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The Self-Serving Effect (Bias?) in Academic Attributions:

Its Relation to Academic Achievement and Sel f-concept

ABSTRACT

The self-serving effegt (56E), often depicted as a bias, is the
tendency to accept responsibility for one’s own successes but not
ones’ own failures. Results from two different studies demonstrate
that the size of the‘SSE for academic attributions varies with the
cause being judged, the respondent’s achievement level,vand the
respondent’s selchoncept. The SSE is larger for attributions to
ability and effort attributions than to external causes,blt is larger
for more able students, and it is larger for students with higher
self-concept. Furthermore, SSEs for outcomes in mathematics and
reading, particularly.for attributions of ability, are confent
specific. The logical pattern of relations among the 5SEs, academic
self-concept and achievement, and the content specificity- of the SSE,
argue that academic achievement and self-concept are nonmotivational

influences on the 5SE.




The Self-Serving Effect (Bias?) in Academic Attributions:

Its Relation to Academic Achievement and Self-concept
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Heider (1958) progd%éd that attributions of causality are
influenced by subjective needs as well as by Dbje;tive information.
Attribution researchers ask subjects for their perceptions of the
cause of an actual or hypothetical outcome,-and then examine
individual differentesﬂin<£Héﬂﬁé§~éUb3écts7exp1ain their own behavior
and/or how situational manipulations of the attributional context
alter their responses. Subjects are typically presented with stimuli
depicting success and failure, and asked to judge the likelihood of
perceived causes of thetoutcome (e.g., ability, effort, luck, task
difficulty). A substantial body of literature has demonstrated that
subjects are more likely to attribute their own success to internal
causes such as ability and‘effort, while attributing their failure to
external causes. In a review of this research, Zuckerman (1979)
reported "that of a total of 38 studies, 27 (71.0%) found subjects
taking mére responsibility for success than for failure, while two
(5.3%) found subjects accepting more responsibility for failure than
for success" (p. 254—255). This finding, sometimes called self-
sekving bias or hedonic bias, is labeled the Self-Serving Effect (SSE)
in the present investigation, |

Attribution researchers (e.g., Bradley, 1978; Snyder, Stephan %
Rosenfield, 1978; Zuckerman, 1979) hypothesize that individuals are
motivated to take credit for their success and deny responsibility for
their failure in order to protect or enhance tHeir self—e;}eem.
Riess, Rosenfield, Melburg and Tedeschi (1981, B. 275) suggest-that
the SSE represents either "conscious, intentional distortions”" that
protect one's self-esteem, or "unconscious, unwitting distortions in
perceptions of causality" that accurately reflect one’s self-
perceptions. Alternatively, Miller and Ross (1975) proposed an:
information processing hypothesis in which the GSE is explained by
nonmotivational influences. While a conscious distortion of self-
perceptions clearly represents a biag in self-attributions, the other
explanations may not. Instead, as suggested by Riess, et al. (1981,
p.225) "they imply that individuals actually perceive themselves as
more responsible for their positive than for their negative outcomes
and accurately report their true private perceptions when offering

causal attributions for these outcomes." Since respondents are asked
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Self-Serving Effect 7

to report their self-perceptionis, their responses are unbiased so long
as they accurately represent these self-perceptions —- even if the
responses appear unrealistic to an external obserVEﬁ. However, other
conceptualizations of bias may be reasonable and it appears that part of
the amibiguity in this area of research stems from the fact: that
different fesearchers have not operationally defined what they consider
to constitute a bias. A

Miller and Ross (1975; also see Brewer, 1977; Miller, 1978)
“examined SSE researéh and found little evidence to support the
contention that the effect'was due to mntivational.distortions,
suggesting instead that the SSE could be explained by nonmotivational
influences. However, in more recent reviews of SSE research, Bradley
(1978), Harvey and Weary (1984), Keilcy and Michela (1980), and
Zuckerman (1979) found evidence in support of the motivational bias as
an ®xplanation of ‘the effect. Experimental manipulations were designed
to either enhance or decrease motivational biases in the SSE, and
these effects often altered the SSE. Bradley suggested that a
motivational bias in attributions is more likely when performance is
public, when an individual chooses to engage in the performance ta;E,
and whenbego involvement is high. Consisteht with Heider's
formulation, it -appears that the €58k is influenced~by both objective
information‘and motivational needs. Feather (1983), while arguing that
both motivational and nonmotivational factors influence the SSE, asks
whether it is possible to disentangle their effects. _

While many SSE studies only consider attributions sumharized by a
single internal/external score, some have examined attributions to
specific causes (e.g., ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck)
separately. Unfortunately many such studies introduce én artificial
interdependency among ratings of the different perceived causes by
employing ratimg tasks such as rankings, forced choices, or other
ipsative=type responses. Studies which ask subjects to make
independent ratings of different perceived causes generally find
substantial SSEs for ability and effort attributions, but §SEs which
are much smaller or not even statistically significant for
attribations to external causes (Arkin % Maruyama, 19793 Fontaine,
1975; Larson, 1977; Marsh, Cairns, Relich, Barnes % Debus, 1984;
Miller, 19763 Simon % Feather, 1973; Stephan, Rosenfield % Stephan,
19763 Tillman & Carver, 1980; Zuckerman % Allison, 19765 also see
Zuckerman, 1979). Hence, the size of the SSE varies syétematically

with the perceived cause that is being cunsidered, but thig pattern is .
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Self-Serving Effect =
dbscured when researchers combine responses to different perceived
causes to form an overall internal/exterﬁal score or employ rating
tasks which force an artifical interdependency among the perceived

causes. Consisteﬁt with this observation, Marsh (in press; Marsh, et .

al., 1984) afgued that attributions cannot be adequately sumharized by

a single internal /external score and that factor analyses of self-
attribution responses provide little or no support for the dimensions
typically hypothesized in attribution research (e.g., locus,
stability, and controllability).

‘ In summary, there is wide support for the éxistence of a 8SE,
though it probably occurs primarily with ability and effort
attributions. However, there is considerable controversy about how

the SSE should be interpreted. Different researchers have identified

both motivational and nonmotivational components of the SSE.

Ultimately, the explanation of the SSE as entirely a motivational bias
or as entirely a valid representation of self-perceptions must be
overly simplistic. Consistent with Heider’s original formulation,
attributions are a function of both objective information and
motivational tendencies. ' |

In most SSE research outcome, success or failure, is viewed as
one of the characteristics of the attribution context which is
systgmatically varied, and this manipulation produces systematic
differences in attributions which generalize across respondents. In
this approach, there is generally little interest in the size of the
SSEs for different respondents, and these individual differences are
included as part'of the error term. However, it is likely that there
are systematic individual differences in the. size of S558Es and that
these dispositional tehdencies will also be.related to other
individual difference characteristics. Marsh (in press; Marsh, et
al., 1984) has argued that neither the situational manipulation
approach nor the individual difference approach to the.studQ of
attributions ' is inherently superior, and that the attributional
process is affected by both situational and dispositional tendencies.-

Marsh (in press; Marsh, et al., 1984) examined the relations
between academic self-attribution scales, multiple dimensions of self-
concept, and academic achievement. He found that primFry schoo{
students who attributed academic success to ability and effort, and
who did not attribute failure to ability and effort, had better

academic self-concepts and better academic achievement scores. Arkin,
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: . Self-Serving Effect 4
Appleman and Burger (1980), Feather (1983), Ickes and Layden (1978), °
and Fitch (1970) also found that high self-concept subjects were more
\

likeiy to attribute success internally and/or to attribute failure .

e%ternaliy than were low sel#~concept subjects. Arkin et al. further

demonstrated that this effect was independent of a "bogus pipeline”

" manipulation, suggesting that the relationship was not due to a

motivational bias that affected both self-concept and self-

attribucion. While these studies did not specifically correlate the

size of SS8Es with self-concept and achie&ement, the findings suggest

that there are systematic relationghips among these variables.

The focus of the present investigation is on indiwvidual _ .

e differences in the size of the SSE, and how these are related to other

characteristics of the particular respondent. The iﬁvestigatiwn is a

turther analysis of two studies (Marsh, in press; Marsh, et al., 1984)

in which separate measures for reading and mathematics were available ”

for: 1) self-attributions for the causes of academic successes and

failures; 2) multiple dimensions of self-#oncept; and 3) academic

achievement (in one study only reading achievement scores were

available). The purposes of the study are to examine’how the size of the

AR

5SE varies with the particular cause being considered, the extent to

which it generalizes across different academic content areas, and how it

is related to the respondent’s level of academic self-concept and
achievement. ‘
| METHOD

i
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Study 1. Subjects were the 226 fifth-grade students (pr1mar11y 10
year olds) who attended one of four public coeducational schools in
Sydney, Australia and who completed the sel f~attribution iastrument in
the original study (see Marsh, et al., 1984 for more detail about the
sample and materials). Testing materials, the self-report instruments
and the achievement tests, were administered by one of the coauthor's of
that study to intact classes on one of two different days within the
same week. For both self-report instruments described below, several e
practice items were given to ensure that children knew what wés expected
of them, and then the items were read aloud at a fairly rapid pace '

(though children had copies of the instrument in front of them so that
they could read along with the researcher.)

Study 2. Subjects were the 559 fifth-grade students enrolled in
19 classes in one of seven Catholic schools in Sydney, Australia (see

Marsh, in press, for more detail about the sample and materials). The

7
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two self-report instruments were administered as in Study 1. While
the instfuments were being administered to the students, the classrqom'
teacher was asked to complete a‘rating sheet about each child which
included ability ratings for reading and mathematics which were made
along a nine-point response scale varying from "1- very poor" to "9 -
very good." Some teachers were unable to complete the ratings until
later, and one teacher declined to complete the forms at all. The
achievemént tests were sent to each séhool and were administered by
the classroom teachers Euring a regular class session before the '
dministration of the self-report instruments. These tests were then
-scired by ths/reseafcheréﬁand Feturned to the schools after the
copbletion of the study. Two of the schools declined to participate
in the achievement testing, though they did agree to the
administration of the self-report measures and to complete the teacher

- ratings.

7~
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measure students’ percepti'ons of the causes of their academic
successes and failures. The instrument consists of brief scenarios in
which the student is to supnose him/herself in a situatipn
representing an academic success or failure. With each scenario are:
three randomly ordered, plausible causes for fhe outcome and students
~ make independent ratings of each cause along a five-point response
scale. An-example of one scenario representing a failure outcome in

mathematics, and the three causes, is shown in Table 1. The rationale

fdrothe design of the SAS,'items anal ;,ses, coefficient alpha estimates
of reliabilify,”and factor énalyses of responses to the SAS, are
described by Marsh (in press; Marsh et al., 1984). In those two
studies the different SAS scales were systematically and logically
related to external validity criteria including multiple dimensions

of self-concept, atademic achievement in different content.areas, and
teacher ratings of academic ability and academic self-concepts.

— - o T Gap S o e e TS e e A S S e WS D Gy e T G P P

Insert Table 1 About Here
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The turrent version of the SAS measures 12 scales which result_

from the factorial combination of three facets: academic content
(M=math, R=reading)j; outcome (S=success, F=failure); and perceived |
cause (A=ability, E=effort, or X=external). For example the
reading/success/ability (RBA) scale is represented by six items which
measure attributions to ability as the cause of success in reading.

This version of the SAS contains 72 items, six for each of the 12
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scales. An earlier version of the SAS used in Study 1| differed in .
that it contained 10 items for each of 1B scales —— the & reading
scales and the 6 mathematits scales considered Here, and an aqadtional
b scales répresenting "school subjects in general." For purposes of
the present investigation, only the 12 scales representing the reading
and math scales that appear on the current version of the SAS and that
were used in both Study'l and Stgdy'2 are considered. AScale scores
were computed by summing the responses to the 10 items (for Study 1)
or & items (for Study 2) designed to measure ®ach scale. Responsés to

Y .

the external items were reversed so that higher scores on all #cale
can be interpreted as more internal responses. | . ‘
In each scenario subjécts make ;atings of three plausible causes.
The Berceived reasons use td represent the external attributions |
included a wide variety of causes (e.g., task difficulty, luck, the
teacher, bias, others, the environment, eta.).  The decision to
represent the different external causés in a single scalevwas partly
pragmatic but was also based on earlier research described by Marsﬁ,
et al. (1984). The reasons used to represent effort attributions
included both atypical or unstable effort (e.g., you tried
particularly hard) and typical or stable effort (e.g., you always try
to do your best), though many items could not be unambiguously defined
as one or the other (e.g., you had not done the work to be ready, you
spent a lot of time doing it, you tried hard). The reasons'ugéd to
represent ability attributions represented 'stable ability (e.g., Yyou
know more math-than-most other children; you are a poor reader).. ‘
The focus o¥ the present investigation is on the self-serving

effect (8SE). The SSE is represented by a set of six differences

- scores (see footnote 1) representing responses to corresponding

success and failure stales, For example, the 8SE for ability
attributions in readinc was determined by.subtracting the RFA scale
score from the RSA scale score. Similarly, difference scores were
computgd for effort anid external attributions in reading, and ability,
effortiand external attributions in mathematics.

Self-concept Measures. The Self Description Guestionnaire (5DQ)

measures seven components oflpreadulescent self-concept derived from
Shavelson’s model (Shavelson, Hubner % Stanton, 1976; Marsh &
Shavelson, 1984). These consist of self-concepts in four nonacademic
areas§(Physica1 Ability, Fhysical Appearance, Feer Relationships, and
Parent Relationships) and three academic areas (Reading, Math and

General -School). A description of the seven-scale instrument, its

9
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Self-Serving Effect 7 .
theoretical ratioﬁale, the wording of the itenms, reliabilities and six
separ ate factor‘analyses.are presented elsewhere (Marsh, Barnes,

Cairns_& Tidman, in press; Marsh, FarHer % Smith, 1983; Marsh, Relich

" % Smith, 1983; Marsh, Smith % Barnes, 1983; Marsh, Smith, Barnes %
Butler; 1983). This‘research has shown the seven SDQ scales to be
reliable (coefficient alpha’s in the 0.80°s and 0.90’s), moderately

orrelated with measures of corresponding academic abilities (r’s from
>3 to‘0.7), and in agreemeﬁt with self-concepts inferred by primary |
school teachers. For purposes of this investigation the responses to
the eighth positively worded items for each of the seven scales were
summed to-obtain scale scores, and thesé were used aé the basis D%
further analyses. In study 2 a revised version of the SDB was used
which differed only in the inclusion of an eighth; General-self scale
which is similar to the tb the Rosenberg (19463) self-esteem scale.
Research described elsewhere (Marsh, Smith & Barnes, in press; Marsh,
Smith & Barnes, 1984) demonstrates this eight scale to be internally

. consistent and to define a separate component of self-concept as
identified by factor analyses. -The inclusion of the General-self:
scale is particularly importaﬁt for the present investigation since
most previous SSE researcﬁ\has'employed a single measure of self-
esteem such as the General-self scale rather than multiple dimensions
of self-concept. |
assessed with the GAF (MclLeod, 1977; also see review by D. B. Black

cited in Buros, 1972) and the comprehension section of the Frimary

Reading Survey Tests of theg Australian Council for Educational

Ao Research (ACER, 1976). In Study | the coefficient alphas estimates of
reliability for the two tests were 0.83 and 0.90 respectively.. For
purposes of Sthdy 1 the mean of the nonmissing reading test scores,
after each had been standardized (mean = 0.0, 8D = 1.0), was used to
represent reading achievement (see Marsh, et al., 1984, for further

description).

Achievement Measures For Study 2. Reading achievement was

e e S A e e R e e B WO e e A M W e i R N A S0 b o s

assessed with the comprehensibn and word knowledge sections of the

Primary Reading Survey.Tests (ACER, 1976). Scores from the two

sections had split-half reliabilities of 0.87 and 0,92 respectively,

and correlated 0.73 with each other. Scores from the two reading tests

were summed after each score had been standardized (mean = 0.0, 8D =

1.0). Mathematics achievement was assessed with the Class Achievement
. Test in Mathematics (ACER, 1979), and this test had a split-half

10
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i reliability of 0.B6. Teacher ratings of ability in reading, and
mathematics were also taken to be indicators of academic achievement.

For the teacher ratings-of academic ability there were 36 missing

éasa&x(bx),-representing primarily students from one class where the \
teacher did not complete the ratings, and 142:missing values (23%) for /
the achievement tests, representing primarily students from two
schools thch did nof admiﬁister the achievement tests. However, only
Few students had missing values for both teacher ratings and the L
“achievement test scores. ;
Becadse of the potential problems created by the largé number of
missing values, separate analyseé described later, were perfoﬁmed on
mathematics and reading achieQement‘scores representing test scores,
teacher ratings of ability, and the sum of test sccres and teacher
ratings.for students who had no missing values for either (after each
had been standardized). Aiso, a total achievement score Qas obtained
by taking the .mean of the Honmissing_stores (after standardization)
‘representing teacher ratings and test scores so, long as there‘was at
least one reading achiévement indicator and one mathematics
achievement i&d{cator. For this total achievement score there were
only seven missing values. | .
In the‘first analyses a 2 (academic content) x 2 (outcome) x 3

(pérceived cause) » 4 (level of academic achievement) ANOVA was

performed on respoﬁses to the.SAS, The first three factors of the

ANOVA were within-subject (or repeated measure) factors which

represented the three facets ef the S5AS instrument. The fourth

factor, achievement level, was a betweer-subject %actor'$or which |

students were categorized into one of four levels of achievenent on ) " :

the basis of scores in reading achievement (Study 1) or total 1

achievement (Study 2). Separate ANDVAS were conducted in Study 1 and

Study 2 with the MANDVA procedure of the commercially available SFSS

program (Hull % Nie, 1981). For ‘purposes of these ANOVAs only

sub jects who had no missing data on the self-attribution scales and

the total achievement scores were considered (211 of 226 subjects in ,

Study 1, and 349 of 339 subjects in Study 2). 4 \
In the second analyses, the set of six difference scores used to

represent the self-serving effect (SSE) were correlatéd with the

~multiple dimensions of self-concepts and the achievement indicators.

For purposes of these analyses, pdir-wise deletion of missing data was

used in the determination of the correlations (see Nie, et al., 1973),

11
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but similar conclusions resulted when correlations wers based unhn
only those cases where there was no missing.data. Thus, while the
large number of missing cases for various achjevement indicators im-
Study 2 does require that the results be ihtefpreted cautiously, it is
%glikely to have had any substantial effect. | 1
' RESULTS
- The demonstrat10n of an SSE reguires that attributions for the
pér¢e1ved causes of success outcomes should be mare 1nterna1 than
those of failure outcomes. -In the ANOYAs in Table 2 the SSE'is
repreéented'by the outcome effect, and interactions involving the
outcome effegt demohgtrate ways in which the SSE depends upon other

variables. For both studies the SSE is strong; the outcome efrect is

" large (see Table 2) and attributions are more internal for success

.. than for failure (Figure IA): However, the SSE varies sigrificantly

and- substantially with both the'perceived cause and the level of
achievement. The 0utc0me¥by—caase interaction can be seen in F1gure
1A. The SSE, the d1f{erence in attributions for success and failure ¢
outcomes, i largest for ability attributions, slightly smaller for
effort attributions, and much -smaller (in Study 2) or nonexistent (in
Study 1{ for external attributions. In both Study 1 and Study 2 the
SGE effect is significantly larger for ability attributions than for
effort attributions (£(2285) = 4,30, p { 0.001, % t(554) = 7,28, p <
0,001, respectively). In Study 2 the SSE e+rec£ for external scales,
though small,:is significantly different from zero (t(554) i 11.06, p

£ 0.001), ‘but not in-Study 1 (£(225) = 0.13). Hence, while the SSE is

strong for attributions of ability and effort; it is weak or .

noneﬂ1stent for attributions to external causes

N T Lad v — — ———
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Figures 1B and IC illustrate the outcome-by- -achievement
interaction. The 5SE is substantially larger for students with the
highest levels of achievement, and smaller for students with the
lowest level of achievement. The results for the two middle levels of
achievement are also consistent with this trend though\separate graphs
to represent these“grbups are not presented. 'Subsequent anal yses
demonstrated that the effect of achievement level was significant for

both the success and failure écales considered separately. High

achievement students were more internal in their attributions for
o ’

success outcomes than were low achievement students (F(X,207) = 17.37,
p < 0.001, % F(3,545) = 20.84, p < 0.001, in studies 1 and 2

12
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A ' Self-Serving E¥+eet 10
respectively), amd high achievement students wore more external in
their attributions about failure outcomes tran were low achievement
students (F(3,207) = 11.91, p € 0.001 & F(3,345) = 13,26, p'é 0.001,
in studies 1 and 2 respectively). However, it is interesting to note
that the outcome-by-achievement interaction does not vary ' n
significantly with cause in Study 1 (see Table 2), and that this
effect is small in Study 2. )

In both studies the 4 main effects and 11 interaction effects

account for nearly half of the total variance in student responses.

However, most of the explicable variance can be explained by the

achievement interactions. The effect of academic content and its
inferaction'with other. variables is small in bath studies. This
suggests that the size of the SSE, and 1its depeﬁ@ency on perceive:
cause and achievement level, is similar for attriéutions in reading
and in mathematics. However, this should not be interpreted'to mean
that the indivﬂ&ual students who show the laragest SSE effects in
reading attributions are also those who have the largest SSE effects .
in mathematics. The consideration of this and relsted issues is the
purpuse of the second set of analyses. '
Individual Differencesfin the SSE I

.The results of most LSE“research and the findings described above
demonstrate that, when averaged ecross all respondents, attributions
for success. are more internal than are attributions for failures. The
purpose of this second set of analyses is to determine how 1nd1v1dua1
differences in the size of the SSE vary with other individual '
'differehce characteristics. A set of six difference scores,
differences between attributions for success aﬁd failure outcomes, .
were used to infer the size of the SSE for each individual for the U

perceived causes in each content area. These six SSE indicators were

then correlated with each other, and with measures of academic

achievement and self-concept (see Table 3).
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Correlations among the six SSE indicators form a systematic and
reasonably consistent pattern of correlations across the two studies.
The two external indicators, for reading and for mathematics, are
substantially correlated with each other in both studies (mean r =
0.%54) but not with any other scales (mean r = - 0.01). Correlations
between ability and effort indicators are high when based upon the
same content (mean r = 0,64). The BSE indicator for the reading

13
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Self-Cerving Eftect 11
effort scale is substantially correlated with the indicator for the
mathematics effort scale (mean r = 0.65), as are the two external
indicators (0.54), but the two ability indicators are less correlated
(mean r = 0.36). These findings demonstrate that the size of B5SEs |
hased upon external scales are nearly uncorrelated with those based on
apility and effort scales. Also, at least for ability attributions,
58Es based upon reading attributions are oiiy modestly correlated with
8SEs based upon math' attributions. While SSEs based upon ability '
attributions appear to be reasonably content specific, those based
upon effort and external scales may not~be.

Correlations between the six SSE indicators and the multiple

‘ self-concepts (temporarily excluding consideration of the General-Self

scale in Study 2) also form a systematic pattern of relations that is
consistent across both studies. The SSEs for external scales are
relatively uncorrelated with any self-concept scores (mean r = -0.09).
The SSEs for the ability and effort scales are moderately correlated
with the academic‘selfbconcepts (mean r = 0.39), but less correlated
with nonacademic self-concepts (mean r = 0.20). In both studiés the 7
highest cmrrelatidns are between the $5Es for ability scales in a $
particular content area and the academic self-concept in the same
content area (mgan r = 0.63), It is also important to note that SSEs
for math ability scales are highly correlated with math self-concept
(0.71 % 0.61) but not with reading self-concept (0,22 % 0.18),
Similarly, 88Es for the reading ability scales are highly correlated
with reading self-concept (0.57 % 0.63) but not with math sel f-concept

(0.09 & 0.14). Thus, the 8SEs representing the ability and effort
scales are substantially correlated with academic self-roncepts, and
in particular the SSEs based upon attributions of ability are quite
content specific.

‘ The pattern of correlations for the General-self scale in Study 2
is similar to those observed with the other self-concept scales. The ’
General-Self scale is relatively uncorrélated with the 8SEs based on
the external scales, and hodestly correlated with the SSEs based on
ability and effort scales. The correlations are larger than those
based on the nonacademic self-concepts and somewhat smaller than those
based on the academic self-concepts. This finding is important since
most other SSE research has o. v employed a single measure of self-
concept which is typically like the General-self scale.

Study 1 provides a weak basis for examiaing relations between the

6SE indicators and academic achievement, since it contains only

—
~
e
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Self-Berving Effect 12
reading achievement test scores. Cordilations between ail six SSE

indicators and the reading achievemen} scores are positive and

statistically significant. The SSE-based upon reading ability
attributions is more highly correlated with reading achievement (Q.33)
than is the SSE based upon math abhility attributions (0.20).
Nevertheless, the pattern of observed correlations and the lack of
indicators of mathematics achievements make tenuous any inferences
about the content specificity of the §SEs with respect to achievement.
Study 2 provides a much stronger basis for examining the
‘relations among the set of SSEs and academic achievement in different
content areas; it contains achievement indicators for reading and
mathematics based upon both test scores and teacher ratings. As in
Study 1 the achievement indicators are significantly correlated with
the SSE indicators. Reading achievement is most highly correlated
with the SSE based upon feading ability attributions. Similarly,
mathematics achievement is most highly correlated with the SSE based

upon mathematics ability attributieons. This same pattern, both for

reading and for math scores, occurs with objective test scores"with .7
teacher ratings, and with their total. Hence, the SSEs are moderately
correlated with academic achievement indicators, and at least the SGEs
based upon attributions of ‘ability are content specific.

One additional individual difference variable, gender of the
respondent, was correlated with the SSE indicators (see Table 33 also
see footnote 2). Despite the large sample sizes, gender was typically - ' }
not correlated with the SSE indicators in either study. Thus, the ‘
size of the SSE appears to be similar for males ahd females in the
present investigation. A

In summary, the six SSE indicators form a systematic and logical
_pattern of relationships with each other, with self-concept, and with
academic achievement, which is consistent across the two studies. The ’
SSEs are significantly correlated both with academic achievement and
with academic self-concept. Furthermore, particularly for S5SEs based
upon ability attributionsa the 88Es are content specific. This
content specificity of the different 8SEs is most evident in the
corkelations with self-concepts, but it is also evident in the
correlations with different academic achievement indicators in Study
2.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
'Consistent with previous SSE research, the results of the present

investigation demonstrate that self-attributions for the perceived

15 | -




Self-Gerving Effect 13
causes of success ace more internal than those for failure. However,
the findings also démonstrate that the size of the SSE depends upon
the particular cause that is being evaluated, individual
characteristics of the person making the attributions, and perhaps the
content area in which the attributions are being made.

The dependency of .the SSE upon the particular cause has not
typically been reported by other researchers because they usually
collapse responses from different causes to form a single internal-
external score. However, this dependency is consistent with findings
from eight studies by different researchers described earlier. In
those studies the the SSE was also large for ability and effort
scales, but was smaller or did not occur for external scales (task
difficulty and luck). This finding further supports the contention
that self-attributions cannot be adequately represented with a single
internal-external score (see Marsh, et al., 1984; Marsh, in press),
and argues égainst the practice of combining responses to different
perceived causes to form a single internal/external score in SSE
research. o

The dependency of the SSE upon a student’s achievement level has
not been previously emphasized. In the present investigation, this
‘dependency was demonstrated in the initial ANDVA and in the subsequent

" examination of correlations. Both analyses showed that students who

are more academically able are more likely to attribute their academic
suCcesses inteknally, and are more likely to attribute their academic

+  failures externally, than are students who are less academically able.
Furtﬁermore, in Study 2 where multiple indicators of achievement in
reading and mathematics were available, the effects of achievement on
88Es inferred from ability scales were content specific. Students who
were more able in reading had larger SSEs for attributions of ability
in feading, and students who were more- able in mathematics had larger
G8Es for attributions of ability in mathematics. This systematic and
logical pattern of relations between the S8Es and the achievement
indicators cannot reasonably be explained as a motivational response
bias, and should be interpreted as an informational influence on the
8SE. The pattern of relations also provides support for the construct

- validity of the academic attributions..

The dependency of the SSE upon self-concept is also systematic
and logical, but alternative explanations for this relationship exist.
According to a "validity interpretation,” it is reasonable that ”
students with high academic self-concepts should attribute academic

16
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success internally and academic failure externally. To attribute

. success externally, or to attribute failure internally, would be
inconsistent with their high academic self-concept (Marsh, in press;
Marsn, et al., 1984)., Hence, the positive correlation between academic
self-concepts and the SSE in academic attributions is predictable, and
nffers support for the construct validity of both sel f-concept and

- self-attribution. However, acceraing to a "bias interpretation" in
"which the SSE is interpreted to be due to a motivational bias in the
way subjects respund to the academic attribution instrument, it is
reasoneble that a similar motivational bias would affect the self-
concept responses; this would cause responses to the two measures to
‘be positively correlated.

A more detailed examination of the pattern of correlations
between the SSE indicaters and self—concept scores provides'support
for the validity interpretation.; First, the validity interpretation
is clearly consistent with the finding that SSEs based upon academic

‘ attributions are more highly correlated with academic self-concepts
than with nonacademic self-concepts. The bias interpretation probably
is not consistent with this result, unless the bias is hypothesized to
be content specific. Second, the validity interpretation is"tonsistent
with the lack of correlation between self-concept ratings and the SSE
based upon the external scales. The bias interpretation prabably
predicts that the SSE would be substanti®al for all perceive causes, as
implied by the typical practice of averaging across responses to
internal and external scales in SSE research.'.Third, the extrene
content specificity of the correlations for SSEs based upon ability

attribution scales and matching areas of academic self-concept is

consistent with the validity interpretation, but apparently not with
the bias‘interpretation. Finally, and most importantly, the validity
interpretation is consistent with the dependency of the S8SEs upon
academic achievement, while the bias interpretatiun is not. Also, the

context of the present investigation is unlikely to motivate response

biases according to the criteria presented by Bradiey (1978). Thus,
there is stronger support for the validity interpretation of the self- |
concept/SSE relationship than for the bias interpretation.

In summary, 1ndividua1 differences in the size of the SSE are °
logically related to individual differences in academic self-concept
and academic achievement. For example, students who are particularly
able at mathematics, and who have high math self-concepts, are more
likely to attribute success in mathematics to their ability, and less
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likely to attribute failure in mathematics to their lack of ability,

| than a?e students with poorer mathematical abilities and poorer math
self-concepts. The pattern of relationships is most clear for
attributions of ability, but it is reasonable that ability
attributions should be most strongly related to academic achievement
and self-concept. While there is ample evidence from other research
to demonstrate that motivational biases can influence the SSE, it
seems unreasonable to interpret the effect of self-concept and
particularly the'e¥fect of achievement as motivational response bilases
in the present investigation. The argument tﬁat the effect of self-
concept is not a motivational bias in the present investigation is
particularly important, since most fnterpretations of the SSE as a
response bias assume that the purpose of the bias .is to protect or
enhance self-concept. Findings described here do not argue that ega
provoking manipulatiohs in other studies do not result in response
biases in self-attributions in some situations, but they do
demonstrate that positive correlations between the SSE and self-
concept may represent a logical and reasonable way to infer causality

which is not motivated by the need to distort attributions.

18
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- FODTNUTES

1 -~ A difference score, when based upon the differenée between two

research, attributions for success tend to be negatively

correlated with attributions for failure (see Marsh, et al., 1984),
Hence, the difference scores based upon attributions fo success and
failure outcomes tend to be more reliable than the individual scales
upon which the difference scores are based. ‘
.2 -- Though not-a focus of the present investigation, the.SSE effact'
did not vary significanily with sex (see Table 3). Also, four-way
ANOVAs similar to those shown in Table- 2, except that sex replaced the
achievement level variable, were conducted for studies 1 and 2. The
main effect of sex was not significant in either analyéis, and
intefactions involving sex were very small, and generally did not
reach statistical significance. Thus, in the present investigation,
the GSE and -its dependency upon other variables were not dependent )
upon sex. On basis of these analyses, the sex effect was not included

in the discussion of {he present investigation,

19
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TARLFE 1
An Fxample of a Scenario From the Sydney Attribution Scale (SAR)
' Response
Some-
times
~ true
some-
Mostly  times  Mostly
Scenario False lulse false true True
Su;;pose you did badly in a math test. This is probably .
because , .y
a. You always do badly in math tests (an ability- ]
attribution) L/ -/
b. You spent too little time studying {an effort attribution) ..
c. The test was hard for everyone (an external attribution) ’ ) ' 1i
Note. 'The .nentsin parentheses have been added. ' . . .

&
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TABLE 2
An ANOVA of the Three Facets Representing the 12 5A5 Scales and
Study 1
« 2
Effect 8s. d+f F-Ratio Eta x100%
Subjects 11,768 207
Level of Ach(L) 139 3 . 0.82 .
- Qutcome (0) 97,747 1 791.60%%  29.6% .
Content (C) 113 -1 J.11 .
Attribution(A) = 7,222 2 40.B9%x% 2.2%
0xL 7,838 - 3 21.16%% 2.4%
CxL 187 3 »2.81 . =
A x L 4,334 b B. 18xx% 1.3%
0«xC b 1 0.11 '
Ox Cx L 469 » 3 3.13
0x A Y0,214 -2 239.99%x 15,27
Dx Ax L 1,045 b6 1.67
CxA 1,999 2 © 96.89%% 0.6%
CxAxL 134 6 - 1.27 '
ODOxCx A 3,763 2 S51.76%% 1.1%
Dx Cx AxL 99 6. 0.464 :
TOTAL 329,782 : '
X p < .01; Xk p < 001
. . . '
Scales and Academic-Achievement
_Study 2
" =T ?
Effect 88 df F-Ratio Eta %1007
T T T
Sub jects 25,377 545
Level of Ach{(L) 135 3 0.97
Outcome (0) 104,290 1 1327.42%x  31.1%
Content (C) 1,546 1 121.56%x  0.5%
Attribution (A) 4,490 2 92.86%x . 1,34
% L ' 6,315 2 26.79%% 1.9%
% L 75 3 1.97 - .
x L 1,325 b 5.20%% 0.47%
x C 1,508 1 96.49%% 0.5%
» CxL 237 3 2.97 _
% A 22,149 2 356.77%x% 6.b6%
x A% L 1,201 b b.45%% 0. 4%
X A 218 2 12.85%x 0.1%
¥ A x L 53 b 1.05 .
» Cx A 299 2 10, 85%% 0.1%4
¥ CxAxL 200 b6 2.42
OTAL 335,125
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Carrelations Among Differences in Attributions, Self-concep
c

and Achievement Scores For.Study 1 (#1) and For Study 2 (#

8SE Indicators
MSA-MFA™ zf

MSE-MFA  #1
MSX-MFX #1
RSA-RFA  #1
RSE-RFE  #1

S 2
RSX-RFX #1
#2
self-Concepts
Academic
Math #1
#2
Reading  #1
#2
School #1
#2.
Nozécademic "
ppear
. , #$2
Physical #1
#2
Peers #1
#2
Parents  #!
#2
General
General #2
Achievement

Test Scores
Reading- #1

: #2

Math - #2

Teacher'Ratingd
Reading #
Math #2

" Total

~Reading #2
Math #2

Sex
{T-male,  #1
2=female) #2
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TABLE I

t

2}

'GSE Indicators: Differences in Attributions

MGA-MFA. MSE-MFE MSX-MFX RSA-RFA RSE-RFE RSX-RFX

1.00
1.0& N
«63XX 1.00
. 63%X% 1.00
-.10 =, 20%X 1.00
. 14xX .05 1.00
135** 146** ”-11
. 38XX A4xX .07
JA0%% . LT72%% -, 19%X
«SIXX < O9KX .04
~-. 12% =, 20%% - oKX
. 20% 15%X CI3XK
. 71XX L49%x  ~.07
b1XX J46%%x  -,02
. 22%% . 36X -.,03
. 18%x . 29XX « 05
LO0XX . . 49xx  -.14%
. 46%X JA41xx -.04
« S3IXK . 15X -.06
» 26%X .30xx -.01
l25** -16* \_-16*
21X «21%X .02
«26XX L 24%%x -, 21%X
21X W 22X% -,
. 19X 21%% - 17%X
. 15%X JA8xx -.00
A
37XX «38xx -.01
. 21%X . 14x « 35XX
25X X . 13Xx% . 21 XX
« 33XX .}B*t . 22%%
« 28XX . 14xX « 21 XX
. 38%X « 21KX . 20%X
. 27XX « 16XX 21%%
A1%X « 25XX 22X X
-, 12 .12 -.03

-.08 ~. 06 .04

X p < .0S; xxp < .01

Noée: Each attribution score is represented by three letters which

represent content (M=Math, R=Reading), outcome (S=Success, F=Failure),
and attribution (A=Ability, E=Effort, X
responses to the external sca

values reﬁresent more internal responses.

used in t

ability in t

is analysis are the diffe
and failure outcomes. For example, !
the difference between ability atiributigns.in fathematics for
successes and for failures. Achievement indicators in Study 2 are test
scores on obgective reading and mathemati

ese two areas

ratings. Some measures in

25

1.00
1.00

-

%

67 %X
b4xx
.09

. 29%X

09
14%x
S7XxX
63%x
295XX

28%%

.

14x
20%X
27X
12
25KX
21 %X
28xX

10

2 31%%

35Xk

41xx

20%x

35X
22X

46%%
26Xx

1.00
1.00

_u~5t*

L 19%%

. 26XX

« 22X%

< S4XX
43%X

" ® = & & = ==
= e N e = PO
o-— oUWt
BE PE PE PE IE I 6
IE IE I I I I

3LXK

=External) respective:
les have been reflected so that
The attribution variables
rence to responses to the success
the first attribution variable is

L 39%x%
. 28%%
| 26%X%

«29%K
 25KK

« S2XK
. 2BXX

“114*
.07

Varger®

cs tests, teacher ratings of
and the sum of test scores and teacher
étudy 2 were not included in Study 1.
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FIGURE 1 -- The Qutcome B{ Cause Interaction Across All Respondents (A),
and For Respondents With the Lowest Levels of Achievement ( ), and For

\ Resgondents With the Highest Levels of Achievement in Studies-1 and 2.

! (Note: each scale score was divided by the number of items upon which it

was based sn that mean responses vary along the actual 1 to 3 scale

employed in the attribution instcument). S

L
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Grade/
Namo . Boy - Girl Yoav
Ago School Teachar
S.A.S. SYDNEY ATTRIBUTION SCALE )

There are no right or wrong anSwers. There Are a number of things listed that could
asked to show how true or false each repson for this happening 18

Thia is not a test.
happen in Bchool or at home - you are

for_you.

Look at the f{irst example. Someone called Terry has filled this one fin.

' Somotimes
True
Hostly Sometimes Mostly
False Fnlse False True True -

.

1. Suppose you won & race at the Sports Carnival.
1t would probably be because

you were Just lucky [_J L__J l:_l D D'.
you are & §OOU TUNNET .. cvevrrrrraroneaertnteres ['-‘i] I | [f J 1 J [744J b. L

c you tried hard to run rust.-.-.A...-............[:] | | Ij E:l D c .

(Terry put a tick in the False box for the first reason because for Terry that reason was not true at all, T
Terry put & tick in the True box Tor the second reason because Terry is a very good runner and always wing

raceg. Terry put a tick In the Mostly True box for the last reason because Terry did try pretty hard to run

fast and it was mostly trua).

1o

Now let's look at the second example. Someone named Chris has filled thig one inm.

2. Suppose that you pntnied a picture at school and
everyone said it was terrible. It would probably

be because
& you are a bad painter ...-..-.........--.--.--.-I l ‘ l I l l [:::] a
b you only tried a little ........................| I | l i ‘ I i l b ]
' ' ‘r
¢ they did not 11Ke YOU «.uesvvsessuesvesrrreeeees | | ] | l i J l } ¢ ,,i

(Chris has ticked Sometimes True, Sometimis False for the first reas.. Jecause Chris is only a bad painter
sometimes, Chris has ticke oat Tue for the second reason because Chris tried only a little on most of

the pninting. Chris ticked Nostl True on the last reason because it is mostly true that everyone in the class
does not like Chris and would have said the painting was terrible for that reason). .

NOW YOU TRY THESE EXAMPLES

that you made a model and it fell to pieces

3. Suppose
1t would probably be because

as soon as you finished it.

& you are not good at making models ..covevneenns
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you did not work carefully on 4t ..ovivveiiienns

1

L—

:

that you wrote & story that the teacher said

4, Suppose
It would probably be because

was very good.

i»

you write good BLOriOS covvireraranrssansanis

—
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'c the glU@ WAS DAA +.iorerrnrrreninrete i [j::]
]

-
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you tried very hard R T R

¢ the teacher likes you
DO NOT TALK TO ANYONE ABOUT Youn ANSWERS OR LOOK AT ANYONE EL PA .
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. . e Somet imes .
B B ) e True
T Hostly Sometimes  Wostly
. Pztlaq,\ False False True True
1. Suppose your tsscher chose you to be in the top reading group T

in your class. It would probably be because

& you are good St Tesding . 4 4 4 44 e e v e e e 0o [ l L | i ) [ l (8
gyouwo:khudurudl.nq...'....-------c.-.l | L | ! ‘ r l I ib |
gehceuchorud--nuukc_..---------------I I [ ] I : [ I [—J°

i, Supgou you have to swep books with aomecne to correct soms
maths exercises snd no one wants to give you their book.
This is probably hecsuse -

8 Nobody likes you very Wuch . « o o« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢

‘D you are crreless in your work and with corrections . « . . .

1L
|

€ everyone knows you do maths bedly "+ « ¢ o s 0 4 0 0 000

]
—
|
_—
-]

3. Suppose you had trouble trying to .lnwcr the teacher'e quicti.on
sbout s etory in resdiny lesson. It is probsbly bacause

& the story was too hard for iv'oryom; e et e e e e eee s r ‘l I ] I l l I I I'

D YOUu 8X@ 8 POOZ Z@BAEL « « ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 ¢ 0 0 80 ae e

—
—
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you should have resd it more CAZELULLY ¢ « + ¢ « + ¢ o ¢ ¢ o0

]
g,
P
—

4., Suppose the tescher wanted you to help coxreot some
. msths tests. This le probably because

4 you are one of the beat students in maths . . e .[ ] o ]

ttvuyourtmtodou..'.'...............[ I I l

— — r———
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]
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)

gyoulhnynuytodonnuuthn.............[ ] l |

$., Suppose the school librsrian wants someone to help count
books snd you sre chosen. This is probsbly because

a8 you were eitting near the teacher vhen the librarian . ) ] l.
asked £Or SOMEONE ¢ « o + « ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o e o v o o o s o ol J L ) H : ( J :

-4

——

you slweys work hard md.cu.o_!.uny in Mathe « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o .I I L I
L

C you are one o!A the best puplls In ; 3 maths claes , . . . . [ l

6. Suppose the teacher dsked you to resd sloud gan of s story
for the class and you hsd trouble 40ing this. It is probably
bacsuse

N
& you sre bsd at resdingaloud ¢« ¢ ¢ 0 s 0 000 0

L]
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T . b you had to resd the hndut'pan Of the 8tOLY « « ¢ « ¢ o o of i

| I 1 '

e L bl I
A ;

o _ o ¢ YOu were careless sbout Tesding the SEOTY « « + « ¢ o « ¢ o [ I lL__l I | i “I e

VN ’ ., wiee - 1, Suppose you get a maths question wrong in clsss. It is ¢ L
: probsbly because
. 4 you oftan have trouble in mathe « . « ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ ¢ v o [ ] IF ] rl f ]. |
B the QUESEION VEE RBTA « + « ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 o b s e e e e 10 e 1 [ r l I Ib
L .
¢ you never pay attention in maths 1essons . . « « « ¢ ¢ v o ' | | ) I 1 }c
8. Suppose you are chosen from your school to tske psrt in & ' - . - - =
state maths competition. This ia probsbly becauae | ™ fmtmony

!youwnlegyyougb..g...................' [ L [ l L L '8

’ gyounr.lucky-----l-'------'---'---0-‘--; ! | ' rl [ Fjb
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Sometimes

» True
. Mostly Sometimes  Mostly
False False False Trrue True

9. Supposa Yyou start & naw atory in raading and you find it hard
to underatand atraight away. It ia probably hecause

1
¥ the taschar picks herd atories . . .« v+ ¢ o v o0 v oo | : l_...: 1 . ' .
p_youwu.d.ydrummq..'.................i | l ! r ] | . '| ih
. " 1 H
g_yourrudtnqtlpoor...................l I f | I ' | P 'Ic

10. Supposs your parants tall you that your raading ia goad.

It would probably be bacause -
" you really work hard at FE®AiNg o o« o o « ¢ 24 e 00 e o s l
Y Y ! 9 L i !

(-4

|
youlhuygd;mllltrandtnq_...............[ | 'l J [ i 1 l lb
L

9.tleanonlyb“nv““"°'°"“‘“"""[J‘ l 1

11, lupgou the claay waa sskad to chooas the beat fiva people in
matha. If they choass You it would be bacauass

‘s yourul.).yanonaoteh.buen.uehl..........‘ I |

13-4

fo

|
you_vor;ha:dtobcioodnneha..............I | l J r | lr I lJb
J

tho.y.uk.you.......v.............,,..~r"'] .

12. Suppoas you gat s maths problam to do on ths ard in front of
the clasa and you do it wrong. Thia is probably bacauas

& you sre unlucky to be asked tha hardsst problem . . . . . I:_J l.__J [_J [_J L

(-4

— —
S e
r—1 e
S S
[} o

you slways hava troubls solving problams . « . . . 0 e o I |

‘you did it too quickly and mads & ailly mistaks « « « o . I 1

13. Supposs your taacher aays you ars doing badly in raading work.
It vwould probably be becauas . Eeaceng !

g_youlnhsytnrudtnq..................r J

(-4

the tascher dosan't lika YOU « ¢ « ¢ ¢« v o0 0 o s 0 0 o s

]

b

S
o

—
[;]

you always do badly inreeding « ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 s s ele 00 w0 e

14. Supposs you ara chosento réad out & atory to all tha parants
at s special assembly. It would probably be becauas

[ no ona slae wantad to do 4t . . o 0 o s e e e e s e e e e

LI L
i

b You 8re @ g00d FEEARE .+« ¢ 4 e s 4 e s e s ee s e e et L.-.—J L_JL_J

. ¢ you hava besn vorking hard on your rasding all year. . .

B
L
,
—
|
]

15, Suppose the tsachar awardad a gold atar for today's raading
work and you got it. It would probably be because

]

]

;ﬂyouurnadtebyworunqhud...............[—_J L—J L I__,__Jll.__._]u
e ]

p_youwaulucky........'...........,...

Suppose tancher
you get it wrong. Thia is probably bacause
a you should pay mOrs SEEREON . o . o o e e e e |

) ! b the teachsr sxplains things badly . . . o oo o v o o v e

et s ) [ 1 L
P
1 O
| [

anything in maths is hard for you o o« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v 0 0 0 00

0
.
[
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17.

18.
. 1t would probably be becauss

‘,l

.20,

21,

22.

Buppose that the teacher asked le in your clase to out to read
a poam on a TV show but did gggr::f you, It would pxnbﬁgxy be because
a your reading ie not good enough . . » .+ .+ PN

]

you-dacided to play inetsad of $rying to get the
POOM T@AAY ¢ « 4 ¢ o 4 4 e st 4 s e b e e e b8 e

the teacher £0rgot tO 88K YOU + o« « o ¢ o o s ¢ o o o o

Supposs you read a story well in front of your claee.

b

Sup:ooo the teacher telle you not to healp a friend with their
mathe.

]

-]
-

yOou are good et reading . . . . 4 0 b 4 0 s e s e e e
the etOory Wae an S8sy one « « « + o « o o R
you made a spacial effort to read 4t « + ¢ 4 o 0 0 0 e

Thie would probably be bacauee
you should work harder cn your own mathe « « « « o« o + o

you make a lot of mietakes in mathe youreelf . . . . . .

it deunfaldr o ¢ o o 4 e 0 6 b w e K b e e e

Suppose the teacher aske you to collect And'eéunt the money .
for an excursion trip. It would probably ba becauess

o

it ie your turn to collect woney thie time « « « ¢ «+ +

you always try hard in mathe Clasees . . . « « + ..

you are good at mathe and will collect the right
BMONBY « o o o o 6 5 o o 8 o 8 8 o 0 s 8 8 s 0 s s o s

Suppose you did really well on a reading teet. It is

probably bscauee

o

[ (-2

you were lucky . « 4 o ¢ 4 oo e e S TS
you tried very hard . « « ¢ s o 4 4 0 0000000 e

you alwaye do wall in reading teste . . e e e e o

Somet imos
True
Mowtly Sometimos Mortly

¥ulse

False True

True
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Supg:.. yo:t!indptgbh;is ;: understand a etory you are .

reading. [ e caues .

& you need to try harder at reading « ¢ s o s 4 08 e e "o [:::] | l [—-—] [-—] [—“T] a
B yOU Are 8 pOOF TEAder . . . s s s h s beatsu [:::] I (] | I. THLE
¢ the etory ie boring . . . e e e e e e .. S coe [:::] [V' I r l i I | I ¢

* 23, ::PP°" you did badly in a mathe teet. Thie ie probably
cavee
a you always do badly in mathe teste . . . . . . e e e [ l [* J [ J r ] [7 J .
b you epend too 1ittle time etudying mathe « « + + o « ¢ [;n~J f’ AJ [ ] [‘* l [ J b

i
]

¢ the test wae hard for eVeryon « « o + « ¢+ ¢ s 0 oo [:::] i '

24, Suppose the teacher chooses you to do a special problem
in mathe. It would probably be because

a you know more waths than nént children « « + o+ o o o ) .l I [ l l 7 I [ l [ ] a
b you would work harder on it than your class mates . . . r'"" 1 1 [ [._.J : L.__J b
¢ nobody elae wanted t0 do At . 4 4 e ww e e oo e [, I [ l [ ] [ " I l }d




SELF DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE

/ This Is a chance to ook at yoursslf, It Is not e test, Thm are no right answers and everyone wlll have
different answers. Be sure that your answers show how'you fesl about yourself. PLEASC DO NOT TALK
ABOUT YOUR ANSWERS WITH ANYONE ELSE. We will keep your answers private and not show them
to anyone.

When you are resdy to bugln, plmo md uch sentence lnd docldc your answer, (You may read quletly to
yourself as | read aloud.) Thers are five possible snswars for each question — — "“True”, “Falss”, and
three answers in between, There are five boxes next to sach sentence, one for esch of the snswers. Tha
answers are written at the top of the boxes, Choose your snswer to a sentence and put a tick {v) in'the
box under the answer you cheoss. DO NOT say your answer out loud or talk about it with snyone else.

Before you start there are three sxamples below. Somebody named Bob has slready answered two of these
untonw(t: ,show you how to do lt. in the third one you mu:t ehoon your own answer and put in your
own tick R R e

Ny e, A

e e SOME:
_ = — e en .. TIMES
MOSTLY FALSE, MOSTLY,
" FALSE PALSE SOME- TRUE 'TRUE
TINGS o :
ThUE

EXAMPLES

1. 11ke to resd comic books e VL V1 I 101 @

(Bob put a tick In the box under dw snswer “TRUE", This means that he really iikes to read comic
books. | Bob did not like to md comic books very much, he would have antwered ”FALSE" or
“MOSTLY FALSE".) .

2 e [ hma ERYY TV

2 Wlngmml,lmmatandt'ld“ i "2 D D [_V_ﬁ Ej D 2

(Bob answered "SOMETIMES FALSE, SOMETIMES TRUE" becauss he is not very nut. but he ls
not very mmv either.)

3. | like towatch T.V. we 3 L] 1 JF JL_JL. . J3

(For this sentence you have to choose the mwor that is best for you. First you must decida If the
sentence 8 “TRUE" or “FALSE’ or somewhers In between, If you really like to watch T.V. a lot
you would answer “TRUE" by putting a tick In the last box. If you hate watching T.V. you would
armswer “FALSE” by putting # tick in the first box, If-your snswer Is somewhere in between then you
would choose one of the other thres boxes.) - ,

If you want to change an answer you have marked you should cross out the tick and put 4 new tick in
another box on the same line. For all the sentences be sure that your tick is on the sama line as the sentence
you are answering. You should have one answer and only one answer for each sentence. Do not leave out
any of the sentencass. )

It you have eny questions put up your hand. Turn over the page and begin. Once you have mmd PLEASE
DO NOT TALK,

© H. W. Mersh ond 1. D. Smith,
The University of Sydney
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. SOME.
YIMES
MOSTLY  FALSE, MOSTLY
FALSE  FALSE ’!?#:8 . TRUE TRUE

' ' _ TAUE

1. 18m g00d 100KING vvvvsurrsnssssssrssssnsivsssrarssssesoes e 1t 1t 1t
2. I'm good at all SCHOOL SUBJECTS ..o e o | o e | e B
| 3 1N U 8t g% i N e o e e
) 4. 1 got good marks In READING .uvvrrssnr s J J 0 0 1.
‘ 5, A:I,v parents undirstand me 5] 11 11 11 | L___IB
8. | hate MATHEMATICS ..coovvon _' s__1 L' ) j[ le
-, 7o 1 1V 1018 OF 18NS .o eversersssecossessss 7] m“ | [_ it 1L 1z
r'.) - - 8, I_Ilkethewa'vllook. : 8] IL 11 - 1L 11 18

LG

9. I enjoy doing work in all scHooL suBsecTs .. o[ 1 _J I 1 ]

10. 1 like to run and play hard o 10] L] L 11 i1 o
1. I.IlkoREAvl‘)ING : - 1 1| IL_Jl 11 m

12. My parents are usually unhappy or disappointed .
with what | do .... Y

2l L L JL L e

| 13. Work in MATHEMATICS i sssy for me e 13011 T 3 [T
.' 14. !makef;i‘endsoaslly . S . 14r—1 [—_] l'""l [_] ["_]14 |

- ‘ _ ¢ .

’ 16, Ivhavuple'asavnt looking face — 15L 11 it i1 | I J1s

16. | get good mark; l.n‘all séuoén. sbmﬁcrs ........ o JL JL  JL_JL Je

17. Iha_tospc.mundgames ....... weee 17[ .ﬁ[ | | I A N

18. 1'm good at HEAD-ING : isl 1011 ' 1. L I

19. 1 like my parents ........... ' 191 ﬁ.[ {1 II ‘ JL |19

20. 1 look forward to MATHEMATICS ...... v o o o e )

21, Most ids have more friénds than | do .....usues 3] I Y e e Y

22. 1am a nice looking person , 22| 1T 1 101 \ j22

. | - 23, 1 bt s SCHODL SUBJECTS s n[_] I_____I 11

24, 1 8njoy $POT1S ANC GAMES . 20 110

26. 1| am Interseted In READING .ovrrionr e 8 J 1 I 2

26 My BrENtS IIKE MB ..vccssssrsssmssmnsrsnc 2] I o o | .

33




27.

28,

29,

3.

H
K
{

51,

32

' 35.

3z,

41,

42,

45,
46.

47.

49,

80,

82,

- Soun '
X FALSE  FALSE :3"::' YaEY  vaue | -
.yaur ] b
| get good marks in MATHEMATICS ......convnsnnnens 27[_3 I'_'i r—-l r——l I——'ln . .
1 get along with other Kids @88I1Y c.uuuemscumssinss a__JL_1 L JL_JL__]=
) do lots of impartant things ol L I L JL__J»
| am ugly 30[_ )1 R . 1 L 11 130
| ,
I learn things-quickly n all SCHOOL SUBJECTS . <1 I | G II 1 [ Ja
| e GO0 FSClab i ,.,r-—-l e I o s oy PR
| am dumb at READING ... N e o e o |
“If | have children of my own | want to bring them l
-~ up like my parents raise.d Me .......umusssssssssess af 11 It 1L 1L J34
| amreted o MATHEMATICS oo 3] [ [ ] L
ihar}\'u‘;;{biik; R A e f i I”_lae“ =
Overall 1 am 10 9008 wrwmmmemmeeeeees 111 1 1 :
Other Kids think | am good 100KING vuuvssmmmmrns 1] r. 1 )
Iamlnfl-r;;t-ed in sl scu'adisumscrs e I — o .
) .m,;;;um'.. o] LJ CoIC] e
| anjoy doing work I READING v N o | e | o | e | {
Mv parenuuqldl.sp‘;n;..lt;thof ilmo togather ...... 42[ | | . ]r ] i 11 142 | %
I learn things quickly In MATHEMATIOS......; ..... al | | I AU A O
Other kids want me t be thelr frlend .e..uuune. " o | e e e 7 ”; | ‘
In general | like baing the Way |~ 1 uwsuvvemsss . 461 : It 1L .I 10 e ‘
 have  gooc ogking bodY e’ 40[ e | | o e ) ‘ "
I'am dumb In all SCHOOL SUBJECTS v 47 (] [__| - |__|47 | 3
. 1
! can run & long way without Stopping .. . 11 ) ]r | I 11 |4a :
Work in READING is easy fOr me wouusssssinsss 49[ | F 13010 ] « \:
S ‘ J
My parents are easy t0 talk 10 .emecmscamenne 800§ Lo L l[ 1 Jso ‘
| like MATHEMATICS wocnssimnesns O] e o - f
I have more friends than most other kids w520 1 C__1C 10 e 1

34




1/

- em e -

—ce = e ——

- v 0 ———-

.- —— L TN P U,

L

" 63,
B4,
65.

66,

6.

SOME.
YIMES

MOSTLY  FALSE, MOSTLY

PALSE  PALSE . SOME' TRAUE = YRUE

v TIMES ' .

. _ THUE

Qverall | have a ot t0 be Proud of .....ueusesmarene s3l 1L 11 Il 1L Js3
I’m better looking than most of my friends ......... 54[ 11 1L 1 1l Js4
I look forward to ali SCHOOL SUBJECTS ........... ssL It I 0 L ss
| am a good athlste ssl _JL_J0U 1L [ dse
| look forward to READING ..... ] O e
- | get along well with my parents ........... S ssL_ I JL I 10 s

TR sl amuany AR B T

e 80c¥'m good ot MATHEMATICS i ) o o e | e ™

60.
61: Icantdounythlngrlght . 1 — 3 ¥ | .]Jl 11 |v| | | J61
62, Ih:vo nice fntum like nose, lnd.VOI lnd hair .. 62 L l Lv ] | I { '] L 162
163. Work In all SCHOOL SUBJECTS is easy for me... 63[ 1 [ . 1[ Il l[ Je3
" o bt b o Awssnened ot
o ety e W] O 0 ] e
| e READING e 8] () (2] ]
esurf.ydpn::n:s :?dlhawuot of fun together ... 68] ]I ]| 1 1 |8’8
e7.”’i§_n dp_"it_'\l:nan‘-‘_“w?ll :n:ﬁfditi‘th,lr' PAODIA ... e71 11 11 ‘ 1T 110 ler
63. 1 enioy doirg work In MATHEMATICS ... s | | ﬁ e
69. Most other kids ks e ... s ) o o o e o T
70._Other people think | am s T e [ | 1L 1l 110 Jw
7. Hike ol SCHOOL SUBJECTS .vvvvemimmrsrnn nl L JL I _JL_In
7, Alotofthlnmlbout 0 70 G000 o 2l Il _JL _JL_JL
73. 1 lear things quickly 19 READING cosrsnen 3 [ I I I Jis
74, I'm as good as most 6tho’r L L— 7l L 1 11 Ll
751 am dumb at LILLTUT T pR— e o | - [-—l CJs

76.

lam 1opul|r wlth kldsof mvownm ................. ‘ GOI l | l I | I | I |60

When | do somtthlng, 1 dO it Wall uuveesreerererrenenenn 761

IL_Jl

J L _J7

o
ot

o —




