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ABSTRACT
The Motive to Avoid Success and Attfibutjoﬁs to
- Self and Other’‘c.Performance in
Expected and Unexpected Conditions

Miranda D’‘’Amaico

This study examined the extent to which the motivg.té

-
avoid success or fear of success (FOS) moderates. the
effects of expected and unexpected performance of self and

other’s on 'subsequent causal attribusions. Male and female
'undergrgduéte ahd gradu?te university students ¢ N = 555 )
camp}ete& “the Fear of Success Scale (FOSS), and then
reported atpributioﬁg. to a hypothetical exam ouvtcome. The
hypothetical - e:am‘ outcome was ' either expected or
unexpected. a succéss br failure, anq pavticiparts
attriQuEed from the perspective of self, male other or
female other. GSubjects were randomly assigned . to'-the
conditions. ,
Results showed that both male and female sub jects high
in fear of sﬁccess made g;eater external attfibutions than
sub jects low in FOS (p < .05 ), however subjoct; low 1n‘FDS
did not make greater internal attributions than subjects

‘high in FOS. Sub jects in the success condition made .

greater interrdal attributions than subjecﬁs‘in the failure

condition ( p < .0% ), who made greater external

- attributions ( p < .05 ). Perspective did nat affect ¢the

attributions sub jects made. .There wofo na significant
o~ ’ ‘ . . .

d;Fferences between high and low fear of success subjects

on outcome. These results were obtained for both maio;?apd




females and could. not be accounted for by the ‘tear of

success canstruct.

the messure of fear of success are discussed,

Implications of both the construct and

>
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It is really mortifyipg, siT, when a woman possessed

of a comman share of understanding considers the difference.
of education between male apd female sex, even in :those.

families where education_is attended to, s..
Nay why should your sex wish fuch a disparity in those whom

one day intend for 'companions and associates. Pardon me,’

sir, if I cannot help Sometimes suspecting that +this
‘neglect arises in some measure from an ungenerqus jealasy

of rivals near the throne. o

‘Letter to John Thaxter
. {February 13, 1778)
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Introduction
]

Racent research on sex differences has been especially

corcerned with the issue of self-defeating attitudes that
’ 1 - .
seem to prevail among women. One of the more popular

notions is that women ate anxious about striving Ffor
success because of the expected negative consequences if

they succeed (Horner, 1972), Matina Horner who initiated

)

the redtarch on the toncept ldbelled this inconsistency
- ) . .
between the sexes as a motive to avoid success or "feéar of

success" (FOS)

o

]

Horner (1968) states that fear of success is a "latent

»

stable’ personality disposition acquired early in 1life ii///

conjunctﬁon:uith standards of sex rele identity) along with
a disposition to anxiety towards‘achieving success because
off, the expefted nggatime’conéequences". These' negative
coﬁgequencgs are usually socially an? culturally defined
(1. e. Ios;gqﬁ %e&ﬁninitf, dﬁpopularitg, etc... ). ﬁorner

probosed the FOS hypothesis in an attempt to uﬂderstand

why Tresearch resulg€ on .athievement motivation cannot

suc;essfullg;be obtained with women. ‘

. . iy ‘ - “ .
*Horner’s theory 15 an extension of McClelland and
K N
Atkinson‘s (1953) expectancy-valdue thedry of achievement
motivation It states that a person‘s achievement

N {

motivation is the result of hxs/he{ expectations or

anticipations ‘about the probability oﬁ\ success and the

)

incentive value of success, ‘or the degree to which success
AN : 1}

16 attractive or repulsive to the person/w In order .to test

her 1deas, Horner developed a pro;ectfvt~test similar in

3
-
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]

some respects to the TAT measure of need achievement FOS:

theory arnd research,. however:, has not cana%’temtlg shown

b

the same sex differences 'as Horner ‘s earlier findings. This

the<is will*' probe and examine the nature of two' popular
.explanations for such sex differences in achievement

motivation, ~mainly ‘fear of success and -attributional
a ,

difFerences

1
-

This chapieﬁ reviews achievement motivatioh theory.,

Horner’s FOS theory, criticism and research related to, the

o

FOS " theory, . and the 4pplication of attribution theory to

“the understanding of sex differenges in the FDé'literatuﬁe
o 0 ‘J )

K

Ihe Achievement Motive
McClelland, Atkinson, Clark and Lowell (1953) defined

a ,motive as a "learned result of pairing cuves with affect

r
Y 4

or the conditions which produce affect. " Thus, one motivi

is distinguishable from another by the type-of cues which
give Tise to the affect It 1s accepted, for example, that

N

a condition like hunger is a motive, therefore the sight 'of

food will giwve rTise to the hunger motive. However,
McClelland et al . further state that the conditions for
affective ° arovusal involve not actions so much as

erpectations and the results of action  in terns‘of how far

they confifirm expectations  Here in order to be consistent,

"motives should be distinguishable primarily in terms of

the types of action, in so far as they exast, uhich'conﬁxrm

" thome expectations 1n varying degrees and }hus yield

#



positive or negative: affect" tpg.77). Within this
Frameuork.( the - achievement mot;ve is defined as a. latent
disposition learned  early in 11¢¢ as - a result’ of
soci1alization pattérns (Atkinson & Feather, 1966). | These

socialization ’pétterns involve “standards of extellence”
imposed on the ¢hild by his/her specific family and social

envirgnment, McCelland et al (}953, 1976) state that the

-

behavior of the child will 1nvolve either ‘“competition”

.

with the "standards of ercelience” or an attempt to meet

‘ehem. 1f successful! in accordance with these specific

-

){\

standards. this will produce positive aff;ct for the thilda :
{7

while 1f uvhsuccessful, negative affect. It follows th
there are limits placed on - the dyvelopment of need
achievement (n Ach) . where a . large disparity results

between expectations and events ° Thus., opportunities given

) - i )
“to a child which are beyond a chi1ld’s capacity, - result in

v

. negative affect. Cues associated ulth‘thosq activities may

\

be ‘expecged to mvoke avoidance motives ’:Ify'onc is ¢to

R s

develop an _achievement approach motive, situatiéns must
stréss xndepend;ﬁcc and provide an apportunity for mastery
(McClellana et al , . 1953{ " In general, puople with & high
achievement imagery index score- have been found te
complete more tasks under achievement ‘oricntqtipn._‘solv;
more sfmgle ;rxthmetxé proble&s in a timed t-st; improve
Fester 1n thejr abality to dg anagrams, tend to get better
grades, use more Future tense; and abstract nouﬁs. in

talking about themzelves, set a higher level of a;p%ration

1f. reality factors are %ulgd out, tend . to recall more

& N Lo LA

s . *
.
. Al " .

ey s
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ancompleted tasks, and show a slight tendency to recognize

~a:hxevement-teléted words faster (Atkinson., 19464).

3

McClelland .et al , (1953, 1976) . employed many

procedures .1n their research to manipulate the intensity of

athievement  motivation in sub jects They attempted to

control arousal of achievement motivation by danipulating.

a

1) cues . 1n acthievement-related i1nstructions: .2) cues in

achievement-related tasks; and 3) the experience of success

and/or failure 1n these achievement ‘related tasks.

Different arousal conditions were established cohbxniﬁb

these three factors in various ways (ranging from relaxed
to aroused). Achievement related responses measured in the
stories written to story leads were found to incre?se 8 a

function“of the strength of instructions given. "Generally

speaking. we are justified i1n saying that as achievement
{
motivation 15 experimentally increased, the imaginative

stories +that subjects write becaome 1n&reas1nglq more
concerned with achievement, Iantic;pations of success and
failure,- acts instrumental to 5ucce§s and the avoidance of
failure, aFFeftxve states assaciatéd with succeeding and

farling, blocks 1n the way of achieving, and help from
L ) .

other persons in the direction of achievement "

(McClelland et ak , 1976, pg. 146 y

Atkinson (1958), Atkinson and Raynor (1974, 19787

state that. individuals have éﬁiEMUencg to approach as  well

N

as to avoid achievement situations "1t is presumed 1n the

~

theory of achievement motivation that some persons are

e e e aen m o e e —- a5 - i i




chronolagically more strongly motivated to avoid: Ffairlure

than to achieve success” (Atkinson % Feather, 1974, pg 28)

A person inhibits all achievement strivaings unless the

presence of extrinsic sources or rewards are strong enough’

to compénﬁaté for the strnhgth of the tendency to inhibit,

thus overcoming the unwillinbnesi to act.

Atkinson & Raynor (1978) assumed that the strength of
a p}rson's‘ tendency. to achieve success (Ts) by the
performante. of certain actions is determined by ! )

. | ’
relatively general ‘and stable characteristic ot the person

compared on three factors ’ ' '

o)
1) The motive to achieve succéess (Ms)., is a

relatively stable disposition of tie person acquired early

-

in life,: . ‘ o

2) The strength of the person’s expectancy or

sub jective probability of success (Ps);

v

v

3) The positive incentive value of success '(Is),
15 the attractiveness of success for a - person in
a particular situation (which is inversely relategd to Ps,

i.e. Is =1 - Ps)

Factors 2 %3 represent the effc;t 6? the  immediate

environment. The three factors are multiplicative and

combine to detirmine the tendency to approach the task: -
. ' Ts =.Ms x Ps x Is
The concépt of motive in ggi; equation rapresaents

. . 4
individual differences it liking for success in .general.




- '

One can- influence motivation by manipulating cues which

define an individual’s wxpectations of the probability of
Il ) v /

sbcccQs. or by wmanipulating.the 1ncentive value of the
. [y ‘

consequences produced by the actions (Atkinson & Raynor.
1978) . The 't7ndencu to achieve (Ts) is .more strongly

§ . ) . ’
aroused at tasks of intermediate probability of success

than af very easy av difficult tasks Ressarchers have

R
found that when the 'difficulty of a task is held constant
’ \

for a group o#‘xndividgals. Ts zs‘aoﬁc.‘siionglq aroused
when, the motive 1s .strong than when it :1s Qc;k (Atk;nson [ 2
Raynor, 1978). Thae incnﬁéivclvaluc or lttraétiQengss of
success 1ncreases with task difficulty: 1Is = I;Ps { here,
success at a task .dhich'iQ ;og.rdod as easy, : is not
v;lued). o RN '

As stated above. the T¢'is more strongly aroused when

the task, 1s of intermediate difficulty (Ps = ', 350).

Therefore. when ¢the probability of success is high (Ps =

90), the incentive value associated with the success. is.

Iow, which in turn, decreases the stfongth of the tendency

to achieve. In satuations where the probability of success

is 'low (Ps= 10), the individual’s hope for success is also

Uiou; therefore :decrllsing the strength of the tendency to

act. (Atkinson & Feather. 1966; Atkinson & Raynor, 1978).
3

Research by Atkinson and\Raunor (1978) has clearly

shoun that uwhenever performance is evaluated in relstion to -

some “standard of exicl}cnco“. ‘that yhséh motivates and

challengés one person cin:po;o as a threat of #ai}uﬁc for-

B




\
another. The tendency to avoid failure is conceived as an

inhibitory toédenéq which #unct@éns to Eppose the f?n&gn;q
to undertake achievement—ariented activities. In other
worgs; the tendency éo Qchi;ve success (Ts).,- also dopléds
on the 'strength of the eﬁden?u te avoid failure (Ta#f).

The ,mbtive to avoid Pa;lbge (Haf) 1% conceived o! as a

capacity for ‘reacting thh disappointment and shame when

one fails, and as a source of indivzddal’difﬁcr.ncos in the

ini1tial emotional reaction to anxiety or fear of tailure

.

X o
(Atkinson & Raynor, 1978). The tendency to avoid failure

(Taf) 15 also determined by three factors:

1

1) Motive to avoid.Fdxlure (Maf);

2) The expectancy or probabilitg that an act nésht

N

lead to failure (Pf): and ' .

<} THe incontive value of failure at.that particular

4

:gftivitu (I£), where:

Taf= Maf x Pf x [f e

"The Cfindbncu to avoid #silure, which produces inhibition

and decresdent in perfofmance, is most stroﬁﬁlu aroused when

the probabi)xtg' of success ( ‘and so, therefors," also
‘failure) is intermeﬁiate“ (Atki?ion & Raynor, p;. 16,
3374)' Here, as Ms prodi?es Ti. '?o‘ﬁaf ;iodyiqi Ta#
(tendency to a;-o:@-_d failure), Ts being the motivation toward

achievement situations, is always negative; Tat bainﬁ the

~

motivation away from achievement is always poii?ivo. be.4

inhibits Ts that is, 1t inhibits a person‘s entrance into

an achievement situation and also ;gtsj to inh%}it
3 4 ~
.performance once & peirson has entered ‘an .chlov‘npnt
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situation (Atkinson, 1964, p. 246)

As ‘uith the achievement motive, it has been shouﬂﬁ§§4-7

that the effect of differences in disposition to anxiety is’

©

‘more apparent in tasks of intermediate difficulty than in

very weasy- or very difficult tasks (McClelland’ et. al.

1976)

In .studqing:achiovbne§t~driontod behavior then. it’s
assumed that all individuals have acquired a,-qativo to
achieve .(Ms) and & motive to avoid failure (Maf).  All

persons have some capacity for inéorc;t in achievement and

some ' capacity Fﬁr .nxietq about failure. Both éhoqt

. motives are expressed in any'situation where it is apparent

to the individual that his/herv pirformancn will | QQ

evaluated in ro!erofaﬁgio some standard ¢Atkinson &k Ragygnor,

1978). It is assumed that the two opposed tendencies uwhen
‘ ’ : . N .

Eémbiﬁcd together yield ;’rcsultant achievengnt motivation.
. . - .
The resultant .tendency to approach or avoid ah achievement-

oriented ‘actjviey (Ta) is postulated to be & function of

the strength of the tendency to approach the task minus the

~ * »

strength of the tendency to avogd'thq task:
Ta =(ME€x,Pl x Is) - (Ma# x PE x IP)

'f»war,

T; =Ty —

Individuals with a ?pqgiy

resultant ichioéement motivation, thearefore should apProacﬁ

achievement related actjvitiei when given the opportunity.

On _the other hand ﬁhin the Ta of an individual has a

-. /.

Ta are labelled high in

R 4

“
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negative value, resultant achievement motivation 1s low.

therefore one would not' approach achievement related

activities When Ms is greater than Maf, individg@li tend

to Spproach tasks of moderate di1fficulty, because these .

tasks have some element of challenge té\thcm and one can

expect to complete them When Maf is greater then Ms,
individuals tend tao choose difficult tasks, because failure
at tasks which are judged to be d;FFicult‘qycn'é punishable
and‘the degree of shame associated with this type of a task
1% minimized, since ié isn‘t c;nsxdered th;mtful to fail,at
, o~

the "impossiblc". :¥-—J/‘}%

- Researchers typically assess the tendency to :chicve
success by haéing sub jects uwrite stdries in response to the

projective Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) which is a

series of ambiguous pictures, or in response to verbal

leads such as “John (Anne) 18  sitting in a chair with a

smile aon his/her face.” The TAT was first used by Murray
(1938, 1943), who found that motives could be m‘und by

the content of imaginative stories which reflect- specific

recollections of past events as well as dynamic strivings.

‘Murray, did not manjpulate or arouse motives rather, in the

TAT, a person is shown an ambiguous picture usually related
to the motive beinghtestig and asked to make up & story
abou; the picture. In the TAT a persaon has the freedom to
;maginc and answer freely Murray stated that the person
will project into the story the most important ideas and
feelings ' After the TAT is administered, the;tendenCQ to

avoid fairlure 15 asséssed Uq'the Mandler—Sarason measure of




Test Anxiety (McClelland., 19756)
The su}prisxng'r!sults throughout some 20-30 years of

research was that women did not shbw an incrclqc s in n

Achievement 1magery as did men as & function of achievement

oriented in§tructions (Hnrnir{ 1968). ﬂonon'; n achievement

*

scores tended to be a@s high in the relaxed condition as in

the aroused condition (McClelland et al.,1976). Howsver,

under nedtra} conditions the scores of the female _subjoits
]

were' as high and sometimes higher than those of the male
sub jects under the arousal conditions McClelland et al. .
(1953, 19746) gave two possibie cxp)ana?ions for the failure

~in females to show an xﬁcrcasod n Achievement imsagery: 1)

. B
iy
'

invalidity of <the scoring for women, and 2) scores too
high to go higher — have been elimiﬂat;d... the wusual.
arousal instructions simply do not increase achievement
strivings in women . “ (pg. 178). Vero#f and ' Feld "(197%)
argued th;t women‘s achievement needs are sati;Fkud bq-
child bearing and child rua;fng along with other lctiVitioﬁ
leading to "sociael acceptability". AtFlnson (1964), st,t;;
that since the TAT was not found\to be valid ;hcn\ testing
for women'’s n‘gch;cvumené." agd s}qce most research had
established that women satisfied their n ;chiovumont bd
getting married and having a family “most , sultcnaéic
} ‘
studﬂgs-of the effect of individual differences in strength

of inferred achievement motive ‘on Pperformance... have

. . %
employed male -subjects” (pg. 22).

@

(2
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L » Horner ‘s Eea} of Success Construct.

‘The,_Felr, of success concept . (FOS). was' originally

[}

I3

formulated in 1968 by Matina Horner to actount fg; the
inconsistent faindings of achievement motivation in womep.

Fear of success is not a Exdlog1callg sex~linked tra;f hut

e - = o ~ : : f? :
is believed to be & learned sex~role N - {

>
Loxt e, .

Hormer ‘s thébiry is conceptualized as an extension of

Atkinson’'s expectancy-value theory of motivation. It

states that an individual ‘s achievement motivation is the

———

.result of his/her: a) expectations or beliefs about the

- K

nature and 1likelihood of the consequences of his/her

- .
action, and b) the value of these cansequences to the

:¥ndividual 1n light oh his/her partitular motives (Horner.

1972). , o ) ' afy

"

Horner hypothesized that the mative to ,avoid succeds

or fear of success is a, latent, stable personality

disposition acquired early in life in ‘accordance with

4

cstandards of sex-rocle i1demtity Furthermore, 'tt was argued

that most women have a motive to avoid success because they

expect negative consequences such as fear of social
rejection (1.e " being labeled a homosexuval, weird,
fustrated. unhappy. etc. ) and feelings of uﬁfemininitq

W

Horner (1972) stated that this is not ta sag that most
women "mént to F%}l" or that they have a \“mbtivgﬁ}fo‘
approach failure", but simply that the oxﬁr:s:ioﬁ of ;he
achievement directed tendencies . of most otherwise

positively motivated young women is repressed by the

arousal . of a8 d:isposition to be anxious about the negative

&
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cbnseﬁuences they expect will follow the desired suécess.

In additiom® ¢the motive to avoid, success i; most likely to

!

cccur. tn competitive, achjévehent .gituations ’wh{re the

] . : , ‘F
competitor is a malé. - ' -K
" L]

. % In accordancé with achievement motivation thtotq,

Horner stated that, anyone’s achievement strivings will be

I}

xnhxg}ted if negativ; consequence&ear! expected as a result
(= A
o'f success, "1t will exert an adverse or inhibitory effect
A . . 4 ' (Lo
on the strength of achievement motivation and performance
- S

comparable to that eiertgd by the motivationr to ‘avoid
‘f.xlurs" ¢1973, pg.14).Q However. because of socialization

patterns. FOS8 7 ts most prevalent in women because unusual

A

excellence in competiﬁiwe' activity vusually ﬁ#kcs a

~

certain amount of aggressiveness and assertiveness, which

N .
has been socially (consciously or unconsciously) repressed.

“For most men bon the other hand. this is not & problem;

o

-active strxviﬁg for success 15 not accompanied by the

~

anticipation that their masculinity will be questioned” or

. <

threatened 1f success should be at}ained., In fact the
reverse it probably true: Mead, sa1d men were unsexed by
failure” (Horner, 1973, ‘pg. 5 If this i$ the case for

most women, there is an'eipectancq that th}u will be

“unsexad" by successful events, hich in turn this
expectancy has _an adverse effect. on performance in

achievement diresfed activities (Horner, 1973). The anxiety
caused by achievement oriented situations in wogen 1s what

Horner:'referred to as a motive to avoid success (Mas). S

\ -~

-

\’/ ‘ ; : a *

.
At e g

~
“r~
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Harner (1968) hypothesized that the motive to avoid[

Al

success (Mas) is aroused by the aggressive ovirtones’in a

competitive situation. (If the aggressive overtones are

Y - - ‘-—-.—..\U -
minimized, Mas will not be strongly arcvsed ). Furthermore, . :&'ﬁ-

v : . . L .
a- competrtiveg achievement situvation was .defined as one in
) N b

—'—\

. s , g
which performance reflecting intellectual and leadership

“evaluated against a standard and also against

abi1lit was
ty ws .

“the competitor’s performance (Horner,1972). The tendency to
avoid success (Tas) functions as either a) negative

~inhibitory +tendency acting against the expression of the . \{v
. . ~
positive tendency to achieve suctess which is also aroused
[ [e
in achievement oriented sitpations, or b) as a motivator o#

N - A\

defensive rvesponses to relieve anxiety (Horner, 1968,

©
v

pg.23). , s A

\ Horner'’s FOS hypathesis is éxpressed in the #following .
qquatidn: Tas = Mas, x Ps x =Is ' ¥
The tendency ’té avoid success equals thecmptiQe to avopid, *

. . , ,
success « times the negative incentive wvalue times the

probability of success. The negative iricentive value (-Is)

)
18 strohgefﬁ when the task is difficult, and as long as the

motive to succeed (Ms) .is ggeater than the motive tao avoid

©
-~

success (Mas), th strength of the tendency to perform o

should be greatest when Ps — . 5. If Mas is greater than Ms,
/

the tend;;Eg to perform should be ‘weakest when  the

-

probability of success equalsx.s.
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Summary of Horner’s Assumptifns Regarding the otiv to

Avoid Success (frop Horner, 1978) .
1> The motive to avdid success ic a stable personality
chdracteristic acquired early in life along with sex-role

standards. It can also be seen as a disposition to feel

uncomfortable when in competitive achievement situations

4 . .
and to become concerned about negative consequences such as

social crejéction following success. fhe‘motive to avoid

sutcess is much more common 1n women than men and not

! v
equall* impartant ‘to al1’ women. FOS should be more
L] N

-n

str&nglg' aroused in high acﬁievement, high ab;iitu women
whg aspiferfo and/or are éapahle 0f achieving success since
for these women success might actually bé‘within~9rasp.

27 Dnce argused the tendency to dvoid success (Tas)
wild function a) as a negative‘inhihitorq tepdenig acting
agaipst the expression of the positive tenfgnqq to ichi;ve
success whi@h is also aropzeqv.in achievemént~oriented
sxtugilnns b} Ta; may lead t; defensive responses which

"
serve to relifve anxiety

B ?
3) The strepgth of the tendency to aveid success is a

A S

rultiplicative function of motive strength, incentive
e ' ) ,
value, and probability of success:, >

T;s =M as x Ps x ~Ias
it is further assumed that the strength of the n:gétiVe
incedtive value of sutcess (-las) will be greater for women
¢ - -

1anompetitii;”gizzjnon-campetitive achievement situations,

when their competitors are males rather than females

( (Horner, 1978, pg. 50).

1

, “ o I >

-
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Horner's Experimenfgl Findings
A

In order to test her hypothesis about tﬁ; presence and

impact of the motive to avoid success, Horner wused a

: Y
modified TAT and neutral instructaions sJUTh as those used by

McClelland et al , (1953}

The siorg leads used by Horner (1968) differed "from

“ '

the story leads vused in the achievement motivation

research,. verbal 1leads were used to elicit imaginatave
¢ »

stohies for the measurement of the achievement motive.

* Sub jects, taking part in the study were 1768 ( 90 females and

88 males) undergraduate students enrolled in introductory

psychology at the University of Michigan. The ninety

females in the initial study responded to:"After first term

finals, -Anne “finds herself at the»tbp of her medical

-

class. " The eighty—eight males 1in the studunrosﬁoﬁdﬁd to

the story lead. ."After first term ~finals, John finds

himself at the top of his medical- school class.” An qnx§¢tu

questionnaire and three, timéd problem solving tests were,

alsg administered; these weré introduced to- the sub jects as

ability measures. ' ) &

_In a second testing period., sub jects were randomly
assigned to three condition: 1) non-competitive (NC) 2)
Mmixed-sex competftive (Femaﬂe—Méle; Male—Female)3) same

sex caompetitive (Female—Female; ;Hale-ﬂale). In each

\

condit1§ny during the secord testing session, a Level of

» J M

v
.

. err s a4 2 s <1 2k e 48 i v it 5+ - . (“ " o

L
-

-
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AspiTation or Risk Preference task. three performance

qbestxonna:rg measures, and a personal quéstzohnaxre were

3
A v
'

administered - .
v

"Risk preference task In the non-competitive condition. the

cub jects task wa; to choose one of seven tasks 6n which
he/she would most like to work #for the rest of ¢the

experiment In the i1nterpersonal competitive gohdxt;on.

n
v

sub Jjects were asked to indicate which one of seven possible

competitors theJ would most like to compé&o ap.inst for the
¢

" rest - of the experxment ' Each ‘of the pusszble thoices was

o

placed a10ng a scale of dfozcultq. uhorc- suh;!:ts ﬁere

.

made to belxave that %h: level of wach difficulty of cach

R P [

‘choice 'to be individua11q defined accordxng to previous

¢
perPormazge An the first sessxon. and Frun academic recorﬂs

n

(H%!ner»_ 19681, in realitg. the choices were dlstributld L

»

-equallg among a scale for all subjeets in all condxtxons

.

- In the non-com{gtxtlve achxevement orientation

condition . subjects were tested individually in a. small
. ! T et & . . - .
expérimentsl room urider achievement orientation conditions

vused by McClelland and Atkinson (1953} The subjects were

!

‘given a booklet with their name and asked to read the

'1nstructibns + for ° the ,Lesbl of Aspiration task to

themselves . The female experimenter was in the room until

she was suret that sub jects understood the instructions and
- ¥

. v ~ s
to ‘emphasize “that the difficulty of each task on the
scale’ ' was sub jectively defined for that ° particular
éubje:t " The sub jects were theﬁ left alone to ‘make their
choites
*— - . ' [N -
o ; , ;o

. i
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In the competitive igndxtion, ‘a gensral sequence of

A
o

instructiors 'as the ones used for the non-competitive
conditien was used, but now subjects were led to believe
that a 'combetxtér rather than a specific task offered a
certain 'levea of Ttisk with regard to success (Horner,

1948) The Risk  Preference task for the competitive

tonditions ‘was given to sub jects 1n small groups of six to

s

- R LY N .
eight in which there were at least two subjects of the

opposite "'sex present, sitt1ngkaround‘q‘lar9| table. Each

-

sub ject was given the appropriate form with his/her name’

o I

written on 1t .and the sex of his/her potential partner
was.c&early_zndxcated. It was stressed that the '"sub ject's
potential compef:tor may or may not have been one of the

other subjects in the room at that time

e The three performance measures were. verbal, arithmetic and

a generation anagram. ‘

v

Verbal and: arithmetic tasks  For this part of the

.

experimént the instructions for all of the subjects in  all

condations were given bg‘i male voice.on a tape recorder,
with a female experimenter being present in the room long

enough to start thé‘ﬁgtordgr For subjects in the non-
~ HE . . .

[y

- competitive condxtlpn;. his/her name was written on the

questionnaxre, for theicompet1t1ve cond1tibn the name of
N ’ ’
he competitor was also wraitten ar’
v

anagram Similar ipstructlons as in the above

vsed Ten minutes werte allowed for the test,

task was to make as many words as possible using

o~ .

u
£l
B




18

the letters given ’ v

A précent/absent system was adopted for chring fear

7

of success 1magery The motive to avoid success was scored |

as present 1f the’subJects in respgonding to ‘a' lead of

theéir own <cex, made stafements in theair 'stories showing

1

"conflict about the success, the presence or anticipation
cf negative consequences because of the success, denials of
, L

the cue itself, or some other bizarre or -inappropriate

response to the cue” (Horner, 1972, pg 162). Feuer -than ten

percent (10%) of the males responded at all negatively or

as.?xhxﬁitxng FOS, while in response to the successful cue

sixty-five percent (65%) of females exhibited FOS. The

1

females high i1n FOS characterized "Anne " as an unhappy,

unattractive, aggressive person.’ "Unusual excellence in

women was clearly associated for them with the‘ loss .of

a

femininity, social rejection, personal or societal
destngctlon. or a combination of the above” (Horner, 1972,
pg. 162) )

n

In the above experiments, FOS did hot seem to te

related to need—achievement, and the.hqpbthosis that high’

FOS women would correctly solve fewer problehs and anagrams )

-

it the competitive <condition as compared to the non-
competitive ‘condition was not supportéd

However, when comparing the performance on & problem

-

1

solvin§ task of sub jects in the non-competitive <condition

to the ‘sub yects 1nitial pér#ormance (in the Jlarge group
“competitive" setting), Horner did #find significant

differencks between females high in FOS, and females low in

AT | v S S s &

¥

g T U U ——
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FOS. Seventy~seven percent (77%4) of women scaring high in

FOS performed better 2n the non-competitive condition,

while ninety—three percent .  (93%) of women low in FOS,

- .
performed better in the 1initial competitive assessment
period (where they werer tested along with ¢the male

sub jee¢ts) Here, Horner (1948) reported that since two-

thirds of the males performed at a higher level in  the

-~ .
competitive than an the non-competitive situation. the

results for women low in fear of success resemble those for

"men while the results for women hxgh'in fear of success did

:

v, '
not . ‘

In addition. a pattern was found where the female

%

' . ‘\_/ .
bubiecﬁs who performed at a higher level in the non-

competitive situation and who wrote stories characterized

by high FOS i1magery and who had low n Achiovomtnt' imagery.,

. showed -a preference for easy .tasks in the non competitive

condition Those who performed at a higher level in the

_competitive gituation and wrote stories characterized by

- lTow FOS 1magery, showed a preference at tasks of

intermediate difficulty 1n the non competitive condition.
The studies conducted by Horner p;ineﬂ wide—-spread
interest since, they showed not only the existence of a

motive to avoild success in women., but more specifically

b

suggested the missing link in the model of achiasvement

\
motivation. sexc diﬁf:rences in prior data on achievement

motivatior occurred: because of the operatipn of fear . of

a

sUcCcess in women.

- (;ﬂ*‘: ‘ 19
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. l * v ,
Horner ‘s original study has been widely cited.

However, . a great contrerrsu has developed boqnuke'

> .
successive research has been unable to clarify and explain

the- specific nature of fear of success and its hch,viural

cansequences

. X ! Criticism éﬁ Horners’ 19468 Btudy

Horner”s study has beeq criticized on several points
(Tresemer, 1977: Zuckerman & Wheeler, 1979)* Including.
‘sample size.‘ bias ©of coding personnel, storys themes.

méasuring FOS ob jectively. mantpulatioh of the motive  to

avoid success, and competitive versus cooperative

situations. Each point will be discussed siparatelm

1)§g§ll'sgmg}e ;iig

Dnlq‘30 female subsects either high or low in FOS in
the noncompetitive condition were compared with sub ject'’'s

- . .

ocwn score in the a?sessment period This samplc':ize is too
small to support the gene;alizations Horner made. In
add;?iop, exbmlningw'thg motive to avoid success in
'Un1v¢r51tg of Michigan Students only, may h?vc given a
distorted picture of the nature of the motive in

~

‘ individuals in géneral and of the overall Tules of how

motivation regulates behavior {McClelland, 1976&).
. . : o “

1

2)The possable bias of the coding personne}

Coders knew the sex of the sub jects because the Anne

and John Cues were sex—assigned. Possibly, coders were

. moﬁé:?ygelg to rate female rTesponses as revealing a higher

»
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FOS than male Tesponses (Hoé#man. 1977, Peplau, f976;
Zuckerman % Wheeler, 1975), g ‘

Hoffman (1977) conducted a study in order to determine
whetger the new findings of 1ng;eased FOS for men <coquld
have . been attributed to differences in coding; ¢the #First
step was to recode .the original stories of Horner's
sub jects

In Horner‘s 1968 study only eight male stories out of
seventy—one were coded for expressing FOS. When ~Hoffman
Trecoded 'thé‘oﬁtories. an additional thirty-one of the
original male stories showedLFOS imagery Hoffman ‘s study
brought the percentage of FOS scores much closor‘ to the
resylts 'of later (after 1968) research. It showed the
differences 1in the dat; to be attributable to more liberal
coding procedures, rather than an actual 1ncr|asi in FOS
for men Hoffman anclu#eq that there were no ' sex

-~

differences in total FOS scores, but that it depended on

*

.the nature of the reépanse.

3)Sex differences in FOS story themes: ..

FOS does not necessarily mean the same for males as
for Femalés. / In Horners’ (1968) study, stories written by
high FOS males contained themes dxﬁferent éu those Poun&
in stories written by high FOS femaled; while FOS females
dealt with themes expressing fear of rejectioa. FOS males
wrote stcries which uquestxonned ihe value of ‘rccess
itsel}. rather than considering the negative outcomes of

uccess Zuckerman and Wheeler (1973), Hchmaﬁ (19771

Péﬁlau' (1976) 1ndicated ¢the possibility that female’s

e g~y = e
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‘rbsmznsés reflect anxiety 1n competitive achjevement
si1tuations, while °“this might not necessarily be true for

males who score high onighf FOS measure,

Tresemer (1977) argued that the medical cue elicits
more of 3 reaction because nof the supir?icill .content of
the wverbal cue rather éhan tapping a direct expression of

motive strength,

1t has been. suggested that the differences in

percentage qf fear of success stories between males and

females reflects the difference between success that 1s
“out of placé“ and syccess that 1s "in plﬁce" (Zuckerman %
Wheeler, 1975, Shave;, 1976, - Tresemer, }.77). Non ambiguous
cves may elart cuthral stereotyped rpsponses. and not
pcheFted personal responses’ Zuckerman ;nd Wheeler (1973)
found that when male sub jects were given the Anne cue to
vespond to they wrote negative stories similar to the on;s
wrrtten by females, indicating that female success is seen
as being out of place xﬁ sbcnﬂa setting by both sexes.

it has beLn suggestéd that women.&o not fear success
1n  itself but 1n what 1s considered a trldition;l male
activity (S.!I'aapir‘o, 1979, Alper, 1974). ‘Makosky (1976)
found that Qomen wﬁg are high in FOS pewforé best on a task
described as feminine and when compctigg against 'anathor
woman Females low 1n the measure of FOS performed best on
tasks described as masculine and unﬁpr competitive
si1tuations agéﬂnst men. |

i

Most of the research cited above (Peplau, 1976;

4

e e b
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a
Shapiro, 1979, Zuckerman & Wheeler, 1975: Makosky, 1976; %
Hof fman, 1974) concluded that the cues used to measure FOS“
was too situvation specific, and 1s not always predicti;e of
FOS overt behavior Horner’s original cues elicit a

response pattern which reflects to a large degree society’s

values about gender “appropriate " occupations.
4)Reli1abilaity of #frojective measure: Measuring EQS

ob jectively

A subgyective measure is frequently mdre susceptible to

“

errors with regdrd to scoring and codingdprocedures than an

oﬁjective measurement Moore (1974) suggests that the

homogeneity of the Ebs measure 1s in the 30 -.40 range,
with B80-907 intertester reliability on ‘sub jects’ responses

With regard to test-retest reliability, 73% of female
sub jects optained the same score when tested a year later

(this point will be discussed in greter detail later on).

!

S/Manipulation of the motive to avoid success ‘

The "motxv; to avoid success is based on the premise
that an expe;tantu }? aroused i1n competitive lch?evement
c1tuations that success will lead to negative consequences
for women" (Horner, 1968, 1972) In her experiments,
Horner was criticized for not manipulat;ng the achievement
situation- or the strength of the expectancy of being
socially rEJecteq. "No attempt was made to create either an
aroused or relaxgd experimentsl atmosphere” (Horner, 1948,

pg 40). Her study used neutral instructions as the ones,

4 .
used by McClelland et al. (19353, 1964) in their study on

Ny

o
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achievement motivation No manipulations were attempted to
d:fferentially arouse and measu;e the motive in a relaxed
or aroused condition (Tresémerh'1§77) To determine when a
sub yject’s behavior as ; direct function of %»e arouied
motive 1n question. the motive ha; to be aroused in various
arousal conditions, and 1deally any . manipulgtion qxll
;rouse anly the mative 1n questxon “The id;al situafxon
for showing the relationship betweer the strength of a
particular motive and behavior 1s ane in which <the only

reason for acting is to¢satisfy that mot%vc"'(Atkinson &

Feather, 1966, pg. 148)

6)The motjve to avogid success in gcompetjtjve  yersus
cougerative situations \ '
Models of achievcm;nt motivation and Horner'’s \FOS
construct are based on competitive ;chievemenﬁ ?ituation;,
,//gnd seem t6 imply that achievement is of high value only in
competition against another per;oﬁ; 'For example in
Zuckerman and Allison’s (1974) ob jective FOS-measure., "1 am
only hapéq when I am doing better than others®”, indicates
success Sassen (1980) criéic;zes the narrow meaning of
success, as defined 1n achievement motivation " and FOS
literature - . S
' Horner defined FOS-anxiety as a rTesponse wh}th' {s'
aroused ip the anticipation of negative consequences with .
regards to one’s actions According to Sassen, women "gre'

unable to take success and construct around it a vision, a

new way of making sense. to which they can feel personally
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committed” Dbetause, from the early stages of gender
identity femsles rely on relationchips, while men do not

\ . \ » .
ST Women are corterned with preserving and fostering
¥ relationships rather than ignoring and opytdoing others i‘v’
competition, therefore, a competitive achievement situation

\
AN ’

does not give meaning to women

+ 1y

o

Horner's 1973A§1Q1i N ) .

i

r In 1973 Horner., developed a new scoring method for

fear of success, "“free of conscious tontrol pon the part of
. 'g

ﬁubJecté" and using less specific and .sex typed cues (e.g.

Jane s going back to the office at the end of the day”

. ’ “John 15 sitting with & smile on his face") Sub jects in

- . this ;tudg were asked to complete the "neutral” set of
Qerbal leads plus a word task (Lowell Scrambled Words

- ) Task) Thes; sub jects were subsequently divided igto three

3
groups aroused, non—aroused and cooperative (Horner did

x

not report results. for the 6ooper9tive group). R

The second session of the experiment involved

3 ' -

sed ina sub jects

c*eg}efing

‘arithmetic problems. Once the task was completed qu&ts

assignmifg  subjects in the aroused. group,

-

in mixed—sex pairs, competing with each other or

were told that the female had outperformed the male partner
. L ~
(1in this session an anagram test was also administered +to
. v ,
allow for withirn-—sub ject comparison between the two

$€8S10NS) i

The  mnon-arousal group in the secand session codplefed

-

‘s

.....
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tasks 1dfntiical to subJectshin the aroused group but in a

ﬁrelaxe& and non-gompetitlve atmosphere. It was found thaf
tﬁe;e was a §reater decrease’ 1n performance. for aroused
sub;ec;s asAéomparedltd'the non-aroused sub jects; hpweveré
these -tuwo groups’u;;e initially different (mean perfbfmgnce
an the Scrambled HWords Ta;k in the first session:
=48 77, non—aroused=43. 75). This initial difference
lead to the signzf%cant d;PFerence fet@ee: arcused
veTsus non—aroused in the second seﬁsiﬁn.' It is not known
1f the aroused sub jects 9gr€ormgd‘poureﬁ in the_ arithmetic
test than the non-;roused-squ?cts or if it is the mixed-
group pair that arou;es %DS.. or the success announcement
which arouses fhe motive to avoid succéss. - .

an ‘Hornerfs (1973)‘new scoring criteria, the scoring
categories that'diFFerentiagid the stories written in -this
condition had to do with the‘problematic expression of
‘1ﬁstrumentall performance éctiv1tq, with problems being
solved without éf?ort (called “relief"), and with appro;ch
to /other pgople introduced into the story. These new

indicators of feal, of success are less .obvious than -the old

ones (Haorner, 1968) and thereforé. are harder for

?

individoals to change.ﬁPnsciouslg in line with their values
S ‘

(McCtelland, 1985) "Most of the men Horner tested. were

able to fit the John cue and the competitive definition of

Success comfortably into their structures. The female
. ¥

respondents., however, failed to mz:e sense of the cue as a
’ 7 .

happy event because their meaningtmaking orientations were

coﬁtextual, relational, and“oﬁiehted toward the‘personaL

v

—~ . |
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The difficulty of assimilating the event of these -
ctructures creatg@ anxiety" (Sassen, | 1980). " FOS was

measured in the arousal condition after success had already
!
occurred. In this case, FOS must be seen as & motive which
. a
is araused after success has already taken place, rather as ‘ ~

N g motive which 1s aroused when a sub yect "anticipates™®
v v . -

.

that success might lead t; negatiQe tonsequences, Tesulting

in consciously Teduced task performance.
AN

ld

w Eollow—up Research”
Experiments replicating and /orv modiFuing' Horner ‘s
study have not Found,fhe same degree of sex 7:?¥ﬁgrences.

| ‘ Many reported sex Qif¢erénces on the verbal TAT, with women

scoring higher than men, but the percentage of reported FOS
[} $ .

for males was higher than Horner’s Ptndxng; (e. g. Hoféfman.
1977, and in some cases even exceeded FOS reported for

! women as in Hoffman (1974) and Peplau (1976).

Tresemer (1977), compared dafa from\3& studies that

had assessed FOS imagery for bdth females and males and

'

found that although women tolf a somewhat’larnéﬁlpraportion

oFgFDS stories than men. the vériabilftg amaong the studies ) .
was haigh. Inaaddisjon. a review of the literature bQ bath

Tresemer (1977), and - Zuckerman and Wheeler (1975) revealed
o that when given the Anne cue to respond to, males wrote J N
. , . P ;
cimilar negative stories compared with that of females, p X

1nd1ca£1ng that female success is seen as being out of ° s
3

?

place 1in such an academic enviroﬁment by both males and

. females. ' } N

=] ° o
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Palud{ (1979) gave the Anne—John cue to sub jects and

ranked the cue gither at the upper 3%, 134, 254 or 504
r . ' '
females, or that éAnne was theg onid

©

ale student 1n her

.clags, Besults showed that more negative stories dealing

with of how other’s felt were written when Anne was
‘ (

pictured in the deviant position

S

. ;uckerman and Wheeler (1975) found that of 16 studies,_
Y ,,J'
nine reported " higher stores i1n the measure to avoid

success, while the remaining seven reported that males
- ]

N .
scored higher than females Fear of success imagery ranged
P -

. from ‘20% to B8% for females. and 9% fo 767 for males.-

Zuckerman and Wheeler, have Futther argued that the

reliaﬂilitq 'ﬂé\ﬁést projective measures used to identify .
persons who fear success is quite low. They state that the

results of 7ost studies of FOS have raised problems.  on

’

Néujous issves e g, age and sex differences, relationship
P .

Qg sex role attitudes, “cultural” interpretations of FOS.
- .

rel&tiogship to achievement motivation,, measure

{ N

“of Treliabilityf and ‘predictive ability. Each 'of these

1ssuUes hwill be Bfieflg Teviewed {from Zuckerman and

Wheeler, 1973).

4

- .

1) Abe and sex differences— Horner stated thag‘fear of -
success is a léarned disposition thus, it;NK:U “"be
hypothesized that it increases with age. Indeed, Hornet has
found ghat among females FDS imagery ranged from 47% in the

firet year 6f  high school to 88% among undergradudte

students., However, since sub jects in _Horner‘s (1968) study

. . .
t \-‘ - -
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'were‘ asked to ‘réspond to ‘different verbal cues, the -

obtained differences were not clesr Most of the research
.

I ! 4

_Telated’ to ﬁhé question of age has fourd that FOS either }//”

declined with age, , or found inconclusive results (i.e
. ’ " P '
Moore. 1972, Monahan, Kuhn, andg&haver. 1974; Zuckerman and

Allison, 1976)

2) Relationsthip between FOJ and sex role }rientation—

' _ g . . >
Condry ‘and Dyer (1976) suggested thgt FOS may be se¢n as a ‘

;ear of deviance from sex role standard;; such|€ear should
be more common amohg women with traditional sex role ideas.
Tresemer (1977) reported that high FOS females perceived
more diFFeﬁenges " between the . sexes in terms . of
stgreotbp?cai _traits than did low FOS females. Makosky
'(1976) found 'that ‘kigﬁ;Fgﬁ Fﬁbale; considgred" home and
cnildreh more“impqrtanf thaﬁ‘;roFessxonyl cgrecrs than did
1ow FOS Feﬁ%leg.‘ Vari;us.'étques of the relationship
between FOS' and.various measures of. sex role orientation
héyé ndg péodﬁced'con51stén£ resqlté (e.g.. Peplav, 19;3;
Moore, 1975, Zanna. 1973); others hsyi report;d'that among
‘Fémalé braddaﬁ%,stbdents} a high level of FDS was related

~

to masculine sex ToOle urientatzon'coupled with extreme

contemporary, attitudes toward women‘s roles (H#ilbrun,

, 0 A ‘ .
Kleemeier, & Piccola, 1974) Studies by Tangri et  al..

.
.

(1976) <¢ound a negative velat10n5hip°'b§tueen FOS _and

traditional sex role orientation, in. the first part of the,
- - s

study,. no relationship was'ﬁeund btetweedn FOS and the choice
of non—sex—typical cceupations (role irinovataon); and 1in Q

Follow—upd study three gears_latef a posaitive
N - © 1 . A
¢

a . B »

relationship

]

.
»
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was reporﬁgd between FOS and role 1nnovqtion..
'3y Cultyral -explanation  of.. FOS- As previously

mentiored, the "Anne" cue represents success that is out

of place and that negative responses . to this cue may

reflect cultural stereatypes about womén's achievement. In:

order to tect the "culture" explanation. different types of
cues on the xncx#ec;g\of FOS imagery have been employed
Making Anne’s success 1es§ "deviant" has generally shown

£

th8t high FOS suhjects will respond with less negative

imagery Cultural differences of FOS is//ﬁbpported by

findings of differences 1in the content of FQas ’stor1¢g
between males and Femaies (Hoffman, 1974; Zvuckerman and
Allison, 1976)  High FOS males who responded to the John
cue iended' to qﬁestxon tﬁe ;alue of aghicvement and ° to
réJect the goals and le;—stqle’ of the successtl

" protagonist In addition a relatively large proportion of

high. FOS males wrote hostile or bizarre stories to the Anne

tue In~ contrast, female responses to the‘A:z:/::} dealt

mainly wikh a loss of femininity or socia rejection,

suggesting, ,at least 1n part, like Horner’s (1968) early’

studies, subjects Tespond to beliefs about “appropriate”

" male and female ach;evemeﬁts

-

37 Relationship between Fos and - athigvement

+
.

motivation—- If the motive to avoid success expgglns why
achzevem;nt motivation 1s not related to other behavioral
measures among women, then achievement motivation and FOS
spou}d be posxtxvequ related A person who 1§ highlf

30°
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hed

‘motivated to achieve. accordinhg to Horner (1968, 1973). may
be successful and anxious about success., or passive and
ncnachzevzhg, . because " of anxiety over . success Seyeral

rzsearchers have examined the relationship between FOS and

athievement-related variables such as academic performance,

career choice, and the éoc1oecon6mic status of sub jects or
their parents Other cstudies examined the correlations .
between FOS and meafures of achievement motivation.
Bvérall. the rTesults of these studies do not present any ’
clesr pattern (Peplau, 1976, \Homean, 1976; Zuckerman and '
Allison, 1976). o '
vé:k\ﬂeasure "relxabilitg— Most tests bf reliabilityo#f
fantasy-based measures concern three very important points.
varigtzon of scores over different cues (homo;eneitq
reilabxlitq). varxction of scores over judges (intertester
reliabilityy, and variation of scofes across time (test—
_retestb‘re11abxlxtq) Most of the sFudxes on the motive to )

!
)

avo1d success have used ‘Horner’s single cue and, therefore,

‘could not measure the homogenextg reliabality of the test

Researchers who did ‘administer several cues to the same
e
sub jects typically did not report the correspondencg in FOS/
actross cues, one exception being the studies by Treseper
(19735, in which the FOS scores were reported to be low.
but w@:re the exact Figures were not given The homogeneity
of most fantasy—based megsures of achievement motivation iﬁ
1n the 30~ 40 range,— and there 1s no reason to suggest
that the homogeneity of the fear of }&;cess measure 1§

4 ' !

higher Without taking into account tHe wide fluctuvation in .
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frequencies ' of fear of success stories acrosx\*iéfferent
studies, with Tregard to +the question of intertester
.reliability, most studies repérted that judges adreed on

the scoring of 80-%0% of sbbJects’ TeSpONSESs: Rognrding the

test-retest relidbility, 73% of female subjects have

obtained the same FOS scores i1in two separate testing

periods, separated bJ an 1ntérval_of‘ one year (Moore,

® ~

1974

5) Predictive wvalidity- One of the most serious

problems of the fedr of success measure ' concerns its

predictive wvalidity 1§ one ta}es into account what the

7 N .
research “ says with “regards to the measure of low
reliability, .uniﬁ\ign conclude that”in turn this implies a

lack of predictive valadity Stud;es by various .researchers
(e.g + Zanna, 1973, Crandall, 1969, Zuckerman and Allison.
197&£), and vusing various manxpuiat105;_such as masculine
and feminine tasks (Feather and Simon, 1973), male ve;sus
female competitor (Makosky. 1972), and feedback of success
v;rsus feedback of failure (Zaro, 1972) have n#t shown
consaistent interactions with FOS

On the basis of the above evidence,r and as previously
stated 1n this text, the studies that took place following
‘Horner‘s work made several attempts'to construct new tests
of the motive to awvoid success The new tests are
classifiable as either .“Fantasg-based" or "objective”

N
measures In an attempt to eliminate coder biases, and to

overcome the problem of cue specificaty, several ob jective
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MEASUTES  WeTre Heveloped. on the basis of Horner‘s FOS

* SO
construct (Pappo. 1972 Good % Good. 1973, Cohen, 1974,

5

Spence., 1974; Zuckerman & Allison, 1976, and Ho &
Zemaitis, 1981) | Not all the objective measures did meet

the same unxdlmgnsional construct as  Horner'’s FOS

construct ’ !

Ho and Zemaitis “ (1981) using Sadd et al. ‘s (1978)

L *

findings developed the Concern Over Negative Consequence

.

Scale (CONCOS), which incorporated a general definition qF'

Horner'’'s FOS construﬁt. which 1s "that an expectancy is

araoused 1n competitive achievement situations that success

will lead to negative consequences . " (Horner, 1968, p.16).

In the éDNCOS scale the concept of loss af femininity was

a

éxcluded -— this concept’is considered very important in
Horner’s FO$ - in an attempt to make the measure also valid
for males.

Pappo (1972) developed a measure of fear of success

which measures the following five aspects of FOS. self-

dﬁubt, preoccupafxan with competition, preoccupatioﬁ with
- . .
evaluation, rEpudation of comﬁetenci, and self-sabotage

nehavior. Pappo reported that both male and female sub jects

with high scores on her questionnaire q}gnxfiiantly lowered

“their performance on a dxdxt—sgmﬁol taikﬂa?ter being "told

they Qgg/§:;n successful on a previous task In contrast,

subjects with low FQOS scores sxgnxf;cahth improved their

performance -after being told they had been succéssful on a
previous task ' : ) @

Corrélatlons per?grmed between the different scales

BN . . OV e S ey VN

1
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show no consistent pattern of FOS arousal. A factor
analysis of each measure, and of two anxiety 45:519;,
gyielded 37 new variab£es. a fattor analysis of these
variables 1n turn resqlted in five orthogonal Factors.

Further -gnalgsis showed only one factor was directly

related to Horner‘s éoncept of FOS (Sadd, L.enaur, Shaver &
anivant. 13978) This factor deals with the concern about
facing negative consequences for suCcess. Items which

loaded highly on this factor usvally expressed sconcern
about jealousy, exploitation, criticism. Feelgngs of
responsibilaity. and pressure following success" (Sadd et

3

al ., 1978, p 412) " The other factors were concerned with

o

self-deprecation and insecurity, test anxiety. attitudes:
toward medical school, ‘and extrinsic motivation to excei;
these factors are not related to Horner'’s concept,of FOs.,
where the mo?xve 15 aroused in competitive achievement
si1tuations th;t may lead to negative consquepces

Ho and Zemaitis found ng sxgthicant sex differences

' ' -
in their study, where both male and female sub jects high in

CONCOS (indicating fear of success) performed less well on

an Anagram task, in accordance with Horner’s assumption
that. individuals . scaring high in FOS do less well on
competitive achievement oriented tasks. ‘Conérarqn to
Horner’s findings. however, it was found that the higher

the CONCOS score for males and females the lower a
sub ject’s achievement motivatiaon

One study which attempted to differentially arouse

'

3

g
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FOS, by means of a neutral and an aroused condition: was
<
condutted by Jackaway and Teevan (1976), A neutral

condition was &et wup by a;seSSJng the ‘motive to avoid
success by using the TAT, prior to a nﬁn—cnmpetztxve task
performance 1n a neutral setiing Sub jects in the aroused
condition c;mpeted against either a male or a female on "a
symbol coding task Winners were publaicly announced. which
.was assumed to arouse the ;OS ‘motive. Following the
announcemént; sub jects where then asked ton comqlete the
TAT Males’ FOS scores were consistent 1n‘botﬁ,coﬁd1tions.
while females scored higher in FOS after the arousal. This
study supported Horner’s assumption that FOS ;s aroused in
campetitive aéhi!Cement situations One of the criticisms

of the study 1s that the observed scores between non—

aroused and arocused sub jects could have been dve, to the

4

fact that winners were publicly announced or simply due to
the fact that the subjects 1n the aroused condition
;ompleged a symbol coding ta;k before takxpg the TAT

Like the CONCOS asnd Pappo scale., Zuckerman ind Allison
(1976) developed the Fear of Success Scale (FOBS), which
was degxgned for both males and females . In thewir study.
Zdt?erman and Allison found that females scored
s19n4¥icantlg hlg%er in fear of success than did males. and
there were 1low but significant co?rclaf:ons  between the
FOSS and Horne?'; measure oF'Fear of success among bath
’ males'énd Fehales' In addition, the sub jects of Zuckerman

and Allison‘s study who were high 1n FOS attributed success

more to- external factors, and failure more to internal

-
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factors - (This study, along with other studires

incorporating FOS and attribution theory will be diséussed

[
v

1n  the next section of thie <thes:s. In adéitxon. the

present study will use Zuckerman and Allison’‘s FOSS as a

v .

measure df fear of -success )

. More kecentlg. rese;rnh on FOS has focussed on <the
differences 1n occuéatxonal needs, and in ad¢ition; the
different levels of FOS5 related with certain ncéupations
One suhh study has been conducted by Goh and Mealiea
(1984) These Tresearchers related }De Zuckerman and
Allison (i97&) Fear of Succeess Scalo to'an individual ‘s
need for occupational achievemnt. solf—oltéem and locus of
cantrol - The need for occbpatioﬁal achievement was
utilized béqause it serves as a Qrasure of an individuval‘s
ach}evemint and striving within an organizational context
Goh and Mealiea sfat;d'that such'a relationship to fear of
sutcess  1f signiaficant, would add to - the further

understanding of whether fear of success is relﬁtnd to

other’ achievement type measures. In additon, ' an
individual’s self—concept méq influence behavior and
usﬁallq refers to a person’s attitudes, feelings,

perceptions and evaluations of himself or herself. Using

this definition of self-concept Goh and Mealiea, stated

that a person with & positive self-concept will have high
. . e

’,é |
erson with a negative self-concept

self—esteem.

0
1

would have low self-esteem: Thé research relating _gﬁx

dxffereﬁces to an individual’'s concept has shown that self—

F e R P
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confidence 15 one achievement-related characteristic that

.copsistently ,d1FFerent1ates the sexes. Goh and Mealiea

1

argued that esteem may be directly related to fear of

- BUCCRSS 1N women, that 15, women with @ negative self

7

concept, or low selfesteem: would express more fear of

success than women with a positive self-concept or self-
’

esteem The findings of the study, indicate fear of

success ashbe1ng negatively related to self-esteem and need
for accupatxonél achievement, and positively related ¢to
locus of control As predaircted, fear of 'success was also
nefatively relatef to self-evaluation of Job performance

o
The results also indicate that women with low fear of
. . T

-success have a significantly higher desire for intrinsic

job outcomes than women with a high fear of success Goh and
Mealiea (1984) related the Zuckerman and Allison (1976)

Fear of Succeess Scale to an individual’s need for

occupational achievemnt, self-esteem and locus of control

The need for occupational achtevement was utilized because

1t <cerves as a measure of an i1individual’‘s achievement and

striving within an organizational context Goh and Mealiea
stated that swch a relationship to fear of success 1i¥
si1gnificant. ‘would add to the further understanding of

whethe? fear of success 1s rTelated to other achiaveqent

a——

type measures . In additon, an individual’s self-concept
may influence behavior and usually refers to a person‘s

attitudes, feelings, perceptinns and evaluations of himself

cr hevself Using this definition of self-concept Goh and

1
Mealiea, stated that a person with a positive self-concept
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will have ﬁlgh'sel$—esteem.~ while a pereon with a negative

selffconcept would have low “self-esteem, The research
relating gex' d%FF%rences to an individual‘s concept ha;
shown that ;élf—confidence' is ,one achxevement—relgted
‘;haracteristic that cpniis;enth differentiates the ;exes

Goh and Meal:iea argued that esteem may be directly related

to fear of sugcess 1n wémen;'that is, women with a negative

salf concept, or low selfesteem, 'would express more fear of

success than women with a positive self-concept or self-

esteem. ‘ The findings oF'the stubq: indicate fear of
SUCCess -as bexﬁg negativelﬁ relate& to self-esteem and need
for occupational fchievement. 'an& positively related ¢to
16cus of controlj As pre&icted, fear of success was also
negatively re}ated to self-evaluation of job performance.
Tbe‘ results also 1ndicate that women with low fear ;F

success - have  a significantly higher desire for intrinsic

job outcomes than women with 'a high fear of success

In conclusiaﬁ, Horner ‘s FOS construct has caused much

interest, and has provided an appealing and intuitively
reasonable explanation 1in explaining a vexing difference

between females and males However, as this chapter has
shown, 1t has been criticized on several paints Currently,

another major criticism has been the narrow competitive

definition of success., whose 1mplications are negative

-

toward women (1 e that there 15 something wrong with women

who are not able to accomodate this definition) (Sassen,

1980)

1
kY
~—



Implications for Future Research . Co.
More recently, as an extension of attributional

research, Weiner et al., (1971) stated that students have
beliefs about the causes of aéhievement outcomes Such !

expectatidns inflyence people’s choices of future

act1yitie§ and the level 0f their subsequent _performance
(Frieze, Fisher, Hanusa & 'Valle, 197%5). Within the

achievement domain, the causal attribytfons one maqkes not

only have imp11catxon§ for one‘s expectations, but also for

+

the degree bpf pride or shame experienced and thyre

behavior undertaken According to this approach, fhe motive-

-

to succeed is ne givhger defined as a di%pqsxtion to
erperience pride when . succeeding at a task: “instead, thaﬁ
motive 1; reiated to a pattern of attribution that xnyolveg
attributing success to inter%alacauses (i e, own ability
and eFFort){ and ¢a11Lre to 1ntern;1_apd variable  cavuses
(1 e effort)" (Feather 1982, pg 13%) Weiner et al.,
(1971) conceived of achievement motivation as a per;onalxtu
v§r1§ble associated with specific patterns of attribution

rathe+ than as a va;1able that aFéects the degree to mhxch'
a. person seeks pride 1in accomﬁlishment‘" This reFormulatxén
Df-% the original theory reduces achievement related
incentives to attributional activity rather than regarding
attribution as one among several moderators of incentive

value" (Feather, 1982, pg 139)

In view of the conclusions and assumptions that have ‘ﬂ'

e

- en e ko e e e s i . s
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ari1sen from work done by Horner mainly that success has -

negative implications fpr Femafei, several researchers have

examined the relationship of causal attributions with ¢the
motive to avoid success ‘Fear of success was measured by

Horner’'s (1972) projective measure (Feather & Simon, 1973, .

‘

Krussell, 1973), or by an objective scale (Zuckerman &

B

Allison, - 1976) Krussell (1973) and Zuckerman (1976) found

that, for both males and females. high fear of{success was

S

not related bo.Qypicai attribution patterns of success and .

failure, whepeas Feather and Simon (1973) found the
reverse (T{ese studies will be revigwed in greater detail.
. 4 - N 'y

4

{

in the section on Attrijution Resea?cht’l,
One of the questions, that stilltgemain %0 be answered

>

- - ' R . .
concerns the Telationship between achievement motivation
and causal attraibutions. This 1s especially sibni?icant in

the case of females, because “so few studies deal with

'y

female achievement motivatibn and £§Q§:l attributions.

Evidently, while the utiﬁﬁtq of fear ‘of success an

explaining sex differences in . attribution is’Etill being
N

tested, there 15 nevertheless a need for future research in

)

t“f area by wvsing "objective" measures which may hqlp
Tesolve some of the 1nconsistencies reported by past

studies on the motive to avoid success. The present study

T

will —ancorporate the two‘th;orxes of fear of Euccgss and
? . &> ) . . .
attributional patterns, by assessing a subject’s level af

FOS compared with the attributions made by these subjects,
. LN T

. ) y
and will endeavor to resolve some of the inconsistencies
- e

Teported by past re%§afch
Y \ T
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The Thqgretical'Attribution Process

In 1971, Weiner, Freize. HKukla, Reed, Rest, and
i ? )
Posenbaum propased a ‘theory of motivation based on the

-

i
attraibution process., .taking 1nto account how one makes &
- .

causal attribution about a particular event and then having

this atiribution mediate the emotional' and - cognitive
. . P

reartions tu» the situation The research has generally

assumed that the attrxbutioﬁ§prpcess operadtes 1n mast ( 1f

net all ) real-li1fe . situatioms 1nvolving achievement
. . .

activities and proposes a framework for looking at one‘s

i ~
affective responses and cognitave reactions to a success .or
o

-

_fai1lure on an achievement task as a function of the causal

R .

attributions used to expglain why the particular outcome has .

b
o

occurred (Freize, 1980)
One of. thé guiding princxpies of attribution theory is
that individuals search to discover wﬁg an event has

I -

. )
occurred and to understand 1ts cause ( Weiner., 1984). This

type of presumption sets 1t apafﬁ from the psychoanalytic .

. [

tbgorg where 'indiv1duals strive to-  reduce sexval and
o . ,
aggressive urges.
A causal search is not indiscriminately dxsplaqéd in
all situq&xons nor éo Eausal.attr1butions answer all why

quesfions. rather, this €earch is most often evident or

more likely given when there has been an uhexpected outco e

|

( e g.. failure when success was expected), and when a
desire has not been fulfilled —(e.g.< when there 1s
interpersonal rejection) ‘(Weiner, 1984). Furthefmore. it

has been demonstrated ﬁhét this search is more likely given

v

s

..
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taiiure (rejection) thag success (acceptance), this 1s
\

similar to Atkinson’'s ﬁl?b@) achrevement motivatipon theard °

which suggests that approa&h or avoidance behavior 1s 1n

part ‘dependent on the affective anfqupatxon of pride and
° . ‘ > L.

shame (Weiner, 1984) ‘

The instigation of a causag\seafch given an unexpected

'outcome and most likely aversive o%tcome. 1s toc provide a&an

explanation which 1n €urn reduces, surp;yse and
uncertainty More '1mpor;5nt1g, thé function f cqusai
search 1s to aid in subsequent goal attainment. . “Knouwing

-

why one has failed might increase later chances for success
because pertinent instrumental actions can now  be

undertaken Attributional analyses therefpré are

fuhctional., and attributjon theory falls within the broader

study of cogﬁxtive funétlonaiism" (Weiner., 1984, pg 19

-

ar

Weiner.et al , (1971) postulated that individuals use |

»

four causal elements of ascription both to interpret and to
predict the outcome of an achievement—rela%ed event, The
- , . A Y "

1n1t1§1- causal elements . are ability. effort, task

difficulty, and luck That 1s, when one abtembts to
- .

Iy

explain the prior success or failure of. an achievement-

yelated event,‘ the individuval assesses his/her own}\or

ancther perFéfﬁer”s abilaty level, the amount of effort
* &

that. is usually expended. the difficulty of the task. and
o . ! ’ ' +
the magnitude and direction 1if .luck 1s . experaienced

k]

(Weiner, 1974) Here, 1t 1% further 4assumed by wmost

"attributional theorists that rather general .values are

o
9

°
. b
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assigned -toc these - factors and that the task outcome s

‘ ' Al
sifferentially ascribed to the causal sources (Weiner,
. *
1979) Similarly. future expectations of success and

failure would then be based upon the perceived level of

e ,

ab111t; oﬁé has 1n relation to the perceived difficulty of
the task, tqogether with an estimation of _the intended
effprt and athc:pgted luck‘(wexner. 1979

The four. aforementioned causes (ability, Edert, tésk

|

ci1fficulty and luck) pare not the anly percerved

; .
determinants of success or failure. nor are they the most
salient ‘ones in all achievement situations (Weiner, 1971
Weirer et al , 1972) " Factors such . as wmood, fatigue,

k\ {lihess and teacher bias could also serve as necessary

. i - A '
arnd/or sufficient reasons for achievement performance
However, Weiner 1n 1974, stated that research in general

has repeatedly found that abxlitw, effort. luck., and task

d1fficulty qré the most general and salient of the causes
of échxe@ement ou;cdmos

. ‘ '
/ o

’
¢

o ausal Dimensions

!

)

The causes oFf success” and failure were comprised by

A .

Weiner and his éo}}eagues 11971, 1972) as a two-dimensional

téionomq. x‘t dimens:ons, Q‘#ng locus o©of control and

-

stabi1laity These dimensions are assumed to be independent

-

' ¢ . . N
and although: they are'often ronceptualized as dichotomies,

each can be more accurately .seen as a continuum (Freize,

1980) Locus of tontrol refers to whether %he cause of an

..

evert ‘exists within the person (internal) or, whethe® the
. . ,

N *

“
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cauce exi1sts outeide of the persan (externa1§ Stability

refers to uhether a cause remains invariant (stable) or

variant (unstable) across time Weiner et al ., (1971) .

A

hypothesized that people use the four causal ?actots of
L

ability, effort, task—dx¢F1cu1€g and luck in achxeéement‘

z1tuations and place them within the 2 k 2 classification

cchemé, where ability 15 internal and stable, ‘effort ' is

I

internal  and unstable,  task 1s external and stable, " and

-

lvcl 15 exterral and unstable
It 1s important to note that although the. difficulty

of an acrhievement task has typically been classified as

\ . . )
sfaﬁ;e. consideration would; have to be made to determine

‘whether~ the individual task would be'vlpeated or 1f @,

I}
—

future task would‘be dissimalar Likewrse, although effort

[

has been classi1fied as unstable, there tould " be

»

circumstances uwhere sub jects undeéerstand éfFort as stabieu

‘"MmEaning ﬁhat thei:r behavior was due to a form of effort

. o
the perceived determinants of achievement behavior has

suggested additional dimensions such as contrdllability, ar

w

generalizrab:lity (Weiner, 1974y . These ‘adgitional

dimensions are not discussed 1n the present section .

oo
»

Attrabuting the Causes of Success and Farlyre

[}
,

Weiner '¢, theoretical predictions concerning .the
relation between outcomes and ctausal attributions  were

supported by a number of studies (Feather. 1969, Freize &
f t

-

Weiner, 19271)

that 1s congsistent across time More recently, research on \
» . f N

+
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. - . N
There are ‘1ndividual differences 1in causal preferences,

znd  everyday observations suggest that some 1individuals

readily wuse luck erplanatiaons while others pergeive innate

‘abi1lity as the determilant of achievement-related success

(werner, 1974) That 1s: the motive to strive for Euccess,

B N o
or the need for achievement, ncticeably influences  causal

\

zscriptions (Weiner et al , 1971).

Both correlational and experimental studies have.

established that individuals classified as high or low 1n
" need . for achleveme%t have disparate attributional birases

- K Given success. persons high in achievement motivation see

3/9b111tu and effort as the responsible factors, whereas

-0

persons low n achievement needs show ' no clear

attributional preFérences for success (Weiner et al . 1971,

Weirer, 19727 Weiner, 1974) Given failure, 1ndividuals

[ -~

A ‘ ‘ high 15 achievement needs usually attribute the outcome to
. . - R 4 . .
8 leck of ability . while given success 1individuals hagh 1n

ackievement needs usuailg attribute the outcome to effaornt

z

: (Weiner, 1974)
| Inasmuch as thesaé attributional patterns emerge.
research by Weinmer at al ,.5(1971). Rosenbaum.l (1972).
Fontalne, (1974)"bas shqun\ﬁhat'hapsal attributions for

- suicess and failure 1n part determine the ditection and the

magniitude oFf exbectancu Expectancy 1s.vusuvally.manipulated
o erpectaney  Exneg

Les . .
bty merely ytelling sub jects 'theiT chances of success Mere,
o -
Folloﬁxng success, expectancy generally rises while after
faiiure 1% usuvally drops ("typical” shifts) The general

.



¢indings 1ndicate that failure which 1s attribited to ' low

. 5\
ac:1l1ty should decrease the expectancy of  future goal

. ¥
sttarnment more . than fai1lure that 1s attributed to bad

Juck, cr mood (Weiner, i974) Conversely. succesd
attributed to good luck should result in a lesser ificrease
by the subject 1n erpgctaﬁcg of futyre ;uccess ‘at that .
particular .task than success‘attrlbuted to high ability or
the ease of the task (Weiner, 1574)

, Ve A

Weiner, “Nierenberg. and Goldstein (1976) gave subjects

gx;hgt oF 1. 2. 3, 4, or S sutcess experiences at a block—-
des;;n task Drfferent  subjects were placed in wvarious
experimental conditions and, following the success
tri1alis), ‘“expectancy of success an& causal attrarbutions
were obtained Expectancq‘oF future success was determined

bg having sthgcés predict "how many of the next ten

]

similar .design he/she beli1eved he/she would successfully

complete" °° Sub jects were then asked to complete an
.

attraibutional questionnaire 1" order to assess their

percepticns Weiner et al ' (1974) found - 1) the mean

expectancy of success for subjects to be a function of the
number of success experzeﬁceé; and 2) that the expectancy

v 0f future suhiess is d1f%2tlg Telated tp the stability of

the percerved cause of positive outcomes

Cognitive thearies of motivation generally maintain
tgat the greater the perceived likelihood of attaining a
desired ’goaln and the greater the 1nce§t1ve vayuew of the
‘gcalz thé more one 1% presumed to have a high degreg aof

v N

pcsitive motivation’ Conversely. it has bzen shown that’
1
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guval expectations are markedly i1nfluericed by the stability

-

B

of @he perceived causes of success and Fax%ure kweiner %
Kiklar 1970, Weimer &t al . 197104  Here, 1t 1s
hypothesized that there 15 @ link between caus,l
attribution and  the emoixpns associat;d Qith success‘ and
failure "
Weiner at al., (1971 gqpothesizeﬂ that pride and
shame are max1m1zed.when success and failure are attributed
io extgrnal cauvses £hu§, success attributed to high abilaity
'ané/or hard work 1s expected to praduce more priQo than
‘sutcess that isoattributed to the ;ase of the task or good
luck ‘Weiner, Russell, anJ 'Lerman (1978) carried out a

£y

number of skudies to show the spec;Fic affective reactions
tgat are assocnéted with vgﬁxbus cauvsal attributions

Happiness and pride are ;een as common aFFectiv; reactions
éo any type of success ( alfhough there is much less,’pfide
1¥ the outcome 1s believed to be caused by other peoéln or
by iuc&) In addition, attributing an event to one’s
abi1lities leads to Feel{ngs of competence and confidence,
whereas éttr1butxons?&o effort produce feelings of relief
and® satisfaction 'Inclusxvélg, feelings of gratefulness
are especirally strong when a good event is attributed to
other people . and 1luck produces feelings of syrprise,
. relief, aﬁd guilt

Attributxons‘ of fairlure are algo associrated with

specific emotional reactions, these are 1in conjunction with

the' overriding negative feelinges, lack of abi1lity




att%xbutxpns leading to feelings of 1n:ompetence' and
resignation, lack of effort being associated with- guilt;’

bad luck 'again leading to surprise (Weiner, 1979)
3
In summarizing these findings, Weaner (1979) suggests

o

that there ;;e three sources of affect about success or
fsilure Inxtxailq. there 1s the basic good ar bad feeling
depending wvpon whether the outcoél was a success oOrT
‘failure Weiner; then further suggests that these basic

-~

ematlons are the strongést ones and are directly relate® to
the outcome expé:lenced and are not mediaﬁed by the causal
atﬁtxﬁutxon made In addition, there are the specific
reactions dxscgﬁsed earlier (such as surprise) being
generated by luck and conFld;nce from abi1lity attributions
assocxgted with the éausal’attributxon. Finally, there 1s
the mediation of the internality dimension vupon feelings
assccidted with self—esteem, and Féelxngs of competence and

pride and shame are greater when an internal attribution 1s

made. ‘

Weiner: and  Kukla (1970) ain ‘an experiment to
demonstraée the effects of attributans on affective
responses. asked subjects to pretend tpat they were
teachers’ and that they were evaluating students. Tﬁe

sub jects Teceived 1nformation concerning the hypothetical

pupils’ level of ability (high or low), effort expenditure

'(h1gh or low),- and their outcome on an exam (excellent,

good, borderline, maderate failure, or clear failure), The
study yi1élded 23 main effect for cutcome where: good exam

performance was Tewarded and poor performance punished
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Hioh effort was positively valued and lack of effort was
‘punished In addition, pupils low in ability but haigh in
effort received the highest ewvaluations. From this
experiment it apﬁeared that hard work is most admired while
fai1luyre due to lack of eFF?rt 15 the one most often
disliked |

-

As staled above, Fxndingg in general, indicate that
individuals high and low in achieve#ent needs héve
different attributions for success and failure and that
these attributions mediate achievement strivings. It
therefore follows, that if the attributions for success)and

fai1lure made by an achievement motive group can be changed,

then one can also alter their achievement—related

.
L

behaviors - .
= »

Weiner- - and Sxerad~(1§75) experimentally manipulated
attrxbut;ons for failure among i1ndividvals \diFFering in
acthievement needs. Their sngects were given four trials
of repeated failure at a digit-symbol substitution task.
Before this failure, . half of the subjects were Tandomly
assigned to a drug-attribution condition, and the remaining
sugJects were 1n the coAtrol condition In the drug-~
attribution condition, ;LbJECtS were giveA a placebo ptlll
that allegedly interltered with héhd-ege coordination., a
sk1ll described as n;cessarg for good performance at the
task. Failure among these SUbJEC{S was therefore- more

likely to Le attrxbuted to the drTug Hence, sub jects 1n'

1 b
the contrcl condition were mot given an external reason for
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thezr-?ailurésﬂ Thus, 1f the experiment would follow ghe
hypothesized typical .low  effort and low ability.
attrabuvtions F&r Failuré.xt was then expected among
sub jects jrespectxvelq high or*low 1n achxevemoﬁﬁy,néeds
Results' showed that compared with subJecfs in fhe control
group condition. attribution of F;ilure ta the pall
ngmented ‘the performance of subjfcts low in achievement
needs .and decreased the performance of subjects high in
achievement needs

} .
Sey Differences in Attribution Pattern T

Along with differences 1n attributions as a function of

variaous persénalitg measures, ane of the differences which

. &
has been more extensively reported has been. the differing

patterns of causal attributions for success and failure

which has been found for maleé as compqrtd to females

.

(Freize. 1980) One of the leFcfencés which is most

apparent between males and females in the lktenlture on

'

achievement-related attriputions 1s the finding for femdles

of 311 ages to have lower i1nitial Exbectanqiis for success

thar. males for a varlety of tasks As 2 result, the lower

generalized . expectancy’ for success of female$s appears to

.
&

influénce ~ their attributianal analysis of achievement
outcomes )

Research on sex di1fferences i1n attribution patterns to

perfqrmance. sometimes requires sub jects to explain the

outcome 0f a performance which 1s an experimentally
manipulated ‘tash or actual arademic endeavor In most
L8 . . - ’
esperimental cases, the outcome 15 clearly _defined " as
! ’
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etther success or failure (Deau:, 1976) ° Following the
su-cess or failure outcomes the sub ject attribution vsage
15 then measured by percentage rtating scales, bipolar

’ i 1
stales, or hy the Likert scales In the studies reviewed on

rattribution research, the subjects have ranged from
elementary to anvers:tg students. with theymajoraty using

the latter (Freaize, 1980 The research has generally

demonstrated some sex differences in the usage of the four
3

cavsal attributions and thear dimensions (abalxtq. effort,
luck, task; dimension here, refers to the stability of a’
cause '  where beginoning with findings at pre-school' ages,

"when, girTls are asked to estimate how well they will do od

Fd

an unfamiliar task, they tend to underestimate the
‘ , .

performance ‘level they will later acﬁieve whereas boys on
the other hand, are more likely ' to-  overestimate their
performanc; (Freize, 1980) "' These findings have .been
replicated . for 1ntellectual tas;s as well as +for tasks
invelving artistic and .physical skills and for subjects of
all ages (Cranda®ll, 1969, Freize, 1980)

Deaux (197&) gave sub jects an anagram task to solve
where success and failure and sex-linkage to the t;sk were
manipulated Of the Fnur}causal factore (luck, ability.
effort, task difficulty), abi1lity and luck gieldfd the main
sex dxFGerench Men used ab:li'ty more often to explain
thexr success, and luck to e\flaln their failures. whereas

women used abili1ty more often to explain their failure and

luck to explain their success
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1 » -
1

“In autlining the relationship between expectations and

causal oattributions FfFor success and FailureLNhQ££££rii_

(1976 has suggested that females are prone to a low

expec£¥£10n cycle. Here, a successful outcome which 15

uhexpécted will ﬁgnglto be attributed to unstable FlCtOfL'

such -as effort and luck, whereas_Faxlure outcomes which are

expectéd will tend to be attriblted to stable factors such

a

&s lack of ability A p;ttern then develops: whereby the

Y
females’ attribution .of failure to lack of ability

~

reinforces their lower expectatians £or “future success

' B e

outfomesAand thereﬁg acherementﬁbehavxors. ’ )
In contrast to females, Jackaway (1976) sugggktld that

males demonstrate a high expectation cycle whh?e. males

wzth_‘higher gene%alizgd'expectancg for success tend to |

’ 3

attribute  success outcomés ‘to stable factors (i e .
ability) and unexpected Ffailure outcomes to unstable
fagtors (1 e effort, luck) These sex differences in

expectations suggest that attributions of males. and females

wxil also differ

I+ one contanually underestimates how well’ one will
do, Qne‘ 15 less likely to'attempt‘d;éfxcult‘tas&s in the
future and these low 1nitial expectancies. -become ;Qlf;

perpetuating because they 'lgam to attributions that

maintain low performance levels (Crandall, 19&9) More

directly relevant data indicatesdthat females of all ages

are more likelq than maleplto attribute their success to
v,
‘ , - .
unstable and external factors surk as luck and task ease

3

and less likely to see their suctess as:a result to abirlity

o o
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and mage more attributions to their lack of abllitq (e g.
Bar-Tal, 1977, Feather % Symon, 19795, Featheér, -~ 1969;
Nicholls, 1975, Weigers & Freire, 1977, Freize, 1980)
Freize et al ,. (1978) suggests that ;hks genefal
pattern of sex differences in expectations of success and

external attributions to sutcess, seems to be the Tesult of
!

¢

and serves to maintaln a general avoidance of achievement

situations by women who €1t this attribu}xonal pattern. Thet

>

c.tcome of achievement tasks, given these attributions, can ¢

at -most be neutral (for success) and may be negative (" for

failure)

Dther studies have suggegfgg that althbugh research

Flﬁdlngsf.report that . females utdilize luck attributions to

a greater degree than males, a clgset look indicates ‘that

-~

the results have ﬁien inconsistent (Nicholls, 19735,

Lug1nb;h1, Crowe., and KSﬁhn 1975, wlegersrknu Freize 1977)

in ;ddxtlon to 4he discrepant data. there is evidence to
suﬁgest ‘that luck_ in general is not vtilized by either
females or'males as a princrpal attribution, ~ir're‘g;\rdless

of the scaieg used (Bar-Tald Freiie, 1977, Wiegers & Freize,

“1977) o . ' . *

McHugh , (1979) suggested that the attributional pattern
.} .

of general externality refers oAIq ;o the femnle;' greater
use of externai-Factors ielatiég to maie sub jects but, not
necessarily %impqung that females using reldtively greater
levels of Extéinpi factors believe thaé these factors are

~

usually responsihle faor the outcome In studies using free

3
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response methods and percentage stales, success and failure

outcomes were att%ibuted only minimally to external factors

by eirther sex Abi1lity and effort factors were segen as the
ma jor cause of échéfvement ovtcomes (Freize, 1976;

. ’ B
Luginbhul. Crowe..and Kahan, 1975). oy R

»

Fisher (1975 pointe out that women show a general

pattern of externality for severly K(??erent Teasons; one

-
o -

of them baéng a sense of modesty where, women who actually

%eel ﬁr;@e in their success and rTaise their ability

ectimates after dding well but. those who repurt“abilltg'
— 7 o
estimates or attribute svccess to luck. do so to -avoid

v

appearing boastful.

-

Along with 1individual differences in attributional

patterns among women, a number of situational factors that
- r ] . . ! ’
affect attributions have been noted, and this. is 1n spite

of the fact that attribution patterns may wvary for an

. L .
individual across situations and is seldom taken into

o

account (Freirze, 1978). Mischel (1973)~5uggests that a

) -

relative lack of interest:xn.s1tuationa} determinants ©of

attribution patterns-may b artially responsible for the

v

1ncons¥stenéies found ain some of the research. That

N

attribution patterns in achievement settings may have :

important situational determinants 1s supported by research
~ [

which varaes the type of task and ‘degree of competitiveness
N A

¢ Deaux, 1976; Simon & Feather, 1973).- ) ’

i

Fisher (1975)*End Bassen (1980) suggest that dne of the
@ t - ‘ . , .

4 -

ma jor situvational variables that difFe%entiallg,aPFe;ts men

and, women 1s thé hidden or overt competition that exists in

5

a

> -

‘i . W' PN
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many achievemernt s1tuatipns This 'is as a result of fiﬁdzng

e wine;spread belief that competitiveness and a{sertxvenesg

aTle unfeminine ,nge, women might then, reduce conflicts

[N

over the:r succesd 1n a competitive situation b denying
Y ny

. > -

responsaibilaty for 1t, and “1n turn 1t might be _expected

that women would make more external attributions for
success +1n a competitive rather than *noncompetitive
setting ' ( here, competitive situation usually refers &o

mixed sex si1tuations, as 1s the case in most achievement
; ‘ ; —~

-

situations) Several studies of mixed—groups settings have

Iy
*

found that Femalgfi use mpre external attributions for

, success than failure (Featﬂer, 1969, . Bar—Tal'iﬁ%' Freize,

e - . '

1977). In Simon and‘Feathgr's 51973) study of attributions

for actual performance on an examination, females were more -

N
-

external overall, suggesting that they deny responsibility

e
- “ B
for success in act%al competitive situations
W
. , : ® - .
Luginbuhl et al (1975) tested subjects in an

individual setting and daid not find greater externality

¥ for females’ than for-males, girls were 1n fact more. )

- . . )
internal for failure. I addition., girls felt better about

a task when 1t was described as unimportant

,

s (norcompetitaive) than when described assan important task

. , .
' {competitiveness 1s 1mplied)

Using luck'att§xbutxons imp{ies,that, at least within
. - @ .
what 19 tﬁadiizonallq defined as masculine areas such as

Macademic” achievement, women take less responsibility for,
and feel lecs pride 1n theijysuccesses and less shame about
[ .

t L4

ST . \ 1
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° Fy . \l
the:r faiiures Thus, women  ‘using , this attrabutional
pattern would erperience relatively T little affect 1n

2

achievemdnt situations (Freize. 1978)

Travis (1980° Jn‘éﬁblogxng the‘“tISESICalf metﬁod‘qu

- . ~

.

~

. , T T
manipulating success and failure by (using a seriesp of

<

anagrams’, tested ‘ for ,;e? le%erehqgs i \suquctzve
evaluatxqﬁs . of SUCCeSS,, causal ittr;hutxbng; gnd'
subseqdent{expectaﬁtiés[ however, “she #axl!d‘to{?zn& 'ang
s;gn1F1cant diéferencés '; '

o
“

-~ N . . 4 ’ N .
From the researvch discyssed above" orfe tan .conclude

that the literature on sex.differences 1in silf—cttélbutxon

AN

Ny

suggest that Pemales‘tend tao take liss;credxt  €0( their

«

success ‘and more binE'fOT'tﬁEIT failure ( Feather & Simon,

1972, Jackaway, 1974). _Im addition;  studies have shown

.

‘greater eiternal attrlbutloﬁ‘(e;pecxalfg luck) for femliles

after ‘hoth success and failure (Bar-Tal % Freize, 1977,

weigers & Freize. 1977}

13

\

A

2

di1fferences 1s based on ‘the assumptaion " that  the

n

attributions made by males and females 1in one situation. are

representative of an .enduring disposition to make certain

. . s ‘ N . N
tupes of attraibutions Yet, @6§t of the ex&stxﬁg research?

e

As previously stated the evxstxng resctrch on sex:

I3

1nvaolvee the measurement of paffxcxpants’ attflbutxoﬁs, in -

Tesponse . to one or more outcomes on a single task in a -

~ A

.particular achievement context “(Frieze at al ) L Yet

Q Lo ‘4

cther research has demonstrated that. the achievement:

~

context or tasy, exerts an i1mportant ‘1mpactv on .causal

attributions (Fted]EAet‘al ;J It a1s 1mportantxthen, that

¢

-



‘g

e

reséarch ‘bcth  tonsider and investigate the effects of

sttributions of participants, and to distinguish situations

.

o

that , el differential attritutions from  males and
v

females from <2tuatione that resvlt in ser diféerences

N -
. .
. . -~

- .

tityativbna: .ariabies may be v1ewed as fa ling into two
o

R;oad rategories -11) the task .tself\ﬁnd (2) the context

AN
<

in which . the task 18 perFormed Much. of the recent

litetature addresses the relationship betueen the task and
- ¢ [ 3 ’

4

i

tte attrib,tional responses: . .

Mc*ecvér,'.what ,1s'dstqn51b1q-Cbo same task for males

zrnd femeles may acttually be subJéctxvely two very different
‘ 7 - i

“tasks 1ﬁ‘ﬁerms of cﬁlturél“or\xnd{vidudl belieés about . the

» . ‘ -

sex—appropriateness. of fthe task, gender or indjvidual
.. IR ' ¥ x

4% ffererces 1n attainment ‘value or ego involvement. ' and
| : . ' 4 N

novelty/familiarity pf the task, ' these dimensjons may not

;ha%aftgﬁ;:e' tazhe -xndependent]g,' they are very likely

1 ' . M ' : ‘e -
: v . , i . B

highly 1nterﬁelated €HcHugh, et'al . 1982)
. N . wt L oL Loy
Fear 0of Su ccess g_g Attrlbut:ons o N *
) ' . s .
As an*g\:ensxnn to: resear:h “eon Fear of ' success..* an

r . "
¢

éttempt Fac been made to Jlink: fhe*sex szFerencos #ound 1

-\

n

\

"attributional patterp. - to the sex dxFGerences in fear ‘of

cuccess . The Iear}xe" studies attempting this. did not

.

:dzrectlg‘test FOS as Horner did, but usually-assessed FOS

by fésqunse§ to success or failure anJQCtS gave, ands to
| < 1 . . ’

the. way they attributed sex .inapbropriate success/fallure
. e . o .
Orc, of the #:7st ctudies which attempted to do this, was

.

. McHugh., ' Freiie. and Hanusa (1982) state that

A

Y



’ o i 4
conducted bg' Featte- and Simen < 1575) They asked 48
‘ema]g subyects to use, semantic g:aleslto rate male; and
*eﬁa]es who iugceedvd “or Fa:fed) ;t d;FFerent ‘oicupatxons

* +
(med:icine or nur51néh .o three matters of concern

personslity ‘e ¢ - pleasani/unpleasgpt‘ logical/intuitive.

tdugh/tencder, tausal attributions of the success ar failure

3 - »

€ ¢ , ability, erxraminer’s. error. luck), and perceived

<

lirelihood of vamious consequences (e g ., Anne (John) feels

thoroughly conterted, wonders 1f 1t 1s all worthwhile,
continves  tD top the class) . Feather and Samon (1975)
’ J B

found that subjects generally upgraded successful males ain

relation  te unsuccessful males and devalued success?ql

. . » )

females 1n relation to unsuctessful females Sweeney.
; .

Moreland  and' Gruber (1982), i'n their research _ on

attributiconal patterns for malas ‘nd females found, females

using 1uc; attributions to a greater degree than males To
test this. ‘male and female college students were asked o
make effort, abi1lity, luck, and ° task -di1fficulty

attributione for thear perFormShce on a recent cowrse

E

examination Measures of the stuoents’ affective reactions

tcward theéeir performance were also obtained It was found
3

that successful Stuje“ts' whether female or male, made more

internal attrxbbtxonf and were pleased with their
e

purformance -Unsuccessful female students who made external

attributions, were more displeased with their performance
‘outcome. and felt better . wher they attributed their
‘fai1lures to unstabfe factors Unsuccessful male students

o |

were also displeased with their performance. but tended to

q

\
\

. 56.
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aske more internal attributions for their Faxlur; apd as a
.resyrlt #éit:better

3 »
Sweeney et al , (1982) revxgwed the findings of ‘thg
zbove study to be soggestive of 1nterna11£g patterns for-
maf@m 'xnternélltg bias) rather tharn externﬁlxtq'xn females

tthis 15 contragu to the generaf predictions about affect
L 4

’
o

made by the Weimner et al ', model)

¢

Travie (198073 wusing Winer's a{trxbutional/ model of

acthievement examzned the passible sex dxifertnces at each

"stage of %the model, including & subjective evaluation of

sutcess, causal attridbutions, expectations #for future

‘ .
success, fnd csubsequent achievement behavaior Travis

(1982) 1in  a sumﬁarg of previous studies reported that

stucPes conducted 1n a variety of formats and design
Ta -~

paradigms have reported sex differences at almost every

. - “

stege of the model, Tather than presenting a cémplete set
of . comparisons Eightu-twg subjects (49 women, 23 men

4 ¥

. . . 1
soived a di1fficult or easy set of anagrams, after which
they 1ndicated their subjective level of performance.

_provided causal attributions, and ctated e.pectations for

future Der#grmance Sex comparisons were conducted on ggch

element 1n thg attribution model Results 1ndicated no sex

differences By sub jective evaluation of success, on cavsal

dimensions., on expectatxong for future performance, or on
. . 'Uerforqance on a final set of anagrams

" . While Hormner ‘s “evidernce for a d1sposxt10nal°$ear of

. t
suctLess 1n womer 1¢ conflicting, Condrey and Dryer (1976)
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' .‘< . 4 * ,
suggest . that, certain situatione” do evoke reali®tic
expectancses ‘about negative conseqbenceé and that :‘these

women hy attributing success to luck or task ‘ease or

diféiculty are denying responsitility for  their

performance. thereby elem;natxﬁg any grobnds for .social

rejection 1 they perform well Here, even within , ones’
. . . .

a;&r:but1ona1 pattern, different variables may be mediating

2
-

rausal attributions N ‘ f

Conversely, when various studies have looked for sex

'

d1fferenceé 1in attributional patfern as an extension to

fear of success. they have failed to find ‘any ( Travis,
L) - B

158C, Sweeney et al . 1982) One such study was conducted

pyrZuckerman, Larrance, Porac and Blanck (1980) Using

‘the FQOSS measure of fear 0f success, Zuckerman et al.,

\ v

tonducted an erperiment to eramine the extent to which thxg
construct moderates the effects of tasks on the ‘dependent

vari1ables > itntrinsic motivation., B causal attrabution, and

choice behavior (This study will.be discussed jin greater
13 B / =
detail 1n’'the next section )

. B ’
. v

Summary
If an attributional analysis of Atkinson’s conception
. \ . , . .
1s made, 1t suggests <that individual differences 1in

qchlevement motivation, as well as cues sucs as task
dirfficulty., influence mediating cognitions co¥cerning the

causes of behavioral outctomes These causal inferences then

-

influence subsequent athievement behavior (Weiner., 1980) °

N v

1¢# Atkircon’'e model 1s accepted then, econclusions can be
S i .
made about :hxgh v?fgus iow achievement motivated

¢ : \\



ingdividyals In sum, (from Weiner., 1980)

A Individuals high 1in achievement motivation

.

1 .
i Ususlly approach achievement rﬁlate? activities These

are mediated by the attribution of success tohigh ability

*

4and effort

24
[ .

= Fersist- in the face of failure These are mediated by
attrxbutxéé; of failure to a lack of . effort, which 1s
presumed to bé.modxflable

3 Usually select tasks of ;ntermed1ate difficulty, thas
being mediated SQ the perceptxdn that these type of tasks
usually yield self-evaluative feedback

4 Perform with effort This 195 mediated bu.the belief that

outcome is determined by effort

B Individuals low 1n achievement motxvition:

LY

1 _Usuvally do not approach achievement related activities.
Thie 1¢ mediated cy the attributions of success'tb external
rather thanm 1nternal ‘factors and the exclusion of effort as

causal factor

+ O

“Joy

Guit when the probability of failure is high + This is

mediated by the belief that failure is caused by lack of

ability. which 1s presumed ¢to be uncontrollable and

unichangeable

] Usuvally select easy or difficult tasks since these’
tasks yield minimal self-evaluative feedback.
4  Perform with reiatively little effort This is mediated

LN

bu the beli1ef that outcome 15 1ndependent of effort.
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Effects of Fegr of Success on Intrinsic Motivation, (Cousal

. \

Attribution, and  Choice Behavior

»

(In th:s section the fear of success measure will be
referred to as FDOSS 1n conguction with the Fear of Success
Scale as measured by" Zuckerman’s and Allison’s 1976

ObJ;Ctlve measure ) ' .
N

to remedy one of the problems inherent in a pro;ectiv;
measure. Zuckerman and Allison (19746) developed and pested'
s 27-1tem ob jective Fear of Success Scale ° Construction of
the Fear of success Scale’consxzted‘uf administering 35;
7-point agree—-disagree stateménf; to o lérge sample ‘of
undergraduate students (N = 376) The statements were
Tr;tten by Zuckerman and Allison and several colleagues:
énd ‘consisted of statements describing elther the benefaits
of success»' the respondent’s attitude to success., or. the
Tespondent’s attitudes toward suc{egs when cﬁmpared to
other alternatives The 1ndividual 1tems were 'scored 1in thé
qlrecﬁxon of high fear of success, and for- apprbxxm;telq.
hal@ of the 1tems. agreement was keyed as hagh Geqr of
;Ecceis, for the remaznder.‘d;sagreement was keyed as hxéh
fear of success The*statements were then 1tem analyzed to

u

maximize the i1nternal consistency of the scale and on the
basis of corvelations o@‘;ach item tah the total score

exctiuding the 1tem . ‘e1ght statements were discarded
Potential sctores on the FOSS range from 27 to iqg with
high scorecs i1ndicating high fear of success Zuckerman and

Allison (1976, by using the FOSS found that .females had

- \ -
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*

higher FOSS scores than did males and that both males and
temales with high FOSS ccores performed worse on anagram

tazks and attribuied success more to external factors and

fai1lure more tc 1nternal factors than did sub jects with low

FJSS <cores The scale yirelded good internal reliabilitres

0% +0r males ang 73 ¢éor females

Using the Fear of Success Scale (FOSS) as a measure of

fear of success. Zuckerman, Larrance. Paorac, and Blanck
. . )

1980, eramined the extent te which thls/ canstruct

’

moderates the effects of task outcome on three dependent
variables tntrimsic motivation, causal attribution, and
thcice behavior .

ey

Intrimsac ‘motxvitxon was seen as the tendency ¢to
\ : . - .
sangage in éome activity for no apparent reward expect - the
activity 1tself Cuckerman et al (1980), stated that first
cf 'all for .the,hxgh FOSS person success h;sl aersxye
impiiiations i and therefore should not: increase the

. a:tra:tzieness -6& ; tas; Secand}q, since high FOSS,

ssbrects do  not éttr;ﬂute success to themselves —.técxr:
sence of competerce. and JonseQUnntlg thear intrinsic
motivaticn  should raot xncrh;se under-a success condition
Iacierman et al hqéoth;sxs was that success would
;nc"ea;e. 1ntr%ﬁs;c mot}vetxon aﬁong low but nat among high
FOS sub;ecis

From prror studxe;'(c1ted 1n the previous chapter)
tt - hac begn shown that iow FOSS sub jects are’

b . -te-nalirers .while High FOSS subects are externaliiers

3
'S



-&n///) | >
of success |whereas. low FOSS ., subjects are vsually
ertemnalizers of failure and nigh FOSS : subjects are

irternalizers of faiiure Zuckermar et al . experimentally

mamiplated task nutcomes. providing a better test of their

-

A\d

eFfects. 2and ~ those of fear of success, on causal
fgzﬁrxbutxzn The1r ;rguement was' that prior vcsiarch‘
empioyec succe;s’ia;fure th;omés Lwhich were seléf-
determined Consequenglq,\\thys oVscOr;d the exs :aus;

. i . [

znd effert relationships among task outcomes, Ffear OFf

- [V

siccess, and attributione
¢ )

'
‘3

‘ Choice behavior, was seen'as Yho‘ extent to which

'

N '

gyt jects preferred to have a choice over the tasks that
they were going to perform .The assumption was that people
are motivated to control their environment and that lack of:

;holce 15 maladaptive for the i1ndividual {fuctkerman et al ,

| “
e;amqned éhe hypothesis that success on S task ‘1ncfras!s
.tne need toD have chpice over similar tasks, the ratxon;le
dexng. “that tasx out&om} affect :hf ‘porson/s pnrseivea
'pmnetencé ’Xn sum. Zucker man e; al . = (1980} pradlcted‘
that wunder, succéss- low FOSS sub jects ‘would Shoﬂl éorat
. . 3 R
irtrinsyiz mctavation. make more internal ‘attributions. and
prefer mere cholce fgan chld high FOSS sub jects -
The study of Zuckerman et al .. (1980) 1ﬁyolved “two
sections, presented to sub,ects as two xndependeng :
='pEr4mént5 s ‘In .sectton one suhfgcts worked on three

puziies (SOMA) that were eithor chosen by the subjects or
ye'e,‘assx;ned tno  choicer yuked counterpart of chdice

suvb ject?  Under bhigh performance (success) subjects were

. ' ¢
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t

toid‘the1f performance was bertter tharn most sub jects; uﬁder
low performance ifailure), SUbJECt; were told the opposite

5ub .ects were then left alone For“a five minute period to
see, 1F;tneq worked‘alone on puzzleé. this was uUsed as an

indication cf the subjects’ :intrinsic interest  ‘The final

>

pha<e of <cecticn one was a questionnaire that included

attrubution measures. and manipulation checks In the second

part of the experiment, subjectc were led down a hall to

i

rhe "secong erperiment”  They Qere told to work.on ei1ght
"of twenty 'puzzles presented,‘_Pnd‘then asked how many
pu;zles fhey would like to choose and how many they would
Like 'éss1gned. this was used as a mefasure of ‘sungcts‘
choice behayior The sub jects’ were @hen’adm;nxstered the
FOSsE and Wehrabl;n‘s Scale of resultant achievement
motivation ' (RAM),  (although the scale 15 of questionable

validity) ) . > . '

A median spiit was used to divide a1l subjects 1into
. ' " ' b . C s
high/low FOSS. groups and high/low RAM There were no

effects of choice and outcome dn FOSS and RAM. There were
' ‘ @
g‘no sex significant differences an FOSS or RAM, in addition,
/ . . -

no  significant relationship was found between -fear of
success and RAM (v= 04 éxvefgént valxd1t§), there}ore_ not.
Eelhg able‘to.accéunt #or:eFFects of fear of sdccesg an the
'depeﬁdgnt vaw1ab¥§s Sub jects generalld spent more time on

pmzzles 1n.success conditions compared to failure. this 1s-

as , pregicted Additional wenalyses showed that the

; . . .
gi1fferences between success -and faillure were mgre

-



)

emphazilec amcng .ow tnan high fear of success subjects, as

credicted kith respect to czausal éttrxbutxoﬁs, low fear

of ‘success sup jects madeemore internal attributidns _tnan

nigr  fear ©f success subjects (FOSS main  effect) Na
N .

signrificant fi1fferences ‘'was found between fear of success
.1 . N . .
and putcaome * 1nteractions cantrary to what Zuckerman et

~

at predicted However. /  looring at the outcomes

separately, & FOSS outcome x choice anteraction occuried.
. ] f] '

which partialiy supported their hypothesis  Here, 1n’ the

[

csuteess zondition low fear of success sub jects made more

internal ~attr1butxons than high fear of success subjects.

{as predicted), and 1n the failure condition, there were ng

»
’,

differences between ‘high and low fear of success sub jects -
(not as predicted)

The study of Zuckerman et al ., revealed that .under.

.

.

- -

X
é‘ﬁécted by FOSS®™ FOSS was also found to be independent of

.

whereas under failure, . the -jependent measures were not

resultant achievement motivation ‘“However, overall, no sex
, ® .
gi1fferences were faund i1n FOSS, this 15 contrary to the

<

FOSS hypothesis , .

The moset surprising "but ta some extent consistent

outcome with cther studies was that no sex differences were
. * . - ]

foung for E%§5 This 1s contrary to'the‘FOSS'hqpothesxs
In addition, the study has several methodologxfal and

substantive shortcomings 1ncluding 1- The nature of theair

‘manipulated taesks The study used FOSS scares to determine

whether, the construct moderates success and failure “on

. f +

'su:;egsl all the dependent measures were affected. by FO0SS -

-

:



.genergllzaﬁle to' a wider populatgbn‘

T measuTes  fonsisting

» . h ' '

intrincic  motivatior, and :nax}e bepa@zof . These tasks,
outcpmes tan be m}sxnterpreteg with respect ‘to4;th}1ﬁ
‘:énterk ;eahxng Besng intrimsically motivated. or being
asle fto thooke your own tasks may simply be @ personality

chara-teristic 1rregar&iess of whether aone 13 high/low 1n
. ~

) ," . .
Fo3e Furthermore intrinsic motivation and choice

béhavxov can be m1sxnterp¥yﬁed by sub jects due to thear .

sub ;ective and persanal definition . ?
£l

z The homogene:ty of their sample ' Only psychology ..

stuoents  were Usea Therefare, the rTesults' aré not

=

L4

’

3 The narrow rTange of the'level of FOSS in their
subjerts (Sdb;ects score Tanged. from 95~i25/ .low—hlgh
FOSE) ’ o I - .

4 The fact that FOSS was measured after all the ygsks wige

o
L

completed. (gpSS 1s ‘normally gganea as . a stable

.

nredisposition and thersfore  administered ' before

manipulating) )

n
. o

The prbposédlstqu‘xs a repl}cthon and extension ‘0of

the regeer;ﬁ conducted, by Zuckerman, ‘Larrance, Porac, and -

Elanck (19éQJ' "The Etudg~myll use  task outcomes that

' °

of defimite suc&eas or failure

> ‘

. ’ ) o
mEnreT that 15 counsistent ‘with HOrner‘s.

) -

1

-befure ‘an .ouatcome condition s defaned Erpectancy and

. A N . 7. y

rterspective 1s,bu11t31nto the outcome s1tbatiaon, where not\

. - .,

: Eénhotf be mx%xpterpreéed'bg*subJects and emp:loy structured

o 0 . . . ‘ . PR
"s;tué%xons ‘Administer the Fear of Success Scale - 1n - a

theory, that 1s

& N



3 ]
- N ”

trly & perconal expected/unexpected success or failuTe 1s
tnvelved® hut the expected/unexpected success or failure of

a male or female friend The study proposes tq\:ifment the

Zuckerman et al 'invest1gat10n-1ntu the relatidnship of

FOSS to causal attributions by studying ® not only the

relationchip of FDSé'to cne'’s %1mepsion of 1ocu§, but also.

1n terms of persped%gVe to ma&e‘other and female other.
Moreover, the- incoAsxsteﬁcxes in fhe‘ findings with -

regards to sex differences not only in a;hievement

-

ertuations but 1n fear of ;uccess within a framework of
attrxbdt;on theory, 1s5.svuggestive of some existing problem.
The tﬁeorg suggests that fear of success should pfedominate
n Females: but the data is not as significantly supportive

2t the earlier studies (Horner 1968, 1973). One of the

common sense explanations being given is that in today’s
- 13 1] .

"modern' sotiety, along with the ajd of the Human Rights
/ . - ) 1 v -
Commissiorn and Charter of Equality, women no longer face

negative consequences of success. A plausible suggestion is

PR S -

that thé changing values concerning women’s role in society

have created more conflict between the sexes’ and increased

2

the probab1lit%h that women will express their fears when
given an ppportunuty td do sa9.,+ since success is Now more a
possibilaty than a plausibility Thus, tome researchers

have found.! paradoxically, that women wha favor the women’s

<

oo

@0vement and are usually associated with more liberal or

: Pe

: . ‘ ° ) 5
radical ‘“pplitical" views and are more lpkely to express
1 7 . " -
[
fear oFf success than women who have more “traditional™
El
views (Shaver, 1976) The variety of research findings

¢ .
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* that have been indicated prev:ouslg,\xn this thesas, 1s® an
4 . - )
k] ¢ }‘ -.'
1fidication Kthat althaugh FOS f1i1ndings are not consistent,
' . ' \ .
they a%e more relreble and more inter—related with other
o 4 l ¢ . - 1
“ ] variables +thern was previously thought In addition, sex
diF@eren.cels\ in \EDS m,ég be qualitatave, iemales may have
B . A s & ) .
différent FOS ‘thar males and different wags?/o( only of
cop:ﬂg with 1t, Bu+t q; expressing 1t  Attraibution theory
/ . " '
4
; may Brov:d'e one of the ocutlets as a means to explicate and
. . _understand FOS ane 1/té eftects on both males and females
P ’ . ’ o [
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Hpyohoinesecs

nypctnesis 1

.o
=

Q

“rere wili be & mair eféfert .f FOS a¢ measured by FOSS.

e the cocllapeed measures c4 internality and externality

v

.

T " Sub jects high .in FOSE will make greater .
, external a}trAbnngons ther .- sub jecte  iow 'i%  Foss \
» > N . \\\ . ' " A :
oy -Sub jects low in FOSS wili, make greater’.internal - ,
7 ¢ ot ® . aaty ) .
attrapbuticne than subiecte:  high | 1n . FOSS
f . . v - )
LU ' : ‘
, Zygianation te Hupothe'sis 1

s. ) ‘o '
' ﬁa/"Zucierman ang Wheeler (1979) ‘1n their review 0Ff the

-.‘uﬁn e ' ) T,

* »

. R . i o .
@Ajjterature 'on fear of succkss.  csuggesting that the motive

~

"t%  avoig  cuccess may interfere with Achievement-related

L -
- ! 'l-

. pErformance and. give rise to gefensive responses (e g, -
b ] " e . . . e .
\ denial, of responsibility) to euccess. was supported

Zuckerman et al . {(1980). 1n aoditson, €ound that SubJ!CtS‘

r

witr high fesr c# cuccese scores whbﬁ<q1led at an anagram

2
tas: . attributed faalure to i1nternal factors more’ often '

4

B ' & .
. thar .did oubjects with & low fear of success score In

[

zontract, subjects with hifdh fear of syccess ‘scoves. -‘when

1 , .
svcceeding usuially attributed their. success more - to .
" erternal (Factors than did sub jects with low fear. of syccess ,
. ' - ’. ® . ] ;
. sCgres . - ) ’
' T . )
& '~ v . L‘ ";‘
Blypothesis 2 . : ' ‘ ‘ : ,WN -
There will be an interaction effect of FOSS bd outcome
on .the measures of internality and extermality -« ° S .
. 1, SUEJECtS _low “1in FDSS'w}ll make greater 1internal
O ~ ' e %
.-a“ ) ' , v - ' L » ,
. o L] +
| = . » ’ .



LY

.ﬁ'

- ' § 5 v o
Lil.anet.ci tc Hggsthgggs c ,
- ‘ -

¢

gtrttitutrore For succest and greattr exferrnasl attributions

) , ' - -

4
.

c Lt sects  kigh in FOSES wiii make greater erternal

! v
N : s,

R R IR SY L S for curcezs and greater internal attributions:

Receartt dealing w2th the mrrive to avoid success has

geAErallq bbserved tnat thig motive 1nt¢?feres with

elrievement—reiated pe?€érmancb\anc give T1spe tc defensive

.

respOrses e ¢ " syth as den:al of responsibaility) to

s-:ceék .n accordance with the tasic tenets pf FOS theory.

righ FOSS i?bJects find successT aversive and less likely to

'

arpivach 1t and more likel deny 1t (luckerman &

v

Aliison, 19767 In addition. -
] N\ ' -

k] N

L
oo .

3

and’ make  greater internal wttributions . to fai1lure

v lughermarn et #) 1980) In contrast. " subjetts low 1in
- ¢

. o — ‘
F0uZ wall "tend to make greater celf—serving attribdtions

Mové»specxfxca}lqltﬁey teng 4o tohe more Tesponsibilipy £6n

' . , - W
sdCCes s, make more ihternal attr}butxons, take lesk blame
P . . N
Eor. their failures and male more external attributions
(Zuckerman et sl . 1980) ' -
=

0 - N .

Hupothesis 3

-
N
+

There.wi1ll be a FOSS by sex of subject interaction on

»

the measure of internality and externality

* v

. 1 Male subjectse low 1P FOSS will tend to make

.
N

greater nternal attributions; male sub jects high ;n’FOSS

v ° . .

FOZE  subgecte tend to take more Llame for theiT failures

{{‘,s‘
angs suggest that hagh \:



. ’ , 73
§
will tene to make mcre externsl gttributions S
= Female sur;ects low in FOSS will make greater

erternasl  attraibuticns, female sub jecte high 1n FOSS will

temc to maks greater 1nternsl ottr.hutions

. ' . E.planation to Mypothesi's 3 N

D v - A
Ac 0:-cussed eaTlier. di1ffering patterns of causal
9
attrab otlor- ‘or zuctess and failure have been reported for
temeles ahd males These findinge suggest that women use

.

/ ertermnal at% .buticne to succCes: and. internal attributions

4 - .

te ¢a&@1lu"E ¢ & -larvrge~ degree than men (Freize et al
&

197¢) & mer* ioned gearlier. fear of sutcess was

araginally conceptuailzed as disvosition tc fear’ success

@ ., o | § / .
, -oecauce of their negative tonseguences. particularly for
" .
' women (Horrmer, 1948) Taken together these two theories

imply  that  farst  of all women . have a motive to avoud

" , eyccess,  however., :f 1n turn this success does happen they
s . — N 7
‘ - N
. wiil .have a defensive and anxi1ous Tesponse to the success

: - f
Jne of the cdcfernsive Tewponses 1» expressed by attributing

a

) ‘ ‘rne socces: toc erternal  ceuses, thus. not assuding
54 . “ 1
- ‘ © the resdornsibility (Freize et al . 1978) L=
o ' - \ \ \ ‘ ’
‘ . ‘ .
Hupcthesie 4 Y ’ .
JF Thére wlil Lte 'a main effect .of expectancy on the
. . . measure of interné]i%h and extérnal1tg L
- 1 Sdgjects ip-the expected condition will make:
. w Y | | .
- greater jnternal attributions than subjects 1n the
, /
-~ . unexpected condition x . o w oo
" ‘ )2 Subjects in the unexpected condition will make
. .
& . |
[} * . . ' [
P \ ’ . \ w
. . . -

e

e e
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o "
greater™ erterna attributions than subjects 1n the expected

19
“and:tion o /
‘Zrp.aration tc Hypothesis 4 . -
Zuckermar (197%) reviewed & series ' of studies

¥
itivegtigatirg  the effect nf exrectancy and found - that
» ‘ .

unespected \gutcomes ternd tou y.eild greater erternal

attribuvticne. and less internal attributions than espected

N

"sutcomes © Mcre specifically. however, subjects in the

wregpected poutcome conditions tend to use more luck

attributions than ab1lity attributions that are pgenerally

-

30 by sut ,ects 1n expected CDdetiOQf
LA \ [

mypothesis 5 - IA'

.
A

“here wilil ;/.a main effect of perspective, and how

y
'

e
sQEJects terd to makg attributions to self versus others
‘} S;bJECtS in the selt and male other perspective
canzition will ‘tend to make greater internal attéﬁm{xons
’fhan sub jects 1n the éemalelother perspectxve‘condl¥xon‘
e Subjerts 1m the female other perspect;v; condition
Ili ‘tend- to make greater €xtegnal attributaons th;n

-

subJEcts 1n the self cr male other perspective cong1t10n

Explanatxﬂ to Hypothesis 5 '
]

Miller % Ross ¢1975),.- showed that subjects were more .
likely 40 attribute Tesponsibility for success to
themselves than tL others Snyder, Stephaﬁ. & Rosenfield

. . t '
1976 fTound +that most cubjects attributed success morew

Prnternally | to Lhemselves than to others: -and also

attributed their failure more externally than the ‘Failure



mahe greater’ internal  atgributions than szJBctﬁ' in @

mabe greater ex¥ernal attribcticrs tham subjects 1in  a

‘

o ’ ' . D

% cther:

Ny

If sexr 0r1fferences an sttraibutions are salient.

thar sub jects *i1n the ‘self and male other ctondition will

mare more similar attributions trnan will subjects in  the

4

femzle cther condition - * , . .
i Rl .

Kl

Hypothepis & : ,
. L8 » s
There uwiil, be 8 maih effect of outcome .. (success vs

failure'. orn the deasurfs of internalaty and e;tcrna;xtq

o Sub;ectﬁf 1in 8 svccess outcome condition 'wi;l'

- Iz

- S ' >
6am{ure Gotcome cﬁndxtxon . ’ iz
. , ‘
. <

. . -
Sub jects 1n a failure outhg- condition will

“

©
.

L3

success cutcome caoRdaitaion

LY

Explanatioun tu Hypothesis & '4‘
= .

Weiner et al 's'flq?l) ﬁftrqbutlon model of  achievement.

-

‘s1tuations - Has shown that subjects tend to typically: méié

greatér'xﬁternal attributions - to Sycqess'tﬁin failure, and

that sub yeCtS also tend to make typical external
attributions to failure than to success " N
i \ . ‘_‘ , 'S

L4 ' v s
. .
r
- V )
b . .s’
- - . .
. . ,
— — , |
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Method s
. ' " ! . ’ ’
Sub (ecte ' e ., -
. * »~ .

Sun jects  were male (n=Z26) and female (n=319)

-

undergraduate and graduate -students enrolled in different

o

" tourses at Concordia Univercitd during the 1985 Winter

o

ern With the permission of ruurse i1nstructors, who were

.

-cntacted by campus mail-(see Appendix A), students were

- ) [ . ‘. )
.testeo ‘foT  approximately 30 minutes 1n  thear Tegularly

s-Neduled classes Students were randamly assxgned;to the

-

kypothetical outcome. ' expﬁgtancq. and %perspcctxve

. . . !
s1tuations . '

Lesaign, o :
o~ - :

s

“The " dgs1gn o0f the study 1nvolved five ndependent
variables F‘Er of success score, ser of the sub yect,
expe%fancg, outcome and perspective The fear of success

sores wae divided into high FOS and low FDS The thaird

tzctor. expectancy. has two levels, expected and,
Jnexperted 'The fourth chtov,\ pe[spectxée. has three
levels, seﬁf, female otﬁer and male other - The Ffifth
factor; outcome, has two levels suctess and failure The

experxéent 1s' a2 x2 x2x2x3 between measures design

Thi1s results in- 48 factorial cells. . The dependent measures

~

aTve subject’s rTating of cavsal attréputions for abrility,
effort, task difficulty, luck, study of method, interest in
the subyerct matter,. khowledge\ of the wmaterial, these

dependent wvaTiables wetre measured fof subjecte’ beliefs

about success and failure 1in am i1mportant exam situation

°



b

7"
v
unde- ci1ffererit erpe-tancy -onditions., and for different
- 3
percepectives ' ’r
° 1
Eyper:menters . ’

.Experimenters were two fema.e research assistants,

Gretchen Lowerison Snd myself. and one male. Pagl LLerousx
'L%rge Classes « N »80 ) were attended by two or more
erperimenters, but most classes'were sufficirently small tg
hefattended by a singie erperimenter o

Procedure

An eiperimenter, with permission “of . the class
instructor, approached stpdents 1n  their regulariy
. , . 9 - , d
srcheduled classes, usually 1n the last half-hour of & class
- .

meeting The experimenters first handed out questionnaires

.to all subjects and then read aloud the instructions " found

- . .
un the cover page of the questiannaire (see Appendix B)

the order given to them The first section of the

Qbestxonnaxre . cognsisted ~ef a series of demographic

queetions, the Zecond section consisted of the FOSS, and

‘

the third section consisted of attributional measures
Sub yjects had few problems 1n completing the guestionnaire,

and sessions were mainly guiet Following completion of
. 1 By

the .questionnaire sub jects were thanked for thear

participation, interestad students were presented with__an

a

pral or _, written xplanation, and told additional

4 - “

information would Ee,made available upon réquest

v .

suvb tects were ther reguested to fi1ll out & questionnaire in,



“Allisan (157&)  found

ki

) had
* s ’5
. = Matertia.s
Eggquound Guestionnaire -
} ‘ \ A \.\
) brief questionnaire on sub ject’s personal
¢educational  and ethnit background, was administered (see

Appendix D)

hear of Success Measure |

The Fear of Success Scale (FOSS) was administered to
. .
the subjects ae a measure of fear 'of success (Zuckerman and
/- ~
Ailison, 197c)/ The scale con51i9§ of 27 1tems which was

1
~

developed to assess individual di1ffeTences 1n the motive to

avgid success Good internal reliabilities Ffor both males

and females resultéd, where 69 was among males _and 73

7

amorg  females The FOS3 found  females  to score

f

si1griificantly higher than did males and. 1t was positively

related to. Horner’s projective measure of fear of success
J

{Zuckerman and Alllgoh, 19768) Furthermorél Zuckerman and

1

that high fUSS sub jects performed

b4

woTce On an anagram task than did low FOSS sub jects, and

that high FOSS scores attributed success externally and

failure 1nternallg‘ See Appendix c’ for the 27-1tems

‘

presented to the subjects |

Menipulationsof.Expectancy., Perspective. and Qutcome

.The . manipulations werg done* by means of written

instructions to subjects The expectancy manipulation was
.
. . -

built-as a structured measure which conecisted of statements

ml1ch were expected or unexpected situations, (see Appendix

e b

D).




79

Yegrspestive . A

1

The perspective was built into the autcome_ sptuation by

stet:ng a-per<onal sutcess or fairlure, and the success orT

tsr1iJre of a male or éemalblfrand (See Appendix D)

Qutcome - ‘ -
e .

"he outcome was builbt a3z a structured measure which
) °

taney1sted’ cf‘ﬂptatements whizh were definite su?cesg or
* 4

fua1:ure sr1*uations

Measure of Causal Attribution : '

¢ s

i

'

- .
The a'rrabution questionnaires measured sub jects '

-

ratings oh e ght factors ability. effdrt, }ast"dxffxcbltg,
luck ' study method. intarest in cubjeft matterr how(\T3!
tect was ¢/marked. and knowledye of the material In—
addztxon.: the quéstxannaxre provided _subJ;stsxwztm
cgportunity to name aﬁg ;ther factors whxcﬁ they cpnsxderéd

*

an

important but which were not 115ted‘ The attraibution 1tems
[y

K}

have been adapted from Nexper et al ‘s 1hvestigation of

attributional paetterns Weiner and his colleaques found
. ' . 3 '

thece factors to be the mos t salient 1n sub Jject’'s

eyplanatiaons g¢ success and failure Each pf the factors

for attribution was measured onh a seven-point 'scale" in
accordance with the measurement used by Zuckérman et al .
and because 1t has been demopstrated bg various researchers
that this seven—poimt scalp provides suFcmxenl range Qnd.

discriminabaility The measure of 1nternality was calculated

¢

by addkng sbi1lity, effort,. study method, interest and

e

Inawledgé Thke measure of a2xternality wag' célcula%ed‘ by
adding task, luck and marking. o 7
. - .
| . \
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L ‘
Alaiyses

‘A 2 (FCS High vs Low:' x = Sex of Subject Male vs

Foemale) r 2 (Expextancy Expected vs Unexpected) - - 3 ° \

iPerspective Self wvs Male Otner vs Female Other) x =

’

\butcome Success vs  Ratlure) analysis of ﬁﬁﬁ&ance CANDVA)
e . : K

wa e performed un ‘each of ten ‘d;pendent: measure;
1hternalxtg' ezterhalitq. abil:ty, effort, task. ,lucbr
meihéd; interest. mathng, and knoyledge The meas%reAOG \
internality was derived by adding ability, ‘effort, study

N ,
method, interest and knowledge’, that of externalaty by
- -

adding _task, luck and markxhg » "ANOVAs ‘were performed
. ° N /

. /
"using +the Statistical Packages for the Sgcial Sgiences: - .

{SPES) (Nie, Hull Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent (2nd Ed

o«

’ L. et .
1982  In ‘ad%iﬁigg;//<; probe for significance levels 1n

éﬁg of the 1nteractions, . Tuégq‘s Héb Ihonesth significant

difference) test of paired mbans was performed, with the

. -

tzlcuylated value reported i the text (segtklrk, 1982)
. #

3

_ -/~‘ Results
Result; .are pfesent;d ‘beginning with éaxn effect
hqpothe#es, in, ﬁhe’ followaing order F0s. expectancy. -
pén&pect1ve, oufcome. S X of sub Ject, and interactions
gualifying main effects Wathin each hypothesized efgect .

the dependent measures-of i1nternality and externality are

presented first and €he measures of ability, effort, task,
. \ R g

AN

luck, marking and knowledge last Followxnd/ %th,
unpreﬁlcted main effects and interactions are Teported 1in

the same manner as the hqpothesxzed»eFFects: ' FOS is used

»w
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» !
™ ~ ) -
when referTing toc the construct of fear of svccCess. and
’ : —~
0SS when referring to the fear of sutcess score, sucth as -
. .
the measuTE  used in tre tabies Means and. standard

. [ ] -
deviations for all hypothesized effects on the attribution
. - \“ N

‘meatures are présented In the text * The ANOVA summary

taties for 4&ll measures are presented 1n Tables 3-lg s
. ~

—

Individual cell means anc cell <:a3es. are . presented 1in

%ables 13-20. Figures 1-8B represent’ the significant

. 7 A .
“interactions Summaries of significant results are
’ bvesant;ﬂ in Tayle 1-2 The tables present an ‘overall

¢

° - ° ¢

representation of .the study s findings

® 4
. . . ‘. Lo

General Findings ” r
In general, fhe hypotheses Telating to main effect . T v )

[ ' N
of fear of succéss, expectancy., and . outcome 1n relation to .

the measures of i1nternality and externality wes conﬁlrmeq

Sub jects high 1n FOS made greater external attributions

, -

than subJeits low 1n FOS - Subjects 1n expected cfonditions -

made'-greater internal attributions than. sub jects 1n -‘the

v

unexpected caonditions, whereas subjects 1n unexpected

conditions made greater\eyternal attributidns than .sub jects

}n the expected conditions There was Nno main effect of ’ —
perspective on either 1ntérnélztu and gxternalxth, self, '°, .
L TN .

male other or\iiTale other did not affect attributions
.There was nao FOS by sex of subject interaction on the

measures of internality and externality, and no intemagtion ‘
il " Y

effect of FOS bg'ochdmp,on the measures,of }gternalltg and

externality. . - ’ . . ot

Owerall, expectancy and ouécome yielded significant "

\

A



Cade

o N

o . ) ..

“~ N
v - fésuﬂfs on  all the 1nternal measures (see Tab%e 1), and
Tuck yielded  significant results an all the 1independent
variables of FDéf"se: of sub ject, expectancy. perspective
ahd gutcome (see Table 2)
. , . . ]
Although there were no siynificant sex differences
- . .betdeen male and female sub jects with regards to fear of
succes?., female subjects didshow cverall hagher FOS5 than
- - » to '
males,ﬂgé 7% of females were high 4n FOS, compared to 48 7%
of males and 46 3% of females were low 1n FOS, coﬁﬁéred to T
50 4% of. males Overall, 45 &% of the total number of
’ " subjyects were high in FOS while 53 2% were low in FOS.
/ : /o
A . J””wl B ' .
13 \"
v /'
; (=8 \. . / ] . . t’\
® h - © ' ' ] i >
. /.
L] ° ) (‘ -
. » vy M) .
- . . .
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s ou 7_‘/ s - .
~ - r . . o
. . '



o

Table Summary Tablpg of Significant Findings: @
Measures of Interpality -
: \ - -
Measures Internal Abilaity Effort Stuﬁy Interest Know
‘ : . , Method
FOS (F) ‘
Sex of Ss (§) . 042 ) ,
Expect (E ) 001 001 . 007 L0114 . 001 001
Perspec (P) : - ’ P —
Outcome (O 001 .00t . oot  .001, ‘00t . 001
o ' . - s -
Fxsg - *
F x E * o .
Fx P’
F x DO , X -
S x E 048 N ogz -
S x. P ‘e P f
S x 0 . ' . ) B ;
E x P / t
E s+ O “
P x O r® T , 040
F xS xE o,
Fx& «xP ;
F xS x0 o o . /e
FxExO ' R )
FxExO- A oo
FxP x0 - ",
S xE xP ' / M,
SxP x 0 0 , .
Ex P 20 ¢ . . 046
F xS xE x P -
F xS xE x O '
Fx5 xP x 0 .
FxExP x0 s,
SxExP x0 /
F xS xExxPxa0 L
‘ T 0 v \ g :
p < .09 - - ‘ o .
/ l  a *oe -

L .
[ “ ‘
[34 (-
‘ \
a
- - *
N f
- / <
. H]
T . -
L N / -
'
.
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ce ‘\ Tav T 2. Summary of Significant Findings:
3 \ . . ’ He‘asm"n‘ QF'Elternalit\' .
‘.\ v ' . - E
Measures . = External Task: Luck " Marking
& FOS (F) .001 ;018" . 001
Spx of Ss (S) , . . 037 _
Expect (E ) .. 001 . 001 “ 001
E Perspec (P) ;o .
; Outcome (D) . 004 .00 . 001
e ) . - o
) F xS
Fx E .
e F x .P 4 )
FFx 0 , . 039
8 x E . :
S« P
S x0 - . -
¢ ExP .018 : . 003
. ExO . 005 ~ - © .. 001 ‘
#p x 0 . - '
-
F xS x E -
Fx8«xP
- FxS x0
"FxE xO -
FxEx( ¢
r FxP x0
5 xE x P .
EYP x 0
ExP x0 ‘
FxSxExP ] S
FxSxEx 0 . 033
FxS xP'x 0 v
- y FxExPx O
SxExPx0 -
/ FxS5xExP1xD
p< .03 -
;
/ \ " 7
/, .
N t vy
Yy )

8s -




Hypothesxzed Main Effects

Effects of FQ5 °

i

1

Y N

, Hypothesis 1 wasspartially confirmed there was a

mair effect of FOS on the measure of externality, but nagﬁmb

greater

means

283) for subjects high in FOS and 3 91 (§D = 1. .26, N = 263)

X . -
on the measure of 1nternality Sub jects high in FOB made

external attributions than sub jects low in FOS. E

¥ | . .
(1, 498) = 12.88, ,p = 001 (see Table 3 ). The ove

in external attributions were 4. 31 (8D = 1. 27, N .=

for subjyects low 1in FOS.

mﬁu%mm

o
-

Hypothesis 2 #Ffai1led to be confirmed;: subjects low in

FOS an

- \ .
general did not make greater internal attridbutions

1

for success and great;r external attridbutions for failure

There was. however, an interaction effect of FOS by outcome

/

on thé:measure of task. .here, the effect of FOS on the

-

measurd’ of task was quali%iq&hbq an interaction with’

o

outcome. F (1, 49'7‘3 “ 4 27, p= 039 Soubjects high in FOB
. X - ! . . .

~

made great%r task attributions under failure outcomes but

t

not under-siccess, (HSD = .63, - p <. 095), (see Figure 1)

The ov

o

‘rhi} means in task attributiunt.uoro,4265 (8D =

.

1.79, N = 130) #for sub jetts low in FOS ynder success

W

autcome, 4 55 (SD = 1 70, N = 132) for subjects low in FOS

under €failure ouvtcome, 4.78 (SD = 1.62, N = 140) tor

sub jects %1gh 1n FOS under success outcome, 3. 15 (8D =

1 46, N = .143) *for }ubjects high in FOS wunder . far1lure

cutcome.




F0S by Sex of Subject Interactions

,~ v Hypothesis 3 fairled to be confirmed There was no FOS

by sex of subject xntoractxbns on/any of the measures of

I

internality or oxtcrnalxtq : ) o
" E__.s.nsziﬁuﬂnm.u
v Hypaothesid 4 was confirmed " There was a main effect

of expectancy ' on ~tgu mefiuref of ¢xt¢rﬁa}itu *ﬁﬁw
internalaty Subd jects {£ tﬁg expocfei ) condition n;di
greater internal attributxons‘ than ‘lubjoctg in th?'
unerpected condition, E_(l& ‘498) = 43.22, i.t‘ 001 (see
Table 3 ) The ovqyail\noans'uere 5350 (8D = 1.09. N = 281)
FGT‘ESUDJECtS\ in the gfptctcd conditi;n and 4.89 (SD =
1 20, N = 248) for sud jects in the unoxqoctcd conyition:

Sub yects an ‘the unoxpedt;d conditiggf made greater

external attributions than sub jects “in the expected

condition. E (1. 498) = 21 64, p = 001 (see Table 4 ).

The ovnan méans weie 4. 36 <sn- 1.3}, N = 268) $or

" main effects of perspecti

i

-

sub jects in the unoxpectcd condition cnd 3.87 (8D = 1. 20, N

= 281) for subJects in the olpected condition.,

‘of Perspective »

>

Hypothesis 5  failed \to'be confirmed. There wete no

on any of the measures

,Sub jects 1n the self or male other perspective did not make

’

gréator 1ﬁternal attridbutions than tubjicts in the  female

perspective, nor  did subjects 1n_ the female other

pefspective, make 'greater external attributions than

squeéts‘ln the self or male othet perspective. There was,




-

v 87
_homeverf an interaction oFGec%qu ‘expectancy by perspective
on the measure of externality and a perspective by outcome
interaction on the measure of ability. (These are dicussed

ir the section on unpredicted results) _ ,

, R
. Effects of Dutcoms

Hypothesis &  was confirmed ~ Success sub jects made
greater 1née;nal attr:butxéés than. ;lxlu;o subji:;{
Sub jects :}n‘ the sucCess conhxgion made grcator' internal
attributions than subjects in the failure condition, E}{l.
498) =72 06, g = 001 (see Table 3 ) .The dvor;?g means
in u'\'tnrnal attrtbuhm;\s_wn'c 5 39 (86,- 1‘. 18.' N -'?7?) tor
iUbJ.tt! in the success condxtipp and 4. 82 (éD = 1,06, N=

2

277) for subjetts in the failure condition.'

Effects of FQS

Thrri was also a main effect of FOS on the ﬁclsur!l of

! ¢

L]

A\l

task. and luck. Subjects high in FOS made greater task

E (1, 497) = &.07.p -
|

attraibutions than subjects low 1n FE)S,

= 014 (see Table 7 . The overall means in task
attridbutions were 4&96 (8D = 1. 85, ﬁ = 283) for sub jects
high 1h FOS and 4. 60 (SD -01.74. N = 2§2) for subjects low .

< .in  FOS Sub jects high in FOS “made greater luck

attributions than sub jects low 1n FOS, Eu(l,‘498) = 12. 79,

4 e

i = .00l <(see’ Table 8 ) The overall means in’ luck
attributions were 3.36 (SD = 1 99, N = 283) for subjects

higt in FOS and 2. 73 (Sb =1 84, N = 263) for subjects low

-

0



in FOS

=

‘Effects of Expectancy

There was &4 main effect of expectancy on thes measures.

-

"'of . ability, ' e#fort, luck. 'study method, interest and

marking - Sub jects in the expecteo condition»ﬂldo greater

aﬁ\litu _attributions than subjects 1n the unexpected

-~

copqxtxonf 'E- (1., 496) = 44.77, p = .001 (see Yable S ).

The overall means were 4 95 (6D = 1.80, N & 280) for

5

sub jects 1n.tﬁe expected condition and 3.98 (6D = 1.82, N ‘
= 267) for sub jects.in the unexpected condition. Subjects
in the expected .conditfon made greater cffoff attridbutions
“tkan sObj;cts in the uvuxp;cted condition, F (1, 497) =
7-41,p = 007 ' tsoc‘Tablo 8). fhe overall aoans‘uc;o 3. 39
(SD = 1460, ﬂ = 291) for sub jects in the .xp.cgfd condition
and 5.20 (SD = 172, N = 267) for subjects in the

unexpected condition.

-

[

Sub jects .1n the unexpected condition made greater luck
attr:butioné than ;ijogti in expected condition, E 1,
498) = 24 49, p = . 001 (see Table 8 ). The overall means
were 3.47 (SD = 1’97. N = 268) for subjacts ;n “the
vnexpected condi1tion and 2.5 (SD = 1.78; N = 281) for
sub jects in the expected condition '

Su@jects in the cxpectc& cbndition made greater study
methoé attributions than subjects in thc.- Qnoxplcth
condition. E (1, 496) =6 57, .p = 011 (see Table 9 ).
The overall means were 5. 684 (5D = 1,52, N = 280) #for

sub jects 1n the .expected condition and 5 31 (SD = I.Epr N




“

- conditen. | ) —_— :

(54

. ¢6‘) for subJocts in the’ unoxpcctqd ovtcome condition.

°

SubJects in the nxpect!d outtone condition made greater

interest attr:butxons than :ubJQcts in the unexpected

f

outcome condition, E (1, 498) = 15.17, g = .001 (see Table

—

10 ) The overall means were 5 41 (SD = 1. 39, N = 281) for

Subgetfs‘ 1n the expected outcome condation and 4. 86 (6D =

:

1 79. N = 268) for subjects in the unexpected outcome
condition. ' ‘

vSuijcts in the unexpcctnd conditfon made grboebr test
marking attributions than sub jects in the olpnctnd outco-o

tondition, F (1, 494) » 11.17, p = .001. (see Table 11 ).

The overall means were'd 76 (SD = 1. 68, N .‘ ‘267 ,'orf
:SUDJ.Cti in the unexpected outcome condition and 4. 26 (SQ -

1. 7%, ﬁ."279) for sub jects' in expected outcome condition.

Sub;octg in the expeacted outconc condition -ado greater

'kqowledgc attrihuttpns than sub)ncts in the uncgpoctld

v
» i >
- -

outcome conditidn, E (1, 490) = 37.%1, g =..001 (see Table

12 ). The overall means were 5.92 (SD = 1.34, N = 271) for:

sub jects .in the expected outcome cond{tion and 5.13 (SD =

1 78, N = 260) #or,subjicts in’ the unexpected outcome

-

E_azgzg_si 11 szznss&ixs ln_xznssignl T

The main cffect 6F expectancy on the measures

externality and marking was quali'iod by an expectancy by’

-

perspective interaction. Sthocts in thn expected male

. pther qberspectivt condition made - greater .- |xternalitq'

<

attributions than subjects in ‘the uhnjhoctgd céﬁditiow.

E(2,498) = 4 06, p = 018, (see Figure 2.). Bubjects in the

.
—r—
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i

. ’ . /
erpected male: other condition. made greater external .

. . . '
N . . I3

attributions than subjects in the unexpected male /other
. { o

condxtibng(HSd = =91, &4<‘ 03%5) Sub jects ‘in the ozpictow

\

male other condition made greater oxtornal attrihution;

-

than sub jectd in tho i!l! porspoctivo condition (Hén - bl.

p. < 05). sub;octs in the- expoctod nol! othor /conditton

1
[

/ .
made greater entcrnalxtu attributions th.n lubjictx in the

N

unlxpect!n female other condition (HED = -62/ [} C .O’fh
subjects in 'the expected self condition /made greater
externality attributions than.;thQcts in Ahe unoxpoctod

male ‘other condition (HSD = -73, p <.O0¥.. The oversll

+

. -means were 3 B4 (SD = 1.13, N = 93) for/subjects in’ th.
" expected self condition, . 3. 66 (SD = 114, M= 927 for

'subjects in the expected male other condition, 4.09 (8D =

1.28, N = 96) for subjnct{ in the fxptctod femals other

condition. 4 27 for (SD = 1.33, u/ 82) subjects in the

unexpected self. condition, 4.37 cso =1.31, N =93 for

subjects 'in the male other condl?[on. and 4, 28 (SD = 1, 30,
ﬂ’ = '93) for sub;ccts in' th7 female other conéition
Subjects ' in the. nxpectod male/othcr perspective also made

‘ ,
greater: marking attr:butyons .than -sub jects in the

. unexpected condition FE (3/'494) =589 p= 003 (sew

PR

Figure '3 ). Subjcctf’ in the expected male other
perspective"c%ndition £ad| groator marking n,tributions

/
than subJects in the jyexplctcd malc other condition (HSD -

Y -1 0% p < -.05), Aubjects in the expected male other

e

condition m;ye grester markxng attributions than sub jects
. f -

‘

J ' ' N
.

T
t
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8, .

,!
.

’

in’ the unexpected seld condition ( H8D = -1 13, R . 09)..

The .overall means were 4. 47 (SD = 1.77, N = '91)  ftor

s 0

sub jects in the expected self condition., 3.79 (8D = 1;67. N

= 91) for sub ects in the expected male other condition,

4537 (5D = 1 72, N = 96) for subjects in the female: other

perspective. 4'8% (SD‘;,I 74, N = 82) for sub jects in tho
unu{pocted self condition, 4 9% (8D ; 1.97, &5- 92) ¢tor
sub jects in the uncxgpcﬁo; male other condition., and 4 47
(6D = 1A72, N = 93)ﬂfor subjecﬁs in the unq:po:todA fenale
other cond;tibn ‘
Expectency by Qutcome Interactions

The main effects of expectancy and outcome on the

measure Of externality was duali#tcu by an expectancy bu'

butcome interacwion. There was also an expectancy by

outcome interaction on the measure ot task. BubJoctl in the

expcct}d outcome condition made greater externality
o , . ‘ ‘

lttrihutiontq than subjects in the wunexpected outcome

condition, E (1, 498) = 7.92, p = .003 (see Figure 4 ).

Sub jects _An kexpectod. success condition asde greater

‘erternality attributions than sub jects in the unexpected

success condition (HSD = . -79; p < .03), subjects in the
expected failure ‘condition naco\'yréatlf' externality
attvihutions than iuﬂjects ~in  the unoxpccécd shccott
condition (HSD = -1.18, g < .0%) The overall means were
3.89 (SD = 1.30, N = 140) for sOb jects in the /:'xpoct'd
success ):ondiéionj '3.85 (SD = 1.09/ N = 141) for sub)ccts

in the expected failure condition, 4.68 (8D = 1.30, N =

132) for, subjects in the unexpected success condition.

'@J
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409 (SD = 1 27,, N = 134) for subjects in the unsxpected -

{_’l . LY
failure condition.

<

In . the -expectancy by outcome intpr'act'ign on the

3

measure  ©of task,  suUbjects in the expected success

condition made greater task attributions than sub jects in

the unerpected success condition, F (1, 497) = 12 63. l.:'
] . ” . *

001, (HSD = =71, p < 05),  (see Table 3 ). The overall .

t;wans vere 4 37. @" 1 49, N = 140) for subjects in the

]

erpected success oytcome conditon, '4.9% (SD = 1.57.:' N =
141) for sub jects in the eipected failure Acunnitt‘bn,' 5‘08‘

(SD = 1 63, N ='131) for subjects in the unexpected success

—

condition, and 84 735 (SD =1 &7, N = 13&6) for sudjects in

the unexpected failure condition

There was & sex of subject by npoc'tancg intsraction

.on the measures of internality and interest, E (1,‘498) =

”

3.92, p =  04B (see Figure 6 ) Male sub pects in the

expec ted condifion made greater internality attributions

N »

than male subjects in the unexpected condition (HSD = .43./_

p < -05), -male subjects in the expected ' condition made

greater internalaity attributions than female sub jects in

" the -unexpected condition (HSD = .48, p < .05 male

subjects in the uhexpect‘e,d' ‘condition‘ made gpreater
internality  attributions than female subjects in the
expec ted condati.or‘t (HSD = 70, p % .0%), and “"Fgmall
subjbcts‘in the expect;q cindition made greater internality

attributions than , female subj!lctl "Nn th"; unexpected

/

]
H




‘—i
.o %

\ R . +
scond:t1on (Hsﬁ = 75 g < .0% )Th;‘ovorall MEANS  weTe

o

(

'S5 34 (SD = 1 05, N = 121) fof'Q:Lz/subj:cts in the expected

cuﬁd;txdp. 4 92 (SD = I‘pr N iA{Ob) for malé sub jects in

the wunexpected condxtxon.- 5. 62 (SD =108 N =138 for

iemale sub Jects 1n the -xpacted condition. and 4.87 (8D =

132, N = 1&3) #for female subjects in the unexpected.

. -«
condition ' s
» X -

In the sex of sub ject by expectancy intcrlctfon on the

measur} of interest. ‘female subjects in the cxplétnd
5 , : ) . . 1 . '
condition /made greater interest attributions than female

Subjects in the unexpected candition. £ (1, 498) = 5.29, p
= . 022, (HSD = 83, p <. 05) (see Figure 7). The overall

means were 5 39 (SD = 1. 356, ‘N = 138) for fonali‘subjc;tg in

the expected conditioni. & 76 (SD = 1.87, N = 1&3) for

female sub jects in the bnoxp:ctodkcandition. 5.16 (8D =

)

1 60, N = 121) for male subjects in the expected condition.
. ) 5

and S 02 (SD = 1 &3, N = 10%) for male subjects in ¢the

uneipected condition

Ei_zs_x.ay E:Li&:&&;!:
E_As_ﬁjnsu by Eszzz.s.;.g Interactions
Sub jects in  the cxpectod male other pearspective

condition made greater externality attributions than

subiects in the unexpected condition, £ (2),¢9B)'- 4 06 p

= 018 (see Figure 2 ). SBubjects in the expected male

+-¢$ﬁf%>—1unditxo2 made greater external attributions than
. -~ , [ »

subjects i1n the self perspective ;ondltian (HSD = .61, p <

.

051, subjects in the expected male other condition made

[4

greater externality attributions than. subjects 4n the

L 4

»
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5
unexpected “female other condition (HSD = . -62, p < .09,
sub jects 1n the expected self éqndition :ﬂgfe greater
externality attridbutions than subjects in the unexpected

male other condition (HSD = -73,% p < .03) (Overall means _
- . s B 4
. and standard deviations are reported in Effects of Expectancy)

4
~ Perspective by Qutcame
\ Overall, subjects in self success condition made

greater ability attributions than sub jects in male other 'or
female other condition, FE-(2, 496) = 3.24, p=. 040 (see

Fi;g¥i 8 ) Sub jects in the sel$ success condition made
<

%reater ability attributions than Iubjlctla in Nthn‘ male
other success condition (HSD = .74, p < .03).' subjects in

the self  success condition made greater ability
» attributions than subjecfa#jin the wmale ‘pther failure

¢ondition (HSD =1 73, p < 095), suﬁjocts in the self

success condition mad® greater ability lttributjon’ than

¥
sub jects. 1n the female other faillure condition (HSD =

.

1 87, p< 05), Subjects in the self failure condition

made greater ability attributxonsﬁggaﬁ'sqb]ncts in the male
; = .

"other failure condition (HSD = -1 16, p < .03), subjects

in the self failure: outcome condition made greater ability

attributions than subjects 1n;th¢ female other success

condition (HSD = -1.34, p < O35), subjects in  the -male
other success condition made greater ability attributions

than subjects 1n the female other failure condition (HSD =
B “ -
1 11, p < 0%), and sudbjects 1n the female .ather suCcess

condition made greater ability attributions than sub jects

M3y B S
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AN o5

1n  the male cther success  condi¥ion (HSD .= 1 17, w <
- '

o) ( The overall means and standard deviatioqs are'
geported in Effects of OQutcome ) o
: ]

Effects of Dutcome . b

)

There were unpredicted maipn effects of outcome on

the measures of externality, ability. effort, luck, study

method, ‘interest. marking, and knowledge. Sub jects in -

+ 1

the success condition made greater external attributions

- than sub jects in the failure condition, F (1, 498) = 8 29,

p = 004 (see Table 4 ) The ‘overall means were 4.2f (SD =

1 36 N = 272) for subjects i1n the suctess condition and

397 (BD = 1.18, N = 277) for subjects in the failure .

condition Sub jects in the success cqﬁdi&ioﬁ made*greater
ablilit;~ atfribut{ons than subJegts in the failure
condition, E (1, 496) = 92.70, p = 001 (see Table 5 )
. . .
The overall means were 5 17 (SD = 1.§f. N = 272) for
subjécts 1n the success condxtlgn and 3;73 (SD = 1.81, N =

275) for éubjeqts in the fai1lure condition. Sub jects in
t

' the sutcess condition made greater effort attributions than

sub yects in the failure condition. FE (1, 497) = 28 14, p =

. 001 (sée Table & ) The overall means were 5. 77 (SD =

1.53, N = 2725 for subjects 1n the succoss‘condition and
Q

"5 03 (8D =172, N = 276) for subjects in the failure

) [
conditioh.

Sub jects 1IN success condxtién made greater luck
attributions than sub jects in the failure condition, FE (1,

4781 13 48, p.= O00f (see Table 8 } The overall means
/\, B

¥

!



£ . v, {
L !
~ ; ‘ ) _ 4
o . were 3 35 (SD = 1.99y N = 272) for subsjects in the success
. " condition and @ 77 (SD =

1.80, N = 277) for 'sub jects ir €he
. o : a

failyre condation. Sub jects In the success condition made

greater study method attributions than subj}éts in tﬁe

‘ ‘ . failure condition, F (1, 496) = 15 32, p = .001 (see Table
- ) f .
9 ) The overall means were 5.73 (8D = 1.55. ¢ N = 272) for |

-

'5ubJéctg?1n the success Eondition and 5. 23 (SD = i.4¢. N =

275) for subjects in the failure condition. .Subjects ‘in

)

sub jects 1n the failure conditions F (1, 498) = 16.42, p =

+
s

.001 (see Table 10 ) ~Jhe overall means were 5.44 (SD =
& .

. 4 -y

1 &7, u =

486 (SD & 1.70, N = 277) for subjécts in the failure
: Joyer sy

.
-

. 2,
tondition.

’

marking attr}ﬁutions than sub jects in the fajlure

i

condition, F (1,- 498) = 10.83, p = .001 (see Table 11 7.

The were 4,72 (SD

]

overall —means 1.72, N = 268) for

L -sub jects 1n the success condition and 4,28 (SD = 1172, N =

» -

277) g for subjects in ghe failure condition. Subjeéts in

3

the .success condition mi‘e greater knowledge attributions

E (1, 4B0) =.26. 62,

( than subyects an the #ailure condition,

)

e ) . - p = .001 (see Table 12 ). ° The overall means

. 4

wefe 5.86 (SD

=1 48, N = 261) for subjects i1n the syccess condition and:

522 (SD =1 62, N = 270) for subjects -in the failure

. “\ (‘
condltan .

. Expectancy by Qutcomg interactions ¥

Sub jects ' in the expected putcome condition made

Sy B - - .

-

o e i § . 2 T

. success condition made greater interest attributions than

272) for subje&ts in the success conditon and,

Sub jects inp the success condition made greater’ test

/
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[P

P

greater e;ternalitq attributmons “than sub jects in the
¢ L ¢

; . B ——
unexpected oxfcome condgf&on. E (1y 498) = 7.92, p = . 005

(see ?1gure ) * Sub jects 1n the une?pécted SUCCEesSS

l.}

condition made greater externality attributions than
* ’ &

sub Jects in, the unexpected failure ‘condition, (HSD = . 39,
s ’ ) N ' ’

B 054, '.=.|.Jb_jects,u in the expected® fai1lure condition made

greater externalf%q attributions than subjects in the

’ o
) unex??hted success condition (HSD = -4 18, g <€ .09). :(The

- , % .
overall means and standard deviations are reported in
. . 8
Effects of Expectancy). )
' -
There was also an expectancy by outcome interaction on,
A}

‘the m%asure of task. Sub jectss 1n the expifted success:

2 .
condition made greater task attributions than sub jects in

»

the expected failure conditi%n. F (1, 497) = 12. 63, p =

N

- 001 (39e Figure S ). SUbeCti in tﬁe expected success

condition 6$d'-greater task attributions than sub jects in

¢ »
;Q:—“ the expectedffailure ,condition (HSD = .-60, p <  ‘.03).,

(The overall mean§~and standard deviations are repor%td in

A\
Effects.Expectancy) -

Perspective by Qutcaome Interactions

. The main effect of*%gggome onrthe‘measurc of aéilitq
was guali#ied by a perspﬁz:}$ by oufcome interaction. FE
(2, . 496) = 3.24, g =* 040 (see Rigure 8 ). Subjects in the
selg success condition dé;e;greater ability attributions
than subjecfs‘in the~§vf$.Failure condition (HSD = 1.92, g
< .05)f sub jects in .the self spccess condition made

ol

greater .dﬁﬁlitg _attributions H sub jects in the male




'”37<f’7 1.51, N = B3) for .subjects in the *self success condition,

i

ksl

;

o~
l \ .

Y b ' ' N 9g

o ° . ' ' . \
%ther Fa;IU(e condition (HSD = 1 75, p < .05), subjects in
‘the self success condition que greater abilitu

. "
!
I . attributions than subjects in the female other. failure
e : A N

. - Ay
‘condition (HSD = 1.87, p < 05), subjects in the self

- v N
« * fairlure condition made greater ability attributions thap"

sub Jects in the male other failure condition (HSD = -1, 16,

‘ » - '
p < 05), subjects in the self failure condition made
», - y ‘

greater ability attributions than sub jects in-the female

“ other success condition (HSD = -1 34, p < ,05), subjects in

S

'3 .
o the .male other succes$s condition made greater ability

aﬁ%ributxon; ’thén sub jects 1n the male other failure

' . u_J//

condition (HSD-= .99, " p < .05), subjects in the mhle other
-\ v, .

success condition made greater aﬂilitq attributions ‘than

v subJJtts in the female other failure condition (HSD = 1.11,
. . -
p < .05), sbbjects in the .female other ‘success condition

t . . -
made greater ;Lllltq attributions than sub jects in the male °

other sutcess condition (HMSD =1 17, p < .05), sub jects in

. ' '
the  male other success condition made greater ability

attributions than FehalebiubJefis in the failure condition

4(HSD = 1 29, p < 05) The overall means were 5.63 (SD =

D4
[

- : .
/" . 371 (8D =1.93, N = 91) for sub jects in the self Ffailure
. \ { . ' l
conditiony, 4.89 (SD =1 80, N.= 95) for sub jectsy in the
o - : . o
male other success condition, 3.88 (SD = 1.86, N &k 89) for

o

v

subjects in the male other failure condition, $5.05 (SD =
L

158, N = 94) for subjects in the female other suctess

conditian, 3 78 (SD = 1. 66, N = 95) for subjects in the

* n
female otper failure. condition

[§

%
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There w
measures af
greater lutk
4 36, p =
Bttributions

-

323 (8D = 1.

- made greater

F (1, 496) =

037 (see Table B )

- ngectg of-Sex of Sub ig’c}é

T '

as a maiﬁ efFECt of sex of sub ject on the
luck and study method. Fpmale~sub]ecfs ‘ made

attributions than male 'subjects, F (1, 498) =

The ovegall means in:luck-

were 2:93 (SD = 1.95, N = 321) for females and

87, N = 226) for males. Female subjects also

study method attributions than male sub jects.

i

4 15, p = 042 (see Table 12 ). The overall

"unexpecte? condition made greater i1nternality

means 1n stUda method attributions were 5. 57 (SD = 1. 5%, N -

= 320), for females and 533 (5D = 1.57, N = 22%) for males.

Sex gjjsubiect by Expectancy Interactions

There was 'also & sex of sub ject by expectancy
‘1n§€ragtion on the measures of internality and interest, E
(1, 498) = 3 92, p = 048 (see Figure 6 ). Male sub jek ts in .

greater

the expected condition made internality
attributions than . female sub}ecti in  the unexpected
condition (HSD = 48, p < .03, male subjects in the

B \
attributions
than female subjecté in the expected condition (HED = .70,

-

p < .05 (The overall hgans and standard deviations are .

reported in Effects of Expectancy )

ts

\éummary of results relating to the $isx bupotheses -

Hypothesis 1 was partially confirmed.  Sub jects hagh in

FOS made greater extefnal attributions than sub jects low in

FOs. Sub jects

4

- attributions

low 1n FOS however, did not make greater

imternal than .sub jects hight® in Fas as

‘v

~

¢ 4 ————— -
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predicted .
ngothes1; 2 was n?t confirméd * There wasn’t an
1nteract1;n effect of %DS by outcome on the measures of
internality . and ext;;nalitu, éubJecfs low in FOS did not
maﬂe greater 1internal ;ttributlons for success and . greater .
ext'er“nal' att‘rxb\’Jtlons for fa:lm-é Sub jects hNigh in FOS
gi1d not make greatE; external'attrxbutinns for suc;nss ahd
grecter internal attributions for Fiilure;
qunthesxs.S was not confirmed Thorg was not a FOS by
sex: of sub ject i1nteraction on fhg measu%es of internality
and’ extg}nq}itq Male stheéts low 1; FOS did not make
s
greater 1nternal attrxpuﬁ:ons. male sub jects high in FOS

did not make greater e:terAGI attributions. Female. sub jects

law 1n FOS did not make greater external attributions.

-female subjects high -in FOS did not make greater internal

< <
attributions

)
*

ngoéhesis 4 was confirmed There was a main effect

of 'expectaniu on the measures ofl internality and

v

externality * Subjects n expected conditions made greafer

1n€ernal attributions than subgjects in the unexﬁoct!d

cendition, while subgjects in the unexpected condition made
/

greater external attributions than subJecis in the expected

-

condi-tion.

Hypothesis 5‘ wa; not confirmed. = There was no main‘

“« - .
effect ’ of . perspective :on e1ther internality and
'e;ternalitg : Subjecfgl‘ in°  the ' self or male ’ qfher
perspéctlve{ Qid not'mgke greste} internal attributions

than sub jectscin the female other perépectivg. Sub jects in

o 4

¢ ot
-
- . B baa,
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“the female other perspective, ‘did not mpko-ér.ator external

sttributions than subjects in - the self or wmale other

perspective s

.
v

Hypothesis & ‘'das conFirmed.A There was a main effect
of outcome on the measures of internality and externality.
Sub jects 1n  the sucées§ tondition made greater internal
attributions than sub jects 1n a failure coq&ttion. Sub jects
in thé.failure condition sade ‘greater external attfibutioﬁi

than sub jects in'a success condition, N v

)
. v

3

4
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| MEASURE.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FOS. -SEX OF SUBJECT.
EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AND DUTCOME ¢ DIPIQDENT

INTERNALITY

'

SOURCE OF VARIATION
o

Fos
5EN -
EXPECT
FERSPEC
DUTCOME
Fos SEY
Fos EXPECT
Fos PERSPEC
FOS OUTCOME
SEX EXPECT
SEX PERSPEC
sEX oUTCOME
EXPECT . PERSPEC
EXPECT  OUTCOME
PERSPEC  OUTCOME
FOS SEX
Fos SEX
Fos SEX
koS EXPECT
Fot . EXPECT
© ros PERS PEC
SEX EXPECT
5En EXPECT
-SEX. PERSPEC
EXPECT  PERSPEC
C .7 Fos "L SEX
U PERSPEC
Fos "SEX
. OUTCOME
FOS SEX ,
ouTcomE,
£0S " EXPECT-
: OUTCOME -
SEX EXPECT
OUTCOME
/~.\
FOS SEX
", PERSPEC
ERROR’

EXPECT
PERSPEC
ouTCONE

PERSPEC:

OUTCOME
OUTCOME
PERSPEC
QuTCOME
OUTCOME
ouUTCOME

EXPECT

EXMECT

PERSPEC

PERS?EC .

PERSPEC

EXPECT
QUTCONE

SUM OF
SQUARES

. 938

L1

83,

. 543

177

. 236

656

. 072

867",

.256

.550

. 883

. 177

N e W

362
ie8

587 -

760

. 937

.77t
. 358

. 488

S

.597
.887
. 110

47e

. 972

. eK3

. 754

i .

"578t

. 228

.548

L3R TRV S YOI

r

NN NNBN-N-

N

R RS

. 833

:

-
[
-
-
| ]
~d
n

»
"
-
L]

wnNw
-
»

2.037

. 354

' 2.288

. 451
Jres
.278
. 119
238
LY

m o NN

. 828

. 199

224

. 828
064 .

. 062

. 268
. 803

473

. 922

. 076

. 89

Fo9

. 367
. 192

. 758

-3132

308

. 932

. 399
. 408

» o e

. 943
. 818

.74

.83

. 649

. 7%

. 373

. 786

, 184

102

436
. 421
. 398
o4

R 1 7}

-

,
-
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TABLE 4 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE. FOR FOS, SEX OF SUBJECT,
EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AND OUTCOME { DEPENDENT
* MEASURE EXTERNALITY) ‘
N - = Ml
stm OF . HEAN ~ SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES ‘or SRUARE F orr
FOS 19.7a8 1 19.748 12.881 .ee1
SEY. .39 . 1 .3 .285 . 618
ExPECT 33.186 1 33486 21 645 .ee1
PERSPEC . 1.843 2 . 506 . 138 719,
: QUTCOME 12. 711 . 1 12. 711 8.291 . .ees
Fos SEX oo 1 85e 1 1.8 1.207 273
" Fos EXPECT 1.323 1 1323 .83 . 383
* Fos PERSPEC 563 2 282  .1sa, .@32
FoS OUTCOMNE 2. 446 1 2.836 1.57 .20
SEX EXPECT 1431 8 1.en .93 .33
SEX PERSPEC 3. 378 z 1.609 1.102 .33}
SEX  ouTcowe . o88 1 .088 031 s
CXPECT  PERSPEC 12. 440 2 6.238 &4.048 018
_EXPECT  OUTCOME 12. 184 1 12.3186 7.922 . ee%
PEREPEC OUTCOMNE 3.723 2 1.861  1.214 298
4
Fas Lsﬁ EXPECT .293 1 ' 293 L4191 . b2,
Fos° SEX PERSPEC 3. 978 2 1.987 $.29 278
- FDS SEX ouTCONE ° 4. s18 1 4.518 3.012 .e0w)
FOS EXPECT  PERSPEC 1.153 2 . $¥7 L3786 . 087
£0¢ EXPECT  OUTCORE 1.842 1 1.043 488 . 418
FOS PERSPEC OUTCONE 3.852 2 $.776 1.188 . . 318
SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 720 2 . 360 .238 . 794
SEx ENPECT  OUTCOME 148 1. 148 L1180 .78
SEN PERSPEC OUTCOME 8. 339 z Z.149 1.815 - . 288
EXPECT PERSPEC OUTCOME 1. 930 2 R T3 .62¢% . %13
Fo% SEX EXPECT 1. 889 2 L9486 . 616 .54
PERSPEC - ,
Fos SEX EXPECT . 887 1 .87 .383 .83
QUTCOME ) : .
FOS SEX  PERSPEC 1.837 ‘2 . 918 .$99  .3%0
ouUTCONE
ros EXPECT  PERSPEC . 103 2 .ot 033 .97
- OUTCOME )
SEX zzzfizﬁw/sgp§rzc 1. 148 2 .572 . 373 oy
‘ YCORE o
Fas SEX EXPECT 2.918 2 1.887 .50 . 387
"PERSPEC OUTCOME
ERROR N 763.517 avs 1.533

TR
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FOS,

SEX

oF SUBJECT,

EXPECYANCY, PEPSFECTEVE AND OUTCOME ( DEPEMDENY

MEASURE OF ABILITY)

'
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-

| HEAN

. sum oF | SISNIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION , SQUARES  DF SRUARE r or r
FOS . 405 1 . 408 L188 . 708
SEX 2 607 1 2. 807 . 928 338
EXPECT i2s. 718 17 128.718 &4.771 .eet
PERSPEC * 7.18@ 2, 389 1.27%  .27¢
uTCONE 269 304 1 260.306 92.701 .es
Fos = SEX 18,788 1 4781 1.703 .193
Fos exrecTd ‘1. 98 1 1.986 . .93 804
FOs PERSPEC .eBa 2 .e82 . eiF  .98%
. ros OUTCOME 424 1 .421 | .15e 12
SEX EXPECT 6. 225 t 6.228 2.217 .137
SEX LEpPEC .. 720 2 368 .128  .Bee
SEX OUTCOME 8. 618 1 0.618 3.84% 000 .
EXPECT  PERSPEC 6. 338 ‘2 3.167  1.12¢ .32%
EXRECT . OUTCOME . 2: 094 1 2. 091 (788 ., 309
PERSPEC OUTCOME 18. 248 2 v.124 -3.280 6%
» .
‘Fos SEX .. EXPECT a.954 1. 4088 1.8 230
Fos5 - SEX PERSPEC 6. 956 . 2 2478 1.23%° .29¢
Fos . .SEX . OUTCOME . 985 - .044 . 014 "
FOS exefCT  PERSPEC 2.819 2 1.0 . 502 .40
FoS EXPECTY  DUTCOME 1. 779 1 1.779 636 826
Fos ‘ PERSPEC OUTCOME )/ t.514 ' 2 787 278 .7se
SEX . _EXPECT PERSPEC 97¢ 2 . 498 173 W
SEX L EXPECT  ouTcomef 028 1 .. 928 .00% 928
SEX PERSPEC OUTCOM 16 010 2 f.o08 2.8%1° .es¢
EXPECT, » PERSPEL OUTCOME 12, ge9 2 6$.403 2,281 .10}
* n
FOS SEX EXPECT 1.37% 2 . 690 .26 782
PERS PEC ‘ LN : ' )
roS SEX EXPECY 4. 04s 1° %.eas 1.481 231
outfone - . TN
N SE  PERSPEC 2. 232 .2 1.116 . 397 . .612
; OUTCOME L . .
Fos EXPECT  PERSPEC . B 237 2 2.61%  .933  .3va
ou'r;{nz N , . ‘ L.
SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 10.283 . ° 2 5.182  1.831 161
OUTLONE '
[] . . \ .
FOS SEX EXPECT 12. 459 2 '6.429 2 29 102
. ! PERSPEC OUTCOME , - P ' o
. + M
ff"onx e 1392, j;gs 3 ave 2, ses e
,i\ e ’ !
s v , '
- ] - .
N i T, 2
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TABLE 4. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FOS. SEX . OF SUBJECT.
EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AND QUTCOME ( DEPENDENT .
- MEASURE OF EFFORT!} ’ o >
~ ) ) -
- sun OF MEAN SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARTIATION SGUARES - DF SQUARE r oF F
Fos . 9568 1 . 068 .28 . 874
SEX . 985 1 . 08§ .020 . 887
EXPECY . . 28. 126 1 20.120 7.a11 .97
PERSPEC 8,703 2 - 2. 381 .66 . 821
outcomE 76. 399 1 74.399 28.142 .8t
- FOS SEN 1. 627 1 . 627 .599 . 439
FOS EXPECT 1. 7ee 1 1. 700 .626 . 829 :
FOS PERSPEC 7. 229 2 L6386  1.333  .248
* FOS OUTCOME . o8% 1 . 588 .03 80
T SEX EXPECT 3. 403 1 .603 1.327 .250
SEX . PERSPEC . 8. 388 2. L1797 1830 214
SEX OUTCONE . 349 1 . 349 .128  .72¢ .
ENPECT  PERSPEC .856 2 .278 .102  .793
EXPECT  QUTCOME . o0l 1, . 001 .000 . 908
PEREPEC DUTCOME % 1.108 ] . 592 .218 . 004
Fos SEX EXPECT, .99 1 . 09Y .936 . B89
FOS SEX PERSPEC 5. 471 2 2.736 1.608 . 364
Fos SEX ouTCOME 1. 085 1 1. 068 .392 - 831 .
FoS EXPECT  PERSPEC 18, 788 2 L3788 2,718 . 07, '
FOS EXPECT  DUTCOME 819 1 .e19 (.. 302 383 - T
FOs PERSPEC OUTCOME . 389 2 . 9% . 072 .93
. SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 2. 99% 2 . 948 L3846 . 600
SEX EXPECY  OUTCOME 250 1 T .28 .892° 762
SEX PERSPEC OUTCOME .537 2 . 269 . 099 204", '
EXPECT  PERSPEC OUTCOME 1.752 2 .87 323 .72s o
FOS T SEX EXPECT 1. 662 z . 818 306 . 736
PERSPEC
FOS SEX EXPECT ’7_\3' bbd 1 .bbs  1.38% . 244
DUTCOME _ ‘
Fos SEX PERSPEC 5. 893 2 .46  1.688 . 139
ouTCOME A
FOS EXPECT  PERSPEC 4 633 2 .3106  °.853 . a27 '
ouTCOME - .
T sEX EXPECT  PERSPEC . 18,0348 2 L0146 2.584 .07
oUTCOME
" ros SEX EXPECY 4. 203 2 .181 LTI6 . as2
. : PERSPEC - DUTCONE . '
.
ERROA 1349. 229 .97 718
." ’
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TABLE 7. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FDS, SEX OF SUBJECT. )
EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AND OUTCOME ¢ DEPENCENWT
MEASURE OF TASK EASE OR DIFFICULTY) \ :
SUM OF . MEAN SIGNIF
; SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE r oF F
" Fos 16. 287 1 36.207  4.97 .o
SEX 3. 037 i 3. o%: 1.133 .288
. EXPECT 5. s 1 5. 8 2.182 . 14e
. PERSPEC 3. 714 2 1.887 3 sey
ouTCoME 2 774 1 2.771  t1.e3&8 . 310
Foc SEX 22 1 .22,/ .ee8 s
° FOS EXPECT . 088 1 . e44 017 "
FOs PERSPEC 1.183 ] . 892 L2214 sme2
., FoOS UTCONE . 11. 458 1 11_a58. 4.278 .03
SEX EXPECT . 133 1 11 .e89 .92
. SEX . PERSPEC , -s5a@ 2 .27a L1902 . 903
SEX outcome 199 1 . 390 L1888 . 703
EXPECT PERSPEC 13. 807’ 2 6. 704 2.57 . 977
EXPECT  OUTCOME 33.874 1 33.878 12.438 . 901
PERSPEC  OUTCONE 12 148 2 6.073  2.266 .108
: ros SEX EXPECT . 232 1 s 232 L84 . 769
Fos SEX PERSPEC 3.429 2 1.710 438 529
Fos SEX oUTCONE 6972 1 6.972  2.40%  .107
Fos EXPECT  PERSPEC 1.137 2 YY) 212 . 809
FoS EXPECT OUTCOME 2,19 1 2. 191 TS 2 7YY
FOs - PERSPEC OUTCOME 3. 948 2 1.973 .73& .48
SEX EXPECY  PERSPEC 1.358 2 .48 255 775
SEX EXPECT . OUTCOME . 992 1 . 092 838 .95)
sEx PERSPEC OUTCOME 1. 0464 2 4.532  1.491 . 188
EXPECT PERSPEC OUTCOME 6. 198 2 3. 088  1.12% ¢ 328
FOs SEX EXPECY 2 752 2 1. 37 .%43  .sey
PERSPEC o ’
Fos SEX EXPECTY . 014 ) . 018 L0085 .2
" OUTCONE 53
FOS SEX . PERSPEC 2. 433 2 1. 317 N L TRy |
oUTCOME - .
Fos EXPECT rnsr:c 1.7%¢ ] . 898 L3386 . 716
OUTCONE C
/SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 7.493 2 3.747 1.398 .28
ouTCONE s
Fos SEX EXPECT 6.126 2 3.6 1.183 .32
PERSPEC OUTCOME ' ’
. s o
ERROR 1332 112 )597 2. 409 '



TABLE' 8 ' ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FOS, SEX OF SUBJECT,
ENPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AND OUTCOME ( DEPENDENT
MEASURE: LUCK?

A

. —8UM DF WEAN SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SRUARES OF  _SAUARE r OF F
. FOS a2 <8z 1 42.982 12.79¢  .eet
SEX ; 14. 662 1 16,862 4.343 .97
EXPECT Y 82,395 1 02.305  24.4%¢ .03
PERSPEC 13. 723 2 6.861 2.042 134
OUTCONE 45 163 1, #5.163 13.838 .oei
‘"Fos SEX 6. 49 1 6. 089 1.80¢ 180
Fos EXPECT 6.575 1 6578  1.954 363
FoS PERSPEC - BY 2 . 448 .133 . a7S
Fos ouTCOME . 389 ¢ . 359 L1807 . 7AR
T SEX EXPECT 11.134 1 11.136 3.313  .e69
" osEX PERSPEC _ ° Z. 701 2 1.3838 T JEYY )
. SEX outcone ' . 989 1 . one .936 .87%
! _EXPECT  PERSPEC 2.732 2 1.368 :Io . bbb
EXPECT  BUTCOME 3.438 1 7.838 1.142 286
PERSPEC OUTCOME N [ 2 3443 1.028 . dee
FOS SEX EXPECT 2. 749 1 2.769 . 822 . o3
. FoOS SEX PERSPEC 8. 036 2 2.019 00 - .SAY
Fos - SEX QUTCOME 1 283 1 1.282 .37 .sa2
‘Fos. EXPECT  PERSPEC . 5 818 2 2709  .ses . 447
Fos EXPECY  OUTCOWE 3. 428 1 3.628 1.620 . 112
ros ° PERSPEC OUTCOME 13.505 2 4.782 2.00% 138
" sEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 6. 726 z 3.067  1.032 387
SEX EXPECT  OUTCOME - 6 439 1 6.480 . 1.928 .14é
SEX . PERSPEC GUTCOME 11.712 2 $.858 1.782 178
EXPECT PERSPEC OQUTCOME . 988 2 . 084 13 .7
. 1
£pS FSEX EXPECT 4. 750 2 2, 378 707 . 494
PERSPEC , )
FOS SEX EXPECT 15. 386 1 15. 366 &.572 .633
‘ DUTCOME : N :
FOS ' SEX PERSPEC 18,788 2 7.399  2.199 112
ouTCONE ' . ) )
Fos EXPECT  PERSPEC &. 637 2 3.018 a8 .aes
DUTCOWE B .o
SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 3.283 2 1.626 .A88 817
. ourcome ,
Fos SEX ENPECT 8. 79 2 22397 .713 .sm
.PERSPEC OQUTCOME ‘ )
£RRON 1673, 648 a8 3. 361
- - ‘ :
e
7 T - ! h
' a

107.
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E TABLE 9 ANALYSIS DOF VARIANCE FOR FOS. SEX OF SUBJECT. . L *
) EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE aND qureonz ¢ DEPENDENT ,
( MEASURE 5TUDY METHOD) - "

\ . . ' o
. SuM OF - MEAM - SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION S@UARES « DF SBUARE r or F
. * ogorer e . < : 3 T
* FOs . i"’?. 1 079 . 1 i.079 . ‘b‘) .@ f
SE¥ o 9.423 1 v.423 4lis®  .eaZ2 . ,
EXPEGT R 15,286 1 15.2906 . 4.%71 o113 -
PERSPEC 7.129 2 3.568 1.540 21§
DUTCOME . 3%.872 1 B ATZ 15.328 .ee1 f
Fos SEX 1. 368 'y 1.161 582  .479 ’
FoOSs EXFECY . 8258 1 *Zé .01 -71& a
FOS PERSPEC 1.419 2 . 709 .08 .73
FOs T OUTCONE et 1 998 ¥z , .sn1 - '
‘ SEX EXPECT 828 1t ezs .27 .3
N SEX PERSPEC 1.487 2 .743 .321  .72%
o Tex . ouTcome 7.739 1 7.739  3.388 .08 '
' EXPECT  PERSPEC 3 a8 2 1.709 4 Y .
EXPECT  QUTCOME . 283 1 L. 283 122 727
PERSPEC \ ouTCOnE | — . 692 2 . 346 .18® ; [ T3]
. FOs SEX Aexri:{\ . eas 1 086 028 .888 / .
: ‘' Fos SEX PERRPEC © =~ 5.457 2 2.728 1.17¢ 208
i~ : Fos SEX OUTCONE, . 838 1 .08, .913 ”e R
< FOS EXPECT  PERSPEC 2.738" ? 1.369 .592  .ssa >
. Fos EXPECT  OUTCOME 1.327 1 1.327 S7T3 a9
. FOS PERSPEC OUTCOME 6. 497 2 3.389 1487 238
SER EXPECT  PERSPEC 13,182 z 6$.591 “2.8sas .59
. SEX EXPECT  QUTCOME - 7.997 1. 1.997 14586 .64
- SEX PERSPEC  QUTCOME 6 512 2 3.286 1.407 244
EXPECT PERSPEC OUTCOME 5.817 2 L 2,789  1.192 .04
- FOs SEX EXPECT 2. 188 2 1.0% 873 sze
PERSPEC . -
Fos SEX EXPECT 289 ] .289% 1328 ' .724
L ' OUTCONE C o .. .
. Fos SEX PERSPEC 574 2 287 .1z  .s83 ”
\ ouTCaOME wtor : . . .
v 4 Fos EXPECT  PERSPEC . 978 2 S 3.687  s.887 223 '
‘ OUTCOME , , )
. ' SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC S 149 2 . 878 .e32 ., oy ‘
: ouUTCONE LW -
) FOS SEX EXPECT .243 2 123, .953 .9 N
. PERSPEC OUTCOME .
L . ERAOR o 13167.85¢ A% 2.318 E
.j Y N % v
. -
- - — 4 R Ty I
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TASLE. 19, ANALY%S OF VARIANCE FOR FOS, SEX OF SUBJECT, ° . .
¥ EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AND DUTCOME ( DEPENDENT
| MEASURE: INTEREST) -~ . : R 4
, L. _sun OF HEAN K SIGNIF
» S0URCE OF VARIATION, : S@UARES OF - . SMUARE 13 _OF F
. -
Fos : . 2 266 t '2. 2846 808 . 389
sey . . 788 Y .7e8 L2586 p14
\ EXPECT - 4z 180 1 42188 15.171 .o
- PERSPEC L3 781 2 1.891 .688 . 597
oUTCOME - 1 &5 856 . 1 45 456 147421 . e8i
Fos SEX . ' .19¢ P N L o Loss 77
X =os,”v © EXPECT - . 5. 361 1 5.361 1.928 .18
' FoE PERSPEC - L, w.eea 2 4992 1.79% .. 447
R Fos . OUTCOME - 3e |1 . 3@ .112 . 738"
- _ SEX EXPECT 18 714 1 18 7116 5.292 . e22
. SEX PERSPEC ' 1,682 .2 . 841 .33 739
. S8EX "BUTCOME 1.573 1 1.573 .56k  .452
EXPECT  PERSPEC e 301 2 2.15L .773 . aé2
. EXPECT  OUTCOME N r 6.088  2.177  .181
.o { ®ERSPEC OUTCOME . 826 2 410 . y8¥ a3
3 . .
v . -7 FOS SEX EXPECY \ 6.852 1 6452~ 2323 128
FOs “ SEX PERSPEC .516 2 .258 L0931 © 1t
o Fos SEX OUTCOME . 888 t .088 .93% . 861
‘ " Fos EXPECT  PERSPEC i1.961 2 5.97¢  2.147 118
. o+ FOS EXPECT  OUTCOME = - 1.264 1 1.264 458  .500
. ros PERSPEC  OUTCOME 552 ) .278 .099 985
‘ SEX _ EXPECT - PERSPEC 14,983 2 7T A2 2.494 . es®
SEx EXPECT  QUTCOME $.677 1 5.6477  2.882 158
. _sex PERSPEC  OUTCOME 217 2 .so8 L1847 . 863
EXPECT . PEASPEC  OUTCOME 2.18% 2 1.093 .393 . e75.
' . \ ‘
FOoS SEX EXPECT 1e. 423 2 5. 861 1.82¢ 163
¥ PERSPEC : o .
o Fos SEX EXPECT . 481 1 .81 L4173 La7e
DUTCORE .
~ Fos SEX PERSPEC 15 731 2 . 7.866 - 2.829 .86
’ . OUTCOME . :
. Fos\ EXPECT  PERSPEC 7 159 2 3.580 1,288 277
. ‘ OUTCOME . e . '
SEX. EXPECT  PEASPEC .ees 2 .92 .o01 999
DUTCONE - ‘
Fos SEX EMPECT . 447 2 .233. .o84 .92e
¢ PERSPEC OUTCOME )
) {
e . : v ‘ .
ERROR . 1384.599 . 498 .2 799
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ANALUSIS OF JARIANCE FOR FOE €EY OF SURJECT 4
EXPECTANCY, PERSPECTIVE AKD OUTCOME { GEPENDENT , : .
. HEASURE: TEST MARKING ‘ L -
e - —_— e 0
SUM OF ' MEAN . SIGNIF e
SOURCE OF VARIATION /, SAUARES OF SQUARE F OF F - -
. v + -~
. FOs 47 %09 1 7.909  2.743 .e97 o S
SEX - . @ae Y .ea8 817 . 897
EXFECY 31 994 t 31.991 . 11.177 . eed
° PERSPEC 1¢. 051 2z 5.026 1.75&- .174 .
‘DUTLOHE 34, @25 | 31,025 1¢.839 . Qa1 . *
FoS SEX © 2.9az 1 2.982 1.e%8 -.311 .
FoS EXPECT 1.148 1 1.148 497 527 ‘
. Fos PERSPEC 2. 845 2 1.823 897 . 409
FOS DUTCOME 426 1 . 826 .189 . 700
SEX EXPECT . 218 1 . 918 .006 .938 ;
-SEX PERSPEC 12.529 d 4.266 2,189 113 ‘\L
' SEX OUTEPME . 983 i .983 .343  .ss8
" EXPECT  RERYPEC 23.717 2 16.859 5.898 .®03
: EXPECT  OUTCOME 6. 888 1 6.888+ 2.8497 .121 , -
PERSPEC OUTCOME B.535 2 1.767 817 .54 S
« 5 . »
Fos SEX EXPECY a7z 1 172 ose . 886
FoS SEX PERSPEC 11.872 2 5.938 2.074 | .127 .
FOS SEX DUTCOME 7. 643 1 7.483  2.67¢ . 193
Fos EXPECT  PERSPEC 4. 22@ 2 2. 130 .737  .479
FoOs EXPECT  OUTCOME . 871 1 .7 ezs .875 '’
‘ Fos _ PERSPEC DUTCOME 1. 605 v2 ° .8e3 280 . 756
SEX EXPECT  PERSPEC . @93 2 Ty °16 .984 ¥
SEX EXPECT  OUTCOME &3 2. 714 3 2.718 948, . 331
SEX PERSPEC DUTCOME 2. 83% 2 1.428 .98 . . 609 .
EXPECT  PERSPEC DUTCOME 3028 | 2 1.712 .598 .55@
FOS SEX | EXPECT 1,730 2 .879 304 .738 :
’ PERSPEC : ' (%
FOS SEX &)  EXPECT 2. 323 1 2.323 .812 . 38
outdghe | : -
: FOS " SEX PERSPEC 3.127 z 1.564 546  .579
OUTCAME N
FOS EXPECT  PERSPEC 6.345 2 3.423 1.196 . 383" . °
o ouTCOME . o
SEX EXPECY  PERSPEC 7.439 2 ' 3.719  1.299 .27e
OUTCOKE . i
i
FOS szxL\ EXPECT . 5.317 2 2458 .929" .39 —y ’
’ PERSPEC OUTCDME
' 1
' A N
ERROR -

1413 984 494 2.862
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N\ TABLE 12. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR F0s,” SER OF SUBJECT, |
EXPECTANCY. PERSFECTIVE AND DUTCOME ( DEPENDENT,
~ : , MEASURE: KNOWLEDGE? ,
’ ?
R AN SUM OF nEAN SIGNIF
- . .. SOURCE OF veaunoy\ SQUARES oF SQUARE . F OF F
‘ b
# . - Fos 4.815 1 4.815 2,194 139
: SEX & 3. 897 1 3.697 1,776 .183
EXPECT ) |c. 329 1 g2. 320 37.518 ;001
PERSPEC _ . 11,138 2 5.669 2.538 -.08%
. \ OUTCOME . 58:438 -1 |58.838 26 628 .e01
L4
vy
Fos SEX’ . . ei1 1 @11 . 085 945
' . FOS EXPECT . 731 1 S733 .333 .5éa
‘ FOs FEREPEC +7.38B 2 3.&%4 1.683 187
4 FOs & OUTCOME vo1.926 1 1. 926 .878° .349
SEX EXPECT 1. 818 1. 1. 818 . 827 ~ . 364
. . 4 ~ §EX PERSPEC 3. 009 2 1.564 .685 .504
- £ ' ,,\ SEX . DUTCOME |, . . 2.982 1 2.942 1.343 248
. EXPECT  PERSPEC _ 8. 410 2 ..205 1.916 .148
: EXPECT  OUTCOME > Z. 904 1 2.9¢1 1.322 251
PERSPEC .OUTCOME 6. 586 2 3.293 1.561 .224
’ *  Fos SEX - EXPECT 8.164 1 4. 168 1.897 1569
FOS SEX PERSPEC 2. 358 z 1.476¢ . 535 .58&
. FOs SEX |  OUTCOME ° 4.959 3 4.859 1.849 175
. ‘ . FOS EXPECT  PERSPEC a.430 2 2215 1.089 . 365
~ Fos EXPECT  OUTCOME 311 1 . 314 .182 . 787
‘ . / Fos f' PERSPEC OUTCOME 2.129 2 1. 06% .88 . 816
. - sEX EXPECT  PERSPEC 73865 .2 ,3.782 1.723 .18@
send EXPECT  OUTGONE 2. %99 1 2.598 1.188 277
SEX PERSPEC OUTLOME _ @.484 2 4.383  1.979 .139
EXPECT Fths;g pur(ons 13. 519 2 6.805 -3.181  .046
b 2 a - . f
/' Fos sz(,):xr;:ct a.759 2 2.38¢ '1.088 339
. . ’ PERSPEC .
. T rFos - SEX EXPECT . ode 1 .e00 .00 991
. OUTCOME , . \
, FOS SEX PERSPEC 6. 227 2 2.113 '1.819 .283
OUTCOME ,
) - Fos * EXPECT  PERSPEC 7.292 2 3.686 1.8863 192
OUTCOME : oo .
L . SEX EXPECT. PERSPEC . 889 2 . 244 .144 ..895
oot ouUTCOME - .
i N *
. - Fos SEX T EXPECT T .. 763 2 .38 .174  .8se
. v * ' w ¢ PERSPEC OUTCOME .
N .
o ¢ v " "
ERROR - 1053.431_ 680 2.195
r [ ?
4"’( ~ ¢




)

.
- . »
Table 13 Means and Cell szes forkAttributl n Measures /
s (Low FOS Males who Succeed) :
‘ - . | . o
. ’ “p
' m— e '
Expected . Unexpected . \
. \'*"-—-: .
Perspect Self Male Female . Self T oMale ernue
v Other Other Other Other
Measure M M M M . M "
(n=13)  (nzd) (n=12) (n=8) (n=11)  (n=6)
L) N . - -
Intern 5 B4 4 20 5 68 557 5.20 5.23
Extern 3 97 an 3 50 4. 58 497 -3.94
—’k . , ® Lo e -
Ability 5.38 3.25° s 33 " 5.63. ‘q.27 4.00
EFfort 5.92 5.0 617 5 13 5. 82 6.00 -
. 'y . ' ’
Task 4 85 375 4,00 4.88 5.73 4.67 -
Luck 2 92 4.75 2 42 © 2.88 4.00 2.83
"Me thod 5 08, 4.50 '5.67 . -  5.50 5. 09 5.50
Interest 5 15  .4.50 5 08 588 ' 5 27 5.50
Marking 4. 15 4 50 4.08 6.00 s. 18 4.33
Knowledge 6 15 3.75 6.17 575 ° 5.5 35 17
/‘ - * . -
-, R ‘
K
, roa ' ‘
\ : ~
) - : ,
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Tabh)m.‘ Means anc.Cell Sizes for Attribution Measures o
{Low FOSS Mates who Fail) A . \ ’
P N (]
¥ Expecte ynexpected ,
Perspect - - Self Male Female Self Male Female
. Other Other Other ~ .Other s
: Mgasure M M T “ " " I
' ‘ (n=11)" (n=7) "  (n=14) (n=9) tn=9) ANn=10).
4 - . . . - L8 ’
s o - “"","‘"-‘\ ------- -P-Z—.l-_-———---l_-—---:—‘---‘b--aq--T-T-.-‘---' s
Intern 502 -5 57 5 .18 4.29 ¢ 4 62 458 .
. Extern 3 76 314 - 3.71 . .3.677  .3.44 3.70
AbIlity 4 00 4 86 = 3.86° 3.22 .2.89 $3.50
. " . , .. ‘ : & ¢ - ‘
Effort 4 7\% 5 43 . 5 8 483 ' 4.89 5. 20
. Task | 4 18. 357, . 550 4 00 38 410
Luck 209 ° 229 214 3.00 . 2.33 - 3.20v .
Method sdox - 557 K71 - 4:44 s.00 ' 4% -,
Interest 536 5 86 - 4.79° ‘411 4.67 .. 4.60
. A ) . ‘ - - " . ¢ " . 3
MarKing. 500 - 3.57. 3 50 4.00 a4 11 3.80 °
. P o . Y ‘ J ' ‘ .
Knowledge ' & 00k 6 14 5. 54#% ‘ 4.78 5.67 . . 4.70
) | D '.:‘.-____~_“_.'_-_,___-_."__;--—-—__—T——-—---——‘—-——-—--————-.—-q———--—-r—"
» ‘ o
* n—1 . Pheng
S ,\ . R
3 v
. . . . . . ’
' . ¢
» ' ﬁ , ‘i:
¢ ' y ‘
“~ /

*
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Table 15 Means - and Cell 'Sizes for Attribution Meas res
(High FOSS Male who Succeed)

\

v v . 4
©oe . - : A
- . ! -
Expected - - Unexpected
Perspect -  Self . Male Female Self Male Female
i . Other Other . Other Other
g ' e o o e e ot e A e 2 o e o e e e e o e et e ——————
Measure M M M-, L ] L
' (n=10) (ns7) (n=16) (n=8) (n°;2) Loan=7) .
Intern . 6 23 4 91 -5 66 5 21, - 518 'S5 71
_Extern @ 20 405 4.7 "529 - 446 4 24
Ability - 6 30 457 . 5 38 a 50 4. 42 5. 00
Effort 6 20 5§29 5 88 563 517 6 29
Task 4 10 5 00 4 25 500 © 492 a.57
Luck 3 60 . 3 29 375 5 25, 375 3 14
Laanhoa ‘ 6 30 . 429 5.88 5 13 5 %58 6. 00
“Interest. © 6 00 .- 5 00 5. 19 5.25 =~ 567 5 29
Marking 490 386 ‘4 50 5 63 4.64a% 5 00
Knowledge € 44% 5 43 6 O7x 5.57% 5.08 6. 00
. et STt T cTTTLTTTTTTT
o ¢ .
+* n.wl ,\ :.'.A': v
- t 3
o - N
L s .
' |—t:' N ! .
N . v Py v
" 57 , .
1 ’ ’ R
/ * :

- - T ot mtigcans o
‘.

-l

. .
, .
. .
- . : i
. .
" .
o~ ’ . g . 4 PN



Table 16 Means and Cell Sizes for Attrthuttnn Measufe

(High Foss Male who Faill) ' ¢ . f
4 ‘ C
) : - ) . ' N
| Expected . Ynexpected <
Pér!peéf‘ Self Male = Female Self ©  Male ~ Female
. " Other Otner Other ~ Other
" Measure Mo M ™ oM M oM
(n=5) (n=10) (n=11) (n=5) (n=7) (n= 13)
Intern 5 20 5 00 5 02 5 20. 429 .. 4 40
Extern 4 13 3-77. 5 09 ' 4.20 4,95 4,31
Ability 2 80 5 20 a.27 . 3.80 429 . .3.31
¢ ! R . e
Ef Fort 5 40 a 80 4 73 6,00 _ 4.00 : 4.92
Task 5. 20 4 60 6 00 500 5.29 - 5.00
Luck * 2 40 ° 3 20 a4 00 = 2-40 4.00 4.00
8
Me thod 6 00 5 10 5 45 5.80 5. 00 4.85"°
Interest 76 00 430 5 36 " 500 . 414 483 °
~ Marking 4 80 ' 350 ' 5 27 .« s20 5857  3.92
. . N , . 2 ’
Knowledge 5 80 560 ., 5 20« . B5.40 - 4 17% -4.08
% n-1 .. . ’
) , e "
L] -
8 ‘i M - ’
. 4
/ - ~
. " v



-

-
b
w

+
. B
f .

. . . ‘
Tabie 17 Means and Cell Sizes for Attribution Measures
’ (Low FOSS Female who Succeed) .

, e
. .
[ \
Expecte ' ynexpected
Perspect self’ Male Female Self Male Female
' O'ther Other Other Other
.‘ i hat
Measure M ] (] . M : ‘M, M X
(n=12)  {n=20)  (n=5) (n=10)  (n=11) (n=19)
TETTETTTTETE YT cTEmmTTETETTTTTT TTTTTEETEE ST T
. lntern - 6 02 6 06 6 76 5. 93 5. 46 4.72 -
‘Extern 3 33 3 45 3.67 4.57 4.64 . 4.75%
\ P . )
Ability  6.08 5.65 6. 40, '5.50 . 4.82 4. 16 )
e¢for£!- 6 00 6 15 7 00 5 80 5.64 5. 00 ,
Task 3 50 4 40 4 60 . 5.00 5. 00w 5. 00
Luck 192. 2 15. 1 40 . 3.60 '4. 00 4.32
‘Me thod 6 08 6 05- 6 40 6.30 5. 64 5 37
Interest 5 33 6 10  7.00 5.70 5.36 4.0%
Marking a s8 380 .5 00 510 4.82 495
Knowledge 6 73%. 6 35 7 00 " 6. 33 5. 9ou 5. 06%
* n-}

W/
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Table 18 Means and Cell Sizes for Attribution Measures

i

Perspect
.Measure

Intern

.Extern

Abr1tty
Effort
Task -
'LUCk -
Method
Interest
ﬁirk}ng

Knowledge

bt o ey

(Low FOSS Female who Fail)_ -

Sel#f.

(n=19)

3

5

14

.49

'3;u

53

95

8s
00
11
63

68

-]

3

3.

6

" {n=11)

" - - A - M S —— - -

15

36

. 55

55

18

.09

27

36

82

00"

S St VO RPOOL. YR

(n=14)

5 59 .

4

4

6

19

93
21
50

36

86!

.79

71

14

.
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Unexpected .

Self Male Female
Other Other
. <
(n=13). (n=%) (n=10)
e e ————
4.46 4.31 4.23
3. 89 a27  4.07
3.00 3. Sox 3.10
4
‘4 69 6. 25» 4. 10
4.31 4. 60 4.%0
2.31. .3.40 2 60
5. 1% 4.80 5. %50
. Ve
4.38 4.00 3.70
4.15 4 80 5. 10
5.08 4. 00 4.78%
\‘/ t
T, ]
\
{

2.
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Table 19

Perspect’
\ ]
Measure

Intern

N

Extern

Ab1lity
Effort
Task
Luck
Method
Imter?st
Marking

Knowledge

[

118

Means and Cell] Sizes for Attribufiion Measures

(High Foss Female who Succeed)

Enggcted nexpected .
Self Male “Female Self Male Female
Other Other Other Other
M M M M M M
(n=12) (n=12) (n=16) (n=10) (n=17) (n=13)
6 20 § 73" 6 713 5 60 5 19 5 65
4 29 3 69 a3 480 . 484 a 56
5,75 5 42 5 94 5 60 4 82 a 62
6 33 5.92 5.69 . 6.00 5. 18 6.00
a4 67 4 25 4 88 " sneo 5 06 5.00
3 25. 275 325 | '3 20 4.06 3.85 °
617 6 25 ‘ 6 38 's 40 5. 65 6 00
6 25- 5 éo . 5.94 5 40 5 00 5.77
5 106 4 OO« 4 81 5.40 541 4.85 _
6 55# 5.45#% 6 73% 5 S6x 5 29 5. 85
ommro oo meea e ———— e ——————
™,
— .
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Tabvle 20 "Hbins;:na'Cell Sizes for Attribution Measures

(High Ross Female who Fail)
o . “~
| Expected } Unexpected
,Ferspect Self Male . Female self Male ‘Female '
¢ : Other Other . Other Other
T e —————— e ———— - ———
nq;sure M - M | M M M M r
(n=11) {n=20) (n=6) (n=19) (n=21> (n=1i5) B
T T .
Intern 4, 85 5 20 4 97 4 82 4 16 4 49
Extern 4 00 3es 3 67 4 05 4.60 a 11
Ability 4 S5 a0 3.6 [ 3.42 2,71 3 27
Effort . 5 09 5 35 5 %0, 5. Q5 4 76 4 67
e . Task 5 45 4 95 4 83 5 00 5 24 5. 20
h Luck” 2 00 275" 2 00 2.68 371 327
Method 482 . 5 65 5 17 5. 42 4. 65 s 20
Interest 4 91 5.35 4. 67 4.89 4.57 4 40
‘ _Marking 4 55 385 . 417 4 a7 4.86 3.87
Knowledge 4.91 5. 63% 5 83 5.32 a.14 4 86w
- % n-t R . ‘ . | ‘- .
¢ .
. L

U

e A—



Task (Ease or (lffleul!y)
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L Discussion
., The discussion deals with the following 1ssves- how

the present study qualifiés the‘Fxndlngs of Zuckerman et

\

=1  (1980), the relatianship between the canstruct of FOS
ant the measure of FOSS, and the aimplications of the
present study for future Pesearfh and for educationall

S

practice
.
The findings of the present study agree closely with
those of Zuckerman et al ‘s (1980). Hypothesis 1, which

postulated that male and female sub jects high in FOS would

make\.gr ter external attributions than subjects low 1n

.

FOS. was partially confirmed The findang 1s not only
similar to Zuckerman et al ‘s, findings and therefore
offers <come additional support to already documented
Findi;;s “that people‘thh—high fear oF(succesg‘ attribute

externally but 18 also similar to Flndingé of earlier

» A -
stvdies by Weiner and Kukla. (1970), Feather and Saimon
. *

i

(19719, and 'Bar-Tal and Frieze (1977), which found. that

subjects low 1n achievement motivation and subjects high in
achievement motivatrdn attribute differently.

There was no i1nteraction effect of FOS by outcome on
the mea;ures of internality and externality. . Sub jects low

in F2S did not make greater i1nternal attributions for
2
success and greater external attributions for failure than
4

)

subjects high 1in FOS Sub jects high in FOS did not _make

-

grezter extermal attributions Ffor sucfess and greater
interrnal  sttrabutions for failure Thsse results ' do not

agree: uwith Zuckérman’ et al) ‘s findings., which showed

I
p ¢

' 1



c:fferences between subjects low 1n FOS and thosgﬂﬂégh in
FOS 1n  terms of the attributions they make 1n success
situationg: This leFerenge in Tesults between studies
covld have been due to the varying nature of the tasks
uséd fhere was p5551b1u greater ego—involvement in the
tasks iuckérman et al administered, because of the
comparisors of one’'s _performance to another subject and, as
a result, they may have been abie to arouse greater FOS

There was no FOS by sex i1nteraction qn the measures

5

of Jnternalzgf'and externality Male SUbJECtS low 1& Fos

did not make greater 1internal attributions, than male

subjects high 1n FOS Male SUJJECtS high in FOS didl not
S 5

make greater exte}na1/§¥{§1butlons than male sub jects low

yn FOS Female subjects low 1n FOS did not make greatef

external attrabutions than female sub jects high in FOS The

findings are are similar to Zuckerman et al (1980) and

offer additional support to the findings that the effects

of FOS are not sex—-linked In addition, the following
study, by using hypothetical academic outcomes and a wider
populaticn than those used by Zuckerman et al.. makes the

Tesults more generalizable and lends predictive validity to

.
¢

the prior conclusions made by Zuckerman et éi The fact

that the Tesults were replicated by using the FOSS measure

before any of the tasks were completed, reinforces the

AN

.validity of the scale, and give< some evidence of the
AN

utility of the FOSS 1n predicting certain achievement-
related behaviors

The hypothesis .which stated that , sub jects in the

“
“-0'
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expected comdition would make greater 1nternalrattr1but10ns

thanr subjects 1n the unexpected condition, while sub jects
AY

1n the wunexpected condition would make greater external

! .
sttributions than subjects in the expected condition, was

alse confirmed This offers same additional support for

v

earlier <ctudies on performance expectancies which showed

-

that 1rregardless of success  ofF failure, unexpected
performance yielded greater 'external attributions than
mypected performance (e g Wong % Winer, = 1981)

Sub jects 1n the self or male other perspect;vewdid not make

greater 1nternal attributions than subjects in the female,
/ .

i

other perspective, nor did subjects in the Fema/}/«e other
perspective make greater e;tetnal. attr;butxons than
sub;ects- in the " self or male other perspective. As
predicted. jthere were hbwever, significant interactions an
perspective by outcome Sub jecte in the self condition

made greater ability attributions thamn sub jects in the mgle
other or female other condition, irregardless of whether
the outcom; was a success orvr égllure ‘From these findings
ane may conclude that derspegtivé 1s only of importance to
subyjects 1n self situations, where attributing outcome to
p;rsonal causesinbt only 1mplies that one has informational
knowledge about oneself. but 1s alsa 1§ ;QIF—enhancxng

o~
(Jones—&5§1sbett. 1971) -

.

Hypothesis &, which stated that subPects in a success
condi1tion would make greater internal attributions than
cvhb jects 1n a Fa1lure‘cond1txoq, and that sub jects 1é§ the

fsi1lure condition would make greater external attributions

. ' ’ 130
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1tems do reflect the same dimensions of FOS.

131

than subjects 1n & success condition, was also confirmed

The finding 1s not only similar to the earlier model of-
attribution patterns suggested by Weiner et al (1971), but
also offers some addritional support for the effects of
performance outcomes on locus as those found by Zuckerman

et al. (1980)

The relationship between the construct of FOS and the

measure £ FQOSS Does the FOSS and the items it contains
reflect dimensions of the FOS'motlve7, Zugégrm}ﬁ fet al.
(1980) state that because females scored cons;;tentlg
higher on the FOSS than did males,. it supports Horner’s
suggestion that the motive ¢to avoid success 1's moTe

[

prevalent amongst females than males Possibly some of the

»

At the same time, 1tems of Horner ‘s definition of FOS,
do not accurately assess the same thing Just as FOS as 1t
was originally measured, prob;blq tapped attitudes toward
medical school morevthan a personality trait, FOSS probably
taps a person’‘s arrogance or compétxtive nature rather than
their fear of success (e g , In comaetxt1on I try to win no
matter what, I am happy only when I am doing better than
others, When you’'rte on top everyone looks up teo you ) In
addition, 1 ¥ fear of success is concerned with
discriminating between people who may be unable to tolerate
high levels of achle;ement motivation it is still
qgestxonnable whether this automatically give rise to

*
defensive responses and classifiable as fear o0f success?

In defence of biorner’s hypothesis. one can say éhat 17

§
H
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years ago the construct as defined might not have been so

far—fetched as today Jhe percentage of women net only in~

academia, but 1n professional employment as well, was far
smaller than today The women’s movement was just beginning

and stricter sex—role stereotyping Spplied than in the

' 3

198C s When Zuckerman and Allison conducted their study

slmost a decade later, the perfentage of women 1n academic

ard profescional. employment had slightly increased, not.

enough to cancel out FOS, because 1t is defined as'a stable

predisposition learned early in l11fe, but maybe enough for
. ! .
t
both men and women to acquitre an understanding and
tolerance level Fon\changes in societal structure.

More research is needed to determine whether females

actually fear success, and under what circumstances fear of

e
]

s5uccess accurs Furthermore, success as a concept
underlying, the FOS construct shauld be more carefully
~defined and redssessed Most of the studies dealing with
the FOS ;ee this conigpuct as a negative personal:ty

My

chatacterigtic which 1mpinges on achievement-related
performante . implyang that a lack of fear of success is a
constructive and positive personality charactc?rstic to
possess Constructive for whom, and at what cost? ( 1 am
happy only when 1 am ddxné better than others: Nh;n you're
on top everyone looks up to you ) Why 1s it more desirable

to be happy only when one does better than someone else, or

tc achieve respect because of an "arbitrary" position 1in

socrety™ Why 1sn’t 1t more desirable to play in a game,

enjoy gouiiijﬁl than to wain? (Zuckerman & Allisson, 1976)

J—

“
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We should look at the narrouw way success is defined
in our socirety’ Instead of trq1ﬁg to change women and men
whp don’t fi1t this limiéed definition of suc?ess. Qe should
start br;ng;ng values of respect and cooperation not only
among th\‘exlstxng Pcadem1; institutions but also into the

exi1esting competitive value system

The majority of studies conducted on FOS and causal

attributions, 1nc1udiﬁg the present: one, have been carried
ovt 1n a controlled academic environment, or in a
laboratory setting These settings are unlike & real 1life

sxéuation whére human i1nteraction is of a more cooperative

nature tpan a competitive one (Johnson & Johnson, 1974)

Perhaps fear of success and attributional patterns have

behavioral andrmoti;ational co;!¥ﬁuences anlq 1n laboratory

settings and thus are limited to the experimental
5

procedures that are used Eviadence concernaing thn utality

’

of the FOSS as a predictor of achievement—relatcd“ behavior

T real life 1s still needed (Zuckerman et al , 1980)

. o g
The aimplicastions of responsibility in attrihg§1oﬁs Ross,
Bierbraver, and Polly (1974) and Ross (1977), have

suggested  that people.have different cognitive rationales
for differential attributions of success and failure.
According to these researchers, suCcess is more internally

) b
%# because sucrcess 1s intended while

attributed than

i
This explanation 'may account for

-

success/fajlure effects. on 1nternal attributions such as

farlure 1s not

effort, 1t cannot however, account for differential ability

attributions Ab1lity,. unlike effort, is not wunder
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intent1oqal control and therefore cannot be considered &
more potenf cavse for 1ntgnded relagive’ to unintended
ouvutcomes (Zuckerman, 197%9)

Nexqer and WKukla (1970) Fouﬁd tHat males high 1n
ach1e;ement motivation were more .lr1kely ¢to atfribute thex%
failure to lack of effort than males low 1; achievement
motivation They suggested fhat attribution of failure to
éFFort leads to more persistence on future ;ttempts because
effort expenditure can be controlled and augmented
y Zuckerman (1979) reported that research findings
suggest that while achi8vement motivation is related to
internal att%xbutlons for® success, belief 1in eaternal
cantrol when it comes to faxlur; is self-protective.
"Perhaps achievement motivation Focuse; more on the need to
take pride 1n success whereas i1nternal-external control
focvus more on  the need to qvoxd the threat .oP Faliure"
(Zucke%man, 1979, pg.26)

Research has 1ndicated that the tendency <to accept
responsibility for success and failure is related to
personalitgy and situational factors <(Zuckerman, 1979).
Thie relationship 1s seen as motivational 1In nature,
Zuckerman (1979) summarizes the research as indicating
exterﬁ?%s on the internal/external Scale deny
responsxbxlxtg for failure in order to defend themselves
and project blame onto othe;s. high achievers take more
respons1bxlzﬁq for success so As to experience a greater

reward for goal attainment, and females show less self-

serving attributions because they may be less involved with

A
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the tasks that they are presented with and thus leii
, . .
foncerned with the achievement of success and avoidance o

.

failure L
Implications for Educational Research
Different levels of achievement motivation, and ‘'more
specifically a motive to avold succiess, has been found to

be associated with causal axtrzbutans'studénts make toward
suvccess and failure Generally, high Fas stydents make
erternal attribdt1ons to faxluré while low FOS students
make internal attr;butxons to fai1lure, as well as, ¢to a

.

lesser extent, g:ternal«attrxbutzons ko Fallute {Zuckerman,
1979) | Because per#ormance ;é vitimately seen as a
function of expectancy of success multiplied by the
incentive to succeed, 1t follows that whether expectancy o$3
value of success 1ncreases or decreases depends on. ah
student’s ’ attribution for past success pr failure
(Williams, 1582) ' Given thais evidence, further
attributional analyses of achievement motivation have shoun
that the tendency to attribute fair1lurp to external causés
such as lack of ability 1s associated with high levels of
achievement motivation It follows then, that students who
make 1nternal attributions of failure have 1low need to

achieve In an educational context our concern would be to

try and change the attfibutlnnal pattern of low achievers
R .

so that. one‘s expectancy of suctess doesn’t decrease

everytime one fails at a task

-

Although the present study failed ¢to find sex

.

~ 700 -

(s
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di1fferences 1n fear of success and any relationship between

FOS and attributions to success and'Failure;

[ o -

there is_ a

>

large amount of previous evidence to support this notion

(e g . Dueck et al . 1978).

{

Given this evidence of the

differences 1in attainment between males and females from

does not keep 'rahead

early adolescence onwards, '

where the performance of girls

of males, it cannot be readily

dccounted for by research that tries to show a difference

in  terms of levels of ability (Maccoby & Jacklan, 1974).

Within attribution theory this has meant a search #or sex-

- telated differences 1n attributions for success and
fai1lure A number of studies have shown that girls are
. moTe likely than boys to neglect a lack of effort as a

possible cause for their failures (Nicholls,

1975), while

others have also shown that girls are more likely than boys

3 .

Failure (e g , Dweck % Gillard, 1973 Duweck

7’ , )
In addition, Dweck et al (1278) +found

therr level of achievement motivation,

4

» differences in attraibution méde by pupils

- feedback that they receive from teachers

tc show decrement 1in performance following an instance of

et al , 1978)
that the sex

and ain turn,

15 related to the

Their rTesults

showed that criticism from teachersg directed at girls ‘was

N

’

- nearly always concerned with actuval academic aspects of the

pupil’s work, whereas Fpr boys thexieaCMer’s criticism was

more diffuse Half

of

the criticism directed at boys

concerned things other than the academic content of their

suggests that this

‘work (e g » classroom misbehavior) Dwec k

et al. (1978)

leads bogs and girls to make different

A,

\

——

-

.
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atiﬁibutions for their failures where; for boys, criticism
.GF a particular school task is seen againsf a background’of
other behaviorsi and so for girtls, a siﬁgle piece of work-

related criticism is seen against a background of an

absence of other forms of «criticism, and is therefore

relatively more likelg to be 1i1nterpreted as an *indication

K

of a lack of ability (Rogers, 1982) Dueck et al. ‘s (1978)
results and suggestions may help explain sex differences in
FOS and attributibns in college and university women who

have Wag years of academic training where these 'tupes of

reinforcements or criticism have taken place. ’u

. N 4‘ . v
Conclusion hd

.

Y

Although the present study failed to find sex

N

differences in FOS and sex differences in outcomevpatterné,

‘

fear of success as a construct cannot be totally refuted.

The results are probably more“suggesthe of the limitations

of the measure af fear of success, and\hg:e speci1fically,
AW,

of the FOSS, than of the FOS'construct
‘s More studies are needed in order +to determine
practical classroom applications of attributions and how

the v attributional patterns arouse a motive +¢to avoid

N

success,r and how these attributional patterns can “be

reversed Rogers (198B2) suggests that it is important to
have availab’le information Trefarding, the style and
frequencies. of actual teacher—pﬁﬁil Anteractions, for

example, ¢than infdérmation on hypothetical or 1a6bratoru

conducted studies ‘ -

v

This brxngé up thé meed, 1ﬁvariablq. to investigate -
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moT € closeld the effects thét a situation has upbﬁ .the
nature of the interpersonal judgements which might be made
thhin\the classroom (éogers. 1982). On a #inal note, the
theories fear of success and causal éttﬁlbutions have been

developed primarily under laboratory conditions and assume

that the context in which subject’s FOS .is éroused.an}" in

e . .
which sub ects make their attributions will be the same for

a1l  sub jects, at least within one particular tréatment

.

group (Rogers, 1982). Within achievement situations, and
for clas¥rooms 1n particular, this is not negessarily 0.

1f one can identify the motivational and behavioralf

| -

&

components contained in the effects of fear of success on ¥

wqﬁgn and men, and if we further attempt to determine the
.meaning of particular attributions for the specific Jirson
phé has made them we can prbbpblq determine the effects

that thede attributions « have upon educational practice and

1

look for ways to remedy -it. - .
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o . : v January 30, 1985
° , . ' .’ : . -
Dear Concordia Professor . - .ot

I am a graduate stuoent enrclled 1n the Educatzonal Studies
programme &t Concordia. . A part of my Hgster 3 thesis,

which is being supervised by Dr . Philip Abrami., [ am
investigating A) personality ~ Factors which . affect.
students’ examination performance, and B)- factors: " whifh
students perceive to cayse theyr own ‘and others’ SucCcess
and failure 1n university ‘courses, ‘1 am“askxhg
professors from a host of departments 1n the university . tc‘
help me 1h this research by valunteerxng approrxhatqlq one—
half "hour, of classtime ‘during at sxngle class meet:ng
sometime toward the middle of the winter semcst!r - During
this half-hour, students ‘uxll be asked to compl!te ©oa
personality measwre and a questxonnaxre which requzrts them
to make causal statements concernlng dififeredt hybot g:;;gg

course  examination outcomes For gour information a moTe

complete -description’ aof the’ studg By lncluded with this
letter. .~ : i
This study requitTes & large and  diverse ,number - of

subjects; I - hope that you will support me by volunteering

one or more of your classes following the mid-term break

To do so. please complete the form at the bottom of this
page and return 1t to me via campus ma1l Dtherwise, I
will bg contacting you within the next short.while to see

‘e you are able to donate tlats%xme for this . project LF

you have any questions or commgpts. gou canh reach wme a% the
phone number listed below . b
Thank you for your cooperation

é1nceﬁelu4 .

® o . ’ “ ) ' \" ‘.

eranda D hmxca1 M A student and
L : Researth Assxstant for Dr P Abram:.

Edycation Department

/

¢ . . B ’ s B N N . /

o~

Fhone B79-4034, &ﬂ!ﬁsages anlq 4535 »

-

-

&
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Iam willing to volunteer my class(es) tol participate
it the Student Motivation Project B
~ L d 4\ - ‘- - . . .
Pro¥essor’'s Name ' v Phone(s) o
Co‘urse‘(s{ N - A . Class sizes:
CY - ) ‘
e . * '
' v . \
N . TS ¢ : ‘e 3
Preferred Dates and Times” .
Please return to Miranda D'Amico.Education Department,
B . Hall 589-2, SGW Campus: -~
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. ' Student Motivatjon Project’ .

Students’ “personal beiiefs and causal perceptions
concerning " tourse Q!erformance are talled causal
attributions by educational psgchﬁiogrsts Attribution
thecry rests on the assumption that individuals search for
cavusal wuvnderstanding, where they seek .answers to gquestions
such as "Why da¢" I fai1l™", "Why di1d [ get & poor mark on
my math €exam™".,and so on The study of Ascademic causal
ettributione 1s important tecayse ' research has shown that
attributionsé are related to the way students approach
tasks which involve achievement., persist at arademic tasks,
seek help from professors, and develop expectations about

" future examination performance (Freize, 1980, Ames, 1981,

we}ierz1983)b
£ Weiner , (1%74) postylated that individuals commonly
u§ four causal elements of ascription both to 1nterpret

‘and. to predict the ocutcome of an achievement-related event

Thece causa. elements are ability, effort, task difficulty.
and iuck Qhen one attempts to explain one’s prior
cvccess Or f31lure, the 1ndividual gssesses his/her own

ability level, the difficulty of the task. the maghitude of
perconal effort i1nvolved and whether luck was eiperienced
These four causal factors ar'e not necessarily the® pnly
perceived determinants of suvctcess or failure nor are they
necessarily the mast salient dnd%  every 1n achievement
situation  However., inpvestigators have related:these causal
perceptions to a varaety of affective, cognitive andgd
hehavioral corsequernces such as mood. fatique, subseguent
effort. future expectations etc

1 am interestec 1n further understanding the causalt
attriputions wh:ch take place 1n ach:evement-related
situations, by 1nvestigating whedher attributions di1ffer
wher studernts are asked to evaluate a success or fai1lure
ci1tuation of another student as opposed to their own, (1 &
gergpective) and whether they aTé sex and personality
ci1fferences 1mn attributional patterns

Research has <‘ound that females tend %o attribute

,Lsvtcess to  erternal factors such as task difficulty and

uchk, and fai1lure to lack of abilaty or eéfprt. the
opposite has generally been found #%r males One of the
more popular explanetnons for this difference 1s that women.
are motivated to avold success because they believe
perzonal success holds negative soci1al consequences for
“Lem Nevertheless. this hypothesis has been challenged by
moTte recent researcth that fouynd both women 7nd men possess
the 'motive to avoad success I hepe my study y;ll help
clari1fy whether the motive tr avecild success 1s specific to
women or whether 1t generaliies @across the sexes by .

Teactuyring the motive to avo:id tuccess of 1nd:v1¢uqlA
csyb ecte ard by e.ajluating the causal attributions made
1t & hypothet:ical achievement situation q

'
~
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Note to Instructorsg:It i1s important that no preconceived
nétion of this study exists’ when students complete the
research materials Please do not describe the study an
detzil to them An oral and/or wratten debriefing will be

provided by the ‘research assistant in class,” following the
completion of the survey. Thank You. '
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23-04-85 ‘

.-
Dear Professor

. en i

) . ’ "

We recently distributed quectionnaiTes 1n your class (es)
as part .cf .our study 1nvestigating students’ personal
beliefs and cauvsal perceptions cdncorning course PRI
.performance I wodld like to take this opportunity to thank
you again for your gracious cooperation 1in volunteering
your class time for the purpose of the study. :

We have Just finished data collection and are about to
_begin data coding and analysis' Thus, by late spring, we

should have available preliminary results of .the study 1f
you wish to recieve any 1information concerning these
results, or concerning:student achievement motivatioh and
attribution research an general, please feel free to : ~
contact me at any time ‘ ’ ' ’ ' or "
- 4 Sincerely. N
' 17 N /- '
. . » . .I . _\-l "
© %  .Miranda_ _ D’Amico. Master ‘s Student;
~Educatidnal Studies Programme
.
Telephone B879-4034
Room H549-2 . .
cc Dr Philip Abrami ' : w
.Education Department ' : )
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' { Stydent Motivatiop Pro ject ‘ v

INSTRUCTIONS

The thhee'que;txonnaires are'xntendgd to gather information
abput university students” attitudes towagdb factors which

3

~affect academic :achievemrpt. We would appreciate you
"completing all of the questionnaire 1tems to ?hc best 'oF
your dbilitq ~Hark. your answers on the answer ’:hcot
Elease'do QQ& make any marks on the questionnaires Try to

woTk at a steady pace and answer the questions in the grger

that they are given- We welcome your comments on this’

study, place these on the reverse side of the answer
 sheét 1§ you have anq.questxgns or probfems. please Trarse

1 . !
your han{ ‘and you will be helped 1ndivadually Interested

' I

students . will be provided with .a more complete description
of the study’s purpose once éll questionnalres are
romplete I1f you participated in this study previgusly 1n

another class. pleas; do ngt complete the queqtionnoiros

'

again

[ 3

L
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Student Background GQuestionngire

[y

1) Your age : -

1) 18 or uhder
2) 19 to 20
3) 21 to 22
4) 23 to 24 N

5) 25'01gpver ; ' '

27} Your sex

?

Male
2) Female

3) Your present level at universiky . -

T 1)-UL(First Year University)
<) U2(Second Year Universaty)
2) U3(Third Year University)
4) Certificate, Diploma. Graduate, or other

.

4) Your Academic Major

1) Fine Arts

2) Commerce and Administration

3) Engineering and Computer Scaience

4) Literal Arts. Recreation and Educatxon

5) Natural Scxencns

%) Your pre—unlversxtq grade average -
thigh school or CEGEP) '

1) 60-69

2) 70-79

32) 80-89 ..

4) 90-100 -
%) Dther or don’t know

1f you have not yet completed any university courses for
a grade, answer question &6 by estimating what you expect
your un)versxtq average will be,

6) Your university average so far

\\;j/,kff?9 or below(F) . .

=) S50-359(D) :

. . ) 60-469(L)

4) 70-79(B)

S) B0 or higher(A) S .
; ) /-

v /



1)

a)

-3

8)

1)
2)

b~

3)

‘9

1)
2
3
&)

5)

What.1s yqur- first language”? .
\ —_
English ' ) . y
French S
Other
What is your country of birth?,
Canada . .
U.§ A, Braitain. or France
Other y . .
How many ‘years have you begen a resident.of Canada?
0-2 years i ! h
39 years ! ’
&-10 years ' o - e
11-135 years :
16 or more years : i R
o 3 Y N
\‘ -
. " »- .
1 A % )
1 L4 s °
v vt - *
) \‘ ’ t, '
" - s ’ ‘ ‘\ ‘ .
’ , ' M
» . . . ’
' B ‘ - . ' .‘ ’
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INSTRUCTIONE  In  this questionnaire ygu will find a number of
statements _For eath statement a scale of 1 to 7 is provided,

with | representing one extreme and 7 the other extreme In each

cese L1Tcle a number from 1 to 7 to i1ndicate whether or not you

agree with the statement There are no right or wrong answers )

' Please® anwer all 1tems ’ . : .
- ' . . Strongly Strongly

g

. . Disagree Agree
. '3y 1 expect other people to Ffully - 1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7
&0 appreciate my potential ,
- 2 ) 0
i Gften the cost of sutcess 1s greater . 1 4 3 4 5 " & 7
than tgg reyard, - ..
A . ' T .
e For every winrer ther¢ are several -1 2 -~ 3 4 S N & 7
rejected and unhappy losers \
) 23+ The oriy way i can_prove my worth 1 2 3 4 s & 7
1s Hy winning a game or doing well on
" a 'task, :
) ' .
14 I enycy telling my friends that I have 1 - 3 4 S 6 7
. done something especially well
*oas It 15 more important toc play the game 1 2 3 a 5 5 7
"than to win 21t .
i6 In my attempt to do better than others, "1 2 3 4 S & 7
. I realize I may lose many of my friends
. . P * Q s ¢ ,
7 In competition I ,¢try to win no matter 12 3 4 5. 6 7

what . g

X . . r .
- +d 4~ persgn who 15 at the tap faces nothing 1 2 3 4 3 & 7
but a constant struggle to stay there ) ’

*

Lo ‘T am happy only whern | am doing better 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7
. than others '
x, ] C . . ‘ , .
o ale; I think "success”" has bepn emphasized 1 2 3 4 3 b 7
too muech 1n our culkyre . . p o
~ =zl In grder to achieve one must §Lve up ' 1 2 3 #- S 5 7
the fun things 1in life
" 22 The cost of success is overwhelming 1 2 3 4 b J 7
responsibilaty: & ’ ) ) .
£3  Achievement commands respect ’ 1 2 3 a ] 6 7
.4 I become embarrased when others B 2 3 4 -5° 5 7
compliment me on my woTk ‘ , - . N
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A successful person.i1s aften considered
by others to be both aloof and snobbish
Whern you’'re on top, everybody looks up
to you K , .
S Cot s -

People’s rehavior change for the worst

sfter they bpecome success ful
When competing against another person,
I cometimes. feel better 1f I lose than
1f I win. .
Once you‘re on'tnp.'evergone 1S your
buddy and no ohe 1s your friend. o
When you‘re the best, all doors are
open ‘ o :

.
’

Even when I do well gn a task, I
cometimes feel l'ike a phony .and fraud

ot pelxéve,thSt sucgessful people are N

often sad -agnd lonely

The'rewards of @ successful competition
are greater than those recelved from
cooperatxon

When I am on top the'responsibility L
maxes me feel uneasq‘ ‘

-,
L3

It 15 extremely important for. me to do
well 1w all things @%at e undertake

I believe I will be more successful
than most of the people I know

e

.

s & 7
5 6 7
s &6 7
5 .67 7
5 & 7
s 6 7 .
o
~.
5. 6 7

2 & 7
B ’
b 6 7
R
N
S 3
N
oy .
. -
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APPENDIX D . .
. . ' °
Hypothetical Course Results L
The numbers on the/upper rigth margin
are numerical codes for: . ) '
Expectancy uwhere l1=pxpected; 2=unexpected
Perspective wheye l=self; 2=male other: 3=female other
Outcome where 1=success: 2=fajlure ° ° '
R ’ R
- ' K bl )
. J ‘ . & .
. v
1 ’ N "
¢ v ’
J -
- . I ( N
. . - o )
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. Hypothetical Cource Results , o
- . 5 .
v 0 The following[ is a description ,0f a course ramination:
zitustien Rgad the descriptinn carefully Note e list -cof
s factorge with accgmpanying rating scale, below the {es;rgptioh
.Gwce;kou have F1%x§hed reading the description, indtate, using
. the ‘rating scales, how 1mportant each of the ’‘fFactors was in
‘* determining the described performance Circle the number whach
test indicates the importance of each factor c
Co : ¢
) oo ' T ¢ : ' ¥
{ Si1tustion Suppose you know You are strang 1n a subyect and you

Teceived an A on the first important course test, the mid-term-
€ xam. Performarnce 3 on thisYtest 15 & strong indicgtor of your

“r * =dccess 1n. the cour'se because a large pértion of the final exam
covers the same material as the mid-term

N ¢ . 'y )

» ’ Flease circlé the number which best i1ndicates how i1mportant each
“ . “actor Was 1n determining your sucicess .on this jmportant test |

PN L - ,

Y . <.

. o A ) - Very -Very

. . ) “, "Unimportant . Important

't . v . . . s 3 R B -
¥+~ 37 aAbilrey v . .1' 273 &4 5 & .7-:

¢ ’ h g - J ) ) o ~ USSR L .

‘. - 3§  Effory L beoo 1T 2 3 4 5 &6 7/
P - - N . N . . -2 .

oo ¥ 739, [Ease of the Test ,# - -1+ 2 3.4 s & 7 T
o n ~°l,-,’; .. l _— ‘!‘ B . o ",\. .. ; » sy, .' ° .
‘¢ ., 0207 gbod Luck .. S 1 2 3 4. .5° & .7
o . 4%  Good Method of Study 1 243 4 5 6 7
A 4 20 . - ! . . . et AN

M N " 2 - = /
42, Interest 1'n Bub ject Matter '-‘1 2 3 4 5 6 7 :
. " 43 How the Test w3s Marked . 1 2 3..4 & & 7
# . ., . ' S | . ) \ ] ) n
" . *44  Knowledge of the Material. 1 .2 3 4 & "6 7
. - ' ‘0 )
, " Other Factors LT ‘ . - :
o © {Please list dnd then rate) . T ’
W -. . ) LI . \ , M«, . N
. .oasc. .. ° Y BN 1 2 3-Ya s & 7°
’ ‘. o " . ) b T ! ‘
. 86 - L, r 2 3 4 5 & 7.
0 [ -d '
¢ L _" . . P . : ° ]
. ’ . ° . ' .
T A .. . 4 K
. v, N
- ‘ oo .
) b \N s * " ’ . N i
- T Co- e e T ! ‘
\ . s . - . R ( ¢ ..
. . ) ’— -~ » -‘:1 . " .
. T ‘ '
! oy RN : ' .
e . . '\ i M- * :
. ; P o .. - P . 4 o < v = .
: . : - Ty T ot L, :
! ., e ™ N X ‘ . ) - "Q
. ¢ . - - ' ¥ . i t
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" ' o ) CooaIr
o . ANSWER SHEET - A .
v Foease c:riie the n'umb;r LoTTecpONCINg :to your ‘ansuer for  the
. " ppTapTiate question : R - o
- oy 2z 4 s 24y 1, 2 3 & 5 &
P TP R - ) 2% 1 .2 3 &4 % &
LR T~ S S A & 26 12 3 4 S &
N "5 3 R <
4 1 2 ® 4-s L, 27) L .2 .3 &4 5w
‘ BT R S T T 28) 1, 2 3 -4 3 &
/- ¢ ' / s . ‘
& + Z..3 a s | 29> 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
bl S . o i ’ . .
L7 7 2, .2 % . ot 303 1 « 3 4 S 6
L4 i ‘." M IR
o 8: 1+ 2 2 . 31> 1 2 3 &4 3 &
¥ 1. @ 3.4 5 32) 1 2 3 4. 5 6
° . ”_ N 2 v .
o 7 33 1 2 ‘3" &4 s &
g : oy 1 2 3 4. s & .7 y T
N A . ¢ 33) 1 2 a3 4 5 &
' 1i) )1 b 3 4 5 6 7 - e
) . , 35, &+ =2 .3 &4 S5 &
t2) 1 2° 3, 4 5 & 7 b : ‘
f ' 36) 1 .2 3 4 /5 6
i . : /
! ATy = 3 a4 5 & 7 / 1
A * R N ot ' . .
' | 14y 1 =z 3 4 & & -7 37y 1 2 3 a4 5 '6
> “ ) * e ‘ v - ‘
r
; v Y v 2. 3.4 5 e 70 3 12 3 4 5 6
.. Jertir o2 2 a4 5 & 7 39) 1 2 3 4 5 6
. 4 .*“! ) . . . X
> Cah o1 3,( 4 5 & 7 40): 1 2 3 4 35 &
‘ SN | Yoo |
18y’ .1 2 3 4 s & 7 . 41 1 2 3 4 s 6
& 1 . ! .
: 9y 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 , 42y 1 2 3 ‘4 S5 6
/ . £</ - Lo
- 200 1 2 3 4.5 & 7 -~ 43) 1 2 3 4 I 6
.© , ) '
y @y 1 2.3 a4 5 s 7 44) 1 2 3 &4 S5 6
S S, m . . ‘
, , S22’y 2 3 4 s & 7 7 as) 1 2 3 .4 5 -4
: e, '2-35 fos 6 7 46) § =2 3 4 5 &
N e . _ . i .
! < ‘ 7“" : : . . . * -
e e . : '
b = ¢ LX \' ) = »
¥ , A . ’ \ ' .
L4 s - »
> e NEN _",.“‘ . P e .
¢ N, v ‘ N - -
.. ooy e W -9 - Y
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qucthet1cal*£ourse Resuylts ' i

. The *cllowing 15 a description of a course examination
trtiadior Read the description carefully Note the list of

.. fectovs,  with atcompanying rating scale, pelow the:r description

rce ypo have fFifished Teading the description, indicate, using
*he raring ccalec. how 1r1mportant each of the factors was 1n
~eterminimrg  the described performance Circle- the number which
r«st’ indicetes the importance of each factor

‘

Ciituaticr  Suppfse yop ave weap t 1N & subject and you fai1led, on

tne Fivst rmportant course test. the mid—term exam Performance
.n" this exam 1% a strong i1ndicator of your sucCess 1n the course
t ecause a large portion of the firmal exam covers - the same
material as the mid-term .

Flecse ¢€1Tclée the number wh:ch bést 1ndicates how 1mportant each
factor ;was» 1n determining your faillure On this 2mportant test

J
/. Very . . Very
Unimpos tant Important

'

.

-

39, Tafficulty of the Test

AN
40': " Bad Luczk' ' w 1 2 3 &4 5 &6 7.
a1 Poor Method of Study { a 3] 4 5 & 7 ‘
s N / v .
C 4z Lack of Interest an 1 w2 ’3‘ 4 5.6 7
©, Subject Matter -
43  How the Jest was Marked - 1 2. 3 &4 .% & .7
B N ? . ' " ! "
44 Lack of Knowledge oflthe' 1. <2 3. .4° 5 & 7
Material ‘. / C
Other Factors - .
(Please 115t 'and then rate) -
45 1t 2 3 4 s & 7
» .
a6 - A 1. 2. 3 & 5 & 7
. e / ——// R

57 Lack Ccf Abality 1 ) 3 4 5 5 7 .
"8  Lach of Effort : " 4 s 5 7 =
: l 3 ' : .
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[#) () 1} W
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”
o -

&.) Y '*J
Wwow G W w

N

L

w
° o

W w w
o .0 O 0O

24) -

2%)
T 26)

27}

30!

<IN

a2)

33}

347

3%)

36}

3n
38)
39)
40)
fl)

a2)

" 43)

44)

45y

"44)

Ej
170 -

‘lll'é

P

) < . !
S lesse cirtle. the numter zorrespondihg to your answer for the
anpropgriate question '

1 2 3. a4a*s 6
1 2z 3 & s &
1 2 3 4.5 &

12 3 .4_5 6
12 3 4 5 6
1 -2 3 4 5 &
1 2 3 4 s 6
1 2 3 4 5 ‘6

~
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Hupotheticax Course Resylte

The foilcwing i’'s ac© description of @& course examination
v etior - Read the description carefull Note the list . of
factors, With accompanying rating scale, below the description
“-cte nu have finished reading the descraiption indicate, using'
ine Tating scales, how 1mpartant each of the factors was 1in
determining the described performance Circle the number whaich
t4sl indicates the 1importance of each factor

Zit.8%200 Zuppose you know your fraend 1% strong i1n &, sub ect
aid he recelved an A on the first 1mportant course test., the mio-
‘erm  exam Ferformance on this test 1s strong indicator of his

50(.2¢5 . 1n the couTse because & large ﬁortxan of the 61inal exam
“¢.eTs the same materi:al ac the mid—term

-

e ‘
“leese pr7cle the number which best 1ndicates how impartant each

"ector was 1n determining his success on this jimportant test
' Very - Very '
Unimportant Important
' \
.7 Abg&ltg | H \32 3 4 o 6 7
I8 Effort &/" 2 3% 4 % & 7
35  Ease of the Test’ 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
an Good Luck / 1 2 3- -4 S & 7
' . . ‘ +
“i Good Method of Study ' 1 2 3 4 o] & 7
] ,
“. . Interest 1in Subject Matter 1 2 3 4 S & z
23 How the Test was Marked 1 2 3 & 5 & 7
44  Wnowledge of the Material. 1 2 3 4 5 & .7
Sther Factors . : N
-Please list and then rate)
45 ‘ 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7
26 R A : 12" 3 4 5 6 7 ‘
E) ’ I.\ '\ .
( \ .
s l o0
— - N . v ( )y ——
. .
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ANSWER SHEET
. ]
circle the riumber corr;rspondxng to yeur answer . for-
“ pTOpriate question /‘ . )
.1 2 2 a4 s 24) 1 2 3 &4 5.
-y
A 2 2% 1 2 3 &
3 1 2 = a * 26 1+ 2 3 ‘& 8
4t "1 2 = a4 = 27 1 2 3 4 3§
S, 1 2 3 & 5 2% 1 2 3, & 5.
6+ a2 4 4 = L2891t 2 3 4 5
7 2 2 30 1 2° 3 & 5 .
81 .1 20 3 31) 1 2 3 4 5
%) . 2 3 & S 32) 1 2 -3 .4 %
e .33) 1 <2 3 & 5
ORI 2 3 a4 .5 & .7 > -
' - : 38 1+ % 3 a4 s
21y a2 3 4 5S¢ 6 7. )
o . ‘£5> 1 2 3, 84 5
2y 1 2 3 ] = & 7 n
’ 36) 1 .2 3 4 5
Sl T 2 3 & s &' 7
. ' Iy . TN .
4, 'ts 2 3 4 5 & 7 37) 1 2 3 4 .5
sy 1 2 '3 a s &, 7 3 1 )22 3 .4 3
le) 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 39 1 3 3 4 5
17yt 2 3 4 s & 7 40) 1 2 .3 4" 5
Y ' <
‘1B>. 1 2. 3 a4 g’ 6 7 41) 1 2 3 4 5
19)° 1.2 3 4 5 ‘6 7 42y {1 2 3 & 5
\ ) .
200 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 43) 1 2 3 & 5
’ 9
21) 1.2 3 a4 5 & 7 48) 1 .2 3 ‘4 ‘5,
. f N v .
a2y 1 2 3 .4 -5 & 7 . 4% 1. 2 3 4 s
b d
22y 1 2 ™ 4 5 & 7 46) 1 "2 3 4l s5°
. o Y .
3 "‘ N
A "

—
th.l
& 7
& 7 '
£ o 7 i
& 7
= 7
. /
b ind
& 7
L ]
*h 7
& 7
- A
& 7 *
& 7
. L4
6 7
& 7 '
6 7
& 7
6 %
&6 7
) 7
& 7
e'?'??
& 7
67
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Hypothetical Codrse Results

-

The Fo}low1¥g 15 a description. of a “course examination
tatuation Read the descriptinn carefully Note the li1st of
factor s, with accompanying rating scale, below the description
Znce you tmave finished reading the decscvaption., indicate. usi1ng /
the rating oscales: . how 1mportant each of the factors was 1n
gcetermining the described performance Circle the number which
rest 1ndicates the i1mportance of .each factor ) ' '

“i1tuoation  Suppose you know your friend 1s weaqixn a sub ject and
he failed aon the firct amportant course test. the mid-term exam
Perfurmance on this exam 1s a-strong indicator of his success 1n
*he tourse because & large portion of the final exam covers ' the -
~ame Mmaterisl as the mid-term

™!2aze circle the numher which best i1ndicates how 1mportant each
Factcr was 1n determining his failure on this important test

W

4 : ’ ~Very Very .
- Unimportant’ ' Importans
37 Lack of Ability 1 2 3 4 s & 7
38 Lack of Effort - 1 2 3 al's & .7
\ ' n .
39 Difficulty of the Test & 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 \
40 Bad Luck 1 2 3 4 S -} 7 ‘
' Foor Mzthod of Study 1 2 3 . 5 6 7
42 Lack of Interest in ‘ 2 a3 & 5 6 7.
Sub ject Matter ) i
13 How the\Test was Marked 1 Q\f é 4 S5 6 :7
‘44 Lack pf Knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 & 7

of the Materiol

Jther Factors : -

{Plesse list and then rate) ‘ -~

45 e, 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 \
a6 - 1 2 83 4 5 & 7

\ L



“lease '

'b,\

7)
‘8

4

17

18)
19}

-20)
21)

2]
n

(8]
W

L3

~y
=

2

ry

rJ

L8]

)

NN

LV ]

L8]

circle
appropriate quest:on

)

L w

(W]

[N

W w [0}

[

ANSWER SHEET

24) 1
25) 1
26) 1
27 1
28) 1
29) 1
30) 1
31) 1
32) 1
33 1
34) 1
35) 1
36) 1
37) 1
38 1
39)° 1
30) 1
a1y 1
32) 1
43) 1
agyh g
4%) 1
a6y 1

the number carresponding 4o your answ
»

»

2 3
2 3
2 3.
2 3
2 3
2 .3
A

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 .3
2 3
2 /3

!

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 -3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2" 3

Q\Y‘

174

122

for-

~

NN
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Hypothetical Course Results

Thé following 15 a descraption of a course examinatior
:xtuétxon_ Read the description carefully Note the list of
actors, with accompanying rating sctale, below the description
“nce you have finished reading the description. .indicate, using
e rtating scales how 1mportafnt each of the factors was. 1n
ermining the described performance Circle the number which
:kzndxcgtes the 1mportance of each factor

IS
T

2
. 2

0 » .
_.tuation Suppose vou know your friend ts strong\in @ "subject,

" ind  she* received an & on the first important course test, the

~id-term exam Perfocrmance op this test 1s a strong indicator of
Ter  syccess 1n the course because a'large portion Vf the final
exam covers the ‘same material as the mid—-term
tesse  circle the number whach.gést'1ndxcates how i1mportant each
factor was an determining her success on this jimpgrtant exam

’

~_‘ . ' . * Very Very

. ‘ Unimportant , Important
=7 Abx}x;g ! 2: 3 4 S 6 7
33 Effort 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
39 'Ease of thelTeit r 2 3 4 5 b 7
20 Goed Luck 1 | 2 3 4 S 6 7
= 3 4 5 [ 7

‘* . Good Method of Study 1
32 Interest 1n Subject Matter 1 2 3 4 35 6 7

“ o How the Test was Marked 1

n
w
H
W
o
~

44 Mnowledge of the Material 1 2 3 4 5 b -7

Tther Factors ,
iPlease list and then rate) v

45 . . 8w 1 2 3 &4 5 & 7
&g - ‘ 1 2 43 &4 s & 7
v : \
A\ ]
\ o ’
- & — - ’ l
. . \ A .
) i ‘ 5
: * ] L. B . e M
i . T

[

19

@

4 - ——
TRAN
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e 'ANSWER SHEET : LN
F‘leas‘e circle the number ._cor‘respcmding to your answer-" For‘ the
ipprapriate question ‘ -
:>\ 1° 2 2 4 5 24) 1 2 -3 4 5 b
2y 1 2 o 25) 1- 2 '3 4 5 &
3 1 2 2 4'@ 26" 1. 2 -3 4 5 &
4y + .2 3. 4 5 , 27) 1 2 °3 4 5 . 6
5 1 ,2..3 4 5 28) 1 2 3 4 5 &
&* 1 2 3 a4 s 291 2 3 4 % 6
. / ’
v L 2 a3 30) 1 Z 3 & B8 &
" 12 a3 - ' 31) 1 2 3 a4 s_&
%) 1 2 3. 4 s . ‘ 32) 1+ 2 3 4 5 6
- o . _,/33/)1 2 34 3 &
100t .2 3 a4 s 7 ‘ A
PSR 34) 1 2 23 4 '8 &
1y 1 2 a4 s &, 7 . : ,-
. . o 3% 1 2 I 4 % 6
12> 123 a4 s e 7
. - ‘ , ) 10 2 3 -4 5 &
JRCh I 2 3 . 4 S & 7 ' ‘ T
1) 4 2°° 3 &4 5 & 7 37) 1.2 3-8 S &
150 1 2 3 4. 5 & 7 3y 1 2 3 4 B &
16) 1 2 3 &4 5 ‘& 7 39) .1 2 3 4 5 &
b ' -
1 o2 a4 5 & 7 '40) 1 2. 3 4 5 &
18) 1. 2 3 4 5 & 7 41) 1 2 3 4 W 5
1) 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 . 42 1 2 3 4 5 &
N . 4
200 1 2.3 4 5 ‘& 7 43) 1 2 3 4 5 &
21y 1 2 3 ‘4 5 e 7 44) 1 2,3 4 .8 . 6
22y 't 2 '3 & \3 6 7 45y 1 2 3 &4 5 ¢
v ) ’ C ‘ v ‘ -
22y + 2 3 4 5 & 7 | 4) 1 -2' 3. 4 5 ‘6
- ” . . ) ’
- 1 .
| . )
A oo . o .
.1-//\ ' N _ \
/ “ h -
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Hypothetical Zourse Results

The tocllowing 1s a description of a course "examination
.tuaticn Read the description carefully Note the list of
-3ctors, with accompanying rating scale. below the gescriptian

‘“nre you have finhished reading the dqscript1on. indcate, using

“re rTating scales. how 1mportant each of the. fawtors was 1n
ietermining the described performance Circle the number wh:ch
“v3t 1ndicatee the importance of esach factor ’

. » : . . .

Si1*tvation  Suppose vou  know your friend 1s weak 1n a subject and
she failed on the .first i1mportant course test, the mid-term
£r1am Performance on this exam 15 a strong indrcator of her
drcess 1n the course because a large portion of the final exam
_overs the same material as’ the mid-term

Pleace tivcle the number which best 1ndicates how important each

“sctor was 1n determining her failure on this test
) Very Very
, Unimportant Important
27 Lack of Ability 1 2 3 a4 S5 & -7
A i - . & v . .
=] Lack of Effort »nw—f—’/// 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- Co .‘ o . L ’ . °
39 Drfficulty of the Tegt, égl‘ 2 3 4 35 6 7
49, .Bad Luck o -1 2 3 &4 S5 6 7
y; s s . A
a4 Foor Method of Study . 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
az Lack of Interest 1n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Sub Ject Matter

43 * How.the Test was Marked "

e 3 4 ) b 7
! —
14 Lack of Wnowledge ' I | 2 3 4 5 & 7
of the Material , ,
?%h@; Eaciors , .
“Please list and then rTate) . :
<) .
55 - , 1 \.2 3 4 « 6 7
L . ' - .
44 ) . - 01‘ 2 3 4 -5 () 7
' ’ " N W -
! . .
’ -+ . .
. : ‘ . - .
e * - ‘ ‘
, \\ v a — . )



4 .
oy o
. S 2
3 1 2
av 1 2
- S | =}
_o W, 1R
7)1 &
‘ ’ 8) 1 2
o9y 1 2
. » .
10) - 2
- 114 1 2
12) 1 2
13y 1 2°
147 12
\ 15, 1 2
16) 1 2
17) 1 2
18 1, 2
1 1 2
, T
200 1 2
-2 12
. a2y 1 2
.
- 23 i 2
v \
¢ \ .
&’J " * 3 :
|/’ s “‘

3.4
2 4

_

3 s
3 a4
3, 4
3
3
3 4
2
3
3 a
3 -4
5
3 4
3 4
a 4
:
.'73‘ 4
B3 4
3 4
3 4

a3

3}

L4

ANSWER SHEET

2%

B6)

27)

28y
29),

© 30

31)

330

34)

35)

36)

|a7)

.38y

39

40)

41)

42)

43)

44y "
. 45)

. 46)

v

/

K NNNN NN

N

n

N

n

N N N

’

l

3 4
3 a4
3 4
3 a4
3 a
3 a4
3 .4
3’ 4
3’ 4
3 4
3 4
3 a
3.4
3 3

? ; | 4

\3 4
3 4
\3 4

'3 . a

'3 &
3 4,
3 4
New
‘3 4

- 3

\. . wlease rivcle the number co%respondxng to your answer fonr the
' abpropTiate questaon ’

~f

.\J

~4

~

~¢
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‘Ciease civrcle the mumber which best i1ndicated how 1mpori§Ft each
h

. . . ' o211
. . Hypothetical-Course Results

The Followxﬁg,‘}s a description ©OF a caurse examinat:1on
~i1tvatior Read the description csrefully Note the list of
tactors, with Qccdhpanglng ratrng scale below the description
“rnce you have fimished rTeading the description, indicate, using
*he Tating scales, how 1mpoTtant each of the factors was 1n
‘2termaning  the described performance Circle the number which
L st i1ndicates the importance of each Factor‘

Zitvation Suopose you are weak 1m a subject. but you received an
~ on the first i1mportant course test, the: . mid-term exam

Ferformance on this exam 1s a strong indicator. of your success 1n |

the 'Course bgcause a large portign o&_the final exam covers the
came material as the mid—term .
1

factor was 1in determiming your ynexpected svuccess this
important test . . - ’
) i : Very ' ) Very
“a \ . * Unimportant Important
3T Ability t 2 3 &4 5 & 7 .
32 Effort o 1 2.3 4 5 & 7
29  Ease of the Test 1.2 3 4 5 & 7
' V) ‘ ’ X '
N Good Luck 1 2 3 &4 5 eg;kz\\k\
.. - ’ - . i
41- Good Method of Study 1 . 2 3 4 5 & 7
s Interest 1n-8ubject Matter 1 2 3. 4 S & 7
41 How the Test was Marked . 1.2 23 4 S & 7. '
33 . Whowledge of the Matgraal 1 2 3 ‘4 5. 6 7 -
o 3 N te P ’ .a * ;;
Other Factors . . o *
(Please list and then rate) . - .
as ! . 1 23 &4 5 6.7
2 3 4 5 6 7

44 . 1

2

e e e 8% mbme wre T ouxaay % e e 1 e e n gt m s hn o emem - .o J——

o

e
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ANSWER SHEET

‘

180 

Siedse circle the number corresponding to your answer for the
2

' qppﬁgprzate question’
1y 3 2 3 4
2) 1 2
37 1Y 2 a3, a4
i )

4) 1+ 2 3 .4
5y 1 -2 3 ;
&) 1 é 3 4
7y 1 2 3

=) 1 2 3 .
9y 1 2 3 4
10) o 2 3 3

BRI 2 3 4
12y 1 2 3 - AW
13) 1 2 3 4 )

-1:) 1 2 '3 4
{\15) 1 2 3 .4
16) i ;I 3 4
17y 1 2 .3 .4
© 18y 1 2 -3 4
«197 1 2~ 3 -4
20y 1 2 3 4
21>; 1 ‘2 3 4

=y 1t 2 2 4

TN ST

un

- 24)
25) 1
) 26) 1
27) 1
28) 1
29) 1
% 30) 1
AN 310 A
32) 1
33) v
&7 '
- 234) 't
6 7
35) 1
65 .7
36) -1
& 7 L.
6 7 37) 1
& 7 38) 1
6 7 39) 1
6,5 Ty 40) 1
6 7 41) 1,
6 .7 a2 "1
6 7 43)° 4
6 7 44) 1
& 7. 45y 1
6 7 -7 A6) .1
_ﬂ'
.'~ - ™ o
v &
{

rn

n

R N

N

o

W W w w W w

W

w

4 5 6
' ' 5 .?6
4 '5 ¢
4 5 &
4 5 6
4 5,6
45 &

4 5 &
4 5 6
R
45 6
485 o
4 5 &
4 5 &
4 .5 6
4 5 &
4 5 v’aﬂ
4 5.6

. & 5§§;6
¥'s 4
4 5 6
s 5 6.
4 5 &



_best indicates the importance of .TCh factor.
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Hypothetical Cob?sg Results i
- ' B Y e
o : o i .
"The following 1is 'a description b#\ a course examination
s1tudkion. Read the description carefully. Note the list  of
factors, with@accompanqingcrht1ng scale. be¢low the description.
Once you have finished reading the description, indicate, wusaing

the rating scales. how important each of the factors was . 1in
determining +the described performance. Circle the number . which

P—

.5‘%uatigg: SUppdse you are strong in'a’subjoct:'but you failed on
tthe first important course test, . the mid—term exam. Performance

on this exam is a strong indicator of your success in the course
because a large portion of the final exam overs the same
material as the mid—-term. ‘

Please circle the number which best indicates how important each
factor was in determining your ynexpected failure on this
important test. :

e . o Very ' Very

. ' Unimportant Important
© BT Lack of Ability “. i 12 '3 4 s & 7
38 Lack of Effort "1 2 3 &4 8 & 7
39 Difficulty of the Test 1 2 3 4 "3 & 7
a0 éa&,Lucg ; t- 2 3 &4 S5 6 7
%1. Poor Methad of Stidy 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 ,f A
S52 Lacd,of Interest in - 1 2 l3 4 ] é 7

" Sub ject Matter

n
W
>
-
o
~

43, How the Test was Marked 1

44  loack of Knowledge of the 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 - °
’ Material : - ' '
Other Factors .
{Please list and then rate) ,
45. - 1. 2 3 4 35-6 7
45, . 172 3 4 5 & 7
» ")’
/ AN - ’
/
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ANGWER SHEET

Please. circlrh‘the number corresponding to your answer for the
. appropriate question ’ , )
B ° v .

* . -~ +
‘1) 1t 2 3 &4 s : 260 1 2 3 4 a6
o2y 1 2 2%) 1 .2 3 4 S5 &
. .
" » 1+ 2 '3 4 26) 12 S 4 5 &
4y,31 2 3 & 35 an 1 2 3 4 3, &
) 1 2 3 &4 s ‘ 22) 1 2 '3 f\.',\ 6
s . ' . . 3
. &) 1 2 3 & . s 29) 1 2 3 4 5 &
1 . - -
- 7y 1 23 30) 1 2 3 4 5 &
', r 2 3 . 31 1 2 3 4 S &
" ) ' * o t
) 1 2 3 4 s 32) 1 2 3 4 5 &
) . 3 1 2 3 4 35 &
100 1 2 3 4 85 &6 7
) ) “ , ) 1 2 3 4 5 &
11) 1 2. 3 4 S5 &6 7- , - -
: '3 1 2 3- 4 8 &
12y 172 3 5 6 7 . ~
, ' : 3) 1 2 3 4 5 &
13) A ; 2 3. 4 35 6 7 .
L18) 142 3 4 5 & 7 N 37) 1 2 3 4 5 &
: .- , e : o
15 1, 2 3 473 & 7 3} 1 2 3 4 '8 &
. ° Txt W . ¢ ) \
\ L6y 1 2 .3 4 5 e 7 39 1 2 3 &4 9% &
. l-' o
17y 152738 4 s.6 7 & 1 2 3 & 5 &
2 1) 1. 34 5 & 7 a).1 2 3 .4 35 &
w-."', C. -
19 1. 2 3 4 S5 & 7 42» 1 2 3 4 5 &
‘V” -
200 1 2 '3 4 S5 & 7 43 1 2 3 4 35 &
/ 21) 1+ 2 '3 4 S5 & 7 48) 1 2 3.4 5 &
2y 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 4%)' 1 2 3 4 5 &
23) 1 2 3 4 s & 7 46) 1 2 3 4 5 &
" ‘, - -
/ o

-~

NN

~

~

NN
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"{Pleace list and then rate)
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Hypotheticel Course Results .
‘ f
The following " 1s a description of ‘a course - examination
s1tuation Read the descrifption, carefully: Note ‘the list of

tactors. with accompanying rating scale, below the description.

‘JInce. you have finished reading the description., indicate, using
4 g

the rating scales, - how important each of the factors was in

determining the described performance. Circle the number which

Lest i1ndicates the importance of each factor.

v ‘
Situation: Suppose you know your friend is weak in a sub ject, but
he received an A on the first important course test, the mid-term
fxam Performance on .this exam is a strong indicator of " his

success in the course because a large portion of the final exam

covers the same material as the mid-term.

-

Please circle the number which best indicates howniﬁportant each

-factor was 1n determining bis ynexpected success on  this

important test

‘ . L very Very
Unimportant - Important
37. ability ' i1 2 3 4 .3 & 7
38 Effort S | 1 2 3 'a4 S5 & 7
A o

39 Ease of the Test 1t "2 3, 4 S 6 7

40. ' Good Luck ) 1 2 -3 4 ) 6 Z.

41 Good Method of Study T2 3 4 %5 & 7 .
42, Interest in Subject Matter 1.0 2° 3 4 S & 7

43  How the Test was Mark ed .1 2 3 4 8 & 7

44, #nowledge of the Material 1 2 3 &4 S & 7

CtheriFactors.

45 : {1 2.3 4 85 &

a6, - : , 1 2 .3 4 L 6 7
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NSWER SHEET

the number correspohding to your answer

appropriate question.

o

the

tor

circle

Flease

1

24)

1)

~ r~ ~
a 9 ©
R
¢ ¢ @
I T
NN
\

4 1. -4
”~ — -~
n 9 N
NoOOoNoo
2]

T <
0o
N N
-4 i -y
N Mg

28)

3)

29)

6)

30)

7}

31)

8)

32)

k8

33

10)

12)

13)

14)

13

41)

18)

" 43) ,

20)

21)

43)

45)

23)
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. | Huypothetical Course Results ' -

The -Foldbwingm“mg @ description of a course examination
‘situation. Read the: description carefully. Note the list of
factors, with accompanying rating scale. below the description.
Once you have figished reading the description, indicate, using
the rating scales, how important each of the factors .was in
determining the described.perfaormance Circle. the nunbcr which
best indicates the importance of each factor. /

Situation Suppose you kn{; your friend is strong in a subject,
but, he farled on the frrst important course test, the mid—term
exam Performance ,on this exam 15 a strong indicator of his
sutcess 1n the courso because a large portion .of the: final exam
covers the same matorxal as the mid=term. '

Please. cxrclJ the number which best indicates how important each
factor was an determining his yupegpected Pailure dén this
important test. '

A oy i

\ ~\

‘ b Vcrq , Very
‘Unimportant Important
37  Lack of Ability 1 2 3 & 8.8 7
38 ‘Lack of EFffort 1. 2 3 &4 3. & .7
39. Diffilulty of the Test 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. . * r . T
40 Bad Luck ' .1 2 3 4 f@g} 6 7
/ 5
41 Poor Method of Study 1 2. 3 A 3 & 7
42 Lack of Interest in 1 .2 3 4 S & 7
Sub ject Ha%ﬁgr .
" 43, How the Test was Marked 1 3 4 5 &6 7
44  Lack of Knowledge of the 1 2" 3 & 93 & 7
Material ’ .
Other Factors ' . : . . Lt
(Please list and then rate) ’
‘4% ‘1. 2 3 4 85 & 7
46, - 1 2 3 4 5 .6 7
. Ry . :
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ANSWER SHEET

the number co

Bce%ponding to your answer

the

.for

v a

circle

Please

appfqpfiige question

24)

1)

23)

2}

26)

-27)

4)

T 28)

‘29)

6)

20)

a1

32)

3

1Q)

34)

11)

- as)

12y

36)

13)

)

14)

38)

.. 185)

16)

40)

17)

.73" 4

41)

18)

42)

19)

43)

20)

21)

49)

o
td

<
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The following is a descriptxon of a course/ 'xanination
situation. Read the description carefully, '~ Nate.! the list of’
. factors., with accompanying rating scale, below thb description. -
Once you have finished reading the tescription, 1¢dic.t0a using’ &
the rating scales, hoy important each of the #asctors was in : o
determining the described performance. Circle tﬂo nunbor uhich
best indxratcs the 1mportonco of each fnctor

Situstion; Supposo you know gour friend is ucltiﬁn a subJo:t. but.

she received an A on the first important courﬁp test, the mid-
_, term exam.  Performance on this exam is & strong indicator of her '
‘/Lsuccqss in the course because a large portiowfo! tho !1nal ‘axam

covers the same material as the mid-term. /

o
Please’ circle the number which best 1ndicct 5 how inpcrtnnt sach

factor was 1n determining. hor % success on this
important test. N .
) - ‘Very : ' - v Very "
_ ' Unimportant ' , Important
37, Ability _— T 2 /3 &4 8 s 7
. 38. Effort ‘ ‘1 1 ,2[/ 3 & 35 & 7
39. Ease of the Test t o a4 . 4 85 & 7
20, Good Luck o 1/2 3’4 s 6 7
41 Good Method of Study v g/” 2 34 3 & 7
a2, Inf?fost'iqﬂsqucct\ﬁlttor /4 2 3 4 85 & 7
43.  How. the Test was Hérkcﬂ'\ 1 /’2 3 4 ‘5 4 7
- 44 'Knoulbh§e of the m.tériaL 1 2- .3 & 5.6 7 )
Other Factors. /7 ' B
(Ploa;o li:t and then rato)/ .’- . o .
as: : -/ 1 2 .3 4 3.6 7 ‘
4. . /. 1 2 3 .8 3 & 7 -
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the number corresponding to your answer

_approprisate question. '

for

gircle

Please

the

24)

1)

23) .

2)

26)

»

27)

- 4)

28)

- 29)

8)

20)

7)

31)

8

32)

T )

1

33),

34)

10)

113

3%

-12)

36)

4

3

=
L4

2

13}

an

14)

15)

16)

17D

41)

18)

a2)

1)

A

20

. 44)

2 »3

.21)

.43

22)

46)

237
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Hupothetical Course Besults

Thc followfng is a t}zﬁcription of a course wxamination
sxtuation Read the des/ription carefully. Note the list of
tac’tors, with accompariying rating scale, , below the description

‘Once you have £inished reading the doscriptionf indicate, using
the rating” scales, how inpurtant each of the factors was in
determining the destribed parformance. Circle tho number- which
best 1ndicates the importance of each Oactor

I3

&L;gjilgnL Suppose you know your friend is strong in a subject

but she failed on ‘the first important course test, the mid-term
txam Performi#nce _on this exam is a strong indicater "of her

success 1n the course becauss a large portion of the final exam

cbvers the same material as the mid- term.

Ploasu circle the number which best indicates how important each

tactor was in determining- her. yngrpected - failure on this’®

importang test.
K Very Y Very
' ¥ Unimportant ' Important

37.  Lack of Ability | .1 2 3 & 5. & 7

38. Lack of Effort - 1 2 3 & s &' .7
'39. Difficulty of the'Test - 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
‘ . u:-h\ . s . . i )

40. Bad Luck : ~ 1 2 3 4 8% -8 -7 z
.41 Poor Method of study . 1 2 3 4 % & 7 )
. .3 ' B .
< 42 Lack:of Interest in 1 2 3 & 3 6 7 -

-Bub ject Matter oo . -

43. How the Test was.Markea -1 2 3 &4 5 & 7

2

44. Lack of Knowledge of the 1 2 3 4 8 & 74
Material

Dther Factors C ’
. (Please list and then ratl) ‘ : ¢

o

45. _— 1 2 3 &4 3 &6 7

6. : "1 2 3 & 5 &

. . R
” R \g.

. :
' ' : ) 232 -
_ : ‘ S
« N . .
: ,
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T
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Please

for the

swer

the number corresplinding to your an

circle

1)

c

a

-

"

$ o

o

v

+3° Ny | 8]
-

-

r N

a - e
o

-

p -~ -~
a - 'l
" -
‘.

€

26)

O

3

27)

4),

28)

29)

&3

1 2

30)

i3

3

83

32)

?)

33)

2

1

109

1

‘3%

-11)

13

L]

SN

36}

1

12)

13)

37)

14

as)

15}

7

39)

Cd

. 16)

40)

17

41)

18)

42)

19)

" 43

2

1

20)

r

44)

21)

43)

32

46)

Cd

23)




