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ABSTRACT
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T o

WOMEN'S,ATTRIBUTION% FOR ACHIEVEMENT:
AN EXAMINATION bFinTﬁln{sgx‘DIFFERE&;&S g
*Gail Crombie f‘ oo o . .

The 1nvest1gatlon of female achxevement behavior. has proven'
. to be complex. Recently researchers have anestlgated ‘indi-~
vidual's attributlons for success and" ‘failure outcomes in-an
attempt to further our understanding of achlevement behavior,
The research on female attrlbutions hcwever, has also prpven
difficult to interpret. The inconclusive results of the
achievement and attribution studies may be partially due to
tha.consideration of females as a hombgeneous group. Thef
present research relates women's attributicns to individual
) differences in both achievement level and sex-role lnterpre-J
tation. In addltlon, the extent to which the varipus attri-
butions differentially associate with female achievement be—
havior ia examined. Female undergraduate students‘wera clas-
sified as high and low achievers according to their GPA and
as androgynous or stereotypic by the Bem Sex Role Inventory..
 Women's attributions for academic work in general and for an
-experlmental task were measured, as was their performance on
the task. The results demonstrated that women who were an-

drogynous and high ln achievement attributed their- academlc

success more to ablllty than did the other three qroups. A1l

four groups attrlbuted thelr academic success to effort to a
similar degree. although the women differentiated in their

usage of the ability attribution, women who attributed their
success'largely to ability were found not to. differ in their

performance from women who attributed principally to effort.

Further research is necessary to determlne whether thlS lack

of dlfferences associated with the use of ability and effort

attributions extends to various achievement situations.
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WOMEN'S ATTRIBUTIONS FOR ACHIEVEMENT:

AN EXAMINATION OF WITHIN-SEX DIFFERENCES

.- - '_ The investigation of achievement behavior has proven to
-  be relatively more complex for females than'for males. While
the,results of studles on male achievemerit behavior have gen-

erally cenfirmed theoretical predictions (Atkinson, 1964;

McClelland, Atklnson, Clark & Lowell, 1953) , the resglts for

females have been both inconsistent and contradlctory and

hence, difficulﬁ to interpret. Consegquently, desplte three

\

decades of research our understandlng of the relevant fa -

1
4

tors influencing female\achlevement behavior lS far - from
complete. i N T .' -
Recenﬁ;y-a number of researchera have sugggsred that
cognitive vériables may‘play an important role in mediating
achievement eﬁavior (Weiner,'Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Resr &
Rosenbaum, lQﬂl). The attrlbutlons and expectatlbns of in- .
dividuals have\been shown to 1nf1uence their achi vement be- -
. havier (Atkinson & Feather, 1966, Crandall,'1969; Weiner,
’ 1974; Weiner et al.. 1971) . Research on attributipns has
. -, .
reported some sex| differences, with the data for females
again belng somewhat contradictory. It is suggested that
the inconclusive rasults of the studies, both on achievement |
and attributien beh vior, may be partlally due to the con-
- . sideration of females-as a homogeneous group.

Unlike most previous studies in this area, the research

c&ntalned in thlS th351s relates female attrlbutlons to in-

~
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The Attrlbutlon Approach to Achievement Behavior .

, botioﬁs: ability.,.e fort, task dlfflculty, and luck

<1nterna11t¥ and stablllty. -J . //

2

~

dividual differences. This study inﬁostigatés how individ-

ua

difforences in both achievement level aﬂdfsex-fole inter-
pretation are associated with female attribution patterns for
achi vement behovio}. In additions previous work on attri-
butions is extended by examlnlng whether the various attri—
butions differentially pertain to female achlevement be-
havior,\

4

Weln r and hlS associates (Weiner et al., 1971) have
demonstrat d that agtrlbutlons for success and failure are
important ognltlve medlators of achievement behavior. The

attributions which ‘individuals utilize to explain their

.

achievementf@e formance have been shown to influence future

expectancy of ségcess for similar activities, as well as the

I3

amoqnt of pride g& shame experienced. The research of Welner

~and his colleagues\:as revealed several patterns'of individ-

ual_diffefences in attribution, as ‘well as stability among
the attribuﬁion pattierns Qf ipdividua&é. The Weiner attri-

putional approach has generally eXamlned four. causal attri-

Frieze (1976) has investigated other possible attributions
and her research has emonstrated‘that mood is also an im-
portant attribution. Weiner's theoretlcal model classifies

the four princ1pal aqtrlbumlons along the two dlmen51ons of //

Wwith respect to lnternallty, ability and effort ‘are

~¢ : g ’ ’
' 7 ' i
: ) y /
i . v 4 / '
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consldered to. be internal attributions, wh%le task difficulty
and luck are v1ewed as attributions which are external to the™
individual. geseerch (Weiner,,Heckhausen,;Meyer & Cookj 1972)
has Eound that veriation.along the internality dimension in-
fluences an individual's affective response to an achievement
outcone. A greater degree\of pride for success and shame for
failure are_experienced vith internei'attrrbutions than with
external attrlbutlons. N - | .
With respect to stablllty, ablllty and task dlfflculty
are considered to be factors Wthh are relatively stable. . \l
over time, whereas effort and luck are v1ewed as more change-
able. The stability dlmen51on has been reported to influence
an individual's future expectatlons, attrlbutLOns such as
ablllty and.task difficulty lead to future expectatlons that

are congruent with present outcomes, whlle attrlbutlons such

" as effort and luck lead to .future expectations that differ

-
Tl s

from present outcomes. Accordlngly, an individual whHo at-

_ tributes success to a 'stable attrlbutlon will expect to do
. . "; ;11-J .
as well in the future. Moreover, lf an lnd1v1dual attrib-

e T

utes fallure outcomes to an unstable cause, then expecta—

tions for. future sutcess can also remain hlgh

Sex Differences in Attribution Patterns

A number. of studies (Feather, 1969; Frieze & Weiner,
1971; Simon *& Feather, 1975 Weiner et al., 1971) prov1de ¢

. support for Welher s theoretical predlctlons concernlng the

-

relatlon between expectatlons and the stablllty dimension of

-
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.causal attributions. In addition, Jackaway’ (1975) Aas pro-

unstable factors, such as effor . and luck, whereasmfallure

YT b

o!

, posed a model to predict the relations between expectations;
’ attrlbutlons, and actual achlevement behav1or.» Research'has

demOnstrated that expected outcomes tend to be attrlbuted to

O P A

stable factors, whereas unexpected outcomes “are more llkely

“+o be' attributed to unstable ones. Sex dlfferences in ex—

B
pectatlons have been found, with females at“all.age levels

generally reportlng ‘lower expectatlons than males for a va-

riety of_tasks (crandall, 1969; Deaux ‘& Emsw;ller, 1974,

,.___

" Feather, 1969; Jackaway, 1975)- The fﬁﬂbr‘qenerallzed ex-

pectancy fbr sugcess of females appears to influence thelr
attrlbutlonal analysis of achlevement .outcomes. Jackaway

(1975), outllnlng relations between expectations and causal

attrlbutlons for success and fallure, has suggested that fe-

males are prone. to a’ Low Expectatlon Cycle. Successful out-
f
comes, whlch are unexpectedy w1hl tend to be attributed to

outcom.s, which are expected will tend to be attributed to , U

stable factors;’such as lack of ahility- ‘Females' attribu- -

Lo
tion of. failure to lack of ability relnforces their lower

expe %atlons for future success outcom\s and thereby affects

their future achievement behavior. . Jackaway has suggested

that, in c0ntrast to females, males demonstrate a High Ex-

pectatlon Cycle Males, with higher generallzed expectancy

 for success, tend to attrlbute success outcomes to stable

fafactors (e.g., ability) and unexpected failure outcomes to

unstable factors (e.g., effort, luck).. | The sex difterences'

T e—
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in expectations suggest that the attributions of females and

. . ~
males will also differ. ; .

Research on sex differences in attribution ﬁatterns has

generally requ1red.£ubjects to explaln thElI success or fail-

ure on either an experimentally manipulated task or on an ac-.

———

tual academic endeavor. Following.the success and failure

" outcomes, the subjects' attribution usage has been measured

r"-

by Likert scales, bipolar soales or percentage rating scales.

In the studies rev1ewed in thls the51s, the sub]ects have
ranged from elementary to-college s::dEnts, with the major-
ity of the studies using college students. This research
has demonstrated some sex dlffe§8nces in the usage of the
four causal attr1but1ons.

-

Due to the lower generallzed expectancy f&r success of

females, it has been suggested that females will utilize
luck attributionﬁy;;'a greater degree than males (Jackayay,
1975; Friezeﬁb?isher, Hanusa, McHugh & Valle, in press) .
Studies by Feather (1969), Slmon and Feathex. (1973) and
Bar-Tal and Frieze (1977) have reported that—females do make
greater use of luck attributions than males} hogeyer no con-
clusive interpretation- may oe made froy ?eathe£1s study be-
cause of the methodology used. Feather used-a bipolar at-
tribution scale with luck at one pole and ability at the

other pole and therefore; as McMahan (1971) has argued, no

definitive conclusions can be made on whethet- females rated

s

their luck as more important or their ability =as less im-

portant. Furthermore, an ‘examination of the results reveals



.

b . " ar
I . . . kS

6
that’the greater utlllzatlon of luck by fema;es occurs pre-
'é:mlnantly for fallure outcomes. Interpretatlon of the re-
sults is further complicated by the -fact that -McMahan (1973),
NlChOllS (1975), Luglnbuhl, Crowe, and Kahan {1975), wlegers
and Frieze (1977), and Erkut (Note'i)-have fophd,ho sex dif-
ferences in the usaée cf luck.attribdtions.. Hence,‘althoqgh

some researchers have suggested that females utilize luck

-attributions to a greater degree than males, a review indi-

_cates that the results have heen’inconsistent. In.addition

to the discrepant data, thére is evidence to suggest that

luck is not_utriized'by eithertreﬁaleshor males as a princi-
pal attribution.-‘When attributiqﬁslhavelbeen measdred by a
percentage rating scale (Erkut Note 1; Luginbuhl et al
1975, NlChOllS, 1975), luck has generally been allotted less
.than 10% of the percentage Welght, while on both blpolar
scales (McMahan, 1973i and Lrhert‘scares (Bar-Tal & Frieze,h'
1977; Simon & Feather, 1973; Wiegers & Frieze, 1977), luck
has recelved the 1owest attrlhutlon ratlng

ReseArch on attrlbutlons has. demonstrated that ability
and effort are the principa}ly utilized attributicns. Fe-
males'-lower generalized expectancy for success is ekpected
to Lnfluence the degree to Wthh they will utilize ablllty .
attrlbutlons to explaln thelr success outcomes. Females are
hypothesized ‘to employ ability attributionS'to a:lesser.de-
gree than males;however a review of. the research suggests

»

that sex dlfferences in the usage of ablllty attrlbutlons

probably do not exist.. The majority of the studles (Bar—Tal

*

I

J——
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& Frieze, 1977; Luginbuhl et al.,'1975; McMahan, 1973; Simon
& Feather, 1975,,W1egers & Frieze, 1977) have found no sexX
differences. Feather (1969) did report the hypothesized sex
;differenEe, howeyer.conclu51ogs are limited by the method-
olegi he used. The other studies showing sex differences
have suggested that men utilize ability attributions mcre—
than women for success (Frieze,,1973) and that girls blame
their fallure on lack of ablllty more than boys {Nicholls,

1975).
V’

The lnconSLStenc1es in the results of research on sex

. differences in.luck and ablllty attribution usage are. also

’

found ﬁPr the employﬁent of effort attrlbutlons. A number

of studies have reported no sex differences in effort attri-

) butioﬁs (Bar—Tel £ Frieze, 1977; Luginbuhl et al., 1975;

McMahan, 11973; Nlcholls, 1975),,wh11e a sex by outtome inter-

" action nas been found in some studles Males have been re—

perted to attribute_thelr fallure more to lack of effort than
females (simon & Feather, 1973; Wiegers- & Frieze, 1977),
whereas females—have been found to attribute their success
‘more to effort than males (Erkut, Note 1;-Wiegers & Frieze,
19?7]. It is of interest toO note that the studiee reporting
sex differences in effort attributions have investigated at-
tributions for actual‘acaqemic-performance (Erkut, Note 1;
Simon & Feather, i973' Wiegers & Frieze, 1977;, while'stud—
iee reportlng no sex dlfferences have used experimental tasks 
(Bar-Tal & Frie;e, 1977; Luglnpuhl et al,, 1975:; McMahan,

1973; Nicholls, 1975). The results indicate that sex dif-



ferences in effort aﬁtributions are equivocal.

sex differences in the attribution of'task.difficglty
have also been examined. Simon and Feather (1973) found.
that women aftributed the‘outcome of tneir'university'exam-.
inatiens more to task difficulty than-did men, mMOreover wom-
en made more task difficulty attributions when they failed
than when they passed, while men did not differentiate. How-
ever, no sex -differences in the_utilization of task diffi—
culty have been found by a number of researchEIs,(Bar—Tal &
Frieze, 1977; Erkut, Sqée 1; Luginbuhl et al., 1975: McMahan,
L973; Nicholls, 1975;'Wiegers &-Frieze, 1977) . | |

In summary, aizhgugh the results of studies on causal:
attributions have been inconsistent, sex differences ﬁave
been reported in some studies . Females appear to employ ef-
fort and luck attrlbutlone for success more than males In
addltlon, males tend to attribute their success to abllaty
more than females, whereas females blame theilr failures on

lack of ability more than males.

Female Attribueion Patterns: Within-Sex pifferences

Frieze and her asseciates (Frieze et al., in press) have
contended that the contradictory aata on sex differences for
causal attributions may be partially due to the consideration
of females and males as two homogeneous groups. This sug-—-
gests rhat instead of the prevmous attempts to 1dent1fy one
differentiating pattern for females and males, a more worth-

while approach would be to relate causal attributions to in-

-
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dividual differengés for both females and males. In the pres-
ent study, individual differences in achievement mot;yation
and sex-role interpretation are considered to be important
within-sex determin;nts of female attribution patterns.

Achievement motivation. Empirically and theoretically,

achievement motivatien has been recognized as an important
variable in understanding individual differences in achieve-
ment behavior. Expectancies for success have also been found

to be related to both bénsistence at a task:rand quality of

rper fprmance (CrandaIl{_1969; Diggory, 19§6; Feather, 1966) .

By extensicn, individual différénces.;ﬁ3acﬁzevément motiva-
. B ;

tion or expecfancies‘should be differentiaily related to
causal attributions for achievement“odtcomes. This suggests
that some of the inconsistent results in sex differences fo£
causal attributions may be partially due to within-sex dif-
ferences in achievement motivatIom and expectancies.

Asg previouslf mentioneq, although some of the research
has pfoduced contradictory results, a few re%earchers bave
reported that women utilize luck attribﬁtions more (éar—Tal
& Friezé, 1977; Feather, i969; Simo; & Feathef 1973) and
ability less (Feather, 1969) than men to explain success out-
comes. When achiévement motivation and expectancies are
taken into consideration however, no sex differences were
seenleithér fér iuck or ability attributions in the success
conditjon for individuals high.in initial .confidence (Feather,
1969; Siﬁbn & Feathe;: 1973} or high in resultaqﬁ;achievement

5 -
motivation (Bar-Tal & Frieze, 1977} as measured by the
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Mehrabian Aéhieving Tendency Scale (Mehrabian, 1969). Conse-

guently the sex differences in luck and abiiity attributions

that have been reported in these three studies, occurred pre-
dominantly for failure outcomes and for women low in initial
confidence (Feather, 1969; Simon & Fea£hef%)k973) or result-
ant achievement motivation (Bar-Tal & Friézeh 1977). Fur-
ﬁhermdré, females high in achievement motivation were found
to utilize ablllty attributions to explaln their success gﬁt-
comes to a greater extent than females low in achievement mo-
tivation, dehdnst;ating a within-sex difference {(Bar-Tal &
Frieze, 1977; Feather, 1969;°Simon & Feather, 1973, Wiegers
& Frieze, 1977). . ‘
Consistent results have also been obtained for effort
attributions when an individual's initial confidence (Simon
& Feather, 1973),’achlevement motivation (Bar-Tal & Frieze,
’1977), or achievement performance (Wiegers & Frieze, 1977)
havekbeen ipvestigated.' it was foun? that for success out-
ddmes,'h;gh—achievement females mgde greater attributions to
effort than did high-achievement males, whereas no sex dif-
ferences were observed for low achieéerst Fpr'failure‘out-
comes, both high- and low-achievement males have been re=
ported to use lack of effort attri?utions more than high-
and low-achievemgnt females. Although the sex by outcome
by achlevement motlvatlon 1nteractlons have not heen statis=-
tically 51gn1f1cant in these studies, the results’have con-
sistently been in the same direction, with high-achlevement

. females making greater attributions for success..outcomes to
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effort than high-achiéﬁement males.

The results of two of these studies also 1nd1cate that
.hlgh -achievement women use éffort as their pr1nc1p;l attri-
bution to explain success outcomes. Simon and Feather {1973)
found that women with high initial confidence attributed tﬁe
successful passing of an actual college examination to efr
fort more than to ability,-whiie women w;th low ‘initial con-
fidénce did not differ in their effort and ability attribu-
tions. 1In addition, Bar-Tal and Frieze (1977) reported that
although high-achievement-motivated women attributed their
succesé'on an experimentall§ manipulated task'similarlylto
effort and to ability, when correlations between outcome on
the experlmental task and each attrlbutlon ratlng were cal--
'.culated, the only significant correlation was with the ef-
fort rating; This wés interpreted as suggesting that high-
achievement-motivated women have a stronger belief in effort
as a causal factof for success and failure.

The importance of ?chievemen; motivation in understangd-
ing females‘ utilizétion of both effort and ability attribu-
tions has been further demonstfated by the results of Murray
andﬂMedni;k's study (1973) on black universitf students. In
;heir stud§ black’ students were classified into high- and
low-resultant-achievement motivation, according to their
scores on a modified version 6f the Mehrabian Achieving Ten-
dency Scale. Attributions for their outcome on a digit-

. guessing task were measured by four Likert rating scales.

Correlations between subjects' judgement of how successful

-

C ey s FERToRE—
c o e XE Dl 2RI



thelr outcome\fas on the experlmental task and each of the

four causal attrrbutlohs were

between ablllty and outcome we

determlned. The correlations

re found to be significantly

)

higher for hlgh?achleveggnt—motlvatlen women than for low-

achievement—motivation;wcmen}

indicating a within-sex differ-

»

entiation. In Qdditioﬂ,'effort attributions were signifi-
. : .

cantly correlated with. outcome only for high-achievement-

-

motlvatlon women and notafor 1

.

s

ow—achlevement-motlvatlon wom—

en or men’ Thls suggests that hlgh —-achievement women might

utilize'effort-attributions to explain t@elr.success ‘out—

comes more than both low-achie
Related research indicate

1

tend to rely‘to'a greatér exte

and Klesler (1974) investigate
versity: students utilized to e
pothetical women and men in .tw
on a preoblem sol&ing task and
cians. ~ Female and male judges
women than to men for their pe

task and as successful phys£c1

vement women and men. .
x that university students

nt on effort attributions to

‘explain the performance of women than men. Feldman-Summers

d the attributions which uni-
xplain the performance of hy-
o different situations: first.
second, as.successful physi-
attributed more motivation to
rformance on a problem—solv1ng

ans .

~ The results of these studles suggest that females hlgh

in achievement motlvatlon attr

.

and effort to a greater magnlt
. ,

achievemerft motivation whereas

motivation blame their failure

luck to a greater extent than

1bute their success to ability

ude than females low in
females low in achievement

s on lack of ability aﬁd poorx’

.

females high in achievement

F 4

~
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motivation. Furthermore, females hlgh in achlevement moti-
vation appear to prlnglpally utlllze effort to explaln theL;
success ouchmes. It is suggested that 1pd1v1dual dlffer- _ .:_
ences in achievement motivatlon are an lmportant within-sex
variable-whiph shoﬁld‘be investigated in resea;ch'on females'

causal attriﬁutions for achievement outcomes.

Sex-rocle 1nterpretat10n. A secdnd variable Which shduld

be examined when 1nvest1gat1ng sex dlfferences in causal at-
tributions for achievement behaviér is an individual's sex-
role interpretation, 'particularly for'fema;es. According to
social norms, achievement behavior is traditiqnallyiconsid—
ered to be masculine and not femiﬂihe (Broverman, Vogel,
Broverman,.CIarkson & Rosenkrentz,‘1972), hence a feﬁale'sv o
sex-role interpretation is expected to be related to her at-
titudes towards aehievement behavior in general and to her
causal attributions gor aehievement beheviot in particqler.
cOhsistent:;ith thisfhypothesis is the find;ng that a fe-
male's interpretation of whether achievement behavior was ap-
’ !

propriate for her sek role influenced her achievement motiva-

e o

1
tion and behavior, (Alper, 1973, 1974). j

Ste1n and Balley {1973) have suggested that achievement
behaVlOI 1n females mlght be best explained by a theory of
;‘sex-typed achievement. They argued that for females, achleve—

ment.behavior is . channeled into sex-role approprlate areas. _\sf

onstrate aehlevement motivation and behav1or in the area of
. . : L4 l . .
social skills, while nontraditiohally orientated .females are

.
L3 . -



."‘

8

ﬂ\

Boloh . o

. © 14
expected to display achievement on a wider range of activi-
ties including more masculine areas such as academlc achleve-

ment Stein and Bailey's contention “concurs w1th the results

.. of Peplau's study (1976}, in whlch a w1thin—sex dichotomy was

found. Female college students, who had liberal sex—role at-
tltudealhad 51gn1f1cantly higher educatlonal and - career as-
plratlons, higher S.A.T. verbal scores and hlgher self-rat-=
ings of intelligence than did wohen who had tradltlonal sex-
role attitudes. Thus, it appedrs that women's sex-role ori-
entation is an 1mportant medlatlng varlable for achlevement
behavior, partlcularly for academic achlevement.

O'Leary and Hammack (1975) 1nvestlgated the—dlfferen—

tial effeot of sex-role orientation for a group of academl-

—-cally achieving junior and senior-high-school females.-  Sex-

role orientation was measured by the Wellesley Role Orienta-¢
tion Scale. The females' motive:to-avoid—success image:ye

was assessed in a variety of achievementgﬁpntexts using fe-

3

male competitive success stories. Nontraditignal females

-

emitted significantly fewer success-avoidant themes than tra-
. * ‘ -- \ :
ditional females. The reSqlts suggest that females' achieve-

ment motivation, as measured by the arousal of motive-to-
avomd-success lmagery, 1s nediated by thelr sex-role orienta-
tion. Although many of Horner' s orlglnal hypotheses {(1968)

have been queetlonedﬁ many "other researchers‘(Alper, 1973,

1974; Tresemer, 1973)- have indicated that females' motive to

avoid success fluctuates accordlng to their _sex~role ‘inter-

pretation., . i . - ".
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" were' found on sex-linked tasks.. For the mascullne tasks,

v~ s . -
.. N\, ‘ ‘
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Kinsell-Rainey and Deichmann (Note 2) examined both be-

tween- and within-sex differences7}n achievement eXpectations -

patem ek e

for‘neutral'and sex-linked tasks. Female and male ;\ lege . g ;{
students were classifded by:the Bem Sex Role Iﬁventbii\and .
Were included in the’ study if they were androgynous Or S

EOtYPlC Only between sex dlfferences Were reported for
the neutral tasks,- with men having hlgher expectatlons of
sucéess than wormer . The predlcted within- seX*dlfferences'

men had higher expectations than women. Stereotypic men

however, had significantly higher expectations than did an-

'

"drogynous men, whereas androgynous women had hlgher expecta-

thHS than stereotyplc women. For the females tasks, women
‘as a'group had hlgher expectations than the men. 'Androgynous

and stereotyplc men did not differ 51gn1f1cantly, while ster-

v‘eotyplc women had higher expectations than androgynous women .

In.recent work 1nvest1gat1ng attrlbutlon patterns of

black women, Murray and'Mednlck (LS?S, 1977) have reported

that black women hioh in achfevement motivation attribute

-

hthelr success outcomes both to ablllty and effort rather

than predomlnantly to effort, which is the typlcal female
pattern for hlgh achlevement females They suggested that
the differences ln attribution patterns‘between black and
white wo en may ocour because black women,consdder achidve-
ment behavior to be'sex;role appropriate. The low incidence
of motive to avoid success.reportéd for-blach women appears

to support this interpretation. Murray and Mednick con-

»

- L3
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,greater scholastlc ability than tradltlonal females. When

cluded that future research on. causal attrlbutlons should

— T

take into account an individual's sex-role\}nterpretatlon.
In Wiegers and Frieze's ihrestigation k1977) of sex
differences’in expectationewand attributione\for‘an Ycadémic
task, the female subjects were dlfferentlated accordlng to. -
the tradltlonallty and nontradltlonallty of thelr career and
college ‘aspirations. NoﬁtradltLQnal females-had higher ex-

pectations for success and éerceived themselves\as having .

the ‘rank orderlngs of causal attributions were analyzed,

ability attrlbutlons were employed-more by the no&tradrtlon—

s..

.al female to explaln success outcomes, whlle luck attrlbu-

tions were used mare by traditional females. These1results

tend to suggest that'females are not hémogeneeus and that

only the very traditional females possess the low expect— .
ancy pattern hypothe51zed by Jackaway (1975). '

S In summary the ‘results of ‘a number of studles suggést

that sex-role 1nterpretatlon is an important varlable for

the lnvestlgatlon of achlevement motlvatlon and achievement °

\
behav10r in females Androgynous or nontraditional females

Y

tend to utilize ablllty attrlbutlons to explaln their suc-

. " cess outcomes more than stereotypic females, while tradltlon-

éi or stereotypic females employ more effort and luck attri-

butions. Therefore individual differences in sex-role in-
o £

terpretation appearito be an important within-sex variable “'

for females' causal attributions for achievement odtcomes.

E AT T RN T e
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Present Study .

The present study lS de51gned to 1nvest1gate the rela-

tion between causal attrlbutlons for success and individual

dlfferences in achievement level and sex—role-intérpretatidn

in females. In order to broaden our understandlng of female ot

- ..~

acplevement behavior, this study also examlned the - relatlﬁn
1

-

between attribution patterns and actual achievement behavier.
While expectations.have been found to be related to. achleVe- :
ment behavior (Crandall,,1969, Feather &. Slmon, 1973), the -
relation $etween attribution patterns and actual’ achlevement

behav1or needs to be directly 1nvest1gated of partlcular

'1nterest is -whether achlevement behav1or 15 dlfferentlally

assocxated with the utilization of ability attrlbutlons for
success (i.e., the characterlstlc male attribution pattern) :
or the utlllzatlon of effort attributions’ ‘for success (4. a.

the characteristic female attribution’ pattern) .

'The first hypothesis states that college females, who

are High/ in achievement lewvel should attribute success .out-

(XN

-

comes more to ability and effort than college females low in

achievement level. _previous research which has investiga-

ted females with Tigh and low jinitial confidence, achieve-

-

ment,motivation.?r adhievement perfofmance has sﬁggested
that highfachietement‘females employ ability attributions
for sugcess.more than low-achievement ﬁemales. Although
these results have not always been significant, they have
all been in the predicted direction. |

The second hypothesis pred cts that college women hlgh

A

g i ant

alal

\
. . . .
. ‘ - )

* '
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in achievemeht level should attribute success outcomes more

=

to Efoﬁt than to Eﬁitfty**—?rev1ous research has 1nd1cated-

that for women high in achlevement, outcomes are correlated
w;th effort rather than w1th ability attrlbutlon ratlngs.
MqreOVer, cbservations of profess;onal women suggest that
womeh who succeed in careers attribute their success pfin:

c1pally to effort (Frleze, in press).
\_
®
The thlrd hypothesis predlcts that androgynous college

' females should attrlbute success outcomes more to’ ablllty
than stereotyplc cqllege ‘females, whereas stereotyﬁ?g col-
lege females should attribute success outcomes more to ef-
fort or luck than androgynous college feméies.”?lt is an-

ticipated that androgynous college females should define -
: s N
the female sex role as encom93551ng achievement beﬁﬁvaor,

——

thefE%ore they should be more apt to tqke prlde in thelr

L =

successful outcomes and should attribute these outcomes to

-

'their .own ability: -

A

The fourth hypothesxs states that androgynous women.
high in achlevement level should attrlbute success ‘outcomes
more to ablllty than the remalnlng three. groups :f women .
The lnteractlon of achievement 1evel and sex—role 1nterpre-
tation'is expected'tb'yield significaht resultsrwahe at-
tributioﬁ pattern'of androgynous college females high in
achievement is expected to resemble that of high;achieve-
ment college males. |

The fifth hypothesis preéicts that stereot&pic'womeh"

high in achievement level should attribute success outcomes

T

-~
T L e
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horewto effort than androgynous women;higt in achievement
_levei. Effort is the traditionally acceptable cause of fe-
male'success, therefore 1t is expected to be used more by
stereotyplc women high in achievement 1evel.

THe sixth hypothesis states that women, regardless of
their achievement level and sex-role 1nterpretatlon, who at-
tribute success outcomes to ability should demonstrate more
achievement behavior than womén who utilize effort attribu-
tiong.f‘High exp€ctancies for success heve been found to be
related to high levels of achievement betavior and to attri-
butlons of ablllty, therefore women who predomlnantly uti-

lize ablllty attrlbutlogs to explain success outcomes are

expected to demonstrate hlgper achlevement behavior.

s, .
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Design . - T

? AT

The design of the préseﬁtrstﬁgy involves two indepen-
dené variables, achieﬁement|level and sex-role inferpreta-'
tion. The achievement variable is divided into high and low
levelg, whi}e;the sex-role interpretation variable is divid-
ed into androgynous .and stéreotypic, thereby resulting in

four groyps. Furthermore, the desién includes five_depen-

-

e

dent variables: subjects' ratings of causal attribations
: S

o

for ability, effort, task difficulty, luck, and mood. 'These
+ five depeﬂdent variables are measured for academic work in

general and for a specific experimental task.

J

.Subjects
The subjgcts.were recruited from:uﬁdergraduate students °
attgnding psychQlogy and soéiology courses at Concordia Uni-
vg;sity and eduéation-courses at/McGill University. Of the
students.asked to voipnteer, épp:oximately_QS% participated
in the presenE study. The'subjects were tested during Fheir
regularly scheduled classes. The study used two'testing‘ |
sessions and of the 228 women tested, only 115 ﬁerq present
for bdﬁh sessions. Thirteen of these subjects were elimi-
nated because of inéomplete or‘invaiid responses, hence the

© final sample consisted of 102 females. Of the 152 men

tested, 79 completed the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) and
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‘were used along with the 102 females to determine the femi-

nine and.masculine‘medians for the BSRI. The male data did°®
not receive any further analysis in tﬁé.present study.
'Gfade point averages (GPAs) for the: previous coilege
year were thained for the 102'women with 7%.of the GPAs
being verified from college records, while recdrds were not’
available td'vérify the remaining 30 GEAS. The ‘means of the
verifiédh;hd unverified GPAs did not differ significantly,
therefore their data were combined; The 10% females were

L]

divided at the mean, into high-and:low achievers. There was

no significant difference‘in-vefbal intelligence as measured

B

by the Wide Range Vocabulary Test (Atwell & Wells, 1937) in
the high and low achievers, suggesting that the difference
in GPA was not due_to verbal intelligeﬁce.

The 102 females were claséified by the BSRI £nt6 groups
containing 26 androgynous fémales, 31 stereotypic feminine
females, 15 stereotYpic masculine females, and 30 undiffer-
entiated females. The within—sgk analyses conducted in this-

study however, utilized only the andrdgynous and stereotypic

feminine females. Females were classified as an?rogynous if

-they scored above both the feminine {i.e., F = 5.51) and mas-

¥

culine (i.é., M = 4.84) medians, while females were catego-
rized as ste:eotyéic feminine if they scored above the femi-
nine median and below the masculine median on the. BSRI. In
oraef to increase the cell freguency to a minimuﬁ of 15 sub-
jects for each of the four groups, four borderline stereo-

[~

typic masculine females (i.e., F = 5.46, M = 5.00; F = 5.50,
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M =5.56; F =5.23, M=6.38; F = 5.23, M = 5.31) were con-

sidered as androgynous and one undifferentiated femah@ (i.e.,

F = S.iS, M = 2.88) was classified as stereotypic feminine.
Therefore 62 feﬁales, classified as either androgynous or

stereotyﬁic feminine, were ipcludediin the within-sex énal-
yses. These subjects were_élassed iﬁég the following four-

groups: 15 high achievement and androgynous females, 17

high achievement and stereotypic feminine females, 15 low

_ achievement and androgynous females, and 15 low achievement

and stereotypic feminine females. -

The four groups of females used"in this study did not

differ significantly in age or in SES as measured by father's:

~occupation on the Blishen Occupation Scalé_(Blishen, 1967) .

There were no significant differences in the four groups of
. .
females in the number of day and evening students, in the

number of full- and part-time students, or in the number of

students in honors, majors, and other program classifications.

Breakdown according to the three courses fi.e., bsychologyn;

Sociology, and Education) from whichAsubjects were obtained
did not differ for each of the four groups. No subjects
were lost due to matching criteria. A detailed description

of the four groups of females is presented ln Appendix A.

Measure of Verbal- Intelligence -

The Wide Range Vocabulary Test was administered, to the

subjects as a measure of verbal intelligence (Atwell & Wells,

1937). This test consists of 100 multiple choice items.
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Normative data are availablé.for grade six through college
junior on the 100.items. In the present study -however, the
tést was used to match subjeéts on verbal intelligence and
not to measure individual differénces, therefore only the
middle gixty itéms were administered since the extreme items

-«
were either too easy or toco difficult. See Appendix B for

the sixty items presented to the subjects. Subjects' scores -- '
(i.e., the number of incorrect responses) were relatively

‘;normally distributed with a range between 2 and 34, a mean

of 14.22, -and a standard deviation of 7.24.

Measure of Achievement Level -

-

Students.completed a biographical questionnaire, 'in
which they were asked_td state their grade point avegége
for the pr;vioug qbllege year. This guestionnaire is pre-
sented in Appendix C. Thé studentg' grade point averages
‘f// were approiimateiy normally distributed and ranged Setween

1.26 and 3.80; with a mean of 2.74 for the verified GPAs

+ - .
and between 1.93 and 3.67, with a mean of 2.86 for the un-

*
'

- verified GPAs.
~

Measure of Sex-Role Interpretation

. The Bem Sex Role Inventory was administered as a mea-
3 , .
sure of sex-role interpretation (Bem, 1974). The BSRI con-
\ tains twenty feminine personality characteristics (e.g.,

'affectionaté, gentle), twenty masculine characteristics

(e.g(»seif—reliant, indepehdent),‘and twenty neutral charac-
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Pe

teristics (e.g., truthful, happy). The twenty neutral char-

acteristics serve as filler items and as a social desirabil-
ity measure. The respornise format is a seven-point scale
ranging from 1 ("never or almost never true") to 7. ("always

-~

or almost always‘true“). Each individual's responses pro-
vide a femininity, masculinity, and social desirability ’
score. The BSRI is presented in Appendix D.

Normative dafa (Bem, 1974) has shown tﬁat the feminin-

ity and masculinity scores of the BSRI are empirically in-

,depehdent (average r = -.03), thereby providing some support

for the measurement of femininity and masculinity as two
independent dimensions. ﬁem's conclusion that femininity
and masculinity, as measured by the BSRI, are two unidi-
mensionai factors has however recently been challénged. A
number of researchers (Gaudreau, 1977; Moreland, Montague,
Gulanick & Harren, in press; Tetenbaum, Note 3; Waters,
Waters & Pincus, l977) have féctor analyzed the BSRI and
the results have demonstrated four orthogonal dimensions.
These fou; factors have been interprefed as the expressive
factor, the instrumental factor, the sex of subject factor,
and the maturity/self-sufficiency factor. These resul£s
suggest that: in order to increase the homogeneity and inter-
pretability of the femininity and masculinity scales, cer-
tain items should be deleted from the BSRI. In the present
study, the scoring of the BSRI was adjusted accordingly.
Eight items were dropped from the- femininity scale (i.e.,

shy, flatterable, loyal, feminine, soft~spoken, gullible,
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chlldllke, do not use harsh language) and two items were ad-
ded (1.e., friendly, tactful), whereas four items were dele-
ted from the masculinity scale (i.e., athletic, analytlcal,
self-sufficient, masculine). The feminine median on the
total 20 feminine items was 4.87 which compares with Bem's
{1974} femiﬁine'median of 4.76, while the adjusted feminine
median was 5.51. The masculine median on the total 20 mas-
culine items was 4.83 as compared to ﬁem's masculine median
of 4.89 and the adjusted masculine median was 4.84.

Although adequate reliability and validity have been
demonstrated’ for the original fofm of the BSRI {(Bem, 1974},
the§ have not been detérmined for the‘adjusted BSRI used in
this stﬁdy. Psycholoéistslwho have factor analyzed the BSRI
however, suggest that the adjustments would improve the homo-
genelty of the femlnlnlty and masculinity scales.

Recently, researchers (Spence, Helmrelch & Stapp, 1975,
Bem, in press) have recommended a fourfold classification of
subjects as either feminine {(i.e., high feminine-low masculine} ,
masculine (i.e., high masculiné—low feminine) , androgyno;s
(i.e; high feminine-high mascullne), or undifferentiated
(i.e., low feminine-low masculine) . The distinction betwéén
high-high and low-low scores apéegrs to have discriminate va-
1idity (Bem, 1977, in press; Bem, Martyna & Watson, 1976) ,
therefore it‘has‘geen suggested that the clasgsification an-
drogynous be reserved only for subjeéts who score high in both
femininity and mascullnlty. For the present study, females

were classified as androgynous if ‘they were high feminine-high

§
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‘masculine and as stereotypic if they were high feminine-low

masculine. N

Measure of Causal Attributions

The attriputioﬁ guestionnaires measured subjects' rat-
ings'on five attributions: ability, effort, task difficulty,
luck, and mood. The design of the attribution items has been
adapted from Kukla (19?2} and Bar-Tal aﬂd Frieze (1977).

Each of the five attrigutiqns was measured independgntly by
5 seven-poiﬁt Likert type scale ranging'from 1 (Not at all)
to 7 '(Very much). Attribution research has demonstrated that
this seven-point scale provides sufficient range and discrim-
inability. The last item of the attribution guestionnaires
required subjects to rate the relative importance of the five
attributions by allocating percentage values to each of the
five attributions such that they totaled a hundréq percent.
The quesﬁionnaire measuring subjects’ attributiens for suc-
cess in academic work is presented in Appendix E, while the
questionnaire measuring subjects’ attributions for perfor-—

mance on the experimental task is presented in Appendix F.

N

N
A\
e.

Generation Anagram Task

The experlmental task conSLSted of the generétion ana-
gram task previously used by Clark and McClelland (McClelland
et al., 1953); veroff (Veroff, Wilcox & Atklnson, 1953) and
Horner (1968). Subjects with high—achi?vement motivation

have been found to‘prodﬁce more anagrams in an allotted 12-

]
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minute period than subjects with low-achievement motivation,

[

parthﬂiarly durlng the mlddle portion of the task. As per-— '
formance differentiation has been reported primarily between
the fourth and elghth mlnutes, subjects 1n the present study
were only glven ten mlnutes to complete the generatlon anagram

~task. The ge}eratifn anagrem task is presented in Appendlx G.M

. . -

‘Procedure

The exnerlment was conducted in two- testlng sessions and

_students‘were approached.separately for each testlng session.
An experlmenter, with permission of the'class inst:uctot, ap-
proached students in their regularly scheduled classes. All
subjects were tested 'in mlxed—sex classes composed of between
ten and tifty students. 'Testlng sessions were conducted by
one of thtee female experimenters.‘ | )

' In the flrs; testing session, students were informed’

, that part101pdtlon would involve completlon of a_short vocab-'
ulary test and a bookle: contalnlng personallty questionnaires.
Subjects were requested to identify the two booklets by a code”
consisting of the first initial of their last name and the
last four digits of their residential phone number. This
method of 1dent1f1cetion énsured the confidentiality of the
subjects and permltted the matching of subjects in the two
experlmental sess:.onsl The first booklet g%ntalned the Wide
Range Vocabulary. Test and subjects were allowed ten mlnutes

to complete the test. At the end of ten minutes, the book—

lets were collected and the second booklet was distributed.

L ML TR T e T T
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The second booklet contained “the Bem Sex Role Inventory, the: .

questionnaire on attributions for academic work, and the bio-

graphical questionnaire. Time requlred for the second book—"_

let was approxlmately twenty minutes. ‘Booklets were colledt-
ed and subjects were informed that the experimenter would
return for a debrleflng and discussion se551on when the re- .
~sults of the study had been analyzed |
Approx1mately three weeks after the 1n1t1al testlng

sessron, students in the same classes were asked to part1c1~
pate in a research study on creativity. For this se531on,
each of the three female experlmenters tested students in
dlfferent classes than they had in' the flrst testlng se551on.
The ‘subjects were asked to identify the two booklets used in
this testing period by a code consisting of the last five

H digits of their uniVersity number. This method of identi?
~fication ensured the confidentiality of the subjects and
permltted the matching of subjects' booklets from the first
and second testing session through 1nformat10n on students'
course cards.

| The first booklet,contained the generaticn anagram task

and the” attribution questionnaire. The generatlon anagram
task was introduced to the subjects as a measure of creative
-ability. The subjects were 1nformed that the goal of the
task was to make as many words as possible in ten minutes
using the ietters of a master word which would be given to.
them.. A sample master word (i.e., university) and possible

solution words we€re presented. EBefore commencement of the

-~



~

- ' . ' 29

actual experimental task, subjects were informed that the ex-

perimenter would say "Check“ ‘at the end of each minute at
which time the subjects were to put a check mark after the
+last word they had written and then continue on working.
The subjects were then given the master word (i.e., genera-
\~¢V.tion) and the experimental task commenced

| After completion of “the generation anagram task, sub-
jects filled out the post-task attribution questionnaire in
which they were asked to state whether they personally per-.
ceived their performance on the generation anagram task to
be a success or failure.” The questionnaire assessed five

. ¢ausal attributions (i.e., ability, effort, task difficulty,
luck, and mqgod) for success cor failure on the experimental
task. On completion, booklets were collected and the sec-
ond booklet was distributed.
- The second boocklet contained the post;exoeriment ques-
tionhaire. .&his questionnaire measured subjects' previaus
experience with the experimental task in order to assess
whether‘subjectslhad a generalized or a specific expectancy

-

for the task. The subjects' perceptions of the amount of
sex—typing in the task situation were also examihed.. The_
last section inguired whether subjects had teceived'any inj
formation concerning this research study’and whether they |
had perceived the purpose of the research or any relation
between the two testing sessions. The post—experiment gues-—
tionnaire is presented ‘in.Appendix H. ‘

Examination of the post-experiment guestionnaire indi-

~ —
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- cated that none of the participants had discerned the pur-
pose of the study and only one had perceived a relation be-

tween the two teéting sessions. This participant however,

was excluded from the study on the basis of her sex-role in-

terpretation.
The subjects were thanked for their pérticipation and
were informed that a debriefing and discussion session would

be given when the results of the study had been analyzed.

4
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Iﬂ order to inﬁestigate the relation between remaies'
attributions for success and individual differences .in achieve-
ment level and sex-role interpretation, 2 x 2 (Achievement
’ Level x Sex-Role Interpretatidn) analyses of‘variance were
performed for ‘each of the five dependent varlables. sub-

jects' ratings of the causal attrlbutlons of abrllty,‘effort,.
task difficulty, luck, and mood.‘ These analyses werg_per—
formed on tﬁé subjects' ﬁttributions'for aéademicrﬁork in
general and for a spec1flo experimental task. An investi- ™ 45’ h
gation of the.two lntercorrelatlonal matrices "of the flve
dependent variables ragggled a paucity of 51gn1f1cant cor-
rglatiaﬁs.- Cbnsequently, due to this lack of correlation
among dependent variabies, an univariate approach was ﬁol—
lowed (Harris, 1975). The intgrcbrrelational ﬁatrices are
displayed in Apéenéix I. In addition, Scheffé rests were
used for post hoc analysis and 'nce)the predictions speci-
fied Qirection, all were one-tailed. '

Subjects were divided at the mean into high and low
achievenment level'groupé. The andr&gynous and stereotypic - i
females hlgh in achievement level did nect differ signifi- =~ - |
gantly from each other on GPA, nor did the androgynous and
stereotypic females low in achievement level. On the other
hgnd, the androgynous females high and low in achievement

did differ significantly from each other on GPA, t (28) =

8.55, p<.001l, as did the stereotypic females high and low
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"in a jevement, t (30) = 9.80, Eg:.OOl._ As was expected, sub-

jects who rated their performance on the experimental task
as a success had a significantly higher total task output

than the subjects who rated their performance as a failure, .

t (60) = 3.77, p=<.001.. Performgnce on the experlmental task

was approxlmately normally dlstrlbuted and ranged from 18. Q0
to 81. 00 with a mean of 39 47, and a standard'deviation'of
11.33. Females' attrlbutlons for success on the experimen-—
tal task were analyzednéer 42 of the 62 females included in

-

this study. Elghteen subjects were eliminated because they
rated their performance on the experlmental task as a fall-
ure and two subjeqts were eliminated because they had dally
experience with anagram-type tasks.} The 42 subjects reported
having either weekly or monthly experience with anagram—type
tasks. The subjects consisted of eight androngOus,females
high in achievement, 14 stereotyplc females high ln'achieve-

ment, ten androgynous females low in achlevement, and ten

stereotypic females low ln achlevement. The~number of sub-

* jects per droup did not differ significantly. The subjects

also perceived the experimental task as belng equally appro-
priate forhfemales and males and stated that both- Sexes wqgld
tend to perform in a similar manner. ; -

The first hypothesrs predicted that college females,
who are. high in achlevement level, should‘attribute success

outcomes more to ability and effort than college females low

" in achievement level. As can be.seen in Table 1, hlgh— and

low-female achievers did not differ in the amount they

~

.

.
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Table 1

Attrjibutions for Academic Succgess

Mean 3atings and‘Sﬁmmary of Separate Analyses of Variance -

33

ADependéﬁt_Vériables-

Ability Effort Task Luck . Mood
Group . n Mean Ratings .
High Achievement
Androgynous- 15 6.53 6.33  5.33 2.67 4.40
. - f . . N : - .
Stereotypic = 17 5.71 - 6.06 | 5.29 © 2.47 4.82
Low Achigvem&pgf : _
Androgynous 15 '5.93 .  6.33 .4.93 2.87 5.53
Stereotypic 15 - 5.93 6.07 +5.40 -2.67 -5.20
Source of.Variapceé . o F Values -
Achievement C s 00¢ L2270 28 2.77
Sex-Role ~ 3.61% v 1.25 45 27 L o2
ach. x Sex-Role 3,40% .00 .67 .00 .72
%3f = 1,58
* peg.10 ¢
." { -~
‘) * ! . .
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attributed their academic success to ability or to effort.

Moreover, 'Table 2 demonstrates that for the experimental
task no differences occurred in the amount of ability attri-

butions made by highyand low achievers. There was however,

a tendency for females high in achievement to attribute their

success to effort more thah female§s low in achievement, F
(1,38) = 3.23, p=.10., The Scheff& test indicated that only
stereotypic females high in achievement utilized the effort

attribution to a greater extent than ‘androgynous females low

in achlevement F (1,38) = 4.20, p=.05. Therefore the only _

Y i

difference found in the ability and effort attributions of
high and ?ew achievers- for success at academic workland on
the experimental task was that high—achfevement females
tended to make‘greater effort attributione for the experi-
mental task than low-achievement females.

The“second hypothesis stated that college women high

in achievement level should attribute success outcomes more
[ ~ ’

to effort than to ability. Repeated‘measurement t-tests

were conducted on high achievers' ‘effort and ability attri- ..

butions to determine whether female high achievers uti-

lized effort attributions more than ability attributions

to explain thelr ‘'success, both for,academic work and for

the experimental task. "It can be seen in Table 3 that

when attributions were measured by leert rating scales, 4

T

'women hlgh in achlevement did not differ in’ the amount

_Ehey attrlbuted their academic success to affort and abll-

ity. ©On the other hand, when att#ributions were determined

-

o

B A S
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‘Table 2
Attributions for Egperiméntal Task Success

Mean Ratings and Summary of Separate Analyses of Variance

Dependent Variables

Ability Effort - Task Luck Mood

Group - . n - X “Meap Ratings

High Aéhievement
Androgynous 8 5.00 5.38 3.88 2.13 4.50
Stereotypic 14 , 4.71 5.50 3.07  2.29  5.29

Low Achievement

Androgynous = 10 4.30 . 4.50° 2.30 1.80  4.50
. Stereotypic . 10  5.00  5.10 . 3.80 1.50  4.00
Souroe of Vari a g ”f Vé{ues. : f
e of Variance S L : :
\A.cl’(/ - ‘ 3
' ievement x .12 . 3.23% .39' .3.03* 2.09
Sex-Role .17 .94 .44 .04 .08 . -
Ach. x Sex-Role 1.02 41 5.11%* .46 1.48
% af = 1,38 -
* v : N "
p<.10
* % )
. p<.05

.l’;_.
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Table 3
T Tests for leferences petween Effort and Ability Attribution
Meaq Ratings for SuccesS by High Achlevers

as Measured by Two Different Attrlbutlon Scales

Attribution Mean Ratings

e —

Attribution Scale Effort Ability” af t P

-

tikert Scales
scademic Work 6.19 6.09 31 50, . .32
‘Experimental Task 5.45 4.82 21 1.91° .03
'qucentage Scale
Academic Work - 45.97.  20.25 31 5.36 ~.001

Experimental Task ~ 34.55 27.32 21 1.52 .08
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‘using a percentage rating scale, wome&.high in achievement

attributed their academic success to effort to a greater
degree than to ability, t (31) = 5.36, p<.001. Moreover,

when women' s attrlbutlons were measured. for success on the

experimental task, greater attrlbutlons were made to effort

than to ability both when rated by Likert scales, t (21),
= 1.91, p<.05, and when assessed by a percentege-rating
scale, t (21) = 1.52, E‘:-1&; These findings provide some
suppert fer the second hypoﬁhesis.

The third hypothesis predicted that androgynous college
females should attribute success outcomes more to ability:
than stereotypic college females, whereas stereotypic col-

lede femdles should attribute success outcomes moOre to ef~

“Fort or luck than androgynous college females. Table 1 in-’

dicates‘thet there was a tendency for androgynous women to

attribute .their academic success to ability more than stereo-=

typic womeq; F (1,58) = 3.61, p<.10. Table 2 demonstrates
that‘androgynous and stereotypic wemen did not differ sig-
nificantly from each other in their ability attributions for
success on the exﬁerimental'task. Moreover, androgyﬁous and
stereotyplc women -did not differ significantly from each
other in thelr use of effort and luck attrlbutlons for aca-
demic or experlmental task success. Hence, the only differ-
ence‘found in the’ ablllty, effort, and luck attrlbutlons of
androgynous and stereotypic women for academlc work and for
the experlmental task was that-androgynous women tended to

make greater ability attrlbutlons for academic success than
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did stereotypic women.

' The fourth hypothesis_stated that androgynous women

high'in achievement level should attribute success outcomes

more to ability than the rémaining three gréups of women.

It can be seen in Table 1 that for the ability attribution,
thg achievement level by sex-role interpretation interaction
approached significance fof-academic success, F (1,58) =

3.40, p<.10. The Scheffé test indicated that androgynous

- women high in achievement utilized the ability attribution

to'a greater extent than the other.three groups of women:
stereo;ypic womenlhigh in achievement, F.(1,58) = 7.01, P
< .05, androgynous women low in achieveméht; F (1,58) =
3.47, p<.10, and stereotypic women low in achievement; g’
(1,58) = 3.47, p<.10. It can be seen in Table 2 that for
the ability attribution, the échievement level by sex-role

interpretation interaction was not significant for the ex-

perimental task. Thus, although the fourth hypothesis was

,not supported for the experimental task, it received some

support for academic work.
The fifth hypothesis predicted that stereotypic women
high in achievement level should attribute their success

more to effort than androgynous women high in achievement

" level. Tables 1 and 2 - indicate that thé achievement'by

sex-role interpretation interaction was not significant for
effort attributions for academic success or for experimen-

tal task success. Hence, androgynous and stereotypic women

“high in achievement did not differ from each other in their
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-effort attributions either fot academic work or for the ex-

perimental task.

The sixth hypothesis stated that women, regardless of
their achievement level and sex~role interpretation, who at-
tribute success outcomes principally to ability should den-
onstrate more achietement behavior than women who primarily'
utilize‘effort attributions. 'In order to determine princi-~
pal attributions, subjects allocated percentage weights to
each of the five attributions such that they totaled 100%.
Subjects were classified as .utilizing one principal attribu-
tion if they allocated to that attribution at least 50% of
the total weight and 20% more'than anylotber attribution.
Subjects' principal attributions were determined separately
for academic work and for the experimental task. Only effort
and ability attributions were classified as principal attri-

r_b;.n;-ions by a sufficient number of women to permit Statlstl-
cal analysis. For a complete breakdown‘of the number of
women who were classified asintilizing one of the five at~
tributions as a princioal attribution see Appendix J. To
determine whether women who attribnte principally to ability
demonstrate more achievement behavior than women who primar-
ily utilize the effort atttibution, 2=x5 (PrlnClpal Attri—
bution x Time Period)-repeated_measurements analyses of vari-
ance were performed on subjects' output for each of the five
two-minute periods of the experimental task. In addition, t
tests for independent groups were done on.the difference be-

tween women who attributed principally to ability and those
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who attributed principally to effort for total task output

and for their actual GPAs. The variances of the women who

utilized ability as a principal attribution to explain. aca-

demic success and the women who used effort did not differ
significantly, déspite a large difference in the ;ample
sizes of the two groups (Boneau, 1960). - C:::

It can be seen in Table 4 that women who attributed
their academic sucéess principally to ability and women
who attribﬁtéd principally to effort did not differ sig-
nificantly from each other on.experimental task oﬁtput per
intg;val, on‘total task éutput, or on their GPAs., Simi-
larly, Table 5 indicates that women who attributed their

success on the exberimental task principally to ability

énd women who attributed principally to effort did not

"differ-significantly from each other on experimental task

output per interval or on total task output. Thus, the

. hypothesis that women who attribute success outcomes to

ability demonstrate more’échievement behavior than women

who utilize effort attributions was not supported.

-

-

Supplementary Finding

A supplementary finding of this study was that subjects'

ratings of their attribution utilization was affected by the

type of scale used to measure the five attributions, both

for academic success and for experimental task success, as

can be seen in Table 6. When subjects' attribution utiliza-

tion was measured using percentage ratings, no significant

40
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Table 4
Mean Performance Scores as a Function of
Two Principal Attributions for Academic Success

F values and t Tests

_Principal Attribution

Ability n=12  EEfort n=47

“Ooutput/Interval M -§2 M SD
First 16.33  (6.39) 13.74 (7.65)
Second 7.58  (2.39) 8.74 - (3.80)
Third . 6.75 (1.82) 6.53 (2.70)
Fourth 6.75 (2.56) 5.55 (2.35)
Fifth 4.17 (2.37)° 4.43 (2.33)

Analysis of variance Summary Table

Source of Variance af 58 MS F
Between Subjects
Principal . -
Attribution (A) 1 12.76 12.76 . 40
"Error (between) 57 1831.38 " 32.13
Within Subjects )
Interval (B) 4 3515.17 878.79 65.89%*
A x B : 4 78.98 19.74 1.48
Error {within) - 228 3041.05 13.33
Principal Attribution
Ability n=12 Effort n=47 ' &
M sp . M SD £ . op
Total Output  41.58 ¢ (9.47) 39.00 (13.33) 63 .53

GPA Scores 2.71  (1.07) 2.66 ( .82). .17 .87

g 001
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Table 5
Mean Performance Score as a Function of
Two Principal Attributions ﬁor_Experimental Task Success

¥ values and t Tests

~

T  Principal Attribution

Ability n=l2  Effort n=l3

-

Output/Interval M SD M SD

First 15.33  (7.83) 13.62  (3.97)

Second 8.25  (3.17) 8438 6@5;7) |

Third - 5.58 (2.23) 5.62 - (2.02)

Fourth 7.25  (3.05) 5.54  (2.90) i}
Fifth - 3.25 (1.91) 5.3%  (2.66)

Analysis of Variance summary Table
7 source of Variance af i SS . MS F

.
-

R }
s

Between Subjects

Principal - . :
Attribution (A) 1 1.81 1.81 - .07
Error (between) 23" 607.98 26.43

Within Subjects , _
1584.59 396-.15 41 .53%

Interval (B) T4
aAxB ' : 4 ' 6l.42 15.36 1.61

Error (within) 92 877.59 9.54

Princibal Attribution

.Ability n=12 . Effort n=13 |

M 8D M ' 8D

|t
ro

_ Total Output 39.67 (13.83) 98.46 (8.74) .26 .80

*p < .001
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Table 6
Within-Sex pDifferences in Attribution Ratings
& 35 & Function of the Méasurement Scale Used .
’ F Values
] b RN B
Success on - Ability Effort Task Luck Mood
| ‘ Likert Scales
Academic Work®
Achievement .51 .00 .22 ‘.28 2.77
Sex-Role ) 3.61%* 1.25 .45 .27 .02
"~ Ach. x Sex-Role 3.40% .00 67 ., .00 .72
o = .
‘Experiméntal TaSkb ) .
Achievement .12 T3.23% .39 3.03* 2.09
Sex-Role .17 .94 .44 - .04 .08
Ach. x Sex-Role  1.02 -1 5.11%%. .46  "1.48"
—
Percentage Scale
~Academic Wwork? L . ) '
Achievement 1.25 1.71 .34 .02 "1.72
Sex-Role .00 .19 1.21 .00 .11
"Ach. x Sex-Role 1L .28 2.20 .02 2.38
Experimental Task® _
Achievement .07 .59 .40 ©.20 .14
Sex~Role .38 .00 - .80 .50 .20

Ach. x Sefoole .69 .46 .53 .65 .11

2 af = 1,58
b gf = 1,38
* pe.l0 |

**5 < .05
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. within-sex differences were found for any of the five attri-

butions for either academic or experimental task sugcesé.
When attribution utilization was measured using -five Likert
scales, a few within-sex differences were found in college

females' attribution utilization. Since in the present

- study different scales yielded different results, it is sug-

gested that the discrepant results of previous studies on
sex differences in attribution patterns may Be partially due

+o the choice of measurement scale.

-
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ION .. -
DISCUSSION .- - ©

The results of this study indicated-thatlcollege women

who dlffer in achievement level and in sex-role interpreta—'

tion vary somewhat in their attrlbutlons for academlc and

experimental task success. It was found that although the
four groups of wOmen investigated in this study &id not dif-
ferentially use all of thé’flve attributions, a few signifi-
cant dlfferences in attribution usage were observed No
differences however, were found in actual achievement per—
formance between women who attrlbuted pr1nc1pally to ablll-

ty and women who attributed principally to effort.

" Although earlier research (Kukla, 1972; Weiner, 1972)

_has‘reported that écnlevement motivation was an lmportant

varlable in dlfferentlatlng the attrlbutlons of males, the
s

' results "have .not been as conclu51ve for females. The in-

consistency of the female llterature may p0551bly be due to
the fact that achievement motisation.has generally been_meas*
ured by the Mehrabian Achieviny Tendency Scale, which has
not ‘had high valldlty scores for females (Mehrablan, 1969)
Therefore in the present study instead of measuring achieve-
ment motivation, college females were matched for intelli-
gence and grouped accordlng to their.levelhof.achievement
performance. It was suggested that the two achievement lev-
els would be differentlally related to‘female attribution
patterns..hThishproposition, however, was based on the re-

sults of studies that measured achievement motivation
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(Bar-Tal & Frleze, 1977; Feather, 1969; Simon & Feather,

. 1973) and not on studles that measured actual achlevement

level. As the Mehrabian Achieving

Tendency Scale had been

prevrously given to the women in thlS study, correlations

were determined between actual ach

and achievement motivatlon for the

ijevement level (1 e.,GPA)

women as a whole and

separately for each of the four groups. It was found that -

whereas for the women as a whole,
.and achlevement motlvatlon were no

tlve correlations were obtalned fo

-

actual achievement level
t correlated some posi-

r subgroups. -Actual

achlevement level and achievement motlvatlon had posrtlve,,

correlatlons for androgynous “women

i el', r (15) = _.39 pP<- .10, and for

—

hlgh in achlevement lev-

stereotypic women low in

achievement leveltir (15) = .36, Eg:.lo. For stereotyplc

women high. in achievement level an
in-achievement?level, actual achie

ment motlvatlon were not correlate

a androgynous‘women “low
vement level and achieve- .

d. The correlatlons in-

dlcate tha t for women as a whole there is nolessoc1atlon

between achievement motivation and actual achlevement 1evel,

nstead it appears that the degree

of assocmatlon differs .

'for ach of the four groups of women. The correlatlons

suggest that for women, achlevemen

t motlvataon per se is not

a good single predlctor of achrevement behavxor. Therefore

it is not surprLSLng that in the p
eses relatlng to achlevement "level

regults. Future research mlght mo
' N

?:fﬂutual»achlevement level rather thah

resent study the hypoth—
were not supported by the
re profltably fdcus on ac-

on the construt:t of
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: | "achlevement motivation. . - - .
| | Wlegers and Frleze (1977) found that achlevement level
affected females' attrlbutl n patterns. Ehey reported dlf—
L : ferences between hlgh— and ;Lw achlev1ng females in attrlbu-
tions to abrllty and in attrlbutlons to effort for success,
on an experlmental task presented as an academic test. In"
their study.individuals were designated as high- and low-
. -performance achlevers if their actuallGPA fell at least one-
.half standard devratldn above or below thelr predicted GPA,
Their predlcted GPh was baseéaon therr Otls—Lennon lntelll-'
gence score. Im the‘present study'a‘mean split of GPA
3{ R _. ' scores was used to classify women asfhigh and.lOW achievers,
| with the two groups not dlfferlng ln “heir verbal *ptelll—
gence The results of the present study suggest that the
mean spllt mlght not have prov1ded suff1c1ent dlfferentla-

I
tlon between hlgh and low achlevers l Furthermore, the in-
| . ,

£ - -'.conSLStent results of a number ‘of earller studies on fe—
.male achlevement would 1nd1cate that perhaps a 75 and 25
'dentlle d1v1sron -would be necessary- an order to have a mean-

A

O 1ngful dlstlnctlon between high and;low achievers.
of‘:." - In this study the lack of dlfference between high- and
,low—female achleVers in their usage|of both . abrllty and ef-
. 5ort attrlbutlons for academic succlss may be due to the
'j ‘ ;' fact that academ;c work was percelvid as a composrté\oﬁ a
| number of academlc courses. ThlS s ggests that acadenmic

work was too general an area of achnevement rn whlch to mea-

‘sure attrlbutlons. Individuals vary the attributions they

1

-~

Al
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found: 1n the Wiegers and Frleze study (1977). "In fact,

- 48

use to explain their success on'academic courses dependent

on whether the courses are. interesting, dffficult, well-
instructed, et.cetera. Thus, attrrbutlons should "be measured
for a specific:course in order that an 1nd1v1dual s percep-

‘.

tions of and attributions for several different courses do

not 1nteract and affect the measurement of attributions.

The results .of the present study indicate that college

-female high achievers,utlllze effort attrlbutlons more than

 ability attributions to expiain their success outcomes.

This,greater usage of effort attrlbutlons was not’ found for

low .achievers, who used effort and ablllty attrlbutlons to a

* gimilar degree in explaining their success outcomes.

These results are consistent with the conclusrons

reached by Simon and Feather (1973) and Bar- Tal and Frleze

(1977) In contrast, the greater utilization of effort at-
trlbutlons for success outcomes by high achievers was not

wiegers and. Frleze feund that females, both hlgh- and low=
performance achievers, made greater attributions’to ability

than to effort for success on.a simulated academiq task.

It is possrble that the dlfferent attribution patterns found

in the Wiegers and Frleze study is due to the younger age of

the female subjects (i. e.,.high'school\students).
The concluSLQn of the present study that college fe-

male hlgh achlevers make greater attrlbutlons to effort than

-

. to ablllty for thelr success outcomes whlle low achlevers do

ot dlffer in their effort and ablllty attrlbutrons might

+
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" be explained by the fact that in academic situations high
achievers may perceive their ability to be relatively cbn-

stant. Consequently the cause of their success versus fail-
ure is prlnclpally due to the amount'of effort expended.
'This interpretation appears logical when one considers that
" in this study the womee, who were classified aS'high and low
achievers by a mean split of @heir GPA;; had been found not
to differ siénificantly‘in their verbal intelligence. There-
fore the principal distinction between these high- and low-
GPA women would most likely be in effort expended and not in
.ability. It follows that women;with high GPAs would make
greate¥ utilization of the effort aﬁtribution than the abil-
ity attribution to explain their success outcomes.
In the present study it had been hypothesiéed that sex-~
role interpretation was an important variable in differenti-
@ ating women's attributieﬁ'patterns'for academic achievement.
'I‘he results, however, J.ndJ.cate that androgynous women differ
- from stereotyplc women only in thelr attributing of academic
. success to ablllty to a greater extent than stereotyplc women.’
This relatlve lack of.difference between androgynous
—.and stereotypic women may begéartlally due to the utiliza-
tion of the BSRI as a means of categorizing the college fe-
males as andfogynous or stereotypic.. The BSRI is considered
to be a general measure of sex-role interpretation and %e not
a sbecific.measure of the acceptance of‘agedemic aEhievemeﬁt;,

as being sex-role appropriate. Only a very few of the femi-

nine and masculine items in the BSRI refer even indirectly

S s
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to academic achievement (e.g., competitive, ambitious). The

fact that sex-role interpretation and achievgmént level were

,found to be-relétively'indepgndent in the pgesent stuay sug-

gests that sex-role .interpretation as measured by the BSRI

is not hlghly predictive of a female's attitudes towards aca-

demic achlevement. Due to the c0mplex1ty of female achieve-

ment behavior, a measure which relates specifically to females'

attitudes éoward academic achievement: rather than é general
sex-rolé measurezsuch as the BSRI, would be recommended.

Furthermore, the predictive ability of the BSRI is lim-
ited by the fact that it only yields broad typologies. 1In
the present study where only andrbgynous and stereotypic
feminine college females were utilizéﬁ, both types of fe- Y
males were above the feminine médian and only diffefed in
whether their masculine score waé above or below the mas-
culine medianz Thus only minimal differences a%fectéd their
classification as androgynbUs or stereotypic.

Kelly and Worell (1977) have suggested thgt-typologies
are useful predom;nantly for gross validation purposes and
that the predictability of sex—role orientation scales would

~

be improved if a score could be determined rather than just

a broad classificatibnt Furthermore, Orlofsky, Aslin and

]

Ginsburg (1977) have demonstrated that when a difference/
meaian spllt procedure is used the BSRI is more predictive
of females sex-role 1deology than when a median split pro-
cedure 1is used; as Qas used in the bresent study.

)

In -addition the lack of difference between androgynous
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"and stereotypic women, except on the ability attribution,

may be explicable on the ground that women no longer view

female academic achievement in a negative manner (Chobot, . -

Goldberg,/Abramsdh & Abramsén, 1974; Hough & Allen, 1975;

Pheterson, Kiesler_& Goldberg, 1971) as they have in the
past (McClelland et al., 1953; Goldberg, 1968). Perhaps
today females more genera}l& accept academic échievement
as being sex-role approp£iate than they did at the time of
the-Brdverﬁan study (Brovermah et al., 1972).

A}though academic aghievément may generally be viewed
as’ an appropfiate goal for women, if appears that‘acéept-
ance of academic success as being due to ocne's own ability

is depkndent on the women's sex-role interpretation. It is

possiﬁle that although stereotypic women have accepted aca-

_7demic achievement as sex-role appropriate they still have

the tendencfpto be overly modést about their academic
achieveﬁents.. Frieze aﬁd her colleagues (Frieze et &l., in
pressi have suggested that modesty may be a mediating fac-
tor affecting the attributions Lf some women. Moreover,
Wieqers*énd Friez& (1977) found a greater utilizétion of
aﬁilitflg;tributions by nontraditional than traditional fe- _
males and argued that only the traditional females demon-
strate the low expectancy and attribution pattern put fer-’

ward by Jackaway (1975). It is probable that the stereo-

i typic women who are willing to accept responsibility for

academic success have the tendency to attribute success

largely to effort, which is a-étereotypically acceptable
f
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view ef the cause of females' success. Stereotypic women
appear to be unwilling to attribute thelr succesS outcomes
te ability and instead disguise their ability and use ef-
fort attributions to explain.their success. Hence, al-
though academic achlevement appears to have been accepted
as sex-role appropriate by women, some’ women Stlll have a
fear of proclaimlng‘their academic ability.

a principal_hypothesis of the present study was that
w1thln—sex dlfferences in women's attributions to ability
and effort.would be more predictable if achlevement level
and sex-role 1nterpretatlon were both taken into.consider-
ation. Androgynous women high in’ achlevement attrlbuted
their academic success more to ability than the other three
groups, whereas the four groups of college women did not
differ in their effort attributions. The results demon-
sttate that effort is an, important attribution for'all ;
women in explaining academic success and 'is used to a simi-
iar degree by all four groups of women. Effort is an at-
tribution which has generally been accepted by females'as.
a cause of academic success. Females' socializers have
ptedominantly used effort rather than ability attributlons
to eﬁplain young females' academic success (Parsons, Ruble,
Hodges & Small, 1976) . Consequently, only. females who have
experlenced academic success in smtuatlons where they have
not expended a large amount of effort would tend.to utilize

ability attributions. The presence of female models who

attribute their own academic success to ability as well as
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socializers who attribute the young females' academic success

to'ébility would most likely be necessary in order for females

to acquire the tendency to utilize ability attributions. It

is possible that only the androgynous women high in achieve-

ment will have had the necessafy experience, socializers,
.and female models needed to develop the'use of the ability
attribution, thus making it the érincipal attribution pat-
tern which differentiates between college females. A wofthz
while gpproacﬁlto the investigation of female achievement
1be‘havior would.be'to determine what variables‘distinéuish
females who are high attributo;s to ability for aéademic
_sﬁcceés from those who are low atrributors to ability.
'Several‘véfiables wﬂich might be examined are the motive to
avoid success, level Pf aspiration, choice of dikficulty
level of a task, and'self-esteem.

Researchers have suggested that high expectations for
success are associated with attributigns to ability and with
high pgffp;ﬁancé. The results from the pfesent'shudy how-
ever, demonstrate that no difference occurs in perfoémancez
on an experimental task and in actual collegé GPAs between
wonmen who attribute thei¥ Euqéess to ability and those:who
attribute to effort. Thefe femains the possibility however

that women who attribute racademic success principally to

task difficulty, luck, or mood might differ in';heir per-

- 7

formanceé from women who attribute to'abiliti-or effort. This

was not examined in the present study since only a few women -

(i.e., n - 6) used one of these three attributions as a prinm-



[ ™

T/

54

"c1pal attribution.
| The lack of a differential effect of the use of ability
and effort attributions on college females' acedemlc per—j
formance found in the'pfesent study may be pe;tially due to
a sampling bias. Females were obtalned from psychology,
soc1ology, and educatlon courses and 1t is p0551ble that
in these predoéminantly content courses,_college females' GPAs.
would not be differentially affected by Ehe use of ability
and effort attributions. Perhaps in mote mathemeticelly or
scientifically orientated courses a greater appreciation of
the importance of ability would be recognized. Similarly it
is possible that an undefgraduate education has become ac-
cepted as an education goal for many yoﬁng adults and‘Fhe
importance of ability in academic outcomes at the undergrad-
uate level is perhaps not as salientuas ‘one yould have pre-
viously expected. It is suggeeted that the usage of ability
or effore as principal attributions bg women in master's ’
and doctoral programs might.have a differential effect on
acadenic performance; The present study however, demon- .
strates that for undergraduate females, the use of ability
and effort attributions do not differentially affect aca-
demic achievement. |

The purpose of the research contained in this thesis
was twofold. Fifst, thie study investigated within-sex dif-
ferences in the utiliéation of attributions by college fe-

males. It was found that when achievement level and sex-

role interpretation were considered, androgynous women high

r
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'in achievement made greatef attributions to ability for aca<

demld“WUrk-thane%heuother threengroups.qh

The second purpose of this study was’ to examine the
relation between actual achievement behavior and women's at-
tributions. Surprisingly, the two prlnc1pal attrlbutlons of
ability and effort were found not to be differentially re-
lated to college females' achievement performance .

1

" The paucity of signifidant_resuLts %n the present study,

_as well as previous ones, may have arisen from the method-.’

T+

ologies used. Before any definitivé conclusions may be made
in this area of research, the meihodological problems would
need to be resolved, perhaps partially in the manner dis- -

cussed earlier i?zthis paper. There remains the possibil-
258 _ _ >

ity that femal demonstrate achievement behavior for such

a variety of r
te?prététion do
variability in female at ribution patﬁerns. A longitudinal
approach examining th! xpectanc1es, attributions, aﬁd‘
achievement behavior of emales durlng dlfferent stages. in
their eduéétion and car

r may yield a more compreliensive

plcture of the factors affecting female attribution patterns.

'In addition,. further research is neede in order, to deter—

mine whether the lack of differences associated with the use
of ability and effort attributions, reported in the present

study, extends to various achievement situations.
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Appendix A
Matching Data for the Four Groups of Women

Frequencies and Means

Group Classification

¢ gi;::;?g High Achievement ' Low- Achievement
o : Androgynousa Stereotypicb Androgynousa Stereotypicb
Age _ .
Up to 20 3 4 2 4
21-25 6 5 7 7
26-30 2 4 0 2
: 31 and up 4 4 6 2.
SES 1
_ Class 1 0 ’ 0 -0 0
7 | 2 7 1 5 4
‘ 3 2 7 -0 3
4 3 2 2 2
5 2 2 2 3
B 6 1 5 4 3
7 0 0 2 0

Time Qf Classes

Day . 9 9 _ 11
i Evening s 6 .8 8 4
; Clas;ification ’
f * Full Time . . 7 11 7 , 11
g Part Time - 8 6 -8 4
} <
Univ. Program : :
Honors 2 1 : 0 1-
Majors 10 10 . ' 13 10
Other 3 . 6 . 2 4
Student's Course
Psychology 11 9 9 9
Sociology 3 ‘ 6 6 2
Education 1 \ 2 0 4
Mean Data
Intelligence 15.13 13.65 14.13 14.93
an =15 o E
b£=17 . N *
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Appendix

Wide Range Vocabudlary Test

- Vocabulary Test

Instructions: This test is a measure of students' vocabu-
lary. You will be given approximately ten minutes to com-
plete this test. Try and do your best while working at a

steady pace.
Sample: A street is a

1. ?pinal pertains to
2. To fidget is to

3. To recognize is to
4. Transact refers to
5. To achieve is to

6. To rumple is to
7. To take-1is to

8. A zone is an
9. A far country is
10. Rickets is a kind of

1l1l. Temperature refers to

*

12. A couch is a
13. A ladle is a

14. A-éeafarer is a

-~ T

field hill road stream path

fish collarbone arcﬂ&tecture
backbone disease .

scream squirm forget mend
rest ‘

talk overlook know ignore
seem

business bridges streetcars
theaters churches

deceive ravage acknowledge‘
pass accomplish ’

sit 4iron dance wrinkle ride

send please carry lose give

acre estate era area anti-
septic

away negr beautiful stranée

rich

medicine disease furniture
game food

electricity dampness pressure
heat sunshine

cold porch bed chair lie
star crib dipper cénoe lady

captain ship bird reprobate
sailor ’

e T R Y
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Appendix B (continued)

N

15. To resume is to
16. Unfruitful means

17. To forewarn is to

18. To ;hir is to

19. Immune meéns

20. To seclude is to

21. Rations refer to

22. A coiffﬁre is AL

23. To be ruthless is to be
24. A denial is a

25. A latﬁe is_a kind of
26. Straddle refers to
27. Ingquisition means
28. To-relapse is t6

2%9. A kinédom is a

“x

30. To recruit is to

31. A leer is a ﬁ::; of

¥

stop continue start consider
smoke

unproductive frosted Dbitter
unfaithful green

L

forearm forbear forget forgive
foretell

eat .laugh buzz wiggle cut

exposed vast diseased inundated

protected

| . .
travel suspect withdraw linger.
mistrust : ’

food logic soldiers banks

'cquntries

L

negligee headdress drink
bracelet box

pitiful puniéhing competitive
pitiless aggressive

refusal - propoéal declamation .
cock conf%;mation C

bath building.‘onion machine'
clock .

babies fidhting position moﬁey
leather

punishment war pogrdm riot
investigation - '

climb recover‘ backslide stop
bend .

monastery country palace capi-
tol fish ’

discount retreat enlist ‘march

fight

dance beckoning vegetable
payment look
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33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38%

39.

40,

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.
47.

48.

49.
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-~ . Appendix B (continued) . 3

Sr

To make a pun is to
To coil is to

. - ’
A calyx is a term in
To rejuvenate is to |
make

To. foil is to
A clubfoot is a kind of

A bilge belongs to a

~

A flagstone is used
as a ’

To shroud is to

To be'lenient*is to be

To rile is to

To assent is +o

A dilemma is a

‘laugh rhyme joke fasten Kkick

ravel strike wave pin wind

physics chemistry 'orthopediés
botany agronomy

‘young happy beautiful‘silly

blonde

arrest prevent avoid flavor
squeal '

gadder plant society de formity
animal .

wheelbarrow automobile’ s?}p
tree fish

pole weapon sundial tracing
pavement S :

bury shiver shape cover worry

heavy tolerant 1languorous
lithe dependent

laugh consider anger draw envy

dissent climb trust fortify
agree : ,

problem horn controversy di-

" gression contradiction

Infallible means
without

A zigzag path is

Harum-scarum means

An azalea is a kind of

One may incur

religion error permission

‘science legality

narrow rough up-and-down back-
and-forth roundabout

2
ambiguous Mohammedan elfish
filighty frightened

moss fish insect flower chiffon

speed heasles spinach people

. debt
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52.
53.

54.

55.
56.
57.
58:
59.

60.
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Appendix 3 (continuedi

To administer is to

To exemplify is to

Manifold means

-

To dupe is to

A chalice is a kind of

A sot is

To indict is %o
Presentimeht means xﬂ
Avidity means

Adjutant means

Anterior refers to

squander manage substitute .
judge partake
enlarge exonerate illustrate -
distrust placate

many duplicate mul tiform few
simple :

poison . dress deceive demolish
clean ] .

plate -collar cup “knight quest

pald neat shiftless stubborn

insane

charge prosecute arrest acquit

- sentence

L]

foreboﬁing gift official

emotion astisement

greediness dampness dryness

"hatred honesty

bookkeeper officer marine
initiation society '

back side front right left

N TRy
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Appendix C .

Biographical Questionnaire

General Information Questionnaire

A . )

1. Your age: 20 and under
21 to 25
26 to 30
31 and over

[

2. Your sex: Male
: . Female
v
3. Father's Ocgupation: , v
(If father retired or deceased, what was his most recent
occupation?)’ : ‘ Lo

e

-

'Father's Education:

4. Mother's Occupation: L
. Full Time Part Time -

!

Moiher's Education:

5. Your Occupation: : : : g
(Your most recent full-time occupation) ‘

6. The Univérsity-Progrém‘which you -are présently following:

Honors
Major
Minor
Other
(please specify)

v

|

7. Your G.P.A. last year:

~

. If you do not know your G.P.A., state the letter grade you
received in each of your courses last year. Include half
courses. :

1 2

8. Day Student:
Evening Student:

9. Full Time:
~ Part Time:

-——-

. —

R i g o oA Pt - a D

e e

[P TG

KPS I/}

Fal ik i e

T -

[T

g



4

T ' - 71
‘Appendix D
{ ‘
The Bem Sex Role Tnventory

N g
}Peréonality Scale

\ L]

Instructions: On the following page you will be shown a
large number of persongality characteristics. We would like

you to use these characteristics 'in order to describe your-~

self. That is, we would 1ike you to indicate, on 2 scale
from.l to 7, how true of you these various characteristics
are. In deciding how true of you these various character-
istics are, We would like you to compare'yourself to other
university.stﬁdents of your age. Please do not leave any
characteristics unmarked.

-

Examplc: sly

Mark a 1 if it is nevexr O almost never true that you
are sly. -

Mark a 2 if it is asually not true that you are sly-

Mark a 3 if i is sometimes but infrequently true"
' that yogd are sly.

Mark a 4 if it.is occasionally true +hat you are‘sly;

Mark a 5 if it is often true that you are siy,
Mark a 6 if it is usually true that you are sly.

Mark a 7 if it is always or almost always true that
you are sly-

1

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently true

that you are "gly", never Or almost never frue that you are

1 .
. . ~ .
'"maliCLous", always_ Or almost always true that you are "irre-

. ] 1
sponsible", and often +rue that you are ncarefree™, then you

would rate these characteristics;as follows:
L |

Malicious 1. carefree 5

Sly Irresponsible 7

[¥)

P et R
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Soft-spoken
Likeable

Masculine

T

o e B TTMT TR e ———— e
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Appendix D (coﬁtinued)
Describe Yourself _
2 3 ' 4 5 6/ 7
never usually sometimes occasion- often usually always
or not but . ally true true or
almost true infre- true - - ? ‘ almost .
never quently £ o always
true true true
Self reliant " Reliable Warm ' .
'Yielding . Analytical" _Solemn '
Helpful : Sympathetic Willing-'to
Defends own Jealous = _ take a stand .
bel%efs — —  Have leader- Tender -
. Cheerful ship abili- Friendly L
Moody ties . —— Aggressive -
- .~ Sensitive to ' .
Indepeqdent _ the needs Gullible
Shy of others Inefficient
Conscien- Truthful Act as a
tious - 'Willing to leader .
Athletic take risks Childlike _
Affectionate - Understanding Adaptable
Theatrical Secretive:- Individualistic -
Assertive ‘ Make deci- Do not use : -
Flatterable sions easily ‘harsh language -
Happy . C?mpa551onate - Unsyst?m?tlc _
Strong Sincere Competltlj?
personality Self-suffi- Love children
Loyal - ' clent ———  Tactful X :
. - -Eager to . s
Ugg{:dlct seothe hurt Ambitious
—_ feelings ¢ Gentle N
Forceful —_— Conceited Conventional
Feminine Dominant -

p
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')f‘\ Appendix E

/ Measure of Causal Attributions for Academic-Work

L)

»

Attitudes Toward Academic Work

Instructions: Please answer the. following gquestions as best
you can, even if you are not entirely sure of your response.
Please be a$ 'honest as possible in your responses, since
this is part of a larger-study which will be used to help
people develop better attitudes towards their academic work.
The following guestions are only for research purposes and
your responses will not be seen by anyone except the re-
searcher. . ‘ ’
(1) When you have personally perceived your academic work to
be a success, how much do you think-your ability has in-
fluenced the outcome? ' ' :

"Not at all .

. : Very much
1 L2 3. . 4 v

5 8 7

_be a success, how much do you think your mood has in-
fluenced the outcome? o

(2} When you have-pérsonally perceived your academic work to )

Not at all " _ C. Very much

1 2 3 ' 4 5 6 N
(3) When you have personallyiperceived your'acédemic work to
be a success, how much do you think your degree of effort

in studying has influenced the outcome? ‘=

Not at all - . | vVery much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(4) When you have personally perceived your acadeﬁic work to
be a success, how much do you think your-.luck has influ-
enced the outcome?

Not at all. . ' RN - Very much -
T2 3 4 5 I3 7

{(5) Whemr you have personally_perceived your academic wprk'to

be-a success, how much do you think the difficulty level.

of the work has influenced the outcome? - ‘

Not at all - S . Very much

S % 2 -3 4~ 5 & . 7

N <

.



6)

Not at all

(7)
(8)
@
o)

(11}

:_Yoh; dggreé'of'effort in studying %
.Your mood during the tests _¥

El

. Appendix E {continued)

-

When you have personally\pérceibed your academic work to
be a failure, how much do you think your ability has in-
fluenced the outcome? : o
A , Very, much
1 2 . 3 4 5 4 - 7

when. you have persoconally perceived your academic work to-

be a failure, how much 4o you think your mood has influ-
enced the outcome? S

Not at all S Very much

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

When you have éersonally perceived. your academic work to
be a failure, how much do you think your effort in study-
ing has influenced the outcome?

Not at all o ' Very much
1 . 2 3 4 5 6 - 7

When you have personally peréeived your academic work to
be a failure, how much do you think your luck has influ-
enced the outcome? - e '

Not at all Very much
. } . 7 .

1 2 3 4 5 6

When you have personaliy'perceived your academic wdfk-td

~ be a failure, how much do you think the difficulty level
of the work has.influenced the outcome? ) y

+

Not at all - | o - Very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

, | P - B
How much de you think each of the following five factors
will influence ygQur overall grade for the 1977-78 aca-—
demic year? Assign percentage valuessto each of the five

‘factors such that the total percentage equals 100 percent.

]

The difficulty level of the work 3
Your luck on the testsg : %
Your ability level for the work _- %

‘ ' 100 %

.
) L}
kS

Y 0 RPN
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Appendix F e
. {
Measure of Causai Attributions
. . :

- o -
'for the Experfmental Task -

| -
- R f -~
Attitudes Towards tﬁe Creativity. Index

(1) ‘Do you personally ‘consider |your performance- on. the Cre- -

(2)£If you con51der your perf#rmance on the.
‘a’ success, is it ) ] .

- (3)
" Creativity Index influenced yourlperformance en the Cre- -

(4y

* -ativity Index lnfluenced your performance on the Cre-
atlvity Index.n. ) e o ‘ . .
T } AL S ﬁh .
Not at all - o \ Very'much_
g1 2 3 .4 Lo/ 6 T .o
: , ? - 9 . ' K
{5) How much - do you thlnk your abkgltL'lnfluenced your per—
formance on “the q;eat1v1ty Index’\ L | -
A -4 A o
Not at™ all . Yoo i : ) Very much
L X 2|~ 3 .4 )5 . 6 7
' ) 1 v .
¢ * ". -~ . . -’ 1 .\ . .
] “ o -

at1v1ty Index a success or| failure?

) LR g - - ]
success - - f . . )

-failure T .

f )
S s successful
6 ". 5 4 3 -2 1

If you gonSLder your performance on the Creat1v1ty Index
a fallure, is 1t ]

Very much ' |- . ;. . ‘Barely
a failure . C S - a failure

7 © 6 5 4 3 2 1

- I .

Haw * much do you, thlnk the effort 'you made durlng the

at1v1ty Index?
Not at all - @ - .i - Veﬁy much
1 2 3 4 - ] 5- 6 Y7

Y

How muop do you thlnk your mood whlle taklng the Cre—

eativity Index

N Rmmren et e - ey .



»

- ' ' : -, .
.(6) How much ‘do you think. your- Iuck influenced your perfor-

(7)

76

Appendix F (continued)

L]
»

-

mance on the Creativity Index?

Not at all L  Very much
1 2. 3 4 : 5 6 1
How much do you think the difficulty level of the Cre-
ativity Index influenced your performance on the Cre-

ativity Index? : : '

. Not at all , ' ' ‘ Very much

(8)

1 2 3% 4 5 6 7

How much do you think each. of the following~five factors
influenced your performance on. the Creativity Index? -
Assign percentage values to each of the following fac-
tors such that the total percentage equals 100 percent.

Your degree of, effort . . ) %
Your mood during the Crgativity Index %
The diffi;uity'lével'of the‘Creaﬁivify Index .
Yog; ability level ' : R ' _%
* Your luck on the: Creativity Index . - %
- o T 100 %
A " -
] ~ 4 :

R

R Ve
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DA ’ Appendix G

Generation Anagram Task . vy

- i .f ) )
e

Creativity Index

Instructions: This test is a measure of creative ability.

Yourjtask‘hill be to make as maﬂy words as possible using
- ‘ . N ' .
the letters.of a mastern word which will be presented to you.

- » For example: If the master word was UNIVERSITY, possible

R
Ve

-ﬁdsméller words would be: VISIT, YES, IT, SIT, SENT and so on.
‘ T

;itﬁéiword NEVER would not be acceptable since there is only

one "E" in the master word.
At the end.of each minute, I will say "CHECK" and you
are to put a ghéék mark after the lasé'word_you have written:

Indicate ‘the last word completed at the time I say.check and

then GO ON WORKING.

. Do not start until tolﬁ.to'do s0. . .y

ol

-



13.
14.
15.
16,
17.

18.-

19.
~20.
. 21.
22.
23.
24

.25,

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

Appendix G (continued)

GENERATION

31.

78

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37. -

38.

- 39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46,

47.

48.

49,

50.

51. C.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.'

57.

58,

59..

' 60.

.
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Appendix H
Post-Experiment Questionnaire

"

e b T

(1) How frequently do you do tasks which are 51m11ar to the

Creativity Index? Tasks which are considered to be sim-

ilar are cross-word puzzles, anagrams and Scrabble.

every day once a week once a month once a year

(2) To what extent do you think the Creativity Index is more

-

_appropriate for males or females?

M r
»r

Moye . More

ap roprlate T appropriate

foX males : for females
2 3 4 5 .6

(3) To what extent do you think males and females tend to

perform differentially on the Creat1v1ty Index?

Males much - Females
better than . qﬁch better
females ’ - than males

1 2 3 -4 5 6 7

~

(4) Have you recgived any previous information concerning this

research study? N .

Yes - . No “

(5) Please indicate belbw what you think thié research is

abdht.

TR S

BRI ENE Y
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(6)

C(7)

(8)

80

Appendix H (continued)

Do you think this research study is related to any other

research which has been conducted at this university?

Yes No

If yes, please specify what othéé research you think this
study is related to and in what way.

1f yes, do you think your above impression has affected
your answers in any way? |

Yes No

—————— e —————

»

If yes, please specify how you think your answers have
been affected and why.

\-

-
- ..‘...;.h.-.-—ti;.:-,,,:..lﬂ'-—‘"
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Appendix I
Correlation Coefficients of the Five Dependent Variables

for Academic and Experimental Task Success

F ™
Dependent ) Dependgnt Variables
Variables Ability ¢ Effort Task Luck Mood
Academic Success
Ability - - - - -
Effort L41*x% - . - - -
Task . .36 %% .06 - - -
' : Luck -.12 ~.25 -.10 - -
Mood .20 .31 .02 .14 -
E:;:perimental Task Success
Ability - - ~ - -
. Effort LAL*x “ o= ' b - - -
' Task 7 .36%% - .28% - - -
- Luck SRS ¥ S .19 .19 - -
i_ - > .
: Mood .29% .20 -.14 -.07" -
* p«<.05 :
** p<.0l
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Appendix J o '§
‘The Number of Women who Utilized a Principal | a
rimental Task Success Y

Attribution to Explain academic and Expe
. . : . -:

For Success on

Principal . P
Attribution Academic-wO#k Experipental Task
Ability . : RS A 12
Effort 47 13. -
~ Task 1 3
Luck 0 0
Mood ' 0 2 ‘ '
*
f
i
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_Appendix K -

_ Raw Data for Androgynous High Achievers

M 1

-

GPA BSRI Academic Work Experiméntal Task

“*Fem Masc Abil FEf Task-Luck Mood Abil Eff Task Luck Mood

M i P emgm o i

m:m“ B A

10
11
12
13
14

15

2.90 6 5 5 4 2 - 4" 4 "3 2 5
3.29 6.31 6.31 6 7 6 . 6 5 5 4 1 5
3.20 5.995.56 7 71 6 ° 1 5 5 4 i S
3.67 5.77 5.50 7° 7 s 2 2 6 3 2 2
3.50 6.77 6.56 7 5 PR 1.4 11 7
3.50 5.69 5.44 S s 6 4 5 5 3 3 7
' 3.00 5.54 5.44 7 7 4 2 3 7- 2 3 6
3.05 6.69 5.38 6 7 5 2 6 6 -6 3 6
2.80 6.695.50 7 6 6 3 5. 4 3 4 5
3.25 5.23 6.38 7 7 7 1 7 5 4 1 5
3.40 6.23 5.25 7 ;7.4 1 1 4 4 4 7
3.00 5.50 5.56 6 6 5 1 & 1 3 1 2
3.25 6.085.8L 6 .5 3 5 ; 6 1 3 2
3.08 6;15Y5.98 7 71 6 2 4 &€ 2 3 5
F.90 5.77 4.88.7 7 5 5 5 3 5

5.54 4.88

e s a e m N
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Appendix L

Raw Data for Stereotypic High Achievers

Subj GPA BSRI Academic Work Experimental Task _
Fem Masc Abil Eff Task Luck Mood Abil Eff Task Luck Mood

1 3.50° 5.77 4.69 & 5 4 3 4 5 4 3 4 3
"2 3.00 6.23 3.75 § 7 5 2° 3 s 3 3 1 &6
3°  3.00 5.69 3.94 & 7 5 2 6 5 5 3 4 6

4 2.80 6.314.33 6 6 7 2 6§ 7 71 2 1 7
5 ' 3.38 6.08 4.19 5 7 6 2 5 2 & 3 .1 4
6 2.78 5.924.42 5 6 5 2 3 4 4 4 1 5
7 3.00 6.08 4.50 7 5 6 1 5 6 7 6 5 4
8 3.50 5.77 4.44 6 6 6 3 7 5 5 I 3 7
9 3.30 6.334.63 4 7 2 -2 6 5 § 1 2

1o™ 3.36 5.85 4.63 6 7 7 2 6 6 7 S 4 4
11 -3.00 5.89 4.08 5 ’ |

12 3.00 5.69 4.00 5 5 4 2 5 4 5 3 2 4
13 3.50. 5.77 3.94/ 7 6 5 6 6 3 6 2 2 7
14 3.00 5.853.56 6 5 7 2 3 4 5 3 3
15 3.67 6.46 4.50 4. 4 4 4 1 7 7 1 1 7
16 3.00 5.69 4.81 7 - 7 7 5 6 2 4 -2 1 5
17 3.80 6.15 4.63 6 7 6 1 5 6 4 5 2 .3

s -
o T e ah e Sa kA — ©



Appendix M d

Raw Data for Androgynous Low Achievers

\

Subj GPA BSRI Academic Work Experimental Task
"Fem Masc Abil Eff Task Luck Mood Abil Eff Task Luck Mood

1  2.00 5.625.69 6 6 5 1 6 7 g 3~ 1 7
2 1.50 5.705.06 6 7 7 't 7 1 1 1 1 1
3 2.00 6.695.63 7 7 7 1 1 7 7 1y 1 1

4 2.70 5.545.13 6 6 4 3 6 6 6 4 2 6
5 1.26 6.00 5.06 7 7 4 3 4 4 5 1 1 5
6 2.40 5.924.88 7 6 4 3 6 4de 6 4 3 _§
7 2.15 5.626.31 4 4 5 4 5 3 2 3 3 3

8 2.40 5.46 5.00 5 6 5 7 5 5 4 1 1 7

9  2.50 6.085.81 7 7 4 1 7 5 4 2 2 4
10 2.40 6.856.43 7 7 6 S 6 3 4 2 2° 3
11 2.40 6.85 5.19 5 ”is 6 5 7 5 6 4 1 4
12 1.75 6.235.8L 7 7 4 4 1. 5 5 1 4 2

/13 2,13 s.625481 4 7 4~ 1 6 3 6 5 1 6
14 2.50 5.625.44~-6 6 '6 1 6 5 5 2 3 .5

£ 15 2.00 5.23 5.3LF S5 7 3 3 .4 5 4- 1 1 7

h 3



Appendix N

Raw Data for Stereotypic Low

Achievers

86"

9 2.20 -6.31\4{00 -

;
5

{1 2.00 5.62 4.00 6 .7 5 1
5

Subj GPA _ BSRI Academic Work

Experimental'Task

. Fem Masc abil Eff Task Luck

Mood Abil Eff Task Luck Mood

1 2.23 5.85°4.38 4. -4 5 3

2 2.02 5.62 4.50 6 5 -4 3
3 2.00 6;39}3.63 5 7 4 2
4 2.00 5.99-4.56 . 7 6 6 3
5 2.00 6.23°3.94- 6 1 5 5
6 2.00 6.31 4.6% 6 6 5 2
7 °.2.60 6.69'4.81 7 7 7 1
8 2.00 6.23-4.56 7 7 7 2

10 2,50 6.23 4.19 6 7

12 -2.20 6.31 3.13 6 7

13 2.40 5.15°2.88 5 5 6 @

14 2.70 6.46 4.06 6 5 4

15  2.50 "6.69 4.00 6 6 6 4

- 4

2

o o
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Performance on: the Generation .Arnagram Ta

Appendix O

s

sk

of Subjéctg‘ﬁhose‘Principal Ettribution

%q; Academic Success was Ability

g7

Subject : Ihte'x’va.'!.‘ .

. First  Second  Third  Fourth "Fifth
1 16 7 9 12 2
2 6 3 11 -5 " 3
3 11 9 5 6 9
4 16 7 5 5 4
5. 12 4 6 : 10 2
17 10 7 5 6

7 23 7 6 9 4’
8 13 7 6 5 1
9 15 9 _ "7‘ 5 6
10 23 11 ';"” 6 6 7
11 30 10 A .8 -9 °3
12 14 7 5 4/),._ 3
- . ;

.
; X / R
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. Appendlx P - R
Performance on the GeneratJ.On Anagram Task
of Subjects whose Pr:5nc:|.pa.l Attrlbutlon ‘1
for Academlc Success yas Effort - i
S.ubject . ;'_ ;-"ir}t_:ervala ' \
First =~ Seeond “ .. Third Fourth Fifth
1 N R 3 .6 - e
2" 13 6 11 7 5 ¢ 7
3 17-0 . -14 B S 10 - <
14 . . 8-“.. . -.9 J,.:.J 5_ : ‘ 3 “ 6:
5 ) 17 8 a. - 7. 6
6 . L3 4 N7 3 5
. LN
3 - 8 4 5 4 o>
8- 22 ) 6 10 'V 3 - 0;
9r. ' 5 .3 3 1 .
-10 ., . 12, 13 9 -7 ‘
11 o . 18 2 - _ 8 5
12 7 T 10 2 c R
“13 - 9 9" 1
14 13 7 5.
15 10, -~ 13 7. 47 :
16, « - L. -5 ~
16 / ‘ ., ‘.5 . ; \ 22 | 3 '
17 -~ ¥ 4 4 1 .
18’ 6 3 3 2 v
19 - o ‘3 - I %
20 ;197 10 5 .4 T3
21 IR U . .6 T3 F2 s
' : . - '
22 . 22. 9 19 7 3
23, .10 ) 13 9 ¢ . <5 ¢ 7
(24 » 7 12 AL "8‘; 5
oy v * LIRS v v | o
- - !‘ N 2
"~ ."; ! .. '\‘ - K K M s *
; 11 _ ‘,‘" 3- s * 't» f ‘Q.. '. T
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' ' - “ - Appendix P (continueci)

Sub‘ject ) In‘tepralA
* First Sécond N Th:.rd Fourth Fifth
25 14 9 "7 3 7
26 L 3 4 3
27 9 -+ - 9 6 5 5
28 9 17 5 9 3
29 23 ' 5 7 6
30 14 8 7 8 2
31 29 . 11 7 10 7
32 ' 15 16 6 10 6
33 16 9 T 3 g -
34 10 - 11 7 .5 3
35 ' 8 -4 7 6 7
36 - 12 - 13 8 9 4
37 11 - 10 10 4 2
*38 15 9 - 5 7 4
39 7 15 5 7 -7
40 ' 6 5 6
41 . 20 9 7 8
a2 12 4 1 5
43 . C 14 7 5 7 3
44 10 10 8 7 9
45 - 29 _ 8 6 3
46 8 4 8 2 4
7 6 4

-
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~ Appendix Q

Performance on{the Generation Anagram Task ¢

Tor

of Subjects whose Principal Attribution

for Task Success was Ability

4

Subject : . - Interval ,
First ' Second Third Fourth Fifth

1 16 7 9 12 2
2 16” 7 5 5 4
-3 ' 6 9 | 8 9 1
4. 12 4 - s 1o 2
5 8 6 3 3 2
6 8 5 2 4 3
7 : -i3 7 1
‘8 21 8 5
9 . 10 9 3
SV ‘_‘ 29 11 7

15 16 6

30, 10 3




Performance on the Generation Anagram Task

of Subjects whose Principal Attribution

Appendix R

for Task Success was Effort

LY

91

Subject Interval .
First -Second Third Foﬁrth Fifth

1 19 8 7 5 4
2 7o 17 14 4 '3 10
3 17 10 7 9“ 4
4 17 8 4 7 6
5 1 9 5 6 9
6 14 5 3 3 "1
7 15 10 3 2 3
8 8 6 4 4 T 6
9 K 9 9 6 5 5
10 18 9 9 12. 5
11 14 7 5 7 3
12 10 10 8 - 7 9
13 4 4 8 2. 4





