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'ABSTRACT

Two studies degigneﬁ to examine-the management of
ability attributions via defensive and counE;xdefensive
attributional strategies were undertaken. The first- study,
based on the conceépt that pérceptions of capsglity may
often be modified through the operation of self-serving
biases, investigated the impact of present and poééible
future eéaluatidn on causal attributions. It was predicted
that future evaluation by others of the subjects' perfor-
ﬂance and attributions would attenuate the self—énhgncing .
and self-protective tendencies of subjects. To test these
predictions, 80 female high school students were divided
into four grOups,.éach 0of which completed a set of Success
or Failure anagrams under one of four experimental situ-
ations;:; 1. Success; 2. Success with future evaluations;

3. Failure; 4. Failure with future evaluation. In condition

2, subjects assigned less credit to.themselveé by attribu-

ting significantly less responsibility for their effort,

bﬁt not for their ability. Also, as bredicted, they attri- '
buted their succéss more to luck than task difficulty. In
condition 4, as predicted, thef attributed their failure
significantly less to task difficulty than to luck. How-
ever, the subjects failed to attribu?e theié failure to

>

lack of dbility or lack of effort.
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The second study investigated the impaét'of experi-
‘'mental modifications of individuafs' self-esteem via feed—
hack from a Sociai Perdeptivenesé Task provided to tﬁeﬁ
subéequeﬁtlto their success or failure .on a skill-ofienteq
anaéram task.\ It was predicted that the tendeﬁcy of indi-
viduéls to self-enhance/self-protect themselves under
success/failure conditions can bé_modefated via ego-related
' _ . .
feedback concerning important previous success/failure
outcomes. To test these predictions, one hundred and twenty
female high school students were divided into four experi-
mental’ana'two control grouvps. All grbups completed a
Social Perceptiveness Task. Out of the four experimental
groups, two groups completed.a simple anagram task-which
guaranﬁeed success, while'tﬁe remaininé two groups gomﬁletéd
a difficult anagram task which produced failure. One.experi—
mental gr;up each from the success and failure conditions
was provided with feedback to the effect that ‘their previous
performance on the Social Perceptiveness Task had been
\successful, while the remaiQing two groups-were informed
that their previous performance had been a failure. Of the
two control groups, one group completed the success anagram
task, while the other completed the anaérams which produced

failure. These two groups did not participate in further

experimental manipulations. As predicted, the success : ‘.E
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" ficantly less responsibility to Internal Factors (Abi

and Effort) than those who, received ego—dim;nishiné feed-

back. Also, as predicted, jfthe failure group'Who received . -

ego—enhancing feedback attri ed significantly iess réﬁ- .
-
pon51b111ty to External Factors (Luck and Task leflculty)

than those who recelde ego—dlmlnlshlng ébedback. The

ego-enhiancing feedback gragps under success égd fallure
condltlons, as per predictions, assigned 51gn1 1cantly less
a;trlbutlons than the ego-diminishing feedback groups.‘

In comblnatlon, the results of the two studies

provided support for the operation of motivationally based -

Seié—serving biases in causal attributions.

-
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INTRODUCTION

The manner in which individuals attribute the
cause for their success and failure is receiving i ;;ea—
sing attention. Although attribution theorists have affifmed
that the inference process 1s frequently logical and quecf
tive, they have also noted thét_perceptions of causality
may often be modified through the operation of self-serving
giaées. These biases méy perform atleast two functions: an
ego-enhancing function when an individual takes credit for
success, %ﬁi;;Tu ego-protective function when an individual
.denies respofisibility for failure. '

e * .

While some experimenters have noted a tendency for
individuals to make sélf—éttributions for their own beha-
viours when they result in positive outcomes, and external
attributions for their own behaviours when they result in
negativé outcomes,.some investigators have obtained results
directly opﬁosite to those predicted by a defensive attri-
butioﬁallanalysis.

An attempt is e in this present study to investi-

gate whether this A£vidence may-be explicable in terms of

a bfogdened self—‘erving bias formulation. In other words,
it is suggésted that self-serving attributions frequently
ma as public self-presentations designed to maxi-

mize public esteem, .and that under certain circumstances
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such esteem needs may be best served by accepting more res-
poqsibility for negative outcomes,:and less responsibility-
for positive outcomes.

While some research attention has already been
devoted to this proposition, results have been unclear.
Thus, this study is an attempt to bfidge the gaps in the
literature in this area. ' -

The present thesis consists of two studies. The

first study, whose main purpose is to examine the role of

“the impact of evaluation apprehensioﬁ on attributions of

responsibility, is presented in c¢hapters I to IV. Chapter I
preéents the review of the 1i£erature, chapter II describes
the experimental procedures of the study, chapter III pre;
sents the results, and chapter IV discusses them and presents
recommendations for future research.

Because the findings of the first stﬁdy were only
partiglly supportive of the theoretical model on which it
was baéed, a second study was undertaken whose princip51
afyjective was to replicate certain aspects of the first study
and, in addition, to examine the impact of ego-related feed-
back conditions on subjects' causal attributions.

Chapter ¥V presents fhé rationale'and hypotheses of
the second study, chapter VI the experimental procedures,
chapter VII Fﬂe results, and chapter VIII the discussion

of results,




CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Attribution theory deals with the information
“hbeople use in making causal inferénceé, and with what ~
they do with this information to- answer causal questions.

The theoryihas developed within social psychology

L]
¥

'primarily as a means of dealing with questions of social
perception. The "theory élso_deals éith'questions of
self-perception. But it will alsé be clear that attri-
‘bution theory is relevant to other fieléé'of psychology,
particularly those in wﬁich_self-concepts are regarded as
important. -

"One is inclined to attribute to onestlf good
thing%, but one suffers when one has to atfribute to- one-
self something that is not so good" (Harvey, Ickes,-&
Kidd, 1976, p.16). The principle described in the fore-
going observation has received considerable attention in
attribution research. There is a lot of evidence tHat
individuals tend to see themselves as being more "person-
ally" responsible for their success than their failures,
and to view “external"‘factors such as luck or task diffi-
culty as being more résponsible for their failureé. By
‘takiﬁg credit for their successes and denying responsibility

for failures, individualsicah bolster and protect their
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ego or self-esteem (Arkin, Gleason, & Johnston, 1976;

Miller, 1976; Snyder, Stephen & Rosenfield, 1976; Wortmen,

‘Costanzo & Witt, 1973).

While most discussions on perception of causality

have assumed the existenceé of self-serving biases, some

-

authbrs have questioned the principle's theoretical and
Y
empirical underpinnings, e.g., Bem, 1972; Kelly, 1971. 1In

a review of self-serving biases in causal attribution, Miller

& Ross (1975) have siggested that individuals who tend to
explain success and failure differently may not necessarily
reflect the influence of motivationaily based "self-serving”
biases. Instead, they argued that the.existing déta are as
easily interpreted within a rational, information~proceésing
framework. More specifically, they contend that three
factors operating in isolation or in combination may cause
individuals to take more personal responsibility for success
than failure; First, individuals are more likely to accept
respon;ibility for expected outcomes than unexpected out-
comes and, in general, people expect success and not
fa%lure. Second, individuals discern a closer covariation
between behaviour and cutcomes in the case of increasing
success thén in the case of constant failure. Third, indi-
viduals'tend to hold an erroneous conception of contingency,

which lead them to associate control primarily with the

_ occurrence of the desired outcome (i.e., success) rather
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than any actual degree of contingency.

Nevertheless, in conciuding their review they
haﬁe stated that: \

"It would be clearly prematpre, however,

to deny the possibility of self-serving

caugal attributions . . . for it is too

intuitively appealing to be summarily

abandoned. The challenge remains for

future researchers to assess the relative

explanatory~walues of the motivational

and non-motivational interpretations of

asymmetrical causal attributions."

(Miller & Ross, 1975, p. 224)

Since the publication of Miller & Ross's (1975)
review, a considerable amount of inew’research has appeared,
and much of these studies appear to challenge Miller &
Ross's (1975) .alternative non-motivational re-interpret-
ations, and pro#ides evidence regarding the influence of
motivational biases in the: causal inference process. The
nature of this challenge will be detailed further on in
this thesis via discussion of the works of Harvey, Arkin,
Gleason & Johnston (1974), Luginbuhl, Crowe & Kahan (1975),
Arkin, Gleason & Johnston (1976), Snyder, Stephen & Résen—
field (1976), Miller (1976), and Sicoly & Ross (1977).

The empirical data that are often cited in dis-
cussions of self-serving attributional biases come from
two general traditions. The first is from a series of
interpersconal influence studies which examined the relation-

ship between causal ascription and the success of influence
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attémpts. Studies of the relationship between causal
ascriptions and outcomes in skill-oriented performance
tasks provide the second source of relevant data. The
following revie# of literature wiil critically examine

the experimental evidence from research on interpersonal
influence and skill-oriented task performance that is con-
sistent with an interpretation in terms of self-serving

biages in causal attributions.

Interpersonal Influence Research - ot

In interﬁersonél influence studies, subjects are
asked to instruct a target person-bn how to perform some
task. Following their influence attempts, subjects are
informed that the individual.they have been advising has
either succeeded or failed, and are asked to judge how
much of the observea change in the other's behaviour is due

to the influence attempt. The subjects' perceptions of the

- target persons' performance are then assessed.

Harvey, Arkin, Gleason & Johnston (1974) had
college students serve as therapists or as observers in
a study "concerned with the ability of the ordinary person

to give therapy to another person having a minor phobia."

- Based on the self-esteem model, Harvey et al. (1974) pre-

dicted that therapist subjects would show a greater ten-

dency to accept responsibility for positive than for neéative

~

-

\ e
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outcomes, regardless of expected outcome.

THe data indicated that whén a” positive outcome

was expected, therapist subjects tended to mgﬁe greater

self-attributions of.responsibility for positive than for
negafive therapy outcomes; however, when a negative out-
come was expected, thefapist subjects' self-attributions
did not differ as a function of the observed therapy out*-.
comes.. In accounting for their failure to find any
evidence.for selfJesteem'biases in the negative expec-
tancy condition, Harvey et al. suggested that since a

negative outcome was expected, therapist subjects might

have felt little or no threat to their self-condeptsﬁ In

éddition, Harvey et al. pointed out that subjects in all

conditions might not have felt personally responsible for:
the .outcome since they had no chpice in determining the
type of therapy given; consequently, any threat to sub-
jects',self-esteem may have beén diminished.

Arkin et al. (1976), using a procedure similar
to that of Harvey et al. (1974), manipulated therapist
subjects' perceptions of expected (positive or negative)
and actual (positive or- negative) therapy outcomes, IA
addition, after reading brief descriptions of four types
of tﬁerapy, subjects.wene: |

| a) allowed to choose which therapeutic outline

they wanted to use and -thought would be most
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effective (high choice) or
b) merely asked to use one of the four ponditions
' #

{low choice).

In fact, the actual content of the outline was identical

" for all subjects. ‘o

As predicted from a self-esteem model‘of respon-
sibility attribution, subjects in the positive outcome
conditions accepted personal responsibility for the out-
come regardless of perceived choice or expectancy. Further-
more, in the negative outcome conditions subjects attri-

buted relative ittle responsibility to themselves for

the .cutcome, excepg when there were no plausible alter-

native causal explanatigns, that is, except in the high

perceived choice-posi e ékpectancy condition, These
results are consistent with Heider's (1958) pr&position
that in choosing an acceptable attribution, the attributor
must take two factors into account: "(1) the reason has
to fit the wishe; of the person, and (2) the datum has to
be plausibly derived from the reason." (p. 172}

' Using a procedure similar to that employed by

Harvey et al. (1974), Federoff and Harvey (1976) examined

‘the qffects of objective self-awareness and expected

(pos;tive or negative) and observed (positive‘or negative)

therapy outcomes on causal interpretations. In this study,

. Subjects delivered the therapeutic instructions in the
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presence (high objective'selfééware?ggé) or absence (iow
objective self-awareness) of a camefa\_

Federoff and Harvey (1976} reporteghthat %n high
objectlve self—awareness condltlons, subjects' self-
attrlbutlons of causality were greater for positive than
for negative observed therapy outcomes. .In the low objec-
tive selfﬁawéreﬁess conditions, subjegts' self-attribu-
'tions‘did not aiffer as a function of expected or ocbserved
outcome. In discussing their findings, -Federoff and
Harvey suggested that high self-awareness may have exag-
gerated the arousal of self-esteem motives produced by the
observed outcome manipulation. As a consequence, subjects
in a state of high’éelf-awareness accépted more credit for
a positi&e than for a negative outcome, while "these ten-
dencies may have beén much less pronounced when subjects
experienced a state of low sélf—awareness” (Federoff s
Har?ey, 1976, p. 344),

Studies which are not considered in Miller and
Ross's (1975) review provide evidence concerning the pos-
sible operation of self-esteem biases in the causal inference
process, From the preceding discussion it would abpear
that the studies by Harvey et al. (1974), Arkin et al.
(1976) and Federoff & Harvey (1976) provided results con-
sistent with the proposition £hat under certain conditioné,

people do make self-serving attributions.



It is, therefore, diff;cult to understand how the
results of these three studies could bé accounted for by
Miller & Ross's (1975) alternative nonmotivational re- -
interpretations. For example, while subjects were encoﬁraged
to adapt tﬂe therapeutic outlines to their own styles of
presentation, Harvey et al. (1974) and Federoff & Harvey
(1976) reported that subjects' ratings of perceived effort

on the task did not differ across conditions. it is, there-

fore, difficult to make a compelling reinterpretation of

. the data of these two studies in terms of a response-out-

come covariation. Besides, the peculiar experimental task

used by Harvey et al. (1974), Arkin et al. (1976) and

. Federoff & Harvey (1976) precluded the possibility that

subjecﬁs' causal attributions would be influenced by pre-
vious experiences. Also, evidence gathered indicated that
expectancies about the outcome of therapy were éuccessfully
manipulated in all three studies. It, therefore, seems
unlikely that .prior experiences, expectations, or the per-
ceive@ covariation between response and outcome could
account for the pattern of results shown by these studies,
In an investigation of self-serving biases, Beckman
(L973) randomly assigned education students to the rdies
of participant, teachers, or observers. Beckman (197}) -

assumed that causal attributions for a student's performance

. made by uninvolved observers would not be ego biased and

Z__#,_,__‘,___m_
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. would, therefore, serve as a baseline against whlch to

compare'the possible self-serving attributions made by
involved participant tgacheX¥s.: On bpen—ended dependent
‘variable reasures, it{was found that teachers, parti-
cularly in the repetiltively low performance'condition,'
were more likely to at¥ribute the stuéent's low performanée
to situationalnfactofs, th were observers, Beckmaﬁ
viewed this result as sugﬁbrt for a self-serving attri-
bution hypothesis. . However, éckman (1973) also found that
teachers and observers in the provéd performance condi-

Y

tion did not differ in their assiynments causality to

the teacher or student, rafher than to the situation. 1In
addition, teachers were more likely to accept esponsibility
for the student's consistently low berférmanbg£§$\e{{/were
more likely to make counter-~defensive attributions); obéern
vers showed no such,difference.

Since teachers accepted more responéibility for
failure than for success, Miller & Ross (1975) cited
.Beckman's (1973) results as evidence against defensive
attributional process, HoweVer, an examination of the
stimulus conditions created in Beckman's (1973) study sug-
gests two variables,.viz., perception of one's own pgrfor—
mance as the primary object of study, and fhe potential
for public invalidation of one's self—preéﬁptation:'these

together might account for the results. That is, the study

e N\
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the material to the student, and all subjects rated the

focused explicitly or, the instructors' ability to presént.chﬁ’#/f”#

instructors' performance after each of three trials. Sinqe
teachers knew the experimente; would likely compare their
tr%i}-byffrial-perforﬁance ;a£ings with those made by
observers, it is possible that the teachers may have made
modest, socially acceptable self-attributions. ‘

Ross, Bierbrauer & Polly '(1974) reported results
consistént With‘lhat of Beckman's {1973) findings. These
igﬁestigators élso examined the causal attributions made
by teachers and obsérvers, following a student's sugcess-

~

ful or unsuccessful performancp.tho§s et ai.'s study
diéfered from the Beckman (1973) study.in two important
ways. First, teachers wefé told their performances were
being taped for later evaluation. Second, the attributions
made by professional teachers and ﬁndergraduate students
ﬁith no teaqhiné experienée were compared; the authors
reasoned that a teaching task should be mére ego involving
for profesgional teachers than for inexpefienced under-
graduate students. Agcordingly; the causal attrigutions
for educational outcémes madé.by professional teachers
shbuld be more subject to self-serving biases than should
the attributions made{by college studeﬁfs.

The results indicated that all subjects made greater

attributions to teacher factors in the failyre as comﬁared
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to the'success conditions, but perceived student factors

as more important in the success than in the failure con-
ditions. These data appear to challenge the existence

of motivaticnal biases in the attribution of causalit

for success and failure outeomes.' However, as in Beck? n's

(1973) study, the public nature and possible future invali-

- 1]

dation of the instructors' self-presentationé‘by others
may have prevented subjects from taking tco much credit

for success or denying blame for failure.” Also, the in-
) ,

structors' knowledge that their teaching methods were the
focus. of study may have contributed to this same modera&ing
effect. In fact, Ross et al. (1974) noted:

"He (the instructor) perceived himself
to be the object of study and was,aware
that his performance was being taped for
subsequent use and evaluation. Further-
more, he knew that his learner's could
be evaluated relative to that achieved
by other learners and instructors. These
/ features-threatened the defensive attri-
(" butor with the possibility that other
evaluators would be less charitable."
KLP- 618)
ey .
The above explanation of Ross et al.'s data is strengthened

by the fact that professional teache;s, for whom the tea-
ching task supposedly was more ego involving, made more
pronounced counterdefensive att&ibutions_than did nonpro-
fessional, inekperienced college students,

~ From the preceding discussion on interpersonal
fnfluence neséé%cﬁ, it is noted that the studies by Harve§\_

g

a4
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et al. (1974), Arkin et al. (1976), Federoff & Harvey
(1876) ali piovided resﬁlts consistent with the proposition
that under certain conditions, people do make self—sgrving
attribufions. In general, these investigatiOns indicated
that When concerns for self-esteem werellikely to be aroused,
individuals tended to accept responsibility.for positive
outcomes and, when possible, to deny responsibility for
negative ohtcomes.l ]

/

Skill-oriented Task Performance

Do people take requnsibility for their success at i
a skill task, while attributing their failures to external
factors such as bad luck, other persons, or the difficulty
of the task, itself? Much recent i:esearch has Eddresséd
itself to this question. In the studies reviewed in this
section, subjeéts themselves performed some task and re-
ceived fee@back indicating that they had either succe?ded
or failed on a skill/ task; they were.then asked to assign
causality for theirt;g;zbrmances.

In two separate studies, Luginbuhl, Crowe & Kahan
{1975) asked subjects to perform a task analogous to that
of* a radar operator who must discriminate among objects
éﬁchias airplane;, birds, and cléuds which appear on ﬂhe.

screen. After each of 30 trials, the experimenter gave

subjects bogus feedback indicating their responses were

[— b Y A AR L T AT A 5



i3

correct or incorrecﬁ. Followiﬁg the experimental task,
subjects assigned causality for their performance to the
four féctors of ability, effort, task difficulty and luck.
In addition to the attribution of causality measure, sub-’i\ib
jecté were asked to rate the percentage of their total J,
effort which was spent on the first 10 trials, £he second
10 trials, and the final 10 trials. The latter measure
did not reveal any significant difference between each
other. However, the results of both studies indicated
that on the attribution of causality measures, subjects
attributed success more than failure to internal factors
‘(ability and effort)‘and to unstable factors (effort and
luck). Subjects also saw effort as the major internal
factor responsible for success, and saw lack of ability as
the m%jor-qmternal factor responsible for failure. In
explaining success and failure subjects' differential attri-
butions to internal factors, Luginbuhl et al. (1975) sug-
gested that in makinglattributions, individuals are influ-
enced by their desire to maximize positive and to minimize
negative preéent or éuture outcomes. They also sugéested
that attributions for- performances depend upon the impor-
tance of the task to the individhal. |

Some amount of concern for self-esteem might have
been aroused in the experimental situation, since the task

-

was represented as requiring skill and also since subjects

L]

A
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gave their responses to and received success or failure
feedback directly from the experimenter. 1In summary,
then, the two studieé performed by Luginbuhl'et al. (1975)
gene;ally provide support for a defensive attributional
process.

Recently, two studies (Miller, i976: Sicoly &
Ross, 1977) attempted to exdhiﬁe the operation of self-
esteem motives in the causal inference process while attemp-
ting to control the alternative causal factors suggested
by Miller & Ross (1975). The results of this study indi-
cated that successful outcomes were attributed more to
internal factors, and unsuccessful outcomes more to external
factors. Further, self-protective and self-enhancing ten-
dencies were greater under high than low ego involvement:.
That is, high involvement failure subjects made greater
attributions for their performance to luck and less to
ability and effort than d4id low involvement faildre sub-

jects. In addition, high-involvement success subjects

attributed more responsibility for their performance to
bility than did low involvement success subjects. Since
the ego-involvement manipulation occurred after the experi-
mental task was cbmpleted, the phenomenon of‘greater expec-

,; : ' ~ tangy of success than failure, or the mis-construal of

contingency for the success-failure difference appears

.unable to explain the effect of involvement.

A .o ek s e s 4 amas e
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Sicoly & Ross (1977) performed a second study
specifically designed tg control the alternative causal
factors proposed by @illér & Ross (1973). In‘this study,-
Sicoly & Ross examined the gccurrence of defensive attri-
butions and evaluations of the accuracy of self-serving
observer feedback (i.e., feedback assigning more personal
responsibility for success or less personal responsibility
for failure than the subject had given himself). Consis-
tent with self-esteenm préq;ctions, Sicoly & Ross found
‘that subjects assigned more personal responsibilitg to
'themseives for success than for failure outcomes. 1In
addition, subjects assigned inflated accuracy ratings to
the confederate;ﬁhen given more personal responsibility
for success (sei%—enhancing distortion), and less personal
‘responsibility fo; fﬁi}ure (self-protective distortion).

In this study, comparisons were made within both success
and failure conditions, where subjects' expectations,
concepts of contingency, and perceptions of. response-out-
come covariation would not be expected to differ. Conse-
quently, these factors coﬁld not be invoked as feasible
explanations for the predicted effects.
.\?iller & Ross {1975) suggested that ego-biased
attributiofns, though widely acdgpted, have an equivocal
empirica) foundation. The above study has confirmed the

existence of bqth self-enhancing and self-protective biases

2
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while apparently circumventing alternative, nonmotivational
reinterpretations.

. Stevens & Jones (1976) used Kelley's attributional
model’ (1967) to examine the relative influence of cogni-
tive and motivational factors on causal attributions for
positive and negative outcomes. Following completion of’
the task, subjects were asked to assign causal responsi-
bility for their performance on that task to the four fac-

?w' .
tors of ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck. The
results showed that successful subjects made more internal
and fewer external attributions than failing sdbjects. In
general, subjects became less "logical" and more defensive
the more unrelieved their failure. Luck was the main re-
sort as a failure explanation. From these findings, the
authors concluded:
"There is little question that the attri-

butions for a failing performance are

heavily influenced by the apparent need

to defend self-esteem . . . Subjects cen-

fronting the worst circumstances are the

most defensive." (Stevens & Jones, 1976,

p. 818)

In two sepafate studies, Wolosin, Sherman, & Till

(1973) had pairs of subjects perform a cooperative (Experi-

ment 1} or competitive (Experiment 2) decision-making task,

and then gave subjects feedback-indicating their perfor-

mance exceeded an expected outcome level {success outcome) ,

met the level (neutral outcome), or failed to meet it
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(failure outcome). The results'indicatedithat under co-
operative conditions, the subjects assigned more causal
responsibility to self for success than for neutral ér
failure outcomes, while the partner was assigned more res-
tponsibility for failure than for success outcomes. In a
competitive situation; self-attributions were significantly
‘greater under syccess than under failure conditions; |
further, the situation was seen as most responsible for
failure outcomes.

Miller & Ross (1975) suggested that the self—énhan— .
cing effect (i.e., greater self-attributions for success
than for failure) found by Wolosin et al. (1973)_cou1d

- have heen due to differences in perceived response-outcome
covariation rather than to motivational biases. They argued
Fhat "constant failure may be less likely to be self-attri-
buted because the response-outcome covariation may be less
apéarent“ (Miller & Ross, 1975, p. 222). Aithough such
an explanation of the results of these studies cannot be
ruled out completely, it does not seem to be a very plau-
sible alternative interpretation since participants' out-
comes (both successful and unsuccessful) pfesumably‘depen—
ded not only on their own responses, but also on their
partners' responses. These studies, therefore, appear to
provide relatively strong support for self-serving biases

in causal attributions,
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Snyder, Stephan & Rosenfield (1976) also presented

data consistent with an interpretation in terms of sélf—

. * .
serving attributional biases. In their study, each sub-
ject competed against a fictitious opponent in a competi-
tive game matrix and then. received false feedback indica-
ting either that he had won or lost. Following the game,
each subject assigned responsibility for his own and his
opponent's outcomes. 1In this way, winner.and loser serxrved
as both actor and observer depending on whose outcome was
being evaluated. It was predicted that the actor would
take credit for success and deny responsibility for failure,
while the observer would deny him credit for success and
blame him for failure.

The results supported theée predictions. The
loser (actor) attributed his own outcome more t; bad luck
and less to lack of skill than did his winning opponent
(observer), while the winner (actor) attributed his own
outcome more to skill and less to luck than did his losing
opponent (observer).

Feather and Simon (1971) in a study supposedly
investigating the performance of students under test con-
ditions, had pairs of subjects work independently and
simultaneously on several practice and 15 test anagrams.

Subjects' expectations of performance outcomes (success
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the aegree of difficulty of the practice and test items,
respectively. The results of practice and test items were
announced publicly by the€ experimenter. Also, when the

test items were completed, the experimenter announced
whether each of the two participants had succeeded or failed:
“on the overall test. Subjects then were asked to rate the ‘
degree to which their own and the other participants' per-
formahces were due to ability or to luck. The results
indicated that for both self and other-ratings, expected
cutcomes were ascribed to an internai factor (ability)

aﬁd unexpected outcomes to an external factor (luck). An
inéeresting finding was that subjects also were more likely
to attribute another's success to internal factors than
their own success, and anotﬁer's failure to external factors
than their own failure.

Although npﬁ consistent with the causal asymmetry
usually cited as evidence for defensive attributional pro-
éess, Feather & Simon's (1971) results, -like those of
Beckman (1973) and Ross et al. (1974), may have been due
tqﬁfeqtures of the experimental situation. That is, sub-
jeéts éere conscious that their test behaviour was being
evaluated by the experimenter and that it was the major
focus of study. Besides, each subject's performance on

-gpactice and test items was publicly announced in the pre-

‘sence of another subject by the experimenter. Also, after
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the test, each subject assigned causal responsibility for
. the performance outcomes of both self and other. Given
these features and the subjects' possible beliefs that the
experimenter would probably compare their causal attri-
butions with those made by the other subject, it may be
argued that the subjects tended to respond in ways that
they thought would be socially acceptable to the experi-
menter.

It has been argued that the poféntial for present
and future invalidation of individuals' self-presentations
tends to make them more modest abbut their own abilities
and attributes. 1In a study reported by Wortman, Costanzo,
" & Witt (1973), subjects and fictitious partners worked on

‘a bogus social perceptiveness ?est and subsequently received —
feedback indicating they either had done well or poorly
on the overall test. Next, half of the subjects weré led
to helieve that they would be answering more test questioné
(anticipation group), while the other ‘half éere told they
had completed the test (non-anticipation groupj. Subjects
then were asked to make attributions for their own and
partner's (always successful) peiformance.

Consistent with a defensive attributionél inter-

pretation, Wortman et al. (1973) reported that subjects

who received failure feedback attributed more causality

to an external'factor (luck) than subjects given successful



'provided strong sppport for

the notion that people attempt to avoid blame for their
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feedbagk. Furthermore, failure subjects saw the task as

m;re difficult 'than success subjects. \Qhe results also
indicated that subjects who anticipated futuré performance
attriblted less ability and more luck to themselves than
subjects who did not. Subjects who expected to complete

more questioné also attributed more‘ability to their suc-
cessful partner than to themselvés, and attributed their

own performances- more to luck. Miller & Ross (1975) N

-
cited these later findings as evidence against the existence

"of self-serving biases. These results, however, are con-

sistent with the notion that possible invalidation of their
self-presentations by future performance makes individuals

LY
more modest about their abilities. That is, the results

suggest that when faced withlfuture performance where ’
failure is péssible, individuals will make seémingly counter-
defensive attributions (i.e., underestimate their ability)
in an aﬁtempt to avoid the embarrassment resulting from the
public invalidatioﬂ of a pésitive self-presentation.

Ovérall, t e.skill— riented task performénce studies

%:ﬁé proposition that self-

serving biases| often emerge in causal attributions for suc-
cess and failure. In addition, several investigations

discussed earlier, which have appeared since[Miller &

Ross's (1975) review, have yielded evidence consistent with

‘;‘l
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own negative outcomes by attributing responsibility to

external factors.

In a review article, Bradley (1978} examined the
empirical'evidence from research as it related to the
notion of self-serving blases in attrlbutlon of causality.
The studles rev1ewed found strong support for the causal
asymmetry generally cited as evidence for self-serving
biaées: that is, individuals tended to accept responsi-
bility for positive behavioural outcomes and to deny res-
ponsibility for negative behavioural outcomes.

-The review also presented a broadened self-serving
bias formulation to account for seemingly counterdefgnsive
gttributions. That is, an individual might not want to
accept undue credit for positive outcomes and deny credit
for\Pegative outcomes, if he knows that his unrealistically
positive self-presentation could be invalidated by his own
subsequent behaviour, or by othefs' present/f&gﬁfe asseés—
ment of his behaviour. The embarrassment resulting from
such public invalidation would 1ikeiy threaten the indi-
vidual's positive public image. Interpreéed in this way,
attributions that appear to be both defensive and counter-
defensive (i.e., underestimating the subject’'s ability)

could reflect a self-serving attributional tendency.

-
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Resume of Literature

from thé'above reviewed literature, it is evident
that the concept of self-serving biases in the attribution
of causality is a rather complex phenomenon. A charac-
teristic feature of attribution theories, guided by the

notion of the interdependence of motivation and cognition,

has demonstrated that perceptions of causality may often

be modified through the operation of self-serving biases.

These biases may perform two functions: an ego protective

function when an indiyidual denies responsibility for

failure, and an ego-enhancing function when an individual
takes.credit for success (Arkin, Gleison & Johnston, 1976;
Miller, 1976; Federcff & Harvey, 1976; Snydér, Stephan &
Rosenfield, lBIﬁ).ﬁ

However, some of the studies reviewed have not
adqpted suéh a view, and have attempted to'exﬁlain othef
conditioﬁs thatiinfluenée‘the'causal inference process.
Although the results of the above studies were intuitively
appealing, Miller & Ross (1975) carried out a comprehensive
analysis of the research relevant to self-serving biases
and concluded that the data do not unequivocally demon-
strate the pfesence of motivated distortions in the attri-
bution process. Nevertheless, much of the new research

that had emerged since their review provided evidence

—- .
.

regarding the influence of motivational biases in the causal

Ly
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inference p;océss (Arkin, et al. 1976; Federoff & Harvey,
1976; Luginbuhl et al. 1975; Miller, 1976; Sicoly & Ross, -
. . 1977; Stevens & Jones, 1976; Snyder et al. 1976).
Studies of evaluation appréhension‘(Rosenbegg,,
1969) have indicatéd‘thaﬁ experimentai sﬁbjects want very

;"‘-‘“ ' .
much to appear intelligent in the' eyes of the experimenter.

oreover, it has been argued that this evaluation appre-

_hens)on causes one to present oneself in such a way as to

[N
H
B
%
3

assure that the esteem in which he is held by others (and
probablygjyich he feels for hi

self) will be maximal. It
§" K shoutd.b

noted that in all the studies that provided

support for defensi<e ati utional processes, the subjects'

RS

S perfornjance and outcomes on' the experimental tasks were .

W g e e T

served by the experimenter and, conseguently, the squects

S e

ve ascribed causality for positive End negative
outcomes| associated with their behaviour in an exaggerated

: s w1<_that ould avoid embarrassment .and/or approval. B

- tudies carried out bf feathgr & Simon, 1971;

Beckman

-

Bierbyauer, & Polly, 1974 apparently found evidence against

1973; Wortman, - Costanzo, & Witt, 1973; and Ross,

ensive attribhfional process. However, these authors
theorized that the pubiic nature-and possible éuture invali-
dation_othhe subjects' self-présentatiéns by others may -
i ' | . have prevented them frém_takiné.too much credit for fheif
sdcgess; or denying blame for their failure, thus toning

'.. '
i . . '
. - - e a . . " s "
. 1 , ' -
. .
.
.
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dowh the.attributional asymmetries.
While it seems reasonable to speculate that éhe

nature of the evalqation and interpretive activities may

rompt individuals' tendehcies to make self-serving causal

tffibupion§, the empirical tests have not been unequivo-—
‘callQ demonstrateé. The past research in this ared’é@gears
“to be‘vulnerable to rival interpretations, and it would
appear that a ﬁore explicit examination of the impact of
evaluépibn on causal attributions is needed. This study
~will, therefore, examine the impact of evaluation by others
of individuals' causal attributions in a-skill-oriented

. - - .
task performance.

" Purpose of the Study

Based on the literature which has been reviéwed, Y
it'wés decided first to conduct a study which investigated
the impact of present and future evalﬁation on caﬁsal attri-
butions. This study, which is henc§£g£EE~;Ffefred‘to as
Study I of the'thesis, was intengdg to be the first of two
studies. Its rationale and hypb%heses are presented in the
éaragraphs that fél}ow. The specific rationale of the
second ‘study, int?nded to flow from the findings of the .

first, is presented in Chapter V.

-

~

A -
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Ratidnale'and Hypotheses - Study I

LA

The goal of this study was to investigate the
impact of present and future evaluation on causal attri-.

butions. ¢

Usuaily, when subijects participate'in-research,
they are gigen aﬁynymity when the datalare gathered, and
told that the experimenter is the only person who will
be evéluating the datﬁ? Therefore, the possibility of
the experimenter or anyoné-else disconfirming the subjects'
attributions does not exist,fggiis minimal at most. How-

ever, the evaluation apprehension (i.e., the propensity

“for experimental subjects to appear intelligent in the

'eyes of tﬁe examiner)}, to the extent ;t is part of the "’

demand characteristics, may prompt the subjects to boost
their self-esteem by taking credit for their success and
self-protect themselves by avoiding re;ponsibility for
their failure. "

However,‘}t is predicted that if the subject is
expliciély told that his performance will be evaluated by
others in the future, that is, if there 1is a possibility
for future evaluation and-future disconfirmatory evidence
ﬁbout his attributions Z:\}esponsibility, then that expec-—
tancy or anticipation should pose a potential threat (of
being wrong or making inva '?.attribéz}oﬁs), leading to

an affectiveistate (anxiety or fear) against which the

T e T e e 4 T Aol e IR L S



subject would attempt to defend himself by counterdefensive
attributions. The embarrassment resulting from the possible
invalidation of his performance would threaten the indivi-
duals' positive public image and result in disapproval from
others. This should prompt the subjects to Jive lesslﬁﬁgg;:\
sis to internal factors in success situations.

It is, therefore, predictéd that the possibility
of future evaluation of the subject's performance and attri-
butions would tend to make him more modest about his own
abilities and self-attributions. That is, in having suc-
ceeded in a- task in a contékt where future attempts may
result in failure and possible invalidation of internal attri-
butions-that have just been made, the subject should make
seemingly counterdefensive attributions {i.e., underestimate
. his ébility), in ‘an at£empt to avoid the embarrassment resul-
ting from invalidation of a self-presentation that is too
positive. - Similarly, in having failed in a task in a con-
text where fature attempt may result in success and the/;
invalidation of their external attributions, the subject
should make counterdefensive attributions in an attempt to
avoid future embarrassment. )

Path Diagrams of outcome effects on causal attri-
‘butions under Success and Failure conditions of low and
high evaluation apprehension are given on page 29 and 30.°

In the diagrams, LOW EVALUATION means 'With no possibility
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Hypotheses —- Study I

The following hypotReses are based 6n evidence
from the studies reviewed which showed that people attri-
bute responsibility for their success to ability and
effort, and failure to luck and task'difficulty: They are
also based upon the concept that when people are apprehenf
sive of future evaluation of their performance and attri-

butions, the impact of evaluation apprehension would reduce
&

the asymmetry in attributional judgment in order to preserve
self-esteem in the long run. The specific hypotheses are

that if the subjects are explicitly told that 'their per-

L}
formance and attributions will be evaluafed by others in
[

the future:

1) subjects who succeed in their performance
. will attribute less credit for their success
to ability and effort, and will assign signi-
ficantly more credit to luck and easiness *
of the task )

2) subjects who fail in their performance will
attribute less responsibility for their
failure to luck and task difficulty, and
assign significantly more responsibility to
themselves for their lack of ability and
lack of effort.




CHAPTER IT
EXPERIMENTAL PROCEﬁURES - STUDY I

The purpose of this chapter is to presernt the
procedures used to test the experimental hypotheses of
the first study. The information is presented ig four.
sections. First, the selection procedures for the;sub—
jects and the description of the sample are given. Second,
details of manipulation of independent wvariables are pre-
sented. The third section deals with data collection,
while the fourth section describes the measurement devices

used in the experiment.

Subjects

Subjects in this study were B0 female students
(between the ages of 16 and 18 years) enrolled in the
Smiths Falls District Collegiate Institute, Smiths Falls,
during the 1978-1979 school year. It was decided to use
only subjects of the same sex, as some studies have found
sex differences in ;he causal explanations for attribution
of responsibility (for example, Walster, 1966; Feather,
1969; Hochréich, 1972; H;li, 1975; Shaw & McMartin, 1975).

Female subjects were used in the present study since they

were more easily available than males. In order to obtain

w \
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sufficient number of subjects for the study, it was nece-
ssary to use students from three.grades, namely, grades
10, 11 and 12. All the subjects were white Caucasian
Anglophoges.

As an incentive for the subjects' involbeﬁent in
the study, all subjects were paid a dollaf each for their
participation. Besides, a cash prize of $3.00 and $2.00
was offered to two people in each class who completed the
task in the shortest time.

The subjects ranged in age from 16 to 18 yeaés,
the mean age for the entire sample being i?.dG years. ‘In
the experiment, the 80 subjects weré réndomly assigned to
four groups of 20 subjects per group. Each group of sub-

jects was placed in one of the four experimental groups

as shown below:

. No Future* . Future
Evaluation . Evaluation

Success .20 20

Failure 20 20

M P
R
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Manipulation of Independent Variables

>

Tﬁo seté of anagrams were used in this study. One
was a set of 10 anagrams, the success rate of which was
ﬁretested and found to be 80.4%. The other was another
set of 10.anagrams, the failure rate of which was deter-
mined to be 79.2% by pretesting. The pretesting of these
anagrams were done among female students from the same
school and grade level from where the subjects for this
study were drawn. The subijects who completed the pretests
were not allowed to participate in the experiment, and had
been asked not to discuss the project.

In order to test the effects of the independent
variables, subﬂects in this studé weré plﬁced in four
groups ‘of 20 subjects per group as descriﬁed earlier. Suc-
cess and failure conditions were manipulated by adminis-
tering success anagrams to two groups of subjects, and
failure anaérams to the remaining two groups. Evaluation
aéprehension was manipulated by giving insﬁructions to one
success and one failure group that their performance and
reasoning would be'compared with other students, and that
they would be required to complete another set of anagrams,

shortly (see Appendices 2 & 4).



Data Collection

The experimenter informed the students that he
was investigating the verbal problem-solving ability of
students in the Smiths Falls areé. To do this, he would
be giving them a set of scrambled words. There is evi-
dence that their success in solving these anagrams was
generally highly related to their problem-solving ability.:
After completing the anagrams they would bé asked to
. complete thfee qﬁestionnaiﬁes of short duration. They
were informed that after completion of their participation
in the study, they would receive an explanation of the
project, after-which they could ask any questions they
had about the nature of the research.

The completion of the anagrams and questionnairg
and collection of data were done in groups of 20 subjects,
Each group ‘listened to an introductory speech (see Appen-
dices lf 2, 3 and 4) that explained the nature of the

experiment and the procedures the students were to follow.

The "Success with no future evaluation" group
completed the Success Anagrams and Failure Anagrams, res-
pectively (see Appendices 5 and 6). No attempt was made
. to create an atmosphere of concern about the possibility
that the performance of these two groups would be evalu-

ated in the future (see Appendices 1 & 3).

On the other hand, the "Success with future
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V.

evaluation" group and the "Failure with future evaluation"
group, besides completing the succgss anagrams and failure

anagrams, respectively, were also told that their perfor-

. . _
_mance ‘on the anagrams and their reasoning for the factors

that were responsible for their success or failure would

be compared with that of other Ontario High School students.

In additibn,'they were informed that they would be required

to complete\another set of similar anagrams shortly, and
that thei;rfuture performance and reasoning will be com-
pared with tha£ of their Qresent performance and reasoning
(see Appendices 2 & 4{.

. The subjects then completed the anagrams and the

three questionnaires, When all the subjects Mad returned

their anagrams and quegtionnaires to.the experimenter who
checked to verify that all items were completed, they were
debriefed by giving a short explanation about £he nature
of the experiﬁent. They were free at that time to ask any
guestions théy wanted, EBEverybody was paid a dollar each
for their participation, as promised, and the two prizes
of $3.00 and $2.00 were paid later after verification ?f
data, to two subjects in each group who completed the
maximum number of anagrams in the shortest time.

Before dismissing the group, the experimenter \\

thanked the subjects for their participation in the/Study \

‘“and asked them not to discuss their knowledge of the study

I T ATTRR T PR IV
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with other students or friends. These group meetings

generally lasted for about an hour.

Measurement Devices ' i

-

The dependent variable, attribution of responsi-
bility was measured in terms of four factoré: Ability,
Effqrp, Luck and Task Difficulty. A 9-point Likert Scale
item that ranged from "No extent" (Value 1) to "Extremely
high extent" (Value 9) was used to measure the prominencé
of each factor as influencing the subject's‘performancé
(see Appendices 7 & B). Subjects were asked to rate ail
the four factors‘appropriately_by placiﬁg a circle around

.the number they wished t; indicate.

After the subjecEs ﬁad completed the above rating
scale, they were asked to complete a Semantic Differential
Check List to measure how they felt about their. perfor-

‘mance, This consisted of a list of 8 bi-polar adjectives
at the end of seven point scales (see Appendix 9). The
subjééts were asked to describe what their mood was at
éagt time,.by indicating a check mark at ﬁhe apppopriate‘

Q

space in‘?he gquestionnaire.
It was felt that success or failure on the experi-
mental task represented affectively sighificant events qu/-

the subjects, and that success would result in increased

positibe affect, and failure would result in increased .

[
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negative affect. It was further $elt that the poditive

and hegative affective states produced by sugpegs anq_‘

failure, resﬁectivgly, would mediate the subie té' causal
;ttributions for Eﬁe outcomes of their perfofmarice.

, The nexg.questionngire was designed to find out
from the subjgcts;Jjust,after they had succeeded or failéd,
what their expectations were for futﬁre success, if ten
similar anagrams were given to‘;hem in the future. Ten
nuﬁgrgls (zero to 10) were\indicated in this questionnaire
in an ascending order, and the subjécts were asked to
circle.éhichever'numeral they wished to %ndicate (see Appen-
dix 10),

It was expected that the evaluation apprehension
would significantiy reduce the suﬁjects' expectations for

<

future success in both/conditions,

. .
- - - . - N -
° L . . - : - .
+ - ! - ” ’
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CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS - STUDY I

. . A
In this chapter, the statistical procedures used

to analyze the data are presented. The chabter consists

of two sections. Section one describes the manipulation
checks of the independent variables. The se;ond section
presents analysis of yariénce procedurés and‘post hoc methods
used to measure the results of the manipulation of indepen--

dent variables, and other related questionnaires. B&alpha

level for all analyses was set at .05.

* . Checks of Manipulation of Independent Variables

r

Before the actual data werecollected, it was neces-

. sarY-to find out whether the success and failure a;aggams
actually prompted 80% success-or failure outcomes with the
participants. To accomplish this, 50 ‘female volunteer sub-
jects were recruited from the same classes as subjects for '
the méin study were selected; and were randomly assigned to‘
two equal grﬁ%is. Onevgroup coégleted a set of success :
anagrams, fhe ean success rate of which was found to be - F
ﬂ30.4%. The other group complgted a set of failure anagrams,
and the medn failure rate wis 79.2%. These tests established .’

that the‘sﬁccgss and the failure anagrams brought about the i
desired sucéess and failufe conditions in the‘test situation.

\

ARY
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Analysis of Attribution of Responsibility

As shown in Table 1, page 41, there was no main

‘effect for internal factors (Ability + Effort) for evalu-

3

a;ion apprehension. That is;~when success and failure
experiences hndér "No future evaluation" conditioné were
combined and cdmpared with success and failu;e experiences
under "Future evaluation" conditions, there 'was no signi-
ficant difference. This meant that there was no overall
effect for the manipulation of evaluation apprehénsion on
both internal factors combined.

- However, success-failure conditions showed a main

effect for internal factors (Ability + Effort), (F (1, 76) -

= 97.67, p %.001). This is in support of previous studies

which have shown that when people succeed in their perfor-

‘mance, they attribute. significantly more responsibility

to internal chtors, namely, ability and effort.
+ However, this was not an unqualified finding. The
slgnificant success-failure outcome x evaluation apprehen-

sion interaction effect for internal factors (Ability +

-, LY

* Effort) (F (1, 76) = 10.62, p <.001) suggested that the

effect of success—failure was not.a uniform one, but was

.

affected by the conditions of evaluation apprehension.

The  interaction showed that the effect of evaluation appre-

hension was pronounced for the success conditions (see

o
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Figure 3, p. 43). Within the success condition, attri-
bution of responsibility for internal factors (Ability +
Effort) decreased significantly from “ﬁo future evaluation"
to "Future evaluation“'(Success with "No future evaluation"
X = 13.6; Success with "Future evaluation” X = 11.8).
Whereas, within the failure conditions, éttribution of
responsibility did not increase significantly from "No
future evaluation" to "Future evaluation" (Failure with
"No future evaluation" X = 7.45; Failure with "Future eva-
luation" X = 8.7). These findings are‘in partial support
of the hypotheses. .

Next, Ability and Effort were analyzed separately. .
Analyéis of variance of internal factor "Ability" did not
show any main effect for the evaluation apprehension factor
(see Table 2, p. 44).

There was a main effect for success-failure con-
ditions (E'(1, 76) = 19.47, p <.001), but the;e was no
significant interaction effect.

Separate analysis of internal factor "Effort" did
not show any main effect for the evaluation apprehension
factor. ﬁowevef; there was a signi%icant main effect for
the success-failure facfor‘(g (L, 76) = 119,29, p <.00L)
(see Table 3}'p.45 Y.

Also, there was & significant interaction between

. - . ’ 4 . ’
success-failure and evaluation apprehension for the internal
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Simple Main Effects: Effects of Success-Failure and
Evaluation Apprehension Interaction on Attribution
of Responsibility, for the Internal Factors

(ABILITY + EFFORT)

N = 80
Source of
Variation 5SS af MS F
Evaluation
Aporehension (A) 1.51 _ 1 1.51 .34 .
A at by 32 32 7.30%
A at by 16 16 3.65
Success-
Failure {B) 427.81 1 427,81 97.67**
B at ap 378.22 378.22 86.35%%*
B at aj 96.71 96.1 21.94%*
A XB 46.52 1 46.52 .10.62%
MS within 333.14 76 4.38 .
Total 808.98 7
*p < .01
**p < .001
%
- SN f}ﬁﬁi‘
1] , % »
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Figure 3. Graph Showing Interaction Effects of.'
Success-Failure Conditions and Evaluation Appre-
' hension, for Internal Factors (ABILITY - EFFORT)
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4

factor "Effort" (F (1, 76) = 13.68, p <.001). The inter-
action showed that the evaluation apprehension was more °
pronouncéd for the;success condition than for failure
(see Figure 4, p. 47). Within the success'condition, attri-
bution of responsibility decreased\significanfly froﬁ "No
future evaluation” to with “Future‘évaluation" (Success
with "No future evaluation" X = 7.35; Succeés with "Future
evaluation”" X = 5.85). However, within the failure condi-
tion, the attribution of responsibility did not increase
significantly from "No future evaluation" to with "Future
" evaluation" (Failure with "No future evaluation” X = 3.1;
Failure;with "Future evaluation X = 3.75). These results
are in partial support op the hypotheses.

For external factors (TLuck + Task Difficulty),
there was no main effect for evaluation apprehension (see
Table 4, p. 48). That is, when success and faiiure scores
under "No futuge evaluation" condition were compared with
success and failure scores under "Future evaluation" con-
dition, there was no significant effect on attributions
nto external factors.

However, there was a main effect for success-

failure conéitioné‘on attributions to external factors _ )
(Luck + Task Difficulty) (F (1, 76) = 12.91, p <.001). What

habpened here wag a significant effect between-"Succesgss vs

. "Failure", which is a standard replication of previous

-
[ Lo N

.
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Table 3a

ThE :Simﬁle Main Effects: Effects of Success-Failure and
Evaluation Apprehension Interaction on Attribution
of Responisibility, for the Internal Factor, EFFORT

N =80
Source of ’
Variation S8 . . 4? o ‘MS F
Evaluation ’
Approhencion () 3.61 1 3.6 2.13
A at b; 22.50 22.50 13.31+%
A at by 4.22 4.22 2.50
Success-
Pailore (B) 201.61 1 201.61 '119.20%
B at a, 180.62 180.62 106.88% —
B at a, 44.10 - 44.10 2699+ '
™a x B - 23,12 1 23.12 . 13.68%
MS within - _128.64 76 . 1.69
Total 356.98 79
*p <. 001

- . * o
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Legend

_ bl = Success

b2 = Failure
" aj; = No Evaluation
Future ZTvaluation
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1
EVALUATION APPREHENSION
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Figure 4. Graph Showing Interaction Effects
of Success-Failure Conditions and Evaluation
Apprehension, for the Internal Factor EFFORT
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) -~
. studies which have shown that when people fail, they éttrir C$
butggmore responsibility to external factors, namely, "Luck"
and "Task Difficulty".

’ No significant interaction effect was found for
external factors.

For ; more détailea examination, attributions to

"Luck" and "Task Difficulty" were analyzed.separately. Ana-
lysis of external factor "Luck".showed 4 main effect for
evaluation apprehension factor ég (1, 76) = 6, p <.05) (see
Table 5; p. 530). The effect was more pronounced for the
success condition, as-within the succ;;s condition, attri-
‘butidn of re;ponsi§é1i§§-for "Luck" inéreased'signifigangly
from "No future e?aluation" to_with "Future evaluation"
(Success with "No future evaluation X = 3.3; Success with ‘
"Future evaluation" X= 4.45).. In the failure, condition,
attribution ofJ;espohsibility did nbt change significantly
(Failure with "No futurev&valuaﬁion":’ X= 2.7; Failure with
"Future evaluation" ¥ = 3.551: .This meant that-péop}e in
the "Success" situation, when faced with theipossibility

of future evaluation, has attributed significant}y less
responsibility to "Luck" for their success, This is in m“
partial support 6f.the hypotheses of the study.
. " There was no’ significant effects on f%trihﬁtions in
the success-failure condition, as well aé in the interactions

for the external factor, "Luek". . » o o

b .
- J
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Separate analysis of external factor "Task Diffi-
culuy" showed'main effects forathe evaluauign apprehension
_ faetdr (F.(1,.76) = 7.73, p'#.001), success-failure factor
(E (1, 76) = 67.19, p < .001), end an interaction between

thém (F' (1, 76) = 4.27, p ¢ .05) ,(see Table 6, p. 52).

. In the evaluation-apprehension condition for "Task

leﬁlculty", the effect on attrlbutlon was more 51gn1f1cant

L)

for the failure condition as, within the fallure condltlon,

»

.attribution of respon51b111ty for "Task leflculty" de-
Y e

creased significantly from "No future evaluation” -to with
"future evaluation" (Failure with "No future evaluation”
X = 7.1; Failure with "Future evalbation" X.= 5.4). In +the

success condition,.the effec£ on attfibutions,was not sig-

nlflcant (Success with® "No future evaluatlon" X = 3, 5;
Success w1th "Future evaluatlon"'x'~ 3.25) (3ee Figure, 5, *
f‘.

P. 53 for the effects of at;rlbuPi on interaction bet:Jab ’

ween success-failure conditions and evgluation appréhension,’

for the externmal factor ."Task Diffic Ley").

results. are in-partial support of the h :

‘study,

-Analysie of variance ﬁor "Mood" did not show any
. .z ‘

. - s N
mairn effecgg for evaluation apprehension‘COnditions. _That!

. is, there was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference in the mood of

4

"Success" vs "Success with"' future evaluatlon“,‘ nor '_'Fa.:.lur,e;'

wL.

~ P

¥s "Failure w1th.future evaluatlon“-conqltlons: (see,Table_7,'

u' : . . LS . . , . - . »
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) Table 6a
Simple Main Effects: Effects of Success-Failure and
Evaluation Apprehension Interaction on Attribution )
. of RqﬁpOnsibiiity for the External Factor
TASK DIFFICULTY '
- N = 80 ’
' ®
Source of !
Variation S8 o df ) MS F
Evaluation - ‘ * %
Apprehension (A7) _19.01_ 1_ 19.01 _7.73
A at b;y.. .62 .62 " W25
A at by . 28.90 _ 28.90 11.75%**
" Success- ) ' '

Failure (B) | 165.31 1 165.31 67.19%*x*

B at a; 129.60 | 129.60 52,68%**

B at a2 46.22 46.22. « 18,79%*%
A xB . 10.52 1 10.52 4.27*
MS within 187.34 76 2.46
-Total 382.18 79

*p < 005 !
**P < .01 . .
"
x i -
3 .
- P

i
'r

':t‘
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Legend
8 t -
by = Success
’ b, = Failure
7 1 t. aj = No Evaluation
= Future Evaluation
AR . )
T E .
T S S
R P 6
I0
BN
U s é
T1I 5’_
IB - o
O1I 5
N L
I
orT -4 F ’
F Y .
- ° > ‘xbl
3
P
1 -
a1 a2

EVALUATION APPREHENSION

‘Figure 5. Graph Showing Interaction Effects
of Success-Failure Conditions and Evaluation
Apprehension, for thé External Factor TASK
DIFFICULTY i

by e T ed S s g anm i by m = r em e % As el s L em sim o r e




b

p. 55). On the other hand, there was a significant effect
on "Mood" under success-failure conditions (F (1, 76) -
33.11? b (.QDl) (Success conditions X = 45; Failure con~
ditions X = 34.67). &

'The results for the subjects’ "Expeétancy for future
success", showed significant effects for the evaluation

.apprehension conditions (F (i} 76)

42.83, p< .001) (Suc-

cess "with nb future evaluation" X 8.25, Success "with
future evaluation" X = 6.8; Failure "with no future evalu-
atioﬁ X = 3.55, Failure "with future evaluation" f.= 2.§5).
There was a sig ifiéant effect in the success-failure con-
_ dition also (F 3&, 76} = 510.51, p < .001) (Success conditi?ns
X = 7.52, Failure conditions X = 2.95). No significant
"interaction effect was found in the subjects' expectationé
forafutﬁré success (see Table 8, p. 56).

This meant that th?bsubjects_in the "Success with
future evaluation" conditioﬁ placed éignificantly lower

expectations for EBﬁi; future success than those with "No

future gvaluation”.

E

ikewise, subjects in the "Failure

with future evaluatiggﬁ.condition placed significantly lower
expeétation for their future success than those with "No
future evaluations.” .This is in support of the motivational

model of attributions of causality.

' ‘ o

f
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. CHAPTER v
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS - STUDY 1

- The purpose of this study was to examine the attri-
butional strategies to: 1) Ability, 2) Effort, 3) Luck, and

4) Task Difficulty, that peopie use under succeés and
faiture conditions when they are e&plicitly told that their
present and future performance, and their attributions
about them will be evaluated by others.

It Wés hypothgsized that uﬁder the abovg—mentioned
conditions, peopie who succeed in their performance will

”

aftriﬁute less credit for their success to ability and
effort, and assign relatively more responsibility'for their
success Fo luck and easiness of the task. In failure situ-
ations it was predicted that they will attribute 1ess.res-
ponsibility for their failure to luck and task difficulty,
and would assign relatively more responsibility foé their
failure to thei® lack of ability and iéck'of effort,

In this respect, the results -of the study are
first examined vis-a-vis the ex?erimental‘hypotheses,‘and ’
recommenéations for further research are later presented.

The present study has replicated the findings of

Harvey et al. (1974), Luginbuhl (1975), Federoff & Harvey'.'

7 Arkin et al. (1976), Miller (1976) and Sicoly &

(1977), and provided results consistent with the



’ -~

proposition that when concerns for self-esteem .were likely
to be aroused, individuals tended to acéept responsibility
for positive outcomes, and when possible, to deny respon-

sibility for negative outcomes.

_ Internal Factors: Abilty and Effort

-

. . . : . . 2
When the combined internal attribution scores
(Ability + Effort) in success and failure experiences in
the "No future evaluation" condition were compared with -

o

_."_—.—-
N 1] . . - - . —"—-’—-‘ Ll
those in the "Future evaluation" condition, there was_ no—-—"
: phihihe

significant effect. In addition, when combined external ‘

attribution scores (Luck -+ Task Difficulty) of thé.success

and faiipfe experiences in.the "Ngo future evaluation" con- .
dition were compared with the "Future evaluation" condi- .
tion, there was no significant effect either. It would

appear from these results that the overall effedt of evalu- «
ation apprehension was not strong enough-to effect a sié-

&
nificant change in the combined success and failure con-—

1

ditions.
However, the pronounced main effect on attribution
1
scores for the success-failure condition, as well as an

interaction with evaluation apprehension suggested that

1
~

the success-failure conditions were significantly affected
by evaluation appréhénsion. This meant that the subjects

assigned significantly less credit for their success to
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Ability and Effort, and more responsibility for their
failure to lack of Ability and Eféort, when they knew that
the attributional data and their future performance were -
going to be evaluated in the future by other people.

o + (  Moreover, while anglyzing internal factors "Ability"
and "Effort" separately, /(onsistent with the above results,
attribution scores for {é%fort“ showed a.main effect for
succesé-faiiure, and a significant interaction of evaluation
répprghension with the success-failure condition. However,

it was observed that evaluation apprehension was more pro-

\
.nounced and significant for the success situation, but not

. c f -
for the failure condition. It would appear that there is

L4 ’
something about the success situation that is different

. from the failure condition in that the manipulation of

+

evaluation apprehension seemed to have had an impact on

attributions to Effort in the success situation.

.

It is possible that a.failure situation would seem

more threateninq £o the subjects') self~esteem than a success

situation,“éhd self-protection rather than self-enhancement
- : :

would be operative. Miller (1976), Sicoly & Ross (1977) &

. : 1 .
reported that self-protective and self—enhanciqg tendencies

were greater under'high ego involvement situations. That

.is, high involvement. failure subjects maae greater, attri-

butions for their performance to 1uck_énd less to ability

and effort, whereas high inzglvement success subjects

\ .o y !
-

-
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attriﬂuted more responsibility for their performance to
ability.
Y ~

Success would be a more pleasant experlence, and

the continued maximization of self-esteem might not be
\§alient as would self-protection in a failure situation.

“t . Thus,  the réduction in the causal asymmetry is greater in

tﬁe success situation, than in the failure situation. When
the situation is not too pressing, people can forgo short-
term satisfact;on for a long.term gain. But, with a deficit-
need condition {(failure) When'tﬁe_deficit is too high (lower
expectations for success}, people cannot delay need gratl-
: fication. So, in the failure 51tuatlon there is no reduced
—~—e” ' ‘ -
: asymmetry, since:failure ts more attrlbuted externally to
afford self-proﬁéctioﬁ.: People might still have a need to
make counterdefen51ve attributions for thelrﬁfallures, but’
they do not seem to make them to internal factors in the ‘~ .
' same manner .as they appear to by taking reduced credit for
. their suecess. In other words, under. success conditions '

-

one can expect legs causal asymmetry, than under failure

) . »

conditions.

-

- ' Ekternal‘Factors:-Luék-and-Task-Difficulty :
. » . B L ) “

-

The hypothesis of the studf was th t in, failure

> T

situatio 1tpffuture evaluatlon, people would attrlbute, ' a
le re ponsibility to external factors (Luck and Task

L] O a -
o -
. o
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Difficulty) and assign more responsibility for their

failufe to lack of ability and lack of effort. And, in

. success situations with future evaluation, they -would

assign more responsibility for external factors (Luck and
Task Difficulty), and less responsibiliity for their ability
and effort. However, results of the combined external
factors (Luck + Tésk-Difficulty) did not show significant
results in terms of the above predictions.

Separate analysisfof attribution to "Luck" showeé‘

a significant effect under "Success" vs "Success-with future

evaluation" condition. This is a part&al confirmation. of

the hypotheses. In the "Failure" vs "Failure with future
evaluation” conditioh,-attribution of ;ésponsibiliti'to

-
luck did not change significantly.. !

As discussed earlier, it is speculated that with- -

success outcomes being more pleasant and comforting situ-

~

ations, the continued need for maximal self-enhancement may

not be an overly compelling need as, possible disconfir-

' ' ' . (
mation of present success and/or the gttribution logic for
it may not make one overly vVulnerable to loss in social

approval and self-esteem, Thus, a reduction in the attri-

‘butional asymmetry can be accommodated/without undue dis-

tress, whereas, in a failure situatior, the deficit condi-
) . .

tion in self-esteem may be too strong for ﬁebple to delay
- n -

their immediate need gratification, and self-protection

- .
. i . . ‘. »

e
. - -
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-
i §

ensues. Therefore, in a failure situation with future

evaluation, evaluation apprehension did not seem to have

an impact on attributions to "Luck". This is E’ngtial

disconfirmation of the hypotheses.

. ) .
Examination of attr'butiqns to "Task Difficulty"”

. failed to show significant eXfect between "Success" and

"Success with future e aluation”. However, between

"Failure" and "Failure with future evaluation", attribu-

tions to Task Di‘fficult{ showed sighificant wifect. That

-

is, when there was evaldﬁﬁion appféhension and poséibility

for futﬁre'disconfirmation, failure people. took more res-
ponéibi;iﬁy for their-failure by attributin@ significéntly_(
less responsibility g9r "Task Difficulty”, or “Task Easi-
ness" ‘in tﬂis case,. Here'people accepted a séaller ioss=
to peréonal self—estéem, now, t avoid a bigger loss'of
social épproval; laFer.on.~-Thi is in partial suppgrt of‘ )

the hypotheses of éhe study.

Iﬂ,sum, it was observed here t ailure with
future evaluatidﬁ“‘gitggtions: people have made less attri-
Rutions to "Task'Difficulty", but ﬁp£ to "Luck". Weiner,
Fr}eze,’Kukla, Reed, Rest, & Résénbeuﬁ (I971) and Weiner  §
(1974) have iliustrated that the four causal factors ability,"
~task difficulty, effort and lﬁék can bé-sclassified aldﬁg

two éimensiqns: (1) a locus of control dimension (i.e.,
internal or externgl), and_kzy‘afstability dimeh§ion (i.e.,

L]

-t

LY

* 4
e .
. . . ' - . ’ | -
. / ‘ . ('— L]
; .
! P
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stable or unstable). ,Aleng the'Etability;dimension,iability‘,
and task difficulty are relatively stable, with effort and - . .

luck being-much more variable. Perhaps, the stability ..

dimension has an impbrtant part to play here. Méyfbe,'by
the very nature, of its being external and stable, "Task.
-y, " :

Difficulty" lends itself to futﬁre.checkiﬁq and evaluation
g

by others and, therefore, disconﬁifﬁ‘fioﬁ,&s-ﬁe&E‘to ‘be con-

cretely more possible. So, to avoid dlsapproval from others
and to safeguard thei r p051t1ve self -image, people are prom~ -/

ted to make countetdefensive attributions to av01d embar-

*

rassment_ resulting/fyom public invaligation of a self-pre-

»

sentation that is too positive. T - . '

On the other hand, "Luck" ia an external, but veri—

-

. |\ - r
able factor whlch can change from time to time. Therefore,
it may be %Slt 1mp0551b1e for future evaluators to say that

Athe sub]ects did not have bad luck at the tlmg of thelr .

. N

' performance, since luck is a G%rlable factor whlch can keep
qhanglng Tt would . appeaqgthat people who perform under- o

"Failure with future evaluatlon" deal w1th "Task leflculty
Y -
and "Luck", dlfferentlally. That 1s, in a fallure sxtuatlon s

_w1th future evaluatlon, pedple can protect thelr self—esteem.
by reducing.the aeymmetry of their attrlbutlons to a stable'o
external Factor (Task;Difficulty)‘éh;ough'cauntef—defensive‘
attrlbutlons. Whereas, w1th19 varlable exter7a1 factor~

(Luck), they can prptect their self—esteem w1t§gut counter—
~

-~

e le e S 4 P A A 4 Pt o 82 e SR e o e b s T K ik ST K ks
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defensive attrlbutlons, and keep the attrlbutlonal asym—

[

metry just as. large as it was. As explalned before,

thlS

is pessrble smgce luck is a variable'factor and, therefore, .

cannot be discénfirmed by future evaluators.,

The literature‘review has ;ndicated that in Beck-

man's (1973 study, the'eubjedts made counterdefensive

attributions by taking significantly more responsibility ~

would compare their trial-by—tfial performance with others. -
As in Beckman's study, Ross et al. (1974) found their sub-

jects taking significantly less credit for théir success

.for their failure, when they. kriew that the experiménter

and'denying blame”for their failure'when there was possi-

'bllit? for future invalidation for thelr self-presentations.

'l‘FeatherJand Simon's (1971) subjects' p0551ble belief that

the éxperlmenter would compare their causal attrlb\tlons

witl those of others may have prompted‘them to be more

modest abcut their own abilities and attributes.

. Also,

Wortman et al. Qi?73) found that subjects who anticipated

future performance attrlbuted less ablllty and

to themselves. ’ P

1]

€ luck

-

- Consistent with the above studies, the .results of,

» - . .

the present study have shown that*™ subjects who succeeded

‘ . . i /4

~

™,

'in the "future evaluatibn condition" attrlbuted signifi- .

.cantly less responsmbllltfﬁfor thelr "Effort" and more *~ '

(-]

'responsrblllty for "Luck", whereas those who failed “inder

. .
v -
> .
F .

[y
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cpnqitiong of (futurg\evaluation".assigned-s%gnifiqantly
less responsibility for their failure to “Task Difficulty":
Although the flndlngs of this study are not fully suppor— |
tive of the hypotheses, they hav‘% provided partra}l support
for the postulatlon that the potentlal for presen% and
future invalidation of indivlduals‘ self—presentatlong

(
tend to make them more modest about their own.abilities.

. "O
N T © Mood o

+

F

[

The impact of the evaluatlon apprehen31on mani-

.pulation on "Mood" produced no significant dlfference bet-

ween the mood of people with "No future -evaluation" and
those with "Future evaluation". . However, the manipulation
of success-failure conditions did result in significant
changes in-the mooa of the suﬁ}ects. Subjects were there~
fore, involved in the experience and in thg?iFailure" as
well as the "Failure ﬁith futﬁfe evaluation” condﬁqions,

they felt significantly worse than those in the "Success"

and "Success with future evaluation." o . 1§§
¢
. N ' -] . .
Bradley. (19787 in~her review has ﬂé?arked that L

d/;archers in the area of "Self- serv1ng bléjég_ln attri-
bution of respon51b111ty" have assumed atleast 1mp1;::E1y\
that success or failure on the experimental task repre-

sents affectively significant events for the panticipants.

.9

. . b 4 -
" This means that success re;:}if/in increapsed positive "

~

. e ' e



" only, partlal

- to manipulate evaluation apprehensién‘ﬁere strong enough

-
-

. < .
g L L3 M ’ 4
affect,\and failure results in ingreased negative affect.

Further, it was also assumed-that the positive and nega-

tive affectilyve’states produced by sSugcess and failure,

mediate peoplle's causal attributions fof‘their performance,

outcomes. . ’ ‘h—* . %ﬁ
N

In the model of ‘this experiment, as diagrammed
en page 29 an 36, the rlse and fall of self—esteem, and
the accompany' g p051t1ve and negative affective states
produced by -having to maintain their efforts and perfor—'
mance stendards,_mediate pecple's causal attributionse

.» The results'of this stﬁdy have shown that the o L
mood of the ?eople in. "success" Eenditions was more ggsitive,
wheread those in the‘"%ai%ure" condidions was significantly |
less peéitive.w'Tﬁet is, tbe mood meniﬁﬁlation in_the study
has caused the peoéie in the "failure conditions" to feel
significantly eorse than the ones in the "success conditﬁons".

However, it does not appear that the steps taken

throughout to have efﬁecfed a significant impact on the

affective sEates of the participants. Thus; the pakgﬁcularv;"

L
- i

to the test, and subsequently, only partlally-

theoretical basis for counterdiiensive-respondlng wagsput

supportivé yesults werg obtained. - However, more consistent

support and Xesults were obtalrned on the manipulatioﬁ of '

‘. ] -

expectancy for fuﬁure\sucéeef;" , )

. A . ' . ' r
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Expectancy for Future Success '
\‘
It was predlcted that when there 1s evaluation <3)

apprehen51on, the ant1c1patlon of future dlsconflrmatlon ’
'Qf people's attrlbutlons would moderate the attrlbutlonal
asymmetries concerning success and faiiure and, conse—.
quently, expectations for their future success in both
success and f?f}ure situations will also be modified. The
results of the study’'showed tha success peoplerwith future
evaluahion repgrted significantiy lower ‘expectations for

o ‘ T~ . ’ - ;
their future success, and likewise, failure people with)
thure evalhation showed/;i;i:;lcantly lower expectatio s’
for their Pfuture success (self-protective orientation). ’
The Jowering of the sugjeets' expecfancies for future -
success could be iggerpreted as an attempt on hheir Sért

to protect their future self-estg

- In other words, success

people lowered their expectancy ftor future success so that

'they.would not feel unhappy or inadequate if they did poorly
in the future, especially sinee they knew there was a risk.
. of future.digﬁgnfirmation. Fallure}people would have used
the .same dynamlcs, in that they lowered thelr expectancmes
. for future performance so that future failure would not be

.

a devastatlng experience and, thus, an 1rrepa1rable blow

' /

‘to thelr self-esteem. The dynamfcs that are promptlng the
‘Dn the future’ expectancy

reduction of causal asymmetrles

L
- [T "
e . . .




.second study

thesis, - . . !

68

‘ situgtions could be interpreted as being prompted by ﬁoti—

vational parameters, namely, the enhéncement or protection

.of self-esteem needs of individuals. ) . &

While it is true that the hypotheses of the study

‘have not been fully supported, there is some evidence that

the mechanism postulated does have impact in the direction

Zpredicéed. Miller & Ross (1975) express the intuitive

expectation, in spite of their hard and skeptical 1ook‘at

" empirical data, that self—serﬁing causal attributions

pfobably do exist in spite of the methodological flaws in

the demonstration of defensive attribution to date. The
. ' : W ’

results cf this study certainly support this expectation.

. In order .to provide a more conclusive test of -the

above mechanid®m, it would seem logical *to carry out a

T

ich.manipulates,evaluatign'apprehension

. . Y
such as those investigated in the first study of this-

-,

y




)

. :
..
. . . r,ﬁj
.
-

CHAPTER V

13

.~ -  RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES — STUDY II

-

Effects of Ego-—-enhancing vs Ego-diminiéhing
. Feedback on Subsequent Ability Attributions

™

This chapter describes the ratiqnalé and'hypo—
fheses for -Study II. First, the rqtionale'for the study
is given and, second, the hypdthesés.fo; the study are

»

presented., - .

- . - . i

Rationale for the Stﬁdy

The “secohd studf suggested at the end of chapter IV

3

' as the-iogical follow up of the first study of this thesis
g.was,.ih the final analysis, contré—indicate@ by the fact
=1that Weary (1980) did a study which essentlally accom- -

plished the Same aim. Weary (1980)‘egamineq’the conditions
under which attributions fgflected-self—serz&pg biases, or
hére "rational? information-processing étrziggieg. Mdre
ébecificaliy, the study-éxahined the_relati&é influence of

publicity, of performance (high or low) and expected (positive

[N

qi negative) and observed (positiveg or negétive)'outcomes
on subjects' causal attributions and self-report of affect.

»- “In the‘presence (high publicity) or absence (19#1

L

publicity).of observers, college studejts subjects delivered
\ : therapeutic if;ffifyions that Qére'éx acted to havé a . -
. -



- self-enhancing and self-protective dttributions following

'~ positive and ‘negativ'e outcomes, respectively,

»

positive or negative effect, and that resulted in a'posi—

tivé or negative effect on a supposedly phobic patient. -

Overall, the most striking finding of the study
|

was the pervasive effect of observed outcome. Consistent

w

with earlier studies, individuals accepted more personal

a

responsibility for positive than for negative outcomes,

and they did so for both positive aﬂd'negative expectancy

conditions. Positive-negative outcome differences were

more pronocunced under high than low publicity conditions.
. H * . Y .
This was due’primarily for the observed tendency for high

publicity §ubjects to accept less responsibility than low.

‘publicity subjects, for neggtivé outcomes. Conditions of

70 °

-

high publicity may have served to exaggerate subjects' con-

F

cerns about evaluations of théir performances (particularly

&

desires to present themselves in a favourable light.

. {
In ,summary, the results of Weary's (1980) study

-corrgoborate éarlier findings indicating that individuals

accept greater responsibility for positive.than ﬁegative
. . 1 3 ‘

. - .

to the impact of publicity of performance on causal attri-
butions, Wéarmﬁs (1980) findings indicate that publicity

may sometimes exaggerate individuals'.tendencies.to make
. ¢ ] 4 :

-

q~

B TS PU -

- when their performances were poor) and, -consequently, their

- outcomes. Although previous work has paid’little attention -
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In'view of Weary's (1980) findings, it was decided.;
h i to mahipulate self-esteem, rather'than evaluation apprehen-" ’

K sion in the seeend study ef this thesis. This decisign was
based on the f}equent‘use of the cencept/g% "self—esteem"-
by previeus investigators in explainﬂﬁ% the bhenomenon of
self-servinqiﬁiases, and on account of the pivqtal position

given to the construct of self-esteem in the "defensive

attributioh"'formulation. A review of the llterature -has |

.ot - revealed that self-esteem malnteﬂhnce is the common para-
- . '\_ -
’ meter which has cropped up in every study deallng with causal

" oL, attributional bias, and in.effect can be seen as the common

denominator that conceptually links all such studies together.

Thé self-esteem positioh,asgﬁmés that the individual -

-

has a need to-enhance his self-evaluation and to inbrease,

maintain, or confirm hlS feellngs of personal satlsfact;on,
. N

. worth, and effectiveness. Adcordlng to self-esteem theory

.- oL .
{ N r _(Jones 19733, people respond favourably  to positive evalu-
v atJ.ons of‘themselves, \cgw.d unfavyourably to negatlve evaluatlons

” 1,

to the extent that those evaluatlons are percelved as uniquely

é . ' focussed on themselves..(p.-lgﬂ).

L4

The‘aim 0 ,the second

. . 'Studf,‘therefore,-was-to see whet f-en aneing and self-

-~

,{ protectmwe blaSes modlfy attr;butlons of respon51b111ty

v,: .- _ . . We have ev1dence that people tend to attribute

-success 1nternally, and fallure externally. In this regard,
S Harvey etial. (1974), Lug1nbuh1 (1975), Federoff & Harvey

e - £ P Py -, @
' oL . : . p o . 'ﬂ{-

°




.s. -

C A

72

4 (1976), Arkin et al., (1976), Miller (1976) and Sicoly &
ROSS (1977) have provided results, replicated in Study I

_of this thesi , consistent with the proposition that when

- - ' -

« B
conckrns for felf-esteem were likely to be arcused, indi-

viduals\ tended to accept responsibility for positive out-

e

comes and, when possib;e; to deny responsibilftj for.
fegaelve outceocmes. _ ' g. .
Howeverkg"ego strength" theorles suggest the pro-.

pOSltlon that followmng success one may have Iess need

for gratlflcatlon and greater "frustratlcn tolerance tham
wquld be the case fo?lowing failure apd, therefor@, one
might enqeée less in self:enhanbemeqt\ugdef_euccess'than k
in the presence of failure, The abeve assumpé}on was alee

taken into account.in formulating the’ jonale for this

sEudy'which predicts that when task succesgful people

o [l

recelive ego—enhdncing feedback regarding a previous task,
_they would be less inclined o attribute their present
e . T

success internally, when compared to others who receive.

TegOHdlmlnlshlng “feedback Canernlng a- prlor task.

Ehat 1s, 1nd1vxduals who succee their sklll—

,orlented penform nce on one task are,llkel o feel good

about lt_and, thq } enjq?flncreased self—est em and posxtlve
aftfect, If their’ self-esteem is agalnC:ncreaSed due to

feedback concerning their success in anpther important

\,'”task, they ehou}d nét be 1ikely‘t6.make”ﬁbtivatienaliy“




("‘

. ' n )
based attributions to further enhance their selﬁ—eeteem,

ince they.aeéeﬂgy feel Bappy and secure from' their former

su:;essfu&ep formance. In other words, the “tendency to
/cldim that all success is internally ba

; sed/, should b
attenuated. |

However, if individuals who succeed in their skill-

oriented performance,‘and who enjoy the subsequent in-
creased self-esteem, are told about their serious failure
in/énother important task (maripulated .feedback), it is

predlcted then that they would have a hlgher need to self~

"

o

enhal e, or even self—protect, and thereby would make

gredter responsibility to internal factors (ability an

effoyt), so as to enhance/protect their self-esteem. A
or the utilization of differential salience is possi—iﬁ
ere, The outcome w1ll be an 1ncrgﬁee 1n 1nternal
X attrlbutlons regarding their present sklllﬂorlented
performance. ‘ ]
o . In a parallel feshipn, the Btudy predicts that
‘zuwhenqggék unsuggessful people rece;z; egd¥eﬁﬁancing feed-
n — s . ‘ ) N
back regarding.a previdus task,- they will be less inclined
to atBribu;e’eheir présené failure externally (tbe_dyne;;;s'.
of differentiel selience may operate here, ih that they h

can dlfferentxally choose, usmng ego—enhaggiﬁaﬁérior suc=

o ceSs feedbagkl, when compared to others th receive ego-
&

n
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. diminishing feedback concerning a pricT task (a signifi-.
cant basis for differential salieﬁce for self-protection
5 e~
is absent here).
- In other words; individuals whe fail in their ° )
present skill-oriented Serformance are likely to feel badly o~
ébou£_it and themselves, and thus to experience a decrease.
in their self—esteem.‘ In addition, they would be prone
to usekgelf—protective strategies. If they are now in-
formed of their previous success ;n another important task
(manipulated feedback}, the boost in;seifmesteem should
allowgthem to moderate their seiffgrotective fendency with
respect to the second task, as differehfigl utilization

of esteem income from the prior successful task can take

plaée here. That is, ﬁhere‘should be Tess emphasis on

external attributions of ta outcome.

On the z;her hand, if/ individuals who have failed

in their presén - per formande are told about their addi-

tional fi&lure in another g;gyipus,important'task, tﬁey

are likely to feel much worse %bout thémselves, and thus \S
to experién¢e a much.lowered-séﬂf-esteeﬂ}‘as an imporéant

source of q%%ﬁhngatory self-esteem is ak@ent. This will

- *

™

Jprompt them to ggbrt more ‘,}:c‘) defernsive attributional
- - . 3 . -
strategies and, cpnsequently,-there will be more external

y : ]

e _ - 9
attributions (totLuck anleask Difficnlty) and thus, "a -

o wi&eninq.pfjthe7attribu£idnal asymmetry. . .

)
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. In this study, a higﬁ\self—esteem condition will

be produced via.feedbeck to partieipapts that they

done extrehely'wéll on ‘a previous very important Social-

Perceptiveness Task, For an:ther sub-group, a low se;fT

esteem ﬁanipulation shall be produced via feedback to’

//bart1c1pants ihat they have done rather poorly on"a pre—
v1ous very 1mportant Social Perceptiveness’ Task There’
will be a subsequent manlpulatlon check to assess the\
effectiveness of these manipu;atioqs.’ . S

l:fTheo;etical§flow=charts ogféstcome effects on

causal attributions under egOhenha@cing and ege—dimiqi-

shing Success and failure feedback condifions are shown

on page 76 and 77,
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| 7
Hypotheses - study II

, =0 ’

r

Building on'the assumption that the tendency of

4

ind(;ZAuals'to enhance their self-esteem under success -

-

conditions, and to protect +heir self-esteem under failure

v

conditions, can be moderated via ego-related fee&back

‘ concerning important previous success/failure outcomes,

it was hypothesized that:

1) 'subjects who succeed on a present task, and.

who are given ego-enhancing feedback regarding
their success on a prior task are predicted to
‘attribute their present success less to internal
factors (Ability and Effort) than are other

L. oo subjects ‘who succeed on the present task, but

- who receive ego-diminishing feedback regarding

their failure on a prior task '

2) subjects who fail on a present task, but*who
receive ego-enhancing feedback regarding their
success on =z prior task are predicted to
attribute their present failure less to external

. factors (Luck and Task Qifficultyi, than are

'[' other subjects who fail the present-.task and
who receive ego-diminishing feedback regarding
their additional failure on a prior task.

.~ - s> 3) ‘there will be less attributional asymmetry for
' , . success and failure under the ego-enhancing

feedback regarding prior success condition,
than under the ego—diminishing.feedback regar=
ding prior failure condition.

PRTTE Y st
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CHAPTER VT L T e
" EXPERTMENTAL PROCEDURES - STUDY II,

The purpose of th1§ chapter is to present the

A
—~

procedures used to test the experlmental hypotheses.
Flrst, the selectlon procedures for the subjects and the
description of the‘sample are_glven. Second detalls of
ﬁanipﬁlation of-indepéndecﬁ variable are presented, The
third section deals w1tﬂﬂaata collectlon while the

fourth sectlon describes the/me;surement devices used in

" the experiment.

: Subjects

Subjects in this study were 120 female. students

(between the ages of 17 and 19) enrolled in the Smiths

Falls District Collegiate Institute, Smiths-Falls, during

the 1979-1980 school year. In order to’get suff1c1ent

number of subjects for'the study, it was necessary to use
students from three grades, nahely, grades_lof 11 and 12.
All subjects were white Caucasian Anglophones, |

' As an incentive for the sﬁbjects' involvement in

tﬁe'study, all‘subjects were paid a dollar each_ﬁor their
participation in:the study.';-f“"'i!A nFJ‘

In the experiment, -the 120 subjects were randomly

. assigned,eo six groups of 20 subjects pef group. Each

NG S ST I Y I DI b S5 ke A A AR A "'i.-.:.:f{;ﬂ‘ kan . ﬁi‘iﬂ"&.\h‘.ﬁl‘.‘
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group of subjects was placed in one of the six experi-

mental conditions as shown below:

+ 80

~

o Feedback

Condition '
Ego-enhancing
Feedback

Control

Ego-diminishing
Feedback

Success 20

-~

20

20

Failure . 20

e

20

20

Manipulation of Independent Variables

Two sets of anagrams were used in this study. On

was a set of 10 anagrams, the success rate of which was

pretested and found to be 80.1%

(see Appendix 5), The

other was another set of 10 anagrams, the failure rate of

e

which was determined to be 79.7% by pretesting {(see Appen-

:  ' . dix 6). The pretesting of these anagrams were done among

fémale students from the same school and grade level from

where' the subjects for this study were drawn. The sub-

jects who completed the pretests were not allowed to parti-

_ , .
////;/}/ cipate in the experiment, and had been asked not to discuss

the project with others.

In order to test the effects of the independent

variables, subjects in this study.were placed in six groups

e o, O3 o a0 Ll

ot

.
e R L LT, PG ek R

e e ke
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* 0of '20 subjects per group, as»descripe@ eatlier.

-

Success

- . and failure:conditions were manipulated by administering’
) » .(

: , .Succes& anagrams to three groups of subjects, and Tailhre

anagrams to the remaining three groups Self—esteém of‘

the subjects was manipulated by manlpulatlng the results

of a bogus "5001a1'Pgrceptizfszg/Test“ Whlch all-subjects
of the experiment'(see Appen—

completed at the beilnn
ccess group and half of the Fallure-

dix 11). Half of t

group.were subjected to High self-esteem manlpulatlon. The.
I8 : ’

remaining two halves were exposed to Low self-egteem mani-" -

-pulation.:

—

Pata Collection - N -

The experimenter informed the students that he wasf
doing a project to assess the Social Perceptlveness of”’

students in the Smiths Falls area, To do‘thms, he would

be giving them two pictures of an event, and that they would

be asked to write a couple of sentences eabh_ofi:
a) what ‘the situation is in the picturg?
b) .what led up to it?
.c) what are the feelings and thoughts of the .

characters? .
d} what the outcome will be?

(see Appendices 12 & 13)
They were told that high scores on this test are often posi-
tively correlated with intelligence, personal happiness

and job satisfaction,

-
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"In the afternoon they would be given a sét of
scrambied words Tanagrams) . After completing.the'anagraﬁs
they woeld be asked to complete a few questlonnalres of
short duratlon. They were 1nformed that after completion
of their participation in the study, they would.regeive
en'explepation‘of the project after which,'they could ask
any qdestibns they had about the'ﬁatﬁre‘of the researéh

They were also 1nformed that each of them. would
receive -a dollar each forxgeytlclpatlng ‘in the study.

L]

The completlonhof the Social Perceptlveness Test,

° anagrams and questionnai;es and collection of data were

done in groups of 20 subjects. Each group listened to an

"1ntroductory speech that explained the nature of the ex-

NS
periment and procedures the subjects were to follow (see

Appendices 11, 14 & 15),
To. obtain a baseline measurement of mdod, all sub-

jects were asked, at the beginning of the experiment, to

complete a "Semantic Differential Check List", same as the

; one used: in Study I (see Appendix 9). All subjects then

-._/I—

‘completed the Social Perceptiveness Test, In the afternoon

the three groups of\sﬁbjects in the Success condition com-

- pleted "Success Anagrams" (see Appendix 5), and the three

groups in the Failure condition completed "Failure Ana-

grams" (see Appendix 6),. From the number of aﬁgbrams‘the

subjects solved, they were able to know whether they
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succeeded or failed in the anagram task. The Social Per-
'ceptivéness T?st and the Anagram Test were conducted in'
separate class rooms. | |

At this point,’ the assistant to the experimgnter‘
handed:over to the subjeéts (individually, on separate
sheets. of paper), the results of the Socigl Perceptivéness
Test they hadLgompleﬁéd earlier. The results wére -Ta]
arranged that one group each from the Success and Failure
cond%tions feceivea ego-enhancing feedback (see Appendix
16), and the Sther"groups (e%cept the ;onérolfgroups) ﬂ‘
received ego—d%minishing-&eééback (see Appendix 17). The
control groups dié not receive/any feedback from the Social
" Perceptiveness Test. Thé control group was desigped‘to
fu;ction as an anchor point so ;s to observe the magnitude
and direction the ménipulgtion of the Social Perceptiveness
Test ﬁad, on the subjects' affeet and attributions (see
Flow Charts on:page 76 and 77).

The mood of all the subjects was again measured
at this point by administering the Semantic Différential.
Cﬁecleist. Soén after this,lthe subjects were asked to
assign responsibility for their success/faifure on an
"Attribution of Responsibility Rating Scale" (see Appendicés\
7 and 8) Pn@ three other ques;ionnaires.

When all subjects had returned their anagrams and

questionnaires to the experimenter who checked to verify
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fhat all itéms were completed,; they were thoroughly de- T
briefed by giving them an explanation about the nature
Sf the experiment., They were free at that time to ask any
questions they wanted.
Everybody was paid a dollar each for their parti-
cipation in the study, as promised.

-Before'dismissing the group, the experimenter
thanked the subjects for their participation in the study,
and asked them not to discuss their knowledge of the ammﬂf
with other students or friends. These group meetings

generally lasted for about an hour.

- - Measurement Devices
L] - /‘(

S ~ As mentioned earlier, all the subjects completed

the Semantic Differential Check List at the beginning of

the study, as well as just before assigning respon;ibility
for their success/failure, as a means to measufe their
affect. Tt was felt that success or failure on the experi-
mental task represented affectively significant events for
the subjects, and success would result in increased positive
afféct, and failure would result in increased negative
affect. It was further felt that the positive and negative
affective states Qroduced by success and failure respec-
tively would mediate the‘subjects“ causal attribu%ions for

the outcomes of their performance.

¢

i




" to measure their responses (see Appendices 18 & 197 .
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As in Study I, the dependent variable attribution of res-
ponsibility was measured in terms of four factors: ability,

effort, luck, and task diffibulty.' A 9-point Likert Scale

- item that ranged\ffom "No extent"” (Value 1) to "Extremely

high extent" (Value 9) was used to measure the prominence
of each factér as influencing the éubjects' performance
(see Appendices é & 8): S@bjects were ss@ed-to rate all
the four fadtors approbriately by placing a circle around’
the number they wished to~indicéte.

l - A guestiornaire designed to ascertain the effects
of manipulation of boﬁh higﬁ and law self-esteem subjects
was then administéreﬁ. This consisted of a guestion which
asked them as to how strongly they felt like taking credit/—

avoiding responsibility for their success/failure. A 9-

point Likert Scale item ‘that ranges from "No extent"

(Value 1) to "Extremely high extent" (value 9) was used

The next questionnaire was designed to measure
the subjects' tendencies for self-enhancement/self-pro- \
tection, whic2 asked them as to what extént-would they be
inclined to use/ignore the results of the énagram task to
boost/protect their self-esteem. This alsoﬂcopsistéd of
a SLéoint.Likert Scale item that ranged from "No extent"

(Val&%’l) to "Extremely high extent" (Value 9) (see Appen-—

dices 20 & 21), It was expected that the high self-esteem
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manipulatlon subjects would use their goqd'rgfults to

- self-enhance themselves, and the low self-esteem subjects
- would ignore their failure to self-protect themselves:

The last questionnaire asked the subjects what

e S T AL - o -ainbit

. L]
their expectations were for future success, if ten similar

anagrams were given to them in the future. This was a

St i nimad st

similar gquestionnaire like in Study I (see Appendix 10). °
It was expected that ego diminishing feedback would sig- -
. nificantly reduce the subjects' expectations for future

success, in both success and failure conditions,

-
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CHAPTER VII ' ] ~

*

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS - STUDY II

In this chapter, the statistical procedures used éo
analyze the data are presented. The_chapter consists of
two segtions. Section one describes the manipulation checks
of the independent variables. er second section presents
analysis of variance procedures énd post hoc methdas-used
to measure the results of the manipulation of independent
N N

variables and other related gquestionnaires. Alpha level

for all analyses was set at .05.

Checks of Manipulation of .Independent Variables

Before actual data were collected, to find out
whether the success and failure anagrams actually prompted
80% success or failure ogutcomes, 50 feméle Yolunteer subjects

were recruited from the same classes as subjects for the

-
]

main study, and were randomly assigned to two equal groups.

-

One group completed a set of success anagrams, the mean
. . - 1
sucécess rate of which was found to be 80.1%. The other

group completed a set of failure anagrams, the mean failure
rate of which was 79.7%. These tests estaplished that the ;
success and the failure anagrams brought about the-desired K\u

success and failure conditions in the test situation.

Two questionnaires, were designed to measure the
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effects of manipulation of high and low self-esteem of

TS S AJ}_ Cwealtlz .1!‘,'\,:0;1-"‘-:}

the éubjects, respectively. Each was a 9-point scale, and

PRSI PR,

on the high self-esteem questionnaife, the"subjects'

average score was)?.??, indicating that tg;;é'subjects,

in their view, were taking credit for their successes to

a great extent. On the low self-esteem guestionnaire, the

1

subjects' average score was 7:24, indicating that they were'

avoiding responsibility for their failure to a great extent .
. . - @ .

.
e sl K tteelad e Me Stk L e an L. Pl

-

also. These tests established that the self-esteem mani-

-

;' pulatian brought‘abput the aegﬁred high and low self~ - ) 'ﬁ

¢ .- esteem conditions in the subjects. - ﬁ\c7

Analysis Attribution of Responsibility -
. .7 . 7 . ) f -
A . ' As shown on Table 9, page 89, there was a signi-—-, - .

ficant ef%ect for-internal factors'(Ability + Effort)r &
under success, for theiFeedbacK“conditioné (F. (2, 51) =
5.55, p <.05). fhat ig, there wefé significant differences
in the extent to which subjects who had recef@edlego—enhanj

cing feeébéck, Control shbjects,'and subjects who had re-

ceived ego{diminishing feedback, attributed their success

. & ) &4 : . ‘1 L _
-~ on a Simple aﬂggram task to their own ability ang.effofj?_J )
More specifically, post hoc analysis revealed a significant '
difference between the ego-enhancing (X =.12.9) and eqgo- s ‘;."
qiminishing (X = 13,95) feedback groups, the latter's - :

higher scores indiéating a greater self-serving tendency
it g
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to attribute success to -internal fecto;s (Ability and '

Effort)('-Post-hoc analysis did. not reveal significant

differencee between either experimental group and the

contror*group (X = 13.0), although in absolute terms the
: ego-enhanc1ng feedhack group had a lower mean, and the

ego~diminishing feedback group had a Higher mean than the

control group.- These results supporﬁ the first h&pothesis
.of the séudy.'

-

. + “PHe results'for external factors: (Luck and Task

7///leflculty) under failure for tHe feedback conditions

alsp.showed significant effect (F (2, 57) = 5.51, p <.05)
(see Table 11, page 92){1 That.is, there were significant
diffeéences'in the extent to which subjects who had re-
ceived ego—enhanciné feedback, control subjects, and sub-
jects who had received.ego—diminishing feedback attributed
their failqre on a simple anagram task, to luck and task
difficulty. More specifically, post hoc analysis revealed
a s:Lgn:LfJ.cant dlfference between the ego—~enhancing (’
9.9) and ego-dlminlshlng (X = 11.3) feedback groups, the
latter's higher 'scores indicating a greater self-serving

- tendency to attribute failﬁre to external faetors {luck and

_ task diffieulty). 'Post hoc analysis did net reveal signi-

-ficant difference between either experimentei éroup and
the control group. (X = 10.1), althoﬁgh'in absolute terms,

the ego-enhancing feedback group had a lower mean, and the

{
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' ego-diminishing feedback_grqup had a higher mean than ‘the

control group. These results sggpoff the second hypothesis
of the study.

The third hypothesis of this study predicted that

., the attributional asymmetry for success and failure under

ego-enhancing feedback will be less than that under the ego-
diminishing feedback. In other words, regardless of present
success or failure, subjects who received ego-enhancing
feedback regarding a prior task would differ less in their
attributions from control subjects, than subjects who received
ego-diminish%ng fééaback regarding a prior task. «The results
indicated.that the asymmetries for success and failure under
ego~enhancing feedback were significantly less (X = .1, and
X = .2, respectively), whereas, those for ego~diminishing
feedback were significantly more (X = .95, and X = 1.2, res-
pectiveljfgfééé\Tgble 13, page 95). These results support
the third hypothesis of the study.

An analysis of mood was undertaken, not so much
for-the purpose of testing é hypothesis which followedlfrom
theory, but rather to test ﬁhe.implicit assumption referred
to by Bradley (1978) that success or failure on the experi-
mental task represents affectively significant events for
individuals, and to replicate the findings of éhe first

-

study to the effect that success andeailure conditions
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.

indeed are affectively significant events. Beyond that,
it was also meant to extend this line of reasoning to
the realm of the ego-enhancing and ego-diminishing feed-

back conditions,

~

A baseline mood of all subjects was taken at the
beginning of the experiment. On this measure, there were

no- significant differences among the subject groups
’ <

(F (;, 114) = .39). A second measure of mood. was obtained

immediately after the ego-enhancing or ego-diminishing
feedback, but before the Subjects were requested.to attri-

&

bute responsibility, on the expectancy that ego—ehhahcing

feedback should have a positive impact on mood, whilg ego~
diminishing feedback should have a negative impact.

Results of the analysis of variance revealed a
sigﬁificant difference between ego-enhancing and ego-dimi=
: nishiné conditions (F (2, 114).= 21.77, p <.0l) (see Table
14, page 97), and in'additioﬂ the ego~diminishing condition
differed significantly from the 'control, while thehego— .
enhancing condition did not differ, but was in the expected
" direction.

In the first study, a significant difference in
mood had been bbserved_between success and failure condi-
tions. The second study replicates this finding (F (1, 114)

= 90,34, ﬁ <.01). There was no significant interaction bet-~

ween success-failure and feedback condition with referencéA
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to mood. -

These results are compatible with theﬁmotivationai

model of attribution of causality which 1mplles that mood

is a medlatlng factor underlyln&b,ndi

butions for positive and negative outcomes,

s' self-attri- .
The questionnaire designed to measure the subjects!
tendencies for self-enhancement or.self—pfatection under
ego-enhancing vs égo—diminiéhing feedbacE\Eaﬁg;tions {Suc-
cess or Failure - see Table 16, page ldﬂ}r;?vealed a statis--
tically 51gn1f1cant effect. That is, there was smgnlflcant

difference between success with ego-enhancing feedback

(X = 6.63 and success with ego-diminishing feedback (X 7, °

and alq;hgéfween failure with ego-enhancing feedback _ ‘

|(

(X =.5.2) and failure with ego-diminishing feedback (X

5.6); These results indicated that the self-esteem mani-
pulafions were effective, and brought about ‘changes in the

subjects' self-enhancement and self-protective tendencies
as desired. .

When the rated importance of the sgbjectg' Expec-
tations for Future Success was studied as a function of
the outcome and expectations for future interaction (see
Table 17, page 101), it was observed that in the feedback
conditions there was a statisticélly significant difference

TF (2 114) = 9,75, p <.05) between ego—enhancing feedback

(X = 5.6) and ego-diminishing feedback (X = 4.9), The
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contrast between centrol (X = 5.32) and feedback condi-
tions also yielded a statistically significant resuL{m‘
to the effect that ego—dlmlnlshlng feedback differed Slg-
nlflcantly from control, but ego—enhanc1ng feedback dld

not.

L

To recapltulate, the key results of the study were
the follow1ng-

There was a SLgnlflcant difference between ego-
enhancing and ego- dlmlnlshlng feedback qroups under the
success coqdltlon for lnternal factors {Ability + Effort).

There was a significant difference between ego-
enhancing and ego-diminishieg feedback groups under the

~

failure condition for external factors (Luck + Task

]

In the presence of ego—enhancing feedback regarding

prior success, contrasts between' success and controi sub="
jects, or between failure and control subjects ylelded
smaller attrlbutlonal asymmetry than did similar contrasts
in the presence_of prior ego-diminishing feedback.

There was a significant difference in the subjects'
Mood (before making attr%butions), when contrasting ego-

enhancing and ego-diminishing feedback conditions. However,

only the ego—-diminishing group differed significantly from

the control group. The mood of the success group was sig-

nificantly more positive than that of the failure group,

- L d
. . .
.- - R A
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but there was no significant interaction bétﬂeeé‘;;:;essﬂ

failure and feedback conditions. ‘ g

There was a significant difference in the subjects'
Expectancies for Future Success when contrasting ego-
enhancing and égo—diminishing groups; however, only the
ego~diminishing group differed significantly from the con-
trol group. |

-The expectancies of the success group were signi-
ficantly greater than thgse of the failure grou?, but therg
was no significant interaction between success-failure

and feedback conditions.

]
The next ‘thapter will discuss the implications of

these reSulté. : \\
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CHAPTER VIII
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS - STUDY II

Study I of this thesis investigated the:impact of
evaluation apprehension on causal attributi®ns, the pre-
dictions being that the potential for present and future
invalidation of individuals' aétributions would tend tWg
make them more modest about their perception of their own
abi;ities s0 as to retain @ublic credibility in the long
run. The results of this study were partially supportive

"in that, as predicted, subjects who expeéted future evalu-
ation attributed their success less to their owﬂ-"efﬁopt"
aﬁd more to "luck"; howevef, similar findings were nof
obtained wiéﬁ reference to "ability" and "task difficulty."
Similarly, those who expected future evaluation attri-
buted their failure less to "task difficulty"” than to
"luqk", but they failed £o attribute their-failuqe to
"lack of ability" or "lack of effort."

The logical follow-up of the first study with
stronger manipulation of evaluation apprehension was not
done since Wéary (1980) essentially accomplished it with
conclusive results, by examining the effects of puincit§
on subjects' causal attributions. The second study of
this thesis, therefore, manipulated overall affect concer-

b

ning self-worth, via esteem-related £feedback, on account
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of 4E2jﬁiyotalzposition given to self-esteem in the “dg:

(:: fensive attribution" formulation, and based on the assum-
ption that people bias their description of causality so

as to protect or enhance their self-esteem.

Three_hyggtheses were tested in this stuéy. In the

balance of this chapter, each will be presented in turn,
and the relevant findings will be discussed.

l)-v ™

¢/Internal Factors - (Ability + Effort)

. " The first ﬁypothesis contrasted the attributions
—ade by subjects who were successful at a given task
anagrams) under two conditions: 1) when they were given
positive ego-enhancing feedbacE*to the effect that they
have succeeded on a previous important task, and 2) when
‘they were given negative ego-diminishing feedback to the
effect that they have failed on a previous important task.
: The results.of'the study sﬂéported this hypothesis
iR ' By sA:ﬁTﬁg that subjects who received ego-enhancing posi-
tive feedback atfributed their current success less to
internal factors than did the ego-diminishing feedback
Qroup.
In other reéearch, an increase in social respon-
sibility amd in helpful behaviour has been found after
success (compated to failure, or no experience), in college

LY

‘'students, In particular, Berkowitz and Connor (1966)

JOUP SR

AT | %
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o
showed that successful subjects became more motiyated to
. aid a needy pe?son - a finding.supported bf Isen (1968}.
Commenting on.thei: data, Berkowitz and Connor (1966)
speculated that: ?ﬁb

"the success.experience had oroduced a glow

cof goodwill , . . Feelihg happy, if not even

somewhat elated, the successful subjects

could have been simply more willing to tole-

rate increased psychological costs to them-

eglves (p. 669)." .

'Studies on "Selective Attention to the Self" have
shown that the "warm glow" produced by success leads to
more.benign reacfion to the self, morelcharitable behaviour,
and aqvariety of helpful acts (Isen,_1970; Mischel & Ebbe-
-sen, 1976), the idea being that such experience of success
does produce gnhancéd self-esteem in the sﬁbjects.

The findings of this study are compatible wity
this kind of interpretation in that the subjects in the
positive ego-enhancing feedback condition sﬁowed less need
to take credit for their success, since they were already
éxperiencing an enhanced self-esteem on the basis of the
feedback which they had received. Whereas, the other
group ;f subjects ddes have a need to self-protect them-
se}ves for the los; of self-esteem they sustained on
account of the pegative ego-diminishing ‘feedback they

received from a prior important task. ) .

. Therefore, the findings based on the test of the
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first hypothesis are in support of a motivational niodel of

‘causal attributions.

External Factors (Luck + Task Difficulty)

The second hypothesis contrasted the attributions_f
made by subjects who were unsuccessful at a given task
(anagrams) , aﬁd wﬁgiwere given ego-enhancing or ego-dim;?
nishing feedback regarding a previous important t%sk.

The results of the study supported this hypotheéis
by indicating that failure subjects who received ego- -
enhancing feedback attributed their failure less to ex-—
ternal factors than did the ego-diminishing feedback’ group.

The above findings mean that failure subjects in

the positive ego-enhancing feedback condition have less

need to attribute their present failure externallf; since
they are able to differentially choose the positive feed-
back results to maintain their self-esteem. On the other
hand, the failure group who experienced further failure
in the prior important task felt much worse about them-
selves, and had to résort to external attributions to -
protect their self-esteem, since an important source of‘
compensatory self-esteem was absent.

The review of literature had indicated that while

the nature of evaluation and interpretive activities may

pﬁompt,individuals‘ tendencies to make self-serving causal

N
oy



109

attributions, the empirical tests have not been unequi-
vocally ®emonstrated, and were_vulnerablé to rival inter-
pretations. In reviewing the results of the studies of
this thesis, it_is evident that the results of the first
study has replicated earlier findings that people take
credit for their succeéses and deny responsibility for
their failures, and thﬁs provided support for self-serving
biases in causal attributions.

Milkler & Ross {1975) cited the findings of Feather
& Simon (1971), Beckman (1973), Wortman et al. (1975), and
Ross et al. (1974), as evidence against the self¥serving
bias form&lation. These results, however, were consistept
with the notion that when faced with future performance
where failure is possible, individuals will underestimate
their.ability in an attempt to avoid.embarrassment resulting
from public invalidation of a positive self-presentation.
This broadened self-serving bias formulation was also tested

.out in the first study, which provided partial support
fof the predictions,

The.second study of this thesis manipulated overall
affect concerning self—wortﬁ via ego-enhanéing and ego~
diminishing feedback. The ;esults of thg;study demonstrated
that people bias, their descriptions of c;usality 50 as to
protect or enhance their self—esteém. These results, in

~conjunction with the findings from the first studY,~have
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provided empirical evidence for the operation of motiva-
" tionally based self-serving biases in attribution of

causality.

Attributional Asymmetry

I

The third hypothesis of the study represents an
extrapolation from the first -and second hypotheses, and is

based on the assump®ion that it is easier to change some-

one's self-esteem for the worse, than it is for the better{"

Therefore, it predicted‘that ego-diminishing feedback would
‘have a greater impact on individuals' self-esteem than
ego-enhancing feedback. In sum, greater attributional
asymmetry concerning success and fgilure (from the control
group) was predicted under conditions of ego—diminighing

feedback regarding prior important outcomes.

According to the results of the study, the differ- ’

ence between ego-enhancing and,control subjects was con-
sistenfly less than the difference between ego-diminishing
and control subjects, whether under conditions of present
success or failure. This supports the prediction of the
study. \

It would appear that there is something about the
success condition that is different from the failure con-

dition, in that the manipulation of self-esteem seemed toO

have had a differential impact.on success and failure.

A
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Tt is péssibie that a failure sitQation would‘sgem more
threatening to the subjects' self-esteem than a success
situation, and self-protection rgther than self—enhénce—
ment would be operative. Miller (1976), Sicoly & Ross
(1377) reported that éelf—protective and self-enhancing
tendencies were greater. under high ego;involvemenf'sitqr’

ations. It may be that the ego-diminishing situation ik

more threatening to the subjects' self-esteem. Wh
means is that beihg told that one has/failed in tgsk is
more threatening to the ego in the sense t is- highly
ego-involving, and it forces one to sHift his attributional

biases to protect oneself.

Findings Concerning Mood

v

Mood was examined as it was felt that success or
fallure might represent affectively significant events and,
therefeore, that any affective responses during task perfor-
mance would influence the subjects' causal attributions.

It was, therefore, predicted that the mood of people who
succeeded should be more positive than those who failed,
and the mood of those given ego-enhancing feedback should
be more positive than those receiving ego~diminishing
feedbacki‘

Mood was introduced as a variable in the study not

so much as to test the theoretical hypothesis, but rather
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because it seemed a logical variable to study, about which
no empirical evidence has been provided previocusly. Weary
(1980) hypothesized affect to influence causal attributions,
but did not find support for her predictions; however, she
found support for egotism.

Attributiinal variations in the present study did
parallel the manipulated affective states as predicted, in
that it went in the expected direction, suggesting that
task and feedback manipulations affected mood.

The basis for the diécrepancy {between Weary's and
this study) may be due, as Weary suggest, to the more gross‘
focus of the Joy Distress (Izard, 1972} scale used. This
does not seem to be the only factor, however, as the scale
on the Semantic Differential does not seem any less global
nor .less molar as measures of affect. More probable may
be the intensity of the manipulation of ego-relevant feed-
back as a differential ﬁaétor. _That is to say, the way
Weary manipulated evaluation apprehension factor may not
have, as directly, nor intensively, induced alterations in

self-related affect, as did the directly focused ego-

- enharicing and ego-diminishing feedback manipulations used

in the present study. An additional factor may be the more
precise and sensitive measurement characteristics of eight
7 step semantic differential. scales, compared to the three

5 step scale used By Weary.
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The results regarding "mood" are encouraging, as
it went in the expected direction, and suggest that mood
may be an intervening variabie in the motivational model
of causal attributions, something which deserves further

study in future research.

Findings Concerning Expectancy for Future Success

A considerable body of research suggests that suc-
cess or failure on a task generates increments and decre-
ments, respectively, in the subjective expectancy for
success on other closely related tasks (e.g., Mischel &
Staub, 1965;-Rotter, 1954}. It is recognized that the
experience of past success (and failure) and the expectan-
cies for future success (and failure) tend to be both
conceptually and operationally interrelated. Subjects who
experienced success on the first task probably would have
greater expectancies for success on a similar subsequent
task, than those who had failed.

Based on the above, 1t was expected that people
who succeed should have greater expectations for future
success than those who fail, and that the expectations'for
for future success of those given ego-enhancing feedbacﬁ
should be greater than those of ego-diminishing feedback.

The findings of the study fully support these predictions,

as statistically significant results were obtained when

¢

T
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such contrasts were made with expectancy for future success

-as a dependent variable. These results are also compati-

ble with the motivational model of causality.

Concluding Comments

In conclusion, it does appear that ego-enhancing
and ego-diminishing feedback constituté conditions under
which altered affective states concerning self-worth arise,
which in turn accompany éystematically reduced or increased
self-serving attributional biases. The selective operation
of the need to enﬁénce or self-protect which appears to
operate contingent upon outcome and affective state appear
to constitute evidence of a motivational bias in the for-
mation of causal inferences. The study has also provided
partial support to a broadeéed self-serving bias formulation
which postuiates that when faced with future performance
where failure is possible, individuals will underestimate
their gbility in an attempt to avoid embarrassment resulting
from public invalidation of a positive self~presentation.

It has, in addition, contributed some clarification

to the controversy which exists in the literature of self-
A )

serving biases in causal attributions, by providing empi-

v

rical evidence as mentioned above.
In broad terms, results of this study may have

implications in the sense that the Eénsequences generated
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by success (and enhanced self-esteem/affect) may increase )
§
our optimism in general, and our affection for others, such
that we may demonstrate less *need of clutching all of our
) t

resources to ourselvles, and are more willing to give

others mor prized possessions. Successful goal
attainme;2§::j—::i:;}bably facilitate individuals' adherence
to the societal iaeals and improve thelr motivation to

be willing to tolerate inconveniences and bq;rlefe to
immediate need gratifications,

Although the pervasive consequences of succese and
of p051t1ve affect for generosity both towards self and °*
others are ggcomlng 1ncrea51ng1y‘well established, the
mechanisms responsible for these phenomena are less evident.
The tendency(for people to become non-contingently more
benign towards themselves and/or others might be mediated
by changes in self-esteem and perceiQed competence produced
by successful performance or, alternatively, this tendency
might be the result of any increment in positive affect,
regardless of Kow it is generated. Further elucidations
of the critical processes and conditions that regulete
when the experience of success and increased esteem enhance
self~gratification - and when theyféo not - will be a

challenging task for future researchers.
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Summary and Conclusions of the Thesis

To recapitulate, this, thesis exaﬁined the Manage-
ment of Ability Attrlbutlons via Defensive and Counter-
defensive Attrlbutlonal Strategies, in two studles.

Study I investigated the impact . of evaluation

apprehension on causal attributions. It was hypothesized

 that the potential for present and future invalidation of

attributions would tend to make subject§ more modest about
their conscious peyception of their own abilities, in order
that they might retain public credlblllty in the long term.
In keeping with this notion, study I of this thesms found
support for the idea that individuals who succeed in a
present task, but e;pect future evaluation attribute their
success less to their own "effort" and more to "luck", than
is the case of similar subjects who do not expect future
evaluation. However, similar figdings were not obtained
with referénce to "ability" or “tésk difficulty."

A similar assessment of subjects who fail in a
present task showed that, when they expect future evalu-
ation, they attribute their failure less to task difficulty
than similar subjects who do not expect future evaluation.
However, significant differences were not obtained when
contrasting failure subjects who expected or did not expect

future evaluation with reference to the variables "luck",



"ability" and "effort". Therefore, since the results of

the first study of 'this thesis proviﬁed only partial support

for the hypotheses, a second study was carried out.

The second study was designed tq investigate the
impact of expefimental modifications of individualg' self-
esteem (via ego-enhancing and ego—diminishing feedback !
on causal attribuéions (to internal or external factors)
for success or failure on a skill-oriented anagram task.
It was predicted that people's Eendgncy to enhancé their

self-esteem under success conditions, and to protect their

self-esteem under failure conditions, can be moderated via

ego—related feedback concerning important success or failure
outcBbmes on other tasks. When this was tested, there was

. | i
a significant difference as predicted, between ego-enhancing

and ego-diminishing feedback groups under success con-

ditions (the ego-diminishing subjects having a greater
L]

tendency to attribute success to ability and effort),

and under failure conditions (the ego-diminishing subjects
having a greater tendency to attribute their failure to

luck and task difficulty). In addition, there was a sig-

"nificant difference, in attributional asymmetry in the

sense that (regardless of success or failure), the sub-
jects who received ego-enhancing feedback differed less in

their attributions from control subjects, than subjects

‘. '

’
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who received ego—diﬁiniéhing'feedback.

In addition to testing the key hypotheses of this
study, a measure of "Mood" was taken in order to test éhe
idea that success-failure manipu}gfion%,.évaluaéion poten-
tial, and ego-related feedback should affect subjects'
mood, and that this effect in mood might in turn be res-
ponsible for the observed differential attributions.

- Although study I was unable to deﬁonstrate a
relationship between modd and evaluation apprehension,
and although the ‘second study did not directly test the
mediating role of mood, the findings of the thesis.were‘
compatible with the motivationai model of causal attri-
butions. More specifically, in the first study, subjects

in the success condition showed a more positive mood than

those in fhe failure condition. This finding was repli-

he

‘cated in the second study which, in addition, showed that

subjects who received ego-enhancing feedback exhibited
a more positive mood than those who received ego-dimini-
shing feedback.

Finally, the éxpectations that causal attributioqs
are motivationally based received indirect support in both
studies from the findings that subjects' expectancies for
fﬁtufe successes appeared themselves to be affected by
succéSs-failure, evaluation apprehension, and ego-enhancing

and ego-diminishing feedback manipulations.

-
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»

In conclusion, this study offers further support
for the motivational model of causal attributions. It is
upto further research to demonstrate more clearly the
mediating role of mood, as well as to delineate further
the critical processes and conditions that requlate when
the experience of success and increased esteem enhénce

self-gratification, and when they do not.

ey
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APPENDIX 1
®

Instructions for "Success" Group

I am running a contest to find out the verbal
problem-solving ability of students. To do this, I
will be giving you a set of ten (10) scrambled words,
or anagrams as they are called. Your success in solving
these anagrams is highly related to your problem-solving
ability.

| So, what I would like you to do is to try to
'solve the ten (10) anagrams, and after you have done that,
I will be asking you to rat& the extent to which four
facto;s were responsible for your success or failure.

You have 1% minutes to solve each anagram. When
I tell you, please move on to the next one.

All of you will get one dollar each fof parti-
cipating in this contest. Besides, a cash prize of
$3.00 and 52.00 will be given to two people who solve
the maximum number of anagrams in the shortest time.

So, please take this contest seriously and do your best.
| Most students of your grade level have been able
to selve 3 or 4 anagrams out of ten (10) in 15 minutes.

Any questions?

| <
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APPENDIX 2

Instructions for "Success with Future Evaluation" Group

I am running a contest to find out the verbal
problem-solving ability of students. To do this, I
will be giving you a set of ten (10) scrambled words, or
anagrams as they are called. Your success in solving
these anagrams is highly related to your'problem-solving
ability.

Sc, what I would iike you to do is to try to
solve the ten (10) anagrams, and after you have done that,
I will be asking you to rate the extent to which four
factors were responsible for your success or failure.

After you have -completed the anagrams and the
ratings, I will be collecting ﬁﬁem from you to evaluate: .

1. how well you performed, in copmparison to
other high school students your age; and

2. how logicadl and consistent you were in your
thinking about the factors that were res-
ponsib%e for your success or failure.

In other words, if you feel that you did extremely well,
how logical was your reasoning about that, or if you did
poorly, how logical was your reasoning about that.

Remember, we will be comparing your reasoning to other

Ontario high school students.

-
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w

In addition, I would like you to be ready to

do another set of anagrams, as I will be coming back
th%s fall to see how well you perform the next time,
and I will compare how similar your next performance is
to your present one. The number of correct anagrams
and the way you reason about what caused your success
or failure in your present performance will be compared
with your next éerformance.

You have 1% minutes to solve each anagram. When

. I tell you, please move on to the next one.

All of you will get one dollar each for partici-
péting in this contest. Besides, a cash prize of $3.00

and $2.00 will be given to two people wh& solve the maxi-

—

mum number of anagrams in the shortest time. So, please

take this contest seriously, and do your best.

Most students of your grade level have been able

to solve 3 or 4 anagrams out of 10, in 15 minutes.

Any questions?
\

e 4 et R - - . A - —— [
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" APPENDIX 3 )

Instructions for "Failure" Group . -

L}

I am running a contest to find out the verbal

problem-solving ability of students. To do this, I will

.be giving you a set of ten (10) scrambled wo}ds, or

anagrams as they are called. Your success in solving
these anagrams is highly relaﬁed to your problem-solving
ability. ]

S0, what I would like you to do is to try to
SOlVé'the ten (10) anagrams, and after you have done that,
I will be asking you to rate the extent to which four -~
factors were responsible fér your success or’failure.

W‘
You have 11 minutes to solve each anagram. When

I tell you, please move on to the next one. k\b./-‘\\\\
All of you will get one dollar each for partici- '

pating in this contest. Besides, a cash prize of $3.00

and $2.0b will Be given to two people who solve the maxi-.

mum nﬁmber of anagrams in the shortest time. So, please

take this contest seriously and do your best.

Most students of your grade level have been able .

to solve 7 or 8 anagrams out of 10, in 15 minutes.

Any questions?

.
-
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APPENDIX 4
. f/

)

'‘Instructions for "Failure with’ Future Evaluation” Group
. 2

I am running a contest to find out the verbal

problem~solving ability of students.(

be giving you a set of ten (10) scrambled words, or anagrams

To do this, I will

as they are called. Your success in solving these anagrams
is highly relat®&f to your problem-solving ability.
So,what I would-like vou to do is to try to solve

)Y

will be asking you to rate the extent to which four factors

the ten (10) anagrams, and after you have done that, I

were responsible for your success or failure.

After you have completed the anagrams and the

I will be collecting them from ybu to evaluate:

how well you performed, in comparison to
‘other high school students your age; and

o 2. ﬁowvlogical and consistent you were in your
: thinking about the facto?s that were res-
ponsible for your success or failure.

In other -words, if yoﬁ feel that you did extremely'well, -
how logical was your-reaéoning about that, or if ybu did
poorly, how logical was your reasoning about that. Remem-—

. ber, we will be comparing your remsoning to other Ontario

) . 1
. high school students. - &\s\\

-

. —— .
In addition, I 'would like you to be ready to do

another set of anagrams, as I will be coming béLk_this
"ﬂ" ’

[2e



o 133

gall to-see how well you perform the next time, and I
Qill compare how similar your next performance is to ydur
present one. The number of correct anagrams and the way
”, you reason about what caused your success or failure in
your present performance will be compared with your next
performance. ~
You have 1% minutes to solve each‘énagram. When .

I tell fou, pleasé move on to’'the néxt one.

| All of you wili get one dollar each for pa}ti-
.cipating in this contest. Beéideé, a cash prize of $3.00
and $2.00 will‘be given to two people who solve the maximum
numbgr of anagrams in the shortest time. So, please take
this contest seriously, and do your best.

- Most students. of your grade level have ?een able

to solve 7 or 8 anagrams out of 10, in 15 minutes.

-~

‘Any questions?

Yy
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APPENDIX 5 ' ' .

‘ Anagrams for "Success"

and "Success with Future Evaluation" Groups

Please re-arrange the following ten (10) scrambled
words (anagrams) to make real English words:

{You have 1} minutes to solve each anagram)

1, RFATH;A

2, MIDDEL '
3, SUMERM
" 4. TMOMEN J

57 NARCEN ' B <

6. AFILYM - -

7. INNERD

8. SECNOD '

9, BUNMER

. 10, OTHERM

’

w7

LW

PO T
H
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APPENDIX 6 )

Anagrams for “"Failure"

and "Failure with Future Evaluation” Groups

Please re-arrange the following ten (10} scrambled
words ({(anagrams) to make correct English words:

(You have 1% minutes to soive each anagram)

1. MNEGAA

2. NERE ™ .

.3. FELSNI

47. SECNOD

5. OPUSGN ‘

6. UESSNL .

7. TMOMEN N  . | - ~
8. EMAGLE ,

9. ORPMBE | “ ‘

10, OMERND - o -
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APPENDIX 7
Please rate the extent to which vou feel: .
(Circle the number) ' .
‘ a) Your ébility caused your success
1 27 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
No extent Slight Moderate Great Extremely
extent extent extent high extent
b} Good luck caused your success
’ <
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9
b )
No ‘extent 'Slight Moderate Great. ‘Extremely
extent extent extent high extent

¢) Easiness of these scrambled letters caused your success

<A
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 )
No extent Slight Moderate Great ' Extremely
v extent extent extent high extent ,
d) Effort caused your success
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
No extent = Slight Moderaté Great Extremely
extent extent . extent high extent
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APPENDIX 8 : N

Attribution of Responsibility Rating Scale for

"Failure" and "Failure with Future Evaluation" Group

Please rate the extent to which you feel:

(Circle the number)

a) Lack of ability caused your failure

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 . 9 R

No extent Slight Moderate Great _Extremely ’
' extent extent extent ﬁ/ h extent
- . . )

/

-
b) Bad luck caused your failure

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
" No extefit Slight Moderate Great ‘Extremely
. extent . extent extent high extent

I
LU

c) Difficulty of the scrambled letters caused your failure

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
No extent ‘Slight Moderate Great Extremely
extent extent extent high extent

d) Lack of effort caused your failure

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Na extent Slight = Moderate Great Extremely
- extent extent .extent high extent
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- APPENDIX 9 .

. * Please indicate your present mood by completing
the rating on the following page.
Here is how you are to use these scales:
If you feel that the concept you are rating is very closely
related to one or théfgzaér end of the scale (but not

b
extremely), you should place your check-mark as follows:

' ' Happy X = : : : : : Unhappy

If you feel that the concept is quite closely"rélated to
one or the other end of the scalei(but not extiemely), you
e should place your check-mark as follows:

»
Strong : X i : : : Weak

If the concept seems only. slightly related to one side as

opposed to the other side (but is not really neutral), then
you should check as follows: Q\\\v///”\‘ .

Active : © xR : : : Passive
¢ .
~ or"
Active -~ 2 H : : X T Passive

-

The direction toward which you cﬁeck, of course, éepends
upon which of the two ends of the scale seem moSt charac-

teristic of the thing you are judging.
— .



.mark in the middle space:
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£
If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale,

kA e e e T

both sides of the scale equally associated with the
concept, or if the scale is completely irrelevant, un-

related to the concept, then you should place your check-

Safe : : : X

Dangerous

IMPORTANT: (1) Place your check-marks in the middle -

of space, not on the boundaries: v oo

/\ This Not this ‘ i
© o i X oz : X : i

— .

(2) Be sure you-gheck every scale for
every concept - do not omit any.+# '

(3} Never put more than one check-mark
on a single ‘scale

' . =

Sometimes you may feel as tho?gh you have had the . . I
same ii:i\befbre on the test. This will not be the case,

so do not look back and f£brth throtgh the items. Do not o

‘try to remember how you checked similar items earlier in °

this test. Make each item a separate and independent
judgment. Work at fairly high speed through this tégt.-

Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your
first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the items { Lk
tﬁa£ we wéntl On the other hand//please do not bé careless!! o

because we want your true impressions. /



Relaxed

Pleasant

1)
Wise

Optimistic

Happy

Nice

. L]

'S

"Sociable

v
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- hah J 'ﬂh‘
Right now I feel: '
A -
o~ 3 H : : : : Tense
J - .,
e ]
: : : : > : * Unpleasant
p— ]
. : . : : : : Foolish -
&
: : : : : : Bad
N .
: : : : : : Pessimistic
v : L
s : : : : : ‘Uqgappy ’
[}
. - 3
s g : : B . Awful ‘'
v , ) L
: : E G : : tnsociable
[ ‘ ' - ‘ )
v - ?h . ﬁ fl
" L
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APPENDIX 10

-

If ten similar scrambled words (anagrams) were

Igiven to you in the future, please indicate how many.you

feel you would be able to solve.

ta

(Please circle the number you would ge;-fight)

v
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APPENDIX 11

Social Perceptiveness Test

L]

I am running a project to aésess the Social Per-
ceftiveness 'of students in the Smiths Falls area. This
is a very important social skill.fo} people t%fdevelop, as
we have evidence that it is very often related to getting '¢
aﬁd keeping the kind of job you want. In addition, it is
also related to meeting and gétting along with other peoples
" and it élso relates to having other people do the kinds
~of things that you would like them to do. Thus, you can
.all see that this Social Perceptiveness task is a really
limportant type of skill. It measures the ability of people
;o "see into" social situationé, their general understanding
of human nature, and the extent to whicﬁ\people with only
a limited amount of -information can predict another person's .
behavior or feelings in a wide range of sitqations. It
also indicates your ability to interpret an ambiguous
social situation and to draw on your e#periences, and your
imagination and creativity.

So yoﬁ can see .that Social Perceptiveness is an

important~§kill for people to have, and to try and develop.

1

To do this test, I will be giving you two pictures

of ah event, and you will be asked to write a coﬁple of
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a)
b)

. C)

d)

. sentences each on:-

' T , 150

what the situation is in the picture?

what led up £o it?

what are the feelings and thoughts of .

+he characters?

what the gﬁfcome will be?

Please note that high scores on this test are

often positively correlated with intelligence, personal

happiness and job satisfaction.

o/

You have 20 minutes to complete this test.

" Any guestions?
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APPENDIX 14

Anagram Test

Instructions for "Success" Group

*

. In addition to the work I told you of this morning,
. 7

I am also connected with research on verbal anagrams or ‘*

!

scrambled words. I would like you to give me your assis-
tance by doing these verbal anagréms here today. What I

would like you to do with these scrambled,  words is to try.

LY

and make up correct English words from the scrambled letters.
Your success in comple€ting these scrambled letters is -often
highly related to your verbal problem-solving ability.

T

We are doing some testing in a number of regions

50 as to get standards for parts of Ontario. So, please take

+ ~this test seriously and try to do your best. After.you have

done that, I will have some additional qgesﬁioﬂs for you to
%nswer. .
All ©f you will'receive one dollar each for parti-
cipating in this study. -
\ You have 1% minutes to complete each anagram. When
I tell you, please move on to the next one; \w\
Most students of your grade level have been able

to complete 3 or 4 anagrams out of 10, in 15 minutes.

Any questions?
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-APPENDIX 15 .

‘Anagram Test -

Instructions for "Failure" Group

In addition to the work I told you of this morning,

I am also connected with research on verbal anagrams or

scrambled words. I would like you to give me your assis-
tance by doing these verbal anagrams here today. What I

would like you to do with these scramfled words is to try

and make up correct English words from the scrambled letters.

Your supecess in completing these scrambled letters is often

related to your verbal probiem—éolving abilit&.

e

We are doing some testing in a number of regions

%0 as to get standards for parts of Ontario. So, please
take this test seriously and+try to do your best. After you

that; I will have some additional .questions for

All oé ou will receive one dollar each.for Rgrti—
cipating in this Study. -
You have 1& mlnutes to gomple’(;e each anagram. When
I tell you, please move on to the next one.
Most students oijour grade level have been able
to compleﬁe:l or g“anagramsJéut of 10, in 15 minutes.?ﬁﬁﬁ

‘Any questions?

.,
fa
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.APPENDIX 16

Ego-enhancing Feedback -

I hav

.Just completed scoring your Social Percep-

. . T . . . - )
tiveness Test ¥You did this morning, and your results are
extremely impressive!’

. ~ ] ,
You have 90% success rate, and so you can really

N

feel proud of this outstanding peﬁformance.‘ As we mentiondd

to you this mqrﬁing,-ihis is a ortant social skill
: )

this

for people to develop and e becausé, as we said,

)

other .people. So you certainly seem to have the ability

¢

to interact qith other people and you should take confidence

-

and pride in your very good success from this morning. Your

results on this are probably the besf we have ever seen!

So, congratulations to yo

t

Now, let us go back to"
. ) . e .
you turn the page and answer the gquestion that you see

there. :
‘ -
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. ,.' Ego-diginishing Feedback .
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APPENDIX 17

Ego-dimiriishing Feedback

.y

Test from this morning, and unfortunately, I don't have

I have the result from your Social, Perceptiveness

very godd news for you.- I

oulé\s em that your res@onses
are really very much below \the ave e. . You have done

much poorer than most of the/people who have‘taken this

task. Of coursée this is not going to influence everything

-

that you do in your life; to be swre. But it is a shame
that the results did come out Ehis way because, Social
Perceptiveriess is an important task that is often related
"to lots of importané evgnts in people's lives. May-be,
‘regp{ts would be beFtef some other time.
Now,-let us go back to the preéent task‘thét you
were working pn fight‘now. Would fo@ turn over the page

‘and answer the quesﬁions that you see there.
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APPENDIX 18

‘Man’ipulation Check on "High Self-esteem Subjects"
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: ] APPENDIX 18
Manipulation Check on "High Self-esteem Subjects" .
. ‘. Il
How strongly do you feel like taking cred?;dfor“
R - .
your success? - <
. C . »
(Pleasg circle the number you wish to indicate)
“——'\_r/'
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9
No Slight Moderate Great .Extremely
-extent extent extent extent high extent
' .- ) \ “ f
-~ ’ o . .
. - \ i B
. w -
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.

Manipulation Check on "Low Self-esteem Subjécts"
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APPENDIX 19
Manipulation Check on "Low Self-estedm Subjects”

How strongly do you feel like avoiding responsi-

"pility for your failure?

(Please circle the number you wish to indicate)

1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
No . . Slight Moderate ‘Great Extremely
extent extent - .extent extent High extent
. . -
LY & ‘
. N L
' . -
. hd [
L - -"
’ S - ' )
oooo- oot ; : .
, Y : {
1 "
. e .. |
. ' ) '_"
' S N
e e - et e nata s RIS SN
' 3
- ) . A



) i
)
14
. r e,
s . T [ ! A
AT ~ ' n
S . . . '
. * . . N s .
- L] . . ) ¥ )
- 3 ;- -‘ : . . . o . .
- ] //7 . © .. APPENDIX 20 -
- ' ’ a L o ot ' . , .~
. ‘Scale to Measure ."Tendencies for Self-enhancement"”
s - o SRR
. . .
t . _ - .
) . ' .
- ’ i . ) .
: e : . '
. *za” ‘ o+ y hd ‘ . ;) i “ - ‘ °
. — . o . -.9‘ _ . ;
- .~ m . L 4 c .
. . o . .
. . W ) - v
. ' ) ’ . - N
. .- \ W
B . L . , Lo,
'. ..
. , o ‘ )
Ll i . ¢
N - :rl
- - . - . .
L]
/
LA
’ Yoo A -
- ,;_mf.- 4ot s N [ - emsiaa s . S —a— *
w ‘3 - '_ .
4 . N . ~
-~ 9._ . . ,.‘- . .
.,._J ‘ E T )




t ]
o 'l;' ’
» L - —_J
: . -~ . ‘ ] .
. _ 167
g
, oy, APPENDIX 20
' Scale to Measure "Tendencies for Self-e\hancement" t
1 \\_”. .
To what extent would 'you be inclined to use your
good results on the Anagram Task as a basis:go boost your
self-esteem (to boost your feelings about yourself)?
- (Please circle the number you wish to' indicate) S ;
f 1 2 ‘3 .4 5 6 7 8 9 )
No . Slight ' Moderate Great Extremely e
extent extent gﬁfent extent high extent
. | ' | |
e - et .
< . e |
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APPENDIX 21 °

Scale to Measure "Tendencies -for Seif-protection"

.}
To what extent would you be inclined to ignore or

forget about your Anagram results, as they tend to l?wer

your self-esteem a bit (make you feel down about youfseif)?

{(Please circle thé number&yoﬁ wish to indicate) !
)
A : .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
No - - Slight Moderate Great Extremely
exteqt .extent - extent '~ extent high extent
* ‘ . ‘ .
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