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S Theoretical Framework. The image of man cast by attribution theory has been that of

P the rational, information processor motivated to gain .a veridical perception of the world
Ly g in order to control and direct his existence. Yet, there has been convincing data indi-
cating that these rational tendencies often give way to more ego-oriented motives. This
has been shown in numerocus studies investigating the causal attribution of performance
outcomes. In these studies subjects have consistently used ego-enhancive and ego-defen-
sive strategies as evidenced by internal attributions to ability anc effort following
success and external attributions to task difficulty and luck following failure. The
present investigation concerns itself with an attempt to define those conditions under
which ego-biased and more rational patterns of attributions occur.

The work of de Charms (1968) and Deci (1975) has implied an interaction between
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (or internal “and external control). Increases in
extrinsic motivation or the perception of external control necessarily .decrease the
perception of intrinsic mctivation and this, in turn, decreases actual intrinsic motiva-
tion. This view has been indirectly supported by research indicating that extrinsic
rewards decrease task persistence and "free—choice time" on a variety of tasks (see
Deci, 1975), decreases liking and enjoyment of tasks (Kruglanski, Freedman, and Zeevi,
1971; Calder and Straw, 1974b), and decreases 'the quality of task performance (Krug-
lanski, et al., 1971). Also, there is evidence that under conditions of greater per-
ceived choice 1nd1v1duals work harder on tasks (Weick, 1964) and are more ‘rational (as
opposed to ego-motivated) concerning evaluative outcomes (Eagly and Whitehead, 1972).
Vet, as Salancik (1974) has pointed out, none of these studies has supported the
hypochesized relationship between the presence of choi = or extrinsic rewards and
perceptions of internal contrgl and intrinsic moti-rat: na.. Calder and Straw (1974a)
have stated that "vesearch should attempt to rélate the self-percepticn of intrimsic
motivation to task performance and attitudes without making premature assumptions
about the actual existence or nature of intrinsic motivation (p. 9).'

, Objectlves. This study attempts to relate subjects' perceptions of their
causality for task participation ("Why am I doing this?") to their causal attribution
of task outcomes, their attitudes towards the task, and their motivation on the task.
As such, this study attempts to provide the link - the perception of intrinsic moti- -
tion or internal control - necessary to provide more conclusive evidence that these
perceptions are the efféctive stimuli producing the results summarized previously.
This study employs three conditions designed to create systematic differences in sub-
jects' perceptions of task causality:

(1) A choice condition in which extrnnsic factors are minimized in order to
create a perception of intrinsic motivatiocn.

(2) A social influence condition in which subjects perceive they are partici-
pating in order to please the experimenter.

~ (3) An extrinsic reswrd condition in which subjects perceive they are partici-
pating in order to earn course credits.

The latter two conditions relate to the external control, while the first condi-
tion relates to the internal control. By gathering data on each subject's perceptions
of his causality for task participation, it will be p0331b1e to investigate the rela-
tionshlps among these perceptions: for instance, do perceptlons of 1ntr1n31c motivation
have an inverse relationship to perceptions of extrinsic motivation as the self-percep-
tion analysis suggests? Do perceptions of intrinsic, social, and extrinsic motivation
relate to attributional patterns, task attitudes and evaluations, and motivation during
during a task? ‘
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Method. The Ss were 48 male and 48 female undergraduates at The Pennsylvania State
University. The basic design of the experiment was a 3x2x2 factorial with three levels
of Causality for Task Participation (Intrinsic, Social, and Extrinsic), two levels of
Task Outcome (Success or Failure), and two levels of Sex {(Male and Female). The design
consisted of 12 conditions with 8 Ss per cell. The task was a bogus version of Mednick's

"~ (1962) Remote Associates Test. The task was altered so that there would be considerable
ambiguity concerning one's'perfqrmance and, thus, the outcome could be effectively
manipulated. ' _ . .

v There were seven dependent variables in the study. Four of these were attributional
judgements of the importance of four causal elements - ability, effort, luck, and task
difficulty - in producing the subject's outcome on -the creativity task. There were two
measures of task attitudes - one related to subjects' enjoyment of the task and the other

~to their willingness'to participate in a similar experiment. Finally, task motivation
was measured by the number of items subjects were able to remember from the creativity
task. }

4

A1l Ss were run individually. After receiving instructions concerning the nature
of the task, each S was told his responses would be scored and he would receive feed-
back concerning his success or failure. The Causality manipulation was then manipucated
via three different sets of instructions. In the Intrinsic condition, Ss were led to
believe that the only reason for their participation was their own interest in the task
(they were allowed the choice to leave and still receive credit for participation).

In the Social condition, Ss receiwed the same instructions as Intrinsic Ss, but- were.
asked to stay "as a favor to the experimenter." In°the Extrinsic-condition, Ss were
told that they must participate to receive credit. : '
After the Causality manipulation, Ss worked on the creativity task for 10 minutes.

The experimenter dcored the responses and then gave the.Outcome feedback (Success or

Failure) to the S. Following this questionnaries and the recall test related to the
dependent measures and the manip.lation checks were administered. )

Results and Discussion. The effectiveness of the Qut come manipulation was tested
by asking each S to rate how successful he would be on a similar task in the future.
The effectiveness of the Causality manipulation was tested by asking each S to rate
the it ortance of three factors as influences on his decision to take the creativity
test. These factors were 'my interest in the creativity test" (Intrimsic), "the
experiventer's desire to have me take the test" (Social), and "the two points of »
course credit" (Extrinsic). Results indicated that the Qutcome manipulation successfully
induced two levels of experienced outcomes and the Causality manipulation successfully
induced three disparate perceptions of causality for task participation.

Of fajor interest was the relationship between perceptions of intrinsic motivation
and perc.-ptions of rxtrinsic motivation as causal influences on task participation. As
predict: ' by the self-perception analysis, the perception of extrinsic motivation was’

. negativ. !y related to the perception of intrinmsic motivation (r = -.29, p < .01).
Althougih Salancik (1974) has pointed out that there are no logical grounds for the
exclusivity of intrinsic and extrinsic motivatiom, this result suggests that there
may be a psychological (e.g., motivationzl) tendency for humans to see intrinsic and
extrinsic forces as mutually exclusive.

— The main finding of this study was thatjconditions which created disparate percep-
tions of motivation produced differences iq/causal attributions for outcomes and in
actual task motivation. Specifically, Itrinsic Ss exhibited less ego~defensive and
ego—-enhansive tendencies on the ability (t=2.90, p < .01), task difficulty (t=2.45,

p < .01), and luck (t=3.07, p < .01) factors than "Extrinsic Ss. Social Ss exhibited
less ego-defensive and ego-enhansive tendencies on the effort (t=2.34, p < .05) and
. luck (t=2.72, p < .01) factors than Extrinsic Ss. Additionally, Intrinsic Ss exhibited
greater task motivation than Extrinsic Ss (t=2.17, p < .05) as evidenced by greater recall
.of task items. '
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A summary of significant correlational results indicated that perceptlons of
intrinsic motivation were related to: (1) greater internal attributions (responsi-—
bility) and fewer external attributions (defersiveness) for failure; (2) greater
4internal attributipons and fewer external attributions over all conditions; (3) greater
task enjoyment; and (4) greater willingness to participate in a similar experiment.
Perceptions of extrinsic motivation were related to: (1) greater external attribu-
tiong (defensiveness) and fewer internal attributions (responsibility) for failure;
(2) greater externallty over all outcomes; and, (3) less actual motivation on the
task.

“

These results, taken as a whole, provide substantial support for the self-
perception analysis. It has heen shown that conditions which influenced perceptions
of motivation for task participation created different experiences of that task for
the Ss. Evidence was provided which indicated that these, perceptions influenced or
were related to causal attributions of outcomes, task attltudes, and actual motiva-
tion on the task. Since .the naive psychology of the "common man' was the starting
point for this 1nvest1gat10n, it would be approprlate to state this conclusion in
everyday language: a person s perception of why he does something affects how he
does it, how he feels about it, and what he thinks about it. -

Impllcatlons. Research Jelated to causal attributions, intrinsic motivatiom,
and self-perception-has grown rapidly in the last five years. Weiner's (1971)
attributional model has provided the basis from which research on causal attributions
of achievement outcomes has proceeded. Although this research has made major strides
in terms of the delineation and specification of the various rules and situational

. parameters which influence the nature of causal attributions, researchers have just
recently begun to examine the influence of various types of attributions on subsequent
" behavior. . Thus, research (this study included) until now has been mostly concerned
with the link between antecedents and causal ascriptions; it would seem that research
should now be directed toward .the 1nvest1gat10n of the link between causal ascrlptlons
and subsequent behaviors. :

Kukla (1970) and Weiner (1974) have a1re dy provided evidence that manipulations

* which influenced ind:.viduals' attributions changed their subsequent behavior. 1In this
study it was shown that conditions affecting causality for task participation resulted
in greater or less ego-enhansive and ego-defensive attributional tendencies. The
behavioral consequences . of ego-biased or rational patterns of attributions has yet
to be investigated. The connections between patterns of attributions and behavior
may have special meaning for the teaching-learning process. Whlle a number of studies
have investigated the influence of various student performance patterns on teachers'
attributions, these attributions have not been related to subsequent teaching
behaviors. The relationship between the student's and teacher' S attributions and
their subsequent behav10rs may provide a specific focus for the" study of ''self-
fulfilling prophesies" and expectancy effects.
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Method. The Ss were 48 male and 48 female undergraduates at The Pennsylvania State
University. The basic design of the experiment was a 3x2x2 factorial with three levels
of Causality for Task Participation (Intrinsic, Social, and Extrinsic), two levels of
Task Outcome (Success or Failure), and two levels of Sex (Male and Female). The design
consisted of 12 conditions with 8 Ss per cell. The task was a bogus, version of Mednick's
(1962) Remote Associates Test. The task was altered so that there would be considerable
ambiguity concerning one's performance and, thus, the outcome could be effectively
manipulated. . -

There were seven dependent variables, in the study. Four of these were attributional
judgements of the importance of four causal elements, - ability, effort, luck, and task R
difficulty - in producing the subject's outcome on the creativity task. There were two
measures of task attitudes - one related to subjects' enjoyment of the task and the other
to their willingness to participate in a similar experiment. Finally, task motivation
was measured by the number of items subjects were able to remember from the creativity
task. g

All Ss were run individually. After receiving instructions concerning the nature
of the task, each S was told his responses would be scored and he would receive feec-
back concerning his success or failure. The Causality manipulation was then manipu.ated
via three different sets of instructions. In the Intrinsic condition, Bs were led to
believe that the only reason for their participation was their own interest in the task
(they were allowed the choice to leave and still receive credit for participation).

In the Social condition, Ss received the same instructions as Intrinsic Ss, but were
asked to stay "as a favor to the experimenter." In the Extrinsic-condition, Ss were
told that they must participate to receive credit. ‘

After the Causality manipulation, Ss worked on the creativity task for 10 minutes.
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The experimenter scored the responses and then gave the.Outcome feedback (Success ox
Failure) to the.S. Following this questionnaries and the recall test related to the
dependent measures and the manip.lation checks were administered '

Results and Discussion. The effectiveness of the Outcome manipulation was tested
by asking each S to rate how successful he would be on a similar task in the future.
The effectiveness of the Causality manipulation was tested by asking each S to rdte
the iw, srtance of three factors as influences on his decision to take the creativity
test. these factors were "my interest n the creativity test" (Intrinsic), "the
experiwenter's desire to have me take the test" (Social), and 'the two points of ‘
course credit''(Extrinsic). Results indicated that the Outcome manipulation successfully
induced two levels of experienced outcomes and the Causality manipulation successfully
induced three disparate perceptions of causality for task participation.

Of major interest was the relationship between perceptions of intriasic motivation
and per.eptions of + xtrinsic motivation as causal influences on task participation. As
predict. .. by the self-perception analysis, the perception of extrinsic motivation was’

. negativ.ly related to the perception of intrinsic motivation (r = -.29, p < .01).
Although Salancik (1974) has pointed out that there are no logical grounds for the
exclusivity of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, this result suggests that there
may be a psychological (e.g., motivational) tendency for humans to see intrinsic and
extrinsic forces as mutually exclusive. .
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—— The main finding of this study was t;;;/cbnditions which created disparate percep-

tions of motivation produced differences i /causal attributions for outccmes and in
actual task motivation. Specifica%}y, Iftrinsic Ss exhibited less ego-defensive and
ego-enhansive tendencies on the ability (t=2.90, p < .0l1), task difficulty (t=2.45,
P <.01), and luck (t=3.07, p < _.0l) factors than ‘Extrinsic Ss. Social Ss exhibited
less egé-defgnsive and ego-enhansive tendencies.on the .effort (t=2.34, p < .05) and
. luck (t=2.72, p ~ .01) factors than Extrinsic Ss. Additionally, Intrinsic Ss exhibited
. greater task motivation than Extrinslc Ss (t=2.17, p < .05) as evidenced by greater recall
.of task items. ) )
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A summary of significant correlational tesults indicated that perceptions of
intrinsic, motivation were related to: (1) greater internal attributions. (responsi-,
bility) and fewer external attributions (defensiveness) for failure; (2) greater
internal attributipns aand fewer external attributions over all conditions; (3) greater
task enjoyment; and (4) greater willingness to participate in a similar experiment.
Perceptions of extrinsic motivation were related to: (1) greater external attribu-
tions (defensiveness) .and fewer internal attributions (responsibility) for failure,
(2) greater externality over all outcomes; and, (3) less actual motivation on the
task.

These results, taken as a whole, provide substantial support for the self-
perception analysis. It has heen shown that conditions which ihfluenced perceptions
of motivation for task participation created different experiences of that task for
the Ss. Evidence was provided which indicated that these, perceptions influenced or
were related to causal attributions of outcomes, task aftitudes, and actual motiva-
tion on the task. Since .the naive psychology of the "common man' was the starting
point for this investigation, it would be appropriate to state this conclusion in
everyday language: a person s perception of why he does something affects how he
does it, how he feels about it, and what he thinks about it.

Implications. Research related to causal attributions, intrinsic motivation,
and self-perception has grown rapidly in the last five years. Weiner's (1971)
attributional model has provided the basis from which research on causal attrihutions
of achievement outcomes has proceeded. Although this research hes made major strides
in tertfs of the delineation and specification of the various rules ‘and situational

. parameters which influence the nature of causal attributions, researchers have just
recently begun to examine the influence of various types of attributions on subsequent
behavior. Thus, research (this study included) until now has been mostly concerned
with the 1link between antecedents and causal ascriptions; it would seem that research
shoull now be directed toward .the investigation of the link becween causal ascriptions
and subsequent behaviors. :

Kukla (1970) and Weiner (1974) have already provided evidence that manipulations
which influenced individuals' attributions changed their subsequent behavior. 1In this
study it was shown that conditions affecting causality for task participation resulted
in greater or less ego-enhansive and ego-defensive attributional tendencies. The
behavioral consequences.of ego~biased or rational patterns of attributions has yet
to be investigated. The connections between patterns of attributions and behavior
may have special meaning for the teaching-learning process. Whlle a number of studies
have investigated the influence of various student performance patterns on teachers'
attributions, these attributions have not been related to subsequent teaching
behaviors. The relationship between the student's and teacheris attributions and
their subsequent behaviors may provide a specific focus for the study of "self-
fulfilling prophesies" and expectancy effects.
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