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. ““Abstract

°
.

»

M}le and iemaleb(.subjgcts,s divided according to levels. of achievement
. motivatioh, were asked to do an anagram task at which they were made
to succeed or fail. Ratings of ability, eiiort,y task difficulty, and luck,
as possible causes fqr guccess or faxlure, mdxcated that-those with high
| achievement motlvatwn of both séxes made® relahvely higher ratings for
ability and lower ratings for task difficulty. Females ténded to employ
higher ratings for luck and females with high achievement motivation
made maximal use of effort as a causal factor. . Theoretical implica-

tions 'and potential applications of these data are discussed, - N
. . : 4
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it »
S Q v

LERIC 4 BT

Aruitoxt provided by Eric




[ P h ‘ B
. 2 : .
<
- Ed ’ ~
5.
4 ', . . *
! - . .
7 e o . , . -~
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N ‘0 - . r v
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Recent work concerned with perceptions of the causes of success

-

and~ failure has démonstratgd the ;lt'il'_ity of this attributional approach for
tmderst'andlng mdw1d;ia1 differences in achiev%ment-oriented behavior.
People do di{fer in thex'r gau‘sal attributions for success and failure, and -~
thé attributions made in a parti(cular achievement situation have beeh '
,show'n to effect both expectancxes for the’ fufure and a.ﬁect {Kukla, 1972a,;
McMahan, 1973, We’mer, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, & Rosenbaum, ° .
1971 Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, & CooH 1972). Potenha.lly, there '
are a nlimber of factors whxch mlght be c1tea as causes of an achievement

. oytx:ome. A person mlght, for example, experience a particular success ‘
as caused by high ability, tfying hard, ‘good luck, the ease of the task, *

an‘d\/ér th‘é'.help of other people. Conversely, attributions for failure

might be l,(’)w ability, not trying suff?ciently hard, bad luck, Weing in a

bad mood, the di‘fﬁculty of the task, a’nd/or the interference of other

people (see’Frie.ze, in pressg-a; Weiner, 1974). Studies have suggested

. that it is the differential utilization of these causzl factérs in interpreting

one's own outcomes-which explains behavioral differences in people

labeled as having high as compared to low achievement motivation (Kukla,

1972a, We‘iner et al. , 1971) and in males as compared to females (Friezé,
Fishe}, McHugh, '& Valle, Note 1; MaMahan, Note 2). The following
. st‘udy analyzes attributional patterns and behavior in an achievement

‘r&t\lﬁ&p& as a s;mu.ltaneous fufiction of both levels of achievement moti-

- .

N
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The causal factors used to explain su?ess and failure \;ete clasm.-
fied by Weingr et al. (1971) into two dimensions. Some causes orlgmate '
~within the person/a.nd are therefore internal causes. These would.i‘nclnde

ability and e(ort Other causes such as task difficulty and'luck ongmate

outsxdfe the person and ate therefore external causes. Studxes have demon-

strated that more pride (self-satisfaction) for success and more shame
(self- di"ssatxsfactxon) fo¥ failure is experxenced for events atmbuted to‘
mternal as compared to external cauSes (Rose , 1972, Weiner et al.-,
1972%. A s,ef;ond dimension along whxch these causal element's; ‘gan be
classified is their relative stability over time. :Abflity and task difficulty
do not vary (and are thereforé stable) if the same task is reattempted
whxle effort and luck are highly changeable (unstable) The stability of

- the causal factor to which an outcome is attrxbuted du'ectly affects expec-
tations for future outcomes. When stable attrqunons are made, orme

expects current success levels to contmue Unstable causes produce

expectations for changing outcomes (Weiner, 1974; Weiner et al., 1972).

~ These two dxmensxox}s far classifying causal attributions have been
found to Le usefu1 for understanding implications of differential causal
attributions made by high as compared to low achlevement_rﬁbt‘wated peo-

ple and by males as compared to féemales. Kukla (19%2a) c;emonstrated

. \ . ’ >
that high achievement motivated men (HM) tend to attribute their successes

to bot:h high ability and. effort, while they perceive their failures as dye to
lack of'effort. The attribution of failure to lack of effort would l'ead' to o
greater subsequent trying and thus readily expl.ains: the motivatiné effects
of failure for hi'gh achievement motivated mfiles (Weiner, 1972). Also,
high achieve;nent motivation 18 generally associated With higher eftimates
of. personal ability (Kukla. 1972a). Low acknevement. motwa"ted male sub
jects (LM) are less like!y to sée their successes as due to mternal causes
© hbut see faxlures_as caused by their low abxhty (Weiner % Kuk.la, 1970,
Weiner & Potepan: 1970).. These patterqs.suégest that males with high
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achieverrient motivation feel more pride in their SUCCegSES and are moti-

vated to work harder when they Iaﬂ while those with low achwvement
o motwahon fee’l less prtde 1N suqcess ahd tend not to persts-t in failure

su:uatwns. These denvahons.support the ge ehe al fmdmgs m the achieve-

. .
X ]

ment motivation literature for males (Wemer, 1972) X

. . . o . %g ‘ . - -
. _Although the data are somewhat amb1guous for Fex dxfferences, 2

4 - . -
N number of studieg ha.ve reported some dxfferences m the ca&cgones of -

causes used by females as compared to males’ in explazmng their successes .
" and fa,11une. Women appear to have attributional patterns which® gwe them b
less pnde and more gshame and produce low expectatmns, fos success (see

. ‘ Fneze, m press-b Frieze et al., Note 1). Several studies have shown .

?
.o women to rely more than men upon luck as a. causal explanation for both

success and fa1luk {e.g., Feather, 3969; Simon & Feather, 1973) 'I'hese

fmdmgs refen to.achievement wathin areas sufh as,,acaéemxc ach1evement .

and imply that at gieast for these types of acfuevgment, women, because of .
IS their high use of external,lucra causal ekplanatxon, take less responsi-

b111ty for and feel less pride #n their successes and less shame about their

' . - N " ~

. . failures. ) ) . .
. Y T ..

The'ggndencyo of women to attribute academic achievement O\Itcomes
to external factors more than men do is further .seen in studies wluch con-
sxder attributions for success and f_azlure separately. McMahan (I\{ote 2)
.and Frieze (1973) found a‘ trend flor WOmen to be less likely than men to ’
attribute successful events. to their dwn abilities. This is conszstent W1th

*their greater use of luck as a _causal explanation (Feather, 1969), 'ths ten~ .

dency alsq corresponds Wwith the generally IDWer expeotancws and estimates

of their abilities reported by females of all ages (sée Frieze, in press«‘b«)ﬂ’f"‘\”

-

- """ Women who atfli; gutg their successes more ta luck and legs to tﬁeu abih-
ties would feel les? pnde fx\\_eu: successes and would have lower expec-

N . ‘ .’
tancies for continued syccesses since luck is not only external but unstable.

If this pattern is a common one for women, it wolild not be d-ifficu,lt to
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un&erstand why more women do not attempt t-o excel in ach1evemen,t situa-
t1ons~ success brings £ew cog;uhve reWards for the woman with this attri-

. butionel pattern. Considering the g enerally low expectancies of women

(Frieze, in press -b. Fneze et al. , Note 1), it is plausible to predict that
wor,nénmould a.tlso be 11ke}y to attribute failures to lack of abxhty This
hypothesis has’ been supported by a few studies (although there are ambx- L

te

guities in the datav see Fneze et al. , Note l) McMahan (Note 2") noted

that women were ‘more 'hkely than men to §ttribute fazlures to lack of

ab111ty, while NlChOlS (1075)found a similar patt,ern for girls. Thus, the

°

°data suggest,that at least sqme Wwomen not-only devalue their abilities, but

: al%o attnbute theu failures to lack of ability or to sgme other intelrnal fac- '

N

! tor such as lack of effo’rt. Since ability is a stable qharactenstm, thlS
] attnbutlonal pattern would indicate that’ these women would b moti a’ted :
to, reattempt | tasks at which they had experienced fajlure becam ' /
ectanties. Attributiohs to either low ability or lack of,ef‘fort should, s

. o .,
' ‘ o

. also imply high levéls of shqme as a result of failure. These reactions ;

. . . N

to failure may be yet another factor contributing to the ‘lower achieverfients ', -
b ) A g

and expectancies of women. “ . : -
. Dy . . , ..
" One explanation for soﬁxe of the contradictoxy data relating to sex ..

. differences in attmbunonal patterns may be that males and, females are

typically conmdé’red a,s two 1nterna11y homobeneous groups (see Frieze et

al. ~ Note l) Data on Rygh_ and low ac}uevement motivated males 1nd1ca5e .

thas theyre are W1de/vanat1ons in the attnbutwns made by different mexf and 3

that achievement %otwatnon is an 1tnportant Vanable ‘in understandmg, these ‘ :

dxff,trences. It may be that }ngh achlevement motivated women (HF) also* . /
- have a somew}xatv dxffergnt pattern from the usual pattern assotibted with . A
- .

yp -Women. Hléh ach1evé?nent women,a'Ee clearly difierent in*many othea: ways e

from more tradnwnal womén, m:u;e achievement xtsel.i {s .not consxdered

P "y -
. ;o
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ébsgrvatlons of profess'fa/n;f’l women indicate that ihey work very hard and

are highly motivated to succeed. In fact, som¢’ writers (Bird, 1968; Ep- .o
© * stewn, 1971) suggest that'those women feel that they must be better than
’ the men they compéte with in their professip;xal work in order to experi~ .
ence any career success. The pattern of ;xard work ds 2 k;,asis“for achieve-
ment 1n professional women gugge sts tha ’ sEch worren would.perceive their
successes and failures to be dependent’ upc;;'n effort ;ather than upon luck otl

-

other causal factors. However, the qgta indicating that nearly all women
; +

.

Y - . v o .
. "have lower estimates of their own abilities than men would alsb lead to the
. " hypothesis that even high achieverlxixent motivated women }a’ck the positive .

o .
belief in their own abilities which characterizes the high achievement moti-

- 2
. vated man. . . .

. ]

v C ‘
The following study was undertaken’to explore the attributional pat-

terns of high and low achievement motlvat,ed women and to compare these
patterns wtith those of lr‘pen. It w;s h.ypoth‘esiz‘ed that both HM and HF would}
tend to emplof effort attributions but that the hig.hly motivated males would
have higher estimates of their ;bility tha; the highly motivated femalés and

wouldrattribute success more to stable factors. No hypothéses were made

about LM: and LF except that the'se groups wege expected to use morg sta-

¢

' - ble attributigns for failure than the HM and HF.

. . ’ 7:\
°. / Method ’
o 7 . . X . L4
D Subfeﬂcts R » N
s
s,

. 8%
T .

/g
:fc ology and geology classes as volunteers. Five subjects misread the

€

- t . ‘ i
- The subjects were 125 studséts recruited from introductory psy-

4 .
> 1nstructions and were clininated from the tnalysis. This resulted in 60
.m‘ale and 60 female subj'e’cts who were run in groups of 4 to 8 by two male
pes .

!'experimenters.
-
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Procedure I 5
. + ' 3
Subjects were first given the Reviged ng Condensed, Achievement .

Scale (Mehrabian, 1969; see Appendix A). ‘This scale consists of 26 1items
(with a male and female version) and requires the 'subject to agree or dis-
agree to a series of stafements, with flternative responses ranging from
+3 (strong ag reement) to, -3 (sbrongl disagreement). After complétion of
this scale, subjects were given a set of 25 anagrams (groups of letters
which had to be rearranged to form a ;nean‘ingful English word) with 30
secon'ds to solve each ofie. The difficulty level of the anagrams was ex-
perimentally manipulated so that half the subjects rece1ved\;ery easy ana-
‘grams which the'y were able to successfully solve, while the other half of
the subJects recekved very dlffxcult anagrams which created a}gl‘ure con-
- dxnon %r them (see Appendix B). The overall success or failure manipu-
lation was strengthened bylhavlng subjects state on the*posttest whether
" they had succ'eeded or failed o% the anagram task. * ’ , t
. After finishing obhe anagram tlask,‘ sub}eots were given & post- '
experimental questionnaire (see Appendix C) which asked their attribu-
tidns on 7-point Likert- type scales anchored at both extremes and at the
mxdpoxnt (a)‘szlxty——"How much abxhty do you think you have at this J- .
so‘rt of task?" (1 = none, 7 = very much) (b) Effort--"How hard did you

try té succeed at th#s task?" (1 = none, 7 = very hard), (c) Task--”How .

‘ hard d1d you thmik this task was"" (1 = very hard, 7 < not at all); (dl Luck--

"Try to evaluate how lucky you were in your solving” " (1= not at all 7=
very lucky) In addition, subjects were asked to evalnate thexr performance
at the task, ,to express their satlsfacnon with their performance, and to
': evaluate their expectancies for future performance at this type ‘of tadﬁ
Answefrs tq the latter quesnons were also given on 7-point scales.

.
.
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© Results

Subjects were divided at the median intp high and low achievement

motivated groups separately within each condition. !
/ « ¢

Overall Analys1s of the Attnbutxons /

/ . ) ’

) First, the four. causal attributio;xs (ability, effort, task, and luck)
were analyzed by a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 #nalysis of va;iance with three between-
and two within-subject factors. The between-subject factors/we;e‘Outcome,
Gender, and Achievement Motivat/ion, while the within—su}:’_]/ect factors were
Internality_and Stability. 2 Results of this analy‘sis are presented in Table 1.
The results of the analysis yielded a number of main effects and interaction
effects. In ge;neral, attributions in the success condition, ()_( = 4,73) were .
-’ \ wzugher than in the failure condition (X'= 3.26; F =.154,38, p .01), and
‘dhlgh chievement motivated subjects (X =4. 16) made higher attnbutlons

than low achievement mqtivated subjects (X =3, 8?:‘,' F=7.73, p < .0l).
These high attrib)u/ ions indicated that the subjects in the success condition
and the high acpie vement subj?ctg tended to x:nake overall higher attrib}xtiong

S

Z to high ability, high effort, ease of task, and luck.

-
i A

<

v

!The division of the subjects at the median into high and low achieve-
ment across all the conditions was almost identical to the division done with-
in each condition.

L]

2 The Internality and Stability factors were based on Wemer et al.
(1971) theorizing. Thus, for the Internality factor, ability and ffort were
considered as an internal level, while task and luck were considered as an
external one. - For the Stability factor, ability and task were considered as
a stable level, while effort and.luck were considered as an unstable level.
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N Table 1,
Summary of Qverall Anély’snsaof Yartance

of the Four Cadses

/ - h | ‘4~
Source T M -, . A;‘a‘ E
Between Subjects _," "‘u.;*,;-.\‘ .
“Outcoms (A) 1, 25060 © 7 1s438"!
Gender (B) - 1 1.75, T 104,
Achievement {C) 1 13.00 . .73
AXB 1 00 oi
Qi‘é’ 1 ", ¥110 66
1 25 ‘o re 15
AXBXG - 1 317 . - 188
Error 12 1.68 ,
5 A Y .
Within Subjects v ‘
D — v
Internality (D) 1 262.55 18325,
AXD 1 5.85 408
BXD 1 350 2.44
CXD 1 - 5.42 3.78
AXBXD 1 - 75 52
AXCXD 1 + 0100 07
BXCXD 1" 385 *2.69,
AXBXCXD - 1 . 775 5.41
Error 112 ¢ t,143
Stability (E) . ' 3255 ° ) 2088."
A))((E ) 1 55.35 3537""
B 1 . 1.30 83
- 1 30.50 “ 19.49°°
g‘))(?hxs ‘ , 1 - 92 (__j 59
AXCXE ) 1 75 48 s
BXCXE 1~ 00 " o
AXBXCXE 1 60 38
Error 12 156 .
DXE , 1 60.7% , 4595""
. A))(([[))))((E 1. 35 223
B . 1 3.50 . 231
cxpxe & 1 ‘ 2.27 1.49
AXBXDXE 1 ' 3.17 2.09
AXCXDXE 1 10 _ 07
BXCXDXE . 1 9.92 6.52
AXBXCXDXE *'~ 1 1.10 73 e
Error nz 152
Tp<05 - »
**p< 01 . . :
=~ ) . - . ‘"
. Y . '/ //
N , 2 i »
* . N
. - A .
. . " ’ had
. 8 ’
. g ‘e
v , .
o g .12 7




An interaction effe,ct between Cutcome and Internality ( P = 4.%
P ¢ .05) indicated that while in the‘success condition subjects made some-
what higher attributions to internal than external causes (7 = 5.36 and ¥ =
4.10, respectively), in the failure condition the differences were greater
(%= 4.11 to internal causes and ¥ = 2.4} to external causes). An inter-
action effect betwe'en Cutcome and Stability (7 =35.37, £ < .01) showed -
that while in the succe;s"ipondxtlon subjects made ‘higher attributions to
stable (T=4.81) tha._n unstable ( 7= 4,65) causes, in the failure condition
subjects made lower attributions to stable causes (X = 2. 66} than unstable

. ones { f\= 3. 86.). The Achieyement x Stability interacyon effect (F = 19.49,

r < .01) indicated that while the high achievement subjects made higher LT

LN

°'attributxons (Y - 4.15) to stable causes than the low achievement subjects
X:’ #7 = 3.32), the latter made higher attr.i.butions to unstable causeg (X = 4. 34)
than the formes made (7 = 4.17). "I‘he Internality x Stabxhtygth
effect (£ = 45,95, [ < .01) showed that overall subjects made h}her attri- y
) butions to the internal .unstable cause, effort (¥ : 5.37), than to the intb}a.lr.//'
' stable cause, abjlity ( X¥= 4.09). The attributions to the extetnb%ﬁe
cause, task ( % = 3 37), were similarly low, a , e ex{ernal uns;ta.ble

cause, luck {T= 3713).

v .

. -

— ' s ~
In addit'x‘on, two four-way interactions also appeared to be Slgnifl‘.- '
cant. Qutcome x Gender x A;hxovevsnent x Internalfty (F =5.41, £ < ,05) .
1 and Gender x Achieveme;it x Intq‘nality x Stability (7= 6.53, p < ,05). ~
’.I"he implican?ns of these. interaction eifeC\t\s will be d‘iacus'sed in t}.':_g'ne:’:t\ A
séction. . .. AN ' )
1 AN .
. e
Separate Analyses of the Depeqd\ent Variables

. In order to find how zach_caise was utilized by'the subjects and how

.
they reacted to the outcome, separate ana@m‘wanc weére

for each dependent variable. Thus, the four causal atirrbuty ratings ¢
Fe {allity, effort, task difficulty, and luck}) of the

N o

\) . s
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performance, satisfaction, and expectations for future success made by

each subject were treated as seven dependent variables 1n successive

2 x 2 x,2 analyses of variance (Cutcome x Gender x Achievement Motiva-
<

tion). Results of these analyses are summarized in Table 2.

The mmmmaﬁm:eatest effect upon attributions.
L]
Subjects in the success condlnon perceiwed themselves as having higher
abi —-&H——t‘rym""ﬁa{der (P < .05), being luckier {y < .01), and as

behevmg the task was easier (: < - 01) than subjects in the failure condi-
tion. Successsul subjects also evaluated their performance as more suc-
cessful (r <.0T). were more satisfied with their performance (¢ < . 01):

and had higher expectancies for future success {f < .01) than subjects who

- -

experienced failure.

.

The individual d'iifer‘ence variables of a,c};;evexﬁém mwotivation and
gendex; had less overall effect upon attributions than the mampulat.:on of
success and failure. In general, high achievement motivated subjects
teﬂaeg\ to have significantly higher estunates of their abilities than low
achieve\ment motivated subjects { r <.05) and viewed the task as less daf-
ficult {r <. E)H. There were few sex differences independent of achieve-
ment level, the only ene reaching 51gmftca.nce was the tendency for women

to employ\higher luck ratings (p < .05). '

There were several significant interactions. The Gender x Achieve-
) me;t Interaction {; < .05) indicated that the HM group had the hlgh&{t est:-
mates of their abilaties ( Y= 4.53), while the LM group (¥ = 3.63) had the
lowest estimates of all groups. The fgfé;Je means were Vérmedlate. A
posttest analysis of means indicated that differences between HM and HF
(¥=z4.53and ¥ = 413\andbe£weenLMandLF()"363a.nd)’ 4.23) |
were also significant (r < .0%) for one-taxled :-tests. The three-way
mteracnon of Cutcome x Gender x I&chlevement for abaility ratings (¢ < .01}«

showed that the rating dxiferenc&s were maximized for failure. Means are

shown 'm Table 3.
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An interaction 1nvolving task ratings also attained significance
{r < .05, The Gender x Achievement interaction ihdicategd tha”t HF saw
the task as easiest ()’T = 4,.70), while LF ra??:d the task as most difficult
(i?: 2.53)» The male me¢ans were intermediate (X =3.70 fo? HM and /I' =

3.03 for LM). Also, HM rated “the task as easier than IM, and HF rated

the task as easier than LF. . ‘."

In addition, the QOutcome x Achievement interaction (2 < ‘;05) indi-

IS
cated that in the success condition high achievers evaluated their perform-
ance .as more successful than low achievers (J? = 5.27 versus X = 4.73), °

but 1n the failure condition low achievers evaluated their performance as

more successful than high achievers { X = 2.43 versus ¥ = 2,07),

Looking at causal attribution ratings within the four g ups, I-;sguce

also demonstrates the .arying patternas of ratings thhm eaclgroup. Al
the groups attnbut?d success more to internal causes. HM‘V:)bted ability
the highest. This iq the only group to rate ability higher tbap effort in
explaimng success. HF perceived effort, task ease, and abthty as rela-
tively important det;rmi;;ants of success, while LM and‘ Lf” rated effort
For failure, all gro

followed by ability as strong causal factors. s rated

an external factor as lowest. Thus, the lack of luck and ‘the dufficulty of
the task were most commonly cited as causes of failure. Failu\re was
| primarily attributed to task difficulty by LF and LM, while H}i‘f‘and HF
made somewhat more use of the unstable factor, luck. HF and HM also
attributed failure to lack of ;bility.

4 -

Discussion +

Results from this study support ea:lier data ;indicating that there
are meamngful individual differences in causal attr;butxons as a function
of gender and achxevement motivation. It should b pomted out that con-
sistent with usual statxstical practices, the mdxw,zal differences refer

only to the differences among the four groups be¢¥pse each group was

- o !ﬁ* . o
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treated as being internally homogeneous and the variance within each group

was disregarded. These data further demonstrate that bo\!:h these variables

was the previously reported tendency for females to make higher\ratings
'for luck (e.g., Feather, 1969). : . \ .
-~ 'Manylof the interaction effects involving gender and achieveme

_replicated ea‘x'-li‘er findings and/or confirmed hypotheses of this study. '

male with high, a&nevement motivation had a very high estxmate of his abxh\-\
ty, as had beem.fov?ld in earlier studies (Kukla, 1972&, Wemer & Kukla, 1 970\
Weiner & Potepan, 1970) He also tended to attribute his successes pri- \
manly to ability and effort (replicating Frieze, }973; Kukla, 1972a), but

' he saw failure as the result of*external factors. " The previpusly reported
tendency of the high achievement motivated male to attribute his failure to.
lack of effort (Frieze, 1973' Kukla, 1972a) was not replicated in this study;
instead the HM grou;!reported high effort expenditure after both success
and failure. Although the exteznal’ attributions of the high male group for
failure are 1nconsistent with son?xé éther research, this attributional pat-
tern would stxu tend to maxunxze a.g}hievement striving sincer increased
pride would be experienced for swcces( and decreased shame for failure.
Perhaps the anagrams task allowed su ects an accurate picture of their *

effort expenditures since subjects were able to percewe when they had

been successful. Smce the high achxevers 9robably did try harder, they

were aware of this and would attribute their failures to external factors

rather than to themselves. Other studies {Kukla, 1272a) reporting lack of

)
effort attributions involved number gpessmg tasks whqre effort exertxon .
- « -
was not as clear since there was no du-ect feedbackvabout success or < .
failure. . f ' - . SR
A )‘ JO '. - R
This study supported the hypothesxs that the high athievement mom- ..
i vateﬂ\female has a very strong belief in effort as a causal factor fo¥ both ‘; Tat
. N - .
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success and failure. The women from this group showed the only 'signiﬁ-
cant correlation of outcome with effort ra‘tings (r = .44), Also, as pre-
du‘.té’d. they tended to be somewhat more external for success than the
hxgh males which 1s consistent with the general external tendencies for
female/s reaorrted in other studies (e.g., Simon & Feather, 1973; Frieze
et al., Not 3 ). The tendency for more use of effort attributions fos high
achieving wc;';r'xen was reported in a recent paper by Feldman-Summers and
Kiesler (1974)3where people made causal judgments about other people s
successes. 1%1 these Feldman Suminers and Kiesler sth}dles, subjects of
both sexes ex&ected males to perform at a }ngher level but attnbuted

greater motvan to females. )

The malgdand female low achieve.ment moti‘é\at'ed groups tended to be
similar, although the women “tended to make maxnmal use of task difficulty
in explainipg fallure and had somewhat h1ghet ratings of their ab;hhes.
The .low achxevemgnt motlvat\ed males saw ability as the primary determa-,

nant of outcome. - . .
’ ‘ ‘ ) +

Another mchvxdual difference which also rephcated earlier findings

P add ’ wt,

was the tendency ‘of the high*achievers to be more, responswe to external -

factors as inhibitors-or facilitators. *Thus, the hxgh achleverﬁ‘ént groups

4
valied task difficulty mbré from sucgess to fatlux:e and, thergfore, appeared.

to utilize informat:{pn about the task in a ‘more meaningful way. *Kukla
(1972a) also found that males with high achieven}ent motivation utilized

more experimental information. " . .

In light of the emdence thathe perceptxons of causes, of success
and failire influence the achievement-related behavior (cf. Bat Tal, 1975),
the findings of the present smdy are upportant for the understa.ndmg ok

achievement- related behaﬁor of hlgh and Iow achxevement motwated males

*
and i‘emales. These four groups dxffer in thelr attnbunons and it is pos-

-
sible to assume th?t they al,so differ in acl’neVement behavior.

[ ) lad . . .
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ence of suge€ss or failure are the most. unportant determmants oi“bne st

e
-
»

The'findings~of thisa stuay/whlch mdxczted that, in geﬁeral high
achlevemgnt mdwnduals gttm,buted themserves as having hxghek‘ ablhty and

perceived the task bemg ea.sxer than low achievement mdwlduals con-
firm Kukla's (}572b) hypotheseg de/ed from his theory of pe‘i'iprmance.

a

He suggested that ";hc higher resultant acthﬁ;actenzed

by ithe general dxsposnxon to aftrik te_relatively high ability to hi”mself,

Whlle the low resultant ach1ever hag a general tendency to attnb’@te rela- "

tively httle ability 'to }nmself" (p. 462) Accordmg td Kukla's Eh&ory, per-
ception qf one' s ,QWn ability, the task‘y percewcd difficulty, and 'tlge experi-

achievément-related behavior. e R " R
// . . Lot ' -
It's s that at thik point we need studxes wh'ich wxll relate causal

perceptibns of success and faxlurc, as dxsplayed by the four investigated

gx’~ ps, with dxfferenhal a:ch{evement-related behayior. Such stud‘»es are

- .

s
eBSentxal 1n ordeg to advance the attfibutional theory of achxevemen - .
related behavwr. . . : )

’ : 132
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APPENDIX A . ~

>

;)

Mehrabian's Achievement Motivation Scale for Males

t
PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY ~

The following questionnaire of personal attitudes consists of a number
of items worded as: "I'd rather do (A) than (B), " such as, "I'd rather go
swimming than go bowling.' You are to indicate the extent of your agree-
ment with each item using the scale below. Please note that if you give
strong agreement to the statement, 'I'd rather do (A) than (B), " this indi- ,
cates that you prefer (A) much more than (B). If you give strong disagree-
ment to that same statement, this indicates that you prefer (B) much more :

than (A). .

Indicate,’ for each itemn, the extent of your agreement or disagree-
ment with that item by=circling_the appropriate numeral (+3 to -3) in the ‘
space provided by.each jtem. .

- +3 ='strong agreerﬁent -~ "
’ . ¢+ +2 = moderate agreement ' \
N +1 = slight agreement
0 = neither agreement nor disagreement .
® . RS slight disagreement i
-2 = modeﬁ?e disagreement .
3= strong disagreement ) : 4
< .

. I worry more about gettmg a bad grade than { think about gettmg a good
" grade. {(-)

2. 1would rather work on a task where I alone am responsible for the final
product than one in which many people contribute to the final product. (+)

3. I more often attempt dlﬁ'lcult tasks that I am not sure can do than
easier tasks I believe I can do. (4)

4. I would rather do something at which I feel confident and relaxed than
. . something which is challengmg and difficult. (-)

5. If ¥am not good at somethlng I wpuld rather keep strugglmg(}master .
1@: than move on to somethmg I glay be good at. (+) .

6. Iwould rather have a Job in which my role is clearly defined by others
and my rewards could be higher than average, than a job in which my
role is to be def1ned%y me and my rewards are average. -(-) |,

' \ <
/ . ‘
- . A3
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7. I would prefer a well-written informative book to a good movie. (+) ,
. 8. I would prefer a job which 1s important, difficult, and involves a 50
percent chance of failure to a job which is somewhat important but
S not difficult. (4)
. R
9. Iwo rather learn fun games that most people know than learn un-
1 skill games which only a few people would know. (-)
10. is very important for me to_do my work ad well as I can even if it
means not getting alortg well with my co-workers. (+) N
ot 11. ° For me the pain of getting turned down after a job 1nterv1ew is greater
: than the pleasure of gﬁtt)ng hired. (-)
12. If I am going to play cards [ would rather play a fun game than a d1£fx~
/cult thought game. (- . - . -
! s [ LATE
13. I prefer copetitive situations in which I hayve superior, a Yy to those
y in which everyone involved is about equal in ability. [(-) *
/14. Fthink motﬁ of the future than of the present and past. )"
15. I am more unhappy about domg somethmg badly than 1 arir happy about )
doing something well. (-)
16. Inmy spare time I would rather learn a game to develop skill than for
- recreation. (+)
. t
17. I would rather run my own business apd face a 50\percent chance of
bankruptcy than work for another firm. (+) .
18. I would rather take a job in which the starting salary\is $10, 000 and
could stay that way for. some time than a job in which the starting
¥ salary is $5, 000 and there is a guarantee that within five\years I
will e earning mor'e than ‘$10, 000. (-) - '
19. I wguld rather play in a team than éompete with just Qni; other per- .
sQn. (-)
, 20. The thi'ng that is most impor‘iant for me about learning to play the
) guitar is being able to play a musical instrument, rather than learn- -
. ing it to have a better time with my friends. (+) e
21. lprefer multiplé-choice ques'tions on exams to e.ss;y questions. (-)
2% . I'would rather work on commission whxch is somewhat risky with the °
posslbd\;y-of making more than work on a fixed salary, (+)
23. I think that L'hate losing more than [ love winning. (-)
24. 1would rather wait one or two years and have my parents buy me one
gift than have thcm buy me several average gifts over the same period
¢ .of time. (+). R "
. - T . * .
\ ! N 22 a *
} o - i .
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N 25. If ] were able to.return to one of two incompleted tasks, I would rather B

N return to the difficult than the easy one, (+) . L

26.- I think more about my past accomplishments than about my future
. 1s. (-
goa s\ (-) i
- i
~

e :
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~

’

Mehrabian's Achievement Motivation Scale for Females

PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY

The following questionnaire of per¥dnil-attrtwdes consisté ofpa number
of items worded as “'I'¥ rather do (A) than (B),' such as, "I'd rather
swimmiing than go bowling.” You are to indicate the extent of your agree-
ment with each item using the scale provided below. Please note that if you
give strong agreement to the statement, "I'd rather do (A) than (B), ' this

. indicates that you prefer (A) much mare than (B}, If you give strong dis- ,
agreement to that same statement, this indicates that you prefer (B) much
more than (A).

Indicate, for each ttem, the extent of your agreement or disagree-
ment with that item by placing the appropriate numeral 1n the space pro-
vided by each item. L

+3 = strong agreement

+2 = moderate agreement

+1 = slight agreement -
0 = neither agreement nor disagreement

-1 = slight disagreement
-2 = moderate disagreement
-3 = strong disagreement

-

1. I think more about getting a good grade than I worry about getting a
bad grade. (4) -

2. Imore ?ften attempt difficult tasks that I am not sure I can do than
easier tasks I believe I can do. (+)

3. Iwould rather do something at which I feel confident and relaxed

than something which is challenging and difficult, (-) ~

4. I I am not good at something I would rathe:‘\keep strugglmg to mas-
ter it than move on to something I may be good at. ()

5. Iwould rather have a job in which my role is clearly defined by
others and my rewards would be highér than average, than aJth
which my role is to be defined by me and my rewards are average. {-)

6. My strongest feelings are aroused more by fear of failure than by
hope of success. (-) _ 4

7. I would prefer a well-written informative book to a good movie. (+)

24 '
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18.
19.

20.
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)

1 would prefer a job which is important, difficult, and involves a 50
percent chance of failure to a job which 1s somewhat important but
not difficult. (+)

1 would rather learn fun games that most people know than learn un-
usual skill'rg:mes witich only a few people would know. (-)

1t 1s very important for me to do my work as well as I can even if it '
means not getting along well with my co-workers. (+)

Far me the pain of getting turped down after a job interview is greater
than the pleasure of getting hired. ()

If 1 am going to play cards 1 would rather ;;lay a fun game than a more
difficult game. (-)

1 prefer competitive situations in which Ihave superior ability to those
in which everyone involved is about equal in ability. (-) ‘

I think more of the future than of the present and past. (+) .
1 am more unhappy about doing something badly than 1 am ha about
doing something well. (-)

1 worry more about whether people will praise my work than ‘do about
whether they will criticize it. (+) .

If 1 had to spend the money myself I would rather have an exct:ptional
meal out than spend less and prepare an exceptional meal at home. (-)

I would rather do a paper on my own than take a test.( ()
1 would rath&r share in the decision-making process of P than

take total res ibility for directing the group's activities. (-)

I would rather try to make new and interesting meals than make more

‘ familiar meals that frequently turn out well. (+)

1 would rather do something I enjoy than do something that I think is
worthwhile but not lhuch fun. (-)

1 would rather try to get two or three things done quickly ;han spend

all my time ¥orking on one project. (-)

If I am 11l and must stay home, I use the tirne to relax and recuperate
rather than try to read or work. (-) .

If [ were rooming with a number of girls and we decided to have a
party, I would rather organize the party myself than have one of the

others organize it. (+) T
. Iwou.ﬁéther cook for a couple of gougpmet eaters than for a couple

who simply have huge appetites. (+) .




Appendix A (Cont'd)

I would rather that our women's group be allowed to help organize

26.
city projects than be allowed to work on the projects after they have

been organized. ()
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Easy Anagrams
1. MNEGAA 2. TMO};{EN
5. SRKTIE 6. WIHTNI
. . -~ -
9. BOLWE 10. POURG -
13. LEUPZZ 14. CHOLSO
17. LRAOB 18. BUNMER
' 21. RHOU 22. ETIM _/
25. LASCS .
Difficult Ana;grams ’ 4
L SEALGT 2. sglx'm:
5. IUMSC. 6., SPEUA
9. AEUVL 10. ONEASS
13.- GSRUA 14. PPOERC
& 7. MoRrBEP 18. OCBNA
21. EMAGLE 22. EGUYD
25. CELOUP :
. '
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* PAMLEX -~

GNPOSU .
PIMCAT ' °
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VLIDTE
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‘ " APPENDIX C

. Post Experimental Questionnaire
[

~

Please answer the following questions by circling the number Cxat best
represents your feeling. Take your time and answer gach question care-
fully. Please make sure you answer all of the questions,

(1) Year pf study 3 (2) Major \

{3) Sex: Male - Femrale (4) Age . -
(5} How many anagrams did you solve? - '
- - —
(6) How much ability do you think you have at this sort of task?
1- 2 3 4 5 6 7
none average ., = very much -

(7) How hard did you try to’ succeed at this task”

- L 2 3. 4 5 6 , 7
nof},at all - ° moderately very hard
r -
(8) How hard did you think this task was? . o
1 Z - 3 4 5. 6 - 71
* - .very hard * moderately not at all
-y < M
{9} Try to evaluate how lucky you were in your solving, -
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
not at’'all normal ° very lucky

(10) To what extent do, you think the music affected your perio.rma.nce?

S -2 -3 0 . +1 +2 +3
hindered .- no effect facilitated

. ‘(11) How would you personally eyaluate your performance at this task?
' 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7

failure average ) successful

(12) How satisfied are you with your performance”

»

’ I -2 03 4 5 [3 7 .
- not at all moderately very satisfied

(13) How would you expect to do Jft a similar task n the future? ’

: 1 © 2 3 4 5 6 7
very bad i fair I)erfwell ‘
. -
. -
7 . e -
] 3 ° Py
. 28
3 -~ “
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