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ABSTRACT ‘

The Effect of Method of Measurement on Causal Reports: "
Do People Really Make Self—gcrv!nglAttributions?

n

Paul Leroux

" Wong and Weiner }1991> hypothesized that their
sub jects considered external attributions' of succest and
fﬁternal attributions of failure, an QFQ,ct op;osito to the
\ielé—sorving bias common to attribution studies of success
and Failurl-. because sub jects were rTegquested to aslrv
éuqstions about exihination sitvations, Inlmost attribution
studies, subjects asked to provide clu;al explenations. Two
¢xperiﬁents investigated Wong and Weiner’s hypothesis,
probing whether Wong and Weiner’s results occurred because
of the method of questioning, ¢the unexpected, low ego-
involvement outcomes, or the frequency of response coding
employed. Sub jects were male and female undergraduate and
graduate gtuLcnts. from various departments of Concordia
University Data were éathered in élassroom_%ossions during
the Winter session, 1984. In Experiment 1, 249 sbb]oct?.
using | conventional structured mpasures. reported
attributions of hupéthnti:al outcomes similar to those used
in Wong and Neiner. ‘Personal expectations an‘ *goO~
involvement .were‘manipulateﬁ, Analyses of Variance showed
. that sub jects made self-serving attributions across levels
oé. expectancy and ego—involvqﬁent (p < ‘.03): suggesting
tha? subjgct'questioning or method of coding caused HWong

4

and Weiner’s findings. Ip Egﬁerggent 2, 486 sub jects Taised
) /
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questions or listed rveasons in response to the same

‘ o : ‘ \

. 'hypothetical outcomes. It was found, however, -that while .
sub ject questioning "did contributo to a reverse biass (p - <

.0%), expectancy disconfirmation did also (g < .O0%),

0
'

‘hhirias' coding . method dié not. It is dﬂ;cutsué why the
Pi;dings_ of the two o;porfnonts were dissimilar, how Wong
and . Weiner'‘s hﬁpoencsii only ‘partilllq cnp}atés tqiif
results, and why the evidence thus: far for  subject
quoiéioplng‘ does not necessarily imply éhat people lo‘,not

" make self-serving attributions; sub]oit questioning may

-

© b e o R

. not reflect actual causal decisions.
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. ran nli cyos over’

Y PRELUDE

/

L L Y . '
. P..What was passing through the dullet-shaped head was

a; quosgton concornlng Hr Flay’s entry. yﬁy had Flai, who

f

ntvgr {n the nnrnal,courso'of ovcnts vould have fallod an

) . -

,tytbnou to lcknowlodqo his présnncc-uny had he now gone to .

@ parx “of tho castle so foreign to htu’ And to force a

.

convorsatlon qn 1 pOrsonqllty as unoxpnnllvt as his own. He
Flay in hig ‘own pocullarly rapla way
and surprtsnd nt-solf by saylnq :uddenly, ‘To vhat may I

attrlbute your prosonct <nr Flay"“

s A “‘. -Mervyn Peake (Titus Groan)



PhEAHBLE - THE STUDY.-OF CAUSAL ATTRIBUTIONS IN
‘ EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH \
The present g§u6y is an t%volttgatibn of the effects
of method of .oqsuribent on ibo‘\bausal attributions
reported ;y 6xpor)-ontal subjects for -achtovoaont-r?latod

outcomes. For ,z‘u uninitiated reader, it is helpful to

. First  knSw how attribution thcortsts -define  causal

attrebutions, - and  why attributions are important to

s the causes people ascrlbgfto svents (Jones ‘et ilJ,
197;)f In an academic 'situation, for“ Q§|;P1|, when a
" student fatls an Qﬁpn; itno'stqdont ﬁgy attribute to such

causes as low abll;ty,t insufficient ustudylng,' oial
difficulty or bad lu;t (Holnor Frieze, Klrk Reed, Rostxll
Rosenbaum, 1971). - Tho study of attrlbutlons is tlportant
to educational rcsoavch becauso attrlbutlons provide a key
for undorstandlng how vartbns pcrsonal and |nviréhlontll

proces!cs’ and avonts opgrato to tnfluonco bchavlors which

affect achievement. Attrlbﬁttons have pc:n found to be

Inf luenced by pcisénal.and ‘environmental Factors found 1in
“academic 'conaftlpns“iuch as sex of attributor, need for

achlovonpﬁt " mood, - porfprnanco of otnor:, and ‘classroom

edicational research. Theorists define causal lgtributtons’

rd

re-ard structuro WZuckvrnan 1979 Ancs & Auns '1981). In \

tura, attributions hnvc bc:n found to lnfluonco affects,

such as ft.ilﬂgs of colpotonct lnd guilt, ahnd to lnfluonco

i .

exp!ctattous o&- tuturo pcriorngnco both of ‘vhlch are
L related to suﬁsoquont ﬂEhlnvcaont-rolltnd bchcvlori, such

as’ thlk por;lstlﬂce; 'seoklng holp from protexsors’ and .test

AY

’



performance (Covington & Omelich, 1979 Fowler & Peterson,

l

1981, Ames & Lau, 1982).
The tbmboral~scqucnco of the determinants and oﬁg'cts

of attributions, with examples; is outlined in Table 1.

I

Appendix D provides a closer examination of <theory and

;o
‘reseaarch concerning the attribution process: how

attributions are formed, lhat properties.of attributions

determine their effects, and the actual effects of
attributions.
, - g
~ Table 1
The Attributional Process: Some Antecedents, Atkributions
and Effects (1) - .
Typical Affect and Saome
Some / Achievement - Expectancy Behavioral
Antecedents Attributions Effects Responses
Logical procossing' Ability ) Atfect (e.g., Doing home—_ Z;\
ofkp-rcoivod gﬁfort s guilt, work
information® , ° Task ease competence) Task~-
or difficulty ,
: ' persistance a
~ Luck ‘
Prior beliefs#s ) . Expectancy Seeking help
of future Remaining in
Motivegwes S " outcomes . School .

(1) Table adapted from Weiner (1974)

# e.g.» the performance of others,- prior performance in
similar and dissimilar sitvations

#4 @.¢g., ‘the belief <that difficult tasks reguire both
ability and task ,

#%% @. 9., the need to protect self-esteem

.
b Ayt
£ R E e 2T
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v . ’ . .
.CHAPTER ONE: THE EVIDENCE\\ANQ THEORY OF SELF-SERVING
/,r‘ ATTRi?UT!ONS
Introduction

In reporting tﬁolr a{::lbdttons of ‘success and
faL‘urc, people gonorilly accept ros;onslblllty for success
gﬁd deny blame for fatlure. For example, a person passing
,;n examination will state tﬁht‘t?o outcome was due to his -
2 or herability, wvhereas a porsoh faif ng“ul}l state that
the - outcome %43[ to the u\qicqrﬁ/zf the task. CThts
chapter reviewi the explanations at have been dovolopod,
for thti ghenouonon. The most popu?it\:fpllnltton is that
acceptance of responsibility for iucccsq and denial of
blame for Ffatlure 1is based on motives to enhance and
protect self esteem. Some have also argued, dllazﬁih gcss
successfully, that this phenomenon is based on the methods
with which pecple anuiyzc tnformation. Fo!lovld; the review

. of coﬁnftlvo and mottvational explanations of .;cl?~|orvlng
Attridbutions, Tetlock and Levi’'s: (1982) argumsents - are.
reviewed, which suj}ost that 1t is presently ilmpoiasible to
confldently ascribe ~iccopuncif of"rosponlelt!ty for
suécc:s and denial of blame for fajlure ln\lttribution! to
‘either motivational or cgqnltlv-’ proccss;s, because _the
theories concerning t@!s: processes iroritdéwnploto.‘ This
gi?\t""" then takes /a new approach ‘and investigates the
relationship between the ,phononcnon" of ° internal
attributtions of. success and external 'attr;buijons of
fallure, and the methods with: "gmch:a‘uriwuans are

measured. Wong and Weiner (1981) asked<¢for attributions Ln

¥
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an unusual way and found the rare and opposite effect of
[

people considering external attridbutions in success and’

internal attrtibutions in fatlure. Wong  and Weiner
hypothesized that 1t was their undiual method of
questioning which led to ‘the anomalous pattern  of
attributions. The pruénﬁ study tests their hypothesis .by
controlling for possibly conéoundlng factors in Wong and

Weiner's study, which may have equally caused their unusual

findings. '

°

Self-serving Attributions - an Increase in - Self-esteem?

Weiner et al. (1971) developed a scheme with which to
L .

classify causal attributions, using the two dlnoﬂslon§ of
locus of control and stability. Lacu: of control rof;rs to
whether a cause resides within the attributor (internal),
or outside of the attributor (external). @oto ihit ihe
present use of the term of locus of control does not refer

to a personality tratt, as {t does In {ts convontlong&

usage, but 1ipstead refers simply to the location of a

cause. Welner ' (1979) later contracted.the term to locus,

which better suggests its function to-indicate whether a
cause resides within, '+ or outside of, the person. Stabfllty
refers to whether a cause remains invariant (stab!.) or

vartant  (unstable) over time. Within this  two-fold

classification scheme, Weiner et al. placed the four

attributfons they theorized people ‘use most often in
achievement situations: ability, effort, task-=dfifficulty

and luck. Abdility was classifled‘as internal-stable, effort

-

"QKQ
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as internal-unstable, :tllk-difficultq as external-stable,
and luck as externsl—-unstable. Weiner et al.’s

classi!ic:tion($ch|go is illustrated in Figure 1.

Al )

Figure 1§ )
Weiner st al. ‘s (19Z1) Classification Scheme

m Unstable
Locus of Internal Ability Effort
Gontral :

A External Taskh Luck
. T difPiculty

18

Using the locus f(of control) diuon:inn in this . | 1/’_
'classiﬁication scheme, rt:oarchyfs of achievement-related
attridutions have repeatedly found éhat sutcess yields
greater’ internal at?ribuéions. ‘such as ability and effort,
than failure. and that failure yields gro;t.r external
attributions, such as task-difficulty and luck, than
success. That is, people typically accept responsibility
for ‘QUEC.;Iv but deny blame ¢for +failure. One iuﬁbno.
Zuckerman (1979), found that twenty—seven out of thirty- ;-
oight“'aphiuvoncntrrq5ptod Iébdi!l showed this pattern of
' ottrib;tién;. commonly rcfcrr:ﬁ to scl?-s-rving -
attributions (e.g., Bradley, 1978), while g&o found that

success yielded grnotor'nxt.rnaléattribution; than failure

and that failure gio}ddd greater ‘internal attridbutions than

-
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success. Internal attributions of success and external

attridbutions of failure have been called sth4sorving:
attributions b;causo researchers have gcncrall§ believed .
that they resullt from a forﬁ of OQOfda@nn:o. By acq;pting

'responsibilitg for success and denying blame for fiiiurc.

peaple can alternatively enhance and protect their :ilff

esteem (Miller, 197b;c§radlcq. 19783.

The beliet that ;ttributions can have motivational
origins is long established in attribution theory: Heider
(1958) suggested that éausal attributions can ‘' be
"influenced by the mere sub jective needs and wishes as well
as ’bu the mor‘mobjoativo c;idlnc. prosoﬁtod in the raw
material” (p. 120-121). Nevertheless,. ¢the ascription oF\
self—serving attributions to sol?-cstnon. related motives
was long without data which showed that self—-serving
attributions in fact incroisc stlf-ostoe‘. Zuckcrman;§1979)
cited Nicﬁolls (19755 and Riemer (1973) as supporting the
nation that internal attributions of success and external
attributions of failure are self-serving; these studies
apparently showed that sel#-serving attributions are
related to more positive affective statc?. This section
shous..houovor- that these studies failed to establish this
Qolaﬁionship. particularly because they did notldinﬁnltrltg
-a relationship bDetween attributions and ~spoci'1call§
esteem~-related affect, Later research (Wéiner, Russell &
Lerman, 1979, Forsyth & McMillan., 1981; ﬁcFarlan{ & Ross,

1982) is reviewed which does; however, suggest a

relationship between solf—snrbing attributions and greater
a .
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positivi esteemrelated affect. Nevertheless, noto_that the

Finding; of thesé latter studies do not necessarily suggest-

that self-esteem related motives actually cause self-

- .
serving effects. Various cognitive processes could equally

cause the occurronccmaf a pattern ot attributions, which

happen ~ to bolster self-esteem. - In. & subsequent section,

studies are .reviewed [ Which controlled  for the

N

. P R
nonmotivational hqpoth!s.s.%ggﬁ whose Finding: suggest that

self-esteem related motives are indeed responsiblae.

Additional research paradigms are reviewed, which also

suggest the motivational origins of snlf—snrviwf

,attributions.

1

In Nicholls (1973), fourth grade children worked at an
anglo-matcﬁind task. Each sub ject was '‘given a book

cbntaining 20 pages. On each page of the book was an acute

‘angle  which subjects matched with eight different

;1tandard"'angloq mounted on cardboard on a wall. Outcomes
uqri 'manipuhath; 'foodback on performance could be ; given

ragardless of actual choicns because all angles in the book

e —

,

wornﬂ equally distant in size between atlloast twa of the

standard angles, ' the difference between these standards

being barely discernible. Sub jects first completed a

practice session, where they were given either & (failure)

or 118 «(success) carrect responses; they were told fourth

graders usually got about 12 correct on the test. In ﬁigo

-
actual test, .subjects were given either 7 or 19 correct

rcsﬁonsos and were told 13 correct responses was the norm.

a

-
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AFter‘\tne practice sesslon, 'subJécts were: tested for

anxiety (Are you worried about the- test you are going to
do”?) and positive affect (Do you feel good about the test
you are going to do?). After the test, subjects were asked,

“How pleased do you feel with your score on the test you
. & 4

Just did?". Subjects were asked to attribute to the four
. )

causal factors of aUlllty? effort, task-difficulty and
‘luck, after qoth the practice snsslén and the test.

It was found that success on the practtcf,sessfan led

tq higher ratings of “feeling good™ about the test thaﬁ did

failure. In addltfqn, attribdtions were found to mediate

affective responses to success and filluro; correlations

found ‘that _subjects who succeeded on the practice se€ssion

were more anxious about the test {f they attributed” to
effort nﬁ§L If they did not, and less worried (f they

attributed to task ease than if they did not. Subjects who

+

succeeded on the practice session felt more positive about

the tJLEBlf SuCcCess was not attributod to effort 'and was
L
attributed to abtllty. Subjects who flllld the practice

session  felt better about the test when they did not

attrlbui(” to -task. Subjects who succeeded on the actual

°

test- were more pleased when success was not attributed to

7 .

task, and when success was attributed~to abillty.

Nicholl’s findings show no clear relationship between
locus and positive affect. wWhile apility, an 1Rtornal
attrlbutlhn, consistently showed a positive association

‘with affect, effort, also an irternal attribution, did not

¢ .r
subjects were more worried ind felt less positive about the

b

+
t
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torthcoming test when they attributed succéss on the

practlce session ﬁo effort. With the external, factor {f

task, ~however, success subjects in the practfce session

felt less worried |{f tqby attributed success to task-

3

difficulty, and felt bettéer when they did not attribute

e

fallure to task, but were more pleased with ihe actual task

success wh;n attributions to task were avoided. Apparenﬁlyﬁ
the direction in which task is related to affect &epends
upon which affect is being measured, and possibly on the
importance of the task. ’

While there is some support in the study ‘that internal
attributions for success and exterzal attributions ' for

failuré are related to greatér positive aff&ct, the

exceptions found in the experiment, concerning effort 4and

task, fall to justify Zuckerman’s unqualified statement
H

., that Nicholl‘s .study deWonstrates ~ that self-serving

4
attributions are related to greater postitive affect. Also,

the affects reparted 1In Nicholls have no necessary

Y

connection with se}f—esteem, as would affects such as

feelings of pride qﬂjcompetenceu Thus, the findings of
icholls only 4paré1y support Jhe nation that people

ribute success internally and failure externally because

such att utions lncreése esteem-related affect.

‘

iemer (1975%), subjects from the University of

, with no previous experience with piano, received

-

minutes, hen the ingstruction was over, subjects were given

«

1 instruction on the plano, lasting about 1S5.
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an evaluation form in which it was shown that the sub jects

passed on the items é@ consistency. |avenness, and
coordination. In additipon, the statement “"You were’
successful"™ was wr}ttep on the form. Attributiqns‘ wer;
manipulated; sub jects uwre informed whether their success

*
«

was entirely due to their ability, ¢their effort. task

P

simplicity, or chance. Abiiitg and e#Pprt attributionc were
classified as internal, task a ‘luck as external. Affect
was measured by four questions cohcedrning pride, eager tg
partikipate in another, music practicum remardness.of the

feedback, and irfterest in studying pianc. These four items

3

were summed together. It was found that internality yielded

.
s

greater positive affect than exterhalitq.

" The findings of Riemer (19795) only partially
yvo .

w

demonstrate th&tTSEIFTSETViﬁg attributions are related +to

fﬁ“wfuﬂ“gffater positive_;ffect.. First, only success was used;

3

b ' . .
self~serving attributions are those in which subjects
accept greater for success than for failure;, this study
tells us nothing of the effect of external attributions of

failure. Second, hecause the affect items were added, we
L
Mdon’t know, as we do in the case of Nicholls (1973),

~
P

whether internal attributions for success are consistently
positively related with positive affecti nor whether
attributions were associated with the €first affect, pride.

which is the afgct most logically related to self-esteem.

L
)

Finally, the Pi?dings of the study generalize to a narrow
<

(

A
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requiré what are generally considered speclal. skills. It
giveg\ no information about the effects of attributions to
outcomes where the subject is famfliar with the subject, as
is wusually the «case in attributions made for academic
situations. As In the case of Nicholls (1975), _ it is hard
to understand how Zuckefnaﬁ unqualifiedly states that this
study shows that self-serving internal attributions are
related to greater positive affect. Althaough netthér
Nicholls (1975) nor Riemer (1975) properly suggest fthat
self-serwjng attributions are related to self-esteem

related affect, three later studies (Weiner et al. 1979;

Forsyth & McMillan, 1981; McFarland & Ross, 1982) do show .

e;idence for an association between self-serving
attributions and more positive self-esteem related affect.
Weiner et al. (1979) asked subjects to complete a
questlbnnaire which contained twelve ¥ achievement
condltloﬁs. Each condition consisted of an outcénq (doing
wéll or doing poorly), determined by one of ,six Causes
(ability, wunstable effort, stable ofFort; personality,
other people and luck). Subjects were asked'to recall a
time when’ they had expgrienced such a situation and- the
feelings they had lncurr;d. To ;ld‘ﬁesquption of feeltings,
examples of six affects associated with ‘success, Six
affects associated with failure, and one 3ffect assoclatgd
with both success and fajlure, were included with the
thstructions. Table 2 llsts'theﬁdlscrlmlnatlng affect for

each causal attribution, across the conditions of success

and fallure. A discriminating affect 1is one that 1is

-

T4
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reported significantly for one attribution relgtivo to a

_cniposlte of the otfier attributions (Weiner et al., 1979).

"Table 2

Discrimipating Affects as a Fuynction of Outcome
and C!usal Attrtibuttions

2BTTR] glnn ON SUCCESS FAILURE
Ability Competence ncompetence
) ° Prige _ Resignation

Unhappiness

. Unstable effort Reltef Fear
Satisfactton
Stable effort Contentment - Guilt «
Personality : . Pride
' Other} 7 | Gratitude . , Anger
o " Thankfulness |

Exctitement ' :

Luck , " Surprise Surprise .
Guilt ' Sadness
Reltef Stupidity

<

Note how the- i{nternal attributions of abllity,

unstable ‘and stable effort, and personality all yleld
positlve affect in sd%cess and\neqa:;vc affoct in fallure.
Note especially how attridbutions to the lnternal factors of
ability and personality vyield positive esteem-related

\affects in success (6onpetence, pride) and negative esteem-
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related affects in failure (incompetence, unhappiness).
This suggests inat peopfe experience greater sense of self=
esteem when they attribute success tnternally and failure
externally. The findings concerning other and luck are more
complex. The findings concerning other seem to contradict
the motivational explanation of self-serving attributions.
Neverthe less, notice that o;ﬁer*Qttrlbutlons ﬁo not result
in self-esteem related affect; self-serving attributions
are hypothesized to originate from spec)?lcally self-esteem
"related motives. Luck yielded negative self-esteem related
affects {n success (gquilt) anda in fallure (stupidity)

Consl&erlng these data, {t would be difficult to determine,
on the basis of self-esteem (mplications,/ whether peopile
would prefer to attribute to luck in either faflure or
success Interestingly, the findings of Experiment 1 in the
present study show that luck attributions were not
preferred in either success or fajilure. It {s possible that
it is the affecttye consequences of task and other external
attributions: that usually cause "failure. subjects to
attribute externally. Unfortunately, task attributions were
not investigated in Weiner et al., but McFarland and Ross
(1982), reviewed subseqdently?;ﬁﬁbports this hypothesli.

In Forsyth and chlllaﬁ-ilsal), first ye;r college
students had cogpleted a ma}or course examination
immediately preceding the data collection session. At the
beginning of class, students were ‘presented with the
dlstrtputlbn of grades curve and were@ihen given their

graded exams. Three 'attributtpn questions probed the

. &
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sub jects’ causal plrcoptxons of thnir exam pcrformanco A

conbrollabxlitu question hich nskdd subjccts to what

<

_extent - they thought test pchormancl was caused by Faceort

they could perForm versus Pactors they could not control, a
loacus question whx;h asked sub;ects tO'what‘ sxtent they

thought their performancT was caused bq porsonql versus

environmental 0act6rs. and a stabxlxtq qucstion uhich ask-d

sub;ects to what extent thuq thought that their pchormanco‘

was caused by factors that were stable versus factors - thgt“

[ ©

were unstable. Affective Teactions were measured by sixteen

t

items. At least several of these items were logically
related to a sense of sel?-ost;om: 'incoﬁpotont/compotdnt.
shame(ﬁridl. Gru;tratodlfulfillcd. inadequate/adequate;, and
bad/good. It was found that attributional locus across
success and failure was associated with self-esteem related
affects. Sub jects who attributed success yq intgrhal causes
reportgd mo;e positive feelings of competence, adequacy.
and “good”. as well as more positive feelings of rolaxaéion
and calm, than sub jects who gt}ributnd succeds to extefnal
cavses, Additidnally. sub jects who attributed failure
externally reported greater feelings of c&ﬁpotonco and
adequacy than sub jects who attributed Pailure internally.
’HcFarland anleoss (1982) also found that solf—sorving
attributions are related %o more positive self-esteem

|
related affect. Female undergraduvates wrote a social

acturacy test on which they. received false feadback

K]

8

.
’




15

B ' )
concerning their success or failure. Subjects then answered

questiors yhlch‘led them to bollo#q that thelr performance
was caused Dy ablltt} or task difficulty. To measure
:'affectj subjects were asked to respond td 77 mood adjective
’ ltois. - Factor analysis Gas,perforned on the mood ({tems,

résultlng‘ in 11 derived variables. A“prlnclpil—COlpthnts
factor analysis, uslpg varimax rotations, was performed on.
these vprlablosi_ﬁtg}ie factors with eigenvalues groatof
than one were retained for final fotatlon. These were n;nod
Negativity, Positivity and Selé-osteou. High solf—e?toon
feelings and egotism loadedhppsltlvcly on tnoh Self-esteem
ficxor; high self-esteem included pride, competence,

‘confidence, snaft, successful, effective, and efficient,

and egotism 1rcluded egotistic, 50:5t1ﬁ1, self-centered, .
and conceited. Consistent with the motivational hypothesis
of sgqf-fervlng attributions, It wasy found that fallure

a;trlsuted to the external factor of taskil;d to greater
self-esteem Fé}glngs than failure attributed to the
internal factaor of ability, and that success attributed to
ability led to greater self-esteem feelings than success
attributed to task. Also, It was found that while
attriﬁutlons for fallure had effects on Positivity ;nd
Negativity, as well as solf-esteenm, attrlbﬁtlons for
success were related only to ?elf-osto;n feelings. Because
attributions for success were related only to self-ostoen,.
McFarland and Ross’s findings suggest that not only are
self-serving attridbutions noffvo—bascd; but that they may

occur specifically because of the operation of self-esteem

t
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related motives. .
ado

The #findings ‘of Nicholls (197%) iné icmor; (197%)
could not demonstrate whether self-serving attributions
arise from self-esteem related motives. although they do
’;uggnst. to’ a limited  extent, - that self-serving
attributions are positively associated with atfect. Weiner
et ‘al. (1979). Forsyth and McMillan (1981), and McFarland
agd Ross .(1982) demonstrated, howsver, that internal

aétributions for iuccnsq and external attributions for

failure can result in greater positive lqlf-ostoom rllatod.

affects. N
Self-gserving Attributions: Cognitively or Motivationally
Eased?

While the findings of Weiner et al. (1979), Forsyth
and McMillan (1981), and McFarland and Ross (1982)
demonstrate that self-serving attributions are related to
greater esteem-related affect, they do nof demongtrate that
self-serving" attributions are actually caused by esteem-
related motives. Ancther process may cause 'solf-snrQIhg
attriboutions, which incidentally results in greater ‘snlf-
esteen. '

A competing motivational hypothesis is that of the
need to maintain effective control. Miller and Ross (1973)
note thaé'Kolluq (1971) postulated that it is important for
individuals' to be -able to exercise control of . their
cnvi;onmcnt. and that Kelley further suggested that “The

™

attridbution to internal factors of scl!—;utcoss and the



- get

17
attribution to external factors of fatlure provide for the
continuation of control atto;pts“ (p.23). This implies that
subjects who attridute self—scrvtngly' will show wmore -
positive expectations of future performance. This (s not
supported by either Nlcholl§ {197%) or Riemer (197%), both
of which measured expectancies. Ntcholls".fourth grade
subjects were additionally asked, following the practice
sesslo&, how many correct responses they thought they would

on the subsequent test. One effect of attribution on

ectancies was found, Falling subjects had higher
xpectations ‘uheq they attridbuted fallure to effort, an
ifnternal fictor.* In this case, an internal attribution of
‘allhre increased expectancy to succeed, 1{inconsistent with
Kelley’s notion that external attributions for fallure
provide for a continuation of control attempts. In Riemer
(1975), subjects were also askid for their expectancies,

A Y
concerning how confident they were thad they could still

successfully perform the pleces they learned, and how well

they would do on a more difficult set of pleces. No

relationship Dbetween attributions and expectancies was
found. Subsequent .rgﬁparch further suggests thai Kelley‘s
hypothesis 1s invalid concerning the relationship Detween
the dimension of locus and attempts at ontrol; studies
such as Weliner (1578) (see Appendix D for a full review)
ha&e found that the stability,~ not the locus, of causes
affects expectancies. Thus, {f subjects were concerned
with effective control, they would attrlbuto success to

stable factors, and fallure to unstable factors. Concern



‘qu ‘control could actually lead to an internal blas for
failutre, because subjects would rely on lack of offort,: 3
controllable factor, which indicates that failure could!bo
controlled for ln(}ho future. .

Cognitive Explanations of Self-serving Attributions

-t
Alfhough the need for effective control hypothesis

does

/

not seem to compete vlthl the self-esteem motives
_explanatlon of self-serving lttrtbutgonl, ﬁiller and Ross
{197%) argued that scl;-servlng,attrlbutions could arise
because of one or all of the following cognitive processes:
a) ‘booplc accept responsibility for expected outcomes more
than for unexpected outcomes, and that people generally
intend and expect to succeed, and not fail; b) peaple ire'
more likely to perceive covarfation betwedn Iincreasing
success and self-behavior than between constant failure and
self-behavior; and c¢) peopl; have a nxstagon concept of
contingency ;hero they percelve causality In co-occurrence
of self-behavior with posliivc events, such as success, and
‘ignore the co-occurrences of‘tnolr b;havlor with nega{T::k
events, such as fallure, “SSuch that negative events yleld
neither stable nor environmental attributions.

Zuckeruan‘ (1979) argues that Miller Lnd Ross’s three
explanations cannot account for the solf—servlhg effects
that occurred in many of the studies he reviewed. Zuckerman
argues that Miller and Ross’‘s Flést expianation, that
people are wmore ll}ely‘to attribute expected outcomes to

Y
internal factors, and that people expect success, s
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. tavaltd for two reasons. Ftrst,'.lt is unclear ew.!uthor
subjects typically expect to succeed at laboratory tasks.
Same research has supported ¢the notion of positive
expectancies (e.g., Irwin, 1953) while other research has
demonstrated the existence of negative  expectancles
(Kanouse & Hans;n, 1971). éocond, even {f expectancies are
positive, they do not achét attributional choice in the
same way as do success and fajilure. In a review of 13
studies, 2Zuckerman showed that 1t 1s unclear whether
expected outcomes are attributed more to lnturna; factors,

or more to stable factors, than unexpected ones, whereas

the studies he reviewed on the effécts of outcome éloarly

show that people attribute success more internally than

fajlure. Thus, expectancies cannot account for the effect
of task dutcomes on att;ibutlons. Zuckerman argues that
Miller and Ross’s secand suggestion, that people are more
likely to percelv; COVIF!&!‘OHNDOFUQQH increasing success
and self-behavior than between constant fajilure and self-
behavior,, is an invalid explanation of self-serving
attributions, because the studies that Zuckerman reviewed
which showed self-serving“attributions typically provided
IsubJects with a stng£¢ fcngagk; subjects were unable to
see 1f their Behavior shifted with outﬁone changes.
Zuckerman arguﬁs that Miller and Ross’s third explanation,
that ﬁoople do not deny responsibility for failure because
negative outcomes are 1n¢uffl£lently informative, and so
yield neither stgblo, nar environmental attributions, 1Is

PR
invalid because studie€s subsegquent to those reviewed by

A

-
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accept greater

: i

responsibility for success than for failure, but * to

Miller and Ross show people not to merely

specifically avoid blame for negative cutcomes: as well as

s\ assume rTesponsibility fof positive ones. ‘

”

Evidence of Motivational Factors in the 6Ecurroncc of Seléf-~
fnrving Attributions

Nhileazucko+m¢n.shous that Miller and Ross’'s cognitive
explanations io nat s;pplant the motivational oxpianation;
of self—-serving attributions., these arguments still do not
positively demonstrate that self-esteem related mééﬁvis
actually cause self-serving attributions. Zu:kormap‘?ound
other studies, ﬁouover, whose self—serving effects could
not be readily explained in nonmotivatighal terms. Two

\
(Miller, 1976; Sicoly & Ross, 1977) were specifically

designed to rule out the cogniti;o sxplanations yq"ﬁ?illor
and Ross; another (Stovon; & Jones, 1976) was designed for
another pur;osn. but apparently achieves the same goal.
Zuckerman notes that common to these studies was that the
self-serving effects found were based on the di#f-ronc;l
between sub jects who had the same success and failure
experience, but varied on other dimensions. In addition,
the «crucial variables were manipulated following task
completion, s0 that subjects’ experience during task
performance' would not be affected. The result is that the
etfect of 'the manipulations are better vundevstood in

I
motivational, rather than in cognitive, terms.

Y .
Miller (1976) manipulated performance outcome and

2
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~8  celf-esteem involvement. High—-involvement sub jects
p;rfo;aed a task described as a relifable ' test of socilal
.perceptlon. Lov—lnvolvenent ;ubJects périérned the same
ﬂ”’;ask, but descrtbef: as a new, unv‘alidated measure.
Description of task accuracy occurred after completion of
the task. If was hypothesized that subjects, through their
attributions, would tend to protect their self-esteem to a
Ivement conditions than in low-

-

was found that high-involvement
' Y

made grewter internal attributions than

greater extent i\p high~

invoivement conditi
success gqubjects
low=tnvolvement success subjkcts and that hlgh—lgvokycnont
fatlure subjects made greatkr external attributions than
- lo;-lnvolvelent ;fallure subjects. ‘Thesc results suggest
that the tendency for people to, accept responsibility for
success and deny blame for failure is positively reiated to
the self-esteem implication of gerforlanco‘ éufco;g;;
asymmetry ifi'subjects’ attributions was more pronounced if
the task outcome was sald to rellably reflect an ({mportant
abpility.
Stevens and Jones (1976) had subjects work on four
v "tasks, whose outcomes were m®anipulated. Subjogtsv then
learned how others had done on the fourth task. Accordfing
to Kelley’s logical processlngd mode]l (Kelley, 1967),
subjects who failed on the fourth task and learned about
others’ success should make more (internal attributions.

LogicaPly, if you do 1less well than anyone else ' in a

similar . situation, the reason(s) for your performance are
) )

.

v

O RSN - ——— o



personai. Nevertheless, results showed that sybjects who
/(jj§}4ed at the fourth task and learned of aothers’ success
A made more external attributions than those who learned of
1 others’ fallure. This pattern suggests that, (for fallure
subjects at least, a wmotlivational factor operates in self-
serving attributions; when analyses of available evidence
in Stevens and Jones’ study should have ({mplied that
personal failure was more due to personal fabtofs, subjects

instead attributed with greater externality. ’(
In Stcoly and Ross (1975), subjects were asked to give
( . causal e&planattons for the outcome of thelir perfornance on
an experimental task. Subjects ;hen evaluated the accuracy
of Jjudgments made by a confederate who assigned them more
or less responsibility for their performance than théy
themselves had fndicated. Sicoly and Ross hypotheélzed that
subjects would judge the confederateys ratings as more
accurate “if the ratings allowed them to enhance or ﬁrote;t
self-esteem. It uasn found that subjects - assigned more
responsibility for success and less blame faor failure
judged  the confederate’s ratings as more accurate than
sub jects who were assigned less responsibility ‘for ;UCCQ§S

5 and more responsibility for fallure, respectively.

‘Zuckernan emphasizes thxt ﬁlller and Ross’s (1976)
nonnotlvationalp explanations of self-serving attributions

do not readily apﬁjy to the findings of Miller (1976);
Vi " Stevens and Jones (1976), and Slcglygand Ross (1977). This

. ; -

, Is , because the self-serving effects found in the those

. L , .
studier”;ere based on the differences between subjects who

A



N 23 J
J‘

experlenced the same. success or faflure outcomes, but s;;:i>‘

varied on oather dimensions, instead of being based on
/o, “
differences between attributions for success and failure.
-t ‘ . .
In addition, those variables which did cause these non-

outcome based differences were manipulated subsequent to
task completion so that subjects’ experience of the task .

during performance would remain unaffected. Thus in Miller

]

(1976), for example, the importance of the task left. the
' . 1
per@orﬁance unaffected, and the greater self-serving
BN P

effects under higﬁ-—lnvolvement occurred only because the

outcome/;;§\Qgpe important“to the subjects.

LIt ts of interest to npote other research, UuStARg

A

alternate paradigms, which tends to support the findings of

Miiler, Stevens and Jones, and Sicoly and Ross, that self-

esteem related motives are the cause of self-serving

attributions. This research investigates the Funcgloﬁ of
, .

4interactive variables (e.g, self-esteen, dchievement

motivatioh), and studies which compare the attributions for .

self-behavior with attributions for other‘’s behavior.

T Interactive Variables -

Self-esteem It is thought that self-esteem is related ' to
self-serving attributions because according to Hel;er's
(1957)  balance theory, high self-evaluation s more
consistent with attempts to enhance or protect self-es%eem,
or both, than is low self-evaluation. Therefore, high self-

esteem individuals will engage in more self-serving

attributions than low self-esteem individuals (Zuckerman, * e

A -

”
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1979). Nevertheless, research reyiewed by Zuckerman sShows
an inconsistent relationship between self-esteem . and

atti§bgt4ons of “uccess and failure. Feather (1969) found
no relationshlp‘betwee: self-revaluation and attributions.
F}tch (1970) reported that low  self-esteem . supJect;
attributed \Fallure more to'ln%efnal factore than did high
self-esteem subjects. Levine and Uleman (1979) found that
low sekf-ésteem subjects made greater effort attributtions
for failure than high se}i-estegm'subjects. Kutper (1978)
fouﬁd dep;!ssed éubJects (low selT—egteem is a feature of.
depr;sslbn) made internal attribgtlons for Fallur? whereas
nondepressed sufijects made e;lernal attributions For.
failu?g, The .combtned data of these studies suggest ' a

relatloﬁship' between self-esteem motives and attributions,

13

’ althéugh they show effects for &Failure only. Zuckerman

states that only failure-effects occurred because self-

\ .
esteem meajsures g}roﬁably tap the need to protect rather

[

than- the need to en;ﬂ%ce one’s - self-evaluation. .

4,

Achievement Hot?vgtaon Wetner and Kukla (1970) stated that
14

high achievement motlvat}oJ‘leads to .internal attributions
for ﬁgcces;. Thus, hlgh'achtevemgpi motivation individuals
can expectf’gregter pride and higher {nterest {n Ffuture
similar ta;ks. Four of six ‘studies usln§ -hypothet}cal
gutcomes have“supported‘the relationship, whereas. two pqﬁb
not: Three ;ieid studies have additionally support;d the
relationship’ (Zuckerman, 1979). Wetner and Kukla (i970,
Exberiment 7 5) alsor found that achievqment motivation

#

affects attributions for failure, males high in achievement

J T R S
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‘extensive -to review.yn any way within the corfinfs of this
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motivation were more likely to attriblte failure to lack of

’

.

effort, ‘an internal Factor,"ghanimales low in achigvement

motjivation. This finﬂlhg is.contrary to the self-servlnd
by

bias, but eight subsequent studies falled to replicate

-~ .

uginér ana~§ukla’s results. Overall, achievement motivation
appears to cause self-serving attributioms in success, but
does not influence failure attfibut{on;kgguckerman suggests
that self~eszeem is related to selF-protectlve‘attrlbutléns
for fallure, whereas afhpevement mogﬁva;lon is related to
self-enhancing attrlbutkons.For success, perhaps because

self-esteem focuses more on the need to avoid the self-
ot

‘esteem threats of Ffailure and achievement motivation

focuses more on the need to ta@\ pride {in success.
Zutkerman states there is a need to examine the effects of

these dimensions within the same subJeé%s.

"Comparison with Others. The research here is far too

A}

)

thests. So, I Qill restrict the;dlscusslon to describing

the types of comparison with others ‘researEh, and the

g;neral, conclusions Zuckerman (1979) makes Eoncerplng

these. Zuckerman relates that Fbr some L%vestlgators (e. g.
' "l

Ross gt al , 1974), comparison between attridutions for

" self and attributions for othsys is the crucial test of the

hypothesis that self-serving attriputions arise from the

o .

operation of esteem-related motives. Two paradigms of

ipvestigation exist; - the “self/other pafadlgm", tn which

"~
the actor-‘s attrlbutloqs of his or her own behavior . are

3

£
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compared with those made for: another, and the

. .
“actor/observer” paradigm, where an actor‘s sel f—

.
°

evaluations and an observer’s attributions of the actor’s
performance are comﬁaredu Because an actor should be
interested in protecting or enhancing self-esteem. and be
incapable of aiding the solf;osteem ot anothor through

private attributions, and because an observer could also

!

"put be capable of maintaining the self-esteem of the actor,

I3

it was hypothesired that self-attributions in these studies
would be based more on maintaining self-esteem than
aftributions of others” b;haviors. The danger in self—other
sand actor—observer,‘Hﬁjtributiuns comparisons, notes
Zuckerman. is thaf differences may aflect cognitive
differences as well as motivationa] anes (Jones % Nisbett.
1971; Monson ‘& Snyder, 1977). Jones and Nitbott (1971)
proposed that actors have more information concerning
themselves than obseryer; and attribute more to the
situation that is coordinated with the behavior. The result
is that actors tend to attribute their behavior to
situational factors, such as difficulty of the task,
whereas ob;ervers attribute the_”samo behavior to the
act;r’s personal characteristics, such as ability. So., if
it is found that actors attribute failure more externally
than observers, ‘uheri’s # success condition ;howi no self-
enhancing effects, the difference i1n failure éould be

easily ascribed to either mativational differences or to

differences iq.the way information is processed. Self-—other

S
.and actor—-observer ‘comparisons must show both self-
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5 . .o
enhancing and self-protecting attrtbutional effects to
support a motivatianal explanation and exclude a non-
motivational one. Zuckerman found that experiments which
used the actor/observer paradigm showed ;nqonglstent

\

evidence In favor of the self-serving hypothesl;. I'n LjPe
self-other paradigm, however, particularly when the self
and other were competing, but alsc when comparison occurred
within the confines of hypothetical outcomes, Zuckerman

found that people made greater self-serving attributions

for the self than for the other.

3 -

' Self-serving  Attributions-Are They Really Motivé-pbased?
Generally, research supports the hypothesis that
internal attributions of success and external attributions
of failure re;ult from the oppration of self-esteem related
motives It has been found that self-serving attridbutions
are as;oclaaed with greater positive esteem-related affect,
that the nonmotivational explanations of Mitller and Ros;
(1975) are not supported by subsequent research, and that
°alternat§ research paradigms favor nétlvatlonal
explanations (Zuckerman, 1979) Despite these findings,
hovevérl Tetlock and Levi (1982) argue that the research
suppoftlng the wmotivational i}planatlon of self-serving
agtributions is lnconclhs]vg, because both cognitive and

f
.motivational theortes of attributional inference are {11

defined Tetleck and-Levl use the example aof Miller (1976)

to demonstrate this point They argue that(zTFe three

cognitive counter-explanations of Miller and Ross (197%)
-
' X a
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for self-serving attributions do not exhaust the possible
cognitive explanations for self-serving attfibutlons: and
that “at least one additional cognitive explanation qf
Miller’s findings is availlable. 1In Miller (1976), subjects
may have had self-schemata (| e, , prior beliefs) faor the
personaylty trai\s which thelr.soclal perceptiveness test
claimed to test Thus, subjects‘ln the "failure/high ego-
involvement" condittqn faced a serious tﬁconststency
between cognitions they had about themselves andL the
results of thetr performance. Consistency theory (McGuire,
1968) predicts that people resolve inconsistency by
Wlng less-centered and established cognitions by the

priagiple of least effort”. In the case 35 ﬁllle;'s study,
Tetlock and Levi suggest that subjects coul&&have used the
princtple of least effort and changed the diagnostic
vallidity of their performance rather than,change belief in

their capacities. Such a reaction is far from trrational.

As Tetlock and Levi argue, self-schemata are based wupon

‘'years of social experience and feedback. It would be

irrational for subjects to change beliefs about themselves
over the outcome of an isolated laboratory test.

When co&nter-expl}natxons and counter-counter-
exp}anatlons_' for self-serving attributions become as
ingenious as these, it is obviously difficult to establish
an experimental wmethod that sa;lsfactorlly distinguishes

the operation of cognitive processes from the Operitlon of

motives Tetlock and Levi argue this problem exists

L

L3

9

e
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becquse both cognitive and motivational theorists have
insufficiently defined their theories. Consequently, each
theory can be used to explain all sorts of attrlbutlo;al
phenomena They state that, at a wminimum, cognitive
theérists need to specify what; if any, types of evidence
fall outside the explanatory range of strictly cognitive
processes In terms 66 motivational theories, wh::B thoy
see as even less prec{se and‘lnxegrated,' Tetlock and Levl
see 4the need for motivational theorists to ' conduct much
prior analysis before a clear motivational position {43
def ined Far example, motivational theories of
attributional 1inference lack formulations concerning fne
condittons required for the arousal of specific matives,
and what are the pfocesses by which 'notlvcs tnf luence
attributions |

Tetlock and Levi offer several concrete suggestdions
for resolving the cognition-motivation debate. They su%gest
that theorists who + explore how motives influence
attributions may find cybernetic control th;ory useful
(Carver, 1979). For example, a persqgf?§%4ng‘anlov;nt which

~

threatens self-esteem may search for an explanation which
meets some minimum requlreneni of believability anag

emotional acceptability; each of any set of available

explanations for an event would be assessed in terms of how

it satisfies these requirements. Causal search ends when a -

satisfactory explanation is found. Tetlock and Levi suggest
that cognition theorists follow signal detection theory

1
(Green & Swets, 1966), and consider the incentives and
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costs for making various types of causal inferences. Such a
cégnitive theory might subsume ﬁotlvatlonal theories as
"special cases". Perhaps the mﬁit attractive suggestion
Tetlock and Levi offer, however, 1Is a comprehensive
approach which considers both cognitive and wmotivational
viewpoints. Following McGuire (1960), Tetlock and Levi
suggest that people may function as "honest brokers"
. seeking a "least-squares fit" when making .attributions that
represents a conpronls; between motivational and cognitive
pressures. This suggestl\g is reasonable because &ﬁﬁ is
Itkely that lpeopleTgare under constant pressure bot; to
maintain self;esteem and to make accurate causal judgments.
-
Nevertheless, as Tetloék and Levll state, morer rigorous
cognitive and motivational theories of aftrlbutlonal
inference are requlred‘kf we are to better understand th
people cope with this “trade-off". |
Chapter One-Summary

Weiner et . al. (1971) developed a tuéLfold
classification scheme with which to classify attributions
had; . 1in response to achievement outconesﬁ \,Tho first
dimension, locus (of control), refef; to whether a cause
exists within, or outside of, the person; the second
d{menslon, stability, refers to whether the cause vaflis
over time. Using the locus dimension, researchers have
found that the majority of achievement-related attribution

studies show subjects to attribute success to internal

factors ano failure to external factors kZuckernan, 1979).

a
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Researchers named these aitrlbutfods self-serving because
they were thought to arise from the operation of self-
esteem motives. Various research has supported this
hypothesis; UWeiner et al. (1979), Forsyth and McMillan
(1981}, and McFarland and Ross (1982) have found self-
serving attributions to be related to more positive esteem-
related affects, studies such as Miller (1976) and Sicoly
and Ross (1976).denonstralcd that self-serving attributions
are better e;plalned itn ﬁotlvatxonal than ,in
nonmotivational to;ns, interactive variables such as self-

. ;
estesm and achievement motivation have been found to be
positively related to selP-serving attributions, and self-
other attribution stuales show s;lf attributions to be more
‘self—servlng"than attributions made for another (Zuckornanh
1979). Nevertheless, Tetlock and Levi (1982) note that
Miller and Ross‘s (1975) arguments do not exhaust the
possible  cognitive explanations of self-serving
attributions. *Tetlack and Levi . also argue that

:

ascertainment of whether s:lf-sefvlng attributtons result

from either motivational processes or from cognitive

¢ "~

processes is presontly 1npossible, because neither
cognitive nor -otlyatfonal theorists have established when
the processes indicated by their respective theories can or
cannot oécur. ‘Thus; both sets of theories can be used to
explain aimost any kind of attributional effect. Both
motivational and cognlttv; theortsts need to further

elaborate on their respective theories before it can be

demonstrated that attributions clearly result Ffrom the
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operation of e#ither self-estesm—related or ‘cognitivi
proqas:osf Finally, Tetlock and Luvi”spggtst that better

understanding of attributions will probably rcq&iro é

considorat}oﬂ of how cognitive and motivaxipnaf‘ processes

r

interact. " This approach does require, however, clarified

cognitive and motivational theories.
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CHAPTER TwWO: ARE SELF—SERVING ATTRIBUTIONS RELATED TO A

._,// PARTICULAR FORM DF MEASUREMENT?

"What we observe is not nature itself,
but nature exposed to
our method of questioning”

- . ” M

+ =Zukav (1979). ‘

1
Introduction ‘

v

In Chaptgr-ﬂno. it was shown that while most studies
!’

suggest that self-serving attributions arise from the
operation of fpotivational factors, the state of both
motivational and ‘cognitive theories make it df?#icult to -

Cn

falsify either motivational or cognitive oxplanatiohg, This

study does not directly attempt to <clarify either the

motivational or cognitive position. It’ does, houovcfp
invest}gate the role of a factor, common to all studies.
which could be related to the eccurence oF;'selG-iorvfng
attributions; mainly, the way sub jects are 'askod to

make attributionai Tesponses. .In most attribution studies.

sub jects are  asked to evaluate the importance of causal

factors preselected by the experimenter. Typically., the

evaiuations show & sélf-serving bias. Wong and Weiner
(1981; Experiments d & on the other hand, asked
sub jects to report what questions they would [avo giv?n a
test outcome. Wong ‘and Weiner found that subjects freely

considered attributionsf but. that the pattern of thess

"attributions was opposite to “that of self-serving

attributions; success sub jects considered external factors

. more than internal factors. and failure subjects considered
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. . )
internal’ factors more than eéxternal factors.

Wong and Hginer hypothesized that the vunusual bias
occurred because when pecple are ask;d to provide
explanations of ev;nts they are concerned with maintaining
self-esteem, but when they are free to only’ qucsfion
causes, they become more concerned with searching for
factors that will he&p caqtrol for outcomes in future
similar situations. Never® heless, beéause of the unusual

&nature of the hypothetical outtomes Wong and Weiner used.

. as  well ;s the coding method used to score the open—-ended
responses found in their study, i§ is difficult to ii;’?l

tﬁo true role qF Wong aﬁd Weiner'’s no;—reactivo quost{onﬂhg

in the occurence ;F these unusval attributions. A study is
pte;ented that attempts to control for the influence of
these possibly confounding factors. The results of this

R L4
study aid in understanding the role of method of

questioning in the occurrence of self-serving attributions. .

Wong and Weiner’s Findings: An Effect of Cavusal

7.
Questioning?

Wong and Weiner'’s study was designed to investigate

" the heuristic rules that rest;ict cavsal search to selected

. areas of ‘the total possible set of -solutions. These
heuristics ‘' were conceptualized as various focuses of
attention tgat gui&e people to formulaté hypotheses and

seek information relevant ¢toc their search for causal
understandidyg. It was hypothesized that attributional
search focuses first on causal 1locus (whether possible

cauies for the event reside inside of or outside of the




person), focuses next on causal controllability (whether
the possible causes for the event are subject to per%onsl
lnfluoqce), and focuses last on causal stabllity (whether
" the possible causes for the event are likely to change). To
test their hypothesis, H6n§ and Weiner conducted two
experiments in which perspective (whether the event
occurred for gne self or for a"?rlend) and level of
perfaormance were nanlpulai?d. All outcomes were unexpected;,
a previous experiment (Wong and Weiner, 1981, 'Experln;nt
1), designed to document @hai peopie se¢arch for causes, and
that this search s lnf!ugncod by ‘outcouc (successy,
!allure)‘and'eupqctancy (expected vs. unexpected outcomes)

had shown limited causal searching in response to expected

outcomes. Preceding the outcome conditions in Experimept 2,

subjects read, . the statement, “The Ffollowing are four
hypothetical situvations. In each case, what qudsttons would

you ask yourself? Make sure that you write at least five

questions in each case. You may work on {a: four situations
in any order." All conditions were contained on a single
sﬂee; of paper, in the follovlng‘non-count!rbllanccé order:
self-faillure, self-success, other-failure, other-successr
An egplple of the oﬁlcoue conditions is "Suppose you are
strong in a sudbject, but you failed the mid-term test, what
questions would you most likely ask“ youself?" _(self-
Fatlure). Expcrid‘;t 3 consisted ®f a procedure similar to

that of Experiment 2, but subjects responded to a single

outcome only, iIn a beticei::::%gsss design. After subjects

3%
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completed writing their questions, they were introduced to
the concept of causal dimensions. Sub jects then read
definitions cf the dimensions of . locus, stability,
controllabilitg. intentionality and generalizability (see
Appendix D for definitions of the latt§+ three dimensions),
and were asked to code their queétions accaording to ea&h af

the dimensions.. The results of these sub ject codings were

not reported. ¢

.

Wong and Weiner found that sub jects Foliﬂbéd hefiristic

N
rules in the}r causal questions, Using @ <caoding method

which scifﬁd attributiggs according to frequency of °
occurrence iy sub jects’ Tesponses, Wong and Weiner found
that . sub jects asked locus and control-focused questions

with greater priority and salience than  all other
- . b

questions. Take note that the salience of ce#@ain types of
. ) )

questions in this experiment was not necessarily synonymous

with their ,importance to the respondents; sub jects could

have repeated certain types of questions because the

questions ‘hgre easily rephfased or were easy to elaborate
A T -
upon. This. point: important to the present studﬁl will be

2

taken up later. Wong and Weiner also found that several

attributions were associated almost exclusively with one or

'two treatment conditions, and that some attributions were

g unexpectedly associated with either success or failure. In
jﬂyfﬁﬂféxperiment 2. questiops regarding error (e.g., "Did I study

‘\/1/ the wroﬁg things?") (11.4%), emotion (e. g., "Was he too
nury,us?")' (7.9%) and physical coﬁditisn (e. g, "Was he

tired?") (4. 9%) were associated with failure, but not with

o N )
P
3 : .
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¢
success, ihereas questions about luck (e’g., "Was 1t
fate?") (15%Z) were associated with suctess, ‘but not with
fFallure~ Chsa\t'lng (e.g., "Did he cheat?") (13.2%) and help
(e g., "who- helped Mim?") (B.3%) questions were associated
with ofhers' success, but ﬁot with self-success. Similar
asymmétrlcal attributions occu}red in Experiment 3, which
= : A
contained between-subjects factors. Error (11.6%Z), emotion
(9.2%) and physical condition (8.0%) were exclusively
associated with failure, luck (11 .%5%) was assoctated with
success, and éheattng (23.9%) and help (13%) were. linked
with ofhers' success. Notable among these results are he
".Flndlngs ctoncerning iuck; luck is usually associated wlthf
failure, not success. Similar anomalies eccurred wltb
reffort ;and task questions. AQuestions concerning effort
(e:g., "0id he study a Lot?t) were considered more after
failure, (26.4% |(n Expe;lment 2; 24.0i in Experiment 3) thin
::ger success (£;.2i<°and.16.821. On the other hand,
questions concerning task (é.gf, YWas the test fFatr?m)
Qere' considered more frequently following success (22.8%
and 27.0%) than following failure (7.87 and  13.3%).
Attribution studies ﬁtyplcally ftnd the opposite pattern;
effort 1s more h!gﬂl! assoclated with success than -with
failure, task tis mére highly assoctated with fatlu?é; than
with success. .4 v

A

L)

Wwong and Weiner‘s findings concerning luck, effort and
task attributiqns suggest that subjects were attributing in

a way opbosite to that of self-serving attributions.

o

.

(‘I’
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Indeed. . when attributioq;l questions were collapsed into

° A'S

internal or external lacus, analysis of variance (ANOVA) in
both experiments .showed that failure yielded greater

internal aftributional orientation than success. whereas
’ ' -

success yielded greater external orientation than failure.

This effect occurred for both attributions to self
©r ' ¢

performance and gtt€3butions to other’s performance. 'This

pattern of attrxbufionalhlocus acf3¥?\i?ccess and failure

is the reverse.of that of the self-serving: bias,  where

sbccess is attributed internallhi and failure externally.
# ve .

Wong and Weiner suggest that this anomaious effect octurred

-functioning prevails when peaple are asked to iponbancouilu ’

5o

{ -

~

fecause. defensive functioning . prevails ﬁheﬁ people ‘are

asked to give an explanation of a already complotiq' task,

as they are asked in maost studie¢s, .whereas adaptive

: = \ .
generate quest%ons about event ou?comes, as sud jects were

» . ’

askeduin‘uong and Weiner ‘s study. Wang (Appendix B) states:

“When people are asked to explain their outcomes, people

tend to internalize" success but externalize Failurof~ One
caf . )

, a
s

y - . . ‘ € 3
widely accepted notion is that this attributional bias is

defensively motivated ‘because ppople want to defend their

' 4

self-esteem and look good. However, ‘when pedpln are asked

-

to spontaneously generate:questions about certain outcomes.,

their mdin concern is not self-defense€ but problem-solving.
) .

in other wérdsf they want to +find out internal and
controllable causes of the problem, so0 that they c.h solve

it and prevent its future accurence Internally-oriented

¢
v

attributional search is adaptive because it increases the

»

.,
;

’

«

4
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likelihood of one’s. .success In solving the problem. "

Critique of Wong and Weiner‘s Study:
. \ L] -

Wong and Welner’s hypothesis “that attributional

¢

responses are  influenced by whether ' —subjects are
specifically asked. to provide éauapi explanations 1is’

supporte bi prior research (Enzle & Shopflocher, 1979). In

Enzle and ~Shopflocher, subjects . received heilp Ffrom a

confederate which occurred tn'thé presence of facilitating

instructions from the experimenter, or which appeared tp/ be
sp;ntaneous. Experimenters then asked half of the subugd%s
to evaluate the confederate’s prosocial d{sﬁosttlonal'
qualities. According to the dlstnnﬁifgg principle (Jones\i‘
Davis, 1965), subjects who received help in the absenc; of
lnstructhps should have seen the favor ak_i?ro 1qt0rna£ly
motivated and evaluated,xﬁi’confederate more positively
than subjects who .were helped/after ;ecetvlng facilitating
instryctions. Th}; asymmetric effect 9ccdrr!d, however,
only with subjects who had been asked to make attributions
regarding the confederate’s attractiveness. Suchctsl who
were notrpronpted to make ;ttrlbutlons apparently digd not
do _so, their c¢onfederate attra;ttvtness ratings did not
giffer Because Enzle and‘Shop;locher demonstrated that
attributlon;l duestlons can stimulate processes which ldo'
not opefate !hent‘such questions are absent, Wong Qﬁﬂ
Weiner'’s hypothesis may be‘ correct; self-serving
ittrlbuti;ns are the résuit&of defensive functioning which

v -

is caused by questions which dem¥na attributional

-
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respons;s. - Nevertheless. Wong and Weiner's hypothesis
LR I i )

explains only why failure subjm:tsyattribut-( internally,

it does 'not explain why success subjects unexpectedly.

attributed with an external bias. Would they not alsc be

interested in seeking controllable factors so’ as to

‘maintai'n the likelihood of future success? It is passible,

s

therefore, that othcr' factors influenced the unususl
attributonal bias in Wong and Weiner’'s dgta. . Upon
jihvestigation, it 1s conceivable that any jf three

’

additiapal factors, or an ainteraction of these, contributed
to Wong and Weiner‘s unusual bia¥ expectancy
disconfirmation, low ego-xnvolv‘u\unt. and the method by
whach attribut‘z’.onal responses u@_t;i\codcd.

Expectancy Disconfirmation In attribution studies where
sel¥—serving attributions have been Found. outcomes ary
tupical'lq upoc"ted, or at least do not contain an obvxouslu‘
Stroﬁg' conponeht of expec tancy di.sconﬂﬂut_ion '\\In Wong
and Weiner, 1t was alu;qs clearly specified to subjects
that ' thcxr'porf;:r;uancc. was ~xnconsxst¢pt ‘with ‘their_
"strcngth",,in a sub ject Thi‘s ;tate_nint &q have d;creasod
internalaity in success ‘ and intreased internslity = in.
failure. . Decause “stfcngth“ vas pr'oba}h’.lq indistin_ghs‘haﬁll
from Tability" to n.?'t sub jects, the ability attributions
that normally cppoaf in success were suppressed (there were
almost no abilaty attridbutiony 1n\~unng and Weiner’'s data),
resulting in lowered internal'xty F.or suctess Th-‘lack of
,"strength" for . succCess sub_fectsvmaq “also have 1owerc;1

effort attributions, because people may additionally

¢




¢
associate the word with a constant ability to "try" at a
subject. Expectancy dlsconfirnatxén may ﬁave Caused ia‘lur!
to yield greater internal aitrtbutxops in Wong and Weiner,

because subjects "knew" that they were capable of passing
(1 e.; they were "strong"/ and so considered effort, which,
in a;soclatlon with their “strength”, or ability, shoulda,
eagily control for most similar situations In'the future

VA

Failure was not a necessary condttion and so fat lure

- subjects were prompted to search for ways In which {t could

be avoided

Ego-involvement The studies reviewed Dy Zuckerman (1979) |n

which subjects made self-serving attributions largely asked
subjects to attribute for the outcaomes of actual task
perforggnce 16 ‘Wong and Weiner, on the other hand,
sub jects ‘nade attributions for outcomes which were
hypothetical {n nature A aifference tn the {mportance of
hypothetical outcomes and actual outcomes to subjects coujfd
explain the unusual attributional effects faund In Wong” and
Weiner Actual task outcomes .in experimental Eiudics
probably have .relatively high ego-involvement, because
sud jects are told ihat the task reflects some skill trait.
The outcome conditions In Wong and Welner probably had
llt}lc such ego~involvement, however, because it was ‘not
indicated in these that the hyﬁothettcal test reflected any
type of skill, or was in any way important, aside from the

fact that it was a mid-term test Subjects had no reason to

react defensively, Dbecause they did not have to 1interpret
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the 1est oputcome as being important

Comparison of Wong and Weiner w{th another attrlbutlan
study which stmllar{y"used an open-ended measure (Elfg and
Frieze, 1979) demonstrates how Wong and Weiner‘s results
e6u1¢ have occurred because of low ego-involvement. Like
Wong and Weiner, EIli1g and F:?eze nad subjects make open-
ended responses 1In reacttion to an achievement outcoﬁe.
Unlike Wong and uelner,.however, Elig and Frieze’s qlestion
(Why ¢go you think you succeeded (failed) on this task?)
specifically demanded a causal explanatlion Ellg and Frieze
gave 'their subjects Flfteen‘anagrams and told them that the
brightest 257 of college students could solve at least
eight of the anagran§ Subjects were further told. that
completing eight or more of the anagrams constituted
success and that completing seven or less constituted

'

failure Sub jects were given thirty seconds to complete

v

each anagram Success and failure were manipulatea through'
rigging of anagram difftculty’ Af ter thg;&COIplellﬁf the
anagram task, subjects totalled the number of anagrams they
coubleled and rated their feellgq‘of.succcss or f;lluro on
a 9-point scale | Subjects were given five attribution
measures One open-ended neasﬁre and two versions each of a
rating scale and pgrcen;}ge scales measure The open-ended
measure was 3lways given first and the structured ncgsures“
foldowed 1in counterba}anced order egross sdeects

[t was found that both structured measures yielded

self-serving attributions The open-ended measure, however,

showed little overall difference in IOCUs across sucdesg

!

R




and failure, aithough the only two slganlLant differences
in atttributions across success and fallure, found in taskr
difficulty and interest in.task attributions, reflected the
self-serving bias. Subjects attributed more to tésgf an
external factor, tn fallure than in success, and more to°
interest, an Internal factor, Yin success tpan'ln faflure.
Although thesg data show no strbng self-serving blas, they
are nevertheless highly dissimilar to Wong and Weliner's
attributional data, which show a pattern of attributional
locus across success and failure opposite to that of the
self-serving sias Because subjects fin El11g and Frieze were
asked to gé:f causal explanations whereas subjects in Wong
and Weiner were not, Wong and Weiner’s hypothesis 1{is
ostensibly corre;t self-serving attributions occur
sﬁeclflcally when people _are publicly asked to give
causal explanatioﬁs of an eQent, and an opposite effect

occurs when they are asked to ralse questions.

Nevertheless, the differences in the outcome condtitions

]
between Wong and Weiner and Elfg and Frieze can also

explain, the attributional differences between the two
studle; In ETig and Fr;gze, subJééts were advised that the
brightest 257 of college ;tudents could solve efght or more
of ihe administered anagrams. Thus, the outcame on the task

+

I
was important for the subjects, because 1t indicated
A
personal abllity In Wong and Weiner, on the other hand,
subjects were gliven no information as to task importance,

aside from the statement that the test was a mid-term test.

»
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Sub jects maq‘ or may not have assumed that it was a test
/

indiqative of ability, or future /success, or both. .These

» ¢

differences in task importance avL important. Miller (1976)

By, .

found that task importance is pgsitively related with self—
serving attributions. In Miller, pe;Formanco pgfcome and
self-esteem involvement were m;nipulath.. High—inwplvumcnt
supjects performed a task described as an established test
of soc}al pgrcept;on. Low-i1nvolvement sub jects performed
the same task, but described as a new; un;aliaatcd-mcasurm
Success on the task yielded internal attributions, whereas
failure on the task yielded exterfial attributions.

el

Furthermore. high—involvement success sub jects made greater

internal attributidns than low-involvement success
sub jects, and high—invg{:ement failure sub jects made

greater external attributions than low—-invalvement failure
sub jects

In 1light of Miller’s study, it is feasible that the

) ¢ a

~attributional di¢¢|r;nces between Wong and Weiner and Elig
and Frieze occurred because of their differing levels of
task~importance Elig and Friete uged higher levels of
task-importance, and selF-sdrving effects occurred. Wong and
Weiner )\ used no clear indication of task-importance., and
self-serving effects did not occur. This hypothesis

£
explains why success sub jects could attribute externally in

Wong and Weiner’s study; because outcome conditions had no
implications for ability or future success, subjects did

not attempt to internalize success; there were no

particular affective benefits from doing sd. Similarly,
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failure sub jects could freely attribute failure to internal

-
~

causes, because there was no threat to self-esteem in doing

50.
Coding Scheme While most attributional studies that measure

attributions wuse itzxi:?rod measures, Wong and Weiner,

because of the nature of their investigation, used an open-—

ended measure. Attributions were scored on the basis of how
often they occurred in sub jects’ responses. This method
could cause the scoring of some factors to be artificially
inflated Spme factors., such as effort and task-difficulty,
are probably easier to report and elaborate upon than
others, such -as iuck. This is because a subjog¥ can list
iev;ral reasons why an exam is difficult (e.g.., "It was too
long”, ."It had too many sub jective quoséfuns”). or list
several ways in which he or she worked (e.g., "I didn’t
study long enough”, *1 didn’t study the right way"), but
cannot list sevcfall Teasons why he or she was lucky.
5¢:ause luck 1is, bg nature of its accepted definition.
inexplicable. Because . task—-difficulty aﬁd effort
attributions are easy to Qlaborate upoa. and because these
factors contributed largely to the attributional bias éound
in Qoﬁg QAQ Uéincr. it is possibie that the bias occurred
because salience of these factors Jas mistaken to signify
sub jects’ indi:atiﬁn of their idportanc-. The péssibilitq
is further. strengthopéd by the fact that Wong and Weiner

instructed sub jects to provide a minimum of five questions.

In such a situation, sub jects would naturally tend to

L4
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'proviﬁk ‘Teasponses as much to Pulfill the demands of the
question, as to indicate their perceptions of cavusality.

o

Thus, they would rely on the attributions of task and
effort, which are easily repeated i
‘Note also that Wong and Weiner (1981) is not the first
study uhi;h used an unusuval éttributtan measure and found
attributional responses in a pattirp opposié; to the self-
gerving bias. The only. two studies found by Zuckerman

{1979) to yield attributions contrdry to the self-serving

bias shared thva same measure, a measurs uncommon ¢to

v

attributional research. McMahan(1973) asked sixth-grade.

«

' tenth—grade and college stu’its ‘to’ solve five-letter

anagrams. Suﬂjlcts were found to attribute success

.

externally and failure internally. Hunapacp'lnd Doby (1976)

A -

asked an equal numberwqf psychiatric rehabilitees and
‘college students to perform four experimental trials on the
Furdue Pegboard, a test of manual dexterity. He also found
sub jects to attribute success externally and #ailurl
internally. The measure used by both McMahan and Menapace
was the McMahan (1973) paired comparisons attribution
measure (Table 4, Item 1). The measure contains all
possible pairings of the four attributgonal factors of

3

ability, effort, task—difficulty and luck.

s 1 e Atbebs 2 0 2 e - P cara . o e &
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) Table 4
Paired Comparisons and Bi~polar Ratings Measyres
Type of Measure . Example
1) Pafred Comparisons. - Of each pair, -
) circle which s
. i —-more responsible
' for your outcaome:
Ability, Luck
Ability, Effort
2) Paired ratings: . T My outcome was >
e mathly due to:
. - Abtlity Luck
Table adaptea from Ellg and Freize (1979) . S
!

124

There 1is .no evidence directly comparing the attributions

yielded by this measure with attributions ytelded dby other

measures. Thus, ft is unknown how much it normally differs
from other measuvres in yiel&lng attributional responses.
The measure 1is criticized by Ellg and Frieze (1979) as

being an Inferior measure to the similar within-dimension

bi-polar scales used by Weiner (1976) (Itii'z, Tabre 4), .

because %; range of possible scores in the latter s
lafger though the use of rating scales. It ls possibly this
llulting"quallty of the measure that c;usod the unusual
b;as‘ in chah;n (19723 and Menapace and Doby (1976).
Because subjects  are "forced"  to decide Dbetween
pttrlbutlons, 4 wmisleading inflation of,lndtéltid causa!

importance can be created. For example, a success subject

.&{
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may feel that task was slightly more ({mportant than
abiltty, but must as a consequence totally disquallfy
ability 1n this lnstanée and attribute only to task. Thus,
minimal differences in ffnternal and extern;l attributions
of success- and failure are inflated 1into substantially
larger differences Note that nélther study reports whether
the task was described as ln&lcatlng an important skill;, a
low level of ego-involvement may possibly have been present
in one or both studles, creating a base~]line of narrow
differences in attributions of success and fatlure 1t is a
sttuation somewhat analogou; to that of Wong and ﬁelner,
whére subjects 'were likewise '"forced" to~ repeat Factors
a%hat are easily rephrased, yielding a- misleading
indication of their actual causal perceptions. Thus, the
result was .that btas in locus across success and falluré

R

" was artificlally magnified

Possible Interactions It. is possible that expectancy

disconfirmation, low ego-involvement, and coding did not
operate alone ({n producinhg Wong and Weiner‘s unusual
pattern of ;ttributlons. For example, Expectancy
disconfirmation may have prompted subjects to conslg;r
effort atitributions in fatlure, but oniy did 50
gubstantlally because low involvement suspended subjects’
concern with maintaining (immedijate ;elf—esteem. These
fact&rs may 5150 have Interacted with Wong Weiner‘s method
of questlg;iﬁg, For example, tf Wong and Weiner’s method of

asking: for questions did indeed suspend subjects’ tendency

to attribute defensively, the frequency of response coding

O . b s L R oSN RP PR P e
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used in Wong and Weiner’‘s study may have caused the unusual
attributional resbonsef to be significantly gjfferent
across success and failure, because the frequency of

— e —

response coding misconstrued repetition of causal factors

as reflecting jubj-cts' porc:pgion of causal importance
' CHAPTER 2-SUMMARY

", In a study designed to investigate the heuristic.rules
péoplq use to search far causes: Wong and Weiner found that
subjects considered ext;rnal attributions in success and
internal attributions in failure, a pattern opp;site in
locus to that of self-serving attributions, Wong qnd Weiner
hypothesized that their met%gd oF'questidning, ‘whi;; asked
people tao .raisc que;tions. as opposed to .lis£ n!asoﬁs.
rgsulted in the unusuval findings. UWhen people are free. to
question causes, they n6 longer react di%cn;ivolu-: but
instead sea;ch for solutions to problems that may trecur.
Neyertheless. success sub jects consp}cuouflq ésk;d neither
pgrsonal\nor controllable causes, 9ﬁggosting that they fFelt
neither a need to maintain self-esteem nor to mointain
eff;ct1vé'control, It was hypothesized that at<1e:st three
threg~/?onfounding F;ctors} or possibly an interaction of
these, explain Wong and Weiner’s unusual findings Subjccts“
may have attributed success ixt-rﬁallﬁ and failure
interpallu. because a) they alwaqg pcr#drmcd 1nconsisténth
with their “strength" in tﬁe sub ject, ‘b)) outcomes -were
» insufficiently ¢go—involvingnu%§3,‘pfumpt ‘subjc:ts to

- attribute defensively; and c)-Wong and Weiner’s coding
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scheme' mdy have misconstrued thé relevance of causal

salience  in subjects’ responses, by, assuming that

repetition of causal factors reflected sub jects’
K

perceptions of the causes’ jmportance. These factors may

S

also have interacted with subject questioning to yield Wong

and Weiner’s unusual attributidnal findings. “

An' Introduction to the Experiments ‘

4

The present experiments replicate Wong and Weiner's

étudy and :tnvostlgate the confounding factors‘which may
& .
have contributed to their peculiar attridutional Findings:

subject questioning, expectancy dlséonfirlatlon, 10w ego-

involvement, “and method of coding The study consists of

two experiments in Exﬁerxnent 1, subjects completed

structured attridbution measures,; in Experiment 2, subjects

YN
completed open-—-ended attribudion measures. Because these
. . \

1

are varying dependent measures,. they cannot be directly

compared Thus, their data were analyzed as delonging to

two seperate experiments. .

Experiment [ probes for whether the unexpected, low

ego-involvement conditions 1in Wong and Weiner were

‘responsible for thiir unusual findings by having  subjects

respond on structured attribution measures. Ellg and Frieze

(1979) found that structured measures arf more liable to

yield self-serving attributions than their open-ended

counterparts. Experiment | also includes #xpectancy and

) ego-invalvement linipu}atlons. If the unexpected, low

involvement conditions (those used in Wong and Weiner) fail

3

& ytield ' self-serving attributions on the structured

\ | - .

¢

v

4]
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measures, which normally yleld self-serving attrtbutians,
“but the expected, high involvement conditions do, then tne
« outcome conditions in Wong, and Weiner were probably
critical in yielding unusual attributions If self-serving

Ty ‘ . A~ ,

attributions.\preir across all outcome cohditions, then. ft
'is more probable that the other factors of causal

. . Lo~
questioning or coding procedure determined Wong and

Weiner’s results. -

‘ Expe;lment 2 investigates the effect o? subJe;ts’
causal que;tloalng in an open-ended format by comparing .
data where subjects are a{fzd to give questions with data S
where subjects are asked to list reasons. °Note that
analyses of gipectancy and lnv@}vedent are st%ll 1&clf§id
to détermine their exact role .in ({nfluencing Wong  and
Weiner'’s data, lrregardlésf oF‘their efFifts in Experiment
{}. Subjects responding to open-ended measures are free to

attribute to factors other than the four which appear {4n
1

the structured measure in Experiment 1}, thes; extra factors
may be sensitive to ﬁanipwlatidhs of expectancy and ego-
“involvement. ”For lnstance$\qa:hlgh—lnvolvement subject wﬁo_
uﬁexpectedly fails may qheétioné in addition to task Agnd’ A ,
luck,” her motives, 1in her concern over tﬁe effects: 6F'tp‘/, | . .
outcome, whereas a low lnvolveément subject dismisses _the
outcome as task-related, betause attrlbu;&ézzs to aﬂ

) unlm;ortamp _outcome are not crucial to maintaining self-._.

image. The vresultant differences between high and low

involvement subjects would differentially affect the locus

G
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f' ‘:\ of" the a;trlhﬁtlons'of.the two respondents; the Former

LAY

 would be more (internal than the. latter, _Frequency of
: Voo . ‘

5 it ! . .
response coding in Experiment 2 {s compared with subjects’

own percentage assessments of the causes mentlioned in their «
AR | !
attributiional. statements or questions. Because' assigning
perceniages, "forces" subJ(cts' to indicate the relative
L5 ‘ N . - N
_strength of the causes they mentioned, we can see whether
‘ ] ' repetition of causal factors in ‘Wong and Weiner’s
i conditions reasonably reflects subjects’ perceptions oF(
~ ' . S - ‘ hd
’ %  their importance. .. X .
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, threatening factors that would normally have been

EXPERIMENT I
introduction

Hon§ “and Welner found. thaté success yielded moare
L3

external attributions than brhllure and that faflure

ylelded more internal attributions than success, a pattern
L = : ‘

oppoéite to the self-serving bias. They hypothesized that

the wunusual effect occurr!d'becauie sub jects were asked to

el \
raise questions, as opposed to being asked to Ifst reasons
Because sub jects only questloned the patentlal influence of
causal factors, there was less concern about their offccts

L3

on tmmediate sense of sip;—esteea as there would pave b!en

if they were considered defrﬁltcly as causex Estoon-
ensored
by the subjects were instead reported. Thuys, nternal
attributions such as effort occurred 1in fFalluhe, ang
external attributions such'as luck ocpurred in success.
Never;ﬁeless,( Wong and Weiner failed to consider that
the uﬁusha! bias may have occurred because of the specific
nature of the unexpected outcomes uso& in thel% study 1f
subjects are told that their success occurred in spite of

the lack. of '"strength”, ' they are unlikely to attribdute
» . W .

success to the tnternal factor of .ability, ‘typically

saltent In success As well, -if subjects are told that

‘their fatlure oaccurred in spl’te of the presence of thefr

§ N
“strength", they are-prompted to attridute to the Internal
factor of effort, .Dbecause they knowl/that fatlure 13 nat . a
necessary condition

Nor did Wong and Weiner consider that their outcome
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rem , o
conditions .could have been Insufficlently ego-involving,
both (n thetir artificlality and in thefr lack of prompting,

to cause - subjects to attridute hoabnlstlcally. Ego-

involvqunt ‘I's posltjgoiyl ass9clat¢d with self-serving
attrivutions (naxx;r, 1976) .

produce Wong and Weiner’s unusual bias. For example,
subJ;cts':;ay have tried to atiributg unexpected fatlure to
internal attributions only because the level of ego-
involvement was low, which left them unéonéernod with . the
self-esteem implications of the outcome. Thus, the factors
of - Io;‘ ego-involvement and expectancy blsconfirnatlon,
atone or in interaction, could have had an off!ct at least
equal to that of unusual questtoﬁlng in brgduclng the

. \ , |

“control” bias of Wong and Weingr‘s study

The Implications of the Findings of Experiment 1

o

To test, whether Wong and Weiner’'s unusual bias

bccurred  because of either low ego-involvement or

. R v P . - .
expectancy disconfirm&tion, subjects in the present

exferiment were asked to r‘sponq‘go hypothetical outcomes
s;Q:lar to .those ‘fbund.fn Wong and ucipcé, but -using
conv:ntlongil itruftured measures, uhicn 'typ!cally yleld
;elr-sor;lng aitrlbutlonsf for most acnxoye‘;nt .outcomes

If 'solf*;crvlnj effects accur In tnevtupecnpd, high. ego-~
involvesent conditions, but do nét pccur, in the unéxroytou,

low ego-involvement gongitions {1 e , -those used in Wong

and Welner), then the unexpected, Ilow involvement outcome

lnvolvel;nt and ;ipectancy may also have interacted to
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conditions ;n Wong and Weiner were probably responsible for
the unusual baias.

If self-serving effects occur acrass i1nvolvement }and
fexqéqtancg conditions, however., then the possible reasons
for Wong and Weiner ‘s effects are several; the unusuval
opén;ondeh method of asking for attributions, the specific
way attributional r;spohs?s were cod;d'in their study, or
an interactiaon of the two. or, possibly, an intoractloﬁ
such _as ;ethod of ‘meas"emgnt by e;péctancy by ego-
involvement The unusual method of asking for attributions
may have cSused the unusual bias by su}pendxng sub jects
tendency to attrxbuée defensively, they Jtre only asking
questions, not giving Teasons The codxﬁg procihure m;g
have caused the unusual bias by mistaking repetition of
cavsal ﬁacturék‘to indicate sub jects! emphasis of their

importance. Method of asking questions Qnd caoding procedure

v

may have interacted. in that the method of questioning may
have suspaended defensive behavior and led to few
differences between success and failure, and the frequency.

of response coding caused this wunusual data to L\Qg/

N

sngincanth different across success and failure in a way
opposite to the self—-serving .bi1as. Note that both expectancy
and ego—i1nvolvement may 5;111 have 1ntgrqctjd with method of
questioning 1n Wong and Weiner., even 1f they do not mediate
attributions to success and failure 1n the present
rexperiment Sub jects responding to open-ended measures are
;ree\\to ;ttr1bute to Pacﬁors other thyn the #four which

appear i1n the structured measure 1n the present experiment;

»

[
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Y
these Sf:ra factors may be sensitive to manipulations of

expectancy and ego—involvement., and "in turn influence

locus.
/

The proper way to test whether outcome conditions _of
method of measuring attributions caused the unusual bias 1n’

Hon§ and Weiner is to'mgnipulatc both outcome conditians

. and ,attr1button\m¢asurement in the same situation., waith

sub jects randomly assigned across all condltyons This was
done, , Experiment 1 used structured measures whereas
Experxmeﬁt 2 wused open—ended  measures, ;nd_ the two
ex;erxments OWﬂFc conducted simultaneously. oan the samd

pUpulft1bn, using the same outcome  conditions

Nevertheless, because the structured and opSn—ond!d data¥

sets cannot be readily compared statistically., as they

represent different dependent measures. and alpo so as toﬁ
reduce ‘th¢~compiexitq 0of the report, the investigation 1s
reported as tuo'xoperatchclblrinonts

Hypotheses

Introduction . : - L.

This experiment cxﬁ\or s /the effects of ego-—

~
-

involvement and expedthég‘v n participsnts complete
struétured attribution m;asures in rosponsé to
hypothetical outcomes similar to those empldyed by Wong and
Weiner Because | am Eoncorﬁcd with the self-serving bias,

which requires examining ‘the effect; of outcome on
attribuﬁxons.~ I am interested . 1n ' involvement and’

expectancy 1n terms of their 1nt3racﬁion with outcome Note

’
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v

that two forms of cttflhutton measure were (ncluded; a

percentage assessment measure, where subjects assess the

value of each factor vlthta percentage figure, ana a Likert
scales measure, where subjects rate the effect of each
factor on a 9-point ratln§ scale. 'Inclusion of tﬁo two
measures helps determine whether the results are dependent
upén the ségqlfﬁc type of structured measure used; Elig and
Frieze (1979)- found substantial differences between
percgntago assessment and Likert scales measures on
tndividual causal f;cfors, although botH did show self-
. . .

serving gttrlbutlons. In Ellg and Frieze, the percentage
assessment measure found success/fallure dlfferences on

’
task \attrlputlons,L\vhoreas the Likert scales measure did

nat Also, the gkrcentige assessment measure found

success/differences on stadble effort attributions, whereas

the Likert scales measure did not, while the Likert scales

measure found success/fajlure differences on unstable

effort " attributions, whereas the percentage kISSISSIIht

measure did not A single category of effort was included

tn the present study. Note ailso ﬂtnat subjects always
completed the > percentage assessment measure first tn the
present experiment |
Hypothests | The effects of outcome.

Th}rs will lbr a main effect of'outco-; on the four
factors of abllity, effort, task-difficulty, and luck, and
on the collapsed measures of internality and externality.

’ < -
More specifically, . . N
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1) Success will yield greater ability, effort, and
internal attributions than fallure.
2) Failure will yield qfcater task-difflculty,
luck, and external attributions than success.
Explanation of M hesis 1
Attribution studies Iuslng“ structured measures
typicglly find that success yields greater internal
attributtons than Qt{lure, and that fallure yields greater
)‘ external attributions than success (Zuckerman, 1979).
. BECausE structured measures are used |n the presc;t
M’)) experiment, self-serving findings should generally occur.
Note that there may not be significant success/fallure
differences on all individual factors, across both the
percentage assessment and th; Likert scales measures. For
examplé, there may not be lolf;sofqtng efFects on the
measure of task across both measures; EIig and Frieze
(1979) found no success/fat}uro differences on the measure
of task (n their Likert séllts condi:tion. .
Hypothesis 1] The effects of personal ;xpgciatlons.
‘Thpre will Dbe a main effect of expectancy on the
measures of ability and luck More speciftcally:
1) Unexpected outcomes will be attributed less to
ability and more to luck than expected outcomes
Explanation gof Hypothesis 11
Zuckerman (1979, In a review of studies which
investigated the effects of expectancy. on attridutions,
found no consistent effect of expectancy on effort and

task attributions. Unexpected outcomes were generally
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attributed less to ability, and more fo luck, however.
Hypothesis 1[] The effects of ego-involvement
1) There. will be no main effect of ego—-involvement

on any dependent measure.

Explanation of Hypothesis LIl

One previous study (Miller, 1976), which contained an

4

®go-involvement manipulation, showed no main effect for

th}s factor.

Hypothesis 1v The (interaction effect of persaonal

expectations and outcome. <J -

There will bDe an outcome by expectancy interaction on’
individual attributions as well as on the .attributional .

dimension of locus. The self-serving bias effect will  De

fslgnl!ibantly grgater in oipgcftd outcome conditions than

in hnoxpoctcc outcome conditions. More specifically:
i) Expected success will yield greater ability,
effort and internal ltt}lbutxons than unexpected’
» sutcess. .
2) Enpe§tt¢ Fallure will y|;l¢ greater task, luck and
external attridutions than unexpected fatlure.
g;g;.n!;;gn of Hypothesis IV
To 'i.l‘ Success subjects in Hoﬁg and Hotn;r's _unexpected
conditions always perform inconsistently with their
“strength" in the subject. °~ Because, people prodbably
assoclate “st;éngtn" with abtlity, {t is possible that for

this reason that success subjects in Wong and Weiner did

‘not consider ability attridutions. It is expected that tne
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same effect will occur usJ;g unexpected outcone; tn the
present experiment. Laék of "strength” may have also been
associated with lack of ability to "try" well at a subject;’
this could explaln'why success subjects in Hong.and Weiner
also avoided making effort attributions. Wong and Welner’s
unexpected success conditions probably also fqrced subjects
too consider task and luck attributions; these are more
consistent with a success occurring despite a lack of
“strength” 1in the subject. Comparea to the unoxpeétod
succeis condition, the expected success condition In the
present experiment should yield higher iblllty and effort
attributions, because subJectS always perform consistenly
with their ‘'strength'". External attributions should be
largely 1ignored by expected success Ssubjects ;or the same
reason, success was due to "strength”

To 2. Because fallurg subjects in Wong ;nd Weiner always
performed inconsistently with their “strength", i, subjects’
knowledge that fatlure was a potentially controllable
cgpdltlon prompted thenhig search for ways as to how |t
could ﬁe avoided. Thus, the salience of quostlons'
concerning the cantrollable factor of effort in fajllure,

which greatly Increased the internal bias of fallure. This

effect should recur |In the present experiment. When failure

is consistent with strength, however, (n the expected

conditton of this experiment, subjects will attribute

defensively to the factors of task and luck, even though

they are "weak"; the outcome condition does not logically

¥

\,

™~
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exclude the operation of these esteem—-protecting factors
and subjects will not be "forced"” in any way to avoid
choosing them.

Hypothesis V : The interaction effect of ego-involvement

and outcome.

There will be an outcome b} ego—-involvement
intéractloh‘ oh ln;lvldual ;ttrlbutlons, as well as on the
attributignal dimension of locus The sélf—se}vlng effect
will be significantly greater under high ego-involvement
than under low ego-lnvolve-ontf More specifically:

1) High ego-lnvolyelgnt success will yield greater
abillty, effort and interndl attributions than
low ego-involvement success.

2) High ego-involvement fallure will yleld greater
task, luck and external attributions than low
ego-involvment falluyre. |

gxg)jn;g;on 9f Hypothesis V ‘

 Miller  (1976) Found that. hMgh  ego-involvement
conditions yileld greater self-serving effects than low ego-
tnvolvement céndltlons. This Finding demonstrates a
positive relationship bLetween ego-involvement and self-
sérving attridbutions It 1s°holleve¢ that Wong and Weiner'’s
conditions created so little ego-xnvolveloﬁt (remember

subjJects attributed to hypothetical, not actual, outcomes)

that' subjects were .unconcerned with whether their

attrifbutions wmaintained self-esteem. ' The same outcome

descriptions, emphasizing that the situation {s crucial,

and reflects self-success and self-image, however,  will
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Method
Sub jects v

Sub jects were 249 male and female undorgraduat;’ and
qzaduate students enrolled in a wide range of c&urses at
Concordia University,r during the Winter Term, 1984 All
sub jects were members of classes volunteered by professors
for the purposes of the oxperi%ent (see Appendix A for the
letter sent to professors).

Design oF‘studq -
This expe}imenf attempts to probe the';oa;ons for the

unusual attributional bias in Wong and Weiner (1981) by

manipulating the following experimental conditions:

1. An outcome condition, in - whaich hupothetical\_.

outcomes are described as successful or

qnsuccess#ul y

2 ' An expectancy condition, in which an outcome 1is |
described as confirmilyg or discanfirming the
sdbject‘s prior "strength"” in the sub ject.

3 An ego—involvement condition, in which the

.

outcome is described as merely being a mid-term~
test, or is described is a tes; important to the
sub ject, both in terms of the expectations of
important others. and in terms 0¥  persanal
llpect;fxons of achieving ﬁubseqU|nt academic and
vocational sucéess (A pilot study conducted with
a group of graduate educgtion students nnrollsd

at Coﬁcordia Uhxyer;ith established the viability

of the involvement manipulation)
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K 0

-

4. A r;%ing.scale condition, 1in which attributions
.
/r/ .

are measured by percentage assessments oOr on

7 Likert scales. °

L

Attridbutional effects of the outcome, expectancy,
'snvolvenentk and measure manipulations are assessed by
recording subjects’ attrlbuticﬁs to the factors of ability,
effort, task, and luck. The experlnegc is a 2x 2 x2 X (2)
"-repeatqd :ueasures design. The' first factor, outcome,
‘copslsts of two levels:: success and failure. The second
factor, expectancy, consists of tvo»lcvel;;\'oxpectﬁd and
unexpected. The\thlfd facfor, ego-involvement, consists of
two levels: low a?d high. 'rhe‘fourth, angd ulthin-gr&bps/
factor, rating scale, qoﬁststs of two levels: percentagé-
- assessment and Ltkertlrat;ﬁg. This r!sulis‘lﬁ 16 factorial
cells '(seo Figure 2).- Each level of the fourth factogk
rat!ng scale;, 1Is analyzed separatély Sec;qso {t .involves
. &

different dependent measures, which cannot' be compared

statistically ~—~———" ‘

4,
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Figure 2. The éxperimental design for Experiment 1. The

pendent  measures are -ability, effort, task, luck,

o

internality and externality. .-
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Sessions were typically conducted in the last #?ﬁ?j

. hour - of & class meeting. The experimenters first handed out .

i Coe

questionnaires to all fsubjects and then read aloud the

. . /’. )
e instructions Foqnd onﬁthe questionnalre cover page: "This
. , . .
questionnaire. is intended to gather information about

. -

. ) ‘ * pe
. university students’ attitudes towards course examinations

de!wgyld appreciate you comblfting all of the questionnaire

,I "7 _items to the best of your ‘ability. There are two sets of

qﬁestloqs. For the first sEt of quyestions, which are oan
. . . . A

-

colored paper, mark your answers directly on - the

. . ' questionha}re;' Far the ‘second set of questions, which are

on white paper, mark your answers on the apsber sheet.
\ : , ) '

o ZPJease do not make any marks directly on the second

(¢ 4 Y N ] L]

. » \v . ) " .
comments on this 5tudy; place these on tns reverse §lde of

rs
y . - -

-

. E \ . f
é&\' / ’ questions in the,order that they are given We welcome your

+ the answer sheet I1f you have aMf questions or prpblems,’

LI » ) » o » j/
' please raise your hand and you will be helped individually.

»

X Interested students will be provided with a more complete

description of the study’s purpose oncte all questionnaires
are completed. If ydu participated fn‘thl; study previogusly

an -~

y o - in another class, please do not complete this questionnaire

a ' s aga.dn." Subjeécts had few problems in completing the
L e e ’ ’
attribution jmeasures Sessions were mainly quiet. After
. ~ A *
each session was &ver( interested students were ' presented

. " ,with an’ 'oral or dritten’ explanation of the study’s

’

.o
M a L]

) , "n

\ .o o . .
. v// _» > Qquestionnaire” Try to work at a steady pac%&fnd answer the .

‘Shrﬁbse, or both. 'See -Appendix . A. Completed measures-‘
. o © ’

~
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required -+ little correction A few subjects assigned

percentage ratings which totalled in excess ‘%f 100X
p . ) .

Procedures for cogrecting these totals are found in

Appendix B

Experimenters

P Experimenters were four ‘female graduate research

assistants (Miranda D;Am1ca. Petté QQﬂcllcfcuxllo. Helma
Kroeh—Sommer.  and Grlt:hp% *Lowerison), and. Anc -alc;
myself Large clpss?g of forty-five or more were attended
by two or more’ gprr;mentirs. but no;t classes _wervre

}
sufficirently small to be attended by a single experimenter

' . ~
Materials - -
r" .
Attribution measyres Appendix A tontains all the
" . . 5 R
hypothetical outcomes used 1n the experiment Immediately
\ ’ >

preceding each lhqpothet1c31 outcome doscrxpti&n was the
as;essment measure - "The following is & hypothetical course
\examinétion situation. R;te\sxth a'percentago figure how
important each of the listed factors was in determining
your pe?Formance on this hypothetical test. I you feel a
factor had no 1nfluence on performance, give it @ ratin§ of
b%.- If a3 factor had a small i1nfluence on per#o;mancd. gi¢o

. I
/it a «low percentage rating, whereas if it had a large
ipfluence on performance, givén;t a high percentage rating.
The total of all percentagé fatings must pot“éxceed 100% "

Immediately below the inststctiéns for the percentage

assessment measure was the actual outcome condition. For
) ( . .
example: "Suppose you know you are very weak in a sub ject,
- ‘, - . v , ’

.

‘ Q&llowiqg gxp;aﬁatxon of ‘how 'to use the «porc-qtagc'

\*

L
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example “Suppose you know you are very weak in a subject,

but you received an A on the first important course test,
. L N .

the mid-term "exam Performance on this test ts a strong

lﬂdlCiiOP of your success 1n the course ‘because a large

.

portion of the final exam covers the same material as the

mid-term Success ig the sybject 15 highly {mportant to

you You feel you must succeed 6 both because achlevement 1§

-highly valued by you, you family and peers, and because you

'kn;? that nlgn. course performance In the subject 1§

:!$S!ﬂtlil to your future educational goals and to working

. In your chosen field .Please rate hov (mpdrtant you tﬁtnk
|

each of the folloving factors was in determining your

‘unexpected success on this lngofiint test” (Unexpected,
high ego-involvement success) The nenxt pago; vplch
contained the Likert scales, r;n the following explanation
*On " the p;evtous page, ' you 1ndlcated with percentage
figures how lnportan; each of a series of factors was |in
'aeternip}ng your hypothetthI test perfornanc; Below 1is

/ . the “same list of factors This time, using the fodlowing

rating scales, please rate howv important each‘ of th;

' factors was 1tj¢eternln1ng your hypothetical performance.
9

- Circl the,number which best {ndicates the importance of

.
«

each factor "

-

N

Affect, Expectancy, Behavioral and ' Demographic

"Questiqﬁnafres Immediately after completing the two
attribution medsur al sub jects completed an ., affect,
b

expectancy, and havioral response questionnaire,

v

B A pogrm N e s - P VH e e wan .
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4

contannxﬁgmlls affect ttems, 2 expectancy’ items, and S
behavioral items They tnen compieted four items which
proo{d their comprehension of the Mhypothetical outconul
] anaily, ' they completed a nfng ‘ 1t¢-’ Ldemographic

1\

,queétlonﬁ\ire contalning ttg-s concerning age, sen,
untversxt; level,” academic major, pri-dnl;erslty grade
dverage, first langnag{, country 0of birth, and yiars‘o;
Canadian residence None of the above data are presented

here All answers for the abtove items were completed on a

separate, prepared InQuer sheet See Appendix A

Analy;es
A 2 (Outcome success vs failure) X 2 (Expectancy.
enpected vs unexpected) X 2 (Involvement low vs high),
analysis of var;unco (A&OVA).MIS performed on the = six
dependent measures of ability, e;Fort, task, . luék,
internality ' and externality, in both’ 4n;|surilent

Lo
conditions The aeasure of internality was created by
.4 T
adding abiltty and effort, that of externality by adding
task and luck. ANOVAs were performed using the Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) [Nie, Hull, Jenkins,

Stelntrenner, & Bent (2nd Ed.) -19823. . '

@

Results
‘For‘ all dependeﬁf ﬁeasures, results on all , measurés
are presented by effect, beginning with main effects, in
the following order? outcome, expectancy, involvement,
\Putcome by'exp;ctahqy, outcome by involvement, expectancy
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.o

by involvement, .and’ outcome by expectancy by 1nvolvcl¢6t
Wwithin each effect the dependent measures of ability,
effort, ta;k, luck, are presented first, the Ici}urcs of
internaltty. 1nd'ezternallty last Rov‘qnd column means on
all significant effects on internality and eitorﬂallty' are
presented fn. the tenf, cell means and cell sizes are
pfesonted‘in Tables 16 and 17 A sunuarylof each effgct 15
presented prlér to its treakdown by percohthe. izsessnent
and leert.scares questionnajre, except ;o; ;nstances'whore
, , ;

the effect occurred on one or two dgependent measures only

As suggested by Winer (1971), I chose to run simple

'
_main effeﬂ;s tests to probe the ldcation of success/failure

differences (n signiflicant interactions For instance, the
outcome by expectancy by tnvolveniqt ANOVA performed on the
measure of adbility in éhe Likert scales condition of
Experinen&_l ylelded anp outcode by involvement interacttion,
A slgnrflcant simple main effect of outcome could have
occurred at lov‘qf high involvement, and a E}tftcant
simple main eff¥f ?t of involvement could have occurred at
success or fallure Up to three significant simple main
effects could h:;; occurred within the interaction (there
could not be four; this would indicate two main effects, of
odtcoms. and  tnvalvement). To test {f there was a

stgnificant simple maln effect of . outcome at low

invrlvement for exampleI an additional ANOVA was performed

‘on subjects low in ego-involvement. K From this ANOVA at low

~
quolvement, the mean square of the main effect of outcome
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was taken, and divided by the error térm from the three way

71

outcome by onpect;ncy“Sy lnvolv"bnt ANOVA fd} abndltty. -
This results in the F-ratio for the simple main effect of
outcome aé low fnvolvement This figure, taken with the
degro;s"of freedom of outcome at low involvement, and the
residual degrees of freedom from the outcome by expectancy
by 1involvement ANOVA, was used 1In a procedure yhlch
) esiabllshes the probability o; the single main effect of

N

outcome at low involvement

»

General Findings
Results showed a self-serving main efgect p}n ocutcome

an internality and ext;rnal!ty across botﬁl‘neasures
Result; also sﬁoned a slgﬁtflcant expectancy uatﬁ effect on

3

various measures, including both internaiity and

. }
externality, facross both measures Expected outcomes

"yielded greater internal attributions than unexpected
outcomes, whereas unexpected outcomes ylelded grcater;
.external attributions than expected outcomes. There were no
outcome by expectancy interactions; the self-serving biag
effect was not affected by the expectancy man}pulatlonu
There was an outcome by involvement tnter;ctlon on the
measures of ability, effort and dinternality in the Likert
scales‘measure; SUCCess ;1elded g;eater effort and internal
attributions than failure in the nig,g% lnvolvemené condition
only, and there we;e greater ;ffort and‘ internal
att}lbutlons in high involvement success than in low

involvement success.

b e P o= e

]

[

¥
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Qutcome Main Effects

Hypothesis 1 ;as generally confirmed Solf;servlng
effects were found on the measures of internality and
exlerﬁaltty in both questloﬁnai(e‘cond1tlons, as well as on
most individual measures )
Percentage assessment gg;;g;i There was a significant maln
effect of outcome on the measures of‘abi{;ty and task, ;nd
on }he collgpseg measures of {nternality and oxt;rnallty
fheré. was no main effect of outcome on effort and luck
,Success ylelded'greater iblllty attributions th,n fallure

t

(see Table 4), uhereg&g fallure yielded greater task

.

attributions than success (see Table 8) Success (R ;
73 88) ylelded greater internality than:fatlure (M = 52 24)
(see Table 12), whereas fallure (M = 42.27) ylelded greaier
ex;ernalit} than successﬁin = 25.80) (see Table 14).

Likert scales measuge There was a significant main effect -

of outcome on the measures of ability, effort and task, and
} .

on the measures of internality and externality. There was

no maln effect of outcome on luck. Success ylelded greater
ability and effort attributions than Fal%ure,(see Tabl;s 5
& 6), whereas failure ylélded greater task attributions
than success (see Table 11) Success (M = 6.52)‘ yielded
greater internality than Fatlure (M = 5.02) (see Table 13),

whereas fallure (M = 4.01) yielded greater externality than

Vi
success (M = 3.50) (see Table 15).
Expectancy Main Effects
Hypotheslis Il was ~confsdirmed; .unexpected outcomes

yielded greater luck and less ability attributions than

[

.
- 7




expected’ outcomes Expectancy effects on ather measures
; i , .

also occurred

Percentage assessment measure There was a significant main

effecg\of eup;ctancy on ability, ‘task, luck, internality,
and externality Expected outcomes yielded more ability
attributions than wunexpected outcomes (sese Tablée 4),
whereas unexbected outcumes yleldod'greatlr'task and luck
attributions than qne;pected putcomes (see.Taoles 8 & gO)

There was no main QFFect‘oF expectancy an effort. Expected
outcomes (M = 69 96) yielded greater\lnternallt} than than
uhexpected outcomes (M = 56 13) (see Table 12),‘ whereas
unexpected (M = 39 S54) outcomes yielded g*eater externality
than expected outcomes (M = 28 55) (see Table 14).

L}kert scales measure There was a maln,effgct of expectancy
on ability, effort, luck, tnternality and externality.
Expected putcomes yielded greater ability and effort

attributions than unexpected outcomes (see Tables 5 & 7),

whereas unexpected outcomes ylelded greater luck

Sttrlbuttons than expected outcomes (see Table i1).
A .

Ex&ected outcomes (M = 6.29) ylelded greater lnternailty
than unexpected outcomes (M = 5.29) (see Twble 13), whereas
unexpected outcomes‘(n = 4.05) yieided greater externality
than expected outcomes (M ; 3.45) (see Table 15).

lnvolvement Main Effects

-

‘Hypothesis IlIl was confirmed; there was no main effect

" of involvement on any dependent measure.
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Qutcome by Expectancy Interactjons

Hypothesis [V Ffailed to'be confirmed; there was no

[

cutcome by ixpectanty interaction 6n any measure

Qutcome by Involvement Interactions

Hypotpestﬁ V failed to be confirmed In the percentage
assessment condition; ther; was no outcome by involvement
interaction on any of the hopenwent measures. In the Likert
scales ’neagure,“ however: Hypothesis I was partlaaly
confirmed, there was & significant interaction of outcome
by involvement on the measures of ability, effort and
internality. There was no outcome b;Ylnvolvenent effect on
the meas;rés of task, luck and externality. There were
‘three simple main effects Ffor ability; tow and high

involvement success ylelded greater ability attributions

¥4

than low and high involvement failure, vrespectively, F (1,
235) = 19 184, p < 001, and F (1, 2352}: 52 776, p < 001,
and high involvement siccess ylelded greater ability
attributions than low tnvolvement success F (1, 23%) =
1 576 , p < .05 (see Table 5) There were two simple matin
effects for effort; high involvement success yielded
greater effqrt attrlgutlo s._than high tnvolvment fallure
and low fnvolvement success{ F (1, 234) = '20.322, p < .001,
and F (1, 23%) = 12.963, p < .001 (see Table i). There
‘were two slﬁble main effects for ?leternality; hlgh;
involvement success (M = 7.14) ylelded greater‘ internal
attributions than high invalvement fallure (M = 4.78) and
low involvement success (M = §.90), F (1, 241) = 44.038, p

< .00L, and F (1, 241) = 12.514, p < .001 ¢see Table 13).

o

h
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Expectancy by Involvement Interactions

There was no expectancy ‘by Involvement interaction on
any dependent measure in the percentage assessment
'conﬂitlon. In the Likert scales measure," there was an

. o
expectancy by involvement interaction on the wmeasure of

ability; oxpectcdflow involvement outcoués yteldod greater

ability attrlbdtioni than unexpected low involvement

cutcomes, F (1, 235) = 26 226, p < .00! (see Table 5).
Outcgugtgx gingctangg by Ipvolvement Interactions

There was no outcome by expectancy by involvement

*

interaction on any measure.
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Table 4 Analiqls of Variance for Outcome, Expectancy, and
Ego-involvement (Dependent .. Meadure Ability-
Percéntage Assessment)
Degrees :
Source .Sum of of . Mean . F Tatl .
squares Freedom \ Square “BPobabiltty
Outcome(0)  21164.242 - 1 2116d.242 76.080 001
Expectancy(E) 9206.367 1 ] 8206. B67 29.%02 0014
Involvement(l) 264 647 1 264. 547 .951 .330 K
0E 343.900 1 343.900 1.236 . 267
01 ‘231 1 .231 .001 977
El 1940.362 1 1940.362  §.975 . 009
- OE1 20.706 1 20.706 074 785
ERROR_ 664867058 239 278. 184 o
a é" I
-
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Table 5 ‘Analysts of Vartance of for Outcome, Enpectuncy_

and Involvement (Dependent Measure: ' Abilfty -

Likert) o N
Degrees 1 _
Source Sum of of Mean F , Tall
- ‘ Squares *© Freedom Square Probabtlity
- J [ ‘
. Outcome(0Q) 310.666 | 1 310.666 67.888 .001
Expectancy(E) .113.220 Y 113.220 24.741 --.001
_1nvolvement(l)  6.695 1 6695  1.463 .228
3 014 1 014 .0603 . 956
o1. ' 19.337 .1 19.337  4.226 041
El ) 23.231 . 1 1 23.231  5.077 .025
_*0El ~ ' 5.397 L ' 5.397  1.179  .279
ERROR 1075. 401 238 4.576
I ' ' - . ) > -
\ S
V N A ’
-~ \ \ - ¥
-
' . , o
- .
r . - ;@ ° < -
No» .
, ’. ! /" ' . ' . €
.- N
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Table 6. Analysis of Vartance of far Oufcoio, Expectancy

»

and Involvement (deendent Measure: Effort -

x
.égrcentagg Ass:ssuent>"
. , . ,Degre;s‘ “
Source Sum of - of Mean - . F Tall
Squares Freedom  Square Probablility
Outcome(0) . 337.881 1 337.881  .725 .395%
:éxpééyancy(Ef” 143.372 1 143.372 307 .%80
Involvement(l)  13.094 1 13.094 028 .867
OE  ses.780 1 585.780  1.256 263
o1 © ' 1308.403 1 ° 1308.403 2.906.'\k095
B . 383.682 -1 383.682 823 . .36%
0E1 16.213 T 16,213 035 .852
ERROR 111444574 239 466.29% |
{
: I
\ -
? N
, 0



79 !

Table 7. Analysis of Variance of for Qutcome, Expectancy,

and Involvement (Dependént‘ Measure: Effort -~ *

C"Q “ Likert) N « , Lo
o . Degrees ’ .
Source Sum of of Mean 'F Tatl | .
) Squares Freedom Square Probability oL
Py \
Qutcome(0) 51.933 1 51.933 ‘, 9.973 . 002 o
Expectancy(E) 23.748 "l 23.748 4.560 .034 =
Ty ‘ . ’ o,
Involvement(I) IB.QOO ) 1 '18. 000 .3. 457 . 064, ”
0E 5. 117 1 5.117 .983 . 323
¢ hd \
e o1 53. 895 1 53.895 - 10.350 .00l
T El : 7. 154 1 7.154 " 1.374 «~ .242 .
. OEI &Qne ~ 1 728 . 140 709
. ERROR, " 1218.518 w234 5.207 . ,
. . ? ' ‘,
. h B
L4 -
]
* s
© Ll
L} ﬁ -'F. -
4 ) “
- s el ‘.' ‘o “
' oo
] e, ¢ .
' s \‘ aﬁg . Y ?
, . ! o 1 4 I ’
o b ' \ . .
I ‘)I' 1
) L v ' "
- a3 ; g
i A °
N Il ' .. v
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\ Table 8. Anilysln’if‘Varlunco of for Outcome, Expectancy
\ ._and - Involvement (Dopln\xnt Measure: Task -
! . - Lo .
\ Percentage Assessment) \ ¢
s \\ * > \\
S v
oo | \
| e Degrees . -
" Source ., Sum of of Mean F Tat
‘ Squares Frocdon\ Square .Prodabllity
'« 1 OQutcome(0)  14444.910 1 14444.910  46.689 - 001
¢ . \ N . .
] A - _Expectancy(E) 278%5.644 1 2788. 644 8.998 .003.
Ry ’ - .
Involveent(1) 305.826 1 *+ 308. 826 .998 321
OE 294. 064 % - 294. 064 .9%0 . 331
o1 205665 1 205.665  .664 . 4i6
» 3 © 192,222 1 192. 222 .621 431
20EI 188.986 1 156.986  .814 474
ERROR . 73993.020 239  °309.594 i
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Table 9. Analysis of Variance of for Outcome, Expectancy »/"
‘ and Involvement (Dependent Measure: Task -
« 7 Likert) . ‘ ’
- -
Degraes et ‘
Sayrce Sua of of Mean F : Jail -/
Squares  Freedom Square ‘Probabilitq
_Outcome(D) 68. 100 1 . 68.100 ° 16.208. . 001
Expectancy(E) .12 204 1 12.204  2.90% . 090
; Involvement(I) . 991 1 . 991 . 228 633
. o€ 13. 603 1 13.603 3238 .073
. " M ’ s
; ot ; ' 1232 1 1. 232 293 .S89 '
El -1%2 . 1 L 152 036 ..B849
OEI . 840 1 . 840 .200 .63 T
} 1 N -
- ERROR 987. 378 2393 4. 202 ’
) [ / |
. ' o
. 2|
. , |
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.l v,
. % A, b oo
¢ ‘A o j » ’ 1]
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Téble 10 Analysis of Vartance of for Outcome, Expectancy »
and involvement (Dependent Measure: ' Luck. -~
S " . Percentage Assessment) ¢
[ s ’ .
A d , L] ; - k]
Y A Degrees ‘
' Source Sum of of . Mean " F Tatl
- Squares Freedon Square . Probablltity
, Outcome(0) 230. 094 1 230.094 1.%08 .22
. . 7
Expectancy(E) 1588.379 "1-  1868.379 10.412 .001 “
Involvement(l) 207.786 1 207.786 1.362 .244
. L
OE 161. 567 1 161.567 1.,0%9 .304 '
o1 . €2.385 1 62.385 408 .523
. El 88. 262 1 88. 262 . 879 . 448
0El 79. 097 1 . 79.097  .s18 ..472 . .
4 ERROR 36459. 680 239 .. 152.851
* A | N // ’
—/
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Tadle 11. Analysgs of Variance of for Qutcoame, Elpoé%lncy‘

and Involvement (Dopon¢opt‘ Measure: Luck -
Li‘lrt)
oogréu
Source Sum of, of Mean _ F Tatl
Squares Freedom Square Probabtlity

Qutcome(O) 2.070 1 2.070 | . 8533 . 466
Expectancy(E) 29.B860 1 29.860 7.681 .006
Involvement(l) 711 1 .711 . 183 ‘,569
OE‘ .014 L .014 . 003 + 9583 )
ol .. 100 “1 .100 ..028 . .873
El . 2.318 1 2.318 . 897 .44 1 ‘
OEl v 4.338 1 ‘a.338 1117 292
ERROR. ' a77.491 226

3.883 - ' ,

o ‘
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Tabie 12. Analysis of Variance for Outcome, Expectancy and

Ego—~involvement (Dependent Measure:

~

Percentage assessment)

’

Internality -

—

4

-
Degrees a
Source Sum of of Mean - F Tail
‘ squares | froedon Square Probadility
" Outcome(0) 29025. 78 4 | 2902%.781 . 56.686 . 001
,é.p-ctancycs) 11843. 048 1 11843.048 23.117 .001
Involvement(l) 398.840 1 398.840 .779 .378
oE 131.190 1’ ©131.190  .258 613
o1, 1282. 468 1 1262.468  2.503 . 118
£l 604. 387 oy '604.387 1.180. .278
0El 73.374 . 1 73.374 . 143 708
Error 123467. 121 24} 512 312 l
v
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Table (3. Analysis of Variance for OQutcome, Expectancy and

Ego-involvement (Dependent Measure: Internality -

' : .' "
. ‘ LY . v

Likert) ° S
. Degrees .
Sourte Sum of , of Mean F "~ Tatl
. ) Squares Fresdom  Sguare 3 Probadility
. x + f P - ) . ) . N
Outcome(0) 138. 163 . 1} 138. 163 34.743 001
Expectancy(Es 87.804 1 - 87,804 14.85836 .001
Tnvoivement(]) 9.397 1. 9.3%7 2.383 128
0E R T 1. 899 478 490
ol | 47.892 1 47.8%2 12.043 .00l
El . 043 $ 0 . .043 - 011 917
OEI - 8.462 1 s.482 1.373 242
ERROR . 958.388 | 24) 3.977
1
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Table 14. Analysis of variance for Outcome,

ot

Expectancy and

Ego-involvement (Dependent Measure: Externality -

Percentage Assessment)

, , Degrees D
Source Sum of of Mean F - Tatl |
Squares Freedom Square Probabll;%y
P - - — (I‘
Outcome(0)  1683S%. 189 1 1683%.1891 36.384 .00V
' o
Expectancy(E) 7542.987 1 7542.967 16.302 .001
I'q‘ . . . . ¢ * ) /
Involvement(l) 998.647 I 998.647 2.198 .43 -
] &/
0E ‘ 111.332 1 111.332 . 241 /624
o1 E 514. 850 1 514. 850 1. 113 /. 203
€1 528.635 L 528. 633 1. 142/ .286
. : : ) . /-
OE1l 11. 181 ] . 1171681 ,.374 .877
Error - 111513.397 241 462.711 S
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. o, Tabn i8. Anuyns of Vlrhncr for Outcon, Exncnncy uM
‘ . & : ‘ Ego—lnvolvu@nt (oc”nunt lllnlun Eunrnuty - . L
! ] - . ’ i . A , , e
Likert) - e SR - : Cc
. b ,‘ " : 7 .7 - , Iy ‘V ) . ) ) '
Ly " Deagrees e P SN
' 'Source ' Sumof ' ‘of ' Mean.  F Tall
; . - Squares Freedom . Square - Prodadilfty '
. ) t . | ‘ ' J,"r “ ) .A .‘ ' — ‘ " o '~ f—— - . .
a‘ » o , - j \ ~ ,M' : ! .\
"outcome(O1  16. 166 1. 16.166° 8:385- .021
— Expectancy(E) 22.26% 1 . 22,28 7.417 . oo7 4
[avolvement(l). .004 .}  .004 = ‘001 '.971
o€ 2.487. 1 2.487 - .828  .364 -
o er LA 1 T Law7 162 687 .
w7 SR - T a.047 - 1 T 4047 1.348 247 ,
' ' ‘: . ‘ ! L3 : ’ " - M i ‘ .- ‘l
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Table ‘15. mn“ns lﬂd Cell SIZ.OS for Att?lbqtlbﬂ N.Il\"‘.‘l in

the Percentage Assessment Condition

Low I - Htigh I Low |

success
v k
Expected

Unexpected

u High 1
{n=32) (n=30) (n=30) (p=32)

Fatlure ‘ .

. -

Expoctié Unoxpcbtoo

Low 1 High I Low [ High 1
{n=31) (n=31) (n=31)(n=31)

Measure M M | M M ™ M M M
‘ v
Internality 77.53 62.57 €3. 10 75.19‘ 63.06 56.84 43.55 43%.72»
Externali'ty 21.84 17.43 236.73 27.34 38.29 38.48 49.35 44.87
Abtlxiy 44.97 42.00 26.03 33. 13 24.68  20.68 9.30 17.68
ErrJ:t » 32.56 40.87 37.07 39.06 38.39 36.16 35.70 29.52/
Task 15.31 11.40 24.40 20.16 29.35 32.29 ‘;7.30 33. 48 \
Luck 6.53 6.03 12.33 7.19 6.94. 6.19 13.70 12.84
. f -

nn=32 i »\H/A\
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Table 17. Means and Cell Sizes for Attribution Measures in

4 the Likert Measure Condition

<.
. ‘ . N
o success . ..
. - e PN
Expected . Unexpected .
Low I High I Low I High I
" Measure M n “ n M ,ﬁ M qg“
Internality 6.13 32 = 7.72 30 5.65 30 6.%59 32
Externality  2.89 32 3,32 30 -4.20 30 3.61 32
AbLlLty 6.93 30 7.52° 29 5.27 30 6.48 31
Effort 6:13 30 7.87 30 6.03 30 7.30 30
Task 3.77 30 a.21 29 4.87 30 4.97 30
Luck 2.14 28 2.48 27 3.36 28 2.73 30
2 N /“’
Fatlyre © &
Expected Unexpectsad
Low 1 High 1 Low I High 1
LY .
Measure M n M n M <.n M n
Internality 5.98 31 .23 31 445 31 434 32
Externality 3.76 31 3.85. 31 416 31  4.25 32
Abtlity 5.55 31 4.40 30 3.26 31 3.94 31
Effort "6.33 30 6.40 30 5.87 31 S.03 31l
Task 5.57 30 5.48 31 %48 31 5.%53 32°
Luck 220 30 2.07 30 2.84 31 2.83 30
N
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- A Discussion
Wong and Weiner (1981) and Experiment 1 - Why  the
o Dikferences? .

-

Selé—~serving attributions occurred in the present

experiment, using Wong and Weiner’s outcome condifions. As
b

grlltif internality than
/

a main effect, suéccss qiold;d>
failure ;nd failure yielded greater externality than
suéc;ss' in both the pircnnt;go assessment and the Likert
scale conditions. These findings ;rc opposite to those of

Wong and .Weiner (1981), where success yielded greater

““@#fternal attributions than failure, and failure yielded

\

greater internal attributions ¢than. success. The main

effects of outcomes:  were qualified by few interactions.

suggesting that differences in uothod\’of attribution .

A

measurement may have resulted in the differences between

; the findings of Wong and Weiner and those of the present

experiment.

There was rio outcome by expectancy ipferaction in the

o

present experiment; findings were opp :it; those of Wong

and Weiner whether outcomes were expecfted or unexpected.
hd X

14

fhu:.’oxﬁcctancq disconfiraation probably did not cause the

unusual succc;s/faflurQ. differences lfuuﬁd 16 Wong and

s Weiner’s study. In ~terms of _the cutcome by invalvement ’

AN

interaction on effort and internal attributions in “the
Likert scales condition, ‘ouovor; it was found that there
were sol!-s::;;‘g sucéoss/!ailurq differences in the high
}anlvinqnt condition,  but not in the low involvement'

condition. This ostensibly suggests. that low ipvolvcucnf

1 ’ \\

/

<

r
¢

Towee

L

4



91

caused the unusual  findings of Wong and Weiner.

e
——

Nevertheless, because there was 6nlh iq absence of
success/failure difterences., and gpcfe were no data

actually opposite to the sol?-sor@ing bias, as found in
N

' Wong and Weiner, and because the effect occurred in the

Y

. ~
Likert scales condition only, on internal and effort

attributions Snlq. the outcome by involvement interaction

scan only partially explain why the results of the present

'studq are so different F?om'thdsc'of Wong and Weiner. The

7

remaining differences betucln_tﬁ:%irosnnt nxﬁorﬁnont and

those of Waong and Weiner is that.subjocfs in the present

luﬁoriﬁont gave causal explanations, npt _cavsal ﬁucstions.'

4

. and that these responses occurred ik a 1tructdrcdﬂ format. '

It is most likely., then, that subject questioning ‘. and/or
coding scheme¢ were the causes of Wong ‘ahd Weiner's unusval

findings.

-,

»

Note that the limited extent to which the factors of
expectancy and invalvement intnr;céod ;itﬁ outcome in the
present, study does naf rule out the possibility that both
had‘ gfca&er‘ etfect on atﬁributaonai‘locus in:‘uong and

Heincr's';xporincnts there may have been measures such as

-

motivation, attitude, 6r grading, that are sonsiﬁ}éo eo‘

levels of expectancy and ihyolvcmant and that cpuld in turn
have affected the locus aqf attributional resfonses across
success and failure. Thus. the effects of thése factors are

still inQ-ﬁ%ﬁbatud in Experiment 2.

¢

A ‘ ] » f\-’\

’L’kw%yx e et T
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Main Effects - Findings of the Present Experimhht; and Past
. - " I

///” ' A - Research o
. ' ' -~

El1g and Frieze’s (1979) finding that *percenta/?e
assessment and Likert scales measures y]elé success/fa\&uri °
"differences on & different set of factors was Tteplicated.
The percentage assessment measure found a m;{n effect of

‘outcome on the measures of ability and task, whereas the

. . - C :
Likert scales measure showed a significant main effect on

1]

the measures of ability, . effdrt and task. Analogous -
R - ! .

findings concerning the main effect of ',expectancy also

accurred: there wassQEn expectancy main effect on the

¢

measures of abllity,’ t;sk and luck in the percentage
assessment condition, whereas‘there‘was an exigctancy‘?aln
effect 6n1the measures of ablfity,' effort and luck in the
Ltkert scales measure. Nevertheles;, nwhen all lndlvldyal

causal factors were . collapsed intd the measures of

internality and externality, there were no differences |In

>

_outcome and expectancy main effects across the two -

measures. That‘ls, thg\ﬂindlpgs concerning the main effects
on these collapsed factors were not scaie specific. 2
4 s ¥

The main effects of outcome o attributions were
® o ' ’

typical of those found in most attribution studies. Outcome
. .

yielded self-serving effects on all individual Ffactors,

except luck. Self-serving effects were algo found in the

collapsed measures of Internality and externality, bath fin
. . e

the percentage assessment and Likert scales conditions;

¢

success yielded greater fnternality than failure, and

fallure yielded .greater externality than success. The main
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be found across :;}ylous studfos‘(Zuckoruan, 1979). Pthips

o

< . <
Y . o

" effects of expectancy were also similar to those fouhd fn .

/”“\Tr

most pre;lous stques (cf. Zuckerman, 1979) oululujng\¥’

.expectancy weffects: unexpeécted outcopk\iw ylelded , less

-

» foe - » .2
ability attributions and-greater luck attributions than

¢

expected ogutcomes. The findings concerning effort and task ;

A ]

o g i : . L ) [4
were - Inconsistent across attribution neasyres;

interestingly, no consistent findings for these factors can -
N A

Ly

Jse of different attribution measures icro;s studies causes

this [nconsistency. Finmally, qhé absence of main oﬁfict: of

involvement was also similar to prior research; the .
S

prévious experiment which usci — ego~-involvement

- nanlpuﬂattoﬁ (Hfller, " 1976) showed kfha; invoivement

functions only in fnteraction with outcome to yield

. differences in attributions. h

T e
T N
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main ‘effect on the measures of internality and exte

EXPERIMENT 2

The flndlnés of Experiment | suggest that the

uunexdecqu nature of the outcome conditlons In Wong and

Wefner‘s study did not cause the occurencé of their unusual
. o
attributional bias; expectancy did not (interact with
. . ‘ ’ :
outcotﬁ on any dependent measure, although it did show a

—

{lity

The outcome by '}nvofben‘nt tnteractlan on.  in{

attributions in Experllept'l, however, 'shggésts that the

low egé-lnvotvenent conditions in Wong and Weiner may have

“a

~had a role’ tn creating the unusual bias, {t was shown that

Wong-and Weiner’s oytcome conditions yielded greateér effort

and lnternal'attrlgutlbns in high ego-involvement success .

-than {n Jlow ego-tn’vblvnent‘fallure, but that no- gsuch

outcome dirre*eﬁcei were found dn the low involven‘nt
condition. Wong and Hiln?r'probably found such a low lovol/
of tnternality {n suhhess because';helr outcomes were low
in ego-lnvolvene;t. ‘;evoétheless, " there are three reasons
to believe why low' involvement wias nat alone in influencing
uong‘ and» q.:Ear's unusual findtnqs:'.a> there were no
outcame by involvement effects on exter?il a&trlﬁutloas in
Exggrrnent l;l b) th?re were no outcome b} Wnvolvement
effects on any factor lr\wino Jorcentago- assi;snckt'
condition, and <c) success did.not yleld greater exgornll
attributions than\fallufe and falA're did not yleld greater
internal attrtbdttons than success, in elth;f in the low or
high ego-involvment conditions in'Exportneﬁt 1, as occurro&

in Wong and Weiner. OFf course, because expectancy and

~
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involvement may . have effects on attributions which did

"occur in the Wong and Weiner‘’s open—ended coding scheme,
. - .

but which do not ocad; in  the structured measures of

Experiment 1, both of these factors may have a larger

effect on attributional iocui than is suggested by (the
. , L

o

‘findings of Experiment 1, when subjects complete open—egded

measures. Nevertheless, éhe most salient factors in ang

and Weiner waere effort, task and luck, which were -all

Pl

contained in Experiment 1. Thus, it remains probable that -

. 4
the wunusval bias in Wong and Weiner was initiated by

;another factor, or factors, which at least interacted with
AY

1;;olvnm¢nt and expectancy: The two factors likely to have

e

contributed . to the effect are: a) sub jects asking .

questions, as: oppased to listing reasons: and b) use of

v

Frnquenéﬁ of r:ipons- data. These two factors are examined

in the present experiment. Allowing " sub jects to. ask

questions may have caused the unugual bias by sdspih&tng
v o 4
sub jects’ néed to attribute defensively. Using frequency of

resporise data may have caused the unusual bies by -istittng
b T N

salience of. causal factors to indicate  subjects’
. * ~— R N
perceptions of their importance.

As in Experiment 1, all outcome conditions in

a

 Experiment 2 were modeled on those used in Wong and Weiner.

Expectancy and ego-involvement manipulations Qnro again

-

investigated. As in Experiment 1. 'I am concerned with the
‘ - N . »

self-serving biala\ of interest are interactions involving

¢

+ the lsuccdsslfailurc manipulation. In particular, I am

-~

~

/
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ginirally more interésted in effects cancerning
success/f;llure differences. Differences across
invalvement, expéctanéy or quest}on type in either success

or Ffailure. alone do not tell us whether or not a self-

serving effect occurred across success and fallure. Note

that the term "“question type" refers to whether subjects
4

were asked to raise questions or list reasons.

Hypothesis I The effect of outcome.

o [

There will pbe few, (f any, wmain effects of

]

outcome.

- -

Explanation of Hypothesis' L e

The lack of outcome.main effects is explained by the

fact that while Wong and Weiner showed subject questioning

. . f
of an event ylields external attributions of success and

internal attributions of faflure, Elig and Frieze (1979

showed that open-ended explaﬂations,oé an event leads to

i

few success)iaﬂturo dlfrcroncis, with a slight bias towards
internal attributtons’of igccoss and external :ttrlbutlons
of Failure. Thus, fc; outcome main effects should oc;ur%
when both question type conditions are combined. If an;
blas found} in Wang and uotnef, boc;uso wWong and Weiner
found greater succégs/fatlhre differences than 'Ellg and

Frieze. However, outcome t; expected to tnteract with other

factors. - , .

Hypothesis 11 The effect of pe:sgnaljexpectatlons,

‘Unexpected outcoles will yield greater external,

and  Fewer tnternal, attridbutions than expected

i v

-

£

=] *

. . .
main effects do occur, they wi'll be in the .direction of the -
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outcomes.

Explanation of Hupothesis II

Because wxpectancy does not affect the mkasures of

task and weffort consistently across studies (including

L4 [
Experiment 1, where findings for effort and task varied

{ ’ , . .
across percentage assessment and Likert sicales measures).,
no predictions are made for these factors. However, because

expec tancy a#Foctoa intornalitq and " externality

consistently across percentage assessment and Likert ;tcl!i

measuro“in Experiment 1, it is predicted that the same
effects will occur in Experiment 2.
ﬁggg;gg;i; 11l The etfect of involvement.

There will no main effect of involvement on any

measure. X ‘ *

Explanstion 9f Hupothesis ILI

Neither Miller (1976), nor Experiment 1 of the present

study, ' the two previous experiments containing an

involvement manipulation. showed ' & main effect of
. ‘ . ’ »

involvement on any factor.
¥

Hupothesis IV The effect.of guestion type.

-

- The reasons condition will yield Qhoatnr'cf!ort,

task, internal. and external ittributtong than

” the questions condition.

Exclanation of Hucothesis IV HE

The reasons candition should Qiild consistently

-

greater attributions because all respornises in the reasons

.

condition will be attributional, whereas only part ofithn -

)




responses in the questions condition will be attributional.
The latter will 1include various questions, such as

coﬂcorntng future action (eig., YWhat will 1 do now?"), as

. well as attributional questions..
. HyDOLhEyls ¥ The effect of coding.
Thg ’ unoxﬁecttd. low ego-involvement questions

condition In thts'stuay, that (s, the very same cond?tlon
used In u&ng and Weiner, should yield internal attributions
of success and external attrfbutlons of fallﬁro. Howevir,
this . effect vilL.‘pccur only when 'uopg aﬁc: :Uolnof/s
frequency of rcip;nse codfng' is wused. , When suﬁjocés'
porctnt;qe assogsnents of their lttrlbutloéal responses are
conslderei,~ the sane coﬂditton should show fewer
success/fallure differences. This is because the scorcsléf
‘attrlbutlons that are Inflated through use of féoquoncy'of
response coding will be lowered when percentage lssrslu;nts
indicating subjects’ own perceptions of causal importance

are considered. ;

'
Hypothesis VI The . interaction effect of outcome and

i o

question type.
There will be an outco-o by qulstlon typc lnterlctton
on the measures of task and extornallty Wong and Uolnc(’t

unusual pattorn of attributions wtll be greater 'tn ‘the
p :

quosttons level of the qucs&lonnalre type condition than ln"

4

the rbasons level. More speclf!cally -7

‘1) Success will ylelu qreater‘giak and’ extornll

attridutidns  than fatlure to a.greater q.gf&o

t Yo b




in the questions condition than in the reasons .
condition. ’
Explanation of Hypothesis VI

Because there ' were no expectancy or fnvolvo.qni ) k
lnteractloni‘ with outcome - on the measures of task ‘and
externality 'lﬁ- Experiment I, ‘lt ts’ ﬁrobab{o that the
effects concerning thosQ)Factors'tn Wong and Weiner were .

) cau;id lqrbely b§ sub ject Quogtionlng. Thu1f the qugttloﬁ,

' cpné:tion will always replicate Wong and Wetiner’s effects’
conc;rqtng these factors, across  expectancy and
involvement conditions. The unusual blas\shuuld‘ﬁot occur
in the reasons condition, however, bécibso pflor rclclfch
(Ellg_i Frieze, 1979) shows that oﬁ;n—onded measures which
ask sng;cts,to 1i{st reasons show Few differences OLetween

“attributions for success and attfibuttons fgr ﬁi}lﬁ}o, ang¢ . Z;\'
_that any-differences reflect the ‘self-serving btas. [t is
p;;ﬁihle that qneillohnllro ~£ypp will affect (internal
attL;nut]ons'also _showing the quostions cond{tion yielding
f&ugr internal attrlbutlons in success, but the results
'cdpcernlng tntornal attributions in Experiment 1 suggest - '

" that . low 1nvolvo.¢nt contrtbutod ;o lowering solf—sorving,

_pffects “on these factors. Novorgheloss " because low
tnvolvement 'IA Experiment 1 a1d .not actually‘ result in

" internal _attributions of failure, "1t Is ﬁos{ibli that low
involvement and- subject questioning Interacted to create

' the unsual effects concerning internality In Uon§ and .i

Weiner. See hypoth‘:;“ vIIl ,
Hypothesis VI The-Ynteraction effect of outcome and ego-

1Y
e
Daed ook wwd

s
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e

2
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involvement.

There will be an outconc hy involvement fnteraction on
the measures of effort a?ﬂ’ Internality. 5¢lf-sorvtng
ofro;ts will be groator in the high cgo-tnvolvelcnt

condition than in the low ego-involvement condition. Maore
/ N

e A
1

specifically:

¥ Lo
High invoivenent surcoss\ will yleld greater

_effort. and Internal tﬁ}f}buttons ,than  high

1n152§3u’ﬁ1 fallur‘kﬁ\

nmwjmg.uxmmum . n
Because Experiment | showed self erving effects for
effort and lntir;al attributions only - under high ego-
C ) .
involvement Eondltlons for effort and internal g}tributlohs
only, 1t 1s probable that the same lliltcd. effect 'will

" oequr in Experiment 2.

T

Hypothesis Vill »Ine interaction effect ~of outcome,

o

involvement, and question typt ‘

“There will be an outcome by involvement by
questionnatlre lntnrlctton on*ihc méasures ofi sffort and
1ntornality SOIf-sorvlng effects will be s!ghlf:c;qtly \
greater in high involvement than in lou 1nvulvolont

1) Success will_ yleld grcatqr effort and internal
attriputions than fatlure to a greater oxtéht in
the hlgh ego-involvement r;ason{ conditions than .
e ln the low cgo-tnvolvon«nt roasons concltion
- 2) Fatlur! will ylold greatcr lntornal attribdbutions

than success to a gngatlr extent in the 16v~09é~

o
“
’

¥




. N

N

fnvolvement questions condition than in in the

g high sgo~involvement questions condition.
| ' '

Explanation of Hypothesls
of ML 4
Jo 1. Miller (1976) demonstrated the positive relationship

between ego-involvement and self-serving attributions.

Although Eltg and Frieze (1979) showed that open-ended
measures which ask for causal explanations yleld few

success/fallure differermces on iIndividual attributions,

A}

those differences should  increase with high ego-

[}

involvement. Because Expcrtacni 1 showed that, wusing Wong

and Uolne&'r outcome conditions,
&
effect on internal attributions only, this hypothesis Ms

ego~-involvement has an

restricted to internal attributions. | )

’

.

Jo 2. Miller (1976))found a positive rclationshlp between

ego-involvement and self-serving attributions,- and

Experiment 1 found that ogo-lnvolvc@ont manipulations, /

using “'Wong and Weiner’s outcome conditions, affect

lntcrnallty'onlyf Thus, when Ubng and Weiner’s outcomes are

increased in finvolvement in the qfacst'lons level of the

,ﬂ . .
questionnaire condition, the ‘“control" effect. on tpiso

attributions should diminish. q1\~
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Method
5ubjoéts' were 486 male and female undergraduate and
graduate .students enrolled ln'a wide range of courses at

Concordta University, during the Winter term, 1984. All

subjects were members of classes volunteered by professors

for the purposes of the experiment. . %

Qesign of Study
This experiment attempts to probe the reasons for the

unusual bias found 16 Wong and Weliner by llnlpulaglng the

following outcome condftlons: -

1. An outcoke condition, 1In which hypothetical
out;onos areé described as_  successful or
unsuccessful. 7/ﬂ

2. An expectancy condition, in which an outcome is
described tf confirming or gisconflrllng the
subject’‘s prior "strength" in the sudject.

3. An ego-involvement condition, in which the
outcome s described as merely being a wmid-teram
test, or is described as a test important :o the

‘ lubject, both 1n terms of the expectattons of
important others and in terms of lc;lovlng
iubblquent academic and vocitipnal success.

4. A guestion type cond@tlon, y‘/:hlch subjects are
asked either to'rqlsc questions in response to
the hypothetical outcome, o; to list reasons
prlu'lnlng the hypothetical outcome.

5. A method of measurement .condition, 1n which
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qttrlbutlonal responses are measured 5y thetr
f;ehuency of response, or by ~the percentage

. assessments asslined to them by subjecti.
Attrlbutlonal. effects of the outcono,. expectancy,
iavolvement and measure manipulations are assessed by
c6d1n9 subjects’ opgn—ended questions or statements made in

a

response to the hypoﬁhetlcal outcbqps‘ The experiment is {
2 X 2X2X2X(2) ropeaked measures design. The first
factor, outcome, cunslits of two levels: success ' and
failure. The second factor, expectancy,  consists of two
levels: ‘expquod and’unoxp;ctld. The thlrdt factor, ego-
involvonént, consists of two levels: low and high. The
fourth factor,l question type, consfsts of two levels:
questions and reasons. The ¢Ffifth, and within-groups,
factor, method of nea!urenent; coéslsts.or twg , levels:
frequ!néy of rosbonsih and percentage assessment. Jhis
results in 16 between group factorial coll; {(see Figure 3),
3% each level of the ftftﬁ factor, method of measurement,
0

s  analyzed separately because it (involves different

dependent leasurés, which cannot be compared statistically.



- it e x

r‘
ey

1 -
4 i
| . .
. . _RUESTIONS . v
) [
// _ . Low. involvement “High involvement
- . . .
Expected Unexpected Expected Unexpected -
sudless Success
' . e T
Fatlure | - o ”?i Fatiure| -
) , i ,
REASONS _ yg—
' 1 } ' , Wt - .
Low {nvolvement High {nvolvement
Expected Unexpected. Expected Unexpected
Suctess . Success . Py
. Fatlure Failure ‘ o .
S , 3 . v i
Lo J - o e ‘
Figurg 3: The between groups éexperimental design. The
4 ~ . . ~ , :
dependent measures are effort,. task, Internality, and ° .
externality. y 4
~ %:
.(’ :
A Te )




p
xperim r 7
The same as in Experiment 1. o
‘ Procedure
The same as in g&pfrlnont 1.

M riails

e ‘
’ . £
+All materials for Expeniment 2 are found in " Appendix

A Immedlately preceding each hypothetical outcome

description 1In the questions condition were the fol}ovlng

instructions: “The following s a ‘nypothetical course
. : n

examination situation. In this situation, what would you
nost lxkcly ask yourself, given the outcome? Make sure that

‘you ratse ;1 least flve Questions.” Beneath the outcome

-

déscrlption was the heading, Questions, followed hy seven
: ’ J : o

numbered lines, upon which the subjects were to write their

questions. This format was based closely ufon actual

. ;
samples of Wong and Welner's materials, Immediately

prccuum%3 the  hypothetical outcome - description in ~thc

reasons condition was the statement, “The following ts a
hypothetical course examination situation. In  this
sttuatlon* what }oasons would you give for. your‘ test
b ' ' :
outcome? Make sure that you lisgt 3t least five reasons.®
Following the description was 223 heading, gg;;ggg,

followed by seven numbered lines, upon which subects were

'to write the reasons for the outcome. The' paragraph

dgescribing the test outcome was identical ‘across the
questions and reasons levels of the questionnaire type
L 3

. {
condition, and  identical to the  descriptions wused in

,, . 105



.y

106

\‘\

Experiment 1, except for the final sentence, which asked

sObJects once again to raise questions or list reaspn;. See.

’ 3

Appendix A for the outcome conditions. On the second page

A r

of each questionnadire in thj questions condition were the

o

instructions: "Please copy gnto the lines below all the

‘questions you wrote on the the previous page, kgfping them

in their poriginal order. Write them in a shortened form {f
you wish. Do not list any new questions on this bage.,AFter
you have copied all the questions, please indicate with a

percentage #figure how important you think the factor
)

\entloned in ‘each question was in determining your

l hyppfhetical ‘test performance. If what is referred to in

the question had no effect 02 performance, - glve the
question a rating of 0%Z. For example, tﬁesé sorts of
questions, "How shall I prepare for the*final?", "th-&ldnl
fali this exam", and "How well will 1 do on the 'final?"
Sshould probably be rated zero, because they make: no
references to factors .that could have affecte&w test
performance. However; f what is questioned had an eiféc;
on performance, as in \yestlons such'aéy "Wwas 1 lucky?”,
"Was the _exam fair?", \br "DldAi‘ try hard?'", give the
quesstion a percentage rating. If the\factor mentioned had a
small 1nflq5?ce on performance, give {t a low percentage

rating. If the factor had a large influence on performance,

‘glve it a high percentage rating. The total of all

percentages must not exceed 100%." Beneath these

o

lnstructldns was the heading “Questions" End, to the right,

a heading composed of a percentage figure, to denote

~



' . placement of  the percentages. There were again seven
\«27 numbered 1lines, paired with seven shorter 1lines, where
subjects could write their pErcentage assessments. Beneath

the percentage coclumn was the warning: "Total must not

L4
/>, exceed 100%. On the second page of the gquestionnaire in the
‘. ' p reasons conditions Qere an anajogous set of tnstructioaf:

Please copy onto the lines below all the reasons you wrote

on the previous page, keeping theﬁm:n their goriginal order.

v Write .them in a shortened form if you wish. Do pgot write

. Cos any new reasons on this page. After you have copied all the
| reasons, please :ndlcate with a percentage figure how
important you 'think each reason was i{n determining your

- <N perfarmance on the test. If a reason had a small Influence

. on performanée give it a low percentage rating. If the

c,, r -

.

o iy, ST

exceed 100%." Tﬁ?’ remainder of the page was similar |in
format to the respective page in the questions” conditions,

with the exception of the use of the heading, Reasgns. A

k

method " was develo%i o correct questionnaires in wh!ch a
PR S
/2 ! ' single percgntage assessnent was glven to a response |in

N which tUD CIUSGS were listed or /q:est.laned ellﬁ for those

questionnaires In which the total ratings exceeded  100%.
'gg , See Appendix B.

- Lo . © Dependent Measures
Affect,\ expettancy’ and behavigral response mgasurg;

\ . ‘, The same as those found in Experiment 1.

»

)

-

o»

p;“}eqjage ratihg The total of all percentages must -not

. T 107 ™
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reason had a large 1nFluence on ﬁLrFormanco give it a hlqh\
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Cpen—~ended Tresponses. in both the questions and

reasong conditions, were coded with the scheme developed to
tode the responses in Wong and Weiner (19B£)1 The scheme
tonsists of nineteen classificati&n categories: action, re-
evaluvation, miscellaneous. generai. ability, effort, tagk,
luck, study method, erro¥, motivation, fttitudc: emotjon,
phJsical condition, cheating, help, teacher, khowiodgo: and
situation. For definitions and examples of each of these
categories, and for the method through which Wong an
Weiner dev oped their coding scheme, see Appendix B. 1t
was decided to replicate Wong and Weiner'’s study as closely

as possible by neither adding nor subtracting categories,

and by develqping definitions of each category, illuminated

by actual examples. The latter step was necessary because
Wong and Weinér had made no formal definitions of each

category, and had instead relied on key examples

S

Apparené&g,l they had discussod the categories car;éullq.

and had pfior knowledge both of theoretical dcfin}tions of

each categofq and of former coding schemes. We tequired

formal definitions to maintain - objectivity and

repeatability; and . because the judges used in this study

. were not eduallq familiar with att;ibution theory.

Judges were introduced to ang and Weiner ‘s coding by
a written introduction, which is essentially aﬂfoduction of
the méthod HWong and Weiner used to develop their scheme.

éee, Appendix B. Judges familiarized themselves with ¢the

<

coding scheme by first reviewing examples of each category

-

[y

4]

2
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included 1in the introduction, and then by studying an
actual sample 0¢ coded.data from the Hong'and Welner study,
'éonsléttng of the responses made to- sixteen outcome
conditions. This sample of data was forwarded by Wong upon
requesi._ Judges then covered the codings and attempted to
code'the responses themselves. There were six Judges, four
Wity werw.wto complete the actual coding, ons who was to act
as a tle-breaker (all responses in the ;;hQ:lnent‘ were
coded by pairs BF Judges), and one acted as back-up judge.
Inter-judge consensus and consensus with Wong and Weiner'’s
coding ua; then calculated.V Inter-judge conseﬁsus was
calculated by ¢first "going over each statement that was
indeﬁendently coded by the Judges, and recording which
coding JuoPes nostv'often used. * The number _of coded
%tatepents ;as then totalled, and then so was the number of
times. a judge agreed with the list of coﬁsonsus codlngs.
The number of times a judge agreed with the consensus
delngs was then 'divlded by the total number of caded
statements to determine inter-judge consensus for that
tndividual. Thué, i€ ihere were seventy statnneﬁts, ang a
Jugge3agfeed with the consensus list rlfty-six times, the
inter-judge consensujﬁ for ‘that judge was .56/70 = .80.
Consensus with Wong and Weliner'‘s coding was then calculated
~by dividing the nd?ggr of times th;“‘list of éonscnsus
codings agreed ;tth Wong and ueiner's,cbdings. Inter-judge

7

consensus for the coding of the sample of Wong and UWeiner

gata was .80, .82, .85, .85, for the regular judges, .95

A
/E;\V//> \ .

4



110

/

for the tile-breaker, and .95 for the back-up judge.
Consensus with Wong and Weiner‘s scoring was .94,  Judges
then coded another set of responses to twelve outcomes from
7
the Wong and Weiner study, this time with ¢the original
codings rinovodA Inter— judge consensus was .78, .90, .BB;
93 for the regular judges. ( judges presented {n the same
order as before) .92 for .the tie-breaker, and .90 for the
A
extra Consensus with Wong and Weiner’s coding was 90.
This process of familiarization took sevgral weeks, with
u;ekly meetings to ascertatﬁ consensus, and  discuss
codings. ‘ "

Two regular judges also orlglnat;d &oflnltlons‘df each
causal category, Dbased upon Wong and Welner‘s original
°codlngs. During the meetings convened to help judges’
progress with the coding ichene, these definjtions were
refined 0and relevant examples were added. Furthermore, a
comprehensive list of examples for each category was
conplle; The completed scheme (s found in-Appendix B.

Some problems were encountered In creating the coding
scheme . ‘ These occurred nalle in dgefining and
differentiating the categories of re-evaluation and
ability. Because susjects alﬁays)perfornod Inconsistently

) RVt
with ihelr strength or weakness lwia sybject, there were a
number of subjects (n Wong ana Weiner who questioned
whether they were really strong or weak (e.g., "Am I
deceiving myself about gy potengial?"). . Wong and Wetiner

decided to code such questions as non-attributional

responses, referred to as re-evaluation. Névertheless, the

-
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use of this category was at tineé lpconslstont' in thel}
codting, including soYeral lnstanges where subjects uﬁye
definitely referrtné, to task difficulty. This led to
difficulties 1In refining the definition of 'the catyga?y A
The main problem wlth'thlﬁ category, however, 1; docidlng

whether a response belongs here or in.. the category of

’ ability Because level of ability is always lmplicftly
o stated in the oytcome descriptions, and always inconsistent
sgi“ with the outcome, subjects almost never referred to thelr

ability without some sense of re-evaluation. This problem
1slsubstintlal, because re-evaluaglon s not {ncluded a; an'
attributional category, thus reducing the number of
1ntetnal ability attributions in the analysis. The question
remains as to whether re-evaluation should be cllsilfie;
attrlbutlonally as‘an ability question. . Wong and Weiner
decided they were not attrl‘utlonal, but more recéntly,

Wong (Appendix B) suggests that they could be considered as

internal, ability attridbutions. For the purposes of
Fepllcation, the present 'stuay retains re-evaluation

g questions as non-attributional responses. T
Coding Prégedurg .

The ordeé in which classes were coded was determined
randaomly, . by picking numbered pieces of paper,
corresponding to assigned class numbers, from a box. The

) six possible pairs of judges were arranged fn'a list tn the
M first® order thd{ came to mind. Each pair was assigned a

relatively equal number of subjects by providing them with

o



~expected vs. une*;:cted) X 2 (Involvement: low vs.-high) X

’

N e

:enough classes .until a quota of approximately Fifty

2

"sub‘jects ‘qas reached. Five of- the six pairs compieted

arother set of subjects later on, to complete scoring of

all subjects. The second set was somewhat larger'lhan the

first, because coders were .now capable of coding a greater

number 67 subjects within-a s!nil\r period of time. Each

-

member of a coding pair independently coded his or her,

‘assigned subjects on a separate sheet. When the coding of

-~

the classes assigned to a pair of Judges was completed by

both members, the pair met and wrote their consensus on .

new sheet. Discussion was used to vresolve iny %odlng

disagreeménts. [f disagreement persisted, the individual '

codings were given to the tie-breaker and she decided upon _
the final coding. Tie-breaking was requ(bed for‘lesi' thaﬁ
1% of cod‘ﬁgs.l ' v

1Analys§s”

A 2 (Outcome: success vs. fal'lure) X 2 (Expectancy:

N

2 (Questiannaire: questions vs. reasons) analysis of

variance (ANOVA) was performed on the four dependent
measures of effort, task, internality and externality. The
measure of internality was created by adding the categories

of ability, effort, study method, error, :motivation,

3

attitude, emotion,

physical condition, “cheating and

knowledge, ~ that of externality by adding the categories of

" task, luck, help, teacher and situation. ANOVAs were run .on

these four measures for the pyrpose of replication; these

were the four measures upon which Wong and Weiner ran

-

‘e

%
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ANOVAS 1n thelr stldy. As In Experiment 1, £he ANOVAS were

] . p.
performed wusing the SGtatistical Package for Lbhe SJocial

~

Sciences (SPSS). , ‘

Results
The elght four-way ANOVAS in the present cxporl‘cnt
ylelded  a' group of Interaction. effects too large and
cpiplex to be reported by effect, as was done tmaeiﬁerinckt
1; the reader would find g}oat difficulty in deciphering
the results if pres{nt;d in this Fashion. Thus, while main

effects are presented in the same order as in Experiment 1,

)

a different order of presentation is used for reporting
" interaction effects, organizing the data to answer these.

four questions: 1) Did the cells replicating Wong and

.

Hel;or's éxporll;nth conditions in the present oxpnr!nint
yteld’ the same Findings as Wong and Weiner? 2) In which
other céﬁdttlons,_ 1§ any, -did Wang and Weiner’s' effects
occur? 3} LIn which conditlons did self-serving effects
geecur? 4)° What was the l;ln cause .of Hon§ and 'Uo}nbr's

effécts? Answering -the first quoitloq, whether the cells

replicating Wong and Weiner’s experiment yielded the same

findings as Wong &nd Weiner, establishes whether Wong and

\ dotne{‘s anomalous findings were a function of their

experimental wmanipulations, or of uncoﬁtrollod factors

specific to their experiment, such as atypical causal
beliefs of the subject population, or coder bias. Answering

the second question, whether Wong and Weiner‘s effects

occurred in conditions other than those used specifically

Y

8
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in Wong and Weiner’s study, establishes whether Wong and
Weiner'’s effects occurred because of the .set -1
manipulations specific to tﬂeir experiment, or whether
modified wversions of their conditions also yield the same
results. Answering the third question., what conditions
yielded self-serving effects, tells us morcv about what
causes self-serving etfects in open-ended measures.
Answering the fourth question, what factor, or interaction
of factors, was sufficient to cause Wong ‘and Weiner‘s

effects,) establishes whether Wong and Weiner’s hypothesis

“prov des a sufticient, or even approximate, explanation of
‘theNy results. Note that the answer to this latter question
can be gl;anld from the answer to question ¢two, but the
information is recapitulated so as to address the question
more directly. The h‘pothosos ctoncerning interactions are
addressed in the answers to the four questions. In

[

answering each question, FFPects on the ‘"measures of
intcrﬁali:g and externality ;ro pressnted )lrst._ followed
by the affects on the measures of effort and task. Row and
column means for all significant sffects on internality and
‘e;ternalitq are presented in the text. Cell means and c;ll
sizes of all measures are presented in Tables 26 and 27.
Noée that sffects concerning success/failure
differences are almost exclusively reported. *The central
question of the study cbncnfns how Wong and MWeiner'’s

_experimental conditions created’ their success/failure

differences. - Thus, findings concerning expectancy,
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involvement, and question type differences in success or'
fail;re Qﬁly are generally omitted.
| , Symmary of findings
Theré were a total of 2460 responses, averaging 5.06
responses per suﬂfézt. The relative frequency of . each
éategory'yas as follows (in the order of appearance in the
coding scheme): general Cwhere people asked "why" questions

without mentionting any causal 'factorl (2.977), ability

- (1.3%),~ effort (12.72%), .task (15.65%), luck (4. 19%), study

method (4.277), personal error (2. 447), motivation (5.98%),

attitude (2.76%), emotion (3. 50%), personal physical

. condition (1.87%), cheating (.48%), other‘s help/hindrance

(1.14%), téacher ([includes method of gradingl (10.49%),
knowledge (3.82%), situation (2.97%Z), action [e.g., "What
am ‘I going to d0?1 (7.2%), re-evaluation  (3.0%),
miscellaneous /Cincludes all \ﬁon~attrlbutlonil responses
that are ' not action or re-evaluation, an¢ ali
incomprehensible responses] (13 29%).

[t was found that the’repllcathn of Wong and Weiner's—-
unexpoc‘od, low ego-involvement bxporinontal‘condlt1ons in
the present experiment yielded the same flndlngs as Wong
and Weiner on the measures of lntlrnal{ty, thernailty and
effort,. but not on the measure of task. There were no
success/failure differences on the measure of task in these

' .

canditions. Wong and Weiner’s findings were repeated in

conditions other than those fcpl!cattng their study. Wong

and Weiner’s findings concerning internality and

externality occurred across all unexpected conditions, even

4

~~
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" when subjects listed reasons, and when percefitage

dssessment data was condtdered. It was GSVnd tmat sub ject
questioning also ylelded Wong - and Weiner’'s findings
concerning internality and that subject questioning also

ylelded Wong and Weliner’s findings concernlhq externality

@B

when ego-involvement was high. The expectancy and question
type effects on the measures of {nternality and externality
occurred across Frcquenc} of response and percentage
assessment conpditions. Wong and Welner’'s  findings
concerning effort occurred in the question conditions only,
across the frequency of ;osponse and percentage assessment
conditions. Héug and Weiner’s findings cohcerning task
occurre;\]n the expected questions condition only, in the

frequency of response condition.

a Few "~ self-serving effects occurred; all of these were

in the rcasons'cpndltlon. Self-serving effects on the
neasure of externality were found {in the high ego-
iavolvenent reasons condition across both measurement
condltlans, self-serving effects were found on the measure
of task in the high cgo;lnvol ement and unexpected levels
of the frequency of rospons; condition, and self-serving
effects were found one th& .measure of effort in the

5

unexpected, frequency of response ‘condition. °
¢

?Thally, it was found that expectancy disconfirmation

explains Wong and. Welner'’s F]ndlngs concerning both

internality and externalfity, and that their hypothesis

-explains their effects on the measures of internality and




effort. ' . .
‘ Qutcome main effects )

Hypothesis | was not confirmed; there were main
ef fects on the measures of o?&ort and internality 1in the
frequency of response conditions, and on the measures of
internality in the percentage asséssncﬁt condition. The
main effect of outcome on the measures of effort (see Table
21) and internality (see Table 17 1n~ the »froguency of
response ;)ndltlon showed that faitlure yilelded greater
effort than success; and that failure (M = 2. 25) ylel:;d

greater {nternal attributions than success (M = 1.73). The

maln effect of outcome aon the measure of Internality (see

Table 18) 1in the percentage assessment %Dﬂﬂit:lbﬂ showed-

that failure (M = 46.37) yielded more internal ratings than
success (M = 40.63). ' .
Expectincy main eifecty 7
Hypothestis [I was confirmed on the measures of
internality and externality, across both measurement
conditions. Unexpected outcomes (M = 2.20) in the f?cquency
of response EondltloA yielded greater external attributions
 than enpecto& outcomes (M = 1.42; {see Table 20), Qwhoreas
expected outcomes (M = 2.19) ylelded. greater . internal
attributions than unexpected outcomes (M = 1.79) (see Table
18). In the percentage a;sesSIent condltion, unexpected
putcomes (H\z 39.21) yielded greater external ratings than
expected outcomes (M = 25.69) (see Tadle 219, whereas
- ’

expected outcoas (M = 46.50) yielded greater internal

ratings than unexpected outcomes (M = 40.51) (see
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.. . Table 19). There was also a main effect ofi-expectancy on

the measure of task, acrass both l(lSUTQ”ﬂt CDﬂﬂi&thS.
L . A

Unegpected oqutcomes (n the frequency of response and the
‘percentage assessment. condition yleldeg greater task

'
attributions than expected outcomes (see Tables 24 & 25).

Involvement majn effects
Hypothesis III was not confirmed, there was a main
effect of ‘ﬂvc&y’.!nt an th measures éf task and
externality, in both . )eemeht conditions. The. main

B ’ ®
es of tadk and externality (n the

effect on . the meas
frequency of response condition showed that low 1n:olv:nont
outcomes yielded greater task

involvement outcomes (see Tabl

attridbutions " than  hign

" 24), and that low
involvement outcomes (M = 2 00) yielued gredter external

attridbutions than high involvement outcomes (M = 1.57) (see

. o
Table 20). " The main effect of 4nvolvement on the measures &

of task ang. externality in the ‘perccntage assessment

condition showed that low {nvolvement outcomes yielded

greater task ratings than high tnvolvement outcomes (see .

Table 25) and that low {nvolvement outcomes (M = 36.69)
yielded greater external ratings than h;gh involvement
autcomes (M = 27, 44) (so; Table 21). X ‘ N
Question type main gffects

Hypotheslis lvhvas confirmed, there was a main effect
of quostfon type on the measures of effort, task,
internalaty, and externality lﬂ¥%he frequency of response

)
v

condition, and on ({nternal and external ratings in the
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percentage assessment condition. The reasons condition in
. (ijgje frequency of response condition ylelded greater effort
/// and task attributions than the questions condition (see
Tables 22 & 24), and the reasons condition (M = 2.79, 2.07)
afso yielded greater internal and external k:ttributlons.
than the questions condition (M = 1,22, 1.52) (see Tables
18 & 20). The main effect of questtonnéire type on the
measures of internality and externality in the bercentage
‘assessment condition showed that reasons condition (M =‘-~
57.59, 36.76) yilelded greater internal and external
attributioh ratlnga than the questions condition (M =

29.26, 27.37) (see Tables 19 & 21).

Replication of Wong and Weiner’'s Experimentql Conditions

L
B8y way of summary, it was found that the frequency of

\

response  data 1in fh! unexpected low ego-tnvolvement

~

questions ¢dndition of the present gtudy, the condition

replicating- Wong and Weiner (1981), yielded the same

[N

findtngs as Wong and Weiner on the measures of internality,

externality, and effort, but not on the measure of task.

-

This was demonstrated by an outcome by expectancy
interaction on the measures of internality and externality,
and by an outcome by expectancy interaction on the measure
of ° effort,’ qualified by anx’outcome by expectancy by
questlén.‘type' interaction. These fnteractions were not
predicted; Experlignt I had shown no outcome by expectanéy-

fnteractions. ‘%

A 4
Stmple main effects tests performed on the outcome by

expectaxﬁy interaction on the“ﬁeasures of internality and

[y
<
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externality showed that -unexpected fallure (M = 2. 3q€:::i

yielded greater internal attributjons  than’ unexpected

. success (M = 1.23)) F (1, 463) = 39.335, p < .001, and that

wunexpected success (M = 2.46) ylelded greater "external
attributions thap ;nexpected failure (M = 1.96), F (1,4633
= 8,071, p < .005 (see Tables 18 & 20). Because the outcome
by expectancy interaction on the measures of internall§yc
and externality 1is not quallfled by a higher drdef
‘1ntéractgon, the <cell vreplicating Wong and Uelner's

. " ! .
unexpected conditions found the same results on - these

measures as Hong and Weiner Asee Flgure 4).

o’

e WA
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In the outcome by expectancy interaction on the

-

measyre- of effdrt, fallure. ylelded greater ‘effort
attributions than success.ln the expected'conﬁltlon oply,oF
(1, 463) = 8 208, p < .065. This effect was qualified by an
outcome by expectancy by. question type tnteraction,
‘however, which showed that UOn§ and Weiner’s effects
c;ncernlng effort were repliicated in the questions
congition, questions faflure yielded- greater effort
y
attributions than questions success, across expected and
unexpected conditions, F (1, 463) = 5239, p < .05, and F
(1, 463) = 6.8l14, p < .01, which includes ¢the cells

containing Wong and Wetneels unexpected condition,

uéng and Weiner's Effects in"Other Conditione™

Wong and UWeliner’s findings caoncerning task and
external attributjions of success, and effort and , internal
attributions of faillure, occurred in cells other than the

‘ones replicating their specific exporlnentai conditions. In

\

3

t‘:rns of internality and externality, success yielded

* greater external attributions than failure, and faflure

yielded greater tnternal attributions than success when

outcomes were unexpected; fatlure ylelded greater tnternal

e

attributions than success when subjects asked questions,

and success yielded greater external attributions than

failure .when subjects asksd questions of outcomes that were

high in ego-tinvolvement. All these effects occurred 1in
both the frequency of response and percentage assessment

measurement conditlions In terms of the measures of effort

. L3 .
and task, " Wong and Weiner’s Flndlhis of effort

4
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attripbutions of fal}ure occurred in the ekpected, as well
as the wunexpected, questions condition, across both

measurement conditlons, while greater task attributions of

“success than of fajlure occurred in the expected questions

-

condition,.  in the frequency of response measurement
condition only. All the above finafngs are presented by(“"

method of measurement.
{

Frequency of Response Data Concerning the wmeasures of
internaltty and externality, bec;use the outcome. by
expectancy interactions on these measure; were unquallfled,
all unexpected coqﬁk&lons showed external attributtons of
success and fnternal attributions of failure. That is/,/ Hong‘
and Weiner‘s effects occurred in both the low and hibh ego-
involvement uneﬂpecttd, condttions, and in both the
unexpected questions and unexp;iked reasons conditions.
Greater jinternal attributions of fatlure than success also
occurred whenever subjects asked questlons,' there was an
outc;ne by ‘question type lnteractlon-on the n;asure of
internality, unqualified by a higher lnteractlona questions
railzre (M = 1.63) (i.e., where subjects asked questlzns tn
response to a faflure outcome) yielded greater (internal
attrtbutions than questions success (M = . 7%), F (}, 463) =
26 307, p < .001 (see Table 18) /Because the outcome by
question type interaction was not otherwise qualified by a
higher interaction, hypothesis VIII was not confirmed, tq:t
questions failure would yield greater internal attributions

than - questions  success in the low ego-lnvq???hent

-

o ©oe

—
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<onditions than 1in the high ego-involvement conditions.

Hoqg and Weiner’s findings concerning externality were also
repllqated when subjects asked questions |In Khlgh. ego-
;nvolvmeq) conditions. An outcome Dby question type
interaction on the measure of externality showed that
questions s;ccess (M = 1.75) yielded greater external
attridbutions than qukkttons fatlure (M = 1 30), F (1, 463)
= 7.915, p < Ol (see Table 20). .Thls was qualified by an
outconme by involvement by questlion type lnteractlop,
however, which showed that questions success (M = 1. 865)
yielded gr?ater external attributions than questions

fallure (M = 98) only when ego~involvement was high, F (1,

463*\<\i;13, p < .005 (see Table 20). Thus, Hypothesis VI

37

wWas not™= confirmed, that questions would ylelda greater
. &

external attributions of success than of failﬁre, in the
absence of higher order intetactions

wong and Weiner’s findings concerqingfthe measure of
effort occurred across $otﬁ the expected qulstlbns

condition and the wunexpected questions cqnaltion. The

cutcome by expectancy by question type interaction on the

‘measure of effort showed that questions failure yielded

greater effort attributions than questions success 1In Wong
and Weiner's unexﬁicted éuostlons conditton, and‘ in the
expect7d questions. condition F (1, 463) = 6.814, p < .01,
and F (1, 463) = 5. 239, p < 05 (see Table 22). There were
no further {nteraction effects on effort, so as in the case
of internality, Hypothesis VIII was not conf:rnid, that

failure questions will yield greater effort attributions in
1

/
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the low tnvolvement condition.

Wong and Weiner’s findings concerning the measure of
task were replicated when subjects asked questions {n the
expected condition, an outcome by expectancy by question
type interactidn showed that questions success yielded
greater task aitrlbutlons than questions fatlure onl&\yhen
outcomes were expected, F (1, 463) = 6.939, p < .005 (so;
Table 24). _ . . ”

Percentage Assessment Data

In hypothesis V, it was predicted that Wong and
Weiner’s conditions would ylo;d Wong and Weiner’s findings
only when frequency of response data was considered.
Hypothesis V was not confirmed, however, Wong and Weiner'’s
findings concerning the measures of internality,
externality and effort occurred when pergentaqo assessment
data was considered, both in the low ego-involvement ada
unexpected conditions wused in their study: and ln_ othag
conditions. Flndings conce?ning success/fallure‘leferenc.s
on the measures of internality and externality were gxactly
the same asw those found in the fg;‘;encf‘ aof response
condition There was an unquallfleq outcome by expectancy

interaction effect on internality and externality ratings

Unexpected success (M = 44.89) ylelded greater external

ratings than unexpected fallure (M = 34.11), F (1, 441) =

7.791, p < 01, and unexpected failure (M = 48.80) ylelded

.
greatar internal ratings than unexpected success (M =

31.25), F (1, 441) = 19.417, p ¢ .001 (see Tables 19 & 21).
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Also as in the frequency of response condition, t#ere was
an outcome by question type interaction effect on the
measures of internality and ext@rnallty, questions success
(M = 31.70) ylelded greater external ratings than questions
fallure (M = 23.858), F (1, 441) = 4.939, p < .05, t and
questions fallure " (M = 37.92) ylelded greater internal
ratings than questions success (M = 19.36), F (i, 441) =

20.935, p < .00l (see Tables~19 & 21). As {n the frequency

!

‘of response condition, the outcome by question type

fnteraction on the measure of ex}ernallty was qualified by
an outcome by fnvolvement\by question type intersofion
which showed , that questions slGccess (M = 29.39>\ yielded
greate? external attrlbu}lons than questions jfatlure (M =

! #
15.92) in the high ego-involvement condition only, F (],

.441) = 6. 038, p < .05 (see Tadle 21).

Success/fFatlure gdifferences on the measure of “offori
in Wong and d;iner's unexpected low involvement questions
conditions of the pros;nt study were also.replicated l: tni
percentage ’ assessment condition. An outcome by
questionnaire type ‘tnterlcttnn'on the measure of effort,
unquatified by a hlghor‘order Interaq}lon, showed that

questions fallure yielded greater effort ratings than

questions success, across expociancy and involvement

conditions, F (1, 441) = 9.898, p ¢ .01 (see Table 23).
Hypotheslis V was confirmed on the measure .o0f task

only, effects on task differ across frequency of response

‘and percentage assessment conditions, Unlike the fchuincy

of response condition, there were: no success/failure
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differences on task In the percentage assessment condition

(see Table 25).

Self-serving Effects

Self-serving effects occurred in the reasons condition
only. There was a self-serving effect on the measure of
externality, 1in both the froquenc§ of response and the
percentage assessment condition, and on effort and task, fn
the frequency of response condition only.,

The self-serving effect on the measure of oxto}nalfty
accurred in an outcome by tnvolvement by quostloq"\ypel
interaction in the frequency of response condition; reasons

¥

’ .
fatlure (M = 2.25) yielded greater external attriduttons

¢
{

than reasons success (M = 1.46) tn the high {nvolvement
condition only F (]1,463) = 16.801, p ¢ .0l (see Table 20 &
Figure 6). The effect was repeated (n the percentage
assessment condition,  where there was an outcome by
question type "iInteraction; reasons fallure (M = 40.65)
ylelded grcat;r external ratings than reasons success (M =
32.59) This was qualified by an outcome by involvement Dby
question type {nteraction, | which showed that reasons

'

fajlure (M = 40.57) yielded greater external ratings than
reasons success (M = 24.73), tn the high involvement
condltlonnonly,,r_(l; 44;5 = 6.037, R < .05 (see Table 21 &
Figure 7).

The self-serving effect on the measure of effort was

found in an outcome by expectancy by question type’

interaction in the frequency of response condition; reasons
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success yfelded greater effort attributions than reasons

fallure 1in the unexpected conditions only, F (1, 463)° =

6.814, p < .0} (see Table 22). There was no\sclf—iorv}ng
effect for effort in the percentage assessment condition.

The self-serving effect on the measure of task

_occurred in an outcome by question txpe interaction in the

Froquenc§ of response cnndftlon; fallure reasons ytielded

greater task attributions than success reasons, F (1, 4637

=-5.218, p < .05.. This effect was qualified by an outcome
by expectancy by‘questionrlzgs lntéractlon, which showed
that there was a self<serving effect on task in the
expected condition only, F (1, 463) = 4.714, p <. 05. The
outéone by Quéstlon type iInteraction was also qualified Dy

an outcome by involvement by question type interaction,

which showed that there was a self-serving effect on task

in the high involvement reasons condition only, F (1, 463)

= 8.149, p < .01 (see Table 23). There were no self—

serving effects for task in the percentage assessment
. t .

condition.

~

)
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The Cause of m and Weiner‘s Unusual Attributional Bias
Exgectipcz and Sybject Questioning Wong and We iner
hypotheilzed that the external attributtions of success Janq
internal attflbutlon; of fallure {n thelr study occurred
because subjects asked questions, as opposed to listing
reasons. In asking questions, subjects were no longer
‘interested In na!ntatnlhg self-esteem; instead, they became
interested 1In searching for solutions to problems that may
recur I hypothesized that Wong an& Weiner‘s effett may
just as"easlly have Qccurred because of the effects of
expgctanc? disconfirmation, low ego~involvement, or coding
_scheme. Which facior, or interaction of  factors, best
explains Wong and Weiner‘’s findings? The present ‘stuny
suggests fthat ghat depends, 1in part, upon uhlep factors
are considered, but In terms of the collapseﬁ f;Etprs o:
ipternality and q;}ernallty, Wong and Weiner's subject
questioning explanation alone s »lnsufflcteﬁt, whereas
. expectancy élsconflrn;tlon sufflcten%}y 'egplaini " their
findings conéernlng both .these factors. For tﬁe measure of
effort, on the other hand, Wong and Weiner's hypothesig
provides the best explanation. ‘
As’' previously reported, there was an unqualified
outcome by %xpectancy/lntoractloﬁ, tqrést\both noasu%enent‘
conditions, on(tho'noasures 0f internality and olteinailty,
where unoxpectéd sﬁifcess ylelded‘b greater external

attributions than unexpected failure, and unexpected

failure yielded greater (internal attributions than

unexpected success. The fact gt::/}ﬁgkbutcong by expectancy

: g \
. ' \

L e et s e p— - e W m e B o A o
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o ) .
L
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hinteﬂacf!on effect on these two measures was not qualified
by a higher order (interaction means ‘that  so long as
outcomes . were unexpected, Wong and Weiner’'s findings
concerning these factors occurred wﬁether 1nvolv0nen£ was
. high or low, whether subjects asked questions or ‘llﬂsted
reasons. Because the same outcome by expectancy interaction

.an the measures of lnternql*ty and externality occurred in

the percentage assessment condition, the eff holds true
4

even when subject evaluations of causes are considered.
%

Thus, expectancy disconfirmation provides a sufficient
. bx}lanatldn of ﬁong and Weiner ‘s results on the measures of
1nier6alxty and externality, when responses are open;enged
questions. )

. . &
: ‘In conggrison to the unqualified outcome by expectancy

b

interaction on the measures of internality and externality;
ithere ‘was an outcome by question type'lntgraction on these’
same measures, across both measurement conditions, which
showved trat“ questions success ytelde& ‘"greater ﬁxternal
attributions than questions failure, and that questldns
fatlure yleldéd greater lnternal‘ attributions than
questions success. The ogutcome by quosti&ﬁ\type fnteraction
on the measure of externality was -ﬁhalif!ed‘ in both
measurement conditions, however, by an outcome by
involvement by question type interactioh, which showed that
.
~— ' success yielded greater external attrlbw%lons than failure

only\when involvement was high. Because Wong and Weiner's

outcome were low 1in ego-involvement, - this means that

N} ' . 
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sub ject queihloning could not have caused their unusual

‘effects on éxternality. -Thus, Wong and Weliner’s hypothesis

provldes\\\a .sufficient explanation for thelr findings
concerning internality gbut does not explain their 'Hndlpgs
concerning externality. h .

While expectancy disconfirmation suFFlclenily explains

Uo‘?mand Weiner'’s findings concerning both internality and

externality, thelr explanation better accounts for their

findings concerning the measure of éffort. There was an
outcome Dby q;estion type interaction, qualifiéd. . by an
outcome by expectancy by quegtion type interaction, which
showed that falillure yielded gre;ter effort attrlbuti%ns

than success when subjects asked questions i{in -either

expected _ng unexpected conditions. This effect - was

repllcated in the percentage assessment condition, where an
unqualifled outcome by question type interaction on effort
ranngs showed ‘that q*ﬁstlons failure ylelded greater

effort ratings than questions success. ‘ .

‘EQo-invoivement and Method of Measurement On the basis of

the outcome by efpectancy and outcaome by questionnaire
interactions on the measures of internality and externality
in the present stﬁdy, it s clea; that both subject
questioning and expe?}ancy disconfirmation contriﬁzt;d to
the ‘effects concerning 1q¢e(nallty ih wong. and Uélner's
study, but thatc Wong and Weiner's effects concerning
exgernelity<~ire ex;lalned only by the fact that outcomes

3
were unexpected. It 1s also clear that subject questioning

ylelded Wong and Weiner’s findings concernlﬁg effort. The

\

lf s et Wbt 4 = - . - e AR et
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) presence of low ego-involvement aﬁd,Frehuency 0f response

measuremeﬂi in won§ and Weiner ‘s study did not contribute
to their results, however. Furthermore, Hypothesis VII was
not ’conflrmed; high' involvement success did not yteld
greater iﬁterﬁal attributions than high “4nvolvement
faflure. The ‘outcome by. involvement by hue;;ion type
interaction on the measure of externallty shows that ’ Wong
and Weiner’s findings of extermal at&w:g::ions 0f success

are apparently minimized, not increased, When ﬁubJects ask

> 3

questions in a low ego-involvement condition. There were no,

other outcome by involvement effects -on internality and’

externality. 1In terms of the use of frequehcy of response
. ' “ 1 -

data,* success/faflure effects on ~attributions .in the

questions condition were virtually the same across ‘the

frequency and percentage assessment cbndtt}oni of

v

Experiment 2. That Wong and Weinef” s #indings céhcornlng
the measures of internality andiextérnallty aﬁe: the sawe
when  frequency of response .coding 1is used as  when
percentage asséssueqﬁ cod}ng is used suggests that Wong and
Weifer’s results were not an artifact of fréguenéy of

response codlng. L.

by

[
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Table 18. Analysis of Variance for Qutcome, Expec sncy, Ego-
Measure:

involvement, and Question Type (Dependoﬂ‘
Internality - Frequency of Response) . |

\ +

————————————————————————————————— - o o e e e e o o - ey -

. . Degrees ,‘ ¢ ‘ Tatl
Source Sum of of Mean F .Proba-
Squares Freedom  Sjuare : bility:
————— - o - - - —— g — - i - T W G e WS TR S S S G W - ’ - - ;—----—-.}
: X ; |
OutconeLO);K\\\\ 35050 1 . 35.050 20.184 .001
Expectancy(E) -.  17.877 1 " 17.877 10.295 .00l
. . . 8 ) Bt :
Involvement(1) - 5.290 1 5.290 3.047 .082 °
Question Type(@) 296.961 I '296.961 171.009. .001
¢ ) b - ‘ » : ’ ‘
OE T 34.1%2 1 © 34.152 19.667 .001
or 3653 1 27853 2,104 .148
oo | ' 13.729 | © 13.729 7.906 .00%
et 723 1 .723 .48 -S19
EQ 47.%80 L - 47.580+ 27.399 .0Gl
0 s . - . / < . % . *
e 001 1 / .001  .001 .978
oEl ., 1.338 1 1.338  .770 .3€1 -
0EQ 1.968 1 1/968 1.134 288
ota . 1.829 1 '1.829  1.053 .305
E1Q ) 2.687 1 - 2.687 1.547 .214
OElQ 6.458 — 1  6.4%8 - .0%4
ERROR ~ -« . 804.013 463 . 1.737 /),
; \ o '/
\ {
© N ) &y
t . \ ’
v @ .
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Tab;e 19 Analysis of variance for Outcome, Expectancy, Ego-
‘ involvement, and duostlon-Type (Dop‘;dent Hoasure

Internality - Percentage Assessment)

e e e o o e o e S e e o o e e e e - ———— -

o Degreses ' Tat)
~ Source sSum of of Mean F Proba-
- Squares Freedom Square piltty
Outcome(Q)  4835.873 1 4535873  4.937 027
' Expectancy(E)  3612.463 . 1 3612. 463  3.932 .048
Involvement(1) ° 2137.860 1 2137.860 —/ 2.327 . 128
Question Type(Q) "92519.046 1 92519. 046 ', 100.700 001
‘ e . 14436.5%57 1 14436.587 1%.713 ,_'oo 1
ot ~ 828.446 1 828. 446 .902 343
g 00 ‘ 19372’. 488 \1\ 13372»..«3 17.620 .001
3 ( 593.121 1 . 593.121 646 . 422
& - | 7612.200 1 7612.200 8.285 004
e * 363.641 1 363. 641 (396, 530
oEl 7688 1 % 4768 \ .0%2 820
oca . ‘426.592' 1 420. 592 .4%8 . 499
olte 319.332 1 319.332  .348 .5%
a E1e . . . 1746.295 o , 174§.295,  1.e01 . 169
 oEIQ L 243.884 1 243884 .265 . 607

ERROR 405171.988 441 918. 797 e
= .

P
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Table 20. Analysis of Variance for Outcome, Expectancy, Ego-

involvement,

.

Externality - Frequency of response)

and Question Type (Dependent Measure:

1

s o o Y iy > — ——— - — v " A > - - > - - — — — —— - — A i — - - - —— . — - -

Source

nQutcome (0)
Elﬁ}ctancy(E)
rnvoxve-ent;x)'
"Question Type(@)
o o

l 0{’

oa

- El
EQ (
1a
OE1l
OEQ
014
E€lQ
OElQ

ERROR

.

Degrees i
Sum of of Mean F
Squares /Freedom Square

1.515% 1 1.518
74. 107 1 '74. 107  4aa.
21.759 1 21.759 12,
36.617 1 © 36.617 21
15.270 | 1 15. 270 9.
2.583 1 2. 583 i
15. 428 1 18 az28 9.

678 1 . 678

. 684 1 . .6e84"

477" - 1 . 477
2.306 1 . 2. 306 1.

1.034 1 1.oa§
13.089 1 13.089 7.

. 567 1 . 567

T s13 1. ..m13

778.498 463 - 1:681

081
536

178

.404
. 407

.284

371

.61%9

785

. 337

.305

Tlfl
Proba-~-
bility

- - e o — — - - - — e -  —— - Sy S -

.343
.001
.001
.001
. 003
¥

.216

. 003

-. 526

. 524

. 594

. 433

. 008 .
~

Ly

.562

.581
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Table 21. Analysis of Variance for Outcome, Expectancy, Ego-

- Externality - Percen

———————————— - > — T = W > D P = G D W e WP D e 25 - - -

Source

Outcome(0)
* Expectancy(E)

Involvementi(l)

Question Type(Q)

0E
ol
0Q "
El |
EQ
e
OE1
OEQ
- ora ' .
ElQ !
OElQ

ERROR

fnvolvement,

and Question Type (Dependent Measure:

of

Squares

1.
"21426.
9383.
9935,
11805,
298.
7318,
- 118.
159.
%78.
959
33.
3727.

97.

61282.

734
147
229
041

447

722

860
994
823
ais
718
382
961

397

. 5458

103

-

tage

Degrees
of
Free

——— - — - — — —— - D " S W A YD S G G S TV e WS G P T A W .

1

3

. 819,

Assessment)
 Tall

Mean A © Proba-
Square : bility
1.73¢ 002 . 963
21426, 147 23.154di:oox
9383.229 11.4%4 .00}
9935.041 12,127 .001
1180%.447 14.410 .00l
2968.722 - .365 . 546
7518.880 9.178 . 003
118.994 . 145 703
159.923 195 . 659
578.31%5 706 .40l
959.718 1. 174 .280
33.352 7 041 ~840

1 3727.961 4.5851 .033 7

 97.397 119 .730

1.545 002 .96%
234

e
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. Table 22. Analysis of Variance for Outcome, Expectancy,. Ego-

involvement, and Question Type (Dependent Measure:
. Effo'rt - Frequency of Response) =
'"'“'""““';’""""'""T"“'"""“":"’ """""""
Degrees ' Tlll

Source Sum of of Mean F Proba-
Squares Freedom Sqﬁuaro -} H‘t
Outcome (0) 2.672 1’ . 2.672 4.531 034
Expectancy(E) 1850 1 1.650 3.136 .077
Involvement(I) .987 1 . 987 1.673 . 197,
Queition Type(d) 14.362 1 .14.362 24.348 001
OE 2.280 . 1 .- 2 280 3.865 .050
ol - 075 1 075  .128 721
90 _ é\v 4.801L 1 4.801 8.139 005
El h - .028 1 . 025 .043 . B36
EQ’- 2.351 1 .. 2.351 3.986 .946
IQ 2.923 . 1 2.923 4.95 023

' 0E! 387 1 .387  .656 418
- OEQ 3. 248 1 3. 248 5.507 ‘919
o1a . 065 1 .065 .11l 740
- EIQ 4.9%04 1 4.904 3.229 .073.
CEIQ . 396 1 . 396 . 872 '.413

ERROR 273,104 463 . 590

v
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Table.23.'Adaiysls~of vVariance-for Outcome, Expectancy, Ego-

-

involvement, ‘and Question Type (Dependent Measure:

Effart~- Percentage Assessment) .

. .
Degrees _ A Tatl
Source Sum of of ‘ Mean F~ ) P"Ob.‘?
‘ Squares Freedom Square Bility
6utco?g(0)  483.482 | 483.482  :821 .36%
fé?ﬁectancy(é) 846. 597 1 846.597 ° 1.437 231
Involvement(I) 472.348 1 472.348  .802 .371
Question Type(o) 3597.921 1 3%597.921 6. 109 .014
13 | "a77.088 1 477.085 810 369
or ' . 3516 L 3.516 006 938
e .. ' 7394.111\\~-‘ 1 7394.111 12.%%4 001
El . V2007 1 ' 2007 .003 .953
EQ .. s22.789 {  %22.789.  .se8 347
10 . 259,841 1 259.541 441 807
0E1 . 202.066 1 202.066  .343 %88
l,ose ~  22%5.077 1 228%.077 3.289 o081
o1a 40. 384 1 (40.384  .069 794
EIQ ..~ 3%87.033 1 3587.033 6.090 . 014
' OE1Q ‘ 4.423 r 4.423 008 .93l
ERROR ’ 259713.151 441 588. 969 . —
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" Table 24.

Task - Frequency of Response)
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Analysis of Vartance for Outcome, Expectancy, Ego-

involvement, and Question Type (Dependent Measure:

- —— - — .~ — — — ——— . T —— - - G = G W P i D W G B P D WS WS W >

Source

\\\‘- Degrees

Sum of of Mean
Squires Freedom Square

o ———— o —— " - —— T —— W] -V Y P W " W ——

Qutcame(0)

A&estion Type(@)

0E ’
ol
0@
El
EQ

I1Q

" 0EI

0EQ
OPQ4
EIQ
OElQ

ERROR

Expectancy(E)

. involvement(l)

{

FICE 1 .219
5.530 1 5. 530
7.851 1 7.551

607 1 607
84z 1 . 842
. 268 1 . 268
6.396 1 6. 396
.004 1 . 004
078 1. .078
.762 1 . 762
2.059 1 . 2.0%9
3.809 1 "3.809
3.32% 1 3328
1.039 L 1.039
.334 1 334

39%. 298 - 483 N . 854

. 257
.6.477
8.845

.71l

987

.14
7.491

. 005

.092

. 893
2.412
4.461
3.89%
1.217

. 392

. 400

. 321
.576
.066
. 9495
. 762
. 345
. 121
.935
. 049 .
.270

. 832
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Analysis of'Varlance for Qutcome, Euqictancy, Egb«
. involvement, and Question Typg (Deﬁendont Measuyre:
Task - Percentage Assessment)
--_;-,_-_---; ...... T S e —————— S
\ . Degrees Tayl
-~ . Source Sum of of - Mean F - Praba-
Squares Freedam Square bilfty
e ————————————— ——————mmm e e ——————
Outcome(0) sa s29 - 1 58.5%529 . 139 709
Expectancy(E) 3367.610 1 3367.610 8.008 - 008 a
Involvement(1)  3409.804 1™  3409.804 B8.108 .00%
Question Type(Q) 277. 554 1 277.5%4 ' . 660 .417
O0E \ 3.036 1 v 5.035~ . 007 .932
o1 " 14,890 1 14.890 .03% 851
o ' 1666. 859 o 1666. 859 3.964 047 )
El 5.030 1 $.030 .012 .913 -
-EQ 22.208 1 22.208 .0%3 @18
10 211.635 1 211.635 .%03 .478 -
0E1l 2415.737 | 2415.737 %5.744 017
0EQ 1363. 240 1 1363.240 3.242 072 ‘
o1a 939. 103 1 939. 103 2.233 . 136 )
EIQ 66.477 1 66.477 . 1%8 .691
OE1Q 1498. 472 . 1498.472 3.563 .060
ERROR \ 185459, 56.1 443 .185459.561
. éﬂyn
Ly ' /\
. ¥
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Table 26. Means and Cells Sizes for Attridbution Measures
in the Freguency of Response Measurement Condition
Questions !
Success \\ Failure
=
Expected Unexpected’ Expected Unexpected
Low High Low 'High Low High Low High
(n=32) (n=28) (n=2%)(n=29) (n=33)(n=30) (n=30)(n=33)
Measure M M M M M ™ MM
Internality .69 1.00 60 .72 1.09 .1.%7 2.07 1.8%
Externality 1 47 1.11', 2.36 2.17 1.36 .77 1.90 1.18

Effort .. 28 .32 - .28 .28
Task Y106 .79 88 .79
5 '
Reason
. s s
Success
Expected Uoéxpected
Low High Low  High

(n=30) (n=31)

5

{n=30)(n=25)

45 . 8O .73 -1:)

58 40 1.30 .58

Fatlure
Expected: Unexpected
Low High Low  High

{n=34)(n=31) (n=32)(n=26)

(3

Measure M M M M M LR M M

Internality 3.13 3.87 1.70 2 40 3.29 2.81 2.%3 285

Externality 1.90 .71 2.87 2. 40 191 2.06 241 2.46

Effort 1.00 .65 .93 .80 1.24 .87 56 42

Task .83 .29 1.00 .80, .91 .94 1.06 1. 12
L4

}

4\/
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Table 27 Means and Cells Sizes for Attribution Measures in the

Percentage Assessment Measurement Condition

(n=29) {(n=26)

{nz22)(n=28)

Questions
. _
success | Failure
Expected Unexpected Expected Unexpected
Low High Low High Low High Low High
(n=29) "(n=26) (n=22)(n=28) (n=31)(n=30) (n=29)(n=30)
. - ‘
Measure M M M M M M M M
. . M
Internality 1B.79 27.04 17 09 14‘61 28.23 36 40 46 79 40.87
Externality 24.90 14.80 46.32 42.93 27.06 14.30'"35.72 17.53
Effort’ 10.00 12.69 10.68 5 43 ' 15.58 22.%0 24.28 17.10
Task 19.66-” 9.23 13.41 18.71 8.71 7 33 26 79 7.87
Reasons
~.
success Failuyre
. 4
Expected Unexpected . Expected Unexpected
Low High Low High Low High Low High

(n=31)(n=30) (n=29)(n=30)

' Measure M. - M

M M ]

Internality 68.17 79.07
Externality 30.93 11.67
Effort 27 66 18.07

Task 0 13.38 5 17

41.36 51 .04

49.75 40 40
22.7% 26.88

19.86 15 12

57.24 56.18 54.71
41.76 39.06 39.6l
12.36¢ 27.24 18.74

17.76 17 39 15.60

51 85

42 48

1171

19 94

J
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‘ ‘GENERAL DI1SCUSSION

The discussion addresses these Issues: the validity of
Wong and“UQIner's hyp6{h€;!s, ‘vhether the result; °’:,!99Q~
and Weiner (1981) and those of the present study suggest
that self-serving attributions are an artifact of the wuse
of .structured measures, the similarity of. frequency of

response and percentage assessment data Iin Experiment 2,
/ .

the  differences in the task attributions between Wong and

Weiner and Experiment 2, t;; dif ferences in findings

between Experiment | andizxporllont 2, implications for

future research, and implications for educational p;agtlco.
The V;ltdity of Wong s%dvUQIHQF’S Hypothesis

. -,
While the findings of Experiment 2 suggest that Wong

and Weiner‘s hypothesis provides dut a partial explanation

of the un%sual results found in their study, the findings
also suggest that subject duestlonlng u&uld‘QQ sufficient
to cause the reverse bias in a -Jreal—lsfo" sltuationw
Sub ject questioning - ylelded effort and internal
attributions of kqllgre only in the replication of Wong and
Weiner'’s study in Experiment 2, uhlle expectancy
disconfirmation yleldcd extcrnal‘i%trlbutlbnﬁr of success
and internal attridbutions of fatlure in ‘tho sai;

conditions. This shows that both expectancy disconfirmation

anag subject questioning -are necessary to ‘yield results '

substantially - similar to those found in Wong and Wetrer.
Nevertheless, it is doubtful thit-_real-life situations
of ten contatn the specific kind of expectancy

disconfirmation in which you receive a grade distinctly
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b 1
1ncoﬁsts&enff with 'your "strength", or proven ability, in
\Ez-th' subJect: People wmore loFthI receives grades that
. corréspond to their expectations and aglllty: Also, real-.
11fe situations are certgiply more ego-involving than even
the nigh eqooinvélve-ont hypothetical outcone; of
Experiment 2. In such "real-ﬁlfe“ conditions subject
qdestioning. uou;d yleld external attributions of ;u&cesi
and internal attributions of fallure, Dbecause Experiment 2
shoapd :‘that causal questtonln§ ylelded both internal
attributions: of fallure and external attributions of

>

success when involvement was high, and yielded both effort
attributions of

atlure and task attridbutions of. success
when 6utcou&5‘yere expected, across involvement conditions.
Thus, Cin a _sense, uongb\:qd Welner'’s Nypo;hcsis 'va;
essentially a gaod explanatidnTTh,search of appropriate
data xé outcomes were generally expected and high in ego-
involvenent, causal questionting alone in their experiment
would have ylelded greater task and external  attributions
of success than of fallure, and fatlure would yield greater

q

effort and internal attributions of failure than of

v

sSuccess.

1
.

Although Wong and Weiner’s hypothesis would be v;lld
in another sltu;tton, it must be noted uhyQtNQtr hypothesis
was inappropriate to their specific ftnd}ﬁgsiiThe?o are two
major reasons. Wong and Weiner erred partially by belleviﬁg

that dbecause searching for solutions as a result of causal

qu ioning was a good explanation of the effort
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att}lbutloni of failure found {n their study - Experiment 2

}Q’ does show that causal questioning yielded effort

attributions  of failure - that it was also a good
A ﬂexplanation of internal attrlb;tlons of fallure, of which
eéfort >was a \3§i§n componens. In Fact,.rabcordlng to
N Experiment 2, only expectancy-disconfirmation yielded H;ng
‘and . Weiner’s findings of internal at{rTButions of fallure.
This erro; demonstrates the kind of care reseévchers"must
fake in draatng ln?erences about» sugjects' attributions.
Wong an; Weiner also erred because they eschewed the fact
that their explanation, t‘fz\ asking causal questions
results in a search for solutions of p;obléms Jthat may
recur, “does hot account. whatsoever for the éaft thafﬁﬁ
success  subjects in  their ' study made externil,

uncontrollable attributions. I'ndeed, because success 1is

probably rarely seen as a "problem”, their éxp1anatlon was .
‘ . 2 - '

innéppropriate ta their success data a priori. t'

o -+~ ®
Are Self-serving Attributions an Artjifact -
Coe of Struc;ured,neasures?

t -

The fact that causal questioning yields a pattern of

~

attributions diametrically opposdte to that of self-serving

attributions typlcally yielded by structured measures,

v

brings 1into question how people actually attribute in the

- -
.qpsence of experimental Pprompting. The qu;:;}aﬂ 1s
inevitable, because Wong and Welner’s form subject

questioning does yo; speclflciily prompt people to search
"for cayses; causal search is batnly self-initiated, and so

subjects are apparently reporting responses which 1{indicate

S ’ , :

»L ) ' 4

’ P
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normal prlvatﬂ causal perceptions These self-initiated

attributional responses'nay be more indicative of normal

“

0 ? .
causal perception than the responses made in structured

measures, where subjects are "forced" to evaluate causes

1

they may not normally consider, and capnot evaluate causes

they may normally consider. These self-initiated causal
1

questions are also perhaps more indicative of normal caus;l“

perception than modt open—ended measures, where subJects/

-

e

are ask{b to pravide causal e}planatlons frregardless of
whether they have yet developed explanations for the event

Nevertheless, lil 1; posilble. that Honél and Weiner's
duestlon is more reactive.than it at first seems. Wong and’
ue;ngr’s demana that subjects provide a minimum °F. five
questions may effectively ©be a demand for specigléally
causal quesiions, because iubJeéts are given only an
outcome to respand to, and in the cescrlpt}ﬁr o;' the
outcome are answers to the flv; classlc j;urnpllstxc
questions, save the one of "why". SJ%Jects khew who vas
involved (themselves or a fri?nd), what they received Wan‘A
or a fallure), when they received tﬁe grade (after _fholr
m]d-teru exam), a where the event occurred (xstensibly in
schoal). Hdﬁ&,/:i:sg}ons are answered save the gsquestions.

which- refer to why the event occurred (e g., “"Was it the

grading sche-e?“,

1

“Was It the difficulty of the exam?').

Tbus; for subjects to be asked to provide a.minimum of five

B

questions, given theioutcone descertlons,'ineQitaDly weans

.~ -]
that they may be asking pr!ﬂgulnantly “"why' questions.

Subjects had to Fill up the five blank spéces with mainly

. t
’

1
H
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\

“why" questions, and 50 "why" questions that would not

normally have been asked were reported. This point seems

- o ) -
disproven by the fact that pércentage lassessment data i{n

Experiment .2 showed that frequenty of response was an

indication of how 1uportint the questioned causes were to

the subjects, ‘but as the subsequent section ‘on the

similarities of Fr?quéqcy of responselyata and b}rcentaqo
data suggests, there may have been ; form .o; forced
stnl}arlty'bet-een the tvo.gypes of measurement

I think that an even more serious afgu-ont‘agltnst the

-

notion that subject gqueS(T:ntng reflects normal dusatl
. > . . 1

‘perceptions s that people are not forced t6 believe “yhat

they are werely questioning, and 50 may refer to causes iIn.
their questions which are totally dissimilar to those hat

they would choose as satisfactory explanidtions of their

outconés To 1ist a factorLas a cause may mean that the. -

¥actor satisfies criterta of noitvction‘l needs and of

plausibility A questioned cause is one that has not yet
. ' T

. necessarily met either or both of those criteria. Thus, .1t

-

is possible‘ that measures specifically ‘denlnding causal
explanations sgtl; do reflect normal causa{ pcrﬁeptxon nore.

thqd' measures which ask suhdects to provide gquestions

Further analyses of data collected in this study may helpc

4

resolve the quesWion of: whether reported reasons or

reported questions more closely reseadle causal perception

After subjects listed reasons or ralsed questions, they
- ‘ L ‘ o

were asked forvtheif affect, expectancy, and anticipated
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. behavidr responsesy given tne outcome Because attributions
have been found to mediate affects and expectancy responses
ta academic outcomes, and atht?olent-relateo behaviors,

the form of fbqup%g,'~qqestxon§ or reasons, which Dbest

fredicts affect,, expectancy and behavior 1s likely tha}.

which best represints-nornql‘cahsal perception

LI
*

) Slnila(tty of Fregucpcy of‘Rcsponse and
.~#§§centaqe'hs€¢ss.én£. Data tn Experiment 2

" The slntlar(tyﬁ of the Ffrequency of response and
percentage assessment oOata 1ﬁ_rhe ﬁr(ﬁ!ﬁt experiment iy
surprising 1t was hypoth;3lidd thlt‘U;ng and Hcfnorfiound
significant success/failure dif?sy?nces 'bécausc"use of
frequency of 'rospdnse coding ovtrlooii the Fact that a
factor repeated several‘tllés ovor-anotheridoosl‘not |ean

that .the subject sées the repeated factor a3 being several
ot

times wmore important [t was believed that 1§ subjects

- [N

indicated thetr evaluation of .the relative importance of
tactors ‘thrédqh percentage issessnents,' it woulg b!‘Fouﬁd
that the of;gn’repéatedafactufq:5uch ;si,(FJFt and  task
woulg not appear as important as they do in the Erequency
or.lkasuonﬁé conding ‘This wi;‘not'l,chtor in ang ang
uelncr;i-results, hQﬁoGQr, success/failure differences in
Hlntetnijiiy, : oxt:?naltty and: effort iIn tﬁg questions
conqxt{in of Eip;rlntnt é were ;he same ;Cfos: frtqu‘ncy.oi
response and percentage assessient conqntx&n; " ‘

Nevertheless, 1t|.15 possible that there was sose

degree of forced similarity between the frequency 'of

-

5
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response and percentage assessaent lo;suftlents when
sub jects asked questions. Bo&auke subjects repeated certain
factors, they wmay ha§¢ felt Sounc to - ass]gn " percentage
(;gures which Justified their repetition of responses.
interestingly, the similarity dfd mot always occur- in data
showing a self-serving bias ‘Self-se;vtng attributions of
the measures of gffort:and taskloccurred in the frequency
of‘reSpoﬁje c&qdltlcﬂ only  This suggests, to some extent,
that  frequency aof respons® 'cod’ing does "‘1nfl;t0 the
occurrence of factors alonq'i single Q}lcnston,‘ success or
fatlure, of “utcome , Thus, 1t ts still conceivable that

forcing subjects to question a minimum nuymber of five
~ -
responses led to some factors, sych as effort and task,

"being wisléadingly repeated, "and thus creating lnordlhatei
success/fallure &differences

« LY

-

) The Measure of Task {n Experiment 2 ‘ ‘

Wong and Weiner’'s findings concerning the factors of
effort, 1nternality, and externa}lty were repeated in the
cells replicating their study Wong and u.tn:?'sﬂﬁflndllgg*/
cé&ternxng task did not recur, however The }ttlure‘ of
recurrence may be due to coder bias Wong and Welner’s data
was appa}ently coded by single judges, not palroavjudqel as
tn Egpertnont 2, and a3 dilas due to thé beliefs of one Judge
may have occurred . Thv coding scheme in the present study
was baseqg closely upon a large number of sanbie codings

provided by Wong, but the sample iay still] have not
~ . C ,

included enough samples of the codings of vartous Jjudges td

»
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be' representative. [f the material was vrepresentative,
however, it is probable that beliefs concerning the factor
Af  task vajyod across the subject populations of the two

studies Sub jects in Wong and Weiner ‘s study may have been

more likely to attribute unexpected success to task because.

: - ,J
‘.of+ the ' difficulty of courses in their progras or

university Exams mway have usually been to difficult to

pass without demonstrated ability, and for an "A" to occur
u?uld hayé meant an unusually easy exam.
The Differences be:u?en Experiment | ana gxpert-gnt 2

For QA!‘#IOSQ .part, the findings oOf Experiment |
sugdfstéd that Wong and Weiner'‘s unusual‘dafl ?as rootpﬁ
somehow in the fact that subjects asked questions, or thal
the frequency ‘of coding used somehow Mmisconstrued ‘Cho
signxfltance of subjects’ fe;ponses The struc;urtd
measures of Experiment 1 yieided self-serving effects -heﬁ
Wong and -Weiner‘s outcomes were Uused There was an

exception in the Likert measures condition, however,

effort and internality showed self-serving effects in the

-

\

high ego-involvement conditipn only Nevertheless, {o
"counterdefensive” @effects appkoximating those of Wong a

Weiner were found Because ¢ ille outcomes as Wong and
We i ner showed self-serving effgcts, whep structured
measures were used, the otker factors differentiating
Experiment | from . Wong and Weiner (1981), sudbject

questidning andg 5roquency\oi response codiﬁg of open-ended

measures, were proiably at fault To an extent this was

confirmed In Experiment 2, where subject questioning 1In

«

. N . s
po——— - . et .
~
¢ f
. .

¢

K‘
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Wong and Weiner'’s outcoie-condltions ylgldoq grogt’r effort
uand internal ;ttrlbutlnns of fallure than af success-

Nevertheless, Experiment .2 also showed that Wong and

Weiner'’s efrects concerning externality and Internality

were ‘also caused by expectancy disconfirmation. This was

n;t predlctod‘by Experiment 1, where there was no outcome |
Qy exp;étanCy ‘“lntoraction on any IQ;SUFO It s

hypothesized that tﬁe“;1fferencos occurred hecause there

were a greater number of ‘attridutional categorfes -in

‘Experiment 2, soié of which may have been soﬁiitivo to

-anlpulailons of expectancy - Ffor lnstanc:, a large number

of 3ubjeéts,tn Exp;rilcnt 2 attributed to the category .of

teacherl “which refer;\\o the way the course was taught as

well as tnol way the exam was marked. They may have

dttriduted 'unusual success to easy marking, Further

analyseés on the data of Exporln,nt 2iuxli establish whether

this 1ts qoiroct ;

Implications }or Future Research

a

Perhaps the most i1smediate implication of the findings
‘pf 'lthgs | study concerns the issue of self-serving
anriquudns Chapter 1 of this thesis shoved that a great
deal of research has been applied to wunderstanding why
peoplée ;ccept rcspdnstbillty for success Pnd deny dlame for:
fallure ﬂcvorthol;ss, the findings of this study suggest
that soli—sor91094 attridutions are restricted to éort;lﬁ

measyrement conditions - when subjects ask questiops about
: ~ .

an outcome they seem to be unconcerned with attnthutlng'
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defenslvely.' The question remains, however, whether
"questtions" or “"reasons" better reflect actual causal
perception. This will in part be accomplished by ‘iurther
analyses of the affect, oxpectanéy, and bdehavioral
responses in Experiments 1 and 2. As was mentioned oa;itor,
if subjects’ questl;ns in Experiment 2.ar¢ more closely

related to affect, expectancy and behavlor,’tt is posstible

that pecple do not/p{ually make self-serving attributions -

/) attributions have been found to mediate such responses

(€ g, Welner et al , 1978, 1979  If it is found that
causal questioning ts closgly related to these responses,
further studies - in ‘"real-life" sttuations, such as
following an actual wmid-term exam, will 1increase 6?}7
knowledge and undo;standlng of how people attribute for
lnpoit;pt achievement-related events |

There is a possibilfty that Hong and Weiner‘s resulilts
may have been- different 1f subjects were not Forc;d to
report a minimum of five responses ps has been previously
dtscus;ed, this procedure may have resuited (n abnormal
tnflation of sono‘caus;l factors, an effect that sub jects’
percentage liSlgsnents of th;tr Oown responses 1n Experiment
2 may not nhave effectively controllee for In future
research wutilizing opc;-endcd measures, pertaining to the
Issues of the present study, or of other {ssues, it would
be expedient to consider the degree to which subjects may
be iInadvertently forced into repeat!ng ‘certain factors,

N\
irregardless of thefr actual causal perceptions. It would

also be of interest to directly compare data in which

]
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4

sub jects were asked to provide a minimum of five questions
eith data wkere no limit was set on the nﬁlber of
responses, the latter may show signiffcantly fewer
instances of the oasfly elabqrated factors of effort and
task. This may then show that Wong and Weiner ‘s effects
concerning the factdrs of -internaltty dnd externaljity ;ero
largely rooted 1in thé demand Ffor a minimum of filve
responses
Inpllcatlon§ for Educational Practice

It would be p;enature to n~ke specific recommondations
on the basis of the data proéenied here. The relative
abtlity . of the variocus measures to predict affect,
expectancy and behavioral responses has yet to be assessed
Nonotheless, there are same general considerations
suggested by what has been found in this study ‘

It ts clear from the findings of this study, and from
those of prior research (e.g., Elig & Frieze, 1979), that
students’ explanations of school performances are
fkf1u¢nc¢a by the way tho;r |xpianatl;ns are elicited. Even
in & verbal content, the findings of the present study

would suggest that directly asking a student what caused

‘her performance would result in a response substantlally'

different from that ({f she were asked what questions she
had concering her poréoruance Feasibly, a student who 1§
asked to prpvlde‘ reasons for her succes; nay refer to
internal Ffactors such as ability and effort, whereas a

Student who {s asked to provld} questions may. refer to
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external factors such as task and luck.' Furthermore, a
different response may obcur i1f the student understands
that ’he or she is to provide a,single explanation (e.g.,
What reason do you have for your performance?), or to
provide a multiple explanation (e.g., What reasons do you
have for your performance?).

'Note that the.of?ect of the phrasing of the question
cSn be further qualified by the situation In which the
question is asked Research such as Wortman, Costanzo and
Witt (19%3), and Schenker (1975) suggest that subjects will
report "counterdefensive" attrlbut!ons,’ that (s, external
attributions of success and internal attributions of
fatlure, when they believe‘ others are abdble to observe
future performance Thus, if a student feels * that his
euplinatlons will be subject to later scrutiny, he will be

less likely to make self-serving attributions, and more

AT

llkely to deny responsibility for success and acc%pt blame
for failure. ‘

Further confounding problems {n communication can

fea:?bly QCccyr between the questioner and the respondent. A

professor may ask'a student uhx he recetved a “B™ on an
exam, meaning why did the stbdent do so well, and the
student may understand the question as asking why he did so
poorly, and an;uer accor;lngly Thus, the way the question
is phrased, the situation In which It s phrased, and
different assumptions between the questioner and the

respondent may lead to breakdown {n communication, impeding

 knowledge of the student’s true understanding of the evert,

[ U - e
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thereby further lnpe;lng appﬁoprlate ald, if necessary, to
the student. Therefore, the teacher in the classroom, or
any other whaose responsibility is ald students {in " their
acadéqtc performance,” should take care when gquestioning
students of a) &ﬁi/T:;ltat}ons their questions may put aon
respanses; b) the .advantages a student may perceive (n
answering t;i qu?stlon‘one way or anothmr;, and ¢) th¢ 

L)

ﬁoastbll{ty that the student may misconstrue the intention
;ehlnd the question. | .

Tﬁe process of eliciting attriputions, and
subseq&ently accurately interpreting 'them; . may’ seaw
overwhelaingly complex on ghe basis of the above
considerations. But rgsearch has generall& not paid much
attentton to the implications .of the ways attributions are

elicited, with increasing attentton, suffictently

comprehensive understanding of the process may be gained.
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APPENDIX A

Stugy Matertals:

: Open-ended "Questions" Measures

. Open-ended "Reasons" Measures .
Open-ended Percentage Assessment Measures
Structured Percentage Assessment Measures
Likert Scales Measures ‘ .
Affect, Expectancy, and Behavior Measures °
Letter to Professors and Debriefing

[

Note: Some of the matertals found in this section were
reformatted’ slightly to. conform with the margin size
requirements of the Graduate Studies Office. Also, the
materials replicating Wong and Weiner‘s outcome conditions
are slightly altered versions of those used in Wong and
Weiner (1981). ’
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‘The followrng 1s a2 hypothetical '+ course examination

si1tuation In this situation, what would you most likely
ask yourself given the outcome?  Make syre that you raise
at least five guestions

Situation Suppose You know you are very strong in a

subject, but you Falled on-the mid-term test Given this
test outcome, what questions -would you ask yourself? . y
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least five questions ‘ |
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;Tﬁé following is a hypothetical .course’ examihation
srttuation .In this sibiation, what would you most likely

ask yourself givern -the outcome’ Make sure that you raise at

. ¢

Situation Suppose’ you know you are very ‘strong in a
sybject, but you fFailed on the first important course test,
the mid—-term exam Performance on this exam is a strong
Indicator .of your success i{n the course because a large

‘portion of the final exam covers the same material as the

mid-term Sutcess - 1n the subject 1s highly important to
you You feel you must succeed, both because achievement |s
highiy valued by you, your family and peers, - and because
you , know that high course performance in the subject |5
essential to your future educational ‘goals and to working
in your chosen field Given your unexpected failure on this

.important test, ‘what questions would you ask yourself?

.

Questions 1 : ’ { K )

6.
7.
Q-‘ . , '
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Questions 1.

The - following s a ﬁypotpe;lcaf course .examination
s1tuation, In this situation, 'what .would you most likely

3ask yourself given the outcome” Make sure that you raise at

least five questions

Situation Suppose you " know you are very weak in a
subject, but-yau received an A on the mid-term test Given.
thts test outcome, what questions would you ask yourself?
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The Following is a hypothetical course examination
si-tuation In this situation, what would ,you most 1llkely
ask yourself given the outcome? Make sure that your raise

.at least five questions,

"

.
Situation’' Suppose you know you are very weak in a sub ject,
but you received an & on the First important course test,

the mid-term exam. Performance on this exam is a strong’

indicator of your .success, in the course because a large
portion of the final exam covers the same material as the
mid-term Skccess in the subject is highly importaht 1o
you You feel you must succeed, both because achievement 's
highly .valued by you, 'your family and peers, and because
you know that high course performance in the subject 1§

-essent1al to yaur Futureheducationaf goals and to working

tn your chosen field. Given your upexpected success on this
important test, what gquestions would you ask yourself?
® : .

,

=y




L -

. f- " P
” -
O \ 177
]
o ' 1111
: ) o
— Y SN '
< . ' < '
The following is a ’hypot&ktlcal course examination °
situatton  I'n this situation,, what would you most 1lk01f
ask yourself given the outcome?\rake sure that ‘'you raise at
at least five questions. ’
Situation. Suppose

you know
subject and you received an

you are very strong
¢ on the mid~term
this test outcome® what questions would you ask yourself?

in a
test. Given
' L .
Questions 1.
e \
. had
s 2., : :
3. pd
) \' .
. L
4.
* ) *
5. ) .
e
6- Sy \
\
s ‘\
7. <+
-

-
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The fullowipg 1s a -hypothettical course examinattion
sttuation In this sitoation, what wauld you most likely
ask yourself given the outcome” Make sure that you raise 3t
least Five questions .

Situation. Suppose you know you are very strong* in: &
sub ject and you received an A on tho.flrst important course
test, the aid-term exan Periornance on this exam s a
strpng indicator of your success in the course because a
large portion of the final exam covers the same material as
the mig-term Syccess §n the sybject {5 highly {mportant %o
you Yoy feel you mist succeed, both because achievement is
highly valued by you, your family and peers, and ‘because
you  know that high course ,performance in the subject 1§

‘essentjal to your future educational goals and to working

in your chosen field. Given your succes$ on this jmportant
test, what questions would you ask yourself?

-

- . ) \&J

Situation 1. ‘ ~

-

e
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The following 1is a hypothetical course examinatton
situation. In this situation, what would you most likely
ask yourself given the outconc’ Make sure that you raise at
at least five quisttons Lo '
Sityation. ' Suppose you know you are vo?f weak in a subject
and yoy failed on the mid-term test.

Given this outcome,
what questions would you ask yourself? .

¢

Questions. 1. C

PIPTCTIRR-L AN S

8
e
2
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The following s a nhypothetical course examination -
situation. In this situation, what would you most likely
ask yourself given the outcome? Make sure that you raise

at least five questions. .

Situation. Suppose you know you are very weak in a subject
and you fatled on the ,first important course test, the
mid-term- exam. Perforance on this exam {is a strong:
indlcator of your success in the course because a large
portion of the final exam covers the same material as the

mid-term Success In the subject is highly important to
you. You fee] you must succeed, both because achievement Is

highly valued by you, your family and peers, and Decause
you know that high course performance in the subject (§
essential to your future educational goals and to working
in your chosen field. Given your fatlure on this {mportant
test, what questions would you ask yourself? .

\

Situation. 1.




181

, : 2111
J N
The following s a- hypotﬁitlcal course exasination

sttuation. In this situation, what reasons would you give
for your test outcome? Make sure that yau list gt

five reasons. a

. Suppose you know you afe very .strong 1in a
sudbject and you received an A on Lhe mid-term test. What
reasons would ‘you give for this outcome? ’

Reasgns 1.




——— A = Ao g, 1 - o

182

2112

The following 1s a hypothetical . tourse examination
situation. [In"this situation, what reasons would you glve

for vyour test ocutcome? Hakl sure that your Tist 3t least
five reasons.

Sityation. Suppose you know you are very ‘strong in a
subject and you received an A on the first important course
test,the mid-term exam. - Performance on this exam 1is .2
stronq indicator of your success in the course because 3
large portion of the final exam covers the same material as
the mid-term. Success in the subject (s highly jmportant to
you. You feel yoy myst 111_;;1 both because achievement s
highly valued by you, your family and peers and because you

know that high course performance {in the subject {3
essential to your future educational goals and to working

in your chosen field. What reasons would you give for your
success on this jmportant test?

Reasons 1.

YL

EY SR
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The ~ following is a ‘hypothetical course examinption’
situation. In this. situation, what reasons would you give
for your t!lt outcome? Make sure that you llst it ‘least
five r.asons ’ . !

N , ‘ ‘ S
iiiyjilga. Suppose you know you are very weak in-a ‘subject
and "you falled on the mid-ters test. What reasons would you
glvo for this dutcome? S . . C '

-

x H

Reasons. 1. /

183 -
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The following 1is a hypothetical course examination
;sltuation. In this situation, what reasons gould you give
for your test outcome? Make sure that you 1 T least
five reasons. : s

. Suppose you know you are very @eak In a sudbject
and you fatled on the first important course ‘test, the wid-
term: exam. Performance on this sxam is a strong indicator
of your success in the course because a larg# portion of
the Final exam covers the same material as the midg-term.
§us£111 in the sublect 19 highly jisportant %9 you You

Byt succeed, both because achievement is hlghly valued
by you, your family and peers and becavse you know that
htgh course performance in the subject i3 gsgential to your
future educational goais dnd to working in your ~chosen
field. What reasons would you give far your falluro on this
imsportant test?,

. .

Reasons 1. . ' S
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The followtng i3 a hypothettical course

examination
sittuation. In this situation, what reasons would you give
for your test outcome? Make sure that you raise at least
five reasons. T e - )
Situation. .Suppose you"‘ know you are very strong in a
subject, but you falled on ‘the mid-term test. What reasons.
would you give for this outcome?
s s 7
Reasons 1.
. 2.
3‘ Lo
4 A .
5.
V-
. .
6.
{
. *
7.

RN LI M

3
W
o
o
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The ‘following is  hypothetical course sxamination
situation. In this situation, what #‘l;ons would you give
for your test outcome? Make sure that 'you 1ist 3t Ieasi

five reasons. ) .

Situation. Suppose you know you are very strong in a
sub ject, bdut you failed on the first important course test,
the wmid-—term exanm. Performance on this exam is a strong
indicator of your success in the course because 3 large
portion of the final exam covers the same material as the
mid-term. Syccess in the syblect i3 highly important 'te
Yyou. Yoy feel you myst sycceed, both because achievement
highly valued by you, your family and peers and because yo
know that high course performance In the subject |§

essential to yodur future educational goals and to working
in your chosen field  What reasons would you give for.your
ynexpected fallure on this jmportant test?
‘ ‘ | l v N ’.n.
Reasons 1. »

2.
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The followifg 1s a nhypothetical course ' examination
sttuation. In this situation, what reasons would you give
for your test outcome? Make sure that you list at Jleast

'fivg reasons.

‘Suppose you know you are- very weak in a
subject, but you received an A on the mid-term test. What
reasons would you give for this outcome?

Rtaggn;. 1.

0
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The following Is a hypothetial course examination
situation. In this sttuation, what reasons would you give

‘for vyour test outcome? Make sure that you raise 3t Jeast
’

flve’reasons. .

*

S

Situation. Suppose you know you are very weak in a
subject, but you recefved an A.on the first important
cburse test,the mid-term exam. Performance on this exam is
a strong indlcator af your success in the course because 2a
large partion of the final ckan covers the same material as

the mid- ter- Guccess in the 1&21;5_ is highly important to

you. You feel you must succeed, both because achievement is
nighly y valued by you, your family and peers and because you

know that high course performance f{(n the subject 1§

essential to your future educational goals and to working
itn your chosen field. What reasqns would you gtve for your

. unexpected success on this impor L; t test?

' t

/ | A »

4

Reasons 1.
2 o
[
3.
L Y
13
N 4 » — .
» L] -
5. -
W 1]
6.
r




¥

Please copy onto the ‘lines-below all the questions you
wrote 6n the previous.page, keeping them fn theéir on 31951
ordef. Write them In a shortefied form if you wish, Do'not
1ist any new questions on this page. -After you havezxopled

all the. question; please indicate with a percentage.figure

how important you -think the Ffactor mentioned 1In ,eaqh
question was in determining your hypothetical  test
performance: If-what is referred td in the question ‘had no

. effect on per&ornance give the question a rating of 0%
For example, these sorts of questlons “How shall 1 prepare

for the final?", " Why did I failithis exam?", and '"How,
well will I do on the final?" should probably be rated zero
because they make no references to factors that coyld. have
affected test performance. However, i{f what {s questioned
had an- effect on performance, as in questions such as, "Was
1 lucky?"y~ "was the exam falr?", or "Did I try hard’“, give
the question a percentage rating. If the factor mentioned
Wad a "’ small {nfluence on performange, give (it a low
percentage rating. If the factor had a. large inflyence on

performance, give ig a hlgh pertentage ratlng The total of «

all percentages mnst not exceed 100i.

. .
n
/ B »
- .

‘Questions : s s . o %'
. - ) * , ' i .

Total must
~ . not exceed: 1007

¢ ”n
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Preaqe.coéy onto the lines below all the reasons you wraote

‘on the prelvious page, keeping them in their original order.

any new reasons on this page. After you hive ‘Copied all the
reasons, lease indicate with a percentage fijure rQw
impoFtant 'you think each reason was( in determining " your
perfaormance on the test. If a reason had a small influence
on performante, give it a ‘ow percentage rating. If the
reason -had 3 large influence on performance, give it a
high percentage rating. The total of ail percentages must
not exceed 100%. B . : : -

Write theE in a shortened form if you wish. Do pot “writer

<

Reasons /// T %'s
e . .
s
1. V4 ' L .
— 7 P \
K ' : . v A
2.
. °
. ‘" .
3. ~ —_—
-
A -
S. 5 -
‘ "
6. » )
/-

o S A = —

) . i tal must
. ot exceed: ‘1007
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The following 1s. a hypothetical course exaaination

‘situation. Rate with a percentage figure how important each

of .the listed factors was in determining your performance
on this hypothetical test. If you feel a Ffactor had no
influence on performance, give It a rating of 0% If &
factor had a small influence on performince, ¢ive It a low

, percentage rating, hereas 1f it had -a large influence Pn

performance, give it a high percentage rating. The total of
alA percentage ratings must not exceed 1007.
° : P
gityatjon -Suppose you know you are very weak ir\a subject,
but you received an Auwod the mid-term test. Given'<Ghis test
outcome,pleaie g rate how important you think each the
following #factors was in, determining your syccess on tM’\

F rs

- " Your Ablility
. V\Bur effort

- P Ease of the
’ , Test

.Good Luck

Total must P
not oxcud:z/ A1007&

o : ‘ . \

e _ - ‘ . : Y

P
\7
4
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. . The following is a hypothetical course examination
sftuation. -Rate with a percentage figure how ifjyortant each
of the listed factors was in determining your performance
on this hypothetical test. 1[f you fee]l a factar 8d no
influence on performance, give it a rating of 0% If a
factor had a small influence on performance, give it a low
percentage rating,whereas If It had a large {influgnce on
perfarmance, give it a high percentage rating. The total of
: all percentage ratings must ngt exceed 100%.
S - . .
v Sityation. Suppose you know you are very weak in & subdject
and you Failed on the mid-term test. Given this test
outcome, please rate how important you think each of the
following <4actors was in determining your fallure on the
test. . '
AN . Easters - eercentage o
v ‘ - Ratings - et
\
- _ - Your Lack of
. ST : Ability ' :
) Your Lack of ' w /
Effort ‘ A Y .
. © Difficulty of S
. : . the tesf ‘
» ‘ o ‘
Bad Luck’ R .
Total must
~80t exceed: « 1007
e '; = '
1 " d )
»' v v‘:;«;.
N ‘ ' f pl
P ) , A
« ;g
§ ) © . ) -
: '
. / . ‘o
b N ;;
. 'S ST




Y

/ R . 183

)
r . '

. { 3111

The following . is a hypothetical course examination
situation. Rate with a percentage figure how important each
of the listéd factors was in determining your performsance
on this hypothetical test. If you feel a Ffactor had no
influence on performance, give tt 3 ratifg of 0L If a
factor had a small (nfluence on performance, give Lt a low
percentage rating, whereas if it had large influence on
performance, give {(t a high percentage rating. The total
of all percentage ratings must np} exceed 100%Z,

Situ;tign Suppose you know Yyou are very strong .(n a
subject and you received an A on the mid-term test. Glven
this test outcome, please rate how important you think each

pf the following factors was in determining your success on

the test. N

Factors
L

Your Ability
Your effort

. Ease of the
- « TOSL

o Good’ Luck

)
- i

. Total must
not exceed:

I3

-
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The Ffollowing 1s a hypothetical course examinatton

‘situation. Rate with a percentage Figure how important each

of the listed factors was In determining your performance

on this hypothetical test If you feel a factor had no

influence on performance, give it a rating of 0% I'f "a

factor had a small influence on performance, give it a low

percentage rating, whereas {f had a large ({nfluence on

performance, give it a high percentage ra‘ting. The total of

all percentage ratings must pgt exceed 100%.

Situation Suppose you knou‘dyou are very strong in a

subject, dbut you Ffailed on the First important course test,

the mid-term exam. Performance on this test {s . a strong

indicator of your success in the caourse because a large

portion of the final exam covers the same material as tne

mid-term Syccess in this sybject s highly {mpgrtant to

you. You feel you myst succeed, both because achievement is

highly valued by you, your family and peers, an¢ because .
you know that high course performance {n the subject is
essentjal to your future educational goals and to working

in your chosen field. Please rate how important you think

each of the following factors was |In determining your

unexpected failure on this impportant test.

>

‘ Ratings

Your Lack of ’ 7
Abtigtys * ‘

Your Lack of
Effort

Difffculty of
the test

Bad Luck

. Total must -
not exceed: 100%
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course ‘examination
tuation. Rate with a percentdje. figure how important each
the listed factors was in determining your performance

1f you feel a  factor had no

performance, -give It a ratlng of 0Z. If a
factor had a small influence on performance, give it a low
rcentage rating,whereas if it had a large influence on
rformance, give it a high percentage rating. The total of
all percontage ratlngs must not exceed 1002

Suppose you know you are very unak 1A a subject,

t you received an A on the first luportant course test,

the wmid-term
“tndicator. of

portion
d- term Syccess

mi

Yoy.
hlthy valued by you,

exam. © Performance on thi's test is a ltrong
your success {n the course because a large

of the final exam covers the same material as the

in this sublect is highly important Lo

You-feel you myst sycceed, both because achievement is
your family and peers, ' and because

you know that high course performance .in the subject ||§

essential

tn your chosen
each of ' the

unexpected success on this jmportant test.

to your future educational goals and to working

field. 'Please rate how important you think

following factors was

Factors

Your “Ablltity

Your effort

Ease of the
Test

" Good Luck
‘Total must

not exceed:

o ——r—— v

in

T

getermining your

N

100%

?
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The following s a Mhypothetical course - examination
situation. Rate with a percentage figure how important each
of the listed factors was {n determining. your performance’
on this hypothetical test: 1If you feel & factor had no
influence on performance, - give it a rating of 0% If a
factor had a small influence on performance, <give it a low
percentage ratluq, wher#as if it had a large influence on
performance, givé.1lt a high percentage rating. The total of
all percontaqe ratlngs wust pot oxcced 100%4. ~ .

Situation. Supposo you know, you lre very strong in a
subject.and you received an A on the First important course
test, the ~mid-term exam. Perfarmance on this test (s a
strong indicator of your success in the course Dbecause a
large: portlun of the final exam covers the same material Aas

‘,thc mid-term. Sgyccess in this syblect 1§ highly

9o you. You feel. YOu Byst sycceed, both beciause achievement '
is nlghly valued by you, your-family and peers,' and because

you know  that high course performance {n the subject’ 18
nt to your future educational goals and to working

. In your chosen field. Figase rate how important you think

each of - the follbwing factors was 1In determining your -

success on thxs 4311_1;&_ test

f‘ . Factors T Percentage
e DT Your Ability . ¢

\Vour Effort

Ease of the
Test

. Good Luck

" Total must
-fot exceed: : . 100%

o
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Thia ,following is a hypothetical course ' examination
sttuation Rate with a peqéﬂn;aqc figure how important: each
of the listed factors was in determining your performance
on this hypothcttcal test. I[f you feel a factor had no
,Xn$luence on performance, give It a rating of 0%. If a
' factor had a small -influence on performance, give it a low
percentage rating, ‘whereas if I't had a large influence on
performance, give ft a high ‘percentage rating. The total of
-all percentage ratings must _gl exceed 1007%.

Situation. ' Suppose you know you ar very weak in a subject
and you failed on the firs t:gg:hant course test, the
mid-term oxan. Performan on~ this test is a strong
indicat your success the course because a large
portion y?k #—final exam covens the same material as the
mid—term. Syccess in this ¢t 13 highly important to
you. You feel you must succeed, both because achievement is
highly valued by you, your family a peers, and because
. you know that high caurse performance in the subject |3
essential to youn future educational goals and to -working
in your chosen field. Please rate how important you think
" each of the following factdrs was in .determining your

fatlure on this important test. NG
Ratings

< N

’ Your Lack of
. Abtltty

Your Lack of L L
*  Effort -

Difficulty of
5 the test
Bad Luck

Tot;lghust
not exceed: ' 100%
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On the previous page, you indicated with percentage
figures how important each of a series of fFactors was 1In - -
" determining your hypothetical test performance. Below s .-
, the same list of fFactors. This time, .using the fallowing BACY <
rating scales, please rate how impgrtant each of the.
factors was in determining your hypothetical performance.
Circle the number which best indicates the {importance of ’
each factor.
Very ‘ ’ © Very
v . Unimportant Important
Your Ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 8 9
Your Effort 1 2 3 4 s -6-'7 8 9
Ease of the Test 1 2 3 4 'S 6 7 8 9
‘ . Good Luck 1 2 3 a4 s & 7 8 9

ER e o

.
s
&
5
ay
i

g

3

3

\s
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On the previous page, you indicated with percentage
figures how important each of a series of factors was. in
determining your hypothetical test performance.

- the same list of factors.

rating .scales, please rate

factors was in determining your hypothetical

-This time,

how impartant

using the

Circle the numbder which best indicates the importance of

each factor.

a

Your Abilfty
Your Effort
Ease of the Test .

Good Luck

“
4

very
Unimportant
1 2 3 4 -5
1 2 3 4 s
1 2 3 a s
1 2 .3° a4 s
y /

Below s
following
each of the
performance.
3
Very
Important
e 7 8 9
6 7 8,9
6 7 9
6 7 8 9
‘.
-2




- ' ' | 200

3112

i
|

+

]

On the previous page, you indicated with percentage
figures - how important each of a series of factory was in
determining your hypothetical test performance. 'Below s
the same 1ist of factors. This time, using the following'
rating scales, please rate how important each of the
factors was in determining your hypothetical performance.

Circle’ the number which best indicates the importance of

each factor.

<

very , " « Very

Unimportant ) Important
Your Ability . 1 2 3 4 s ¢ 7 8 9
Your Fffort . 12 -3 l. SA 6. 7 8 9
Ease of W Test 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9
Good Luck . 1 2 3 4 s § 7 8 9
/
N\
,
"

3
bl
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. On the previous page, you indicated . with percentage

figures' how important each of a series of factors was {n
) determining your hypothetical test performance. "Below |if¥
the same li{st of fa&ctors. This time, wusing the Ffollowing
rating scales, please rate how important -each of ‘- the
factors was in determining your hypothetical performance.

ircle the number which best indicates the importance of

each factor. | ot
‘ N _:\,.‘D"
o ol
L
A very - Very
Unimportant Important
Your Abiltty 1 2 5 6 7 'sug‘
Your Effort 1.2 5 6 7 8 '9
Ease of the Test 1 2 5 6 7 e 9
Good Luck 12 5.6 7 @ 9 .-
-/ »
PR \
FI r8
™~
¥
Y d ) '
-
Al d )
( =~ %
L
- v/\ :
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On the previous page, you indicated with -percentage’
figures how impprtant each of a series of factors
determining ‘yoUr hypothetical test perforsMance.
the same list of factors. This time,

rating scales, please rate

how important
factors was in determining your hypothetical

each

was in
Below 15
using the followfng
af the
performance.

Circle the number vhlc‘ best indicates the luporpn.ce‘ of

each factor. A
. . Very
Unimportant
Your Lack of Ability 1 2
Your Lack of Effort 1 2
Difficulty of the Test. 1 2
Bad Luck 1 2

¥

very
Important
(ﬁzk
8 9
8 9
8 9
8 9
@
'y

s e

& j't‘_‘ﬁ.-i:ﬁﬁu':‘

o
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(AN On the previous page, you indicated with peré\ntage~
' /rtgures How important each of a series of factors was in . .
© determining your hypothetical test performance. Below 1is
the same list of factgrs. This time, wusing the following
., rating escales, please rate how important each ‘of the
" factors was in determiming: your hypothetical performance. .
Circle the number which best indicates the Importance of B

__’each factor. A L g
very ’ Very .
Unim tant ’ Important
Your Lack of Ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Your Lack>of Effort * 1 2 3 4 & 6 7 & 9
 Difficulty of the Test: 1 2 3 4 % 6 78 9 °
Vo w : .4 : . ¢
Bad Luck o r 2 3 4 8 .6 7 8 9
L : :
J 8 \ %
A :
. 4
/ g v : ; .
\ TN .5
' 3
. » A
»
- < E I B
P . b - o g
. ;ﬂ?
v . 3 . "
. K
: \ - o -

L3
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!é ' On the previous page, you indicated with percentage
figures how important each of a series of factors was 1In

! : determining your hypothetical test performance. Below s
‘ the same list of factors. This time, using the:  following
rating scales,” please rate how important each of the
factors was in determining your hypothetical performance.

) Circle the number which best indicates the Importance of
#  each factor. » a i
- ¢ ’ - ,
.o : very ' }Ve"ry
. Unimpodrtant : Impaortant
v - N \ s
‘ ! ‘ Your Lack of Ability 1 2 3 4 5 ' 7 8 9
LY .
* Your Lack of Effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '8 9
Difficulty of the Test 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
. N
~ B8ad Lugk - 1 2- 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
, ‘\ ¥ . ’
c ' : b4 . :
P e R .
M L : ,
‘ 7 E \
v
» ‘ ' i
< -
~ + .s P
}
. - /
3 Q
< ?
A, ‘ »
A ) ' ‘ . P
- t ’ ‘
5 '
t ’ /
[ “ s ~




- SR . S . - 205

3222

<v On the previous page, you indicated with percentage
figures how important each of a serfes of factors was 1in
determining your hypothetical test performance. Below 1§
the same list of factors.  This time, wusing the following
rating scales, please rate how important each of the
factors was in determining your hypothetical performance.

- Circle the number which best indiciates the _ importance of
each factor ;

¢ | -
Very : very
Unimportant ~ Important
\ ' . .
0 A ! Ll
Your Lack of Abijlity 1 2 3 q 5. 6 7 8 9
Your\zgck of Effort 1 2 3 q 5 6 7 8 9
Difficulty of the Test 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
Bad Luck 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
' \
. N
/ " - .
A .
&2
i‘ ‘ “" :
[ r
¢' - -
A G 5
*2
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Remember: For the remaining items, respond directly an the
answer sheet provided Please do not write anything on the
questionnaire. .

The

* ~
-

items below relate to the feelings and thoughts people

have and the actions they perform after they have learn how

well

the

they have done on a test Far each question, circle
one response which best represents how you would feel,

think of behave given your hypothetical test autcome.

To use the rating scales for items one to sixteen, circle-1

- fo¥ a very strong negative feeling, 5 for a neutral feeling

and 9 for a very strong posttive feeling
Lo ' .

1)
2)
3

4)

S)

6)
7
8)
9)
10)
11

12)

Given your hypothetical test outcome, dbq{:\you feel
very v ' ' Very

Unpleasantly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Pleasantly

Surprised Surprised

Very ¥ ’ Very

Unrelaxed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Relaxed

very very

Unhappy 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 Happy

veryy very

Incompetent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 9 Competent.
. ‘

very ' s . , Very

Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6‘ 7 8 9 Calm

Very . - , \ very
Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 § 6 7 8 9 Satisfied
very ‘ : very
Disgusted 12 3 q 5 6 7 g 9 Delighted

very Vér?

Ashamed 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 Proud

Very Very
Frustrated 1 2. 3 4‘\ 5 46 7 8 9 Fulfilled

Very - ‘ very
Displeased 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 .8 9 Pleased

Very ) ‘ ~ . T Viry
1nadequate ’i' 2 3 4 'S5 6 7- 8 9 Adegquate

Very s . Very
Bad 1 2. 3 4 5 6 4 8. 9 Good

-
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13) Very . . - very
Discontented 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 Contented

14)  Very ' very -
Upset 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 Composed

15)  very ‘ very
Unpleasantly 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 '8 9 Pleasantly
Astonished - / Astonished ,

"16)  Very S ‘ . Very t

Depressed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Elated
]

Given your hypothetical test outcome, how well would you
expect to do in: i v

o

17 Future exams - ‘ '

tn that subject: 1 2 3 q -] 6 7 8 9

18) Future exams
In other subjects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 .8

19) Gtiven your hypothetical test outcome, Hhaow much help
would you seek from your professor-or from other students? \
A great deal less B A great deal more
than before . than before /
. . .

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

. <
20) Given your hypothetical test outcome, how many classes
would you attend? ,
A great deal less A great  deal mare
than before “u#'r than before
’ PR S ° .
1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8B 9
21)  Given your hypothetical tést outcome, how many
assignments would yoy complete® . -
4 . C ‘ '
A great deal lessl . - A great Beal more
than before than defore
1 2 3 4 5 § 7 8 9 - v
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22) Given your hypothetical tést outcome, how much studying
would you do” .

‘ A great deal less . A great deal more:
than before than before

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

23) Given your hypothetical test outcome, how much would
'you use the library? )

1)

, A great deal less A great deal more

than before 3 than before
. S . 1 2 3 a4 5 6 7 B8 9
‘;@ i N ‘ 7 . °
. ._(a * B

The . questions below relate to your underst;ndlng\ of the-
questions you have been :asked to jnswer so far. .

24) Rate the extent to which you understood your test
outcome 1n the hypothetical situation was expected

v o

Totally , " Totally
Unexpected 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Expected -

25) Rate the extent to which you ynderstood your outcome
in the hypothetical situatien to be successful. .

: Very Very

Unsuccessful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Succossfql

k1

26) Rate the extent to which you understood your test
' outcome in the hypothetical situation to be important.
-~
Very . . Very

Unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? B 9 Important

27) Rate the extent to which you feel you genefalfy
understood the questions and tasks you were asked to
complete. :

Understood . Understaod
Very Poorly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 Very Well

M » /

et s et e e e . . S

w3
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" - gStudent Background Questignnaire

'28) vYour age:

1)
2)
N

4)

S)

i8

19
21
23
25

or

to
to
to
or

under
20

22

24
over

v

- 29) Your

sex:

1) Male
2) Female

A

- ——~

30) What is your present level at vhiversity?

1) ULl(First Year Untversity)
2) U2(Second Year University)
3) U3(Third Year University)
4) Diploma, Graduate ,or other

31) Your Academic Major:

1) Fine Arts

2) Commerce and Administrattion Ny

3) Engineering and Computer Science -
4) Liberdl Arts, Recreation and Educatton

5) Natural Sciences 5 i

32) Your pre-university grade average(high school or CEGEP)

v

1) 60-69

2) 70-79

3) 80-89 ,Lfym

4) 90-100

5) Other or don’t khow

If you have not yet completed any university courses for a
grade, answer question 33 by estimating what ,you expect
your university average wil] be.

33) Your university average so far: A ' °

|y
2!
3)
4)
5)

49 or bel%w(FJ
50-59¢(D)
60-69¢(C)
70~79(8)
B0 or higher(a)
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34) What ts your~first language? . . ‘ , : - . p
. . . h . ) . . . s P . ) . _:‘::.
1) E“gllSh \ : - “-. : . . s ) :, . S .’
2) French o . ' - . :
3) 1taltan . T :
. 4) Gresk T . '
‘ 5). Other{e.g., Chinese, Arabic, etc.)
"3%5) What“is your country of birtn? ' ; ' o
1) Canada or USA - . "
2) Italy . ) : . H
3) Greece B : A v
4) Other S ~ X ' ‘
. . - - , ‘ . \s
. Q\ " 36) How many years have you been a resident of Canada? .
1) 0-2 years . " e

2) 3-5 years
3) 6-10 years . .
4) 11~-1% years . : T

‘3) 16 or more years '

Thank you for your participation. We welcome your comments e
and suggestions. Please write these on the back side of the
answer sheet.

h/

' .
~ -~ . - . Cagr - . N .
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" Dear Concordia Professar:

1 am a graduate student enrolled in the Educational -Studies
‘programme at Concordia.  As part of my Master’s thesis,
which s being supervised by ‘Dr. Philip ADrami, I am
investigating how_ students come to determine the causes of
their successes and failures 1in university course
examinations, and how these causal decisions 1influence
subsequent achievement-related feelings, expectations, and
behaviagrs. 1 am asking professors Ffrom a host of
‘departments in the university to help me in this research
by volunteering approximately one-~half hour of <classtime
during a single class meeting sometime toward the
beginnning of the winter semester. During this half-hour,
students will be asked only to complete one 0of several
different questionnaires, each of which requires them to
make causal statements concerning hypothetical course
examination outcomes. A description of the study 1is
included with this letter. :

This study requires a large and diverse number of
subjects; I hope that you will support me by volunteering
one or more of your classes. To do so, please complete the
form at the bottom of this page and return it to me via
campus mall. - Otherwise, | will be contacting you within
the next short while to see if you are able to donate
Classtime for this project. _If you have any gquestions or

comments, you can reach me at the phone number 1listed
below. :

January 12, 1984

Than{ you for your cooperattion.
Sincerely,

Paul Leroux, MA student and

Research Assistant for Dr. P. "Abrami,
Education Department

Phone: B79-4034 Messages only: 4535

211
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Educational Studies Questionnaire Suyrvey-
Students’ personal causal perceptions of exam

‘performances are called causal attributions by educational

psychologists. The study of academic causal attributions

is important because research has demonstrated that
attributions are related to task persistance, seeking help
from professors, future examination performance and

attrition rate. We are specifically interested in a highly
recurrent phenomenon In research on attributions for
success andg fatlure experiences - self-serving
attributions.

"Attributtions are self-serving when students attribute
success to Internal factors, such as ability and effort,
and attribute fallure to external factors, such as task
difficulty and luck This pattern of attributions fs self-
serving because attributtons to internal factors for
success increase feelings of pride and competence, whereas
attributions to external factors for failure impeda the
development of feelings of shame and incompetence.

Attribution theorists are interested in self-serving
attributions because the phenomenon is extremely resilient,
having occurred in over 707 of studies of attributions for
success and failure The implicit assumption .in this
interest is that self-serving attributions are
representative of the way peaple typically conceive the
causal nature of success and fajilure events.

‘ bl

Nevertheless, we question whether this highly recurrent
phenomenon s typical of everyday causal perception or
whether it is an artifact of the use of structured
gquestionnaire measures by attribution researchers.
Structured measures may both restrict the number and type
of attributions subjects make and cue them into considering
causal factors they might 1ignore without expefiméntal
prompting. Because subjects are not allowed to dttribute
the widy they normally would, their causal perceptions may
be misrepresented by these reactive measures.

Indee%, F;Eearch has demonstrated that people consider
causal factars excluded in conventional structured
attribution measures. In addition, a recent study (Wong and
Weiner, 1981) found that subjects who were jindirectly asked
to make open-ended attributional responses did not respond
defensively Instead, subjects’ responses followed a
pattern directly opposite to that of the self-serving blas;
they attridbuted success to external factors and failure to
Internal factors. Because Wong and Weiner’s methodology did
not directly ask subjects to explain an outcome, 1t {s
possible that these subjects attributed their success and
failure as peaple ordtnarily do We are conducting a
modified version of Wong and Weiner'’'s study to ascertain
whether thelr findings occur outside of thelr restricted.

=
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experimental conditions, in which subjects attributed for
unimportant, unexpected outcomes only.
. ’ - )
‘ N y !' :
P Note to Instryctors

It 1is important that students
notion of this stud
Therefore, please
thenm.

have no preconceived
Yy when completing the questionnaire. =
do not descrive the study in detail to
Follawing the completion of the survey by the class,

an oral and/or written debriefing will be provided by the
research assistant. Thank You.
[
b -
\
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Attridution Study Debriefing

We are studying the causal attributions students make
for .(he outcomes of té\lr university exams. Cavusal
attributions are the causes. students ascribe rto txsn
outcomes. For example, 1If you passed a test and said that
you passed because you worked hard, you would have made a //’
causal attribution; you attributed your performance to
studytng—;}rd. Educational psycﬂo&oglsts have been gtudylng
the attributions peocple make for success and Qg}l;re 7
outcomes because attrlput{ons have been found to be related
to achlevénent-related behaviors. The atté!bdttons students
make for their exam performances can predict how auph they‘
will stﬁdy for future examinations, whether they will seek.
help Ffrom professors and even how likely it ;;.%;r them to
complete university.’

Because attrlbu;lons. have béen found f@ be relaiéé to
such important behaviors, psychologists are interested 1in

L]
what causes people to choose one attridbution over another.

s

.Because of this {nterest, a large number oik“oxporlaent!

-

investigating the formation of attributions for success and
fatflure have been conducted. I; the majori'ty of these
experiments,  researchers have found that people typlcally_
attridbute success to {nternal factors, such as ability and
effort, and attribute failure to external :actors, such as
task—dlf}lculty"and luck. Nevertheless, one notable study,
wong and Weiher(1981) found the opposite effect; in their

s tudy, sub jects attributed success to- external factors and
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ﬂailure to internal factors. We are at§empting to find out ~

o # -
why this effect occurred and whether/ft is more typical of

*the way people typically attribute their successes and

fatlures. ~ - )

' It is possible the effect occurred because Wong and

Weiner did not ask for attributions in the way rese;rbhcrs

normally do Researchers ususally ask subjects to indicate

how lmporaing each of a series of causal factors(e. g.,
i

%/{\\:re n determining exam

and We\iner instead asked thelir %ub]ects

ability, effort, luc

performance. Wan

-

to® report any questions W\hey would have glven an exam

»
Qutcome. The causal factors mentioned in subjects’
questions formed the basls of Wwong and Weiner'’s

-

attributional data. To test whetﬁor Wong and Welner'’s
unusual questiod was the reason ¥for their atypical
attrlérlional data, we are asking subjects to attd&bute
far _the same hypothetical ®est outcomes used in Wong s[:ml
Weiner'’s experiment, but are asking some subjects to
provide questions, as did Wong and Weiner, while aﬁklng
other sub jects to rate the importance o; various potential
causes, as do most attributtonal researchers. Some. subjects
are also responding to modified versloﬁs of Uong and
Weiner’s hypothetical outcome conditions, so we can tgst

\

whether Wong and Weiner’s unusual results occurred because.

. AN
of the anomalous nature of these outcomes; in comparison to \\

the. outcomes in many attrit¥tional studies, these contained
little information as to how importaht the test was, a

factor known to affect attributional chotice.
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APPENDIX B .
Lo D Materials Ffor .Wong and Welner’s (1981)°
. Coding Schenme,

including correspondence
with Paul .T. ». wong.

. . &
" Note: The materials found in this appendix, save for those
found on'pages 217 to 219, ‘were written specifically for
- the purposes of this study and were naot used in Wong and
Weiner (1981). ’ , - )
2 N
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situations.

uong and Welner’s Coding Method ; <:i:i
&

°

Coding Precedure

1.) Descr15}1the situation, whether hypothetical or real,
which will. be used asythe stlmulus material,

2.) Immediately after the descrlptlon provide seven lines
(Numbered 1 to 7) and perhaps several additional 1lirnes
without numbers. The numbered lines may bhe of some value in
excouraging subjects to differentiate their cognittons. The
unnumbered 1lines are intended for additional responses.
From a number of studies, I have discovered that the
provision of several numbered"and unpnumbered lines have the
subtle effect of increastng the subject’s spontaneous
verbal output. .
|

3.9 1 have also instructed my subJects to spend ae mlnlmum
of time -completing the. open-ended questionnaire.. 1f
subjects are asked to respond to one situatlon ten minutes
should be sufficient. . This minimum time requlremént {s to
insure that subjects will glve sufficient thought to the
questions and take time to report their conditigns. If
subyects are “free to leave, thejr verbal outp is
generally low and of poor quality. - .

*
)

4.) Having collectedigne completed questionnaires, the
first step 1is to count the total _number of cognitions
provided by each subject. Sometimes one response may
contain two distinct cognitions. For example, {f the
subject writes, "Is it because I didn‘t study enaugh, or is
it because the test was tooe difficult" -~-this question s
treated as two attributional questions be cavuse two
different causes are conysidered. .

5.) The second step 1is o record all the different
responses and the frequency of these responses from a
sample of your data. This preliminary tabulation will give
you some idea as to what klnds of responses you obtained,
and what kinds of coding seems appropriate™ g

6.) The third step is to code all responsesy Several levels
of coding are possible. For example, if we ask subjects to
report whatever ‘thoughts and questions than come to their
mind, the first level of coding is to classify responses
into "statements" and '"questions”. Please note that some
responses, such as "I wonder why this should happen to me"
are actually questions rather than statements (thoughts).

The second level of <classification was to code the
questions or statements in theoretically meaningful
categories. For example, attribution, action, and
assessment types of questions are theoretically meaningful,
and there are subsets of secondary appratsal or stressful

\

[N

AVl
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e

7%y The Ffourth step 1s to| classify all attrlbut‘\o?
questions into d1fferent kinds bf causal ascriptions.  The
strategy is to have as few categories as possible, but each
category, must contaln conceptually homogeneous - items. For

‘example, sugh cognitions as "Did I study hard?", "“Did I

attend - lectures regularly?", I'"Have I Dbeen slack?" are

clearly related to edfort. . ’
8.) The actual «classification depends not only on

theoretical consideration, but also on the acfual data. The'
initial .classification scheme was guided by Step 2.

However, once’ all the responses have been coded you may.
find that some categories contain too few responses

(typically 1less than-17) to be meaningful. In this case,

you may either seek to recombine certain categories 1into

conceptually broader groupings, or lump some of the.
résponses into the miscellaneous category (make sure that

the miscellaneous category only contains a small percentage

of all questtops preferably not more than 1%).

¢

9,) Having completed your codlnj, the last .step 1s to

describe each classification, and provide  several
exammples for each categﬁry, and go .over your
classificatios Scheme with the judges. 'Typtcally, vyour
Ju may qukstion some of your .codings, suggest some
re@eoupﬁngs, and a final,coding scheme is arrived at. Once

you and your judges. have finally decided on the
classification, and the examples for each category, the
Judgé and yoy,can independantly to check on the reljiability
of the codlﬁs (sic). Since all judges have agreed on the
meaning and examples of each category, inter—judge
agreement is typi7ally very high. ‘
Y
10.) Once the inter- Judge rellabllity has heen-established,

either you or yo Judgelcan complete the coding accordlng
to the Final\cod,ié scheme. )

EXAMPLES OF EACH! ATTRIBUTIONAL CATEGORY

(1).General - Why did I fail? How did I get an, A?

(2) Ability - 1s he really smart’ How did I . underestimate
- .my abll!ty’

&

€3) EFFort - Did he study. a lot? Dld he try very hardd to.do

well?

(4) Task difficulty ~ Was the test fair? " How 'dtd other
studefits do on the exam? T

" (5) Luck - Did he get lucky? Was it Fate? : '

(8) tgdx Method - Did he have good study hablits? Were my
notes well organized? ’
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.

{7) Error -.Did 1 misunderstand the gquestions?  Did ! study
" the wrong things? A A .

(8) Motivation - Was he really interested in the subject? _

(9) Attitude ~ Was [ over-confident? Did he have a wrong
atti'tude towards the course?

-
v

(10) Emotlon - Was he too nervous? _Was he upset by

+

something? !

(11> Physical condition ~ Was he tired? Was he 1117
; >

(12) Cheating - Did he cheat? O0Oid he know what was on the

- test? ' ) ~ R

¥ . .
{13) Help - Who helped him? Did he get extra help form

someone?
i . e i ¢ . )
(14) Teacher - Did the grader make a mistake? Was the

_ teacher fair?

-
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Introduction to Wong and Weiner“s Coding Scheme

The Wong and Weiner (1981) coding procedure has been
devised to categorize .open-ended cognitions - made\ {n
response to a described situation, whether hypothetical or

real (e.g., "Imagine you are strong in a subject, but you
fail at the mtdtbrm'exam", "Wy did you pass your final
history exam?"), This coding procedure allows us to

classify cognitions-into several theoretically meaningful

. categories and then to further <classify attribution~type

cognitions 1into causal categories such as abillty and
effort. We can thus measure both how often attribution
cognitions occur in relation to other types of cognitions
and how often any particular attribution occurs in relation
to other attrhbutlon&

There are 0 fixed coding categorties {n Wong and
Weiner’s procedure; the procedure describes only how to
code cognitions, assuming the existence of categories
developed by the researcher on the basis of both
theoretical considerations and what is contained in the raw
data The present experiment will ‘require Iittle
development of coding categories, however, because it is
essentially a repfication of two experiments conducted in
Wong and Weiner (1981). This, it uses categories developed
by Wong and MWeiner for the purpose of coding their own
data. Note that these categories used by Wong and Weiner
are not formally defined; they”bxlst in example only. The
examples are found tables I and II.

The Coding Procedure

a .
Wong and Weiner‘s coding procedure can be broken 1{into

_six steps-

Step One: Count the total number of cognitions provided by
each subject. Sometimes, a.response contains two seperate
cognitions, as in the phrase "Is it because | didn’'t study
enough ,or is It because the test was too difffcult?®" This
question s treated as two attributional questions because
two different causes are considered (there has to be two
different types of causes) Enter the total nember of
cognitions on the scoring sheet for that subject Later,
when all cognitions for that subject are categorized, vyou
can check whether the total ef categorized cognitions
tallies with your previous total. . b
4 L3

Step. Two: This step {s suspended in the present study

Here, one coder takes a sample of data, records all the
different types Of responses and the frequency of these
responses This step allows the researcher some idea as
what kind of responses have been obtained and what kinds of
coding wolld be appropriate for the. entire data set.
Because the present study i{s a replication of Experiments 2

4
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and 3 of Wong and Wetiner (1981),\ we-négd anly use the
categories that they have already |(developed. Preliminary
cading confirms this assumption

Step Three- Here; we code all responses 1f subjects are
asked to vreport whatever thoughts and questions come to
their mind, the first level of coding s to «classify

responses into ‘“statements" or ‘“questions'. Note that
responses such as "I wonder why this happenéd to me'" are
questions rather than statements 1f subjects are asked

only to provide questions, this level of codlng is igpored

The second level of coding is to classify dquestion and
statements into theoretically meaningful categories.’ The
categories used in the present experiment, on the basis of
Wwong and Weiner (1981), are attribution, action, re-
evaluation, - and miscellaneous Attribution questions are
"why' questions concerned with the possible causes of the
outcome, action questions are concerned with the possible
courses of action and generally have a future orientation,
and re-evaluation questions <are concerned with the
reassessment of one’s ability or aspiration Miscellaneous
questions ln&lude any questions that cannot be classified
into the pridr’three categories’ Examples of each.of these
categories are found on Table I On your scoring sheet,
code action, re-evaluation and miscellaneous questions with
the letters A, R and M respectively Attributions will be
coded according to the number of the attribution category
(see step four)

Step Four The fourth step\us to classify all attrtibutional
responses i1nto seperate causal categories The principle 1is
to develop as few categories as possible, yet each categary
must contain conceptually homogeneous items Again, becuase
this {s a replication, we need not presently worry about
the orthogonality of the causal categdries we develop We
shall be wusing categories already developed by Wong and
Weiner (1981) . This does not mean that you avoid reéporting
any praoblems yoh perceive with these categories, however!
We are very concerned with any factors that may have
influenced wong and Weiner‘s results, and so your
perceptions are more than welcome

Examples of the causal categories wused to code
attribution responses are found on Table Il Study these
before commencing any wark On the coding sheet, code
"attribution responses according to the number of the causal
category Thus, an eFForlﬂattribution will be coded ‘3°’.
Next, indicate the frequency of each type of attripbution

Step Five Once all responses have been coded, we may find
that some categories contain too few responses (typically

less than 17%) These may either be recombined into
conceptually broader groupings or lumped into a
miscellaneous, or uncodable, category A cellaneous

category should not contain more than.l7%Z o cognitions,
hl

\)‘ ‘Q

#

-
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however,

Step Six- The final step Ih Wong and Welner‘’s coding
procedure 1is to describe each classification ind praovide
several examples of each category Examples are already
provided for us on tables I and II Typically, nhowever,
judges question some codings and suggest some re-groupings
before a final scheme is arrived at. Because we are
ctonducting a replication, we shall strive to wuse the
categories already developed by Wong and weiner (1981). We
may append this scheme, however, if we find a high number
of attributions that dld not occur {n their data. l1f you
find any attrlﬂutlon questions that do not fit into their
fourteen categories, keep a separate record of these,
Indicating what type of attribution they were Also do the
same if you find any questions that ¥fit into the
miscellaneous category. Subjects in the present study may

frequently ask a type of question not anticipated by Wong
and Weiner ‘s study.

Learning Wong and Weiner’s Coding Procedure

Our present attempt to learn Wong and Weiner’s coding
procedure follows four steps-

&
Step One Review the examples of each category found on

Tables I and 11.

Step Two Study the provided sample of codings performed by
Wong and Weiner in their. study.

Step Three. Code the provided samples of Wong and Weiner
data with original coding reéemoved After,
compare your codings with the original codings
(these are in my office) 1f you are having
problems, go over step one and step two and
attempt step three with a new set of responses
with the coding removed (these will be
provided) .

Step Four Code the twenty samples of . pilot data
' provided Review steps one, three, four and
six of Wong and Weiner’s procedure Dbefore
. . doing this It ts suggested that you recheck

/ your early codings once you are finished.

A
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Taple L

Attribution - Why did this happen? Did I study enough?

Action - What can I do to pass? Shall I get a tutor?

Re- va!uailon Have | understood myself?

Miscellaneous - Why di1d Mozart write Don Gilovanni? What
grade did others get? '

-

N

o
'%ﬁ;{f‘f‘“‘%:“:r{- K



224

WONG AND WEINER CODING SCHEME-DEFINITIONS AND EXAMP

Qateqpry Codes: \ 7~-5~

22-Action . . !
33-Re-evaluation !
" 44-M{scellaneous

01-General

02-Ability

O03-Effort . "
O4-Task Difficulty . ' ; “
05-Luck ' .
06-Study Methad
.07-Error

O0O8-Motivation

09-Attitude .
10-Emotion '

11-Phystical Conditton

12-Cheating .
13-Help \\ L 3
l4-Teacher ' ' T
15-Knowledge

16-Situation

Note Attributions .rephrased {n the ISame sentence or
question and multiple attributions to the same cause In the
same sentence or question are coded as one attribution. For
example, ‘'Was it because the test was too long or was |t
because it contained too many objective questions?" g
coded as having one attribution only, in this -case,
Task(04) : Lo

V- CATEGORY DEFINITIONS

ACTION(22) questions are concerned with possible gourses of
personal action and generally have a future orfentation.
They are questions concerned with either specific courses
of action(e.g., "Shall 1 get a tutor?”) or with a search -
for a.specific course of "actionte. g., How can | continue to
do this well®").  Action questions are concerned only with
personal action; not the action.of .others, such as of
friends or teacher

- : .
RE-EVALUATION{(33) questions are concerned with re-
assessment of one’s ability or aspiration(e.g., "Why do I
think 1 was weak in that subject?" "Should I think positivegs
or negatfve on my skills?", "am [ deceiving myself about my
potential?") Re-evaluation questions are also concerned
with factors which impede or facilitate self-assessment of
abtlity¢e g., "Do I have 3 poor self-image?", "Should I,
have a new attitude about my potential?") See ADIIiItY(2)
for differentiation between re-evaluation and: ability
questions

MISCELLANEQUS(44) questions are any that cannot éo !

. -
N
.
.

4




classifted 1Into the three categories of Action, Re-
evaluation and Attribuytion(e g., '"Why worry I got an A?",
"Shall I be thankful?", “Does he deserve an A?").

ATTRIBUTION questions are "why" questions concerned with

the possible causes of the outcome There are sixteen
categories

GENERAL(O1) questions are concerned with seeking

explanations for an outcome but make no reference to
specific causes(e.g., "Why did I get an A”", "“"Why did I

Fail>") Also, any attribution which has a dimensional
quality, but cannot be fitted into any one categoryl(e g ,
"Was it due to me?") is coded as General A special case is
found 1n the example of "Why did I put so
Iittle thought into the material ahead of time?"(In this
case, the shbJect is not questioning the effect of the lack
of thought, but generally asking why the lack came about
[f a subject consistently questions the ultimate causes of
the effective causes of their outcome, however, cade .their
questions 1n terms of the effective causes-in this tase,
the lack of thought ) ‘

ABILITY(2) questions' are concerned with whether personal
unitntentional skill traits influenced the outcome(e g ,"Do
I have instinctual powers that automatically point out the

answer?", "How could my friend be so dumb?®", Do I have a
good memory?'*) Note that abtlity questions are not
concerned with personality traits, such as stable

motivation, confidence or emation

It 1s diffifcult to descriminate between re-evaluation
and ability in Wong and Weiner‘s scheme For instance, the
questions "ls he really smart?" and ‘"How did 1
underestimate my ability?" are given as examples of ability
qulestions whtle the questions "Is he that smart really?"
and "Did I underestimate myself?" are coded as re-
evaluation qustions This problen arises because of the
unexpected conditions in Wong and Weiner(l1981l). Sub jects
always performed 1inconsistently with "strength” in a
subject Because "strength" {s probabily interpreted by most
subjects as meaning ability, as soon as subjects considered

abiltty, they were likely to <consider whether the
“"strength"was true Thus, few ability attributions lack
some sense of re-evaluation Nevertheless, abllity

attributions should involve no implied comparispons between
previous bellefs and new hypotheses concerning ability
Statements "or questions such as "Am | really weak In that
subject?", or "Why do I think I was weak in that subject?"
are coded Re-evaluation(33) because they question the
dbi1lity indicated in the hypothetical exam situation

EFFORT(03) questions are concerned with the {nflyence of
personal goal-oriented behavior operating before or during
the test, such as doing home-work, studying and attending
ctlass, on the outcome of the test Effort guestions are not
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concerned with the efforts of others, which are
Help/Hindrance(13) or Teacher(ld4) attributions. _Nor are
they concerned with quality or type of preparation(e g ,
“"Di1d he have good study habits?"), questions or statements
that do so are Study Method(06) attributions Effort
questions &nd statements are concerned only with whether
the student prepared(e g '"Did he try?"') or how much the
student prepared(e g , "Did he study a lot?", "Did he try
very hard to do well?") )

TASK(04) questions are concerned with the ease or
difficulty of the course or the subject(e g , “Is this
class a "Mick"?, “1s this subject hard at all®") as well as
with the ease or difflculty of the test(e g , "Was-the test
worded badly?", "Was the test fair?") Task questidgns_are
not concerned with the teaching of the course or with the
grading 0of the exami{e.g , "Dtd the grader make a
mistake?"), these are Teacher(ld4) attributions Task |
questions are also any concerned with seeking consensus as
to how others performed(e g , "How did others do on the
exam?") ‘

LUCK(05) questions are concerned with whether the outcome
reulted. from the woperation of » chance, whether during
preparationi(e g , "Was the test.material concentrated in
the area in the area I studied?", “Did the exam test my
knowledge”") or during the course 0f the exam itself Luck
questions are concerned with non-specific operations of
chance(e g , "Did he get lucky?") and with the operation of
fate(e g , "Was 1t fate?") Luick questions are also
concerned with the influence of guessing 'in success(e g
“Di1d I guess a lot™")

i

STUDY METHOD(06) questions are concerned with whether the
way 1n which preparation was conducted influenced test

outcome(e g., "Did he have good study habtts?", "Were my
notes will organized,” “Did I study a different way than
usual?") Note that Study Method questions are not

concerned with what material is studied, but with how
?aterlal 1s studied

L3
.

ERRQR(07) questions are concerned with the error of the
actor, whether during preparation or during the test(w g

4

"Did I study the wrong material”", “ Was | careless in
answering?") Errar questions occur almost exclusively {n

response to failure Note that questions which ask whether
fallure occurred because of how the actor studied are Stydy
Method questions, whereas questions which ask whether
fatlure occurred because of what the actor studied are
Error questions Note alsotﬁhgt questions which ask whether
Fatlure occurred becaygesrisie actor studied the wrong 2
material on the basis 3§§§§§€cessarlly arbitrary decision
are tuck, not Error queftions(e g , "Was the test matertal

concentrated in the area | studied?"), Error questions
refer to those actions which are simply inappropriate Note
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that the error of others are questioned {n Pither
Help/Hindrance(13) or Yeacher(14) guestions ° ‘

)

MOTIWATION(OB) questions are concerned with reasons far the
preparation of the exam and the degree of 1mportance

attributed to the exam These questions deal with
modifications 1n caring or not caringl(e g , "Did he care?”
and with determination and i(nspirationt(e g., "Did g get
sudden determination that helped me?", "Was Y suddenly

inspired to study?*) ;
* r

ATTITUDE(O9) questions are concerned with states of mental
preparation and confidence{e g ,"Was I over-confident?",
“Did he have the wrong attitude towards the course?", "Was
he up for the test?') :

EMOTION(10) questions are concerned with possible ang
specific states of emotion{(e g ,"D1d he have emotional
problems?", ""Has he been depressed?") Note that questions
which nonspecifically ask how the actor felt are also coded
as Emotion questions(e g , "How di1d | feel at the time of
the test?') Emotion questions often refer to states of
nervousness, relaxation and frustration

PHYSICAL CONDITION(11) questions are concerned with

feelings of tiredness or 1llness, whether
directlyle g ,"Was I too- tired to do well?") or
indirectly(e g ,- “Did I have enough sleep the nighf
before?") Any questions concerned with physical

preparation are coded as Physical Condition questions, such
as '"Was I prepared physically?" and "What did he have for
breakfast?"

CHEATING(12) questians are concerned with - cheating
activities of the actor, occurring ei1ther during
preparation for the test of during the taking of the test
1tselt These questions typically occur in response to
others’ successes(e g , “Did he cheat™", "Did he know what
was on the test?") ~

HELP/HINDRANCE( 139 questions are concerned with the help or

hindrance of others’ previous ‘to, or during, the test(e g ,

"0Did Y find help in the subject?", “Who did Y study with?",

“Did he get a tutor?') Help/Hindrance refers to personal

causes which are typically active and controllable Others
can include other students, parents, tutors, everyone who
1s not directly connected with the teaching or grading of

the course, such as teachers and teachers’ assistants:

TEACHER(14) questions are concerned either with way the

course. is taught or with the way the test Is marked(e.g ,
"Did the grader make a mistake?, “Was the teacher fatr?").
Questions concerning mapking can ask whether grading was

correct, easy, fair, inconsistent, or subject to personal
biras \
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KNOWLEDGE(15) questions are concerned with the knowlege or
understanding of subject material as well as knowing how to
take the test("Do ! have a good grasp of the material?"y
“0td I not understand?'). They can also be concerned with
how the knowledge or understanding came about(e g , "Did he
take the course before?') Note that questions such as "Did
he actually know the material?" and "Do I truly
understand®" are Knowledge questions not re-evaluation
questions, because Re—evaluation questions are concerned
with the trajt of ability whereas these questions reflect
states of knowledge and understanding, which vary over
time ‘ )

SITUATION(16) questiopls are concerned with help or
hindrance of impersaonal factors(e g , "Is X having problems
in other areas?", "Is there groblems in his family?", or,
hypothetically, "Did he have too many test scheduled at the
same time>") Situation attributions are generally are
generally of mediate internality and intentionality They
are also typically’ transitory, operating in the present or
in the immediate past. °

L 4
Category Codes

22-Acttion ) ¢
33-Re—evaluat19n . - -
44-Miscellaneous - 01-06-84 UPDATE
Ol-General - .

O2-Ability

03-Effort ~

O4-Task Difficulty . .

05-Luck ' ) ’ - !
06~-Study Method -
O7-Error )
Q8-Motivation
09-Attitude
10-Emotion
11-Physical Condittion
12-Cheating

13-Help

14-Teacher .
15-Knowledge .. .-
16-Sttuvation

CATEGORY EXAMPLES

ACTION(22) ;- .

Shall I get a tutor® How can I continue to do this well? «

Perhaps my TA can help me? maintain this high achievement
level théoughout the final? How will-1 improve my self-
esteem”

RE-EVALUATION(33):

Have I underestimated myself? Do I have a poor. self-image?
Should I have a new attitudt/;Wout my potential? Why do |

Y

[
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think | was weak in that subject? Should I think positive
or negative on my skills? 1 understood the material well.

©

MISCELLANEQUS(44) - s

Is this test really important in my life? Will 1t happen
again on the final? Why worry I got an A”? Does he deserve
an, A? Shall 1 be thankful? 1 must have understood the
questions properly

GENERAL (0O1)

[

Why diad | get an A? Why did I fail? Was success due to me?

Why did 1 put so little thought into the material ahead of
time?{In this case, . the subject is not questioning the
effect of- the lack of thought but generally asking why the
lack came about If a subject consistently questions the
ultimate causes of the effective tauses of their outcome,
code their questions in terms of the effective causes—in
this case, the lack pf thought.)

ABILITY(02)
Do I have instinctual powers that autonatlcally point out
the answer™ How could my friend be so dumb? Do I have a
good. memory? 1Is /this an .indication of my strength (n
general .or in all subjects® | am strong in this subject.
Can | work harder? . ‘

EFFORT (.03)
Did he study a lot” Did he try very nard to do well° Dld he
try? | did not try to ask for help. . v

TASK(04)
Is this class a /"Mick™? 1s this subject hard at all” Was
the test worded uadly’ Was the.test fair? How did others do

on the exan’ d I have encugh time to finish? Will the
final be ard as the midterm? The questions were
dirreievant the lectures Had plenty of time to go

carefully over the questions Was the content examined
cavered in class? .
/

: . *
«

LYCK (05) ' %

Was the test material concentrated in the area | studied?
Did he get lucky? Was tt fate® Did I guess a lot? Did the
exam test my knowledge? Did [ guess wrong in picking that %
of the naterl/l to study? 1 anticipated the questions.

STUDY METHOD(06)- .
Did- he have good study habits? Were my notes well
organized” 0Did I study a different way than usual’ 0id he
study properly”>

) : «
ERROR(07). . N .
Dia [ misunderstand the questions? 0id I study the wrong
things? Was 1 careless in answerlng’ Did I use the answer
sheet 1ncorrect1y(H)
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MOTIVATION{(08): ) _ ,

‘Was he really interested in the subject? Did I get sudden
‘determination that helped me? Do I care? 0Oo I like the
subject? Was VY suddenly inspired tbo study? Was he really
interested in the subject? Was this an i{mportant test to
X?(H) 7

ATTITUDE(09): : ’ &\_,\

Was | over-confident? Did he have the wrong attitude
towards the course? Did I come to school in a strong frame.
of mind® Was he mentally up for the test? Handling the
pressure Ability to handle pressure of mid-teéerm exams
.easily. Shy to ask many questions. -

‘ .
EMOTIONC 10) - . : ';) %
Was he too nervous? Was he upset by something? Doe§ he have
emotional problems that .1nterfered with his test? How did
he feel this morning? Does X freeze up in test situations?
Was | mentally disturbeg. .during the test? ‘

o

PHYSICAL CONDITION(11): . o

Was he tired? Was he {11? Did I havé a headache the night
before? Was he '"hung-over" form the night before? 0Did I
have enough sleep the night before? What did he have for
breakfast? Was he physically prepared? ' . A
LCHEATING(12): »

Did heé eheat? Was it because he cheated? Did he know what
was on the test? ‘ .

- HELP(13). .
Did Y fina help tn the subject? Who did Y study with? Did
he get a tutor? Who helped him? Did he get extra help from
someone? His frat brothers wouldn’'t let him study?(H)

TEAGHER( 14) : .

Did the grader make a mistake? WMas theyteacﬁer fair? Were
the marks placed on.a bell curve?

KNOWLEDGE( 15).

Do I have a good grasp of the material? 0Did 1 not
understand? Did he take the course before? 014 I actually
know the material®? Do I truly understand? Have I seen the
material before?

T

SITUATION(16): '
Was something the matter in his personal l1ife? 1Is there

probl%ns in his family?  What external {nfluences was X
subject to? Mas X having problems? Is X having problems in
other areas? 0Did he have too may tests scheduled at the
same time?(H) .
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_i Re-evaluation Questions

1) Am 1 really as weak as I ‘thought tn the subject?
2) 1§ he that smart really?

3) I

he 'just underestimating his ablllty’

4) Did I know the subject better than I thought’

SmWas s/he as weak as I. thought? ,

6) Does he Feally kn the material? v >

7) Am 1 mentally retarded? -

8) Who says he is strong In this sub\]ect:‘7 : . .
Is he an “A" student? - , : T

9)
10)
Lty

13)
14)
15)
16)
i7n
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)

29)
30)

31),

32)

* 33)

34)

' 35)

36)
37
38)
39)
40)
41)
42)

43)

44)
45)
46)

47)
48)
49)
50)
51)

!

Did I know more than I thought?

Why 'do I think I am weak in this are? TR ’
12 Did I understand better than I thought'l di1d? 5

Am I smarter than [ think?

Did I overestimate the difficulty of the class?

Is he smarter than he thinks?

Is the .class easier than I think?

Was I really weak in the subject? '

Is X really strong in-that subject?

Do I understand the subject more than [ thought?

Should I have more confidence in myself next tide?

Am | really weak in the subject?, -
Does he really know the answers w/o pressure of th‘!grade?
Am | really weak inithat subject? :

Do I know what I am weak in?

Is X actually good in the subject? .

Is=% weak in that subject? N

Did 1 underestimate myself? b
Did I understand the subject matter ‘ ,
more than [ thought [ did? -
Was the test too hard? ‘

Did he tHink he kfiew more than he really a14a7? !
Did tension .. interfere? .
Did he understand more than he let on? v ' f
Am | deceiving myself about my potential? ’
Why do I think 1 am strong in this subject?
Do I have a poor self-image?

Should 1 have a new attitude about my potential? o
Is Y really poor in this are?

Does X really just think he is poar?

Why do I think I am weak 1n a particular subject?

Should I think positive or negative .on my skllls’

1s this really my strongest subject?

Am | really weak In this subject? 7 ©oA
Is he really gdépd in this subject?

Is he dumber than I thpught? '

Is he smarter than I thought?

Does how a person thin®s he is in a subject

relate to how he really 1s7? : -

Why do I think I am strong here?

Am | getting better or stronger here?

Is she getting better 1n¥that sub ject? '

I think I am stronger in this subject than I once thought?

Is he as goad as I thought?

.

~

=1
H
5
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S2) Is it possible that I am not weak in the area?: )
53) Did I underestimate Y's abillty’ N i
B Abi1Lty Questions S

1) Is he smart really?
2) How did I underestimate my abllity?

37 Do I have instinctual powers that T, '

‘automatically point out the answers? ) : //
4) How could my friend be so dumb? .
. , s : . .

N ! ’
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TRENT UNIVERS!TY PETERBOROUGH ONTARIO CANADA

K9 788 \
Department of Pivt_‘hOIOSY ' *
-
1983 06 27
: L
. n ) \ ’ ' '

Dr. Paul Leroux
5241 Monttlair - . ;
Montreal, - :
HaJ IR2 . L

Dear Paul: . ' /
' ’

Thank yoy for your letter, 1 am-sending yOu Somé .
sample copies.of the materials used in the Wong and '
Weiner paper, plus a copy of my coding-procedure. The
actual cod'ing categories were reported in the Hong and
Weiner paper.. ‘

Shou‘ld y0u have any questions. Please feel free .

to write me or call (705) 748-1570.

» . v
N, e ' e
[ , . K

‘ &(arely,

@—P

Paul T.P. Wong, Ph.D.

. " -Professor
. PTPW:dp
Encl. ] ) . ' : S \
,.
b \\ 4 \

t v "

.., 6 - -
\ P <«

J .
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o~ . - 1983709 4-

Or Paul T P Wong
Trent Unfiversity
Department of Psychology

~0r Mang .
- Thank you very much for your letter and materials of
June 27, 1983 (copy of letter enclosed). As of now, we have
completed pillot: testing of over 80 subjects in two
universities (University of Manitoba and ‘Cancordia
University) Preliminary coding of. the Concordia data shows
attributions differing from those {n experiments 2 and 3 of
Wong and Weiner (1981) Notably,. we found no large
differences in task and effort attributions across success
and fallure Additionally, we found a new category of
attrgybutions referring to the way in which the exam was
marked Several possbile explanat4onsvﬂyxlst for these
ditfering results First, only one person was used to
actually code responses " Thus, there was no control for
coder bias Second, half of the subjects had a language
other than english as their mother tongue; a strong
cultural effect could have been operative Thirgdg, subjects
were mainly commerce students who probably have exam
experliences differing from ?ﬁq&; of students in arts and
@ﬁ science disciplines [ will keep Xou informed of resuits as
More stringent coding is implemented 1 4
Expertience with using your coding procedure prompts me
 to ask you to provide us ftth further infaormation
concerning its use OQur problem lies in the ttributional
categories you used Qur data required us to formulate one
neéwv category, but most of the questions we found were
attributional questions which apparently fell into the
categories you developed Nevertheless, we have problenms,
such as differentiating (effort attributions from study
method attributions, "or deciding when dn attributlion fits
Into the categary of emotton, or deciding when anothar fits
into wmotivation Knowledge of "how you defined these
cétegorles would help us {n replicating your resblts Thus,
receipt of any information:  you have concerning the
categories would be appreciated In addition to the
tnformation, \‘bpies of half a dozen mare of sub jects’
responses would ‘further “help us (n wunderstanding your
attributional categories The several copies you have sent
50 far have proved helpful

3

‘ We are studying how the gutcome conditions and the
non-reactive questions {n  yogur study resulted {n the
ancmalous attributional data of Experiments 2 and 3. Thus,
I would 1like you to confirm my nterpretation of vyour
statement of page 657 N
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““The above attributional bias 1s in opposition to the well-

known hedonic bias hypothesis, which posits that people

internalize success but externalize failure. Perhaps

defensive functioning predominates when one {is opublicly

agked to an explanation of a task already completed,

whereas adaptive functioning prevails when K there s a

search for problems that may recur."

Does the above quote mean that the self-serving bias

possibly results from direct attridbutional questioning and.
that , your data, which/is in opposition to the bilas,

resulted because you/ avoided direct attributional

questioning? That ts, questioning which demands a causal

explanation. .

In relation to the effect of outcome conditions 1in
experiments 2 and 3, did you tabluate the océcurence of
individual attributfons in experiment 5? It would be
helpful to know if the “"real-life" conditions produced any
such differences, helping to explain how much of an effect
the question ittself had on attributions.

Sorry for all the gquestions and requests. I have tried
to think of everything possible so that I will not have to
botheY you again. As our data are analyzega, | will provide
you with information as to what we have found {n our
experiments

¢

.- Thanks agafn for your kind hel

Paul Leroux, Department of FPducational

Studies
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TRENT UNIVERSITY PﬁETElRBOROUCH ONTARIO. CANADA

K9j 788

- Department of Psvchology
1

¥ 1983 09 22

Mr. Paul Leroux
5241 Montclair -
Montreal, PQ

H4J 1R2

~

Dear Paul: ‘

I 'am now sending you another copy of the coding procedure
and additional copies of subjects' responses. I would appre-
ciate it if you would return these responses to me as soon as
possible.

Here are my answers to your questions:

Regarding attributional categories, in hindsight 1 feel
that we had too many categories in the Wong aiiu Weiner paper.
This would create a problem when the operant level of verbal
responses is low. To help you clarify attributional questions,
I have also included some examples for each category here.
Please note that your new category un marking is the same as '
our "teacher" category. Any attrivution having to do with the
way the course is taught or the test is marked is considered as
belonging to the "teacher" category. You.could combine effort
and study method because it is quite difficult to differentiate
betwedn these two categories. We made & distinction because a
student may study very hard by cramming just before the exam,
but has a very unsystematic way of study. In this case, this
student is high in effort, but poor in study method.

In our initial study, we had a Re-Evaluation category,
which is parallel to Attribution, and Action categories. In
hindsight, these Re-Evaluation questions should be treated as
ability-related attribution questions.

Regarding defensive functioning versus adaptive functioning
(p. 657), here is the correct 'interpretation, When people are
asked to explain their outcomes, people tend to internalize -
success but externalize failure. One widely accepted notion-
®is that this attributional bias is defensively motivated because



o : X. g3

N
people want to defend their self-esteem and .look good. However,
when people are asked to spontaneously generate questions about
certain outcomes, their main concern is no longer self-defense °
but problem-solving. In other words, they want to find out
internal and controllable causes of the problem,*so that they
can solve it and prevent its future occurrence., Internally
oriented attributional search is adaptive because it increases
the likelihood of one's success in solving the problem.

Experiment 5 was mainly concegned with the relative
priority of attributional search. We did not ask for individual
attributions. :

Finally, greater internal orientation after failure occurred
equally across self and others because there was no significant
outcome x perspective interaction.

It has taken me a great deal of time to respond to yoﬁr
two letters. Hope that my answers are. helpful to your research.

-y

o Sincere?x,__~\\\
' ’ v )
" Pau) T.P. Wong, Ph.D.
Profes;or

PTPW:dp
Encl. X _
I .
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APPENDIX G

‘Materjals for Ellg and Frieze’s -Coding Scheme
_ 9f 'Percefved Caysaljty (CSPC), dnciuding
procedure for adjusting percentago

) assessments.

Note: The materials contained (n tﬁfs appendix were adapted
for the opurposes of coding the responses found 1in the
present study. For an exact and complete version of the

original Codjing 5531;; gL Percejved GCausality, see Elig and
Frieze~(197%).

@
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Introduction to the Coding Scheme of Perceived Causality
(CSPC)

Preamble

The Coding Scheme of Perceived Causality (CSPC) (Elig
& Frieze, 1975) was developed for the purpose of analyzing
open-ended r'SVO”QETi::' generated when sub jects are asked
to .state why a par lar event occurred (e.g., "Why did
you fail the exam?"). Such data has shown that people use
many causal cateﬂorles in addition to the four categories
of ablllgy, effort, task-difficulty and luck suggested by
Weiner et al (1971), such as mood and (Interest in
succeeding (Frieze, 1973) The CSPC allows us to measure
the accurrence of these additional attributional
categories The CSPC is also useful because it allows us to
categorize attributions according to the dimensional
qualities of locattian (locus), stabilfty and
intentionality For ‘our present purposes, however, we shall
only be using the location category, which distinguishes
causes as to whether they are internal or extprnal to the
attributor

The CSPC 1is a more complete and rigo&ous coding
procedure than the Wong and Weiner (1981) coding scheme. It
offers specific definitions of attributional categories as
well as providing examples of each of the categories. It
allows us to code each attribution not only in terms of its
causal category, but also in terms of three causal
dimensions. There are specific provisions for multipile
responses of various type, for various grammatical
structures, and for attributional statements which fall
into more than one attributional category. Nevertheless,
because our raw data contains responses other than
attributional questions, and the CSPC contalins only
attributional coding categories, we shall borrow the action

-and re-evaluation categqories developed by Wong and Wetiner
when coding according the CSPC (see Table 1 in the Wong and
Weiner scheme for examples of questions fitting these
categories.

Using the CSPC

Because the CSPC is a more complete and refined coding
scheme than that of Wong and Weiner, there are fewer steps’
taken in coding. There i{s almost no need t0 develop new
Categories wunless there are unusual factors influencing
subjects’ responses. One becomes familiar with the coding
categories, spectal provisions and then codes the data.
(Note to reader: The below page and appendix refernces are
to the original version of the CSPC (Elig and Frieze,
19751]. ’ ‘

2

. Eamiliartzation Study the definitions of the coding
categories (pages 6 - 11) and the discussion of locality
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(pages 18 -~ 21) Then, review the examples of causal
categories (Appendix 1, Section 2).

Coding In scoring the causal attributions (the code number
of each causal category is found on table 6), score all
attriputions . In the order given by the respondent. If the
subject has two separate and different attributions in one
sentence, consider them separately and in the order the

respondent gives. ' If 1in one sentence or grammatical
Strycture the subject repeats the same cause a number of
times to elaborate or clarify (t, treat it as one

attributions and code it only once If the subject glves
the same attributions in two different segtences or
structures, consider them separately and code each one. If
attributions are given in a complex seguence (that is, one
attributions in the cause of the other), treat the sentence
as one entity, ignore the “caused cause" and code the
ultimate or" indirect cause (that ts, the cause of the
direct cayse of the outcome) For clarifying examples of
each of these princliples, see Appendix 2, Section 2

~

yses of Codes for Uncodable or Uncertain Responses

“1f a response simply repeats the outcome, it is coded
Simpie Repeat of Qutcome (08)"or category and s coded.
uncodable (09) in location Ah example {s "The student did
well on the test"™ If a response is a flat contradiction of
the stimulus condition, the category and dimensions are all
coded uncodable (09). An example 1s '"He usually tried harg"

given as a response for fatlure I1f {rrelevant material or
matertal contradictary to the stimulus outcome {s given {n
the same sentence with relevant material, the (irrelevant

material is not coded while the relevant material ts coded
An example {s "He usually tried hard but was sick that day"
given as an explanation of fallure I[In this case, the first
cause is ignored becauvse it is (rrelevant in regard to the
causation of the outcome while the second cause is coded
because it is relevant to the outcome

The location of an attributional statement 1s coded
uncodable (09) in three cases only 1) when the response
simple repeats the outcome. and the category is coded {(08);
2) when the response flatly contradicts the outcome
offering a different outcome as the real outcome and
category is coded (09), 3) when the response 1s irretevant
to the outcome and the category Is coded (09) In cases
where the response {5 ambiguous in regards (o locattion,
location 1is coded uncertain (02) An example ls "] had a
lot of other activities" Because it {s unknown in this
case whether if the student decided to get f{nvolved 1In
these other activities or {f he was forced into them, the

{2).

N

response is ambiguous as to locality and Is coded uncertalj/f\\\
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\ Special Cases of Ambiquous Responses
b
\, There are several speclal cases where the category
' code of uncodable (09) is not used for ambiguous responses
THhese consist of ability-task (interaction, personality

interaction and ambigyity between mood and .effort. An

example of Ability-Task Interaction 1is “Innapropriate
testing—too difficult”. When) as 1in this case, |t s
unclear whether the task was too difficult for the actor

(ability attrtibution), r for the whole class “(task
attridution), the location\is coded as uncertafn (2) and
the category is Ability-Task Interaction (10). A similar
case is "reading assignment is too diffticult" An example
of Personality Interactions i5s "Lack of mutual interests'.
In this case, the location is mutual (2) and the category
s Personality Interactions (17). 'a similar case is "The
teacher and I don‘t get along”. An example of mood-effort
ambiguity 1is “Talked too much or was too quiet". This
implies both effort,, _or lack thereof, or good or bad mood.
It 1s coded as internal (0i) and the category 1is Mood,
Fatique, Situational Reactions (04).
. Y

A Final Note

EFg and Frieze state that it is imperative to be
complétely familiar with CSPC before beginning coding.
Thus, make sure that you understand the causal categortes,
the definition of location, the provisions for multiple
responses and the coding .of uncodable, uncertain and
ambiguous responses Review the examples that illuminate
the above concepts It will be easier to code and more
pleasant to <code If you have done the groundwork first.
Elig and Frieze also suggest that you recheck your early
todings after you have gained confidence with scheme.
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Eliq and Frieze(1975) Attribution Coding Scheme
Causal Categorijes . , ¢
01 Abtltty .

02 Effort ~ )

03 Stable effort

04 Mood,.. fatigue, and situational reactions

05 Intrinsic motives

06 Personality '

07 Person’s physical appearance and other physical factors
of the person

08 Simple repeat of outcome

09 Another answer or uncodable

10 Apiltty-Task interactiaon

11 Task difficulty

12 Other ‘s help or hurt and effort

13 Permanent other’s stable help or hurt and stable effort

14 Luck

15 Other ‘s Motives

16- Other’'s personality

17 Personality interaction

18 Extrinsic Motives

19 Other classestdctivities '

oF

Dimensions

LOCATION \nvolves the source of attridbuted -gausation,
whether it 13 within the persaontinternal), outside of tno

. of the person(external), or involves an interaction of the®

person and other people or situational factors(mutual).

Internal(1)

Mutual] or uncertain(2)
External(3)
Uncodable(9) .

STABILITY refers to whether a cause will affect perforpance
in the future(stablie) or whether {t will have no effect tin
the future(unstable). . : ’

Stable(l) .
Uncertaint2) '

Unstable(3) .

Uncodable(9)

7
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INTENTIONALITY: Intentional causes are those which the
actor or athers have the cholce of employing according to
, their desires.  Unintentional causes are those which cannot
' be controlled. ‘ ’

U;}ntentlonaltl)
uncertain(2)
Mediate(3) _
I'ntentional(4) ' -
Uncodable(9)

Note. In coding fof,xntentlonality, code the act, not the

outcome of the act. "I studied right" is coded similarly to

"I studied wrong". An object(e.g , task) cannot have an
intention . ‘ \

o

; 22-March-B4
Preparatory Notes.

-l
1)Only attributions receive dimensional coding;, action or
re—evalvuation statoments;gre uncodable(9) Also, in coding
for + attributions, 1ignore the tense of the question or
statement Thus, a question such as "Will the next exam be
so difficult?” ls attributional, despite that the fact that
it does not refer to the past exam outcome . For Ffurther
examples, see the individual category examples
2) (H) means the example 1s hypothetical
3) Otmensional cades for each attripution category are to
be considered as gQuidelines only. Each attribution
statement must be separately evaluated
4) Stability is time-related; 1t Is pot the same as
generalizeabtility or spatial stability or spread of effect.
Generalizability 1is ambiguous in the coding systemiexcept
for the interaction effects) See section on coding for
stabiitty -y
. y ‘
(/' ATTRIBUTION CATEGORIES

AB!LITY(%) ~attributions refer to the competence or bastic
intelligence of the actor The attributions must be global
functioning across many tasks.

EXAMPLES: The child {s superior intellectually; good verbal
repertoire;

CODING-

Internal(1l)

Stable(l)

unintentional(l)

‘EFFORT(2) attributions refer to trying hard i{n a particular
sftuation. They refer -nqu“ most kinds of
preparation, including "mental"” ang "physical” prepa-
ration Effort attributions also refer to study method(e.g.,
how the actor studied, not what they studied). Effort(2)

.

4
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R R s 1 .
attribu}lons also refer to any lack of action and to
inappropriateness/appropriateness of action.

EXAMPLES. .
Didn’t prepare for the assignment; trifd hard to study for

this test; Were my study methods effective, Did 1 study the

right way?, He was mentally p?epared uhat can I do to
discipline harder? Should [ study so hard for the next
exam? Where am | misplacing my time? . '
CODING.

Internal(l) N

Unstable(3) v . . ~
Intentional(4) _ . ' ‘

STABLE EFFORT(3) attributions refer to a conslstent pattern
of diligence or laziness

. EXAMPLES "

Student always tried hard he is lazy. ‘
CODING.
Internal(l)

MOOD, FATIGU SITUATIONAL REACTIONS(04) attributions refer
to causes dependent upon the emotional state of the person,
or to fatigue or tllness and the situational factors unique
to that person at a particular time. Note that attributtons
to mental and physical preparation are coded as effort(2)
attributions Mood, Fatygue , Situational attributions are
transitory, being dissinct From Personality(06)
attridbutions ' b

EXAMPLES (Category 04)

May have had other things occupying his thoughts; he didn’t
feel well, he was upset or angry about something; her frame
of mindgd that day, reaction to something that happened that
day Was he  feeling OK?; Was he tired?; Was he over-
confident? CODING: )
Internal(l) S

Unstable(3) . _

Unintentional(l) - .

INTRINSIC MOTIVES(S) are motivators for behavior. - a desire
to:do well, interest ln'theAtask, wishing to please others.
EXAMPLES i . . .

He 1s interested in doing well, student’s pleasure 1in
progress, may be uninterested ln content; poor attitude

towards assignment, likes what he is readlng about wants.

to please
CODING.
Internal(l) .

Stable or Unstable(3), depending wupon the wunderlying

motive~

“He likes school(H) would be coded as stable(l); He disliked

he content of this exam(H) would be coded as unstablo(3)
M ate Intentionality(3)

4
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PERSONALITY(06) refers to stable permanent dispositions or
traits of the individual. Attributions to being a lucky
person, when this is a permanent trait, are considered to

" be Personality attributions. Note however,, that

attributions to diligence or laziness(e g. being a hard
worker) are Effortt(2),or stable effort(3), not Personality,
attributions. "

EXAMPLES: . -
He 15 . lucky(because itsimplies a stable disposition); 'no
“self-e em; fear of fallure. . 2
CODING: . . :
Internal(l) .

Stable(1) .

Unintentionaltl)

by
PERSON'S PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AND OTHER PHYSICAL EACTORS(07)
are permanent pnysical factors not transltory like mood or
fatigue. - Lot
EXAMPLES: Possibly the student has hearing trouble; he/she
can‘t see very well,

CODING: .
Internal(o0l) ‘ | =

*Stable(0l) or Unstable(03) depending upon the specific
| .

problem.
Untntentional(ol) , . - Ay

SIMPLE REPEAT OF OUTCOHE(OB) ' Response is rgwording of
stimulus.
EXAMPLES: ’

! falled on the testi{in the case of fallure) Nhy aid 1 get
a good grade’ ‘
CODING: ( , .
Uncodable(39) on all three dimensions : i

—

ANOTHER AﬁswER, UNCODABLE OR CHEATING(09): These are
typically nebulous responses,. Cheating is also coded as
09). However, -unlike nebuloys responses, which typically
are uncodable on the-three attribution dimensions, cheating
receives dimensional coding. . :
EXAMPLES: (Category 09)

Did he cheat?(attributional ve | ever seen the problems
before?(non-attributional); Was it that ‘important?

CODING(CHEATING): COU!NG:(nebulous reponses) ©T

Internal(l) . -Uncodable(9) . -
Unstable(3)(typically) Uncodablei(9) i '
Intentional(4) Untodable(9) . ~

ABILITY-TASK  INTERACTION(10) - 1s a Fu&d{::;' of the
interaction of the actor‘s specific competence with the
characteriytics of an lndivldual task.

EXAMPLES:

Does he know the material; Does he know the rlght way tao
study for that kind of task?; He was confused; Did I
interpret the questions correctly?; Does Y know the right
way to study for :that kind of test?; too difficult for him;

»

o e e e —————— B - o . D s ————
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didn’t understand the matertfal; Was I really weak in this
subJect7(unstable) Am [ weak in this subject?(stable), Do
I. know whiat I am weak in?(stable); Did I have enough time
to complete the exam?; Will the next exam be so difficult?
CODING. . . v
Mutual. (2)

Stable(Ol) or Unstible(OB) o ‘
Unlntentlonal(l)

JASK éIFFlCULTY(ll) 1S a function of the ' inherent
charactéristxcs of the task It depends upon the social
norms for success and fatlure and also wupon how others
performed in the same situation. '
EXAMPLES: -
How did others do on this task? Did the fnstructor tes

the right ideas7, Was the test fair?, Was it an easy test?,
Was there enough time to complete ‘the test? Were the marks
pltaced on a bell curve? ’

t

CODING:

External(3)

Stable(1)(expecting same task in the future)
Unstable(3)(not expecting the same task 1n the future)
Unlntentional(k)

OTHER'S SlTUATIONAg EFFORT HELP/HINDRANCE( 12) attridutions
refer to the deliberate effort of others Tbey 1include
method used to score examinations L )
EXAMPLES: He was poorly prepared by ¢thé teacher, poor
presentation; poor directions, - Did someone cheat X? Was X~
cheated by the instructor?(see luck for ‘impersonal
references to cheating), Shall I get a tutor? What method
was used to score the exam? ry

CODING- .
External(3)" .

Unstable(3) : »

" Intentional(4) ’ o

OTHERS / STABLE EFFORT OR HELP/HURT(13)attributions refer
to the permanent deliberate effort of others

EXAMPLES:

The teacher always helps the students, pagfnts helping 1
wander if the prof experienced a lot of fatlures
previously” . '

CODING: - -

External(3) ’ ' B :

Stable(0i) | - ’ - .
Intentionat(4) . S

’LUCK(ld) refers to perceived randomness 1n‘ipVents(e.q.,

study method estions where students guessed what to
study). Luck also refers to. personal error or others*

grrar. Note? that attrlbu;*Pns to being a lucky person -are

Personality(06) attributio

e

X
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EXAMPLES o '
Ditd I study the right material®;, Did I get someone elsets
test?; Was the test material concentrated in the area I
studied?", Could it be possible they miscored my test?, Was

[ given the wrong grade?; Was X cheated?(see Others’ effort
help/hindrance for personal references to cheating).

CODING. ° .

External(3)(Internal(0l) in the case of personal error) .
Unstable(3) \ . ’

Unintentional(l) -
OTHER'S "MOTIVES(1%) attridutions ascribe success or

failure to the motivations of others .
EXAMPLES .

Teacher interested {n having student succeed.
CODING ‘

External(3) ’ P

Stablie(0l1) or Unstable(03)
Medjiate Intentionaltty(3)

OTHER'S PERSONALITY(16) attridbutions

EXAMPLES - - : .
His teacher 15 a warm friendly person, the teacher 1s the
type of person who puy students at ease.
CODING. ‘ : d
External(l) '

Stable(l) or Unstadble(3) depending upon future 1nt racllons
with the stimulus person(s)
Unintentional(})

LN '

PERSONALITY [INTERACTIONS(17) are the interaction
stimulus person’s personality with+the personal

others

EXAMPLES D0Didn‘t get along with the teacher; thfnklnq_alonq ‘ T
same line as teacher; mutual (nterests

COD I NG v R 4

Mutual(2) o , .
Stable(l) or Unstable(3) depending wupon: likelihood of

fluture interaction to ’ '
Unintentional(l) , : o

EXTRINSIC MOTIVES(1B) are external reinforcments such as
rules and regulations of the system, and the gemands made
by others, such as parents or teachers These also include
soctal naorms for behavior and the nature of the task(i.e.,
when the task 1s cited agy the motivator).

EXAMPLES . . :

Parents threatemed to cut money (f | didn’t start doing
petter, 1t ®Was a2 .required class and I had to get an A;
teacher’s rewards, -interesting lat!rtal

CODES . ' _ , \

"External(03)

»

Usually Unstable(0Q3) . : o ,
Unintentional(i)in .the case of rules and regulations,
Intenticnal(4)in the gase of others’ demands ’

\‘ B

% ’
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"OTHER CLASSES AND ACTIVITIES(19) attributions refer to
activities ' ch as . a job, or other academic classes
competing with the person‘s time, ‘tnterest and effort The
1nterference may be internally -or externally imposed
EXAMPLES Is ‘my Job not allovlng me to study enough?

CODING .
Location typically. uncertain(Z)
Stdble(0Ol) or Unstable(03) depending upon whether the
situation will continue in the future
In'tentionality Uncertaint(2) in mast cases
\ .

S

C

SES OF CODES FOR UNCQODABLE OR UNCERTA[N RESPONSES

(Use . of catggortes lmgle epeat gL .ngcune and
Uncodable, also use of (9)locatton qoae )

If a response simply repeats the outcome, It (s coded
Simple repeat of Qutcome(08) for category and is coded
uncodable(09) for location An example is "The student dia
well on the test " If a response is a flat contradiction of
the:stimulus conditian, the category and dimenslions are all
coded uncodable(09). .An example s "Me usually tried harg"
given {n respaonse for failure [f irrelevant matertal. or
material contradictory to the stimulus outcome (s given {n
“the same sentence with relevant materialm the trrelevant
material 15 not coded while the relevant material (s coded
An example 15 "“He usually tried hard but was sick that day"
given as an explanation for failure In this case, the
first cause (s ignored because it {s ifrreleyant tn regard
to the causation of the outcome while the second cause 1S
-Ccoded because it is relevant to the outcome :
’ . Yy | 4
The location of an attributional statement s coded
uncodable(09) -in three cases only 1) when the response
simply - repeats the outcome and the category (s codedl08),
2) when the response flatly contradicts the :outcome
offering a different outcome as thé real outcome and -the
Category is coded(09), 3) wheno the response 1s irrelevant
to the outcome and 5he catégory is coded (09) In cases
there the response is ambpiguous in regards to location,
.,location s coded uncertain(02) An example 1s "I had a lot
of other activities" Because it is unknown whelther {n tHhis
case 1{f the student decided to get involved in these other
actlvitxes or 1f he was farced tnto them, the response ts
ambiguous in locgllty and is thus coded uncertain(02)

®

o

SPECIAL CASES OF AMB1GUOUS RESPONSES

Theré are several specifal cases where the category code of
-‘uncodable(09) fs not used tor ambiguous responses These
- consist of abjlity-task interactions, ersonglit
interactrons and ambigquity between mood and eFfort An
example of Abi1lity-Task Interaction s “Inappropriate”

testing-too. .aiffi@uIt" Wwhen, as in this case, 1t 1s
unclear whether the task was too difficult for the
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attor(ability attributions) or for the -whole <class(task
attribution), the iocation is coded as$ uncertain(02) and
the category is Ab{ljty-Tagk Interaction(10) A similar
case §is "reading assignment is too difficult” An example
of Personglity Jntergctions is "“lack of. mutual interests”
in this case, the location is mutuali(02) and the category
ly Personaljty Intergctionst17) A similar case s "The
teacher and I don‘t get along®” An example 0f mood-effort
ambiguity 'Is “"Talked too much gr was too quiet”. This
implies that effort, or a gack thereof, or good or bad
mood. It is coded as internallOl) and the category 1s Mgod,
Fatigye, Sityationa] Regactionsg(Q4)
coding In scoring causal attridutions, score all
attributions in the order given by the respondent. 1f the
" subject has two separate and different attridbutions in one
sentence, consider them separately and In the order that
they are given _ If in One sentence . or grammaatical
structure the subject repeats the same cause a number of "
times to elaborate or d'artfy it, treat {t as ane
attridbution and code it only once 1[f the subjsct gives the
same attrubutions in two different sentgnces or structures,
ndwever, consider tne attridbutions seperately and code each
ane I¢ the attridbutions are gives iIn a complex
sequence(that s, one attribution is the cause of the
other), treat the sentence as one entity, ‘tgnore ‘the
"caused cause” and code the ultimate or indirect cause(that
1S, the cause of the airect cause of the outcoms) For
clarifying examples of each of printiples,” seoe Appendix i!
of the original coding scheme ’

. H
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Tngggl dimensional coding of all attribution categories’

Locus:

A

’

Internal(l) Mutual(2) : External(3)

(1)abtlity 10)Ability-task Stable Element

{2)EFffort interaction = of task-difficulty

(3)Stable effort (17)Personality (l1)UNstable element

(4)Mood, fatigue -  Interaction of task~difficulty
.5ituational ' (177Personality (12)Other‘s situational

Reactions Interaction with help, hurt”and unstable

(S)Intrinsic permanent others effort

motives, in- ‘ . (13)Stable help or

terest in task hurt and stable effort

(5)Intrinstc of permanent other(s)

Motives, general {l14)Luck , .
_.interests ang o (1S)Stable Motives of a-

rewards . ’ . permanent other(s)

(7)Person‘s physical .
appearance and other
factors ‘4 g

{16)0ther ‘s personality
(18)Extrinsic Motives

[N
1




Stability.

Stable(1) = Uncertain(2)

1)Abi ity

'3)Stable effort
S)intrinsic Motives;
genera}l finterests

and rewards
6)Personality
7)Person’s physi-

cal appearance %
other factors
10)AbiI1ity-Task
Interaction

11)Stable element

of Task difficulty
13)Stable help or hurt -
and stable effort of
permanent other(s)
15)Stable motives oOf
of permanent others
17)Personality inter-
action with permanent
other(s)

N

Intentionality -

Unintentional(l)

1)Ability ,
4)Mood,Fatigue .
situational reactions
6)Personality
73)Person’s physical
appearance and other
factors

10)Abi1ity-Task
Interaction

11)Stable element of
task difficulty

14)Luck . . .
16)0thers’ personality
.17)Personality interac-
tion with permanent
Qther(s)

1B)Extrinsic Motives

1
1

Unstable(3d) ¢

2)Effort

- 4)Mood, fatigue, sit-
uation reactions
S)Intrinsic motives
interest in task
9)Another answer:
cheating
10)AbtL 11 ty-task
interaction
11)Unstable elements
of task-difficulty
12)0thers’ situation
help or hurt and un-
stdble effort
J4)luck :
15)Motives of sit-
uatienal others

16)0thers‘ Persanality
-17)Personally Inter- -

action
18)Extrinsic Motives

»

L

Medtate(3)

5)Intrinsic Motives
general interests

‘and rewards

Sxintrinst¢c motives
interest in task

-151Stabie motives

permanent other
15)Motives of sttua-
tional other(s)

251
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Intentional(4)’

2)Effort

3)Stable effort

12)0thers‘sttuational

help or hurt and

unstable effort

13)Stable help or

hurt and stable ef-

faort of permanent

other(s) . '

18)Extrinsic Motives !
9)Another answer o

" cheating

7 con ~

’ CODING FOR STABILITY
Stable causes are causes which are not cuptctéd “to  vary
over time and are relevent to the criterion while wunstable
causes fluctuate or are fr- relevent to the criterion. In
cases where 'stabtility 1{s uncertain, use the code for
uncertain(2) When responses are without verbal or

contextual clues indicating stability, code the stability
dimension as uncertain(2) :

., Present and past dmperfect tenses imply a continuing
State that is relatively stable, e g , "He tries hard or He
has been trying hard"”. Also consider a present perfect
tense, e g ,"He has tried hard" to be a stable attribution

A imple past tense, e g , "He tried hard"” implies one
actton, past and finjshed, though increasingly it {s being
used In place of the imperfect tense In tnts coding
scheme, in the absence - of contextual or syntactical
modifiers, code a .simple past tense as an unstable
attribution An example of 'a syntactical modifier (s ‘"He
usually tried hard" The “usually" makes it a stable
disposition ' '

¢

N

NN
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Procedure of adjusting percentage assessment data, for both
the Wong and Weiner and .the Elig and Frieze Coding

Schemes
When subjects assigned percentages to their
attributional responses, sometimes more than ohe

attributional statement was included in the assessment. For
instance, if a subject asked "Was the exam easy or was it
luck?", the statement was typically assigned Just one
percentage fligure. Other or the same subjects sometimes
also listed a series of percentages that exceeded a total
of 100%. For these subjects, the following rules were
followed to adjust the data:

1y If the total of percentage ratings was less “than or
equal to 100%, no pro-rating was made

2y 1fF tnhe total-of percentages exceeded 100%, then all
ratings were pro-rated down so as to add up to 100%

3) If a response which contained two or more coded
statements or questions was given one percentage rating by
the subject, the rat!ngf was split, rounding up the
difference to the nearest one on the prior response. Far
éxample, a double response which was rated 157 resulted a
rating of 87 for the first coded response and a rating of
77 for the secpnd coded response.

4) 1f 1007 was g\iven to each response, the the number 100
was diyvided by the number of responses, yielding an equal
rating for each response [f one of the ratings referred to
two or more caoded statements or questions, procedure %3 was
implemented following the present procedure

[ P e - 4 - - gt -




. Review of

y and Research

"Attribution Theor

- . P L o
. o . PR N AR <
'
- o . b
. ‘ /r.\.|\
B
- o
’ = -

- ~ :

. .
L.
. X
. * -
.
+ . - - . -
4
B
,
- A A
.
°
. N
- - i
- ’ .
.
f
- N R .
\
\




255

ATTRIBUTION THEORY AND RéSEARCH-REVIEU

The purpase of this appendix 1s to give the reader an
appreciation of the three broad assuﬁptions involved 1in
attribution, theory and the degree to which they ﬁave been
supported by researelr. The three assumptions are. 1) people
make at}ributloﬁ{/:jfltnportant instances of bebhavior, 2)
attrlbutlonsm a;é systematically determined, and 3)
attributtons aré related‘to subsequent behavlar Each of
these assumptions s discussed separately, with each

dls%pssion followed by a review of empirical evidence

relating to the assumption.

[ 4 -

Ffrst Assuuption—Attrlbutions as Normal éeh;vlor

The - primary assumption attribution theorists make |is
that \people make causal attrlbutl&ns for their own and
others’ behavior. Nevertheless, little research exists
which directly supports the assumption that causal
attributions occur naturally in various life situattons
This lack of evidence exists partially because researchers

have condentrated on investigating hbw . people use

information to make attributional decisions (Smith &

Miller, 1983) and on determining what kinds of effects

attributions have for subsequent behavior. The problem also
exists because researchers consistently gather attributions

with structured measuyres. Structured measures ask the

-Subject to-rate the influence of causal factors which have

been pre-selected by the researcher. These measures thus

give little Indication of the average person’s propensity
. .
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to make causal attridbutions:for events of various kinds,

-~

and of ‘vartous levels of importance. One notable gstudy
_(Wong and Weiner, 1981), however, de;onstrates that people
,do search for causes in Schtovelent-rollted sliultions even
when they are not specifically asked to do so. It also
denon;traﬁis that salience of causal search |s negatively
related to success and Q&peciédnoss of outcome.

Wwong and uolno} (1981, Experiment 1) asked subjects to
imagine that they exp!cftdly or‘unexpoctod)‘ shcceedoa or
'Failep- on a midterm examination. After the description o}
each condition, subjicts were asked what qucltlonb, 1f any, .

. they would most likely ask themselves following  the
descrlbe& outcome Agtribuilon questions éonprisod the
largest proportion of all questions. That 1is, que;tlons
such  as “why did I fail?" or "Did the professor . mark
len1€ntly’“h which reflect a search for éausos That
subjects aiked ‘SUCh questions with such sallency
demonstrates that the seerch for causes s typical
# | following reception of ‘putcome feedback in achievement
contexts. Nbverthcless, these results do not directly lmply
that si;ilar’ attribution acttvlty,hoccurs in poople's'
Sstatements or questions following behavioral events such as
lnterporsonal‘ arguments or displays of compassion. Thus,
research remains to be done beFo?o the typlical occurence of
ﬁattrlbutlons across various situattions (s demonstrated
Aﬁ interesting /flndlng in Wong and Weiner ‘s

experiments is that subjects wmade noré attridution
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gquestions in\response,tg fajlure outcomes and unexpected -

~

outcomes than to success outcomes and expected outcomes,

‘respectively The finding that attributions occur

-

‘_‘j.

differentially across varying conditions of an event leads
us to the second assumption of attribution theory, that

.both the salience and the type of attributians made for an

"event are systematically determined.

Second Assumption-Systematic Determination of Attridutions

Introduction

Attribution theorists share the assumption that causal

attributions are systematically determined Attrlbutloh_

theory and research assume a priori that a limited’ number °

of defineable factors substantially influence the search
and selection of causal attributions in any glveﬂ type of
situation In addition, operation of these factors can be

demonstrated suffictently ‘:nough that we can predict

people’s atiributions in particular circumstances. There is .

gdisagreement beyond this shared assumption of systematic
&eterulnatlon, however The most notabﬁe split lies in the
‘cognxtxon—uotlv:tion debate (Tetlock & Levi, 1982), alluded
to tn the discussion of self-serving attributions
Cognitive theorists argue’ that attributions result
primarily ¢from the opération of cognitive processes, such
as veridtical analyses of information, becaus¢ people wuse
attributions to understand and predlft\ events. Motivation
theortists,- on theﬂother hand, - agree that attributions ;an

result from the operation of sgch factors, but they argue

that attributions also result. from the operation of various

o
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motives such as motive; to enhence and protect self—-esteem

£l

(Bradley., 1978). Such beliefs are reasonable, .as research
{ : ‘ i

\& (e.gy . "Weiner, Russell & Lerman, 1978; 1979) demonstrates
-} —"J/f . .

that self-esteem—related affect. such as Ffeelings of

confidence, pride and guilt, is significantly associated

3

with causal choice. g

This paper discusses the éognitivo and motivational

tﬁqories of attribution 6etermxnatébn seporatolu: and the
' s s *
research that supports them. Note that both of these - two

fields of investigation are ‘heterpgeneous; within each

field exists further soppga;g “schools" of theory.

5

“aq

Cognitive Thegries of Qt;r;ggﬁigngg [nfgrn!gg

This section . reviews cagnitive theovies of
attributional  inference; * theories which specify that

' B 3 .0 B
attributions rTesult from the operation of various cog%&live
T processes. Studies are reviewed which demonstrate that the
p}ocassns speci1fied by the various theories do nok operate

to the' exclusion of each other, but intereact to yield

+

attributions. . ’

Farsyth (1980) and Tetlock.and Levi (1982) note that
H - - f
" the . image qof thg Naive perceiver as an intuitive scionfist

[

who ' seeks to identify the causes of behavior is intrinsi&

. X . : »
to the field of cognitive reserch. Interestingly. there is

_dugl"nqture 'in  the image of the scientist that has a~—

’ l”corrcspunninﬁ split in cognitive theories of attributional

inference. One—-half consists of someono“uhb makes simple to

1



¢ 0 .
elaborate analyses .of data to understand the ‘causes of

events, or to predict the re-occyrence of events, or both.

, 4
The second half consists of “someone who fnterprets

phenomena in terms of p;lor‘bellefs; gathered from earlier

-~
. .

analyses, to perform these same functions of underétanding
and lpred!ctlon:' Events are explained by earlier acquired

0

principles of causatiaon unless they are so anomalous and
salient that they demand a hew wunderstanding of thetr
causal origins.

T

Caognitive thgorlstﬁl who view the {individual a; an
analytical scientist investigate information-processing
;ctlons, Quch as qpcalli?g evidence (Tetlock & Levi, 1982)
and. evaluating the relative worth of various types of
’lnformattoﬁ'(Kelley, 1567). Cogf!tlye theorists who view
;ne individual oprimarily as a scientist who interprets
present data in térms of peier Dbellefs investigate haw
prior ' beliefs (or schemata) are structured and how they
influence present perceptlons.l The paper discusses eachyof
tntse- two . fields of theory separately, first the
information-processing tfeorles, ?nd then the schemata
theories. Discussion in each Qectl;n focuses on fmpontanz
modesls in the theories and ‘the rese;rch which concerns

em. The two flelds of cognitive theory are shown to be

-

cowplementary, research demonstrates-that neither type . of

.cognitive prbcess excludes the operdtion d? the other.

Rather, the two interact to yield attributions.
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The severity of the image af the perceiver ' as

analytical scientist varies aErOSS specific lnfonnitlonT '
4 \

processing theortes Some theortes, such as covar®Ption

theory (Kelley, 1967), Bayes ' theorem (Ajzen & FlshbelnFV\
\ .

. ' .t
" - s

’

4

. ,“ -
i@ salient . Information available in a _sftuation and then

1975; Tfope, 1974), and correspondent inference (Jones and .

& ‘Hc@lllli, 1976) see the person as a literal ocientist,

who uses informal versions of logical and statistical

[

principles . to form Jausal attributions (Tetlock & Levi,

1982) Other theorists (Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Taylor '&.

- ) *
Fiske, 1978) take the stientist image less sevérely, and

concetve the person as someone who relies on_ the most

.

settles for the first causal explahatlon tonsistent with\>

v that information (Tetlack & Levi, 1982).

L)

Intuitively, _it seems thad¥the rephesentativeness of

-

", eacgh of these’\nfbfﬁatlon-prééessxng theories depends upan

-

1

. factors  such as the {mportance of\ the event: to be

attributed for, ;the’geﬁeral nature  of the event, and the

-

amount of Informaticn available surrounding the event| It

A
KA

‘ ’ | .
is likely that peoplé undertake more exhaustive and more

,soph{sbicateq. causal analyses for outcomes when they feel

~

'+ . that nderstanding of the c:§5e5~of ‘the outcome will help
1

. ) . . ‘
them control far crucial similar outcomes that ma9 occar in

!

- the future. It is llkely{that people use different iypes of

. \
information-processing strategles across interpgrsonal and

P . {
achievement siiuatlons, because these situations contalin

H

v L4

. ! r .
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o

varying types of ;nFormatxon Finally, 1t 1;‘ilke{§\.that
people wuse -different information-processing sfatches' as
levels of 1nformation avaxlasle'in a situation change.
peaple prob‘qu do not wuse sophisticated 5nalthcél

a ¢ +

‘pracedures  when there is little data to compare or

evaluate, or both Despite the reasonableness of the above
. s~ Speculations. however, Kelley and Michela (1980) note that
there 15 no théorg of attributional i1nference that

‘specifies the conditions under which’® each information-
4 ' .
‘processxngl miodel 1s most cand least appropriate in

-y, . i
) explaining.attrlbutional formation There 1s also no theory

] : .
which predicts how or when processes postulated in <the

various models may 'interact
r—‘

- It 13 outside of the scépe of this paper ¢to reviesw
v P} - d

) \
each  of the cognitive-information—-processeing theories 1n

- ?

detail Nevertheless, Kelley’'s (1967) tovariation theary 1is

revigwed herd . because. ® 1) it 15 well researched. 2) a
k"g \', : )

[ : . 4
description of covariation theory gives a concrete example

4 |
~ a h

information-processing; . and 3) review of the research of

W covargat;on processes degionstrates ﬁow one cognitiQe theory
alone does not fully explain attributional .data; various
cognitive processes probably intereact ¢to yield the
atteibutions fdund iﬁ covariation studies.

- J .  Kkelfey (1967) Qroposéauthat "The effect is ,attributed
to that condition which is present when the effect is
present and which 1s absent when the effect ig absent” (p.

'

* 194). That is, people attribute ﬁéusalitg to the factor

t " .

8

of how attributions can{Qf sgsfamatxcallg determined by’
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" 1s decreased K(lley~ad¢ltloﬁllly proposed that people use

information-the degree to which self-befavior Is specific *
. \ ..
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with which the event is percetﬁ‘d to covary For example, a
teacher at;rfbutes success In her classroo, to pro-clais
preparation when' she finds that the class runs well when °

prepiratxon 1S tncreased and runs pooriy when preparation

+

!

three sbecific kinds of informsation to infer causes Y
consistekcy information-the degree to which self-benavior

ha's been consistent in similar past situations, 2)

~

.consensus information-the degree to which ,gﬁhers behaved

simflarly in the same ﬂltuatxon, and 3) distinctiveness

to a'parttcular.st(lulus or”situatlon 'Thus, in forming

attrlbutkong‘f&$ success and fatlure on a mathematics exam,

for example, a person recéllects now he or she performed in ;
prévnous math exanms, estimates how clas;lates perforied on
tng exam,. and e;tlnatef how much he or she has failed on
exans"of,othgr sungéts | Finally, Kelley proposed that
certain patterns of consensus, coniistqncy and
distinctiveness information would lead to specific
attributions to the person, stimulus or circumstance For
.example, a :y&ness to a traffic accident would attribute
the causi, of the accident either to the driver of the
vehicle, thénvenlcle ftself, or the traffic conditions in
which the accident took place, on the basls of available

consensus, consistency and distinctiveness information. tp

deter 1ne‘ how patterns of consensuys, consistency and

distinctiveness iz:f\mation lead to attributions, McArthur
) ) ,

: . A ]
RN ' ot /

v i -

LS
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(1972) asked subjects to give seperate causal explanations

J

for“sixteen described behaviors (e g , '"John laughs at the

comedian") Following each Dbehavioral EQSCrxption were
three statenent; representing ono' of glqht pgssible
combinations of high versus low consensus, éonslstency and
distinctiveness For example, in the consensus category, a
subject was given either the statement "Almost everyone who:
hears the comedian laughs at Hqu‘(nxgh consensus), or the
st;te-ent, "Hardly anyone who hears the comedian laughs at
him“ (low consensus) Subjects were then asked to attridute
the behavior of the actor to person, ;ttiulus or
cxrcunst?nce, Or some combination of the three

Results showed that specific patterns 65 informatton
ytelded specific attridbutions Given the high consensus,
high conststency and high dlsllnctlveness pattern of
information, iln thcn most other; respond as the actor
does and his or her response to the stimulus (s cons{stent
with and distintive fron his or 5er previous responses to
prior stimuli), subjects attributed to the stimulus. Given
“the low‘consensus, high cénsistency, low distinctiveness
pagkern (in  which few oathers do what the actor does
consistently and 1nd;scrlmlnately), subjects attrlbuted'to‘
tbe person Finally, glveﬁ the 'low consensus, ‘ low
conststency, high distinctiveness pattern ({n whfch the.
actor responds. as few others do .and he or she rarely
respopds similarly to other stimull), subJect; \attrlbuteq
to the clrcumétance.t/Jf .

( In addition to finding speciftc information pattern-
. ‘
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attribution ro}atlonshlps, RcAr{hur also.discovered the

three types of information accounted for different levels

of variance in the attributional responses, consistency

accounted rér most of the variance and consensus accounted
v ) h

for least of the variance

To summartize; MCArthyr’s study demonstrated that
spgct?!c combinations of iInformation yleld specific
attributions This Find)ng.shows that attributions occur

discriminately,  they are related sysgcnlttcaxly to

specifiable. Fqctors The st&dy;also showed that certald

kinds of information have more influence on attributional

chofce than others, consensys, consistency and .

dlst&nctqﬁeness information had vary{nj levels of effect on

attributions

. ’ '

Neve}tneless, QcArtnqr's study is limited by the fact
.that subjects vere*actually given speciflc amounts and
types *of informatfon beforewthay ade their attributions.
Thus, 1t das demonstrated neithef that people freely use

¢

consensus, consistency) and distinmctiveness lnfogiation to
make attributions, nof what peoplels preference; for these
types of information a vyhen choice 1s open.r In addition,
most tnvestlgaiisqs of Kelley’s theory hqve foilowed
McArthur ‘s method, so support of theory is limited for the
mbst part to one limited paradigm (Major, 1980).

Major (1980) conducted two experiments to discover

whether search for and use of consensus, consistency and

distinctiveness Information occurs outside of experimental

Fy
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prompting yn her first expertment, subjecls were asked to-

attribute for the behavior ‘l"a prisoner who' i3 eligible

N w

for parale and gets into a fFight with a fellow prisoner In

‘the second experiment, sub jects were asked to attribute an

advertising employee'’'s response to his or her firm’s

advertising project for ABC soap. In both experiments

coﬁsensus, consistency and distinctiveness information were
manipulated In the second experiment, sex of ;ctor and
type of behavior (enthusiastic about project versus working
hara on the p#bject) veré addltlonaliy manipulated. These

)
experments differed. from McArthur‘s exfertment in that

sub jects were allowed to take asiﬁnuch ;r as little
conseﬁsus, consistency and distinctiveness information as
ihey wanted, -In thfs way, it could be demonstrated whether
people freely understand a situation in terns'o{4c6nsensus,

consistency ﬁnd distinctiveness information and which' of

these forms of lnforaatidn they feel to be less or more

» -
¢

important

In "the first experiment, subjects used one~third of

%

©all avatlable Information prior to making attributions. All

.subjecis' except one acquired information from all three

categorie’s Sub jects acquired slgnif]cantly more
consistency and distinctiveness information than consensus

information. Instances < of consistency and distinctiveness

acthéltion did not differ  significantly. In terms of

P
v

temporal opriority of#acqulsltlon," sixty-fitve percent of
subjects chaose consistency firét, 207 chose distinctiveness

first, andg’ 15% chose consensus first. * : .
: . - K " |
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: The finaings of éxperl’ent 1 showed that subjects were
uninterested {n acquiring all the {(nformation avatlable to
them prior to making attributional dectsfons This finding
suggests that othe} processes were oporitional; -dhlch,

' o governed how much information subjects used hefore making

attributions The possibility. is strengthened by the

finaing -that subjects diffeéentlally-ﬁreferred consensus,

[ed

. consistency and distinctiveness information, some factor or

\\k\y_&\ ' factors cued tham into preferring consistency and
k‘& v distictiveness over consensus
In Experiment 2, subjects were found to behave

. similarly to those in Experiment |, but more bronouhcealy

.

Subjects wused 257 less information in Experiment—2 than 1In

Experiment L. Twenty~-three percent ' fajled to acquire

/1nrormailon from at least one of the three categortes.
i Almost no subyects failed to ac&ulre consistency
fnformation, but 147 falled to acquire dlg}lnctlve;ess
1nformatio: an? 17% d{d not acquire copsensus iﬁfor?ation‘
Sungcts acquired significantly more consistency
information than they did distinctiveness lor' consensus

information Amount of acquisition between consensus and
"distinctiveness did not differ Temporal priority of
information acquisition was the saﬁ; as 1in Expe}lment. 1.
Subjects chose consistency first, distinctiveness second,
and cénsensus third. Finally, subJectsﬁ were found to
acquire significantly more distinctiveness informatioh when

the behavior was an action than,when it was an emotion. /ﬁ\>

L 3

v "
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The results of the second experiment reinforce the

1mpilcatlon of th;\}lrst, that certain processes influence
people’‘’s wuse ofmconsensus consistency and distinctiveness
information such that they use a minimal zuount of these
types of i1nformation to fo;m attributions Furthermore,
tnése processes - seem to operate differentially across
situations because subjects acquired more distinctiveness
information when the beﬁaélor w;s an action {n Experiment 2
and acquired more information overall in Experiment 1 than
in Experiment 2
Ma jor noies that her findings are at leasf parttally
due to the redundancy of the i{nformation subjects w;re
offered Nevertheless, the findings w@also suggest that
processes other than those specified by Kelley (1967)
operated tn Major’s experiments Although subdjects sought
and. used consensus, conélstency and distinctiveness
information in Hajorfs study, they used much less than all
the 1nformagion available to them and the also used varying
., amounts of it across situations. Thds, It is possible that
the various dimen;lons of informatlon-processing proposed
;y different theories 1nteracé with eagh other across
situations Thus, tn addition to Ketl?}‘“ and Michela’s
(1980) suggestion éhat"a model 1is needed to ascertain under
which conditions spectflic Information-processing stategies
‘operate,; a' model may‘also be required to specif; how other

cognitive processes interact with {nformation-processing

across situations.

.

_— S . et o+ errp————— o <
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Causal Schemata Thegries of Attributional Inference

It was hypothesized that the results of Major (1980)

were partially due to subjects ustng analytical strategiles

-which allowed them to attribute with the minimal amount of

information Another possibie reason for Major's results is
that subjects had prior beliefs concerning the causes of

the kinds of situation that were described. Thus, they
! ¥

‘required very little additional (nformation before miking a

L 1

causal verdicti This section reviews theorigs thch exahlne
the effects of prior béllefs on attridbutions Research of a
key model is reviewed Finally, research is reviewed which

shows that prior beliefs interact with informatjon-

.

" processing to yield causal attribuytions

The 1image of man 5; scientist has a dual nature: it
xnclﬁdes someone who carefully analyzes events to ascertain
tnenf causes and possibility of reoccurence, ;s well as
someone who uses QS)ler ;ccumgﬁated from extensive
experience to perform the same Ffunctions. Attributlon
theorists argue that naive perceivers have sets of earlier
acquired beliefs Snalogous to those of the scientist, -

\

called causal schemata, which are usig to determine the
3 ; ’ . ‘

causes of most phenomena A schema is a description of how

a person conceives two or more causes combine to produce an

effect (Kelley & Michela, 1980). Typically, schemata have a.

ki »

strong influénce on attributions for béhavlor and are .slow

to change {in response to newlevtdence (Nisbett & Ross,
1980, Telock & Levi, 1982). Kelley and Michela (1980)

”
distinguish four general types of causal schemata: prior

e s e e

s

“

!
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beliefs and expect;cions about oneself, abouf other pesrsons
oT gToups. about probable behavior in social situations,
and about probable cause; of success and failure.

Several unresolved problems remain with the coﬁstruct
of a?usal schemata. First, advocates of the construct agrc;
that there is no 1nt¢;nallq consistent theory of causal
schemata (Tetlock & Levi, 1982). Second, no model yet
specifies under which conditioﬁs causal schemata break away

from influencing causal perceptions and begin ¢to change

according to new evidence Extended research shows that

change of causal schemata does otcur, though rarely. For
example, children stop believing 1n ‘Santa Claus. and
ocqasionallq people - Tadically change thear political

belie#é'(N1sbett & Ross., 1980).
Similar to the, section on information—processing

¢

moqels. this sec@ion cannot review all the cau;al schemata
thegries. It discysse; a single mafnl of caLsal. schemata,
progosed by Kelley (19715. to demonstrate what cavsal
schemata are, and how they influence causal perception.
Keilley (1971) proposed a theory of causal scthemata in
which he specified two of the possible schemata that people
use to make causal inFarenceg. ) These are multiple
sufficienf and multiple necessary schemata. When an

-

individual believes that either of two causes, cause A or
cause B, is sufficient to produce an ‘eFFeét; this
conception is called a multiple sufficient schema. When an

individual believes that both A and B are necessary to
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S

produce an effect, this conception 1s called a multiple

.

necessary schema

Kun and Weiner (1973) investigated the influence of
multiple suffictient and mdltlple necessar; schemata 'ubon
people’s perceptTons of causality They found that multiple
sufficient schemata are used \o explaln-conmon-ew%mts, such
as success on an eSsy task, and tﬁat multiple ‘necessary
schemata are used to explain uncommon events, such as
succéss on a difficult task Kun and Weiner asked their
szJects to imagine that they were high schoaol teachers
making Judgments about the contributions of effort and
ability to exam performance Sgbjects were given
xnformatton’ about . the difficulty of tﬁe exanm, a

~ hypothetical stupgnts’s peerrmance on the ekam, and the

N

state (high-low) of one of the causes of Ffallure or
success, ability or effort &rask difficulty, exam
performace, and sta}e,of cause were manipulated. The state
of the one gjiven cause was consisten; with the outcome
. . (high effort or high ability given succes;, low efflort or
low ability given faillure) SubJefts werﬁ asfed whether fhe
other personal cause, abllityt?} effort, may have bé{n an
- lmportant determinant of the studént‘; performance.

In the success condition, sub jects used multiple

Eufficient schemata for success on easy tasks and multiple
' —~a,

w

necessary schemata for success in the difficult exam

,fondltlon, That {5, subjects thought that only one cause,
. v &

ability or effort, explained success on an easy exam, but

believed that both ability and effort were needed to

~iba x . - R




- : 231

explain success on a difficult exam.

Data concerning fatlure were more complex. Subjects

showed little .inclination to wuse multiple necessary
L} . ,

schdmata to lnterpret’fallure, tending to see only abiiity.
or effort .as Influencing Ffailure across different

difficulty conditions. Kun and Wwelner tite several possible

reason for this effect Subjects may have become defensive
about fallure and refuse& to infer that internal factors
such as low effort and low abtlity, cause wunsuccessful
performances Also, Kanouse and Hanson (1971) contends that
negainve "instances convey more information than positive
:xnstances\ A number of. positive attributes are required to
form‘ a posltive impression, while a single negative
attribute can undermine a positive attitude In accordance
with Kano%se,‘Kun and Welner argue tha; their data (ndlcate
that .the absence of ability or effart, which i}e negatlv;
instances, are possibly perceived té explatn most fallures

¢

Causal Schematd and Information-Processing Strategles

—

Causal-schemata theories do not pbstulate - processes
whose operation necessarlly"exclude the operatidn of
itnformation processing,; causal schemata and {nformation-—-
processing strategies have been found to combine to yield
attributions . (Kelley and Michela, 1980). For example,
Gﬁlding and Rorer (1972) found that subjects’ suppositions
abouf. . the causes of speciflic types of behaviors led them to

see nonexistent <covariation in data and to overlook true

covariation (-Ajzen (1971, »1937) found that wuse- of
/ -
C‘J
) »
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covariation data by sub jects depended upon its “fit (wfih
causal beliefs Kelley and Michela argue that such data

suggest the need for more 1deas which could explain how

Jcabsql schéméta‘and information—-processing interact to form

attributions

5

Motivational Theories of Causilllnference

Tetlock and Lin (1982) were able to differentiate
four - d1fferent motivation theories of ‘ attributional
inference, which specify that attributions resulfs from the
need for self-esteem, ¢the need for social approval, the
need to believe in a "jdst world”, and tbc nefﬁ for
.eFfective control. The present section reviews twq of these
theories briefly, the need for self-esteem and the need for
soci1al approvalt' Note that Teflock and Levi (1982) suggest
that other - révxem;rs of the attribution lite;ature covld
e;silq - justify a different number of types of '"moiévated
bias" As discusse& in Chapter 1, none of these theories is

yet complete and systematically designed.

~

‘Self-esteem

The research pertaining to the self-esteem position is
reviewed 1i1n Chapter 1 of thii’thesis“ The reoccurence\ of
internal attributions of -success and external attribuéions
of failure across studies has been ascribed to self-ssteem
motives (Bradley; 1978 Zuckerman, 1979). If these

attributions are truly indicative of how people attribute,

and the self-esteem hypothesis is applicable to them, it is
N r

-
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[

then a crucial explanation in understanding the proéess by
A 4

which attributions are normally chosen. Nevertheless, the
N

present study suggests that '"self-serving" attributions ﬁay

.

be restricted to speclflc research phradlgmsu In addition,

the revlew in Chapter 1 shows that internal ,attributions bf
\
success and external attributions of failure may be as

o

easily explained by cognitive processes, as by motivational

L
ones., The ©best understanding of the phenomenon of self-

r

serving attributions 'may reventually be in a theaory
encompassing both <cognitive and motivatlonél pro%esses,
whereby self-esteem related” motives cause -subjects to
attribute defensively, but to the extent that’the self-

. I
serving attribWtions are plausible (Tetlock & Levi, 19821,

)

3 |
.when information such as prLgr beliefs about self-ability,

and the performance of - others in the task gitgation are

considered. - ’ N
Yy e

+

Self-presentation

L[4 R ) s ' ' \
Self—presentationa} theories of attributions inference

are concerned with attributions as a reported phenomenon.

That |is, peaple offer attributions regponses not to

indicate their causal'perceptlons, but to help control the

social situation. For .example, both Bradley (1978) and

Tetlock and Levi (1982) note the studles of Schenker,

(1975) and uortman *Costanzo and Witt (1973ﬂ&g@hlch foynd
that peaople report greater “"counterdefensive" attributlons

‘to—-others when the others are a'ble to observe future

perfbrmance. That is, they Jlll make greater external

L)

TN, B -
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N~

attributions oOf success, and internal attributions of

“"Yp *

fatlure, the opposite bias of self&porvtnq attridbutions.

.Tetlock and Levi note that theorists such as Miller (1978)°

. y R .2 .
believVe. that the presence of an iud@ence affects: only

-

n !
attributions reports, not actual causal! perceptions. The
. .
principlée may hold true. for the Flndlngs‘of'uong and Weiner

(19848, whpre subjet questioning yielded . external

N

attributions of success and internal attributions of
fairlure  Subjects may have attributed counterdefensively
because they dfd not ‘have to believe s the causal

. )
attributions they were only questioning. J

Third Assumption-Attributions and.#ffect, Expectancy,

and Behaylor Responses

¢

Introduction
The third main assumption ‘of ‘atgridbution theory 1s

that causal attributions influence various cognitive and

affective processes, such as changes in futur!‘

2 a

expectations, guilt, agbresslon, Qotlvatlon; etc. (Jones et
al., 1971; Reiper, 1976), that in turn, influence behavior.

In an educational context, attributions to ‘examination

“Ay
outcomes could influence processes re!atod to achievement-

related beha#‘%&s such as studying,. doing homework

=

assignments, and seeking help from professors. Note that

pttrléution theory does not maintain that all behaviorally-

v N3

linked responses to events are ntdlaﬁZU by, attributions

(Jones’et al., 1971 lp the achievement domain, failure
and success generate responses such- as feelings of

1
/

/
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i
happiness and disappotintment, respectively, that are  not

uedlate& by lttrlbuttons'(ﬁelner, Russell & Lerman, 19?5;

L]

1979) . .

/

A

Hfstorically, researchers have mainly investigated the
processes of changes in affect and changes lﬁa_expocglttﬁn
of future perfofnanco. Affective responses lnffugnce ?Jture
dehavior though providing pleasant or quftasant emotional
associfations with a situation Expectancy responses
influence ruturé task-related behavior by Indticating tn;lr
worth-a obehavior |s more worthwhile If success {s thouﬁht
to be dchievabdle : . e

This section rgjleus the theory and support1n§
research concérning hatt fbutions and their effects. It
first reviews the theory and rgibarch cogcerqtng’\Clusal
dimensions, 7vhich’ are the olasglflcations attridbution
theorists use to predict the affect and expectancy
responses ‘of attrtbu:lon; It then reviews research
concerning tho“relattonshi# of attribution-linked : affect
and expectancy to achievement behaviors and the
relationshlp‘ of itErlbut{ons~ to various achijevenment

+

behaviors, witho®t consideration of the mediating prohosses
S '

of, akfec¥ and expectancy changes.

o

. sal Dimensions
ﬂi' ‘ ’
Caus;)lﬁolmgnslons-gld an ew . . . ‘
“L‘g&l iﬁtunslons are the classifications of causal

factors theorydsts use to facilitate the prediction of

»

attribution-related affect and expectancy. Theorists have

developed causal dimensions because. people perceive a large

v
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number of causes as p}ovlolng sufficient explanations for
achievement-related event outcomes, 'and'ltAls eip;oiont to
) use a taxonomy hhl?h simplifies understanding and
‘W prgdict:on ,bf ar:cct and expgct;nﬁy responses. Weiner,
Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, ‘}AE Rosenbaum (1971) first

’ : de:rloped a schepe which used cau{;l dlnen;lons for
. predicting affect -and expectancy. The dimensions iIn the

scheme, developed under the.influence of locus of control

» . theory (Crandall, Katkovsky, i Crandall, 196&} Roitorh .

B

1966), were named ‘locus of control and stabiltty.

Locus qf control refers to whether a cause s a
personal trajt or action (internal), or whether it is an
environmental phenomenon (external). For example, an’

., ascription to~'abllfty 1s lnt;rna! while an ascription to
bad luck 1is external. The second causal dimension, '
siablllty, refers to whether a cause ;rematns variant or

. invariant over time; a variant.causg i1s tefned.unstable, an

in%artant cause. 1s te}ned stable, For exanplo; ah

akcfiptlbn to abtllgx,+4 stablc,vhsre;s an ascrlptlop to a

headache is unstable. |

" Since Weiner et al. (1971, iheo}lst; have suggested
cthanges to the two dimensional model. Weiner (1979)‘d1vl¢¢s
the locus of control dimension into the separate dimensions
of locus and congfallhblllty, ergulﬁq th;t the personal

\ quality of a cause has no nedessary relatsdﬁship y{th lis“

controllability. For example, attributipns to ability and

effort are both internal, but effort Is controiladble by"the

~
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att;ibutor vhtie ability is umcontrollable. It s discussed
later how tﬁe creation of the s;par;t! dimension of
controllability is potentially useful for research.

Friezer (1980) and Abramson, Sellgman and Teasdale
(1978) also suggest that the stadbility dimension be further
qualifiled tg refer only to the sameé situation over time. I[Ff
an  individual atrﬁlbutes 3 m?th examination performance to
the stgble cause of mathematics aptitude, that cause has no
inf;uence,on performance in non-mathematics sltuatldns. To
fFacilitate prédtction of influence of a cause in various
situations, the dimension of globallty {s used. "This
dimenstion class!fles' causes according to whether they
operéze in single or multiple contexts,. /’4

Causal Dimenstons-Postulated Psychologic

Weiner et al. (1971) o.velope& the dimendional mode!
for classléytng'a;trlbutlons to faclilitate ‘prcdldtton of
attributional consequences. Since %hen, each dlnedslon has
‘ been described as having its own predictive doaaln,- or
psycholégicq}‘ linkage, “as well yap secondary - linkages
(Weiner, 1979). ‘ | '

Locus relates to the affective consequeénces of Success
anda failure (Weiner et al., 1979).15peclflcally, Weiner et
al belleved that emotional responsos’wero saximized with
internal attributions and minimized with external
attributions. Weiner (1979) notes, however, that there i3
not always a positive vrelationship b!éueon degree .oﬂ
internality and intensity of emotional response. He states

that . fatlure ascribed to others, such as the bias of " a
° :

¢
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teacher, or hindrance fFrom other studrnts could generate
great anger and hostility. In some casos then, exterrality

is positively related to tntenslty of emotional _response.

Because of this, Uoln.r (1979) statgs that locus is more

correctly wunderstood as relating to type of affect, not '

intensity of affect. For !xanpjo; an internal attridution
to ability Ffor success may produce ;fqollngs of pride,
whereas an external attribution ta the help of others for
success may produce feelings of gratl;udd. ‘
Stabillty relates to the expectancy conscquoncos of

success and fFatlure (Weiner et al. 1971). uotﬂor et al.

.believe itablll;y interacts across‘succoss,and fallure 1in

S

Influencing expectations. Attribution to a stadble cause in
success yields positive expectations o¢ pnrioruincii while.
attribution to a.stable cause in fglluéo yields negative
expectations of performance. \ ) ’
Globality relates to depression and feelings - of
helpl;ssness ;hen global attributhns are made 16

cConjunction with stable attributions in faflure sttuations

'(Abranson, s|llglan‘£LToas¢ale, 1978). Perceptions of the

causes of fallure as both stable and globai lead the person
tondcduce that fhoro 1$ no hope for future success.
Controllability of anoth;r'i ittrt‘utlons relates  to
helping tﬁe person (U!lnér, 1979). If an lna}vldual
perceives another's fallure ,as due to uncontrollable
causes, he or she is more llkely to ata that person than f{f

they percolve the nthors' fajlure as due to controllable
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a

‘causes. "Nevertheless, it is also plausible that perception

of the controllabilty of the causes, of one’y own

performance influences processes relating to_»futurf,’own

[

"perfprnanco. Indeed, perception of the controllablltity of

cgyscs has been found to mediate changes (n affect and
expectancy related to self-performance (Forsyth & McMiilan,

1981 - ,

, Causal Dimension Ltnégng«gugggr;tng-gggg!rgh

Locys @ng AfFfect Weiner (1979r stated that locus of
attrlbutl&n inf luences type of affective response. fo test
this Ahypothesis, u;ln!r, Russell and Lerman (1979) asked

¢ .
sub jects to complete a questionnaire which contained twelve

~achteven@nt‘ conditions. Each condition consisted of . an

cutcome (doing well 'or doing poorly) determined by one of

‘

'six causes (ability, unstable effort, stable effort,

personality, other people and luck). Subjects were asked to_
. #

.recall a time when they had experienced such a situation

and the feelings they had fncurred. To aid dgscrlptlon-of
igollnag, examples of sin af!oéts.associatod with success,
s}x' affgqtsilisso;lited with 'failure, and one affect
ass;ctasod with both success and fallure, were tncluded

Table 29 lists the discriminating

s} »

” .

of succesy and fFailure. A discriminating affect is one that

ds reported significantly for one attribution relative to a

Voo

composite Of the other attridbutions (Weiner st al., 1979).

.

affects for each causal attribution, across Qhe conditions

S

>

’ ,ﬁ,%‘l:@'
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{

Discriminating Affecty a5 & Function of Quicome g

cavsal Attripytions §
ATTRIBUTION SUCCESS FAILURE '~
Ability Competence Incompetence
- Pride . Resignation
“ , Unnapy/lnus
Unstable effort Relief ' Fear |
| s'nuncu‘on /// ¢
Stable effort Contentiment G:/lt
Personality _ Pride
Other ‘ Gratitude /ngcr
Thankfulness
‘ Exctt;lcnt
Luck Sur}rise Surprlsof )
Guilt Sadness
K Reltef ) Stuptdity
______ - . \7‘-"#-‘-- .
7 .q
o i /
A . ,
c ¢
" ” /‘ _/ e
/ S
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Note that similar -attributjons “"yielded different
affective responses across success and failure. The above
ltnkages. __are similar to those found previously in Wetner,

f

Russell  and Lerman (1978),: except that the Weiner et al.

(1979) study shows a greater number of attributton-affect

:

linkages. ' ST

-

k3

Welner et al. ¢1979) then collapz&d the attributions
found on Table 29 into the categories of internality and

externality The results showed a systematic relationship

o

be tween locus and affect.

Locus l.ﬂﬂ!d'tﬂ interact across success and fallure
conditions to produce affective responses Faor OKIHPIQ;

internal attributions for success yield responses such as

‘prige and competence, while external attributions for

Y

success yield the response of guilt and resignation.

The attribution-affect #Ffindings of Weiner et al.
(1978, 1979) have been generally supported {n another
research paradigm. McFarland nﬁd Ross (1982) noted that the
results bFf Weiper et al. ’'s studies were cocrelitlona! -and
this did not Qltlbllih( a causal relationship Hbetween
attridbutions and affect. They also noted thlt~subjects had

not experienced actual, ego-involving, outcomes. Therefore,

McFarland and RoOsS performed & study in which both

.performance and attributions were manipulated so as to

i

provide for inferential statistics. They also created an
ego-involving outcome by asking subjects to complete a test

which was said to iIndicate  ‘peopie’s ability to make

‘accurate, sensitive judgments about ather people.

»
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Flwﬂlngs were similar to those of Welner et al. (1978,
1979). Affective responses related to solf-ektefﬁ were
influenced by attributions to success and failure. Contrary
to the findings of Weiner et al., however, McFarland and
Ross found that qoner;l positive and negative affective

responses were related to attributions as well as to
4 }

.

5utcone :

McFarland and Ross suggest that several explorations
be -made into the attrlbgtxbn-af;ect model. First, a-clear
tnéoretiéal specificatioh {s needed concerning which
affects are independant of atfrlbuttons and which affects
are dependant on attrlbgtlons‘ Second, . further
understanding is needed as to how the sequeq;ﬁ of
coénlttons and affect unfolds. od‘autcono;ﬁclatod affects
occur first, and attribution-related affects fallow,
coexisting with the ;o}mer, or, are outconotrelated affects
re&laced by attrlbuﬁton-rollt!d affects, or, altor‘ailvoiy,

transformed by attributions into attribution-related

affects. -

t

tabylify- n Weiner (1976) performed an experiment
to determine whether people’s expectations are a function
o{ stability or of locus of attributions. Sub jects were
given 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or 8 sugcess trials at a blog} design
task. Following the*:uccoss{TF{al(s), causal ascriptions

and success expectancies were measured. For attributions,

-

SUbJGQtS were asked to mark four rating scales that were-.
4 N d .

fdentical with respect to stability or locus. For ‘example,

.

¥
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.subjects were asked "Did you succeed on.this task becauss . -
" You are always good in these ilnds of tasks or because ‘you
tried especially nharg on thlfobarttcular tigk?“ In tnis’
‘ﬁuestton, the two causes are canstant in lécusJ*but differ ' )
in stability Rcsﬁlts showed that stability was positively
.related to expectations of. future performancef Stabi 11ty
‘ shifts vresulted- in shifts in expectancy but locus shii;s
did not produce expectancy changes. Inl showing thas
stability, not locus, is related to. expectancy, h‘hesé
findings refute locus of “control theory (Rotter, /1966); ' v
which stipulates that expectancies are related to locus aof
control. : | _ lv
Mare recent field research (Kove&hloglu & Greénhaus,
1978; Covington & Onellcﬁ, 1979, Bernstein et al 1979;

Forsyth & McMillan, > 1980) sugéests that the stqblllty- ' ‘

expectancy link is 60; Jconsistently operative tn

achievement-related - situations, . however.  Although
Kovenklioglu ‘and, Greenhaus. found ewpectation to  be oo
positively related to stadle attributfons, netther '

4

Covington and oOmelich nor Berstein et al. found’ stable
attributlons to increase expectations. Finally, Forsyth andg ;
McMillan, who directly investigated the relationship of .
causal dimensions to expectations and affeét also found no
stablllty—oxpec:ancy link. In Forsyth and chlllan's'study, E
sdbjects  were students enrolled {n an l lntrbduciory
psychﬁlogy | course. Following feedback from ;u ma jor
’exanlnation,’lsubjec;s were asked to make attributional

responses by indicating a) to what extent they thought the o

— _ $
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éaus;s of thetr Qeifornahce to be controllable; b) to what

extent “they tnouént the causes of their performance to be

stable, and  c) to what extent they thought = thetr
_pe}fornance was caused Dby persodgl fFactors versus
impersanal ‘factors It was found that level of stablllt;

had no effect on attridutions. That st;blltty of causes may

. hot an important classification 9‘ causal attributions s
reinforced Dby Wong and Weiner (1981) who found that when

} 1nd;vxduals. make wunprompted c;usal-searth:s. they rarely

,k}/ Jjudge pbssnble causes as to their ‘gtaﬂllity Evidently,
. ' people do not always use the sfabl{rty of causés to predict
\ - | performance This hypothesis 1is partiailly ref%ted by Wilson
and Linville (1982) in the section on attributions and

s

achievement behaviors

ﬂ Control-Expectancy Several studief demonstrate that
v controllability of attributions {s Qfelated to expectancy

o

response?u Both Covington and Ometiich
(1979) found effort to be the on)y attribution of aStllty,
effort, task-difficulty and h.u:l:‘l to be related to
o N\ expectanéy,' Effort s the only only jtem of these that is
controllable Note that effort is unstable. 1t can vary

over time. ‘Forsyth and-McMillan (1980) observed directly

that controllagiltty was related to 'oxpeétancy. Sub jects

who failedpexpressed that most négative expectattions uhe;

. they Felt’{:it thelr‘perfornanct was due to uncontrollable,

-

external factors, while subjects who S-UCCQQGQG experienced

the most positive expectations wﬁen‘they"elt that their

i

, and Berstein et al.

o e g o b e .. T s e
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performance was due to controllable,“external factors. \

b
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At present, the respective vrole of stability and”

%
controllability in relation to -expectancy LL unclear.

Studies exist which suppart the notton that both influence,

expectancy It might be useful for future research to

attempt to see whether one or the other predomin s 1in
part{cular situations in =~ 1ﬂfluenc1ng expectancy.
Nevertheless; r;search does ;ufflciently demonstrate that
dlmenS|ons\can be used to predict expectan%y responses.

Attribution-Related Affect and Behavior

Weiner (1980) demonstrated that affective reactions to

A

attributions 1ndivldual§ make for others’ influence their

Vg

tendency to help others In Weiner’s study, subjects read

- three scenarios . describtng an unfamlillar student

¢

approaching the subJegt and asking him br her Ffor class
noteSfforla prior clasé meeting Each scenario differed in
terms of the controllability of the cause as to why the
student did not have‘hls'no}es, in the first scenario, the
cause wss contrSTlable, “¥n the secﬁnd, the cause Gas
L]

apparently uncontro\lab?e, and in the thirgd theﬁcause was
explicitly uncontrollable. The three scenarlos were
presented in random arder. . . ~;

Forty percent of the reactions to the person
requesting atd when the reason'go; ald was controllaple
g?rq%ne,gatlvé affects, whereas negativity characterized
only'e]eyen percent and four perc;ﬁt of éhe responses when
the event was apparently uncontrollable and explicitly

controllable, respectively.

a \ . [ -
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Theré was a strong reverse .in the -direction of

{{fsxtlve affects of sympathy aﬁh cdhcernf six percent . of

t -

the responses to the controllable conditions were posdtive,, |

1

while seventeen and thirty—Fiye‘per@eqt of the responses to-
hl

the apparently uncontrollable and explicitly Uncontrolflable
ccnqxtlons'were positive, respectively !
A second investigation was thefi made (n ‘ which

participants were igain given the same three .scendrios
~ ) . ,
Following each scenariag, participants rated the degree to

a
s .

wnich the cause was perceived as personally controllable,.
’ ) r— -©

v . ) .
rated their, feelings of pity and empathy, rated their

-

. .
Feelings of anger and disgust, and rated their” likelihood

+ -~

of {-helping the other person Thus, _correlations ©between

~perceived control, atfective reactions, and Jjudgments of

2 .
helping <could be ‘'determined., It was found that high

perceived control was linked with lowgsyhpatﬁy, high'anbef

and low-lending,‘low—percexved control was linked with high,

sympathy, low anger and high lending In addition, 1t was ’
" L]

& ~

found that sympathy was positively correlatedj‘ and 'ahger

negatively correlated, with helping gjudgments. _ Partial

2 .
corregations demonstr¥ted that causal perception influenced

helping judgments through the "mediating influence of

-

affect. When perceived control was partialled Ffrom the

-

relations between affect and helping judgment correlations,

>

correlations between sympathy and ﬁﬁlping, and anger and

1
H

helping, were reduced only slightly When sympathy was héld

constant, however,' the correlation between control and
i

]
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i

lending was highly reduced Thus, affect agsoclated with

attributions {'s more directly assdclated with behavior than
k .
attributions themselves. ) b Y
- /N\ -

There are at least two important limitations tQ\ the

above study. First, attrrbut&gp and 'affect were not
- » :

correlated with actual behavior; how. much do the above

findings would not apply to real-l1ife actions? Second, the

v

ostudy S did not examine whether affects related . ta
e .

, .
attributions fPor self are in-turn related to subsequent

L

"

achlﬁ;;pent—relateb behavior ~of the self. Research 1s

neede to investigate the att;tbutlon-affect-}eal life

P A
action chain for the self in typical achievement

-

situations Nevertheless, /Wejiner’s research demonstrates
. v

°

that attributions can be related to behavior through the
mediating influence of affeck,

Attribution-Related Expectancy and Behavior

Few researchers hawe investigated the mediating

1nfluence of attribution-related processes in their study
‘ > . ‘

of the attribution-behavior link;. this 1s clear as the

present review found bnly one sﬁudy which investigated the

A

influence oj/,attrfbutlon—related affgct on behavior. A

o 4

similar ‘situarlﬁ? exists in the reseafch of the

felatifopship of attrlbu;lop-felate expectancy to behavier.

Two studies, reviewed in earlter}gections {i.e., Bernstein
» ' .

et al , 1979, Covington % Omelt

h, '1979), dembnstrate the
(/"\ - .

rela%&ynsnip of attribution-related expectancy to academic

performance Covington - and Omejich found that expectation

related to effort attributions for a prior test were

\ \

w’ : ‘287
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“

-

- " significantly ‘related to performance on a  second,
. t
subsequent test. Bernstein et al., 1in thelr study of

“~

attributions for four successive tests, found that

‘expectaildns rélated to effort attributions for the second
test were significantly related to performance on the third
tegt. Neverth€less, though these relationships were found

“ to be signjflcadt, they were the only such signiftcant

. findings 1in either study/ In Covington and Omelich, for

. .

_example, nefther dbility, nor task-diffi¥tylty nor luck
" .

influenced performance-related expectancy These findings

suggest that people use only certain types of af&ributions
to determine expectancy. -They 2150 possibly iuggcst that

people are limited {n expressing their levels of
performance expectancy (Wilson & Tinville: 1982).

¥,
4!]

v

Attributions and Behavior X

-

Pl « .
This section has reviewed evidence conceraing the

-

links between attributions and causal dimensfons, and thelir

[ /’ CoL L)
respective Affect and expectancy responses. It has also

reviewed evidence concerning the vrelationship between

attribution-related affect and expectancy, and behavior. - It

) Coe
now reviews research which directly measyres the {nfluence .

of attribuiions on behavior. -In the achievement ‘fleld,
Q 4
attributions considered outside of theirp qgnenslona}

!

qualities, have be¢n™found to related to help-seeking

behavior, task persistence, and general academic

achievement. !

Help-Seeking Behavior smdentj do Well {n school not._unly}
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LY 4

because they ' try hard when writing their exams. School

acﬁ}eveuent &s typlcglly a ndltt—factorlal pheno,ononh
resulting from the operation of a nuwser of pfcplritory
factors, such as seeking help. IAmes aﬁduLau (1982) found
attributions to be related to help-soe@]ng in the
classroom. , } .
Am;s and Lau selected undergraduate students on the
basis thdt their performances on an exam cduld be easily
dlchog%mized into d}stlnct levels. of suctess and failuré:

The subjects were asked to respond to fwenty~two statements

concerning the vresponsibility of the Factors of iffort,

v

ablllt);5 task-difficulty and luck for thetr exam
performances. Subjects were then given information about
reiiew .sesstons. One-half of the sungcts were tolada that
the review sesslbns had proved helpful in the pist in
improving performance on subsequent exams~ The other half

of the subjects were tald there would be review sessions

- ™

r . :
and was given .no information about their proved

helpfulness. [t was found that ,low performing students

stated that they were more likely to seek, and more likely
¢ \N
L}

to benefit from, the help sessions than high' performing-

students. Also, .low-performing students in the helpfulness
of review session cbnditlon who ,nad; help:relevant
attridbutions (1.e., attributions which implcitly state that
lack - of effort was responsible for the fallure aAd that
nothing.would have impeded success {f more effort had been

exerted) indicated greater expected benefit from the nelp
. / .

.

- ) S N
e e e ——————— W ot
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sessions than similar sub jects who mld-:\ﬁGKP‘iriolcvant

att%ibutians. Low—perform{ng. helpfulness. ih?ormitién

r

students who made help-relevant attribu%iﬁns 3}:6 3xprqssqd

céunforparts who made help-irrolivant. attribut@on:.
Finally, low—performing students in the holpfﬁincss af
Teview sessions candition who made ‘étipf?lllVInt
attributions expected groztgﬂ benefit from fho’; ﬂnlp

se¢ssions and greater likcliﬁood of attendance. aon . the
- &

<

average than the average of all other low—porﬁorming

’ ¥

studentss More important. however: attributions mcro.hlso

v

found to be related to actual behavior. Forty—ene percent
of all subjects attended the help sessions. Sixty-two
percent of the low-performers who made help-relevant

attributions attended the review sessions, significantly

more than low-performers whao made help=irrelevant

attributions (43%). Also, 'low—porforming students in_ the

)
helpfulness of sesdion condition attended more sessions

than iow—por#crming students 1p‘bo§h the helpfulness and no
. b3 . E) '
information conditions who made hclp-irrulovantnconditions.

No behavioral di!@orencg was found ‘between low performers

in the helpfulness in?ormafion nnd“ no information

cbnditions who made help-relevant attributions. Finally,

low performers in the helpfulness condition who made help-

relevant attributions attended more help sessions on the
' ~

vavorago - than the average of all other performing groups

"combined. ) '
The #findings of Ames and Lau show concrete evidence

~

N -

greater likelihoad of attending hplp'sossi%ns than their
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for tNe fdea that attributions facilitate behivlors which
are relevant to achiev;mentA In this case,. attributions
were Fq;nd to relate slgnlflcantl& with attendance of
review sésslons that could help students do Setter in their
upcoming exams. Other long-term prepafa@biy behaviors which
facilitate achievement |in sghool and studying and doing.
home work. Research exists which supports that these
behaviors are also reba}ed to attributions but no ioth;r
‘;tudy egists which deuonstr;tes concretely, as does Ames -
and  Lau, the attribution-preparatory behavior link.
Finally, the #findings of Ames and Lau also suggest that

teachers can improve student’lnvdlvncnt in review sessions
by statting thatlthese sess5ions have prov:d yseful (n the
past That is, by emphasizing that the sessions constitute
an 'lmportant causai factor {n the {improvement of exam

performance '

Task Persistance Ames and Lau (19823 Eound'that a behavior
impbrtant“t; achievemenl, help-seeking, is signlf}cantly
. related to attributions. Fo&lér and Petérson (1981) have
found that another achievement-related behavior, task
persistance, is alsa‘related to attributions.

Fowler ang Petegson performed their experiment on
twenty-eight fourth, Ffifth, and sixth grade students.
Subjects were diagnosed as having learned helplessness®
Learned helplgssness was defined as believing that fallure
is outside of one’s éhntrol, findependant of porsonil effort

(Dweck, 1975;° Fowler % Peterson, 1981). All twenty-eight
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children were also confirmed as poor oral readers. The

experiment consisted of a pretest, three training days, and
{ . .

a post-test.

- .

In the pretest, chlidrpn.vere asked to read sentences
aloud, one at a time. ‘Afg;F each sentence, subJ!cts'uird
asked {f they wished to go on to the next sentence or stop.
Number of sentences attllbted established ¢the baseline
measure of persistance.

There were four conditions in: the training procedure.
In “the Fl;st treatment condition,. stJoct; were: asked to
read sentences within and beyond their qéadod uord;r!ldlng
level Following an easy sentence, subjects were Itold,
“That was very good"”, and following a difficult scnt;nce,
subjects were told, "No,' you didn’t get that". The second
condition was slnilar‘to the first, but contained different,

sequences'of‘success and failure. In the first conditlon,

subjects experienced isolated faillure, fn the second

.condition, subjects experienced consecutive fatlure. The

thirad group received the same sucteéss/fallure sequences as

the second group, but following an easy sentence qore'told,

"fhat~‘wa§ very good. That means you tried harg"”, lpd

following a difffcult sentence were told, “No, you dldn‘t

get that. That means you have to try harder”.

' In the last treatment group, ’subjects experlﬁpcod the
\

same success/failure squences as groups two and three.

"'Prior to the first day of trials, however, each subject in

this conditian listened to a recording of .2 same-sexed

child saytng, "I got that right. That means | tried hard",

5 .
¢

AY
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and then, “No, [ didn’t get ‘that. That means I have to try
harder". Subjects were told that these were very good

things to say following success and - failure, repectively,

‘and were asked to practice saying them fn their own words.

Afterwards, when reading sentences, subjects were told,
“That was good, Tell yo?r;olf what to say" after success
trials and were told "No, you didn’t get that: Tell
yourself what to say" after failure trials. AFter. three
days of treatment, a posttest, similar to the pretest, Up{
adminlsiered. The dependent measure was tﬁe number of

sentences completed. & _— &

\
\

Data showed that subjécts generally attempted more

sentences on the posttest than on the pretest. Subjects who

were glven either af, the two forms oOf attribution

{\
retraining showed significantly more persistance than thgﬁ:
in the isolated fallures/no attribution-retraining

condition. Subjects in the repeated failures/no attribution

‘retraining condition also did better than those (n the

/

tsolated fatlures/na attribution retraining condition, . but

the difference was not significant.

Fowler - and Petersoﬁ's filndings suggest that the
sequencing of success and fallure has an effect on
persistance. The findings also show that atttibution
retfatnlﬁg accoaplnyln§ task success lndlfallurc outcomes
has jimportant effects Ton persistance. In this study,
subjects who were given either one of effort attridbution

‘retraining along with successive failure experiences showed

N " : u ‘ 293
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slgnlflcaﬁtly more task persistance than sudjects who were
gtven no attribution retraining and {solated faiture
euporlenc;; , | .

Despite  the (’?lndlnjs of Fowler sand  Perterson,
researchers must  remain careful }4 assuming the
demonstrated existence of an ittrlbutloﬁ-;irSlstanco MELLY
Schunk (1982;f in a stddy of attribution retraining on
reading skills, F:;nd ho peQ}lstance effects. Thus[ more

research 1s needed to dct:;pine the limtts of attributions

in <CRRluencing persistidce.
~— ‘ r +

Attributions and Long-Te

. AChievement Behaviors

S0 far, this paper has reviewed evidence demonstrating
that  attributions are related to “acr‘uwonont-—rnaud”
behaviors and to levels of lCthV!lQnt.\‘?;k‘ performance.
Evidence a)so exists that demonstrates that attributions
have'ulopg-tern effects on achievement. utlsoh-& Linville
(1982) ':?nangtratou that (nfluencing peopl;‘? causal
perceptions affects ‘ldng-f;rn achlcQtloﬁt-r‘latoa
behavier, and long-ternm }qniovenont pgﬁforqdncg, such as
staying in -coliege anq.lnﬁroviqg g?aﬁcs over extended
periods of time, respectively. | ,

Wilson -and Linville (1382) note. that pastexperiments
designed to "iis$ ghethor chahging peoplcfsv attribution
styles results in Increases of go;ttivc behavior have for
the no;t part shown no cffectsf For ;xahdlg, ‘usc oF
attribution rotralnlqg’to dlleviate depf&sslonvin Nllb;tt,
Bordiga, Crandall and Reed (1;976). did not change levels of

' : . /

“
' 1
v . i N
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depressive effects. Wilson and Linvilie note , however,
F Y
that these studies typically attempt to change people’s

perception oF the locus of causality.” For example,

mgm—'f)

tnsomniacs are encouraged tgfattrxbute their problem to

external causes rather than internal causes, duch as deep~

seated neuraosis, to alleviate levels of anxiety which could

lead to fyrther insomnia. The low results of such - locus-

centeraﬁ studies suggested to Wilson and Linville that ii
would be more therapeutic to change the - stability of
-péople”s causal attributions than to change thé locus of
their aktrlbuttons. They assunea that p!opie are more
concerned with }he possible reoccurence of their symptoms

&9

rather than with whether tﬁey are 1n10rnal‘ or oxternil.
This 1s {n l;n! with Weiner‘s. . (1979) posihlltlon that
stability, not " locus, determines expectation of Futﬁro
tehavior.

To test their stability hypothesis, , Wilson and
Linville selected forty gubJecLs out of a i;ol of two
hundred studlnts.‘SubJQQts were selected because they were:
1) equal to or above the median in worrying about their
academic performances; 2) their first ionestnf GPA wvas less
than or equal to 59:L/ 3) they said that'thoy had not dane
as uéll as they could have In courses in the First
semester; and 4) they felt their intellectual }lvnl‘vls hot
much RNigher than the average intecllectual level of their
classmates. Subjects were assigned to one of two

conditions, a with Information condition and a without
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information condition. 1In the with Information conditton,
subjects received data from an actual survey which showed
that while many students have problems as freshmen, such as
lower than expected grades and a low GPA, both ‘situations

improve significantly in upperclass years. These subjects

were also shown videotapes of actual upplrclasilon who gave

veridical descriptions of their academic ilprovcuents from

semester to semester. In the no information condttion,

subjects neither received survey data nor viewed any

Fl

videotapes. One half of the subjects in both ~information
conditions were then assigned to a reasan  analysis
treatment and the other half was assigned tola no-reason

analysis treatment. In the reason-analysis\ condition,

subjects were asked to list all the rnas\qs why studo@{gﬂ

improve their grades from freshmen to upperclass years and
to “Indicate which of these reasons applied to  then
personally.‘ In the no-reason analysis condition, subjects
were askod‘ to llit all the rcaso‘s which they thought
explained the declining divorce rate in  some states.
Subjects then responded to several dependent measures,
measuring attitudes towards academtc ' performance,
expectation’ of future performance, mood,  and' laﬁg and

sho?trtern behavior.

It was found that thc‘}fd and videotaped 1information

“

influenced subjects’ performance on GRE items, the‘

.percentage of students who left college and the levels of

subjects’ GPA.  Reasons analysis, on the other hand,

produced aimost no effects, except on short-term wmood




i
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®
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responses. Subjects who received the GPA information and'

vi¢wed the videotapes answered an average of 70% of the GRE
ttems correctly, whereas ﬂth! no information 'subJects
completed 587 of the GRE items correctly, a. signiftcant'
difference. Of the twenty suSJ;cts who  received
information, one left college by the end of the sophomore
year, while five of the no 1;69rnatlon Subjects loftﬂ
college by that time, another significant difference
Finally, of the subject; that remained in college after a
year had passed, those who received 1nfornatloé improved
the GPA ;lgq‘!tcantly more than those who received no
information.

The _result; ,of Wilson and Linville‘’s study are
dramatic for a one-time manipulation, but the authors note
that other studies, such as Fanusa and Weiss (1979) .have
also found large effects occur with one-time lnterbenttpns
used to help college students. Clearly, this study
de;onstratqs the power oflattrlbutlons tn influencing short
and long term behavaviors. It also demonstrates the
potential tn understanding attributions in terms of causal

dimensions. In this study, manfpulition of subjects’

perceptions of the stabllity of the. causes (nfluencing

their college performance greatly l-provid sub jects’
academic standing. Wilson and Linville‘s study found other
data relevant to the present discussion of the influence of
attributions on behaviar. It was discussed earlter that,

attriputions influence behavior through affecting mediating

“@

e
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processes such as mcod and .expectancy./ Many studies,
oneéer, do not attempt to unden*};;d the iﬁfluence Wof

. ' attributions on behaviar {n terms of these processes;

instead, they directly measure the influence of attributions

on behavior. Wilson and Linville‘s study suggests that thli

@

| is a viable wmethod for ascertaining the effect of
: &

ot
Yot

attributions on 3ih;vlor In their study, attributions were

‘significantly associated with behavior, while post-

attribution expectations displayed no relationship with

behavior. Wilson and Linville suggest that this 't finding

accurred because pecple’s abllity.to report such jﬁiornal

states 1s limited and that to report expectancies they rely

upan an exp{anhtory system that {s partially independant of
behavlor—nediating processes. Wilson and Liville note that

~Wilson et al. (1981) found that reports of new tnsefnal

) " states (1.e., traits and attitudes) were more likely to be

¢
found when subjects were asked to deliberate about the

i
Ed

. vt
reasons for their actions. Thus, they state that 1t s
- h™

' ' , becoming clearer that conditions under which people change

@

thelr'benavlor in accordance with attrifbutional predictions
are naot those u;der which people will change seff-reports
of internal states. To the extent that this is true,
researchers who find strong ;ehavloral changes, but not
changes in expectancy, should not. conclude that
attribution-mediated expectancy did not coﬁ%&lbute te the
behavioral changes. Changes in behavior and reports of

changes in expectancy operate separitely of each other even

when expectancy'changes are resporisible for the changes tn

v
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behavior.

' SUMMARY
-

Attributions as Normal Behavior F'
5 ;

Attribution .theorists assume that ige search and
formation of causa{ attribution occursqin everyday 1l1fe-and
is npi restricted to unusual circumstances. Little evld!ngeq
for the as;unptlon e;lsts, however, becayse the p}evelant
emphasis {n attripution rese?rch ln’ asco:talnlngﬁZﬁ}he
antecedents and qf{ects of attributions has resulted in an
almost exclusive use of measures which speclflsally prompt

‘¢ causal responses. One study, Wong and Weiner (1981),
demonstrated, however, that people do.searchiior causes in
achievement-related  situations,  without oxper{me:tal

i prompting. Subjects in the study weée asked to imagine they

.
had succeeded or failed on a mid-term test. They were then
ﬁﬂfi)as{fd to report what questions, If any, they would ask
themselves gtven the outcome. It was found that sdeects
mage a'hlgh nuabg? oi.attrlbutlona} questions. That 1is,
questions which asked why the ouicomb of thé test occurred.

Thus, at least (In the domain of achievement-related

outcomes, 1t 15 apparent_fhat the search for causes is
normal. -~

Systematic Determination of Attributions
Attribution theorists belfeve that causal attributions
are systematically determined. Nevertneless/ cognl%lve

tneorl;ts argue that attributions are determined by

£

.
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{ \
processes such\EX logical information-processing, whereas’

motivation theorists argue that attributions also -arise’

Fnbm the ope;ation of motives, such as motives %o protect
self-esteem and [to belie?g\\in a just world. Further ¢
-differences exi within both the cagnitive and

. . i
motivational schools of attribution theory. Information pro- -

cessing theories differ accordiﬁg to the severity of their

—~

conceptians of the layperson an an analytical scientﬁst. in
the cognitive school, some conceive the laqperso; as
someone who settles for the #first causal explana;ion
consistent with-the most salient information available in

&

‘ the situation, whereas others, such iiﬂielleq’s covariation -
mor

theory, conceive the lagp@r?bn as a high~order

L4 -
scientist, who uses consistency,« distinctiveness and .
consensus (CDC) information to .infer causes. Reseafca

suggests that both kinds of processes are at work in lay
. \
perception. For exE%ple, Ma jor (1980) found that peop\:}use
4

at

pecple do.-not use all the CDC information available in the

CDC information to infer causality but‘Jﬁlso found

t

situvation befxye they make their causal verdicts. Majar’'s

ny

sub jects po#iiblg felt that a miné%al amount of QDC
information was sufficient to establish a causal verdict.

Causal Schemata theory is concerned with the eFF:Et of

°

prior beliefs upon causal inferences. ‘A causal schema is a
description of how a person conceives how twa or Tmore

causes combine ¢to create an-effect. There are seéveral’

3

general schemata,  including beliefs about oneself, about

3

R
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J - ’causes of success and failure. Schemata §end to resist
change in accorqfnce with new evidence, Modeals are needed
which can predict whe% they will change according to new

S information. Kelley (1971) proposed a theory of multiple
suFFic{ent and mudtipin necessary causal schemata. Research
demonstrates thii multiple sufficient shemata ;re used -to

p o interpret common events and multiple necessary schemata are
used to interpreet uncomﬁ‘!ﬁevenés. Nevertheless, multiple
necessary shemata seem to bg rarely. used to {;tcrpret

.« ~ negative events. F#nallg,‘ schemata ,intnrac% with
. information-processing strategies to yield attributions;

-

schemata have been found ¢to in%luence the wuway ’péopll
N &
- perceive and use new information. This interaction of

causal schemata and information—processing may also explain
why Majar (1980) found sub jects used different amounts of
e A . ' N .

) CDC information across! different types' of situations.
‘ ,\>\4 Sub jects's beliefs: concerning cause and effect
relationiﬁﬁps may have differeddacrdbs situation, possibly
due to varying levels of Familiarifﬁ. and thus subjects
required different amounts of CDC information to establish

a causal &i et ‘
A . - *

. P Attr(;utions and Behavior
Attribution theorists assume that achievement-related

responses. such as affect and changes inﬁﬁpxpectan:g. are
A Vo '
? msdiatgd by attributions. Furthermore, they believe that
. ‘ » ’
gredicﬁidn & specific attribution-mediated Tesponses |is
.-

\

R

s !
others, about behavior in social situations and about the

\

»
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facilitated by classifying attributions according to

.

categortes «called causal dimenstions. Finally, theorists

believe that achievement-related behaviors, such as doing
/

_homework and staying n school, are influenced by

attribution-related respynses. ' Attribution researcheri
first used the dimenstions of Locus of Control : and
Stability, posgylated by Weiner et al. :1971)1 to classify
attributions givertheless, these dlmensl§:s were F;unq
insufficient, because locus of control anfounded locus and
controllability, and because stabilty can only ,predyct
expectancy of success in future similar sfituations. Thus,
I&;us of control was separated into the seperate dimensians

of locus and <controllability and the dimension of

Generalizeability was formulated to predict expectancy

 across various situations. Each of these dimensions has

postulated psychological llnkagF§; locus 1s related with
type of affect, stability with expectancy of future success
in simjlar situations, and generalizeability with feelings
of helplessness and depression. Controllability of others’
attributions was related to the likellihood of giving them
help Research has supported the validity of causal
diﬁengxons, although there 1s‘~1nbbnslstent evl;ane

concerning stability and.controllabiltiy. Early research,

such as Weiner (13976) found that stability was related to

expectancy -~ whereas later research (e g., Forsyth &
McMl llan, 1980) conducted {n natural settings found
controllability, not stability, to be related to

expectancy Although the dimensions postulated by theortists

Catd
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A
* characterize how attributions are relafen to affect and

expectancy, researchers nevertheless need .to comparé thejir -
validdty with dimensions distovered in studfes such as
?alnd and Beck (1979), Wimer and Kelley (1981) and Smith et
ai. (1982), reviewed in Appendix E, which used open-ended
Jp;asurement techniques to discaover the dimensions najve

»

pereceivers use to classigy causes. These new subject-

o generated dimensions may ‘-be used to modify the present

theoretical c4mensio?s, and to ;}\\:ew dimensions to the
gpreseBt taxonomy so as to provide even better prediction of
responses sdcn as affect and changes In expectancy.
Researchers ;ave found ’ relationships bétween
attribution-mediated reséonse; and behavior, such as task
performance (Covington % Omelich; 1979). Much research
' }supgortlng the attribution-behavior relationship, however,
has. lnves:;gated the relationship without ,meisuring the
mediaiihg effects related to attributions, such as affect
and changes 16 expectancy '§uch studies have found
significant relationships between attributions aﬁd sgoklng~

help, task persistance and staying in college.

[ X9




I

- =

e . i s ek AR R e B v A T N R L i AL S A MY
LIS e fal - % = VIR - . M v M R

] ) . ) . - .
.o N ' i ’ o . C
. / ot )
a - N L - -

- o . i ) ’

x - - e £ -

\ .
. -
- -~ . N

. 4 °
¥
. - + -t
- o “
- . s
<. .- ]
P = L . & - . -
s ' - ' -
5 R ra . . - - - °
. Zae® . - - -
. e tn s ~
. - A . - . )
. . ALt S - i o
- . . -
. - -
R -
B < : ’
- . - T —
- * -3 » .
- 3 -
- ) ) ] A - .
- L N
N . - Q ’ i -

. - f



. 3095

TR cT
Study af Elig and Erioze (1979) and Wong and Weiner
(1?81) demonstrates why researchers cannot ;olcct
attribution measures without considering both the kinds of
data they wish to obtain and the kinds of inferences they
wish to make. We have seen that measures which differ in
the way they demand attributions produce attributional data

wh1ch vary ‘substantially in how they suggest people

understand the causal nature of events, This section

reviews more closely the factors which determine the choice

of attribution measures, including those\ of ease oOf

imp lementation, nature of investigation, inter—measure
s .

correlation, reliability and validity, and ¢types of

attributions
Ease of Usg

The greatest differences in ease of use bg%wcen
attribution measuTes exist between open—ended and
structured measures. Elig and Frieze (1979) note that open—
ended measures requirte training of coders and the extended
process of coding responses. "These steps are absent when
structured measures are wused. In addition,  stiuctured
measures sometimes take more time\For ;ubj!cts to complete.
For these reasons, structured measures are advantageocus in

situations of restricted time, funding and personnel.

Naidro of Investigation

Nature of investigation influences choice of

-ateribut}pn measures, because some .research questions

%equire’ that sub jects receive no tues concerning
a
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attributional behavior whereas other questions can be
answ;rea sufficiently when subjects afe asked to consider
specific causes. wong and Weiner (1981, Exporinents‘2 and
3) s a qoo; example of the resegrch question requiring a
relatlvely} non-reactive measure. wongv and QB?T;:r
investigated the naturally occurring Li:iﬁ:pﬂj of
dimensional prlgrlty and salience (in écople's private
causal searches To avoid wundesirable experimental.
' promptln;, they used an open-ended measure ghtch nlltﬁtr
made references to, nor gave examples of, causal
attributions. Another example is found in Wong and Weiner
(1981; Experiment I), where a slightly different measures
was used to ascertain whether people spontaneously search
for causes of life events. jg,thjgrexperlment, subjects
h??élglven descriptions of hypothetical test outco;es, and
were asked to report what questions, 1f any, they, would ask
themselves in response to the odtcomos. Despite the 'non-
reactive question, subjects sgowed a high degree of causal
questldnlJZ# open-ended measures were the natural choice
for Wong and ;einer's experiments, because. they neither
prompt stJects to evaluate cause; they would not normally
consider nor limit subjects to constder only the causes
selected by the experimenter, as do most structured
measures (Elig & Frieze, 1979).
' Because of the non-reactive properties of open-ended

me;sures, they .are also useful when investigating a new

situation Various histortical and maturational factors

X%
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specific to a situation can influence people to attridute
in a way deviant from that found (n prevlous research.
Because apen—ended measures should reflect only the causes
people naturally conélder; "they are indispensable for the
construction of more easily inplemented structured
measures (Ellg and Frieze, 1979). Elig ;nd Frieze add that
open-ended measures can be used agaln in later stages of

. ‘ |
research as continuing validation of the structured

P

Y

measures gliven to subjects. It should be stressed that the
use of open-ended measures to ascertain subjects’ <causal
perceptions In situations unfamiliar to the rozglrcﬁor is
important to attrioution research; the factors
conventionally 1incorporated 1pto structured attrlbution'
measures are ability,  effort, task-difflcylty and luck,
following the suggestion of Holn;i et al. (1971), obut
studies (e.g., E{lé k Frieze, 1979) which have used open-
ended measures have shown that people to use other causal
factors, such as mood and interest in the task, to explain
their achievement outcomes. Wwong and Weiner (1981) also
showed that subjects also consider the way a test was
graded. Thus, {t 1s a potontlil Qoakn!ss of sfudlcs
conducted in unfamiliar sttuations 1f pilot-testing of the
available subject pool ‘with open-ended measures is
neglecte&. Such studies may find greater  relationships
between attrlbuilons and their lnvéstlgatod antecedents and
effects If preliminary tapping with open-ended measures 1{s
implemented. e

The research question not only determines whether an

{ 4 .

¥

X
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open—ended or a structured measure is chosen, but also what
specific kind of open-ended or structured measure ts used.
In open-ended measures, the research question influences

the kind of gquestion tho‘subjoct responds to. For example,

Experiment 1 of Wong and Weiner (1981) investigated

whether people make spontaneous causal searches, ,vheroas
Experiments 2 and 3 of the same study Iinvestigated the
heuristics which gutlde causal searches. Therefore,
subjects in Experiment | were asked what questions, if any,
they would ask themselves 1in response to an outcome,
whereas subjects in Experiments 2 and 3 were asked to write
a mintmum of five questions in response to an outcome. The
research question alsq Influences the way open—ended
resbonses are coded by the experimenter. lf 3 researcher
IS Interested in the relative frequency of various types of
effart ittrtbuttons (e.9., long-term effort, short-term
effort, study wmethod), he uses ’t least several categories
to code effort attridbutions. If another researcher s
interested only 1in the amount of effort attributions
relative to other Forus>of attributions, she uses a more
inclusive category referred tqQ simply as effort.

In stru:turod measures, the resoaéch question
determines' whether the risoarchen’hsel a4 Reasure whlcﬁ
includes ipsative or independent judgments, the najor'
distinction between structured measures (Ellg & Frieze,
1979}, and the number of causal factors included in  the

measure. A percentage assessment measure fnvaolves tpsative

Ny
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Judgments whereas an independent unipolar measure involves
independent judgments. In the ipsative pnrc;ntagn maasure,
as the score of one attribution rises, the score of ather
attributions +fall, thus inducing negative correlations.
The independent measure, in contrast, does .not Porc,

negative correlations. Thus., ipsative measures give  the

.mpre direct assessment of the relative importanc!u of

attributions, wheriag independent ratings measures allow
oa}h attribution to be tested separately, ﬁroviding for
e;sier' analysis (Elig & Frieze, 1979). Use of either
ipsative or independent measures depends upon whether the
Tesearcher requires a clear indication "of the ‘rolative

importance of different causes.

Differences Between Open—ended and Structured Measures

The (statistical differences between open—ended and

structured attribution measures are clearer than those in:

A
choosing bhetween different forms of structured measures.

Elig and Frieze (1979) found that the open-ended measures
in their study showed poorer intertest rolia%};i:y and

validity than the subsequently administered structured

measures. Elig and Frieze attribute the psychometric

inferiority of open—ended maasures to three factors: 1)
the added step of coding leads to lower reliability; 2)

structured measures provide closer approximation to

interval or ratio measurement; and 3) structured measures

allow for degrees of attribﬁtion on various dimensions

Tather than the simple absence-presence of frequency of

I~
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. appearance measures typical of}épen-ended cading. In terms

of the first factor listed by Eltqcand Frleze,» subjects do
‘ not typically :rovlae explanations, of their attributional
- responses. Thus, subjects may make references to task-
zhu1661culty, but actually percelve outcome to be caused by
their ability; they’nean specifically that the task was too
difficult for themselves, not For others. Some coding
schemes such as Elig and Frieze (1975) make compensations
fﬂ%ﬁfr for the ambiguity of many attrlbuflonal statements, but all
must generally: assume the completeness of the 'causal
statements that are provided by subjects in a restricted
+ period of time. . Coding schemes must also assume the
reliabiltty of subjects’ grammar. In terms of the third
point listed by El1g and Frieze, <certain factors, such as
effort and tfsk-difrlculty, are probably easier tu report

and ilaborate Jéon’than other factars, such as luck. This .-
is because a sudbject can list several reasons why an exam
is difficult (e:g., "It was too long", or "It had teo many
subjective questions”) or list several ways in which they
tried (e.g., ™1 didn’t study long enough", or "I didn’t do
enough homework") gg}ftannot list several reasons why they
were lucky, because luck is 1nex§11cable by nature of 1is

\

, ™
%\definitlon (Thif . elaboration hypothesis 1Is supported by

3

‘preliminary anagkysis of pilot data collected by Leroux,

-

1 1983)  This hypothestis Is especlally applicable to a study

such as Wong and Weiner (1981), in which subjects had to
¥

report a minimum of five questions. Because of the demand

L 4

characteristics of the question, subjects were probably
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concerned as much with providing a sufftcient number of
answers as with accurately reporting their causal searches.
Tﬁus, ease of elabdéatlon of prior responses would have
been a criterion for chooslﬁg subsequently responses.

Test-retest Rollahlilty .

One study has measured the test-retest relflabtiity 37”'
an atérlbu(fon measure (Baglan, 1980). In }Bagfan,
3k%uatlons describing a person involved 1In a set of.
circumstances and a behavior engaged in that dy that person
were presented to 124 undergraduaté students.gﬁ Sltuafaons
were. desctribed so that one set of behaviors was related to

*

the actor‘’s personal characteglstlcs and one set was
related to environmental circumstances. Independent judges
agreed on the causality of behavior described in each
situation. Subjects were asked to attridbdte the described
behaviors, rating them each on a seven-point scale anchored
from very internal ‘to very external. Two weeks later, the
same subjects were again asked to make fttributions about
the described bonavlor;. It was found that the measufe had

high stability over time (test-retest relfadbility = . 88)

On both occaslons, the scale dlscr;ninated stgnificantly
between personally caused and environmentally caused
behaviors. I have found no Ssimilar research published

cancernlng other attribution measures. .

Nature of lnvostlghtlon-Testtng Attridbution Theory
ETig  and Frieze (1979) suggest that open-ended

measures are crucial in ascertaining the causal factors
v ' v
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. people wuse in previously uninveitigatcd ;ottings. Op.en-
= ended attribution measures are i}sa us;d to test whether
» the assumptions of attribution theory accurately describe

lay causal $grception. Recently, :osoarchor\Lhavc been
using open—ended measures to ascertain how closely the
causal dimensions wused bq‘ attributiohs theorists to
classify attributions ;:;rqximate the way naiQo perceivers
classify their own causal perceptions. It has been found

that peogle seem to use cau dimensians unanticipated by

. research, as well]as usiyig some that are similaw to those

developed by thedtists, with some differences. This section
which have “useld open-ended
&

measures, and have found didcrepancies between theoretical

reviews several studies
assumptiohs and the categories\ people actuvally vuse.

Two assumptions which characterize attribution theory
in thhievement situati'ons are: 1) people use the  causal

N
factors of ability, effort, task—-difficulty and luck to,

understand achi;;ement qutcomes and; 2) these factors can
be classified into the causal dimensions of Locus of
- Control and Stability. These assumptions, originally
postulated by Weiner et al. (1971), rospnctivold.moanhthat
people perceive achievement outcom.; to be causc? by the
operation of ability, amaunt of effart exerted, how hard
the task is and chance, and that these causes are either
internal or external to the attributor, and are either
. variant over iﬁvarian§$ over time (Appendix D fully

> .
discusses the concept of causal dimensions). Falbo and

.
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Beck (1979) state that-the Imposi{tion of these assumptions

; dpop causal concepts used In everyday life is unfortunate,

however, Dbecause one of the inittal aim éf attribution
theqry was to 1nvesilgate how the average person
understands causality (Heider, 1958). Falbo -and Beck
conducted an experiment, using open-endéd‘ Qeasufes, to
investigate whether the four attributions postulated by
Weiner et al (1971) are the most salient expladaglons that
laypeople use to explain others’ successes and failures.
It also Investigated whether the theoretical dlmensf;ns of
Locus™ of Control and Stabiltty approxlmateq the causal
dimensions conceptualized by laypeople. |

| Falbo and Beck had underg?aduate subjects participate
in an experiment entitled “Explaining Achievement
Qutcolkes", in order to fulfill caourse rtqulrementé
Sub jects qereyfequested ta '\]ist words or phrases which are
reasons why one of 12 agents; e.g., blue~collar workers,
arel successful or ﬁnsuccessful at getting thelir job

done." Five of the agents used represented the main

occupational titles found in The Djctionary of Occupational

- ”
Titles (1965). Six of the remaining seven. represented
other job categories and the twelfth consisted of the noun

"people"”. Each suWject was presented with one of the

.twenty-four possible stimuli. Reported explanations were

\
grouped acgcording to the four causal categories of ability,

effort, task-difficulty and<§uck. Reasons with meanings

o

that could not be Fitted ¥nto one of the four categories

were placed in a ~fifth, miscellaneous category. All

[}
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' .

explanatians were also grouped on  the asi¢e of

ifdenticalness of phrasing. For exampi®e, "lack of

motivation" was grouped with “lack of motivation”, but not
»

with "unmotivated". To reduce the total number of”

explanations to a manageable . number, enly those

o

explanatiaons which occurred at least six times were

included in -the next” step. Thirty-seven different
. . e
explanations for success and farty-one . different
N 1
f explanations for failure satisfied the frequency criterion.,
S b

Students enrolled tn an experlmenlal psychology class were
L ) , '

then asked to rate the 1m96rtance of these explanations " in

~~terms, of thelr importance as possible causes o?\?Utcess and

'
4

T, fajlure. Next, '{fmbers of a psychology honors class were

[

individually asked to group the explanatloﬁs on the basis'

0f their similarity in meanting. For example, éxplanatlons

such as "lack of motivation", "uﬁmotivated" and "not enoygh
motivation" were grouped together. Combining Ehe causal
importance data generated by the ;xperlmental psychology
students, and the causal grouping data generated by .the

honors  students, the thirty-sevén and’  fourty-one

. explanations were reduced to iwenty explanations for 'eaEh
. outcome. | Reductfon resulted from<compbining similar
K : éxplanatlons and eliminating explanations considered
( ,unimportani. These forty explanations represented nearly

: all of the meaning co&tent ;f the most important

explanations for success and failure. The explanations for

success’ and fatlure then underwent separate
- B * \

—
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nalyses (MDS); subjects therefore

but also the organizationlal scheme of these explanations.

-

A -subsgt of éhe original sample was used 1in’ the MDS

"analyses Twepty-one undergraduates rated the similarity
of the success explanations. A separatd, equally sized

-
-groyp rated the similarity of the ¢fallure explanations.

»

For all the similarity ‘ratings, two-, three- and Ffour-

‘dimensional solutions were compared for success and fallure

explanations. The three-dimenstonal solutions were chosen

. e

data and accounted for more variance than the two—
_ ) N
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s

because .tﬁey provided the cleifest representation of the

dimensional solutions amrd for only slightly less than - the

S ‘ ,
four—dl$iwilonal solutions.

L

o ¢

It was found that the MDS analysis ytelded three

tausal dimensions for success attributions and three causal

dimensions for failure attributions. Netther  set. of’

T~

dimensions Ayproxgpates those postulated by Weiner et al.

(1371). The three dimensions ylelded for success were

‘labelled hievement Orfentation, Vitality and Mastery.
7 ( . o '
Attributions with' highest stimulus weights  'on the

. 4 . ‘
Achievement Orientation dimension vreflected, at the
positive extreme, an‘queﬁ;atlgn towards incentives and, at
the - negative extreme, ' skill.. CAttributions with the

.

highest stimulus weights. on the Vitality dimension

reflected, at the positive extreme, -energetic self-

discipline and, at the negative extreme, positive causal

effect. Attributions with the highest stimulus weights on

L4 . 14

f

o
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the Mastery dimension reflected taking a £ confident

leadership position, ‘ranglngﬁfrom Calmness at the positive

"extreme, . to Takes Responsibility and Leadership, at -the—
. ! p

negative extreme. The three dimensions yielded for fallgre

f

.

were ‘[nsuffitleqt Energy, Poor Work Attitude, and Lack

Ability. In all three dlmenslons,’htgributtons ranged from

"being internal at one extreme to being external at the

-

“other. The lnsufficient énergy dimension ref lected, at tPé’)

posl%xve extreme, th 1nutvldu§l?§;1n§u€#icient gnergf and,
at the negative extreme, over-demands of the fask. Poor
Work Attitude reflé:ted, at the ;osltlye extreme, negative
work attitudes located within the actor and, at the
negatTie ext}eme, negative worﬁ'attitudes engendered by the o
actor’s reldationship to the work sftuation. The dimension
of Lack Ablllty reflected, at Fhe positive’ exfremé, an

{nabiiity to perform located wiphin tne actor and, at the

negative extreme, inabilfty genera(e& by the work

‘environment. .

N

In tern;\bf causal attributions, 1t was found that the

%,

, Causal aﬁtrlbutloné ylelded by Falbo and Beck showed little - 'e

reéemblanée to thdse postulated by Weiner et al.’ (197;).
It was found that only twentg—thfee percent of" the 2,495
open-ended résponses. generate;J.by Falbo and Beck ‘s
sub jects, could‘ be readily classified as ability, task-
difficuity, eFfort‘or ;tck. Falbo and Beék state that this
could be an artificially depressed figure, resultlng~ from.

overly restrictive category systems. But they argue that

) — LN

o S vy - eamaat s
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s -

if a category system is broad enough, almost anything can

be fitted into it, leaving- the system to be of questionable
\ —~ - -
value

-

The findings concerning both causal dimensions and
causal Facto;s in Falbo and Beck suggest that the
postulations of Weliner e£ il. (1971) misrepresent lay
causal perception. The'causal diﬁensions ylelded in Falbo

and Beck showed no resemblance to locus of control and

-stabflity, .and less than one-quarter of causal g&planations

fit itnto the four-factor causal) scheme. Nevertheless, it
Is .difficult to generalize these results to academic

achievement situations. The data are a composite of

t

explanations .made Far’ a varlety of occupations, and
Y

perceptions of causes for succeww and failure may vary

widely from occupation tow occupation. Falbo »and Beck

themselyes state that attributions in such an experiment

vary' according to the kinds of tasks subjects are asked'to

a1

explain. The findings also lack generalfzabdllity as

attributions to self-performance, the raw data consisted of -

explanations for others’ success and fatlures, and studies
which compare attributions for self with attributions 66r
athers often show significant differences (Zuckerman,
1979) Finally, there {s probably a depressed rellablf!ty
in the final data because the original subjects neither
rated the importance of the causal exﬁlanatlons, ﬁor
grouped them according to thelr similarity {(n meaning;
these functions were performed by others who had no access

to the, nbanlngs these explanations had for the _5ubjects.
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The combined limitations of Falbp and E;ck?dlsallow strong
tnfgrence: that Weiner et al.’sf (1971) theoretical
formulations misrepresent lay causal perception.
Nevertheless, the fact that the causal factors and causal
dlm;nslonsf found in Falbo and Beck diffe}ed. greatly #¢rom
the categories postulated by Weiner et al. (1971) suggests
that pegple ?o use other causal factors and dimenstons.
Evidence outside of Falbo and éeck supports this
hypothesis. In terms oﬁ causal factors, studies such as
Elig and Frieze (1979) and uqng and Welner, (1981) wusing
open-endg%\ measures, have found people to wuse causal
explanat1%ﬁ§ such as m;od, motivation and 1{llness In
terms  of causal dimensions, two studies using open-ended
formats (Wimer & Kelley, 1981, Smith, Miller & Uleman,
1982) show that naiwe perceivers use causal dimensions
which differ in detallxﬁrom those .developed by theorists
and use addttional dimenstons unanticipated by theorists.
Wimer and Kelley (1980) separated-their subjects into
tw6 attrlbLtlon conditions. One half of their subjects was
asked to write causal attributions for eveqts described by
twelve stimulus sentences. The other half of their subjects
was asked to read stimulus sentences, accompanjed by given
attributions  Six stimulus sentence <conditions also
existed, created Ey nayTpulatlng type of event, contextual
information sdrrounding the event, and ways of describing
the same event Similar to the occupation manipulations in

»

Falbo and Beck; the attribution and stimulus sentence

ti)‘ ﬂ
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manipulations were implem;nted for the purpose of
generalizing findings to a variety of contexts.

Following Tteading or writing attributions for the
avent described by the stimulus sentences, sub jects rated
the attributed causes according to faourty-four ;ating
;?ales. The scales were grouped according to six
dimensional categories: temporal properties of the cause,

lothion oF\ the cause, whether the actor’s conscious
/

processes were involved, the manner in which the cause

operates (1 e., whether 1t is i1mperative, facilitative or
’ {

preventative in relations to other causes), and evaluative

consequences of the cause (i.e., whether the cause leads to

a positive or negative evaluation of the actor).

Analysis showed that sub jects wused five major
dimensions to categorire causes =Som¢ of these ' were
undnticipated in earlier literature, aﬁa some wevre simi{ar

Iy

to dimensions already postulated by theorists. The first
dimension J;ed was Good vs. Bad. This dimension refers to
whether the attributed cause leads ¢to a positive or
negative evaluation of the actor and to whether the cause
makes good aor bad things happen. The second dimension was
Simple wvs Camplex. This dimension refers to whether a

cause 15 part of @ simple cause—effect link, or whether 1t

is . part of a complicated network of iausalitq. For

fexample. cause A m}kos only one ;hing happen(simple), while

L3

cause B makes many things happen (complex). Simple tauses
were seen by the sub jects to be sufficient explanations of

events, but complex causes were seen to have to interact

————~ B e - ’ -
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with other causes to produce effects, The third dimension
subjects used was the Person. Similar to‘locus of control,
this dlmension refers to whether the ;ause resides within,
or outside of, the actor It differs from conventional
understanding of ' internality Snd externality, however,

because attributions to the person refer only to causes

"which 1lie psychologtcally within the petﬁén, such as

personality traits A medical condition, such as a head
cold, might not suffice as an-attribution to the person,
although it would be considered internal by most
researchers. The fourth dimension subjects used was
Enduring~vs Transient This dimension refers to causeg in
a way similar to the stability dimension developed by
Weiner et al (1971). | Nevertheless, ({t was found that
factors 'scoring on the enduring end of the dimension were
external. Wimer ahd Kelley believe this affect occurs
because subjects tated causes in terms of their g:plnqement
on the person during the action in question and not In
terms of whether they were enduring in an absolute sense.
The f1fth, and Final aigjg?fon subjects . used  was
Motivation Thls dimension refe;s to conscious desires or
motives Sub jects scored causes high on this dimension
when they indicated willful striving, such as studying fot
a test. Subjects scored factors low on -this dt&enslon
either when a low level of motivation was present, or when

the dimension was irrelevant to the cause, as in the case

of chance.

A | @
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Sub jects alsoc used other causal dimensions. though to

‘a lesser extent. These included Other Peaple,

Necessary/Facilitative, Common vs. Unusual, Changeable vs.
Unchan}eablg. and Qcak vs. Stroagh Wimer and Kelley note
that wuse of a different lthOF scal¢§ could have resulted
in @ different priority of dimensions. -

Similar to Falbo and B;ck, Wimer and Kelley found that
people use causal dimensions unanticipated by Weiner et
alf‘s moael. The combinad findings of the two studies
demonstrates the need for further investigation of the
number and types of causal dimensions pevple use.
Dissimilar to Falbo and Beck. however, Niﬁgﬁ and K.lloq‘
Fouh9 dimensions similar to those postulatcd‘bq Weiner et

N

al.: the Person and Enduring vs. Transient. Nevertheless,
the findings t;at a;tributions to the p‘rson refer only to
psychological traits and self-initiated decisions, and that
people perceive only internal causes as enduring,” suggest a
need to dottor,undcrstand hdw pecple vunderstend causal
dimensions anticipated by theorists.

Another study which suggests that Hlfnf‘ et al. ’s
cau,al dimensions misrepresent £h. ﬁincniiovs used by
laypeocple is Smith, Miller aﬁd Uleman (1982). Analogous tp
Wimer and Kelley, Smith et alf found that people conceive
intc;nal§tg and externality di?forontiq from Weiner et al.

(1971). Smith et al. asked sub jects attributes®ror

dchriptions of aqne friendly and ane unfriendly action

-taken by oneself and a friend. 'Thrcc measures were used.

?

The first, an open-ended measure, asked sub jects why the

g
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sub ject and their friend would behave in this way.
Sub jects were allowed to respond as they wished. The
secondl measure, a difference measure, asked subjects to
attribute for their own and the other's behavior according
to two definitions of situational and dispositional
causality. Each definition was accompanied by a 9-point
rating scale. The third measure, a bipolar'mcasuro. asked
sub jects to attribute ¢to the same definitions of
dispositional and situationaj cavsality, but was
accompanied by a scale, with nnds‘ labeled "whaolly
situvational causes” and uhbllq dispositionzr\\:ijus,i“.
Measures were c&unter—balancom

Results sh;wod that while attributions. on the
difference and bipolar measures correlated significantly
with each other. the attributions Bn the open-ended measure
correlated with neither of the two structured measures.
Smith et al. 'conjccturcd that these differences occurred
because experimental subjects conceive situational and
dispositional causality d}PFcrenth from theorists. They
proposed that when researchers score responses on open—
ended measurc,. they score them differently @rom the way
the sub jects themselves would, even though both are working
uithl the same dcfipitions of cavsality. Therefore:, they
undertook & second experiment to discern how oxporimontal
sub jects differentiate the two concepts of causality. In

this experiment, Smith et al. found that their iubj.cts did

not understand dispositional attributions as containing all
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the causes that exist within the actor, such as effort,

mood and fatigue, but anly those which were acts freely’

chosen by the actor. Similarly, sub jects did not

understand situational causes to contain all the causes
that 1lie outside of the actor, but only those for which
choice and responsibility were limited. Thus, in the first

experiment, subjects probably checked the dispositional
Aehds of the structured classes to signify freely chosen
acts and checked the situational ends of the stales to

signify acts for which the person had very little choice.

To verify their hypothesis. Smith et al. recad E
attribution; from the open-ended measure in Experiml“ﬁ
according to the definitions of causiiitq gleaned from
subjects in Experiment 2. They created a codiﬁq scheme for
thg cpen—ended data, using three ﬁominal catagoriesi
1nternal a;ts (i.o: acts chosen deliberately because ihcq
were enjoqablé. or allowed some d;sirable effect), external
acts (i.e..;J}cts resulting from coercive aspects of ' the
sitvation, or causes uh;ch wer® unintentional, such as mood
of the actor) and unclear attributions (i.e., where it was
uncertain whether acts were internally or oxt.rnallp
cavsed). The new codin; ;cheme was 'virtually orthogonal to

the original open-ended scheme. Coding according to the

new scheme resulted in open-ended attributions correlating

strongly with ' scores on the bipolar scales and
significantly with scores on the difference scale Miller
¢ . - B :

et al ’s findings firate that open-ended attributions”

coded according to” subjects’ understanding of causal

<&
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dimensions can moTe closely approximate attributiogs coded

aécording to theorists’ understanding of causal dimensions.

Tig/Iindings also suggest ﬁhét researchers make more use of

open—ended measuTes to reformulate the dimensions

postulated by Weiner et al. (1971); simila; to Wider and

Kelley (1981), who found that sub jects defined into#nalitu

as denoting only psychological traits and s:l;-initiatnd
-

decisions: Smith et al. found that their subj‘kts defined

internality as relating only to freely chosen acts.

Attributiuﬁ Measures- Inter—Measure

Correlation and Measure Reliability and Validity

Considerations of ease of use and nature of -
investigation influence the rls}arqher’s choice of
attribution measure. Neverthelbss. this choice must also

always be based vupon considerations of measure reliability
and validity and of the extent to which measures

correlate with eﬁch other. Resgarch has demonstrated both

‘that different types of attribution measures sometimes do

nat correlate highly with each other and that they vary in

terms of their reliability and wvalidity. Baglan (1980)

stated that research on attribution processes shows a large
. s

variety of scql;s ar; Qsld to measure attributions. He
further stated that none of ¢this research presented
evidence that attribution scales are valid. This is
untrue, because research published before Baglan (e . g..

Spink, 1978; Elig & Frieze, 1979) demonstrates the inter-

PR p——
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-
o

&ethod‘covrelation, intertest reliability and validity, and
convergent wvalidity of some attribution measures. ﬁf i's
true, however, _that relatively little Tesearch
investigating the statistical properties of attribution
measures had been published up to that time. It is also
trd; that little research investigating the reliability and
validity of attribution me;sures ﬁa; been conducted since
then. q

Differences Between Struc%ured Measures

As demonstrated by Elig and Frieze (1979) and

suggested by Wong and H;iner (1981), open—!nded‘ and
structured measures yield differing att:ibutional
respénses. Reasearch (e.g:. Spink, 1978; Elig & Frikze,
1979) is inconsistent in finding diFFerences& between

o
independent ratings and ipsative percentage structural

measures, however. ’In Spink (1978), an independent scales
measure and an . 1ps¥tive percentage mcq;uro ‘were
administered in‘a‘within-subjccts design to 322 high school
basketball players following Tegular season games.
Measures were not counterbalanced Both measures contained
the five causal items of ability. task—{if?icultq. effort,
luck and officiating. \Pearson—préduct moment correlations
showed subst3ntial agreement between the two measures (. 7462
for task—d;FFicultq. .792 for officiating, .714 for effort,

. 696 for luck and . &88 for ability (p < .001) ). In Elig
anJR Frieze (1979) (procedure review;d in Chapter 2).

sub jects were also administered independent ratings  and

percentage ‘assessment ‘measures in a within sub jects design.

Lt
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Elig and Frieze differed from Spink. hodever; sub jects were

introductory psychology college students, thq event was an
’ <

anagram task. and measures were counterbalanced. Although

Elig and Frieze did not perform inter-measure correlations,

Tesults qulded strong differences between attributions

yielded by the independent ratings  and pcrcehtage
assessment\ measures There were few similarities between
attributions yielded by the two measures Unlike the data

in Spink, the data in Elig and Frieze show that hypotheses
concerning the occurrenci QF particular attributions can bhe
supparted by one measure, but not by the other It is
d{szcult to 1sclate the Teason for ‘the differences between
the two studies’ Order effects 1n Spink may be ruled out,
because Elig and Frieze found no consistent order effects
between the counterbalanced conditions aof their s¥udy. . It
. is posslﬁle hgwever, that high schooi)stud-nts snekr more
consistency in their cau;al reports than college ;tudentl
The kdxfﬁ;rcnces may also have aoccurred because Efig ~and
Frieze informed sub jects that they start eacﬁ measure
‘aFresh whereas Spink did not. Clc;rluc more rcsegrch which

“

compares 1ndependent ratings and percentage assessment
measures would assist 1n clarifying the apparent
1ncogsxstencq between Spink and Elig and Frieze. For the
present, it is advisable that researchers remain careful 1in
comparaing the results; of gtudies which vuse independent

judgments wf?h the results(of studies which wuse ipsative

judgments.
"

Elig and .Frlezi/::;gﬁQtdditionai differences between
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independent and percentage measures. The two measures

differed In terms of face validity; unlike the independent’

ratings method, subjects disliked the percentage method,

saying that the percentages were hard to compute and that

the method did not best reflect what they felt were the.

reasons for their performance on the task. The scale and

_percentage  measures :150 differed in terms of %convergent
validity, the scale _  method provided "generally Setter;
support’ for the , th€oretical relationships between

-attributions and affect and expectancy responses (data has

/., ] .
been ‘requested, but has hot beén received). .Because of

higher face validity and higher convergent validity Elig

and Frieze suggest that independent scale metmods are a
generally superior method with ‘which to measure

attributions.
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