenk-n n- i  l ia r  ( i a / C a )  found t incu f sub ’j r’c [s took gm’amH a’ !nen’ Suau i

roe ;  - a ’. iL - l i to  for a frau;: eu: m ; co s :  t loeni ~ q: - n m mg -Hu i lure only n bc -mn they i-e l ieee ’-,!

that t h y  m , ’i- n’p n’oei ibers of th- ~ group ’ s macj a m - i l’,’, .e., that t im y mad i’;’~’ ; m On-m n of

the p:-’;~ c l m ’: ‘01:0 liii n c ’y’ :’- , , : n m - -’’nl t he so lut iOu wh ich n ,  fin a l ly adopted !“y th a qr o nmp .

M i nom ” i ~, a n n -hem ’ --; (i ,f’ .~~ t i m cu: .n: c P u  [ c - l i ’  ,~~~
; H: ~

-‘ d i ’ ; ’ pn - c- eJ  ~- ;it !n the groun ’ s so lnn -

- -- -‘C-— ,
~~‘ -- - - - -  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ - - ~~~ ~~~—- -— --—- , - -~~~~~~~ 
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t l i m n ~ ) L’ n m j ~ :aus ! - i ’ .n H’ n’e n , : - :n . r,i 1 m t y  lo’  th~ f n ’ usu ;n ’ S n , ‘ t i :  n ’ ~~n , 5O i r r ( ’ C I H- c t iVe  ‘ii

~~~
i -

’ 

~~
, CU C : , ’ :SS  n-c ia i l u rc . T h is  n-i’ fc ’ rH, ‘in. q u i t ’ -  ‘ , l ’ - n’ e S t i u un 5 . 1:1cc it i s n i u c a f t ’ : ,

thc ’ t - n ‘nS a m n_ ‘ ‘ > i’m - no c ’ s I n:C I t .  n nd I n cal I y m m  I ,’ S 5 m l  . -, n ’u 5t ’~Sr 1j

si, , .li :~ n~ ’ [ r e c m c - :  La kJ,,e ‘~ n , ” ,H~ n’ a:~ ’uj i:~~i ! M i t~’ i c ’  the e - p ’ s p c i f o -n - e n - -

s I n : , ,  only t ie- I n u m ’, -:,’ :t.I csn , m’iI ,, :tL I a: one . ,,’ m n -  i - P la in

t in e r m Os ’~~’ C ‘- ‘ .n’ft ; ’i ci.’ ’ ,. s — v~~~c u a t r , ! , In : r m ,:Cd , foll: ’a ’ i ing a r , ’ a : c - ~ an me r me:: , n -I c j ~~.’ i Hf

• i , , : , ‘
‘~~~~~

, did t m !  c n -~ ru moe - p ,,:n , 1 i i i  L~’ ti j f l  m ml no -N -
‘ u - , -abs-is . !an. ’r ;cr , f c 1  l i - ni l  aug

C f , ’ S . : [ IN u ,  , n. : - s m ’l Ly scm ’ .’ ‘H : n o i L , ’ .1cc; s c : ’, l i ne ’ cc, ua l lee , ~n ,.e ’.unOs of

son ai r05 1-n , ; m - n i i ) i l i  t y .  T i n  :- : - j c r it ’,’ - S - e m - s  or f~~ul ~~ ( n Y S - ’ ’75 t I cs i ie s c ’ NcnteJ

t i. L ’ ; .Sc- l ’ ,’ uS i~~ - n 1oe  ~~: cue f~~ilu~’e c o re  IP ri cm:Nd 550: - I j usti  u j c d  by f r , O~~t nu ~~i

o up N t nuat i  0m m .

S c [ t l c a ! e r  mad ‘ i ]  on (i” ,”Tn ) u>a: ,, ’i :cd t hmn Nf-sc ts of ecet i r : -: en ’ : ; - ng ,”-:nt a

orm ur’: c, t- m u t - i e : , n . ‘i :  -
- 

f o u ,5:! t !,at  q u 5 . 0  Cc, - - m ’s t , c~~
’ gaoe t ’.r 1cCn ~~Oi1Ql rCS ’ - u:: ’,

[‘ ‘I li ty ii :’ a c;rean suc: an ‘, P~n S c; ‘ ‘ n fail we m I s - n i  t l a m y  ~~u tercc ctei face- Lc’ - - f acc

arau c d a tn ,hle c. ! ,~ n : m o P  ‘ing On :.:~ ! - i a e .  [ P t  r i m ,.; groun oc: , 1 ’ c r ’:. m t . : ’  e - N  v ia

ns cn -oph: ’~:cn s i n en seasn r ’- H: i m c !  is ’ I CCCI  cu P i ci es , ‘[I -:; to mj h ni cm!:  pers o n- - b rc s pc nu_

sit - i l i t 1’ for [Nh C s - u  ‘ ;  s uoe ’ nas ~:ni ’ i a grou p t a i l o r  a. Simm -s cm N mom ’ - s t uPi~ s

ha’ .- - f~ ’ i , n , i ec;a - ‘ , m e ’ i c  eff e L e  aI,~ ui S nr ! ’ j n , -’ ts w o n ’ -’, s . emcn ’ m’at nn ! in ind ivHl’ :e l  c’,m ! ’ -ft lc:,

( t - le, ’ , s ’n - , if /H’ ;  Sc hl-n n !.: ’r FO:~~’,” i c , 1575 ; 5 n i lo n !- c-r ~ ~i11er , 19 / t a ) .  t I -n cli-

i n i t i a t ion  c-~ tln~ oH c ’cn t tm ’ mcS ’ c:ns ’ m nn ne d to bc due to the presence of t inc si s n - a - ’

[ m y  f m - a n u s  ing the ac hj cn cts u mn t c ’ ir ~ctu~il mom -ni: ens ! con tn ’i Unit m o m s  t hm ~ma m m ;  Lb’s i so

of 1 - l e n  C S h S j c n e S  r - i1ich a .~~~
, 

- :rat -d t ir ‘~‘o ia :s , h i gh ob j ec t ive  : c ’ l f - a w n r c - uens

5.5 5 e ; . ; nuco ; t.i y crea tc H  It moe; [ ‘ : ‘ e-n m IC-m ; a. I in ra in-Nay si tuat ions that c’hen

5mm!  ,~O C i S  are ~‘ 1  f - c o mis c icu: and o bject iv e ly  sd f-- sn - mare , they I e n d  to take higher

~
‘ , : ,om n . u l m ’ s ’ pons i l ;  J~ t ’y for fai lun’ ’ t hen  they ot Iu’n’ - ,’i~ e ‘ ,:c ’ n ld ( n nc , - a l ?~

1972)  . The c ia ’ , : ti on of s - l  f —co:ns - c i nc n sl ’ nc ’ss in a group si t in , : Li on ( Inn s ace ’ s to

c l i mmuimia t e  the enjecr - nt r ic  of I - - of .

L .~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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[in sti l ,-’ , km PH nh: i - 0 ,;r[ [H H-c ( i 9 l V n )  n - n ’ a ’ : m i l u e u !  thc .- e f f ac t ’  of rcu - i ’ / i m n g

I. - ‘ - ‘ y i n ’ - !  i ’ m j  p - f  ~,u:;. - l  ; u -n ’ f on ’ a r c : -  t n - n,: - (tie -: ’ frou !- m a n l i e r :  Or ; - go c a i l —

tr i~ i:n . I i ; - : , ’ l o m m: : : !  f i a t  uhemi ‘Sb ~c c t o  mr - oN ’ ’ ’ - ,! n_- t , 1 n i ~ ti ~
‘
~~; fs ’c ’.i. . ’ fro m t m ~~ir r ot-

St d L i  m g  to 1, I f - ~’ p
~~’ ~ vi c- ;’ - ’ - ! t im~ u~i ~~

‘ I - ‘ i c ; ;  cc : : ! , c i  !-ut n’ i a oren I ~~- 1 to tie: ( I: u inn p ,

subjuN a too k r -H ‘,t roen t e r c - c - n ‘ a n  ‘1 r”epaus i Ic ~ l iLy for a ( I n c - m S  5. 100055 thin

group f - , n l l U ’ r ’C .  th u - i n  ‘~m m I;,j c -c ts  i ’ m 001 ,05 !  [ - ea r ( v ,c lu ati n ,’-ns i ndi cs n ti ; n ’~ that thc : oth-e m a

i n . -  P [ i: ~s beiop ;uvn m ’~:pe or [ d e e ,’ av r.’-qa , the c h eat c - i’s. N in;i netu r! . Tn-no

j,: ,art ,m mmL co: cl u smo ;’~. ran Pc Pr- :mn fro em hr - n -  res ults. r ica t , cc ‘l i ty dii

cc: , t - t c- in: c-qoc~ nt ci sen by ci i:.,i nati ng the m a ; noc nn ; I bil l ty Nfect s~i ic- :n subjects

Lea ’. H ay ~n un - 5 e’,i tmbu ~ t ,- .1 as a.’.orar ;: or below . Intc ’ rpe rse- ;ce l eva lu a t ion -ms

c i --n c ’ cif lect e a s ’ c c n t r H r -c . O-oc ~~u i , t Imu ~e res u l ts  st rs m g,j l y  s lmr p r ,:t that in

the ab:~~ a - of exp l i c i t  ev~;l uat i v s fced5 a - . in f u n -i ot i nen - group ;‘ :nn n - ! ’e n ’ s , a re n a nn ’

bers as s :: ‘a !~~~n t t I n y  are qu i to f~c vo’Ncly c-v a lu a ted .

The inr . ;c nn - La000 of the t e . ! n  c- a s s y s t c n ’ n et i  ca l ly c - n f l  pulated in three sr-n a n - ste

studies ~5c hlc ’ mm ’ , c’ , lO m 7 U b; S chle m u! :em ’ & Fo ,-s’,’ L i n , 1975; Mil ler , fc n ld’ isn , ~ Sc hir ntne m’ ,

15/6 ). It h~ d Ha,: ;~~.-c ’ Lhes ’ n.e - i  that c - oec n.,’at m’ i sr i  noaul P I n -:c rea se as the ir m~m ;n’tu nce

Of tOO gre - n ip task Hc~ :nm: grea n t ’ . } !on-ievcr , no so ’ c I: c f f cc t  occu m - n- c d in any of the

s tudi es . Tee : 5 : 1 l o t ions of task ir mp: n ’ :’t ~. uuce n-or e su c ce s sfu l  acco rdi m l ’s to t } i~

r:’ : m ’[pulati i.’’ : chec ks , s’-’:! ta~ !. i ‘ n — c - tan s: ’ did not alf mn c!: (ce C ern tr i Smn : —— in  ( — c u :

st ;.m, I’i , sc i l - j oc t s  f i  ‘ ‘ c~rc ’aOe ’ r [ n~ r,’ee: a1 i’n: spmn n ’e h i l ity i(, r a ero up success t ins:: a

group fa il- nrc j r , ,,’yn’. e L i - . , ’ of m -/ in c t i i n -’ m ’ (‘1 ) the tas n-ins descr i bed as hi gh l’.- v ; n l i d

ün not h nrj in ly v~i1 id (?) t - “p could eat -n ra ’ c : m i ” y  ca m eos  not earn m n n n ’ m - e y , and (3)

t im- ’,- cc - i.nlc l ea rn rsn~n;v, r by do i n g  rn-e l 1 on a vo l id test ve rsus nm pos~ ibi ii ty of

r, - cnn 1 r . j  n n:na~ y’ Oil Cr: in iv a 1 Id U s t . The hy po thesis  rec ia rdi rig task importanc e and

Op e n ‘nL~ is ni 5- ’ ,;:, clc-~nr 1 y discor i f ì  r~; cd .

I n c  ‘- or m’y , qr - ‘ i n ’  ,~cn nV’n’s ty;ni cal l y ass m.nm ’ m c ’ hi r I m  personal i-c snonsi bil if _ v for

a prior ; r i n m n p S I I C H ’ S S  and low pe r sonal rcsp cnns i hi ii I. ’,’ for a prior qroup fa l 1 m m m c m ’ . 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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iho c-f l . - t i s : n i n i u i , : n i  or i,li;’ c ’ m i e L c - -J i f  (~ ) t a  c , , a -s : - is highly ‘ne Ines ic ”  *

(I’) n pen ’sc :nr is Ha q rv- n p 1:- .. Is n , Cc ) n [ ‘ O n  a n n  1 n’ l~ m ;qs . ( i ,  91555 ’ S 11 10011 ~~~~

(d) a - c ‘ O . n  ~S ‘ n : . ’ ! -  is’ t o  c c l f - - c o n n s H n m n s , C r  (a )  ~ p, r nnn Pi~~~’ .’ ,’ ’~n”. I ! ’ - ~l ~i~-

o tI C- i - “in bi-i ’~ ‘. - ‘ a t e  [ is, oe ha mn ( j  ~: - 5’~ 
C I’ ! - ‘ ~n, ,,’ inn t1e. I- :1) 1 1 t’/ .

i n n  n 2m - Smu: i~~i i Ly v en i ,.- m l e e  r n - i - . ft -wi -S to he n -1 . ’ t ed t n ’ o ’, c r i : c t i e e , n  ~i c -  n o m i n a l

rLspom n si ! i l l  t y .

is , l- ’~t iv~- F[e , , ’ c ’an: i n - i l l  f ,

it ~
,‘j s  h- ,’p o ! i i e s  inc ’n i t i n - n t nj OI [) r , c ’ m- !u~ s ~,‘ ,‘a1d a: -soc ’ iatc ’ th€ is - i v c ’ . n:”J r r  mIme:

t i ’ : ’,’ :m -o:nl : n m ’ s - n. i n n  Us  gn’a n nj  n ’ H n~ S U C c  ,‘:~ s Irc ’! : 1 5 0  ~c~~f n:’ -c a ’.; n n -  smnH n n s u 1 ~ n

a ssoc i a t e  Hit - n a r lvc ~ less t hau n tn - p  m’mo u l-n - of.! , , -
~~ in i m c c ’  ‘ [ c O Op i,’it !i C f~~i h u b

~~ LJ 5  ‘~ 
i’fui ~~~~~ . F m .  ; , .Tns t P m  n -c ot n - s :u : 5. of asse ss , m i - _ i I m i s  : y [ ’ ’.- f  nesi  : mom s by

( ‘~‘ - , ‘c r iW[  as im c-:t~~’ n: . e bed so n o e c ’nal rs ’- p s c n s H ’ i i i t y  -, .  (P Lhc a n ’ . - enet of c c- sp n ,. n o l -

hi i ity tL-~’ ,n~~r, rj t ” .d  to Nhc ’c rs i nn the 9cc .., ;. Schb . n mncr ( ‘V - / b I n )  f o ’n nd t hat

j cc ts  te e n ~ i”L, (c- c ye p c u s i b i l  i ty t i e n  IV y ass C r c - i l  the C ’ l - l a n ( ( ’  (in”  n~ n - , ,

fol 1r ,,t r n j a ç a - ni p sun:CCO S ea rS tc’-o!n s l i gh t ly, th e -ug h n eal sim n u i fic on t ly , les s

n c - p - n : m s : b i  l i t 5 -  Li on the-,’ a c s i c p m c n - i  the: aver age group n .e . n ha r  fo l lcc ’, i i mm ~ a qm’ :’u- ’

fa i l i ,nce , su r . ; -n n ’ti i~l Li: ~ [:~‘ ; ‘ oLF nc ; ls .  [ o los in , ,  She r: ne I, , a rid Ti l l  (1)73) fon~~d

ident cc l o F ~ccts  in t~:o— p n - e’n; .i’:i , i s l e  groups. Sch ier ilnec aimP lii 11c m ’ ( lP7 ic)

fS ’ S , ’i t ac t  sue a c t s  tan S i S n i l  I cu Lly l e s  i- -asp u S S i inli 1 c ’ ,’ t han toe 1’ O S S i ~~: ; I

the c c c i  ,c cmC group n .:’s ’mSac’i’ folb’- , ninp a or on m: i a i l’ ’ r ~ [‘of , a ’ ns luno ,m c - : ,a rne u - c e nt

of res [onis ib i  ii ty to tIe; nsel c- . as they did to tHe- ac -n - ny c O n a c mc p a n chor aft: r

a group succe ss ( ti no n i m ; Ii tin is a-Cs true onl y fom - s Hj oct . :~ v . 1 , - n bel i : 0 5 5  they n-s m - n - s

favorabl y 1 , 5 :  i ce f.c- c! L’y t ha im [COn’ S ) . T i n a ’-,~ st indi es I c ’, -’, :‘ m’ovi do Sun : -N for t i ne

h s i u t i c e s i s  - P r o l e !  ionship s . hi’ , ,  v - - n ’ , no s iugle stu d ’,- f e n m n id a re la t i v , ’: i mn t ’ c ’ ie’r r’

in m’ n- ~p n n n mn ~~IL i i  i t ’, f o l i o - r i ng  5~U CC ( m s , ‘ mu ! a re l a t i v e  m ’ s 1 0, 50 ’ i t t  m’ ( : -pof l S i b i l  i Lv

fo l l t n ’ , - ,- i i ’: ’ t  f~ ’ [ lum ’~ —— the studi cs ,  dc ’:, ’ nne ,tm ’ a l n ’ :l t b , c t  e i l i n n ’  a s igni f icant  i ron - - ’ . - :

or a s i gnm i f icant n’ b - r r n - .~ce in ri- l o t i ve  res~’ c ’ m : s - i t ’ i l i t y  o c c - m’ red .

_ _  -— ~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -“ -‘-—-.-‘~~~~~~~~~- -- -~~~~~~~~~~
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‘- Jn l :-n n ! . -, -r an-i Hi 11:1 ’ (1 f_ ’ i( !i) ~~~~‘ o i l  that t !’c’~ e m l  ,jt Ps ca n’i- :,p” - S i ! - i  lit ,’

at I ‘r.~ s tiere quali fiN I.~- ’ so,. di 1f ’ ,-n ” .-n -z~~ ~r n ’f I- ,’ r ’ i ’ - t i , o r ’ ’ ,u i -J i -a t :  [ - c l  i’ : ’~~i

t im ~~t th p im ’ r : -  p - m i S t S ri - a mi d  I -n - s c-cn n by ( In C (
~t 1m n f _u ’nc l i p  i- Oi O-n  S . ía- : - l o s  1-,’c n ’e

f r - - n ’ - ! to ‘u hi ghl y c r p n c c ; - l  n c - i c ’  oIle r g m ’e , - - s n ‘ c m ’ :  n - ;ld ma t ~~~
‘ - t li’-i r aim - i

o i l  c’ , ~ f ([, ‘ si .u- : t ion - - — they took a i u ~- ni ~ icant l y less m c.a~.- a m - , i !c i i i ty  U: ‘n f _ h- ,‘

(“si pu ’~ i Of_ inc - n - 9 . 5 ,  nn:c: .”c ,rn, e f t e m  a n r ; m ’J’) f a i ls ; : a - a ’ s l iah t ly , His::,1 ! uS

f lc~_ eL l y , n;’c n r ‘a r c ’ccuc , ul’s 11 , 11  it. ’,’ ‘c m - e m th :y ass ic c ’m :- - ! l I e av eme -ne gm - cn n ’ -  i ’er - - - ‘ - n - — C  te n -

a ~ rc ,m , - s uccess . i!~ n,’ even ’, f m - n - a l  as h,n r c ’a ’  nm ‘pu tin “ 1 m m - h i  c ” ii thei a ecri j I.j on

ol t - ’ ’l in t j . - i  m - oepnuc insib i l i ty if’ ti::p,- h.l u-v ~ P t } : - _- r  s ’ ni n .rnen s neca,:ld I. -,- s~c’n “my t F n r
~

oHms -u ’s in t b c ,’ eu ’c ;mn -
~~~ t~ !.in:g s:Ci rc , r e l a t i v e  n- c n p - o ’ n n i l i l i i .e fon’ a g i ,‘,‘i ’n

t ha n fs - r a q roc i S u c c e s s .  H e l e s  , on t he’ oth’ i’ m m c ’S , n:e m - s ‘m o st c qnn c,e;,(n Ic : , 1n ~~m u

tot5~ Len i i  i,’ ’s ’ :d ~m n ~i c c n t m i n a r s ,  radii sic cbs - u r a n us ’ . -c-re . T F n c ~ , so 1 onq as fo ’. ‘ - l r  s

lie ’s - I that others ,, mmcmi i ’ !  n. ~ t view thei r n- as p - : ; , c-s , they !~s! svc d in an c-i c-centr ic

les Lie: ’ . T i ,s e f f e c t  is S n  naps due to he - - -s1c ~ 
‘ y-s sen’a lly c ’ m ’caal ,em ’ ma - .. - ;! f i n -n- Su mm n cn  -ova l

end des i n -c t n: rem i “t-H n ac c o :, :ndat i vu i m u tc:r ’ ce n ’ som ’,mH i’d at i-ac s -— they 1o3!n

“~ ond” to L i n e ex , cni r ,emal ,e r by bei m ’c n ~ cqocontri c in pr -i vote n- n c-n i ‘good ’ to tho othc. r

gn ’su: rc:-:Lners by being ha nm h le in public.

Schienf ne : ’  and Uller (~ 976a ) for n m nn l  that s e : I c ~~e.t: took si gn~f’i c .-int i3-’ less

rel cti vu ras .c - ) i 5  i bill ty fri 1 c c - m i n c e  a g r-~u;c fa i l:  i-c hut chest aver age no l  ;— five

t- C- np-i C - :n n i b ill ty te l lonii rig a group s uccess  . [om- .’e’.’ c m - , t h i s  of f cc t  n :as- o b t a i  nod

cc:nl y m I - su n s m n ! j ~ cm H rated Is ; - . ,n sel yes rd ati ye to t i e  “peon-en; t” gronin i-m ash er  and

m i P r n - S ri t incy rate-P t [lm.n - , n : l vcs  re lsnt iv’ ’  to tV “sm ’~’s’m’sngc
’’ cc ‘‘best’’ gm ’o: n ; - HC’, : ’ma - .

Four St -i r I i c - s  in the sen’i Cs di P not f ind n-e l a f i ve  m - - n -n ~p us m :s lb iii ty e f f ectm ~ (Cc  i inc

. ml nnk er , 1 P J. ; Schlcn!.c-u - ~ Forsyth , 1975 ; Schl ami [nc’n’ & i-li 11 cr , 1975; SchI emd ,er ,

Soi ’ ud , ~ HcC a: r th y . 1976 ) . ! !nn- lcn v : ’ n ’ , j in tw o of tb - so S f : ’  j 1~5 rua l ativ e di fIb . rrnc, ’e.

were found on n - ui at -n m di mensions of group ac I. l v i  Li vS . Sc hlc r mk- - - r et. al . (1 9/P )

found that suhj~ cts ri t ed th in : , - , vi va as hay inn s ( ‘  ‘ m: t n ’ i ‘ m u ted : core to the group Lin i m n 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~~~ — -—  ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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th~ 
‘ ‘ h a u l ’ s t ’  j roup c - , ’ a f o l l un ’ i n y  a gro’ : ; :  5 ’ n ’,, nensS , men d f - e i n l n - n : ’ ,r ecu H il t

I’S / n) b an al th a t n : , mn: , , n ,u eu of u i 5- ; ’ ,. : - [ iOSlvC 91 JLH S m e t e d  t m: ’ . n n e l vu - ’, m ’ s mmcc n-  dO n : ; i n u . n i u L

~i id in ,O FC of a ic- c ’ -,, ’ ii~~iu id-c ’ a’~’o’ dge gm - a u;- cnr~n um , , ’ n  fo l lo n mimug a r;’en ; ;n success

‘IL- c -L b -n - t a  n ,t udiec (C - i i ; ue ~ 
C ( m : 1 c : i ur lb1S ; S c m u l n - i I- c ’ -  & [UI n y u , 19/5) dId

:1 ’ ( da n i eL ,  L ,t tn’:’y of OI~,Cn n ’ r e l a t e d  m n - - ( nsuu ’ c-s to fi na l ~ ;‘ Jn r-ffcct

Iii Su ’ - - a y ,  s vm m y s t ur .!y in t I m e  sc n ies  ; i i n  h ; ‘ re m .’r h- d e r I c - c a c t i -  ‘s n-Su n - : - ;  f _ m m

d i f f e run i t i e to ’  se l f  m n ’  ot he r  b n c c ’ ;’t i :,ns f r - u n -i 5cr - ne ty;.- n - of c- la l , i’,- ”  a s s o c i c t i e n

cf - o ct dcm pc- m - i c ç J  u ’ u m ’~ n - Inc-t I er t i n - n g c - - n  succ cenl-c d or f~i lr , ’!. SuHe:’cts ir:l t cit i , ’ ’

1, -.r c ’  res :- c nns ible , do ‘ ;:eoit ~ On ’ c - c m Lm ’iL-e t om ’,’ linen t Im e Ove n age on’ i - - c c ’  t gre:;

in -n m 5 c r  fo l lcr: - : ing a 5 : 0 5 - success ( n  U - I t  lo ’ S rcspun’ ns ’ ib le  t h am m the a ’ ’ c n ”e cc

- i  c-n t gr in. c 1- - n n ’ s : h c r  fol I a- ,n ig a ~cc - up f -~ 1 v- n - c .  Cl en m’ ly , p~ c-i ’ul r du c m esi cc t- _ ’
[ - n  tray t hcmn - ,

~c_’ 1vc ’s  as I n - . nrn don:: more thuc ~ at 1: - oc t  so - : - :  otV ’ i’e m i  tHe gene ;

em I (Ci 0 gm ’3 vn p success or as ,a ’-.’ i n n n i~ ;:-ecd cd t i n e  ge-cup i c e s  H oc, son- a others sif La:

a group ía 1c r-c . This is e n in ni pcum ’ t anu t aed l s c t r - lLsUnn c :- n nc lu -s ion , since it i c - l i es

that people m”U’ht expect gn - c s t e m ’ f _ In n-n avo re ,~ c ree’ - ’n n ’n Is lu - c n n thE grou p f o l io - i c r  e

gi -ou p s u c c e s s  and loss t i n~ c : aver age cos s fcc,: tin -  gm’ ‘n - i f el i on-m i 110 a group fe l l U - u.

sn sc-ru 1 questi or~s ron’;: ir ci ienisn ,’cr red

First , ci i ,’ havc - ne -n - ~f U ,e s f _ i nd i es cf_ u i ch (:;‘n en nn i  iied the issue fcn ’ , nnri [‘at m

m’ c - l - e t i c - - c - a s s o c i a t i o n  ( f f . -c t s , i . . cm r’ .-: -Ertem - u ’ es ! - ammSi ! ,- i l i  cy than a - eeoc f o l ls - -Hag

s uccess ansi less m’c’ s~-o:ici t i  ill y than ov en - a c ’ -: fo lor-m i m ’n f~i li i  c ’? It is possihi a

that sub t le s i tuaL io na l  cues a f fec t  m u l c h  of tV-se tm ’s c’utco ;,nnn s w ili oht~ in.

for ex am: pl cm , if Si tuati onal cur- c (‘I’ ‘i out su bjec ts  tor~a c - ’! cenhi cvi nc r sn - k cc -ss . then

tl~’y ri ght perceive gn eato r i-c ia L ive  a s s o c i a t i o n  i- i  th a success hut nmc t less

r e l a t i ve  m ’ s s c n c i - ’ m t i o n  ~iiUn a failure. C om i c- “-e iy, if situational cmm, -s Or ient

s nuI ’jn :ct s tnn , ’ , 1 avo id  m y  f ai lure , t He -m m tin e’ -’ C l ~ht ha i r” l\’C less ra l at i  v u assoc i  -

ation with a fa i lure 1 cut not mmn o rc re l a t i ve  asn ’, (nc iat ion c-i th a suc ce~ c

Second , winy in c Ur i o Si t u a t i n m us  d~n peo; ’ l ’ o c-a ny t I~~i i r c - l a t i v e  as ’ - nc i a t i omi

.-- ‘-—-~~~~~ - - - -..--- -~~~~--~~~~ - - .- .-- -- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘-~~~~~ —- ~ - ~~~..
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by c la i m : i nQ  greater or lee-s n- i’ re la t ive respons ib i l i ty  while in ott-en sitnatirur ;s

they c i C i n idVO t his goa l by c la l  :ine greater or lesser contri butions or dc nsi na r ,c e

and leadershi p? Certainly,  “ i ll t h m -r , i’ dim ensions ( re la t i ve  resruonsihi lity , re la —

ti ye cori tri t utio n s , relat iv - ,: d-irm:inc : i :ce ~i m d leadersh i p ) acconini ish the sane obj ec —

t ive of a s so c ia t i ne~ or d is soc i a t ing r:n~m , -Irer : from-: the group outco;::e and the-j ~inht

be i nte rc hangeable -- i f  a nc -n- cnn describes relative differences on one dirm ension

he need n-c t do so on the ot t ers . But m ’ !:’j would one dimension be selected over

the others? It is possible th a t  the nat urc of the task and eva iu” t io n w i l l

deter mine r ich ilight occur ’. For example , when corking on a task that requ ires

litt le group r,a r-i’ uOm ’ i n t e r a c t i o n , people nay best increase their sel f—estee ’  by

egocen tn ica lly p-c ’rceiv ing differences in relative resnonsibi iity . When wor k inQ on

a task thu t requir o ; interaction hut where task comp letion is the prinary groun

goal , sel f-estue~’ m n i i~ m n t be best protected by perceiving relati ve differences in

leadershi p and dominance. Hhen working on a task that requires interaction and

where ma intaining positive interpersona l relations is the ori nary group goal , peoc le

may protect and enhanc .s their self-estec~n by perceivin g relative differences in

socio~ - ,i tiona i ability . T m ni s , the m ost salient task di mension may deter m ine whe ther

people accomplish relative association /dissociation by perceivin q relativ e differ-

ences in responsi b ility, dom i n ance , or socioe neotion al ability . Also , since cla i m-

ing relative responsibility differences might be the most blatant manner of ach i ev-

ing association /dissociation , the more subtler ways of achievin g the same ooal

(i.e.. rela tive dominance arid leadership) may be employed if people nerce’ive a

danger that the other group m -n em”b ers will discover ari d nunish their eoocentrismm .

These hypotheses can be easily tested in future studies.

Third , the issue of “relative to whom?~ rem -n ins unresolve d . Since some

studies found relative differences on)’, in relation to comparisons w i t h  the r’oorest

but not the average group rnn — ’;i mt ’ers , it seennis likel y that peoc le are wary of ta king

4 1 
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tOo n ‘ u - f : 1~’ ’5 punic - i bj  ii L- , a -.,- ’y  from tin - oti r sr - u : : -  n’ , r -n ’ : 5er~ for I n -a r t F rni t t I m r ” y

c: - n nl  1-: - ~.,,lici 1 ’ n !  ‘‘~-qo~ i c -i’ ,’ ny Ci ’ ’ ,’ c - - c S .  i’ u:im ; nvinn iru a Inhn t~f lt ly c r n ( n ca n t r i c

n m n r rm n i cn :- wh-c nn m r t r pubi ft sci - u t i r : ’ ~ c o u l d  I.: o l ice social cor ’idr ’n ,mruc ,t i on , as I ’n’-nles

in t ine Sch lc-r i l  c-c ned Hi’l la ’  ( l?7~ t - )  s t ’ s -i ’1 n m n -; ia n ’ n , n t l y  r’ OO q m u L’n C i . Hiue n i c- ’ ui ua-

t rim : n ; m n - m ’ n i n c ulsmn: l  -~‘id t iuc ’  poss ib i l i t y  Her ennu i: ‘ n n , ,: t i u a n  is h i n lm , m isd o c : ,  - - ,‘ rc—

fra i nn I r um : 1 o-at n i c m l  ‘ too nood “ Icy as soci a ~i mi -I /c - i ssoci at i nq tb -r n selves oni y rd a —

ti c-c to t ue  T - 5 - O m ’ t-C t c~rn- ’ ’ n n  i i ;  hu t m n i:s n t f ncS e  vari able’s a rm : r ’cOt salien t ,

s u i j c ’ c  ts m any acc ~:’-u1 ish the - S nim -:2 ends tr y as s o c i ~t incj /d i s s - oc ia t i m :o t he m sc - i c’s ’s

relat’i -.’e to tIn - n c a’.- .,’ ~ge ~‘ )U~ nenenr e r .

In - m n; cacti c-c - or these u:’un ’ esol e d  quo’s t ions , the m’nn;jor c c - n c ]  usion is ines —

cap a b le .  Hec - n - l e  e ; a a r ~rnt iy -Jo exh i t - i t  i-e la t i v c - assoc ia t io n / d issociat ion ‘.iith

group ac t i v i t ie s  chs pcnndir ; g upon t ine caliber of th in group ’ s perfot ’ :nance .

PO’ n - S C , r C l  Pe rfor m -mec [Sn-ic Li -.- e to C n e ~~n rer ’ror:’mnc nce

Every stud s in the pro ject  found identical res u lts  n - ’ith resnect to l)eonie ’ s

aced t mt ions c-f  the n -e r c ona l  perfo r - a ne n u- s relat i v-c to the nerfo rmance of the nro ’ m n

as a m:h’ n lce (Sm n iil en ker , l975b ; Schl Pr i er ~ Forsyth , 1975; Schi e ruker & ‘H 11cr ,

1915, 1976a , lglCb , 1976c ; Schienke r , Soraci , & McCarth y, 1976 ).  Part ic ipants

air -eye i r i fe- n- red t i m e cal i ber of their personal performance fro m-c that of the

gr oa n- n - -erfo r:, -i:mc e when the group lied succeeded — —  they rated tho quality of both

t he i r  Innersonal per fu u ’-rsc m ’cnc ~nd ti n e groun perfor mance identicail’ i . -lo:- ;evc r , ram-ti-

ci pants dissociated their personal per fo n - :- mcn c o from that of the grou p ’s when the

group had faile d . Fol low ing group failure , subjects always n-a m ed time call hen ’

of their persc ’ann l pe r - for mn n arm c e m uch higher than they did th~ grou p ’s pcrfo n’mn:ancc.

T im o onl y excem iti on to this effect occurred when subjects [cii eyed they were

i-c- , m l u a f  ad ver y p oo r ly  by tb-c other group members (Schien ker S I-H i Icr , l976c)

TIi’ s~’ - ffccts b ’u ’ov id o ’ stu-~m u:q supfnort for the hypnmt ino ’;ized a:-.sociation with grou p

outc r- - ’es follo w ing ‘suC (,n-SS and di~ soc i ation w i th  group outc oncu s fo ilom-i ing fai lure .

~
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f

ii- - - i rm nce- , miuOi [ ‘ ‘ - d e n - ~ m i  ~
In f e nn i r c f  He: s t u d m c ”~ in t f ue proji - c t  (S’ l :l ‘ m ’ -er ~ ti l le r , l97~ , l 9/)a , l97Cb ,

19/ ’  ) subje te ‘s t  d lu~~t b n  1, F : ;, ’ ’ se l; ‘ , ~nd the ‘‘ a ’.e- rdm~e yr ( up imembe r oin h i—p ol a r

~c J~~ç t ; ’.~ Sca m ”, . F~ c t: r : ’ ‘ m ,  y n - c -s , -~~nP- - I th at  ~i ( lc r , ”i manc p  or i end r : r ’shI~ d i : - .~-

SiOn e - n : 5 n  c u~~
n l f l  n ,.’ :y st :dy. I c - - c  studio ’s I n - e m i t Lb ~t SuS~e-cL: i-a t e- h t ie — n m , r~i v c ~n’s

C i’~- l~ L ive ly  (!e c i m m - .n c m t - - i ii-; t i , - g n U ’ ~u )  suc - c -  n ,0 u i - sn  :: m e mn j t  f~ i]e ’ !  ~~.hlc r l ’ n-

~. i i i l lcr , 197) , 1b~ L- ;- ’ ) ,  f , r- c - ,  c , t in ’,- ~f 1ecL usc - s c i im n ; i nn ~ t eJ  in those st e - re ; if

o i L ’  - the grOup ‘- ‘ uS hln ’l;’ L ’ - t 1 a C l~~’ or if t ic-,- ‘- - c c - I s  mc - _ n ’O Ini shl y se~ f— (,cn ’sci O ,5S . -

T ine ot her Lena ,, t’:di c-s di ni n i - S t f i  r:d a cc - r r~ bl e ( nf f - ,rct of v; m ’ - u - n  pc ’ r fon’ - ccc  on

n c - i :~~l ’/ m ’ d-~H e m m c m i c e - .  Sclul ’ -u nl ’ nr cru d IH 11cr ( 1 9 :/ e r- ) l o a m -id that group n n nam :~n’n-rs per-

C-, C- - ‘I t f r ( ’ u :~~e- -
‘ aS ~ S uii~~r- , r- , vu i_ s v~ ’i y do. - inc nit U c c-o r e f~ vOrah1y Lhc n- ’; ‘cci C

oval tue ted Ln~ tr r- i r ;neer;; am I ~ cm l Cn , I a ; ’  and Ii 11 er (1 97f’L- f in n !’, cl t hat  gre- ip reel-

Lan - c  pc’ rc ei’- ,c lc ’ c - n ,  as n-cl ~ ti c’ -:l)’ ~re’ do :’- i ; ’:nnt n- her ’: t ’ c-sy n-:arc in the

groc ’ ’ ‘ S m” nujo : ’ i I - ’ nether  tho m ;n:inori Lv .  Thus , thee ~
‘- c - c ;  soc-c- support for the- hy—

pothe; i that  gru’ n~- m acn “ cc ’ s perc o - ive thnm - ns re l yes tOn [, r m o r e  n-c l ati ’.’n’ iy d-o n ,ni n vm nt

and a n,- adc - r He11en- ’ing a ‘mr-c-u p success rather [ I n - on fai ic - re , but the e f fec t  was

ea s i ly O V C u ’C( ’- - -
~ L-y other si t -u -’j  t ic -ca l variables .

/\~c r racy of the e cdi:- cc

Stah l  es of e - - mn a,jn,’;iti’ s m , i nn  i mn d i  v i J’j ul test t ug Ci tuati on’s have rc:lie’ e to U v

foun d t ins : t n-c ri b - d;- n’osec t ‘
~ 

t 1 , n- n accuracy of test~ ‘ ‘ hi e l m g - mm ’ - r c t e  fai lure fr ’ - -f —

bac 1n ([ug ly, lSC - 7;  Fell cc , 1974; Stei ner , 1968 ) . !\ simi l an - egocentric p t - u no : oncm

i- ;as found in c -va ry one of the present group studi es that as Pect s nn b~emn-ts to r a te

the accuracy of the rnecs ’, m i’ -a of q rou m f m V : rfo r ’ m n: n mre . Subjects r a ted I h- feahh,sck

a ;. u n -D c -;’ acc u rate fu l iomin nj a gi -ou p su cc e ss than a group fa i lu re  (Sch be n!-,r-r I~
iii ] b r , 1975 , 197t ’ a , 1 [7f-b , 19 7Cc;  hchlc-n ’er , bar -a c i , & McCart h y , 1976) . Thc

t - i f c c t  l-~QS o bta i ne(l [moth fo r  mu ] tip le— ch oi cc’ to-’ Is’- n-ihi ch co:ni d he nm -uc ~eJ ob jec—

ti voly [-y on a m i s u ’ ;  I’ key n m n !  for g roil p dec is i aim !‘ro!)l ems m n :  i oh requi r a t  subjecti ce
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innt - r d’ mc ,-ta t i~, - n of n - c or a l j ul ~:,irnts . ‘r i o ’ , c’j n e r c n p  I : - - n nI’ers ac ce pt the V e r a C i t y

and ii ; ’s l i C U t icciS of f ’ v n - ,’,c Lnlcc -; n ’ cc u p 1,’ -~ lo b , u nc m m c i m  c - O n - n ’  readil y tI’, - - :  tb ’ - -1 dci thr-

Vi,’ I  a -  ity  on -ni irpi ic a t i o r u s  C i  n n a f c v n , n ’e t ; le  group f r ’ - - l b : i [  .

I L  r C n , . C c  A~’ n - can , i L I I -  r - u m o ’ s

‘~ t c - n- - r~-~ t n i  r ey  !,5- ’s ! -  l, .1 , n ( i a ~~~ 
- ‘s~ ’ -Ses  for m’ LIr e - s m c-c-iiu~~ ; to as ;csc ’uc t o ’

t i -  ~ o u t  of ae r a - .-n - -em n t  t h y ; ‘  e - c i v , :~
1 m 0 in-j ’.’ - ’ — - > ‘ i ’ sb ,ed c i t r i c  the gronn ’i i-:ith gr nu ,;

p -r I un- : nc c- . / l l  f ,j r  of tb; s ‘udic~ c-” ;ic!i a; ” c ni scc ic ,ie ; m ,; to r - n t c -  ic e - ’ - :  : : u-J the

- n -c- hem- ; ’ o t n i r n i on  - im ~;J ,nc ,O ’ C( i dc - m , f l j  the ~~
-ou

~ ’ int~- n s-c t~n’ , u f o c , n r i  t : c t  g o - - tee

ag - o c t. ~iIu ’s ~~
‘ ‘C , ’~ ’.’ c ,i foHc- ,- ,- n r ~ a m ’~ uup s ue - ce -se  th~~ a ore ’ : ~ f a i l u re -  (~c c , iml m n n [ c ,- r

& Hi 11cr , ie 7 h , 19/b a , 107s1- , 1P7 ~;c ) . The e f f e c t  nc- es h d ‘s pite t i e  f ac t s

t- Is (a) in: t ime 1 ut te r 1I~CCL St u d ie ’ s  , rj ru; ’ .’ s ucc es s or fe i  l m i: ” e rccc !h ck ‘ S m ’ s ran—

d s I / as n - ic im c -d u:i t n i n m  c- ce -h ‘Jro’:p —— thus , t im e -’ i ( io -n l t ’ i c~ l gi’- au p i n te rac t ion  c-as

c a d  d i f f - ’~nt1y P’ , t f c  t o  • -: ‘ 1 - . mTh m ’- i r ’~ c - ’ c ’~~Cd f aH u ,  recdh~ck t lnCn it

‘cc ’ s  lnj the t n .  n:hv u c - ( i c- ad s c mcccs s f ec ’ O ec  ; ~cu’~ (5 ) in L i mo Schlenker an:’

Mii i  er ( i t/ H e )  s te - He , suh~c- c Ls received spec i f i c  i nf um - rm;tion info -c :i n J  Li ,e n:m ho,,-

no,: c : e qr ec -mmcc ,t a c t u a l  1~’ b i d  e - > n i s _ c d  c- thin t h r-~ r’ c lcec’Jcs . 1-,~ -s ’rent1y, t r m n ’ - ’e

is a t n rm :h ’ ; ricy for ‘neon I O n S to gloss over diffc’ i’ :ncc ’s of o p in io n  if the gi-ouc suc-

ceeds and acc e ntu a te d i f ferences if t ine groun fa i l s .

Sex D i ff t rc ncc ’ -s

It c-as (n ca ;SiSt c ’ ml t l ’ /  to t hs n t males bm~scrih~ ” tHe  r c n l v c s  as he ine c - e ra

l ime- - i  vc-d ~n i tin t 1n~ i r t i’0 no ’s n-ore dy - nuo n ic , and e a r n ’  ta ’s k— co” n;’ I c-r u t th~ 1 fr- , c i  c-s

in the four s [ n ; r n h ’ - n; t i -u t inc lude :! ‘se x as an j 0 / , O’( n ’ tm i’mi tn va n- i nni - le  (Sch lecs m ,en-

& Fors yth , 19/h: Schlcn iner ~- fl-i 11cr , 1 f / G b , 19 / n - c ) . U - : 1 c-s as c on ’i ; nm a n ’ m - I to

IL - - s b a; rsn tc d t m o rsel v ia as no n - c r~’l ni ti c’ely du :ni i mu ai ,t (So hi en:k r & 111 1 1 en- , 1 97b ,

1976b , 197Cc ), s Um Led t i c - a t t b ,o task u-i a ’s ‘ s O t - c  i n - p c e - i - u i r t  (Schie :nLer & Fen-s ’,’t h n

li_ i) ) ,  min d t oo t  He’- -,’ ha- ” n :m ’ fu u ’n ’c n’ d L -’ -t tn ’-r (Sch lenk:n- S t h u --i ’ , 197Cc). These

n-c ,ui In - could be duc’ to soci a l iL , m t o n  d~ fh: rcnces between the sexes . ‘I, ] c-s a m c
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~tatuc’1 ’ S m l ly s oc ia iiz r -,j Is-i be r - a -~c :re’ ,s i V o , cj o u - c j ! u i n ! m t  , and to ot ’  c - nit i’iem t ;- - J thc t m an -c

t e ; bcn ; (H- - c e - c - h i  ‘s - 1o ck l i n , 1771 ).

Hem ne’,au I i ’ s ’,’ ChL , n’an , t r i s t i c  -

1ui~, - S t , ’ n i l e - u  i,- ,t r ’ t rad s’j !’~r c t ’ n~ c-n) a ‘ s a c ’ i e l n, ’ of ~‘Cr unu1i ly scale - ;  to de —

t rad ii ti e’ e f f - -~ c ’s of p-n i s u nm l i t’ ,- factor ’- en c ’goo ’ ’ni,i’ i sn - m (S ch i - - ru k er , l’u7 ’ i’

Schlc-n[ur & Ii l ien - , 1975 ; S e - h i t -u : !  c - n ’ , [oi cc i , ~ htc [- : r th y, 197C - ) . 11 c c- s c - ‘s t -.r , iue;,

e ’ n p l ’ v - c i  :;cas ures o f  se lf - r - ; t - -e ’ nmm , i;,~ e , ” n: , n 1_ o y Lc - n ’r r : l e ’ sntn - ’ s l  o r ient at io n , nc-cn n!

for s uch 1 rm~ p mcin ’.’ - n l  , H ioc ’ : l l h r , i ’ s n’i , te n t vc nxi r  Ly,  -~nd re- p: ’L ’ s s io n - s e n s i L i L a t i r n l .

T ine 501 f—c- s t een n c’ - - m I nHe a C ’ C ’ sw ” n Li i _ - c -  l u s t  conch tent c- 1 In cts on c- c - ac- - - : - -

L i l S ’ , . I’ ic Cr~ lO ‘.iit h n i g i n s n - i  i- e ;t ce - m have a reach n o - cc  pos i t i \— e c- ic’,-; of tu ne i r

abili t i e s and c har a ’ s L e o l  ‘ s t c  -e t t nun do t !:osc ‘i t in is- .-.- ;enlf-estar . People m i  t ic

hi gh sd f- ’an te: n - t I c - ,  fon ’u c - I ’ s - r id di e- ;-1ay ~r;-ate’r eqacentris : b c-cause the --,’

n - x m - e c t to ecu cc o- L ’ !  e ’ :m d rn:j j ’e d e f e n s i v e  foi lc,:i:,c’ f~i I ure t !n~ n are those

low self - es te em ’s (FiLch , 197-7). 1-c the pr e sem i t stu die s , hi gh self-estee m

He’u I Ic did displ ay s- n - - ”: - ‘hat  , re ce - Oce n u i r i c  p a tt e’n as of r cs spcr m se s than did those

u-i i th in’,,’ se l f -€ ;t e c :  n . Foi l ’ s - s ing a tj r~~m p su cc ess , hinj i m self—es teeen subjects felt

that i_ i “ ,
- had been largely unin f iuo n ,c c n !  by the other nm-c -up m e n  il-en-s (Sch iem ’nk em ’

& t’Ii 11 cm’ , 1975 ; Sch ln -n !nc ’ r et al .,  1976 ). Ii’~h self —e y ne- :- subject ; thus too!:

cred it for ha-.-im 7  arr ived at the “cc: c - c t ’  an ’s ’ ; r - ln n cnc ,c d on t lv , u-i tI ’n :rt t in’ a id

of the otHer gm-oup ‘s’ s - caPe rs. High S elf — C c ’s to;’- ’ su!- ’in- - i s also felt that t h - ’ ‘,‘ -hid

bet ter on the tash ; than  d id  low se 1f -est r ,.c’ :’ ;uL-~ect s (Schienker et a l ., 1979).

Final ly , hi~ Ln se l f— este e - ’ ; ;  subjects d isp l ayed s c - c  -i - f c : ; i v c nn ’ s ’ s  by dcc ’snrnh: usi:i mig

th ci r pu ’ inc-nec’ ui the g u o n ip a f te r  a gro nmp f a i lure — -  LI; y described t in e - c - selves

as less dc :1 n s - n t  a n - I  as havi ng been 1~ ’s— of a le -u d o r than did i n , ’ self— -’; teem

sutu ,J i ’c i_ s (Se - h iou Ii,er S Mi 11cr , 1975) . In s n -n - , a 1 thaugh high e ’ m :d low sc-i f— es t r ’a ; :r

su b -i- -c I,, did ne t  h i t  f ’ r  in t b- n i  r direct inscri pt ions of m’ csp omìs ibi l ity for the

group ’ s “rfoi’; n miu ’e , they did d i f fer  on the m ore I’s - I m ’n ’ct t re asures of coc oon -

- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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~iiSi’ , , c - i t t n  hicj !m sel f -nY-- n- i pe op le rbie - p ’I~~,’ in i ’i ‘n nrc e po ro n m l rism :: i_ H im l’s’;i self-

c- s t  -,. - - - ;nt -op 1: .

Fec- plc ’  ‘ -h o O n - n - c -  m u m  a s co;upar eJ to l ’s’ o :n ‘
~ c hia- ’ n - l l i nr miSN di ’e-- moi re o r ien t’ :h

to’, ,  ‘ n - c ! j : n~~ r m - - r oe ’ -  n’l - - ‘ d 1’ m i lat io n , ~m ’ -j c c - c - t n - c l  (Ch ri s tie S Fe-i s , 1970 ). Since

t’ - ’ m ’ Lnc - ,~’ hmn O r :  - ‘ se l f  as c lose l y  ass r ,ch t( -! ~,‘ i tb ‘ - ; I t iv c - outrj; n,,c- but ‘ ‘s t  um e - u ma ti ’, -

out Ge - : 0- C O n  o f t -  n ’, j :,;fl t ’ .s c’ !,’s ”- r ca- n - amid ,- r i , j e ’ y e- i - - ne rds , it c--e s ex p :-ct ed that

ii ~li ~:, cc- , no-ed He I o n  t’I~ c- m ’s ‘cc -ui ’s! m (c-~~~’s r Heut ’ : c n rsat ’ - ’r Q’s . ,:. C c- i’ is:’: . iS in ’ s!e - e - d

5’ - a -n I to be t i e -  r ose .  H I - h  a: cC un , n ’ - ’ sr ; - ( I  to b : ,  V- c h iaa m - l l i a r ; s took g r e e f r - : -  r e - l a —

ti cc r — epoe- ~i!,i i i  ty fol lcm . ’ l r 5 ’  Si rjn-5 ’se- ) s ’m-e noa ss On-n! less re lat ive responsibi l i ty

fo1lo hm~ a o n-cap fai1u r~ (tc h lc n !neu - o f  a l . ,  l97e ) .

1it ? n’ u~h s :- - n nc - - f l c  e Ff c - ; ts  i/ i lL’ fowc’ ! i s i t im  the- Ot u , sc ’ ‘ - ci so na l i ty  v a r i - ules

u,’hi cli “su re e~- arc- i ne- - i , ner o of the: m 5 -n-nrc n-c ted co n’s is c e n t  or ii: ci ’ - c - ssi ye fi midi rn~ s

Ti m eor et i cal l’s r’s~ec tiv es

Lcnc c c n t r i c , - b r a s  been cnxp la ined f r i ’ s  m m t hree di f fe rent theoret ical  persp ec—

tivcs — - -  (1) self—serving m ,, en t c’ et ioan i i hi aces (e.g.  , Heid~ i’, l9d8) , (2) c’r - n- l d i—

cal info m uiation processing (Herr , 1972; Mil ler S R- e ss , 1975 ), and (3) iniriress ioc

r- a n e q c ” ecmn t  (Schlc:d ner & Forsyth . 1975) .  Althou gh the ex neri enemc t s in the proj oct

were rot  spec i fic:iliy desi gned to 1’ i t  r ival hypotheses fron ni these theenri~ s against

one a , ’U ner ’ , data c -a s Otntai m e - L I w hich be~ rs on the - t i m ’,,ories

T ime: seif—s ervi urn motiv ational bias a - -pr ea c h prc’-n- -oses that flCn ’Ct ’ f l t iOf lS e n- n

att dbuL’io ns a r e - in: e- c - nrt  he! en’ ; m e d  my an : ind iv idual  ‘ s needs to maint e in or en—

b u 0mic e se l l  —estee m (Fleider , 1914 , 15-cL ; ; dunes , 19/3 ; u~ei b y , 19o7; Schle n: ,- no ” ,

1975h; Shaver , 1970 ; Mort:c , ,nn n , 1970). As long as a situation provides so:n:e

a’ um b ig m n i ty ~r m d ro e- -n ’ : fir crrom , pe nc ep I ions will he biased to provide re- i a -Livel y

fr- c -o n- ch ic (or at least riot unfavorable) se l f - i m:p l ica t io ns . Perceptual b iases

in t ire Serv ice of se l f —es t e ~,onm prot cc t ion and enIc n mlcc ; i ’ :nt arc expected to increa se ,

_ _ _ _  ,
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t ,ui’ L-L~’ i m u a r  c - m ’ s i r m g  ( - ( j i i u ’ - n u t ~- i0!mt , ( n O :  ( a )  L ie  si t , r n , m t i n n m :  !nur, n :mes m: o ’ c - -  fl n ni i n i ( ba ’c ’s a: ’ : ’!

Ope n to his to:’ti en: , (b) the i r ,npo n ’ t ‘inn e of the tas k i me nu ( :S nSc - 5 , tbue ‘el,j He~ n-i mug

i -ore c! t ’ icCt 1 y UI - ‘sa m t he’ i -e - r so mr ‘ s :- r l  f - co t  - -,; - , and (c) f r- n- n!! - ad , ab c- m t  pe rfo n- - - 
- m OO

[ n ’ s - c 3- ,nn- ’, ucnrc i e1 n’s ,unt to a s-,; Ii ‘ n1t di rne r re , ion of t ine pe “so n ’ S sc- i f—con cr - r - L .

By 50- , ! 1 argO , support I! m S  f ’ s - m a c !  for the sc- i f—se :  ‘,-i n y  .i ace ’ s O~~m l ” sU C i i .

5-u bjec  La did en - p i  ‘ -/ n ,Y I1 sc - i f - emm!n n u m e - i  rig :u r d sc- i f-pro tee - t i  ye att i-i in ; t.i ‘s:l ’:e- : in

their i’ - - c r o ’ s p e c t i ’. e C’ n’suI y Oe - ’ s  of i_h :- gre’s- n situ ation . !;o’r;evn ,’n’ , c - c ’, of the ‘s , j r m u :1

prec i l cti on-:- of tI c- s n - -roach :.s not su ppor L’s n! - - thet eqoce rmt , i’i Sn:; a-c-ui d i mim e - ce - c’

as ten ’ sh im mp ’o c ’ t e n c — ’ i men r- ase d.  ‘l im e-c Se- rn :,: ute st udie ’s me-n ipul oted task imnn: ’ n’ se Pan e- c ’

in sl i 9ht 12,’ di ffc i ’ : nn t  :.‘ :c y s  , m c i  rig ~- nic-y , descri pt i Ge: of task va l i di ty , an 0 a

C( ‘si na t e n:  of in~n~ ,i tc n  d i f fe r  C: ;  i_ i a La hi el m a n d io:-~’ tn- s I n ic ’ :-: ’srtenmi cc condi ti c - m s  :1

Schlen !”-r , 107P5; Se - Ple- n u i n er ’ S Forsyth , 1975; M i l l e r , Goid c n a n , e- Se - P l c - n In e - -n- , 1P75).

Alt:-nc;:q l m an ip u la t ion  checks in He th rc-~ “ st e - r u es indicated that people fel t t hat

the tas !, i- us mn - -cr :’ mc “c-n-r i_ant u: mdn ’nr h’ieh rsnLh ’~r than i’s’s! importance condition ’s task

i:’u p m r t e n c c  did riot ~ffnn ’ct attr ihrmt ions . These i’e nsuits do not fata l l y wound the

sel f -serv in g biases app- c o a c h  (Sch lcn Lner & Forsyth , 1975 ). But th e lack of cm’c-

di cted e f f ec t s  of teaL im n pou - t : mf l ce across the di y ero e ’ s mt studies does wea ken it .

Bern (19 72) p i - c ip o se d t ime t it is not rm ec e ssa -y to i n f e r  any sel f—serv ing ‘s n o t i—

vetio nci bias to ext- i s-in c g oe - - ’ sn t i ’ i smm . F - ~c- FL - c - ’ s o n’me - n d i_ hot  if a nerson ex pe c t s  to

succeed at a parti eu ler task , sr;ccess stuon m ild be attribu ted to personal , internal

f actors ~‘, hi le failure should be attn-i buted to nonparsone l , external factors .

hic ’s- ,-’ uvc ’ r , if a person expects to fail on a task , fa ilurr should ! be at t r ib utc -d

to i nternal facto rs arid succLss should be attributed to external ones. Sic-e ly ,

are hypothc-si 7:-n! to attn - i bute causal i ty in a nm - t r i f l er cc in tin , -cm ent upon

their expectat ions . [xteuidi r m : n this ana lysis , Mi l ler  and Hoss (1075) suggested

that t ine v a c t  - : ,ujor ity af ind ividuals , pcn - t i~ u lar1y mml 1— e duc ale , 1 ones , have a

‘long history of pc - st  success and infer that success is caused liv personal factors

_ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~ --- “-
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m - s i c i l c -  Hi lure is c - c - r ise - i  by ,n , ; ; - -r ’, :nol on es . Ac e-c - i- d ine; to Mill e r ~nd Ross ,

one shi ou 1 d f ind in s i -n h -m mc c - U - !. su;- po rt ’~ the cxi s t e - m n - ’ ‘- (if sd f— e ; nh ani ci  rig

hi , iac-s . I - ‘ s ’VS ’  r ’ sc - i  1_ pm’ot mn t V ’s hi uses S b m - m  1 r o t  occur heca:m ~ c - r - n u ’ s~ c a re cx —

~~u( i _ n ’ to !‘:‘s r t ’ s i \ ”: nj re -  t n -  c ’s -v , : i- Ht ion be - h - ’: ‘ s - mr t h- in - r n :  act i can ; and succ ess

th en hat - c-n - en thc’ ir actions aii m! fa~ lu- c . 1 mm thei r ‘:-~‘H::-i of the relevant ii t” n’~~t u-€ ’ ,

l’iil bcr ~r ;, n Hoss r i o t :  S U c J ) ’ s r ’ t  for their inl,c- n ’ p rcLat iomi  that n c - c -b i l e n -mi l l take bl rn ! ’ u

pen - so r ;- : l  r ,-: ç : : n ~ H- ii ty for see-cc- as but il l not avoid ‘ue rsom -;al r-~sponsibi 1 ity

for fn i l ; m r - n - .

T he infou’re Lu t i omm--p roc e s s i r ! approach cm i d not in’s m c i  ‘c -n- sunport in the riajori ty

of s tu d ies  con doc te - -! um :d: - r the con Lract.  T iuree stu d ies (Schbonker & Miller ,

l97 6a , 197t h , l976c) f ’ s - un- ic! that subjec t s  t a n-k signi’L i c ’ :-o tly less responsibi l i ty

then ti sy ass i m m c - -~l ot h er’s in the group foil u - mi rig a f ruup fa i lu re , cvi d’s:,c’i r c ’ ’

c e - m e - em for se i f —p i ’ot ec t iom i in  their aLLr ’ibut i-onnal patterns . Schie nher and

( i i  1 icr (197 Ga) a lso found t h a t  subj ects m-~hose !‘-e m ’Soi ’ue ’ i fa i  lure was m o s t  obv io us

dis p l ayed self—p rotective biases in other m ,’s:s . Subjects who i- re - cc in the cc - -jo n - i ty

t of a f a i l i n g grou p (and hence were object ive ly quite resnonsib be for tine gm-c- - c - p ’ s

fai lure ) took as l i t t le responsibi l i ty as subjects w ho were in the nninority of

a failin:! group. After a grou p success , thoug h , majority-subjects took ‘s - mu ch

greater in’s ‘sponsi bi l i ty ‘fo r the qro u ‘s per’f ’orcnence then did min o rt tv— s u hj nnats .

Thus , being highly responsible for group fa i lure produced decreased attri bn’t ’ions

of personal responsibility — —  a sc-if-protective bias m-d kn i cii is di ffj cult to

explain via in nfo im itioni process ing.

Schl enker and Forsyth (1975) proposed that people do try to claim crc-lit

for success and avoid blame for failure . ihowe ve r , they suqge sted that such

behavioral ef fects nm uiqht not be generated by sel f-serving perceptual biases

but instead are prodm iced by self-servinq sc~~~~resen~~ tions to others . By

describin g their actions to others in an egocentric way (i.e., by taking high

-— - --- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
-- - -
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p- - i  ‘ ‘“ s ,— l r ’ e -o p -num ~~i b t  1 ity for s ; mcce ’ sa  ~inni lee p e r s o n a l  r c - s p o n m ’ s i i - i  l i t y for f,1il urr- ,

- 
- pn-Op l C (, - ‘mfi ~r - ;-  a S S  oh- ern,’ m ‘ 

- - n - i  th t -~l -a of personal ac c o umm p l i si -
‘ and/or c a c - - pc ’

the c- . , u u t d s e - , c n , - i t  of a ta m of pei ’nunal f u i lu n- :  . l ine i ’ n p re’s , i ’ sm m rn , - ’ u r m i ’ r c - ’ ’ ; - ’sn t

posi t ion is con ’ sa ’ n- mc-d m - ’ i tb I - - h  u ’ s ’ i -’c- - mJ a cco n m , ’ u t s of ~- ,c- ’st action:’ ; c~d is n:e t en: ,, : ’ it t ’ ’!

to ci Li ner i_ I nn v i —  .n that ! m n Y n , ’ -p t ~’i onuS are s e l f — a c t  / i e - m g  or the v i z - -i t h a t

of loy ic ( l ly v e r id i  ccl . [ f t c ’ s  ha’vin~ “tailor ed ” a desc ri ptio m u of am ev e n t in a

way t a t  I:as p r - i  t i c - a  j n m ; : ,c l icationi s for the self , p :ap ie n-na y even tually CO: , n- to

be l i inv-e  t inat desc r ’ I- t lon and not be chi le to recall their initial percent ions .

Egncentn’ i s ; - m is t eas  taken out of the m ’ u a l m n m  of an intrapsychic ~:c- rcePtneii phe ’ o n ’ en n~ n m

and v i - , - -,-,’ed as an i n te r m ersonnn i in fl ‘sucuce strs-teyy . Ac e- or e - l i  mm ’ s to the i ;mc :- r - ’ s-:-, ’,ion

in ’s , age-a ‘smu t pos i t io n i , nun - r : c - c,ns inter pe - r :o r:’si v ,n mi - z- b le s  shou ld effect se- i f -  : n r c s : - m t a —

tion S Ic- le vee - m t to eg-o ccn tr i ’s . linen obse rve rs ca n readily u of~ tc- en imm- n ! ’ iVi dual ‘s

accoun t of an c-vu nt , peot - i c  s i n ’ s u ’,d Lc - 1e:~ ii Lc-i y to disp lay c’goc enn i_ r i  sri (Schi eru ; : t ’ , - ,

Cons -nc;n ent l y, un m an - -h- i pocu s r- ’c - an t s , s i tu ,nt ions in w ii ch observers know

the actor ’s past history , or situa t ions in which a future event could i mm v n ’n l idate

a part icular c’pocen ’ctr ic account all would m ’ n i rmi : , i ’ ize - reported egocentrism.

Sin:i larly, egocentri c s e i f - pc ’ eac nta t i on s should occur uric-re frequent ly in si tuat i onc,

in which there is an “ im p - o n - t o o t ”  ohsorvei - who could be deceived and when there

are r:no re rem’anmi ’Js at stake that can be gained through egocentr ic behavior:.

The ir in inress ion mu ana q e e- a nt posit ion received sun”ort in cii of the st udies.

The fa ct that nmoni pulat ions of who i-mould see subjects ’ questionnaire m- es r n -,)fl ,;CS

affec ted erjocc-mitn -ism provides addi t ional  support (Sch lenker & Miller , 107 55 ) .

1mm su m u m , all three of the positions received sonic support frou:m the studies .

The ir nf on -m ;a t ion pn-ocess irm nj approach received the greatest nonsupport , followed

by the seif—s ervi fly b i ases pos i t io nn and the irm npress ion rcm , ’ n :a,--n nr ren t posit ion.

_ _ ________-
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -‘ -~~~‘~~~~~~~~~~ ‘~~~~~--~~~--~~~
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Im npl i a t ions

As previously descri b e— I , the i ”s ’ : - ’n ’cI was successfu l  in accom p l ishing

the m ac - jo n - ob j e c t ives  of the pro ject .  Firs t , it tics demonstrated that enocentric

pro m ’ ;ses do occur in gn - o cm ; s i tuat ions , producing both self - enlaence n - :,r m t and

self -protection , often at the expense of others j r the group. Secon d , s n c c i—

fic i-lays ~ri which egocentrism is manifested were isolated. It was shot-rn tha t

egocentris m af fects group m ;w ’ bers ’ fee lings of nen-sona l resnonsibi l ity for

a group ’ s performance , rc- l a t ive  respo nsib i l i ty  for the group ’ s perforeunce , and

perceptions of dominance and leadership patterns . T h i r d , the effects of certain

classes of si tua t ional and personality variables on egoce rutris nu were specified

and tested. It was sho e - in that egocentri sm was m inimized primari l y n.e-hen (a)

group cohesiveness is high , (b) members are self-conscious about their gm - onmp

roles , and (c) grou p men-dc-en-s receive explicitl y unfavorable evaluations fr oe - n

their peers . Under all other conditions studied , egocentrism occurred and was

diffe rentially affected by: (a) personality variables such as se if—estee na and

Machiavellian i sm , (b) sex of respondent, Cc) patterns of group dissent ami d

majori ty-minori ty status , (d) leadership role in the group , (e) the valence

of evaluations received from other group members , an d (f) whether or not

personal accounts of the group ’ s ac t iv i t ies would be seen by other grou p

members .

Through knowledge of the most likely perce ptions and attitudes of group

members in various situations it becomes poss ible for organizational theorists

and group leaders to make recommen dations for im p roving grou p morale and avo idina

possible dissension. One concern of many group leaders pertains to feelin g s

of equity and inequity in groups. It has been shown that perce n tions of in-

equity in groups produce dissensi on (Adams , 1965; W aister , Berscheid , & Waister ,

1973). A 1tht~ug h no stud ies have specifically examined hot-i egocentr ism affects

perceptions of equity , some relevant hypotheses can be derived from the studies

- _____._ ____i__,_ --- - - -—--,- - — —---~~ -—----------- -—-- —‘ - .-~---~~- A ~~
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in th is pm~~j c t  F ri e ,amp le , a~su c that an indlv ldud l objec t ive ly contri

butes an ‘ an~- n- age ” amount to a group effort that nroduces success and group

rc- i-.- a r da , and therefo n - e is ac tu el ly mn t i tied to an “av c -raae ” share of the n-c-

Fo u egoc e ntr ic reasons , though , i c -  asser - t a that he has greater —than—

average rn - ;pon sibi li t , ~~~ the success and exerted greater -than-average leadership.

He t i e r -  f; n-~ expects a grea t (nr- t1 - m - -c -v en -aga share of the group outcomes . Fie

should be quite d i s r p ~- - inted w i th  only an a ve ra ge share , should feel that he has

been treated inequ ita~iy, and sho~ 1 d be less willing than before to assume future

res ponsi b il i ty wine nm working on a nc- ni task . i:n observer might be quite perp lexed

by this indivi dual’ s L e i ;avi o r , bel iev i ng tha t there is no “reason ’ for such dis-

content g i ve l  tha t  the group succeeded and the rewar ds “a ppeared ” t � equitable.

Knowledge of such potential prob ler -ns in succ essful grouns should aid leaders in

dealing w ith tensions which mi ght develop .

In failing groups compa rable processes t-’ith equall y dangerous rotentials

could develon. This research project found that peorle in failing grouos nor-

ceive less personal res ponsibilit y, less relative res ponsibility , and feel less

dominant than do members of successful grou rm s. These perceptions could create

a self—fulfilling prop hecy in which members of failing groups refuse to work

as har d on future tasks , shun res ponsibility for them , and retreat from fu t u re

group activities , refraining from attempts to lead. These effects are abov e

and beyond the typ ical disappointment one mig ht expect from memb ers of failing

groups , and could create serious morale problems . Further , members of fai li na

groups might expect to bear a less—than -average share of the costs for failure ,

since they perceive themselves to have done relatively less to contribute to the

failure than others . An “objectively equitable ” distribution of costs could

further compound the developing mora le problems .

Knowledge of the types of perceptions , attitudes , and exnmections likely to

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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occur in groups s i m o :ul d aid group dyn nnmi cis to in nmaki ru — i n - c - cn~ mnn n mmla t ions about

hon.-t to i n - n - n  -ave grou-, fu ’ e t io r i iren , t u rn  in:o r- l e probi c - mr s around , ~nm d prevent

dissension f rom dovel op ing. Since ti ne m n a -rce ptions prev iously de ’ c ,n- ibed had

riot rccciv m ’h pri m — at t c-n it io n in t ineo rn ’ or n - o’ ea rch on pi-o nuns , the e - - reson t i - n - c -—

jec t represents a stop forward in understanding grc~u~’ dynarnni cs.

- --~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~~-- - - - - ~~~~~~~~ -
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Addendum

Re lated Studies Conthicted_~~~ ~~ the Princ~~~1 Investinator

Which Contain Citations to the Office of Naval Research

During the term of the contract , other research and theoretical papers

which I’ ve done have contained notes of appreciation to ONR . Some of these

are directly related to the contract in that they investiqated egocentri c pro-

cesses in group or individual situations or pursued issues raised by the results

of one or more of the contracted studies . Other articles developed from an

impression management interpretation of interpersonal processes ; this interpre-

tation was generated in part by some of the results of the contracted studies

(as previously mentioned), and hence are indirectl y related by being part of

a comon theoretical schema . An annotated bibliogr aphy appears below .

Schlenker , B . R . Self-presentation: Managing the impression of consistency
when reality interferes with self-enhancement. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 1975, 32, 1030-1037.

An examination of situational factors which “pressure” individu al s to
behave consistentl y. The results of the study supported an imoression manage-
ment interpret ation of behaviora l consistency and failed to support cognitive
consistency theory interpretations . A l so , the study isolated major dimensions
of personal attributes selected by individuals for self-presentation purposes .

Schienker , B . R ., & Ackerman , B. Self—presentation: Attributes of the actor
and the audience as determinants of impression management. Short version
presented at the 83rd Annual Meetings of the American Psychological Associa-
tion , Chicago , Se~tember , 1975. Longer journal version in oreoarat ion.

An examination of audience attributes such as degree of warmth and know-
ledge about the actor as determinants of modest or br aggardl y self-presenta-
tions .

Schlenker , B. R. Group members ’ attributions of responsibility for prior
group performance . Representative Research in Social Psychology, 1975,
6, 96-108.

The Stud y exami ned egocentric perceptions in cooperative groups and was
the basis for the contracted projects . Female group members took greater re-
sponsibility for a group success than a group failure and took greater—than—
average responsibility if the group succeeded and slig htly less—than—average
responsibility if the group failed . 
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Schlenker , B. R., Sor -~ci , S., Jr., & McCarthy, B. Sel f-esteeruu and group per-
f o u imce as d’ t e r m i r ! - ~- n t ~, of egocentric percepti ons in cooperative groups.
Hum:n Re1at ~nris , 1976 , ?2~ 

in press.

Group members took gr’- ; ~or responsibi l i ty for a group succes s t ha r a
grn~~ failur e . Although sc-l~ -esteerru did not directly affect ascripti c-no of
r~4~o rS i hi l i~J, it did affect 1JC r~ -i’ied influe n ce . High self—esteem pc okile
percei ~-ed less in f lue ruce fo l low i  r i  success than fai lure , therehy assoc i o t i n~j
thr~r’ -~ilvp s dir ectly w ith a pos i t i ve  group outcor :-o- .

Caine , B. T. , & Sch ienker , B. R. Ro le posit ion ar id group pc-rfor once as deter-
ml n- nts of ego :ontric percep tions in coo iera ti -.e ~jro ups . Manuscript sub-
mitted for publicat ion , 1976 .

A ri’~,’ ROTC r~ iets who were assigned to the posi tion of group leader took
high p? rsona ) responsib i l i ty  for the pe r ionr-~unc e of their group irrespective
of success or fai lu -e. Cadets assigned to the positions of either followers
or equal yrcu rs -~;ers took high personal responsibi l i ty for a group success
and low personal responsibi l i ty for a group failure .

Mill er , F~. S. , GOl d : O f l , H., & Schlenke r , B . R. Task importance as a determinant
of egocentr ism in groups. Manuscript in preparation.

The importance of a group task was manipulated by offering payment for
correct group answers and Ly stressing the validity of the test (high im-
portance) or by offering no external incentive s and by stressing the lack
of test validity (low importance ). Although the manipulation checks indi-
cated that the task importance d imensio n was salien t to subject s , it did  not
affect egocentrism. The results support those of Schlenke r and Forsyth
(1975) who similarly found no effects of task im portan ce on egocen tr i sm .

Forsyth , D. R., & Schle nker , B. R. A ttributiona l egocentrism following perfor- -

rnanc e of a competitive task. Journal of Social Psycholog,~~ in press.

A fiel d study of egocentrism following a competitive task (tennis)
demonst rated the qeneralizabi lity of results to a nonlaboratory setting.
Tennis players took greater personal responsibility after a win than a
loss. Sex differences indicated that females qualify the ft attributions
after success by stressing the role of luck more than do ma les , Suggesti ng
a possible “fear of success ” conflict in women.

Riess , M. , & Schienker , B. R. Attitude change and responsibility avoidance
as modes of dilemma resolution in forced compliance settings . Journal
of Personality and Social Psycholony, in press.

A reinterp retation of attitude change following counterattitudinal
behavior -in terms of imp ression management rather than dissonance . The
results indicated that “attitude change ” can be used as an impression
management tactic to account for embarrassing behaviors .

Forsyth , 0. R. , Riess , M., & Schienke r, B. R. Impression management concerns
governing reaction s to a faulty decision. Representative Research in
Social Psychoj~~y, in press. 
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1- rc’~i ir~~t i n r i  of r t in’ s to O — .’ r - rs iv r t a n~ n fronu an irrip ress i oru
r a t  - r t  t r U e r  th- in d i rsou d nco p e r s ç r - c t i  ye. The ri-su its suggc;t that

not u ~-duce dinru ; :enne ’’ iii such s e t o i r g s  , but ui hr- u~- rui age
tL ~i r at til u- te s IuL: -~nts to ii press c P - i~-~ -r n .

S hler ’- - ’ , - , B . R. , ~ Riess , H. Self —~ r e s c r t a t i o n s  of a~ si t n -s fol lo - : i r r  curs —
I- j t j - ~~ rt to i rc-~ t t i  t d i  . 1 [ e h~ ;ioi - . ~- r - ~ orj r~~ v~d ~~~ C r p~ SL !Y;fltted
lot p dil I cat io n . 1 ‘JiG.

1~ I ’ ~-~-~c ~~ t~~f lo (2 :  ~Hi . u~ - intor ~ ii ~tj rj i r  of 0t i . i ted -s ch -~~’;~ o fo l lo~~thy cs~ t ~ti;d It ii L P a - i o r ; . The r - - - -~~ns sko ,-:e -~ th~~ pe op le i r c r c - e n o
the i r u t ; r i s j t - ~ ~f ~i~~j r  atU~~~~- ~t a~~s - - - 1 s  f l ~~r , i r i g  p ’ u a t f i t ’ d i n o l  ( iCt~~Ct .S

w hen ,unh~.r - d~ 1 \ - or ’~aL 1n- r t 1 e  -
~~~~ opt o- :r r - .r-neor , : !:ic for  t h e i r -  ac-

tions . SU~- p c — L  - -re-~ ot to i r n d  io ’  imp ress eo ~iOnt I Leo~y h in seli—
l e t (c t;un tiioor0 -ndi ct~o i s ne-rn u: t s- - : - ~~ I P .

R iess , ~
‘ . , [-ersyt h. P. 1,., S c h l c u h y r , B. P . ,  Fr :d , P. Op i r H:, ec if or --

mi t ;  os ~r; 1 ; u e s s un r s ’ o  -:nnt tac~ ~c f’:~ o ’ i n - j  - -  ~t : u t  to u : i r a s —
a n t  P ~~~~~~~~ F-Lu -~~ 01 toe I S V ~~’~~’C Y r u  ~ - - r e I ’ - , in p u o so .

Us resul t s i llunt r~U-d L hn  ro le of i~ -s r - -- -- Ln r T  err - - nI in oc~o u t -
inn ir av e — s i ; -  act ions.

Schl en  or , B. R. • ~
-
~~

- -
~~~ -a , T. V . ,  Hutch heuu , B.,  & t P r  is , L. Thu Pc -s- -s p ipe- —-

1 inc ~n ~ stor -; ype~ treord blacks . do- rs. 1 nf t;vc o1c~~,’ , 1 ~
3l~ -32~ .

A eX - i r-a ~ i’ - — -of pr evail op st c-r i; , c- ~;i1I 15 tunder ~~ ~~~ ~~ri-~i — -
tions ci a- t t i t - ;ds  rv~-~~ ine~~ ui t. ~he ! - puo p f t e l i r~ at l i t n ide es~~~ s s ~nt  t r - ch r i c e - o
~s-S fou nd to i-c - du ne see ~- o c iu1  dcsi rahi l  ly  biunes i n rc -s Io.~ ing ond re s k —
st it u tu  so -~ie i  uun- - : - ir&)ility hias .

Sch lc , iP: r , H. P. ,  tHec i , P. F im. B ., & Tc-deschi , ~] .  1.  Reort io ns to cc-or—
Ci ye and re - ;-~rd c ; - s i r - :  The f fnc Lo of s- :i tchi r~ I nf l ue cc rude r on to
go~ cos p l iance. Ho r i o  - t r y ,  in press.

f ur  excel not isa of renj ,5 ~r s to the non of t h e -c to and n . i  ses in ecu-
f l ict  se t t ings.  Au at t r ibet ionul  interç r~etat io n ci ini luanc r r : ~o p r o f c r r - i .

Forsyt h , D . P., T I L e i t ton , F . ,  ~ SLhl nrd r~, B. R. The eIie ct o- of social con-
t ex t  en d  size of injury on pe~ce i - t i on s of a harm— Ler crud v i c t i r e . Puf le —
tin c-f oh-s I H  :~~~“ j c  P r e i ty ,  in press.

An ag~ressor n - eu  p’~nr ived as wor e aggress i ve Ht less ‘ good” in a c c —
operative rather th e n CO~~~0i i ti VO si t uution. Obser~sr - s  deroqeted a vic—
tin t n— Pu received severe injury in a ro L ue t i  t ive Si tuat ion , maui fe s t i n y  a
“just world’ phot o- -nnon.

Schlenkc r , B. R. , Bonoma , T. V. , & Forsyth , B. R. The attribut ional “do rP le
standard” : Ac tor-observe r dif fe rences in predict ing the relationshi p
betwe en att i t u i - ~ s and behaviors. M e r u - -cript sub ruu i tted for publication
1975.
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O~e:- re vrr s ~ c f c j urur i  to ta- i  i’~- v u i  t F u e t  or acto r ’ s att i  tu ’ius s n- e r
- r -e r lc~oe l y re lataic i to his f i l  nc hi- hav oc Ouid  ( i > p r ( i o ~- ed gr’ea~ o r  con—

fid a - ’ in such p - v - d i c t io ns  U did a c t o r ’ s ev a l t u u t in p  th u-j r  nuir at—
t i t u !u - -h - - a  ;ioi r - c - l o t i o i r sh ips.  -

S~ 1 - c i ’ - -  , P . R. Co e 1!o~or : i v npp. ‘ I Ps i - - I i a nd r-vol ut ica .  In t
[-:-~ r-k,- j L i  ( I d . ) ,  1-. ’ n c r - u i t  ‘ - ,~~c -r  P r - i - c l ‘ O O t O i  : V O i i f l I ~ pI . ~ - i .  lU.
P - - 

- I t  / i a ’ : c ix us - I ~~ 7 • I ru I - u n ’ s .

1. P L u c n i s s i e  c i  o H - r t t - ~ iv~ ~ i i n- - ’- ; Ue- of r-c ic: -c c - t- - ’- f l rJ r-o Lu~ re’i t
L-y l ie u — c ‘ r ,~ , a :- ’ r 

~~~
- - St - egtd :~d ,es t e s s c - s  01 ‘ ‘ in a-d i r ] o ;~ l

S O C I O I  ~ - : ‘ - O I G p _ ’ .. - ni i t  is _ eu- ic  — , - noe ;P o r ’ . -
~~~~~ 1.-nd .

5- iu is u o r , P . P. HeLl ;s ’ e i -c 1~ : ; c r !  s c m  . / e n~ H,c r lj ~~t . - 1 - ~’S - I ci F’~. - HI : -  - Hi ot i i , UI- o- , i n  . 

- -

It c- ; - ; ’irnatic rif t - s u- p- :-- eits c~ cr ? t i o I  n-Pu -- i  h- i l  T: . :: t i ~~
t ~c i a ~sc : ic n- i r,~ ~ n c i~ n in: c u p  t - r  to ocr -, c f  i c -  t o - - . i-Ut - a t  ex r-p -

lion , c-n H r u - ; r  o r ?  fa. - . ’ to H - i ty .

S- P len ’ - - H. , P I’ - -  -c , 1. \ ‘ . F r  n a d  c - - s  : U~ v o l  Pit 0 of p o t - se  Ii.
t i~ s te ’ ct L f~~U P .  d i n t - c l r~ s : - L~ Us r ; ;e , inn m o s t .

/e C V . O - ~~t ’ 5 i  i t - u n  o~ 
(‘x Or:u ci oH c c o 1 o a ’c~ i v~ 1 i U ty  ci c >:pr

i n c  ~ ~l ~~n r~ i s  ci. ‘ I t c~~SC 5’ of
t ic- s cm ( U t ;  -

S k i  u-U ~~, ~ . H -  , P - ne- -’’ I .  3. i i —  - y : t e l c - - ; -  of s o c i a l  iss - --s . l u
i, ’ ’ ) ,  1~ i i  c u l l u e  u n

iO [‘ CSS .

l Ie  utor cuv ’ rs t I e psyc ho lcrc ’ j c l  soc ia l  ISS O ; c e  for j O l
t o r y  ~-o - ,’ -- l oIo s t udnent s.

l~. P. , f-H: ‘ ‘ n , 3 . C . ,  ~ - ScLlo r t . c , r , B. P . 1. - d c  s eu - ’ y i n t r ud -n  —

t H u  to 5 0 0 1 - - c r e r l r - - - n v .  H ew Yo t  f . : e,\-; - -H I l l , 9 , 5 .

1,  i rutrodu ci r~ - social psychology text  for co l l u - g e  s t ’ ,d ru t s

S c ) , l o r f ’ u - r , B. P . ,  E Forsyt h , r- . ~~~- On t i e  e th ics  of ; - - ,- d - -
~Icg ic _ 1 re -~ r- ;- H.

Pe- ;cuual of E>- - n - In ’ : -a to r l Snci~ l isne  noic iq ’ - ’ , in press .

A l t - r rq th y di scuss ion of p Hi losc ~r n u i c a l  p~ si tier:- ; (‘F eth ic s loPer
te l  c-ni co i  St o  . dons to l c-s I sts , and s kept ics speci fi cc l ly as th-~-y rd O I O
to tho c- ti u~ cc i i  ty c f  p-cycho l op cc l re ci r~ tr - F r a  ‘p e r iurents one: cc—
pon - t i d  wh ich  ass-  c c s i t ua t i c ua l err- i  pc -n - son cn l i icy fec t o t - s as the; affect
moral en-i ethical ju de -a nts of res cot -c h .

Schi enI-er , Fl . R. I r n-vs s j un ci ne p- - ec u - c o t  : he soc ial psv c hnlooy of interporsanol
~ej a tJ~ n .  [~vi moot , Cal . [ P- o aks / Co le  , i ri prepare t i  on.

Th: book will cover impression ini an ajo -n ent as a social influence tac-
t ic. Son ’ : of t he research done under the contract of egoce nt ri~ u’r in gronups
w il l  Uc- reported. 
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