   Chapter 4: Social Perception: How we come to understand other people

	· Explain some nonverbal behaviors that aid people in social perception
· Identify and predict the types of attributions people make for behavior




Social perception: is the study of how we form impressions of other people and make inferences about them. It is how we observe and try to explain people. Social perception helps us understand and predict the social world and from an evolutionary perspective, is ensures our survival if we can predict things.

Non-verbal behavior: is a way in which people communicate intentionally or unintentionally without words; nonverbal cues include facial expressions, tone of voice, gestures, body position and movement, the use of touch and eye gaze.
· We make initial impressions of people within 100 milliseconds of seeing them 
· Sometimes inaccurate, but sometimes accurate 
· E.g. brief glances of men and women’s faces  able to correctly judge their sexual orientation more frequently than by chance
· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g. rate faces of politicians on the dimension of warmth & powerfulness  rates coincided with actual election results
· More warm  didn’t win
· More powerful  won 
· Ability to read non-verbal cues is not limited to our species 
· E.g. can read cat emotion 
· Likewise, dogs can actually outperform chimpanzees in reading human non-verbal cues 

How the Nixon-Kennedy Debate Changed the World (OWL)
· First televised presidential debate hugely helped JFK win the election even though he was an underdog. Helped him because his opponent, Nixon, looked pale and sickly where as JFK looked confident and healthy

“I didn’t say you stole the wallet” (OWL)
· Tone of voice can influence how this sentence is perceived 

Non-verbal cues function in communication
· Help people express their emotions, attitudes, and personality 
· E.g. anger  lower eyebrows & mouth in thin straight line 
· E.g. extrovert  broad gestures & change in voice pitch & inflection 

Non-verbal cues and empathy 
· We have a tendency to mimic other’s facial expressions
· this may reflect empathy – i.e. the ability to feel what someone else is feeling 
· e.g. facial electromyography (recording the movements of facial muscles) shows that we automatically mimic other people’s facial expression 
· the extent differs depending on our gender, their gender, and if we like them or not 
· women are v likely to mimic other people’s smiles 
· mirror neurons 	
· respond when we perform an action AND when we see someone else perform the same action 
· e.g. if we see someone else crying, these neurons fire as if we were crying ourselves 
· study: smelling something nasty and seeing someone show a disgusted expression activated the same region of the brain 
· allows us to connect with other ppl emotionally via activation of mirror neurons 
· “We don’t have to think about what other people are feeling, we simply “know”–in short we feel it too”

Non-verbal cues as substitute for verbal language 
· e.g. flashing an OK sign (hand gesture) conveys clear messages without any words

Non-verbal communication is typically studied in separate channels, e.g. gestures and eye gaze, even though they occur together in everyday life: 
1) Facial expression of emotion (a channel of non-verbal comm) 
· The crown jewel of non-verbal communication 
· Darwin’s research on facial expression had a major impact 
· Believed that primary emotions conveyed by the face are universal 
· i.e. All humans encode these emotions in the same way and decode them with accuracy 
· Encode: to express non-verbal behaviour, e.g. pat on the back 
· Decode: to interpret the meaning of non-verbal behavior, e.g. decide if the pat on the back was nice or condescending  
· Believed that non-verbal communication is species-specific (not culture specific) 
· Said that facial expressions were once useful physiological reactions 
· E.g. early hominid ate something gross & made a disgusted face  eyes narrow, less air breathed in (useful reactions to something that smells/tastes gross) 
· Then, facial expressions gained evolutionary significance
· Could communicate how one felt about another person or situation (rather than just food) 
· This has survival value 
· E.g. fear  eyes increase visual field & speed up eye movements, increase volume of air breathed in (useful responses to something that is frightening) 
· Being able to decode if someone else is angry is evolutionary significant, could mean diff between life & death 
· People are better at decoding angry faces than happy 
· The cost & benefit of perceiving anger and happiness depends on if the encoder is male or female 
· Strong connection between anger & male face and happiness & female faces
· More important to know when a man is angry, to protect self
· More important to know when a woman is happy, to know if you are going to get to pass your genes onto the next generation.

Universal emotions
· 6 major emotions: 
· anger, happiness, surprise, fear, disgust, sadness (Ekman & Frisen)
· recently added: contempt, pride, embarrassment, anxiety, shame, guilt, pain 
· these tend to be emotions involved in social interaction  occurred later in evolution 
· being able to decode these emotions is part of being human–not a product of cultural experiences
· e.g. South Fore society (preliterate, little contact with Western civilization) able to decode and encode emotions with accuracy

Are Facial Expressions Universal? 
· No, because if it was, people of all cultures should be able to identify all emotions with ease & in any context 
· Cultural discrepancies:
·  A problem is level of accuracy that participants have to achieve in order to conclude that the facial expression is being perceived the same way across cultures
· there is less agreement when participants are asked name the emotion when shown face, rather than match faces & emotions (Ekman & Freisen’s studies) 
· Happiness is usually decoded with high accuracy across cultures
· But other expressions are not 
· E.g. only 14% of Japanese generated fear-related words when presented w fear expression 
· E.g. contempt was not labelled correctly by participants of any culture 
· Variability in Canadian & African emotions 
· Cultural differences most pronounced for social emotions (contempt & anger) 
· Least pronounced for reflex based emotions (disgust & surprise) 
· Context discrepancies: 
· The judgment of facial expressions depended on what other faces were presented 
· E.g. show happy face then neutral face, the latter is judged as “sad”
· E.g. show disgust face then angry face, the latter is judge as “sad”
· Context influences which part of the face people fixate on 
· Situation can affect decoding 
· Fear expression interpreted as “anger” if told that the person just experienced a v frustrating experience 


[image: ]Cultural Differences in the Perception of Facial Expression 
· East Asian cultures think more holistically 
· Western cultures think more analytically 
· In the picture in the right, when asked about the central figures’ emotions, American rated the middle guy has happy regardless of smiling/frowning surrounding group. Contrarily the main character was rated to be less happy by Japanese when surrounded by frowning people 
· Thus, the cartoon character’s facial expression changed given his “context” of what other characters standing next to him were feeling 
· Japs also looked at the background characters more than Americans
· but both groups started w looking at the main character 
· but North Americans are able to recognize the background context, it’s just that East Asians can do it better 
· e.g. both Japs and Canadians identified happy/sad faces faster when the background matched the emotion (e.g. happy backgroup & happy face) 

Why is decoding sometimes inaccurate?
a) Affect blends: facial expression where one part of the face registers one emotion & another part of the face registers a different emotion
[image: ]
 Left = anger & disgust, Right = surprise & happiness 






b) Display rules: culturally determined rules about which emotional expression are appropriate to show 
· Culture & Gender specific 
· Also depend on age
· E.g. some cultures it’s okay for men to display powerful emotions (anger) & females to display powerless emotions (fear) 
· E.g. Jap women shouldn’t smile big lmao (they hide smile w hand), whereas American women smile 
· E.g. collectivist country, expression of strong (especially negative) emotions is discouraged b/c disrupts harmony 
· E.g. Indian’s fear & anger expressions are similar, probably b/c as a collectivist country, they don’t have a lot of experience displaying these emotions
· They also judge fear/anger to be more unpleasant than Canadians 
· More collectivist culture  less emotion expressed 
· More individualistic culture  more emotion expressed   
2) Eye contact & eye gaze (a channel of non-verbal comm) 
· North America: direct eye contact is preferred & more attractive
· In other countries, eye contact is considered rude 
3) Personal space (a channel of non-verbal comm)
· North America: like to have a nice personal bubble (e.g. 0.5m diameter) 
· Other countries strangers will have no problem touching while standing next to each other 
4) Hand gestures (a channel of non-verbal comm)
· e.g. the OK sign, or flipping someone off (which is a cupped hand in Euro cultures)
· these are called “emblems” 
· emblems: nonverbal gestures that have well-understood definitions within a given culture; they usually have direct translations 	
· emblems are not universal 
· e.g. OK sign means fuck you in some cultures 
· e.g. showed people Canadian emblems, and Canadians were best at identification. People from other countries did well too because they had some exposure to our emblems 
· e.g. gesture number 3 – Canadians vs. Germans 
· Germans would use their thumbs 
· Canadians start w index finger 
· The same nonverbal behaviour can exist in two cultures but mean diff things 
[image: ]
Accuracy at communication emotions in three types of messages
· Senders were highly confident 
· But failed to communicate accurately emotion over email due to lack of accompaniment of non-verbal cues 
· This occurred regardless if the recipients were friends or strangers 
· Conclusion: pure text can be easily misunderstood 


Implicit personality theory: a schema people use to group various kinds of personality traits together; type of automatic thinking
· E.g. ppl think that if you’re nice, you’re generous also 
· We basically use one trait we know about someone to paint a picture of what other traits that person has
· Schemas can lead us astray 
· E.g. people tend to think that if someone is attractive, they’re also warm and smart and have good social skills 
· Study: people believe that if their sexual partner is nice, did not dress provocatively, and was not from a big city, then they did not think using a condom was necessary

Culture and Implicit Personality Theories 
· IPT are passed from generation to generation 
· One countries IPT is different than another countries IPT 
· E.g. We think “what is beautiful is good” 
· When ppl were showed attractive and unattractive pictures, the attacted ppl were rated nice & predicted to have more success 
· In Eastern Asian culture they are less likely to assume that an attractive person is also smart
· Especially if the Asian person was more “collectivist”, i.e. involved in their community 
· Diff cultures have diff ideas about personality type 
· E.g. Western cultures: idea of someone who has artistic personality 
· Eastern Asians have no such schema 
· Rather they have “shi gu”   someone who’s worldly, devoted to family, and reserved 

[image: ]

· People formed impressions of characters in stores that were consistent w the implicit personality theory 
· When Chinese-English bilinguals read the stories in English  more likely to form impressions  consistent w Western implicit theory 
· When Chinese-English bilinguals read the same stories in Chinese  more likely to form impressions consistent w Chinese implicit theory (shi gu personality) 


Casual Attribution: Answering the Why Question
Attribution theory: is the study of how we infer the causes of our own or other people’s behaviors
· Used because non-verbal & implicit personality theory are not always right 
· Attributions are causal judgements 
· They refer to judgment about why an event happened or why someone behaved in a certain way 
· E.g. your friend compliments your haircut
· Does she actually like it or is she being polite/sarcastic
· E.g. your friend does bad on a test and you offer advise 
· Is your friend low in ability or was the test v hard 
· As these examples illustrate, attributions often involved deciding whether behaviour reflected an internal or external cause 
· Internal cause = friend legit likes my hair/low in ability 
· External cause = the norm of politeness/difficult test 

The Nature of the Attributional Process 
· Fritz Heider: the father of the attribution theory 
· Naïve or common sense psychology – people are like amateur/intuitive scientists trying to understand other people’s behaviour  attributions are usually systematic & based on evidence 
· Came up with internal/external attribution:
· Internal attribution: the inference that a person’s behavior is because of something about their character or personality.
· External attribution: the inference that a person’s behavior is because of something about the situation they are in, the assumption that many people would behave the same way in a similar situation.
· E.g. married couples 
· Happy  make internal attribution about spouse’s kind behaviour & external attributions about spouse’s negative behaviour
· E.g. he’s being mean b/c work is stressing him
· Unhappy  make external attribution about spouse’s kind behaviour & internal attributions about spouse’s negative behaviour
· E.g. she’s being rude b/c shes an overall bitch
· People generally prefer internal attributions to external ones

Discounting principle and Augmentation principle – Rules of causal judgements 
· Discounting principle -  involved reducing the perceived importance of a cause if other plausible causes are present 
· E.g. when we watch vid of boy getting scared by his dad & screams, we instantly attribute the behaviour (scream) to his dad’s sudden appearance and not the child’s fearful disposition 
· When a shabbily-dressed man is lying in a doorway, passersby discount the role of illness (an internal cause of unconsciousness) and attribute his condition to the external factor of alcohol intoxication.  Illness is discounted because the man’s appearance makes alcohol intoxication a plausible cause of his unconsciousness.
· When a dog barks while someone walks by the house, observers reduce the perceived role of a “yappy” disposition (an internal cause of barking) and attribute the barking to the external factor of the stranger.  Yappiness is discounted because almost all dogs bark at strangers.
· Augmentation principle - involves increasing the perceived importance of a cause if there are factors that should have worked against the behaviour
· When a famous actor complains about how fame makes his life so stressful, observers decide that he is really whiny and self-centred, because his wealth and popularity actually make his life easy compared to the average person struggling to make ends meet.  The actor’s complaints occurred despite the positive impact of money and adoration, so the internal factor of whininess or self-centredness must be very strong.
· When a politician argues to a group of lawyers that lawyers’ fees should be limited by the government, observers conclude that he or she must feel verystrongly about this issue, because the speech is being given to an audience that will almost certainly oppose it.  The politician’s speech occurred despite the presence of an unfriendly audience, so he or she must really think that this issue is important.
· When an athlete wins a gold medal at the Olympics, observers attribute exceptional talent, because he or she beat the best athletes in the world.  Success occurred despite the presence of the strongest competition possible, so the internal factor of talent must be very strong.

Fate attributions 
· Religious & East-Asians are more likely to make fate attributions than Canadians and non-religious people
· E.g. “It was meant to be” 

Covariation model: Internal Vs. External Attributions
· theory that we use different types of information (we look for causal factors, or lack thereof) in order to help us form an attribution regarding someone’s behavior
· Assumes people make causal attributions in a systematic & logical way 
· Harold Kelly: proposed that we think about more than one piece of information when we form an impression 
· The data/info we used to form an impression is how the person “covaries” or how a person’s behaviour changes over time 
· E.g. ask friend to lend car, she says no, you think: does she lend to other ppl? Does she normally lend other possessions to u?
Kelly’s 3 key types of information
· Consensus: how other people behave toward the same stimulus.
· Do people always yell at this specific employee, Hannah?
· Distinctiveness: how the actor responds to different stimuli.
· Does the boss always yell at all the employees
· Consistency: the frequency with which the observed behavior between the same actor and the same stimulus occurs across time.
· Does the boss yell at this specific employee frequently?

	
	Consensus
	Distinctiveness
	Consistency

	Internal attribution (something about the boss)
	Low (boss is only person that yells @ Hannah)
	Low (boss yells @ other employees)
	High (boss yells @ Hannah every time he sees her)

	External attribution (something about the employee)
	High (all employees yell @ Hannah) 
	High (boss doesn’t yell @ other employees)

Yell @ everyone (internal)  low d
Yell @ everyone (external)  high d
	High 

	Situational factor (something about the situation)
	High/low
	High/low
	Low  (this is the first time boss yells at Hannah)



The difference between external attribution and situational factor: the external attribution would be that what the employee did was unacceptable and she should have been yelled at, but the situational factor would be that the boss does not normally do this and the employee’s actions were not that bad, so, for example, maybe the boss just received some very bad news.

Two exceptions to the variation model:
· People use consistency and distinctiveness information way more that consensus information (they tend to ignore it more)
· People don’t always have all the information they need to make an accurate judgment about all three areas
· E.g. this is the first time asking your friend to borrow car  lacking consistency info 

The Fundamental Attribution Error: People as Personality Psychologist 
· Recall: Fundamental Attribution Error aka Correspondence bias 
· The tendency to overestimate the extent to which behaviour is due to personality traits and to underestimate the role of situational factors 
· E.g. when a mom yells at their kid, we assume the mom is hostile; we don’t tend to consider that the mom is might be tired or the kid misbehaved 
· We usually think people do the things they do because of the type of people they are 
· In this way, we are acting like personality psychologist 
· Rather, social psychologists focus on social situations on behaviour 
· E.g. attributions made by judges 
· If the assault was seen as a decision to be violent (internal attribution)  longer sentence 
· If the assault seen as due to stress/negative mood (external attributions)  shorter sentence 
· Study: People read opinion papers on Castro (Cuba’s ruler), and then asked what the thought the author’s real opinion of the Castro was. People were told either the author had a choice of opinion in the topic, or was assigned an opinion (i.e. pro & against). In BOTH choice and no choice groups, the participants thought the authors opinion was in line with the opinion expressed in the paper. 
· So the participants thought the author really believed what he wrote, even if they had no choice in the topic opinion 
· Study: When a confederate (person acting as if he was in the study but is actually in on the experiment) was TOLD to say nice things about you (constraint condition), you would nonetheless believe that this reflected their true opinion of you 
· Despite you knowing that they have no choice on their opinion of you 
· Due to FAE 
· Exceptions: 
· People that were in relationships & had low self esteem 
· Less likely to make dispositional attribution of the confederate’s opinion in the constraint condition vs. the non-constraint condition (where you’re told the confederate could say either good or bad things about you, but are presented with a list of good things they said) 
· FUNDAMENTAL attribution error? 
· Why is it called fundamental? 
· It’s not always wrong to make an internal disposition 
· But there is lots of evidence social situation can have a strong impact on behaviour 
· Even when a situational constraint is obvious, people still persist in making FAE
· Why is this BIASED? 
· When we attribute stable personality characteristics to other people, we expect that they will be highly consistent in their actions across time and situations
· E.g. if the yelling mom is hostile, she should be hostile to everyone across many settings
· Thus we overestimate the consistency of people’s personalities 



Blaming the Victim: A Consequence of the Fundamental Attribution Error 
· Even when informed about situational factors responsible for the misfortune of the disadvantaged members of our society, we still see them responsible 
· A belief the people have control over their situation 
· E.g. caregivers made blaming attributions when a lung cancer patient continued to smoke, more so than when they never smoked or quit 
· E.g. women that give birth to a disabled child for which a prenatal diagnostic was available are blamed more than mothers for whom a test was not available 
· E.g. we are more prejudice towards fat people if they were seen as personally responsible for being fat 
· E.g. students were less accepting of a lonely student if they thought that the lonely students’ loneliness was due to controllable factors 
· Thus, the consequences of our tendency to explain other people’s behaviours in dispositional terms can lead to tragic consequences (e.g. blaming victims for their plight)


Perceptual Salience and Fundamental Attribution Error 
· Perceptual Salience: Information that is the focus of people’s attention; people tend to overestimate the causal role perceptually salient (noticeable) information 
· This is why we engage in correspondence bias
· People, not situations, have perceptual salience to us 
· We pay attention to the people, and thus think that the person alone is the cause of their behaviour 
· The situational causes of others’ behaviour is pretty much invisible to us 
· E.g. someone gets an F on exam 
· We don’t know what happened earlier to them during the day 
· Even if we do know their situation, we don’t know how they interpreted it 
· [image: ]If we don’t know what the situation, we can’t accurately judge its effects on her behaviour 
· We can’t see the situation, but we can hear and see the person, they are ‘perceptually prominent’ 
· E.g. two actors in the middle, 6 participants listened to the same scripted conversation between actors. The actor that the participant could see best was rated to have a larger role in the convo. People that sat with direct profile view of both actors said both were equally influential 
· E.g. Suspect-only interrogation video taping 
· Study showed that when the camera focused only on the suspect (a confederate confessing a “crime”), participants more likely rated the confession as voluntary over coerced, making the suspect seem more guilty! 
· B/c of this, countries are now adopting “equal-focus” videotaping to diminish perceptual salience from triggering FAE
· But… this doesn’t solve the problem because if the interrogator is white and the suspect is a minority, then white observers will focus more onto the minority  leads to the same problem 

Two-step Process of Attribution: 
1. We make an automatic internal attribution
· We first place the cause on the persons dispositional factors
2. We (sometimes) consider situational factors that may have played a role
· This can change the initial internal attribution we made to an external one.
· This step requires conscious attention 
· People in collectivist cultures do not overlook this step, they will try and correct their first impressions, taking situation into account 
· Westerners will overlook this step, their first impression sticks
· Westerners only able to come up with situational explanation if they’re really motivated to think deeper
Culture and correspondence bias. 
Westerners tend to skip the second step of the attribution process more frequently than Eastern Asians. People in collectivist cultures (rather than individualistic) tend to look more into the situation when making attributions.
· E.g. Chinese vs American mass murder news articles, the former made less dispositional attributions about the murderer & made more situational comments 
· E.g. Chinese & American participants did a task & answered questions about people who got sick due to pharmacist mixing up meds. B/c they were doing something, they were engaged in automatic processing. Chinese were v likely to make situational attributions, Muricans v likely to make dispositional attributions about the pharmacist  

Actor/observer bias: the tendency for people to attribute other people’s behaviors to dispositional factors while attributing our own behavior to situational factors. 
· Explain the differences between making internal attributions about others and preferentially making situational attributions about ourselves 
· E.g. Jews surviving Holocaust attributed this to situational factors (e.g. other ppl helping) and non-persecuted Jews describing Jews surviving the Holocaust made dispositional attributions (e.g. they were courageous)
· Cultural differences: 
· Both American and Asian cultures will make situational attributions about themselves
· But American cultures will more likely make dispositional attributions of others
Happens b/c:
· Perceptual salience: when we are looking at other people, we focus on them. When assessing our behavior, we notice our situation more than our self. We are not that self-centered.
· Information availability: we don’t always have enough information about the situation when judging other people’s behaviors, but we do when judging our own. 

Self-serving attributions: 
· Success  due to dispositional, internal factors
· Failure  due to situational, external factors 
· Self-serving bias make us feel better about ourselves and boost our self-esteem
· Self-serving bias leads people to believe that their behavior is rational and justifiable while others’ behaviors are not. 
· Westerners tend to display self-serving biases way more than Eastern Asians
· Experienced athletes less likely to make self-serving attributions than less experienced atheletes 
· Leads people to believe that their behaviour is rationale & defensible, where as others behaviour is irrational and unjustified
· E.g. same actions but told participants that USA or Soviet Union did them. Regardless if the action was good or bad, participants attributed positive motives for USA doing them and negative motives for SU doing them 
· Group work & relationships 
· We remember more of what we do in a group proj vs. others 
· We think we contribute more than our spouse in responsibilities 
· Camping 
· “Compared to the average camper, how likely do you think your visiting the campground affect the following: disturbing wildlife/vegetation, leaving garbage) 
· all campers believed that their behaviour were less likely to have a negative impact vs. the avg camper 
· Cultural differences: 
· Self-serving bias very common in Western world, very uncommon in East Asian 
· Chinese students expected to attribute their success to other people (e.g. teachers/parents) 
· Chinese students attribute failure to themselves 
· This is a “glue” that holds groups together in Asian cultures. When one person criticizing themselves, others offer support/compassion


Defensive attributions: explanations for behavior that avoid feelings of vulnerability and mortality. 
· E.g. when hear of someone getting raped or killed, we come up for explanations that will help make us feel like that could not happen to us
· Belief in a Just World: A form of defensive attribution wherein people believe bad things only happen to bad people & good things happen to good people
· By believing this, we don’t have to think about how there is randomness in life & accidents happen 
· When a bad thing happens to someone else, the more likely you are to derogate the victim’s behaviour & by doing so, convince yourself that only bad things happen to bad people 
· Another way to preserve just-world believe is to think that later on good things will happen to even out the bad things 
· Higher power
· When primed with “random” and “chance”, participants reported significantly higher beliefs in God  helps preserve defensive attributions 
· What are the functions of just-world beliefs? 
· Motivate us to invest in our future 
· Study Sarah got an STD in condom (victim scenario) and no condom (not victim scenario)
· People asked to write about long term goals were more likely to blame Sarah in both conditions
· B/c by blaming Sarah for her fate, they could maintain the belief that their long term investments would be rewarded due to fairness & justice
· Irrational thinking 
· Ppl are so motivated to maintain this belief that they’ll irrationally think 
· Study: people thought that David in a car accident because he deserved it b/c he was having an affair 
· Even though the two events are completely unrelated 
· When placed under cognitive load (asked to do math q’s), people were even more likely to think he deserved it 
· Irrational but linking the events helped them preserve that the world is a good place lol
· E.g. man got behead on a Greyhound 
· Religious group said this is b/c God sent a man to do this b/c of Canada’s liberal stance on homosexuality, abortion, and adultery & planned to attend his funeral to convey this message 
· Blaming the victim  
· Ppl tend to blame sexual assault victims for the crime 
· Esp if the person believes in rape myths (e.g. ppl report rape for attention) 
· Also more victim blaming if the victim was skinny rather than fat 
· Women victims are blamed more than male victims 
· Battered wives are blamed for their abusive husbands 
· Esp if they did something to provoke their husband t

Connections 
Attributional Biases: Present in the Courtroom? 
· Fucked up rape cases where judges thought “implied consent” was a thing, and that victim blaming was okay… 

Conclusion: 
· Humans are social animals; we interact and depend on other humans which motivates us to evaluate them carefully 
· The impressions we make of others and others make of us influence behavioural interactions 
· E.g. more likely to help someone whom we believe is honest & others are more likely to help us if they think we’re honest 
· Hence humans try to control their public behaviour to create certain impressions; we might not be consciously aware of these motives, but they influence us nonetheless
· We may be less vulnerable to making these kinds of attributions because we’re taking this course  
· Social sci students more likely to make situational attributions & commerce students more likely to make dispositional attributions 
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