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Abstract

Recent research suggests that women may accept failure more .
readily than men, because they have learned to expect failure
rather than success. The purpose of this study was to deter-
mine: One, whether expectancy was the c;ucialkfgctor in causzal
attribution theory, and whether it could be altered through
exﬁosure to a series of successful outcomes. Two, whether
women woul&.employ attributions in a prediétable and systematic
manner when faced with failure, if given an altered expectancy.
And trree, if given exposure only to failure- outcomes, whether
locus of control would differentiate same sex subjects with
regard to their empléyment of self-protective attributions.

Eighty-nine female undergraduate students at the University of
Ottawa, ages 17-71 (with a mean age of 22), were assigned to
Internal and External Locus of Control groups by excluding
subjects with scores in the mid-range (8-12) on the Rotter
Internal/External Locus of Control Scale. These 89 subjects
were then further divided into two treatment groups: an initial
success subsequent failure group (SUCCESS), and an initial '
failure subsequent failure group (FAILURE). The results indi-
cate that the treatment manipulation of altering outcome ekpec-
tancy was effective in that SUCCESS subjects had higher proba-
bility of success ratings than FAILURE subjects throughout final
failure trials. The second hypothesis was also confirmed:
females given the expectation toc succeed, employed systematic
biased attributions Lo account for failure. The third hypoth-
esis, that a motivational self-serving bias would be employed
differentially by internal and external locus subjects, was not
supported.
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The \manner in which people account for

their successes and failures plays a sig-

‘nificant role in the attaimment of excel-

lence... The realistic employment of both
internal and externél explanations of per-
formance by the individual.is essential.
Attributing all failures;to luck or power-
ful others will not, in all likelihood, lead
to persistemnce necessary for achievement.

On the other hand, always. attributing out- -
comes to internal factors (even when unwar-
ranted) might lead to a degree of guilt or
self-abasement that could impair optimal

performance.”

E.J. Pharq?, 1976
A
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INTRODUCTION . T X

It is well documented that there is a difference in the .

_ attribution styles of males and females after success and
fallufsjetperlences {Deaux, 1976; Deaux & Farris, 1977;

Deaux, White & Farris, 1975; Dweck & GoetZz, 1978 Feather,
1969; Feather, 1968; Feather, 1966; Feather & Sav1lle 1967-
Gilmour & Minton, 1974; Ickes & Layden, 1978; Kuiper,. 1978
Lefcourt fggéa Lefcourt, 1972; McMahan, 1975; Procmuk Breen
& Lussier, 1976; Prqciqk & Lussier, 1975; Ryckman & Sherman,
1973; Weiner, 1974; Weinmer, Heckhausen, Meyer & Cook, 1972;
Weinef, Neirenberg & Goldstein, 1976) . The difference is most
striking after a failure experience. Males described as having
a belief in intermal locus of control and high self;esteem,
attribute failure to an external conditiom: either the task
difficulty or bad luck. However, females who were also ldéﬁ
tlfled as having an internal locus of control and high self-\
esteem attributed the failure to an internal condition: speci-
fically lack of ability, and cnly seccndarlly did they attribute
the failure to bad luck (Page, 1973). This externalizing of
gegative outcomes by men and intermalizing of negative outcomes
by woﬁen_has come to be referred to as a sex difference in

attribution styles (Ickes &.Laydep, 1978).

Qk -t : C—
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The problem here is fhatthe locus of conérolxsgnstruct posits
that Iindividyals with a generadlized internal locus of confrol
will engagé in motivated attribution biases in tie face of
failure to maintain a sense of intermal control and self-
esteem (Ryckman & Sherman, 1973). .ﬁow is it possible that
these wnmen.appear to be  intermal in thelr iocusﬂsf control?

What effect would continued attributions to lack of ability

have on (1) the level of self-esteem of these women; and

(2) their perceived locus of control?

Considering that locus of control can be conceptqalized

as a broad personallty trait and as a situational state; is

it possxble that the magorltv of women (the empirical data

is quite convincing) 'in the achievement situation fumction
as though they were extermally controlled? The construct

validity of the concept of locus of control as a‘personality

trait is endaﬁgered if one answers "yes" to this question.

A more parsimonious explanatlon of the sex difference in
attrlbutlon style, may be found in the achievement literature
with respect to expectations of success/failure and the |
ihfluence pf'consistent/inconsistent outcomes on those expec-
tancies.- It has been demonstrated that differential reinforce-
ment of failure and success experience in academic achieve-
ment with school children eliminates the sex difference in
attributional étyle (Dweck & Goetz, 1978); 1t tﬁerefore :
appears that the research in achievement settings clarifies

the problém of attributions being made on the basis of a
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simple internal/external dimension by adding a second di@eﬁsion
of the .gstability and variability of the causal attributions
{qﬁinér, 1974) . The research in this afea clearly demonstrates
egéwcéntingencies involved between expe;tancy’of success (or
faflure). task outcome, ﬁnd attribution. It also explores the
impact of social learning on developing attribution biases.
However, as Phares states (1976), the ramifications qf the
self-attributions females make in those sifuations (ability
attributions a%ter failing) encompass more than an achievement
context. (See Beck, 1971, and the igéluence of negative self-
statements on dep?ession; Prociuk, §?een & Lussier, 1976; and

T

Khiper, 1978.) .

__éonsider ﬁhis: what is the affeEtive congequence of continued
acceptancé of resPQﬁéibility-for failure? Do‘women rot know
how to engage in*égoéenﬁancing: self—protective biased attri-

_butions? (Miller & Ross, 1975). Would women identified as
having a percei%ed internal locus of control be able to shift
their attributibns in favour of éelf;protective biased attri-
butions after repeated failure to avoid continued loés of self-
estgeﬁ? Or, if one accepts Kelléy's positicn (1971),£that the
attribution biases are not ego-enhancing, but are motivated by
the need to justify continuation of ccntrol'aftempts and
persistence at the task, why is it that these b?ases still do
not occur in women? The issue here is not with demonstrating
the presence of self-serving attribution biases, but concern

about the absence of any such motive. And, if the findiﬁgs



of Dweck & Goetz (1978) are correct, can several. years of
learned biases be altered by manipulating the consistency
of outcome of events and consequently the expectancy for

success?

£

These questions constitute the-foundation of the research
presented here. Tﬁe exploration of these issues will hopa-
fully serve to "restore balance“ to the  Jncongruities in the
empirical findings, the theoty:of outcome expectancy and the
econstruct of locus'of contrpl. A blending of these theories
(based on a model articulated by Weiner (1974)) will seéve to:

1) yield a parsimonious outcome expectancy
explanation of the results; and c e

2) enhance the substantive nature of the
- findings from a social -learning perspec- -
tive (see Phares, 1976). -
The area of sex-linked attribution styles is critical in
clarifying the conflicts between these two theoretical models,
as neither alone adequately explains'the‘findings to date

(see Lefcourt, 1976). 2 ~

The literature will be reviewed in tpree sections. The
first section will present the work of a number of original
thinkers in the area of interpersonal perception, social
learning theory, locus of control, and achieﬁement motivation
(outcome expectancy), to establish a perspective in which
to place the issues presented above, and to recognize the
significance of the empirical findings on & much broader plane.
The second section will be concerned with the actual differ-

. ences obtained with respect to males and females, and some of
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the issues will be exﬁlored. The final sectiomarill present

—

the working model adopted for the purpose of this investigation

and the predictions which can be gepe;gted from this model.

. . _ — r
-
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CHAPTER I \ . !

" THE PROBLEM REVIEWED

Section l: A Theoretical Foundation

In the past twenty years, social psychologists have pfo-
duced a considerable body of research in the area of attribu-
tion. . They have explored the relationship between an individ-

ual and his enviromment with particular attention to the

individual's perception of control over his enviromment. This

research has included the perception of causal relationships

between outcomes and actions; the direction of responsibility

for outcomes, whether under internal or externmal control, and
the way in which people perceive or account for these outcomes.
Several theoretical assumptions about contrel, respomsibility,
and the causal rglationship are inheren;‘in this research.
Three major theoretical perspectives that have differing empha-
ses and ;arying assumptions with respect to the perception of
causal responsibility, will be presented in this section. The
first theoretical perspective is'Interpersonal Perception and

Social- Learning Theory; the second persbective is Locus of

Control; and the third perspective is Achievement Motivation.

-

The major focus of this section will be on the theoretical
assumptions of these models. Some mention of empirical work
will be made with'the intent of outlining which aspects of the

theory have been researched. The main body of empirical

-

- . 6
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findings will be presented in Section II. This section will

provide the reader with a comprehensive perspective in which

to. place those empirical studies on sex differences in attri-
) - ) .

bution style.

A. The Broad View Interpersonal Perception,
Social Learning Theory

In 1958, Fritz Heider published a book entitled The Psy-
chology of Interpersonal Relations. &he theories, models snd

viewpoints in present day locus of ccntrol theory and achieve-

ment qutcome expectancy theory had their origins in this book.

. Throuéhout his book, Heider discusses the conditioms which

affect the attribution of causality to personal (internal)
or environmental (external) forces. These conditioms rest -

on cne basic assumption sbout man: man strives To maintain

a sense of balance and stability in his world.

This assumption has several implications. First it suggests
that man strives to affect some control id his environment
tnrough the perception of his power (to control) or his ability.
Second, man Judges (attributes) the causes of outcomes such
that he maintains a balance between his perception of his
ability and his assessment of bis ability based on the actual
outcome. This is commonly known as Heider s "balance theory”
(Gilmour & Minton,* 1974). For example, if a person's assess-
ment of his personal ability is high, then success will tend

| .‘
to be attributed to rhe self, since success is consistent, OT

in balance, with the person's high, positive assessment of his

k]
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gbility. In the case of failuge, the responsibility ¥or the

outcome will be attributed externally, since failure is iﬁcon-

sistent. or out of balance with the individual's positlve
assessment of his ability. Converselv, if a person's ‘assess-
ment of his.personal ability is negatxve or low then the.
balance model will dictate that success be attributed to
external influences, and that fgilure be attributed to internasl

sources, in order that balsnce be ms tained.”
Atk

Harold Kellevy (1971) further developed the concepts of
control and respomsibility. "His theory of attributiom posits
that there ere logical inferences being made by a person
asbout outcomes that ellow for am increase in the amount of
control one has in maﬁaging,himself and the environment. This.
involves being cognizant of the cormsistency of the outcome

information over time, the consensus thae exerting coentrol

vields the expected effect and the distineiiveness of the

outccme Tonsiste is evident in the stability or varia-

" bility of the‘expecte' outcome. The outcome of a throw of

the die is highly variable~and inconsistent. The effect that
effort has on a task yields a caﬁeensus~about the personal
control over an outcome. ®©rying harder when throw1ng a dle
dqes not have much influence on the cutcome. And flnally:

if the outcome is digtinet in that over ten ‘trials you'managed
to throw 7 or 11 only once, there is less likelihood‘of attri-
buting that outcome to perscnal conirol than if it were less

distinct and occurgyd ten times in a row. Although the

[



‘emphasis here is onrlpgiéai inferences, Kelley does acknowl-
edge the presence of systematic biases and asymmetries in the

| use of avaiiablé information, He posited that the purpose of

attribution bisses was in determining the continuation of

control attempts.

The sttribution to the self oggqggcess and
the attribution to externsl factors of fail-
ure provides the basis for the continuation
of control attempts. If attributed to the
self, success is a reason Co exercise one's
own csusal powers agsin. (Relley, 1971, p.23)

These biases reflect a system partially‘iﬁ support of an
internal locus of control orientation. This view promotes
action-oriented purposeful activity.

For Kelley, the concept of control is introduced with
-

respect to ome's environment as a

sort of beicnee between controlling the s
contmollchle. and controlling the imporiant.
Thus, on one hand, control tendencies will
persist only if a person has some- successes
in exercising comtrol. So it is essential
that his control efforts be directed toward
realms in which he has some chance of being
effective. On the other hand, what is con-
trollable is not always what is most impor-
tant. To persist in attempting control with
respect to important but intractable condi-
tions is to experience repeated failure and,
" usually to dampen cne's control efforts.

But not to attempt to exert control in rela-
tion to such circumstances is unnecessarily -
to delimit the quality of ome's life. Thus,
some sort of compromise must be reached
between limiting and extending ome's control
attempts--a compromise between, so to speak,

R a philosophy of extermal and intermal locus

- of control. (Relley, 1671, pp.22-23)
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The motive Kelley has delineated for‘people's percepﬁioq
of causality‘eﬁd control is.bésically; to give meaning end‘. ~
purpose to our actions In the dorld. The infieence of this" °’
motive on our attributions has been divided into three. cate-

gorles'By Wortman (1976). They are: (1) the illusion of

_ contingency: (2) the illusion of control and (3) the lllu-

sion of freedom. Support for these categories ‘has been found
respectxvelv in that:

(1) subjects percelve a causal connectmou
between chance occurrences;

(2) people exaggerate ‘their ability to in-
" "fluence unceontrollable, cutcomes (i.e.
games of chance); and o
(3) people underestlmate the extent to which
their behavior is controlled by 51tua— ‘
tional - or externmal -forces.
The studies: reviewed by Wortman (1976) suggest that "people

minimize the role of chance in producing various outcomes,

‘exaggerate the relatlonshlp between their behavior and ‘uncon-

trollable’ life events, and tend to be unaware of the extent
to which their behavior is controlled by external factors™
(Wortﬁan, 1976, p-43). To Kelley then, the reason people

make attributions in this manner is that there is & motlve

. to persist in attempting control over our environment.

Julian Rotter and his colleagues Chance & Phares (1972)
explored causation and control from a social learning per ec-
tive. They refined Heider's hypotheszs concernlng thef,/ip
naive psychology of man by recognizing 1nd1v1dual differences

with respect to the belief in persomal control. Those who
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believe_that.thé events in thelr lives are a consequence of
their Sﬁn'behavior, skills or internal dispositions are
fg;?j described as having a belief in iﬁtergal locus of control,

- while thoéé who believe thét events are unrelated to their
own behaviors, and thereforelbeyond personal control, areh
described as-having a belief in external loecus of control.
The emphasis for Rotter e al. (1972) wss on‘personél belief
rather than logical inference. This leads Eb.é rather differ-.
1,\ _entﬁexploratibn of interpersonal relations than ﬁelley's

| orientatibi. However, locus of céntrbl was not considered
by Rotter-et al. to be indqpendent from tﬂe;influencerof the

.

.SOEgal context. As Rotter (1966) states, locus of control

fgs'not concerned with whether an individual is controlled

¥rom within or without. The emphasis is on the person’s
- perception of the relationship between their behavior and
*reinforcement. '
It is a generalized ezpeciancy, as -opposed
, . to a specific expectancy, being an abstrac-
~ tion developed from a host of experiences in
e which expectancies have met with varying :
degrees of validation.! (Lefecourt, 1972, p.2)
As Phares (1976) States, social learning theory goes beyond
traditional learning theory because it assumes Ehaﬁ "reinfgrce;“
ment will 'stamp in' behavior only when the causal link is
perceived by the individual:" (Phares, 1976, p.3) It

attempts to study personality through the interaction of the

lThe emphasis is mine.

g
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individual éﬁﬂ hié méaningfﬁl environment. It enccdpasses .
both general and specific determinants of behavior (primarily
learned social behavior) as well as the individual's perspec-

tive of those determinants, his attitudes, values and expec-

"tations.

-

One of the basic assumptions in social learming theory
about man, is that there is a purposeful quality to human-

behavior; that behavior is goal directed, or motivated, and

‘that positive and negative motivators can be determined by

. observing the "direction" of the behavior. Another basic

assumption is that expectancies that the goal will occur
are regarded as prime determinants of behavior, reinforcement
alone does not explain behavior adequately.

'The complexity of social learning. theory
(requiring that expectancies, reinforce-
ment values, and the situation all be con-
sidered in making predictions about behav-

< ior) is preferable to relying on a single
variable such as a trait, habit, or other
internal characteristic. An individual's
behavior potential is far from being statTc;
it changes as that person encounters new
experiences that in turn lead to changes
in his or her expectancies or in the values
he or she ascribes to reinforcements.

. (Phares, 1976 p.1l& sic)

-

Human, behavior is'cdﬁplexly @etermined by séveral varia-
Bles, inclﬁding reinfércement value (need) , expectancies,
and the ésychological situation. While loéus of control
is animportant determinant of behavior, its effects are

moderated by these other social learning theory cdhcepts

including reinforcement value and situational determinants.

12,
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Therefore, its effects need to be considered in relation to
these other concepts. One should not éXpect strong relation-

ships to occur if predictions are made solely from 1ocus.of

control.

With this in min‘}lthe éimension of locus of control was
exploréd for its utility in predicting attributions. bf the
wide range of causal attiibutions which an individuéllcan
posit to explain an outcome (e.g., mood, ability, time- of day,
task difficulty, fate, etc.), Rotter chose to single out two
~attributes which he felt were clearly representative of ‘intermal °

(or personal) control and exiernal (or envirommental) control.
These were gbflity and Zuck. From his research and those of
others, ﬁany aspects of achievement motivation and personaliiy
have émerged} Rotter was able to develop a scale of Internmal-
External Locﬁg of antrol (1966) to distinguish individuals

on this dimension with respect to broad generalized concepts g
(i.e., politics academics and leadership, etc.). Other
research has supported the validity of this construet and

scale, and has related these concepts to other‘aspects of
personality such as self-esteém (Ryckman & Sherman, 1973).
As Phares (1976) stated, the I-E literature is very diverse

and dezls with several needs other than achievement and

involves a much wider airay of béhaviors than attribution.
However, 2 great deal of interest has centered on the internal-
external control dimension and its usefulness in predicting

_attributions in an achievement context and in personality

kY
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research exploring. the relation of self-esteem and depression

to locus of control. Let us now.consider some of that research.
B. Locus of Control

This section will confine itself to ‘the review of two
areas of locus of control research, namely the applicatiom
of the control construct to the personality dimensions of
interest to this research paper, and secondly the investiga-
'éion of achievement behavior and attributions. For a cdmpre—
hensive review of locus of control research see Joe, 1971;
Lefcourt, 1966b, 1972, and 1976; and for a complete biblio-
graphy see Throop & MacDonald, 1971. ‘

The researchito be citedrhere has tested two basic assump-
‘tions of the locus of control comstruct. The first assumption
which has'been tested is that given differentiation on the
locus of comtrol dimeﬁsion, there should be accompanying
differences with respect to the valuing of inner qualities or
characteristics. This should then result in identifiable
differences in self esteem and the employment of self-serving
attribution biases. The second assumption is that given

" knowledge of a person;s loc9§ of control we should expect
that §dmeohe internal in locus of control, wili_make attri-
butions to an internal determinant, i.e. ability, while an
external locus person should make attributions fo an external

determinant, i.e. luck.
<
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1. Craracteristic Differentiation of Internal
and External Locus of Corntrol
-3

A basic characteristic of the internal individual appears
toAbe their greater efforts at coping with or attaining mas-
tery over their'environment. .Phares (1976), in a review ar-
ficle, noted the following characteristics.of internal persoms:

they have superior cognitive processing
skills;

they seem to acquire more information,
make more attempts to acquire it, are
better at retaining it, are less satis-
fied with the amount of information they

. possess, are better at using inf tion’
and devising rules to process itf,
generally pay more attention tJ relevant =
L cues in the environment. '

Internals ‘also exhibit greater self-
control, and there is some evidence to
suggest that internals are more likely
to be cautious and to engage in less
risky- behaviors.

Joe (1971), in another review article, notes that externals,
iﬁ contrast to internals, are relatively anxious, aggressive,
dogmatic, and less trustful and more suspicious of others,
lack self-confidence and insight, have low needs for social
%?proval, and a greater temdemcy to use sensitizing wmodes Of.

defenses. . Internals tend to manifest greater interest and

effort in achievement related activities than do extemnals.

} -.

The rationale for internals to expend more effort in the

achievement setting is that:
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in order to continue to pursue success

one must, at least to some degree, attri-
bute the locus of responsibility to

internal factors. Otherwise, the pursuit

of excellence becomes rather irrational,

and the satisfaction that normally comes
from success is impossible. That is,
persistence in achievement behavior, the
enjoyment of success, or the experience.

of disappointment in failure all seem neces-
sary to attain competence, but they all seem
inappropriate when the control over reinforce-
ment is thought to reside in factors over

which the individual- has little control.
(Phares, 1976, pp.114-115)

Somg_éupport for this assumption has been found in tﬁat .
internals attach greater value to skill attaineé’gutccmes _
while externals prefer chance acfivities (fhares, 1976).
Midgley & Abrams (1974) lend fufther sup;ort to this notion.
They gave female éubjects the Rottef I-E scale and M. Horner's
incomplete story lead, designed to evoke achievement anxieties.
They found that motive to a&oid success stories were signifi-
cantly poéitively associated with externmal control sceores.

The external ;oﬁtrol orientétiou has been described as the
phenomenological equivalent of helpiessness'by Leféourt, Hogg,
Struthers & Holmes (1975) . In tasks using anagram sets of
varying difficulty, they found that high confident inéernals
attributed respoﬁsibili;y for outcomes toO themsélves more
thaﬁ did low confident externals. This difference was most
proQ}genﬁ when ;ubjects failed. Lefcog;t et a?.T (19755 account

for this difference by stating that:

/



it has been assumed that internals expe-

rience their success and failures as more

meaningful events than do externals, who -

may regard many of such experiences as

less personally relevant. Consequently,

externals should be less defensive about

negative feedback than should intermals.

- . "(p.391)

There is some support for this interpretation in that «inter-
nals in recalling outcomes "forget" their failures. Gilmour
& Minton (1974) report that internals mske more internal
attributions for success and external attributions for fail-
ure than do externmals, who externalize the cause for success
and accept the blame for failures. This pattern of internals
"externalizing" failure, and of externals accepting failure
has been investigated with respect to self-esteem, depression,
and the employment of self-serving biases. Ryckman & Sherman
(1973) administered Rotter's I-E scale and items from a feeling
of inadequacy scale. There were no sex differences for males
and females. However, subjects wefe-differentiated.in—that
subjects with higher self-esteem tend to be more internally
controlled. In a study of depressed and non-depressed females,
Ruiper (1978) found that omly depressives exhibited internal
or personal attributions for failure; they lacked a self-
protective bias. Does this suggeéx then, that not employing
a seif-protective bias makes one prone to depression? Does
it also follow that if only internals have an investment in

employing self-serving biases, that most depressed people have

an external locus of control?
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First, it has been suggested by Rotter (1966) and by -

Lefcourt (1966a) that st elther end of the control dlmen51¢n

there mayfbg pathological extrémes. The depressive codfa be

-

an internsal persén'who_takes personal respomsibility for all;J
outcomes with little acknowledgement of Environmental‘contin-;
gencies. Secondly, there is need for further support ofﬂthe'
self-serving biags hypothesis. Miller & Ross (1975) in a1
review of this issue point out that research on the 'internal-
external dimension .does not provide strong evidence for self-
serving biases in causal attributions. While evidence for
self-protective attribution biases 1is minim#l, there are at
least some. data consistent with a self-enhancement positiom.
In this position it is expected that internals will attribute
success to themselves to enhance their perception offéontrol

over reinforcements and ascribe greater value to their abili- .

ties. Despite the ccntrove:éy over motivational and\non- "~

motivational lnterpretatlons of asymmetrlcal caégﬂzjattrlbu-

tions, Miller & Ross (1975) state that it would be premature
at this point to deny the possibiiity of self-serving causal
attributions. This aspect of the attributicu_prbcess and

its relationship to locus of control will be reconsidered in

. Section II with attention paid to the sex difference in the

use of* attribution biases.

The preceeding section has outlined some of the charac-

\ .
teristics with which the locus of control dimension differen-

.-

tiates individuals. It has also touched on some of the issues



which result from an ext&sion of the control construct to

"other aspects of personality. It is evident even in this

brief overview that although the I-E rationale is sound,

there.is a needifor caution in the interpretation "of re:ults.

L}
What then is the status of the locus of control dimefision

in achievement research?

9 pemceived Control end Attributional Responsibility
)

In this section, the assumption that the direction of the

lqcus ihfluences the direction of the attribution will be

EEQSLdered

Investlgatlons of thlS assumptlon can be divided into two
major grpups. The flrst group includes those studies which
investigate perceived control as a genercliszed e:?ectancy.

For ‘example, prior, to attempting.gltask_an individual who
believes he does ﬁot control the outcome of e¥ents in his life
(under extermal control) will expect success OT failure to
occur due to chance factors beyond ‘his control (Fanelli, 1973;
" Feather, 1966; Karabemick & Srull, 1978; Lefcourt, 1966b,
1972, 1976; Rotter, Chance & Phares, 1972; and Weimer, 1974).
The Secqﬁd group includes those studies which vary the task
structure in order to influence the pérception of the level

of expected control For example, a task which varies the
outcome .from ial to trial will result in any individual
perce1v1ng that he has lltgie control _over the outgggg\ hence -

he attributes success or failure to chance (Feather, lQE?

a.
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‘Weiner, Frieze, dela, Reed, Rest & Rosenbaum, 1971). (The
majority of the reseaxch to be presented in Section II is

of this type.)

Much of the early research into the application of the
control construct to predicting expectancy for future rein-
forcement (success OT failure) has come to be known as skill/
chance research. It followed from a basic assumption in the
I-E construct: that internais should value their skill or
ability, an internal characteristic which they can utilize
to obtain reinforcements; and that externals should rely on
chance or luck as they do not value as highly theif abilities.
This assumptlon should be verified in a number of ways Inter-
nals should prefer skill tasks while externals should prefer
chance tasks; ambiguous tasks should be differentially per-
Eeived; and expectancmes for future reinforcement should
differ in,accordggce with the individual's general expectancy
(locus of control) regardless of the situational determinants.
' The studies tested these hypotheses in afnumber of basic
'deSLgns. The experlmenter often presented chance or skill
instructicns prior to onset of the task, or the task itself
was clearly representative of a skill or chance task, i.e.
betting, or the task was so ambiguous as: to allow subjects
to/ apply their owm evaluation of it as a skill or chance task.
The\fubjects were requifgé té indicate their confidence or
probability or chance in obtaining future success O failure

on the task.
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In a review of the skill/chance research, Rotter (in Rotter,
_Chance & Phares, 1972) found support for the majority of these
- expectations. The high intérnai,subject with a strong belief
that he can control his own destiny éés likely to
| (é) be more alert to those aspects of

the environment which provide use-

ful information for his future

behavior;

(b) take steps to improve his environmen-
tal condition;

(¢) place greater value on skill or achieve-
ment reinforcements and be generally
‘more concerned with his ability, partlc—
ularly his failures; and

(d) be resistive to subtle attempts‘to in-
fluence him. (p.294)

Further, if a subject perEeived a situation as under luck

or chance or experimenter control, they‘were less likely to
raise expectancies for future reinforcement as high, following
a success, than if they perceived the reinforcement tJ be
dependeht upon their own skill or effor;s. In chance tasks
the "gambler's fallacy" was found. Subjects rated their
future expectancies as better (up) after a failure, and és
worse (down) after a success. Under skill conditioms, the
behavior .of a subject follows what might be considered 2 more
logical or commonsense model. Up after success and down after
gailure. It was also shown that given an ambiguous task,
subjects defined it a¢ skill or chance determined in corres-
pondence to their general expectancy of internal or external

control. Rrovetz (1974) found support for this as wéll-

<
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Using an ambiguous task, internals perceived‘the task as more

skill controlled than externals did, while externals stressed

the influence of chance more than internmals did. Applyiﬁg

varying reinforcement conditioms (10,30,50,70 and 90% reinf.)
Krovetz found that internals vary their expectation of control
within the bounds defined by tﬁe level of reinforcement while
external subjects perceived.the outcomes as chance influenced

until the bounds were well excéeded; i.e. 90% level, at which ' /

point they attributed the outcomes to ability.

Karabenick & Srull (1978) also showed the,influ;nce of I-E
on general expectagcges. In their study; internals cheated
more when @ task was described as regquiring skill, while
externals cheated more when chance presumably detérmined per-
formance outcomes. It was hypothesized by the authors that ‘)\
internals- cheated to conform to their status on the Ynternal . "j
dimension of ability and that externals were concerned with
maintainiﬁg a belief in their status as fortumate individualsy

These studies demonstrate a close relationship between gener-

alized expectancies and task induced specific expectancies. .

o

However, the skill/chance research did not supporﬁ the
hypothesis that an individual's general expectancy would
override situational deter?inants in predicting reinforcement
éxpectancies. The more cleariﬁldefined a situatiop, the'lésser
role such a generalized expectaﬁcy played.(Rotter et al., 1972).
This finding was most prominent in achievement motivation

. . ~
research where it was predicted that internal people would show
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more overt striving for achievement than those who felt th
had little tontz;l ‘over their environment (externals) (Rotter
is careful to indicate that the value of the I-E scale and
dimension is in- indrcating the generalized expectan:; of the
velue placed on internal control rot the prcfbrence‘for inter-
nal or external control.)_ In achievement nettrngs, I-E did not
predict the reinforcement exnectancies. This was further com-
pounded by the presence of "defensive externalrty“ especially
with males. &ontrary to the comstruct Hmany such peonle still
maintain striving behavior in clearlf structured competitive
situatione but defensively account for failuree by erpressed
external attitudes" (Rotter et cl., 1972, p 288). It was also
noted that a tendency to forget failures was related to scores
on the internal end of the dimension. Rotter (in Rotter et ai.;
1972) proposes that in highly structured academic achlevement
situatigns there is more specificity determlnxng tne.response
-and that I-E has less 1nfluence. Fanelli (1973) adm;nzstered
Rotter's I-E,stale ;nd Edwards Personal Preference éthedule
need for achievement items. He had 80 female subjects perform
tasks to succeed and fail, and attribute to themselves the
percent of responsibility for achievement in generél and the
outcone of the task. Self-ratings, performance scores .and
ercentages of responsibility were related to need for achieve-
_‘5:;nt and locus of control. Significant interaction effects
we;e found between measures of need for achievement and locus

of control with regard to performance scores, but not

with regard to the attribution of responsibility.
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Although there was support for the I-E dimension in dgscfibhxkkaﬁﬁx

ing general expectantcies, the utility of the construct in

making predictions in flearly defined situations was now in

~ -

question. Did this reduce the meaningfulness of 'the comstruct
. -

or did it simply define its limits? Phares (1976) examined

-

this issue.

First, Phares points olt that locus of control has been

studied with a variety .of methods and differeng\pperaticnal
definitions which may or may not be functionally équivalent, e
They include: lack of control, imstability, lack of freedom,
and unpredictability“or complexity. Their equivalence is still
to be determined empiriéally.r Second, although this certainly

. - . - . .-
is a component in the incomsistent findings, it may be more
fruitful to place the research in the following pérspectivex
If one -conceives of I-E as a motive then individuals with a
belief in internal locus of control would be expected to make
an effort_to exercise power or influence over théir environment.
This Axpectation must be qualified. a
...an internal set of expectancies about
the nature of control, while necessary,
is not sufficient. People must also be
motivated to achieve a given reward toward
which their mastery efforts will be direct-
ed. And they must be reasonably confident

of the success of their efforts.
. - (Phares, 1976, ».74)

Phares makes it clear that loctis of control should not be
abandoned. That it is a valuable construct and that it should

not be surprising that as a generalized exﬁectancy it can be

e d
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‘altered by a variety of environmental forces. What is the

nature of the alteration and how is the control: construct

H\\Hﬁﬁﬁf\\““~employed?

? .

- -

We have alreéady seen that the tasks can be defined in.such
a way as to groom OT influence expectancies. The skill/chance

research modifies individuals initial (ox general) expectancy

.- 1

often ﬁhrough ﬁask ins;rugtionsm A second way in which expec-
_ tancies are influenced if/}hrpugh précise §a:terniﬁg of success
and failure outcomes. Hz:heffect of this manipulatibn is
g

usually tested by askin e subjects to_indicate.their confi-

dence in ob;aining'future success (Feather; 1968). Imn this
T manner, it iq #ossible EErﬁ?ESécg\zéifts in expgctancy from
the stability of the causal attribdtions and secondarily from
the locus of control. Predictionms derive from knowledge of
' the. consistency of reinforcements (outcomes) and the causal
. ) stability of attributioms. Weinér (19340 contends that it
is this aspect which exercises the gﬁeatesf power in predic-

ting expectancy shifts. He states:

the research findings indicate that ability
and task difficulty (faétors respectively
classified as internal and external in locus
of_control) are both perceived as causes of
~personally consistent events, whereas effort
and luek (also respectively classified as
_internal and external in control) are both
.perceived as causes of inconsistent events.
It is therefore suggested that the increased
expectancy of success following a positive
outcome, i.e. the anticipation of consistent
outcomes, results from attributions to what
might be labeled as stable elements (high
ability and/or easy task), regardless of the
locus of control of the causal attribution.
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Conversely, .relatively smaller increments
or actual decrements 'in the expectancy of
success after goal attainment, i.e. the
anticipation of inconsistent outcomes, may
result from attributions to what might be
labeled as unstable elements (unusual effort
and/or good luck), regardless of the locus -
of control of the causal factor. In sum,
. explanations of the expectancy shift litera-
ture may be falsely attributing the differen-
tial probability changes in skill vs. luck
situations to the locus of control dimension,
when the prime determinant of expectancy shift

may be the stability of the attributional di-
mension. (Weiner, 1974, p.80) -

Weiner (1974), Lefcourt (1972), Rott;;, Chance & Phares
(1872), and‘Phares (1976); in reviews of the locus of control
litératurg, have concluded that the predictive power of the
I-E comstruct is iﬁcreased considerably when it is combined’
with other comstructs' 1In échievement motivation research,
the construct that has recenﬁly received considerable atten-
tion and support is the dimension of stébilit;land variability
of causal attributiomns. This brings us to the third perspec-

tive in this chapter. .

C. Beyond Locus of Control: Achievement Motivation,
- Stability of Causal Attrlbutlons and Qutcome -
Expectancy ‘

e

Like the positions presented above, the perspective to be

presented here also emphasizes an individual's perception of

. the inter-relztion between his behavior and reinforcement.

It does not emphasize the lo%us of an attribution in deter-
mining future expectations. For example, if one attributes

an outcome to an internal cause, it is considered that this
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allows for a sénse of control and consequently should predict
future expectati9ns; But as we have seen, the certainty is

not in this dimension.- The perspective to be presented here
emphasizes another dimension of personal perception: the
stability of causal attributions. For example, if one accounts

* for an outcome as being the result of stable factors, then

future outcomes can be predicted on the basis of this stability,
regardless of the locus of the attribution. This was the

dimension Bernard Weiner probed.

The‘foundation for the stability dimension is in the combined
perspectives of Heider and Kelley. From Heider, Weiner et ci.
(1971) adopted the notion of enduring or stable characteristics
in contrast to transient or varichble characteristics. Weiner
posited that the stability of causal attributions had more
influencg-0p expectations for future outcomes, than did locus
of contrélji;Hé further stipulated-that stable causal attribu-
tions should“resulf as logical inferences from the comsistency
of an outcome; and that variable causal attributions would be
logically inferred from inconsistent’oﬁféomes. In this wvein,
he found support in Kelley (1971) who posited that man uses
logical inferences to termine the usefulness of continued
control attempts. Kelley aiso posited that algerations in
the cohsistency of a task outcome could produce systematic
attribution biases. Weiner was determined to demonstrate that
the addition of the stability dimension greatly enhanced the

predictive power in attribution research.
{
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Exploration of this dimension was guided by the research

in locus of control. Early reports by Weiner (1972) are quite

adamant that locus of control has little predictive utility.

" However, in more recent works (1974) he attempts CTo combine
locus of ‘contro} with his information processing model to
include an affective component in attributions. This recogni-
tion of the walue of locus of control was no doubt sparked
by the unpredicted fiﬁdings with regard to femaies in achieve-
ment settings--a finding Weiner initially is content to igneore
as "the theories under consideration do not make differential
predictions regarding success versus failure outcomes' (Weiner,
1976, p.61). This is a brief historical perspectivelof'the
development of Weiner's moz;}\\bLet us now consider precisely

. what form the model takes and what empirical support for this

position exists.
IAn outcome which is attributed internally can

mofe specifically be ascribed either to rela-

tively stable properties of the self (the per-

son's ability) or to relatiively. transient pro-

perties of the self which may or may not obtain

. on a subsequent trial (the amount of effort ex-
pended) . SimiXarly, an external attribution may
Tefer either to relatively stable properties of
the environment (the difficulty of the task) or
to fluctuating environmental.characteristics
(luck) . TRukla in Weiner, 1974, p.82)

~
-~

. By developing a2 twp dimensional schema (see Figure 1),
Weiner has eliminated the confound that is present in the
skill versus chance literature--namely that skill is an
internal and stable.attribute; while chance is an extermal
and variable attribute. :

7

N A
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Stabilitcy
Locus of Control
. Internal - Extermal
Stable. Ability | Task Difficulty
Unstable . Effort ‘ K Luck

Figure l: Weiner's 'Two-Dimensional Taxounomy

Studies have shown that attr%éutions.to.the stability of cau-
sal factors, influence subsequent expectancy of a success,
following a success or failure. For example: if success is
attributed to stable high ability, the expectancy for f£iture
outcomes at the same task is for success. If failuré is attri-
buted to the stable difficulty of the task, the expectancy 1is
for‘repeated'failﬁre (or little success) at that task. Attri-
butions to unstable elemen;s signify that future outcomes may
differ fécm the prior outcome, for example, failure is per-
ceived as possible after a success and vice ;Ersa—-the gambler's
fallaéy (Deaux, White & Farris, 1974; Dweck & Goetz, 1978;
Feather, 1968; Feather, 1969; Fontaine, 1975; Frieze & Weiner,
1971; Ickes & Layden, 1978; McCaughan, 1978; McMahan, 1973; =
Meyer, 1978; Valle, 1974; Valle & Frieze, 1976; Weiner, 1974;
Weiner, 1972; Weiner, Frieze, Rukla, Reed, Rest & Rosenbaum,
1971; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer & Cook, 1972; Weiner, Nieren-

berg & Goldstein, 1976). As we see here, there are several
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key elements Jin the model: the subject's initial expectations,
based on past experiences; the consistency of the outcome with
past outcomes; and the stability of the causal attribution.

What is the-inter-relgtionship of these elements?

Weiner et al. (1971) empiay'an information processing model
to define the intg%hépibﬁ‘of these elements. A person develops
an expectation for success or failure froﬁ their history_qf.__
past success and failure, and it is this pattern of reinfogcéments
which determines the subjective expectancy of the individual.
The individual then evaluates the consistency of an outcome
with reépect to his/her expectations, and with\respect to the
vattern of reinforcement %tseif. If the outcome is consistent
" “with expecfations and repgated, an infererce is made that the

outcome be accounted for as due to stable (and internal) fac-
.tors. 1f an outcome is inconsistent with expectations but is
repeated over- time (highly reinforced); then the inference is
again made that the repeatable naturé of the outcome is due

to a stable factor'possibiy external to the subject. %tability

is an inference, a judgment, derived from prior expectations

and knowledge of the pattern of the outcomes.

A brief illustration of this relationship with respecf to

the four attributions will be presented here. It is excerpted
. . ~
from Frieze & Weiner (1971). A more complete presentation can

- be found in Appendix A.

"



" ...ability may be judged from the number,
percentage, -and pattern of past success
experiences, both at the attempted task and’
at similar tasks; effort might be deduced
_ from the persistence at an activity, perceived
. muscular tension during performance, etc.;
luck can be inferred from the randommess of
\\\ the outcomes- or from the perceived nature of
the task; and task difficulty may be detex-
mined by social morms indicating how others
have performed at the task. (p.591) '

 The- Importance of the stability or variability of the

attribution is in predicting future expectations for success
or failure.. It is suggested that: y

the increased expectancy of success following

a positive outcome, i.e. the anticipation of

consistent outcomes, results from attributions

to what might be labeled as stable elements

(high ability and/or am easy task), regardless

of the locus of control of the causal attribu-

tion. (Frieze & Weiner, 1971)
Complementarily, a decrement in the expectancy of success
after goal attaimment, i.e: anticipation  of inconsistent
outcomes, is due to attributions to wvariable elements such
as effort or a change in luck. Comsistency with one's own
past performance is ascribed to ability and task difficulty,

while inconsistent outcomes give rise to luck and effort

attributions.

There is considerable empirical support for the model;
a few of fhe studies whichgﬁighlight some of that research
will be presented here. MéCaughan (1978) £found support for
the contention that the stability/instabilitytﬂimensicn is

rhe basis for influencing changes in expectancy. He found
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that the prédictive power of the dimension was enhanced pg'-
vided ;epeaged suggess Or failure experiences are received.
When random success or failure, ér no external feedback is
given, the magnitgde of the expectancy shift is not as great.
This sﬁggesté an imbalance in the model; that people's behav-
ior is mbre prediétable given consistent outcomes than in-
consistent outcomes. However, McCaughan carefully uses the
words "magnitude" and "enhance'™ which suggests that the predic-
tions can stiil be made in a systematic fashiom but that more
certainty obtains from cemsistent and repéated outcomes. " valle
(1974) explored the relation between initial expectation, caus-
al attribution and predictioms for future performance.  She

had business students evaluate a salesperson's profile and
staté\thelr expectation for the persom's sales performance.
They were then told the salespersomn had a very hlgh record of
sales. They were asked to make attributions o account for
this outccmé, and finally were asked to predict how this person
would perform in the future. She found that when performance
was consistent with the initial expectation causal attribu-
tlons ‘tended to be made to stable characteristics and predic-
tions for the future were consistent with the performance.

When the performance was lnccnSLStent with initial expectations,
causal attributions tend to be made to unstzble characteristics
and predidtions for the future were less like the performance:
and more 1ike‘fhe jnitial expectancy. Valle & Frieze (1976)

employed the same design in a subsequeht study to determine
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the mediating value of attrib&&ions. They found support for

the following hypotheses:

Hy  The stability of an.attribution is a function
of the difference between the person's initial
expectation and the actual outcome.

H:  The more an outcome is sttributed to stable
causes, the greater weight that will be given
to that outcome in determining predictions for
the future. ‘ -

H:  Change in expectations will be.a function of
the difference between initial expectations
and actual performance.

Hi By manipulating causal attributions, it is pos-
sible to lgssen or increase the amountsof weight
given to an outcome when making predictions for
the future.

Both of these studies have implications for emplover's expec-

tations with respect to handicapped and other minorities.

-~

We can now see the value of the stability dimension in
Weiner's model. But what of locus of control? Weiner incor-
porates it in his model but redefines its function. He
suggests that:

internal-external locus of control,should
perhaps be dislodged from the conceptual
foundation of social learning theory and
expectancy of reinforcement, which it does
not predict, and be placed within a broader
. cognitive framework. (Weiner et «l., 1976, p.65)

In doing this, Weiner has explored the effect of cognitive

33

attributions to internal or external “'responsibility" for an

outcome and its affective consequences. He foynd that high
achievers take great pride in success and relatively little

shame in failure (Weiner, 1974). Low achievers, however,
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take little pride from success and.great shame from failure.

It is suggested by Weiner (1974) that locus'of control influ-

It has been demonstrated-that locus of

-

control influences the affective reac-
tions to an event, with intermal ascrip-
tions (ability and effort) magnifying
emotional® responses. Further, attribu-
tions to effort, which is perceived as
distinctly subject to volitional control,
maximize personal pride and shame for
success and failure as well as the re-
wards and punishment given to others.
(Weiner, 1974, p.103)

3

ences emotional reactions rather than goal expectancies. Again,

empirical data indicates that perceptions of abilit;\and

effort expenditure influence the rewards and punishments dis-

pensed for success and failure, as well as feelings of pride

and shame. -

Weiner has devised an attributional expression of Expec-

taney x Value theory which incorporates these findings.

Achievément Causal Causal Causal
Outcome | > Ascriptions 3 Dimensions F .Comsequences
Success CAbility - locus of —3 Affect
Effort Contreol
or —_ —_ —3Behavior
Failure - Task Ease Stability —-> Expectancy

Luck : Shift .

Figure 2: Expectancy x Value Theory
0f Action
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The diagra@ specifies a temporal order of'even&s; thoughts

(attributions of causality) precede expectancy changes and

affective reagtions, and determine subsequent action. It

is interesting to note that expectancy shifts and affective
consequences%¥

re not in a one-to-one correspondence (see
Appendix B). r1For example, one may have a decreaséd expectan-
cy for future‘successlfér-two reasons: (1) if one attributes
the failure to the difficulty of the task, the affective conse-
quence 'is little negative affect; (2) if ome attributes fail-
ure to a lack of_abilit?, then one.experiences considerable
negative affeet. Studies manipulating causal attributions may
make it possible to weigh independently the influence of expec-
tancy and affect on subsequent behavior.t\fﬂéiner is employing
the concept of locus of control from the perspective of respom-
sible causal inference-;a value judgment with potemtially strong -

affective connotatioms.)

-

Sohn (1977) investigated the affect-laden quflities of attri-
butions and pointed out that a dréwback in the ;odel was that by
employing the affects of pride and shame the_moral tone of the
emotions demanded that an attribution with similar moral value
be employed; This, Sohn states, is why effort attributions
appear to be more affect laden. He clarified the issue by
askigg/ggpjects to indicate the haﬁpiness or unhappiness they
would experience if they received an A in their course due

to ability &and effort combinations, i.e. 80% effort and 20%

abilﬂ%y vs. 50% effort and 50% ability. For this emotionm,
C { '

4

-
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Sohn found a closer relationship of Wability té happiness.
Weiner (1977),/5; éfreply to Sohn, dccepts the cfitique and
elaborates the ofigipal conception to indicate that the range
of emotions which can Bg displayed in an achievement context
is very extensive. He concludes that even Sohn's expansion

Fl

is now too restrictive.

The inclusion of an affective component increases the

 flexibility in the model. It allows for an exploration of

attribution biases that are not systematic from the perspec-

tive of ego-enhancement or defemse. Fontaine (1975) studi'ed

the circumstances in which people base their causal attribu-

tions over outcomes on logical inferences drawn from the
temporal and inter-personal coﬁéistency of these outcomes,
as opposed to less ratiomal criteria such as ego-oriented
considerations. In an "othe;-attfibution" simulated design,
the results conformed to the consistency model; in a self-
attribution design, little support for the consistency model
was found. Fontaine concludes that tHere are indicatioms
subjects relied on ego-oriented considerations to make their
attributions. @he difficulty with this study is the post
hoc nature of the interpretatioﬁs and ;}condly the use of
bogus outcome feedback and inter-persoéal (as opposed to
intra-personal) comparative standards. | The "ego-investment"
of the subjects is questionable, so whf should they employ
ego-defensive biases? Despite the pro lems with this study,

there are other indications that some justification exists



for such motivational explanations. Gould & Sigall (1$77)
studied the relationship of empathy and outcomes on attribu-
tional judgments. When observers were instructed to be
empathic, they made more situational sllowances for an actor
to fail to attract a female, than if they were instructed
simply to observe. Observers made " i1spositional" attribu-
tions for success and failures. These authors interpret
their findings as demonstrating the effect of affect on dif-
N :
ferential information processing. (One could also speculate
that these findings support an eg ensive motivational
explanation as the empathic observers had more investment in
the actions of the actor than did observers.) Weiner & Sierad
(1975) investigated further whether cognitions pertaining. to
the causes of success and failure mediate achievement strivings.
They found that when failure outcomes could be attributed to.
a.-placebo pill, high achievers saw the outcome as unchangeable
and decreased their performance, while low achievers increhse@
their performance. This does suggest z mediating influence of
- -
cognig}ons. The authors extrapolate from this finding and
conclude:
Few psychologists would deny that individuals
have self-concepts sych as "neurotic," “"dumb,'
"industrious," and so forth. These self-
perceptions have motivational significance and
.are available to be invoked by an individual to
explain his or her behavior.. The instances in
which an actor makes self-ascriptions may be
as prevalent as the hypothesized bias toward
situational attributions. Further, self-ascrip-

tions are likely to be of greater clinical
importance than external attributions. Internal
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ascriptions magnify affect, and as Freud's
janternal stimli, they may be perceive

the actor as causes "from which thereis no
flight™ (p. 118, Freud, 1915) . (p.420)

“a.

In summary, the achievement motivation research employing
Weiner's model has copcentrated on three,ﬁajor areas:
(l)linformation processing and the effects on causal attribu-.
tions; (2) type§ of causal attributions to explain events;
and (3) the effects of various causal attéibutioné onlaffeét,
expectancieé, and subsequent achievement strivings. Some of
the findings are that expectancy changes are related to the
stability dimension of the two dimensional systeﬁ. Cutcoges
attributed to inteynal factors are experienced with more pride
or shame than outcéﬁes seen a% caused by externmal factors.
Internal attributions are madé for outcomes unique to the
person. And actors are séényas more responsible for success

than failure (Weiner, Heckh usen;~Meyer & Cook, 1972).

a

Summary

In Section 1: A Theoge%ical Foundation, several perspec-
tives on man. Ception of contingency and causal responsi-
bility weré'presgated. Heider's 'naive" psychology of man
established the foundation from which the other perspectives
developed.' Kelley'secontribution as 2 refinement of Heider's
"striving for balaﬁce":to the "néed for justificatiqn and
continuation of control attempts' was shown. Rotter's tesf
of the importance of valuing inner qualities, in the devel-

opment and expansion of the construct of locus of control
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. was explored. Its yalué in defining pefSonal characteristics
and its limits in prediéting an individual's expectations
were examined. And fipglly; an achievement moﬁivat{on model
proposed by Weiner that inco Qrated the stability‘dimension
proposed b& Reider, the logus of control dimension proposed’
by R;tter, and the importance of consistencyland logical -

‘ inference as stressed by Kelley was presented.

This comprehensive model allows one to manipulate and
explore the effect of comsistent outcomes on attributions,
- L
and the expectancy for success, and to anticipate the affect

which corresponds to the causal attributions. It allows for

o~

interpretation of attribution biases from a systematic outcome
expectancy analysis, and from a self-serving locus of control
ganalysis, with consideration of the affect and value placed

on internal/external attributions.

This is the model adopted in this paper to comprehensively
explore the issues involved in the sex differences identified
with-reggect to failure experiences in achievement settings,

as presented in the Introduction to this thesis.,

It is now necessary to consider what documentation exists

-

of the sex differences in attribution style and some of the

current explanations for those differences.
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- Section TII. GEnder Differences ln.Attrlbutlon Stvle
. &
In the Introduction to the thesig in Chapter I, seversl

questions were raised regarding the firnding of differential

» R e . .
responses by males and females to failure outcomes in achieve-

L 3

Y . ’ - R -~ .
ment settings. Some of these questions concerned:

(a) the apparent relationship of self-esteem to locus of
control; (b) the impact of differential expectations on the
behéYior of males and females; and (c) the resultant effects
of the eﬁternalizing of failure by males and internalizing

of failure by females. In this section, each of these aspects

of tﬁe problem will be ccusideréd.

A. Sex Differencesin Self-esteem and
Locus of Control . -

What is self-esteem? Cdoéersmith (1967) clarified the

meaning of the term in the‘folloéing manner:

By self-esteem we refer to the evaluationm -
which the individual makes and customarily

. maintains with regard to himself; it expres-

" ses an attifude of approval or dlsapproval '
and indicate®, the extent to which the indivi-
dual believes himself to be capable, signifi-
cant, successful,-and worthy,~In. short, self-
esteem is a ve*sonaz judgmerit .of worthiness
that is expressed in the attitudes the indivi-
dual holds toward himself. - It is a subjective
experience which the individual conveys to
others by verbal reports and other overt expres-
sive behavior. (pp.4-5)

Cooﬁersmith identifies four major factors which contribute

to the development of-seif-esteem, They are:

40
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(1) The amount of respectful, sccepting, and -
concerned treatment that an individusal
receives from the significant others in .
his life;

(2) ' our history of successes. These indices

) of success and approval will not meces-
sarily be interpreted equally favorably

) by all persons; .

(3) the experiences are:interpreted and modi-
fied in accord with the individual's
values and inspiratioms; and

(4) one's manner of responding to devaluation.
Persons may minimize, distort, or entirely
suppress demeaning actions by others as
well as failures on their own part.

This ability to maintain self-esteem in the face
of negative appraisals and discomfiture have been
described by such concepts as controls and defenses.
These terms refer to the individual's capacity to
define an event filled with negative implications
and consequences in such a way that it does not
detract from his sense of worthiness, ability, or
power. (p.37)

4

The relevance of these factors to the problem under con- -
sideration is quite apparent. If women show a pattern of
accepting failure, then the implications with respect to
Coopersmith;s factors are that we should expect a concomitant
detraction in their semse of worthiﬁess, ability, and]qr power.
Ickes, & Layden (1978) suggest that this may be so. That in
achie§ement settings, females resemble low self-esteem subjects.
They found that males in general, resembled high self-esteem
subjécts, in that after a positive outcome they rated internal
causes as more probable than corresponding females rated them.
Females resembled a2 low self-esteem group as they tended to

give slightly higher ratings to internal causes after a negative
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outcdme,than did ‘males,. ‘Crhe differences are nét large and may
be confounded by initial differences in expectancy of success.)
These authors conclpde'ﬁhat "females in general-—regﬁrdless of
their attributiongihstyle and self-esteem--may be socialized to
Teact to_failﬁre or frustration in an achievement situation by
essentiglly gi&ing up.!” -(p.l43) -Debilitated task pérformance
following'a "failure" experience is related to differences in |
attributional style and gender but is xot reléted to differences
in self-esteem (Ickes & Layden,.1978).z Althoﬁgh female subjects
~apparently have different levels of self-esteem, the pattern

. of responses is similar, in accordance with their gender. How

is this possib

Sherman (1973) contend that b»oik umen and women
[} .

self-esteem tend to be more internally oriented.

If that is-so, then ¥hy is there a difference in attribution

style?

Lefcourt (1976a) demonstrated that internals employed
humour more readily than externals under potentiallx stressful
‘conditions. The humour, it is proposed, functions toO preserve
‘the sense of self by creating 2 healthy distance between one's
self and the problem. Lefcourt is emphasizing the influence -of
locus of control in protecting ‘the self. Should not this

aspect override sex differences?

There is a sound rationale to support an inter-relatiomnship
between locus of control, self-esteem, and attribution. Why

is it these patterns appear to hold for men but not for women?
- -

[t
ol -

.
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Let us consider more closely just what are the differences.

B. Sex différences in Achievement Motivation
and Expectation for Success '

The relationship between achievement

motivation and locus of control for ‘

successful events is undetermined (non-- -
vexistent?) for females.2 The relative o
. -weakness of the findings among female

subjects is not entire ¥ unexpected;

.Prior studies of achievement behavior

and locus of control also yield incon-.

sistent results with females. (Weiner,

Friez§. Kukla, Reed, Rest & Rosenbaum,

1971.

This statement, I believe, reflects more on these authors'

~“eagerness to avoid contradictions than it does on

their theoretical acumen. Surely & Te-examination of the
theory is warranted. To deny the inconsistency by §imply

stating that others, too, have found it, is unacceptable.

Feather (1966; 1967; 1968; 1§69) in his empirical work,
and Deaux (i975; 1976; 1977) in her theoretical and comprehen-
sive research, shed some light on the mechanism which results
in the inconsistent findings with women. They also entertain

some hypothetical reasons for the operation of these mechanisms.

In a'series/of studieé (1966-1969), Feather investigated
this problem by manipulating the outcome of the tasks presented.

Initially, this was'accomplished through the suggestion

2Females have a tendency to attribute suceess and failure to

luck)more often than to any other causal attribute (Deaux,
1976). S -
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of an expécted éeer level of performance; later, it was
accomplishéd‘through the use of anagrams of varying level of
difficulty. The subject would be introduced to, either five
success or five failure anagrams; before attempting ten
anagraﬁs of moderate difficulty. Feather réqu;rea maiepand
female'subjects to determine the probability of success ;n

each subsequent anagram,?® and to attribute their success or
failure on the anagrams when the task w#s complete. This :

type of study has the advantage of exploring the sex differen-
ce regarding attribution iq‘conjunction with the éxpected

level of performaﬂ%e. In doing so; it takeé into considera-
tion a variable which may differ due to prior ﬁispositions

and may not be -equivalent éor_all-subjects at the omset of a
trigl. Feather has also incprﬁorated feelings of satisfaction
at the end of the éxperiment: He fouﬁd that the mean perfor-
mance’ on the final ten anagrams in a series of fifteen, was
significantly lower after initial"%éilure'than affer initial
success. The probability of success réting shifted more after™
failure than after success, and éerfqrmance scores on the final
ten aﬂagramé corresponded positivel& with the initiaI proba-

bility estimates in the high expectation--initial success

Y

- ZAnagrams are "neutral" tasks, without male or female sex-
typing. In Feather‘s studies, the probability of success
was considered to be a rating of self-confidence, but it
does not consider the influence of affect (see Appendix B).

/

/S
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s
(1968) where confidence ratings were lower whép theré was
initial failure than when there was initial success.. The
main effect of trials was highlfﬁsignificant as was & main
effect for sex. Although trends were similar for both
s :

‘sexes, females changed (reduced) the confidence ratings more
wmiformly following failure than following success. That the
shifts were not 1arger|is likely due to the restricted range
of I-E scores, and demsnd characteristics of the laboratery
tasks (Feather, 1968). TFeather dlso notes that:

The subject who either became a good deal

more confident after initial success or a . = ~

good deal less confident after initial

failure tended to perform better subsequen-

tly than the subject who showed less change

in confidence following uniform success OT
fzilure (Feather, 1968, p.&h;.

In a fourth study, Feather (1969) found tﬁat_performance
was related to imitial confidence, that females were lcwer\
im initial confidence, higher in extetmnal attribution, and
higher in feel{ngs of inadequacy.- 'Feather did not find a
relationship between the general measures he employed of
self-evaluation and self-esteem, to attribution choice.
However, this may not be of too g;eat import aereather toock
onlf one sample of attributions -for the outcome of the task
at the completion of the ten anagrams. This does not allow
for the possibility of investigat%qg shifts in attributions
in relation to the consistency ofbthe success in solving
each anagram. This study supports other research indicating

gsex differences in expectancy estimates, in which males tend

}
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to overestimate their chance of success more than females

underestimate their chance of success.
1. Achicvement Motivation and Sex as ¢ Stereorypé

Why do females underestimate fheir chance of success?
Is it a8 motive to “avoid"_suécess. or are they conforming to
" stereotypic expectations? A number of researchers have
investigated these questions (Deaux, 1976; Festher, 1975: .
Feather & Raphelson, 1974; Hormer, 1969; House & Pernegﬂ—iaja;
‘Lefcourt, 1976b; Midgley & Abrams, 1974; Teglasi-Golubéow,
1975). o A

Matina Horner (1969) stiﬁulated the research in this areﬁ
with her study of the occurrence of fear of success themes To
schievement stories. She presented female subjects with an
incomplete story lead describing the success of a medical
student. at leading the class in mid-term exams. In one stOTy
the student was 2 female, Anne, in the other the s*uaent was
z male, John. In 2 manner smmllar to the Thematic Apperceptlon
Test, subjects were requestea to write what they comsidered
the students' feelings were upon hearing the results and what
the oJtcome would be. Hormer found that "65% of the stories
to thzhAnﬁE‘“tnry lezd contzined fear of success themes. She
concluﬁed that this indicated 2 motive to gvoza<§uccess in ,
competitive aéhievement settings, in order to prevent ﬂaﬁbgaié-

rity and loss of femininity.
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. Midgley & Abrams.(l97A)-found‘that subjects with high
external control scoreé, also hadra high level of motive to
avoid success (fear of éuccess imagery to Horner's incomplete
story lead). This.supported the contention that the motive
to mvoid success was rélated to a‘belief in external control
of contingencies and Indirectly supported the notion that high
achievement motivation corresﬁonded to internal locus of
control. House & Perney (1974) found sex differences in
expectations for success that could be related .to ;he\motive
to avoid success. They conducted three stuaies with a mixed
sample of male.and female subjects employing & standard ana-

grams task. In experiments 1 and 2, no external performance

- 1
levels were defined, and females reported higher expectancies
than males in study 1, and no difference in expectancy in
éfudy 2. However, in 'study 3, in which performance levels
were defined, the females reported lower expectancies than
males. The authors-suggest‘that it is the task characteristic
of competition with males that elicits the motive to avoid
success. Teglasi-Golubcow:(IQ?G) infestigated this by employ-
ing a design with cooperativé and competitive verbal produc-
tion tasks, with subjects paired with same and opposité sexes.
He found that regardiess of sex of partner, expectancies of
success for female subjects were higher in the coopérative
than in the competitive condition. But, is reduced expectancy
a "fear of success,” and is fear of success a2 "motive to

avoid success?"
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Feather & Raphelson (1974) clarified this issue very nice-
ly in a';eplication Ftudy‘of.Horner's 1969 study. They ihproved
the design by including male subjects, and had females and |
.males respond to the Anne and John medical story leads. Thé-
study was conducted in Australia and America. They found
that meles in both.cpuntriés;band Australian females, @rote a
. greater portion-of fear of success themes to the Anne then to
the John story. This ﬁas not true for American females.
‘Another'impo§tant finding was that all prbportions of fear of
success themes were less than those reported by Hormer. They
concluded that-the "fear of success" themes are responses to
social stereotyées. Feather (i975) found further support for
this contention in a study evaluating sexual stereotypes in
éccupaﬁions. He poi;ts out that the motive to avoid success
studies rgguiré subjects to write stories about a female'
character who-succegds in a male-dominated occupation. It 1is
not unusual fﬁen t@aﬁ these studies shoula tap social stereo-~

types.."widely shared beliefs about the appropriate achieve-
i .

ments for each sex in our society" (Feather, 1975, p.547).

This finding was further supported 5y Deaux (1976). She
investigated whether individuals judged a female performance
on the basis of a stereotyped image of the female as incom-
petent. Ratings by both men and women confirmed this iﬁ a
number of laboraﬁory tasks and in judging success in occuﬁa—
tioms. Male surgeons were successful due to their abilith, .
and female surgeons were successful due to theirAefforﬁ. (It

‘would be illogical to attribute success in surgery to luck!)
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These studies indicate that one influence on women's ’\\\
expectancies for success/failuré may be the commonly held
stereotypes in our society. It is doubtful that fear of "loss
of fem;n;nlty" is motivating women to demonstrate ’fferentialk
expectancies. Another indication that a stereotyp y‘be ‘
| the primary influence is that American females in 1975 wrote
. fewer fear of success stories ‘than did females Lgb}969

(Feather 1975) One can speculate on the lnfluence of the

. women's movement on attitudes and expectatioms.
9. Sez as ¢ Subject Chcracterisiic .

In making self-attributions, women have a lower expecta-
tion for successful performance as compared to males. This
‘ﬁaé been Teported for a variety of tasks and age groups
(Deaux & Farris, 1977; Dweck & Goetz, 1978). If a woman has
a low set of expectations and succeeds, the success is
discrepant (out of balance) with the set; as a consequence,
stable internai explaﬁations would not seem appropriate, and -
explanatlons would rely on ome OY more Lemporary reasons.
"Failure, if more consistent with the self-stereotype, should
in turn be attributed to a stable intermal attribute, most

typically, a lack of ability.” (Deaux, 1976, p.343)
3. Sez as a Task Variable

Deaux (1976) has demonstrated the usefulness of the
concept of sex as a task variable. The nature of a task defines

the range of attributions which will be reasonably used by
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most people in explaining task performance. "Thus, for
certain kinds of tasks, luck is a noncredible explanation,
despite é wide divergence between a person's eipgdtations
and actual performance." (p.347). The reluctance of subjects
to attribute a surgeon's success to luck is a good example.
Defining the sex-linkage of a task appears to put‘a set of
boundaries on the attributions whicﬂ are used by subjects.
Tasks labeled "feminine" are perceived by subjects to be
easier tasks. Comsequently, one might expect lower ratings

of ability and/or effort to these tasks than to masculine
tasks. In fact, it was found that "ratings of a woman's
ability on a feminine task were lower than ratings of a2 man's
ability on a maﬁculine task. ..;If masculine and feminine
tasks are pérceived to have different degrees of difficulty,
then attributions- for success amnd fajlure on these tasks should
have different degrees ofkinformation'for both actors and

observers.”" (Deaux, 1§76, P.349)

Deaux & Farris (1976) in addition discovered that success
at a masculine task, by a woman, is attributed to a temporary
attribute. Women used luck to explain failure as well as

success. They also invoked an effort attribution more than

/
/men. Deaux comments:

A woman actor who is high in achievement
strivings and/or has a successful career

will also find luck an unrealistic cause *
of her success. However, these women

still show a tendency to reject the stable
attribute of ability and instead seek out

an internal cause which lies on the tempo-

rary dimension. (1976, p.345)



In genergi. however, attributions to effort do not
diffe:entiﬁte significantly for sex. Effort attributionms
are very high for both sexes as a demand characteristic of
the experimental setting--subjects feel an obligation to try
their best.‘ Secondly, the subject has direct knowledge of
how much effort has been exerted. (Weiner suggestQ effort
attributions are i@ferred from outcomes, but it is reasonsble
to acknowlgdge an internal monitor as well (see Harvey & Encle,
1978). Effort can be used to explain success with some
confidenée, but rgrgly is employed in laboratory settings to
account for failure, especially if the actor was trying;

consequently, another inference must be sought. For many

~ women this other attribute is ability.
. %

4. Ezpectancy as ¢ Molerctor Verichle

Expectaﬁcy can be investigated from two designs. It can
be manipulated in the task, ensuring success eithér.thrquh |
bogus feedback, or by ﬁfesenting'items of known ease.. Secondly,

one can catégori subjects on the basis of pretest expectan-
. cies. * When the ou éome of a task is consistent or in accord
with the subject's expectancy, the most common attribute for
success is'abiliﬁy, and the most common attribute for failu:é
i: also ability. When the outcome of a task is inconaigtent
or not in accord with the subject's expectancy, tEe most

common attribute for success is luck, and for failure, bad

luck (Deaux & Farris, 1977; Feather, 1969; McMahan, 1973).
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It has been found that’subjects who approach a‘tasg ﬁith a
high degree .of confidence attribute failure extérﬁgllj agd
success internally, while these trends are reverseﬁ'for
subjects initially(}é&'iq confidence (Gilmour & Minton,
1974; McMshan, 1973). |

That sex differences in attribution patterns will appear
only when expectanbiés differ was nicely demenstrated ﬁy
McMahan (1973). Expected outcoﬁes weré attribﬁted to stable
factors, unexpected outcomes were attributed to temporary
factors. McMahan concluded that biases in attribution styles
oTr strategles of self-attribution, can be.interprete& as a
logical infor?ation 5rocessing strategy rather than an ego-
defensive méqhanism. Given the expectancies men and women
have, their subsequent attributioms are logical products of
the match between expectancy and performance (Deaux, 1976;

Gilbert, 1978).

.
a

Further support for thls expeciancy difference was shown
in a study by Deaux, White & Farrls (1975). Females demon- ‘
strated a strong preference for games of ‘chance and more
persistence at these games, while men showed more preference
and persistence at games of siill. The authofs also found
that women showed more extreme affectiwv reactians to per-
formance outcome, they were more-saﬁ}sfied with high scores .
and less satisfied with low scores.  Good and bad luck appear
to be more potent experiences foc(;;;en than for men. The

authors note that there is a complex relationship between
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reward value, satisfaction, anq pride-shame measﬁiés-of
affect. _ . |
Yet why are these expectancies held? These initial

- baseline differénces suggest an ego;defensivastrétegy may be
operating. Ego-enhancing expectations are different for |
males and fﬁmales. While actual performaﬁce differences have
not been found, men are more guilty of overestimation than
women are of underestimatioh, The Zlogiccl attributions are
for males to expect success and for females to be uﬁsurprised

at failure (Deaux,-i976).

C. éx;lgining.the Differences P

There are two major theoretical intefpretations of the
sex difference in expectation and attribution style.

(1) The sex difference could be valid and based
on' outcomes that the subject has experienced. -
For example, someone who really is inept and
experiences repeated failure will make a logi-
cal unbiased inference as to his low ability.
This explanation, however, is.inadequate to
account for the differences obtained for men
and women, as actual performance outcomes in
laboratory settings do not differ.

(Deaux, 1976; Feather, 1969)

(2) These biases may be either:

(a) learned biases acquired through sociali-
zation; or '

(b) motivated biases that derive from either

(i) the need to maintain a stable self-
conception (Heider, 1958);: or

(ii) from the need to-maintain a feeling
of control over one's outcomes.

.(Relley, 1971; Ickes & Layden, 1978)
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It is important from a theoretical standpoint that these
alternatives be viewed as conceptually distinct. Let us
accept that the differences are invalid reality distorting

biases and eXgmine more closely their origin.

2a Sociclization end Attribution Bicses

Considering t@?é possibility, Dweck & Goetz (1978) have
demonstrated the rolé_of soluticn specific failure contingen-
cies in the development of ego-enhancing strategies" with
boys and girls in the classroom. Despite a very positive and
encouraging school envirogment, gifls show far greater
evidence of helplessness than boys when they receive failure
feedback from adult evaluators. They show decreased persis-
tence or impaired performance when failure occurs, when the
thre;t of failure is present, or when the evaluative pressure
on a difficult task is iniipased. Dweck & Goetgz then ipves-
tigated the role of the adul® evaluators in the classrqdm,
.particulatly with r;spect to the use of negative feedback.
They found that almost half of the criticism boys received

for their work had nothing to do with intellectual adequacy;
it referred to neatness, instruction-~following, and style of

response delivery (form rather than content). Teachers
—

[*59

“The pattern Dweck & Goetz (1978) discovered are readily 4
accounted for in Weiner's expectancy outcome X causal
attribution model. It is not necessary to view these
attributions solely as ego-enhancing.
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att;ibutéd boys' failures to lack of ﬁotivatidn eight times
-moré often than:they did girls' failures. When girls did
receive negative feedback, 887 of it referred specifically
to iptellectﬁgl'é&pects of their work (Dweck|& Goetz, 1978).
In a'further exsmination of these findings eck & Goetz
created- a teachér-boy, teacher-girl'contingent paradigm.
It was shown that regardless of sex, children who receive
failure feedback that was éolution-specific were more like
to regard suésequent failure feedback from that agent as
indicative of their ability than children who received fail-
ure feedback that was often solution irrelevant.
' To-the extent that one's.perceived cause of

failure or success remains in effect in a

new situation, then cne will view past -

outcomes as predictive of future ones.

© (Dweck & Goetz, 1978, p.169)

From this it can be stated that (1) similar tasks may mediate
generalization of effects of past failure; and (2) attribution
of failure to ability discourages continued_testing of.the
environmént in the future because "it is unpleasant to cq@clude
qtha't one lacks ability despite renewed effort" (Dweck & Géetz,
1975, p.169). These learned patterns‘of attribution bias show
that girls underestimate'their.ghance of success, and when
feedback is mixed or incomsistent, éﬁey tend to weigh the.

negative aspects while boys weigh the positive.’

The significance of this research is that if one can
. ut .

successfully develop a general expectancy that is equal.



.for'men~and women, then they should not show differing attri-
bution patterns. What is thq.contribution of the affective
componegt in attribution? Why do women ovez—react to failure
and men under-react to failure? Is it in order to maintain

a more competent self-imag%€
2b. Motivated Attributiorn Bicses _

(i) Self-serving biases
Attributions which serve to erkarnce or mainiein one's
perception of self-worth are known as self-serving

'biased attributions (see Glossary). Biased, because they

are invoked differentially in response to success and failure

outcomes. The simplest demonstration of this is in the self
or internal attributions for successes, and external or other

attributions for failures. §

It has been speculated that thiS‘motive is engaged in
tasks for Wthh there is some ego-involvement, or in which
a strong affectlve component is present. . It has further
been proposed that biases are more likely to be generated in
the face of repeated failure and succéss (Weiner, 1974é).
Even with the affective component engaged, an individual

still has three basicec altermatives:

*

(2) invoke a self-serving attribution (Bradley,
1978; Lefcourt, 1976b; Miller, 1976; Hiller
& Ross 1975; Prociuk & Breen, 1975),

(b) terminate effort (Abramsocn, Seligman & TeaSHN\\ »
dale, 1978; Pittman & Pittman, 1979; Wortman
1976; Wortman & Dintzer, 1978),
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(c) accept failure as a true indicator of' . .
ability and become depressed (Kuiper, o
1978; Rizley, 1978).

’

The choice of the first alternative,depeﬁas partly-on

-prior learning and modeling that demomstrates the value of

attribution biases. This can be illustrated with the example
in Dweck & Goetz's study (1978). - Given experience with solu-

. ” '
tion-irrelevant negative feedback, boys are better able to

respond to solution-specific negative feedback, than are girls.

In children, However, this ability to extermalize negative
feedﬂack is easily reversed by exposure to repeated solution-
specific or':irrelevant (in the case*of girls) feedback. 1In
adults,. the generalization to achievement and ability is seen
in men's overestlmatlon of their successes and comsistent
;E?ernallzlng of negative outcomes. It is questlcnable whe-
E?er this pattern 1is ea511y reversed The same uncertainty
oQtalns with regard to women's hls;ory of solution-specific

negative feedback and internalizing of failure outcomes.

Miller & Ross (i975) examined whether self-serving biases
really exist or whether alternative explanations swch as an
information pfoceseing model are more parsimonious., They
conclude that existing data could be interpreted from am.
information processing'perspective,"and that some evidence
exists for a self-enhancement but not self-protective motive.

They sugggst that this may be the result of three factors:
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(a) people in general intend and expect to
succeed, and further, accept responsibi-
lity for expected outcomes; .

-

(b) people are more likely to perceive a rela-

tionship . (covariation) between their beha-

vior umder successful outcoges than under _

conditions of constant failuxe; and )
(c) people have an erroneof conception of

contingency in that control is associated

primarily with the occurrence of a desired

outcome
- In a later study, Miller (197}7 conducted a test for the
presence of a self-so:ving bias, controlling for the factors
presented above, and'ﬁanipulatiog the level of ege involve-
ment in the task. In a test designed to measure "'social-
perceptiveness,” Miller found that expected differences in
response to success and failure emerged, and these differences
were accentuated by high ego-involvement. Individuals engaged
in more self-protective attributions under high--than low-- ‘'
involvement failure conditions. Miller comcludes that these
findings support a motivational as opposed to an information

processing explamation of the asymmetries in causal attribu-

tiom.

Bradley (1978) re-examined Miller & Ross’ (19§5) article
and reviewed experimental work since the publication of the
original oritique of the self-serving bias hypothesis. His
first criticism is that recent research (including Miller's
1976 study) provides more conclusive evidence regarding the
influence of motivational biase$; Secondly, he makes a

distinction between someone's intention to succeed and
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expectation to succeed. One may have the best intention and
expend effort gccqrdingly, yet acknowledge that one may not
know how to proceed effectively, and therefore not expect 0O
succeed. Bradley sgggests that by employing & broadened
self-serving bias formulation; more evidence for a motivatioﬁal
theory.is recognized. This broader formulation does not
distinguish between self-enhancing and self-protective biases
"since they are viewed as reflecting the same general motive
to see oneself positively" (Bradley, 1978, p.57f). It is this
writer's opinion that a very meaningful and potentially fruit-
ful distinetion has been lost in doing this. Anyone in a
therapeutic setting who has tried to improve a depreésed
person's view of Himself, well knows the biased perceptions
‘which are steadfastly eﬁployed to protect and maintain the
depressive's negative view of himself. This clearly demonstrates
the need to distinguish self-enhancing and self-protective
biases. This distinction may also be necessary to investigate
the employment of these biases with women; as there is still

a great deal of uncertainty regarding the origin of women's
iﬁternal atsributions to failure. Apart from this potentially
misguided oversight, Bradley presents éufficient emp&rical
support fo; a motivational bias. He also points out some of .
the drawbacks in Miller & Ross' (1975) three factors which
they claim account non-motivationally for the attribution
biases. The main criticism is that the alternatives them-

selves involve many psychological processes and counter

o/



explanations and as a consequence do not really provide a

"parsimonious" alternative. One final criticism which

pertains even to recent research is that:

While the research discussed in this article
jinvolved data that seemed to be genexzally
_consistent with those that could be expected
on the basis of esteem predictions, the exist-
ence of self-serving biases in causal attribu-
tions still has not been unequivocally demon-
strated. ~Xone of the experiments offered dsta
concerning the process Or processes which were
responsible for subjects' caussl attributions.
Most of the research. discussed in the current
review has assumed, at least implicitly, that
success or failure on the experimental task
represents affectively significant events for
individuals, that is, that success results in
‘. ‘inereased positive affect... and failure results
in increased negative affect.... In additiom,
researchers have implied that the positive and
negative affective states produced by success
and failure, respectively, mediate individuals’
causal attributions for their performance out-
comes. (Bradley, 1878, p.69) o

Bradlé% concludes that attributiomns are most probably a result

of a mix of cognitive and motivational psychological proces-
ses and that the affective component needs to be measured

directly in future research.

If an individual does not choose to invoke z motiwaticnal

bias (in order to sustain persistencekit a task at which they

are failing) he/she may simply terminate effort. It has been

found that women tend to give up easier at skill tasks at
which they are failing while men persist (Dezux, White &
Farris, 1975; Dweck & Goetz, 1978). This could be due to
differential'expectations to gucceed. If your expectation of

failure is confirmed there is no need to Nyaoaffirm' it in
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expending further effort at the task: Another accod_nt for

-

termination of effort has been formulated in the learned-

helplessness liteéetﬁfe (Abramson, Seligman & Teasdale,
'1978; Pittman & Pittman, 1979; Wortman, 1976; Wortman & x
Dintzer, 1978). The relationship of locus of contreol to
leerned helplessness wes investigated by Pittman & Pittman
(1879) . They found that lnternals exhibited greater perfor—
mance decrements and reported greater depressxon under high
helplessness than did externals. K In contrast, in Zlow help-
lessness conditioms, internals performed better than control

4

stuects: who in‘FUfg performed better than externals. The
authors interpret their findings as supporting the conten-

tion that individuais who expect control (internals) will be
affected more severely by helplessness training (acknowledg-

~1ng they truly do not have control) than externals who do

not expect control.

The third alternatlve-—depresszon—-xs all too evident,
bagh experlmentally and cllnlcally (see. Beck, 1976; Kulper _
1978; Prociuk, Breen & Lussier, 1976; Rizley, 1978). Persis-
tence in the face of failure is mediated by egeributions ta
variable or external factors,\if.this is not possible the -
result can be depressipn (Weiner, Heckhanseﬁ,-Heyer‘& Cock,
1972). Rizley (1978) investigated the relationship of depres-
sion and distortion in causal attributions. He evaluated the

applicability of'Seligman's Learned Helplessness model (L-H),

Beck's Cognitive Schema model, and an attributional model

S

u
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of motivation outlined by Weiner et ai. (1971), to the
Tesults Qb:ained in two experiments employing depressed sub-
Jects. He found that dépressed individuals assigned abili-
ty and effort to failﬁre outcomes more often than to success
outcomes. - However, they did not demonstrate that they per-
ceived their behavior as causaly unrelated to consequent
events, in contradiction to the L-H model. Wiﬁh respect to
‘aﬁ inferperscnal task, Mepressives accepted causal responsi-
bility for all outcomgé bot§ positive and negative. This
finding supports Beck's theory that & key aSpect in depression
is a cognitive or thought disorder. This attribution pattermmn
.sugggsts a truly’ egocentric cognitive schema of causality.
Riiley also suégests that the tendency to employ internal
%auses to account forﬂfailuré more often, than to account for
sutcess, is readily understood from the attributional model.
The model suggests that even given objectively balanced suc;
cess agd failure experiences, due to the greater responsibility
accepted for failure, the depressive will experience, on the
balance, more negative affect than positive affect. Do these
- results have retrospective implications? Given women's ready .
acceptance-of failure outcomes, does this‘mean that only womén
who are highly successful can avoid depreésion?s And, does.

the average woman experience affective changes of this magni-

-

tud@? _ >

SThe.rate of depression is estimated as being from 2 - 10
times higher in women than men (Abramsen, Seligman &
Teasdale, 1978).

¥



(ii) Biases regarding future outcome control
Attribution biases regarding the amount of control an
individual exercises in making predictiéns, can be understood
and demonstrated systematically, from the perspective of
expectancy theory.
An outcome that disconfirms a subject's prior
expectancy tends more to be attributed to
variable factors (effort and luck) than to
fixed factors (ability and task difficulty),
while an outcome that confirms the subject's
prior expectancy tends more to be attributed

to fixed factors than to variable factors.
(McMahan, 1973, p.108)

It has been shown that consistency with ome's past per-
formance is ascribed to ability and task difficulty,pyhile
inconsistent outcomes give rise to effort and luck attribu-
tions. It can be hypothesized that outcomes which disconfirm
a prior expectandy are attributed more to variable factors
than to fixed factors; outcomes that confirm a prior expec-
tancy are attributed more to fixed factors than to variable
factors. It can also be hypothesized that the relationship
of attributions to fixed factors to eipedtancy is positive
following success and ﬁegative following failure; that attri-
butions to variable factors are either unrelated to subse-
quent expectancy or show a negative relationship following
success, and positive following failure. McMshan (1973)

L 3

found that subjects were more likely to say they succeeded
A

because a task was easy, than to say they had failed because ,

a task was hard. However; males in several achievement
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studies employ the.task difficulty attribution iz failure si-
tuations_(especially on a feminine task) (Deaux & Farris,
1976.) This finding demonstrates bery niéely.the utility of

investigating both "control" biases and "self-serving" biases.

A major research question from these findings is the
extént_to which eﬁpectancies can be altered. "A consistent -
set of success or failure experiences over some duration of
time- should allow_the_ggg;;iijation of expectancies to reflec;-
past ekperience more accurately" (Deaux, 1976, p.347).° Or
will it? -

A\

S \i
In Section II: Gender Differences in Att®*ibutiom Style,
a number of empirical studies were reviewed. They were grouped
under the headings: |
A. Sex differences in self-esteem and locus of control

B. Sex differences in achievement motivation and expec-
tation for success -

C. Explaining the differences

The review was presented in this manner to respond to
three issues which have direct relevance to this topic.. They

are:

1

(a) the relationship of self-esteem to locus of
control;

(b) the impact of differential expectancies on
the behavior of-males and females; and
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(c) the resultant-effects of externalization
of failure by males and intermalization
of failure by females.

The findings are summarized below.

1. Females resemble low self-esteem subjects by
internalizing failures.

2. Women in general have lower expectations for
success and their performance is related to .
- these initisl expectations.

3. It is a commonly held stereotype to expect | :
lower performance in women. Females expect
success more in cooperative than competitive
settings. There is‘insufficient empirical
support for a "motive to avoid" success.

.* There is evidence that prior socialization
influences attribution styles, and that these
patterns are reversible. Given the lower
expectancies, internal attributions to f£ailure
outcomes are logical systematic responses. In
the same vein, umexpected success is systema-
tically accounted for by employing attributionms
on the temporary dimension.

4. 'The internal attributions women employ in fail-
ure outcomes are biased, as actual performance
outcomes between males and females do not differ.

5. Asymmetries in causal attributions can be
accounted for by a self-enhancing and to some
extent self-protective motive.

6.— The effect of failure is: termination of effort,
females give up sooner on- skill tasks than males;
internal locus subjects show a significant de-
crease in performance given helplessness train-

- - inz; and attributions mediate in depressiom,

deg?essives demonstrate egocentric responsi-
bility for all outcomes.

fIt is apparent that many of these findings raise more
questions than they answer. They alsoc put into question

basic assumptions of the construct of locus of control and

achievement motivation that go beyond the variable of sex.

-
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In the third and final section of this Chapter these
questions will be brought into focus and a proposal will be

'formulsted to address them.

Section III: Proposal

-

This section will be presented in thfee parts. The first
part will identify the extant theoretical snd practical dilem-
mas which are of interest in this research proposal. The
second part will present the predictions which follow given

v

the theoretical and methodological constraints. The final part -

will indicate how the predictioms will be tested.

L 4

A. The Problem Reconsidered

{

Women employ attrlbutlons in 2 manner initially not pre-
dicted by achlevement motivation nor the locus of control construct.
With the introduction of the concept of "outcome expectancy,"
early problems in achievement motivation vere clarifie .

Women were employing temporar;GQQtriButes to explain suctess
because they did not expect it. Any inconsistency should] o
systematically infer an attribute on a tempofary dimension.
Conversely, in expecting failure it was logical to employ'a
stable attribute. The question which remains is whether expec- -

tancy is the erueial factor in causal attribution theory, and

whether this expectancy can'be altered. 2

O
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PROPOSAL 1: (

To determlne (a) whether women will deve10p an expecta-
tionfto succeed glven success outcomes; and (b) whether they
will then employ causal attributions in a predictable and

systematic manner, as is presently obtained for men.

The problems in predictive utility for locus bf control
have also been clarified with. the ;ntroduction of a two-dimen-
;ional model which controlle&_for the-variability and stabil-
ity of attributions. However, the significance of self-
serving biases camnot be dismissed, especially since the
empirical dats indicates femalés have lower expectétions and
assume responsibility for failure. It is important to deter-
mine whether the concept ofrinﬁernal re;?onsibilitg for out-
comes (internal locus of control) Gérsus external res?ansi-
bility (external locus of control) has predictive utility

ith respéct to the gmpioyment of self-serving attribution

biases.

LI

T e I - . . . e

PROPOSAL 2: ' Q, | | N

Given the control for consistency of outcome, internals
and externals should demonstrate d‘ffeéeng shifts in attri-
bution style?'when the outcome crelates a high level of un-

comfortable affect.

This research has several unique contributions. First,

. 1t could develop support for the joutcome expectancy 3Fm
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causal attribution theory, unbounded by a sex variable.
Second, it\ could demonstrate the vallue of locus of control,
as a major factor in the affective ccmpcnent in Weiner s
model and as a contributing influence to motivational
,interpretations of attribution bilases, given a control for
the. interpretative component of expectancy outcome theory.
And third, froma practical perspectf.ve, this research -could

determine whether experience with successful outcomes is

useful in altering prior expectancies.

4

An elaboration of these points is in order to allow the
reader to fu]_.ly‘ comprehend the hypothetical predictions which
folllqt.i'. First; the theories of causal attribution and out-
come expectancy do not, in thetzselves, provide differential
.'p:.:edictions on the basis of sex or gender identity. There
is mpirica@ort that sex differences exist, but the
expectatxcies are held .,elso to jifferc « Consequently, the
theozjy can account for the results. | Outcome expectancy states
& that when outcomes ate expected one employs internal
‘ “attributiens, and@vhen outcomes are not expected one employs
external attrib tions. The two internal: attribn’tion choices
o, - are ab:.lity"t{d effort, the two ‘exte::nal choices are 1uck | Ean
| éb and -task diffic‘ulty Causal attributicn theory emphasizes - Q I\'-
) %(, the repe{atabillty of outcoties . Rega:jdless of .g_ender, if an o

f

outcote i repeated, attributions are made to stable causes, ..

. -

either -ability or task diffticulty \If outccmes are.not re—
. peated but are "variable;" attributions are made to variable
~\ - N .« S
% ) ‘f, SR .,\;_T\._«-' A e o
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causes, either effort or luck. When these theories are com-
. N

bined, as in the model adopted for this thesis, there ie only
one possible attribution for a given condition,'eﬂg. when an
outcome is expected and repeated, the choice is an internal,

stable attribution: ability.

The important question to be answered here is whether
these theories realiy do predict accurately, unbounded by a
sex variable. In previous research, the majority of femsales
did‘;ot expect to succeed,‘and‘consequently, all results were
re-interpreted in ligﬁt of this expectation. The real test
of tﬂe adequacy of these theories then, will only come when
the expectation to succeed ie controlled, with female sub-

jects. Consequently, in this study a controlled success ekéﬁx\ )
/

failure outcome will be induced. L

The second point refers to the contribution of lecus of
control to the model. As‘it is employed here, the value of
locus of control is in.identifying motivational biases.  Given
affective discomfort, e.g., developed through failure experi-
ences, normal persons will em?IOy self-protective biased.
attributions. The locus of control iiterature suggests- that
. given a fallure outccme éxternals will employ self-protective
attributions ‘e.g., effort and luck; while internals will employ
‘self-protective attributions that are also enhancing, e. g,,_task
difficulty It is evident that locus of control is not as\\ ~
precise as outccme expectancy cum causal attribution theory.s

. The major premise is that iqdividuals are motivated‘to protect

Lo
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their self-image--three of the four attributions serve this-.
purpose. The one attribute which should differentiate inter-
nals and externals due to its enhancing nature is: . task

difficulty, ©

"The questién to be answered here is whether locus of
control really has some utility in attributlon theory, or-
whether outcome éxpectancy cum causal attribution theory will
fully account for the-attributions.- To fully test this, ‘s
condition that creates failure only, will be presente&.

Given that the failure'is repeated and is the’ only outcome,

~

‘the subjects should employ an internal .(expected) and stable

(repeated) attribution: ability. Ability is precisely the
single attribution not predicted by the locus of control.
literature. Therefore if any other attribution is employed

it lends support-to the locus of control construct. Given an
undetermined level of affective‘diecomfprt, that which occurs
as a result of failing after succeeding; locus of control would
not differentiate internals and externals, as it is a high

degree of affective discomfort uhiéh'motivates thé self-serving

. biases. Thus, in a success-fallure condition outccme expect-

ancy cum causal attrlbution theory will take.prece2£nce Locus
i

df control will support all self-protective attribations in

- this condition, consequently, its contribution canmot Treally

be assessed. ¥

‘The third point is in response to the ‘prior empirical work
~

which indicates that .the generalized expectancy of females is

not to succeed. The question to be answered is whether success



outcomes will alter their expectations. Ratings of probabil-
ity of future success should increase over trials of success- | \

N .
ful outcomes, in sharp contrast to trials of failure outcomes.
} . :

) The Design - /’/if

- The model adopted to develop the hypotheses blends the :
components of outcome expectancy and causal attribution theory \j
with the locus of control construct. The additlon of locus df““\—/
control compliéates the generation of predictions as M is not

«

as precise as outcomkAExpec;ancy cum cgusal attribution

theory. To un-encumber the complementary and contradictory
predictibns.this blending of th%oriés yields, an arbitrary but
systematic method of assigning theoretical weights was employeg.
This maximizes the contribution of each c&mponent theory and
enhances the flexibility of the total model. For example, in

- this.way we can consider attributioms which are sﬁppbrted by
outcome expectancy and locus o? control but not by causal attri-.
bution. The use of weights is meant to add clarity to the
presentation of the‘predictions and does not pfeciude the adoption
~of rational or logical explanations for the attributioms. 1In
fact, it is for this reason that all secondary attributions

(those w1th lesser support) are discussed in Appendix C. Sécon-
dary attrrhutions can result from exploratory combinatipns such

as outcome gxpectancy with locus of control, a combination not
higﬁiy suﬁ}orted in empirical research. The support of empiri-
cal studies will aid in Ehe'diffgrentiation of attribﬁtions

‘with equivalent theore;icél support. The assignment of weights
occurred in the following manner. . _ _ ' o



_ A.weight of 0 was chosen to indicate non-support.
This meant that under a\specified condition there
wQuld not be any support for fhat attribution given
the theoretical rationale. A weight of 0 would

also indicate non-support in empirical studies.

Arweight of 1 was chosen to indicate c&ﬁﬁlete sup~-
port from each compoﬁent of the theor& given the

SP:cified conditions and raticnale; It would also
indicate strong empirical suﬁport as judged by this

author's study of the current literature.

A weigﬁé 6f % was chosen to indicate support from
one component of a theory under comsideratiom. It
would also indicate partial support from empirical’
- studies .
Outcome Expectancy and Causal Attribution areﬂiptegral
componénts of Weiner's information_p:ocessiné moéggf Together
"they combine to yield a umitary theory. However, as demon-
strated in thé last section, each component can be considered
separafely:' This was done here by assigning a weight of ¥

for support from Outcome Expectancy theory, and a weight of:

% for .support from Causal Attribution theory. If support was -

obtained from both components the sum would be 1.

Locus of Control, as it has been employed here, should

distinguish internal and external subjects with regard to

their employmerit of self-protective and enhancing attributions.
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Accordingly, a weight of X% was assigned for self-protective
attributions, -and a weight of X for self-enhancing attribu-
tions. Given the condition of failure, internmals should emp loy

self-enhancing attributiéns, externals should not.

If a predicted attribution received full support froﬁ
each component in the model, the weights would be assigned
such that the maximum theoretical weight would sum to '"2", and
the empirical support would eﬁhal "1, The emphasis in the
model is oﬁ theoreéical weight. Only if two attributions had -
an equivalent theoretical sum, through supportffrom different
theories, was priority then given to the'at;ribution with the
most curren£ empifical support. Given maximum support, the
weights would be assigned as shown R low:

\

OE CA ILC e

Attribution % = & 1 1

Key: OE OQutcome Expectancy
CA Caugal ttribution
LC Locus o ontrol

e empirical data.

<A
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The hypotheses to be presented below pertain to the

final 5 trials in the treatment condition: failure outcome.

~h¢/)nl Given failure outcomes, female subjects with _
a prior expectation to succeed will have high-
‘er expect of future success than female
subjects . witholit such prior expectation.
This hypothesis is derived from outcome expectancy
theory and empirical studies which manipulate expect&ncies

(Feather, 1969; 1968; 1966).

¥
]

H>a In the initial success--subsequent failure
(S-F) condition--both internal and extermal
subjects will demonstrate systematic causal
attribution biases toward Task Diffieculty.

This hypothesis is derived from: (i) Qutcome Expectancy
theory which pfédicts that when outcomes are unexpected, the
subjesp employs attributions external to themselves in a biased
self-serving manner; (ii) Causal Attribution thebry which pre-
dicts logical stable- causal attributions as the failure outcome
is repeatedly presented; and (iii) Locus of Control construct whieh -
prediétgnself-protective attriﬁutions given the ch#nge from
success to failure cutcomes. There is no distinction with- re-
gara to inéernai and external subjects as the degree of affective
discoﬁfort is undetermined in this condition.

The attribution Tesk Difficulty is predicted from each of
theréhree theories as it is a systematic external attribution,
it is stable and a logical tause for repeated failure, and it
1§ self-protective and enhanciﬁg. At present, ;heré is emﬁir-

ical data td indicate this occurs in research with males
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(Deaux & Farris, 1976; Deaux, White & Farris. 1975; McMsahan,
1973; Weiner et al., 1971).

-

The obtained sum of the theoreti;allweights for predictions’
to Task Difficulty and the altermative atgributions are shown
in Table 1. For a brief-discussion of thé alternative attribu-

tions to each hypothesis see Appendix C.

Table 1
&

Theoretical Weights for Predicted

. Attributions ~
Bypothesis 2 Success~-Failure (Internals and Externals)
Attribution QE CA LC e el
1. T 3 % 1 3 Key: OE Outcome Expectancy
. LUCk_ 3 0 1 1 CA Causal Attribution
3, Effort 0 0 l_ 0 1C Locus of Control
4. Abdlity 0 % 0 1 ’

1]

empirical data

-~

H,b In the initial success--subsequent
failure condition--the difference .
between internals and externals with
respect to the attributions employed
will be non-significant.
This hypothesis is derived from Weiner's conceptualization
of locus of control which states that it is a discriminating
predictor given a strong affective discomfort. Due to the
manipulation of expectancy in this conditiom, it is not known .
whether that discomfort is present or to what degree, conse- |
quently, no difference for internals or externals has been

predicted.
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.

Hiza 1In the initial failure--subsequent failure
- (F=F) condition--for internals, - the most
probable self-enhancing attribution is Task

| Difficulty. -

This hypothesis is derived from: (i)lCausal Attfibution
which states that as the outcome is repeated, a stable attri-
bution should be employed; and (ii) Logus of Control construct
which states that internals are motivated to protect and

enhance their self-image, therefore, an attribution which accom-

plishes both protect;;;\anﬁ enhancement should be employed.

Task Diffieulty is qup;orted by causal attribution and locus
of control theories but not by outcome expectancy. It is
external to the Subjégt; minimize) the negative affect, is stable,
and is self-protective and enhancing. This outcome has not been
obtained to date (Degux & Farris, 1977; ' McMahan, 1973; Weiner

et al., 1971).

B \,_‘ ! -
The obtained theoretical weights for ;zlernal Failure-Faillire

attributions are shown in:Table 2.

Table 2

Theoretical Weights Treatment:
Faflure-Failure, Internals

4. Luck

Internals
Attribution OE cA 1C e
1. TD 0 3 1 0 -
‘ Key: OE Outcome Expectancy
2. Ability i 3 o 1 CA Causal Attribution
3. Effort % 0 3 v} LC Locus of Control
~o 0 3 0 ¢ empirical data
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H3b  In the initial failure--subsequent failure

. (F-F)' condition-w~for externals, the.most
probable self-protective attribution is T
Effort. ' } . .

' This‘hypothesis is derived from: (1) Ouﬁcome Expectancy
. which states that, as khe outcome is expected, unbiased inter-
nal sttributions should be employed; (ii) Locus of Control

states- that externals do not derive confidence frcm-persﬁnall

skills bBut derive it through good fortunme in external circum-

stances (Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1966a). It is highly improbable

then that they shoﬁld engage in self-enhsgncing internalized
attributions, however, given persistently negative outcomes,
it can be expected that to prevent drastic alteration in self-
image (these are normgl subjects) a self-pro;eéi:ve attribu-
tion will be employed (Miller & Ross, 1978; Phares, 1976;

Ruiper, 1978)., to tolerate an uncomfortable situation.

The attribution Effort is therefore supported by outcome
expectancy theory but not causal attribution theory as it is
_é:variable attribute. It is also supported.fy Locus of Control
4s it is self-protective but not enhancing. ?pis outcome has
not been obtained to date.

See Table 3 for the obtained weights for Externals, Failure-

. N
Failure outcome. +
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- Table 3-

Theoretical Welghts Treatment:
Failure-Failure, Externals

Externals
Attribution OE CA LC e -
1. Effort &\ 0 1 0 ;
2. Luck ‘ o 0 1% 1 Key: OE Outcome Expectancy
. : ) . CA Causal Attributiom
3. Abiliry 3 2 0 1 LC Locus of Control.
: () % % 0 e

4. TD

empirical data

*In this case priority was established for that attribution which conformed

to the hypothesis that females are motivated to engage in self-protective
biased attributions, as opposed to the expectation that females accept
and internalize failure.

C.

Tests of Hypotheses

Given the above hypotheses, the following experimental

Hredictions are made:

1.

2a.

Self-ratings of probability of future success
in solving anagrams, will be statistically
higher for those subjects in the success-fail-
ure condition than for those subjects in the

failure-failure condition.

-

The frequency with which all subjects in the
success-failure condition attribute their
performance to Task Difficulty will be sig-
nificantly higher than the frequency to which
they attribute their performance to each of

the alternative attributions.

78
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The frequency with which Internals and
Externals prefer Task Difficulty will be
non-significant in the success-failure
condition. o ;

(i) The frequency of the attribution

Task Difficulty will be significantly

higher than the frequency of choice of
alternative attributions for -Internal

Failure-Failure subjects.

(ii) The frequency.with which Tesk DLffi- -

culty is chosen will be statistically
higher for Internals than for Externals
in the Failure-Failure condition.

(i) The frequency of the attribution
Effort will be significantly higher than
the frequency of choice to alternmative
attributions for?External Failure-Failure
subjects.

(ii) The frequency with which EZffor? is
chosen will be statistically higher for
Externals than Internmals in the Failure-
Failure condition.

b
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CHAPTER II - o
.METROD vl

The Design : ’ t
. LAY .
The issues and hypotheses presented can best be ‘explored

using female subjects in a failure paradigm. The variasbles

.

to be manipulated are: expectation for success (success vs.

failure prior to failure trials), and locus of control

‘(internai vs. external), in a complete 2 x 2 factorial design.
See Figure 3.

Locus of Control

Internal - Extermal
) -Success - - Success
Treatment Expectancy '
_ Internal | External
- a Failgre Failure

Figure 3: TFactorial Design

Independent Variables

-

ﬁscus of control is employed here in a sense that.
is particular to the‘original work of Heider, the present
conceptualization found in Weiner (1974) and broader social
learning theory as-it rg}ates to ﬁerscnality characteristics.

. It does not conform to the theory of pfediction of control

-

R T, R U SR
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over outcome found in Rotter's Eork. However, it does cqQn-

sider the implications and broa

H

Internal locus of control will refer to those individuals who

er applications of his.theory.

score in the bottom thlrd of their group on the Rotter I-E

Locus’ of Control Scale. They are posited to have a stable

H

self-concept: Jjudge® themselves from an internal standard;

and take personacl respomsibility for their performance out-

comes. External locus of contrél wiil refer to those'individ-

| .
uals who score in the top third\ f their group on the Rotter

I-E Locus of Control Scale. fhég are posited to have a
variable self-conceyt: Judge th%mselves from an external
standard; and do no;\fake personal responsibility for

outcomes .

Expectancy for success willfb‘ manipulated through task
outcomes. | . \

Subjects

The subjects will be females mly, as the theories under

considexation accurately predict id account for empirical -
findings with males.’ Thé attribution pattern for males is
well-dqcuménted and réplicable and there is no reason to
expegt that they éhould respond differently in thisrparadlgm,

therefore, males have been excluded 'from this investigation.

A’ final consideration is that much of the expectancy research

®Words in italics have a strong affec ive .component and are
value laden. -




igwoivesucomparative statements between males andffémalesa
It will be valuable to investigate within sex differences

" given a successful manipulation of expectancy.

The Paradigm

A failure paradigm will be employed as it is expected
that stronger affective reactioﬁs will ensue, given a failure.
outcome. This in turn should have a strong impact on self-
esteem, and if thére a:é differential performance effects "
related to.self-estéem, they should now occur in relation
to given locus of control. The outcomes prior to the common
experience of failure will be manipulated to create success
for one group and failure }or-the other group. The advantage
in doing this is that é;mparisons can be collapsed across
locus to investigé;g:fhe effect of sfstematic expectancies on
attributions; and cémpérisons can be made within conditions
of expectancy, such that any performance differences can only

be interpreted with respect to locus of control.

Task Stimuli

Standard anagrams will be employed as the task stimuli

. B
to create the success anéd failure ocutcomes. In an experimen-

-

tal performance setting, anagrams have a number of distinct -
advantages:
1. They are often perceived by subjects as tests

of intelligence and consequently elicit z high
level of involvement and motivatiom.
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2. They are easily adminlstered on a trial by
- trial basis. ) ,

3. Dependent measures of both speed and errors
can be readily obtained.

4. Perceived success and failure can be controlled
by the presentation of solvable versus insolva-
ble anagrams, and it is not readlly apparent to

the subject that the experimenter is controlling
the outcome.

(Ickes & Layden “1978)

-

To further ensure the level of anolvement the author
has chosen to sxgnl;Lcantly expand the time limit to solve
each anagram. A standard time allowance is 30 seconds
(Feathet, 1969; McMshan, 1973): it has been decided to allow
120 seconds This should prevent subjects from feeling con-

Z%trained by the time allcwance, and in the fallure set of
anagrams result in as much as 30 minutes exposure to an
uncomfortable’ task (attempting anagrams which are extremely
difficult or insolvabie). The number of insolvable anagrams
in the first 10 trials has also been limited.as research has
shown they often provide fewer combinations than solvable
words, and consequently, subjects may suspect the manipula-

tions if they are employed too freely. .

Finally, there will be 15 trials with attributions made °
after each trial. The final S trials will constitute the
failure set for all subjects. It hag been decided to use
10 trials of success outcomes to ensure a successful manipu-

lation of expectancy. -
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Dependent Measures _

Attributlons will be made in = forced choice format
| following McHahan (1973) In this manner, a value of 1 can
be 3351gned to an attribute each time it is checkmarked by
the. subject; these weights can then be summed across trlals
to ;ndlcate the influence of trial by trial etpectancles on
causal attributions. The sum over the final 5 trials.for

L4

each attribution will serve as a test of the hypotheses.

Subjects will also rate their ptobability of succeeding
on the next anagram, on a continuum from 0 - 10. This has
shown to bé a religple indicator of expectancy manipulations

(Feather 1968; 1969). "\

Finally, at the completion of the 15 trials, subjects
will be asked to report on their feelings with respect to
the task. This é&ll serve to identify any subjects seriously
disturbed by the task tnd can provide additional'informatién-
as to the affective com@cgent in the #ttributional process..
This will be an open format type question $O precise predic-
tions will not be made. It will serve as a potentially

valuzble post hoc measure (Bradley, 1978):

The Research

N ,
The research was conducted in five distinct stages. Each

stage satisfied a requiremeht'iﬂ the overall design of the

study. Each stage will be presented separately with consi-

deration given to: the purpose of that stage of the research
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the subjects who participated, the materials used, the pro-
cedure involvéd, and the results obtained. The £ifth stage A
concerns the experiment proper. (See Figure 4: Flow Chart

- of the Stages in‘Research:)

A
Staée 1: Ancgram Selection
The first requirement to be satisfied was to select a
;eries'of anagrams of sufficient ease and difficylty to create .
a success and failure experience respectively. This was the

/
purpose of the first stage. -

Subjects |

The subjects were 48 male and female undergraduate [evel-

opmental Psychology students.’

Materials

' The anagrams were chosen from a‘list published by Feather
(1966, p.290) and Feather -& Saville (1967, p.227). Seveﬁteen
anggrams listed as being of 40-60% difficulty® plus three
anagrams made up by the authdr; were divided into two lists
ofqlo anagrams each. Each anagram was typed on a separate
page to yield a 10-page pamphlet. The anagrams are shown in
Appendix D. ) |

7The‘ébility to solve anagrams is not sex-linked thus at this
prelinpinary screening stage both male and female subjects
were used (Ickes & Layden, 1978).

8This means that 40-60% of the people who attempt the anagram
do not solve it. )

L\,



.'Stage 1. Apagram Selection
tested in classroom.

L3

Stage 2. Subject Selection :
. large University pool, identifying

Rotter locus score extremes.

\

'Initisl pre-testing . .
*  of anagrams selected in Stage 1

using mid-range subjects from
Stage 2.

Stage 4. " Continuation Pre-testing :
alteration of amagrams to create sufficient

failure, pre-tested with mid-range subjects.
Evaluation of difference in future expecta=
tion for success between success, fallure
Stages 3 & &4 subjects. ,

N

Experiment Proper

Stage 3.

locus groups from Stage 2./

Stage 5.
with pre-tested anagrams, sufficient
success trials and identifled extreme

Figure 4: TFlow Chart of Stages in Research

-
. -



Procedure

" Thle pamphlets were stacked alternatély in one pile, such"

that aF they were distributed to the class, one half of the

students received list one, one half of the students received

list two. The pamphlets were distributed face down and the
students were instructed not to turn them over until told to

do so. General instructions with examples of anagram solu-

87

tions were given at the front of the class. The - students were

given 120 seconds to solve’ each anagram. The time was indi-

cated on the board at 30-second intervals. The students were

to work independently and record the; last time shown on the
board as they solved the anagram. If not solved, they would

record 120 seconds.

Results

The anagrams were scored according to a pass—fall crite-
rion. A pass consisted of a correct solution to the amnagram

within the allowed time (120 sec.). ‘A fail consisted of

o solution in the time allowed, or a bogus solution (i.e. '
word that does not exist or is misspelled, even though the
letters given have all been used). The percentage of sub-

jecks failing to solve each anagraﬁ are shown in Appendix D.

From these results, two lists of anagrams emerged. A
success list with 5 anagrams of low fazilure rate plus 5 ana-
grams of knowm ease (Feather, 1966, p.290); and a failure

list of 10 anagfams with moderate to high failure rates.

-
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Stage 2: Subject Selection

The second requirement to be satisfied was to identify
subjects who were Internal or External with respect to locus
of control. Subjects scoring in the mid-renge would serve

as a pre-test sample. *

Sobjects‘

The subjects were 249 female undergraduate students enrol-
led at the University ofidttewa. They were selected from -
four Introductory Psychology classrooms, 3 three Iotroductory‘
Economics clessrooms, two Developmental Psychology classTooms,
and'one.introductory Chemistry classroom. 201 of the 2&9
sQ\oentg who completed the queétignnaire distributed in class

~

volunteered to partlclpate.
- .
Table & lndlcatesfpﬁe distribution of subjects with respect

" to Rotter Internal-E%ternal locus of Control score, age,
Faculty aff:.l:.atlon, and maJor subject of interest.
Materials o

~ The Rotter internal-External Locus of trol Scaie wae
distributed to 'the students in class. Atta ed to the ques-
rionnaire was a time-table for students wh volunteered to
participate to indicate times they would be avallable and a
map indicating the 1ocation of .the research laboratory. -

(See Appendix E)

SSubjects in Intro Psych earned extra credit toward their
final course grade by participation in the experiment.




Overall Subject Pool Characteristics

Table &

. Mesn

Characteristic .Frequency . .Range .
I—E‘Scorq
Internal 75 1-7 4.8
Midrange 08 8 12 10.0
External “ 66 13 - 19 14.7
Age 17 71 23.3
20 or less l&%
21 to 25 65
26 to 35 17
36 to 45 9
46 to 71 3
not stated 8
' Faculty
Science and Eng. 43
Social Sciences 39
Health Sciences 58
Other* 109
Subject
Biology 32
Psychelogy 28
Rursing 29
Physed 23
Other*’ ,1137 ,/

*
This category includes no stated Faculty or Subject
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Procedure
- ®

The author went to6 each classroom gnd-spbke to the ééu-
dents, outlined the focuS'ak.the reseafch, and asked for
their assistance. " (See Appendix E for the intrdductor§
comments.) ' The qﬁeé;idnnaires were then distributed to the
female students who remained in class. It required approxi-

mately 20 minutes to compléte.
Results ' ' }

The questionnaires were scored by aséigning a value of
1 £o each statement that was marked in the ;ame manner as
the Eey (See AppendixE). These values were then summed.
A low score indicated Internal-Locus of Cadtrol, a high score
indicated External Locus of Control. From the scores obEained;-‘
the subjects were divided into three groups. An Internal
locus group, a mid-range pre-test group, and an External
' lécus group. The cut-off scores were determined frcm-previous
research wiéh college populations (Rotteé et al., 1972) and
from the data obtained on the 249 subjects who completed the
questionnaire. The criferion was ta exclude all subjécts
within one Standard.qe?iation of thejSOth percentile in either
direction in the mid;range group. Thus Internal subjects
would fall -1.0 to -3.0 standard deviations from the mid-point
and External subjects would £all +1.0 to +3.0 standard devia-
tions from the mid-pbint.. The cumulative frequency distribu-

tions obtained are in Appendix F.
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The Internal cut=-off maximum -score was adjusted to 7 as

more subjects completed.thé questionnaire.  The minimtm score

" was 0. The mid-range was adjusted to 8-12; The Externald

minimum score was set at 13, the maximum was 23. . The distri- -

bution of the 201 subjects who volunteered to participate is

shown in Table 5.

Table 5

Locus of Control Categories

Scere. . . N N
Internal | 0-7 . 62
Mid-range - 8§ - 12 . 84&
External 13 - 23 _53
Total N ) | . 201

Stage 3: Initial Pre-Test

The purpose of the initial pre-test was two-fold:

1.

2.

to determine the difficulty level .of the | AN,

anagrams selected from Stage I in indivi- N e

dual administration; and ‘\47 Co
‘ -~

to determine whether 10 success trials was -

sufficient to create an expectation for
future success.

This second aspect was very crucial as it has been a

counfounding factor in achievement research with women.

-



Subjects
The subjects were 43 female undergraduate students with

1-E scores from 7 - 12, drawn from the larger subject pool

of 201 subjects (See Table &).

Materials

~

The:iesearch laboratory was a large room divided imto
cubicles by movable wall units approximately 7' in height.
(See Appendix G Study Room Arrsngement.) Eéch subject was:
supplied with a stop;watch and pencil.  Each éubject was
presented a pééphlet consisting of: an introductory page,

30 pages altefnatiqg a page with a single anagram, and a page
with 6 attribution étatements: followed‘ﬁy a final page for
* comments . The G_Attributicn'étaténents intluded all possible
pairings of the fouz_atéributions: gbility; luck, task d?ffi—.
.culty, and effort. The forced choice sentence format wast:
modeled after McMahan (1973). Care was taken to ensure:

LY

1. that the order’of pairing of the attributioms -
was equivalent (e.g. ability first vs. luck second);

2. that the frequency of pairing, for example of
* luck with ability regardless of order, was
equivalent to the frequency of pairing of Iluck
with effort. : .
The ordering of the attribution pairs, plus the frequency of
occurrence ‘are shown in Appendix HE. A sample of the studf
pamphlet is;hf}@pendix'l. There were two sets of pamphlets:

one set with 10 "Success" anagrams followed by 5 insoluble

aTagfams, and a second set with 10 "failure" anagrams followed

l

!
/



" by the same 5 insoluble enagrams;: The attribution statement
'pages were identical. (See Appendix D Stage 3 for the ana-

gram lists.)

O —

Procedure '

The subJects were divided lnto a success fa;lure (S-F or
success) treatment and a failure- faxlure (F- - or- failure)

' treatment The asszgnment to groups was conducted by order-
ing the subjects accordmng to locus of control score (from

7 to 12) and systematlcally plac1ng the first subject into

S-F, the secoend into F-F, the thlrd lnto §-F, and so on tlll
~all subJects were assxgned This was dome to- ensure that
variation xnlocus of -control score was equallv balanced between
the two treatment groups. The subjects were then contacted

by tekephone for an individual appozntment

The subJects were directed to a cubicle and supplled with
a stop-watéh, pencil, and the study pamphlet that - was assigned
to’ them Brief verbal instructions were given with a demon-~
stratlcn on how to use the stop-watch . The subJect then
worked independently and attempted to solve the series of
anagrams. The subject was to stop working when a solution Was
found or 2 minutes had el apsed 10 whlchever came first.

After each anagram, the subject answered 6 statements as to * -

-

10Two minutes is a generous time allotment. Most studies
have restricted the. time factor to such a degree that it
dictates the attribution which subjects prefer to explain
the outcome--insufficient time. By allowing 2 minutes,
very few subjects complained of insufficient time to solve
the anagrams. (Ref. 'McMahan 1973: Feather & Saville, 1967 )



5 insoluble anagrams as the success group. The subjects then

9%

the reason for the suc;eés.or failure, and circled a number A
. | | W

-on a-continuum from 0 - 10 -at the ¥ottom of the page, predic-

ting the probability 6£ succes{ on the next anagram. Iqlthe
success treatment, éubjec;s attempted 10 easy anagrams and
then 5 insoluble anagrams. In the failure treatment, sub-

jects attempted 10 very difficult anagrams and then the same

responded to the questions sbout mood and enjoyment of the

task at the ‘end of the pamphlet;~ N

Upon completing the pamphlet: the subject returned it to
the author. " The subject's comments were read immediately
to identify anyone who“ygs seiiousiy disturbed by the expe;
rience.. The subject w;; then taken to another room down the
Eéll that was comfortably furnished, for the debriefingi The
subject was informed that some anagrams were insélubie and
that the dlfflculty level of -the anagrams was pre-determlned
A statement was then read describlng the nature of the re- i
search (see Appendix I), .questions were responded to and

discussion encouraged. .
Results

Two measures were of interest in the initial pre-test:

1. the probability of success tatings from 0 - 10
for each anagram, yielding 15 ratings; and

| . 2. the failure rates for the anagram.

- The percentage of subjects who failed to solve each anagram

4

are shown in Appendix D Stage 3.

A
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For the subject to be included in the data analysis

several crlterla had to be met: S

a. each subject was allowed 2 made-up-words over
15 trials, including misspellings such as
SNIFLE, ‘a common err§r. Each anagram attempted
canstituted one triall, If a subject had
3 or more made-up-wo » they were excluded
from data analysis as they would have a false
sense of achievement;

b. subjects in the success treatment had to solve
6 or more of the first 10 anagrams to meet the
criterion of having a success experience;

¢. subjects in the failure treatment had to fail
: S5 or more anagrams in the first 10 anagrams
. to meet the criterion of having a failure
experience.

The results of the initial pre-test are shown in Table 6.

Table 6
_ Frequency of Subjects Who Met
VT the Criteriom

~

Treatment Total ¥  Succeeded - Failed  Made-up—words
Success~Failure 21 20 0 1

Failure~-Failure 22 10

From this table, it can be seen that the "fallure anagrams "

‘were not suff1C1ently difficult.- Therefore, befpre a compari-

‘son of.probablllty of subsequent success ratings could be made,
it was necessary to re-select anagrams in the failure list and
- - r

pre-test them. If they yielded a sufficient failure (2 5

~over 10 trials) then the comparison could proceed to determine

LB



insoluble anagrams.
» Stage 4: 'Continuation Pre-&get

This pre-test was necessary to determine that the failure
rate of the substltute anagrams was sufflclent to ensure a3

/
fallure experience: in the F-F treatment group

SubEects

The subjects were 23 female undergraduate students at the
University of Ottawa with I-E: scores ranging from 8 - 12.

(See Table &)
Materials

The subjects all received the failure study pamphlet.
The anagrams selected are éhown in Appendix D Stcge 4. The

format of the pamphlet was’ identical to that in Stage 3.
Procedure

All subJects were as§?gned to the fallure-fallure treat-
. ment group. The.remalnder of the procedure was identical to

- that in Stage 3. - 7/

Results

The percentage of failure for each anagram is shcwn in
Appendix D Stage 4, Where appllcable combined percentages
of Stages 3 ana 4 are also shcwnzl The frequency of subjects

who met the c¥iterion are shown in Table 7.

96
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Table 7

Frequency of Subjects Who Met-Criteriom:

Failure Cnly
Treatment Total N Succeeded Failed Made-up—-words
Fzilure-Failure 23 6 13 4

Combined Results - Stcges 3 gnd ¢ Pre-Tests

-~

From evaluation of the percentage of subjects who

- f - .
failed the anagrams in Stafes § and ¢ two final lists of

anagrams were prepared to

in the experiment proper.

(SeexAppendix D Stage §). .

: ™~
A t-test comparison of the success-failure treatment

group N=20 and the failure-failure treatment group N=22
(9 in Stege 3 plus 13 in Stege ¢) was conducted with respect

“to their probability of success ratings.

The ratings for the 15 trials, and the t-test of the

mean rating over trizls 11-15, are shown in Table 8.
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From the rgSults'of this tesﬁ, it was concluded that 10
éﬁccess trials was sufficient to create an expectation for
future success in the S-F treatment group which was signif-
icantly different than thé expectation_of the failure group.

It was now possible to proceed with the experiment proper.

Stege §: The Experiment Proper

This final stsge of the research was conducted to evaluate

the hypotheses génerated in the previous section of this thesis.

Subjects

The subjects were $9 female undergraduate students at the
Unifersity_of Ottawa. They were drawn from a larger subject
pool of 201 subjects. There were 45 Internal locus subjects
with scofes frem 1 - 7, and 44 External locus subjects with
scores from 13 - 19. Table 9 indicates the distribution of

subjects with respect to: Rotter Internal-External Locus of

Control Score, age, Faculty affiliatiom, and major subject Y,

.of interest. : . >

Materizls
The study pamphlet had amn identical format to the pamphlet
used in Steges 3 and ¢.- The only alterations were:
1. three znagrams in the success list were
changed (two of which had not been pre-
tested); and: -
2. the anagrams in the failure set were re-

ordered such that the most difficult ana-
grams were presented first.



100

*s1'INs48 294

pepnioxa 213A g309fqne ¢1 ev 8309fqne 9/

cgyuATvuy viup TUUTJ Wolj
10j umoyu 0V BITILFIVIVUAVYD OUI,

'

nE 22430 .
4 poedyd
(1 BupeIny ) ¢ §h 1900
g f80T0y0k8a € Gy 03 9€E
9 A801074 ? 9 g 03 9T
. 359qng YT ST 03 12
. 15 gEaf a0 Q7
0¢ 12430
6z g00uaTo5 YITUOH (S AN A/ TL-LT . o8y
" ¢  soousyop 19FO0B - |, L°YT  GI-ET  §E [uu10Ixy
8 *Bug 3 9IUSIDB gy LT ge (CLELELY
Tarnovd _ OX005: H-1
3 233871930810Y) uvay ofuvy  wJ JDylvFaDIOUAVYDY

ayduvg peIAT9B cu«ueﬂucuvcuc:u 300fqng.

6 °T4vL



101
Research has shown that not being able to solve 1nitia1

anagrams hinders the solution of subsequent anagrams .

‘ (Feather~& Saville, 1967.) This was_desired to ensure that

most subjects in the F-F treatﬁent would meet the failure
criterion of 5 or more failures in:the ?irét 10 snsgrams.

(See Appendix D Sicge 5 for anagram lists’ and solutions.)

The remainder of the materials; stop-watches, and cubicles,

were identical to those used in Sicges 3 cnd 4.
. Procedure

The first step in the procedure was the assignment of

subjects to the treatment gfoup. That was accomplished in

the following manner.

The time-table sheets with the subjects'%ﬁames and locus
" of control score on them were first grouped accqrding to the
'days:subjects had indicated they could participate. Nﬁﬁbers x“:‘
were then aséigned to the subjects in sequential ordgr so

that & subject with 2 9:00 a.m. appointment preference for

Monday was £100, and a subject who could come on Wednesday

at 4:30 p.m. would be #130. A list of the subjects’' names

and assigned code numbers was made. The time-table sheets

were then regrouped according to locus of control score in
sequential order lowest to highest--creating two piles; one

of Internal locus and cne of External locus. Each of these

piles was then systematically subdivided into a success-fail-

ure treatment group and a faillure-failure treatment group.

by placing the lowest locus score into S-F, the next score
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into F-F, the thifd into S-F, and so on till all subjects were

~assigned. At comgletion. this yielded four groups:'

Internal . Success-Failure N=22

' Failure-Failure N-23
External SuccessrFailure N-22
: "Failure-Failure Nm22

Foﬁr lists were drawn up, one list for each treétment group

by locus category, indicating the names of the subjects, their
assxgned code numbers and their locus of “control score. Using
these sheets, the subjects' code numbers were assigned to two
piles of study pamphléis which corresponded to their treatment.
group eithér S-F or F-F. The time*tableiéheets.were then re-
grouped accordlng to the days of the week to facilitate tele-
phonc ‘contacts to establish appointment times. All of the
pamphlets were then grouped to number sequentiaily thus mask--
ing the treatment or locus éssignﬁent. The fo\ir lists with

the subject's code number, treatment group; aliiihgus.catégory
were submitted to M. HcCaIrey for safekeeping. At the tfmg

of the study, the author ikmew only the subjects' name and

code number as indicated in a large appointment book. Thus,

the author was blind to both treatment group and locus category.

The remainder of the procedure was idemtical to that out-
l1ined in Stage 3. The subject was directed to a cubicle and
provided with the study pamphlet with her code number on 1t,
a pencil, and a stop-watch. Brief verbal inétructicns were

L3

given with a demomstration on how to use the stop-watch. The
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subject theh worked independently and attempted to solve the
series of anagrams, responded to the attribution statements,
» estimated their future ‘success, and completed the comments o

page at the end of the pamphlet (see Appendix G, Study Pamphlet).

Upon completing the Study Pamphlet, within 25 to 45 minutes,
the subject returned it to the author at which point the com-
ments were read. -The éubject was then taken to a room down the

- hall, that was comfortﬁbly’furnished, for th; Aefbriefing.
(See Append;f G). The de-briefing followed the format described
in Stege 3. | |
.fAll,of the Study Pamphlets were stacked together as they

were completed. . No tabulations were done until all subjects

[

had participated.



CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The resu}ts will be presented in three sections. The
first séction will present the raté of failure and success
with respect to the anagram solutions. This will indicate
the effectiveness of the S-F, and FeF.treatment manipulation.
This section will algo present the probability of success
ratingsAto demonstrate further the effectiveness of the,
treatment manipulation in creating an expectation for sﬁécess
in.the success-failure treatment group, and a very low

expectation for success in the failure-failure treatment group.

~

The second section will present the results of the attri-
bution statements with respect to the four locus by treatment
groups. These results comstitute the major focus of the .

research.

The third and final section will present results. from
post hoc exploration of subjects' comments and feelings

which were recorded upon completion of the study task.

Section 1: Treatment Manipulation

The first measure of interest was to record whether the
anagram had been solved or not, or whether a word had been
made up. This was noted as a + for solved, a - for unsolved,

+ . .
and 2 --for a made-up-word indicating an unacceptable solution

<

104
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percéived_by the subjeét as correct. Success treatment sub-
jects had to solve 6 or more anagrams in the first 10 anagrams.
' Failure treatment subjects had ﬁo f£2il or not solve 5 or more
anagrams.iédzgghfiégzdlo anagrams. Lf subjects did not ﬁeet
tﬁééé criteria, their d;Ea\was excluded from analysis. All
subjects were allowed 2 maae-up words over the 15 anagram
trials. With 3 or more made-up words, the subject's data was

excluded from ansalysis.

The results of these criteria are shown in Table 10.

—

Table 10

Frequency of Subjects Who Met Criteris

Treatmenﬁ Total N Succeeded Failed Made-up-words  Other
Internal Sﬁccess 22 2% -0 0
Failure\ 23 3 lo* "3
" External Success a - 22% 0
Failure 22 & lex
oy

ra
* met criteria

!_ Almost all subjects made up one OT two words over 15 trials.
- The number of subjects who created 3 or more words is greater
in the F-F treatment as solutions in the S-F treatment were
often readily recognized and success subjects rarely derived
more than 5 working solutions or needed the 120" to reach
a solutiog to each anagram. 1In thé F-F treatment, however,

it was common to derive 15 or more working solutioms for each,
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anagram and to need the 120" to reach a solution or stop
working.  The five subjects‘who made up words created: 3,4,
7,7.'and 9 words each. .It is questionable whether the threi
subjects who created 7+'words fully uﬁderstood ﬁhe task, the
English.language: or were properly motivated. It is probable
| that their poor judgement is not solely 2 resulé of the treat-
ment condktion. The one subject in the "other" category did
not complete all of the attributiqﬁ statements and clearly

misﬁnderstood the task.

The remainder of the dats andlysis in the thesis is from
the subjects who met the above criteria. The group £frequen-

cies are shown in Table 1IN

_ Table 11
. Final Subject Frequencies
' TREATMENT
S=F . F=-F Totals
Internal 22 16 . 38
LOCTS
External 2 16 38 -3
~44 32 76

Table 12 indicates the effectiveness of tﬁe difficulty
level of the anagrams in creating a failure or success expe-
rience. The data include simply the number of clear fails
or passes in the first 10 trials. The results indicate that
' the anagrams which were chosen were able to separate the two

groups significgntly.

&
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'The second measure of interest was the probability of ‘-

’.

success ratings. - Upon oompletion of each anagram, the sub;ects

rated what they thought their probability of success on the

 next anagram would be. They circled a number on a continuum

from 0 to 10; 0 was a low probability, 5 a moderaEE'probability,
and 9-10 a high probability (see Appendix-I,Study-Pampblet).

O

The ratings of the succeds-failure treatment group (N=44)
and the fallure-fallur\ treatement group (N-3l) .are shown 1n

Tgble 13. <

" *3.. These results indicate that during the final 5 trials;

the fuccess treatment group maintained an expectatlon for success
éblch was significantly higher than the failure treatment group
which had a very low expectancy for success. YSee Figpre.S:

Mean Probability of‘Success.Ratings 5 - *

* These results indicate that the treatment manipulation- was

effective and that further analysis of attributlon statements

~

gould proceed.

-~

-
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Section II: Attribution Statement Analvsis

Before a comprehensive analysis begins, it ié'necessary
to know how attributions were made by the subjects inff%e
- four locus cuﬁ treatment groups: Internal Success (INTSUC),
External Success (EXTSUC), Internal Failure’(}NTFAILﬁ,
External Failure (EXT?AIL). Tsble 14 presénts the attribu-
tions employed by the subjects during failuré trials 11 - 15.
The numerical values represent s mean value of the sum of
weights for esch attribution. The minimum value is 0, the
maximm value is 15. To evaluate whether the att;ibution
with the highest weight was indeed statistiéally the most
- often cited within each condition, a t test comparison involv-
ing the four attributions was performed withix each treatment
cell.l! The t comparisons which are shown are with Tespect
to the attribution immediately below the given attribution.
Consequently, if attribution 2 is significantly different
from attribution 3, it is automatically'significantly differ-
" ent from attribution L as well. See Table 14 - Attributioms
for Trials 11 - 15, OQutcome: Failure. For a visual'presen-

tation of these means, see Figure 6. Histogram of Causal

Artributions Outcome: Failure.

.11A11 analyses vere computed with programs in EMDP - 77;

Biomedical Computer Programs P-Series, Health Sclences
Computing racility, UCEE, 1977. :
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weighted '
Sum 15
| | Legend:
14 . . ) TD = Task Difficulty
43 . A w Ability
) 1D ’ E Effort
1 2 . - B
| TD ™ ’
11 A
10
9
L )
7 A
s ||
5 T
_-
4 ! ' |
L
3 E ’
s |
| _
‘ i
o | |
N N
INTSUC EXTSUC  INTFAIL EXTFAIL
Teztment

7;gure 6: Histogram of Causzl Attributiocas
Qutcome: Failure

The wvalues plo tted are means of each attribution. Each mean
represents the total sum of the weights assigned to that attri-

bution in trials 11 - 15.
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In the same manner as in Table 14, attributions for ﬁhe
'first ten trials are shoén in Table 15. The numefical values
agaig Tepresent a mean of the value of the sum of weights
for each attribution. However; as there are 10 trials, the
minimum value is 0 but the maximum value.is now 30. The
t comparisons were conducted in the same manner as in Tasble
14. For s visusl presentation of these mesns see Figure 7:
Histogram of Csusal Attributions During Experimentsl Manipu-

latien.

From Tsble 14 snd Table 15 it is evident that there wss
differential employment of the sttributions by the subjects
'ithin a given treatment group. During failure trials (11-15)
Siccess Internal and Extermal subjects both exploved the
Task Difficulty attribution significantly more often than any
other attribution. Failure Internal and Extermal éubjects
. beth eﬁployed Task Difficulty and Ability attributioms in
a similar mammer. However these two attributions were "
exploved significantly more often than the alternative attrib-
utions (luck or effort) gf both the internal and the extermal,
failure subjects. During péé-treatment trials (1-10) we note
(Table 15) that the attribution Task Difficul;y was the one
attribution of significance for all groups. It is now necessary
to determine whether a particular causal attribution was employed

differentially in response to the treatment cum locus manipu-

lation. To determine this, repeated measures analyses of
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v

-
Py

variance!? were conducted for each attribution, with respéct v
to the final treatment manipulatipn ‘Outcome: Failure

(Trials 11-15); and with respect to the Initial Pre-Treatment‘“
Manipulation (Trials 1-10). Each-analysis contains a test \
for main effects in the upper portion of the Table with a

test of the equality of mean#; and a test of the interxaction
between grouping and trial factors in the lower portion.

(Each trisl is snslvysed sepsarstely, then the sum of squares

is pooled, see EMDP-77, p.552.) See Tsble 16 for repested
messures analysis of attributions for triasls 11-15; and

Table 17 for'gepeated messures analysis of attributiomns for

trigls 1-10.

12gMDP 2V program, revised November, 1978.
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Wéighted‘
Sum i . . . Legend:
‘ 30 . _ TD = Task Difficulty
28 . A = Ability
E = Effort
26

L = Luck

24
22

20

18
16

14
12
10

o N »~r O

INTSTC EXTSUC INTFAIL EXTFATL
Treatment

Figure 7: Hiétogram of Causal Attributions During
~+. Experimental Manipulation

The values plotted are means of each attrtbution. Each mean
represents the total sum of the weights assigned to that attri-

bution in trials 1 - 10.
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Table 16

Summary Table of Repeated Measures Analysis
of Variance, Fipal Outcome: Failure

(Trials 11 ~ 15)

1. Attributiom: TASK DIFFICULTY

SOURCE $s df S . F P
L 1.24 1 .24 0.61 0.43
T : 6.71 1l 6.71 - 3.29 0.07
LT 0.40 1 0.40 0.20 . 0.65
Error 14§.98 72 2.04 ’ '
A . 0.78 4 - 0.19 0.58 0.67
AL ) 0.67 4 " 0.16 0.50 0.73
AT 3.82 4 0.95 2.85 0.02
288 0.33

Error "§6.70

2. Atcribution: ABILITY

L4 . 4

SOGRCE SS df MS F P
L _ 2.51- i 2.51 0.81 0.37
T 21.00 1 21.00 6.73 0.01%,
LT o 1.12 1 1.12 0.36 0.55-
Error 224.69 72 3.12
A . 0.88 4 0.22 " 0.65 0.62
AL ‘ 3.18 4 0.79 2.35 - 0.05%
AT - 0.62 4 ~ 0.15 0.46 0.76
ALT ~ 3.31 4 0.82 2.44 0.04%
288 0.33 .

Error 97.65

KEY TO SYMBOLS:
1 = Locus (Internal or External)
T = Treatment (Success or Failure)
A = Artribution over Trials
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. Table 16 (Cont'd)

: /

3. Attribution: LUCK -

SOURCE SS daf MS ¥ P

L 32.96 1 32.96 13.19 . 0.0005*

T 9.92 1. 9,92 3.97 . 0.05%

LT - 0.04 ) 1 0.04 0.02 . 0.8%.

Error 179.99 72 2.49

A - 2.69 4 0.67 2.63 . 0.03*

AL 0.14 4 0.03 . 0.14 0.96

AT 0.11 &4 0.02 0.11 0.97

ALT ) Q.27 4 0.06 0.27 0.89

Error 73.59 288 0.25 ) ) )

4. Attribution: EFFORT

SQURCE sS df MS F P
L. 9.24 1 9.24 .3.06 0.08
T 1.34 1 1.34 0.44 0.50
LT 0.40 1 0.40 0.13 -0.71
Error 217.72 72
A 2.45 4 0.61 1.28 0.27
AL 3.51 4 0.87 1.83 0.12
AT &.66 4 1.16 2.42 0.04%
- ALT 1.41 4 0.35 0.74 0.56
Error 138.50 288 0.48
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Table 17

- -

Summary Table of Repqated Huisures Analysis
of Variance, Pre- tment Manipulation

(Trialj 2 - 10) ..

1. Attribution: TASK DIFFICULTY .
SOURCE sS df NS F D
L .20 1 1.20 0.90" 0.34
T . 13.89 1 13.89 10.41 - 0.001%
LT 7.83" 1 7.83 5.87 0.01*
Error 96.12 72 1.33 .
A ' 33.02 9 3.66 6.86 0.001%
AL 4017 9 0.46 0.87 0.55
AT 30,57 g 3.39° 6.35 0.001%
ALT 2.65 g 0.29 . 0.55~ 0.83
Error 346.46 648 0.53

- -

2. Attribution: EFFORT
SOURCE SS as | MS T F P
L 16.07) 1 16.07 3.99 0.001%
T 32.88 1 32,88 8.16 0.04%
LT 1.82 - . 1 1.82 0.45 0.001%
Error . 290.02 72 4.02
A 27.09 9 3.01 4.15 0.001%
AL 10.22 9 1.13 1.57 0.12
AT 20.89 9 S 2.32 3.20 0.001%
ALT 5.85 ’ 0.65 0.90 0.52
Error 470.47 648 0.72
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o . Table 17 (Cont'd) M ‘ &
- l . . .

3. Attributjon: ABILITY

SOURCE SS af NS F P
L " 0.57 1 0.57 0.14 0.70
, T §.50 1 §.50 2.13 0.14
) LT 2.63 1- 2.63 0.66 0.41
Exror 287.18 ;72 3.95 A
A 45.87 - 9 5.43 7.16 Q. 0014
AL 12.10 g 1.34 1.77 0.06
AT 67.68 g 7.52 .92 0.001*
ALT §.09 9 0.89 ° 119 70.30
Error 491.21 648 0.75 ' : ) . N
4., Attribution: LUCK . .
SOURCE SS af MS F P
. L 34.40 1 34.40 - 9.12 0.001*
T ' 42.85 1 42.85 11.36 0.001%
1T 0.03 1 0.03 0.01 0.92
Error 271.62 72 3.77. M
A 27.19 9 3.02 8.16 0,001%
AL 4.66 g 0.51 1.40 0.18
AT 2.76 9 0.30 0.83 0.59
ALT 2.52 9 0.28 0.76 0.65
- Error 240.07 648 0.37




B i i T e T T T Tt i T o o iy -
N .

It is‘evi@ené-from'Thble 16 that only the attributions
Iuck and Ability yield significant main effects . The analysis
of Ability shows a significant main effect for treatment, which
indicates that the manipulation of expéctancy for success and
failure influenced the subject's use of ability attributions
during final failure trials. .To test whether this difference

was strong enough to discriminate the success from failure

. . ~ '
subjects, a di;jifminant analysis of the attributions for oo

treatment groups, collapsing across locus, was conducted. The
results are sh$§n in Table 18.
Table -18

Discriminant Analysis of
Treatment Group

Variable entered: 4AB<i<i F df -
' , : 6.81° 1 74
. %) .
4

Experiméntal CLASSTFICATION MATRIX
Condition % Correct - Success Failure
Success 50 e ] 22 22 /
Failure .15 8 24 /
TOTAL ‘ 60.5 » 30 . 46

F;om Table 18 we‘can see‘thaﬁ the diseriminating Ability .
score is useful in correctly identifying failure‘aubjects,
'where only 8 subjects were incorrectly classified. For Buccess
subjécts the Ability attribution misclassifies 22 aubjects.'
This suggests that 507 of the success subjegts attributed their

failure to Ability as frequently as did failure subjects.

. - 122
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A final test of the predictlve utility of the attribution
Abzlzty to discriminate success from failure subjects, involved
a8 t-test comparison of the success and failure groups collspsing

for locus. (See Table 19. )
) Table 19

t-test Comparison of AbIility
Success vs. Failure

~

collapsed for Locus &
TREATMENT N Mesn SD Max Min t  df P
Success 44 .7.68 4.21 . 15 0.0 -2.61 74  0.01%
Failure 32 10.06 3.47 15 1.0

k]
.

From Table 19 we now know that the accurate c13551f1cat10n
of failure subjects at the 75% level, was due to a 31gn1f1cant
differential employment of the Ability attribution by success
and failure subjects, i;respective of locus of control. Return-
ing now to the attribution Luek, it is evident ffom Table 16
that there are two maig effects, one for locus, one for
treatment, and an interaction of the attribution over trials.

To determine whether luck would discriminate subgects with. -
resp;ct to locus of control, irrespective of treatment; and
_locus of contgol, combined with treatment, two discriminant

" analyses were conducted. (See Tables 20(a) and 20(b).) .

N



- Table 20(2)

. Discriminant Analysis of Locus
Y ‘ - of Comtrol

Variable entered: ﬁuck ] F af
13.32 1 74

CLASSTIFICATION MATRIX
Experimental
Condition ¥ Correct Internal External

Internsl _ 73.7 28 10

External 55.3 17 2

“Total 64.5 45 ‘ 31 -

Table 20(b)
Discriminant Analysis of Locus
* enm Treatment .
Varisble entered: Lusk F af
' 588 3 72
, CLASSIFICATION MATRIX

Experimental 2 -

Condition - | ¥ correct INTSGC  EXTSUC  INTFATL  EXTFAIL
IRTSUC 27.3 6 7 8 1
EXTSUC 59.1 8 13 0 1
INTFATL 50.1 6 2 8 0
EXTFATIL 0.0 4 7 5 0
TOTAL - 35.5 24 29 21 2
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Froé;the discriminant analysis, it is apparent that Luck
discriminates best given the locus of control irrespecﬁive of .
treatment manipulation. In Table 20(a) the classification
for Internal subjects is quite accurate (73.7%). We know
from Table 14-that the mean values are lower for the Luck
attributigh, and this may be why Luck discriminates so well
for Internals. The discrimination f£pr Extermals is not
accurate (obtaining only 55.3% correét classifications). By
referring to Table 20(b) we see that the poor classification
is due to differential employment of Luck by extermal subjects
in success versus failure treatments. Nﬁne of the extermal
failure subjects céuld be corréctly identified using the
discriminating score for Luck. Only the classification of
external success subjects approaches a reasonmable level of
accuracy (59.1%). This suggests that this group employed the

Luck attribution in distinction to all other subjects. To

~test the significance of this finding, t-test comparisons

were drawn between internal vs. external locus of control .
subjects irrespective of treatment; and with locus cum treat-
. . _

ment combinations, controlling for locus and treatment

respectively. (See Tables 21(a) and 21(b);) )

-




f-test Comparison of Iuok Internal vs. External

Table 21 (a)

Collapsed for Treatmert

- LOCUS N Mean SD  Max Min ¢t as P
Internal 38 3.94 3.59 12 0 -3.65 74 0.0001=
External 38 6.9 3.57 12 0

Table 21 (b)
t-test Comparison of Iuck (;
) Controlling for Treatment
GROUPING X Megn SO\ Max Min t af P
INTSUC - 22 4,59 3.89 12 0.0 -2.92 42 0.006%*
EXTSTC A.22 7.68 3.07 12 4.0 )
. INTFAIL 16 3.06 3.02 10 0.0 -2.,28 . 30 0.003%
TE;;FAIL T 16 5.93 4.04 12 0.0
(i) Controlling for Locus
GROUPING - N Mean sD Max Min t df P
_EXTSUC 22 7.68 3.07 12 4.0 1.51 36 0.13
- EXTFATL 16 5.93 4.04 12 0.0
INTSTC 22 4.59 3.89 12 0.0 1.31 36 0.20
INTFATL 16 3.06 3.0z 10 0.0
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From Table‘glkaj we note that the reluctaﬁce by Internals
to employ the Luck dtfribution is significant in contrast to
its employment by Externals.- This'distinctionrcontinues_to
hold within each tre#tment condition of success and failure.
Therefore tﬁe clagsification of externmal failure subjects at

- 0.0%, (segsr§blp’20(b)). is counterbalanced by the distinction
of the iﬁtéihai failure subject's reluctance to employ the
Luck attribution. Intermsl failure and success SubjeCCS'
cannot be distinguished from ome apothér to a significaﬁt
-degree by their employment of the Luck attribution. Nor can
external failure or success subjects be distinguished for
luck, even though the prior classification (Table 20(b))

t

may have led us 'to believe it would.

This brings us to the completion of the attribution
statement analysis. The final section to be considered
[/Fﬂiggludes an analysis of subjects' comments and feelings which

were recorded upon completion of the study task.

AR N

!
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SECTION III: Affective Responses

The comments éenerated byAthe ﬁask and recaorded on the
final page of the task pamphlet are not central yvet provide
valuable supplemental information. An evslustion of.the
subjects’ comments in relation to trestment cum locus, and to
_;:the_subjects‘ characteristics of fadui;y‘membership, ﬁajor

subject of interest, and age, wss undertsken.

First, the subjects' comments in response to Item #3
"How do you feel right now?" were roughly grouped into three

.categories:

1. those individuals whe were hard on themselves
(H-0-S) or expressed alteration in mood, pro-
ducing comments such as "depressed" or "disap-
pointed," "stupid," "dumb;" "let down"%;

2. those individuals who were relatively uminflu-
enced one way or another by their participation
whose comments typically were: "OK," "tired,"
or "I enjoved it"; - :

3. those individuals who expreésed dislike for the
task, typically commenting "frustrated" or
"annoyed."

4 chi square analysis of the relationship of locus and

treatment to the feeling categories was conducted. The num-

ber of subjécts in each category is shown in Table 22.
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Table 22
Chi Square Analysis of Feeling
Categories .
~ LOCUS TREATMENT E~0~S Uninfluenced  Frust. Totals
0 E 0 E 0 K
i .
Internal * S-F é¢ 6.95 4.63 ) 10,42 Az
F=-F & 5.05 1l 3.37 Q 7.58 16
External S-F § 7.5 & 5.79 10 §.68 22
F-F _9 3.47 _€ . $.21 5 6.32 16
TOTALS 25 18 33 8¢
chi df b
Internal S vs. F. 3.643 2 Q.16
External S vs. F. . 1.858 2 .39

Revr: O = Observed

E = Expected

Neither of the D values obtained indicate a significant
relationship between either locus and/or treatment to the‘
feelings of the participants. It was necessary to determine
then whether any subject characteristics showed a systematic
relationship to the feeling categories. The following statis-
Atics were generated from chi square analysis of each.QH{ifble

to the three feeling categories. See Table 23.

1

T

"~
-
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Table 23

Subject Characteristics

. and Feelings
VARIABLE ) PEARSON Ef; sqQ. df P

Locus of Control ' 0.535 2 .76
Trestment 0.115 2 94
Age 11.211 s 19%
Faculty 6.518 s

Subject - 10.542 s .22

2 0.7

I-E Score - 0.535%

None of the variables show & systematic relationship te
the feeling caéegories. The‘one category which may be fruit-
ful is age, with the lowest probability 6f occurrence. Looking

" closergat the data (see Table 24), it is difficult to even
speculate on what trend may be fruitful apart from younger -
women having a slight tendency to be hafd on themselves as
opposed to being uninfluenced.

~

l
[

In order to determine whether there was any possibility
that this might be a fruitful.avenue for further exploration,

a discriminant analysis was conducted using the only interval
data available: age and I-E scores. Neither of these charac-
teristics was powerful enough to be entered as a discriminating

wvariable.




Table 24

Chi.Square Analysis of Age to

. Feeling Categories

AGE B-0-5. Uninfluenced Frustrated
0 E 0 E 0 E
20 or less 18 16.7 15 12.0 17 22.1
21 - 25 2 4.6 2 3.3 10 6.0
26 -~ 35 3 1.9 1 1.4 2 2.6
36 = 45 1 0.9 0 0.7 2 1.3
over 45 0_ 0.6 0 0.4 2 0.8
\ 25 18 33
This completes the analysis of the Results. The implica-

tions of these results w

study will now be considered.

ith respect to the questions under
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) CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Introduction

The intent of this thesis has.been to determine whether
women will develop an expeétation to succeed given success
outcomes, and if so, employ causal attributions in a predic-
table and systematic msnner different from thqse who do not .
develop such an expectatibn; secondly to determine whether
locus of control has predictive utility in demonstrating
- the use of motivational attribution biases, given control

for consistency of the outcome.

.The hypotheées.were generated from sutéome expectancy
cum causal attribution theory, the locus of control construct, and
prior empirical research. A brief review of these concepts
will be presented here to enable the reader to underséénd"

clearly their import to the data about to be discussed.

Cutcome expectancy and causal attribution are integral
components of a unitéry theory. The constructs were separa-
ted in applying theoretiéal weights, as outcome expectancy
lends itself to motivational expianations of attribution
biaees while causal attribution does not. It is important
to note that this separation is artificial as the model

(empioyed by Weiner ét al., 1971) considers both components

132 “
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befbre“makipg any predictions. The ;esult of this can be

seen quite clearly in-Tablés 1, 2 and 3: Theoretical Weights

- for Predicted Attributions. Under each condition, only one

attribution of the four receives a weight  from each concept.’
The value in separcting the concepts is to maximize predic-
tions for systematic and motivational biases uﬁboundéd by
causal attribution tﬁeory. An equivalent total weight was
assigned to locus of. control theory. This in effect gave

the "benefit of the doubt" to locus of control. To assign

it an equal weight in predicting attributions was a neces-
sary step to maximize its potential in predicting wmotivational

attribution biases.

The particular contribution of each theory in the pre-

dictive mold “is as follows:
teome e:?ectancy refers to the individual's generalized

expectatiom to succeed (or f£ail) as-“well as the individual's
specific expectation to succeed, which can be manipulated by
exposure to success or failure outcomes. It can be measured
by having subjects indicate before each trial what their
probability of success will be on a continuum from 0 ‘to 10.
Expectancy can predict whether or not a person will employ
systematic attribution biases. TIf the expectation is for .
success, and one fails, the bias is to attribute the outcamen ..
to something external to the self. Conversely, if oﬁe expects |
to fail,- and dées; the unbiased-fésponse is to attribute the _

outcome internallﬁ.' This is the manner in which outcome
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expectancy has been employed!in this thesis. Whether the
attributions will fall on the tempérary_or stable dimension

is better predicted by causal attribution theory, and it is

this component which contributes to the "systematic" aspect

of the bias.

Ceuscl Atiributiorn predicts the stability or wvariability ~
of attributidns from knowledge of the consistency and repea-
tability-of reinfbrcements. Consequently, even if failure
is unexpected, but is suddenly and repeciediy presented, the
attribution should be to a stable,  factor. This was shown by
McCaughan (1978) who found that "provided repeated success
or failure experiences are received, the magnitude of expec-
tancy shift ig influenﬁed by the stability/instability dimen-
sion“ (p.224). From this theory then; all attributions in
this study-ﬁould be attributed to stable factors. This
prediction is modified by outcome expectancy which predicts
that those who expect failure (F-F treatmemt) will employ an
internal attribution (&bility) while thoﬁe‘who do not expect
failure (S-F treatment) will employ an external‘attribution

(task difficulty):

Locus of Control posits that given an ez?ecfed outcome
with negative affective consequences, subjects will employ
motivational attribution biases. These should be selff
protectiﬁe and enhancing for internals, and simply self-
protective for externals. A number of attributions'sgrve -

this purpose in g failure paradigm. However., the one



attribute which is. not self-protective and is therefore not
predicted by locus of control is abzzzty. Precisely the
ettribution predicted by outcome expectancy cum causal

%
attri\bution theory in the failure-failure treatment condition.

135

It is valuable then to independently combine locus of control

with outcome expectancy and causal attribution to determine
which alternative attribution (to sbility) receives the most
‘SUpport. TFor intermals, it was 2gsk difficu ity, for exter-

nals it was effbr..

The results will now\ge ggcgidered keeping these perspec-
tives in mind.

Exsmination of Results

{

The first hypothesis predicted that if the treatment

manitulation was successful, success subjects would have
higher probability of success ratings than failure subjects,
throughout the final 5 failure trials. This hypothesis was
supported in a comparison of the probability of success (Ps)
ratlngs in Table 13 and Figure 5 of Sectlon I: Results.

This suggests that 10 success experiences are sufflcient to .
sustain female subjects through 5 failure trials, and that’

the expectatzon to succeed is still moderately high. The

failure subjects on the other hand should be "unsurprised“ at

failure.

>

To consider Hypotheses 2 and 3 it will be useful to
directly compare the predicted attributions with the obtained
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-attributions, 'Only the two most theofetically probable of the
four possible attributions will be. considered. See Table 25 for

the comparison of predicted and obtained atfributions.

. Table 5

Comparison of Attributions Af____—//

TREATMENT , . L 0CcUs /// N

Internsl ) . Extgrnal .
Predicted Qbtained. P cted Obtained

SUCCESS 1. ™ D

. D D
~ 2. Luck ¥ Abilicy "2\ Luck Luck, gbilicy*
+ FAILURE 1. TID TD, Abiliey* 1. Effort TD;. Abilicy*
2. \Ability . 2. Luck '

* The difference with respect to these attributions did not
reach significance.

Hypotq?sis 2 predicted t given a success experience,

{

internals and externals would oy the same systematic bi-

ased attribution:Tasgk Difficulty, ing failure trials. Tﬁe -
prediction is confirmed. Task Diffidulty is significantly

the most probable attribgtion for int ;nal and external success
subjects (see Table 14). 'This is furtﬁ T suppbr;ed by a
repeated measﬁres analysis of va¥iance (see)\Table 16) which

reports non-significance for the interactiork of locus pf

control and task difficulty. The only effect of—d¥ignificance

is an interaction effect for trials of treatment and task

difficulty. We can conclude that when female subjects are

given an expectation to aucceéd and are then exposed to

VJ
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repeated failure, that they employ_systematic biased attri--1

butions in a manner similar to that found in current research"

with men.

Hypothésﬂs 3’makes predictions_with respect to a motivé%

tional bias of locus of comtrol and an expectéd failure out-

# come. With regsard to Internals, -it too appears correct.
However, supporf for this hypothesis is not as strong as that
rfor‘hypothesis 2. Task Difficulty and Ability are the most
probable. attributions occurring in equivalent frequency (see
Table 14). From the repeated measures analysis of variance,

there is no significant inter;ction effect of locus, as pre-
dicted. The use of this attribution then cannot be ascribed
to a self;enhancing motivational bigf related to locus of

control.

The final hypothesis was that, given a motivﬁtional bias,
éxternals-given a failure e#per;ence will employ only a seif-
protective attribution: Effort. This prediction was not
.5 Derted. The repeated measures analysié of variance for

Effort\ (Table 16) shows only one significant effect, an

effect of trials with an interaction of treatment and effort. .

This simply indicates an emergent systematic pattern as
failure continues. Again we must conclude that a self-pro-
tective motivational bias with respect to locus of eontrol

did not take precedence.

137
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Summagz

In sum, hypotheses liand 2 are supported. Female sub-
jects developed an expectation to succeed and, given that
expectation, employed systematic biased attribﬁtipns to
‘account for failure. ﬁypothesis 3, that a motivational
self-serving.bias would be employed differenticlly by inter-
nal and external locus subjects, was not supported.

Alterncitive Ezplcnciions

ggdbnsideration of Hyppthesis 3, which pertains to sub-
jects who expect and experience failure, will be useful_to
examine the obtained atfributions with regard to the original
theoretical predictions for those attributions. This ﬁill
allow determination of which fheory'took precedénce.‘ What
this exploration may'ultimately lead to is a re-aligﬁment of

theoretical weights, as the prediction for Internal Failure

'was correct, but not for the reason expected. See Table 26.

Table 26

" Obtained Attributions Re-considered
Failure - Failure

] " INTERNAL | EXTERNAL

~  Attribution OE CA 1C e Attribution OE CA LC e

la. T 0 3 1 0 la. TD 0 3 3 9
'b. Ability % 3 0 1  b. Abiliry % 3 0 1
EEY: OE = Outcome Expectancy e = empirdical data

CA = Causal Artribution TD = Task Difficulty

LC = Locus of Comtrol
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Two findingsremergé from this”:able. First, if we ignore theK
‘lack of aidifference bgtween TD and Ability, and consider

TD only; it is apparegf ;hat it was predicted from causal
attribution theory amd a self-serving bias hypothesis from the
Ibéus_of control dé;struct. The only inadequacy of loous of
“control was in diseriminating self-enhancemeﬁt and \
protection, given an expectation for failure. This finding
supports Weiner's contention that étrong,fnegative affective
'reactions are mediated by locus of control in a self-serving
manner. This attributiog is not predicted from outcome ‘
éxpectancy-and cannot be interpreted as & systematic biased
attribution. . It is quite simply'self-serving. Second, when
one considers the attribution ability, it isﬁevident that
internals employed it more often .than externals (see Figure
6: Results). This preference is significant (see Table 16:
Repeated Heasures'ANOVA), and implies some locus of control
difference in the readiness to employ (or not.empléy) self-
serving attributions. The inéeracticn of ability cum locus
cum treatment was further tested by discriminant analysis and
t comparisons. From those analyses (see Tables 18, 19), it
emerged that the attribution ability was only employed differ-
entially wiﬁh Trespect to treatment condition (failure subjects
employed it more than success subjects). We can conclude
then that there is a distinction in the preferential employ-
ment of self-gerving attributions with Trespect to locus of

control but this diaﬂiﬁcticn is not found in all tests
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conducted ‘Internal locus of control subjects, given a
failuxe outcome, employed an abilicy attribution more readily
than external locus subjects. This was not, however, a major

discriminating characteristic of locus of control subjects.

A final consideration which will belgiven to the obtained
predictions concerns the use of the attribution of luck by
success external subjects (see Table 25). The use of this
sttribution to such sn extent lends further support to 8
‘self-serving hypothesis, as this attribute is predicted from
Qutcome Expectancy and Locus of Contxol, but not from causal
.attribution theory. Repeated measures analysis of variance
(see Table 3 indicates significant main effecte.for.locus;
and for treatment, and an interaction of the attribution over
trigls. In & dlscrlm;nant analysis for locus, luck discrimi-
nates to & hlgh degree for internals (they do not employ it).
In a test of its dlscrlmlnatlng power in locus cum treatment,
it only discriminates moderately well for extermal success
subjects. In t test "comparisons involving luck, it was
further shown that this attribute 1s employed_differentially,
to a significant degree, ijn relation to locus of control -
but not with respect to treatment. ‘We can conclude then
that, agazn there is a tendency for external locus of control
subjects to employ self-serving attribution ciases more than
internal locus subjects. Once more, this motivation does not
take precedence. Given a success expectation and a failure

outcome, systematic causal attributions are employed first,
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and secondly, self-serving bieses are employed preferentially

by external locus of control subjects.

- Summary

~

This re-examination of the obtained attributions -clarifies
tﬁe non-support for hypothesis 3 regafﬁing_differential employ-
ment of self-enhancing and self-protective attribution biases.
What eﬁerges is—the recognition that locus of confrol does not
differentiate self-enhancement from self-protection under
failure conditigns (it may do so under success only conditioms).
What is apparent is that locus of control has a low magnitude
(second order) but eiénificant contribution in predieting the
~use of self-serving biased attrlbutlons. External locus sub-
jects are more likely to—employ them than internzl locus sub-

_ jects, in that they are less likely to accept respomsibility
for failure (attribute to gbility) and prefer to externalize

failure outcomes by employing attributions to task difficulty,
and secondly, bad luck.

The other major consideration of this re-examination is
the recognition of the predictive power of causal attribution
theory. The repeatability of the outcomes predicts stable
attributions, and apart from the external success subjects'
employment of luck, all remaining significant attributions
-are on the etability dimension. This suggests that if theo-
retical weights are applied in future that causalvattributicn

be given a greatef consideration. The model could be refor-

mulated such that given conditions with limited affective .
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discomfort (success-failure) locus of cdntrol is not critical
and predictions from outcome expectancy and causal attribu-
tion hold. Given affeétive discﬁmfort; failure ontly, causal
attribution must be & pre&ictor with specification from locus
of control first and outcome exﬁectancy second. In sum, -
causal attribution identifies the .attributions of choice in °©
‘success and failure conditions as either stsble or wvarisble.
Undef conditions with limited affective discomfort, outcome
expectancy will determine which of the two attributions will
occur, thus adding precision to causal attribution. Given
conditions witﬂ consideréblé affective discomfort, it is locus
of cdntrol.ﬁhich adés more clarity to causal attribution, as
a better predictor than outcome expéctancy. (Though this

distinction is not strong enough to yield significance.)

Do these findings take on a different meaning if we
consider the attributions generated during the pre-treatment
manipulation?

Ezaminction.of Pre-Treaiment Results

In discussing the attributions obtained in trials 1 - 10,
it is/gmﬁortant to keep in mind several considerations., First,
-
the outcome for the subjects is different. Success subjects
are succeeding and attributions are positive statements: I'm
good at these,.I tried hard. Failure subjects are failing
and attributions are negative statements: I'm not goéd at
these, I didn't try hard. ‘Comparisons of the employment of

each attribgéion must be made with this in mind. Second, the

I
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generél expectancy the subject brings with her to the labora-
tory will be operating and influence her attfibution choice.

Some speculation of this le of expectancy can be made from

lation.

If we wefer to Tablé 15, which indicates the obtained
attributions, we note a8t Task Difficulty was the most signi-
ficantly emploved attridbution for =ll locus cum trestment
combinations. Effoxrt is sedoqd for success'subjects, and
- a»ility is second for failureq;ubjecés, but these preferences
‘aré not significant. (see Figure 7 for a visual éomparison),

If we take them at face value, we know that: (L) success
subjects credited their success to the ease of the‘task and
‘that they had "tried hard"; and (2) failure subjects credited
theif failure to the difficulty oﬁ:ghe task and ;heir lack

of ability: "I'm not vefy good at these." The reluctance

of success subjects tg credit success to t?eir ability, and
preference to use th® vaericbie attribute, effort; suggests
that the general expectation for subjects was not to succeed.
Howevever, we do know they maintained moderately high proba-
bility of success ratings after failure began, and that exter-
nal subjects emploved a self-serving attribution: luck. It
ié possible that the task difficulty was obvious in both
success and failure conditions, that motivation or systematic
biases had no part, and that the attributions were simple;

logical explanations: the task elther really was too easy or

too hard.
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If this is accepted; it limits quite strictly the previous

_interpretations. However, there are three qualifications of

-

this parsimonious account of the findings.

1. There is little reason to.expect any subjects
to employ a variable attribute. The failure
outcome after success, is repeated often enough
to generate stable attributions. Badiluck, then,
is a self-serving attributiop, not & logical
unbiased response. :E\‘ﬁvf‘p

2. Traditional empirical findings have suggested
that women make internsl failure judgements
regardless of the task emploved. This study
refutes that. Given tasks of recognizable
difficulty, female subjects do mot "look 'to
themselves' first to explain failure. This is
encouraging because it indicates that given
-greater certaintv, women respond in as logical
a manner &8s men. ] .

3. During the debriefing of subjects, there were
as many subjects certain of the insolvability
of the anagrams as subjects relieved to know
why they failed.

Sumary

Considerat of the pre-treatment maniphlation.trials
(1-10) alters the Rerspective of the post'treatment (trials
11-15) cbtained results. It.takes into account subjects'
general expectancy in oming to the task, and the possibility
that attributions to task difficulty are simple, logical,
unbiased attributions.\ Prior interpretations, however, are not
totally unwarranted, as even this parsimonious explanation
cannot account for all the significant attributions. Further,
this critical account still bodes well for stereotypic expect-
ancies of women, as it »refutee prior empirical support of
women 's ready employment.of ability attributions for failure

outcomes.
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How did the women Tespond to this experience?

-

Feelings? Frustrc*ed'

Final consideration will be given to the'iéelings which
subjects reported at the termination of the task. This served
to identify anyone seriously disturbéd by the task (and there
were a few), and to allow for an exploration of the affective
Teésponse to negative outcomes. A ch; square analysis of three
identifiable groupings of feelings did not indicafe a signif-
icant relationship between either locus and/or treatment to
the feelings of the participants. A further analysis of the
. feeling categories t6 sﬁbject characteristics was also naon-
significant. .Although there is not g systematic nor discri-
minating rzlationship between treatment conditions or the
subject characteristics with fegard to the categorized feelings,
this result need not be discouraging. On the contrary, is it
not desirable that the moods of the subjects and tendency to
- self-blame are equally distributed regardless of locus or
treatment? The implications of this finding is that any
systematic differences in attribution style will be equiva-
lently influenced across locus and group by the idiosyneratic
characteristics of'persanal mood. It is beyond the scope
of this thesis, but it may be of value in future ccnsidera-
tions to determine whether Weiner's affective dimension of
"great. pride” or "great shame" (see Appendix B), bears -any
relationship to the feeling categories identified here.
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Further anaiysis of the attributions (pré-dictive;not'pggxi
: . o .
d. )

dictive) is necessary before Ehis aspect can be evaluate

Concluding Statements . \

It can now be said.with some.cgftainty that, given clearly
defined task outcomes, - and an.expectation to succeed; young
college women resbond to failure outcomes in a manner similar
to college men. They employ 1qgica1_attributions and demon-
strate systematig and to a lesser extent, self-serving biases.
-Exposure to sttcessful outcomes doés provide a sustained
expectancy for success given failure outcomes. The theoreticél
uncertainties.which were.present in previous research have
been clarified. The obtained findings can be accounted for
readily by causal attribution theory, and are enhanced by the
contribution of outcome expectancy and locus of control in the
‘manner described previously; The locus of control comstruct
was found to influence the use of self-serving biases but did
not discriminate self-enhanciné from self-protective attributions

as originally anticipated.

The impliéat%?ns of this research are that young college
-women respond in a predictable manner when the uncertginty
regarding & task ocutcome is reduced. These averagé‘wcmen are
' able to persist for a lengthy period of time (30-45 minutes)
at a frustrating and unrewa;ding task, and not become either

Belpless or depressed.

L%
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The conflict between theoreﬁical pfed;ctions aﬁd.findings
generated by previous empirical work on sex differences in
#ttribution séyle, has been clarified. ,Thé theories appear
sound, as attriﬁuﬁions not suppofted by pfior empirical work

were obtained in failure trials.

This research does not deny that a sex difference in the
employment of attributions exists. It was undertaken with
the acceptance that an expectation to‘succeed would have to
be experimentally man;puléted. This research suggests that
the sex difference identified in prior research can be
accounted for by the different expectﬁtions males and females
entertain regarding task outcomes. There is no need for a
"feminine" motivational interpretation of previous research,
as the careful ﬁssignment of proéer controls and Iknowledge-
able application of theoretical'éxpectancies indicated that
female subjects can and do respond ip a predictable manner.
It is not known however, whether the clarity of the demands
of the task in this étudy are what distinguishes these
findings from previous research. It is possible that women
neéd greater certainty to avoid-personal résponsibility for
failure. A.study which véfies the difficulty level of tasks.
in a systepatic mammer, employing ﬁcdeféte ievels, as well as
the easy| and difficult.levela which were used here, could
clarify igih-;nfluence on the attribution process in women.
What this research does demmstrate ;l.s that if :aomen's

expectancies are to be altered they will need exposure to

¥
+
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successful outcoﬁes and c;éar indications that they can be;
accountable for those succgsSes; ; | .
This thesis has directed its attention to failure, a¥
that has been an area which required theoretical clarification
and empirical refutation. The question now remains as to
how women would respond to less clearly defiﬁed tasks and/or
to successful outcomes without failure. ﬁhat manipulation
will produce personal responsibility for success? It will be
faluablq-to continue to investigate women's attitudes toward

achievement, as these attitudes reflect our sense of well-being

and influence our active contributions to society.

»
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APPENDIX A -
FOUR CAUSAL ATTRIBUTIONS

Below is an excerpt from "The Role of Information Processing
in Making Causal Attributions for Success and Failure" by
Irene Hanson.Prieze:*‘It presents the four attributions used
in attribution research and the characteristics which incresse

the probsability of that attribution being employed.

In general, more internal sttributions.sre made
for outcomes unique to the person (Ajzen, 1971;
Fontsaine, 1974; Frieze & Weiner, 1971; McArthur,
1972). TPeople also see sctors as more respongsible
for success events than for failure events (Chsikin,
1971; Fontaine, 1974; Frieze & Weimer, 1971; Streu-
fert & Streufert, 1969; Weiner & Kuklsz, 1970).
Interpersonally stable sttributions such as task
difficulty, are made for ocutcomes shared by others,
whereas causal elements varying across people
(personal characteristics, luck, etc.) are utilized
when the actor experiences different cutcomes than
others (Fontaine, 1974; Frieze & Weiner, 1971). As
may be further expected, attributions that are more
stable over time are made for situations that are
considered with the past, especially if the immediate
outcome is expected (Feather & Simom, 1971a,b; Frieze
& Weiner, 1971; McArthur, 1972).

Yo

ABILITY When specific causal attributions are comsidered

' ability attributions are most common when the avail-
able information implies consistency cover time
(Chaikin, 1971; Feather & Simon, 1971s,b; Frieze & _
Weiner, 1971) and, although there is some discrepancy
here, when there i1s high initial success (Beckman, -
1970; Feather, 1967; Jones, Rock, Shover, Goethels
& Ward, 1968). Ability attributions are also commonly
made for outcomes unique to the person, for ocutcomes
that generalize over similar tasks, and for tasks on

*in John Carroll & John Payne (Ed.'s) Cognition and Social
Behavior, Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
?ESIlsEers 1976, p.100.

-
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B

which a long time has been spent (Frieze & Weiner,
1971). However, outcomes shared with highly gimilar
other people also lead to ability attributions
(Fontaine, 1974).

Effort attributions result € outcomes unique
to the person, outcomes inconsistent with past
outcomes, and outcomes consisfent with their level
of importance to the person (Fontaine, 1974; Frieze
& Weinmer, 1971). Also, success after spending a
long time working on the task (Frieze & Weiner, 1971)
and low initial success followed by an increasing
proportion of successes tend to be attributed to
effort (Beckman, 1970; Jones et al., 1968).

Luck, mood, or unique circumstances attributions

- are most common with outcomes not shared with others

or Inconsistent with the past (Fontaine, 1974;
Frieze & Whinert 1971; MecArtbur, 1972; Orvis,
Cunningham & Kelley, 1975).

Antecedents of task sttribution are outcomes shared
with others and high comsistency over time and situ-
ation for the person (Frieze & Weiner, 1971; Fontaine,
1974; Orvis, Cunningham & Kelley, 1975). Failure
after working a long time is also attributed to task .

. difficulty (Frieze & Weiner, 1971).
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. APPENDIX B
_ Distinguishing bétween affect and
. - expectancy of success
External Internal External Internal
Stable Stable- _Variable  vVariable
Attribution Task Ease  Ability Luck Effort
Outcome* F F F 3
Expectancy . )
- of Success decrease decrease increase 1ncrease
Affect little great little great
shame shame shame shame
Attribution Task Ease Abilircy Luck Effort
Outcome*- s s s s
Expectancy
of Success increa;e Increase. not moderate
) increase increase
Affect little great little great
pride pride pride pride
*
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE ATTRIBUTIONS TO
HYPOTHETICAL PREDICTIONS

This appendix presents the attributions which are alter-
native responses to the attributions predicted in the hypo-

theses section of the thesis.

: Hypothesxs 2a: Internals and externals Wlll engage in
systematic attribution biases given fail-

ure outcomes and an.expectancy to succeed.

&,

Qutcome:- Failure, Unekpected, Repeated
Trestment: Syccess - Failure
Locus: Internal and External

1. Task Difficulty - external, stable.

Alternative Attributions

2. Luck - external, variable.

It is predicted from Outcome Expectancy and Locus of
Control theories but not Causal Attribution as the outcome is
repéated and;cnlf stable éEtributions'correspond to repeated
outcomes. It would be predicted from Locus of Control theory
as it reduces negative affect, it is self-protective but not
enhancing. Emplrlcal findings show strong support forlits
occurrence in research with males and females (Deaux, 1976'

Deaux & Farris, 1976, 1977: Feather, 1969; McMahan, 1973).

1592 ~ s
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3. Effort - internal, variable.

Not predicted from Oﬁtcome Expectancy x Causal Attribution
\cheory as it does not conform to the ‘requirement to be external
and stable. It would be predlcted from Locus of Control theory
”45 , &8s it is self-protective. It is not ei%egped based on empirical

”“d?;a (Deaux & Farris, 1976).
4. Ability - internal, stable.

Not predicted from Outcome Expectancy, but conforms to
Causal Attribution in being stable. Not predicted fromw Locus
of Control as it has maximal negative §ffeétive consegquences
and is neither self-protective nor enhancing. There is aata

to indicate it would occur (Page, 1973).

Hypothesis 3a: That failure-failure intermal subjects_wili_
employ a motivational bias.

" Qutcome: Failure, Expected, Repeated
Treatment: Failure-Failure
- Locus Internal

-~

.- 5. .Iagk D:waulty'- external stable.” " &

Alternative Attributions

2. Ability - intermal, stable.
Predicted frcm Qutcome Expectancy X Causal Attrlbutlon
theory. Not predicted from Locus of Control as it is neither

self-protective nor enhancing. - it is 1likely to occur based

on research (Deaux & Farris, 1977; Feather, 1969; McMahan, 1973).‘



"

¢ -

3. Effort —.ihtcrnal; Variabie.

s Predictcd'fromFOutcome ExﬁcctancY-but not from Causal
Attribution rhéory. Partially predicted from Locus of Control
as the affective consequences. are still negative, it is“self- .

protect&%e but _not enhancing. Nor has this outcome been ob-

‘tained to date (Deaux & Farris, 1976). )

| e _ "

4. Luck - external, variable.

Not predicted from Qutcome Expectancy f’Causcl Attribution

theory. Partially predicted from Locus of Control theory 8s

it minimizes the’ negatlve affect, is self-protective but not

enhancing. It is likely to oceur based on.current research

(Deaux, 1976; Deaux & Farris, 1976)

Hypothesis 3b: That failure-failure external subjects
will employ a motivational bias.

" Qutcome: Fallure Expected, Repeated
Treatniht.- Fa;lure-Fallure
Locus: - Externsal

1 Effort - 1nternal varlablc.-

} | A,;temative At‘tr‘ibut‘ibns .

. ol - 9
2 Luck externai variable- > h '

a S - ) . .
’ Hot pre&zcted from Outcome Expectancy x Causal Attr{&ution
éheory é would be predlcted from Locus of Control theory as
t it is self-protective but nft enhanclng. It is highly probable

r

from cu:r:rent resear{:h (Deaux, 1976).

“n
1 ¥y
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3 Ability - internal stable.

RS
: Predicted from Outcome Expectancy x Causal Attribution
theory. It is not self-protective and therefore is not pre-
dicted from Locus of Control theory.: It is highly probable

based on the literature (Deaux & Farris, 1977; Feaﬁher._1969;

McMahan, 1973).

4. Task Dig§icu1ty --extefnal, stable.

Not predicted from Outcome Expectancy, is expected from
Causal Attribution theory. Only partially predicged from
f Locus of Control as it is a self-enhancing form of self-
protective bias. Thie outcome has nct been obteined to date

. (McMaljan, 1973; Weinmer et al., 1971).
. ' . - 5
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FINAL ANAGRAM.LIST STAGE 5 - EXPERIMENT PROPER

Previous o
Fx Anagrams N Accepted- Solutions Ll
5 RFATHE 44 T, ‘ father . )
5 MIDDEL - middle P
/ TMOMEN* - . moment T .
-5 INNERD . ~ dinner '
0 SECNOD second
14 ONERSP ¢ person ' .
5 AFILYM _ family '
14 ERROPP Proper
14 GERIDB : bridge
! BUNMER** : ‘ number
§7 - MORBEP 45 ‘ /-
S0 NEREIM ermine
74 NARCEN canner
61 GANTAM '~ tagman
44 UESSNL unless
40 MNEGAA : qage
44 OMERND ndfiern
- 35 QOCCSRU Crocus,0Cccurs, Succor
36 - TACCSU _ : - cactus -
40 * SPROUE _ - pursue —‘\\ '
, ALSEGT _ 89 %
OPUSGN /
EMAGLE S
FELSNI
) . UBSLON

&k Anagram froem Feather, (1966) not pre-tested
* Anagram generated by this suthor not pre-tested
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APENDIX E

ROTTER'S INTERNAL /EXTERNAL
LOCUS OF CONTROL SCALE® = -

with key statements marked

!

Inclu.de.s: Introductory comments, and map
.as distributed in class

-
-

it
;w.
'

*frcm Rott.er', 1966.

-




-

ro\ff’.

Hello! Mj name lséVerna Semkow., I'm\a doctoral candidate
in the Cliniecal Psychology pProgramme. The flhal step in my
programme is my qzssertation research. I hope-that you can be
of some assistance to ﬁe in eompletiné‘this project. As' _you
may know, in Psychology research it is common to use subiects ‘

of only one sex. And that is the case with my research I

‘'will not require males in my research and the fellows are free

.to leave at this point if they wish.

There are two reasons I have chosen to work with ladies

'onlyf“ One reason is that it makes the study simpler lf the

participants are the-same sex, and secondly, I am lnterested

in exploring the area of women's self-perceptlons in an achieve-
ment context. .I'm concerned with what women think of them-
selves in-a variety of settings; more specifically work and

academic settings. The research I have planned has both

theoretical and practical significance. The nature of the

‘particular theorles and the pract1ca1 applications of the

research will be explalned fully once you have had the oppor-

-

tunity to particlpate.

Your partic1patlon in this project will help me; it will
add to our knowledge of women's self-perceptions; and it may
just possibly, tell you something about yourself as I will
meet personally with each participant at-’the end of the experi-

mental aesaion

1652



leb

If you‘choose to participate I will require you to
complete a 15-minute questionnaire in class, and to attend

one 30-45 minute session outside class for 2 course credits.

If you cannot participate I would still-appreciate if
you would complete the questionnaire as that information will

be helpful to me.



r

' Pleése complete in full

————————————e

‘Name : Student Number:
Age: Number of years of education:
Facuity:' ' _ ‘ ' ____ Major Subject:

BHome .Te 1ephone :

Time when you can be reached at home:

-

Please biacken the timetable for periods in which you would
be free to participate in the experiment (requires 30 mins.)
Please blacken as many times as possible. You will be con-

tacted by phone for ai)appointment time.

7

T@e'time at left indicates the beginring of the session.

+

Time Monday |Tuesday |Wednesday |Thursday

Friaay

9 a.m,

9:30° N\ /

10 \ [/

10: 30 o \/

11 - A

11:30 / \

12 ‘ [\

12:30 / O\

167
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Soccial Reaction Invéntory'

This is a questionnaire to find out thé way in which certain

important events in our society affect different p'ople..

Each item consists of a pair of aslternatives lettered & or b.
-, p

Please select the one statement you actuﬁily believe to be

the case_as’far as you're coﬁcerned. Be sure to select thé

one you sctually believe to be more t;ue rather than the

one you think you should choose or the one you would like

to be true. This is a measure of personal belief; obviously

there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer t%fse itemS'carefuilz but do not spend too
much time on any one item. Be sure to find an answer for
gég;z choiée. For each numbered question, make an X in the
-box beside either the a dr'g,‘whichever you choose as the

statement most true.

In some" instances, you may discover that you believe both
statements or neither one. In such cases, be sure to select
the one you more strongly belieye tofbe the case as far as
you're concerned. Also try to respond to each item indepen-
dently when making your choice; io not be\%nfluenced by your
previous choices. -

) GO TO NEXT PAGE ~

I
4
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REMEMBER

Select that alternative which you hgrsouélly believe to
be more true. * _ .

I more strongly believe that:

1.[ Ja. Children get into trouble because their parents
h . _punish them too much. . ;

¢[ 1b. The troudble with most children néwadays is that
: their parents are too easy with them.

2.[XJa. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are
partly due to bad luck. : :

[ Ib. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they
make. .

3.[ Ja. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because
people don't take enough interest in politics.

[ % Ib. There will always be warsfzﬁo matter how hard people
. try to prevent them. .

4.[ Ja. In the long run, people get the respect they deserve
in this world. |

~

[X ]b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passeé-
' unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.

5.[ "]a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is
nonsense. -

[ Ib. Most students don't realize the extent to which their
grades are influenced by accidental happenings.

6.1 X]a. Without the right breaks, one cannot be an effective
. leader. .

[ Ib. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportumities. v

7.[ X]a. No matter how hard you try, some people just don't
like you. -

[ Ib. People who can't get others to like them don't under-
stand how to .get along with others. - .

> GO TO NEXT PAGE
v
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- 8. [ Ja. Heredity plays the major role in determining one's
personality.

[ ]1b. It is one's experiences in life which determines
what they're like. -

[ X]a. I have often found that what is going to happen
will happen. .

[ Ib. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for
' ‘me as making & decision to take a definite course.
- of action.

10.[ Ja. In the case of the well-prepared student, there is
rarely, if ever, such a thing as an unfair test.

[ X ]b. Many times, etam'questlons tend to be so unrelated
- to course work that studying is really useless.

' 11.[ Ja. Becoping a success is a matter of hard work, luck
has little or nothlng to do with it.

[X Ib. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the
right place at the right time.

12.[ Ja. The average citizen can have an influence in govern-
ment decisions.

[x Jb. This world is rum by the few people in power,  and
there is not much the little guy can do about it.

13.[ Ja. When I make plans, I am almost certain that 1 can
.7 make them work. )

[xIb. It is nd% always wise to plan too far ghead because
many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad
fortune anyhow.

14.[ ]a. There are certain people who are just no good.

[ Ib. There is some good in everybody.

15.{ Ja. In my case, getting what I want has little or nothing
_to do with luck.

[X 1b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do
by flipping a coin. .

GO TO NEXT PAGE

s
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. lﬁ.[.x]a.‘Who gets to be the boss oftéﬁ~depenééton who was
‘ lucky enough to be in the right place first.

.

[ ]b. Getting people to do the right thing" depends upon
S ability: luck'has little or nothing to do with it.

17.['X]a{‘As far as world affairs are conceéhed, most of us

are the victims of forces.we can neither understand,
< nor, control. S ' .

[ Jb. By taking an active part in political and social
. “affairs the people can control world events.

.18.[ X Ja. Most people can't reslize the extent to which their
o ' lives are controlled by accidental happenings.

L jﬁ.'There really.is no such thing as "luck".
.19‘[“ ]a. One should always be willing to admit his mistakes.
[ Jb. It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

20.[ X Ja. It is hard ‘to kﬂoﬁ whether or not =& person%really
likes you. ' ' :

{ 1b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a
person you are. . ,

21.[X Ja. In the long run the bad things that happen to us
‘ . are balanced by the good cmes. .

[ ]b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three.

22.[ Ja. With enough effort we csn wipe out political corruptiom.

[x Ib. It is difficult for people to have much control over .-
the things politicians do in office. ' )

23.[X Ja. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at
the grades they give. '

[ Jb. There is a direct connection between how hard I study
and the grades I get. .

7 24,[ Ja. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves
: * what they should do. : - -

Y

) 2 : *
[ Ib. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their
jobs are.

‘ g?'rgfnaanmcé"
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25. [1{16 Hany times I feel that I have 1itt1e influence
over the things that happen to me. ¢

[ Ib. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or
luck plays an important role in my life.

26.[ ]a. People are lonely because they don't try to. be

to | friendly. \\//,f

[ x]Ib. There's not much use in trying too hard to please
~ people, if they like you, they like you.

27.1 ]a} There is too muchvemphasis on athletics in high
. school

L .]b. Tesm sports are an excelleht way to build character.
) 28.[ .. Ja. What happens to me is my own doing.

[X]b. Sometimes I feell that I don't have enough ccntrol
. gver the direction my llfe is taklng.

29.[ X ]Ja. Most of the time I can't understand why polxt;c;ans
' behave the way they do.. "

[ Ib. In the long run the people are responsible for bad ,
government on a national as well as on a local level.

GO TO NEXT PAGE . t
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Please remove this sheet after completing the ey
questionnaire and keep for future reference.

* I have chosen to participate in the research on:

&

‘“Women's Self-Perceptions™.

. The researcher is: Verna-Jean Amell Semkow | ph.746-1195

The~time is: .
*(fill in when appt. time is determined)

The date is:

The place is: Rm. 418 Mont Petit Hall

Go to Monft Petit Hall (the~physed building adjacent to the
‘Uni-Centre). Take theselevator to the fourth floor. Turn
right and wait in the lounge aresa to be called.

\
]

_ Lounge : . -
' . | B OFFICES
- N 18 .

B . &{Elgvator - -

- "MONT PETIT HALL
| , . 4th FLOOR

S S S S L

Wik - :

OFFICES

OFFICES
X,
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- eported Values of Sotter Scores for a
E ) College Populations* .
College N " Sex = Mean S.D. Range
Ohio State 605 F 8.42 4.06 .
' 1180 combined 8.29 3.97
Kansas 68 F 7.75 3.79
) : . ‘113 combined 7.73 3.82
Connécticut 169 F 9.62 4.07 ¢
303 combined 9.22 3.88
Purdue 1000 combined 8.50 3.74
*from Rotter et al., (1972) .
University °
of Ottaws 249 F 9.91 3.16 1-21
Intemmal Mid-range External
Score cf Score cf - Score cf
P .
0 0 8 86 13 202
1 1 9 113 14 213
2 S 10 - 138 15 225
3 9 11 162 16 231
4 16 12 180 17 T 239 -
5 34 18 241
6 52 15 243
7 73 20 244
21 245
td) 22 245
23 245
INC - 249
Proportions:
30.12% 43,377 26.50% =

1742
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DIAGRAM OF STUDY ROOM ARRANGEMENT
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\
STUDY ROOM ARRANGEMENT
O ‘E:rperimenter FILE
Door : CABINET
. \ . . o >
Aokl gk
d T
SUBJECT
3
=
x
FE O I BN JEE By N 2 4 PN 2B N M i
- l ¥ &7 ¥ 4 v [ 4 4 4y v 7 4
"
=] P
9. b 4 .
O »
3 -
b=t ¥ i
= P A
. ‘l
O 4 v O
‘l' .
l’ R
SUBJECT 1 SUBJECT
. 1 T 2
<

O = chairs .

'

/{444 = movable dividers '

1752 j
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TD .
Ability
Luck
Effort
Luck

TD

TD
Effort
TD '
Ability
Effort
TD

Ability
Luck
Ability
D

Luck
Ability’

. Effort

TD
Ability
Luck

_Efforé'

Ability

ATTRIBUTION PAIRS

Effort

- TD

Effort

“Ability

Abi)ity
Luck. *

Luck.
Ability
Effort
Luck
Luck
Ability

TD
Effort
Luck
Effort
D
Effort

Ability
Luck
Effort
Ability
D

TD

»>

Luck
TD
Luck
D
Effort
Luck

Effort
Ability
Effort
Luck
Ability
Effort

TD
Ability

, Effort

Luck
m
Effort

Luck
TD\;
Effort
Ability
Luck
Effort

176a

! 1

Abilicy
Effort
D
Ability

-.Ability

Effort

TD

Luck
Ability
D

TD .

Luck

Luck’
TD
Luck
Ability
Effort,
Ability

Ability
Effort
Ability
TD

TD
Luck



el LIRS S

11.

13.

15.

fﬁ\*’

'Effort

Ability
Luck
Abilicty
TD

Ability
Luck
Effort
Luck '
D
Ability

. ID

Effort
TD -
Luck
TD
Ability

Effort

Ability

Effort
Luck
Effort
0 .

Luck
TD-
Effort
Effort
Luck
Ability

Effort
Ability
Luck
D"

Effort -

D

Effort
Ability
Ability
Effort
Luck

Luck -»

Ability
\

D

™D
Ability
Luck
Luck

10..

12,

14,

Luck --Ability"
Effort - TD
"TD - Ability
~Ability - Effort
TD -~ Luck
Luck - Effor
- l
Luck - Aﬁllity
Effort

Luck (// Effort
Ability

Luck - T
Ability - Effort

*

Ability - Luck:-

Luck - Effort
Ability - TD
TD - Luck

Ability - Effort
Effort - TD

7y
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}
‘Frequency of Ordered Overall Frequency of Pairings
Pairs Without Regard to. Order
f_irst Second £
AENity - Effort 7 -
oo ‘ TD 9 £
7 " Luck 6 . ‘Ability -' Effort 16
£ffort - Ability 9 Ability - TD 15
Luck 6 Ability - Luck . 15
TD 7 Effort - Luck 14
TD - Ability 6 E?ri - T 15
' ’ - Luck 9 TD - Luck 15
_ .. Effort 8 ) |
+  Luck = - - Ability 9
)
. Effort 8
) : D 6
8.
-
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APPENDIX I
' STUDY PAMPHLET

Introductory page , (7%
Anagram - (180)
Attribution Statements (181)
Anagram (183)
Attribution Statements (184)
Final Page (186)

Debriefing Statement. (187)_



PLEASE REAﬁ CAREFULLY BEFORE YOU BEGIN:

You are about to participate in a study which is inves-
tigating women's self-perceptions. You will be required to
attempt to solve & series of anagrams. An anagram is a common
word with the letters scrambled. Your task is to unscramble
the letters to discover the original word. After each anagram
are a number of statements. You must answer six statements
after each snagram regardless of whether you solved or could -
not solve the anagram. You are then required to estimate how
likely you think you are to solve the subsequent anagram, by
cireling a number on the line presemted at the bottom of the

page.

Below is a sample of the pro&edure.

Sample 1

Print the solution to the following amagram in the space
at the right. Start the watch and record the time you require
to solve the anagram. -

FRTUI

Time elapsed

Please choose one statement from each pair that you feel
best completes the picture.

I solved the anagram mainly because:
[ ]It is my lucky day OR [ ] It was easy

, Please circle a number on ‘the line below that indicates
how likely it is that you are going to solve the next anagram.

[ P R y TR J AP P 6
low ) moderate high
Solution IImud

REMEMBER :

Be sure not to spend too much time on any one anagram.
Ninety (90) to 120 seconds is sufficiemt. A stop watch is
provided for,you to keep track of the time. Record the -time
in the space provided. Do not persist beyond two minutes.
You may not be able to BoIve‘alg"hé'anagrdms.' Be sure to
answer the statements on the subsequent page whether or not
you solved the anagram in the two-minute period.

ANY QUESTIONS?

GO TO NEXT PAGE
179 a
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180-

. . .
» [
\ K . - .
\ -

Print the solution to the following anagram in the space

. at the. right. You may use the rest of the page to work

“out the solution. Start the watch and stop working when
you arrive at a solution or 120 seconds have elapsed.

Record the time in the space prowvided. . R

Time elapsed

ej‘.
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If you solved the anagram on the last page please
answ€r statements 1 - 6. If you did not solve the

anagram answer statements 7 - 12,

Please choose one stdtement from each pair that you feel best
completes the sentence. Mark an X beside the appropriate

statement.
1. I solved the last word mainly because:

[ 1 It was easy OR [ ] T really tried
2. I solved the last wordimainly because: |

[ ] I'mgood at these OR [ ] It was easy
3. I solved the last word mainly because:

[ ] I was lucky OR [ ] I really tried -
4. I solved the last word mainly because: '

[ ] I really tried OR [ ] I'm good at these
5. I solved the last word mainly because:

{ ] I was lucky . . O0R [ ] I'm good at these
6. I solved the last word mainly because:

[ ] It was easy OR [ ] 1I was lucky

GO TO BOTTOM OF PAGE*

Please choose one statement from each pair that you feel best

completes the sentence. Mark an X beside the appropriate

statement.
7. I didn't solve the last word mainly because:
[ .] "It was too hard OR [ ] 1I didn'tereally try .
8. I didn't solve the last word rainly because: -
[.] g;mtgzgevery good OR | [ ] It was t?o.hard
9. I didn't solve the last word mainly because:
. [ 1 I was unlucky OR [ ] I didn't really try
10. I didn't solve the last word mainly because:
[ ] Laecrelly gp [ ] Impor very geod
11. I didn't solve the last word malnly because:
[ ] I was unlucky . OR [ 1] I'm not very good .
; : . - at these )
127 I didn't solve the last word mainly because: | \“"/_
[ ] It was too hard OR [ ] I was unlucky

* THe original presentation was on 8 x 14 paper. -BO that ‘the xatings
were on the same page as the above statements.

-
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_ Please eircle the number on the line below that indicates % ..
~how likely it is that you are going to solve the next
anagram. - ) : '
. LW \l'
Pammtlevema2emnnn . IR AL, S fmmtmm T - S—— - J— 10
e low ol m@te o high
‘probability P obsbility probability
) ..-:- . ) » L )
- GO TO NEXT.PAGE .
\
Lo
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Print the solution to the following anagram in the space
at the right. You may use the rest of the page to work
out the solution.. Start the watch and stop working when

. you-arrive at a solution or 120 seconds have elapsed.
Record the time in the space provided. .

UPSLON . o~
' B | Time 7’lapsed

/
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If you solved-the anagram on the last page please
answer statements 1 - 6, If you did not solve the
anagram answer statements 7 < 12,

Please choose one statement from each pair that you feel
best completes the sentence. Mark an X beside the appropriate
statement.

b

<

1. T solved the last word mainly becsuse:
[ 1] I really tried =~ OR [ ] TI'm good at these
2. I solved the last word mainly because: :
[ ] I'mgood at these OR [ ] It was easy
3. I solved the last word mainly because:
[ 1 I really tried OR [ .] It was easy
4., T solved the last word mainly because:
'[ ] I was lucky OR [ 1} I'm good at these
5. I solved the last word mainly because:
: [ 1 I really tried OR t ] I was lucky
6. I solved the last word mainly because:
[ 1 It was easy OR [ ] I was lucky
¢ GO TO BOTTOM OF PAGE™

Please choose one statement from each pair that you feel best
completes the sentence. Mark an X beside the approprlate
statement.

7. I didn't solve the last word main}y because:

I didn't reall r 1'm not ve ood at
L] try d OR [ ] these g

didn't solve the last word mainly because:

I'm not very good
1 at these Or [

I

L ] It was too hard
g. I didn't solve the last word ma;?ly because:

L

I

[

I didn't really

] try OR [ j. It was too hard

10. I didn't solve the last word mainly because:
] I was unlucky OR [ 1 I'mnot very good at
: these

11. I didn't solve the last word mainly because:

I didn't really

12. I didn't solve the last word mainly bécause:
[ ] It was too hard oR [ \] was unlucky

*The original presentation was on 8 x 14 paﬁ. sQ that the ratings
were on the same page as the above staremend :

OR [ ] I was unlucky
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Please circle the number on the line below that indicates
how likely it is that you are going to solve the next
anagram. ) .

R, 2emu- 3-—--- famenn Semmmnfmmm- 7=mmm- §-—mm=Qummmm 10

low moderate ' high .
probability probability probability .

R 3

GO TOC NEXT PAGE
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Pleaée answer the following questioms. Please give your

honest opinion.

1. Did you enjoy-participating’in this experiment?

Why or why not?

-

L

2. Would you participate again in a similar experiment
if you knew the outcowe beforehand? -

-

3. How do you feel right now?

4. Any other comments?
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Debriefing Statement

~

This experiment is investigating women's self-pexceptions,
but partlculsrly the way in which they view themselves after

a success or failure experience. The statements you answered

‘ tell\me whether women attribute that failure oI success to
themselves, to the amount of effort they expend, to the diffi-
culty of the task or to fate. The type of attribution you

make has seversl consequences. (1) It may help you get over

s failure experience. For example, if you decide that you

just did not try, you may be willing to "ery again". (2) _It
may prevent vou from tsking further risks; if you decide the
task was too difficult, vou may never go near something like
that again. (3) It may make you feel miserable about your-
self, esﬁecially if you decide that the failure tells you
something about your ability. I am concerned about how resil-
ient women are to failure. Whether by building in an expec-
tation to succeed they will then persist in the face of failure;
or, if'given only failure, whether women know how to protect
themselves or save face. Current research suggests that women
Eo not do this, but that men do. This research may also have
implications for therapeutic approaches to depression in women.

Are there any gquestions?

Please do not disclose the nature of the study to your
friends for three weeks.
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A. Self-image is the collage of attributes and_reYeated
patterns of action seen by you as being yourself.

B. Self-worth is the value in which you hold the quslities
o yourself (one's guto-evalustion).
o

C. SNf-confidence "reflects the expectancy held regarding.
one's ability to determine his fate through the use of
, personsl skills." (Lefcourt, 1976, p.9%4)

D. Self-enhancing sttributions include thst set of sdcumu- .
Llated feelings and evsluations sbout vourself that
heighten your sense of self-worth.

E. Self-protective attributions include that set of accumu-
latec teelings and evaluations asbout yourself that main-
tain vour sense of self-image.*

-

*All self-enhacing attributions are by definition self-protec-
tive while the reverse does mot hold. An attribution may be
self-protective and not result in self-enhancement. For
example, the depressed individual who steadfastly refuses to
accept objective, positive evaluaticms of himsel®f, in order
tomaintain a perception of himself as an ineffectusal or

unworthy perscn, is engaging in a self-protective but not
enhancing evaluation. '
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