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( Educators are becoming anreasingly concerned w1th socxal psycholpgical '}‘\

variables which affect classroom behavior One set of such variables Wlth great \
| . . A
potential relevance for understandlng student behavaor is the beliefs- etudents have s 1;“-
S . i g L e 4 -
about why they succeed or fail on a particular task Research attemptmg to’ under- .

pa . - LA

fstand the attributions people make about the ca’uses of their successes and failures oY

it
J . .l'_ /: - T 4

has ’indicated that t‘he se }causal“ attributions are important in prediCtlng one'“slre_a&-
tions to a para:icular situation'(e;';g,. . ‘Weiner, Frieze, ' Kukla,,‘ Reed, Rest, & 'Ros'en-“
baum, 1971). , ¥ . . ¢ e o

oo R ,: MR ) { o . ) -

~ Although it"uis generally._-assurn@d- that the' attribution process' op'erates in most;

) i}
L' :

if ‘not all real life s1tuations mc?s}: of the supportive research for therachi&ement'

attribution model has been base fn laboratory studies ‘where success or. failui‘e
. g .

< a
4 . .

‘on or a relatively unimportant task. %dditionally, only.

occurs in an artificial s_itu_at

- . N o 7.

small portions of the mogels are tested at any one study (See Frieze, fote‘ 1). If this |

N \J . . . R
-

tested in these"situgtions. The presefit study was done with ccrliege students who were
e . j" s '. L. , . : , - 3 .
A important examination to see if the attribution model was suppo?/e_d

¢
. .

T'HE"ifH‘EORET_ICAL'ATTRIBUTION PROCESS FOR ACHIEVEMENT EVENTS .-
/ - ' Ty ’ N
-Research into}yariohs aspects of the attribution,proces"s has been increasingly -

-

~ active over the last ten years. Based on a variety of studies dealing with how pedple

utilize information in‘makingg;causal.judgments of all types and the consequences of
. . ) . : ! ' . ' e
. - ) 13 ) . . 1 . . .
various attributions, psychologists now understand a good deal about causal-attribu~ .
B 7 ° : - . - < ‘ . ’ . ' < P . !
tions. Most theorists would agree that making a causal attribution is basically an infor-
L . B : o B .
.3 _ . : .

4 . -



s e R . . - . . . - ) . X
: . e i . : . ' .
. X , . o “« . - . '

PR

mation'zproc‘essing task.z_ A pe_rson determines why a particular.event occurred

through assessmg the avallable mformatlon about the person and the sltuatlon and
combimng this in‘some relatlvely systematlc manner on the bas1s of past experlences

and mternal blases {e. g. CarroLl Payﬁe Frieze & Glrard Note 2; FrleZe, 1976 a;-

A 1

: Helder, 1958 Kelley, 1971 Shaver, 1975; Wemer 1972) ‘ -
" On the basis of empirical f_indingsas wel! as upou some speculation, the achieve-

" ment ;attrlbution pr;cﬁcess has generally been conceptualized as 'shown inthe schematic

© - modet labeled Figurel“'l"(Frieze, 1975). Although the model is intended as a circular, \

:_'_" - >¢ - : ¢ . N : 4 - . - 4Il

~z

continuous process,  for ease of explanation, the boxes in the fi'g'yre are numbered.

I
” .

Within the attribution model, it is assumed that a person first determines whether the

. 5 ) ’ ) R . - s .
@ X T . . ‘e X . . . . SR .
. ‘resultovof an achievement activity (such as an examination) were a*&:cess/or failure -
Y v : ’ ) ‘. 2 ~ -

(Box 1). LOften thisis manipulated directly in laboratory experiments and subjects are

< told whethe? they. succee_cied 6t failed, then relevant informtion about the exam (or -,

¢ l\ , . - . ..
P otherachieyement activity) and the circumstances surroundipg it ate #ssessed te,form

. a causa(I explanat’ion about hy ti(us success or fallure occurred ( xes 2‘and.3), Th??ﬁ.

e . ) . .
\\ é‘husal attrlbutlons have consequences for future expectancies (Box‘ 4) and affect "(Boy; 5). -
o T\hese then determme whether new ach1evement behav1ors will occur (Box [7) along with

) ’ : : N -

. overall soc1etal 'support for ach1evement (Box 6).

\‘\ : ) y" N , :
-~ ._Causal A,ttributions e S . R

/

- Returnmg to the ‘e)\ample of the person taking an e)\am ‘once all avallable
information is processed, a'person might then dete'rn;{ine that the sucqéss on the exam_
“ i3 . R s . . AN . . .
: o . v v .. - : ¥
- ) N : 4 . ) - ..
was due to one or more of several possible causes: "the person's ambilit\y in tha#:subject,

. ‘ . . . . J
kS

her trying hard, the exam's beifg easy, o good tuck.. Similarly, if he hgd failed, it < ’

~ . .. °

LaY




might be 'attrlbnted to lack of ability, lack of effort, ‘the difficulty of the exam, OF b%d
luck.. These four causes were. spec1f1ed by Heider (1958) a'nd have been most fully o
~ -

researched by Weiner and associates (e.g., Weiner et a1., 1971; Weiner 1974).

L
l

More\cent wprk (Ehg & Frieze, 1975 Frieze 1976 b) has mdicated that other causal

3

factors in addition to ability, effort, luck and task difficulty are frequently employed by

o P

' people in explammg achievemeqt success and failure. These mclude stable effort or a

consistent pattern of diligence or laziness, other people who may aid or interfere with
'p"erfor"ma‘nce on'a task, mood or fatigue or sickness, having a good or bad personality,

and physical app'earance (see Elig and,Frieze for a more complete discussion of these

causal elements). These attribut-ions may be‘classified into three ‘dimensions as shown

- . . f
o

in Table 1.” Each of these dimensions (internality, stability and intentionality) has

. . . . . N i (_1 . : -
different relationships to the attributional consequences represented by Boxes 4 and 5.
' / . » . ' o » ' *
E T i - ~ . - .
| +  Insert Table 1 about here
’ s P : Sy

The first dimension, internality, has to do with‘whetiiér the cause, of an event
i% associated with the primary actoy in the situati'on, and is thits intérnal, or whether

the cause is: external to this person. Thus a person may succeed on an exam because

of the internal causes of ability, effort, mood, personality or knowledge: He may allso
. N - - .

J

succeed becaus%pf external factors: the ease of the task, someone else's help, or good

- -

luck. 'Related to, this. dimension and sometimes confused with it is the third-dimension

 of intentionality. If the actor has control overthekinternal cause it is inte'ntionalr(syee
B - . e -
** Elig & Friezé, 1975). Thus, effortiis internal ard intentional while ability and

. . ) .
personality are unintentional, although still internal. External causes can be intentional

R . .
% X .o .

AY ' ¥ N
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&

s
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- if they involve another person who controlsiém. i someone else ‘aids the actor, this 4
. - . ) R

. - . . S
1 T . . . A}

would be an exterpal, intentional cause. . . _ o L

ta

X Another dimension which is extremely important for classifying causal attri- -
» butions is stability. Ability, personality and unchanging environmental fa_c?tors are
stable and change relatively little over time. Effort, r'n'ood( and luck are unstable. T-,hey

. ! -~
e . . :
. .

are highly_ changeable. Stalfy)ilityvinvolves a relatively uhchanging cause during the time
< ® ) t . ) ' Y . = oo
period and across the situations one wishes to generalize to. Thus"?‘ the task may be

-~
« Sstable or unstab1e>depending on whethex the task.will change in the future (Valle & -
Frieze,‘ 1976; ‘Weiner, Russell & Lerman, in press). : Other causes may :also be re- =~ .-
classified within the dimensions depending on the specific ‘sit'ﬁiation (Elig & Frieze, 11975;‘

'
-

Weiner et al., in press). ' Co. o4

- . . -

Consequences of Attributions .~ - . "

% . - LY

o cExpectancies. As seen in F)Lgure- 1, once the atti‘ibuti’on-iof the event is made,

. certa1n consequences follow (Boxes 4 and 5), Ifa student fa111ng an exam beheves hlS
poor performance\ls due to lack of effort he may expect to succeed in the futufe 1f he"

<

" tries, harder. If, on the other.hand, the failure is attributed to lack ‘of ability, he vwill

kS

- o , o : : L
expect to do just as peorly in the future. Weiner et-al. ,(1971) have systematically

shown how changes in expectancies for 'future‘su’écess.on achievement tasks (Box 4) .
\ are affected by dlffe ential attributions. Several studies (e. g, Weiner, Niere.nberg,

& Goldsteln, 1976 McMahan, 1973; Valle & Frleze, 1976) have emplrlcally shown that

expectancy changes are related to the stablllty dlmenslon of causahty Stable’ causes -

produce expectancies that outcomes will continue to be the same, u@e unstable causes

at timesd produce unusual expectancy shifls suc}h as.the Gambler's Fallacy (e.g., beliefs -~
| 3 .- . ) : R N _— Cor o~ <
& # . \ s T -
; .
- ‘
e .
’ ° ¢]




¥

.

’ - N . . . .
| change. . Expectancies change less wh)en unstable attributions are made.- s "

~ . . .. . -
. L o oL, N ot T .- 'Q . . o . l >
. O . . Y . . . .
, N ! . .

. . —
b} N .

f. _J : \

that success will be followed by failure or that failure wxll be followed by succes§

<6 p . f .

Thus, the model predicts th@: stable attributions wﬂl be negatively correlated With/

3

, large changes i.n expectancies for the future as compared with the present outcome. .
- . 5 / - 5 . . . '
Positive correlations should occur for. unstable'causes; T : r

- . -
» - i .
S .

Previous expectanc1es also affect attributions (Box 6 in Figure 1). /Unexpected

" . S - . >

' outcomes or out‘comes ‘which differ wxdely from the imtial expectancy)tend to* be more
& . .- . \a -\ -

-

attributed to unstable t;auses such as 1uck expected outcomes are more attributed to
.7 / ’ /j > ' -
table causes (e.g., Feather 1967; Feather & Simon, 1971 a, 1971, b Valle & Frieze,

- -

1976).

/

L

Finally, Valle.and Frieze (1976) shoiaved that attributions mediate e‘xpectancy

A

Affect/Self Reward. Although feelings of pride or shame about the outcome
- . & N " . » . N Q ’

- are largely determined by whether it is a success or failure (Nicholls, 19753 Ruble, :

Pars0n§, & Ross, 1976),_thyy are also mediated by the causal attribution magde, "

.e 4 . . . B
Y » Al d

according to the model (Box 5). Studies 'have shown that outcomes attributed to interndl

s
'l - . o

. h . ¢ : ¥
causes tend to maximize affective reactiQns (e. g* Reimer 1975, Weiner 1974) . Thus,

successes attributed to ability or effort produce more pride than those attributed to 1uck
AN 4 -
the teachér or ,the ease of the task, vSimilarly, failures attributed to internal facfors k

1
Q &

;d,,produce more shame. Effort attributions (which are internal and intentional) tend to

4

produce esﬁecxally high rewards( 1cholls 1976 Weiner Heékhausen Meyer & Cook

1972; Weiner et al., in press).\ ‘Effort is also‘most strongly associated with self-reward
" (Weiner et al., 1972). R | &

., . 9\

&7
i

.. \..
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PP © ATTRIBUTIONS IN THE CLASSROOM ' - - A

' %
. 4 W p < - . ! - . ) .
, O The conéeptlon of the 'a%'ib&tion' process des.c\}i‘bed above'was based largely - ~

- ~ .
- -, . '

: upon laboratory studies where college students wéfé"made to succeed or fail at ap

. I3 J - e 4 P : +

© B .

sachtevement task a,nd/or"Where *only a srnall'portion of the model was teste_d at one .
R . . . - . ‘

tlme. When attrlbutlonal studles are done in less rlgld settmgs, \such as the class- -

. room, several modlflgatlons ‘of this théory may be necessary (see Frleze 1976 a~and

»

< . : . . ¢ - .
.b).'-' \ s .yk_f', e R '
\l?efpining the Event: Sﬁhjective De'ﬁnitions'of »Suoces‘s - : N

A

e In much acl(ey!ement attrlbutlon: research subjeqts are told how a person (some— g

o, ~
[N

o tlmes themselVeg)'has performed' ona task and then is asked to state hy this person
A

N _perfor_med in this way. -Sometimesthis judgﬁi’ent‘ i ba_sed on other information the’ L

[ ¢

sub]ect is g}ven. and at other tlmes solely on the outcome as it 1s deflned and whatever

-
-

background experienCes Jand biases the subjeot' brings to the; .situation. One of the
. ' R o P . ~ Toor s
difficulties with this ap_projch is, that defining an evernt a\s a sﬁccess or failure is in fact

a 'c'om.p'l‘ex pr.'oces's .that involves l.arge individual.differences. On a naive ‘leve‘l, we..
know that a "B'" grade on an ;exam might be.consider.ed ,sdccessful' .tor the: ".C"l st}lden;t-
and“’a li::'a'ilure fol; the "A" stdc_lent; Thus, the(re r'nai? be wide ind‘ividual dit:fet'enees in’
.subjective -defi'nitlon's,of suc‘céss,(lz‘rieze, I\}o?e/l). o | L
- - Typlcally, s\ub]ects have been told whether they should conSlder thelr pertor-i

. -
©

. mance.a success or fallure on the: bas1s of (false) college student norms (e g. , Bar Tal.

& Frieze,v‘1976). Even when such a prooedure is used, subJects do not ‘al'yvay_sraqcept

_— . i T : - . .. . N .
this experimenter evaluation. In many’'cases, the experimenter is not aware ofthis
singe sub\{éct‘s are not askel to state subjective outcome. However, in 2 study which did

N -2 N »
. < o

P



. - L ) . Pl : 5 .
,/ : . ‘e . . R . -
- . . o L . o ) . . > . . %
. . - . - N .
- . . . L - N N -

. , : . - L.

allovv for this, Eli‘g (Note 3) had bojeliminate several subjects'who saw theméellves_as':,

failing when they should have labeled themselves as successes or visa versd. A/though

these cases accounted for less than'5% of his subJects these were the extrem‘e cases |

) . ] é ‘ oL < y
who were willing to acﬁiveiy di scount the experimenter's instrncti‘ons. “Other’ subjects i
¢ a . . . - ' - ' . . A N ' A l4

. ~/ . . N . . " . , , ) .
*  may ha e accepted the overall léabe}, but saw themselvés.as relatively high or Tow in L

oup.';.' PO : . .
R e fﬁ R

L . 2N
LA - .. . ‘-" <o ¢ r’ re
e,

‘their |
1

Thus defmmg a task’ ag successful ‘may well 1nvolVe a pr:gwss §S£omplex /as": i N

‘\ v
a7, L O . e RUEE A
fo%*mmg 3 causal attrxbutlon. "!{;portant determ[n\a‘nts may mclude one' s initial expecta-.
. [ v . . - .
i tions, -the know}n or assumed £erformance levels oﬁt{he subJectWe evaluaﬁons of othersJQ
. “‘ N /

,‘ and perhaieven the caustl attrnbutnon (Frleze Note 1) Several papers have dealt

[

M ’ ! ..,Q' kl

-

u/m otﬁér contexts (e. g. , Festlnger 1954) ’I‘he-{p‘resent study assesses '\

(LN

| leth this is

PR

K -the 1mportance of several of these cogmtlons as p‘redlctors of s,ubJectWe success. In °

N N
. . - N oo N LS
S . 4 . B

T add.lthIl, -the relat1ve predlctlve value of both subJectlve success and obJectlve perfor—'

- O \"a
. C -

z9 .

<

- mance level will be’détermmed fog‘ theoretl‘cally pre_dx,,ctge‘d levels of affect,,- selfrreward, —~

/1 RN T ¢ ) ) ~ 9 R P .
te , e ‘ B sa ST :
" . and future expectations. - B ¢ , O ' . oA
P Jo > \ . .. . ) I . . - v ‘ A T .. ot
5 R S R -, \' . L A .
Causal Attributions for the Classroom , ' . : S B o
-y ) - ] - N . - - ,/‘\1 . " J ) , . ! s o ‘ o x _’,.z""'
A Although rarely'discussed,:it\is ge/nerally impl_ici;r,ly-assumed i;ne most achieve—:'-zf, ~
. ment\attmbutlon research that var1atlons in causal explanatlons for success/and R
) \* “ . . . . 3 b ' o \€

fanlure are prlmarnly the result of 1nd1v1dual dlfferences (see Bar Tal & Frxeze, 1977;

»

- Kukta 1972 Welgers & aneze, in press Wemer & Potepan, 1970) and secondly due.to’

. \ ) e o
dlfferences in the outcome or other spec1f1c mformatlon about the s1tuatlon such as how
oth r's have done or “how 'one has ‘done in.\tbe past (e. g Feather 1967 Frleze &

5 et

Weiner, 1971; Miller, 1976 Mlller & Ross, 1975; Weiner et al., 1971) Often causal =




. . - . . . )

A - L . ~ %

» A . . M. . .
e e N . .. 8

& explanatrpns are hmxted to abl I y; effort ﬁlé@( and task difficulty, the four causes

u\‘. C‘D," ! . . . '\
$ \-J { e } b,

dlsoussed byAWeiner ®t al. (f971) i
,‘ . I v’

;*-" s As d1scussed earher college students use a wxde varlety of causal attrxb

LN

Eions in expllaxnmg;-the causés of sucﬁ:ess and faxlure ( lxg )Frlg,ze 1975) -When

.- . '1. Pe o 2 . ,.’

sltuatton.xnvolyes nonacademxc settmgs the lxst g'row ecven longer (e. g . ernberg,
é, .'»‘. . : "‘ ‘ 3 4 v

Frere, & Shlelds in press Elxg & Frxeze, 1975‘
., v - ) . .

~'~.TPI'ESS) Not only do the, actual causes used va

o g T ‘ " : S : '

' thfferences acroé sxtuatlons in the freqnency with ’Whlcl) dlfferent causal explanatlons

A o

2 ugh Duqum, & Frxeze, m
. ISituatiOn, but also there are

7 L3

are employed (Snyder & Frleze the 4). R 3’
« . H ’ v S :; . S
) Research specmcally dealmg lmth classroom attrxbutxons has shown that . ,\l

Pe
.

v,. . . 5 ‘ Xy . .,.d‘ H, /

o, academxc suiccessei%nd f@res are attrlbuted prxmarlly to: effort or lack of effort
. e ; kY B t ) X .
' Erleze 8976 b) founld that college students cxted effdrt 84% of the time as the pnmary
. o L ‘ Aoy -~

: cause‘ of success, gexam and 75% of the tlme as the ma jor cause of fallure ina ’

3

. . ()

ST, ) . -, e . N
. 'simulation'fstudy usin an openLended'-’methodgof assessing"causal_attributions. Frieze
i v ' !, ‘e '0‘ .S ' K

7 and Snyder (Note 5)~*report sxmxlar results in an open-ended study with cmldren. In

, p ‘ g
makmg attr)!bu‘txons abou’f‘a testmg sxtuatxon, 62% of the E’hlldren cited effort as the

r/ [}

B

"é;‘ ) - v ro »
— ended questlons students of all ages tend to c1te effort as };he maJor causa,l factor An

maJor cause of.success or faxlure Thus, in tej:ms of spontaneous reacuons to open- =,

: f school ac‘hxe)vement P s T" ' T - L
. .. . L ) .- : l\ . S . ;
o L Although the h1gh use of effort attrlbutxons octurs w1th open—ended data thlS ‘
. ' ~ . [\; ST
‘ % is not always the case when 6ther measures of attrxbuttons are used Researchers
R 3 - o0 ";. e ',‘ _/' Y : > .
ha‘Ve tended to use a varxety of techmques fox assgssmg attrlbutions .These -include ,
A, s [ T o o
having subJects Sﬁh’l a variety ,oj ca;useslto’equal' 1'00,%. A ise'cond, moreé common, L
. ‘ . <. e e I ! : o .
» ° 7 b — y] . . - .
° - . f U— . . e
. ' P e
. i

“ &



,3; . lq_~v. - . E) .- . ,- - ) . ) . - ‘ 9
: S ¢ . :
: s . A :

e‘t;gld ls to have subJects 1ndependently rate varlous potent1a1 causes*for how much
.ot a

4_’ . ': [

' through some procedure such as that outlmed by Ellg and Frleze (1975) Each
§

,w

L of these methods has str}engths and weaknesses (Seé Ellg, Note 3; or 'FrleZe, Note 1)

Al 3 o

_ThlSA study w1ll employ both open—ended attrlbutlons and ratmgs of’ varlous causal

L4 ';' Y

_factors found to bé 1mportant in earl1er studles of achievement slttka‘txons. The two

N ‘ ) . v : >
. .

methods are compared m. th1s study. .o AP ; .

‘-\v? N . . 1 ‘ ’ :
: Other research has already shown that effqrtols not used to such a great extent
‘/ . \ . .

in attrlbutmg exam performances when ratmg scales are used Balley, Helmr and

s

Gladstone (1975) asked students to choose the maJor cause Ker g list contammg

‘ability, effort luck and task’ ease as poss1b1e causal factdrs. They found hléh use of

+ -

h

all of the se cause§'except luck Also Nhller (1976) found in 2 laboratory study that
- . /Z

" h1gh 1nvolvement 1n1he task led to greater use of abxllty and task attrlbutlons. ,'Certal.nly

- most college students would be llkely to feel that a course exam was 1mportant to them

4 .
~ 7 - H -

and therefore we mlght expe/ct relatxvely more use of abxllty and task attrlbutlons for

’ . <

- rating scale data. Therefore,’ we would expect the highest use of effort with apen-

' s
. ‘=

I ' B o

Hended responses L T . -

'Theoretlcal Predlctlons of tlée Attrlbutlon Model ST ‘ e St

\ ¢ O
Just s causal attrlbutlons may be affected by thp type of sltuatlon the pre—

dicted effects of causal attrlbutlcfns upon future expecta;cles and affect may also d1ffer
AN . 4 - "/ . . -

. from thesefound in*laboratory situations. The ’classroo_m' is a complex environment

/ 4 . . oy , |\ :
with many variables which’might potentially Influence éxpectancies and affdct. I-‘o{

e
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example, Bailey et al (1975) found that affeot was most related to outcome w1th those '

who did well feehng good and those who did poorly feellng bad However, they further A
oy

found that luck attrlbutiOns produced the most happxness or upset This contradtcts .

~ L - A'

the theoretically pr.ednc‘ted relahonshlp between mternal attrqebutlons and affect.

- 'Si,mllar r@latlonshlps between affect and’ v101atlons of e(xpebtatlons (typ1cally attnbuted
k-— v + : . ’
> K%
-to luck) were reported by House and Perney (1974) They reported that sub_]ects were
most satlsﬂed with unexpected successes and most,dlssatlsfled with unexpected

~

failure's. Thus expectancies ma>y also effect affect in aﬂreal life situation Howéver,

- x .
@ ’ N

these results are somewhat confuslng because of var1atlons in measures of affect used.

-
-

j“Both studles rehed on a more generahzed godd or bad feehng ra,:her than speclflcally

‘.on ratmgs of prxde or shame. ‘Weiner, Russell 'an.d E‘érman (1n press) have shown«. -

that d_tffe;ent verbal a)ffect labels may have very d1ffereht attmbutlonal consequences
Expectancles‘may also d1ffer from those predlcted in thngttrlbutlon model Lo

¢

Although Slmon and Feather (1973) found that unexpected outcomes in an exam s1tuat10n- .
.. were more attrlbuted to unstable causes as pred1cted they also found that task attrl-

butlons were highe’i‘ .for unexgected outcomes - Also, Balley et al (1975) reported fhat

regardless {)f .thelr causal attnbutxon, all’ studeZts expected to do better in the future

;They. saw this as*learnnng the'cultural behef that 1mprovement is always~poss1ble.
The theoretlcal relatlonshlps will be tested in this real hfe situation to see 1f B
i they ‘lwork fn:the‘ways predicted. In addltlon, e;plorator\y analyses are done to’,see o
. : e ) Y . . . . . .
" how other variables interact with expe'c_ta.n.ci'es,[u affect and att_ributions.v . .
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STUDY AND.HYPOTHESES | .
. o Although there is a'we_H deveic;?gvtheoreticél model relating initial expectarllcie's,

" attributions, affect and future Aex’pec'tancieis.,, this model hts not been tested in an actual

h] .

claséroom_ situatiori. _In order to do this, the cogrfitions.of college students wére ‘

- - -

3

assessed before and after an important examination in a college course. The following *

\
2 ¥ . , . - . o L . R .
predictions wél-e. made: - . R
Causal Attributions - 4 . - .o -
1. Students will cite effort as the.major causal factor for their exam perfor-
- o Coe - ) - .

. . - v . . . . 'vk n .
mance when asked®n open-ended question. - \

. I . . . - é

2. ﬂift/i_ng scale and ope‘n—ended methods E?f assessing causal attri%utions will

" be compared in exploratory analyses.

-

Subjective Success 75
3. Subjective success will be positively correlated with objective performance

but the two variables will relate differently to the attribution process.

The following hypothese.s were predicted by the theory reviewed earlier. In 'O
addition to these formal tests of i:heoi'y in a réal life situation, exploratory Tregression

' R - / P
analyses were done to better determine interrelationships between attribution variables,

Expectancies ‘ ; : - ‘ - .
4. Differences between the actual score and the expectancy for the future will

be positively correlated with unstable attributions and negatively correlafed with g,tablé
. T X ) 1 . - (
attributions. L .

BS
P

A v ) . . :
5. Differences between the actual score and the initial expectancy before taking

the exam will be positively correlated with unStable attributions and negatively cor-

.
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. related with stable attributions. , o T N
6. Differences between the initial expectancy before taking the exam and the
expectancy for the future after the exam will be positi%zely correlated with stable attri-

butions and negatively correlated with unstable ‘attributions.
. ) P . i

\ -
K Fw

Affect/Self-Reward

»

7. Self»f‘rat‘ed affect will be positively cc;rrelated with internal attributions,

especially with effort attributions.
8. ' Self-reward will be positively porr’elated:wifh effort attributions.

METHOD ‘ ’ e

Subjects -~ - E
0 ) . . ] L. ' :
Participants were volunteers from an evening college course in introductory

. sociél psychology iaught by one of the experimenters, Thirty five students agreed to

participate. Thirty of the students were white and five were black. Their redian age '

- was 21-25. 23% were younger and 33% were older than this 21 to 25 range. 19 were
o a

maie‘an_d 16 were female.
Subjects took a 36-item multiple choice exam worth 33% of thei‘r,gr.ade,

Procedure - 5,

1

The study was introduced as \in_volving attitudes towards tests. Partiéipants -
‘ . were assured that their responses would be anonymous'and would have no bearing on \
their course érade. There were three short questionnaires to be completed: one pre[—

test, one post-test but before the student knew the test score, and the third after the

R

individual test scores and the class distribution of scores were returned.’

'

‘ \ K The prthést measures were: pre—'testg expectancy (number out of 36 yoix expect
8 : : » : [
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to get right); subjective success standard (number right needed to consider perfor-
. w ’ » o - i s,
mance a success); importance of getting a good grade to self, parents, teacher,
. .
portant to not at all important,

1 &

friends, spouse, employer (7-point scales from very i:

plus 'inot applicable" or "don't know'' category); confidence in pre-test expectancy

*(7-point scale); satisfaction mim’munjl\(lowelst score_you would feel satisfied with);

comparative ability (relative to others in class, amount of ability you have for material

1 B .

in course);'comparatiye effort (relative to othérs in class, amount of effort in pre-

paring).

After completing the pre;test questicnnaire, students put the questionnaire into
R ) . ' ) ST

an venvelope kept at their desks and tgol«_: the exam." As students finished, their exams -

. s, i

were collected-for scoring and they completed the short pqst—test quest\ionnaire". " The

subjects were asked their post-test expectancy (numher you think“you got right) and

A

their confidence m the post -test expectancy (7-p01nt scale)
. P’*‘Afr“"‘,( [y
The third questionnaire was distributed after actual test scores were returned

ool
g

The measures were: number of items correct, whether score was cqnsidered a

guccess or not a success; degree of success (7-point scale). .Follolwing were two sets
of attributlon measures; first, an open-ended_causal'attribut'ion for their test perfor-
‘ . ¥
mance; and secondly, as a methodological comparison of causal measurement, a series
. : Soer ,
of 7-point scales rating the difficulty of test, amount of effort in studying, ability for

subject, quality ofinst‘ructor, ‘and luckiness in tests. s
Measures of predicted consequences of attributlons were: affective reaction t:c)

performance (7 point scale from ”very proud" to "'very ashamed"), self-reward or

punishment deserved for score (9-point scale from "high reward" [+4] to "high pumsh— .
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ment" [-4] and an open-ended measure askingsthe reason for giving this reward or

. punishment; future expec/tancy for a (hypothetical) test next week covering the same

4
'

é\«

. _Students placed all three questionnaires into an envelope which'Was collected,

.

and the purposes and hypotheses of the study were discussed and questions answered.

o -

RESULTS AND DISC USSION

Student Reactions to. the Examination ' |

~ . .
o S~ Lo i

§tudents on the average expected to get 29 1tems correct on a 36 item exam,

-

This would have’ g;ven them a "B" grade. The’average score was 28 items some-

o what below their expectatlon of 29 or’ the1r averagq sbore of 30 whloh\ they stated they / ;

g
-

<w.ould need to feel they‘were successful, Thus students did shghtly poorer than they

}

' ' i ' .
Causal Explanations of Exam Performance

I

' expected or wanted to do. When asked how they would do on another test based on the

same subject matter they raxsed the1r average expectancles to 32 This was*even '.
higher than their initial expectancy These students hke Bailey et al 's subjects,
weére apparently not d1scour§§‘ed by doing more po_orly than-they .expected on theLex_am.'v
As suggested hy Miller and Ross. (1575), ‘they seerned to expect success and yv_ere o
undauntedby relative failure. They also r_e;:)orted.fee‘ling more pride than shame?
(4.7 on a 7-point scale) and gave themselves a moderate’ amount>of‘self—re‘ward for -_.'

i

their performances on the average (6.2 on a 9-point,scale).

When asked about the cause of their exam performance after Teceiving their

o

A

“score, the majoxity (69%) attributed their outcome to effort. Other causal attribu-

1
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tions used in response to the open-ende@ causal questlon were ab111ty (20%), the d1ff1-

>

culty or\ease of the exam (9"/), ‘and 1nterest in. the mater1al (3%) These .results are

. -

very similar to open—ended data from ch11dren and may suggest that the academlJc ,

s i
v

, enwronment itself teaches students to view the1r school performances as due prrmarxly
§ ‘\}

e

to effort and secondarlly to abxhty (Frleze & Snyder Note 4) ' K
L) .
Ratmg scale .data°revealed’a ve,ry,different causal pattern as shown in Table 2.
a1

The 1nstructor was rated highest and luck Lowest Ab111ty and effort were hxghly rated
S v
w{th people who scored _high on the exam be1ng espemally hkely to believe they had hlgh

b ~

ab111ty (t33 = 3 62 p( 001). There wﬁs also a ‘Shght trend for those who rated them- -

/ s_elves as‘domg well ‘on the exa‘m (subJectxve success) to see themselves as luckler
(tog ‘1.89, pd . 10). | , S X

Altho’u“gh the rating scales were used directly-in other analyses, open-ended

L

attributions were codea into the three dimensions of internality, stability and intention-

- -
.

ality so that correlation.s could be:done.

Subjective and QObjective Performance Levels
When correlations were done between the student's actual scores and their

subjective ratings of how. s'.fccessful they were, the correlation was only . 48, Al.though
Il . .
' this is clearly significant (p <.01), it also suggests that these subjective evaluations
are influenced by a variety of other factors in addition to actual outcome.
In order to more fully explore the relationship between subjective and objective
( | | : e g |
_success, a series of stepwise multiple regressions were done. Looking first at the .

variables impinging upon thé subject before he is told his exam score, it can be seen

in Table 3 that variables predicting subjective outcome and objective outcome (actual -

N,
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score) were somewhat similar. Subjects who Hid not feel their érade was important

to the; lnstructor and who had highnyper’sonal standards fcr the score they considered K
a suc\cess"t'endejd to score higher on both o‘htc;orne‘ measixres.,tll‘hose whc did well on .
< Ny the examl'also. had high ex;;e tidns for thei1i score before the exam and after they
had fimshed it (butsbefore they\lmew thelr grade), and they did .:l\%t feel tﬁ: employer

N

wanted them to do Well Those lyho saw themselves as domg well 1ndepend nt of the1r

’ N ! § .
~ actual score were eonﬁdent abo \henr expectancy estlmates and dx not feel the1r
" ‘ < ls» ! - .
domg well was 1mportant to/ei her their par‘ents or frlends. o ; ‘ [
5 a
As1de frorn sxrggestmg that subJectlve evaluatlons of cutcome are 1ndeed . -

-,) .

-different psychologlcally from the actual performance leVels these data also demon—
strate the lmportance of sub;ect‘s perceptlons of other S expectatrons for hlm or her.

’ Such varlables have not been studled in the attrlbutlon literature b’ut they appear to \&/ .' -

. deserve more att‘entlon. Also 1t was mterestlng to-note ¢hat the Sub]eCtS ratmg of o
how lmportant donng well was to thself or herself d1d not d1rectly influence elther
outcome measure. Much‘- has’ been written albout m_aking students feel school is -

important but apparently'for this\colleg'e class such differences were not an impox'tant

" distinction between students. However, this lack of result may also represent a

' /
" < o

cellmg effect since 697 of the students felt that dom,gr well was Very 1mp0rtant for

v

themselves (7 on a 7T~point scale).
" The predictors of subjective evalua,t_i,on of performance -were furthet explored .

. ; . . . - ’; , 3 ' )
- with stepwise multiple regression equations which allowed all variables as potential

predictors as shown in Table 4. As can be seen, people who rated their performances’

most successful also‘felt more pride, felt they were luckier, felt the task was harder,

a
b~
(o




. . Q\/ 4 . . .

3

made a mb_re external opeg-eixded attribution,‘ thou_ght the instructor was good, 'and? g
felt'that the instructor wanted them to do well. They Weré also older. It was
. . 9, v - : -

tor and -
e

=

, ntei‘estﬂ-\xg that actual score came into the_ équation as thé‘ 10th predi

explained only 2% additional variance, -+ S

. When similar regression analyses were done for actual score, the predictors

= -

were very different. Peoble who got hi;;her scores expected to do better, did not |

..’

feel their doing'w’el'l was "important to the "mstru'ctor \01;_ thezr*" SQO_‘QSG, felt they had

. abiiity and‘u'Se'd stabie opgn-{eﬁ'cig‘d attributions and had High* ;féna%i‘rds; for success.
« 'Thvese'tw\ch e');plpxja’(.ory analyse'slmay s.,ugges'twi’:hat subjeét;ive success is f;r
more importgn\t iﬁ.pljeciicfing affective reeict'i/ons than ob,je'c’tiqe, Succéss;- Actual
; scores \.fve'_r_q 'r‘e‘léted to var'ioué‘attribu\tions m Silph. a wa}(as tgmsuggest a'high ge‘n’eral‘
con.fide'nc,éj. Subjective succeéss was more )re\lated to a kind Iof affective reaction and ;

feeling of ‘having done well on a dIfficujlt ask.,

B

Expectancies ..

. KA, number of expectancy c‘orrelations were predicted by the theoretical model.
Since | ypotheses 4, 5 and 6 refer to difference scores, such differences were com-

puteéi and then the abvsolute values of the d_i‘ffer'ence .scores’were. Qorreiafed with ,.’
‘ att}'ibutic;n;. ’ReSu'l'ts are shown‘ in T\a‘ble 6. As can bé séen, the o»pén—éndebtziyAsf\ability |
‘,( » rating's‘ b(;St supported. the theoret’iéal moc)iel. In all ca_\;és, open-e;ded ,stébili_t_y cor‘-‘-
relafed m the predicted direction. ‘Overai‘l, 9 correlations out of 16 were in the"pre—'
(‘%i'cted directions althoug; many Aof them did not reach stéﬁstical si\gnifiqa;xce: . In
; ‘é.eneral, stable att1ributions })etter f1t p;redicfions than uns\t;able ones. | Thus, sfable(
attributions teﬁded to be moré relate‘d to little‘change'in_fut{lre expectations as com:-

-
IS

2 ]

) B} .
: : . ' N A ‘
. ‘ . : .
" : | v }
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pared withthe exam score, and srnall different:esvbetween initial‘ expectations ard

actual score. \Those who used.the unstablqiattributions of effort and luck showed tghe

-

least .change in their expectancnes from hefore %he exam to predictions for the future.

Qf/erall', these resu]ts give only limited support for the attributfon model of'
. N . Al .? R -y . K . . (/\ . .’ ;

expectancy changes being mediated by the stability of the causal attribution.’

-As an ‘exploratory analysis, correlations-of these expectancy change scores
[ . 4 R N [y "

i
with othér varial

a

S }"fere done._ In terms Of overall expectanc¥ changes, males -

-

(r=.34; p~.0 ,) and younger'subjects (i‘ ='.32; p<305) showed themos
T , f

Also, students who felt their domg well was 1mportant to their parentS (r = 33 p(

§ g oo

05)

1
v

and who d1d not personally feel that their. d01ng well on the exam was particularly

| .
- important (r=.36; p<.05) showed more changes. Perhaps the older students and the

students vlzho were 'hig‘hly'concerned about doing well had m’o‘roe strongly developed
: (S . . -

'egpé"ctancies ahout their ‘own performance level before the eicam and were therefore |

less ‘in&fluenced. by their.'score onlthis particular exam in thinking about their future\

vpzerf_orr‘nan‘ce levels.» ~ . '7 | | ' ‘

- .In addition to expectancy change predictions, Valle and Frieze (1976) _also

. f . _ . Q@
~ found that. stable ‘attributions led to higher future expectations while unstable attribu-
.tions were ‘correlated with lower expectations. Parallel correlations for these data

‘are also showh in Table 6 As can be see%, these predictions-were more strongly

supported, especially fér stable attributions. 'L-Valle and Fri'eze also reported more

support for predictions relating to stable attributions so\t\his is consistent. Our data

suggests, though, that high ratings of ability are most’ strongly related to high future

3
expectations SO that the theoretical predlctlons may need {nor\e refinement.

e

20
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\' reward ratings. These are shown-in Table 7. As predicted, 'both-affect and self—

1“ < y

Affect and Self—Reward

L B ;* » . | o : T

\ Correlations were- done w1th various attribution measures and affect and self-

v

‘ \reward\ve‘re P sit\ively correlated with effort .and" ability ratinés\. Also consistent.

l N

1th other studles domg well on the exam and ratmg oneself as successful were

e g"_

s\trongly correl:ité’d with affect and self—reward However contrary to prediction

- v ‘

the Mghest‘éorf'élations were not for the ‘intentional effort attribution, bqlt rather for

.\. ’ ’I‘hls is contrary to many laboratory studies of reward behaV1or and affect ’
“1 g. ',‘ lNeiner & Kukla 1970), but it -LS cons1stent with more- recent v%rk dealmg
A

that people value the1r own abilities highly -and feel good when the/

r
b on e
goog, performance. : ' ' ' a
: . - v _
F1nally, although open-ended data was theoretically better for expectationsn
§
(it did not match the theoretical predictions for affect and self—reward

b, . )
It was also interesting to note that affect and self-reward were more related

to subjective aﬁpraisals of success than objective performance.' This was seen’
. \ ) . o . .
‘earlier for the regressions with subjective success. Predictors for affect included
'subjective success, confidence in initial expectation, a high belief in one's ability and

the difficulty of th test. ‘Also, students who felt doing well was important to their

- parents felffgbmor pride.
v, . ¢

. . o \ , . 4 .
. s Self_—reward was‘similarly related to subjective success but effort Wasﬁ more

1mportant predictor than ability}, Also, those who gave higher rewards to themselves
> o ’ o s \\'*J‘:';

' 2

)

ben

1llty People who felt they had more ability felt better and rev('arded themselves B i

19 -

\th evaluations in an on—gomg contQExt {e. g . NlChOllS, 1978). It may also suggest~ ,

ability results in



-
-

\Qere more confident of their imtial expectations perhaps becayseythese were lower
' €

than average. However they had P{lgh standards ’for what they considered a success.

. -~ -

= : . § o0 v

\ : o CONCLUSIONS' : | / s
. - . . .

4

,. Results showed that the ‘theoretical attribution model was generally supported

but that several differen es were also found. When asked)through@ 'a’m open—ended’~
. . / . » ‘ v

. question about the ‘cause\ their performance nearly all students saw their perfor- :

\ g

. ' - R\ . J --* : -
R .. bl
L }nanée as primarily the result of effort; few cited tasyease or difficulty and there '

! - o ) ) e .
were no luck attributions.- K - - o ) R

. . v N L Lo R .

. ~ Expectancy change$ were mediated somewhéy:.it y the stability of causal attribu-

t tions', ‘especially when open~ended data were cronsidfered, but this ‘;a'spect of the model

.

was not as well suppo_rted,as Weineryet al, (in press) had suggested. Better supported .
: . v . .

were the direct effects of the stability of the attribu:t"ion upon future 'expectancies.

Pride and ‘sglf—reward -were st‘rongly related to internal attributions- but not as-

7 . X -

_strongly to intentional causes as had been predlcted Predictions with open—ended data

‘ wcre especially weak. Recent work by Weiner et al (1n press) suggests that various
: E
. types_of affect are differentially“associated with ca‘usal attributions. They found that

) pride wa\s most related to ability whiie shame was associated with lack of effort. Since
our Vrneasure had pride v-and _sharne'as endpoints, we were not abie to separate these. |
Future research is needed to more full‘"ynunderstand various 'forrnsy of/affe'ct. Weiner

et al. | suggest_that some irnpbrtant affect measures fnight incl}fde pleasure, feeling

~ good, feeling delighted, panic’ feeling humbfe\,feeling .scai"ed, guilty or sorry.

These results also suggest a far more complex model of attributions in the

O el

classroom than we had originally expected. As shown in Figure 2, we must also con-
20 -
Q .
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sider how tnitial expectations are formed, how important the exam is to the person and
. - Il .
) others\and how the student decides if a given performance is a success or failure: iy

Additionally, the effects of attribut»ions upon various types of affect must be considered. .

All of these are cognitions of the student. Other reséarch might also analyze the real

4(‘\

environmental variables such as subject matter differences_and teacher variables.
. : s .. e S '

.In addit{on, it is clear that Subjective\‘appraisals of sutcess are very different o

) N ~
.

from’ objective scores. These need to be more fully dlfferentlated in the literature.
o . . \‘J—\ _ ¢ L ®.
Although we are still in the process of building a model to explain attrlbutlons of

students in the classroom, this data suggests areas- that teachers might want to pay

particular attention to. For example, what‘détermin’es how good-a student feels about .

an an exam" score ? Are all students similar in how they react or do we need -d‘ﬁ-fere,nt
, N
models for dlfferentn students ? When do students really expect to do better” How -do®

- o . ~ Sl

. s = . ¥
%1 JL\\ .
peers and. parent and teacher attxtudes about school acﬂevement lnﬂuence attrlbutlons,

. . . R .. e - ‘ \‘) ’
# pride and self—reward? , : .

f%;?
3
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’ TABLE 1
. A Three Dlmr@:’ml Mode] for Classifying Causal Attributions
| for the Success and Failure of Otﬁérs |

o (Modifted from Elig and Frieze, 1975)

INTERNAL
_ Stable . Unstable
N s - : L "
‘Intentional Stable effort of actor . Unstable effort of actor
P PURTN (diligence or laziness) ' - (trying or not trying hard)
‘Unintentional  Ability of actor = Fatigue of actor
' KnoWledge or background . Mood df actor .
5 of actor- _
: Personality of yctor
| EXTERNAL
’ Stable: S . Unstable
Intentional Others always help or ' . Others help or interfere
o N lnterfere B with this event .
Unintentional Task dlfflculty or ease - Task difficulty or ease
: ' ‘Personality of ofpers . "(task changes)

Lick or unique clfcumstances
Others accldentally help or
‘interfere '

oo
50




TABLE 2 -

- Causal Attribution Ratings o »
' Atl_:ributioril' R Q\'Iéfall " Objective Outcoméi Subjective Outcome.
Low ° High ..\ Low -High
~ Ability (How good are y:ou‘ ’ . 2~ .
in this subject?) ’ 4.83 = 4.06 5.47°  "4.47 . - 5.10°
Effort (How hard did you ' , . g T '
study for this-test?) o 4.43 4,44 4f 4_2 4,13 . 4.65
. - o o " ' ) ' : :
Luck (How lucky are you in : o : '
taking tests like this?) 8.37 3.25 3.47. - 2.80° 3.80
Task (HoWMard was this ‘ . o ‘ _ o
. . test?) : « 3.97, . 4.19 3.79 4.13 . 3.85
" Instructor (How good was ' ' o
the instructor in this . S . 5
course?) ' . 6. 09 5,81 . 6.32 6.07 6.10

L

1A attribitidns rated on 7-point scales. High scores indicate more ability, |
effort, and luck, a harder test and a better instructor. .

2p< . 001 for a t-test between low ‘and high groups.

3p< . 10 for a t-test between low and high groups (2 tailed). - ___




- - TABLE 3- S !

[

£t

Multiple RegressiOn Predictors of Outcome Variables

(Prescore Varxables Oniy) /
" Subjective Outcome . . . ActalScore -
".B  Multiple _ . R  Multiple
- Sign R - o ' ' Sign R -
1. ,Conﬁdence in post-tesb + .47 © 1. Initial expectancy '+ .61
.expectatlon ‘ : S o ‘ : S
2. Perceived importahce . =" .60 2., Perceived importance - .69
to instructor , S totinstructor - ’ ‘
- 3. Personal standard of - .82 3. Personal standard«_of +, . 73
‘success . T - . . success o
4, Percelved importance 8 .- .63 4, Scorelexpected after te oL 78 |
“to parent o : T exam’, ,
5. vPerceived importance - .64 5. Perceived importance - . 80
v tofriend o ' : ‘ to employer . ’ ‘
Vil L -

Once this varxable is added to the equatxon the beta sign for the 1mt1al
expectancy becomes negative. . . _
f

~
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TABLE 4

N

Mul.tiplé\ Regression Predi'c/.[ors of

Subjective Outcome

(All Variables)

31

Variable ' .- Beta Sign  Multiple R
’ Affect o e .64
Luck ) - 2 ‘ i +. .71
Task dif‘fi'culty o .' a + B g 75
Open-ended ;nte:nality ( B .78
In.strucv'.cor o .8l
Perceived iniporfcancé to instructor | -+ .84
Age 9 . 1 N R . 86
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TABLE 5

k", ) . . . s ) \?. 3 ) § ‘
Multiple Regression Pﬂedic'tofs of Actuaf Score

(All Variables)

Beta Sigg> JMulltiple R
1 Initial expected \score : ' + .61
'2." Perceived importance to . : Co. 69
. instructor ' ‘ . L :
- 3. Ablhty o ) | | | o S - l. 76
4 \ Personal staadards for success o + .82 -
5. Opeq-ended stability -~ = . + .84
" 6. "Pereeived im[L)‘o;taﬁce to spouse - - .87 :
9. Expected score after exam but - _+» .90

before knowing grade

v -

EE]
N

1When this variable was entered, the s1gn for imtial expected

score became pos1tive.



. TABLE 6 y
T Correlations of Attributions and Expectancy Measures -
' Expectancy Changes o : Expectancy
* Attribution © | ) '/ Future . /Initial -  /Future. Future -
S : "Expectatjon Expectation Expectation -  Expectation
oo -Score/ -Score/ ~ -Initial : e
'~ Stable ' . "~ Expectation/
Ability . - . o -.05 . -.02° 210 T +.d9xx
Instructor 0 H05 - =T -.09 42
Task difficulty’ L S -
Open ended stability =~ = -.18 -.26(") R 419
. Predicted sign - = - + . +
Uncertain Stability .. o . T h
Task difficulty* L .04 = +.02 -.06
Open ended-internality . +.05 - .00 +.37* ' =07
Open ended intentionality +, 08 -, 01 ' +.29% . +.,10
Predicted relationship Lo _ 0 0 0
Unstable | . . s ’
" Effort B .18 -.23 ~.28% - T -.08
-Luck 5 | , -.27() .00 -.14 © -8
Predicted sign ‘ - + - -
= ) g .

'ICoded,as unceftain for future expectancies since the difficulty of a future test
-was unspecified. 8

+

* ' ‘ |
(") 2 p¢.10; *=p <055 ** =p< .01

2All expectancy difference scores are absolute values.. |




| TABLE 7  . ' . e
Correlations of »A'ffec-t and Seli-Reward

With Attribution Measu_-re s

| ‘ Pride/Shame  Seli-Reward
ATTRIBUTIONS T |
.Internal- M£enﬂonal . ‘
 Effert | .32 SRR T
| - Open ended intehtion;llity | ' -.25‘(*) | ' -.2'_7(*5
Predlctec; correlat:ionb o - + -
Other Internal t\ |
- ,’Abilitvy VT +.39%
- Open ended internality 5 -.09 o . e
Predictelgi correlation : v ‘\ \// N
Exferrial ' 7 | |
* Luck : ’ : . o ‘ +.02 ‘ Co=02
' Task o : w15 - | - .-.’15,. ‘ v
‘finstr\uctor o B . +.05 _— 10
~ Predicted correlatiori' | — or 0 '- ‘ ’ - -or 0
QhLi.‘. Sl s N
.'Open ended stability /'J Bt L " . 405
-‘Dégreg of .subjecti.ve Vsucces_s +.58%* | 4 B1¥E
Actual score - '? ' +.44%* - - +37*
- | : . X
R
) =p<.10; *=p<.05; ¥*=p<.o1.
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"TABLE 8
_ . I
s Multiple Regression Predictors of
Affect and Self~Reward
** AFFECT - SELF-REWARD
" ‘Variable o Beta Multiple - Variable ¢ ' Beta Multiple
B Sign R : .- Sign - R
1. Subjeétive'-sucéess~_ O+ ‘.64 1. Subjective success + 50
. . : “ . L . { R .
2. Confidence In pre-test o+ .70 2. Effort + .58
expectation . _ ' _ - o : o .
3. Task difficulty - + " .76 ° 3. Perceived importance = .63
o o " - - to employer - : o C
4. Ability + .79 4. Confidence in initial + .67
; , S . f S expectation ‘
. 5. Subjectivé succéss or - .81 ‘5. Initial expectation « - .72
" failure judgment . . : .
. 6. Open-ended intentionality - - - .83 6. Ability .- Lot a5 -
7. Perceived importance to o+ .85 T, Pérsonai'success R + .78
‘parent , , : standards : '
8. Expected scoré after exam + . 87 8. Perceived importance + . 80
before score is known | o - - to instructor 3
-3
.o (
N .
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| Interpretation of the results 5 Integration of relevant CAUSA%

| of the behavior as a success ——> | Information and = |———p | ATTRIBUTION |

| or failure .| application of generalized | |MADE [}

. co o } 'gttributiopal patterns S L
I | | Lo\

. lj- .
b . . -
. : .
+ te .
B L

. | ‘ ‘_ _ | 4 tu} "‘0 | \‘."’ |
| . " E:_cpectancy for Fu € | ¢m -
e _ . | Successes and Failures | ~ =~ -
Societal Approval or’ T | . SR £
‘| Disapproval for j o e N o
| Achievement : A S
) . | , o 5: ) ) . .
o — SR Pride or Shame - D
, Sy 1 | A . " regarding the outcome g o
' 7 - V. R experienced, Self-" — ~
1 S : ; ' oo Rf ard. i ¢ :
“Achieve‘ment-Oriented — 7 ‘ , eward \
Behavior Occurs .. | o Jd

' F)IGURE:I.. The: self attributional process for achievement events, (Modified from Frieze, 1975.)
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APPENDIX A

ATTITUDES TOWARDS TESTé .
(Part 1) :

Please answer the following questions as best you can, even if you are not entirely -

sure of your response.v Please be.as honest .4as possgible in your responses, since

this is part of a larger study which will be ush\}o help people to acquire effective

»test-taking attitudes. Your answers will be confidential and will not{affect your

. grade' these questionnajres will not be looked at until after final grades are in.

( ' Thank you for your contrlbutlon. . ' A 2

’ . There wlll be ‘some questions to fill out before taklng the test and Some others to
fill *t later ln the evening after fihishlng the test and getting youx;‘ chre.

_ 1. How many questxons out of 36 do you’ reahstically expect to get rxght?

2. How many questxons would you have to get rxght for you to cons1der your per-.
formance a‘success? -

3; How important is it to each of the following people for 3 you to get a good grade on
this test? (ercle ‘the approprxate number.)

o+ . L ) A‘A . ‘ N
: : . Very Not at Al _ Don't Know or
A Important’ . . Important = = . Not Apphcable
ISR » - ',‘, 1_;. \r : A . t
yourself -7 6 5 4 3 2 1 B
« your parents T 6 5 4 3 2 1 . 0 f_,“*:h.
- your teacher -6 5 4 3 2 1 v | S0
yourfriends. 7 6 5 .47 3 2 1 0 J -
e your spouse 7 6 5 .4 "3 2 1 - , 0
your mployer 1.8 5 4 3 .2 iv . 0 ’
How confldent are you that you will get “at least as many questlons rxght as you .
%xpect" o ) oL %

" .

X
(Extremely Confxdentg 7 6 5 4 82 1 / (Not at All Confident) .-

‘5, What is: the lowest Score out of 36 “you would feel sa)txsfxed with?

39
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YATTITUDES TOWARDS TESTS
:f' A 1. Howmany questions out of 36 do ybu think yQu got rig‘h,tj"? -

. 2. How ;conﬂdent are you that youvvg'ot at least that manyright ?

+

' (Notat all confident) 1 2 3°4° 5 67 (Extremely confident)
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ATTITUDES TOWARDS TESTS

39

(Part 3)

1. How many questions did you get right?
2. Do you cénsider tilis a success or a ‘failurev? * (Check one.)
Succesé: If success, is it:
(Extreme success) 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 » (Not much of a su‘ccess)p
Failure: Iffailﬁre, is it:
(Extreme failure) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (Notmuch of afailure)
3. Why do you think you got this many right ?
4. How hard was this test?.
(Very hard) 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 (Nothard at all) |
5. How hard did you study for this test?
(Studied very hard) 17 6 5 '4' 3 2 1° (Didn't stuay at all)
‘6. How good gfe you in this subjecf‘é | |
R | (Not good at all)q 1 2 v3 4 5 6 7 (Very good)

‘7. How good was the instructor in this course?

(Very good) 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 (Notgood at all)

I3

8. How lucky are you in taking tests like this ?
(Notatalllucky) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (Very lucky)
9. How do you feel about your performe{nce on the test?

(Veryashamed) - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (Very proud)
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o Part-3_, continued ) ~ . v 40

10. (a) How much reward or punishmént do you feel ybu deserve for getting this many
right? ' ( '

(High reward) 4 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3. -4 (High punishment)

- (b) 'Why would you‘ giCe yourself this reward or punishment ?

‘11.  How well would you expect to do on an exam like this one (covering the same
material) next week? How many would you expect to gét‘right?

\

Age | Sex

Under 2 Male
21-25 - Female

26-30

31-35

36-40

41-45

.- 46-50

i 51-55

‘ 56-60
Over 60
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