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ABSTRACT . , . ;o
\\a JResearch has shown that attributing failure to lack
of ability leads to lower motivation than does attributing the
failure to lack of .effort. An attributional model of motivation and
performance following failure was tested vith colleg® studeats
(§=63), wvho_ were preselected on the basis of, their attributional
styles fox interpersonal failures, as measured by the Attributional
Style Assessment Test. Subjects in the two groups (Character style
versus Behavioral style attributors) were randoaly assifhed to .one of
three experimental manipulations of-atiribuntions for failure at an
interpersonal persuasion task--no manipulation, abilitys/trait '
manipulation, or strategy/effort manipulation. Subjects enjaged in a
telephone blood drive task, trying to persuade other students to
donate blood. Success expectancies, motivation, and actual
performance were assesgsed. Subjects who made strategy/effort type
attributions, whether by experimental manjpulation or presslection,
expectedanore sugcess, expected more iamprovement, with practice,
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displayed higher levels of motivation, and performed better at the
. task than did subfects who made.ability/trait type attributions.
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Maﬁ‘is by nature a social anaimal; an individual who is / .

- LY . -
unsocial naturally and- not accigentally is either beneath

out not{ce é6r more than human, Society is something in )
[ ] - -

. . nature that pi"écedes the j.ndividua.l. Anyone who either - -
*  cannot lead the cammon life br is:so self—sufficient as ’
xnot to need to, and therefore does -:not partake of socxepy,'
’ is eitner a beast or a god, a
' Aristotle ' -

Polities o. 328 B.C.

- v ]
. 4

That the *human species is a greganious one is & truism at least as
th.as Aristotle. The extreme vuinerability of humen infants and the

individual human adult makes such @regariousness necessary to survival.
- ) ,
From birth to death our lives revolve around interpersonal interactions.

. - \ -
In many-of these’interactions (perhaps most) we are successfui in meeting

our neéds_and goals--we get fed {by mother, father, or MeDonald's), we
- - “ .
/ .
meKe friends, we find lovers. - h 4
[

Bht Just as it is inevitable for us to engagein Interpersonal in-
. teractions, it is also inevitable that we will occasionally fail in these
interactions. Such failures range from the rather inconsequential (e.g.,
14

failure to, effectively communicate that you wanted a’ chocolate shake, not

g .

- L Y .

a_strawberry one), to(ihe roderately discouraging (€.g., failure to per-

. suade other people to participate in a social cause you deem valuable),
(

to the abgq}utely deyasta ng le.g., failure to keep Your marriage

» L . LY

working) . .-
r

While everyone experienceb such failures, it often appears that

-
. -

. . '
-
]
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different people react to similar failures\in quite different wdys. Sone '
people seem to gdbﬁlup quite easily im the face of failure. Their moti- .

. ) - ) : o .
vation level is low and hence, their performance level is also lov. '

at - v » L3
- - ., ".r v
'

Other people seem to treat fa@lure_as a challeng®. They respond with |

gher motivation® and better performance. In addition to this "between. -

peoplej]vériability, there also appears to be "within person” variability ;.

- - , .‘\
in responses to farlure on dlfférent QCeasions. ‘or example, an unsuc- \

> céﬁsful Qersuasidh attempt may lead to-iowered motlvation on déne occasion

and to redoubled efforts on another. What causes such different motiva-
- .g -

tional responses tg\failure° - . .. ‘: b

The most prominent thegries of motivation and n;otava.tion change all
Y

stress the importance of a ﬁ%rson § success expectanpnes (cf. ‘Abramson,

Sellgmanﬂ & Teasdale, 1978; A;xins?n, 1964, Bandura, 1977; Mischel, !1973;

Weiner, 1979) A1l else being equal, one who expects to be-able-to suc-

* LR

ceed wﬂ!l be morc.motivated than one who does not expect success. wWhit,
- M Y
then, datermines the impact any given fallure will have on success expec=
[ . . ¢
tancies? ’ . R

’ ¥
»

It appears that how & person understands or'interpr?ts a given
failure determines, to a great extent, the impact Of the failure on sue= T e
. cess expebtancieg {Anderson & Jennings, 1980, ﬁcM&han, 1973; Valle &
Frieze, 1976). .in the‘achievement motivation domain, much progress has

been made in specifying the role of attributional processes in dﬁzermin-
. . . C e . -
ing reactions to failure. .For example, research in this ares has shown -
. ¢ ,
that attributing failure to lack of ability leads to lower motivation

/
than does atikibuting the failure to lack of effort (see weiner, 19723

' » . . ~
. .
e
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19Tk, 19?9 for reviews of muchr of this literature)}. Most of the attri-
- \ 2 \‘h’ » r *
butional analyses of motivation, thonfh, have focussed exclusively on . “

hon—interpersonal tasks siecll as solvfng anggrams and arithmetic problems,

<
.Despite this’ shortcoming, a pumber of theorists have noted the similarity .
-~
between motivational deficits in interpersonal and non-inferpersonal -,
\
domains, and hgve applied the attributiOnal mddel of non~interperéonal T

! +
" L} Ay

achievement motlv&tion to such interpersonal problems as "loneliness and
'R A -! »

gepression (Abramson, Seligman & Teasdale, 1978 Peplau, Russell &
’ '

0

.?

Heim, 1979; Weiner 1979,'Wemer g Litm~Adize 2 1978). .
- /n‘
. ;hus one's reaction to an interpersonal failure 1s hypothesized . .,

.to “be determineg'by the attribAtions one makesngruthe failure, It is

additionally hypothesazed that groups of Teople evidenaing consistent
differences in mptivational reactiors to 1nterpersonq§ failure will also

2 * * R
evidence gonéistént differences in attributional style. More specifiéally,

‘\'.‘ :J - ) . ' -
this podel specifies that interperéonally debilitated people (such ag -

. . N LI - .

1onely pe@ple and depressed people) have motlvational and quformance

deficitg jn part becduse they tend to attribute their intgrpersonal
Y AY
failures more to stable and unchangeable factors (like ability deficits)
" - / . . , .
and less to unstable and changeable factors (like effort) than do their '

non-debilitated tounterparts. .
i *
This theory, in which attributional style is seen as a maintaining,

-~ s \ i
cause, requires two different types of supporting evidence. First
A F
appropriate attributional style differences must be ‘found between debili-

- L

tated and non-debilitated peOple in interpersonal failure situations.

Early research ol “thisepeoint was somewhat wesk and inconsistent .

.
‘ r
v f
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(see Anderson, Horowitz, & French, Note 1, for a brief review). Recent

»

studies,@geligman; Abramson, Semhel; & von Baefen 1979;- Anderson,
. ' . - . . ]

L . )
Horowitz, & French, ﬁote 1), though, have provided consistent, converglng

evidence that%notﬂvatzonally debilltated people (such as the loner and

depressed) do have anoattributlonal styla that differs from that of their

*

non—@ebilitated counterparts. ) .

. of part‘Lular interest here are the 'findings frpm‘the Anderson et al.
L]

studies. Loneliness and-depre551on weke both found to correlate highly

-

with measures of attributional style, especially when attributional style

was assessed for interpersonal failure situatidns. Lonély people and .

depressed people tended to attribute their interpersonal failures more to

unchangeable character defects (lack of ability, poor personality traits),

and less‘to changeaﬁle behavioral'mistakes {lack of effort, inappropriate

il

strategy) than did non-lonely and non-depressed people.

By ifself such correlational evidence would not be sufficient to -

allow & causal statement te be made, for a third variable, such gs real
ability differences between the groups, méy be producing the observed

-4 . »
correlation. The second piece of required evidence is thus experlmental.

It must be shown that experimental}y changing the attributions of pre-

selected groups of suljects leads to corresponding changes in motivation,
and performance. This question is the focus df the present study}.
[ P - [l

A*reading of the empfrical literature reveals that there 1s no

research that combines all the required features. There are a number of

' studies “in which experimental‘manipulationb have successfully influenced

. 4,' \ .
motivation and “performance outcomes on & variety of .non-interpersondl o

-
-

[3

-
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‘ demonstrate that changing the attributdong of peoplq preeelected on the

3 » .
j, . . t

' . - .. . X .,
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3

. / . . .

"_tasks (see Weiner, 19?9, for a review of much of this literature) In,

";lddition Klein, Fencil—Morse and 'Seligman (1976) have shown that an -

o R
- Y

attribution manipulation may reduce Pérformance deficits of depressed
. /]
subjects on a non-interpersonal anagram task. But¥these studies tell us ,

’ -

little abdut attributional effects on interpersonal tasks' .
I

Two studies using highly interpersonal tasks have been reported,

Fa

though, in which the attributions of normal pOpulatlons wvere experimen-
4

tally varied. Anderspn antd Jennings (1980) had subjects perform a "blood

drive recruitment task, which gonsisted of persuading college students

{via telephone) to donate blood»to a local blood bank. Results indicated

that subJecis who were led to attribute initial failure'to inefﬁectiﬁe, -

strategies had significantly higher success expectancies, and expecte%

significantly more improvement with pradtice than'did gubjects who were
..

led to attribube initial fajlure to low ability .

In a related study, Jennings (HouaZ) 81s0 manipulated “strategy" and

'"ability" attributions of subJects engaging in an interpersonal persue- .

*

gion task. In addition to expectancy meesures, several measures of actual

performance (observer ratings) vere also obtained, On these measures, it

vas found that subjects led to nmake strategy attributions for initial

failures changed their strategies more often.and jmproved the quality of v'”

, their persuasive appeals significently more than did subjects led to

’

" attribute initial failures to lack of ability,

- . . " *

Together,, these two studies demonstrate the importance of attribu; /
tions in determining success expectations, approach to the problem,rand

quality of performance in interpersonal situations But they do not

»

- . ¥
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basis attributional styles can produce,corresponding !hanges in metive-

+

‘+tion and operformance on an interpersonal task.

LT R ‘Metfodr .

t , . . ) :

Overview ' . ) . - {
*Tg further test this attributional model 8 study was conducted in

q

which people with different attrlbutional styles engaged in an'interper—

-

. sonal persuasion task - The task, persuading people to donate blood to &
local blood bank 1itees timt each sublect will fail occasionally.
Thié situation also ¥ sémpled by the Attributional,Style Assessnent

Test (ASAT) used by Anderson et al,,{note 1). tne preselected group con-
v

sisted of people who tended to attribute their interpersonal failures to

unchangeable character deficits (1acg of 'ability of interfering persona-’
1

. lity traits) a style more freguently used by lonely and depressed paPula-
tions. The second preselected group consisted of people whp tended to

attribute their\interpersonsl failures to changeﬁble behavior deficits

A

{lack of effort and wise of the wrong strategy}, 8 stjle‘used.by non-

‘lonely and non-depressed populations. » .

Within each’ of these two preselected groups, subjects were randomly

assigned to one of three attribution manipplat{on conditions, one~third

v

received no attribution'manipulation, one-third received an ability-
trait attributionmanipulation, and the remaining one~third received a
E . -

stratexy-effors attribution manipulation. Not tha&lthese latter two .-7'
. .. ,

conditions~are conceptual parallels to the chargcter and behavior attribu-
tiéhal styles. L s g .

. Subjects then participated in the “bldbd drivev task from which
. -

three types of.dependent variable measures(%ere obtained, success expec-,,

: .
i
. ~ . -
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tancies (aséesaed at two different times), motivation (task persistence

- . - ' - ’ .’ -'.
; ' and commitmént), ani performance quality (success rate). -
a.-l L - ) - ’
. Design and Predictions L . ) . .

v " The overall design of this.experiment is thus 8 2 x 3 factorial,

L4 *

crossing attributional style for,interpersonal failure (character rersus "

[ -
behavior) with an attribution manipulation (Ability/Trait versus Strategy/

Effort versus No manipulation) Theégeﬂeral theory concerning the role of

-y -
.

attributions in malntaining interpersonal debilities predicts that attri-
! buting one's failure to unchangeable character deficits should lead to ' '

lcwered éxpectancies, lowered motivation and 'pérhaps lowered quality of

L

performance, relative to attributing such failures to changeable behaéioral

. S .

. factors.\ . ) . .
P . . .
c AT
Ingert Table 1 about here . .
- ‘ “““““““““ — [
Jghe main hypothesis of this study can best be summarized by the (

cdntrast weights shown in Taeble 1, Specifically, it isqbredicted that

(1) other thinés teing equal, people who attribute’ failure at the task

to strategy or effort will haye higher expectancies, higher'motivation,

and better performance than people wgo attribute the failures to ability
- or trait factors; (2)'it does not matter whether these‘attributions

are producedaw'the subjeet's own attributional style or byithe.experi-_

méntal mgnipulation; (3) when the exEFrimental manipulation differs

from the subject's étributional style, it iz assumed thatlthe e&peri-

mentally induced.attribution overrided the subject's attributionai style,
| ot deast within the limits of the experiment. , -

\ «
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Preseléction of Subjects ' :

- L] . L]

Potential Subjects completed a questionnaire packet, including the

.

rs . -
'Attributional Style Assessment Test ?RSAT) (Anderson et. al., Note 1) at

!
the beginning 5f an introductory psychology course at Stanford University.

€

People who scored ; the top third or boﬂtom thir& of the changeability

index of attributio style,for interpersonal failure Were contacted

- . - - \
by telephone, ard askqg_to participate in thre study for pay or for credit

towards tHe introductory Psychology research requirement, AJtotal of €3
e . ‘ >
peoplelcompleted the.study. Five ¢ther subjects failed to‘complete the

experimgnt 3 failed to show f?; tqfir second session, 1 had partlcipated

in & simildr study, and 1 dropped out because he did not like “to make

, L

telephone calls. . » ’ '

Procedure .

’
L

. ] 3 .
Session 1. Upon arrival at the experimental lab, the subject was

sehted at a table that held a telephone and a tape recorder. The ex-

periment was described as part of a ling of research being conducted
&

by/the Stanford Altruism Society, a group of researchers whose goal

. was to@study ways to increase altrulstic behavior in soclety’. It was

! ~ L] -» -

further explained that . the current project was being.conducted to identify

-

the fsctors’that led scmelgolunteer telephonie callers for blood banks

ta be quite successful and other callers to be unsuccessful. The sub-

-

Ject 's task vas to play the role of a blood benk volunteer\caller.

}t'SubJects were assured that not only would the researchers benefit by

B
1 . A Y
ledarning more about,effectiveness at this interpersonal persuasion task,

but that the Stanford Blood Btnk also wopld benefit by getting the new

+

blood donors that they had successfully persuaded.

. - ~
[ - .

- ] -

i\ ' ‘.;0'10 LR
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' Following this intrpductiop to_the study, the subiect was given

4 summary of its three main stages. Stage 1,.to be: ccmpleted:during the

R . . t

first session, was described as consisting of completing a ‘couple of

b -

questionnaires, going over information about blood donation procedures

end calling lists, and making one practice call which was to be taped

-

. . ~ . .
fér later analysis. Stage 2 was described as the heart of the study,

'to take place in the week between the two scheduled sessions.’

L] ¥ LI |

was to call a nunmber of Stanford étudents during'that week to try to

The subject

persuade them to donate blood.‘\zgsafgrpose was to get an estimate of] (’ (

each subject S 5uccess rate, suﬁposedly as a crlteripn for an§1351s of
<

the taped calls and the questionnaire information in the search Yor factors

1

that, make an effective telephone caller. Stage 3, to take place in the

second lab session, was to con51st of making another persuasive call,
to Be taped, and of‘filling out a final qu?stxonnaire ] .

* When subjects questions about- the procedures had been answeréd a
Questionnaigs asse;sing background information ané oreliminary success
estimates was administered.2 Included were que;tlons éh fige, experience

5

\ at b - N
in donating blood,'past volunteer work for the Redfﬁross and related

3

organizations, an& experience at telephone solicitation. Subjects also’
] . A
oestimated the success rate of Red Cross volunteer callers at telephone

solicitation, This estimate was later used in calculating each subject's

-

' ) > . !
personal success expectancy relative to their expectations for Red

-

Cross® volunteers. . -
»

Upon completion of this questionnaire the experimental manipulation

of attributions for tﬁe task took place., For the Ability/Trait mani-

L . , .
, pulation, the experjmenter said: "In trying to discover why some people

do well and others do not at persuading people to donate blood, wWe will

Y ‘

.

-

we

-

-
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be examining one.factor very closely. This'factor that seems like.it" -

r

mlght be particularly important is the basic persuaslveness of tbe caller.
./

That ik, W people may Just have the necessary persuasiVe abil:.ties’

and pe;sonal styles @r traits ta make such-persuasion tasks fairly
s .

simple Peqple who fail nay simply lack these’ necessary persua51ve char=-

¢
T

act%ristics, and thus do quite pborly In short’, it may be Pham some

People are just better than others at pefsuasionf This is onejfactor

e + -

we will be examining in the study." A , o :

. a4 ] P ’

‘ For' the Strategy/Effort hanipulatipn the experimenter saids "In AELL

* . L} * ” . ’ . a
\trying to discover’why some; people do' well and others do not at persuading \s“ A

[ ] 1 5-‘4\
people to donate blodd, we will be examining one factor very closely , & ’j“? \

‘ ."af

This factor that seems like it mlght be paxticularly important concerns \

. & \
the particular stgateqies or tacticg that are used. , That is, some \\h\\\a
. T~/ . . .
people mey do well because ﬁhef’try very hard to come up with the xight , C y-
4 » [ “ - o ” !___‘ 5
.7 . * . b& AU
tactic or gbproach to persuading the people they are c¢alling. People wuj}‘
[ . . » n

fail may do son mainly because they”do not try hard, and do not try to come

. o - hY
up with ef?ect{ve strategies In short, it. may be that people who think

of the task in, terms of. strategies do better than those who do not. .
- \_ :
This is one factor we will bg’ eﬂ.‘ining in this study. " . 4 s

For subjects in the lNo Manipulation conditions the expérimenter r] ,

-

" did not talk at all about any particular factors under exsmination.

At this,point the subjegt was glven a two-page summary of Infdrma- '

tion needgd to be a blood bank volunteer_caller. This summary contained L

TS "»

! information on the need for blood donations, the blood dofiation procedure,

and common excuses given for\refusing to donate blood with apprepriate—
responses to them. - The eubject was given several minutes to examine' ’
’ - , ! .

| . wr
1

——
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this i.l:{fomation and to prepare for the jpractice call. The exi)erimenter
* !

then gp.ve the sub,ject the"’ca.lling 1ist" form to be used \She making

a,&‘ls, a.nd e‘xplo.inéd howc:o fil:t it*out. Brief ' for every/call made
Jhe subJe;.:t t:a.s to write down' the name and: telephone n’ r of the' p?arson
called, and the date and time of the cdll. 1If the persoy was ,Jcontacted )
the s‘ub.ject was aZ].so to record whether tll'xe person ha.d ever donated blood

before ahd the outcome of the persuasiag attempt. The subJect we.s
further :\.nstructed to try to persuade ohly those people indicating they

-had nevér donated blood before, a.nd to revord any extenusting cireum-

e

sthnees for fatled at'tempts -~ for if the person was a hemophiliac or

had hepatit.is, f.or ins‘ti’nce the failure would not be counted wien cal-
e - \
culating & success rate, The importance of keeping these calling lists

™ L

. - . ’ [N .
a.ccum.'te:up was .emp\ls-i-zed‘. When the experimenter vas satisfied that tle

subject understood’ a.ll these "ocedural details, he told the subject ’
Ly Ly
to take several minutes to prepare to ma'.ke the practice call.

* .

The first o names on each subject's list were added by the ex-

perimenter supposedly frOm a. list of people "lgft over from prior lists’"
In\p.ctqality, both people were ’lonfedera.te's of the experimenter. When

b - . - [ ~ s -
a Subject’ was® ready to make the -practice call, these two confederates

wbuid /e the Tirst calléd.. On the first call there _was no ‘answer.
" *
" That person, fro:g the subject's point of view, was probably in a class,

rl

The SecOnd confederate was thfn called. This person was "at home,"

,«

4 and pmvided the subject with the expex‘:{ence of failing to persua.de .

an initially, interested person.\Tlh}s practice call was tape recorded,

- as "a ma.jop part of our data, to see what types of ca?re‘ associated

. Iy L ‘ »
with different, success rates.” - Actually, this whole €laborate progedure-
” L, W - - v ’(’ . ' »
was ca.rr}ed out for four reasons. “First, the call was taped primarily = .

- LI § -
.

.
a ’ ) "%
] . ) .
. . x 2
. . .
1
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q-support the cover storx of looking for factors leading to success

« ,or failure “in persuasipn Second, the practice call to s confederate .

was designed\'p guarantee reaching someone %ith the .time constraints

of the lab sesgion Third the confederste refused to donatf blood -

because “the qtudy primarily concerned motivatfonal ané,performance

<+ [}

-

effggtsiof attributions for failure. Fourth the first confederate S name

?\ 'wasiIr inserted to proride a later check or the accuracy of subjects’ .
cailing listss That is, since this'person was initially "in a class,"
"her neme was still on top of each subject's list of people to be @mlled.,
Puring the-followtng week, then, the subject would try to contact
the'confederate aéarn. The confederat® normaily diqd answer her phone, N

. and was tnﬁagcohtacted by'13 of the 63 subjects (and refused to‘donate
blood). Comparisons of dates and times of calls recorded by this confed;
erste and,by the subjects established tﬁat'these 13 subjeats, ?t least,

*. did not misrepresent their.calls or the butcome of their peISuhsion'attempts.

After completing the-practice call, the sugject was asked to predict

’gﬁgir level of-succes task in";e next_week. The.IirSt item

asked the subjeét, "of ‘&N the” people you contact, w*t percenta@h -

. |
will you successfully pe suade to dongte blood?". 4 second item was

designed to @¥sess how much the subject expected personal performanée
* o J { - _—
to change over time.. This item asked the subjgct to assume thaﬁ they

were able to contact ho people. The task then, was to pre at thé number
) '
+ of guccesses in their first 10 contacts, their second 10 contacts, their///

- 3

' third 10 contacts, and their rourth 10 contacta. , é/'
) ; s . o~ -

!
When the itéms were completed each subject was given arphotocopied

— LN
N

ILst of names and teleghone\numbers frcmzthe Stanford Student Directory,
- ’&/-

and four calling list forms on vhich to record their calls. Each subject .

[}
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was asked to try to make at least ten actual contacts before their

next session (npprokimately,one week later). It was pointed out, however,

.

that ﬂ!gy didtnot have to make ten contacts in order to complete the

experiment. Théy were also allowed to make more calls if they so desired.

- -
Subjects vere asked to not call friends if their names happened to appear
on the particular list-given to the_subjects. Finally, the importance

_bf keeping accurate records of the calls was again stressed to the
| .
subject. . ' ) L
Session 2. Approximately sne week after Session 1, the subject

returned to the lab to complete the study. The calling:lists, student -,

"directory list, and the bloo& drive information summary sheets were turned

-~

& ,
' in atmhe beginning of thig session. \The subject was then gsked to role
» . SN

~ plé& a typical call, that is, to give the 'typical persuaaive’pitqh to
the experimenter as if actually trying to persudde the experimenter,!

via telephone, to donate blood. The experimenter responded with a set

L

of preplq?ned,stabenents that began with: "I don't know. I don't

tgink I want to donate blood." The final statement in the geries was:,
"No ’, I'm ﬁ?rry, but I'n not going to donate, I Just do not have the’

- tinme." ' The subject's persuasive attempt was tape recorded, supposedly ,

"to give us a better sample of your (the subjelt's) type of call

-

A final questionnaire ﬁ§g7then administered. The first item asked

the subject to indicate how likely he or she would be to help out in

g future blood drive by working as an unpaid volunteer caller. This

willingness scale vas & S-point scale ranging from "Unwilling to parti-
—~ *

-

ha .
cipate; please do not éontact me” (1) to "Very llkely willingffo parti-
cipaté; please contact me and providehmpre details” (5). A final item

. had thejsubject estimate fyture success by answering this question

’,

o [

5.
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. "Assuming tha.t you pa.rtic"::'..’pe.te in a t‘uture blood drive as a caller,

+ . -

vha.t percenta.ge of. your éontacts would you expect. ﬁ) persuade to donate

A Y

L . .

blOOd?" . * . . /- . + . )

L]

After completing these items, the subject was thoroughly debriefed .

concerning the experimentql%nipulations and possible effects’ of

- .

different types/of attributions for.failure. In the initial stages

of the debriefing, ca.r'e was taken to probe for any suspicions the su‘b.lect

Aronson, (1976). Thrée s%cts indice.ted .they were suspicious’ a?out & .
' > L.
pra.ctice call in the firod session. Singe excluding their dsta does

not a.lter the results’or conclusions of this study, their data were kat. .

v

Because several qubJects failed to appear for their §ession 2

E Ll

appointment, and Sevéral others incorrectly completed one or more of

> - v

the dependent» measures, unequal sample sizes resulted (the smallest on
. “\

any mep.shre wasS 8 tl}e 1a.rgest was 11). The results to be reported

L. belov.:r are thus baseq. on ‘unweighted megps analyses of varia.nce. -
. . ' " ! ” 4
- L 4 . +
L] ‘ \“ ~ ° N *
- ‘ . . Results - )
Session'1l -- Expectancy Measures . S . ' L ’

N

In aSessian l,- s'\.lb‘ects received their general itstructicns and the
o experimente.l manipule.tion completed one practice ca.ll (a failure),-
»

and’ ans.w‘ered 8 air of items assessing their 4 success expectancies

I

("Whaet percentége will you successfully persua.de ey ?", and their

|..~f

. . expectancies- conceming change iif perfomance over time. a
] A u
SubJects' % success expectancies were highly correla.ted with their ’ ,
. 2
estimé.tes of Red C‘ross Volunteo-r\z % success (r = .69, p < .001)
» [ .’ N

»
'I’o .control for diiuénces in use of the % scale, sub.]ects_ personal

’ ' . 3 ra . - ;
o Insert Table 2 about here

- -

* ] - L] - LI
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success estimates were divided by their sugcess estimates for Red Cross

Volunteers (RCVOL), yielding a.proportional“expectancy for each subject.

,0n this proportional expectancy measure, group megn; and variances wgre

T

(

’

Ly

systematically relsted, necessitating 8 square root transformation (Winer,

1971). The Session 1 corrected expegtancy, as presented in Table 3, is:

@

. L -

-

Self % Success
‘ ROVOL X 100 . ,
" , A

As can‘Be Eeen.inaTable'2, after only the one failure expexience in the
sessiod} the prbdicted pattern of expectancies began to emerge, those
groups making stratégyleffort type attributions expected more sgpcess'
tPan those groups making ability/trait type attributions, F(1,57) = L4.00O,

P < 05 This plredicted_ contrast accounted for post of the systematic

variance, the residual was qpnsignificant F(b4,57) = 1. 76 p > .10, .

The efcht is fairly weak however, aS we might expect at this early

stage in the experiment.

To get, an indicatien of how subjects expected their performance
, .

+

in eech of rquﬁ'consecutive_blocks of ten teiephone contacts. Treating

ﬁlocks as the f'variate and/predicted success as‘the I variate, _we can
o
ulate a slgpe for each subject, reflecting the degree to which that

subject expects change. 5 positive slope thus indicates en expected "

u

ihpr;vement, 8 zerq slope.indiqates no change, and a negative slope

.indicates an expected decrease in performance over timé. Of the major

B

attributional facfors, only strategy sttributions for failure should

L]
lead one to expedt mugh improvement with practice (Anderson & Jennings,
1980). This leads to the same ﬁredictbd contrast pattern spelled out

earlier ~- the three strategy/effort groups should expect more imprgvé-
- > - \

to change over timey they Jgre asked to predilct -their number of successes.

LY
t

gt
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/ ) ment than the thrFe SLERY t groups. The result& from this Slope ,
. ‘ . Fl
measure, presented in Table 2, strongly confirm this predictidn, F{1,57) =

8.64, p < .005. The,residual variance was :{gain nonsignificant, ._I-jh,S'{)

: ’
1.26, 2> .25. ., ) /\_,‘
* 4

To more clearly illustrate these effects, tl}e two expectancy measures
* were combined imto an overall expectancy ind'ex, via z-score transformations.

Tile peans, presented in’ Table 2 .and Figure 1, fell into the predicted,
., 3 B x .
pattern, &s shown by the highly significant contrast, F(1,57) = 13.08,
. L] K -y ~

p < .001, andithe nonsigni'ficant residual, F(4,57) < 1. It is also

interesting to dote in Figure 1 that while the strategy-effort mani-
pula.tibn hed a large impact on Character style attributors, the ability-

L

t.ri{z)utors a - . -

A >

' j-a.it ngpipulation.had & rela‘Eively sma.ll impact on b%havior-stjle at-

-

We‘-thus gee¢ that people \-'ith a stra.tegy e;;ort view of the task,
. ypethe:}predispositional selection (Behavior Style, No V.anipuldtion
experi al menipwlatiod (Character Style, Strategy/Effort Manipulation),

. >
*.  gr both (Behavior Style, Stra.tegy/Effort- Manipulation), expect more

suc@es .and expect mozxe impi‘ovement vﬂ pra.ctice. This expechancy
should have two mejor effects..on ‘oheir behavior. It should lead to higher

_motivgtion 1evels by leeeping them from be.coming discouraged after a

-

. few fzfilures. It should a.lso lead to better performance at the ta.sk

{since the atra.tegy orientation focuses their attention on the changeable

N
\

features of the task (featgres under the subject's own ‘eontrol).
, N .
| R 5 .
Expecting to learn fros(init’;}al tries should actually help vne to lemrn
¢ Tat oy - V4 'f . r ’
from them. 'L _ '

— ’ ‘ * ]

‘o

» : - - 4

f
Ingert ,Table 3 about here .
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r ? ¢ -

< "In session 2, subjects turned }n their calling lists, role played
PR ’
X, ¥ . ’ i
a typical persuasive attempt, and completed a final questionnaire as- .

-

sesaing their success expectancies and their willingness-to participate
. in 8 future blood drive. From the calling lists it was also posgible

to obtain & persistence measure {number of calls made) a.nd 8 performance

yeasure (success rate). v “r s )
b . . ' v
N .

4 - \ ,
Pl Success Expectancies. Subjects estimated their % success rate for a

Ea

future blgod drive, on the assumption tfha’t they had actually yoll.}nteered '

.
* -

to work in sn.:tch a drive, These estimates again correlated signi..ficantly

.with RCVOL (r = ?68\ P < .005) To control for indtvidual .differences .

in usesof percenta.ge estimates, 'each subject’s persenal success estim.%te
* was d{v&ded by that subject 's estimate for Red Cross Volgnteers (RCVOL),
as in Session 1. Unl'ike Session 1, 'though‘ no further transformatign

was' :iecessary to equalize varisnces. Thus, th.e Session 2 success ex=-

+
-

pectancy, 23 presented in Table 3, is:

.
- fa . -

’ 4
& ' Self % Success ., - ) R
- T X W0 . _ o

-

——-—-4.,._

M‘(,"‘

%msl'able 3 we can see that the. prediction r05/f.'xpectencies, }
. basec! on the attribut:l.ona.l mdael wﬂé strongly supported. Atter & fne

' wveek calling period, those groups meking strategy/effort type attrifu-

tions expécted moreffuture Success than dif thofe grougs ‘,makin@ ability/ ¢

) trait type a.ttribution; a§ :I.ndicated by the signﬂicant contrast, ' ) % i‘
M1,57) = 6 15, 2_ < .02, "’.I‘hecresidual vs.iance was again nonsigni;ica.nt, . \%
g(n57)<s. e T /

Notiv ion. To ;s‘sess each subject's mot:l.vat.:l.oh level two dif- /

7 ferent a.spects of motivation vere meaéured and combined into an overa.}l ﬂ
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index. One measure was based on.the number of ¢alls the subject made

between Session 1 and Session'2 —- a task persisteﬁce measure. The Yo '

second mdasure was the willingness of a subject to participate in a
future blood drive -- & commitment measure. ‘The oyera.ll index of moti-

vation, presented in Table 3, is the sum of thes z-scoreg on thg two
Joo. ) .
individual megsures. . '

.

» L)
As can be seen from Table 3, the predicted pattern of means does °

emerge for motivaéion Those groups making stra.teg:{/effort type attri-

butions displayed 'signiricantly higher motiva.tion than d.id those gg{xps
making ability/trait type attributions, gs indicated by the significant |

contrast, 3{1,38) = 5,24, p < .0L, gnd the nonsignificant residual

. A
variance, F(4,38) < L. . . . 'f’

»

Success Rate. From the talling lists, on vhicn subjects recorded !

each call and its outcome, a success rate was calculated for each

-
+

sulo,ject as follows: . |

# of succeases .
¢- ¥ of succesges + # af failures - # of excusable failures.
) . - ¥ |
. f. .
Excusable fallures.were thos? in which the persuasion target gave 2
- \

5

. good medical reason f,orfreﬁmi‘ng to donate blood, suth as hepatitis,

hemophilia, and body weight. belgw ' oo<'i bank requirements.
. \ S

3

’ Subj_ects"mean Buccess ratés/ Dresented .in.Table 3 were significantly

L o

_—

' influenced by the a:ttributions they made. As expected, the ov;n:a.ll
contrast ‘showed 1:.ha.t p.eople meking ﬂrateg:y/effort’ type a.ttributio‘ns N
ha.d signif:lc‘mtly higher success rates than those making abtlity/trait

| type attributions, F(1,%0) = 6. 50) P < .005.. The residual was non- ' K

significant, F(L,k0) < 1.° . . ¥
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o On all three of thege dependenf variables;,then the results con-
/

formed closely to the patyErn predicted by the attribution nodel. To

‘ illustrate these effects more cleariy, ‘these measures (success expectancy,
\'
motivation,rsuccess rate) were combined, via z-score transformations,

. )
into an oversll index?é' The means on this index are presented in Table.

3 and Figure 2. The predicted contrast was highly significant F(1,57) =
12.51, p < .001, and the residual was clearly nonsignificant F(L757) <

1. Figure 2 dramatically displays these effects. Behavior style attri-

bntors scored quite highl}y dn the expectancffﬁotivation-performance

«4index except when induced to meke ability-trait (character style)
)

Ettributionj. Conversely, Character style attributors scored low on this

LI

index except when induced to make strategy-effort (behavior-style) ‘
N b}

)
attributions. Indeed, as predicted by the attribution model, when Behavior

they did not differ in their regponses'to the task; for the strategy/effort

! . " ' :
manipulation conditions, t(57) < 1, for the ability/trait manipulation condi-
LY * .

VJ tion§"3157) < 1, When attributions were not manipulated, however, .Behavior

' J— »

style attributors reacted more positively to the task and its ‘dnheérent failures

than did Character style attributSré,\&(S?) = 2.11, p < .05,

" - General Discussion
\d *  Qverall, the reﬂults Qf'this experiment lead to two major conclusions.

.
<

Flrst, in a naturaligsic setting, people wf%h the Character style of attri-
‘f. butions for interpersonal failure will often fare less well.than those with a
Behavior style. The Behaviot atyle subjects whose attxibutiona werg not
manipulated éihpleyed higher levels of success expectancies, metivation, and

. v ¥
performance. tfifn did the corresponding Character style subjects. Second, we

can conclude that‘ﬁuch'prediipositional differences are due¢ mainly to the .
V4

attributional differences, and not primarily to abilityadifferences. At~

3;y1e and” Character style attributors were provided with the same attributions:

-

Y

-
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tribw iona.l manipulations were successf‘u.l in overriding th predispositiona.l
f)'

‘ influence a.sg‘ indica.tgd by the consistently significant tests of the

.- s _
overa‘.ll contrast pattern. '
Ll

. of pa.{'ticul‘ar importance in the present results is the f‘indyng of,
; . ~ Y .
attributional effects,\"both predispositional end experimental, on moti-
[ - '

. »

vation and perfoi'm.nce measures in a highly complex, interpersonal LI

L] .
-

[ . -
setting. It is also interestigd to note that the best predictor of both
a persqn"s motivation level and success.rate was not either of the pure
expec'tancy measures, but was Slope, the measure of how mich a person

expected to improve with practice (for success rate, r = 326, P < .02;
’ [4

for motivation, r = .296, p < .0-3). Viewing one's failures at a task
. 4 N -
as the result of a poor” st‘ra.teg?should lead one to attend to strategic

improverment as one learns effective

. 3

features of the task, to expeck
strategies, and to actually pei‘lorn: better. This analysis may not apply,
though, to many of‘ the'simple algorithmic tasks more commonly seen in .‘
the psychologica.l 1itera.ture In taski such as digit—symbol substitution,
ana a-m solving,. and solving simple math problems, strntegy plays a

i considerably wea.kened role due to the more limited range of, possible

strategies (ca Anderson & Jennings, 1930 Jepn#hgs, Note 2). But.in \

most everyday situations of importance, pa.rticule:Zly in complex inter-
n detemining one's

personal gituations, stra.tegy playsfg. ma.jor role

» r

~ ’
performance; attending both to Strigegy ar.d effort factors, as in the g
td
pz;esen: study, can be highly beneficial. « . /"—' .
: t .
’ ' ” 4

Attr_ibu‘%ione.l Style as Effect, not Cause-’ An Alternative View ~

! \ R _‘_..\'\
Given only that thére is a rélationship betwpen attributional
r ) - .

style and .lhterpersonal debilities, at~least two possible exp}ana.tions

z t .




> , Attributional Effects in Interpersonal Settings

( 22

for the relationship exist.’ One is that proposed by the present’ nger;

A . * »
- 1

.attributiom®l. style antributes to the motivational and perYormance

jf' ‘. -’\ - ° +
deficits, thus serving to maintain the overall debility. The .,alterna-

tive explanation is that the attributional style is a resq;t of real

ability,deficits, accurately reflecting them, and is not a major cause
» . .

- of motivational and performance deficitg. 'The resultd of the present

’

exﬁeriment, particularly the success rate data, rule out this alternative
explanation. Resl ability differences should lead to consistently high

perfd}mance by the non-debilitated (Behavior style) groups and consis~ "

tently low performance by the debilitatbq (Character style) groups,
o+ . ’

regardless of attribution maniﬁylations. Conttary to this view, Character
style subjects who yere led to attribute initial failures to strateZy and
effef% factors had congideraﬁly higher succees rates than their (on—
strategy/effort counterparts, while behavior styXe subjects who were led
to attgibute initial failures to abilit;'and trait factors had lower

success rates then their non—abilit?/trait bounterparts

The point is not that there are no general !ﬁgll or ability dif—

/—-u-""’ N

t

. B Y

ferences between interpérsonally debilitated and{non-debilitated groups,

-

but that.attributional style differences help to maintain both the moti~

vational and performance deficits that then serve to maihtaén the
] »

interpersonal debility. ) . . f

N .
Representativeness of the Telephone Persuasion Task . . ’

A majg} strength of the present experiment was the use of a very \

'inVOlving, naturalistic task--subjects partlicipated ps blood bank

volunteer telephone callers., One might question, howevef, ¥he

.
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represgntativeness of this tdsk for the study of interpgrsonal debili-
. L' 4

ties. Data EpOrtéd by Horowitz and french (1’9%@% that this

~—

task'fapturés many o} the features §f interpersonal problems.most fre-
qg?ﬁtly repg;cEd by lonely peoéle.. These res§rrchers noted thaq lonely
ééople primar}ly ;eport problems of }nhibited soclability, including '
such self-ascriked problem-items as ¢ introducing myself to others,
: . '

mggifg phone cai}s to otherﬁ; bﬁ}ng friendly and SO?iable with Others.
The %elephone persuasion task taps important featyres of all th?ée of .
these problems. o - ¢ .Ar‘¢

.Also, in pre%qstfngyéitua;iqn,iﬁems for use in the ASAT, Anderson

et al. (NoFe 1) obtained ratings on an interpersonal/ncm-interpersonal

[

scale for each of 22 situatidgf, One of the situations was "workgng as y

L

)8 volunteer caller for the Red Cross, t’;ing to persuade other people to

donate blood." This item, the experimental task in the present study,
- - /{' M . P
was rated as the third most interpersonal one, behind items dealing with

ge&ting.aiong with a roompate and trying to cheer up a depressed room-
¢ . . .
mate. The telephone persuasion task is thus perceived as an lnterperscnal

" S

‘one, and is representative of problems reported by people who are having

{fﬁierpgrsonal difficulties.

Implications for Therapy i . d
Fiﬁally, these findings may be relgvant to a number-of cliﬁical
problems such as loneliness, depression, ana shyness. Obviously: té the
extent that attributional style is related t& these problems{’%he con-
clusions from the present study apply.' Anderson et al,(Note l)demog-

strated that attributidnal style for interpersonal problems does

corrélate with loneliness and depression. Furthermore, prior to

-

" * ’ 24 ‘ ‘ ~
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" the client's e.ttributgtona.l style, particularly for the type of situations
. i

.t '
- »
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ot . ’ :
perticipating in'the pre_sem; exberiment eaol\sub.ject completed the UCLA

Ionelioess Scale and the Beck Depression Inventory. As ‘expected,'
Behuavior Style sx;.{).jects were both less\lonely a.hd less depressed than
Cha.raoter Style subjects, though the difference was significe.nt only on- '
the loneliné'ss#measure _F7§l 57) =10.L41, p<-. 005. .

Of. course, any thera.peutic interventlon designed for people suffer-
ing f{om these o_r si'mila.r .interperSone.l debilit{.e{sf must take several .
‘fadtors into account. Where there are real skills deficits, they Jmust
be corrected. ,Bt.}t the‘ present da.ta"suggest that the observed moti:ra- . .

’ i r .

tionsl and performance deficiem‘:’ies are due, to a large extent, to self-

N

défeating attributions. Therefore, the th'erepist must carefullylr BsSsess ‘s
A ) 0

e

&het appear to be causing the wost problems for the client. If necessa.r},

the client can then be taught to reinterpret fa.ilures in strategy and.
effort terms rather than in ability a.nd tralt terms.‘? Indeed many o
current therapies, for example Beck's cognitive therapy (1967), already

incorporate similar n,otions/a.lthqugh for different 'oheoretice.l reasons.

& In short, it is important to focus attention on_ the aspects of the ';'ax;ob- :

"1978; Dweck, 1975, for examples of reattribution training with children

k4
' »

lem situat}ons that the_person can change and cont;rol. Researgh on how
such reattribution training is best aooomplished ig presently lacking

{but see Andrews & Debus, 1978; éhapin & Dyck, 1976; Dieper & Dweck, \

in the achie;rexgent domain).
- . v . . ‘
. This analysis assumes that the problem situations can be controlled,

that the person can learn from fe.ilurﬁs, improve with prgctice, and’

’ 4 1

(¥
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reach an acceptable_level of sucegss. But in‘many casés failure is‘
guaranteed either by particular ability deficits. (not everyéne can be 8

. successful suidance counseler) or By the setting of unrealistic gbals : .
{we .can't beulerh everyone). In such c;ses, meintaining high
motiration levels may be more mﬁladaptire'than recognizing the ;;pless- .
ness of the situation and giving :lp that_' particular.goa.l. It is c;l.ea.r.

<

that a resbtribution training probedure is not approprfate for ik prob-

lems. For many Qf the problems presented in therapy, though attending
to the strategic features and to thq;effort requirements should help to,
i* 3

break the failure—hbpel%ssness 1ow.Eetivation-failure cycle.

-Developemnt of‘Attributional Styles »

Since people differ in their attributional styles we might wonder

about the origin of such differences ==~ hew are they a.f.;‘quired? Cne

~
A - .

possible answer Is that we learn our styles from experience in a number
of similar situations. If one never 1earns-how to behave properly in a

dating situation, for example, embarrassment or other unpleasant outcomes

’

will frequently result. Over time, such frequent "failures" might bé .

percelved byﬁthe itdividual as indicati@e of rather unchangeable personal ,

deficits in that particular domaing i.e., the perscn begips to attribute

such failures to lack of ébiiity or to personality-traitsf .

L3

A second possible way attributiqpal styles may'be acquired, closely
related ta the ﬁ;rst is through experien;;;;‘a number of uncontrollable

. logses or failures that ip reality do not reflect social skills deficits.

< > »

»~'These events may inc}ude such "failures" as loss of a friend or Tamily

-

'membér through death, or loss of friendship because of a move to college ¢

or %o & new Job ;pcatioh. .People fﬁging guch lossel mey not recognize

& A9

& N -
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tna.t their current Joonel.y % depressed"’st&gte is due %o loss of social

LI

réﬂ.nroreer‘s through, na, fault of tn"h\,own They may instead bd’gi.n to

A

' ‘ pereeive themselves ag lacking the skills ndcessary for a sa.tisﬁrin

L | -

ﬂ - a7 * -
& third way to acquire attributional styles is from the usual

-ry

as causes of losses or "failures.

. - ~ .
socia.liz“\&}’sg agents — family,sschool authority figures, or peers. When
. - * }

we fall at some task there are usua.llir others nearby who are quite

- -

. \ ) ' ) .
williing to teach us how to understa.nd the failure. If we are-consistently

told that our fallures are due to our ineptness, we ma.y begin to inter-

-

na.lize the characterd ica.l attributional style. D'-'eck.a.nd Goetz (1978)
. v
#provided evidencg for su'cp a' learning precess in schools. !ihile the

particular findings were fairly complex, the basic discovery was that
X

.the evaluative feedback patterns glven to grade school éirls and boys

diffe}:ed tremendously, leading to = :;re "helpless" achievement orientation
v

“in éirls than in boys. o ) <
In sum, there are pxobably many wbys in which different attribu—

tional styles can be a.cquired The importance of such styles as ” /

determina.nts of reactions to everyday events demends further investiga.-

/tion into the sources of maladapti?egttributional styles and i\‘:o

procedures for therapeutic"chenge. * ot

-

Since a characteroleogical attributional style can be developed or

Ny

learned in seVeﬁl ways, incluyding in the a.bsengg oft traumaﬁc 1oss we

. might “ask gbout the conseguences of heving such a style. - Age we to /
. .

-

b - -
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infer that ail people who tend to make character style attributioms are

"t

lonely or depressed? The answer, of course, is "no." Such en attribu-

4

. tional style is seen primarily as a contiigutor to loneliness, tdepression,

and other similar symptoms. However, this anslysis leads to the inter-
- 2 .

gstihg prediction that pegple who acquire a characterological attribu-

tional style for their interpersonal failures will be cons%ferably mere

likely to suffier a severe bout of depresaion or longiiness at some time
. . - .
in their liyes,.since the style describes how. they will intefpret parti-

cular kinds' of data from everyday life. We all experience traumatic |
losse%’aqd failu;es in~the interpersonal domain at least occasionally.
Those people wiho ascribe such losses to ﬁpeir unchhnéeable: character
dgfects wiil not be aq e to cope as effectively as those who look to
chanéeahle Eéaaviéral mistakes. Therefore, teaching.éeople to make more
behavioral at??ibutions, where appropriate, might be useful as an
"{nnoculation” against severe depression and loneliness as wégl as a part

‘/or thereapy to be used after sudh interpersonal debilities have occurred.

RN . .
"2 »e R

-
- . \
-

. N v
.
.

™
L]
. .
[y L4 -
5 i .
. R
* ‘\\
» . -
~ v
.
X
. . (38 . -
o "
M - - -
# . » .,
L] L1
.
w
L]
-
% * . .
. ~
L.
~ * n.‘
' Ll - LY . [}
L]
b .



- - 4 x r
h . P .
. v

.

- ot
Attributional Effects in Interperdonal, Settings - e
»
. : - - 28 e
- <, . ; -
. Reference Notes
i * ’, L4
Anderson, C. A., Horowitz, L. M., & French, R. Attributional style of ‘
the lonely and the depressed. Manyscript submitted for publicatien, 1981.
-
. .
Jennings, D. L. Effects of attributing failure to ineffective strategies.
ll . .
Unpublishied ,doctorgl dissertation, Stanfo‘d Univers:lt‘y, 1979. ]
i } .
. R \
. : . . ¥
. YR
. ‘ . \ .
. : -.
L] 3y N
, .
N ) i ’
* {
{ i . .
[ a—r——
. . ’ .




-~}

~ ¥ .,
-~ : » (
PO |
’ “ —~
A
. Attributional Effectsy in Interpersonal Settings
& 4 .
: . ' ) . _ 29
— < *
- - ~ -:r .
’ ‘ - . - '
-4 4 3eferencea . )

Abramson,. L.Y., -Seligman, M.E.P., & Teé.sda.le, J.D., Ledrned helple%\s’nes%‘

‘o

fn humans; Critique and reformulation. Jou.t!nal of Abnormal

- .

Psychology, 1978, 87, 49-Th..

-

-
Anderson, C.A‘:, & Jenniygs, D.L. When experiences of fallure promote

' expecta.tions of success: The ipgpact “of. attributing failure to”’
N v

1neffect1.ve strategles, J‘ourna.l of Personalitys” 1980, ﬁ, 393-1207.

-

Andrews, G. R , &.Debus R.L. Persistence and causal perception of

failuré: Modifying cognitive atiributiong., Journal of Educationmal *

" Psychology, 1978, 70, 15L-166.

Atkinsonf J.W, & introduction to motivation. Princeton, JJ: Van
» p .

i

Nostrana,' 196k, a

5{ . - - . .
Bandura, A. Self—'efficacy' “Towérd a pnifying theory of behawioral/
3

cha.nge. Pszchological Review, 1977, 8k, 191-215,

~ €
Bec};, A. T The diagnosis and ma.nagement ordepressi-on. Phl‘ila.delphia.

‘ 1
Universuir of Pennsylvan{a Press, 196’[. ~
Carlsmith, 'y E]:laworth, P.C., & Aronson, E. Method¥ of research in

social pdychology. Menlo Park, CA: Addison-Wesley, 1976.

¢
Cha_.pin, M. &'byck, D.G. Persistence in children's reading behavior as a-

function of N length and attribution retraining. Journal of

Abnormel sychoJ:ogr, 1;"76, 85, 511~-515. X

. Diener, C.I\&_puck, C.S. _An analysis of #flearned helplessness:
. r 1]
Continugus changes in performance, strategy, and achievement cognitions

N-

fo].low:l.ng failure Joumal of Personality and Social i’hycholoﬂ.

1978, 36 451-462. 3

U . 30 ° ok



- - ’ ‘ i
¥ N Attributional Effects in Interpersonal Settings
e . ; v . . 30
- ’ ’ f‘ ’ ) ‘?‘
1 M - . ) “ Ll
. Dweck, C.5. The role of expectations and atyributions in the alleviation

-

’ of learned helplessness. Journal of Personality and Social

= _maol_OQ 1975, 31/ 67!; 685. , . >

- -
.

Dveck, C‘B., % Goetz,:T.E. Attributions and learned helplessness. In

qu. Har;ey, W.d. Ickes, & R.F. Kidd (Eds.), New directions in

attrib%;ion research vol. 2, New York: Epwrenee Erlbaum Associates;
Lo e }

Horowitz, L.%,, & French, R. deS.

Interpersonal probleks of people who

»

deseribe therselves as lonely-. Journal of Consulting and Clinical.-

Psychology, 1979, "47, T62~T6k.
)

McMahan, I. Relationships between causal attributions and expectancy of

succesgs.,

_Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1973¢. 28,

108§’1‘hx . *
Mischel, W. -

Toward a cognitive socihl learning reconceptualization of

persoﬁality.v_Psyehologieal Review, 1973, 803 252-283.,

Peplau, L.:A., Russell D.y & Hein, M. An attributionsl analysis of

.

loneliness. To appear in I. Frieze, D, ‘Bar-Thaly & J. S. Carroll .

(Bds.), New approaches to social problems.

San Francisco: Jossey-
N

Bass, 1979 ) ‘
) . ¥ - ot -
Ross, L., & Anderson, C, A. Shortcomings in the .attribution process: '

On the origins and maintenance of e;roneous social assessments. To

appear in P. Sloviq3 A. TYersky, & D. Kahneman Eds ), Judgmen )l

under uneertaintz:‘ Heuristics and bisses. New York: Oxford

University Press, 1981, - ~ *

Seligman, ¥. E. P., Abramson, L. Y., Semmel, A., & von Baeyer, C.
Deprcssive attributional style.

Journal of Abhormal Psychology,
1979 p"_8_8_, 2’42-2[37 .

31




!

A - > '» .
’ . v

. . ) ]
.‘ - . . ! Attriburiongl Effects in Interpersonal Settings
[ . L -
. H . 4 . . - ‘ N 31 ,
- - Lt " \ y) \4’ . .

L - [
. ) ) . /
Valle, V. A., & Frieze, I. H. Stability of causal attributions as a «
mediator :l'q changing expectations for succes-s. Journal of
z -
. Personality add Social Psychelogy, 1976, 33, 579-587. r(

Wein‘e:.', B. &4 théory of motivgtion for someglassroom expe ences.

- (RS
.

. Journal of Educatidnal Psychology, 1979, 11, 3-25,

Weiner, B. (Bd.). Achievement motivation and atiributional theory.

-

Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press, 197h. '

: >
Weiner, B. Theories of motivation: From mechanism to cogniticn,

. ,Chicego: Rand McNally, 1972.°
‘ )
Weiner, B., & Litman-Adizes, T. An attributional, expectancy-value .

analysis of learned helplessness and depression. In J. Garper &

- €. , 7
M. E. P, ﬁigman {(Eds.), Human helplessness: Theory and Applicationg.
» ) v u —
- Kew dork: Academic Press, 1978. .
o : ) a o
Wiﬂer, B. J. Statistical principles in experimental design, ﬂew ?"pork:
L * ¥ MeGraw-Bill, Ine., 1971, . ‘ ' .
1] ‘ "'
. ~
-,
. \ ’
- ‘ ‘ . ‘
L]
P4
! -
[ . - ﬁ *
W
. 1
v X t
1 ] a ?
" \ . »-
/ . )




- - B
. . * !

~» l “ . \ L] : * r/ *
. . - ’ Attrivutional Effects in I;terpey%onal Settings
v : TN 32
- 3 ) "
: Footnotes

[

I wéulh Iike'pé thank . J, Merril Carlsmith, feonard M. Horowitz, .
:Mark ﬁ. Léfper, and Lee Ross for their critical copments in =vll phasé; 3
of this research. I would also like to thank Gerhrd L%mon and
Jean éaliman for their aid in running the sgpjecis-of this.studx. -
. lA queaiiop arise; concerninq whether subjects shoudd ﬁe.preselectee
on th; basis of péving either high or low levels of the clinical symptom
{i.e., loneliness or depressionﬁ or on the gasia of having either high '
or’ low levels of the proposed mediating variable (i.e., the "changeabi 1ity"
or'their attributional style for interpersonal behavior, c.ffaﬁnderson |
et\?l.; Note 1)._Sihce the po%gt of this’ research is tbo examine the effects
of a@tributions and attributional style, it was decided that preselection
should be based upon attributionaf‘gtyle. Note that Binc§igttr15ut1;nal
style correlates with 15@e11ns§$§&fd d;pression; ve sh;uld expect the
preaelecte& groups to differ on theée variables as well.
. » 2To reche evaluation.concerns, on all queationnairés, tapes, and
ca%ling,lists subjects were identified by a subject nuczber, not by name,
a1 répoq;ed fignificance levels are based on two-tailed tgests’

~ A . . !

.
-

hThe'smaller degrees of fregdém for this and the following Success

rate measure ig due to two t?ctérs. First, there were a{few missing
. data pgints because of subjec; razlure to pro;erl& compléte th vafiéus
materials. More importantly, a blocking varifple—-time o\i,'{'a;:.c
quarter--was included iﬂfuai prelininary analyses. This blocking
variable had an apprecisble main effect (p < .20) only on motivation
L__ ) and sutcess rate measures, preSumabiy as a function of varying aiffi- .
\
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.

cultieg in trying to persuade p;%ople. to donate blc:od 'a.t different times
/

of the quarter. " In particu}\ar, subjJects who wo.:-:r'i; calling during midterms

has & rather more diteicult ttsk. On the measures where Block did have .
[

some effect, the variance estimate used in the unweighted means analy’ses

of variance was based on this eXpanded analysis of variance, yith the

-

corresponding loss of degrees of freedom. Where Bléck had, little effect,

data were colldpsed amcross-the blocking variable.

STherefb}q‘re no significant group differenceg on the three‘factors

-

.
.used in calculating success rates. -

6Fop each sybject, z-scores on the three measures were averaged.
For subjects who failed-to correctly complete all three measures, the

average z-score was based oms the available heasures: Note that excluding

. -

subjects with incomplete date does not appreciably alterﬁe results or

, -

the conclusions.
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i

Predicted Pattern of Results on all Expectaﬁcy,

AHotiva;ion, and Performance Measures. L

Attzibution Manipulation

PRI R >
No ° Ability/Trait  Strategy/Effort
’ Manipulation Manipulation Manipulation -
. '.Character -1 -1 : 41
] \
> ‘
Behavior “+1 ] -1 o |
’
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Table 2:
{ ’ . : . .

Session 1 Dependent Variables; Expectancy Measures.

o ‘ . p : - r
! S e » ’ / )

Attributional Style

aNO denoteswlat%n,

Manipulation.
« *p <05
*%p 005"

AT dehotes Ability/Trait Manipulation, SE denotes Strategy/Effort

(

- 9 e
" ' Character i Y Behavior - Predicted ‘
s L ‘ : ‘ ,
© " attritutional Manipulytion®  NO AT*, ° SE NO AT S Contrast F
A ’ ' i
Preflicted Pattern of T | )
& -1 1ol 1 S LS | +1
Means--Contrast Weights - ‘
» L) . ”._ " - hal \(
Success Expectancies g.84 *9,38 11,93 -. 9,93 9.85, 10.16 4,00%*
/ _ . { -
) Slope-~--Expected Change 14 .
. 118, ..232 327 4372 .300 .436 B.6U** ,
Performance over Time 4 . , . .
Overall Index © . ..465  -.336 9y .10l -.073 ,29%  13,08%%

s3uyiaag Teuosaasdasijuy uy $399339 Iaud;:nq;:::é
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* Session 2 Dependent Variables: Expectancies, Motivation,

)

L)

L]

Table 3:

arid Success Rates.

a}q(]"denotes No Manipulation, AT denotes Ability/Trait Manipulation, SE denotes Strategy/Effort

Manipulation.

p ,<.05
**p £.005

-

-

o

a 7

-

.

Attributional Style \

s Character Behavi.orc Predicted

Attribution Manipulation® NO AT | SE NO AT SE Contrast T
' R \ >,
Predicted Pattern of . ‘ a
. -1 -1 ... +1. +1 -1 +1 " "
Means--Contrast Weights ¢ g
: :
' Success Expectancies . 79.8 104.0  161.9 110.1 , 88.1  139.3 6.15% v 2
v
| A
Motivation : -.347 -4l _.074 .662 -.406  .68u 5.2u% 8
. ¢ V)
el [] -
Success Rate 273 ° .299 491 .526 437 .652 6.50%* g
. -]
Overall Inflex -.370  -.266 .298 243, -.239  .368 ~ 12.51%* o
. ol ] . &
-~ . o
o
=]
B,
wn
®
[
(3]
[ ol
]
0Q
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Figure 1. Composite 1ndex of success expectancies measured at the .

» L]

end of Session 1, as a function of attributional style a tt:ibuti manipulation.

-

i?igure 2. COmposite'gndex of, final success expectancies, motivation,

°  and petformance as a function of attributionel style and attribution magipulation.

L ¢ + \ . . " : * -
S 3
4 .
L]

. ! L4 r P
.
3 A 3
- EE H
. . ¥
: ’ .
4
.
— . -~
L4 -
- . .o
g ' . e
- i -
L] - -
x . . . -
.
- . o
~ L]
. . . . . &
N\ LIS
. M : -
L] L] -
¥ ~ I3 L]
] ’ :
- . . ) -
™
- (] L
- &~
1’ * ’
-
- ¢ 4.“"' s . * ’
VJ I} -
'\I-
. . . . .
- L - - -
1 s * .
* L]
L 3
£ ~ *
- , ]
»
- .
-
. 41 . .
- -~ »
L] . / * -
- - »
» \ . ]
" ——— -
: , ~ D , - .



]
L4

ANCIES

:FXPECT

-, SESSION 1

e . _ Attribution
’ §£er
o ' Character

L]

© > o

’
]

thaviov a

<«

"‘s}"

l *

I
P WN=2O0DN

-,

‘. . - -, . . \
Ability'-Trait .  Strategy-Effort - . »
Attribution ‘Manipulation -

1 ) . C . 43



. . ,' ! ;

-/ /{\ ;s : _ - ATTRIBUTIONAL
’ . | . STYLE ‘

oy e— RN

e : \ c : . Behavior
“‘J ¢4 e . !
: »
= 5
w3 ~Character
. =
l-"-ﬂ' L
-E' 02 } l
E w
» 1
il |
g -
z 1 ]
'E 0 3
e
=
- H X
f ,
1 -2- ]
> ,
x .
=-3-1
b -
[ = s
o -4

No & “ability~Trait . Strategy~Effort .

YORY r L s -
' N -' | AU S

) o . ’ - o435 . .
£ .7 _ATTRIBUTION MANIPULATION - {' r |
N W | - ” :




